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Preface

The Empty Tomb' (hereafter ET) positions itself as a full-frontal assault on the
Resurrection. I wouldn’t be surprised if unbelievers reference this book as the de-
finitive refutation of the Resurrection for years to come. Hence, it merits an ex-
tended review.

In no small measure, the ET is not so much a direct attack on the evidence for the
Resurrection as it is an attack on a particular school of apologetics centered on the
person of William Lane Craig—with Richard Swinburne as the runner-up.

Since Craig is a dominant if not predominant figure in this debate, he’s a natural
foil for the opposing side to target. Even so, this is less about the actual evidence
for the Resurrection than it is about the way in which a particular school of apolo-
getics has chosen to sample the relevant evidence and then marshal that residuum
into a particular argumentative construct, according to certain methods and assump-
tions.

Because ET is a collaborative effort, it reflects the strengths and weaknesses of a
collaborative effort. On the one hand, it benefits from contributions with differing
areas of specialization.

On the other hand, various contributors sometimes employ mutually exclusive ar-
guments in relation to one another so as to cancel each other out.

This leaves the sympathetic reader in the ironic situation that he is unable to agree
with everything he reads even if he agrees with the main thesis.

So that burdens the book with an initial handicap it must somehow surmount for
the unsympathetic reader who does not agree with the main thesis, or all its operat-
ing principles and procedures.

Another methodological weakness of the ET which I might as well discuss at the
outset since it crops up so often is the argument from silence. One scholar has
dubbed this “the fallacy of negative proof.”” As he defines it:

'R. Price & J. Lowder, eds. (Prometheus Books 2005).
2 D. Fischer, Historians’ Fallacies (Harper & Row 1970).



[This] occurs whenever a historian declares that “there is no evidence that X is
the case,” and then proceeds to affirm or assume that not-X is the case...But a
simple statement that “there is no evidence of X’ means precisely what it
says—no evidence. The only correct empirical procedure is to find affirmative
evideglce of not-X—which is often difficult, but never in my experience impos-
sible.

A good many scholars would prefer not to know that some things exist. But not
knowing that a thing exists is different from knowing that it does not exist. The
former is never sound proof of the latter. Not knowing that something exists is
simply not knowing. One thinks of Alice and the White Knight:

“I see nobody on the road,” said Alice.
“I only wish I had such eyes,” the King remarked in a fretful tone.
“To be able to see Nobody! And at that distance too!”*

Evidence must always be affirmative. Negative evidence is a contradiction in
terms—it is not evidence at all. The nonexistence of an object is established not
by nonexistent evidence but by affirmative evidence of the fact that it did not,
or could not exist.’

Sorry to belabor the obvious, but since the contributors to the ET indulge in this
fallacy on a regular basis, it’s worth accentuating here and now so that we will be
alert to the error as we proceed.

Robert Price, the co-editor, 1s, or was, a member of the Jesus Seminar, and the ET
comes recommended by some other members of the Jesus Seminar. The Jesus
Seminar has, of course, come under scathing criticism for its buffoonery.°®

3 Ibid., 47.

* Ibid., 48.

> Ibid., 62.

% M. Bockmuehl, ed. The Cambridge Companion to Jesus (Cambridge 2001); B. Chilton & C.
Evans, eds., Authenticating the Words of Jesus (Leiden: Brill 1998); Authenticating the Activities
of Jesus (Leiden: Brill 1998); Studying the Historical Jesus (Leiden: Brill 1994); C. Evans, Jesus
& His Contemporaries (Leiden: Brill 1995); J. Green & M. Turner, eds., Jesus of Nazareth
(Eerdmans 1994); L. Johnson, The Real Jesus (HarperSanFrancisco 1997); P. Moore, ed., Can A
Bishop Be Wrong? (Moorehouse 1998); J. Neusner, “Who Needs ‘The Historical Jesus’? An Es-
say-Review,” BBR 4 (1994): 113-126; S. Porter, Criteria for Authenticity in Historical-Jesus Re-
search (T&T Clark 2004); D. Wenham, ed., Gospel Perspectives 1-6 (Wipf & Stock 2003); M.
Wilkins & J. Moreland, Jesus Under Fire (Zondervan 1995); B. Witherington, The Jesus Quest
(IVP 1997); N. Wright, Who Was Jesus? (Eerdmans 1993);

http://www firstthings.com/ftissues/ft9405/articles/revessay.html

http://www firstthings.com/ftissues/ft9410/correspondence.html
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In the ET we see the Secular Web join forces with the Jesus Seminar and Prome-
theus Books to deliver a mortal blow to the crowning doctrine of the Christian
faith. This coordinated effort represents their best shot—as they give it all they’ve
got. Their success or failure will say a lot about the intellectual resources of the
Christian faith and the enemies of the Gospel respectively. If, having thrown every-
thing at the Resurrection, the Resurrection rebounds unimpaired and even rein-
forced by the encounter, the vacuity and desperation of unbelief will be all the
plainer.

In the interests of full disclosure, I should mention that Jeff Lowder and I happen to
know each other. We were in college together. As I recall, Jeff was a computer sci-
ence major while I double-majored in history and classics.

We both attended a nominally Christian college’ which had mandatory chapel at-
tendance. As an alternative to chapel, SPU allowed small group cadres. Jeff started
one with the provocative title of Skeptics Anonymous. In this setting, students de-
bated the claims of the Christian faith. Jeff argued against it, while I argued for the
faith.

The ET is an extension of Jeff’s side of the argument, while my review is a con-
tinuation of my side of the argument, as we both revisit our old debates—taking up
where we left off a dozen years ago.

7 Seattle Pacific University.
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Introduction

The Introduction, along with a couple of the essays, is written in the poison-tipped
pen of Robert Price. Price inveighs with the vindictive, obsessive-compulsive tone
typical of other apostates like James Barr, Ingersoll, Ruskin, Nietzsche, Francis
Newman, Edmund Gosse, Pinnock, Feuerbach, Lessing, Spong, Colenso, Martin
Gardner, Templeton, and others.

Like a man who used to worship the ground his father walked on, only to later de-
monize his father because he could never win his old man’s approval, we see in
Price the arrested adolescence of teenage rebellion, transposed to a spiritual key,
and extended into middle age. “Abandon your faith so that you too can become an
angry, bitter, miserable man just like me!”

Of course, the case for or against the Resurrection doesn’t turn on Price’s state of
mind. And Evan Fales, for one, avoids all trace of invective.

But since he indulges in so many ad hominem attacks, it is worth pointing out, to
answer him at his own level, that Price is type-cast for the classic psychological
profile of an apostate, which includes that constitutional incapacity for self-
criticism in its judgmental criticism of others which emboldens him to openly ex-
pose his emotional insecurities, oblivious to the disconnect between the image he is
laboring to project and what is really coming through.

Price says that Schleiermacher rejected the notion of miracles as “mid-course cor-
rections” entailing the temporary suspension of natural regularities. Rather, he
adopted the Spinozistic view that the Creator “got it right he first time.” A Resur-
rection turns God into a “sorcerer or a genie” (10-11).

But this is a straw man argument. No orthodox Christian posits a miracle as a “mid-
course correction.” Rather, all of God’s miracles were preplanned for their theo-
logical symbolism. A divine miracle is no more a case of sorcery than the event of
creation itself.

Price goes on to say that Schleiermacher favored the swoon theory, which is “by no
means absurd” since, “people, as Josephus informs us, occasionally survived cruci-
fixion” (11).



1) This is yet another straw man argument. The question is not the bare possibility
that a victim could survive the ordeal, but the concrete circumstances surrounding
the crucifixion of Christ in particular.

It is possible that Robespierre might have survived the guillotine. After all, the de-
vice could have malfunctioned. But that abstract possibility gives us no reason to
suppose that the record of his decapitation is mistaken.

i1) Incidentally, is this what Josephus really says? Here are his actual words:

I saw many captives crucified; and remembered three of them as my former ac-
quaintance. I...went...to Titus, and told him of them; so he immediately com-
manded them to be taken down and to have the greatest care taken of them, in
order to their recovery; yet two of them died under the physician’s hands, while
the third recovered.®

Now we see why Price made this vague allusion without giving the exact refer-
ence.” This is, as we shall see, standard operating procedure for Price. Engage in a
bit of name-dropping without direct quotes or page numbers. That’s a way of cov-
ering his tracks, lest the reader be in a position to do some elementary fact-
checking.

1i1) In addition, it was not merely a case of surviving crucifixion—unlikely as that
1s. According to the Gospels, Jesus received a flogging before he was crucified—
with all the attendant blood-loss, and he was impaled after having been nailed to
the cross. So the swoon theory must make him survive a flogging, impaling, and
crucifixion—and still have enough mojo left over to force his way out of the tomb!

Of course, liberal critics make their theories more plausible by suppressing any in-
convenient evidence to the contrary. They pick and choose just what narrative de-
tails are consistent with their preconceived theories.

As with any conspiracy theory, you can’t disprove it since the conspiracy theorist
will make whatever arbitrary adjustments are necessary to be self-consistent. But

8 The New Complete Works of Josephus, P. Maier, ed. (Kregel 1999), 42;
http://www.earlychristianwritings.com/josephus.html
http://www.ccel.org/j/josephus/JOSEPHUS . HTM
http://www.earlyjewishwritings.com/josephus.html

® Vita 70/420-21.




there’s nothing to disprove in the first place since the theory is driving the evi-
dence—driving out the evidence, to be more exact—rather than vice versa.

Price then speaks of two ironies in the conventional case for the Resurrection:

First is the implicit absurdity of the notion that Jesus is still alive, after two
thousand years, in the personal, individual consciousness mode intended by the
evangelical apologists...Has Jesus grown older and wiser in all these years? Is
he immune from senility? Does he ever forget a face? And how on earth, hav-
ing anything like a true human consciousness, can he possibly keep up with all
the %evotional conversations he is supposed to be having with every evangeli-
cal?

He says it’s absurd, yet he never says why it’s absurd. But an adjective is a sorry
substitute for an argument. In that respect, there is nothing for the Christian to de-
fend.

Price then poses a series of childish questions—childish because these sorts of
questions have answers implicit in the doctrine of the Resurrection, and have been
given answers by Christians since the Scholastic era or before.

The glorified body would age up to or down to the optimal age of a sinless man or
woman—Iike unfallen Adam and Eve. It would remain at that optimal age.

Humanly speaking, Christ would continue to learn. He would be immune to senility
since senility 1s a consequence of the fall, whereas glorification reverses the physi-
cal effects of the fall by lifting the curse.

Could he forget a face? I don’t know. Forgetfulness is not a sin, although it might
be a possible byproduct of sin. Even apart from the Resurrection, Christ is impec-
cable.

Every evangelical doesn’t claim to have “conversations” with Christ. But skipping
to the larger point, Christ can process all our prayers because Christ is the God-
man. Price leaves the divine mind out of the equation.

Some of these answers are admittedly speculative, but the objections are no less
speculative, and speculative objections invite speculative answers. If the answers
are not to be taken seriously, then neither are the objections.

0 1bid., 11-12.



These are not, moreover, unbridled speculations, but framed by the nature of the
doctrine in question.

Price then says that Jesus “must still be available or [else] there is no ‘personal rela-
tionship with Christ’” (12).

That depends on how you define a personal relationship. In this life, we know
Christ by description, not acquaintance.

In addition, belief in the Resurrection is the result of a particular “type of piety.” It
is not as if Christians first decide whether they want to be Pietistic or not, and then
generate a doctrine to satisfy their Pietistic needs. Rather, Christians believe in the
Resurrection for the simple reason that this doctrine is given in Scripture. Christian
prayer is not the historical basis for the Resurrection. Rather, the Resurrection is the
historical basis for Christian prayer.

Price then says that,

Jesus must have risen from the dead...because otherwise it would seem arbi-
trary to look forward to a clear-cut immortality of our own...the Christian is in-
terested in some sort of reassurance, some sort of proof.11

This is true, but misleading. The fact that the resurrection of Christ grounds our
faith in the resurrection of the just does not imply that the Resurrection is reducible
to this particular function, as though we first decided to believe in personal immor-
tality, and then invented the Resurrection to prove it. Historically, that is not why
Christians believe in the Resurrection. Rather, they do so for the simple reason that
it’s given in Scripture.

There is an intimate relation between orthodoxy and orthopraxy. But the fact that
orthodoxy has practical consequences is no evidence against its veracity. Indeed,
many things are functional because they’re true.

Perhaps Price would say that the original basis of the Resurrection lies in some
psychological need, but aside from the fact that that’s sheer armchair conjecture,
and not of the most plausible variety to begin with, the further fact that Christians

" bid., 12-13.



believe in the Resurrection because they believe in the Bible goes to show that this
conjecture is psychologically superfluous.

Price then goes on to criticize attempts to preserve a miraculous event, but rational-
ize it by explaining its occurrence through natural means—or means other than
those spelled out in Scripture. He cites examples from parapsychology, ufology,
and Velikosvksy.

But this criticism is not all of a piece:

1) The natural/supernatural dichotomy is not given in Scripture itself. It may have
some inferential basis in Scripture, but we need to guard against imposing on Scrip-
ture an extra-Scriptural framework.

i1) In general, Scripture doesn’t have much to say about various modes of causality.
It attributes ordinary providence to the action of God no less than creation or mira-
cle.

1i1) There is no rule of thumb in Scripture about whether a given miracle can or
cannot be the result of second-causes, whether individually or in conjunction. That
can only be determined on a case-by-case basis.

1v) Again, there are many events in Scripture which may strike us as miraculous in
character, but are not labeled as miraculous in Scripture itself.

So the question of whether a miracle must be an immediate or supernatural act of
God, rather than an event facilitated through the instrumentality of natural means,
1s not something that we can answer with a deductive definition, but only on an in-
ductive basis.

Indeed, we’re asking the wrong question. This is the wrong way of framing the dis-
cussion. It is too artificial and aprioristic.

v) There is also a categorical difference between conjectural answers to questions
left open in Scripture, where the range of possible answers is bounded by the theo-
logical viewpoint of Scripture, and going outside the framework supplied by Scrip-
ture to an entirely extrinsic conceptual scheme, such as ufology.

vi) There is also a difference between scientific arguments and historical argu-
ments.



vii) There is also a difference between saying that certain miraculous claims of
Scripture may be susceptible to scientific or historical proof, and saying that our
faith in such claims is contingent on scientific confirmation or historical corrobora-
tion. This goes to a distinction between defensive and offensive apologetics.

viil) Having said all that, there is, indeed, a tradition, especially since the Enlight-
enment, of rationalizing Biblical miracles. It’s ironic that Price would bring this up
since every alternative theory of the Resurrection is a transparent rationalization.
Hence, by his own admission, the entirety of the ET is one run-on exercise in spe-
cial-pleading from start to finish. I can only express my heart-felt thanks to the co-
editor for his candid dismissal of the whole project before we ever get to chapter 1.

In this same connection he speaks of “popular apologists” who “offer scientific
proof for the Star of Bethlehem.”'? But scientific interest in the Star of Bethlehem
isn’t limited to the popular apologist. There are professional astronomers, astrono-
mers by no means in the fundamentalist camp, who nonetheless take the Star of
Bethlehem quite seriously as a celestial phenomenon worthy of sustained scientific
investigation and intensive historical research."

Moving along:

Such elements are common to the Mythic Hero Archetype and are thus embod-
ied in tales all over the world and throughout history. One may discover them,
along with other noteworthy data paralleling the career of Jesus in the gospels,
in the legends of Oedipus, Apollonius of Tyana, Asclepius, Hercules, Romulus,
Empedocles, and others... What we read of Jesus, we have already read con-
cerning Adonis, Tammuz, Osiris, Attis, and others.'*

This appeal is going to crop up fairly often in the book. I’'ll have more to say later,
but for now a number of comments are in order:

1) The “Mythic Hero Archetype” is not a concrete particular, but a high-level liter-
ary construct and abstract synthesis loosely based on the work of such diverse
comparative mythologists as Campbell, Cassier, Eliade, Frazer, Frye, Jaspers, Jung,
Lévi-Strauss, Mowinckel, Malinowski, and Ricoeur.

12 qpas
Ibid., 13.

B M. Kidger, The Star of Bethlehem (Princeton 1999); M. Molnar, The Star of Bethlehem (Rut-

gers 1999).

" 1bid., 14-15.



Each comparative mythologist has his own selection-criteria and harmonistic prin-
ciples. Each comparative mythologist has his own guiding philosophy. Each com-
parative mythologist has his own idiosyncratic synthesis.

As one scholar puts it:

It would surely not be methodologically too strict to insist that lists of motifs do
not constitute a pattern or elucidate meaning. The hero pattern posited by Rag-
lan (or those by von Hahn or Rank or the composite by Dundes) is simply a list
of incidents, details, or motifs and does not correpond to any form or genre of
literature, oral or written. In Dundes’ presentation of the supposed pattern, the
interpreter is apparently free to combine hero traits and incidents indiscrimi-
nately from different lists and to stretch or interpret the motifs in order to
maximize a particular hero’s correspondence to the pattern.'

And as Ronald Nash explains:

I conclude by noting seven points that undermine liberal efforts to show that
first-century Christianity borrowed essential beliefs and practices from the pa-
gan mystery religions.

Arguments offered to “prove” a Christian dependence on the mysteries illus-
trate the logical fallacy of false cause. This fallacy is committed whenever
someone reasons that just because two things exist side by side, one of them
must have caused the other. As we all should know, mere coincidence does not
prove causal connection. Nor does similarity prove dependence.

Many alleged similarities between Christianity and the mysteries are either
greatly exaggerated or fabricated. Scholars often describe pagan rituals in lan-
guage they borrow from Christianity. The careless use of language could lead
one to speak of a “Last Supper” in Mithraism or a “baptism” in the cult of Isis.
It is inexcusable nonsense to take the word “savior” with all of its New Testa-
ment connotations and apply it to Osiris or Attis as though they were savior-
gods in any similar sense.

The chronology is all wrong. Almost all of our sources of information about the
pagan religions alleged to have influenced early Christianity are dated very late.
We frequently find writers quoting from documents written 300 years later than
Paul in efforts to produce ideas that allegedly influenced Paul. We must reject
the assumption that just because a cult had a certain belief or practice in the
third or fourth century after Christ, it therefore had the same belief or practice
in the first century.

SR, Horsley, The Liberation of Christmas (Crossroad 1989), 165.

7



Paul would never have consciously borrowed from the pagan religions. All of
our information about him makes it highly unlikely that he was in any sense in-
fluenced by pagan sources. He placed great emphasis on his early training in a
strict form of Judaism (Phil. 3:5). He warned the Colossians against the very
sort of influence that advocates of Christian syncretism have attributed to him,
namely, letting their minds be captured by alien speculations (Col. 2:8).

Early Christianity was an exclusivistic faith. As J. Machen explains, the mys-
tery cults were nonexclusive. “A man could become initiated into the mysteries
of Isis or Mithras without at all giving up his former beliefs; but if he were to be
received into the Church, according to the preaching of Paul, he must forsake
all other Saviors for the Lord Jesus Christ... Amid the prevailing syncretism of
the Greco-Roman world, the religion of Paul, with the religion of Israel, stands
absolutely alone.” This Christian exclusivism should be a starting point for all
reflection about the possible relations between Christianity and its pagan com-
petitors. Any hint of syncretism in the New Testament would have caused im-
mediate controversy.

Unlike the mysteries, the religion of Paul was grounded on events that actually
happened in history. The mysticism of the mystery cults was essentially nonhis-
torical. Their myths were dramas, or pictures, of what the initiate went through,
not real historical events, as Paul regarded Christ’s death and resurrection to be.
The Christian affirmation that the death and resurrection of Christ happened to
a historical person at a particular time and place has absolutely no parallel in
any pagan mystery religion.

What few parallels may still remain may reflect a Christian influence on the pa-
gan systems. As Bruce Metzger has argued, “It must not be uncritically as-
sumed that the Mysteries always influenced Christianity, for it is not only pos-
sible but probable that in certain cases, the influence moved in the opposite di-
rection.” It should not be surprising that leaders of cults that were being suc-
cessfully challenged by Christianity should do something to counter the chal-
lenge. What better way to do this than by offering a pagan substitute? Pagan at-
tempts to counter the growing influence of Christianity by imitating it are
clearly apparent in measures instituted by Julian the Apostate, who was the
Roman emperor from A.D. 361 to 363.'°

While James Hannam also observes:

An argument frequently advanced against Christianity runs roughly like this:

¢ there are many features of Christianity that resemble features of other relig-
ions, particularly ancient pagan religions;

e Christianity has copied those features; and therefore

16 http://www.summit.org/resource/essay/show_essay.php?essay id=29




e Christianity is not true.

It is the purpose of these notes to establish that this argument rests upon unwar-
ranted premises and that its logic is fallacious. They will examine specifically
the work of Sir James Frazer, Lord Raglan and the latest example, Dennis
MacDonald.

Do many features of Christianity resemble features of other religions?

Obviously, on one level the answer has to be ‘yes’. Christianity posits the exis-
tence of a personal god who takes an interest in humanity. It teaches that the in-
dividual does not cease to exist after biological death. It has a series of sacred
texts which are used as a guide to doctrine and ethics and play an important role
in public worship. The pre-Reformation branches of Christianity, moreover,
have priesthoods, a developed theology of sacrifice and strong sacramental and
ritualistic traditions.

Recognising this, however, doesn’t get us very far: very many religions across
human time and space exhibit and have exhibited the same characteristics.
What we need are specific parallels in matters of detail. To meet this challenge,
non-Christians generally advance two sets of parallels, which are not necessar-
ily mutually incompatible but do not go particularly naturally together.

The first involves the construct of the dying-rising god. A full scholarly study
of the history of this concept has yet to be written, but suffice it to say here that
it was popularised by the Scottish anthropologist Sir James Frazer in the late
Nineteenth and early Twentieth Centuries. Frazer believed that primitive peo-
ples linked the annual cycles of agriculture with ‘corn spirits’ (a concept which
he borrowed from the German scholar Mannhardt). In its developed form, the
theology of these primitive agriculturalists posited that the corn spirit died and
was reborn annually, typically in the form of the divine king in whom it was in-
carnated. Frazer believed that the religions of the ancient Near East provided
several examples of dying-rising gods who had emerged from primitive belief-
systems similar to these, most notably Attis, Adonis and Osiris.

Frazer’s theory is loaded with problems. Whole books criticising his theory

have been written, and nowadays it is extremely difficult to find any recognised

and reputable anthropologist who will accept it even in a modified form. Here
are some of the major difficulties with it:

1. Frazer’s sources were frequently inaccurate or irrelevant, or else he inter-
preted them in tendentious ways.

2. Frazer himself subscribed to discredited nineteenth-century ideas such as the
evolutionist model of human societal development (which is today firmly re-
jected by experts and has nothing to do with the theory of biological evolu-
tion) and the notion that present-day primitive tribesmen can be studied as a
means of finding out what things were like at the dawn of civilisation.



3. Evidence that has emerged since Frazer wrote has not merely failed to back
up his hypotheses: it has fatally undermined them.

The greatest problem with Frazer, however, is that construct of the dying-rising
god is simply a fantasy. The distinguished scholar J.Z.Smith, a man who most
certainly cannot be regarded as a defender of Christianity, wrote an important
article for Mircea Eliade’s ‘Encyclopedia of Religion” (New York 1987) in
which he took various alleged examples of dying-rising gods and showed that
none of them actually fits the category. (My own researches lead me to believe
that the Phoenician god Melqgart, whom Smith does not discuss, is the one ex-
ception—but he is very much the exception.) Certainly, Frazer’s star witnesses
of Attis, Adonis and Osiris suffer from the fatal flaw in each case of dying and
then failing to be resurrected.

Even if Frazer and his followers were right about the dying-rising god, the rele-
vance to Christianity would be doubtful. The Christian story makes no connec-
tion whatever between Christ and the agricultural year or the rhythms of the
natural world. Moreover, Frazer’s followers who elaborated his work with par-
ticular reference to the ancient Near East made it clear that their dying-rising
gods and kings were tightly enmeshed in a series of bizarre annual rites with no
conceivable parallels in Christianity.

The second ‘copycat’” model advanced by sceptics involves the prototypical
schemas of the life of the hero sometimes drawn up by scholars.

The sceptic will typically appeal to the work of Lord Raglan, even though it’s
now 70 years out of date and a number of different schemas have since been
proposed. There are serious problems with Raglan. In order to get mythical fig-
ures to fit his schema, you often have to cheat quite blatantly; and, in any case,
real-life historical figures such as Hitler and Napoleon fit the pattern just as
well as the ancient heroes whom he adduced.

In general, the ‘monomyth’ schemas are of limited usefulness. They prove a
certain amount about the patterns followed by the lives of heroes in different
cultures, but they don’t prove very much, and what they do prove isn’t always
very comforting to the sceptic.

To begin with, if one puts all the schemas that have been proposed together and
looks for common elements, the results that emerge are often vague or unhelp-
ful. For instance, the hero will typically have a miraculous conception or
birth—but it’s hardly legitimate to compare the story of the virgin birth re-
counted in the Gospels with, say, Zeus raping Leda in the form of a swan sim-
ply because both involve some sort of supernatural element. What such ‘simi-
larities’ boil down to seems to be the earth-shattering revelation that supernatu-
ral things happen to supernatural figures, which is essentially a tautology.
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Secondly, where hero-stories do concur, they often concur in ways which ques-
tion the utility of applying them to the story of Jesus. Incest and parricide are
recurrent themes of the schemas, for example, as is the link between the hero
and kingship (you can get out of this by suggesting that Jesus was the heir of
King David, or that he heralded the Kingdom of God, but this is just the sort of
cheating that drains the schemas of their credibility). Even Raglan’s schema
falls down on this point, most obviously because Jesus didn’t marry a princess
(a motif which appears in other schemas too).

Even if they exist, what do the parallels prove?

Many non-Christians seem to believe that, in order to be true, Christianity must
be unique. This is utterly fallacious—if anything, the precise opposite is the
case. If Christian doctrine were strange and deviant and had no similarities at
all to that of other religious systems, it would be more likely to be a weird, ab-
errant construct, not /ess. To take one obvious example, a simple and economi-
cal explanation for the widespread human tendency to posit supernatural figures
who, like Christ, mediate between man and God, is that humans correctly real-
ise that we do need such a mediator. Hence, ironically, some of the scholars
most eager to prove the existence of dying-rising gods in the ancient Near East
and elsewhere were Christians.

Points of contact between Christianity and other religions are damaging to
Christianity’s truth claims only if actual borrowings can be proven—not if the
parallel features have simply sprung from the same psychological source com-
mon to all humans—that is, from the innate religious instinct which Christians
regard as a gift of God.

I cannot think of a single case in which Christianity can be shown to have bor-
rowed a core doctrine from another religion. This does not include minor bor-
rowings which everyone admits, such as the dating of Christmas to 25th De-
cember (an old Roman sun-festival), or the use of holy water and incense in
worship, or the wearing of wedding rings, or dedicating churches to named
saints (just as pagan temples were dedicated to different deities). In such cases,
the borrowings were not clumsy or furtive. Rather, they were deliberate and un-
ashamed. A good example is the Pope’s use of the old Roman chief priest’s title
‘Pontifex Maximus’, a title which the Christians deliberately appropriated to
emphasise that their religion had defeated and replaced Roman paganism.'’

If Price were halfway serious, he would first have to deconstruct the “Mythic Hero
Archetype,” for what we’re really talking about is not the first-order phenomenon
of the primary sources materials, but a second-order comparison between one my-
thologist to another.

17 http://www.bede.org.uk/frazer.htm
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i1) Notice also that Price gives the reader no direct quotes so that he can actually
make his own comparison.

111) In addition, Price says nothing about the genre of the source material, or the
relative dates of the source material, whether pre- or post-Christian, or the interval
of time separating the “historical” hero from the literary hero.

These are all absolutely elementary and essential questions. Each one calls for a
separate answer.'®

In his standard monograph, Mettinger poses the following programmatic questions
to identify a “dying-and-rising savior god”:

a) Is the figure really a god?

b) Did he really die, or did he temporarily disappear or visit the underworld?

¢) Did he really return to life, and if so, in what form?

d) Is his career tied to the four seasons or agricultural cycle?

e) Does1 9the record of his career take the form of a ritual celebration or a narra-

tive?

To this I’d add another programmatic question:
f) Is the figure a near-contemporary of the writer? Or is he a character from
some indefinite time and place in the distant past?

You have only to compare Price’s sneak-and-retreat tactics to the responsible
methodology of a scholar like John Walton, in his study of comparative Semitics,
to see the difference:

The comparisons have been largely genre oriented. Though I have not worked
within a technical definition of “genre,” the comparisons that are the focus of
this volume concern literatures that serve similar functions. One must certainly
acknowledge, for instance, that the patriarchal narratives are not of the same
genre as the Nuzi texts or epics. Yet the comparisons that I have worked with
are from those pieces of literature which, in my estimation, inform us of the
same aspects of their respective civilizations.*’

'8 For a popular refutation of parallelomania, cf. J. Komoszewski et al., Reinventing Jesus (Kre-
gel 2006), Part 5.

P, Mettinger, The Riddle of Resurrection: “Dying & Rising Gods” in the Ancient Near East
(Almgqvist & Wiksell 2001).

20 Ancient Israelite Literature in Its Cultural Context: A Survey of Parallels Between Biblical and
Ancient Near Eastern Texts (Zondervan 1990), 14-15.
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Many pitfalls confront the student who attempts to do comparisons of this sort.
Most dangerous is the tendency to create uniform views where none exist. To
speak of “Mesopotamian thinking” or “Egyptian theology” or “Israelite world-
view” is unquestionably presumptuous. It is like speaking of “European cul-
ture” today. The distinctions between the Assyrians and the Sumerians would
be no less than present-day differences between the Swiss and the Italians. Fur-
thermore, the Babylonians of Hammurabi’s time may have viewed many things
differently than the Babylonians of Nebuchadnezzar’s time.”'

Each chapter begins with a presentation of the extant ANE materials. In some
cases the listing is exhaustive, while in other cases only a sampling can be
given. With each piece of literature, I provide information concerning the
manuscript’s description, location, designation, date, and publication (including
text, transliteration, and translation).22

Let us look at how just one scholar handles a couple of paradigm-cases. Regarding
the case of Asclepius, he says:

Through Plutarch, we know of the compound of sixteen spices which Egyptian
priests used to burn in the evening in order to encourage sweet dreams in their
visitors. Like the “incense of Epidaurus,” this compound was a scent, not a
drug.”

Usually, however, the atmosphere was its own best narcotic. It was intoxicated,
above all, by the presence of religious works of art. Since the age of the epic
heroes, statues and paintings had become a fundamental influence on the way
the divine world was envisioned.”**

Needless to say, the cures of Christ have nothing in common with the paraphernalia
dreams and incense—much less the stimulant of idolatry, which would literally be
anathema to the aniconic scruples of Second Temple Judaism.

On the same subject, here’s what another scholar has to say:

The image of the god, carved from ivory and gold, included a serpent wound
around his staff and a dog at his feet. Both animals figured in the cult itself,
since during the night seekers would be visited by and licked by the dogs or the
snakes.

! bid., 15-16.

2 1bid., 16.

» R. Fox, Pagans & Christians (Knopf 1986), 152.
> bid., 153.
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Those who came seeking divine aid were required to spend a night in the sanc-
tuary, where they might be visited by the god—either directly in an epiphany or
in sacred dreams—or by his surrogates, the sacred snakes and dogs.”’

How many miracle cures in the canonical Gospels are mediated by a dog or a snake
or incubus?

Continuing:

The framework of meaning in which these stories of Jesus’ healings are told is
not one which assumes that the proper formula or the correct technique will
produce the desired results. Rather, the healings and exorcisms are placed in a
larger structure which sees what is happening as clues and foretastes of a new
situation in which the purpose of God will finally be accomplished in the crea-
tion and his people will be vindicated and at peace.*

Along similar lines:

There is no suggestion that the healing had any meaning outside of itself; it is
not a pointer to a spiritual transformation or a promise of anything transcen-
dent.”’

Once again, contrast this with the healings effected by Christ.

Moving on to the case of Apollonius:

The author claims to be utilizing as his chief source the diary of Apollonius’s
traveling companion, Damis...The material allegedly drawn from Damis is so
full of historical anachronisms and gross geographical errors that one could not
have confidence in Damis as a reporter if there actually were a diaury.28

There are straightforward accounts of encounters with dragons whose eyes bear
mystic gems, and of a successful trick whereby a lascivious satyr is intoxicated.
A plausible explanation for the mix of the fantastic and misinformation is that
Philostratus invented most of it or borrowed it in eclectic fashion.”

By, Kee, Medicine, Miracle & Magic in New Testament Times (Cambridge 1986).
%% Ibid., 79.

" H. Kee, Miracle in the Early Christian World (Yale 1983), 87.

> Ibid., 256.

* Ibid., 257.
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There are some details which might indicate that the author commissioned by a
vigorous opponent of Christianity to do this work was writing consciously a
pagan gospel, as Eusebius of Caesarea maintains.™

Let’s take the case of Adonis. At a minimum, Price would need to distinguish be-
tween the Greek Adonis and the Semitic Adonis, sift through the evidence distinc-
tive to both, using primary source materials, document their internal development
over time, as well as their spatiotemporal proximity to Matthew, Mark, Luke, John,
and Paul.

But a serious exercise in comparative mythology, with quotes and dates and con-
crete details would take a lot of scholarly spadework, and lose the deceptive sim-
plicity of Price’s pretentious name-dropping.

Another fundamental weakness with this sort of myth criticism is a failure to ap-
preciate the Palestinian character of the Gospels. To take just one example, Mau-
rice Casey has, in painstaking detail, uncovered the Aramaic substratum which un-
derlies the Synoptic gospels.”'

Two lessons emerge from this study:

1) The Synoptics derive from very primitive dominical traditions, both with respect
to language and date.

i1) The Synoptics are very faithful to their sources—which were written, not oral.

After a number of self-congratulatory claims about how noble and high-minded
Price and his colleagues are, he launches into the following:

The whole problem that haunts these discussions is the failure of some religious
believers to separate issues of historical scholarship from personal investment
in the outcome of the investigation. We have no chance of arriving at accurate
results so long as we feel, whether we admit it or not, that we cannot afford for
certain possible conclusions to be true.*

By way of reply:

30 11
Ibid., 265.
3! Aramaic Sources of Mark’s Gospel (Cambridge 1998); An Aramaic Approach to Q: Sources
for the Gospels of Matthew and Luke (Cambridge 2002).
2 Ibid., 16.
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1) This is tendentious way of framing the issue, for it assumes that only one side has
a personal stake in the outcome—which just so happens to be the opposing side,
while the other side is concerned with accurate results—which just so happens to
be his own side.

i1) But aside from observing how he tries to stack the deck in his own favor, this
way of framing the issue is worth engaging on its own terms. I can’t read this with-
out Pascal’s wager coming to mind.

Both Price and his Christian opponent have a personal investment in the outcome,
but the respective benefit of being right or cost of being wrong is far from equal.

If Price is right and the Christian is wrong, then both enjoy an identical payoff, for
both will enjoy a common oblivion. So there is no comparative advantage to being
right if Price is right. And there is no comparative disadvantage to being wrong if
Price is right.

If Price is wrong and the Christian is right, then Price goes to hell while the Chris-
tian goes to heaven. If the Christian is right, then the benefit for him is incalculable,
and if Price is wrong, the cost to him is incalculable.

The payoff for the Christian, if the Christian is right, is incomparably greater than
the payoff for Price, if Price is right. Conversely, the cost to Price, if Price is
wrong, is incomparably greater than it is to the Christian if the Christian is wrong.

Put another way, if Price is right, then the payoff and the penalty are identical, both
for Price, and for the Christian.

Since several contributors to this volume are fond of Bayesian theory, let’s assign
some numbers to the respective alternatives, and let us rate them heavily in favor of
Price and all his ilk. Just suppose, for the sake of argument, that Price’s position
has a prior probability of 95%, while the Christian’s position has a prior probability
of 5%.

Which would be a more reasonable research program—to invest all our time and
effort investigating Price’s position, or the Christian’s?

Even though the initial odds are overwhelmingly in favor of Price, it would be quite

irrational to even investigate his position, for there is no upside to being right on his
terms, whereas there is a potentially enormous downside.
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Rather, the only rational course of action would be to investigate the opposing posi-
tion, for even though the odds against it are almost insurmountable, there’s nothing
to lose, and everything to gain—whereas a guy like Price has nothing to gain and
everything to lose.

I realize that some folks will regard this as utterly crass, but why shouldn’t we be
utterly crass? Why should we be oh-so scrupulous and high-principled if the reward
for being right is that we all get to turn into fertilizer, while the cost of being wrong
is that we all get to burn in hell forever? What matters are not the odds, but the
stakes.

Only a fool would worry about his precious reputation if those are the stakes. A
prudent gambler will maximize his gains and minimize his risks. And as my grand-
father used to say, never gamble if you can’t afford to lose.”

111) I also realize that some folks will regard this as a gross oversimplification.
There are other religious options on the table, are there not?

But other issues aside, who cares? For, as far as Price and the other contributors to
this book are concerned, it does boil down to these two options. They didn’t pub-
lish a 500-page book attacking Islam or Buddhism or Hinduism or Judaism or
Mormonism or Scientology. It’s Christianity or bust.

1v) The wager is not a substitute for faith, by which I mean, a genuine conviction
regarding the truth of Christianity.

Rather, the wager is for seekers, not believers. The wager is for those who don’t
know where to begin. They’re bewildered by the sheer diversity of choices.

The wager is a prioritizing device to narrow the search parameters. Why investigate
a losing proposition? Why waste time on an option that offers nothing in return?

v) To round out this particular reply, the challenge to secularism is not whether it is
probably true—or false. Rather, the challenge to secularism is whether it can possi-
bly be true.

33 For the relation between Pascal’s Wager and modern game-theory, cf.
http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/pascal-wager/
http://www.iep.utm.edu/p/pasc-wag.htm
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Take one example. According to the standard paradigm, it is true that intelligent
life did not always exist in the universe.

But what is truth? Truth is a property of a belief. Truth is a relation between a be-
liever and the object of belief.

Most secular thinkers adopt some version of the correspondence theory. If so, then
truth is a relation between a truth-bearer and its object (a fact).

Philosophers differ over what functions as the truth-bearer, whether a belief, propo-
sition, sentence, or something else.

Speaking for myself, to identify a truth-bearer with a sentence only pushes the
question back step, for a sentence is simply a way of encoding a proposition—a
storage and retrieval mechanism.

Likewise, the same proposition is expressible in different words.

The most plausible account is to say that a truth-bearer is a belief, which, in turn,
presupposes a believer.

So you have a relation between a believer—uvia the truth-bearer (a belief) and the
factual object to which that belief does or does not correspond.

The belief is a true belief if it corresponds to the factual object or state of affairs,
and a false belief if it fails to correspond to the factual object.

But being a relation, truth cannot exist unless both relata—object and truth-
bearer—coexist.

If there were no sapient beings, there would be no truth.

Further refinements are possible, between object-based and fact-based correspon-
dence theories, but that doesn’t affect the primary thesis.

Or, if you prefer the coherence theory of truth, then truth is once again a relation
property—in this case, a relation between ideas. This also requires a mind.

Without a believer, nothing is true. So, was it true, at the time, that no intelligent
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life existed anywhere in the universe? The proposition is self-refuting.

It 1s now true? “Now” with reference to what? To then? But if it wasn’t true back
then, how can it now be true of a past state? See the problem?

But a Christian can ground all true beliefs in the God as the ideal believer.”

I’d add that religions with an impersonal concept of the divine are in the same ditch
as secularism at this juncture.

Moving on, Price says:

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

Even so, if the significance of Jesus is not clear from what we can know of his
earthly life, adding on a resurrected infinite life at the right hand of God is not
going to lend him some importance he did not already have.

If the truth of Jesus is limited to the teachings of, say, the Sermon on the
Mount, should we be disappointed? Would a resurrected eternity of Jesus at the
right hand of God in heaven add value to that teaching that it does not already
possess? Ask Dr. King, or Count Tolstoy, or Mahatma Gandhi.”

There are both general and specific problems with this objection:

1) At the specific level, Christians will reject this humanistic, reconstituted version
of Christ for the simple reason that this is not the Christ of the Bible. And if we’re

3* For a philosophical defense of this claim, cf. R. Adams, “God, Possibility, & Kant,” Faith and
Philosophy 17/4 (October 2000), 425-440; B. Davis, The Metaphysics of Theism & Modality (Pe-
ter Lang 2001); B. Leftow, Divine Ideas (Cornell, forthcoming); G. Welty, An Examination of
Theistic Conceptual Realism as an Alternative to Theistic Activism (MPhil thesis, Oxford 2000
[http://www.ccir.ed.ac.uk/~jad/welty/]); Theistic Conceptual Realism: The Case For Identifying
Abstract Objects With Divine Ideas (DPhil diss., Oxford, forthcoming);
http://www.georgetown.edu/faculty/ap85/papers/PhilThesis.html

% Ibid., 16-17.
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not going to believe in the historical Christ, then why in the world should we be-
lieve in a fictitious Christ?

There is more to the work of Christ than the teaching of Christ. He came to die, and
to rise again—to redeem the world, and rule the world.

There 1s more to the mission of Christ than the work of Christ. There is also the
person of Christ, as the coequal and coeternal Son of God.

i1) As a practical matter, the dreamy-eyed pacifism of a Gandhi or King or Tolstoy
is no match for the glint-eyed aggression of a Hitler or Stalin or bin-Laden. Paci-
fism lives within the protective penumbra of military might.

111) It 1s true that if life 1s meaningless here-below, then extending it into the after-
life would not thereby render it any more meaningful. But that only follows from
the fact that Price is operating with a naturalistic model of human life.

From a Christian standpoint, what is meaningless is not mundane existence, per se,
but life in a fallen world without hope of redemption (e.g., Ecclesiastes).

Likewise, life would be meaningless if it were a random event, having no role in a
scheme of divine creation and providence. In Eliot’s phrase, it would boil down to
“birth, copulation, and death.”

That’s the argument. The fact that Price has such a shallow grasp of Christian the-
ology goes a long way in explaining why it was so easy for him to defect from the
faith. Compare Price’s flippancy with the outlook of Jacques and Raissa Maritain
back when both of them were still students at the Sorbonne:

This metaphysical anguish, going down to the very roots of the desire for life, is
capable of becoming a total despair and of ending in suicide. I believe that dur-
ing these last dark years, in Austria, in Germany, in Italy, in France, thousands
of suicides have been due to this despair, even more than to the overburdening
of other sufferings of body and soul.

I believe that thousands of deaths today are due to a complete disillusionment
of the soul which believes it has been deceived by having had faith in humanity,
by having believed in the triumphant power of truth and justice, of goodness
and of pity—of all that which we know to be the good.

On this particular day, then, we had just said to one another that if our nature
was so unhappy as to possess only a pseudo-intelligence capable of everything
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but the truth, if, sitting in judgment on itself, it had to debase itself to such a
point, then we could neither think nor act with any dignity. In that case every-
thing became absurd—and impossible to accept—without our even knowing
what it was in us that thus refused acceptance.

Already I had come to believe myself an atheist; I no longer put up any defense
against atheism, in the end persuaded, or rather devastated, as I was by so many
arguments given out as “scientific.” And the absence of God unpeopled the
universe.—If we must also give up the hope of finding any meaning whatever
for the word truth, for the distinction of good from evil, of just from unjust, it is
no longer possible to live humanly.

I wanted no part in such a comedy. I would have accepted a sad life, but not one
that was absurd. Jacques had for a long time thought that it was still worthwhile
to fight for the poor, against the slavery of the “proletariat.” And his own natu-
ral generosity had given him strength. But now his despair was as great as my
own.

Our complete understanding, our own happiness, all the sweetness of the world,
all man’s art, could not make us accept without some reason—in no matter
what sense of the word—the misery, the unhappiness, the wickedness of men.
Either the world could be justified, and this could not be if real knowledge did
not exist; or else life was not worth the trouble of a moment’s further notice.

Before leaving the Jardin des Plantes we reached a solemn decision which
brought us some peace: to look sternly in the face, even to the ultimate conse-
quence—insofar as it would be in our power—the facts of that unhappy and
cruel universe, wherein the sole light was the philosophy of skepticism and
relativism.

We would accept no concealment, no cajolery from persons of consequence,
asleep in their false security. The Epicureanism they proposed was a snare, just
as was sad Stoicism; and estheticism—that was mere amusement.

Thus we decided for some time longer to have confidence in the unknown; we
would extend credit to existence, look upon it as an experiment to be made, in
the hope that to our ardent pleas, the meaning of life would reveal itself, that
new values would stand forth so clearly that they would enlist our total alle-
giance, and deliver us from the nightmare of a sinister and useless world.

But if the experiment should not be successful, the solution would be suicide;
suicide before the years had accumulated their dust, before our youthful
strength was spent. We wanted to die by a free act if it were impossible to live
according to the truth.*

3% The Memoirs of Raissa Maritain (Image Books 1961), 65-68.
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As we also know, they were delivered from their suicide pact by conversion to
French Catholicism.

Or consider the bleak epitaph inscribed upon the tombstone of atheism by Quentin
Smith:

I do not believe my theory differs very much from that of many or most people.
There is a sense that my life, actions and consequences of actions amount to
nothing when I am considering the value of an infinite universe. Our emotional
responses to acts or states of affairs we believe have positive or negative value
occur when we are narrowly focused on “the here and now”, on the people we
interact with or know about, ourselves, and the animals, plants and material
things that surround us in our daily lives. In our daily lives, we believe actions
are good or bad and that individuals have rights. These beliefs are false, but we
know this only on the occasions when we engage in second order beliefs about
our everyday beliefs and view our everyday beliefs from the perspective of in-
finity. Most of the time, we live in an illusion of meaningfulness and only some
times, when we are philosophically reflective, are we aware of reality and the
meaninglessness of our lives. It seems obvious that this has a genetic basis, due
to Darwinian laws of evolution. In order to survive and reproduce, it must seem
to us most of the time that our actions are not futile, that people have rights.
The rare occasions in which we know the truth about life are genetically pre-
vented from overriding living our daily lives with the illusion that they are
meaningful. As I progress through this paper, I have the illusion that my efforts
are not utterly futile, but right now, as I stop and reflect, I realize that any fur-
ther effort put into this paper is a futile expenditure of my energy.>’

As William Vallicella points out:

If death is the utter annihilation of the individual person, then life is ultimately
senseless and ultimately hopeless. This cannot be evaded by saying that one’s
life can acquire meaning if it is placed in the service of the lives of others. For
their lives too (and the lives of their progeny and their progeny’s progeny ad
indefinitum) are, on the annihilationist assumption, ultimately senseless and
hopeless. Human life is in every case the life of an individual; so even if human
beings existed at all times, that would do nothing to insure ultimate meaning-
fulness.

Of course, there are proximate meanings, hopes, and purposes even if ulti-
mately it is “a tale told by an idiot, full of sound and fury, signifying nothing.”

37

http://www.gsmithwmu.com/moral realism and infinte spacetime imply moral nihilism bv g
uentin_smith.htm
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One can lose oneself in them. But to do so involves self-deception: one has to
mistake the proximate for the ultimate. One has to burden fleeting concerns
with a meaning they cannot bear. One has to fool oneself.

For example, one has to fool oneself that writing a book, starting a company,
founding a family are all ultimately meaningful when the only way they could
have any ultimate meaning is if they were part of a life that had a direction that
wasn’t about to be cut short in a few years.

To put it bluntly, we have no future if naturalism is true. But we cannot live
without meaning. An existential trilemma looms. Either we cultivate self-
deception by ascribing to fleeting concerns ultimate meaning, or we recognize
their transiency and ultimate meaninglessness when considered in and of them-
selves and put our faith and hope in a transcendent meaning, or, avoiding both
self-deception and the life of faith, we embrace nihilism.*®

Price goes on to to tell us, as if we didn’t know, that the charismatic tradition ob-
scures the historical Christ. This is true, but beside the point. That’s why the early
church was opposed to Montanism. It drew a firm line between the historical Christ
of the Gospels and a charismatic Christ of faith. We must not allow that distinction
to be erased—whether by prophetic charlatans or liberal charlatans like the Jesus
Seminar.

38 http://maverickphilosopher.powerblogs.com/meaning of human_existence/
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Chapter 1

Before we get into the content of his essay, the ET says that Cavin is “currently
working on a book on the resurrection.”” And what particular angle does that
forthcoming book happen to take?

That Jesus had an unknown identical twin who faked the resurrection. That
there was such a twin is the best explanation for the facts of (1) the empty tomb,
(2) the appearances of “the risen Christ,” and (3) the origin of the Christian
Way.40

Yep, you heard him right. A secret twin faked the Resurrection. Now, in the previ-
ous chapter, Bob Price made fun of the argument offered by some folks in the ufol-
ogy community who say that Jesus was a space alien. But why is that alternative
theory of the Resurrection any sillier than Cavin’s? Price likes to mock Lindsell’s
harmonizations, but they are models of austere sobriety compared with Cavin.

How is it that critics of the Resurrection allow themselves to indulge in alternative
theories, however fanciful and forced, but when a popularizer like Lindsell offers a
rather strained harmonization, they pounce?

Moving into chapter 1, Cavin’s argument is simply stated:

1. The apologetic school of Craig, Moreland, Habermas, et al., takes its point of
departure from a core of historical facts gleaned from Mk 16:1-8 & 1 Cor 15:3-8.

2. The same apologetic school ascribes the following “dispositional” properties of
the glorified body:

a) Immune to illness

b) Immune to aging

¢) Immune to injury

d) Immune to mortal injury

e) Immune to physical barriers

3. Even if we stipulate to the complete accuracy of Mk 16:1-8 & 1 Cor 15:3-8, the
specific dispositional properties attributed to the glorified body by this apologetic
tradition are underdetermined by its chosen prooftexts.

9 1bid., 491.
40 http://www.theism.net/authors/zjordan/debates_files/holtz.htm
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For example, some of these dispositional properties are not empirical properties
which would manifest themselves in the phenomenon of the empty tomb or the
Easter appearances of the Risen Lord.

I actually find myself in broad agreement with Cavin. But let us be clear on what
this amounts to. Cavin succeeds in exposing a limitation in a particular school of
apologetics. And, in so doing, he operates within the same framework.

This, however, is not a direct attack on the evidence for the Resurrection, but only
an attack upon a particular apologetic method.

To be sure, Cavin brings in a few supplementary arguments, which I’ll address be-
low, but let’s begin by running through the main thesis.

1. I’ve never been a signatory to the idea that we should limit our database to Mk
16:1-8 & 1 Cor 15:3-8.

This was never more than a tactical concession to the unbeliever, under the as-
sumption that what’s earlier is more reliable. Obviously the NT does not restrict it-
self to these two testimonies, so neither should we.

The assumption is flawed. “Early” and “late” are relative terms. There are only two
relevant considerations:

1) An early source can be highly unreliable. It all depends on the character of the
reporter.

i1) A later source can be highly reliable. It depends, in part, on the character of the
reporter as well as whether he is still early enough to be in touch with living mem-
ory—whether his own or another’s.

1i1) There’s no reason to assume that a 40-year-old recollection is less reliable than
a 10 or 20-year-old recollection. Memory does not change that much over time. If
we misremember an event, it is not because our memory underwent change over
time, but because we misremembered it in the first place.

In other words, whatever errors, if any, of recollection, are more likely due to a

faulty short-term memory rather than a faulty long-term memory. For better or
worse, long-term memory is pretty stable.
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It has become a mindless tradition, shared by the apologist and the liberal alike, to
simply correlate early and late with trustworthy and untrustworthy—without further
qualification.

1v) I’ve never been of the opinion that the Bible is more believable if you dissect it
and take little snippets out of context and throw the rest away and paste the remain-
ing slips of parchment into a papier-maché outline of what “really” happened. This
is yet another mindless tradition shared by the apologist and the liberal alike. I
don’t see anyone applying the same technique to Josephus or Tacitus or Thucy-
dides.

2. Let’s go back through the dispositional properties. I agree with (a)-(b). But (¢)-
(e) need to be caveated.

1) A distinctive property of the glorified body is that it cannot sicken or age. Illness
and aging are a result of the Fall. Glorification reverses the physical effects of the
fall.

11) I’d distinguish between aging and maturation. If unfallen Adam and Eve had had
children, their children would have started out as babies, and grown up. But, in a
fallen world, this is not what we mean by the aging process.

1i1) Related to (i1) is the question of whether procreation will feature in the new
earth. I’'ll revisit this question at a later date.

1v) Can the glorified body die? The question is ambiguous. The glorified body can-
not die of “natural” causes. It cannot die due to illness or aging. It is naturally im-
mortal—youthful and ageless.

v) From (iv) it does not follow that the glorified cannot die due to violent causes.
Glorification does not render the body physiologically immune to injury. At least,
the Bible never says that, and it doesn’t follow from the mere fact that a glorified
body is immune to illness and aging.

In principle, the glorified body could suffer injury, even mortal injury, from some

external trauma. So it is possible, from a strictly physiological standpoint, that men
and women could still die in the world to come.
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vi) Is this a live possibility? No. For God would not allow it. Death would be in-
compatible with the promises of Scripture regarding the Consummation.

vii) Notice, though, that this is a providential immunity rather than a physiological
immunity.

viil) You don’t need some super-duper body to be immortal. Mortality is due to sin,
not to nature.

There is no good reason for Cavin to saddle the Resurrection with these auxiliary
hypotheses. True, he’s trying to disprove the Resurrection by disproving the case
for the Resurrection, as this is found in writers like Craig, Habermas, and the like.
Yet he is not bound by their interpretation of Easter. Indeed, various contributors to
the ET challenge their interpretation of Easter.

Christian apologetics has a stereotypical quality to it. Once a well-known writer
makes a particular apologetic move, this gets snapped up by others and becomes a
standardized part of the polemic.

In addition, many who take up the cause of Christian apologetics come to the disci-
pline from the field of philosophy or history or science rather than exegetical theol-
ogy. As such, their explanations sometimes suffer from an extrinsic quality, rather
than emerging more organically from within the interiority of unfolding revelation
and the narrative viewpoint.

Unfortunately, a lot of Christian apologetics has fallen prey to a rather Docetic
conception of the glorified body. This Docetic turn in Christian apologetics needs
to be exorcised once and for all. It’s very odd to have a Christian apologist—many,
in fact—who would vehemently oppose a Docetic doctrine of the Incarnation, only
to turn around and embrace a Docetic doctrine of the Resurrection.

In fact, Richard Carrier, in chapter 5, after reviewing the Rabbinical evidence,
draws a distinction similar to mine—between a change in the nature of the body,
and a change in the laws of nature (115). So Cavin is indulging in a straw man ar-
gument when he appeals to this dispositional property to disprove the Resurrection.

ix) As to teleportation, several clarifications are in order: to begin with, the Bible
never says that Jesus could dematerialize or pass through solid objects. Maybe he
could, maybe he couldn’t, but that is simply one possible inference from the data
(Lk 24:31,36; Jn 20:19,26). It is not an actual teaching of Scripture. John does not

28



say that Jesus passed right through a wooden door. And if that is what John wanted
to say, he was free to do so. Once, again, Cavin is not bound by that interpretation.

x) Did the body dematerialize? Or did the doors dematerialize? John doesn’t say.
One inference is as good as another.

xi) Even if Jesus did have a capacity for teleportation, why assume that this is a dis-
tinctive property of a glorified body? For one thing, this is not the first time that Je-
sus does a disappearing act. Even before the Resurrection, he has a mysterious
power to give his enemies the slip (Lk 4:30; Jn 8:59; 10:39). Is this the same prin-
ciple as Lk 24:31,36; Jn 20:19,26? The Bible doesn’t say. Is this another case of
teleportation? The Bible doesn’t say—although it does seem uncanny.

xi1) There is also the temptation of Christ, with its preternatural trips to the Temple
and Mt Nebo (Mt 4:5,8).

xii1) For that matter, Christ was a wonder-worker. If he could perform nature mira-
cles, he could presumably perform a nature miracle on himself.

xiv) In addition, there are other apparent instances of teleportation involving Elijah
(1 Kg 18:12,46; 2 Kg 2:16), Ezekiel (3:14; 8:3; 11:24), and Philip (Acts 8:39-40).

xv) There is also the question of how we define teleportation. Strictly speaking, it
doesn’t mean ‘“to move instantaneously from place to place” (30). For truly instan-
taneous relocation would entail no motion at all, in the sense of passing through a
continuous stretch of space and matter. Teleportation would be a mode of illocal
transport rather than some accelerated form of locomotion.

xvi) Incidentally, or not so incidentally, that is the more natural inference to draw
from Jn 20. The disciples are not said to see Jesus approaching them or leaving
them. Rather, he instantly appears in their midst and instantly disappears. The ac-
tion is punctiliar rather than linear—discontinuous rather than continuous.

Again, the implication is not that he’s normally invisible, but that he’s normally
elsewhere—in heaven? The ascension account is highly suggestive.

xvii) It is far preferable to stick with the explicit witness of Scripture to the firm

physicality of the Risen Savior (Mt 28:9; Lk 24:39-40,42-43; Jn 20:17,20,24-29;
Acts 1:4; 10:41), and explain the paranormal behavior by analogous miracles in
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Scripture rather than indulge in highly speculative inferences which enjoy no Scrip-
tural precedent and undercut the direct testimony to the nature of the Resurrection.

Of course, Cavin doesn’t believe that any of this is even possible, much less actual.
But, for the sake of argument, he does need to explore the exegetical and theoreti-
cal options.

Cavin also raises some scientific objections to teleportation. That is, however, to
impose on Scripture a framework within which Scripture itself does not operate.
Scripture has no category of natural law. At most, it has a category of providence,
which makes room for the miraculous. To debate the physics of teleportation is a
category mistake.

Finally, (1)-(xvii) are basically a brush-clearing exercise to make way for a more
systematic explanation. For the Easter appearances conform to and hearken back to
the OT Christophanies and theophanies:

In contrast [to Hellenistic translation stories], the appearance stories did corre-
spond to the anthropomorphic theophany stories of the OT—a genre that con-
tinued to flourish in Jewish literature—not only linguistically, but also structur-
ally and substantively. This correspondence existed, although, or precisely be-
cause, such theophanies did not report about the appearance of the departed, but
about God or his angel. For both, the representation began with the “coming”
and “seeing” of a stranger in human form. The appearing One made known
who he was through an introductory conversation. The key moment of the
drama was usually a promise or a commissioning. The account then would
close with the disappearance of the appearing One. These elements of structure
for this story form were found in the epiphanies of Yahweh before Abraham at
Mamre (Gen 18:1-33), in the burning bush before Moses, which concluded with
a commissioning (Exod 3:2-10), and before Samuel (1 Sam 3:1-14).

The comparison with this OT/Jewish genre indicates that the appearance stories
of the Gospels, both the individual and the group appearance types, manifested
the structural indices of a specific genre, and have appropriated this form from
the tradition of those theophany stories.*!

What we have, here, is a type/antitype relation between an OT Christophany or
theophany and the risen Lord. The theophanic character of the Easter appearances
bear witness to the deity of Christ. He is Yahweh Incarnate—both before and after
his Resurrection.

L. Goppelt, Theology of the New Testament (Eerdmans 1981), 1:242; cf. J. Alsup, The Post-
Resurrection Appearance Stories of the Gospel Tradition (Calwer Verlag 1975), 270ff.
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3. Cavin is right to point out that certain dispositional properties would not show up
in the Easter appearances or the empty tomb. But that is not how Scripture works.

What you have, in Scripture, is a relation between word and sign, word-media and
event-media. The theological significance of a redemptive event doesn’t necessar-
ily lie on the surface of things, to be read off in positivist fashion.

As with symbolism in general, the meaning of a symbolic event involves a conven-
tional assignment of meaning between the historical sign and the theological sig-
nificate, which is, in turn, embedded in a cultural preunderstanding. An element of
overt interpretation figures at both ends of the promise/fulfillment scheme.

What we have in Scripture are not bare events, but interpreted events. That’s the
nature of historical writing.

Finally, Cavin introduces a couple of related objections to the denial that Jesus was
a deceiver or self-deceived. Let us take these one at a time:

It is conceptually possible that a very powerful evil sprit (e.g., one of the
Watchers of the pseudepigraphic Book of Enoch) or a group of technologically
advanced but unscrupulous aliens (e.g., the Talosians of Star Trek) brought
about the resuscitation, ascension, and glorious appearance of Jesus—either
forcing him against his will to lie about the resurrection or else tricking him
into believing that it had actually occurred by enthroning him, after his ascen-
sion, in a fake heaven as the “resurrected” Son of Man.*?

1) It’s hard to know why anyone besides an ufologist should take this seriously.
Since neither Cavin nor his Christian opponent believes in ETs, why is he introduc-
ing this particular thought-experiment? Why is the onus on a Christian to disprove
a thought-experiment which Cavin himself doesn’t believe for one moment? Since
when is there a burden of proof on your opponent to disprove an artificial example
which neither you nor your opponent believe?

1) Moreover, if this is fair-play, then a Christian is free to construct a parallel
thought-experiment in which everything which Cavin takes to be evidence for a
secular worldview is an illusion due to the fact that we are lab rats patched into a
diabolical VR program, in some infernal variant on the Matrix or Dark City.

2 BT, 35.
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111) Furthermore, Cavin doesn’t believe in evil spirits, so even if demons are a bare
possibility, they are hardly a realistic possibility from his standpoint.

They are, of course, a feature of the Christian worldview. But this presents him
with a dilemma. On the one hand, the existence of evil spirits would scarcely fal-
sify the Christian faith, for the Christian faith affirms the existence of evil spirits.

On the other hand, Cavin presumably believes that the nonexistence of the demonic
disproves the Christian faith inasmuch as the Christian faith affirms their existence
which, if a false belief, would falsify the Christian faith.

So Cavin needs what he believes to be a false belief to be true enough to falsify a
belief-system which affirms this belief. How does that play out, exactly? Does he
confer temporary, honorary truth on this belief for just long enough to falsify the
Christian faith?

Panning into his second objection:

This is conceptually possible; note, even on the Christian conception of God,
according to which God is of such a nature as to permit the occurrence of major
theological deception, e.g., false signs and wonders capable of misleading even
the elect.*’

On this conception, all of the billions of adherents of all of the world’s religions
(other than Christianity) are being deceived to the point of eternal damnation—
by God’s permission. Moreover, on the Christian conception God actually al-
lows people to have unverdical experiences of being transported into “heaven”
and being told tings by “angels” which, unbeknownst to them, are diametrically
opposed to the truth. Consider, for example, the Kabbalah mystic’s experience
of the Merkabah in the Seventh Hall of the Seventh Heaven and the near-death
out-of-body experiences of the New Age movements wherein “revelations” are
imparted that run contrary to the message of the gospel.**

But this objection is confused at several different levels:

1) Yes, it is abstractly possible for the elect to be deceived, but that is not a live pos-
sibility, for God, in his providence, will not permit it (Mt 24:22,24).

3 1bid., 35.
* Ibid., 40, n.26.
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1) More generally, verses dealing with the theme of divine and/or diabolical decep-
tion (e.g., 2 Thes 2:9-12; Rev 13) target the reprobate, while the elect are necessar-
ily excluded.

111) Likewise, it is wildly counter-contextual to apply these verses to Jesus Christ;
for it is quite impossible, within the theological framework of Scripture, that Jesus,
as the Anointed Son of God, would be self-deceived. Cavin’s appeal shows a total
disregard for the original intent and theological viewpoint of the Bible.

1v) The Bible doesn’t attribute all idolatry to divine and/or demonic delusion.

v) The Bible is strictly silent on such post-Biblical phenomena as the Cabbala and
the New Age movement. It lays down some general norms that are highly pertinent
to such phenomena, but whether the experience of an adept is of direct diabolical

inspiration is not a question addressed in Scripture.

Nothing particular rides on these last two points, but they betray a sloppy appeal to
Scripture.
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Chapter 2

The burden of this chapter is to turn Bayesian probability theory against the Resur-
rection.” Martin will revisit this argument in chapter 14. It is also a key feature of
Lowder’s case against the Resurrection (chapter 7), and further figures in Carrier’s
standard of cumulative probabilities in his chapter (9) on the “plausibility” of theft.

In addition, even if they don’t operate with a mathematical assignment of prior
probabilities, all of the essayists assume the Resurrection to be so initially unlikely
that any alternative explanation is preferable to a straightforward interpretation and
acceptance of the Gospel accounts. So quite a lot is riding on this principle.

Before delving into the details, a number of more general observations are in order:

1) All that Martin does in this chapter is to present one version of the theorem, and
assign a generic percentile (50%) to the least upper threshold of rationality.

i1) One initial snag is that prior probabilities are always estimated against some
body of background knowledge. But BT does not specify what counts as back-
ground knowledge. And Martin does nothing here to present a separate argument
for this key preliminary assumption. To get off the ground he’d need to mount a
non-BT argument to justify his later recourse to BT-style argumentation.

1ii) Even if Martin had, indeed, acquitted himself on the preliminary stage of the
argument, I fail to see the actual application of Bayes’ Theory (hereafter BT) to the
case at hand. Where are the numbers? And how are they generated? Martin has,
again, done nothing here to systematically quantify the evidence—much less lay
out a transparent process by which his percentages are derived and applied.

1v) It is highly unlikely that I will be dealt a royal flush. But just suppose that I am
dealt a royal flush. Indeed, this does happen from time to time. Is it irrational for
me to believe that I have a royal flush in my hand due to the wildly high initial im-
probability of such an outcome?

* For an overview of probability theories in general, and Bayesian theory in particular, cf.
http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/epistemology-bayesian/
http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/probability-interpret/
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v) Frankly, the whole effort to assign numbers to historical evidence strikes me an
intellectual affectation. It’s attempting to transfer the standards of the mathematical
sciences to a historical discipline where they don’t belong.

Zooming in, Martin says that:

The initial probability of the Resurrection would be small even if theism were
true...If theism is true, then miracles in this interventionist sense are possible
since there is a supernatural being who could bring them about, but it does not
follow that such miracles are more likely than not to occur. Indeed, God would
have good reasons for never using miracles to achieve his purposes. For one
thing, a violation of the laws of nature cannot be explained by science and, in-
deed, is an impediment to scientific understanding of the world. For another,
great difficulties and controversies arise in identifying miracles.*

Several problems with this objection:

1) The question at issue is not whether the Resurrection is probable with reference
to some generic form of theism, but whether it is probable with reference to Chris-
tian theism. That is, indeed, the inseparable theological framework for the Resur-
rection. The Resurrection 1s a Christian doctrine. The Resurrection is not a surd,
freestanding event, but one embedded in a Biblical worldview, with the narrative
arc of OT expectation rounded out in the NT.

i1) To define a miracle as a violation of natural law is, again, to impose an extra-
Scriptural framework on a Scriptural category. Scripture has a doctrine of creation
and providence, which, in turn, has some adventitious affinities with natural law,
but “natural law” is a far more static concept. This rigidity is what makes it law-
like. Martin is casting the issue in a highly abstract and extrinsic fashion. It just
doesn’t connect with the concrete setting of the Resurrection.

Like Hume before him, his definition begs the question. By definition, a natural
“law” 1s inflexible.

111) How 1s a miracle an impediment to science? The proper subject-matter of natu-
ral science is ordinary providence. Science is competent within its field, but not
outside it. So it’s limited, like every other field of knowledge.

6 BT, 46.
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1v) Assuming that a miracle is an impediment to science, how is that an argument
against a miracle? Ironically, coming from an atheist, Martin is falling prey to the
naturalistic fallacy, as if nature were designed for the convenience of the human
observer.

v) Why is it important to identify a miracle? What really matters is our ability to
identify an event. We can classify it later. The key issue is not the identity of a mi-
raculous event qua miraculous, but a miraculous event qua event. Did it happen?

Moving on:

For the sake of argument suppose now that we assume with Christian apologist
Richard Swinburne that miracles in the traditional sense are probable given
God’s existence. This assumption is perfectly compatible with the thesis that in
any particular case a miracle is unlikely. Consider the following analogy: it is
overwhelmingly probable that in a billion tosses of ten coins all ten coins will
turn up heads at least once, but it is extremely unlikely that in any given case all
ten coins will come up heads.*’

Another couple of snags:

From the Scriptural standpoint, miracles are neither probable nor improbable.
Rather, they are personal events which fit into the plan of God.

Bayesian probability theory is an application of classical probability theory. This
was modeled on games of chance, which are designed to ensure equiprobable out-
comes. But to apply that deliberately artificial scenario to the question of miracles
is...well...artificial. Yet again, Martin lacks the critical sympathy to identify with
the question on its own terms.

Moving on:

As far as religious believers are concerned, violations of the laws of nature are
relatively rare...their relative frequency would be very low. So given the back-
ground belief that miracles are rare—a belief that is held even by theists—it fol-
lows that a claim that a particular event is a miracle is initially improbable.*®

Several more problems:

4T 1bid., 47.
8 Ibid., 47.
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1) He’s still stuck in his natural law rut. And as far as that goes, the propensity ver-
sion of probability would seem to be at least as good as the frequency version in
modeling natural laws and forces.

1) Something may be rare and also be inevitable. Suppose, in his files, an ophthal-
mologist has the record of a green-eyed patient. There is a low initial probability
that any particular individual will have green eyes. That does not, however, imply a
low probability for the accuracy of his medical records. Indeed, there’s no correla-
tion whatsoever between the probability of having green eyes and the probability of
a medical diagnosis of green pigmentation being correct. One could say the same
thing about a rare blood type. Certain rarities are bound to turn up sooner or later.

I don’t say that miracles are rare in this sense. Just that Martin is trading on equivo-
cal definitions of probability.

Moving on:

Now there is a way of interpreting a miracle claim in the nonintervention sense
that makes a miracle extremely probable. If a theist maintains that most events
which are governed by the laws of nature are arranged by God to serve as signs
or to communicate messages to human beings, then miracle claims are initially
probable. But this way of understanding miracles tends to trivialize the notion.
Nonintervention miraculous events are usually contrasted with the great major-
ity of other events.*

We keep piling up problems.

1) The Bible treats every natural event as, at least in part, an act of God—although
this doesn’t exclude second causes.

i1) The Bible also treats the natural providential order as revelatory (e.g., Ps 19;
Acts 14:17; Rom 1:18ff.).

1i1) The interventionist/non-interventionist dichotomy is, again, unscriptural. It is
based on the unspoken metaphor of a box. Nature and natural law are inside the
box. Miracles come from outside the box.

¥ Ibid., 47-48.
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1v) Not only is this dichotomy unscriptural, it is also unphilosophical. According to
classical Christian theism, God is timeless. Hence, he doesn’t have one causal
mode for creation, a second for providence, and a third for miracle.

Martin is a perfect example of a fairly intelligent man who is so blinded by preju-
dice that he cannot get inside the position he is opposing.

Moving on:

Relative to background beliefs that are shared by atheists and believers alike,
for example, belief in the uniformity of nature, miracles are rare events...Even
thoughtful believers in miracles admit that most miracle claims turn out to be
bogus on examination...For example, the Catholic Church has investigated
thousands of claims of miracle cures at Lourdes, and it has rejected most of
these as unproven.”

Here we go again:

1) Is the uniformity of nature an article of faith among most Christians? Is there a
credal tradition to that effect? I know of none.

i1) The probability of faith-healing at Lourdes is predicated on the apparition of Our
Lady of Lourdes to Bernadette—a visionary, 14-year-old peasant girl. So the prob-
ability of a faith-healing at Lourdes is contingent on the probability of the Blessed
Virgin appearing to Bernadette. What is the evidence (and counter-evidence) for
that proposition?

Moving on:

So far I’ve shown that, in general, particular miracle claims are initially
unlikely even in a theistic framework. Is the claim that Jesus arose from the
dead an exception to this rule?”!

Notice how the deck is stacked. Martin begins with a generic theistic framework.
This supplies the presumption. Then Christian theism is grafted on as a sort of af-
terthought which must overcome the initial presumption against it.

0 Ibid., 48.
31 Ibid., 48.
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Now, in fairness to Martin, this is one way of doing Christian apologetics. We
might call it the Thomistic model. And it happens to be Swinburne’s approach. And
since Martin has chosen to use Swinburne as his foil, it makes sense that this is how
Martin chooses to structure his own counter-argument.

But remember that, in so doing, what he’s done is not to undermine or overthrow
the direct evidence for the Resurrection, but to concentrate his fire on a particular
school of natural theology.

Certainly there is nothing especially compelling or terribly Scriptural about this
bottom-up approach. Let us compare it with a more holistic methodology:

That linear reasoning from a starting point in natural theology is necessary for
making religious faith reasonable rests upon an interesting but disputable as-
sumption, the assumption that the order of establishing the truth of a set of
propositions must mirror the logical order of the set.

Suppose I show you a box, but that you are too far away to see inside it, and
that you are skeptical about my claim that there is something in the box. And
suppose that what I have in the box is a grass snake. There is no reason why I
should first attempt to prove to you that what I have in the box is a physical ob-
ject, and then that it is animate, and then that it is reptilian, and so on.

And it may be that one way, perhaps the best way, of establishing the rational-
ity of God is to show how the idea of God functions to integrate diverse data
that are otherwise harder to explain. On this view one does not establish the ra-
tionality of belief in God as a separate exercise any more than one establishes
that something is a carburetor solely by features which make no reference to is
function.

So a web, at least as applied to a developed religion such as Christianity, is
more like a narrative, with central characters...The story “adds up” to the extent
that the action of one character is intelligible in the light of the other features of
the narrative.”

It ought to be evident that this organic conception is more naturally adapted to the
actual phenomenology of faith and Scripture alike. All that Martin has done is, at

best, to punch some holes in a cardboard version of Christianity.

Moving on:

52 P, Helm, Faith With Reason (Oxford 2000), 44-46, 51.
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There does not seem to be any a priori reason to suppose that God would be-
come incarnated and have died at one particular time and place rather than
many others...there is no a priori reason to suppose that he would have become
incarnated and have died as Jesus in 1C Palestine. Indeed, given the innumer-
able alternatives at God’s disposal it would seem a priori unlikely that the in-

carnation and the resurrection would have taken place where and when they al-
legedly did.

Perhaps if Christians knew God’s preferences, this would change. But they do
not. They only believe that God wants to redeem humanity ...Indeed, redemp-
tion can occur without any resurrection at all, let alone the resurrection of Jesus
in 1C Palestine.”

There’s so much wrong with this that it’s hard to know where to begin:

1) Since when is apriorism a rule of historical evidence? Historical truths are truths
of fact, not truths of reason.

i1) Although the setting and timing of the Christ-event could have been otherwise,
his advent was not a discrete event, insulated from the headwaters of history. To
the contrary, Martin disregards the age-long preparation of the Gospel in the pro-
gressive unfolding of the Messianic hope.”

1i1) To say that Christians don’t know God’s preference begs the question.

vi) To say that redemption can occur without any resurrection is a sheer assertion
that makes no effort to engage the Biblical doctrine of redemption.

Martin also has a wooden way of handing probabilities. He says, for example,

It is more probable initially that a king will be drawn from a deck of cards than
that the king of hearts will be drawn.”

This is true, but you only have to take another comparison to see the limits of a
purely mathematical analysis. The odds of a royal flush are about 1 in 650,000
whereas the odds of a straight flush are about 1 in 72,000.

P ET, 49, 52-53.
% Cf. T. Alexander, From Paradise to the Promised Land (2002); The Servant King (Regent
2003); A. Motyer, Look To The Rock (Kregel 2004); O. Robertson, The Christ of the Prophets
g’&R 2004); W. VanGemeren, The Progress of Redemption (Zondervan 1988).

ET, 50.
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This means that the odds of drawing 9 straight flushes in a row are about the same
as drawing one royal flush. But while I could get away with a royal flush, were I to
draw 9 straight flushes in a row, casino security would be fitting me with a pair of
concrete galoshes.

Probability theory is unable to capture certain common sense intuitions, especially
when personal agents are in view.

In addition, Martin’s argument either proves too much or to little. As one philoso-
pher observes:

Mill rightly points out (in agreement with Campbell, Paley, and others) that
mere antecedent improbability, in the sense enshrined in the calculus of
changes, should not affect the acceptability of some report. If someone tells me
that the last hand dealt to him in a game of bridge was AK953 of spades, QJ4 of
hearts, K2 of diamonds, and AQJ of clubs, the fact that there are huge odds
against just this combination of cards being dealt (I gather it is 635,013,559,599
to 1 against) provides no incentive at all to disbelief. After all, the same odds
exist against any combination in a hand of bridge. (This point is at the heart of
modern discussions in probability theory of what has become known as “the
lottery paradox.”) As Mill says, “If we disbelieved all facts which had the
chances against them before hand, we should believe hardly anything.”56

From start to finish, Martin operates with a completely synthetic model of religion.
But that is not the target of the book. The target is the resurrection of Christ. Martin
1s shooting his arrows into the clouds.

36 C. Coady, Testimony: A Philosophical Study (Oxford 1994), 180.
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Chapter 3

Theodore Drange attacks the Resurrection as theologically superfluous and even
incoherent. He chooses Charles Hodge, the great 19C Reformed theologian, as his
foil. There’s nothing wrong with this procedure, just the execution:

There is an apparent inconsistency between the atonement and the resurrection.
The atonement requires the death of Jesus to be genuine and to be a great sacri-
fice. But with the resurrection (and subsequent ascension to glory), the death of
Jesus is shown not to be genuine and not to be a great sacrifice. Even if this in-
consistency could somehow be overcome, just the appearance of it creates a
kind of weakness.”’

By way of reply:

1) A merely “apparent” inconsistency, which falls short of an actual inconsistency,
is a pseudo-problem.

1) Drange is equivocating over the meaning of what constitutes a “sacrificial”
death. He is using ‘“‘sacrifice” in the loose, trivial, secularized sense of giving up
something of personal value—whereas Christian theology is using “sacrifice” in
the technical, ritual sense of a blood-offering to propitiate the deity.

So Drange manufactures an artificial inconsistency by substituting secular usage
for Scriptural usage. What makes the death of Christ “genuine” is that it qualifies as
a sacrificial death, in the ritual sense of the term.

Had he bothered to read Hodge on the priestly office of Christ (ST, vol. 2, chap. 6),
or the satisfaction of Christ (ST, vol. 2, chap. 7), he could have spared himself this
elementary blunder.

Drange then runs through the fourfold argument given by Hodge, in the “abridged”
version of his Systematic Theology, for the importance of the Resurrection:

Even if it were true that Christ’s resurrection is a sufficient condition for all the
factors listed by Hodge (the truth of the gospel, Christ being the Son of God,
&c.), it does not follow that it is a necessary condition.”®

7 Ibid., 55.
38 Ibid., 56.
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There are a couple of problems with this objection, of which I'll only comment on
one for now, and save the other for later. Coming from a philosophy prof., I find
Drange’s usage eccentric. In standard philosophical usage, a sufficient condition is
inclusive of a necessary condition inasmuch as a sufficient condition is a set of
necessary conditions which, in conjunction, yield a sufficient condition.

There are various refinements on this definition, but since Drange seems to be
speaking in general terms, his disjunction is not self-explanatory.

Moving on:

Hodge claims that “Christ rose from the dead” entails all of the following nine
propositions...But, in fact, it does not entail any of them. For each item in the
list it is possible to devise a scenario in which it is false...His resurrection
might have been produced by voodoo magic. Or it might have been produced
naturalistically, say, through the work of highly advanced extraterrestrials.”

By way of reply:

1) This is a misrepresentation of Hodge’s argument. Drange is imposing on Hodge a
logical framework of necessary and/or sufficient conditionality as well as strict im-
plication, and then faulting Hodge for failing to pass a standard that he never set for
himself.

1) The significance of the Resurrection is a truth of fact, not a truth of reason. In
Hodge’s theology, God has assigned certain benefits to the Resurrection. The rela-
tion between the Resurrection and its beneficiaries is not a consequence of deduc-
tive logic, but divine intent.

1i1) As a contingent existential proposition, it is, indeed, possible to devise a variety
of counterfactual scenarios. In fact, St. Paul makes use of just such contrary-to-fact
hypotheticals as a contrapositive argument for the Resurrection (1 Cor 15:13ff.).

1v) The business of voodoo and ETs, which we’ve run across once before in Cavin
(are he and Drange in collusion?) is frivolous and disingenuous since Drange
hardly regards his fanciful alternatives as live options.

Drange would presumably counter that this is relevant if Hodge is making a case
from the logical necessity of the Resurrection. But, of course, Drange has done

> Ibid., 56-67.
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nothing to show that this is either what Hodge had in mind, or ought to have in
mind.

Moving on:

A more charitable reading of Hodge’s first point would be to interpret the list of
relationships to be statements to the effect that the resurrection of Christ is a
necessary condition for each of the nine items given.”

Whether or not this would be a more “charitable” reading, it is still a straw man ar-
gument, for reasons I’ve already given.

Moving on:

It was the death of Christ, not his resurrection, that was supposed to have
atoned for humanity’s sins.’’

True, but irrelevant, for there is more to salvation than the atonement in and of it-
self, for reasons given by Hodge under points #2-3, among other reasons.

Moving on:

[The Gospel] could have been communicated simply by scripture. Or it could
have been communicated by skywriting or a thousand other ways. There was no
need whatever for the Resurrection to have occurred.®

This piggybacks on a string of cumulative errors, noted above.
Moving on:

Christ could still have been and could still be the Son of God even if his earthly
body had been destroyed. It is the spirit and/or soul that is supposed to live on.
Jesus commended his spirit to his father (Lk 23:46) and it is his spirit and/or
soul that could play the divine role of “Son,” just as it was presumably his spirit
and/or soul that lived and was the Son of God prior to his advent on earth.%

Where do you begin?

% Ibid., 57.
I 1bid., 57.
%2 Ibid., 57-58.
%3 1bid., 58.
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1) For a professor emeritus of philosophy who presumes to critique Christian theol-
ogy to evince such elementary ignorance of traditional Christology is truly embar-
rassing. If he had bothered to read Hodge on the person of Christ (ST, vol. 2:400-
401), Drange would see that he is reproducing the old Apollinarian heresy. It is
simply inept to charge Charles Hodge with inconsistency on the basis of a Chris-
tological heresy which Hodge expressly denies. That is not his standard of refer-
ence. Quite the contrary!

To make good on his claims, Drange would have to show that Hodge ought to be
an Apollinarian, and that this commitment is in conflict with his argument for the
Resurrection.

i1) On the one hand, God doesn’t have a soul. He is a spirit. Only a man has a soul.
On the other hand, the “spirit” which Christ commended to the Father is his human
soul. The soul of Christ cannot substitute for the divine Logos, just as the divine
Logos cannot substitute for the soul of Christ. Christ is more than God-in-a-body.
Rather, Christ is a union of a concrete property-instance of human nature (body &
soul) with the divine nature and person of the LLogos or Son of God, resulting in a
complex, embodied person.*’

1i1) No, the Resurrection doesn’t make Jesus the Son of God. That is not Hodge’s
argument. Hodge is not an adoptionist. The argument, rather, is that his Resurrec-
tion functions, among other ways, as a sign of his divine identity. The relation is
emblematic rather than constitutive—in much the same way as the Virgin Birth is a
sign of his divine identity. If Drange doesn’t understand the nature and function of
religious symbolism, then he is quite incompetent to evaluate the Resurrection.

Moving on:

“As for “Christ is the Savior of men,” it was the death of Christ that was sup-
posed to have made that true. The subsequent resurrection had nothing to do
with it. To think otherwise is to confuse two quite distinct principles of Chris-
tian theology, the Atonement and the Resurrection. They are quite independent
of each other, both logically and conceptually.®

It’s pretty cheeky of Drange to suppose that he has a better handle on systematic
theology than Charles Hodge. One of Drange’s problems is that he doesn’t under-

% This confusion also affects his objection to the necessity of the Resurrection on p.62.
65 Th:
Ibid., 58.
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stand what he reads. For example, in the very text which Drange has chosen to
comment on, Hodge says, among other things, that “on his resurrection depended
the mission of the Spirit, without which Christ’s work had been in vain.”

Wasn’t he paying any attention? And if Drange bestirred himself to read what
Hodge has to say on the application of the atonement (ST, vol. 3, chaps. 15-16,18),
he would see that the death of Christ or the atonement alone does not save anyone
at all. Rather, the work of Christ lays the foundation for the work of the Spirit.

Now Drange would perhaps argue otherwise, but he must to just that—argue his
point, and not merely assert it. There’s a reason that systematic theology is called
“systematic” theology. You can’t just pluck one doctrine out of the air and attack it
in isolation to other related articles of the faith.

But that would take some real effort on Drange’s part, instead of this drive-by
shooting. He’d actually have to read Hodge from cover-to-cover, and not just the
abridged, Reader’s Digest version, but the whole three-volume magnum opus. Or is
it too much to ask of a philosophy prof. that he do some serious reading? Hodge is
a cakewalk compared to Hegel or Husserl or Heidegger or Frege or Kripke or
McTaggart or David Lewis. And since he’s retired, he has the spare time.

Moving on:

As for “Christ is the Messiah predicted by the prophets,” the question is
whether the OT prophets ever predicted that their Messiah would be bodily res-
urrection from the dead. The only verse put forward as a candidate for such
prophecy is Ps 16:10...The idea that the Messiah would die and then come back
to life was totally foreign to Judaic theology. So there simply was no such
prophecy.66

The problem lies in Drange’s atomistic reading of the Bible. This is not a question
of 1solated prooftexting. Even when the NT quotes a verse of OT Scripture, like Ps
16:10, this 1s not intended to stand alone, but to trigger a larger set of associations.
Ps 16:10, for one, is not just any old Psalm, but a Davidic Psalm, with all that
represents.

The NT is in dialogue with an ongoing hermeneutical tradition. What one scholar
has said with reference to one NT writer is applicable to all:

% Ibid., 58-59.
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The author inherits an interpreted Bible and makes his own, often original, con-
tribution to the interpretive tradition in which he stands.®’

—an interpretive tradition, I’d add, that’s already well underway in the thematic
progression of the OT, and which continues in Second Temple Judaism.

The Messianic hope is a theological construct, with a constellation of symbolico-
theological themes feeding into it, such as the new Exodus and the new Eden, the
new Moses and the new Adam, exile and restoration, Passover and priesthood,
temple and tabernacle, individual and corporate resurrection, historical recapitula-
tion and vicarious headship, the divine warrior, the Davidic king, Zion theology,
the Servant, the seed of promise, and the Son of man.

There is no short-cut here. It calls for sustained thematic analysis and synthesis—
such as can be found in the aforementioned books by Alexander, Motyer, Robert-
son, and VanGemeren. Or, to take just one particular motif, consider the intricate
elaboration of the tabernacular theme in Scripture.®®

Here’s another thumbnail sketch of just one line of argument, one Resurrection-
trajectory:

A growing body of opinion, however, recognizes in the pattern of righteous suf-
fering and vindication an ancient and well-documented tradition of Second
Temple Judaism. Suggestive OT antecedents include Isaac in Gen 22, Job, Jo-
nah, the righteous servant in Isa 53, the vindicated Son of Man in Dan 7, the
murdered firstborn of the house of David in Zech 12:10-13:1, and Psalms like
22, 69, and 118...These biblical texts did engender a definite hermeneutical
tradition, attested in literature from both the Second Temple and rabbinic peri-
ods (e.g. Wis 2; 2 Mac 6-7; 4 Mac 6,17; 4Q225; cf. B. Ber. 56b; b. Sukkah 52a;
Pirge R. El. 31; cf. Yal. 575,581 on Zech)...And the much-queried claim that
such vindication was to take place “on the third day according to the scriptures”
(1 Cor 15:3) may well find its basis in Jo 6:2, which the Targum explicitly ap-
plies to the general resurrection.®

Moving on:

How about “Christ is the Prophet, Priest, and King of His people”? Could that
be true if Christ had never been resurrected? I see no reason why not. All the

%7 P. Ellingworth, The Epistle to the Hebrews (Eerdmans 1993), 39.

%8 G. Beale, The Temple & the Church’s Mission (IVP 2004).

M. Bockmuehl, “Resurrection,” The Cambridge Companion to Jesus, M. Bockmuehl, ed.
(Cambridge 2001), 115-116.
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prophets, priests, and kings who ever lived on our planet were ordinary human
beings who died and then remained dead.”

Notice a pattern emerging? Drange treats all these at an entirely generic level, as if
they had no historical emplacement.

Drange exhibits a vicious cycle which is only too typical of the unbeliever. He
doesn’t bother to study the Bible because the Bible is bunk. And his ignorance
merely serves to reinforce his prejudice.

Way back in Deut 18:18-20 you already have the idea of Moses as an archetypal
prophet. Not just a mere mortal, but archetypal of something else—a theme picked
up and worked out in Heb 1:1-3; 3:1-4:13.

In the development of the Davidic motif, you have the idea of a Davidic king who
1s not the mortal, historical David, but an ideal, everlasting Davidic redivivus. From
the royal psalms (2; 18; 20; 21; 45; 89; 110; 132), through the preexilic prophets
(Isa 9; 11; Micah 5), exilic prophets (Jer 23; 31; 33; Ezk 34-37; 45-46), and postex-
ilic prophets (Haggai; Zech 6) and historians (1 Chron), to Second Temple Juda-
ism,”" Davidic Messianism is a pervasive and gathering theme before it reaches
critical mass with the NT.

In the Book of Hebrews, you have the extended argument involving the iniquity
and mortality of the priesthood and multiplicity of offerings, in time and space, as
evidence, on the one hand, of the provisional character of that arrangement, and as
further evidence, on the other hand, of the exemplary high priest prefigured in this
arrangement (2:10-18; 4:14-10:18).

But Drange, in his empty-headed indifference, comes to the text as a blank slate,
and then dismisses the summary argument of Hodge because it is so very thin. But
it is so very thin because Drange is seizing on half a page of a 900 page systematic
theology, as well as ignoring all of the standard exegetical literature published since
the 19C. In his skimpy section of footnotes there is not a single reference to a single
exegetical work.

70 1.
Ibid., 59.

ny. Collins, The Scepter & the Star (Doubleday 1995); J. Neusner et al., eds., Judaisms & Their

Messiahs at the Turn of the Christian Era (Cambridge 1987).
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Imagine if Drange taught a course on Descartes or Hegel or Wittgenstein without
any reference to the history of ideas—without any effort to interpret their views in
light of the cultural preunderstanding of which they were a part.

Moving on:

Now consider the proposition “Christ’s sacrifice has been accepted as a satis-
faction to divine justice.”...So, if Christ has never been resurrected, then man-
kind would have no way of knowing that its sins had been atoned for by means
of Christ’s sacrificial death. But surely that is not so.”

Drange is right in a wrong-headed way. The one doesn’t follow from the other. But
the non-sequitur is his, not Hodge’s. Hodge never said that the Resurrection is the
only way of knowing that our sins have been atoned. And his statement about di-
vine acceptance does not imply any such thing. Drange is imputing a groundless
implication to Hodge, and then faulting Hodge for a non-sequitur of Drange’s own
contrivance.

Hodge’s point is if Jesus were a false Messiah, then God would have left him to rot
in the grave. The fact that God raised him from the dead goes to show that Jesus
was the true Messiah. At issue here is not the means of propagating that fact, but
the fact to be propagated.

Moving on:

There is no mention of the Resurrection in any of Hodge’s descriptions of the
work of the Holy Spirit in his book, so it is unclear why Hodge would make this
statement.”

It is only unclear because Drange hasn’t bothered to read what Hodge has to say
about the covenants of redemption and grace (ST, vol. 2:361-363) where Hodge
connects the work of Christ with the work of the Spirit.

Now, perhaps he would find fault with Hodge’s argument, but as it stands, he never
even engages the argument.

Moving on:

2 1bid., 59.
3 Ibid., 60.
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Christ’s body could have been destroyed and he could still have had a bodily
resurrection in the distant future (perhaps at the time of the Second Coming).
All of that could have been made clear in scripture and in other ways as well
(e.g., skywriting).”*

This is true, but irrelevant. Drange says this in reply to Hodge’s statement that the
resurrection of Christ illustrates our own. And the value of the illustration lies in
the timing. It establishes a precedent for things to come.

I assume that Drange is an empiricist. As such, he ought to appreciate the value of
precedent, where the pattern of the past serves to shape our future expectations.

No, this is not a matter of deductive logic. It doesn’t exclude other logical possibili-
ties. But so what? The admission that a truth of fact may not be governed by rela-
tions of strict implication does not render it any less useful or truthful. Drange
needs to open a window and let a little fresh air into his musty old study.

The same irrelevant reasoning applies to what he says for the next couple of pages
(62-63) about alternative possibilities. Many things are possible that are never ac-
tual. Indeed, the actual is only a tiny fraction of the possible. To continually bring
up the specter of abstract possibilities is simply irrelevant to the rules of historical
evidence.

And even from an abstract standpoint, not all possibilities are equally good.
Whether or not there is a best possible world, in the superlative sense, there is cer-
tainly a comparative distinction to be drawn between better and worse, and to that
extent we can apply the principle of sufficient reason to the case at hand. God at-
taches certain consequences to the Resurrection, not because these are logically
necessary, but because they are teleologically necessary. Indeed, Paul Helm has
suggest%i that Leibniz may be indebted to the supralapsarian teleology of William
Twisse.

The question is not whether the means are absolutely necessary. Indeed, what
makes them the means rather than the end is that their chief value lies in facilitating
a given goal. Their value is instrumental. But by the same token, some means are
better adapted to a given end than others. Drange is confounding logic with teleol-
ogy and axiology.

74 .
Ibid., 61.
ERINI| Things Considered,” T. Bartel, ed., Comparative Theology (SPCK 2003), 104, 109, n.15.
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This also infects his criticism of the glorified body as unnecessary since the soul
can, according to orthodox theology, survive apart from the body.

True, but there is more at issue here than bare survival. There is also the quality of
life. There are certain trade-offs between an embodied and a disembodied state of
being. A discarnate being can suffer no pain, but by the same token, no pleasure—
in the physical sense.

Likewise, although a dreamer can imagine other people, it takes two bodies to
make another actual person. A dream child is not the same as a real child.

I’d add that one doesn’t have to have a specific reason for every specific belief. It is
sufficient to have a good reason for one’s general source of information.

So even if a Christian couldn’t answer every one of Drange’s questions, that’s no
cause to disbelieve. Drange believes in all sorts of things for which he has no direct
evidence.

Drange says that God “could create a new body...revival of the original body is

=
unnecessary.”’°

It is unclear if this has reference to the resurrection of Christ in particular, or the
general resurrection. No, it is not absolutely necessary that the new body replicate
the old body. But in the case of Christ, he was recognizable, and still bore the scars
of his ordeal. This is not a question of what is necessarily true, but what is merely
true. Many things are true without their being necessary truths.

The only alternative is to adopt some version of absolute idealism, a la McTaggart,
according to which all relations are internal relations. Is that Drange’s position?

Drange also asks how all the departed could be in “the same place” seeing as some
are physical beings and others are nonphysical beings.”’

Since the Bible doesn’t answer this question, a Christian doesn’t have to answer
this question either as long as he has a compelling reason to believe the Bible.

6 1bid., 62.
7 1bid., 63.
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At the same time, his objection is a special case of the ancient and perennial nomi-
nalist/universalist debate, which is, in turn, a general case of the mind/body prob-
lem. How do thoughts and things interface?

And how we answer the question, or how we frame the question in the first place,
goes to where we place the burden of proof. Do we begin with the phenomena as a
given, and formulate a theory consistent with the phenomena?

Or do we begin with certain theoretical restrictions on the range of what’s possible?
Drange is clearly in the second camp, but this is prejudicial.

We cannot dictate to reality. Contingencies cannot be known in advance of obser-
vation, and, from a Christian standpoint, broad swaths of reality cannot be known
in advance of revelation, for there is more to reality than meets the eye. Not all
there is, including much of what is most important in life, is accessible to direct ex-
perience. The sensible world, while real enough as far as it goes, is also an outward
sign and palpable exemplum of an insensible reality and impalpable exemplar.

As a philosophy prof., Drange is presumably familiar with this philosophical tradi-
tion. There are standing arguments for this position.

Moving on:

The references to overthrowing the kingdom of darkness, the falling of Satan,
and the triumph of truth, good, and happiness, are all misplaced. It was the
Atonement, not the Resurrection, which accomplished all those great deeds.”

If Drange bothered to read Hodge’s locus on eschatology (ST, volume 3, part 4), he
would see how utterly false this is.

These events await the eschaton. Their accomplishment comes with the return of
Christ. And the preparation for that event lies in the resurrection, ascension, and
session of Christ, in which capacity he subdues his enemies and directs his
church—Ilike a general on a hilltop surveys the field of battle and commands his
armies. This is all part and parcel of a consecutive argument in 1 Cor 15.

This is the “theological backing” for Paul’s assertion in 1 Cor 15:17. One doesn’t
have to look around for “some other parts of scripture maintaining a connection be-

"8 Ibid., 64.
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tween the Resurrection and the success of the Atonement” to make that connection.
You can find it all right here—one-stop shopping. But Drange is unable to read the
text in context.

For the sake of argument, this is not the only place in Paul where such a connection
is made (cf. Eph 1:19-22; Phil 2:6-11; Col 1:15-20), not to mention the argument in
Heb 1-2 or the whole of Revelation.

Moving on:

It remains hard to comprehend how anyone could have a bodily resurrection af-
ter his/her body has been obliterated.”

Seems pretty comprehensible to little old me. A particular body is just a particular
organization of matter. Even if the original body is gone, the way to replicate the
old body is to replicate its material organization. The same God who organized the
matter in the first place has only to reorganize matter according to the same pattern.

Of course, the new body is not exactly the same as the old body, but the same ques-
tions of personal identity apply to the natural life-cycle as well. Is the body of a
five-year-old the same as that of a fifteen-year-old, or fifty-year old, and so on?

Indeed, the glorified body is not supposed to be exactly the same. It’s supposed to
mark a signal improvement over our old, mortal, disease-ridden frame.

Carrier, in chapter 5, documents a range of Jewish speculation on the degree of
continuity or discontinuity between the mortal body and the glorified body. So
there’s no reason to saddle the Biblical doctrine with an artificial standard of strict,
numerical identity.

Moving on:

With the second claim, that the Resurrection showed something to mankind
about Jesus of Nazareth; that one, too, is refuted by the fact that billions of peo-
ple have had no awareness of the event...One would think that an omnipotent
deity would have done a better job of advertising (or “marketing”) the Resur-
rection to mankind.*

" Ibid., 65.
8 Ibid., 66.
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Drange seems to be ignorant of the elementary fact that Hodge was a Reformed
theologian. The record of the Resurrection need not be accessible to mankind in
general, but only to the elect, for whom Christ died. As a practical matter, there will
be a spillover effect, but the elect are the target-audience.

Moving on:

At the very least, the resurrected Jesus would not have appeared only to his fol-
lowers, but also to thousands of other people, thereby making what happened
into a genuine historical occurrence.®’

An event has to be witnessed by thousands of observers to count as a “genuine”
historical occurrence? Is the birth of a baby or the death of a mother not a genuine
historical occurrence unless it is witnessed by thousands of observers? The coun-
terexamples are simply endless.

You see what happens when a man suffers from a doctrinaire denial of the super-
natural. Drange is not a dumb man, but he resorts to any dumb argument to attack
the Resurrection. His antipathy disarms his critical faculty.

Moving on:

Even if it were widely known that Jesus of Nazareth was resurrected from the

dead, that in itself does not imply that his alleged message is true. The resurrec-

tion could have been accomplished through some sort of magic or super-
. 82

science.

Yet another instance, back-to-back, of what dogmatic unbelief will stoop to. As a
card-carrying secular humanist, Drange doesn’t believe in magic or superscience.

If he were debating with an ufologist or creationist or astrologer, he would pour
scorn on any such appeal. But see the double standard when the Resurrection is at
issue. If he feels the need to be that unscrupulous, it just goes to show what a weak
case he has. You only play with marked cards when you’ve dealt yourself a losing
hand.

81 Ibid., 66.
82 Ibid., 66.
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Chapter 4

In this chapter, Price argues, if “argue” isn’t too good a word for his procedure, that
1 Cor 15:3-11 1s a spurious interpolation. Before we delve into the details, Edwin
Yamauchi has some general comments on the historical integrity of the pericope in
question:

No one questions the centrality of Christ’s Resurrection in Paul’s teaching (cf.
D. M. Stanley, Christ’s Resurrection in Pauline Soteriology, 1961). Nor does
anyone deny the genuineness of Paul’s First Letter to the Corinthians, written
but 25 years after the crucifixion of Christ. In First Corinthians 15: 1-8 Paul
gives a list of the appearances of the risen Christ to various believers including
himself. Moreover, Paul says he received this tradition in a manner that indi-
cates its great antiquity. According to M. Carrez:

Framed by these two words, gospel and kerygma, we find a text and a tradition
whose Aramaic tenor, archaic character, and primitive catechetical form have
been recently pointed out by B. Klappert. ... The appearance to Peter, con-
firmed by the allusion to Lk 24,34, and the appearance to James ... show the Je-
rusalemite character of this tradition. What should we derive from it? That, in
any case, this formulation already existed in an established way six years after
the events of the redemptive drama at the latest. And that everything concurs in
underlining the great antiquity of this formulation [“The Pauline Hermeneutics
of the Resurrection,” in F. de Surgy, op. cit., p. 401.%3

In the face of counter-arguments by the likes of Frederik Wisse and Murphy-
O’Connor, Price says:

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

But the problem with this analogy is that it breaks down at the fundamental point of
comparison, for that is a debate over the relative merits of extant MS evidence,
whereas 1 Cor 15:3-11 are attested in all of our surviving MSS and ancient ver-
sions. Hence, there is no scrap of hard evidence for Price’s conjectural emendation.
His speculation goes against the entirety of the evidence.

Price tries to scale this sheer vertical cliff by backing into the refuge of all intellec-
tual scoundrels—the conspiracy theory. In his version, the “theological winners”

83 http://www.leaderu.com/everystudent/easter/articles/yama.html
8 bid., 70.
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(i.e. the Catholic or Orthodox party) “suppressed or destroyed all deviant texts and
manuscripts.”®

Price tries to bolster this quote by citing Bart Ehrman’s sensationally entitled The
Orthodox Corruption of Scripture.™

By this tactic he attempts to reverse the burden of proof, so that it “rests with any
argument that the corpus or, indeed any particular letter within the corpus contains
no interpolations.®’

Yet such a subversive standard of (non-)evidence is beset by two basic problems:

1) Since Bob Price doesn’t even believe in the authority of Scripture, it wouldn’t
make a particle of difference to him if all our extant MSS were identical with the
autographa.

i1) Did the early church really have the organizational efficiency as well as en-
forcement mechanism to recall and destroy all “deviant” MSS and then reissue a
standardized text?™

The logical quandary for Walker, Price, and Ehrman is the need to postulate primi-
tive diversity in order to postulate its subsequent suppression. But as soon as you
posit this preexistent pluralism, it becomes highly unlikely that the theological
refugees were unable to preserve any trace of their own textual tradition. How were
they able to save “lost books of the Bible” but unable to save lost copies of the Bi-
ble?

111) How do you know where to place or apportion the burden of proof if the surviv-
ing MSS are all said to be thoroughly corrupt? If the extant record were that cor-
rupt, then, in the nature of the case, we would lack sufficient independent evidence
to correct the record. In the absence of evidence, there is no way to affix the burden
of proof since the record can point in no particular direction where there is no sur-
viving evidence to the contrary.

% bid., 71.

% Ibid., 97-98, n.7.

7 bid., 71.

% In place of the historical fantasy that Price et al. would palm off on the reader, cf. R. Beckwith,
Elders in Every City: The Origin & Role of the Ordained Ministry (Gabriel Resources 2004).
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iv) For that matter, if the surviving MSS were systematically corrupted, what
would be the remaining evidence that they ever were systematically corrupted in
the first place?

Walker says that “all of the extant MSS are remarkably similar in most of their sig-
nificant features.”® Why is that taken to be evidence that the NT text was “stan-
dardized,” rather than evidence of scribal fidelity to the autographa?

To postulate that our textual tradition is generally unreliable does not justify the
presumption of a specific interpolation. By definition, the absence of evidence can-
not count as evidence for anything in particular. Indeed, Price admits that we are
left to the mercy of internal evidence: “aporias, contradictions, stylistic irregulari-
ties, anachronisms, and redactional seams.””

v) Ehrman, however, makes his case on the basis of comparative textual criticism,
based on different kinds of textual variants.”’ But that would constitute external
rather than internal evidence. So Price is citing Ehrman to support a position to
which Ehrman does not subscribe

vi) In addition, Ehrman admits that “by far the vast majority [of textual variants]
are purely ‘accidental,” readily explained as resulting from scribal ineptitude, care-
lessness, or fatigue.”92

vii) Even within the tiny residual of “deliberate” textual variants, Ehrman is push-
ing the envelope far in excess of the available evidence. As Gordon Fee, a leading
textual critic, explains:

Ehrman rightly anticipates (p. 275) that colleagues will disagree with his con-
clusions in many specific instances (as I do, e.g., on John 1:18; 1 Cor 10:9;
Luke 22:19b-20, to name but a few); but such disagreements belong to a differ-
ent arena. Textually, the primary weakness of the study lies in its strength. In
opening our eyes to many variations that might possibly have been motivated in
the interest of a more orthodox Christology, Ehrman comes perilously close to
overkill. In going back over the discussions in chapter 2 and keeping a “box
score,” I found myself convinced as to the reasons for variation in only about
one-third of the instances—even though I quite empathize with Ehrman’s basic
concerns. One is reminded of G. D. Kilpatrick’s fascination with Atticism.

¥ 1bid., 71.
% 1bid., 71.
L Cf. B. Ehrman, The Orthodox Corruption of Scripture (Oxford 1993), 27-29, 276-278.
92 1.
Ibid., 27.

59



While Ehrman will have broadened our horizons as to a possible cause of cor-
ruption for many variants, as with Kilpatrick his tendency to isolate one cause
as primary against all others in the variants he discusses fails to persuade. Un-
fortunately, Ehrman too often turns mere possibility into probability, and prob-
ability into certainty, where other equally viable reasons for corruption exist.

This study also illustrates our need for precision regarding the “causes of cor-
ruption.” For Ehrman there are two: accidental (= “mindless”)—the majority
for Ehrman—and deliberate. But that seems far too sanguine. The majority of
variants were much more likely “deliberate,” in the sense that they are not the
result of mere inadvertence. But there are degrees of deliberation (the mind, af-
ter all, adds an article or a subject, but not always “thoughtfully”), so that not
all “deliberate corruptions” are as purposeful as Ehrman would make them out
to be.

This weakness surfaces at many points, but none more so than in an otherwise
uncharacteristic historical faux pas—his treatment of P®. In four different in-
stances (on John 6:42 [p. 57]; 10:33 [p. 84]; 19:5 [p. 94]; 19:28 [p. 194]) he
cites a unique reading of this MS as evidence for deliberate variation toward a
more orthodox Christology. But in each case, the reading cited is that of poe”,
The deliberate “corruption,” therefore, does not exist at all, since the correction
in each case, which aligns the text with the rest of the MS tradition, was made
by the original scribe himself (among hundreds of such). This scribe’s “correc-
tions” are what are clearly deliberate—and these show no interest in Christol-
ogy (excepting John 11:33, not noted by Ehrman). Significantly, this scribe
stands squarely in the middle (ca. 200 CE) of the two centuries of Ehrman’s in-
terest. If Ehrman’s case for “Christological corruption” so clearly fails in our
one certain piece of evidence for deliberate variation, then one might rightly
question the degree of deliberation in a large number of other variations as well,
which seem to have equally good, if not better, explanations of other kinds for
their existence.

Thus many of the alleged “Christological” harmonizations, for example, may
just as easily have been motivated by the same, apparently less theological, ten-
dencies that prevail in the hundreds of other (non-Christological) harmoniza-
tions—unless the “theology” is a “high view” of the sacred text. And to single
out such readings in Bezae is especially tenuous, since this MS has a thorough-
going penchant to harmonize in every possible way—including toward the
LXX (contra Ehrman, e.g., p.83). If Matthew and Luke both “correct” Mark—
most likely for Christological purposes, but before the controversies—then why
are the harmonizations of Mark to Matthew/Luke the result of the controver-
sies? In a study like this do singular readings in codices like 13 [p. 57] or D [p.
61] or 0124 [p. 75] count for anything at all, since their unique readings are so
often idiosyncratic? On what grounds can these be traced back to the second-
third centuries? Moreover, the tendency to “help out the biblical author” pre-
vails in all kinds of other ways, not just to beef up Christology—although Ehr-
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man’s study will not let us hereafter neglect that possibility as well. Such a list
could go on, but must not.”?

. . . .. e . 94
Ehrman’s recent book, Misquoting Jesus, has come in for similar criticism.

In addition, Price blithely ignores all the hard evidence for the stability and antiq-
uity of the canonical text generally, and the Pauline corpus in particular. As David
Trobisch has argued in detail:

It does not matter when or where the MS was written, whether it is a majuscule
or a miniscule, whether the text was written on papyrus or on parchment; and it
does not matter whether the text is taken from the Gospels, the letters of Paul,
or the Revelation of John. Any MS of the NT will contain a number of con-
tracted terms that have to be decoded by the reader: the so-called nomina sacra,
sacred names.”

Aside from the characteristic notation of nomina sacra there is another fascinat-
ing observation concerning the canonical edition: from the very beginning, NT
MSS were codices and not scrolls.”®

The arrangement and the number of NT writings in the oldest extant MSS of
the Christian Bible provide the most important evidence for describing the his-
tory of the canon. Methodologically, varied sequences of the writings in the
MSS demonstrate that the writings circulated separately at first and were com-
bined to form different collections later. This statement may also be reversed: if
the same number of Gospels, letters of Paul, general letters, &c., are presented
in the MSS in the same order, it follows that these MSS are based on an estab-
lished collection.”’

% Critical Review of Books in Religion 8 (1995), 204-205.

* http://www.bible.org/page.asp?page_id=4000
http://www.curtisvillechristian.org/Misquoting.html
http://www.beliefnet.com/story/188/story_18803 1.html
http://www.denverseminary.edu/dj/articles2006/0200/0206.php
http://www.markdroberts.com/htmfiles/resources/biblequran.htm
http://reformation21.org/Shelf Life/Shelf Life/181/?7vobld=2930&pm=434
http://benwitherington.blogspot.com/2006/03/misanalyzing-text-criticism-bart.html
http://evangelicaltextualcriticism.blogspot.com/2005/12/review-of-bart-ehrman-misquoting-
jesus_31.html

%> The First Edition of the New Testament (Oxford 2000), 11.

% Ibid., 19.

T 1bid., 21.
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The four oldest extant MSS [Codex Sinaiticus, Vaticanus, Alexandrinus, &
Ephraemi Rescriptus], which at the time of the production presented a complete
edition of the NT, were produced during the 4-5C.”%

It seems that none of the four MSS served as a master copy for any of the others
and that they were produced independently. Furthermore, each of these four
MSS constitutes a compete edition of the Christian Bible. They all contain the
writings of the OT followed by the NT.”

By comparing the sequence of the writings in the four oldest extant editions of
the NT, the four collection units of the MS tradition are easily identified: The
four-Gospel Book, the Praxapostolos [i.e. Acts], the Letters of Paul, and the
Revelation of John.'®

Because most of these MSS were produced after the 5C, at a time when the
number of the 27 canonical writings had been firmly established, the division of
the NT into collection units does not attest to different stages of the canon. The
reason for such a division is probably a purely practical one. Smaller books
were easier to bind, transport, and read. In case of loss or destruction, only the
affected volume had to be replaced. Moreover, readers were not equally inter-
ested in each of the four units; some were clearly more popular than others.'"!

Examining the titles of the NT writings, one of the first observations is that they
are transmitted with few variants. They are structure the canonical edition in
this way: Gospels, Praxapostolos [i.e. Acts], letters of Paul, and Revelation of
John.'*

The titles serve to group the individual writings into collection units. The orga-
nizing function is clear for those letters that are numbered: the letters to the Co-
rinthians, Thessalonians, and Timothy, and the letters of Peter and J ohn.'%

Three additional groups are easily discerned: the four Gospels, the seven gen-
eral letters, and the letters of Paul. The titles of the remaining two writings,
Acts and Revelation, contain a genre designation in their first part, just like the
titles of the three groups do.'™

The archetype of the collection most probably was entitled he kaine diatheke,
‘The New Testament.” Due to their fragmentary character, the oldest MSS do

% Ibid., 24.

* Ibid., 25.

100 1bid., 26.
01 1hid., 26.
102 1bid., 38.
103 1hid., 41.
104 Ibid., 41.
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not preserve the title page. The uniform evidence of the extant tradition, how-
ever, strongly suggests that this was the title of the alrchetype.lo5

Trobisch attributes subsequent debate, not to an effort to arrive at a consensus re-
garding the canon, but to a retrospective argument over the preexisting canon, as
codified by standard editions of the entire NT then in circulation.'®

Regarding the Pauline corpus in particular, Trobisch has also argued that Paul was
responsible for producing an authorized recension of his own correspondence, in-
clusive of 1-2 Corinthians.'"”’

Harry Gamble has argued at length for the early and extensive circulation of the
Pauline corpus:

There is therefore substantial evidence that I the early 2C (and probably ear-
lier), there was a collection of ten Pauline letters arranged on the principle of
decreasing length and counting together letters addressed to the same commu-
nity, thus emphasizing that Paul had written to seven churches.'®

There is compelling evidence that some authentic letters of Paul did in fact cir-
culate from an early time in communities other than those to which they were
originally addressed. The textual traditions of Romans and 1 Corinthians pre-
serve clear indications that these letters circulated at one time in generalized or
catholicized forms from which their local addresses (Rom 1:7,15; 1 Cor 1:2),
and perhaps other particulars (Rom 16) had been eliminated in favor of broad
designations of their recipients (“Those who are beloved by God” (Rom 1:7),
and “those who are sanctified in Christ Jesus” (1 Cor 1:2b). These editorial re-
visions wee made very early and must have had as their aim the adaptation of
these letters for use in communities other than those addressed by Paul. The let-
ters, then, must have circulated individually, before any collection of Paul’s let-
ters, among various Christian communities.'”

Christian writers standing near the juncture of the first and second centuries
were familiar with collections of Paul’s letters: Clement of Rom and Ignatius of
Antioch were both acquainted with numerous letters of the apostle. Though it is
impossible to tell how many letters each knew, that Rome and Antioch were at
the extlrl%me poles of the Pauline mission field proves the breadth of their circu-
lation.

19 Ibid., 43-44.

1% bid., 34-35.

7 Paul’s Letter Collection (QWP 2001).

18 Books & Readers in the Early Church, 61.
"% bid., 98.

"9 7bid., 100.
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It is generally assumed that Paul had no part in the collecting of his own letters
and that those who drew up the earliest edition of the collection did so by gath-
ering copies or partial collections of copies from wherever they wee preserved
among Pauline churches. This is certainly possible, but it would correspond bet-
ter with the circumstances and methods of the Pauline mission for the earliest
edition of Paul’s collected letters had been based on copies retained by Paul and
preserved after his death by his associates. It seems unlikely that Paul would
have written the kinds of letters he wrote without retaining copies. Ancient
writers often kept copies of their private letters even when no particular literary
merit or topical importance attached to them, and copies of instructional, ad-
ministrative letters were all the more likely to be kept. In antiquity, collected
editions of letters were nearly always produced by their author or at their au-
thor’s behest, often from copies belonging to the author. A dossier of Paul’s let-
ters would surely have been useful to Paul and his coworkers: it can hardly be
supposed that each letter immediately had its intended effect, required no fur-
ther clarification, and generated no new issues. The letters themselves are proof
to the contrary. The tangled correspondence oaf Paul with the Corinthians, if
not typical, certainly indicates that Paul needed to and did keep track of what he
had written.'"!

The letters of Ignatius, then, give us a clear instance of the collection and dis-
semination of a group of Christian writings within a short period...Other things
being equal, Paul’s letters were far more likely to have been valued, collected,
published, and distributed in a shorter time than those of Ignatius. What is not
equal would strengthen that possibility: Paul was a church-founding apostle,
had well-established and close ties with a number of churches in diverse but
contiguous regions, and was survived by a cadre of associates who had been in-
timately involved in his literary activity. If the less substantial letters of a
bishop and prospective martyr were quickly brought together and disseminated
as a group, it is all the more probably that similar measure were taken with the
apostle’s letters several decades previously.''?

Christian texts had the advantage of a circulation over non-Christian literature
by virtue of the geographic dispersion of Christian communities and the rela-
tions that obtained between them. By the second half of the 1C Christian con-
gregations had been planted across Syria, Asia Minor, Greece, and Italy and
could be found in most of the major urban centers of the Mediterranean
world—Jerusalem, Alexandria, Antioch, Ephesus, Philippi, Corinth, and Rome.
Soon thereafter the Christian mission successfully penetrated the provincial re-
gions of Egypt, Syria, Gaul, and North Africa. These numerous and far-flung
Christian congregations, large and small, nevertheless retained a sharp aware-
ness of their collective identity as the ecclesia katholike and affirmed their mu-

" Ibid., 100-101.
"2 hid., 111.
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tual relations through frequent communication. The result was a highly reticu-
lated system of local communities that spanned the Mediterranean world but
preserved a strong sense of translocal unity and cultivated contacts with each
other. Though it was not contrived for that purpose, this network was ideally
sited to disseminate texts: it made up a large constituency requiring books and
furnished efficient channels to distribute them. Thus, both the motive and the
means for the circulation of Christian writings far exceeded those affecting the
currency of non-Christian literature and more nearly approach something like
mass cirlc:11311ation in the Christian setting than did non-Christian texts in society
at large.

Hence, there is absolutely no foundation for the claim that our copies of the NT are
guilty unless and until proven innocent.

Moving on:

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

1) This is just a dodge. The issue is whether it is responsible scholarship to postulate
an interpolation in the teeth of unanimous textual tradition. Even if these verses
were interpolated, we’d have no way of knowing that.

The question is whether exegetical theology should be guided by the available evi-
dence, or else fly off into fanciful reconstructions which have absolutely no posi-
tive evidence in their favor and defy all the available evidence. For all his intellec-
tual pretensions, Price’s alternative is fundamentally anti-intellectual and obscuran-
tist.

i1) To bring Lindsell into the discussion at this point is a non-sequitur, for the ques-
tion of whether and/or how we harmonize the Gospels is utterly irrelevant to the
authenticity of 1 Cor 15:3-11.

Price merely manipulates the discussion as a pretext to weasel in the reference to
Lindsell because he feels the need to demean inerrancy at every opportunity, and he
will contrive an opportunity if one does not logically present itself.

'3 Ibid., 142. Cf. R. Bauckham, ed., The Gospels for All Christians (Eerdmans 1998).
114
ET., 72.
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The value of Lindsell’s book lay, not in its positive case for inerrancy, but in its ex-
posé of “Evangelicals” and “Evangelical” institutions which had departed from in-
errancy. From the opposite end of the theological spectrum, James Barr docu-
mented the same Evangelical slippage, yet you don’t find Price making fun of Barr.

Lindsell’s own model of inerrancy was a rough-hewn affair, suffering from a naive
commitment to positivism, which imposes a fact/value disjunction on historiogra-
phy and judges the accuracy of the historical reportage by a contemporary standard
of photographic realism. Ironically, the contributors to ET bring the very same pre-
conception to Scripture. If Price were the least bit serious, he would select a more
astute example of the opposing position, such as Carl Henry’s six-volume magnum
opus,'"” or the stream of hefty ICBI publications. But he’s clearly not up to the

challenge.
Moving on:

One of the favorite harmonizations used by scholars is the convenient notion
that when Paul sounds suddenly and suspiciously Gnostic, for example, it is
still Paul, but he is using the terminology of his opponents against them."'

The retrojection of “Christian Gnosticism™ into the NT era is a linchpin of the Jesus
Seminar. Unfortunately for Price and his fellow poseurs, there is simply no hard
evidence that Gnosticism was in play at the time of writing.'"’

Moving on:

Warfield, who set up a gauntlet he dared any proposed biblical error to run.
Any alleged error in scripture must be shown to have occurred in the original
autographs, which, luckily, are no longer available.'"®

1) Once again, this has absolutely no bearing on the authenticity of 1 Cor 15:3-11.
Price only drags this in, in part, to take another swipe at inerrancy, and in large part
to pad his argument and thereby distract the reader since he has no evidence what-
soever for his particular contention and must, indeed, oppose non-evidence to the

5 God, Revelation & Authority (Crossway 1999).

" bid., 72.

"7.Cf. T. Robinson, The Bauer Thesis Examined (Mellen Press 1988); M. Williams, Rethinking
“Gnosticism”: An argument for Dismantling a Dubious Category (Princeton 1996); R. Wilson,
Gnosis & the New Testament (Philadelphia 1968); E. Yamauchi, Pre-Christian Gnosticism
(Baker 1983).

"8 BT, 73.
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solid wall of contrary evidence.

11) Moreover, Wisse and Warfield are saying two very different things. Wisse is ar-
guing for the presumptive integrity of the copies while Warfield is arguing for the
presumptive integrity of the autographa in contrast to the copies. So, if anything,
Warfield’s appeal is a bit inconsistent with Wisse.

1i1) Taken by itself, Warfield’s appeal is open to the charge of special-pleading. Let
us remember, though, that this appeal, if defective, is a defect, not in Scripture it-
self, but in a particular apologetic strategy.

Let us also remember that Warfield was about 30 years old when he collaborated
with A. A. Hodge on this article. It doesn’t necessarily represent his own most ma-
ture formulation. And, indeed, to quote from this one article is deliberately mislead-
ing, for it presents a very lop-sided view of Warfield’s overall position. Just con-
sider the following:

As a matter of fact, the great body of the Bible is, in its autographic text, in the
worst copies of the original texts in circulation; Practically the whole of it is in
its autographic texts in the best texts in circulation; and he who will may today
read the autographic text in large stretches of Scripture without legitimate
doubt, and, in the NT at least,'"® may know precisely at what rarely occurring
points, and to what not very great extent, doubts as to the genuineness of the
text are still possible.

Another curiosity of controversy is found in the representation that the Church,
in affirming the entire truthfulness and trustworthiness of the genuine text of
Scripture, asserts that this text is wholly free from all those difficulties and ap-
parent discrepancies which we find in “the Scriptures as we have them.” Of
course the Church has never made such an assertion. That some of the difficul-
ties and apparent discrepancies in current texts disappear on the restoration of
the true text of Scripture is undoubtedly true. That all the difficulties and appar-
ent discrepancies in the current texts of Scripture are matters of textual corrup-
tion, and not, rather, often of historical or other ignorance on our part, no sane
man ever asserted...The Church does indeed affirm that the genuine text of
Scripture is free from real discrepancies and errors; but she does not assert that
the genuine text of Scripture is free from those apparent discrepancies and other
difficulties, on the ground of which, imperfectly investigated, the errancy of the
Bible is usually affirmed.'*

19 Warfield wrote before the discovery of the DSS, which have done much to corroborate the
MT as well.
120 Selected Shorter Writings of Benjamin B. Warfield, J. Meeter, ed. (P&R 1980), 2:584-585.
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1v) When critics say that Scripture is full of contradictions, their case usually con-
sists, in large part, of nominal and numerical discrepancies, whether actual or ap-
parent, in the text of Scripture. Since, however, names and numbers are precisely
the sort of data which are most susceptible to mistranscription, it is not special-
pleading to raise the possibility of mistranscription in such instances.

v) I’d add, even in this special case, that conservative scholars don’t limit them-
selves to a text-critical defense of the Bible when dealing with such phenomena,
but also draw our attention to such cultural conventions as the distinction between
proper names, nicknames, family names, titular names, dual names, accession-
dating, antedating, double-dating, dual-dating, coregencies, interregna, overlapping
reigns, &c.

vi) Price is assuming that Warfield’s remarks are directed solely at liberals. But
lower criticism 1s still controversial in some conservative circles, as he himself
makes note of. There was, for example, the old-fashioned view that the diacritical
marks of the MT were divinely inspired.

vii) If we had no compelling reason to presuppose the inerrancy of Scripture, then it
would amount to special-pleading to preempt the possibility of error as a live exe-
getical option. But, of course, there is a constructive case to be made for the iner-
rancy of Scripture, and it is within that evidentiary and philosophical framework
that apparent errors find their point of reference.

The possibility of error presupposes certain truth-conditions, while the identifica-
tion of error presupposes a standard of truth.

Although Butler’s axiom that probability is the very guide of life is valid up to a
point, yet probability is a comparative concept—relative to a standard of certitude.
Everything in life cannot be uncertain. For we are only uncertain in relation to
something of which we are more certain. Certainty is the yardstick of probability.
And revelation supplies the yardstick.

The explanatory power of God’s word is what makes explanation possible. Facts
without values are literally meaningless. Only the Creator of the world is in a posi-
tion to interpret the world. If there is an omniscient mind, and if that omniscient
mind has revealed to us a finite, but interpreted body of knowledge about the way
things are, then we know as much as we need to know.
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Moving on:

It is worth noting that the arguments of Wisse and his congeners would seem to
mirror precisely those of fundamentalists who dismiss source criticism as
groundless and speculative. After all, we don’t have any actual MSS of J, E, P,
or Q, do we? Walker and Munro, it seems to me, are simply extending the ana-
lytical tools of the classical source critics into textual criticism. Would Wisse
and the others argue, as the Old Princeton apologists once did, that we must up-
hold Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch or the unitary authorship of Isaiah un-
til these traditional views are “proven guilty”? I doubt it.!?!

This calls for a number of comments:

1) The fact is that most of what passes for source criticism is groundless specula-
tion. All that Price does here is to prop up one groundless form of lower criticism
by appeal to an equally groundless form of higher criticism. This sort of argument,
if you can call it that, is only impressive for someone whose ears are attuned to a
liberal echo chamber.

i1) Conservatives don’t object to source criticism when a book of the Bible gives
some indication of its sources. The problem is when liberals disregard the self-
witness of Scripture and proceed to contrive tendentious criteria which they then
invoke to postulate nonexistent and non-verifiable sources. What you end up with
is a thin tissue of inferences that have little or no inherent plausibility, individually
considered, and which, when multiplied, are raised to an exponential power of im-
probability. The more they kindle, the more they dwindle.

Any hypothetical reconstruction of the record can be no better than the raw materi-
als. Indeed, it can only be worse. For the critic has no independent information to
go on, whereas the original writer did have additional materials at his disposal.

If the Biblical record is deemed to be unreliable as it stands, then any hypothetical
reconstruction will be even less reliable since it begins with what it takes to be an
unreliable source in the first place. If the original record was in touch with reality,
then a reconstruction will be at one or more degrees of separation from the histori-
cal event. And if the original record was already out of touch with reality, then a
reconstruction will not bring it back into contact with reality, but will just be ficti-
tious variant—Iike the literary evolution of the Faust myth.

21 1hid., 99.
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The reconstruction is always moving away from the historical event. If the original
record was in step with reality, then a reconstruction is one or more steps removed
from reality. If the original is out of step with reality, then a reconstruction is a sec-
ond-order fiction. So the whole exercise is nonsense on steroids.

iii) As a matter of fact, even liberals gave up on JEDP years ago.'*

1v) No, we should not uphold the traditional authorship of Scripture until proven
guilty. For that way of positioning the onus assumes that this is a merely provi-
sional position, open to renegotiation.

To the contrary, this is an article of faith. It can only be surrendered if the Christian
faith is surrendered.

The Christian faith presents itself to the world as a revealed religion. And a re-
vealed religion is a package-deal. Either it was divinely revealed or it wasn’t. There
is either historical revelation, or there isn’t. There is either historical redemption or
there isn’t.

This doesn’t come in degrees and fractions and percentiles. If the Bible is only
partly inspired, although it claims to be wholly inspired, then we can’t go behind
the record of revelation to tell which is which, for the record is all we have to go
by.

If only some of the reported events actually happened, although the record says
they all happened, then we can’t go behind the historical record to tell which is
which, for the record is all we have to go by.

If Scripture claims to be wholly true, but is only partly true, then the claim is
wholly false.

If the God of the Bible isn’t all he seems to be, then we are in no independent posi-
tion to tell what he is really like.

When an apostate changes his view of Scripture, he also changes his view of God.
If he still believes in a God, the God he believes in is a more opaque, inscrutable

122 Cf. “Pentateuchal Criticism, History of,” Dictionary of the Old Testament: Pentateuch, T.
Alexander & D. Baker, eds. (IVP 2003), 622-631.
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deity than before—a God who cannot or will not reveal himself in definitive fash-
ion or act in decisive fashion.

v) Sure, we can postulate Q. Since, for example, Luke indicates that he made use of
multiple-sources (Lk 1:1-4), we can slap a label on that, if we wish. But Q is a ci-
pher, not a source. It’s just a way of referring to his sources, without telling us what
they were. The act of labeling doesn’t move us from a state of ignorance to a state
of knowledge.

Sure, we can try to isolate and identify Q as non-Markan material shared in com-
mon by Matthew and Luke. But that still doesn’t tell us where Matthew or Luke got
his non-Markan material. Q has no explanatory power. To suppose otherwise is to
confound an explanation with a disguised description.

Moving on:

The stubborn fact remains: in Galatians, Paul tells his readers that what he
preached to them when he founded their church was not taught him by human
predecessors. In 1 Cor 15 he is depicted as telling his readers that what he
preached to them when he founded their church was taught him by human
predecessors.123

This is a specious contradiction, suspended on a simplistic equivocation of terms. A
little time spent with some of the standard commentaries would clear this up in a
Jiffy:

Many agree that he was not an eyewitness to Jesus’ ministry, and these facts
were passed on to him by the tradition. His early mission partners, Barnabas
and Silva/Silvanus, came from the Jerusalem church, and Paul also spent time,
however brief, with Peter (see Gal 1:18). In Gal 1:11-12, he does not have in
view the historical details on which the gospel is based but the interpretation of
what those facts mean...Paul asserts in Gal 1:11-12 that he came to understand
the theological ramifications of Christ’s death and resurrection through a reve-
lation from Christ and did not receive it from another’s interpretation, which his
limited contact with the other apostles proves (Gal 1:15-2:21).'*

There may seem to be a formal contradiction...but there is no material contra-
diction...Paul’s gospel—Jesus Christ is the Son of God; Jesus Christ is the
risen Lord—was revealed to him on the Damascus road. No doubt he had heard
such claims made for Jesus in the days of his persecuting zeal, but it was not the

123 Ibid., 76.
124 D. Garland, I Corinthians (Baker 2003), 683-684.
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witness of the persecuted disciples that convinced him. He rejected their wit-
ness as blasphemous until he learned the truth by unmediated disclosure from
heaven. On the other hand, facts about the life and teaching of Jesus, about his
death, burial and resurrection appearances, were imparted to him after his con-
version by those who had prior knowledge of them (see on vv18f.).'*

It is a mistake, however, to read such statements apart from their contexts, or to
set them in rather wooden opposition to one another. Paul’s gospel given him
by revelation was not a message that differed in kerygmatic content from that of
the early church. Rather, it was a message that included a new understanding of
what might be called the “redemptive logistics” for these final days—i.e., (1) a
direct outreach to Gentiles apart from Judaism’s rituals, (2) authentic Christian
living for Gentiles apart from a Jewish lifestyle, and (3) the equality of Jewish
and Gentile believers in the Church. As for the basic content of the gospel, Paul
was dependent on those who were his Christian predecessors, as his repeated
use of early Christian confessional materials indicates.'*

The fact that Price doesn’t acquaint the reader with an alternative viewpoint, one
which happens to be a standard harmonization of the exegetical data, says a lot
about his character, or lack thereof.

In addition, it’s unlikely that Paul had no first-hand knowledge of Christ. Given
that Paul studied in Jerusalem, had access to the high priest (Acts 9:1), had a sister
who lived in Jerusalem (Acts 23:16), and happened to be in town when Stephen
was martyred (Acts 8:1), we would expect this observant Jew to be in town for the
Jewish holidays at the same time that Jesus came to town for Jewish holidays.

Indeed, it’s striking that Price ignores 2 Cor 5:16, in which Paul clearly indicates
some preconversion knowledge of the historical Christ. As Murphy-O’Connor ob-
serves:

It is important to try to determine what Paul knew about Jesus of Nazareth, the
one whom he was about to encounter. Inevitably this controlled and channeled
his perception. That he did know something is certain, for he later confessed,
“we have known Christ in a fleshly way” (2 Cor 5:16).

What sort of knowledge of Jesus might a 1C Jew have had, and particularly a
Pharisee?...Josephus, the 1C Palestine-based Jewish historian who claimed to
be a Pharisee, mentions Jesus twice.'?’

125°B. F. Bruce, The Epistle to the Galatians (Eerdmans 1988), 88.
126 R. Longenecker, Galatians (Word 1990), 24.
127 J. Murphy-O’Connor, Paul: A Critical Life (Oxford 1996), 73.
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After distinguishing the Christian interpolations from the authentic portion of the
Testimonium Flavianum, he goes on to say:

It is inconceivable that [Paul] should have persecuted Christians without learn-
ing something about the founder of the movement. Paul the Pharisee certainly
was in a position to discover as much as Josephus did.'*®

As another scholar observes:

Paul is suggesting that he knew, or knew of, the historical Jesus, the Jesus “ac-
cording to the flesh.” Historically speaking, this is quite probable. Jesus was
prominent in Jerusalem during his years of public ministry, especially in his last
year from the Feast of Tabernacles to the Feast of Dedication (October to De-
cember) and at the time of the Feast of Passover (April), when the observant
young rabbi, Saul of Tarsus, converted within a year or two of the First Easter,
would (probably) have been in Jerusalem. Grammatically, Paul’s “we know”
suggests that he continued to remember Jesus as he had then noticed him.'*

Price is certainly acquainted with this verse, as well as the overlapping lives of
Christ and Paul, in time and place. He chooses to pass over this information in si-
lence because it would inconvenience his theory. And he can trust in the general
ignorance of the reader.

Another methodological weakness with Price’s speculative treatment of 1 Cor
15:3-11 1s that he isolates this pericope from parallel Pauline invocations of primi-
tive tradition. These rise or fall together. As Paul Barnett points out:

Here I could develop a case from what Paul himself wrote; his letters are his-
torically the earliest written part of the New Testament. Instead, however, I will
concentrate not on Paul’s own words but to words earlier than his which he
quotes within his letters, in particular to words within First Corinthians,
words—which says—he “received” from those before him."*°

First Corinthians, written c. 55 is not the earliest letter to refer to such “re-
ceived” information, to “traditions.” The two Thessalonian letters, written c. 50,
use the critical “tradition” vocabulary, suggestive of pre-Pauline material that
Paul, in turn, had verbally “handed over” to the Thessalonians (2 Thessalonians
2:15; 3:6; 1 Thessalonians 2:13; 4:1). Among this pre-Pauline, un-

128 1.
Ibid., 75

129p, Barnett, The Second Epistle to the Corinthians (Eerdmans 1997), 295.

130 See A.M. Hunter, Paul and His Predecessors, (London: SCM, 1961); B. Gerhardsson, The

Origins of the Gospel Traditions (London: SCM, 1979).
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Pauline'®' material the teaching about the unheralded nature of the Parousia
clearly originated in the teaching of the Master (1 Thessalonians 5:2; Matthew
24:42; Luke 12:39;'% cf.1 Thessalonians 4:15).

The most probable moment Paul “received” such information was after his
conversion at Damascus in the context of his baptismal instruction.

Before proceeding further, two important related chronological facts should be
noted. One is that about seventeen years separated the first Easter A.D. 33'%
from Paul’s arrival in Corinth in A.D. 50."** Both these dates are now widely
supported through research, the former in particular by two Cambridge astro-
nomical scientists, Humphreys and Waddington. The other chronological fact is
that fourteen years separates Paul’s conversion from the beginnings of formal
mission work among the Gentiles (Galatians 2:1,9). If to this period of fourteen
years we add the two or three years it must have taken for Paul to reach Corinth
we arrive at approximately the same span as between Jesus’ Easter and Paul in
Corinth—about 17 years.'” If we regard Paul in Corinth in A.D. 50 as a fixed
point and work back from there we conclude that Paul’s conversion occurred
very close in time to the first Easter, in all probability within less than a year of
it.

Thus, contrary to widespread belief, Paul the Jew, Paul the Pharisee is actually
a very early convert to Christ and he was converted on a road between Jerusa-
lem and Damascus, only several days distant. Paul is not a Greek converted
many years later at a place geographically and culturally remote from Israel.

Bl gg Hunter, op. cit. 129.

132 Revelation 3:3; 16:15; cf. Hunter, op. cit. 126-127.

33 A.D. 33 is the date favoured here for the crucifixion/resurrection of Jesus. See C.J. Hum-
phreys & W.G. Waddington, Nature 306 (1983), 743-746; Nature 348 (1990), 684.

134 See C.J. Hemer, “Observations on Pauline Chronology,” in Pauline Studies ed. D.A. Hagner
and M.J. Harris (Exeter: Paternoster,1980), 6-9. For a survey of opinion on Pauline chronology
see A.J.M. Wedderburn, “Some Recent Pauline Chronologies,” Expos. Times 92/4 (1981), 103-
108.

3 1t is difficult to envisage a period much less than 17 years elapsing between Paul’s
call/conversion and his arrival in Corinth:

a. Fourteen years separated his call/conversion and the missionary meeting in Jerusalem (assum-
ing Paul is calculating this as from his conversion). At this meeting it was agreed that Barnabas
and Saul should “go” to the Gentiles (Galatians 2:1,7-9). Because part years were then counted as
full years it is possible that the period may have been not much more than 13 years.

b. An estimated 2-3 years must be allocated for all that happened between that missionary meet-
ing in Jerusalem and his arrival in Corinth: Acts Antioch -> Cyprus & central Anatolia ->Antioch
13-14 Antioch -> Jerusalem -> Antioch 15 Antioch -> central Anatolia -> Mysia -> Macedonia -
> Achaia -> Corinth 16-17
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This closeness in time between Paul’s conversion and the historic Jesus—which
is not often given the weight it deserves—has two profound implications for the
integrity of those traditions which Paul was to “receive.” First, traditions about
Jesus formulated within the Jerusalem church in so brief a period are unlikely to
have been distorted precisely because the period was so brief."*® Second, it
would be incredible if such traditions did not reflect the mind of the Master
who had been so recently with the disciples.

Turning now to traditions embedded withinl Corinthians, which—explicitly or
implicitly"*” Paul had “received”—we note four teachings:

1. The husbands and wives among God’s holy people should not separate, but if
they do, they must remain unmarried or else be reconciled (7:12-13; Mark 10:2-
10).

ii. Those who proclaim the gospel should get their living through the gospel
(9:14; Luke 10: 7; Matthew 10:10).

iii. On the night of his betrayal Jesus spoke words and took actions with a loaf
and a wine cup which pointed to his death for his disciples, words and actions,
he said, they were to “do in remembrance of [him]” (11:23-26; Mark 14:22-25).

iv. A four-part formula was the basis both of the apostles’ proclamation and the
church’s credo (15:11), namely:

that Christ had died for the sins of his people according to the scriptures,

that he had been buried,13 8

13 An observation made long ago by the distinguished historian of religions A.D. Nock rebutting
the reconstructions of Bultmann. See A.D. Nock, “A Note on the Resurrection,” in Essays on the
Trinity and Incarnation ed. A.E.J. Rawlinson (London: Longmans, 1933), 47-50.

37 The absence of the “received” vocabulary in regard to 1 Corinthians 7:12-13 and 9:14—or 1
Thessalonians 4:15—is no reason to believe these sayings were “received” at a time later than the
traditions in 11:23-26 and 15:3-5 where the “received” vocabulary is used. Most probably the
disciples remembered well the Master’s distinctive teaching about marriage, the support of the
missionary and the sudden nature of the parousia so that such teachings were secure within the
earliest tradition of the Jerusalem church when Paul the Christian first came to Jerusalem. On the
sayings of Jesus in the writings of Paul see generally, D.L. Dungan, The Sayings of Jesus in the
Churches of Paul (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1971); D.C. Allison, “The Pauline Epistles and the
Synoptic Gospels: The Pattern of the Parallels,” NTS 28 (1982) 1-31.

P8 1t is sometimes claimed that Paul knows nothing of the “empty tomb” tradition so prominent
in Mark 16 and John 20. It should be noted, however, that the verb translated “buried” really
means “‘en-tombed” (ejtavth). Although each evangelist prefers the word mnhmei’on as the loca-
tion of Jesus’ burial (Matthew 27:60; 28:8; Mark 16:2,3,5,8; Lk 24:2,9,12,22,24; John
24:1,2,3,4,6,8,11), the word tavfo /taphos is also used by Matthew as a synonym (Matthew
27:61,64,66; 28:1). If Christ died and was “entombed,” the implication surely is that when he was
raised on the third day, the “tomb” was indeed empty. Thus the “received” tradition appears to
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that he had been raised on the third day according to the scriptures
and that he had appeared to persons listed on a number of occasions (15:3-5).

The closeness in time of these traditions to Jesus makes it probable that they re-
flect Jesus’ own teachings and self-disclosure in the following areas:

1. Jesus saw himself to be the Messiah of Israel whose mission was in fulfill-
ment of the Old Testament Scriptures.

2. Jesus regarded his death as the instrument by which he dedicated the Twelve
forgiven, to God as the seed of the new covenant people of God. Since the
“three day” tradition is deeply rooted in the sayings of Jesus it is likely that he
foresaw his resurrection after “three days.”'*’

3. Jesus envisaged his continuing covenant people “remembering” him in a cul-
tic meal.

4. Jesus foresaw a continuing covenant people whose families would observe a
stringent marital code.

5. Jesus anticipated ongoing work of mission and therefore of missionaries and
their need to be financially supported through their work.

But these teachings about Jesus from the earliest faith community, the Jerusa-
lem church—which we regard as historically secure because of the brevity fac-
tor and which almost certainly reflect or are consistent with Jesus’ own view of
himself and his mission—are very different from the reconstructions of the
scholars within the “new quest” school who diminish Jesus, regarding him as
nothing more than a charismatic rabbi or prophet, lacking uniqueness of any
kind."* Doubtless there were numerous other such teachings “received” by
Paul from the Jerusalem church and “handed over” to the Corinthians. It was
only because of aberrations regarding the practice of the Lord’s Supper and of
belief in regard to the resurrection of the dead that caused Paul to rehearse those
matters in 1 Corinthians. It is reasonable to argue that there were many other
“traditions” about Jesus and from the Jerusalem church which are unmentioned
because there was no pastoral need to do so.

exclude the notion that the “appearances” of the risen Lord were in some merely visionary or
subjective manner. The “entombment” confirms both the reality of the Messiah’s death and,
when taken the “appearances,” confirms the physical reality of his bodily resurrection.

"% John. 2:19; Lk. 13:31-35; Matthew 12:40-41; Mark 8:31; 9:31; 10:34. By contrast the “first
day” rests in the narrative rather than the sayings’ tradition (Mark 16:2; John 20:1; cf. John
20:19,26; 1 Cor 16:2; Acts 20:7).

"*9'So E. P. Sanders, Jesus and Judaism, (London: SCM, 1984), 240, 318, 320.
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In passing, it is worth noting that in the general period of Jesus there were a
number of “charismatic” leaders with substantial followings—e.g. Judas the
Galilean, Barabbas the revolutionary, Theudas the prophet—in each case their
movements ceased with deaths of the leader. By contrast the followers of Jesus
continued as a movement after his death. There is no break in continuity be-
tween Jesus and the disciples from the ministry period and the birth of the first
church in Jerusalem. Our argument here is that the early tradition referred to by
Paul corroborates the general picture of Jesus presented in the gospels as op-
posed to the humanist reconstructions in the minimizing stream of the “new
quest.”

More could be said. One could point, for example, to the Aramaic words—
abba, mara'*'—embedded in Paul’s letters. These words—because they are in
the vernacular Aramaic—reflect the influence of the earliest Jewish faith com-
munity on the apostle Paul in critical aspects of Christ’s identity (‘“Son of God”
and “Lord”) which are supposedly of Hellenistic cultural influence. But these
words reflect the Aramaic—not the Hellenistic origin—of Jesus (1) as the
“Son” of his Abba, Father and (2) as the “Lord” who was invoked marana tha
“Lord, come [back].”"** While the dating of Paul’s exposure to these aramaisms
about Jesus is less secure than the traditions embedded in 1 Corinthians, along
with those traditions they point consistently to a Jewish not a Hellenistic well-
spring. That well-spring—almost certainly—was the Jerusalem church, which
in turn—because of the brevity factor—must have been sourced by Jesus him-
self. These words strongly imply that Jesus was invoked as Mara and the God
of Israel as Abba, his Father. Prayer to the Father was through the Son, in
whose name the Amen—another Aramaism—was uttered.'*’ Reconstructions
of Jesus merely as a charismatic rabbi/prophet of first century Judaism cannot
explain these pre-Pauline Aramaisms which individually and together imply an
early, “high” Christology, which are specifically un-Hellenistic, but Jewish, in
character.

This line of argument serves to point up the importance of Paul. It should not
pass unnoticed that not only are the “received” traditions from and about Jesus
very early, going right back to the immediate aftermath of Jesus and beyond
that to the ministry of the Master himself, Paul’s letters are themselves early.
Indeed, their earliness is not in dispute. Whatever the uncertainties of dating the
Gospels-Acts, the letters of Paul are almost universally agreed to have been
written c¢. A.D. 48-65. The importance of Paul is that his letters and the non-
Pauline, pre-Pauline traditions from and about Jesus which Paul had “received”
stand as a roadblock against whatever heterodox views of Jesus may be raised
against him."**

141 Romans 8:15; Galatians 4:6; 1 Corinthians 16:22.

142 Revelation 22:20.

1432 Corinthians 1:20.

144 http://old.anglicanmedia.com.au/old/pwb/importance _of paul.htm
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Continuing with Price:

If the claim of 500 witnesses were early tradition, can anyone explain its total
absence from the gospel tradition?'*

1) If the Gospels were to explicitly reference this event, then Price and his cohorts
would simply dismiss that claim as a polemical embellishment, in much the same
way as they dismiss the account of the guards stationed at the tomb (Mt 27-28). If it
were attested in all four gospels, they’d say that Matthew, Luke, and John were de-
pendent on Mark, then say that the Markan account was, a best, a record of mass
hysteria.

i1) The event in question could well be the Easter appearance recorded in Mt 28:16-
20. The reason no mention is made of the larger body of witnesses is that Matthew
prefers, for theological reasons, to focus on the commissioning of the Apostles.'*°

111) It is only natural for the four Gospels to focus on the Apostolic witness to the
Resurrection—the witness of the Twelve, minus Judas—of those who had been
with Jesus throughout his ministry (Acts 1:21-22).

Since Paul is, by contrast, an outsider, it is only natural that he should cast a wider
net.

Again, Price is presumably familiar with the exegetical literature on this subject.
The fact that he keeps that information from the reader is yet another example of
the way in which he skews the evidence.

In the next section he resorts to apocryphal materials from the so-called Gospel of
Thomas,""” Gospel according to the Hebrews,'** and what he himself identifies as
“legendary tales passed along by Hegesippus’—as well as a “late Syriac hagiogra-
phy [entitled] The History of John the Son of Zebedee.”'* The fact that he has to
pad his case with such unhistorical rubbish just goes to show that his own case is
intellectual rubbish.

S ET, 80.

16 Cf. A. Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians (Eerdmans 2000), 1206.
7 A 4C Gnostic Gospel, with antecedents in a 2C apocryphal gospel.

148 Which we only know of, second-hand, from Jerome.

"ET, 101, n.60.
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In the next section he tries to trump up a rivalry between Peter and James by ap-
pealing to the following:

Material in the NT that is polemically aimed at James and the heirs (Jn 7:5; Mk
3:21,31-35) as well as pro-Peter polemic (Mt 16:18-19) and anti-Peter polemic
(Mark’s story of his denials of Christ, hardly neutral material), followed by the
denial narratives of all the gospels; contrast the milder Johannine shadowing of
Peter in favor of the Beloved Disciple. A James versus Peter conflict is as plau-
sible a Sitz-im-Leben for such materials as any.'*’

The point of this exercise is to reduce 1 Cor 15:7 to a “catholizing harmoniza-
tion.”"”" But his argument is rather bizarre on several different levels:

i) Price takes a broadly Bauerian view of NT history.">> But on that hypothesis, it
would be radically inconsistent for Paul or a deutero-Pauline forger to harmonize
Pauline theology with the Petrine-Jacobean wing of the church. If anything, we’d
expect a deutero-Pauline forger to take Pauline theology in a more radically Mar-
cionite direction

11) Why assume that these Gospel accounts represent any sort of polemical or anti-
polemical agenda? Why not take them at face-value as candid descriptions of mor-
ally flawed Apostles?

111) The fact, moreover, that you have differences of emphasis among different
Apostles does not entail a fundamental disagreement over the nature of the Gospel.
As one scholar has put it:

Peter’s primary focus was his ministry toward the Jews. The point is that for be-
lieving Jews who wished to maintain their cultural and ethnic identity, the con-
tinued practice of Judaism did not create problems of theological principle;
therefore, the Jerusalem apostles did not find it necessary to “preach” its dis-
continuance. But in the context of the Judaizing heresy among Gentiles, that
was precisely what Paul had to preach.

At the very least, we may be fairly certain that, as part of their agreement with
Paul, the Jerusalem apostles would not be expected to preach against the spe-
cific custom of circumcision among believing Jews, whereas Paul would be ex-
pected to condemn that practice among his Gentile converts.'>

150 1bid., 85.

BT bid., 88.

152 http://www.robertmprice.mindvendor.com/rev_ludetwo.htm

153 M. Silva, Explorations in Exegetical Method (Baker 1996), 156-157.
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And as David Wenham puts it:

This thesis of a radical divide between Jewish and Hellenistic Christianity may
appear to be contradicted, partially at least, by the evidence of the book of Acts:
the author of Acts describes a sharp conflict in the early church, but he portrays
the apostles, Paul and James—i.e., the leading figures in the church—as work-
ing together and reaching agreement over the controversial issues (chs.
15,21)...But this view of things has been seen, in effect as a Lukan cover-up.

As for Luke’s portrayal of Paul as conciliatory, there is nothing in Acts that ob-
viously contradicts the Paul of the epistles. A comparison of Acts 15 with Gala-
tians 1-2 raises some interesting questions about chronology, but the picture is
identical with regard to the positions of the leading participants in the debate ab
out Gentiles and the Law. Galatians suggests a spectrum of positions; Paul on
the leftwing standing for Gentile freedom; Barnabas with Paul, though waver-
ing (note “even Barnabas” in Gal 2:13), Peter being challenged by Paul in terms
that suggest that his real convictions are with Paul, even if he fell into serious
inconsistency; James, who is associated with the conservative rightwing (2:12)
but who joins Peter and John in endorsing Paul’s ministry (2:9), and on the far
right glf troublemakers who insist that Paul’s Gentile converts be circum-
cised.

Paul and James address quite different situations. Paul’s concern when he at-
tacks “justification by works” is to defend Gentile Christians from the demands
of those Jews or Jewish Christians who want them to be circumcised and
brought under the Jewish Law. James’ attack on “Justification by faith without
works” has nothing to do with Jews and Gentiles. His concern is, rather, with
Christila;gls whose lack of love and charity make a mockery of their profession of
belief.

Price even tries to bolster his sagging case by appealing to the apocryphal Gospel
of Thomas—a darling of the Jesus Seminar."

Moving on:

If the author of this passage [1 Cor 15:3-11] were himself an eyewitness of the
resurrection, why would he seek to buttress his claims by appeal to a thirdhand

% G. Ladd, A Theology of the New Testament, D. Hagner, ed. (Eerdmans 1996), 689-690.
155 1;
Ibid., 692.
136 For a critical analysis of this late Gnostic apocryphon, cf. C. Blomberg, “Tradition & Redac-
tion in the Parables of the Gospel of Thomas,” Gospel Perspectives 5:177-205.
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list of appearances formulated by others and delivered to him? Had he forgotten
the appearance he himself had seen?"”’

Again, we see how unbelief betrays a smart man into making a dumb comment.
Paul’s appeal is a commonplace of apologetics: “Don’t just take my word for it.
What about all these other folks?” Nothing could be more obvious.

Moving on:

We are faced with a similar problem in the case of the old claim for the apos-
tolic authorship of the (so-called) Gospel of Matthew. All scholars now admit
that the author of this gospel simply cannot have been an eyewitness of the
ministry of Jesus, since he employs secondary sources (Mark and Q), them-
selves patchworks of well-worn fragments. It is just inconceivable that an eye-
witness apostle would not have depended upon his own recollections.'®

You have to hand it to Price—he has a real knack for cramming the maximum
amount of error into the minimum amount of space:

1)”All scholars”? This is just a flat-out falsehood. A number of scholars either af-
firm the traditional authorship of Matthew or remain open to the possibility, viz., D.
Black, Blomberg, Carson, France, Gundry, Guthrie, Hagner, Keener, Morris, Rid-
derbos, J.A.T. Robinson, J. Wenham, and Zahn.

11) Markan priority is just a hypothetical solution to the synoptic problem. Even
Markan prioritists will readily admit that a detailed reconstruction of the literary
interdependence is beyond our reach. Moreover, Markan priority is not the only
reasonable solution to the synoptic problem."

111) Even assuming Markan priority, it is demonstrably false to say that an eyewit-
ness would necessarily rely on nothing but his own recollections. To document the
evident falsity of this claim, we need go no further afield than Price’s own exam-
ple. His personal deconversion story is stuffed with footnoted references to the sec-

PTET, 88.

" Ihid., 88.

9°E.g., D. Black. Why Four Gospels? (Kregel 2001); D. Neville, Arguments from Order in Syn-
optic Source Criticism (Mercer U Press 1994); Mark’s Gospel: Prior or Posterior? (Sheffield
2002); B. Orchard & H. Riley, The Order of the Synoptics (Mercer U Press 1987); J. Robinson,
Redating the New Testament (SCM 1976); E. Sanders & M. Davies, Studying the Synoptic Gos-
pels (SCM 1989); J. Wenham, Redating Matthew, Mark & Luke (IVP 1992).
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ondary source materials.'® So is it “just inconceivable” that Price wrote the mem-
oir bearing his name? Should we indulge in a lot of fancy source criticism to see if
we can discover the true author of this pseudonymous work?

1iv) How does he know that Q is a patchwork of well-worn fragments? After all, our
only source for the Q source would be Matthew and Luke. So any further attempt
to get behind the source of the source is inherently circular.

v) Actually, Matthew’s fidelity to Mark demonstrates his tenacious respect for
primitive tradition.

As Nolland observes:

Two minor features of Matthew’s handling of his sources may be worth sin-
gling out for particular mention. One is his unwillingness to lose source mate-
rial. There is very little Markan material that has not found a home in Matthew,
in some form or other. '’

Moving on:

[1 Cor 15:8] is even more embarrassing to the notion of Pauline authorship, and
for the same reason. For all we have in it is the bare assertion that there was an
appearance to Paul. Would not a genuine eyewitness of the resurrection of Jesus
Christ have had more to say about it once the subject had come up? Luke cer-
tainly thought so, as he does not tire of having Paul describe in impressive de-
tail what the Risen Christ said to him.'®

By way of reply:

1) For a couple of reasons, we would not expect an elaborate description. To begin
with, that would throw the series out of balance. Paul is reciting the Easter appear-
ances in chronological sequence, terminating with himself. If Price were attempting
to exegete the text instead of disprove it, he would be sensitive to this fact.

i1) In addition, there is an obvious difference in literary genre between an epistle,
where we do not expect a lot of detail, and historical narrative, where we do. Again,
if Price were a serious Bible scholar, he would appreciate this difference. But he is
too busy imposing on the text to listen to the text.

160 http://www.infidels.org/library/modern/robert_price/beyond born again/index.shtml
181 3 Nolland, The Gospel of Matthew (Eerdmans 2005), 10.
12 BT, 88.
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111) Price’s appeal to Luke is utterly disingenuous. For Price doesn’t regard the Lu-
can account as factual. So, for Price, both the presence and the absence of a de-
tailed account is evidence that nothing really happened. Given such flexible rules of
evidence, it is no wonder that Price is an unbeliever, for his position is equally con-
sistent with everything and nothing. It’s the fideism of unbelief.

1v) Finally, there’s the practical aspect of Paul’s apologetic:

In discussions of the objective reality of the resurrection of Jesus, much is made
of the fact that Paul does not mention the empty tomb. He appeals only to those
who encountered the risen Jesus. Hence, the skeptics conclude, this is all there
was. The disciples imagined everything. Nothing really happened.

Paul, of course, was much less naive than his modern critics. His concern was
to reinforce the faith of his converts at Corinth about the middle of the year AD
54. Jesus, however, had died on April 7, AD 30. Even if there had been a body
in the tomb on the following Sunday morning, it would have disintegrated into
dust in the intervening twenty-four years! Elementary common sense indicated
that an appeal to the empty tomb would have been pointless. Paul could only re-
fer his readers to witnesses who were still alive.'®

Moving on:

According to [Vielhauer’s] interpretation...Paul is fighting against claims for
Petrine primacy circulating in Corinth by the Cephas party. He aims every-
where to assert his own equality (and that of Apollos) with Cephas. If this were
the case, however...why would he risk losing all he has thus far built by intro-
ducing a formula which draws special attention to the primacy of Cephas as the
first witness of the resurrection? Surely it would have been much more natural
for Paul to pass over this inconvenient fact in silence.'®

What is left to say?
1) This conclusion, even if otherwise valid, is only as good as the premise. Viel-
hauer is offering up another boilerplate of Bauerian leftovers: the Pauline party

over against the Petrine-Judaizers.

i1) There is no trace of any Judaizers in 1 Corinthians.

163 3. Murphy-O’Connor, I Corinthians (Doubleday 1998), 158.
1 Ibid., 89.
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111) Even if, for the sake of argument, Vielhauer were right, the reason Paul chose to
pass along this fact rather than pass over this fact is that, however inconvenient to
his ecclesiastical status, Paul’s theology was driven by the facts. One can readily
understand, however, why respect for historical evidence would be an alien concept
to a member of the Jesus Seminar.

Moving on:

The case for an interpolation is strengthened if we can show its dependence on
an allied body of literature otherwise known to be later in time than the text we
believe to have suffered interpolaltion.165

Have you ever read such backwards reasoning? How do you establish the literary
dependence of a text on a putative extant source later than the text itself? I’'m afraid
that Robert Price missed his true calling in life. Clearly he belongs with Bozo and
the bearded lady.

165 1hid., 92.
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Chapter 5

Richard Carrier concludes his essay by stating that:

I leave it to my critics to point out any and all significant objections that my
theory must still overcome, or evidence yet to be addressed. Progress requires
dialogue.'®

Given the length of his essay, that’s a tall order. But I, for one, am happy to take
him up on the challenge.

Mind you, it’s with no little trepidation that I presume to take on the great Richard
Carrier—a man who, by his own consent, is no less a philosopher than Aristotle or
Hume.'®” But I'll try my little best, hoping that readers will make allowance for an
underdog like me.

Before we get to the particulars of Carrier’s thesis, something needs to be said
about his use of reference works. In documenting “Jewish diversity,” he makes re-
peated use of three reference works: the Encyclopedia Judaica, the Oxford Diction-
ary of the Christian Church, and the Encyclopedia of the Dead Sea Scrolls.

The first title is a standard work, but rather dated, the second title is a standard
work, but a one-volume, ready-reference tool, while the third title is fairly special-
ized and not the most obvious choice for information on some of the Jewish groups
discussed.

Such major reference works and scholarly monographs as the following are never
consulted:

Bromiley, G. W., ed. The International Standard Bible Encyclopedia (Eerdmans
1988).

Davies, W. & L. Finkelstein, eds. The Cambridge History of Judaism. II. The Hel-
lenistic Age (Cambridge 1989).

Douglas, J., ed. The Illustrated Bible Dictionary (IVP 1998).

1% Ibid., 196.
167 http://www.answeringinfidels.com/content/view/99/48/
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Evans, C.A. & S. Porter, eds. Dictionary of NT Background (IVP 2000).
Ferguson, E. Backgrounds of Early Christianity (Eerdmans 2003).
Freedman, D., ed. The Anchor Bible Dictionary (Doubleday 1993).
Green, J. et al., eds. Dictionary of Jesus and the Gospels (IVP 1992).

Green, W. & J. Neusner, eds. Dictionary of Judaism in the Biblical Period: 450
B.C.E. to 600 C.E. (Macmillan 1994).

Hawthorne, G. et al., eds. Dictionary of Paul and His Letters (IVP 1993).

Hengel, M. The “Hellenization” of Judea in the First Century after Christ (SCM
1989).

, Jews, Greeks, & Barbarians (SMC 1980).
, Judaism & Hellenism (Fortress 1974).

Martin, R. & P. Davids, eds. Dictionary of the Later New Testament and Its Devel-
opments (IVP 1998).

Neusner, J., ed. The Encyclopedia of Judaism (Continuum 1999-2003).
, Encyclopedia of Midrash (Brill 2004).
, The Pharisees & Other Sects (Garland 1991).

Temporini, H. & W. Haase. Aufstieg und Niedergang der romischen Welt (Berlin
1972).

Tenney, M., ed. The Zondervan Pictorial Encyclopedia of the Bible (Zondervan
1976).

I’m not necessarily saying that these omissions undercut his claims on this particu-
lar point. But they illustrate one of the problems when a Classicist jumps straight
into NT studies without any background in the standard literature. And some of this
literature is pertinent, not only to 1C Jewish diversity, but to other assumptions
which figure in Carrier’s interaction with the NT.
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A much more serious oversight is his near-exclusive reliance on Liddell-Scott for
NT usage, as well as Septuagintal and Patristic usage, to the utter neglect of many
more specialized reference works which target period usage, such as the following:

Balz, H. & G. Schneider, ed. Exegetical Dictionary of the New Testament (Eerd-
mans 1990-93).

Bauer, W. (Danker/Arndt/Gingrich). A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testa-
ment and Other Early Christian Literature (University of Chicago Press 2000).

Brown, C., ed. The New International Dictionary of New Testament Theology
(Zondervan 1975-1978).

Hill, D. Greek Words & Hebrew Meanings (Cambridge 1967).
Lampe, G. A Patristic Greek Lexicon (Oxford 1961).

Louw, J. & E. Nida. A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament Based on Se-
mantic Domains (UPS 1988).

Lust, J. et al., eds. A Greek-English Lexicon of the Septuagint (Stuttgart 1992-96)
Muraoka, T. A Greek-English Lexicon of the Septuagint (Peeters 2002).

Spicq, C. Theological Lexicon of the New Testament (Hendricksen 1994).

Turner, N. Christian Words (Nelson 1981).

Since specialized Greek word-studies are an essential ingredient in Carrier’s argu-
ment, his unfamiliarity with the nuances of Biblical usage is going to undermine his
case overall.

Another lacuna is in his familiarity, or lack thereof, with the basic exegetical litera-
ture. He says (205, n.79), that he consulted 5 major commentaries on 1 Corinthians
(Collins, Conzelmann, Fee, Hering, Hurd). Two problems stand out:

1) His list omits the commentary by Thiselton, which is the standard commentary

on the Greek text. Although it came out in 2000, it was obviously available to Car-
rier at the time of writing since he references N. T. Wright’s book on The Resurrec-
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tion, which came out in 2003, and which, itself, makes reference to the commentary
by Thiselton.

i1) In addition, it’s unclear if his reading took him much beyond the titles or subti-
tles. For example, he cites 1 Cor 6:13 to disprove the bodily resurrection (135; 210,
n.151). Yet all 5 commentaries classify that verse as a Corinthian slogan which
Paul is quoting in order to rebut!

1i1) Likewise, he cites Robert Gundry’s classic monograph with reference to Gun-
dry’s analysis of the “body” (146, 215, n.211), but he betrays absolutely no aware-
ness of what-all the “flesh” (sarx) happens to mean in Pauline usage, even though
Gundry devotes a fair amount of time to that word as well, and its meaning is a
lynchpin of Carrier’s overall thesis.

By way of one further preliminary, there is a hidden agenda in arguing for a spiri-
tual resurrection. By spiritualizing the event, it becomes a psychological event
rather than a historical event. This, in turn, makes it subject to sociological theories
of wish fulfillment, crowd psychology, and mass hallucination. Freud and Durk-
heim can then deliver the coup de grace.

Moving on:

Thirty-two sects are known by name, and at least four more by description.
There may be overlap...How many more might there have been whose names
were not preserved?'®®

Assuming that Carrier’s sources are accurate, this is an interesting survey. It has the
incidental value of undermining the Catholic claim that God intended a magiste-
rium to preserve the unity and orthodoxy of his covenant community. For if that
were necessary for the NT covenant community, why would it be unnecessary for
the OT covenant community?

At the same time, it would be misleading for Carrier to insinuate that just because
you had a multitude of Jewish sects, there was no standard of reference within 1C
Judaism.

A few Jewish sects, by virtue of their popularity, institutional prestige, or both,
would supply the standard of comparison, even for purposes of contrast.

168 Thid., 109.
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In the NT itself, only a small handful of Jewish sects are singled out for this distinc-
tion: scribes, Pharisees, Sadducees, Samaritans. Hengel’s balanced assessment
needs to be kept in mind:

The spiritual face of Jerusalem before its destruction was a markedly “plural-
istic” one...Here, however, we should not forget that despite this plurality, by
the end of the 2C BCE the Pharisees were already the leading spiritual group
and had the largest following.'®

This 1s parallel to our own religious situation. Although there are a multitude of re-
ligious options in the air, only a tiny faction of these frame the terms of debate.

Likewise, two religious groups can be fundamentally opposed and yet share quite a
lot in common. Calvinism and Lutheranism were framed in direct opposition to
Romanism, yet they carry over a good deal of Latin theology. Arminianism is a Re-
formed heresy, yet by that same token it inherits a good deal of traditional Re-
formed theology.

Moving on:

Indeed, the Pharisees were the one sect against which the Christian sect was
most opposed, and least like. Yet Robinson and his ilk derive their absolutist
notion of Jewish resurrection dogma from the Pharisaic literature. It is wildly
inappropriate to attribute to the original Christians ideas only found advocated
by their enemies.'”’

One i1s struck by the extreme ease with which Carrier can criticize “Robinson and
his 1lk” for overgeneralizing while he himself indulges in overgeneralizing. Carrier
has done nothing to lay a foundation for the sweeping claim that “the Pharisees
were the one sect against which the Christian sect was most opposed, and least
like,” or that Robinson et al. are attributing to the NT ideas “only” found advocated
by their enemies.

Are we to seriously suppose that NT eschatology has more in common with Saddu-
cean eschatology than it does with Pharisaic eschatology? Indeed, we are expressly
told, on this very point, that Pauline theology had far more in common with the
Pharisees than with the Sadducees (Acts 23:6ff.).

19 The Pre-Christian Paul (SCM 1991), 44. Cf. S. Mason, Flavius Josephus on the Pharisees
(Brill 2001).
70 Ibid., 109.
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As Barrett summarizes the relation,

Maddox distinguishes between Luke’s rejection of the Pharisee’s position with
regard to the Law and his acceptance of their doctrine of the resurrection.'”!

While, as Bruce points out:

That Paul’s argument was not frivolous is indicated by the presence of Phari-
sees in the Jerusalem church (15:5; cf. 21:20). The gospel of the risen Christ
was not discordant with the Pharisaic creed; but it was totally unacceptable to
the Sadducees (cf. 4:2). A Pharisee could become a believer and remain a
Pharisee; a Sadducee could not become a believer without ceasing to be a Sad-
ducee. Paul’s reappraisal of the law was indeed incompatible with Pharisaic
tradition; but that does not come into the picture here.'”?

This, alone, is extremely damaging to Carrier’s case, for it affirms the continuity
between Pauline and Pharisaic theology at precisely the point where Carrier most
needs to prove discontinuity. It is striking that Carrier never attempts to reinterpret
Acts 23:6ff. consistent with his case.

The very fact that there were so many religious options in play in 1C Judaism
makes it all the more significant that a Diaspora Jew like Paul chose to study in Je-
rusalem rather than, say, in Alexandria, and chose to align himself with the Phari-
sees. As Hengel again makes note of:

This is not the place to enumerate all the ingredients in Pauline theology which
may—presumably—come from the Pharisaic school in particular and from
Jewish Palestinian thought in general. My view is that they related to by far the
greater part of Pauline theology—even if they are presented in excellent Greek.
Despite all the parallels, the difference from the typically Hellenistic-Jewish lit-
erature composed outside Palestine, mostly with a marked philosophical
stamp—from Aristobulus and the Letter of Aristeas through II-IV Macabees to
the Sibylline Oracles, Philo and even Josephus—is evident.'”

Shifting focus from the general question of Jewish diversity to the specific question
of diverse views concerning the afterlife, Bauckham has argued that, with a few
minor exceptions, there was a dominant view in Second Temple Judaism on the af-
terlife—a view which carries over into the NT.

' The Acts of the Apostles (T&T Clark 1998), 2:1064.
72 The Acts of the Apostles (Eerdmans 1990), 465-466.
'3 Ibid., 47.
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Bauckham contends that the apparent degree of diversity is misleading because
scholars fail to distinguish between diverse imagery and diverse concepts. Mixed
metaphors are mutually inconsistent if taken literally, but a wide variety of meta-
phors can and do figurate the very same concept.'””

In discussing the “two-body” doctrine which he attributes to a number of Jewish
groups, Carrier draws some rather firm inferences from the literature which are not
as clearly present in the sources themselves. This procedure raises several meth-
odological questions:

1) Are these spare, scattered references intended to present a comprehensive escha-
tology, which either draws an explicit contrast between the intermediate state and
the final state, or explicitly denies such a contrast?

i1) Are these loosely worded references intended to draw fine distinctions of rela-
tive continuity and discontinuity, and/or absolute distinctions of strict identity and
alterity?

The danger here is to pose more sweeping and specialized questions than the text
was intended to answer, and to harden the alternatives into more mutually exclusive
terms than the original speakers or writers had in mind.

Is Carrier in fact exegeting a two-body doctrine from the sources, or is he interpret-
ing the sources in light of a two-body doctrine? It looks to me as though he is using
a rather abstract version of a two-body doctrine as an interpretive grid to extend
and harmonize the data.

I don’t see that these references, individually considered, chart a roadmap to a two-
body doctrine. Instead, he is using a roadmap to piece them together, filling in the
gaps and rounding out the contours until they assume the shape of a two-body doc-
trine.

Now Philo may well have had a more clear-cut position, since he is more philoso-
phically self-conscious and thoroughgoing. The same does not necessarily follow

for the rest.

These equivocations carry over into his section on “Paul and the Pharisees.” And

" The Fate of the Dead: Studies on the Jewish and Christian Apocalypses (Brill 1998).
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there are some howlers along the way, such as the following:

Some Rabbis then ask how we can conclude this, when those resurrected by
Ezekiel did not become immortal or free of pain, and so forth...The response is
to dismiss Ezekiel’s miracle as a myth, however meaningful.'”

A myth? Is that really how the Rabbis classified Ezk 37?7 What we have there is a
symbolic vision. To classify a symbolic vision as a myth is a category mistake
which appears to represent Carrier’s viewpoint rather than the Rabbis.

In this general connection, Carrier says:

Philo interprets the Exodus light from Egypt as an allegory for the soul’s escape
from the body...It is thus telling that Christ dies and rises over a Passover
weekend, a holiday centered on this very Exodus narrative.'”

This is a pretty amazing leap of logic. I’d add that, for all his love of allegory, Philo
does not deny this historicity of the Pentateuch. So even if we stipulated to this fan-
ciful parallel, that would still assume the factuality of the Resurrection.

Moving on:

If [Paul] meant that our bodies would be reformed from the dirt into which they
had dissolved, he would surely have cited passages supporting such a view (like
Dan 12:2; Isa 26:19, and Ezk 37:5-10).""

Two problems:

1) If, like the Rabbis, he regarded Ezk 37 as a “myth,” then why would he have
cited this passage as a prooftext? How does that follow from Carrier’s own inter-
pretation of rabbinical debate?

1) Paul would only have cited OT prooftexts if the question of the resurrection
were a question of authority. But that is not what is at issue. That, indeed, would

beg the question.

This brings us to the next point:

S BT, 115-116.
176 Ibid., 202, n.35.
77 Ibid., 117.
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Were the Corinthians, then, objecting to whether resurrection was possible?
That does not seem likely, either. Paul assumes throughout his letter that the
Corinthians accept that all things are possible...That it is possible is never
doubted. That leaves only one argument: the Corinthians he is arguing against
must have doubted the resurrection because of some question about how the
resurrection would halppen.178

Several problems:

1) Carrier is assuming that Paul is addressing the same audience throughout the let-
ter. But the doubters in 1 Cor 15 could well be a subgroup.'”

i1) Notice the false antithesis. If you don’t believe that something will happen or
has happened because you don’t see how it could happen, that is just another way
of saying that you disbelieve it because you don’t see how it is possible. And there
are at least a couple of reasons why the Corinthian faction may have regarded a
bodily resurrection as impossible:

111) They may have taken a rationalist view, not atypical among the Greeks, such as
the Athenians (Acts 17:32), Celsus, and Porphyry, that a physical resurrection
and/or ascension was absurd. Indeed, it isn’t coincidental that Paul devoted the first
three chapters of his letter to the folly of worldly wisdom. And some Hellenistic
Jews also adopted this Grecian view:

When dealing with 15:1-2 we saw that all Greeks and most cultivated Jews did
not believe in the resurrection of the body. For them the body was a drag on the
soul, and at death the soul escaped into immortality. Not surprisingly, therefore,
some Corinthians took the position, “There is no such thing as resurrection.”'*

1v) Carrier himself says, on p.125, that “the dispute at Corinth...had to be about the
physical absurdity of a resurrection of the flesh.”

v) Alternatively, or perhaps additionally, the doubters may well have been infected
by an overrealized or overspiritualized eschatology which devalued or denied the

178 1.
Ibid., 117.
179 fact, Carrier elsewhere admits this. Cf. 207, n.113. But he fails to see how this undermines

his analysis.
180y, Murphy-O’Connor, ibid., 162.
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place of the body in the world to come.'®" Indeed, (iv) could be a special case of

(iii).

vi) Carrier had already said that it’s a short step from a non-body doctrine (of the
immortal soul) to a two-body doctrine, in which the soul is clothed with an ethereal
body.'®* But the reasoning is reversible. If Paul denied the bodily resurrection, in
the conventional sense, then it is unclear why he even bothers with chapter 15. The
point at issue between the doubters and himself was not necessarily survival after
death, but the mode of postmortem survival. And by Carrier’s own admission,
there’s not much practical difference between a no-body and a two-body doctrine.
If an immortal soul and an ethereal body have the same cash value, then why would
Paul expend so much firepower on the functional equivalent of his own position?

On p.118, Carrier’s threefold contrast between Paul’s position and the Rabbinical
positions suffers from the same equivocations noted before by pressing differences
of degree into differences of kind, as though we were comparing one systematic es-
chatology with another systematic eschatology. But the materials furnished by Car-
rier don’t offer anything that elaborate. He would first need, if possible, to recon-
struct a systematic eschatology before he could compare it to another. It’s hard to
see how he can infer so much from so little unless he has a preconception of how it
all fits together.

On a related note, he tends to deduce the logical implications of figurative imagery.
But, of course, a metaphor is merely used to illustrate an argument. It is not, itself,
an argument. And there’s quite a difference between the incidental implications of
a metaphor and the logical implications of an argument. A metaphor is only meant
to illustrate an argument at the relevant point of commonality.

Moving on:

Paul sees this flesh-spirit dichotomy as a fundamental distinction between
Christians and Pharisees.'®

Here and elsewhere, Carrier treats “flesh” as a synonym for “body,” and then ex-
tends that into an eschatological matter/spirit dualism.

81 Cf. G. Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians (Eerdmans 1987), 12, 715-716; God’s Em-
powering Presence (Hendrickson 1994), 83, 198-199, 201, 205; A Thiselton, The First Epistle to
the Corinthians, 95-106, 345-348, 357-365.

182 Ibid., 110.

183 Ibid., 118.
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This is the sort of blunder that only a Classicist could make. No NT scholar would
treat sarx and soma as interchangeable. If Carrier had bothered to consult the afore-
said lexicons, or monographs on Pauline usage,'™ or monographs on Pauline theol-
ogy,'® or standard commentaries on the Greek text of the pertinent Pauline epis-
tles,"® he would quickly realize that “sarx” is a polysemantic word in Pauline us-
age, and in eschatological settings it does not denote a contrast between matter and

spirit.
Moving on:

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

Such an approach makes little sense because of Carrier’s misleading description.
“Vision” is a slippery term. In popular parlance, a “vision” connotes a private, sub-
jective experience, but Paul’s “roadside vision” is depicted as a public, audiovisual
event. And this is unsurprising since the event is described in terms of a classic
theophany,'® and in Scripture a theophany could be, and often was, an objective,
sensible event,' such as the pillar of cloud and fire or the Transfiguration. Like-
wise, the luminous appearance of Moses when he came down from Mt. Sinai
doesn’t mean that he was immaterial!

A possible objection to this argument is the apparent contradiction between Acts
9:7 and 22:9. Did Paul’s traveling companions hear the voice, or did they not? As
Ben Witherington explains their relation:

184 R. Jewett, Paul’s Anthropological Terms (Brill 1971).

185 . Dunn, The Theology of Paul the Apostle (Eerdmans 1998); H. Ridderbos, Paul: An Outline
of His Theology (Eerdmans 1975); T. Schreiner, Paul, Apostle of God’s Glory in Christ IVP
2001).

186 g g., Cranfield & Fitzmyer on Romans; Fee, Thiselton on 1 Corinthians; Barnett, Harris,
Thrall on 2 Corinthians; Bruce, Burton, Longenecker on Galatians; Hoehner on Ephesians;
Bockmuehl, Fee, O’Brien, Silva on Philippians; Dunn, O’Brien on Colossians.

STET, 120.

188 Cf. C. Barrett, The Acts of the Apostles (T&T Clark 1994), 1:448-449.

189 1. Niehaus, God at Sinai: Covenant & Theophany in the Bible and the Ancient Near East
(SOTBT 1995).
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Perhaps Polhill is the most cogent at this point in noting that the distinction is
made between a voice “which was speaking” (22:9), as opposed to 9:7, which
can mean hearing a sound or noise.

In other words, the distinction is made by means of the added qualifying parti-
cipial phrase, not on the basis of the mere case of the object of the verb “to
hear.”

Thus, we can explain the differences in the two accounts as follows: (1) only
Saul had a personal encounter with Jesus involving seeing someone and hearing
distinct words; (2) his companions saw and heard the phenomena that accom-
panied this encounter but had no such encounter themselves. Notice that Acts
22:9 does not say they did not hear the sound of the voice at al, but only that
they did not hear the voice of the one speaking “to me.”'%

I’d add that there is precedent, in theophanic discourse, for distinguishing degrees
of perception (cf. Jn 12:28-29). Since a theophany is a revelatory event, God con-
trols the effect it has on the percipient, pursuant to his purpose, which may be po-
larizing or person-variable.

Of course, Carrier doesn’t believe that such things can actually happen. But the
immediate point is to show the inner consistency of Scripture.

Moving on:

Why does he [Paul] never resort to any of the Pharisaic descriptions of continu-
ity between the dead and the raised body, which answered the very same worry
for them?"”"!

For two reasons:

1) Paul prefers his own metaphors.

1) Apropos (i), the Christian doctrine is not identical with the Pharisaic doctrine,
for in the Pharisaic doctrine you have only a monadic relation between the mortal
body and the immortal body, whereas in the Christian doctrine you have a dyadic
relation between the mortal body and the immoral body as well as the relation be-

tween the resurrection of Christ and the resurrection of the just.

There is, on the one hand, a continuous relation between the glorified body of

0 The Acts of the Apostles (Eerdmans 1998), 313.
PLET, 121.
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Christ and the glorified body of the Christian. The resurrection of the just is em-
bedded in the resurrection of Christ.

On the other hand, there is a degree of discontinuity as well as continuity between
the mortal body and the immortal body. Carrier chooses to emphasize the verses
which accentuate the points of discontinuity—and he mangles their true meaning—
while he disregards those verses which accentuate the other side of the coin. Thisel-
ton draws attention to:

The importance of the fourfold use of touto, “this” (twice in v53, twice in v54),
as indicating clear continuity of identity (‘“this body”) even in the midst of radi-
cal transformation.'**

So the Pharisaic doctrine is too simplistic to model the Christian doctrine.
Moving on:

Paul does not appeal to any eyewitness evidence because there is none, at least
none pertaining to the nature of Christ’s new body.'”

By way of reply:

1) This i1s simply false. Paul does appeal to eyewitness evidence in 1 Cor 15:5-8.
This he uses to establish the fact of the Resurrection. And what is actual is possible.
So as long as you know that it happened, you needn’t know how it happened.

i1) The obvious reason Paul doesn’t go into the details is threefold:

a) If the concern of the Corinthians is with the question of how this is possible or to
account, in some ontological fashion, for personal identity between the mortal body
and the immortal body, then reciting the details of Christ’s glorified body would do
nothing to answer the metaphysical question. That would substitute a description
for an explanation.

b) Paul was not an eyewitness to the details of the Easter appearances. He didn’t
see Jesus eating, or handle his palms. So there is no reason why he would take it
upon himself to report on those particular details. That’s best left to the disciples.
That’s why we have the canonical gospels.

2 The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 1297.

193 Ihid., 121.

97



¢) Paul is not concerned with the incidental features distinctive to the resurrection
of Christ, but with the general points of commonality between the past resurrection
of Christ and the future resurrection of the Christian.

For example, the specific fact that Christ bore the scars of his ordeal does not nec-
essarily mean that this is an essential point of continuity between the mortal and
immortal body. In context, this is only important to establish the identity of
Christ—that the man they crucified was the same individual who rose from the
grave.

In addition, there may be more minute and superficial continuity between a mortal
body and an immortal body when the process of glorification operates directly on a
corpse which had undergone little or no decomposition, rather than recreating (and
upgrading) the old body e nuovo because the original remains had long since crum-
bled into dust.

Likewise, eating implies corporeity, but corporeity doesn’t imply eating. Rocks are
corporeal, but their diet is decidedly limited. Whether we need to eat in the glori-
fied state is an interesting question which the narrative is not designed to answer.

It follows from all this that Carrier’s idiosyncratic solution to Paul’s “strange ar-
gument” (122) is a solution to a pseudoproblem. Moving on:

How is it that Paul never resorts to obvious analogies like claymolding or ship-
building? It simply makes no sense. Unless Paul believed something fundamen-
tally different from what these later Christians did. So, too, Athenagoras and
Tertullian know they must prove that God can keep track of all the “parts” of a
decomposing body so as to reassemble it. Yet Paul never comes anywhere near
such an argument.

Here, Carrier chooses to confound a particular model of glorification with the gen-
eral principle. Belief in a bodily resurrection does not commit one, either exegeti-
cally or logically, to belief in the strict numerical identity of the former body with
the new body, or with the conundra attendant upon such a stringent theory of per-
sonal identity, such as the identity of indiscernibles. Carrier has chosen to saddle
the witness of Scripture with extra-scriptural baggage. This is nothing more than a
straw man argument.

194 Ihid., 123.
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Moving on:

And how can it be that, more than a century later, Christians would readily ap-
peal to things Jesus said to prove their point about the nature of the resurrection,
but Paul, only a decade or two away, can’t summon a single word from Jesus in
his own defense?...Even more bizarre, how can it be that, more than a century
later, Christians would have all kinds of eyewitness testimony to cite in proof of
their position, and had no problem citing both OT and NT resurrections as ex-
amples, yet Paul, only a decade or two away, fails to summon a single example.
No witnesses are cited—not even his own eyewitness encounter with Je-
sus!...No physical evidence is mentioned. So it begs all credulity to maintain
that Paul believed in the resurrection of the flesh.'”

This 1s littered with fallacies:

1) What would count as “physical” evidence 10-20 years after the fact? In fact, Car-
rier’s fellow contributors tell us that a corpse would be unrecognizable after a few
weeks—although I’ll have more to say on that particular count.

i1) Needless to say, the Christian faith had achieved a much higher public profile a
century later, putting Christians on the defensive as they had to fend off philoso-
phical and legal attacks against the faith. So naturally the apologetic for the Resur-
rection would shift to a higher gear than you find in a letter to a 1C church.

What could be more obvious? But because Carrier comes to the Bible convinced
that it couldn’t possibly be true, then absolutely any alternative explanation, how-
ever outlandish, is more probable than the sheer impossibility that the Bible might
be right.

1i1) The resurrection of Christ is without precedent. There are no other “resurrec-
tions” in Scripture

1v) Paul very rarely quotes Jesus, whether on the subject of the Resurrection or any-
thing else. The same holds true other NT letter writers. So this is an argument
which either proves too much or too little. There are allusions to the Gospels in the
NT epistles, but few quotes.

v) I also can’t tell if Carrier is talking about the canonical gospels or apocryphal
agrapha.

195 Ihid., 124.
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vi) Paul does cite eyewitness testimony. That’s what 1 Cor 15:5-8 consists of!
vii) Paul prefers his own illustrations. This calls for no special explanation.

viil) Paul doesn’t resort to isolated prooftexting because the OT foundation is
woven into a whole thematic tapestry. For example, N. T. Wright offers the follow-
ing analysis:

The argument is, in fact, an exposition of the future resurrection of all those
who belong to the Messiah, set out as an argument about new creation. Gen 1-3
forms a subtext for the whole chapter, and even when Paul appears to be merely
offerligrég illustrations of his point these, too, are drawn from the creation sto-
ries.

The great Psalm which speaks of humankind’s vocation to rule the creation as
the creator’s vicegerent (Ps 8), is explicitly quoted in v27, where it is closely
aligned with the messianic Ps 110 and with the multiple echoes of Daniel. This
is not a mere “appeal to scripture,” as though Paul were mounting an argument
about something else and needed to drag in a few proof-texts; he is thinking his
way through a theology of creation and of humankind, and the biblical allusions
indicate the narrative of which the resurrection of Jesus now forms the climax,
helping the story to its intended goal."”’

A glance through Gen 1-2 reveals how many of its major themes are alluded to
in Paul’s present argument. The creator God made the heavens and the earth,
and filled both with his creatures; Paul mentions these two categories in v40,
and uses a discussion of them to distinguish the first Adam from the final one.
The powerful divine wind, or spirit, moved over the waters, and the divine
breath or spirit also animated Adam and Eve; the life-giving activity of both the
creator and Jesus is seen by Paul in terms of the pneuma, the spirit, wind or
breath (vv44-6). The creator made the lights in heaven, which Paul mentions in
v41). He created plants bearing fruit containing seed, so that more plants could
be produced; Paul makes this a major theme in vv36-8, and then draws on the
language of “sowing” in vv42-4. The creator made every kind of bird, animal
and fish; Paul brings them, too, into his argument (vv39-40). At the climax of
Gen 1, the creator made human beings in his own image, to have dominion over
the rest of creation, and in Gen 2 he entrusted Adam in particular with respon-
sibility for naming the animals; for Paul, too, the climax of the story is the rec-
reation of humankind through the life-giving activity of the final Adam, whose
image will be borne by all who belong to him.'*®

19 The Resurrection of the Son of God (Fortress 2003), 313.
7 Ibid., 334.
"% Ibid., 341.
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Another element of Paul’s agricultural imagery is supplied by the harvest festival
of Pentecost, with its offering of the firstfruits as a pledge of things to come.'”

Moving on:

It goes even further. Justin, Athenagoras, and Tertullian take great pains to at-
tack those who denigrate the flesh...Thus it is extraordinarily remarkable that
Paul says nothing of the kind.**

Paul already goes to great lengths to defend the physical integrity of human exis-
tence in 1 Cor 6:12-7:16,25-40; 12:1-27 (cf. 1 Tim 4:1-5).*°' This is one of Car-
rier’s problems. He has no feel for the flow of argument, for text in relation to con-
text and intertextuality.

Moving on:

The Corinthian faction who denied the resurrection did not believe in the sur-
vival of the soul. Had that been the issue, Paul would have addressed it.20?

This 1s a very puzzling statement. Why would it have been an issue had they af-
firmed the survival of the soul? Why would Paul feel the need to address that “is-
sue”? Is Carrier saying that both Paul and the Corinthian faction denied the survival
of the soul?

Such a denial doesn’t square with Biblical theology in general®” or Pauline theol-
ogy in particular (2 Cor 5:1-10; Phil 1:23; 1 Thes 5:10).

Moreover, what evidence is there that the Corinthian faction denied the immortality
of the soul—especially if the topic never even came up?

Moving on:

199 Cf. M. De Boer, Defeat of Death (JSOT 1998); N. Hamilton, The Holy Spirit and Eschatology
in Paul (SJITOP 1957); J. Holleman, Resurrection and Parousia (Leiden: Brill 1996).

2O ET, 124.

201 chap. 12, the “body” is a metaphor for the church, but his argument still presupposes the
value of a literal body.

2 1bid., 125.

293 E o. P. Johnson, Shades of Sheol (IVP 2002); C. Morgan & R. Peterson, eds., Hell Under Fire
(Zondervan 2004).
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First, that the Corinthian faction in question believed death was final and irre-
versible is proved by the fact that Paul says if there is no resurrection, then the
dead are lost.***

In NT usage, to be “lost” doesn’t mean that you cease to exist. Indeed, it is applied
to the living. Rather, it means that you will not escape the final judgment. Eternal
torment is your lot.

This is the problem when someone like Carrier, who has no background in the
standard exegetical literature, starts to pick away at stray verses of Scripture.

Moving on:

Second, the disagreement Paul had with the Corinthian faction did not hang on
any proto-Gnostic denigration of the flesh. Had that been the problem, Paul
would have addressed it...This is, after all, the same man who says in Rom 7:18
that the flesh contains nothing good205

By way of reply:

1) Once again, if Carrier bothered to emerge from his Classical cocoon long enough
to consult such standard commentaries on 1 Corinthians as Fee and Thiselton, he
would see the evidence of an overrealized/spiritualized eschatology as one of the
misconceptions which Paul had to clear up.**® This may not be “Gnostic,” but it has
the same cash-value.

Overrealized/spiritualized eschatology is not the only source of the problem at Cor-
inth. Any reconstruction of the problem is bound to be a bit tentative. But it is ar-
guably one source of the problem.

i1) Even if the problem is not overrealized eschatology, but a hangover from Greek

philosophy, that would not, of itself, entail a denial of the afterlife. Platonism af-

firmed the immortality of the soul, and so did Stoicism—by Carrier’s own admis-
. 207

sion.

True, there were schools of Greek philosophy which denied the afterlife altogether.

M ET, 125.

> bid., 125.

29 This is also discussed in Schreiner’s Paul, Apostle of God’s Glory in Christ.
27 ET, 133, 137.
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If, indeed, you are a secular materialist, then that commits you to denial of the af-
terlife. The only way to salvage an afterlife consistent with materialism is to bap-
tize materialism with a doctrine of the resurrection, a la Donald McKay.

111) And see, once again, Carrier’s complete and crippling ignorance of what the
“flesh” means in Paul’s theology. Absolutely no awareness of the ethical and meta-
phorical connotations of the word.

Moving on:

Third, Paul’s doctrine could not have been of a reassembly and restoration of
the flesh.**®

So what? Notice the non-sequitur—as if a belief in bodily resurrection committed
you to belief in a “reassembly” of bones and body parts and vital organs. That
would be, at best, only one particular model of glorification.

The ancients weren’t stupid. They were perfectly aware of the fact that, in many
cases, the body had undergone complete dissolution. The imagery we find in Ezk
37 or Rev 20:13 is just that: imagery—picturesque metaphors. The ancients knew
all about bodies that had been wholly consumed by worms and scavengers. Literal
reassembly was never a prerequisite for glorification. Indeed, the ancients lived
with the physicality of death in a way that few of us moderns do. We leave that to
coroners and crematoria.

On pp.126-39, Carrier tries to make the case that what Paul really has in mind is
astral immortality. But this identification suffers from general and specific objec-
tions alike. In terms of the systemic frame of reference, N. T. Wright points out
that:

Paul does not, then, think of “heavenly bodies™ as “spiritual beings clothed with
light.” He is not buying into the cosmology of the Timaeus; indeed, the way the
entire chapter is built around Gen 1 & 2 indicates that he is consciously choos-
ing to construct a cosmology, and within that a future hope, from the most cen-
tral Jewish sources.

There is thus no suggestion in this passage that he is intending to explain the
resurrection body within the framework of “astral immortality.” As we saw
when discussing Dan 12 and Wisdom 3, this concept will in any case not work
for those Jewish texts that, like Paul here, see the future beyond death in two

28 BT, 126.
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steps or stages...Nor is the problem he faces the same as the one Plato and
Cicero dealt with in the exposition of “astral immortality.” They were eager to
escape the prison-house of the body; but for Paul the problem was not the body
itself, but sin and death which had taken up residence in it, producing corrup-
tion, dishonour and weakness.””

Brian Rosner makes the same point:

The way Paul introduces his comments points to his reliance on the biblical tra-
dition of creation. The bodies mentioned in 15:39-41 correspond to three of the
days of creation in reverse order, the sixth and fifth in v39 and the fourth in
vv40-41.21°

More generally,

It is clear from no less than nine intertextual connections in 1 Cor 15, some of
which are indispensable to his argument, that Paul is dependent on the Jewish
Scriptures in his treatment of the theme of resurrection. These include: (1) the
Adam/Christ typology in 15:21-22; (2) the allusion to Pss 110:1 & 8:6 in 1 Cor
15:25,27; (3) the language of continual opposition to God’s people in 15:30
which echoes Pss 44:22 & 119:109; (4) the quotation of Isa 22:13 in 15:32; (5)
the scornful rebuke, aphron, in 15:36 which echoes Ps 14:1 (LXX, aphron—a
Psalm Paul quotes from in Rom 3:11-13); (6) the allusions to Adam in 15:45-49
(“the first man,” “the man of dust,” both twice); (7) the trumpet as a sign of the
day of the Lord in 15:52 which recalls Isa 27:13, Joel 2:1 & Zeph 1:14-16 (cf. 2
Esdr 6:23); (8) the quotation from Isa 25:8 in 15:54; and (9) the quotation of
Hos 13:14 in 15:55.*"

Beyond the broader objections are many detailed difficulties:

i) What supplies the best background material for the interpretation of 1 Cor 15?
Wright has argued that the creation account in Genesis, combined with later OT re-
flections upon the creation account, supply the pertinent background material.
Now, although Carrier takes issue with one linguistic argument of Wright, he sim-
ply ignores the larger argument altogether. This is especially illogical on Carrier’s
part since he himself admits the parallel with Genesis 1.*"

i1) Instead, Carrier cobbles together putative background material from such diverse

29 The Resurrection of the Son of God, 346.

210 «with What Kind of Body Do They Come?”, P. Williams et al., eds., The New Testament in
Its First Century Setting (Eerdmans 2004), 190-205.

*'bid., 197.

2 ET, 207, n.118.
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and post-Pauline sources as Marcus Aurelius (2C), Clement of Alexandria (3C),
Photius (9C), a pagan satirist (Lucian, 2C), the Gnostic Gospel of Philip (4C), “a
later Gnostic text (4C),” and the Ethiopic Ascension of Isaiah (2C?).

In order to believe that this supplies the key to the interpretation of 1 Cor 15, you
have to believe that sources ranging from the 2C-9C, sources which reflect such
varied outlooks of Christian Platonism (Clement), pagan Stoicism (M. Aurelius),
Gnosticism, and Palestinian apocalypticism, sources whose literary genres cover
philosophy, satire, gospel narrative, and pseudepigrapha, all belong to the same
universe of discourse and can all be mapped back onto the writings of a 1C Jew tu-
tored to Pharisaical theology. Needless to say, this post-Pauline, miscellaneous
patchwork is wholly devoid of scholarly merit.

111) Carrier’s theory of astral immortality is heavily dependent on the work of Dale
Martin.*"> But there are superior treatments of Pauline usage.”"*

Moving on:

We have already seen from his letter to the Philippians that the difference he
draws is between the “lowly state” of our “earthly” body and the “glory” of the
body of the risen Jesus, which has its true home in the heavens.?"

One problem with this appeal is that if astral immortality were what Paul had in
mind, a resurrection would be incongruous. Although stars fall from the sky to the
earth (i.e., a meteor shower), stars do not rise from the earth to the sky (the Resur-
rection; Ascension).

The Resurrection took place on terra firma. It does not, therefore, occupy a whole
different dimension of reality. To erect a categorical wall abstracts the Easter event

from its concrete circumstances.

In fact, one of the attributes (doxa) of the glorified body (15:43) is applied to earth-
lings (v40). So the distinction involves a difference of degree, not of kind.

Moving on:

1> The Corinthian Body (Yale 1990).
214 E.g. G. Fee, God’s Empowering Presence (Hendrickson 1994); B. Pearson, The Pneumatikos-

Psychikos Terminology in 1 Corinthians (Scholars Press 1973).
*PET, 126.
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In the Pauline corpus, pneumatikos is routinely contrasted with physical things,
like labor, money, food, drink, rocks, human bodies (sarkinos), and “flesh and
blood” haima kai sarka).216

This just doesn’t hold up under sustained scrutiny. As Wright points out:

In 1 Cor 2:14-15, the psychikos person does not receive the things of the spirit,
because they are spiritually discerned, while the pneumatikos person discerns
everything. There is, of course, no question there of “physical” and “spiritual”
as appropriate translations. Nor would those words, with the connotations they
normally have today, be appropriate at 3:1, where Paul declares that he could
not consider the Corinthians as pneumatikoi, but merely sarkinoi or perhaps
sarkikoi. The words clearly refer to matters other than whether the people con-
cerned are “physical”; clearly they are...So, too, when Paul discusses pneu-
matika in chapter 12, these “spiritual gifts” are certainly not “spiritual” in the
sense of “non-physical”...the same is true of many other uses of the word, in
this letter and elsewhere in the NT.?”

[For example], 1 Cor 10:3f. (“spiritual” food and drink in the wilderness; Paul
did not suppose this was “non-physical”); 14:37 (those who consider them-
selves “spiritual” are presumably not imagining themselves “non-physical”);
Gal 6:1; Eph 5:19/Col 3:16.2'

“Spiritual” is simply a Pauline way of denoting the varied work of the Holy
Spirit—inspiring, sanctifying, animating, &c.

Thiselton adds that:

The LXX regularly uses “flesh and blood” to denote humankind in its weakness
and vulnerability, and it is in this sense Paul declares elsewhere that his revela-
tion of the gospel truth comes not from “flesh and blood” but from God.*"’

Robert Gundry agrees, but offers a different supporting argument:

But “flesh and blood” connotes the frailty of the present mortal body, as Paul’s’
next, synonymously parallel clause indicates: “neither does corruption inherit
incorruption.”220

219 Ibid., 128.

2" The Resurrection of the Son of God, 349-350.

¥ Ibid., 350, n.115.

219 The First Epistle to the Corinthians,1291.

220 «“The Essential Physicality of Jesus’ Resurrection,” Jesus of Nazareth, 217.

106



Carrier tries to blunt the edge of Wright’s distinction between adjectives of relation
and adjectives of material, and goes on to say that:

The context decides—and our context clearly indicates substances are the issue:
sarx versus pneuma, different kinds of flesh, astral bodies versus terrestrial
ones, and celestial versus terrestrial origins and habitation.”?!

By way of reply:

1) Even if Wright’s grammatical analysis were inconclusive, this is only a support-
ing argument. Carrier’s objection does nothing to overthrow the pattern of Pauline
usage.

i1) Even on his own level, Carrier can only show some exceptions to the adjectival
distinction. So the weight of evidence is still with Wright.

1i1) As Thiselton has noted, the simplistic identification favored by Hering and Mar-
tin:

Overlooks our earlier distinction between “flesh” as denoting different sub-
stances (v39) and “body” as denoting different natures, characters, or forms
within different spheres or in relation to different given purposes or func-
. 222

tions.

As we commented in relation to Hering, the issue moves from substance in v39
to form in vv40-41.2%

The key to understanding the nature of the glorified body lies in understanding the
properties assigned to the glorified body by Paul. There are four: incorruptible, glo-
rious, powerful, spiritual. And none of them are constitutive properties. They de-
scribe the effect of glorification, not the composition of the body. “They do not de-
note ‘substances’ but ‘modes of existence’ or ‘of life.”” ***

Thiselton devotes several pages to a meticulous analysis of the terms, commencing
with v42.** By contrast, Carrier’s piecemeal discussion is amateurish and unin-
formed.

2L BT, 129.

222 The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 1268.
22 Ibid., 1269.

24 Ibid., 1267.

225 Ibid., 1271ff.
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Moving on:

In 1 Thessalonians, Paul assumes that the “whole” man is comprised of three
things: “spirit, life, and body,” pneuma, psyche, and soma. Hence Paul’s view
corresponds conceptually with that of Marcus Aurelius.**®

Another specimen of Carrier’s wooden exegesis. As Wanamaker observes, a prayer
would be an odd place for an anthropological definition of human nature.*’ Beale
points out that “5:23 clearly restates and develops 3:13, where God is said to
strengthen their hearts.”**® In other words, the terms are used rather loosely for
their cumulative effect. More generally:

It is precarious to try to construct a tripartite doctrine of human nature on the
juxtaposition of the three nouns, pneuma, psuche and soma. The three together
give further emphasis to the completeness of sanctification for which the writ-
ers pray, but the three together add but little to the sense of humon tas kardias
(“your hearts”) in 3:13. The distinction between the bodily and spiritual aspects
of human nature is easily made, but to make a comparable distinction between
“spirit” and “soul” is forced. Few would care to distinguish sharply among the
four elements “heart,” “soul,” “mind” and “strength of Mk 12:30 (amplifying
the threefold “heart,...soul, and...might” of Deut 6:5). The distinction made by
Paul between psuche and pneuma in 1 Cor 15:45 has no bearing on the present
passage; there the distinction lies between the “living person” which the first
Adam became at his creation (Gen 2:7) and the “life-giving spirit” which the
second Adam has become in resurrection. It is the contrast between the two
nouns in that sense that constitutes the contrast between the adjectives psuchi-
kos and pneumatikos in 1 Cor 15:44,46 (psuchikos means choikos as pneu-
matikos means epouranios). The contrast between psuchikos and pneumatikos
in 1 Cor 2:14-15 depends on the contrast between the soul of man and the Spirit
of God; the understanding of the psuchikos anthropos is confined to the capac-
ity of “the spirit of man within him (1 Cor 2:11), and without the indwelling
Spirit of God he cannot appreciate the pneumatika, the “things of God” (1 Cor
2:11).2551 that context pneuma is practically synonymous with nous (cf. 1 Cor
2:16).

Carrier appeals to Jude 19 to support his thesis, but the Judean contrast only serves
to undermine his thesis, for the distinction is between Spirit-filled Christians and
unbelievers. Yet the Christians are hardly composed of stardust!

22 BT, 129.

227 The Epistle to the Thessalonians (Eerdmans 1990), 206.
228 1.2 Thessalonians (IVP 2003), 177.

22 R Bruce, I & 2 Thessalonians (Word 1982), 130.
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Most of Carrier’s running commentary on 1 Cor 15:44-54 (pp132-39) builds on
faulty assumptions I’ve already rebutted, so there’s not much new to rebut. One
howler is the following:

Paul does not believe in anything like a soul—only the spirit, which only those
in Christ have (or else, only those in Christ have a spirit that is part of God and
hence immortal).230

To cite just one counterexample, this totally ignores the dialectical interplay be-
tween the human spirit and the divine Spirit in 1 Cor 2:10-11.

There 1s also the peculiar claim that Christ couldn’t have said what the Evangelist
attributes to him in Lk 24:39 since that would contradict Paul and put Paul at odds
with his Lord and Savior.

What makes this so peculiar is that it makes two assumptions, neither of which
you’d expect Carrier to make: (i) The Gospel of Luke was written before 1 Corin-
thians; (i1) Paul had read the Gospel of Luke.

I’m quite sympathetic to both assumptions, but it’s been a central plank of Carrier’s
argument that the empty-tomb tradition and the Lucan (as well as Johannine) doc-
trine of the Resurrection are part of a post-Pauline invention.

Moving on:

To Philo, of course, spirit and body were opposites. So Paul’s idea of a “spiri-
tual body” seems a paradox. But...even Philo believed that spirits are made of
an ethereal matter, the same material of which the stars are made...Paul and
Philo are not that far apart. They are simply using different language for what
amounts to nearly the same thing.”"

Carrier is like a cult member who indulges in defensive prooftexting instead of
reading in context. If there is a conscious allusion to Philonic Platonism in 15:45-
49, it takes the form of an anti-Philonic polemic. Both Paul and Philo operate with
a two-Adam anthropology. For Philo, the heavenly Adam is an abstract universal or
exemplar of which the earthly Adam is a concrete particular or exemplum. More-
over, the heavenly Adam is prior to the earthly Adam, both in time and exemplary

2P0 BT, 133.
21 1bid., 139.
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causality.

For Paul, by contrast, the earthly Adam is prior in time, as a type of the heavenly
Adam, and the prototype of humanity. In addition, the earthly Adam isn’t Adam in
his pristine state, but fallen Adam (cf. 15:21-22).

For Philo, this is a way personifying the relation between time and eternity. The
orientation is hermeneutical and metaphysical. For Paul, by contrast, the orientation
is historical, soteriological, and eschatological.>* There is, then, a systematic dif-
ference at the level of competing conceptual schemes—whether consciously or not.

Moving on:

Remarkably unusual in 2 Cor 5:1,4 is the use of the word ‘““skenos” instead of
“soma” for “body.” For this is a term unique to Orphic conceptions of the body
as a residence, jailhouse, or tomb...There can be no other explanation for
Paul’s appropriation of such unusual and unique vocabulary, especially when
placed in such a blatant context of buildings and burdens.***

In reply:

1) Carrier is addicted to hyperbole. It is no coincidence that he is at his most em-
phatic when his argument is at its weakest. Hyperbole is the caulking to plug up
gaps in the argument.

1) The Orphic conception of the afterlife operates with an utterly alien worldview.
Indeed, Orphic theology had no conception of the afterlife, but of afterlives, for it
hinged on the cyclical and merit-mongering principle of reincarnation and
karma.***

It is antecedently improbable in the extreme that a Messianic Jew tutored in Phari-
saic theology would look to such a source of inspiration.

111) Not only is another explanation readily available, but far from being remarkable
or unusual or unique, it is quite obvious to any reader with a slight sensitivity to
Paul’s OT allusions, for Paul is evoking the tabernacle as an emblem of our moral

22t AL Lincoln, Paradise Now and Not Yet (Cambridge 1981); G. Vos, The Pauline Eschatol-
ogy (Eerdmans 1952).

3BT, 142.

24 Cf. E. Ferguson, Backgrounds of Early Christianity, 163-164.
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frame, and the temple as an emblem of our immortal frame:

In 1 Chron 9:23 the term skene, used for the tabernacle, is combined with
oikos: en oiko tes skenes...another development of the building imagery occurs
in Jewish apocalyptic; when the glory of the future age is described in terms of
the new Jerusalem and its buildings; the dwelling-places of the holy and right-
eous ones, and the like.>*

To a Cilician skenopoios (“leather worker” or “tentmaker” [Acts 18:3]), it
would readily evoke notions of travel and transitoriness, nomadic existence and
pilgrimage. For a Jew, skenos would be naturally associated with the desert
wanderings of the Israelites after the exodus and the “festival of booths™ cele-
brated for seven days during the seventh month of each year. And to a Chris-
tian, the term would allude to the tabernacle (miskan, skene, or skenoma) as the
locus of God’s presence among his people during the wilderness wandering
(e.g. Exod 40:34-38) and then to the indwelling Spirit of Christ as the mode of
God’s presence in believers during their pilgrimage of faith to the Promised
Land of Christ’s immediate presence.2

Yet the LXX never renders sukka by skenos, but regularly by skene (a word
Paul never uses). Lowrie (56-57) proposes that Paul used skenos rather than
skene because he wished to allude to the ad interim tent of meeting (Exod 33:7-
11) which was intended for provisional use until the tabernacle (LXX skene)
was constructed.”’

That Paul has a temple image in view is apparent from the phrase “not made
with hands”; which virtually everywhere else is a technical way of speaking
about the new eschatological temple. See above discussion [on 2 Cor 6:16-18,
256-256] and like expressions (222-227); accordingly, the relevant citations are
Exod 15:17; Is 66:1-2; Dan 2:34-35 (LXX); Mk 14:58; Acts 7:48-49; 17:24;
Heb 9:11,24; Sibylline Oracles 4.11.7®

In addition, the references to “building,” “house” v1), and “dwelling” (v2) oc-
cur in Paul elsewhere with respect to Israel’s temple or the church as the tem-
ple. “Building” (oikodome) refers to Israel’s temple (Mt 24:1; Mk 13:1-2) or to
the church as the temple (1 Cor 3:9; Eph 2:21-22)%%

Once again, Carrier’s haughty and studied indifference to the world of Biblical
scholarship betrays him into the most egregious and embarrassing of blunders.

35 M. Thrall, The Second Epistle to the Corinthians (T&T Clark 1994), 1:358.
236 M. Harris, The Second Epistle to the Corinthians (Eerdmans 2005), 370-371.
7 1bid., 370, n.11.

2R G. Beale, The Temple & the Church’s Mission, 257.

239 1bid., 257.
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In this same connection, he says:

There can be no doubt that the earliest Christians believed the present world
would be annihilated and replaced with a new one, just as it is graphically de-
scribed in 2 Pet 3:3-13, and clearly assumed in 1 Jn 2:15-17 & Heb 12:26-29;
13:14.2%

In reply:

1) Whenever Carrier says “undoubtedly,” this is a telltale sign that a dubious claim
1s sure to follow. There are two problems with his appeal to 2 Peter:

a) St. Peter compares future judgment by fire with past judgment by water. But
the flood of Noah did not “annihilate” the world.

b) In eschatological discourse, fiery imagery is often figurative for a process of
spiritual refinement.**'

(a)-(b) don’t rule out the possibility that St. Peter may have something more cata-
clysmic in view (e.g. a cosmic conflagration, a la Sodom & Gomorrah, on a global
scale), but they do expose Carrier’s penchant for greatly overstating his case.

i1) As to 1 Jn 2, Carrier is blind to the ethical nuances of John’s “cosmic” language.
As F. F. Bruce puts it:

The “world” (Gr. kosmos) has a wide range of meaning in the Johannine writ-
ings, and the context must determine, from one place to another, which phase of
its meaning is to be understood...What John warns his readers against in the
present passage is the world oriented against God, “the godless world,” as the
NEB paraphrases it. The spirit that dominates the world so orientated, “the
spirit that is now at work in the sons of disobedience,” as it is put in Eph 2:2, is
inimical to the love of God and to the uninhibited outflowing of his love in the
lives of his people. Conformity to that spirit is worldliness.***

1i1) As to Hebrews 12-13, Carrier’s appeal suffers, as usual, from his childish liter-
ality:

0BT, 211, 160.

1 R. Bauckham, Jude, 2 Peter (Word 1983), 319-320; T. Schreiner, 1,2 Peter, Jude (Broadman
2003), 378, 385, 391; A. Wolters, “Worldview and Textual Criticism in 2 Peter 3:10,” WTJ 49
(1987), 405-413.

*2 The Epistles of John (Eerdmans 1979), 60.
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It is commonly assumed that the referent in the expression ton ouranon, “the
heaven,” in v26D is to the visible, created, cosmological heaven...It seems pref-
erable, however, to interpret the nuance of “the heaven” in v26b from the im-
mediate context...the explicit association of “the earth” with Sinai and the old
covenant (vv25b,26a) implies that “the heaven” is to be associated with the new
covenant (v25ac). “earth” and “heaven” are symbols of the revelation at Sinai
and the new covenant revelation to the writer’s generation, respectively.

The writer found in the text of Hag 2:6L.XX the powerful metaphor of “shak-
ing.” The shaking promised in v26b must be interpreted in relationship to the
shaking of the earth at Sinai in v26a. The Sinai revelation is defined in v26a as
one of judgment, and the future shaking will entail an intensification of the
event of judgment. The “shaking” of heaven and earth is not intended to de-
scribe a coming historical event, namely the future transformation of the world
or its ultimate destruction. It is descriptive of God’s eschatological judgment,
which is the corollary of the reception of the fullness of salvation through the
new covenant.”*

As a metaphor for transcendent reality, the polis, “city,” can be described by the
participle menousa, “permanent.”’...The heavenly city is thus essentially
equivalent to other terms for transcendent reality in Hebrews, including “the
heavenly world to come” (2:5), the heavenly “rest” of God (3:11; 4:1,8-11),
“the age to come” (6:5), and “the kingdom which cannot be shaken” (12:28).244

Moving on:

Paul also treats the body as a container for the spirit in 2 Cor 4:7...In just this
way Paul fuses Jewish with Orphic theology.**’

Once again, Carrier has a bad habit of disregarding the natural background. As any
student of Scripture would know, the earthenware imagery was a commonplace of
OT similes. As Garland documents:

It most likely is that the image derives from Paul’s intimacy with the OT, which
begins by avowing that God formed man from the dust of the ground (Gen 2:7;
see 1 Cor 15:42-48) and typically views God as a potter (Job 10:9; 33:6; Isa
29:16; 41:25; 45:9; 64:8; Jer 18:1-10; Rom 9:21-23). The image of God as pot-
ter is even more prominent in the Dead Sea Scrolls.”*°

>3 W. Lane, Hebrews 9-13 (Word 1991), 480.
2 Ibid., 547.

% Ibid., 143.

46 2 Corinthians (Broadman 1999), 220, n.550.
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Garland goes on to quote from Fitzgerald’s discussion™’ of Job 4:18; Isa 30:14; Jer
19:1,10-11 and Lam 4:2.**

In this same connection, Carrier tries to bolster his contention by comparing 1 Cor
2:1-12 with the apocryphal Wisdom of Solomon.>* But this is a standard OT motif,
cycling through the Pentateuch, Prophetic Books, Historical Books, and Wisdom
Literature proper.”>’ Carrier chooses to ignore the canonical antecedents because he
needs something more Hellenistic in time and place to prove that Paul was a syn-
cretist.

It is clear that Carrier’s thesis is not driven by the evidence. Rather, he begins with
a preconceived thesis, and then goes trolling for whatever evidence he can scrape
up to substantiate his thesis.

Moving on:

In 2 Peter [1:15-17] we find a hint of the same sentiment...this body is a mere
residence that we inhabit temporarily...Calling this an “exodus” also calls up
Philo’s conception of the departure of the soul for heaven as something meta-
phorically prefigured in the legendary Exodus from Egypt. This is probably no
coincigflznce, as both Peter and Philo no doubt drew on earlier sources for their
ideas.

Several problems:

i) The idea of a discarnate afterlife is a commonplace of the ANE.** This follows
from two related ideas: (a) the belief that consciousness survives death, and (b) the
obvious fact that the “departed” leave their body behind.

1) This conception of death and the afterlife already exists in the OT. Therefore,
Carrier’s felt need to assign the views of Peter and Paul to some specific and con-
temporaneous source is quite unnecessary and grossly underdetermined by the evi-

7 Cracks in an Earthen Vessel (Scholars Press 1988), 167-168.

> 2 Corinthians, 221, n.551.

9 ET, 143.

20 Cf. M. Bockmuehl, Revelation & Mystery in Ancient Judaism & Pauline Christianity (Tiibin-
gen 1990); E. Ellis, Prophecy & Hermeneutic (Eerdmans 1978), 23-44, 213-220.

=1 Ibid., 143.

22 Cf. E. Yamauchi, “Life, Death, and the Afterlife in the Ancient Near East,” Life in the Face of
Death: The Resurrection Message of the New Testament, R. Longenecker, ed. (Eerdmans 1998),
21-50.

114



dence.

111) Yes, Peter undoubtedly drew on an earlier source for his Exodus imagery. In
particular, he drew on the Exodus for his Exodus imagery.

The reason Carrier can’t see this is that he isn’t looking at the evidence. Rather, he
is looking at his thesis, and the only evidence he can see is evidence which is re-
flected and refracted in the distorted lens of his thesis.

1v) He is also overloading the import of the word:

The use of the term exodus for death probably derives from the meaning “end”
(i.e., the end of life; exodus tou biou) rather than from the meaning ‘“depar-
ture”...thus it need not here imply the soul’s departure from the body.>”

The Greek-English Lexicon of the Septuagint, J. Lust et al., eds., gives the follow-
ing definitions for “exodus”: “going out,” “way out, outlet,” “deliverance out of
Egypt, exodus out of Egypt,” “end,” &c.>*

Moving on:

It is clear that Origen’s conception is much closer to Paul’s than anything we
find in the rest of the Church Fathers.>

This brings us all the way back to where Paul began, with his seed analogy.

Such a concept might imply continuity to us, but not to those who grew up in an
agricultural society.256

Question: were the Church Fathers unacquainted with an agrarian economy? Did
Origen know more about farming that the rest of the Church Fathers?

Moving on:

Paul found it exceptionally difficult to find the words to express it...Paul had to
resort to ambiguous, indirect metaphors.257

233 R. Bauckham, Jude, 2 Peter, 202.
24 1:161b.

255 BT, 144.

6 Ibid., 146.

27 Ibid., 146.
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Aside from the fact that metaphors are inherently indirect and open-textured, Paul
was not straining to find figures of speech. To the contrary, he found everything he
needed in the stock imagery of the OT. His imagery in 1 Cor 15 comes from the
creation account and intertextual reflections thereon. His imagery in 2 Cor 4 comes
from the OT potter/ clay analogy, which, in turn, goes back to the creation account.
His imagery in 2 Cor 5 comes from the OT temple/tabernacular motif—while the
ingestive image common to both 1 Cor 15:54 and 2 Cor 5:4 goes back to Isa 25:8,
which—in turn—has its backdrop in the covenantal feast of Exod 24:11. But Car-
rier is way too busy lecturing the Bible to listen to the text.

Moving on:

Nowhere does Paul state that a fleshly resurrection of Jesus was a necessary be-
lief, or even a belief anyone held.>®

That’s a simple-minded way of framing the issue. The resurrection of Christ (along
with Ascension), as well as the resurrection of those in Christ, is not ordinarily iso-
lated from the rest of his theology precisely because it is so thoroughly integrated
into his theology, as a recurrent motif in the Pauline epistles.”™ This is easily lost
sight of due to the fact that most of the literature on the Resurrection is apologetic
in genre, and therefore accentuates the event of the Resurrection rather than the
theology of the Resurrection. 1 Cor 15 stands out because the Resurrection had
come under direct challenge.

After quoting Col 1:22,24, Carrier says:

The moment Christ rose from the dead, the church became his body—his
earthly body.260

This fails to draw the most elementary of distinctions between the literal body of
Christ and the figurative body of Christ as a metaphor for the church. Such hope-
less opacity of understanding defies easy correction.”®' V24 belongs to a different

258 11
Ibid., 147.
»9E.g. R. Gaffin, Resurrection & Redemption: A Study in Paul’s Soteriology (P&R 1978).
260
ET, 147.
281 For a discussion of the possible source and significance of this metaphor, cf. E. Best, One
Body in Christ (SPCK 1955); M. Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetoric of Reconciliation (Westminster
1993); G. Yorke, The Church as the Body of Christ in the Pauline Corpus (University Press of
America 1991).
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pericope than v22. V.23 marks the Janus-verse. One must keep this literary transi-
tion in mind as we shift from the literal to the figurative sense of the “body.”

In this same connection, Carrier also appeals to Col 3:3-4,15.%°* But the point of
this verse 1s that our source of life is Christ, and since Christ is in heaven, our
source of life lies in heaven—which is hidden to the earthly and present point of
view. The Christian is a citizen of two worlds (Eph 2:6). As N. T. Wright puts it:

There is a perfect balance here between the “already” and the “not yet” that are
so characteristic of Paul’s teaching on the Christian life. The new age has
dawned, and Christians already belong to it. The old age, however, is not yet
wound up, and until they die (or until the Lord “appears” again in his second
coming) their new life will be a secret truth, “hidden” from view. 2%

Moving on:

So also everything Paul says about having “the spirit of Christ” in us and only
“the spirit of Christ” being life. How can Christ be in two places at once, flesh
in heaven, spirit down here inside us??%

Sometimes you must wonder if Carrier is really that dense, or if he is just playing
dumb to advance his agenda. The “Spirit of Christ” is a title for the Holy Spirit—a
divine and discarnate being. Although Christ is physically absent from the Church,
he is present in the person of the Holy Spirit as his ambassador.”® Keep in mind,
too, that the Holy Spirit isn’t literally “inside” us, like a homunculus inhabiting the
pineal gland.

Just as we find it convenient or even necessary to use spatial metaphors to concep-
tualize temporal relations, we employ spatial metaphors to conceptualize the Lord’s
economic relations.

Moving on:

The only passages that present a difficulty for my theory are two verses in Rom
8 [:11,23]...So insistent is Paul on this point that we are compelled to accept a
contradiction in his thought.**®

22 BT, 214, n.204.

23 Colossians & Philemon (IVP 1991), 132.

264 Ibid., 148.

265 Cf. G. Fee, God’s Empowering Presence, 478-484.
26 BT, 149.
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This 1s a face-saving way of stating that his theory doesn’t fit the facts. And the
reason why is that he doesn’t know what either “flesh” or “spirit” mean in Pauline
usage.

In his next section (51-55), Carrier reiterates and amplifies his maladroit handling
of visions and apparitions. Throughout this section, Carrier takes his own philoso-
phical viewpoint for granted, which begs the question. For example, he says that:

Everything for us, then rests on what Paul means by these appearances of Jesus,
since only that is acceptable today as evidence for an actual historical event.?’

No supporting argument is offered as to why Carrier’s self-serving rules of evi-
dence should be deferred to as the only acceptable rules of evidence.

In the same vein:

An apocalypse...is believed to be real—even though clearly to us an internal
and psychologically subjective event, like an “out of body experience” involv-
ing imagined transport to heaven...We now know that such experiences can
have a purely psychological biological cause, and thus can easily be doubted as
to experiences of any genuine external reality. But that is not how they were
understood by religious men in those dalys.268

Notice the number of question-begging descriptions bundled into this one state-
ment:

a) The apparitions of Christ were all “apocalyptic visions.”
b) All visions are internal, subjective events.

c) Visions are analogous to OBE:s.

d) OBEs and other suchlike are imaginary.

On one level this merits no response because it offers no evidence. We are treated
to a chain of assertions, each of which requires a separate argument, for which no
argument is forthcoming. And hovering in the background is his presumptive mate-
rialism, for which no supporting argument is offered.

257 1bid., 151.
268 Ibid., 153.
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What this distills down to is a circular apologetic: Carrier doesn’t believe it because
he doesn’t believe it, and the reader shouldn’t believe it for the same non-reason.

Pay close attention to Carrier’s subversive standard of evidence. No one denies that
visionary experiences “can” be purely subjective. Indeed, no one denies that spiri-
tual claims may sometimes be fraudulent. However, the bare, general possibility
creates no negative presumption in any particular case.

After all, we also know that a witness to a crime can be mistaken, if not an outright
liar. But that bare possibility, which is sometimes a sad reality, doesn’t make it an-
tecedently probable that any given witness is actually mistaken or perjurious in any
given case.

In Scripture, visionary revelation has reference to the subject of revelation, not the
object—to a particular mode of revelation. The interiority of the process does not
prejudge the interiority or exteriority of the percept.

At the risk of stating the obvious, which seems necessary since Carrier has chosen
to ignore the obvious, all of perception has a subjective, psychological component.
The object of thought is not the sensible as it subsists outside the percipient, but the
mental representation of the sensible.

The only immediate object of thought is thought itself—even if the source goes
back to an external stimulus. Frankly, our belief in the external world is an act of
faith, even a leap of faith—as is our confidence in the correspondence between ap-
pearance and reality; for perception is a one-way street. The percipient can never
actually retrace the perceptual process. All he can do is to offer a hypothetical re-
construction from the receiving-end. He can postulate photons which excite the op-
tic nerve, and so on, but this ostensibly “objective” explanation is deceptive inas-
much it offers an analysis of appearances on the basis of appearances—on the basis
of how things appear to us, so it can never get below the level of appearances.

Left to our own devices, Berkeley had the better of the argument. Indeed, at that
level, his argument is unassailable.*®

Ironically, the only escape from radical subjectivity is the very thing that Carrier
denies: propositional revelation. The closest thing we can ever get to a direct de-
scription of the way things are is a description supplied by the Creator of the world.

29 G, Berkeley, Three Dialogues Between Hylas & Philoponous, R. Adams, ed. (Hackett 1988).
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The ontology of visionary revelation is dualistic rather than materialistic. It presup-
poses a double substance ontology of mind and body, spirit and matter. Ordinarily,
the perception of an embodied agent is channeled through the senses, but in an al-
tered state of consciousness the soul, cut off from sensory input, enjoys direct
awareness of the spiritual realm.

This is a special case of a wide variety of widely attested parapsychological phe-
nomena—mysticism, necromancy, oneiromancy, astral travel, NDEs, OBEs, Old-
Hag Syndrome.”” Carrier chooses to dismiss this out of hand because it doesn’t fit
into his narrow worldview. From a Scriptural standpoint, such phenomena can be,
by turns, divine, demonic, or delusive.

In addition, visionary revelation ranges along a public-private continuum, with
some Scriptural cases at the private end of the spectrum, and others at the public
end. This is unsurprising, for we would expect revelation to be targeted by God to a
particular audience—whether one or many. It is controlled and calibrated according
to the purpose served.

An OBE is a picturesque, phenomenological description—reported from the inside
out rather than the outside in. St. Paul’s famous account is notably noncommittal on
the precise logistics of the experience (2 Cor 12). That is because the mode of reve-
lation is merely the incidental means of revelation, and not the direct content of
revelation itself. The modality is not given in the revelatory process; rather, the
revelation is given by means of this particular process. It is not an object of direct
inspection. The fact that Biblical seers don’t indulge in the sort of “scientific” de-

20 There are extensive and well-documented case-studies on various aspects of the paranormal
which no amount of secular hand-waiving and snide dismissals can wish away. Cf. D. Bartholo-
mew, Uncertain Belief (Clarendon 1996); F. Goodman, How About Demons (Indiana University
Press 1988); G. Habermas & J. Moreland, Beyond Death (Crossway Books 1998); K. Koch,
Christian Counseling & Occultism (Kregel 1972); H. Montefiore, The Paranormal: A Bishop In-
vestigates (Upfront 2002); J. Montgomery, Demon Possession (Bethany 1976); Principalities &
Powers (Dimension Books 1975); J. Richards, But Deliver Us From Evil (Seabury 1974); M.
Saborn, Light & Death (Zondervan 1998); R. Sheldrake, Seven Experiments That Could Change
the World (Riverhead Books 1995); M. Unger, The Haunting of Bishop Pike (Tyndale 1971).
http://www.equip.org/free/DD282-1.htm

http://www.equip.org/free/DD282-2.htm

http://www.sheldrake.org/
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scriptions you find in the apocryphal literature, such as the astronautical adventures
of Enoch, is a tribute to their Veraci‘[y.271

Moreover, Carrier’s appeal to 2 Cor 13 cuts against the grain of the text, for
whether we render “arretos” as ineffable or forbidden, the point remains that his ec-
static experience “did not change him in any way, and did not provide him with any
information he could use.”*”* For this reason alone, and this is not the only reason,
Carrier’s identification of 2 Cor 13 with Gal 1-2 or Acts 9 cannot be sustained.

Furthermore, Carrier evinces a basic ignorance of NT chronology. If 2 Corinthians
was written around AD 55-56, then the vision took place about AD 42-43. This
would place it earlier than the events described in Gal 1-2 (c. AD 46 or AD 49),
and much later than the Damascus Road encounter (c. AD 33).27

What’s more, the experience described in 2 Cor 12:1-4 1s not a vision, but an audi-
tion. Paul doesn’t talk about what he “saw,” but what he “heard.”

In addition, the fact that Paul is noncommittal on whether his rapture was in the
body or out the body goes to show that, for him, an embodied heavenly existence is
a live option.

Finally, even prior to his conversion, Paul would have had occasion to learn the ba-
sic biographical facts about the public ministry of Christ from the Christians he ar-
rested and interrogated.

- - - 274
Carrier alleges that the conversion accounts of Paul are contradictory.””™ A few
comments are in order:

1) To begin with, if we have three real speeches, on the same subject, but delivered
at differing times and places to a different audience each time, then we wouldn’t
expect them to be identical.

27! For a historical overview of the ascent motif, cf. M. Himmelfarb, Ascent to Heaven in Jewish
and Christian Apocalypses (Oxford 1993). On the apologetic function of the Enochian pseudepi-
grapha in postdating Essene chronology, cf. R. Beckwith, Calendar and Chronology, Jewish and
Christian (Brill 1996), 217-254.

2”2 Murphy-O’Connor, Paul: A Critical Life (Oxford 1996), 320.

23 Cf. P. Barnett, The Second Epistle to the Corinthians (Eerdmans 1997), 561, n.26; M. Harris,
The Second Epistle to the Corinthians, 835-837.

M ET, 154, 217, n.250.
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To have three verbatim speeches, with no audience adaptation, would be a mark of
artificiality. It would be a clear indication that Luke merely fabricated a Pauline
speech, and then inserted the identical speech at three different junctures within his
narrative.

Some stylistic variety is a mark of authenticity, not inauthenticity.

11)We also need to distinguish between direct and indirect discourse, and make al-
lowance for the difference between Lucan and Pauline usage depending on which
voice is in play.

11) There are also certain semantic nuances to consider. As one recent Greek
grammarian explains:

An interesting item of dispute is the object of the verb akov® with the genitive
or accusative case. This is important for discussion of Acts 9:7 & 22:9...The
traditional understanding is that with the genitive kov® means to hear but not
understand; or that the genitive is concerned with the form of speech but the ac-
cusative with the content.”"”

Carrier also claims that:

Paul would not call a conscious state “sleep.” That would be a contradiction in
terms...2 Cor 5:8-9 refers to our future existence in new bodies, and Phil 1:23
refers to being free of toil and suffering (by sleeping in Christ until the resurrec-
276

tion).

In reply:

1) The business about a contradiction in terms is simply maladroit. Since, on any
accounting, sleep is employed as a metaphor for death, then even if sleep and con-
sciousness were literally contradictory, that’s entirely beside the point. Figures of
speech were never meant to be taken that literally. The question to ask is how that
metaphor functions in its cultural context.

a) At one level, the metaphor is apt because the dead outwardly resemble a sleeper.

275 S. Porter, Idioms of the Greek New Testament (Sheffield 1995), 97; Cf. N. Turner, Grammati-
cal Insights into the New Testament (T&T Clark 1977), 86-90.
Y0 BT, 217, n.251.
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b) Because Carrier is a materialist, he associates sleep with a state of unconscious-
ness. When the body slumbers, the brain slumbers, and the mind is the brain. That,
however, is to impose a modern paradigm on an ancient text.

In Scripture, although the body slumbers, the soul is awake. Indeed, the dormative
state of the body liberates the soul to enjoy an altered state of consciousness. Shut
off from the sensible world, it is free to perceive the spiritual realm. Indeed, this is
frequently depicted in terms of astral travel. That’s why, in Scripture, sleepers are
the natural recipients of inspired dreams. And even daydreams, of a visionary kind,
occur in a trance (e.g. Acts 10:10-11; 22:17). In order to be conscious of the spiri-
tual realm, the subject must be unconscious of the sensible realm.

c) There is also a natural linkage between sleep and rest. “Rest,” due to its associa-
tions with the Sabbath (Gen 2:2-3; Exod 20:8-11; 31:12-17) and the Promised Land
(Deut 12:9-10; 1 Kg 8:56; Ps 95:8-11), becomes a major motif in Scripture, unfold-
ing into the notion of an eschatological rest for the people of God (cf. Isa 57:1-2;
Dan 12:12-13; Heb 3:7-4:12; Rev 14:13).2"

11) By contrast, there is nothing overtly figurative about 2 Cor 5:8 or Phil 1:23, and
if you deny the survival of consciousness, then it would be contradiction in terms
for Paul to “be” with the Lord. If, in consequence of death, there is no soul or body,
then there is no “being” to “be” with the Lord.

111) At this juncture, Carrier also seems to be oblivious to cultural assumptions:

a) The OT prohibition against necromancy assumes the conscious survival of the
departed.

b) As do depictions of the afterlife (e.g., Isa 14:91f.; Lk 16:19ff; Rev 6:91f; 20:4).

c) As does the popular belief in ghosts (e.g., 1 Sam 28:7-19; Mt 14:26; 17:3; Lk
24:37-39; Acts 12:15).

Indeed, Carrier regards this belief as part of the “sociocultural context” of the
NT.>’® If so, then why does he insist that Paul could not have had the intermediate
state in mind in 2 Cor 5:8 and Phil 1:23?

21T Cf. “Rest,” New Dictionary of Biblical Theology, T. Alexander et al., eds. (IVP 2000), 727-
732.
BET, 171.
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d) Carrier also believes that Paul’s doctrine is quite close to Philo’s immortality of
the soul.

As usual, Carrier’s “evidence” is tugging in contrary directions. He needs the belief
in ghosts to show how credulous and superstitious the Jews supposedly were, in or-
der to disprove the empty tomb. But he needs to deny the belief in ghosts to prove
that Paul put all his chips on the “spiritual body.” Carrier needs Philo to bridge the
gap, but he needs to kick the Philonic ladder aside once he arrives.

This is the problem when you begin with a preconceived theory, and then go look-
ing for the evidence.

In this same general connection, Carrier says:

The term anabiosis is a word for the general resurrection in 2 Mac 7:9, as in
Diogenes Laertius Lives of Eminent Philosophers 1.9 (quoting Theopompus, a
historian from the 4C BCE, as saying: “According to the [Persian] Magi, men
will be resurrected and become immortal, and what exists will endure through
their incantations,” a fact which is also reported by his contemporary Eudemus
of Rhodes, proving that the Jewish doctrine of resurrection actually derives
from earlier Persian religion).””

Once again, it is tremendously impressive how many question-begging claims Car-
rier is able to squeeze into one overstuffed sentence:

1) Anabiosis doesn’t mean “the general resurrection.” It doesn’t even mean ‘“resur-
rection.” All it means is a “return to life.” Carrier is committing the classic
sense/reference fallacy.

1) Moreover, it doesn’t even refer to the “general resurrection,” in 2 Mac 7:9,280 but
only to the resurrection of the just.

1) Carrier is totally reliant on post-Christian, non-Zoroastrian sources for his
claim. All he actually gives us is a quote attributed to one Greek historian (Theo-
pompus) by another Greek writer, Diogenes Laertius (AD 3C). He also has a vague
reference to another Greek writer (Eudemus), the source for which is presumably

> Ibid., 218, n.252.
280 Incidentally, 2 Macabees is a 1-2C BC Alexandrian apocryphon.
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Simplicius (AD 6C). Of course, the reader would never get this information from
Carrier.

1v) Note the double-standard. Carrier dismisses secondary sources when a Christian
1s quoting a pagan: “through the distorting filter of ‘orthodox’ writers (e.g., the an-
tiheretical literature.”*®'

But the filter of a tertiary source when a Greek is quoting a fellow Greek summa-
rizing Persian piety is just fine and dandy with Carrier.

v) For the rest, it will suffice to quote a couple of real scholars:

Theopompus (4C BC) attributes a belief in any anastatis (“resurrection”) to the
Persians. Herodotus’s (3.62) statement attributed to Prexaspes—"If then the
dead can rise, you may look to see Astyages the Mede rise up against you, but
if nature’s order be not changed, assuredly no harm to you will arise from
Smerdis”—seems to indicate a lack of belief in a resurrection among the Per-
sians in the 5C BC.**?

To sustain such claims one must assume: the chronological priority of the Ira-
nian beliefs;283 late dates for the OT texts,284 a close parallelism between the be-
liefs; and reasons for dependence.285

The answer depends first on the antiquity of the Zoroastrian belief in the resur-
rection. Boyce believes that Zoroaster’s Gathas (Y. 30.7) allude to this belief.
But as we have seen [456f.], most scholars disagree. The monographic study by
Franz Konig on this subject concludes that the earliest attestation of a Zoroas-
trian belief in a resurrection cannot be dated before the 4C BC.*

! Ibid., 227, n.333.

2 . Yamauchi, Persia & the Bible (Baker 1990), 456, n.363.

283 Cf. ibid., 395-436.

284 Carrier is dismissing out of hand all of the scholarly arguments against the late dating of
Daniel and Isaiah. On Daniel, this includes the work of Archer, Baldwin, Harrison, Hasel,
Kitchen, Millard, Waltke, Whitcomb, Wiseman, Yamauchi, and Young. On Isaiah, this includes
the work of Allis, Archer, Harrison, Kitchen, Margalioth, Motyer, Oswalt, Robertson, and
Young. Carrier’s posture is a classic example of liberal fideism: don’t bother me with any incon-
venient facts!

*% Ibid., 459.

28 Ibid., 461.
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Furthermore, there are fundamental differences in how the Jews and the Per-
sians conceived of the resurrection. This has been noted by many scholars, such
as Robert H. Charles.*®’

The Avestan texts wandered gradually from (most likely) eastern Iran to the
southwest, where they were finally fixed in writing by the Sassanian kings, a
process perhaps already begun in the first centuries of the Christian era under
the Arsacids. However, our oldest Avestan manuscript dates from only AD
12882,8%nd all extant manuscripts go back to a single Stammbhandschrift of the 9-
10C.

The fact that Theopompus also mentions that at the end of time mankind “will
not cast a shadow” seems to suggest that a spiritual rather than the, more nor-
mally attested, material resurrection.”®’

Rather strikingly, no other mention of resurrection in Iranian thought can be
found before the Sassanian period, when the belief in an afterlife and resurrec-
tion was evidently much discussed...We know that in the 3-4C AD Christianity
made great inroads in Iran. It may well be that the Zoroastrian leader Kirdir de-
cided to beat the Christians on their own terrain and “upvalued” the resurrection
as mentioned in the Young Avesta.””

But if you think this is bad, it only gets worse:

In the generation after Paul someone wrote what was probably the first-ever ac-
count of the “Gospel” of Jesus Christ. Tradition has assigned the book to an un-
known author named Mark, according to legend, Peter’s scribe...Most scholars
believe it was [written] sometime around 70 CE, give or take a decade. But it is
clear that Paul knew nothing of the work, so we can be fairly certain it was not
circulating when he was alive. Yet this Gospel contains the first known appear-
ance of an empty tomb story. All other accounts rely upon it and basically just
embellish it or modify it to suit each author’s own narrative and ideological
agenda. As nearly all scholars agree, Matthew and Luke clearly used Mark as
their source...there is no indication any of them [Matthew, Luke, John] has any
other source of information for the changes and additions they made.”"

Luke does claim to have many sources, but does not say who or for what mate-
rial...Likewise, John claims to derive from an unnamed eyewitness, but only in

7 1bid., 461.
288 J. Bremmer, The Rise & Fall of the Afterlife (Routledge 2002), 47.
289 :
Ibid., 49.
20 1bid., 49.
! bid., 155.
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a section of his Gospel that looks like it was added by a different author, who
does not include mention of the empty tomb.**>

I suppose we should be impressed by just how many tendentious denials Carrier is
able to compress into a couple of paragraphs. At one level, there is nothing to re-
spond to as we read him make one baseless claim after another, without any evi-
dence and often in the teeth of contrary evidence. There is so much he passes over
in silence or ignorance or both. Giants of 19C scholarship like Lightfoot,””> West-
cott,”* and Zahn*” go unmentioned, much less rebutted. 20C scholars®® such as
Barnett,”’ Blomberg,298 Ellis,”®® Guthrie,*® K()'stenbergelr,301 J. A. Robinson,*” 7.
A. T. Robinson,’” Stonehouse,’* and Schlatter’® join the blacklist. Likewise,
moderate to conservative commentators on Matthew,””® Mark,””” Luke’®, and
John®” sink without a trace.

The point is not to oppose my experts to his experts, as though it were an argument
from authority. Rather, the scholars I’ve cited, who span the theological spectrum,
make an evidentiary case for their position.

It is commonplace to commend a scholar for the breadth and depth of his erudition.
But where Carrier is concerned, one can only remark on the breath and depth of his

*2 Ibid., 156.

%3 Biblical Essays (Baker 1979).

2% The Gospel According to St. John (Eerdmans 1975).

23 Introduction to the New Testament (Klock & Klock 1977).

2% Carrier is not, of course, responsible for titles published after the publication of the ET. I cite
these for the benefit of the reader.

27 The Birth of Christianity: The First Twenty Years (Eerdmans 2005).

B Jesus & the Gospels (Broadman 1997).

2 The Making of the New Testament Documents (Leiden: Brill 2002).

399 New Testament Introduction (IVP 1990).

301 Encountering John (Baker 2003).

92 The Historical Character of St. John’s Gospel (London 1908).

303 Redating the New Testament (Westminster 1976); The Priority of John (Meyer-Stone Books
1987).

304 Origins of the Synoptic Gospels (Baker 1979); The Witness of the Synoptic Gospels to Christ
(Baker 1979).

395 New Testament Theology (Baker 1999).

306 E.g., Blomberg, Carson, France, Gundry, Hagner, Keener, Morris, Nolland, and Zahn.

0T g, g., Cranfield, France, Edwards, Evans, Gundry, Lane, and Witherington.

308 E.g., Arndt, Bock, C. A. Evans, Marshall, and Zahn.

39 E, g., Blomberg, Bruce, Carson, Keener, Morris, Witherington, and Zahn.
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Biblical illiteracy. Rarely has a man written so much on a subject of which he
knows so little.

But even though I can’t very well condense hundreds of pages of closely reasoned
argument from the above-named writers, I will venture to make a few comments on
Carrier’s groundless assertions.

1) The Gospels are not anonymous. All our MSS name the authors of the Gospels.
And there 1s no evidence that this is an editorial addition. Indeed, given the antig-
uity and uniformity of these ascriptions, the evidence is against their unoriginal-
. 7310

1ty.

You notice that Carrier has no hesitation in citing other Jewish and pagan writers
by name—even though the quantity and quality of MSS evidence for those works is
negligible compared with the NT.

Assuming that the traditional attributions are true—and the superscriptions are ex-
ceedingly well-attested—then Matthew and Luke would certainly have other
sources of information at their fingertips.

11) Mark is not an unknown individual. He is known to us from both the Lucan and
Pauline corpus.

1i1)”Tradition” and “legend” are hardly synonymous.

1iv) Assuming, for the sake of argument, that the Gospel of Mark was written
around AD 70, “give or take a decade,” the lower figure would put it within the
lifetime of Paul—even by Carrier’s reckoning. For Paul’s death is generally dated
to around AD 65.>"' So either Carrier can’t do the math or he doesn’t know the ru-
diments of NT chronology.

v) As a matter of fact, David Wenham has marshaled internal, comparative evi-
dence to show that Paul, writing way back in the 40s, was already acquainted with
the Gospels of Matthew and Luke—and maybe even the Fourth Gospel for good

319 Cf. M. Hengel, The Four Gospels & the One Gospel of Jesus Christ (Trinity 2000), 48-56.
311 Cf. F. Bruce, Paul: Apostle of the Heart Set Free (Eerdmans 1984).
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measure.”’> Assuming Marcan priority, this completely upends Mr. Carrier’s entire
thesis. Even without Marcan priority, the damage is done.

Of course, this runs counter to what “most” scholars believe, but the decades-long
gap between oral tradition and the canonical gospels posited by “most” scholars has
always been completely irrational. This was not a preliterate culture. If men could
pen letters, they could just as well pen gospels.

vi) Carrier is trying to play both sides of the fence. On the one hand he says:

Matthew and Luke clearly used Mark as their source, repeating the same ele-
ments in the same order and often using identical vocabulary and word order,
not only for this story but for the whole Gospel.3 13

If so, then this is an example of how extremely conservative Matthew and Luke are
in handling their sources. How pedantically faithful they are in respecting and pre-
serving the Markan source.

On the other hand, he also says:

All other accounts rely upon it and basically just embellish it or modify it to suit
each author’s own narrative and ideological agenda.’'*

If so, then that is an example of how extremely cavalier Matthew and Luke are in
handling their sources. How faithless they are in reproducing the Marcan source.

You see how these two assertions are tugging in opposite directions? Carrier is in a
bind. He needs one sort of argument to prove Marcan priority, and a contrary ar-
gument to prove legendary embellishment. So his thesis is drawn-and-quartered by
the conflicting demands of his own agenda.

Incidentally, the assumption of Johannine dependence on the Synoptics is highly
contentious.’"

312 Paul & Jesus (Eerdmans 2002); Paul: Follower of Jesus or Founder of Christianity? (Eerd-
mans 1985).

SBET, 155.

" bid., 155.

315 Cf. D. Smith, John Among the Gospels (Fortress 1992).
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vii) Carrier evidently believes that Jn 21:24 is the only reference to the eyewitness
author. This is another example of his shallow knowledge of the Bible, along with
his inattention to the secondary literature. Actually, the witness-motif is one of the
subthemes of the Fourth Gospel, surfacing at three key points in the narrative: the
prologue (1:14), death of Christ (19:35), and epilogue (21:24). 21:24 forms an in-
clusio to 1:14.°'°

viil)) We don’t “know” Luke’s sources in the sense that Luke doesn’t name his
sources, but as a student of ancient history, Carrier certainly believes it to be possi-
ble to infer an author’s sources. Indeed, Carrier’s own quite fanciful historical re-
construction does this to a fare-thee-well.

It is a simple matter to infer from the Book of Acts, as well as the personal greet-
ings which introduce and conclude the letters of Paul, the overlapping circle of
Luke’s own informants and contacts.

1x) More generally, if Mark invented the story of the empty tomb to oppose Paul’s
ethereal version of the glorified body—as Carrier would have it—then Mark
missed a number of sterling opportunities to pad his case. Why did he stop with the
empty tomb? Taken by itself, an empty tomb is quite consistent with more than one
model of the Resurrection. Even assuming, for the sake of argument, Carrier’s in-
terpretation of Paul, how does the Marcan account negate the Pauline conception?
Why didn’t he do what Luke and John do—what with the fish and bread and nail-
prints?

x) Moreover, Carrier’s thesis assumes that pre-Marcan Christians had no narrative
account of their Lord’s life and death and afterlife, which is implausible in the ex-
treme:

How likely is it that any Christian group was ever long content with sparse
theological assertions unattached to stories and so unillustrated? 1 Cor 15:3-8
must be a summary of traditional narratives that were told in fuller forms else-
where.

Surely no one would ever have been satisfied with the shorn assertions, “Jesus’
appearance to Cephas” and “Jesus appeared to five hundred people at once.”

318 For a detailed defense of the originality and apostolicity of Jn 21:24, cf. H. Jackson, “Ancient

Self-referential Conventions & their Implications for the Authorship & Integrity of John,” JTS 50
(1999), 1-34; A. Kostenberger, “‘I Suppose’ (oimai): The Conclusion of John’s Gospel in Its Lit-
erary & Historical Context,” The New Testament in Its First Century Setting, P. Williams et al.,
eds. (Eerdmans 2005), 72-88.
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This is no more plausible than urging that Christians at first said things such as
“Jesus went about doing good and healing all who were oppressed by the devil”
(Acts 10:38) and only much later enjoyed telling miracle stories about him; or
that while Paul and others preached Christ crucified, no supposed particulars
about Jesus’ martyrdom emerged until decades after the fact, when interest un-
accountably set in.?"’

The argument for Pauline priority to the detriment of the Gospel narratives of
the women at the tomb asserts that the stories developed out of the
kerygma...[But] it is unclear why this argument applies to the resurrection nar-
ratives and not to the stories of Jesus’ ministry. Few, if any, believe that first
there were only summary statements about Jesus’ ministry such as we find in
the Acts sermons...and that the stories about Jesus’ healings and exorcisms we
find in the Gospels developed, in that sense, out of the kerygmal.3 18

Moving on:

This does not mean these authors must be considered liars. The logic of their
sectarian dogma would lead to an honest and sincere belief in an empty
tomb.*"

It would? By way of reply:

1) Most religious movements do not survive the death of their founder—especially
when the founder dies an ignominious and untimely death. Gamaliel’s speech is a
classic case in point (Acts 5:36-37).

i1) Of those that do survive, they do so by redefining the terms of fulfillment so that
the “prophet who failed” was a true prophet after all as long as you spiritualize the
fulfillment, which takes it out of the realm of empirical disproof.

But Carrier’s argument is moving in the opposite direction: not from physical to
spiritual, but from spiritual to physical. On his theory, the original version of the
Resurrection consisted in belief in an ethereal body, which was only embellished,
at a later date, into belief in any empty tomb and physical body.

But this is not how cults typically save face. Rather, the direction is: first make a
tangible prediction; when this falls through, redefine the terms of fulfillment in
more intangible terms.

3P, Allison, Resurrecting Jesus (T&T Clark 2005), 235-236.
318 R. Bauckham, Gospel Women (Eerdmans 2002), 261.
39 Ibid., 156.
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In addition, it is clearly a lie to make up a story whole cloth.

But Carrier tries to prop up his claim with the following:

The rest they can have total confidence in through the two popular “excuses” of
their day, which were respectable then, but now are often agreed to be dubious:
(1) historical truth can be revealed directly by God through the Holy Spirit, and
(2) whatever isn’t historically true is nevertheless didactically true. Just as Paul
can find “hidden meaning” in the OT Prophets, and Philo and the Therapeutae
can find deep symbolic truths in ostensibly historical narratives like that of
Exodus, so could the Gospel authors create narratives with deeper, hidden
meanings under a veil of history.**

By way of reply:

1) These two “excuses” can’t both apply to the very same document, for if creative
didactic truth will do, then you don’t need revealed historical—and if revealed his-
torical truth will do, then you don’t need creative didactic truth.

There is no attempt on Carrier’s part to be the least bit fair to the Bible. Any alter-
native theory, however inconsistent, is preferable to crediting the record of Scrip-
ture.

1) Whether direct revelation is dubious or not depends entirely on your philosophi-
cal precommitments.

1i1) In any event, none of the four evangelists lays claim to direct revelation. And
we have an example of what this would look like in the Apocalypse.

Matthew and Mark don’t say where they got their information, but as an Apostle
(Matthew) or a resident of Jerusalem (Mark, cf. Acts 12:12), they didn’t need either
direct revelation or “didactic” truth.

1v) If didactic truth were such an accepted convention, then why didn’t Paul fabri-
cate his own Gospel? Why didn’t Philo fabricate his own “history” of the Exodus?

v) Carrier does nothing to show that Paul is finding an esoteric meaning in the OT
prophets. That’s nothing more than sheer assertion on his part.

320 1bid., 156.
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In this same connection, Carrier appeals to 1 Cor 2:4-8 to prove the existence of a
doctrina arcana.’®' It would take us too far off the beaten track to reproduce or
summarize all the arguments against this construction. The reader will find a thor-
oughgoing refutation in the standard literature.**

Carrier then cobbles together a number of verses from the Gospels, Paul, and He-
brews to support his thesis of a “new, superhuman body,”**

That Jesus is the new and greater temple is, indeed, a major theme of NT theology,
and caps a leading OT motif.”** This is, however, moving on the plane of typology
and symbolism, where the glorified body of Christ is emblematic of his finished re-
demptive work. It has nothing to do with the composition of the body, in terms of
the raw stuff or constitutive elements of which it’s made. Once again, Carrier is un-
able to emancipate his mind from its gauche, backwoods literality.

Moving on:

Mark’s use of a “young man” who loses his linen garment (representing the
body of flesh, like the linen cloth that “clothes” the dead Jesus in Mk 15:26),
becoming naked (Mk 14:51-52), then after “the resurrection” is clothed in a
white robe (Mk 16:5), representing the celestial body (e.g., Dan 12:2-3,10).%%

No doubt Carrier can prove anything once he repairs to this unbridled amalgam of
free association and allegorical exegesis. It’s as if we’d suddenly strayed into Swe-
denborg’s Arcana Coelestia. Very odd that a hardboiled atheist like Carrier has the
same hermeneutical instincts as a raving cult-leader.

Moving on:

Mark also reiterates the Pauline view (consistent with but not entailing a two-
body resurrection doctrine) that “the spirit is willing but the flesh is weak.%°

2! bid., 219, 261.

32D, Garland, I Corinthians, 91-93; Fee, God’s Empowering Presence, 93-98; Thiselton, I Co-
rinthians, 224-242

P ET, 157; 219, n.264.

324 Cf. G. Beale, The Temple and the Church’s Mission.

32 Ibid., 157.

320 Ibid., 157.
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This is hopeless, simply hopeless. The antithesis is ethical, not metaphysical—the
point being that we often mean to do right, but lack the moral resolve to make good
on our good intentions, using the disciples’ drowsiness as a handy illustration.

Moving on:

Mark records a saying of Jesus that the raised will be “just like angels in the
heavens,” and angels were typically ethereal.**’

The problem here is that Carrier isn’t drawing the parallel at the same point where
Jesus draws the parallel. The analogy lies, not with incorporeity, but immortality
(Lk 20:36). Because the saints are like the angels—with respect to immortality—
they have no need of conjugal relations or the marital bond to replace the departed
or supply a stable two-parent home for the rearing and role-modeling of the young.
Remember that the original question had to do with Levirite marriage, the sole pur-
pose of which was procreative (v28).***

So the answer is quite narrowly targeted. It is entirely consistent with a physical
resurrection. Indeed, it is quite consistent with the possibility of sex. After all, Jesus
died as a man, and rose as a man. And he was still able to consume food.*®

It is only at odds with the temporary purpose of marriage—whose function is obso-
lete in the world to come (cf. Isa 56:3-5).

For that matter, the verse does not even preclude the possibility of angelic sexual-
ity. This is another popular over-reading of the text. There is, for example, the tra-
ditional interpretation of Gen 6:1-4.%%°

The gospel accounts (Mt 22:30; Mk 12:25; Lk 20:36) take the heavenly angels as
their point of reference. Fallen angels are another matter. If capable of sexual rela-

" 1bid., 157.

328 Cf. R. Gundry, Mark (Eerdmans 1993), 706, 708; C. Keener, A Commentary on the Gospel of
Matthew (Eerdmans 1999), 528.

32 My point is not necessarily to make a case for sex in the world to come. But too many Chris-
tians have overinterpreted this verse as though it rules out the possibility of sex in the afterlife,
which, as a careful reading will show (see above), it does not. So if it is consistent with sex in the
world to come, it is certainly consistent with a physical resurrection. This is an argument from the
greater to the lesser. For sex would be a special case of full physicality.

330 Cf. V. Hamilton, The Book of Genesis (Eerdmans 1991), 1:261-272.
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tions, this would be a case of illicit relations. But what is impermissible is not im-
1. 331
possible.

Moving on:

Where did Mark get the idea of an empty tomb, and what did he intend his
empty tomb narrative to mean?...the most likely origins are the Psalms.>*

Before we get to the specifics, not only does he attribute the empty tomb to “Psal-
mic origins,” but a few pages later he attributes it to “Orphic origins.” This sort of
explanatory overkill, common in Carrier, betrays, once again, a lack of confidence
in his own source criticism. If he could trace the empty tomb to the Psalter, he
wouldn’t need Orphism, and if he could trace the empty tomb to Orphism, he
wouldn’t need the Psalter. Not only are these different putative sources, but diver-
gent sources in time, place, and culture.

Actually, Carrier goes on to document what he considers to be a resurrection-motif
in parts of the OT other than the Psalter. Some of his parallels are more convincing
than others. There are points at which he veers into free association. But I'1l stick to
the main point for now:

1) Perhaps the first thing to observe is the point-blank contradiction between Carrier
and Drange. While Drange can find next to nothing in the OT to parallel or antici-
pate the Resurrection, Carrier has no problem digging up all sorts of background
material.

Likewise, Drange regards the absence of such material as disconfirmatory whereas
Carrier regards the presence of such material as disconfirmatory.

So here are two contributors to the same book, both arguing against the Resurrec-
tion, using conflicting criteria and conflicting arguments. If Carrier’s objection is
valid, then Drange’s objection is invalid, or vice versa. So do they falsify the Res-
urrection, or do they falsify each other?

i1) Perhaps the next thing to observe is the unspoken assumption, on Carrier’s part,
that if the Resurrection account has OT antecedents, then this somehow disproves

31 Again, my point is not necessarily to make a case for angelic sexuality. But when exegetical
options are prematurely taken off the table, the effect is to prejudge other options and unduly cur-
tail our theological resources.

P2 ET, 158.
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the historicity of the account. Carrier offers no supporting argument for this as-
sumption, and his assumption is quite counterintuitive. For, according to the classic
argument from prophecy (inclusive of typology), what we have here is a pattern of
promise and fulfillment which, in turn, implies the inspiration of Scripture and the
providence of God. For only divine power and foresight could predict the future
and orchestrate events to line up behind his predictions.

So the fact that the Resurrection has OT antecedents is scarcely a disproof of the
event. If anything, it’s a classic example of prophetic proof.

However, Carrier attempts, I guess, to get around this by conjecturing that Mark
began with an OT prooftext, and then made up a corresponding story. But there are
a number of difficulties with his position:

1) Carrier has to credit Mark with a very subtle typological scheme and theological
methodology. Indeed, it’s so subtle that his co-contributor, Theodore Drange, can’t
see it at all!

Yet Marcan priority is also a cornerstone of Carrier’s thesis. But one of the argu-
ments for Marcan priority is that he is theologically primitive compared to the more
advanced doctrine and methodology of Matthew, Luke, and John. So evidence of
Marcan sophistication would count as evidence against Marcan priority.

11) Liberals typically accuse the gospel writers of doing violence to original intent,
of quoting the OT out of context and twisting Scripture to make a Messianic
prooftext terminate with the life of Christ. But if, as Carrier would have us believe,
Mark began with a given prooftext, and then invented a story about the life of
Christ to illustrate the prooftext, surely he didn’t need to be so oblique and round-
about in making his point.

Only if Mark 1s beginning, not with an OT text, but a historical event, does his pro-
cedure make sense. The facts are driving the story.

111) There are a couple of intertextual “parallels” which I wish to comment on be-

cause it lays the foundation for some of Carrier’s more ambitious and imaginative
building projects:
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For example, both Mark and Ecclesiastes speak of walking under the sun and
seeing the youth who “stands in place” of the king (Eccl 4:15).%*

On the face of it it’s pretty peculiar the way Carrier plucks this verse out of thin
air—one stray verse from one OT book, which he somehow turns into a thematic
parallel. In context, the point of contrast is between the teaming masses on the
march (all those who “walk” under the sun) and the youth who “stands” alone. This
connected imagery does not carry over into Mk 16.

Once again, Carrier is so busy trying to ransack the Bible (and the Classics) for
specious parallels that he doesn’t pay attention to what the text actually depicts.

1v) The second “parallel” takes the following form:

Even more prominently, when the women say, “Who will roll away the
stone...?” Mark copies a phrase from the Genesis narrative of Jacob’s fathering
of the twelve tribes of Israel through two women (and two slaves)...So here, for
Mark, it evokes Jacob’s watering of the sheep, and the founding of Israel.***

In reply:

a) As a quick check of Septuagintal usage will disclose, “kulio” is the idiomatic
verb which is paired off with “lithos” (Josh 10:18; 2 Sam 14:33; Prov 26:27). The
prepositional compound form (“apokulio”) is employed to indicate the direction in
which the stone is rolled (apo-"away from”). So there is no special significance at-
taching to the verbal parallel between Gen 29:3,8 and Mk 16:3.

b) Mark is alluding, not to Gen 29, but the previous chapter of his own gospel:

The women’s question, “Who will roll away the stone for us from the entrance
of the tomb?” harks back to 15:46-47 and sets the stage for the “looking up”
and seeing “that the stone is rolled alwaly.”335

¢) And even if Mark were alluding to Gen 29, Carrier infers from this innocent al-
lusion to one episode in the life of Jacob that this faint allusion exerts a magnetic
force attracting every other episode in Jacob’s life.

3 ET, 161.
3% 1bid., 161.
333 R. Gundry, Mark, 990.
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But surely that inference is both unprovable and implausible. Surely the purpose of
a literary allusion is to trigger a particular association, setting up a particular paral-
lel between the past and the present, and not to trigger every possible association—
the effect of which would be to drown out the intended comparison in the white
noise of every other association.

In a footnote (p221, n.287), the static interference gets even worse as Carrier alle-
gorizes the names of the women in Mark “so [that] the two Marys represent Egypt
and Israel,” &c.

To begin with, in the small world of 1C Palestine, Jews were indeed named after

famous people and places in OT history. They were literally living in the world of
the OT.

But for that same reason, the names in Mk 15-16 have no more narrative symbol-
1sm than the names in Mk 1-14.

By the time that Carrier is finished, what you have is this house-that-Jack-built con-
traption, teased out of a quaternary association of a tertiary association of a secon-
dary association of a primary association.

It’s a bit mind-blowing that, on the one hand, a trained classicist would have so lit-
tle methodological discipline while, on the other hand, a secularist would find so
many layers of meaning in an “uninspired” book.

In this same connection, Carrier also manages to uncover a “tomb” motif in 2 Cor
5:1-4.%° This introduces a systematic error into his reading, since the operative mo-
tif in 2 Cor 5 is not a “tomb” but temple and tabernacle imagery.

In the same paragraph, his appeal to late 2-3C apocrypha (Acts of Thomas; Epistle
to Diognetus) to interpret mid-1C Pauline documents is merely the umpteenth illus-
tration of his shoddy scholarship and special-pleading.

Moving on:

This is exactly what Paul calls a “mystery,” and like all mysteries, it would not
be written down in the cult’s sacred story but explained through an oral exege-
sis and only to initiates.*’

36 BT, 222, n.292.
337 Ibid., 162.
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Two monumental blunders here:

1) Carrier has not the foggiest idea of what “mystery” means in Pauline usage. For
Paul, a divine mystery is not something concealed, but revealed by God, in contrast
to a man-made discovery.”®

i1) Even if you don’t believe the NT, it’s obvious from secular sources like Pliny,
Tacitus, Josephus, Celsus, Lucian, Suetonius, and others that the early church was
hardly a secret society.

In the next section the reader is treated to yet another specimen of Carrier’s incorri-
gible free association, in which he compares the “Gold Leaf of Hipponion” with the
Easter account:

When an initiate enters the land of the dead, they will find “a white cypress” on
“the right-hand side” (leuka and dexia). In Mk 16:5, when the women enter the
tomb (the land of the dead), they find a “boy in white” on “the right-hand side”
(leuken and dexiois). The initiate is told to go beyond the white-cypress, where
guardians of the sacred waters will ask them “What are you looking for in the
land of the dead?” In Mark, too, the women are searching for something in the
land of the dead: Jesus, the water of life. Yet they, too are supposed to go fur-
ther (physically, to Galilee; but psychologically, to a recognition of the
truth)...for the women (and the readers); through Mark’s invocation of Jacob’s
well, the tomb represents the well of eternal life, from whose waters the sheep
must drink to be saved. Just as the initiate must drink of the waters of “mem-
ory” (mnemosune) to be saved, so do the women enter the bomb, a “memorial”

(mnemeion), where they are told to remember something Jesus said (Mk
16:7).>%

It’s hard to read all this with a straight face, but I’'ll try my best. One of the odd
things about Carrier is that he’s very scholarly, but a poor scholar. He has all sorts
of curious, antiquarian information at his fingertips, but he lacks the hermeneutical
discipline of a decent historian or exegete.

Just for starters, Carrier says:

338 Cf. M. Bockmuehl, Revelation & Mystery in Ancient Judaism & Pauline Christianity; R.
Brown, The Semitic Background of the Term “Mystery” in the New Testament (Fortress 1968);
H. Hoehner, “Excursus 6: Mystery,” Ephesians (Baker 2003), 428-434.

P ET, 162-163.
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Several metal plates preserving these secret instructions have been recovered

from the graves of initiates. The best example...is the Gold Leaf of Hippon-
. 340
ion.

And what makes this the best example? According to a recent scholar,

The location of these springs, however, varies from tablet to tablet. In B1 [Pete-
lia], the first spring is on the left, em apiotepa, while the second, etepay, is
presumably on the right. In B2 [Hipponion], however, the first spring is
evdella, on the right, and the second is farther along the road, npoccm.34l

The cypress tree marks the location of the spring; if the spring is to one side, so is
the tree.

What makes B2 the “best example” is that this particular example happens to paral-
lel the orientation in Mark, whereas, were Carrier to choose B1, the comparison
would break down. So what we have here is selective evidence as Carrier just so
happens to cherry-pick an example that conveniently illustrates his thesis while 1g-
noring inconvenient evidence to the contrary.

One cardinal rule when interpreting an author’s usage is to construe his terms on
his own terms. Begin with a comparative study of his own usage, as well as the lin-
guistic community to which he belongs.

For example, Mark uses the mnema/mnemeion word-group to design a tomb be-
cause that’s standard usage. You can see this in his account of the demoniac (Mk
5:2-3,5), as well as the internment of John the Baptist (6:29). Since it carries no
“Orphic” significance in these other accounts, there’s no reason to impute an Or-
phic significance to this usage in the Easter account.

Memory has a very role to play in “Orphic” literature. As Edmonds goes on to ex-
plain:

This function of memory in preserving the identity of the individual is espe-
cially important in the context of a belief in reincarnation. Memory enables the
individual to recall the events of previous lives, to avoid the errors committed
in those lives, and to understand the hardships of the present life as penalties for
those previous misdeeds. The Pythagoreans, who believed in metempsychosis,

340 1.

Ibid., 162.
31 R. Edmonds, Myths of the Underworld Journey: Plato, Aristophanes, and the ‘Orphic’ Gold
Tablets (Cambridge 2004), 49-50.
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stressed the importance of memory even in the mortal life...Three of the four
long versions of the B tablets were found in the regions where Pythagoras and
Empedokles had the most influence.**?

Carrier is conflating two completely different worldviews. This is quack scholar-
ship, on the same plane as a ufological interpretation of Ezk 1, a la Eric von Dani-
ken.

Likewise, right-handedness is not only an actual spatial marker, but an orientation
reverberant with theological connotations in OT usage. And you can see this re-
peatedly on display in Marcan usage outside the Easter account (Mk 10:37,40;
12:36; 14:62; 15:27). And this applies to the NT generally.

In the same vein, colors often have ritual significance, and the color white is, in
Scriptural usage, the stereotypical hue of heavenly beings (e.g., Dan 7:9; Mk 9:3;
Acts 1:10; Rev 1:14; 4:4).

If Carrier would only let the text speak for itself, instead of squeezing it through his
preconceived grid, he could see this for himself.

Other flaws in his comparison include the now discredited Jacobean typology, ran-
dom association (white cypress>white boy), as well as adding extra dots not present
in the text, and then connecting these extra-textual dots to fill out the parallel. The
women were not told to “remember” something. The physical/psychological gloss
1s imported into the text. A tomb is not synonymous with the “land of the dead.”

Once again, Carrier’s parallel is a prefabricated parallel of his own making—a
creative construct which pieces together an artificial parallel by strategic substitu-
tions and scholarly sleight-of-hand.

The Orphic outlook moves in a completely different conceptual and sociological
universe than the gospels:

It is in this context, too, that the so-called Orphic gold Leaves could find a
place. From their content, it is clear that they can be both guides to the under-
world and passwords into a happy hereafter, although in some Leaves only the
“password” function appears.’*

2 1bid., 54.
343 Bremmer, 16.
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The Gold Leaves of the Timpone Piccolo of Thurii all use the feminine form of
“pure” and the Leaves of Hipponion and Pelinna were both found on a

woman.344

Orphism, then, was an upper-class movement which paid special attention to
the human individual...this concentration on the individual also appears from
its vegetarianism, which separated the true Orphic from the community main-
taining practice of sacrifice.”®

Until now we have used the term “Orphic mysteries,” but the continuing dis-
covery of new Gold Leaves has made it finally clear that we are really speaking
of Bacchic mysteries.3 46

Just take stock of all this: a vegetarian-cum-Bacchic cult for upper-class women,
with golden leaves, secret passwords, and feminine nouns. Yeah, who could possi-
bly miss the glaring parallels with NT Christianity!

In this same section and the next, Carrier continues to indulge his incurable pen-
chant for parallelomania. Before we get to the specifics, some general observations
are in order. Everett Ferguson has some sensible remarks which should serve as
warning and corrective:

Perhaps the first thing to observe is that there are only a limited number of op-
tions in any given historical setting. Only a certain number of ideas are possible
and only a certain number of ways of doing things are available. We need not
wonder at similarities, which need not be necessarily a sign of borrowing, in
one direction or the other. Many things in a given historical and cultural setting
will be arrived at independently by more than one group simply because there is
not an unlimited number of options available about how to do something.

Even where there is a direct dependence, one must determine its kind and sig-
nificance. Early Christianity obviously had a great dependence on the OT and
its Jewish background. It did not deny this...

The kind and significance of parallels may be further clarified by commenting
on the cultural parallels. That Christians observed the same customs and used
words in the same way as their contemporaries is hardly noteworthy in itself.
Those things belonged to the place and time when Christianity began. The
situation could not have been otherwise for Christianity to have been a real his-
torical phenomenon, open now to historical study. To expect the situation to
have been otherwise would require Christianity to be something other than it is,

3% 1bid., 18.
3 1bid., 18.
346 1bid., 18.
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a historical religion. Indeed, if Christianity did not have these linguistic and cul-
tural contacts with the 1C Mediterranean world the presumption would be that
it was a fiction originating in another time and place.”"’

Moving on:

Parallels with the then-contemporary Osiris-cult are curiously strong,
too...Osiris was sealed in a casket (equivalent to a tomb) by 72 conspirators,
while the Sanhedrin who condemned Christ consisted of 71 men, and Judas
makes 72; Osiris was then resurrected on the third day, and died during the full
moon, just like Christ (for Passover comes at the full moon)...it does seem an
improbable coincidence.’*®

By way of reply:

1) This is the sort of “parallel” which the average reader may find quite unsettling.
After all, the average reader—at least until recently (with the advent of online col-
lections), doesn’t have easy access to the Loeb Classical Library. So he’s wholly at
the mercy of Carrier’s abstract.

i1) Keep in mind that, once upon a time, a knowledge of the Greco-Roman Classics,
in the original Greek and Latin, was a fixture of a liberal arts education. Every col-
lege student was acquainted with this material. And the Church Fathers obviously
knew their way around the Classics as well.

So, on the issue of comparative mythology, it is not as though Carrier and his fel-
low contributors are breaking the sensational story of some newly discovered mate-
rials, long suppressed by the church, thereby blowing the cover of the Christian
faith. There’s nothing newsworthy about this stuff. The Christian faith has sur-
vived, not due to ignorance of this material, but in full knowledge of this material,
and because Christians, especially Christians tutored in the Classics, were not de-
pendent on someone’s slanted summary, but were conversant with the full text,
where they could see with their own eyes that these alleged “parallels” were utterly
bogus.

111) More on that in a moment, but even if we confine ourselves to Carrier’s ab-
stract, notice that what he has actually done is not to document a parallel, but to
contrive a parallel with a few judicious interpolations.

3 Backgrounds of Early Christianity, 2.

M ET, 159.
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He says that a casket is “equivalent” to a tomb. Perhaps, but this is free association,
not an intentional parallel or evidence of literary dependence. Plutarch mentions 72
coconspirators, but Mark makes no mention of how many men constituted the San-
hedrin. Yes, it may have been 71, but such extraneous facts are quite irrelevant to
the narrative viewpoint.

Notice, too, that he doesn’t even have a numerical parallel, so he has to cook the
books by adding Judas. Again, there’s no textual reason to assume that Mark was
tacitly padding the account to create a parallel.

Then we have Carrier using the loaded word “resurrection.” This is, of course, a
NT word, with a very specific connotation.

As for the rest, let’s compare Carrier’s abstract with some direct quotes from the
primary source document, and let the reader see for himself how the Marcan ac-
count compares with Plutarch. I won’t quote the whole thing—just the most perti-
nent parts:

13 Typhon contrived a treacherous plot against him and formed a group of con-
spirators seventy-two in number...Typhon, having secretly measured Osiris’s
body and having made ready a beautiful chest of corresponding size ... then
Osiris got into it and lay down, and those who were in the plot ran to it and
slammed down the lid, which they fastened by nails from the outside and also
by using molten lead. Then they carried the chest to the river and sent it on its
way to the sea through the Tanitic Mouth. They say also that the date on which
this deed was done was the seventeenth day of Athyr, when the sun passes
through Scorpion, and in the twenty-eighth year of the reign of Osiris; but some
say that these are the years of his life and not of his reign.

15 Thereafter Isis, as they relate, learned that the chest had been cast up by the
sea near the land of Byblus and that the waves had gently set it down in the
midst of a clump of heather.

16 She removed it with the greatest ease and cut away the wood of the heather
which surrounded the chest...Then the goddess threw herself down upon the
coffin with such a dreadful wailing that the younger of the king’s sons expired
on the spot.

18 As they relate, Isis proceeded to her son Horus...and bestowed the chest in a

place well out of the way; but Typhon, who was hunting by night in the light of
the moon, happened upon it. Recognizing the body he divided it into fourteen

144



parts and scattered them, each in a different place. Isis learned of this and
sought for them again, sailing through the swamps in a boat of papyrus.

The traditional result of Osiris’s dismemberment is that there are many so-
called tombs of Osiris in Egypt, for Isis held a funeral for each part when she
had found it.

Of the parts of Osiris’s body the only one which Isis did not find was the male
member, for the reason that this had been at once tossed into the river, and the
lepidotus, the sea-bream, and the pike had fed upon it...But Isis made a replica
of the member to take its place, and consecrated the phallus, in honour of which
the Egyptians even at the present day celebrate a festival.**’

27 She herself and Osiris, translated for their virtues from good demigods into
gods, as were Heracles and Dionysus later, not incongruously enjoy double
honours, both those of gods and those of demigods, and their powers extend
everywhere, but are greatest in the regions above the earth and beneath the
earth. In fact, men assert that Pluto is none other than Serapis and that Per-
sephoné is Isis.

30 Now Osiris and Isis changed from good minor deities into gods.

39 Then among the gloomy rites which the priests perform, they shroud the
gilded image of a cow with a black linen vestment, and display her as a sign of
mourning for the goddess...and this is kept up for four days consecutively, be-
ginning with the seventeenth of the month.*

42 The Egyptians have a legend that the end of Osiris’s life came on the seven-
teenth of the month, on which day it is quite evident to the eye that the period
of the full moon is over. Because of this the Pythagoreans call this day “the
Barrier,” and utterly abominate this number. For the number seventeen, coming
in between the square sixteen and the oblong rectangle eighteen, which, as it
happens, are the only plane figures that have their perimeters equal their areas,
bars them off from each other and disjoins them, and breaks up the ratio of
eight to eight and an eighth by its division into unequal intervals.

Some say that the years of Osiris’s life, others that the years of his reign, were
twenty-eight; for that is the number of the moon’s illuminations, and in that
number of days does she complete her cycle. The wood which they cut on the
occasions called the “burials of Osiris” they fashion into a crescent-shaped cof-
fer because of the fact that the moon, when it comes near the sun, becomes

349
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crescent-shaped and disappears from our sight. The dismemberment of Osiris
into fourteen parts they refer allegorically to the days of the waning of that sat-
ellite from the time of the full moon to the new moon.>"

So this is what, in all seriousness, I suppose, Carrier would have the unsuspecting
reader believe, without benefit of the actual text before him, 1s a traditional under-
pinning of the Marcan account.

Notice that Osiris undergoes no resurrection. Rather, we have a conventional pagan
apotheosis in which he becomes the god of the netherworld. Carrier is conflating
different literary genres.

In addition, there is no three-day motif. That figure could only be arrived at, if at
all, by some very esoteric computations. Remember that, in Scripture, the three-day
motif is not a mathematical operation deriving by summing up the number of
hours, but, at best a round number—more emblematic than exact.

Again, a Sabbath implies a full moon, but this is Carrier’s inference, based on a
purely incidental implication of the Marcan narrative.

In the meantime, look at all the stuff that Carrier has chosen to leave out of his ab-
stract: tossing the chest into the river, floating to the land of Byblus, the quest for
the chest, the death of the prince, the dismemberment of the corpse, the rival
shrines, the missing penis (eaten by fish), the phallic” replica” and phallic festival,
the esoteric numerology, and so on and so forth.

What Carrier has done is to fabricate a parallel by suppressing all of the disanalo-
gous material, while inventing artificial parallels through various interpolations and
extrapolations absent from the source material itself.

My point is not that Carrier is trying to deceive the reader. Rather, I think it more
likely that he is self-deceived. Because he doesn’t believe in a supernatural source
of Christian dogma, he is left to believe in a naturalistic source. Because he doesn’t
believe that Christianity is a revealed religion, it follows that the NT writers must
have borrowed their ideas from the culture in which they lived. For him, there is no
difference between pagan mythology and Christian miraculosity. And since, fi-
nally, he is out to positively disprove the Christian faith, he is forced to find paral-
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lels in pagan sources to demonstrate that the NT writers stole their material from
the heathen.

In the next section, Carrier talks about the reversal motif in Mark. At one level,
what he says is not so much mistaken as it is one-sided, for the reversal of fortunes
1s one of the major themes of Scripture from start to finish. So there is no want of
parallel material, at this broadly thematic level. But, for Carrier, that either proves
too much or too little.

So we have him saying things like:

The parables of Jesus are also full of the reversal of expectation theme...And
so, the empty tomb story is probably itself a palralble.3 32

But there are two major problems with this leap of logic:

1) The reversal of fortunes is a commonplace of human experience. We see it all the
time in business, sports, politics, entertainment, &c. The reason we have so many
fictitious stories on this theme is because it happens to be a dramatic fact of life.

i1) Here, Carrier is offering an explanation for the origin of the empty tomb account
which flatly contradicts the explanation he offers in chapter 9, where he attributes
the empty tomb to theft. So chapters 5 and 9 present a polemical case of mutually
assured destruction.

Carrier also says:

This program leads [Mark] to “create” thematic events that thwart the reader’s
expectation, and an empty tomb is exactly the sort of thing an author would in-
vent to serve that aim. After all, it begs credulity to suppose that so many con-
venient reversals of expectation actually happened. It is more credible to sup-
pose that at least some of them are narrative inventions.””

Several more problems:

32 BT, 164.
333 Ibid., 164.
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1) Some of these narrative “inventions” are not Markan inventions, but allegorical
inventions, ¢/o Mr. Carrier himself—such as his Baroque interpretation of Simon as
“foreigner, from the opposite side of Egypt, a symbol of death.”>*

Here Carrier confuses his own creative mirror-reading with what is actually in the
text.

i1) Is the empty tomb “exactly” the sort of thing an author would invent? I’'m not
aware that empty tombs are a common literary convention of world literature. And
Carrier began this essay arguing that the Markan account is a post-Pauline contriv-
ance. So Paul didn’t feel free to invent an empty tomb.

111) Even more to the point, perhaps, what is credible is a value-laden judgment
which is contingent on our worldview. For an atheist like Carrier, providential re-
versals are incredible because providence itself is incredible. This is not, however,
a reasoned argument, but merely the expression of his personal prejudice. For an
atheist, Christian theism is incredible; for a Christian, atheism is incredible.

Moving on:

The women go to the tomb...only to find their (and our) expectations reversed
by finding his body missing, and a young man in his place—and this with an
explicit verbal link to the exchange of one thing for another in Ecclesiastes.””

Confusion worse confounded!

i) Where is the explicit verbal link? The mere fact that Mark 16:5 and Eccl 4:15
(LXX) both use the same Greek word for “young man”?

1) In Mk 16:5, the young man is sitting; in Eccl 4:15 (LXX) the young man is
standing. And in Eccl 4:15 (MT), the Hebrew verb also means “to stand” rather
than “replace.””

1i1) In context, the young man (in Eccl 4:15) is a usurper to the throne. The young
man in Mark 16:5 does not usurp the place of Christ. His function is not to supplant
Jesus, but to herald his resurrection.

3% 1bid., 163-164.
3% bid., 164.
3% Cf. T. Longman, The Book of Ecclesiastes (Eerdmans 1998), 146.
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Moving on:

It cannot reasonably be doubted that the Gospels exhibit legendary embellish-
ments upon the basic story of Mark...Mark tells a simple story about a Sanhed-
rist burying Jesus, women going to the tomb and finding it open, meeting a sin-
gle boy in white, then running off. But by the time we get to Matthew, Joseph
has become a “disciple of Jesus” (27:57) who buried Jesus “in his very own
new tomb” (27:60); the boy has become an angel descending from heaven
(28:2-3,5); the women experience a “massive earthquake” and watch the angel
descend and open the tomb (28:2); guards have been added to the story...and
the women run off but now get to meet Jesus, even touch him (28:9)...And all
this embellishment took place in less than 40 years, since most scholars agree
that Mark dates later than 60 CE and Matthew earlier than 100 CE.>’

We can see the same trend in the other two Gospels...Joseph is only said to
have been a swell guy who abstained from condemning Jesus (Lk 23:50-51),
who buried Jesus in an empty tomb (not said to be his own: 23:53). But these
are still details not mentioned by Mark. Likewise, the one boy has multiplied
into two men, but who “suddenly appear in dazzling apparel” (24:4)...we get a
tale now of Peter going to check the tomb and confirming that it is empty
(24:12), also something not mentioned by Mark. John...makes the story en-
tirely his own: Joseph is now a secret disciple (19:38), and again uses an unused
tomb (not said to be his own: 19:41), but delivers an absurdly fabulous burial
(19:39)...Luke’s two men now become two angels (20:12).%®

Carrier’s summary is so spiteful, petty, and willfully obtuse that it’s hard to know
where to begin:

1) He simply assumes, without benefit of argument, that if the other gospels differ
from Mark, it must be because they made a change in their Marcan exemplar, a fic-
titious variant, rather than adding new material on the basis of an independent
source of information. This assumes that each subsequent Evangelist only had one
source of information—the gospel of Mark.

That’s a highly arbitrary assumption and one which isn’t even consistent with a lot
of liberal scholarship, where Matthew, Luke, and John are allowed access to more
than one oral or written tradition.

i1) Ironically, Carrier reads the Gospels with the same wooden literality as Harold
Lindsell. You are always going to get detailed variations in a story when you inter-

3TET, 165.
38 Ibid., 166.
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view two or more well-placed informants, not because they contradict each other,
but because each informant knows something the other doesn’t. Indeed, that’s a
major motive for writing more than one gospel. Assuming Marcan priority, Mat-
thew, Luke, and John choose to supplement the record on the basis of their own
fund of information. They add to Mark because they know some things he didn’t.
They also add to Mark because each Gospel writer has a different target audience
n view.

Just think of a family reunion in which a younger brother or sister has a vague, but
accurate, recollection of a family event, at which point the older siblings jump in to
flesh out all the details of the event.

Carrier is suspicious to the point of superstition. Such doctrinaire skepticism
. 359
amounts to paranoia.

111) There is nothing apparently legendary about the various descriptions of Joseph.
On the one hand, he would not have taken it upon himself to give a condemned
man an honorable burial unless he were a sympathizer. On the other hand, it would
be risky to make a public spectacle of his religious and political sympathies.

1v) Likewise, in whose tomb would he inter Jesus if not his own? The only avail-
able tomb for personal use would be one belonging to himself. He would hardly
have the right to appropriate someone else’s family crypt or mausoleum.

And even if another tomb were available, if he were a secret disciple, the point of
the exercise would be to honor Jesus, and the best way to honor Jesus would be to
bury Jesus in his (Joseph’s) own tomb.

v) Did Matthew’s angels evolve out of Mark’s young man? There are a number of
narrative clues in Mark pointing to an angelophany:

a) In Biblical angelology, angels take the form of men, and since they’re age-
less, they presumably take the form of young men.
b) In Jewish usage,’® this is a traditional designation for angels.

39 On the general subject of alleged development in the gospel material, see David Wood’s re-
sponse to Dan Barker: http://www.answeringinfidels.com/content/view/39/51
3% Josephus, Ant. 5.8.2-3; 2 Macc 3:26,33; Tobit 5:5-10.
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¢) The young man is arrayed in white, and in Biblical iconography, white is a
symbolic color often associated with heavenly beings. I’ve already docu-
mented this practice.

d) The women are afraid, and fear is a standard reaction in numinous encoun-
ters.

e) The young man clearly plays the role of a divine messenger.

Frankly, Carrier has to make a real effort not to pick up on all these cultural as-
sumptions and narrative clues. He doesn’t know because he doesn’t want to know,
so he doesn’t bother to find out. Knowing too much would spoil his beautiful the-
ory.

vi) Some of the same narrative clues ID the men in Luke’s account as angels, and

just in case the reader was slow on the uptake, Luke specifically refers to the men
as angels (24:23).

Of course, if you don’t believe in the existence of angels, then, by definition, any
reference to angels is “legendary.” But that’s a philosophical question, not a his-
torical question.

vii) If the women informed the disciples, don’t you just suppose that one or more
would want to check out the empty tomb for themselves? Stands to reason, does it
not? Wouldn’t you do the same thing in their situation?

viil) What about the shift from one angel to two? Well, if there were two, there was
at least one. So there’s no discrepancy here. As to the reason, one can only specu-
late. It may be that Luke and John wish to emphasize the two-witness rule of legal
evidence (Deut 19:15), whereas Mark is only concerned with message of the mes-
senger, for which one spokesman will suffice. Any proposed harmonization is hy-
pothetical, but by the same token, any denial of a proposed harmonization is
equally hypothetical. So the sceptic enjoys no epistemic advantage.

ix) Did Nicodemus and Joseph give Jesus an “absurdly fabulous burial”? Depends
on what you mean. At a practical level, most of our funereal rites are excessive.
Why not just dig a hole and dump the corpse?

But every culture has rather elaborate rites of burial. Jewish civilization was noth-
ing if not ritualistic. And this certainly extended to honorable burial. Indeed, their
reverence for the mortal remains extended well beyond the grave (cf. Gen 49:29-
31; 50:25-26; Exod 13:19; Josh 24:32).
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So the fact that Joseph and Nicodemus went to unnecessary extremes misses the
point entirely. The symbolism is everything. They are giving Jesus a state funeral,
befitting a king (cf. 1 Chron 16:14).

Incidentally, the fact that Nicodemus brought 65 1bs. of spices doesn’t mean that he
had to use it all. He brought what he had, and used what he needed. You bring
more than you need to make sure you’ll have as much on hand as you need and
some to spare.

x) As to Matthew’s account, the descent of an angel like lightening and seismic ac-
companiment is standard apocalyptic imagery associated with theophanic visita-
tions. The angel 1s depicted in terms allusive of the Angel of the Lord, and his dra-
matic apparition is a foretaste of the Parousia (Mt 8:24; 27:7,54; cf. Rev 8:5; 17:17-
18).361 This is not, therefore, an “embellishment,” but an integral feature of Mat-
thew’s eschatological outlook.

Whether or not we take it to be legendary depends, in turn, on whether or not we
share Matthew’s theological viewpoint. Since Carrier doesn’t believe in God, he
doesn’t believe in theophanic angels or the Parousia. What can or cannot “reasona-
bly be doubted” is the measure of what we take to be possible.

xi) Carrier is assuming Marcan priority. Although that’s a reasonable assumption,
it’s only one possible and fairly indirect inference from the data. The supporting
arguments are pretty weak. It’s revealing that Carrier can be so skeptical about the
historical record of Scripture, but so credulous about historical reconstructions of
Scripture.

xi1) As to the soldiers guarding the tomb, I’ll address that in chap. 9.

xii1) What we actually find in the gospels is the opposite of legendary embellish-
ment:

a) There’s no Christological development from Paul to John. Paul’s Christology i1s
just as high as John’s.

b) The Gospel of John is far less miraculous than the Gospel of Mark.

%1 W. Davies & D. Allison, The Gospel According to St. Matthew (T&T Clark 1997), 3:364ff.;
D. Hagner, Matthew 14-28 (Eerdmans 1995), 869; J. Niehaus, God at Sinai, 368.
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c) There’s nothing legendary about the idea of a bodily resurrection. Indeed, the
trajectory is just the reverse. The canonical gospels are anti-Docetic whereas the
spiritualizing tendency comes to the fore in the Gnostic gospels, from the mid-2C
onwards.

In this general connection, Carrier speaks of:

1 Tim 1:3-4, genealogies just like those conjured by Mt 1:1-17 (whose title is
“the book of the genesis of Jesus”) and Lk (3:23—38).362

There are numerous problems with this allegation:

1) Paul does not directly question the authenticity of the genealogies referred to in 1
Tim 1:4. He may just as well have in mind a speculative gloss on OT genealogies.
In that event, what’s at issue are not the genealogies, per se, but the speculative
gloss thereupon.

ii) Biblical genealogies are not to be taken lightly.”® Genealogies are integral to

primitive kinship systems. Ancient Jews comprised a tribal culture with eponymous
place names, clan-ownership of property, a dynastic priesthood, and a dynastic
monarchy:

Even today genealogies play significant roles in some non-European cultures.
In antiquity genealogies bore tremendous importance...Simply stated, genealo-
gies provided a means of social identification. As G. N. Knoppers summarizes,
“Genealogies, whether from Israel, Egypt, Mesopotamia, Phoenicia, or Greece,
are not simply compilations of traditional materials, but are assertions about
identity, territory, and relationships. The names of ancestors, towns, and groups
were of special relevance to ancient writers, because their genealogical connec-
tions define the ancestor’s, town’s, or group’s position in relation to other”
(Knoppers, 18). Genealogies “located” a person, family, city or wider group in
relationship to others within their world. Genealogies mapped out the political,
economic and social allegiances that individuals and groups possessed to each
other and other groups.*®*

%2 ET, 224, n.302.

3% G. Rendsburg, “The Internal Consistency & Historical Reliability of the Biblical Genealo-
gies,” VT 40 (1990), 185-206; R. Wilson, Genealogy & History in the Biblical World (Yale
1977).

364 T Alexander & D. Baker, eds., Dictionary of the Old Testament: Pentateuch (IVP 2003), 346.
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111) Since we don’t have direct access to the family records which Matthew and
Luke redacted, we can’t reconstruct the original; hence, we lack sufficient info to
fully harmonize them.

iv) The Lucan and Matthean genealogies were not free creations, but have a basis
in documentary tradition:

The extended genealogies of Jesus given in Matthew and Luke are not the sort
of material to have been orally preserved; their documentary content suggests
that they were in written form from the beginning, and they must have had an
early and Jewish origin since they presuppose Jesus’ human ancestry.*®

Note that Matthew speaks of the “book (biblos) of the genealogy of Jesus
Christ” (1:1). Even if this means “birth record,” a documentary form is im-
plied.*®

That being said:

1) I think it’s fair to say that ancient Jews had a broader concept of descent than
modern Western Europeans. Israel was a tribal society, a society composed of ex-
tended families. The idea of the nuclear family is fairly modern and provincial.

i1) The patriarchal custom of Levirate marriage (Gen 38:8-10), later codified in law
(Deut 25:5-10), is a special case in point. And the Book of Ruth, which is directly
germane to the lineage of Christ, illustrates the flexibility of this custom, whereby
marriage between a widow and not only her late husband’s brother, but any close
kinsman of the deceased, would be legally treated as the decedent’s seed.

1i1) We tend to think of a family tree as branching up and out. And that’s one way
of looking at it. But we can turn it upside down as well. I have two parents, four
grandparents, eight great-grandparents, &c.

1v) Most modern scholars agree that both genealogies belong to Joseph, though one
traces natural descent, and the other legal descent.

v) Beyond the family records, which are unavailable to us, we know that Matthew
made use of the LXX version of Chronicles while Luke made use of the LXX ver-
sion of Genesis and Chronicles.

35 H Gamble, Books & Readers in the Early Church (Yale 1995), 23.
3% 1bid., 254, n.73.
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vi) Putting (ii1)-(v) together, there would be nothing inaccurate for Matthew and
Luke to seize on different ancestors—in the case of Matthew, the Davidic line
through Solomon, and in the case of Luke, the Davidic line through Nathan.

If at some point along the family tree you pick a different ancestor, that will result
in a different set of names until the two branches reunite.

Matthew’s reasoning is pretty straightforward. Luke’s is more oblique. He’s elabo-
rating the tradition of Isa 11:1, Micah 5:2 (5:1, MT), and Jer 23:5-6 (par. 33:15-16).

vii) This accounts for the differences. But Matthew and Luke both share a unifying
principle in their common use of septunarian numerology and typology. This has
precedent in OT genealogies, such as Gen 46:8-27, with its multiples of seven.’®’

In Matthew’s case, you have a triple septunarian scheme:

a) The three sets of fourteen (multiples of seven).

b) The numerical value of David’s (Hebrew)*®®

generated by the technique of gematria.’®

name=fourteen (multiple of seven),

c¢) The name of David occupies the fourteenth place (1:6).
In Luke’s case, you also have a triple septunarian scheme:
a) Seventy-seven names (multiples of seven).

b) The seventh place is occupied by Enoch, the seventh from Adam (3:37; cf. Gen
5:18; Jude 14).

c) Joshua (Hebrew name for Jesus) in the forty-ninth place (3:29).

d) Jesus in the seventy-seventh place (3:23).

367 Cf. V. Hamilton, The Book of Genesis: Chapters 18-50 (Eerdmans 1995), 598-599.

368 «The Massoretic Text & the Qumran Scrolls: A Study in Orthography,” D. Freedman, Divine
Commitment & Human Obligation, J. Huddlestun, ed. (Eerdmans 1997), 2:22.

3%9 Cf. M. Farbridge, Studies in Biblical & Semitic Symbolism (Routledge 2001), 87-156; D. Or-
ton, The Understanding Scribe (Sheffield 1989).
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The general significance of the septunarian numerology is obvious enough: the
Sabbath, the Jubilee, Daniel’s prophecy of the seventy weeks.

Jesus is the antitype of Joshua and Enoch, the ultimate to their penultimate and an-
tepenultimate respectively.””

Moving on:

Similar trends follow the appearance narrative...an overt polemical message (Jn
20:29-31).”"!

By way of comment:

1) If an overt polemical message renders a source untrustworthy, then I can greatly
abbreviate my book review, since the entirety of The Empty Tomb is overtly po-
lemical.

i1) Actually, an overt purpose-statement is a mark of intellectual honesty and trans-
parency.

In this same connection, Carrier refers the reader to a book on the “early split” be-
tween the Johannine “Sarcicist” faction and the Thomistic “Gnostic/Orphic” fac-
. 372

tion.

Okay, this is how the game is played. The critic redacts a Johannine “community”
from the Gospel of John. The critic also redacts a 1C Thomistic “community” from
a 4C Gospel of Thomas. The critic then compares the Johannine communal postu-
late with the Thomistic communal postulate. What we have here is a purely papier-
maché creation that has no objective existence outside the imaginary construct of
the critic.

I also notice that Carrier doesn’t do this with other Greco-Roman authors. Where is

his Plutarchian-community, or his Suetonian-community? Or his Plinyean-

community? How can he resist all this raw material for Classical redaction criti-
. 0373

cism?

370 Cf. R. Bauckham, Jude & the Relatives of Jesus (T&T Clark 1990), chapter 7.
371
ET, 166.
372 Ibid., 166; 224, n.303.
373 For a critique of this whole pseudoscholarly scam, cf. R. Bauckham, ed., The Gospels for All
Christians (Eerdmans 1998).
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Moving on:

Caroline Bynum argues that the church could more easily promote (and thus
benefit from) martyrdom, maintain its power hierarchy, and control the bodies
of congregations, if it preached a resurrection of the flesh.””*

Given that Carrier attributes the “invention” of the empty-tomb to the Gospel of
Mark, which he dates to AD 60-80, this scenario, with “the church,” a cult of mar-
tyrdom, a “power hierarchy,” and centralized command-and-control, is absurdly
anachronistic. Sounds like the deconstructionist revisionism of feminist hermeneu-
tics. For Carrier, historical scholarship takes a backseat to radical chic and aca-
demic faddism.

Moving on:

Roman persecution would ensure that most sensible people...would gravitate to
“accepted” salvation cults...leaving the Christian church to be flooded with fa-
natics, who dislike that idea [of spiritual salvation].3 7

This is not a historical argument, but a tendentious characterization of who, in Car-
rier’s prejudicial opinion, is “sensible” and who is “fanatical.”

Moving on:

This argument is already deeply challenged by such obvious evidence of legen-
dary developments, not only (for example) in Matthew, but in the parallel de-
velopments of quasi-gnostic sects (whose own gospels were not preserved to us
by the eventually victorious sect that opposed them), both taking place within
two generations.376

This is very telling in several respects. Carrier is a professional student of ancient
history. So you might expect some historical evidence for his allegations. Notice
what his claim amounts to:

a) There was a parallel development between the Christian “sect” and “quasi-
gnostic” sects.
b) The Gnostics had their own gospels.

S ET, 167.
375 1bid., 167.
376 Ibid., 168.
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¢) The Gnostic gospels were not preserved.
d) The canonical gospels and Gnostic gospels were both written within two
generations of Easter.

Questions:

1) What’s a “quasi-gnostic” sect?

1) What’s the difference between a Gnostic and a “quasi”-gnostic sect?

111) What’s the historical evidence for this distinction?

1v) What’s the historical evidence for their 1C existence?

v) What’s the historical evidence for the existence of quasi-gnostic 1C gospels?

vi) If these were not preserved, what’s the evidence that they once existed, but are
no longer extant because they were not preserved?

It is not Craig’s argument which is deeply challenged by the evidence, but Car-
rier’s. “Quasi-gnostic” looks suspiciously like a weasel word to immunize his claim
from factual falsification. Then you have the beautiful postulate of 1C quasi-
gnostic gospels which were not preserved by the church. Like any conspiracy the-
ory, the best evidence is the absence of evidence. That just goes to show what a
successful cover-up it was. To Carrier’s sub rosa mindset, direct, tangible evidence
1s suspect while nonexistent evidence is probative.

As far as I'm concerned, the issue is not how long it would take for a legend to de-
velop. Anyone can write anything at any time. The question is not the writer, but
the reader. How far from the original events would it take for a legend to gain
popular acceptance?

For example, this is a problem for liberals who classify the Pastorals and Prison
epistles as deutero-Pauline. There is no difficulty in the idea that someone might try
to forge a letter in Paul’s name. The difficulty is at the receiving end. To whom 1is
the letter addressed?

What would be the constituency for a palpable fraud? Who would be taken in by a
recent letter penned by a long dead apostle?
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This 1s where the time-factor kicks in. A legend or pious fraud must be sufficiently
distant from the living memory that the audience doesn’t know any better.

This is how pseudo-Dionysius and the False Decretals were palmed off. They were
sufficiently far removed from the events that they could go undetected by the un-
suspecting.

This is why apocryphal gospels and other suchlike date to the 2C at the earliest.
And liberals tacitly admit as much by dating the canonical gospels as late as possi-
ble. You have to wait until the contemporaries are all dead to rewrite history.

Moving on:

The Gospel authors never challenge or even question anything they report, and
unlike Herodotus they never once name a single source, or consciously weigh
the evidence for or against any particular claim.””’

1) The comparison begs the question in several respects. A biographer who is either
a personal friend of the subject or else a contemporary and acquaintance of those
that were, has no good reason to challenge or question or doubt what he either saw
and heard with his own eyes, or learned from those in the know.

It would be silly in the case of an eyewitness, and even in the case of a reporter
who is getting his information from first-hand informants—he has no reason to
doubt or challenge their accounts unless their accounts are at variance with one an-
other. For if he is getting his information from others, he has no independent
knowledge of his own against which to challenge their version of the facts. And to
the extent that multiple attestation is congruent, that is not cause to doubt, but cause
not to doubt.

What would be the point of naming your sources when you are your own source, or
when your source is not a public document, but another eyewitness? What’s the
point of naming a nobody, of naming an individual that the world at large has never
heard of? Being famous or not is irrelevant to the value of one’s testimony. But
unless one is a celebrity, naming the witness adds nothing to the testimony.

377 Ibid., 169.
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Carrier is simply assuming, without benefit of argument, that the canonical gospels
were written long after the fact so that each Evangelist is in a situation analogous to
that of Herodotus writing about ancient Egyptian history.

i1) One is also amused by the artless naiveté of Carrier’s appeal to “a careful critical
historian like Herodotus™”® or a “real critical biographer of the period” like Sueto-
nius.”” As Iain Provan points out:

One occasionally comes across the assertion in current debate on our topic that,
even if some of our biblical authors are indeed properly called historians, the
fact that they are not critical historians (like some of the Greeks) makes access
to the past for us through their texts problematic. This is a proverbial red her-
ring. It is questionable enough to “deduce” from the claims of certain ancient
Greeks about their critical intentions and the absence of such claims in ancient
Hebrew texts (as in other ANE literary traditions) that there is inevitably a sub-
stantive difference in reality between (some Greeks and (all) Hebrews.**

Carrier has no difficulty taking the stated intentions of a Greek or Roman historian
at face value, while exhibiting a knee-jerk rejection of Bible history.

111) Incidentally, when Carrier says that “the Gospel authors wrote after Jerusalem
was destroyed,” **! he is contradicting himself, for he had earlier given a variance
of AD 60-80 for the Gospel of Mark. But when his argument needs the later date,
he opts for the later date. He offers no argument for the later date. Rather, the later
date is pressed into service for the sake of the argument.

1v) In the same vein, Carrier refers to “conflicting accounts” by Matthew and Luke
over the details of the nativity.”® Notice that he does nothing whatsoever to dem-
onstrate their conflicting character. He simply asserts it to be the case. I have ar-
gued otherwise.”

Moving on:

78 bid., 169.

7 Ibid., 224, n.313.

380 «“In the Stable with the Dwarves,” V. Long et al., eds., Windows into Old Testament History
(Eerdmans 2002), 164-165.

! bid., 169.

2 Ibid., 224, n.313.

383 hitp://triablogue.blogspot.com/2004/12/first-noel-1.html
http://triablogue.blogspot.com/2004/12/first-noel-2.html
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The truth could be recovered because it was preserved in an inscription, which
Thucydides cites, yet obviously no inscriptions were available for the Gospel
authors, or their readers, to check their story by.384

Have you ever noticed that no one is more gullible than a sceptic?

1) Why does Carrier believe that there was an inscription? All he has is the word of
Thucydides.

1) Assuming that there was an inscription, why assume that whoever inscribed the
record of the event is any more or less reliable than Thucydides? Or Matthew,
Mark, Luke, and John?

111) As any student of Biblical archaeology knows, there is also epigraphical as well
as numismatic corroboration for many Scriptural claims.

Moving on:

Mark’s Gospel is more akin to a didactic hagiography (which are by definition
legends—see below).*®

Notice the slithery logic here: If Mark’s Gospel is hagiographical, and the hagio-
graphic genre is, by definition, legendary, then, by definition, Mark’s Gospel is
legendary.

The problem here is that he does nothing to prove either the minor premise or—
more importantly—the major premise. Yes, he says, “see below,” but when you go
to 7.2, all he does is to give examples of legendary hagiography. That doesn’t prove
that hagiography is, by definition, legendary. It only proves that legendary hagiog-
raphy is legendary. So his argument amounts to a tautology—based on selective
evidence. In the mean time, he does nothing to show that Mark belongs to the
hagiographic genre. So the whole exercise is a harlequinade.

In this general connection, Carrier chooses to dust off the old allegation that “Luke
may have cribbed most if not all of his historical ‘facts’ from Josephus.”**® How-

B4ET, 169.
385 1bid., 170.
386 Ibid., 225, n.315.
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ever, the putative evidence for this claim has been rebutted by a number of schol-
387
ars.

On this and other issues, Luke has repeatedly proven himself to be a conscientious
and accurate historian.”®® The only evidence regularly adduced for historical error
in Luke is the census of Quirinius and the Theudas affair. The fact that his critics
can only come up with one alleged anachronism per book is pretty pathetic.

Liberal critics of the census are hardly models of consistency. Fitzmyer says “the
census is a purely literary device.””® But if that were so, then Luke would not be in
error, for it the census is a “purely literary device,” then it was never meant to be
literally true. So, ironically, the liberal interpretation is quite consonant with iner-
rancy at this juncture.

My point is not to agree with Fitzmyer, but to merely observe that it’s a category
mistake to say both that the census is a literary device and also say that it’s histori-

BT R Bruce, The Acts of the Apostles, 43-44, 176; S. Cohen, Josephus in Galilee & Rome (Brill
1979); C. Hemer, The Book of Acts in the Setting of Hellenistic History (Eisenbrauns 1990), 94-
100; B. Witherington, The Acts of the Apostles, 235-239.

388 Cf. L. Alexander, Acts (Routledge, forthcoming); The Preface to Luke’s Gospel (Cambridge
1993); P. Barnett, “History & Geography in Acts,” The Birth of Chirstianity (Eerdmans 2005),
187-205; C. Blomberg, “The Law in Luke-Acts,” JSNT 22 (1984), 53-80; D. Bock, Luke (Baker
1994-96); F. Bruce, “Is the Paul of Acts the Real Paul?” BJRL 58 (1975-76), 282-305; “Chrono-
logical Questions in the Acts of the Apostles,” BJRL 68 (1986), 273-295; The Acts of the Apostles
(Eerdmans 1990); “The Acts of the Apostles: Historical Record or Theological Reconstruction?”
ANRW, 2.25.3 (1985): 2569-2603; C. Evans & J. Sanders, Luke & Scripture (Fortress 1993); E.
Ferguson, Acts of Apostles (Abilene 1986); W. Gasque, “A Fruitful Field,” Int 42 (1988), 117-
131; A History of the Criticism of the Acts of the Apostles (Eerdmans 1975); “Did Luke Have Ac-
cess to Traditions about the Apostles and the Early Churches?” JETS 17 (1974), 45-48; “The
Speeches of Acts,” New Dimensions in New Testament Studies, R. Longenecker & M. Tenney,
eds. (Zondervan 1974), 232-250; W. Gasque & R. Martin, eds., Apostolic History & the Gospel
(Eerdmans 1970); C. Hemer, The Book of Acts in the Setting of Hellenistic History (Eisenbrauns
1990); M. Hengel, Acts & the History of Earliest Christianity (Fortress 1980); H. Kee, To Every
Nation under Heaven (TPI 1990); C. Keener, “Acts,” The IVP Bible Background Commentary:
New Testament (IVP 1993), 320-406; R. Longenecker, Acts (Zondervan 1996); 1. H. Marshall,
Luke: Historian & Theologian (Zondervan 1989); S. Porter, Paul in Acts (Hendrickson 2001); A.
Sherwin-White, Roman Law & Roman Society (Oxford 1963); B. Winter, ed., The Book of Acts
in Its First Century Setting (Eerdmans 1993-1996); B. Witherington, The Acts of the Apostles
(Eerdmans 1998); B. Witherington, ed., History, Literature & Society in the Book of Acts (Cam-
bridge 1996).

% Ibid., 1:393.
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cally inaccurate. It could only be inaccurate if it were intended to be a literal rather
than a literary claim.

59390

Likewise, Fitzmyer speaks of “Lucan hyperbole, which he traces back to Ro-

man hyperbole:

Though oikoumene means “inhabited earth,” the substantived adj. was often
used with hyperbole in the official rhetoric of decrees and inscriptions of the
Roman empire itself.”"

But “hyperbole” is another literary convention. To characterize hyperbole as inac-
curate misses the point.

What is more, if Lucan hyperbole is modeled on Roman hyperbole, then this would
actually be a mark of his historical accuracy. His usage conforms to period usage.

Raymond Brown also describes the census as a literary device or “Lucan de-
. ) .. . . .
vice.”*? If so, then this is no historical anachronism, for the above stated reasons.

Brown also makes the following admission:

[Luke] lived in the Roman Empire and may have undergone census enrollment
himself. It is dangerous to assume that he described a process of registration
that would have been patently opposed to everything that he and his readers
knew.””?

Yet Brown fails to heed his own admonition. For is own part, Richard Horsley also
admits the “evidence on census and taxation is extremely fragmentary from Pales-
. 5394

tine.

That being so, how is he in any position to impute error to Luke?

This is all the more striking in view of the fact that Horsley spends a lot of time in
documenting just how well the Lucan account dovetails with our general knowl-
edge of socioeconomic conditions in the Roman Empire at large, as well as
Herodian Palestine. A census was taken for tax purposes, while taxation was for the

390 bid., 1:405.

31 bid., 1:400.

92 The Birth of the Messiah (Doubleday 1977), 413.
%3 1bid., 549.

3% The Liberation of Christmas, 71.
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purpose of exacting tribute on a conquered people, in order to further subjugate
them to Roman rule.*”

From a more conservative viewpoint, Earnest Martin has argued, on the basis of in-
terlocking sources of information from Josephus, Tertullian, Justin, Orosius, Moses
of Khorene, and the Paphlagonian inscription, that the census was not for purposes
of taxation, but for the citizens for the Roman Empire to take a loyalty oath to Au-
gustus as the Pater Patriae.

He also observes that, according to Josephus, there was a chronological gap be-
tween the governorship of Saturnius and the governorship of Varus. He then argues
that Quirinius was the acting governor to fill this gap.

The gap took place during the summer break of 2 BC. Martin then argues that the
reason for the gap is that August was when Augustus celebrated his Silver Jubilee
as well as the 750th anniversary of Rome, such that all the bigwigs would want to
be in town at that time.*”°

As to Theudas, this is Greek for “Jonathan.” The Greek form was a popular appel-
lation for Jewish boys because it was the name of two Jewish heroes: the son of
King Saul and the Maccabean insurgent.397 There is, as such, no particular reason to
assume that Luke and Josephus are even referring to the same individual. And even
if they were, why assume that Luke got it wrong, but Josephus got it right? As one
scholar has noted:

Since in many other cases Luke proves to be much more reliable than Josephus,
it may be wise in this case to suspend judgment.398

Moving on:

Skeptics and informed or critical minds were a small minority in the ancient
world...We are talking about an age of fable and wonder, where magic, mira-
cles, ghosts, and gods were everywhere and almost never doubted. Some
among the well-educated elite had enough background in science and skepti-
cism not to be duped, but these men were a rarity even among their peers...We

3% bid., chapters 2 & 4.

3% The Star that Astonished the World (Ask 1991).

37 Cf. W. R. Farmer, “Judas, Simon & Athronges,” NTS 4 (1958), 147-155; G. Horsley, New
Documents Illustrating Early Christianity (Macquarie 1987), 4:183-184; M. Williams, “Palestin-
ian Personal Names in Acts,” R. Bauckham, ed., BAFCS 4:99-100.

3% C. Evans, Luke (Hendrickson 1990), 43.
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should remember, too, that Christianity began, and for a century grew, mainly
among the masses, not the elite.>”’

By way of reply:

1) It’s very telling that you don’t find Carrier applying his Marxist analysis of the
church to the upper class historians. When he’s talking about the church he drags
out the old class warfare rhetoric about how history is written by the winners, who
suppress the other side of the story. But he doesn’t apply that same standard to the
elite ancient historians as they characterize the lower classes.

11) Were the upper classes any less superstitious than the lower? Were there not
royal astrologers and other diviners of the aristocracy? Wasn’t this a time and place
in which the upper crust took portents and prodigies quite seriously?

111) By contrast, Chesterton and Yeats have a very different take on the working
class:

Now against this drab background of dreary modern materialism, Willie Yeats
was calmly walking about as the Man Who Knew the Fairies. Yeats stood for
enchantment; exactly where Hanking stood for disenchantment...he [Yeats]
used one argument which was sound, and I have never forgotten it...it is the
farmers who see the fairies. It is the fact that it is not abnormal men like artists,
but normal men like peasants, who have borne witness a thousand times to such
things; it is the farmers who see the fairies. It is the agricultural labourer who
calls a space a space who also calls a spirit a spirit; it is the woodcutter with no
axe to grind, except for woodcutting, who will say he saw a man hang on a gal-
lows and afterwards hang round it like a ghost. It is all very well to say we
ought not to believe in the ghost on an ignorant man’s evidence. But we should
hang the man on the gallows on the same man’s evidence.*"

iv) The Bible has a theological analysis of idolatry and the occult. It has a critique
of pagan polytheism. It has an explanation for false religions as well as the true
faith.

Therefore, for Carrier to draw our attention to the state of superstition in the hea-
then world is hardly a disproof of Scripture.*”!

ET, 171.

Y0 The Autobiography of G. K. Chesterton (Sheed & Ward 1936), 146.

1 For some online material on the alleged gullibility of ancient people, see Glenn Miller’s re-
sponse to Carrier at http://www.christian-thinktank.com/mqfx.html as well as Christopher Price
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v) One effect of the gospel is to exorcise the land. The more Christians you have,
the fewer demoniacs you have. The more Christians you have, the less occult activ-
ity you have. If there is less evidence of occult phenomena at present than in the
past, that is evidence, not of secularism, but of the success of the gospel. And it is
no coincidence that the decline of the faith in modern-day Europe has corresponded
with a rise of the occult.

vi) The miracles of Christ are not simply weird or random events, like other weird
or random events reported in heathen mythology. They do not emerge from a
worldview in which odd, inexplicable things happen every now and then. As Craig
Blomberg documents in some detail:

The narratives of the nature miracles...depict in symbol the identical in-
breaking kingdom, often with striking parallels in both imagery and signifi-
cance to specific parables of Jesus. In short, the nature miracles and the par-
ables closely cohere with each other.*”?

I’d add that OT miracles frequently have a typical dimension as well.

In the same connection, Carrier claims that “Lucian presents firsthand proof of just
how quickly legends could arise and spread in The Death of Peregrinus 39-40.”*

No, what is actually the case is that Lucian furnishes firsthand proof of how a 2C
satirist could pen a spoof on the Christian faith. But Carrier is never one to let little
matters of literary genre and relative chronology get in the way of a pet theory.

Moving on:

Travel, likewise, was expensive and dangerous. Thus, the ability to “check” a
claim was almost nonexistent.***

It’s quite surprising that a student of ancient history would make such a demonstra-
bly false claim.*”

at http://www.christianorigins.com/miracles.html. See also:
http://ntrminblog.blogspot.com/2005/09/supposed-gullibility-of-ancient-people.html

402 “Miracles as parables,” Gospel Perspectives 6:347.

‘3 ET, 225, n.318.

% Ibid., 171.

195 Cf. J. Barclay, Jews in the Mediterranean Diaspora from Alexander to Trajan (33 BCE-117
CE) (T&T Clark 1999), 418-424; F. Bruce, In the Steps of the Apostle Paul (Kregel 1995);
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Moving on:

There was no mass public education at all—much less in science and critical
thinking—and no mass media of any sort, nor any institution devoted to inves-
tigating the truth, or publishing what they found.**

Comments:
1) The Resurrection enjoys multiple attestation.

i1) In general, what mass education does is not to teach critical thinking skill, but to
teach students to think like their teachers.

1i1) The mass media is another example of groupthink. Not until the advent of alter-
native media outlets (the Internet, talk radio, cable TV) were we able to free our-
selves from the death-grip of liberal bias.

1v) If you get your news from the mass media, you are putting your faith in the
news reporter. What’s the difference?

v) The hallowed halls of academe are yet another example of groupthink, of which
illustrations could be multiplied without end, but here are a few which spring to
mind. At Carrier’s alma mater you had Ed Said, the professional Jew-hater and vile
propagandist. At Harvard, Pres. Summers nearly lost his job for merely hinting that
women may be majoring in different fields because men and women are different.

“Travel and Communication (The New Testament World),” The Anchor Bible Dictionary, D.
Freedman, ed. (Doubleday 1992), 6:648-653; L. Casson, The Ancient Mariners (Princeton 1991);
Travel in the Ancient World (Allen & Unwin 1974); M. Charlesworth, Trade-Routes and Com-
merce in the Roman Empire (Cambridge 1924); T. Cornell & J. Matthew, Atlas of the Roman
World (Oxford 1982); J. D’ Arms & E. Kopff, eds., The Seaborne Commerce of Ancient Rome
(American Academy 1980); D. French, Roman Roads & Milestones of Asia Minor (Oxford: BAR
1981-1988); J. Murphy-O’Connor, “Traveling Conditions in the First Century,” Brev 1 (Summer
1985), 38-47; F. O’Sullivan, The Egnatian Way (Stackpole Books 1972);W. Ramsay, “Roads and
Travel (In NT),” HDB, J. Hastings, ed. (T&T Clark 1904), 5:375-402; B. Rapske, “Acts, Travel
and Shipwreck,” The Book of Acts in Its Graeco-Roman Setting, D. Gill & C Gempf, eds. (Eerd-
mans 1994), 1-47; N. Sitwell, Roman Roads of Europe (Cassell 1981); C. Skeel, Travel in the
First Century After Christ, with Special Reference to Asia Minor (Cambridge 1901); M. Thomp-
son, “The Holy Internet: Communication Between Churches in the First Christian Generation,”
The Gospels For All Christians, R. Bauckham, ed. (Eerdmans 1998), 49-70.

BT, 171.
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His indignant critics offered no scientific evidence to rebut his suggestion. Then
there’s the way in which any dissenting voice on Darwinian orthodoxy is system-
atically blacklisted. Indeed, the evolutionary community is even prepared to fabri-
cate evidence in the absence of actual evidence.*”’

vi) Science is irrelevant to the Resurrection. The possibility of a resurrection is not
a scientific question, but a metascientific question.

Section 7.2 is a hodgepodge of “‘comparable legends.” I agree with him that the life
of St. Genevieve is comparable to the Bible inasmuch as the miracles attributed to
her are obviously imitative of Biblical miracles—just as the forgeries of Han van
Meegeren resemble Vermeer. So what?

He mentions a legendary event in Herodotus ‘“that makes an ‘empty tomb’ look
quite boring by comparison.”*” So that would not be a comparable legend, but an
incomparable legend. Likewise, he relates another legendary event in Herodotus,
after which he exclaims: “How trivial an ‘empty tomb’ must seem by compari-
son!”**” Once again, that would not be a comparable legend, but an incomparable
legend.

So all he’s succeeded in doing is to reinforce the contrast between sober, Biblical
restraint and the fervid imagination of the pagan mind. Is he making a case against
Scripture—or for it?

He then cites some “obvious legends” surrounding the Jewish War. The problem
here is his hidebound habit of assuming what he needs to prove. If you have a pre-
commitment to doctrinaire naturalism, then, of course, any report of a supernatural
event is “obviously legendary.”

Another assumption of Carrier, or perhaps it’s a rhetorical tactic, is to impose an
all-or-nothing dilemma on the reader: either we credit all accounts of the supernatu-
ral, or else we discredit all accounts of the supernatural.

But, from a Christian standpoint, this is a perfectly absurd dilemma. It makes no
more sense than to insist that we either credit all accounts of ordinary events, or
else we discredit all accounts of ordinary events.

T Cf. J. Wells, Icons of Evolution (Regnery 2000).
8 BT, 173.
49 1bid., 173.
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Just as there are degrees of intrinsic or extrinsic probability or improbability in re-
ported events of a normal, ordinary kind, so there are degrees of intrinsic or extrin-
sic probability or improbability in reported events of a paranormal or extraordinary
kind. Some reporters are more credible than others. Some events are more credible
than others. Remember that, in Scripture, a miracle is not a circus stunt.

As an atheist, Carrier regards all miracles as equally improbable and, indeed, im-
possible. But, again, from a Christian standpoint, there is a parallel in the way we
probilify reports of normal and paranormal, natural and supernatural events.

In Carrier’s worldview, miracles are metaphysically impossible inasmuch as they
presuppose the existence of God. In the Christian worldview, not only are miracles
possible, but every event is an act of God—even though every event is not an act of
God alone.

Carrier also says that:

Josephus believed his accounts because they were “justified” by subsequent
events (a rationale no historian would accept today).*'

This, of course, says a lot less about historicity than it does about modern histori-
ans, blinkered by their secular historiography.

What, in principle, is the problem with the idea of ex post facto confirmation? Put-
ting the Bible to one side, there are various individuals in history, such as Savon-
arola, John Knox, and Gilbert Murray who had a reputation for precognition. If
subsequent events did, indeed, bear out their premonitions, then why would that not
count as corroborative evidence?

Of course, a historian would need to sift the quality of the evidence, in terms of the
witnesses and the degree of correspondence between the putative powers of pre-
cognition and the subsequent events, but that’s no different than historical criticism
generally.

Carrier next mentions the Roswell legend. This, however, is a double-bladed
sword:

HO 1hid., 173.
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1) Ufology is the delinquent child of modern science. An ufologist is often a smart,
sophisticated individual, deeply committed to secular science. His worldview is the
same as Carrier’s. And while it’s easy to make fun of ufology, an astute ufologist
has a well-lubricated answer to all the stock objections.

The very existence of ufology undercuts Carrier’s Humean analysis of Christian
faith as a throwback to the retrograde outlook of primitive superstition and igno-
rance. For an ufologist can be a very bright and highly educated individual—
indoctrinated in the very fields, and professing the same presuppositions, which
Carrier regards as the antidote to Christian faith. Once gain, Carrier is trying to ride
two different horses.

i1) Actually, if you do some research on ufology, you find a striking connection be-
tween “alien abductions” and Old Hag Syndrome (also called ASP). Since Old Hag
Syndrome appears to be a cultural universal, this would suggest that there is a core
experience which underlies ufology. In prescientific times, this “encounter” was
construed in occultic categories of possession and the like. But in the space age,
with the popularity of science fiction, this is reinterpreted in terms of alien encoun-
ters rather than demonic encounters.

So, in my opinion, ufology should not be dismissed out of hand, but understood for
what it really is, at least some of the time, as an essentially occultic phenomenon
with a pseudoscientific overlay.

111) The Roswell legend is, of course, just one thread in the fabric of conspiracy
theories. Conspiracy theories are the snare of bright minds. They have just enough
suggestive, tantalizing evidence to be appealing, but never enough evidence to be
compelling. On the face of it, it does seem as though things are often a little too co-
incidental to be...well...to be coincidental.

And yet we know that such a grand conspiracy is far too large and complicated to
be orchestrated and kept under wraps by human ingenuity alone.

But there is an explanation for this. There is, indeed, a conspiracy. A very well kept
conspiracy. So well kept that it’s even a secret to the coconspirators. They are not
in on the plot.

For the mastermind is the “god of this world.” Satan is the one who, behind-the-

scenes, is pulling the strings of human pride—pride in our tolerance and utopian
cloud castles.
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Inside the Devil’s sleeper cell, you can be under deep cover without ever knowing
so. You can do his bidding without any apprehension of the diabolical choreogra-
phy. Most of the devil’s militia are unwitting draftees, conscripted in the trippy
state of sin.

So the conspiracy theorist is half-right and half-wrong. Indeed, the conspiracy theo-
rist i1s often a dupe of the Devil himself—chasing after Jewish bankers and flying
saucers. The Devil lays just enough crumbs in his path to keep him on the scent,
but never enough to lead him to the infernal hideout and hellish headquarters of the
movement.

Conspiracies are ultimately concentric: if a human conspiracy lies within the wider
circle of a diabolical conspiracy, then the diabolical conspiracy lies within the
wider circle of a divine conspiracy. In the end, the Devil is only God’s useful idiot.

Carrier goes on to compare the NT writers with snake-handling charismatics. The
problem here is that he offers the reader an argument from analogy minus the ar-
gument. Since the NT writers do not resemble snake-handling charismatics, this is
a parallel without a parallel.

Carrier is taking Christianity at its worst and using that as the yardstick. One could
just as well take science at its worst—say, Dr. Mengele—and use that to disprove
science.

Sure, both groups believe in prophecy and miracle, but that is not any kind of dis-
proof unless you already rule this out of court. So all Carrier has done is to repack-
age his prejudice under another disguise.

Moving on:

The only reason we know the truth in this case is because our society proves
enormous resources or an investigator; huge amounts of government records
accessible to anyone, a national mass media system...books, libraries, newspa-

411
pers...

This is remarkably naive on at least a couple of counts:

H1hid., 175.
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1) There is, first of all, his blind faith in the “experts,” as if it’s impossible to form
an intelligent opinion of the Roswell incident unless your opinion is preapproved
by all the right authorities. But aside from the specifics of the case, surely there are
quite a number of general reasons for disbelieving in aliens from outer space. Do
we really need permission from the news media before we are entitled to pronounce
judgment?

i1) In addition, if I wanted to play devil’s advocate, surely everything he says here
is entirely consistent with a government cover-up. The only folks with first-hand
information would be the military. Most of them would be dead by now, and if not
dead by natural causes, well then, an accident could always be arranged: you know,
“friendly fire”—that sort of thing. The only source material available to outside in-
vestigators would be filtered through insiders in a disinformation campaign. Hasn’t
Carrier ever seen the X-Files?

Sure, it’s a truckload of blarney, but is Carrier so captive to authority, so incapable
of exercising independent thought, that “the only reason we know” the Roswell in-
cident to be an urban legend is because “those in the know” (and how do we know
who’s in the know?) say so?

Moving on:

Mark’s “empty tomb” account cannot be regarded as historical with any more
confidence than his claim that at Christ’s death the whole land was covered by
darkness for three hours or that the Temple curtain miraculously tore in two.
Neither claim is corroborated in other texts, which could not have failed to re-
cord them, and neither claim is credible. Josephus would surely have mentioned
the tearing of the temple curtain (for if Mark could know of it, surely Josephus
would have), as would many historians of that region and period who, though
their works are no longer extant, could have been eagerly quoted by later Chris-
tian apologists and historians. Likewise, a miraculous eclipse could not have
failed to find mention in the Natural History of Pliny or the Natural Questions
of Seneca, or the Amagest of Ptolemy, or the works of Tacitus or Suetonius.**?

In reply:
1) I quite agree with Carrier that the empty tomb is on an epistemic par with the

other events of the Passion narrative. I’d simply reverse his logic: just as they are
historical, so is the empty tomb.

2 1hid., 176.
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i1) The appeal to Josephus is a splendid specimen of Carrier’s double-tongued crite-
rion. Just a few pages before, Carrier summarily dismissed as “obvious legends”
Josephus’ report of paranormal portents and omens surrounding the siege of Jerusa-
lem.

Now, however, he pretends that if only Josephus were to corroborate the Gospel
account at this juncture, that would suddenly make all the difference.

1i1) Why should Josephus (b. c. AD 37), who was barely out of diapers at the time
of the event (c. AD 33), be privy to this event? It was not exactly a public event—
especially if the inner veil was rent. And this was hardly an incident which the reli-
gious establishment would wish to advertise. They had every incentive to hush it up
and patch it up—the sooner the better. Since Mark was contemporaneous with the
events in question, and a native of Jerusalem—unlike Josephus—he would be in a
position, as Josephus was not, to hear of any sensational leaks—as was Matthew,
who was also in town at the time of the incident.

1v) As to the darkness, the Bible does not identify this as an “eclipse,” in the astro-
nomical sense, so there is no reason to suppose that it was anything other than a lo-
cal phenomenon. Carrier seems to be assuming an Apollo 11 viewpoint, but that’s
hardly the narrative viewpoint. In Jewish usage, “the land” is typically a term for
the land of Israel (Ha Eretz Israel). It is vibrant with overtones of the Abrahamic
covenant and the land-promises.*"’

As Nolland observes:

Does ge here mean “land” or “earth?”...In light of the lack of intensifiers for
“darkness” and the proleptic nature of the eschatology, the more modest scope
of “land” fits better. It also fits better with the sharp Jerusalem focus of the
whole Passion Narrative.*'

Once again we have the spectacle of a classicist who, in his overweening conceit,
supposes that he can parachute straight into a Jewish text without a proper ground-
ing in its theological matrix—for which a bit of pretentious name-dropping (Pliny,
Seneca, Ptolemy, &c.) is no substitute.

3 W. Davies, The Gospel & the Land: Early Christianity and Jewish Territorial Doctrine
(Berkeley 1974); The Territorial Dimension of Judaism (Fortress 1991).
Y4 The Gospel of Matthew, 1205.
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Even if we favor the global over the local interpretation, there is corroboration for
that interpretation as well.*"”

We can safely skip over section 7.3 since it merely reasserts a liberal NT chronol-
ogy for which Carrier never offers any positive argument, much less addressing the
counterarguments by a host of conservative scholars.

I will comment on one remark:

It only makes things worse that all written attacks on Christianity have been
suppressed, in every century, including those of Celsus, Porphyry, Hierocles,
and Julian—all were destroyed by the Church and are known only in the quota-
tions of Christian authors who rebutted them.*'®

This allegation crops up quite often in the ET. Maybe it’s true, but no supporting
documentation is ever offered. At the very least, an elementary distinction needs to
be drawn between the active destruction of extant writings and the failure to pre-
serve them.

If they didn’t survive, that could simply be because it was not a priority for the
church to preserve the writings of her enemies. And why should she? If her ene-
mies can’t preserve their own writings, why should she do it for them? Carrier him-
self has already commented on the considerable expense involved.*"”

To take an obvious point of comparison, the ET is put out by Prometheus Books,
which is the primary publishing house for anti-Christian literature. Does Prome-
theus books feel duty-bound to publish Evangelical literature as well? Is its failure
to preserve the opposing side of the argument equivalent to suppression or destruc-
tion?

We happen to know from literary references in the church fathers, as well as the
Bibliotheca of Photius, that many perfectly orthodox works have not survived the
vicissitudes of time. But they were never suppressed or destroyed. Indeed, some of
this material would be quite useful to Christian scholars. So while a certain amount

5 Cf. http://www.tektonics.org/gt/thallcomp.html &
http://www.tektonics.org/jesusexist/thallus.html
HOET, 179.

7 1bid., 171.
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of the anti-Christian polemic didn’t survive, it’s equally true that a certain amount
of the pro-Christian polemic didn’t survive. Both sides are in the same boat.*'®

And let us not forget that Carrier’s allegation is a doubled-edged sword. For in time
of persecution, the Roman authorities would confiscate and destroy Christian litera-
ture as well. So some of our supporting evidence has also been lost at the hands of
the enemies of the faith.

Carrier goes so far as to allege that:

Unwanted texts were simply not preserved, and sects that wanted them were ac-
tively hunted down and destroyed. This is a known fact of history.*"’

In reply:

1) First of all, how is that a known fact of history? I thought he said that history is
written by the winners. So we can’t trust their version of events, right? Isn’t that
how the argument goes?

11) Waiving the little matter of self-referential incoherence, it is true that heretical
sects were hunted down and destroyed—in some instances—at least, but the ques-
tion is what period of church history we’re talking about.

Because the average atheist suffers from a persecution-complex, he is prone to
crackpot theories of church history. This sort of cosmic paranoia is both under-
standable and irrational.

In fact, there’s an ironic sense in which he’s right: God really is out to get him! I
don’t suppose, though, that Richard Carrier would readily avail himself of this par-
ticular explanation.

8 A5 Jason Engwer observes, “We largely know what these non-Christian sources were arguing
from the Christian response to them. Is Carrier going to argue that the early Christians whose
writings are extant universally ignored some good arguments against Christianity, then destroyed
the documents when they later attained the power to do so? That’s a large, multi-generational ef-
fort that doesn’t seem likely to occur. And what about the preservation of so many documents
with content that the later Christians disagreed with, such as the premillennialism of the earliest
patristic literature, the heresies of Origen, and the anti-Christian sections of Pliny the Younger
and Tacitus?” (private email, 12/26/05).

¥ 1bid., 227, n.333.
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In section 7.4 Carrier pays yet another visit to the charmed cuckooland of paral-
lelomania. Here he runs a bit of Plutarch by the reader:

At the end of his life, amidst rumors he [Romulus] was murdered...and dis-
membered, just like the resurrected deities Osiris and Bacchus), a darkness cov-
ered the earth, thunder and wind struck, and Romulus vanished, leaving no part
of his body or clothes behind; the people wanted to search for him but the Sen-
ate told them not to, “for he had been taken up to the gods”; most people then
went away happy...but “some doubted”; later, Proculus...reported that he met
him “on the road,” and asked him “Why have you abandoned us?” to which
Romulus replied that he had been a god all along, but had come down to earth
to establish a great kingdom and now had to return to his home in heaven...a
scene so obviously a parallel to Mark’s ending of his Gospel that nearly anyone
would have noticed—and gotten the point. Indeed, Livy’s account, just like
Mark’s emphasizes that “fear and bereavement” kept the people “silent for a
long time,” and only later did they proclaim Romulus “God, Son of God, King,
and Father.”**

Already, the Romulan celebration looks astonishingly like a skeletal model of
the passion narrative...It certainly looks like the Christian passion narrative is a
deliberate transvaluation of the Roman Empire’s ceremony of their founding
savior’s incarnation, death, and resurrection.**!

Before we proceed to the details, a few general observations are in order:

1) It 1s always revealing to see what an unbeliever is prepared to believe or disbe-
lieve. Carrier treats the Gospels as legendary or mythological, but treats the Mor-
alia of Plutarch as if it were a sound historical source.

i1) Plutarch is a generation younger than John-Mark. Plutarch was born around AD
46, at which time John-Mark was already on the mission field.*”> When issues of
literary dependence are raised, this assumes a certain relative chronology.

111) Mark is a very Jewish Gospel. Among other respects, this is clear from his Jew-
ish Greek, with its heavy Hebraic-Aramaic diction and glrammalr.423 Indeed, all four
gospels are quite Jewish in varying respects.

420 1bid., 181.

1 Ibid., 181.

422 Cf. F. Bruce, The Pauline Circle (Eerdmans 1985), 74-75.

B3N, Turner, A Grammar of the New Testament (T&T Clark 1980), 4:11-25.
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This tells you quite a lot, both about author and audience. To suppose that Mark
and his fellow Evangelists would have modeled the life of Christ on the legend of
Romulus shows absolutely no cultural sensitivity to either the author or his audi-
ence. You don’t get this sort of blatant syncretism in a Palestinian Jew like
Josephus or even a Diaspora Jew like Philo.***

To get the full flavor of the comparison, let’s quote directly from the originals.
Here is Plutarch’s version, followed by Livy’s:

27 Wherefore suspicion and calumny fell upon that body when he disappeared
unaccountably a short time after. He disappeared...leaving no certain account
nor even any generally accepted tradition of his death, aside from the date of it.

Romulus disappeared suddenly, and no portion of his body or fragment of his
clothing remained to be seen. But some conjectured that the senators, convened
in the temple of Vulcan, fell upon him and slew him, then cut his body in
pieces, put each a portion into the folds of his robe, and so carried him away.

...when suddenly strange and unaccountable disorders with incredible changes
filled the air; the light of the sun failed, and night came down upon them, not
with peace and quiet, but with awful peals of thunder and furious blasts driving
rain from every quarter...when the storm had ceased, and the sun shone out,
and the multitude, now gathered together again in the same place as before,
anxiously sought for their king, the nobles would not suffer them to inquire into
his disappearance nor busy themselves about it, but exhorted them all to honour
and revere Romulus, since he had been caught up into heaven, and was to be a
benevolent god for them instead of a good king.

28 At this pass...Julius Proculus...went into the forum and solemnly swore by
the most sacred emblems before all the people that, as he was travelling on the
road, he had seen Romulus coming to meet him, fair and stately to the eye as
never before, and arrayed in bright and shining armour. He himself, then, af-
frighted at the sight, had said: “O King, what possessed thee, or what purpose
hadst thou, that thou hast left us patricians a prey to unjust and wicked accusa-
tions, and the whole city sorrowing without end at the loss of its father?”
Whereupon Romulus had replied: “It was the pleasure of the gods, O Proculus,
from whom I came, that I should be with mankind only a short time, and that
after founding a city destined to be the greatest on earth for empire and glory, I
should dwell again in heaven. So farewell, and tell the Romans that if they

424 As Jason Engwer observes, “If ‘nearly everyone would have noticed’ [the Romulan/Markan
parallel], how is it, then, that both the earliest Christian interpreters of the gospels and the earliest
non-Christian interpreters saw the documents as giving historical accounts?”” (private email
12/26/05).
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practise self-restraint, and add to it valour, they will reach the utmost heights of
human power. And I will be your propitious deity, Quirinus.”

We must not, therefore, violate nature by sending the bodies of good men with
their souls to heaven, but implicitly believe that their virtues and their souls, in
accordance with nature and divine justice, ascend from men to heroes, from he-
roes to demi-gods, and from demi-gods, after they have been made pure and
holy, as in the final rites of initiation, and have freed themselves from mortality
and sense, to gods, not by civic law, but in very truth and according to right rea-
son, thus achieving the fairest and most blessed consummation.*?’

1.16. After these immortal achievements, Romulus held a review of his army at
the “Caprae Palus” in the Campus Martius. A violent thunder storm suddenly
arose and enveloped the king in so dense a cloud that he was quite invisible to
the assembly. From that hour Romulus was no longer seen on earth. When the
fears of the Roman youth were allayed by the return of bright, calm sunshine
after such fearful weather, they saw that the royal seat was vacant. Whilst they
fully believed the assertion of the Senators, who had been standing close to
him, that he had been snatched away to heaven by a whirlwind, still, like men
suddenly bereaved, fear and grief kept them for some time speechless. At
length, after a few had taken the initiative, the whole of those present hailed
Romulus as “ a god, the son of a god, the King and Father of the City of
Rome.”...I believe, however, that even then there were some who secretly
hinted that he had been torn limb from limb by the senators—a tradition to this
effect, though certainly a very dim one, has filtered down to us. The other,
which I follow, has been the prevailing one, due, no doubt, to the admiration
felt for the man and the apprehensions excited by his disappearance. This gen-
erally accepted belief was strengthened by one man’s clever device. The tradi-
tion runs that Proculus Julius, a man whose authority had weight in matters of
even the gravest importance, seeing how deeply the community felt the loss of
the king, and how incensed they were against the senators, came forward into
the assembly and said: “Quirites! at break of dawn, to-day, the Father of this
City suddenly descended from heaven and appeared to me.**°

Now let’s review the “parallels” once more:

1) In the Gospels, Jesus dies—dies unmistakably. It’s a public event. Indeed, a pub-
lic spectacle.

In the legend, Romulus disappears, prompting the unsubstantiated rumor that he
was murdered and dismembered.

425 http://penelope.uchicago.edu/Thaver/E/Roman/Texts/Plutarch/Lives/Romulus®.html
26 hitp://www.hfac.uh.edu/mcl/classics/Rom/Livy.html
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i1) In the Gospels, Jesus is raised bodily from the grave.

In the legend, you have a translation or ascent to “heaven” without a prior resurrec-
tion.

1i1) In the Gospels, you have three hours of darkness at the crucifixion. If you’re
looking for a parallel to this event, the obvious place to look is the Egyptian plague
of darkness.

In the legend, there is a brief thunderstorm, under cover of which Romulus myste-
riously vanishes. Clearly the legend tries to harmonize conflicting traditions con-
cerning his disappearance: was it through murder and disposal of the body, or was
it through apotheosis?

1v) In the Gospels, Jesus is divine from start to finish.

In the legend we see the reworking of the apotheosis genre, either by legendary
embellishment or the harmonization of conflicting traditions—did he become di-

vine, or was he a god incognito?

v) In the Gospels, the Easter appearances serve to confirm his prophetic-redemptive
mission.

In the legend, the reappearance of Romulus is an alibi to exculpate the Senate of
murder.

vi) In the Gospels, Jesus leaves his clothing behind.
In the legend, Romulus leaves nothing behind.

vii) There is a mysterium tremendum motif common to both, but that’s a common-
place of numinous encounters generally. Indeed, Carrier admits this in section 8.**’

viil) You might say that they share the common theme of divine sonship, but in the
Gospels, the parallel for this lies in the sonship of Israel, as an adoptive metaphor

for the divine election of Israel and the Davidic kingship.

1x) I guess that Carrier is trying to insinuate a parallel between the reappearance of

427 1bid., 183.
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Romulus and the Easter appearance of Christ on the road to Emmaus. But, again,
the parallels for the latter lie in the prospective allusion to the Lord’s supper, and
beyond that to the Messianic feast (Lk 12:37; 13:29), as well as the retrospect allu-
sion to the Last Supper, and before that, to the Passover.

Moreover, the Easter appearances are not characterized by any nimbic glow.

Once again, Carrier has a tin-ear for the text because his overriding agenda renders
him tone-deaf to the text.

Carrier is salting the mine by the suggestive use of loaded words like “incarnation”
and “resurrection” to describe Romulus, Bacchus, and Osiris. The only transvalua-

tion lies in his strained efforts to baptize the legend of Romulus.

Carrier is looking for parallels rather than finding parallels. He is conflating differ-
ent genres: pagan apotheosis/translation>Jewish resurrection.***

Carrier attempts to cover his tracks by postulating that the Gospels represent a
“heavily Judaized” version of the Roman legend. But the problem here is threefold:

1) The parallels are incidental and inexact.

i1) This is a classic attempt to reinterpret the evidence consistent with your precon-
ceived theory rather than theorize about the data consistent with the evidence.

111) The Jewish character of the Gospels runs far deeper than a Jewish paint job over
Roman mythology.

Moving on:

Almost all divine manifestations on record take place in either of two forms: the
God appears in an “obviously” supernatural body, or in disguise.429

By way of comment:

1) There is some truth to this, although it oversimplifies the variety of OT theopha-
nies.

428 3 Alsup, The Post-Resurrection Appearance Stories of the Gospel Tradition.
Y ET, 183.
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i1) If there is a God, and he does appear to man, then there are only two logical pos-
sibilities: he would either appear (a) incognito, or (b) in some unmistakably divine
manifestation.

So the stereotypical character of the literature is no argument against the reality of
such appearances.

1i1) The incognito mode is already present in the OT (e.g. Gen 18; Judg 13), so
there’s no need to go in search of pagan parallels (pace p.191).

In section 8.1, Carrier attempts to dust off the old mass hallucination theory. In de-
fense of this theory he appeals to neuroscientific literature alleging that religious
belief is “hard-wired” into the brain. But this is fraught with its own intractable dif-
ficulties:

1) Assuming, for the sake of argument, that the hallucination theory is true, why
does Carrier even bother with source, form, and redaction criticism, or posit a con-
flict between the Pauline doctrine and the tradition of the empty tomb? For, on his
hypothesis, the crowd could just as well hallucinate a fish-eating man with scars.
So it seems that Carrier has little faith in the explanatory power of his hallucination
theory, which is why he chooses to fall back on so much supporting material which
1s wholly unnecessary if mass hallucination could do the trick without all the com-
plications.

1) Neuroscience has yet to isolate and identify religious mechanisms or religious
structures within the physical architecture of the brain, and it’s hard to see, in prin-
ciple, how that would even be observable. What does a religious belief look like?
What is the chemical composition of a religious belief? What’s the color of faith?
Does Muslim faith have a different cerebral microstructure than Christian faith?

iii) Physicalism is subject to crippling scientific and philosophical objections.*’

0 Cf. J. Byl, The Divine Challenge (Banner of Truth 2004); R. Chisholm, “Mind,” H. Burkhardt
& B. Smith, eds., Handbook of Metaphysics & Ontology (Philosophia Verlag 1991), 2:553-557;
J. Cooper, Body, Soul, & Life Everlasting (Regent 1995); J. Eccles, How the Self Controls Its
Brain (Springer-Verlag Telos 1994); J. Foster, The Immaterial Self (Routledge 1996); J. Green &
S. Palmer, eds., In Search of the Soul (IVP 2005); H. Lewis, The Elusive Mind (Allen & Uwin
1969); G. Martin, Does it Matter?: The Unsustainable World of the Materialists (Floris Books
2005); R. Paterson, Philosophy and the Belief in a Life After Death (Macmillan 1995); R. Pen-
rose, The Road to Reality (Knopf 2004); D. Radin, The Conscious Universe (HarperSanFrancisco
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1v) Presumptive materialism has never made any sense to me. It leaves the observer
out of the observation, like a man who walks out the front door, peers back into the
living room through the window, and takes this as proof positive that the house
must be abandoned because he can’t see the occupant inside.

He can’t see the homeowner because he is the homeowner. Likewise, we cannot
see the mind because we see with the mind. That’s the lens through which we see
everything else. That’s our window onto the world. The observer, in looking out-
side himself, is overlooking himself. Where am 74!

v) The neuroscientific theory of religious belief either proves too little or too much.
How does it account for the difference between believers and unbelievers? Primi-
tive belief and modern unbelief? The shift from belief to unbelief or the shift from
unbelief to belief? Or the shift from belief to unbelief to belief? Or the shift from
unbelief to belief to unbelief? Or the difference between one religious belief and
another? Do we account for all this based on differences between one brain and an-
other, or within the same brain, at different times of life?

1997); J. Schwartz & S. Begley, The Mind & the Brain (Regan 2003); J. Smythies, The Wall of
Plato’s Cave (Avebury 1994); J. Smythies & J. Beloff, The Case for Dualism (U. of Virginia
1989); C. Taliaferro, Consciousness & the Mind of God (Cambridge 1994); P. Unger, All the
Power in the World (Oxford 2006).

1 For some fine online resources regarding dualism, cf.:
http://www.iep.utm.edu/d/dualism.htm

http://www.johndepoe.com/dualism.pdf

http://plato.stanford.edu/entries/dualism/

http://moebius.psy.ed.ac.uk/~dualism/papers/

http://www.nd.edu/~afreddos/papers/soul.pdf
http://www.sheldrake.org/controversies/RSA_text.html
http://www.johndepoe.com/MindnotMechanism.pdf
http://www.veritas-ucsb.org/library/plantinga/Dennett.html
http://webware.princeton.edu/vanfraas/mss/SciencMat.htm
http://www.leaderu.com/orgs/arn/groothuis/dg_mindsbodies.htm
http://www.discovery.org/scripts/viewDB/filesDB-download.php?id=388
http://faculty.washington.edu/bonjour/Unpublished %20articles/MARTIAN.html
http://www.nd.edu/~mrea/Online %20Papers/Reply%20to%20Jacquette.pdf
http://www.epsociety.org/Moreland’sReview OfKim%20(PC%207.2-463-473).pdf
http://www-unix.oit.umass.edu/~Irb/work/publications/baker are beliefs_brain_states.pdf
http://consc.net/chalmers/

http://dangerousidea.blogspot.com

http://maverickphilosopher.powerblogs.com

http://www.dwillard.org/articles/phillist.asp
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This is yet another example of Carrier’s intellectual enslavement to academic fads
and authority figures. Instead of posing a few obvious questions, like a truly free
freethinker would, he simply laps up whatever is poured into his saucer like a well-
trained dog.

Carrier then relates a personal anecdote:

In addition to a vivid Taoist mystical experience of an obviously hallucinatory
nature, there was a night when I fought with a demon trying to crush my
chest—the experience felt absolutely real, and I was certainly awake, probably
in a hypnagogic state. I could see and feel the demon sitting on me, preventing
me from breathing, but when I “punched” it, it vanished. It is all the more re-
markable that I have never believed in demons, and the creature I saw did not
resemble anything I have ever seen or imagined before. So what was it? Super-
natural encounter or hallucination? You decide.***

1) This is a classic case of “Old Hag Syndrome” or ASP, which is a widely attested
phenomenon. Here we see the power of ideology to trump evidence. Here he re-
counts a personal experience of an especially immediate kind—equivalent to a self-
presenting state. And yet his secular philosophy, which is based, at best, on second-
hand information worked into a worldview with various interpolations and extrapo-
lations, takes precedence over his own direct awareness.

i1) Notice that he expects the reader to believe this story without benefit of any mul-
tiple-attestation. He holds himself to one standard, and Scripture to another.

1i1) Speaking for myself, I find it more than plausible that a man who was dabbling
in the occult (Taoism) would leave himself wide open to the demonic—especially
in the case of an apostate like Carrier. Those that pray to false gods become the
devil’s prey.

Carrier concocts an armchair theory regarding St. Paul’s Damascus road experi-
ence, imputing subliminal motives to Paul.

By way of reply:

1) The beauty of imputing subconscious motives is that it requires no evidence.

B2 ET, 185.
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i1) Carrier’s Freudian psychobabble is on the same evidentiary plane as repressed
memories of Satanic ritual mass murder. It’s pretty interesting that a man who, just
two pages before, was appealing to neuroscience, which claims to be a hard sci-
ence, can, in the very next breath, go Freudian on us—even though this is regarded
as pseudoscience by scientifically trained critics.*”

1i1) All we know about St. Paul comes from the pages of Scripture. Carrier has to
exercise sufficient confidence in the Book of Acts—something he elsewhere de-
rides and denies—to piece together his own interpretation from narrative details
supplied by the text, but to do so in the teeth of the interpretation supplied by the
text itself. This handling of the account, which just so happens to be reliable when-
ever he wants it to be and unreliable whenever he wants it to be, is opportunistic
and unprincipled.

The only consistency here is that Carrier is consistently anti-Christian, and he’s
prepared to invoke any congeries of conjectures and theories, however inconsistent
with one another, as long as they are all opposed to the Christian worldview.

Perfectly absurd is his hunch that Paul converted to the faith as:

A way to give his life meaning, by relocating himself from the lower, even su-
perfluous periphery of Jewish elite society, to a place of power and purpose.***

The truth of the matter is just the opposite: as a protégé of the leading rabbi of the
age (Acts 22:2), as a rising star in the religious establishment (Acts 9:1-2), as a Jew
who enjoyed the distinction of dual citizenship (Rome & Tarsus), St. Paul began
his career as a member of the social elite, and threw away a brilliant career for a
grinding, thankless life of the Christian mission field.

In this general connection, Carrier also ties to impeach the credibility of the Easter
accounts by noting that the timeframe begins around early morning. He gives two
or three reasons (i) he supposes there to be a parallel with the first day of crea-
tion;** (11) he sees another parallel with the legend of Romulus,*”® and (i11) he sees
a parallel with trance states or hypnagogic visions.*’

3 Cf. A. Griinbaum, The Foundations of Psychoanalysis (University of California Press 1985);
Validation in the Clinical Theory of Psychoanalysis (International Universities Press 1993).
PYET, 187.

3 Ibid., 206, n.91.

% Ibid., 227, n.335.

7 bid., 228, n.347.
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But there are several problems with this analysis:

1) How can all three factors figure the Easter accounts? How can it be based on Gen
1 and the legend of Romulus and hypnagogic states? This suffers from causal over-
kill—like a B-grade horror movie in which you kill a vampire by staking him
through the heart and dunking him in a vat of holy water and exposing him to broad
daylight.

i1) Since he doesn’t believe that the Resurrection could possibly be true, he ignores
the obvious explanation in favor of any alternative explanation. The obvious expla-
nation of the timing is quite mundane and practical. The women went to the tomb
at first light because they couldn’t see in the dark. There were no streetlights or
flashlights back then. It’s really that simple. No special explanation required.

They went back at the earliest available opportunity. They couldn’t go back to
anoint the body the next day, because that was the Sabbath, and such activity would
violate the Sabbath. So they had to wait until the Sabbath was over, and then they
had to wait until dawn, or a little before, to have enough light to see by. So they
went back as soon as they could. The timing is perfectly natural.

Hence, the alternative explanations are superfluous and strained.

1i1) I’d add that, once again, it’s fascinating to see Carrier so utterly skeptical about
the Gospels, and so utterly gullible about the legend of Romulus. He appears to
treat this as a reliable record of an actual vision. That there really was a Julius Pro-
culus who, in a trance state, really had a hypnagogic vision of Romulus. Perhaps
Mr. Carrier could also fill us in on the ontological status of the Mock Turtle and the
Cheshire Cat.

Moving on:

We would expect these “happy schizotypes” to find their most accepted place
in religious avocations, and they would naturally gravitate into the entourage of
miracle workers.**®

In reply:

BEET, 187.
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1) We would “expect”? In other words, Carrier has no actual comparative statistical
data to back up his claim. Humanists accuse “fundamentalists” of being anti-
intellectual. But when it comes to a humanist making a case against the Resurrec-
tion, he feels free to pull things out of thin air.

11) If the only rule of evidence is one’s seat-of-the-pants, I’d just offer my own im-
pression: academia is the most accepted place for eccentric social misfits who
gravitate to college life because they couldn’t survive for a day and a night out in
the competitive, rough-and-tumble of the real world.

Moving on:
Even today people have “visions” of Jesus just like those in the NT.***
In reply:

1) This is one of those comments which proves everything and nothing. For you
could make the identical statement about perfectly mundane sightings. The fact that
some claim to see things that don’t exist, or claim to see things that do exist, but
which they didn’t see for themselves, doesn’t create any general presumption
against what any particular eyewitness says in any particular case, now does it?

i1) Carrier is assuming that NT sightings of Jesus were merely visionary. I’ve ar-
gued to the contrary.

1i1) Carrier is also assuming that any contemporary vision of Jesus must be imagi-
nary. I don’t see why. I don’t see why, say, a Christian could not enjoy a genuine
deathbed vision of Christ.

In section 8.2, Carrier alleges that the Gospels contradict each other in place and
time. Even if this were true, it would only amount to a formal rather than a material
contradiction. It simply means that each Evangelist was necessarily selective in
what he chose to report, and felt free to rearrange the material according to a topi-
cal rather than chronological scheme. That has no bearing on the historical authen-
ticity of the record. It wouldn’t hurt Mr. Carrier to acquire a modicum of literary
sensitivity.**

439 1.
Ibid., 187.

0 C. Blomberg, The Historical Reliability of the Gospels (IVP 1987); V. Long, The Art of Bibli-

cal History (1994); V. Poythress, God-Centered Biblical Interpretation (P&R 1999); K. Van-
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In section 8.3, he draws attention to the Exodus-typology in Matthew. This is
hardly news to students of the Bible. And we regard the type/antitype dialectic in
Scripture as evidence of divine inspiration and divine providence. The OT supplies
the lock, and the NT the key.

Somehow, Carrier manages to equate typology with “a purely revelatory episode.”

This is terribly confused. Typology is literary, not visionary. It connects a NT event
with an OT text. This is the opposite of direct revelation.

Carrier says that Matthew’s “appearance tradition is highly stylized.”**' That’s true
enough, but does nothing to subtract from the historicity of the account.

A historian is a writer. He is writing about a historical event. As such, literary val-
ues do figure into his reportage. Just consider Gibbon’s stylish history of the Ro-
man Empire.

Carrier then says that if his account of the Easter appearance “originates entirely
with Matthew, it is entirely false as well.”***

This is a complete non sequitur. It assumes that Matthew had no independent ac-
cess to reliable information on the resurrection of Christ. That’s a naked assertion
in search of a supporting argument.

In section 8.4, commenting on the Emmaus account, Carrier equates a polemical
motive with pure propaganda. He does this quite often. But this objection is utterly
brainless as well as self-incriminating.

Men often put pen to paper to defend a position against attack, or to attack the op-
posing position. They may do so to right the record and rebut false allegations.

Should such an exercise be dismissed out-of-hand as worthless propaganda? Car-
rier and his co-contributors have a polemical motive in writing for the ET.

hoozer, ed., Dictionary for Theological Interpretation of the Bible (Baker 2005); K. Vanhoozer,
Is There a Meaning in this Text? (Zondervan 1998).

“UET, 190.

“2 bid., 190.
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Carrier also denies the Emmaus account because it lacks multiple -attestation.
That’s an odd comment coming from a classicist. Surely we lack multiple-
attestation for many claims made by many classical historians.

Yet Carrier never hesitates to quote a classical writer against the Gospels whenever
it suits his purpose. And he doesn’t confine himself to historians either. A satirist
will do.

In this same connection he says that John “completely rewrote” the Lucan account
of the miraculous catch of fish.**’

That there are similarities between the two events is obvious enough. That there are
dissimilarities as well is equally obvious.***

Two general points are worth noting:

1) William F. Buckley once said that whenever he writes a novel he includes at least
one unlikely coincidence for the sake of realism since coincidental events, however
unlikely, do happen in real life.

i1) If it seems, at times, that two episodes in Scripture look artificially alike, that is
often quite intentional. It doesn’t mean that what we have here is a “doublet” or
two different versions or variants traditions of the same event. Rather, the narrator
has set up a deliberate parallel by selectively reporting what they most have in
common while omitting what they least have in common. The use of catchwords
and literary allusions is another way of emphasizing their typical affinities.

This is for the purpose of drawing the reader’s attention to the theological signifi-
cance and providential connectedness of separate events.**> Although they may be
i1solated in time and space, they are united in the plan of God.

Incidentally, this phenomenon is something that believers often experience in their
own walk of faith. One thing happens to us, and then another thing happens to us,
and at the time they seem to be unrelated or inscrutable. But looking back at a dis-
tance, we can see the hidden hand of providence guiding our steps.

3 1bid., 230, 363.
4 For a comparison and contrast, cf. D. Bock, Luke, 1:448-449.
M5O T. Longman, Literary Approaches to Biblical Interpretation (Zondervan 1987).
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Likewise, although the Gospel writers are recording events in a rough chronologi-
cal sequence from early to late, they are, of course, writing after the fact, with the
benefit of inspired hindsight.

In the same vein, Carrier favors the reader with the following string of absurd con-
jectures, disguised as fact:

Luke also inverts the geography: Ovid reports that Proculus was going from
Alba Longa to Rome...whereas Luke makes the journey from Jerusalem to
Emmaus...Both journeys are toward the sea, and the distances in both cases are
nearly identical, an unlikely coincidence (about 14 miles—though Luke incor-
rectly estimates 7). Luke is also the only Gospel author to depict Christ’s ascen-
sion to heaven (24:51; Acts 1:9-11), another link to Romulus...the only disciple
named is Cleopas, which in Luke’s spelling could be an eponym, for it means
“All the Glory” or “all the Good News” (Klos + Pas).*®

Where does one even begin? Was Carrier on mushrooms when he wrote this?

1) Rather than finding a parallel between Luke and Ovid, he fabricates one. He says
that Luke has inverted the geography, which would make the two accounts dis-
analogous rather than analogous. He says that Luke got the mileage wrong, which
would make the two accounts disanalogous rather than analogous. (And, of course,
Luke only got it wrong if his account is, indeed, derivative.)

The fact that Ovid has someone walking from one town to another while Luke has
someone walking from a different town than Ovid’s to a different town than Ovid’s
1s somehow taken to be evidence of literary dependence, when every piece of evi-
dence that Carrier has given us is evidence of the difference between the two ac-
counts.

11) Luke may be the only Evangelist to “depict” the Ascension, but the Ascension is
alluded to in the Gospel of John (3:13; 6:62; 7:33; 8:14,21; 13:33; 14:2,4,12,28;
16:5,7,10,17,28; 20:17), as well as the first epistle of Peter (1 Pet 3:22), epistles of
Paul (Eph 1:20; 4:8-10; Phil 2:9; 1 Tim 3:16), and Hebrews (Heb 1:3; 8:1; 10:12;
12:2).

111) His armchair etymology fails on two counts:

a) “Cleopas” is the short form for “Cleopatros.”

MO ET, 230, n.364.
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b) The nominal variant in Jn 19:25 is a Semitic derivative.*"’
So the whole argument is a farrago of concatenated nonsense.

1v)The parallels are not external to Luke, a la Romulus, but internal to Luke, for the
Emmaus pericope has both a retrospective function as it represents the convergence
and culmination of several Lucan themes, as well as a prospective function as it
prepares the reader for the following stage in the Book of Acts.**® But Carrier has
no incentive in reading the account on its own terms since that would spoil his the-
ory.

In a passing aside,** Carrier makes a perfunctory reference to Wright’s detailed
discussion,” but he never allows that to interfere with his overriding agenda. For
example, he says, with respect to the 500 witnesses (1Cor 15:6):

I find it hard to imagine Paul mean they were available for interrogation—he
names no one, nor says where they are, thus the Corinthians would not know
whom to ask...*!

But this objection has the interpretation of 1 Cor 15:6 exactly backwards. The rea-
son Paul can mention this in passing is because the Corinthians already know what
he’s referring to. As Martin Hengel has pointed out:

It is amazing to what degree Paul constantly presupposes as a matter of course
that people in the communities in Corinth or “Galatia” have knowledge of his
own past and also of the earliest community in Jerusalem or Judaea and of lead-
ing men of earliest Christianity. Cephas, the Twelve and the other apostles,
James and the brothers of Jesus are not unknown figures there. In other words,
the preaching with which the community was founded also included reports
about the beginnings of the earliest community in Jerusalem and its most im-
portant representatives. A text like 1 Cor 15:1-11 could not have been under-
stood properly had it not been preceded by basic information about the persons
and events cited in it in connection with the foundation of the community.452

In the same vein, Carrier claims that:

M Cf. R, Bauckham, Gospel Women, 208.

8 Cf. B. Robinson, “The Place of the Emmaus Story in Luke-Acts,” NTS 30/4 (1984), 481-497.
9 ET, 231, n.372.

0 The Resurrection of the Son of God, chap. 16.

BUET, 231. n.371.

2 paul: Between Damascus & Antioch (WJK 1997), 15-16.

190



John deliberately suppresses this theme, by saying the empty tomb—and not
scripture—led to their belief (20:9).*

Once again, Carrier evinces his constitutional inability to read a passage in context,
with a feel for the flow of argument. As D. A. Carson explains, in reference to
20:29-31, with which the chapter culminates:

Blessed, then, are those who cannot share Thomas’ experience of sight, but
who, in part because they read of Thomas’ experience, come to share Thomas’
faith. For us, faith comes not by sight, but from what is heard (or read!).

The particles men oun connect vv30-31 with what precedes. The most common
meaning of the second is “therefore.” The flow of thought seems to be: Those
who have not seen the risen Christ and yet believed are blessed; therefore this
book has been composed, to the end that you may believe.**

Carrier then says that the Emmaus account “serves as a corrective to replace the vi-
sion to Mary in the Mark-Matthew tradition.”*”

That’s it. No evidence is presented to substantiate this claim. Carrier’s bare dictum
will do. Truth by assertion.

If you didn’t know better, you’d think that Carrier had a front-row seat on the pro-
ceedings. “Just take my word for it! I was there! I saw what really happened!”

Then you have this choice specimen of well-poisoning:

Paul may have suppressed this appearance event because of his notoriously low
opinion of women, repeatedly insisting that they shut the hell up.*®

By way of reply:

1) Let’s assume, for the sake of argument, that Paul was a male chauvinist. So were
his fellow Jews. So were the Greeks. So were the Romans. And Egyptians, and so
on and so forth. The ancient world was patriarchal. So Matthew, Mark, Luke, and
John would have the very same incentive to suppress the testimony of the women.

433 BT, 230, n.369.
¥4 The Gospel According to John (Eerdmans 1991), 660-661.
455
ET, 193.
46 Ibid., 193.
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i1) It’s nice to know that Carrier affirms the Pauline authorship of the Pastorals
(e.g., 1 Tim 2). In fact, Carrier even affirms the Pauline authorship of Hebrews!*’

111) Why is Carrier judging Paul by modern politics? Does he try to tar other classi-
cal writers with this feminist brush? Clearly he’s pandering to the average reader of
Prometheus fare.

1v) Actually, Paul has a high view of female missionaries (Rom 16).

v) In my opinion, feminism is a euphemism for misogynism by treating women,
like Michelangelo, as nothing more than men with breasts—except where abortion
1s concerned, at which point it treats women like little children who are irresponsi-
ble for their lifestyle choices.

In the same vein, Carrier claims that “Paul’s misogyny was based on the inheri-
tance of sin through Adam and Eve.””® But if the doctrine of original sin makes
him a misogynist, then it also makes him a misanthropist, right?

Section 8.5 says nothing he hasn’t said before. Finally he rounds out on this note:

After all, if it is sufficient today, for belief and conversion and martyrdom, that
Jesus be available only in spirit, not in his flesh-and-blood body, why would a
fleshy encounter have been important in the beginning? Evangelicals have no
answer for this that makes any sense of contemporary Christian experience.*”

Is Carrier so theologically illiterate that he can’t grasp the issue?

1) The NT writers record a “fleshy encounter,” not because it serves any ulterior
purpose, but because that’s what happened.

i1) For the here-and-now, Jesus is available in the Scriptures, but the faith of the
saints and martyrs is predicated on the fact that Jesus is available in heaven when
we die or when he comes again.

47 1bid., 226, n.323.
458 Ibid., 224, 309.
49 1bid., 197.
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Chapter 6

The last chapter was so sweeping and detailed that reviewing the remainder of the
book is largely a mopping-up operation. Other contributors frequently recycle Car-
rier’s objections and arguments, so one can skip over the redundant material.

One basic weakness with his case against the empty tomb is Kirby’s reliance on
late apocryphal sources—a liability he shares in common with Bob Price in chapter
4. As one scholar expresses the problem:

One thinks of Bultmann’s efforts to explain the origin of Pauline and Johannine
Christology by appeal to 5C Mandaean sources, which were themselves full of
allusions to NT passages and Christian ideas. Never able to appreciate the
methodological error in this procedure James Robinson and Helmut Koester,
the last of Bultmann’s students, have in more recent times appealed to 3C and
4C Coptic sources, which, like the Mandaean sources, were also full of allu-
sions to the NT.*!

There are a couple of reasons for this effort to demote the canonical gospels and
promote the apocryphal gospels:

1) We have liberals who are shopping around for a theological outlook more to their
liking. This has nothing to do with historical evidence.

1) We have liberals who prefer a dehistoricized gospel because it doesn’t saddle
them with the paraphernalia of exorcisms and miracles. As one scholar has ex-
pressed the motivation:

It is ironic that whereas the gospel tradition itself announces the presence of the
Kingdom of God in the midst of Jesus’ contemporaries in the form of the exor-
cism of demons, Bultmann assigns all such embarrassing details to the later
Hellenistic church and its recasting of the Jesus tradition. Not surprisingly,
scholars of the second and third generation of Bultmannians are drawn to the
Gnostic gospels, including the Gospel of Thomas, which consist entirely of say-
ings, with no reference to the activities or narratives about him. The Bultmann
school now seeks to persuade others that the non-narrative—and hence, non-
miraculous—gospels are indeed the oldest and offer us our best access to the
historical Jesus. The controlling factor in this proposition is not the persuasive-

460 For a critical analysis of their historical dubiety, cf. J. Meier, A Marginal Jew (Doubleday

1991), 1:112-166.
e Evans, Jesus & His Contemporaries, 47-48, n.134.
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ness of the new evidence, which many find points to a much later stage in the
development of the Jesus tradition, but the attractiveness of a Jesus who is not
involved in those embarrassing miracles.*®

Once again, the preference is not historical, but historiographical—driven by a cul-
tural prejudice against the supernatural. If you hope to be a member in good stand-
ing with the smart set, you cannot cling to these old-fashioned beliefs.

Kirby kicks off the discussion by claiming that many scholars doubt the historicity
of the empty tomb. He then refers the reader to “a very abbreviated list.””***

But anyone familiar with the individuals in question can instantly see that they
deny the Resurrection, not on historical grounds, but quasi-philosophical grounds.
They operate with a secular worldview which simply discounts the miraculous in
advance of any historical inquiry.

And I say “quasi-philosophical,” for even though they are staking out a philosophi-
cal position, they did not arrive at their position by philosophical reasoning. You
will never find them making a rigorous case for their unbelief. Rather, they don’t
believe because they don’t believe.

Moving on:

Many make much fuss over the contradictions between the resurrection narra-
tives, but...I will not list such discrepancies, not only because this has been
done many times before, but more importantly because the matter under con-
tention is not biblical inerrancy. My interest is in understanding the cause of
these discrepancies. My theory is that the evangelists freely shaped their resur-
rection narratives with theological concerns, and that their few agreements de-
rive from dependence...on the account in the Gospel of Mark for the empty
tomb story.464

Like Carrier, Kirby has a theory which is trying to skirt the knife-edge of contradic-
tory lines of evidence.

If the gospels have so little in common, then what is the evidence for literary de-
pendence in the first place? Kirby’s problem is that he needs similarity to prove de-

462 Kee, 292, n.5.
463 Thid., 256.
464 1hid., 236.
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pendence, and dissimilarity to prove redaction. But is dissimilarity evidence of re-
daction, or evidence of literary independence?

Indeed, on the very same page, he quotes another writer as saying that:

Their disagreements are indicative of the fact that when these narratives were
recorded by them there was no definite and settled tradition concerning the in-
cidents around the tomb of Jesus.*®’

But if that were true, then the discrepancies would be due, not to redaction, but dis-
crepant underlying traditions—before we ever get to redaction. Kirby has an illogi-
cal mind.

Mind you, I don’t believe that there are any discrepancies in the Gospel accounts—
except in the sense of purely formal as opposed to material discrepancies.

Moving on:

The location of Arimathea has not (yet) been identified with any assurance: the
various “possible” locations are nothing more than pious guesses or conjectures
undocumented by any textual or archaeological evidence.” Richard Carrier
speculates, “Is the word a pun on ‘best disciple,” ari (stos) mathe (tes)? Matheia
means ‘disciple town’ in Greek.”*°

In reply:

1) Matheia means “disciple town”? Really? I'd like to see the lexical evidence for
that claim.

i1) In any event, this exercise in armchair etymology is a dead-end since the word is
a Semitic place-name, not a Greek compound.*®’

1ii) The literature I’ve just footnoted also supplies the textual and archeological
evidence.

Moving on:

495 Tbid., 236.
6 Thid., 238.
7 ISBE 1:290; J. Fitzmyer, The Gospel According to Luke (Doubleday 1983), 2:1526.
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The story of the discovery of the empty tomb by the women integrates well
with Mark’s redactional themes.*®

Marcan redaction? But Kirby’s thesis hinges on Marcan priority. In that case, we
have no extant documentary evidence of a pre-Marcan tradition that Mark redacted.
So what supplies the basis of comparison?

Kirby, parroting Liidemann, suggested that the young man at the tomb is a literary
device to flag the author as the originator of the empty tomb account.

But aside from the utterly fanciful symbolism, we’ve already argued that the
“young man” is an angelic figure.

Kirby then spends some time on the silence of the women (Mk 16:8). This is a fa-
miliar old crux. By way of reply:

1) Once again, Kirby is blind to the consequences of his own position. If, as he
would have it, Matthew and Luke are dependent on Mark, while Matthew and
Luke, unlike Mark, include the Easter appearances of Christ, then that is one reason
to believe that the original ending of Mark was lost.

11) His sidekick, Richard Carrier, agrees.469
iii) A number of scholars have marshaled arguments for a lost ending.*”

1v) What is paradoxical about 16:8 is the narrative viewpoint, which assumes an in-
sider’s knowledge of what the women, in fact, saw. So the cliffhanger ending pre-
supposes that, at some future point, the women did, indeed, speak up. That’s im-
plicit in the narrative viewpoint—from the very fact that Mark is in a position to
relay their encounter. So, barring other explanations, there are a number of good
reasons to posit a missing original.

That Kirby doesn’t even broach this possibility betrays his elementary ignorance of
the exegetical literature.

48 BT, 238.
499 Tbid., 223, n.298.
410 Cf. Gundry, Mark, 1009-1012; N. T. Wright, The Resurrection of the Son of God, 617-24.
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There is, however, another inviting explanation, which regards 16:8 as an extension
of the Messianic secret. As Richard Bauckham, following on the heels of Catch-
pole, Dwyer, and Magness, puts it:

It is not plausible to read the end of Mark’s story of the empty tomb as an ironic
device that deconstructs the story’s own truth claims.

There is no need to suppose that the women’s silence is absolute or that it con-
tradicts the young man’s command to them to go and tell Peter and the others.
Mark’s Gospel itself provides a good analogy; in 1:44 Jesus tells the healed
leper to “say nothing to anyone (medeni meden eipes); but go, show yourself to
the priest” (cf. 16:8 oudeni ouden eipan). The general prohibition is not contra-
dicted by the specific command. What the women did not do was to make the
news generally know. They did not stop everyone they met in the street to tell
them. They did not tell anyone else; but they did deliver the message as in-
structed to the male disciples.471

The fact, once again, that Kirby is evidently ignorant of this explanation as well be-
trays his shoddy scholarship.

In my opinion, the Messianic secret is a better explanation than a lost original by
sticking with what we know.*"?

Kirby then has a section on “improbabilities in Mark.” Before we plunge into the
nitty-gritty details, a general observation is in order:

Certainly the early Christians in Palestine who first told the story of Jesus’ bur-
ial knew it, for when it came to matters of death and burial, they appear to have
been quite ordinary and typical Jews. Their narratives clearly display a thor-
ough familiarity with most of the Jewish burial practices of 1C Palestine. They
knew, for example, that bodies were customarily buried promptly on the day of
death, after being washed with ointment and wrapped in linen. They knew that
the dead were customarily buried in underground tombs, and that they were
mourned by their nearest relatives. And by the subtle ways in which they digni-
fied the burial of Jesus without crossing the boundaries of Jewish custom, the
texts show that the earliest Christians also knew that condemned criminals were
not buried with their families and were not mourned.*”

471 Gospel Women, 289.

2 The standard monograph arguing against the short ending is N. Croy, The Mutilation of
Mark’s Gospel (Abdingdon 2003). A recent article arguing for the short ending is N. Denyer,
“Mark 16:18 and Plato, Protagoras 328d,” TynB 57.1 (May 2006).

413 B, McCane, ““Where no one had yet been laid’: The Shame of Jesus’ Burial,” B. Chilton & C.
Evans, eds., Authenticating the Activities of Jesus (Brill 2002), 450
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Notice, incidentally, how this makes a whole lot more sense if the Gospels were
written by Jews before the sack of Jerusalem rather than by Gentiles after the sack
of Jerusalem.

Moving along, Kirby seems to suggest that the women were free to anoint the body
on the Sabbath due to their ignorance of “the intricacies of rabbinic law.”*"*

I’m not quite sure what this is supposed to mean. They didn’t need to study rab-
binic law to know it, for they were living under it every day of their lives. Given
the penalties for Sabbath-breaking (potentially a capital offense), they were cer-
tainly familiar with the blue laws, simply as a matter of cultural osmosis, by grow-
ing up in that culture and observing what was allowed and disallowed.

Kirby raises the question of whether Joseph could purchase a shroud on a holiday.
Of course, this turns, in part, on the time-frame and fine points of chronology—
difficult to reconstruct at this distance, given the paucity of the surviving evi-
dence.*” It was not the Sabbath, but the day of preparation (15:42). Friday was a
workday. The Sabbath did not commence until sundown—which accounts for the
rush-job (Lk 23:54-56).

But even the blue laws made exception for the purchase of bare necessities."’®

Kirby finds more troublesome the fact that they hurried over to the tomb without
bringing anyone along who could move the stone away.

Yes, a pretty obvious oversight, is it not? Obvious to everyone—including the
original audience. So why would Mark invent a dumb mistake like that? He in-
cludes this embarrassing detail, not because he fabricated it, but because that’s how
things happened.

It’s a fact of life that real people screw up in these little ways all the time. That’s
the stuff of comedy.

474 .-
Ibid., 241.

475 Cf. C. Blomberg, The Historical Reliability of John’s Gospel (IVP 2001), 254, 258; R. France,

The Gospel of Mark (Eerdmans 2002), 559-564.

61T ] eremias, The Eucharistic Words of Jesus (SCM 1990), 77-78.
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The women make elaborate preparations to anoint the body, but forget all about
this practical impediment. And their forgetfulness is quite understandable.

They’ve had to wait for the Sabbath to come and go, and the first light of dawn, be-
fore they could anoint the body. So they have all this pent-up energy. And in their
eagerness to get over to the tomb as soon as possible, the simple logistics of the
situation slip their mind entirely. Far from being a mark of inauthenticity, their
hasty mistake strikes me as an artless sign of authenticity.

It’s also quite possible that they were hoping to importune the guards into letting
them enter the tomb, but by then the sentinals had fled the scene—scared away by
the earthquake and angel:

The purpose of the guard was surely not to “prevent entry” but to prevent the
corpse from being removed. (Many other women in history have believed that
they could persuade guards of various kinds to allow them to do various things,
legal or not quite legall.)477

Kirby then quotes Carrier on a telltale anachronism in the Gospels regarding the
shape of the stone used to block the entrance into the tomb. If you go to Carrier’s
article, you see that he’s dependent on another writer for his information:

The tomb blocking stone is treated as round in the Gospels, but that would not
have been the case in the time of Jesus, yet it was often the case after 70 C.E.,
just when the gospels were being written. Amos Kloner, in “Did a Rolling
Stone Close Jesus’ Tomb?” (Biblical Archaeology Review 25:5, Sep/Oct 1999,
pp.- 23-29, 76), discusses the archaeological evidence of Jewish tomb burial
practices in antiquity. He observes that “more than 98 percent of the Jewish
tombs from this period, called the Second Temple period (c. first century
B.C.E. to 70 C.E.), were closed with square blocking stones” (p. 23), and only
four round stones are known prior to the Jewish War, all of them blocking en-
trances to elaborate tomb complexes of the extremely rich (such as the tomb
complex of Herod the Great and his ancestors and descendants). However, “the
Second Temple period...ended with the Roman destruction of Jerusalem in 70
C.E. In later periods the situation changed, and round blocking stones became
much more common” (p. 25).478

In reply:

4T R, Swinburne, The Resurrection of God Incarnate (Oxford 2003), 179.
478 http://www.infidels.org/library/modern/richard carrier/indef/4e.html
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1) Since Joseph is described as a rich man (Mt 27:57), Kloner’s data confirms the
Gospel accounts.

i1) Kloner doesn’t say how much later the situation changed and how long the tran-
sitional period took. So Carrier has overplayed his hand.

1i1) The issue is not the meaning of the verb. Carrier is inferring the shape of the ob-
ject from the verb. But that’s a very crude inference. For example, the “rolling”
stones in Josh 10:18 (LXX) and Jgs 7:13 (LXX) were rocks too large to carry, so
the only way to move them was shoving them end-over-end. In context, these are
natural boulders, not artificially rounded rocks.

Moving on:

The embalming of a body was apparently not in accordance with contemporary
custom, since there is not a single example available.*”’

An utter straw man argument since the Gospels never say that Jesus was “em-
balmed”—an Egyptian practice (e.g. Gen 50:26).

Moving on:

If what the women were supposed to be doing was not embalming, what was it?
There was no such thing as a second anointing.*®’

Answer: due to the hasty burial, the women hadn’t had a chance to perfume the
body. Remember that the women were in no position to actually witness the burial
preparations. From a discreet distance they would watch Joseph, Nicodemus and
their retinue come and go (Mk 15:47), but they were not party to or privy to the de-
tails of the burial preparations. They were outside, not inside (cf. Mt 27:61).

This is a persistent problem with unbelievers like Kirby. Because they don’t believe
the Bible, they don’t enter into the narrative viewpoint and try to visualize what is
happening.

What the women were doing is strictly unnecessary, but giving the dead (especially
a Jewish prophet) an honorable burial has never been about strict necessity. It’s a
way of paying our respects, as best we can, to our departed loved-ones.

479 BT, 243.
80 1hid., 243.
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Moving on:

In Mark, Joseph requests the body of Jesus specifically and disregards the other
two crucified. The pious Jew presumably would have wanted to take care of all
three; alternatively, if it is supposed that the thieves would have

been buried by the Romans anyway, then there is no reason for the pious Jew to
get involved at all.

The only motivation...would be a strong belief that the crucified deserved an
honorable burial. However, this would require that Joseph considered the
charge against Jesus to be unjust in the sight of God. Not only is it difficult to
understand why a simple, pious Sanhedrinist would be moved to conclude that
such a one had been crucified unjustly, but it is hardly plausible that Pilate
would have allowed Jesus to be given a honorable burial, as this would be tan-
tamount to an admission that Jesus was crucified without just cause.**’

The problem, here, is that the gospels give us a perfectly consistent rationale for
who did what, but Kirby doesn’t believe the given rationale. So his difficulties are
generated by his unbelief, and not by the record itself.

The thieves died a dishonorable death, so why shouldn’t they suffer an ignominious
burial? Leave that to their families, or the Roman authorities, or the natural scaven-
gers.

Moreover, as Lowder says in the very next chapter, we don’t know when the two
thieves died. Once again, you have two contributors at odds with one another.

But because we are expressly told that Joseph was a secret disciple who disap-
proved of the actions of his colleagues—and because that is implicit in his own ac-
tions, anyway, he would naturally take a personal and particular interest in seeing
that Jesus received the best burial that he was able to provide under the trying cir-
cumstances.*®

*! bid., 244.

482 “I would add that, in Mark 12, Jesus has a profitable discussion with a wise scribe, whom he
says was not far from the kingdom. Obviously, the text supports that there were those in authority
in the Temple that understood Jesus more than their counterparts and whom Jesus even com-
mended. It can’t be that much of a stretch to consider that Mark is setting the stage for Joseph of
Arimathea. Kirby could dismiss the discourse of Mark 12, but Mark 12 is one of the key dia-
logues that condemn the religious leaders, through prophetic interview. Jesus comes to examine
them; they fail his examination; only one of them is commended. Later the majority condemn
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In addition, there may well be another reason that Joseph chose to discriminate. As
one scholar points out:

Jewish burial customs, in fact, can explain a detail in the Gospels which has
puzzled some interpreters: why does Joseph of Arimathea bury only the body of
Jesus? Why doesn’t he also bury the others crucified with Jesus? Jewish tradi-
tions of dishonorable burial can make sense of this turn of events in the story,
because the burial in shame was relevant only to those criminals who had been
condemned by the action of some Jewish (or Israelite) authority. Dishonorable
burial was reserved for those who had been condemned by the people of Israel.
Semahot 2.9, in fact, specifically exempts those who die at the hands of other
authorities. Mark’s narrative conforms to this tradition. Since at least a few of
the Jewish leaders had been involved in the condemnation of Jesus, they had an
obligation to bury him in shame. But they were not necessarily responsible for
Pilate’s other victims.**?

Pilate tried to accommodate the Jews whenever he could to avoid a diplomatic “in-
cident” which would sour his reputation with the emperor. And Pilate had already
shifted the blame to the Jewish authorities. He was always walking a tightrope, and
remanding the body to the custody of a Sanhedrinist would just be one more petty
favor to keep the Jews in check.

What is so mysterious about the idea that a Jew of his standing would become a
follower of Jesus? After all, there were Jewish followers of Jesus, were there not?
Messianism was in the air, and he was, to say the least, as good a candidate as any.

Even if Joseph thought him to be merely a prophet of God, in the tradition of
Jeremiah and other persecuted prophets of God, that would justify a decent burial.

Indeed, Kirby contradicts himself a few pages later by saying that:

A request from some Jews for the bodies of the crucified to be taken down be-
fore the Sabbath may be historical, as this is plausible and even to be ex-
pected.484

Jesus after an unjust trial, and, again, one of them comes forward to request the body, in order to
give the prophet an honorable burial” (Gene Bridges, private correspondence).

8B, McCane, ibid., 445. I’'ll have more to say about the honorable or dishonorable character of
Christ’s burial in the next chapter.
4 1bid., 247.
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McCane adds that “Roman prefects like Pilate, in fact, often allowed crucifixion
victims to be buried,”** and then proceeds to cite a number of examples.

Kirby also has an odd habit of compartmentalizing our information, as though we
should read each piece of information in isolation or opposition to every other
piece, and then acting quizzical about how it could all fit together when he was the
one who chose to read the text in this blinkered and atomistic fashion.

Next, Kirby raises the question of why the women didn’t cooperate with Joseph in
the burial rites.

But a question like this assumes a kind of democratic informality which strikes me
as highly anachronistic. This was a hierarchical culture, ranked by sex, race, relig-
ion, and socioeconomic strata (e.g. Jn 4:9,27).

Joseph and Nicodemus are both rabbis, both rulers, both men of means, with ser-
vants at their beck-and-call. Why would they either need or want the help of these
female commoners? And would the women even dare approach them? This was a
man’s world. A world with invisible, unspoken barriers between one social class
and another.

The gospel accounts are exactly as I’d expect. The women keep a respectful and
deferential distance. They wait and see, watching from afar and biding their time.

In his section on the “Burial Traditions,” Kirby goes over the rainbow into the land
of Oz:

The Secret Book of James is thought to have been written in the first half of the
2C. This is mainly because the sayings of Jesus are thought to be dependent on
oral tradition and not the canonical gospels, which is not likely after the mid-
2C. It is known from a copy in Coptic found at Nag Hammadi.**®

Translation, we have a 4C copy of a Gnostic gospel written in Coptic. We trace this
to an original, written some 200 years earlier—which would still put it over 100
years after the events, based on the postulate of oral tradition, the existence of
which can’t be documented since it’s oral tradition.

This washed-up clown act is what passes for liberal Bible “scholarship.”

85 Ibid., 435.
86 1hid., 246.
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Incidentally, how many members of the Jesus Seminar actually read Coptic?

To this he adds such other worthies as the “Gospel of Peter*®” and the Epistula
Apostolorum. He justifies this appeal to other “pre-Markan” traditions on the
grounds that:

There is little cause for Christians to imagine that Jesus was buried shamefully
when in fact he was properly interred in the rock-hewn tomb of Joseph of Ari-
mathea.**®

Several problems here:

1) One cannot assume that what would count as a dishonorable burial in Jewish cus-
tom would have the same cultural resonance in the case of Gnostic gospels.

11) Kirby is assuming that Gnostics and other heretics are Christians. But there was
a lot of defiantly unscriptural nonsense emanating from these early “Christian”
cults, viz., Ebionites, Cainites, Ophites, Marcionites, Peratae, Sethians, &c.

111) The whole point of having rival sacred scriptures is to present an unorthodox
and anti-establishmentarian viewpoint.

Kirby suggests that Mk 12:8 preserves an alternative burial tradition. This confuses
the parabolic genre with the historical genre, as well as assuming that an Evangelist
would preserve rival traditions.

Likewise, he appeals to the wording of Acts 13:29 as evidence of yet another rival
burial tradition.

1) Again, this assumes that the author of Luke would contradict himself in Acts.

i1) It also hangs a ridiculous amount of weight on the plural form. But as one
scholar notes,

“They” in this case must be indefinite or generic, as a substitute for the passive,
“he was taken down.”**’

7 For a critique, cf. R. Brown, “The Gospel of Peter and Canonical Gospel Priority,” NTS 33

(1987), 321-343.
BEET, 248.
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111) Moreover, Jews were party to both the crucifixion and burial—just not the same
Jews.

1v) Furthermore, a speech is not going to go into the same detail as a historical nar-
rative.

The next section assumes that if one Gospel doesn’t repeat everything said in an-
other Gospel, that adds up to a contradiction or a rival account or renders it unhis-
torical. No argument is given for this assumption. The whole point of having more
than one gospel is to say something different, to supplement the preexisting record.

One matter of note: Kirby takes the “young man” at the tomb to be an angelophany.
I agree, but this is one of many instances in which one contributor contradicts an-
other. For Carrier denied the angelic identity of the young man.

Not, of course, that Kirby believes in angels:

First, such an appearance would seem to nullify any utility in the message of
the angel—if Jesus was to repeat the message, why bother with the angel? Sec-
ond, it would seem strange that the first appearance would be to the women
rather than to the official witnesses. Third, of what value would the appearance
to the women be, whose report would have been suspect?490

As to the first objection, that’s what angels do—they’re messengers from God. And
this heavenly herald would function as a divine witness to the Resurrection.

As to the second and third objections, notice the incurved quality of skepticism.
Why, indeed, would an Evangelist make up such a story about the women? And if
that’s incongruous, then isn’t the logical answer to deny the skeptical premise? But
it never occurs to Kirby to question his unbelief, even when his unbelief carries a
consequence which he himself finds illogical. A dubious premise will yield a dubi-
ous conclusion. Like a man who has shut himself inside a room full of trick mir-
rors, he can no longer find the doorknob.

9 3. Fitzmyer, The Acts of the Apostles (Doubleday 1998), 515.
0 ET, 259, n.52.
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Chapter 7

In this chapter, Jeff Lowder offers a critique of William Lane Craig’s case for the
Resurrection. Lowder’s alternative theory is the relocation hypothesis.

This is really a variant of the wrong tomb theory. The tomb the women and/or dis-
ciples visited on Easter Sunday was, in effect, the wrong tomb, because the body of
Jesus had been transferred, unbeknownst to them. He was rotting in another grave-
yard.

As so often with the ET, it’s not so much a case of whose argument to believe, but
whose argument to disbelieve. When the contributors fundamentally contradict
each other, what’s a poor unbeliever to do?

Several points are worth noting at the outset:

1) This is not an attack on evidence for the Resurrection, per se, but an attack on
one particular apologetic strategy.

1) By arguing for the empty tomb, Lowder is arguing against a number of his fel-
low contributors. When critics of the Resurrection are critics of one another, you
have all the makings of a circular firing squad.

1i1) Reburial would be pointless. Lowder believes that Joseph of Arimathea did in-
deed give Jesus an honorable burial in his own tomb. But, if so, what would be the
possible point of going to all that effort and expense only to disinter him two days
later? Such an action would dishonor the dead—an act of desecration.

What other tomb would Joseph move him to? If it was another tomb which Joseph
owned, why would he move the body from one tomb he owned to another tomb he
owned?

And how could he move him to a tomb he didn’t own? Unless it was a mass, un-
marked grave. But that would be a dishonorable burial. Why give Jesus an honor-

able burial to begin with, followed by a dishonorable burial?

1v) Borrowing a leaf from Michael Martin, Lowder structures his own case around
the distinction between prior and final probabilities.
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But Bayesian probability theory is only relevant if we have no knowledge of the
concrete particulars, and must make a blind flying leap on the basis of abstract per-
centiles and general distribution patterns.

Suppose I don’t know someone’s blood type. But I know that whites have a low B-
type frequency whereas Asians have a high B-type frequency. I also know that 70%
of Americans are either O positive or A positive, while under 1% are AB negative.

By juggling prior probabilities of this sort I could arrive at a final probability.

Or I could simply run a blood test on the individual in question. Suppose he tests
out as AB negative?

That outcome is highly unlikely, but it’s not as though the test-results have to over-
come a low prior probability. It’s not as though we have to average out the test re-
sults with the prior probabilities to arrive at a final probability.

We might wish to repeat the test to eliminate the chance of a false positive, but if
we enjoy direct knowledge of his blood type, then the prior probabilities, however
low, are moot. So Bayesian theory is simply inapplicable to the case at hand.

Or, to take another example, what are the odds that someone weighs over 300 1bs?
There’s no simple answer to that question. Probable with respect to what? What’s
the sample?

If we took the world population as our frame of reference, then the odds are ex-
tremely low.

But suppose we took sumo wrestlers as our frame of reference. Then the odds
would be quite high.

Or suppose we took Japanese men as our frame of reference? The odds would be
lower than sumo wrestlers, but higher than the world population.

If T knew that the individual in question was a sumo wrestler, I wouldn’t take the
world popular as the benchmark of prior probabilities, and then quantify the odds
of this individual weighing over 300 Ibs by averaging the odds of a sumo wrestler
weighing over 300 lbs against the odds of any man or woman alive tipping the
scales at over 300 Ibs.
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Or, if I didn’t know that he was a sumo wrestler, but I knew that he was a Japanese
man, then—since sumo wrestlers are generally a subset of Japanese men—that
would supply the frame of reference.

If I knew his age, that would make a difference. What are the odds of a nonagenar-
1an sumo wrestler?

Of course, Japanese men are a subset of Japanese human beings (men, women,
children), who are subset of non-Japanese human beings. But that’s irrelevant.

What are the odds that Jesus was crucified with a few other victims, and received
an honorable burial? There’s more than one way to probabilify the event. Probable
relative to what?

Lowder says probable relative to mass crucifixion and dishonorable burial. But if
we’re going to play the odds, there are many other ways of fixing prior probabili-
ties.

The prior probability that a 1C Jewish Palestinian male was crucified with a few
other victims and received an honorable burial is vastly higher than the prior prob-
ability that a 1C Roman Emperor was crucified, or a Roman citizen, or a Jewess.

So, depending on what other variables you plug into your calculus, you can raise or
lower the odds at will. The outcome is controlled by your initial sampling and se-
lection criteria.

1v) The Resurrection is not an extraordinary event that happened upon an ordinary
individual, but an extraordinary event commensurate with an extraordinary indi-
vidual. The “probability” of the Resurrection needs to take that factor into account.

As Warfield has said:

It is appropriate that this miraculous life should be set between the great mar-
vels of the virgin-birth and the resurrection and ascension. These can appear
strange only when the intervening life is looked upon as that of a merely human
being...The entrance of the Lord of Glory into the world could not but be su-
pernatural; His exit from the world, after the work which he had undertaken had
been performed, could not fail to bear the stamp of triumph.*’!

¥ Works (Baker 2003), 3:176.
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And as F. F. Bruce once put it:

That a man should come to life again the third day after his death is certainly
improbable; but, in the view of those who knew him, it was impossible that this
man should not come to life again...That a man should rise from the dead after
three days is, as we have said, certainly improbable; but we are not concerned
here with a man, but with this man. There are many other things recorded of
this man which in isolation are equally improbable—his virginal conception,
his life and works—but in him all these improbabilities coincide. Does the co-
incidence of improbabilities amount to sheer impossibility, so that we conclude
that picture is a cunningly wrought invention? Or is the picture that of God in-
carnate, in whom the “improbabilities” coincide like a threefold cord that is not
quickly broken? That God incarnate should enter human life by a unique way
(“conceived by the Holy Ghost and born of the Virgin Mary,” as the ancient
creed says), is not improbable, but perfectly fitting. That God incarnate should
live a life of perfect holiness, marked by works of miraculous power and teach-
ing of preeminent wisdom, is not improbable, but just what we should expect.
That God incarnate should die—there is something in the highest degree amaz-
ing. Die he did, nonetheless; but this could not be the end. When we have seen
this act in the drama of our salvation, we wait breathlessly for the sequel, and
greet it as something divinely natural; this is the one “whom God raised up,
loosing the bonds of death, because it was not possible that death should hold
him fast.”**

v) And even if Bayesian theory were applicable, Lowder still misapplies it. Con-
sider the following:

Prior to considering the unique circumstances surrounding a given Roman cru-
cifixion, there is a low prior probability that the crucifixion victim would be
buried...Therefore, for victims of mass crucifixions, the prior probability of
burial is not only low, but extremely low...Thus, the prior probability of burial
for victims of small crucifixions is also low (although not nearly as low as that
for victims of mass crucifixions)...Given the low prior probability of a buried
crucifixion victim, those of us who lack a general presumption for historicity
will reject the claim that Jesus was buried until a convincing argument can be
made specifically for Jesus’ burial. But I believe that the specific evidence for
Jesus’ burial is sufficient to overcome the intrinsic improbability of a crucifix-
ion victim being buried.*”?

Notice the concentric reasoning: generally speaking, crucifixion victims were left
unburied. That sets the baseline for prior probabilities.

2 The Spreading Flame (Eerdmans 1995), 69.
3 ET, 264-265.
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But the probability that victims of small crucifixions were left unburied is lower
than for the probability of mass crucifixions. Finally, the specific evidence for Je-
sus’ burial is sufficient to overcome the prior probabilities to the contrary.

So the pattern is to take the most general class as his benchmark for prior probabili-
ties, then move to a subset, whose prior probability is averaged out in relation to the
general class, then move to an individual case, which must overcome the cumula-
tive mean average of the subset and the general class combined.

Now, this is totally artificial. We have evidence for mass crucifixions. We have
evidence for small crucifixions. We have evidence for the crucifixion of Christ. But
the evidence for one doesn’t count for or against the evidence for another. What we
have is separate evidence for separate events.

What is probable in any particular case is dependent on the evidence we have for
the membership of the individual in a mass crucifixion, or else a small crucifixion,
or else direct evidence without reference to any inference from a more general
category.

Prior probability has reference to the probability of an event apart from some par-
ticular piece of information. But what Lowder is actually doing is to compare one
particular type of crucifixion with another particular type of crucifixion. Same
thing with honorable or dishonorable burial.

So he’s using evidence of one specific type (mass crucifixion, dishonorable burial)
of more general phenomenon (crucifixion, burial) as if that supplied the back-
ground information for another specific type (small crucifixions, dishonorable bur-
ial) of the same general phenomenon. This commits a level-confusion. While one
might probabilify a special case from a general class, one cannot probilify a special
case from another special case of the same general class.

Going back to the illustration of blood types, there is a relative overall probability
of being one blood type rather than another, and if you knew nothing else about the
individual, that would establish the benchmark, but the distribution pattern varies
by race; indeed, some blood types are specific to a specific race. If you knew the
race of the individual, then that would change the prior probabilities, and render
moot the aggregate figure of all races combined. If you could select for race, you
would no longer retain the aggregate figure which the racial stats had to overcome.
And if you could run a blood test, the whole statistical framework would be moot.
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vi) Moreover, the evidence for mass crucifixion is simply irrelevant to the case of
Christ. As one scholar explains:

These mass crucifixions, it turns out, all come from times of acute crisis, when
Roman military officers were being called in to stabilize situations which had
gotten out of control...Throughout most of the 1C, by contrast, and especially
at the time of Jesus’ death, Judea was not in open revolt against Rome and was
not under the control of Roman generals commanding legions of soldiers...At
the time of Jesus, in fact, the situation was peaceful enough that events in and
around Jerusalem were not always under the direct control of the Roman pre-
fect...A small Roman force was stationed in the city in the fortress of Antonia,
but the routine day-to-day government of Jerusalem was largely in Jewish
hands, specifically the High Priest and the council.**

In addition, you have to separate out Jewish victims from Gentile victims since
Jews had their own burial customs. It’s mindless to first lump Jews and Gentiles
together to generate a prior probability only to then separate them out to generate a
final probability.

It is striking that even within his Bayesian scheme, Lowder, after reviewing Jewish
sources, contradicts the position of some of his co-contributors like Kirby. He says,
for example:

There is a high prior probability that an official representative of the Jewish
council would have approached Pilate and requested Jesus’ body...Jesus died
right before a Jewish holy day. It is highly likely the Romans would have been
respectful of Jewish law regarding burial of executed criminals before Passover,
especially since this would “avoid unrest among the large numbers of visitors
for the festival.”*"

At other times he makes bald-faced assertions bereft of any supporting evidence or
argument:

Although the other gospels assert the tomb in which Jesus was buried belonged
to Joseph of Arimathea and had never been used—claims which have an ex-
tremely low prior probability.**

He seems to treat this as self-evidently true, for reasons known only to himself. I
don’t regard either claim as improbable.

4% B. McCane, ibid., 434-435.
95 Tbid., 265.
4 1bid., 267.

212



vii) Furthermore, any alternative theory positing that the body was spirited out of
the tomb without anyone taking notice is up against the degree of public scrutiny
attaching to the life and death of Christ:

Crucifixions were public events. Intended as deterrents, they were set up to call
attention to themselves. Surely it was not otherwise with Jesus: he was publicly
displayed as crucified in order “to deter resistance or revolt.”” When one adds
that Jesus was surely some sort of religious sensation whose fate would have
been of interest not just to sympathizers, that his torture would even have been
of entertainment value to some, it is hard to imagine that there was no cloud of
witnesses. That the Gospels say there were passersby is no reason to think that
there was not. It is instead quiet likely that people, friendly, hostile, and indif-
ferent, witness Jesus’ end and its immediate aftermath, and that his crucifixion
and burial became immediately the stuff of street gossip, so that anyone who
wanted to learn what happened could just have asked around. Crossan says that
those who knew did not care and that those who cared did not know. My guess
is that most everyone knew whether they cared or not.*"’

viii) Finally yet another weakness with Lowder’s underlying thesis is the degree to
which he’s indebted to G. A. Wells—a frailty he shares in common with Parsons.*”*
But Wells’ work has come under fire from various quarters.

Habermas, for one, has marshaled a summary critique of Wells.*”

Wells’ ideas are wide open to criticism at a variety of junctures. Rather than at-
tempt the more systematic approach I have employed in earlier writings, I will
list problems that indicate significant flaws. At several places which he admits
are integral, Wells resorts to almost any explanation, no matter how incredible,
in order to disallow apparent textual meanings. If these texts are taken at face
value, he realizes his thesis is in deep trouble. So Wells must disallow all time
references to Jesus being a contemporary of New Testament persons.

(1) Wells’ late-dating the earliest gospel (Mark) to 90-100 AD and the others to
well into the second century certainly helps his thesis by divorcing Jesus from
the early sources. For example, it allows him to remove Pilate’s connection
with Jesus until at least 90 AD (DJE, 47, 65; HEJ, 10-11). But these dates are
opposed by virtually every other scholar writing on this subject, whether liberal
or conservative. Even critical scholars usually date these four books from 65-

¥7D. Allison, Resurrecting Jesus, 362.

498 298-299, n.3; 450, nn.16, 19.
499 http://garyhabermas.com/articles/crj summarycritique/crj _summarycritique.htm
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100 AD. So Wells dates Mark about two or three decades earlier than almost
everyone else, including those same scholars he cites so positively.

Though we definitely cannot respond in detail here, just a brief line of reason-
ing will be mentioned. Most of the Book of Acts is devoted to the careers of Pe-
ter and Paul, with many chapters centering in Jerusalem. The deaths of Stephen
(7:54-60) and the apostle James (12:1-2) are recorded, and the book ends with
Paul under house arrest in Rome (28:14-31). Yet nothing is mentioned about
the deaths of Paul and Peter (mid-60s AD), or James, the Lord’s brother (about
62 AD). Further, the Jewish War with the Romans beginning in 66 and the fall
of Jerusalem in 70 are also absent. These five events are not arbitrary; each is
absolutely central to the book’s key persons and geography, making them abso-
lutely integral to the theme.

So how could the author of Acts not mention these last five events, which dwarf
many of the other items in the book? By far the best solution is that none of
these things had yet occurred. These absences argue very strongly for an early
date, before the mid-60s.

Since Luke was written prior to Acts,500 but after Mark and Matthew, we may
then date all five books before 65 AD. Even if we are too early by ten or so
years, this is still a serious challenge to Wells. If the majority of contemporary
scholars is right, then Wells would still be crucially wrong by about 25 years on
each book. This would indicate that facts regarding the historical Jesus circu-
lated at a much earlier date than he asserts. The more Wells is mistaken on
these dates, the closer our historical information gets to Jesus.

(2) Wells realizes that if Paul’s reference to “James the Lord’s brother” (Gal.
1:19) means that he met with Jesus’ sibling, then this alone is very troubling to
his thesis (HEJ, 167-174; DJE, 21). But here we perceive Wells’ special plead-
ing at its very best. Rather than admit Paul’s straightforward meaning, he sug-
gests that there was a zealous group in the early church who were not relatives
but were called “the brethren of the Lord”!

Very surprisingly, Wells even admits the severity of his plight:

If Paul means blood brother of a historical Jesus, then it would suffice to estab-
lish--against my view--that Jesus had really lived in the first half of the first
century. Furthermore, I must admit that this interpretation of Paul’s words does
seem the immediate and obvious one. Here, then, is a case where what seems to
be the plain sense of a text...would weigh very heavily indeed against my view
of Christian origins. (HEJ, 167)

But there are several reasons that Paul was referring to Jesus’ brother. As Wells
states, this is the normal way to understand this passage. Second, in I Corin-

500 Compare Luke 1:1-3 with Acts 1:1.
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thians 9:5, the Lord’s brothers refer to individuals who are authoritative enough
to be compared to Peter and the apostles, not to some obscure group of believ-
ers. Third, all four gospels refer to Jesus’ physical brothers.”®’ James is even
specified as one of them (Mk. 6:3; Matt. 13:55-56). Whatever date is assigned
to these books, they plainly understood the tradition in a way that disagrees
with Wells. Fourth, we will discuss below Jewish historian Josephus, who also
calls James the brother of Jesus.””> But Josephus would hardly be referring to a
sectarian group of believers known within the church! Fifth, there is no histori-
cal evidence to support Wells’ specific contention concerning James.

So this leaves Wells to face his own critique stated above. That he is clearly
wrong about James weighs heavily against his entire thesis concerning the his-
torical Jesus, just like he admits.

(3) Paul appears to refer to those who were physically present with Jesus, call-
ing them the twelve (I Corinthians 15:4) and the apostles (15:7). As with James,
Wells fully realizes that if this is so, then his thesis suffers at another key point:
“If these words were really written by Paul, then it looks as though he was
aware that Jesus chose twelve disciples; and if Paul in this respect corroborates
what the gospels say, then it would be reasonable to infer that he also knows the
principle facts of Jesus’ life...” (DJE, 124). But Wells contends that “apostle”
does not mean a physical companion of Jesus (HEJ, 227, note 14). Further, “the
twelve” was interpolated into Paul’s epistle (DJE, 124), even without textual
evidence for this conclusion! Again, Wells recognizes a crucial passage, and
once again, the sense of special pleading is apparent. He is willing to say virtu-
ally anything to avoid a clear text opposing his view, even if he has to ignore
the contrary evidence and hold that it was added, relying on little more than his
own assertion.

(4) Wells’ treatment of the many nonbiblical references to Jesus is also quite
problematic. He downplays those presenting difficulties for his position (Thal-
lus, Tacitus), and suggests late dates for others, again in contrast to the wide
majority of scholars (Thallus [perhaps second century AD!], Polycarp [135
AD!], Papias [140 AD]). Yet, he provides few reasons why these dates should
be preferred (DJE, 10-15, 78, 139; HEJ, 15-18).

The most important problem for Wells’ treatment is Josephus’ testimony. In or-
der to dismiss this important Jewish documentation, Wells resorts to question-
ing both of Josephus’ references to Jesus. Not only does he disallow them as in-
terpolated comments, but he asserts that this is also “widely admitted” by
scholars (HEJ, 18; DJE, 10-11). But he is so wide of the mark here that one is
tempted to question his research altogether.

SO Matthew 12:46-47; Mark 3:31-32; Luke 8:19-20; John 7:5.
502 Antiquities 20:9.
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While virtually everyone thinks that portions of Josephus’ longer statement in
Antiquities 18:3 has been added, the majority also think that a fair amount still
came from Josephus. Princeton Seminary’s James Charlesworth strongly con-
cludes: “We can now be as certain as historical research will presently allow
that Josephus did refer to Jesus.”” John Drane adds that “most scholars have
no doubts about the authenticity” of the passage’s nucleus.”™ Written about 93-
94 AD, Josephus’ statement, among other claims, clearly links Jesus to his dis-
ciples and connects his crucifixion to Pilate. It is independent of the gospels,
according to Wells’ dating.

Josephus’ second statement refers to James as the brother of Jesus, who was
called the Christ (Antiquities 20:9). This also hurts Well’s thesis significantly,
because it likewise links Jesus to a first century person who was known to Paul
and other apostles.”” In spite of Wells’ dismissal (without citing a single
scholar who agrees--HEJ, 18), Yamauchi concludes, “Few scholars have ques-
tioned the genuineness of this passage.”So6

Thus it is no wonder that Wells would dearly like to squelch Josephus’ two ref-
erences to Jesus. Both clearly place Jesus in a specific first century context
connected with the apostles and Pilate, cannot be derived from the gospels on
Wells’ dating, and come from a non-Christian. Wells even notes that such inde-
pendent data would be of “great value” (DJE, 14). So it is exceptionally instruc-
tive, not just that Wells dismisses both, but that he clearly wishes his readers to
think that contemporary scholarship is firmly on his side when it very clearly is
nowhere close. Charlesworth specifically refers to Wells’ treatment of
Josephus, saying that, “Many solid arguments can be presented against such
distortions and polemics.”"”

Other problems abound with Wells’ thesis that attempts to disconnect Jesus
from a first century AD context. For example, he tries to dismiss Paul’s dating
the resurrection appearances to the third day after Jesus’ death in I Corinthians
15:4 (DJE, 31). While Wells readily admits that many like Peter and Paul
claimed to be witnesses of resurrection appearances, this fails to connect Jesus
to the first century (DJE, 32; HEJ, 43-44)! While earlier he compares Christian-
ity to ancient mythology (DJE, 182-193), he later criticizes such efforts (HEJ,
218-219). Further, he regularly stumbles when attempting to summarize recent
scholarship. But Wells recognizes his lack of specialization, as a self-
proclaimed “amateur” (DJE, 2), having taught German.

%9 Jesus Within Judaism (New York: Doubleday, 1988), 96.

504 Introducing the New Testament (San Francisco: Harper & Row, 1986), 138.

°%% Galatians 1:19; T Corinthians 9:5; Acts 15:1-20.

506 “Josephus and the Scriptures,” Fides et Historia, Vol. 13 (1980), 53.

507 Charlesworth, 98. For further details, see 90-98; Yamauchi, 42-63; Drane, 138; and Haber-
mas, 43-44, 192-196.
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The entire subject of the resurrection is also troublesome for Wells. Responding
to my debate with atheist Antony Flew,”" noting that Flew did not do well,
Wells wrote a response that repeats his tired thesis.”” Still he struggles, trying
to explain the resurrection by the same discredited methods discussed here. Al-
though he notes the repetition during the debate (4), this did not keep him from
repeatedly misunderstanding my arguments (especially 23-36).

Continuing with Lowder,

If Jn 20:2 has a historical basis, Mary apparently thought Jesus had been
moved.’'”

1) This 1s a vague way of putting things. Lowder is attempting to create some narra-
tive elbowroom for his relocation theory. But Mary could just as well have had
grave-robbery in mind.

1) Beyond whatever Mary was thinking, in a distraught state of mind, is the narra-
tive viewpoint. An author ought to be understood as he was meant to be under-
stood. Since, for John, the empty tomb is a prelude to the post-Resurrection appear-
ance of Christ to Mary and the disciples, it does extreme violence to the text to cite
Jn 20:2 in support of the relocation theory. If one refuses to accept the account at
face-value, then it’s more honest to simply deny the account rather than reinterpret
it in defiance of original intent.

Moving on:

The hypothesis that Joseph gave Jesus an honorable burial in his tomb (“honor-
able burial hypothesis”). Nevertheless, the latter hypothesis has an extremely
low prior probability, which can be seen from the following dilemma.’"!

1) Before we get to the “dilemma,” we need to comment on the framework. Lowder
is very free with the word “hypothesis.” However we classify the burial of Christ,
there is nothing hypothetical about the record of his burial.

A hypothesis would be a hypothetical reconstruction of events, either in the ab-
sence of direct evidence, or in defiance of direct evidence, like the theory of a sto-
len body, or Lowder’s relocation hypothesis.

% Did Jesus Rise from the Dead?, ed. Terry Miethe (San Francisco: Harper and Row, 1987).
599 A Resurrection Debate (London: Rationalist Press, 1988), 3-4, 44-46.
510
ET, 267.
S 1bid., 268.
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To classify the honorable burial as a hypothesis implies epistemic parity with the
other theories. But the other theories have no basis in the actual record of events.
There 1s no rival version of the facts.

The other theories are not factual, but artifactual. The critic doesn’t believe in mira-
cles, but he also doesn’t find it credible to dismiss the Gospels in toto, so he tries to
finesse a mediating position by offering a naturalistic explanation for the “evolu-
tion” of the Easter accounts. The result is a messy conceptual hybrid, grafting bits
and pieces of the gospels onto his philosophical preconception.

1) And this brings us to a larger point. Suppose, for the sake of argument, that we
do classify the Resurrection as just one more theory of the evidence. This is, in fact,
the only “theory” of the evidence that accounts for all the evidence because it is the
only “theory” of the evidence which makes use of all the evidence.

Every other theory of the empty tomb or Easter appearances makes selective use of
the evidence. It credits certain details of the Gospel accounts, but suppresses the
other details. It tries to pit one Gospel against another.

In addition, each contributor to the ET isolates a different slice of the evidence. At
most, each alternative theory can only account for part of the evidence, and each
alternative theory stands in contradiction to every other alternative theory.

So, by their very own methods, the contributors to the ET tacitly admit that it is
only the Resurrection which does, in fact, account for every piece of textual evi-
dence. There is no comprehensive alternative which explains all of the documen-
tary evidence. That, of itself, makes the Resurrection the best explanation, and,
really, the only explanation. A partial explanation is not an explanation.

Every other theory of the Easter-event is an ad hoc hypothesis. It has no positive
evidence. It goes against the only available evidence we have. The only inspiration
for an alternative theory of Easter is not an independent tradition of Easter, but a
secular worldview.

And while we’re on the subject of prior probabilities, what is the prior probability
that a merely makeshift theory which has no evidentiary support, but is, in fact, op-
posed to the evidence, could be true? This is a stopgap masquerading as an expla-
nation.
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111) Lowder’s distinction between honorable and dishonorable burial is rather arbi-
trary. True, such a distinction existed in Jewish law and practice. But let us remem-
ber that the Bible itself is a primary source of information on Jewish burial cus-
toms.

1v) What is more, the exigencies of a real world situation often force the parties into
a pragmatic compromise. On the one hand, Jesus was condemned by both the reli-
gious and the civil authorities. As such, he was only entitled to a dishonorable bur-
1al. On the other hand, Joseph explicitly, and Nicodemus implicitly, regarded his
condemnation as a miscarriage of justice.

It if were up to the Jewish authorities, Jesus would only receive a dishonorable bur-
1al. If it were left up to Joseph and Nicodemus, Jesus would receive an honorable
burial. Joseph and Nicodemus give Jesus the most respectful and respectable burial
they can get away with, given the constraints they are under. Given that Christ was
convicted of treason and blasphemy alike, their options are limited. Their associa-
tions with a condemned man already left them open to the charge of complicity.
That’s why the disciples fled the scene.

That’s why it was “daring” of Joseph to even ask for the body (Mk 15:43). They
could not afford to be provocative. Utmost discretion was called for.

On the one hand, Jesus is denied the rites of mourning and burial in the family
crypt. This is a mark of dishonorable burial.

On the other hand, Joseph and Nicodemus try to offset the odium as much as possi-
ble: Joseph lays him in his own tomb while Nicodemus brings along enough spices
for a state funeral.

This point of tension is quite essential to the atonement. On the one hand, Jesus
must endure a shameful conviction and death (Gal 3:13; Phil 2:8). This was a
shame culture, and his public humiliation was a necessary feature of the atonement.
That’s the scandal of the cross.

On the other hand, his death must also be seen as a travesty of justice. He was un-
justly condemned. The compensatory efforts of Joseph and Nicodemus are one

way, among others (e.g. Lk 23:47), of letting the reader know that.

Back to the alleged “dilemma’:
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Either Joseph was a secret disciple of Jesus or he was not. If Joseph was not a
follower of Jesus, then it is extremely unlikely that he would have buried a con-
demned criminal like Jesus in his own tomb, If, however, we assume that Jo-
seph was a follower of Jesus, that would explain why Joseph might have buried
Jesus in his (Joseph’s) own tomb, but such an assumption itself has an ex-
tremely low prior probability.”'*

The first option is not a live option. Since the gospel tradition does identify Joseph
as a sympathizer, it would be nonsensical to defend the Resurrection by denying
the inaccuracy of the accounts. And, as Lowder correctly notes, his actions would
be otherwise inexplicable.

But then he says that such an assumption has an extremely low prior probability.
Yet this assertion, and that’s all it is—mere assertion—is hardly self-explanatory.

Perhaps what he means is that if only a handful of the Jewish establishment were
believers in Jesus, it is improbable that anyone in particular was a follower.

Even if we play along with this logic, such as it is, it confuses the probability of the
action with the probability of the actor. In a special ops unit of, say, 5 men, where
one soldier is assigned to perform a particular task, there’s only a 20% chance that
any one soldier in particular will be assigned that task. Yet there’s a 100% chance
that one of them will be assigned that task, and which one is assigned is irrelevant
to the mission.

Likewise, if, say, only two members of the Sanhedrin (Joseph, Nicodemus) were
disciples of Christ, the chances are only 50/50 that Joseph will take the initiative
rather than Nicodemus, but if one doesn’t do it, the other will, so the precise identi-
fication is irrelevant. The issue is not the probable identity of the actor, but the
probability of the action given the probability of the actor(s).

And, again, the whole business of prior probabilities is misplaced. In a nation of
300 million, there’s only a 1-in-300 million chance that Jeff Lowder will be the
founder of Internet Infidels, Inc. Compare this to the 2-in-71 chance that Nicode-
mus and Josephus will break with the Sanhedrin.

Given those odds, why should anyone believe in Lowder’s resume? What evidence
could possibly overcome such staggering odds?

312 1bid., 268.

220



For that matter, what are the chances that someone by the name of J. Duncan M.
Derrett should write a book entitled The Anastasis? Consider the odds against
someone by that name. Consider the odds against a book by that name. Consider
the multiplied improbability of each improbability combined.

But should it not be obvious that this is a completely misconceived way of quanti-
fying historical evidence? Lowder is confounding the statistical or metaphysical
probability of a historical event with the psychological probability of a historical
witness to the event.

Moving on:

Once the Sabbath has passed, surely Joseph, as both a pious Jew and a member
of the Sanhedrin, would have moved the body out of his own tomb and into a
permanent location more suitable for a criminal.”"?

Far from being a sure thing, this is quite illogical. If Joseph had suffered from such
scruples, he would not have interred Jesus in his own tomb to begin with. He didn’t
regard Jesus as a criminal, but rather, as the innocent victim of an unjust judicial
process (Lk 23:51). Moreover, Joseph was a follower of Jesus (Mt 27:57; In
19:38).

Of course, Lowder may not believe that, but that’s all we have to go on, and it
makes perfect sense of the action.

Lowder then discusses the “second” tomb. But, of course, we have no evidence of a
second tomb. Indeed, the evidence we have rules out a second tomb.

Lowder has no evidence of a second tomb in the gospels. And he has no independ-
ent evidence of a second tomb outside the gospels. If he deems the gospels to be
unreliable, then he has no good reason to infer a second tomb by picking and
choosing and ripping isolated verses out of context, contrary to original intent.

Lowder then attempts to mount an argument from silence based on the absence of
the empty tomb in Paul.

1) But we wouldn’t expect Paul to comment on the empty tomb. He was not writing
a gospel, so historical narrative and narrative theology don’t figure in his epistles.

13 Ibid., 271.
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i1) Since he was not an eyewitness or an immediate disciple of Christ, he’s not es-
pecially qualified to dwell on the historical details. He can leave that to others.

111) As a matter of fact, others more qualified than he did write a record of the life
of Christ. So he can rely on his readers to get their information from that source.

1v) Indeed, St. Luke, his traveling companion, wrote a gospel—based on his own,
independent investigation of events, likely reading the Gospel of Mark and inter-
viewing members of the Jerusalem church.

v) Paul appeals directly to the Resurrection itself.

Lowder says that 1 Cor 15:3-8 “is the earliest of all extant resurrection ac-
counts.”'* This makes certain assumptions about the dating of the gospels for
which no argument has been presented.

Lowder speaks of “disagreement between the lists in Mark 15:47 and 16:1.°"

1) But a difference is not a disagreement. For one thing, Good Friday and Easter
Sunday are two different events, so the fact that you might have a different set of
women at each event is hardly a disagreement.

i1) And even if the same women were present at each, it doesn’t follow that Mark
would mention that fact since Gospel writers regularly omit extraneous details.
Lowder is acting like Lindsell.

111) Remember, too, that the Gospel of Mark wasn’t written at one sitting. So there
may be some abrupt transitions as he resumes his writing from one pericope to an-
other. That 1s not a disagreement. Rather, that is making allowance for the fact that
ancient writers didn’t use word processors. So we can’t expect the kind of smooth,
seamless narrative flow we take for granted from a modern historian who does a lot
of rough drafting.

In this same general connection, Lowder says:

S bid., 275.
15 1bid., 277.

222



If one accepts the authenticity of Lk 8:2, that verse suggests that Mary Magda-
lene may have been mentally ill. And if that were the case, then her testimony
would not even be prima facie evidence of the historicity of the empty
tomb...”'®

Of course, what the verse actually says is that the Magdalene was a demoniac until
Jesus performed an exorcism. Since Lowder doesn’t believe in possession, he rein-
terprets the verse. But why appeal to the verse if you don’t believe it? To secularize
the verse is to foist upon it a philosophical framework extraneous to, and opposed
to, the narrative viewpoint.

Lowder says the angel, as a “typical literary motif,” represents “at least one major
legendary embellishment” in the gospel of Mark.

This, however, is equivocal. Angelic messengers are a literary motif in the sense
that Scripture is a literary record or document. Any writing is literary, including
historical writing.

Again, it 1s “typical” because it happens with some frequency. But that is true of
historical incidents as well.

It is common to argue that female eyewitness testimony is a sign of authenticity.
Lowder denies this on the grounds that, under certain circumstances, women were
allowed to give testimony.

True, perhaps, but rather obtuse. Why were women generally debarred from giving
testimony? Because they were considered unreliable. Their testimony was only
admitted as a last resort.

The issue, then, is whether, if the Gospel writers were making things up, they’d
make up the story of women at the tomb. For even if women could sometimes give
testimony, their testimony was regarded as second-best. So if you’re going to fabri-
cate the story of the empty tomb, why not embellish the witness list. Indeed, that’s
precisely what the apocryphal gospel of Peter does:

But Pilate gave over to them Petronius the centurion with soldiers to safeguard
the sepulcher. And with these the elders and scribes came to the burial place.
[32] And having rolled a large stone, all who were there, together with the cen-
turion and the soldiers, placed it against the door of the burial place. [33] And

516 1bid., 301, n.69.
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they marked it with seven wax seals; and having pitched a tent there, they safe-
guarded it. [34] But early when the Sabbath was dawning, a crowd came from
Jerusalem and the surrounding area in order that they might see the sealed
tomb.

[35] But in the night in which the Lord’s day dawned, when the soldiers were
safeguarding it two by two in every watch, there was a loud voice in heaven;
[36] and they saw that the heavens were opened and that two males who had
much radiance had come down from there and come near the sepulcher. [37]
But that stone which had been thrust against the door, having rolled by itself,
went a distance off the side; and the sepulcher opened, and both the young men
entered. [38] And so those soldiers, having seen, awakened the centurion and
the elders (for they too were present, safeguarding).’"’

In the same general connection, Lowder says there is no evidence equating the Be-
loved Disciple with the Apostle John.”'® This is, of course, an assertion, not an ar-
gument—an assertion which flies in the face of many arguments to the contrary.’"”

Moving on:

Although one of the Lukan verses (12) explicitly refers to Peter, that verse is
absent from some Western MSS. If v12 is set aside...then the remaining, au-
thentic text of Luke would no longer contain an unambiguous reference to a
visit by the disciples...the only authentic, clear-cut story of Peter’s and John’s
visit 5t§)o Jesus’ burial place would be found in the latest canonical gospel,
John.

In reply:

1) The authenticity of Lk 24:12 is defended by the leading textual critics (Aland,
Metzger).”!

i1) Since Luke records a number of Easter appearances of the Risen Lord, the real-
ity of the Resurrection was never in doubt—not from a narrative viewpoint.

ST http://www.earlychristianwritings.com/text/gospelpeter-brown.html

> ET, 303, n.100.

>19 For an up-to-date discussion with an extensive bibliography, cf. D. Carson & D. Moo, An In-
troduction to the New Testament (Zondervan 2005), chapter 6.

20T, 286.

321 “Most interpreters today regard it as authentic,” J. Green, The Gospel of Luke (Eerdmans
1997), 840, n.17.
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111) Lowder is assuming, without benefit of argument, a liberal dating scheme. And
even on a liberal dating scheme, why assume that John is the latest canonical gos-
pel? Beyond Marcan priority, what’s the evidence that one post-70 gospel is later
than another? I know the arguments for the early dating sequence.’* What are the
arguments for the late dating sequence?

Seemingly out of the blue, Lowder chooses to attack Craig’s epistemology. I agree
that this is a weak link in Craig’s case for the Resurrection.”> That is not, however,
a lacuna in the evidence for the Resurrection, but merely a lacuna in one man’s
apologetic system.

Moving on:

Even if a non-Christian had been motivated to produce the body, for all we
know, it could not have been identified by the time Christians began to publicly
proclaim the resurrection.”**

He goes on to cite Jewish sources and modern forensic pathology.

1) But Dale Allison disposes of this objection rather handily:

On the one hand, if Jesus was, as the Gospels have it, buried alone, then all that
would have mattered was the place. One could have checked the cave for its
one corpse no matter what the condition of that corpse. On the other hand, if Je-
sus was buried with others, m. Sanh. 6:5-6 is evidence that his body would still
have been identifiable. The rabbinic text presupposes that, even if a criminal
had been buried dishonorably, it was yet possible for relatives to claim the
skeleton after some time had passed: “When the flesh had wasted away they
gathered together the bones and buried them in their own place.” If relatives
could collect the bones of an executed criminal after the flesh had fallen off,
then those bones were not in a humbled pile of corpses, but must have been de-
posited in such a way as to allow for later identification...Even if it were some-
times otherwise, in the case of Jesus probably “all that would have been neces-
sary would have been for Joseph [of Arimathea] or his assistants to say, ‘We
put the body there, and a body is still there.”*

322 Consider Paul Barnett’s argument for the pre-70 composition of the Fourth Gospel. Cf. The
Birth of Christianity, 169-175.

523 Cf. J. Frame, “A Presuppositionalist’s Response,” Five Views on Apologetics, S. Cowan, ed.
(Zondervan 2000), 74-81.

P ET, 288.

525 Resurrecting Jesus, 318.
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McCane makes a similar point:

Secondary burial [after the process of decomposition is complete] is discussed
at length in the Mishnah and Talmudim, and the tractate Semahot is almost en-
tirely devoted to the topic.”*

Remember that Lowder believes in the honorable rather than dishonorable burial
thesis, which makes Allison’s case all the stronger.

One is also reminded, in this connection, of the transfer of Joseph’s bones from
Egypt to the Promised Land.

i1) In addition, Lowder is not the only man who can interview a forensic patholo-
gist:

In the arid climate of Jerusalem, a corpse’s hair, stature, and distinctive wounds
would have been identifiable, even after fifty days.’*’

This information was obtained from the Medical Examiner’s Office for the
Commonwealth of Virginia. The physician in charge said that even in Virginia,
which has a climate warm and damp enough to promote quick decomposition,
an unprepared corpse undergoing a normal rate of decomposition should still
after fifty days have its hair and an identifying stature. The wounds would
“definitely” be identifiable. Thus, a corpse in a much worse state than what
wou1c5128be expected for arid Jerusalem would still be identifiable after fifty
days.

526 «“The shame of Jesus’ burial,” ibid., 442.
>27 G. Habermas & M. Licona, The Case for the Resurrection of Jesus (Kregel 2004), 70.
728 Ibid., 287, n.32.
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Chapter 8

Chapter 8 is a study in comparative mythology. Referring to Mt 12:39-40, Fales
says, “it appears to conflict strikingly with the chronology provided by Matthew’s
own narrative.”>

This raises several questions:

1) What is the intended timeframe of Mt 12:39-40? Is it literal or conven-
tional/idiomatic?

1) What is the intended timeframe of the passion account? Is it literal (exactly 72
hours), conventional/idiomatic, or a round number (beginning on one day and end-
ing on another)?

111) What is the intended relation between the two? Is the function of Mt 12:39-40
to supply a narrative chronology? Or is the emphasis on analogy and typology?

On (1)-(11), let’s remember that ancient writers didn’t have digital quartz clocks
which calibrated time down to the millisecond, so it’s quite anachronistic to impose
our obsession with chronological precision on authors living at a time and place
when that was both unattainable and unintended.™ The ancients generally regu-
lated their lives by agricultural seasons and naked-eye astronomy—the sun, moon,
and stars, seedtime and harvest. Chronometers were rare and rather crude.

Moreover, there is, in Scripture, a conventional numerology regarding certain time-
intervals, viz., three days, seven days, forty days. This occurs with enough fre-
quency to suggest that the figure is less than literal.

Furthermore, this convention can graduate to the notion of sacred time, which is a
major theme of Scripture. In the Torah, for instance, the third-day motif symbolizes
ritual purity (Exod 19:11; Num 19:12,19-20)—a theme quite germane to the Resur-
rection.

On (ii1), the question is whether the timeframe supplies the point of comparison, or
else the common experience of Jesus and Jonah, viz., a supernatural deliverance
from death.

2 BT, 308.
530 Cf. D. Landes, Revolution in Time (Harvard 1983).
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The time-marker comes from the literary allusion to Jonah 2:1, and not from the
narrative proper. And the fact that the time-marker is not reproduced in Mk 8:11-12
and Lk 11:29-32 suggests that these are simply different ways of citing Scripture,
or denoting the event described therein, rather than isolating or accentuating the du-
ration of the event, per se.

Moving on, Fales says “there was no such thing in the 1C as ‘orthodox’ Judaism;
there were Judaisms.”””' But as I’ve already argued, this is an overstatement.

Moving on,

I think Hume was correct in arguing that no sensible person will accept a mira-
cle report as veridical, except possibly on the basis of massive, verifiably inde-
pendent testimony from verifiably competent witnesses.”>

This is a key presuppositional judgment call. For if you deny miracles, then, of
course, the Bible can’t be true, so you then offer a naturalistic explanation for the
origin of its stories, on loan from the surrounding cultures.

His book review did not go unchallenged. To the contrary, it drew forth a response
from David Beck, Francis Beckwith, Winfried Corduan, David Clark, W. L. Craig,
Stephen Davis, Doug Geivett, Norm Geisler, Gary Habermas, J. P. Moreland,
Ronald Nash, Bob Newman, and Richard Purtill.

Despite its central importance in the acquisition and transmission of human knowl-
edge, the role of testimony is a neglected topic in the field of epistemology. The
standard monograph is by C. A. J. Coady.”” And he devotes an entire chapter
(four) to Hume. Among other things, he says the following:

My criticism begins by calling attention to a fatal ambiguity in the use of terms
like “experience” and “observation” in the Humean statement of RT [the Re-
ductionist Thesis]. We are told by Hume that we only trust in testimony be-
cause experience has shown it to be reliable, yet where experience means indi-
vidual observation and the expectations it gives rise to, this seems to be plainly
false and, on the other hand, where it means common experience (i.e. the reli-
ance upon the observations of others) it is surely question-begging. To take the
second part of the ambiguity first, we find Hume speaking of “our experience

SUET, 310.
2 Ibid., 311.
533 Testimony: A Philosophical Study (Oxford 1994).
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of their constant and regular conjunction.” And it is clear enough that Hume of-
ten means by such phrases to refer to the common experience of humanity and
not to the mere solitary observations of David Hume. Our reliance upon testi-
mony as an institution, so to speak, is supposed to be based on the same kind of
footing as our reliance upon laws of nature (Hume thinks of this as an important
premise in his critique of miracles) and he speaks of the “firm and unalterable
experience” which has established these laws. It is an important part of his ar-
gument that a miracle must be a violation of the laws of nature.”*

We may ignore, for our purposes here, the validity of this highly debatable ac-
count of a law of nature and the blatant question-begging of his “never been ob-
served in any age or country” and yet gather from this extract the need Hume
has to mean by “experience,” “observation,” and the like, the common experi-
ence of mankind.>*

Evidently then, RT as actually argued by Hume is involved in vicious circular-
ity, since the experience upon which our reliance upon testimony as a form of
evidence is supposed to rest is itself reliant upon testimony which cannot be re-
duced in the same way. The idea of taking seriously someone else’s observa-
tions, someone else’s experience, already requires us to take their testimony
(i.e. reports of what they observe (equally seriously. It is ludicrous to talk of
their observations being the major part of our justification in taking their reports
seriously when we have to take their reports seriously in order to know what
their observations are.”*

Now I characterized this sort of position as “plainly false” because it seems ab-
surd to suggest that, individually, we have done anything like the amount of
fieldwork that RT requires. As mentioned earlier, many of us have never seen a
baby born, nor have most of us examined the circulation of the blood nor the
actual geography of the world nor any fair sample of the laws of the land, nor
have we made the observations that lie behind our knowledge that the lights in
the sky are heavenly bodies immensely distant nor a vast number of other ob-
servations that RT would seem to require.”’

It seems to me that “kind of report” may have meant to refer either to the kind
of speaker who gives the report or to the kind of content the report con-
tains...So the RT would go something like: we rely upon testimony because we
have each personally observed a correlation between expert (or authoritative)
reports and the kinds of situations reported in a large number of cases.”®

534 Ibid., 80.
33 Ibid., 80-81.
536 Ibid., 81.
37 Ibid., 82.
538 Ihid., 83.
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But the major difficulty for this interpretation is that a man’s being an expert or
authority on some matter cannot be a matter of mere inspection in the way that
his being white or tall is. That some man is an expert on, say, geography or
South-East Asian politics, is either known on the testimony of others (by far the
most usual case) or it has to be established by observing some high correlation
between his reports and the relevant situations in the world. If the former, then
we are no further advanced upon the RT programme of justification since the
same problem of establishing expertise must arise again and again. If the latter,
then the notion of an authority or an expert no longer provides us with any
specification of a kind of report. That is to say, we cannot use the idea of a kind
of report as equivalent to report of a kind of speak and then proceed to validate
testimony along the lines of RT because the kind of correlation situation whose
existence we would supposedly be investigating would have to be known by us
to exist already before we could set up the terms of the investigation.53 ’

I want to raise what seems to me to be a more fundamental problem. This diffi-
culty consists in the fact that the whole enterprise of RT in its present form re-
quires that we understand what testimony is independently of knowing that it is,
in any degree, a reliable form of evidence about the world...Hume’s position
requires the possibility that we clearly isolate the reports that people make
about the world for comparison by personal observation with the actual state of
the world and find a high, low, or no correlation between them. But it is by no
means clear that we can understand this suggestion.”*

Continuing with Fales:

One consideration that guides me is a principle of interpretive charity...the
greater the evidence we have that an author is deeply intelligent and has an au-
dience which includes others of great intelligence whom he or she succeeds in
convincing; that he or she has a serious purpose with much at stake; is sincere,
and so on. On the face of it Matthew scores high on all these measures.”"!

This goes to a very important point. It’s an underdeveloped aspect of apologetics.

When we talk about historical evidence, for the most part this is not quantifiable.
Rather, it’s a question of psychological probability. Is the author intelligent? Is the
author reasonable? Is the author consistent? Is the author evasive or persuasive?
Does he argue his case? Does he respond to objections? Does he appeal to evi-
dence?

5% Ibid., 83-84.
340 1hid., 85.
S4UET, 312-313.
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Not just Matthew, but many other Bible writers score high on all counts.

The authors of Scripture are not equally intellectual. And their veracity doesn’t de-
pend on their intellectual aptitude. Their veracity is secured by divine providence
and inspiration.

There is, nevertheless, a relation between character and credibility. When we see
less gifted writers like Peter and Mark saying the same things as the more gifted
writers, it lends intellectual credibility to their own efforts. And their moral ear-
nestness was never in question.

As I say, this 1s not something we can factor out into exact percentiles, but we don’t
need to. As fellow human beings, we have the inside track on human psychology.
We can tell the difference between a charlatan like Muhammad or Joseph Smith
and a credible witness.

St. Paul is a good example. In the words of one scholar:

1) It cannot be maintained at all plausibly that the zealous persecutor of the dis-
ciples was in any way predisposed to accept the truth of the Resurrection. Hav-
ing committed himself so publicly to the attempt to root out the new movement
as something mischievous, he had a personal interest in not believing. For him
to accept that Jesus had been raised from the dead was a volte-face involving a
high degree of personal humiliation.

i1) As one who had been working in conjunction with the Jewish authorities, he
is likely to have been well-acquainted with their views on the ministry of Jesus
and subsequent events. He must surely have known what answer or answers
they were giving to the claim that he was risen.

iii) His unquestionable intellectual power (about which no one who has been at
all seriously engaged in the study of the Epistle to the Romans is likely to have
any doubts) must be taken into account.

iv) He was clearly a deeply religious man, fully aware how serious a thing it
would be to bear false witness about God by proclaiming that God raised Jesus
from the dead, if in fact he did not raise him (cf. 1 Cor 15:15). The testimony of
this man, with his background, his qualities, his character, with his mind which
has left us so much authentic evidence of its workings (in—at the very least—
1-2 Corinthians, Galatians and Romans), I personally find extraordinarily con-
vincing.542

%2 C. Cranfield, On Romans (T&T Clark 1998), 144.
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George Steiner likewise ranks St. Paul among ‘““a handful of supreme thinkers and
writers,” as well ranking St. John with Plotinus.’*

Fales has already commented on the high integrity and intelligence of Matthew.
Similar considerations apply to the studious Luke and the subtle author of He-
brews—both of whom testify to the Resurrection.

Incidentally, one doesn’t have to be brilliant to be a reliable witness. It is sufficient
that Mark, for one, was a well-connected informant (cf. Acts 12:12).

Two neglected sources are James and Jude. Although they do not testify directly to
the event of the Resurrection, their writing presupposes that their half-brother is
alive and well.

And yet however intelligent a Bible writer may be, he is but a vessel of an alto-
gether higher intelligence. Even a man like Steiner, who is far from pious, can
sense as much:

Reason as I can, there are passages in the Old and New Testaments which I am
unable to accord with any sensible image, however, exalted, of normal author-
ship, of conception and composition as we seek to grasp them in even the great-
est of thinkers and poets.”*

Fales frames his analysis in categories supplied by Durkheim and Lévi-Strauss—
although he modifies them according to his own philosophical preferences. There
are several problems with this analysis:

1) A number of different scholars have propounded a number of different mythopo-
etic models. Why favor Durkheim and Lévi-Strauss over rival paradigms?

i1) The whole approach is extrinsic to the subject-matter. The worldview of Scrip-
ture 1s at odds with the worldview of Fales, Durkheim, and Lévi-Strauss. A text-

book example is his statement that “religion is politics.”>*

As one scholar notes:

3 No Passion Spent (Yale 1996).
3% hid., 388-389.
% 1bid., 315.
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Moreover radical, however, is the assertion that analysis must not at all focus
on the components or on the phenomena at the observational level, but on the
structures “below and behind empirical reality.”*®

This enterprise [of Eliade’s] closely resembles in its results the structuralist
methods of Claude Lévi-Strauss, who has also been powerfully affected by the
views of Foucault. The structuralist goal of discovering recurrent patterns in the
human mind leaves out of account, and has no interest in, the unrepeatable
uniqueness that is ingredient in every historical event. The legitimacy of this
sort of enterprise—whether among literary critics, philosophers, aestheticians,
or psychologists—I shall leave to others, but it should not be allowed to mas-
querade as historical investigation.”*’

Hence, the mythopoetic classification is prejudicial. It does not arise organically
from the nature of the text itself, but is superimposed from the outside—what with
its abstract, ahistorical apriorism. Fales has his own definition of reality, and he
uses that as his interpretive prism. So the entire exercise begs the question of what
1s possible and what is real.

1i1) The Bible is written from a self-consciously polemical standpoint with respect
to pagan mythology. The Bible writers were acutely aware of their pagan
neighbors, and often write in studied opposition to their cultural surroundings. It
will not do, therefore, to simply lump them in with all the rest.

1v) What is more, Scripture has its own analysis of mythology. This figures in its
running critique of idolatry (e.g., Ps 115:4-8; 135:15-18; Isa 44:9-20; Ezk 8:7-16;
Hos 8:4-6; Rom 1:18-32).

v) Before we judge truth-claims, we must know what is being asserted. By taking
such an outsider’s perspective, rather than grasping the text from within, through
the eyes of the author, Fales is interposing himself between meaning and truth.

Fales speaks of:

The nearly isomorphic mappings commonly found between the personae and
doings of the supernatural pantheon and the institutions and processes of the
social order.”*®

3 Y. Kee, Miracle in the Early Christian World, 27.
7 bid., 291.
W ET. 314.
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This is largely true—with the conspicuous exception of Biblical faith. Yahweh has
no consort, no parents, no siblings, and no offspring.

Moving on:

It is hard to imagine a “projective” process by means of which tribal thinkers
would have constructed unconsciously religious systems that reflect social re-
alities and needs in so much detail and with such power.”*

So, according to Fales, mythology is a code language for the social order, and the
mythmaker did not believe his own propaganda.

Now there may be individual cases in which this is true. Plato comes to mind. But
are we really to suppose, as a general proposition, that most Jews, Greeks, Romans
and other suchlike did not, in fact, believe in the existence of supernatural entities?

As a matter of fact, Fales has to admit that if:

Modern Jews and Christians did not consciously identify their pantheon with

social or political realities, why should one suppose that primitive peoples
do?™

Why indeed? Fales’ argument is rather ironic. Ordinarily, skeptics cast the history
of ideas as the triumph of science over superstition. But Fales is suggesting that the
ancients were always irreligious at heart—their religiosity was just a metaphor.

To my knowledge, the mythic genre is confined to what the ancients regarded as
prehistoric events—events concerned with the origin of the world, origin of the
gods, origin of man, origin of the social order, and so on, and not with contempo-
rary events.”"

To compare this with the Gospels is an argument from disanalogy rather than anal-
ogy. The Gospels are not about the distant past, but a contemporary of the writers.

Moving on:

> 1bid., 315.

30 1bid., 315.

! For further analysis, cf. C. Brown, ed., History, Criticism & Faith (IVP 1977); P. Hughes,
Scripture & Myth (Tyndale 1956).
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Gods, I suggest, function roughly as the Platonic Forms of corporate persons:
tribes, nations, institutions, and the like.>?

Even if this were roughly true, the fact that you might have an archetypal/ectypal
relation between the divine and human orders (e.g., the imago Dei) is in no way in-
consistent with the actual existence of a divine exemplar. For the nature of God
would be the repository of all possibilities.

Fales attempts to politicize and secularize the Biblical doctrine of the afterlife. That
the theocratic state of Israel had a political dimension is a truism. But to reinterpret
promises and images of the afterlife in this exclusive fashion is simplistic in the ex-
treme.

To begin with, as social creatures human beings will have a political life. That’s a
practical necessity. But this in no way implies that all of life is reducible to the po-
litical arena.

In addition, even the political aspect of the OT theocracy was instrumental to a
Messianic expectation. It didn’t begin and end with nationalism.

He associates the story of Jonah and like imagery with death (=sheol) and rebirth,
which he then broadens out into a generic rite-of-passage, which is, in turn, treated
as a mere metaphor for socioeconomic survival.

Each step in his analysis is flawed:

1) His cavalier resort to free association. In general, he conflates different images
and ideas without regard to their actual combination or genre. As Philip Johnston
sorts out the usage:

Others do seem to portray their distress in terms of actually being in the under-
world itself...nevertheless, these psalmists can still pray to Yahweh and hope
for his deliverance of them, which implies that they are not really dead.”>

Following Gunkel, most older scholarship derived tehom from the Akkadian
tiamat...Most scholars now accept that the Hebrew does not derive directly
from the Akkadian, but that both words derive independently from a common

SZET, 317.
553 Shades of Sheol (IVP 2002), 87.
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proto-Semitic root tiham. In this case the term itself does not have an immedi-
ate mythological background.554

While various water terms are sometimes associated with chaos, destruction
and death, they are not normally seen as underworld names in scholarly
study.”

Attention is also sometimes drawn to Baal’s defeat of Yam (Sea) in Ugaritic
mythology...but Yam is completely different from Mot (Death). While there
are obviously conceptual associations between forces of destruction and death,
the Ugaritic texts do not support a terminological association between water
and the underworld.”*®

Westermann shows that “the deep” like waters more generally, is often the
source of blessing (e.g., Ps 78:15). Even if the term had some etymological link
with a cosmic enemy, this positive use means that tehom is an unlikely name
for the barren underworld. Interestingly, the equivalent Ugaritic term thm,
“ocean” has no apparent underworld reference in its various contexts.”’

Water obviously has various associations with the underworld. Though a source
of life and blessing, it is also a source of death and destruction. It is a force of
chaos opposed to Yahweh, and is found under the earth, though its geographical
relationship to the underworld is never clearly defined. Various terms for water,
depths and mire are images of and metaphors for the underworld, but hardly
underworld names. Water, like earth, is associated with the underworld, but is
not confused with it.”>®

i1) On Jonah in particular, Johnston observes that:

Jonah 2 is often thought to locate Sheol in water, since it portrays drowning at
sea (3,5), a visit to the underworld, and deliverance from it (2,6). However,
Sheol is also described as a land with bars and as the pit (6), and this mingling
of imagery cautions against its identification simply with water. The writer de-
scribes himself as near death and already in the underworld (2,6), but is not
concerned here with its location.”

111) “Rebirth” is, itself, a metaphor—not to be interchanged with other metaphors.

3 Ibid., 119-120.
5% Ibid., 118.
530 Ibid., 119.
557 Ibid., 120-121.
538 Ibid., 123-124.
5% Ibid., 197.
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iv) To further equate this with a rite-of-passage is a disguised description rather
than an explanation. It is not literally a rite of passage, such as a bar mitzvah. It is,
at most, a figurative rite-of-passage. Moreover, this designation is not the result of
exegesis, but is a sociological construct.

v) The OT didn’t limit survival to national survival, as opposed to the afterlife. For
one thing, the Patriarchs had no national identity. They were nomads.

Grasping at straws, he talks about:

Speculation that the Psalms may have played a liturgical role in Jewish ritual
dramas of royal renewal in which the Davidic kings were portrayed as descend-
ing into the realm of death and then being resurrected.’®

This, of course, has no textual basis. Since Israel was a theocratic monarchy, it’s
not surprising if some of the Psalms are adapted to the transition of power from one
king to the next, as the viceregent of God. This is also a major messianic theme.

Fales then attempts to contrive a spatial symmetry between heaven and earth, mir-
rored by a temporal symmetry in which the ordeal of Jonah and harrowing of hell
are bifurcated into equal periods of time. There’s simply no textual basis for this
analysis, which is pretty far-fetched to begin with.

The whole framework of Jesus’ descent into hell and the harrowing of hell is a Me-
dieval tradition without solid foundation in Scripture.”®’

He then treats the presence of the women at the cross and the tomb as a framing
device. They are “symbols of parturition.””*> Appeal is made to weeping women in
association with usual suspects, viz. Adonis, Bacchus, Osiris, Tammuz, &c.

By way of reply:

1) Midwife and mourner are hardly homologous concepts.

i1) There is nothing in the text to suggest the theme of “parturition.”

560
ET, 324.
51 Cf. H. Hoehner, Ephesians, 530:36; P. O’Brien, The Letter to the Ephesians (Eerdmans 1999),
293-296; T. Schreiner, 1,2 Peter, Jude (Broadman 2003), 183-190.
62 BT, 326.
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111) Female mourners are a literary motif because, in real life, women did assume
the role of ritual mourners in ANE culture as well as Jewish life.

1v) Not only did you have women present at both events, but men present at both
events. Why aren’t the men a framing device?

v) Matthew is targeting a Jewish audience. Jews would be offended by pagan allu-
sions.

vi) The cult of Tammuz is condemned in Scripture. Indeed, the whole of Ezk 8 is
an exposition and denunciation of syncretism.

As to the usual “parallels” dredged up in Fales’ dragnet, Johnston again has a use-
ful summary of the evidence:

Various [Egyptian] texts record in great detail the progress of the deceased
through the underworld, until their eventual arrival in the Great Hall of judg-
ment, where Osiris presided® ...those judged worthy proceeded to immortality
in the Field of Reeds or Field of Offerings, an Egyptian paradise...The Egyp-
tians never envisaged a bodily resurrection. While the dead are pictured in hu-
man form and the underworld is portrayed as an extension of this life, there is
never any hint of a return to earth in renewed human bodies.”®*

Two [Mesopotamian] texts mention some form of escape from this “land of no
return.” In Gilgamesh...And in The Descent of Innana...[and] the related Death
of Dumizi...Neither of these is a paradigm for human resurrection; the former
concerns simply the occasional resurfacing of a spirit, the latter the cyclical de-
scent and ascent of god and goddess in turn.’®

The Ugarit epics recount how Baal was killed by Mot and later returned to
life... Thus Baal is a seasonal dying-and-rising god...Human resurrection is not
at issue....there remains no reference in the Ugaritic texts to human resurrec-
. 566

tion.

The main religion of the Persian empire established by Cyrus the Great was
Zoroastrianism...Ezekiel’s vision (Ezk 37) comes in a section of the book dated
shortly after Jerusalem’s fall, at the height of Babylonian power. It is most
unlikely that Zoroastrianism had already so penetrated the Babylonian empire

783 Notice that Osiris is not a resurrected god, but the judge of the Netherworld.
%% Shades of Sheol, 231-323.

293 1hid., 232.

366 bid., 233-234.
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that an exiled Jewish prophet fell under its influence...most of the details of Zo-
roastrian eschatology come from a 9C AD text (the Bundahishn).>®’

The Greeks maintained a strong antipathy towards bodily resurrection...the re-
action to the apostle Paul’s preaching in Athens indicates a mocking skepticism
regarding resurrection (Acts 17: 18,31f.).7%*

Let us also repeat the fact that, as a NT category, “resurrection” has a highly speci-
fied content. It is not just a return from the dead, but the divine bestowal of an age-
less and immortal body. It is not merely a case of coming back to life.

In this same general connection, Fales tries to relate the wedding at Cana with “wa-
ter-to-wine ritual in nearby Dionysian cultic centers.”®

Since Bacchus was the god of wine, his cult would naturally involve the use of
wine. And wine was a standard beverage for all concerned. But the evidence
doesn’t bear out his contention. As John Meier notes:

Specifically, he [Noetzel] shows that nowhere in the Dionysus myth or cult is
Dionysis said to turn water into wine.

Linnemann...never quite overcomes Noetzel’s basic objection: there is no firm
indication that the Dionysus legend or cult presented Dionysus as a god who
turned water into wine. Nor does Linnemann ever explain adequately where she
thinks a particular Christian community had contact with the mysteries of Dio-
nysus. Other authors have tried to fill in these gaps...Contrary to Smith’s claim,
the text he produces from Achilles Tatius does not provide a “striking parallel”
to Jn 2:1-11, since the key element of the miraculous transformation of a given
amount of water into wine is absent. An attempt to remedy this basic weakness
in the arguments of those championing the influence of the Dionysus cult on Jn
2:1-11 is offered by Broer...[but] there are no unambiguous texts from the pre-
Christian period that depict the cult-god Dionysus changing water into wine.
The texts Broer brings forward either do not bear the clear sense he wants to see
in them or stem from the 2C AD and later.

A similar theory of derivation from a story about the child or boy Jesus is pro-
posed by Pesch, who appeals for support to the 2C apocryphal Epistula Apos-
tolorum. Personally, I doubt whether the Epistula Apostolorum gives us access
to any independent tradition about the first Cana miracle; I think it more likely

7 Ibid., 234-236.
%8 1bid., 237.
S ET, 345, n.53.
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that the text in the Epistula Apostolorum is a very brief condensation of Jn 2:1-

The true background for the miracle at Cana is to be found, as you’d expect, not in
heathenism, but Judaism. As Blomberg explains:

To Mark, before Jesus’ Galilean ministry can get underway with its call for new
wineskins (Mk 2:22), Jesus must provide the new wine which will necessitate
them. Before he can point to the appropriate celebration which his presence as
bridegroom requires (Mk 2:19) he must illustrate the proper festivity for the
weddings of others. The similarities between the Cana miracle and Mark’s nar-
rative are thus not limited to vv21-22 but also involved the preceding dialogue
on fasting and weddings (vv18-20). This in turn calls to mind the rich antece-
dent symbolism of marriages and marriage feasts in Jewish literature as fore-
shadowings of the coming eschatological banquet. Again the parables reinforce
this interpretation, as one notices how often Jesus uses a banquet to represent
the new age he is inaugurating (cf. Esp. Mt 22:1-10; Lk 14:7-24; Mt 25:1-13).
The most plausible purpose for Jesus turning the water into wine at this celebra-
tion was to show that “the final ‘wedding feast’ between God and his people
[had] begun”...If additional significance must be sought, the OT and Intertes-
tamental background of wine as one of the abundant blessings of the Messianic
age (see esp. Isa 55:1, Joel 3:18, Amos 9:13) would appear more likely to have
been influential.””'

Fales then makes the claim that “the meal at Bethany...marks the descent of Jesus
into the realm of the tehom.”’

Again, there are no narrative markers in the text to this effect. The descent into the
Netherworld or summoning forth of the dead (necromancy) is a familiar theme in
the literature.

Needless to say, the meal at Bethany doesn’t depict a descent into the Netherworld
or trafficking with the dead. So Fales has to treat this as an allegory.

Once again, there are no textual clues to indicate that this pericope belongs to the
allegorical genre. To my knowledge, no one in the history of the church—including
the church fathers, who were certainly conversant with classical mythology, and
who, in fact, believed in the descensus ad infernos and harrowing of hell—ever de-

319 A Marginal Jew (Doubleday 1994), 2:1021-1022.
1 “Miracles as Parables,” Gospel Perspectives 6:335-336.
2 ET, 329.
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tected 1n this account an allusion to a descent into the Netherworld. Neither did the
heathen critics of the faith.

Fales dismisses the history of Jonah as “apocryphal.” He doesn’t say why. Pre-
sumably because he doesn’t believe in miracles. The historical genre of the book
has been defended by a number of scholars.’” This is the traditional Jewish view,
defended by Josephus. Many things credible to a believer are incredible to an unbe-
liever, just as many things credible to an unbeliever are incredible to a believer.

Moving on:

The question of miracles aside, it is the uniform experience of human affairs
that their historical unfolding does not exhibit the kinds of structural patterns
and symmetries so characteristic of myth.””*

By way of reply:

1) The patterns and symmetries to which Fales is appealing are the artifact of his
own fanciful analysis.

i1) There is a promissory structure to Scripture, of promise and fulfillment, under-
girded by the plan and providence of God.

We wouldn’t expect ordinary providence to display this pattern. We would expect
special providence to display this pattern, since that figures in historical redemp-
tion. And the witness of Judeo-Christian experience does, in fact, testify to just
such a historical unfolding of events.

Moving on:

For Rome itself, the preeminent theoretical problems were establishing the le-
gitimacy of the Caesars...Matthew, writing in the wake of Judea’s failed revolt,

B G, Aalders, The Problem of the Book of Jonah (Tyndale 1948); T. Alexander, “Jonah,” Oba-
diah, Jonah, Micah (IVP 1988); “Jonah & Genre,” TynB 36 (1985), 35-59; G. Archer, A Survey
of Old Testament Introduction (Moody 1994); J. Baldwin, “Jonah,” The Minor Prophets, T.
McComiskey, ed. (Baker 1993), vol. 2; R. Harrison, Introduction to the Old Testament (Eerd-
mans 1969); D. Stuart, Hosea-Jonah (Nelson 1987); D. Wiseman, “Jonah’s Nineveh,” TynB 30
(1979), 29-51.

S ET, 332.
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presents, in the royal figure of Jesus, a new way of solving these enormous
challenges that preoccupied conqueror and conquered alike.””

In reply:
1) This assumes the late-dating of Matthew, for which no argument is presented.

11) Who does Fales imagine would be the constituency for this solution? Neither
Jews nor Romans were the least bit interested in a Jewish Caesar.

1i1) There were two Jewish revolts. So the first one did not satisfy national aspira-
tions.

1v) Both Luke (Luke-Acts) and John (Revelation) are far more interested in Roman
politics than Matthew.

Moving on:

Was Jesus bodily raised from the tomb after a day and two nights? Anyone who
accepts the interpretation offered here will recognize this question to be pro-
foundly misguided...to entertain it is to reveal a complete incomprehension of
Matthew’s purpose, a misunderstanding so fundamental as virtually to preclude
recognition of the truths Matthew means to convey.

Those who seek a risen Jesus reveal their own religious obsession with the
problem of death. But to impose this existential concern upon the Gospel texts
is to turn them into what they were never intended by their authors to be: reflec-
tions on the personal or biological fate of individuals. Their concern was with
social and cultural survival.”’®

By way of reply:

1) This reinterpretation is so idiosyncratic as to be solipsistic. It isn’t just Christian
readers who believe that Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John are concerned with the
“personal or biological fate of individuals.” Most people who read the gospels,
whether Jews or theological liberals or humanists believe that the authors are as-
serting the bodily resurrection of Christ. They don’t deny the assertion. What they
deny is the veracity of the assertion. This holds true for most-all of Fales’ fellow
contributors.

75 1bid., 333.
576 1bid., 334.
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i1) In a footnote, he appeals to The Life of the Blessed Emperor Constantine by Eu-
sebius. But to interpret the political outlook of Matthew by reference to a 4C post-
Constantinian Christian is hopelessly anachronistic and, if anything, undercuts his
thesis.

1i1) Obsession with the problem of death is not a religious obsession, but a human
obsession. The fear of death, the loss of loved ones—these are cultural universals.

What religion brings to the table is an explanation of how death came to be as well
as a solution to the problem.

Somehow, Fales is able to link visions and apparitions with “millenarian move-
ments,” the Ghost Dance, and St. Theresa, as well as “groups that are socially mar-
ginalized or have experienced severe collective trauma of some other kind that
threatens the continued existence of the group.””’

1) I’'m not aware that St. Theresa suffered severe collective trauma or a threat to her
social existence.

i1) I’'m not aware that St. Theresa was a “millenarian.” And to classify the Plains
Indians as “millenarian” imports a category from Christian eschatology into a pa-
gan warrior culture.

1i1) Is the visionary aspect of American Indian religiosity just the after effect of 19C
persecution and genocide?

iv) I don’t feel any pressing reason to dismiss the experience of St. Theresa out of
hand. My inclination is to judge these sorts of reports on a case-by-case basis.””®

Moving on:

What transfixed Ezekiel’s religious imagination was not the medical recon-
struction of deceased ancestors, but the reconstitution of a defeated and dis-
persed nation.””’

7" 1bid., 347, n.64.

38 Cf. W. James, Varieties of Religious Experience (Modern Library 1994); J. Maréchal, Studies
in the Psychology of the Mystics (Magi Book 1985); N. Pike, Mystic Union (Cornell 1992); R.
Zaehner, Mysticism (Oxford 1957).
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This represents an exceptionally shallow grasp of Ezekiel’s vision—which is preg-
nant with allusions to creation and the fall. Indeed, the creation/fall/recreation motif
is a central theme in Ezekiel, as e