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The Empty Tomb
1
 (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.”
2
 As he defines it: 

                                          
1
 R. Price & J. Lowder, eds. (Prometheus Books 2005). 

2
 D. Fischer, Historians’ Fallacies (Harper & Row 1970). 
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[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 

evidence of not-X—which is often difficult, but never in my experience impos-

sible.
3

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!”
4

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.
5

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, is, 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.
6

                                          
3
 Ibid., 47. 

4
 Ibid., 48. 

5
 Ibid., 62. 

6
 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
7
 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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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). 
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i) 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. 

ii) 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.
8

Now we see why Price made this vague allusion without giving the exact refer-

ence.
9
 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. 

iii) In addition, it was not merely a case of surviving crucifixion—unlikely as that 

is. 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
9

Vita 70/420-21. 
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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 devotional conversations he is supposed to be having with every evangeli-

cal?
10

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—like 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 is 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. 

                                          
10

 Ibid., 11-12. 
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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 

                                          
11

 Ibid., 12-13. 
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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: 

i) 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. 

ii) 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. 

iii) 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. 

iv) 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, 

is 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. 
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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. 

viii) 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.”
12

 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.
13

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.
14

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: 

i) 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

 Ibid., 13. 
13

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

gers 1999). 
14

 Ibid., 14-15. 
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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.
15

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. 

                                          
15

 R. Horsley, The Liberation of Christmas (Crossroad 1989), 165. 
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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.
16

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; 

• Christianity has copied those features; and therefore 

                                          
16

http://www.summit.org/resource/essay/show_essay.php?essay_id=29
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• 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. 
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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 Melqart, 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 less. 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.
17

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
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ii) Notice also that Price gives the reader no direct quotes so that he can actually 

make his own comparison. 

iii) 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.
18

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? 

c) 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) Does the record of his career take the form of a ritual celebration or a narra-

tive?
19

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.
20
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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.
21

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.
23

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.”
24

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. 
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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.
25

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.
26

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.
27

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 diary.
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.
29
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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.
30

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.
31

Two lessons emerge from this study: 

i) The Synoptics derive from very primitive dominical traditions, both with respect 

to language and date. 

ii) 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.
32

By way of reply: 
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i) 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. 

ii) 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.
33

iii) 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. 

iv) 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. 
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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—via 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 is 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.
34

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.
35

There are both general and specific problems with this objection: 

i) 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 
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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 is 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. 

ii) 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. 

iii) It is true that if life is 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 Raïssa 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.
36
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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.
37

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.” 
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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.
38

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. 
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Before we get into the content of his essay, the ET says that Cavin is “currently 

working on a book on the resurrection.”
39

 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 

c) 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. 
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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: 

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

reporter. 

ii) 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. 

iii) 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. 

iv) 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-mâché 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 (c)-

(e) need to be caveated. 

i) 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. 

ii) 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. 

iii) Related to (ii) is the question of whether procreation will feature in the new 

earth. I’ll revisit this question at a later date. 

iv) 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. 



 28

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. 

viii) 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 
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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. 

xii) There is also the temptation of Christ, with its preternatural trips to the Temple 

and Mt Nebo (Mt 4:5,8). 

xiii) 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, (i)-(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.
41

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. 
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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.
42

i) 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? 

ii) 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. 

                                          
42

 ET, 35. 



 32

iii) 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.
43

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.
44

But this objection is confused at several different levels: 

i) 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). 
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ii) 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. 

iii) 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. 

iv) 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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The burden of this chapter is to turn Bayesian probability theory against the Resur-

rection.
45

 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: 

i) 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. 

ii) 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. 

iii) 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. 

iv) 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? 
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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.
46

Several problems with this objection: 

i) 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 is 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. 

ii) 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” is inflexible. 

iii) How is 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. 
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iv) 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.
47

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.
48

Several more problems: 
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i) 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. 

ii) 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.
49

We keep piling up problems. 

i) The Bible treats every natural event as, at least in part, an act of God—although 

this doesn’t exclude second causes. 

ii) The Bible also treats the natural providential order as revelatory (e.g., Ps 19; 

Acts 14:17; Rom 1:18ff.). 

iii) 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. 

                                          
49

 Ibid., 47-48. 



 39

iv) 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.
50

Here we go again: 

i) Is the uniformity of nature an article of faith among most Christians? Is there a 

credal tradition to that effect? I know of none. 

ii) 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?
51

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. 
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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.
52

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: 
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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.
53

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

i) Since when is apriorism a rule of historical evidence? Historical truths are truths 

of fact, not truths of reason. 

ii) 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.
54

iii) 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.
55

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. 
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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 

is shooting his arrows into the clouds. 
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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.
57

By way of reply: 

i) A merely “apparent” inconsistency, which falls short of an actual inconsistency, 

is a pseudo-problem. 

ii) 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.
58
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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.
59

By way of reply: 

i) 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. 

ii) 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. 

iii) 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.). 

iv) 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 
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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.
60

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.
61

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.
62

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.
63

Where do you begin? 
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i) 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. 

ii) 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 Logos or Son of God, resulting in a 

complex, embodied person.
64

iii) 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.
65

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-
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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 isolated prooftexting. Even when the NT quotes a verse of OT Scripture, like Ps 

16:10, this is 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: 
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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.
67

—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.
68

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; 

Pirqe 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.
69

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 
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prophets, priests, and kings who ever lived on our planet were ordinary human 

beings who died and then remained dead.
70

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 

is 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,
71

 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. 
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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.
72

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.
73

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: 
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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).
74

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 

suggested that Leibniz may be indebted to the supralapsarian teleology of William 

Twisse.
75

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. 
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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.”
76

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.
77

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. 
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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.
78

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—like 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-
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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.
79

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.
80
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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.
81

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-

science.
82

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. 
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In this chapter, Price argues, if “argue” isn’t too good a word for his procedure, that 

1 Cor 15:3-11 is 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. 40].
83

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.
84

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” 
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(i.e. the Catholic or Orthodox party) “suppressed or destroyed all deviant texts and 

manuscripts.”
85

Price tries to bolster this quote by citing Bart Ehrman’s sensationally entitled The 

Orthodox Corruption of Scripture.
86

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.
87

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

i) 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. 

ii) 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?
88

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? 

iii) 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. 
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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.”
89

 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.”
90

v) Ehrman, however, makes his case on the basis of comparative textual criticism, 

based on different kinds of textual variants.
91

 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. 
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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
66

. 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 P
66*

. 

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.
93

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

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.
95

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.
96

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.
97
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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.
98

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.
99

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.
100

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.
101

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.
102

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 John.
103

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.
104

The archetype of the collection most probably was entitled he kaine diatheke, 

‘The New Testament.’ Due to their fragmentary character, the oldest MSS do 
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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 archetype.
105

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.
106

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.
107

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.
108

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.
109

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 extreme poles of the Pauline mission field proves the breadth of their circu-

lation.
110
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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.
111

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.
112

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-
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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 circulation in the Christian setting than did non-Christian texts in society 

at large.
113

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.
114

i) 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. 

ii) 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. 
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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 naïve 

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,
115

 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.
116

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.
117

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.
118

i) 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 
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solid wall of contrary evidence. 

ii) 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.

iii) 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,
119

 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.
120
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iv) 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 is 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.
121

This calls for a number of comments: 

i) 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. 

ii) 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—like the literary evolution of the Faust myth. 
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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.
122

iv) 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 
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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).
124

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 
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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.).
125

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.
126

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.
127
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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.
128

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.
129

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 is 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.
130

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-
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Pauline
131

 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;
132

 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
133

from Paul’s arrival in Corinth in A.D. 50.
134

 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.
135

 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. 
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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.
136

 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 within1 Corinthians, which—explicitly or 

implicitly
137

 Paul had “received”—we note four teachings: 

i. 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,
138
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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.”
139

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.
140

 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. 
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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
141

—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].”
142

 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.
143

 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.
144
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