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ABSTRACT
TEE ZZSUXITCTION OF JESUS: & RATIONAL INQUIRY
By

Gary Robert Habermas

The subject of this dissertation is the resurrection of Jesus,
which is perceiveZ to ©te the central doctrine of the Chrisiizn faiih.

This subject is trezted raticnally in regards to the possitility of

'l

the resurrection being a historical event.

Research in this topic falls into the realms of three disciplines--
religion, history and philosophy. The entire question is z2dzittedly
most related

s Christian theology, but there has also been an
upsurge in the azount of interest from contemporary history end
philosophy as well. Some of these frends in intellectual thought
2re z2iso invesiizeted.

This dissertetion therefore deals with the problems encountered
in 2 rational approach to the resurrection. A4s stated z2bove, the
mzin purpose is to endeavor 1o zsceritain if this occurrence can be
demonstrated to e kistorical or not. However, there are cther

ations involved teyond this immediate purvosz, for
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if the resurrection actuzlly happened (or if it &id not) there is
surely much significance for Christien fa2ith znd theologzy.

The metnod used is first to investigate some preliminzry questions.
After studying the izportance of the resurreztion in centenporary
intellectual thouzhi (especially in these three disciplinsc), the

kY
relation of this svent {as & claimed miracle) to science and history

is exeamined. A4lso included is 2 study of the philosophical rrcolem

of reason and faitn.
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The main format consists of an investigation of three vossible
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inteliectual approachess to the resurreciion. The first possihil

is that this evant did not occur literally a2t zll. The second
possibility is tzzt i did occur, but that it cannot be Zszonstrated
2s such., The third possibility is that the resurrection did occur

literzlly and thet it can be demonsirated. It is extremely imporia:

to note here that the word "lemonsirzte" is not used as 2 synonym
for "ztsolute onroof" in this study. To believe that the resurrection

can be demonstrated is thus a reference to probabilities--thet the

oty

resurrection is the most probzvle conclusion in light of the factual

evidence.

The view of onz vrimary scholar from each of these threc categories

-

will te investizzted, suonplemented by severzl others who itake a

1 resarding the occurrence of this event., {Oze
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historian {(David Zume), one philosopher {(Sgren Xierkegzard) arnd ome
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tneologian {olfhari Pznnenberg) are the primery scholars. I
not the overzll philosophies of these scholars which zre siudied,
but rather their approzch %o this occurrence.

ch of these threc vpossibilities

v

Inztion of e
is given. The otjscti here 1is to asceftain the approzch whicxh is
pest supported by the facts.

Tre major findinzs of this study are difficult to suziarize

czuse the zrzument here 1s a closely-knit one. Illovever,

trisefly te ne
it is conclude? first that science and history cannot rul: out the

mniraculous without an investigation., 4 vriorl rejections zre not

possible in view of the modern concepts of science and hiszory. In
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aéZitiorn, it ig found that an investizaztion of the fzcis is neszded
in order to ascerizirn 1 miracles such as the resurrection acituslly
cccurred or note. 4n inductive study of the facts based uzon the

probzbility of the findings is thus the proper procedure and the

one used here.

The results show that the literal resurrection of Jesus is in

ristorical fact., Alternate theories are thoroughly

w
I)'

2ll probablility
investigated a2s pzrt of the three major possibilities outlized above.
It is founé thet there are no naturalistic views which adeguately

explzain the fects, In z2ddition, there are severzal strons historical

fzects which also »noint to this event. Bzsed upon such probvorilities,

2s a2 historical event. There zre 2lso
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certzin implicetions for Christian faith andéd theology beczuse cof



To

DEBBIE

My love, my closest earthly friend and my wife,
whose own love for me was reveaied even more vy

her diligence in typing this dissertation.



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

From Lessing's Theological VWritings by Gotthold E. Lessing, edited
by Henry Chadwick. Copyright 1956 by Adam and Charles Black Ltd.
Used by permission.

From The Essential Works of David Hume by David Hume, edited by
Ralpthohen. Copyright 1965 by Bantam Books, Inc.

From The Suicide of Christian Theologv by John Warwick Montgomery,

published and copyright 1970 by Bethany Fellowship, Inc,, Minneapolis,
Minnesota 55438. Reprinted by permission,

From Where is History Going? by John Warwick Montgomery, nublished

by Bethany Fellowship, Inc., Minneapolis, Minnesota 554,38, Copyright
© 1969 Zondervan Publishing House, assigned to John Warwick Montgomery,
1972. QReprinted by permission.

From Theology, Physics and Miracles by Warner Schaaffs, translated
by Richard L, Renfield. Conyright 1974 by Canon Press, distributed

by Baker Book House. Used by permission

From 1 Believe in the Resurrection of Jesus by George Ildon Ladd.

-

William B. Eerdman's Publishing Company. Coopyright 1975 by George

Eldon Ladd. Used by permission.

From Christ the Center by Dietrich Bonhoeffer, translated by John
Bowden. Copyright 1966 by Harper and Row, Publishers. Used by

permission.

From First Easter by Paul Maier. Harper and Row, Publishers.
Copyright 1973 by Paul L. Maier. Used by nermission.

From Jesus of Nazareth by Glunther Bornkamm, translated by Irene

and Frazer McLuskey with James M., Robinson, Copyright 1960 by Harper

and Row, Publishers. Used by permission,

iii



iv

From "New Testazent and MNythology" by Rudolf Bultmenn, in Xeryzma
ané iiyth, edited by Fans TWerner Rartsch, translated by Reginald ®

Tuller. Copyright 1941 by Harper and Row, Publishers. Useé by

From Religion Within the Limits of Reeson Alone by Immanuel XHant,

translated by Theodore . Greene and Hoyt H. Zudson. Copyright

1960 by Harper and How, Publishers. Used by permission.

of ord of Man by Karl Barth, translatec by

by
3

o
i3
=
5!
(]
=
O
m.

Douglas Horton. Zarper and Brothers. Copyright 1955, 1357 by

Jougles HZorton. Used by permission.

From The ifmerican ¥eritage 2Dictionary of the Inglish lan;uege, edltec
by William Morris. Copyright @ 1969, 1970, 1971, 1973, 19 5, 1976

by the Houghton MifZlin Company. Reprirnted by permission.

o2 Zistory 2nf Christianity by John Tarwick ifontgomery. Ceopyright

£ 1964, 1965 by Inter-Versity Christizn Fellowship. TUsed vy

vermission of Inter-Varsity Press, Dowzner's Grove, Illincis 60515.

Froz Your Miné Metisrs by John Z.7W. Stott. Copyright £ 1372

v Inter-Varsity Precss, London. Used by vermission of Inier-Varsity

'y o
H

ess, Downer's Grove, Illinois 60515

[&)]

“roxz Christianity: & Historiczal heligion? by William Wand. Copyright

1872 ty the Judson Press. Used by permission.

cles by £.5. Lewis. Copyright 1947 by The Xacmillen Company,

1.
H

¥rom M

Inc. Zevprinted by permission.

om the Revised Siznderd Version of the Eible. Codyright 19435, 1952,

3!
1873 by the ¥ational Council of the Churches of Christ.

Lo
H
=4
\O
)
[
-

Trorz The Zristle tc thzs Romans vy Xarl Zarth, translated by Zdwyn C.

Loskyns. Copyrigzhi 1933 by Oxford University Press. Used by

vermission.



From Concludinz Unscientific Postscript by Sﬁren Xierkegazrd,

ci
translated by Davié F., Swenson and Walter Lowrie. Copyright 1941
© 1949 by Pr eton Triversity Press: Princeton Paperbzck, 1568.
Published for the imerican Scendinavian Foundation. Reprinted by

perzission of Princeton Tniv: ersity Press.

'
]

Prom Faith and History by Heinhold Niebuhr. Copyright 13438

Charles Scribner's Sons. TUsed by permission.

<
From The Doctrine of Reconcilistion, Volume IV, Part One of Church

-

Dozmatics by Kerl Bzrth, edited by G.W. Eromily and T.F. Torrence.

Copyright 1956 *y 7. and T. Clark.

From Jesus--%0d ané lian by Volfhart Pannenberg, transiated by Lewis

L. Wilkens and Duane A. Priebe. Copyright ) 1968 by The Testminsisr

Press. Used by permission.

¥rom New Directions in Theolozy Todey, Volume II, Zistory and

Termeneutics ty Carl Z. Zrazten. The Testminster Press. Copyright

@ 1940 by W.L. Jenkins. TUsed by permissicn.

From Theolosv ancd the in of God by Velfhart Pannenverg. Copyright

dom
O 1969 by The Tesiminster Press. TUsed by permission.

1861

O

From Science Returns to fod by James Jauncey. Copyright &)

by Zondervan Putlishing Zouss. Used by permission.

¥AT™: The books listed here in the acknowledzgments have been quoted

from in this work znd zre used by permissioz.



PART I:

Chavpter

Chanter

APPRQLC

ZING TZZ QUESTIOXN QOF TZTZ HZESTRXECTIOX OF JESTUS

I. The Present State of the Question (p. 2)

L. Theology and the Eesurrection (p. &)
1. Tne Importance of the Resurrection (p. &)
2. The Conteﬁporary Theologicel Lporoach

to the Resurrection (p. 9)

3. History, Philosophy and the 2esurreciion (p. 12)
1. History and the Zesurreciion (p. 12)
2, Philosophy aznd the Resurrection (. 17)

II. The Poscibility of ifiracles Toda& (p. 26)

4. Yiracle znd Xyth (. 25)
1. 4 Definition of lliracle {v. 26)
2. & Definitiozn of Xyth (p. 29)

2. Twentieth Century 3Science and firacles (v. 33)
1. 1Introduction (p. 33)
2. Some Principles of Physics {p. 32,
3. XNiracles (p. 43)

TiI. Eistery and ¥iracles (v. 49)

A, i Corcept of History (»n, 49)

Z. Investigating the Hisiorical Events {p. 54)
1. =Zistorical Research and Investizetion {p. 5%)
2. The Resurrection and Zistorical Investigation

(p. 58}

vi



(B

vi

Chapter IV. 3Reason and Faith (p. 60)

L. TZeason and Fzith: Definitions (». 51)

3
[®)
+3
H 1
(L]
QO
Lo |
(Y]
W
)
-
o
g
(@]
lx_’
=)
[R5
113
3

i3}
n
[y
[5Y}
2]
(33}
(@]
1]
=t
O
=1

POSSIELZ SCLUTIOXS

OF J=3TS

Chavter V. DPossibility XNumber One: That the Hesurrection
Did Yot Occur (p. 82)

Introduction (p. 82)

L
.

Chapter VI, ©Tossibility Number Qne: {ther Similar Views

k Meyr

VII, ?Possibility Xuvmber he Zesurrection

Chapter

Did Jeccur, 2ut That It Cznnot Be Dexcastrated

A. Sgren Yierkegzard: in Introduction {p. 172)
3. Sdren ¥ierkegaard's Argument and a Critigue
(o. 177)

ie Xarl Barth (p. 198)
E. Other Related Views (p. 218)

Chanter IX. Tossibility Number Three: That the Zessurrection



viii

L. Tolfhart Pannemberg: An Introduction (p. 225)
B. Wolfhari Pznnenberg's Argument and & Critigue

(p. 228)

Chapter X. 7Possibhility Number Three: Other Similar Viesws

(p. 2560)

AN EVALTATIOX Or THE SOLUTIONS TO THE QUESTIOXN OF Trx

RISTZXECTION OF JESUS

Chepter XI. An ZEvaluation of Possibility Number {ne
(p. 286)
Chapter XIT. An Evaluztion of Possibility Xumber Two
(p. 300)
Chapter XI1I. An Svaluation of Possibility Xumdber Three
(3. 307)

Crapter ZIV. A Concluding Demonstration (p. 312)

L. The Historical lMethod (p. 312)

L ]
3
oy
®
I35

igtcrical Facte (p. 314)

C. The Theological ilethod (p. 323)

. Convinced by the Facts (p. 326)

. The Center of Christianity (p. 331)
Bivliozraphy (p. 334)

Index of Persons {p. 347)



PART 1
ATPROACHING THE QUESTION OF THE

. RESTRRECTION OF JESUS



Chapter I. The Present State of the Question

The bpeiief in the resurrection of Jesus has raised many questions
and provoked much thought throughout the history of the Christien
cihurch. Is such an evexnt possible and in what sense, if any? Can
it still be believed in today or not? This "guestion of the
resurrection" has received an increased amount of attention,
especially in recent years. Ore guite surprising fact is that the
discussion surrounding this topic is ne longer relegated just te
the field of religion 2lone, as various schélars from other
disciplines have also shown some interest.

No one deubts tkat such inguiry falls oprimerily into the field
of theology. Therefore we will turn here first in crder 1o view
generally the present state of the question ¢f Jesus! resurrecticn.
Iater we will also deal briefly with the interest in this topic
shown in two other areas--history and philosophy. The purpose of
ihis chapter is primarily te note some present trends related te
this question, keying on its impertance for the Christiarn faith.

For the purposes of this paper, the resurrection will
initially 2nd briefly be defined in the terms of the New Testament
concept. This event thus refers to the Christian belief that
Jesue was actually dead but later was literally raised to 1ife by
Godi. Jesus wes believed to have zppeared afterwards to his followers

in 2 spiritual body, which was neither an unchanged physical body

or & spirit. Rather, there were both objective and subjective
qualities in this spiritual body. The Christian csncept of

resurrection therefore diffars from other ideas concerning
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immortality in that Jesus was net reincaerrated, neither did he
simply experience the continuance of his personality beyond the
grave, nor was his soul absorbed into some type of universal soul.
T¢ the contrary, Jesus was beli:ved to have literally been raiged’
from the dead, as he appeared to his followers before his return
to heaven. It is this Christian belief in Jesus' resurrection
which must be investigated here. This definition will continue
tc broaden &s this work expands.

Just before we turn to our first section certain cautions are
in order. Because we are endeavoring to icok at both sides eof
the argument and consider views that 2re "pro" and "corn¥, we musit
take as little as possible for granted at the outset. For this
reasen we will refrain in almest all instances from capitalizing
oreacuns for Jesus, lest we begin to decide the question in advance.

Concerning the use of such words as “ithis event" or "this occurrence®

X
Q

when referring to the resurrection, we net mean to imply that we
have already decided that it has happened. Rether, these words
refer to wnat the New Testament claims has happened. Whether it
actualily did or not must yet be determined. 1Indeed, many theologians
alse refer to the resurrection as an event and still mean that it
hapvened in other than a literal way. These words, then, rust not
always refer to something literal and often do not, as we shall

£22. 1In these ways the issue will hopefully not be prejudiced

=
1>

ahead of time.
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A, Theology and the Resurrection

%)

1. The Importance of the Resurrection

Many theologians today consider the resurrection of Jecus to
be the central claiz of Christianity, whether they interprest this
event literelly or not. Such was often true of past theoloziens as
well. Irn other words, even those who do not affirm the post-mortenm
bodily appearances but sometimes stress instead the "spiriiual
presence" or Ycontinuing infiuence" of Jesus often feel that the
resurrection is still the basis of the Christian faith.

For instance, Gerrman redaction critic Wiili Xarxsen believes
that Jesus' resurrection plays the most decisive part of iheological
discussion today. This scholar feels that its importance wes
precisely stated br the Apostle Paul in the first century i.3. when
he wrote "if Christ has not been raised, then our preachkinz is in

2 and your faith is in vain® (I Cor. 15:14, RSV). For ilzrxsen this

(U8

~
<

<!

event is therefore linked with the very fazith of the churci, An

ertainty about guestions such as those raised above might cause

(v}
3
0

a corresponding uncertainty in cur faith todey.

- . L] . 4 N
inother Gerzan theologian, GUnther RBornkamm, zgrees with the

ultizate imporiance of the resurrection, evern if it may be impossiblie

to grasp exactly what took vlace. XHe remarks that:

.e.there would e no gospel, not one account, no leister in
the New Testament, no faith, no Church, no worsnis, no prayer
in Christerdomn to this day without the message of the
resurrection of Christ...2

Tilli Yzrxsen, The Zesurrection of Jesus of Xazareth, transiated
by ¥Marzaret Kohl (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1970), ». 12. This
quote from I Cor. 15:14 and other Biblical quotes in this work are
frox the Revised Standard Version of the Bible (New Vorl: Thozas
Nelson anéd Sons, 1346, 1952).

" - -
Gunther Zornkam=, Jesus of XNazareth, transiated by Irene and Fraser
tcLuskey (¥ew York: Harper and Zow, Publishers, 1960), ». 181.




Thus we sez that for these two critical scheolars, thzologicel
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scuszion a2nd evan theology itself finds its centrzl asnect in the
resurrection, This of course does‘not solve the problem of whether
this event occurrsd or rot and in what sense, as this must be given
future consideration, Indeed, toth Marxsen and Bornxamm &o not
believe we can prove it, dut only aifirm it by faith.3 Towsver,
nts 8o help serve to demonstrate how importanti a2 place

in the Christian faith it is given by mzny, and that is the primery

Other scholars 2lso verify these convictions. For incsiznce,
Lauvrence Yiller likewise belleves that the resurrection ol Jssus is
the very heart of ¥ew Testament theology. Like Marxsen, he finds
the definitive staiement of this belief in Paul (I Cor. 13:12-22).

Nerrill ‘enney vrelers to use the resurrection as a framevork for

(B

2l of uJhristian theology, even dealing with some of the docirines

5

that can e intesrzted under this theme.” Charles snderson, in 2
section cevoted entirely to the imvortance of the resurrection, also
speaks of some ¢f the Christian doctrines that are explained in the

¥ew Testazeni on the basis of this eveni. 4gzin I Cor. 15:1% is

[{}]
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Marxsen believes tkhat it is now iapossible to prove the resurrection
event {op.cit., ©p. 1’2-113, 119, 122), but we can still zccept

the offer of fzith in Jesus even if he is dead (Ibid., pu. 128,
147). Bornkazmm azrees that the resurrection cannot be demonstrated
or proven to have occurred {ov.cit., pp. 180-18%; espscizlly

op. 180, 18L4)., Zut we can still exercise faith in Jesus zpart

from zny such proof (Ivi Ibid., pp. 183, 184). More will te zzid
the logic of this type of reasoning leter--how it can e held by
some that one czn hzeve faith in Jesusg whether or not hz hz2g rise
(ané even if he is s%till dead!).

L

Lazurence Miller, Jecus Christ Is tlive (Boston: W.A. 7ilde Company,
1942), v. 9.
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¥errill C. Tenney, The Zezlit
and Row, Publishers, 1963), vo.




used as a key.

Closely related views are held by other theologians as well.
The former Anglican Archbishep of Canterbury, A.M. Ramsey, believes
that the resurrection is not only the center of theology, but
that it is alsoc the sitarting place fer studies revolving aroﬁnd the
Kew Testament and its meaning.7 Fer Daniel Fuller the resurrection
is the basis of redemptive history. ZEvents such z2s the cross
receive much of their redemptive meaning because they are closely
associated with the btelief in a risen Jesus.8 C.-C. Dobson asserts
that even those who oppose 2ll accounts of the resurrection still
admit its importance as the keystone of Christianity.9

Every once in ewhile 2 thesis such as the importance of the
regsurrection for the Christian faith will receive a new "{wist",
further demonstrating its relevance. This was achieved in recent
years by lMarkus Barth and Verne H. Fletcher, who postulated that
Jesus' resurrecticn was also the basis for Christien etkics. Thig
event was perceived to have definite implications as & founcdation
for human virtue and justice. In spite of its being a2 little-

recoznized theme, the authors believe that it is as relevant for us

6 Charles C. Anderson, The Historical Jesus: A Cohtinuing Quest
{Grand Rapids: %illiam B. Zerdman's Publishing Comparny, 1972),
pp. 157-155.

7

' A.}. Ramsey, The Resurrection of Christ {Second edition; London
and Glascow: Collins, 1965), pp. S-1l.

8

Deniel P. Fuller, Easter Feith and History (Grand Rapids: Williamz
TZerdman's Publishing Company, 1965), pp. 18, 19.

? c.c. Tobson; The Empty Tomb and the Risen Lord (Second editien
revised; London ané Edindburgh: Marshall, Mergan and Scott, Ltd.,
n.d. ), Pppr. 24=25. )




today in these matters as it is in & strictly theological context.l0

Even though many of the theologians above differ in other
aspects of Christian belief, they all perceive that the resurrection
is the center of theolcgy even today. To be sure, they come from
differing backgrounds, but ithey are all iz agreement with Paul -that
if this event was to be cempletely abrogated, the Christian faitk
would be in jeopardy. As Marxsen ctates, if tThere is uncertzinty
er obscurity in the matter of belief in the resurrection, then
Christianity becomes endangered. This da2menstrates its importance
as the center of theology today;ll

Before leaving the subject of the importance of Jesus!
resurrection, it should be mentioned that it is neot only an integrsl
part of teday‘'s theology. In New Testament times it was zalso the
doctrine upon which the Christisn faith was built., We have already
discussed Paul's statement to this effect above, where he siates
"if Christ hes not been reised, then osur preeching is in vain and
your feith is in vain® {I Cer. 15:14, BSV, Cf, verses 12-20). 1Ii
¥&35 P2ul’s opinion that the resurrection of Jesus and the Christisaz
faith stood or fell together., A stronger statement establishing
the priocrity anc importance of this occurrence for first century
Christianity could hardly ve estatlished.

Recent theological studies have recognized this impcrtance for
the early ehurch.

while net personally accepting any sort of literal resurrection of

10 ¥arkus Barth and Verne H. Fletcher, Acquittal by Resurrection
(Kew York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1964), Foreward,
PP. V-VIII; cf. 2. 3.

11

¥Marxsen, op.cit., D. 1l2.
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Jesus, still states thas for the earliest Chrisiians this event
sexrved the purpose of proving that God had substantisted the clainms
of Jesus by raising him from the dead.12 The early Christiazns alse
13

believed that the resurrection proved Jesus' Lordship, his

Messiahshipl# and even that he was the Son of God.15 According to

the New Testament the resurrection also establishes the Christian

doctrines of repentance,16 salvation and justification by faith,17

and judgment.ls Jemes Mclezen has pointed ocut that early Christianity

2lso witnesses to thebelief that God began new dealings with man-

kind through the risexn Jesus.19
Now we must be quick to point out once again that these beliefs

by no means establish the fact of the resurrection. All we khzve

demonstrated is that it is the center of Christian theolegy both in

New Testament ftimes and today. But this does net make it a2 proven

12 Zudolf Bultmann, "New Testzment and Mythology”, in Xervegma and

M¥yth, edited by Hans Terner Barisch, translated by Rezinald H.
Fuller (New York: Harver and Row, Publishers, 1361}, ». 39

referring to Acts 17:31.

13 ¥erxsen, ov.cit., p. 169, referring to Acts 1i7:30{f.; Fuller,
ep.cit.. pp. 1i4=15, referring to Rom. 10:9.

14 Rudolf Bultmann, Tneology of the New Testament, translated by

Kendrick Grobel (¥ew York: Charles Scribmer's Soms, n.d.), Part I,

p. 27, referring %o Acts 2:36 and Rom, l:&, Cf. also Fuller,

op.cit., p. 15, referring to Acts 2:22-36,

15 _ .. ., - .
< Fuller, opn.cit.. pp. 15-186, Teferring to Rom. 1lsk.
16

Marxsen, Ov.cit., . 162, referring to Acts 163:30f.

17 Lnderson, ov.cit., ppP. 158-159, referring to Rom. 4:25, 10:9;
cf. also Barih and Fletcher, op.cit., p. 4 and Tenney, ov.cit., p.8.

18 Marxsen, op.cit., p. 169.

19 James }¥clewan, Resurrection Then and Now (Philadelphia and New
York: J.B. Lippincott Company, 1967), ». 92; ef. 87 slso.
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fact. The importance of an event does not,; of course, estcdiish

whether it hes actually occurred or not,.
2. he Contemporary Theological Approach to the Resurrsciion

Perhavs the prizery approach to the theoclogical study of the
resurrection todey from a criticel viewpoint is the application of
the literery metholds of form criticism and the relateé disciplize,
redaction criticism to the New Testazment texts.zo Two key works
dore on the resurrection from this standpoint are those by ¥illi
}.-:arxsen21 ané Reginezld E, Fuller.22

iccordinz to Yorman Perrin, the theological application of
form critical literzry technigues was insinuated in the work of
Julius ¥ellhausen {1544-1318) and an early form of redaction
criticism was firsti zvpnlied to theology in the writings of TTilhelm
'rece (1855-1926). Lfier the Pirst World Tar these studies were
rejuvenated., Instezd of z few theolozians simply suggestin’ the
form critical iitexrary approach to Scripture studies, it became

th ommon interest znd 2 major eaphasis of such schelars as

[}
(¢]
Q
I3

%
s

Schmidt (1591-195%8), Xartin Dibelius {1883-1947) and Zudolf

*
-
*

astion criticism is
ary methods that have
n studying classical

It should ze te¢ that neithe
zctuzlly theolozy. “atne‘, th
teern used in i verse end=2avors, such zs
literature Tney are itherefore utilized here as literzry
gpprozches w‘ich are presently being applied to the MNew Testement.
These methods are thus referred to as the current theologiceal
epproach to thz resurrection because they are employe? by
and
<]

(M @
H o

theologians not tecause these éisciplines are mistzxenly
3 zs theology themselves., For the relationship
between form and redaction criticism, see Norman Perrin's What
Sriticism?, edi%eé by Dan 0. Via (Philadelshia:
Press, 1271), ». 13 for instance.

ned The Hesurrection of Jesus of Kazaresh.

ol
13a ¥, Tulier, The Formation of the Resurzrection ¥arratives
o iilen Company, 1371).
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. . anly 23 . . .
Bultmann (born 188%4). Pultmann is probably the one who is best
known for popularizing form criticism, 2pplyinz it especizally to
the synoptiz sospels ané publishing the results in such esszys as
1nm Fal S 21+
The Study of the Synoptic Goszels".

Briefly, according to this theory of interpretation, the
svnoptic gospels were the products of the fazith of the ezrliest
first century Christian church. In other words, after yezrs of
orally spreading the gospel of Jesus Christ (and@ perheps zlso by

some writfen records which we no longer have, such as the Quelle

[o )

document), the earliest church decided to write down what it coul
recall of the 1ife of Jesus. But since the first Christians were
not given a2 complete historical narrztive of his life, their

recollections coulZ only be of independent occurrences. The

gosvels, then, can be broken down into these separate occurrences
which in turn correspond to certzin forms. ¥hen 2ll of these

occurrences are 2ividsd up into these forms, 3ulitmann notes thaet we

~ =7

have several classificetions such as miracle stories, paracles and

. . 2
acvocalyptic words.

\n

Since the crurch was interssted in a complete biosranky, however,

el
sSus

(1]

these events had to be connecteéd intec a day by day account cf J
life. One can find z good maeny of these editorial links thet tie
one story to another, This is how the likeness to "beads on a string"

has come t0 bYe ussi Ior the forxm critical approach. A mein object

25 Perrin, on.cit., po. 13-15. ZSome of Eultmann's conclusions on the
importance of the resurrection in the early church havzs already
been noted atove.

2k Rudolf Zulitmznn, "The Study of the Synoptic Gospels™ in Form
Criticism, trznslzted by Frederick C. 5Grant (Vew York: Eerper
and Eow, Publlshers, 1962), pp. 11-T76.

25

ﬁultmann, I-Dida L] ppa 36"63.
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for theologians who employ this approach is to ascertain wizich of the
accounts (or parts of zccounts) in the gospels are aciuzll:r historical

’,

. . :as . 25
stories and which were "constructed" by the faith of the ezrly church.

Redaction criticism relies heavily on tke procedures cf form
criticizz and builds upor its premises. In fact, Perrin notes that

5 . L . e 27
hese may be seen as being two stages of the same disciplinme,”’

ct

Redaction criticism has developed significantly sincs tke work
done by TWilhelm Wrede at the end of the nineteenth and bezinning of
the twentieth centuries. Today more positive attention iz ziven to
the gosvel authors, as they are seen as having more of ar integral
and originel role to play in the choosing of material and in the
written portrayal of it. Critics tocay also feel
zezl is to Se ztle to trace the nzterial through the various ghrases

influencs, through the vearious additions by redactors znéd then

[h

- N\

as closely as poszitle to the source(s). This will enadble them to

determine, among other thinzs, where the fazctis originated and what

o

is at the basis of the reports., The obtject is, of course, to
ascertain the reliavnility of the data as much as possible, To see

wnet is historical a2nd what has bteen zdded to the originazl fzcis.

Three of the lezding redaction critics today, a2t lezst iz a2

. 29 .. .
chronological sense, are SUnther Bornka=n, J dans Conzelzzn: and

Willi arxsen. They worked independently on the csynopiic zospels

Ibid., p. 25.
Perrin, OD. Cit., ppo 1-3’ 15-
Ivid., pp. 3, 12-13

2 . . . n s
3 EZornkamm's belief in the importance of the urrection for
Christian theclczy has been noted above,

Some of lMarxsen's contributions to the current study of the
resurrectiion have a2lso been noted zbove,
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of Matthew, Luke and Mark, respectively. In a sense they have

paved the way for similar studies today.jl

We have briefly investigated form and redaction critirism for
two main reasons. First, its importance as the currently accepted
literary apprcach tc Biblical studies should not be underrated.

We have noted above that some entire works and portions of others
hafe been devoted 10 studies on the resurrection by scholars who
favor these two disciplines.32 Thus form &nd redaction criticigm
will provide & basis for much of what will be said hereafter.
Second; slithough this writer dees not emxbrace many of the facets
and conclusions of either form criticism or rzdaction criticisnm,

we will adopt many of its procedures here as the most commonly
accepted “"rules of the trade". With this dackground and theological
foundation, it is advantageous to proceed now to two other‘fields

of study whick have alse given recent attention to the subject of

the resurrection.
B. EHistory, Philosophy and the Resurrection

Ve bhave a2lready stated that one interesting espect of current
study on the resurrection cf Jesus is that several scholars in other

ields of study besides religion have &lso become interested in

31

Perrin, ov.cit., pp. 25-39.

52 See, for instance, larxsen's and R. FPuller's work above, footrotes
21 and 22 respectively, which are entirely devoted to the
resurrection. Portions of meny works have also dealt with this
subject, like those of Bulimenn and Bornkamm cited above,
footnotes 12 and two, respectively.
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this question. These men have apylied their various inter-
disciplinary backzrounds and educations to the problem and have
understandably come to various conclusions. Although these trends
are probatly most observable in the disciplines of history and
ohilosophy, they z2re no means confined to these two areas., OQther
scholars (and their fields) who have shown as interest in this
event include C.3. Lewis, the late Cambridze University oprofessor
of Znglish llue*"tu_-,33 J.X.D. inderson, a2 lawyer anéd the Tniversity

34 N

of London's director of Advanced Legal Studies, Peter L. Berger;

35

orofessor of Sociolozv a2t Rutgers University, Louis Cassels,

. . e . 5€
jecvrnalist and lzte columnist for Tnited Press Internation al

and scientist Zenry L{orris.37 Let us turn now specificelly to the

fields of nistory and philosophy to observe some of the current

interest in the guestion of the resurrectienxn.
l. History a2nd the Xesurrection
S

It is true thet most mcdern historians do no: sher an cxtra-

criinary zmount »f interest in the resurrection., Neither zare they

35 C.S. Lewis' work Xiracles (New York: The Nacmillan Comzany, 19¢5)
deals with the resurrsction on pp. 1l48-155.

34 J.X.D. Anderszon has at least two writings dealing with the
resurrection. See Christianity: The Witness of History (London:
Tvndale Press, 1949), pn. 84-108 and the booxlet The =Zvidence
for the Resurreciion (Downers Grove: ter-Varsity Presz, 155%).

35 3erger's work, A Bumor of Ancels (New York: Doubleday Zublishing
Company, 1270) does not deal directly with the resurrsction, but
rather with thz rossibility of miracles and Supernaturzl events
occuring,

28 . .

7 Cassels has wriftten at lezst two books which deal with the
question of th: resurrection. See This Fellow Jesus (Hew York:
Tvraaid Puvtlications, 1973}, pp. 54-90 and Christian Primer
{New Vork: Doubleday and Compeny, Inc., 1967), pp. 23-25.

37 '

One of XYorris! books Manv Infallible Proofs (San Diego: Creation-
Life Publishers, 1974), devotes a chapier to the resurrection,
pon. 82-97,
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usually concerned over whether it was & historical event or not.

Generally the ettitude taken in historical works towards this

38

occurrence is one either of skepticism or one that relates the
Biblical accounts of the death asnd resurrection of Jesus only
after a short preface which states "the Bible claims...™, or Yearly
Christians believed that...", or another similar ex ression.39
This gereral non-interest in the resurrection By historians is
understandable in view of the fact that many feel that thié event
is an item of feith, even if they believe that it actually occurred.
Yet there are some historians who have investigated this
event to some extext. It is not our purpose here in this chapter
to cover all arees of historical inquiry, but rather to briefly
survey a sample of a few historians who have shown interest in the
subject of the resurrection. Later the position of historian
David Hume will be discussed in much more detail, as his view
were exiremely influential on the guesiion of miracles.

Ancient historian Paul Xaier has recently published a book

entitled First Easter.ke This work is concerned to a large

extent with the first Easter Sunday and the guestion '"What did

hapoen at dawn on Sunday morning?"hl His purpose is to try and

® k.G Wells, The Outline of History, (Twc velumee; Garden City:
Gerden City Books, 1949), vol. I, pp. 539-540.

39 Shepard B. Ciougn, Nina G. Garsoian and Devid L. Hicks, A EHistory
of the Ancient World {Three volumes; Bostor: D.C. Heath and
Co=pany, 1967), vol. I, Ancient and Medievael, p. 127.

4o Paul L. Maier, First Baster (New York: Harper and Row, Publighers,

1973).

Ivid., p. 93. The italics are Haier's.

41
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ascertain if history can tell us what really happened that day.
His method is first to investigate the original sources, comparing
the various accounts of the early church which c¢laim that Jesus
rose from the dead. Alternate theories are then proposed and
examined. Lastly, some interesting but seldom mentioned historical
evidence that bears direetly on this issue is studied.43

Maier has also contributed other scholarly articles concerning
tha death and resurrection of Jesus.** One, entitled "The: Empty
Tomb as History", further examines the historical facts surrounding

45 The conclusion to the article is concerned with

this event.
whether or not the resurrection can be said to be an actual datum
of history.46 We will return to some of Maier's conclusions later.
Another ancient historian, Edwin Yamauchi, has also written of
the resurrection. His investigation is found in the two-part
article entitled "Easter--Myth, Hallucination or History?"47 He
explores carefully each of the possibilities named in the title--
the resurrection seen as an ancient myth, as an hallucination and
as actusl history. Yamauchi concludes first that the Christian
concept of Jesus' resurrection could not have been derived fpem the

myths in ancient cultures such as those of the Sumerians, Babylonians

or Egyptians, which appear to espouse a belief in dying and rising

42 "Can history tell us what actually happened on that crucial

dawn?" (Ibid., p. 114. The italics are Maier's).

43 Ibid., cf. especially pp. 93-122.

See, for instance, Paul L. Maier, "Who Was Responsible for the
Trial and Death of Jesus?" Christianity Today, April 12, 1974,
pp. 8-11.

45 Paul L. Maier, "The Empty Tomb as History", Christianity Today,
March 28, 1975, pp. 4-6

46 Ibid.

47 Edwin M. Yamauchi, "Easter--Myth, Hallucination or History?",

Christianity Today, two parts, March 15, 1975, pp. 4-7 and
March 29, 1975, pp. 12-16.
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vegetation gods. These latter myths reveal both far too superficial
reserblances and even very questionable evidence concerning this.
belief in a %resurrection" to have been the basis of belief for
Jesus! rising.48

Yamauchi's second conclusion is thet the hypothesis of
hallucination is likewise not a strong enough impetus for. belief in
the resurrection of Jesus. None of the needed psychological pre-
requisites for visions are found in the New Testament accounts. For
instance, the discipleé were very despondent at the death of Jesus

and failed to believe even after perceiving that he had risen,

whereas hallucirations occur when individuals imagine beforehend

that a certain thing has, in fact. happened. Visions are produced
when people think so positively that they actually visualize what
they desire and the disciples were certainly not in this frame of
mind after Jesus' deazth. The facts simply do not provide support
for this theory at 2il. The conditions neceled {or hellucinations
were plainly lacking.49

The final conclusion reached by Yamauchi is theat the resurrsction
of Jesus is & historical event snd must he dealt with as such. It
simply cannot be termed a2s an existerntial occurrence and neither can
it be forgotten zbout as a simple nyth or delusioﬁ.se
We will at this point just guickly mention two other scholars

in this field who a2lso have dealt with the resurrection in theif

works., Historian and theologiar Jobn Warwick Kontgomery nas dealt

4 Iyia., uarch 15, 1974, pp. b-6.

49 Ibid., pp. 6-7. We will turn to this theory in greater deptih
later in this paper.
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with this question in several works which are directly concerned

with historical methodology.sl Church historian William Wand has

o
[

n

&lsc fit the resurrection into an explicit historical framework.
Rather thau explore the views of these two men at this peint, we
will return to them much more fully in the chapter on history and
miracies. Suffice it to say at this time that while historians

as & whole have not been overly concerned with Jesus' resurrection,
it has been dezlt with by several in this field. Thus it is the
opinion of these scholars (and others) that this question is a
historical one, to be decided by historicel inquiry. Maier,55
Yamauchi;S# Eontgomery‘,55 and Wa.nd56 all agree that the guestion
of the occurrence of the resurrection should be decided by the

historical process of cerefully weighing the evidence both fer

and against this event before a decision is made.
2. Philosophy and the Resurrection

As with most of the historians, so we also find that meost
cortempcrary philosopkers are not often concerred with the guestion

of Jesus! resurrection. 3utv we find that several of these scholars

51 For instance, see John Warwick Montgomery's, The Shape of the
Past: An Introduction to Philosophical. Historiography (Ann Arbor:
EZdwards Brothers, Inc., 1962) and Where is History Going? (Grand
Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1969).

°2 §illiam Wand, Christianitys A Historical Religion? (Valley Forge:
Judson Press, 1972).

53 ¥aier, "The Empty Tomb as Eistory", ov.cit., p. 6.

Yamauchi, op.cit., March 29, 1974, p. 16.

2> ¥ontgomery, Where is Eistory Going?, cp.cit., pp. 71, 93.

56 Wand, op.cit., PpP. 93-94; cf. 2lso pp. 51-52, 70-T1l.




18

have also dealt with it as a part of their system of thought. As
with the theologians, these philosorvhers offer 2 variety of aporoaches
and answers to this event. Similgr to the preceding short section
on history, it is not our object in this chapter to treat every
field of philosovhy. To the contrary, the purpose here is simply
to present a sample ‘of a few philosophers who have dealt with
the resurrection in their works. Later the positions of David
Eume and Sgren Xierkegeard will be examined in depth. Hume
especially is recognized even by conservative theologians zas
offering a challenge to the belief in a literal resurrection and
Kierkegaard aiso develcrys & pepular philosophical view of this
event. But at present it is our desire only to state the interest
shown by a few philosophers of various intellectual inglinations.

Probably the best known philosopher who hes .investigated
this occurrence is John Hick. In his essay "Theology and
Verification"s7 he approcaches the ancient topic of the possibility
of verifying the existence of God. This is done in an interesting
end novel (if somewhat guesiionable) manner.

ror EZick, one cannot rrove Zod's existence beyond any doubt.
However, the author believes that one can reason logically to the

probability of God's existence by the use of what he terms

"eschatological® (or future) verification.
The Christian fzith (and various others as well) teach the

realify of life after death. For Zick this concent of cortinued

57 John Hick, "Theology and Verification", in Religious Languaze
and the Problem of Relizious Knowledge, edited by KRonald E.
Santoni (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1968). This
article first appeared in Theology Todsy, volume 17, 1560, mp. 12-31.

58 1vid., pp. 367, 376.
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survivel is one which will ultimately be verified after deeth. 1In
other words, the future resurrection of mankind can be verified
eéxperientizlly by each individual after his own personal dezth.
The post-mortem knowledge one gains would prove that life does
survive death.59

Concerning this odd-scurnéing apologetic for life,after death,
Eick attempts to explair how this is possible by the introduction
of several interesting illusi:ra.tions.60 He feels that ultimately
the gquestion of immortality may be likenéd to t#o mer walking down
the rozd of life. One says that there is life after death at the
end of the road, the other disagrees. ZEut for them it is an
experientizl guestion. Sooner or later they will each turn the
last bend in life 2nd die. Then one will have been proven right
and one wronge. This is eschatological verification of immortality.él

Even verification of the existence cf God is to be fournd by
the same future experience. Here Hick appropristes the role .that
Jesus plzys. ASs we experience the risern Jesus and his reizgn in the
Kingdom of God, 2rnd finally receive eschatological corroborzition
for this, we then also receive indirect verification of God. Thus
the individual's own resurrection is the ultimate, éxperiential
proof both of life after death and of God's existence. These truths
are thus perceived as realities. Everyone will eventuelly prove
the validity of these facis for themselyes, howevar, because all

’,

will achieve this sazlvation and subsequent state of verification,®

% Ivid., p. 375.
0 1pia., po. 371-375.
62

bid., pp. 376-381.
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Unfortunately, Hickfs perception of the abiiity of one's own
resurrection to verify such key tenets of theology raises more
guestions than it answers. It is interesting, to say the least, but
it fails to logicelly reesson out (and even presuppeses) too many
beliefs such as life after death and the ability to verify somethingz
such as God's existence even if the first was proven to be true.63
Hick realizes that his hypotheses and those of Ian Crombie who also
accepts eschatological verificztion, have both beern met by
disapproval from other philosophers and from %theologians, but still
feels that this is the best altermative in estéblishing the truth
of theism.64 Thus, while we must conclude that none of thesg
doctrines can really be proven in this way, it does show the
interest of a certain segment of philoscphy im the guestion of the
resurrection.

Tecdke S I
DUuv iy 15 Tl

% only it the writings of Hick (and those whe agree
with him) that we find an interest in the subject of the resurrection.
The recent popularity of »rocess thought has apparently opened up

a new area of interest in the formulating, emong other things, of

a Christology based on process philosophy. For instance, Schubert
Cgden's prospects for the development of a aew Theism kave led kim

65

t0 2 reinterpretation of the resurrection based on the love of God.

€3 Ccf. Ibid., pp. 375-376 for instance, where Hick admits +that it
would be easy to conceive of after-life experiences that would
not at all verify theism, but he does not enterftain the objections.

* Ibid., pp. 367-368.

65 Schubert M. Ogden, "Toward a New Theism", in Process Philosophy
and Christian Thought, edited by Delwin Brown, Ralph Z. James, JT.
and Gene Reeves (Indianapolis: The Robbs-Merrill Company, Inc.,
1971), p. 183. Cf. also Ogden's examination of a modern approach
t0 the resurrection in his work The Reality of God and Other

Essays {New York: Harper and Row, Fublishers, 1966). vp. 215-220.
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Another example is Bernerd Loomer's ettempt to explain the Christian.

faith, including the resurrection, in terms of process philosophy.°6

In the work Prceccess Philoscphy and Christian Thought, Peter

Hamilton proposes 2 modern Christology with a special emphasis
upon the resurrection. For Eamilton, process philosophy offers the
proper framework within whick one can more properly view and
formulate theology. This philosophy is perceived to he especialiy

67

helpful in dealing with the resurrection.

Tne Xey term that Eamilton adopts from process philosophy here
is "immanence", which refers to the possibility of one reality being
immanent or indwelt by grnother. This is illustrated by the way we
often refer to the experiences of one individual "living on" in
another's :ne:nory.s8

When applied to the relationship betweern God and the world, im-
wanence is a reference both to God's indwelling menkind and man-
kind's indwelling God. As Hamilton applies this concept to -
Christologzy, we may now spezk of the chief example of God's
indwelling mankinéd zs having occurred in the incarnation. Here God

indwelt Jesus. We can also perceive that the primary exaaple of

mankind's indwelling God ics to be found in the resurrection. Here

Bernard M. Loomer, "Christian Faith and Process Philosophy" in
Process Philosophy and Christian Thought, Ibid., »p. S51, 95 for
his treatment of the resurrection.

Peter N. Hamilion, "Some Proposels for a Modern Christology'in
Process Philosonhy and Christian Thought, Ibid., pp. 371, 376,

379, 381.

Ibid., p. 37%.

68
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Jesus is said to "live on" in God. By *"live on" it is meant

that it is Jesus' experiences, ideas and actions that were raised
into God. We are therefore to understand tkat his resurrection is
the most outstanding instance of God's desire and purpose to raise
into EHimself everything else that compliments His own character as

well.70

It is obvicus here that the resurrection is not internreted
literzally. ¥or Hamilton, the disciples had =z Gc;-given awareness
(not self-generated, it is emphasized) that Jesus was somehow still
both alive and present with them. This was the beginning of the
Eester experience, 3But they dif not heve an actual encounter with
the risen Lord as portrayed in the New Testament gospels.71

Hamilton reszlizes, however, that there are some serious
criticisms regarding hig views. One is that the uniqueness of
Jesus' resurrection hes not been properly maintsined. Rather, this
occurrence is only & model for other such actions of God.72

Another criticism (which is admitted by Hamilion to be 2
stronger one) is thai, according to this interpretation, the "risen"

Jesus is not really 2live although the disciples believed that he

was because of the aforementioned God-given awareness of this fact.

I5id., pp. 379-380.

0 1vi3., op. 378, 381.

T Ibid., pp. 371, 375, 380.

72 1pia., pp. 377-378.
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In other words, the Few Tes*ament writers witness to a risen Jesus
who was really alive and the author agrees with this conviction as
well. Otherwise there would be no origin for the Easter faith.
Yet, this thesis does not allow for the type of resurrection that
would give rise to such a belief. Hamilton admits that this
criticism is a velid one to a certain extent.73
The last scholar to be dealt with briefly at this time is
Swiss philosopher Francis Schaeffer. Formerly an agnostic,
Schaeffer became convinced through persomnal research that belief in
God was re.‘l:iona.l.'ﬂ.r Afterwards he became‘concerned tc & lerge
extent that rationaliiy must be kept in religious belief and that
knowledge must preceae faith (but certeinly not to the exclusion
of faith).75

;xploring this concept of rationality in Christian belief,

tz)

Schaeffer came to espouse the view that God's revelation occurred

76

in history and is thus open to verification. An event which is
reported to have happened can be examined and found to be either
a valid claim or to be some sort of falzehood. This is the nature

of historical revelation. For Schaeffer, the death and resurrection

75 1vi4., p. 378.

T4 Francis Scheeffer, Escape from Reason (Downers Grove: Inter-
Varsity Press, 1968), see pp. 84-85 for instance.

73 Francis Scheeffer, The God Who is There, (Downers Grove: Inter-
Varsity Press, 1968), pp. 112, 1l42.

76 Schaeffer, The God Who is There, Ibid., p. 92; see also Schaeffer's
Escape from Reason, op.cit., p. T7.
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of Jesus are both verifiable in this way. They are referred to as
actual historical facts which literally occurred in our space-time

77

world.

We have in this chepter investigated toth the importance of
the resurrection of Jesus and the current theological approach %o
it &s a religious occurrence. In addition, we have examined the
views of several scholars from various other fields (esvecizlly
history and phZlcsophy) who have alsc shown varying degrees of
interest in this event.

We have found that the resurrection is the central event in
the Chrisfian fzith and thus of central importance in_theology.
Therefore the questions raised here concerrning its character are
botk valid and conscquential ones.

The contemporary theological approachi to the resurrection wes
found to be one that utilizes the literary methodology inherent in
form and redaction criticism. Hopefully through a study of this
event, z=zking use of these discirlines, we will be able to make a
judgment &s to its credibility.

We have also seen that there appears toc be 2 surprising interest
in the resurrection by scholars in cther fields besideg religion.
This especially appears to be the czse in history arnd philosophy.
The purpose fcr ocur investigation of several views in these two
specific fields is threefold. First, it enables us to understand

that this question is not cne that is isolated to the fiell of

77 Schaeffer, Escape from Reason, Ibid., pp. 79, 90 and Schaeffer's
The Church Before the Watching World (Downer's Grove: Inter-

Yersity Press, 1971), pp. 98-99.
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religion ané theology alone. Second, it serves to familiarize us

f

with some views of the resurrection that are surprisingly close to
those proposed by some theologians which will be referred to
constantly. Third, this previous discussion prepares the way for
our lzter investigation of three scholars (one theologian, onre
historian and one philosopher) who desl with these guestions

concerning the resurrectiorn in much more depth, thus relating all

three fields together in a "search for the truth" on this issue.



Chapter II. The Possibility of Xiracles Toaay

The question of whether or not miracles have occurredin the
past (or whether they are possible today) is one that has far-
reaching consequences much beyond the field of theology. We will

turn now to an exumination of some major possibilities.
A, iracle and Myth
1. A Definiticn cof Miracle

In searching for =z possible definition for "miracle", one
encounters many approaches and conclusioﬁsa Oowever, there are
several simiiarities and pointis concerning which most appear to be
in agreement. We must reelize, though, that the definition we
arrive at actually has nothing to do with the problem of whether
the events thati are defined thusly really do occur. For examvle,
reny scholars who do not believe ihat mirecles happen at 2ll still
define them as occurrences which are noi caused by nature ané which
aust be performed by God. They simply believe that no such events
ever take place. Therefore we see that the definition doess noi mean
that 2 certazin type of phenomenon nas happened.

Bultmann is just such a scholex who believes that our modern
werld is encugh to make us reject all miracles. The ancient view
of the world is obsolete and we no longer rely on its cosmology or

mythological language.l Bven so, it is recognized that at least

1 Bultmann, "New Testament and Mythologzy", in Xeryesma and Hyth,

ODocito’ ppo 1”5.

26
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the New Testament defines miracles as everts which occur due to
the Supernatu;al intervention of God rather than by the power of
nature. For Bultmann, the purpose of miracles is to express
spiritual truths that may otherwise be unexplainable.
Historian and rrhilcsopher David Hume, who also rejects the

miraculous, relates that:

A miracle may be accurately defined, 8 trangressiocn of s

law of nature by & particular volitior of t=z= Deity., or

by the interposition of some invisible agent. (The italies
are Hume's. ;3

Once again we find that while Hume clearly rejects the miraculous
(as we shall perceive in more detail later), he defines these
occurrences as the intervention of God or of znother invisible
agent. Philosopher Richard Swinburne accepts essentially the
same definition, realizing that in so doing he is close tc Hume's
view.
English scholer C.S. lewis defines miracles as follows:
I use the word Xirecle to mean an interference with Neture
by supernatural power. Unless there exists, in addition
to Nature, socmething else which we may call the super-
natural. there can be no miracles. {The italics are Lewis'.)5

Like the other definitions, here Lewis also conceives of miracles

as having a direct affect on nature. But the miracles are seen as

Ibid., pp. 3435, 39.

3 David Hume, Essential Works of David Hume, edited by Ralph Cohen
(New York: Bantam Books, Irc., 1965), p. 128, footnote 3.

Richard Swinburne, The Concept of Miracle (Londeon: Macmillan and
St. Yartin's Press, 1970), p. 11.

Lewis, op.cit., p. 10.
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being brought less forcefully into the world. Lewis perceives of
nature as an entiiy which can receive such extraordinary occurrences
into its own pattern of events when they are caused by Supernztural
power. Thus they do interfere with the laws of nature, but do not
break them.6 These miracles are not teken for granfed by the author,
however, but are investigated to ascertain if they actually did

7

occur.

The last definition of mirecles which we will state is that of
theologian John licNeugher, who agrees with Lewils in asserting that
these occurrences are out of the normal sequence of events in
nature. They cennot be explained by natural processes, but are due
to the agency of God. They are obvious to the senses and designed
for the purpose of authenticating a message.

In these five definitions of miracles there are obviously
several similarities (as well as some differences). Fer instience,
sll five scholars are zgreed (to varying extents) that real miracles
require Supernaturzl intervention end are not to be explained
naturallyes A1l five also believe that these occurrences have &
direct relation to the laws of nature, requ;ring some sort of

interference. Some think that miracles reve a purpose. 3ut &all

(Y

Ibid., pp. 47, 60.
7 Ibid., pp. 148-16G for instance.

8 John McNaugher, Jesus Christ. the Same Yesterday, Today and Forever
(¥ew York: Fleming E. Revell Company, 1947), pp. 91-92.

? In the case of Bultmann we are referring to this scholar's
references to what "miracle™ mesnt in the New Testament, as mentioned
above. Like Hume he does not believe they occur, dut graats
that this was still believed to be the definition of the word in
first century Christian thought.
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are not agreed, for instance, as to whether these miracles actually
occur or not. In other words, it is possible in this case to

describe what an cccurrence would entail if it were to happen,

while not actuelly believing that there are such events. Xevertheless,
theéere is a surprising smount of similarity in these definitions

for scholars who disagree on this last point.

In this paper, the writer will refer to a2 miracle as an event
which interferes with the laws of nature, but does not violate them.
They cannot be explsined by sny natural causes (including man's
power) and thus must be accomplished by some type of Supernatural
ectivity. They are effected for a purpose and may be perceived by
man's senses. The guestion now is to ascertain if there really are

such events.
2. A Definition of Hyth

A discussion of ﬁiracles should ideally elso include ax» inguiry
into the meaning of myth. We will attempt to expiore a couple of
earlier meanings of the word and some modern definitions of it. We
would thus endeavor to disccver whet myth is and what functicn it
plays in society.

Originally,Lomyths were generally efined by scholars as

fictitious narratives containing very little or no factual content.

10 For a very brief introduction to the questior of some older

theories concerning the origins of myth, see Daniel Dodson's
1nt¢oductory essay "What is 'Hyth'?" in Thomas Bulfinch's The
Aze of Fable {Greemwich: Fewcett Publicatioms, Imec., 1961),

po. VI, IX. TFor an examination of the origins of myth according
to meny historians of religion, see Burtor H. Throckmorton's

The New Testament and Mvihologzy (Philadelphia: The Wesimingter
Press, 1959), pp. 81l-85.
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They were mainly concerned with stories of gods, goddesses and
questions abcut the cosmos.ll Because of such content, myths were
Judged to be simply fiction. The definition was ore which implied
the essential contradiction between myth and history.12

Later, the word also came to mean a fictitious story revolving
around a historical personage, circumstance or event, but one which

13

was not really factual. Perhaps en example of this type of
popular myth would be the narrative of how George Washington chcpped
down a cherry tree and chose the subsequent punishment rather than
tell a2 lie concerning his actions.

There is much disagreement as to a suitab;e definition of mytk
today.l4 This is made even more difficult by the varistions in ¢he

definition utilized by scheclars from different disciplines.15 One

pepular practice is. to define myth as Being the opposite of

11 Wand, op.cit., p. 40; see also James K. Feibleman's article

"iyth" in the Diciionary of Philosoohy, edited by Dagobert Runes
(Totowa: Littlefield, Adams and Company, 1967}, p. 203.

12 Wsnd, Irid.

13 Rures, ov.cit., p. 203.

14 For instance, see Mircea Eliade, The Quest: History and Xeaning
in Religion (Chicago: The University of Chicagc Press, 1969),
p. 72f. See 2lsc Throckmorton, ov.cit., ». 80Q.

15

See Victor Turner's article "Xyth and Symbol" in the Internaticnel
Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences. edited by David L. Sills

Zno city: The lzcmillan Company end The Free Fress, 1968),

vol. 19, pp. 576-582, For the definition of "myth" employed ir
literature, for exesmple, see James ¥. Knapp, "Hyth in the Power-
house of Change", The Centennial Review, Winter, 1976, pp. 56=Tk.

Cf. Wesley Barnes, The Philosophy and Literature of Existentialism
(Woodbury: Barron's Educational Series, 1568), pp. 34-40.
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history, thereby signifying that it is almost completely untrue in
a factual sense.

As used by most contemporary theologians and religious scholars,
myth is not usually taken to be so unreallstic. The emphasis is
clearly placed most often on the funciion of the myth end on what
such a concept is supposed o accomplish in society. Thus,
theologians are more interested in studying the message which the
myth is meant to convey.

For nineteenth century theologian David Strauss, myth is the
clothing for the expression of religious truths. For this reason,
one must endeavor to ascertain the societal function and meaning
given to a myoh, trying to understand the religious message being
communicated by means of this imagery. The importance of Strauss!
view of myth is that before his time this concept was either not
completely recognized or not aovplied consistently.17

Rudolf Bulimann believes that New Testament myth is esseniially
unhistorical, tut that its primery purpose is to express existentizl
truths aboui man,18 Thus, this scholar also agrees that this

19 .
guegtion of the Zryth's purtose is the key one. Bulimann freely

See S. H. Hooke, Middie Eastern Mythology {(Baliimore: Penguin Books,
1966), who lists this view as one which is still employed in

current treaiments of this subject (p. 11). See also Wand, op. cit.,
p. 40.

See Albert Schweitzer, The Quest of the Historical Jesus, trans-
lated by V. Montgomery {New York: Tne Macmillan Company, 1968 ),
DDp. 78-79; cf. Devid Strauss!' work The Q01d Faith and the New,
translated from the sixth edition by Mathilde Biind (New York:
Henry Holt and Company, 1874), vp. 56-59 for instance.

18
Bultmann, "New Testamert and Mythology" in Kerygma and Myth

op.cit., especially pp. 1-11, Cf. Schubert Ogden, Chris%t Without
¥yth {New York: Harper and Row, Publishers, 1961), pp. 3°9-40.

) le, An Existentislist

.y D. 23; cf. John %ﬁccuarr’
Yarper and Row, 1963, pp. 172-173.

Throckmorten, obp.
Theology (New Yor
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admits that the sctual imagery of the myth is not the most important
part of mythology. ZRather, the recovery of its message about
human existence is the most essentigl thing.20 The stress here is
also on understanding what the myth was intended to accomplish.

Few gcholars have done more research on the idea of myth than
has Mircea Eliade. For Eligde, myths are accounts of deeds which
are always acts of creation, in that they séeak of some rezlity
coming into existence. MNyths are very complex culiurzl factors
wvhose main function is to serve as models for the rites and other
impcrtaht activities of humans. Thus myths present religious
explanations for what is believgd to kave occurred. For this reason,
%>myth is perceived to be an actual reality in that it always
. depicts something thet has happened, such as the beginning of the
world or the fact of death.zl

Eliade stresses the symbolic character of such myths. They
are capavle of revealing something which is deeper than known
reality. Such symbols point to various facets of human existence.
Perheps the most important aspect of mythical symbolism is that
truths can be expressed by this mode which can be expressed coherently
in no other way. It is therefore very important to study the
message of the nyth. Scholers who d¢ not discover this function of

nyth fail in their endeavor to understand this concept.22

ann, "New Testament and ythology" in Xervgme and Fyth;
02. .t., ppo 10-11.

[N
[ =]

¥irces Eliade, Myth and Reality, translated by William 2. Task
(Kew York: Harper and Row, Publishers, 1963), pp. 5-1lk.

22 Mircea Eliade, Mephistovheles and the Androgyne: Studies in
Religious Mvth 2néd Svmbol, translated by J.}X. Cohen (Wew Yorks
Sheed and ¥Ward, 1965), pp. 201-208. :
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For S.H. Hooke, myth is :still viewed as being essentielly
nonhistorical, but it nevertheless is a result of a particular
circumstance and therefore it does have a purpose. Thus the
proper approech is not to try to determine how much actual truth it
conteins, but rather to determine what the real functioﬁ of the
nyth is--what it is supposed to accompligh. As with Eliade, Hooke

stresses that the function of a myth is to use imagery to express
23

truths that otherwise could not be explainéd.
These definitions of myth have pointed to at lezast a8 few
general conclusions with which many theologigns seem to be in
agreement, at ieast to a certain extent. Myths can be identified
as the use of various types of imagery to portray differeni aspects
of life (real or imaginary), including one's beliefs, cusioms or
folkiore. Mytns are essentially nonhistorical, but they may
reflect actual occurrences and teach religious or moral truths.
¥yths do have a societal function.24 They are often the devices
by which one can express what otherwise would be inexpressible,
whether it concerns cosmology, man's existence, the Divine or one's
religious and morel beliefs. In other words, myths serve the

function of allowing various societies tc speak of treasured

beliefs, mysteries and customs in a way that ordinary languzge

23
24

Hooke, op.cit., pp. 11, 16.

For Paul Ricoeur's understanding of the interzingling of
theology and culture, see his work History and Truth, translated
by Charles A. Kelbley (Evanston: Northwestern University

Press, 1965); pr. 177-179 for example.
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might not quite be a2ble to duplicate. This counld be either
because of a lack of prover words or a lack of the nccessary
knowledge needed to explain these things. For imstaance, mythical
imagery could easily have been employed to explain certain cosmic
events such as eclipses. In this way societies could pass oz
verbal or written accounts of their experiences. That this was an
important function of myth is witnessed by the discoveries through-
out various parts of the world pointing to this ﬁsage;zs

These general concluéions will be the basis for the definition
cf myth that will be used in this paper. Briefly, nyth will mainly
be utilized to refer to the essentially nonhisgtorical use of imagery
by soc;eties in order to express certain beliefs, customs or events.

They allow people to speak of rezlities that might be much harder

to express apart from the uge of this imagery.

The distinction between miracle and myth is arn important one.
It will be the puipose of the remainder of this paper to investigate
the resurrection of Jjesus in light of these definitions. Vas this
occurrernce & myth voicing the beliefs of early Christendom, or was
it a literal event reguiring Supernatural action? Our investigation
will thus view the evidence of each possibility in order to ascertain
where it pcints in régard to this question. We agree with Wand in
the assertion that it is very important to distinguish myth from
history. The purpose of thé myth must be deiermined and real history

26

must not be confused with the myth. Therefore, each has its own

25 Hooke, ov.cit., pp. 19-32.
26

Wand, op.cit., p. 42.



purpose and it will be our task not to let the two become

indiscrimirately mixed.

B, Twentieth Century Science and Miracles

l. Introduction

It is 2 common practice teday to conceive of science and the
miraculcus as being totally opposed. 3Bultmann, for instance, rejects
early Christian cosmology on the grounds that it is opposed to
modern science. 411 of our contemporary knowledge is based on

science and this includes an application c¢f its laws to the study

27

of the New Testament. Thus Bultmann speaks of the relationship

between science and mirecless

It is impossible to use electric light and the wireless aund
to avail ourselves of modern medical and surgiczl discoveries,
and at the same time to believe in the New Testament world

of spirits and miracles.28

Thus this scholar bpelieves that we live in too modern an zge to

29

believe in miracles. The world is closed to such occurrences.

The Supernatural simply does not occur and is therefore quickly

30

dismissed, often zrbitrarily. Others also zgree with Bultmann's’

31

approach.

27

Bultmann, "New Testament and Mythology"™ in Xerygma and liyth,
obo cito, Ppo -L’lo.

28 1pi4., p. 5.

23 Ibid., pp. 4-53 cf. Hontgomery, Where is History Going?, op.cit.,
p. 194, esvecizlly footnote number 37.

30 Bultmann, Ibid., p. 38; cf. Macquarrie, op.cit., pp. 185-186.

51 Cf. for example John A.T. Robinson's Honest to God {Philadelphia:
The Westminster Press, 1963), pr. 13-18.
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This line of reasoning is not very recent, however., Xor a
couple of hundred years prior to the twentieth century many have
2lso held that science ruled miracles out. The universe wes
usually seen &s teing a closed system, meaning among other things,
that it could not be interferred with by the Supernaturzl. Janmes
Jauncey defines it this way:
The stanépoint of science was that nature was a fclosed
universe'. This meant that everything within the universe
was governsd by an unvarying sequence of cause and effect,
Thne universe was closed to any occurrences which deviated
from this pzttern....Whenever you had a certain combination
of factors operating, the result was always the same and
could not be cdifferent. XNiracles, on the other hand, could
not bve fitted into this framework of cause and effect.32
This view of ziracles is actually found very early in critical

-

not wait until the eighteenth and nineteenth

[{Y
el

thouzght. We nes:
centuries to find this opinion expressed against the possibility of
niracles. For instance, seventeenth century nhilosopher 3Sensdict
Spinoza [1632-1%577) a2lso opposed miraculous events which were

. ; 33
said to trezak thz laws of nature.

Since the teginning of the twentieta century, however, sciexnce

nature, In manis past histcry there have been many scientific

-l

X L s .o .
revolutlons.3 In the opinion of most, we are living today in the

32 James H. Jauncey, Science Zeturns to God (Grand Fepids: Zoudervan
Publishing House, 1966), p. 37. Cf. also philosopher Zordon
Clark's stetements sbout the mechanism of the nineteenth century
in his esszy "Zultmann's Three-Storied Universe" in Christianity
Today, edited by Frank E. Gaebelein (Westwood: Fleming H. Revell
Company, 1968), pv. 218-21S3.

35 Benedict Spinozz, The Chief Works of Zenedict De Svinozsz,
translated by 3.E.i. Elwes (Two volumes; New York: Dover
®ublications, Inc., 1951), vol. I, p. 87.

34 See Thozmas S. Xuhr, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions,
Volume II, XNuzter 2 of the International Encyclovediz of Unified
Science, edited by Otto Feurath, 2udolf Carnap and Charles iforris
(Chicago: Univercity of Chicago Press, 1971).
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ini physics and in dezling with the resultant influence on the
possibility of miracles. Schaaffs informs us that the rejection
of 2 closed universe by modern sciegce took place about the turn of
the century. In fact, the year 1906 is seen as béing the turning
point for modern physics.ho Therefors we can no longer scientifically
hold to the belief in a closed universe as was the case in the
nineteenth century.4l

Schaaffs refers to the replecing of the closed universe view
with the present view of physics as "doutle negation". This is
because older opinions which were once used to negate all miracles
are, in turn, regated themselves.42 The old law of causation has
been replaced by statisticel description and thus the law of
probability.43 To this we will turn directly. 3Iut we musi first
remark that new theories in physics usually build upon olcder idees
and thus appear st least somewhat {o be a process of development
(rather than = case of total displacementi). The old views zre
thus expanded and corrected by the modern ones.m+ We will now

take & closer look at some importarnt develcpments in physics that

have led to these conclusions.

4o

Werner Schaaffs, Theology, Physics and Miracles, translated by
Richardé L. Renfield (Washington, D.C.: Canon Press, 19T74)
pp. 26’ 31, 37-38. Cf. Jamcey, OE. Cit., po 370

L“l Tbid. 9 cf. DD 25-26°
42 1bido 1] PP. 24.260
43

Ibid., pp. 63-54; cf. pp. 44=45.

bk Kuhn, op.cit., pp. 67, 1493 cf. Schaaffs, Ibid., bp. 6&.
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2. Some Principles of Physics

We have been svezking of the modern view of physics and its
negation of the eighteenth and nineteenth century belief in a
closed universe where no outside intervention was believed to be
possible. It should be mentioned in all fairness that not zall
scholars in these two centuries accepted thié view of cause and
effect in a mechanistic :rorld.L"5 although it was very popular.46
Therefore, before the twentieth century the world was, for the
most vpert, conceived to be one of mechanical cause and effect{

Any events whicn did not fit into this pattern, such as miracles,
were often rejected immediately. It was the "reign of 'urnalterable
law'" in which 1t was imagined that one could be sure of events
and in which miracles were simply not possibili‘cies.t"7

With the emergence of the twentieth century experimentation

in physics it wes found that, contrary to the then accepteu

scientific belief, there was much uncertainty in our universe. It

nct ke predicted with complete accuracy how a particular event
would occur. There were found variations and differences in
principles that were once thought to be invariable. It was

beginning to be apvarent that the universe could not be expected

45

For instance, David Hume firmly rejected cause end effect. See
0.W. Heick, History of Protestant Theology, Volume 2 of A History
of Christien Thought by J.L. Neve (Two volumes; Philadelphia:

The Yuhlenberg Press, 1946), p. 65 and also J. Bronowski and
Bruce Mazlish, The Western Intellectual Tradition (New York:
Harper and Row, Publishers, 1962), p. 474.

46 Schaaffs, ov.cit., pp. 63-64 and Clark, "Bultmann's Three-Storied

Universe" in Gaebelein, op.cit., p. 21i8.

k7

Jauncey, op.cit., DPp. 37-38.
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to behave any one certain way all of the time.48

Even though we have been discussing the field of physics, it
should be pointed out that this information definitely has had an
affect on other fields of knowledge as well. This was obvious
because, if these facts were true, then other studies also had to
adjust to them. Later, for example, the affect of these discoveries
on the disc¢ipline of history will he shown. Schaaffsnotes, for
instance, that few actually understand that the significancé of
these findings extend far beyond the field of physics.kg

Some may object that these principles affect only guestions
which deel with the microcosm and'fherefore nhave no bearing on the
topic of miracles. Schzaffs deals with this very problem, concluding

50

that one can work from any of three directions to demonstrzte
that occurrences in the microcosm have a great bearing on eventsin
the macrocosm. These reasons show that chain reactions can be

caused by deviations in individual atoms which eventually have

macroscopic results. Thus, minute and unpredictable changes in

48

Ibid., p. 383 for this principle as it ig applied to physics,
see Schaaffs, ov.cit., pp. 57-61 and Otito 3ilh and Joseph
Denison Elder Principles and Applications of Physics (¥ew Yorks
Interscience Publishers, Inc., 1955), pp. 760ff.

49 Schaaffs, Ibid., p. 61.

50 Schazffs mentions three approaches in noting the affect of the
microcosm on the mecrocosm. One way would be to work from the
microscopic elements to the macroscopic ones, noting the affect
single atoms can have on whole processes or events. Or onre
might work in the opposite direction, beginning with the macrocosm
and endeavoring to find the minute particles that affect it.
Lastly, Scheaffs hes experimented with de Broglie's eguation
of the matter-wave demonstrating that it can also be applied
to the macrocosm, Jjust as it can be appliecd to the microcosa
(Ivid., pp. 80-81).
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atomic processes cause major events to 2lso become somewhat
indeterminate ana unpredictable. In fact, the uncertain pairing
of microscopic transactions can either cause a macrozcopic event
to occur or keep it fror occurring. Thus the macroscopic event
itself becomes unpredictable and it is not within the reach of
science te control it.sl
It is frue that microscopic events are more unpredictsble

than macroscopic ones, but both are often found to be i.mexplainable.52
For these reasons, both micrdscopic and macroscopic events "can bve
interpreted oniy z2s a2 law of probability."53 This means that a
"statement in science is geldom now considered true in itself, but

5%

only witl..n a certain limit of probabilityec.." In other words,
we can no longer consider a scientific statement as being absolute,
but only probable to one extent or another. Statistical
probabilities must be given to events according tc the degree to
which they can e expected to occur and not viewed as being positively
certain as might te the case in a closed universe. .

One use of statistics that is perhaps not at first otvious is

w33

that they "have enabled us to appreciate the extreme cases:...

51 Ibid., pp. 52-53, 71, 79-81l. This last point is illustrated by

32 Ibid., »p. 16, 71. Cf. B1¥h and Elder, op.cit., pp. 806-807,
803. ’

23 Schaaffs, oD.cit., p. 6k&.

54

Jauncey, op.cit., D. 38.

25 Schaaffs, ov.cit., Be 55.
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because "the razrer an event, the harder it is to determine a

precige time for its occurresnce. One can only assign a probability
to it."56 Therefore more common events receive a higher probability
end rarer ones a lower probability, Urique evenfs are given still
lower chances of occurring. But this is intriguing in the case of
these very rare events because "e;en the greatest probability eannct

w31

rule out the possibility that the event will occur tomorrow.
There is an infinite number of possibilities for such evénts to
occur daily and thus they cannot be thecught to be impossible.

Can giving a probebility to rare events, as described aksove,
have any relevence to the possibility of miracles occurring?
Schaaffs answers in the affirmatives

Thoﬁgh a miracle is a rare, or perhaps even unique, event
or experience, guite out of the ordinary, it can with

compzarative ease, as our example shows, be placed in =
statisticel framework., It has no intrinsic peculiarity

§

requiring that it be placed outside that framework. Thus,

2 miracle, though & rarity to te sure, is a phenomenon of

natural laew. for statistics are the essence of natural law.58
Tnerefore we see that for this German physicist miracles are

possible. ¥e will also note here that Montgomery, for one, agrees

with this z2bove eanalysis and insists that the only wey that an

(P8

account of 2 miracle can be verified is by an "unprejudicaed
confrontation” with the sources which claim that such an event
actvually occurred. Ve need not try to ascertain & priori what is

able to occur todey (as was done in a closei universe), since slmost

anything is possible according to its stetisticel probability. 1In
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other words, the "question is nc longer what can happen, but whet
has happened" because "the universe since Einstein has ovened up to
the possibility of any event" (the italics are Montgomery's).sg
Therefore, we can only determine what has happened by investigating
the sources in order to ascertain which events probably are and

which events probably are not a part of history.
3. liracles

Few understand how far-recaching these results in physics are
and "how far beyond physics their significance extends."6° The
knowledge thus gained surpasses the bounds of physics and affects
other fields such as theology.ﬁl We have found that the belief in

P N

& mechanistic, closed universé is no longer vaiid zng ihus canmnocv
be used to rule outl miracles a priori, as in the past. We can
only find out if a2n event has occurred or not by investigeting the
sources thoroughly. This could lead to either a positive or to a
negative conclusion.

A key point we want to stress in this chapter is that these
former world views can no longer be used, as contemporary theology
often does,62 egainst the occurrence of miracles., Ve are certainly

not saying 2t this point that miracles do occur, 3ut they can only

39 Xontgomery, Where is History 5oing?, od.cit., pe 933 cf. pp. 73,
168- 169 L)

60
61
62

Schaaffs, op.cit., p. £l.
Ibido 9 Pe 65.

Schaaffs directs some of his criticisms against Bultmann (Ibigd.,
pp. 13, 24-25) and other theologians who insist on using these
outdated world views (Ibid., pp. 8, 15, 31, 60, 64).
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be disbelieved today on the merits of eack. Monﬁgomery drives this
lest point home in the following words, using the resurrection of
Jesus es an example of a miracles

To oppose the resurrection on the ground that miracles do
not occur is, as we have noted earlier, both philosophically
and scientifically irresponsible: philosophically, because
no one below the status of a god could know the universs so
well as to eliminate miracles a priorij; and scientifieally,
because in the age of Binsteirian physics (so different

from the world of Newtonian absolutes in which Eume
formulated his classic anti-miraculous ergument) the universe
has opened up to all possibilities..."63

This is surely not to affirm that Einstein said that miracles
would happen but only that there is always the possibility that they

P W1 P - ~
tould, given our present cencept of physics,

Concerning the conception of nature with which we have been

working, we must mention that the results described za2bove do not

invalidate the idez of essentizal lawful order in nature. All are

agreed that such 2z general order does exist, even though it must
L1

Ji
o'

only be described statistically, In addition, as licNaugher

explains, where there is no regularity in nature we cannot speak

65

of any departure from it. In other words, if nature were
discrderly, it would be impossible to know if something had occurred
that could be described as irreguiar.

Thus, along with all recent studies, we also affirm the beiier

in the regularity of nature. A true miracle, then (if there is

such an occurrence), must interfere with this regulerity, according

65 Hontgomery, The Suicide of Christian Theology, op.cit., pp. 262-

263,

See Schaaffs, ov.cit., pp. 64, 71l; cf. alsc Swinburne, ov.cit.,
PPe 23=26,

65 McNaugher, O0D.2%it., p. 92; ¢f. Swinburme, Ibid., p. 26-29,
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to our defirition. Therefore, if miracles are to happen, nature

cannot be the cause of them, but can only be open to their

66
occurrence.

Thus we hold that modern scholarship can no longer deny miracles
+imply by referring to a8 closed universe ard to our civilization
as being "too advanced". They can only be denied on the grounds of
historical and philosophical (logical) research.

It may appear that there is t00 much reliance here on a
current scientific world view that may change again in the future
to yet anocther understandiﬁg of nature. To this there are at least
two valid responses.

First and most important, it must be pointed out that an
investigation into the possibility of miracles does not require
the contemporary relativistic view of nature in order to arrive at
valid comclusicnse. It is true that this modern view of science
does help considerzbly both in negating the o0ld closed universe

hypothesis and in 2llowing for the possibility that miracles do

occur. However, it must be asserted that the procedure we will
deal with later, namely, investigating an event first before any
judgment is given concerning the probability cf its pccurring, does
not depend on science. We cannot overstate this enough. If we
were to rest uron an existing view of nature we would always be in
danger of heving our system upset because of rnew ideas wheca this
need not be the case. Regardless of the contemporary state of

physics, we hold that an account of & miracle (as defined above)

66 ¥ote that we are showing the result on nature if miracles were
to occur. We have not yet established if they actually do or

not.
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should be investigated inductively to ascertain if it has
occurred apart from any other world view of what can or cannot
happen. Such is a much more logical and scholerly approach than
beginning with presuppositions és to what is possible. These
conclusions could thus be mainteined even if physics was not in

67

the state in which we find it. Thus the conclusions to be
reached do not depend solely upon our modern understanding of

science, but are rather based upon this aforementioned investigation

68

of the reportzd facis.
Second, Schaaffs enswers this very guestion by asserting that
physics is unliike othexr disciplines in that it does ﬁot regress
Packwards. YAccurate knowledge and the results of earlier research
are never simply discarded; rather, they serve as building blocks
for furtber advances."69 He adds later that "the knowledge
discovered in tﬁe present century will remein valid within the
70

framework in which it was obtained." Present concepts in physics

61 We wish to make it plein, however, that our study of contemporery
physics is an extremely important one and not simply a2 '"nice
addition" to this work. A4lthough this study is based on an
investigation of <the facts tc determine if an event hes occurred
and not upon a2 current scientific world view, tiais chapter hes
still provided some insight into the question of what is possible
in today's world. TUnderstanding the current scientific outlcok
has demonstrated at least that our beliefs must not exclude
mirzzles 2 priori. 4Also, it makes us realize thet there is a
scieatific basis for our historical approach to investigating a
purported event.

é8 See Bernhard Ramm, Protestant Christian Evidences (Chicago:

¥oody Press, 1953), pp. 146-149,

69 Scheaffs, op.cit., P. lk. The italics are Schaaffs,

0 1vid., p. 67.
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may even be brozdened, dbut they do not disappear., This is hecause

knowledge in this discipline is not discarded in order to return

71

to older ideas. As mentioned, the truths discovered in dhysics

1-3

remain valid. Therefore, even if we did rest our conclusions on
the current scientific world view (a2lthough we do not, as stated

above), they would still appear safe.

Zefore proceeding to the next chapter, it must be mentioned in
2ll fairness that most men of science do not hold that this current

72

view of physics zives any preference to miracles. Therelfore we
will conclude this chapter with the assertion of phllOSODQ°’ Gordon
Clark, who is cautious in his evelustion of the relationship

tetween miracles ané rnodern physics. He feels that while some
theological conservatives have zone too far in their applicztion

of sclentific principles to the Supernatural, others have gone too

on by presenting science zs being
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tot21ly opposed to enything which is rezlly miraculous. Clerk
believes thzat we can at least minimally conclude that the once-

tic aniverse can no longer

U)

popular thecriss of z closed and mechani:
e used to invzlidzte miracles. In addition, neither these oclder
theories or contemporary scientific ones can be used as objsctions
against the Supernaiural, While we cannot agree with those who

helieve thzt science gives preference to miracles, neither can we

agree with thoze who believe that it forbids them.73

& Ivid., p. 1k,

2 - . . —

7 Cf., Zrnst Czssirer, Determinism and Tndeterminisn in MNodern ZFhys-
ics, translated by 0. Theodor Eenfrey (liew Haven: Yale University
Press), p. 163 for instance.

3 - - s e e . .

1 Ciark, "ZEultmenn's Three-Storied Universe", in Gaebeleixn, ov.cit.,

PL. 218 219.
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In other words, Clark's conclusion is étated in negative terms.
Rather than holding that the universe allows for the miraculous,
Clark simply states that we can no longer appropriate a scientific
world view that rules out the miraculous. Thus he speaks not abcut
what is possible in nature, as do many of the scholers we have
dealt with sbove, but about what we cannot say about it. We cannot
hold that science gives preferential treatment to miracles, but
neither can the scientific world view be uszd t2 show thet they
cannot occur.74 This, then, is the conclusion we will worx with,
one which directly favors neither opinion. Therefore we are also
left with the conclusion which we reached earlier--that decizicze
concerning the probability of certain miracles (such as the
resurrection of Jesus) must be determined by a2 thorough investigation

of the reported facts in order tc ascertain if they actually

happened.

T4 Ibid.



Chapter III. EHistory and Miracles

As stated above, this study is not based upon the findings of
modern physics, but rather upen the idea that>any eccounts which
claim that & miracle has occurred must be historically investigated
in order for its veracity tc be determined. Therefore we will
look first at the concept of history that will be used in this work

and then view the method of this investigation.
A« A Concept of Eistory

The fterm "history" is used in various weys by different
scholars. There is no uniform definition which is agreed to by all
scholars, as numerous approaches and interpretations are commonly
utilized.1 Therefore it is not our purpose here to give a complete
or exhaustive trzatment of the contemporary definiticas of history.
However, it seems that there is at least some general agrezment
concerning the content of history.

¥ost historiens are agreed that history includeﬁ at ieast
two major factors--the actual events in particular and also the
recording of these events. Thus this discipline is mainly concerned
with what has happened and how these occurrences have been annotated.
It is this conception which will form the core understanding of
higstory as it will be usad in this work. Other elements are surely

involved, a2s will now be noted. 3But the inclusion of these two

1 See Patrick Gardiner's article "The Philosophy of Histoxry" in the

International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, edited by
David L. Sills, op.cit., vol. &, pp. 428-433 fur some of these
interpretations.

k9



50

major ideas are essential andare thus the foundation of this concept

as 1t will be used here.2

Now we surely do not mean tc affirm that the presence of these

two elements is 21l that is involved in a definition of aistory.

Rather, these ere the ones which seem-to reoccur most often. EHowever,

a few other factors that are part of this discussion should also
be mentioned quickly.

FPirst, there is always a subjective factor in#olved in the
writing of history. For instance, the historian must select the
material which he will (and will not) cover. The historical évent
is obviously objective. It is the recording of the event that
introduces subjective factors. For W.H. Walsh, the subjectivity
of the writer is present, but it is not a real serious roadblock
to the obtzining of objective history. This subjectivity can be
ellowed for its efforts can be overcome.3 Wand agrees witk Walsh
in asserting that the best spproack to teke towards histéry is one

I
of ceution, as we should try and recognize this subjective bias

2 Xost historians zlso recognize. these {two factors--the events
themselves and the records of these everis--as being an
essential part of history. For such reclated views, see {eril
L. Becker, The Heavenly City of Eighteenth-Century Philcsoghers
(New Haven: Yzle University Press, 1969), pp. 17-18; Bronowski
and Mazlish, ob.cit., pp. XI-XII; Clough, Garsoian andéd Hicks,
op.cit., vol. I, p. 1l; Runes, op.cit., p. 127; Wand, ov.cit.,
Pe 22,

5 ¥.E. Walsh, Philosoohy of History (New York: Harper and Brothers,
Publishers, 1960), bpp. 101, 103.

Wand, op.cit., pD. 29, 42.
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We will 21so endeavor to allow for this subjective factor in
our investigation of the resurrection. This occurrence has been
reprorted as an objective historical event and we must ascertain if
it is the best explanation for the known facts.

Second, we find that history cannot reach the point where it

is totally vositive ¢f its findings in all instances. As with

physics, gso there is also a certain amount of dependence on
probability in history as well.

FPor instance, Ernest Nagel, who accepts 2 deterministic view
of history, admits that he does so in spite of the convictions of
contemporary physicists who almost unanimously hold the opposite
viewpoint.7 The comnclusiorns of these scientists have nad an affect
on historians, for the accepteld scientific view against a
deterministic universe has also helped to turn historisns zgzainst
a deterministic view of history.8

Nagel lists five main reasons why nistorical determinism is
generzally rejected by so many historians today. First is the
argument from the a2bsence of any developmental laws or patiterns
in history. Secondéd is the srgument based on the inzbility fo
explain and predict events in human history. The third argument

concerns the appezrance of the novel in historical occurrences.

> Ibid., p. 31. See also Patrick Gardinmer's article "The Philcsophy
of History" in Sills, editor, op.cit., pp. 432-433,

Wa!ld.; O'O. Cit. 9 ppo 510520
U Ernest Ragel, "Determinisa in History" in Dray, ov.cit., B. 355.

Ibid.
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Fourth is the zrgument from the chance events which are also a part

of history. The fifth argument concerns the conflicting results when

one attempts to make the concept of a deterministic world compatible

with the freedom saxné moral duty of human beings.

9

It is because of these and other similar findings that so many

historians have rejected the deterministic view of history. Nagel

further states (to reiterate the point), that the findings of modern

physics, which also cpvose determinism, have been a key factor

that has exercised a direct influence on a similar rejection of this

3
concept by most historians.'o Hontgomery concurs in this bvelief

that contemporary science has made it impossible for historiars to

[ 5d

b
&

accept 2 closed system of natural causes.

The zppearance of these chance and novel events mentioned

above, together with the aforementioned inability to explein or

predict many other occurrences, has helped to further the use of

rovabilities in historical studies (as well as in scientific
P

. . . 12 . . . . .
investigation). Historians both reccgnize and utilize this

concept of probability. For instance, Montgomery observes that

historical studies can never reach the one hundred percentile level

. . 1 s e aoa R . .
in certainty. 5 Roneld Vanderiiclen sgrees completely with liontgomery's

10

11

12

Ibid.

Ivid.

¥ontgomery, Wnere is History Going?, op.cit., p. Tl.
See Schaaffs, op.cit., cf. pp. 52-53, 64 for instance.

Montgomery, FThere is History Going?, ov.cit., pp. 168-169,
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assessment and thus accepts the belief that historical scholarship
is not completely vositive of its findings. In fact, historians
must not fail to a2llow for this amount of uncertainty.l4 For
this reason Montgomery opts for a criticel investigation of the
sources in question, with the decision about the occurrence of any
specific event being vased upon the probadbility of the evidence.
In fact, probability is referred to as the only sufficient guide
for a historia.n.15 Wand also notes that we cannot be as sure of
historical investigation as was thought possible in the past.l
However, we must make our judgments as tc which facts are most
probable according to the historical evidence.l7
These elements, then, are to be included in & contemporary
. treatment of history. While it has not been our purpose to deal
with this subject exhaustively, we have come to some conclusions
or ihe concept of history as it will be used in this work. ¥e will
refer to history as both the occurrence of past eveunls and the
recording of them. ZRealizing that there is alwajs e certain amount
of the subjective in this recording, allowance must be made for it
as much as iz possible in order for objective data to be obiained.
Realizing also that in speaking of history we are dealing with

probabilities, it will be our desire to ascertain as mearly as is

possible which facts best fit the evidence. With these probadilities

1% Ronald VYanderXolen, "'Where is History Going?' and Hdistorieal
Scholarship: A Response" in Fides et Eistoris, Fall, 1872 and
Spring, 1973, Vol. V, Nos., 1l-2, p. 11l0.

15 Montgomery, Where is History Going?, op.cit., pp. T1-Tk.
16

Wa-nd, ODQCito, ppo 25’270

7 1vid., pp. 30, 51-52, 156, 167.
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and uncertainties there is always room for the possibility of any
event, however high the proiability may be zgeinst it.lev Events

can therefore not be ruled out (either scientifically or hisforically)
before they are researched. The only answer is a thorough

investigation of the evidence,
B. Investigating the Historical Events
l. Historical Research and Investigation

It is the opinion of most historians todey that the veracity
of past events can be discovered (withkin a2 certain probability) by

19

a careful investigetion of the facts. Walsh notes that since
these events have occurred in the pas?, they are only accessible
by a study of the historical evidence. Although the nistorian
himself will not be able fc participats in the event that hes
already occurred {unless he was originally there), he is zble to
inspect the relevant data such as written documents and varicus
other records, structures or archeological finds. Upon such
confirmetion as this the historian must obtain his evidence. This

is what Walsh feels is the working principle of historical reeearch.zo

18 Schaaffs, op.cit., p. 56.
13 Wand, 9p.cit., p. 5.
20

Walsh, ov.cit., P. 18. For a good example of such an investigation
with regard to ancient historical events, see Delbrick's methods
of determining how ancient battles had been fought in the times
of the Greek and Roman empires. It is fascinating to perceive
how this scholar was able to arrive at historical facts concern-
ing how large ithe opposing armies were, how they maneuvered and
other such facets of specific battles in ancient times by
examining the ancient nistorical records. For instance, see
Bdward M. Earle, editon Mezkers of ¥odern Strategy (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1943), especially pp. 264-268 with
regerd to Delbriick's historical method.
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Of course, what the existing data and written sources reveal
is not usually automatically accepted as being true. It is therefore
the job of the historian to eritically investigate the available
claims in order to ascertain as closely as possible what has
heppened. This includes the procedure of determining ir +he sources
best support the claims that are made in them. The proper resulis
ean b2 shtained even though there exists this need to determine

-

vnich factis hest it the evidence. Then

Fad 'L..-

+ is the duiv of the

e

historian to formulate the facts bhased upcn this groundworX.
One is therefore to decide upon the evidence at hand--that which
is shown to be the most probable conclusion.

Zven claims of miracles must be investigated in this way, since
they cannot be ruled out a2 priori, as noted above. On this subject
Montgomery assertis:

12 modern man aceent a 'miracle’ such as the
cn?...For us, unlike neonle of the Hewtonian
universe is no longer a2 ticht, safe, predictable
plajlng— field in which we xnow all the rules. Since
Einstein no modern man has had uhe right to rule out %he
possipility of events Tecause of prior knowledge of
'natural law'...The problem of ‘mlracle’, then, must be

solved in the realm of historical investig auﬂon....?2
As llontgomery comcludes, siunce we cannot decide in advance vhai

can heppen, we must determine, by historical research, whaot zcally

has happened already.
We must quickly point out here that miracles are not to bde

believed simply because they are Supernatural. n fact, we would

21 . . , o .
Ivid., pp. 13-19; cf. Daniel Fuller, op.cit., D. 22 for these

same conclusions.

22 e . e s
John Warwick lMontgomery, History and Christianiiy (DownersSGrove:
Tﬁ.erV°r31uy Press, 1972), p. 75. Cf. also Montgomery's Where
is History Going?, op.cit., p. 71.

23

Ibid., ef. aiso Where is History Going, pp. 168-169.
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desire to be the more careful before accepting & miracle-claim
as & historical event. 3But, on the other haad, we must also guard
ageinst the presupposition thgt miracles cannot §ccur'at all. There
is no real basis, either scientific or historical, for this
presupposition.24 Although many are skeptical aboﬁt the reality of
miracles, it may be that a Supernatural explanation fits the facts
best and is the most probable solution.25
On this last point of skepticism Wand has made a very pertinent
point. Eis words were specifically directed at the historiczal
skepticism of theologian Van Harvey, but Wand points out that the
same can also be applied to others of this persuesion as well.
Harvey argued that we cannot accept the ¥ew Testament accounts of
the empty tomb even though there is much historical evidence in
favor of them and no convincing evidence contrary to them. To
this Wand responds:

We may well ask Farvey how a critical historian can do
anything else than decide on the evidence before him--unless
indeed he zlready holds some secret which will inveliicete

in edvance any evidence that csn be brought in favour of

the rhenomeron in guestion? The pizin fact is that in this
kind of ergument the skeptic is not functionning a2s 2 historian
at all. He starts with the assumption that there could be

no corporeal resurrection since thal would be sgsinst
nature....That is to say, he rejects the evidence beceuse

he does not like a conclusion that it may be used to support.26

It appears that Wand's point is well taken here. ™Waz

the historian do except investigete the available evidence and make

2% Gand, op.cit., pp. 30, 101.

25 1bid., pp. 51-52.

26 1yia., pp. T0-T1.
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a decision based on it? Since this is the way that other historiecal
facts must be decided (as we have seen above) it seems that we do
not have the right to demand different criteria simply because, as
Wand notes, we do not like or agree with the conclusiéns. We must
therefeore approach this subject with an open mind, endeavoring to
ascertain which explanation is the most proba’nle.z7
Yow some may judge that Wand's conclusions are those of the
theological "fundamentalist" who endeavors to prove every word of
Scripture as being true. To this it should be remarked thzat not
only does this Oxford scholar object to such Eeliefs,28 he holds
to the quite "contemporary" theological opinion that whiie some
of the Xew Testament is historical and trustworthy, some is also
sinply propagandz which was written without any claims to being
objectively historical. Thus he cannot accept the vigw that the
Bible itself is the guararntee and proof that all of Ckhristianity
was completely historical.29 Because of this, Wand believes that
we should inquire into whatever mythicel elements could possitly
be present in the texts. But, 2zt the same time, we cannct allow
the portions that evidence indicates are historical to be lazbelled

as myth.30

Wznd's conclusion in these matters is that we must apdyroach

these ancient documents cautiously. Bias and subjective factcors

2T 1pid., pp. 29-31.

28 1pid., p. 55.

29 1via., pp. 17-18.

30 1pia., p. b2,
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must be allowed for and dealt with accordingly. 3ut, in spite of
all of this, we may find that the Supernatural explanation is more
historicelly probable than' the natural one. In this case we must

31

be prepared to accept the miraculous conclusion.
2. The Resurrection and Historicel Investigation

According teo Wand, the resurrection is the central claim of

New Testament Christianity and as such it cannot simply be igrored.

32

Keither should we be coantent to leave the question simply bty effirm-

ing that the original disciples believed that Jesus had risen.

Since it is the center of the Chrigtian faith it should be carefully

investigated. We must inguire into this belief in order to ascertein

33

whether or not it is valid.
Other historians also agree to the need for such resezrch.
Ancie$t historian Paul Maier also believes that the historical
evidence for thz resurrection must be investigated. Then we can
better judge whether it can be referred to as an actuval part of
history.sh Another ancient historian, Edwin Yamauchi, agrees that
we must investigate thies occurrence in order to conclude if it is

best explained as ayth or es history.33 We have already discussed

51 1pid., op. 29-31.

32 Ipid., pp. 80, 1li.

Z

>3 1vbid., pp. 90-9k.

34 ¥aier, First Easter, op.cit., pp. 1805-122 and "The Empty Tomb
as History", opv.cit., pp. 4&6.

35

Yamauchi, op.cit., March 15, 1974 pp. 4=7 and March 29, 1974,

9
Ppo 12"1.6.
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xonvgomery's preference to historically investigate this event as

36

well.

Therefore, after dealing with the problem of faith ané reason

37

urn to this investigation. The

ot

in the next chayter, we will

New Testament authors certainly claimed that Jesus rose from the

deed, meaning literally that he appeared to many of the ezrly
Christians after having actually died. XNo one doudbtis that this is
what the accounts report. It remains for us to endeavor to

determine the facticity of these claims.

We heve in tznis chanter explained the concept of nistory that
is to be used in this work. We have also determined that history,
like science, cznnot rule out the possibility of miracles a2 priori;
that is, without investizating the avzilable evidence and deciding
upon it. To this end we have briefly described the approzches
taxen by several higtorians as to historical research and investigatilon.
Procedures such zs these will be used in our own ianvestizztion of

the resurrectvion of Jesus.

36

ontgomery, Where is History Goinz?, ovp.cit., pp. T1-735, 93,
168-16% for instance.

31 It is izportant to note that historical studies have also been
made sbout other miracle-claims in encient higtory. 1I.I. Finley.
for instznce, investigetes Homer and his claims of miraculous
interveniion into early history, such as with the Trojan war.

Or for another example, various scholars have examined claims

of tongue-speaking, or glossolalia, in ancient history. TFor

Finley's work, see The Jorld of Odysseus (New York: The Viking

Press, 1954%), especizlly p». 10-13. For 2 historical discussion

of spezking in tongues. see George Zzarion Cuttien, Speakizng with
Toncues Zistcoriczlly and Psvchologically Exazmined (New Zaven:

Yalie Un1ve*sz*" Press, 1927), pp. 36-47 for instance. For another
example, see Frank Stagg, Z. Glenn Hinton and Tayne E. Oztes,
Glossolaliz: 'onwue Speeking in 2iblical, Historical andé Psycholozical

DPerspective, {(Nazshville: Abingdon Press, 1967), pp. #8-37.




Chapter IV. Reason arnd Faith

It has teen said that Christian history and thought is & history
of the opposition between faith and reason. This is 8 reference to
the continual conflict between these two aspects of the Christian
life--the spiritual and the rational.l There has always seemed to
be a variety of views on this subject, often interminéled aﬁd over-
lapping. Histcrian of philosophy Etienne Gilson has dealt with

several of these opinions in his work Reason and Revelation in the

Middle Ages.2 For instance, early church theologian Tertullian

believed not only that faith was primary, but that all reference

3

to human philosophy or other teachings should be excluded. Passing
to the twelfth century, we find Saint Bermard voicing 8 similar
opinion in favor cf faith alone.4

4 second view was that of Augustine, who held that one's reason
and understending do'play & part, but a secondary 6ne since faith
is to precede them. Therefore we must exercise feith first before
we can understand.5 Another exponent of this view was Anselm.6

Gilson finds that & third important view was voiced by the

twelfth century Arabian philosopher Averroes. Although his was not

See Manfred T. Brauch, "Head and Heart Go to Seminary", Christiarity

Today, June 20, 1975, pp. 1ll-12.

Etienne Gilson, Rezson and Revelation in the Xiddle Ages (New
York: Charles Scribmer's Soms, 1966).

Ibidu, ppo 9-10.
Ivid., pp. 12-13.

Ibid. 9 Pp. 17-19.

[~ NN B AN

Ibido,-ppo 23-260
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a Christian system of thought, it dié influence Christianity. For
Averroes, reason was primzry and faith was subcrdinated to it.

The fourth view was that of Thomas Aquinas, who endeavored to
find harmony between faith and reason. He believed that some
truths could be Imown only by revelation while others could be

attained by reason.

This is just a sample of some of the possibilities when one
views the history of opinions on the relationship between faith
and reason. Some favor the use of either faith or reason exclusively.
Some give a place to both, while subordinating one to the other.
Either reason is seen as being subordinate to faith or vica versa.
Others try to find a2 balance beiween the two methods. In this work
a system will be set fortih which is both a workable one zund one

that is justified by the facts.
A. Reason and Faith: Definitions

In order to lay 2 groundwork for our discussion on this
topic, this study will begin with a look at the dictionary

9 - - e
definitions of these two terms. The American Diciionary of the

Ibid., pp. 37-62. See especially pp. 42-48.

Ibid., see especially pp. 32-83.

\O

This writer realizes that philosophical conclusicns such as these
cannot be based soley on dicticnary definitions. Since dictionaries
only show how a word is used by most intelligent people, we

would be epistemologically naive if we were to assume that such
definiticns are capable of settling these vhilosophical issues.
Nevertheless, such an approach can be very valuable a3 a ground
work for later conclusions and this is how these definitions are

to be used here. They serve as guidelines for the more
sophisticated scholarly views which will be presented afterwards

to further corroborate these usages. The definitions themselves

can point to a consensus of ovinion as they reveal how these words
are often defined. However. this will be corroboraied by later
references to scholars who verify these statements.
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English Languzge defines reason as follows:

The basis or zotive for an action, decision, or conviciion....
& decleration made to explain or Justify an action, decision,

or conviction....The capacity for rational thought, inference

or discrizination....To...think logically....Tc %alk or argue

logically or persuasively....To persuade or dissuzde (someone)
with reasons.1l0

According to this definition, reasoxn includes a2t least two

concepts. First, rezson is the capacity to infer, discrininete or

even to think rationally. Second, reason is the explznation or out-

working of this capacity. This second concepnt includes {among other
things) several comdonent parts. Reeson is defined zs being the
basis or motive Icor one's decisions or convictions, or a2 statement
explaining or justifying these decisions or convictions, Reason is
also the a2bility to think logically or to argue persuasivsly,

s s Sinx ( . SR . N 11
including persuading (or dissuading) scmeone one way or another.

If this definition was shown To be a valid one, other conclusions

t23

couléd be drawn froz these two concepts of reason as well. cr

Yrom

insiance, reasox would be at the very basis of all of our kunowledge,

for one cannot even have the cavacity to think apart from reason

(vy definition). “ithout reason the explanation or outworiking of

this cepacity would also fail to be accounted for because rationel
thought is defined zs being at the basis of 211 actions, decisions
or convictions. In fact, we cannot even forzmulzts these convictions
or make these decisions (intellectual or otherwise) excevi by

utilizing reascn. Therefore reason is the beginning of knowledge

10 williem Morris, editor, The American Heritage Dictionary of the
Enzlish lenzuzze (llew York: American Xeritage Fublishing Company,
Inc. and the Zoughton ¥ifflin Company, 1970), p. 1086.

11

Ibid.
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since it becomes obvious that we could not even think in the sense
which we are accustomed to, except by reason. Considering the
definition, we would have to think without formulating any conviciions,
making any decisions or coming to any conclusions in order to do

sc apart from a rational process. Finallyt any attempt to counter-
act these conclusions or argue otherw;se is alss reason, agaiﬁ by
definition.

However, as we have stated above, dictionary definitions cannct
in themselves soive philosophical problems such as this one.
Therefore, after faith is defined, the views of those who argue in
favor of these definitions will later be investigated.

The Americaen Heritage Dictionary of the'English Language defines

faith as:

£ confident belief in the truth, value, or trustworthiness
of a person, idea, or thing....A system of religious deliefs.l1l2

Faith, then, is trust or belief in a person, thing, idea, value or
truthh. 3Belief itself is defined as mental acticon centered in a

13

conviction that is thought to be valid. We have.already determined
in our previous definition that the basis for such actions and

e . 14 . . .
convicticns is reason. In addition, belief generszlly involves

thinking of some sort, even if it is only the elemental thought that

12 . :
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l ..
> Botkh of these precedures

what one is told to believe is "good".
of thinking about one's faith, along with the convictions and
decisions that often accompany them, are grounded in reason, by
definition. Even the capacity to understand these beliefs is part
of the cognitive process ard has its basié in reason.

There are two general reesons why faith is usually exercised.
Some believe by intuitive conviction, while others require reesonable
persuasion and rational argument (irdeed, some claim an interest in
both). But the capacity for both is acquired by réason, as defined
ebove. This is becazuse the ability even to hold cornvictions and
the ability to reeson concerning them is rational.17

Our study hes thus far shown that faith must rely upén Teason
as its basis. However, this discussion has not so far been omne of
finding which of the two is the most important and it should not be
construed as such. Therefore we will look briefly at this question
now.

Even though reeson composes the groundwork, we still hold that
faith is the most important element of religious belief for two mein

reasons. First, it is not possible to logically and reasonably

15 One may object that many have exercised religious faith because
they were told to do so or for other reasons which reguire no
real contemplation. 3But we would hold thet if one wes capable
of uanderstanding his faith he would have teen required to have
thought about it at some time, if only in a naive and simple way.
This is because faith would even involve affirmation of what
others have dictated. However simple, it would be an acceptance
of the existence of God or some suchu belief. ZReal faith involves
at least some thinking as a part of this conviction or it cocuid
not be szid *2 he such. TFor this reason, if one has never thought
about his belief in any way it can only be because reazl faith
was never exercised in the first place.

16 ¥orris, ov.cit., p. 1086.

7 1pia.
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brove everything in the Christian faith. Thus faith extends beyond
the reaches of this reason, which is more limited. Since we can
only speak of varying degrees of probability, as stated ebove, any
religious system which places such research at the apex of achieve-
ment will find thet it is very limited in what is presented for

belief. The realm of faith and hope would be narrcwed quite

Second, although reason can yield true data from a logical
investigation of the facts, faith is capable of transcending the
rational when one puts trust in these facts. Therefore, oze
exercises faith based on the reasonable probabilities. Without
such belief one could not speak of the Christian faith. God cannot
be known by reasonable processes (beyond the knowledge thet Ee exists),
but rather a faith is needed which approrriates and trusts tke
evidence, with definite ethical implications for one's life. Without

this primary imporitance of faith and these accomparying ethical

is

u:

implications, Christianity would not be a faitn system. Tni
almost the unanimous witness of Christianity through the centuries,
and it has a sound basis. ¥hile reason and knowledge are very

. . . ;o . . 18
important, especielly as a basis for belief, faith is more so.
Reason is thus not the ultimate. This positicn is also accepted

in this work. Feith should remain in this pre-eminent position,

being careful to note that this is a reasonable faith besed on

18 Cf. the New Testament's primary emphasis on faith in such
verses as Jn. 20:29; Eph. 2:8; Eeb. 1ll:1, 6.
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the facts end not 2 leap in the dark. 2ore will be said iz favor
of this opinion beiow.

So we now reach our conclusion pertinent to the resulis of
these definitions and the roles they play in the issue between
faith and reason. Ve khave so far concluded thet while réason is
temporally primary, faith is the most important. Neither should be
excluded and both should be used in its proper place. These
definitions, however, will not be regarded as the final word in
this discussion, nor w%ill it be assumed that they can totally solve
the issues. Therefore it is advantageous to turn now to those who

alsc hold to some of the results arrived at here.
B. Reazson and Faith: Scholarly Views

A study of definitions has revezled that rezson must be the
basis of zll thinking processes, including the mentel activity of
faith. While reeson is thus temporally first, when spezking in the

context of Christian theology, faith is the mos%t important.

Several contemporary schelars have come to similer conclusions
based upon personal studies of the evidence. Secular theologian
Paul Van Buren believes that faith always requires a& thinking
process. This is because faith usually includes both logical
contemplation and a consideration of historical sources, and these,
in turn, involve reasoning. Any type of Christian féith that

19

neglects these processes is quite inadecuate.

19 Peul ¥. Van Furen, The Secular Heaning of the Gospel (Few York:
The Xacmillan Company, 1963), pp. 174-175.
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Theologian John R. Stott also believes that faith is not
irrational. It is neither credulity or optimism.zo Rather, it is
a trust based upon reason--a rational belief. Aé such faith does
not contradict or oppose reason, but rather it is essentially
complimented by it.21

For philosopher Francis Schaeffer, rationality, knowledge and
faith are all related. Rationality is very important, but not to
the exclusion of the other elements. A balance must be kept between
eacnh. Nevertheless, we cannot expect faith to be exercised prior
to a rafional investigation of the evidence, or before a proper
knowledge and understending of the truth has first been achieved.
These conditions precede faith.22

Theologien Wolfhart Pannenberg stresses the need for grounding
faith on an objective, rational basis. In two essays entitled
"Insignt and Feith" and "FPaith ond Reason" ne sets forth his
rationale for this belief. Feith carnot stand a2lone and be iis
own criterie and proof for belief. This is because the subjective
qualities of one's own faith alone provide no solid reasons as to
why it is also good for another individual. The original guestion

2s to whether the grounds of this faith are solid is never answered.

There is no logical reason to accept it. Therefore a2 knowledge

20 John R.%. Stott, Your Kind Matters: The Place of the ¥ind in the
Christian Life (Downers Grove: Inter-Varsity Press, 1973),

PpP. 33-36.
Ibido’ pp. 54, 56, 49’52.

21

22 Schaeffer, The God Who is There, op.cit., pp. 112-113, 141-143,
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based upon reason must precede faith,Q3
as poinfed out earlier, Montgomery also holds that there must
be an objective, historical basis for faith. PFaith that is ﬁqt
based on some such reasonable evidence can give no logical reason
as to why it should be accepted over other alternatives. Faith
cennot verify itself and neither can an "experience" demonstrate
its own validity in and of itself. Therefore we have no reason
to accept any faith as being valid if there are no grounds upon
which to base this claim.24
We heve briefly irvestigated the views of five schdlars on the
question of the relstionship between reason and faith. e will turn
now to the rationale behind these views, as to why reasocn is held
to precede faith. The general conviction seems to be, first, that
faith must %s besed upon knowledge and that, second, reason begins
the entire process znd provides the basis for this knowledge. We
will examine these premises more closely.

Pirst, faith must be based upon a knowledge of certain facts

which are at least believed to be true. In order for one to heve &

25 These two essays are found in one of Pannenberg's collectiomns
of other such works entitled Basic Questions in Theology,
translated by George H. Kehm (Two volumes; Philadelphia: Fortress
Press, 1972}, see vol. II, pp. 28-35, 53-54 for instance. We
will further elaborate on Pannenberg’s theories on reason and
faith below.

24 See the appendix of History and Christianity, op.cit., op. 99-101,

106-108, Cf. 2lso Montgomery's debate with "God is dead"
theologian Thomas Altizer, where Montgomery charges that Altizer's
irrational faith provides no reason for others to believe him
because it is based on no objective evidence. This debzate is
recorded in The Altizer-Montgomery Dialogue (Chicago: Inter-
Varsity Press, 1967). See pp. 26, 59-60, 72, 76 and others where
this charge is made. As with Pannenberg, so we will return to
this reasoning below.
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faith-conviction there must ideally be this basis for belief. At
the very least (in the absence of any intellectual or rational
investigation), religious faith is trust in the existence of God

or a reliance upon certain believed truths.z5 Therefore, religious

+ey

aith must be grounded on some sort of knowledge, even if it is
only the belief that God does (or does not, in the case of atheism)
exis’c.26 When we perceive that the Christian faith is thus based
upon knowledge, we can then view this knowledge as preceding the

27

faith. Even some of the end results of faith, such as wvarious

25 Even the case of atheism is no exemption here. If one
designates atheism as a ¥religious faitu", then it still must
Fpe acknowledgeé that it is also based on the knowledge of
certain facts which are believed to be true. In this czse this
would te the non-existence of God.

26 Cf. Van Burexn, ob.cit.. »p. 174=175; Stott, op.cit., ». 573

Scheeffer, The God Yho is There, ov.cit., pp. 143-145; Pannenberg,
sp.cit., vol. II, TP. 37, 45; Montgomery, History and Christianity,

op.cit., pp. 106~108. It is extremely important to note here,
in eddition, that the reason or knowledge upon which Tfaith is
based is not alweys a very sophisticated one. 4s asserted in
footnote number 15 above, faith must be based on some knowledge,
even if it is an uncomplicated and simple belief in what one is
told. But even in this case acceptance of belief in God (or
wkatever it is that one is told to believe) still involves the
acceptance of the knowledge that thesz beliefs sre {rue. Any-
thing short of this is not real faith. At no point in this
work 1s the assertion ever made that one must be capable of a
logical investigation of the facts before one can believe.

Such is clearly not the case. A rezsonable faith can be shown
to be more valuzble, but & faith based upon & less sophisticated
knowledge is not thereby invalid., If the Christian faith can
be shown to be based on & lecgical investigation of the feacts,
then faith in these facts is valid even if one is not capabdle
of demonstrating the evidence for oneself.

27 Pannenberg, Ibid., p. 32, footnote and also Wolfhart Pannenbderg,
editor, Revelation as History, translated by David Granskou
(New York: The lNacmillan Company, 1969), pp. 139, 157, note 15.
Cf. Schaeffer, Ibid.
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kinds of action or ethical involvement, are due at_least partielly
to the attainment of this prior understanding.28

Second, rezson begins the process and provides the basis for
this knowledge. We have seen that faith-conviction relies on
knowiedge and that this zust invoive some thinking, if only at the
rudimentary level. Indeed, Ven Buren states that real faith is
only possible when one thinkszgand Stott asserts that one cannot

50 But thinking is

51

have faith at all epart from such coegitation.

a rational process which requires the use of reason. Therefore,

reason both begins this process and provides the framework for it;52
In addition, faith must have an objective basis. Without such
e foundation, one would never know if the grounds for one's belief
were golid or not. Apart from a foundation of reasonable knowledge,
faith is not capable of substentiating itself. Its'subjective
gualities provide no raticnal basis or criteria zccording to which
its trustworthiness may be ascertained. Fcr instance, one cannot
eppeal to one's personal spiritual experiences for the needed
euthority factor. NMontgocmery notes that an appeal to such private

experiences is an unconvincing testimony, since it is sometimes

hard to tell if the heart-felt experiences of another amouvnt to

N
[e))

See Stott, on.cit., p. 57.
23 Van Buren, op.¢it., p. 174,
Stott, opn.cit., pe. 37.

51 See Schaeffer, The God Whe is There, Ov.cit., pp. 14l-143.

52 Ipid., pp. 112-113.
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anything more than heartburn!33 At first this appears to be simply
a humorous illustrztion, but upon closer examingtion it is found

to contain much truth. How can we even hope to differentizte
between real experiences or beliefs and false ones if there is no
factual criteria which gives us at least some idea as to what may
be most trustworthy? A faith which is grounded upon rationezl facts
and which resis upon an objective basis is in a much better position
to ascertain its trustworthiness then is a faith which is edmittedly
irrational and subjective in its approach. It is true that one

mey prefer the latter, but this does not answer the question of

how one might verify this faith even for ongself, let alone for
others.

It is also true that the rational approach does not a2lways
lead to & vzlid faith. But it appears that it would be much
better off in view of this guestion of verification than would a
feith which does not {or camnot) utilize any rational method at
2ll. Indeed, z2n intelligent invesitor does not often risk funds
on an enterprise which gives no valid reasons to make suck an
investment geem worthwkile. ZEven hunches and prremonitions are
usually based on some sort of knowledges or reason, even if it is
"secret information". In & similar way, faith should alsc be
based upon a rational groundwork.

Apart from an objectivz faith which is based upon a logical

examination of the facts, there is no way to ascertain if such

53 ¥ontgomery, History end Christianity, op.cit., p. 101; cf.
pp. 99, 107
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beliefs are valid or rot. o amount of wishful thinking can'make
the facts any zore truthful. Xo matier how intense one's fzith is,
one cannot make this faith any more valid. Faith must therefore
have an objéctive tzsis or else one would not be able to ascertain
if it is simply spurious.

Pannenberg 2lso believes that we must reject a subjective
Christian faith which is based on one‘'s personal experiences. BHe
does so for at least two reasons. First; such private experiences.
cannot be obligztory for others because they lack factuel, objective
evidence ané therefore are usuzlly only cavable, at the mosi, cf
convincing oneself.54 Second, this subjectivism disregards the
fact that the very center of Christianity is based on Divine
initiative. Ilen everywhere are able to ihvestigate the foundations
of this relizion in orcer to ascertain as closely as possible if
events such a2s ithes resurrection have actually occurred. The

t
opportunity to investigate the cleims of Christianity is open to
anyone wno wanis to study them and is xnot relegzted to the perusal

~_ -

nf a select fe'::.37 Therefore, the Chrisiian faith is most droperly

21
T It mizhi be objected that perhaps one does not care to make his
faith ovligatory for others, thus keeping it simply on the

subjective level. ZEut here we must remember, first, thzt
Christianity claims to be a propagating faith interesied in
bringing others to accept this same grace of God that it
received. t therefore <does not thrive on one's keening fz

to oneself, Second, we have reasoned here that Christiznity is
most properly based on one's exercising faita as a resuli of

facts which are believed to be true and not upon irrational
explanatione or private experiences apart from these facts.

Thus this aforementioned objection fallg prey toth to the idea
that the Christian faith is to be propagated a2nd to ths conviction
that fzith is based upon objective facts as opnosed to subjective
feelings. For csome of these ideas see Pannenberg's 3asic
Questions in Theology, o0v.2it., vol. II, especially dp. 53=54;

cf. pp. 28, 30-32.

35 Pannenberz, kLoveleation es Eistory, op.cit., vz. 135-159,

k=
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objective, open to a rational confrontation with the facts and not
subjective or irrational.36

The same conclusion that was reached with regard to trying to
substantiste Christianity by.ene's peraenal, subjective experiernce
also applies to those who endeavor to point to the proclaimed:
message as the basis for the faith. ©This apéroach also fails in
thet the obvious question concerns whether there is a real reason
to accept it or anot. If the reason is unconvincing, it would seenm
that we would lack 2 sound basis for acceptinz it. Further, the
message apart from any rational coercion caznnot show why it éheuli
be accepted over another alternative, or even over a contrary view.
In other words, the message is not self-authenticating but must
also provide objective reasons to back up'its claim to truth=37

By "objective reason" we are referring to the need for faith
to investigete the historical (or other) evidence and make its
decision upon which facts best fit the case. For Schaeffer, faith
is besed upon just such an examinatioh of the events which Christianity
clzaims heve already occurred in history, such as the resurrection.
One cannot be asked 1o exsicise faith in the Christian messzge until
the evidence has been investigated.38 Montgomery agrees that faith

begins in an investigetion of the objective, historical events and

36 Ibid., especially p. 138. See also Basic Questions in Theology,

OEOCito, VOl. II’ ppo 30’ 53’5#0

5T See Pamnenberg's Basic Questions in Theology, Ibid., vol. II,
pp. 33-3h.

58 Schaeffer, The God Who is There, op.cit., p. 1l4l: ef. p. 92.
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rests in the probability of the findings. But we must remember
that feith is based on the events and not vice versa.Ao In other
words, faith is not formulated apart from the facts, hoping that
there is some evidence to support this venture. Rather, one believes
because the fects appear reasonable. DPannenberg also stresses
this last point, asserting that an individual does not bring an
already existing faith to the events, but exeréises'this faith only
after an cpen-minded look at the events.hl

As for the question of importance, we found earlier that reason

was temporally primery while faith was . Jre important in a

theological context. We found this to be true for twe main reasons.

Hy

[¢]

First, the whole of Christian teachings and belie annot be explained
completely in terms of reason. Second, when we speak in a

theologicel contex:t belief tzkes on & central importance, as it
transcends reason. Faith nmust personally appropriate the facts; which
involves ethical implications for one's life. This is chiefly

beczuse we are dezling with the existence and teacking of God (the
Greek Theos, root word of theology), & doctrine which cannoi be

dealt with adequatiely in the realm of reason alone. The importance

of faith is primary here, as witnessed by centuries of Christian

thought.

59 MYontgomery, Eistory and Christianity, ov.cit.; Dpp. 75-7¢6, 79-80,

107-108,
50 pi4., p. 107.
41

Pannenberg, Reveletion as History, on.cit., p. 137.-
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Does contemporary thought offer similar reasons for giving
faith the place of primary importance while placing reason first
temporally? We must answer here in the affirmetive. It is especially
noteworthy that the same scholars who we have been dealing with in
our previous discussion, those who hold that reason aﬁd knowledge
are the foundation for belief, also place faith in the place of
prime importance ir the eaxd. ZEven the same two reasons used above
(or very similar ones) are employed. First, Pannenberg noies that
the doctrines of Christianity can never be explained completely in
terms of reason. There will always be a remainder.kz Second,
Pannenberg further relates that no one can come to know God strictly
by his own reascn. A good example here is 3ihe Christian feachings
concerning salvation. Even though reason provides the original
basis, knowledge is still not capable of securing salvation because
it depends finzlly upon the appropriation of faith and reliance in
Ged and personzl surrender to Eim.43 Thus faith is based upon
rational probabilities, but the final expression of it transcends
the rational.

Yontgomery e2lso comes to similar conclusions. Faiih is based
upon the probabilities which emerge from an investigation'of the
objective facts and the final step of salvation dis an appropriestion

of this fzct by meens of feith. As such, faith and commitment to

42

Pannenberg, Basic Questions in Theology, op.cit., vol. II, p. “8.

43 Ibid., p. 37 2né Revelation as History, op.cit., pp. 137-139.
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God tkrough Jesus Christ is the final sztep of sulvation, a2s it
Ly

accomplishes something which reason could never.do.
Wand adds an interesting point here., While feith is dependent
upon reason and builds upon its more conclusive basis, fzith is
still more importent in that it is more intimate and personal than
zxnowledge. Thus it makes use of the framework of reason and then
goes beyond the rational.#s
It may become apparent at this point that reason and faith, when
properly understood, actually compliment each other. Both have
their own roles to play and each are very important.46 These roles,
as we have shown stove, consist of faith operating on the bvasis of
reascn.47 However, the two are not in competition with each other,
but rather cooperzte together. In this way they are found to be
guite compatible.48 The result is that head and heart should

49

ideally work with, and not against each other.

The conclusion which we have reached in this chapterlis that
faith can only be built upon reason, meaning that reason is temvorally

first in this process. This has been found to be the case both

b NMontgomery, History and Christiznity, ov.cit., pp. 79-80, 107.
&5 Wand, op.cit., p. 34.
k6 bid.
47 Pannenberg, Bagic Questions in Theologsy, on-cit.. vol. 1I,
pp. 36-37.
48 1bid., pp. 34-35, &7.
49

Brauch, Ov.cit., p. 12«
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from an investigation of definitions and from a logical examination
of the evidence. From the first study we found that we cannot even
think in the way we are accustomed to, let alone exercise faith, apart
from 2 rational process. For instance, real faith involves
convictions and mental action. These can only be held by some
variety of thinking and they also require reason, however naive.

One can exercise valid faith, however, even if one is not able to
personally investigate the facts, as menticned ahove. From the
latter study we have not only verified this, but we have concluded

in addition that a subjective, irrational faith can provide no
logical grounds as to why it should be accepted. If there is no
ratiocnale for this faith, there can be no objective criteriz on

which its claim to truth can be based. Therefore one cannot asceriain
if the message based on such a faith should be accepted or not.
Without any criteria or objective data on which to judge its contents,
there is no logical way to distinguish one faith-message from 2

rival one. In fact, one is hard opressed for any evidence on which
one's religious experience may be distinguished from any other human
enotion, unless it 1s grounded in logical reason and investigation.
Even an intense faith apart from such an objeciive basis cannot make
faith any mcre valid. Therefore, we hold that for faith to be
intelligible it must be based on a rational knowledge.

We must be careful to point out once again that 2 rationai
approach to faith may not solve every last problem, but 11 does
provide the best grounds on which to base faith, as shown above.
Without this approach there would be no real way that one could
verify these conclusions with any confidence. We thus encounter

historical proctabilities once again, as it appears that arguing



78

from objective, historical data and logical evidence seems to
provide the best way of arriving at the most probable results. So
while the rational apozroach is not infellible, it does provide
the best meane of gaining a testable and verifiasble foundation for
faith., If we abandon the rational, we umust also abandon our hopes
of gaining such objective and verifiable results.50

An irrational or sirictly subjective faith is not capable of
providing such aaswers. It cannot verify itself or demonsirate its
own vzlidity. Teither cazn it answer the question of whether its
grounds for fazith are solid or not. Eecause of this lack of
evidence it cannot show why it should be accepted over other
possibilities. Such & feith cannot provide a logical reason as to
why it should te accepted, since there are no testable grounds on
which to base this claim., Neither can such belief make faith any
more truthful. There is no logical reason to accept this fzith.

Although reason is temporally first, faith was found to be the
most important as an end result. This is because, first, 2ll of
Christier belief cannot be accounted for rationally. Second, in
the context of theclogy, faith can do whet reason cannot quite
accomplish in dealing with the existence and teachings of CGod.
Although bzsed upecn reascn, faith transcends the rational in
providing & means by which one can trust in the reasonable findings

of one's aforementioned investigation, applying the results to one's

life,

50 Schaeffer, The God Whe is There, op.cit., P« 113 and Pannend-rg,
Basic Questions in Theology, cp.cit., vol. II, p. 28.
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Lastly, we discussed the need to bring reason ané faith
together. Ve must present them henceforth as being entirely
compatible and not in competition with each other, recognizing
that each has a role to play. RHeason forms the basis and is
temporally first while faith is more essential and important.

In the historicgl and logical investigation which will now
follow, we will endeavor to combine the essentials of our lest
three chapters. The scientific world view can no longer be used
to rule out the miraculous. Rather we must speak in terms of
probabilities and investigzte each miracle-claim. nge history‘also
plays a part. Utilizing the concept of historical investigzation
outlined above, we will examine the pessibilities of belief and
nonbelief in the resurrection of Jesus. Again we must dgcide upon
historical probatvility and accept as factual that exp;anation which
best fits the facts. The philosophical discussion just concluded
will also be utilized here. We must maintain throughout this
relationship between reason and faith.51
It is advantageous to turn no% to our historical and logiczel

investigation of three ey possibilities {and several related ones)

concerning belief and nonbelief in the resurrection of Jesus.. The

51 Notice that in all three instances we have concluded that
prooabilities play e decisive part. Science hkas demonstrated
the need to explain issues statistically, thus relying on
probabilities. As we have shown above, history has also zdczted
this procedure as the best method of discerning facts a2bout the
past. Even in the philosovhical treatment of reason and faitk
we spoke of the importance of faith making its decision on the
probability of the rational investigation. Thus faita acts
upon the most probable solution as well. Ve have here 2 striking
confirmation of this belief,
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findings in the fields of physics, history and philoscphy will
be combined in an effort toc ascertazin which possibility best fits

the facts.



PART 2
POSSIBLE SOLUTIONS TC TEE QUESTICN

CF TEX RESURRECTION OF JESUS



Chapter V. Possibility Number One: That the Resurrection Did Not OQOccur
A, David Humes: An Infroduction

The first possibility to be dealt with here is that the
resurrection did not literally ocecur. We will begin by investigating
the views of one very important scholar who held this opinion,
turning later to several other related views.1 The scholar we will
use as a representetive exam;le is historian and philosopher David
Hume (1711-1776).

This choice of Jume as the primary scholar to be dealt with
here is one based on several closely-related reasons. It is guite
doubtful that an author could be chosen who has had mo?e influence
on this guestion of miracles. Hume's essay "Of Miracles" has been
so influential that one can hardly even deal with this question at
all without discussing kis wcrk.z The importance of this short
writing has been reflected by its enormous affect upon contemporary
theology and philosophy.3 Even conserxvative theologian Wilbur .

Smith admits that this essay contains the strongest argument ever

1 In each of the three possible approaches to the resurrection
which are zovered in this work, we will likewise concentirate on
one major scholar who we think is a representative example of
that view. In the introductions tc each chapter we will alsc
outline the reasons for such choices. However, we will not be
confined to just these three single opinions but in all three
instences we will aliso entertain other similar views in the
next chepter.

Sez, for example, ¥cNaugher's treatment of mizracles, which also
deals with Hume's essay, op.cit., pp. 91-118.

5 NMontgomery, The Suicide of Christian Theology, op.cit., p. 38.

g2
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vpresented against the belief in miracles;# Therefore Hume is an
excellent example of one ¥ho rejects belief in any miracle such as
the resurrection. The popularity and high repute of his essesy among
other scholars who hold similar views further reflects the trust-
worthiness of this choice.5

In order to more correctly understand Eume's contribution to
the guestion of miracles, it is important to look briefly =t some
of the intellectual trendes of the time in which he lived. According
to Heick, Ernglish deism is a movement which may arbitrarily be said
to have covered the century and & half from Herbert of Chertury in
l6é4 to Hume in 1776. Deistic trends were intrinsically in agree-
ment with similar proclivities in French and Germern thought.

During the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries ir England we
find the popularity of various types of deism that sometimes allowed
for varying amounts of Divine revelation. However, these brands of
deism were generally not of the variety which is often referred to
today as "the clockmeker's theory", whereby God was said to have

made the world and later abtandoned it to its own existence without

any guidance whatsoever. This is 2 later definition of the word,

Wilbur M. Smith, The Supernaturalress of Christ (Boston: W.A.
Wilde Company, 1954), p. 1l42.

> Later we will deal more fully with Hume's influence on theology,
specifically viewing other scholars who also reject all miraculous
events and who believe that Hume's esszy is the apex of critical
theught on this subject.

Beick, ov.cit., p. 52. Heick does note, however, that Hume
differed from deism at several points, such as the reliance
upon reason and the desire to prove the existence of God. By
turning from such notions, Hume contributed to the demise cof
deism by taking this stence in favor of empiricism (Ibid.,
pp. 65-66).
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formulated when it became necessary to differentiate between
' atheism, theism and pantheism. In eigﬁteenth century England,
therefore, the word was not often used as & conscious attempt to
differentiate between deism and theism, as it is today. Rather,
the word was used to describve scholars who were opposed to atheism.7
In defending religion, the deists of this period depended upon
reason to justify faith. In fact, reason was usually perceived to
be the most important part of one's belief. Traditional Christian
dogmas were attacked as not conforming to the application of this
reason. Scme of the emerging views were quite radical for these
times. ZFor instance, the results included doubts of traditional
revelation and authority, and an opposition to Supernatural mirzacles
and wonders. There was & growing coaviction that the search for a
natural religion was valid and that a “common ground" should be
found ameng other religione, since all were believed to be ways to
God.8 Attenpts et formulating such a natural approach to faith
besed upon the different religions were developed in works such as
9

Herbert of Cherbury's "Common Notions Concerning Religioh".

One major development of a large portion of English deism was

7 Ibid.

Ibid., pp. 51-52; cf. also Vergilius Ferm's article "Deism" in
Runes, ¢p.cit., . 75:

e d e D

Toward Other Religions (New York: Harper and Row, Publishers, 1969),
pp. 32-4%3., Of course, not all scholars of this period held to

all of these more radical beliefs. PFor insiance, see John Locke's
The Reasonableness of Christianity, edited by I.T. Ramsey (Stanfords
Stanford University Press, 1958). Cf. here also Ferm, "Deism",
in Runes, Ibid.

9 mmig essey can be found in Owen C. Thomes, editer, Attitudes
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the emerging emphasis on empiriecism, culmineting in Hume. Experience
was believed to be the criterion for obtaining knowledge. ZEven &
very brief survey of some of these trends reveals this emphasis.
An early empiricist, Francis Bacon, based his experiments and other
observaiions upon the experience arrived at by the senses. This
exXperience was gained by an application of the in&uctive method of
ascertaining truth. Thomas Hobbes also sought to base all knowledge
upon the criteria of sense experience. For Jchn Locke, men acquire
ideas by experience. In fact, even Divine revelation is perceived
by reason and experience.lo

Bume also followed the emphssis on experienqe. He believed
that this experience was the foundation for zll knowledge.ll
Although this method is not infallible, postulates were to be
Jjudged zccording to the probability of the experience. As we shall
see below, this forms the center of hiz 2elemic against miracles.

Eume's work is by no means limitéd to this field of philosopky.
He is well known in this area, but in the middle éf his scholarly
career he turned away from such studies to other inteiests like
history and ethics.13 In fact, his best known work is very probably

14

his multi-volumed mesterpiece entitled The History of England.

lo Eeick, ODOCit., ppo 53-58, 65.

11 1pia., pp. 64-66.

12 See Hume's position in his work edited by Cohen, op.cit., pp. 124-125,

13 Becker, op.cit., pp. 38-39; cf. pp. 33-35.

14 David Hume, The History of Emngland (Six volumes; London: Gilbert
and Revington, Frinters, 1848).
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It wes poorly received by the public in the initial stages, but

soon became a well-recognized and very popular work. ‘it was

considered a classic for many years.l5
Earlier several reasons were observed for choosing David

Hume a2s a representative example of one who holds that the

resurrection, as 2 miracle, could not occur. Also just completed

was a brief look at the background of the period in which he lived.

It is desirable now to turn our attention to his extremely

influential essay "0Of Miracles".
B. David Hume's Argument eand a Critique

Iz his essay "Of Miracles”,lnavid Fume argues from what he is
convinced is mankind's experience egainst all real miraculous events.
At the outset, miracles are defined as events which violaie neature's
laws. Hume postuletes further that such events, if proven to have
occurred, must be czused by some Supernatural pbwer or other such
agency.l

In order to determine if such events have actusliy nappened,
one must test the availetle data empirically. This consists c¢f

viewing the experientizl evidence for the miracle-claim on the one

15 E.¥.F. Tomlin, The Western Philosophers (New Yorks Harper and
Row, Publishers, 1967), pp. 194=195.

o)
[e)Y

Hume, "Of Miracles™ in Essential Works of David Hume, op.cit.,

p. 128. See the discussion of Hume's definition of miracle above.
We will also return to this topic in the critique below. It is
important to note here that this is not an obscure essay by Hume.
This well known essay on miracles is Section X of his work An
BEnguirv Concerning Fuman Undersianding. See Ibid., po. 123-142,




87

hand and the experience of the reliability of the laws of nature
on the other. Then one cen ascertain which is more .strongly
attested. This test is therefore one based, once again, on the
testimony of exverience. The experience of miracles is pitted
against the experience supporting the uniformity of nature. Here
Hdume conclucdes that it is more probable that the experience faevoring
the laws of nature is more relieble and the miracle is therefore
rejected. Since each case of miracle comes against similar
experiential data; these occurrences are rejected as & whole.17
An importént note here, however, is that Hume realized that his
argunent had not disproved the existence of God.18

Thus we perceive that for this scholar;Athe experience of
miracles is to be rejected in favor of the experience of the laws
of nature. In addition to the reascning given above, Hume 2lso
makes use of four supportive points. First, there are no historical
accounts of miracles which are attested by enough reputable men so

as to make the event probable. Secoad, people are inclined to want

to speak of extraordinary experiences, even to the point of

[v)

fabricating trhe miraculous in order to spread religious truths.
Third, miracles are cited as having cccurred mainly in areas of
ignorance or even barbarism. Fourth, the miraculous evenis in one
religion destroy the probability that those of another faith are

also true and vice versa. Therefore, accounts of such Supernatural

events in different religions nullify each other. Thus, ell are

17 Ipid., pp. 125-129. See Edwin A. Burtt, Types of Religious
Philosopky (Revised edition; New York: Harper and Row, Publishers,
1939), pp. 212-216. Cf. Swinburne, op.cit., pp. 13-1k,

18 Burtt, Ibid., p. 258.
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eliminated by the others.19

Now at the outset we must agree that this appeafs to be quite
a reliable system in which to test relevant data. Hume seems %o
have found a valuable method and one can easily see how it has
appealed to scholars. 3But in order to ascertain if these first
impressions are correct ones, let us proceed to the text itself.
‘ It is the conviction of this writer that there are at least four
major problems with Hume's approach to miracles-~four chief criticisms

which endanger the very heart of his polemic.

The first major criticism of Hume's essay is that he incorrectly
defines both the essence of a miracle arnd the nature of the evidence
for and azainst it. He states:

A miracle is a violaetion of the laws of nature; and as s
firm and unalterable experience has established these laws,
the proof against a miracle, from the very mnature of the
fact, is as entire as any argument {rom experience can
vossibly be imagined.?20

As in the actual definition of miracles stated by Hume abéve,
we agaein observe that these events are perceived to contradict and
violate nature's laws. They are said to do so because the totelity
of experience relates that these laws cannot be interferred with or
broken. This experience is "firm and unalterable™. ILater Hume

. . . . 21
describes it as "uniform experience',

19 Hume "0f Miracles" ir Essential Works of David Hume, oOD.cit.,
pp. 129-134; cf. Swinburne, ov.cit., pp. 15-18.

2° gume, Ibid., p. 128.

2L 1piq,
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Immedistely we can percelive z logical error in reasoning here.
Sume fails to beginm the investization with an impartial look at
the facts. Rather, his very definition rules miracles out beczuse
of an z2rbitrzry and unnroven assumption and it is therefors not =
v2lid one, His defirition is based upon the idea that the tTotality
of experience rests azzinst the miracle, when such is far from proven.
There cdefinitely are miracle-claims that are experientially based,

but these are bruched aside by the assumned superiority of other

m

varieties of experience., 2Rut Hume cannot know if the clains macde by

sunernaturalists are able to invalidate the claims.made agzinst
miracles 2part from an investigation of the facts.

An exz2mple of this could readily ve provided. Fume i§ cefinitely
thinking at least somewhat in terms of the miracles of Jesus.

But rather than spezking specifically concerning the chief miracle-

claim of the Christian faith, which is the resurrection of Jesus,

he speaks only zenerally of the resurrection of any dead indiviauel
anéd then vromdtly informs his readers that such an oceourrexnce has
never hzppened when he has not preseated any exaaminaztion of the
facts. He has no evidence that this has never occurred, Fe further
concludes froz tris {without any new evidence) thet in 2 similar
way all experience opposes every :niracle.23 Therefore we have
here a zoof exanmple of circular reasoning. Dead men are assumed
never to rise, 2nd because all experience is arbitrarily perceived
to stand against such an event, 21l experience also must o»pose

other miracles zs well. The evidence for miracles is simdly ruled

out. 3But this can only logically be done after an investigation

22
23
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of the evidence. Thus Hume assumes that which he must demonstrate.

Oxford scholar C.S. Lewis also recognizes this weakness and
develops it into & trenchant criticism of Hume's position. ILewis
relates:

Now of course we must agree with Hume that if there is
absolutely 'uniform experience'! ageinst mirsacles, if in
other words they have never happened, why then they never
have. TUnfortunately we know the experience against them
to be uniform only if we know that all reports of them
are false. And we can know all the reports to be false
only if we know already that miracles have never occurred.
In fact, we are arguing in a circle.24

Lewis has clearly perceived the problem here. Hume can orly
claim that a2ll experience supports his view if he has first
ascertained that all other experience is false. But since he
has not investigated the other evidence, he can only state that
it is false by assuming that miracles cannot occur. Thus he reasons
circularly.

It goes without saying that one cannot disallow miracles simply
by defining them so that they cannot happen. Circular definitions
are clearly unsatis’:factory.z5 But, as we have seen, BEume defines
miracles to be impossible in light of the experience which iestifies
to the existence of laws in nature. This is done without any reel
investigation to determine if the experience on behalf of miracles
can establish their validity. EHe must somehow know this latter

experience to be false and he can only know that it 1s so by assuming

thet miracles cannot occur in the first place, as Lewis explains.

2k Lewis, op.cit., p. 105.

25 W. Edgar Moore, Creative and Critical Thinking (Boston: Houghton
Niffiin Company, 1967), p. 188 for instance.
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It may be that one agrees with Hume's conclusions that nature
does »ule out miracles. But the point here is that one cannot
define this to be the case or arranée the "facts" in sucﬁ an order
that this assumption is supported. It is a matter of philesophical
and khistorical debate.26

A further issue here is the place that should be given to
experience for the laws of nature. Ve mentioned above in chapter
two that we also agree with Hume in asserting that nature behaves
by certain laws. We could not speak of miracles as being abncrmelities
apart from recognizing & zncrmal pattern.27 But Hume assexrts that
the existence of these laws is sufficient to disprove all experience
of miracles.28 £t this point there are many scholars who would
disagree.29 Just because there are laws in nature, this does not
mean that occasional zbnormelities cannot occur. Such laws regulate

the inner workings of nature and describe what will happen if the

system is left to itself, But these laws do not dictate the

possible results of Supernaturasl interference from the outside.
¥ow we have not as yet established if such Supernatural influence
is possible. 32Rut the point here is that Hume is simply begging
the question when he assumes that the experiencé for the laws of

30

nature is superior tc experience {if esteblished) for the miraculous.

\ -

26

¢f. Swinburne, op.cit., v. 15 and Rammy ov.cit., pp. 126-128.

21 See XMcNaugher, ope.cit., p. 92.

28 Hume, "Cf Miracles" in Essential Works of David Fume, ov.cit.,

see pp. 127-129, 133, 139,

29 Cf. Lewis, ov.cit., p. £0, McNaugher, op.cit., pp. $9-103 and
Ramm, op.cit., p. 128, for instance.

30 Hume, "Of Miracles' in Essentiazl Works o&f Dzvid Hume, op.cit.,
see the obvious examples of this attitude on pp. 127-128, 139.
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This is so in that the very experience which he dismisses 2s non-
existent or as inferior, if established to be probable, would
overrule the supposedly stronger experience for the laws of nature.
This is because miracles involve the Supernatural intervention
into nature, and if such intervention was shown tc e probable
via a mirecle, it would show that the laws of natufe could be
temporarily suspended. Thus, valid experience for a miracle would
actually be superior to experiencé for the lews of nature. Yet
Hume fails to sufficiently investigate this experience for the
miraculous. Therefore Hume cannot use the laws of nature as an
advsolute rule which cannct ever be broken.31
C.S. Lewis also accepts this last criticism of Hume as z valid
one. He points outs
Probabilities of the kind that Hume is concerned with hold
inside the framework of an assured Tniformity of KNature.
When the guestion of miracles is raised we are asking about
the validity or perfection of the frzme itself. XNo study
of probabilities inside g givea frame can ever tell us how
probable it is that the frame itself can be violated. 32
In other words, lewis charges Hume with only answeripg questions
which fall into the framework of his assumed view of a completely

uniform nature, when in reality we should be asking whether <the

frame itself can be violated. Thus Hume is concerned with things

31 See lewis' essay "The Laws of Nature", contained in a collection
of some of his other works of this type entitled God ir the
Dock, edited by Valter Fooper (Grand Rapids: William 3. Eerdman's
Publishing Company, 1973), pv. 76-79, especially p. 77.

32

Lewis, Miracles, ov.cit., p. 106.
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which might or might not occur within a limited system when he

should rather be concerned with the system outside of this restricted
area. Is it possible that this little system of nature, as truste-
worthy as it might be in and of itself, could be interrupted from

the outside (as with a miracle)? Burtt levels a similar criticism

33

at Hume.

[

+ is now easier to understand why experience in favor of
miracles, if found to be probable, is so important here. If such
was found to be the case, it would demonsirate that the laws of
nature could be temporarily suspended. thus making the empirical
claims in favor of the miracle dominant over the empirical claims
for nature's laws. 3But by refusing to investigate such miracle-
claims, Hume thereby rejects evidence that couvld easily disrupt his
assumptions snd show a miracle to be probable.

Tnerefore we see that Jume is guilty both of formulating a
circular definition and of begging the question with regard <o the
importance of experience concerning the laws of hature. But these
two errors are in turn used improperly as the heart of his polemic.
fume further staztes about miracles:

There must, therefore, be a uniform experiehce eagainst

every miraeculous event, otherwise the event would not

merit that appellation. And as a uniform experience amounts
to a proof, there is here a direct and full proof, from the

nature of the fact, against the existence of any miracle...
(Italics are Hume's).34

55 See Burtt, ov.cit., p. 213, footnote 5 where it is alsc asserted
that Hume fails to enterisin this view which ellows God to
interfere with nature's pattern from ouvtside the system.

34 Hume, "Of Miracles" in Essential Works of David Hume, OD.cit.,

p. 128, :
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Here we see three more obvious errors of logic. Trirst, Eume
persists in formulating & circular definition of miracles, assuming
that they cannot occur from the very outset. As we have szid above,
he can only know that there is uniform experience ageinst =211 miracles
if he has investigated all ¢f the serious claims. Since he has
not done so, he can only know that all experience opposes miraples
by ruling that they cannot happen in the first place. This is
clearly circular and has already been adequately shown to be an
incorrect procedure. In addition, he still is working only within
the framework of the laws of nature and thus doés not take account
of pcssible interferences from the outside. This, likewise, has
been shown to be incorrect.

Second, we perceive an additionzl misuse of experience.
Experience is now uniformly allied against 2ll miraculous events.
As we mentioned above, the reason all experience is assumed to
agree with Hume's first prohibition against mirscles is that these
events have a2lready been determined neot tc tazke place, by definition.
Therefore, gll reliable experience will indeed ccincide with this
since the ¢prosite is defined es en impossibility. 3But it is cleerly
not possible to assume an important stetement like this. It is not
logically correct to argue circularly in order to answer supernaturalists
who cite experience for miracles simply by'defining all experience
so that it opposes or even eliminates miracles. 3But this is exactly
what Hume does, zs experience is explicitly defined so that if it

does not provide evidence against -ch events, then the said

55

occurrence "would not merit that appellaticn.” This is a new

35 1bia.
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prohibitive placed egainst miracles by experience. In other words,
unless all experience stands against aa evenf, it cannot be
referred toeas a miracle, In order for a miracle to be claimed as
such, its existence must immediately be opposed by all experience.
This is done without proof or investigation of the miracles. Is
this a proper approach? Thus a second circular definition znd
subsequent begyging of the question is introduced and the probviem is
further compounded. First, experience of nature and second, the
uniformity of experience are both placed against miraclgé in such
s way (without any evidence) that these events are said to be
impossible. The burden of the second (uniformity of experience)
rests on the solidity of the first (experience of nature), which
solidity has a1l but been proven. The moment an event becomes
designated as & miracle, it is snuffed out of existence erbitrarily.
Third, and in spite of a2ll of this lack of proper evidence,
HJume insists on stating that this constitutes a proof--"a direct

36

and full proof" against any brend of miraculous event. The
argument thus moves from a first circular definition and vegging of
the question to a second of the same and on to the concluding
"proof".

But this "proof" turns out to be nothing more than an assumed

conclusion. It is z good example of an ipse dixit or an unsupported

assertion.37 But if ome premise of a syllogism breaks down, the

36 Ibid. The itazlics zre Hume's.

21 See McMNaugher, op.cit., p. 101 for a similar charge a2gzinst Hume.
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whole is invalidated. One can demonstrate anything if definitionms

are allowed to be 2ll-inclusive ;nd cortain the conclusion which is
to be proven as a given. Therefore we perceive that Hume's "proof"
fails. It indeed relies on the previously given definition of a
miracle. It is & solid exeample of circular r*asoning.BS

It is easier now to see why many scholars have'objected to
verious aspects of Jume's approach to miracles. He asumes here that

-~

which he wishes to prove, but which he has not inves‘tig:a.‘k:eci.lW In
spite of claiming to deal with the miracles of the Christian faith,4l
he refuses to deal with any specific New Testament miracles, but
simply rules them out a2s being impossible.42 In fact, one scholar
notes that Hume felt so strongly ebout the impossibility of miracles
which ere part of the basis of faith for religious systems that
claims tc the contrary did not even have to be examined specifically.45
This sounds like anything but an honest atticzpt to arrive at the
proper facts concerning oninions which disagree with one's own! It
ig indeed an intellectually secure person who can know that these
events can never occur without any investigation whatsoever. 3But

_judging from the work in question, this appears‘to be the attitude

of this scholar.

58 Moore, oOvD.cit., DPpP. 13-20.

39 Hontgomery agrees that Hume's a priori and circular argument
obligates no one to accept such a view of experience (Suicide
of Christian Theology, op.cit., p. 38).

40 Smith, op.cit., D. 1473 McNaugher, op.cit., pp. 101-103.

4l Bume, "Of Miracles" in Essential Works of David Hume, ov.cit.,
p. 124,

42 Smith, ov.cit., p. 146,

43

Burtt, op.cit., p. 215.
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Again, C.S. Lewis points to yét another example of circuler
reasoning in this essay on miracles. For Zume the two questions
"3o miracles occur" znd "Is the course of nature absolutely uniform?"
are one and the same, simply asked differently. But "by sleight of
hand® Hume answers "Yes" to the second question and then uses if for
answering "No" to the first question. The real igsue which he
endeavors to znswer is never really dealt with at all. We still
do not know if nature's patterns can be interrupted or not and thus
we do not really know if miracles occur. Therefore Eume "gets the
answer to one form of the question by assuming the answer to another
form of the same question."44 Again we find an example of circular
reasoning.

We have found, first of all, that Eume commits a series of
logical errors. In particular, these usually consist of zrzuing
circularly (especially with regard to a definition of miracles) and
by vegging the cuestion in using unproven end unsupperted assumptions
(especially in reference to the believed absolute authority of the
laws cf nature and the negligible value of any experience cf miracles).
These arguments slone are enough to invalidate Hume's eﬁtire-thesis
ageinst miracles. We could also "prove" that miraculous events do
occur by definition and by accepting all experience for miracles,
while rejecting all experience for the laws of nature. Then we
could conclude that all other experience must agree with this. To

do so would of course prove nothing. 3But it could be made as

lewis, Kiracles, ov.cit., p. 106.
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logically valid as Hume's argument. However, there are yet three

other points of attack that we must make with regards to Hume's

work on miracles.

The second major criticism of Hume's essay concerns his use of
/
the four supportive points which eppear to expand his beliefs against

mira.cles.ii’5 It is our contention that he then ignores a series of
miracles which he even admits fulfills these four "conditions",
leaving the way open to the possibility that other miracles also
fulfill them. The case in queétion coacerns a series of reputed
miracles performed among the Jansenists in seventeenth-century
France. Hume's own investigation of these occurrences proves very
interesting indeed, in light of his four supportive points.
Pertaining to the first point, Hume admits that these miracles
were "proved upon the spnot. before judges of unquestioned integrity,
attested by witnesses of credit and distinction..." and lists
several very reputeble perscns who were reported either to have
witnessed them personally or who investigated the cases later. These
include sucn persons &s a well-known and respected lieutenant of

police, a number of physicians, & duke, 2 well-resvected cardinal,

120 witnesses who were quite influentizgl in Paris and even & lisi

45 Hume asserts that these four supportive points, which are

gsummerized avove, prove all miracles to be untrustworthy.
will briefly restzte these four here. First, no historical
accounts of miracles are zitested by enough reputable witnesses.
Second, people delight in telling miraculous stories, even lying
in order to spread these teachings. Third, miracles are found
mostly among people of backward nations. Fourthly, accounts of
mirecles in one religion nullify the accounts of those in other
belief systems. See Hume's essay "Of Hiracles" in Essentisal
Works of David Hume, Op.cit., pp. 125=13%.

We
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of several famous scholars (includirng Pascal and Racine).46 Surely
these can be counted as a satisfactory number of reputable witnesses.
As for the second point, Hume aliso admits that these reported
miracles were investigated by the Jesuits and other groups vwho
were enemies of these teachings. This group inciuded the previously
mentioned lieutenant of police, whose jJob it.was to expose or
suppress the reportéd miracles. His attempt was unsucce;sful. The
Molinist party z2lso tried to discredit these occurrences and ended
up attributing the miracles to the devil, thus admitting that they
occurred. In another instarnce, the acting queen of France also
wished to expose these miracles. She sent her personal vhysician
to investigate them, oaly to have him return as a Jansenist convert.
In fact, ncne of the antagonists who were sent to investigate this
situation were apparently able to uncover any falsehoods at 311.47
We are not making anry judgments as to what may or may rot have
happened here.48 But it is élain to see that these many enemies
of these reports were not lying to meke the miracles apéear plausible.
Nor were they trying to delight in the spreading of these reports,
for it was their own desire to expose these facts. Indeed, they

had a private interest in disproving them. Even Hume admits to

46 Hume, "Of Hiracles" in Zssential Works of David Hume, ob.cit.,
pp. 135-137, especially footnote number two.

47 Ibid.

4g

Qur purpose here is by no mears to determine if these Jansenist
miracles actually occurred or not. Rether, we purpose to
determine exactly what Hume's own reaction is when a miracle
admittedly fulfills his four conditions. This we will perceive

later.
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the fact that many of the witnesses were reliable. Therefore
we can assert that these witnesses have not upheld the second point.
Concerning the third supportive point, neither can we hold that

these events occurred among ignorant and backward pesples. TNot

o

only did they occur in one of the more advanced countries of th
world not long before Hume's own time, but Hume explicitly states
that 211 of this happened "in a learned age™. Once agein he admits
that the conditions stated in one of his éoints do not pertain to
these miracles.50

Bume's fourth supportive point also feils es an‘adequate
explanation here. ZEven if the miracles purported to have occurred
in some religions were zble to "cancel" those in other fziths (which
is e dubious assertion), the logical procedure would be first to
investigate instances of these reports; If there were some instences
which appear to be better documented than others, as in the case c¢ited
here, it would not be logical to abrogate these because of the
existence of "lesser™ miracles which are also reported in other
religions. It would be more reasonable to uphold the events which
best fiv the facts, as outlined above. Here it is curious to note
that Hume adopts a similar procedure. He investigates‘what he
feels are two such "lesser® miracies before discussing the Jansenist

N
reports. The first two are clearly found to be falsehoods.5°

49 Hume, "Of M¥iracles™ in Essential Works of David Hume, oOv.cit.,
pp. 135-137.

Ibid., p. 136.

51 1vid., pp. 134-135.



Later he recognizes that the Jansenist reports fit the facts
better. Bui he apparenily does not endeavor to rule out the latter
accounts by using the former two, and logically so.

Hume's fourth point would only be plausible if one assumed
thet all accounts of miracles were irus, theredby causing some to
believe that there was a possible conflict of ideologies. But
since all are clearly not faciual, we are left most logically with
the need to investigatie each case on its own merits. Thus we cannot
rule out an event which is well-attested simply because other
accounis of miracles also exist, for we cannoi know but that the

T™hi

0

latier ones are the falsehoods and the former cne factual
can only te determined by an investigaticn of the miracle-claims.
Therefore the last point is also found not to be applicable here as
a critique of these miracles.

For these reasons we can perceive that Hume's {four supportiiv
points do not succeed as a valid critique of the miracles in the
case of the Jansenist remorts. Nor have they disproved the
testimonies. In other words, these four "prerecuisites" Tor miracles
have all been fulfilled. In fact, Hume seems willing to admit
his assertion. The following statement could be construed zs his
acxnowledgment that the first three in particular meet the

-

requirements. Speexing of the Jansenist claims he states:

But what is more extraordinary; meny of the miracles were
immediately proved upon the spot, before judges of
unquestioned integrity, attested by witnesses of credit
and distinciion, in a learned age, and on the most eminent
theatre that is now in the world.53

52 Ibid.. ©. 137. However, Hume seems 10 believe that just because
the fourth point does not hold in this instance because of the
superior testimony of the authorities involved (Ibid.), 1t still
may epply in other instances (Ibid., pp. 137-138).

53

Hume, Ibid,, pp. 135-136.
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Here Hume informs us that there were reputable witnesses of these
occurrences (point one), men of sufficient integrity'and unquestioned
character so as to militate against the charges both of lying (or
forgery) and of the unscrupulous speading of izles in order to
"tickle the ears" of men (point two). In addition, these reports
were proclaimed to have happened in an intellectual age in one of
the most advanced countries of the world (point three). We have
already shown above thet the fourth point also cannot ve used here
because we cannot rule out a well-aitestied eveunt a pricri simply
because of the testimony of other similar events which bften do
not fit any of the facis at all. We can only judge on tkhe evidence
at nand. Neither does Hume specifically assert that the fourth
point applies here,
We heve now established that Hume felt that the Jansenist
miracles were well-zttesied cases. The humen testimony in favor
of these occurrences is impressive, especially in view of the fact
that it concerns cleims of Supernatural events.sk Therefore it
would be very valuadble to see how Hume responded to the guestion
of whether these were valid claims to the mirculous or not. To
this suggestion Fume recpcnded concerning these events:
Where shall we find such a number of circumstances, agreeing
to the corroboration of one fact? And what have we to oppose
such 8 clonud of witnesses, but the absolute impossibility or
miraculous nature of the events, which they relate? And

this surely, in the eyes of all reasonable people, will alone
be regarded as a sufficient refutation.5%

54

Te must state here once again that we are not ourselves concerned
as to whether these Jansenist cleims are valid or not.

53 Hume, "Of Miracles" in Essential Works of David Hume, op.cit.,
p. 137.
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It appears that Hume's dismissal of the miraculous is here a very
arbitrary one. Even when all of the information adds up in support
of a fact, it cannot be maintained to be true if it is Sﬁpernatural
in origin., Even if it is one of the most corroborated facts in
terms of human testimony and experience, Hume says we must reject
it simply because miracles are impossible. A more blatant case of
circular reasoning may be difficult to produce. When evidence is
found for a2 miracle, it is held not to ap»ly simply because such
events do not occur when this may be the very evidence capable of
demonstrating that they do occur. One would just naturally assume
that Hume was really interested in exploring the possibility of
mirecles in an esszay of this scove. Rather, we find that his
belief is thaﬁ miracles do not occur and that no examination of
experience for them can establish that they even probably do.56
Thus we hold that Hume first assumes that miracles could never
occur and then disregerds the evidence on behalf of them.57

Even if one could show that PFume did have an adequate reeson

to distrust these reported Jansenist miracles, the former charge

56  Ipid., p. 139 for instance.

o1 Philosopher Swinburne arrives at similar conclusions about this
exact passage in Hume's work. He also realizes that Hume dismisses
the Jansenist miracles not because the evidence is not adequate,
but beczuse such evidence is seen to be irrelevant (op.cit.,

P. 16). We might wonder just how Hume is able to disregard such
an admittedly adequate amount of experience for these events when
such examination ard research is the foundation of histoery. The
acceptance of past events as having ectually occurred is based
uvon the existence of an adequate amount of historiczl evidence.
But even though Hume realizes that such as been produced he still
rejects the miracle, as Swinburne alsc notes. Such a double
standard of rejecting miracles when they are evidenced by the
same (or an even greater) amount of experience which is viewed
as being adequate in other instances of establishing historical
fact certainly seems unscholarly. It is such circular reasoning
that invalidztes nis ergumernt.
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that he arbitrarily dismisses possible evidence in favor of miracles
for faulty reasons can still be maintained for two reasons. First,
he mekes & similar statement earlier in the essay which ié not
related to the Jansenist issue. After his circular definition of
miracles which is dezlt with above, he remarks that:

«een0 testimony is sufficient to establish a miracle, unless

the testimony be of such a kind, that its falscshood would be

more miraculous, than the facts, which it endeavors to

establishe..,..always reject the greater miracle.58
Again we perceive that Hume is convinced that no amount of testimony
can establish a miracle. Even when his criterie (the presence of
sufficient experience of the event) hes been satisfied he heclds that
miracles are impossible. Therefore, as explained in the first major
objection to Hume's essay given above, Hume is also guilty of
employing unsupoorted essumptions. liracles are rejected just
because they are Supernatural even when they are founé to have adequate
experience supporting their reality.

Second, even if Zume continued tc rely on other conclusions
(such as the miracles in other religioms) to oppose the miraculous
in the instance of the Jensenist reports, he'disregards the fact that
the azvailable evidence might be sufficient to establish thi
experience as miraculous even if no other miracles had over occurred.
In otker words, the evidence that is dismissed might be enocugh:ic
demonstrate the reality of these events as the supreme exanple of

the Supernatural whether other such claims were valid or not. If

an event has occurred it is made no less realistic because there

o8 Hume, "Of ¥Miracles"™ in Egsential Works of David Hume, OD.cit.,
pp. 128-1293, '
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are other claims to similar occurrences in existence.

Therefore we find that this second major Critiéism of Hume's
essay is also valid. His four supvortive points are highly
objectionable in the first place, mainly because a large portion
cf cur currently accepted history would be subjectvto ﬁuch doubt if
these were viewed as the norm by which facts are to.be judged as
being correct. For.instance, haow much of our accepted world history
is made up of events which were not attested by a goodly number of

unguestionably intelligent and educated men who in themselves are

]
23

T error and delusion? OQne
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sufficient to guard against 2l
might indeed guestion large amounts of nistory because of a lack

of conformity tc this rule. Or how much of our history is prejudiced
by the fact that the person reporting stood to gain muck by the
acceptance of these events, such as Julius Caesar's reports of his
victories over the barbarians? And surely many other everntis took
place among ignorant or backward nations? Since Hume inciudes the
Greek and Roman civilizations as falling into this category (because
miracles were reported by them),59 are we to doubt the history of
these entire periods, o say nothing of ancient B*hyicn, for instance?
Ore begins to note the many probiems involved in such an appiication
of these four criteriz to history. Yet this history 1is accepﬁed as
beinz quite reputable and trustworthy. As Richard Whately once so
aptly noted, the szme method which Hume employed to dismiss the
miracles from the 1ife of Jesus would also remove the unigue elements

from the life of Navoleon. Such reconstruciing of history is correctly

9 Ivid.. pp. 132, 134,
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seen as beinz self-conéemning and very problematical.éo”

But 2s we have also found, Bume fails to do justice to miraculous
everts even when they have attzined a hizh level of credibility
because of the weight of the exveriential testimony in their favor.
Such evidence would most likely be sufficient to corroborzte other
histogical events. Therefore it appeafs that we would bs impelled
to grant probsbility to cerieain miracles if they best zccount for
the available evidence. And if Zume errs in his evaluation in
cases such as the above, it is also reasonable to hold that other

well-docunented mirzcles can be held to be prooable events if they

eare found to be the best explanations for what occurred.

The third mzjor criticisa of Hume's essay revolves arcund the
fact that this entire work depends upcn an assumed uniforaity in

nature. Zume rejscts mirazcles because of man's experience oI this

order to do this one must hold to the validity

i

[y
8]

uwniformity. ut in
of cause sncé effect by assuming thet the course of nature will
contirue (ané thai it zlways hes continued) exactly'as it is now
perceived. Howsver, the fact is that we know ocxnly 2 small part of
nature and cannci bte sure that what we do know will continue to be

the same in tas future {or that it hes continued this way taroushout

60 ontgomery, The Suicide of Christian Theology, op.cit., vp. 43-i4k,
note 1l3.

61 If such mirecles can ve shown to exist, of course. 7Je are still
not makinz any Jjudgment 2bout the facticity of the Jansenist
miracles, or saying that they are probable. This is bacause we
have relied on Fume's preseniation of the evidence and therefore
have not investigzted the evidence for ourselves. As mentioned
above, the mzin object here was to perceive how Jume viewed
occurrences which he thought were well-documented. This was

accomplishel here.
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Thuat makes this argument ail the more persuasive is that Hume
himself recognized the fact that we cannot accept cause and effect

as being valid.62 This is especially evident in his little work

63

An Abstrezct of = Treztise of Human Nature, where Hume explains

why we cannot reasonably accept this notion. It is customary to
expect an effect to follow a causé, but there are no reasénable or
logical grounds for it.64 |

Since cause and effect are no longer held to be valid,65 there
is really no logicel reason for believing that the uniformity of
the laws of nature can rule.out the miraculous., Nelther can we assert
that the state of nature has ruled out miracles in the past, because
the uniformity needed for such as agsertion also cannot be demonstrated.
In other words, Hume's contention that the experience of mankind
does not know of any valid cases of miracles because of the uniformity
of nature is not only invalid, but it contradicts his own statements
to the contrery.

This is actually a very powerful argument ageinst HJume's entire

essay, which relies on man's supposed experience of the uniformity

52 . . ‘ . .
Por Hume's rejection of cause and effect, see, for instance, his

work entitled A Treatise of Human Nature, edited by L.A. Selby-
Bigge (0xford: The Clarendon Press, 1964), Book I, Part III,
Section II; ppe. 73-78, especially p. 76. Cf. also Heick, oOD.cit.,

p. 65.

65 David Hume, An Abstract of A Treatise of Human Nature (Cambridge:
The University Press, 1938). For a perceptive discussion
concerning the author of this work, see the Introduction by J.M.
Keynes and P. Spaffa, pp. V-XXXI; cf. Bronowski and ifazlish,
ov.cit., p. 474, footnote number three.

64 Hume, Ibid., especially p. l6. Cf. Bronowski and Mazlish. Ibid.,

po. 474=475,

65 Cf. Bronowski and Mazlish, Ibid. See chapter two above.
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of the laws of nature.66 This experience, baged'upon the reliableness
of nature's laws, is the very center of his polemic against miracles,
as shown above.67 It is so central that it is held that no miracle
could have occurred, simply because of thisAunifcrﬁity. Hume holds
that even'if one could find & probability or proof for a2 miracle,
it would then run up against the "proof" of this uniform conception
of nature, meaning that it could never occur anywéy.se

But now we find that this method can no longer be used as &
basis for this rejection of_miracles. There is not only 2 lack of
ﬁroof that nature must act in this way, but we have evern found that
we cannot speak of this type of causality in nature because it is
no longer a valid concept (see especially chapter two above). This
means that the entire basis of Hume's system as it now stands must
be abendoned. If such a probability for a miracle were found to
exist, as postulated above, there is therefore no "proof'* from
nature left to oppose it. This would elso apply to instances of
miracle-claims in past nistory, if they‘wefe shown to be prcbkeble,
because these new concepts of nature would have gpplied thezn, as
well. Once again we perceive that miracles cannot'be opposec by
a uniform, causal view of nature. Hume's objection to miracles
is therefore quites defective.

C.S. Lewis agrees in this critique of Hume. He states in a

66 Hume, "Of ¥iracles" in Essential Works of Devid Hume, o0D.Cit.,
p. 128.

6T Ivia.

8 1yid., p. 139.
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simiiar vein of thought:

The whole idea of Probability (as Hume understands it)
depends on the principle of the Uniformity of Nature....We
ohserve many regularities in Nature. But of course sll the
observations that men have made or will meke while the race
lasts cover only a minute fraction of the events that actually
€0 on. OQur observations would therefore be of no use unless
we felt sure that Nature when we are not watching her behaves
in the szzme way as when we are: in other words, unless we
believed in the Uniformity of Nature. Zxperience therefore
cannot prove uniformity, because uniformity has tc be assumed
before experience proves anything....The odd thing is that

no man knew this better than Hume. His Essay on iiracles

is quite inconsistent with the more radicel, zand honourable,
scepticism of his main work (Italics are Lewis').69

Here Lewis also recognizes that Bume's entire argument depends
on the uniformity of nature. But there is no way we can know, mnuch
less prove, this belief. We observe nature by our senses and
all

¢f the expsrience of

incorporate it into our experience. 3Bu
mankind is but a small part of the whole. In order to say that nature
acts completely uniformly with no interruptions (as Hume asserts)
would be to know all of nature. This is once agein circular reasoning
because, 2s Lewis points out, one must assume uniformity in 211 of
nature in order to say that we experience the Same when we do not

know the whole of it., W¥e must simply believe it is the sazme. 1In
other words, one must already ha?e assumed that nature'is completely
uniform and acting in a2 causal way when the evidence indicates
otherwise. Lewis also notes that Hume accepted similar arguments
against the causality of nature in his other works.

Our two former conclusions must therefore stand in light of this

knowledge. First, Hume's basis for rejecting miracles is not valid.

69 Lewis, Xiracles, ov.cit., pp. 105-106.
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One cannot reject a miraculous event if it best fits the evidence
simply because of an assumed uniformity in nature, especially when
such uniformity has been shown not to exist. Cause and effect would
have to be in operation before Hume's arguments could even begin to
be asserted. But even Hume himself rejects this view of nature.
Thus nothing is left but to abandon the very basis of his reasoning.
Second, this means that the guestiion now concerns which facts best
fit the evidence, turning us once again to an invesiigation of these
facts. If a miracle in past nistory is found o offer the best

xplanation of the evidence, it can no longer be opposed bvecause of

®

the belief that these things simply do not happen or because nature

opposes such an event.

Our fourth major criticism of Hume's esszy arises from the
seccnd and third criticisms. A4 positive aspect of Hume's philosoohy
is that he relies heavily upon probabilities, which has been shown
above 10 be the conviction of modern thoughti. In eddition, Hume
rejected many of the then-popular thecries concerning cause ané
effect and the accompanying implications based upon a closed unlverse.
In an age when it was popular to acceptv a mechanistic view of the

. X et . . 70 . .
universe, Hume insisted that it remain open. In this sense, at
least, his thougnis may be viewed as z forerunner of some of the
modern theories which also postulate an oren universe.

However, a problem arises when we iry to reconcile Hume's

belief in an oven universe with his previcus rejection of miracles.

70 Eume's rejection of cause and effect has been noted above. For his

emphasis on probability, see, for instance, his work Essays,
Literary, Moral and Political (London: Ward, Lock and Bowden,
Limited, n.d.), pp. 341-343 and also the essay "Of Miracles" in
Zssential Works of David Hume, op.cit., pp. 125-129.
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Rather than e2llowing the evidence to speak for itself (since
evidence for miracles cannot be ruled out 2 priori or oy anrimproper
view of nature), as might be expefted when one holds the above
positions with regard to nature, Hume transgresses his own position
to rule out miracles. He does not allow the miraculous even when
the evidence is sufficient to point to a probability (criticism two)
and then he dismisses the miraculous as a whoie by accepting a view
of nature which he himself has alreedy dismissed (criticism three).

Therefcre 2 fourth major criticism is arrived at here. While
he accepts quite 2 modern view of the universe in many senses, he
becomes a pre-modern in his treatment of miracles:s In other words,
he ic not self-consistent in his philosophy. His treatment of
miracles shows signs of a2 pre-modern critical consciousness, fcf he
prbposes to a2ccept an open universe but rejects miracles beczuse
of 2 closed view of na.ture,71 and he proposes to base his work on
provabilities, dbut arbitrarily rules out a probéble miracle. Thus
he is internally inconsistent as welivas reverting to this pre-modern
consciousness.

Te therefore hold that all four of these major criticisms of

BEume are velid. He is first guilty of committing a series of

7l ¥ontgomery also feels that Hume's argument ageinst miracles is
based on a closed view of the universe. See Montgomery's Suicide
of Christian Theology, op.cit., pp. 262-263, 351, note 15. Once
again, we also believe that. there are laws in nature, as pointed
out 2bove. To spezk of mirecles as out of the ordinaxry there
must be an ordinary course of nature. The question is rot if
these laws exist, but if they can be tempererily suspended.
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logical blunders. BEe argues circularly seversl times, usually
with regerd to his definition of miracles and often begs the question
by using unsupported assumptions, such £3 the negligible value of
any experience of miracles. Xe also fails here in refusinz to
investigate any of these events when this very investigation could
reveal a valid miracle. Second, Hume fails to accept miraculous
events even wnen they are found to be well-attested by human
experience. He still rejects them for arbitrary reascns even after
he admits the high credibility of this attestation. Third, Eume
rejects miracles because of a view of nature that not only was false,
but thati he even rejected himself. Yet the belief in this uniformisy
of nature is the center of his polemic against miracles. Therefore
the very apex of nis polemic against miracles must be rejected.
Fourth, while Hume is moderrn in many of his conceptions of nature
(opting for the use of probabilities and rejecting cause ard effect
and the subsequenti uniform view of nature), he reverts to a pre-
modern stage in his attempt to prove that no'actual miracles have
ever occurred. In arguing against mir#cles he gives little weight
to miraculous probzbilities and employs an incorrect view of nature
which he even rejected. Thus he is t2oth pre-modern and self-
inconsistent here.

It is obvious that these criticisms invalidate Hume's treatment
of miracles. These errors and improper conclusions in Huame's work

were not a2s readily detected in the eighiteenth century becauce +he

e

72 Even William EHordern, & scholar sympathetic to certain tremds in
contemporary, critical theolegy, states that Hume argues circularly
in this essay. See his work A layman's Guide to Protestant
Theology (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1956), 2. 37.
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Enlightenment intellect continued to prevail in scholarly circles.
As will become even more apparent in chapter six, the desire was
usually to reject miracles in the first place and Hume's essay
provided the needeé authority for such & venture.

It thus goes without saying that Hume's polemic against miracles,
while appearing to te a strong argument at the outset, fails when
closely investigated. This system cannot theréfore he used at 8ll
to invalidate or rule out miracle-claims. A more proper approach
may have been to define mirecles without any inherent stztement as
to the possibility of their occurring. Then it would have been
possible to investigate the =zvailable exverience in order to
determine the extent of its egreement. We are thus confronted
once again with the need to investigate the evidence to better
ascertain what has occurred. Such & historical investigation of the
documents making such miracle-cleims is therefore needed, as
concluded in chapter four above. In the specific case of the
resurrection of Jesus, empirical claims hafé been made which report
experiential evidence for the appearances‘of the risen Lord. These
are the accounts which must be examined in order to ascertain if

this event is the best explanation for the facts.



Cnapter VI. DPossibility Number One: Other Similaf Views

It is hard to estimate exactly the influence that Hume's essay
*Qf Miraclesg" has had upon the intellectual world since its appesr-
ance in 1748. However, we may most assuredly determine that its
affect upon theology “as been extremely grest. Many scholars have
viewed it as the determining argument against the existence of any
miraculous event. This is true both of the clder nineteenth century
liberal theologians and of the more contemporary twentieth certury
theologians. Some refer directly to BEume as the source for this
rejection of miracles while others make anonymous references to
their dismissel of the miraculous as beirng due to the belief that
our experience of nature completely opposes any such violation of
its laws. It is important to look briefly at both this direct and
indirect evidence for Hume's influence.

We are informed by John Hermann Randall, Jr. thet since the
appearance of Hune's essay, religious liberzls have rejected zny
belief in miracles. Xineteenth century liberalism; as a whole

became convinced by this work that there could be no interference

1 Briefly, we will refer to religious liberalism in this work as
the predominant trend of theological thought in the nineteenth
century (cf. Daniel Fuller, op.cit., chapter three). lore
specifically we might date this movement's prominernce from the
publishing of Schleiermacher's work On Religion: Speeches to its
Cultured Desvpisers in 1799 to Kari Barth's The Epistle o the Romans
which appeared in 1918, Cf. here this work by Schleiermacher,
translated by John Oman (New York: Harper and Brothers, Publishers,
1958). See the Introduction by Rudolf Otto, especially pp. IX,
XII. ©Cf. also Burtt, op.cit., p. 284 and ¥illiam Hordern, Intro-
duction, Volume I of New Directions in Theology Today, edited by
Wwilliam Hordern (Seven volumes; Philadelphia: The Wesiminster

Press, 1965), ». 15.
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. ' . 2 .
with nature from any miraculous events, Montgomery agrees with

this assertion that nineteenth century liberal theology foilowed

Hume's rejection of mira.cles.3
An excellent example of this rejection is seen in the works

of German theologiesxn David Strauss, one of the most vigorous critics

0f the New Testament who ever lived. In his two-volumed work A New

Life of Jesus (first translated into English in 1865; shortly after

the German edition), Strauss specifically asserted thet Hume's
essay was so conclusiv¥e in diéproying miracles that the gquestion
had now been settled.k ¥iracles simply could not be =2llowed to
contradict nature.5

Strauss! stance on this gquestion, one which follows Hume's
critique, is a typiczl one taken by nineteenth ceatury liberzlism.
Friedrich Schleiermacher was also of the opinion that a real miracle
would involve the suspension of the laws of nature. Such miracles
occur mcst often where there is little knowledge of these laws. Ve
should abandon such mirascles as being superfluéus, for they are not

2ble to bring us closer to a recognition of Christ. 3Besides, science

and religion agree here that there are no absolute instances of such

2 John Herman Randall, Jr., The Making of the Modern Mind (Revised
edition; Boston: Houghton Hifflin Company, i940), pp. 553=554.
Concerning Randall's statement that liberalism rejected miracles
because of the infiuence of Hume's essay, it appears that Randall
is also sveaking of liberalism as a predominately nineteenth

century movement (Ibid.).

Montgomery, The Suicide of Christian Theology, op.cit., pp. 27-28.

David Friedrich Strauss, A New Life of Jesus, no translator given
(Second edition; two volumes; London: Williams and Norgate, 1879),

vol. I, ». 196S.

5 Ibido, ppo 199-2010
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an event. A more perfect view of God, one requiring man's absolute
dependence, needs no such miracles to support its cause.6 For this
reason, Schleiermacher preferred to see all events as being miraculous,
irncluding the most comzon and natural ones. In fact, events such
as those which were supposed to have broken the laws of nature by
Supernetural intervention are really not miracles at all.7

Other instances such as these_are common in liberzl theology.
Eruno Baur followed Strauss in strongly insisting that we can admit
of no events which deny the laws of nature. Rathexn nature's laws
are upheld by religion and not insulted by occurrences such as
mira.cles.8 Ernst Renan postulated tha# Jesus wac not aware that
there were any laws in nature at all. Becaﬁse of this lack of
kncwledge about the lawful pattern of nature, Jesus believed that
miracles were very common occurrences and ncthiﬁg ebout which one
should be surprised.9 Ldolf Earnack also held that ancient peoples
had rno concept of the strictures of the laws of nature. But t&day

we realize that no events can occur which interrupt nature. As a

Friedrich Schleiermacher, The Christien Faith, edited by H.R.
Hackinteosh and J.S. Stewart (Two volumes; New York: Harper and
Row, Publishers, 1963), vol. I, pp. 71, 178-184; vol. II, pp. 4h4B8-449.

7 Schleiermacher, On Religion: Speeckes to its Cultured Despisers,
op.cit., pp. 88-82, 113-1lk4, explanation number 16.

Albert Schweitzer, The Quest of the Historical Jesus, translated
from the 1905 German edition, ov.cit., p. 154.

J Ernst Henan, Life of Jesus, volume one of The History of the Origins
of Christianity, no translator given (London: Mathieson and
Company, n.d.), po. 147-155, especially p. 148.
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resuit,'miracles édo not happén and we cannot believe in the accounts
of them.10

This rejection of the miraculous, revealing s dependence upon
Hume's thesis, is not relegatedonly to nineteenth century theology,
however.11 As shown zbove, contemporary twentieth century critical
theology has pursued a similar pattern of thought. It usually
espouses either the belief that miracles cannot (ané should not)
be validated, or, often relying directly on EHume's arzuments, that
all'miracles should simply be dismissed as impossible.12

For instence, Paul Tillich holds that miracles cannot interfere
with the laws of nature. Any theology atfempting to make them do

13

such 1s distorting the Biblical view of God. Bultmann believeé
thet our modern conception of nature has rendered miracles impossible.
The natural laws zre such that they make the world a realitiy that

is closed to the miraculous. We are thus too advanced to helieve

in the New Testzzment accounts of such Supernatﬁral workingse.

John A.T. Robinson likewise believes that mirecles such as Jesus!'

incernation can only be described as myths because in our scientific

10 Adolf Harnack, ¥hat is Christianity?, translated by Thomas Bailey

Saunders (Third and revised edition; London: Williams and Norgate,
1912), pp. 25-31.

Randall asserts that from Hume's time until today few learned men
have gquestioned his conclusions against miracles {ov.cit., p.293).

Montgomery, The Suicide of Christian Theology, onscit., »pp. 37~
383 cf. p. 28.

5 Paul Tillich, Systematic Theolozy (Three volumes; Chicago: The
University of Chicego Press, 1971), vol. I, pp. 115-117. Cf.
Alexander J. icKelway, The Systematic Theology of Paul Tiliich
(New York: Dell Putlishing Company, Inc., 1964%), pp. 81-83.

14 Bultmann, "New Testament and Xythology" in Xerygma and liyth,

op.cit., pp. 4-5.
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age we realize that netural processes cannot be interrupted by
Supernaiural intervention. The entire New Testament cosmology

15

must be ruled out for these reasons. We have briefly explored
some major theories proposed by those who follow Hume in arguing
against the occurrence of all miraculous events. Many scholars
utilized these and similar views which opposed all miracles in
deducing from them specific hypotheses against the belief in e
literal resurrection of Jesus.

To be sure, the milieu of the-eighteenth century, in whick
Hume formulated his anti-miraculous argument, was different from
the milieun of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, in which
these religious liberzls applied Eume's views. In the nineteenth
century theré were the philosophical systems of Immanuel Kant,
stressing morality and Friedrich EHegel, who emphasized a theology
of reason znéd development.16 In the later half of the nineteenth
and on into the twentieth centuries, Darwinism extended its
influence, Historical evenrnts such as the Frencn Revolution and the
two World Wers elso zdded to this climate of éhange.' The éecularity
of the twentieth century affected sti}l more world views. In spite
of these differences, however, on the question of miracles these
liberal theologians ever since the eighteenth century coatinued to

foilow Hume, believing that such events were impossible.

135 John A,T. Robinson, Honest to God (Philadelphia: The Westminster

Heick, op.cit.; po. 92-102, 119-127; especially p. 92.
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A. Heinrich Paulus

Very possibly the most noteworthy scholar who endeavored to
apply Immanuel Kant's thought tc New Testament studies was Heinrich
Pa.ulus.17 This German theologian also rejected miracles for reasons
which were gquite similar to those listed above. The Biblical
witnesses are believed to have had a deficient knowledge of the
laws of nature, especially in not knowing of nature's secondary
causes. - Therefore they wrongly beiieved that Supernatural events
actually occurred. However, when we discover the true workings of
nature, we are said to find thet the events which were once considered
to be miraculous can no longer be considered as such. This is
because these occurrences are found to proceed according to natural
law. Thus Faulus proceeded to employ naturazlistic explanaiions for
the New Testzment accounts of miracles.18

The resurrection of Jesus was also given such a naturzl
explanation. For Paulus, Christ did not die on the cross. Ee weas
taken down before death overcame him and latér resuscitated gradually
in the grave. The spear wound in the side had not iomediately
killed him, but had merely served &s a blood-lettiﬁg device and
encouraged his recovery. Later an earthquake was additionally
helpful in rolling away the very large stone from the front of the
grave, thus enatling Jesus'escape. He obtained thé apparel of a

gardener and then proceeded to arrange for a meeting with his

17 Daniel Fuller, op.cit., p. 38; c¢f. Schweitzer, ov.cit., pp. 51, 53.
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disciples. After several visits with them, he realized that he
was dying. He then held one last meeting on the Mount of Olives.
As he moved awey from them, he was obscured from their sight by
a cloud znd was not seen by them again. Jesus died, but in a
place unknown.to the twelve, who referred to this event as &an
"ascension".19

According to this conjecture, usuelly referred to as the
*swoon theory" of the resurrection, Paulus plainly éonceived of
this event as one opersting by natural procésses. There wes né
Supernatural intervention involved. Thus Jesus was not believed
to have risen from the dead. |

The swoou theory did not originate with Paulus, bui was quite
popular with several other scholars throughout the first half of
the nineteenth century. It was an especially commor interpretation
of the resurrection found in the so-called fictitious accounts of
the life of Jesuswnich appeared during this same period of time.zo
These works were imaginative portrayals of the life of Jesus, often
very similer to novels. The use <f fiction waé.éuité apoarent, as
the suthor weaved various plots and caunter-plotg into an attempt
to portray Jesus' 1life in a ceftain light. The anon-historical
ingenuity of the writer was usually‘quite notizeable., As a result,

these works were seen as having little credibility or esteem.21

19 Ibid., pPP. 53-55.

20 For some of those who held this view, see Ibid., pp. 46-47, 64,
161‘166; cfo Ppo 43’ 600

2l 1pid., p. 38
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Paulus' work differed in that it was not one of the above imaginative
lives. His work was both more logicsl and more respectable than
the fictitious lives and thus he was & more reputable exponent of
this tbeoiy.zz

Strangely enough, various liberal theologians were some of
the mest ardent critics of the swoon theory. By far the most
famous critique was given by David Strauss himself.' He pointed
out that in order for this thebry to be true, Jesus would have come
forth from the grave half dead, one who was quite visibly ill and
weak, badly in need of medical help and care, later even succumbing
to deeth because of these wounds. But Strauss persuasively argues
thet it would be impossible for such en individuel to have convinced
the disciples that he was the Congqueror of death, thg Vietor over
the grave or the Prince of 1iife. If Jesus did not die on the cross,
he could only have convinced his followers that he was someone to
be pitied a2nd cared for by them. They would have immedietely
perceived the facts es they were in reality. At any rate, Jesus'
condition could nct have changed the disciﬁles; sor?ow into happiness.
Nor would it have convinced them tc worship Jesus as the Iﬁéssiah.z3
Strauss' criticism is & very pointied and accurate one. As we noted
ﬁbove, Pzsulus did indeed conceive of Jesus as a victim of blood-
letting, one whose appearance was changed due to tremendous suffering
and who still felt weak and sickly, finzlly dying of the *aw.:u.nd.s.zl+

Ané this is just how a survivor of a crucifixion would appear. 3But

22 Cfo Ihido 9 ppo “+8-500

25 Strauss, ov.cit., vol. I, p. 412,
2k

Schweitzer, ov.cit., p. 5k.
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could such & limping, bleeding, stoop-shouldered individual convince
even his loved ones that he had conqueréd death forever? The
answer is obviously a negative orne.

¥ost theologians have therefore agreed that Strauss' critique
has settled the issue for good.25 Indeed, Schweitzer even jﬁdged
that Strauss' reasoning was the absolute death stroke to the swoon

theory.26 Renan was also cazreful to point out thé assurance we

27

have of Jesus' dezth on the cross.

The New Testament records cleim that Jesus was nailed to the

+
LA d

cross (Luke 24:39-40; John 20:25-27). If this could be showm
be valid, Strzuss' view would be strenghtened a2ll the more.28 And
we do find, in fact, that Strauss' critigue has received striking

archasolcgical confirmation in recent years. DPeul Meier reports the

following:

eee.in the summer of 1968, archaeologist V. Tzaferis excavated
some stone ossuaries in Eazst Jerusalem dating from the first
century 4.D. These were chests in which bones of the dead
were reburied after the flesh had decomposed following
originai burial in a cave. One of the ossuaries, inscribed
with the name Yohanan Ben He'galgol, contained the bones of
a man who hed obvicusly been crucified, the first such

victim ever discovered. A large, rusty iron spike, seven
inches long, had been driven through both heel bones after

25 ¢cf., for instance, McNaugher, op.cit., p. 148; Smith, op.cit.,
p. 208; ¥iiler, ovp.cit., pp. 37-38.
26

Schweitzer; opb.cit., p. 56.

27 Renen, op.cit., pp. 244-245.

28 Anyone who has had the misfortune of even stepping on 2 naiil
knows the discomfort and pain so caused, including the forced
limp! This writer has done so severzl times. Once only a small
neil was enough to incapacitate him for three days, making it
impossible to recover completely until the fourthand {ifth day.
Imagine the results of crucifixion with a spike bearing one's
weight fcr several hours! We could not =void Strauss' illustration
of the condition in which a wounded crucifixiern victim would

emerge from the greve. Considering the feet only (even if we
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first penetrating an acacia wood wedge or plaque that held

the ankles firmly to the cross. The nail must have encountered
a knot on being driven into the cross, for the point of the
spike had been bent directly backwerd. Slivers still clinging
to it show that the cross was made of olive wood....In
addition to the iron spike, evidence of crucifixion inciuded

a deep scratch on the right radius bone, showing that a

nail had penetrated between the two bones of his lower fore-
arm just above the wrist, which abraded them as the victim
writhed in agony....Yohanan, at any rate, had his lower

arms pierced with nails...29

This is indeed important evidence bearing on tﬁis question.
Maier further corroborates this evidence with three photcgraphs
which plainly show the affected bones of this victim. One displays
2 hind view of the heel bomes as they were found, pierced by a
large iron spike. The end of the spike is curved upwards. 4 second

photograph reveals the portion of the right arm where the radius

ok

hird photograph displays a

bone was scared by another nail.
side view of the left heel bone after the spike had beenr removed,
30

- md T
[+

— o~ -
:reated the wound.

clearly showing the very large hole ihus ¥

Strauss' critigue of the swoon theory thereforé appears to be
even stronger. There is no reason to douvct the New Testament
accounts of the nail wounds inflicted upon Jesus, eséecially in
light of this archaeological evidence.

It is possitle to adduce other considerations against the

swoon theory as well. For instance, secondly, there is strong evidence

were to momentarily disregard the other wounds), it would not
be possible tc walk so soon afterwards. Detection of such a
wounded victim would indeed be both inescapable and inevitable.
He would not pass for someone who was resurrected, at any rate.

23 This portion is quoted from Maier's The First Easter, op.cit.,
pp. 78, 80. Page 79 contains three photographs of the above-
mentioned crucified victim's bones which were affected by the
piercing of the nails.

50 Ibid.y p. 79.
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to demonstrate thet Jesus was dead prior to the burial. We are
told in John 19:31-35 that the legs of the other two crucified men
31

were broken in order to hasten their deaths. But since Jesus

was fourd to be already dead, his legzs were not broken. Rather
a Roman soldier pierced his chest with a spear in order to make
sure that he was not simply feigning it. This portion has both
long and offen been recognized as a proof that Jesus was dead by
many scholars of differing theclogical positions; The generesl
tendency by those who prefer this approach is to peréeive this
spear wound and the subsequent appearance of blood and water as
signifying one of two medical explanafions. It is thought either
that the spear punctured the heart via the pericardium (a tpin sac
surrounding the heart, which contains a watery liquid) or that the
heart had ruptured (izn whick case the pericardium would be filled
with blood and fiuid)., In either case the presence of botz blood
a2nd weter is medically explained and Jesus would have been dead.52
The question here concerns whether this aéqount in John is a
relizble testimony as to crucifixion procedure.

Agein we find some corroboration of these facts in the
archaeologicel evidence already supplied by Maier. Tﬁe bones of
the crucified victim bring evidence to bear that this account of

the spear wound and breaking of the legs is z2lso based on historical

51 For the most iikely reasoning benind the bvreaking of these men's
legs in order to speed up their deaths, see Jim Bishop's anelysis
in The Day Christ Died (New York: Harper and Row, Publishers,
1965), cf. ». 280 with pp. 289-290.

52 For 2 few of those who hold one of these views, see Renan, 0p.cit.,
p. 244-245; McKaugher, op.cit., p. 148; Miller, op.cit., pp. 38-39;
Charles C. Anderson, Ov.cit., Dp. 168; Maier, op.cit., p. 1ll2.
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information (as claimed in John 19:35). Maier relates thats

Even the detail of the two criminals haviang their legs
broxen at the close of Good Friday to induce death--the
crurifragrium has an exact parallel here: Yohanan's right
tibia a2nd the left tibia snd fibula were ail broken in
their lowest third segment at the same level, indicating
a common crushing blow, probably from a mallet or sledge
(Italics are Maier's),33

Now it is true that this evidence does not mention é spear
wound. But once the custom of breakidg the legs of the criminals
has been estabiizhed, it is & shorit siep to this next point. After
all, the object of each was to insure the victim's death. If one
was found to be already dead, the logical thing to do would be ta
make sure., The spear, being 2 natural part of the Romén military
repertoire, would be the most likely weapon. And where could one
more likely kill a person with a spear than by piercing his heart?
The Xomans were responsible for making sure that the victin was
dead, z2s he had been sentenced by a Roman official, and they were
very efficiernt in such tasks.34

In addition, since at least this first p&:tioh cf this gospel
statement has been verified, there is no sufficient reason to assert
that the interrelatited item of the spear wound was not also histecrical.
The two belong together, because if Jesus had not been pierced, he
would most likely have had his ankles smashed as well. Botk meant
that he died. The best conclusion is that both are fact.

A third zreat difficulty for this theory is that Jesus would

have to have been an impostor of one sort or another. Ee would

53 Kaier, The First Baster, op.cit., ». 80.

34 For this last point, see Charles C. Anderson, op.cit., ». 168,
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have been guilty of proclaiming his resurrection when such would

143

A
A

clearly not have been ithe case.

ie, ole, would certainly

-~

know the facts.)5 T¢c honestly ignore them would be to make himself
worse than an imposter, as it would then most likely entail some
sort of mental insanity. Yet, the world almost unanimously views
Jesus at least as a great moral teacher, in all probability
incapable of such a grand example of deceiving others. Whatever
eise might be postualated, he cannot be found to be such an impostor
Thus the swoon theory fails as an adequate explanation of the
facts. ther points could also be made against it. 36 But suffice
it to say that there is very little doubt among scholars today that
37
Jesus was actually dead. First, as pointed out by Strauss, he
could not have convinced his disciples that he had conguered death
and was victor over the grave in his physical cconditicn., Theyry
would have necwn immediately that he needed medical help, noi thai
he was immortal. Second, the facts point strongly to his actual
physical death on the cross, which occurred no later than the time
of the spear wound (and actually before %his time). Third, Jesus
was certainly not an impostor of this sort.

It is therefore no wonder that the swoon theory avpeared short-

[R5

lived in its popuiarity. By 1908 Scottish theologian James Orr

. e s . R 8 e .
could remark thai no one held this view any longer.3 Similarly,

—O

35 cf. ¥ilier, co.cit., ». 38

36 What of Jesus' embalmed bedy? Could he move the stone in front
of the tomb? How and where did he actually die? Questions such
as these are most difficult for this theory. Cf. Charles C.
Anderson, op.cit., p. 168.

37 o X .
McNaugher, op.cit., p. 149,

38

James Orr, The Resurrection of Jesus (Grand Rapids: Zondervan
Publishing House, 1908 edition reprinted in 1945}, ». 22.
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today this view is a2lso rejected as being outdated and insufficient
to account for the facts at hand.39 Frank Morison could even
assert that the swoon theory is todey best regarded as a tineological

curiousity of the past.ho

B. David Strauss

As noted above, Strauss was one of nineteenth century

liberalism's most ardent New Testament critics.» His Life of Jesus

appeared in 1835 and occasioned a great theological furor. One

result of this work was the immediate signaling of a raging battle con-
cerning tre nature of myth in tye New Testament accounts.hl 4

second result was Strauss' dismissal from his teaching nost at
TUbingen because of the radical nature of his work. Large zmounts

of criticism directed towards his theories were to follow, 2s much
printed materiel opposed his efforts. One book even humorously

demythologized David Strauss h:'uzzseli‘!]'i'2

33 Xarl 3Barth, The Doctrine of Reconciliation, Volume IV, Part One
of Church Dogmatics, edited by G.W. Bromiley and T.F. Torrance
(13 volumes; Edinburgh: T. aad T. Clark, 1961), pp. 340-34l,

4o

Frank Norison, Who Moved the Stone? (London: Faber and Faber
Limited, 1962), p. 96. It is true that this theory reappears
from time to time, almost always establishing many of the older
presuppositions and often, once again, in the form of a novel.

One such modern attempt is Hugh Schonfieldfs The Passover Plot
{N¥e¥ York: Bantam Books, Inc., 1967). That such attempts to
revive this theory are generzlly met with scholarly disdain

(see, for instance, Montgomery, The Suicide of Christian Theolozy,
ov.cit., p. 39 and especially noie number 44 on p. 45 and J.N.D.
inderson, op.cit., pp. 53-65; cf. Pp. 93-94) is easily conceivatle
since this theory still has to adeguately answer the objections
reised here and other similar problems.

41 Schweitzer, op.cit., pp. 71-T72, 96-120. Cf., Charles C. Anderson,
Critical Onests of Jesus (Grand Repids: Williaz E. Berdmen's

Publishing Company, 1969), p. 18.

L
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One element of the Xew Testament which was clearly rejected
by Strsuss was the accounts of miracles. 3IZver since David FEume's
essay on miracles, these occurrences could no longer be tnought to
be possible. iiiracles cannot breask the laws of nature. Zxplenations
other than the Biblical ones must be found.43 |

Concerning the resu:rection of Jesus, Strauss is most explicit.
Jesus was definitely dead and thus the swoon theory is inapplicable
here.44 Rather, Strauss preferred snd popularized the subjective
vision theory of the resurrection. According to this view liary
Magdelene was probably the first to perceivé psychological visions
of the riser Christ. Next the apostles also had subjective viéions
convincing them that Jesus was indeed a..l:i,ve.q'5

However, Strauss explains, the disciples were notvin the proper
frame of mind to be open to visions immediately after the dezth of
Jesus or for even days afferwards. They were too despondent to have
any hopoe at all so soon. Therefore both a change of locality is
needed (away from Jerusalem) and a period of "recovery" before the
visions could begin. Strauss thus transzfers the disciples! first
apparitions to Galilee in the north. The time which passed before

the first "appesrance" 1is also expanded to a much longer period than

is stated in the New Testament narratives.

*3 Strauss, op.cit., vol. I, pp. 199-201; vol. II, pp. 149-280.
Cf. Schweitzer, Ibid., pp. S2-83.

b Strauss, Ibtid., vol. I, pp. 408-412,

45 Ibid., vel. I, po. 427-429; cf. also Strauss' work The 01d Faith
and the New, ov.cit., vol. I, pp. 81l-82.

: ;
46 Strauss, The New Life of Jesus, Ibid.. vol. I, pp. 430-437 and
The 0l1d Faith znd the New, Ibigd..
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The result wzs internal visions which occurred because of the

L7

presence of fervent imagination and much excitement. Because of
this deception on the part of the disciples when they nistook their
subjective exveriences for objective reality, Strauss esssrz
. . : o . 48
the resurrection itself has therefore become a world-wide illusion.
This theory which Strauss developed gained popularity in %he
nineteenth century. Scholars such as Renan znd Ghiliany, among others,
preferred it as the most probable explanation for the appezrances of

,_

Jesus.49 Its povularity has diminished in the twentieth cenuury.

L7
48

Strauss, The ¥ew Life of Jesus, Ibigd., vol. I, p. 440,

Strauss, The 0ld Faith and the Xew, op.cit., vol. I, te. &3.

“9 Renan, ovn.cit., pp. 249, 309-310; Schweitzer, ov.cit., ©vp.170, 187.
Renan's work has zlready teen cited above. Ghillany, writing an
imeginative life of Jesus under the pseudonyzn of Richard von der Alm,
also preferred this view, Other liberals accepted this theory as well.

0 s . s
> Comparatively few scholars hold the vision theory today. Llore

comzon are views which are based upon some personal experience

of the disciples which convinced them that Jesus was soaehow still
alive. The exact details vary from one view to thz next. Charles
Anderson (Tne Zistoriczal Jesus: The Continuing Quest, op.cit.,

DD. 169-171) anéd Paul Naier (First EZaster, ov.cit., p. 107)

rightly include such views in the same category with tze vision
theory because, even though hallucinations are rejected here, a
subjective enperience of one sort or another is generaliy perceivecd
to be based upon some form of pre-existent fzith on the part of

the disciples Thus it is still a case of thsse believers tecoming
convinced of the resurrection because of their own prOJccted

faith issuing forth into a velief in objective reazlity. ZFrobabdly
the besit-known theory of this type is Paul Tillich's "rcsti ution
theory". 7ZFor Tillich, the resurrection is not be be conceived

of in terms of the rearpearance of either az person or =z spirit.

In fact it is not arny tyvne of literal appearance of any kind.
Rather, the disciples experienced the spiritual presence of Jjesus.
Like Strauss, Tillich feels that it was actually an ecciztic
experience which convinced thexm *that Jesus was the New RBeing. It
is possible for believers today tc have this same experience
(Tillich, ov.cit., vol. II, »3. 156-158. For a2 similar interpretation
of Tillich's view, see [YcXelway, ov.cit., pp. 170-171, 181-182).
Theories suck zs Tillich's will also be included in this treatment
of visions (zs Charles Anderson and Paul Y¥aier also doj. Nost

of the problems involved in postulating a pre-existent faith and
in the subsecucent application of subjective criteria to objective
conviction 2lso 2pply here and render such an experience cguite
irpossible, as will be shown below.
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However, several of the nineteenth century liberals opposed
this view as well., Schleiermacher asserted that any version of the
vision theory was entirely unacceptable becsuse its suppositions do
rot fit the facts.51 Another rejection of this theory was given by
Paulus, whose own views we have discussed above., He likewise felt
that visions were not possible in view of the available facts, for
there was sufficient evidence to prove that Jesus was actuzlly alive

52

and present with the apostles. Therefore he preferred the swoon

by
'.l
w
H
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theory. T ticn of visions by Paulus is a very interesting
one, because we have already pointed out that Strauss had likewise
ruled out Paulus' theory. Thus we see that each attempted tq negate
the theory of the other.

The most noteworthy nineteenth century criticism of Strauss!
vision theory came from another libveral thneologian, Theodor Keim.
Schweitzer notes that Xeim's study c¢f Jesus' life, which wes published
in three volumes from 1867-1872, was the most important critical
work on this subject that had appeared in many years.53 In it he
presented a substantial critigue of 21l hypotheses which made subjective
visions end inner experiences the basis for the disciples' belief in
objective, outward appearances of Jesus,

Keim rejected the vision theory for several key reasons. First,

the over-abundznce of self-generated emotion and excitement which

Strauss felt had to be p:t'esen‘tsl+ to produce these visions is not

!
o1 Schleiermecher, The Christian Faith, op.cit., vol. II, v. 420.

52

Schweitzer, ov.cit., pp. 54=55.

5> 1pid., pp. 193, 211.
54 See, for instance, Strauss' The New lLife of Jesus, op.cit., vol. I,
p. 440,
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found in the early church. Other inward experiences and visions
found in the early texts are likewise not characterized by tkis
extreme excitement. Second, visions in the liew Testament are
numerous. But these are never confused with the resurrection
eppearances, so &s to acdmit the differeﬁce between them. Third,

the appearances of Jesus are characterized by czlmness and reticence.
Those involved are usually reserved and not at first ready to accept
Jesus with Jjoy and exuberance. Fourth, religious visions tend to
multiply and grow more numerous. But the appearénces of Jesus come
to 2 sudden cessaztion. For these and similar reasons, this theory
is rejected as not adequately expizining how the appearances of

25

Jesus could possibly have been subjective visions. Some of Keim's

55

%W.J. Sparrow-Simpsor, The Resurrection and the Christian Faith
(Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1911 edition reprinted
in 1965), pp. 113-115. The theory popularized by Keim is commonly
referred to as the "telegram theory". According to this hypothesis,
Jesus rose spiritually from the dead (not bodily) end returned

to God. Afterwards he communicated the knowledge of his spiritual
existence to the apostles by means of "telegrams" or messzages

from heaven. The appearances of Jesus recorded in the Kew Testament
were therefore not subjective visions or hallucinations but
objective impressions sent by both Jesus and God. Xein admits

that $his communication to the disciples of the truth that Jesus
had risen reguired Divine intervention (Ibld., pp. 117, 119;
¥McNaugher, ov.cit., pp. 155-156). But such a theory falls prey

to at least four major criticisms. First, is this view any less

a miracle than the view Tecorded in the New Testament? The
miraculous is admittediy involved here as well and we still have
the teacking that Jesus actually rose and is alive (althougn in
spiritual form) Second, would God and the risen Jesus seud
messages and revezl appearences which would deceive the disciples
into thinking that Jesus was physically there with thea? Such
deception has moral (or amoral!} implications and fails to explain
why Jesus did not actually appear instead of sending the impression
that he had actually done so. Third, these impressions would not
be objective enough to make them think that Jesus had actually
risen bodily. Fourth, it fails to explain the empiy tomdb. (For
these and similer criticisms, see Tillich, ovn.cit., vol. II, p. 1563
¥cNaugher, Ibid.; Lewis, Miracles; op.cit., pp. 152-153, Smith,
¢p.cit., pp. 219-220; Tenney, Op.cit., pp. 189- 192.)
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points are well-tzken and are still employed today as negztive
evidence that ovvoses this theory, as §e will perceive presently.
Lt any rzte, many scholars velieve that Keim dealt the deazth-blow
to Strauss' theory of visions; Just as Strauss had earlier done the
same to Paulus' hypothesis.56 |
Today there are at least four mejor reasons why the subjective
vision theory is rejected. Firsi, the apostles wére not in the
proper frame of mind to presuppose visions. There'is 2 needed

psychologicael precondition for such hallucinations, this being the

expectation of the event in question and & strong belief that it will

happen. Otherwise there would be no impetus for tke mind to produce
such subjective projections.57 But the disciples were not in such
a state of mind. They were very despondent and did not have such
faith and expectation that Jesus would rise. Pannenberg expresses

this point a2s follows:

To maintain, first, that the appearances were produced by

the enthusiastically excited imagination of the disciples
does not hold, at least for the first and most fundamental
apoearances. The Easter appearances are not to be explained
from the Ezster faith of the disciples; rather, conversely,
the Zaster fzith of the disciples is to be explained from

the appearances. All the attempted comstructions as to how
the faith of the disciples could have survived the crisis

of Jesus' death remain problematic precisely in psychological
terms, even when one tskes into account the firm expectation
of the imminent end of the world with which Jesus presumably
died end in which his disciples lived. It carnnot be disputed
that, in spite of all this, Jesus' death exposed the faith

of the disciples to the most severe stress. One could hardly

Sparrow-Simpson, Ibid., pp. 113-115; Orr, ov.cit., p. 219;
McNaugher, Ibid., p. 155.

o7 ¥cNaugher, Ibid., p. 152. See especially George E. Ladd, I Believe
in the Resurrection of Jesus (Grand Rapids: William 2., Eerdman's
Publishing Company, 1975), p. 138.
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expect the producticn of confirmatory experiences from the

faith of the disciples that stood under such a burden.

Certainly such psycholcgical considerstions by themselves

are as little suited to support any conclusions as to support

the criticism of the New Testament traditions.58

As Pannenberg clearly states here, it is psychologically

problematical to endeavor to explain how the disciples' faith could
have withstood ithe stress placed upon it by the death of Jesus. Ve
could not expect the collectively forlora faith of these men %o
respond positively by producing visions which, by their neture, require

enthusiasa, excitement and especially belief. Therefore we find

that the appezrances of Jesus gave Trise 1o the post-Baster faith and

59

were not produced by an alreadye-existing faith.

This position is well-attested by various others as well., Zminent
Scripture scholar Raymond E. Brown notes that most theologians slso
egree that faith in the resurrection of Jesus arose because of the
appearances rather than the appearances bYeing caused by a pre-existing
faith.60 An examination of the facts will show that this is the
case, thus making visions an impossibility.

The disciples were sinply too despoxdent to have produced such
hallucinations, especielly in so short of & tu ~, ZEven ldarxsen
realizes that the disciples' faith was a result of exteranal e;periences

61

and not inwaréd impulses, thus making the vision theory untenable.

William Barclay agrees that the disciples could not contemplate

o8 Wolfhart Pannenberg, Jesus--God and Men, translated by Lewis L.
Wilkins and Duane A, Priebe (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press,

1968), p. 96.

59 Ipid.

60 Reymond Z. Brown, The Virginal Conception and Bodily Resurreciion
of Jesus (New York: Paulist Press, 1973), p. 84.

61 Marxsen, op.cit., p. 116.



134
themselves into a situation where visions would be possible so soon.
Trherefore this theory itself is perceived to be unreasonable;62
Ramsey likewise esserts that any theory which proclaims that the
resurrection appearances arose because of a prior belief of the
disciples, as this theory does, can be dismissed because of the
problems involved.63

It is not overly difficult to comprehend this criticisa :aised
against Strauss' subjective vision theory. The disciples had expected
jesus to redeem Isfael and bring in the heavenly Xingdonm 6f God
(see Luke 24:21). They had followed him for a few years, expecting
this result. But now his death was unexpected and caused must
despcendency. Such a reaction is a naturzl psychological response
when so much was at stake and believed to be dependent upon Jesus’
remaining alive., Theilr long-awaited hopes and dreams were dashed
to pieces. To expsct an ecstatic, enthusiastic faith-affirmztion
capeble of producing inward visions from these men is therefore
not very possible,

An interesting concession here was made by Strauss, who also
realiz;d that, as the facts stand, visions would not have occurred.
The disciples could not nave escaped such despondency in such &
short period of time. Thus, unless one rearranged the available

data, the theory would fall.sg

62 ¥%illiam Barclay, The Mind of Jesus (New York: Hzrper and Row,

Publishers, 1961), pp. 304-305.

63

Ramsey, ov.cit., p. 41.

64 Strauss, The New Life of Jesus, op.cit., vol. I, pp. 430-431.
¢f. also Sparrow-Simpson, ov.cit., pp. 1lll-1ll2.
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Therefore we find that the disciples were too despondent to
have been subject to such excited visions entailing a believing

frame of mind. As Marxsen concludes, we must reject the vision

65

theory because it does not agree with the textual facts. icNaugher

reminds ue that such hallucinations have psychological rules and

these had not been fulfilled.66

In eddition, we find that the disciples did not expect Jesus
to rise from the dea.d.67 Ramsey notes that they were not able to

anticipate this event at all because of their aforementioned doubt

and bewilderment.68

In fact, the disciples did not believe immediately even after

69

the appearances, put doubted the evidence. Orr believes that
this doubt on the part of the disciples is the most historical
rortion of the resurrection records.70 Reginald Fuller finds this

doubt to be 2 pari of the earliest tradition and a very naturel inclineticn

71 72

Both Kerxsen and Ramsey73 note the

for these early witnesses.

65
66

Marxsen, ov.cit., p. 116,

McNaugher, op.cit., p. 152.

"l

61 The narratives sufficiently establish this point. See ILuke 2%:12; 21;
Jn. 20:9, 19; cf. the XMarkan appendix, 16:10. Cf, also Brown,
op.c¢it., p. 106, footnote number 176€.

68 Ramsey, oD.cit., p. #l.

69 The witness to this is even greater than that of the previous
point. See Maitt. 28:17; Luke 24:11, 22-24%, 273 Jn. 20:25; 21:4;
¢f. the Markan appendix, Nk. 16:11, 13, 14, Cf, also Brown, op.cit.,
p. 106, footnote number 176.

70 Orr, op.cit., p. 225.

7l Reginsld Fuller, op.cit., pp. 81-82; cf. pp. 100-101.

72

Marxsen, op.cit., p. 67.

Ramsey, op.cit., p. &41.
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affect of this doubt on the disciples. It is important to realize
here that if the vision theory were true, such persistent doubt
could not exist, because the supposed presence of the pre-existent
faith would mean that the appearances would have already been regarded
as genuine. In other words, if the disciples' faith in a2 risen Jesus
had produced visions, this same faith would automatically accept
the resulting visions as true. But we find that such was not the
case. The doubt was both genuine and persistent.

Thus we see that, firsi, the disciples were not in the proper
frame of mind for visions to cccur. They were too despondeni to
have had hallucinations in so short =z time.74 In addition, they

not expect Jesus to rise and did not readily believe the

appearances even after they occurred.

The second main reason that the vision theory is rejected is
beczuse of the prcblems involved concerning the number of people who
claimed to have seen Jesus after his death and the different vlaces
and times in which these a pearances were belleved to have itaken place.

It is true that visions can be experienced by more than one person

. 7
at 2 tinme. > But w

[0)

have been speaking of a theory which proposes

74 Fven Gordon Kaufman, one of the comparatively few scholars who

still hold the vision theory today, realizes that z prior belief
must exist before visions can be produced. However, he fails

to show what positive factors there were that would be sufficient
to give rise to this optimistic faith, a faith which would
absolutely have to be present before the events themselves. This
is quite damaging to his viewpoint, especially in view of the
fact that he admits that the disciples were quite disillusioned
at Jesus' death and were therefore subject to despalr. He realizes
that their hope had disappeared. Bui we may wonder what
spontaneous factors caused such a reversal of thought and made
the disciples believe that Jesus was alive before they received
any confirmation of the fact. See these admissions in Kaufman's
Systematic Theology: A Historicist Perspective (New York: Charles
Seritner's Sons, 1963 ), especially pp. 415, 422.

Ibid., ». 421; footnote 20; Orr, op.cit., p. 219.
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subjective hallucinations--visions with no real sbjective stimulus.
Therefore if onre of the disciples (or others who claimed to have
experiénced the resurrection appearances) actuelly did hallucinate,
it would not by any means be automatic that others would also
experience the same vision. Rather, each would also have %0 go
through the process of developing a prior faitheand of bein
psychologically ready for such an experience. This is because
hallucinations are essentieslly private events snéd are exverienced
by more than one person only when these above conditiorns are present
for each indivdual.76 t, as Pannenberg notes, the narratives
record several different appearances which occur under many different
circumstances and times and even include different participagts.
This invalidates this theory which relies upcn =2 mentsl reaction
which spread from one individual to the next. The various conditions
simply do not supvort such 2 view.77

The a2bove obJjections are persuasive especially when one remembers
that in order for this theory to be valid, each individual would
have to have responded to personal stimuli at each of these various
times ané places. The different personalities involved would mean

that many would nst be in the proper state of mind, especizlly when

2ll the records indicate that exactly the opposite reaction prevailed,

as shown above.

76 Edwin G. Boring, Herbert S. Lengfield and Harry P. Weld, editors,
Foundations of Fsychology (New York: John Wiley and Sons, Inc.,
1956), p. 216; Yamauchi, op.cit., March 15, 1974, p. 6; lcNaugher,
op.cit., ». 1533 Smith, op.cit., p. 217.

11 Pannenberg, Jesus--God and Man, ovn.cit., pp. 96-97.
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Surely some of the particivents would not have experienced
these appearances at all if they were due to visions, for they wounld
not all be in the correct state of mind. 3But such was not the
case. Even New Testament critics are agreed that all the disciples
genuinely believed that Jesus had appeared to them after his death.
In other words, whatever may have been the cause of the appeérances,
the disciples believed that Jesus had been raised from the‘dead.78
In fact, Johannes Weiss pointed out that the early proclamation of
the resurrection would not have been possible at all-had the disciples
experiencgd even the simplest doubt in an objective resurrection.79
This undoubting belief would hardly be the consequeﬁce if we were

to rely on visions tc such large numbers of people as are recorded

in the narratives. As mentioned sbove., all would not be prepared

for such visions.

An iunstence where this would be true occurs in the oldest
resurrection narrative., IHere Paul relates that on one occasion
Jesus appeared to over 500 people at once (I Cor. 15:6). That Paul
cites this as 2 proof of Jesus' resurrection is evident from his
further explanation that most of these 500 witnesses were still
alive at the time of his writing (gnd thus eavailable tc testify of

the reality of this event).so As Brown asserts, it is hardly possible

8 Bultﬁann, "New Testament and ifythology" in Kerygma and liyth, op.cit.,
D. 42. See Orr, op.cit., p. 115, witkh regards to this admission
by critic Xirsopp Lake.

& Johannes ¥Weiss, Esrliest Christianity: A History of the Period
4,D. 30-150, edited by Frederick C. Grant (Two volumes; Magnolias
Peter Smith, Publishers, 1959), vol. I, pe 28.

80 Bultmann, Kerygma and Myth, op.cit., p. 39; c¢f. Reginald Fuller,

op.cit., p. 29. See also Archibald T, Robertson, Word Pictures in
the New Testament {(Six volumes; Nashville: Broadman Press, 1931),
vol. IV, p. 1l88. ' '
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to imagine 2 synchronized but personal experience which would
convince each that Jesus had objectively risen.81 A collecti%e
hallucination in which 211 saw visions would be to igmore the above-
mentioned evidence to the contrary.

Another instance wherc the vision thenry appears especiglly
improbable is Luke‘s recording .of the walk to Emmaus (Luke 24313-33),
This narrafive, complete with rroper names (such as Cleopas, Emmaus
and Jeruszlem), convinced Martin Dibelius that the pure form of the
event had been preserved at this point.82 This inci@ent hes ieceived
much respect from critics who have rejected other asvects of the
resurrection accounts.83 Here we find that the shifting scenes,
continual conversaztion and the time element involved all militate
strongly against the reality of visions.84 Paul's list of appearances
in I Cor. 15:1-8 is 2lso quite problematical for this viewpoint es
well.85

It would be zdvantageous here to recall two of Keim's criticisms
mec last century which were discussed above. =First, the Hew Testament
writers distinguish between the resurrectipn appearances ci Jesus

and visions which occur at later times (such as II Cor. 12:2-4; Acts

81 Brown, op.cit., p. 91.

82 See Ramsey, op.cit., pp. 61-62,

85 Orr, ov.cit., p. 176. Cf. Regineld Fuller, op.cit., p. 107.

84 This conclusion was verified for the writer bty a discussion with
a psychology professor on Dec. 18, 1969, who spoke of the various
impossibilities of relying on visions in this instance.

85 Pannenberg, Jesus--God and Man, ov.cit., p. 97.
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86 This would not be the case if the

7:55-56; 18:9; 23:11; 27:23).
resurrection appearances were of the same variety as the later

visions, as all would be viewed as being of the same type. This is

an acute point because it demonstrates that the resurrection experiences
were regarded 2s being unique and were therefore not of a sutjective
visional character.87 Second, if these appearacnes of the risen Jesus
had not been perceived to be unique, then one would not expect them

to have ceased so suddenly. Rather, they would tend to have been
related to the later visions. That they did stop indicates thet the
early church did not want them to be confused with spiritual visions-88

Therefore we perceive once again the second chief criticism of
toe vision theory. MNMany factors have contributed to this opraobability
that the nunber of visions, the number of people who saw themr and
the way in which these occurred simply do not correspond tc the reguired
data for the disciples to have experienced such manifestations.

The third mejor criticism of this theory is that real subjective
hallucinations are comparatively rare, aslproper causes are usually
lacking. They are, by definition, experiences in which sometking is
perceived to be present, bui for which there is no objective reality.
Thus they differ from illusions, where a reality is mistakely

. R - . . »
identified. 3 Thus it can be ascertained that such occurrences are

86 Sparrow-Simpson, ov.cit., p. 1ll4.
87 See Reginezlé Fuller, ov.cit., pp. 32, 170.
88

Sparrow-Simpson, op.cit., p. 1lh4.

83 See, for instance, William James, The Principles of Psychology
(Two volumes; Dover Publicatiomns, Inc., 1950), vol. II, rp. 1l4-
115. Cf. 2lso Yamauchi, op.cit., March 15, 1974, p. & and
Pannenberz, Jesus--God and ian, op.cit., p. 95.
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generally rare. The perception of something that not oniy is not
present but for which there is no objective reality at 211 therefore
requires an explanation. TUsually such hallucinations are caused

by mental illness of some Xind, d:ugs of extreme methsds of bodily
deprivation.90 To suppose that all of the witnesses of the resurrection
appearances were in such a state of mind thus becomes“nonfactual.

We can now betterunderstand how an extrgme pre-conditioned hope and
expectetion must exist, combined with other factofs. Such conditions

as the z2bove clearly did not exist in order for all of the disciples

91

to imagine something that was only "thin air". Therefore Pannenberg

rightly concludes that to describe the resurrection appearaznces as
hallucinations or subjective visions is completely unsatisfactory.92
The fourth majof reason why the vision theory is rejected today
(and the last which we will deal with speéifically) is that ceutions
were actually taken in order to demonstrate that the appearances
were not hallucinations. We have already mentioned the theme of
doubt in the gospels a2nd the consequential conviction of contemporary
scholars that the disciples were convinced thét Jesus was actually

93

alive only after the appearances and not before. We have likewise

50 Yemauchi, Ibid.; Pannenberg, Ibid., pp. 94=95, footnote number 93.

91 Kaufman admits that the objection that the vision theory is too
subjective to account for such objective appearances of Jesus is
e strorgone. He also notes that his work had thus far (ov.cit.,
po. 426-427) not sufficiently handled this problem.

52 Pannenberg, Ibid., pp. 95-97.

95 Marxsen, ov.cit., p. 67; Reginzld Fuller, op.cit., po. 81-82; cf.
po. 100-101; Brown, op.cit., pp. 84, 106, footnote 176.
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- spoken of the conviction of the New Testament author§ that the
appearances of the risen Jesus were different from later visions.
Reginald Fuller especially notes here that Paul did not confuse
these appearances with the subjective visions which were experienced
lr.-z.ter.sl+

In addition, we find that other steps were e;so taken to
disprove visions as the origin of the appearances. We find these
"safeguards" in both the earlier and the later narratives which deal
with this subject. The emphasis in Matthew, Luke-Acts and John on
Jegus' resurrected body being both spiritual and material is well-
known.95 We find an emphasis on being able to see and handle the
body of Jesus. In Luke especially it is related that it occurred
to the disciples that they were seeing just such a spiritual

96 Although these gosvels

hallucination--2 becdiless apparition.
were written later than Paul's description of the resurrection
appearances, it is recognized by many scholars that the description of
Jesus' body in the gospels may have been derived, at least in part,

from the same source as Peul's conception of & "spiritual body".

In other words, it is often recognized that both Paul and the gospels

94 Reginald Fuller, Iﬁid., pp. 52, 170. Cf. ¥zrxsen, Ibid., pp. 100-102,

35 See, for example, Orr, op.cit., p. 197. See ajso Reginald Fuiller,
Ibido . pp. 71“1540

96 Luke 24:36-43 relates this scene. The disciples thousgh that they
were viewing 2 bodiless apparition or spirit (Greek pneuma; cf.
Matt. 14:26, 27). Jesus had to convince them otherwise by present-
ing his body for observation. We are told that they only believed
that they were not seeing "ghosts" when it was thus proven to
them. See Robertson, op.cit., vol. II, p. 296. Other verses

where it is either stated or implied that Jesus' body was handled
include ¥att. 28:9; John 20:17, 26-28: cf. Acts 1l:3.
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speak of a resurrected body composed of both spiritual and mr _rial
qualities (with varying emphases) and that these concepts were in
turn based on the reports of the origirnal eyewitnesses.97

what is often not realized is that Paul's list of appearances
in I Cor. 15:1-8 also contains a polemic against theories such as
that of subjective visicns. As Brown properiy notes, Paul's reference
to 500 people having seen Jesus at one time means thaf Paul conceived
of the appearances as being other than purely ipternal experiences.
Thus hallucinations were not possible in view of his testimony.98
This is especially true when we remember that'Paul adds that most
of these witnesses were still alive and thus could be questioned.
Therefore, this testimony in I Cor. 15:6 is regarded by Pazul himself
as proof against subjective visions.99
Thus we see that there were precautions taken in both Paul's
account and in the gospels to guard against the Yiew that the
epovearances were due to subjective visicns and the;efore not gernuine.
This motif is more developed in the gospels, where we are told that
Jesus' body was touched on various occasions, demonstrating its

100

reality.” But we have seen how Paul also includes & proof ageiunst

9T ¢f. Robvert . Grant, Xiracle and Natural law (Amsterdam: North-
Holland Publishirng Company, 1952), pp. 229-230; Brown, op.cit.,
pp. 85-89; Charles Anderson, ov.cit., pp. 161, 163-166: Smith,
op.cit., pp. 194-195. Concerning Paul's list being based upon
eyewitness testimony, see Brown, Ibid., p. $2 and Reginazld Fuller,
on.cit., pp. 28-23.

9 prcem, Ipid., p. 91: 1add, op.cit., p. 138; cf. p. 105.

93 Cf. Bultmann, "New Testament and X¥ythology" in Xerygma and Myth,
op.cit., p. 32 and Regineld Fuller, op.cit., p. 29.

100 This is also reported by Ignatius in section three of his Epistie
to the Smyrneans. See J.B. Lightfoot, editor and translator, The
Apostolic Fathers (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1971), p. 83;

cf. p. 85. .
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such a theory as well.101 That this is the case in the New Testament

is only naturel when we consider man's psychological impulse to
investigate both strange occurrences and the testimony of others who

cleim to have experienced such.102

Therefore we perceive that the vision theory cannot account for '

the resurrection appearances of Jesus. Several major points militate
against such a view. The disciples were not in the correct psychological
frame of mind. There is alsc a pfoblem concerning the number who
claimed tc have seen Jesus and the time ahd rplace factors involved.

In addition, real hallucinations and visions aré rare and do not fit

the fects. Lastly, the early sources explain that various cautions

were taken to prove that visicns were moit z2pplicable in these instances.
Many minor points could also be mentioned against this theory.lo3
Most of these objections can also be applied to theories relying upon

s s . . 104
other subjective experiences of the apostles as well.

101 See Sparrow-Simpson, op.cit., p. 110,

102 Orr, ov.cit., p. 180.

105 For instance, if the vision thecry were true, the enpiy tomb
would be left unexplained. And what heppened to Jesus! body?
In 2ddition, this writer has complied & list of 34 totzl reasons
wvhy this theory is inadequate.

104

Theories like those of Tillich (op.cit., vol. II, pp. 156-158)

and Van Buren (ov.cit., pp. 132-133) which rely on some unexplsined
subjective experience of the disciples face practically all of

the same difficulties. For instance, the disciples! despondency
and doubt must still be changed to faith before the experience
itself in order for these to occur in the first place, which
encounters the difficulties raised above. There is likewise the
same problem of how many would have been convinced in this manner,
as well as with the various time and place factors. ZEven more
acute is the disciples' mistaking such subjective expveriences

for objective ones end how they became convinced that Jesus had
literally risen from the dead. The disciples knew the difference
between the resurrection appearances and later experiences, as
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We thus conclude that the visional theory simply does not fit
the narratives. For hallucinations to ﬁave cceurred, all of the
facts must be changed around. There are psychological laws which
these hallucinations must abide by and these were not present.lo5
Yo matter how inviting a theory may appear, if it fails to account
for the evidence, it must be rejected.106

Todey the vision theory is held by comparatively few schoiars.
Brown notes that this nineteenth century view is not even respectable
any longer.107 Based upon the fear and deje§tion of the disciples,
Bornkamm asserts that we cannot resort to any explanation which
depends upon the inner, subjective experiencé'ofAthese men.lo8
¥cleman agrees that the nineteenth century vision theorists such as
Strauss &nd Renan presented views which were guite extravagant in

their claims.lo9 Even Schonfield rejects this theory as not fitting

the evidence. Thatevertiheorymay be proposed, it cannot validly

be this one.110

explained z2bove. We also find psychological causes lacking

here. What would give rise to such experiences? As with visions,
there is a2lso the objection that cautions were deliberately

taker in the narrztives to prove that the experiences were
cbjective and not subjective. These are a few of the key object-
ions to these subjective theories. As we have observed, they

are rractically the same as those listed above. See licKelway
(ov.cit., pp. 170-171, 1€1-183), Charles Anderson (op.cit.,

pp. 169-173) and ¥aier {The First Easter, op.cit., pp. 112-113)
for similar criticisms and other objections to this thkeory.

105 orr, op.cit., pp. 27, 222.

106 ' .
Brown, op.cit., ». 75, fcotnote number 127.

107 Raymond E. Browm, "The Resurrection and Biblical Criticism"®,
Commonweal, Fovember Z4, 1967, pp. 233, 235.

108 Bornkamm, ov.cit., pp. 184-185.

103 ¥Mcleman, op.cit., pp. 212-213.

110

Schonfield, op.cit., p. 152.
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C. Otto Pfleiderer

In the last portion of the nineteenth century & movement
appeared from within the ranks of Protestant liberelism. It became
designated as the Eistory of Religions school of thought. It opposed
several of libgralism's suppositions, suckz as trying to find a

"Jesus of history". In fact, it was believed that very little

-

historical information could be gathered about the life of Jesus.ll*

This was mainly due to the legendary growth which was said to have
built up around the life of Christ. These legends were believed
to have accumulated in stages until the embellished matefial becane
quite detailed.112

he History of Religions school sought to study Chrisiianity in
terms of the other religions. The Christian faith came to be seen
es being syncretistic and therefore it was not unique in the sense
that it did borrow from the other faiths. It was now postulated by
these scholars that Christianity borrowed guite freely from Judaism
and from other systems of belief such as the Babylonian, Zgyptian
end Persien religions.113 It was postulated thet Christianity was
especially influenced by the 0ld Testament and by the teachingé of
these other faiths. Xyths were believed to be éxtremely prevelent

at this time and were perceived to be spreading from one region and

religion to another. Each then accepted ideas from the other that

11 Charies C. Anderson, Critical Juests of Jesus (Grand Rapids:
William B. Eerdman‘’s Publishning Company, 1969), pp. 55=-57.

112 ¥McNaugher, ov.cit., p. 157.

113

Anderson, Critical Quests of Jesus, op.cit., pp. 55-56; Orr,

op.cit., ». 235.




147

were advantageous to its own purposes. As a result, these scholars
constantly compzrsd 2lmost every individual category of the Christian
faith to similer ideas which were a part of other religions.114
One scholar who had_many beliefs in common with this emerging
séhool of thousht was German theologian Qtto Pfleiderer. For
instance, he also postulated that there were many affinities between
Christianity =and other ancient religions. .The influence from
Judaism was alsc noteworthy. Myths were said to be present in all
of these faiths and there were similarities, especiglly in the
transmission of events reguiring Supvernatural intervention. Especiazlly
noticeable is Pfleiderer's tendency to coméare different aspects of
the ChriStiaﬁ fzith with similar ideas and occurrences ir these
other religions. ©Farallels are found, for instance, in Jesus'
relationship %o Seten, in the miracles of Jesus, and in the accounts
of the resurrection.l15
Pfleiderer a2lso believed that very liftie could be known about
the beginnings of the Christian faith. He likewise based this
conclusion upon the thesis that_legends grewAprofusely around the

life of Jesus in the eariy church. It is now too'difficult to

know for sure which reported events actually occurred and which

did no‘c.116

1L . : . . .
Anderson; Ibid., p. 563 Orr, Ibid., p. 238; McNaugher, op.cit.,
p. 157.

115 Cf. for instance, Pfleiderer's work The Early Christian Conception
of Christ (London: Williams and Norgate, 1905), see pz. £3-83
for his account of some of the similarities between Jesus'
miracles and those found in other ancient religions.

116 Otto Pfleiderer, Primitive Christianity, translated by W.

Montgomery (Four volumes; Clifton: Reference Book Publishers,
1965), see vol. I, pp. 1, 5, 23-25 for instance.
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The History of Religions schcol rejected any belief in the
resurrection of Jesus. Rather, they popularized the view that the
narratives of this occurrence were later sdditions to the gospel,
ones which grew mainly from the influence of stories of other such
events found in other religions. At any rate, the resurrection was
considered to be a legend which was added to the story sf Jesus! _life.ll7

Pfleiderer follews this pattern and also views the resurrection
of Jesus'as myth that did not occur literally. 2Rut he does so for
two main reasons. First, the resurrection is believed to be legend
added to the story. of Jesus' life by his earliest followers. It
was not a2 real occurrence at all, for Jesué nevér actually rose
from the dead. Rather, the narratives were added by the disciples,
who were convinced that Jesus must be alive. The legends continued
to grow until they were detailed accounts of a victory sver death.

In zdéition, stories of resurrected gods.in othe: religions served
as a bagis for the rise of the Christian legends about Jesus. These
more ancient myths provided the impetus for the formulation of the
New Testament eccounts of Jesus rising from tﬁe dead.l.l8

Second, Pfleiderer believes that this théery based upon the
formation of legends must also be supplemented by fhe subjective

119

vision theory of the resurrection. Visions appareuntly account

117 Oorr, cp.cit., pp. 235-261; McNaugher, op.cit., p. 157.

118 Pfleiderer, Primitive Christianity, op.cit., vol. I, pp. 5-6,
24-25; vol. II, pp. 186, 371-372; vol. IV, p. 76. See also The
Barly Christian Conception of Christ, op.cit., pp. 84=133,

115 FPriedrich Ghillany was snother nineteenth century scholer who
likewise combined visions with legends which were influenced by
myths from other ancient religions (schweitzer, op.cit., Pp. 167,

170).
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for the source of the conviction that Jesus was alive, while the
subsequent legends explain the present fora of the narratives.120
We heve already dismissed the vision theory above, and we will
turn presently to the possibility that the narrati#es ere due to
legends. We will henceforth refer to this hypothesis'as the
mythical or legendary theory of the resurrection.

Even in the twentieth century the mythical or legendary theory
oI” the resurrection can be found.121 Probablj.thé best-known
theologian today who advocetes a2 somewhat releted fqrm of this theory
is Rudolf Bultmann.122 He freely recognizes his indeﬁtness to the
History of Religicns school of thought, esneclally in his un¢erstand ng
of the meaning of myth. For Bultmann, New Testament mythology is
made up of elements quite similar to ;oncepts found in both Jewish

123 All have

apocalypticism and the redemption myths of gnosticism.
seversl features in common. As & result, we find that many of the

gospel miracles, for instance, are close to those in the Hellenistic

120 Pfleiderer, The Zarly Christian Conéention of Christ, ov.cit.,

pe 157-158; Primitive Christianity, op.cit., vol. I, pp. 10-14;
VOl- II’ p?c 115-116, 125.

121 Por instance, Hooke favors the partial use of this view. See

his work used above {op.cit., pp. 173-179).
122 Bultmann does not actually offer much rationalization for the
resurrection. Feither does he appear very interested in developing
theories as to why it did net occur. Therefore it 'is hard to
"label" him at this point. However, he does believe that this
occurrence is 2 myth, in some ways similar to other =ancient myths,
as will be perceived below. Because his treatment is nevertheless
quite similar ir several ways to these we have been discussing,
we will include hiz here. The critigue of this theory zlso applys
to his views zbout this event.
123 Bultmann, "New Testament and Mythology" in Xerryzma 2né ¥yth,
op.cit., pe 10, footnote number two, &nd pp. 15-16.
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narratives. 3Zultmann draws parallels between some of these gospel

‘miracles and those of other ancient peoples in a way much reminiscent

of Pfleiderer's attcmpt spoken of above.l2£+

Also similar to Pfieiderer is Bultmann's twofold treatment of
the resurrection. First, there is a stress on the presence of
legendary material in the New Testament accounts. For instance, this

event is viewed a2s being a myth which was consiructed by imagination
125

and lezend.

But sepond., while in his discussion of the resurrection
Bultmann leid much more emphasis on the part played by ithis legeandary

growth, it is noteworthy that he also felt that the vision theory
7
was also a very possible explanaticn, at least in part.lzo While

the narratives of Jesus'! rising from the dead do have significance
when we view them zs being pointers to the uniqueness of Jesus' death,

the resurrection is nonetheless a myth devoid of historiczal reality

127

ané thus nct an a2ctual historical event.

For Bultmann, the New Testament church comrbined and mingled Greek

128

and Jewish (0ld Testament) mythology. t is no surprise, therefore,

124 Bultmann, "The Study of the Synoptic Gospels'in Form Criticism,
O’D.Cit., Pp. 36"39.

125 See, for instance, Ibid., pp. 66, T2.

.

126 Bultmann, "New Testament and lythology" in Xerygma and ILyth,
O’D.Cit., pa "+2. "

127

Ibid., pp. 3%, 38, 42,

€% Ivig., Pp. 15-16; see also Bultmann's Eistory and Eschatology
o2 -
(New York: Earper and Row, Publishers, 1962), p. 7.
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that this scholar postulated that the.resurrection also had
similarities tec beliefs in other religions and systems of thought.

The affect of such beliefs upon this Christian doctrine of a risen
Jesus might partially be realized, for instance, in Paul's speaking

of the resurrection in gmostic terms.129 The gnostic influence

on such narratives is also found in other Qértionsvof the Tew Tesfament.lBo
Bultzann holds that Jewish sources alsd influenced the faith that

the early church had in Jesus' resurrection. 0id Testament verses

were reinteroreted as predictions of thisvevent. In fact, one_of

the early prcofs of thi: cccurrence was what the Ch;istians felt was

just such Jewish Sceriptural support.131 We therefore find that

certain aspects of the New Testament's teaching ebout the resurrection
were influenced by other ancient faith systems. As a result of

these and other legendery features involved in the Christian faithk.

little can actually be known about the historical Jesus with any

degree of‘certainty.132

Eerlier we saw how nireteenth century liberal theology as a

133

whole followed Eume in its rejection of miracles. ‘We should also

note that Pfleiderer was zno exception here. He likewise z2ccepted the

+e7 Bultmann, "New Testament and ¥ythology" in Kerygme and Xyth, Ibid.,
p. 40 and Theology of the Yew Testsment, op.cit., vol. I, Dp. 345,
vol, II, ». 153, '

130 Cf. the references in footnote 129 with History and =Zschatoliogy,
op.cit., pp. 54=55.

131 Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, op.cit., vol. I, bpp. 31, 82.

132

Bultmann, "The Study of the Synoptic Gospels" in Form Criticism,
ov.cit., pp. 60~-61.

133 Randell, ov.cit., pp. 553-554; cf. p. 293.
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view that science had discovered the laws of nature which were so
regular that they could not be violated.ljg Even in the twentieth
century this view was accepted by Bultmenn (as shown above), who
rejected the miraculous both because it was perceived to ccntradiet
the laws of nature and because we live in too modern of an  age to
accept such’ occurrences as fact.135
It is apparent that there are several similarities between
Bultmarnm and Pfleiderer on the concent of mythology, especially
with regard to the treatment of the resurrection. Therefore Bultmann's

position will also.be included in the discussion and critique in

this section.

We will turn now to an examination of what we will term the
legendary or mythical theory of the resurrection of Jesus.136 Ancient
mythology relates various tales concerning "vegetation Zods”. In
vheir earlier forms these stories, in other words, celebratied the
yvezrly deatih of vegetation during the fall season and the birth of
tre vegeiatlon in the spring season. These myths originally dealt:
only with an ezpression of man’s observances of this yearly cycle of
vegetation. Later they were transformed into narratives expressing

137
religious bheliefs about the gods.

134 Otto Pfleiderer, Philosophy and Bevelopment of Religion (Two
velumes; Edinburgh: William Blackwood and Sons, 1394 ), vol. I,
op. 5-6.

.
135 Bultmamm, “HNew Testament and Mythology" in Xerygma and Myth,
op.clit., po. 4-3.

1 . . . , . . s - ;
36 We note here once again that sinre the vision theory has been

nerceived above to be an inadequate explanation to account for the
resurreciion, we will not reopen the subject here even though
both Pfleiderer and Bultmann seem to also prefer this theory
along with the mythical or legendary theory.

137 . . .
Pfleiderer, Early Christian Conception of Chris%t, op.cit., pp. 91-93.
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Various versions of such-myths circulated around the ancient
world. The details vary from culture to culture, but they do appear
to have the most prominent features more-or-less in common, as they
revolve meinly around the death of a vegetation god. The god is in
love with 2 goddess but becomes separated from his lover, offen by
death. she usually mourns for him and sometimes receives him back
into the land of the living.138 The Summerisn form of thi; mytk
concerns the god Dumuzi and the goddess Inanna.139 The Babylonian

version is about Tammuz and Ishtar.lgo The Egyrtian rendering

speaks of Osiris and Isis.lkl Other cultures depict their gods and
goddesses directly patterned upon these major versions. XFor instance,
Phoenician mythology presents Adonis and Astarte and Phrygian mythology
concerns Attis and Cybele, both of which are the equivalent of the

142

Babylonian Tamnuz and Istar.” The Greek equivalent to the Egyptian
god Osiris is Dionysus.143

It is generally asserted by those who hold the legend theory
that these myths concerning the vegetation gods not only permeated
Christian circles, but that they formed the basis for the Christian

belief in the resurrection of Jesus. The foundation thus laid by

the influence of tihese zancient myths then is believed to have provided

138 cf. Orr, ov.cite, . 237.

-

159 Hooke, ov.cit.. pr. 20-23.

0 14i4., pp. 39-41.

1 1pi4., po. 67-70.

142 Pfleiderer, Rarly Christian Concevtion of Christ, ov.cit., pv. 94~
95; Orr, Op.cit., p. 237; Yamauchi, ov.cit., March 15, 1974, ». &.

Pfleiderer, Ibid., p. 97.
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the framework for lzter legendary accumulations, which continued
to grow.144

There are 2t least four major reasons (za2nd several azddition
minor ones) as 1o why tne legend theory of the resurrection attracts
the attention of comperatively few scholars today. First, there is
ample proof from contemporary theological studies that Jesus’
resurrection lies at the very roots of Néw Testament belief. In
other words, it is not simply a flattering tale a2dded to the originms
of Christianity yezrs after the desath of Jesus.

It is a2greed by 211 that faul's accéunt of the resurrsction in
I Cor. 15:3=8 is the ezrliest witness to this occurrence. It is zlso
a2lmost entirely unanimous that Paul is not passing on materizl which
he has formulated himself, but rather is citing a much earlier

145

tradition. In other words, the earliest account of the resurreciion
appearznces wes formulzted before Paul zctually wrote this book and
thus it is earlier than the composition of the book in which it

146

appears.

The key question is how near this ancient formulation of these
appearances is to the actual events. Panrenberg believes that the

creed is guite close to the original appearances of Jesus.147~ Host

others agree with him for several reasons. First, Paul's words "I

|

744 Orr, on.cit., p. 235 and P{fleiderer, Primitive Christianity,
vol. I, p». 5, 23-25 for instance.

145 Peginald Fuller, op.cit., p. 10; iarxsen, ov.cit., . 80.Even
Bultmann recognizes this (Theology of the Wew Testament, ov.cit.,
vol. I, p. 45).

146 See, for exzzple, liarxsen, Ibid., pp. 52, 80; cf. p. 86; Brown
The Virginal Conceotion and Bodily Resurrection of Jesus, op.cit.,
p. 81; Reginald Fuller, 1bid., »p. 10-1&, 28.

147

Pannenberg, Jesus--God and Man, op.cit., p. 90.
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delivered" and "I received" are technical jargon referring to the
3 o e . : X 148 . X
Jewish custom of the transmission of ancient data. Second, there
are words in this portion which are non-Pauline, pointing to an

149

earlier formulation by others. Third, at least Jeremias believes

that the origin of these words is Aramaic and nct Greek, thus dating

back to the earliest sources.150
For these ané other similar reasons, it is the belief of most

theologians today thet this formulation reported by Paul is about

as close to the original appearances as is possible for such a

formalized creed. This is because a little time woﬁld be required

for this prccess of formalizetion into a list of appezrances. We

do not know if Paul preserved the list exactly in its originel form

or if nhe added to it or modified it, but the core mesterizl concerning

the appearénces of Jesus dates to just a short time after Jesus'

death. o1

In all likelihood, Paul received this information about Jesus'

resurrection from Peter and James when he visited Jerusalem after

2

-
his comversion (Gal. 1:18-19).‘5 This is especielly likely when

we remember that there are single appearances of Jesus to both Peter

148 Brown, The Virginal Concevntion aznd Bodily Hesurrection of Jesus,
op.cit., p. 8ls; Eeginald Fuller, ov.cit., p. 10; Pennenberg,
Jesus--30& 2nd ¥an, op.cit., p. 90; Ladd, op.cit., po. 104-105.

149 Reginald Fuller, Ibid.. Fuller lists some of these phrases which

are foreign to Faul's speech patterns in footnote number one,
chapter two, p. 199.

150 For an evaluetion of this conclusion see Brown, The Virzinel
Conception and 50dily Resurrection of Jesus, p. 81, footnote
number 140 and Reginald Fulier, Ibid., pp. 10-11.

151 Reginald Fuller, op.cit., p. 103 Ladd, op.cit., p. 105.

152 Ivid., pp. L4, 28; Brown, The Virginal Conception and Bodily
Resurrection of Jesus, ov.cit., p. 92; Pannenberg, Jesus--God
and Man, ov.cit., p. 903 Ladd, op.cit., p. 105.
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and James in this early traditional formulation (I Cor. 15:35, 7).
Therefore, Reginald Fuller states that the very latest that this
list could have veexn formulated would be five years after the
original appearances, or about 35 A.D. wnen Paul made this visit
to Jerusalem.155 Pannenberg detes this visit and the subsecuent
receiving of this irnformation as occurring six %o eight years after
these events.154 But Fuller rightly notes that tais is the latést
that the tradition could have been formulated (so that Paul could
have received it 2t that time). It very well could have crystzllized
much earlier.

Therefore, we find that the disciples taught the resurrection
of Jesus from the very beginning, There was no period of iractivity

155

when this was not their central theme for presching. The early

formulation cited by Paul demonstrates that the proclamation of the
resurrection rests upon the testimony of the criginal eyewiinesses
and not uvon a legendary process. Therefore this carefully-worded
tradition in I Cor. 15:3-2 reveals explicitly that the appearances
of Christ were experienced by groups of early Christians and not
invented a2s a2 part of later legendary development. This early date
caused Pannenberg to conclude that:

Under such circumstances it is an idle venture to nake

varellels in the history of religions responsible for the

emergence of the primitive Christian message about Jesus!
resurrection (Italics are Pannenberg's).l156

153 Reginald Fuller, op.cit., pp. 48-49, 70.
154

Pannenberg, Jesus--God and ¥azn, op.cit., p. 90.

155 Reginald Fuller, ov.cit., p. 48; Norison, ov.cit., p. 107.

156

Pznnenberg, Jesus--God and llzan, op.cit., p. 91l.
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Thus we see, first of all, that myths in ancient religions in all

~

probability cannot be made to account for the rise of ths velief in

[0)]

Jesus' resurrection from the deaé because the Xew Testament accounts

are.simply too close to the events themselves to be legends, as we

have seen here. 157
The second reason that the iegend or myth theory is rejected

is in some ways similar to the first. In addition to the very early

date given to the earliest tradition which reports the apgezrances

of the resurrected Jesus, we are also informed that we have the

testimony of eyewitnesses to this fact. Above w2 discussed the
probabtility that two of the original persons to whom Jesus appeared,
Peter and Jam=zs, were the ones who had passed this informeition to
Paul, But there is additional Xew Testzment evidencde that must now
be discussed which demonstrates that the original eyewiinesses agreed
with Paul in teaching that Jesus both rose from the dead angthat

he appeared to them. To show that such eyewitnesses also Ttelieved
and taught that tris event otcurred after Jesus' death and that they

urse te an extremely strong
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witnessed the appezr
voint against the legend theory. We will deal more with tkis below,
showing why this point is so acute.

In I Cor. 15 we have not only the ezrliest testimony concerning
Jesus' resurrection appearances to the apostles and to otaers (vs.1-8),
but we also have Fazul's statement thet these same apostles also

preached these same facts., Paul therelby asserts that the message

which he was preaching about the resurrection appearances wag the

same as that to which the other aposiles were also testifying (I Cor.

15:11).158 Later he mentions three times that these origimal
157 Crr, ov.cit., D. 246,
158
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eyewitnesses to the appearances were also preaching of their
experiences with the risen Jesus (I Cor. 15:1%, 15). Even the .
critics admit {that Pzul is here witnessing to the conteat of the

early disciples' nmessage--that both Paul and these other eyewitnesses

were proclaiming a risen lLord who had appeared to them.159 In other
words, those who had seen the risen Lord were now relating this to
others. And they did so immediately after the events occurred. Paul
additionally exvlains that the 500 who had also beheld an adpearance
of the Lord, while <{hey perhaps were not themselves actively preaching
about their experience, were still aveilable for questioning, as most
of them were still living (I Cor. 15:6). Therefore we see that a
number of eyewitnesses were either preaching or were available for
questioning concerning their experiencing of various avpearances of
the risen Jesus. This testimony did not tzke place only years later,
but immediately after the original manifestations.,

We also receive confirmation of Paul's testimony in the gospels
and the book of Acts. Although some critical scholars do not believe
that any eyewitnesses were the autﬁors of any of the four gospels,
most beiieve that at the very least SOme'cén be trazced to eyewitness
testimony. Therefore we can at least say that, in 211 probzbility,
Xerk received much material from the apostle Peter, Matthew from
the apostle Matthew, Luke-Acts from various eyewitnesses {Iuke l:l-%4)

and John from the zpostle John.160 These, then, also point to

19 Xeginald Fuller, ov.cit., »p. 29-30; Merxsen, op.cit., p. 51l.

160 It is not within the scope of this paper to thoroughly examine
the question of the authorship of the four gospels. Zut suffice
it to say tzat most critical scholers recognize 2t least some
eyewitness ‘estizony behind these four books. MNatthew is ofien
taken to be the zuthor of the Q cdocument and thus is zn eyewiiness
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eyewitness testimony concerning the resurrection appearanﬁes of Jesus.

The importence of eyewitness testimony such as this is hard
©0 over-estimate. “ie have seen nhow virtvally all agree tnzi the
earliest church, including those who were the original observers,
proclaimed Jesus' resurrection from the dead.l6l That these firsf
witnesses did not simply fraudulently invent the narrztives, fully
believing that Jesus was still dead, is evident and admitted by all.

.
¥en do not risk their lives and even dielo2 for what they know to be

estimeny for one of the major sources of the first gospel. The
eauthor of the second gospel is usuzlly assexted to be John Hark,
who 1s believed to have recorded the testimony of Peter, snother
eyewitness anéd apostle. Most scholars believe that Luke is the
author of the third gospel and the book.of Acts, with many
recognizing that Luke clzims to have collected his information
from eyewitnesses (Luke l:1-4). Part of the reason for the new
resurgence of interest in the authority of the fourth gospel is
that it is often recognized that this book is very close to the
eyewitness testinony of the apostle John. For these and similar
conclusions, see Archibzld M. Hunter, Introducing the iew
Testament (Seccond edition; Philadelphia: The Westminster Press,
1957), pp. 41-43, 49.50, 55-56, 61-63; Ladd, ov.cit., pp. T4-T78;
Robert ¥. Grani, An Historical Introduction to the XNew Testament
(London: Collins, 1963), op. 119, 127-129, 134-135, 160; George
4. Buttrick, editor, The Intervretex's Bible (Twelve volumes;
Xew York and Kashville: Abingdon-Cokesbury Press, 1951-1956)
vol. 7, v. 242 2nd vol. 8, pv. 9-10, 440-441l; Raymond IZ. 3rown,
New Testament Essayvs (Eilwaukee: The Bruce Publiishing Company,
1965), pp. 126-131; William Hamilton, The Modern Rezder's Guide
to John (ifew York: Association Press, 1959), pp. 13-135; Daniel
Fuller, ov.cit., pp. 188-184,

(33

161 See Fuller, Ibid., p. 48,

162 For the traditions concerning the martyr's deaths suifered by

2ll of the twelve apostles (except John) and other eariy prominent
Christians like Kark and Luke, see Marie Gentert King, editor,
Foxe's Book of liartyrs (Westwood: Fleming H. Revell Company,
1968), pv. 11-13 for instance. Cf. also the witness of Eusebius'
Ecclesiastical Eistory, translated by Christien Frederick Cruse
(0rand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1969), pp. 58, 75-80.
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only a fabricated fzlsehood. Also, &s J.H.D; Anderson point; out,
the quelity of the ethical teaching of the eerly disci?les and the
fact that none ever recanted under the threat of losing their lives
further repudiates zny theory based upoﬁ such fraud. In eddition,
the psychologiczl transformation of the.disciples is left unaccounted
for if they invented the stories.163 Thus they actually believed
that Jesus hed risen from the dead.164

But under these conditions the legend theory is impossible.
This is obvious not only because those who witnessed the appearasnces
proclaimed the exact opposite. Uf course, proclaiming scmething does
not necessarily make it true. 3But sinée we have ruled out any chances

165

of a fabricated stcry or lie on the part of the disciples, < there

163 JeX.D, Anderson, ov.cit., p. 9Q.
164 Even Bultmenn admits this, as we saw above ("New Testament and
¥ythology" in Kerveme anéd ¥vth, ov.cit.., p. 42). Taere is a
d¢ifference between saying that the resurrection was a2 legend or
nyth and that it was fraud. The former, which is the theory we

are discussing here, advocates that the disciples and other early
Christians formulated the stories because they really oelleved
Jesus was alive (such as the view of Pfleiderer aand Zulimenn).

The second theory advocates that the disciples 51mnl“ lnventea

the story in spite of believing that Jesus was déad. Some still
hold the former theory (legends or myths). But it is obvious

why the latter (fraud) is rejected. The psychological
improbebilities of scmecne dying only for & known fraud, azs well

as the other reasons against this theory as listed above, therefore
make it impossible. )

165 This theory, ususlly referred to as the "freud theory", is not

held todey amcng theologiesng to the knowledge of this writer.

This is because of the reasons given above. This z2lso inciudes
theories of the disciples stealing the dead body of Christ, for

this would once agzin involve their lying about the appezrances

vwhen they would have known that Jesus was not elive, Illen do

not die for =z known lie. For these 2nd the other objections

already ziven, this expansicn of the freud theory is 2lso unanimously

rejected.
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haes to be a reason way these men would come to believe that Jesus
bad risen from the dead. The other leading theories (the swoon and
the vision theories) have slso feiled as adequeate solutions, as shown
above. Therefore these cannot be used as the impetus for this faith.
So the legend theory a2lso fails because some event had to have heppened
at the wery teginning to convict the discivles that a resurrection
had actually occurred. There could have been no gradual build-up of
legends because these events were reported from the very first to be
true. UNeither do other naturalistic theories help to éxplain this
conviction and unquestioning belief on the part of the earliest
witnesses. .

To proclaim that other ancient myths are the basis for these
appearances merely begs the question. To proclaim that Jesus rose
because ancient mythology relates'such 2 scheme for the so-czlled
"vegetation gods" does not solve the problem of the origin of faith
which convinced the disciples that this event had actually occurred.
It 2lso fails to account for the meed cf the disciples to fabricate
appearances of the risen Jesus as narrated in the early formuiations.
They would obviously know that Jesus had not riser unless they were
otherwise Geceived (as by a swoom, or by visions). But the conditions
for such deception are obviously lacking and this therefore renders
such suprositions useless. We are thus ceught in a hopeleés bind.

The third major criticism of the legend or myth theory (as well
as the fourih) even challenges the supposition that any parallels at
2ll can be drzwn between the New Testamept proclamation of Jesus'
resurrection and the resurrection cleimed for the vegetaticn gods of
other ancient religions. The main difference between Christiznity

gnd the myths of the vegetation gods centers in the fact that Jesus
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was e historicel person, but these gods end heros were not.166 The
person of Jesus is historically accessible, whereas those of the
mythical characters such a2s Dumuzi, Tam=muz, Osiris and the others
live only in the tazles spread about them. For instance, many claimed
to nhave seen the resurrected iesus, but not so wifta these oytricel
figures.167

Therefore we perceive that there are no historical grounds upon
which we can compare the two types of resurrection stories. Ieither
are there any historical grounds uéon which to_compare even the lives
of Jesus and of these other gods and heros. Here we find no close
connections.168 In fact, in none of these mythical characters do we
find belief in a historiczal resurrection from the dead a2s is presented
in the New Testament concerning Jesus. This is an important point
because it means tnait, far from having so many resurrection tales
after which the disciples could have "paztiterned" Jesusg' resurreciion
as sone of these theorists would have us believe, there were no
previous stories of a2 historical person among these vegetation gods
beimg raised. Jesus' story is therefore tnique.

The fourtih major criticism ageinst the legend or.myth theory is
that there is considerable doubt about just how much the teaching of
resurrection is found in this ancient mythology at zll. Therefore

the question yet remains as to the extent that the New Testament was

166 s point is admitted by both Pfleiderer (The Eerly Christian
Conception of Christ, op.cit., pp. 157-158) and by Bulizann
("New Testament and Nythology" in Kerygma and Myth, op.cit., D. 34).

167

Orr, op.cit., p. 236; Pfleiderer, Ibid., p. 102.

168 Orr, ov.cit.; p. 2463 cNaugher, ov.cit., p. 157.
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"inspired" by the resurrection myths of other religions. For instance,
Orr feels that these ancient myths are too vague and fluctuzting to
determine the amount of their influence. Their lack of historical
i . . 169
reality adds to this confusion.
In addition, the assumed diffusion of ideas of the resurrection

of gods into Judaisz and Christianity has anything but been proven.

ven the critic Xirsopp Lake belizved that the difficulty with the

(b4

legend theory weas in ascertaining how much was based upon real fact

170

and how nuch was due to overzealous guessing. Pannenberg sgrees
that this diffusion has not been proven. In first-century Palestine
there are almost no traces whaisoever of any influence from these

ancient cults of resurrected gods.171

It was this last point that once baffled Oxford scholar C.S. Lewis
when he was an atheist. After coming to eccept the depeandence of
the New Testament upon ancient mythplogy, he was nonplussed by the
so few times that zny reference was made to any dezth and rebirth
patterns similar to those in ancient mythologies. He also found
that such elements weré essentizlly absent from Jesus' teachings as
well, which was hard to comprehend if the azforementioned influence

was SO great.LIZ

Orr also.believes that the legend theory is too arbiirary, as

well. It desires to chonse points of similiarity while disregerding

169

Orr, Ibid., D. 236.
170 . - . o
Ibid., p. 247, footnote number one.

171

L4

Pannenbers, Jesus--God and lan, op.cit., p. 91.

172 pewis, Mirescles, o0p.cit., pp. 117-118, 120.
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differences. He feels that it is not hard to use the imagination

: s ' 1 A )
in order to find isolated areas of agreement. 3 Pfleiderer agrees
that the mistake is often made where points of difference are

i

neglected in order to bring about a connection between the facts which

174

are more similar, An example here is appropriate. Pfleicerer
himsgelf seems to lzy & certain eamphasis on the myths which present
the resurrection of 2 god on the third day.l75 But he fails to
stress as much the celebration of Adonis' accleimed resurrection on
176

the first dey after the period of mourning™ ~ or Attis®' acclaimed

resurrection on the fourth day.177
But even after all of these doubts, the key matter concerns the

problem of the extent to which 2 resurrection from the dead is really

found in any of these myths. For instance, the key manuscrizts in

the Sumerian Dumuzi-Inanna myth breazk off before the endinz and there-

fore contain rno account of a resurreciion at z2ll, In fact, 2 recent

discovery of one frzgment revezls that Inanna allows Duzuzi to be

taken to the underwvorld rather than rescuing him from this realm of

the dead.l78 In the Zzblylonien myth of Tammuz-Ishtar thers is also

2 .
173 Orr, ov.cit.. pp. 249-250.

174

Zarly Christian Conception of Christ, owm.cit.,

Pfleiderer., The
op. 153-15%, 153.

175 1yid., pp. 153-155; cf. p. 103.
176

Ibid., p. 9k.

T 1pia., p. 105; cf. p. 155; Orr, op.cit., p. 252.

118 Hooke, Ov.cit., pp. 21-22; Yamauchi., ov.cit., March 15, 13974,

D. 4,
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no specific mention of a resurrection. Rather, Tammuz is only

. a . . me s , . . . 179

inferentially {not expiicitly) ithought to have been raised, and
fe . 180 .. L

some even guestion this., In addition, it has been shown thati

there is no sign of any resurrection in the early accounts of Adonis.
The texts which refer to such an event date from no earlier than

the second century A.D. and thus after the time of Christ's resurrection.
Likewise, the god Attis is not presented as being resurrected until
after the middle of the second century A.D.lgz Cne early critic who
preferred the legend or myth theory, P. Jensen, cited the Gilgamesh
nyths as providing a background for Jesus' resurrection, when these
myths say nothing at a2ll about such an occurrence.

For these reasons, it is doubted just how much the idea of
resurrection can be found in such ancient religion. The references
that we do find are fewer than expected, somewhat ambiguous, and not
enough 1o account for the prominence that this belief supposedly

18L P . Ly . L. - -~ n D)
reached. Therefore Yamauchi asserts that the only god for whicn
we have both clear and early evidence (before Chrisi's 1life) of a

resurrection is ithe Egyptian Osiris. However, this god provides no

179 .
Hooke, Ibid., ». 40; Pfleiderer, Tne Zarly Christian Conception
of Christ, op.cit., p. <9.

330 vamauchi, op.cit., Maren 15, 1974, p. 4: Orr, op.cit., D. 250

81 vamaueni, Ibid., p. 5. See also J.N.D. inderson, Christianity
and Comparative Religion (Downers Grove: Inter-Varsiiy Press,
1974), . 39.

132 v e . - s 5
Yamauchi, Ibid.; Anderson, Ibid., p. 38.

163 Orr, on.clt.. pp. 242-242, 251,

184

See, for instance, Ibid., p. 257
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in;piration for the Christian concept of resurrection, especially
since Osiris is always pictured as a mummy. He did not stey on
earth after nis return to life, but rather descended to rule the
underworld. This is a far cry from Jesus® appearances tc his
followers in this world. We must. look elsewhere to find any
inspiraztion for the narratives of Jesus' resurrection as'depicted in
the New Testament.l85

Therefore we perceive that there is actueally much less of a
vasis for the ancien@ belief in the resurrection of gods than wes
origzinally thought. A few questionable references to-such occﬁrrences
do not provide the needed proof. There is especially little bésis
for the theory that these beliefs in other cultures were just "floating
around" and that they are the foundation and background for the

Christian teachings.186

Thus we see here a converging nezgative result when the legendary
or mythical theory of Jesus' resurrection is exesmined. Xirst, the
earliest nmarratives concerning this occurrence are too close to the

o~
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events themselves to allow any time for
2ll., This is especially true of Paul's list of appearances in I Cor.
15:3-8, There was no graduzl build-up of legends here. Second, the

direct and indirect testimony from eyewitnesses is & very strong

objection to this view. That these witnesses were not lying is

185 Yameauchi, ov.cit., March 15, 1974, p. 5; Cf. Hooke, Ov.cit., p. 68.

186 Orr, ov.cit., pp. 247, 256-257. Cf. also Pannenberg, Jesus~--God
and lan, ov.cit., p. 21. ZFor some of the general disbelief in
the Judaeo-Christian concept of resurrection, note the Hebrew
and Greek responses to the idea in Xk. 12:18; Acts 17:31-32;

26:8.




167

agreed by a2ll, for men éo not suffer tremencdous discomfort and
even death for whzt is known to be a lie. It is also agreei by
all that they =t lezst actually believed that'they had really seen
something., Therefore it is impossible to assume that they repcrted
a legend or ancient myth as having actually occurred, for they would
both know that they were lying when they narrated literzl appearances
of Jesus and they could not have actually believed that they had
really seen him, 3Some event had to have occurred which ponvinced
thex that Jesus was risen, otherwvise there would have been the need
to invent the nzrratives. This is why this theory is usually coupled
with another. 4 legend does not provide such realistic izmpetus.
Zut the other key theories (swoon and.visionary) were also found to
be inadequete.

Third, there zre scze prizary differences between the nonhistorical

resurrection of wveretztion gods and the resurrection of a historical

3

erso

o

e The parzllels between the two types of bveliefs have very

'g

little in common. ZFourth, a comparison of the New Testament narratives

with the stories of these vegetziion gods reveals further tihat the

supposedly similar cheracteristics are usuelly missing. In addition,
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there is re2l doud o the presence of rezl resurrection stories
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cy and the extent to which they appezr. There is
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certainly no actuval basis to believe that these myths were simply
"floating around” in Jesus' time. For these and other reasons, this
theory must Ye rejscited as veing inadequate to explain Jesus'

. 18 . . . L. .
resurrection. T As QOrr zsserts, it simply lacks any historical

18 . .
T Other rezszons could also be given against the legendary or

zythical thsory. For instance, we are left without any adeguate
explanation for the bezinnings of the church or for the belilef
in the emvty tomt if this theory were correct. This writer has
formulated 2 list of 33 total reasons (revolving around points
such as thcse enumerated in the four major criticisas svove) for
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foundation and relies toc much on highly questionable'comparisons.
We cannot dismiss facts Jjust by pointing to zrtificial mythical
origins.188

Bultmann's mocification of this theory also fails for similar
reasons. First, his reliance on gnostic influences upbn the
resurrection of Jesus must be rejected for almost the same reasons
as those raised above for rejecting the influence; from other ancient
mythologies. The comparisons are not as close as might be expected
with regards to the resurrection and these myths surely could hot
heve given rise to the belief in this event, zs already explained.
Bultmann must have rezlized this himself, however. because he does
not try to mzke zgnostic sources account for the basie foundation of

the XNew Testament resurrection narratives. Rather, we have noted

above that he utilizes these myths to explain periphery vortions of

the resurrection such as Jesus' exazltation over éll cosalc powers.
This does not explain the core proclamation of a risexn Jesus a2t 211
and thus cznnot be the basis of these cleims in the ezrliest church.
Second, Bulimann's scientific world view is.outdated. Ve can
no longer rule out miracles a priori veczuse of z belief in =z
mechanistic, closed universe that rejects the miraculous from the
outset (as pointed out in chapter three above). Yet, this is what
89

Bultmann dces, a2s we have already seen. Physicist Werner

rejecting this theory.

188 Orr, op.cit., pp. 245-246, 253,
189 Bultmann, "¥ew Tesgtament and Xythology" in Kerygma znd iLiyth,

ov.cit., pp. &-5 for instance.
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Schaaffs,190 and philosopher Gordon Clark191

both agree in this
criticism. Kiracles cannot be excluded ir this way because of the
modern scientific world in which we live today. Such an approach
is not wvalid.

Third, theologian John Macquarrie also criticizes Bultmann for
his arbitrary diszissal of the resurrection without any investigation
whatsoever,192 due to his lack of studying the historical evidence.
As with Hume, Jjust such an investigation'may héve revealed the
resurrection to be z probable event. INacquarrie also notes the
defective scientific view :'.mrolved.]g3 |

These second and third criticisms are very substantizl ones
indeed. They ere some of the sirongest arguments against Bultmann,
who is seen as usinz an outdated and ineffective view of sciénce,
as well as negsleciing any historical investigation at gll. The
resurrection of Jesus can no longer be rejected for these reasons.

In order to ascertzin if this event has actually occurred, it must
be investigated. It cannot be ruled out 2 priori as done by Bultmann,

In zddition, Tultmenn's view still fallsprey especielly to the

first znd second major criticisms listed 2bove. The eariiest

190 Schaaffs often directs his attack specifically at Bulimann for

using an outdated scientific world view, a2 criticism which
nullifies Bultmann's rejection of the mirzculous. It is not
possible to handle miracles ir such & way, as if they were
strictly impossible from the start. See Schaaffs, ov.cit.,
po. 13, 15, 2L-25, 31, 60, 64,

Clark also realizes thet Bultmann's defective scientific under-
standing cannot be used to rule out miracles today. See Clark,
"Bultmann's Three-Storied Universe" in Geebvelein, ov.cit.,

pp. 218-219.

Bultmann, "Hew Testament and iythology" in Xeryema and kivth,
op.zit., p. 38 for example.

193 Macquarrie, ov.cit., pp. 185-186.
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narratives are too close to the events to refer to them sizply as
myths. Also, the ejewitness testimony rules out this theory. As
mentioned above, to refer to the resurrection as a myth does not
explain why the original disciples came to relate their experiences
with the risen Jegns. Even Bultmann admits that they really believed

194

that Jesus rose from the dead. But something had to ceause this
belief. Xyths in other religions or the development of later legends
cannot account for the beginning of this belief because this is no
basis from which fto project the original resurrection appearances,
wnich would otherwise be pure lies. The disciples %ould not have
actuelly believed that they had seen Jesus, no matter how prominent
other such stories may have been (and we have seen that they were

not thet common). Théy could not therefore have believed that Jesus
had zctually appezred to them persomally unless they had been other-
wise deceived., ©This is probatly why Bultménn:suggests visions as

the answer.l95 2ut, as we bave seen, this and other such theories

of deception are a2lso guite inadequate. 3ut legends or myths are
especially irept a2t providing the needed impétus. Therefore Bultmann

also fails in his a2ttempt to explain away the literal resurrection

of Jesus. -
As pointed out by Brown, this legend or myth theory is rejected
. 196 . - .
by most theclogians voday. 9 Eornkemm points out that there is a

decisive lack of common ground between this theory and the Lew Testament

.

194 Bultmann, "Yew Testament and liythology" in Kerygma and lLiyth,
op.cit., D. &2.

195 Ibid

196 Brown, "The Resurrection and Biblical Criticism", ov.cit., p. 233.
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narratives. Pznnenberg likewise asserts thet such legznds cannot

. 198
account for Jesus' resurrection. 9

137 Bornkamm, op.cit., p. 185.

198 Pannenverg, Jesus--God and Man, op.cit.; pp. 90-91.




Chzpter VII. Possibility Number Two: That the Resurrection Did

Occur, But That it Cannct be Demonstrated
A, Sgren Kierkegaard: in Introduction

The second major possibility to te dealt with is that the
resurrection of Jesus did occur, but that this occurrence caanot be
demonstreted. e will first examine the views of a very sigmificant
scholar who held this opinion. This theologian and philosopher,
Sdren Kierkegzard (1813-1855),‘is orobably the best-known representztive
of this viewpoint. |

Although Xierkegeard was not the first scholar to formulate 2
hypothesis such a2s this, he popularized this view in a way which has
influenced twentieth century theology immensely. He hés been chosen
here as the primary representative of this view because of the affect
whick his work has exerted on many contemporary theologians. This
influence is especizlly zpparent, for instance, in’this schoiar's

treatment of miracles. 3Beginning with Xarl Barth's Epistle to the

Romansin 1918,l various theological schools of thought have followed
Kierkegaard in vosiulating that the miraculous cannot be demonstrated
to have occurred in any way. This is especially true of the

v m m L
€ Ja
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resurrection. The occurren his event is often affirmed iz various

1 Por the relation between Barth and the nineteenth century liberal
theology which his thoughat was to replace, see the trief summation
in Chapter Six, footnote number one. Barth's neo-orthodox theology
as & whole was indebted to Kierkegaard for much of its framework
and foundation, and for many of its key facets. See, for instance,
Bernard Ramm, A Handbook of Contemporary Theology (Grand Kapids:
William B. Eerdman's Publishing Company, 1966), pp. 89-92.

172



173
a

ways, with the understanding that there is no way thet it can be
verified or proven.2 In fact, it is probable that even most of the
theologiéns since EBarth who reject any belief in a real resurrection
. of Jesus still maznifest the influence of Kierkegéard in their belief
that this event was not meant to belproven anyway. Such miracles
are simply not onen to objective verification.3 We will ezl with
the reasoning behind such assertions below.

It is mainly for these reasons that.Xierkegzard has been chosen
here as the representative of this viewpoint. This Danish sc¢
has exercised much influsnce con twentieth century theolozgy. His
view of miracies was especielly influential. As will be shown in
the next chapter, a2 very large portion of contemporary theology has
followed Kierkegaard in holding that miracles cannot be demonstrated,
wnether these occurrences are accepted as reelly hzppening or not.

He is thus an excellent example of one who believes that miracles
such a&s the resurrection déid occur but that any atitempts at
demonstrating their validity are fruitless znd misleadins.

Before we proceed to 2n examination of Xierkegaard's views
concerning miracles, it will be advantageous to look briefly 2t some
of the intellectuzl background for nis polemic. Perhaps more than
with most other well-known thinkers, much of this scholer's thought

is derived from versonal experiences, such as his observation of the

2 See Deniel #ller, op.cit., pp. 80-84; cf. Ramm, Ibid., »z. 7476,
79-80, 89-92., In the next chepter we will discuss some of these
theologians who were influenced by Xierkegaard in their zcceptance
of the resurrection with the stipunletion that it cannot ve demonstrated.

5 See, for exazmple, Rudolf Bultmann, Jesus Christ and :lvthology (New
York: Charles Scribner's Soms, 1958), pp. 61-62, 71-72, 80, 8%.
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cornditvions in his native land of Denmark.

Kierkegaard experienced a difficult boyhood. Apparently because
of family problems and e2lso because of & physical deformity (his
back was crooked and he limped), he endured acute periods of melancholy
which seemed to be continually present in his life.4 By his own
admission he suffered greatly from this deily depression, ﬁhich was
complicated by the conviction that he had been singled out in order

to suffer for otkhers. These emotions caused him 2 great amount of

P, Fa.g

consternation and kept khim from the real joy in life which night
otherwise have beer atizinable.

It was at least partially due to this intense melanchkoly ané
conviction that he must suffer for others that Xierkegaard encountered
two other experiences which had a tremendous affect upon his life.
First, he felt oblized to break off his engagement to his lover,
Regina Clson. Although both }oved each other very zuch. Kjerkegazrd
felf thet somehow th; break was God's guidance ani %ill for his life.
But beczuse he still loved her, he struggled much with nis feelings.
His writings reveal this battle which he waged with himself, EHis
action seemed to be attributable to the melancholy from which he
still suffered. Zut nonetheless, this broken engagement led to an

immense amount on writing on his part. His time was now spent in

Martir J. Heinecken, "Sgren Kierkegaard", in A Handbook of Christian
Theolozians, edited by Martin C. }arty and Dean G. Peermen
(Cleveland: The World Publishing Company, 1965), pp. 125-126.

5 Sﬁren Kierkegaard, The Point of View for Iy Work as an Author,
edited by Benjamin Nelson, translated by Walier Lowrie {l’ew York:

Yarper and Row, Publishers, 1962) pp. 756-80. Cf. also Xeinecken,
Tbid., p. 125.
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publishing his views on verious subjects, especially theolozy and
vhilosophy. 3His rate of production over the coming years has rarely
been equzlled, especizlly in the diversity of the subjects which
were covered.

Second, Xierkegzard attacked & weekly news sheet named the Corsair,
This publication opernly denounced many public figurgs, embarrassing
them in the ?rocess. Xierkegaard had hoped to expose this literary
tirade with the help of other prominent men of Copenhagen who also
disliked the methods of this paper. But he received no help and
thus suffered 211 of the brunt of the reilurn attack upoa himself.
£nd the Corsair was quite vicious in its presentetions of this
Danish thinker, deriding him because of his physicel deformity. For
instznce, it made light of the unequal lenrnght of his two legs. This
procedure continued in the paper for approximatelx one year aznd seon
he was looked upon with much derision by the public. But Xierkegaard
accepted this treaztment as part of the suffering'which was ordained
for him. It ceused hizm to become even more withdrawn from society
and resolved to continue the work he had4begun.7'

One conviction that Xierkegzard continued to z2ct upon was his
polemic a2zainst the presence of Hegelizn-influenced theology in
Denmark. The EZegelian version of Christianity encouraged peopie to
reason clearly, as if this was 21l there was involved in becoming a

Christien. The popular belief in Denmark was that being 2 good Danish

6 ¥ierkegaard, Ibid., see Appendix &, written by the translator,
pp. 162-163; Heinecken, Ibid., pp. 126-127.
7 Kierkegzard, Ibid., see Appendix & written by the transiator,

pp. 163-165; cf., Xierkegaard's own assessmeat, pp. 94~25. Cf. also
Hdeinecken, Ibid., p. 128,
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citizen and being a Christian were almost syno;ymous.8 Xierkegaard
attacked these presusrositions, pointing out that Christiznity is
much more than o life of easy living., Rather, it is a total
transformation of the individual, based upon the personal recognition
of one's being 2 sinner. It involves a commitment to God through
faith in the death of Canrist to pay for one's sins. The result is
the imitation of Christ.9 In fact, the chief theme of all of his
writings was to speak to those living in "Christendom" to inform
thexn about how they could become truc New Testament Christians.

This brief bvackground will make the proceeding presextation of
Kierkegaard's argumenits more comprehensivle, After endeavoring to

understand the reasonlng behind his treatment of miracles, a2 critique

of these views will then be nresented in order to ascertain their

be mentioned

0,

avility to supvert ¥Yierkegaard's argumentsz. It sheoul
before passing, hovever, that the two main texts which will bte used

. . o . 11 C s
here are Xierkegezard's Concluding Tnscientific Postscrint and his
=)

- .. 12 R ' .
Philosophical Frazments. This is for a few very important reasons.

8 Kierkegzard's polemic against the "Christianity" of his day is
especially stronzg in his work Attack Upon "Christendom", translated
by Walter Lowrie (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1972).
For his evaluation of Danish Christianity such as spoken of here,
compere pr. 132-133, 135, 145, 14g, 164-155 for instance, or see
the essay "Whet Christ's Judgment is About 0fficial Christianity”,
Ibid., po. 117-124. For a2 brief discussion of Kierkegsard's
attack against the influence of Hegeliaenism upon Danish Christianity
as mentioned gbove. see also Heinecken, Ibid., pp. 127-128, 134-135.

@]

7 'For Kierkegaard's own evaluation of what 2 real Christian is, including
these points just mentioned, see Ibid., po». 23, 149, 210, 213, 221,
268, 280, 287, 290 for example. Helnecker agrees with ubls SULPaTyY,
Ibid., pp. 131, 13L.

10 deinecken, Ibid., p. 127.

11 This work is itrznslated by David Swenson (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1974).

12 This work is also translated by David Swenson (Princeton: Princeton
University Press, 1974).
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The Danish scholar nimself reletes to us that the former voluae
is both the turning point of his work as an author and the transition

13

between nis aesthetic works and his religious ones. In a2ddition,
quite 2 large portion of this work concerns one of the mzin topics
which is to be discussed here and other related thoughts.14 On the
other hanéd, the primary problem treated by the latter work concerns
whether or not the Christian faith can be based .on historiczl events15
and this is the key gquestion to be dealt with in this chapter. After

thus verceiving these introductory facts, it is now possible to

proceed to our presentation of Kierkegmard's views.
B. Sgren Xierkegaard's Argument and a Critique

As a theologian and philosopher, Xierkegeard's writings were not
overly popular beyond Scandinavia and Cermeny until the twentieth
16 . 3 . .
century. As pointed out above, he often reacted agazinst both the

"officizl Christianity" of his day, which was very défective in terms

13 Xierkegaard, The Point of View for ¥y Work zs an Author, op.cit.,
bo. 13’14, 55, 97~ ’

14 Xierkegaard, Concludizng Unscientific Postscript, ov.cit., pp. 86-
97, 115-343 for example.

15 Ibid., p. 323. For instance, see Philosophical Fragments, opn.cit.,
pp. 93-110. For the importance of these two texts as the writizngs
of Kierkegaard which most influenced contemporary theology and
rhilosoohy, see Zeinecken's "Sﬁren Kierkegeard", in ¥arty and
Peerman, ov.cit., pp. 131-132,

’..l
(o))

Runes, ov.cit., p. 160.
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of the New Testament definition, and 2gainst the philosophy of

AU & A :
Tegelianism, Zoth trends were leading people away from rezl
Christianity. It was at least partizlly as a result of nriz bold
stand taken eagzinst these ideas that he was not very populzar in
his own time. However, his works were revived in this century by
both secular and religious existentialism, by such scholars as
3 + 44 3] 18
Xarl EBarth. Martin Teidezger and Jean-Peunl Sartre. Today ore
cannot even dszl adequately with existentialism without noting
the influence of Kierkegaard and the impetus which he gave fo

R . 19

the beginrings of this zhilssophy.

Kierkezgzard forzulated 2nd defended the well-known philosophical

L tvoa n oy s . s 20 .

statement that "Truth is Subjectivity". Trherefore, while seversl
forms of philosophytezch that the way to knowledge is to seeck

fod

objective truth in one form or znother, this is viewed as teing

e g

impossible. We cazr only achieve the truuh by sudjectivity. 1In

[

fzct, all eternzl truth and values ars bhased upon this subjectivity.

Do objective approaches have any validity at all? For Hierkegzzarg,

ot

objective reflection can yield objective truth, such as matheratics

17

ot

In 2ddition to the references listed above, see James Colliins,
"Faith and -eflsction in Xierkegaard" in A Kierkegaaré Critigue,
edited by Howard A. Johnson and Fiels Thulstrup (Chicagzo: Henr
Zegnery Company, 1962), pp. 141-142, 147-148, Cf. Lev Shestov,
Lthens and Jerusalem, translated by Bernard Martin (No city:
Ohio Uriversity Press, 19%6), p. 242,

Daniel Fuller, op.cit., pp. 80-81, 84; Heineckern, "Sdren
Xierkegaard", in Harty and Peerman, op.cit., pp. 127, 142, Cf.
Runes, ov.cit., p. 124,

(l)

18

1 - . . .
J See, for example, VWesley Bzrnes, The Philsophy 2nd Literature of
Existentialisn, on.cit., »p. 48, 55-57, 10D0-102; Ramn, 2L Eandbook

of Contemporary Theologv, oD.cit., pp. 46-47.

20 ¥ierkegaard, Concluding Unscientific Postscriot, op.cii., title

of Part Two, Chaster II, p. 15G.

Ivid., p. 173.

21
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and history. In other words, objective facts can be true, especially
in an otjective sense as with the zbove disciplines.z' We might
ohrase it this way: z rational, objective approzch to reality can
Yield true facts, but it cannot lead to eternel truth, which is a
different concent.

An example which 1s introduced here by this Danish thinker will
serve to illustrate this poinit. A patient from a2n insazne asylum
succeeded in escaping from the institution. He knew that he would
have to express himself sanely when he arrived in a nearvy city, lest
someone percelve the iruth of the matter and sendéd him back. 4s he
walked along he picked up a ball and put it into the pocket of his
coat, This‘continually bounced azeinst his body with every step

that he took., Inspired by this, the patient began repeatins to

himself each time it heppened, "Bang, the earth is round"., Vhen he

[oh)

reached the city he attempted to convince one of his friends theat

he was sane by svezking odbjectively. So he again repeated, "3z2ng,
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né", Put, z2las, instead of being able to convince

~ -

he doctor thet hs w&s szne, he only impressed upon him thzt he wes

23

ck

still sick and in nesd of medical assiétance.
The point thzt Yierkegaard thus expresses is the guesticnadleness

of objective truiths. The statement which the patient from ithe asylum

made was guite itrue and especially objectively true (that the earth

round)., 3ut it was of little consecuence. Therefore we are to

i

n

see that, while such objective statements can indeed be true, they

do not lead us to eternzl truth., In this respect they fail, because

13
H
o
ct
o g
W
n
\./)

Surjectivity™.
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or Kierkezazrd, this subjective factor finds its culmination

in the idea termed "passion". The highest of the passions of human

24

subjectivity is faith. This concept is a central one in the thought

of this scholar. It opposed thzt portion of Western philosophy which

.

reached its apex in Hegel, a tradition which stressed the izportance

. 5 25
of reason as the basis for knowledge.’

ng of faith (as the highest of the passions) as

ol
[¥N

This unéerstan

ﬂ'

the basis of knowledge is an important factor when we are spezking
of Kierkegaard's approzch to God. Since subjectivity is the way to
truth and fzitk is the highest expression of subjectivity, it follows
that we can only come to know the truth about God by this subjective,
inward faith. It is an inner process, a faith-experience, Ty which
J as. 26
we cone to know z2bout Him.

Since Gol cazn only be known by subjectivity such as is =2xpressed

[EN

n faith, it is therefore plzin that we cann 0t z2in such knowledge by

eny forms of objectivity, such as by reason. In fact, whan we try

-

eason we find that Ze is inzccessible. It is

27

to approzch God ©

3
H

plainly impossible to discover truth a2bout God objectively.

ruz of the Christian feith as a2 whole, bsczuse

e
0
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The szne

Christianity also ovpposes all objectivity. Xierkegaard esven goes

. 28
anistic,
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anity is pag

0‘1

an far as to say that objectivs Christ

oL .. -
Ivid., po. 113, 177-17%.
2 I3 ”~
5 Trid., ». 175 and Ramz, & Jandtook of Contemvorary Theolosy,
on.cit., . S7.
25 .
Yierkerszard, I

ard

's Pnilosophical Fragments,

27 Ivié., p. 178 2né Vierkegz
ov.cit., ©TD. 53-57.

Xierkegaard, Concluding Unscientific Postscriot, Ibid., zp. 42, 116.
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Thé culmination of these thoughts is in Kierkegazard's convictions
that since God is a Subject, He can therefore only be known
subjectively. Thus we cannot attempt any proofs for His existence,
nor can we conjure up any argumenis concerning God by the use of
regson., It is little wonder that Xierkegasard does not try to

29

demonstrate His existence.

This brings us to the crux of this presentation. It hzs been
shown that Kierkegaard rejected verification and proof for tae
existence of God and for the, Christian faith as & whole. Suck an
objective aporoach is clearly improper. Christian truth is achieved
by subjectivity.

For these saze reasons, Kierkegaard zlso rejected any attempts
to bese the truth of the Christian faith on historical knowledge.ao
In this he focllowed his predecessof, Gotthold E. Lessing (1729-1781),
who postulated that "accidental truths of history can never become
the »roof of necesszry iruths of reason."31 By this Lessing explzains
his conviction a2nd belief that one cannot support Christian doctrines
by referring to historical events such a2s the resurrection. In other

words, while Lessing asserts that he has no historical grounds on

which to deny the resurrection of Jesus, this is no reason to believe

23 Ibid., p. 178 a2nd Kierkegaard's Philosophical Frazments, op.cit.,
po. 49, 553 cf. Robert L. Perkins, Sgren Kierkegaard (Richmond:
John Knox Press, 19469), p. 17.

50 ¥ierkegaard, Concluding Unscientific Postscript, Ibid., »p. 86-97.
See also James Zrown, Kierkegzard, Heidegzer, Buber znd Barth
(¥ew York: Collier Books, 1967), pp. 57-60.

51 Gotthold E. Lessing, Lessing's Theclogical Writings, edited by
Henry Chadwick (London: £, ané C.Black Lid., 1956), p. 53.
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other doctrines of the Christian faith as & result. One may, indeed,
affirm the other doctrinal beliefs of Christianity (as Lessing claims
that he does), but this must be om another basis other than that
of the historicity of certain events. To argue from such events
would be to reason from accidental historical facts to the necessary
truths of one's faith, and this is not allowable.-32

Leséing adds that this division beiween historicél facts and
religious faeith "is the ugly, broad ditch which I cannot gzet écross,
however often and however earnestly I have tried to mazke the leap."33
Thus we perceive that the gap between these two categories is whet
comprises #he barrier over which Lessing cannot find a way. There
is no means he can discover which will a2llow one to proceed from an
argument in the first category to a2 belief in the second category.

t is doubtful, however, if Lessing actuzlly believed in =3
historical resurrection like he avpears to affirm (as noted avove).
For instance, when writing in another essay z2bout eighteenth century
rationzlist Eermann Zeimarus' rejection of the resurrection, he admits
that even if the cbjections which were raised were valid ones,
Christianity would still exist because the acceptanée of Christian
34

doctrines depends unon faith and not upon historicel events. Even

Kierkegaard rezlized that Lessing's affirmations sbout events such

52 Ibid., pp. 53-55.
33 1pia., p. 55.

3% Ibid., this essay about Reimarus appears on pp. 9-23. CI.
Daniel Puller, ov.cit., =. 32.
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as the resurrection were actually only concessions made by him to
highlight the point he was making.35

In addition, Lessing relates that historical truths cannot be
proven anyway. Thus, even if it is held that events have occurred,
i1t cannot bte proven that they did. In a similar way, Just because
the resurrection is believed to have actually occurred, it cannot
e prcven to have been historical, but only aqcepted,by faifh.36
We czn therefore bvetter perceive how Lessing could seemingly accept
an event even when it could not be demonstrated to have hapoened and
when it could not be the basis for other beliefs;

Lessing's formulation, whereby history is divorced froz fzith,
has exercised much influence since his time. For example, Immznuel
¥Xant borrowed from him in making 2 similar distinction between the
truths of God and historical fact., Seperating these two categories
is "e mighty chasm, the overleaéing of which...leads at once %o
anthropomorphism."37 Thus we find once again that religious truths
of faith cannot be supported by history. 4ind, as with Lessing,
neither can events of history such as the resurrection be proven.

In fact, this event cannot be demonstrated to hgve occurred literally

38

because as such if is an offense to reason.

55 Kierkegeard, Cozncludinz Unscientific Postscript, op.cit., p. 88.
Cf., Fuller, Ibid., pp. 3%=35.

3¢ Lessing, ovp.cit., p. 533 cf. p. 54. See FPuller, Ibicd., p. 34%.

31 Immanuel XKant, Religion Within the Limits of Reason Llone, translated
by Theodore 1. Greene and Hoyt E. Budson (New York: Harper and
Row, Publishers, 1960), po. 58-59, note. Cf. PFuller, Ibid.; p. 37.

38 Kant '] Ibid. '] P. 119, note o Cfu Fuller, Ibidu L] ppu 37-’38.
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Kierkegazard also followed Lessing in this belief that cccurrences
in history could not supvort religious truths of faith. ZXierkegaard
expressly states that "there can in all eternity be no direct
transition from the historical to the eternal..."ag' This is the case
both for the eyewiinesses to the facts and for those who are removed
by gererations. ¥hether the believer was & contemporary of Jesué or
not; he is not a2ble to base faith on Teason or history.40

This stance by Kilerkegaard is actuzlly the key te this discussion.
Since truth is subjective, then objective approgches such as the
historicity of cerizin events cannot lead one io a decisive faith or
to eternzal happiness.“l To be sure, this scholar believes that Jesus
was & historiczl Derson in thst he entered the time sequence of this
world as a man. 1t was also in history thet Jesus lived, died znd
rose again.42 But evenlthough these events actually occurred, they
comprise the supreme paradox of the Christian faith because the
doctrine of the incernation is seemingly inexplicazble and &ifficult
to grasp logically. Such events are contradictory because they
assert that God has become man, contrary to all reason. Even though

this incarnation really did take place in history, one cannot

historically (or otherwise) demonstrate such events in Jesus' life

9 Kierkegaard, Concluding Unscientific Fostscript, op.cit., p. 8933
cf. p. 47.
40 See Ibid., pp. 38, 89, 190 and Xierkegaard's Philosonzical Fragments,

op.cit., pp. 108-109 for instance. See footnote rumber 46 below.

41 Kierkegaard, Concluding Unscientific Postscript, Ibid., ». 33, 42,
45, On Kierkegzard's belief that history is an objective approach,
compere Ipid., p. 173 for instance, in addition to the discussion
above,

42

Itid., pp. 188, 194, See alsc Heinecken, "Sﬁren Xierkegeard", in
lizrty and Peerman, op.cit., p. 1313 cf. ». 138 and EBrown, oz.cit.,
p. 59.
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like the resurrection because it is impossible tc¢ demonstrate a
contradiction {even one that really occurred). EHistorical proofs
. s .. b3

cannot make such everts any less of a contradiction or paradox.

Therefore, Kierkegazrd postulated that these events cannot be
the bzgis of faith, as mentioned above. 3But, in addition, <hey are
to be believed even though it is not possible to demonstrztz that
they have occurreé. Thus it is not only impossitle to basze one's
faiih on objeciive, historical events {since faith is subjectivity),
but it is also impossivle to prove these events. The various facets
of Jesus' incarnation are an enigma to history and the objective

: A

discipline of history is tooc suspect and inexact to yield such proof.
For this reason, Kierkegaard discouraged arguing and debating about

the truths of.faith.45

The direct result of this emphasis upon theology is the very
important concept iermeé the leav. Kierkegaard, inspired here by

i R 46 . I _
Lessing, makes much use of this ides. For Xierkegaard, God cannot
‘be determined to exist by "proofs'", as mentioned earlier. Xeither

can His existence e demonsirzted by pointing to events in history

43 Kierkegeerd, Ibid., pp: 189-190; ef. ». 30, Cf. Remm, & Handbook
of Contemporary Theology, ov.cit., Pp. 7, 94=95.

b Kierkegaard, Ibid., PD. 42-43'and Kierkegaard's Philosophical
Fragments, ov.cit., p. 108. Cf. Brown, op.cit., p. >9.

45 Xierkegaard, Soncluding Unscientific Postscript, Ibid., »o. Le-47,

46

See Brown, ov.cit., pp. 57-59; Perkins, op.cit., p. 17; Ramm, &
Handbook of Contemporary Theolozy, op.cit., p. 79 and Schaeffer,
The God 7ho is There, op.cit., p. 21. Xierkegaard does not accept
this idea exactly as it appears in Lessing, however. For Lessing
the leap is made by persons who are removed from the nistorical
events by time (perheps by hundreds of years), but who still wish
to exercise faith. The leap from history to faith would not be
needed if we nad 2ll been contemporaries of the event in question.
But for Kierkegeard, the leap from historical events in the life
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such as the incarnation, as we have just seen. As long as we hold
to such objective methods of verification, we will never understand
God's existence. It is only when we let go of such proofs and
accept God by faith thet we will realize that God does indeed exist.47
This &ct of abazndoning a2ll of our proofs and all of our attempts to
reach God by reesson, however brief a moment it'may-be, is termed a
3333.48 This leap tzkes place when we let go of all of these objective
attempts to prove God by our reeson arnd acceont Him by faith.

So it is very clear that, for Xierkegzerd, the resurrection of
Jesus provides no basis for faith. Although this event is believed to
be true, it caznnot be demonsirated to be sucn. It must simply be
accepted by faith apart from any historical logic. Once agzin we
ere required to reject this proof and perceive God without such &
crutck. Thus, we are to take the leap to God's existexnce by faith,
without any reliznce upon historicel fect. Lessing's ditch is

 bridged by faith, as one leapns from the facts of Jesus' 1life to

faith in him apart from any verification.

So far, Kierksgeard's position concerning subjectivity has been
investizated. To repezt briefly, this concept is viewed as being the
proper wey to finding the truth. A very clear statement to this effect

' Q
is "Subjectivity is truth, subjectivity is reality." “ This inward

of Jesus tc faith in these events must be made by all delievers
because there is no benefit in being 2 contemporary (see
Kierkegeard, Ibid., p. 89; cf. Brown, Ibid., pp. 58-59).

47

¥ierkegazrd, Philosophical Fragments, op.cit., o. 53.

48 1yia.

? ¥ierkegaard, Concluding Unscientific Postscript, ov.cit.. p. 3500,
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guality of transformztion reaches its apex in passion. In fact,
passion itself 1s strictly a2 sudjective factor which cannot be

. - 50

objective at all.

This obviously leaves very little room for objectivity. Indeegd,

Christianity is opvosed to all that is objective. If we rely or an

o1 There 1is

objective faith we are said to be reverting to paganism.
actually even a limit placed on reason, dictating its boundaries.
This is because Kierkegzard believes that rsason can only advance
- to a certain point, beyond which it is not operative. For instance,
it cannot prove God. But even when reason is taken to its limit in
- - s - . 52
relation to God, Ee is still no closer than bvefore.
We should 2lso mention the versonal guality of this faith. One
believes in God even though this exercise of faith is not bzsed upon
any logical or other objective grounds. Xeither does this faith
attempt to prove its own validity. =xather, the decision to act in
faith involves the leap 2nd one's subsequent embracing of subjective
. . . » ) . _ 53
inwardness, which ultimetely leads to a nonrational passio=n.
It now remains for us to attempt to ascertein the accuracy of
these views. 7e concluded above {in chapter four) that in ‘theologiczl

investigations, reason is temporally first while faith is more

important, especially as an end result. But here we have seen that

50 1pig., pp. 51, 117, 177.
51 1pig., pp. 42, 116.

52 ¥Xierkegaard, Philosovhicael Fragments, op.cit., pp. 53, 55, 57.

53 Ibid., pp. 535-55 and Kierkegaard's Concluding Unscientific
Postscrint, ov.cit., pp. 118, 202 for instance.
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Kierkegaard gives no essentizl placé to reasoh at all, while beginning
and énding the theolosgical process with faith. This leads to three
major criticisms of ¥ierkegaard's approach, all of which are directed
at the very heart of his polemic. COCne criticism concerns his
exclusive use of faeith and the other two revolve around his resultant
deniel of any essential plece being give to objective, reasonable
approaches to Christiznity.

The first major criticism concerns this scholar's internal
consistency, as it questions the very point of whether Xierkegaard
was successful in his own attempt to leave the objective apyroach to
Christianity out of khis view of fa.i’t:h.sl+ It was concluded earlier
(in chapter four) that reason; by definition,55 was the grounds for
all convictions and decisions. Any defense of a belief is also
reason. Z=Zven the ability to think coherently is reason. This
definition clearly shows, in full opposition to Kierkegaard's
teaching, that rational thought (as oéposed to subjeétive thought)
is the very basis of our knowledge. In other words, Kierkegaard

hinself could not even provide such a polemic in defense of fzith

without relyins on reason. This is beceuse reason must be the bvasis

Sk

To be sure, Xierkegeard did not assert that there were no
objective truihs. He did allow for such. However, objective
epproaches simply cannot lead to eternal truth and neither can
the objective be the basis for faith. See Heinecken's "Sgren
Kierkegaard", ir llarty and Peerman, op.cit., pp. 139-141,

55 We also found scholarly support of this definition as well, so
as not to attempt to settle such philcocsorkical issues simply by
referring to definitions.
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of his conviction that faith is primary.A Reason must likewise
have compelled his decision to act through such a faith-commitment.

Kierkegaard even makes use of logic and reason in his polemic
in favor of the way of faith,56 even though such an objeciive process
2lso finds its basis in the rational. Thus there could not even be
2 defense of the primary of faith apart from some gort of rational
process. Even though Xierkegaard does see some velue in the objective,
as noted above, he does not believe that it occupies a place of
importance in reaching God. Neither does he accept reason zs being
temporally vrimery. The objection here ig not that he gives no
place at all to thes objective, but that he does not realize that he
is making use of such reasonable approaches in his own aporoach to
God. Therefore, even in his system, rezson must be temporally first
in order for Kierkegaard to assert the importance of faith.

This can be demonstrated more clearly when we rememver how
Yierkegaard postuleted that truth is. found in subjectivity and that
objectivity was not the way to Ged. He could assert this, for
instance, either by reasonable persuasion and rationzl arsument or
by intuitive convictior anéd knowledge. 3But now it is plain ?o see
that reason, and not pazssion, is the origin of each. A4ll processes
of reasomnable persuasion and rational argument obviously involve
reason. But we have also seen that even the basis of such intuitivg
conviction or knowledge is reason. Should he try to demonsirate

that this is not the case, this persuasion also becomes rational.

One cannot show how subjectivity is central without utilizing reeson,

56 For Kierkegaard's use of logic and reason in his polemic, see
Heinecken's "Sﬁren ¥ierkegaard" in larty and Peerman, op.cit.,
v. 1323 cf. pp. 127-128.
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Indeed, it would even be impossible for Kierkegaard to think
in the sense tkzt he was accustomed to atall, except by reason. Ee
would be reguired to think through his position apart froz ihe
formuleting of any convictions,; without the formulating of azny
conclusions or without making any decisions in order to theorize
apart from a raticnal process. It is therefore obvious that
Xlerkegaard did vegin the process with reason, as he was not able
to simply start with faith.

It is therefore somewhat ironical that the very elemeznt which
¥ierkegaard sought to separate from faith (namely, objectivity) was
the basis upon which faith was built. His very arguments azainst
this conclusion proved reason to be an essential element, since the
very polemic was rztional. Thus, however subjective or irrational
the entire system may be, this subjectivity has been formulated upon
a rational process, a2lbeit 2 disguised one. Otherwise suca a
theoretical consiruction would not have been possible.

It is because of these factors that subjectivity, passion and
faith cannot be held to be temporally first.  This position belongs
to reason, even though faith is more important, especially in the end.

The second major criticism of Kierkegaard's system is that he
does awsy with a2il logical grounds which might support his thesis.
Even though it hzs been shown that Kierkegaard himself relies on an
objective foundation in spite of his protests to the comirary, he
still insists *hat there be no sbjective verification of faith. It
is, of course, this schelar's express intention to do awzy with these
grounds, but in so doing there is no objecfive criteria on wnich his
claims may be based. In other words, Xierkegazrd is in error by

first denying 2 place to any objective basis for faith even when he
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unknowingly utilizes such a reasonable basis himself (criticism
number oreabove). Eut second, he continues to insist that faith
cannot be verified at 21l. Therefore, even though it is kis
intention not to base faith on any ovjective foundetion, it is
because of this that one cannct escertain if the subsequent message
should be accepted or not. Since such faith is & personal, sudjective
experience, there Iz no reason someone else should likewise be
compelled to accept it.

Or further, how would it be possible for one to know whether
the Christian faith was the right religion? OCzne could likewise
urge faith in arother system of belief. If no reasonable persuasion
exists, how could Xierkegaard differentiate and choose between these
options?

As stated ezrlier, since this faith which Xierkegzard pronoses
is so subjective, it is even hard to differentizte between it and
human emotions such as elation, love or even heartburn. In other
words, Xierkegaerd's subjectiveness is not capzble of answering
these guestions znd those rzised above because it cannot demonstrate
its own walidity or tell if its own foundaticns are solid. In the
end there is no real wey to ascertain if suck a2 faith has been
exercis2d in the proper way.

Even if Xierkezaerd prefers z subjective faith, this does not
answer the question of how he might be sure thet this faith is valid
even for himself, let alone for others. Just because this scholar
is not interested in any objective demonstration of the Christian
faith, it is nevertheless very importent to be able to know if the

fzith-commitment which he is expounding is valid or not. fier all,
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faith is not sizpzly = cerebral exercise devoid of consequences if
it just hapvened to be false. Xuch is at risk for those who place
high value (indeed, eternal value) in their feith if it is found
to be illegitimate.

Kierkezeard speaks muck of eternal truth, but it is hard to
distinguish between rezl beliefs and false ones if there is no
factual criteria. It is therefore essential ﬁo know if his system
is probable. It becomes more obvious here that an objective, loéical
fz2ith wouid thus be in a much better position to esscertain its
trustworthiness than an irrztional, subjective one.

FPor these reasons, for feith to be intelligible it must have
some sort of objective groundwork. 1If the obJective is rejecied, as
Kierkégaard does, then we must also abandon all hope of arriving at
testable data about our beliefs. It is true'that Kierkegeaxrd was
opposed to all such testing and demonstration, but without some
criteria such s this, it would be almost impossidvle to know if
such a faith was spurious or not. Thereforé we see that Xierkegeard's
system of positing a faith which culminates in passion eand inwardéness
is simply too subjective. There must be some reasonable basis upon
which to build tkis faith.

There is also the problem that Kierkegaazrd claims that his
method of faith is the only way that a Christien can find eternal
happiness. But we submit that to abandon a rational besis Ior faith
and to disregard intellectuel demonstration can lead to eternal
happiness only if one simply 1gnores any faith-related éueétions
thaet might arise, such as these which have been raised here. One

would have to wear ezarmuffs and blinders of irrationality in order



193

to forsake 2ll needs and desires to rationalize just so tzat one
night achieve 2 texzporzry and fleeting "eternel happiness" which
lasts only until the rext cdoubt arises. And the questions raised
here wouléd still remzin unanswered--one would never know if one's
fzith-commitment was valid or even if it was warranted in the first
place.

These first two criticisms alone are enough to provide an
adeguate critique of Xierkegaard's view of the Christian faith.

Eut it is now possible to avply these two to his system with regards
to his rejection of proofs and historical demonstrations as the
basis of his wzy to God.

The third mejor criticism of Kierkegaard 1s that his rejection
of any objective arproach to the Christian feith, inéluding historical
verificetion, is no lénger warranted in view of the preceéding two
criticisms. It hasz been shown that reason must remain tempo;ally
primery. Subjective factors such as faith and passion are uncuestionably
imporiant, but these are to be based on reason. Thefe must also be
sone objective grounds for faith. There are some definite implications
in these conclusions.

It was stated ezrlier that the resurrection of Jesus was held
by Xierkegzard as not being a valid basis upon which to rest the
theological trutas of faith. The reason for this was that the
subjective was thought to be the irue basis for belief. Such cbjective

evenis were believed to be of a different category and are thus

57

rejected.

o7 ¥ierkegaard, Concluding Unscientific Postscrint, op.cit., p. 89.
See also RBrown, op.cit., pp. 38-39 and Daniel Fuller, op.cit.,

pp. 34-35.
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But 211 of these convictions must change when it is held
1) that reeson is temporally first aﬁd 2) that faith should be
objectively verified, both of which were concluded above. Tor
instance, since reason is held to be temporally primary (c:iticism
number one here and chapter four above), one can no loznger hold
that the subjeciive stands alone and apart from this objective basis
and neither can one negste the effectiveness of objeciive aistorical
events as 2 resuli. In cther words, with the former basis foxr
religious truths dissolved (namely, subjective fzith), the former
reason for rejecting historical events must also disappear. This
is because it can no longer be maintained that historical verificetion
ig oppesed to an exculusively subjective faith, because it nhas been
found that this faith is already based on an objective element,
nanely reason. And since this is the cese, it must be realized that
this rezson can te historical reason, logic, or another means of
reasonzble verification. At any rate, one could not be opposed to
such reesonable historicel demonrgtrztions when the objective element
of reason is already inherent in the concept of faith, thereby
reguiring some such obJjective approach. In fact, the way is‘opened
for faith to be verifisdé by any reasonable aprrcach {or even several
at once).

It was alsoc postulated above that faith must have some objective
criteria on which to base its claims so that it can be verified
(ecriticism number two here and chapter four above). The use of
historical research provides an excellent means by which such
verification can bte & 4, Therefore, we perceive once again

that Kierkegaard's thesis of subjectivity cannot stand. 7aen this
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scholar's emphasis on the exclusiveness of subjectivity fails, so
does his pelemic zzainst such proofs as are shown to be protable.
It has been shown that faith must be confirmed as being the proper
approach tc God. Thus we can no longer rule out the confirmation
which 1s provided by verificetion, such as thet from past events
which are found to be probetle. Such objective demcnstration is
in fact demanded by the very nature of the two conclusions which we
have reached here, as faith must be shown to be wzlid.

¥or these reasons, an exact inverse of Kierkegaard's relzcion=-
skips has therefore occurred. Vhereas it was formerly not possible
to accept historical events as pointing to eternal truths (zccording
to this scholar), we now understand that this is no longer irue.
Tistoricel verification (and other such objective demonstrations)
now becomes a help rzther than a hindrance, a2s it serves 1o validate
and strengthen fazith. In this way both the subjective fzith and the
objective demonstration are perceived to compliment each other.

These three criticisms againsf Kieikegaard must therefore be
accepted zs beinz valid, a&s they apply to all stages of his polemic.
It was found thai his starting point was not subjective faith dut
reason (criticism number one). Thus Kierkegaard is internaliy
inconsistent from the outset by postulating faith as the initial
starting point, but not realizing that he failed in this task himself,
Since the main body of his work is predominantly subjective, this
leads to znother zroblem, nemely that there is no way to ascertain
if his system is valid or not (criticism number two). Witk no
objective criteria with %hich to test these views, one cannot know

if subjectivity is the bvest approach to God. From these first iwo
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criticisms a third was deduced, that subjectivity is not solely

the right aporoach to God, since we nust start with reason and must
utilize some objective criteria to verify faith. Thus it was found
that one possible z2pproach would be to use history to investigate
the Christian faith {and the resurrection in particular) to see if
it offers a solid basis for feith.

Suffice it to say that the way has thus been opened for ine
historical examination of events such as the resurrection. If this
occurrence is found to be histo:ical, it could be usged as a more
rational basis for Christian faith.

Although Xierkegaard's exclusively subjective basis for his
system fails, his emphasis on a faith-commitment for salvation still
remains valid. This is especially so if historical (or otaer) evidence
is found to verify such belief. Thieg is because Kierkegzard is
correct in estzblishing this as the central component of Christianity.
The same conclusion weas 2lso reached in chapter four above, where
it was found thzt even though reason was tempofally first, fzith was
the most lmportzni a2nd essential element. Therefore_we should still
accept this conclusion as zuthoritative, especially with an objective
foundation. Xierkegeard's concept of the faith that leads to
salvation and an authentic Christian life involves an individual's
realizing that he is a sinner in need of repentance {a complete
change of his life). This repentance is achieved by a complete
surrender to God in faith, trusting the death of Jesus Christ on the
cross to pay for all personal sins. The result is a total commitment

of the individual to God for a life of obedience, based upon the

death of the Son of God. This total transformation of the person,
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if genuine, 1leaés to the joy of the Christian life. This is real
faith.ss

This definition of feith set forth by Kierkegaard, a2s presented
here, is quite 2 well-stated view. It also accurately porirys the
Kew Testament teachings on this subject. We agree with this scholar
that the summary Jjust presented is the most important part of the
reason-faith relationship and as such it is essential for the
Caristian belief in szlvation. These teachings must therefore remzin
in our concept of Christiaznity. But we also believe that there

are reasonable evidences which help to validate these teachings.

o8 For this definition of faith by Xierkegaard, see his Lttack Upon
"Chrisiendom", ov.cit., pv. 149, 210, 213, 221, 280, 287, for
instance. See esvecially Heinecken, "Sﬁren Kierkegaard" in
¥arty and Peerman, ov.cit., pp. 131, 133, 134, 138 for the same
sSummary.




Chapter VIII. Possibtility Number Two: Other Similaf Views
A. Xarl Barth

We dealt above with some of the immense influence thzt Sgren
Kierkegaard's thought has had upon contemporary theology. His ideas
were not very popular in his own day and did not become overly
pooular even in theological circles until the twéntieth_centv?y=
At thisg time his views were revived by Karl Barth in particular
and by those who followed him (usually referred to as Barthians or
neo-orthodox theologians).1 Especially influential wacg ZXierkegzard's
emphasis on the subjective approach to God which was discussed in
the last chapter. Iiost of the neo-orthodox theologians agreed with
him that God could not te approached by any rational means such as
by proofs, historical demonstrations or other means of verification.
¥Many alsc 2ccepted the belief that faith entailed an irrational "leap".2

It is in the works of Barth which one can provzbly ses the
strongest influence of Kierkegaard on this last point. Zzxrih also
believed that God must be approached by faith and not ty objective
means. In fact, his methodology revolves around the analogy of

fzith. This concept wes perhaps developed most consistentliy

1 See the introduction to Kierkegaard in chapter seven for many
of these details. Cf. also Heinecken, "Sﬁren Kierkegaard",
in ¥arty and Peerman, Ibid., p. 136.

2

Ramm, A Handbook of Contemporary Theology, ov.cit., pp. 74-76.
79-80, 83-92.
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in Barth's work Lnselm: Fides Quaerens Intellectum,” where this

theologian concluded that Anselm's ontologicel argument for the
existence of God was not a philosophical proof formulated to inducze
faith, for Anselm needed no such impetus in order to believe.
It is argued that Anselm admitted that the existence of God was
known by faith and not by such demonstfations of His existence.
This is true, Barth asserts, beczuse it is impossible to learr of
God bj any kind of proof. We believe in Him not beczuse He is
knowr to exist by various procedures of verification, but beczause
He ﬂas revealed Himself to us, especially by faith.5

For this rezson, Barth rejects the analogy of being, which
attempts to arzue to the existence of God by various demonstrations.
This ics an a2bortive attempt to gzin knowledge of God apari from
faith. Since faith is not primery in such 2 system, it must be
repleced by the analogy of faith.6

Thus, for Barth {as for Kierkegzard), faith is primary. The

proper avproach to God is the acceptance of faith without trying to

7
verify this telief by proofs.’

5 Karl Barth, Anselm: Fides Quaerens Intellectum, translated by
Ian W. Robertson (Hichmond: John Xnox Press, 1960).

4=

Ibido ’ Pp. 39-‘#0, 101, 151.
2 Ibid., pp. 18-20, 80, 86, 128, 152.
&

See Hans Urs von Balthasar, The Theology of XKarl Barth, translated
by John Drury (¥ew York: Eolt, Rinehart and Winston, 1971), p. 148
and Herbert Hariwell, The Theology of Xarl Bartk (London: Gerzald .
Duckworth and Company, Ltd., 1964). pp. 49, 56, 184.

7 Berth, Linselm, ov.cit., pp. 18-20, 128, 39-40; cf. von Balthasar,
Tbid., p. 128.
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When one endeavors to examine Barth's view of * ‘e resurrection
of Jesus, it is important to keep in mind his method, centering in
the analogy of faith. Receuse of this methodology, Barth (again
like Kierkegaard) therefore does not bdelieve that it is vossibie
either to demonstrate this event or to use it as the reason why we
should believe in God. This is because God can only be apvroached
by faith a2nd not by demonstrations such as those from historical
events.

It is especially in the early period of Barth's thoughi that
the dialectical emphasis in neo-orthodox theology8 rlzayed 2n
important role. The approach taken to the resurrection is 2 good
exampie of how this dizlectic might be applied to theology. 2arth
was, for instance, able to say "Yes" to Jesus' resurrection being
an actual evertand "No" to its being a historical fact like other
occurrences which can be historically verified. This sounds
contradictory out it is affirmed nonetheiess:

-v 3

In the Zesurrection the new world of the Eoly Spirit touches
the o0ld world of the flesh, but touches it as a tangent
touches 2 circle, that is, without touching it...The
Resurrection is therefore an occurrence in history...But...
the Resurrection is not en event in history at all.9

Among other facets, neo-orthodox theology (also termed dizlectical
theology) affirms that there is 2 vast gulf between God and men.

As a result, there exists a tension between the things of God anad
the things of man. 4n enswer of both "Yes" and "No" is therefore
given by these theologians to certain questions pertaining to this
relationshin. A possible example of such a seemingly contradictory
positior is that the Eible is both the Word of God znd the word

of man. Thus one might answer both "Yes"™ and "No" to the question
of whether the Zible is the work of human writers. See Ramg, 4

Handbook of Contemvorary Theolozy, ov.cit., Pp. 35-30.

Barth, The Epistle to the Romens, op.cit., p. 30.
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We have here an illustration which presents quite a seeming

contradictiorn in terms. In the example chesen by the author, one

must hold either that the tangent touches the circle or that it

does not touch., 3ut Zarth affirms both. This example serves to

illustrate 2 point in his theology, because in a similar manner he

also affirms thzet the resurrection both is znd is not an aistorical

event. To the question of whether the resurrection is an aciual

event of ‘history, we therefore receive both a "Yes" and a "Ho"

answer.

But hew is this possibie? Bartk holds to the essentizl evil

character of the world, which is tainted by sin. As such the world

is

oprosed tc God and Eis purposes. If Christ wes really %o enter

the actual history of the world, then he would likewise participate

in

this evil.lo For Barth "if the Resurrection be broughi within

the context of history, it must share in its obscurity and error and

.- . . 11
essentizl guestiona®leness.”

on

The only possible conclusion is that the resurrection occurred

"the frontier of a2ll visible human history."12 It is & historical

occurrence, but not in the normazl sense of the word "histoxy". 1In

fact, it may be considered in some ways to be & nonhistorical

13

occurrence.

&8

Barth continued a similsr type of reasoning in other early works

well. In 1920 he taught that the resurrection of Jesus was "not in

10
11

12

13

See the penetrating analysis by Daniel Fuller, op.cit., op. 82-8L4.

Barth, The Epistle to the Romans, op.cit., p. 204.

Ibid., p. 203.

Ibid., cf. p». 30, 195, 203.
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time. It is not one temporal thing among others."14 An izmvortant

distinction is made as follows:

The resurrection .f Christ...is not & historical event...
though it is the only real happening in is not a rezl
happening of history (Italics and wording are Barin's).l5

Lgein we see the distinction between an event occurring and its

beins & part of history. The resurrection can rezlly have occurred

and yet not heappen lixe other events for this scholar. 3Bzarth even

goes as far as to say that we should not ask whether it is historical

or not, for this eveni is a good example of the norhistorical and

-,

. . 15 R . N
the impossible. Zven though it is an actual event, it cznnot be

proven or demonstrated to have occurred.

17

. . . .1
In 1924 Zarth published his work The Resurrection of the Dead. 8

Yerein is contained essentizlly the szme view of the resurrection zs

was present in his earlier works.

19

This event is again dresented

2s occurring on khistory's frontier (or boundary) in such a manner

that it can only be understood as God's revelation and not proven

20

or demonstrzted by history.

An acdditional opinion is further given and clarified in this

14

15
16
17
18

19
20

Xarl Bzrith, The TTord of God and the Word of en, translzied by
Touzlas Zorton (illew York: Harper zné 3rothers, 1957), . 89.
The essays in this book are dated 1§16-1923.

Ibid., p. S0.

Ivid., p. 91l.

Ivid., p. $2; cf. p. 120.
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Karl ZParth, The nesurrection of the Dead, translated by Z.J. =1

(New York: Fleminz %. Revell Cocmpany, 1933).

Daniel Fuller, ov.cit., pp. £9-20.
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Barth, The Resurrecticn of the Dezd, ov.cit., pp. 13%, 1
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work. 3Barth boldly asserts that slternate critical theories concern-
ing the resurrection night even be true, for it makes no rezl
difference if the tomb was closed or open that first resurrection
aorning. Ve accept Jesus' resurreciion by faith and not because of
any historiczl evidésnce. Thus this occurrence cannot be investigated

21 - .

or tested. It cannot be prover to have occurred. Therefore, if
there were news reporters present at the tomb of Christ om sThat
firez: mor“ing, they would not have been a2ble to verify this event.
"his last interpretafion has been confirmed by American theologian
Cerl *.E, Zenry, ®ho guestiorned Barth on this very subject when he

vicited America some years ago. When Henry asked if our news

§2s

correspondents could have reported the resurrection had they been
there to investigate it, Barth responded by sayirng that it wes a

orivate event for the disciples 2lone. As the meeting broke up, one

0
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of the reporters remarked to Zenry that the other writer

answer., They knew thet Barth was denying that

[
3
£
(1)
s
n
ct
o
Q
ot
[§%)
[
H
ot
3
n

tnessed or investigeted this event.

[S8

they coulé heve w
Thus we vperceive the view of the early Barth on the resurrection
of Jesus. While this event is surely believed to have occurred, it
is not an eventi of rezl history that can be investigated and
demonstrated like other historical facts. Rather, it is not an

23

event of history, but rather an occurrence of superhistory.

2l 1vig., pp. 135-138.
22 - e . . . R
Carl P.Z. Henry, editor, Jesus of Nazareth: Saviour ancd Lord
(Grané Rapids: William 3. Eerdman s Publishing Company, 1986},
. 11, ]
2 -
5 Xarl Zarth, Theolosy and Church: Shorter Tritings 1920-1328,

translated by Louise Pettibone Smith (New York: Harper and Zow,
Publishers, 19%42), ». 52, '
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Therefore the resurrection also happrened in a different kind of
history than has other events.ZA

Did Barth's position change substantially after his new emphasis
on the analogy of faith in his work on Anselm?25 According to Daniel
Fuller, he did give more attention to the question of historicity,
but he continued to reject the resurrection as an event which can be
verified in any way.zs One does readily notice this change, however,
as it appears that more credence is given to the'historica; character
of this cccurrence. The objectivity of the resurrection is even
stressed more, especially the fact thzt the disciples actually did
see Jesus.27 But Barth made it plain thét he still did not hold that
the facts of the historical Jesus should be stressed.2

In spit~s of this new emphesis, however, it is still obvious that
Barth relegates the resurrection of Jesus to something other than the
history in which other evenfs happen. Sacred events like tﬁe resurrection
cennot be subjected to an already existiag view of history. ZRather,

God's revelation through such occurrences.demands 2 particular type

2l

See Montgomery, Where is History Going?, op.cit., po. 111i-112;

cf. p. 115 and Charles C. Anderscn, The Historical Jesus: A
Continuing guest, ov.cit., ». 157, footnote number 3 for instance.
Ve will return iater to.Barth's conception of the resurrection

as having occurred in a history different from that of other events.

25 Concerning Barth's earlier primary interest in dialectics ard his
later prigery iznterest in the analogy of faith, see von EBzlthasar,
ODe Cit., ppo 78-80, 90’ 92-930

26 Daniel Fuller, ov.cit., pp. 147-148.

21 This grester emphasis on the rezlity of Jesus! resurrection is
especially verceptible in Barth's Church Dogmatics, opv.cit., vol.
IV, part 1, »». 302, 309, 318, 336-337, 351-352, for instance.
See also Bzrth's Dogmatics in Qutline, translated by G.T. Thompson
(New York: Farper and Row, Publishers, 1959), PpP. 122-123,
Cf. Hartwell, op.cit., pp. 122-123%.

Karl Berth, Eow I Changed My Mind (Richmond: John Xnox Press, 1966),
see p. 69 for en example of his attitude.

28
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of history, 2 scomewhat nonbbjectiﬁe, nondemonstrable variety. For
Barth, there is such a defirnition of history which differs from the
modern understanding of this word, end it is in this "metazhistory"
that Jesus is held to have risen from the dead. This event is judged
to be nonhistorical by those whp try to force the contempoarary
meaning of history upon it.29

In Barth's chief work, Church Dogmatics, we can pleinly perceive

the continuation of {his stance. The resurrectiocn is szid to have
o . - x 30 Y p— -

occurred in & peculisr kind of history. As "we pass from the

story of the passion to the story of Easter we are led into 2

31

historical sphere of a different kind." This is because the
"death of Jesus can certainly be thougnt of as history in <he mcdern
sense, but not the resurrection...the history of the resurrection
. . i s no2
is not history in this sense...

Barth does gzive some vague indicetion a2s to the nature of the

& gu

history in which he believes that the resurrection occurred. He
relates several facts which serve in helping one to understand this
peculier mode of ascertaining certain incidents of the past. First,
since this event is part of God's revelation (and thus an act of God),
it is different from other occurrences from the very outset.33 But

this is not the only reason we 2re given as to why the resurrection

is perceived to occupy & different kind of history. We are told,

23 Kerl Barth, The Paith of the Church, edited by Jean-Louis Leube,
translated by Gabriel Vahanian (New York: lMeridian Books, Inc.,

1958), pp. 96-99.
50 Barth, Church Dozmatics, op.cit., vol. IV, part 1, ». 333.
51 Ibid., p. 33k.
32 1vid., p. 336.
3% Ipid., pp. 300-301.
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second, that this event is perhaps more properly viewed s being a
"saga" or a "legend". As such it is termed "prehistory' bteczuse it
cannot be understood historically in the modern sense of thes word.
Here Barth identifies his concept more closely. There are also
other differences between this prehistory and the moderxn concept of
history. TFor insténce, third (as we have remarked above), the res-
urrection not only cannot be proven to have occurred, but such a

55

proof should not even be attempted. It is thus unlike other events

which czn be verified by historical research. Fourth, Barih toldly
announces that it zzkes no difference if Jesus' tomb was ogsen or

~

closed on the first resurrection morning, for Taith can folliow from

it nevertheless. In this way he asserts that the historical character

35

of this event provides no foundation for faith,

2zrth's understanding of the rssurrection therefore appears to
be guite an elusive concept to graesp. ot only the initizl reveleztory
chazracter of this event, but even the event 1tself is prehristory or
metzhistory. Ii cannot be verified like other inciderts and is
construes in such z way that faith in it cah remain even without

verious elements of the narrztives, 1In spite of these chzracieristics

wnich tend to point awzy from the historicity of this event and in

—~]

spite of the insistence uzon z Zifferent kind of history,D Zarth
still states that we cannot therefore say that Jesus éid not rise,

that he did so only in & spirituzl sense. We must understand that

or
2L

‘ Ivid., p. %363 cf. Barth's The Faith of the Church, op.cit., p. 99.
33 Ibid., especielly ». 333; see also »pr. 300, 341,

36 Cf. Barth's work The Resurrection of the Dead, ov.cit., ». 135

witk Ibid., o. 333.

37 Indeed, in The Fzith of the Church, Rarth notes that hz is utilizing
a different definition of history when he z2ffirms thzt events
such as the resurrection occurred (op.cit., op. 98-29).
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this scholar still believed that Jesus rose from the dead in time
and space in an objective way. Jesus had 2 body and ke could ve

38

seen, heard and verceived to actually have risen from the dezd.
While this concevtion of the resurrection appears guite contradictory,39
it is another example of Barth's use of dialectic. He answers vpoth
"Yes® and "No" to the question of whether Jesus rose from the dead

in actual human history.

We have seen that, whether we spezk of the early or of the late
Barth, we are dezling with 2 view of the resurrection that is
essentially the same. Although & new stress is placed on the actual
occurrence of this event in the later stages of this scholar's work,
the belief that the resurrection is not history in the same sense
as other events, and therefore not provable, still persists. It is
noteworthy that Kierkegaard also eccepted this occurrence as an
enigma for history, a varadox that cannot be understood or demonstrated
by historical resezrch. It can only be embraced by feith ané not

by the intellect.#o

Barth's view of the resurrection hes been discussed in depth,
with the emphasis being laid primarily upon his understanding of
this event a2s 2 type of prehistory which is not the 0ld liveral

view of myth, but neither is it one of complete historical objectivity.“l

8 Barth, Church Dozmatics, ov.cit., vol. IV, part 1, p». 336-337,

351-352.

59 More will be seid about this criticism later.

0 See especizlly Xierkegaerd's Concluding Uascientific Postscript,
op.cit., rp. 158-190 and the discussion above on Kierkegaard.
cf. Rrown, ov.cit., p. 59.

£l

Cf. Bzrth's The Tord of God and the Word of Man, ov.cit., p. 90.
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it has been our endeavor to be fair in this presentation, siriving
to deal adequately with both sides of this emphasis. It now remains
for us to evaluate this approach.

Four major criticisms of Karl Earth's view of the resurrection
will now be offered. The first, snd one of the most comprehensive
criticisms, involves the belief that the resurrection occupies a
sort of parahistory which includes some asgpects of objective history,
while other facets of history are abzndoned. ZXHerein lies & main
problem of Barth's interovretation.

An event must either be some kind of & myth which never literally
occurred in actual human history, or it must heve occurred in this
same history. Eut Barth agserts that the resurrection is neither
mnyth nor actual history in the moderr sense. Rather, this event

. . . - . k2
occurs in some sort of redemptive or religious history. Eowever,
history simply knows nothing of such an "inbetween" zground, whether
it is termed prehistory, sagz, legend, or referred to es the boundary
. o s 43 i A
or frontier of hristory. As Wand so perceptively points out:
Eistory is concerned onliy with such eventis as happen within
the space-time continuum. Events, real or imagined, which
occur in an eternal or spiritual sphere are not the prover

subject of history. The reason is that history has no tools
by which it can deal with such events.4k4

e Barth, Church Dogmatics, cp.cit., vol. IV, part 1, pp. 300-301,
334, 336,

LL >

& Barth uses these descriptive words to refer to his concept of
redemptive or spiritual history. See Ibid., p. 336 and The
Resurrection of the Dead, ov.c.t., pp. 134, 139.

Ly

Wand, ov.cit., D. 23.
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In other words, history can only be concerned with events which
occur in space and time in such 2 way that they can be investigated
by the tools of historical research. Since there are no means whereby
events which occur in 2 spirituzl "inbetween" sphere can be go
investigated, they are not actually within the scope of history. As
Wand asserts, religious events which are perceived to have happened
only in such en elusive realm cannot be properly regarded 2s history,
whether these were real events or not. Historical facts musti there-
fore be open to verification and research,

Admittedly, the resurrection (if it is found %o have cccurred)
would have a different origin from other evenfs because as such it
would enter histcry 2s a direct act of God. The fact that Jesus'
resurrection was not produced by any natural means, such as by
historical causation, should not be beiittled. Barth‘is correct
in asserting that it is possible for an event to have its cause in
Divine action ancé still be a part of history. Thus the resurrection
would be unigue in the sense that this event would have to nave
criginated with God.

ut there is an ipmense difference between saying that this
occurrence would be unigue because of its being a direct result of
God's revelation znd saying that a2s such it cannot be investigated.
This is where Barth's polemic fails quite noticeably. The point here
is that once this occurrence enters the reazlm of histery {(sven though
the actual entering is unique), it must be open to historical
investigation. To forego such verification meens that it does not
become normal history at all. Thus, to remove such an event from
investigation, as this scholar does, is not valid. One would have

to also remove it from the scope of history as well in orcer to

isolate it from such historical procedures.
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Therefore, one cannot assert that certain events actuzlly
occurred and then zdé that we cannot speak historically about them
or investizate them. <Tither the resurrection really happened in
verifia®le history or it did not happen in normal history =zt 21l.
Zut let us not employ fancy theologiczl verbiage to affirm its
occurrence in an unverifiable, unobservable, contrzdictory reslm of
thought!

Pannenberg agrees in this criticism of Barth's view. =e
exrressly states:

If we woulsd forzo the concept of a historical event here,
then it is no longer vossible at zll to 2ffirm that the
resurrsction of Jesus or that the azppearances of tze
resurrected Jesus really happened at a definite time in

our world, There is no Jjustification for affirming Jesus!
resurrection as an event that really happened, if ii is not
to be affirmed as 2 historiczl event as such. Thether or
not a2 perticular event happened two thousand years ago is
not made certazin by faith but only by historical research,
to the extent that certainity can be attzined at 2ll zbout
suestions of this kind....The only méthod of azchieving at
least zporoximate certainiy with regard to the events of a
sast time is historical research.45

As pointed out nere, it is impossible for a theologizn iike

Earth to say that an event occurred but not in the same objective

p)

histeory as cther events occur., 4As Pannenberzg adeptly points out,

it is incorrect to claim to be spezking of Jesus' resurrectiorn as
a historical event if, a2s such, it czn only be known by faith and
not by historical research. If one asserts that somethinz is not
even able to be investigated, neither can one say that the event
still happened a2t 2 certain time in this :orld. We thus see that
it is impossible for Barth to affirm that the resurrection really
occurred while still having the understanding that this occurrence

is not in objective, verifiable history. Such an event is not really

E Pannenberz, Jzsus--God and Yan, ovn.cit., ». 39.
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history because no such concent of history exists. Ther=fore it is

also 1apossible merely to claim that this event still happened
just like other incidents in the vpast.

As 2 historizn, ontgomery also objects to Barth's use of pre-

-

history. The following illustration is introduced to demonstrate

the folly of such 2 concept:

I wonder what you would say--what Barth would say--if I
claimed thzt in my ‘backyard there is a large green slephant
eating a raspberry ice cream cone, but that therse is ro way
by enmpiriczl investigation to determine that he is there.
Xonetheless, I mazintain, as a matter of fact, that il is
thers in every objective znd factual sense. 'Now I have a
feeling that you would either regard this as a cleaiz that
the elephant is there and 1s subject to empirical investigation,
or contend that it isn't there by the very fact that there
is no wey of deterxzining the fact. I wonder if this doesn't
voint un the nrobtlem. To claim objectivity, but to remove
zny possibility of determining it, is oy definition to
destroy objectivity.kb

ontgomery*®s criticism is well Jjustified. 4 histcoriczl event
must either be open to investigation or not claim.to be histvory at
2ll for the very rezson that it cannot be investigated. e destroy
the concept of historicel objectivity xhen we endeavor to rule that
this objectivity itself cannot be tested. Any claim to a2 historiczl
"middle ground" of prehistory removed from such processes ol
verification is a%out as accurate and acceptable as the claixz concern-
. \ . X 47
ing the ;xzstence of the gree:elephant. Hontgomery thus zgrees
with others that the idea of parzhistory is foreign both to history
itself a2néd even to the Pibliczl records.

Other theolo ns have z2lso noted Barth's tendency toc zely on

the concent of nrehistory and the subseguent weaknesses ir his approach

<

L6

Meontgomery, Zistory end Christianity, ov.cit., pp. 87-Z8.

L7 .
Itid., cf, zlso pp. 106-107.
L8

Yontgozery, There is History Goinz?, op.cit., pp. 111-112; cf. p.1ll5.
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to the resurrection which have resulted. They realize both that
historians recognize no such realm of'histéry and that the very
assertion that such a realm exists with both historical and non-
historical characteristics is itself contradictory.49

The second meajor criticism of Barth is quite similar to one
¢f the main objections to Xierkegmzrd and will theréfore not be
labored overly nuch here. Even though Barth claims that the
resurrection literally occurred, we have seen.how he denies any
p0ssibility of verifying this evernt. In fact, such a procedure
should not even be attempted.5o Thus, in spite of his eavratic
assertions that the resurrection occurred, his view also falls
nrey to the criticism that there is no way for one to ascertzin if
the Christien feith is valid or not. ¥We have already seen that
faith cannot stznd a2lone and be its own criteria and proof for belief.
These subjective, vperscneal qualitiés provide no reason why soﬁeone
else should believg this varticular system or accept Christianity
over alternative views. Faith simply is not 2z panacea for zll
theological probleams, beczuse there is no reason to accent this faith

if there gre no grounds upon which its ciaims mey be bvased. In spite

49 In addition to those listed above, see, for instance, Zenry, op.cit.,
pp. 11-12 znd Henry's own comments in the debate on the resurrection
(he was 2 participant) recorded in the appendix of Montgomery's
History and Christienity, ov.cit., pp. 85, 96, 105. The
contrzdictory aspect of Earth's concept was 2lso confirmed by Clark
Pinnock irn personzl correspondence with this writer, dated July
19, 1371. See also Daniel Fuller, op.cit., pp. 82-8%; cf. pv. 69,
71. Chearles Anderson, in The Historical Jesus: A Continuinz Quest,
op.cit., pp. 157-158, footnote number three and Remm, in 4
Handbook of Contemvorary Theology, op.cit., p. 90, also note Barth's

position.

20 For example, see especially Barth's Church Dogmatics. 6n.cit.,
vol., IV, part 1, p. 335.
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of Barth's defenée of faith as the only wey (as opposed to any
historical research or other ratiomzal approach), it still remzins
that this faith cannot verify itself or demonstrate its ovn validity.
This can only mean that one cannot know if the grounds for belief
are solid or not. There is no logical reason to accept such a faith.

In other words, to say-that Jesus really rose from the dead but
that this event can only be accepted by faith (without verification)
is to leave one's entire fazith open to questioh. Barth is of course
not inverested in verifying the grounds for Christianity. 3ut without
such objective criteriz one can never know if one's faith is
completely in vain or not.

Kontgomery 2lso realized the strenght of such a criticism.
Appropriating 2 fzct by faith cannot make this belief factwal. Simply
by starting with faeith we are not assured of arriving at a truthful,
viavle solution because the admonition to "have faith' cannct
guarantee that one's beliefs are any more correét. Therefore, if
faith does not have its starting point in objective, verifizble events,
there is no.way that one mey ascertain if Christianity is the
preferable‘faith-system in which to place one's trust.sl

Therefore we perceive tha® which was stated earlier. Faith
cannot create truth, no matter how intense it might be in the
individual. Thus, {aith cannot make itself valid by its intensity
or by the fervency with which it is exercised. Because of this, it
is importent for the individual to know if his faith is valid, and
objective criteria are best suited for this purpcse.

The last two criticisms of Barth are internal critiques. The

51 Yontgomery, Hisitory and Christianity, op.cit., pp. 99-101, 106-107.
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third major criticism concerns Berth's understanding of God's
revelation in human events., It has been shown how this scholar
contends that God reveals Himself in certain revelatory actis which
occur in man's prehistory and not a2s an ectual part of verifiatle

. 52 . . . . - L . . .
history. But if revelation is not given objectively in historical
facts which are open to historical research, then Jesus' death cannot
be revelatory because even Barth believes that the crucifixion is

23 3yt Barth also holds that

history in ths mcism sense of the word.
the crucifixion is part of God's revelation, since Jesus died a
substitutionary death to pay for the sins of those who surrender

their life to God in.faith.sh Here we finé an interrnzal inconsisteancy.
If one holds that the cdeath of Jesus is parti of God's revelation to
zan {as Barth is correct in doing), then cne must abandon <he
previously held idsa that God never acts meaningfully in tkis kind

of history. And if we reject.this, it also means that the resurrection
could likewise be objsctive, verifiable history and still be 2

55

revelatory event as well.

The fourth mejor criticism of Barth's treztment of the resurrection
is that this theologian holds that the New Testament itself does not
make any attemvt to demonstrate or prove that the resurrectior did

occur. He holds, rather, that the earliest Christians were only

52 Ramm, A Fandbook of Contemporary Theology, op.cit., ». 90.

4
53 Barth, Church Dosmatics, op.cit., vol. IV, part 1, p. 3363 cf.
D 334,

1,
>% Ibid., pp. 248-254 for inctance. See Ramm, A Handbook of
Ccntemvorary Theology, cv.cit., pp. 16, 108.

53 See Henry, Jesus of Nazareth: Saviour and Lord, op.cit., p. 10
where this criticism is also developed.
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interested.in accedting this event by faith. Thus Paul, for example,
was not trying fo present a proof of this occurrence by citing the
witnesses in I Corinthians, chapter 15.56
It has already been noteé above that this portion makes it
quite plain that although Paul is speaking cf the faith of the first
century Christians, he is also explaining how this faith has its
basis in objective, historical fact. The text cleafly shows that
Paul does intend to cite proof here, especially in verse six, where
we are informed that most of the witnesses were sti;l alive and could
thus provide testimony concerning these events. This testizony
would, in turn, provide historical eyeiitness corroboration for Paul's
claims. |
Even Bultmann disagrees with Barth here, also noting that Paul
does mean to use the list of the esppearances of Jesus as proof for
the resurrection.57 Fultmann notes that there were two current proofs
for this event, both of which are found in I Cor. i5. There was-
the zppeal to eyewitness testimony, as we have pérceived here
(especially 15:5-8) and the appeal to the fulfillmeﬁt ¢f 0lc Testament
provhecy (15:3-4).58 Bultmann's testimony is valuable at this
point mainly because it is apparent_that Barth is desiring to use

29

the Scripiure to reinforce his polemic, whereas Bultmann actually

56 This tendency to believe that the New Testament never intends
to demonstrate that the resurrection really did hepven is evident
in both the early and in the late Berth. See hisg earlier work
The Resurrcctiion of the Dead, on.cit,, pp. 131-138 and his later
opus Church Dozmatics, op.cit., vol. IV, part 1, ». 335.

o1 Bultmann, "New Testament and hMiythology" in XKerygma and Xyih,
op.cit., p. 3%.

58 Bultmeznn, Theologyv of the New Testament, vol. I, p. 82.
59

See Barth's Church Dogmatics, vol. IV, part I, pp. 334=336.
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objects to Paul's using such a proof in spite of velieving thet

75
. . o0 . . . .
s Just tkis. This desire of course éoes not in itself mean

(97

he 4o

()

that Farth is necesczrily wrong. 32ut it does appear that Zultomenn

is more accurzie in ascertaining Paul's obvious motives hers.

)

Reginald

tor|

uller is somewhat close to Barth in his view on this
question. He holds that Paul's primery intention was tb icentify
his preachingz of the resurrection with that of the earliest
eyewitnesses, Zut he also delieves that Paul intended to rslste
the eyewitness accounts in order %o prove that Jesus actuzliy
avpeared to his followers. He likewise agrees in citing I Cor. 15:6
as the main pointer to the fact that Paul is establishinz =vidence
to be used as proof Ior these avppearances.

But there are other portions of the N¥ew Testament which also
establicsh the fact that other authors besides Pzul endeavorei both
to prove the resurrection and to use this event as the besis for the

establishing of otrher teliefs, conirary to Barth's wview. It has
been shown above how the gospels in particular sought to demonstrate
the reality of Jesus' resurrection by stressing that he zpreared to
his disciples in bodily form. Although the new body had undergone
some changes, it is reported that Jesus z2llowed his followers to
examine and investigazte this new body. We are even told that Jesus
x2s touched anéd "held", thus demonstrating that he wzs alive, This
.o 62

emphasis is especially evident in passages like Luke 24:3%-L43,

where amdle evidence of this zttempt to prove that Jesus had risen

£0 - -
Sultnann, "lNew Testament and Mytholegy" in Keryzma anéd Myth,
) ov.cit., p. 39.
51 o _ . .
Reginzld Fuller, on.cit., ». 29.
, ——
02

sides this portion and I Cor. 15:4-8, see such passzges as
Matt. 28:8-9; Jn. 20:17 (in the Greek); 20:19-31; Acis 10:39-41.
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is readily available.63 We are even told in Acts 1:3 that Jesus
"presented himself alive after his passion by many proofs..." (RSV).
In fzct, the Greek word used here for "proof" (tekmeriois) literally
means a positive or certein proof.64 Thus we see that it was the
intention of several New Testament authors to prove that Jesus had
risen.

In addition, it should be mentioned that the resurrection is
also used in the Xew Testament as a proof for other Christian
doctrines. For instance, Acts 17:30-31 shows that the earliest
church telieved that God verified Jesus' earthlyteachings by raising

65

him from the dead. Acts 2:36 and Romans l:4 are other examples

whickh point to Jesus' being accepted as the Lord, Messiah ané the
. . _ .66
Son of God, based upon the resurrection.
Thus we see thati neither can Barth rely on Scripture for support
of his thesis. The claim that the New Testament does not seek to

prove or demonstrate that the resurrection actually occurred is

simply not supported by the facts.

63 Bultmann also believes that the gospels and ‘Paul endeavor to
prove that Jesus hed appeared to the apostles. Ee likewise
recognizes that I Cor. 15:3-8 and Luke 24:39-43 are zood examples
of this tendency. See "The New Testament and Nythelogy" in
Xervgma and ¥vth, op.cit., p. 39.

See W.E. Vine, An Expository Dictionery of New Testament Words,
(Four volumes in one; 0id Tappan: Fieming H. Revell Company, 1965
volume III, pp., 220-221. See also Robertson, op.cit., vol. III, D

65 This is admitted by both Bultmann, "New Testament and Kythology"
in Keryegma and Livih, op.cit., 2. 3% anid by Marxsen; Op.cit., p. 1
lfarxsen notes that the preaching of repentance and belief in
the Lordship of Jesus are both based on the proof that Jesus
rose from the dead, according to these verses.

66

See Bultmenn, Theolozy of the Wew Testament, ovn.cit., vol. I, p.

69.

27.
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For the reasons we have given above, it becomes evideni that

ew oxn the

[

[

Barth's thesis fails. These four criticisas of his v

resurrection point out the key weaknesses to which this view is

L
e s . . €
nost vulnerable, They zlso reveal the irnadeguacies of this approach.{

3. Other Related Views

As Kierkegaard sreatly influenced the views of Barth, so did
Barth greatly influence the views of the many theologians who followed
him. This is especially true on the question of the resurrection
of Jesus. XNany prominent neo-orthodox theologians in particular
accepted these vievs.,

Tor instance, S¥iss theologlan Enil Brunner apparently affirms

o e m . 68
belief in the resurrection of Jesus as having actually occurred,
3ut like Zarth, ke concludes thet this occurrence is not part of
the reelm of normzl, verifieble history. ¥e relates that the
resurrection 1s 26t zn event which can be reported as is vossible

. 69 .

with other events. In addition we 2lso learn that this occurrence
carnot be the basis for the Christian faith. 2rurnner is careful

to stress his view thzt the Christian's belief in Jesus?! resurrection

is not basel upon zny records contained in the New Testament,

<
v

57 .

These four criticisms will be briefly summerized at the conclusion
of the next szction.

[0))
(D

Bmil Erunner, The Christian Doctrine of Creation and Redemviion,
volume II of Dogmztics, transleied by Olive “yon (Three volumes;
Thilzdelshia: Thz Westminster Press, 1952) p. 356. 3See zlso
Brunner's worXx The llediator, translated by Jlive Tyon
(Priladelphiz: The Westminster.P®ress, p. 153.

3runner, The Yediator, Irigj., D. 573.

o

70 3runner, Jocma2ties, ov.cit., vol. II, v. 369; cf. p. 153,
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including {the testimony concerning the appearances. We cannot
resort to historical or other means of verification of this event.
Faith comes apart from any demonstrations or proofs that Jesus is
- by £ 71
alive. One simply accepts this by faith.

Dietrich Bonhoeffer likewise relegates the resurrection to a
rezlm other than normal history. He asserts:

The historicity of Jdesus Christ thus comes under the two-

fold aspect of history and faith. Both aspects are closely

associated. The Jeus of history humbled nimself; the Jesus

Wno cannot be grasped by history is the subject of faith in

the resurrection.72
We are therefore to understand that Jesus' resurrection is not an
event which can be understood nistorically. It cannot be verified
or proven, but only accepted in faith. 2Ronhoeffer thus believed that
the resurrection really occurred, but that it had to be received by
L > - Lo I -+ > r73
faith, apart from any historical research.

esus as an event

<y

Reinhold Niebuhr rejected the resurrection of
in his early years at Yazle when he was still under the iInfluence of
liberal theology and it appears that he never changed his mind. The
physical resurrection of Jesus had to be abandoned as zn actual
occurence. Nevertheless, he itreated it as parzhistory. Sneaking
of the death and resurrection narratives concerning Jesus, he concludes:

The story of this triumph over death 1s thus shrouded in 2

mystery which places it in a different order-of history
than the story of the crucifixion.?>

7L Ipid., pp. 366-372; of. Daniel Fuller, op.cii., pp. 155-156.

72 Dietrich Bonhoef fer, Christ the Center, itranslated by John Bowden
(New York: Harper and’Rov, Publishers, 1966), p. 76.

7

3 Ibid., pp. 74-77.

74 Ronald J. Stcne, Reinhold Niebuhr: Prophet 1o Pcliticians
(Nashville; Abingdon Press, 1972), pp. 22-23, S2.

75

Reinhold iliebuhr, Faith and History (New York: Charles Secribmer's
Sons, 1949), p. 147.




Once again we find the bveliel
in history in the same way that the crucifixion did. It therefore
cannot be Jlemonstirated to have occurred.

Barth's influence extended even further than the neo-orthodox
theologians on the question of the resurrection. GUnther Bornkamm
sounds surprisingly like Barth in his belief that the resuﬁrection
is not open to historical verification. It can neither be proven or
observed like other events. Yet it is szid to have occurred. As
such it can be understood properly only by faithp76

Reginald Fuller speaks of the resurrecticon as a methakistorical
anéd eschatological event. Something occurred as revelation from
God. However, this event cannot be verified or otherwise proven
te is comprehended only by faith, having taken place on ihe

IchB]
-

o
-

1D
14,
)

boundary between this world's history and the methahistory of the

77

eschatological ag= that is coming.
Hans Grass also follows a line of thought somewhat similar to
Por Grass, the kistoricel method provides no basis for
investigating the resurreciion. This occurrence cannot be approeched
by such methods of rezson. 3But he differs from Barth in postulating
- . _ 78
that Jesus' appearances were spirituzal and not physical at z21l.

Jirgen XMoltmann believes that the resurrection occurred, but

that it cannot be hisforically demonstrated to have happened in the

76 Bornkamm, ov.cii., pp. 180, 183-18%4,
71 Reginald Fuller, ov.cit., pp. 23, 48, 81.

78 See Daniel Fuller's treatment of Grass! position for additionel
criticisms of it (ov.cit., Dpp. 150-156).
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past. The theologian's object should not be to exzmine such past
events, but to look to the future for the significance of them.
anyways, 1f we were to examine the resurrection by modern historical
standards, it would be foundéd to be historically impossidle zxnd

: 7%
meaningless.

lloltmann's answer 1s to look for a2 new formulation cf the concept
of history. The resurrection is an eschatological event and &s
such i1t can be grasped historiczlly at z2zll only when it is viewed

. . s 80 . e :
as to its future significance. Thus, while lIoltmann seeningly
. " . A . 81 3 ' .
rejects the view of vrehistory, he still holds that tks resurrection
should be relegzted to 2 different, eschatologically-oriented
concept of history. Ee 1s gquite specific in his belief that the
resurrection was not observable and that this event cannot be verified
. 82 : po

at present. Thus he alsc tzkes flight to a2 different sort of
history in which past events such as the resurrection carnnot be
historically o»rovsn to have occurred zpart fror future vincéicetion.

7e have a2lready presented a critique of these theologiczal
azttitudes while discussing Xarl Barth's position. Almcst the exact

seme criticiszsalso apply to the others (at least to the neo-orthodox

& Jurgen olimann, Theology of Hope, translated by James W. Leitch
(¥ew York: Harper and Row, Publishers, 1967), pp. 165-202. See
especially o»». 155, 172, 174, 177, 188-189, 197. Cf. Felson R.
Chamberlain, "JUrgen foltmanns Apostle of Christian Hope?",
Christiaznity Todayv, June 21, 1974, vv. 7, B.

80 i*oltmann, Ibid., see esvecizlly pp. 178-182, 190, 202.

81 Ipii., p. 175.

82 JUrgen lloltmenn, Religion, Revolution and the Future, translated
by 17. Douglas i‘eeks (New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1969),
especially p». 50-51.

83 ttoltmann, Theoloszy of Hove, 0v.cit., pp. 177-182, 190, 197. Cf.
Fobert J. Flazikie, "Secular Christianity" and God Who fcts (Grand
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theologians which we have discussed). Perhaps the main criticism
involves placing the resurrectien in prehistory or parzhistory.
Thile details as to what realm this is may differ somewhat (we
have studied Zarih's view in depth above), sociologist of religion
Peter L. Berger's criticisms still apply. First, this categor:
hkas uc meaning for 2 scholar who desires to empiricelly investigate
the data. One who supports such a2 .view of parahistory has zlready
chosen to leave the emvirical realm of investigetion. This concept
is meaningless in this context. Second, this method is resigned

to the few who feel thet they have zlready atitained the nroper
L

outlook with regexrd to theologzy.

With a few veriations, the following summery of criticisos

et lezst in pert. =irst, history knows of no such concept as
orekistory. It is not possidble vo measure or investigate such e

-

realn. In addition, the inclusion of both historiczl ani nonhistoriczl

characteristics renders such a category contrzéictory. 2Rezl history
can be investigeisd and examined to determine if it is vzlid or not.
One cannot mszks the claim that an event is rezl history and then

not subject it to investigation. Zven if 2 metzhistoriczl event

were possible, it must either be verifiable or not claim 0 be real

Rapiis: William R, Eerdman's Publishing Company, 1370), pp. 125-
134, See the next chapter on Pennenberg for a critigue of =&
position somewnet similer to Moltmann's, one which also gives

the future the vlace of priority. Xany of the criticisus offered
in the next ckapter also apply to ilolimann.

8k Eerger, ov.cit., pp. 39-40.
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history at all. Therefore this concept must be rejected. Second,
the stress on one's affirming the resurrection by faith and the
refusal t- demonstrate this event by a2ny other method means that
this view is not ocbjective enough to provide sufficient reason for
one to know if the Christian faith is valid. An intense belief
cannot meke this faith any more valid. With no such methods of
investigation we cannot know if such faith is siﬁply in veain,

Third, neo-orthodox theology contends that God's revelation
does not primarily occur in actuel history in the modern sense of

8% . . X

the word. © Yet RBarth, for instance, bases the revelation in the
death of Christ on what he admits to be an actual historical fact,
while refuecing to do this in the case of the resurrection. =Ze is
therefore internally inconsistezt in holding that the resurrection
cannot likewise be based on actual historical fact. Fourta, at
least 3artih contencds thazt the New Testament does not atteant to
prove the resurreciion. The others at least agree fhat nis event
cannot be demonstrated. But Barth's contention is not based on
the available evidence. Contrary assertions in the New Testament
invalidate these claims and thus cannot be used to support this
thesis.

For these reasozns, it is our ccnclusion here that such an

approach to the resurrection is untenable. One cannot remcve this

event and, subsequently, the entire Christiarn feiih, from the reaim

85 Ramm, & Handvool of Contemporary Theolosgy, ov.cit., 2v. 90,
108.
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of investigation. There are simply too many difficuliies for one
to hold to such 2 position. But as with Xierkegaard's view, so
Barth's emphasis on faith and its importance can remein. Te have
mentioned above how that Barth conceived of the death of Christ as
being a substitutionary death to pay for tae sins of those who
surrender their life to God in faith.86 This view of faith must
be retained. As it was concluded earlier in chaﬁter four, faith
must remain the most important element in a theological systen.

his is even shown to be more true if there is an objective basis

on which to rest this faith.

86

Barth, Church Dormetics, ov.cit., vol. IV, par:i 1, po. 248-254
for exampie.




Chapter IX. ©Possibility Number Three: That the Resurrection

Did Qccur and That It Can Ee Demonstrated
A. TWolfrert Pannenberg: Aa Introduction

The third major possibility to be dealt with in this work is
that Jesus' resurrection rezlly did occur and thaet this occurrence
can be demonstrated.l We will begin by examining the position of
2 very important scholar in contemporary theology today wao holds
this viei. This theologizn, Wolfhart Pannenberg (born 1928), is
without much douvt the best-known representative of this viewpoint
today.

Pannenberz has received much acclaim in recent years becsuse
of his defense of the historicity of the resurrection. In fact, ke
has been views=d by many as "the theclogian of the resurrsction'.

It is this event which forms the basis for his polemic and which sets
the stage £6r nis theological system.3 Now 1t is by no means unique
either to defend the historicity of the resurrection or to use it as

the basis for one's theological system.4 But Pannenberg is probabdly

1 When it is asseried that this event can be demonstrated, reference
is being made to probabilities. Thesa scholers hold that this
event can be demonstrated to & high probzbility by a reasonzble
approach+o the Christian faith which irncludes a historicel
examination of the known facts.

2 . .. .
See editor Richard John Neuhaus' introductory esgsay "Volfhart
Pannenberg: Profiie of = Theologilan" in Pannenberg's Theclogy and

the ¥inzdoz of God, (Philadelphia: The Westminster Press, 1969),
pp. 9-50. Sees especially pp. 10-11 for this statement.

3 Pannenbers, Revelation As History, ov.cit., pp. 142-144 for instance.

4

See this proeclivity in such scholars as Dzniel Fuller, op.cit..
p. l44; liontzomery, Zistory and Christianity, op.cit., or. 72-807
McNaugher, ov.cit.. Dpp. 144.185 and Smith, ov.cit., pp. 187-228.
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the theologian who is best known for these tendencies. Therefore he
becomes the logical choice as the primary scholar to be dealt with
here.

%olfhart Pannenberg is often connected with 2 new school of
theology in Germany which is usually referred to as the "theology of
hope." This generally optimistic understanding of theology was
welcomed in the United States in the late 1960's by some of the
leading newspapers and magazines. These4publications'seemed to be
more than willing %o report the demise of the pessimistic eznd short-

lived reign of the "death of God theology" and greet instead its

The motif of hove in many ways vresented quite a novel approach
to theology, being one of the first theological schools of thought
that was not 2 development of the earlier dizlectic theology of Eerl
Barth and those who followed him. Among others, those usually
connected with the theology of hope ere Germen theologians Pannenderg,
Jirgen foltmann, Jjohann Metz and sometimes Xarl Rahner.6 However,
it is actually difficult to be overly suggestive when speaking of
those who favor this zpproach, and it is r=2zlly only possible to

7

speak ratker generally of any group of "hope theologians.™

> Editor Neuhaus in Pannenberg's Theology and the Kingdez of Gog,
on.cit., o. %.

Ibid., pp. 10, 17.

7 FPor instance, 1. Douglas lieeks deals primarily with loltimann in
his sork Origins of the Theology of Hope (Philadelphia: Fortress
Press, 1974). See p. 2 for his conviction that others like
Pannenberg and etz cannot be connected completely with lloltmann.
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While Pannenberz was earning his doctorate at the University of
Heidelberg in the early 1950's, a group of graduate students began
meeting and exchanging ideas on the nature of Divine revelation.
Apparently in oppositior to Pannenberg's own wishes, this gsroup tegan
to be referred to a2s the "Pannenberg circle". The combined work of
four of the '"members"--Pannenberg, Rolf Rendtorff, Trutz Rendtorff

and Ulrich Wilkens--produced the volume Qffenbarung als Geshichte

9

in 1961. It represented years of study and discussion together.
Llthough this work was not the first ome of Pannenberz's to be
translated into Znglish, it was still significant in that it helped

to bring this German scholar to the attention of other theologians,

Perhaps Pannenberg's most significant work to date, Jesus--God a2nd
Man, was translated intc Bnglish in 1968. It was his first major
work to a2ppezr in a2n Bnglish translation. This Christolozy has been
recognized by some theolcgizns as one of the most significant te
. 10

appear in many years.

t soon becane evident thet Pannenberg's thesis was opposed to
many aspects of Zarth's 2xnd Eultmann's theology. For instance,

Pannenberg was opvosed to the subjectivism exercised by both of these

theologians.ll Fe 2lso objected to Barth's concept of revelation,

This work was ecdited by Pannenberg and published in Englisn under
the title Revelaztion as History, translated by Devid Granskou
(¥ew York: The izcmillan Company, 1968).

9 See éditor Feuhaus in Pannenberg's Theology and the inzdom of God,
op.cit., p. 16 a2nd Daniel Fuller, op.cit., p. 178.

10 Neuhaus, Ibid., p». 1ll.

M 1pia., p. 15
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especially with regard to Barth's view that certain events such as
the resurrection happened in a nondemonstrable, nonverifiable itype

of history. Pammenberg believed that such events both can and should
be historically investigated, in opposition to Barth.T° This, of
cour 32, also means that Pannenberg likewise objected to Bultmamn's

]
. . L. 1
even more complete divorce of history from faith. 3

With this introductory background, it is now advantageous to
turn to Pannenberg's argument concerning the resurrection of Jesus.
Both a presentation of these views and a critigue of them will be
given. It should be remarked that the following is not a presentation
or discussion of the entire theclogy of hove, but only of Pannenberg's

views on these subjects.
R. Wolfhart Parmenberg's Argument and a Critique

To put Pannenberg in proper perspeciive, 1t should be mentioned
that the theology of hope stresses eschatological theology and the

coming Kingdom of God in varticular. The coming of the Xingdom has
political and ethical repercussions, as will as iheological cnes. Also
siressed is the death and resurrectilion of Jesus as historical events

which set the stage for thigeschatology, as will be perceived below.

2 Ibid., p. 3C See the treatment of Barth above, ncluding Pannenberg's
view. See also Pamnenberg's Jesus-~God and Man, op.cit., p. 99;
cf. his Revelation as History, op.cit., pp. 9-10. WMore will be
said later concerning his views of the resurrection as a demcnstradle
event.

13
Hethaus, Ibid., p. 37 and Deniel Fuller, op.cit., p. 173.

14

See kieeks, op.cit., p. 30.



Cne of Pennenterg's chief aims isg to Testore to contemporary
theology the concept of e functionally imminent Kingdom of God.15
ilost of contemporary theology is perceived to have failed in its
aporoach to the Kingdom in that the eschatological centrality of
this concept has been lost. But for Pannenberg, the teaching about
the Xingdom must be the central message in Christian theology.16

The future Xinzdom of God holds a special interest for Pannenberg
with regard to God's existence. God is identified with the coming
Kingdcaz in such az way thet, in z certain sense, God does no: exist
as yet. t 1s only wiitk the arrival of the future Xingdom that the
existence of God isshown to be a definite reality.l7

But this by no means signifies that God is not now present in
this age or that Ee was not present in the past. The idez that God's
existence is fully revealed in the future therefore does not disquzlify
Eir from present existence. From His future existence God dominates
both the pest and the present.ls

At first this concept of the existence of God.appears contradictory.
But actually the '"secret" is in understanding‘Pannenberg's ideas
about the retroactive power of history end the abilify of the future o

reach backwards into the past. God exists et present (and in antiguity)

in the sense that ¥is future is reaching back into the pasi. He thus

15 Brian 0. ¥cDermott, S.J., "Pannenberg's Resurrection Christclogys
A Critigque", Theologicel Studies, Volume 35, number &, December,
1974, pp. (11-721. See also Pannenberg, Theology and the Xingzdom
of God, op.cit., p. 53.

17 1vig., pp. 56, 62, 111-112.

Ibido, ppo 62-65, 71.
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exists at present as the parzsizl arrival of the future.l9

According to Pznnenberg's concept of theology, it is God who
will usher the Xinzdom into human society. God thus works in the
fufure as well as in the present. This Kingdom is not synonymous
with the church, and neither will it arrive by men's power. He
is quite emphatic that it will become part of history by the future
ections of God Eimself, even though there are present ramifications
of the Xingdom as well.20

But it is not only the existence of God which reaches into the
present from the future. In fact, 21l occurrences eventuate from
the future.21 As Neuhaus explains, we therefore cannot only refer
to the future of an event simply as gomething which will haopen, but
rather as someihing which reaches back into the present zné which is
now in existence. Although one can perceive the final stzte of some-
tking only in the future, the affects are present.2

For instance, the authoriiy of God was retrqactively present in
the teachings of Jesus.23 This is shown to be the cese esnpecially by
Jesus' resurrection from the dead.24 In a2 similar way the Xingdom
has also reachel back into this present time, a2lthough it has not
25

arrived in iis fullness. It is through such a stress on the

19 Ibidl, ppo 68, 70-710

20 Ibid., pp. 76-77’ 820
21 .

Ibid., p. T70.
22

Editor Neuhaus in Pannenberg, Ibid., p. 42.
25 Pannenberz, Ibid., pp. 133-135, 142-143; see McDermott, ov.cit., p.T71l4.

Pannenberg, Revelation as History, or.cit., ». 127; see XcDermott,
Ibid., p. 711; 715-717.

Editor Neuhaus in Pannenberg, Ibid., p. 25; cf. p. 42.
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fundamental importance and priority given to the future that Pannenberg

26

can speak of the 2né time having participated in the life of Jesus.

In Revelation zs History Pannenberg wrote two key essays. In

one, entitled "Dogmaetic Thesis on the Doctrine of Revelation", he
postulated seven theses which are cruciel to the undersianding of
his thought. This essay sets forth much of the foundation of
Pannenberg's theological system and expands.on the points raised
above. These theses are especially instrumental in pointing out
r importznt place that the resurrectioﬁ of Jesus plays.
Se2ing tnis event in the éontext of Pennenberg's theological enter-
prisg will 2llow for 2 much better understanding of this scholar and
%11l also make the ensuing critique more accurate and meaningful.
For these reasons the seven theses are presented below, with a short
discussion of each included. 3Relzted key thoughts of Pannenbergis on
Christology and eschetology will also be presented in the apprepriate
places.

Pannenberg!s first thesis is that God's Self-Zevelatioxr is not

27

direct, but indirect, being effected by God's historical acis.” ' After
2 brief survey of some of the prominent views on Divine revelation,
Pannenberg asserts that God did not revezl Himself to man by the
announcement of His name to the Isrzelites, or by the inspiration of the
Scriptures, or by the giving of the law on Fount Sinai or by any

other direct means.28 To the contrary, God revealed Himself indirectly

through historical acts in both the 0ld and New Testament. Ee made

f,

26 See Pennenbers, Revelation as Eistory, op.cit., ». 139 for instance
and Theology and the Kingdom of God, Ibid., pp. 54, 63. Ci.
Neuhaus, Ibid., ». &l.

21 Pennenbers, Revelation as History, Ibid., »p. 125-151.
28

Ibido 9 ppo 3-130
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29

Himself known by means of a revelation which is grounded in history.
The chief purpose of Pannenberg's éssay is to explore this indirect
revelation and tc ascertazin its value as God's chosen method of
revealing Himself.30

An interesting aspect of this belief in the indirect self-
manifestation of God in human history is that Pannenbergz conceives
of this revelation as permeating 2ll of human history. Godé therefore
does not simply revezl HEimself in some small segments of history
exclusive of other arees. Hather, the indirect revelation of God
occurs in all of man's history. For this reason, Pannenberg relates
that there ecar be no such thing as "Supernatural events" or "miracles".
Since God works in history as a whole, this means that we cannot
speak of Suvermatural history versus neturzl history. No such
dichotony exists. *e are thus to perceive that Goé reveals Eimself
in 211 of human history, and since He works in all of history we
are not to.think of separate miracles or Superratural eventis epart
31

from the whole of historical revelation. DPannenberg rezlizes that

this is not 2 new conception ¢f re 2s similar views were

expressed in German idealism.

29 1bid., pp. 125-127; cf. Daniel Fuller, od.cit., p. 182 and
Blaikie, op.cit., pp. 156, 1l62.

30

See Pannenberg, Ibid., ». 19.
51 Irid., po. T, 163 cf. Blaikie, op.cit., pp. 156-158, 142,
32

Pannenverg, Ibid., pp. 16, 19. For instance, Schleiermacher's
view is thet 211 events, even the most mundane ones, are miracles.
It is not simply the strange or unexplained event alone which is
Supernatural. ©See the discussion of Schleiermacher's view of
miracles azbove. See also Schleiermacher's work On Religion:
Sveeches to its Cultured Desvisers. ov.cit., pp. 88-83, 113-114,
explanation number 16 for instance.
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The kxey to +thesis one 1s thus that Geod does nct reveal
Himself directly. Any understanding of the concept of revelation
that asserts otherwise is therefore not correct. God only zllows
Zimself to be known indirectly, and that is through His acts in
the whole of human history.

Pannenberg's second thesis is that God's revelation is not known
totally at the beginxing, but rather at the conclusion of revelatory

33

history. Since God only reveals Himself indirectly, Pannenberg

believes that it is therefore correct to link this reveletion with

34

the ené of history. Thus the early events in the history of Isrzel
whereby they learned of Yzhweh were not the final or the most
important of God's acts. The most important revelation will occur
only at the end of history.35
Some of the logic of this position has beeﬁ presented a2bove. It
has been stated that Pannenberg conceived of fhe end of history in
such 2 way that the future can have a retroacfive affegt upon botk
the past ané the present. As sﬁch, all occﬁrrenéés eventuate from
the future. According to this understanding, God cau be nmore-or-less
identified with the coming Kingdom and still have existed so as to
have dominated the »ast a2nd the present. In a similar way, the
resurrection is the sign that God's activity was a&lso retrozactively

36

present in the life of Jesus.

33
34

Pannenberg, Ibid., »p. 131-135.
The logic of this assertion will be challenged below.

35 Pannenberg, Revelation as History, op.cit., pp. 132-13L.

Ibid., p. 1273 see 2lso Pznnenberg's Theology and the ¥Xingdom
Of God, OD. Cit. 9 ppo 62-63’ 68’ 70-710
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Pannenberg thus accepts the priority of the future. Z=ven at
present the future is more important. This is seen, for instance,
by this scholar's belief that all events reach into the past znd the
present from the future.37 Since these postulates are believed to
te valid, one can therefore perceive how Pannenberg further held thet
the final trutih and result of an event is determined by the future
of that event a2nd not oniy by its present appearances.38

The natural ouiworking of this concept is that in the resurrection
of Jesus the future already participated in the past. Through this
event cne cen gain z preview of the future. Through this eventi the
God of the coming ¥ingdom retroactively acted in the life of Jesus.
Jt is an event such as this that illusirates the secondlthesis
concerning how God's indirect revelation will be accomplished primarily
2t the end of revelatory history rather than a2t the beginning.39
Another pointer to this second thesis is Pannenberg's belief that it
is only with the arrivel of the end of history fhat God will prove
Yimself to be a definite rezlity. Agaih refelation is perceived to
be complete at the end of revelatory history.ho

The third thesis which is presented by Pannenberg is thzt God's

nistorical revelation is not restricted to special or private situations,

3T Pannenberz, Theolozy and the Xingdom of God, Ibid., pp. 54, 63, 70.

58 Neuhaus in Pannenberg, Ibid., p. 42.

39 Pannenberg, Revelation as History, ovp.cit., pp. 141-143. See
KcDermott, op.cit., pp. 713-Tlk.

40

Pannenberg, Ibid., p. 134 and Pannenberg's Theology ané the
Kinzdom of God, ov.cit., p. 62.




235
but is open for all men to see. In this sense, revelation iz universal.4l
Thus one is not to understand revelation as something secret or
mysterious. It is not an entity which is kzown only to those who
have been initiated into the life of faith. In fact, an individual
need not even have faith first in order to see God's revelztion.
This is because one's faith is_inspired by seeing the revelatory
events., In other words, fzith need not precede.the perceniion of
revelatory events, but arises after the recognition of them.42

As to the nature of the revelatory events in question, Pannenberg
asserts that Goc has acted throughout the history of Israel z2ll the
way to Jesus! resurrection. These events communicate meaning to those
who perceive and appropriate them. They ars comprehended by reason

. . 43
and are open to the examination of all. -

By postulating that God's revelation is open for all to see and
examine, Panneanberg is further giving exrplanation to this bpeiief that
Christianity is a rational faith. One is not required to make a leap
of faith so that one might be able to believe in God. Such irrationality
has no place in the Christien faith. One believes because the facvys
are found to be reliable and trustworthy.44

Pannenberg realizes that there is a subjective factor involved
when one speaks of a historical verification of cne's faith and that

one therefore canrnot reach absolute results when studying history.

Yet history is the proper method to use in examining the cleims of

41 Pennenberg, zevelation as History, Ibid., pp. 135-139.

52 1oi4., pp. 135-137.

43 rpia., p. 137

Ibid' L] pr 138-159Q
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Christian revelation, as it is capable of leading one to highly

. 45 . .
probeble conclusions. 2 Therefore, historical exemination of events
such as the resurrection is needed to ascertein whether the reports
A 45 " : . e
are true or not. One thing which Pannenberg insists upon in this
researck is that the investigator must be open to the results of the
research and not nave made up his mind in advance as to what did or

did not happen;47

Pannenberg's fourth thesis is that God's universal revelation of
His deity is not yet known in Isreel's history. Rether, it was first
reveazled in Jesus' fate in that the end of history is already
anticipated in this even'&:.l+8 In the ancient history of the Jews,
Pannenberg 1s convicted that God did not show Himself to ve the God
of all mankind. =Zather, He was seen as the God of Isra.el.L:-9 But in
the New Testament, God was shown to be the God of all of mankind by
His act of raising Jesus from the deed. Through this zc¢t 2ll men
can look to the %od of Isréel as the only true God. Through the
life and teachings of Jesus, the offer of 'the Kingdom is extended
to 211 peop-le.50

It is obvious that the resurrection holds a place of grezt

+

impertance in Pannenberg's theological enterprise. Indeed; this

scholar's works reflect the Pauline conviction that if Christ had

4? Cf. Pannenberg's Jesus--God and Man, ov.cit., p. 9§ with editor
Neuhaus in. Panrnenberg's Theolozy and the Xinzdom of God, ov.cit.,

pp. 20, 38, 46,

See X¥euhaus, Ibid., pp. 20-21 and Daniel Fuller, ov.civ., pp. 180-
181 for some of Parnenberg's techniques in investigating evidexnce.

I,
*T  Fuller, Ibid., p. 180.

Pannenberg, Zevelation as History, ov.cit., pp. 139-145,

Ibid., pp. 139-141.
50 Ioid., pp. 1l41-143, " On the universal aspect of the offer oif the
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51

not risen, all faith would be in vzain. It is therefore important
for ore to know if this occurrence is a historical fact which can

e demonstrzted. DPannenberg advocates examining the sources to see

if any alternéte explanations could account for the rise of the
resurrection faith.52 He entertzins such hypotheses as the subjective
vision theory,53 the legend or myth theory,54 and Barth's view of

55

the resurrection havvening in prehistory. After & careful look

2t such theories, Panrenberg concludes that the resurrection of

Jesus from the dead is the only adequate explenation for ihe

subsequent faith of the disciples. Thoss who seek to deny the

reality of this event nust be prevared to provide a more adeguate
explanation. Pannenberg believes that the inevitable conclusion is
that the resurrection can be verified as having oceurred in human

history.56

Kingdem, see Pannenberg's Theology and the Xingzdom of God, oz.cit.,
pp. 73, 76, 85, 88 for example.

51 Editor Neuhaus in Pannenberg's Theology and the Xingdom of God,
Ibié., p. L41; cf. p. 10. For the apocstle Paul's stance, see

02 Pannenberg, Revelation as History, ov.cit., p. 1573 cf. Daniel

R
25 Pannenberg, Jesus--God and Xan, op.cit., pn. 95-97.

Ibid., po. 90-91.

5 See Ibid., p. 99 and Pannenberg's Basic Questions in Theologzy,
op.cit., vol. I, pp. 15-16. Cf. editor Neuvhaus in Pannenberg's
Theologv and the Kinzdom of God, op.cit., p. 30 and Blaikie,
op.cit., pp. 155, 206.

56 Pannenberg, Ibid., pp. 145-148.
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Tne fifth thesis which Pannenberg presents is that the deity
of God is not revezled in the Christ event as arn indevendent or
isolated fact, but only es the event is part of Israel's his*i:cr:,r.’:-)7
The Christ event cannot be separated from Israzel's history because
the God of Christ is also the God of the 0ld Testament. Jesus’
mission and fate must therefore be understood from within the
framework and context of Israel's history.58 As such the resurrection
remains the revslation of God whereby the end times have reiroactively
taken part in Jesus' fa.te.59
Pannenberg's sixth thesis is that the universality of God's

eschatological participation in Jesus' fate found its actual.
expression in the Gentile Christian church's non-Jewish understanding
of revelation.éo The coming of the gospel to the Gentiles was a
netural and necessary consequence of the eschatological significance
of Christ. 3But Pannenberg asserts that there were differences
between the Gentile and the Jewish conceptions of revelation. The
influence of gnosticism issid to have brought somé.non-Jewish
elements into the Gentile understanding of God's revelation. For
instance, gnosticisz taught that revelation was direct and that it
was imparted by means of secret initiation and knowledge, thus

61

meaning that it was not available to the scrutiny of all men. It

has already been pointed out how Pannenverg conceived of Jewish

5T Pannenberg, Ibid., pp. 145-148.
®  1pie., p. 145.

59 Ibid., p. 1L6.

Ibid., »p. 149-152,

61 1yia., pp. 1£9-150.
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revelation as bsing both izdirect (by means of God's historical
acts) and open for 2ll to perceive.

Pannenberz balieves that even though these important differences
existed between the Jewish and Gentile ideas of revelation, the
Christian conception of God's acting in Jesus in a final and universal
manner still made its way extensively into the Gentile-gnostic
concept of revelation. 3But one should not attempt to rule out portions
of the XNew Testament which revezl a gnostically inclined view of
revelation, for these portions still served to mzke God uncderstandable
to beth Centiles and to Jews. In other words, even though Pannenberg
believes that grosticism influenced portions of the New Tesizment
teaching on the revelation of God in a way ocpposed to the Jewish
concept, it must be realized that this still helped in causing the
Gentiles to know tnzt God was the God of the Gentiles as well a2s of
the Jews. God's actions in Jesus' fate therefore were shewn to be
universel in scope in that the Gentiles responded to this revelation
and accepted it 2= having been extended to them as well.62

The seventh thesls presented by Pannenberg asserts that the
imparting of God's word is related to revelation by its foretelling,
forthtelling and report.65 Even though Pannenberg understands that
any reference to the Eiblical word of God as the direct revslation
of God is influenced by gnosticism,64 there is still & threefold
relationship between these two concepts. First, the indirect

revelation through historical azcts confirms the promises which God

2 1pi4., pp. 150-151.

83 1via., pp. 152-155.

&4 Ibid., see pp. 1C-12.
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had given befcrehand. Here the word sets the stage for the
revelatory actions by foretelling the promises of God which are
then fulfilled in the revelatory future. Second, the words of
God confirm His acts in history in the sense that they follow the
reveletion as forthtelling. In this sense, the actions .of God
establish the words that follow, such a&s with the Law or other
cormpandments which were given to the people after tThey had seen God
act, Third, emerging in the New Testament one finds that the kerygma
acts as a report of what historical acts God has aiready verformed.
There can be no universal significance of God's revelation apart
fror some proclamation of these events. Thus this third relationship
between word and revelation points to a spoken proclamation regarding

65

the preceeding revelation,

onships betwsen revelation and word give

[

Xone of these relat
any revelatory nature to the word., The word of God, either spoken
or written, is therefore conceived by Pannenberg as supplementing
the actual revelation without being the revelation itself. The
word may precede the indirect revelation in the form of a promise as
to what God will do in the future {foretelling), or the word may
follow trhe revelation, having been established by the acts of God
(forthtelling). Yet a2gain, the word may be & proclamation of the
revelaticn {report). Thus the word may serve to expliecate or proclaim
revelation, or else the word may itself be expanded, verified or
esteblished by the revelation. t any rate, the word is tkerefore

66

related to the revelation without being the revelation itself.

65

86 rpi4.

Ibid., pp. 153-155.
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From Pannenberz's presentation of these seven theses one can
perceive how the past reveletory acts of God (both in Isrzel's
history and in the 1life of Jesus) and the future revelation of God
are believed to be intricately interwoven. This scholar has indeed
developed a theological system which seeks to explain the 3iblical
concept of God's indirect Self-revelation through His actions in
history. However, Pannenberg fails noticeably in at least four
ey areas of his work, which will be investigzted here.

The first major criticism pf Pennenberg concerns his concept of
God. This criticism is directed against the aforementioned understand-
ing of God s reaching from & future existence into the past.
Pannenberg believes that this view of God is confirmed by the Scriptures
and especizally by the preaching of Jesus. In the view of this scholar,

Jesus conceived of God's claim to this world exclusively in

futuristic terms. God is said to be in a process of coming to exist
. . . i 67
ard so in a certain sense does not exist at present.

In order to make the assertion that the XNew Testament zlso
expounds this futuristic view of the existence of God, it appears
that Pannenberg has to ride roughshod over the Scripturel evidence

to the contrary. It is agreed that the main emphasis in Jesus'
teaching is on the coming Kingdom of God and the resulting present

. . . . 68 < s o s
faith-obedience {o Cod. But this is far from sufficient proof +to

require God's primary existence as issuing into the present Irom the

fature. In fact, Jesus seems to indicate the origin of God's

U vl

61 Pannenberg, Theologzv and the XKinzdom of God, op.cit., pz. 56, 68.

68

See Ibid., »r. 50, 53, 73, 81, 133.



existence as being different than Pannenberg asserts.
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69

For instance, when Jesus refers 1o the eschatological judgment

of the future, he likens it to the past judgment that God meted

out

but

both in the days of Lot and in the days of Noah (Luke 17:26-30,
ef. Matt. 24:37-39). %Wnen on another occasion Jesus was asked
did not point forward to any events in the future.

backwards to the prophet Jonah, who was to be a sign of his

resurrection form the dead (Matt. 22:39; cf. Matt. 16:4, Luke 11:29-

30).

L1so, when questioned about divorce, Jesus infcrmed the

questioner that God has acted out of the past in meking provision

for

marriezze. Jesus refers his listeners to the mightyact of the

creation of Cod for their answer concerning the seriousness of

divorce (lk. 10:6-8; Matt. 19:4-6).

Therefore it is obvicus that Parmenberg is not correect in his

statement that Jesus spoke exclusively of God in terms of His future

To the contrary, several portions of the gospels indicate

rather that Jesus also looked into the past for the unveiling of Cod's

power. dJesusS thus does not spezk of Goé exclusively in futuristic

terms, unless one has already assured in advance that God works from

the

future into the past.

Now Pannenberg can admittedly explain these verses in which Jegus

refers to God's power as also being demonstrzted in the past. These

were

.
[SpRiite;

in o

not supposed to be verses which he could not explain. They
1y show that Jesus looked to the past as well as to the future

rder to reveal the workings of Ged. There are admitiedly many

69

70

In the use of the New Testament Seriptures which are to follow, the
issue is not to defend these words and argue if they were actually
spoken by Jesus or not. Rather, we are nrimarily concerned at this
voint ¥ith what the Seriptures teach zbout the nature and existence
of God, not about ¥ho said which words.

Pamnenberg, Theology and the Xingdom of God, op.cit., p. 56.
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verses which do indeed refer to future acts of God, but there are
also cnes dealing with His pest actions. However, the significant
point here is thai Pannenberg can interpret the vpast actions of God
according to his system only by utilizing the prior presupposition
thet God is already in the futurg, working into the remote past.

His view that God reveals Eimself only from the future is an unsupported
assertion, and it is shown to be scsimply by the fact that it must

be assumed to be true before it can be accepted, as will be shown

in the third criticism of Pannenberg below. He cannot point to these
verses as ones which support pis ideas, for they do not. ZXe cen

only interpyret them according to already existing assumptions.

But from whence Goes the actual idea that God exists primarily
in the future a2rise? One might stress verses on the other end of
the spectrum and build 2 case around the thesis that God exists
primarily in the past and is revealed particularly throusgh Zis
creation. ZFrca this past existence Zewould then reveal Himself in
the present and in the future. Verses pertaining to the fudure
Kingdom of God would then ve aéplied to the final a2nd cooplete
revelation of God. As clever as such systems can be made to sound,
they appear to be based more upon philosophical speculation than
upon theological revelation.

. The point here is therefore not that Pannenberg cannot dezl with
these preceding verses, but rather that he must assume the primary
importance of the future in order to do so. Both his thesis and the
contrived one that perceives God to have acted mainly from the past
through the creation-event thus have the same problem. There is &
lack of proof. 3oth views have inadequate reasoning to jusiify such

a view of revelation. For instance, there is no support in the New
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Testament accounts of Jesus' teachings to justify the position thet

God does not yet exist, in whatever sense this may be taken. Neither

does Jesus teach that God is in a process of coming into existence.

71

It is plain that in other similar ways as well, Pannenberg's overall

conception of God avppears to be based more upon philosophical

speculation than upon revelation. There is a decided lack of evidence

for his view.

The second major criticism of Pannenberg concerns his hyrothesis

that God reveals Eimself indirectly onrly through His actions in human

history. For this scholar, God did not revezl Eimself through any

direct means, such a2g by the

SrA
poges

i

and that this is one means of revelation.

nspiretion of the Scriptures, bui onl

72

(B0

rectly through the events of human history.

Liany theologlans azre of the persuasion that God acts iz history

13

But fewer are convinced

thet this is the only means of God's revelation. Certainly another

shortcoming of Pannexnberg's is in not recognizing the self-witness

of the Scriptures as beinz another revelation of God, especizally in

portions which could not have been influenced by gnosticism.

71

T2

73

Th

For Pannenberg's connection of these ideas with Jesus' teachkings,
see Ibid., p. 56. But he strzngely gives no referénces for these
assertions.

For Pannenberg's assertions against the "direct" views of inspiration,
see Revelation ss History, op.cit., pp. 9-13;, 152. ZIZor his own

view see pp. 125ff.

For exsmple, sez Ladd, op.cit., pp. 17, 1l4k4; cf. Daniel Fuller,
ov.cit.. pp. 186, 230, 237; cf. p. 234, At this point, Pznnenberg's
contention of revelation in history is correct.

There is no ettempt here to employ any kind of circular reasoning
concerning the inspiraticn of Scripture by first asking what the
self-witness of the Scriptures is and then essuming that this is
true. This would not be a correct procedure. It is not our

purpose here to even discuss whether this self-witness to inspiration
is velid. Rather, the concern is that Pannenberg does not accept

the Kew Testament's claim to revelation in the Scriptures because
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Pannenberg contends that the New Testament witness to the direct
revelztion of God in the Scriptures reflects the eari& influence of
gnosticism, as already shown sbove. This direct Scripturzl revelation
is held to be contrary to the Jewish understanding of God's indirect
revelaetion in history. To be sure, he does allow a close connection

75 But it appears that

vetween the written words and this revelation.
Pannenberg iznores the 0ld Testament witness to God's revelation in
Scripture and throush the prophets. Thisg attestation would of course
te removed from the influence of first century gnosticism,

A very clear reference to God's speaking through the 0id Testament

orophets is found in Kumbers 12:6, 8. Zere we are specifically told

that God used this mezns to make Himself known to the. Jewish nation.

This i1s both an early and quite clear reference to the Jewishk belief
that God did revezl Eimself to tne Jews through the prophets. State-
ments such as this one in Numbers could be multiplied consider ably.76
In fact, hundreds of times in the 01d Testamen® the phrase "thus
said the Lord" serves to introduce a reveiation of God for tks pecple.77
The Jews were even responsible for distinguishing between the
prophet who spoke the words of the Lord and one who did not. The

sign that the prophet was relaying a revelation from God was that the

prophecy would occur in history. Thus, the true prcphet was one who

of whet he feels is the influence of gnosticism (see Revelation
es Zistory, ov.cit., pp. 10-1 2 152). It is this claim which
nust be examined, especielly as regardcs the clearly non-gnostic
portions of Scripture. This examination is very important, since
Pannenbergz is interested in developing an understanding of what
the Jewish conception of reveletion consisted. This will be our
endeavor here as well.

75 1bid., pp. 152-155.

76 Cf. for example Num. 22:38; 23:12, 16, 26: Jer. 1l:5-2, 26:2;
Ezek, 3:10-11.

One such instance is Jer. 15:19-21.
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correctly received revelation directly from the Loré and <then
proclazizmed it to the people with his word being confifmed oy history
(see Deuteronomy 18:20-22). The 014 Testament therefore not only
teaches that Gol's indirect revelation is manifested in history, in
this instance by the fulfillment of prophecy, but also that God's
direct revelation is given to the provhets, through whom God makes
Himself known.78

However, the (14 Testament witnesses report that God not only
revezled Jimself throggh the preaching of the prophets, vut zlso
thkrough the writien Seriptures. There is even a relationship between
the revelation given to the prophets to speak and the recording of
this revelation in written words, es the prophets were gquite often
79

required to rscord the words of their prophecies. F'or instence,

80 . - .
Moses wes commanded not only to spezk the words of God, bui also

. . L. ) . 1 .
to write the words which had beern revealed to him. This means that

God's revelatior z2lso comes through the written words of the Scriptures.

8 s . . - .
7 See G. Ernest Wright's exegesis of "The Book of Numbers! in
The Interovreter's Eible; edited by George Arthur Eutirick, opn.cist.,
VOl. II, ppo 450-4510

73 L gererzl reference to the written words of the prophetis occurs in

Zech. T7:12. The words here would probably be the writien ones;
since the reference is to prophets of former tizes whose writings
were in existence.

80 Yoses is referred to as a prophet in Deut. 34:10.

81 See Bx. 17:2%; 2b4:4; 34:27-28: Deut. 31:2, 24-26.

82 As with the other 0ld Testament verses listed in this section, it

is not our purpose here to debate who is the author of <hese words.

It is rather our concern to ascertain wnat the Jewish view of
revelation was, especially as spoken and written by chaoser men
of God. Thes: verses are therefore very valuable in refleciing
this telisf.

82
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Other prophets besides loses are also commanded to write the
revelation rvhich was communicated to ?hem by God. This is found to
be the case with Isaish (Is. 8:1; 30:8), Jeremiah (Jer. 36:2) and
Hebbakuk (Hab. 2:2). It is recorded that David also both spoke and

83

wrote God's revelations to him.
It is now plain from this preceding dbrief survey thei Pennenberg's
limitaetion of revelation to God's acté in human history is only
presenting a part of the whole. In spite of this scholar's claim
that his view faithfully represents that of ancient Judaism, it hes
been shown here that this is not the case.84 The Jewish concept of
revelation alsc includes at least the revelation given to prophets
to speak the word of God and the revelation which is written in the
form of the Scriptures. It is true that the Jews believed that God
revealed Himself indirectly through historical acts. But it is also
true that the Jews belicved that God revealed Himself directly through
the prophets 2nd through the written word in the Scriptures. 4 proper

vier of Jewish revelation must include a2l1ll of these factors znd not

just the first, as Pannenberg does.

85 Cf. ¥k, 12:36; Matt. 22:43-46; Luke 20:42 with II Sam. 23:2. One
cannot object to the use of the Xew Testament verses here, because
the 014 Testament verse also confirms that the Lord spoke through
David. 3Both express the direct revelation of God to him.

84 Rolf Zendtorff, in his esszy, "The Concept of Revelation in Ancient

Israzel" (in Pannenberg's Revelation as History, op.cit., pp. 46-47),

also recognizes 2 close reletionship between word and revelation.

However, like Pannenberg, he insists that the word is not really

revelation. His view likewise falls prey to the same criticisms

rzised here. Xor instance, in order for a prophet to foretell an
act of God in history, he must nave received such word from the

Lord. This is the whole point of Deut. 18:20-22. This word is

God's revealing the future through the prophet before the event

in history occurs. Tannenberg especially misses this point in

his exposition of the similerities betweern word and revelation

(Inid., 152-155). Without such revelation through the nrophet

there would be no foretelling of the event.
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It is Pannenberg's opinion that only gnosticism teaches such
direct revelation,ssyet it has been shown that even in the earlier
0ld Testament writings this view is found. To claim the influence
of gnosticism here is therefore ciearly impossible. Rolf Rendtorif
also asserts that God never revealed Himself in the proghetic word,
yet it has also been shown that several 0ld Testament passages teach
the contrary view. Especially noteworthyhere is ﬁum. 12:6:

If there is z provhet among you, I the LORD make myself known

to him in a vision, I speak with him in a dream (Fum. 12:6,
RSV, italics added).

4s if to say thet this Self-revelation of God was not direct eaough
in some instances, Xum. 12:8 adds concerning ifoses thats

With him I speak mouth to mouth, clearly, and not in dark
speeck; and he beholds the form of the Lord (Num. 12:8, RSV).

There can be no question about the iniention of these two verses.
God made Himself kznown to the prophets, but Ze revealed Himself even
more directly to lioses. The Lord's "making Himself knowa" must
necessarily involve Self—revelation.' Other verses pointed out above
also zssert these beliefs. 3Ry meking known His present admonitions
for noly living by exherting the Jews to keep the Law and by revealing
the future by His prophets, it was believed that God was revealing
HEimself directly to the people. This was done by God's chesen

87

messengers through both the spoken and the written word.
o -

85 Pannenberg, Ibid., p. 123 cf. p. 152.
86

Rendiorff in Pannenberg, Ibid., p. 46.

87 ¥any scholars zlso believe that the Eibiical witness provides
written revelation of God. For this view see, for instance,
Norweigan theologian Sigmund Mowinckel's work The 0ld Testament
as Word of God, translated by Reidar B. Bjornard (Nashville:
Avingdon Press, 1959), pp. 10-12, 23-26. See also Charles C.
Anderson, The Fistorical Jesus: A& Continuing Quest, ov.cit.,
pp. 9-51 and Bernard Ramm, Protestant Christian Evidences, op.cit.,

pp 3 2 24" 249 .
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Pannenberz's view of revelation therefore fails in its zattenmpt
to present the only revelation of God as being indircct by z—eans of
God's acts in numan history. This is just a part of the Jewish
concept, which also includes direct revelation through the oral
proclzmation and throuzh the written worc°

The third major criticism of Pannenberg is one which recurs
throughout much of his work and is especially obvious in xis
presentation ¢of his seven theses. Pannenberg'is view of revelation
in its relation to the future contains several inadequately suppbrted
statements., His theological system does include meny intriguing and

. . . . ., 88 _ .
2lluring points, some of which are certainly velid. sut the overall
framework for this system, especially concerning God's r=avelation
of Himself from the future, sometimes appears to be composed of
assumptions which lack proper evidence. This has been perceived 10
some extent in the Tirst objection above. Thus IlcDermott noies

hzre that Pannenberg is sometimes guilty of -nsertlng reality into

5)

has obviously not yet arrived, and tdat he hzs done

H4y
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so without the proper clarification and evidence. ~

Instances of this lack of evidence are readily availatle, and
clearly affect the framework of Pznnenberg's theological systen.
Tannenberg admits that his work rests upon two presuppositions, these
being the reality of the futureis power andéd the single future which

20 5 . L. - .
exists for esvery event.” These two presuppositions are guite apparent

88 To be sure, t“ere are some strong, cerefully reasoned points in
Peznnenberg's work. The strongest part of his theology will be
discussed later.

WeDermott, on.cit., p. T1lh.

O . -

>0 Pannenberg, Theology a2nd the Kinzdom of God, opn.cit., b. 5%.
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in his seven theses, but strangely without supportive evidence in

many cases.

IxJ

or instence, the second thesis czlls feor a2 relationship between
revelation a2nd the end of 211 history. This relationship is said to
be the result of the indirect nature of this aforementiorned revelation.
In fact, the connection of revelation: witkh history's end 'is said to
be the direct result of the indirectness of revelation.91 2ut even
if one were to grant the irndirect nazture of God's revelation in
a2 - : . .

history,” how doess this cause revelation to be known prinarily at
the end of history? Pannenberg never succeeds in deaonstrating how
indirect revelation zutomztically means that this revelztion nust be
connecved with the end of history. God could quite conéeivably be
acting indirecily in history from out of the present. 1In other words,
Pznnenberz has not shown why futurity must follow from indirect
revelation. On= must assume that his view of God is the deiinitive
one to even bezgin 1o zrrive zt this conclusion, and we have already
seen that this view is quite arbitrary and probleﬁatical as well,

inother example of Faznnenberg's arbitrary theology occurs in the
fourthr thesis, wWnere Jesus' fate is also connected with the end of
history. 3Zecause of this formulation, Pannenberg asserts that there
will be no further Self-revelation of God zfter the resurrsction of

93

Jesus.

Pannenbers, Revelation as Jistory, op.cit., p. 131.

92 is we have 2lready noted, many would perhaps be more willing to
grant that one of God's methods of revelation is His acting in
history, in “zddition to other modes of revelation. See Ladd,
op.cit., po. 17, 1443 Daniel Fuller, ov.cit., pp. 1886, 237.

Q . . -
93 Pannenberg, Zevelation as History, ov.cit., pp. 142, 1435,
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But this thesis z2lso lacks conclusive evidence. 1Indeed, it
raises several problems of its own. For instance, if revelation is
mediated in zll of history as Pannenberg claims, why shoulc the
indirect Self-revelation of God then end with the fate of Christ?
Why should revelation not extend beyond this point? One could still
hold that the supreme Self-revelation of God oCcurrea in {re Christ
event, but that this revelation still progresﬁes beyond this point.
Is not Pannenberg's abrupt halt at the fate of Jeéﬁs a rather arbitrary
on? Indeed, it does appear to be sinply 2

e S o e e L 1
c cion of revelat

s

disired stopping point. But there is obviously a need for z logicel

U\)

reason to supvori such an abrupt halt. Pannenberg entertains this
same objection 2%t the end of his introductory essay, stating that he
g4

hopes this problem will be answered later. But he never guite

seems to come backx to it with an appropriate answer.

Even if Pznnenberg were successful irn showing way revelation
should end here, would it not then demand an adjustment in his
previous concedt of this revelation? it ﬁouid appear.that the previous
notion that God's indirect Self-disclosure occﬁrs in 21l of history--in

95

everything thet hezppens’“--must be rev1sc;. Eow can one &ssert that
everything which occurs is revelation and then later arbitrzrily drop
this notion afier the Christ event becomes past history? ILogically,
according to Pannenberg's system, revelation should continue past
thig point.

A closely related problem with this fourth thesis is that if God's

revelation occurs in all events of humen history, why single out one

9%  Ipid., pp. 17-19

95 Ibid., p. 16; cf. pe Te
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strapd, namely Jewish history, in which to concentrste zalmost 211
attention? To do so favors the ZBiblical witness, to be sure, but
what is the rationale behind such an assertion if one bezizs with
Pannenberg's presuppositions? As Daniel Fuller aptly pointec out,
Pannenberg must deal with the problex of how God reveals Himself in
all of history and yet 211 of the most izportant revelation occurs
especially to 2 select group of Jews and Christians.96

Also, since God is said to act in all of history, how can one

ascertzin when Ze zc¢tis

e

113

n & Specizl wey in just one svent like the

fate of Jesus? Some may look at an event and see God working, others

97

may look a2t the same event and not notice this at zll. Perhaps these
points indicate thzt Fannenterg's view of revelation occurring in
all of ristory neeés adjustment.

It is therefore possible to perceive areas of Pannenberg's
theolcgical system wﬁich contain several inadequately supporied
assertions. These problems seem especially related to his view of
the future and now it affects the present. Pannenberg's staiements
are not sa—:-1i‘-a1,1‘l:hen't:ica‘l:ing.98 Yet he often fails to pfovide
reascnable facts to back his claims. 4s & resuli, his theology
remains quite protlematical in that the logiczl demonstration in
key ereas is often lacking.

The fourth major criticism of Pannenberg concerans both his view
of the nature of the resurrection appearances of Jesus and his

treatment of the nzturalistic zlternative views. During a ciscussion

Daniel Fuller, ov.cit., pp. 184-186.

97

See Elzikie, ov.cit., p. 159.

I8 See editor Neuhaus in Pannenberg, Theolozy and the Xinzdeom of God,
op.cit., ». L2,
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of the historicity of this event, to which we will reiurn triefly
below, Pennenberg introduces his conception of the appearances of
Jesus to the disciples ané to Paul. For this scholar, the resurrection
appearances iavolived several elements. Those who saw the resurrected
Jesus saw a syirituel body, not a nztural, earthly one. This
appearance was accozpanied by an audition znd, at least in the case
of Paul, a2 phenomenon of light. These were appearances from heaven
and were recognized by all as the risen Lord.

However, Pannenberg asserts that these appearances of Jesus were
not véry palpable ones. The nature of thess occurrences were more
similar to "objective visions", or visions which were not produced
by the subjective consciousness of those perceiving the pheromena.
In other words, the appearances of the resurrected Jesus were

reazlities outsids of the apostles in spite of a lack of corgoreal

: 100

gualities. Pannenberg specifically opposes the subjective vision
101 .. \ N . . .
theory, wnich mzXes the resurrection a concept in the xinds of the

disciples with no objective reality. Z=is contentions agzinst this
view were presented zbove. The resurrection wes rather an objective
reality showing the disciples that Jesus was alive. As sucnh it was
. .. 102
an actual historiczl event.
In spite of Pannenberg's more than adeguate defense of the

historicity of the resurrection, his stance agazinst more objective

appearances of Jesus is unwarranted. DPannenberg appears to feel that

77 Pannenbers, Jesus--God ang ian, op.cit., pp. 92-9%.
100 1pi4., pp. 23-95.

101 Ibid., pp. 95-57.

102 1pis., pp. 98-95, 105.
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it is essential to choose between Paul and the gospels when discussing

the neture of the resurrection body. Since he conceives of ell the

appearances being of a similar nature, Jesus must have alwzys arceared
. 10

as he did to Paul.

It has beer shown above that both the gospels and Paul mzintain
that Jesus' resurrected body was both similar to and different from
his natural body. The emphasis in the gospels on the disciples!
ability to touckh Jesus' body and to otherwise verify his avpezrances
to them has 2lso been discussed above. This evidence in the gospels

. - ; . . 104 -
will therefore not be studied here again. But the gospels aiso
reveal the convicilon that Jesus' body was somehow changed, having
g . 10
new guzlities and powers. >

Pzul's testimony is likewise thet the resurrection body is a
" 34 1"t 34 ! 3 106 T +

spiritual boldy" different from one's physiczl body. Nevertheless,

it is the resurreciion of a spiritual body and not simply the

resuscitation of 2 spirit. This is recognized by most theologians

103 1vig., . S2.

104 he key passzges teaching the objective nature of Jesus!

m

L

appearances include such portions as HMatt. 28:9; Luke 24:36-43;
J

10 . .
5 For instance, the gospels assert that Jesus was alrezdy gone

from the grave before the stone wes rolleé eway, implying thet he
evacuzted by means oither than the dcorway (lett. 28:2-6). It is
also reported that Jesus left the graveclothes behind, undisturbed,
showing that he passed through them rather than having to unravel
them (John 20:6-2; cf. Luke 24:12). He was also able 10 appear
and disappear at will, even into locked rooms (Luke 2%:30-31, 35;
John 20:19; 26). See Ladd, ov.cit., pp. 84-96, 128.

109 See especizlly I Cor. 15:42-50.
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today. As William H. Johnson correctly contends, theological
justice must be done to both words in the Pauline phrase '"spiritual
body". Neither word must be over-stressed at the expense of the
other, Thus, Jesﬁs did not rise as a sgpiriw of in a2 physiczl body,

iC8

but as a2 spiritual body.

Yet, it 1s not recognized as oftern that Paul 2lso gives some
evidence for objective appearances of Jesus; Although he possessed a
new body, the Jesus who appeared to the disciples and Paul was the
same Jesus who had died on the cross and was afterwérds buried.lo9
Anotner indicator of the objectivity of Jesus' appearances was that
he avpeared to marny on different occasions (see i Cor. 15:5-8). It
is especially Jesus' appearance to the 500 people a2t once (verse six
which helps us to determine how objective these experiences were for
the disciples. It is this appearance in particular which »oints o
an objective manifestztion. Paul's conception of Jesus' resurrection
body was such that it could be seen by a grour this size. It would

therefore appsar tc require more than just e mystifying light and

For instance, see Pannenberg, Jesus--God and ¥an, ov.cit., p. 92
l2dd, ovp.cit., pp. 111, 114-118; Brown, The Virginal Conception
and 3odily Resurrection of Jesus, ov.cit., pp. B85-8% and Brown's
"The Resurreciion and BFiblical Criticism", op.cit., D. 23£;
Regineld Fuller, ov.cit., p. 179. See footnote number 113 below
for others who 2lso recognize this.

108 o . .o o ee e
William Hallock Johnson, "The Keystone of the Arch®, Theolo

Today, edited »y John 4. MacKay, Number 1. Anril., 1949-January
i$50, p. 20.
109 See I Cor. 15:3-4. Tor the rezlity of the empty tomb, see Pannenberg,
Jesus--God and X¥an, Om.cit., pp. 100-104; Reginald Fuller, ov.cit.,
pD. 69-70, 179: Brown, The Virginagl Ccnception a2nd Zodily
Resurrection of Jesus, ov.cit., p. 122, footrnote number 204 and
D. 126; see slso Prowa's article "The Resurrection azné Biblical
Criticism", ov.cit., p. 235. For the view that Paul a2lso implied
the empty tezb in I Cor. 15:4, see Reginald Fuller, Ibid., pp.
L4g-42, 69; Zamsey, op.cit., D. 44. In addition, see Robert L.
Grant, & Historical Introduction to the New Testament, Ov.cit.,
D. 369 ané Clark H. Pinnock, "On the Third Day"in Henry, O0D.Cite, De15
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auditory pnenomenon, zlong with an objective vision.llo

1add also disagrees with Pannenberg 's conception of "objective
visions", which paitern all of Jesus! appearances after the one to
Paul., The evicderice shows that the gospels were written under the
influence and control of various eyewitnesses of these eventis. There
must be an underlying factuzl tradition behind these reportic as well.
Besides, once it is granted that Jesus actually rose from the dead,
there is no reason why he could not have appeargd various ways to
various individuals.lll |

To reinforce this last stztement, one must remember thzt, in
the books ¢f Luke-Acts, the author Luke does not.seem to be aware of
any contradiction in recording both the more objective apvearances to
the disciples and the more "spiritual" conversion appearence to Paul-112
Similarly, many theologians also feel that the witmess of the gosvels
is esszntially cozvatible with that of Paul, in spite of the different
stresses in ezch. The conclusion often is therefore thet Jesus
annea*ed in an otcjective way that could bve ve¢1f’ed, but in 2 new
spiritual body.ll3

It is somewhat surprising thzt Pannenberg does not place even

more stress than ke does on tke objectivity of Jesus' appearzances.

110 cf. lzdd, on.cit., ». 105; see 2lso p. 138 and Brown, The Virzinal
Conception and Bodily Resurrection of Jesus, ov.cit., p. 9l.

111 . sz n
. Ladd, Ibld. ’ p?. .LéO, .1.38-139.

Luke records the zmore objective appearances to the disciples

(see Luike 24:36-433 Acts 1:3; 10:40-41) right slong with the three
passages which narrate Paul's conversion (Acts 9:1-5; 22:6-11;
26:12-18).

115 See lLzdd, cn-cit., pp. 126, 137-138; Brown, "The Resurreciion and
Siblical Criticism"., ov.cit.. p. 2363 cf. Grant, Miracles and
Natural Ilew, osv.cit., pp. 229-230; see also Charles C. Anderson,
The Historiczl Jesus: A Continuing Quest, op.cit., pp. 163-166;
J.¥X.D. Anderson, oD.cCit., p. 99; MCNauvher, ov.cit., pp. 164-165;
Smith, ov.cit., pp. 15%-19
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For the reasons just outlined here, it is therefore with good evidence
that this.fourth major criticism of Panrnenberg remains valid., Eye-
witness testimony witnessed to these objective appearances threough
such men as Luke (cf. Iuke l:l-4 with Luke 24:36-43; Acts 1:3).
Such eyewitness testimony which has already been shown to exist
behind the gospel traditions therefore reflects valid witness to
the objectiveness of Jesus' appearances to fhe disciples. Zven Paul
refers to the original disciples’ testimony of the resurreciion
eppearances (I Cor, 15:11-15). The testimony of the gospdels is
thus compatible with Paul.

The second parit of this fourth criticiém concerns Pannenberg's
treetment of the naturalistic theories which have been propcsed egainst
the resurrection. 4Apart from his criticism of the subjective vision
theory, his overall treatment of thz other eltermetive theories is
not entirely complete. He is still successful in refuting the other
hypotheses, but he fails to disprove them as sufficiently es is
possible. This is an important point, for since al; of Christianity
rests upon the velidity of the resurrection, as wes determined earlier,

then refutations of rival views must be as complete as possible in

order to more clearly ascertain if this event zctually occurred.

It is especially important to the validity of this third solution to
the resurrection (that this event éan be denonstrated) that there are
no probable solutions other than Jesus' resurrection from the dezd.

Ti:is therefore puints to the need for as thorousgh an investigation

and refutation of the major naturalistic theories as is possible.

In addition, it is true that the more thorough such 2 refutation
of the alternstz views is, the more convincing the resulting

probability of the resurrection of Jesus is made.
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Wolfhart Pannenberg has built a theological system which contains
many intriguirg and interesting ideas. However, his work has been
shown to fall prey to four mejor criticisms. First, his view of God
2s being fully revealed culy in the future is an arbitrary one which
lacks the prover evidence. The Scriptures, including Jesus, do not
unanizously refer to God this way at all. Second, Pannenberg's view
of God's indirect Self-revelation as occurring only in historical
acts 1s only a2 part of the Biblical presentation of revelation. It
was found that Zod z2lso revealed Himself difectly through the
provhets and through the written word of God.

Third, the overall theological system of this scholar lacked
‘conclusive evidence in several places. This is especially itrue with
regzrd t6 Fannenberg's seven theses. There was a decided lack of
evidence needed to demonstraite such items as the futurity of revelation
and the end orf éll Self-revelation of 50d occurring in the Christ-
event. Fourth, it wazs shown thnat Pannenberg's concept of the nature
of tkhe resurreciion appezarances was not objeétive enough arnd did not
zllow properly for ihe evidence for more objective manifesiations of
Jesus. In addition, his refutztion of the nafuralistic theories

. . . . 114
2zzinst the resurrecticn wes not as complete as it should have been.

114 There are other substantial criticisms of Pannenberg's thought
which have not been mentioned here. For instance, Neunhaus hes
pointed out that Pannenberg's concept of the Kingdom of God as
2 possibility to be worked for in human society is perilously
close to soms of the ideas of the social gospel movement of the
nineteenth century. The view that the Zingdom of Fod could
become estzblished in the social order through the efiort of men
failed. See Neuhaus in Pannenberg's Theclogy and the ¥ingdom
of God, OD.cit., Pp. 31-33., Cf. Pannenberg, Ibid., »p. 77, 719,
80, 8&.
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It is easily perceived that the resurrection of Jesus is one

of the central concepts in Pannenberg's theological systexn. The
examination of the resurrection is zlso the strongest aspect of his
theology. Eis treatment of this event has been dealt wiih atove,

but a2 few comments are in order here. DPannenberg logically investigzates
the resurrection with regard to its historicity. =Rival theories

-~

whick seek to explain this event naturzlisticzlly are enterizined

and dispelled, even though such procedures are not as cozplete as

they should have been.115 Anyone who disputes the claim thrat Jesus

rose from the deazd is welcome--in fact,; required--to arrive at an

. - . 116
alternative theory which is azdequate enough to azccount for the facts.

It is Pannenberzg's conviction that when one conducts s ch an

investigation of the facts, one arrives at the probability that the

resurrecticon did, indeed, occur in actual human history. 4in

examinetion of the facts reveals the probzble conclusion tihat Jesus

mnin

did rise from the dead after the crucifixion. The resurreciion is

s ) e . 11 .
thus dexzonsirzited to ve &n zctual historical event. 7 In this

. . s X . oo . 115 .
conclusion Pannernterg is thorough and difficult to refuie. His
owvn refutation of alternate views is wvelid and does indeed show that

the resurrection is the most probzble solution. Therefore, this

cenclusion aprears to be gquite valid.

115 Pannenbers, Jesus--God and Man, ov.cit., pp. 88-105.
116 Pannenberg, Revelation as History, op.cit., p. 147,
117

Pznnenberg, Jesus--%0d andéd Man, op.cit., see this concliusion
on p. 105.

1 . .
118 Even those who do not accept Pannerberg's view of the resurrection
finéd his defense of this event to be quite sophisticated.
See for instance, Reginelé Fuller, op.cit., pp. 22-23.



Chapter X. Possibility Number Three: Other Similar Views

T

Other schelars besides Pannenberg also hold that Jesus rose
literally from the deaé and that this can be demonsirated to be the

- . . L s 1 R .
most probable conclusion in this issue. This is surely nci to

for most have not derived their inspiration from him, nor do they
consider themselves pert of the "theology of hope" school of thought.
Therefore one finds that the techniqﬁes vary here, but the final
result is similar, |

One such theologian who believes that Jesus' literal resurrection

frox the éead can be demonstrated to be the most probable conclusion

is Daniel Fuller. In his work Easter Feith end History, Fuller

surveys most of the major theological approaches to the question of
the relationship between faith and history. As the title of this
work suggests, this éuestion is surveyed particulariy by examining
the various views o the resurrection.

Beginning with Enlightenment rationalism and continuing through
present contemporary theology, this scholar investiggtes a0st of the
mzjor theologians ané their views of the historicel end rational
6ontent of faith. After viewing the attempts of the major theological
schools of thought down to the present, Fuller turns his attention to

attempts to a2ccept the resurrection as fact from three different

2 The word "demonstrated", once again, is not used here in the sense
of ebsolute proof, but rather as it is related to probabilities.
Thus, this section deals with the conviction that the factuzal
evidence is such that the resurrection of Jesus is the nost
probable conclusion.

260
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standpoints. Attemovts to hold belief in this event apart Ifrom
historical reasoning, by partizl historical reasoning and totally by
historical reasoning are then investigated. TFuller's conclusion is
that none of these views are entirely acceptable, as each falls prey
to various criticisms which he presents.2 It should be nocted that
Fuller does agree with the prirciple cf historicalvverification of
the resurrection, a2s will be shown below. But he objects here to
these methods by which such attempts are made.

Fuller's solution is to examine the first century avprozch to
the resurrsction of Jesus which is taken by Luke in the Few Testament
work Luke-Acts.5 After reviewing several key hypotheses concerning
the theme of Luke-Acts,4 Fuller sets forih what he beiieves is the
major t:.eme of these two books.5

The Lukan prologue (Luke 1:1-4) sets forth some key information
conicerning the intentions of the suthor. ZHere Luke claims that he
received the informztion in this work from the original eyewitnesses
(Luke 1:2). Fuller points out that while Luke was thus not himself
an eyewitness of Jesus' ministry, he received the informatioﬁ from

' 7

those who did originelly participate in the events. However, Luke

did share first hand in the fulfillment of the resurrection event,

Daniel Fuller, ov.cit..The examination of these various schools
of thought znéd the subsequent evaluation of these three positions
vith regard to history is found on pp. 27-187.

5 Preliminary gquestions such as the authorship and date for Luke-Acts
are discussed by FPuller, Ibid., pp. 150-199.

Ibid., pp. 199-208.

5 Ibido [} ppo 208-229.

Ibid., pp. 188-190.
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namely, the mission of the Christian church to the Gentiles. Luke

7

therelfore experienced the result of the resurrection faith firsthand.

Fuller finés that an important eaphasis in Luke-Acts is Luke's

(o]

writing so that his readers8 could know the certzinty of whzt ha
transpired in the life of Christ and especially in his resurreciion.
In fact, Luke's purpose in writing to these early believers was to
inform them thzt they could be sure of what had been reported to
them vertaining to the Christ event. This certainty which was
avazilable to each reader applied in particulzr to the surety that
Jesus was raised from the dead (see Luke l:@).9

Upon what was such certainty based? Fuller explzins tzzt for
‘Luke, the early Christian mission to the Gentiles was the fulfillment
of the resurreciion of Jesus. 'Witlhout the apvearances to the
disciples and the oihers and later to Paul, there could have been

no such Gentile mission. In other words, the existence znd continuznce

L]

of the effort to evangelize the Gentiles depended upcn the minisiry
of Paul znd upon ihe authority and action of the other apostiles.

Zut Paul's involvezent in such a work cannot be éxplained by anything
other than the appearance of the risen Jesus to him, as recorded in

Acts. Faul, the enemy and persecutor of the church in earlier years,

T Ivid., pp. 190-161, 220.

8 ILuke-Acts is addressed to Theovhilus in particular (Luke 1:3; Acts
1:1), but there may have been other indirect recipients as well.
? Daniel Fuller, ovn.cit., vp. 189-190, 223 for instance.
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would have no other impetus for such behavior. Likewise, the
disciples were not very accustomed to the idea of taking the gospel
to the Gentiles (2t least in the Form of a ministry) until they
received just such a commission from the risen Lord who appeszred

to them after his death. Ornly such an appearance could account for
their realizing thzt the offer of the Kinglom of God had zlso been

. . g 10
extended to the Gentiles.

In 2 sense, Luke tausht that there were thersfore two key points
in the present which pointed backwards to the resurrection. First,
Pzul's conversion could be explained no other way than his hzving
seen the risern Jesus. o0 other conclusion is sufficient to account
for this change in the 1life of 2 non-believing enemy of the early

- 11 5 ~ .
church. Second, the outreach of the early Jews to the Zerntiles,
spezrhezded by the disciples, pointed to a2 directive beyond the
exclusivisz of Judaism. Apart from the directives issued by the risen
- 12 . . <. ‘ e .
Jesus, there is no other provzble reason for the Jewish mission
to the Gentiles, since the Jews considered themselves as the sole

: o~ t 5 3 13 m £ 3+
heirs of God's bplessings. Therefore, these two events vpoini

uneguivocally to the historical resurrection of Jesus.

Ho1pi4., see especizlly pp. 217, 219, 226,
12

Commands sych as those recordsd in Luke 24:47-48 ané Lcts 1:8.

15 Dzniel Fuller, ov.cit., see, for example, pp. 223, 226-229,
L6 2L7,

14
Tbid., p. 220.
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For these reasons, Luke stood at 2 critical point in that he was
both able to receive knowledge of the Christ event of the past via the
eyewitnesses and a2lso to participate in the present and future fulfill-
ment of this event. From his vantage point he realized that the
resurrection was the only logical explenation for occurrences such as
the conversion of Paul and the Jewish outreach to the Gentiles with
the gospel. Thus he encouraged Theophilus and his other rezders to
reason from thess two events in the present to the resurreciion of
Jesus in the.past, realizing that the present reality could orly be
explained by the factualness of the past event.15

After presenting Luke's position here, Fuller is careful to
point out that the resurrection is the solution to these iwo present
events only if the cbjections againsi the resurrection have been
answered.16 Earlier he entertaiped verious alternate theories zgainst
the historical and verifizble nature of this event.17 At this roint,
after 2 presenfation of Luke's attempts <o show'thaf the resurrection
was verifiable,lsFuller turns to the gquestion of Paul's convefsion.

Llternate theories o explain this event are z2lso investigated and

15 Tbid., see especially pp. 190, 223, 235.

16 1ypia., po. 2b2, 245.

17

For instance, see Puller's discussion and refutaticn of Paulius®
swoon theory (Ibid., DP. 58-59), Lessing's and Kierkegzard's
attempts to remove this event from sll verificatien (Ibid., Dp. 35,
255-256) and Barth's modification of this approach {Ibid., pp. 83-
84, 88-90, 155-156). Luke's proofs for the resurreciiozn zalso
serve as a refutation of Strauss' vision theory (Ibid., cf. 45-49
with »p. 231-232).

8 1pia., pp. 2351-232.
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refuted.

Fuller's final investigation dezls with Luke's arzuzeniz for the
historicity of the resurrection. For Luke, history is viewed as
having two sections, an "upper" and a "lower". In the firsi or lower
section, all historical events are "natural" ones, as they originate
from other historical events. But Supernatural events froz the
second, or hisher section, do enter the first. These eveais could
never be the results of occurrences in the first section, but do
enter the first from the second "layer". Eere they do not disturd
other events, but also follow the patterns of history in tune first
section after they enter. Thus, for Luke, the resurreciilon can have
2 Supernaturazl origin and still be 2 historiczl event, knowm: by
historical reasoning.zo

Luke's approach is found to be quite satisfying, according to
Puller, He agrees with Luke that the resurrection of Jesus can be
verified. Given the possitility of believing in this event apart
from historiczl reasoning or in holding that it is based upon
evidences that can be historically verified, Fulier opts for the
latter. The resurrectioan can be shown i- ve a historiczl event,
both by the investization of the orizinzl eyewitness testinmon
concerning the appearances and by viewing the fulfillment of this
event in history in the conversion of Paul and in the Gentile mission.

-

. - . P . .- . 21
Belief in this event i1s thus based upon empirical claims.

19 Ibid. L] pp- 247-250.

Ivid., po. 252-281. See especially pp. 252-253.

Ivid., especially pp. 255-259. See a2lso bp. 220, 251i-252.
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Fuller's approach to the resurrection sometimes appears 1o reach
overly easy conciusions. This is mosi evident in his refutation of
alternate views both with regard to Jesus' resurrection and in the

22 and

appearance to Paul. PFuller desires to explore such theories
does refute the major aliernatives. as shown above. 3But the various
refutations often appear irresolute and are generally, as with
Pannenterg, not as thorough and sirong as should be expected. As
noved above, it 1s imperative that the aliernative views are refuted
as completely as possible in order to reveal if {there is a probable
naturalistic answer {0 the resurreciion faith, which is rightly
viewed as the central tenet of Chrisiianity. It follows that the
more thoroughly these alternative hypotheses are refuted, the more
probable the resurreciion becomes.

It is also possible that Fuller depends too much on the Gentile

A e

mission as demonstrating {the resurrection, almnst as i this conclusion

Hy

could stand apart from any other investigation of the facts and
alternate theories. It must be siressed once again that the Gentile
mission can be a pointer to the resurrection only if other otjections
to thisg event are completely answered. Fuller does recognize this,
but seems to neglect the conclusion that if a valid alternaie theory
10 the resurreciion is found, a valid altiernate tneory would also

have to be zpplied to the Gentile mission. We once again percelve

the need tc refute alternative theories as completely as possible.

2
2 Ioid., pp. 242,245,

[
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In spite of these criticisms, however, it is most difficult to
annul Fuller's contention that the resurrection cen be demonstrated.
He does provide enough evidence to establish this evernt as probable.
In so doing he avoids the pitfalls of Pannenberg!s theological system
and still succeeds in showing how the literal resurrection of Jesus
can be verified 2s a2 historical event.

inother theolosian who likewise concludes that Jesus! resurrection
is the best expianation for the facts is New Testament scholar George
E. Ladd.23 This scholar realizes that the modern concept of historiceal
methodology argues for a reality in which God does not act in human

1

history. Zver since the Enlightenment, the prevailing view has been

verts must have origins which are grounded in history.
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Therefore, miracles with Supernatural origins ere ruled out from the

24

outset.

In opposition to this view, Ladd provoses the use of ithe incductive
method of historiceal inguiry, which allows for the conclusion which
vest fits the facts. Sistorical events which c}aim Supernatural
intervention must ve investigated to perceive if they are the best
explanations for whzt is known to have occurred. Possible alternative
theories must a2lso be examined to see if these hypctheses zre zble

to better zccount for the factual evidence."

2 s - . . ..
5 See Ladd's book, I Believe in the Resurrection of Jesus, opb.cit.

Ibido 9 Pp. 12"13; Cf. Po 23.

25 Ibid., pp. 13-14. Concerning the need specifically to examine
the resurrection, see pp. 27-28, 132-133,
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In the case of the resurrection of Jesus, Ladd points out that
even if this occurrence were established as an actual event, it must
still be counted as "nonhistorical" with regards to its origin. Since
such an event would require a Supernztural origin, it could not be
szid to be historical in the sense thet other events are; whose starting

26

oint is history itself. Therefore, when judged by modern historical

‘g

methodology, the resurrection is not a historical event. It is

27

unlike other events in its unique entrance into history.

-

However, looking at the resurrection only from the standpoint
of its origin yields only a portion of the overall picture. For Laéd,
historical inguiry caznnot prove the resurrection, dut it can establish
it 2s the most provable explanation for what occcurred. In fact, it
is assertied that this event is the only explanation of the facts which
adequately expleins what is known to have happened.

The belief that this event cazn he demonstrated to be the only

possible solution which accounts for all of the facts is based uvon

ez that thers must be an adecuste explenation for any event

2

the 1

. . . 2 . : .
occurring in history. 7 To this end, Ladd enumerates the core
historical facts surrounding the resurrection which are known to be

credible.30 Later he investigates the major alternative theories

Ibido, Dpo 21’ 25.

2T 1via., pp. 25, 132.
26

Ivid., cf. p. 27 with pp. 13, 27, 139-141. See footnote number one

25 Ivid., p. 20.

50 Ibid., pp. 13, 91-94, Ladd does not simply enumerate facts just
because they are recorded in the New Testament. Rathar, he lists
those which are known to be historically plausible.
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wnich seex to eccount for these facts by naturalistic means. Rach
is examined and critigued. Tadd concludes that eech theory fzils
to explain these resurrection facts.Bl

It should vriefly be noted however, that one of the same problems
which appezrs in Fannenterg and Daniel Fuller is also epparent in
ladéd with regerd +o the naturalistic theories of the resurrectiion.
Although Ladd onrovices a good critique of the subjective egnd objective
vision theories and gernerally does a better overall job here thean
Fuller, his treztment of the other theories is not developeé thoroughly
enough. In fact, the other theories are said to need very little
refuta.-ion.32 Thig lzck of a more complete refutetion is very
importarnt in that it must be ascertzined as thoroughly as vossible
if the resurrection zctuazlly happeneé--if this Supernatural event is
more provable than other explanations. The resurreciicz cen be shown
t0 te more probable when other zlternate theories are more thoroughly
shown to be less so.

As pointed out zbove, the explanation which best zccounis for the
historiczl facts is the one which is given the status of probzbility.
Hdere Ladd arrives at the conclusion thazt Jesus' resurrectiion from
the dead is the mozt probaeble explanation. It gives the nost adequate
explanation to the a2vailable facts. The only reason to reject this
conclusion is theat one hes 2 clcsed mind to the occurrence o the

Supernatural.DD

1 . o o . . . .
5 Ibid., see »p. 133-139, where lz2dd discusses five major alternative
theories concerring the resurrection.

52 Ibid., see especially p. 135.

33 1Ivid., pp. 139-141.
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Thus, while the resurrection differs from other occurrences in
that it has 2 different origin into the historical processes, it is
nevertheless an event in history. It therefore achieves the status
of entering the historical process by means of & wnonhistorical,
Supernatural origin but still becoming a historical event.sg

Ladd offers 2 logicel approach to the resurrection which seeks
to examine the most probable conclusion to this issue. Zowever, he
comes perilously close to making some of the same aistakes as did
¥arl Barth.

It has been stated that Ledd explains the resurrection as being
nonhistorical in that it enters history Supernaturelly. Becaﬁse of
this origin, thic event is not historiczl in the same sense as other
events. Therefore, if evaluated in terms of the modern cbncept of
history, the resurrection is not a historical fact.35

But Ladd moves even closer to Barth's position a2t other points.
Fcr instance, he concludes that even though the‘resurrection can be
shown to be‘the best historical explenation for what occurred, it is
still primerily perceptible to the "eye of faith". Tnus, & kistcrian
looking at this event can only escertain that something wonderful
happened. The conclusicn that Jesus was riszs remeins a tenet of
faith. In fact, it is Ladd’s cpinion that even having actuzlly seen

35

the risen Jesus would still not prove the facticity of this event.

3L . - -
Ibid., »p. 25, 58.
3> -pid., pp. 21, 25, 132.

36 Ibido ] ppo 101-102, 139"1400
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The eppearances thus speak of the need for faith to approach t

37

Ui

event,
Admittedly, Ladcé’'s position does differ from Barth's in other
major facets. Unlike EBarth, Ladd opts for investigwting the nistvoricel

38

evidence for ths resurrection. There is therefore an inieraction
between history anéd faith, as faith is l&gical and not simply a leap
in the dark.39 Also unlike EBarth, Laddé admits that his faith would
be seriously affected if an alternate fheory were found to be
plausible. Thus he tazkes considereble effcrt to refute thz leading
alternate theories azgainst the resurrection.

Probably the bigzest difference with Barth is Ladd's contention
that the resurrection can vbe demonsiratad tco he the most drobabls
explanationrn for the facts. The only logiczl conclusion is trat Jesus
actuzlly rose Irom the dead in history. Other naturalistic theories

are found to be unacceptable. Zere one finds that faith is reinforced

\H
-3

Ibid., p. 1%0. It must be noted here that the objection against
L2dd is not due to his posgition that the resurrection is primarily
Kknown by faitn, ver se. It has already been pointed out zbove
(chapter four) that faith is more important than rezsoxn, and so
it is with the resurrection. 3But to remove the resurrsciion to
any type of meiezhistory is to begin to remove it froa certain
types of reasonzble verificaticn. This is to be guarded against.
The problem is therefore in lLadd's tendencies to begia to remove
the resurrection away frem the grasp of history (see Ibid., po.
1¢i-102, 139-140). _

38 1bid., pp. 26-27, 23, 132-133.

59 1vid., op. 12, 27, 140. Tt will be recalled that Barth opposed
all such historiczl investigztion of the resurrection and other

modes of interaction between history and faith. As an exemdle,
see Barth's Church Dosmaticsg, ov.cit., vol. IV, part 1, pp. 335, 3%1l.

4o

Lzdd, Ibid., pp. 27, 132-142, As menticned above, Barth asserts
that it makes no significant difference if the tomb was opened or
clssed, In fzct, sometimes a naturalistic theory is »raferable to
one's trying to treat the resurrection as actual, fully objective
history. See RBarth's The Resurrection of the Dead, ov.cit., »v.
135-138 and The Yord of God and the Word of ifan, op.cit., p. 90.
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by studying the evidences.tl'l Barth opposed all such historical

42

reasoning as an assistance to faith.,

In spite of the differences between these two theologians (especially .

Ladd's emphasis on the ability to demonstrate that the resurrection

is the most probable conclusion), Ladd is still guilty of retreating

to the concept of metzhistory when confronted by modern historiography.

In so doing, history is split into two divisions--the secular and the

divine.,

b3

As mentioned with regards to Barth, history knows of no

such differentiation and no such concept of prehistory. Nontgomery

points out that by making the resurrection a part of this questionable

realm of history and by asserting that it can be known primarily by

faith, Ladd mekes this event only perceptible in any meaningful way

to the believer. Thus the non-Christian is not able to benefit from

4b

the evidence in favor of this event.

Ladd's concern with pointing out that the resurrection would

require & Divine origin has been noted above. But one can recognize

that the origin of this event is Supernatural and still not resort to

the concept of metahistory. Daniel F‘u_lle:cl+5 and C.S. Lewis,l+6 for

41

42

43
Ll

45
ke

Ladd, Ibid., pp. 13, 27, 139-141. It is because of Ladd's emphasis

on the ability of the resurrection to be demonstrated as the. only
adequate solution and because of the efforts to refute other alternate-
theories thet he is included in this section and not with Barth in

the former section. Ladd's entire emphasis on the ability of feith

to be investigated and reinforced by positive findings was the
deciding factor here.

See the discussion of Barth above. Compare his Church JDogmatics,
op.cit., vol. IV, part 1, p. 335.

This is Blaikie's criticism of Ladd's position, op.cit., pp. 128-129,134

Montgomery, Where is History Going?, opb.cit., pp. 1ll4-116. However,
Montgomery does not seem to be aware of Ladd's belief that investigation
of the resurrection is still possible even if it can primarily

be known only by faith.

Deniel Fuller, ov.cit., pp. 252-261 in particular,

Lewis, Miracles, op.cit., see especially pp. 56-63.




273

instance, have both done creditable jobs in showing how an event can
hzve a Supernaturzl origin and still be normall& connectad with history
once it enters thes historiczl process. Thus, the matter of Divine
czusation should not automatically determine that the event must be
metahistoricel and that it must bte known only by the processes of
faith. Once it enters history, this event could partzke oI the
historical patitern without impeding othér natﬁral events. Therefore,
in spite of the orizin of a Supernatural miracle, it would become a
historically verifizble event upon ertering history.

To agree with 3arth (and others) in holding thet a Supernztural
event remains metahistorical even after it enters the historical
process is, once amein, to divide history into the iwo component
parts of the secular and the divine. 3But, zs has been poiznted out
ir the critigue of Sarth in chapter eight, thisiformulation is faulty.
The criticisms &irected against Barth will not be repeaied here, as
it has been s;fficiently shown that such a pqncept is not valid.

To be sure, Ladd accepts criticzl examinations of the Christian
faith., He believes that the inductive historicél approach which
accepts the event which best fits the evidence will demonsirate that
the resurrection actuzlly did occur.AT Here he differs from Zarth.

Zut where Ladd does zdopt Rarth's metzhistoricel éoncept,'ait must

v

%7 l.dq, op.cit., p. 12-13, 27, 139-141.

48 It is actually éifficult %o zscertain how much Ladd does agree
with Barth here. See incdications of a partial acceptance of Barth's
understanding of the resurrection in Ladd, Idid., po. 21, 25,
101-102, 140. See also liontgomery, Where is History Going?, OD.CiTey
p. 115.




274
be agreed that he errs irn committing some of the same misizkes as
Barth. If the Supernatural is found to occur it must happen 3

hisvorically verifizvle history and ret in metanistory. This is

. . 3 . L
recognized by Pannenverg, Daniel Fuller, Lewis, and others. 7

Ledé does not retreat completely into the realm of metazhistory

U

as does Berth. is emphasis on being 2ble to demonstrate the
resurrection is therefore, like the attemptsAof Pannenberg and
Fuller, a positive aspect of his theology. All three theologians
have succeeded in investigating the facts before arriving a2t a final
solution and 21l three scholars have found the resurrection to be
the most probable explanation of what occurred. These findirngs are
furthexr- strenghteneé by the failure of ary naturalistic theories
to adegquately account for what happened.

However, it is not only certain theclogians who are convinced of
this conclusion. Pzul Maier is an ancient historian who als¢ velieves
that the resurrectvion is the most probible answer for whati occurred.so

51

Although lkieier is not the only historian to rezch such conclusions,

L9

By histcriczlly verifiable we are referring to the approzch to
history which zccepts the evernt which best supports the known
facts. To thils Ladd, Panrenberzg, Dzniel Fuller and C.S. lewis
all agree. In chapters two and three of this work this same
conclusion of zscertzining historical events was also found to
be the correct procedure. But we are also speaking here of the
need to realize thet God's raising Jesus from the deaé is there-
fore a theological ancd historiczl explanation of a histerical
event. Thus we must not resort to any tyve of metahistory to
explain the resurrection. With this Ladd seems to disagree
(Tb--g, pp. 101-102, 139-140).

50 YMaier's chief work on the resurrection is nis book Fir
op.cit. See also "The Empty Tomb as History" in Christianity
Today, op.cit.

51 We have discussed above the position of theologian/historian John
Warwick Xontgomery and ancient historien Edwin Yamauchi, both of
whem 2lso believe that the resurrection can be demonstrated to
have occurred.
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nis approach is provably the most thorough from the standpoint of

historical studies.72

For Maier, the discipline of history is very valuable in helping
to ascertain what occurreé on the first Easter morning. While many
ancient historical events are based upon only one source, and twoc
sources often render an eveni "infallible", there are several ancient

. . . . 53
sources which point to the event of the resurrection of Jesus.
Even outside of the New Testament sources, there is important extra-

biblical evidence especizlly for the empiy tomb, and thus also for
54

ihe resurrection.

Maier poinis to such early historians as Tacitus and Josephus, who
either infer or specifically mention the belief in the resurrection on
the part of the disciples and the early church. Tacitus' reference

to first century Christianity in Rome and tc the "superstiticn" which

~

. L <. A - 2
broke out in Judea after the death of Jesus

|
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s perceived t
ot antom . o . 56 rosom
the Christian teaching of the resurrection of Jesus. #aler a.80

deals wiih the problem of a possible interpolation in Josephus' more

~

s . , 5  ps S
specific reference to the resurrsction of Jesus and finds that there

52 . . . . . .
Montgomery, for instance, mcre cften combines history and theology,
being guite adept in boith disciplines.

23 ... s - . .
lMajer, First Easter, op.cit., ». 1l4.

24 Ibid., and Maier's "The Empty Tomb as History", op.cit., oD.4,

5.

55 . -
See Tacitus, Annuals, 15.44.

56, . o o s . . -

Jaier, "The Empty Tomb as History', op.cit., p. 4.J. N. D. Anderson
concurs in tnis vosition, cp.cit., p. 19.
57

See Josephus, Antiguities, 183.3.
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is very good rezson to believe that Josephus did compose this state-
ment concerning Christ minus a few of the more "Christianized"

phrases. Thus w:z see that; in 211 probability, Josephus reported

[{/]

the early Christian belief in the resurrection and thereby acknowledged

£y, 08

that the tonb was empty.
The evidence presented by Josephus and implied by Tacitus_is

further corrobvorated by a few other sources. In the first century

it was reported trat the Jews spread the story that the d&isciples

f Jesus in order to proclaim his resurrection from

Q

stole the vody

the dead. It is related thaet this story was still being voiced in

o8 ¥aier, Pirst Bzster, ov.cit., p. 1l4. Other scholars also agree
that Josevhus did write this portion of Jesus (or at least one
very similar tc¢ it), except for several "Christian" words. This
position is held for at least three major reasons. First, there
is no textuel evidence zagainst this section in spite of various
readirgs in other places. Second, there is very good menuscriot
evidence for these staztements about Jesus and it is therefore
difficult to ignore it. Third, this portion is written in Josephus'
own style of writing. It is thus a2 warranted conclusion that
there zre several good reasons for zccepting at least that Josephus
did write of Jesus, mentioning several facets of zis career. It
is also a justified conclusion to say that, in z11 probztiliiy,
Josephus ai least recorded the belief in the resurrection without
actually acknowledzing that he eccepted such & fact. Zor these
three rezsons and the concluding fects given here, see, in addition
to laier, J.¥.D. Lncerson, ov.cit., ». 20. See especizlly F.F,
Bruce's two works, Jesus and Christian Origins Outside the HNew
Testement (Grznd Rapids: William B. ZEerdman's Publishing Company,
157%), po. 32-41, especially pp. 36-41 a2nd The New Testzment
Documents: Are They Reliable? (Fifth Revised Editionj Grand Rapids:
Williem B. Eerdmen's Publishing Compeny, 1967), pr. 102-112.
Eruce, the lianchester scholar of Biblical criticism, nas done
nuch work on Josephus' reference to Jesus ani comes to a2 conclusion

guite similar to laier's.
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the second half of the first century. In formulating this totally
inadequate view, the Jews not only did not succeed in offering a
substantial objection to the resurrection, but in so doing they elso
admitted the emviy tomb.

This Seripturzal report is confirmed by second century scholar

Justin llartyr, who reports in his Dizlogue with Trynoho (azbout 150 4.D.)

that the Jews sént specielly tzaught men across the XMediterrazznean Sea
in order to counter the Christian claims of the resurreciion. The
explanation spread azbrozd by the Jews, once agasin, was that.the
disciples stole their dead lMaster's body. The Jews therefore continued

60

to zdait the em»pty toxbdb.

59 see Mati. 23:1
above thail the
or the »nart of
explzin the re
153, 14% ané %
2riefly, this theory ignores at lezst five key objections. First,
men éo not die willingly for what they know to be simply z false-
hood. Second, the iremendous psychological transforzation of the

T ckward fishermen to bold preachers cannot be
exnlained by any fraudulent action, or elsze there would not have
been this change. Third and closely related, none of the disciples
evzsr recanted zven a2t the threzt of losing his 1life, which would
ve the normel thing to do rather than die for 2 lie. This was
tot2lly onposed ito their actions bsfore the resurresciion, such zas
in fleeing when Jesus w2s tzken captive and by Peter's subsequent
denials. TPourth, the quality of the ethical teachings v»romulgated
by the discipnles precludes such actions. Fifth, it is admitted by
211 that the disciples at least believed that Jesus had risen fror
the deazd. They would of course not believed that this event had
actually occurred if they were the ones who had perpetrzted the
fraud. For these rezsons (sese also footnote numbers 61 and 62
below), no reputable scholar holds this view today. There is little
doubt that this is one of the weakest theories ever formulated
against the resurrection, yet it was the one chosen by the early
Jewish lezdéers.

5 for this report. It has already been shown
1eory of the stolen body (or other such fraud
e disciples) fails miseradbly in its attempt to

dicciries from ba

60

N

=117

<

Maie!‘, [e}e Cit. 9 Ppa ll




278

As pointed out by lkezier, the book of Acts gives further evidence
that tne tomb was empty on the first Easter morning. As the disciples
and ezrly Christiens first began to proclazim the resurrection of
Jesus from the dead, the Jewish authorities objected stremiousiv.

But irn several confrontations with the disciples, the Jewisk elders

never did what mizht have been most expected--they never ied the

a

[

sciples to the tomb for an investigaticn. Discovering the body
of Jesus would of course have destroyed Christianity, azs tae Jewish
leaders desired to co aznyway. The obvious reason that ther did not
try to locate the body is because they knew that the tozd was enpty.
laier asserts that even the impartial historian nmust admit this

.- .
historical evidence for the emdty tomxb, Ot This implicit ad:ission
further pointed to the empty tomb mentioned by Jesephus, liztthew,
Justin Martyr and also implied by Tacitus.

Meler also utilizes circumstantial evidence of two kinds. TFirst,
Christianity could not have had its beginnings at Jerusalez, as it
did, ii Jesus’ grave was still occuried jusf outside the gztes of
the city. This 1s the last place that the ckurch could have begun

if Jesus' body was still in the tomb. Here an investigation of the

61 Ivid., po. 114-115. In a2ddition tc the point made hers by llaier,
it should also be noted that the behavior of the Jewish leaders
in Acts also consiitutes another objection te the stolen body
(fraud) theory. If the Jewish rulers really believed that the
disciples stole the becdy, they would not simply have comzanded
the disciples not to preach about Jesus {such as Acts L4:1E, 21;
5:28, 40), but they would have forced them to admit and recant
of their zciions.
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grave would have revealed the body and Christianity would have been
destroyed before it realy bvegan. The birth of the church in
Jersusalem czan qnly be explained by the fact that Jesus! tomt was
indeed earty.

Seconé, the sprzad of Christianity around the lediterrznean
region 211 the way to Rome itself by slightly after the first half
of the first centﬁry is simply an astonishing feat to have been
accomplished in so short a2 period of timef Approximatély thirty
years after the death of Jesus this amezing expansicn had teken place.

It is Yezier's view ithat such expansion of any teaching or philosophy

[

is unparalleled irn ancient times. Could the preaching of and belief
in the resurrection have provided the impetus for such growth, as

63

the New Testamenrnt zttests?

Another piece of evidence has only a possible conneciion directly
wvith Jesus' resurrection. 4L valuable archaeological discovery revealed
a martle slab founé in Nazzreth which contained a2 warning from

Czesar to all vwho were caught robbing graves in Palestine. Qther

ct

suck Roman edicts against greave robbing prescrited e fine agzins

oD

[ et

the offender, wherezs this edict condemns the offender {¢ capita
punishment. lost scholars believed that the inscription was the

command of emperor Tiberius or emperor Claudius. Why was the punishment

62
63

Maier, "The Empty Tomb as History", op.cit., p. 5.

Ibid., D. 4.
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to be so great in Palestine? Could this command have been prompted
by the Jewish report of Jesus' stolen body or by the preaching of
the resurrection?64

Theological evidernce is'also cited by Maier in his effort to
Geal historically with the resurrection. This historian points to
et least three other factors which lead to the final conclusion.
First, the a2forementioned change in the disciples caused thez to
believe thaet Jesus had risen from the dead. Such a radical éifference

must - Dbe bazsed uvon scme rezl experlence and points to an actual

sen Lord, just as the New Testament clains,

'y

encounter with the r
Second, the very existence of the Church points to some event which
is worthy of such a2n enterprise. The New Testament cleims Ihis
event was the resurrection. Third, there must have been z reason
for the early caurch to have changed the day of meeting froam Saturday,
the Jewish Sabbatih, to Sunday, the Lord's day. Again, the Xew
Testament claizms thzt the resurrection caused this change in order
i .. ) 65

t0 commemorate tne dzy on waich Jesus hzsd risen,

The last tyoe of evidence employed by iiaier is of both 2
historical and theological nature. MNeaier enteriains the objections
raisei by eight different naturalistic theories which are aimed

at disproving the resurrection of Jesus. =ach is then investigated

and refuted by the aveilable historical data. KHe finds thaet all of

L
64 ¥eier, FPirst Zzster, ov.cit., pp. 119-120.
65 Ibid., »p. 115, 121-122; "The Empty Tomb as History", ov.cit., ». 5.
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these naturalistic theories fzil to provide a valid historiczl answer
te what happened on the first Easter day. They must be rejected
strictly on the basis of historical inquiry, as well a2s by theological
-

I-easoning.o

As for the cuestior of discrepancies in the resurrection accounts,
¥aier admits that they do exist, as in the rest of the gospels.
However, he holds that it is illogiczl to conclude’that this event
did not occur becazuse of these variations. Other historiczl reports
zlso contain similar discrepancies and there is no guestion about
the events they revort. For instance, the revorts of thc great fire
of Reome offer even greater conflicts than do the resurrection accounts.
Some reports claiz that the entire city was affected by the burning
flames while others claim that only three Secfors of the citiy were

niogn 2s to how the fire

(0]

destroyed. Thers are 2lso differences of opi
started., In spite of these vproblems, the grezt fire of Rome is
unquestionably e historical fact. In a similar way the resurrection
of Jesus is zlso a histvorical fact. The various sources simrly point
to the different itraditions, all of which provide evidence that Jesus
e 4 67
actually rose from tvhe dead.
Maier concludes that the will not to believe has kept mzny from
,

. . . - - . o]
accepting the historicel evidence on the question of the resurrection.

The empty tomb is found definitely to be 2 datum of history according

66 laier, rirst =azster, Ibid., pp. 105-113, 1225 c¢f. also pp. 77=-80
and "The Zmpty Tomd as History", Ibid., ». 5.

&7 Yeier, First Raster, Ibid., pp. o4, 96.

68

Itid., ©. 105 2nd "The Empty Toxzb as History", ov.cit., D 5.
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to the laws of historical research. This conclusioin is even

ot

strenghtened by the "hostile evidence™" which has been presented here.

The sirongest type of historical evidence is fects which are stated
about an event by z source whick is hostile to that event. Vhen such
a source claims that an event is factual when it is not adventageous
to dc so, this fzct is in all probability a genuine one. The empty
tomb is etiested directly or indirectly by Josephus, Tacitus and by
the witness of Matthew, Luke (Acts) and Justin ¥artyr as to Jewish
practice with regards to the resurrection. Such Jewish and noman
evidence is nostilie evidence, for it was not advantageous to either
the Jews or to the Romans to acknowledge the eupty tomb. Other

historical anc thzological evidence, circumstantial and otherwise,

‘l

nez zlso pointec to this fact. Therefore it can be asserteé that

the empty tomd is historiczal factelo

From the emp»ty tomb lizaier then argues to the probability of

t
o2
[0}

*esur-EAtlo“, Ivideonce such as that presented above (especially

- -—

ct
[y

threefold theological proof and the refutation of the rnaturalistic
theories) points to the resurrectionvof Jesus. The historiczl
evidénce is not as strong as that for the émpty tomb; but the evidence
on the periphery of this event points to the probability thz< the

71

event itself is historical.

69

Yzier, First Zaster, Ibid., this conclusion is stated on ». 120.

e ¥azier, "The Empty Tomb as History", ov.cit., pp. 5-6.

7 Ibid., pp. %4-5 &nd First Zester; op.cit., pp. 120-122.




“aier has added a very valuable dimension to the study of the
resurrecticn of Jesus in that he has pursued this subject from the
standpoint of nistory. He thus approaches this question from the
standpoint of the historian looking at theoiogy. In his works, then,
Maier certainly does not lock at this question as one for theology
only. Yet he arrives at the conclusion that the empty tomb and
resurrection are historical events according 1o all propability.

Admittedly, his treatment of the naturalistic thecries and
refutation of them could have been developved more. I{ has already
been shown above how important a complete refutation of altermative
theories 1s in order 1o more f{ully cetermine how probable the
resurrection is In actuality. Maler does a fairly creditable job
in this respect, dut still does not treat these naturalistic hypotheses
as thoroughly as is possible.

Perhaps some will object that his treatment of the theological
question did not deal with theology enough. VYet this letter criticism
does not rightfully apply since his whole purpose is to aoproach
this event as a historian and not a5 a theclogian. Thus he camnot
be Jjudged for this second point.

Therefore, his overall effort has been a very successful one.
lie has logically and historically showvn that naturalistic theories
do not solve the historical needs on the one hand and that valid

. . . . . . . s 5 72 . qos
historical pointers to the resurreciion do exist on the other hand. This

Maier, First Easter, Ibid., especizlly pp. 105-113, 120-122.
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combination makes 2 strong case for the historicity of the resurrection.73

After invectigating the claims of three scholars whe believe
that the resurrection can be demonstrated, it must be concluded that the
positions of Daniel Fuller, Ladd and laier are positive in their

overali approzches anéd conclusions. We have found thet these three

2lso present some difficulties. However, a logical approzch that

i1s both historical and theological revezls that these positions are
better suvported by the evidence than the others whichwere discussed
earlier, It yet remeins for us to finally ascertain if tkis third
possibility of demonstreting the resurrection is therne thet best'

- v

£its the facts.

3 Tor a very vocsitive review of ilaier's work First Fasier and one
which recognizes the excellent job done by Maier in his historical
Gemonstreiion of Jesus' resurrection, see Lawrence =, Illiartin,

"The Risen Christ", The Christian Century, iay 15, 13973, ». 577.




DPART 3
in Zvazluatiorn -of the Solutions to the

Question of the Resurrection of Jesus



Chapter XI. An Eveluation of Possibility Xumber One

Chapters five and six investigated the possibility that the
resurrection of Jesus did not actuelly occur. In chapter Iive it
was shown that the most influential position here was held Ty historian
and philosopher David Hume. His essay "Of iiracles"™ set the stage
for other views which also rejecied the resurrsction as an event,
usuelly because it was held that such events were impossible from
the outset because they contrzdicted the laws of nature.

Tt was apparent especially in chapter six that Protestant
liveralism followed Zume in this position. In fact, John Zerran
handall, Jr. expleins that Protestant liberalism as a whole followed
Hume in this line of reasoning. Hume's influence exterded =not only
t0 the nineteenth century liberals, but also on to tnis osresext day
waere men of this theological persuasion have often continued to
reject the niraculous, based upon this escsay.

N

Other scholars alsc note thet Fume's esszy becazme the cefinitive

stance for liberzlism with regards to zall miracles. Sxnith zgrees with

. . . 2 .. - . . .
Randell in this zsserticn. Yontgomery likewise affirms the fact

that both nineteenth aanld itwentieth century theclogy derived its

P

belief in the impossibility of niracles from Hume.
§ ¥ ]

)

Randall, OD. Ci't., ppo 295, 555-55&.
Smith, op.cit., Dp. 142-143,

5 Montgomery, The Suicide of Christian Theology, on.cit., »m. 28,

57-38.
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It is irteresting that these liberzl theologians thezselves
also acknowledged thet their views were based upon the siaance taken
by Hume. For insiance, in nineteenth century liberalism, David Sirauss
was explicitly willing to acknowledge this dependence. Tor this
scholzar, Hume's essay had forever settled the guestion of <The miraculous.
Supernaturzl, nature-contradicting miracles simply do not occur.

Other liberals also followed the position tazken by Strzuss in
that they also favored Hume's position against miracles. TFriedrich
Schleiermacher, like Eume, asserted that miracles are found where
there is litile knowledge of the laws of neture. Xiracles actually
oppose nature and the idea of the miraculous must be abandoned.5
Eeinrich Pzulus likewise followed Hume in believing that ziracles
are usually said to have occurred where there 1s a2 deficient knowledge
of nature. Scripture i1s misteken in claiming that miracles did
occur and vwhen the workings of nature are revealed, this mistake
becomes even clearer.6 Bruno Baur also affirmed that no events like
miracles occur which break the laws of nature;7 For Ernst Zenan,
Jesus believed that miracles were common, not beczuse they zciually

were, but because he was unfamiliar with the uniformity of nature's

& trauss, The Yew Life of Jesus, ov.cit., vol. I, op. 199-2Cl.

=

Z Schleiermacher, The Christian Faith; on.cit., see especially vol. I,
op. 179, 181, 183. Cf. also vol. I, pp. 71, 178-184; wvol. II,
pD. 448-449 and Schleiermacher's QOn Religion: Speeckes to its
Cultured Desvisers, ov.cit., pp. 88-89, 113-114 note numter 1é.

6

Schweitzer, op.cit., pp. 51-53.

T 1via., p. 154.
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laws.8

Later in the nineteenth and early twentieth cernturies, liberal
theologians were still following Hume and his reasons for rejecting
miracles. O0Otto Pfleiderer held z notion that was very comzocxn, especially
since Hume--thai the events of nature follow an unchanging regularity
and order.9 Adolf von Earnack added his voiée to the growing list of
scholars who accepted, 2long with F:me, the beiiéf that ancient
peoples believed the miraculous because they did not understznd the
laws of nature. They did not realize that events which interrupt
nature never occur. Thus, miracles cannot be believed.10

In the twentieth century, as mentioned a2tove, liberal theologians
continued to accept Zume's position on miracles as'the definitive one.
Rudolf RBultmann accepts the view that the modern conceptions of
nature and sciemce do not 2llow for miracles. 3Beczuse of the natural
laws, the universe is clcsed to Supernatural workings. Thus riracles

11

are no longer acceptable in todey's world. For Pazul Tillich, no

. . - L. - . : 12
events such as miracles can break the laws of nature. Jon: A.7T.

[

Robinson holds thazt the Jiblical miracles are myths because natural

processes cannot be interupted by God's intervention. The Yew Testament

Renan, Life of Jesus, cp.cit., po. 147-155.

? Pfleiderer, Tne Thilosophy and Development of Relizion, op.cit.,
VOl. I’ pp. S-Co

10 Hernack, That is Christianiiy?, op.cit., pp. 25-31.

11 . - . - . . .
Bultmann, "¥ew Testament and llythology" in Xerygme and Ivth, on.cit.,
Dpo L"_sc

Tillich, Svstezatic Theology, op.cit., vol. I, pp. 115-117.
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cosmology must therefore be abandoned.
It is guite obvious from this foregoing survey that boih nineteenth
and twentieth century liberal theologians have followed Zuze in.
rejecting all possibility for the miraculous. That Fume was the
primary inspiration for this viewpoint is also plain.
Yet it has been shown above that Fume's thesis failed <o provide
an adequate prohibitive against the occurrence of miracles. Four
major objections were raised against his view. 2Eriefly, it was first
discovered that Zume utilized a2 series of logical errors, especially
circular rezsoning ani begging the guestion. This is especially
noticeable in his definition of miracle and in his assumption of the
negative value of 2ll experience of mirecles, when just such zn
investigation of this experience might demonstrate the probzbility
of 2 miracle. Second, Hume arbitrarily rejects miracles even where
he recoznizes a2 hizh credibility for the Supernatural event described.
Third, Hume rejecis miracles because of a fzulty view of the uniformity
of mature which he himself had rejected iﬁ other works. Inis
incorrect view of nature is the center of his polemic zanéd must tnerefore
be rejected. Trourith, in spite of Fume's agreements with modern thought
in severzl aspects of his work, ne reverted to a2 pre-modern stance
with respect to his view of miracles. Although he rejecied the then-

robzovilities,

‘g

popular view of a2 closed universe and opted for the use of
he inconsistently rejected miraclies from the cutset because they were

believed to be impossible. He z2lso ignored any probabilities for

13 Robinson, ¥onest to God, ov.cit., pp. 11-18, 64-68.
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cziracles and thus ruled them out in a way which is not consistent

witn the atove modern concepts which he accepted. =ere he is pre-
< - s 14
modern ancé in error.

A1l ten of tThe theologians just surveyed 2lso azree in accepting
the view that the universe 1is closed to 2ll occurrences of Supernatural
miracles. These events are generally conceived of as being impossible
because they oppose the workings of nature. Ancient peosles who

accepted such reports as true were often sazid tc have dons so because

1 . A
not understand nature proserly. > It is therefore more

[N

they di
possible to veriiy the contention of Randall, iontgomery a=nd Smith

given above that z2ll of liverzlism as a2 whole followed Hume in these

-,

. 16 . - . .
onclusions. J. Gresham Machen concurs with these scholars that

17

liberalism did indzed agree in abandoning belief in the niraculous.

Ecczuse both nine

ct

eenth and twantizth century liberazlism followed
Zume's reasoning in iis rejection of the miraculous, it is thus

possivle to ascertain that these theologians were, like Zume, also

in error conceraning ihese views. For these reasons it is not surprising

to find that 2lmost the same eriticisms of Hume which were related in

14

This summary of the criticisms of ZTume is necessarily z btrief one
and thus the i1cgic for these four criticisms cannot be proveriy
aralvzed from this presentation. For a complete analysis of the
ezsoning behind these statements, see cnapter five.
15 rences to these ten theologians for these beliefs
(to varying extents) on the part of each of them. In order to

ascertain how si=z r the beliefs of these tneolo~lans cre to Zume's
stance agzinst miracles, compare chapter Iive.

See thiz above rerl

e
is
ila

)

o)
CN

See footnote numbers one through three a2bove and the corresponding
discussion.

ot
~I

J. Gresham Machen, Christianity and Liberalism (Grand Zcpids:
%illiaz . Zerdman's Pudblishing Company, 1925), pp. 107-109.
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chapter five with regard to the use of improper presuppositions and
an incorrect metkhodology and concerning the use of a2 fauliy view of
the uniformity of nzture 2lso apoly to these other scholars, 4s HZume
was found to te in error in these concepts, so also is liberal theology
likewise in error here. XNiracles cannot be ruled out by such anapproach.

A seconé indicziion that the method employed by theolosical
liveralisn since Zume's time is in error councens the naturzlistic
theories which have been suggested in order to accqunt for the
resurrection of.Jesuse Such hypotheses were necessary in oxder to
explain an event which had already been rejected ¥ le Hume. The
zzjor theories which have been formulated against the resurreciion
have been discussed z2tove and refuted.l8 4n investigztion of each
demonstrated that they could not properly account for what is known

aZ o

to have occurred, Zach can be adeguately refuted historically,
19

logically and theologically.

That none of the naturalistic theories adeguately accounts for

ot

he resurrection of Jesus is indeed an extremely acute point ggainst
theological liberzlisxz's stance on the resﬁrrgction. Qur cndeavor
has been to finéd the historical conclusion which is most »robable--
the one which best zccounts for what is known to have occurrec. Yet,

none of even the "sirongest" zlternative theories is even persuasive,

let 2lone being probable. A more adenvate solution is definitely

18 ., . . . .. . e . . .
The major theories zdvanced to explain the resurrection have been
discussed ezrlier. It was found that formulations based uvon a
swoon, subjective or objective visions (including the "ielegram
theory" ané idszs of the continuing spi*itual presence of Jesus'
versonality in the minds of the disciples), the influence of other

ancient myths, the growth of legends or fraud (includinz the stolen
body theory) 211 failed to account for the known fzcts., See
esnecially chapter six above.

1 ; . . . . .

9 See the conclusions agazinst each of these theories, especially in
chapter siz, CI. for example, llazier, First Zaster, on.cit., p.ll3
and Ledd, op.cit., pp. 133-1L41.




needed here.

4 third indication that the liberzl theological position on the
resurrection is incorrect is the fact that even those who formulated
naturalistic theories against this event joined in the decimation of
other "rival" theories. Thus it was shown earlier how Strazuss znd
Xenan (aamong others) were both strongly opposed to Paulus' swoon
theory. In fact, 1t is usually believed that Strauss himself gave
the final death-blow to the theory, which destroyed it for good.
However, Strauss' vision theory weas opposed strenuously by such
scholars as Schleiermacher, Paulus znd Xeim. Once again it was 2
liperal theolecgian, Keim, who is generaily considered to be the one
whose logical arzuments disvosed of Strzuss' theory.

Yhile such opvposition by thcse of 2 similar theologiczl stance
surely does not zutomatically prove thése theories to be wrong, the
indications are tiat esech felt that the octher naturalistic theories
were in error. Thigs points to a real-dissatisfaction with such theories

on the part of these scholars. None could conviance even those of

his own theoloziczl versuasion thzt his view was the most probable one.

See the discussion of these facets in chapter six abvove.

fo
[

Admittedly, no one is able to convince everyone that his view is
right. However, if there was a naturalistic theory which was
probable, one would think that those who otherwise objected to the
facticity of the resurrection would be able to agree on that
theory. However, the point being stressed here is not so much
that the liberal scholars could nct agree on any one theory, but
rather that the inherent weaknesses in each were pointed out.

In other words, these scholars provided adequate refutations of
each of the theories and thus revealed that they were not capable
of accounting for the facts.
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There are thus three very important reasons for holding that
the answer to the resurrection which is sugzested by lume and by all
of theological liberalism fails vo account adequately for what is
known to have occurred. First, much of the criticism directed
against Hume in chapter five also applies to liberalism's approach
to this event. Thus the entire methodology and the »resuppositicns
which are used are invalid, as is the fauliy view of the uniformity
of nature. The resurrection and other miracles cannot peorverly be
negated by these methods. This point alone is devastating to <these
positions. Second, the fact that no naturalisvic theory adequately
accounts for what occurred is an even stronger pdint against Fume
and liberalism. That no Drobabllity can be estatlished for any such
alternative theory demonsirates thet none of these hypoiheses can
be accepted as the probavle solution. Third, not even those who
reject The resurrection agree that any theory adeguately accounts
for the evidence. Rather, several scholars were content to destroy
the arurments for theories which opposed their ovn, clearliy revealing
the inherent weaimesses of each.

It is popular in contempeorary theology to deny Jesus' literal
resurrection and at the same time to affirm that in some way he can

$%111pe said to be alive today. For instance, Bulimenn contends
22

thet although Jesus did not actually rise from the dead, he still
meets us through the words of preaching as the risen Lord. Thus. while Jesus

22 Bultmann, "New Testament and liythology" in Kerygma and Lith,
op.cit., op. 32, 42 for example.
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himself &id not actuzlly rise from the dead as the New Testament affirms,
we can still encounter the risen Lord today by faith in thz woréds
which are preached. In fact it is only Ey this mode that the
resurrection becomes present and it thereby becomes possible to méet
the risen Jesus.23

Marxsen likewise accepts such a formulation. Although Jesus is

24 -
because Jesus

dezd, his 5ifsr of fzith hes not lost its validity

lives today in the content of Christian preaching. Thus Jesus'

activity continues beyond the grave. He¢ shows himself to be alive
S 11 . . o i et 25

because men still continue to respond to him ir faith. For

¥erxsen, Jesug' razsurrection is thus noit the raising of a dezd men

from the grave, but rather the crucified and dead Jesus still

i . L 26

influencing men to believe evern today.

The purpose bpsnind such theclogical maneuvers is obvious. The
desire is to be able to continue to teach that the Christian faith
is still valid for modern man even though many are still ixzclined
to reject the resurrection as an actual event in history. In this

way tracditionzl beliefs which in the New Testament are result of

the resurrection can be confirmed iz 2 way that is more harzonious

23 Ibvid., pp. 41-43. R. Lofton Hudson reaches a similar conclusion
concerning Jesus' being zlive in the preaching of the church.
See K. Lofton Zudson, "7hat One Zaster Heant to ile", Christizn
Century, April 18, 1673, pp. 450-452, especially p. 451.

arxsen, OD.Cit., D. 147.

- e

25 Ivid., po. 77, 110, 128, 141, 1bb.

25 rpig., ef. pp. 128-129 with p. 147.
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with zmodern thouzsht.

Cowever, this vosition is quite obviously laden with several
incredibilities. There are at least two valid reasons for rejecting
such a theological stance.

Pirst, such an understanding of Jesus' resurrection, whereby
he is said to be zlive even though he did not literally rise'from the
dead, is contrary to the eariiest Christian understanding of this
event, The Jewizh conception of resurrection invelved the raising
of the body. The first century Christians likewise believed in the

resurrection of a2 scirituzal body as clearly shown zabove, and Jesus

was believed to have literally risen in this way. Therefore, to
assert that this modern view is close to the New Testament is ridiculous.
Por the earliest believers, Jesus was sald to be alive a2t present,

but because he had literzlly risen from the deazd, not beczusc hLis

influence had simyly continuesd beyond the grave in spite oI being dead.
As asserted by laier, the modern concept that the Christian

faith wounld still be vzlid even if Jesus had never risen bodily

would be nothinz but nonsense to Paul and other first century Christians.

Brown agrees, a2dding that formulations such as Marxsen's are of

1little value if they co nct do justice to the New Testament stance,

which allows only ozne interpretation of the resurrection-=-z literal

resuscitation.29 Ladd states this well:

The New Testament knows notkhing about the persistexnce of Jesus!
personality apart from the resurrection of the bocy. Neither

27

28

¥arxsen does sugcest just this (ov.cit., pp. 144-145).

Yaier, "The Zmpty Tomb as History", ov.cit., p. 5 and ilzier's
Pirst Easter, ov.cit., p. 115.

23 Brown, The Tirzsinal Concevtion and Rodily Resurrection of Jesus,
cp.citey, De 755 footnote number 128.

27
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does the New Testament ¥now the 'resurrection of the spirit!

to heaven...If his body is moulderine in a Palestinian tomb,

he cannot be the exalted Lord...30

LAdmittedly, the New Testament conced: of Jesus' resurrection is

not seif-vindicating. But the point here is a crucial one. The
testimony of Paul is that if Jesus did not rise literally in a spiritual
body in such a way that he could appear to others, then he did not rise
et all (I€or. 15:1-19). This is the choice which is open to us.

“Ither Jesus rose literally or he carnnot be said to be alive in any

4

other than in a spiritual sense. To take a middle ground which claims
that Jesus is alive but that he did not rise from the dead is not
open to us. The earliest Christians in particular would not recognize

such a compromising belief. If Jesus was dead. Christian theology

—

j

could not be true at all. If Jesus ead, neither can contemorary
theology nold to the other affirmations and docirines of the Christian
faith. They all stand or fall together.

Second, logic alone dictates that this modern coneceni of
resurreciion is Invalid. 4s Ladd firmiy siates, i1f Jesus did not
rise bodily from the tomb, then he is still dead.”” It is plain that
if a person is dead he cannoi still be alive unless one is speaking

o b

of spiritual immorialiiy or of the continuation of one's personality

O

&S he is remembered by others or some such understanding. Apart from
Just such a resurrection as the MNew Testameni proclaims, Jesus cannot be
said to be any more alive than anvone else who hazs ever died. Apari
from a literal resurrection, he could still bpe influencing people

oday only in the sznse cf the continued aflecti of his life and

teacnings upon others. But to say that Jesus is risen because of

9 ladd, op.cit., pp. 146-147.

31 .. - . .
ibid., pp. 152-153, footnote number five.
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such opiritual immortality cr influence is plainly illogical and
inaccurate. Ii also imvolves a gross misapprépriation of words.
The early Christian belief in Jesus' resurrection could not
22

have survived if Jesus' body was still rotting in the grave.”” In

fael,; mo part of the Chris*tiazn faith cculd be considered irue if

Q

Jesus had never risen from the dead. I1add states this fact quite
well:

But if Jesus is dead.33 his entire message is negated. If

he is dead, he cannot come in his Xingdom....Furthermore
Jesus' itezching about the vresence of the Kingdom and its
blessings is also a delusion, for the presence of the Kingdom-
blessings was but an anticination of the eschatological
Kingdom to be established by the heavenly Son of YMan....If
Jesus is dead, his entire message abouit the Kingdom of God is
a delusion. If Jesus is dead, the heart of the New Testament
Christology is also a delusion.34

- 35 wharansr +
-~ de N b ~

For these reasons, the moderm formulation wao N s held

b
pe

that Jesus is alive even though he did not literalily rise from the
dead camnot be valid. Such an intervretation does not coincide with
the New Testament undersianding of this event and so cannot be
understood as such. The New Testament presents a "do or die® attitude
as regards the literal resurrection of Jesus. Only if it occurred
literally can we hold Christlan iheology to be valid. Any other
undersianding of this event is therefore not possible if one still

desires to embrace Christian doctirine.

rernerberg, Jesus--God and Man, op.cit., especially p. 100.

At thls point in the above quote, Ladd supplies a footnote in
which he states his view that those who believe thai Jesus is
s%ill z2live but who insist that he did not rise bodily from the
tomt are voicing all iliogiezl ovinion. Jesus either arose or
ne is dead (Ladd, op.cit., pp. 152-153, footnote number 5).

Tbid., pp. 145-146.
35 wachen notes that *%is interpretation was also vrevalent in the

older liberalism of tle niieteenih zand early twentieth centuriles
(op.cit., pp.108-109).
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In addition, this modern formulation is quite illogical. A dead
zan who did not rise from the dead is no more alive than any other
desd individual. Such a2 man could only influence people by tke
inspiration of his past life ahd teachings. But such a person has
not"risen" and is not zlive any more than any other person. Eis
present sviritual existence would therefore not be unigue. Only by

a2 literal resurrection can an individuzl be proclaimed as being risen..

Thus we must conciude thet David Zume and theologiczl literalism
as a whole (both nineteenth and twentieth century) do not offer a
valid aporoach to the resurrection o{/Jesus.' The methodology and
presuppositions which are used have been shown to be irn error, as
is the incorrect concepticn of the uniformity of nature. ‘Without
these fzuliy premises the subtsequent conclusions which were postulated
against the resurrection zost assuredly carnnot be h=21d. 2lso, the
naturalistic theories which were proposed as alternate suggestions
t0 account for the belief in the resurrection were shown to be
inadeguate to account for the known facts. Tnese theories fall short
hictoriczlly, logically and theologically. In addition, liberzl
theologians'themselves showed that the alfernate theories were not
valid by demonstrating the inadequacies of each one.

It was likewise determined that the popular modern uncerstanding
of Jesus as beinz "risen" and "alivz" today in spite of his having never
risen from the dead is also a totally inadeguate conception. It must
be rejected, as shown above, in that it violates the earliest Christian

understznding of this event and because it is guite illogiczl.

It is therefore necessary that the answer given by Hume and by
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contemporary liberal fheology sincg hig time be rejected z2s an
inadegquate solution to the question of the resurrection. None of
the naturalistic theories are even historically plausible, let 2lone
probable, a2nd must therefore be abandonedéd. This theory that the
resurrection did not occur thus fails at the crucial point of not
being able to formulate 2 probable alternate theory or otherwise to
properly rule out the resurrection. Any zlternative theory such as
these which have been examined and refuted here must therefore be

36

rejected.
The guestions discussed in this chapter are very imgoriani ones.
All of Christizn theology relies on the vzlidity of the resurreciion
and it is therefore imperative to understend if tais evexnt is an
actual occurrence. Teo s2y that Jesus 1s risen or alive, but that ne
did not literally rise from the deazd just coxmpounds the dilexzna,
is inadeguate ag an znswer to the gquestion of whether Jesus really

rose. It is our desire to evaluate the other possibilities in order

to ascertain if they can come any closer to a probable answer,

36 Such theories would of course be rejected regardless oi whetiher
a theologian, historian, philosopher or other such scholar
formulatesd ths hypotheses. The field of specizlty makes no
difference here, as the alternsiive theory would still be forced
to answer the same objections as were raised above.



Chapter XII. An Evaluetion of Possibility Number Two

In chaptexrs seven a2né eight the possibility was investigated
that the resurreciion of Jesus actually occurred, but that it cannot
be demonstrated as such. It was shown in chapter seven that the most
influential position here was that of theologian and philosopher
Sﬁren Kierkegaard. It also veczme obvious, especially in chapter
eight; that meny cthers have followed kim in this belief.

it has just been found thet the conclusion that the resurrecticn
did not occur fails ir thet it can neither vprovide a probable
fzcts or otherwise properly negate this esveni. Thus
an answer must te found elsewhere.

Kierkegaari popularized the conclusion that the resurrection

1

(and other miracles) actually happened, but that this even:t cannot
te proven to have occurred. It can only be accepted by faith. It
is sclely by feith and not by any type of demenstration wnzisocever
that we come to know God.

This position was further developed by Karl Barth, who clearly
accepted the resurrection as a2 historical event which actuzlly occurred.
But like Xierkegzazrd, this event cannot be proven to have occurred
at 211, Zowever, Barth followed earlier theologians like Ilartin
Kﬁhler in relegating the resurrection to other than totally objecvive

history. This event was believed to have occurred in a nonverifiable

type of history which ics removed from objective tests such as

Kany theologians followed Barth in these views. Today it is

M
C
o
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quite popular to conceive of the resurrecticn ac a real event, but

[
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one which is not ver
The rationzle behind such a theory is apparently to e able to
affirm the resurrecticn as a real event for faith but a2t the sane
time to remove this event from the critical eye of modern historiography.
Thus it appears that Barth's intention (and those who agree with him)
is to remove the Christian faith from this realm of modern historical
methodology and thus to keep Christianity from any possibility of
being critically investigated.l Such methods of verification are
viewed as being opposed to the New Testament presentation of
faith.2
In spite of Zarth's seeming desire to "preserve" Caristianity
from all such criticzl investigations, his formulation is still guite
problematical. It has alrezdy been found in chapter three above that
higstory is required to investigate 211 possible facts surrounding an
event in order to find the most probzahle conclusion. It wes concluded

that neither gcience or history can rule cut the miraculous & priori.

Kather, all of the facts must be thoroughly investigeted wiinh the
conclusion which best supports the facts being viewed a2s the probeble

one. Therefore z miracle such as the resurrection might be found to

1 See Blaikie, ov.cit., Dp. 122-136 and Montgomery's Zistory and
Christianitiy, op.cit., pp. 87-83%. and ¥here is Eistory GoingQ?,
OE. Cit., ppo 115-1160

2

Bazrth makes this claim, for instance, in his Church Dogmatics,
op.cit., vol. IV, part 1, pp. 335-336.
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be the probable conclusion and thus be viewed as an actual historical
event. For this reason, Barth need not feel that the facis of
Christianity must be preserved from historical or other types of
investigation. If these facts are found to be probable they will
thereby defend themselves. Otkerwise such an event would not merit
the faith which the Few Testament esserts is dependent uvon it.

Barth is therefore in error in recomzending such a procedure 2s
being essential.

This lzst criticism of Barth's method is in zddition to the other
major problems which have been pointeé out in chapters szeven andiei~ht
with regards to both ¥ierkegazrd's and Barth's position (and also
concerning thoss scholafs who follow them). Z2riefly, therz were
three major criticisms directed against Xierkegeard. First, even
Zierxegeard himseli is not successful ir building 2 theological
system that is not first built on some reasonable foundation. For
instance, his polemic for faiih and subjectivity is somewhat rational,
as he makes use of both logic and reason. Even hi§ convictions were
shown to be rationally-based. In fact, his entire system could not
be formulated apart from reason. Thus it is shown to be impossible
to have fzith zparit from some sort of rational basis. Second, since
faith is construed s being temporally first and reason is ziven no.
real place by this scholar, it is not vossible to know if such faith
is valid. Since there would be no ¢cbjective criteriaz by which to
examine the Chrisiian faith, we cannot know if it is correct in its
beliefs or not. Faith must therefore be testable in order to

detercine if it is vealid., Otherwise one never ascertain whether he
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was right in this faith znd whether his belief was trustworihy and
factual, or if it was simply spurious.5

¥From the first two criticisms of Xierkezgaard it becomes zpparent
that 1) reason is temporally first and 2) faith needs an objective
founcdation so that it can be verified. A third criticism of Xierkegeard
naturally follows from these first two. Since some reasonable
verification is therefore needed upon which faith can ve built, a
historicazl examiration of the claims of Christianity ig the most
likely »rocedure. 4Lt any rzte, such a reasonable method could not
be opposed since just such an objective basis is needed.

From this treztment of Xierkegazard, some of the weaxnesses of
this proposeéd zporoach to the resurrection can be more clezrly seen.

nsed for a more objective approach to this event.

[97]
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Iin addition to the one given above, four major criticisas were
2lso presented ccncerning Barth's modification of this method.5
Eriefly, the first criticism concerns Barth's development of the

idea thzt Jesus' resurrection occurred ir vrehistory or pzrzhisiory.

It involves 2 twofold critigue. History knows of no such concept

5 ror the reasoning for these first two criticiszs, see chapter four
above.

he logicel stevps for these three criticisms of Xierkegeard cannot

——

be completely ascertained from this briefl suwmary. See chapter
seven for an indevth study of this critique.

> These four criticiszms of Barth were later aliered in chapter eight
so that they a2lso arplied to the scholars who followed him.
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where events can occur on the boundary or out:zisirts of histofy. This
realm cannot be measured by historical methods and is thus invslid.
Ldditiornally, Barth allows no verification for events in prehistory,
but still insists that they are ectuslly hkistirical. However, actual
history can be examined and investigeted. If the resurrection occurred
in history it must be open ito such investigation or it cannot be
referred to as objective history. Second, like Xierkegzard, Barth's
methoé allows no means whereby the Christizn faith can bé examined.
Thus, once agein, it cannot be determined if this faith is valid or
not. To remove Caristianity frcz czy investigation is to mzke it so
subjective thzt no one could actually ascertain its trustworthiness.
Cne could not be sure whether his belief was factual.

Third, Barth accepts the death of Jesus as an event which

1

oceurred in real history in the modern sense of the word, while the
resurrection is relezated to prehistory. Yet both events are
believed to be revelatory. 3Barth is therefore illogical to declare
thzt Cod does nst reveal Himself in objective; verifiabls events.

ince He did so a2t the cross, He coulé a2lso do so with the resurrection.
Thus the resurrection could also logically be history in trhe modern
verifiavle, objective sense. The fourth criticism of Barinh is'that
he has clearly been shown to be wrong in his belief that the Xew
Testament does not z=ver try %o denonsirate the resurrection. To the

,
- 5 . o] .
contrary, suck & procedure occurs several times. Thus he cannot claim

6 For example, see I Corinthians 15:4-8, especially verse 6; Luke
24:36-43; John 20:24-28; Acts 1:3; 10:40-41, Christizn doctrires
are also sa2idé to be true because of the resurrection (see Acts
17:30-31; Zomans lik4).
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Scriptural backing for his method.

For the reasors stated here, this second possible solution
to the resurrection a2lso fails 10 account properly for the facts
which are known to be true. Admittedly, it is laden with Ifewer
problems that the first method discussed in the last chapter. For
instance, this solution is not required to offer ény neturalistic
alternative views concerning the resurreétion. But the approach
teken by Xierkegzard, Farth and others cannot adequately dezl with
all of the criticisms raised here and must therefore be rejected as
an incorrect treaztment of Jesus' rgsurrection.

As corncluded in chapters seven and eight, XKierkegaard and
Barth both azgree thzt faith in Chrlst is the most important element
of Christianity. The same was also found to be true in this study
in chazter four zbove, with faith as the more crucial element being
built upon 2z rezscneble look at the facts. Therefore, their
conception of faitkh can remain valid even though the methodolozy by
which they reach this conclusion is feulty. This is because the
seame conclusion, nzmely the importance of faith, can alsc be reached
obaect;?cly.s

Tor both Xierkegaard and Barth, the center of Christianity is

salvation by fzith a2nd comnitment fto Jesus as the Christ. Salvation

T As with Xierkegeard, the reasons for these four criticisas caanot
be fully zlezzned from this brief survey. See especially chapter
eight for the rationale here.

[22]

This was the result of the logiczl study of faith and reason in
chapter four.
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is achieved when an individuzl 1is convicted that he is 2 sinner and

exveriences & complete change in his life by repentance. Tais

J.T.‘

spirituel experience consists of the individual trustinz the death

of Christ on thz cross as a subsitutionary dezth to pay for his

sins and surrendering his life to God in faith as 2 resuli. Eoth
of these theologians zlso stress the subsequent commitment axnc the

changzed 1life which will result from 2 genuine conversion.9
Secause of the aforementioned siudy of the reason-fait: relation-

ship, these conclusions concerning the prirmary importancs of faith

must therefore be eccepted as valid. They fai%ﬁ ully reprecent the

Xew Testament resition on this subject aand will be found to bte

even more trustworthy if the resurrection is found to be azn actual

histcrical event tecause 2 firm, objective grounding will then

heve teen given itc this concept of faith.

\O

For Xierkegazrd's view, see especialliy Attack Upon "Christendorm",
ov.cit., »3. 149, 210, 21%, 280, 287; cf. Eeinecken's "Sgren
Kierkegeard", in Lariy and Peerman, ovp.cit., op. 131, 133, 13L&,
For barih's vizw, see in particuler his Church Dogmetics, ov.cit.,
vol. IV, part 1, op. 248-254,




Chapter XIIT. An BEvaluation of Possibilitiy Number Three

The third possible solution to the resurrection of Jesus was
investigated in chapters nine and ten, a solution which postulated
thzt the resurrection actually occurred and that it can be demonstrated
to be a historical event. It was determined in chaptier nine that
Wolfhart Pannenberg is probably the vest known representative of
this viewpoint. Several other scholars likewise hold this view
without followirnsg Pennenberg irn these conclusions. . in chapter ten
the views of three other key scholars who also believe that the
resurrectién cen be demonstrzted to have occurred in history were
2lso enumerated.

- —

Gererally speaking, each of these four scholars holds that history
Tust be investigated ia order to ascertain if the resurrecticn occurred.
411 zgree that one nust not be prejudiced concerning what is
possible or impossible in such an investigatioﬁ. The only way to
ascertain 1f a Supernziturzl event such as the resurrectioxn heas
actuzlly occurred is to examine the facts znéd then decide which
conclusion best fits these facts. This conclusion is to bpe accepted
as the moss probable one and is thus to be viewed as a historical
fact, even if it is 2 miracle,

After an exazinztion of the avzilable evidence, each of these
four scholars arrives at the conclusion that the resurrection is the
event that vest explzins what happened. The method varies = little
beiween each of these men, but the primary result is the same. The

fzcts are best explained by the resurrection and as this is the most

307
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. S . . : 1
probatle solution, it is regarded as historical fact.

In spite of the lcgical approach taken by these scholars,
some difficulties were detected in their work. This was especially
true of Pznnenberg's thesis. First, his concept of God was discovered
to pe guite arbitrary, lacking a sufficient amount of demonstration.
Contrary to Pannenberg's belief, Jesus does not speak exclusively
of God's working from the future. To hold §uch a position one
must already have assumed that God works in this way in order to
interpret all verses in light of this idea. This would be especially
difficult with the verses which were shown tc teach the opposite view.
Second, in spite of Pannenberg's conception of the indirect Seli-
revelation of God, i1t was shown that the Jews 2lso viewed revelztion
as occurring directly through beth the spoken word of the prophets
and the written word of Scripture. Thus it cannot be held that the
indirect revelation of God in history was the only means oI revelation
accepted by the Jjevws.

Third, it wzs found that Pannenberg's overall sysiem lacks proof
at severzl cruciazl points. It is especially in the formulation of
his seven theses that there is & decided lack of evidence for his
views. This proclivity is perhaps best evidenced by the connection of

both revelztion and the fate of Jesus with the end of history. Several

1 Ladd's conception of the resurrection occurring in history does
differ somewhat from the others, and this has azlready been considered
above., A4ll four scholars agree that this event is the best
explanation of the historicel facts and thus they also azgree in-
accepiting it as the most prodable conclusion.
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problems vwhich arise as & result of these formulatidns were pointed
out above. In fact, Fannenbers's theological framework as z w¥hole,
a2lthough interesting, sometimes lacks the demonstiration neeéded to
establish it beyond thes realm of philosophical speculation. Fourth,
Pannenverg's treatment of the resurreciion fails in itwo Tresnects.

Tirst, he firzly accepts this occurrence a2s 2 historical event, but
E- bl

rejects any stronzly objective zppearances of Jesus even when the

l.'

evidence indicates otherwise. 3But it was shown theat quch cénclusions
are unwarranted and that the witness of the lew Testzment is to the
contrary; heveriheless, this scholar does indeed believe that Jesus
actually did rise from the dead and appear to his disciples.

The seconé part of this fourth criticism concerns Pannenberg's
treztment of the nzturzlistic theories which have been comnosed in
opposition to the resurrection. With the excention of the stubjective
vision theory, his critique of these alternzte theories is not as
strong as it couléd have beern., Yet i1t is imperative that these
naturelistic views be refuted as conclusiveiy «s possiple. Eince
resurrection is thsz centrzl elemenit in the Christiaxn faith, it is
escential to ascertain if this evernt actually occurred. Thereiore,

a complete refuizticr of the naturzlistic hypotheses would zliow

2 more accurate decision on the probability of the resurrsction. 4ilso,
the more thorouzh the refutation of these aiternazte viewsis, the
easier it is both to conclude that there zre nc views which are rore
probable than Jesus' resurrection as a historiczl event and the more
probable the resurreciion is shown to be.

1t was likewise found that Dzniel Fuller, Ladd and izisr also
fell prey to this last criticism. Like Pannenberg, these ithree

o =

scholars wer2 also successful in refuting the major azlternziive theories.
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But a2lso like Pannenberg, seldom was a complete refutation siven.
Once again, a2 amore thorough and entire negation of the rival views
on the part of =211 four scholars would reveal evan more nositively
if there were zny probable solutions other thar the literal
resurrection of Jezsus. The more complete this investigztion and
refutation is, the ezsler it is the verify that the resurrcction is
the most probable answer and the more probehazle this eveni itself

becomes. Since zll four scholars endeavor 15 establish the probability

ot

+ the ctject shoulé of course be to do so zs zccurztely

2

cf this event

S possible.

o)

and thecroughly
In additior to this one common criticisam made of 211 Iour of

these scholars coxncerning their incoxmplete treziments of <he
alternzte theories, other more irdividuval criticisas werz cointed out
above, 3But in a2l1ll cases, these critiques cdid rnot aznnul the defense
ol the resurrection which was presented by each of the o
fact, it 1s quite difficult to annui these zapproaches when it is
lized that tc successfully abrogzte thea, one ﬁould have o

3

propose a more provzble naturalistic solution to the resurrection.

Significantly, it was nct only negative evidence (suck as that

which was present=d agzinst the alternate theories) which was ascertained

-

to favor the resurrection as an actual even 1in history. It was also

snown that thers were positive facts and pointers which also indicate

2 . s . . . . - A -
The significance of this criticism against all Ifour of zhese
scholars will be more fully erpleined in the last chaster.

3 See, for example, Pannenberz, Revelation as History, on.cit., p. 147
and ¥aier, First Zzster, op.cit., p. 120.
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that this 1s the most probabvle explanation of the facts. TFor
example, Daniel Fuller points to the conversion of Paul zaznd the
existence of the Gentile mission. I{eier presented historical
evidence of various types to corroborate his position.

It ig for these rezsons that the third possible approach to
the resurrection, which proposes that this event actually occurred
and that it can be'demonstrated, presents itself as the best solution
to the guestion of Jesus' resurrection. As will now ﬁe shown, the
conclusion which best fits the facts is that the literal resurrection

~—a

of Jesus from the de2ad can be demonstrated to have occurred azs &

1+

historiczl event., The following discussion in the last chanter is

not dependent upon the work of these four scholars discussed here,

hut still arrives 2t & similar conclusion.



Chapter XIV. A Concludingz Demonstration

It has been ascertained that the literal resurreciion of Jesus
from the dead i1s the historical event which best accounts for the
xnown facts surrounding this occurrence. The objective in tkhis
chapter is to presgent one finzl demonstiration by'this “riter that
this event is the most probabie. As explained ezrlier in ihis work,
the word "demonsirztion" is used here not in the senée of "zusolute
proof", but rzther zs a refersnce to provabilities. Thus, it is
asserted that the factuzl evidence is strong enough to warrant the
corviction thet the resurrection is the most probable conclusion for

vhat ccourred
L. The Eistoriczl MNethod

fodern nissoriography usually rules out the possitiliiy of the
mirzaculous a2 vriozri. According to this methoé, history is closec to
the Supernaturzsl workings of God in events such as miraclies. Ixn spite
of the vopulariiy of this procedure, it zust be recesnized that such
2 position 1s z historical presupposition.

This modern coxncert of history emerged from the intellectual
envirenment berinning inthe Enlightenment a2né continued on <o
nineteenth century historical Positivism. liirzcles such as the
resurrection were ruleé out from the outset, often because of a

conflict with the concept of history. The result was an

£

surpose
[~

& oriorirejecticn of 211 Supernatural intervention inte history.

One might wonder how historical this approach really is in

1 Sec Montgomery, History and Christianity, ov.cit., Dp>. 88-85 =nd

Where is History Geing?, on.cit., p». 115-115; 3Blaikie, gz.cit.,
. 13353 Dzniel Fuller, op.cit., p. 1883 Ladd, op.cit., pp. 12-13;

= -

Kaier, "The Empty Tomb as Eistory", ov.cii., ». 5.

312
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actuality. In the case of a2 mirecle-claim, the preveiling technique
is to dismigs the possibility of it even before any invesiigation
of the facts.

However, such was found to be an incorrect procedure in chapters

tvo and three zbove. Ecience cannot rule out the miraculous a priori

because the universe is no longer conceived of in terms of 2 closed
systemn in which a2ll events happen by means of a2 prescribed regularizty.
Science therefore cannot know beforehand that such miracles cannot
occur. There can thus be no rejection of miracles such as ihe
resurrection simuly by referring to 2 modern worlé in which such
Superratural =vents do not occur,

In fact, mocern science is quite limited as to what it can say
about ths resurreciion. The scientific method is obviously ccancerned
with measuratle cuantities. Concepts such as peace, freedox or love

er

[41}]

cennot, of courss, be measured in a test tube. Nelther czn z Geil

v the existence of Julius Caesar. In other

J3
y

()

counter be used to ver
worcds, empirical science hes no instruuments or -other means whereby past

history can be investigated. In addition, history is nonrepeztable,

3

which is azlso reguired in order for science to make 2 prover Judgment.
Therefore, ail taet can De ascertained vie empirical science is thet
the resurrection cannot be negated because of the scientific worlid
view. ZRather, zn impartial historical investigation of the fzcts
is needed to see if this event actually occurred.

This is where the science of history emerges as the ngre proper
method to te used in this instance. As with science, it wag zlso
shown that neither can history employ the scientific world view to

rule out miracles & »riori. Ve are thus faced once azgain with the
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neeé to historicelly investigate 211 of the facts to find the most

vrobable solution. Ifoderrn historiography cannot negate the resurrection

as a2 historicel event without such an examination. It is clezrly

impossible (as shown in chapters iwo and three) to properly dismiss
such 2 miracle-claix beforehand.

In this work, the historical method which is employed is therefore
one which investigztes the facts first before a2 decision is mede as

o

to what can or did occur. The status of probability is ziven to the

-~

event which is the best explanation for the known facts. Such an

inductive apdroach is actually more "scientific" in its endeavor to
bzse the final conclusion upon a thorough historical investigation
of what is known to have occurred.

2. The Historicel Facts

Throughout this workx, many references have bveen made to the
known historical factis and how the resurrection is the bes? explaznaiion
for these events. hat are these facts? What are the events and
circumstances which zre known to have happened in conjunciion with
the belief thet Jesus rose from the dead?

Surroundéing the .resurrection event are many facts which are
usually recognized as peing historical by most scholers who deel
with this subject. It is known that Jesus actually died2 and that
ne was buried. Also historical is the fact that, after the death

of their Master, the disciples were extremely depressed and disiliusioned.

There are very few (if any) reputable theologians today who doubt
that Jesus actuelly died on the cross.
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For them, Jesus' zinistry had been ended prematurely by the Zoman
cross. It is unanimously agreed that they were thus guite ciscouraged
ané downcast. Afterwards, as confounding es it was, the tomb in
which Jesus was laid was later found to be émpty.3

Very soon afterwards, history relates that the discizles had
several experiences which they believed were appearances of the risen
Jesus. After these experiences there waé a cérastic cghange in their
dicposition--a transformation which hade tﬁem bold preachers even in
the very city where Jesus was crucified and turied. The result of
this preaching was the birth of the Christian church, which began
to meet on Sunday rather than on the Jewish Sabbath (Saturday).

Lzstly, 1t is an unqguestionable historical fact that one of the most
egvid persecutors of the Christian church, Saul of Tarsus, was converted
to Christianity by what he also believed was an appearance of the
risen Jesus.

Fron this summary, a2 miniaum of ten histdrical facts can be
gleaned which are held as being historical by the_majcr*ty of
theologians today. 1) Jesus actually cied on the cross and 2) was
buried in a tomb. 3) The disciples were extremely disillusioneé znd
disconcerted by the death of Jesus, being bereft of all hove. L&) The
same tomt in which Jesus was buried was found empty Jjust a few days

later, probably with the greveclothes still ingide. 5) The disciples

5 Lzdd adds here the historicity of the accouni of the graveclothes
being found in the empiy tomb (op.cit., p. 9%), since the description
of them bears the merks of eyewitness testimony.

Ly

For similar lisss, see Ladd, Ibid., »p. 13. 91-94, 132-133,
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were the recinients of several experiences which they believed were
resurrection apovezrances of Jesus. 6) Afterwards, the disciples
exverienced a complete transformation, being willing to die for
their new fzith. 7) The resultant preaching ofter took place in
Jerusalex, the eract place where Jesus was killed and buried. 8) This
prezching led to the birth of the church, 9) featuring Sunday as the
most important day of worship, instezd of Saturday. 10) Lazter, Paul
was converted to Christianity by means of an experience which he
zlso believed was an appearance of the risen Jesus.

These, then, are the historical facts which must be cdezli with
and exvlained. The gosvels and New Testament as a whole agree with
2ll ten of these either expliciily or implicitly. Xone of them is
denied in any of the writings of the Xew Testament. In a2ddition,

as we have seen at various points in this work, the majority of

[ B

cept these zs nistorical facts as weli, It is therefore

Q

ogiens a

theo

@

ot

evident that the exzplanztion which is given to the resurreciion nust

these events. The answer that is postulated iz

H

zlso account fo
these early writings is that Jesus literally rdse'from the dead.

Any zlternate explanation must explain all of these facts zdequately
ané still crosc the hardest hurdle by proposing 2 probabvle naturalistic
theory for the appezrances to the disciples. Thus, one who would

deny the resurrection must both zcdequately explain all of these facts
and offer a2 probztle zlternzite view to *he appearances. Zuv as we

have seen, no such orobatle z2liernative views exist, as even the more

=
})
(o

porular naturealistic theories fail to properly account for the facts
5

occurred.

We will reiturr to a Tinel evaluztion of these z2lternate itheorics
later.
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The enumerating of these facts also mekes it evident that
there are positive historical facts which support 2 belief in the
resurrection as well. This event therefore does not only devend
upon what Ladd refers to as "anti-criticism",6 or the dismissal ¢f
all naturalistic theories which have been formulated against the
resurrection. In other words, it is not only the evidence from the
elimination of 211 zlternate theories which makes.the resurrection
plausible, but there are actual "positive" facts which also demonsirate
that this event is the most probable.

There are a2t lezst seven strong facis which indicate that Jesus
actually rose from the dead. The first and by far the sirongest
fact is the positive Yew Testament claim that the disciples cid indeed
see the risen Jesus. There is not only the eyewitness tesiiiony of
Pzul to this.fact; tut the gospels are at least close tc znd include
the eyewitness testizony of the disciples (see Luke l:l-4 zs en

example), as Giscussed above. Paul also records the extremely

o
')
oy
O

important fact tha* the original discirzles were also preachin

ithe apoearances of the risen Jesus to them (I Cor. 15:11-15).
The power of ihis Wew Testament testimony is twofold. PFirst,

no alternative theory is sufficient enough tc explain these zppearances

and the subsequent conviction of their rezlity. But it is not only

the rejection of these theories that makes this claim so important.

Second, the known facts surrounding this event tend to corroborate

A

6 Lzdd, op.cit., po. 27, 140-141, in reference to Helmut Thielicke's
neme for this evidence.
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it znd meke the claim highly credible. For instznce, the disciples
came to believe firzly in the resurrection despite their overwhelming

dizillusionment andéd disbelief. Thus, they came to believe in spite

of themselves. Other facts are also left unexplained apzrt from

the literzl resurrection of Jesus.

Other events in addition to the eactuel zppearances are z2iso
vositive evidence for Jesus' resurrection. Second, the ineredible
chenge in the lives of the disciples froz dejected mexn wio fléd at
the arrest of Jesus to bold preachers who asserted the tecciiings of
the life, deatz a2z2d resurrection of Jesus even in the face of their
owr death indicaies unequivocally that these wbn firmly believed thet
Jesus had risen. Such elation is usually not the zction of m=en who
have been deceives by eny kxind of falsehood, either. Such uxdoubting

the point of dying for their faith is not the mark of
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men who had even the faintest zisgivings about this event., The
transformation of the disciples is best accounted for by actual

appearances of tihe risen Jesus.
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Third, the evidence ¢f the empty tomb, while not ix
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providing proof of ithe resurrection, is 2 positive zcint
of those who accept this event zs historical. At the szzme tine it
reguires & provable explanation by those who reject this event.! Even

more in fzvor of the resurrecticn is the discovery of ths graveclothes

inside the tomb, still unraveled witkr the tody sizuply missing.

7 As was shown ecrlier, even those who do not accept overly objective
appearznces of Jesus cften accept the belief irn the expiy tomb.
See Reginald Fuller, ov.cit., pp. 48-49, 69-70, 179-180 and
Pannenberg, Jesus--God 2nd ! ¥an, op.cit., po. 100-104,
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The attitude of the Jewish leaders in the book of Acts reveals
a fourth set of historical circumstances strongly in favor of Jesus!
literal resurrecticn. When the discinles were confronted by the
Jewish elders on various occasions in the early chapters of this
book (see especially acts 4-5), these followers of Jesus were not
charged with syreading false tzles sbout Jesus' resurrection. Neither
dié the Jews zo to Jesus’ tomb, reveal his body and so crush the |
central belief of Christianity.8

Fifth, the very birth of the Christian church dspends upon the
message of Jesus' resurrection. This event forms the very center
of Christianiiy and of the eariiest Christian message. According
to the earliest testizony, there would have been no church today

9

apart from this event.
zct pointing to the resurrection is the comnemorating
of this event in the fChrisiizan worship on Sunday instead of Saturéday,
the Jewish Sabbath. The first day of the week was referred to as
"the Lord's day" vecause Jesus was believed to have risen on a

Sunday (see Rev. 1:10; cf. Jn. 20:19, 26). Barly Jewish Christiens
apparently still gathered at the local synegogue for wership on
Seturdey, but for the Christian believer, Sundey was the day for such

important practices as partaking of the Lord's supper (Acts 20:7) and

8 when speaking with an "agnostic" on the subject of Jesus'! resurrection
a few yezrs ago, this writer was told that the stance tzken by
the Jewish lzaders in the boox of Acts was the strongest
dexonstration of the reazlity of this event.

9 See Acts 1:21, 223 2:24%, 32; 3:15, 2%; 43:10; 5:30, etc.

-e
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the gathering of one's offering (I Cor. 15:2). Soon Sundsy became
the day of pre-czminence for the Christians. 2ut sczething rust account
for this day of worship since it wes not the usual dzy. The Few
Testament witnesces that the change was due to Jesus! resurrectica.

A seventh historical fact which mekes the resurreciisn even more
probable is the conversion of Paul. This enenmy of the Caristian
church was suddenly converted to the faith which ne had so avidly
opposed. As Daniel Fuller shows, other naturalistic views which
would account for this conversion are not convincing and nust bve

rejected. Paul clzimcd his turnabout was due to an appearance of

l";

the risen Jesus and it is this view which still fits the factis bves
These seven fzcts zre thercefore "positive" evidence for the
resurrection of Jesus in addition to thé "megative" evidence supplied
by a refutation of the alternative viev:s.ll The appearances of the
risen Jesus to his followers, the complete change in the disciples,
the empty tozb, the zttitude of the Jewish leaders in Acts. the
existence of the church, the Christian worshio day of Sunday and
Paul's conversion are strong facts in favor of the resurreciion.
BEarlier other historiczl evidence was also given, such as Dzniel

Tuller's thesis about the existence of the Gentile mission being.

. . 12 “ro 3 . -
depvendent on the resurrection and Paul laier's presentation of

10 _ .
Daniel Fuller, ov.cit., Dpp. 242-250.
1 ‘s ' o -

1 "DPositive" evidence 1s a reference to events which 301;t directiy
to the res;rrectlon, wnile "negative®™ evidence is thaid vwhrich is
received froam refuting the naturalistic theories. 0f course, both
are positive as far as the rzality of the resurrection is concerned.

12

Daniel Puller, ov.cit., Do. 2.38-261.
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both specific and circumstantial historical evidence for this event.15

However, contemporary theclogy has provided additionzl evidence

H

for the resurrection which reinforces each of these other points of
evidence. As ex»nlazined in chapter one, the application of form

criticism to the zospel records was thought to be ﬁelpful in ascertairing
what the earliest church believed about Jesus. One of the main
expeciations wzs to uncover how the miraculous element was due to

later additions anc wes not actually a part of the life of Jesus.

But such was not to ve the case.

Contrary to wnzt may have been exvected 1if the origin of
everything miraculous in the New Testament was the feith of the early
church rather then vteing a real part of Jesus' 1ife, scholars cannot
rezch 2 form critical layer of tradition in which the resurrection
velief is not vresent. In other words, form criticiszm has demonsirated
thz* the resurreciion belief is in the earliest strata of Christian
pelief. As Carl Zrezatecn cxpleins these results:

The form-critical study of the eazarliest Christian traditions

has esia2btlished beyond rezsonable doubt that fzith in the

risen Christ is the point of departure and the essentizl content
of the keryzma. Without the Easter faith ikhere woull have

been no Christian church and the New Testament would not have
been written. The beiief that God raised Jesus from the dead

on the third day is a2s o0ld zs the Christian faith anéd is now,

as ever tefore, the ariicle by which ths church stznds or
faellsc...it may bs refreshing to know that even The more sceptical
historians azree that for primafiive Christianity...the
resurrection of Jesus from the dead was a real event in history,

the very foundation of faith, and uct a mythical idez erising
out of ths creztive imazination of believers.lh

15 Yaier, First Zaster, ov.cit., pp. 114-;22 and "The Zmoyty Tomdb as
History", opv.cit., pp. 4-6.

-

Carl 2rzzten, History end Hermeneutics, Volume II of HNew uirec
in Theolozy Today, edited oy William Hordern (Seven volumes
Philadelohia: The Westminsier Press, 1566) p. 78.




322

Other scholars likewise concur with Brazten in this view.
Reginald Fuller zgrees that there was no time in which the resurrection

15

was not tne centver of Christian preaching. Ramm asserts that the
most important purnose served by form criticism has been to show
that the miracles, and the resurrection in varticulazy have been
. . ot s . et 16 . .
embedded in Christian belief from the very teginning. wené notes
thizt the further bzciz that the texts are studied, the mors clear it
P TR 3 r~ 3 3 - ’ R 17
becomes that the risen Christ is the same as the Jesus of history.
Thus form criticism only served to strenghten the belief that the
resurrection is the historicel basis of the Christian feith. It
likewise confirmed the fact that this event occupied this very important
position in theology since the very beginnings of Christianity.
In enumeratiing these historical facts surrounding the resurrection,
it becomes apparent that this event is the besit explanation for what
has occurred. XZowever, there is not only the evidence of these facis,

but there is a2lsc the evidence from ithe refuted naturalisiic theories.

wzs also found thet there are at least sevexrn major

ot

In adéition, i
historical fzcts in favor of the resurrection besides those listed

by such scholars as Meier and Daniel Fuller. These considerztions
therefore show thet the literal resurrection of Jesus is the most
probable conclusion to this historical gquestion, esrecially wvhen it is
recognized that no alternate theories or other facts nmiliizte against

trnis event.

15 . . - .
? Reginald Fuller, ov.cit., p. 48.
16 . . .
Ramm, Protesiznt Christisn Bvidences, ov.cit., p. 194,
17

Wend, on.cit., 2. 122,
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C. The Theological iiethod

It becomes esvpecially apparent from the material presented in

n the rest of this work) that the pivotal

(B0

this chapter {as well as
point in this discussion is the experiences of the earliest followers

¢mit that these witnesses really believed that Jesus

. 18 v .
actually rose frozm the dead. But the focal point here concerns

™M

of Jesus. 4ll

whether these experiecuces Weraiactually appearances of the riser Jesus.
Xaturalistic theories of these experiences have been proposed

ever since the earliest proclamation of these beliefs. Of the

several alternztive views which were refuted here, there were three

major hypotheses. These were the swoon theory popularized by Heinrich

Paulus, the sudjective vision theory formulated by David Strauss

19

and the legené or nytith theory taught by Otto Pfleiderer ané others.
It has been a2 very important emphasis in this work ©o provide &

detailed and complete refutation of each of -the ngturalistic tneories,

especially these three méjor ones. Although it may ve thought thet

the tendency waz to "overkill" each of the theories by presenting

rmore evidence than was necessary to dispose of them, it zmust be

8 - . . .
1 Zven criticzl theology sccepts this belief on the part of the

disciples. For instance, s<e Bultmann, "New Testament and liythology"
in Kervema ané Myth, op.cit., p. 42.

19 Other naturaliistic theories refuted here in addition to th:zse
three include the objective vision theory (including the telegram
theory), the hyvpothesis of the continuing spiritual rresence of
Jesus' personality in his disciples' minds, and the fraud theory
(including the stolen body hypothesis). See especially chapter
sirx for theses rsfutations.
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strenuously objected that such was the exzct intention of this
writer and for gocé rezson. The need for a compiete refuiztion of the
alterrative theories is too often overlooked in the werks of those

who also opt for the belief that the resurrection can be demonstraied.

It is apparently not realized that the more thorough such a refutation

ie
1<

, the more orctzble the resurrection becomes.

The reason for this assertion is acute. There’are severzl very
important facts which point to the facticity of the resurreciion, ihe
main cne being the appearances to the diéciples. As;long as a~£;§vF“N»
alternate theory remains unrefuted (in whole or in part}, these
facts which rvoint to the resurrection 2znnot bz sccorded the full

impact which they warrant. 3ut the more the alternate thzories are

refuted, the more outstanding i1he facts favoring the céiscinles!

[¢]
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pecome, thus leaving the resurrection as still evern more
protable., Then it follows that the more coapletely such naiuralistic
theories are rejected, the higher the vrobability for the resurrection
becomes as the facts which demonstrate the feality of this event are
thereby shown to be valid, This is especially so‘when no ovher alternate
theories are shown to be probable. Therefore we perceive the importance
of complete refutztions of these other views.

In exemining tre zpproaches of Pannenberg, Daniel Fuller, Ladd
and ¥aier, it was found that each was not complete in his refutation
of alternate views {to varying degrees). This is true in two
different recvects. Firsi, many of the main reasons for rejecting
each of the major theories were not presented. In other woids, seldom
was a theory rejected as thoroughly or strongly as it might have been.

Second, each of these scholars neglected completely (or zlmost s9)
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one or more of the three major theories. In Pannenberzs's ;ection
dezling with 2 defense of the resurrection agzinst the zliernzte
theories in his volume Jesus--God and lan, the swoon theory is
20

neglected. Fuller's treatise omiis any specific refutation of

Strauss' vision treory or of the legend cr myth thecry, zithough both
are cited as alternazte hypotheses. Also, the swoon theory is quickly

. . . 21 . - .
passed over with very little disproof. Ladd also ignores the legend

. A < s : 22
er myth theory in his treatment of the nzturalistic theorices, as

does I.-‘Zaier.z3 dltnough it has been ascertained that thess scholars
were generelly successful in their overzall treztments of the resurrection,
one cannot hels but tzink that since it was their desire o demonstrate
the proba®iliiy of il..e resurrecticn, a more complete refutction would
have been desirzble.

Since a more adeguate refutation of the alternate theories makes
the recurrsciion more probzble, the treztzent of the three mejor
theories and several lesser ones in this work has endeavored to be
comnplete. In fact, the desire was specificzalliy to present liore evidence
than was necessary in order to dismiss each oﬁe. The XNew Tesfament

states that Jesus rose from the dezd and demonstrazted this vy appearing

to his followers. Other facts also corroborate this event. With these

20 Pannenberg, Jesus--God and Man, opv.cit., pp. 88-106.

2l Daniel Fuller, ov.cit., see pp. 38-39, 45-49, 67-68 for exemples
of this.

22

Lzdd, ov.cit., pov. 132-142.

Z
25 Maier, First Zaster, op.cit., pp. 105-113.
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naturzlistic theories thus shown to be quite inadequztie to DIroperiy
explain what occurred, the facts for the resurrection are shown to
be highly probable. If one believes that it is still difficult to
accept such a Suvernatural event, it is even more difficuli fo
formulate an zlternative view which logically, historicelly znd
theologically accounts for the known facts. Ehe resurrecticn is
the highly probable historical fact which beét accognts for what

occurred.
D. Convinced by the Facts

One interestins point wiih regard to the facts of the resurrection

is that, a2fter zn examination of the evidence, many scholars who had

(o]

nce rejected this evernt came to believe that it could be dezonstrated
t0o have occurred. They were convinced by the wéigni oi the facts that
this event was historical. Thié is not to say that no one who had
been taught that the resurrection occurred has ever rejected such

informeticn later. 2ut this writer knows of no instance where the

resurrection was rejected after a2n examination of the fzctis, as was

the case with these who accepted the reality of this event zfter just
such an examination, agzinst their former views.

Frank Ilorison, 2 lawyer, is surely one of the bnest exgzples of
2 scholar who became convinced zgainst higs ezrlier convictiions after
studyinz the evidence for the resurrection. As a young man, lorison

began a serious study of the life of Jesus, being much influenced by

the works of 3erman liberal scholzrship. Ee did not accept the miracles
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in Jesus' life and was determined to remove whet he felt were mythical
outgrowths. |

Ten years after his first studies he received the opportuiity to
study the life of Jesus in depth. 4n exzmination of the lzst week of
Jesus' 1ife in particular brought him to a study of the resurrection.
HJowever, in endecavoring to write 2 book exposing these myths which he
thought he would find, he was compelled by the factual evidence to

write quite a different book in fewvor of the resurrection. This

worx, entitled Who }oved the Stone?, became a defense of the

resurrection a2zzinzt the theological views formerly held by Norison

¥plains that it was because of his investization of the
J 4 D
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fazcts that he reversed his former views zand that czused hiz to realize

rot only that the resurrection occurred, but that it could be
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arvard professor of law znd one
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of the greztecs ezzl minds that Americz has ever produced, was &
religious skev»tic. Challenged by his s.udents to a2pply the technigues

of his legel mastierpiece 3 Treatise on the Law of Zvidence to the

ever, Ze lzter wrote 2

(BN

resurrection of Jesus, Greenleafl became z beli

book, the long title of which is An Examinztion of the Testizony of

the Four Zvangeliste by the Rules of Evidence Administered irn the

Couxrts of Justice.25 In this work he defends the resurrec:icn and

-

24 See lNorison's book Who Novci the Stone?, op.cit., essecial
Prefzce znd pp. 2-12; c¢f. pr. 85-102 for instance. Tne Ii €
appropriately tclls of the orlglnal book that could not Tte writtex
against the resurrection and life of Jesus because of the facis,

-

25 This work was reprinted in 1365 (Grand Rapids: Bzker Zook Eouse).
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explains how, when judged by the laws of legal evidence, tais event
can be demonstrated to have actually occurred.

Another scholar who was convinced by an examination of ihe
evidence is mediczl doctor Viggzo Olsen. ZEe described himself as an
agnostic who did not believe in the Supernatural elements of Christianity.
But more tharn this, he coustvently questioned the Christiaz :althvand
attempted to disprove it. Tarough the proceés of trying tc expose
these beliefs, he studied the resurrection'and other evidernces.
Later he bec;me convinced thet God did exist =nd that there wes

more than a2 sufficient amount of demonstration for the resurrection.

10)]

T

He realized that fhis event actually occurred ané that as such it wes
the center of the Christian falth. { is noteworthy theat Simon
Greenlezf's boox on the Christilan asvidences was a key inflnence on

27

Olsen.
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Other scholars who have looked impartizlly at the
often likewise qoncluded that the evidence for the resurrsciion
establishes it as a historiczl evernt. For instance, such was the
conclusion of lawyer Sir Zdward Clarke, ﬁ;C., who alsb investigated
the resurrection in terms of the evidentiazl espect. XHe remarked that
this fazctual suvport was conclusive, as he had often secured 2 positive

. . ) o . . 28 . ..
verdict in couris of law with less evidence. licDowell lisi{s numerous

26 See Josh licDowell, Evidence that Demands A Verdict (San Eernadino:
Fublished by Cazmpus Crusade for Chrisi International, no date),
especially op. 199-200. See 2lso the tape by lMcDowell distributed
by tkis same orgznization, entitled "Resurrection: Fact or Fallacy?"

S5<

21 Viggo Olsen, The Lznostiec Tho Dared to Search (Chicago: Ilcody
Press, 1974). Tor Clsen's discussion of thae resurrection, see
op. 36-37, 39, 46-47 of this booklet.

28 Stott reco*ds z letter written by Clarke with the abtove affirmations.

See John R Stott, Basic Christianity (Chicago: Inter-Varsity

oe€ w4l .LL. \.

Press, 1955), p. k6.
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other instances where other scholars came.to similar conclusions
after an impartizl examination of the facts.29

When speaking of such examples, the New Testament instances of
similar results should not be ignored. It is known,.for ingstance,
that Jesus' brother James was zlmost essuredly not a believer before
the resurrection {Jz. 7:5; cf. ¥k. 3:21, 31-34), But efter an
zppearance ITom oesus he became a Christian and fhe leader of the
Jeruszlen church (I Cor. 15:7; cf. Gal. 2:1-10). The example of
Paul changing from a persecutor of the church (Lcts 7:57-59; 9:1-2)
to an ardent follower of Christ has already been mentioned a2bove
(see I Cor, 15:8-9). Ageir it was an apvearance of the risen Jesus

-

that caused this change of heart, It is the opinion of coxtemporary

theclcgical schelarship that both of tnese men became Chrigtians

in spite of their former beliefs bscause of an zppearance of the
risen Lord.ao

This brief presentation has shown thzt many qavé accepted the
Tesurrection as a2 historical event after a’ careful investigetion
the date, even vwhen formerly opposed to_fhis'belie Also extreuely
interesting is the stance taken by two ""oa-ls-dead" or secular
theologians, William HZamilton and John A.T. Robinson= In spite of
.thé secular theological positions of these two men, they also
recoznize the sirong evidence for the resurrection.

For Zamilton, the resu;réction and empty tomb are highiy

provetle, In fact, he believes that the resurrection may be affirmed

23 McDowell, op.cit., pp. 195-202.

See Regineld Fuller, ov.cit., pp. 37, 177-176; Reymond Zrown,

The Virgin2l Concevtion anéd Bodily Resurrection of Jesus, opecit.,
p. 94, footnote number 160 and p. 95; Ladd, ov.cit., pp. 104-106
for a few examples of this belief,




330
as a rezgulaxr historicsl event.31 Robinson admits that ths empiy

tomb is very difficult to dismiss beczuse of the gooé evidence for

This survey of several scholars was presented in order to show
how stronz the evicdence for the resurrection is for the oznz who looks

< B P L <L ~ Fad - -
izily atv the facts. Severzl scholars whe were cnce ornsesed to

evidence, zs were others who studied the data in favor of this event.

The New Testament also records two exazples of men who were convinced
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by resurrection zppearances of Jesus against their form
Zven two secular theologinas were able to grant 2 high credibility to
the resurrection, s one accepted it 2s z historical eventi while

the other admitted that it would be hard to reject the strong evidence
in fzvor of 1it.

Such is the convincing evidence for the resurreciion of Jesus
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Christ., As church histori us about tiis event:
stric o) 1 re. have is in favor

and those scholarz who reject it ought to recosmize

e me other gzround than thai of sciszntific
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This serves zs 2 good reminder zbout our earlier conclusion to
accept the answer to the Juestion of the resurrection which best
fits the facts. 7’znd notes that if naturalistic theories zre unable
to zccount for an event which élains that a2 mirzcle has tziken place,
then a Supernaturzl zlternzitive must not be viewed as impossible.

It is unscientific to begin with the pnresuppesition that miraculous

1 o4 o - e e .
5 William Hamilton, The New ZTssence of Christianiiy {(New York:
Association Press, 1951), ». 116, note.

32

John &.T7. Rovinson, =Zxoloratior Into God (Stanford: Stanford
Tniversity Press, 1967), ». 11l3.

o
\N

Wand, ov.cii., pp. 93-94.
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events cannot cccur. Eather, a critical historian can only examine
the facts involved in the situation before xaim and decide on the
tasis of this evidence. If the probable event is a Supernztural one,
then it must be accepted 2s such, as withk the resurrection. lcdern
. . . L

science ané hisitory cannot refute this event, zs we have scen.”’

Therefore, in zccordance with this historical princinle, the
literal resurrection of Jesus Christ from the dead must Dde accepted

as an actual historical eventaccording to its high degree of plausibility.

e’

Once again, those who find it difficult to accept this conclusion
%ill heve an even more difficult time endeavoring to forzmulate an
alternative theory vwhich is hisforically probable. It is not only
rossivle to completely refute 2ll of the naturalistic alternate
theories which oppose a literal‘resurrection, a2s shown a2bove, Ttut
.there are severzl important facts in favor of this event. The
most iznortant of these facts is that, in all probadvility, Jesus
aopeared expirically to his followers afiar his death on the cross
anéd nc other thesis apart frcz the literel resufrection is capable

of proverly explzining these appearances. The resurreciion of Jesus

is thereby highly rrobzble.
E. The Center of Christianity

It must be concluded that the knowledge that Jesus! resurreciion
is a nistorical fact is one of ultimate importance to tae Christian
faith, As was chown in chapter eleven, one cannot hold trat Jesus

is dezad 2nd that he never rose frox the tomb and still holé that

3% Ivia., pp. 30, 51-52, 70-T1, 101.
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Jesus is elive today in any unique sense. XNeither can one hold that
such doctrines as Christology and subseguent beliefs concerning
salvation czn have the same validity if the one around whoz such
beliefs revolve is cead, not evexn being z2ble to conguer dezth himself.
If such were the case, there would thus be no reazson to susvect that

Christians will receive such blessings either. As Paul asserts,

surrection there is no Christian faith at 211

(it}

apart from the‘r
(I Cor. 15:12-19). For this reason, the reality of the resurreciion
is zbsolutely essextizl for Christian faith.35

Therelore, the conclusion which asserts that Jesus actuzlly
rose from the édead is no meaningless assertion. It is not 2 matter

of simply effirzing the resurrection. To the contrary, it is very

to accent this event as historical, for irn so doing tae

izportant
ramainder of the Thristian fzith is dermonstrzted to be valid.

is elso why it war asserted earlier +ﬂ at the concept o
feith as defined by Kierkesazrd and Raxrih could remzin valid in
spite of the critiques of these two theologiaﬁsi Bach of these
scholzrs agrees with the Few Testezment in recognizing thet every
individual man is & sinner ia need of repentance, or a totzl change

in one's life. £ total surrender te God in faith, trusting Jesus!

Ak

thz cross te forgive these sins, is needed

substitutionary dza

for salvetion. The result is & total change in one's life, 2 total

conritment based uvoxn the death of Jesus. In these principles,

35 Tven secular theologian Tilliam Zamilton opposes the contemporary
view which gives existential importance to the concept That Jesus
is alive but denies that he literally rose from the dezcd. Hamilton
also asserts ithet without the historical event of the resurrection,
Christian fzith loses all meaning (op.cit., p. 116, noie). Here

ne perceives thc case quite well.
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Xierkegeard and Zarih bvoth follow the New Testament definitiion of
selvation. Jesus claized to have come to this world chiefly to die
2 substitutiornary dezth in order to procure such salvation for.those
who comzit their lives in faith to God through ZFis Son (see Iark 10:
453 John 1:12-133; I Cor. 15:1-4).

Such teachings are often ignored today as outmoded 2nd due to
ancient superstitions. But in light of our conclusions concerning
Jesus'! resurrection, such tendencies to dismiss the New Tesiament
teaching on salvation are unwerranted. Since the resurrection is
accepted 2s a2 Suveranztural event, as shown here, then Jesu#‘ ninistry
to mankind wzs for z reascn. It would be illogical to accept the
Supernatural dezonstration of Jesus' mission and then reject the
messaze which is corroborated by it. Ls the resurrection svent cannot
be denied, neither can the resurregtion message of the subsequent

availebility of this salvation.
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