


ABSTRACT
TZE RESURRECTION OF JESUS: 4 RATIONAL INQUIRY

By

Gery Robert Habermas

The subject of this dissertation is the resurrection of Jesus,
which is perceived to be the central doctrine of tae Christien faith.
This subject is treated rationally in regards to the possibility of
the resurrection being & historical event.

Research in this topic falls into the realams of three disciplines--
religion, history and philosophy. The entire question is acd-mittedly
zost related to Christian theology, but there has slso been an
upsurge in the amount of interest from contempoiary history end
philosophy as well. Some of these trends in intellectual thought
are also investisated.

This dissertetion therefore dgals with the problems encountered
in a rational apsroach to the resurrection. 4s stated above, the
=main purpose is to endeavor to escertain if this occurrence cen be
dezonstreted to be historical or not. Zowever, there are other
definite implicetions involved beyornd this immecdiate purpose, for if
the resurrection actually happened (or if it did not) there is surely
auch significance for Christien faith and theology.

The method used is first to investigate some preliainery questions.
After studying the importance of the resurrection in contenporary
intellect#al thought (especially in these three disciplines), tize
relation of this event (as a claimed miracle) to science and history

is examined. 4lso irncluded is & study of the philosophical problem

of reason and faith.
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The main formet consists of an investigation of three vossible
intellectual approaches to the resurrection., The first possibility
is that this event did not occur literally at all. The second
possibility is that it did occur, but that it cannot be cdezmonstrated
as such. The third possibility is that the resurrection did occur
literally and that it can be demonstrated. It is extremely important
to note here that the word "demonstrate" is not used as 2 synonym
for "absolute proof" in this study. To believe that the resurrection
cen be demonstrzted ie thus a reference to probabilities--thet the
resurrection is the most probable conclusion in light of the factual
evidence.

The view of one primary scholar from each of these three categsories
will be investizeted, éupplemented by several others who take a
similer position rezarding the occurrence of this event. <Cue
nistorien (David Zume), one philosopher (Sfren Kierkegaard) and one
tneologian (7olfhart Pannenberg) are the primery scholars. It is
not the overall pnilosophies of these scholars which are stiucdied,
but rather their approach to this occurrence.

Lastly, &n evaluetion of each of these three possibilities
is given. The object here is to asceftain the approach which is
best supporteéd by the facts.

The mejor findings of this study are difficult to suz.zrize
briefly because the ergument here is a closely-knit one. :orevér,
it is conclude? first that science and history cannot ruls out the
niraculous without an investigation. A priori rejections zre not

possible in view of the modern concepts of science end history. 1In
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adfitior, it is found that an investigation of the facts iz needed
ir. order to asceriein if miracles such as the resurrection actually
occurred or not. £4n inductive study of the facts based upon the
probability of the findings is thus the proper procedure and the
one used here.

The results show that the literal resurrection of Jesus is in
ell probebility a historical fact. Alternate theories ere thoroughly
inrvestigated a2s part of the three major possibilities outlixned above.
It is found thnet there are no naturalistic views which adeguately
exvlein the fects. In addition, there are several stron; historical
facts which also »oint to this event. Based upon such probctilities,
the resurrection is affirmed as & historical event. There zre also
certain implications for Christian feith and theology beczuse of

this conclusioa.
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PART 1
APPROACEING TEE QUESTION OF THE
RESURRECTION OF JESUS



Chapter I. The Present State of the Question

The belief in the resurrection of Jesus has raised many questions
and provoked much thought throughout the history of the Christian
church. Is such an event possible and in what sense, if any? Can
it still be believed in today or not? This "question of the
resurrection” has received an increased amount of attention,
especially in recent years. One quite surprising fact is that the
discussion surrounding this topic is ne longer relegated just to
the field of religion alone, as various scholars from other
disciplines have also shown some interest.

Ko one doubts that such inquiry falls primerily into the field
of theology. Therefore we will turn here first in order to view
generally the present state of the question of Jesus' resurrection.
Later we will also deal briefly with the interest in this topic
shown in two other areas--history and philosophy. The purpose of
this chapter is primarily to note some present trends related te
this question, keying on its importance for the Christian faith.

For the purposes of this paper, the resurrection will
initially and briefly be defined in the terms of the New Testament
concept. This event thus refers to the Christian belief that
Jesus was actually dead but later was literally raised to life by
God. Jesus was believed to have appeared afterwards to his followers
in a spiritual body, which was neither an unchanged physical body
or a spirit. Rather, there were both objective and subjective
qualities in this spiritual body. The Christian cencept of

resurrection therefore differs from other ideas concerning
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immortality in that Jesus was net reincarnated, neither did he
simply experience the continuance of his personality beyond the
grave, nor was his soul absorbed into some type of universal soul.
To the contrary, Jesus was believed to have literally been raised
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
to broaden as this work expands.

Just before we turn to our first section certain cautions are
in erder. 3Because we are endeavering to look at both sides of
the argument and consider views that are "pro" and "con", we must
take as little as possible far granted at the outset. For this
reason we will refrain in almost 211 instances from capitalizing
pronouns for Jesus, lest we begin to decide the question in advance.
Coiicerning the use of such words as "this event" or "this occurrence"
when referring to the resurrection, we do not mean to imply that we
have already decided that it has happened. Rather, these words
refer to what the New Testament claims has happened. Whether it
actually did or not must yet be determined. Indeed, many theologians
also refer to the resurrection as an event and still mean that it
happened in other than a literal way. These words, then, must not
always refer to something literal and often do not, as we shall
see. In these ways the issue will hopefully not be prejudiced

ahead of time.



A

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 interpret this
event literally or not. Such was often true of past theolosiens as
vell, In other words, even those who do not affirm the post-mortem
bodily appearances but sometimes stress instead the "spiritual
presence” or "continuing influence”" of Jesus often feel that the
resurrection is still the basis of the Christian faith.

For instance, German redaction critic Willi Xarxsen believes
that Jesus' resurrection plays the most decisive part of theological
discussion today. This scholar feels that its importance was
orecisely stated b the Apostle Paul in the first century i.D. when
he wrote "if Christ has not beern raised, then our preackins is in
vein and your feith is in vain" (I Cor. 15:14, RSV). For llarxsen this
event is therefore linked with the very faith of the churci, A4n
uncerteinty ebout questions such as those rasised above might cause
a correspondirg uncertainty in our faith today.l

Another Gerzan theologian, G¥nther Rornkamm, agrees with the
ultizate importance of the resurrection, even if it may be impossible
to grasp exactly whet took place., He remarks that:

«ssthere would te no gospel, not one account, no letter in
the New Testezment, no faith, no Church, no worsnip, no prayer

in Christendom to this day without the message of the
resurrection of Christ...2

1 “i1li YMarxsen, The Lesurrection of Jesus of Nezareth, translated

by Marcaret Kohl (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1970), ». 12. This
quote from I Cor. 15:14 and other Biblical quotes in this work are
from the Revised Standard Version of the Bible (New Yori: Thomas
Nelson and Sons, 19456, 1952).

Ginther Pornkam=, Jesus of Xazareth, translated by Irene and Fraser
McLuskey (New York: Harper and %ow, Publishers, 1960), p. 181,
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Thus we see that for these two critical scholars, theological
discussion and even theology itself finds its central aspect in the
resurrection. This of course does not solve the problem of whether
this event occurred or not and in what sense, as this must be given
future consideration. Indeed, both Yarxsen and Bornkamm do not
believe we can prove it, but only affiram it by fa:l.th.3 However,
such statements do help serve to demonstrate how important a place
in the Christian faith it is given by many, and that is the primary
object of this chapter.

Other scholars also verify these convictions. For instance,
Laurence Miller likewise believes that the resurrection of Jesus is
‘the very heart of New Testament theology. Like Harxsen, he finds
the definitive statement of this belief in Paul (I Cor. 15:12-22).“
Merrill Tenney prefers to use the resurrection as a framework for
all of Christian theology, even dealing with some of the doctrines
that can be integrated under this theme.s Charles inderson, in a
section devoted entirely to the importance of the resurrection, also
speaks of some of the Christian doctrines that are explained in the

New Testament on the basis of this event. Again I Cor. 15:14 is

iiﬁil!a.z'xsen believes that it is now impossible to prove the resur-
rection event (ov.cit., pp. 112-113, 119, 122), dbut we can still
accept the offer of faith in Jesus even if he is dead (Ivid.,
pp. 128, 147)., Bornkamm agrees that the resurrection cannot be
demonstrated or proven to have occurred (ov.cit., po. 180-1863
especially pp. 180, 184). But we can still exercise faith in
Jesus apart from any such proof (Ibid., pp. 183, 184). More
will be said about the logic of this type of reasoning later--
how it can be held by some that one can have faith in Jesus
whether or not he has risen (and even if he is still dead!).

Laurence Miller, Jesus Christ Is Alive (Boston: W.A., Wilde
Company, 1949), p. 9.

5 Merrill C. Tenney, The Reality of the Resurrection (New York:
Harper and Row, Publishers, 1363), pp. 7-8.




used as a key.6

Closely related views are held by other theologians as well.
The former Anglican Archbishop of Canterbury, A.M. Ramsey, believes
that the resurrection is not only the center of theolegy, but
that it is also the starting place for studies revolving around the
New Testament and its moaning.7 Fer Daniel Fuller the resurrection
is the basis of redemptive history. Events such as the cross
receive much of their redemptive meaning because they are closely
associated with the belief in a risen Jesus.s C.C. Dobson asserts
that even those who oppose all accounts of the resurrection still
admit its inmportance as the keystone of Chriatianity.9

Every once in awhile a thesis such as the importance of the
resurrection for the Christian faith will receive & new "twist",
further demonstrating its relevance. This was achieved in recent
years by Markus Barth and Verne H. Fletcher, who postulated that
Jesus' resurrection was also the basis for Chrietian ;thics. This
event was perceived to have definite implications as a foundation
for human virtue and justice. In spite of its being a little-

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

6 Charles C. Anderson, The Historical Jesus: 4 Coﬁtinuing Quest
(Grand Rapids: VWilliam B. Eerdman's Publishing Company, 1972),
PP. 157-159.

U A.Y. Ramsey, The Resurrection of Christ (second editionj London
and Glascows Collins, 1935;, pp. 9-11.

8 Daniel P. Fuller, Easter Faith and History (Grand Rapids: Williaa
Eerdman's Publishing Company, 1965), pp. 18, 19.

7 c.c. Dobson, The Empty Tomb and the Risen Lord (Second edition
revised; London and Edinburgh: Marshall, Mergan and Scott, Ltd.,
n.d-), Ppo 2#.250 ’



today in these matters as it is in a strictly theological context.lo

Even though many of the theologians above differ in other
aspects of Christian belief, they all perceive that the resurrection
is the center of theology even today. To be sure, they come from
differing backgrounds, but they are all in agreement with Paul that
if this event was to be completely abrogated, the Christian faith
would be in jeopardy. As Marxsen states, if there is uncertainty
or obscurity in the matter of belief in the reaurrection, then
Christianity becomes endangered. This demonstrates its importance
as the center of theology today.ll

Before leaving the subject ef the importance of Jesus'
resurrection, it should be mentioned that it is not only an integral
part of teday's theology. In New Testament times it was also the
doctrine upon which the Christian faith was built. We have already
discussed Paul's statement to this effect above, where he states
"if Christ has not been raised, then our preaching is in vain and
your faith is in vain" (I Cor. 15:1#; BSV. Cf. verses 12-20). It
was Paul's opinion that the resurrection of Jesus and the Christian
faith stood or fell together. A stronger statement establishing
the priority and importance of this occurrence for first century
Christianity could hardly be established.

Recent theological studies have recognized this importance for
the early church. Eminent New Testament scholar Rudoelf Bultimann,

while not personally accepting any sort of literal resurrection of

10 Markus Barth and Verne H. Fletcher, Acquittal b Resurrection
(New Yorks Holt, Rinebart and Winston, 19335, Foreward,
pp. V-VIII; cf. pe 3.

1 Marxsen, op.cit., p. 12.
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Jesus, etill stetes that for the earliest Christians this event
served the purpose of proving that God had substantiated the claims
of Jesus by raising him from the tletl.d.]'2 The early Christians alse
believed that the resurrection proved Jesus' I.c>.~:dnhip,13 his

14 and even that he was the Son of Gmi..l5 According to

Xessiahship
the New Testament the resurrection also establishes the Christian
doctrines of repenta.neo,ls salvation and justification by fa.ith.r’
and judglcnt.ls James McLeman has pointed out that early Christianity
also witnesses to thebtelief that God began new dealings with man-
king through the risen Josua.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 heave

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

New Testament times and today. But this does not make it a proven

12 Rudolf Bultmann, "New Testament and Mythology", in Kerygma and
Myth, edited by Hans Verner Bartsch, translated by Reginald H.
Fuller (New York: Earper and Row, Publishers, 1961), p. 39
referring to Acts 17331,

13

¥arxsen, ov.cit., p. 169, referring to Acts 17130f.; Fuller,
op.cit., Dp. 14-15, referring to Rom. 10:9.

14 Rudolf Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, translated by
Kendrick Grobel (New York: Charles Scribner's Soms, n.d.), Part I,
p. 27, referring to Acts 2:36 and Rom. lik, Cf. also Fuller,
op.cit., p. 15, referring to Acts 2322-36.

15 Fuller, op.cit., pp. 15-16, referring to Roam. 1k,

16 Marxsen, ov.cit., p. 169, referring to Acts 16330f.
7 Anderson, op.cit., pp. 158-159, referring to Rom. 4325, 1019
cf. also Barth end Fletcher, op.cit., p. 4 and Tenney, op.cit., Dp.8.
18 Marxesen, oﬁ.cit., p. 169.
19

James Xcleman, Resurrection Then and Now (Philadelphia and New

York: J.B. Lippincott Company, 19675, P. 923 cf. 87 also.
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fact. The importance of an event does not, of course, establish

whether it has actually occurred or not.
2. The Contemporary Theological Approach to the Resurrection

Perhaps the primary approach to the theological study of the
resurrection today from a critical viewpoint is the application of
the literary methods of form criticism and the related discipline,
redaction criticism to the New Testament texts.zo Two key works
done on the resurrection from this standpoint are those by Willi
!trxsenzl and Reginald H. Fuller.22

According to Norman Perrin, the theological application of
form critical literary techniques was insinuated in the work of
Julius Wellhausen (1844-1918) and an early form of redaction
criticism was first applied to theology in the writings of Wilhela
Wrede (1859-1906). After the Pirst Yorld War these studies were
rejuvenated. Instead of a few theologians simply suggesting the
form eritical literary approach to Scripture studies, it becaﬁe

the common interest and a major emphasis of such scholars as

K.L. Schmidt (1891-1956), Martin Dibelius (1883-1947) and Rudolf

20 It should be noted that neither form or redaction criticism is

actually theology. Rather, these are literary methods that have
been used in diverse endeavors, such as in studying classical
literature. They are therefore utilized here as literary
approaches which are presently being applied to the New Testa-
ment. These methods are thus referred to as the current theo-
logical approach to the resurrection because they are employed
by theologians and not because these disciplines are mistakenly
being referred as theology themselves. For the relationship
between form and redaction criticism, see Norman Perrin's What
is Redaction Criticism?, edited by Dan O. via (Philadelphias
Fortress Press, 1971), p. 13 for instance.

a The aforementioneé The Resurrection of Jesus of Nazareth.

22

Reginald H, Fuller, The Pormation of the Resurrection Narratives
(New York: The Macmillan Company, 1971).
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Bultmann (oorn 1884).23 Pultmann is probably the one who is best
known for popularizing form criticism, applying it especially to
the synoptic gospels and publishing the results in such esscys as
"The Study of the Synoptic Gospels".zh

Briefly, according to this theory of interpretation, the
srnoptic gospels were the products of the feith of the esrliest
first century Christian church. In other words, after years of
orally spreading the gospel of Jesus Christ (and perhaps a2lso by
some written records which we no longer have, such as the Quelle
document), the earliest church decided to write down what it could
recall of the life of Jesus. 3But since the first Christians were
not ziven & complete historical narrative of his life, their

recollections could only be of independent occurrences. The

gospels, then, can be broken down into these separate occurrences
which in turn correspond to certain forms. When all of these
occurrences are 2ivided up into these forms, Bultmann notes thest we
have several classifications such as miracle stories, paratles and
epocalyptic words.25
. Since the ckurch was interested in a complete biogreph;, however,
these events had to be connected into a day by day account of Jesus!
life. One can finéd a g£ooé many of these editorial links that tie
one story to enother, This is how the likeness to "beads on a string"

has come to be used for the form critical approach. A meain object

23

Perrin, oo.cit., pp. 13-15. Some of Bultmann's conclusions on the
importance of the resurrection in the early church havz already
been noted above.

24 Rudolf Bultmann, "The Study of the Synoptic Gospels" in Form

Criticism, trenslated by Prederick C. Grant (New York: Earper
and Row, Publishers, 1962), pp. 11l-76.

25 ®ultmann, Ibié., pp. 36-63.
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for theologians who employ this approach is to ascertain =zick of the
accounts (or parts of accounts) in the gospels are actuallr khistoricel
stories and which were "constructed" by the faith of the ezrly church.z6

Redaction criticisz relies heavily on the procedures of form
criticism and builds upor its premises. In fact, Perrin notes that
these nay be seen as being two stages of the-same discipline.27

Redaction criticism has developed significantly since the work
done by Tilhelm Wrede at the end of the nineteenth end beginrning of
the twentieth centuries., Todey more positive attention iz ziven to
the gospel authors, as they are seen as having more of an ixztegral
and originel role to play in the choosing of materiel and in the
written portrayal of it. Critics today also feel that a priuary
goal is to be atle to trace the naterial through the verious phrases
of influence, through the various additions dy redesctors ané then
as closely as possitle to the source(s). This will eneble them to
deterrine, amonz other things, where the facts origineted and what
ig at the basis of the reports. The object is, of course, to
ascertain the reliavility of the data as nuch as possible, 10 see
whet ig historical and what has been added to the original i‘acts.28

Three of the leading redaction critics today, at lesst ir a

29

chronological sense, are 5Unther Bornkaczn, dans Conzelmen: end

willd Marxsen.so They worked independently on the synoptic gospels
26 Ivid., p. 25.

21 Ferrin, op.cit., pp. 1l-3, 13.

28 Ibid., pp. 3, 12-13.

23 Bornkamm's belief in the importance of the resurrection for

3 Christian theologzy has been noted above.

Some of Marxsen's contributions to the current study of the
resurrection have a2lso dbeen noted ebove,
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of Matthew, Luke and kerk, respectively. In a sense they have

paved the way for similar studies today.}l
¥e have briefly investigated form and redaction criticism for

two main reasons. First, its importance as the curreatly accepted

literary approach to Biblical studies should not be underrated.

We have noted above that some entire works and portions of others

have been devoted to studies on the resurrection by scholars who

32

favor these two disciplines. Thus form and redaction criticism
will provide a basis for much of what will be said hereafterﬂ
Second, although this writer does not embrace many of the fecets
and conclusions of either form criticism or redaction eriticism,

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

of study which have also given recent attention to the subject of

the resurrection.
B. History, Philosophy and the Resurrection

Ve have already stated that one interesting aspect of current
study on the resurrection of Jesus is that several scholars in other

fields of study besides religion have also become interested in

3
32

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

See, for instance, larxsen's and R. Fuller's work above, footnotes
21 and 22 respectively, which are entirely devoted to the
resurrection. Portions of many works.have also dealt with this
subject, like those of Bultmann and Bornkamm cited above,
footnotes 12 and two, respectively.
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this question., These men have applied their various inter-
disciplinary backcrounds and educations to the problem and have
understandably coxe to various conclusions. Although these trends
are probably most observable in the disciplines of history and
philosophy, they 2re no means confined to these two areas, Other
scholars (and their fields) who have shown as interest in this
event include C.S. Lewis, the late Cambridge University professor
of Znglish l:l.‘l:era'l:u.re,B3 J.N.D. Anderson, a lawyer and the TUniversity

34

of Lorndon's director of Advanced Legal Studies, Peter L. Berger,
orofessor of Sociology at Rutgers University,35 Louis Cassels,
journalist end late columnist for Tnited Press In‘cernat’.i:mal')6

37

and scientist Zenry liorris. Let us turn now specifically to the
fields of history end philosophy to observe some of the current

interest in the guestion of the resurrection.
l., History and the Resurrection

It is true thet most nodern historians do not shor an extra-

ordinary amount of interest in the resurrection. Neither zre they

33

C.S. Lewis' work liracles (New York: The Yecmillan Com>zany, 1965)
deals with the resurrection on pp. 148-155,

3 J.X.D. Anderson has at least two writings dealing with the

resurrection., See Christienity: The itness of Historr (Londons
Tvndale Press, 1959), pn. 84-108 and the booklet The Evidencg
for the Resurrection (Downers Grove: Inter-Varsity Press, 1505).

35

3erger's work, A Rumor of Anrcels (New York: Doubleday >ublishing
Company, 1970) does not deal directly with the resurrection, but
rather with the rossibility of mirecles and Supernaturzl events
occurinz.

Cassels has written at least two books which deal with the
question of the resurrection. See This Fellow Jesus (Wew York:
Syranid Publications, 1973), pp. 84-90 and Christian Primer
(New York: Doudleday and Company, Inc., 1967), pp. 23-20.

One of Morris' books !anv Infallible Proofs (San Diego: Creation-
Life Publishers, 1974), devotes a chapter to the resurrection,
p=. 88-97.

37
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usually concerned over whether it was a historical event or not.

Generally the attitude taken in historicel works towards this
38

occurrence is one either of skepticism or one that relates the

Biblical accounts of the death and resurrection of Jesus only,

after a short preface which states "the Bible claims...", or "early

Christians believed that...", or another similar exprossion.’g

This general non-interest in the resurrection %y historians is

understandable in view of the fact that many feel that this event

is an item of faith, 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 areas 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 views

were extremely influential on the question of miracles.

Ancient historian Paul Maier has recently published a book

entitled Firstgggster.he This work is concerned to a large

extent with the first Easter Sunday and the question "What did

hevven at dawn on Sunday norning?"“l His purpose is to try and

38 E.G. Wells, The Outline of History, (Two volumes; Garden City:
Carden City Books, 1949), vol. I, pp. 539-540.
Shepard B. Clough, Nina G. Garsoian and David L. Hicks, A History

of the Ancient World (Three volumes; Boston: D.C. Heath and
Company, 1967), vol. I, Ancient and Medieval, p. 127.

39

4o Paul L. Maier, First Easter (New York: Harper and Row, Publishers,

1973).

“ Ibid., p. 93. The italics are Maier's.
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ascertain if history can tell us what really happened that day.“2

His method is first to investigate the original soqurces, comparing
the various accounts of the early church which claim that Jesus
rose from the dead. Alternate theories are then proposed and
examined. Lastly, some interesting but seldom mentioned historical
evidence that bears directly on this issue is s-.tn.zd.i.ed.l"3

Maier has also contributed other scholarly articles concerning
the death and resurrection of Jesus.“u One, entitled "The Empty
Tomb as History", further examines the historical facts surrounding
this event.“s The cenclusien to the article is concerned with
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 "Saster--Myth, Hallucination or History?"#7 He
explores carefully each of the possibilities named in the title--
the resurrection seen as an ancient myth, as an hallucination and
as actual histery. Yamauchi concludes first that the Christian
cencept of Jesus' resurrection could not have been derived from the
ayths in ancient cultures such as those of the Sumerians, Babylenians

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

*2 "Can historj*tell us what actually happened on that erucial
dawn?" (Ibid., p. 114, The italics are Maier's).

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

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

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

46 Tvid.

L

Zdwin M., Yamauchi, "Easter--Myth, Hallucination or History?",
Christianity Today, two parts, March 15, 1975, pp. b7 and
hrch 29, 1975, pp. 12-160
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vegetation gods. These latter myths reveal both far too superficial
resemblances and even very questionable evidence concerning this
belief in a "resurrection" to have been the basis of belief for
Jesus' rining.ue

Yamauchi's second conclusion is that 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 disciple; were very despondent at the death of Jesus
and failed to believe even after perceiving that he had risen,
vhereas hallucinations occur when individuals imagine beforehand
that a certain thing has, in fact, happened. Visions are produced
wvhen people think so positively that they actually visualize what
they desire and the disciples were certainly not in this frame of
nind after Jesus' death. The facts simply do not provide support
for this theory at all. The conditions needed for hallucinations
were plainly lacking.49

The final conclusion reached by Yamauchi is that the resurrection
of Jesus is a historical event and must be dealt with as such. It
simply cannot be termed as an existential occurrence and neither can
it be forgotten about as a simple myth or delusioﬁ.so

We will at this point just quickly mention two other scholars
in this field who also have dealt with the resurrection in their

works. Historian and theologian John Warwick Montgomery has dealt

ks
by

Ivid., March 15, 1974, pp. 4-6.
Ibid., pp. 6-7. We will turn to this theory in greater depth
later in this paper.

50 Ivid., p. 7 and Harch 29, pp. 12-16.
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with this question in several works which are diréctly concerned

51 Church historian William Vand has

wvith historical methodology.
52

also fit the resurrection into an explicit historical framework.
Rathexr than explore the views of these two men at this point, we
vill xeturn to them much more fully in the chapter on history and

riracles. Suffice it to say at this time that while historians

83 & whole have not been overly concerned with Jesus' resurrection,

it ha.s veen dealt with by several in this field. Thus it is the

opini on of these scholars (and others) that this question is a

histoxrical one, to be decided by historical inquiry. Ma.i.er,”

Ymuchi,su Montgomery, 55 and lla.nds‘ all agree that the guestion
of the occurrence of the resurrection should be decided by the
historical process of carefully weighing the evidence both for

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 most
°°ntenporsry philosophers are not often concerned with the question

of g e@sus' resurrection. But we find that several of these scholars

———

S1
For instance, see John Warwick Montgomery's, The Shave of the
—L-(mbora

Past:s An Introduction to Philosophical Historiograph
Edwards Brothers, Inec., 19325 and Where is History Going? (Grand

Rapids: Zondervan Publishing House, 1969).

52
William Wand, Christianitys A Historical Religion? (Velley Forges
Judson Press, 1972).

53
¥aier, "The Empty Tomb as History", op.cit., p. 6.

54

Yamauchi, op.cit., March 29, 1974, p. 16.
55
Xontgomery, Where is Eistory Going?, op.cit., PP. 71, 93.

S
6 "nd’ OE.Cito. PP. 95-9l+; cf. also PP 51-52' 70-710
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have also dealt with it as a part of their system of thought. As
with the theologians, these philosophers offer a variety of approaches
and answers to this event. Similgr to the preceding short section
oxnrn history, it is not our object in this chapter to treat every
f£ield of philosophy. To the contrary, the purpose here is simply
t © present a sample of a few philosophers who have dealt with
the resurrection in their works. Later the positions of David
Eume and Sfren Kierkegaard will be examined in depth. Eume
e specially is recognized even by conservative theologians as
of fering a challenge to the belief in a literal resurrection and
Kierkegaard also develops a popular 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 inclinations.
Probably the best known philosopher who has .investigated
thig occurrence is John Hick. In his essay "Theology and
vErification"“ he approaches the ancient topic of the possibility
of verifying the existence of God. This is done in an interesting
anad novel (if somewhat questionable) manner.

For Eick, one cannot prove 50d's existence beyond any doubt.
However, the author believes that one can reason logically to the
Probvability of God's existence by the use of what he terms
"eschatological" (or future) verification.se

The Christian faith (and various others as well) teach the

realify of life after death. For Hick this concept of continued

5 John Hick, "Theology and Verification", in Religious Language

and the Problem of Helicious Knowledge, edited by Honald E.

Santoni (Bloomington: lndiana University Press, 1968). This

article first appeared in Theology Today, volume 17, 1960, pp. 12-31.
58 :

Ivid., pp. 367, 376.
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survival is one which will ultimately be verified after desth. 1In
other words, the future resurrection of mankind can be verified
experientially by each individual after his own personal death.
The post-mortenm knowledge one gains would prove that life does
surxrvive death. 59
Concerning this odd-sounding apologetic for life_after death,
Hick attempts to explain how this is possible by the introduction
of several interesting 111nstrationa.6° He feels that ultimately
the question of immortality may be liken;d to two men walking down
the road of life. One says that there is life after death at the
end of the road, the other disagrees. But for them it is an
experiential question. Sooner or later they will each turn the
last bend in life and die. Then one will have been proven right
and one wrong. This is eschatologicel verification of immortality.él
Even verification of the existence of God is to be found by
the same future experience. Here Hick appropriates the role .that
Jesus plays. As we experience the risen Jesus and his reign in the
Kingdom of God, and finally receive eschatological corroboration
for this, we then also receive indirect verification of God. Thus
the individual's own resurrection is the ultimate, experiential
oroof both of life after death and of God's existence. These truths
are thus perceived as realities. Everyone will eventually prove
the validity of these facts for themselves, however, because all

will achieve this salvation and subsequent state of verification. 62

% Ivid., p. 375.
60

Ibid., pp. 371-375.
6
! Ibid., pp. 368-369.
62

M’o pp. 576-381.
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Unfortunately, Hick's perception of the abiiity of one's own
resurrection to verify such key tenets of theology raises more
qgquestions than it answers. It is interesting, to say the least, but
it fails to logically reason out (and even presupposes) too many
beliefs such as life after death and the ability to verify something
such as God's existence even if the first was proven to be 1::1"110.63
Hick realizes that his hypotheses and those of Ian Crombie who also
accepts eschatological verification, have both been met by
41 sapproval from other philosophers and from theologians, but still
fe@eels that this is the best alternative in ont.cblishing the truth
of thoiu-“ Thus, while we must conclude that none of theso_
doctrines can really be proven in this way, it does show the
interest of a certain segment of philosophy in the question of the
Tesurrection.

But it is not only in the writings of Bick (and those who agree
with him) that we find an interest in the subject of the resurrection.
The recent popularity of process thought has apparently opened up
& nevw area of interest in the formulating, among other things, of
& Christology based on process philosophy. For instance, Schubert
Ogden's prospects for the development of a new Theism have led him

to a reinterpretation of the resurrection based on the love of God.‘5

63

Cf. 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 entertain the objections.

s Ibid., pp. 367-368.

65 Schubert ¥. Ogden, "Toward a New Theism", in Process Philosophy
and Christian Thought, edited by Delwin Brown, Ralph E. James, Jr.
and Gene Reeves ZIndianspolia: The Bobbs-Merrill Company, Inc.,
1971), p. 183. Cf. also Ogden's examination of a modern approach
to the resurrection in his work The Reality of God and Other
Essays (New York: Harper and Row, Publishers, 1966), pp. 215-220,
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Another example is Bernard Loomer's attempt to explain the Christian
faith, including the resurrection, in terms of process philosophy. 66
In the work Process Philosophy and Christian Thought, Peter

Hamilton proposes a modern Christology with a special emphasis

upon the resurrection. For Hamilton, process philosophy offers the

pPx oper framework within which one can more properly view and

foxmulate theology. This philosophy is perceived to be especially
helpful in dealing with the re:urrection.67

The key term that Hamilton adopts from process philosoohy here
i s "“immanence", which refers to the possibility of one reality being

immanent or indwelt by another. This is illustrated by the way we
often refer to the experiences of one individual "living oan" in

another's memory. 66

When applied to the relationship between God and the world, im-

manence is a reference both to God's indwelling mankind and man-

kind's indwelling God. As Hamilton applies this concept to -

Christology, we may now speak of the chief example of God's

indwelling mankind as having occurred in the incarnation. Here God

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

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

em—

66

Bernard M. Loomer, "Christian Faith and Process Philosophy" in
Process Philosophy and Christian Thought, Ibid., pp. 91, 95 for
his treatment of the resurrection.

81 Peter N. Hamilton, "Some Proposals for a Modern Christology"in

Process Philosoohy and Christian Thought, Ibid., pP. 371, 376,
379, 381.

8 Ibid., p. 379.
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Jesus is said to "live on" in Gcnl.69 By "live on" it is meant

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

It is obvious here that the resurrection is not interpreted
13 terally. For Eamilton, the disciples had a Goq-given awareness
(n_ot self-generated, it is emphasized) that Jesus was somehow still
both alive and present with them. This was the beginning of the
Easter experience. But they did not have an actual encounter with
the risen Lord as portrayed in the New Testament gospcls.n'

Hamilton realizes, however, that there are some serious
criticisms regarding his views. One is that the uniqueness of
Jesus' resurrection has not been properly maintained. Rather, this
occurrence is only a model for other such actions of God.72

Another criticism (which is admitted by Hamilton to be a
Stronger one) is that, according to this interpretation, the “"risen"

Jesus is not really alive although the disciples believed that he

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

6

? Ibid., pp. 379-380.

10 Ibid., pp. 378, 381.

n Ivid., pp. 371, 375, 380.
72

Ibid., pp. 377-378.
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In other words, the New Testament 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 doee not allow for the type of resurrection that

would give rise to such a belief. Hamilton admits that this

cxiticism is a valid one to a certain extcn't:.‘l3

The last scholar to be dealt with briefly at this time is

Swiss philosopher Francis Schaeffer. Formerly an agnostic,

S chaeffer became convinced through personal research that belief in

God was rational.—m Afterwards he became concerned to a large

@xtent that rationality must be kept in religious belief and that

knowledge must precede faith (but certainly not to the exclusion
of faitn).!?

Exploring this concept of rationality in Christian belief,
Schaeffer came to espouse the view that God's revelation occurred

in history and is thus open to vcrific;tion.Té An event which is

Teported to have happened can be examined and found to be either

& valid claim or to be some sort of falsehood. This is the nature

Of historical revelation. For Schaeffer, the death and resurrection

13
T4

Ibid., p. 378.

Francis Schaeffer, Escape from Reason (Downers Grove: Inter-
Varsity Press, 19685, see pp. 84-85 for instance.

Francis Schaeffer, The God Who is There, (Downers Grove: Inter-
Varsity Press, 1968), pp. 112, 142.

75

76

Schaeffer, The God Who is There, Ibid., p. 92; see also Schaeffer's
Escape from Reason, op.cit., p. 77.
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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
wo::'].t.i.77

We have in this chapter investigated both the importance of

the resurrection of Jesus and the current theological approach to

i1t as a religious occurrence. In addition, we have examined the

Vviews of several scholars from various other fields (especially

history and philosophy) who have also shown varying degrees of

interest in this event.

We have found that the resurrection is the central event in
the Christian faith and thus of central importance in theology.

Therefore the questions raised here concerning its character are

both valid and consequential ones.

The contemporary theological approach to the resurrection was

found to be one that utilizes the literary methodology inherent in

form and redaction criticism. Hopefully through a study of this

event, making use of these disciplines, we will be able to make a
Judgment as to its credibility.

We have also seen that there appears to be a surprising interest
in the resurrection by scholars in other fields besides religion.
This especially appears to be the case in history and philosophy.

The purpose for our investigation of several views in these two

specific fields is threefold. First, it enables us to understand

that this question is not one that is isolated to the field of

"

Schaeffer, Escape from Reason, Ibid., pp. 79, 99 and Schaeffer's
The Church Before the ¥atching World (Downer's Grove: Inter-
Versity Press, 1971), pp. 96-99.
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religion and theology alone. Second, it serves to familiarize us

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

owux later investigation of three scholars (one theologian, one
historian and one philosopher) who deal with these questions
concerning the resurrection in much more depth, thus relating all

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



Chapter II. The Possibility of Xiracles Today

The question of whether or not miracles have oocurredin the
Ppa st (or whether they are possible today) is one that has far-

reaching consequences much beyond the field of theology. We will

twuxn now to an examination of some major possibilities.

A. Miracle and Myth
1. A Definition of Miracle

In searching for a possible definition for "miracle", one

€ncounters many approaches and conclusions. However, there are

Several similarities and points concerning which most appear to be

in agreemeant. Ve must realize, though, that the definition we

arrive at actually has nothing to do with the problem of whether
the events that are defined thusly really do occur. For exanmple,
many scholars who do not believe that miracles happen at all still

Qefine them as occurrences which are not caused by nature and which

must be performeé by God. They simply believe that no such events

ever take place. Therefore we see that the definition does not mean

that a certain type of phenomenon has happened.

Bultmann is just such a scholar who believes that our modern

world is enough 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 Even so, it is recognized that at least

1
Bultmann, "New Testament and Mythology", in Kerygma and Myth,
m.. PP. 1-5.

26
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the New Testament delines miracles as events which occur due to
the Supernatu:al intervention of God rather than by the power of
nature. For Bultmenn, the purpose of miracles is to express
spiritual truths that mey otherwige be unexplainable.2
Historian and philosopher David Hume, who also rejects the
miraculous, relates that:

A miracle may be accurately defined,a trangression of a
law of nature by & particular volition of the

by the interposition of some invigible o (The italics
are Hume's. )3
Once again we find that while Hume clearly rejects the miraculous
(a8 we shall perceive in more detail later), he defines these
occurrences as the intervention of God or of another invisible
agent. Philosopher Richard Swinburne accepts essentially the
same definition, realizing that in so doing he is close to Eume's
view.k
English scholar C.S. Lewis defines miracles as follows:
I use the word ¥iracle to mean an interference with Nature
by supernatural power. Unless there exists, in addition
to Nature, something 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

&8 having a direct affect on nature. But the miracles are seen as

2
Ivid., pp. 3435, 39.

3
David Bume, Essential Works of David Hume, edited by Ralph Cohen
(New York: Bantam Books, Inc., 1965), p. 128, footnote 3.
Richard Swinburne, The Concept of MNiracle (London: Macmillan and
St. Martin's Press, 1970), p. 1l.

Le'is, og.cit., Pe 10.
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being brought less forcefully into the world. Lewis perceives of

nature as an entity which can receive such extraordinary occurrences
into its own pattern of events when they are caused by Supernatural
power. Thus they do interfere with the laws of nature, but do not
break them.6 These miracles are not taken for granted by the author,
however, but are investigated to ascertain if they actually did

7

occur.

The last definition of miracles which we will state is that of
theologian John KcNaugher, who agrees with Lewis in asserting that
these ocourrences are out of the normal sequence of events in
nature. They cannot 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). For instance,
all five scholars are agreed (to varying extents) that real miracles

require Supernatural intervention and are not to be explained
nl.tu:'.-ally.9 All five also believe that these occurrences have &
dixect relation to the laws of nature, roqu;lring some sort of

interference. Some think that miracles have a purpose. But all

6
Ivid., pp. 47, 60.
7
Tvid., pp. 148-169 for instance.
8

John McNaugher, Jesus Christ.  the Same Yesterday, Toda and Forever

( Kew York: Fleming H. Revell Company, 1947), pp. 91-92.

Xn the case of Bultmann we are referring to this scholar's
Xeferences to what "miracle" meant in the New Testament, as mentioned
mbove. Like Hume he does not believe they occur, but grants

<hat this was still believed to be the definition of the word in
Lirst 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 occurrence would entail if it were to heappen,
wvhile not actually believing that there are such events. Nevertheless,
there is a surprising amount of similarity in these definitions
for scholars who disagree on this last point.

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

Such events.
2. A Definition of Hyth

A discussion of ﬁiracles should ideally also include an inquiry
into the meaning of myth. Ve will attempt to explore a couple of
earlier meanings of the word and some modern definitions of it. We
Would thus endeavor to discover what myth is and what function it
Plays in society.

Originally,lomyths were generally defined by scholars as

fictitious narratives containing very little or no factual content.

———
1o

For a very brief introduction to the question of some older
theories concerning the origins of myth, see Daniel Dodson's
introductory essay "What is 'Myth'?" in Thomas Bulfinch's The
Age of Fable (Greenwich: Fawcett Publications, Inc., 1961),

Pp. VI, IX. For an examination of the origins of myth according
to many historians of religion, see Burton H. Throckmorton's

The New Testament and Mythology (Philadelphias The Westminster

Press, 1959), pp. 81-85.
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They were mainly concerned with stories of gods, goddesses and

questions about the coamos.u Because of such content, myths were

judged to be simply fiction. The definition was one which implied

the essential contradiction between myth and h:l.s*t’.ory.]'2

Later, the word also came to mean & fictitious story revolving

around a historical personage, circumstance or event, but one which

was not really factual.]" Perhaps an example of this type of

Popular myth would be the narrative of how George Washington chopped

down a cherry tree and chose the subsequent punishment rather than

tell s lie concerning his actions.

today.

There is much disagreement as to a suitable definition of myth

14 This is made even more difficult by the variations in the

definition utilized by scholars from different disciplines.15 One

Popular practice is. to define myth as being the opposite of

———

1x
12
13

14

15

Wand, op.cit., p. 40; see also James K. Feibleman's article
"Myth" in the Dictionary of Philosophy, edited by Dagobert Runes
(Totowa: Littlefield, Adams and Company, 1967), p. 203.

Wand, Ibid.

Runes, ob.cit., p. 203.

For instance, see Mircea Eliade, The Quest: Histor and Xeanin
in Religion (Chicagot The University of Chicago Press, 1969;,

p. 72f. See also Throckmorton, op.cit., p. 80.

See Victor Turner's article "Kyth and Symbol" in the International
Bncyclopedia of the Social Sciences, edited by David L. Sills

no city:s The Macmillan Company and The Free Press, 1968),

vol. 10, pp. 576-582., For the definition of "ayth" employed in
literature, for example, see James F. Knapp, "Nyth in the Power-
house of Change", The Centennial Review, Winter, 1976, pp. 56=Tk.

Cf. Wesley Barnes, The Philosophy and Literature of Existentialism
(Woodburys Barron's Educational Series, 19085, PP. 34-40.
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history, thereby signifying that it is almost completely unirue in
a factual sense.16
As used by most contemporary theologians and religious scholars,

myth is not usuelly tasken to be so unrealistic. The exzphecis is
cleerly placed most often on the function of the myth and on what
such a concept is supposed to accomplish in society. Thus,
theologians are more interested in studying the message vwhich 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 nust endeavor to ascertain the societal function and zeaning
Siven to a myth, trying to understand the religious message being
© onruricated by zeans of this imagery. The importance of Sirauss'
View of myth is that before his time this concept was either not
Completely recognized or not applied consistently.17

Rudolf Bultmenn believes that New Testament myth is essentially
urhistorical, but that its primary purpose is to express existential
truths adout man. 18 Thus, this scholar &also agrees thét this

19

Qrestion of the zyth's purpose is the key one.

——

16

Bultmanan {reely

See S.E. Hooke, iiddle Tastern Mythology (Baltimore: Penguin Books,
1966), who lists this view as ore which is still employed in
current treatments of this subject (p.11). See also Wend, ovo.cit.,
p. 40

17 See Albert Schweitzer, The Quest of the Fistoricel Jesus, trans-
lated by . ilontgomery (New York: The lacmillan Company, 1968),
D. 78-73; cf, David Strauss' work The 0ld Faith and the New,
translated from the sixth edition by liathilde Blind (¥ew Yorks
1s Henry Holt and Company, 1874), pp. 56-59 for instance.
Bultmenn, "New Testament and Mythology" in Xerygma and :.vth,
oc.cit., especially pp. 1-11, Cf. Schubert Ogden, Chrisi{ Without
1s ¥yth (New Yor: Farper and 3ow, Publishers, 1961), pp. 39-40.

Throckmorton, ov.cit., p. 23; cf. John Macquarrie, An Zxisten-
tialist Theolo~v (Lew York: Harper and Row, 1965), pp. 172-1T73.

——————————————————
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admits that the actual imagery of the myth is not the most important
part of mythology. Rather, the recovery of its message about

20 The stress here is

human existence is the most essential thing.
also on understanding what the myth was intended to accomplish.

Few scholars have done more research on the idea of myth than
has Mircea Eliade. For Eliade, myths are accounts of deeds which
are always acts of creation, in that they sp?ak of some reality
coming into existence. Myths are very complex cultural factors
whosge main function is to serve as models for the rites and other
important activities of humans. Thus myths present religious

@Xxplanations for what is believed to have occurred. For this reason,
@& myth is perceived to be an actual reality in that it always
depicts something that has happened, such as the beginning of the
wWoxld or the fact of duth.zl

Eliade stresses the symbolic character of such myths. They
axe capable of revealing something which is deeper than known
Teality. Such symbols point to various facets of human existence.
POrhapa the most important aspect of mythical symbolism is that
tTruths can be expressed by this mode which can be expressed coherently
in no other way. It is therefore very important to study the

Mesgage of the myth. Scholars who do not discover this function of

myth fail in their endeavor to understand this c<:uw01.'a1:.22

e —

20
Bultmann, "New Testament and Mythology" in Kerygma and ¥yth,

OP. cit. s PDP. 10-11.

21
Mircea Eliade, Myth and Reality, translated by Willianm R. Task
(New York: Harper and Row, Publishers, 1963), pp. 5-1lk4.

22 '

Mircea Eliade, Mephistopheles and the Androgyne: Studies in
Religious Mvth and Symbol, translated by J.l. Cohen Z‘u’ev Yorks
Sheed and Ward, 19655. pp. 201-208. :
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For S.H. Hooke, myth is 3till viewed as being essentially
nonhigstorical, but it nevertheless is a result of a particular
circumstance and therefore it does have a purpose. Thus the
proper approach is not to try to determine how much actual truth it

contains, but rather to determine what the real function of the
myth is--what it is supposed to accampligh. As with Eliade, Hooke
stresses that the function of a myth is to use imagery to express
truths that otherwise could not be expluinod.z3

These definitions of myth have pointed to at least a few

€eneral conclusions with which many theologians seem to be in
agreement, at least to a certain extent. Myths can be identified
&as the use of various types of imagery to portray different aspects
Oof 1life (real or imaginary), including one's beliefs, customs or
folklore. Xyths are essentially nonhistorical, but they may
reflect actual occurrences and teach religious or moral truths.
My<ths do have a societal fum:‘l:i.on.zl+ 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
Teligious and moral beliefs. In other words, nyths serve the
function of allowing various societies to speak of treasured

b‘liefa, mysteries and customs in a way that ordinary language

S ———

23
24

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

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

Press, 1965), pp. 177-179 for example.
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might not quite be able to duplicate. This could be either
because of a lack of proper words or a lack of the necessary
knowledge needed to explain these things. For instance, mythical
imagery could easily have been employed to explain certain cosmic

events such as eclipses. In this way societies could pass on

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 usa.ge.zs

These general conclusions will be the basis for the definition
of myth that will be used in this paper. Briefly, myth will mainly
be utilized to refer to the essentially nonhistorical use of imagery
by societies in order to express certain beliefs, customs or events.
They allow people to speak of realities that might be much harder

to express apart from the use of this imagery.

The distinction between miracle and myth is an important one.

It will be the purpose of the remainder of this paper to investigate

the resurrection of Jesus in light of these definitions. Vas this

Occurrence & myth voicing the beliefs of early Christendom, or was

it a literal event requiring Supernatural action? Our investigation

wil) thus view the evidence of each possibility in order to ascertain

Where it points in regard to this question. Ve agree with Wand in

the assertion that it is very important to distinguish myth from
h-"-a‘l:c:)ry. The purpose of the myth must be determined and real history

WMugt not be confused with the nyth.2 Therefore, each has its own

—
25

HOOkO. Og.cit., pp. 19-320

26
Wand, op.cit., p. 42.
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purpose and it will be our task not to let the two become

indiscriminately mixed.
B. Twentieth Century Science and Miracles
1. Introduction

It is a common practice today to conceive of science and the
miraculous as being totally opposed. Bultmann, for instance, rejects
eaxrly Christian cosmology on the grounds that it is opposed to
nodexrn science. All of our contemporary knowledge is based on
science and this includes an application of its laws to the study
of the New Testament.2! Thus Bultmann speaks of the relationship
be tween science and miracles:

It is impossible to use electric light and the wireless and
to avail ourselves of modern medical and surgical discoveries,
and at the same time to believe in the New Testament world
of spirits and miracles.28
Thugs this scholar believes that we live in too modern an ege to
believe in miracles. The world is closed to such oecurrences.29
The Supernatural simply does not occur and is therefore quickly
ai Smissed, often arbitrarily. 50 Others also agree with Bultmann's'
approach. !

——

27

Bultmann, "New Testament and Mythology" in Xerygma and lyth,
og.cit., Po. 1-10.

28
Ivid., p. 5.

29
Ibid., pp. 4-53 cf. Montgomery, Where is Bistory Going?, op.cit.,
p. 194, especially footnote number 37.

30

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

b §

Cf. for example John A.T. Robinson's Honest to God (Philadelphia:s
The Westminster Press, 1963), pp. 13-18.
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This line of rezsoning is not very recent, however. TIor a

couple of hundred years prior to the twentieth century many have

elso held that science ruled miracles out. The universe wezs

usually seenrn as teing a closed system, meaning among other things,

that it could not be interferred with by the Supernatural. Jemes

Jauncey defines it this way:

The standpoint of science was that nature was a 'closed
universe'. This meant that everything within the universe
was governed by an unvarying sequence of cause and effect.
The universe was closed to any occurrences which deviated
from thie pattern....Whenever you had a certain combination
of factors operating, the result was always the same and
could not be different. Xiracles, on the other hand, could
not be fitted into this framework of cause and effect. 32

This view of miracles is actually found very early in critical

thought., 7Te need not wait until the eighteenth and nineteenth

Centuries to find this opinion expressed against the possibility of

Rixracles. For instance, seventeenth century philosopher 3cnedict

Spinoza (1632-1577) also opposed miraculous events which were

S8a3id to break the laws of nature.

33

Sirce the teginning of the twentieth century, however, science

has begun to change these former conceptions about the workings of

Nature., In man's past history there have been many scientific

revolutions.sh In the opinion of most, we are living today in the

3%

33

34

James ¥. Jauncey, Science Returns to God (Grand Zapids: Zondervan
Publishing House, 1966), p. 37. Cf. also philosopher Gordon
Clark's stetements about the mechanism of the nineteenth century
in his essey "Bultmann's Three-Storied Universe" in Christianity
Today, edited by Frank E. Gaebelein (Westwoods Fleaminz H. Hevell

Comvany, 1968), ppr. 218-219.

Benedict Spinoze, The Chief Works of Benedict De Sninozz,
translated by X.Z.il. Elwes (Two volumes; New York: Dover
Publications, Inc., 1951), vol. I, p. 87.

See Thomas S. Xuhr, The Structure of Scientific Revolutions,
Volume II, Nuzber 2 of the International Encyclovedia of Unified
Science, edited by Otto %eurath, Rudolf Carnap and Cnerles iforris
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1971).
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nidst of just such & revolution. Jauncey states in his Iatrocuction
entitled "The Scientific Revolution":
The evidences are piling up that we are in the midst of the
greatest resvolution in humen living since the Renaissance.
This is due to the tremendous explosion in scientific
knowledze which has been occurring within the last few years.
Even for those of us who have been close to the frontiers

of science all of our lives, it is hard to believe what
is happening. 35

That are theresults of these changes and how do they afiect
the possitility of niracles? Jauncey relates that one result of
this scierntific rzvolution is that today the idea of a closed
tniverse is rejected. Scientific research has replaced tiis other
view with a nev understanding of na‘l:ure.s6 Clark also notec thet
the idea of causelity was dropped by science about one ﬁﬁndred
Years ago and the belief in a meckanistic universe has also come
Unger attack.37 The resulting new view of nature is sometiues
Teferred to by such titles as the "Einsteinian-relativistic inter-
Pretation of ‘'‘natural law'" and perceived as being essentially

38

Opposed to "the world of XNewtonian absolutes". Thomas S. Kuhn
8lso believes that the theories of Tinstein are incompatible with
the older ones forruleted by KNewton. In fact, we can only zccept
thig Tinsteinian system after recognizing that the theories of
Yewton were incorrect.>’

A recent work by eminent German physicist Werner Schazffs

has succeeded both in describing these comparatively recent trends

55 Jauncey, on.cit., p. 5.
35 Ibido, pp. 37’38.
31 Clark, "3ultmann's Three-Storied Universe" in Gaebelein, ovp.cit.,
pr. 218-219.
28 Jonr Tarwick ‘‘ontgomery, The Suicide of Christian Theolo
; (linneapolis: Bethany Fellowship, InC., 1970), pp. 320, 2%3.
9

Kuhn, ov.cit., pp. 98ff.
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in physics and in dealing with the resultant influence on the
possibility of miracles. Schaaffs informs us that the rejection

of a closed universe by modern science took place about the turn of
the century. In fact, the year 1900 is seen as being the turning
point for modern phyaica.ho Therefore we can no longer scientifically

hold to the belief in a closed universe as was the case in the

nineteenth century. s

Schaaffs refers to the replacing of the closed universe view
vith the present view of physics as "double negation". This is
because older opinions which were once used to negate all miracles
&re, in turn, negated 1:hemulves.‘“2 The o0ld law of causation has
been replaced by statistical description and thus the law of
I’I‘O'ba.'t:il:l'l:y."'3 To this we will turn directly. But we must first
Temark that new theories in physics usually build upon older ideas
&nqd thus appear at least somewhat to be a process of development
(rather than a case of total displacement). The 0ld views are
thus expanded and corrected by the modern onea.“* We will now

take a closer look at some important developments in physics that

have led to these conclusions.

—

4o

Werner Schaaffs, Theolo Physics and Miracles, translated by
Richard L. Renfield (Washington, D.C.t Canon Press, 1974)

pp. 26, 31, 37-38. Cf. Jauncey, op.cit., p. 37.

“1 Ibid., cf. pp. 25-26.

s2 Ibid., po. 24-26.

h’} Ibido. PD. 63-6#; cf. PP. 4"“"50
by

Kuhn, op.cit., pp. 67, 1493 cf. Schaaffs, Ibid., p. 6L,
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2. Some Principles of Physics

We have been speaking 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 all
scholars in these two centuries accepted thii view of cause and
effect in a mechanistic worldu5 although it was very popnla:t‘."6
Therefore, before the twentieth century the world was, for the
most part, conceived to be one of mechanical cause and effect,
Any events which did not fit into this pattern, such as miracles,

vere often rejected immediately. It was the "reign of ‘'unalterable

law'® §n which it was imagined that one could be sure of events
and in which miracles were simply not possibilities.‘q

With the emergence of the twentieth century experimentation
in physics it was found that, contrary to the then accepted
Scientific belief, there was much uncertainty in our universe. It
Could not be 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 apparent that the universe could not be expected

——

4
> For instance, David Hume firmly rejected cause and effect. See

0.W. Heick, Histo of Protestant Theology, Volume 2 of A History
of Christian Thought by J.L. Neve (Two volumes; Philadelphia:
The Muhlenberg Press, 1946), p. 65 and also J. Bronowski and
Bruce Mazlish, The Vestern Intellectual Tradition (New York:

Harper and Row, Publishers, 1962), p. 47k,

I\
6 Schaaffs, op.cit., pp. 63-64 and Clark, "Bultmann's Three-Storied
Universe" in Gaebelein, op.cit., p. 218.

Jauncey, op.cit., pp. 37-38.
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to behave any one certain way all of the timc.#e

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 discipline of history will be shown. Schaaffsnotes, for
instance, that few actually understand that the significancé of
these findings extend far beyond the field of physica.ug

Some may object that these principles affect only questions
vhich deal with the microcosm and fhereforc have no bearing on the
topic of miracles. Schaaffs deals with this very problem, concluding
that one can work from any of three directionaso to demonstrate
that occurrences in the microcosm have a great bearing on eventsin
the pacrocosm. These reasons show that chain reactions can be
Cauged by deviations in individual atoms which eventually have
Racroscopic results. Thus, minute and unpredict#ble changes in

—

4g

Ibid., p. 383 for this principle as it is applied to physics,
see Schaaffs, op.cit., pp. 57-61 and Otto Blih and Joseph
Denison Elder Principles and Applications of Physics (Wew Yorks
Interscience Publishers, Inc., 1955), pp. 760ff.

4
9 Schaaffs, Ibid., p. 6l.

30 Schaaffs mentions three approaches in noting the affect of the
microcosm on the macrocosm. 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 one

might work in the opposite direction, beginning with tae macrocosm
and endeavoring to find the minute particles that affect it.
Lastly, Schaaffs has experimented with de Broglie's equation

of the matter-wave demonstrating that it can also be applied

to the macrocosm, just as it can be applied to the microcosa

(Ivid., pp. 80-81).
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atomic processes cause major events to also become somewhat
indeterminate and unpredictable. In fact, the uncertain pairing
of microscopic transactions can either cause a macroscopic event
to occur or keep it from occurring. Thus the macroscopic event
itself becomes unpredictable and it is not within the reach of

science to control 1t.51

It is frue that microscopic events are more unpredictable
than macroscopic ones, but both are often found to be nnexplainablc.52
For these reasons, both microscopic and macroscopic events "can be
interpreted only as a law of probability."55 This means that a
"statement in science is seldom now considered true in itself, but
only within a certain limit of probn.bility...."s4 In other words,
wWe can no longer consider a scientific statement as being absolute,
but only probable to one extent or amother. Statistical
Probabilities must be given to events according to the degree to
which they can be expected to occur and not viewed as being positively
Certain as might be the case in a closed universe. .

One use of statistics that is perhaps not at first obvious is
55

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

——

2 Ivid., pp. 52-53, 71, 79-81. This last point is illustrated by
Schaaffs (pp. 52-53).

32 Ibid., pp. 16, 7T1. Cf. Bilh and Elder, op.cit., pp. 806-807,
803,

53
54

Schaaffs, op.cit., p. 6.
Jauncey, op.cit., p. 38.
55 Schaaffs, op.cit., p. 55.
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because "the rarer an event, the harder it is to determine a

precise time for its occurrence. One can only assign a probability
to it."ss Thersfore more common events receive a higher probability
and rarer ones & lower probability. Unique events are given still
lower chances of occurring. But this is intriguing in the case of
these very rare events because ”o;on the greatest probability cannot
rule out the possibility that the event will occur tomorrow.“57
There is an infinite number of possibilities for such events to
occur daily and thus they cannot be thought to be impossible.

Can giving a probability to rare events, as described above,
have any relevaence to the possibility of miracles occurring?
Schaaffs answers in the affirmative:

Thoﬁgh a miracle is a rare, or perhaps even unique, event

or experience, quite out of the ordinary, it can with
comparative ease, as our example shows, be placed in a
statistical framework. It has no intrinsic peculiarity
requiring that it be placed outside that framework. Thus,

a miracle, though a rarity to be sure, is a phenomenon of
natural law, for statistics are the essence of natural law.58

Therefore we see that for this German physicist miracles are
PoOssible. We will also note here that Xontgomery, for one, agrees
with this above analysis and insists that the only way that an
account of a miracle can be verified is by an "unprejudiced
confrontation" with the sources which claim that such an event
actually occurred. We need not try to ascertain a priori what is

able to oecur'today (as was done in a closed universe), since almost

anything is possible according to its statistical probability. 1In

56 Ibid., p. 560

M 1pia.

58 Ibid.’ po #50
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other words, the "question is no longer what can happen, but what
has happened" because "the universe since Einstein has opened 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. Xiracles

Few understand how far-reaching these results in physiocs are

and "how far beyond physics their significance extondu.“so

The
knowledge thus gained surpasses the bounds of physics and affects
other fields such as thoology.61 We have found that the belief in
a mechanistic, closed universe is no longer valid and thus cannot
be used to rule out miracles a priori, as in the past. We can
only find out if an event has occurred or not by investigating 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

62

often does, against the occurrence of miracles. Ve are certainly

not saying at this point that miracles do occur. But they can only

59 lKontgomery, Where is History Soing?, op.cit., p. 933 cf. pp. 713,
168-1690

60
Schaaffs, op.cit., p. 6l.

61 Ibido’ po 650

62

Schaaffs directs some of his criticisms against Bultmann (Ibid.,
op. 13, 24-25) and other theologians who insist on using these
outdated world views (Ibvid., pp. 8, 15, 31, 60, 6&).
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be disbelieved today on the merits of each. Montgomery drives this
last point home in the following words, using the resurrection of
Jesus as 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 irresponsidles philosophically, because
no one below the status of a god could know the universe so
well as to eliminate miracles a priori; and scientifically,
because in the age of Einsteiriian physics (so different
from the world of Newtonian absolutes in which Hume
formulated his classic anti-miraculous argument) 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 therq is always the possibility that they
could, given our present concept of physics.

Concerning the conception of nature with which we have been
working, we must mention that the results described above do not
invalidate the idea of essential lawful order in nature. All are
agreed that such a general order does exist, even though it must
only be described statiatic&lly.s# In addition, as McKNaugher
explains, where there is no regularity in nature we cannot speak
of any departure from it.65 In other words, if nature were
disorderly, it would be impossible to know if something had ocourred
that could be described as irregular.

Thus, along with all recent studies, we also affirm the belief
in the regularity of nature. A true miracle, then (if there is

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

63 Montgomery, The Suicide of Christian Theology, op.cit., ppP. 262-
263,

64 See Schaaffs, ov.cit., pp. 64, 713 cf. also Swinburne, ov.Cit.,
Pp. 23-26.

65

McNaugher, op.cit., p. 923 cf. Swinburne, Ibid., pp. 26-29.,
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to our definition. Therefore, if miracles are to happen, nature
cannot be the cause of them, but can ;nly be open to their
occurrence.

Thus we hold that modern scholarship can no longer deny miracles
sinply by referring to a closed universe and 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 too much reliance here on a
current scientific world view that may change again in the future
to yet another understanding of nature. To this there are at least
two valid responses.

First and most important, it must bg 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 conclusions., It is true that this modern view of science
does help considerably both in negating the old closed universe
hypothesis and in allowing 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 of its occurring, does
not depend on science. We cannot overstate this emough. If we
were to rest upon an existing view of nature we would always be in
danger of having our system upset because of new ideas when this
need not be the case. Regardless of the contemporary state of

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

66 Note 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 & much more logical and scholarly approach than
beginning with presuppositions ;a to what is possible. These
conclusions could thus be maintained even if physics was not in
the state in which we find it.67 Thus the conclusions to be
reached do not depend solely upon our modern understanding of
science, but are rather based upon this aforementioned investigation
of the reported facts.sa

Second, Schaaffs answers this very question by asserting that
physics is unlike other disciplines in that it does ﬁot regress
backwards. "Accurate knowledge and the results of earlier research
are never simply discarded; rather, they serve as building blocks
for further advances."69 He adds later that ”t?e knowledge
discovered in tﬂe present century will remain valid within the

70

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

61 We wish to make it plain, however, that our study of contemporary
physics is an extremely important one and not simply a "nice
addition" to this work. Although this study is based on an
investigation of the facts to determine if an event has occurred
and not upon a current scientific world view, this chapier has
still provided some insight into the question of what is possible
in today's world. Understanding the current scientific outlook
has demonstrated at least that our beliefs must not exclude
miracles a priori. Also, it makes us realize that there is a
scientific basis for our historical approach to investigating a
purported event.

6

8 See Bernhard Ramm, Protestant Christian Evidences (Chicagos
Moody Press, 1953), pp. 146-149.

69 Schaaffs, op.cit., p. l4. The italics are Schaaffs.

70

Ibido, Pe 67-



47
may even be broadened, dbut they do not disappear. This is because
knowledge in this discipline is not discarded in order to return
71

te older ideas. As mentioned, the truths discovered in physics
remain valid, Therefore, even if we did rest our conclusions on
the current scientific world view (although we do not, as stated

above), they would still appear safe.

Before proceeding to the next chapter, it must be mentioned in
all fairness that most men of science 4o not hold that this current

72

view of physics gives any preference to miracles. Therefore we
will conclude this chapter with the assertion of philosopher Gordon
Clark, who is cautious in his evaluation of the relatioaship
between miracles and modern physics. He feels that while some
theological conservatives have gone too far in their application

of scientific principles to the Supernatural, others have gonme too
far in the opposite direction by presenting science as being
totally opvosed to anything which is really miraculous. Clark
believes that we can at least minimally conclude that the once-
popular theories of a closed and mechanistic universe can no longer
to used to invalidate miracles. In addition, neither these older
theories or contemporary scientific ones can be used as objections
against the Supernatural. Vhile we cannot agree with those who
believe that science gives preference to miracles, neither can we
agree with those who delieve that it forbids them.73

71
72

Ivid., p. 1b.

Cf. Ernst Cassirer, Determinism and Indeterminism in {odern Phys-
ics, translated by 0. Theodor Benfrey (New Saven: Yale University
Press), p. 193 for instance.

Clark, "Bultmann's Three-Storied Universe", in Gaebelein, op.cit.,
pp L] 218- 219 o

73
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In other words, Clark's conclusion is stated 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 about
what is possible in nature, as do many of the scholars we have
dealt with above, 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 used to show that they
cannot occur.7“ This, then, is the conclusion we will work with,
one which directly favors neither opinion. Therefore we are also
left with the conclusion which we reached earlier--that decisions
concerning the probability of certain miracles (such as the
resurrection of Jesus) must be determined by a thorough investigation
of the reported facts in order to ascertain if they actually

happened.




Chapter III. EHistory and Miracles

As stated above, this study is not based upon the findings of
modern physics, but rather upon the idea that‘lny accounts which
claim that a miracle has occurred must be historically investigated
in order for its veracity to 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 History

The term "history" is used in various ways 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 treatment of the contemporary definitions of history.
However, it seems that there is at least some general agreement
concerning the content of history.

¥ost historians are agreed that history inclnde; at least
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
history as it will be used in this work. Other elements are surely

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

See Patrick Gardiner's article "The Philosophy of History" in the
International Encyclopedia of the Social Sciences, edited by
David L. Sills, op.cit., vol. 6, pp. 28-433 for some of these

interpretations.
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major ideas are essentiel andare thus the foundation of this concept
as it will be used hore.2

Now we surely do not mean to affirm that the presence of these
two elements is all that is involved in a definition of history.
Rather, these are the ones which seem to reoccur most often. However,
a few other factors that are part of this discussion should also
be mentioned ‘quickly.

First, there is always a subjective factor involved in the
writing of history. For instance, the historian must select the
material which he will (and will not) cover. The historical event
ig obviously objective. It is the recording of the event that
introduces subjective factors. For W.HE. Walsh, the subjectivity
of the writer is present, but it is not a real serious roadblock
to the obtaining of objective history. This subjectivity can be

3

allowed for its efforts can be overcome. Wand agrees with Walsh
in asserting that the best approach to take towards history is one

of caution.“ as we should try and recognize this subjective bias

2 Most historians also recognize these two factors--the events

themselves and the records of these events--as being an
essential part of history. For such related views, see Carl

L. Becker, The Heavenly City of Eighteenth-Century Philosophers
(New Haven: Yale University Press, 19395, pp. 17-183 Bronowski
and Maglish, op.cit., pp. XI-XII; Clough, Garsoian and Hicks,

op.cit., vol. I, p. 1l; Runes, op.cit., p. 1273 ¥Wand, obv.cit.,
P. 22,

> w.H. Walsh, Philosoohy of History (New Yorks Harper and brothers,
Publishers, 1960), pp. 101, 103,

4 Wand, op.cit., pp. 29, 42.



51

5

and then make the vroper allowance for it.
We will also endeavor to allow for this subjective factor in
our investigation of the resurrection. This occurrence has been
reported 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 of its findings in all instances. As with

physics, so there is also a certain amount of dependence on
probability in history as '011.6

For instance, Ernest Nagel, who accepts a 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 conclusions of these scientists have had an affect
on historians, for the accepted scientific view against a
deterministic universe has also helped to tura historinng against
a deterministic view of history.e

Nagel lists five main reasons why historical determinism is
generally rejected by so many historians today. First is the
argument from the absence of any developmental laws or patierns
in history. Second is the argument based on the inability to
explain and predict events in human history. The third argument

concerns the appearance of the novel in historical occurrences.

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

Wand. Og.cit., ppo 51-52.
U Ernest Nagel, "Determinism in History" in Dray, op.cit., p. 355.

Ibid.
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Fourth is the argument 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 and moral duty of human bcings.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
physice, which also oppose determinism, have been a key factor
that has exercised a direct influence on a similar rejection of this
concept by most historians.lo Montgomery concurs in this belief
that contemporary science has made it impossible for historians to
accept a closed system of natural cauaes.ll

The appearance of these chance and novel events mentioned
above, together with the aforementioned inability to explain or
predict many other occurrences, has helped to further the use of
probabilities in historical studies (as well as in scientific
invostigntion).lz Historians both recognize and utilize this
concept of probability. For instance, Montgomery observes that

historical studies can never reach the one hundred percentile level

in cortainty.l5 Ronald Vanderifolen agrees completely with liontgomery's

9 1bia.
10 1pia.
11

¥ontgomery, Where is History Going?, op.cit., p. 71l.

12 See Schaaffs, ov.cit., ¢f. pp. 52-53, 64 for instance.

13 Montgomery, ¥here is History Going?, op.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 allow for this amount of unceri:a.‘mt:r.]'[+ For
this reason Xontgomery opts for a critical investigation of the
sources in question, with the decision about the occurrence of any
specific event being based upon the probability of the evidence.
In fact, probability is referred to as the only sufficient guide
for a hiatorian.ls Wand also notes that we cannot be as sure of
historical investigation as was thought possible in the past.16
. However, we must make our judgments as to which facts are most
probable according to the historical evidenee.17
These elements, then, are to be included in a contemporary
_ treatment of history. While it has not been our purpose to deal
with this subject exhaustively, we have come to some conclusions
on the concept of history as it will be used in this work. Ve will
refer to history as both the occurrence of past events and the
recording of them. Realizing that there is alwujn a certain amount
of the subjective in this recording, allowance must be made for it
as much as is possible in order for objective data to be obtained.
Realizing also that in speaking of history we are dealing with

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

possible which facts best fit the evidence. With these probabilities

b Ronald VanderXolen, "'Where is History Going?' and Historical
Scholarship: A Response” in Fides et Eistoria, Fall, 1972 and
Spring. 1973. 701. v, NO!. 1‘2, po 110.

15 Montgomery, Where is History Going?, op.cit., pp. T1-T4,

16 gana, op.cit., pp. 25-27.

17 Ibid., 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 probability may be against it.18 Events

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

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

It is the opinion of most historians today that the veracity
of past events can be discovered (within a certain probability) by
a careful investigation of the f;ctl.lg Walsh notes that since
these events have occurred in the paa?, they are only accessible
by a study of the historical evidence. thhougﬁ the historian
himself will not be able to participate in the event that has
already occurred (unless he was originally there), he is able to
inspect the relevant data such as written documents and various
other records, siructures or archeological finds. Upon such
confirmation as this the historian must obtain his evidence. This

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

18 Schaaffs, op.cit., p. 56.

19 Wand, op.cit., p. 5.
20 ¥alsh, op.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 the opposing armies were, how they maneuvered and
other such facets of specific battles in ancient times by
exanining the ancient historical records. For instance, see
Edward M. Earle, editor, Makers of Modern Strategy (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1943), especially pp. 264-268 with
regard to Delbruck's historical method.
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0f course, what the existing data and written sourees reveal
is not usually automatically accepted as being true. It is therefore
the job of the historian to critically investigatelthe available
clains in order to ascertain as closely as possible what has
happened. This includes the procedure of determining if the sources
best support the claims that are made in them. The proper results
can be obtained even though there exists this need to determine
which facts best fit the evidence. Then it is the duty of the
historian to foramulate the facts based upon this groundwork.21
One is therefore to decide upon the evidence at hand--that which
is shown to be the most probadle conclusion.
Sven claims of miracles must be investigated in this way, since
they cannot be ruled out a oriori, as noted above. On this subject
Montgomery asserts:
But can the modern man accept a 'miracle' such as the
resurrection?...for us, unlike people of the Newtonian
epoch, the universe is no longer a tight, safe, predictable
playing-field in which we know all the rules. 3ince
Einstein no modern man has had the right to rule out the
possibility of events because of prior knowledge of
'‘natural law',..The problem of 'miracle', then, must be
solved in the realm of historical investigation....22

As Montgomery concludes, since we cannot decide in advance what

can happen, we nust determine, by historical research, what really

has happened already.z3

We must quickly point out here that miracles are not to be

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

21 1444., pp. 18-19; cf. Daniel Fuller, ov.cit., p. 22 for these

same conclusions.

John Warwick Montgomery, History and Christianity (Downers Grove:
Inter-Varsity Press, 1972), p. 75. Cf. also Montgomery's Where
is History Going?, ov.cit., p. 71l.

23 1pid4., of. also Where is History Going?, pp. 168-169.

22
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desire to be the more careful before accepting a miracle-claim
as a historical event. But, on the other hand, we must also guard
ageinst the presupposition thgt miracles camnnot occur at all. There
is no real basis, either scientific or historical, for this
preaupposition.zu Although many are skeptical about the reality of
miracles, it may be that a Supernatural explanation fits the facts
best and is the most probable aolntion.25
On this last point of skepticism Wand has made a very pertinent
point. Eis words were specifically directed at the historical
skepticism of theologian Van Harvey, but Wand points out that the
same can also be applied to others of this persuasion as well.
Harvey argued that we cannot accept the New 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 respondss
We may well ask Harvey how a critical historian can do
anything else than decide on the evidence before him--unless
indeed he already holds some secret which will invalidate
in advance any evidence that can be brought in favour of
the phenomenon in question? The plain fact is that in this
kind of argument the skeptic is not functioning as a historian
at all, Ee starts with the assumption that there could be
no corporeel resurrection since that would be against
nature....That is to say, he rejects the evidence because
he does not like a conclusion that it may be used to support.26
It appears that Wand's point is well taken here. What else can

the historian do except investigate the available evidence and make

2k Wand, op.cit., pp. 30, 101.

25 1pid., pp. 51-52.

26 1pia., pp. 70-71.
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a decision based on it? Since this is the way that other historical
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. VWe must
therefore approach this subject with an open mind, endeavoring to
ascertain which explanation is the most probahlo.27
Now 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 dbe remarked that not
only does this Oxford scholar object to such ﬁeliots,zs he holds
to the quite "contemporary" theological opinion that while some
of the New Testament is historical and trustworthy, some is also
simply propaganda which was written without any claims to being
objectively historical. Thus he cannot accept the view that the
Bible itself is the guarantee and proof that all of Christianity
was completely historica1.29 Because of this, Wand believes that
we should inquire into whatever mythical elements could possibly
be present in the texts. But, at the same time, we cannot allow
the portions that evidence indicates are historical to be labelled
as myth.’o

Wand's conclusion in these matters is that we must aporoach

these ancient documents cautiously. Bias and subjective factors

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

28 Ibido' P 55.

29 1pid., pp. 17-18.

30 Ibid., p. 42,
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zmust be allowed for and dealt with accordingly. But, in spite of
all of this, we may find that the Supernatural explanation is more
historically probable than' the natural one. In this case we must

31

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

According to ﬁand, the resurrection is the central claim of
New Testament Christianity and as such it cannot simply be ignorod.32
Neither should we be content to leave the question simply bty affirm-
ing that the original disciples believed that Jesus had risen.
Since it is the center of the Christian faith it should be carefully
investigated. We must inquire into this belief in order to ascertain
whether or not it is vzn.llid..’3

Other historians also agree to the need for such research.
Ancient historian Paul Maier also believes that the historical
evidence for the resurrection must be investigated. Then we can
better judge whether it can be referred to as an actual part of

34 Another ancient historian, Edwin Yamauchi, agrees that

history.
we must investigate this occurrence in order to conclude if it is

best explained as myth or as history.35 We have already discussed

51 Ibido’ ppo 29-31.

32 1p3i4., pp. 80, 11k,
33 Ibid., pp. 90-94,

Maier, Pirst Easter, op.cit., pp. 105-122 and "The Empty Tomd
as History", op.cit., pp. &=6.

35 Yameuchi, op.cit., March 15, 1974 pp. 47 and March 29, 1974,
Pp. l12-16.
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iontgomery's preference to historically investigate this event as
well.36

Therefore, after dealing with the problem of faith ani reason
in the next chavter, we will turn to this investigation.37 The
New Testament authors certainly claimed that Jgsus rose from the
dead, meaning literally that he appeared to many of the early
Christians after having actually died. No one déubta thet this is

wvhat the accounts report. It remains for us to endeavor to

determine the facticity of these claims.

¥e have in this chapter explained the concept of history that
is to be used in this work. We have also determined that history,
like science, cannot rule out the possibility of miracles & priorij;
thet is, without investigating the available evidence and deciding
upon it. To this end we have briefly described the approaches
taken by several historians as to historical research and investigetion.
Procedures such a2s these will be used in our own investizetion of

the resurrection of Jesus.

36 Kontgomery, Vhere is History Going?, op.cit., pp. 71-73, 93,

168-169 for instence.

37 It is iaoportant to note that historical studies have 2lso been
made about other mirecle-claims in ancient history. .I. Finley,
for instance, investigates Jomer and his claims of miraculous
intervention 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. For
Finley's work, see The Torld of Odysseus (New York: The Viking
Press, 1954), especially ps. 10-19., For a historical éiscussion
of speaking in tongues, see George Barton Cutten, Spezcking with
Tonrues Historiczlly and Psvchologicelly Exemined 2Kew Zavens
Yale University Fress, 1927), pp. 36-47 for instance. For another
example, see Frank Stagg, Z. Glenn Einton and Tayne E. Oztes,
Glossolalia: Tonrue Sveeking in 2iblical, Yistorical and Psycholo
Perspective, (Nashvilles Abingdon Press, 1367), pp. 45-57.

sical




Chapter IV. Reason and Faith

It has been said that Christian history and thought is a history
of the opposition between faith and reason. This is a 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 iuterminéled and over-
lapping. Historian of philosophy Etienne Gilson has dealt with
several of these opinions in his work Reason and Revelation in the
Middle Aggs.z For instance, early church theologian Tertullian
believed not only that faith was primary, but that all reference
to human philosophy or other teachings should be excludcd.5 Passing
to the twelfth century, we find Saint Bernard voicing a similar
opinion in favor of faith alone.“ |

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

Gilson finds that a 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", Christianit
Today, June 20, 1975, pp. 1ll-l2.

Etienne Gilson, Reason and Revelation in the Middle Ages (New
York:s Charles Scribner's Sons, 1966).
Ibid" ppo 9'10.

Ibido’ ppo 12-13.

Ibid., pp. 17-19.

N WM & W

Ibid., pp. 23-26,
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a Christian system of thought, it did influence Christianity. For
Averroes, reason was primary and faith was subordinated to it.7

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

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 exclu-
sively. 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 a balance between the two methods. In

this work a system will be set forth which is both a workable one

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

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

J The American Dictionary of the

definitions of these two terms.

Ibid., pp. 37-52. See especially pp. 42-48,
Ibid., see especially pp. 82-83.

This writer realizes that philosophical conclusions such as these
cannot be based solely on dictionary definitions. Since diction-
aries only show how a word is used by most intelligent people, we
would be epistemologically naive if we were to assume that such
definitions are capable of settling these philosophical issues.
Nevertheless, such an approach can be very valuable as a zxound-
work for later conclusions and this is how these definitions are
to be used here. They serve as guidelines for the more sophis-
ticated scholarly views which will be presented afterwards te
further corroborate these usages. The definitions themselves

can voint to a consensus of opinion as they reveal how these words
are often defined., However, this will be corroborated by later
references to scholars who verify these statements.

mmqr
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Znglish languzge defines reason as follows:

Tre besis oxr zotive for an action, decision, or conviction....

A decleratyon made to explain or justify an action, decision,

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

or discricinations...To...think logically....To telk or argue

logically or persuasively....To persuade or dissuzde (someone)

with reeasons.10

Accordinglio this definition, reason includes at least two
concepts. First, rezson is the capacity to infer, discrininzte or
even to think rationally. Second, reason is the explenation or out-
working of this capacity. This second concept includes (emong other
things) several component parts. Reeson is defined as being the
basis or motive for one's decisions or convictions, or a sizctement
explaining or Justifying these decisions or convictions, Reason is
also the ability to think logically or to argue persuasivel;,
including persuading (or dissuading) someone one way or another.t!
If this definition was shown to be a valid one, other conclusions

coulé be drawn froi these two concepts of reason aé well., For
instance, reason would be at the very basis of a2ll of our knowledge,
for one cannot even have the cevacity to think apart from reason
(by definition). “ithout reason the explanation or outworiing of
this capacity would also fail to be accounted for because rational
thought is defined es being at the basis of all actions, decisions
or convictions. In fact, we cannot even formulate these convictions

or make these decisions (intellectual or otherwise) except by

utilizing reeson. Therefore reason is the beginning of knowledge

10 william ¥orris, editor, The American Heritaze Dictionary of the
Enzlish lenguz~e (llew York: American Heritace Fublishing Company,
Inc., and the Soughton ¥ifflin Company, 1970), ». 1086.

11

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

so apart from & rational process. Finally! any attempt to counter-
act these conclusions or argue otherw;se is algo reason, agaiﬁ by
definition.

However, as we have stated above, dictionary definitions cannot
in themselves solve 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 American Heritage Dictionary of the'English Languaze defines

faith ass

A confident belief in the truth, value, or trustworthiness
of a person, idea, or thing....A system of religious beliefs.l2

Faith, then, is trust or belief in a person, thing, idea, value or
truth. 3Belief itself is defined as mental action centered in a
conviction that is thought to be valid.l3 We have. already determined
in our previous definition that the basis for such actions and
convictions is reason.lu In addition, belief generally involves

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

12 1pia., p. 471,

13 ¢r. 1vid., p. 121.

% 1pia., p. 1086.
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what one is told to believe is "good".15 Both of these procedures
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 and has its basis in reuson.le

There are two general reasons why faith is usually exercised.
Some believe by intuitive conviction, while others require reasonable
persuasion and rational argument (indeed, some claim an interest in
both). But the capacity for both is acquired by réacon, as defined
above. This is because the ability even to hold convictions and
the ability to reason concerning them is rltion31.17

Our study has thus far shown that faith must rely upon reason
as its basis. However, this discussion has not so far been one 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 reason composes the groundwork, we still hold that
faith is the most important element of religious belief for two main

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 require no
real contemplation. But we would hold that if one was capable
of understanding his faith he would have been 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 such belief. Real faith involves
at least some thinking as a part of this conviction or it could
not be said to be such. For this reason, if one has never thought
about his belief in any way it can only be because real faith
was never exercised in the first place.

16 Korris, ov.cit., p. 1086,

1T 1via.
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prove 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 above, any
religious system which places such research at the apex of achieve-
ment will find that it is very limited in what is presented for
belief. The realm of faith and hope would be narrowed quite
considerably.

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, one
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 (veyond the knowledge that Ee exists),
dbut rather a faith is needed which appropriates and trusts the
evidence, with definite ethical implications for one's life. Without
this primary importance of faith and these accompanying ethical
implications, Christianity would not be a faith system. This is
almost the unanimous witness of Christianity through the centuries,
and it has a sound basis. While reason and knowledge are very
important, especially as a basis for belief, faith is more ao.18
Reason is thus not the ultimate. This position is also accepted
in this work. Feaith should remain in this pre-eminent position,

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

18 Cf. the New Testament's primary emphasis on faith in such
verses as Jn. 201293 Eph. 2383 EHeb., 1131, 6.
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the facts and not a leap in the dark. More will be said in favor
of this opinion below,

So we now reach our conclusion pertinent to the resul:s of
these definitions and the roles they play in the issue between
faith and reason. Ve have so far concluded that 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
thig discussion, nor will it be assumed that they can totally solve
the issues. Therefore it is advantageous to turn now to those who

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

A study of definitions has revealed that reason must be the
basis of all thinking processes, including the mental activity of
faith. While reason is thus temporally first, when speaking in the
context of Christian theology, faith is the most important.

Several contemporary scholars have come to similar 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 f&ith that
19

neglects these processes is quite inadequate.

19 Paul ¥. Van Buren, The Secular leaning of the Gospel (New Yorks
The Xacmillan Company, 19335, pp. 174-175.



67

Theologien John R. Stott also believes that faith is not
irrational. It is neither credulity or optimism.2’ Rather, it is
a trust based upon reason--a rational belief. L; 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
each. Nevertheless, we cannot expect faith to be exercised prior
to a rafional investigation of the evidence, or before a proper
knowledge and understanding of the truth has first been achieved.
These conditions precede faith.zz

Theologian Wolfhart Pannenberg stresses the need for grounding
faith on an objective, rational basis. In two essays entitled
"Insight and Feith" and "Faith and Reason" he sets forth his
rationale for this belief. Faith cannot stand eslone and be its
own criteria 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 question

as to whether the grounds of this faith are solid is never answered,

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

20 John R.%W. Stott, Your ¥ind Matterss The Place of the }ind in the
Christian Life (Downers Grove: Inter-Varsity Press, 19735,
PpP. 33-36.

21

Ibido, ppo 31", 36’ “9-52.
22 Schaeffer, The God Who is There, op.cit., pp. 112-113, 1412143,
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3

based upon reason must precede faith.2
As poinfed out earlier, Montgomery also holds that there must
be an objective, historical basis for faith. Faith that is Qot
based on some such reasonable evidence can give no logical reason
as to wvhy it should be accepted over other alternatives. Faith
cannot 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 clain.zk
VWe have briefly investigated the views of five scholars on the
question of the relationship between reason and faith. e will tura
now to the rationale behind these views, as to why reason is held
to precede faith. The general conviction seems to be, first, that
faith must be based upon knowledge and that, second, reason begins
the entire process and provides the basis for this knowledge. Ve
will examine these premises more closely.

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

which are at least believel to be true. In order for one to have a

23 These two essays are found in one of Pannenberg's collections
of other such works entitled Basic Questions in Theology,
translated by George H. Kehm ZTvo 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 delow.

24

See the appendix of History and Christianity, op.cit., pp. 99-101,
106-108. Cf. also 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 debate 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 trut.hs.25 Therefore, religious
faith 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)
exist.zs When we perceive that the Christian faith is thus based
upon knowledge, we can then view this knowledge as preceding the

faith.27 Even some of the end results of faith, such as various

25 Even the case of atheism is no exemption here. If ome
designates atheism as a "religious faith", then it still must
'be acknowledged that it is also based on the knowledge of
certain facts which are believed to be true. In this case this
would be the non-existence of God.

26 ¢f. Van Buren, ov.cit., pp. 174-175; Stott, op.cit., p. 573

Schaeffer, The God Tho is There, op.cit., pp. 143-145; Pannenberg,

op.cit., vol. 1I, pp. 37, 45; Montgomery, History and Christianity,

op.cit., pp. 106-108. It is extremely important to note here,

in addition, that the reason or knowledge upon which faith is

based is not always a very sophisticated one. As asserted in

footnote number 15 above, faith must be based on some knowledge,

even if it is an uncomplicated and simple bdelief in what one is

told. 3But even in this case acceptance of belief in God (or

whatever it is that one is told to believe) still involves the

acceptance of the knowledge that these beliefs are true. Any-

thing short of this is not real faith. At no point in this

work is 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 reasonable faith can be shown

to be more valuable, but a faith based upon a less sophisticated

knowledge is not thereby invalid. If the Christian faith can

be shown to be based on a logical investigation of the facts,

then faith in these facts is valid even if one is not capable

of demonstrating the evidence for oneself.

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

Second, reason begins the process and provides the basis for
this knowledge. Ve have seen that faith-conviction relies on
knowledge and that this must involve some thinking, if only at the
rudimentary level. Indeed, Van Buren states that real faith is
only possible when one thinksz9and Stott asserts that one cannot
have faith at all apart from such cogitation.’o But thinking is

31 Therefore,

a rational process vhich requires the use of reason.
reason both begins this process and provides the framework for it;32
In addition, faith must have an objective basis. Without such
a foundation, one would never know if the grounds for one's belief
were solid or not. Apart from a foundation of reasonable knowledge,
faith is not capable of substantiating itself. Itq--ubjoctive
qualities provide no rational basis or criteria according to which
its trustworthiness may be ascertained. For instance, one cannot
appeal to one's personal spiritual experiences for the needed
authority factor. Montgomery 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 amount to

- See Stott, on.cit., p. 57.
29 Van Bur.n’ OEo¢ito’ P 17"‘.
30 Stott, OBocito, P 370

51

See Schaeffer, The God ¥ho is There, op.cit., pp. 141-143.

32 1pia., pp. 112-113,
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anything more than heurtburnl” At first this appears to be simply
a humorous illustrstion, but upon closer examination it is found

to contain much truth. EHow can we even hope to differentiete
between real experiences or beliefs and false ones if there is no
factual criteria which gives us at least some idea as to whzat may

be most trustworthy? A faith which is grounded upon rational facts
and which rests upon an objective basis is in a much better position
to ascertain its trustworthiness than is a faith which is admittedly
irrational and subjective in its approach. It is true that one

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

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

It is also true that the rational approach does not always
lead to a valid faith. But it appears that it would dbe much
better off in view of this question of verification than would a
feith which does not (or camnot) utilize any rational method at
ell. Indeed, an intelligent investor does not often risk funds
on an enterprise which gives no valid reasons to make such an
investment seem worthvhile. Even hunches and premonitions are
usually based on some sort of knowledge or reason, even if it is
ngecret information". In a similar way, faith should also be
based upon a rational groundwork. .

Apart from an objective faith which is based upon a logical

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

33 Xontgomery, History and Christianity, op.cite., P« 101; cf.
PpP. 99, 107.
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beliefs are velid or rnot. Xo amount of wishful thinking can meke
the facts any =ore truthful. NXNo matter -how intense one's faith is,
one cannot make this feith any more valid. Faith must therefore
heve an obJéctive besis or else one would not be able to ascertain
if it is simply spurious.

Pannenberg a2lso believes that we must reject a sudbjective
Christian feith which is based on one's personal experiences. He
doeg so for at least two reasons. First, such private experiences.
cannot be obligatory for others because they lack factual, objective
evidence and therefore are usuelly only capable, at the most, of
convincing oneself.sh Second, this subjectivism disregards the
fact that the very center of Christienity is based on Divine
initiative. len everywhere are able to investigate the foundations
of this relizion in order to ascertain as closely as possible if
events such as the resurrection have actually occur:fd. The
opportunity to investigate'the claims of Christianity is open to
anyone who wents to study them and is rnot relegated to the perusal

of a select few.35 Therefore, the Christian faith is most properly

Sh It might be objected that perhaps one does not care to aeke his

faith obligetory for others, thus keeping it simply on the
subjective level. But here we nust remenber, first, thet
Christianity cleims to be a propagating faith interestec in
bringing others to accept this same grace of God that it has
received. It therefore does not thrive on one's keeping faith
to oneself. Second, we have reasoned here that Christianity is
most properly besed on one's exercising faith as a result of
facts which ere believed to be true and not upon irrational
explanations or private experiences apart from these facts.
Thus thie aforementioned objection falls prey both to the idea

that the Christian faith is to be propagated and to the conviction

that feith is based upon objective facts as opposed to subjective
feelings. For some of these ideas see Pannenberg's Besic
Questions in Theology, op.cit., vol. II, especially pp. 55«54
cf. pp. 28, 30-32.

55 pannenberz, hevelation as History, op.cit., ps. 135-13%.
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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 iith regard to trying to
substantiate Christianity by one's personal, subjective experience
also applies to those who endeavor to point to the proclaimed
message as the basis for the faith. <7his approach also fails in
that the obvious question concerns whether there is a real reason
to accept it or not. If the reason is unconvincing, it would seen
that we would lack a sound basis for accepting it. PFurther, the
message apart from any rational coercion cannot show why it should
be accepted over another alternative, or even over a contrary view,
In other words, the message is not self-authenticating dut must
also provide objective reasons to back up.ita ¢claim to truth.57
By "objective reason" we are referring to the need for faith
to investigate the historical (or other) evidence and make its
decision upon which facts best fit the case. For Schaeffer, faith
is based upon just such an examinatioh of the events which Christianity
claims have already occurred im history, such as the resurrection.
One cannot be asked to exercise faith in the Christian message until
the evidence has been invoatigatod.’e Hontgomery agrees that faith

begins in an investigation of the objective, historical events and

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

op.cit., vol. II, pp. 30, 53< 5k,

31 See Pannenberg's Basic Questions in Theology, Ibid., vol. II,
pp. 33-34.

8 Schaeffer, The God Who is There, op.cit., p. 1413 cf. p. 92.
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rests in the probability of the findings.39 But we must remember
that feith is based on the events and not vice versa.#o 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 facts appear reasonable. Pannenberg also stresses
this last point, asserting that an individual does not bring an
already existing faith to the eveants, but exeréises»this faith only
after an open-minded look at the cvonts.hl

As for the question of importance, we found earlier that reason
was temporally primary while faith was more important in a
theolosical context. We found this to be true for two main reasons.
First, the whole of Christian teachings and belief cannot be explained
complefely in terms of reason. Second, when we speak in a
theological context belief takes on a central importance, as it
transcends reason. Faith must personally approériate the facts, which
involves ethical implications for one's life. This is chiefly
because we are dealing with the existence and teaching of God (the
Greek Theos, root word of theology), & doctrine which cannot be
dealt with adequately in the realm of reason alone. The importance

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

thou@to

39 Montgomery, History and Christisnity, ops.cit., pp. 75-76, 79-80,
107-108.

Lo
b1

Ibvid., p. 107.

Pannenberg, Reveletion as History, ov.cit., p. 137.-
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Does contemporery thought offer similar reasons'for giving
faith the place of primary importance while placing reason first
temporally? We must answer here in the affirmative. It is especially
noteworthy that the same scholars who we have been dealing with in
our previous discussion, those who hold that reasocn aﬁd knowledge
are the foundation for belief, also place faith in the place of
prime importance in the end. Even the same two reasons used above
(or very similar ones) are employed. First, Pannenberg notes that
the doctrines of Christianity can never be explained completely in
terms of reason. There will always be a remsindcr.uz Second,
Pannenberg further relates that no one can come to know God strictly
by his own reason. A good example here is the Christian teachings
concerning salvation. Even though reason provides the original
basis, knowledge is still not capable of securing salvation because
it depends finally upon the appropriation of faith and reliance in
God and personal surrender to B:I.m.“"3 Thus faith is based upon
rational probabilities, but the final cxproseion of it transcends
the rational.

Montgomery also comes to similar conclusions. Faith is based
upon the probabilities which emerge from an investigation of the
objective facts and the final step of salvation is an appropriation

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

b2 Pannenberg, Basic Questions in Theology, op.cit., vol. II, p. 48.

“3 Ibid.. po 37 wd Revelation as Bistorl, Og.cit., ppo 137-139.
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God through Jesus Christ is the final step of salvation, as it
accomplishes something which reason could never do.

Wand adds an interesting point here. While faith is dependent
upon reason and builds upon its more conclusive basis, faith is
still more important in that it is more intimate and personal than
knowledge. Thus it makes use of the framework of reason and then
goes beyond the rationul.ks

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.“‘ These roles,
as we have shown above, consist of faith operating on the dasis of
reason.k7 However, the two are not in competition with each other,
but rather cooperate together. In this iay they are found to be
quite compatiblo.“a The result is that head and heart should

ideally work with, and not against each o‘t:hclr.‘"9

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

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

b Montgomery, History and Christianity, ov.cit., pp. 19-80, 107.
45 Wand, op.cit., p. 34.
46 Ibid.
41 Pannenberg, Basic Questions in Theology, op.cit., vol. 1I,
PpP. 36-37.
L8
1bid., pp. 34-35, 47,
49

Brauch, ov.cit., p. 12.
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frox arn investization of definitions and from a logical exaxmination
of the evidence. From the first study we found thet we cannot even
think in the wey we are accustozed to, let alone exercise fzith, apart
froz a rational process. For instance, real faith involves
convictions and mental action. These can only be held by coze
variety of thinking ané they also require reason, however naive.
One can exercise valid fgith. however, even if one is not adle to
personally investisate the facts, as mentioned above. Froz the
latter study we have not only verified this, but we have concluded
in addition that a subjective, irrational faith can provice no
logical grounds as to why it should be accepted. If theres is no
rationale for this faith, there can be no objective criteria on
which its claim to truth can be based. Therefore one cannot escertain
if the message besed on such a faith should be accepted or uot.
“ithout any criteria or objective data on which to judge its contents,
there is no logical wey to distinguish one faith-message froz a
rivel one. In fact, one is hard pressed for any evidence on which
one's religious exvcerience may be distinguished from any ciker huzman
emotion, unless it is ~rounded in logical reason and investigetion.,
Even an intense faith apart from such an objective. basis canuot make
faith eny more valid, Therefore, we hold that for faith to be
intelligidble it must be based on a rational knowlédge.

™e must be careful to point out once again that a raticral
approach to faith may not solve every last problem, but it does
provide the bYest srounds on which to base faith, as shown elbove.
‘7ithout thies apnroach there would be no real way that one could
verify these conclusions with any confidence. We thus encounter

historical probztilities once azain, as it appears that earzuing
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from objective, historical data and logical evidence seeas to
provide the best way of arriving at the most probable results. So
while the rational approach is not infallible, it does provide
the best means of gaining a testable and verifiable foundation for
faith. If we abandon the rational, we amust also abandon our hopes
of gaining such objective and verifiable resultt.so

An irrational or strictly subjective faith is not capable of
providing such answers. It cannot verify itself or demonstrate its
own validity. VNeither can it answer the question of whether its
grounds for faith are solid or not. Because of this lack of
evidence it cannot show why it should be accepted over other
possibilities. Such & faith cannot provide a logical reason as to
why it should be 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 faith.

Although reason is temporally first, faith was found to be the
most important as an end result. This is because, first, all of
Christian belief cannot be accounted for rationally. Second, in
the context of theology, faith can do what reason cannot quite
accomplish in dealing with the existence and teachings of God.
Although based upon reason, faith transcends the rational in
providing a means by which one can trust in the reasonable findings

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

life.

>0 Schaeffer, The God Who is There, op.cit., p. 113 and Pannenberg,
Basic Questions in Theology, op.cit., vol. II, p. 28.
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Lastly, we discussed the need to bring reason and 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. Reason forms the basis and is
temporally first while faith is more essential and important.

In the historical and logical investigation which will now
follow, we will endeavor to combine the essentials of our last
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 investigate each miracle-claim. Here history also
plays a part. Utilizing the concept of historical investigation
outlined above, we will examine the possibilities of belief and
nonbelief in the resurrection of Jesus. Again we must decide upon
historical probability and accept as factual that exp;angtion 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.sl

It is advantageous to turn no; to our historical and logical
investigation of three key 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
probabilities play a decisive part. Science has demonstrated
the need to explain issues statistically, thus relying on
probabilities. As we have shown above, history has also adopted
this procedure as the best method of discerning facts about the
past. Even in the philosophical treatment of reason and faith
we spoke of the importance of faith making its decision on the
probability of the rational investigation. Thus faith 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 philosophy will
be combined in an effort to ascertain which possibility best fits

the facts.



PART 2
POSSIBLE SOLUTIONS TO TEE QUESTION

OF THE RESURRECTION OF JESUS



Chapter V. Possibility Number Ones That the Resurrection Did Not OQccur
A. David Humes An Introduction

The first possibility to be dealt with here is that the
resurrection did not literally occur. We will begin by investigating
the views of one very important scholar who held this opinion,
turning later to several other related vievs.l The scholar we will
use as a representative example is historian and philosopher Devid
Hume (1711-1776).

This choice of Hume as the primary scholar to be dealt with
here is one based on several closely-related reasons, It is quite
doubtful that an author could be chosen who has had mof. influence
on this gquestion of miracles. Hume's essay "Of Miracles" has been
80 influential that one can hardly even deal with this question at
all without discussing his work.2 The importance of this short
writing has been reflected by its enormous affect upon contemporary
theology and philosophy.’ Even conservative theologian Wilbur .

Smith admits that this essay contains the strongest argumeant ever

1 In each of the three possible approaches to the resurrection
which are covered in this work, we will likewise concentrate on
one major scholar who we think is a<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>