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ON DOUBTS ABOUT 
THE RESURRECTION 

WILLIAM LANE CRAIG 

In a recent article, James Keller has expressed what he calls "Christian 
doubts" about Jesus's resurrection.1 He presses two objections against the 
rationality of belief in that event as traditionally construed: (I) we cannot 
today reconstruct what the resurrection involved because there is no clear, 
historically reliable account of what the resurrection was thought to be by 
those who directly experienced the Easter event, and (II) we do not have 
sufficient evidence to make it rational to believe that the resurrection is part 
of a pattern of non-natural events in which God has acted for similar ends, 
yet such a belief is essential to the rationality of belief in Jesus's resurrection. 
In this piece, I wish to take issue with both of Keller's objections. 

/. Historical Credibility of NT Evidence 

Keller's analysis of the historical reliability of the NT evidence concerning the 
resurrection is characterized by what can only be described as an astounding 
naivete. After laying down a few historiographical generalizations, Keller's 
approach to the documents seems to be simply throwing up one's hands 
in despair because we have no eyewitness account of the resurrection. 
He seems to know nothing of "the historian's craft," to borrow a phrase, 
nor of the tools used by NT scholarship in probing the NT documents 
for their historical core. His typical procedure is to cite a few NT critics 
holding various sceptical views and to conclude from "this diversity of 
expert opinion"2 that the NT evidence cannot be confidently regarded as 
historically reliable. One is tempted simply to respond, "Well, welcome to 
the world of NT criticism, Mr. Keller!" As anyone who has worked in this 
field can testify, one can find scholars to cite in support of virtually any 
opinion, no matter how implausible or weakly supported.3 Playing off 
opinions against each other is a worthless procedure unless one examines 
the arguments undergirding those opinions. 
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What then can be said with regard to the historical credibility of the NT 
evidence concerning the resurrection?4 The principal historical basis for 
belief in the resurrection of Jesus consists in the evidence for the empty tomb, 
for the appearances of Jesus to the various witnesses, and for the origin of 
the Christian Way. If the evidence for these facts is strong and cannot be 
plausibly accounted for by alternative explanations, then the resurrection 
of Jesus would seem to be the historical hypothesis that most suitably fits 
the facts of the case. Keller endorses Marxsen's view that the resurrection 
is merely the apostles' inference from or interpretation of the facts, an 
interpretation not binding on us today, since no one actually witnesses the 
resurrection. But this objection, if sound, would land us in nearly absolute 
scepticism. In fact, if one were to find empty the grave of a friend who had 
recently died and thereafter on repeated occasions one encountered him again, 
talked with him, and ate with him, then, as Bode dryly remarks, the 
"interpretation" that he had been raised from the dead would not seem to be 
either unwarranted or merely subjective.5 The question is, is the historical 
credibility of Jesus's resurrection sufficiently high to warrant our belief? 

In order to answer that question, we need to address the historical evidence 
for the three afore-mentioned facts. First, let us direct our attention to the 
evidence for the empty tomb. 

A. THE EMPTY TOMB 

The Historical Fact of the Empty Tomb. We can summarize the evidence 
in support of the empty tomb under ten headings: 

1. The historical credibility of the burial story supports the empty tomb. 
If the burial story is basically reliable, then the inference that Jesus's tomb 
was found empty lies very close at hand. For if the burial story is funda
mentally accurate, the burial site of Jesus would have been known to Jew 
and Christian alike. But in that case, it would have been impossible for the 
resurrection faith to survive in the face of a tomb containing the corpse of 
Jesus. The disciples could not have adhered to the resurrection; scarcely any 
one else would have believed them, even if they had; and their Jewish 
opponents could have exposed the whole affair as a poor joke by pointing 
to the occupied tomb or perhaps even displaying the body of Jesus, as the 
medieval Jewish polemic portrays them doing (Toledot Yeshu). Hence, it 
would seem to be infeasible to affirm the historicity of the burial story and 
yet deny the historicity of the empty tomb. 

And, in fact, the burial story is widely recognized as a historically credible 
narrative: 

(a) Paul's testimony provides early evidence for the historicity of Jesus's 
burial. In I Cor. 15:4 the pre-Pauline formula received and delivered by 
the apostle refers in its second line to the fact of Jesus's burial. The four
fold on, the chronological succession of the events, and particularly the 
remarkable concordance between the formula and the preaching of Acts 13 
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and the narratives of the gospels concerning the order of events (death — 
burial — resurrection — appearances) make it highly probable that the 
formula's mention of the burial is not meant merely to underscore the death, 
but refers to the same event related in the gospels, that is, the laying of Jesus 
in the tomb. If this is so, then it seems very difficult to regard Jesus's burial 
in the tomb as unhistorical, for (i) given the age of the formula (AD 30-36), 
there was not sufficient time for legend concerning the burial to accrue; (ii) the 
women witnesses (see below) to the burial were known in the Urgemeinde 
in which the formula was probably drafted, and their testimony stands behind 
it; (iii) Paul himself knew the context of the traditions he delivered (eg., 
I Cor. 11:23-26), which makes it probable that he, too, knew the burial story 
behind the formula. His two week visit to Jerusalem in AD 36 (Gal. 1:18) 
seems to make this conclusion firm, so that his word confirms Jesus's burial 
in the tomb. 

(b) The burial story was part of the pre-Markan passion story and is 
therefore very old. It is universally acknowledged that the burial account 
is part of the pre-Markan passion story. This gives good reason to accept 
the burial as historical, on grounds similar to those listed above: (i) the time 
was insufficient for a purely legendary burial of Jesus to arise; (ii) the presence 
of eyewitnesses who would know better would probably preclude such; and 
(iii) the age of the story seems to insure that Paul must have known it, for 
with his intercourse with Jerusalem he could not but know at least the content 
of the pre-Markan passion story. The age of the formula on the one hand 
and the age of the pre-Markan passion story on the other seem to insure 
the basic historicity of the burial story. Their age also probably affords us 
the authority of the apostle Paul for the reliability of this tradition. 

(c) The story itself is simple and in its basic elements lacks theological 
reflection or apologetic development. Most scholars would concur with 
Bultmann's judgment to this effect.6 We appear to have here a primitive 
tradition recounting Joseph's begging the body of Jesus and his laying it, 
wrapped in linen, in a tomb, a tradition which has not been significantly 
overlaid with either theology or apologetics. 

(d) The person of Joseph of Arimathea is probably historical. Even the 
most sceptical scholars agree that it is unlikely that Joseph, as a member 
of the Sanhédrin, could have been a Christian invention. To this may be 
added the fact that the gospels' descriptions of Joseph receive unintentional 
confirmation from incidental details; for example, his being rich from the 
type and location of the tomb. His being at least a sympathizer of Jesus 
is not only independently attested by Matthew and John, but seems likely 
in view of Mark's description of his special.treatment of Jesus's body as 
opposed to those of the thieves. 

(e) Joseph's laying the body in his tomb is probably historical. The 
consistent descriptions of the tomb as an acrosolia or bench tomb and 
archaeological discoveries that such tombs were used by notables during 
Jesus's day makes it likely that Jesus was placed in such a tomb. The incidental 
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details that it was new and belonged to Joseph are quite probable, since 
Joseph could not lay the body of a criminal in just any tomb, especially 
as this would defile the bodies of any family members also reposing there. 
The dovetailing of all these incidental details gives the narrative an aura 
of credibility. 

(f) Jesus was probably buried late on the day of Preparation. If the 
foregoing is probable, then the time of Jesus's interment, given what we 
know from extra-biblical sources about Jewish regulations concerning the 
handling of executed criminals and burial procedures, must have been Friday 
before the evening star appeared. The body could not have been allowed 
to remain on the cross overnight without defiling the land, and since the 
sabbath was impending the body had to be buried before nightfall. With 
help, Joseph should have been able to complete a simple burial prior to the 
breaking of the sabbath, as the gospels describe. 

(g) The observation of the burial by women is probably historical. The 
women are used as witnesses of the crucifixion, burial, and empty tomb. 
Unless they actually were the witnesses, it seems inexplicable why they should 
be used and not the disciples themselves (see below). Moreover, their roles 
in the burial and empty tomb stories seem to be mutually confirmatory. 
If their role in any one of these events is historical, their role in the others 
becomes likely as well. So if any of the lists of witnesses seems reliable, 
the others probably are, too. That the role of the women is historical is 
made likely by these traditional lists of names, for it is difficult to see how 
the names of people known in the early Christian fellowship could be 
associated with such events unless this were in fact the case. 

(h) No other burial tradition exists. If the burial of Jesus in the tomb by 
Joseph of Arimathea is legendary, then it is very strange that conflicting 
traditions nowhere appear, even in Jewish polemic. That no remnant of the 
true story or even a conflicting false one should remain is hard to explain 
unless the gospel account is substantially the true account. 

(i) The graves of Jewish holy men were carefully preserved. During Jesus's 
time there was an extraordinary interest in the graves of Jewish martyrs 
and holy men and these were scrupulously cared for and honored. This 
suggests that the grave of Jesus would have also been noted so that it too 
might become such a holy site. The disciples had no inkling of any pre-
eschatological resurrection, and they would probably therefore not have 
allowed the burial site of the teacher to go unnoted. This interest makes 
very plausible the women's lingering to watch the burial and their subsequent 
intention to anoint Jesus's body with spices and perfumes (Lk. 23:55-56). 

Taken together these nine considertions make the historical credibility 
of the burial account quite high, a fact recognized by most New Testament 
scholars. According to Trilling, "It appears unfounded to doubt the fact 
of Jesus's honorable burial — even historically considered."7 But in that 
case, the conclusion that the tomb was found empty lies close at hand. Even 
if the disciples left for Galilee and did not return to Jerusalem preaching the 
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resurrection until some time later, the prospect of a closed tomb would have 
silenced them effectively. 

2. Paul's testimony implies the fact of the empty tomb. I think there can 
be little doubt that Paul accepted not only the burial but also the empty 
tomb of Jesus, as is evident (i) from the sequence in I Cor. 15:3-5 "died 
— was buried — was raised"; (ii) from the concept of resurrection itself; 
(iii) from his Pharisaic background and language; (iv) from the expression 
"on the third day," (v) from the phrase "from the dead;" (vi) from his doctrine 
of resurrection and transformation of the body; and (vii) from his belief 
in the personal return of Christ. It seems nearly certain, then, that Paul 
believed in the empty tomb.8 

But the question surely presses, how is it historically conceivable for the 
apostle Paul to have believed in the empty tomb of Jesus if in fact the tomb 
were not empty? Paul was in Jerusalem six years after the events themselves. 
The tomb must have been empty by then. But more than that, Peter, James, 
and the other Christians in Jerusalem with whom Paul spoke must also have 
believed that the tomb was empty and had been empty from the moment 
of the resurrection. Were this not so, then Pauline theology would have 
taken an entirely different route, trying to explain how resurrection could 
still be possible, though the body remained in the grave. But neither Christian 
theology nor apologetics ever had to face such a problem. It seems unintel
ligible how Pauline theology could have taken the direction that it did had 
the tomb not been empty from the start. 

But furthermore, the phrase "he was raised" in the formula corresponds 
to the empty tomb periscope in the gospels, the èyrjyepTca mirroring the 
η^ερθη. This makes it likely that the empty tomb tradition stands behind 
the third element of the formula, just as the burial tradition stands behind 
the second. Two conclusions follow. First, the tradition that the tomb was 
found empty must in all probability be reliable. For time would have been 
insufficient for an empty tomb legend to accrue by the date of the drafting 
of the formula, and the presence of witnesses in the Urgemeinde would have 
also tended to prevent it. Second, Paul no doubt knew the tradition of the 
empty tomb summarized in the formula and thus lends his testimony to 
its reliability. If the discovery of the empty tomb is not historical, then 
it seems virtually inexplicable how both Paul and the early formula could 
accept it. 

Finally, the expression "on the third day" is most probably a time indicator, 
perhaps in Septuagint language fraught with connotations of God's victory, 
for the events of Easter, including the discovery of the empty tomb. Included 
in the formula and preached by Paul, this phrase provides very early evidence 
for the empty tomb, such that the same two conclusions follow here as in 
the foregoing paragraph. In sum, the testimony of Paul strongly implies 
the historicity of the empty tomb. 

3. The presence of the empty tomb pericope in the pre-Markan passion 
story supports its historical credibility. That the empty tomb story was part 
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of the pre-Markan passion story is evident from the fact that (i) the empty tomb 
pericope is bound up with the immediate context of the burial account and 
the passion story; (ii) verbal and syntactical similarities bind the empty tomb 
story to the burial narrative; (iii) the passion story would probably not have 
been circulated without victory at its end; and (iv) the correspondence between 
the events of the passion and the formula of I Cor. 15:3-5 confirms the inclusion 
of the empty tomb account in the pre-Markan passion story. From the nature 
of the events themselves, such a conclusion makes good sense: there was no 
continuous, running account of the appearances because the appearances 
themselves were unexpected, sporadic, and to different people at various 
locations and occasions, whereas the empty tomb story related a fact which 
was, so to speak, "common property' of the Urgemeinde. 

According to Pesch,9 geographical references, personal names, and the 
use of Galilee as a horizon all point to Jerusalem as the fount of the pre-
Markan passion story. As to its age, Pesch argues that Paul's Last Supper 
tradition (I Cor. 11:23-25) presupposes the pre-Markan passion account; 
hence, the latter must have originated in the first years of existence of the 
Jerusalem Urgemeinde. Confirmation of this is found in the fact that the 
pre-Markan passion story speaks of the "high priest" without using his name 
(14:53, 54, 60, 61, 63). This implies (nearly necessitates, according to Pesch) 
that Caiaphas was still the high priest when the pre-Markan passion story 
was being told, since then there would be no need to mention his name. 
Since Caiaphas was high priest from A.D. 18-37, the terminus ante quern 
for the origin of the tradition is A.D. 37. 

Now if this is the case, then it seems futile to attempt to construe the empty 
tomb account as an unhistorical legend. It seems astounding that Pesch 
himself can try to convince us that the pre-Markan empty tomb story is 
an unhistorical fusion of three literary forms from the history of religions: 
door-opening miracles, epiphany stories, and stories of seeking but not 
finding persons who have been translated to heaven.10 Make no mistake: 
given the age (even if not as old as Pesch argues) and the vicinity of origin 
of the pre-Markan passion story, it seems very unlikely that the account 
could, at its core, be an unhistorical legend. 

4. The use of "the first day of the week" instead of "on the third day" 
points to the primitiveness of the tradition. The tradition of the discovery 
of the empty tomb must, it seems, be very old and very primitive because 
it lacks altogether the third day motif prominent in the kerygma, which 
is itself extremely old, as evident by its appearance in I Cor. 15:4. If the 
empty tomb narrative were a late and legendary account, then, as Bode 
points out, it could hardly have avoided being cast in the prominent, ancient, 
and accepted third day motif.11 This strongly implies that the empty tomb 
tradition ante-dates the third day motif itself. Again, the proximity of the 
tradition to the events themselves seems to make it idle to regard the empty 
tomb story as a legend. It seems quite probable that on the first day of the 
week the tomb was indeed found empty. 
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5. The nature of the narrative itself is theologically unadorned and 
non-apologetic. The resurrection is not described, and later theological motifs 
that a late legend might be expected to incorporate are wholly lacking. 
Comparison of Mark's account with those in later apocryphal gospels like 
the Gospel of Peter underlines the simplicity of the Markan story. This 
suggests the account is primitive and factual, even if dramatization should 
occur in the role of the angel. 

6. The discovery of the empty tomb by women is highly probable. Given 
the low status of women in Jewish society and their lack of qualification 
to serve as legal witnesses, the most plausible explanation, in light of the 
gospels' conviction that the disciples were in Jerusalem over the Easter 
weekend, why women and not the male disciples were made discoverers 
of the empty tomb is that the women were in fact the ones who made this 
discovery. This conclusion receives confirmation from the fact that there 
seems to be no reason why the later Christian church should wish to humiliate 
its leaders by having them hiding in cowardice in Jerusalem, while the women 
boldly carry out their last devotions to Jesus's body, unless this were in fact 
the truth. Furthermore, the listing of the women's names again weighs against 
unhistorical legend at the story's core, for these persons were known in the 
Urgemeinde and so could not be easily associated with a false account. 

7. The investigation of the empty tomb by Peter and John is historically 
probable. Behind the fourth gospel stands the witness of the Beloved Disciple, 
who is most probably to be identified with John the son of Zebedee, whose 
reminiscences fill out the traditions employed. The visit of the disciples to 
the empty tomb is apparently therefore attested, not only in tradition, but 
by John himself. His testimony has therefore the same first hand character 
as Paul's letters and ought to be accorded equal weight. Entirely apart from 
that, however, the historicity of the disciples' visit is also made likely by 
the plausibility of the denial of Peter tradition, for if he were in Jerusalem, 
then having heard the women's report he would quite likely check it out. 
The inherent implausibility of and absence of any evidence for the disciples' 
flight to Galilee render it highly likely that they were in Jerusalem, which 
fact makes the visit to the tomb also very plausible. 

8. It would have been virtually impossible for the disciples to proclaim 
the resurrection in Jerusalem had the tomb not been empty. The empty tomb 
is a sine qua non of the resurrection. The notion that Jesus rose from the 
dead with a new body while his old body lay in the grave is, pace Keller, 
a purely modern conception. Jewish mentality would never have accepted 
a division of two bodies, one in the tomb and one in the risen life. Even 
if the disciples failed to check the empty tomb, the Jews could have been 
guilty of no such oversight. Moreover, even if the burial story were false 
and Jesus had been buried in the criminal's common graveyard, it is not 
at all obvious that the Jewish authorities could not have re-located a recently 
dug dirt grave, even after several weeks. When therefore the disciples 
began to preach the resurrection in Jerusalem, and people responded, and the 
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religious authorities stood helplessly by, the tomb must have been empty.12 

The fact that the Christian fellowship, founded on belief in Jesus's resurrec
tion, could come into existence and flourish in the very city where he was 
executed and buried seems powerful evidence for the historicity of the empty 
tomb. 

9. The Jewish polemic presupposes the empty tomb. From information 
unintentionally furnished by Matthew, we know that the Jewish opponents 
of the Christian Way did not deny that Jesus's tomb was empty.13 Instead 
they charged that the disciples had stolen Jesus's body. From here the 
controversy over the guard at the tomb sprang up. The entire polemic 
presupposes that the tomb was empty. The fact that the Jewish polemic never 
denied that Jesus's tomb was empty, but only tried to explain it away is 
persuasive evidence that the tomb was in fact empty. 

10. The fact that Jesus's tomb was not venerated as a shrine indicates 
that the tomb was empty. We saw earlier that it was customary in Judaism 
that the tomb of a prophet or holy man be preserved or venerated as a shrine. 
But this was so because the remains of the prophet lay in the tomb and thus 
imparted to the site its religious value. Of course, if the body were not there, 
then the grave would lose its significance as a shrine. Now in the case of 
Jesus's tomb, we find, in Dunn's words, "absolutely no trace" of any venera
tion of Jesus's burial place.14 In light of the disciples' peculiar reverence for 
Jesus, the reason for this absence of veneration for his burial place is most 
probably due to the fact that Jesus's body was not in the tomb — his grave 
was empty. 

Taken together these ten considerations seem to furnish good evidence 
that the tomb of Jesus was actually found empty on Sunday morning by 
a small group of his women followers. As a plain historical fact this seems 
to be amply attested. As Van Daalen has remarked, it is extremely difficult 
to object to the fact of the empty tomb on historical grounds; most objectors 
do so on the basis of theological or philosophical considerations.15 But 
these cannot, of course, change empirical facts. And interestingly. New 
Testament scholars seem to be increasingly recognizing this: according to 
Kremer, "By far, most exegetes hold firmly... to the reliability of the biblical 
statements about the empty tomb...," and he furnishes a list, to which his 
own name may be added, of 28 prominent scholars in support.16 

Explaining the Historical Fact. But if the tomb of Jesus was found empty 
on the first day of the week, the question must be, how did this situation 
come to be? Although the empty tomb may have proved at first ambiguous 
and puzzling to the disciples, today we know that most alternative explana
tions for the empty tomb are more incredible than the resurrection itself 
(for example, the disciples' stealing the body, Jesus's not being dead, the 
women's going to the wrong tomb, etc.). The old rationalistic explana
tions have thoroughly failed to provide plausible historical explanations that 
fit the facts without bruising them.17 The fact is that there is simply no 
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plausible naturalistic explanation available today to account for the empty 
tomb of Jesus. 

B. THE RESURRECTION APPEARANCES 

Turning from the empty tomb to the appearances, we need to inquire what 
evidence there is that Jesus appeared alive after his death to his disciples. 

The Historical Fact of the Appearances. Here the evidence may be summarized 
under four heads: 

1. The testimony of Paul shows that the disciples saw "appearances of 
Jesus. " The age alone of the formula cited in I Cor. 15, which probably 
reaches back to within the first five years after the crucifixion, seems to 
preclude regarding the appearances of the list as legendary. No less important 
is Paul's own early, personal contact with Peter and James and his acquain
tance with some of the 500 brethren. It is nothing short of amazing that 
we should have here information from a man who spoke both with Jesus's 
brother and chief disciple, each of whom claimed to have seen Jesus alive 
from the dead and who went to his death because of that conviction. The 
appearance to the 500 brethren, which in itself sounds unbelievable because 
of the number involved, is nonetheless probably historical, not only because 
of Paul's personal acquaintance with them, but also because most of them 
were still alive to be questioned. And, of course, the appearance to Paul 
himself, which changed his whole life to the point that he also went to his 
death for faith in the risen Jesus, is historically certain. We may try to explain 
these appearances as hallucinations if we choose, but we cannot deny that 
they occurred. As Norman Perrin remarks, 'The more we study the tradition 
with regard to the appearances, the firmer the rock begins to appear upon 
which they are based."18 Paul's list makes it evident that on separate 
occasions different individuals and groups saw "appearances of Jesus" alive 
from the dead. This fact is virtually undeniable. 

2. The gospel accounts of the resurrection appearances are fundamentally 
reliable historically. Though it may be impossible to prove that any single 
appearance narrative is historically accurate, there are nevertheless good 
grounds for holding to the historicity of the appearance accounts in general, 
as Trilling explains: 

From the list in I Cor. 15 the particular reports of the gospels are now 
to be interpreted. Here may be of help what we said about Jesus's 
miracles. It is impossible to 'prove' historically a particular miracle. 
But the totality of the miracle reports permit no reasonable doubt that 
Jesus in fact performed 'miracles.' That holds analogously for the 
appearance reports. It is not possible to secure historically the particular 
event. But the totality of the appearance reports permits no reasonable 
doubt that Jesus in fact bore witness to himself in such a way.19 
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Indeed, I think that the evidence for the reports in general is such that 
we may affirm that the appearance traditions of the gospels, far from being 
basically legendary, are substantially credible from a historical standpoint. 
Three basic considerations support this conclusion. 

(a) There was insufficient time for legend to accrue significantly. Ever 
since D. F. Strauss broached his theory that the gospel accounts of Jesus's 
life and resurrection are the products of legendary development, the 
unanswered difficulty for this conception has been that the temporal and 
geographical distance between the events and the accounts seems to be simply 
insufficient to allow for the extent of development postulated. Roman 
historian A. N. Sherwin-White has underlined the importance of this con
sideration. He remarks that in classical historiography the sources are usually 
biased and removed at least one or two generations or even centuries from 
the events they narrate; but historians still reconstruct with confidence what 
happened.20 In the gospels, by contrast, the tempo is "unbelievable" for the 
accrual of legend; more generations are needed.21 The writings of Herodotus 
enable us to test the tempo of myth-making, and the tests suggest that even 
two generations are too short a span to allow the mythical tendency to prevail 
over the hard historic core of oral tradition.22 Such a temporal gap with 
regard to the gospel traditions would land us precisely in the period when 
the apocryphal gospels were beginning to originate. 

(b) The controlling presence of living eyewitnesses would retard significant 
accrual of legend. Related to the temporal and geographical proximity of 
the gospels to the events they narrate is the controlling presence of living 
eye-witnesses who knew what did and did not happen. Taylor has twitted 
sceptical New Testament scholars for their neglect of this factor, observing 
that if these critics were right, then the disciples "must have all been translated 
into heaven immediately after the Resurrection."23 The witnesses listed by 
Paul in I Cor. 15 continued to live and move in the early community and 
would exercise a control on the appearance traditions. Similarly, if persons 
like Mary Magdalene and the women did not see Jesus, then it is difficult 
to see how the early tradition could arise and continue that they did, in 
opposition to the better knowledge of first generation believers. 

(c) The authoritative control of the apostles would have helped to keep 
legendary tendencies in check. Since the apoétles were the guardians of the 
Jesus tradition, it would have been difficult for fictitious appearance stories 
incompatible with the apostles' own experience to arise and flourish so long 
as they were alive, or for the true story to be supplanted by a false.24 

Discrepancies in secondary details could exist, and the theology of the 
evangelists could affect the traditions, but the basic traditions themselves 
could not have been legendary so long as the disciples were in charge of 
the deposit of Christian tradition and directing the Christian community. 
The accounts which are unhistorical in substance did not arise until the second 
century, and even then they were universally rejected by the early church. 

These three factors seem to insure that the traditions underlying the gospel 
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appearance narratives are not unhistorical legends and that therefore the 
appearance stories of the gospels are substantially accurate accounts of what 
took place. 

3. Particular resurrection appearance stories have specific marks of 
historical credibility. In addition to the general consideration above, several 
of the resurrection appearance narratives have good grounds in themselves 
for affirming their historicity. By way of brief summary: 

(a) The appearance to the women: The fact that women are chosen for 
the first appearance and not the male disciples lends credibility to this 
incident. It would seem purposeless to make unqualified women the first 
witnesses of the risen Jesus, were this not the case. In fact Paul's formula 
and Luke may well omit them because of their lack of legal status. So why 
have such a story at all? Any conceivable purpose for such an appearance 
would have been better served by, say, an appearance to Peter at the tomb. 
That Christ appears first to the women therefore speaks in favor of its 
historicity. 

(b) The appearance to Peter: Although we have no account of this incident, 
the historicity of this appearance is granted by nearly all New Testament 
scholars. It is attested in the very old formula quoted by Paul and in what 
is probably an old tradition cited by Luke. Moreover, Paul had personal 
contact with Peter during his visit in AD 36, and in citing the formula 
vouchsafes its accuracy in this regard. 

(c) The appearance to the Twelve: The reference to this appearance in 
the pre-Pauline formula, as well as Paul's personal contact with the disciples, 
prevent it from being a late legend, and Luke and John hand on traditions 
of this event. Behind the Johannine account stands the witness of the Beloved 
Disciple, one of the Twelve, which serves as a guarantee of the fundamental 
accuracy of the traditions of the event. In light of Luke and John's agreement, 
it is probable that the appearance occurred in Jerusalem on Sunday. 

(d) The Lake of Tiberias appearance: The activity of the disciples in fishing 
subsequent to Christ's resurrection and his commissioning of them is unusual 
and bespeaks a primitive and probably accurate tradition of an appearance 
by the Lake. Moreover, the witness of the Beloved Disciple also stands behind 
this appearance and vouches for the traditions contained therein. 

(e) The appearance in Galilee: The tradition of an appearance of Jesus 
to the disciples in Galilee is referred to in the pre-Markan passion story 
via Jesus's and the angel's predictions. Since Mark's source arose in the 
Urgemeinde quite early, it seems that this preserves the memory of an actual 
incident. 

(f) The appearance to the 500 brethren: Perhaps the most unlikely of the 
appearances, this incident must, it seems, have taken place, for Paul had 
first hand contact with some of these people and in effect appeals to them 
as eyewitnesses for the resurrection of Jesus. The appearance probably 
occurred in Galilee under open air, prior to the disciples' return to Jerusalem. 

(g) The appearance to James: Given James's antipathy to Jesus during his 
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lifetime and his leadership of the church thereafter, it seems very plausible 
that his turnabout was due to a resurrection appearance of Jesus to him. 
Paul's personal contact with James in Jerusalem in AD 36 and his naming 
James in the list of witnesses makes this a firm conclusion. 

(h) The appearance to Paul: We have in Paul's letters first-hand information 
concerning the appearance of Jesus to him, an event that revolutionized the 
life of this learned Pharisee. There can be no reasonable doubt that this event 
occurred, and most scholars are willing to recognize the fundamental 
historical credibility of the Acts account. 

Hence, in addition to the evidence for the general historical credibility 
of the gospel appearance stories, these individual accounts have in them
selves positive marks of historical reliability. From these we may infer with 
good probability that the disciples witnesses appearances of Jesus first in 
Jerusalem and then in Galilee, that these appearances were witnessed by 
both groups and individuals, and they they occurred under varying con
ditions. The nature of these appearances is considered more closely in the 
next point. 

4. The resurrection appearances were physical, bodily appearances. There 
is a widespread consensus among New Testament scholars that the disciples 
did see "appearances of Jesus" after his death, and a considerable number 
interpret these appearances in terms of the bodily resurrection and appear
ances of Jesus. But at the same time, a great many critics hold that because 
the body was "spiritual," the appearances of the risen Christ were heavenly 
visions involving no extra-mental component. Sometimes they are described 
as "objective visions" in order to differentiate them from mere hallucinations, 
or subjective visions. Hence, according to this widespread viewpoint, the 
resurrection appearance stories must be historically unreliable. What grounds 
are there, then, for affirming physical resurrection appearances of Jesus? 
(a) Paul implies that the appear ones were extra-mental events. Those who 
adhere to the viewpoint described above usually discern a sharp division 
between Paul and the evangelists concerning the nature of Christ's resurrec
tion body. Seeking to align themselves with what they perceive to be Paul's 
position, they reason as follows: 

1. Paul's information is at least prima facie more reliable than the gospels', 
a. For he stands in closer temporal and personal proximity to the 
original events. 

2. Paul's information, in contrast to the gospel's, indicates that Jesus 
possessed a purely spiritual resurrection body. 

a. First argument: 
(i) Paul equated the appearance of Jesus to him with the appearances 
of Jesus to the disciples. 
(ii) The appearance of Jesus to Paul was a non-physical appearance, 
(iii) Therefore, the appearances of Jesus to the disciples were non-
physical appearances. 
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b. Second argument: 
(i) Paul equated Jesus's resurrection body with our future resurrection 
bodies. 
(ii) Our future resurrection bodies will be spiritual bodies, 
(iii) Therefore, Jesus's resurrection body was a spiritual body. 

3. Therefore, Jesus possessed a purely spiritual resurrection body. 

But such reasoning seems to be unsupported by an exegesis of Paul's 
teaching. Step (1) represents the usually unspoken presupposition of the 
argument, a presupposition which in light of the considerations in note 21 
is moot. Even granting that presupposition, however, neither of the two 
supporting arguments for step (2) can be exegetically sustained. 

With regard to the first supporting argument, point (i) seems doubtful 
indeed. About the only evidence that is adduced in its favor is that Paul 
adds his name to the list of appearances in I Cor. 15. But does it follow 
from this that the other appearances were also heavenly visions like that 
to Paul? This inference seems unwarranted, for (a) Paul is not concerned 
here with the how of the appearances, but with who appeared, and (b) in 
placing himself on the list, he is not trying to put the appearances to the 
others on a plane with his own, but precisely vice versa. As for point (ii), 
while the appearance to Paul was semi-visionary in nature, it cannot be 
properly conceived of a simple vision, for the experience involved extra-
mental accompaniments, namely, the light and the voice, perceptible to Paul's 
companions. Attempts to attribute these phenomena to Luke's hand are 
unconvincing, for (a) Luke would have the opposite tendency, to reduce 
post-ascension experiences of Christ to pure visions, such as Stephen's, and 
(b) is seems unlikely that he would invent the inconsistencies in the three 
accounts concerning these phenomena. According to Luke, the appearance 
to Paul was semi-visionary and unique because it was a post-ascension 
encounter, and nothing in Paul's letters would seem to indicate that the 
apostle himself thought otherwise. But if this is the case, then the first 
argument cannot provide adequate grounds for the conclusion that the 
appearances of Jesus to the disciples were non-physical appearances. 

The second supporting argument also seems to falter exegetically. While 
point (i) is certainly true, point (ii) contains an inherent ambiguity. For if 
by "spiritual body," one understands a body which is intangible, unextended, 
or immaterial, then it seems false to assert that Paul taught that we will 
have that kind of resurrection body. New Testament commentators agree 
that πνβυματιχον means "spiritual" in the sense of orientation, not sub
stance (cf. I Cor. 2:15; 10:4). The transformation of the earthly body to a 
σώμα ττνβυματι,χον does not rescue it from materiality, but from mortality. 
Α σώμα which is unextended and intangible would likely have been a con
tradiction in terms for the apostle. The resurrection body will be an immortal, 
powerful, glorious, supernatural body suitable for inhabiting a renewed 
creation. All commentators agree that Paul did not teach immortality of 
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the soul alone, but this assertion seems intelligible only if he did teach the 
tangible, physical, bodily resurrection. Accordingly, this argument for 
the immateriality of the resurrection appearances seems to backfire on its 
proponent. 

The exegetical evidence does not, therefore, seem to support the bifurcation 
between Paul and the evangelists with regard to the resurrection appearances. 
More than that, however, there are positive grounds to believe that Paul 
implies extra-mental appearances of Jesus: (i) Paul and, indeed, the whole 
New Testament distinguishes between an appearance and a vision of Jesus. 
While visions continued in the church, the resurrection appearances were 
unrepeatable and confined to a brief initial period. A vision, whether 
subjective (non-veridical) or "objective" (veridical) was wholly in the 
mind,25 while a resurrection appearance seemed to involve something's 
actually happening in the external world. Now if this was the case, then 
Paul, in listing the resurrection appearances in I Cor. 15, does imply 
something about the nature of these experiences, namely, that they were 
extra-mental events, not visions. Because Paul's own experiences, though 
semi-visionary in character, included extramental phenomena, he can add 
himself to the list in good conscience. More than that, however: since Paul 
evidently believed in a physical resurrection body, then in stating that "he 
was raised, and he appeared," he probably means appeared physically and 
bodily, just as he was raised physically and bodily. Paul thus seems to 
intimate, if he does not say, that the appearances were physical, bodily 
appearances. At the very least, he implies that they were extra-mental events, 
(ii) A second indication of Paul's belief in this regard may be seen by a 
consideration of the reverse side of the coin. If originally there had been 
no physical, bodily appearances, but only visions, then the development 
of Paul's teaching on the resurrection becomes difficult to explain. He could 
not have taught that we shall have resurrection bodies patterned after Christ's, 
for Christ apparently had no resurrection σώμα. Indeed, as we shall see, 
it seems doubtful that such visionary experiences would have led Paul to 
speak of resurrection at all. Mere visions of Jesus after his death, in other 
words, do not seem to be sufficient to explain the direction and develop
ment of Paul's doctrine of the resurrection body — which seems to imply 
once again that the original appearances were extra-mental phenomena. 

(b) The gospels confirm that the appearances were physical and bodily. 
Although the physicalism of the gospels is often alleged to be an anti-docetic 
apologetic, the grounds for this assertion seem to be weak, and there are 
positive considerations mitigating against it.26 Indeed, Paul's doctrine 
seems to show early belief in a physical resurrection body of Christ which 
cannot be written off to an anti-docetic apologetic, since that would have 
been counter-productive against his Corinthian opponents. More than that, 
however, there are positive reasons to affirm the historical credibility of 
the gospel narratives in this regard: (i) Every resurrection appearance narrated 
in the gospels is a physical, bodily appearance. The unanimity of the gospels 
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on this score seems very impressive when one remembers that the appearance 
pericopes were originally more or less separate, independent stories, which 
the different evangelists collected and arranged. All the separate traditions 
agree that Jesus appeared physically and bodily alive to the various witnesses. 
There is no trace of nonphysical visions in the traditions, a remarkable fact 
if all the appearances were really visionary. It seems incredible to think that 
a series of heavenly visions could become so thoroughly corrupted or recast 
as to produce a uniform tradition of physical appearances. The fact that 
all the gospel narratives agree on the physical, bodily nature of the appear
ances and that no trace of visionary "appearances" is to be found seems 
to weigh strongly in favor of the gospels' historical credibility in this matter, 
(ii) The decisive point, however, seems to be that we have already seen that 
the gospel resurrection narratives in general, and some in particular, are 
fundamentally historically reliable. The physicalism of the appearance stories 
is so prominent, though often inadvertent, a feature of these narratives that 
it could not fall through the net of this general consideration. It seems 
inexplicable how a sequence of visions could be so thoroughly materialized 
into the unanimous physicalism of the gospel appearance stories in so short 
a time, in the very presence of the witnesses to those appearances themselves, 
and under the eyes of the apostles responsible for preventing such corruption. 

Hence, the evidence of the gospels goes to confirm the intimation acquired 
from Paul. Incredible as it may seem, the evidence for the physical, bodily 
appearances of Christ after his death is quite strong and cannot, it seems, 
be plausibly rejected on historical grounds. 

Explaining the Historical Fact. In sum, it seems probable that the disciples 
did, in fact, witness physical, bodily appearances of Jesus alive after his 
death. How is this remarkable fact to be accounted for? Sometimes the 
appearances, the occurrence of which cannot plausibly be denied, are 
regarded as subjective visions. But such a hypothesis faces what seem to 
be insuperable difficulties: (1) The theory cannot make sufficient allowance 
for points (2), (3), and (4) above. (2) The number and various circumstances 
of the appearances attested to by Paul alone make the subjective vision 
hypothesis unlikely. (3) The early Christians differentiated between mere 
visions and resurrection appearances. (4) Subjective visions would have led 
at most to the disciples' belief in Jesus's translation and exaltation, not in 
his resurrection, since the latter belief did not fit Jewish conceptions of 
resurrection. (5) The hypothesis fails to account for the full scope of the 
evidence in that it provides no explanation of the empty tomb. On the basis 
of these five considerations, then, it seems clear that the evidence for Jesus's 
resurrection appearances cannot be plausibly explained on the model of 
hallucinations. 



68 William Lane Craig 

C. ORIGIN OF THE CHRISTIAN WAY 

The Fact of Belief in the Resurrection. Whatever they may think of the 
historical resurrection, even the most sceptical scholars admit that at least 
the belief that Jesus rose from the dead lay at the very heart of the earliest 
Christian faith. In fact, the earliest believers pinned nearly everything on 
it. The resurrection was the sine qua non for their belief in Jesus as Messiah 
and in his death as the basis for forgiveness of sins. It is difficult to exaggerate 
what a devastating effect the crucifixion must have had on the disciples. 
They had no conception of a dying, much lese a rising, Messiah, for Messiah 
would reign forever (cf. Jn. 12:34). Without prior belief in the resurrection, 
belief in Jesus as Messiah would have been impossible in view of his death. 
But the resurrection turned catastrophe into victory. Because God raised 
Jesus from the dead, he could be proclaimed as Messiah after all (Acts 2:32, 
36). Similarly for the significance of the cross — it was his resurrection that 
enabled Jesus's shameful death to be interpreted in salvific terms. Without 
the resurrection, Jesus's death could only have meant humiliation and 
accursedness, but in view of the resurrection it could be seen to be the event 
by which forgiveness of sins was obtained. Apart from belief in the resurrec
tion, there could be no salvation or forgiveness of sins, for without the 
resurrection the cross would have no meaning. Hence, Paul could write, 
"If Christ has not been raised, then your faith is futile and you are still in 
your sins" (I Cor. 15:17). 

It seems clear that without a prior belief in the resurrection of Jesus, the 
Christian Way could never have come into being. The disciples would no 
doubt have remained defeated men. Even had they continued to remember 
Jesus as their beloved teacher, it would have remained impossible in view 
of his execution for belief in his Messiahship, much less deity, or in his salvific 
work on the cross to develop as it did. The origin of the Christian Way 
therefore hinges on the belief of the early disciples that God had raised Jesus 
from the dead. 

Explaining the Belief in the Resurrection. But the question now becomes: 
What was the cause of that belief? Though Bultmann protests against any 
further historical probing behind the faith of the first disciples, yet, as 
R. H. Fuller points out, even the most sceptical critic must posit some 
mysterious X to get the movement going.27 But the question is, what was 
that X? 

If one denies that the historical event of the resurrection was that 
mysterious X, then one must, it seems, have recourse to antecedent Judaism 
in order to discover the facts which led to the disciples' belief and proclama
tion that Jesus was risen from the dead.28 The Jewish doctrine of resurrec
tion is attested three times in the Old Testament (Ex. 37; Is. 26:19; Dan. 
12:2) and flowered during the intertestamental period. During Jesus's day 
the belief in bodily resurrection had become a widespread hope, being 
championed by the Pharisees, with whom Jesus sided on this score against 
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the Sadducees (Mt. 22:23-33; cf. Acts 23:8). Thus, the concept of bodily 
resurrection from the dead was part of Jewish religious mentality. 

But the Jewish conception of resurrection differed from the belief in Jesus's 
resurrection in at least two fundamental respects: 

(1) Jewish belief always concerned an eschatological resurrection, not a 
resurrection within history. The content of the Jewish conception always 
concerned a resurrection of the dead after the end of human history. There 
were, to be sure, instances in the Old Testament of resuscitations of the 
dead; but these dealt with a return to the earthly life, and those so resuscitated 
would eventually die again. The resurrection to glory and immortality did 
not occur until after God had terminated world history. It seems quite 
probable that the traditional Jewish conception was the prepossession of 
Jesus's own disciples (Mk. 9:9-13; Jn. 11:24). The notion that a genuine 
resurrection could occur prior to God's eschatological action would have 
been foreign to them. Confronted therefore with Jesus's crucifixion and death, 
the disciples would most probably have looked forward to the resurrection 
at the final day and carefully honored their Master's tomb as a shrine, where 
his bones might rest until the resurrection. But it seems improbable that 
they would have conceived the idea that he was already raised. 

(2) Jewish belief always concerned a general resurrection of the people, 
not the resurrection of an isolated individual. Whether it was the righteous, 
or all of Israel, or all mankind righteous and wicked alike, the resurrection 
in Jewish thinking always had reference to the general resurrection of the 
dead, never the resurrection of an isolated individual. Moreover, the thought 
was simply unknown that the people's resurrection in some way hinged on 
Messiah's prior resurrection. In this respect, the Jewish conception stands 
opposed to the disciples' belief in Jesus's resurrection. Once again, it seems 
probable that in light of Jewish religious mentality, the disciples after the 
death and burial of Jesus could only have waited with eager longing for 
that day when Jesus and all the righteous of Israel would be raised by God 
to glory. 

The disciples' belief in Jesus's resurrection cannot therefore, it seems, be 
plausibly explained in terms of the beliefs of antecedent Judaism. According 
to Moule, we have here a belief which nothing in terms of previous historical 
factors can account for.29 ". . .[T]he birth and rapid rise of the Christian 
Church... remain an unsolved enigma for any historian who refuses to take 
seriously the only explanation offered by the Church itself."20 The resur
rection of Jesus would therefore seem to be the most plausible explanation 
of the origin of the Christian Way. Left to themselves in the aftermath of 
their Master's crucifixion, the disciples would probably not have conceived 
the queer notion that he had been raised from the dead. 

But, it might be argued, perhaps the disciples were led to that conclusion 
by certain events following Jesus's crucifixion and burial. For example, it 
has recently been suggested that the disciples experienced visions of the 
eschatological Son of Man, which they interpreted in terms of the Jewish 
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anticipation of the resurrection of the dead; the story of the empty tomb 
is a late legend which arose as a consequence of their belief that Jesus had 
been raised. Now such a scenario contradicts the evidence; but putting that 
aside, could such experiences have been the cause of the disciples' belief in 
the resurrection? 

In order to answer this question, we need to take up again the issue of 
hallucinations. As projections of the mind, hallucinations can contain nothing 
that is not already in the mind. But we have seen that Jesus's resurrection 
involve at least two aspects not part of the Jewish frame of thought: it was 
a resurrection within history, and it was the resurrection of an isolated 
individual. What this seems to imply, therefore, is that even if the disciples, 
for whatever reason, projected hallucinatory visions of Jesus, they would 
not have projected him as literally risen from the grave. Rather, given first 
century Judaism's beliefs concerning immortality, they would have projected 
visions of him in glory, in Paradise or Abraham's bosom. There the souls 
of the righteous dead went to await the final resurrection. So if the disciples 
were to experience visions, they would have projected them on the Jewish 
model of the after-life. 

But in that case, it needs to be seriously questioned whether the disciples 
would have arrived at the doctrine of Jesus's resurrection.31 Even given the 
prior discovery of the empty tomb, they would probably have inferred that 
Jesus had been translated directly into heaven on the model of Enoch and 
Elijah (Gen. 5:24, II Kings 2:11-18). The Testament of Job 40 shows that 
translation was a category applicable to recently deceased persons as well 
as living. It should be emphasized that for Jewish mentality a translation 
and a resurrection are entirely diverse. A translation is the assumption of 
an individual out of this world into heaven, while a resurrection is the raising 
up of a dead man in the spatio-temporal world to eschatological life. There
fore, even if the disciples did see hallucinatory visions of Jesus in glory after 
finding his tomb empty, it seems unlikely that they would have concluded 
that he had been raised from the dead, a notion that ran contrary to Jewish 
concepts of the resurrection; rather they would most likely have concluded 
that God had translated him into heaven, whence he appeared to them, and 
that therefore his tomb was empty. 

It is intriguing to observe that some scholars, perhaps feeling the weight 
of these considerations, have actually taken to arguing that in fact a death-
exaltation model was primitive and that the death-resurrection model was 
subsequently deduced or developed therefrom. The empty tomb story is inter
preted as an Entrückungsgeschichte (translation story) and the appearances 
are understood as visions of Christ in heavenly glory. But this hypothesis 
of last resort simply cannot be sustained. Had what amounts to a death-
translation scheme been primitive, then the development of the disciples' 
belief in and proclamation of Jesus's resurrection becomes unintelligible. 
Besides that, there seems to be no evidence that a death-exaltation model 
which did not include the literal resurrection was primitive — on the contrary. 
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as O'Collins explains: "The resurrection claim was not derived from the 
less specific assertion that God has exalted Jesus in his death... we fail to 
find that death-exaltation texts occur early in the New Testament, while 
the pattern of death-resurrection (or death-resurrection-exaltation) surfaces 
only later. In fact, if a pattern does exist, it is rather the opposite."32 

The fact that the disciples proclaimed, not the translation of Jesus, in accord 
with a common Jewish category perfectly suited to explain their experience, 
but — contrary to fundamental Jewish modes of thought — the resurrection 
of Jesus, strongly suggests that the origin of the disciples' belief in Jesus's 
resurrection cannot be accounted for as their inference from an experience 
of visions of Christ. Thus, according to the strictest use of the dissimilarity 
criterion, we ought to conclude to the basis in historical fact for the origin 
of the disciples' belief in the resurrection of Jesus, for it cannot be adequately 
explained from the side of Judaism nor from the side of the church, since 
it is itself the foundation of the church. The origin of the belief in Jesus's 
resurrection and, hence, of the Christian Way itself cannot therefore, it seems, 
be plausibly accounted for apart from the historical fact of the bodily resur
rection and appearances of Jesus. 

The most reasonable historical explanation for the facts of the empty tomb, 
the resurrection appearances, and the origin of the Christian Way would 
therefore seem to be that Jesus rose from the dead. But was that event a 
miracle? That brings us to Keller's second objection. 

//. Rationality of Belief in a Miracle 

Keller's second objection hinges upon the assumption that the only way in 
which we can justifiably identify an event as a miracle is by proving that 
it fits into a pattern of divine miraculous activity. But this assumption seems 
to me false. It seems to me that the resurrection, even when considered apart 
from the miraculous activity of Jesus and the salvation history of Israel, 
ought to be construed as a miraculous event. For the question here is not 
whether the empty tomb and appearances could be explained in another 
way (for example, theft, subjective visions, etc.). The question is, given a 
supernaturalistic Weltanschauung, if it were proved beyond reasonable doubt 
that Jesus actually did rise from the dead, would we be justified in inferring 
a divine act? For most people the answer would be in the affirmative; those 
who argue against the resurrection attempt to explain the facts of the case 
without Jesus's rising. But I know of no critic who argues that the historical 
evidence shows that Jesus did rise from the dead, but that this was a purely 
natural occurrence. That would appear as a somewhat desperate obstinacy. 
Two factors undergird this judgment: 

(1) The resurrection is so unnatural an event that it seems best to attribute 
it to a supernatural cause. We must keep in mind that the resurrection of 
Jesus as portrayed in the gospels and described by Paul was not simply the 
resuscitation of a corpse; it was the transformation of the body to a new 
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mode of reality which Paul characterized as powerful, glorious, imperishable, 
and Spirit-directed. It simply strains one's credibility too far to attribute 
such an event to purely natural causes. If Jesus's resurrection were the result 
of natural factors, then its singularity in the history of mankind is difficult 
to understand. And in the nearly 2,000 years since that unique event, no 
natural causes have been discovered that could account for it. On the 
contrary, the advance of science has only served to confirm that such a 
resurrection is naturally impossible. 

(2) The supernatural explanation is immediately given in the religio-
historical context in which the event occurred. Jesus's resurrection was not 
merely an anomalous event occurring without context, but took place as 
the climax to Jesus's own life and teachings. As Pannenberg explains, 

The resurrection of Jesus acquires such decisive meaning, not merely 
because someone or anyone has been raised from the dead, but because 
it is Jesus of Nazareth, whose execution was instigated by the Jews 
because he had blasphemed against God. 

Jesus's claim to authority, though which he put himself in God's place, 
was. . . blasphemous for Jewish ears If Jesus really has been raised, 
this claim has been visibly and unambiguously confirmed by the God 
of Israel, who was allegedly blasphemed by Jesus.33 

Taken in its religio-historical context, then, Jesus's resurrection is most 
plausibly to be understood as a miraculous vindication of Jesus's claim to 
divine authority. 

A final remark on Keller's objection ought to be made. The objection does 
not spring from the nature of historical investigation; rather it could be 
pressed by witnesses of Jesus's resurrection appearances themselves. But 
in this case, the objection loses all conviction: for can we imagine, say, 
doubting Thomas, when confronted with the risen Jesus, studiously con
sidering whether some unknown natural cause might have produced what 
he experienced? There comes a point when the back of scepticism is broken 
by the sheer reality of a miracle before us. At any rate, had Jesus himself 
been confronted with such scepticism, would he not have attributed it to 
hardness of heart in his opponent? To that extent, an answer to Keller's 
objection is perhaps superfluous. Having shown the resurrection of Jesus 
to be the most plausible explanation of the facts, a proponent of this argument 
should perhaps simply leave the question of its miraculous nature to be settled 
between his hearer and God. Perhaps Pascal was right in maintaining that 
God has given evidence sufficiently clear for those with an open heart, but 
sufficiently vague so as not to compel those whose hearts are closed. 

HI. Concluding Remarks 

In conclusion, it seems clear that Keller's doubts concerning the resurrection 
of Jesus need not trouble him greatly. In light of the evidence, the contemporary 
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Christian who believes in that event is at least as rational as his sceptical 
counterpart, and, indeed, I should dare say, more rational. Furthermore, 
the assumption behind this entire debate, that the rationality of belief in 
the resurrection of Jesus depends exclusively upon historical evidence, surely 
deserves to be called into question. Over the centuries, millions of people 
lacking both the wherewithal and opportunity to examine the historical 
evidence have held joyously to the Easter faith on the ground of their inter
course with the Risen Lord Himself. If Jesus is risen and present through 
His Spirit in the lives of people today, then belief that He is alive might 
be taken, like the belief in God, to be a properly basic belief and therefore 
part of the deliverances of reason. 
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