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PREFACE

Writing a dissertation has been compared to giving birth to a child. | suggest,
however, that pregnancy does not last as long as a dissertation’s gestation.

Perhaps a more apt analogy compares writing a dissertatiaisitay a child.
There is a certain ecstasy and joy in conceiving a research project arthtis topic.
What ensues is an often difficult process of developing the seed into a viable concept;
that process results in the birth of a prospectus which can feel like prolonged, painful
labor. After the prospectus is birthed, it must be fed, clothed, and nurtured to full growth.
There is joy, but also times of frustration as one wonders how the dissertation could have
gone in such a foolish direction tet Moreover, crafting a dissertation, like raising a
child, is not done in isolation. Ideally, parents raising children are surrounded atsuppor
system—qgrandparents, aunts, uncles, teachers, neighbors, friends, fellawspilgri

Similarly, there is a network of support which has made writing this
dissertation possible. | owe a debt of gratitude to my doctoral supervisor, @Bs Jam
Parker lll, for providing an appropriate balance of freedom, guidance, ardteanr |
am thankful for the insights and critiques of the other members of my dissertation
committee, Dr. Mark Coppenger and Dr. William F. Cook Ill. This research progct w
conceived in the context of my cherished pastoral ministry at Edmonton Chimatsst B
Church; we miss our home church family dearly as | bring this projectno ter

| am grateful to friends and colleagues who have challenged my thinking,
pushed my research, and motivated my perseverance over the years—David Arkdt, M

viii



Maney, Ari Carr, Yong-Won (James) Lee, Brad Weldy, and Syd Page. kam al
thankful for the mentors and advisors who encouraged me to pursue God’s calling to
doctoral studies, particularly Drs. Sydney Page and Jerry Shepherd, and Rgudelgre
Peter Ng, Owen Bayne, Salt Jones, and Jack Knight.

Pregnancy brings on the occasional mood swing, and my family has
experienced the bulk of them throughout this process. Our three children, Mataeo,
Alethea, and Keilani, have been a constant source of joy and encouragemeihioiliroug
my doctoral studies. We embarked on this journey together, and | am thankful for the
way God has sustained us and drawn us closer as a family. They have often brought a
smile to my face and warmth to my heart when | felt particularly disgedraThey have
always reminded me, not only verbally but simply through their presence, that this
dissertation is far from my most important earthly legacy. | am lless®ng fathers!

Behind every successful married Ph.D. student is an amazing wife. | could
never have returned to school, let alone completed doctoral studies, without the support
and love of my wife, Vanessa. She has been a constant source of encouragement,
believing in me when | no longer believed in myself. It is to Vanessa thdidatie this
dissertation.

Finally, | thank God the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, without whom all would

be vanity. In all I do, | pray He will be honored and glorified.

Tawa J. Anderson
Louisville, Kentucky

May 2011



CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Now, brothers, | want to remind you of the gospel | preached to you, which you
received and on which you have taken your stand. . . .

For what | received | passed on to you as of first importance: that Chrisbdieat f

sins according to the Scriptures, that he was buried, that he was raised on the third
day according to the Scriptures, and that he appeared to Peter, and then to the
Twelve. After that, he appeared to more than five hundred of the brothers at the
same time, most of whom are still living, though some have fallen asleep. Then he
appeared to James, then to all the apostles, and last of all he appeared to me also, as
to one abnormally born. . . .

... If there is no resurrection of the dead, then not even Christ has been raised. And
if Christ has not been raised, our preaching is useless and so is your faith. More
than that, we are then found to be false withesses about God, for we have testified
about God that he raised Christ from the dead. But he did not raise him if in fact the
dead are not raised. For if the dead are not raised, then Christ has not been raised
either. And if Christ has not been raised, your faith is futile; you arersyitur

sins. . . . If only for this life we have hope in Christ, we are to be pitied more than all
men. But Christ has indeed been raised from the dead, the firstfruits of those who
have fallen asleep. (1 Cor 15:1, 3-8, 13%20)

The Centrality of Resurrection Belief in Christianity
Christianity is an historical religion, fundamentally and inextricaielg to the
person of Jesus ChristHistoric orthodox Christianity has traditionally affirmed the
bodily resurrection of Jesus of Nazareth. The Apostles Creed records sstontd

faith from the early church. After affirming the crucifixion and death of Jesus, i

*All biblical references are from the New InternatibVersion unless otherwise noted.

’As noted, e.g., by C. Stephen EvaHse Historical Christ and the Jesus of Faith: The
Incarnational Narrative as HistoryOxford: Clarendon, 1996), 2.



proceeds to proclaim that “He descended into hell; the third day He arose againefrom t
dead.” Similarly, the fourth century Nicene Creed affirms thatfarsake he [Jesus]

was crucified under Pontius Pilate; he suffered death and was buried. On the third day he
rose again in accordance with the Scriptures.” The early church fathéeslg

professed the importance of Jesus’ resurrection.

The resurrection of Jesus was unquestioned in Christendom through the
Middle Ages. Adherents of Islam and other religions rejected Christian le(dfrist’s
resurrection; but within the confines of Western Christianity, the resumestis
proclaimed and accepted. With the dawn of the Enlightenment, however, challenges to
resurrection faith began to arise within the Christian West.

Following the development of deism in the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries, the Scottish skeptic David Hume (1711-1776) launched a well-known critique
of miracles in general, including the resurrection of Jesus Christ ioydarti Hume
argued that within a modern mindset acknowledging the universal applicability of
laws of nature, belief in miracles (like the resurrection) was uncidirel infantile.

Hume’s philosophical critique was complemented by the conclusions of
critical biblical scholars. Hermann Reimarus (1694-1768), influenced sgrbygl
Enlightenment deism, rejected the supernatural elements of the Gospels includeng, qui
naturally, the resurrection of Jesus. David Strauss (1808-1874) argued that the New
Testament is so full of supernatural miracles and factual contradictionsdbakd not
be historical, but must instead be conscious mythology. As the combination of higher

biblical criticism and Enlightenment naturalism took hold, belief in the bodily

3Chapter 2 of this dissertation will defend and expapon the bare outline of early Christian
resurrection belief given in this section.



resurrection of Jesus wanédsome (e.g., Hume) were willing to discard belief in
Christianity altogether, including any notion of Christ’s resurrection. Mamgrst
however, sought to retain a semblance of Christian faith, and embraced iakernat

understandings of the resurrection presented in the New Testament.

Crossan’s Redefinition of Resurrection Belief
John Dominic Crossan began his scholarly career as a Catholic teaching monk.
As a result of his biblical studies, Crossan drew numerous conclusions about gadlife
ministry of Jesus Christ, many of which are beyond the scope of this dissettahe
resurrection of Jesus Christ, the focus of this study, is understood by Crossan as a
parabolic metaphor—infused with meaning, but not intended to convey historical fact.

Easter means for me that the divine empowerment which was presentsinbigonce

upon a time limited to those people in Galilee and Judea who had contadmyitt thow
available to anyone, anywhere in the world, who finds God in Jesus. As far as I’
concerned, it has nothing to do, literally, with a body coming out of a tomb, or a tomb being
found empty, or visions, or anything else. All those are dramatic ways obksx¢he

faith. The heart of resurrection for me is that the power of God is naiable through

Jesus, unconfined by time or space, to anyone who believes and experiences it.

“*Chapter 2 of this dissertation will expand uponrésurrection critiques offered by deism,
Humean skepticism, and German critical scholarship.

*The ‘swoon’ theory holds that Jesus never actudiéig on the cross, but merely fainted, and
was revived in the tomb. Various ‘fraud’ theoriegufe the disciples stole the body and then inwktite
resurrection, or someone else stole or moved thg And the disciples then mistakenly believed Jbaads
risen from the dead. ‘Hallucination’ or ‘vision’eébries claim that the disciples had subjective peabk
experiences which they believed were encountetstivé risen Lord, but that Jesus wasn’t bodilyeais
from the dead. A critical analysis of these expleams is beyond the scope of this paper, but cafiolned
in, e.g., William Lane CraigThe Son Rises: The Historical Evidence for the Restion of Jesus
(Eugene: Wipf and Stock, 1981), 23-44; Gary R. Haifaes and Michael R. Licondhe Case for the
Resurrection of Jesy§&rand Rapids: Kregel, 2004), 81-165.

®The fullest statement of Crossan’s conclusionsimdl in John Dominic Crossahhe
Historical Jesus: The Life of a Mediterranean JéwPeasan{New York: HarperSanFrancisco, 1991).

’John Dominic Crossan and Richard G. Walp Is Jesus? Answers to Your Questions
about the Historical Jesu&ouisville: Westminster John Knox, 1996), 127-28.



Crossan desires to focus contemporary Christian attention uporetirengof
Jesus’ resurrection, rather than battling ovemtioele® In other words, instead of
debating whether Jesus’ resurrection should be understood as a historical fact or a
metaphorical parable, Christians should explore the pePsamalpolitical® meaning of

the resurrection®

The Purpose and Structure of this Study
This dissertation is a critical analysis of John Dominic Crossan’s hastoric
Jesus methodology and theological presuppositions as they relate to his conclusions

regarding the resurrection of Jesus Christ.

Background

From 2001 through 2008, | served as the English Pastor at Edmonton Chinese
Baptist Church. Our English congregation was composed predominantly of second-
generation Chinese Canadians. The congregation was both young and we#egducat
with the majority of the congregation attending (at one point in time) the Unefsi

Alberta. In 2005, one of the young men in our congregation came into contact with John

8%Seeing the Easter stories as parable does navimeodenial of their factuality. It's quite
happy leaving the question open. What it doestingien is thathe importance of these stories lies in their
meanings' Marcus J. Borg and John Dominic Crossa@ine Last Week: The Day-by-Day Account of
Jesus’s Final Week in Jerusaléhew York: HarperSanFancisco, 2006), 193. Emphasignal.

*“Good Friday and Easter, death and resurrectioethsy, are a central image in the New
Testament for the path to a transformed self. Tdih mvolves dying to an old way of being and being
reborn into a new way of being. Good Friday and&aare about this path, the path of dying angisof
being born again. . . . So there is powerful pesbareaning to Lent, Holy Week, Good Friday, andt&as
We are invited into the journey that leads throdghth to resurrection and rebirth.” Ibid., 210-11.

1%The political meaning of Good Friday and Easterssthe human problem as injustice, and
the solution as God’s justice.”lbid., 211.

Ycrossan’s metaphorical reconstruction of Jesusirrestion will be covered in more detail at
the end of Chapter 2 of this dissertation.



Dominic Crossan’s historical Jesus scholarship and was impressed byumeatg and

rigorous methodology. Desiring to understand and respond to the young man’s growing

interest in Crossan’s reconstruction of Jesus of Nazareth, | began to resahnGros

academic work, beginning wiffhe Historical JesusAround the same time, | heard the

1996 debate between William Lane Craig and John Dominic Crossan on the resurrection

of Jesus, which later resulted in the b&il the Real Jesus Please Stand’3g also

became more familiar with the scholarship of the Jesus Seminar (co-founGeaisisan

and Robert Funk), and their reconstructions of Jesus’ teaching and mihistry.
Encountering Crossan’s persuasive scholarly arguments precipitatsis afcr

intellectual faith. My personal faith in Jesus Christ neither wavered awoedy but | was

forced, probably for the first time in my adult Christian life, to question théaoteal

foundations of my evangelical faith. Was it rational to believe that Jesugavabyli

raised from the dead? Or were Crossan’s arguments that nothing happened to Jesus’

deceased physical body compelling historically? | began reading arguioréhnd

against® the historicity of Jesus’ resurrection. Eventually, | arrived at the coooltisat

the bodily resurrection of Jesus Christ was fully defensible as an histaetemnd that

resurrection faith was both rational and compelling. That conclusion, along with my

admiration for Crossan’s winsome personality and persuasive writing, led to an

2paul Copan, edWill the Real Jesus Please Stand Up? A Debate ketWélliam Lane
Craig and John Dominic Crossderand Rapids: Baker, 1998).

135ee, e.g., Robert W. Funk, Roy W. Hoover, and ¢ises) Seminaffhe Five Gospels: The
Search for the Authentic Words of JefNew York: Macmillan, 1993).

g g., Habermas and LicoriBhe Case for the Resurrectidd. T. Wright, The Resurrection
of the Son of Gadrol. 3 ofChristian Origins and the Question of G@dinneapolis: Fortress, 2003).

e g., CrossarThe Historical JesysGerd Liildemann with Alf Ozefhat Really Happened
to Jesus: A Historical Approach to the Resurrectimans. John Bowden (Louisville: Westminster John
Knox, 1995).



existential crisis: how could an intelligent, prominent scholar and profeSsinstian
come to a radically different conclusion, and deny the historicity of Chrestigrection?

In 2007, | flew to Toronto for a week-long course with Gary Habermas, and
spent some time with long-time friends discussing the resurrection of Jesas. |w
surprised to hear them articulate what | had come to recognize as Crosstphorical
understanding of Jesus’ resurrection. My friends pressed me as to whydheityisif
Jesus’ bodily resurrection was so important. Why was | so concerned abotgr#te li
historical fact? They asked, “Isn’t the importance of the resurrectiontlsymbolizes
the ongoing power of Jesus’ teaching and ministry?” | had believed that the mie&phor
understanding of the resurrection was restricted to the guild of critigallldstament
scholarship. Instead, the conversations | was having, and would continue to have with
others over the ensuing years, revealed that Crossan’s best-selling pubbsked w
Jesus and his resurrection had taken hold within the mainstream Protestant ctiurches o
Canada. Simply put, Crossan’s perspective of the resurrection has becomly-heltle
view of pastors and lay Christians alike. | suspect that it may even be tlaypview

of Christ’s resurrection among professing Christians in Canada today.

Focus
The focus of this dissertation is John Dominic Crossan’s metaphorical
conception of Jesus’ resurrection. Throughout, this study will emphasize the iafafenc

Crossan’s theological presuppositions upon his methodology and conclusions.

John Dominic Crossan. John Dominic Crossan is by no means the only

scholar who accepts and promotes a metaphorical understanding of the resurideti



is preceded by such luminaries as Rudolf Bultm&ramd joined by contemporaries like
Robert Funk, Marcus Borg'® and John Shelby Spong.This dissertation will focus on
Crossan’s resurrection scholarship for three reasons. First, Crossan firg$ the
proponent of the metaphorical resurrection | encountered; thus, he piqued my pastoral
and academic interest from the outset.

Second, Crossan is arguably the most prolific, prominent, and popular defender
of the metaphorical resurrection. He has written twenty books, co-authoredtsiared
forty-eight chapters for compilations, and published sixty-three jourticlest He has
lectured at fifty-six scholarly conferences, been invited to delivefyneae hundred and
fifty academic lectures, and presented over two hundred and fifty popular $eatute
addresse®’ He continues to write and speak prolificéthand his scholarly conclusions
(though not his methodology and underlying presuppositions) are widely disseminated

through his books, popular lectures, and public appearéhces.

'€ g., Rudolf BultmanriThe History of the Synoptic Traditiprev. ed., trans. John Marsh
(New York: Harper & Row, 1963); idendesus and the Wortlrans. L. P. Smith and E. H. Lantero (New
York: Scribner’s Sons, 1958).

E g., Robert Funk, “The Jesus Seminar and the Questesus Then and Now: Images of
Jesus in History and Christologgd. Marvin Meyer and Charles Hughes (HarrisbBey, Trinity, 2001):
130-39.

I8¢ g., Marcus Borg)eeting Jesus Again for the First Time: The HistatiJesus and the
Heart of Contemporary FaitfNew York: HarperOne, 1995); idedgsus: Uncovering the Life, Teachings
and Relevance of a Religious Revolution@gw York: HarperOne, 2008).

E g., John Shelby Spongesurrection: Myth or Reality®New York: HarperOne, 1995).

DInformation derived from John Dominic Crossan, ‘lessional Resume,” [on-line], accessed
21 September 2010, http://www.johndominiccrossan/&vofessional%20Resume.htm; Internet.

ZCrossan has an additional book currently underaontith HarperOneRarables: How
Jesus with Parables became Christ in Parajlesde published in April 2011.

#Crossan has also been featured on 36 televisiarars, been interviewed live on 246 radio
shows, and had his work featured in 28 popular ziaga and 128 newspapers.



Third, John Dominic Crossan is a winsome and persuasive scholar and teacher.
In person, Crossan is amiable, gentle, and thoroughly liké&aie T. Wright, despite
sharp criticism of and disagreement with his conclusions, hails Crossan as the pre-
eminent figure in contemporary historical Jesus res€ar€rossan presents himself in
his books, lectures, interviews, and debates as a faithful Christian, and many lay
Christians understand and accept his views of the historical Jesus as beingcailithe

(though unconventionally) Christidn.

Influence of worldview presuppositions. The relationship between
Crossan’s theological presuppositions, historical-critical methodology, ataghinogical
reconstruction of Christ’s resurrection has not been subjected to a full cmatgsdia.
Many scholars have critiqued Crossan’s metaphorical resurrection on vaoiots$r

Others have incisively critiqued Crossan’s methodology and gospel hypatheses

%) have heard him speak of various occasions andHedpportunity to speak with him
briefly at New Orleans Baptist Theological Semirau@reer-Heard dialogue with Ben Witherington in
February 2010. Our conversation was regrettabbfbbout pleasant.

#Crossan towers above the rest of the renewed ‘Rewst’, in just the same way as

Schweitzer and Bultmann tower above most of twémidentury scholarship, and for much the same
reasons. He, like them, has had the courage tthsaghole picture, to think his hypothesis throoglhe
end, to try out radically new ideas, to write it in a highly engaging manner, and to debgpeliicly
without acrimony. With enemies like these, who reekknds.” N. T. WrightJesus and the Victory of

God vol. 2 ofChristian Origins and the Question of G@dinneapolis: Fortress, 1996), 65.

®For example, reflecting on his 1996 debate withlifit Lane Craig, Crossan writes, “I . . .
can only attempt to explain to Group A [evangelicatistians who read the Gospels as literal hisabri
fact], if it cares, how | can be a believing Chidgatand still find very much of the Gospel accouatisut
Jesus to be traditional and evangelical rather ¢ginal and historical.” Crossan, “Reflectionsan
Debate,” inWill the Real Jesus Please Stand, W0.

*gee, e.g., Craig A. Evans, “The Passion of Jesistoy Remembered or Prophecy
Historicized?”"Bulletin for Biblical Researclh (1996): 159-65; Paul Rhodes Eddy, “Responseitiiav
Lane Craig on ‘John Dominic Crossan on the Restioeof Jesus’,” inThe Resurrection: An
Interdisciplinary Symposium on the Resurrectiodesfused. Stephen T. Davis, Daniel Kendall and

Gerald O’Collins (Oxford: Oxford University Pred€997), 272-286.

?'See, e.g., Raymond Brown, “TB®ospel of Peteand Canonical Gospel PriorityNew
Testament Studied3 (1987): 321-43; Craig A. Evans, “Life-of-JeRssearch and the Eclipse of



Interaction with Crossan’s theological presuppositions, however, has been infrequent,
with Greg Boyd’s 199%ynic Sage or Son of Galde most notable contribution.

Crossan has engaged in public dialogue about the resurrection of Jesus, most
notably his 1996 debate with William Lane Craig at Moody Memorial Church in
Chicagd® and his 2005 dialogue with N. T. Wright at the Greer-Heard Point-
Counterpoint Forum at New Orleans Baptist Theological SemfilaBoth Wright and
Craig engage Crossan’s methodology and conclusions in their discussions and othe
published reflection?’

My contention is that focusing on Crossan’s methodology, gospel hypotheses,
and historical Jesus conclusions is insufficient; we must ask furtheidvwiresthose
gospel hypotheses. Insufficient attention has been paid in historical Jesushrésehe
role that worldview presuppositions play in influencing a scholar’s reconsinuzftiwho

Jesus was and what he said and did. This dissertation is a step towards redréssing tha

Mythology,” Theological StudieS4 (1993): 3-36; F. Neirynck, “The Historical JesReflections on an
Inventory,” Ephemerides Theologicae Lovanien$891994): 221-34; and particularly Gregory A. Bpy
Cynic Sage or Son of God®Vheaton, IL: Victor, 1995). Other studies foaugsbn Crossan’s methodology
and hermeneutics include Hal Child$ie Myth of the Historical Jesus and the Evolutib@onsciousness
Society of Biblical Literature Dissertation Seridg. 179 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical Literatur2000);
Brent Schlittenhart, “The Eschatology of the JeSeminar: The Non-Apocalyptic Character and Mission
of Jesus” (Ph.D. diss., Southwestern Baptist Thgodd Seminary, 2002); Gladstone H. Stevens llI,
“Towards a Theological Assessment of the Third @tmsthe Historical Jesus” (Ph.D. diss., Marquette
University, 1997); and Robert B. Stewdrhe Quest of the Hermeneutical Jesus: The Impact of
Hermeneutics on the Jesus Research of John Doingsan and N. T. Wriglftanham, MD: University
Press of America, 2008).

%The Crossan-Craig debate was publishediththe Real Jesus Please Stand Up

#The Crossan-Wright dialogue was publishedfie Resurrection of Jesus: John Dominic
Crossan and N. T. Wright in Dialogued. Robert B. Stewart (Minneapolis: Fortress,&00

¥see, e.g., William Lane Craig, “John Dominic Craossa the Resurrection of Jesus, Tine
Resurrection: An Interdisciplinary Symposium on Resurrection of Jesued. Davis, Kendall, and
O’Collins (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1992%9-71; Wright,The Resurrection of the Son of God
19-20; idemJesus and the Victory of God4-65.
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imbalance, by focusing intentionally and emphatically upon the influence thaa@i®s

theological presuppositions exert upon his methodology and conclusions.

Structure

The task of this dissertation will be to trace the influence of Crossan’s
theological worldview upon his historical Jesus methodology, presuppositions, and
conclusions. Chapter 2 will establish the historical context of Crossan’sstinela
examining the rise and fall of resurrection belief in the early church, thrbegh t
medieval period, and consequent to the rise of Enlightenment deism. | will conclude
chapter 2 with an exposition of Crossan’s metaphorical interpretation of Jesus’
resurrection. Chapter 3 will provide a biographical and theological sketch of John
Dominic Crossan, including a key section outlining three core theological
presuppositions which direct Crossan’s historical investigation and conclusionsteiCha
4 will analyze Crossan’s hermeneutics and methodology, focusing on how both are
affected by his underlying worldview presuppositions. Chapter 5 will examine the
impact of theological worldview upon resurrection belief in the early church and her
opponents. Chapter 6 will consider the broader relationship between theological

worldview and the resurrection of Jesus.

Thesis

The thesis of this study is thxnhn Dominic Crossan’s metaphorical
reconstruction of the resurrection is itself a myth, predetermined by his theological
presuppositions Crossan’s rigorous methodology is inexorably directed by his
naturalistic worldview presuppositions. Despite his sincere desire for sghoaesty

and objectivity, his worldview predetermines his conclusions. The metaphorical
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resurrection is itself a myth with no historical basis, driven solely by undgrly
theological assumptions. The orthodox understanding of Christ’s resurrection isnever i
Crossan’s pool of live options; hence, his historical study is never able to cotinzive

the bodily resurrection of Jesus could have happened as a literal historical fact.



CHAPTER 2
RESURRECTION HISTORICALLY
AND METAPHORICALLY
Jesus of Nazareth burst onto the scene in early first-century Galilee,

challenging the authority of both Jewish religious leaders and Roman impadat$,
teaching in parables, gathering a group of disciples, healing the sick,tengvath the
marginalized. He was executed around 30 A.D. under the authority of Ponties lRitat
the movement begun by Jesus did not die out with him. Instead, as Josephus wrote late in
the first century, “those that loved him at the first did not forsake him . . . and the tribe of
Christians, so named from him, are not extinct at this dajtie Roman historian
Tacitus, writing around 115 A.D., describes Christians thus:

They got their name from Christ, who was executed by sentence of the procurator

Pontius Pilate in the reign of Tiberius. That checked the pernicious superstition for

a short time, but it broke out afresh—not only in Judaea, where the plague first

arose, but in Rome itself, where all the horrible and shameful things in the world
collect and find a home.

From its obscure origins in a provincial backwater of the Roman Empire, the
Jesus movement spread to the center of the Empire, and continued to be identified with

the title of its founder—Jesus, the Christ.

1JosephusThe Antiquities of the Jevi8.3.3, inThe Works of Josephus Complete and
Unabridged: New Updated Editiptrans. William Whiston (Peabody, MA: Hendricksd887), 480.

Tacitus,Roman Annal45.44, cited in F. F. Brucdesus and Christian Origins Outside the
New Testamer{Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1974), 22.

12
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Early Christianity and the Rise of Resurrection Belief
Orthodox Christianity has traditionally embraced a set of foundational
doctrines—among them the deity, atoning death, and bodily resurrection of Jesus of
Nazareth. The person and work of Jesus Christ lies at the very center of teeainedi

Christian tradition in both its Roman Catholic and Eastern Orthodox forms.

The Emergence of Resurrection Belief:
The New Testament

Christian resurrection belief is founded upon the New Testament. The four
canonical Gospels conclude by narrating the discovery of Jesus’ empty tawmb, a

appearances of the resurrected Jesus to certain of his folfo\Befere their respective

3Australian theologian Frank Rees argues that ‘@htrart of Christianity is life, adeathand
aresurrectionand it makes no sense to play one of these offisigdoe others.” Frank Rees, “Re-
Cognising the Christ: An Australian Response tanJdbhminic Crossan,Colloquium31 (1999): 104.
Emphasis added.

*Mark 16, Matt 28, Luke 24, and John 20-21. Theeeramerous apparent discrepancies in
the details and structure of the four Gospels’naitet of Easter Sunday which have been well-known,
documented, and discussed for centuries. How mamyem came to the tomb? (John 20:1 = 1; Luke 24:1
= multiple unnamed; Luke 24:10 = 3 plus other unednMark 16:1 = 3; Matt 28:1 = 2) What were their
names? (John 20:1 = Mary Magdalene; Luke 24:10 ryNEgdalene, Joanna, Mary the mother of James,
and unnamed others; Mark 16:1 = Mary Magdalene yNtag mother of James, and Salome; Matt 28:1 =
Mary Magdalene and the other Mary) Did they enceunten or angels at the tomb? How many? (Matt
28:2 = one angel; Mark 16:5 = one young man, dessehite; Luke 24:4 = two men in gleaming clothes
John 20:12 = two angels) What happened to the 3tbigkit roll away on its own, or did the angel 0
away? (Matt 28:2 = the angel; Mark 16:4, Luke 24r2] John 20:1 = stone is already rolled away) Whic
male disciples came to the empty tomb? Who arriivet? Did they believe at the sight of the emputsnb?
Did the risen Jesus command the disciples to stdgliusalem, or to return to Galilee to await Hiere?

Crossan cites such discrepancies as a clear iraidhgt the resurrection narratives in the
canonical Gospels cannot be intended to convenalitéstorical fact. Crossan writes, “Anyone whade
the gospel stories about Easter Sunday is stru¢kedydiversity on several fronts. First, there ap risen
apparitions in Mark, but several in Matt, Luke, #\}cand John. Second, the scribes who copied and
transmitted Mark found that absence so disquidtiagithey appended three different endings, all
containing risen apparitions. Third, the resurg@i visions differ in almost every way imaginabile.
number how many happened? phace inside and/or outside a house, in Judea and/@Gaiilee? Intime
all on one day, over forty days, or somewhere iwben? Incontent who said what to whom? Fourth,
even the final climactic meeting, in which Jesusamces the community’s missionary program and
leadership structure, is extremely diverse.” Jolmihic Crossan and Jonathan L. Rdexlcavating Jesus:
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resurrection narratives, however, the four canonical Gospels are permehted wi

resurrection-consciousness.

Beneath the Stones, Behind the TéXtw York: HarperSanFrancisco, 2001), 254. Ses &déin Dominic
Crossan and Richard WatWho Is Jesus Answers to Your Questions about stertial Jesus
(Louisville: Westminster John Knox, 1996), 121.

Other commentators respond just that discrepamace be expected in eyewitness accounts,
only affect surface details, are fully harmonizalaled do not affect the core historical recolletiid the
resurrection accountsDiscrepancies are the norfin eyewitness accounts]—which means attempts at
harmonization accountaust be the rulas we try to discern what actually happened. Bezafithis, the
standard historiographical assumption is that octitfly data that is purportedly historical deseriebe
read as sympathetically as possible, with attemeptgrmonize the conflicting data carried out befone
dismisses the data as unreliable on the basissétapparent conflicts. The only apparent reason
legendary-Jesus theorists don’t extend this sameexy to the Gospels is because they have already
decided—for metaphysical, not historiographicahsens—that the Gospels aren'’t trustworthy.” Gregory
A. Boyd and Paul Rhodes Eddygrd or Legend? Wrestling with the Jesus Dilem(@egand Rapids: Baker,
2007), 114. Emphasis original. See also N. T. Wrifhe Resurrection of the Son of Gedl. 3 of
Christian Origins and the Question of G@dinneapolis: Fortress, 2003), 585-682; WilliarmkaCraig,
Assessing the New Testament Evidence for the Hisyasf the Resurrection of JesiBtudies in the Bible
and Early Christianity 16 (Lewiston, NY: Edwin Meti, 1989), 205-06, 222-48, 351-404.

N. T. Wright shares a concrete example of simij@avétness discrepancies, concerning Karl
Popper’s famous encounter with Ludwig WittgenstiCambridge in 1946. Their tumultuous encounter,
which culminated in Wittgenstein brandishing agiece poker and waving it around before leaving the
room, was witnessed by many fellow philosophertuliog Bertrand Russell. The eyewitnesses had
different recollections of the event. “Did Poppeaka a crushing rejoinder before Wittgenstein ledt t
room, or did he make a key comment only afterwat®hat point did Wittgenstein pick up the poker?
Was it hot or cold? Did he slam the door or diddave quietly?” N. T. Wright, “The Surprise of
Resurrection,” in Craig A. Evans and N. T. Wrighesus, the Final Days: What Really Happerestl Troy
A. Miller (Louisville, Westminster John Knox, 200980-81. Wright notes, “there was continuing
disagreement, but we should notice that nobody dveay that nothing at all happened—that there was n
a meeting, that there was not a poker, that there wot two philosophers, and that one of themmdid
leave the room. Something happened, but it wasawoatic, so quick, and so unexpected that all ®f th
eyewitnesses, who were all people professionaihcemed with the pursuit of truth, never quite agre
As any lawyer will know, this is often what you dinvhen people give eyewitness evidence. Excitirdy an
dramatic things often happen, but eyewitnessegdisaabout them. However, to reemphasize, that does
not mean that nothing happened. Rather the revEnig. | believe, is what we should conclude froun o
puzzled initial readings of the Gospel storiesitilp81. Wright argues that the discrepancies enGlospel
details surrounding the empty tomb are the resudyewitness testimony rather than proof of falirara

Interestingly, when it comes to discrepancy of ll@&ather historical accounts, Crossan
follows normal historiographical procedure andas o quick to reject the literal historical inteRor
example, Philo and Josephus both recount the raantiJewish protests against Caligula’s statuegbei
erected in the Temple of Jerusalem in 40-41 A.Cerélare considerable discrepancies in the two atsou
but Crossan states, “I leave aside differencesdmtvhis [Philo’s] account and that of Josephus,
differences such as the role of Herod Agrippatherfact that an agricultural strike at sowing time
becomes an arson danger at reaping time. Whatre smgnificant is that, if anything, Philo emphasiz
even more than does Josephus both the nonvioldrnhe mesistance and the willingness for martyrdom.
John Dominic Crossan, “Eschatology, Apocalypticiamg the Historical Jesus,” desus Then and Now:
Images of Jesus in History and Christolpgy. Marvin Meyer and Charles Hughes (HarrisbBr,

Trinity, 2001), 105. Crossan recounts the same plasrin Crossan and Redtkcavating Jesuyd.44,

where he concludes, “in this case at least, and allewing for rhetorical exaggeration, both authagree
on the major points.” Why is it that Philo and Jatses have discrepancies, but can still be saidgoee on
the major points,” while the canonical evangeltkisnot receive the same treatment? Why does Crossan
not acknowledge that the canonical Gospels alstegagn the major points”?
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In Luke 2:33-35, Simeon praises God for the infant Jesus presented in the
temple, using resurrection language to declare that “this child is desticause the
falling and rising ¢vactacic) of many in Israel.” In Luke 7:11-17, Jesus resuscitates the
deceased son of a widow: “Young man, | say to you, getygptitt)!” The crowd
responds, “God has come to help his people.” In Luke 15, the parable of the prodigal son
concludes with the father’s joyful declaration, “This son of mine was dead ahdes
again; he was lost and is found. . . . This brother of yours was dead and is alive again; he
was lost and is found.” (Luke 15:24, 32) Luke concludes the parable of the rich man and
Lazarus by clearly anticipating Jesus’ resurrection: “If they doistenl to Moses and the
prophets, they will not be convinced even if someone rises from theateagt{ov
avaot elodncovtar).” (Luke 16:31) Resurrection theology is not limited to Luke’s
closing chapter; the whole Gospel is permeated with expectation, anticipation, and
present application of Christ's resurrectfon.

Resurrection theology is equally manifest throughout John’s gospel. The
fulcrum of John is the resuscitation of Lazarus in John 11, the present in-breaking of the
future resurrection of Jesus. Future resurrection is cérhainhresurrection also invades
the present,as evidenced by Jesus calling Lazarus out from among thé& difet.

recounting the raising of Lazarus, John narrates Jesus’ anointing by Marpangpien

*Wright, The Resurrection of the Son of Gd85-39, 647-61.

®John 11:23-24—*Jesus said to her, ‘Your brothel nigie again.” Martha answered, ‘| know
he will rise again in the resurrection at the ey.”

"John 11:25-26—“Jesus said to her, ‘I am the restiome and the life. He who believes in me
will live, even though he dies; and whoever lived delieves in me will never die.”

8John 11:43—“Jesus called out in a loud voice, ‘lLagacome out!™
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for his impending death.Jesus then refers to his coming death as “a kernel of wheat
[which] falls to the ground and dies” so that it “produces many seeds.” (John 12:24)
Earlier, John 6:32-59 has numerous references to eternal life, culminatingsh Jes
promise to “raise up”dvactow) his followers “on the last day.” (John 6:54) The
expectation, implication, and application of Jesus’ resurrection are presumeghibut
John’s Gospel® A similar case can be mounted for Matthew and Mark as'wélhe
Gospels conclude with presentations of the resurrection of Jesus Christ; budritents
are also built around resurrection theology.

The rest of the New Testament is replete with declarations of Christ’s
resurrection and the hope that it conveys to His followers. In Romans 1:4, Paul
proclaims the centrality of Jesus, “who through the Spirit of holiness wasetkaldh
power to be the Son of God by his resurrection from the déaddotacewnc vekpwv).”
Romans 6:1-14 contains a sustained meditation upon the present implications of Christ’s
past resurrection.

We died to sin; how can we live in it any longer? Or don’t you know that all of us
who were baptized into Christ Jesus were baptized into his death? We were
therefore buried with him through baptism into death in order that, just as Christ

was raised from the deanly€pbn . . .ex vexpov) through the glory of the Father,
we too may live a new life. (Romans 6:2-4)

Paul’s resurrection hope gives him comfort and perspective in the midst of
suffering: “Therefore we do not lose heart. Though outwardly we are wastayg pet

inwardly we are being renewed day by day. For our light and momentary traubles

°John 12:7—*“She . . . save[d] this perfume for thg df my burial.”
9rright, The Resurrection of the Son of Gdd0-47, 662-82.

“And has been, quite competently, in Wrightte Resurrection of the Son of Gd01-28,
616-31 (Mark); 429-33, 632-46 (Matt).
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achieving for us an eternal glory that far outweighs them all.” (2 Cor 4:16alil's Raith
centers upon Jesus’ resurrection and his hope of sharing in it: “I want to know Christ and
the power of his resurrection and the fellowship of sharing in his sufferings, becoming
like him in his death and so, somehow, to attain to the resurrection from the dead.” (Phil
3:10-11) In 1 Corinthians 15, the epigraph for this dissertation, Paul insists that the
resurrection is absolutely essential to the Christian faith. If Christ isseot, his own
ministry is in vain (15:31-32); indeed, he would be a liar (15:15), since he claims to have
seen the risen Jestfs.
Resurrection is central in the non-Pauline epistles as well. Hebrews 11, the
Hall of Fame of Faith, concludes:
Women received back their dead, raised to #fsufactacemg tovg vekpoug) again.
Others were tortured and refused to be released, so that they might gaém a bett
resurrectiondvactacenc). Some faced jeers and flogging, while still others were
chained and put in prison. . . . These were all commended for their faith, yet none of

them received what had been promised. God had planned something better for us so
that only together with us would they be made perfect. (Heb 11:35-40)

First Peter opens with thanksgiving to God, who “has given us new birth into a
living hope through the resurrectiomvictocemg) of Jesus Christ from the dead, and into
an inheritance that can never perish, spoil or fade—kept in heaven foyou.”

Thus, the Christian faith has historically affirmed the bodily resuoecif
Jesus Christ on the third day after his crucifixion, based upon the proclamation of the
risen Christ in the New Testament Gospels and Epistles. The Gospels, PRaatles,e

and general epistles alike are permeated with the reality of Christ seretsum.

12N. T. Wright discusses other passages in the Raaliistles which express the centrality of
Jesus’ resurrection in Paul’s theology. See Wrigihe Resurrection of the Son of Ga67-311.

3First Peter 1:3-4. See further Wright's discussibresurrection hope outside the Gospels
and Pauline epistles in Wrighithe Resurrection of the Son of Gd80-79.



18

The Rise of Resurrection Belief:
The Early Church Fathers and Creeds

The early church fathers continued to present the resurrection of Jesus Christ
as a concrete historical event which occupied the center of Christian hopmejactd
theology. Apostolic teaching was rooted in two intertwined theologicalitragi-the
righteousness of the covenantal God of the Hebrew Scriptures and the riseahMEss
the apostolic teaching and tradition. Believers will participate in Jessigrection
literally at his second coming, but already participate metaphoritatiygh baptism and
Spirit-filled life.** N. T. Wright traces the proclamation of the bodily resurrection of
Jesus Christ through the writings of the apostolic fathezarly Christian literatur® the
second-century apologistsand the “Great Early Theologian®”

In a few cases, it seems that the ancient Christian author is simply not

interested in the question of resurrection (Christ’s or the Christighdhe teaching in

3. N. D. Kelly,Early Christian Doctrinesrev. ed. (Peabody, MA: Hendrickson, 2004), 461.

3Wright, The Resurrection of the Son of Gd81-94. Wright discusses Clement’s epistles,
written around 90 A.D.; Ignatius of Antioch (30-187D.); Polycarp (69-155 A.D.); thBidache the
Epistle of Barbana$30-120 A.D.); theshepherd of Hermg450 A.D.); and Papias (60-130 A.D.).

bid., 495-500. Wright briefly discusses tAscension of Isaiatc. 70-170 A.D.); the
Apocalypse of Petdr. 132-135 A.D.); 5 Ezra (c. 135 A.D.); aitle Epistle of the Apostlés. 150 A.D.).

Ybid., 500-09. Wright discusses the works of Jubtartyr (100-165 A.D.); Athenagoras
(110-175 A.D.); Theophilus (140-200 A.D.); and Maius Felix (c. 170-230 A.D.).

Bbid., 510-27. Wright discusses Hippolytus (170-28B.) briefly, but covers Tertullian
(160-225 A.D.), Irenaeus (130-200 A.D.), and Origed5-254 A.D.) in greater depth.

In addition to theDidache the mid-second centuShepherd of Hermadisplays no
particular concern for the resurrection. Resuroectioes appear to be taken for granted—heSicei)itude
5.7 in theShepherd of Hermamplies that the one who fails to “guard” his “ftes. . pure and undefiled . .
. shall not live.” Nonetheless, Wright concludestttall in all, we have a strong sense that weasiéng a
guestion that Hermas was not interested in. Weatgmmess him one way or the other for the kindxafot
answer that so many other early Christian textewager to supply.” WrighT,he Resurrection of the Son
of God 492.Hermasis indeed unconcerned about enunciating beligfiérresurrection; but absence of
evidence regarding explicit resurrection faith @ evidence of absence of resurrection faith. It is
dangerous to draw significant conclusions froml#oé of explicit mention of resurrection in a tiny
minority (two or three out of dozens) of extansfirand second-century A.D. Christian texts.
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the Didache for example, is for the most part unconcerned with resurrection, focusing
instead upon a “life of piety and good work8.'Even with theDidache however,
oblique reference to the future resurrection of believers is made in assowieih
Eucharistic instructions: “Remember, Lord, thy Church, to deliver it froravdlland to
make it perfect in thy love, and gather it together in its holiness from the fods o
thy kingdom which thou hast prepared for4t.In the closing chapter, the reference to
future resurrection is explicit: “And then shall appear the signs of the timhtle sign
spread out in Heaven, then the sign of the sound of the trumpet, and thirdly the
resurrection of the dead: but not of all the dead, but as it was said, The Lord shall come
and all his saints with hinf? Even when resurrection is not central, it is still present.
For the vast majority of the apostolic fathers, early Christian apocrypha,
apologists, and theologians, however, the resurrection plays a prominent role, often
taking center stagel Clemenwas written around 96 A.D. by the bishop of Rome to the

church in Corinttf® The letter contains explicit and implicit references to the future

D\Wright, The Resurrection of the Son of Gd88-89. Théidacheis generally understood as
being an instructional manual, demonstrating how cenverts are to behave as followers of the Lord.
Thus, the absence of explicit reference to therrestion of Jesus and the future resurrection tébers is
understandable.

2IDidache10:5.

#Didache16:6-7. Crossan separaf@slache16 from the rest of the document as a later
addition resulting from pressure exerted by orthociecles—the original, in his opinion, had no such
explicit reference to the future resurrection diders. John Dominic Crossahhe Birth of Christianity:
Discovering What Happened in the Years Immediatiéyr the Execution of Jes(idew York:
HarperSanFrancisco, 1998), 572-73. The separafibidachel6 is questionable, as there is no textual
support for an earlier version without the offergdehapter. Regardless, my earlier comments stillyap
absence of evidence is not evidence of absencehalmidachedoes imply affirmation of Christ’'s past
resurrection and the future resurrection of beligve

BWright, The Resurrection of the Son of Gd81. Clement was bishop of Rome and was
martyred around 100 A.D., during the reign of Daamif when persecution broke out against Christians.



20

resurrection of faithful Christiarf8. The central passage on resurrection occurs in
chapters 24-27. Clement first emphasizes the certainty of future resuryréminded
upon Christ’s historical resurrection:
Let us consider, beloved, how the Lord continually proves to us that there shall be a
future resurrection, of which He has rendered the Lord Jesus Christ theufisst-f
by raising Him from the dead. . . . Let us behold the fruits [of the earth], how the
sowing of grain takes place. The sower goes forth, and casts it into the ground; and
the seed being thus scattered, though dry and naked when it fell upon the earth, is

gradually dissolved. Then out of its dissolution the mighty power of the providence
of the Lord raises it up again, and from one seed many arise and bring forth fruit

Clement then refers to the myth of the phoéhiaffirms future resurrection
through reference to Psalm 25:7 and Job 19:25-a6d exhorts believers, “having then
this hope,” to “be bound to Him who is faithful in His promises, and just in His
judgments.®® Clement explicitly appeals to the believers’ sure hope of future
resurrection, which itself is founded upon the certainty of Jesus’ resurrectnohe
dead, as motivation for faithfulness in the midst of persecution.

Ignatius of Antioch returns continually to the resurrection through his letters
written to various churches as he journeyed to his martyrdom in Rome around 105 A.D.

Like other early church fathers, Ignatius writes partially to combat thedspfea

#E g.,1 Clemen6:4-6. “There was Peter who by reason of unriglggealousy endured not
one not one but many labors, and thus having boisnestimony went to his appointed place of gl&y.
reason of jealousy and strife Paul by his examplatpd out the prize of patient endurance. .hemvhe
had borne his testimony before the rulers, so parded from the world and went unto the holy place,
having been found a notable pattern of patient emthe.” Cited from Alexander Roberts, James
Donaldson, and A. Cleveland Coxe, The Ante-Niceatné&rs, vol. 1, Translations of the Writings of the
Fathers Down to A.D. 325 (Oak Harbor, CA: Logosésh Systems, 1997), S. 11.

%1 Clemen®4:1-5. Clement’s anticipation reflects the resctiom imagery from 1 Cor 15.
%1 Clemen®5.

271 Clemen®6. “For the Scripture saith in a certain placéhdl shalt raise me up, and | shall
confess unto Thee;’ . . . and again, Job says,UEmalt raise up this flesh of mine, which hasexefd all
these things.”

%1 Clemen®?.
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heterodoxy, or false teaching; in Ignatius’ case, the opponents are cleatlgtddnéehis
Epistle to theTrallians, Ignatius writes,

Stop your ears, therefore, when any one speaks to you at variance with Jesus Chr
who was descended from David, and was also from Mary; who was truly born, and
did eat and drink. He was truly persecuted under Pontius Pilate; He was truly
crucified, and died, in the sight of beings in heaven, and on earth, and under the
earth. He was algouly raised from the deadHis Father quickening Him, even as
after the same mannklis Father will so raise up us who beliemeHim by Jesus
Christ, apart from whom we do not possess the trué’life.

Ignatius emphasizes that Jesus waly born, persecuted, crucified, and
raised, and presents Jesus’ resurrection as the pattern for the futuectiesuof
Christian believers. His theology is reminiscent of Paul’s reasoning in dtklaris
15—Christ was truly raised, and we will be truly raised in similar éashi

Ignatius’Epistle to the Smyrnaeansntains a lengthier exhortation to
resurrection faith:

Now, he suffered all these things for our sakes, that we might be saved. And He
suffered truly, even as also He truly raised Himself up, not, as certain webelie
maintain, that He only seemed to suffer, as they themselves only seem to be
[Christians]. And as they believe, so shall it happen unto them, when they shall be
divested of their bodies, and be mere evil spirits.

For | know that after His resurrection also He was still possessesshf #ind |

believe that He is so now. When, for instance, He came to those who were with
Peter, He said to them, “Lay hold, handle Me, and see that | am not an incorporeal
spirit.” And immediately they touched Him, and believed, being convinced both by
His flesh and spirit. For this cause also they despised death, and were found its
conquerors. And after His resurrection He did eat and drink with them, as being
possessed of flesh, although spiritually He was united to His father.

®|gnatius,Epistle to the Trallians9. Emphasis added.

¥ gnatius,Epistle to the Smyrnaearz:1-3:3.



22

Ignatius, then, exemplifies an early and clear witness to the rise of rohusécasn
belief within the early Christian church.
Writing a half-century later, Justin Martyr defends the resurrection ingdialo
with both pagan and Jewish opponents and skeptics. The predominant Greco-Roman
worldview disbelieved in the very possibility of fleshly reanimation aftethf&ahus,
Justin spends considerable time responding to pagan attacks upon the coherence of
Christian resurrection faith. Using Plato as an initial point of contact wahdsr
Romans, Justin insists that both righteous and wicked will be posthumously raised for
eternal judgment Justin acknowledges the apparent impossibility of dead men rising,
but appeals to God’s power and the historical example of Christ’s resurrection. niydopti
Paul’'s seed metaphor from 1 Corinthians 15, Justin compares the mystexyrofaton
to the mystery of people developing from “human séédrinally, he draws analogies to
Greco-Roman beliefs:
And when we say also that the Word, who is the first-birth of God, was produced
without sexual union, and that He, Jesus Christ, our Teacher, was crucified and died,
and rose again, and ascended into heaven, we propound nothing different from what

you believe regarding those whom you esteem sons of Jupiter. . . . Aesculapius,
who, though he was a great physician, was struck by a thunderbolt, and so ascended

31gee also Ignatiugpistle to the Philadelphiarg:2: “Jesus Christ is in the place of all that is
ancient: His cross, and death, and resurrectiahttanfaith which is by Him, are undefiled monunseot
antiquity; by which | desire, through your praydsspe justified;” andepistle to the Ephesiari®:3: “And
now took a beginning which had been prepared by. Géehceforth all things were in a state of tumult,
because He meditated the abolition of death.”

32See chapter 5 of this dissertation.

33justin Martyr First Apology8. “For, impelled by the desire of the eternal pnce life, we

seek the abode that is with God, the Father andt@ref all, . . . persuaded and convinced as weteat
they who have proved to God by their works thay tledlowed Him, and loved to abide with Him where
there is no sin to cause disturbance, can obtasetthings. . . . And Plato, in like manner, useskty that

Rhadamanthus and Minos would punish the wicked e#me before them; and we say that the same thing
will be done, but at the hand of Christ, . . .he same bodies united again to their spirits whighnow to
undergo everlasting punishment; and not only, a®Raid, for a period of a thousand years.”

*bid., First Apology19.



23

to heaven; and Bacchus too, after he had been torn limb from limb; and Hercules,
when he had committed himself to the flames to escape his toils; . . . And what of
the emperors who die among yourselves, whom you deem worthy of deification,
and in whose behalf you produce someone who swears he has seen the burning
Caesar rise to heaven from the funeral pire?

In his Dialogue with Trypho the Jewustin continues to emphasize the
centrality of resurrection to the Christian faith. He admits that thersoane “who are
called Christians,” but “who say there is no resurrection of the dead.” Suah “fals
Christians” promote a Platonic view of eternal disembodied soul, but Justin thaists
Trypho should “not imagine that they are Christians.” Rather, “I and others, who are
right-minded Christians on all points, are assured that there will be aeagnrof the
dead.®® Justin appeals to Psalm 22 as a comprehensive foretelling of Christ's passion,
and applies the psalm specifically to the resurrecfiofustin decries the continuation of
Jewish accusations that Christ’s disciples stole his crucified body, and uypés &nd
his fellow Jews to repent of their unbelf&f.

In addition to references to and defenses of bodily resurrection in his two
Apologiesand theDialogue Justin also wrote the first (extant) full-length defense of
Christian resurrection faitff. In hisTreatise on Resurrectipdustin responds to

arguments (apparently from self-professing Christians) that regarréx physically

*Ibid., First Apology21.
%Justin Martyr Dialogue with Trypho the Je\g0.
*Ibid., Dialogue with Trypho the JeW8-108.

%you not only have not repented, after you leartieat He rose from the dead, but . . . you
have sent chosen and ordained men throughouteaWdinid to proclaim that a godless and lawlessdyere
had sprung from one Jesus, a Galilean deceivennwhe crucified, but his disciples stole him by righ
from the tomb, where he was laid when unfastenaah the cross, and now deceive men by asserting that
he has risen from the dead and ascended to heavastin MartyrDialogue with Trypho the Jevi08.

39justin Martyr Treatise on the Resurrection
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impossible’® philosophically untenabl#,and theologically objectionabfé. Justin
Martyr clearly exemplifies a robust belief in Christ’s bodily resuroectand the future
hope of Christians’ own similar resurrection to eternal*fife.

Clement, Ignatius, and Justin Martyr represent a sampling of earlyti@nris
tradition. Each explicitly and consistently professes belief in Chriggialibodily
resurrection from the dead, and the certainty of the Christian hope in future bodily
resurrection. Clement, Ignatius and Justin Martyr are representativeaafrth€hurch’s
proclamation of Christ’s resurrection. Polycarp, Papias, Athenagoras, Tlispphi
Minucius Felix, Tertullian, Hippolytus, Tatian, and Origen echo and augment the
affirmation and centrality of resurrection faith. Other early Chnstiatings similarly

emphasize the importance of belief in the past resurrection of Jesus Christ fataréhe

“°E.g., Justin MartyrTreatise on the Resurrectiph. “In respect of those who say that it is
impossible for God to raise it, it seems to me ttstould show that they are ignorant, professmthay
do in word that they are believers, yet by theirkggproving themselves to be unbelieving, even more
unbelieving than the unbelievers.” Justin notes ¢wvan the pagan Romans ascribe power and magesty t
their idols to do such things “easily.” Thus itisseemly that ‘Christians’ hold it impossible faetone
true God to effect bodily resurrection, especiallfight of God’s demonstration of his power first
Creation and then in the resurrection of JesussChri

*IE g., Justin MartyrTreatise on the ResurrectipB. Justin appeals to the Greek philosophers
Plato and Epicurus, who hold that existing mateemot be finally dissolved or destroyed—thus, “the
regeneration of the flesh will, according to thpkédosophers, appear to be possible.”

“?E.g., Justin MartyrTreatise on the Resurrectiol. “We must now speak with respect to
those who think meanly of the flesh, and say thiatmot worthy of the resurrection nor of the hesly
economy. . . . But these persons seem to be ighofaime whole work of God, both the genesis and
formation of man at the first, and why the thinggshe world were made.” It is instructive to ndtatt
Justin grounds his theological justification foswerection in terms of the doctrine of creatioris lalso
interesting that the objections posed to Justirsandar to those posed by modern critics and skept

Wright notes, “There is no controversy about whatfiew was, and a brief summary will
suffice.” Wright, The Resurrection of the Son of G&860. Wright concludes his section on Justin, tidus
thus stands foursquare with the New Testamentmigton the continuity between the present andréutu
bodies . . ., but also on the difference betwdemt . . . He has no doubts that Jesus himselbodity
raised. Like the Apostolic Fathers, he does notneseirrection’ language in a metaphorical way uifto
he stresses the continuity between presthitallife and the future resurrection. Martyred rougaly
hundred years after Paul, he shows every signvohabsorbed essentially the same view of thigctop
and of defending it, at more length than Paul haa done, within the swirling currents of pagan
philosophy.” Ibid., 503.
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resurrection of faithful Christian&: ClementBarnabas theEpistle to Diognetushe
Ascension of IsaightheApocalypse of Peteb Ezrg theEpistula ApostoloruntheOdes
of Solomonand theActs of Thoma$' Occasionally, early Christian writers do not
emphasize the resurrection (e.g., theéache theShepherd of Hermaand theGospel of
Thomas; but this does not necessarily reveal a lack of concern for or belief in the
resurrection. Rather, the writer is concerned to emphasize other areasinédwc
instruction (e.g., th®idachés emphasis on practical piety), or to convey sayings of
Jesus rather than events in his life (e.g.Gbepel of Thomas

Early Christian creeds also emphasize the resurrection of Jesus and #he futur
resurrection of believers. Creedal affirmation of the resurrecti@ilected in the
traditional Christian liturgical greeting, “He is Risen; He is Risenedtie While not
hearkening back to the original disciples, the Apostles’ Creed reflecisitihef the
early church® After affirming Jesus’ crucifixion, death, and burial, it proclaims tkze “
third day He arose again from the de&d.The closing phrase of the Apostles’ Creed

proclaims that Christ’s resurrection assures the future resurrectomli®fers as well:

*‘See N. T. Wright's treatment of the resurrectiothiese early Christian documents; Wright,
The Resurrection of the Son of Gd480-533.

“>Craig Evans represents mainstream scholarly consemsen he argues that the Apostles’
Creed “probably came to expression in the thirdusii’ Craig A. Evans, “The Shout of Death,” in @ra
A. Evans and N. T. Wrightlesus, the Final Days: What Really Happeresti Troy A. Miller (Louisville:
Westminster John Knox, 2009), 1.

““The Apostles’ Creed in the wording we use todagsi&iom a mid-eighth century Latin
document Dicta Abbatis Pirmini). Earlier attestations of the Creed are evidencede writings of the late
fourth century bishop of Aquileia, Rufinus (“andetthird day rose from the dead”), and a sermon by
Caesarius, Bishop of Arles, in the early sixth aentquoting from a mid-third century sermon (“ragain
the third day”). The wording in the Apostles’ Cregabted by Rufinus and Caesarius differ slightbnir
one anotheand from the version handed down to us today. @tetent however, is consistent. Henry
Bettenson and Chris Maunder, eBscuments of the Christian Churc8® ed. (Oxford: Oxford University
Press, 1999), 25-26.
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“[I believe in] the resurrection of the body and the life everlastfigSimilarly, the
fourth-century Nicene Creed affirms that “For us men and for our saitvatio[Jesus]
was crucified under Pontius Pilate, and suffered and was buried, and rose again on the
third day according to the Scripture§.”
Thus, from the New Testament, through the early church fathers, to the early
Christian creeds, the resurrection has been a key component of historia@ izt
The resurrection of Jesus Christ and the doctrine of the resurrection of theebody li
at the heart of Christian faith and life. . . . Although initially the early churchdad t
maintain this doctrine against certain Gnosticizing tendefitfesmn the end of the

second century until the modern period the church has had no serious conflict
concerning this doctrin®.

After first- and second-century opponents and skeptics had been refuted, the
resurrection held a central place in Christian proclamation and doctrine fax ove

thousand years.

Hume: The Impact of Philosophical Skepticism
The resurrection of Jesus was unquestioned in Western Christendom through
the Middle Ages. Adherents of Islam and other religions rejected Christiahibel
Christ’s resurrection; but within the confines of Western Christianity, tenection

was proclaimed and accepted. Christian theologians acknowledged the stadling a

*"The wording of the Christian’s future hope in thaditional Apostles’ Creed is precisely
mirrored in the version cited by Rufinus; Caesadiffers only in calling our hope “life eternal”trger than
“life everlasting.” See again Bettenson and MaunBecuments of the Christian Churc26.

“8Bettenson and Maundeédpcuments of the Christian Churchs.
“9See chapter 5 of this dissertation.

*D. Holwerda, “Faith, Reason, and the Resurrectiathé Theology of Wolfhart
Pannenberg,” ifraith and Rationality: Reason and Belief in Ged. Alvin Plantinga and Nicholas
Wolterstorff (Notre Dame: University of Notre DarReess, 1983), 265.
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counter-intuitive nature of miracles in general and Jesus’ resoméntparticular’
Despite the intellectual difficulties involved with miracles like thairesction, Christian
theologians cited three primary reasons to embrace resurrection belief.

First, the accounts of the resurrection were judged to be trustworthy—the
accounts were written by professing eyewitnesses with honorable chalaséeto the
date of the purported miracles, when public refutation by contrary eyewitvessasill
possible. Second, the biblical miracles, particularly the resurrection, djeckcated to
cohere with the experiences of contemporary believers. Finally, thenpredd
Western worldview shared by Christians and non-Christians admitted thieilggss
miraculous interventions in the natural orderThus, although miracles were conceded
to be uncommon, the prevalence of theistic belief rendered the possibility ofesiira

and thus the resurrection, at least coherent and plausible.

Precursors of Hume:
Science and Deism, 1600-1800

With the dawn of the Enlightenment, however, challenges to miracles and
resurrection faith began to arise within Western Christendom. Empirical esd¢iadc
made slow but steady progress throughout the medieval period; but the bixtgnry
saw the emergence of a robust scientific method with Francis Bacon’s (156 1Fhé26)

New Organon Bacon “stressed the importance of amassing data followed by judicious

*IColin Brown,Miracles and the Critical MindGrand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1984), 18. Brown
notes that theologians “do not appear to have bbkvious to the fact that belief in miracles doaise
problems. Testimony to the miraculous was no |&$§isult to believe for the educated person in the
second century than for his or her twentieth-cgntaunterpart.”

*2bid.
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interpretation and experimentation, in order to learn the secrets of naturepbyrhed,
organized observation of its regulariti€s.”

Early modern scientists were not, generally speaking, religious or
philosophical skeptics. Rather, as Rodney Stark argues, “Christian theology was
essential for the rise of scienc®."Christian theism provided the philosophical
underpinnings for the pursuit of rationalistic and empirical scientific obsenvand
experimentation. God was understood to have crafted a natural order governed by
regular laws and constants; man, through inquiry, could come to understand the workings
of creation. Many of seventeenth-century Britain’s leading scientets ighly
religious; none more so than Sir Isaac Newton, head of the Royal Society of lfondon
the Improvement of Natural Knowledge.

Nonetheless, the rise of modern empirical science contributed to a

revolutionary change in the predominant Western worldvfe@he laws governing the

*3bid., 28. See Francis Bacofhe New Organon and Related Writings. Fulton H.
Anderson (New York: Macmillan, 1960yhe New Organomas originally published in England in 1620.

*Rodney StarkEor the Glory of God: How Monotheism Led to Refatiotes, Science, Witch-
Hunts, and the End of Slaveiyrinceton: Princeton University Press, 2003),.123

**Colin Brown notes the dual ecclesiastical and sifiemoles of John Wilkins, Thomas Sprat,
Joseph Glanville, John Tillotson, and Robert BoBleawn, Miracles and the Critical Mind29. Rodney
Stark develops a composite religious biographyeafling Western scientists from 1543-1680 and
concluded that over 60 percent of them (32 out2ofdbal) were “devout” in their personal piety, émer
35 percent (18 out of 52) were “conventionallygilus,” while only 4 percent (2 out of 52) were
“skeptical.” Starkfor the Glory of God161-62. Newton wrote numerous theological treatesnd biblical
commentaries in addition to his copious scientiferature.

**Science was not the only influential factor; thecfuring of Western Christendom following
the Protestant Reformation, along with greaterirgéigious awareness brought about by expandel tra
routes and trans-oceanic exploration had theiceftm. Descartes’ strict rationalism and the risgl
emergence of narrow foundationalism also undermauedidence in revealed knowledge and the miracles
contained within the Bible, as they fell outside ffurview of man’s rational faculties. See Renedagss,
Discourse on Method and Meditations on First Ptojolsy, 3¢ ed., trans. Donald A. Cress (Indianapolis:
Hackett, 1993). The brief summary presented ingadion unfortunately glosses over the complexreat
of worldview revolutions between the fifteenth andeteenth centuries; see W. Andrew Hoffecker, ed.,
Revolutions in Worldview: Understanding the FlowAdstern ThoughPhillipsburg, NJ: P & R, 2007);
particularly chapters 6 (“The Renaissance”), 7 @ Reformation as a Revolution in Worldview”), and 8
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workings of the natural world were seen as “the laws of GbdNhile early scientists
did not see God’s natural laws as threatening or overriding belief in biblicadles,
later philosophers did. Benedict de Spinoza (1632-1677) concluded that if God had
ordained natural laws, he would not overturn or supercede them in daily events. Spinoza
argued that “there was a divine necessity in the laws of nature that ek thed
possibility of anything happening outside those la#isThomas Hobbes (1588-1679)
argued the divine wisdom contained within natural law must cover even those
occurrences which ancients and contemporaries designate to be miracle$ dasssc
people simply did not yet understand the natural operation which caused theanarvel
wonder>®

The rise of modern science and belief in the law-like regularity of God’s
creation was one side of the coin driving skepticism regarding miraclesearagjand the
resurrection of Jesus in particular; the development of deism was the otherthigle of
coin. Deism was not driven solely by belief in a ‘watchmaker God’ who hacedréet
universe to be governed by natural laws and proceeded to absent himself from universal
history. Rather, one of the key tenets of deism was “bitter hostility to thehchdcthe
Bible.”®® Deists responded to interminable inter-Christian wars and continual demands

for religious conformity (to whatever was the currently ascendant fornmmast@nity

(“Enlightenments and Awakenings'$ee also David K. Nauglgyorldview: The History of a Concept
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002).

5Brown, Miracles and the Critical Mind29.

*8Ibid., 32. See also Robert Sloan Lee, “Miracle®Hilosophical Analysis” (Ph.D. diss.,
Wayne State University, 2004), 36-59.

5Brown, Miracles and the Critical Mind35-36.

%%bid., 48.
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embraced by the state) by rejecting institutional and doctrinal religmgether. Deists
particularly rejected the stringent requirements of English Puritanism
Lord Edward Herbert of Cherbury (1583-1648), widely considered the “father
of English deism,” critiqued the concept of divine revelafibiis zealous disciple
Charles Blount (1654-1693) developed Hobbes’ critique of miracles as unexplained or
misunderstood natural phenomena. Blount further argued that miracle-claims tended t
develop around the memories of religious leaders—a not-too-subtle critique dfe@hris
claims concerning Jesus’ resurrectféniohn Toland (1670-1722) sought to demonstrate
that the miracle-claims of Scripture could be understood naturalisticallyagionally®*
Anthony Collins (1676-1729) furthered deist arguments against miracles, and
began to engage in elementary biblical criticRmhomas Woolston (1670-1731) wrote
more aggressively and disparagingly against the veracity of biblicaties, especially
the resurrection of Jesus, which he held to be a deceitful fraud perpetrated by tishones
disciples®® Matthew Tindal (1655-1733) published “the deist’s Bibl@lristianity as
Old as the Creationarguing for a de-supernaturalized (de-mythologized?) Christian

faith °®

Ybid., 48-49.
%2bid., 49.

®*The title of Toland’s 1696 worlChristianity not Mysterious: Or, a Treatise Shewifigat
there is nothing in the Gospel contrary to Reagmm,above it: And that no Christian Doctrine can be
properly call'd a Mysteryreveals the essence of Toland’s thesis—Chrisgiasia purely natural religion.
See BrownMiracles and the Critical Mind49.

%4bid., 49-50.

®bid., 50, 57. Woolston presents a dialogical &ttagon the resurrection, arguing that the
disciples stole Jesus’ body the night after higidision.

®Ibid., 50-51. Thomas Chubb (1679-1746) and PetereA(1693-1769) round out Brown’s
discussion of the early English deists.
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The deists were not generally concerned to “deny the possibility of miracles
themselves,” although the arguments they put forward lent themselves aiehat |
philosophical conclusion. Rather, they sought to “nullify the evidentialist use of
miracles.®’ Since the early church fathers, the resurrection of Jesus had been promoted
as the supreme miracle of the Christian faith; deism undermined Christigthecmefin
the historicity of miracles. Holwerda concludes: “Since one canon of ratiomalis
historical criticism was that God does not intervene in the chain of secondary,cause
miracles lost their status as historical evefits.”

Christian apologists and theologians did not sit idly by as deists sharpened
their attacks against the veracity of miracles in general and theessumrin particular.

John Locke (1632-1704), Thomas Sherlock (1678-1761), Joseph Butler (1692-1752),
Hugh Farmer (1714-1787), and William Paley (1743-1805) countered the arguments set
forth by the deists (particularly Woolston), insisting that miraclegweth possible and
historically factuaf®

Sherlock’sA Tryal of the Witnesses of the Resurrec{ibr29) was a clever
piece of cultural apologetics. Sherlock insisted that man’s universal abearthat
dead men stay dead does not disprove the possibility of Christ’s resurrection—it just
proves thatf Christ truly rose from the dead, it was a historically unique event. Paley’s
watchmaker analogy (from hidatural Theologycontinues to resonate in contemporary

circles, prompting atheist biologist Richard Dawkins to argue for theeexstofThe

5Brown, Miracles and the Critical Mind52.
%8Holwerda, “Faith, Reason, and the ResurrectionS. 26

%See BrownMiracles and the Critical Mind55-63.
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Blind Watchmake(a direct response to Paley’s teleological argunf@nButler's 1736
Analogy of Religion, Natural and Revealsdtill regarded as a classic of natural
theology.

Individually and collectively, Christian apologists responded effectively and
persuasively to the arguments presented by deists; they could not, howeveg, thevers
growing revolution in Western worldview. The hegemonic theistic worldview of
medieval Christian Europe had been irrevocably shattered. An increasing number of
Westerners, while still self-identifying as Christians (or ‘Caistleists’)’* no longer
acceptedarte blanchehe veracity of miracles. The object of skepticism covered
contemporary miracle-claims and the resurrection of Jesus Christ @likestians could
no longer assume that others embraced the bare possibility of Christ’sasordor
deists and skeptics, the resurrection was no longer in the worldview pool of live options.
The philosophical playing ground had shifted.

David Hume and the Legacy
of Skeptical Deism
Any contemporary philosophical discussion of miracles must acknowledge the

impact of David Hume (1711-1776), particularly his essay “Of MiradlesHume

lamented that his literary genius was relatively unacknowledged in hisiayyr but, as

“See Richard Dawkinghe Blind Watchmaket.ondon: Penguin, 1986).
"Like, for example, Tindal and Chubb. See Bromiracles and the Critical Mind51.

"?Section 10 of Hume’én Enquiry Concerning Human Understandigge David HumeAn
Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding and Selestivom a Treatise of Human Natui@hicago:
Paquin, 1963).

30f his 1738 publication dfhe Treatise of Human Natyrdume wrote, “Never literary
attempt was more unfortunate than my Treatise oh&tuNature. It fell dead-born from the press, witho
reaching such distinction as even to excite a muamong the zealots.” Hume, “The Life of David Hyme
Esq., Written by Himself,” ilAn Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding. Hume published his
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Brown notes, “posterity has made more than ample redfeda/hile Hume'’s essay was
not particularly novel or innovative, he aptly summarized and enunciated the various
scientific and deistic arguments against miracles generally andeesom particularly.
As such, Hume’s “Of Miracles” is considered the classic statemehe @rgument
against miracles, by friends and foes altkedume’s critique of miracles forms part of
the historical-critical method and worldview inherited by John Dominic Crossan.
Hume argues that belief in miracles is untenable within a modern mindset tha
acknowledges the universal applicability of the laws of nature. Hume’s cnsique
theoretically directed towards miracles in general, but he provides iodisdhroughout
that Jesus’ resurrection lies in the crosshairs of his philosophical argunesfitstH
defines a miracle as “a violation of the laws of nature,” and argues theafitasand
unalterable experience has established these laws, the proof agairesti@, imom the

very nature of the fact, is as entire as any argument from experiencesséiypoe

Enquiry Concerning Human Understandimgl748; “But this piece was at first little monecgessful than
the Treatise of Human Nature. . . . | had the rfioation to find all England in a ferment, on acobof

Dr. Middleton’s Free Inquiry, while my performane@s entirely overlooked and neglected.” Hume, “The
Life of David Hume, Esq.,” ix.

"Brown, Miracles and the Critical Mind79.

“See, for example, R. Douglas Geivett and Gary Relrtaas, edsln Defense of Miracles: A
Comprehensive Case for God’s Action in Histipwners Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 1997). In this
compilation, Britain’s leading philosophical athtei$ the late twentieth century, Antony Flew, upgtaand
defends Hume’s arguments against miracles (“Neo-¢aumArguments About the Miraculous”). The
editors print Hume’s “Of Miracles” as the argumémdt they are countering within the rest of theunaé.
See also James F. Sennett and Douglas GroothsislreDefense of Natural Theology: A Post-Humean
Assessmer{fDowners Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 2005), whictagdressed specifically to the challenges
still posed by Hume’s arguments. Hume’s argumentinaes to draw significant, focused attentionpfro
devotees defending the integrity of his argumeas.( Robert J. Fogelid, Defense of Hume on Miracles
[Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2005]; Awytdé-lew,God and PhilosophjNew York: Dell, 1966])
to detractors insisting that his argument has lbeeisively and conclusively defeated (e.g., Johmiaa,
Hume’s Abject Failure: The Argument Against Miradi@®xford: Oxford University Press, 2000]). At the
popular level, however, it is still often assumbdttHume’s argument against miracles is succedstel.
notes that Hume'’s critique is thought to have “ded a final and devastating blow against miracle
reports.” Lee, “Miracles,” 73. In many ways, thisndonstrates the dissolution of the governing
supernaturalistic worldview of Western Christendariiume’s day, and how that trend continued after
Hume’s death.
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imagined.”® Hume insists that “it is no miracle that a man, seemingly in good health,

should die on a sudden”; however, “it is a miracle, that a dead man should come to life;

because that has never been observed in any age or c8{htfus, Hume arrives at

the maxim “that no testimony is sufficient to establish a miracle, unlegsstimony be

of such a kind, that its falsehood would be more miraculous, than the fact, which it

endeavors to establisi®” Hume has, essentially, defined miracles out of existence.
When anyone tells me, that he saw a dead man restored to life, | immedsitiec
with myself, whether it be more probable, that this person should either deceive or

be deceived, or that the fact, which he relates, should really have happenegh | we
the one miracle against the other . . . and always reject the greatde ffiirac

Hume’s initial argument against miracles leaves open the theogsibility
that testimonycould establish the historicity of a particular miratleHis subsequent
development of the argument, however, renders that theoretical possibility impotent
Hume develops four arguments against the reliability of miracle-claiimst, firacles
have never historically been attested by a “sufficient number of men” itposé-

sense, education, . . . learning, . . . undoubted integrity, . . . credit and reputation” places

®Hume, “Of Miracles,” inAn Enquiry Concerning Human Understandingé.

"bid., 126-27. Emphasis added. Note how Hume imatetyi predetermines the discussion
concerning Christ’s resurrection—a man rising fritn@ deadvould be a miracle, because such heser
been observed, including, of course, by the puegbetyewitnesses to Jesus’ resurrection in the New
Testament.

®Ibid., 127.

See BrownMiracles and the Critical Mind80-86; Lee, “Miracles,” 73ff. Hume’s definition
of miracles essentially decides the mastgriori. (1) The laws of nature are established by unalers
observation and experience, and cannot be viol&2¢df miracles occur, they are violations of thas of
nature. (3) Therefore, miracles do not occur. Hena@tial statement of the argument against miadean
fact a linguistic sleight of hand.

8Hume, “Of Miracles,” 128. The unstated conclusioawth by Hume is that it is more likely
that the disciples’ testimony concerning Jesudimestion from the dead is false.

815ee BrownMiracles and the Critical Mind80-82; Lee, “Miracles,” 73-112.
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them above doul5 Second, Hume notes the natural human credulity toward miracle
claims® Third, “it forms a strong presumption against all supernatural and miraculous
relations, that they are observed chiefly to abound among ignorant and barbarous
nations.®® Finally, Hume suggests, without supporting argumentation, that the various
miracle-claims of different religions cancel one anothefdut.

In this section, Hume seems to be arguing that testimonymibgorybe
capable of establishing a historical miracle, inuctualityno such miracles have been
sufficiently attested. It is instructive to note that Hume gives no indicafi having
carefully examined and weighed all historical miracle-claims to bawee to such a
comprehensive conclusion against their veracity. More compelling, howevet is t
Hume later reverts to defining miracles out of existence.

Hume considers the raft of miracles attested to at the tomb of 6isde
Paris in the Saint-Medard neighborhood of Paris. Hume acknowledges that “tlye curin
of the sick, giving hearing to the deaf, and sight to the blind” were claimedpweoye
“many of the miracles were immediately proved upon the spot, before judges of
unquestioned integrity, attested by witnesses of credit and distinction, imedesye,

and on the most eminent theatre that is now in the w&tldi’ other words, Hume'’s four

8Hume, “Of Miracles,” 128.

®)bid., 129-31. It is interesting to note that thiedulity does not seem to be operative in our
contemporary society—rather, there seems to benderlyingincredulity toward miracle-claims.

8bid., 131-34.

®Ibid., 134-35. See further Browhliracles and the Critical Mind86-89. If America and
China both claim to possess the most powerful aimi¢he world, do their truth-claims necessardpeel
one another out? It is difficult to see why thisulkbbe the case in either scenario.

8Hume, “Of Miracles,” 138.
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criteria for reliable miracle-attestation were all met in the cdghe Abbé Pari¥.
Nonetheless, Hume refuses to accept the miracle-claims as factmahglamstead that
they are impossible by definition.

And what have we to oppose to such a cloud of witnesses, but the absolute
impossibility or miraculous nature of the events, which they relate? Andutiely,s
in the eyes of all reasonable people, will alone be regarded as a sufficient
refutation®®

In other words, miracles may be theoretically possible, but there canbeeaesufficient

body of evidence to prove one historically. Throughout, Hume’s implicit targetleas b

the death and resurrection of Jesus. At the conclusion of his essay, Hume focuses on his
target more directly by drawing a contemporary analogy.

But suppose, that all the historians who treat of England, should agree, that, on the
first of January 1600, Queen Elizabeth died; that both before and after her death she
was seen by her physicians and the whole court . . . and that, after being interred a
month, she again appeared, resumed the throne, and governed England for three
years: | must confess that | should be surprised at the concurrence of so many odd
circumstances, but should not have the least inclination to believe so miraculous an
event. | should not doubt of her pretended death, and of those other public
circumstances that followed it: | should only assert it to have been pretended, and
that it neither was, nor possibly could be real. You would in vain object to me the
difficulty, and almost impossibility of deceiving the world in an affair of such
consequence. . . . All this might astonish me; but | would still reply, that the knavery
and folly of men are such common phenomena, that | should rather believe the most
extraordinary events to arise from their concurrence, than admit of so signal a
violation of the laws of natur®.

Hume explicitly affirms that the resurrection from the dead of a prominent
figure is absolutely impossible. Miracles fall outside the pool of live options of Hume

worldview, influenced as he is by the rise of English deism and modern scierae.isT'h

8Brown, Miracles and the Critical Mind88.
8Hume, “Of Miracles,” 138.

bid., 142.
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absolutely no set of evidence, public or private, that could convince Hume of the veracity
of a resurrection—of Queen Elizabeth in 1600, or of Jesus Christ in 30 A.D.
Hume'’s rejection of Jesus’ resurrection, initially justified on the basi<kf la
of sufficient testimonial evidence, turns out to beaniori rejection of the possibility of
all miracles. Hume represents the culmination of deism and modern sciexiteis the
unbreakable regularity of natural law. The stream of Western philosophy andesci
that birthed Hume’s classic formulation of the argument against miraclesiftqunekly
into the pond of European biblical scholarship, and from it to the contemporary

worldview of John Dominic Crossan.

Biblical Criticism and the Rise of Resurrection Disbelief

The philosophical critique of miracles contributed to and was complemented
by the rise of biblical criticism. Prior to the rise of deism and skepticisndethes of
history had been equated with the Christ of faith. Biblical scholars presuniégetha
Jesus portrayed in the Gospels and creeds was identical with the histaticaftury
Jesus of Nazareth. The scriptures were accepted more or less atdaa@svastorical
narratives with theological significance. The healing and nature esracktrayed in the
Gospels were read as straightforward historical accounts of what hapagtieely fit
within the prevailing theological worldview. Jesus’ resurrection was utodersis a
literal, bodily rising from the dead, in accordance with what seemed to bedhe cle
proclamation of the New Testament and the unanimous belief of early Christiars.wr

As the Western theistic worldview consensus gradually disintegrated and the
possibility of miracles began to be questioned, the equation of the Jesus of hidtory wit

the Christ of faith became increasingly problematic. Deistic philosopherfHimas
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Woolston, Matthew Tindal, and David Hume had already expressed skepticism
concerning the veracity of the professed miracles of the New Testanpatiadly the
resurrection of Jesus. Beginning in the middle of the eighteenth century, however,
skepticism concerning miracles and the resurrection entered the discigbitdazi
studies with the rise of biblical criticism. Biblical scholars began towage a critical
reading of the scriptures as literature rather than as revelation, uad#rnctures of
rational human inquiry. This new method of biblical interpretation, combined with the
philosophical direction of deism, gave birth to a searching for the historical Jdss—t
first-century Jesus of Nazareth without the accumulated creed and dognea of lat

Christendom.

From Reimarus to Strauss:
Fiction and Myth

Hermann Reimarus (1694-1768) is generally acknowledged as the beginning
point of the quest for the historical JeSlisReimarus was influenced by English deism,
and came to reject the supernatural elements of the Gospels including, quitéynttiara
resurrection of Jesds. His deistic beliefs strongly directed his reflections on the

historical Jesu¥ In his posthumously-publishédagments Reimarus insisted that

PAlbert Schweitzer writes, “Before Reimarus, no twael attempted to form a historical
conception of the life of Jesus.” Albert SchweitZre Quest of the Historical Jesus: A Critical Stody
Its Progress from Reimarus to Wreiew York: Macmillan, 1968), 13. See also Colirofdn, Jesus in
European Protestant Thought 1778-1868udies in Historical Theology 1 (Durham: Labyhin1985), 1;
Gregory A. BoydCynic Sage or Son of Go@@®/heaton, IL: Victor, 1995), 20-21; Robert B. StetyThe
Quest of the Hermeneutical Jesus: The Impact ofrtdaeutics on the Jesus Research of John Dominic
Crossan and N. T. Wriglitanham, MD: University Press of America, 2008),®

*Boyd argues that “Reimarus was a synthesizer amslator of English Deism . . . equally a
child of the Enlightenment, as demonstrated bydésupernaturalizing, secularizing nature of higqmtd’
Boyd, Cynic Sage or Son of Gpa3.

2Craig Evans writes, “In the place of dogmatic odbwy (i.e., the historical Jesus = the Jesus
of the Gospels, who is none other than the Chfisttbodox Christianity) there arose dogmatic skapin
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Jesus taught a purely natural (deistic) religion, but his teachings had beetegdsyer
the apostles after his dedthReimarus examined the Gospels through the critical lens of
deism, and concluded that Jesus had hoped for and expected an earthly deliverance and
vindication®® The truth of the Christian faith depends, Reimarus argued, on the truth of
Jesus’ resurrection from the de8d.Reimarus’ critical analysis of the Gospels’ accounts
of the resurrection, however, uncovered inconsistencies, discrepancies and
contradictions® Thus, he concluded that the resurrection of Jesus was a fraud, an
intentional deception perpetrated by Jesus’ disciples, who in reality stole th&’ body

The publication of Reimarugragmentsnaugurated a torrent of responses.
Traditionalists defended the historicity of biblical miracles and propffe@otthold

Lessing (1729-1781), who published Reimafarsigmentsargued in his own work that

(i.e. miracles cannot occur; all documents thatiles miracles are therefore mythological).” Craig
Evans, “Life-of-Jesus Research and the Eclipse ythblogy,” Theological Studie§4 (1993): 5.

%Brown, Jesus in European Protestant Thoyght

%Reimarus writes, “The master, and how much morelisisiples, found themselves mistaken
and deceived by the condemnation and death, and] [the new system of a suffering spiritual savior,
which no one had ever known or thought of beforasiwwentedafter the death of Jesus, and invented only
because the first hopes had failed.” Henri ReimdRedmarus: Fragment®d. Charles H. Talbert, trans.
Ralph S. Fraser (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1970), 151

%“Now everyone will readily acknowledge, as do tipestles, that Christianity depends
entirely upon the truth of the story of the resatien of Jesus from the dead.” Reimaresagments 153.
This is one of the few areas where contemporargpgalical scholars agree heartily with Reimarus over
against mainstream biblical scholarship, whichpfeing Bultmann (see below), insists that the histd
truth of the resurrection has nothing whatsoevelatevith the truth of Christianity.

“ReimarusFragments 165-97. For example, the chief priests guarddhe because they
know of Jesus’ prophecy concerning his resurrediidatt 27:62-66), while the disciples themselvess ar
apparently ignorant of Jesus’ prophesied resumegtiohn 20:9; Luke 24:21). Reimar&isagments 165.
“The first thing that we notice concerning the detency of the four evangelists is that their gtemliverge
from each other in almost each and every poinhefdffair, and each one reads differently. AltHothys
does not straightway show a contradiction, stitidttainly does not make a unanimous story, esibecia
since the difference is expressed in the most itapbelements of the event.” 1bid., 174.

®’Brown, Jesus in European Protestant Thoygh6; Reimarus-ragments 154-61.

%Brown, Jesus in European Protestant Thoydht.
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after Reimarus, traditional Christian appeals to miracles and prophecy “res long
constitute a proof [of Christianity] because they are no longer admissible asoevitle

Carl Bahrdt (1741-1792) suggested that Jesus’ life, death, and resurrection
were all part of an elaborate Essene plot. The miracles were explainedisiatally;
the crucifixion was explained away as an elaborate illusion, the physigkanrévived
Jesus in the cave-tomb, and Jesus was presented for occasional public appearances to
convince others of his resurrectitifi. Bahrdt is representative of eighteenth- and
nineteenth-century scholars who sought to present a natural reading of the Gospel
miracles. Others in this tradition include H. E. G. Paulus (1761-1851), Friedrich
Schleiermacher (1768-1834), and Karl Venturini (1768-18%9)heir critical
rationalism “consistently sought to explain all phenomena in a rational way, while
leaving God to be the ultimate cause of all. In so doing, it transferred the @ente
interest from the supernatural and divine to the natural and the hdfhan.”

The academic die had been cast. Deism, with its insistence upon the regular
workings of the natural order, had taken strong hold in educated European circles. There
were, and would always remain, scholarly voices promoting the traditional orthizox

of miracles and the resurrection. But the worldview of the biblical academyor

“bid., 18.

19%Brown, Jesus in European Protestant Thoydt3; SchweitzefThe Quest of the Historical
Jesus 38-44.

1%0n Paulus, see Schweitz&he Quest of the Historical Jes#8-57. On Schleiermacher,
ibid., 62-67. On Venturini, ibid., 44-47. See aBuoyd, Cynic Sage or Son of Gpa3-27.

19Brown, Jesus in European Protestant Thoudt85.
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longer monolithically supernatural. The trajectory of modern liberal scingtemoved
toward a “positive, practical religion, conceived within the limits of reasomeaf®®

David Strauss (1808-1874) marked a new transition in historical Jesus
research. Before Strauss, lives of Jesus sought to naturalize the Goaplelshift
Strauss’ major workd_{fe of JesusandThe Christ of Faith and the Jesus of His)deyd
a new methodological foundation. Strauss agreed with deists and earlier lbitiicsl
regarding the impossibility of miraclé® Strauss went further, however, and insisted
that rationalistic attempts to preserve the historical core of biblicachas were doomed
to failure. Scholars like Venturini, Bahrdt, and Paulus, in seeking to explain theesir
naturalistically, “went to extravagant and absurd lengths in their alteznat
explanations}® Strauss insisted that it was impossible to explain the multitude of
scriptural miracle-claims naturalistically.

In particular, Strauss critiqued the ‘swoon’ theory, popular in his day, which
attempted to naturalistically explain the Gospel accounts of Jesus’ résurregcholars

like Venturini and Bahrdt argued that the resurrection was a plot intended to diemade

1%3hid., 166.

19E g., Schweitzer translates Venturini’s historidasus study as “Non-supernatural History
of the Great Prophet of Nazareth.” Venturini expgaihe miracles in naturalistic terms: “[Jesus]arev
healed without medicaments and always carried ptigtable medicine chest’ with Him. . . . The raggn
from the dead were cases of coma. The nature-ragaetre due to a profound acquaintance with the
powers of Nature and the order of her processesy Fivolve fore-knowledge rather than control. Many
miracle stories rest on obvious misunderstandiNgshing could be simpler than the explanation ef th
miracle at Cana. Jesus had brought with Him asduling-gift some jars of good wine and put them asid
in another room.” Schweitzefhe Quest of the Historical Jesu4igl-45. See also Browdesus in European
Protestant Thoughtl63-64.

19Brown notes that “in common with the skeptics, m&isted on allowing only those events
that were conformable to his understanding of @iaws.” Brown,Jesus in European Protestant
Thought 188.

1%9pid., 189. Boyd writes that Strauss consideretetapts to explain [the Gospels’
supernatural events] by rationalistic methods astaken, even ridiculous.” Boy@ynic Sage or Son of
God 27-28.
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in the eyes of his disciples and later followers. In reality, a secretgoeith Joseph of
Arimathea and Nicodemus playing key leadership roles, oversaw Jesus’ appaitent de
on the cross and revival in the tomb. Strauss insists that Jesus’ death on the cross was
real—the Romans were too good at crucifying to have left him half"§éad.
Furthermore, the resuscitation of an almost-dead but seriously-wounded Jesus could not
have given rise to resurrection faith:
It is impossible that a being who had stolen half-dead out of the sepulcher, who
crept about weak and ill, wanting medical treatment, who required bandaging,
strengthening and indulgence . . . could have given to the disciples the impression

that he was a Conqueror over death and the grave, the Prince of Life, an impression
which lay at the bottom of their future ministf.

Having rejected naturalistic and supernaturalistic explanations of the Gospel
miracles, including the resurrection, Strauss argued that the New Testamet meant
to be read as natural or supernatural history, but rather as self-conscibabgyt®®
Strauss detected literary and thematic similarities betweenwergmd other myths from
ancient cultures and religions; thus, the Gospels most neatly fit the genrenphotyt
history!*® Strauss then employed a double principle of analogy. First, in line with deists,
he insisted that “reported events of the past should bear analogy to the eventsvof his

experience and understandifig™ The resurrection of Jesus Christ was not matched by

¥David Friedrich Straus3he Christ of Faith and the Jesus of History: Atigtie of
Schleiermacher’s Life of Jesudyes of Jesus, ed. and trans. Leander E. Kecltadiphia: Fortress,
1977), 123-25.

1%David Friedrich Straus#y New Life of Jesu¥/ol. 1 (Edinburgh: Williams and Norgate,
1879), 412. Some contemporary scholars conclude $itiuss delivered the historical death blowhe t
swoon theory held by Karl Venturini, Heinrich Pasjland others.” Gary R. Habermas and J. P. Morgeland
Beyond Death: Exploring the Evidence for Immonyalitvheaton, IL: Crossway, 1998), 125.

19%Boyd, Cynic Sage or Son of Gpa7-29.
10schweitzerThe Quest of the Historical Jesr8-120.

Brown, Jesus in European Protestant Thoygt&9.
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any other contemporary or historical event; therefore, it could not be takeitezala |
historical fact. Second, in a new departure in biblical studies, he insisted that “the
biblical stories bore unmistakable analogy to the known myths of antidiftyihe
resurrection could not be interpreted or accepted supernaturally, nor could itdiaeskpl

away rationalistically: it must be accepted as profound myth.

From Strauss to Bultmann:
Demythologizing Jesus

Strauss distinguished different types of myth in ancient literature, including
“historical mythi: narratives of real events coloured by the light of antigwitych
confounded the divine and the human, the natural and the superndturEhe Gospels
contained different types of myth as well, but again historical myth is nypsticant:
“The historical mythus has for its groundwork a definite individual fact which hars be
seized upon by religious enthusiasm, and twined around with mythical conceptions culled
from the idea of the Christ* Strauss also identified the presence of legéfids,

evangelists’ addition§ and a core of historical material in the Gospels. Unsurprisingly,

the historical core of Jesus of Nazareth is thoroughly natural and ratiefalist

2bid.
Mbid., 189.
bid., 190.

15Those parts of the history which are characterizgihdefiniteness and want of connexion,
by misconstruction and transformation, by strargalzinations and confusion—the natural results of a
long course of oral transmission; or which, ondbatrary, are distinguished by highly coloured and
pictorial representations, which also seem to ptoirt traditionary origin.” Ibid.

H&Those parts of the narrative which were clearlaofindividual character, designed merely
to give cleverness, connexion, and climax, to gpresentation.” 1bid., 191.

"He grew up at Nazareth, let himself be baptizeddlyn, collected disciples, went about
teaching in the Jewish land, opposed Pharisaismyehere and invited men into the messianic kingdom,
but . . . in the end fell victim to the hatred am/y of the Pharisaic party and died on the crdbd!
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Strauss was forthright and unapologetic about allowing “philosophical and
theological presuppositions to determine his historical resedfttde explicitly rejects
the possibility of real miracles occurring, and confesses that hisclessdinus driven by
“anti-dogmatic concern**® Strauss was certainly not alone in allowing his theological
presuppositions to govern his biblical interpretafithowever, his acknowledgement of
the role of worldview was fresi* Strauss’ lasting legacy was removing the perceived
need to explain the Gospel accounts at face value. After Strauss, it wastuddly and
theologically acceptable to reject the apparent historical miratkke Gospels rather
than seeking a naturalistic explanation for them.

Bruno Bauer (1809-1882) pushed in the directions pioneered by Strauss. He
considered many Gospel accounts and teachings to be metaphorical rathemttzduomat
historical** Indeed, his critical study of the Gospel of John convinced him that it was a
purely literary account, with little or no historical bakis.The infancy and passion
narratives derive not from historical fact, but from mythological symivoéiad

theological systen?*

18Boyd, Cynic Sage or Son of Gpa8.
"9personal letter from Strauss cited in Brodesus in European Protestant Thoydta4.

12Bahrdt and Venturini serve as additional scholaiese anti-supernatural worldview
determined their far-fetched attempts to rationakplain away the miracles of the Gospels.

124\/e shall see that while Crossan inherits the aniesnaturalistic bias against miracle-
claims in the Gospels, he is not as forthcominguabtsa priori worldview presuppositions as Strauss.

1225chweitzerThe Quest of the Historical Jesus9.

123Brown, Jesus in European Protestant Thoydt8. Bauer calls the Gospels “artistic
compositions . . . of purely literary origin.” Bra Bauer, cited in ibid.

12%Brown, Jesus in European Protestant Thoydtt8-29; Schweitzefhe Quest of the
Historical Jesus140-59.
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Ernest Renan (1823-1892) rejected the supernatural worldview of the Gospels,
and presented a natural, rationalist historical JESug/illiam Wrede (1859-1906)
expressed thoroughgoing skepticism regarding the reliability of the Gaspmints, and
famously expressed the ‘Messianic secret’ of Mark’s Go$pehfter Wrede, it was

fashionable to reject the historical contribution of all four gosf3éls.

To Bultmann and Beyond: No Quest,
New Quest, and Demythologization

The classical ‘quest for the historical Jesus,” begun by Reimarugnaad by
Albert Schweitzer (1875-1965). Schweitzer summarized the trajectory oéenghtand
nineteenth century biblical criticism, demonstrating the collapse afalrdonfidence in
the historical reliability of the canonical Gospels had profound effects for moder

Christianity. Schweitzer also indicted the life-of-Jesus researcls préidecessors for

finding a Jesus of their own construction, a Christ who fit with the spirit of th€&ge.

12Boyd, Cynic Sage or Son of Gp83. Schweitzer, however, argues that Renan “esftrs
assert either the possibility or the impossibitifymiracle, but speaks only as an historian. ‘Wendbsay
miracle is impossible, we say only that there teagenbeen a satisfactorily authenticated miracle.”
SchweitzerThe Quest of the Historical Jesus3. Following the principle of analogy througiowever,
results in denying the existence of miracles bynitain. And certainly, the assertion that “thei@smever
been a satisfactorily authenticated miracle” encassps biblical history as well; thus, Renan rejeatte
blanchethe possible historicity of the Gospel miracles.

1285chweitzerThe Quest of the Historical Jes®30-97. Schweitzer compares WredEe
Messianic Secret in the Gospelih his ownThe Secret of the Messiahship and the Passionefcbbf
the Life of Jesyslesignating Wrede's “thoroughgoing scepticismd &is own “thoroughgoing
eschatology.” Ibid., 330.

1ZAnrede insisted that “both Mark’s framework and motélits detail derives not from reliable
traditions about Jesus, but from fabrications fegbst-Easter theological reflection of the eahyich.”
See Paul Rhodes Eddy and James K. Beilby, “ThetQuethe Historical Jesus: An Introduction,” Tine
Historical Jesus: Five View®d. James K. Beilby and Paul Rhodes Eddy (Dow@Geose, IL: IVP
Academic, 2009), 20.

1285chweitzerThe Quest of the Historical Jes®98-99. “The mistake was to suppose that
Jesus could come to mean more to our time by egténto it as a man like ourselves. That is nosjius .
.. because such a Jesus never existed.” Ibid., 399
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The trajectory beginning with Reimarus and culminating in Wrede moved
toward ever-increasing skepticism regarding the historical foundatiohe désus of
Christian creed and traditidh’ The tools of biblical criticism, honed by Reimarus,
Lessing, Bahrdt, Paulus, Strauss, Schleiermacher, Renan, Wrede, andeittedstd
decrease the core of historical facts that could be known about Jesus of Nazareth.

The thoroughgoing skepticism of Wrede, combined with Schweitzer’'s
penetrating critique of liberal Protestantism’s reconstructions of theribed Jesus,
resulted in a period of ‘no quest® The Gospels were considered unreliable, and as a
result biblical scholars had no confidence in their ability to obtain an aequoetait of
the historical Jesus. Consequently, no new ‘lives of Jesus’ were writtethamtiiddle
of the twentieth century’*

Rudolf Bultmann (1884-1976) both epitomizes and concludes the ‘no quest’
period. Bultmann argued that “we can know almost nothing concerning the life and
personality of Jesus* The historical core of Jesus life had been obscured by early
Christian sources which, he argued, evidence no interest Imstioeical Jesus but rather

engage in legendary accretion and developriént.

12%Bultmann concluded that “Wrede’s work on the MesisiSecret . . . did most to call into
guestion [the] traditional attitude which went Esryond what could be established by a cautiouysisal
of Mark. . . . Wrede’s work constituted a quite #ailating criticism of a seemingly clear picture of
historical development in Mark. This picture isitmsion; Mark is the work of an author who is gted in
the theology of the early Church, and who ordersdiaranged the traditional material that he rexin
the light of the faith of the early church.” Rud@l@iitmann,The History of the Synoptic Traditiorev. ed.,
trans. John Marsh (New York: Harper & Row, 1963), 1

13%Eddy and Beilby, “The Quest for the Historical Je%@20.
13180yd, Cynic Sage or Son of Gp89-40.

132Rudolf BultmannJesus and the Worttans. L. P. Smith and E. H. Lantero (New York:
Scribner’s Sons, 1958), 8.

133 ddy and Beilby, “The Quest for the Historical ke%22.
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Bultmann is explicit about the worldview presuppositions which govern his
critical study of the New Testament. First, he outlines the “mythicel efehe world
which the New Testament presuppos&s™a three-storied universe, with supernatural
beings residing in heaven (the world above) who frequently “intervene in the course of
nature and in all that men think and will and d&."Bultmann then identifies the sources
of the New Testament worldview in “the contemporary mythology of Jewish Apaial
and in the redemption myths of Gnosticist.”The New Testament worldview,
however, is no longer tenable; thus, the Gospel message, if presented in terms of the Ne
Testament’s own worldview, is simply unacceptable and unbelievable: “Text@st the
kerygma is incredible to modern man, for he is convinced that the mythical view of the
world is obsolete*®’
Can Christian preaching expect modern man to accept the mythical view of the
world as true? To do so would be both senseless and impossible. It would be
senseless, because there is nothing specifically Christian in the mytaigaif the
world as such. It is simply the cosmology of a pre-scientific age. Agaiouidw

be impossible, because no man can adopt a view of the world by his own volition—
it is already determined for him by his place in histofy.

Bultmann then concludes quite famously that “it is impossible to use electric

light and the wireless and to avail ourselves of modern medical and surgicakdiss,

13%Rudolf Bultmann, “New Testament and Mythology: TWgthological Element in the
Message of the New Testament and the Problem Bitmterpretation,” ilKerygma and Myth: A
Theological Debateed. Hans Werner Bartsch (New York: Harper & R&961), 2.

13Bultmann, “New Testament and Mythology,” 1.
139bid., 3.

¥3bid. Unfortunately, Bultmann simply assumes thatipernaturalistic (classical theistic)
worldview is “obsolete”—he does not offer any sugippg philosophical arguments. Crossan inheritéibot
Bultmann’s rejection of classical theism and hikufe to offer any reasons for such rejection.

38 bid. Incidentally, | find it quite remarkable thBultmann could conclude, quite sincerely,
that the supernatural worldview which permeatesNee Testament, contains “nothing specifically
Christian.” Does this include the very existencé&ofd?
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and at the same time to believe in the New Testament world of spirits antemitat
The miracles of the New Testament, including Jesus’ resurrection, dreahg@ccounts
with neither natural nor supernatural explanatfSnThe spirit and presuppositions of
Strauss continue in Bultmann and his protégés.

In the 1950s, interest in the historical Jesus re-awakened. The rebirth of
historical Jesus research is attributed to a lecture delivered by Eé&sssnann (1906-
1998) on October 20, 193%' Kasemann insisted that the obstacles raised by biblical
criticism must not be permitted to prevent investigation into the historisas Jeest
contemporary Christian theology fall into a new type of docetism. Within tes,yea
numerous prominent biblical scholars became involved once again in a quest for
uncovering the words and deeds of the historical J8&uBwo key aspects of the ‘new
quest’ for the historical Jesus were the marked rise of redaction oniacid the
continuation of Bultmannian presuppositions.

On the one hand, the new quest insisted that the canonical Gospels did not
merely record received Jesus tradition, but rather shaped it according tatheir

theological and literary intentions and desi*¥sOn the other hand, the anti-

*9bid., 5.

14%0n the resurrection narratives specifically, sektrBann, The History of the Synoptic
Tradition, 284-91. Bultmann, like Crossan after him, ideesifthe road to Emmaus and the Galilean
appearance in Matt 28 as purely mythological intitices of older legends.

“IErnst Kasemann, “The Problem of the Historical d&sThe lecture was presented at an
annual colloquium of Bultmann and his former studeand was later published in Ernst Kdsem&ssays
on New Testament Them&sins. W. J. Montague (London: SCM, 1964).

14%Eddy and Beilby identify key figures in the renewreest as Gunther Bornkamm, C. H.
Dodd, Herbert Braun, Leander Keck, Norman Permd, Bdward Schillebeeckx. Eddy and Beilby, “The
Quest for the Historical Jesus,” 26.

3bid., 26.
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supernaturalistic worldview developed by English deism continued to hold'&vay.
Thus, in outlining his own “presuppositions, method and interests,” contemporary
German biblical scholar Gerd Lidemann writes, “Today no one seriously adapts t
Jesus in fact walked on the sea, stilled a storm, multiplied bread, turned watenmto wi
and raised the dead. Rather, these actions were invented for Jesus only ddi@thhos
his supposed resurrectioi™ Thus, in order to recover the historical Jesus, Liidemann
insists,
First of all, words and actions are inauthentic in which the risen Lord speaks and
acts or is presupposed as the one who speaks and acts, for after his death Jesus no
longer spoke and acted himself. . . . Secondly, those actions are unhistorical which
presuppose that the laws of nature are broken. Here it makes no difference that

people at the time of Jesus did not know these laws or did not think in scientific
categories?*®

Lidemann, expressing the confident consensus of critical biblical scholarship,
insists that the historical Jesus did not and could not perform miracles, anertaadyc
not raised from the dead supernaturally by God after his death. The streancaf bibli
scholarship generated from Enlightenment deism and developed through historical
criticism has resulted in firm certainty that the resurrection of Jesust Cannot be

understood as a literal historical event.

Summary: The Resurrection Historically
The resurrection of Jesus Christ held a central place in Christian history and

theology from the apostolic age through the sixteenth century. As the combination of

4bid., 27; Boyd,Cynic Sage or Son of Gp81-60.

145Gerd Liidemann]esus After 2000 Years: What He Really Said andtfids. John Bowden
(London: SCM, 2000), 1.

“9bid., 4.
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deistic naturalism and higher biblical criticism developed, belief in theyodil
resurrection of Jesus waned. Some were willing to discard belief in Chtistiani
altogether, including any notion of Christ’s resurrection. Many others, howeughts
to retain some semblance of Christian faith, and embraced an alternativeandiegsof
the resurrection presented in the New Testament.

The ‘swoon’ theory, exemplified in Karl Bahrdt and Karl Venturini, holds that
Jesus never actually died on the cross, but merely fainted, and was revived in th€ tomb.
Various ‘fraud’ theories, like those of Reimarus and Lessing, arguehthdidciples
stole the body and then invented the resurrection, or someone else stole or moved the
body and the disciples then mistakenly believed Jesus had risen from the dead.
‘Hallucination’ or ‘vision’ theories, like that of Strauss, claim that theigies had
subjective personal experiences which they believed were encounters wisiethieord,
but that Jesus wasn't bodily raised from the dé2d.

In North America, a popular understanding of Jesus’ resurrection is that of a
metaphor or myth—Jesus was not literally raised from the dead in bodily formtHzmut ra
the resurrection indicates that in some way the mission, teaching, commumisypnrof
Jesus Christ lives off? John Dominic Crossan, co-founder of the Jesus Seminar, is a

major proponent of the metaphorical resurrection.

1*A/enturini and Bahrdt could also be classified am&piracy theories,” involving as they do
the presence of a secret society to revive aneptdesus after his crucifixion.

148 A critical analysis of these explanations is baytire scope of this paper, but can be found
in many places, e.g., William Lane Craithe Son Rises: The Historical Evidence for the Restion of
JesugEugene: Wipf and Stock, 1981), 23-44; Gary R. étalas and Michael R. Licon@he Case for the
Resurrection of Jesy§&rand Rapids: Kregel, 2004), 81-165.

149The popularity of this view is not difficult to uadstand. Although post-Christian, North
America retains a deep Judeo-Christian heritagecdiéhere is a desire, amongst a majority of the
population, to retain a connection to the Chrisfaith. Jesus Christ is generally affirmed and adchas a
great man, a wonderful moral teacher, and an exedixample. There is, thus, a yearning to retdth fn
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Crossan’s Metaphorical Reconstruction
of the Resurrection

Later chapters of this study will examine Crossan’s theological wexdand
historical Jesus methodology in more detail. At this point, however, it is helpful to
outline Crossan’s understanding of Jesus’ resurrection—the fruit of his theblogica
worldview and historical Jesus methodology. Such a procedure will place Crossan’s
hypotheses in the historical context of early Christian proclamation, metheweogical
agreement, the rise of deism, and the development of critical biblical scholarship.

John Dominic Crossan (b. 1934), Emeritus Professor of Religious Studies at
DePaul University in Chicago, has spent his academic career studyingttrecai
Jesus. As aresult of those studies, Crossan has come to numerous conclusions about the
nature, life, and ministry of Jesus Christ, many of which are beyond the scbpe of t
dissertatiort>® He also arrived at some significant and controversial conclusions
regarding the resurrection of Jesus Christ.

First, Crossan argues that following Jesus’ arrest, the male disaiipies!
Jerusalem and returned to Galilee without knowing the details of Jesus’ fate. The
disciples likely learned that Jesus had been executed by the Romans, but that was t

extent of their knowledg¥?

Jesus Christ. At the same time, many North Amesdsve adopted a deistic or naturalistic worldview,
which disallows miraculous or clearly supernataedurrences like the bodily resurrection of Jesus.
Hence, the metaphorical resurrection allows Jednsgled secular North Americans to simultaneously
embrace the importance of Christ, the truth ofrdsrrection, and a naturalistic worldview.

0T he fullest statement of Crossan’s conclusions abesus of Nazareth is found in John
Dominic CrossanThe Historical Jesus: The Life of a Mediterraneawish PeasantNew York:
HarperSanFrancisco, 1991). That volume was condearsé popularized in iderdgsus: A Revolutionary
Biography(New York: HarperSanFrancisco, 1994).

1IcrossanThe Historical Jesys392; Crossanlesus145-54.
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Second, after his death on the cross Jesusotdmiried in a private tomb by
Joseph of Arimathe®? Rather, Joseph is a fictional character, invented by Mark to
solve a thorny problem in the early Christian community. The problem was that, afte
Jesus’ death, his body was most likely either (1) dishonorably buried in a commen grav
by Roman authoritie§* or (2) consumed by wild animals as it hung on the cross (or after
having been taken down off the cross and thrown in a dit¢Hgither way, Jesus did not
receive an honorable burigf The early Christian community could not bear the thought
of their beloved master receiving a dishonorable burial or no burial at all. Rbther, t
desired to have Jesus properly buried in accordance with Mosaic law (Deutehemy
hence Mark’s creation of Joseph of Arimath&aThe later Gospel-writers (Matthew,
Luke, and John) develop the person of Joseph and Jesus’ burial, eventually ending up

with John’s kingly burial.

152Crossan notes that of all the crucified victimsitist century Palestine, archaeologists have
discovered onlpneclear example of a victim who received proper 3aviiurial. Crossan concludes: “In
general, however, if one had influence, one wangtified, and if one was crucified, one would hate
influence enough to obtain burial.” Crossaesus,153.

153What must have happened normally was that theersladvho executed the crucifixion
guarded the cross until death and made sure ibwarsby burying the crucified one themselves. Gunagrd
was necessary to make certain that nobody intedvensave the crucified person and to ensure the fu
public effect of the slow and horrible death.” Gzas,The Historical Jesys392.

1541 normal circumstances the soldiers guarded tytuntil death and thereafter it was left
for carrion crow, scavenger dog, or other wild be&s finish the brutal job. That nonburial consuatea
authority’s dreadful warning to any observer andrg\passerby.” Crossadesus153.

133Until 1992, Crossan favored the proposition thaugécrucified body would probably have
been buried in a common grave by the Roman auigmrBeginning in 1992, however, Crossan insiss th
Jesus’ body would most likely have been consumedilyanimals, either while still on the cross dtea
having been removed from the cross and tossed. &#@eCrossadesus154; Crossan and Reed,
Excavating Jesy®46-54; Crossan and Watt&ho Is Jesysl20.

15¢CrossanThe Historical Jesys393;Jesus155-56.
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Third, there is no tomb to be found empty. Rather, the Gospel narratives
describing the discovery of the empty tomb are, again, invented elements addedt by Ma
and copied and expanded by the others.

Fourth, there most likely were visionary appearances of Jesus to his disciples
following his death, but these are natural, well-understood psychological phenomena
which are present not only in Christianity but in other religions and even in sgaefar
settings. There is nothing supernatural or miraculous about the disciples expgrienc
subjective visions—even in corporate settings—of their leader and teachersafteathi
Thus, although the disciples saw visions of Jesus, they did not literally, physexslilye
risen Jesus in bodily forf’

Fifth, the bodily appearances of Jesus after his crucifixion narrated in the
Gospels are not actually resurrection appearances. In fact, they appeatances at all.
Rather, they are later inventions of the early Christian community, which etesgected
in order to establish the authority of one individual or group over another individual or
group®® In essence, the Gospel writers become conscious participants in politieal pow

plays, seeking to establish hegemony over an initially diverse and egali@ristian

157CrossanThe Historical Jesysxiv-xix.

%810 my thesis, therefore, it was originally anotlsgmbolical, resurrectional validation of
apostolic authority. None of the three was aniflashallucination, vision, or apparition. Each veas
symbolic assertion of Jesus’ continued presentigetgeneral communityto leadership groupsor to
specific and even competimgdividual leaders’ Crossan;The Historical Jesyst07. Emphasis original.
Two interesting notes: first, Crossan does noebelithat anything like these things ever actually
happened. That is, the narratives are entireliiios. Second, Crossan finds these ‘resurrectional
validations’ not only in the Gospel resurrectiomratives (e.g., John 20-21), but also retrojecied the
context of Jesus’ ministry within the Gospels.aotf this is how Crossan explains the so-calletuhea
miracles’-the feeding of the multitudes (e.g., Matt13-21), walking on water (e.g., Matt 14:22-3@)e
latter story, particularly, was retrojected in arteassert Petrine authority. See further Crossesys,
169-81. E.g., “All Jesusiature miraclesefore his death and all hisen apparitionsafterward should be
grouped together and analyzed in terms of the aitytaf this or thatspecific leadeover this or that
leadership groumand/or over this or thaeneral community Ibid., 181. Emphasis original.
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community by concocting accounts where the risen Jesus appeared to theaparticul
individual or group seeking authority.

Sixth, the historical doctrine of the resurrection of Jesus Christ need not be
discarded, merely redefinétf. The resurrection for Crossan is metaphori¢al.

Easter means for me that the divine empowerment which was present in Jesus, but
once upon a time limited to those people in Galilee and Judea who had contact with
him, is now available to anyone, anywhere in the world, who finds God in Jesus. As
far as I'm concerned, it has nothing to do, literally, with a body coming out of a
tomb, or a tomb being found empty, or visions, or anything else. All those are
dramatic ways of expressing the faith. The heart of resurrection for hredtiset

power of God is now available through Jesus, unconfined by time or space, to
anyone who believes and experience®it.

Resurrection does not mean, simply, that the spirit or soul of Jesus lives on in the
world. And neither does it mean, simply, that the companions or followers of Jesus
live on in the world.It must be the embodied life that remains powerfully

efficacious in this world.l recognize those claims as an historian, and | believe
them as a Christian. . . . [his] continued empowering presence indicates, for
believers, that God is not on the side of injustfée.

When it suits him, Crossan even professes beliebimdily metaphorical resurrection:

Bodily resurrection has nothing to do with a resuscitated body coming out of its
tomb. And neither is it just another word for Christian faith itself. Bodily

resurrection means that the embodied life and death of the historical Jesus continues
to be experienced, by believers, as powerfully efficacious and salvificabgipt in

this world!®®

15%Just to make it accurate, | am not denying themestion. You just don'’t like my
definition of resurrection.”Crossan, Will the Real Jesus Please Stand Up? A Debate batWélliam
Lane Craig and John Dominic Crossad. Paul Copan (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1998), 58.

1% Christian faith experiences tlmntinuationof divine empowerment through Jesus, but that
continuation began only after his death and bu@atistian faith itself was there beforehand amaesus’
first followers in Lower Galilee, and it continuedkveloped, and widened across time and spacehidter
execution.” Crossarldesus,161. Emphasis original.

®1Crossan and Wattsyho Is Jesysl27-128. Emphasis added.
162 CrossanThe Birth of Christianityxxx. Emphasis original.

1%330hn Dominic Crossan, “Historical Jesus as Risew ['an The Jesus Controversy:
Perspectives in Confliced. John Dominic Crossan, Luke Timothy Johnsah\erner Kelber
(Harrisburg, PA: Trinity, 1999), 46.
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After his death, then, Jesus of Nazareth was still experienced in some way by
his disciples. That is, in some metaphorical fashion, Jesus has in fact beeircsrs
the dead.

Finally, as Jesus’ learned and literate followers experienced His cowtinui
empowering presence amongst them, they searched the Old TestamenteéSdaaptur
understand how the Messiah could be so dishonorably murdered by his enemies? As they
searched the Scriptures, they applied passages like Isaiah 53, Psalm 22)rar@lRs
Jesus® Hence Crossan’s famous explication of the Road to Emmaus narrative. The
disciples were dejected at the death of Jesus. Yet they experienceddnsgreih
them as they continued to live the “open commensafitythich Jesus practiced and
preached. They searched the Scriptures and began to understand what happened to Jesus.
Their hearts were “strangely warmed,” and they began to understand. “Thelisymis
obvious, as is the metaphoric condensation of the first years of Christian thought and
practice into one parabolic afternoon. Emmaus never happened. Emmaus always
happens*® Emmaus and other resurrection appearances thus become prophecy
historicized; later accounts created to narrate the continuing presemrsei®inth his
followers after his death:

My proposal is that Jesus’ first followers knew almost nothing whatsoever about the
details of his crucifixion, death, or burial. What we have now in those detailed

1%4Crossan)esus145-152. For evaluations of Crossan’s theory Glegrles L. Quarles, “The
Gospel of Peter: Does It Contain a PrecanonicaliRestion Narrative?” iThe Resurrection of Jesus:
John Dominic Crossan and N. T. Wright in Dialoged. Robert B. Stewart (Minneapolis: Fortress,600
107-09; N. T. WrightJesus and the Victory of Goebl. 2 ofChristian Origins and the Question of God
(Minneapolis: Fortress, 1996), 59-61.

18%Crossan understands open commensality to be thediekesus’ mission and ministry.
Eating with sinners and others rejected by the pivactures of first-century society, acceptingrthinto
his life, welcoming them to the kingdom of God. €sanJesus,196-200.

186CrossanThe Historical Jesysiii.
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passion accounts is nloistory rememberedut prophecy historicizedAnd it is
necessary to be very clear on what | mean heprdghecy | do not mean texts,
events, or persons that predicted or foreshadowed the future, that projected
themselve$orward toward a distant fulfillment. 1 mean such units sought out
backward as it were, sought oafter the events of Jesus’ life were already known
and his followers declared that texts from the Hebrew Scriptures had been writ
with127im in mind. Prophecy, in this sense, is known after rather than before the
fact.

Each of these seven conclusions runs contrary to the confession of orthodox
Christianity. If Crossan’s reconstruction of the resurrection as a metapdwrect, then
Christianity as historically conceived is gravely mistaken and in neserioius
reformation. Indeed, if we follow the Apostle Paul’s clarion call in 1 Comnihil5,
then historical Christianity has been a tragic waste of time.

The thesis of this dissertation is that Crossan’s metaphorical recdiostroic
the resurrection is itself a myth, predetermined by his theological presugpas This
thesis is will be worked out in two ways. First, it will be argued that Crossan’s
metaphorical reconstruction of the resurrection is itself a myth, lackitayibad and
evidential support. Secondly, it will be argued that Crossan’s metaphescatection
is driven neither by his exegesis of the canonical and extra-canonicatraegicn, nor
by his rigorous triple-triadic historical methodology. Rather, Crossan is dovée t
metaphorical resurrection by the logic of his theological worldview. Crossan ha
inherited, apparently uncritically, the deistic worldview of Hume, ReisyéBtrauss, and
Bultmann, a worldview which denies the possibility of miracles like the restiameof
Jesus Christ. The orthodox understanding of Christ’s resurrection is never iaross

pool of live options.

%"CrossanJesus145. Emphasis original.



CHAPTER 3
JOHN DOMINIC CROSSAN: BIOGRAPHY
AND THEOLOGY

John Dominic Crossan’s academic career has spanned more than fifty years
Over the past twenty years, he has emerged as one of the most prolific, public, and
popular biblical scholars in America. He is broadly acknowledged, by theol@ggrals
and foes alike, as a pre-eminent historical Jesus scholar. Crossan inskgts that
academic work has consistently focused upon a historical reconstruction obfJesus
Nazareth, both in his earlier works on parables and aphofianhis later well-known
works on Jesu.His life, like his academic career, has been full of adventurous twists
and turns. The purpose of this chapter is threefold. First, this chapter provides a
biographical sketch of John Dominic Crossan, thereby putting his academic work into
personal context. Second, this chapter provides a theological sketch of John Dominic

Crossan, outlining and examining his core theological presuppositions and beliets. Thir

To my knowledge, Crossan’s first published worliosin Dominic Crossan, “Mary’s
Virginity in St. John—An Exegetical StudyMarianum19 (1957): 115-26.There is a seven-year lull
before the publication of Crossan’s next artiaigm, “The Biblical Poetry of the Hebrew§he Bible
Today13 (1964): 832-37. His first full-length work wpsblished in 1966—idengcanning the Sunday
Gospel(Milwaukee: Bruce, 1966).

%E.g., John Dominic Crossaim Parables: The Challenge of the Historical JegNsw York:
Harper & Row, 1973); identliffs of Fall: Paradox and Polyvalence in the Phtas of JesuéNew York:
Seabury, 1980); identn Fragments: The Aphorisms of Je¢88n Francisco: Harper & Row, 1983).

3E.g., John Dominic Crossahhe Historical Jesus: The Life of a Mediterraneamwish
PeasantiNew York: HarperSanFrancisco, 1991); id&fho Killed Jesus? Exposing the Roots of Anti-
Semitism in the Gospel Story of the Death of J&$aw York: HarperSanFrancisco, 1995); idérhe
Birth of Christianity: Discovering What Happenedthe Years Immediately after the Execution of Jesus
(New York: HarperSanFrancisco, 1998).
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this chapter will briefly evaluate the implications of Crossan’s theolbgicddview for

his understanding of Jesus’ resurrection.

A Long Way from Tipperary: A Biographical Sketch

John Michael Edmund Crossan was born on February 17, 1934, in Nenagh
County, Tipperary, Ireland.His father, Daniel, was a banker, but despite deep
admiration of and love for his father, John neither desired nor intended to follow his
father’s footsteps in the commercial world. High school in rural Ireland ingd@weng
off to boarding school—not because John came from a wealthy family, but because the
rural county did not boast sufficient numbers of students to maintain its own high school.
John Crossan thus spent five years (1945-1950) at St. Eunan’s College in Letterkenny
Ireland®

Crossan did very well in boarding school in a challenging (compared to
contemporary North American standards) classical British educatioh witlkcided
lessons in Latin and Greek. He was prepared and poised to graduate at sixteeh yea

age, but was unsure of his future endeavors.

The Servite Order: Life as a
Scholar-Priest

Growing up in the south of Ireland, “being Catholic was simply what everyone

else was. Catholicism was simply taken for granted as part of your §gngioiwing

*John Dominic Crossan, “Exile, Stealth, and Cunriii@rum1, no. 1 (1985): 59; Hershel
Shanks, “The Bad Boy of Historical Jesus StudiB#)le Reviewl6, no. 5 (2000): 28.

®John Dominic Crossargod and Empire: Jesus Against Rome, Then and (New York:
HarperSanFrancisco, 2007), 7.
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up.”® The Catholic faith was an unquestioned and unexamined part of Crossan’s self-

identity during his school yeafsDuring his final year of boarding school, Crossan
recalls that “many representatives from monastic orders spoke at mgdhigol. One,
from the Servite Order caught my imagination more than any of the oth&¥ile most
join religious orders or enter ministry based on a sense of holy calling or peysipal
Crossan’s imagination was caught by the Servite Order’s call to adeentur
Not piety but adventure was what fired my imagination at fifteen yeaigeof la
somebody had told me that | was giving up my life to God . . . [or] giving up my life
for others . . . I would not have been impressed. What impressed me was that

monastic life meant challenge, that foreign mission meant adventure, and that God
clearly had the best game in town, the most exciting game afound.

The young John Crossan had Catholicism bred into his personal identity, but it
was not a conscious, pious Catholic faith which prompted him to enter the Servite Order.
Rather, he possessed a desire for adventure and a yearning for travethatid Ca
monastic orders appeared to be the only (or the best) means to such a lifd ahttave
adventuré? Thus, “after graduating in 1950, | entered the American province of this

thirteenth-century Roman Catholic monastic ordeér.”

®James Halsted, “The Orthodox Unorthodoxy of Johmic Crossan: An InterviewCross
Currents45 (1995-1996): 512.

"Crossan leaves the nature and content of his @aholic faith unexplained in his
autobiographical reflections. To my knowledge, nemehdoes he identify the content or depth of hiyea
Catholicism. The reader is left to ponder of wheasSan’s young faith actually consisted. Certaasdya
young Catholic he would have recited the prayets@aaeds of the Church; but what personal or
intellectual attachment did he have to the reditth?

8John Dominic Crossan, “Odyssey: Almost the Wholetfi The Fourth R, no. 5 (1993): 4.

°John Dominic Crossar, Long Way from Tipperary: A Memdian Francisco:
HarperSanFrancisco, 2000), 2-3.

%Crossan became a priest not from any excess bf, fiiat simply because it sounded
adventuresome, especially studying abroad.” Shamks Bad Boy of Historical Jesus Studies,” 28.

YCrossan, “Exile, Stealth, and Cunning,” 60.
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After a year-long novitiate, Crossan left his native Ireland and traveled t
Chicago, where he settled into the Servite monastery and was given a new name,
Dominic!? From 1951 through 1957, Crossan underwent preparatory study for
ordination into the Servite ord&t. He took his vows in 1957, and having been
recognized as a promising priest-scholar (or scholarly monk), was sponsahed by
Servites to undergo doctoral studies. Crossan was sent back to his native Ireland to
study, and graduated with a Doctor of Divinity from St. Patrick’s Collegeagdoth in
1959

Having completed doctoral studies, Crossan was sent to the Biblical Institute i
Rome “to specialize in the Bible for two year3d."Crossan returned to the United States
in 1961 “to teach at the Servite seminary from which [he] had been ordafn&u 1965,
the Servites sponsored a two-year sabbatical study in Jordamssan resumed his
teaching duties in Chicago in 1988 Crossan taught at the Servite seminary, which
moved from its original site at Stonebridge Priory, to Mundelein Seminary, aiig fona

its merger into the Catholic Theological Union near the University of Chitago.

| his introductory comments at the Greer-HeardiFoat New Orleans Baptist Theological
Seminary in February 2010, Crossan quipped, “Myegoment knows me as John. My God knows me as
Dominic. And they haven't been speaking to eacleotbr many years, so all is well.”

Y¥CrossanA Long Way from Tipperan$9.

YCrossan, “Odyssey,” 5; idem, “Exile, Stealth, anch@ing,” 60.
*Crossan, “Odyssey,” 5.

bid.

Ybid., 6; Crossan, “Exile, Stealth, and Cunningy: 6
¥CrossanA Long Way from Tipperaryf 7-78.

9J0hn Dominic Crossan, “Bliss at Dawn, Darknessa@ar’ in Vatican Il: Forty Personal
Stories ed. William Madges and Michael J. Daley (Mystd,: Twenty-Third, 2003), 120.
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Monastic vows in the Servite Order included vows of poverty, obedience, and
chastity. Crossan insists, quite sincerely, that his vows did not trouble him during his
time within the monastic order. The vow of poverty was made bearable by the fact tha
the Order provided for all of his needs, and even sponsored the adventure and travel that
he had desired. The vow of obedience was acceptable, as the Order never asked or
required anything of him that he was unwilling to do; furthermore, his superiogs we
amenable to sponsoring Crossan’s furthered academic studies. The vow of alaastit
enabled by three factors: “One was isolation from girls, another was oaupatime,
and last was concentration on studi®sThe vow of poverty was destined never to
trouble Crossan within the Servite Order. The other two vows, however, made it

progressively difficult for him to remain a Servite priest-scholar.

The 1960s: Crisis and Departure

The 1960s were a turbulent decade for the Roman Catholic Church. Vatican I
opened the doors to modernizing and liberalizing tendencies, and also provided a
measure of legitimacy to critical scholarship within the ChéatcAs Crossan recalls,
those were “heady days” to be a Catholic biblical scholar. “Questions deshos
forbidden in the 1950s were now openly discussed in the 1860ghe questions at the
forefront, for Crossan at least, primarily revolved around issues of human seandli

religious obedience.

CrossanA Long Way from Tipperan$9. Crossan does admit, however, that the vow of
chastity “was more difficult for me than the vowpdverty, minimally so before ordination and maxigma
so afterward.” Ibid., 68.

#Crossan, “Bliss at Dawn, Darkness at Noon,” 122.

#CrossanA Long Way from Tipperary5.
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The vow of chastity-as-celibacy was a subvow of obedience, and when, in the early
1960s, ecclesial obedience came under debate, then so inevitably did clerical and
even monastic celibacy. For me that meant deliberate experimentationméile fe
friendships and sexual relationships. Some of it was belated adolescent self-
indulgence . . . some of it was trying to understand an option, test a possibility, and
imagine a future | had never considered befdre.

During this period of questioning, testing, and sexual experimentation, Crossan
became involved with Margaret Dagenais, a professor at Loyola Univerdig/two fell
in love, and soon “clerical celibacy had become much less important than female
relationship.?* Their sexual relationship did not drive Crossan out of the priesthood: “It
was already quite clear by the late 1960s that heterosexuality was\ailiédle even or
especially while one remained a monastic pri€stCrossan, however, desired to marry
Margaret, who for her part was somewhat unsure about the prospects for nfarriage.
Marriagedid inevitably entail departure from the priesthood.

So did John Dominic Crossan leave the priesthood because of sex? Did he
abandon the monastic order because of his desire to be married? The answer appears to
be both yes and no. On the one hand, as Crossan himself admits, “I wanted to get
married even if that meant | could no longer be a professor or even a séhaldnén

reporters or fellow Christians ask him why he left the priesthood afteehiyears in

B1bid., 76-77.
Xbid., 77.
Pbid., 80.

®Margaret feared suffering the same fate as herwvaappily divorced parents: she “was
much surer of us as friends and lovers than sheofvas as husband and wife.” lbid., 78.

#\bid., 77. Earlier, Crossan states, “Eventuallyemfineteen years, | left the monastic
priesthood to get married.” Ibid., xiii.
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the Servite Order, Crossan usually responds that he left in order to marry M&rgare
The answer is both simple and understandable.

On the other hand, Crossan insists, “Even if | could have stayed and married
[Margaret], | would not have done sB."Crossan had always understood the vow of
chastity to be a sub-vow to the vow of obedience. It was the vow of obedience that
Crossan was flouting by engaging in “female friendships and sexual refapissis and
it was the vow of obedience by which he ultimately could not abide. Obedience “in
terms of where to go and what to do” was unproblenfatBut “there was also
obedience in terms of how to think and what to say. That was, slowly but surely, where
the problem arose and the crisis erupt&d.”

Sexual experimentation and boundary-pushing was a key part of the cultural
revolution in the 1960s; a questioning of institutional power structures and an anti-
authority stance were also part of the package. Crossan sincerely anadbeliesists
that his sexual involvement was a reflection of his opposition to authoritarian power
structures within the Roman Catholic Church. His rebellion against the Orebenal s
strictures, however, calls into question his insistence that he found it easy toHsllow

vow of obedience “in terms of where to go and what to do.” If the vow of chastity is

#see, for example, John Dominic Crossan and RicBatyatts Who Is Jesus? Answers to
Your Questions about the Historical Jeglusuisville: Westminster John Knox, 1996), 141.

®CrossanA Long Way from Tipperaryiii.
“Ibid., 76.

*ln part, Crossan found it easy to obey “in termsvbére to go and what to do” because the
Servites were very gracious in allowing Crossapursue his scholarly pursuits; indeed, the Ordedéal
and sponsored his education and travel. Crossatigeare occasions when his requests were delpigd;
generally, he recalls generous living and traveéitgwances and shares numerous anecdotes of pleasa
holidays and trips funded by the Servites. Seesamg Long Way from Tipperarghapters 1-3.

32CrossanA Long Way from Tipperang6.
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truly a sub-vow of the vow of obedience, as Crossan implies, then it is certaaédres
obedience in terms of what to do, or in this case, wbgtb do. In other words,
Crossan’s difficulty with the vow of obedience was not limited, as he implies, to
“obedience in terms of how to think and what to say.” Rather, he was also unwilling to
obey his superiors “in terms of where to go and what to*tldrideed, the two sides
(how to think/what to say and where to go/what to do) are inextricably related.
Nonetheless, the precipitating crisis which resulted in Crossan’s departure
from the priesthood was related to his vow of obedience clashing with his scholarly
endeavors. Crossan’s biblical studies and theological reflections were leadita hi
conclusions at odds with official Catholic dogma and ethical teaching. Mahgs# t
conclusions involved beliefs about the person and work of the historical Jesus, and will
be the main focus of this dissertation. Some of Crossan’s academic and theological
conclusions, however, touched on issues of human sexuality. Crossan had concluded that
monastic celibacy was unnecessary—his sexual experimentation eggrissddfering
conclusions regarding both “how to think and what to sayf“where to go and what to
do.” Furthermore, Crossan opposed the papal position on birth control, and in the
summer of 1968, participated in a televised Chicago PBS panel discussion on tfie topic.
Crossan had been able to pursue sexual experimentation without raising
hackles within the Roman Catholic hieraréRyThe open expression of his counter-
institutional beliefs and scholarly conclusions, however, created conitict w

bureaucratic superiors, who sought to silence him. Crossan, who by 1968 was

Bbid.
34bid., 89.
*Ibid., 80.
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determined to remain a scholar and cease being a priest at aff\olgezted to the

perceived infringement upon his academic freedom as a Catholic scholar:
The only integrity that scholars have is to say honestly what they have learned and
to say clearly what they have discovered. They should not trim their reports to what
a leader expects or a people want. That is the conflict of interest | founagabei
priest-scholar and a seminary professor. . . . It is one thing to be an investigative
scholar, another to be a defensive scholar; one thing to find an answer as you

proceed, another to know the answer before you begin; one thing to do research,
another to do apologetics.

Crossan’s interests clearly lay in the direction of investigative, not dedens
scholarship. He desired to do research, not apologetics, and this route was not available
to him within the Servite Order as a priest-professor. Crossan receiwdidg@asation
from the Servite Order and married Margaret in the summer of 1969, ending hastane
scholarly monk, and marking his official transition from the monastery to norrisecta

academid®

Excursus: Investigative vs. Defensive
Scholarship, Research vs. Apologetics

When articulating the reasons for his departure from the Servite Order of the
Roman Catholic Church, Crossan draws a sharp distinction between investigative
scholarship and defensive scholarship. The former, he argues, pursues reskauth wi

bias, drawing conclusions as it goes; the latter, on the other hand, knows the answer

3%Eor me, by the 1960s, the monastic priesthooddembme less important than biblical
scholarship . . . | wanted to remain a scholarofiessor if that were at all possible. . . . lloger
wanted to be a priest under any circumstances, ieVeould remain one, still get married, and stay
scholar and professor. But my problem, to repesaf priest-professor was how to stop being a paiedt
stay a professor.” Crossah,Long Way from Tipperary7.

¥Ibid., 96.
*bid., 89-91.
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before it beging? The investigative scholar engages in true research; the defensive
scholar engages in apologetics. Crossan does not denigrate the worth of defensive
scholarship or apologetics; he merely wants to emphasize the differeweehehent’®

Nonetheless, there are three fronts on which | question the sharpness of Cchssan’s

distinction between investigative and defensive scholarship, research and tigmloge

The necessity and inevitability of defensive scholarshipFirst, Crossan
himself engages vigorously in defensive scholarship. For example, one of the primary
purposes of Crossan’s 199%ho Killed Jesuss to defend his hypotheses concerning the
Gospel of Peteand the roots of the Synoptic passion-resurrection narratives against
objections raised by Raymond Brown in various articles and his compreh&hsive
Death of the Messiatt The difference, of course, is that Crossan is defending
conclusions which he himself embraces. Crossan begins with “investigetiokarship”
or “research,” arriving at conclusions which he then proceeds to defend algainst t
objections and attacks of other scholars. When Crossan turns from research toadefense
his own scholarly conclusions, he is engaging in active apologetics. There is nothing

illegitimate or unseemly about scholars defending conclusions that they heaatyalr

*bid., 96.

““See, for example, his identification of two diffatdéut valid Christian scholarly positions in
John Dominic Crossan, “Reflections on a DebateWitl the Real Jesus Please Stand Up? A Debate
between William Lane Craig and John Dominic Crosgarand Rapids: Baker, 1998), 148-49.

“'Raymond E. BrowriThe Death of the Messiah: From Gethsemane to tlawesvol. 2 ofA
Commentary on the Passion Narratives in the Fousfigts(New York: Doubleday, 1994); also Raymond
E. Brown, “TheGospel of Peteand Canonical Gospel Priority\lew Testament Studig8 (1987): 321-

43. Crossan describes his purpose: “The purpoesobook is to ensure that a wider population, aoid
just scholarly experts, knows as clearly as posshmt there already existed a radically different
interpretation of the passion stories from thatgiin Raymond Brown'$he Death of the Messialihat
different interpretation is based on six fundamkdisagreements between Brown and myself.” Crossan,
Who Killed Jesuss. Raymond Brown receives the largest indexiggth the book (ibid., 233). Further,
ibid., 21, 30-31, 84-91, 96-100, 137-41, 152-58-81.
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arrived at—to the contrary, there would be something unseemly about scholargyrefusi

to defend their own conclusions!

The research agenda generated by defensive apologeti&econd, | suggest
that the apologetic enterprise (or defensive scholarship) often generattsamesearch
process (i.e., investigative scholarship). For example, Crossan’s conslusgarding
the death, burial, and resurrection of Jesus of Nazareth, outlined at the conclusion of
chapter 2, have remained relatively stable over his academic careeecdhd tenet of
Crossan’s metaphorical understanding of the resurrection holds that Jesus bwagdot
in a tomb by Joseph of Arimathea; therefore there was no tomb to be found empty on
Easter Sunday morning. Until 1992, Crossan implicitly favored the proposition that
Jesus’ crucified body would probably have been buried in a common grave by the Roman
authorities? Beginning in 1992, however, Crossan insists that Jesus’ body would most
likely have been consumed by wild animals, either while still on the croseohafting
been removed from the cross and tossed 43itféhat prompted this change in
Crossan’s position?

Crossan recounts the book tour he did to promote his HiB%drical Jesus
At one stop, a questioner focused in on Crossan’s rejection of the historicity of the
Gospels’ burial narratives. Crossan had theorized that the canonical Gospeddlygra

developed the burial tradition in order to have their messiah-king receive an honorable

“’See, e.g., Crossanhe Historical Jesys392. “What must have happened normally was that
the soldiers who executed the crucifixion guardeddross until death and made sure it was over by
burying the crucified one themselves. Guarding mexessary to make certain that nobody intervened to
save the crucified person and to ensure the fldlipeffect of the slow and horrible death.”

*3John Dominic Crossadgesus: A Revolutionary Biograpkiew York: HarperSanFrancisco,
1994), 154; John Dominic Crossan and Jonathan &dfcavating Jesus: Beneath the Stones, Behind
the Text{New York: HarperSanFrancisco, 2001), 246-54; €aosand Wattd/Vho Is Jesysl 20.
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burial—first (inThe Gospel of Petgby his enemies, then (beginning in Mark) by secret
friends, eventually culminating in the royal burial by secret discipld®e questioner
pressed Crossan on his theory—if Crossan rejected the canonical burial nansdtates
did he believe had actually happened to Jesus’ Bddyftil that point, Crossan had
never asked that question explicitly. Instead, he had been content with theensigiati

of the hypothesis—Mark’s burial narrative was an invented fiction. The pmeept
guestion, however, forced Crossan to pursue the issue further. Tdederslinghis
scholarly conclusion (the practice of scholarly apologetics) that the cahbnrial
narratives were invented and that Jesus hadegetved an honorable burial, pushed
Crossan into furtheresearchto determine what had really happened to Jesus’ body.

Over the next year, therefore, Crossan read Martin Hengel’'s work on Roman
crucifixion,” and came to a further, perhaps even more startling, conclusion. Not only
did Jesus not receive an honorable burial by Joseph of Arimathea, he was most likely not
buried at all; rather, his body was most likely devoured by wild animals eshehung
on the cross or after it was removed by Roman soldiers and tossed in a neariy ditch.
Crossan’s overall position on the burial and resurrection did not change—Jesus was not
buried, and nothing supernatural happened to his body after his crucifixion. But active
defense of his metaphorical reconstruction of Jesus’ resurrection forcedrmssa

engage in what might be termed apologetic research—research undertakger to

*4John Dominic Crossan, “The Power of the Dog,Pimstmodern Interpretations of the Bible:
A Readered. A. K. M. Adam (St. Louis: Chalice, 2001), 199.

“*Martin Hengel Crucifixion in the Ancient World and the Folly betMessage of the Cross
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1977).

“*See Crossan, “The Power of the Dog,” 192; Cros#esys;154; Crossan and Reed,
Excavating Jesy®46-54; Crossan and Watt&ho Is Jesysl20.
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further buttress or explain a scholarly conclusion drawn as a result ef saully. |
suggest that investigative research driven by apologetic concerns or ngedsient
within diverse streams of scholarsfip.

It is fair to point out that Crossan did not know what the conclusion of his
study was going to be when he delved into the fate of Jesus’ physical bodglsdt fiair,
however, to suggest that we know what wasgoing to be the result of Crossan’s
further research: namely, he was not going to arrive at the conclusionsihsitiledy
was buried by Joseph of Arimathea after all, and the tomb was thereafter fopiycbam
Sunday morning, probably indicating that something supernatural had occurred to the
corpse. There is, to be sure, a distinction between knowingiswpaihg to be found (in
Crossan’s words, “to know the answer before you beffiaf)d knowing what isot

going to be found (in my words, knowing what the answaotdefore you begin). The

*’Some examples of evangelical scholarship whichesspt such apologetic-driven research
include Gary R. Habermas and Michael R. Licortae Case for the Resurrection of Jef@sand Rapids:
Kregel, 2004); Michael R. Liconghe Resurrection of Jesus: A New Historiographfgaproach
(Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 2010); Josh McziwEvidence That Demands a Verdidtashville:
Thomas Nelson, 1993); and William Lane Craigsessing the New Testament Evidence for the isgor
of the Resurrection of JesuBtudies in the Bible and Early Christianity 1@giston, NY: Edwin Mellen,
1989). Habermas, Licona, McDowell, and Craig hdl’eame to the conclusion as scholars and men of
faith that Jesus of Nazareth was the divine sdBaaf who was raised bodily from the dead superniyura
That conclusion then generates a research profg@chvis expected to support the original stance.
Modifications of secondary issues is both expeetatlachieved, just as Crossan modifies his position
the post-crucifixion fate of Jesus’ body withoueaing his overall conclusions regarding the metajcial
resurrection. Critical scholarship falling into th@me category includes John S. Kloppenborg's pidng
work on ‘Q’ includingExcavating Q: The History and Setting of the SayiBgspel(Minneapolis:
Fortress, 2000); and Scott G. Browark’'s Other Gospel: Rethinking Morton Smith’s Gonersial
Discovery(Waterloo: Wilfrid Laurier University Press, 200®loppenborg engaged in ground-breaking
research on the postulated Q document beginnitigein980s, including his textual reconstruction and
theoretical stratification of the ‘sayings gospélis primary position, the result of early reseaishthat Q
once existed as an independent, complete document,through several stages of redaction and addliti
was incorporated into Matthew and Luke, and evdiytfil out of circulation as an independent saurc
That hypothesis generated further research projebish resulted in extensions and modificationisf
original theory. The overall position, however, hesained constant. Crossan would not, howevetsacc
Kloppenborg of engaging in “defensive” scholarshippf already knowing the answer before beginning
his research.

“*8CrossanA Long Way from Tipperar®6.
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distinction, however, is a fine one, measured by degrees and not by the acadaemic chas
Crossan suggests. In both cases, the scholar does not simply “find an answer” in and
through his research; the direction and results of his research are influgrpred b

existing commitments and prior scholarly conclusiths.

The vow of obedience in voluntary religious and academic groups
Crossan’s sharp distinction between investigative and defensive scholarsHipul th
sustain in the face of his own academic practice. Furthermore, the aottegense of
scholarly positions can generate a positive research agenda. There is a thod front
which | question Crossan’s distinction between investigative and defensivarsaiol
(apologetics), and it has to do with the relationship between academic freedom and
integrity on the one hand and the vow of scholarly obedience on the other.

Crossan rightly notes that “the only integrity that scholars have is to say
honestly what they have learned and to say clearly what they have discovered.”
Accordingly, scholars “should not trim their reports to what a leader expects opla pe
want.®® The dual position Crossan held as a priest-professor, a scholar who was
simultaneously an ordained member of the Servite Order, led to a scholarigtainfl
interest. Crossan had arrived at scholarly conclusions which contradicted thefaitle of
of the Servite Order and the doctrinal statements of the Roman Catholic ChererasH
expected, as an ordained priest and a teaching monk, to conform to the beliefs and

practices of the religious hierarchy; he was simultaneously cordpaliea biblical

*9Again, Crossan’s further research presupposedahieeconclusion—Jesus wast buried
by Joseph of Arimathea. Given that pre-existingobasion, what then really happened to Jesus’ bddhe?
answer was not predetermined by Crossan’s earbek,vout it was certainly directed by it, and some
answers (i.e., Jesus really was buried by Joseptg wiled out.

*CrossanA Long Way from Tipperar®6.
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scholar and reflective academic, to “say clearly” what he had “discovelfetthé
institutional beliefs matched his academic conclusions, all would have beemwell;
actuality, a wide and growing chasm separated Crossan’s personal aorscfusm
Catholic dogma and praxis, and all was not well. Thus, Crossan became certain that he
was going to have to leave the priesthood in order to retain his academicyirntegrit
Crossan does not have an axe to grind against the Catholic Church; he left the
Servite Order willingly, remains a professing member of the Church, and cannatreonce
of being anything other than a Catholic ChrisfiarCrossan does, however, lament the
conflict created by his vow of obedience and his academic freedom. Scholars of any
stripe, he insists, should not be censured. As a fellow researcher, | heatiy.c
It should be pointed out, however, that no one was questioning Crossan’s right
as a scholar to disseminate the results of his academic research. Whahgas be
guestioned was Crossan’s right to disseminate scholarly conclusions that émtalam
contradicted the tenets of faith which he had assented to as a priest-pnfdgadhe
Servite Order of the Roman Catholic Church. Crossan had voluntarily enteredvike Ser
Order, took monastic vows, and willingly took a vow of obedience, including a pledge to

uphold and promote the core doctrine of the universal Catholic Church.

*Ybid., 77.

2| have been asked, quite often, what drives ifésiine of research. | have been told, quite
often, that | must be anti-dogmatic, anti-eccldstal or anti-fundamentalist, that, having lefeth
priesthood and monasticism, | must be seeking exatibest or revenge at worst. Maybe. But dogmatism
or fundamentalism, which have certainly scarre@therribly, have not really hurt me early enoogh
badly enough to warrant hidden attack. And, whileak a priest and a religious scholar, | was chaggpy.
When | wasn't, | left. | sense in myself no hidégrenda of either excuse or revenge.” Crossan, “€&yys
7. In another setting, Crossan writes, “In 1966ftl the order and the priesthood and managedhagdd,
to disentangle being a priest from being a sch&ar.| am often asked, is it all revenge? You idten
attack the Roman Catholic Church and/or Christjamitgeneral and/or the Bible in particular? | cann
find anywhere in my heart a desire or need to kttecany of those fronts.” Crossaitho Killed Jesus
214.
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Crossan is absolutely correct to argue that a scholar’s integrityupestshis
freedom to “say honestly what they have learned and to say clearly what vieey ha
discovered.”® At the same time, however, the integrity of a voluntary religious or
philosophical community or institution rests upon a shared doctrinal core which is
supported by members of the institutional hierarchy or community leadership.
Individuals join the local Humanist and Atheist Society because they share tbgy’'Soc
belief in the non-existence of supernatural deities; leaders within the ranvane
expected to uphold the central tenets of the Society. The Society could certanatetol
the membership of individuals who reject (or perhaps just redefine) centcbdsaai
faith; but they cannot so tolerate such fundamental dissension within the ranks of
leadership. Similarly, leaders within local Marxist chapters can ralyobalexpected to
support the central elements of Communist teaching; leaders within theenihete
century American abolitionist movement were required to share in their oppdsitihe
institution of slavery. If a leader came to reject some of the doctrirg| leeror she
could reasonably be expected to willingly resign his or her position. In the yrdikeht
that such a leader refused to voluntarily leave, it would be reasonable to &epect t
organization to force them out in order to maintain the core commitments of the group.

To bring the issue closer to Crossan’s heart, the Jesus Seminar, co-founded by
Crossan and Robert Funk, is committed to certain theological tenets conckening t
historical Jesus of Nazareth and the rise of early Christianityt, Fiesus of Nazareth

did not refer to himself as the Messiah, nor did he claim to be a divine being . . . These

*CrossanA Long Way from Tipperar®6.
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are claims that some people in the early church made about YeSecbnd, “at the

heart of Jesus’ teaching and actions was a vision of life under the reign of Godlger, i
empire of God) in which God’s generosity and goodness is regarded as the model and
measure of human lif€> Third, Jesus did not hold “an apocalyptic view of the reign (or
kingdom) of God.*® Fourth, “in Jesus’ teaching the reign of God is a vision of what life
in this world could be, not a vision of life in a future world that would soon be brought
into being by a miraculous act of Gotl."Fifth, “although the Gospel of John has been
an important source for Christian theology and piety, it is of little use as @esafur
information about the historical Jesd8.’Alternative lists of Jesus Seminar dogma can

and have been compil&y.

**Roy W. Hoover, “Introduction,” ifProfiles of Jesused. Roy W. Hoover (Santa Rosa, CA:
Polebridge, 2002), 3. Polebridge is the publisking of the Westar Institute, the parent organizatibthe
Jesus SeminaProfiles of Jesusvas published as the culmination of the first tigejears of the Jesus
Seminar’s deliberations; it contains essays bytéaur different Jesus Seminar Fellows on the basic
contours of their best historical reconstructiode$us of Nazareth. In his introduction to the citatipn,
Hoover notes that the profiles “offer some diffgriperspectives on Jesus,” but also notes that ‘dfszy
are in agreement about certain matters of crugipbrtance in any attempt to gain an informed viéw o
him as a figure of history.” Ibid., 3. The subsenfuést of agreements is fairly minimal, but has fa
reaching consequences. It is provided here simptggtimony to the core tenets of faith held bydves of
the Jesus Seminar.

**Hoover, “Introduction,” 3.
*bid., 4.

*Ibid.

*Hbid.

*For example, the introduction to the Jesus Sensifave Gospeldists “the seven pillars of
scholarly wisdom,” which necessarily (from theirgeective) govern historical Jesus research. Those
seven pillars are (1) sharp distinction betweerhil®rical Jesus and the Christ of faith; (2) Symoptic
gospels are much closer to the historical Jesustti@spiritualized Jesus of John; (3) Markan [it§ip(4)
identification of Q as a hypothetical source fortMaw and Luke; (5) recognition that Jesus was
thoroughly non-eschatological; (6) distinctive beem oral culture and print culture; (7) the Gospelst
be assumed to be embellished, mythical narratixpsessing the church’s faith rather than historical
accounts. Robert W. Funk, Roy W. Hoover, and tlseiss&eminaiThe Five Gospels: The Search for the
Authentic Words of Jesslew York: Macmillan, 1993), 2-5.

Greg Boyd identifies the core tenets of the Jesusi®ar's reconstructed Jesus: (1) non-
apocalypticism; (2) taught and lived subversiverfsiof social behavior; (3) utilized aphoristic waiid
wisdom; (4) had no consciousness of being in anyditeine or messianic; (5) salvation was pursuing a
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Given the Jesus Seminar’s core beliefs about Jesus of Nazareth, one does not
expect to find William Lane Craig or N. T. Wright amongst their memberdDipe can
be nearly certain, additionally, that such evangelical (or in the Jesus&®ami
estimation, fundamentali§®)will not be found within the Fellows of the Seminar.

Indeed, the fourteen scholars published in the SemiRanfes of Jesusall share the

core commitments listed above. Is that somehow discreditable? No—on theygontrar
the Jesus Seminar is a voluntary scholangtheological society; it is therefore quite
appropriate to expect all its core members (teaching members, or in tisutlas
Fellows) to share, defend, and promote the same doctrinal core.

No one forces scholars to join the Jesus Seminar; just as no one forced Crossan
to join the Servite Order. No one expects Jesus Seminar fellows to agree ootavefy
Jesus’ person, words, and works; just as no one expects ordained Catholic scholar-monks
to agree on every theological detail. But in addition, no one expects just anybody to
assume a prominent role as a Jesus Seminar Fellow; just as no one expettbgdst a
to be able to assume the dual role of a professor and an ordained monk. On the contrary,
one expects Jesus Seminar Fellows to adhere to the core doctrine held in coniimeon by
Seminar; just as one should expect ordained Servite seminary professors tacatheere
core doctrines of the Order.

As a scholarly monk, a priest-professor who had freely and intentionally taken
monastic vows, Crossan was voluntarily committed to the purpose and doctrinal core of

the Servites and the Roman Catholic Church. Naturally, no one had the prerogative to

achieving the kingdom of God here and now; (6) névended to begin an organization or new religion
(7) his death had no salvific significance. GregarBoyd, Cynic Sage or Son of Gog®heaton, IL:
Victor, 1995), 62.
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tell Crossan what he could or could not believe, discover, conclude, or promulgate
through his writing. At the same time, however, Crossan had voluntarily relinduighe
freedom to disseminate conclusions which were fundamentally at odds with thealoctri
core of his chosen monastic order. Crossan had vowed to adhere to and uphold the
teaching of the Catholic Church. His scholarly endeavors, however, led him to
conclusions which were outside the bounds of institutional Catholicism. When it became
clear to all involved that Crossan’s fundamental theological conclusions werargdatr

the Order’s, it became incumbent upon Crossan to voluntarily leave.

Crossan’s 1969 departure from the Servite Order, then, was not a lamentable
resignation forced by infringements upon his academic freedom; rathes, ih&aatural
termination of a freely-chosen teaching position with a voluntary religiotituin.
Crossan’s departure resulted from emerging disagreements over certinhtitanets.
Crossan has legitimate concerns about the way he was treated by hidraugi@dars
prior to his 1969 dispensation. But, contrary to the implicit picture he customarily draws,
the fundamental issue surrounding his departure from the Servite Order waadsohiac
freedom or scholarly integrity; rather, it was institutional integaitg the nature of
voluntary religious orders. Crossan entered the Servite Order of his own aocbiabla
monastic vows voluntarily. He evidently did not object to the vows or the doctrinal
commitments at that tinf8. When he no longer shared the doctrinal commitments, and
could no longer adhere to the vow of monastic obedience, he needed to leave. His

departure reflected his (change in?) theological commitments.

®Funk, Hoover, and the Jesus Semiiiue Five Gospeldl.

®1f he had, it would have been incumbent upon hianpiersonal integrity, to refrain from
entering the Order or taking vows in the first glac
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From Priest-Professor
to Public Intellectual

Crossan received his dispensation from the Servite Order and married
Margaret in the summer of 1969, ending his time as a scholarly monk, and marking his
official transition from the monastery to non-sectarian acad&m@rossan contacted
several schools about the possibility of teaching there, including Notre Dahi@wola,
both of whom had earlier approached him. He found himself regularly rebuffed: “It was
never a question of my competence, but only of my ex-priest status and/or my
controversial orthodoxy®® Nonetheless, Crossan was hired at DePaul University in
Chicago in time for the 1969 fall semester, and has remained there evéf since

In addition to his full-time teaching duties at DePaul, John Dominic Crossan
has been a remarkably prolific researcher, writer, and speaker. He bedshipgibl
articles focusing on Jesus’ paralifeand historical-critical study of the Gospé&is,

culminating in his first (post-Servite) bodk, Parables published in 1978’

2CrossanA Long Way from Tipperang9-91.
*bid., 91.

|t is a tribute to DePaul’s integrity that it waslling to judge me in terms of academic
competency rather than dogmatic orthodoxy. Theegnain, out of gratitude and loyalty, but more ofut
profound respect for that integrity.” Crossan, “Alst the Whole Truth,” 6.

®E.g., John Dominic Crossan, “The Parable of thekaticHusbandmen,Journal of Biblical
Literature 90 (1971): 451-65; idem, “Parable and Exampld@Teaching of JesudYew Testament
Studiesl8 (1971-72): 285-307; idem, “Parable as Religiand Poetic ExperienceJournal of Religiorb3
(1973): 330-358.

®E.g., John Dominic Crossan, “Redaction and Citaitiollark 11:9-10 and 11:17Biblical
Researchl7 (1972): 33-50.

®7John Dominic Crossain Parables: The Challenge of the Historical JegNew York:
Harper & Row, 1973).
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Throughout the 1970s and early 1980s, Crossan continued to publish extensively, with a
particular focus upon literary criticism and parable interpret&fion.

In the midst of teaching and publishing, personal tragedy struck. Margaret
Dagenais, Crossan’s wife of fourteen years, suffered a serious haektattApril 30,
1983. She died on June 4 the same year after another hearthttaxke years later,
Crossan married Sarah Sext8nSarah was an adult learner in Crossan’s DePaul classes
who graduated in 1981. Though married at the time, Sarah was divorced in 1984; the two
started dating shortly thereafter, fell deeply in love, and were married insAL§86"*

In the later 1980s, Crossan’s focus shifted toward historical Jesus research in
particular. He delved into a comprehensive study of extant sources of the J#sas tra
with an emphasis upon extracanonical gospels, letters, and fragfments.

The best-sellingdistorical Jesusserves as the fulcrum of John Dominic
Crossan’s care€r. First, it marked the culmination of the previous twenty years of

Crossan’s scholarship. Crossan had always been fascinated by and focused upon the

®83John Dominic Crossaffhe Dark Interval: Towards a Theology of Stéijles, IL: Argus,
1975);idem,Raid on the Articulate: Comic Eschatology in Jeand BorgegNew York: Harper & Row,
1976); idemFinding Is the First Act: Trove Folktales and Jéstieasure ParablgMissoula: Scholars,
1979); idemCliffs of Fall: Paradox and Polyvalence in the Phhas of JesufNew York: Seabury, 1980);
idem, A Fragile Craft: The Work of Amos Niven Wildéhico, CA: Scholars, 1981); and ideim,
Fragments: The Aphorisms of Jeg8&n Francisco: Harper & Row, 1983). Numerouglagifrom the
same time frame also focus on literary criticisetigularly articles published iBemeiaa journal co-
founded by Crossan dedicated to experimental atithgtedge literary interpretation of the Bible.

®CrossanA Long Way from Tipperari23.
Ipid., 177.
"pid., 179.

"2John Dominic Crossafrour Other Gospels: Shadows on the Contours of @ano
(Minneapolis: Winston, 1985); iderBayings Parallels: A Workbook for the Jesus Tradi{Philadelphia:
Fortress, 1986); idenThe Cross That Spoke: The Origins of the Passiamaiée (San Francisco: Harper
& Row, 1988).

3John Dominic Crossaffhe Historical Jesus: The Life of a Mediterraneawikh Peasant
(New York: HarperSanFrancisco, 1991).
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person and teaching of Jesus of Nazaretfihim Historical Jesyshe brought his
previous two decades of literary and historical criticism to bear in consguus vision
of Jesus as a peasant Jewish cynic. Second, it brought Crossan into the limelight both
academically and publicly. Crossan’s early work on literary @mand extracanonical
gospels had garnered the attention of other schlatee Historical Jesyshowever,
brought Crossan considerably more visibility:
Crossan was catapulted from relative scholarly obscurity to notoriety in 1991, when
New York Timeeeligion editor Peter Steinfels decided to review simultaneously
two very different books about the historical Jesus, one by Crossan and the other by

John Meier. . . . In their wisdom, the editors of Tii@esdecided to put Steinfels’s
double review on the front page. And that wés it.

TheNew York Timeseview of The Historical Jesukunched the book to the
top of the religious best-seller chart, where it remained for six months. Hishparbli
Harper San Francisco, sponsored a lengthy tour to promote the book, and Crossan
appeared in numerous bookstores and newspapers, and on many television and radio
programs, presenting his fundamental conclusions regarding Jesus.TAétdstorical
Jesusmoved Crossan from the relative obscurity of teaching and publishing in the
academic world to prominence as a public intellectual.

The Historical Jesuthus served as a fulcrum in Crossan’s academic career
both in culminating his prior scholarship and launching his public career. It also
provided the theoretical, concrete, and responsive basis for Crossan’s research and

writing for the subsequent two decades. Questions hinted at but not dealt With in

"See, e.g., Brown, “Th&ospel of Peteand Canonical Gospel Priority,” the publication of
Brown’s SBL presidential address which stronglysiismed Crossan’s hypotheses conceriiing Gospel
of Peterpresented ifrour Other Gospels

Shanks, “The Bad Boy of Historical Jesus Studigd,”26.
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Historical Jesusvere examined in future work8. In future works, Crossan would also
engage scholars who responded to his historical Jesus research in writing or in public
dialogue’’ Crossan retired from his full-time teaching responsibilities at DeRd995,
but remains on faculty as Professor Emeritus. John and Sarah Crossan moved from
Chicago to Florida, where he continues to write and lecture.

Over the course of Crossan’s forty-year (post-Servite) academer chechas
authored twenty books, co-authored another six (three with Marcus Borg, two with
Jonathan Reed, and one with Richard Watts), contributed forty-eight chapters to
compilations, and published another sixty-three articles in academic and popudalsour
He has lectured at fifty-six scholarly conferences, been invited to delasly one
hundred and fifty academic lectures, and presented over two hundred and fifty popular

lectures and address@sHe continues to write and speak prolificdiyand his scholarly

®E.g., CrossarThe Birth of Christianitydealing with how the life and death of Jesus
eventually resulted in the Christian Church oftthied and fourth centuries.

"CrossanWho Killed Jesusesponded to Raymond Brown’s critiques. Luke Ttmgo
Johnson’s critiques and alternative proposals wagaged in a lengthy dialogue; see Crossan, Luke
Timothy Johnson, and Werner H. Kelb&he Jesus Controversy: Perspectives in Conflibe Rockwell
Lecture Series (Harrisburg, PA: Trinity, 1999). iRgys Crossan’s most noteworthy interaction has been
with N. T. Wright. See, e.g., N. T. Wright, “Takinige Text with Her Pleasure: A Post-Post-Modernist
Response to J Dominic CrossHme Historical Jesus: The Life of a Mediterraneawish Peasarit
Theology96 (1993): 303-10; N. T. Wright, “A New Birth? AMrticle Review of John Dominic Crossan's
The Birth of Christianity: Discovering What Happena the Years Immediately after the Execution of
Jesus,’Scottish Journal of Theolod®8 (2000): 72-91; and John Dominic Crossan, “BidsBlot: A Reply
to N T Wright's Review of The Birth of ChristianjtyScottish Journal of Theolod8 (2000): 92-112. The
two also headlined the inaugural Greer-Heard PGounterpoint Forum at New Orleans Baptist
Theological Seminary in 2005; their dialogue wasrg@ublished iThe Resurrection of Jesus: John
Dominic Crossan and N. T. Wright in Dialogwesl. Robert B. Stewart (Minneapolis: Fortress,800

"®Information derived from John Dominic Crossan, ‘lessional Resume,” [on-line], accessed
21 September 2010, http://www.johndominiccrossan/@vofessional%20Resume.htm; Internet.

“Crossan has a further book currently under contitbtHarperOneParables: How Jesus
with Parables became Christ in Parablés be published in 2011. His public lecture schedor 2010
included twenty-one engagements, including the Gisard point-counterpoint Forum at New Orleans
Baptist Theological Seminary in conjunction witke tBouthwest regional meeting of the Evangelical
Theological Society.
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conclusions are widely disseminated through his books, popular lectures, and public
appearance®.

Simply put, John Dominic Crossan has been arguably the most prominent,
popular, persuasive, and prolific historical Jesus scholar of the past afty. yd. T.
Wright, despite sharp criticism and disagreement with his conclusions, hesisa@ as
the pre-eminent figure in contemporary historical Jesus res&adhn Dominic
Crossan has, indeed, come a long way from Tipperary; from humble roots in 1930s rural

Ireland to prominent Irish-American historical Jesus scholar.

A Long Way from Rome:
A Theological Sketch

The thesis of this dissertation is that John Dominic Crossan’s metaphorical
reconstruction of Jesus’ resurrection is driven not by methodology or textual eyidence
but rather by the logic of his theological worldview presuppositions. That is,aDiess
resurrection destination is determined by his theological starting point. aGross

acknowledges the influential role of presuppositions in historical Jesus researc

8Crossan has also been featured on 36 televisiararts, been interviewed live on 246 radio
shows, and had his work featured in 28 popular ziaga and 128 newspapers.

8lCrossan towers above the rest of the renewed ‘Rewst’, in just the same way as
Schweitzer and Bultmann tower above most of twémientury scholarship, and for much the same
reasons. He, like them, has had the courage ttheaghole picture, to think his hypothesis throboglthe
end, to try out radically new ideas, to write it in a highly engaging manner, and to debgpeliicly
without acrimony. With enemies like these, who reknds.” N. T. WrightJesus and the Victory of
God vol. 2 ofChristian Origins and the Question of G@dinneapolis: Fortress, 1996), 65. Christopher
Tuckett similarly disputes many of Crossan’s cositdns while lauding his scholarship: “Crossan has
earned high praise and much comment for many aspébis work, including his ability and willingnes
to exploit to the full many sociological and anthotogical studies in seeking to build up a portodit
Jesus.” Tuckett, “The Historical Jesus, CrossanMethodology,” inText und Geschichte: Facetten
Theologischen Arbeitens aus dem Freundes- und Stineils ed. Stefan Maser and Egbert Schlarb
(Marburg: Elwert, 1999), 257-58.
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Methods for historical Jesus research depend on gospel presuppositions. . . . The
validity of one’s Jesus-conclusions stand or fall with that of one’s gospel-
presuppositions. If mine are wrong, then all is delu&fon.

Conclusions and decisions about the historical Jesus areblyeieryongatop

their presuppositions about the gospels. Mistakes about foundations can bring

superstructures tumbling down either partially or totally. . . . Wrong
presuppositions, wrong conclusidiis.

Crossan is stating, rightly, that assumptions about the nature, composition, and
reliability of the gospels are crucial. In that manner, where one ends upnsidged
largely by where one begins. At various points in his scholarship, Crossan delmgates
gospel starting-points, and admits that much of his reconstruction depends upon the
legitimacy and accuracy of those starting-poffits.

What Crossan calls “gospel presuppositions” are not, however, presuppositions
per se®° That is, they are nat priori commitments that he brings to his scholarship.
Rather, he has adopted the historical views of certain scholars, testetthtbegh his
own study of the Gospels, deemed them to be reliable and trustworthy, and thereafter
accepted them as conclusions of study and the basis from which to engage in further
scholarship. In this way, his “gospel presuppositions” are both conclidsoomand

foundational starting point®er his study of the historical Jesus. Crossan states,

83John Dominic Crossan, “What Victory? What God? Aieer Debate with N. T. Wright on
Jesus and the Victory of G8d&cottish Journal of Theolod0 (1997): 351.

8CrossanThe Birth of Christianity96. Emphasis original.

#Crossan provides five “gospel presuppositions” ing8an,Jesus xii-xiii; ten in Crossan and
Reed,Excavating Jesy¥-10; and six in idenT he Birth of Christianity109-12, 119-20. Crossan regularly
insists, however, that he did not “simply accepisthpresuppositions from two hundred years of previ
scholarship,” but spent the 1960s “confirming théor”himself. Crossan, “The Final WordZolloquium
31 (1999): 148.

&Thus, I will not designate them gospel presuppmssitiin this dissertation; rather, | will call
them material investments, a term that will beyfdliscussed and defined in chapter 4.
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By presupposition$ do not mean positions beyond current debate or even future
change. Neither do | mean theological commitments. Rather, | mean historica
judgments based on present evidence and requiring constant future testing against
hew theory, method, evidence, or experience. | have learned these presuppositions
from scholarly tradition, have studied them internally, have tested themakter

and have found them consistently more persuasive than their alternatives. But if
they are wrong, then everything based on them is questionable; and if they are
provedwrong, then everything based on them will have to be re¥fone.

Crossan’s perception of the importance and influence of material investments
seems both reasonable and accurate. Accordingly, chapter 4 of thiatiesevill
examine and evaluate a number of Crossan’s gospel material investfriestts.
however, it is necessary to delve deeper, and examine the theological -gtairtiisg
which lie beyond the gospel starting-points. The thesis of this dissertatioh is tha
Crossan’s theological presuppositions,d@riori commitments about the nature of the
world, faith, and God, strongly direct his gospel material investments and drive him

inexorably to embrace a metaphorical reconstruction of Jesus’ resurecti

Theological Presuppositions:
Inviolable Starting-Points

While Crossan appreciates the influence of gospel starting-points, his
scholarship generally neglects or downplays the rolethleatogicalpresuppositions play
in reconstructing the historical Jesus. Indeed, at times Crossan seemfsse gospel
hypotheses with fundamental theological presuppositions. He argues (cotrectly,
believe) that his “surface disagreemefitstiith William Lane Craig on the historicity of

Christ’s resurrection stem from the fact that they “start from ardiftetheological-

8 CrossanThe Birth of Christianity109. Emphasis original.

87By “surface,” Crossan does not méaconsequentialbut rathereadily apparent That is,
the surface disagreements are those that areyctadent to the reader or listener. Craig holda titeral
bodily resurrection of Jesus, while Crossan intetgpthe resurrection as a metaphor for Jesus'raoedi
presence amongst his followers’ community.
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historical nexus® However, Crossan is not, despite appearances, referring to core
worldview presuppositions; rather, he is taking about different material mgett that
evangelical and liberal scholars make regarding the gospels. Thusliagt¢orCrossan,
Craig “believes that everything in the Gospels that can be taken jitenallhistorically
should be so taken.consider that to be a theological presuppositi@sed on an a
priori belief about what divine inspiration must d8.'What about Crossan’s own
theological-historical nexus? Crossan insists that critical schiilee himself) think
“that some stories that could be taken literally were intended to be and shouldbe take
symbolically instead. | . .. consider [this] position to lhestorical judgment *°

It is interesting to note that Crossan malkissorical judgmentsvhile Craig
employstheological presuppositionCrossan acknowledges the difficulty: “Group A
[evangelical scholars] might well say that Group B’s [Crossan’s] posgisimply an
alternative, a priori theological presupposition. . . . That is an honest discussion which
deserves to be continued, and it is my hope that it can be contitiugti& honest
discussion, Crossan states, “will require abstention from caricature on bothlsaizss
not help to argue that one’s opponents are less logical, rational, or critical tisatf one

when, in fact, they are just as logical, rational, and criboaWwork from divergent

presuppositiond® If, however, Crossan acknowledges that he and Craig are working

#Crossan, “Reflections on a Debate,” 148.
#Ibid. Emphasis added.

“1bid. Emphasis added.

*libid., 149.

“Ibid. Emphasis added.
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from divergent presuppositions, why does he classify his own starting-point as a
historical judgment and Craig’s as a theological presupposition?

It is even more illuminating to note Crossan’s confusion regarding the nature
of presuppositions. Crossan and Craig do indeed approach the canonical Gospels with
different governing assumptions. But their contrary positions regarding ajapeopr
Gospel hermeneutics are based on deeper theological presuppositions. Crassan, ag
seems unaware of this.

Crossan has acknowledged that his gospel starting-points are not inviolable;
his fundamental theological presuppositions, however, are in a different cateduay. T
is, his self-identified theological presuppositions serve as an inaliemaivlddtion for
his scholarship in a way that his “gospel presuppositions” do not. In the remairiier of
chapter, three of Crossan’s self-acknowledged theological presuppositions will be
examined—religious pluralism, human finitude, and divine consistency. Each of them
will be shown to be inviolable precept for Crossan, held without apparent examination or
critical reflection. That is, Crossan’s theological presuppositions are foomalsut
unquestioned; they are uncritically accepted and applied. Crossan will be tthibave
inherited these theological presuppositions from the streams of deisticophyosnd
liberal biblical scholarship examined in chapter 2. The impact that eambdloal
presupposition has upon Crossan’s reconstruction of Jesus’ resurrection will be
evaluated. Crossan’s theological presuppositions will be shown to inevitably direct hi
gospel starting-points, his methodology, and his conclusions about the historical Jesus,

particularly the resurrection.
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The Holy and Religious Pluralism
Crossan argues in favor of religious pluralism, insisting that the major world

religions are equally valid responses to divine redfitgrossan holds that religion is like

9% see—whether Christians like it or not, whethersla Christian like it or not, or whether
Muslims like it or not—that religions are equallglid ways of experiencing the Holy.” Crossan, qdate
Halsted, “The Orthodox Unorthodoxy of John Domi@imssan,” 517.

Crossan'’s religious pluralism builds upon the tle¢ioal and practical work of John Hick and
Paul Knitter in particular. John Hickhe Rainbows of Faith: Critical Dialogues on Retigs Pluralism
(London: SCM, 1995); idenT,he Metaphor of God Incarnate: Christology in a Rllistic Age(Louisville:
Westminster John Knox, 1993); Paul Knittidg Other Name? A Critical Survey of Christian Aidies
toward the World Religion@varyknoll, NY: Orbis, 1985). Knitter, Hick, anfhllowing them, Crossan,
argue that the differences between the world’gji@tlis are outweighed by their fundamental simiksitn
structure, orientation, and goals. Pluralism seekgomote mutual tolerance and respect between
religions, but only at the cost of watering dowrdownright rejecting each religion’s distinctivesients.

Religious pluralism has academic proponents andlpojollowers. Pluralism has also
attracted vigorous critique and engagement acrgggetrum of scholars. Most recently, Boston Celleg
professor of religion Stephen Prothero, no allyradlitional Christianity, stridently rejects thetiom that
religions are fundamentally the same. “It [is] fiastable to affirm that all religions are beautifuid all are
true. This claim . . . is as odd as it is intriggitNo one argues that different economic systenmolitical
regimes are one and the same. Capitalism and sociate so obviously at odds that their differences
hardly bear mentioning. . . . Yet scholars contitmelaim that religious rivals . . . are, by someacle of
the imagination, essentially the same.” Stephetthero,God is Not One: The Eight Rival Religions That
Run the World—and Why Their Differences Mafidéew York: HarperOne, 2010), 1. Prothero arguas th
the notion that “all religions are the same s.aiovely sentiment but it is dangerous, disrepeand
untrue.” Ibid., 2-3. Instead, he argues, “The warleligions . . . diverge sharply on doctrineyai,
mythology, experience, and law.” Ibid., 3. Ultimigteeligious pluralism “is neither accurate nohieally
responsible. God is not one. Faith in the unityetifyions is just that—faith. And the leap thatges there
is an act of the hyperactive imagination.” Ibid.

The strongest, most comprehensive, and most iriglghitique of religious pluralism,
however, comes from the pen of Harold Netland, gssdr of religion and intercultural studies at ifyin
Evangelical Divinity School in Deerfield, lllinoi$larold NetlandEncountering Religious Pluralism: The
Challenge to Christian Faith and MissigPowners Grove, IL: IVP, 2001). Netland traces Itinth and
growth of pluralism (ibid., 23-123), as well as thevelopment of Hick’s pluralistic theology (ibid.58-
78), before turning a critical eye to pluralismidib 181-246). Netland notes, “Diversity in appeena,
behavior or belief often is rooted in fundameniéfedences in the respective religious worldviews.

And since each religion typically regards its ovatiéfs as true, such conflicts produce what isroétalled
the problem of conflicting truth claims.” Ibid., 18Thus, “Careful examination of the basic tenéthe
various religions demonstrates that, far from t@agkhe same thing, they have radically different
perspectives on the religious ultimate, the hunmadipament, and the nature of salvation. Any attemp
produce an essential unity in outlook among theymaligions will result in distorting at least somtthe
actual beliefs of followers of the various traditso” Ibid., 183. Religious pluralism as espousedHink
(and Crossan) is inevitably “reductionistic,” ramreting “troublesome doctrines so as to accomiteoda
them within his theory. But to the extent that majligious traditions do not find their beliefsas they are
understood within the respective traditions — ad#égjy accounted for by Hick’s analysis, his modeha
general theory about the religions is called integtion.” 1bid., 232. Hick, like Crossan, can oahgue
that all religions are fundamentally the same lmjaaly reinterpreting and redefining the centealdts of
the various world religions, thereby rendering themecognizable to proponents. “When the meanifigs o
[religious] terms within their religious traditiorase retained, it becomes absurd to suppose tiatath
denote the same religious ultimate.” Ibid., 240e Skso idemDissonant Voices: Religious Pluralism and
the Question of TrutfiGrand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1991). Netland’s critigiuesligious pluralism is both
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language: human beings are hard-wired for both in the abstract, but ezalized as a

concrete particulat! Furthermore, Crossan hypothesizes that religions are all,
Trinitarian in structure. . . . There is, first of all, thdtimate referenknown in
supreme metaphors. . . . There is, next, saoraterial manifestation. . where that

ultimate referent is met and experienced. There is, finally, at lea&itrfal
believerto begin with and eventually to end with.

Elsewhere, Crossan identifies the trinitarian structure as “metapgholocality, and
particularity,” but it seems that the terminology is interchangeable Wialeneaning is
fundamentally unaltered.

According to Crossan, early Christians found in Jesumtterial
manifestatiorof theultimate referentand thus becanfaithful believergroclaiming
God in Christ. Crossan insists that thiemate referenshould not be conceived of
exclusively in theistic terminology. Thus, Crossan prefers to avoid terminololgyasuc

“God” in religious studies, preferring the “common rubric of the HSly Elsewhere,

incisive and persuasive. Crossan’s presuppositioaligious pluralism ought to be rejected as “denogis,
disrespectful, and untrue.” Prothef®od is Not Ong2-3.

%Crossan acknowledges his “presupposition” thagjiei is “a permanent and necessary
interaction with the mystery that surrounds us.Religion, for me, is like language. We are natdd
wired for this one or that one but we are hard-evi@ the process itself.” John Dominic Crossan, “A
Future for the Christian Faith,” in Robert Funkaét The Once and Future Jes(anta Rosa, CA:
Polebridge, 2000), 115. See also Crossanong Way from Tipperan®9-100.

%John Dominic Crossan, “Some Theological Conclusfoms My Historical Jesus
Research,Living Pulpit3 (1994): 18. Emphasis original. Crossan’s “Tarnian structure” of all religions,
interestingly, empties Christian Trinitarianismitsfdistinctive emphases. A Christian who embrabes
Triune Godhead represented by God the Father,e&®aohiHoly Spirit would almost certainly find Cros&an
Triune “ultimate referent, . . . material manifd&ta, . . . and faithful believer” utterly alien@én
unrepresentative. Crossan has again, it seemsaeetba traditional doctrine (Trinity) only by raaliy
redefining it, in the process removing its histatjorthodox content.

%Crossan, “A Future for the Christian Faith,” 11@eTultimate referent in his earlier work can
only be referenced through metaphors, the matewalifestation of the Holy occurs in a specific ldga
and faithful believers possess the particular faitthe metaphor (ultimate referent) through theality
(material manifestation). Crossan’s earlier terrugg is more infused with meaning; but the lattéad is
an effective short-hand once one grasps his basierstanding of religion.

"CrossanA Long Way from Tipperanf01. It should be emphasized that Crossan ordidav
specifically theistic “God” terminology when in atemic religious studies context, or in dialoguehwit
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Crossan identifies four major metaphors used to refer to the Holy—"person

(Christianity); state of being (Buddhism); order in the universe but no orderer

(Confucianism); and power (primal religior” In Crossan’s estimation, particular

religious responses to the Holy (whichever metaphor is used) are equally valid.
Religion represents, for me, some response to what I'm going to put down in the
widest terms | can use, ‘the mystery that surrounds us.’ . . . | see religioeiy as
much like languages. English and Russian are equally valid languagesy equall
valid to express whatever they want to express. |see . .. that religions dise equa
valid ways of experiencing the Holy. But they're also equally particulanjjesa
language”?

The world’s major religions are equally valid responses to the Holy, and use
different metaphors to describe and relate to the K8IyAs a consequence, Crossan
holds that the metaphors and parables used by various religions should be accepted on the
same terms. Thus, the narrative of Jesus’ miraculous conception in Matthew and Luke

must be treated on a par with the divine conceptions of Caesar Augustus, Alékander

Great, and the Buddha. “Either all such divine conceptions . . . should be accepted

followers of other religions. When writing as a l@tc Christian or speaking to an audience abaait th
historical Jesus, Crossan is comfortable using “@sdan appropriate referent to the Holy, since the
terminology is understood and accepted within thesfian theistic tradition.

%From the 2005 Greer-Heard Point-Counterpoint Fodiatogue featuring Crossan N. T.
Wright, cited in R. Douglas Geivett, “The Epistemgy of Religion Belief,” inThe Resurrection of Jesus
104.

“Halsted, “The Unorthodox Orthodoxy of John Domi@imssan,” 517.

1%crossan’s religious pluralism is based, in pargrupis understanding that God (‘the Holy’)
is fundamentally unnameable and unidentifiableeffecting upon Moses’ calling at Mount Sinai (Exisd
3), Crossan writes, “God’s reply to Moses’s queast®) in effect, ‘My name is the unnameable oneif B
that is a contradiction in terms. It both gives a@ogés not give a name—it is a bush that both bamas
does not burn—at the same time. In other words dtwarning to Moses and us that we cannot evigy fu
adequately, or completely name the Holy One. Gddridamentally unnameable.” John Dominic Crossan,
The Greatest Prayer: Rediscovering the Revolutipmdessage of the Lord’s Pray@ew York:
HarperOne, 2010), 56.
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literally and miraculously or all of them should be accepted metaphorasally

theologically.™®*

Religious pluralism and Jesus’ resurrection.What are the implications of
Crossan’s view of human religiosity for the resurrection of Jesus ChristheQurface,
there is no essential link between them; one could theoretically accepsihediaity
of all human religions and still affirm the traditional conception of Jesus’ bodily

resurrection. Crossan, however, insists on the fundamentally metaphorical nétere of

%CrossanThe Birth of Christianity28. Crossan goes on, “It is not morally acceptablsay
directly and openly that our story is truth but g®is myth; ours is history but yours is lie.” Qtiess
immediately arise: Why? And why not? Why shoulddiine conception stories be accepted on the same
terms? Why must they be either all literal or aditaphorical? Why is it unethical to call one fictiand
another history? lin historical factone is fiction and another history, | would hdido be unethical to
treat them the same. The crucial question seelms tbeir status as a historical truth-claim. Iftbstories
are intended to be metaphorical (e.g., Aesop’shwhich Crossan is fond of citing), then of celtss
inappropriate to interpret one literally and theestmetaphorically. But if one, or both, are présdras
historical truth-claims, not metaphorical fabldgen they must be interpreted and evaluated acagiydin

For example, consider two stories warning of theggas of humiliating defeated enemies.
One, an Aesopian fable, portrays an alpha malehioniliating a defeated younger rival, only to see
younger rival grow in strength while nursing adrithatred toward the victorious alpha male. Evdhijtua
the younger rival is as strong as his enemy, anduighes him in a battle which devastates andessétte
pride. The other story, an historical account effilst half of the twentieth century, relates themiliation
of Germany in the Treaty of Versailles, and tradoew the wounded German spirit paved the way for the
rise of militant nationalism and eventually the Nigzanny which cast a shadow over all of EuropetiB
stories contain powerful meaning and convey trhath;one of them is intended as an historical accoun
while the other is an intentional metaphor. Inteting them on the same grounds violates both.aros
insistence that the narratives of divine concepiio@reco-Roman paganism, early Christianity, and
Buddhism must be accorded the same status (irybsa@early metaphorical) assumes without argument
that the stories must all have been intended aaphetical parables.

C. S. Lewis argues cogently that those who perddieeanonical Gospels as primarily
mythical are too unacquainted with the genre ofmtgtmake an educated judgment on the issue. Hs not
the similarities between Christian and pagan diepistof dying-and-rising saviors or gods, but thetes,
“the differences between the Pagan Christs . d tla@ Christ Himself is much what we should expect
find [if the former are myths and the latter mytime true]. The Pagan stories are all about someying
and rising, either every year, or else nobody knaWwsre and nobody knows when. The Christian s®ry i
about a historical personage, whose execution eatated pretty accurately, under a named Roman
magistrate, and with whom the society that He faghid in a continuous relation down to the predemt
It is not the difference between falsehood andhtrlttis the difference between a real event orote
hand and dim dreams or premonitions of that sareatean the other. It is like watching something eom
gradually into focus; first it hangs in the cloumfamyth and ritual, vast and vague, then it condengrows
hard and in a sense small, as a historical evdirsircentury Palestine.” C. S. Lewis, “Is Theojog
Poetry?” inThe Weight of Glory and Other Addresses. Walter Hooper (New York: Macmillan, 1980),
83-84). The pagan stories bear the hallmark of niih Gospel stories do not. See also idem, “Ony3to
in Essays Presented to Charles Willigrad. C. S. Lewis (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1978},05; and J.
R. R. Tolkien, “On Fairy Stories,” iessays Presented to Charles Williarg8-89.
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world’s great religions. Religions must utilize metaphor to expresdtbly,” but the
metaphor will necessarily be incomplete—the metaphors of personhood, stateypf bein
orderliness, and primal power are equally incomplete divine metaphors. 200%s
dialogue with N. T. Wright, Crossan “stressed that each of these metaphdid; isorse

is more intrinsically valid than the other. Nevertheless, there are wimes each one
breaks down*? Divine metaphors are inherently incapable of fully expressing the
nature of the Holy®?

Metaphoricity is thus an essential, inevitable element of every religion. The
particular expression of religious faith in a locality necessarily involetaphors to
describe the essentially mysterious divine reality (the Holy) wihétievers encounter.
Crossan explicitly ties religious metaphoricity and particularityetsus’ resurrection:

To be human is to be absolutely particular, that is, absolutely relative oralglat
absolute. In anything that is of supreme importance to us . . . there is an inevitable
slippage fromatothe ... one’s faith or one’s religion . . . must be experienced as
the manifestation of the Holy, but we must never forget or deny that it is acauall
manifestation for me andr us To be human is to live imasthe to be inhuman is

to deny that necessary slippage. . ..

When | think about Jesus as the manifestation of God, | am not just referring to his
words alone, or even to his deeds alone, but to both of those as facets of a lived life
and a somewhat inevitable death. ... The resurrection of Jesus means for me that
the human empowerment that some people experienced in Lower Galilee atithe sta
of the first century in and through Jesus is now available to any person in any place
at any time who finds God in and through that same Jesus. Empty tomb stories and
physical appearance stories are perfectly valid parables exprassigith, akin in

their own way to the Good Samaritan story. They are, for me, parables of
resurrection not the resurrection itself. Resurrection as the continuingesqeecoif

God'’s presence in and through Jesus is the heart of Christiaf’faith.

192Crossan, quoted in Geivett, “The Epistemology o§iReection Belief,” 104.

1933ee further Rudolf Otto’s reflections on the un-eatslemysterium tremendulterrible or
fearful mystery). Rudolf Otto, “The Numinous,” Rhilosophy of Religion: An Anthologgd. Charles
Taliaferro and Paul J. Griffiths (Malden, MA: Blag&ll, 2003), 146-61.

1%4CrossanWho Killed Jesus216. Emphasis original.



90

In other words, early Christians experienced the Holy in and through Jesus,
and their particularized experience of the divine manifestation continued sfist Je
death. The early Christian community used metaphorical resurrectiondtrgyias a
parable to describe their experience. Given the essentially metaphatioa of human
religiosity in general, Crossan is somewhat inexorably driven to redefinethigonal
conception of Jesus’ resurrection as a metaphor for the community’s otherwise
inexplicable experience of the presence of the Holy as they continued foevetat
Jesus taught and exemplified in his lifetime. After pressing Crossan on his it&lolog
conception of God, Geivett concludes:

His view is pluralistic. . . . The ter@odis a metaphor . . . pretty much the same
way resurrectionis a metaphor when speaking of the ‘resurrection of Jesus.” In
other words, it is not literally true that Jesus rose bodily from the dead, and neithe
is it true that there is a God—omnipotent, omniscient, and omnibenevolent—who
might be in a position to will and accomplish the resurrection of Jesus from the
dead. No wonder Crossan disagrees with Wright about the nature of the
resurrection. No wonder he concludes that Jesus did not literally rise bodily from

the dead. For what is denied by his metaphysical commitments precludes the
possibilityof a literal bodily resurrection of Jesus by G8d.

Human Finitude: Post-Mortem Extinction

What happens to us after we die? Crossan answers this age-old philosophical

guestion about mortality quite simply: “Do | personally believe in an d&@rlNo, but to
be honest, | do not find it a particularly important question one way or the &ther.”
Furthermore, Crossan insists that the question of post-mortem existence did

not concern Old Testament Jews eitférRather, “for most of their history before that

1%Geivett, “The Epistemology of Resurrection Belief@4. Emphasis original.
1%Crossan and Wattsyho Is Jesysl31.

9%Chapter 5 of this dissertation will examine thesiign of Jewish afterlife beliefs in more
detail. For now, | will simply present Crossan’sstion.
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first common-era century, the Israelites and/or the Jews disbelievedftedife.”®

Israelites would certainly have been aware of the afterlife beliefenfgagan neighbors

(particularly the Egyptiansf® but chose to reject afterlife belief in favor of the belief that

“life below under God above was enough, was adequate, and was all thefé®witse”

rise of afterlife (resurrection) belief in Judaism was, to Crossaneaktown rather than

breakthrough in her faith in God* As the Maccabean martyrs had their bodies tortured

and brutalized in the second century B.C., some Jews began professing a bodily

resurrection of the righteous as the means by which God'’s justice would be vindfitated.
While Crossan can understand faith in future resurrection as a response to

intense suffering and persecution, he laments its effect upon later Chsistiarindeed,

he insists that belief in future resurrection prevents Christians from kpériencing the

divine reality in their lives: “My concern in this is a conviction that only bylbaind

glad acceptance of our utter finitude can we experience authentic tramszende

Immortality, no matter how carefully qualified as divine gratuity, strikesas a

1%Crossan, “The Resurrection of Jesus in Jewish @phdeotestamentica7 (2003): 34.
“After death all individuals, good and bad alike, down to Sheol which was, quite simply, the Grawi¢
large, the End with emphasis.” Ibid.

%ncluding “immortality, eternal life, reincarnatipar any idea which negates the terminal
finitude of death as the end of individual humais&nce.” CrossarRaid on the Articulatel46.

19%Crossan, “The Resurrection of Jesus in Jewish @QhE5.
HicrossanRaid on the Articulatel47.

12Bodily resurrection is not about the survival af but about the justice of God.” Crossan,
“The Resurrection of Jesus in Jewish Context,”#i@mphasize that, for those who first proposeavhiat
created that after-life interpretation and espécitd bodily understanding was not a philosophical vision
of human destiny but a theological vision of divateracter. When and how would the justice of Ged b
vindicated above the batterbddiesof martyrs?” Ibid., 43.

113 am unable to accept the afterlife of apocalypiiion except as a crisis-response, a
narcotic theology to stop the pain of meaninglegtesng and of hopeless persecution.” Crosgid on
the Articulate 148.
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genuflection before our own hope, a worship of our own imaginati§nThe heaven
and hell conceived by historical Christianity, Crossan insists, are not &iterdastinies
in the afterlife (which, it must be remembered, does not exist), but ratherepdr life
here below, options for a life based on justice or injustice in this world. They are not
actualities for afterlife on high, but possibilities for this life on ealth.Crossan, then,

holds to the absolute extinction of the human person at §&ath.

Port-mortem extinction and Jesus’ resurrection. Crossan only
acknowledges his theological presupposition that human existence ceasescat physi
death in popular works aimed at a lay audience; he never confesses it in hisyscholarl
works even when discussing his personal and theological presuppositions. Furthermore
when Crossan does acknowledge his presumption of human finitude, he neither explains
how he arrived at that position, nor critically examines the perspective medsim
extinction is simply presupposed without comment or defense. Crossan is not seeking t
hide or minimize his presumption of post-mortem extinction. Rather, | believea@ross

does not acknowledge his assumption of human finitude in his scholarly work simply

"bid., 148-49.

1%CrossanA Long Way from Tipperan202. Crossan goes on to say, “They distract from
what | understand to be the challenge of Jesustdbheuingdom of God . . . the will of God for thesirth.
On earth, as in heaven. Heaven is in very goodeshis earth that is our responsibility.” Elsewde
Crossan writes, “I am sure that we are called tthéowill of God ‘on earth, as in heaven.’ Heaven,
however, | leave up to God. Earth is where ouraasibility lies.” Crossan and Watté/ho Is Jesysl31.
Given that Crossan does not acknowledge heavem astaality, or a location, it is difficult to dism
precisely what he means by claiming that “heaven igry good shape,” or that he leaves heavertdup
God.” Is he relegating sovereignty over a non-exisheaven to a metaphorical God?

H&garah [Crossan’s second wife] says she hopeswimng about that afterlife stuff. But, be

that as it may, my own hope is for a church empedéay divine justice that will take on the systemic
normalcy of human violence. A church, in other varithat will oppose rather than join that procéet

is more than enough hope for me. The rest, | amidyfis parable at best and fantasy at worst.” €&
Long Way from Tipperarn202. Elsewhere, Crossan writes, “But if we btifld meaning of this present life
on its being eternal, I'm pretty sure we’re wro@y.if we use the prospect of eternal life to dusllta the
present world and its injustices, we're wrong.” §3an and Watt§Vho Is Jesysl31.
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because he does not recognize the profound influence that it has upon his scholarly
project. But the presupposition of post-mortem extinction has immense ingpigat
upon Crossan’s reconstruction of Jesus’ resurrection.

First, if human existence ceases at death, then the dead are not raisedn Cros
states unambiguously, “I do not think that anyone, anywhere, at any time, including
Jesus, brings dead people back to [ifé."When the Gospel of John portrays Jesus
raising Lazarus from the dead, Crossan simply confesses that “I do not teiekeht
ever didor couldhappen.*'® Thus, Crossan interprets the raising of Lazarus as “the
process of general resurrection . . . incarnated in the event of Lazarusitatisust®

Second, if there is no life after death and if no one, at any time, in any place
raises anyone else from the dead, thenresurrection of Jesus Christ absolutely cannot
be a literal bodily resurrectio®®® The orthodox, historical definition of the resurrection
of Jesus is simply not in Crossan’s pool of live options if life ceases at'deathus, as

Wolfhart Pannenberg observes, “The negative judgment on the bodily resurrection of

17Crossan and Wattsyho Is Jesys’7. The same phrase, without “including Jesusgears
in CrossanJesus95. In both contexts, Crossan is describing hawstbry of Lazarus’ resurrection or
resuscitation is not (cannot be) a historical aotodf a literal event but rather a metaphoricahimation of
“the process of general resurrection,” how “Jesesight life out of death.”

18 CrossanJesus94. Emphasis original.
"9bid., 95.

12paul Rhodes Eddy, “Response to William Lane Crai¢gJohn Dominic Crossan on the
Resurrection of Jesus,” ifhe Resurrection: An Interdisciplinary SymposiumttenResurrection of Jesus
ed. Stephen T. Davis, Daniel Kendall, and Geral@dllins (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1997)428

2Iafter describing various difficulties in the New §tament accounts of the resurrection, C.
E. B. Cranfield turns to what, in his opinion, i@ tstrongest objection against the historicity bfi§t’s
resurrection: “The most important objection ofigllwithout doubt, simply the apparent sheer, stattier
impossibility of the thing. . . . For the vast niwitles of modern men and women, to whom it seems
perfectly obvious that death is the end, the mahifacontrovertible, irreversible termination ofiaman
life, the claim that Jesus was raised from the deadnsense, its folly apparent as soon as itésad.” C.
E. B. Cranfield, “The Resurrection of Jesus CHrist,The Historical Jesus in Recent Resea®burces
for Biblical and Theological Study 10, ed. James3DDunn and Scot McKnight (Winona Lake, IN:
Eisenbrauns, 2005), 385.
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Jesus as having occurred in historical factosa resultof the historical critical
examination of the Biblical Easter traditidiyt a postulatehat precedes any such
examination.*?> The orthodox resurrection aspriori ruled out of court. Again,
Crossan’s denial of human post-mortem existence is consistent (appeariog\expl
both earliet*® and latet?* works) and appears without explanation or defense; thus, it can
reasonably be assumed that this theological presupposition preceded his histsusal
research and publication.

Third, if there is no life after death, then legitimate Christian faith carenot b
eschatological or apocalyptic—that is, it cannot look forward to any type of @t
vindication. God willnotone day intervene to set things right and resurrect his faithful
people to eternal life in paradise. Only God’s people can create heaven omdasdt;
that is our calling and commissioft. Thus, a denial of the afterlife leads Crossan to
redefine, deny, or otherwise reject the abundance of eschatologicakliiatdre New
Testament, a great deal of which purportedly emanates from the mouth of desel$ hi

in the Gospel$?

12Anolfhart Pannenberg, “History and the Reality af Resurrection,” ilResurrection
Reconsidereded. Gavin D'Costa (Oxford: Oneworld, 1996), 6/hasis added.

123 g., CrossarRaid on the Articulat¢1976).
129E ., CrossarWho Is Jesus@l996); and idemA Long Way from Tipperar§2000).

125 admit a total disinterest in afterlife options.. they distract from what | understand to be
the challenge of Jesus about the Kingdom of Godmy own hope is for a church empowered by divine
justice.” Crossarni Long Way from Tipperar®02. See also Crossan and Waltho Is Jesysl31-32.

12Richard Hays notes that Crossan’s methodologytisegncircular. First, we know that
Jesus did not utter eschatological warnings orlpzojes. He was, rather, a wisdom teacher of parabol
subversion. How do we know that? Because the apmii@keschatology attributed to Jesus reflects late
church tradition. How do we know that materialibtited to Jesus must have come from later church
tradition instead? Because the historical Jesusmgtered eschatological warnings, prophecies, or
promises. See Richard B. Hays, “The Corrected JeBust Things43 (1994): 45-46. Crossan’s
attribution of apocalyptic material to later chutchdition became a trademark of the Jesus Semimach
he co-founded with Robert Funk. Critiques of theuseSeminar’'s methodology and conclusions regarding
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Fourth, if human life ceases at death, and Jesus’ resurrection thereifooé ca
be a literal historical reality, then Christian resurrection belief i@ stxplained in other
terms. Crossan identifies himself as a Catholic Christian and affirmesheectiort?’
Having rejected the metaphysical possibility of physical life aftatigéne is forced to
redefine resurrection. Thus the resurrection becomes for Crossan metdphtrer
than literal, symbolic rather than bodif? The metaphorical definition of the
resurrection is driven not the textual and historical evidence but rather by e logi

force of Crossan’s underlying theological convictiofts.

Divine Consistency: Deism in Disguise
Crossan’s theological tenets of religious pluralism and human finitude point to
the true core of his theological worldview, what other theologians and philosophers often

call naturalism or deisrft’ but Crossan himself terms divine consistency. “It [divine

apocalypticism are abundant. See, e.g., Writggus and the Victory of GosiB-60; and Howard Clark
Kee, “A Century of Quests for the Culturally Conip#g Jesus, Theology Todap2 (1995): 21-26.

12Anhen asked whether Jesus was raised from the Geaskan responds, “ don't even have
to hesitate—Yes.” Crossan, quoted in Halsted, “Onthodox Unorthodoxy of John Dominic Crossan,”
519.

123 Vjitherington suggests, “It is a ploy of desperatioisuggest that Christian faith would not
be much affected if Jesus were not actually rdiied the dead in space and time. This is the amproé
those desperate to maintain their faith even aefpense of the historical reality of the factsérB
Witherington Ill, “Resurrection Redux,” iwill the Real Jesus Please Stand WR9.

12%Crossan’s theological presupposition that humandéfases absolutely at death raises
problematic conceptual issues for his metaphogcabunt of the resurrection. If no one ever isa@isom
the dead, then Jesus was not raised from the dibed. éf Jesus was not raised from the dead, hanw ¢
Jesus now be unbounded by time and space and pvétiehis followers everywhere? According to
Crossan, there is nothing that lives on, no padsilthat one can be raised after death. So whdtgia
Jesus lives on? How is Jesus present with hispliésctoday? It appears as if Crossan’s affirmatitine
resurrection is somewhat of a platitude. Crossas ahot really believe that Jesus was raised frentdéad
and lives on—he is dead and gone, bunhissionlives on.

13% g., William Lane Craig identifies Crossan as turaistic deist in his debate with
Crossan, inWill the Real Jesus Please Stand, W@9. Geivett identifies Crossan as a non-thersttaralist
in Geivett, “The Epistemology of Resurrection Bgfie02-03.
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consistency] does not concern what Gad do but what Godloesdo, in the first
century or the twentieth century or any centur{."This aspect of Crossan’s theological
worldview needs to be scrutinized closely, as it is an item of concern and ungeftaint
Accordingly, I will work through Crossan’s divine consistency in three steps
First, Crossan insists that he is not a naturalist, and that furthermore ptsacce
the existence of miracles today and in the first century.
| have visited Lourdes in France and Fatima in Portugal, healing shrines of the
Christian Virgin Mary. | have also visited Epidaurus in Greece and Pergamum in
Turkey, healing shrines of the pagan god Asklepios. The miraculous healings
recorded in both places were remarkably the same. . . . What do | conclude? Fait

heals! That is as sure as anything we can ever know. Certain diseasstaiar
people under certain circumstances can be healed by faith in that very pgsaibili

Throughout his writing on the historical Jesus, Crossan affirms his beligkettas
worked miraculous healindé? “Faith heals, and that's a fact® Jesus is not, however,
the only one able to enact miraculous healings: “The power of healing tod @dd

built permanently into the fabric of the univerdé®”

13iCrossanWho Killed Jesus215. Emphasis original. Crossan repeats thissgheaplaining

his understanding of divine consistency quite feggly. “| have made certain judgments about what I’
going to call ‘divine consistency'—how God worksthre world. Not what God ‘can’ do—that | bracket
completely—but what God ‘does’ do. | don't thiriknas different in the first century from the twieti.”
Halsted, “The Orthodox Unorthodoxy of John Domi@imssan,” 515. “I leave absolutely open what God
coulddo, but | have very definite thoughts about whati@oesdo. . . . | also presume divine consistency:
what God does now is what God always did. God rigeed’ no more and no less in the world of théyear
first century than that of the late twentieth cenfuCrossan and Watt§yho Is Jesys/6-77.

13%Geivett comments, “Crossan’s worldview [re: theissnfiot so easily identifiable. . . . | do
not yet understand Crossan’s conception of the l&&ospeaks of in his writings.” Geivett, “The
Epistemology of Resurrection Belief,” 101-02.

133%Crossan and Wattsyho Is Jesys$4.

134Any discussion of Jesus and miraculous healintysemt from Crossan’s pre-1991
publications, most likely as the bulk of his earlgrk focuses on establishing and interpreting thtbentic
words(notdeed} of Jesus.

13%CrossanyThe Birth of Christianity297.

13¢Crossan and Wattsyho Is Jesys9.
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Thus, Crossan rejects labels of deism and naturalism. Typically, a deist
believes in a closed universe—that no agency outside the known physical universe can
exert causality within it. Deism acknowledges the existence of adC@atl who is
transcendent to the universe, but rejects the actuality of God’s continued ingontvam
agency within the universe. Naturalism can be either deistic or atheististie-del
naturalism is simply deism; atheistic naturalism goes one step furthdeaigs the
objective existence of a transcendent Creator God. In atheistic retu¢aaturalism for
short), then, no external agent interacts within the physical universe sincplyseethere
is no such transcendent agent to begin with. Crossan rejects all such labals] isist
he does not “believe we live in a closed univer$é.At the outset, therefore, Crossan
insists that he is neither a deist nor a naturalist, but to the contrary emheaces t
possibility and actuality of miracles in an open universe.

As a second step in identifying Crossan’s deistic tendencies, however, we must
acknowledge that Crossan does to miracles what he does to the resurrectioaptse acc
them, but only in a radically redefined sense. After affirming Jesus’ gealimistry,

Crossan asks:
What, however, if the disease could not be cured but the illness could somehow be
healed? This is the central problem of what Jesus was doing in his healinggniracle
Was he curing the disease through an intervention in the physical world, or was he
healing the illness through an intervention in the social world? | presume that Jesus,
who did not and could not cure that disease or any other baaled the poor man’s
illness by refusing to accept the disease’s ritual uncleanness and siwa@rzason.
Jesus thereby forced others either to reject him from their communayaocépt
the leper within it as well. . . . Such an interpretation may seem to destroy the

miracle. Butmiracles are not changes in the physical world so much as changes in
the social world*®

Bbid., 75.

138CrossanJesusB82. Emphasis added.
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Crossan believes in miracles, to be certain; but miraclesoaral not
physical Crossan presumes, without argumentation or defense, that Jesus “did not and
could not cure” biological diseases. Building upon anthropological studies of shamans
and other faith healers, Crossan draws a sharp distinction between diseasesmd illne
llinesses, which Jesus could and did heal, éxygeriencesf disvalued changes in states
of being and in social function”; diseases, which Jesus could not and did not cure, “are
abnormalitiesin thestructureandfunctionof bodily organs and system¥™> Crossan is
quite emphatic about the separation between the two: “Jesus and his followers healed
illness. They never, in my opinion, cured dised&®.”

What of Crossan’s explicit affirmation of an open univetSeas it turns out,
the open universe has suffered the same fate as the resurrection of Jesus and the
possibility of miracles: denial through redefinition. What Crossan idenaisean open
universe is actually a universe where not everything is (yet) understood bylrationa
scientific and philosophical inquiry. Whereas Crossan appears to be affirming the
possibility (even regularity) of divine interaction with the physical unegrsactuality
he is simply pointing out gaps in human knowledge and understanding. Thus, Crossan

writes, more fully, “I do not believe we live in a closed univevbere we understand

13%CrossanThe Birth of Christianity293. Emphasis original. Crossan identifies anesses
the distinction between disease and illness throughis historical Jesus scholarshipThne Historical
Jesuq1991), he cites George Peter Murdock’s studissndjuishing disease and iliness. CrosJée
Historical Jesus319. InWho Is Jesu§l996), Crossan insists that “Jesus healed thest, rather than the
disease.” Crossan and Watfgho Is Jesys$8. See also John Dominic Crossan, “The Life of a
Mediterranean Jewish Peasa@firistian Centuryl08 (1991): 1197, where Crossan asserts, “Whatbeer
actualdiseasetheillness[of the leper] was in the separation from famihdavillage . . . That was the
illness and that was what Jesus healed; the disaasech, was not cured.”

149%Crossan, “The Life of a Mediterranean Jewish Pedsaho7.

% do not believe we live in a closed universe. b€san and Wattsyho Is Jesys’s. “We
live in a confusedly open universe.” Crossiine Birth of Christianity303.
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everything complete§*** Those who embrace a closed universe are not, according to
Crossan’s definition, deists or naturalists; rather, they believewledtriow all that
could happen normally or naturall}/®
In Crossan’s “open” universe, miracle-claims arise due to “marvels,”
phenomena which cannot be physically explained by witnesses:
A marvel is something for which | or we have no adequate explanation at the
moment. And there are far more marvels around than we usually admit. . . . What is
objectively present is a marvel, something we wonder about because we have no
adequate explanation. When people declare that a marvel is a miracle, they are
making an act of faith, they are declaring that,them God has acted directly and

immediately in this situation. . . . That is, by definition an act of faith, an ultimate
interpretation beyond proof or disprddf.

Thus, Crossan’s embrace of an open universe in which miracles are possible and actual is
dependent upon his redefinition of terms.

We have seen that Crossan explicitly affirms his belief in the possilfility o
miracles in our open universe; we have also seen that Crossan redefines lés mira
and the notion of an open universe. Thus, we arrive at the third step in identifying and
critiqguing Crossan’s theological presupposition of naturalism (deism). Whanolesr
are defined and understood in their classical sense as violations or suspensions of the
ordinary workings of the natural order by a transcendent (divine) agency, Crossan

explicitly and emphatically denies the possibility of miraculous occoesn

142Crossan and Wattsyho Is Jesys’5. Emphasis added.
143CrossanThe Birth of Christianity303. Emphasis original.

144Crossan and Wattsyho Is Jesys’5. Emphasis original. Having distinguished betwe
marvels and miracles, and having redefined an apérclosed universe, Crossan suggests that “asa®ng
we live in a confusedly open univensere even our securest knowledge is relativimeis being ours, it
is hard to see how to know a marvel from a mird&eossan,The Birth of Christianity303. Emphasis
added.
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In his wide-ranging and illuminating interview with Crossan, James Halste
asks, “In June 1994, you were interviewed by Jeffrey Lyons dftheago Tribune In
the article you are quoted as saying that God does not violate the laws of natwrdo H
you understand the ‘laws of nature’?” Toward the end of his response, Crossan asserts:
“Jeff Lyons said | don't believe in miracles. Well, no, | don’t believe in his tfpe
miracles.”*® Crossan’s response would be unproblematic, except that Lyons’ definition
of miracles accords with common understanding (God working directly in the pahysic
world through divine agency), while Crossan’s represents a significeftmtion**°

| have already cited Crossan’s emphatic and unapologetic rejection of the
possibility that Jesus miraculously cured diseases. Crossan is askkdt dptejudice
against miracles that invalidates your reading of gospel claims abas?3&5 In

response, Crossan states quite bluntly, “First of all, everyone drawsod direzlibility

“Halsted, “The Orthodox Unorthodoxy of John DomiBimssan: An Interview,” 515.

14%Definitions of miracles commonly invoke Crossarémse of incomprehensibility. Thus, the
fourth-century church father Augustine defined aatle as “whatever appears that is difficult or sural
above the hope and power of them who wonder.” Atiigeiscited in Colin BrownMiracles and the
Critical Mind (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1984), 7. However, safihitions usually proceed to describe a
miracle as something beyond human power, wrougiteéad by deity. Hence, Thomas Aquinas expanded
upon Augustine’s definition: “What is done by digipower, which, being infinite, is incomprehensitole
itself, is truly miraculous.” Aquinas, cited in ibi 12. Aquinas insists that miracles are not @gtto
nature, since God’s involvement in nature is ulimus; miracles thus should be described as being
“beyond or different from the usual order of natusquinas, cited irReadings in Philosophy of Religion:
Ancient to Contemporayed. Linda Zagzebski and Timothy D. Miller (MaldénA: Blackwell, 2009),
565. Hume'’s classic definition was given alreadghiapter 2: “A miracle is a violation of the laws o
nature.”Antony Flew gives a twentieth-century versof Hume's definition: “Miracles necessarily
constitute achievements by exercises of superrgtaveer of what is naturally impossible. . . .4t [
miracle] must involve an overriding of a law of na, a doing of what is known to be naturally ingbke
by a Power which is, by this very overriding, shawrbe supernatural.” Antony Flew, “Neo-Humean
Arguments About the Miraculous,” in Defense of Miracles: A Comprehensive Case fal'&Action in
History, ed. R. Douglas Geivett and Gary R. Habermas (RosvGrove, IL: InterVarsity, 1997), 46.
Contemporary theistic philosopher Richard Purgéffides a miracle as “an event (1) brought abouhky
power of God that is (2) a temporary (3) excep(into the ordinary course of nature (5) for thepmse
of showing that God has acted in history.” Richlaréurtill, “Defining Miracles,” inin Defense of
Miracles 72.

147Crossan and Wattsyho Is Jesys76.
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somewhere*® In other words, the healing miracle-claims in the Gospels are, in
Crossan’s worldview, simply in-credible. For example, Crossan says, “Whgatie
Lazarus coming out of the tomb after four days dead, should that be taken literalty? Tha
is the point to meThat is why the churches are losing credibitit§? The Church is
becoming an intellectual laughing-stock because, Crossan impliegnitste
historicity of miracles which the modern scientific worldview has remtlerndelievable.
Whether acknowledged or not, conscious or not, Crossan’s fundamental
theological worldview is deeply indebted to the strains of deism and naturalisim whic
culminated in Hume’s critique of miracles. Hume defined miracles as wviotatif the
laws of nature, and insisted that since the laws of nature are universally uphettesn
therefore could not occur. Crossan uses softer terminology, but the impact is the same.
Instead of Hume’s universally-applicable laws of nature, Crossan acknowledges hi
personal presupposition of “natural consistency.The laws of nature are regular and
unbroken; thus, “when | read that Augustus was born of a divine-human, miraculous,
virgin birth, virgin conception—or that Jesus was—I do not accept either account as
historical.™* A virginal conception and birth would transgress the normal operation of
nature, violating “natural consistency;” thus, it is in-credible withiasSan’s worldview.
Having identified his personal presumption of the incredibility of miracles, the
operation of natural consistency, and divine consistency, Crossan acknowledges them as

fundamental operative presuppositions. “These are presuppositions or, if you prefer,

18 pid.
1“%Halsted, “The Orthodox Unorthodoxy of John DomiGimssan,” 514. Emphasis added.
1*%Crossan and Wattsyho Is Jesys76.

*Halsted, “The Orthodox Unorthodoxy of John Domi6Gimssan,” 515.
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prejudices, but so, of course, are the opposite opinidhs3iven the significance of

these worldview presuppositions, one would expect Crossan to acknowledge them when
discussing the presuppositions which influence his historical Jesus scholarship, Agai
however, these presuppositions are only acknowledged in popular works and interviews.
Crossan is apparently unaware of the significant influence that fundamenthliewsr

presuppositions exert upon his research and writing.

Divine consistency and Jesus’ resurrectionCrossan’s theological
worldview, then, affirms the possibility of miracles within our open universe. The open
universe, however, is radically redefined, so that rather than being a univerde tpe
periodic or regular personal causality of a transcendent agent, it is simpiyerse in
which we do not understand the natural causes of all that happens. Miracleslarky simi
redefined. Instead of the suspension or violation of the regular workings of ting nat
universe by a divine agent, miracles are simply unexplained phenomena whegleseli
ascribe to the agency of God—perhaps akin to the Greeks’ ascription of ligtatning
Zeus’ thunderbolt. When Crossan is pressed to assess miracles as lglassieastood,
he consistently and emphatically rejects them as lacking cregihili modern
worldview. What is the best description or definition of a worldview which denies the
possibility of personal, direct divine interaction in the world?

Crossan’s debate with William Lane Craig contains a fascinating egeha
Craig asks Crossan, “what evidence would it take to convince you [that Jesusenas ri

from the dead as a historical fact]?” Crossan responds, “It's a theologisappiosition

152Crossan and Wattsyho Is Jesys’7.
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of mine that God does not operate that way.'Craig accuses Crossan of a thinly
disguised naturalism wherein miracles in the Gospels are simply ruled @uiraf
Crossan . . . at first emphatically declares that he absolutely rejaatalisan. But
then in his rebuttal he takes back with the left hand what the right has given: ‘The
supernaturahlways. . . operates through the screen of the natural.” Buighat
naturalism. Naturalism holds that every event in the space-time order hesea ca
which is also part of the space-time order. There are no events which are the
immediate products of supernatural causes. Naturalists need not be atheists. The

deists, for example, were theistic naturalists: God acts in the world onlytetedia
through natural causes. Now this is exactly Dr. Crossan’s poSifion.

Crossan may redefine deism as divine consistency, but he does appear to be, flynctiona
a deistic naturalist.

What are the implications of Crossan’s deism, or divine consistency, for the
resurrection of Jesus Christ? In the first place, Crossan holds that thenmafates of
Christ reported in the gospels are metaphysically impossible. Jesusmotldae
multiplied the fish and the loaves or walked on water. These nature miracles masst be
interpreted—hence they become apologetic appeals for authority within theraadh.
More importantly, “in terms of divine consistency, [Crossan does] not think thahan
anywhere, at any time, including Jesus, brings dead people back t37if&td if no one
brings dead people back to life, then logically, the literal bodily resioneat Jesus
Christ as a historical event is presuppositionally impos&iBl€raig notes,

Now what is the significance of this theological presupposition for the historical
Jesus? Very simply, it rules out in advance the historicity of events like the

1%3Copan, ed.Will the Real Jesus Please Stand, Bp. Crossan goes on to confess, “What
would it take to prove to me what you ask? | démdw, unless God changes the universe.” Ibid., 62.

*%Craig, “Resurrection and the Real Jesus,” 169. Esigtoriginal.
1%*Crossan and Wattsyho Is Jesys77.

1%%Craig, “Resurrection and the Real Jesus,” 177aieRichard Bauckham, “God Who
Raises the Dead: The Resurrection of Jesus anyg Ehristian Faith in God,” iThe Resurrection of Jesus
Christ, ed. Paul Avis (London: Darton, Longman and Tddf3), 153.
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resurrection since there are no natural causes which could plausibly serve as the
‘screen’ or intermediate cause whereby God effects such an event. Uineatesn

So transcends the powers of natural agents in the world that it would require an
immediate act of God—in other words, a miracle—in order to occur, and this Dr.
Crossan rules out a priori. Thus his antisupernaturalism determines his skepticism
concgrsr;ing the historicity of the New Testament witness to the resurrection of
Jesus:

Conclusion: Theological Presuppositions
and Jesus’ Resurrection

Crossan’s metaphorical reconstruction of the resurrection of Jesus €host i
the result of his gospel material investments and historical reseatioér, it is required
and demanded by the theological worldview which he brings to the texts. Crossan’s
presupposition of religious pluralism treats the doctrinal commitments of various
religions as different, equally valid but incomplete metaphors for theiriexgerof the
Holy. Affirmation of Jesus’ resurrection thus can only be determinative fost@ims.

A bodily resurrection which occurred as a historical event, however, would tnantbee
boundaries of particularity and locality, and is thus ruledaqutiori.

Crossan’s presupposition of post-mortem extinction absolutely and irrevocably
rules out the possibility of Jesus’ literal resurrection. If life esad death, then the dead
are not raised. If the dead are not raised, then Jesus was not raiseéd’eithes, Jesus’
resurrectiora priori cannot be a literal bodily resurrection as a historical event. Instead,

it becomes, for Crossan, a metaphorical expression of how Jesus’ disciples continued t

"Craig, “Resurrection and the Real Jesus,” 16970id doctoral dissertation, Brent
Schlittenhart arrives at a similar conclusion: “Ryossan, the miracles of Jesus must be underatond
‘anthropological lines.’ . . . The healings by Yeawe understood as psychosocial effects rather tha
supernatural effects. . . . The [Jesus] Seminarsad of the resurrection flows more from the asgtioms
of a modernistic mind-set, which embraces the imsjilgy of a miracle like the resurrection.” Brent
Schlittenhart, “The Eschatology of the Jesus Semirtae Non-Apocalyptic Character and Mission of
Jesus” (Ph.D. diss., Southwestern Baptist Theadd@eminary, 2002), 20, 23.
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experience divine empowerment after his death as they lived out his teaching and
mission.

Finally, Crossan’s presupposition of deistic naturalism excludes the pogsibilit
of divinely-caused miracles, and specifically disallows the possibilitgsafrrection
from the dead. Crossan’s embrace of a metaphorical explanation for Christeatsar
is directly and inexorably caused by his underlying theological presupposikach.
presupposition on its own directly and inexorably forces Crossan to reject thedlstor
orthodox understanding of Christ’s resurrection as a bodily raising and a hlstegna
In combination, his core theological worldview presuppositions press him towards a

metaphorical reconstruction of Jesus’ resurrection.

¥ that sense at least, Crossan agrees with theaha¢ading of Paul's appeal in 1 Cor
15:13—"If there is no resurrection of the deadnthet even Christ has been raised.”



CHAPTER 4
HERMENEUTICS, METHODOLOGY
AND PRESUPPOSITIONS

The 1991 publication ofhe Historical Jesus: The Life of a Mediterranean
Jewish Peasanepresents the fulcrum of Crossan’s scholarship and academic career.
Throughout the 1970s and early 1980s, Crossan published extensively in literagyrritic
and biblical hermeneutics, focusing particularly on the interpretation aé'Jesrables.
In the later 1980s, Crossan’s focus shifted toward historical Jesus reségeqbursued
a comprehensive study of extant sources of the Jesus tradition, emphasizing

extracanonical documentsThe best-sellingflistorical Jesusnarked the culmination of

'For example, John Dominic CrossémParables: The Challenge of the Historical Jesus
(New York: Harper & Row, 1973); ideriihe Dark Interval: Towards a Theology of St@Njles, IL:
Argus, 1975); idemRaid on the Articulate: Comic Eschatology in Jeand BorgegNew York: Harper &
Row, 1976); idemFinding Is the First Act: Trove Folktales and Jeslieasure ParablgMissoula:
Scholars, 1979); idengliffs of Fall: Paradox and Polyvalence in the Phlas of Jesu@New York:
Seabury, 1980); iderdy Fragile Craft: The Work of Amos Niven Wild&hico, CA: Scholars, 1981); and
idem,In Fragments: The Aphorisms of Je¢8an Francisco: Harper & Row, 1983). Numerouglagi
from the same time frame also focus on the literetyre of the Gospels—e.g., idem, “The Parabtaef
Wicked HusbandmenJournal of Biblical Literature90 (1971): 451-65; idem, “Parable and Example in
the Teaching of Jesudyew Testament Studi&8 (1971-72): 285-307; idem, “Parable as Religiang
Poetic Experience Journal of Religiorb3 (1973): 330-58; idem, “The Servant Parable®stid,"Semeia
1 (1974): 17-62; idem, “The Good Samaritan: Toward3eneric Definition of ParableSemeia2 (1974):
82-112; idem, “A Metamodel for Polyvalent NarratfoBemeia® (1977): 105-47; idem, “Paradox Gives
Rise to Metaphor: Paul Ricoeur's Hermeneutics hadParables of Jesugiblical Researct?4-25 (1979-
1980): 20-37; and idem, “A Structuralist Analysislohn 6,” inOrientation by Disorientation: Studies in
Literary Criticism and Biblical Literary CriticisnfPresented in Honor of William A. Beardsleel. Richard
A. Spencer (Pittsburgh: Pickwick, 1980), 235-49.

%His constant interest and engagement in histodiesiis research is indicated by the subtitle of
In Parables Thus, Crossan’s transition does represent arpabhift, but rather a change in focus.

3John Dominic Crossaifour Other Gospels: Shadows on the Contours of Gano
(Minneapolis: Winston, 1985); iderBayings Parallels: A Workbook for the Jesus TraditPhiladelphia:
Fortress, 1986); and especially idéfhe Cross That Spoke: The Origins of the Passianaiee (San
Francisco: Harper & Row, 1988).
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the previous twenty years of Crossan’s scholarship. Crossan’s later hlslesas work
does not abandon, repudiate, or transcend his earlier conclusions regarding biblical
interpretation and literary criticism; rather, his early hermeneurtfosms and directs his
later scholarship, which in turn presupposes and builds upon his prior hermeneutical
conclusions.

The purpose of the current chapter is to evaluate the mutual interaction
between Crossan’s presuppositions, hermeneutics, and historical methodology. This
chapter will begin with a relatively brief sketch of Crossan’s hermerseamd the
interplay of hermeneutics and presuppositions. The major focus of the chapter, however
will be Crossan’s well-defined methodology for historical Jesus researftér. oitlining
his triple-triadic methodology, attention will turn to the material investsievhich
Crossan insists all scholars have to make in order to flesh out their methodology and
arrive at a reconstruction of the historical Jesus. Four of Crossan’s inatessiments
will be analyzed—concerning the dating and reconstruction of Q ar@lasyeel of

Thomasthe existence and importanceS#gcret Markthe existence and importance of

“*Crossan’s interpreters have differed, however. Rd®tewart concurs with my assessment,
finding continuity between the early and later Gaosin his doctoral dissertation. Robert Byron Sigw
“The Impact of Contemporary Hermeneutics on Histlrlesus Research: An Analysis of John Dominic
Crossan and Nicholas Thomas Wright” (Ph.D. dissuti8vestern Baptist Theological Seminary, 2000).
Stewart’s dissertation was later published in bfwikn—Robert B. StewarfThe Quest of the
Hermeneutical Jesus: The Impact of Hermeneutigherdesus Research of John Dominic Crossan and N.
T. Wright(Lanham, MD: University Press of America, 2008priald Denton, on the other hand, identifies
a break in Crossan'’s scholarship, with his latstdnical Jesus research moving away from the siraiist
conclusions of his earlier hermeneutical work. Beeald L. Denton, JrHlistoriography and
Hermeneutics in Jesus Studies: An Examinationeo¥brk of John Dominic Crossan and Ben F. Meyer
(London: T & T Clark International, 2004). Dentanright to identify 1991 as the transitional pamt
Crossan’s scholarship, but my contention is thals€an transitions through, not away from, his
hermeneutics and literary criticism.

®Material investments are scholarly judgments thastbe made at every step of
methodological application. Thus, for example hia tdentification of sources for the Jesus traditio
material investments (scholarly judgments) mustiaele regarding the dating and independence of both
canonical and extracanonical sources.
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the Cross Gospeland the date, purpose, and narrative freedom of the author of the
Gospel of Mark. The chapter will conclude by assessing the impact of €s0ssa
theological worldview presuppositions upon his material investments and detevminat
of relative plausibilities. Crossan’s rigorous methodology will be shown toreetet
by his theological presuppositions, predetermining a rejection of the histpodiibdox
understanding of Jesus’ resurrection. Crossan’s hermeneutical post-ahsrotur
meanwhile, directs him towards a parabolic or metaphorical understanding of both
language and history, strongly influencing his alternative reconstructi@so$’J
resurrection as a powerful, but unhistorical, metaphorical parable (or paraboli
metaphor).
Crossan’s Hermeneutics:
Structuralism and Deconstructionism

In Crossan’s first post-Servite full-length manusctipe insists that there is
no history beyond language. His interest is in the historical Jesus; bsiises
recoverable solely through his language, particularly his parablée historical Jesus is
constructed through recovering his authentic words. From the beginning ofdesnéca
career, Crossan has emphasized recovering, to the greatest extent,ghssiabeds of
the historical Jesus, because “one might almost consider the term ‘Jesugdlasr for

the reconstructed parabolic complex itsélfGiven the centrality of Jesus’ parables to

®John Dominic Crossain Parables: The Challenge of the Historical JegNsw York:
Harper & Row, 1973).

™The term ‘historical Jesus’ really means the laanggiof Jesus and most especially the
parables themselves.” CrossémParables vii.

81bid., vii.
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understanding the historical Jesus, Crossan then emphasizes the need to comprehend the
nature of parables themselves.

Jesus’ parables, according to Crossan, are best understood as “poetic
metaphor.® Metaphorical language reveals truths that are “not reducible from a
language in cipher to a clear langualfe Parabolic metaphors are not expressible in
propositional form; rather, they engage the listener in the parabolic world through
ornament (beauty), illustration, and participattbnCrossan further asserts that authentic
religious experience is expressible solely through poetic metaphor; thus,u¥es his
parables to express “what is most important about Jesus: his experience &t God.”

Crossan continues to develop his linguistic hermeneufibéDark Interval®
Structuralism, according to Crossan, holds that “reality is structure padiaiy
linguistic structure, that reality is the structure of langudgeCrossan rejects historical
objectivism, the view that history relates “a world out there objectivelyeptdsefore
and apart from any story concerning it,” in favor of the structuralist vietv'story

create[s] world so that we live as human beings in, and only in, layers upon layers of

%Ibid., 9.
Ybid., 10.

The value of metaphor [is] in explaining to a statlsomething which is new to one’s
experience. . . . The thesis is that metaphor sanaaticulate a referent so new or so alien tescmusness
that this referent can only be grasped within tiegaphor itself. The metaphor here contains a new
possibility of world and of language so that anfpimation one might obtain from it can only be riged
after one has participated through the metaphor ingtg and alien referential world.” Ibid., 11-12.

Ypid., 22. “It is becoming increasingly clear thiaé specific language of religion, that which
is closest to its heart, is the language of paagtaphor in all its varied extension.” lbid., 18.

1330hn Dominic Crossaithe Dark Interval: Towards a Theology of StéNiles, IL: Argus,
1975).

Y4CcrossanThe Dark Interval 10.
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interwoven story.*® Reality, Crossan says, “is neitlieterein the mind noout there
in the world; it is the interplay of both mind and world in language. Reality is relationa
and relationship. Even more simply, reality is langud§eStructuralism is not,
however, world-denying, or inherently skeptical. Crossan does not argue theatet c
come to know reality; rather, he argues, “what we krsongality, is our reality here
together and with each othér.”
Crossan’s structuralism has grave implications for traditional reBgion
propositional religious truth, and transcendental experience.
If there is only story, then God, or the referent of transcendental experientdegris e
insidemy story and, in that case, at least in the Judaeo-Christian tradition | know
best, God is merely an idol | have created; or, Gadiisidemy story, and | have

just argued that what is ‘out there’ is completely unknowable. So it would seem that
any transcendental experience has been ruled out, if we can only live itf story.

Crossan’s hermeneutic structuralism helps explain his reluctance to respond
directly to William Lane Craig’s line of questioning during their 1996 debéiraig, a
historical realist, asks Crossan, “I would like to know, for you, what about tleenstat
that God exists? Is that a statement of faith or fAtt€tossan first responds, “it's a
statement of faith for all those who maket."Craig then suggests that Crossan’s

structuralism holds that “God’s existence is simply an interpretive cahskat a

Bibid., 9.

'®bid., 37. Emphasis original. Denton summarizess€an’s structuralist literary theory, “He
states plainly that reality is exhausted by thecétre of language and story. Stergatesworld, rather
than telling of a world that exists apart from gtdstructure, specifically linguistic structure nstitutes
reality.” Denton Historiography and Hermeneutics in Jesus Stydi&s

YCrossanThe Dark Interval40. Emphasis original.
¥bid., 40-41. Emphasis original.

¥paul Copan, edwill the Real Jesus Please Stand Up? A Debate betWélliam Lane
Craig and John Dominic Crossdferand Rapids: Baker, 1998), 49.

“Copan, ed.Will the Real Jesus Please Stand, 4®.



111

particular human mind—a believer—puts onto the universe. But in and of itself the
universe is without such a being as G6H.Crossan protests that Craig misunderstands
his structuralist perspective: “What you're trying to do is imagine adweithout us.
Now unfortunately, | can’'t do that. . . . We know God only as God has revealed God to
us; that all we could ever know in any religidi.Reality, including the transcendent
God, can only be known within our linguistic constructs—hence, for Crossan, it truly is a
“meaningless question” to ask whether God existed “during the Jurassic age, waen ther
were no human being$>

Structuralism initially suggests an inability to experience transoeedéut
Crossan insists that is not the final word. Human beings cannot directly encéadter
due to the limitations imposed by language: “Transcendental experience iofdyat
the edge of language and the limit of sta¥.Jesus’ parables exemplify this “edge of
language,” drawing the listener (or reader) into the world of the parablyimneg (or

negating) expectations and values, unnerving rather than reassuring.

Ypid., 50.
2pid., 50-51.

#Crossan’s answer (“meaningless question”) to Csaigfestion; ibid., 51. In his most recent
work, Crossan insists that: “Theists may insist tG@d exists,” and atheists may counter that ‘@Gods
not exist,” but, although the verb ‘exist’ can kz=d literally of creatures (with or without the a&ge), it
can be used only metaphorically of the Creator. dibed of unknowing is pierced only by the gleam of
metaphor.” John Dominic Crossaihe Greatest Prayer: Rediscovering the Revolutipmdessage of the
Lord’'s Prayer(New York: HarperOne, 2010), 35.

#CrossanThe Dark Interval 46. Emphasis original. Stewart elaborates inviilustration,
“Crossan appeals to the early Wittgenstein andes¢hat the relationship of language to transcerelen
similar to that of a raft (language) adrift on gea (reality) seeking the keeper of the lighthd@=d?) on
the solid shore.” Crossan proceeds to deconstieatty land and even the sea, leaving only the ‘fEifie
result is that there is only language.” Stewale Quest of the Hermeneutical Je2&

BCrossanThe Dark Interval 55-56.
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In Raid on the Articulaté® Crossan furthers his foray into structuralism and
deconstructionisA’ He begins by insisting that in biblical studies, literary criticism i
not only an equal partner in research, but even “theorizes a little truculentlytiadout
primacy of language over histor§?” Language, not history, is the master paradigm.
Crossan continues to insist that Jesus’ parables are the key to understandingdgs mes
and meaning, but introducparadoxas a further interpretive key: “Paradox confess[es]
our awareness that we are making it all up within the supreme game of language.
Paradox is language laughing at itséff. Furthermore, paradox expresses the highest
level of existence. Finally, “parable is paradox formed into stdry&sus’ parables are
examples of paradox formed into story, consistently reversing the expestatihis

hearers?

%John Dominic CrossaiRaid on the Articulate: Comic Eschatology in Jeand Borges
(New York: Harper & Row, 1976).

?’For example, Crossan emphasizes the pre-eminemayofithin human imagination and
reality. “I have accepted play, well known to ughe microcosm of game and sport, as a supreme
paradigm for reality. Reality is the interplay obsds created by human imagination.” Cros$aid on
the Articulate 28. Furthermore, “I am presuming in all this thas the playful human mind which
establishes and imposes structure. | do not thirsiracture as already existent in ‘reality-outreieand
discovered or acknowledged by our obedient mindsatis there before or without our structured play
strikes me as being both unknowable and unspeak#bie., 34.

CrossanRaid on the Articulateiii.

“Ibid., xiv. In a 1977 article, Crossan proposes tumtemporary biblical criticism needs to
acknowledge that “structural analysis is logicalhior to historical analysis.” Crossan, “Perspessiand
Methods in Contemporary Biblical CriticismBiblical Researct22 (1977): 45.

30CrossanRaid on the Articulate93.
#bid., 93.

¥2Crossan’s identification of paradox within Jesustgbles is prefigured in his earlier work. In
In Parables Crossan identifies three categories within Jegasibles—parables aflvent which stress
the kingdom as the gift of God; parables@fersal in which the recipient’s world is overturned; and
parables ofction, where hearers are empowered to live out the kingdf God. See Crossdn, Parables
36. Parables of advent are the subject of chap{gr-51), chapter 3 treats parables of reversalf/g2and
chapter 4 covers parables of action (77-117). Tdralile of the Good Samaritan is Crossan'’s favorite
example of a parable of reversal—"When good (c#rémd bad (Samaritan) become, respectively, bdd an
good, a world is being challenged and we are fadgddpolar reversal.” Ibid., 63. “The literal point
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Part of the paradoxical reversal of expectations, according to Crossan, is the
inevitable rejection of the notion that “the Holy has a great and secret mplastéor the
universe in process of gradual but inevitable realizatforiThat was the reluctant
conclusion, he claims, of twentieth-century existentialism: “I conggistentialist
nausea to be the ontological disappointment of one who, having been taught that there is
some overarching logical meaning beyond our perception, has come at length to believe
there is no such fixed center toward which our searchings stfiviestead, “the Holy
has no such plan at all and that is what is absolutely incomprehensible to our sgucturi
planning, ordering human mind¥”"The embrace of paradox and structuralism entails
accepting the fundamental paradox, namely that “if perception createg, tbalit
perception (mine, yours, ours together) must also be creating the pefosyeou, us
together).%

Crossan’s early work thus focuses on deconstructing the comfortable
expectations of North American “classicism and rationali¥m&n Emily Dickinson

poem serves as a fitting epigraph for Crossan’s early structuralismwvhole®

confronted the hearers with the necessity of safiegmpossible and having their world turned upsid
down and radically questioned in its presupposi#tidrhe metaphorical point is thast so does the

Kingdom of God break abruptly into human consci@ssnand demand the overturn of prior values, closed
options, set judgments, and established conclusitinid., 64.

#CrossanRaid on the Articulate44.

%Crossan, “Metamodel for Polyvalent Narration,” 111.
¥CrossanRaid on the Articulate44.

%Crossan, “Metamodel for Polyvalent Narration,” 110.
¥bid., 111.

#The poem first appears in Crossan’s 1978& Dark Interval42-43, and serves as the
epigraph for his 1978inding is the First Act
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Finding is the first Act
The second, loss,

Third, Expedition for

the ‘Golden Fleece.’

Fourth, no Discovery—
Fifth, no Crew—

Finally, no Golden Fleece—
Jason—sham—tod.

In The Dark Interval Crossan sums up the emphatic closure pronounced by
Dickinson’s ending: “In that ‘sham’ one hears the chilling slam as the doosdoshe
classical vision of a fixed center out there somewhere. . . . with the loss of dxeuntilal
fixed reality independent of us, there soon followed the loss of faith in a God whose chief
role was to guarantee that reality’s validif§."Language, not God, constructs and
structures reality; even the transcendent can only be experienced on the outendmunda
of linguistic experience. The core of language is paradoxical parablea@fosgcts
the quest for order and purpose in interpretation and prefers instead to stand ‘on the brink
of Nonsense and Absurdity and not be dizZy.”

In Cliffs of Fall** Crossan suggests three elements universally present in
Jesus’ parables, “narrativity, metaphoricity, [and] paradoxicaityParabolic narrative

is essentially short, and unavoidably metaphofitalirossan makes it clear that “he

#Citation from Dickinson’s?oems of Emily Dickinsgwol. 2, No. 870, 647-58.
“OCrossanThe Dark Interval 43.
“IStewartQuest for the Hermeneutical JesB8, quoting CrossaRaid on the Articulate33.

“*2John Dominic CrossaGliffs of Fall: Paradox and Polyvalence in the Phtes of Jesus
(New York: Seabury, 1980).

*3Crossangliffs of Fall, 2. Later, Crossan changes his designations soatgigkntifying
brevity, narrativity, and metaphoricity as the cetements of parable. See Crossan, “Parable agrifist
and Literature,’Listening19 (1984): 6.

4Crossan(liffs of Fall, 2, 6.
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understands all language as metaphoritaHe insists upon “the unavailability of this
language-other-than-metaphorical, this non-figurative, non-metaphotiesd),land
proper language®® Accepting the linguistic theses of Paul Ricoeur and Jacques Derrida,
Crossan identifies metaphorical and literal poles of language. AgaimsRithowever,
Crossan insists that literal language does not eventually give rise fohorétal
language; rather, it is the other way around. Language is inherently metaplaorc
only becomes structured, ordered, or literal over fim&hus, while there is a
paradoxical polyvalency (multiplicity of meaning) within all languages ihinot so
much indicative of Ricoeur’s “surplus of meaning,” but rather of Derrida’s “void of
meaning.”® Parable succeeds as the pre-eminent linguistic device due to its inherent
tendency to paradox, metaphor, and polyvalence: “It is preciseabgencef a fixed,
literal, univocal, or univalent language that releases the inevitability and sedityeof
metaphor itself. And this absence is the foundation and horizon of all language and of all
thought.”®

To summarize, Crossan embraces structuralism, asserting that languag
constructs reality. There is no fixed, objective referent to which languagg) (soints;

rather, the referent itself is created by the structure of languageguage is inherently

“>Stewart,Quest for the Hermeneutical JesG8.
“**Crossangliffs of Fall, 6.

“’Stewart,Quest for the Hermeneutical JesG8.
“*8Crossangliffs of Fall, 9-10.

“Ibid. Denton comments, “The absence of a fixedrdit, univocal, referential language leads
to the inevitability of metaphor. Since there isafisolutely literal language against which metaphay
be identified, all language is metaphorical. Thasries the implication of the polyvalence of langeaThe
absence of a fixed univocal language also meanshéee is a/oid of meaningan essential absence, at the
core of metaphor.” Dentohjistoriography and Hermeneutics in Jesus Stydd&s Emphasis original.
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metaphorical, with literal meaning attached afterward in humanitytstséar order and
structure. Paradox and polyvalency is inherent to the human condition, given the lack of
divine purpose and governance. Crossan then identifies parables as short néliedives
with paradoxical and metaphorical language, ideally suited to reversirayartdrning

the expectations and comfort of listeners, and drawing them into the experience of
transcendence on the boundaries of language. Jesus’ parables, announcing tloé advent
the kingdom of God, are thus world-reversing (not world-negating), paratioxica

metaphorical challenges.

Hermeneutics, Presuppositions, and
the Resurrection

Crossan’s structuralism directs his conclusions regarding the histarficity
Christ’s resurrection. First, Crossan insists that reality is lingalstistructured. There
is no expressible reality outside that constructed by story. Second, language i
essentially, inherently, and unavoidably metaphorical in nature. The metapbogsal
not flow out of an originally literal story; rather, literal constructs emengt of what was
originally metaphorical in nature. Applying both tenets to the Christian prottamad
Jesus’ resurrection leads inevitably to the conclusion that the resuriis@ion
metaphorical construct. Not untrue, not fictional, but metaphorical. It does ndbrafe
reality “out therein the world.®® We cannot conclude that the resurrection refers to an
actual event in ancient history, because we have access to it only through thalinhere

metaphorical medium of language.

*CrossanThe Dark Interval 37. Emphasis original.
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Donald Denton notes a fundamental tension between Crossan’s structuralism
and his historical Jesus research. On one hand, Crossan’s structuralist hécmeneut
“brackets the question of history in relation to the interpretation of the tesfec
language is seen as a closed, self-referential systefflius, one cannot take ancient
texts to be objectively referring to actual events or per¥oi@n the other hand,
Crossan’s historical-critical methodology, which is operative in nascentdeemin his
earliest worle® “seems impervious to these hermeneutical and ontological moves, and
continues to operate on the assumption that what is sought is a real historical, extra-
linguistic referent, the authentic words of the real historical Jesuszafréth.® That is,
throughout his early work on structuralist interpretation of Jesus’ parablesa@ros
assumes that there are real, historical parables uttered by thesteaicli Jesus of
Nazareth, which he as a historical Jesus scholar can at least tentatesigr and
decipher. Essentially, Denton argues, Crossan “embraces a hermentdenibsithe
historical referent, and an ontology that denies extra-linguistic realdgg with a
historiography that assumes both such a referent and a réality.”

Denton concludes that the tension between Crossan’s relativistic strutturalis

hermeneutics and his objectivist historiography became untenable; hencterthe la

*IDenton,Historiography and Hermeneutics in Jesus Studi€s

*2Any reference to historical persons or eventsripasing an illegitimate extra-linguistic
referent onto language.” Ibid.

*3E.g., Crossarn Parables 3-5; CrossarRaid on the Articulatexiv-xv.
**Denton,Historiography and Hermeneutics in Jesus Studiés

SIbid., 40-41.
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Crossan abandons structuralism altogethdt.seems, however, that Crossan’s later
historical Jesus research does not abandon structuralism, so much as assumes,
incorporates and moves beyond’itMany of the tenets of structuralism remain essential
to Crossan’s research and writing. Thus, Crossan insists that his redaorsotithe
historical Jesus is neither final nor authoritafi¥dnstead, he insists, “there will always
be divergent historical Jesus-s, that there will always be divergent-€lmisit upon

them, but | argue, above all, that the structure of Christianity will alwayilsas how

we see Jesus-then as Christ-rioW Historical Jesus research and resulting portraits, for
Crossan, are inherently polyvalent, just as his earlier scholarship inbiateeésus’
parables were inherently polyvalent. There is no such thitigedwsstorical Jesus,

arrived at finally, conclusively, and authoritatively. Instead, there are only

reconstructions which update the Jesus of history into the Christ of faith for that day.

%t is difficult to avoid the impression that Crasshimself became aware of difficulties
encroaching upon his historical method as a reduits post-structuralist hermeneutic. . . . af@liffs of
Fall], post-structuralist theory effectively disappefosn Crossan’s historical work.” Ibid., 41.

*In places, Crossan'’s later work explicitly embralsissearlier structural literary theory.
“Keep . .. at the back of your mind . . . the segj@pn of the great Argentinean writer Jorge Luisdes
that ‘it may be that universal history is the higtof a handful of metaphors.’ Is it possible thet can
never escape metaphors, the small ones we readitgnize and the huge ones we do not even notice as
such but simply call reality?” Crossarhe Greatest Praye32.

*%This book, then, is a scholarly reconstructioritaf historical Jesus. And if one were to
accept its formal methods and even their matamastments, one could surely offer divergent
interpretative conclusions about the reconstruethstorical Jesus. But one cannot dismiss it eistrarch
for the historical Jesus aserereconstruction, as if reconstruction invalidatechehow the entire project.
Because there @nly reconstruction. For a believing Christian both lifeeof the Word of God and the text
of the Word of God are alike a graded processaibhical reconstruction, be it red, pink, gray,dileor A,
B, C, D. If you cannot believe in something prodiliby reconstruction, you may have nothing left to
believe in.” John Dominic Crossahhe Historical Jesus: The Life of a Mediterraneawish Peasant
(New York: HarperSanFrancisco, 1991), 426. Emphasignal.

*9John Dominic Crossan, “The Historical Jesus iniEsriChristianity,” indesus and Faith: A
Conversation on the Work of John Dominic Crossah,Jeffrey Carlson and Robert A. Ludwig
(Maryknoll, NY: Orbis, 1994), 20. Emphasis original
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Furthermore, Crossan’s commitment to recovering a portrait of the historical
Jesus is not a new arrival witline Historical JesusRather, it is present from the
beginning in his structuralism as well. In the Prefadae ®arables Crossan insists that
he is interested in recovering the historical Jesus. The historical Jesus, hasvever
understood in thoroughly structuralist terms.
The book is not concerned, however, with either the religion of Jesus or the faith of
Jesus. Neither is it concerned with the psychological self-consciousness thesve
theological self-understanding of Jesus. The term ‘historical Jesus’ mezdlys the
language of Jesus and most especially the parables themselves. But the term is
necessary to remind us that we have literally no language and no parables of Jesus
except and insofar as such can be retrieved and reconstructed from within the

language of their earliest interpreters. One might almost considerrth&ésus’
as a cipher for the reconstructed parabolic complex fielf.

The historical Jesus, then, is known by his words, particularly his parables.
And his parables are always treated by Crossan as inherently pashdoeitaphorical,
and polyvalent, in accordance with his structuralist literary theory.

Crossan’s commitment to objective historical-critical biblical schbiprs
clearly enunciated in the prefaceRaid on the Articulate After insisting that he situates
his own scholarship “within this challenge posed by structuralist literéigism to the
monolithic ascendancy of historical criticism in biblical studf<Crossan states that he
“also presumes, acknowledges, and appreciates the results of historididatoesinto
the teachings of Jesus.” Thus, he will “never use texts except those supported as

authentic by the vast majority of the most critical historical scholar§hiffiroughout

%Crossan|n Parables vii.
lCrossanRaid on the Articulatexiv.

%2bid., xv.
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Crossan’s scholarship, then, there is a mutual interface between strechaatieneutics
and historical-critical methodology.

It is instructive, however, to inquire as to the purpose and focus of Crossan’s
hermeneutics, particularly the direction of his deconstructionism. In his agtaphy,
Crossan acknowledges that the decade of the 1960s marked a period of intentional
questioning> His doctoral and post-doctoral studies had trained him to “think

"®4 and the Vatican |l era fostered a questioning of hierarchical authority and

critically,
teaching. Crossan openly acknowledges that he actively questioned and challenged
official Catholic sexual morality and ecclesiastical authdfityAlong with morality and
authority, however, Crossan questioned established church doctrine. Two doctrines in
particular which Crossan rejected, at some unacknowledged point in his questioning
decade, are the core worldview tenets of life after death and reljggotisularity®®

Throughout his published works, Crossan consistently rejects the possibility of
life after death. ImMhe Dark Interval Crossan identifies the unbreakable limit of “our

inevitable mortality.®” According to Crossan, Old Testament Judaism rightly rejected

the myriad of afterlife possibilities expressed in other ancient cultungseligions:

%3John Dominic Crossad, Long Way from TipperaryA Memoir(San Francisco:
HarperSanFrancisco, 2000), 75-77.

%John Dominic Crossan, “Exile, Stealth, and Cuntiiffi@rum1, no. 1 (1985): 61. He
laments, however, the tendency of his critical khrig to get him into trouble with ecclesiastic aarilties!

®CrossanA Long Way from Tipperary6.

%9t may not be fully accurate to suggest that atespwint Crossarejectedcore Catholic
doctrines. Crossan embraced Catholic Christiaa#yhe puts it, uncritically in his youth—he belidybut
without examining or evaluating the content oflidiefs. So far as | am aware, he never explicitly
identifies a conscious moving away from these dao&rinal stances—rather, he just states that s dot
accept them. Crossan does not indicate that apoinéin time hedid consciously embrace either doctrine,
so it is entirely possible that Crossan never betign life after death, and that the first time he
encountered the doctrine he found it lacking amdnait accept it.

5CrossanThe Dark Interval 13.



121

“Immortality, eternal life, reincarnation, or any idea which negdttesdgrminal finitude
of death as the end of individual human existefiteallucinatory drugs seek to bring a
sense of pleasure and meaning when there is none; in the same way, Crossan argues
belief in an afterlife acts solely as “a narcotic theology to stop timegbaneaningless
suffering and of hopeless persecuti6h.Life ends at death, period.
My concern in this is a conviction that only by a full and glad acceptance of our
utter finitude can we experience authentic transcendence. Immortality, teo mat

how carefully qualified as divine gratuity, strikes me as a genuflectianebetir
own hope, a worship of our own imaginatién.

Crossan’s rejection of Christian particularity (exclusivism) and his
commitment to normative religious pluralism emerges eary Parables Crossan
explains the participatory nature of metaphorical parables, insisting thatrthe
particularly helpful when people “seek to express what is permanently and not just
temporarily inexpressible, what one’s humanity experiences as Wholly Gther.”
Reflecting on the experiences of mystics in various religious traditionss@m suggests,
“the specific language of religion, that which is closest to its hedheianguage of
poetic metaphor in all its varied extensidf.Hence the significance of Jesus’
metaphorical parables: Jesus expresses his intimate religious expeifi¢mne Wholly

Other in the only language available—metaphor and pafable.

®%CrossanRaid on the Articulatel46.
*Ibid., 148.

"Ibid., 148-49.

"Crossan|n Parables 12.

"Ibid., 18.

bid., 22, 33.
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In The Dark Interval Crossan insists that experience of the transcendent is
only available on the boundaries of language, and identified transcendenitseferg.,
the Judeo-Christian God) are either internal creations (and hence idols) or unlkenowabl
external mysterie§! Thus, the slamming door in Dickinson’s poem represents, as
Crossan opaquely implies, the death of the classical Christian conception 6f Gloel.
death of God refers not to the extermination of an objectively existent supdrbataca
but rather the acknowledgement that the concept of God is merely a linguistrcicons
designed to bring order out of chaos, meaning out of emptiness.
There is, indeed, a divine reality which Crossan can alternatively call “th
Holy,” the “transcendental,” the “Wholly Other,” or “Go&” But the divine reality is
inherently inexpressible; attempts to define or describe human experigheedofine
inevitably break down. Thus, the only language appropriate to such attempts is poetic
metaphor, i.e., parable. Accordingly, particular expressions of and religispenses to
the Holy are equally valid:
Religion represents, for me, some response to what I'm going to put down in the
widest terms | can use, ‘the mystery that surrounds us.’ . . . | see religioeiy as
much like languages. English and Russian are equally valid languagesy equall
valid to express whatever they want to express. | see . .. that religions ang equall

valid ways of experiencing the Holy. But they're also equally particulanjjaest
languagé€”

"CrossanThe Dark Interval40-41.

™|n that ‘sham’ one hears the chilling slam as doer closes on the classical vision of a fixed
center out there somewhere. . . . with the losgedibility in a fixed reality independent of ubgte soon
followed the loss of faith in a God whose chiefralas to guarantee that reality’s validity.” Ibidi3.

®Crossan calls divine reality “the Holy” Raid on the Articulate44; the “transcendental” in
The Dark Interval 46; the “Wholly Other” inn Parables 12; and “God” inin Parables 33.

""Crossan, quoted in James Halsted, “The Unorthodtho@oxy of John Dominic Crossan:
An Interview,” Cross Currentgl5 (1995-1996): 517.
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The world’s major religions are equally valid responses to the Holy, and use
different metaphors to describe and relate to the Holy. As a consequence, Crassan hol
that the metaphors and parables used by various religions should be accepted on the same
terms’®

In summary, Crossan’s hermeneutical structuralism holds that language is t
sum of reality and is inherently metaphorical. Parable is the only avaNalgléo
express human experience of the inexpressible divine. Thus, when religions describe
transcendental experience, they necessarily use metaphorical paifdidenetaphor of
God incarnate, then, speaks of early Christians experiencing the unutterable divine
presence through the person, ministry, and mission of Jesus Christ.

Most significantly for present purposes, the metaphor of Jesus’ resurrection
speaks of early Christians continuing to experience that divine presence ssubki/to
live out his parabolic Kingdom of God in community together. Crossan’s fundamental
worldview presuppositions—the validity of various religions as authentic estpnssof
transcendental experience, and total human extinction at death—rule out the Historica
orthodox understanding of Jesus’ resurrection as a supernaturally-wrought bodily
resurrection. Crossan’s structuralist hermeneutic, with its stresstaphnecal parable
as the only available language to express divine experience, inexorably dogsarCio

a metaphorical understanding of Jesus’ resurrection. Crossan’s elabooateahid¢sus

"®Crossan emphasizes the fundamentally metapho@tatenof languagabout God
throughout his academic scholarship. In his mastnmtly published work, a meditation upon the Lord’s
Prayer, Crossan writes, “First, | look at the ratel power of metaphor in general, but especialhgligion
and theology. Can we ever imagine God except imptetr—whether it is named or unnamed, overt or
covert, conscious or unconscious? And is it noemis have our deepest divine image publicly exgeés
so it can be recognized, discussed, criticized,raagbe even replaced?” Cross@he Greatest Prayer
31-32.
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methodology will flesh out his resurrection reconstruction, but the die has beéy cast

the combination of his theological worldview and structuralist hermeneutic.

Crossan’s Triple-Triadic Historical Jesus Methodology

The publication offhe Historical Jesus: The Life of a Mediterranean Jewish
Peasanin 1991 represented a transitional point in Crossan’s career in three ways. First,
it catapulted him from relative public obscurity to nearly-instantaneous peltdioray.
Second, it marked the end of his publication on literary criticism. Much of hisrearl
work is presumed and built upon in later publications, but Crossan never again publishes
a manuscript or scholarly article focusing explicitly and strictly auincstiralism or
literary theory. Third, it outlined the critical historical-Jesus metragloCrossan had
been developing for years.

In describing his historical-critical methodology, Crossan first dessithe
pressing need for conscious, well-defined methodology in Jesus studies. Along with
many other scholars, Crossan notes that historical Jesus research hed ireaul
stunning diversity of reconstructions: political revolutionary, magician, inatic,
rabbi, Pharisee, Essene, eschatological prdfh€he diversity of portraits produced by
scholars “attempting to envision Jesus against his own most proper Jewigtobadk

is, according to Crossan, “an academic embarrassment. It is impossbtad the

"Crossan mentions the portraits from S. Brandesus and the Zealots: A Study of the
Political Factor in Primitive ChristianitNew York: Scribner’s, 1967); Morton Smithesus the Magician
(New York: Harper & Row, 1978); Geza Vermdssus the Jew: A Historian's Reading of the Gospels
rev. ed. (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1981); Bruce t6hjlA Galilean Rabbi and His Bible: Jesus’ Use of the
Interpreted Scripture of His Tim@Vilmington, DE: Glazier, 1984); Harvey Falkgsus the Pharisee: A
New Look at the Jewishness of Je@sw York: Paulist, 1985); and E. P. Sanddesus and Judaism
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1985). See Cros3ae, Historical Jesyscxvii-xxviii.
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suspicion that historical Jesus research is a very safe place to do theologl i&ind ¢
history, to do autobiography and call it biograpf%.”

The solution, according to Crossan, is not to produce another portrait of the
historical Jesus, no matter how persuasive or compelling. Rather, the key isdo “ra
most seriously the problem of methodology and then follow most stringently whateve
theoretical method was choseét.’"He compares historical Jesus research to
archaeological research:

Methodology in Jesus research at the end of this century is about where
methodology in archaeological research was at the end of the last. When an
archaeologist digs into an ancient mound more or less at random, takes what looks
most precious or unique, and hurries home to some imperial museum, we have not
scholarly archaeology but cultural looting. Without scientific stratigyahtat is,

the detailed location of every item in its own proper chronological layer, aimgst
conclusion can be derived from almost any object. But although contemporary
archaeology knows very well the absolute importance of stratigraphy, contagnpor
Jesus research is still involved in textual looting, in attacks on the mound of the
Jesus tradition that do not begin from any overall stratigraphy, do not explain why

this or that item was chosen for emphasis over some other one, and give the distinct

impression that the researcher knew the result before beginning the®earch.

Crossan’s emphasis upon publicly accessible methodology is laudable. The
comparison of historical Jesus research with archaeology is somewhatpabb] given
that the latter is a necessary component within (but not the totality of) therfoft must
also be emphasized, however, that Crossan’s own historical Jesus reseaysh betr
prominent elements of what he decries, “the distinct impression that theehesdarew

the result before beginning the search.”

8CrossanThe Historical Jesys«xviii.
bid.
8 bid.
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Crossan may not have known precisely what reconstruction of Jesus he would
arrive at after his lengthy studi&sbut at least one potential reconstruction was not
within his pool of live options: a supernatural Jesus. For Crossan, Jesus could not have
performed the nature miracles or healing (of diseases, not just illppssades ascribed
to him in the Gospels, and certainly did not literally rise from the dead in bodity for
Crossan was not, under any circumstances, going to arrive at the histanitadox
portrait of Jesus of Nazareth. That possibility was ruled out of court, quite congciousl
and explicitly, by Crossan’s underlying theological worldview presuppositfons.

First, Crossan insists that no one, including Jesus, is able to heal the biological
diseases underlying human ilinesses; this is a reflection of Crossanistooent to
divine and natural consistency, which denies the causative interaction or intervention of
the supernatural within the natural orferSecond, Crossan rules out the possibility of
both life after deaflt and the resuscitation of the déadThus, Crossan’s historical Jesus

research is not as undetermined as he suggests: it is strongly influencedyehniging

8Although some scholars argue that Crossan’s reguttortrait is all-too-predictable given his
personal background and ideology. See, e.g., Bexef van Beeck, “The Quest of the Historical Jesus
Origins, Achievements, and the Specter of DimimighReturns,” inlesus and Faith95-96.

8Unfortunately, Crossan never acknowledges in Hislseship that such a portrait was in fact
ruled out by his governing presuppositions; he gjivee impression instead of having his Jesus
reconstruction driven by rigorous application of hiethodology in as neutral a fashion as possible.

8was he curing the disease through an interveritidghe physical world, or was he healing
the illness through an intervention in the sociatld? | presume that Jesus, wdid not and could not cure
that disease or any other arteealed the poor man’s iliness by refusing to pttiee disease’s ritual
uncleanness and social ostracization.” John Don@nissanJesus: A Revolutionary Biograpkifew
York: HarperSanFrancisco, 1994), 82. Emphasis adslee further chapter 3 of this dissertation.

8Do I personally believe in an afterlife? No, battie honest, | do not find it a particularly
important question one way or the other.” John DoenCrossan and Richard G. Watfgho Is Jesus?
Answers to Your Questions about the Historical d¢kauisville: Westminster John Knox, 1996), 131eSe
also chapter 3 of this dissertation.

8| do not think that anyone, anywhere, at any tiineluding Jesus, brings dead people back
to life.” Crossan and Watt¥yho Is Jesus/7; see also John Dominic Cross#asus95. See also chapter 3
of this dissertation.
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theological presuppositions, which themselves are neither criticallyiegdmor
defended in his historical Jesus work.

Crossan describes his historical methodology as a triple triadic pf§céhs.
first triad (1) involves applying interdisciplinary insights fromtlaropology (A), history
(B), and literary studies (C§. The Jesus historian must interpret the textual materials in
light of the nature and proper interpretation of ancient texts (I.C), remeglibe
religio-cultural context of first-century Palestine embedded withinleekistic Roman
Empire (1.B), without losing sight of universal anthropological precepts.(IGxpssan
explicitly depends and draws upon anthropological studies of several differentsthola
but he does not engage with the contrary propositions or frameworks suggested by other
scholars.

For example, he depends heavily upon Allan Young’s differentiation between

illness and disease but does not consider studies that reject or downplay such a

8CrossanThe Historical Jesys«xviii-xxix. Crossan calls the three triads “caaign, strategy,
and tactics,” leading Hal Childs to ask, “Why dbescharacterize his method with military terms? Wha
kind of epistemological position does this suggdstattack an enemy and emerge a winner? . . . this
imagery does not only suggest careful planninget¢ial levels. It also suggests a certain kindrofygle
in which an adversary must be conquered.” Hal Ghilthe Myth of the Historical Jesus and the Evolution
of Consciousnes$Society of Biblical Literature Dissertation Sexi&No. 179 (Atlanta: Society of Biblical
Literature, 2000), 29.

8The first triad involves the reciprocal interplafa macrocosmic level using cross-cultural
and cross-temporal soci@hthropology a mesocosmic level using Helloenistic or GrecorBohistory,
and a microcosmic level using thierature of specific sayings and doings, stories and artesgo
confessions and interpretations concerning JesliredsanThe Historical Jesyscxviii. Emphasis original.

®E.g., Crossan identifies his chapter on “Magic Mwhl” (The Historical Jesys303-53) as
the key chapter of the book, and discusses apphisgiple-triadic methodology to that subject teain
dependence upon the scholarship loan Lewis ontecettigion; Allan Young on the differentiation
between illness and sickness; Peter Worsley orvidestern medicine; John Hull on Hellenistic magiug a
David Aune on magic in early Christianity.

IAllan Young, “The Anthropologies of lliness and §iess,”Annual Review of Archaeology
11 (1982): 257-85.
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dichotomy®® Elsewhere, Crossan turns to Gerhard Lenski’s hypotheses about social
stratification and rates of literacy in agrarian societie®lsing Lenski’s theory and the
Greek word for carpentetgkrov), Crossan concludes, “since between 95 and 97 percent
of the Jewish state was illiterate at the time of Jesus, it must be prefiandelsus also

was illiterate.®* Crossan neither engages nor acknowledges contentions by other
scholars that literacy rates amongst Jewish males were considegdddy thian other
ancient cultures; that Jesus’ multiply-attested disputations withaes leaders and
scholars imply religious literacy; and that Nazareth quite possibly hathgeyue

school where Jesus would have received rabbinic instru€ti@rossan simply ignores
such arguments in his own historical Jesus research. Indeed, Crossan seavhgisome

triumphant about his refusal to openly engage contrary positions: “I spent nottirge ci

2John Meier rejects the stark distinction betwekreds and sickness, noting that “Majgpes
of [Jesus’] healings involved persons with paratiylimbs, persons suffering from blindness (or some
impairment of vision), persons suffering from vaisoskin ailments (‘leprosy’), and persons who wiraf
and/or mute. . . . One notices that persons saffédrom some sort of bodily paralysis or some sbrt
impairment of vision loom large among these carnégla John P. MeieA Marginal Jew: Rethinking the
Historical Jesus, Vol. 2, Mentor, Message, and lklea(New York: Doubleday, 1994), 726-27. Crossan
never considers whether the illness/sickness distimcan be extended throughout Jesus’ healingateis.
It seems to work quite well for the healing of slliseases—Crossan insists that Jesus has healed the
sickness by accepting the leper into his commumitije not curing the underlying illness. With the
healing of the paralytic in Mark 2:1-12, Crossandtes the physical aspect of the encounter (despite
assigning it a positive historical statusTine Historical Jesyst41) and only discusses the explicit
challenge to “the religious monopoly of the priésteer healing and sinThe Historical Jesys324).

%Gerhard LenskiPower and Privilege: A Theory of Social Stratificat(New York: Herder
& Herder, 1968).

%CrossanJesus25.

%0n archaeological evidence for the size of Nazassth Eric M. Meyers and James F.
StrangeArchaeology, the Rabbis, and Early Christiar(iyashville: Abingdon, 1981), 56-57. Geza
Vermes suggests that the Aramaic word for carpdntaggal lying behind the Greetextov can
metaphorically refer to a “scholar or learned maudgesting a possible double entendre when apjolied
Jesus. See Vermekesus the Jew21. William Stegner comments on Crossan’s patsitiblote that in this
debate Crossan focuses on the Gentile world fosdigal model and places Jesus within that modéhéy
use of a Greek word. In contrast, Jewish scholazhasize the Jewish background of Jesus . . . antthe
Jewishness of Jesus.” William Richard Stegner, “S&arsonal Reflections on the Jesus SemiAashury
Theological Journab2 (1997): 76.
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other scholars to show how wrong they are. Those who are cited represent my
intellectual debts and suggest where the reader may go for wider argtiorefit

Crossan insists that the anthropological, historical, and literary levelsdyf st
and analysis “must cooperate fully and equally for an effective syntfiésiut how
rigorously does he enact the methodology if he declines to engage aleepuaitions in
his construction of the macrocosmic understanding of cross-cultural and enpesdk
(read: universal) anthropology and the mesocosmic background of first-century
Palestine? Is Crossan himself guilty of the type of “looting” that he deyilore
nineteenth-century archaeology and twentieth-century biblical studieskingpand
choosing the scholars and positions which he then presents as the full and accurate
picture of anthropology and history?

The influence of Crossan’s own structuralist hermeneutic is most apparent in
the microcosmic level of this first triad (1.C). Robert Stewart dematestithat
approaching historical Jesus studies with different conceptions of what at@ssaittext,
how texts function, the reader’s role in interpretation of texts, and what corsséitute
legitimate reading of a text will inevitably lead to divergent histbreeonstructions of
what the historical Jesus was, said, and’di@he focus of the rest of this chapter,

however, is upon the second (Il) and third () triads in Crossan’s methodology.

%CrossanThe Historical Jesys<xxiv.
“bid., xxix.

%stewart,The Quest of the Hermeneutical Jesis®. Stewart proceeds to analyze Crossan’s
post-structuralist hermeneutics in comparison WtiT. Wright's critical realist hermeneutic, arggithat
their divergent conclusions grow, in large part, afutheir divergent hermeneutics. | agree withw&te’'s
assessment, but insist that underlying both heratasdies the deeper influence of fundamental
worldview presuppositions. That is, the divergestrheneutics which determine different conclusiaes a
themselves produced by different theological prpsesijtions.
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Crossan’s second triad (Il) “focuses specifically on [the] textual pmoble
derived from the very nature of the Jesus tradition itSekyid describes the process by
which he arrives at “an inventory of Jesus’ stateméefitsEirst (11.A), he collects “all
the major sources and texts, both intracanonical and extracanonical,” andipdacés
their historical situation and literary relationshf™” Crossan collects extant (and
hypothesized non-extant) documents that contain sayings of or about Jesus and makes
determinations as to the date and provenance of their writing, and theiyliterar
relationship (dependence, independence, or interdependence) with other Jesus sources. A
crucial appendix lists the fifty-two extant sources which Crossan die¢agsal to
reconstructing the historical Jesd$.Curiously, Crossan omits several New Testament
letters from his inventory, including 2 Corinthians, 2 Thessalonians, Philippians,
Ephesians, and Hebrews. Included in Crossan’s inventory of sources are six

hypothesized non-extant documetitsiour fragmentary papyr* and five non-extant

CrossanThe Historical Jesys«xxi.

1%stewart,The Quest of the Hermeneutidasus, 42. Note the emphasis upon Jegosls as
opposed to hideeds Crossan’s earlier work on literary interpretatias not been supplanted, merely
supplemented. The essential Jesus is still a maraal words, but few historically-recoverable agsio

1%crossanThe Historical Jesys<xxi.

1%2Appendix 1: An Inventory of the Jesus Tradition®yronological Stratification and
Independent Attestation, in Crossahg Historical Jesyst27-50.

193The Sayings Gospel Miracles Collection(“now embedded within the Gospels of Mark
and John”) Apocalyptic Scenari¢‘now embedded iDidachel6 and Matt 24")Cross Gospe{‘now
embedded in th&ospel of Petéj, Dialogues Collectior{*now embedded within thBialogue of the
Saviof’), Signs Gospel/Book of Sigfimow embedded within the Gospel of John”). SeesSan,The
Historical Jesus427-30.

1%Egerton GospelPapyrus Vindebonensis Greek 23Rapyrus Oxyrhynchus 1224nd
Papyrus Oxyrhynchus 848ee Crossafhe Historical Jesys428-30.
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documents known only from citations and marginal notes within other early Qfristia
literature?®

Crossan acknowledges casually that “every step of that inventory is more or
less controverted® and requires the application of “scholarly judgment and an informed
decision.®®” What Crossan does not acknowledge, however, is how making different
scholarly judgments about the nature of Jesus material will lead to the trergifg
diversity” of Jesus portraits that Crossan calls such an “academic assraent*?®
Furthermore, Crossan seems unaware of the influence that underlying werldvie
presuppositions may exert upon the informed decisions that must be made regarding the
dating and relationship of Jesus sources.

In the second step of this second triad (I.B), Crossan places each of Jesus
sources into one of four historical strata (A.D. 30-60, 60-80, 80-120, and 120-150). An

unspoken but implicit part of this step involves separating the various stateswitisc

to Jesus into “complexes” or groups that share core thematic empifagesh complex

1%%Gospel of the HebrewSospel of the EgyptianSecret Gospel of MaykGospel of the
NazoreansandGospel of the EbioniteSee Crossafhe Historical Jesyst28-33.

1%9pid. Indeed, this is particularly true of Crossanwn identification and dating of Jesus
source material, and will be the subject of théofeing sections of this chapter.

bid., xxxiv.

1%8pid., xxviii. See, for example, Dennis Ingolfslari@, M, L and Other Sources for the
Historical Jesus,Princeton Theological Reviedu3 (1997): 17-22. Ingolfsland asks: “What wouid t
result be if 70 A.D. were the first strata cutoditel rather than 60 A.D., if the questionable saiwere
removed from consideration, and if Mark, ‘M, ‘Land Paul were given their proper weight?” Ibid., 18
Ingolfsland proceeds to reconstruct a portraitefhistorical Jesus on the basis of his first atsaurces;
ibid., 20-22. He concludes, “This study has sholat even when a high degree of skepticism is agpie
the selection of first strata sources, the critenbmultiple attestation can demonstrate thaesgsential
outline of the Gospel story must come from the \eagliest followers of Jesus if not from Jesus leifns
The picture of Jesus which emerges from such ammainstudy is substantially closer to the Gospel
accounts than the reconstructions offered by Croaad numerous others in the third quest for the
historical Jesus.” Ibid., 22

1%%Crossan spent the better part of the 1980s soatémamaterial in the Jesus tradition. The
outcome was his very useful guidayings Parallels: A Workbook for the Jesus Tradi{Philadelphia:
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of Jesus materials is then assigned a number (1 through 4), corresponding with the
earliest stratum in which it appedfS§.

In the third step of the second triad (II.C), Crossan determines the number of
independent attestations each complex receives from the various textuassdiitus
loops back to the inventory but presents that now stratified data base in terms of
multiplicity of independent attestation for each complex of the Jesusdraditihin
those sources and texts” Determining independent attestation is another project
fraught with scholarly judgment. How different do accounts of Jesus’ parabkeschiae
in order to be counted as an independent attestation? How much variation in detail is
permitted before an account is designated a separated attestation?

At the end of the second triad of Crossan’s methodology, each individual Jesus
complex receives a dual designation (X/Y) representing its earliairat(X) and
number of attestations (Y). Generally speaking, materials with a low X ghdrhhave

the greatest likelihood of reflecting the historical Jésts.

Fortress, 1986). Crossan took material from 24siwith sayings ascribed to Jesus and distilléd 50
separate complexes of Jesus material in 4 categ@égables, aphorisms, dialogues, and stories).
Interestingly, Crossan’s database of textual s@ugcew, from 24 irSayings Parallel$1986) to 52 infThe
Historical Jesug1991). Some of the difference is accounted fopdsiting second editions of various
sources inrhe Historical Jesus inventory (e.g., th&ospel of Thomalsas a first edition in the 50s, with a
later second edition; the canonical Gospels of Matt John are similarly ascribed second editions).
Additionally, however, some of the hypothetical hoh-extant documents presumed hre Historical
Jesusare neither discussed nor categorizeflagings Parallel¢e.g.,Dialogue CollectionSigns Gospgl

100f the 552 total Jesus complexes Crossan isokapespximately one-third (186) of them
first appear in the first stratum; another oneéetlfit78) appear first in the second stratum; onetquél23)
appear in the third stratum; and the final 35 caxes$ are attested only in the latest (fourth) wtnatSee
CrossanThe Historical Jesyst34-50.

Hipid.

H12Brent Schlittenhart, “The Eschatology of the JeSeminar: The Non-Apocalyptic Character
and Mission of Jesus” (Ph.D. diss., SouthwestemtiBaTheological Seminary), 42-45. Crossan stétes
principle clearly, “Mymethodologicatule of thumb is that the lower the number lefttadt stroke and the
higher the number to its right, the more seriotilse/complex must be takerThe Historical Jesysxxiv.
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The third triad (lll) “focuses on the methodological manipulation of that
inventory already established according to chronological hierarchyatifisation and
numbered hierarchy of attestatiort™ In the first step within the final triad (l1l.A),
Crossan lists the complexes according to the earliest stratum in whichpihesyr.
Crossan rightly emphasizes “the tremendous importance of that firstristratudata
chronologically closest to the time of the historical JestfsHe suggests that a
hypothesized reconstruction of the historical Jesus must be derived prinarily fr
material contained within this earliest stratum: “judgments on the secort] ahdt
fourth levels [are] made on, after, and in light of conclusions concerning thatldnsti
stratum.* It is clear, therefore, that judgments about what belongs in the fastratr
of textual material will be of crucial importance in Crossan’s histodeatis®

Thus, two aspects of Crossan’s stratification become both controversial and
influential. First, why is the first stratum cut off at 60 A.D.? Crossan acleu@sk no
Jesus source material prior to the 50s; if each stratum is designated twanty §e@ars,
the first stratum could legitimately be designated 50-80 A.D., or 40-70 A.Bss@n’s
cut-off seems arbitrarily chosen. Second, Crossan’s relatively latg détcanonical
materials (Matthew, Luke, and Acts) and radically early dating of aotcal
materials Gospel of Thoma€£ross GospelEgerton Gospglleads inevitably to an extra-

canonical bias in his reconstruction of the historical Jesus. Nothing that appelgrssol

13CrossanThe Historical Jesyscxxii.
"bid.
9 pid.

H%Crossan’s own determination of which sources belnnghich strata appears in part in his
earlier work, particularly CrossaRpur Other Gospelsand idemThe Cross That Spoke
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the canonical Gospels hearkens to the earliest stratum of Jesus materielsre, it
does not and cannot form the empirical foundation from which hypotheses are made
concerning Jesus of Nazareth. Crossan has explicitly sought to avoid a proalanonic
bias in his Jesus research, but has either implicitly or unknowingly replaced a pro
canonical bias with an anti-canonical bias.

The second step in the final triad (111.B) involves “hierarchy of attiesta™*’
Within the four stratified lists arrived at in step one, Crossan orders the casplex
according to the number of times they independently appear in the texts. sarCsos
judgment, only one-third of the Jesus complexes have “more than one independent
attestation;*'® the vast majority are only single attested. Material that is multiply
attested, particularly if it shows up in the earliest stratum, “must ba gesy, very
serious consideration.” Indeed, Crossan “postulates that, at least for tbtditgn,
everything is original until it is argued otherwise® Again, this demonstrates the
immense importance of Crossan’s stratification of source material, arcktifa-
canonical bias inherent in his inventory of sources.

In the final step of the third triad (111.C), Crossan brackets singudasitiall

complexes with single attestation are set aside as probably notrhiegrkack to the

historical Jesu¥®

"CrossanThe Historical Jesyscxxii.

M8bid., 434. Of the total 522 complexes, 138 argpdito be more than singly attested: 33
have multiple attestation; 42 have triple attestgtand 105 have double attestation.

"9bid., xxxii. Nonetheless, only 14 of 29 multiplstested complexes found in the first
stratum are ultimately accepted by Crossan as éeem back to the historical Jesus. Seven are nksd
unhistorical, which the final 8 are metaphoricae$he Historical Jesys434-36.

120This entails the complete avoidance of any unifrid only in single attestation even within
the first stratum. It is intended as a safeguadian insurance.” Crossarhe HistoricallJesus, xxxii. See
also Childs, “The Myth of the Historical Jesus dnel Evolution of Consciousness,” 37-38. Nonetheless
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Finally, in addition to the (X/Y) designation, Crossan indicates whether his
“scholarly judgment” considers the complex “originally from Jesus (o0 (-).”?*
Certain complexes are deemed metaphorical (+/-): the saying or event tdabpen in
historical time and space, but nonetheless represents something profoundly (if onl
metaphorically) true of the historical Jesus as expression by theChaitgian
community. Needless to say, complexes like the resurrection of Jesus aeel deem
metaphoricaf?? Significantly, the designation of historicity (or metaphoricity) is not part
of Crossan’s rigorous methodology—it comes after the triple triadic processdete.
Crossan acknowledges the necessity of scholarly judgment, or “material

investment 3

at every step of his historical Jesus methodology, but proposes his
methodology as an acceptable formal structure for all Jesus scholars.ogtezes that
“different scholars might invest those formal moves with widely divergent eparmd
texts,” but suggests that at least “historical Jesus research would . . . im&veocsomon
methodology instead of a rush to conclusion that could then be only accepted or
denied.*** Nonetheless, the different material investments (scholarly judgments or
informed decisions) scholars will make regarding identification, datmdyrelationship
of various textual sources will both lead to divergent portraits of the histoesasahd

result from divergent foundational presuppositiofisis necessary, therefore, to consider

the material investments that Crossan makes at each juncture, as$esisingact upon

Crossan cannot bring himself to “bracket” compléX A/he Good Samaritgreven though it only appears
in one attestation in the third stratum. Sée Historical Jesusxxiii, 449.

121CrossanThe Historical Jesyskxxiv.
122stewart,The Quest of the Hermeneutical Jedis54.
12%CrossanThe Historical Jesyskxxiv.

24pid.
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his reconstruction of Jesus’ resurrection. Furthermore, it is worthwhile cangitles
impact of Crossan’s underlying theological presuppositions upon his material

investments, and adjudicating the persuasiveness of his scholarly judgment.

Crossan’s Material Investments: Starting
Points, Sources, and the Jesus Inventory

Crossan’s triple-triadic historical Jesus methodology is a helpful akelet
framework which must be fleshed out through making material investments orrlschola
judgments concerning textual sources and starting points. Crossan’s Jesusynhkzeator
out in Appendix 1 offhe Historical Jesyss a crucial element in his reconstruction of
the historical Jesus. Crossan’s judgments concerning the dating and reiptains
textual sources strongly influence the resulting portrait of Jesus. Bufroghthe
outset, there are significant questions concerning Crossan’s materisinants

First, what extant textual evidence belongs properly in Crossan’stfiastim
(30-60 A.D.)? Scholarly debate rages over the earliest possible dates>ofted of
Thomasand theGospel of Peter Crossan places the first edition of both in his first
stratum, along with th8ayings Gospel QNone of the four canonical gospels make the
cut. Crossan has quite appropriately been accused of exercising an antiaidniagio
his dating of various sourcéS. Later in this chapter, Crossan’s assessment of canonical

and extracanonical gospels will be evaluated, particularly the dating and degenéle

1%5ee Gregory A. BoydZynic Sage or Son of God? Recovering the Real JesusAge of
Revisionist Replie@Vheaton, IL: Victor, 1995), 70-81. Boyd conclud&Srossan’s case for the historical
Jesus as a Cynic sage thus hangs upon his cgseeferring certain noncanonical documents sucl@as *
andGosThonover the extant New Testament documents. Forigig o be embraced, one must accept
both his arguments for the existence and/or pyiafithese noncanonical works as well as his vieat t
Paul, Mark (as the earliest canonical Gospel),Aatd are fundamentally unreliable.” Ibid., 87.
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the Gospel of ThomasheCross Gospelthe hypothesized earliest core now embedded
within theGospel of Petgr Secret Markand the hypothesized Q-Gospel.

Second, why do only four Pauline epistles (1 Thessalonians, 1 Corinthians,
Romans, and Galatians) show up in Crossan’s first stratum? Why does Crossan not
assign 2 Corinthians, 2 Thessalonians, Ephesians, Philippians, Titus, and Philampn to
of the four strata?® Do they have absolutely nothing to contribute to our textual
evidence for the historical Jesus? Unfortunately, Crossan neither explain$emoisde
his scholarly judgments regarding the New Testament epistles—he siatply thtent?’
More troublingly, why do even the four acknowledged first-stratum Paulindespday
such an inconsequential role in Crossan’s portrait of the historical F&shearly

twenty years after the publication Diie Historical JesysCrossan (writing with Marcus

128Crossan acknowledges seven authentic Paulineespi&tbmans, 1-2 Corinthians, Galatians,
Philippians, 1 Thessalonians, and Philemon. Jotmibic Crossan and Jonathan L. ReladSearch of
Paul: How Jesus'’s Apostle Opposed Rome’s Empite @itd’s Kingdon{New York:
HarperSanFrancisco, 2004), xiii, 105-06; John DaéenBrossanGod and Empire: Jesus Against Rome,
Then and NowNew York: HarperSanFrancisco, 2007), 145. Thatesais failure to include Philippians,
2 Corinthians, and Philemon in his original Jeswentory all the more puzzling, since authenticlirau
epistles must fall either in the first stratum loe early second stratum—to omit them altogethdifiigult
to fathom. Second Thessalonians, Titus, and Ephesig puzzling omissions as well. Granted, Crossan
does not perceive them as authentic Pauline emistéedoes, however, include the ‘pseudonymougrket
of 1 and 2 Timothy within his inventory of Jesusise material. Why are 2 Thessalonians, Titus, and
Ephesians excluded from consideration?

It is also interesting to note that despite hissiienice that biblical scholars need to admit to
and openly defend their scholarly presuppositi@sssan does not do so with regard to the New
Testament epistles. Instead, he merely notes, twe . . . the general scholarly consensus tleat th
following six letters [1-2 Timothy, Titus, Ephes&rColossians, 2 Thessalonians] are inauthentipast
Pauline.” Crossan and Redd,Search of Payll06. Furthermore, he acknowledges that the “géner
scholarly consensus” with regards to 2 Thessaleni@ing post-Pauline is only “weak.” Crossan respli
scholars who disagree with such material investmentiefend their positions, but seems to feal it i
enough for him to state his position as represgrgaholarly consensus and leave it at that.

12Icrossan and Reeth Search of Payll05-06; Crossaffhe Historical Jesyst27-30.

128The Historical Jesusontains very little discussion of Paul’s epistlekilippians, Philemon,
and 2 Corinthians are all acknowledged by Crossaauthentically Pauline, yet are not even mentidaned
The Historical JesusRomans 8:15 is the only citation of that subsshigtter, and even that verse is only
mentioned in passing. First Thessalonians recaivedrief citations; 5:2 is cited briefly, while ¥3-18 is
guoted only to demonstrate Paul’s invocation dbart of Man’ (Dan 7) figure without using the Son of
Man terminology. Galatians is briefly mentionedfoor occasions. First Corinthians is the only Paauli
letter which merits any substantial discussionhwiter twenty index citations.
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Borg) can assert that Paul’s letters, “written in the 50s of the finstige. . . are the
earliest documents in the New Testament. . . . Thus the genuine letters of Raall are
oldest witness we have to what was to become ChristidiiityWhy do these earliest
witnesses of Christianity exert so little influence over Crossan’s itigt@econstruction
of Jesus? Crossan is primarily a scholar of the Gospels, and his non-Pauline focus is
particularly evident leading up to and includifige Historical JesusCrossan eventually
turns to Pauline studiég? but by this time his portraits of Jesus of Nazareth and the rise
of early Christianity have already been set in black ink.

Third, how does Crossan determine how many independent attestations each
Jesus complex has in the extant textual material? Crossan hypothesirassthaf his
extracanonical sources (e.gpistle of Barnabgdidache Shepherd of Herma®apyrus
Oxyrhynchus 840Gospel of the EgyptianEgerton GospelPapyrus Oxyrhynchus 1224,
andGospel of Thomasare independent of the canonical Gospels. Thus, any mention of
a Jesus complex in these sources counts as an independent attestation. The canonical
Gospels, however, count for only one, at most two, independent attestations of Jesus
complexes. When it comes to the key passion and resurrection narratives, Crassan arg
that the Gospels do not containy independent attestation, as they all follow (and
expand upon) th€ross Gospefextracted from th&ospel of Peteas the historical core
and original narrative). Later, this chapter will examine and critique thesri®y which

Crossan identifies multiple attestations in the Jesus tradition, focusingujzaty on

2%Marcus J. Borg and John Dominic CrossHme First Paul: Reclaiming the Radical
Visionary Behind the Church’s Conservative I¢blew York: HarperOne, 2009), 14.

130 Crossan and Reeth Search of PaylBorg and Crossaffhe First Paul
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Crossan’s hypothesizé&tiross Gospel Again, there is a subtle anti-canonical bias at
work in Crossan’s operative methodology.

Fourth, how does Crossan exercise his scholarly judgment (not to be confused
with “acute scholarly subjectivity*§*in determining whether a given Jesus complex is
historical (+), unhistorical (-), or metaphorical (+/-)? | have alreagyeal that
Crossan’s rejection of the historicity of miraculous healings in the Gospkha
resurrection of Jesus Christ is based upon the inexorable logic of his underlying
worldview presuppositions, entirely apart from his consideration of the hidtorica
evidence and/or his interpretation of the biblical texts. Furthermore, Crossan’s
reconstruction of the historical Jesus depends heavily upon his presumption that the
canonical Gospels reflect an ongoing process of creative adaptation amthadthius,
the contemporary scholar (i.e., Crossan himself) has to peel away the laytes of |
Christian accretions in order to discover the historical kernels at the dibwetoddition.
Later in this chapter, | will critique Crossan’s presumptions about the natume of t
canonical Gospels.

Ambiguous Terminology: Presuppositions,
Hypotheses, and Material Investments

Before proceeding, however, it is important to clarify Crossan’s teroggol
The way that historical Jesus scholars treat the dating, nature, and liééaionship of
source material is crucial in determining the resulting portrait of Jesuazaireth. But

what exactly is the nature of the material investments that scholarsohaade?

1315ee again Childghe Myth of the Historical Jesus and the EvolutibConsciousnesss;
CrossanThe Historical Jesysxxiv.
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Crossan’s language throughout his published works is varied, and can lead to confusion if
not carefully parsed.

First, he uses three terms apparently interchangeably—materiahnevest
scholarly judgments, and informed decisidffsThese terms refer to the positions that
scholars hold regarding the extant sources. For example, is Mark to be dated ca, 50 A.D.
or closer to 70 A.D.? Is theospel of Thomaa first-century document, or was it written
in the latter half of the second century? Is Mark used by Matthew and Luke ase sour
document in writing their gospels? Are the accounts of Jesus’ burial by Joseph of
Arimathea in Mark and John independent accounts, or do they stem from the same oral or
written source? Each of those decisions affects one’s understanding culieatson of
Jesus Christ, and scholars must take a stand—that is, they must make a material
investment, having used their scholarly judgment to reach an informed decisiom, So fa
everything is relatively clear.

Second, however, Crossan uses different terms in different settings to describe
the type of material investment that he and other scholars make. His prepgmeach
seems to be to call such scholarly decisions either Gospel presuppositions nsuense
scholarly conclusions. ldesus: A Revolutionary Biograpki©94), Crossan offers to
“give you some backgroundpme general conclusions accepted by most critical scholars

today”*** Crossan continues to speak of “scholarly consensus” and “conclusions”

13271l three phrases are found in the preface to GrogEhe Historical Jesysxxii-xxxiv.

133CrossanJesusxii. Emphasis added. Of the five consensus coraisshat follow, the fifth
one is not actually a conclusion regarding the neatdi the Gospels, but rather an interpretive aoitit
“Finally, and in summary, what those first Chrigsaexperienced as the continuing presence of ke ri
Jesus or the abiding empowerment of the Spirit glawdransmitters of the Jesus tradition a creative
freedom we would never have dared postulate had se@onclusion not been forced upon us by the
evidence.” Ibid., xiii.
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regarding the Gospels (canonical and extra-canoniciyhio Killed Jesus?1995)*

By 1996, Crossan has begun using a new preferred designation—Gospel
presupposition$®> He makes it clear that his Gospel presuppositions are not inviolable
precepts; rather, they are starting-points for his historical Jeascb¥® Crossan

continues to use the designation “Gospel presuppositiordiarBirth of Christianity

(1998)*” and a symposium with biblical scholars in New Zealand (1889 many

13%CrossanWho Killed Jesus? Exposing the Roots of Anti-Semiith the Gospel Story of the

Death of JesufNew York: HarperSanFrancisco, 1995), 9, 25. “A sias scholarly consensus agreed . . .
that Matthew and Luke used Mark as a major sour@®mposing their own gospels.” Ibid., 25. Crossan
proceeds to note the general scholarly consenstilseamwo-source theory, positing that Matthew anéd.
also used a source originally designafaeelle (German for source). In the same context, Cropsasents
(implicitly as another item of “massive scholarlynsensus”) a much more contentious theory: “The Q
Gospel was completed, most likely in two major stdyy the middle of the first century and was pldpa
composed in Galilee and its immediate environsd.|25.

1%%Here is one presupposition: the Gospel of Mark wsed by the Gospels of Matt and Luke.
.. . A 'second presupposition for which there goa massive consensus of scholarship . . . isrliage
data of the New Testament Gospels covering Jesursisrand deeds, there are three successive layers.”
Crossan, “Opening Statement,”\ll the Real Jesus Please Stand, Bp.

13%Crossan insists that a Gospel presupposition i$sembething that cannot be challenged. It
simply means something that | started from.” Ib88, In his subsequent reflection upon the debéte w
William Lane Craig, Crossan notes that his furt@espel presupposition that “some stories that cbald
taken literally were intended to be and shouldaben symbolically instead . . . [is] a historicad@gment,”
while Craig’s position that “everything in the Getpthat can be taken literally and historicallpsd be
so taken . . . [is] a theological presuppositidtbssan, “Reflections on a Debate, Vifill the Real Jesus
Please Stand Upl48.

13%presuppositions are . . . simply historical cosaas reached earlier but taken for granted
here.” John Dominic Crossanhe Birth of Christianity: Discovering What Happelne the Years
Immediately after the Execution of Jeghigw York: HarperSanFrancisco, 1998), 95. “I havethree
presuppositions concerning relations between tinadanonical gospels.” 1bid., 109. Later, Crossan
outlines six major “source presuppositions” thateya his historical Jesus research, adding thgtahe
“crucial decisionsabout sources [that] form the foundation of thask” Ibid., 199. Note how Crossan
delineates the decisions he has made about soategiahas Gospel presuppositions.

13%0ne’s fundamental decisions about Gospel relakignswill change everything thereafter.

... I did not, by the way, simply accept thgsesupposition$rom two hundred years of previous
scholarship, | spent the decade of the 60s confgrthem for myself.” John Dominic Crossan, “Thedfin
Word,” Colloquium31 (1999): 148. Emphasis added.
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other works, Crossan simply states the material investments he has mhadet wit
designating them by any such terminoldgy.

Thus, Crossan uses a plethora of terms to refer to scholarly stances, whether
consensus or contentious, regarding the nature, dating, and relationship of source
materials about Jesus. Crossan variously calls these stances nmatesiahents,
scholarly judgments, informed decisions, Gospel presuppositions, starting points,
hypotheses, conclusions, or scholarly consensus. Furthermore, Crossan often uses the
same term to refer to stances that have vastly different standings oatiesrgy of
biblical studies. For example, The Birth of ChristianityCrossan helpfully summarizes
and outlines six governing Gospel presuppositfdhne of them, the priority of Mark,
is uncontroversial, and widely accepted within critical scholarship. A second, the
existence of), is relatively uncontroversial in its bare assertion that it was used as a
source by both Matthew and Luke. Crossan, however, goes further, and asserts both that
“it is a gospel in its own right . . . [and that] it is also possible to discern reqiaict
layers within its compositional history* The existence dp as a source document is

widely accepted by biblical scholar&its existence as a full-fledged Gospel is somewhat

13% g., John Dominic Crossan and Jonathan L. Reechvating Jesus: Beneath the Stones,
Behind the Text@New York: HarperSanFrancisco, 2001), 7-10, whkeeten top “exegetical discoveries”
are basically a summary of Crossan’s previous Ggspsuppositions; Crossafy,Long Way from
Tipperary, 146-55. See also Crossan, “Blessed Plot: A ReplN. T. Wright's Review ofrhe Birth of
Christianity,” Scottish Journal of Theolod®8 (2000): 95, where Crossan identifies the “fatimhal
divergence in ouview of the materiaftheir Gospel presuppositions) as the sourcéHeir divergent
reconstructions of Jesus. In “Our Own Faces in D&efls: A Future for Historical Jesus Research,” in
God, the Gift, and Postmodernisad. John D. Caputo and Michael J. Scanlon (Blogton: Indiana
University Press, 1999), 284, Crossan presents &pspsuppositions as simple asserted fact.

140CrossanThe Birth of Christianity119-20.
“Ybid., 119.

12Though certainly not universally accepted; see, &g LinnemanBiblical Criticism on
Trial: How Scientific is ‘Scientific Theology, ?rans. Robert Yarbrough (Grand Rapids: Kreged12018-
41; also Linneman, “The Lost Gospel of Q—Fact anteay?"Trinity Journall7 (1996): 3-18.
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controversial. The speculative recovery of clear stratificationinvihe hypothesized
reconstructed Q Gospel is highly debatable. The remaining four Gospel presuppositions
in The Birth of Christianitythe dependence of John upon the Synoptics; and the
independence of th@ospel of ThomasheDidache and theCross Gospelrom
canonical influence) are to varying degrees controversial in biblicalssshg. The
point is not that Crossan’s stances are untenable or necessarily incorreattydruiiat
stances of varied academic acceptance are presented in the same brogdastibitesy
carry the same weight of scholarly consensus.

| think it is helpful to use a more consistent terminology for all of Crossan’s
stances on Jesus source material. Thus, | will adopt a term suggested ay Groself,
and identify them all asaterial investmentsA material investment is a scholarly
decision, whether based upon one’s own investigation and conclusions or inherited from
one’s intellectual debtors (or both), regarding the status, historical value, dating,
provenance, authorship, stratification, and/or literary relationship of teateddb Jesus
of Nazareth. Material investments thus include what Crossan identifies Waasus
scholarly judgments, informed decisions, acute scholarly bias, presuppositions, and
consensus academic conclusions related to sources in the Jesus traditioral Materi
investments may be broadly shared by the guild of biblical scholarship, or tigey ma
represent minority views or even idiosyncratic positions held by the individuabkschol

against almost the entirety of the rest of the biblical scholarship community.

A Catalogue of Crossan’s
Material Investments

Presenting a catalogue of Crossan’s material investments is not a siskple

Since the publication ofhe Historical Jesug 1991, Crossan has framed his material
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investments in various ways. What follows, then, is not an exhaustive list; ngither

cumulative list derived from one written source. Rather, it is a patchworkg|istit

various material investments presented in diverse published works in a semblance of

coherent order. This section will not contain any direct critical aisalyst rather will

simply take note of several of Crossan’s material investments. In thenstat follows,
four crucial material investments that have strong bearing upon Crossaistraction

of Jesus’ resurrection will be scrutinized. Here the purpose is simply to padseratd

cross-section of Crossan’s material investments in as broad, straightfpamad direct a

fashion as possible.

1. The Gospel of Mark was written around 70 A.D., but was preceded by a suppressed
version,Secret Markwhich contains a narrative resembling the raising of Lazarus in
John 11*** Mark does not record the recollections of the Apostle Peter as Christian
tradition holds:** but rather writes from a Galilean Christian perspediyainstthe
Petrine Church in Jerusaleffi.

2. The Gospel of Matthew was written around 90 A.D., using, “apart from other data,
the Gospel of Mark and tlayings Gospel @r its prepassion narrative, and the

Gospel of Mark and th€ross Gospelor its passion and resurrection accoufit.”

3. The Gospel of Luke was written after Matthew but before John, possibly in the 90s
A.D., as the first in a two-volume projef.

143CrossanFour Other Gospelsl05; CrossanThe Historical Jesyst28-29.

“4Despite the fact that Crossan notes at one paaniMiark is written “from the original store
of Petrine tradition.” Crossafour Other Gospel|s99.

14330hn Dominic Crossan, “Empty Tomb and Absent Loddrk 16:1-8),” inThe Passion in
Mark: Studies on Mark 14-1@&d. Werner H. Kelber (Philadelphia: Fortress,8)9746-52. Crossan
accepts “the general hypothesis” that Mark writggist “theological opponents characterized by (1)
interest in miracles and apparitions rather thasuifiering and service; (2) very little sympathytiwihe
Gentile mission especially insofar as this questibtihe validity of the Law; (3) an appeal to théhauty
of the Jerusalem mother Church, based both orathéyf of Jesus and on the original disciples otides
the twelve, the inner three, and Peter in particullid., 146.

148CrossanThe Historical Jesyst30.

1bid., 431.
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4. The Gospel of John, written in the early years of the second century A.D., is
dependent upon the Synoptic Gospels anCtioss Gospelor its passion and
resurrection account, and incorporateligns Gospeh its prepassion accoutit

5. The Gospel of Matthew and Luke both use the Gospel of Matke Sayings Gospel
Q,**°and theCross Gospehs written sources?:

6. The canonical Gospels “are all by anonymous authors, none of whom knew Jesus
personally.**? Each contains three layers of mateftdlbriginal tradition, which
hearkens back to Jesus; a second layer which “creatively adapted the sagings a
works of Jesus®* and a third representing the writer’s narrative and theological

freedom™®®

7. TheGospel of Thoma&t least the first edition of it) was written in the 50s A,
thus predating the canonical tradition, and is entirely independent from the canonical
gospels®’ Furthermore, Thomas is written by a community of Christians
independent of the Jerusalem/canonical tradition, exemplified by a focus om the lif

18CrossanThe Birth of Christianity119.
14%Crossan, “Opening Statement,”\ill the Real Jesus Please Stand, BB-34.
1%0CrossanThe Birth of Christianity110.

®ICrossanFour Other Gospelsl33; Crossan works this thesis out most fullgimssanThe
Cross That Spokdhe bulk of the manuscript discusses the indighericopes imThe Cross Gospel
(Gospel of Petgr arguing that the original text was used by theonical passion-resurrection accounts.

152CrossanThe Birth of Christianity20-21.
% CrossanJesusxiii.
*%Crossan, “Opening Statement,”\Mill the Real Jesus Please Stand, B8-34.

1%5n/hat those first Christians experienced as thdinaing presence of the risen Jesus or the
abiding empowerment of the Spirit gave the trangmstof the Jesus tradition a creative freedom weldv
never have dared postulate had such a conclusidmeea forced upon us by the evidence.” Crossan,
Jesusxiii.

1%%CrossanThe Historical Jesys428. Crossan’s dating @homashas gotten progressively
earlier over the years. In his first mentiorifdfomas Crossan suggests a date “from the |§terdearly 5'
century.” John Dominic CrossaBcanning the Sunday Gosyelilwaukee: Bruce, 1966), 139.

57CrossanFour Other Gospels35-37. Crossan’s position diomas’independence has also
moved over the years. Initially, Crossan leaveqjiestion of dependence open, with the strong
implication thatThomasds later than and only possibly independent ofSfieoptic tradition—see Crossan,
“The Parable of the Wicked Husbandmen,” 456-571By9, Crossan is relatively convinced thhbmas
must have an independent version of Jesus’ paralsies Crossarkinding is the First Agt105-06. By
1983, Thomas’independence is asserted explicitly and unconitly: “I consider this versiodike all of
Thomasto be independent of the intracanonical Gospelsfin Dominic Crossan, “Mark 12:13-17,”
Interpretation37 (1983): 399. Emphasis added. See also Crolss&ragmentsx: “I consider that the
Gospel of Thomais completely independent of the intracnonical g&ds.” ThereafterThomas’
independence serves as a presupposition for Credsatorical Jesus research.
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and tggsching of Jesus and an entire lack of interest in the death and resurrection of
Jesus:

The common source used by Matthew and Luke, Q, is not only an independent
tradition of sayings of Jesus; rather, it is a full-fledged but no longer &agirigs
Gospel Qwritten in the 50s A.D>° within a Christian community with no interest in
the death and resurrection of Je¥§sFurthermore, the textual contents of the

Sayings Gospel @an be confidently reconstructed, including its stratified layers and
redactional history. The reconstructed earliest lay€y cdntained no eschatological
pronouncements or Son of Man self-references; those were placed on Jesus’ lips by
later editors 0f).*** TheSayings Gospel @nd theGospel of Thomasepresent a

stream of early Christian tradition dubbed Lhie Traditionby Crossan, which was
interested solely in the life and teaching of Jesus and did not focus on his death and
resurrection.

A Miracles Collectionwas compiled in the 50s A.D., and used independently by both
Mark and Johri®?

10.TheCross Gospelnow embedded within the second-cent@ospel of Petewas

written around 50 A.D., and serves as the sole source for the canonical passion-
resurrection narrative's>

11.An Apocalyptic Scenarizvas composed in the 50s A.D. and is now embedded within

Didache16 and Matthew 2%* Positing the existence of the independent
Apocalyptic Scenariallows Crossan to maintain the complete independence of the
Didache®®® which Crossan holds was written in the late first centtfy.

1%8Crossan, “The Historical Jesus in Earliest Chnistjg” 4-7. Crossan speaks of “Thomas-

type Christians,” who used no titles for Jesus pktie Living Jesus;” Crossan insists that “thisraot a
hint in theGospel of Thomasf any interest in death or resurrection and suchld probably have been
irrelevant to Jesus as Wisdapeaking’ Ibid., 5. Emphasis original.

1%%CrossanThe Historical Jesyst27-28.

180Crossan, “Our Own Faces in Deep Wells,” 294.

®iCrossan and ReeHxcavating Jesys.

182CrossanThe Historical JesysA29.

%3bid. See more fully Crossafihe Cross That SpokandFour Other Gospelsl33-80.
1%4CrossanThe Historical Jesys429.

1%CrossanThe Birth of Christianity119; Crossan and Redgkcavating Jesy9-10.

1%CrossanThe Historical Jesyst29; Crossan and Watia/ho Is Jesyss6. Crossan’s dating

of theDidachehas also moved over the course of his careeratdsals 1986, he argued that it was written
early in the second century A.D.; see CrosSatyjngs Parallelsxix.
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Again, this catalogue of Crossan’s material investments is far from dixeaus
and attempts to isolate material investments which have a bearing upoanross
reconstruction of the resurrection of Jesus Ch#isiVhile each could be critiqued on
various fronts, four of Crossan’s material investments will be examinedhhérei
hypothesized Life Tradition which Crossan juxtaposes with the intracanonitial dea
resurrection tradition, identifiable now in tBayings Gospel @nd theGospel of
Thomasthe existence, dating, and literary relationshigetret Markand theCross

Gospe] and the date, purpose, and literary creativity of the Gospel of Mark.

Life vs. death traditions: Dating and reconstructingQ and Thomas. John
Dominic Crossan argues that early Christianity was marked by divensitglarality®®
Proclamation of Jesus as Lord took various forms in different settings and coramunit
Some Christian communities produced written expressions of their conceptionsfJes
i.e., gospels. The canonical Gospels are four such examples, but there were @thers. T

in particular, thesayings Gospel @nd theGospel of Thomagplay a key role in

Crossan’s understanding of early Christianity, as they evidence whaa@tesss the

% urther lists and explanations of Crossan’s mdtenestments appear in Cross&ayings
Parallels, xvii-xx; idem, The Historical Jesys427-30; and idenT he Birth of Christianity91-120.

1%8Biblical scholars generally acknowledge an elenséliversity in the early Church, as both
Paul and John respond to both internal and extep@bnents in their epistles. Crossan, however,
embraces the more extensive thesis promulgateddlie¥\Bauer—see, e.g., Walter Bau@rthodoxy and
Heresy in Earliest Christianityed. Robert A. Kraft and Gerhard Krodel, tranaulBa Achtemeier
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1971). Bauer hypothesikatiearly Christianity was marked by radical
theological diversity, with emerging orthodoxy etually imposing itself and snuffing out alternative
visions of Jesus of Nazareth. In Bauer’s thesidyraned enthusiastically by Crossan, heresy preceded
orthodoxy—the first-century church did not haveidely-agreed upon theological vision of the perand
work of Jesus Christ. For a contemporary rebuttéh@® Bauer hypothesis, see Andreas J. Kostenbarger
Michael J. KrugerThe Heresy of Orthodoxy: How Contemporary Cultukegscination with Diversity has
Reshaped Our Understanding of Early Christiarfityheaton, IL: Crossway, 2010).
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Life Tradition'®® The Life Tradition “shows no interest in the death and resurrection of
Jesus, but sees him as speaking for Wisdom, or better, living according to Wisdom and
empowering others to do so, then, now, and alw&ysThe Death Tradition,
exemplified by the canonical Gospels and the Pauline epistles, upheld theiahcrif
nature of Jesus’ death and proclaimed the centrality of his resurrection. dress&s
that we must “distinguish two traditions in earliest Christianity, one engphgshe
sayings of Jesus and the other emphasizing the death and resurrection of Jesus.”
Furthermore, we must not allow any “overt ascendanejtbérover the other*
Crossan thus juxtaposes the Death Tradition over against the Life Tradition, llbé&iimg
as legitimate but plural responses to Jesus of Nazareth.

For Crossan, the Life Tradition represents the “discovery of another
kerygma—one which had no special place for the death of JE8us those
communities, Jesus was remembered and celebrated in a way which did not“eefer t
saving death and a vindicating resurrectibfi."The Life Tradition “predominated among
the hamlets and small towns of Galilee and Syria,” in contrast to the urbanduetlubl
the Death Traditioh’* Finally, the Life Tradition produced Sayings Gospé&lsd

Thomas rather than Biography Gospels (the canonicals) or Discourse Gospelsh@.

1%9CrossanyThe Birth of Christianity415, 521, 572-73.
1%Crossan“The Historical Jesus in Earliest Christianity,”.12
MCrossanThe Birth of Christianity415.

230hn S. Kloppenborg and Leif E. Vaage, “Early Ciarsty, Q, and Jesus: The Sayings
Gospel and Method in the Study of Christian Origir@emeisb5 (1991): 6.

"pid.

4CrossanThe Birth of Christianity573.
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Apocalypse of Jamp™® The diverse strains and traditions of the early Church waged a
“war of gospel types” in which Biography Gospels emerged victorious; gusgels fell
by the wayside in the face of canonical ascendaffcy.

If Crossan is correct in his assessment of early Christian diversity and the
existence of an entire stream of Christian tradition with no interest in the aleht
resurrection of Jesus, then his metaphorical reconstruction of the resurregtigaima
more plausibility:”” If a whole stream of early Christianity focused on Jesus’ life to the
exclusion of his death and resurrection, then perhaps Crossan is correct in ingsting, “
resurrection wasne way, but only one wajesus’ earliest followers . . . explained the
continuation rather than termination, the expansion rather than the contraction, of faith i
Jesus as the manifestation of GO#."It is necessary, then, to explore the material
investments which Crossan makes that facilitate his depiction of earlyi@hds/ersity.

The material investments that Crossan makes regardir®pthegs Gospel @nd the

1Crossan, “Our Own Faces in Deep Wells,” 294 ®Te Birth of Christianity31-33.
1"%CrossanThe Birth of Christianity36.

Y™ Then again, it may not. One could argue thatpeigectly natural that there existed early
followers of Jesus who held to his way of life drisl teaching. These followers perhaps did not dwenv
that Jesus had gone to Jerusalem for that fatefsgd¥er, only to be executed and raised from thd de
three days later. Perhaps such followers even pas@ body of Jesus’ teaching in written form adye
as the mid-30s A.D., perhaps even in a full-fleddedument like the propos&a Gospel Such followers
did not reject, deny, or minimize Jesus’ resurmeti-they simply did not know about it. Perhaps,Hart
such followers began to hear the proclamation sfigeatoning death and bodily resurrection either
through their own visits to the temple in JerusafemJewish festivals or through the growing evdisgie
ministry of the nascent Church. Perhaps, when ltleeyd of Jesus’ death and resurrection, such fellew
began to enthusiastically embrace the risen Lord jeined the Church headed by the apostles in
Jerusalem. In the process, they shared with thattD€radition’ their written remembrances of Jesus’
words and deeds (i.e., tedocument), which were then incorporated into tlsgls of Matt and Luke.

1830hn Dominic Crossan, “The Passion, Crucifixiord &esurrection,” ifhe Search for
Jesus: Modern Scholarship Looks at the GosmelsHershel Shanks (Washington, DC: Biblical
Archaeological Society, 1994), 120. Emphasis o&Qjin
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Gospel of Thomaare crucial to his recovery of a unique Life Tradition and his
reconstruction of early Christianity?

Crossan’s initial material investment, the existence of Q as a source for
Matthew and Luke, is relatively uncontroversial. Since the late nineteemtlryg, it has
been commonly accepted that Matthew and Luke both had access to a written source,
Q,'%%n addition to the Gospel of Mark, when they penned their Go&ffeBrossan’s
material investment, however, goes much further than the existe@casoh source.
Building upon the pioneering scholarship of John KloppenbrGrossan insists th&
is not only an independent tradition of sayings of Jesus; rather, it is a digefidout no
longer extanBayings Gospel QThis full Gospel was written in the 50s A'B within a

Christian community with no interest in the death and resurrection of Jésus.

9Tuckett argues that Crossan’s material investnrettieGospel of Thomagrovides the
methodological foundation for his reconstructedudesThe dating of this alleged [early] layer in[@inas]
now gives it unprecedented priority in Crossantrestruction of Jesus, for ‘Thl’ and Q are the main
sources of any substance in the first stratum.eSinis only material in this first stratum whichig@@san is
prepared to consider initially as potentially autties the result is that the Th material is suprigme
privileged. Further, since the very definition diII[material which is paralleled in the Synoptadition,
because the Synoptics used Th] means that it ispiydittested, and Crossan’s method is to focus on
multiply attested complexes and to bracket off sirdgtested tradition, the inevitable result istttree Th
material emerges as the most significant. Th tisssimes an enormous importance in the reconstruation
Jesus, by virtue of a number of assumptions arglippositions that remain rather buried and hidden i
Crossan’s book.” Christopher M. Tuckett, “The Hrgtal Jesus, Crossan and Methodology,Téxt und
Geschichte: Facetten Theologischen Arbeitens aoskleundes- und Schulerkreed. Stefan Maser and
Egbert Schlarb (Marburg: Elwert, 1999), 265.

80T he postulated source is called ‘Q’, an abbreviatibthe GermaQuelle for source.
18l loppenborg and Vaage, “Early Christianity, Q aedus,” 3.

1825ee John S. KloppenborBhe Formation of Q: Trajectories in Ancient WisdBuilections
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1987); ide@ Parallels: Synopsis, Critical Notes and Concorda(Santa Rosa,
CA: Polebridge, 1988); idenkxcavating Q: The History and Setting of the SayiBgspelPhiladelphia:
Fortress, 2000); and ide®, the Earliest Gospel: An Introduction to the Omigl Stories and Sayings of
JesugqLouisville: Westminster John Knox, 2008).

18%CrossanThe Historical Jesyst27-28.

18%Crossan, “Our Own Faces in Deep Wells,” 294.
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Furthermore, the textual contents of 8ayings Gospel Qan be confidently
reconstructed by stratified layefS. The earliest layer withi@ “emphasized primarily a
lifestyle and missionary activity that, despite the expectation of opmositid even
persecution, was remarkably open and hopéfiil. The original version o lacked any
titular self-references of Jesus as Son of Mam second layer was added®@p with
references to Jesus as Son of Kaand warnings of “dire apocalyptic vengeance against
‘this generation’ for refusing to accept their witne¥8.”According to Crossan, while
original Q sees Jesus solely as a Wisdom figure, “the apocalypticism added indhd se
stratum of theSayings Gospel ®mphatically sees Jesus as the coming Son of Man.”
Throughout both early and later layers of 8sings Gospel (however, is a total and
absolute lack of interest in the death and resurrection of Jesus Qtarsd:the “Q
Community” which birthed it were committed to the Life Tradition, to presertheg
teaching and lifestyle of Jestis.

Not only is there no allusion to a passion-resurrection keryg@atimere is no
reason internal tQ to believe that the cultivation of Q material and the composition

of the document presupposed the passion and/or resurrection. Nor is there any clear
indication inQ of either an ‘exalted Jesus’ or ‘the paroudia.’

185 consider that Q is a discourse gospel whoseesetipl structure and even redactional
strata can be plausibly demonstrated, and whogemiowas adopted, along with Mark, by both Matt and
Luke.” Crossanin Fragmentsix. See idem Crossamhe Birth of Christianity110-11.

¥Crossan, “The Historical Jesus in Earliest Chnistjg” 13.
'#Kloppenborg and Vaage, “Early Christianity, Q arduk,” 7.

188The Son of Man sayings @ represent “a secondary redaction of an older wisdook.”
Kloppenborg and Vaage, “Early Christianity, Q aedus,” 7.

189Crossan, “The Historical Jesus in Earliest Christjg” 13.
1%CrossanThe Historical Jesy230.
¥ICrossan, “The Historical Jesus in Earliest Christig” 15

¥Richard A. Horsley, “Q and Jesus: Assumptions, Apphes, and AnalysesSemeiss5
(1991): 182.



152

From those material investments, Crossan is able to insist that anredebd
the earliest) stream of Christianity bore witness to Jesus as arfeeckiésdom
personified, but not as an exalted figure whose death atoned for sin and who was bodily
raised from the dead on the third day. | suggest, however, that Crossan’s material
investments in th8ayings Gospel @re highly questionable, and that the data can and
should be read differently.

First, it must be acknowledged tlaremains a hypothetical and non-extant
document. Kloppenborg and Vaage note that nineteenth-century biblical scholars tended
to treatQ “more as a convenient postulate which facilitated certain explanations of the
Synoptic problem than as a monument attesting to a particular moment or moments in the
history of early Christianity*®® Contrary to Kloppenborg and Vaage'’s, this is a more
responsible position. Other ancient gospels are accepted and reconstructedr@e)a deg
in the absence of extant manuscripts; however, these gospels tend to be reednstruc
from explicit citations or lengthy quotations contained within the early chathers:**

With Q, however, textual reconstruction is substantially more hypotheti@alet only
lacks manuscript evidence, it also lacks direct citation or quotation.

Second, while it may be tenable to reconstruct the teQtlzdsed upon the
common material in Matthew and Luke, it is highly speculative to suggest thasthits

represent the exhaustive contents 8agings Gospel QWhy should one conclude that

Matthew and Luke utilized everything contained within their source docu@teriiven

9Kloppenborg and Vaage, “Early Christianity, Q aedus,” 3.

194The Gospel of the Hebrewsor example, is “known only from seven patrigtitations”;
there are no extant manuscripts or fragments. @np$se Historical Jesyst28. From patristic citations,
we can indeed reconstruct a partial text ofGuspel of the Hebrewbut no one pretends that what we can
recover from seven partial citations is #rire text of the original Gospel, let alone that we tsaolate
redactional layers within it.



153

that they feel free to skip material from MafRwhich was also a common source, why
should we expect them to tre@tdifferently? Indeed, might we not expect that some of
the material in Matthew and Luke commonly designated to their particularesajr
andL respectively) may not in fact be part of their common soQ®*€® To insist, as
Crossan does, that we can completely reconstruct the t@dased solely upon
Matthew and Luke is to argue dangerously from silence and absence.

Third, and most seriously, it is irresponsible to insist categoricallyhbat t
Sayings Gospel Qicked any reference to the death and/or resurrection of ‘$ésus.
Absence of evidence cannot be taken conclusively as evidence of absence, fharticula
the case of a hypothesized non-extant documen€iKé

Fourth, even if one grantdqta non conces$the conjecture th& does not

refer explicitly to the death and/or resurrection of Jesus, one need not concli@eésthat

%While the majority of Mark’s Gospel has paralleishiatthew and (especially) Luke, there
are a number of passages that do not show up iothiee two Synoptic Gospels. See, for example, the
response of Jesus’ family to his ministry in MarR@B21 and the healing of a blind man at Bethsaida
Mark 8:22-26. Other passages that appear in MarkdiMatthew or Luke include 3:13-15; 4:21-29;
7:31-37; 9:21-24; 9:42-48; 12:32-34; and 14:51-52.

1%9\atthew and Luke do not use Mark equally as a souvtatthew utilizes many Markan
passages that Luke does not—e.g., Mark 6:1-6 (Ma§4-58); Mark 6:45-56 (Matt 14:22-36); Mark 7
(Matt 15:1-31); Mark 10:1-12 (Matt 19:1-9); Mark:B8-45 (Matt 20:20-28); Mark 11:12-14,20-24 (Matt
21:18-22); Mark 12:28-34 (Matt 22:34-40); Mark 14:21 (Matt 26:31-35); and Mark 15:16-20 (Matt
27:27-31) Similarly, Luke uses some sections ofkthat Matthew does not—e.g., Mark 1:21-28 (Luke
4:31-37); Mark 1:35-38 (Luke 4:42-43) Mark 9:38-4@ke 9:49-50); and Mark 12:41-44 (Luke 21:1-4).
Might they not treat Q similarly?

¥Horsley insists that “neither crucifixion-resurriect kerygma nor messianic titles figure
anywhere iQ, so far as we know.” Horsley, “Q and Jesus,” 20@at Horsley does not say is that, “so far
as we know,'Q does not exist as an independent gospel, ther@mevasch thing as a Q Community, and
the stratification he designates to Q is purelyjectmral.

ndeed, Crossan argues that the canonical Gospelseaa single source for their passion-
resurrection narratives, which he dubs@ress Gospeand finds embedded within the ext&tspel of
Peter. If this is the case, why not presume, invokingim’s Razor, that théross Gospeis a larger
work which included what we now know @2 Perhaps Crossan’s postula@oss Gospelvas actually a
complete canonical-type Gospel, beginning with demachings and deeds, and culminating in Jesus’
death and resurrection.
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uninterested in the events of Easter. Crossan’s post@atsd Gospels purely a
passion-resurrection narrative—does that necessitate the conclusion Gatsthe
Gospelhad no interest whatsoever in the events of Jesus’ life, or the contents of his
teaching? Clearly not—rather, it demonstrates an emphasis upon the passion and
resurrection for the purposes of the author and his/her audience. Similarly, cuitean
readily conceive of the independent circulation of recollections of Jesus’ wooagsim
a community which also embraced faith in a crucified and risen Savior.

Fifth, even if one grantgl@ta non concessagain) Kloppenborg's textual
reconstruction of th8ayings Gospel Qhere is no independent reason to accept his
further conjectural stratification. Crossan accepts the stratificafiQ, insisting that
references to Jesus as the apocalyptic Son of Man do not belong to the original layer, but
were imposed later. On this front, however, Crossan betrays his prior theological
conviction, shared by all Fellows of the Jesus Seminar, that “Jesus was hahat al
apocalyptic visionary®® Both Mark andQ identify Jesus as the Son of Man who will
come again; Crossan, however, insists that “the suffering and rising Son of Man i
creation of Mark, and the term was inserte@ihy the later editor®° This leads
Howard Kee to ask: “How does one [i.e., Crossan] differentiate the older frontahe la
versions 0fQ? By the fact that these features are absent from the earlier stage—a

triumph of circular reasoning®*

19930hn Dominic Crossan, “Materials and Methods intdtisal Jesus ResearchEbrum4, no.
4 (1988): 10.

Howard Clark Kee, “A Century of Quests for the Quilly Compatible JesusTheology
Today52 (1995): 22.

pid. Kee considers the Beelzebub story, containéddependent forms in Mark 3 aq
(now in Luke 11 and Matt 12). “In order to remote tlearly apocalyptic connotations . . . which $3am
must admit has a claim to credibility by his staidasince it has multiple attestation, he assigts'Q2,’
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Finally, even if one grants the existenc&iCrossan’s insistence on the
existence of a uniqgue Q Community is purely speculative. Indeed, the difiéienti
between Life and Death Traditions represents an unnecessary dichotomgretves
was more likely a more cohesive community which embracgdthe Life and the Death
Traditions?®?

In short, while there may be good reasons to accept the existeQasa
source for both Matthew and Luke, there are better reasons to reject Crosshers
material investments. There is simply no warrant to conclud&thah be confidently
and completely reconstructed, let alone separated into redactional layers.isTie
compelling reason to suppose tlRaiacked reference to or interest in the resurrection of
Jesus, unless one has already concluded that an early stream of Chrestiatatywhich
embracednly the Life Tradition.

What of Crossan’s material investments in@wespel of Thom&s Three
papyrus fragments of the@ospel of Thomasere discovered around 1900 A.D., dating
from “the start, middle, and end of the third centufyf."In 1945, a complete manuscript
of theGospel of Thomawas discovered among the Nag Hammadi Codices, probably
dating from the fourth century A.B%* Scholars generally agree tAdtomasoriginated

in Syriac-speaking Syria, where “Thomas the Twin was of supreme impattdnce

the later editorial stage. The reason for locaitifig the later phase @ is, of course, that it has
apocalyptic features.” Ibid., 23.

25ee Kostenberger and Krug&he Heresy of Orthodoxgspecially 41-102.
23CrossanFour Other Gospe|22.

2craig A. EvansFabricating Jesus: How Modern Scholars Distort hespelsDowners
Grove, IL: IVP, 2008), 62; contra Cross&ur Other Gospelsl9.

2CrossanFour Other Gospels24. Nicholas Perrin notes that Syrian provendocthe
Gospel of Thomais relatively uncontested. Nicholas Perfihomas and Tatian: The Relationship between
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The Gospel of Thomais composed of sayings of Jesus, and lacks narrative
details; thus, Crossan classifies it, lReas a “Sayings Gospéf® or “Discourse
Gospel.?°” Based on the apparent lack of common order and content befiveeras
and the canonical Gospels, Crossan argued timhasds entirely independent of the
canonical traditiof’® Crossan also concludes from his form-critical study of parallel

texts thaffThomasoften represents the original stream of gospel tradifibfrurthermore,

the Gospel of Thomas and the Diatessavscademia Biblica, No. 5 (Atlanta: Society of Bial
Literature, 2002), 4. Gilles Quispel, one of thestrrolific Gospel of Thomascholars, insists that “it is
absolutely certain that this apocryphal Gospelinatgd in Edessa [of Syria], the city of the apostl
Thomas. The expression Judas Thomas does not aegwhere else.” Gilles Quispel, “Ti@ospel of
ThomasRevisited,” inColloque International sur Les Textes de Nag HanmipetiBernard Barc (Québec:
Les Presses de I'Université Laval, 1981), 234.

20%Crossan, “Our Own Faces in Deep Wells,” 294.

2%The gospel is composed exclusively of aphorisrasaples, and dialogues of Jesus and is
thus a discourse rather than a narrative gospebssanfour Other Gospel26.

2%8CrossanFour Other Gospels35-36; idem, “Mark 12:13-17,” 399; iderim Fragmentsx;
idem, Sayings Parallelsxviii; idem, Who Killed Jesus27; idem,The Birth of Christianity119.
Christopher Tuckett notes that scholars who arguéhk independence ®homasrom the Synoptic
tradition generally focus on two features, (1) épparent lack of order in tli&ospel of Thomasit is
assumed that if Thomas knew the Synoptics, he wioaldhave entirely altered the order of teachings a
sayings; and (2) the lack of Synoptic redactioratdres. Christopher Tuckett, “Thomas and the
Synoptics,”"Novum TestamentuB0 (1988): 139-41.

2Charles Quarles examines Crossan’s form-critiealysbf the parable of the wicked tenants
(Mark 12:1-12; Matt 21:33-46; Luke 20:9-1Gpspel of Thomag5-66) and demonstrates that Crossan’s
arguments are suspect. Charles L. Quarles, “TheotdeeGospel of Thomais the Research on the
Historical Jesus of John Dominic Crossafdtholic Biblical Quarterly69 (2007): 517-36. Crossan
identifies two features that point Thomascontaining the original account. First, the pagahlThomasds
a more plausible, realistic account. Secdrfthmadacks Mark’s allusion to Isa 5’s parable of Godtees
vineyard owner.

Crossan insists th@ihomass parable is more realistic, while the Synopticamt makes the
landlord look like a bumbling naive fool. Why woutte landlord send additional servants after the
mistreatment of the first? [fhomas version, the landlord surmises that perhapditseservant was not
recognized (rather than acknowledged) by the ten&urthermore, why does the landlord’s earlier
impotence turn to sudden vengeance at the encaltthy? See John Dominic Crossan, “The Parable of
the Wicked HusbandmenJburnal of Biblical Literature90 (1971): 453-57.

Quarles counters with three rebuttals. First, Jggarables often contain unrealistic,
implausible aspects; indeed, “such unrealisticuiest often provide the key to the interpretatiodexus’
parables.” Quarles, “The Use of tB@spel of Thomais the Research on the Historical Jesus of John
Dominic Crossan,” 525. Indeed, Crossan’s own reitoason of parables originally uttered by the
historical Jesus contain similarly unrealistic teas. Quarles notes the deliberate and unrealistic
exaggeration of agricultural productivity in therplle of the sower as a prime example. lbid., 525.

Second, Crossan accuses Luke the evangelist dedately toning down Mark’s account of
the parable of the wicked tenants “in order to kisgpstory more ‘likely.” Crossan, “The Parabletbé
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Thomaswas most likely written, according to Crossan, within 20 years of the igranif
of Jesug™®

Crossan’s material investments in the independence and early date of the
Gospel of Thomaare highly contentious amongst biblical schofats.But both material
investments are crucial to Crossan’s reconstruction of early Christidvidgt

importantly, holdingThomago be prior to the canonical tradition demonstrates the

Wicked Husbandmen,” 453. If Luke can take a presténg implausible parable and edit it in order taken
it more realistic to the readers, why does Crosssume thafthomass ‘more plausible’ version of the
parable must be the most original? Quarles noiekuke can heighten historical plausibility in theory
line of a parable in his redaction, one must setioantertain the possibility th&ahomasdid so as well.”
Quarles, “The Use of th@ospel of Thomas526.

Third, Quarles notes that even Crossan’s recortstiuariginal parable is highly implausible:
“When the second servant is beaten, however, tlentirebellion of the tenants is clear and shbalde
crushed the optimism of the landowner. Yet rathantsending armed mercenaries to drive the tenants
away, he still sends his son, naively expectingénants to treat his son with respect. The soeiiari
Thomass thus only slightly more realistic than thatle Synoptics. . . . Crossan’s mention of the Tudre
plausibility’ of the version of the parable Tlhomasseems to be an overstatement.” Ibid., 527-28.

Crossan also argues for the originalityTtiomass version based on its lack of allusion to Isa
5. Luke’s version of the parable almost entirelysess the Old Testament allusion as well, but kblic
scholars generally agree that Luke relied on Maak'sount in penning his own. Thus, Quarles coryectl
argues, “If Luke used a version of the parable ithzltided the allusion to the parable in Isaiah drapped
the allusion from his version, it seems presumpsuowargue that the absence of the allusiorhiomas
demonstrates that it is original. Perhd@®maswvas dependent on Luke or, since the allegorical
interpretation suggested by the biblical allusiaruld not support his use of the parable as a wgrnin
against the dangerous consequences of material,gieemasedacted a version of the parable that
contained the allusion in a fashion similar to Likbid., 529. Hence, Crossan fails in his effart t
establish from form-critical analysis thBhomas version of the parable of the wicked tenants kesas
more faithfully back to the historical Jesus.

Z%CrossanThe Historical Jesyst27. Crossan identifies two potential layers, ditgsses that
the first was “composed by the fifties A.D., posgiim Jerusalem, under the aegis of James’s auytiori
and goes on to emphasize “how much of this cobeds very, very early.” Ibid, 428. Earlier, Croadzad
suggested thathomasshould “probably be dated to the second halfheffirst century A.D. Crossan,
Sayings Parallelsxviii. Crossan gives no reason for moving to arlier date.

ZCrossan suggests that most scholars have beenweomrnd accepfhomas'independence
from the canonical tradition. Crossd&mur Other Gospels37. Neirynck, however, insists that “the debate
on dependence/independencdbbmass still very lively.” F. Neirynck, “The Apocrypl Gospels and
the Gospel of Mark,” imThe New Testament in Early Christianigd. Jean-Marie Sevrin (Leuven-Louvain:
Leuven University Press, 1989), 133. Regardihgmas’sdate, Nicholas Perrin suggests that, contra
Crossan, most scholars date Thomas in the mid-demamtury A.D. “Just as there is a general consensu
regarding the provenance of GT, there is alsoradsta judgment as to how one isd@tethis document. .

. . a date of 140 A.D. to the original autogragthaugh not intended to be a dogmatic or precise
determination, has held the day for most schold?sriin,Thomas and Tatiarb. It should also be noted
that while some biblical scholars dateomago the first century, such scholars generally ediecdate
first centurydate, whereas Crossan insists on a date in th&.503n order to squeeze it into his first
stratum. See EvanBabricating Jesus72.
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existence of an early Christian community which had no interest in the mioacles
resurrection of Jesus.

The Sayings Gospel @ a hypothetical reconstructed document which Crossan
suggestsloes not reference the resurrectibhpmass a real, complete Gospel which we
knowdoes not emphasize Jesus’ resurrection. In fact, Simm@asdoes not mention the
resurrection, Crossan is able to argue that the earliest Christian comrepngtgented in
a collected Gospel (namely Thomas-type Christians represeniée idospel of
Thomasy did not believe in the resurrection atZfl.

Once again, however, there are good reasons to reject the material investments
Crossan makes regarding fBespel of ThomasFor one thing, Crossan’s argument is
circular. First, he argues thBlhomasds independent of the canonical Gospels in its
entirety. Second, he acknowledges element$homaswhich are also present in the
canonical Gospels (e.g., the sower of seedBhomas9). Third, he argues that, because
Thomass independent of the canonical Gospels, those elements must therefore be placed
in the earliest stratum of tAdhomadradition in order to deny potential dependence of
Thomasupon the Synoptic tradition. Neirynck points out, “The primary argument for an

early date is the assumption of independence from the canonical GGspe&me

#2This conclusion, while a logical possibility, is hg means a firm conclusion. Simply
because an early document contains no referertbe t@surrection of Christ doast necessarily imply
that the author (or the community it representd)rditbelievethat Jesus had been raised from the dead.
Indeednoneof John's letters contain explicit mention of tiesurrection of Jesus Christ, and yet they are
permeated with the ethos of the risen Christ ancethrnal life that is received through faith imHe.g., 1
John 1:2-2:2; 3:16; 4:1-3; 4:9-11; 5:6-12). | ant aguing thaThomasevinces a belief in the resurrection;
I merely insist that absence of explicit mentiolde$us’ deeds, miracles, and resurrection dotis and
of itself mean that such belief was absent fromhigers of ancient documents.

3¢, Neirynck, “The Historical Jesus: Reflectionsamnlnventory,”Ephemerides Theologicae
Lovaniense30 (1994): 233.
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assumption (independence) produces a conclusion (an early date) which then supports the
original assumption.

Furthermore, there are good reasons for believinglithamags late and
dependent, rather than early and indepenttériirst, Thomas‘shows familiarity with
late traditions distinctive to Eastern, Syrian Christianffy."Second, Nicholas Perrin has
mounted a powerful and persuasive argumentithatnaswvas originally written in
Syriac, using Tatian’Biatessaroras a textual sourég® Third, the Apostolic Fathers

evidence no awareness of tAespel of Thomasntil the late second century A%,

ZMEor a fuller treatment, consult Craig A. Evans, &blh. Webb and Richard A. Wiebiag
Hammadi Texts and the Bibleeiden: Brill, 1993); PerrinThomas and Tatigrand Raymond E. Brown,
“The Gospel of Thomas and St. John’s Gospégiv Testament Studi8g1962-1963): 155-77.

ZEvans Fabricating Jesus71. E.g., only in th&ospel of Thomaand later Syriac works like
the Acts of Thomais Thomas identified by the longer name “Didymudas Thomas.”

#°The Diatessarorwas a Syriac harmonization of the canonical Gespehned by Tatian.
Nicholas Perrin argues that tB®spel of Thomais linked by Syriac catchwords and frequentlydal the
ordering of theDiatessaron See PerrinThomas and Tatig9-168. Perrin identifies over 500 catchwords
that link all but three sayings in Thomas. 1bid691171. Thus, he notes, “if the conclusions dratvhne
end of Chapter 2 are valid, the widespread judgrasiid GT’s disjointed nature must now be repldned
an insistence on the document’s organic unity. Ehshat the literary evidence suggests.” Ibid1.17

Perrin further hypothesizes thEhomass tight structure demonstrates his reliance ugotual
sources rather than oral traditionTHomaswas indeed written originally in Syriac, then thahor almost
certainly utilized Tatian'®iatessaronas his textual source. “Tatian’s harmony was ittt §ospel record
in Syriac and Tatian’s was also the only Syriagpgb# existence in the second century. As faras w
know, there was no other resource to which Thoroakichave turned. Therefore, assuming the validfity
my above three points, one must very seriouslyriitethe possibility that Thomas had Tatian’s wiork
hand. In fact, to put it more strongly, history epps to leave us with no other option.” Ibid., 2BB-Perrin
concludes: “Of course, GT’s inclusion of materi@r Tatian’sDiatessarorhas important implications for
Thomas studies. Most obviously, it means that taedard dating of 140 A.D. must be abandoned €lf th
Diatessarorprovides aerminus a qupthe sayings collection must have been compose@time after
175 A.D. (and, given the Oxyrhyncus fragments, pl¥p before 200 A.D.). This does not leave muctetim
between the completion of tiatessaronand the writing of GT, but there is nothing imaaie about
this.” Ibid., 193.

ZHippolytus and Origen show awareness of@uspel of Thomais the early third century
A.D.; but Clement, Ignatius, Papias, Justin Marfyatian, and Irenaeus only mention the four caranic
Gospels. Tatian is particularly significant, ashaemonizes the four canonical gospels inDiestessaron
but neither mentions nor includ&@somasin his work. Given that Tatian writes in the saBiac context
that is understood to have produddtbmas Tatian’s apparent ignorance Tiomasstrongly suggests that
the Gospel of Thomalsad not yet been penned. This further supportsrPethesis.
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Crossan’s material investmentslihomasare possible, but there is good
reason to question and reject them. As we have seen, there are even stromgetoeas
reject Crossan’s material investment&in But Crossan’s historical reconstructions of
early Christianity and the resurrection of Jesus depend heavily upon his material
investments ilQ andThomas TheGospel of Thomaepresents the only extant textual
evidence for a stream of early Christianity which did not emphasize tneaeson. If
Thomass early date and independence are granted, then the hypothesis Betitigs
Gospel Qrepresents the same, or a similar, stream of Christianity becomedlglausi
Outside ofThomasthere areo extanfirst-century sources, even in Crossan’s generous
estimation, which either lack explicit mention of the resurrection (where sechan
might reasonably be expected), or suggest that the resurrection was notla crucia
component of Christian teaching.

It may be going too far to suggest that Crossan is driven taltlateaswithin
the first stratum precisely because he recognizes how much his ult@sgs tegarding
the life, death, and resurrection of Christ depend upon having such a document there. But
one can recognize the unspoken motivation that Crossan would have for dating this
extracanonical source earlier than it ought to be. It may, in fact, be a caselosmons
(about the diversity of early Christianity, and particularly about the lacksafnection
focus) determining his interpretation of the evidence (in this case ddtorgasso

early), rather than the evidend&hpmasitself) determining conclusiorfs®

#8evans concludes, “It is the desire to have altéveatources, rather than compelling
historical evidence for the legitimacy of thosereas, that has led to the positive evaluation e$¢h
extracanonical sources.” Evatrgbricating Jesus60.
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Secret Mark: building on the wind. In 1958, Morton Smith (1915-1991),
professor of ancient history at Columbia University, was cataloguinightiaey at the
Mar Saba monastery in the West Bank. Smith claims that he discovered a copiyesf a
from Clement of Alexandria (ca. 150-215 A.D.) addressed to an otherwise-unknown
Theodore, in the back of a 1646 edition of the epistles of Ignatius (ca. 50-10G°A.D.).
Clement’s letter refers to the detestable practices of the Catipastapparently a

libertine Gnostic Christian sect.

To Theodore. You did well in silencing the unspeakable teachings of the
Carpocratians. For these are the ‘wandering stars’ referred to in thegyopiino

wander from the narrow road of the commandments into a boundless abyss of the
carnal and bodily sins. For, priding themselves in knowledge, as they say, ‘of the
deep things of Satan,’ they do not know that they are casting themselves away int
‘the nether world of the darkness’ of falsity, and, boasting that they areffese,

have become slaves of servile desires. Such men are to be opposed in all ways and
altogether?°

In his letter to Theodore, Clement also discusses an alternative or anplifie
version of Mark’s Gospel which was not intended for public consumption, but only for
highly-placed church leaders.

As for Mark, then, during Peter’s stay in Rome he wrote an account of the Lord’s
doings. . . . But when Peter died a martyr, Mark came over to Alexandria, bringing
both his own notes and those of Peter, from which he transferred to his former
books the things suitable to whatever makes for progress toward knowledge. Thus
he composed a more spiritual Gospel for the use of those who were being perfected.

... Thus, in sum, he prepared matters, neither grudgingly nor incautiously, in my
opinion, and, dying, he left his composition to the church in Alexandria, where it

ZMorton Smith,The Secret Gospel: The Discovery and Interpretatibhe Secret Gospel
According to MarkNew York: Harper & Row, 1973), 139-43. For a ldnigr treatment of ‘Secret Mark’
and its origins, see ider@lement of Alexandria and a Secret Gospel of M&&mbridge: Harvard
University Press, 1973). Other descriptions of 8mitliscovery can be found, among other places, in
Stephen C. Carlsoifhe Gospel Hoax: Morton Smith’s InventiorSafcret Mark (Waco: Baylor University
Press, 2005), 5-12; and Crosskaur Other Gospel|s91-100.

22Quoted in SmithClement of Alexandria and a Secret Gospel of Mad6.
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even yet is most carefully guarded, being read only to those who are beatgdnit
into the great mysterieg?

The amplified, or spiritual, version of Mark’s Gospel has come to be kno®aast

Mark (or alternativelyl.onger MarR.??* Clement quotes a passage from this expanded
version of Mark’s Gospel which Carpocrates “interpreted according to hjghela®us
and carnal doctrine and, moreover, polluted, mixing with the spotless and holy words
utterly shameless lie$? The pericope frorSecret Markwhich Clement quotes bears

resemblance to the raising of Lazarus in John 11:

And they come into Bethany. And a certain woman whose brother had died was
there. And, coming, she prostrated herself before Jesus and says to him, ‘Son of
David, have mercy on me.” But the disciples rebuked her. And Jesus, being
angered, went off with her into the garden where the tomb was, and straightway a

great cry was heard from the tomb. And going near Jesus rolled away the stone
from the door of the tomb. And straightaway, going in where the youth was, he
stretched forth his hand and raised him, seizing his hand. But the youth, looking
upon him, loved him and began to beseech him that he might be with him. And
going out of the tomb they came into the house of the youth, for he was rich. And

after six days Jesus told him what to do and in the evening the youth comes to him,

wearing a linen cloth over his naked body. And he remained with him that night,
for Jesus taught him the mystery of the kingdom of God. And thence, arising, he
returned to the other side of the Jord&h.

The authenticity of the Clementine letter &wtret Markvere questioned

almost immediately by numerous biblical schof&rsCritics noted a tenuous paper trail:

2Ypid.

2225mith himself christened 8ecret Marksome contemporary scholars fatmnger Mark
See, e.g., John Dafecoding Mark(Harrisburg, PA: Trinity, 2003); and Scott G. BnoMvark’s Other
Gospel: Rethinking Morton Smith’s Controversial @igery(Waterloo, ON: Wilfrid Laurier University
Press, 2005).

225mith, Clement of Alexandria and a Secret Gospel of Ma#6-47.

22Y1bid., 447. For alternative translations, see Cansshe Historical Jesys329; and Bart D.
Ehrman,Lost Scriptures: Books That Did Not Make It inte thew Testamei©xford: Oxford University
Press, 2003), 88.

2WVarning flags were raised also as soon as Smittphhtished his findings, e.g., by Helmut
Merkel, Georg Kummel, Hans Conzelmann, and Queptiasnell. See Hans-Martin Schenke, “The
Mystery of the Gospel of Mark;The Second Centurdy(1984): 71.



163

a twentieth-century scholar had discovered a seventeenth-century blo@weitcerpt of
a letter from a second-century church father, quoting a portion of an expamnsied vé
Mark’s Gospel. Smith’s discovery was (and remaihs)onlyreference to, or indication
of the existence ofecret Mark A key difficulty in establishing or accepting the
authenticity of the Clementine letter andBacret Markwvas the disappearance of the
manuscript in question. Smith had photographed the letter, which was then moved to a
patriarchal library, photographed again, only to disappear altogether.
Despite widespread scholarly skepticism concerning the authentiSgcoét
Mark, Crossan provisionally accepts it as an earlier edition of canonical ®fark.
My own position is that independent study of gnginal manuscript is absolutely
necessary for scholarly certitude; . . . In the meanwhile, however, and pending fuller
external study of the manuscript, my own procedure is to accept the document’s

authenticity as a working hypothesis and to proceed with internal study of its
contents?’

If one provisionally grants the authenticity of the Clementine letter and the
existence oSecret Markthe question of the relationship between canonical Mark and
Secret Marknecessarily arises. While many scholars suggest that, if auttgatret
Mark represents a later conflation of canonical Mark with the raising of Lazadadn

117?® Crossan insists th&tecret Marks the earlier, original version of the Gospel.

226CrossanFour Other Gospels100-103; idemThe Historical Jesys328-331. Crossan
makes it clear that he desires for further andpedéent study of thBecret Markragments. “The
authenticity of a text can only be establishedhgydonsensus of experts who have studied the afigin
document under scientifically appropriate circums&s. Twenty-five years after the original discgwis
has not yet happened and that casts a cloud oxentire proceedings.” Cross&gur Other Gospels
100. Unfortunately, further study of the manuscwt never occur.

#2IcrossanFour Other Gospels103.

2%gee, e.g., F. F. Bruce’s assessmef@aifret Markin the Ethel M. Wood Lecture at the
University of London in 1974, the year after Smptiblished his findings. F. F. BrucEhe ‘Secret’ Gospel
of Mark (London: Athlone/University of London, 1974). “Tipericope inserted between verses 34 and 35
of Mark 10 is Markan in diction, for the simple that it is largely a pastiche of phrases froarkvi
(‘contaminated’ by Matthaean parallels), couplethveiome Johannine material. The story of Jesusingi



164

Canonical Mark, rather than being the first edition, represents the censdieua @fdi
Secret Marlé®

Crossan points out that the storySacret Markcontains some obviously
homoerotic overtones which may have been exploited by Carpocratians to hestify t
libertinism?*® Hence, Crossan argues that canonical Mark, recognizing the questionable
elements in the original story, decided to remove tfiénT.he canonical editor of Mark
could not, however, simply eliminate the offending pass&gewet Markhad been used
for too long, and the Carpocratians would simply continue to use their expanded version.
Instead, canonical Mark “dismembered” the story of the raising of the yauth, a
“scattered the dismembered elements of those units throughout his géspeien if

someone (presumably a Carpocratian) with knowled@eofet Markaccused canonical

of the young man of Bethany from the tomb at hésesis entreaty is superficially similar to theiohent of
the raising of Lazarus in John 11:17-44; but owspnt story, far from presenting the features of an
independent Markan counterpart to the Johannirideng is thoroughly confused.” BrucEhe ‘Secret’
Gospel of Mark11. Bruce provisionally accepts Smith’s discovasya genuine Clementine letter, but
concludes, “As for the ‘secret’ Gospel of Markiiay well have come into being within the Carpoemati
fellowship, or a similar school of thought. Thae@lent thought it went back to Mark himself is neith
here nor there, in view of his uncritical acceptantother apocrypha. The raising of the young ofan
Bethany is too evidently based—and clumsily atthan the Johannine story of the raising of Lazaaus f
us to regard it as in any sense an independentaviarbunterpart to the Johannine story (not to spéak
our regarding it as sourceof the Johannine story).” Ibid., 20.

22CrossanThe Historical Jesys328-31; Crossarkour Other Gospels108.

#0CrossanFour Other Gospelsl08. Carlson, however, argues quite persuasthalythe
colloquialisms which we naturally read with romartr erotic overtones (e.g., “loved him,” “be whhm,”
“remained with him that night,” “taught him the ntgsy”) are twentieth-century sexual allusions not
resonant in the first or second centuries. Carl$be, Gospel Hogx65-71.

2k consider . . . that canonical Mark is a veryibetate revision oBecret Mark. . . First,
canonical Mark eliminated both SGM 2 and 5 as discliterary units. . . . The reason for this efiation
was most likely past Carpocratian usage.” CrosBauat Other Gospels108.

#32The reason for this dismembered retention wadfeebfuture Carpocratian usage. Once
canonical Mark was accepted, SGM 2 and 5 wouldetifezr read like units composed from words,
phrases, and expressions of that gospel.” Crossam,Other Gospelsl08.
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Mark of excising the offending story, canonical Mark can respondséaet Markhas
actually compiled that story out of elements present in canonical #fark.

Crossan admits that one could argue 8etret Markis a pastiche of elements
from within Mark. “After canonical Mark was present, it would be simple to accese th

Carpocratians of having manufactured their version by culling terms aneghbés and

pieces from Mark 2

Why does Crossan not accept this hypothesis?

But how exactly can one decide betwamitation andelimination betweerSecret
Mark having composed units from scattered elements in Mark or Mark having
decompose&ecret Markinto scattered elements throughout his writing? My basic
reason for adoptingliminationis that those dismembered elements have always
caused difficulties for readers of Mark. They do not really fit into their ptese
positions and they have caused incessant problems for ancient readers, such as
Matthew and Luke, and for modern interpreters as el

Crossan’s material investment$ecret Marks essential to his reconstruction
of the historical Jesus and his metaphorical understanding of Jesus’ resurrécggrit
is one of two empirical examples Crossan identifies in order to demonstratditad ra

editorial freedom which Mark exercised with his souré@sThus, Crossan nee8gcret

Z3illiam Lane Craig notes that this thesis “tendsrmke Crossan’s hypothesis unfalsifiable,
since evidence that does not confirm his theorgiisterpreted in terms of the theory to be actually
confirmatory. . . . That is, to critics who asdb#t theSecret Markpassages are not primitive but look like
amalgamations drawn from other Gospel stories, Samosvould say, ‘Aha! That's just what Mark wanted
you to think!”” William Lane Craig, “Did Jesus Rigeom the Dead?” idesus Under Fireed. Michael J.
Wilkins and J. P. Moreland (Grand Rapids: Zondepu&95), 172.

234 CrossanfFour Other Gospelsl20.

#CrossanFour Other Gospels108. Emphasis original. Crossan identifies twéitezary
elements fronsecret Marlks miraculous raising of the youth which canonigkrk dismembers and places
elsewhere in his censored account. For examplehd®e” is moved to Mark 11:1, resulting in the
awkward “and when they drew near to JerusaleBgthphage and Bethangt the Mount of Olives.”

“Son of David, have mercy on me. But the disciplfsuked her” is transferred to Mark 10:47-48; theap
is placed in the mouth of blind Bartimaeus, while tlisciples rebuke him. Cross&our Other Gospels
112. Other dismembered and scattered literary msriaclude “rolled away the stone from the doothef
tomb” (moved to Mark 16:3); “youth” (moved to Matl6:5); “raised him, seizing his hand” (moved to
Mark 1:31, 5:41, and 9:27); “for he was rich” (madv® Mark 10:17-22). See further ibid., 112-18.

ZThe second example, from tBeoss Gospel/Gospel of Petevill be discussed next. The
purpose and editorial creativity of Mark the Evdigevill be discussed immediately after.
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Mark to help prove a more crucial material investment, that the gospelsaareer
disturbingly unconcerned about remaining faithful to their textual sources.

SecondSecret Markhelps Crossan to discount or reject Mark’s resurrection
narrative. Crossan hypothesizes that Mark’s Gospel originally ended at*{5:28 the
confession of the centurion. When canonical Mark dismembered the objectionable story
in Secret Markhe moved some of the literary remains to the discovery of the empty
tomb. Thus, what i®ecret Marks Jesus rolling the stone away from the tomb becomes
in canonical Mark the stone having been rolled away from Jesus’ tomb before the wome
get there (16:3-4%°® The “young man” in Mark 16:5 is the translocated “youth” or
“young man” fromSecret Marké®® Crossan considers the most obvious displaced
remains ofSecret Marko be the disrobed youth in Mark 14:51-52, who stands in for the
resuscitated youth frolecret Markcoming to visit Jesus at night wearing nothing but a
h.240

linen clot Crossan acknowledges that his theory is “rather idiosyncratic,” but insists

#My proposal is that the original version of Mark3ospel ended with the centurion’s
confession in 15:39. What comes afterward, frord@%hrough 16:8, was not Becret Markbut stems
from canonical Mark. | realize, of course, thatlsacclaim lacks any external or manuscript evidence
unless one retrojects the fact that redoing théngnof Mark became a small industry in the earlyrch.
The evidence for it is internal and circumstantiahtative, hypothetical, and clearly controversial
CrossanThe Historical Jesyst15-16.

#%¥CrossanFour Other Gospelsl12. This conjecture contradicts Crossan’s asseifiat
Mark follows theCross Gospelor his passion-resurrection narrative (on thigemal investment, see the
following section of this dissertation). In a seatiwhich Crossan judges to be original to the giimi
Cross GospeltheGospel of Petecontains a description of the stone being rolledyafrom Jesus’ tomb:
“The stone cast before the entrance rolled awaiyskif and moved to one side; the tomb was open and
both young men entered.” See thespel of Pete®:37, in Ehrmanl,..ost Scriptures33. Which is it? Was
Mark following theCross Gospein describing the stone being rolled away fromttrab? Or is his
description of the stone in 16:4 a result of himadieg to move the dismembered remains of the @asin
the dead youth iSecret Marksomewhere else? Crossan neither notices nor eggla contradiction.

#9%CrossanFour Other Gospelsl12-13. Again, Crossan later contradicts thigess by
arguing that canonical Mark follows tk@¥oss Gospehow embedded within th@ospel of Petefor his
resurrection scene, including the young man in .16:5

240CrossanFour Other Gospelsl116-18.
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that the idiosyncrasy resides not with himself, but with Mark the Evanggliste holds
to this material investment fiercely, and claims that it persuades himargyirnecause it
explains elements in Mark which have puzzled biblical scholars for years.

Robert Gundry addresses Crossan’s dismemberment thesis, refuting each
example of “unnaturally intruding” phrases or words in canonical M&rkhe elements
which puzzle Crossan have reasonable explanations not requiring a complicated
conspiracy by Mark to dismember and scatter the offending peri¢tbfdwus, even if
one provisionally grants the authenticity of both the Clementine letter aisetnet
Mark that Morton Smith claimed to have discovered in Mar Saba, there is no compelling
reason to accept either Crossan’s material investmertéica¢t Marlkpredates canonical
Mark or Crossan’s insistence that canonical Mark dismembers the offendicappenf
Secret Markand scatters the remains throughout the rest of his Gospel.

But ought one to accept the authenticity of Morton Smith’s discovery in the

first place? Or is there reason to believe that the Clementine letteitethpassages

2YICrossanThe Historical Jesyst15-16.

#?Robert H. GundryMark: A Commentary on His Apology for the Cr¢&sand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1993), 613-21. For example, Crossan auttpae canonical Mark moved “Son of David, have
mercy on me” from the sister’s lips $ecret Markto Bartimaeus’ lips in Mark 10:47, citing the résg
awkward word order: “Son of David, Jesus, have mmercme.” Crossan theorizes that the original antou
had Bartimaeus shout only “Jesus!” Gundry respofilg, this theory succeeds only in creating quesio
What precedent is there for an address with therdesus’? Why would canonical Mark break up ‘Sén o
David’ and ‘have mercy on me’ and make them stradi#sus’ rather than adding them as a unit after
‘Jesus’ so as to produce a more normal word ordetidry,Mark, 615.

23william Lane Craig writes of Crossan’s thesis, “Mover, one might ask, why in the world
would Mark scatter these various figures and metifeughout his Gospel, rather than just deletenttie
he found them potentially offensive? Crossan’s imigees answer is that Mark did this so that if soneeo
should come upon a copy of secret Mark with therading passages, then orthodox Christians couichcla
in response that the passages were just a paatiseenbled from disparate elements in the origireakM
Now this answer is just scholarly silliness. Notyotoes it ascribe to Mark prescience of redaction
criticism, but, more importantly, it tends to ren@rossan’s hypothesis unfalsifiable, since eviéenc
ostensibly disconfirmatory of the theory is reipt@ted in terms of the theory itself to be actually
confirmatory.” William Lane Craig, “John Dominic @san on the Resurrection of Jesus;The
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from Secret Markor the document in its entirety, are not what Smith claimed they were?
Stephen Carlson has argued extensively that the Clementine lettengeteSecret

Mark was forged by Smith, and then planted in the Mar Saba monastery library where he
later “discovered” it.

Secret Markis not what it appears to be. All three componeneafet Mark-the
pseudo-Markan fragments of a secret gospel, the letter ascribed to Chément
Alexandria, and the physical manuscript itself—are twentieth-centutgtioms.

The manuscript was written in what may appear to be handwriting of theezighte
century, but the hesitation and shakiness of its strokes and the retouching of its
letters, coupled with twentieth-century letter forms, indicate that the haimdws
actually a drawn imitation of an eighteenth-century st{leTheodoretoo, is an
impersonation, mimicking the style and vocabulary of Clement of Alexandria but
contradicting him with a simile that evokes modern salt-making technéfogy.
Secret Marks also an imitation, with its Markan parallels deviating only at its
climax, in language that resonates with mid-twentieth-century expnessf
sexuality?*® On three independent grounds and at three different |Sezset

Mark is a deliberate, but ultimately imperfect, imitatf§h.

Carlson concludes that Clement’s letter to Theodore is a forgery, and thairdhéne
Secret Marko which it refers is almost certainly non-existent.

In addition to the three-fold argument indicating Smith’s forgery of the
document, Carlson points to the unusual provenance of the book that Smith discovered
Clementine letter copied within. The Mar Saba library contained primariyscapts,
with only ten printed books, including the seventeenth-century edition of the letters of
Ignatius containing the hand-written copy of Clement’s letter to Theodorusothée

printed books were all published in Venice; the Ignatius compilation was published in

Resurrection: An Interdisciplinary Symposium on Resurrection of Jesued. Stephen T. Davis, Daniel
Kendall and Gerald O’Collins (Oxford: Oxford Unigitly Press, 1997), 260.

244 carlson;The Gospel Hogx@3-47.
*bid., 49-61.

*9bid., 63-71.

*bid., 73.
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Amsterdam. The other printed books covered liturgy, devotions, and administration; the
letters of Ignatius were the only patristic book in Mar Saba’s library.ll¥itlae book of
Ignatius’ letters was in Latin, not Greek—indeed, it was the only Latin vaitkei Mar

Saba library. On three separate fronts, then, the very presence of the book containing
Clement’s letter is suspiciod® After summarizing Carlson’s argument, Craig Evans
adds that the entire scenario, “finding a long-lost document in the Mar Saba &fgnast
that is potentially embarrassing to Christianity,” was foreshadowed inGaJE9ves

Hunter novef*?

Carlson’s arguments are persuast/although there are still some scholars
who defend the authenticity Secret Marlé®! Crossan initially insisted that future study
of Secret Markwvas necessary to confirm its authenticity, lamenting (in 1988) that
twenty-five years had passed since Smith’s “discovery” of the Clemdatiaewithout
such independent scholarly examinatfoh Another nearly twenty-five years has elapsed

without independent examination of the original document. Furthermore, arguments

248Carlson concludes that “the book containBegret Mark . . sticks out like a sore thumb.”
Ibid., 38.

#%Evans Fabricating Jesus97. The novel in question is James Hurifée Mystery of Mar
Saba(New York: Evangelical Publishers, 1940). Evanastises biblical scholars, including Crossan, who
despite immediate warning signs tisscret Marlwas a forgery or a hoax, “defended Smith and the
authenticity of the Clementine letter.” EvaRspbricating Jesus95.

%A number of New Testament scholars . . . haveaalyeexpressed the opinion that Carlson
has sounded the death-knell for claims of genuisefaSecret Mark His arguments are both cumulative
and compelling on a first reading.” Paul Fosteec¢®t Mark: Uncovering a HoaxExpository Timed17
(2005): 68.

#IAlthough his work predates Carlson’s publicatioshrd Dart argues that the majority of
scholars accept the letter to Theodosius as gelgu@iementine. John Darhecoding Mark 13-14, 137-
40. Scott Brown launches an exhaustive defen§eoffet Marlks authenticity, but does not deal with the
evidence raised by Carlson’s work. Scott G. BroMiark’s Other Gospel23-57. Debate continues to rage
within biblical scholarship as to wheth®ecret Markis an authentic document or not. The 2008 annual
meeting of the Society of Biblical Literature hadyanposium dedicated to the topic, with Dart andvBr
defendingSecret Marlks authenticity.

#2CrossanFour Other Gospels100.
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have been brought forward suggesting that the entire document is inauthentic. Despite
his initial insistence on further study of the document, and the presentation of persuas
new arguments againSecret Marlks authenticity, Crossan stands by his material
investment thaBecret Marks the original version of Mark’s Gospel, and was later
censored and dismembered in the writing of canonical Kfark.

Crossan’s material investment$ecret Marks seriously flawed on two
counts. First, there is a strong possibility that Morton Smith forged the pseudo-
Clementine letter, and that tSecret Markquoted within the letter never existed.
Second, even if one grants the authenticit@tret Markdata non conces$o
Crossan’s thesis of canonical Mark dismembering the offending pericopeadisiisg
the remains throughout the rest of his Gospel is unconvincing. Thus, there is good reason
to reject Crossan’s material investmensecret Mark Crossan himself acknowledges
that his reconstruction of the historical Jesus depends in large measure uponriaé mate

investments he makes in sources Hexret Mark>® If we reject Crossan’s material

%3Crossan no longer publicly acknowledgcret Markas one of his gospel-presuppositions
(i.e. material investments). Neither, however, Basssan disavoweSlecret Marls authenticity. In any
case, the arguments which he drew fidetret Markstill form a key pillar in his overall reconstrien of
the historical Jesus. If Crossan were to revisgbandon his material investment tBacret Markis
genuine, it would require a similar reworking oétkcholarly conclusions he drew based upon it.

%Even if one wants to maintain the hypothetical fimtty that Smith’s discovery was
genuine, the letter was truly Clementine, and tihaSecret Markit refers to truly existed/exists, how
academically responsible is it to use that souday as a presupposition in one’s scholarly hysethe
given that it has fallen under such a cloud of ®iep? Unless there is secondary confirmation ef th
existence oBecret Markfor example in another ancient document refertinig or containing the same
miracle story that Smith claimed to have found régmbinSecret Markit is irresponsible to assume the
authenticity ofSecret MarkOne could say that, according to Crossan’s owthaawlogy,Secret Mark
lacks multiple attestation of its very existenagg ahould thus be “bracketed as a singularity.” See
CrossanThe Historical Jesysxxiii.

#SMethods for historical Jesus research depend spggresuppositions . . . The validity of
one’s Jesus-conclusions stand or fall with thaire’s gospel-presuppositions. If mine are wrongntall
is delusion.” John Dominic Crossan, “What Victokhat God? A Review Debate with N. T. Wright on
Jesus and the Victory of G8dcottish Journal of Theolod0 (1997): 351.
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investments in th&ayings Gospel QheGospel of ThomasandSecret Markwhat
damage is done to Crossan’s cumulative ¢a&Before addressing that crucial question,

we must turn to two further material investments.

The Cross(an) Gospel: Out of thin air. Crossan posits the existence of a
hypothetical document, tli@ross Gospelnow embedded within tHeospel of Peter
We first hear of the existence of a Gospel associated with Peter’sfream8erapion,
bishop of Rhossus, shortly before 200 A°D.Serapion is aware of ti@ospel of Petés
existence, acknowledges it is read in some churches, but eventually distdlogss in
his churches because of its “docetic tendené@slh contrast with the intracanonical
Gospels, there is no mention of Bespel of Peteror theCross Gospelvhich Crossan
identifies within it, in the first hundred and fifty years after the cryicf of Jesus.

There are two extant fragments of thespel of Peter The larger, more intact
manuscript (the source for English translationBetier), contains sixty verses and
probably dates from the eighth cent@ry.It was discovered in the tomb of a monk in

Akhmim along withThe Apocalypse of Petaand thus scholars generally assume that

#%Craig Keener summarizes the arguments ag8iastet Marls authenticity, and concludes,
“the Secret Gospel of Maiik a forgery, hence any reconstructions based st be re-constructed.”
Craig S. KeenefThe Historical Jesus of the Gospérand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2009), 60.

%’CrossanThe Cross That Spoki0.

%8 pid., 11-12. Serapion, as quoted by EusebiusesritFor our part, brethren, we receive
both Peter and the other apostles of Christ, lutititings which falsely bear their names we rejast
men of experience, knowing that such were not héutldevn to us.” Eusebiugcclesiastical History
6.12.3, inEusebius’ Ecclesiastical Histaryrans. C. F. Cruse, 202. In other words, Seragi@ms that the
ancient church distinguished between true gospkishnhearkened back to the apostolic tradition, and
later pseudonymous gospels.

#9The Akhmim fragment contains only 60 verses aradarly incomplete. It begins abruptly
with the ordering of Jesus’ crucifixion and endsnid-sentence. See Cross@ihe Cross That Spoksiii-
xiv, 3-9. For the text of th&ospel of Petersee Crossafhe Historical Jesyst62-66; and Ehrmahpst
Scriptures 32-34. My verse numbering will follow Crossan&ossan’s reconstruction of toss
Gospeland theGospel of Peteis reproduced in appendix 1 of this dissertation.
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this must be th&ospel of Petewhich Serapion wrote agairf$f. The other, smaller
fragment is from Oxyrhyncus in Egypt (the source of many early Chrigtipyrus
fragments) and has been tentatively dated to “the late second or earlythind/¢*%*
On the basis of these two fragments, Crossan confidently asserts thaatthscript
evidence for th&ospel of Peteis now as good as that, say, for the Gospels of Matthew
and Luke.®® One must assume that Crossan is speaking only efitfiest extant
manuscript evidence, not the completeness, number, or geographical diversity of earl
manuscripts. Matthew and Luke both have far more than two extant manuscripts,
including complete copies, from the first five centuries A.D. Glospel of Petehas
only these two; both are fragmentary, and neither is explicitly identifideedeterthat
Serapion writes against at the end of the second centur§?A.D.

Scholarly opinion on th&ospel of Petés relationship to the canonical
Gospels has been split since it first appeared in the late nineteenth cerdaly. A
Harnack argued fdPeters independence, while J. Armitage Robinson argued just as
strenuously foPetets dependence upon the canonical tradifftdnCrossan, however,
takes the debate surrounding Gespel of Petebeyond the question of literary
relationship. Thé&ospel of PeterCrossan argues, contains within it a more primitive

narrative, which he calls théross Gospel Crossan asserts that this ancient source was

#0CrossanThe Cross That Spok.
#ICrossanFour Other Gospels128.
#2CrossanThe Cross That Spoke.

%530n the textual evidence for canonical and extrasnaal Gospels, see J. Ed Komoszewski,
M. James Sawyer, and Daniel B. WallaRejnventing Jesus: How Contemporary Skeptics Mes&eal
Jesus and Mislead Popular Cultu@rand Rapids: Kregel, 2006), 53-102; and F. kicBjThe New
Testament Documents: Are They Reliatf®2d. (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1981), 4-15.

#See Crossarfhe Cross That Spoke3.
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written prior to 50 A.D., and represents “the single source of the intracahpassion
accounts.®® Crossan detects additional layers withire Gospel of Petewhich are
either dependent upon the canonical Gospels or redactional additions intended to
facilitate the introduction of canonical elemeffs.

| call the first and earliest stage tGeoss Gospela document presently imbedded
in theGospel of Petefjust as Q is in Matthew and Luke. This narrative has Jesus

crucified under Antipas, buried by his enemies in a guarded tomb, resurrected, and
confessed by Pilate. The second stage is the use of the preceding document by all
four of the intracanonical Gospels. | hold it to be the only passion and resurrection
narrative used by Mark and, along with him, by Matthew and Luke, and, along with

them, by John. | see no reason to postulate any independent passion and
resurrection narrative outside that single stream of tradition stemmingtem
Cross Gospel In other words, all of the intracanonical passion and resurrection
narratives are dependent on @®ss Gospel®’
The postulation of th€ross Gospeils crucial to Crossan’s reconstruction of
Jesus’ resurrection. First, it allows Crossan to deny multiple aitestdtlesus’ burial
and the discovery of the empty torffB. More importantly, it facilitates Crossan’s

depiction of Mark’s editorial and creative freedét.Crossan argues that Mark follows

The Cross Gospels his source for the trial and crucifixion of Jesus but is dissatisfied

2°CrossanThe Historical Jesys429.

#®The canonical elements Crossan identifies are Jestial by Joseph of Arimathea in 6:23-
24; the coming of the women to the tomb in 12:566I3and the anticipation of apparitions to thecifiles
in 14:60. The redactional additions are the intatidun of Joseph of Arimathea and the request tg bur
Jesus’ body in 2:3-5a; the youth or angel descenidesus’ tomb in 11:43-44; the confession ofePe
as to the disciples’ mourning, fasting, and weepifigr Jesus’ crucifixion in 7:26-27; and the comine
that Jesus’ disciples “went away” to their own hernmel14:58-59. Crossaihe Historical Jesyst62-66.

#7CrossanThe Cross That Spokeii-xiv.

Z8jilliam Lane Craig, “Resurrection and the Real 3gsim Will the Real Jesus Please Stand
Up, 167-68. Also, given the clearly legendary and-historical nature of th&ospel of Petes
resurrection scene, it associatesdhby passion and resurrection source with a wext¢r of clearly
guestionable historical value. Thus, it serves €an% purposes on both fronts—it allows him to deny
multiple attestation and furthermore allows hindiscredit the historicity of the only passion-reggtion
source used by the canonical evangelists.

#9Crossan’s material investment regarding the datggse, and freedom of Mark the
Evangelist will be discussed in the following senti
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with leaving Jesus’ burial in the hands of Jesus’ enefffleShus, Mark creates Joseph
so that Jesus is buried by a friend rather than an enemy.

When it comes to the scene of Jesus’ resurrection, Crossan argues that Mark is
again unwilling to follow theCross Gospelwhich says,

The stone cast before the entrance rolled away by itself and moved to one side; the
tomb was open and both young men entered. . . .

They saw three men emerge from the tomb, two of them supporting the other, with a
cross following behind them. The heads of the two reached up to the sky, but the
head of the one they were leading went up above the skies. And they heard a voice
from the skies, ‘Have you preached to those who are asleep?’ And a reply came
from the cross, ‘Yes:'"
Mark did not followThe Cross Gospeit this point but, Crossan argues, could

not simply leave the account out. Accordingly, Mark retrojectEtioss Gospé&d

resurrection appearance of Jesus Christ into what then becomes in Marét Ods

13) Jesus’ Transfiguratiod® This is one of two empirical examples that Crossan

identifies as empirical support for his material investment that Markathalters his

source documents. In other words, Crossan argues that Mark felt the liteesionfr to

2’%Crossan has excised tB@spel of Pete6:23-24 [“But the Jews were glad and gave his
body to Joseph that he might bury him, since heseaah all the good things he did. He took the Lord,
washed him, wrapped him in a linen cloth, and bhdidgm into his own tomb, called the Garden of
Joseph.”] from the originalross Gospelarguing that it is a later addition which waseiried in deference
to the canonical Gospels. According to Crossangtthg burial inThe Cross Gospés$ contained in 6:21,
“Then they [the Jews] pulled the nails from thed’srhands and placed him on the ground.” CrosEha,
Historical Jesus463. This assertion in itself is highly suspgdten that thesospel of Pete8:28-33,
which Crossan places in the origi@zioss Gospelayer, implies the burial of Jesus in a tomb, velasr
burial in a tomb isotimplied in 6:21. Crossan insists that the redacti@dditions in th&ospel of Peter
are obvious, as they interrupt the flow. His argotiteas some plausibility with regards to 2:3-5&;ith
this key component in 6:23-24, which Crossasto identify as a canonically-dependent insertionrider
to deny the authenticity of the Joseph traditibe,Gospel of Peteas it stands has natural flow. There is
nothing which indicates that it is a later addition

2Gospel of Pete®:36-10:42, in Ehrman,ost Scriptures33.

272 think that Mark knew the Passion-Resurrectiomi®e; that he adopted and adapted the
Passion section quite thoroughly; but that he éeditely and radically rephrased, relocated, and
reinterpreted the Resurrection section. In othemd, it was Mark himself who turned Resurrectitto i
Transfiguration.” Crossaiour Other Gospelsl72.
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recast the resurrection account from @ress Gospel/Gospel of Petesised in part upon
the fact that Mark does, in fact, recast the resurrection actdunt.

Crossan’s argument that t@®spel of Petecontains a more primitiv€ross
Gospel which is the sole passion-resurrection narrative which was utilized by all fou
canonical gospel writers, is imaginative and credt{’eNonetheless, this material
investment is plagued with several problems which have prompted nearly all biblical
scholars to reject his thesis.

First, theGospel of Peter/Cross Gospglecifically names the Roman
centurion assigned to guard Jesus’ tomb. If the canonical Gospel-writeveciithe
Cross Gospeas their passion-resurrection soueachof Mark, Matthew, Luke, and
John, had to independently decide to omit the naming of the centurion. It is far more
plausible thaPeter, as a later Gospel using the canonical Gospels as sources, would have

added the detail of Petronius’ nafié.

?"*Crossan uses this empirical evidence, not onlyigigest that Mark retrojecBeters
resurrection narrative, but also to insist that lgimilarly retrojected other resurrection validati
appearances elsewhere in his Gospel. For exampdes&h believes that the canonical Gospels’ “nature
miracles” (walking on water, feeding the multitulase such retrojections. But on what basis doessan
identify those? Well, he has already identified Tnansfiguration as one; and asks, “Were any other
postresurrectional manifestations or apparitionsmia like retrojection?” Crossanhe Historical Jesys
396. In other words, Crossan felt compelled todeé&or other retrojections of postresurrection
appearancesecauseMark retrojected th&ospel of Petés resurrection into the Transfiguration. His
hypothesis that Mark radically alters tGeoss Gospés resurrection becomes the basis for his conalusio
that Mark did the same in the case of the naturaaias. Ibid., 404ff.

2"Indeed, it bears much resemblance to the creativityimagination which Crossan ascribes
to Mark. Wright asserts, “We may say of Crossarheasays of Mark, that he is such a gifted scriptew
that we are lured into imagining that his schemeactsially historical.” N. T. WrightJesus and the Victory
of God vol. 2 ofChristian Origins and the Question of G@dinneapolis: Fortress, 1996), 65.

2% or fuller critiques of Crossan’s postulate of @m®ss Gospelsee Charles Quarles, “The
Gospel of Peter: Does it Contain a PrecanonicaliRestion Narrative?” ifhe Resurrection of Jesus:
John Dominic Crossan and N. T. Wright in Dialoged. Robert B. Stewart (Minneapolis: Fortress,6)00
106-20; Raymond E. Brown, “The Gospel of Peter @adonical Gospel Prioritylew Testament Studies
33 (1987): 321-43; and Evarizabricating Jesus44-46.

2"%Brown, “TheGospel of Peteand Canonical Gospel Priority,” 328. Critical stze,
including Crossan, regularly accuse the canonicalp®l-writers oaiddingincidental details to make their
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Raymond Brown develops a second, more substantial, critique of Crossan’s
hypothesizedross Gospel

A major argument against Crossan’s thesis reflects a classic arguseel in

Synoptic discussions. The existenc&akests on the observation that Matt and

Luke agree closely with each other in large bodies of sayings mateeat abs

Mark. But in the passion narrative where Matt, Luke, or John have material not in
Mark but found in some form in [the] G[ospel of] P[eter], theyndbagree with

each other. Over against MafkP and Mattagree on the washing of the hands,
Pilate’s declaring himself innocent of Jesus’ blood, and the guard at the tomb. None
of these incidents is in John or Luke. Over against MaFkand Lukeagree on the

role of Herod, on Jesus being handed over to the Jewish leaders, on the designation
of the fellow-crucified askakourgoi and one of them as being sympathetic to

Jesus, and on the penitent lamentation of the people. None of these incidents is in
Matt or John. Over against Mai®P and Johragree on the crucifixion date as

before the feast, on not breaking the bones of one crucified figure, on a garden
tomb, and on explicitly mentioning nails. None of these incidents is in Matt or

Luke. It is most unlikely that such exclusive selectivity could have takeniplace
independently Matthew, Luke, and John used GP. This phenomenon is far easier to
explain if the GP author combined details from the canonical Gospels, taking the
washing of the hands from Matt, the penitent wrongdoer from Luké’’etc.

In response to Brown’s critique, Crossan admits that “it is exceedstrgiyge
that Matthew, Luke, and John each chose different units to copy from the Cross Gospel
and none of them chose the same unit. That is a serious problem for my theory, and |
have no explanation for it beyond that it just happened that & yCrossan simply
states that he can “conceive” of the canonical evangelists usi@ydhe Gospeto
selectively and differently more easily than he can “conceive” oGibspel of Peter

using the canonical gospels so selectivé&ly.

apologiamore powerful, or removing details that detraotrrtheir argument. It is difficult to see the
purpose in all four canonical gospel-writers intemally removing Petronius’ name. So far as | anau@y
Crossan never responds to this objection.

2"Brown, “TheGospel of Peteand Canonical Gospel Priority,” 333.

"8CrossanWho Killed Jesusl38.

29pid., 1309.
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A third difficulty with Crossan’s hypothesizétioss Gospells the presence of
several noticeable inconsistencies contained within even Crossan’st etalyes
In 7.25 the Jewish elders lament over the evil they have done, while in the next
verse in Crossan’s sequence (8.28) the Jewish elders are angry because the people
are lamenting by beating their breasts. In 4.14, the Jews command that the bones of

the crucified should not be broken, presumably in order to prolong his death agony;

but in the next verse (5.15) they are uneasy lest the sun has set with the crucified

still alive 280

Fourth, Brown identifies several places where the persons involved in the
passion-resurrection narrative are different inGlospel of Petethan in the canonical
Gospels®!

Fifth, theGospel ofPeterseems to reflect Matthew’s vocabulary and style.
Most tellingly, there are grammatical constructions Beterand Matthew share which
are common in Matthew, but are rare and apparently otherwise avoidRtem As a

result,Petercan reasonably be presumed to be dependent primarily upon M&tthew.

2%Brown, “TheGospel of Peteand Canonical Gospel Priority,” 334.

BIE g., “John 20.2 has the male disciple whom Jested go to the empty tomb, but@P
12.50 Mary Magdalene is called a disciple of thedLwho is loved by her.” Ibid., 334. “Luke 23.6-has
Pilate send Jesus to Herod so that Herod and Pieteme friends; but iIBP 2.3-4, in a context where
Pilate sends to Herod, Joseph (of Arimathea) idrtaed of Pilate. While Mark, Matt, and John have
Roman soldiers scourge and mock Jesus as kingngott him a crown of thorns and a red/purple
garmentGP 3.7-9 has the Jewish people do this.” Ibid., 335.

Brown concludes, “One might explain some of thegichied attributions as a redactional
preference exercised by tfd author in using the written canonical Gospels,raither deliberate
redaction nor fluidity of written textual transmis in the early period plausibly explains so many
transferals. Certainly, if we consider Matt’s angke’s dependence on Mark and Q in tReéntury or
Tatian’s dependence on the canonical Gospels i&"fteentury, we find no such massive tendency to
switch personal attribution.” Ibid., 335.

#25ee Quarles, “The Gospel of Peter, Time Resurrection of Jested. Stewart, 110-11.
Quarles focuses particularly on the phrase, “Otis=whis disciples may come and steal the bogiyit¢te
g\Bovteg o1 pobnran kKheywow avtov), which occurs identically in Matt 27:64b and tBespel of Peter
8:30. The individual termsirote, ehbovteg, pabntar, andkieywow) occur frequently in Matt's Gospel,
but not in Crossan’s hypothesiz€doss Gospe{with the exception of one occurrence of the coafion
unmote in 5:15;u08ntg occurs once, iGospel of Petet4:59, but this falls outside of Crossan’s origina
Cross Gosp#@l The linguistic evidence thus suggests thateéhms$ are a common to Matthew but not to the
author of theGospel of Peternlf there is literary dependence of one upon them then it is much more
likely that the author of th&ospel of Petehad access to the Gospel of Matthew, and impantéglie
Matthaean constructions into his work.
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Sixth, theGospel ofPeterdemonstrates ignorance of the historical context of

first-century Palestine:

GP has no problem attributing to Herod a kingly role in Jerusalem, so that Pilate has

to make requests of him . . . Could a story like that have developed in Palestine
while there were still Roman governors with political authority over Judea3P . .

8.31-34 seems to have no problem in placing elders and scribes and the crowd from
Jerusalem at a sepulchre on the Sabbath [in violation of Jewish sabbath laws]. . . .
Does the failure of GP to mention the high priest(s), so prominent in the canonical
accounts of Jesus’ trial, mean that the GP author no longer knew how that figure
functioned before the destruction of the Temple? Does the reference to ‘the twel
disciples of the Lord’ after the resurrection (14.59) mean that the GP author did not

know the Judas stor§??

The historical anachronisms in tG®spel of Petestrongly suggest that its
author was not writing from a first-century Jewish context. Crossan reafiilits the
“historical implausibilities” and “factual verisimilitude,” but arguisit they are present

because “the depths of theology quite properly override the surface of Kisfory.

Finally, theGospel of Pete®:35 refers to the day of Jesus’ resurrection as “the

Lord’s day.” The identification of the “Lord’s day” reflects later Chais terminology:
the canonical Gospels consistently refer to the “first day of the &R he first-

century church continued to identify with the Jewish week, emphasizing thetlsabba

23Brown, “TheGospel of Peteand Canonical Gospel Priority,” 338.
#CrossanWho Killed Jesys97.

ZMatt 28:1 reads, “After the Sabbath, at dawn orfitseday of the weekviary Magdalene
and the other Mary went to look at the tomb.” Maék1-2 reads, “When the Sabbath was over, Mary
Magdalene, Mary the mother of James, and Salomghi@pices so that they might go to anoint Jesus’
body. Very early on thérst day of the weelust after sunrise, they were on their way tottdmab.” Luke
24:1 reads, “On théirst day of the weekvery early in the morning, the women took theepithey had
prepared and went to the tomb.” John 20:1 and 48, r&arly on thdirst day of the weekwvhile it was still
dark, Mary Magdalene went to the tomb and sawtti@stone had been removed from the entrance. . . .
On the evening of thdirst day of the weekvhen the disciples were together, with the démeked for
fear of the Jews, Jesus came and stood among tietsaal, ‘Peace be with you!™ If all four canoniica
Gospel authors had access to@uwespel of Peterit is unlikely they would each have rejecteeters
identification of the “Lord’s day” in favor of “thérst day of the week.”
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the end of the week, and the resurrection occurring the first day of the followékdgve
It is not until the end of the first century that Christians begin referring ahef

Jesus’ resurrection as “the Lord’s day” instead of “the first day ofvéek.?®” As the
Gospel of Pete®:35 occurs within Crossan’s hypothesifaoss GospelCrossan cannot
coherently argue that it reflects a later gloss or interpolation. Rétieeevidence that
the Gospel of Petels in its entirety a later Christian composition.

The combination of these arguments render Crossan’s hypoth€sesl
Gospelhighly implausible. Raymond Brown argues that rather than represdrging t
original passion-resurrection narrative, (hespel of Peteis instead the result of oral
tradition and memory.

If I am right, it is another window into popular Christianity of the first halief t

second century, where Jesus was honoured as Lord, where church life included the
Lord’s day and fasting, where there was a knowledge of canonical Gospels (esp.
Matthew), even if that knowledge rested on having heard or once having read them,

but where now they had been blended into a confused but vivacious story—one

made all the more vivid by the inclusion of imaginative details and popular

traditions?®®

Crossan rejects Brown’s conclusion, insisting, “I still prefer my engilan
because, to put it bluntly, the memory of the Gospel of Peter’s author as ithhgine
Brown seems to me unique in all the world. . . . I cannot . . . fathom Peter's memory as

proposed by Brown®®® One does not, however, need to accept Brown's hypothesis in

#%See also Acts 20:7, which reads, “Onfingt day of the weelwe came together to break
bread”; and 1 Cor 16:2, which says, “On finst day of every weeleach one of you should set aside a sum
of money in keeping with his income.”

%'As evidenced in Rev 1:10, tiEdachel4:1, and IgnatiusEpistle to the Magnesiargs1.
See Quarles, “The Gospel of Peter,” 113-14; and.NVright, The Resurrection of the Son of Gedl. 3
of Christian Origins and the Question of G@dinneapolis: Fortress, 2003), 594.

28Brown, “TheGospel of Peteand Canonical Gospel Priority,” 339.

2%CrossanWho Killed Jesysl39.
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order to reject Crossan’s own fatally flawed hypoth&8iOne can and ought to note the
devastating critique which has been leveled against the very existehe€obss
Gospel and acknowledge the dependence of the canonical gospels upon material now
embedded within th&ospel of Peter
From the internal evidence, then, Crossan’s postufateds Gospehs the
sole passion-resurrection source is suspect. Nonetheless, Crossan eeguessly for
its existence, independence, and earliness: “The existence@iabe Gospels as good
a hypothesis as is the existence of Q. There are good objections toubakiey become
convincing because the alternatives have much more serious objections agaiti$fthem
The final blow to Crossan’s hypothesis is the lack of manuscript evidence for
the existence of théross Gospel the first place. The manuscript evidence for the
Gospel of Petettself is relatively weak, notwithstanding Crossan’s protestatiorseto t
contrary’® It is highly imaginative but equally implausible to use two fragmentatg tex
which can only tentatively be identified as belonging to the same text to belitowi

suggest not only that tHgospel of Petes manuscript evidence is as strong as that for the

Yndeed, one could instead accept the reconstruoffered by Charles Quarles, that the
Gospel of Petereflects an elaboration and revision of the pasaied resurrection of Christ, based
primarily on the Gospel of Matthew. See Quarledh¢TGospel of Peter,” 118-19.

#ICrossanThe Cross That Spok404. Emphasis original.

#7Craig Evans raises the interesting possibility thatmanuscript evidence we possess is not
evenThe Gospel of Pete¥We know thaPeterwas in circulation because the gospel is mentidned
Bishop Serapion. The fragments are only identifiedheGospel of Petebecause the eighth century
fragment was found alongside a fragment ofApecalypse of PeteEvans argues that the fragments may
not be from th&Gospel of Peteat all, but rather from some other, and even |aeocryphal Gospel. “The
extant Akhmim fragment does not identify itselfy mm we have a patristic quotation of Bespel of
Peterto compare it to and possibly settle the questibias is the Akhmim fragment docetic, as many
asserted shortly after its publication. If the freent is not docetic, then the proposed identificatf the
fragment with theSospel of Peteis weakened still further. . . . the connectiotwaen the Akhmim
Gospel fragment and the small papyrus fragmeiatsntiay date as early as 200-250 is quite tenuduss T
we have no solid evidence that allows us with amyfidence to link the extant Akhmim Gospel fragment
with a second-century text, whether thespel of Petementioned by Bishop Serapion or some other
writing from the late second century.” EvaRspricating Jesus85.
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canonical GospelS? but furthermore tha®etercontains an even earlier source, the
Cross Gospelfrom which theGospel of Peteand the canonical Gospels alike derived
their passion-resurrection narratives. The conclusion of most biblical schaiamely,
that theGospel of Peters a derivative of the canonical Gospels, in particular Matthew,
and that there is no such thingTdse Cross Gospelseems to be correct. O’Collins and
Kendall conclude,

Apart from one or two sympathetic reactions, scholars generally havensgmai

quite unconvinced by Crossan’s 1988 lengthy and tortuous attempt to rehabilitate

the Gospel of Peteand claim that its core (his ‘Cross Gospel’) served as the sole

source for Mark’s story of the passion and resurrection. . . . As regards the passion
narrative, our earliest source remains Mark’s goSfiel.

Similarly, N. T. Wright states,
[The Cross Gospéd] very existence as a separate document has not been accepted
yet by any other serious scholar, and its suggested date and provenanceare purel
imaginary. . . . Like so many of the judgments made in the inventory [appendix 1 of
The HistoricalJesus], this one depends wholly on Crossan’s prior convictions both
about Jesus himself and about the nature of early Christfanity.
Some biblical scholars agree with Crossan that there may be a primitive
passion-resurrection narrative from which the canonical Gospels draw, in imeusdne
way that Matthew and Luke draw froh?®® Nonetheless, the suggestion tRater

contains the primitive core of such a passion-resurrection source has not ganyered

2%3CrossanThe Cross That Spoke.

Gerald O'Collins and Daniel Kendall, “Did Josephffmathea Exist?Biblica 75 (1994):
237-38. O'Collins and Kendall cite reviews by C.Black I, Journal of Religior69 (1989): 398-99;
Reginald H. Fullerinterpretation 45 (1991): 71-72; Joel B. Greelgurnal of Biblical Literaturel09
(1990): 356-58; F. J. Mater&/orship63 (1989): 269-70; John P. Meiétorizons16 (1989): 378-79; and
Walter Wink,Christian Centuryl05 (1988): 1159-60; which “were little less thd@vastating in
demolishing Crossan’s case for an early date ®ctire ofThe Gospel of Peteand a literary dependence
from it on the part of Mark and other canonicalpgds.” O’Collins and Kendall, “Did Joseph of Arinhaa
Exist,” 238. See also Brown, “The Gospel of Petat @anonical Gospel Priority,” 339.

2%Wright, Jesus and the Victory of Go#8-49.

29%E.g., Brown, “The Gospel of Peter and Canonicalp@bPriority,” 326.
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significant scholarly support. Despite Crossan’s arguments, there is noegsod to
accept the existence of his hypothesi@edss Gospelnor to believe that th@ospel of
Petercontains the earliest (and only) passion-resurrection narrative.

It is good to remember Crossan’s acknowledgment that “conclusions and
decisions about the historical Jesus are Hwleveryongatop their presuppositions
about the gospels. Mistakes about foundations can bring superstructures tumbling down
either partially or totally?*” Crossan’s reconstruction of the historical Jesus, particularly
the crucifixion and resurrection, leans heavily on his hypothe§iress Gospel If this
material investment is indeed fundamentally wrong, what are the iniqtisdor

Crossan’s metaphorical reconstruction of the resurrection?

The Gospel of Mark: Date, purpose, and freedomCrossan’s material
investments in the Gospel of Mark are crucial to his reconstruction of the labtmsus,
especially his resurrection. Our previous examination oCtiess GospeandSecret
Mark has a bearing upon the discussion here, and should be kept in mind. In addition to
those material investments, Crossan argues that the canonical Gospelggnelark,
were written not by eyewitnesses but rather “by anonymous authors, noherofkmew
Jesus personally® Mark was written around 70 A.B°; but not as Peter’s

recollections. Rather, Mark the evangelist writes from a ruraléaliChristian

#CrossanThe Birth of Christianity96. Emphasis original.

2%&The canonical stories are all by anonymous authmse of whom knew Jesus personally
but all of whom wrote before the end of the firshtury.” CrossanThe Birth of Christianity20-21.
Emphasis added. For a strong statement of theazgntiewpoint, see Richard Bauckhahesus and the
Eyewitnesses: The Gospels as Eyewitness Testif@oagd Rapids: William B. Eerdmans, 2006).
Bauckham concludes, “The Gospels put us in clogehtavith the eyewitnesses of the history of Jehes.
Gospel writers, in their different ways, presemitiGGospels as based on and incorporating thertesti of
the eyewitnesses.” Bauckhadgsus and the Eyewitnessés?2.

2°CrossanThe Historical Jesyst30
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perspectiveagainstthe theology and practice of the mother Church in Jerusalem led by
the apostles, particularly Pet&f.
| accept the general hypothesis that M[ar]k created the genre Gospel, rahg the
created Gospel as we know it, as an intra-Christian polemic against tieablogi
opponents characterized by (1) interest in miracles and apparitions hathén t
suffering and service; (2) very little sympathy with the Gentile missspecially
insofar as this questioned the validity of the Law; (3) an appeal to the authority of

the Jerusalem mother Church, based both on the family of Jesus and on the original
disciples of Jesus: the twelve, the inner three, and Peter in pariftular.

Furthermore, Crossan holds that Mark, like all Gospels, contains three textual
layers, which represent a) original historical Jesus materialchjradation of early
Christian tradition; and c) redactional and editorial additions of Mark the eisingeor
Crossan, the successive layers are not attempts to accurately convey wrigeappl
teaching and deeds of the historical Jesus; rather, they are creafitaiads:?

Essentially, Mark “believed in the historical Jesus so much that [he] kepingrenore
and more of him out of biblical type and prophetic té%."Mark wrote with great

narrative creativity** freely adapting his oral and written sources including, in Crossan’s

30%The villains of Markan theology are not just thieadples in general but the inner three,
Peter, James and John in particular.” John Don@nisssan, “The Relatives of Jesus in Mark, The
Composition of Mark’s Gospel: Selected Studies fmmum TestamentymBrill's Readers in Biblical
Studies, vol. 3, ed. David E. Orton (Leiden: BrlI999), 82. Crossan rejects the traditional undadihg
that Mark records Peter’s self-critical recolleao The usual theory holds that Peter was ashafiigd o
failures, and records them (through Mark) despigdrtembarrassing nature. Crossan never explains ho
Mark came to be understood as Peter’'s remembréntesriginal purpose was anti-Petrine. Nor dbes
explain why Luke and Matthew, who wrote with the@egval of the Petrine Church, would have used such
an antagonistic gospel as a source for their ovitingr

3Crossan, “Empty Tomb and Absent Lord (Mark 16:1-8%6.

392There is a degree of creativity in all of thosgdss . . . the tradition . . . took and creatively
adapted the sayings and works of Jesus.” Cros&gerfing Statement,” iwill the Real Jesus Please
Stand Up 34. See also Crossalgsusxiii; Crossan and WattdVho Is Jesys-7.

3%3Crossan, “The Historical Jesus in Earliest Christjg” 20.

304The [historical-critical] methodology [which Craas inherits and applies] . . . grant[s] the
constant creative reinterpretation of the Jesufitioa which lies behind our gospels.” Crossan,rédbde as
Religious and Poetic Experience,” 330.
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estimation, th&€€ross GospehndSecret Mark Accordingly, Mark’s portrait of Jesus of
Nazareth is of questionable value historically; the biblical scholaohasel away the
layers of ecclesiastic accretions and Markan additions in order to sectistthieal
kernel of the person and work of Jed¥s.
Mark’s narrative creativity is particularly significant when it cane the
burial and resurrection of Jesus. Crossan holds that the Jesus’ burial by Joseph of
Arimathea is a Markan invention, devised to avoid the embarrassment of having Jesus
unceremoniously buried by his enemies or, even worse, not buried at all, but rather lef
for the scavengers to devolif.
He created and sent to Pilate, in 15:43, one ‘Joseph of Arimathea, a respected
member of the council, who was also himself looking for the kingdom of God.’
That is a perfect in-between figure, at once within the Jewish leadelighigse

‘respected’ and still connected to Jesus as ‘looking’. Need | say that Mark'sghami
him renders him more not less suspect as an historical figure in my%yes?

Initially, Crossan’s suggestion that “Mark’s naming [Joseph] renders him more
not less suspect” is counter-intuitive. At this point, however, Crossan’s earlierrwor
literary criticism comes into play. In his 19R@id on the ArticulateCrossan relates a
dialogue between the novelist Jorge Luis Borges and a Spanish journalidinmgga
Borges’ 1945 novellThe Aleph

The journalist: ‘Ah, . . . so the entire thing is your own invention. | thought it was

true because you gave the name of the street.” And Borges: ‘I did not thmatel
that the naming of streets is not much of a feat.” . . . The naming of streets, or towns,

3%Crossan inherits, apparently unquestioningly, etdge of German biblical criticism,
particularly since William Wrede. Wrede argued thmith Mark’s framework and much of its detail
derives not from reliable traditions about Jesus flmm fabrications fed by post-Easter theological
reflection of the early church.” Paul Rhodes Eddg dames K. Beilby, “The Quest for the Historical
Jesus,” inThe Historical Jesus: Five Viewsd. James K. Beilby and Paul Rhodes Eddy (Dow@esse,
IL: IVP Academic, 2009), 20.

30%CrossanThe Birth of Christianity554; idem, “Empty Tomb and Absent Lord,” 135-37.

307CrossanThe Historical Jesys393.
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or cities, or battles, or kings, or whatever else history can verify, is not much of a
feat3%®

If it is relatively simple for a novelist to create names and other inciderigglisde flesh
out their fictional narrative, Crossan argues that it was likewise eaMaftrthe
Evangelist to create the details necessary to flesh out his story—includaoyireg, the
name and hometown of Jesus’ fictional undertaker.

Crossan suggests that Mark’s fictional narrative extends further. If thece i
burial, then of course there is no discovery of an empty tomb, either—that too is a
Markan invention. Here, the theological purpose of Mark comes into play. Crossan
argues that Mark’s purpose is to oppose the ministry and mandate of the Jerusalem
church headed by Peter. Mark was aware of the reports circulating thaeth@esus
had appeared to Peter and the other apostles. Crossan argues, “it was poeisaty
and to oppose any such apparitions to Peter or the Apostles that he created most
deliberately a totally new tradition, that of E[mpty] T[omB{®>

In other words, the tradition of resurrection appearances predates Mark, but the
tradition of the Empty Tomb does not. Mark creates the Easter Sunday narrative, but
pointedly refuses to recount any resurrection appearances of Jesus to tles.apostl
Instead, the Gospel ends, deliberately, with the failure of the female dsstwiple
communicate the message they receive concerning the risen Lord. AccordingdarCr
“the Jerusalem community led by the disciples and especially PetereVersaccepted

the call of the exalted Lord communicated to it from the M[ar]kan community. The

3%8CrossanRaid on the Articulate45.

3%9%Crossan, “Empty Tomb and Absent Lord,” 146.
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Gospel ends in a juxtaposition of M[ar]kan faith in 16:6-7 and of Jerusalem failure in
16:7-8.°1°

Crossan’s material investments in the Gospel of Mark are numerous, complex,
and interrelated™! The material investment that Mark is not an associate of Peter, but
rather an opponent, becomes a key to the later argument that Mark freely invents people
and events in order to oppose the theology of the Petrine-led church in Jerusalem. The
guestion is whether Mark is better compared to an historian or a novelist. Ifvark i
historian in any sense, then creating names of people and places is out of tha;gtiesti
Mark is instead a novelist of sorts, then it is perfectly plausible that he would invent
Joseph of Arimathea. But do we have good reason for believing that Mark is more
novelist than historian? Crossan thinks so.

Crossan claims to have discovered two empirical cases which demohstvate
Mark radically alters his sources. The first is the retrojection aftbes Gospé&d
resurrection scene; the second is the dismemberment and scatt&eggeifMark If
authentic, those two empirical examples would indeed demonstrate signifidantaedi
freedom on Mark’s part. As shown in this chapter, however, there are good reasons to

conclude that neither tiéross Gospehor Secret Marks a real document—one is a

319pid., 149.

311) Mark is written around 70 A.D. (2) Mark is ra eyewitness to the events he narrates.
(3) Mark is not an associate of Peter, but rath&aanch theological and ecclesiological oppor@it.
Mark rejects the tradition of resurrection appeaesiof Jesus to his disciples. (5) Mark createpajos
material freely and frequently in order to suit thisological and ecclesiological purposes. (6) Mas&s
the Cross Gospeds his sole passion-resurrection source, butalylialters its resurrection scene. (7) Mark
originally produces a longer version of his Gospelcret MarkHe later removes an offending passage,
scattering the literary remains throughout the oésiis Gospel. (8) In conclusion, Mark plays fastl
loose with his source material, changing it radycat will.
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literary conjecturé’? the other probably an academic forgery. Without these two
empirical cases, Crossan’s assertion that Mark played fast and loosesvatiutaes is
simply a naked assertion with no empirical basis. Crossan can still argdark’s
editorial creativity, but his empirical foundation has been eradiéated.

Crossan’s material investments regarding Mark the Evangelist cabeals
challenged on other grounds. Crossan holds that Mark was intentionally opposing the
authority of the apostle Peter in his Gospel. Church tradition and history teatead ins
that Mark was essentially Peter’s scribe. Eusebius quotes the churchPiapiees, who
wrote about 110 A.D*** on the source of Mark’s Gospel,

.. . Mark being the interpreter of Peter whatsoever he recorded he wroteeaith g
accuracy but not however, in the order in which it was spoken or done by our Lord,
for he neither heard nor followed our Lord, but as before said, he was in company
with Peter, who gave him such instruction as was necessary, but not to give a

history of our Lord’s discourses; . . . he was carefully attentive to one thing, not t
pass by any thing that he heard, or to state any thing falsely in thesse™

Papias provides the earliest testimony to the identity of Mark as the author of
the Gospel, and his relationship with the chief apostle, Peter. Richard Bauckhbhas arg
further that Mark’s Gospel demonstrates on internal grounds an intimatenghgd with
the apostle Peter, and tends to relate stories from Peter's perspectfer Papias,

Christian testimony is unanimous in ascribing authorship of our earliest cdrGoggzel

¥9ndeed, theCross Gospehypothesis supports Crossan’s contention thatritlatively easy
to create names for people, or documents, thabtexist, if one is interested in writing fiction.

¥*Rejecting Crossan’s material investment concerMagk’s editorial creativity does not
imply rejecting the prior material investment thta¢re are three layers within Mark’s Gospel—ania&gb
core representing the words and deeds of Jesusipaddepresenting the reflections or interpretadi of
early Christians, and further emphases or pericbpaging Mark’s distinct perspective to bear.

3l%See, e.g., Bauckhardesus and the Eyewitnessg4. Papias’ testimony could come as late
as 130 A.D., but could be as early as the 90s.

#papias, quoted in Eusebili;clesiastical Histor.39.15.
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to Mark the interpreter or scribal associate of P&feEven Crossan’s cherish&ecret
Mark associates Mark the Evangelist with the Apostle P&tewhy does Crossan accept
the authenticity oBecret Marlkeegarding the contents of an expanded spiritual version of
Mark’s Gospel, but reject its testimony concerning Petrine association?

There is simply no compelling reason to reject the traditional association of
Mark’s Gospel with the testimony of the Apostle P&t&rFurthermore, one must ask
whether Crossan’s vision of Mark the evangelist satisfactorily accourttdor
developments in the early Church. Crossan never explains how the Gospel of Mark came
to be understood as Peter’'s remembrances if its original purpose was and-Fétr
Mark writesagainstthe mission and authority of the Peter-led Church in Jerusalem, how
did the early Christian Church, within a generation of Mark’s writing, come &pabgs
gospel as Peter’s account of the life and ministry of Jesus? Crossan negearoffe
explanation. Why would Luke and Matthew, who write with the approval of thenPetri

Church, have used such an antagonistic gospel as a source? Crossan never provides an

31%Bauckham,Jesus and the Eyewitness&s§5-82, 202-04.

3%The report that Mark took notes from Peter and posed the Gospel that bears his name is
subsequently confirmed by Irenaeus, Tertullian, @inent of Alexandria. . . . What are we to make o
these testimonies? In our opinion, they are quigeificant. What is most impressive about them, we
believe, is that we have no record of anyone disguhem. Christians in the second and third cessgur
guestioned the authorship atherworks, but nevethese” Gregory A. Boyd and Paul Rhodes Edtgrd
or Legend? Wrestling with the Jesus Dilemi@aand Rapids: Baker, 2007), 94-95.

*%part of the ‘Clementine’ letter reads, “As for Matken, during Peter’s stay in Rome he
wrote an account of the Lord’s doings, not, howedeclaring all of them, nor yet hinting at thers¢c
ones, but selecting what he thought most usefuhfimeasing the faith of those who were being uretrd.
But when Peter died a martyr, Mark came over toatelria, bringing both his own notes and those of
Peter, from which he transferred to his former bthakthings suitable to whatever makes for progress
toward knowledge.” Quoted in SmitGJement of Alexandria and a Secret Gospel of V&4i6.

#%Note that Mark’s association with Peter does ndteridark an eyewitness to the events he
relates; nor does it commit one to accepting aly eate (ca. 50s A.D.) for Mark’s Gospel.
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answer. The testimony and evidence we have from the early church is unarmatous t
Mark writeswith, notagainst Petrine authority.

Only if one embraces the material investment that Mark writes to oppose
Petrine authority is there persuasive cause to reject Mark’s associdhdpPeter; the
problem is that the latter material investment is necessary tadaetie former°
Crossan is stuck, once again, with the circular reinforcement of his matersthneves

in the gospel materiaf$?

Crossan’s Material Investments and the
Myth of the Metaphorical Resurrection
Crossan insists upon the centrality of material investments in the Gospels.
| have learned these presuppositions from scholarly tradition, have studied them
internally, have tested them externally, and have found them consistently more
persuasive than their alternatives. But if they are wrong, then everytlsed ba
them is questionable; and if they gr®evedwrong, then everything based on them
will have to be redon&?
As shown above, some of Crossan’s material investments in canonical and
extracanonical Gospels are in fact wrong. Does that mean that his recomstof
Jesus, including Jesus’ resurrection, has “to be redone”? In his reflection upom®&rossa

1996 debate with William Lane Craig, Marcus Borg argues that Crossanccéicesa

30Crossan notes two possible interpretations of Magenerally negative portrayal of the
disciples. “One interpretation is that Mark hasseaalosest to Jesus fail him dismdick therin order to
reassure those who have themselves failed him ypwtseecutiojust now Another one, probably more
likely, is that he is opposing certain viewpointtvacated in the name of Peter, the Three, and wWedve
within Christian communities he wishes to criticaeoppose.” Crossaliyho Killed Jesusl8. Crossan
does not indicaterhy he judges his interpretation more likely; in pautar, he gives no reason to discount
the unanimous testimony of church history regarditagk’s association with Peter.

32For more detailed argument concerning the assoniafi Mark’s Gospel with Peter, and the
general reliability of Mark, consult Bauckhadgsus and the Eyewitnesgesp. 12-38, 114-239).

322CrossanThe Birth of Christianity109. Emphasis original.
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Secret Markand even th€ross Gospelvithout affecting his metaphorical understanding
of Jesus’ resurrection.
| wish to set aside what seems to be an irrelevancy. Namely, Williag @agies
considerable importance on two challenges to John Dominic Crossan’s work: he
challenges (1) Crossan’s argument that the Gospel of Peter containanery e
material and (2) Crossan’s acceptance of an early Secret Gospeilkof MaBut
these two challenges are irrelevant to the central issue of the debateanCmssd
be wrong about both, and it would make no important difference. Many scholars

who are not persuaded by Crossan on either of these points nevertheless hold a
position on the resurrection similar to Crossaf®s.

In other words, even Becret Marks an academic forgery and tGeoss
Gospeldoes not exist, Crossan’s reconstruction of the resurrection still stands intac
Which is correct: Crossan’s argument that if his material investmentsrang, the
scholarly reconstruction based upon them will have to be redone, or Borg’'s contention
that one can reject some of Crossan’s key material investments withotihgelgs
conclusions concerning the resurrection?

In a sense they are both correct. On the one hand, it is essential to note the
centrality of Crossan’s material investments to his scholarly reconstrugtJesus of
Nazareth. For example, if one rejects his material investment in thestaection 0fQ’'s
textandthe speculative recovery of its redactional layers, then it is almostsaggdo
reject his conclusion th& presents a non-apocalyptic Jesus who never referred to
himself as the coming Son of Man. If one holds insteadQHites only one layer, which
represents an early core of Jesus tradition, it is natural to conclude that desus w

apocalyptic prophet who identified himself as the unique Son of*ftan.

33Marcus Borg, “The Irrelevancy of the Empty Tomby'Will the Real Jesus Please Stand
Up, 117-18. Borg himself is one such scholar.

324Such a view would not commit one to believing thesus wasorrectin his self-
understanding. Schweitzer concluded that Jesusheasughly apocalyptic, and saw himself as the cgmi
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Similarly, one’s material investments in the dates and dependence of Jesus
material exerts considerable influence upon one’s scholarly reconstrucfleausf of
Nazareth. If, like Crossan, one holds non-canonical Gospel matdr@hasQ, Cross
Gospe] Egertor) to be earlier than and independent of the canonical tradition, the
resulting picture of Jesus will be strongly influenced by motifs not traditiopalt of
orthodox Christianity®> Alternatively, if one hold€ to be only hypothetical and not
recoverableThomago be late second-century, tBeoss Gospelo be imaginarySecret
Mark to be either fraudulent or a later expansion, and fragment&di&gonto be
canonically-dependent, the resulting reconstruction of Jesus of Nazdieth wi
predominantly be a reflection upon the canonical Gospels. Material investments in the
Gospels exert powerful influence upon one’s conclusions regarding the hislesaal

On the other hand, material investments in the Gospels are not the central
investments that determine one’s view of Jesus’ resurrection. Borg argues

Let me now turn to the central issues. Most central is the question, ‘What is meant
by the resurrection of Jesus?’ Was it physical, whatever more it mightef<Did

something miraculous happémthe corpse of Jesus? Does affirming the
resurrection of Jesus intrinsically involve saying, ‘The tomb was realbgyepi2®

Borg is probing closer to the center of the issue. The crux is not whether
Crossan’s material investments in tbess GospehndSecret Markare correct
(although therare consequences for Crossan’s scholarly project if those material
investments are in fact wrong). Rather, the crux is the theological worlekhék

undergirds material investments in the Jesus tradition. Crossan hints mtéfiisating

Son of Man, but was tragically wrong in his expéotss that he could somehow affect the grinding elbe
of history.

329 ikewise, themes and doctrines traditionally cdrtwaChristianity will be downplayed.

32Borg, “The Irrelevancy of the Empty Tomb,” 118. Enagis added.
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upon his debate with Craig: “I wanted to get down to the theological-historiediicg
where divergent presuppositions will necessarily involve surface disagreefité

Unfortunately, Crossan does not pursue the actual theological presuppositions which

divide him and Craig; rather, he considers only their perspectives on what the canonical

Gospels are and claim to #7&.

William Lane Craig, in his own reflection upon their 1996 debate, penetrates to

the heart of the matter:

As for Dr. Crossan’s presuppositions [i.e., material investments in the Gospels],
again, remarkably, in tonight's debate he hasn'’t tried to defend any of them: (1) the
priority of the Gospel of Peter, (2) the Secret Gospel of Mark, (3) the inventive
community of early Christians. All he said is that he’s not a naturalist. Yet he does
insist that the supernatural acts only through the natural. That would exclude a
priori an event like the resurrection because there is no natural means bynvhich a
event like the resurrection could have been brought about. It was painfully obvious
in the dialogue time that there is no evidence that could convince Dr. Crossan of the

historicity of Jesus’ resurrection, for he rules it out of court a ptiori.

What truly separates Crossan and Craig in their assessment of Jesus’
resurrection? Crossan is right that it is not “surface disagreenf&htather, the chasm
between them is the result of vastly different theological presuppositions.|, Recal
chapter 3, three of Crossan’s core worldview presuppositions. First, major world
religions are equally valid historically- and culturally-conditioned humapaeses to the
sublime mystery of Ultimate Reality. Second, human life ceases absatitegth—

there is no possibility of life after death. Third, the supernatural (UkifrRatlity/God)

32’Crossan, “Reflections on a Debate, Vifill the Real Jesus Please Stand, Wg8.
*Abid., 148-49.
$9illiam Lane Craig, “Closing Statement,” Will the Real Jesus Please Stand, 6.

$30Unfortunately, Crossan incorrectly considers theface disagreement” to concern simply
themodeof Jesus’ resurrection—whether it is literal (@)adr metaphorical (Crossan). The same
misplaced emphasis arises in his 2005 dialogue Mith. Wright.



193

does not interact directly or causally in the physical universe; rather, theisva

closed, though not fully-understood, system of natural cause-and-effect. Crossan thus
considers a miraculous event like the literal physical, bodily reswoneatiJesus Christ

to be an historical impossibility. Craig, on the other hand, embraces atratiitieistic

worldview wherein such a miracle is considered uncommon, but possible.

Presuppositions and material investmentsHow do divergent theological
presuppositions affect material investments in the canonical and extraezdrdospels?
On the one hand, there is no direct connection between Crossan’s theological worldview
and the material investments he makes. As Borg notes, one can hold the same
fundamental worldview presuppositions yet reject Crossan’s materialnmsestin
Secret Markand theCross Gospel

Nonetheless, there is ardirectinfluence exerted by theological
presuppositions upon material investments. Crossan’s worldview rules out certain
scholarly judgments about the canonical Gospels. Given his theological comtiime
human extinction at death, Crossan is bound to reject the conclusion that Jesus’ physical
body was miraculously raised from the dead to a new glorified bodily existénce.
Traditionally, the New Testament Gospels have been understood by Christians to be
historically-reliable documents narrating the events of Jesus’ life atl.dé/hen it
comes to the resurrection, those Gospels have been perceived as presenting anfaccount
a supernatural event whereby God raised Jesus back to life. The resurretddeies

appeared to his astonished disciples in Jerusalem and then in Galilee, demoissrating

334When Crossan insists that we need to treat pagaativas (of miraculous divine
conceptions and gods rising from the dead) withstimae seriousness that we treat “our” Christianesto
(the virgin birth and resurrection), he is not plieg that we take both sets literally.
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corporeality*? and authority. Such a reading is ruled out by Crossan’s worldview
presuppositions. Thus, he is driven inexorably to make alternative materialiamést
in the canonical Gospels. There are numerous possible alternative niatesahents,
as evidenced by critical scholarship over the past three centuries. lrasachawvever,
the conclusion is inevitably that the canonical resurrection accounts are updistori

Crossan could, with Reimarus, argue that the canonical Gospels are
intentionally dishonest attempts by the apostles to subvert the naturaligtanre
preached by Jesus of Nazaréth.The resurrection, accordingly, is a fraud perpetraged
the disciplesiponunwittingly followers, and the canonical Gospels are the literary
products ofdeceivers The Gospels clearly present an unapologetically bodily
resurrection, but it is a false story.

Crossan could instead, with Bahrdt and Venturini, explain the resurrection
naturalistically—Jesus was revived in the tomb and thereafter presentetf hsribe
risen Lord to the deceived discipf&8. The resurrection would still be seen as a fraud,
but this time perpetratdaly Jesus (and his secret handlers, according to Ventugar)
the disciples. In this case, the canonical Gospels are the worksdefc#tiged Again,

the Gospels present a bodily resurrection, but it is a false narrative.

$33What N. T. Wright helpfully terms Jesus’ post-resation “trans-physicality.” WrightThe
Resurrection of the Son of Gatir'7-78, 606-07, 612, 678-79. “Transphysical ismeant to describe in
detail what sort of a body it was that the earlyi§ttans supposed Jesus already had, and belibaethey
themselves would eventually have. Nor indeed diogaim to explain how such a thing can come tolbe.
merely, but | hope usefully, puts a label on themdestrable fact that the early Christians envisagbddy
which was still robustly physical but also sigréfitly different from the present one.” Ibid., 478-7

33Henri ReimarusReimarus: Fragmeni®d. Charles H. Talbert, trans. Ralph S. Fraser
(Philadelphia: Fortress, 1970), 151

334Colin Brown,Jesus in European Protestant Thought 1778-1880dies in Historical
Theology 1 (Durham: Labyrinth, 1985), 163; Albedh®eitzer,The Quest of the Historical Jesus: A
Critical Study of Its Progress from Reimarus to @&@New York: Macmillan, 1968), 44-57.
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Instead, Crossan follows the trail blazed by David Strauss, arguing that the
canonical Gospels bear the hallmarks of ancient myth, and the resurrectiontacc
should not be read literally in the first plat@. The end result is the same—the canonical
Gospels do not contain an historical narrative of a bodily resurrection. But the means of
getting there, the material investments in canonical Gospels, is different.

Furthermore, Crossan’s presupposition of religious pluralism leads him toward
embracing the equal validity of intra- and extra-canonical sources fdeslus tradition.
It emphaticallydoes nopredetermine Crossan’s material investments in various Jesus
sources; however, it tends toward granting extra-canonical documents pueBasE

than has historically been granted th&fh.

Presuppositions and relative plausibility. In the early and mid-1990s, John
Dominic Crossan and Raymond Brown engaged in a spirited debate about the origins of
the Gospel of Peter Crossan proposes that tBespel of Petecontains an older core,
the Cross Gospelwhich is the single source for the canonical passion-resurrection
narrative. The canonical authors used@hess Gospefthe latter three evangelists also
used Mark’s Gospel), using some elements but leaving others out. Brown responds that

Crossan’s reconstruction is highly implausible: “It is most unlikely thdt suclusive

3%see, e.g., SchweitzéFhe Quest of the Historical Jesii8-120; also BoydZynic Sage or
Son of God27-29.

33%N. T. Wright notes that Crossan’s hermeneutic spation with regards to the canonical
texts is “balanced by a hermeneutic of credulitybther areas, including his approach to extracaabn
sources and his reconstruction of the growth ofetlmy Christian Church. N. T. Wrighthe Resurrection
of the Son of Gq0. In a review of Crossanihe Birth of ChristianityWright asks, “Granted that
Crossan has taught us to be sceptical of so mats/daed their reconstructions, why, once he hapswe
away common-sense understandings, should we bdlis\aternative, highly complex story? Why should
we suddenly abandon scepticism and embrace higtaredulity?” N. T. Wright;’A New Birth? An
Article Review of John Dominic CrossaiThe Birth of Christianity: Discovering What Happena the
Years Immediately after the Execution of J&s8sottish Journal of Theolo@B (2000): 80.
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selectivity could have taken place if independently Matthew, Luke and John used [the
Gospel of Petgr’ It is much more plausible, Brown argues, to hold that the author of
Peter“combined details from the canonical Gospels, taking the washing of hands from
Matt[hew], the penitent wrongdoer from Luke, et¢’”Crossan retorts that he cannot
fathom the type of memory and imagination that Brown envisions iGtispel of
Peters author using random pieces of canonical passion-resurrection material in a
pastiche’*® Crossan concludes,
| insist, however, as noted earlier, that a theory need not be perfect but singly bett
than its alternatives. You will have jidge for yourselfvhether Peter is best
explained as a medley of canonical and noncanonical gospels filtered through

memory or as the original passion-resurrection narrative used by the Neam&est
gospels’®*

Crossan and Brown disagree about relative plausibilities. Is it more p&usibl
that theGospel of Petecontains the original passion-resurrection narrative, which was
then used by the canonical authors? Or is it more plausible tHaosipe!l of Peter
represents a pastiche of orally-recalled and popularly-embellishednésefroem the
canonical passion-resurrection narratives? The relative plausilbithg alternatives is
adjudicated, in partial measure, based upon how each fits with one’s existing tlaeologic
presuppositions and conclusions.

In the case of th&ospel of Peterthe alternatives have different standings
within Crossan’s overall worldview. Granted his perspective on the dating antivearra
creativity of Mark the evangelist, he is predisposed to the possibility that Mark ha

access to th€ross Gospeand radically recast central elements within it. Similarly, the

33"Brown, “TheGospel of Peteand Canonical Gospel Priority,” 333.
33%5ee, e.g., Crossanhe Birth of Christianity484-86.

33%CrossanWho Killed Jesus31. Emphasis added.
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alternatives have different standings within my own overall worldview. Given my
rejection of Crossan’s material investments concerning the Gospel of Mdrk)ya
informed decision that Mark intends to be faithful to the substance of inherited Jesus
tradition, | am predisposed to view tB@spel of Peteas an imaginative pastiche of the
author’s recollection of oral canonical tradition.

Crossan frequently asks his readers to temporarily forget everyttepdave
previously learned, thought, or known about the events of Easter, and approach his
presentation of the data with an open mind and no preconceived mtidnessence,
Crossan is asking his readers to suspend their theological presuppositions, thaisprevi
conclusions regarding the resurrection, and instead approach the data ch&aster
presented by Crossan with a fresh perspective. But Crossan himself has nohatoine w
asks his readers to do. That is, Crossan has not approached the Jesus source materials
willing to be convinced that Jesus was literally raised from the dead as arcaistor
event. Crossan’s inability to consider the historical evidence with a minddree f
naturalistic presuppositions can be demonstrated through three examples.

First, Crossan’s 1996 debate with William Lane Craig exposed his
unwillingness to consider the traditional conception of Jesus’ resurrectiorvas a li
option. Craig asks what type and amount of evidence it would take to convince Crossan
that Jesus was raised bodily (literally) from the dead. Crossan responds, “It's

theological presupposition of mine that God does not operate that way. . . . What would it

34% maintain that Jesus’ first followers knew almasithing whatsoever about the details of
his crucifixion, death, or burial. What we have niovthose detailed passion accounts is not history
remembered but prophecy historicized. . . . Inrigshis hypothesidprget all you ‘know'about Easter
Sunday from accounts written in our Gospels betwery and sixty years after the event. Bracketeve
what you know from 1 Corinthians 15 written twegBars after the event.” Crossan, “The Historicaude
in Earliest Christianity,” 16. Emphasis added.
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take to prove to me what you ask? | don’t know, unless God changes the unf’erse.”
Crossan is simply unable and/or unwilling to consider the evidence with a truly open
mind. His worldview presuppositions have already rendered the orthodox understanding
of Jesus’ resurrection unacceptable.

Second, Crossan is asked whether his worldview presupposition of divine
consistency is “a prejudice against miracles that invalidates your geaidgospel claims
about Jesus?” Crossan simply acknowledges that “everyone draws a liedilofity
somewhere3*? The Gospel miracles, including the bodily resurrection of Jesus Christ,
fall outside the bounds of plausibility; Crossan considers them simply in-credible
never seeks to set aside that presupposition when considering the historical evidence
rather, he reads the historical evidence through the lens of his theological
presuppositions.

Third, Raymond Brown insists that the biblical scholar needs to allow
historicity to be “determined not by what we think possible or likely, but by theuatyti
and reliability of the evidence€® Brown is appealing for fellow historical Jesus scholars
to be open to acknowledging the historical veracity of miracles related catloaical
Gospels. Crossan, having embraced a Humean worldview which denies the possibility of
supernatural intervention in the physical universe, rejects Brown'’s apipeplblic
discourse . . . possibility and likelihood are also factors. If not, how could we distinguish

history from fiction in accounts of an execution in Jerusalem in the first cemtary

34Copan, ed.Will the Real Jesus Please Stand, 6p-62.
342Crossan and Watt8yho Is Jesuys76.

33Raymond E. BrowriThe Death of the Messiah: From Gethsemane to tlaeesvol. 2 ofA
Commentary on the Passion Narratives in the Fousfigts(New York: Doubleday, 1994), 1468.
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assassination in Dallas in the twentielf{."Within Crossan’s theological worldview,
miraculous healings (of diseases, not just social symptoms) are rulegoii.

Crossan does not set aside his own worldview presuppositions in his historical Jesus
research in order to determine whether the historical evidence shows thatulgsus t
healed people. He presupposes that Jesus could not have done so.

If Crossan does not (or cannot) set aside his own presuppositions in his
consideration of the ancient textual evidence, why should his audience do so at €rossan’
request? In his doctoral dissertation and resulting bdod,Resurrection of Jesus: A
New Historiographical ApproagtMichael Licona outlines a rigorous six-fold
methodology which seeks to set aside a scholar’s worldview presuppositioals (whi
Licona terms part of his/her “horizon”) before considering the resurreofiJesus
Christ®*® Two of Licona’s guidelines in particular are helpful and applicable to
discussion of Crossan’s scholarship. First, “The historians’ horizon and method should
be public. . . . Methodological naturalists, who do not allow for the possibility of the

supernatural in historical investigation, should . . . have their horizons open to

344CrossanWho Killed Jesus37. Emphasis original.

¥*Michael R. LiconaThe Resurrection of Jesus: A New Historiographfgaproach
(Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 2010). “Horizomsy be defined as one’s ‘preunderstanding.’ It is
how historians view things as a result of theirtemige, experience, beliefs, education, cultural
conditioning, preferences, presuppositions anddwvaiv. Horizons are like sunglasses through which a
historian looks. . . . For better and for worsstdrians are influenced by their culture, raceiomatity . . .
their life experiences, the academic institutidreytattended and the particular community of sgBola
from which they covet respect and acceptance. Thawpot look at the data devoid of biases, hopes or
inclinations. No historian is exempt. Horizons afgreat interest to historians since they areansible
more than anything else for the embarrassing diyeamong the conflicting portraits of the past.Woan
S0 many historians with access to the same date atrso many different conclusions? Horizonsidlp
38-39. Licona then sets forth the argument thatrtipact of one’s horizon on historical research lsan
minimized, and gives examples of historians whamézbns were minimized and then transcended through
their scholarship (ibid., 50-52). Licona proposesaols (guidelines) that “when combined, can be
effective guides that bring us closer to objecyivitbid., 52.
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challenge.®*® Second, “Detachment from bias is nonnegotiable. . . . Historians must
allow themselves to understand and empathize fully with the horizon of the author/agent
and, furthermore, allow themselves to be challenged fully by that horizon to the point of
conversion.®*’

Crossan does an excellent job of opening his historical Jesus methodology to
public scrutiny and challenge. Unfortunately, however, Crossan neither ackgesvled
his worldview presuppositions in public academic discourse, nor seeks to bracket them in
his historical Jesus research. Indeed, he does not even acknowledge the need for or
benefits of doing so. On what basis can Crossan require that readers séeaside t
preconceptions of Jesus’ resurrection, and approach Crossan’s metaphorical
reconstruction with an open mind? Is it not fair to ask Crossan to do the same with

regard to a literal understanding of the resurrection asitfell?

Conclusion: Hermeneutics, Methodology,
Presuppositions and the Resurrection

John Dominic Crossan has been a prolific and persuasive proponent of a
metaphorical understanding of Jesus’ resurrection for four decades. HetStiygjethe

resurrection was a metaphor used by Jesus’ early learned disciples itoedibser

348 icona, The Resurrection of Jesus3.
*bid., 58, 60.

34¥The foregoing does not exempt the critical schistam doing what Crossan requests when
approaching his scholarship. Licona is right togasj that historians need to bracket their own
presuppositions and enter into their subject’s haew (in this case Crossan’s) as sympatheticaly a
possible. An evangelical scholar approaching Crussaconstruction of Jesus’ resurrection ougtgeo
aside her own presuppositions and read Crossais@wh terms. The argument in this chapter has been
that even aside from a theistic worldview, theme @eep problems with Crossan’s material investmants
Jesus sources. Those material investments, indegrcrucial to facilitating Crossan’s metaphorical
reinterpretation of the resurrection. The critiguéhe present context relates solely to Crosskailigre to
do what he requests his own readers to do: set as@buppositions or preconceived notions in ciaer
give the historical evidence an unbiased hearing.
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experience of the ongoing presence and power of Jesus of Nazareth in their thiglgt as
continued to live out his teaching of open commensality and unbrokered access to divine
favor. In the course of this chapter, we have seen that Crossan’s metaphorical
reconstruction of the resurrection is driven by his underlying structunaliseneutics,
worldview presuppositions, and questionable material investments.

First, Crossan understands reality to be structured by our use of language.
Language is inherently metaphorical, with literal applications arisinhg after the initial
paradox of metaphor has been subjugated in an attempt to impose order. The language of
metaphor is able to better express the essential paradoxicality and polg\ctleaality.
Crossan’s commitment to a hermeneutic which emphasizes metaphoritée beads
him logically to embrace the resurrection as a parabolic metaphor ttzdinea literal
historical event.

Second, Crossan’s fundamental worldview presuppositions rule out the very
possibility of a literal bodily resurrection. Crossan insists that humamiife &solutely
at physical death. Furthermore, supernatural interventions such as a bodibctesurr
simply do not occur. Crossan holds that the physical universe operates as a closed (but
not fully-understood and therefore often mysterious or marvel-ous) system of natura
cause and effect. Accordingly, Jesus could not have been supernaturally raiseafrom
dead by God.

Third, Crossan’s structuralist hermeneutics and naturalistic presuppositions
lead him to make several questionable material investments in Jesuslsatadha
strongly color his reconstruction of the historical Jesus, especially theaatgu.

Crossan identifies a primitive stream of Christianity, the Life Tiaalitwhich did not
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profess the atoning death and bodily resurrection of Jesus. To isolate theatiteoi,
however, Crossan has to utilize a number of questionable material investments: a
speculative reconstruction of the content®pén even more questionable recovery of
redactional layers withi@; an even more doubtful postulate of a full-fledged Q
Community; an early (50s A.D.) date for the Gno&aspel of Thomasnd the

canonical independence Bhomas Crossan accepts the authenticity of$leeret

Gospel of MarKor Longer MarR attested to only in a contested document found and
photographed by Morton Smith, which subsequently disappeared without having been
examined by independent scholars. Crossan further hypothesiz8gsdhett Mark

predates canonical Mark, and that canonical Mark excised offensive passag8sdret
Mark and scattered words and phrases from the censored passage throughout the rest of
his work. Crossan finally insists that tB@spel of Petecontains the original passion-
resurrection narrative in an earlier core, called@hess Gospelwhich was then used by
all the canonical evangelists in their own narratives. Again, however, canoidal M
radically altered the source material he found inGhess Gospelfor example turning

the appearances of the risen Jesus into the transfiguration of Jesus.

Several of Crossan’s material investments are highly doubtful; when you put
them together, implausibility is compounded by dubitable assertion, only to be radltipli
by speculative reconstruction. The result is an edifice borne out of governing earldvi
presuppositions, not by objective application of a rigorous methodology. As Crossan
himself argues, reconstructions of the historical Jesus are built atopahaterstments
made in the gospel materials. Numerous of Crossan’s material investneenitsaately

untenable. The resulting portrait of Jesus is thus rendered highly suspect.
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| argue, further, that Crossan’s material investments are indiratittgmced
by his worldview presuppositions. Crossan follows the logical path blazed lgsStra
and continued by Bultmann: the canonical Gospels cannot be taken as straightforward
attempts to communicate what happened in literal history, since such things do not
happen according to their methodological naturalistic worldview. Therefore oS
must bemyths that is, expressions of profound religious truth in the only language
available for such mysteries, the language of parable, paradox, and metaphsan’€ros
commitment to polyvalent reality (religious pluralism) induces him to itiset
resurrection i®nly one wayf expressing continued faith in, loyalty to, and experience
of Jesus of Nazareth. Hence, speculative reconstructions (e.g., a non-apocalyptic, non-
resurrectiorbayings Gospel Qhe early independence of tB@spel of Thomasre seen
not as tenuous hypotheses, but rather as confirmatory evidence.

Simply put, John Dominic Crossan’s metaphorical reconstruction of the
resurrection of Jesus is itself a myth driven primarily by the lofcag of his

worldview presuppositions.



CHAPTER 5
THE RESURRECTION IN THE EARLY CHURCH
If Mark was intentionally writing fiction, one has to wonder wigyone in the

history of the church has read it as sueimcluding, it seems, Matthew and Luke,
who presumably used Mark’s words as the basis for their own Gdspels.

Crossan’s metaphorical reconstruction of Jesus’ resurrection suggeste that
canonical evangelists were not intending to write narrative history. R#tbgmwere
intentionally writing metaphorical parable (or parabolic metaphor)—expgess
poetically deep theological truths as opposed to literal historical eventgs (ke Boyd
and Eddy thus question why Mark (and the other Gospel-writers) has been so
misunderstood throughout Church history. Why has intentional metaphor been mistaken
for historical intent for so many centuries?

Quite frequently, particularly in his more recent work, Crossan arpaes t
ancient readers recognized the canonical Gospels as the metaphoricat pihegblheere
intended to bé. He suggests that it was not until the rise of the Enlightenment that both

friends and foes of Christianity began treating them as literal histadcaunts—friends

'Gregory A. Boyd and Paul Rhodes Edtyrd or Legend? Wrestling with the Jesus Dilemma
(Grand Rapids: Baker, 2007), 85. Emphasis original.

Z\\e judge . . . that the ancients took their religi stories literally, but that we are now
sophisticated enough to recognize their delusidftgat, however, if those ancients intended and dedep
their stories as metaphors or parables, and wihanmmistaken ones? What if those pre-Enlightenment
minds were quite capable of hearing a metaphospgng its meaning immediately and its contents
correctly, and never worrying about the questisrthis literal or metaphorical? Or, better, whahéy
knew how to take their foundational metaphors dodes programmatically, functionally, and serigusl
without asking too closely about literal and metayital distinctions?” John Dominic Crossdme
Greatest Prayer: Rediscovering the Revolutionargdage of the Lord’s PrayéNew York: HarperOne,
2010), 33.

204
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to defend their historicity, foes to besmirch them as fiction. Crossan calteghesop
Fallacy: “If you take him literally you misunderstand him badiyMuch of the Gospels
was written and intended to be understood parabolically and metaphorically mather t
historically and literally, including, Crossan says, the accounts of Jesust&ction.

The case is not that they told silly stories and that we got smart enougheafte

Enlightenment to understand them. The case is that they told profound parables and
that we got dumb enough after the Enlightenment to misunderstand them.

We used to think that the ancients believed dumb stuff, told silly stories, and that, at
the Enlightenment, we got smart and ceased to believe them. | think it more
accurate to say that the ancients told powerful parables and that, at the
Enlightenment, we were dumb enough to take them all litetally.

Crossan claims that “ancients told powerful parables” that their contengsora
were not so stupid as to take them literally. In other words, the Gospel-wiréess
intentionally writing parabolic metaphor; their original audiences knew hiegtwere
writing parabolic metaphor; and during the Middle Ages Christians knew that the
resurrection accounts of the Gospels were metaphorical, not literal. dinlyas
response to Enlightenment positivism that, unfortunately, we got dumb and took all these
parables literally instead.

Chapter 2 demonstrated that the early church professed belief in a litetal bodi
resurrection of Jesus Christ. The early church fathers proclaimed a raostal

resurrection, not a metaphorical parable. If both the earliest church and ttle chur

3John Dominic Crossan and Richard Wattéo Is Jesus? Answers to Your Questions about
the Historical JesuglLouisville: Westminster John Knox, 1996), 77.

“*John Dominic Crossan, “Why Is Historical Jesus Reste Necessary?” iflesus Two
Thousand Years Latefraith and Scholarship Colloquies Series, ed. §ai&harlesworth and Walter P.
Weaver (Harrisburg, PA: Trinity, 2000), 19.

®John Dominic Crossan, “A Future for the Christiaitl,” in The Once and Future Jesusi.
Robert W. Funk, Thomas Sheehan, Marcus J. Borgy Sbielby Spong, Karen L. King, John Dominic
Crossan, Lloyd Geering, Gerd Ludemann, and Waltek\{Santa Rosa, CA: Polebridge, 2000), 113.
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throughout history understood Jesus’ resurrection as a literal historicakhatrent
significant metaphorical implications, then Crossan is calling a multituG@&aétian
theologians and philosophers throughout church history “dumb.” This chapter will revisit
the place of the resurrection in the early church, with particular attentiorossan’s
metaphorical reconstruction of Jesus’ resurrection. Three theses willdneleléf (1)
while there were multiple understandings of post-mortem existence (or laekf)ha
first century worldviews, resurrection terminolSgyways referred to an embodied life
after death; (2) the earliest Christians professed, and the earl@stag@opponents of
the Christian church attacked, belief in Jesus’ literal bodily resurrection3amdtie
second century, Gnostic Christians redefined the resurrection in a $pimarmmner in
order to reconcile orthodox Christian creedal affirmations with their Gnosticlview
presuppositions. Crossan’s metaphorical conception of Jesus’ resurrecivas o
support from (and has no historical precursors in) first century conceptions of

resurrection, the early church and its opponents, or Gnostic Christianity.

Resurrection in the First Century:
Jewish and Pagan Conceptions
The metaphorical conception of Christ’s resurrection does not fit the first-

century context in which it was first preached. Greco-Roman paganism and second-

temple Judaism contained diverse afterlife beliefs. Significantly, hewvesherever

®Resurrection is expressed by the Greek vevhstepu (and its derivative nousvootactc)
andeyeipo (and its derivative nougyepotic). Richard A. Muller, “Resurrection,” ifthe International
Standard Bible Encyclopedia, Vol(@rand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1988), 147.

’A spiritual understanding of resurrection is nat #ame as a metaphorical understanding. A
spiritual resurrection is a literal historical evem aspiritual plane in which Jesus’ soul was freed from
his physical body. Metaphorical proponents remokie<ts resurrection from history altogether. Noii
happened to Jesus after his death; resurrectgimgy a symbol for what the disciples experienced.
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resurrection terminologyiozeir andeysipm and their cognates) was used, first-century
thinkers were referring to bodily existence after physical death.slsigmificant

historical work,The Resurrection of the Son of Gbd,T. Wright traces the contours of
resurrection belief in Jesus’ religious-cultural milieu Greco-Roman ttipthge Hebrew

Scriptures, and the intertestamental period of Second-Temple Jifdaism.

Greco-Roman Conceptions of the Afterlife
One major stream of Greco-Roman afterlife thought was represented in
Homeric literature.
The Homeric notion was that death only offered three options. One could be
physically immortalized and transformed into a deity. One could end up spending
eternity as a disembodied and unconscious soul either in Hades, some other place,

or, if one was a bit more fortunate, as a hero. Or, one could end up without any
existence whatsoever as one’s body was improperly destfoyed.

Endsjg notes three possibilities for the Homeric afterlife. The first (ast m
attractive) option, however, was only available to the elite of Greek socielgrs;r
military heroes, physical champions, and the personal favorites of the Otyggala and
goddesses. For the vast majority of Greek society, disembodiment in Hazles (t
underworld or Netherworld; the realm of the dead) or utter extinction through improper
(lack of) burial were the only realistic expectations.

Hades, then, was the best possible hope for most Greco-Romans. For Homer

and those who read him devoutly, the dead in Hades are shadows of their earthly selves

8N. T. Wright, The Resurrection of the Son of Gedl. 3 ofChristian Origins and the
Question of Go@Minneapolis: Fortress, 2003), 32-84 (Greco-Rompaganism); 85-128 (Old Testament);
and 129-206 (Second-Temple Judaism).

°Dag @istein Endsj@Greek Resurrection Beliefs and the Success of @ity (New York:
Palgrave Macmillan, 2009), 120.
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(hence the term “shades”), and “are in no way fully human befflgS8me type of

conscious existence beyond death is universally presumed, but Hades “holds no comforts,
no prospects, but only a profound sense of I6ssThe afterlife is a place of gloomy,
incomplete existenc¥. Hence, as Achilles proclaims woefully to Odysseus, “Never try

to reconcile me to death, glorious Odysseus. | should choose, so | might livehgtoeart
serve as the hireling of another, some landless man with hardly enough to live on, rather
than to be lord over all the dead that have perisfed.”

Conscious existence beyond death is presumed also in Plato’s dualistic
philosophy. Whereas Homerists lamented the finality and sadness of datmthiSE
welcomed it as “the moment when, and the means by which, the immortal souleg set fr
from the prison-house of the physical body.The soul is the essential self; the body
serves only as a shell, or even a prison. Thus, “the enlightened soul could look forward

to a bodiless existence evieetterthan that he or she had when alive in a bddyDeath

9rright, The Resurrection of the Son of Gé8.
Ybid., 44, 81-83.

Helen North summarizes the Homeric afterlife in timelerworld: “(1) Something of the
human personality survives the death of the body(2) Whatever survives, whether the body hanbe
cremated or buried, continues its existence ircatlon often thought of as within the tomb, or tshahe
earth . . . (3) This existence for most shadeddisrna pallid reflection of their life on earth. &lshades
themselves are shadowy, without flesh, blood, mews, yet retaining a recognizable semblance af the
earthly appearance. . . . (4) The realm of the deaded by a brother of Zeus called Hades anaifis,
Persephone. . . . (5) Funeral rites are necesstimy person is to enter the land of the dead thesk rites,
even if only in brief, symbolic form, must be offel. Otherwise, the gods are offended and punedeth
responsible.” Helen F. North, “Death and AfterlifeGreek Tragedy and Plato,” Death and Afterlife:
Perspectives of World ReligionSontributions to the Study of Religion, No. 38, &liroshi Obayashi
(New York: Greenwood, 1992), 49-50.

¥Homer,Odyssey11.488-91; cited in WrighfThe Resurrection of the Son of Gda.
“Wright, The Resurrection of the Son of Gd8.

®Endsjg,Greek Resurrection Beliefs and the Success of @tmity, 108-09. Emphasis
original.
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brings release from the physical prison, and if one has lived well and rigktiyalet
disembodied bliss in the heavenly realm of the folns.

These two major perspectives on the afterlife dominated Greco-Roman
thought, and significantly for our purposes, both of them denied the second-Temple
Jewish concept of two-stage bodily resurrectio:he Homerist might want a body
back, but they knew they would not get one; the Platonist did not want a physical
resurrection, knowing that such was impossible anyway. Both alike denied the

possibility of bodily resurrection. Later Jewish and Christian belibdily resurrection

®Endsjg insists that Plato’s dualism, and his doetdf the immortality of the soul, “was
contrary to everything traditional Greek religioachever taught.” Ibid., 109. Traditional Greekggin
and philosophy emphasized the importance of tleh fland “there is really no proof of any Greek
abhorrence of the flesh. Quite the oppositel found a strong and enduring conviction that imiality
always had to include both body and soul.” Ibigkxi

YEndsjg argues that argues that bodily resurrectipresented a third significant strand of
Greco-Roman afterlife expectation. First, he nthes “flesh equaled life” in Greco-Roman thoughidl,
21. Second, he suggests that the fear of Hadesdtedi Greek thought and spurred hopes for a Hateer
Third, he points to the physical perfection and iontality of the Greek gods and heroes as the prpéot
for Greek resurrection belief. 1bid., 35-45. Foutik notes that Greco-Roman literature containewats
of Asclepius and Heracles raising others from thadd Ibid., 47-49. Fifth, he argues that Achillad a
Memnon represent examples “who died, were reswuestth flesh and bones, and gained physical
immortality.” Ibid., 56.

Endsjg does not, however, demonstrate any conndatitween the accounts of Asclepius,
Heracles, Achilles, and Memnon, and popular afeedikpectations. It seems that if the Greek heroes
inspired any hopes for physical immortality, it wady within the elite segment of Greco-Roman siycie
Peter Bolt notes that hopes for immortality onlplégd to Roman emperors and, perhaps, men of “great
virtue.” See Peter G. Bolt, “Life, Death, and thitelife in the Greco-Roman World,” inife in the Face
of Death: The Resurrection Message of the New frestaed. Richard N. Longenecker (Grand Rapids:
Eerdmans, 1998), 71-73.

Stanley Porter supports Endsjg’s contention thae&afterlife beliefs included expectation of
a robust bodily resurrection. Stanley E. Portegs&rection, the Greeks and the New Testament,” in
ResurrectionJournal for the Study of the New Testament Supptg Series 186, ed. Stanley E. Porter,
Michael A. Hayes, and David Tombs (Sheffield: Sieddf Academic Press, 1999), 52-81. “There is a
shockingly strong tradition of contemplation of $wul's destiny in the afterlife, along with exaeplbf
bodily resurrection.” lbid., 68. Porter points toemms of Homeric tradition wherein shades wergesbed
to a semblance of judgment in Hades (Ibid., 69), @her Greek literature which embraced reincaonati
or “metempsychosis.” (Ibid., 70) Porter rightly ackviedges a development in Greek literature towards
embracing the immortality of the soul along withs@nse of judgment for one’s evil actions and even
reward for righteous deeds. This implies contineridtence for the soul after death.” Ibid., 73.ded, but
this is simply Platonic soul ascentt resurrection, as Porter himself goes on to ackedge (“there is not
much said about the concept of resurrection.” .]3id). Thus, Porter is not really in agreemenhwit
Endsjg’s argument; rather, he supports the thesended here, namely, that Greek afterlife betierfisied
towards Homeric pessimism in Hades and Platonierig for the soul’s ascent.
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“was strange and repellent, if not incomprehensible or abhorrent, to the contemporary

pagan mind.*®

Resurrection parallels in Greco-Roman mythology.Contemporary scholars
often point to the Greek ‘dying and rising gods’ as evidence that Chnisgarrection
belief was patterned after pagan legetid¥he very category of dying and rising gods is
controversial, with some scholars rejecting the classification afted®and others
refining and defending the concéptProponents and skeptics both delineate four
essential characteristics of ‘dying and rising gods’: (a) undisputedkedstatus of the
figure involved; (b) a real death and return to fully-embodied life; (c) relatidimeof

dying-and-rising to seasonal cycles; and (d) ritual or cultiebeation or recitation of the

®Russ Dudrey, “What the Writers Should Have DonddBef\ Case for the Resurrection of
Jesus Based on Ancient Criticisms of the Resumed®ieports,’Stone-Campbell Journ& (2000): 65.
Wright notes that “the ancient world was thus daddnto those who said that resurrection couldn’t
happen, though they might have wanted it to [Hostg}i and those who said they didn’t want it togep
knowing that it couldn’t anyway [Platonists].” Whg The Resurrection of the Son of G8&. Echoes of
the Greco-Roman ridicule of the Jewish perspectieeevident in Acts 17:32, where Paul’'s preaching
meets with interesintil he mentions the resurrection of Christ, and A6t22, where the pagan Festus
interrupts Paul to call his resurrection faith ‘4ang.”

*This suggestion has a long and illustrious histfirgt being raised (in extant non-Christian
literature) by the Roman anti-Christian Celsustingiaround 177 A.D. Graham Stanton, “Early
Objections to the Resurrection of Jesus,Rasurrection: Essays in Honour of Leslie Houldesh Stephen
Barton and Graham Stanton (London: SPCK, 1994)J@84tin Martyr, in his attempt to ingratiate
Christianity to Greco-Roman society, also explcidtaws attention to the parallels between Christ’s
resurrection and the rising of Greek gods. Forraeroporary example, see Robert M. Price, “Brand X
Easters,” irThe Resurrection of Jesus: A Sourcebdasus Seminar Guides, vol. 4, ed. Bernard Brandon
Scott (Santa Rosa, CA: Polebridge, 2008), 49-6Balle assured readers more than once that the
resurrection stories of the New Testament arerom the same cloth as many others from the same
environment.” Ibid., 49.

2E.g., Mark S. Smith’s seminal article, “The Deaffiying and Rising Gods’ in the Biblical
World: An Update, with Special Reference to Baahie Baal Cycle,'Scandinavian Journal of the Old
Testameni2 (1998): 257-313.

ZE g., Tryggve N. D. Mettinger's excellent studyie Riddle of Resurrection: “Dying and
Rising Gods” in the Ancient Near Eg8tockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell International, 20n1
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god’s dying-and-rising® Various Greek exemplars are suggested as parallels to Jesus'’
resurrection, including Tammuz/Ishtar, Adonis, Attis, Baal, Melqart/Hesa€lsiris,
Dionysus/Bacchus, Demeter/Persephone, and Eshmun/Asd&pius.

Tryggve Mettinger argues persuasively that several of the proposed ancient
dying-and-rising gods are legitimate. The Ugaritic storm/meragod Baal, for example,
contains all four characteristics of a dying-and-rising god. Baaldifiescends to Mot
(the Ugaritic equivalent of Hades/Sheol), causing the chief gods to mowteatisand
search for his bod$ Baal is the god responsible for rain and agricultural fertility, and
his descent to Mot and subsequent death results in devastating droliglet Ugaritic
goddess Anat finds Baal's body, confronts death (Mot), and eventually the chief,god, E
has a “dream-vision, by which he is able to determine that Baal has returrfedd i
The return of rain and the restoration of agricultural life demonstrateugheeturn of

Baal to his divine throne.

#2Smith, “The Death of ‘Dying and Rising Gods’ in tBélical World,” 262; MettingerThe
Riddle of Resurrectigrt2. Mettinger’s explanation of the second featsreelpful: “he [must be]
conceived of as dying (his death representeddeseensuto the Netherworld or in some other way) and
reappearing as alive after the experience of deknill.

% eon McKenziePagan Resurrection Myths and the Resurrection sfisteA Christian
PerspectivédCharlottesville, VA: Bookwrights, 1997), 21ff. [the Riddle of ResurrectiomMettinger
discusses six major parallels—Baal (55-81), Melgatacles (83-111), Adonis (113-54),
Eshmun/Asclepius (155-65), Osiris (167-83), and DmfTammuz (185-215). In “The Death of ‘Dying
and Rising Gods’ in the Biblical World,” Smith foses on Osiris, Dumuzi-Tammuz, Adonis, and Baal.

#Mettinger, The Riddle of Resurrectiph8.

Bbid., 59. Thus, the argument that Baal himselfsdoet die, but rather tricks Mot by sending
a substitute, “does not make sense of the subsequents.” Ibid., 60. Furthermore, Mettinger poitdshe
re-enacted ritual in which Baal is clearly believecave died. Ibid., 61-62. Smith argues that Biaals
not actually die, but rather disappears, and tlelerigs to a category of ancient deities who disappad
return in sync with seasonal cycles. Smith, “Thatdef ‘Dying and Rising Gods’ in the Biblical Wdrf
290-91. Smith theorizes that the later developroéntiltic remembrances of Baal's death reflect toya
funerary rituals which were superimposed upon tréier myth of Baal's disappearance and returrd.|bi
307-08.

Ibid., 58.
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Along with Baal, Mettinger argues that the Tyrian god Melgart (imponted
Greece as Heracles) is a clear example of a dying-and-gsitf’ Mettinger identifies
Eshmun-Asclepius and Dumuzi-Tammuz as ambiguous examples maialepresent
pre-Christian examples of dying-and-rising g6ds.

Ironically, Mettinger’s four strongest examples of dying-and-rigjads are
not the two most frequently cited as possible parallels of or sources foCaaidtian
belief in Jesus’ resurrection—that honor belongs to the Egyptian Osiris ancetile Gr
Adonis?® Both of these proposed parallels, according to both proponents and skeptics of
the dying-and-rising gods in the ancient Near East, are tentative akd we

Smith argues that Adonis is only remembered égr@g hero/god prior to the
Christian era; it is only in the second century A.D. that texts begin cetepredionis’
return to life as welf® Mettinger concurs, demonstrating that in the oldest texts
describing Adonis rituals, “nothing is said . . . about a resurrection of Adonis. On the
contrary, the Roman historian refers to the celebration of the Adonia as a bad omen, due
to its funerary character™ Prior to the second century A.D., Adonis was celebrated

purely as a dying hero; there is no pre-Christian evidence that he was mhsidlying-

#|bid., 83-111. After examining the textual evidenbkettinger concludes: “Melqart is a god
who dies. . . . Melgart returns to life. . . . Mattjs death and resurrection were the focus ofccult
celebration. . . . Melgart must be described agregdand rising god.” Ibid., 109-10.

#Regarding the former, Mettinger concludes, “Thestjoa whether Eshmun was a dying and
rising deity is difficult to answer. . . . It is psible, but not proved, that Eshmun was a dyingrisig god
already during the centuries before the Christra’abid., 165. Regarding the latter, he conclydeghile
the ritual material very much gives the picturddeimuzi as the tragic hero, mourned and bewailestgeth
are also traces of a ritual celebration of hismretlihese, however, are sparse and difficult terpret.”

Ibid., 213.

#See, e.g., Smith’s discussion in “The Death of fdyand Rising Gods' in the Biblical
World,” 282.

3%bid., 283-85.

#Mettinger, The Riddle of Resurrectipfi17.
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and-rising god? It is, then, entirely likely that the dyirend-risingAdonis was
patterned after the resurrected Jesus of the early church, rather thartheagtaround.
The Egyptian god Osiris is better described as a “dead god” rather than a
‘dying-and-rising god* Osiris is murdered by his brother Seth; his sister/wife Isis
collects his body parts in order to return him to life. She inseminates heitbe@siris’
semen, and bears him a son, Horus. Horus avenges Osiris’ death, enablingeDsials’ r
in the underworld? Smith emphasizes that Osiris does not return to a fully-embodied
earthly life, but is rather restricted to the Egyptian underworld as king o
Mettinger stresses that “Osiris was a most active character irethemorld life. He
was as little dead as the Mesopotamian Netherworld gods Nergal and Eakstikig
Nonetheless, he concedes that although Osiris “both died and rose . . . he rose to
continued life in the Netherworld, and the general connotations are that heyadsfa
the dead®” The “resurrection” of Osiris is merely his entrance to the underworld, a
place of shadowy, incomplete existerite.
On balance, Mettinger concluded that “the world of ancient Near Easter
religions actually knew a number of deities that may be properly describgohgsadd

rising gods.?® He overstates his case, given that he has only identified two clear

#bid., 149-52.

#Hbid., 172.

%4Smith, “The Death of ‘Dying and Rising Gods’ in tBélical World,” 271.
FAbid., 271-72.

#¥Mettinger, The Riddle of Resurrectioi74.

*bid., 175.

#bid., 172-73.

Fbid., 217.
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examples (Baal and Melgart/Hercles), two ambiguous examples (Dumuriizand
Eshmun-Asclepius), and two probable counter-examples (Osiris and Adonis).
Regardless, the existence of legitimate dying-and-rising gods anthient
Near East does not point to parallels between Near Eastern religions and thenemer
of Christian resurrection faith. To the contrary, even Mettinger concludethénatare
more dissimilarities than parallels.
First, proponents acknowledged their ancient dying-and-rising godsiastanc
myths, whereas Christians proclaimed Jesus’ literal historisainextion from the
dead?® Mettinger notes that while the rituals of Baal, Heracles, Osiris, and é\doni
recounted events that happened in the realm of the gods, “for the disciples and for Paul,
the resurrection of Jesus was a one-time, historical event that took place atcdie spe
point in the earth’s topograph§™” There is no pagan apologetic defending the historicity
of Osiris’ death and resurrection; the early Christians, on the other hand, poirited to t
empty tomb as a historical datum establishing the truth of Christ’s resomrect
Second, the dying and rising gods of Greco-Roman paganism were intimately
associated with agricultural cycles and fertility, whereas Jewis@ctxtion (and
Christian proclamation) of resurrection was associated with the oiggriess and

judgment of the God of Isra#. The resurrection of Baal, for example, is intimately

“°C. S. Lewis argues, “The differences between thgaR&hrists (Balder, Osiris, etc.) and the
Christ Himself is much what we should expect talfifthe Pagan stories are all about someone dyithg an
rising, either every year, or else nobody knowsneted nobody knows when. . . . It is the diffeeenc
between a real event on the one hand and dim dreapremonitions of that same event on the other.”
S. Lewis, “Is Theology Poetry?” iihe Weight of Glory and Other Addressed. Walter Hooper (New
York: Macmillan, 1980), 83-84.

“Mettinger, The Riddle of Resurrectio@21.

“McKenzie,Pagan Resurrection Myths and the Resurrection sfig&9. Mettinger
concludes, “The dying and rising gods were closelgted to the seasonal cycle. Their death andrretu
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connected with the return of autumn rains and the resulting agricultural Harddstre
is no connection in Christian writing between Jesus’ resurrection and natues’¢ycl

Third, Mettinger notes that “the death of Jesus is presented in the sources as
vicarious suffering, as an act of atonement for sins. . . . but there is no evidence for the
death of the dying and rising gods as vicarious suffering for §ingHe death of the
dying-and-rising gods was often presumed to leresequencaspon human beings and
the natural world—patrticularly the death or withering of vegetation. There igJveow
no inkling amongst the ancient Near Eastern dying-and-rising gods of tieodi¢ze
god beingon behalfof human beings and the natural world. The vicarious atonement of
Jesus Christ on the cross is unique, and knows no ancient parallels.

A fourth distinction not noted by Mettinger is that no Greco-Roman worshiper
expected what happened once upon a time to their dying-and-rising god to happen to
them at some future time. Christian resurrection belief was significdiffiéyent in two
ways. On one hand, Christians proclaimed that they would experience in the future the

same type of bodily resurrection which had already happened to Jesus otiN&zare

were seen as reflected in the changes of planfliiie death and resurrection of Jesus is a onedir@at,
not repeated, and unrelated to seasonal changestinlyer,The Riddle of Resurrectip@21.

“Mettinger, The Riddle of ResurrectipB1.

“*4John Oswalt notes the obsession in ancient NedeiBaligions with “sexuality and
fertility,” and how that obsession is evidencedtipatarly in the “cult of the dying and rising gédlohn N.
Oswalt, The Bible Among the Myths: Unique Revelation ot dusient Literature{Grand Rapids:
Zondervan, 2009), 56. Oswalt notes, “In the Summergdigion as well as those that followed it one of
the cycles of myths tells how the vegetation otilfgr god was killed by the god of death, with the
corresponding death of all the plant and animal [ffhrough the ministrations of the dead god’s odns
who is variously his mother, his wife, his sist@rhis mistress, and sometimes all of the aboeegti is
restored to life and nature is rejuvenated.” Ibid.

“Mettinger, The Riddle of Resurrectip@21.

“*Rom 6:5—"If we have been united with him like tiishis death, we will certainly also be
united with him in his resurrection.” 2 Cor 4:17-28or our light and momentary troubles are achigvin
for us an eternal glory that far outweighs them®dl we fix our eyes not on what is seen, but oatwh
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Jesus’ resurrection was a prototype (firstfruits) of the future resiomest believers. On
the other hand, Christian resurrection belief was available to all, not jusit¢hef el
society. Roman emperors could hope for apotheosis; the masses could only expect
shadowy existence in Hades after death. But “the Christian proclamatiesuafection
was filled with promise to all those in a broken world who could not raise themselves
from the dust and whose virtue could not save th€nBelief in Christ’s resurrection led
to a robust hope for the resurrection of Christians; belief in the rising of adgiagt
and-rising gods led only to hope for agricultural fertility.

The lack of analogous parallels between the pagan dying-and-risingqugdds
the Judeo-Christian resurrection hope is strikfhghus, Wright notes that “when Paul
preached [the resurrection] in Athens, nobody said, ‘Ah, yes, a new version ofa@diris
such like.”*® Even Mettinger, a proponent of ancient dying-and-rising gods, concludes:

There is, as far as | am aware,prona facieevidence that the death and
resurrection of Jesus is a mythological construct, drawing on the mythsemnafrit
the dying and rising gods of the surrounding world. While studied with profit
against the background of Jewish resurrection belief, the faith in the death and

resurrection of Jesus retains its unique character in the history of religioas. T
riddle remains?

unseen. For what is seen is temporary, but whatssen is eternal.” Phil 3:10-11—"| want to knowriSt
and the power of his resurrection and the fellowstiisharing in his sufferings, becoming like himhis
death, and so, somehow, to attain to the resuore@itom the dead.”

4’Bolt, “Life, Death, and the Afterlife in the Gred®aman World,” 78.

*8McKenzie concludes, “The use of the term ‘resuioetin reference to pagan deities . . .
exemplifies equivocation at its worst. . . . Carhaithe notions of resurrection or revival in thgths did
not connote the same reality as the gospel meanfitige resurrection.” McKenzi€agan Resurrection
Myths and the Resurrection of Jesg8-40.

“Wright, The Resurrection of the Son of Géd.

*Mettinger, The Riddle of Resurrectip821. Mettinger's unexpected conclusion servebas
title for his monograph. Given the clear examplearient dying-and-rising gods, he anticipateciee
parallels with Jesus’ resurrection. The dissinti@si are too striking, and lead him to concludé bedief
in Jesus’ resurrection was not patterned aftegtites he surveys. Thus, Christian proclamation siige
resurrection remains an unexplained riddle.
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With myths involving dying and rising gods not forming part of the picture of
Greco-Roman beliefs about the afterlife, the two-stream picturaimermtact.
Homerists feared and lamented physical death as the end of meaningfuatide;d?s
welcomed physical death as the means of releasing the immortal souhtbalised

bliss: both rejected Jewish expectation of two-stage bodily resurrection.

The Afterlife in Second-Temple Judaism

For people imbued with [the] long-established Jewish and Christian response to the
guestion ‘Is there life after death?’ it can come as a surprise, or everkatshoc
discover that the Hebrew Bible does not give the same answer, but in fact presents
virtually the reverse scenario: Death is, to all intents and purposes, the aede if t

is anything beyond it, that epilogue will be merely a shadow and inadequate
aftertaste of what we experienced during life. There is a Hebrew foanmat
guasi-afterlife, or rather for the post-mortem resting-place thaffisigor

symbolizes the end of life. Its name is Steol.

The Hebrew Bible generally presents death as “sad, and tinged witR%evil.”
The Old Testament lacks a consistent doctrine of rewards and punishmentsaftg? d
instead assuming that “upon death, one’s shade descefdedbwhere one remains
forever, cut off from God’s presenc®.”The translation of Enoch and Elijah are unique

examples of men who do not traverse physical death, but they represent “unexplained

*1John Jarick, “Questioning Sheol,” ResurrectionJournal for the Study of the New
Testament Supplement Series 186, ed. Stanley EerPbfichael A. Hayes, and David Tombs (Sheffield:
Sheffield Academic Press, 1999), 22.

*AWright, The Resurrection of the Son of G88-91. Wright notes numerous Old Testament
passages which speak of the finality of death,thadack of hope for anything positive beyddldeol- Pss
6:5; 30:9; 88:3-12; 115:17; Gen 3:19; Isa 38:108an 14:14; Eccl 3:19-21; 9:5f; Job 3:13-19; 1441-1
19:25-27. Crossan argues that the finality of death the only truly Jewish conception; later
developments of resurrection belief a loss, nat,gaii faith in God. John Dominic Crossd&mid on the
Articulate: Comic Eschatology in Jesus and Bor@dsw York: Harper & Row, 1976), 147.

Muller, “Resurrection,” 145.

**George W. E. Nickelsburg, “Resurrection (Early Jsaeand Christianity),” iffhe Anchor
Bible Dictionary,Vol. 5 (New York: Doubleday, 1992), 685.
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exceptions to the otherwise universal rue. After death, Hebrews could expect only
shadowy existence in Sheol, the gra¥e.

Key Old Testament doctrines stood in tension with the generally gloomy Old
Testament outlook on death: (1) God’s covenant relationship with Israel; (2) God’s
justice and righteousness; and (3) God'’s sovereignty. In the absence of aftelolifst,
God’s sovereign covenantal justice for Israel would have to “take placerterma’—
hence Job’s demand (Job 14:1-14) that Yahweh judge Job righteously now, not after
Job’s death’

Tension between these theological themes eventually spurred the development
of robust resurrection hopes within Israel. The emerging hope of Old Tegtaathors
is focused upon both individual Israelisd the nation of Israel, particularly the

Promised Land. Generally speaking, the national hope took precedence over visions of

*Wright, The Resurrection of the Son of G68.

*Muller makes the important point that this doesnepresent “extinction of the human being
at death,” but rather passage to “a shadowy, urattchexistence.” Muller, “Resurrection,” 145. Crass
contention that ancient Judaism disbelieved indffer death is therefore incorrect. Crossan’s own
worldview presupposition, as outlined in chaptef &is dissertation, is that human life ceaseslaibsly
at physical death. There is no afterlife of anyt.9de argues that this was the ancient Jewish petise,
but it simply was not. While the Old Testament doespresent belief in a robust, physical aftentife
post-mortem rewards and punishments, the presentatiSheol is not “death, writ large,” but rattaer
shadowy and incomplete post-mortem existence.

Endsjg notes, “Originally the belief in the resetien, any kind of resurrection, was not at all
the most typical Jewish idea of what would hapter @eath. It seems rather to represent a moentec
addition to previously held beliefs. What strikbe teader of the most ancient texts is the silencie
subject of the afterlife. . . . At an early poitite idea of the Sheol appeared, a shadowy aftetvgoriilar
to Hades, the depressing Greek abode of the de&hdol, too, the dead souls remained forevediank
existence that did not equal immortality.” Endspeek Resurrection Beliefs and the Success of
Christianity, 122-23.

*"Nickelsburg observes, “As creator, God is the Lirtife, who effects and nourishes a
covenantal relationship with God’s people. As judged rewards the faithful and punishes those who
rebel against the covenantal commandments. As lilmégAty, God can effect what divine justice regsire
The tension arises when premature death frustrdisgustice” Nickelsburg, “Resurrection (Early
Judaism and Christianity),” 685. Emphasis added.
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individual vindication—hence the importance of family lines and genealdyies.

Nonetheless, during and after the Babylonian exile, expectations great kbast some

righteous Israelites would be raised to a new bodily life after death. abndims of a

glorious afterlife for God’s faithful children are found in the Psalrard the prophefs.
Hope for a bodily resurrectias what sometimes happens when the hope of ancient
Israel meets a new challenfgich as threats of judgment or extended exile]. . . .
This vision of the creator and covenant God underlies . . . the emerging belief that

the relationship with YHWH would be unbreakable even by death, and the eventual
belief that YHWH would raise the de8dl.

Inter-testamental Jews held one of three broad beliefs about life aithr de
First, some categorically denied life after death. The Sadducees aesthaown
resurrection-denier®, but Siract?® and parts of the Mishnah and Talmud also denied the

resurrection of the dedd.

*Wright, The Resurrection of the Son of GB88;102. As resurrection belief developed, the
themes of national restoration and personal restimrewere often difficult to distinguish. Jewisith in
the future ‘resurrection’ of Israel—a metaphoricgurrection embodied by a literal return from exd
was more frequently and powerfully expressed. Apphing the first century, however, the two themes
became thoroughly intertwined and difficult to dissngle. Given my primary focus upon the resuroecti
of Jesus Christ, | will focus upon the expressiohiesurrection hope in the personal eschatologease.

*E.g., Ps 49:12-15— “Man, despite his riches, dagsndure; he is like the beasts that
perish. . . . Like sheep they are destined fogtla®e, and death will feed on them. The upright wile
over them in the morning; their forms will decaytlie grave, far from their princely mansions. BatdG
will redeem my life from the grave; he will surébke me to himself.”

®E.g., Isa. 26:19—“But your [God’s] dead will livéheir bodies will rise. You who dwell in
the dust, wake up and shout for joy.” See also 6ib<2; 13:14; and Ezek 37.

#Wright, The Resurrection of the Son of Ga@2, 127. Emphasis original.

®%porter, “Resurrection, the Greeks and the New Tesita,” 56-57; Richard Bauckham, “Life,
Death, and the Afterlife in Second Temple Judaigmlife in the Face of Death: The Resurrection
Message of the New Testamextt. Richard N. Longenecker (Grand Rapids: Eerdne908), 82.

®3E.g.,Sirach17:27—“Who will sing praises to the Most High iraétes in place of the living
who give thanks? From the dead, as from one whe dokexist, thanksgiving has ceasegirach38:21-
23—"Do not forget, there is no coming back; . enfiember his fate, for yours is like it; yesterdayas
his, and today it is yours. When the dead is dt letshis remembrance rest too, and be comfodetim
when his spirit has departed.”

®Wright, The Resurrection of the Son of Ga81-35. Wright makes the interesting comment
that resurrection-deniers were the staunch contbeegaof their day, an ironic twist given that tgtha
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Second, some Jews adopted Platonic dualism and held to “a future blissful life
for the righteous, in which souls, disencumbered of their attendant physical bodies, would
enjoy a perfect life foreve?® Significantly, proponents of future disembodied bliss did
not use resurrection language to describe their views.

Many other second-Temple Jews, however, rejected those positions and
instead hoped for a bodily resurrection on the great ‘Day of the Lord’ whpeagles
would be judged and the righteous of Israel would be vindicated and raised to new bodily
life in a renewed heavens and e&fttProphetic passages like Isaiah 2, Isaiah 13-14,
Ezekiel 30, Joel 1-2, Amos 5, and Malachi 4 provided hope that God would intervene at

the end of the age, vindicate his righteous remnant, and punish eviitidérs.clearest

resurrection-deniers are religious liberals. Heeadhat resurrection “was from the beginning a
revolutionary doctrine,” which arose in the contektdogged resistance and martyrdom,” and encadag
persecuted Jews to persist in seeking the rendwaisoworld, rather than escape to some kind afviealy
afterlife. Ibid., 138.

®The inter-testamental wofkseudo-Phocylideissists, “For the souls remain unharmed
among the deceased. For the spirit is a loan oftGoadbrtals, and his image. For we have a bodybut
earth, and when afterward we are resolved againeatth we are but dust; and then the air hasvetei
our spirit.” Cited in Wright,The Resurrection of the Son of Gdd1. Several passages in 4 Maccabees
carry the same connotation of soul immortality. 4dd 13:13-17—"Let us with all our hearts consecrate
ourselves to God, who gave us our lives, and letsesour bodies as a bulwark for the law. Let udewr
him who thinks he is killing us, for great is theugigle of the soul and the danger of eternal totrhgng
before those who transgress the commandment of Gutefore let us put on the full armour of self-
control, which is divine reason. For if we so ddraham and Isaac and Jacob will welcome us, drileal
fathers will praise us.” Also, 4 Macc 18:23—"Butthons of Abraham with their victorious mother are
gathered together into the chorus of the fatherd,have received pure and immortal souls from Gd,
whom be glory forever and ever. Amen.” See furtheight, The Resurrection of the Son of G440-46.

®Wright notes, “As we have seen, the Bible [OT] rhodenies or at least ignores the
possibility of a future life, with only a few text®ming out strongly for a different view; but imetsecond-
Temple period the position is more or less reversee evidence suggests that by the time of Jesus,
most Jews either believed in some form of resuordair at least knew that it was standard teaching.
Ibid., 129. Wright traces the emergence of restioedelief through the intertestamental apocryphal
literature (150-75), Josephus (176-81), the Essgi8%89), and the Pharisaic tradition of the p&B#A.D.
era (192-200).

®lsa 2:2-17—"In the last days the mountain of thed'®temple will be established . . . The
Lord Almighty has a day in store for all the praanmt lofty . . . The arrogance of man will be brotighv.”
Isa 13:6, 9, 14:1—"Waiil, for the day of the Lordnisar; it will come like destruction from the Alnhity . .
. a cruel day, with wrath and fierce anger . . e Thrd will have compassion on Jacob; once againile
choose Israel and will settle them in their owrdldczek 30:3—"The day of the Lord is near — a day
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indication of such resurrection faith in the Old Testament is unquestionably Dadiel 12:

3, which combines the personal hope for bodily resurrection with the Day of the Lord.

At that time Michael, the great prince, who protects your people, will arisee The

will be a time of distress such as has not happened from the beginning of nations
until then. But at that time your people—everyone whose name is found written in
the book—uwill be delivered. Multitudes who sleep in the dust of the earth will
awake: some to everlasting life, others to shame and everlasting contempm. Thos
who are wise will shine like the brightness of the heavens, and those who lead many

to righteousness, like the stars for ever and ever.

The development of resurrection faith was facilitated by the transldtitwe o
Hebrew Scriptures into Greek in the third century B.C. Passages likd D2nehich
already spoke of resurrection, were emphasized; “there is no attempetothein.®®
Passages which potentially hinted at resurrection had the intimation madé.efher
passages yet were transformed from “a denial of future life into amatfon of
resurrection.®® The end result is that the Greek Old Testament presents resurrection

belief more clearly than the original Hebrew might have warrafited.

clouds, a time of gloom for the nations.” Joel 1143 2:13-14—"Declare a holy fast; . . . Alas fbat

Day! For the day of the Lord is near; it will coitilee destruction from the Almighty. . . . Rend ydweart
and not your garments. Return to the Lord your Gadhe is gracious and compassionate, slow torange
and abounding in love, and he relents from sendatgmity. Who knows? He may turn and have pity and
leave behind a blessing.” Amos 5:18—“Woe to you Wir for the day of the Lord! Why do you long for
the day of the Lord? That day will be darkness,light.” Mal 4:1-2—"Surely the day is coming; it i

burn like a furnace. All the arrogant and everydngr will be stubble, and that day that is comivity set
them on fire. . . . Not a root or a branch willlb& to them. But for you who revere my name, the of
righteousness will rise with healing in its wingsxd you will go out and leap like calves releasexhf the
stall.”

®wright, The Resurrection of the Son of Gad7.

*Ibid., 148. Wright cites Job 14:14, which in thelirew literally reads, “If a man die, shall he
live again?” The expected answer to Job’s rhetbguastion is “No.” The Septuagint, however, resder
“If a man dies, he shall live.” Similarly, Job 18:2 difficult “after my skin has been thus destrdyes
translated, “God will resurrect my skin.”

"Richard Bauckham describes the origins of Jewishrrection belief: “The hope of
resurrection . . . did not, as has sometimes begred, originate only in connection with the mastyr. .
Hope for a resurrection life beyond death is, itt,fa radical version of Old Testament faith, found
especially in the Psalms, that God will delivemfrpremature death those who are faithful to him taunst
in him. . . . The Old Testament God—the Creatar,3burce of life, and the Lord of life—undoubtedly
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Second-temple Jews, then, did not create resurrection belief out of whole cloth;
rather, they found intimation, and promises contained within their Scriptures. Segch Je
spoke of bodily resurrection using “what became the standard ‘resurrectiomatgng
the verbsivactepun (and its derivative noutivactacig) andeyepo (and its derivative
nouneyepoic).”t The end result is that by the first centuryyotep, eyepo and their
cognates had a well-defined field of meaning. Some denied resurrectigetiadtr, while
others spoke of disembodied bliss and rejected resurrection; but when “resursection i
spoken of, it is the second stage in post-mortem life, not the instant destiny upon death,”
which is in view. “Anyone who used the normal words for ‘resurrection’ within second-
Temple Judaism would have been heard to be speaking within this strictly linmged ra
of meaning.”® Most Jews hoped for the resurrection of the dead—a bodily resurrection
which would occur on the Day of the Lord when all peoples would be judged and the
righteous would be vindicated, raised to new bodily life in a renewed heavens and earth.

Those who believed in resurrection believed also that the dead, who would be raised
in the future but had not been yet, were alive somewhere, somehow, in an interim
state. . . . Resurrection . . . meant &feer ‘life after death’: a two-stage future hope,

as opposed to the single-stage expectation of those who believed in a non-bodily
future life.”®

couldraise the dead. That ulddo so only became clear once death was percesvedrdradicting
God'’s righteousness and God’s love. The Old Testé@ed could be trusted to vindicate the righteous
and to be faithful in his love for his own. If tieepurposes could be fully attained only beyondtdeaen
he could be trusted to raise the dead. In thisitvagis precisely faith in the Old Testament God ted to
the hope of resurrection as a virtually necesgaplication.” Bauckham, “Life, Death, and the Afiézlin
Second Temple Judaism,” 85-86. Emphasis originalsT Crossan’s contention that Jewish belief in the
resurrection was a rejection of their Yahwehismistaken—resurrection grew out of Old Testamerhfai

"Wright, The Resurrection of the Son of Gady. Critics note thatvaote andeyeipo have
broader usage; the former in particular does noays refer to resurrection. Nonetheless, when agpt
the dead, these resurrection teatwsaysrefer to bodily resurrection. See also Muller, $Beection,” 147.

"bid., 204. Hence, Wright notes, “The NT referentedesus’ resurrection cannot be
ambiguous as to whether they mean bodily resuarctiecause there was no other kind of resurrettion

"Ibid., 130. Emphasis original.
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Summary: Resurrection Belief
in the First Century

The first century context contained a myriad of beliefs about what happened to
human beings after physical death. Some Greeks believed that post-mosiemocexin
Hades would be shadowy, incomplete, and lamentable. Other Greeks and a few Jews
longed for the soul’s post-mortem liberation from the physical body. Some Jewd deni
any existence past death. In contrast, most Jews embraced belisbistage
resurrection—intermediate existence after death followed by eventudf bexlirrection
at the judgment of the Lord on the last day. Whether affirming or denyingttire f
resurrection, however, the Greek resurrection terms were alwaystasefer to a
hypothetical concrete event that might take place in the future, namely thegetontife
in a full and bodily sense of those presently dé&dThe modern metaphorical
reconstruction of the resurrection thus finds no contextual precedents withor Grec
Roman thought, the Old Testament, or second-Temple Judaism.

They all understood the Greek wadastasisand its cognates . . . to mean . . . new
life after a period of being dead. Pagans denied this possibility; somaffiened

it as a long-term future hope; . . . Christians claimed that it had happened to Jesus
and would happen to them in the futdre.

Resurrection in the Early Church
Crossan argues that early Christians embraced diverse beliefs aboutf Jesus
Nazareth. Some Christians simply continued to live out the mission and teaching of

Jesus, embracing open commensality in community together. Others pidfegskesus

Ibid., xix.

"Ibid., 31. “Belief in resurrection is characterized. by a two-age cosmic and personal
eschatology ending with a new embodiment. . he Word ‘resurrection’ and its cognates . . . igeme
used to denote something other than this posifibe.belief can occur without the word, but never th
other way around.” Ibid., 181.
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continued to be present with his disciples, empowering the community to experience the

presence of divine reality. Jesus’ resurrection was originally proclaimsaeh

communities as a metaphorical expression of their continued experience.
Easter means for me that the divine empowerment which was present in Jesus, but
once upon a time limited to those people in Galilee and Judea who had contact with
him, is now available to anyone, anywhere in the world, who finds God in Jesus. As
far as I'm concerned, it has nothing to do, literally, with a body coming out of a
tomb, or a tomb being found empty, or visions, or anything else. All those are
dramatic ways of expressing the faith. The heart of resurrection forthad the

power of God is how available through Jesus, unconfined by time or space, to
anyone who believes and experiencé$ it.

We have seen that resurrection terminology in the first century referred to a
concrete expectation for a future two-stage bodily resurrection. Crossataphorical
resurrection thus does not fit the first-century usage and understanding adagsarr
terminology. On those grounds alone, then, a metaphorical understanding of Jesus’
resurrection is questionable. Furthermore, the Christian proclamation of Jesus’
resurrection was understood, by proponents and opponents alike, to refer to a literal

historical event, not a metaphorical experience.

Resurrection Proclaimed:
The New Testament and
the Early Church Fathers
The first chapter of this dissertation outlined the early Christian protitama
of Jesus’ bodily resurrection in the New Testament and the early churersfailhe

early church proclaimed the bodily resurrection of Jesus Christ as a eceneet

wrought by the covenantal God of the Hebrew Script(freBarly Christian proclamation

"®Crossan and Wattsyho Is Jesysl67.

""See J. N. D. KellyEarly Christian Doctrinesrev. 5" ed. (Peabody, MA: Prince, 2004), 482-
83. Proclamation of Jesus’ resurrection as a ctatristorical event does not deny that the concrete
resurrection had immediate and primarily metaplab@pplication to the current lives of his followeBut
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of the resurrection did, however, include a significant transformation of guosid
resurrection expectation. Heretofore, resurrection language wasouséekrtto what

would happerio believers at the end of the age, when God judged all nations. “Nobody
imagined that any individuals had already been raised, or would be raised in advance of
the great last day’® Thus, when the earliest Christians began proclaiming that Jesus had
been raised from the dead, they were insisting that “something had happened to Jesus
which had happened to nobody elé®.Greco-Roman pagans believed that resurrection
could not and did not happen to anybody; most Jews affirmed that resurveatitzh

happen in the future, baad not yehappened to anybody. Against all, Christians

professed that Jesus Christ had been raised from the dead.

Resurrection Opposed:
Celsus and Porphyry

Opponents of the early church recognized the centrality of Jesus’ bodily
resurrection and attacked it accordingly. Matthew 28:11-15 contains the eadmsted
objection to the proclamation of Jesus’ resurrection—the accusation thatdissiptes
came and stole his body from the tomb at nf§ht.

Around 175 A.D., the Roman philosopher Celsus launched several

philosophical and historical arguments against the resurrection of Christ dntltiee

the future hope of Christians’ bodily resurrect{as well as the current experience of spirituairtebwas
based on the concrete past event of Christ's beddyrrection from the dead.

"8Wright, The Resurrection of the Son of Gaas.
“Ibid., 83.

8Matt 28:15 notes that “this story has been widéigutated among the Jews to this very
day.” Critics contend that Matthew created thislagetic appeal in its entirety. Nonetheless, thaesa
objection is found in the mouth of Justin’s Jewagiponent Trypho. Either way, it is the earliesteadtipn.
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resurrection of all Christiarf8. Despite Crossan’s insistence that ancients correctly read
the Christian resurrection stories as metaphorical religious fi@esus launches a
multi-pronged attack upon a concrete conception of Jesus’ bodily resurrection as
historical event. First, Celsus denigrates the worth of the testimony efvmoenen at
the empty tomB® Second, he evokes parallels from Greek mythology, suggesting that
Christians copied their resurrection faith from their neighbors’ religidns.

Third, Celsus suggests that the Christian doctrine of resurrection is derived
from the Greek notion of a blessed afterfifeFourth, he notes thabt all Christians

affirm the same doctrine of bodily resurrectf8nFifth, Celsus suggests that a risen Jesus

8CelsusOn the True Doctrine: A Discourse Against the Qfiaiss, trans. R. Joseph Hoffman
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1987), 106-Crlsus’ attack against Christian faith and doctréne
preserved by the theologian Origen, who reprodabesit 70-75% of Celsus’ words in his rebut@bntra
Celsum

82qVe judge . . . that the ancients took their ralig stories literally, but that we are now
sophisticated enough to recognize their delusidfigat, however, if those ancients intended and dedep
their stories as metaphors or parables, and wihamnistaken ones? What if those pre-Enlightenment
minds were quite capable of hearing a metaphospigng its meaning immediately and its contents
correctly, and never worrying about the questisrthis literal or metaphorical? Or, better, whah#y
knew how to take their foundational metaphors dodes programmatically, functionally, and seriqusl
without asking too closely about literal and metaital distinctions?” Crossaithe Greatest PrayeB3.
See also Crossan, “Why Is Historical Jesus Resédgchssary,” 19; and Crossan, “A Future for the
Christian Faith,” 113.

8stanton, “Early Objections to the Resurrectionasfus,” 81; Dudrey, “What the Writers
Should Have Done Better,” 59.

8%“Such ideas can also be found among the hero elilfsophinus, Amphiarus and Mopsus,

where it is claimed that gods may be seen in huimran.” CelsusOn the True Doctringl10. See also
Robert L. WilkenThe Christians as the Romans Saw Th&fred. (New Haven, CT: Yale University
Press, 2003), 111-12; Stanton, “Early Objectionh&Resurrection of Jesus,” 82.

8The latter notion [resurrection to another eatttdy derive from the ancients, who taught
that there is a happy life for the blessed—varipgsllied the Isles of the Blessed, the Elysiardfiel
where they are free from the evils of the worldél€tis,On the True Doctringl09.

8W. C. van Unnik, “The Newly Discovered Gnostic ‘Bf¢ to Rheginos’ on the
Resurrection: 11,"The Journal of Ecclesiastical Histofys, no. 2 (1964): 157.
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should have appeared to more than just a few friends after his resurfédtiolly, his
Platonic sensibilities lead Celsus to question why anyone, particulgdg,avould “need
or want a corruptible physical bod§”

About a century later, the Neoplatonist Porphyry added two objections against
the Christian doctrine of resurrection. First, he asks whether the futureeotisur of
Christians will resemble that of Christ or of Lazarus, finding both answers
philosophically lacking® Second, he questions the logical possibility of anyone, even
God, isolating and recombining the requisite physical elements in order to reterssti
physical body”

Two conclusions need to be drawn from this brief discussion of early anti-
Christian, anti-resurrection polemics. First, modern objections to theeesoinrare not
new. As Stanton writes, “nearly all’ of them are present already intdekatof Celsus
and Porphyry?

Second, Christianity’s opponents focused upon the literal bodily resurrection.

Alternative understandings of Jesus’ resurrection wetéhe subject of attack by non-

8Stanton, “Early Objections to the Resurrectionasfus,” 83; Dudrey, “What the Writers
Should Have Done Better,” 60.

8pudrey, “What the Writers Should Have Done Bettég” Celsus’ logic here is governed by
his Platonic dualism—the body is a prison-househereternal soul. Once discarded, the body isdndd
good riddance.

8Wilken, The Christians as the Romans Saw Thisd.

“Porphyry,Porphyry’s Against the Christians: The Literary Rens, ed. and trans. R. Joseph
Hoffman (Amherst, NY: Prometheus, 1994), 90-91.

%IStanton, “Early Objections to the Resurrectionesfub,” 83-84. The exception Stanton cites
(the disciples stealing the body of Jesuayvoiced by early Jewish opponents. This concludiogsnot
undermine my thesis that the metaphorical undedstgrof Christ’s resurrection is a purely moderostp
Enlightenment construct. Crossan utilizes the sabjections againsthe bodily resurrection of Jesus
Christ, but then arrives at a differam@nclusionbased on those objections. Whereas Celsus antiygrp
conclude that the resurrection of Jesus is an fitédmoax, Crossan concludes that the resurredtian
metaphorical expression of early Christian faitlthe continued power and presence of Jesus Christ.
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Christians. Despite Crossan’s insistence that early Christians exdlarawetaphorical
interpretation of the resurrection, even the church’s enemies acknowledg€tiriistian
resurrection faith was belief in Jesus’ literal bodily resurrectibpodt-Enlightenment
human beings “got dumb enougdhto take Jesus’ resurrection literally, then apparently
pre-Enlightenment Christians and Romans were equally misguided. At any ist
patently not the case that the ancients (early Christians and their opponentisg took t
resurrection metaphorically and parabolically rather than literally astdrially.

Rather, the New Testament authors, the early church fathers, and the emdiekd
anti-Christian polemicists Celsus and Porphyry all alike understood theegunrof

Jesus Christ to be intended as a literal, supernatural event in human history.

Resurrection Redefined:
Gnostic Christianity

The situation changes at some point in the second century. For the first time,
we find a sizeable groupithin the Christian Church which professes and propagates
somethingptherthan the bodily resurrection of Christ and the future bodily resurrection

of believers. Gnostic Christialidegin to teach that the resurrection of Jesus Christ was

%Crossan, “Why Is Historical Jesus Research Necgssa.

%3cholars vigorously contest the appropriatenesiseoferm ‘Gnostic Christians’. On the one
hand, there is debate regarding the value of thel I&nostic’ to begin with. Karen King notes ttidiere
is no such thing as Gnosticism, if we mean by soate kind of ancient religious entity with a singhégin
and a distinct set of characteristics.” Karen LnggiwWhat is GnosticismCambridge, MA: Harvard
University Press, 2003), 1-2. The problem, accaydinKing, is that Gnosticism has been used as a
rhetorical term rather than historical badge (ibid., 1); thus, “modern historical constions of
Gnosticism reflect many of the characteristics stndtegies used by early Christian polemiciststo.
construct heresy.” Ibid., 3. Gnosticism is thereefined in opposition to orthodox Christianity,hat than
being understood on its own terms.

Some scholars respond by proposing that we abahédierm altogether, and replace it with a
different, more descriptive (rather than dismissieem. See, e.g., Michael A. WilliamRgthinking
“Gnosticism”: An Argument for Dismantling a Dubio@ategory(Princeton, NJ: Princeton University
Press, 1996). Williams suggests replacing Gnostieisth “biblical demiurgical,” a label he finds meor
descriptive. Ibid., 265. King seeks to recast disgan of Gnosticism, focusing on its historical
manifestations rather than orthodox Christian @mestic polemics. After her historical survey, she
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spiritual, and can be shared by his followers—not at some eschatologidahéunlf] but

in the present life.

The Gnostic worldview. Gnosticism is a religious expression of neo-Platonic
dualism® Gnosticism is not a Christian heresy, as “there were Gnostic satteyet
over the Hellenistic world before Christianity as well as afterGnosticism predates
Christianity, and is founded upon a significantly different orienting worldvieayton

writes:

concludes that “the term ‘Gnosticism’ will [in timear future] most likely be abandoned, at lea#isin
present usage.” KingVhat is Gnosticisir218. The term has simply embraced too wide anersié a
spectrum of beliefs and practices, primarily beedtibas been used rhetorically rather than hisadyi.

Other scholars, meanwhile, argue that there is édtistorical and doctrinal connection
between various streams of Gnosticism. See, eemtl®/ Layton,The Gnostic Scriptures: A New
Translation with Annotations and Introductigiighe Anchor Bible Reference Library (New York:
Doubleday, 1987). Layton theorizes that ancierfGbassic Gnosticism” was filtered through the focal
figure of Valentinus and into diverse later streah&nosticism. Ibid., xvi. Layton identifies there of
“gnostic scripture” to be “its doctrines and it¢arpretation of Old and New Testament books—espig¢cia
its open hostility to the god of Israel and itsw#eon resurrection, the reality of Jesus’ incaoratind
suffering, and the universality of Christian saleat” Furthermore, “gnostic scripture is distineibbecause
the gnostic myth [of creation] competes stronglthvthe book of Genesis, thus rivaling the basitesys
used by other Christians to orient themselveseontbrid, the divine, and other people. On thesatppthe
gap between gnostic religion and proto-orthodoxisEianity was vast.” Ibid., xxii.

While acknowledging the difficulties with Gnostinisas a term (raised by scholars like King
and Williams), this dissertation follows scholagsy(, Layton) who identify a core Gnostic worldview
worthy of an identifying label. Thus, the “Gnostiitle of the term “Gnostic Christian” is embraced.

On the other hand, | am not convinced that truesBe® could be truly Christian. As Layton
intimates, the core worldview expressed in Gnastitptures is contra-biblical. The repudiation e Old
Testament, particularly its depiction of divine &tien, is the primary reason that Gnosticism hanbe
primarily described as a heretical (rather thatohisal) entity. Thus, calling them ‘Gnostic Chi#sts’ is
guestionable. Nonetheless, | think it's the bestitand description available. The underlying woidev
of this group identifies them as clearly Gnostieyt self-identified as followers of Jesus and mesibé
the universal Christian Church. Thus, | will holg neservations and continue to apply the label.

*James M. Robinson, “Introduction,” the Nag Hammadi Library in English™ rev. ed.
(Leiden: Brill, 1996), 2-4.

%Gilbert Murray,Five Stages of Greek Religion: Studies Based oows@ of Lectures
Delivered in April 1912 at Columbia Universit#® ed., The Thinker's Library 52 (London: Watts & Co.
1946), 162.



230

The Gnostic, or Gnosticizing, aspects of early Christianity [are]eadRism run
wild’: one should not forget that close under the surface of much supposedly
Gnostic language lies material familiar from the most-read paseffésto®

The core element of the Gnostic worldview is radical anthropological,
cosmological, and theological dualism which emphasizes (along Platonictlines
goodness of the spiritual and the badness of the physidale human being is
essentially an embodied soul. The soul is eternal, and longs to be freed fromadhe pri
house of the bod$? The universe is a combination of spiritual beings and physical
matter. The creator of the physical universe is not the supreme God, but rasiser a le
deity who unintentionally created a corrupt physical re&Im. key component of
Gnostic cosmology is the conceptmdhpopa (pleromg—the cosmid-ullnesswhich
was the proper eternal state of spiritual beings prior to the creation of thegbhysi
universe and the resulting entrapment of souls in physical b88i&@nostic salvation
thus consists of escape from the physical body and return #arthepe.’* The means
of salvation is knowledge (Gregkwoic, the root word of Gnosticism), particularly self-
understanding.

[Salvation] may be summarized as comprising the recognition of one’s ge#f's
origin, who one is now, one’s destiny — and, by corollary, the recognition of one’s

“Bentley Layton;The Gnostic Treatise on Resurrection From Nag Hadintéarvard
Dissertations in Religion, No. 12 (Missoula: Sche}d.979), 3.

*’Richard Smith, “The Modern Relevance of Gnosticism;The Nag Hammadi Library in
English 543-44.

BNright, The Resurrection of the Son of G68.

“See, e.g., Malcolm Peel, “The Treatise on the Restion,” inThe Nag Hammadi Library in
English 53. In some Gnostic or pseudo-Gnostic movemengs, (Manichaeism), a strict theological
dualism was maintained, with the existence of tujpes-potent deities—one good, one evil.

199 ayton, The Gnostic Treatise on Resurrection From Nag Hadin®

1%%/an Unnik, “The Newly Discovered Gnostic ‘Epistte Rheginos’ on the Resurrection: |,”
The Journal of Ecclesiastical Histofyp (1964): 145; WrightThe Resurrection of the Son of G&689.
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relationship with heavenly characters like the Father and the Saviour. . . . If
salvation is a process of self-recognition, and that insight is alreadyfirese
potentiawithin the self, in one sense the Saviour is essentially superfluous . . . and
we need to rethink what the term ‘saviour’ might mean for Gnostics apart from its
more usual Christian definition of the one who redeems frortfsin.

Gnosticism and Christianity. Given the Platonic foundations of Gnosticism,
how did it take root within Christianity? Since Gnosticism was not founded upon a
particular historical person or event, it was inherently adaptable, and capaiiavwahg
upon various religious heritage&*while still retaining its distinctive core. While the
influential teachings of Marcion (c. 85-160 A.D.) likely had some impact,nales (c.
100-160 A.D.) seems to have been the central figure in early Gnostic Chygstidandane
point, according to Tertullian, Valentinus was sufficiently orthodox to be considared f
the post of bishop of Rom&* The timing and process of Valentinus’ descent from
trusted orthodox Christian to “despised heretic” is impossible to trace, but thdiniale
school of Gnostic Christianity left behind strong marks upon the ancient cffur€he
discovery of numerous Gnostic Christian treatises among the documents unebvered
Nag Hammadi in 1945 exponentially increased our exposure to and understanding of

Gnostic Christianity. Two documents from the Nag Hammadi Library arertoéydar

%\ajella Franzmannjesus in the Nag Hammadi Writingidinburgh: T & T Clark, 1996),
99.

1%Robinson, “Introduction,” iMhe Nag Hammadi Library in EnglishoO.

1%Marvin Meyer,The Gnostic Discoveries: The Impact of the Nag Hadirhibrary (New
York: HarperSanFrancisco, 2005), 119. Meyer cortamo say: “Had he been appointed bishop of Rome,
the subsequent history of the church might have béegether different. Valentinuand perhaps all of
us lost on that day.” Ibid. Emphasis added.

1%Robert J. Douglass, “The Epistle to Rheginos: @larisGnostic Teaching on the
Resurrection,” irLooking into the Future: Evangelical Studies in Ezsology ed. David W. Baker (Grand
Rapids: Baker Academic, 2001), 116-17.
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interest for our current study of the resurrection—@&ospel of Philipand thelTreatise on
the Resurrectioifalso known as thEpistle to Rhegings

In ingratiating itself to the Christian tradition, Gnosticism willinglyderwent
some adjustments. Jesus’ role as the author of salvation was enfifaGeastic
Christians at least appeared to accept the authority of the apostolic Nemdrasta
scriptures—hence, the author of theatise on the Resurrectiquotes the Gospels and
the letters of Paul to support his theological potfits.

Despite some accommodations to Christian doctrine, however, Gnostic
Christianity performed rather radical surgery upon orthodox doctrine in ordek#itma
fit the underlying Gnostic worldview. First, the Christian conception of a Triune
personal God is jettisoned. Second, the Judeo-Christian doctrine of creatioctésingje
favor of the view that “the world of space, time and matter is the evil creatiolessex
god.™® Third, the Hebrew Scriptures are studiously avoided or consciously rejétted.
Fourth, the notion of sin is radically recast as the unfortunate, personallysaultle

separation of our eternal soul from thle)poua; as a consequence, the concept of divine

1% ranzmannjesus in the Nag Hammadi Writind90. Embraced, but redefined.

19Bentley Layton, “Vision and Revision: a Gnostic Wief Resurrection,” irColloque
International sur Les Textes de Nag Hamm@&liébec: Les Presses de I'Université Laval, 19819, Van
Unnik, “The Newly Discovered Gnostic ‘Epistle to &finos’ on the Resurrection: |,” 150reatise on the
Resurrectiod5 echoes Rom 6:3-9, “Then, indeed, as the Ap{2teal] said: ‘We suffered with him, and
we arose with him, and we went to heaven with Himreatise48 invokes the Transfiguration of Jesus:
“For if you remember reading in the Gospel thajdBliappeared and Moses with him, do not think the
resurrection is an illusion. It is no illusion, ktts truth!”

1%yright, The Resurrection of the Son of G687.

1%9bid., 550. Wright claims that “the Gnostic and Bamwritings avoid the Old Testament
like the plague. . . . they certainly do not wangive the impression that the spirituality theg talking
about, or the Jesus in whom they believe, or aeytvthat may have happened to him, or the futope h
they themselves embrace, have anything much toitthosvael, the Jews, the patriarchs and the
scriptures.”
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judgment is irrelevant'® Fifth, Gnostic Christology holds that Jesus is not really any
different than other human beings—he merely understood and exercised the incipient
spiritual powers which we all havé' Sixth, salvation is redefined. It is not the whole
human being which is saved, but rather the soul dftnEurthermore, the role of the
savior in salvation is merely to point the way:
Salvation is the acquisition of self-knowledge, but the Gnostic does not have the
power to come to that insight by him/herself. Someone is required to alert the
Gnostic to the insight that awaits recognition, to wake him/her up. In this way, the

Saviour needs to be primarily a revealer in the sense of one who awakens, rather
than someone who gives extra knowledge that is not already posSéssed.

A Gnostic-sized (Gnosticized) resurrection With the aforementioned
alterations to core Christian doctrines, it is clear that Gnostic Gimitstis more
“Gnostic” than “Christian.” The Gnostic treatment of the resurrection, gis@lmost
clearly in theGospel of PhilipandTreatise on the Resurrectipcontinues to de-
Christianize Gnostic Christianity.

The Gospel of Philip**insists that the resurrection of believers is to be found
in the present, not in the futut€. “Those who say they will die first and then rise are in

error. If they do not first receive the resurrection while they live, whendieshey will

1paul Foster, “The Gospel of Philip,” ithe Non-Canonical Gospe(slew York: T & T
Clark, 2008), 82; Van Unnik, “The Newly Discover&aostic ‘Epistle to Rheginos’ on the Resurrection:
1,” 151.

MEranzmannyesus in the Nag Hammadi Writing®.

"% elly, Early Christian Doctrines467.

Y3Franzmannjesus in the Nag Hammadi Writind€90. Thus, while Gnostic Christians
embrace the role of Jesus as ‘Savior,’ the ideatiky role of the Savior has been radically reddfine

14A translation of excerpts from tf@ospel of Philipappears in appendix 2.

Mroster, “The Gospel of Philip,” 80.
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receive nothing*® Jesus has already risen from the dead; so too the believer must rise
beforedeath'” Furthermore, the resurrection is spiritual, not botily.
The Treatise on the Resurrectidiialso insists that the resurrection is a
present reality, rather than a future hoffeResurrection, like salvation, is self-achieved:
So too, the believer will raidgmselfthrough his newly acquired ‘acquaintance’
(yvooic) with his true self, imparted by the Savior’s teaching. Paul by contrast has

god raising Jesus; but the first principle of our author’s theology is too far removed
from the mundane realm for such aggressive intervehtion.

Finally, resurrection in th&reatiseis a purely spiritual affair. The human being is
essentially a spirit, trapped within a corrupt physical body. ResurrectioolVes the
complete laying aside of flesh, first by anticipation, then literdff§.”

On the surface the Gnostic documents affirm the resurrection of Jesus and of
all true Christiand?® However, the spiritualization of the resurrection is in effect a

rejection through redefinition. Resurrection languaga$temiegeiroand their

18The Gospel of Philig3:1-8; cited in WrightThe Resurrection of the Son of G6d2.
Y Franzmannjesus in the Nag Hammadi Writing$8.
H8\rright, The Resurrection of the Son of G6d2.

M9 translation of th@reatise on the Resurrectigalso known as thEpistle to Rheginds
appears in appendix 3.

2Douglass, “The Epistle to Rheginos,” 121; MalcolgeP “Resurrection, Treatise on the,” in
The Anchor Bible Dictionarywol. 5 (New York: Doubleday, 1992), 691; Wrigfithe Resurrection of the
Son of God540.

124 ayton, The Gnostic Treatise on Resurrection From Nag Hadin®8-59. Emphasis
original.

123hid., 96.

1Z\leyer, The Gnostidiscoveries, 136; Van Unnik, “The Newly Discovei@dostic ‘Epistle
to Rheginos’ on the Resurrection: I,” 150. Robinsotes that “Christian Gnosticism [was] a reaffitioa,
though in somewhat different terms, of the origistaince of transcendence central to the very bamjan
of Christianity. Such Gnostic Christians surely sidered themselves the faithful continuation, under
changing circumstances, of that original stancectvinhade Christians Christians.” Robinson,
“Introduction,” 4. Robinson is surely right thaetksnostic Christiansonsideredhemselves to be faithful
Christians; but the crucial question is whetheythetuallywere
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cognates) had previously been used solely to refer to a two-stage bodilyatesuata
concrete point in history. The Platonic conception of soul liberation, ascent, or
transmigration was common and widespread—but until its rather sudden appearance
amongst Gnostic Christians, wasverreferred to using the language of resurrection.
Texts like theTreatise on the Resurrectioeally represent Platonic philosophy dressed
up in Pauline languadé? N. T. Wright argues:
Resurrection, in the main sense that we have seen the word and its cognates used in
the first two centuries of Christianity, is in these texts eitleeiedor radically
reinterpreted If ‘resurrection’ is seen as in any sense a return, at some point after
death, to a full bodily life, it is denied. If (as in tBpistle to Rhegingghe
language of resurrection is retained, it is reinterpreted so that it no lefees in
any sense to the bodily events of either ultimate resurrection or moral obedience in

this life, but rather to non-bodily religious experience during the present liferand/
non-bodily post-mortem survival and exaltatién.

The resurrection of Jesus Christ is no longer the culmination of Jewish hope
and the firstfruits of the bodily resurrection from the dead. Instead, it is thienkemt of
Platonic philosophical endeavor. The resurrection has been altered from an
eschatological hope of vindication through the righteous judgment of Almighty God, into
the achievement of Platonic soul-liberation through self-knowlétfg€he resurrection

of both Christ and Christians has been redefined out of existence.

124 ayton, “Vision and Revision: a Gnostic View of Resction,” 213. Earlier, Layton writes:
“Not only does our author ignore the problem of $le ignores the question of Judaism and the Law,
indeed he makes no reference whatsoever to th@ &ithment. He does not speak of divine economy or
providence, nor of God’s raising of Jesus. Indeeddes not speak of God. The crucifixion and cewss
not mentioned. Jesus is ra khristog'the anointed’) buho khrestog'the excellent’). . . . Furthermore,
there is no future resurrection. Resurrection forauthor is preeminently a category of the heceraow;
thus there is no problem about delay in the gemeralrrection, and no concept of a conpagousiawith
judgment. And, as | have already emphasized, ilsere concept of a resurrection ‘body’ in which Hedf
will be reclothed when it reenters thieroma The author has therefore dressed a quite noriFeaul
theology in a thin and tattered Pauline garb.” Ibi 1.

12nright, The Resurrection of the Son of G6d7. Emphasis original.

12\leyer, The Gnostic Discoveried 36.
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But why did Gnostics, with the language of Platonic philosophy readily at
hand, choose instead to co-opt Judeo-Christian resurrection language? Van Wbitigik rig
argues that Gnostic Christians altered their proclamation of the rasnréo fit the
Gnostic conception of tHeleromaand the world.**” Gnostic Christians wanted to
maintain both their Gnostic dualism and their Christian identity, so they simpiga@ppl

Christian resurrection terminology to the Gnostic concept of soul libergfion.

Crossan and the Gnostics: Resurrection redefinedJohn Dominic
Crossan’s metaphorical reconstruction of Jesus’ resurrection represents@midern
version of Gnostic Christianity. On the one hand, we must be absolutely cleaarOsoss
no Gnostic. Crossan regularly distances himself from Gnostic theology iceklieraic
work; he insists that Gnostic Christianity (which he claims grew out ofiteeltadition
exemplified in theSayings Gospel @nd theGospel of Thomadas far too little interest
in the bodily existence and earthly mission of Jesus of Nazareffurthermore, the
Gnostics’ spiritual understanding of Jesus’ resurrection bears litti@loésace to

Crossan’s metaphorical conception. The former suggests that Jesus’ nesuwastan

12A7an Unnik, “The Newly Discovered Gnostic ‘Epistte Rheginos’ on the Resurrection: I1,”
165. The alteration could have taken place in tiffergnt ways. First, existing Gnostics attractedrte
Gospel of Jesus Christ would transform Christiaunection language to fit their worldview. Butals
existing Christians could have been attracted tosBoism, and transformed their conception of Glsris
resurrection to fit the language of their new Giwosridview. Perhaps it is the latter transforroatthat
happened with Valentinus.

128\. T. Wright emphasizes that “resurrection’ ar&ldbgnates never meant, in either pagan
or Jewish usage, what these documents make it rttemonly explanation is that they are loath taegip
the word, because they want to seem to be someofyphristian, but are using it in a way for whittere
is no early warrant.” WrightThe Resurrection of the Son of G&80.

12%5ee, e.g., John Dominic Crossan, “Our Own Fac&eip Wells: A Future for Historical
Jesus Research,” Bod, the Gift, and Postmodernised. John D. Caputo and Michael J. Scanlon
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1999), 2839-301; idem, “Why Christians Must Search for the
Historical Jesus,Bible Reviewl2, no. 2 (1996): 35-36; idem, “The Historicalulkef Earliest
Christianity,” inJesus and Faith: A Conversation on the Work of Jobminic Crossaned. Jeffrey
Carlson and Robert A. Ludwig (Maryknoll, NY: Orbik994), 5-8.
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event which happened in concrete history (albeit on a spiritual plane); draraists
that resurrection is a symbolic expression of continued experience of transeenden
through faith in the crucified Jesus. The former insists that Jesus’ expeaiggicdeath
is the model for current Christian believers as well; the latter inBests16thing
happened to Jesus’ corpse, nor will anything happen to believers’ bdies.

On the other hand, Crossan inherits two significant emphases from ancient
Gnostic Christianity. First, the Gnostics represent a strong and diuense sf early
Christianity, a definite boon to Crossan’s own heteroddkySecond, Gnostic
Christianity marks the first time that resurrection language is used tp tapgdmething
other than the historical bodily resurrection of Jesus Christ and the futureatyeo-st
bodily resurrection of believers. Modern proponents of the metaphorical reisurrect
seek to do precisely what the ancient Gnostic Christians did—use resurraugioaga

to apply to something other than orthodox resurrection belief.

Conclusion: Worldview and Resurrection Redefinition
Crossan insists that the resurrection of Jesus was understood metaphoyically
his earliest followers. It is certainly true that the early churcivel® metaphorical
applicationdrom Jesus’ bodily resurrection. We have seen, however, that when applied
to an individual’'s post-mortem existence (or lack thereof), resurrection langutge i

first century always and only referred to a future two-stage bodilyrezsion from the

39n that sense, one could argue that Crossan ar@ribstics alike insist that Jesus’ post-
mortem fate is the model for the afterlife of canporary Christians. Crossan asserts that Jesusiqaty
death marks his passing from existence, just amweiill cease to exist upon death. Gnostics athat
Jesus’ physical death marked his spiritual asgesitas we too will ascend to théeromaupon our
physical passing.

1ISmith, “The Modern Relevance of Gnosticism,” 532-33
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dead, even among those who rejected the possibility. Furthermore, the Newehesta
the early Church fathers, and early opponents of Christianity all understood the
resurrection in literal, bodily termi?> When Gnostic Christians applied resurrection
language in a radically new spiritualized sense, they did so in a way cdotraogern
metaphorical reconstructions. Indeed, both the underlying worldview and the
reconstructed resurrection of Jesus in Gnostic Christianity are opposexssaiCs. The
inescapable conclusion is that the metaphorical interpretation of the résarcéclesus
Christ is a purely modern invention, with neither precursors in nor support from the
history of the Church and her ancient opponents.

Gnostic Christians redefined the resurrection (of Christ and believers) n orde
to better fit their underlying theological worldview. Crossan’s metaploric
reconstruction of Christ’s resurrection represents the same processandroks a
naturalistic worldview which denies both the possibility of life after death anacthes
involvement of God in the physical realm. Within such a worldview, the metaphorical
resurrection is plausible; a bodily resurrection is not. The process of radefini
resurrection belief in order to fit one’s own worldview appears to be a widesanel
natural phenomenaori?

Altering resurrection belief is considerably more likely when the predominant
cultural worldviewdoes not accommodate orthodox resurrection helldfe vast

majority of the Greco-Roman world rejected the worldview that lay behindhhsti@n

132again, this does not downplay or deny that the mestion wasappliedmetaphorically to
the present experience of believers. But this nietapal application was only possible because eifrth
belief in the concrete historickdct of Jesus’ bodily resurrection from the dead.

133/an Unnik seems to agree; see Van Unnik, “The Nebicovered Gnostic ‘Epistle to
Rheginos’ on the Resurrection: II,” 163-64. See &sidrey, “What the Writers Should Have Done
Better,” 55.
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proclamation of Jesus’ bodily resurrection and the future bodily resurrectionefdrsli
The attacks launched by Celsus and Porphyry demonstrate “why Christi@nempted
to abandon the doctrine of the incarnation and the resurrection,” and why “Christian
Gnosticism simply accepted the pagan antimaterialistic worldviawfiiritual
understanding of resurrection “was far more marketable to the pagan worfd¥few
Since Hume, the respectable intellectual worldview has gradually bdoact®nally

naturalistict®®

The metaphorical resurrection is “far more marketable” within this
worldview than is the bodily resurrection proclaimed by historical Chrisgiafibus,
when Crossan proposes a metaphorical interpretation of Jesus’ resurrection, he is
following in the footsteps of the second-century Gnostic Christians—proposing a
culturally-acceptable redefinition of the resurrection.

Crossan argues that bodily resurrection was “only one way” of professing
continued belief in Jesus after his crucifixion. Even if he was correct in teigias$*®
the conclusion of this chapter undermines the force of his argument. Crossan implies tha
two things follow from early Christian plurality: first, profession of belredesus’
resurrection was not a non-negotiable item of faith in the first century; aoddsebe
earliest Christians’ resurrection faith was metaphorical in natarénid chapter, it has

been argued that, on the contrary, Christians and their opponents alike understood that

proclamation of Jesus’ resurrection was proclamation of a literal bodilyreeson,

13Dudrey, “What the Writers Should Have Done Bettéi7”

13WVesterners are not generally professing atheistss{stent naturalists). Functional
naturalism suggests that while Westerners mighs@onsly acknowledge the real or possible existerfice
a transcendent deity, they operate on a day-tdsdaig as if that ‘God’ is uninvolved in world affai The
dominant contemporary worldview discounts the gubsi of God intervening in historical events.

13%Chapters 2 and 4 refute Crossan’s assertion of phnality on the resurrection of Jesus.
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wherein God supernaturally raised Jesus back to life on the third day. The meghphoric

resurrection has neither precursors nor support from the early church or her opponents



CHAPTER 6
THE RESURRECTION AND THE
POOL OF LIVE OPTIONS
The Myth of the Metaphorical Resurrection
This dissertation has argued that John Dominic Crossan’s metaphorical
interpretation of Jesus’ resurrection is the product of his worldview presuppaqsitdns

his rigorous historical Jesus methodology.

The Rise and Fall of Resurrection Belief

Chapter 2 traced the rise and fall of resurrection belief in Westersti@hiiy.

It began with a brief examination of Jesus’ bodily resurrection as proclaimedhiethe
Testament documents. It then considered the testimony of the early chibech,fa
particularly Clement, Ignatius, and Justin Martyr. Early Christian dootsywitside the
New Testament were seen to profess the centrality of the resurrecticueClaist,
insisting upon its literal historical occurrence. The early Christian ctiedgse
emphasize the literal bodily resurrection of Jesus of Nazareth, and itsatiguis for
individual Christian and the corporate Church.

Christian proclamation of and belief in the bodily resurrection of Jesus Christ
as an historical event remained steadfast throughout the Middle Ages. With the
fragmentation of the Christian Church in the Protestant Reformation, and the eahcurr
rise of Enlightenment rationalism, resurrection belief began to wane. Thod deism

resulted in widespread belief in a universe created by God but governed by andordaine

241
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set of regular natural laws. The deistic worldview entailed a closed univedsesjected
miraculous divine interventions in the created order. Naturally, belief in theeetson

of Jesus Christ as a supernaturally-caused historical event waned accorDiagly
Hume’s critique of miracles was adopted and later presumed by emergiglbibli
criticism. Henri Reimarus, Karl Bahrdt, David Strauss, William WrediegA

Schweitzer, and Rudolf Bultmann focused the lens of naturalistic skepticism upon the
New Testament and its miraculous claims, particularly the resumesttiJesus. Without
exception, they presumed that the resurrection could not have occurred as depicted, as a
literal physical historical event. Instead, they hypothesized thatdaiveTdstament’s
proclamation of Jesus’ resurrection was the result of a fraud perpetrateddisciples,

a deception enacted by Jesus and his handlers, subjective hallucinations or delusions
experienced by the disciples, or a mythical explanation for the continued pesue’

followers experienced.

Crossan’s Metaphorical Resurrection
John Dominic Crossan inherits the naturalistic presuppositions aadtinari
rejection of Jesus’ literal bodily resurrection from eighteenth and entteentury
German critical scholarship, which inherited those presuppositions from English deis
Chapter 3 demonstrated that Crossan’s core theological worldview presupsosiect
the very possibility of Jesus’ body being raised supernaturally back adtifehis death;
therefore, Crossan must find another way to account for the rise of resuritsalief in
early Christianity.
Crossan thus takes up the mantle of Strauss, and proclaims that the resurrection

of Jesus Christ is essentially a myth. Resurrection does not, and did noy imiteaxid
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to, refer to what actually happened to Jesus’ body. Rather, resurrection isyathatwa

the early Christian community described the continued manifestation of the divine power
it had experienced during Jesus'’ lifetime. As the disciples continued to live the way
Jesus lived, in open commensality offering the unmediated presence of God ty all, the
continued to experience the presence and power of God. Jesus lived on with his
disciples, and his mission and teaching were thereby vindicated despite besrig

snuffed out by the Roman authorities. Thus Jesus’ first followers spoke of his

resurrection in order to explain their continued experience.

Hermeneutics, Methodology,
Material Investments, and
Worldview Presuppositions

Chapter 4 examined Crossan’s hermeneutics and historical Jesus methodology.
Crossan’s early work in literary criticism embraces structuraliemperspective that
reality is constructed by the language of the experient. Crossan’sisdtisch
emphasizes the unobtainability of an external reality-out-there waitibg tliscovered,
insisting instead that reality is formed by the language we use. Furthe@nossan
sees language as inherently metaphorical, polyvalent, and paradoxicaltienath li
language arising in an attempt to create order and meaning out of chaosaaloat.pa
Religious language in particular is unavoidably metaphorical, as the absolut
transcendence of the Divine Reality is fundamentally unutterable and ibleduc
Crossan has already rejected the possibility of Jesus’ literal bodilyeeson, and his

commitment to structuralism and the metaphoricity of language (parhcrgtigious

language) guides him to embrace a metaphorical picture of Jesusacéisuarr
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Chapter 4 also surveyed Crossan’s helpful and rigorous triple-triadic hiktorica
Jesus methodology, by which he seeks to recover the words and deeds of the historical
Jesus. Crossan’s first triad emphasizes the insights of anthropology egt ttéicism
along with knowledge of the historical context of first-century Palestine iGtaeo-
Roman world. His second triad aims at recovering an inventory of historical Jesus
material by accumulating the major sources and texts, separating thensjrctine
chronological strata of composition, and determining the number of independent
attestation of each complex within that material. Crossan’s third triad wattkshe
Jesus complexes in their proper historical and anthropological context, dividing
complexes according to their earliest stratum of attestation and their nofnber
independent attestation, while bracketing (rejecting) all singustésted complexes.

Crossan’s historical Jesus methodology is indeed helpful and thorough.
Inevitably, however, his operative methodology is thoroughly influenced by his
governing theological worldview, particularly his presupposition of methodological
naturalism. Crossan acknowledges that scholarly judgments have to be madg at eve
step of his rigorous methodology. When was a given text composed? Whatesaty lit
relationship to other texts? Within his methodology, Crossan designatesaatddis
Jesus complex as historical (+), non-historical (-), or metaphorical @iven his
prevailing worldview presuppositions, events like the resurrection, the multigh ezt
loaves, the nature miracles, and the raising of Lazarus are necessarilgtoooahior
metaphorical in nature—they cannot be literal and historical.

Crossan also emphasizes the centrality of what he variably terms Gospel

presuppositions, starting points, or informed decisions—what this dissertationdted tr
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as material investments for the sake of consistency. The materiahievéstone makes

in textual sources about Jesus, Crossan argues rightly, determine thegesult
reconstruction of Jesus. Furthermore, if those material investments araitloubtf

wrong, then the scholarly reconstruction is cast into doubt. Accordingly, four of
Crossan’s material investments were critically analyzed—thosediagdris Life

Tradition (exemplified in th&ayings Gospel @nd theGospel of ThomastheCross
Gospelhe identifies within th&ospel of PeteMorton Smith’s discovery dbecret

Mark, and the purpose and narrative creativity of the author of the canonical Gospel of
Mark. There are compelling reasons to reject each of Crossan’s matesiments,

and thus, according to Crossan, compelling reason to doubt his resulting podesitief

Worldview and Resurrection Belief in the
Early Church and Her Opponents

Chapter 5 focused upon the understanding of Jesus’ resurrection in the early
church, her pagan opponents, and second-century Gnostic revisionists. It argued that
resurrection terminology in the first century was understood by pagans andliento
refer to something concrete happening to a deceased physical body. Tkséeddi®
refutations of Christian resurrection belief (from Celsus and Porphyry) appdgeral
bodily resurrection. On both fronts, Crossan’s theory that early Christians woderst
Jesus’ resurrection metaphorically rather than literally appeaesspdzulative
hypothesis rather than historical conclusion.

Chapter 5 also examined the Gnostic Christian redefinition of Jesus’
resurrection as spiritual, rather than @hysical historical event. Gnostics redefined
Jesus’ resurrection in spiritual terms in order to make their creedal afbmof the

resurrection better fit the prevailing cultural worldview. Gnostic €iams bear
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resemblance to the critical scholars of the eighteenth and nineteenth centiineas
desire to accommodate their Christian faith with the surrounding worldview
presuppositions. Gnostics questioned why anyone would want a body back after death;
modern biblical critics question the very possibility of receiving physiteablck after
death. It seems to be appealing and common to redefine core Christiantaffisrtike
the resurrection in order to make Christianity more “marketable” in the m&aketof
contemporary worldview.
Worldview Presuppositions and
the Resurrection of Jesus Christ
Worldview presuppositions act as a perceptual lens, controlling the way that
we see the world around us.
A worldview is a commitment, a fundamental orientation of the heart, that can be
expressed as a story or in a set of presuppositions (assumptions which may be true,
partially true or entirely false) which we hold (consciously or subconsciously

consistently or inconsistently) about the basic constitution of reality, and that
provides the foundation on which we live and move and have our being.

When it comes to biblical research and historical Jesus studies, a scholar’s
worldview presuppositions inevitably influence his or her treatment of textitsdree

and theological affirmatiorfs.

1James W. SireThe Universe Next Door: A Basic Worldview Catalded (Downers
Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 2004), 17.

2John Oswalt shares an example of the influenceooltwiew presuppositions upon study of
the origin, development, and uniqueness of Olddresht Judaism in its ancient near-Eastern coniése.
basic item of contention Oswalt addresses is tlaive similarities and distinctions of Hebrew ggtin
with contemporary religions. In 1950, G. Ernest §fitj inThe Old Testament against Its Environment
(London: SCM, 1950), “argued that the differencesaeen the Israelite way of thinking about readityl
the way in which Israel’s neighbors approached tiyit were so significant that no evolutionary
explanations could account for them.” John N. OgwWdde Bible Among the Myths: Unique Revelation or
Just Ancient Literature®Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2009), 11. Oswalt th@esihow things have changed
in sixty years: “But now, nearly sixty years latitis widely affirmed that Israelite religion $mply one
more of the complex of West Semitic religions, &mat its characteristic features can be fully eix@éd on
the basis of evolutionary change.” Ibid. OswaltesotMark SmithThe Origins of Biblical Monotheism
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Worldview and the Pool of Live Options

Worldview determines the antecedent possibility or plausibility of various
explanations or theories. A scholar’s worldview presuppositions decide whether t
historic affirmation of Jesus’ supernatural bodily resurrection from the deadsiblpos
not. To put it differently, worldview determines the pool of live options.

One might consider, for example, the need to explain the mysterious
appearance of mail in his mailbox on a day that, to his knowledge, mail is not normally
delivered. He returns home from attending weekly worship at his church aodaisa
letter from Aunt Martha in the mailbox outside the front door of his townhouse. He is,
needless to say, surprised—mail is not normally delivered on the Sabbath day. How the
shall he explain this apparent mystery? His ten-year-old son offers a dotentia
explanation: “The postal service must have started delivering on the SabbathvifeH
offers another explanation: “Yesterday’s mail was probably delivered.tarid Mrs.

Jones across the street (in 2843 Fallow Court as opposed to his 2834 Fallow Court) by
mistake, and they brought it over for us today.” His seven-year-old daughtsraoffe
third possible explanation: “Aliens stole our mail yesterday, and brought it codek.t

His new friend Art offers a fourth explanation: “Did you not know, have you not heard,

(Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2001), as a pmarent example of the new hypothesis. Oswalt
continues, “l do not wish to belittle either theliy or the motivation of current scholars. .Nonetheless,
| am convinced that it is prior theological andlpsdphical convictions that account for the chaagé not
any change in the data.” lbid., 12. The data hasmneed the same; but convictions abebat must béas
driven the change in theory. Worldview drives thyeand conclusion. “Modern scholars who cannot admit
the possibility of revelation now insist that théfetences that were so unmistakable to scholars a
generation ago are not really that important atoait it is the similarities that are vital, shogithat
Israelite religion is not essentially differentifinadhe religions around it.” Ibid., 13. Thereforesv@lt
appeals for “the Bible’s claims to have been rez@dio] be given the attention that it deserves, thiat
arguments growing from a fundamental disbeliehit {possibility not be given a privileged placdhia
discussion.” Ibid., 18.
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that here in the United States, mail is delivered every Saturday? It imeynlg€anadian
postal workers who get the whole weekend off.”

Each of the four explanations is, theoretically speaking, possible. Nonetheless,
the four alternatives are not going to be accorded the same weight of plgusildithin
his own worldview, option three will be immediately discarded from the realm of
possibility. His skepticism concerning the existence of extra-taalge forms (and
my conviction that, even if they should happen to exist, the possibility of therfirigave
to earth is extremely remote) rules his daughter’s suggestion out. Siatpthe alien
explanation is not in his pool of live options. Kelly James Clark argues, “exphanator
power is not the only factor involved in the assessment of hypotheses; hypotheses mus
also be judged to have some initial likelihood of being true. And judgments of initial
likelihood areconditioned by our deepest commitménitaVhen faced with unusual
phenomena or extraordinary claims, our worldview presuppositions govern their

antecedent probability.

The Resurrection and the
Pool of Live Options

When it comes to the Christian proclamation of Jesus’ resurrection, worldview
presuppositions determine whether or not the historically orthodox conception s withi
the pool of live options. John Dominic Crossan is committed to a naturalistic worldview
which denies supernatural interaction with the closed physical universe.cétevisced
that human life ceases at death. Those worldview presuppositions render the orthodox

resurrection untenable and in-credible—a supernatural bodily resurrecsiongly not

3kelly James Clark, “A Reformed Epistemologist’s Passe to Evidential Apologetics,” in
Five Views on Apologeticed. Steven B. Cowan (Grand Rapids: ZondervarQ20@3. Emphasis added.



249

within the pool of live options given Crossan’s worldview. Neither his worldview
presuppositions nor his rejection of the literal resurrection are unique or btagina
Crossan. Both are evident in the stream of scholarship surveyed and summarized in
chapter 2 of this dissertation, from Hume to Reimarus to Strauss to Bultmann.

This dissertation has not set out to refute or counter the naturalistic worldview
presuppositions that direct Crossan’s reconstruction of Jesus’ resurfeddipown
worldview is different than Crossan’s. | entertain plossibilityof divine interaction
with the created universe, including such supernatural miracles as the divine iooncept
of Octavius Caesar and the bodily resurrection of Jesus of Nazareth. My wortthesw
not predeterminacceptancef all miracle-claims; but unlike Crossan’s, my worldview
does permit their historicity. Within a robust theistic worldview, miracles tabe
individually considered and weighed; they can be neither accepted nor rejetded ca
blanche before the fact. | agree wholeheartedly with Crossan’s insigti@h€hristian
scholars need to take both Christian and pagan miracle-claims with equal sesijpusnes

unlike Crossan, however, | am both unwilling and unable to discount botl? afikeen

“A defense of robust theism and a critique of deissituralism is in my opinion a worthwhile
and necessary endeavor. For a defense of supatistiartheism, please sée Defense of Miracles: A
Comprehensive Case for God’s Action in Histag. R. Douglas Geivett and Gary R. Habermas ([2osvn
Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 1997)The Blackwell Companion to Natural Theolpgd. William Lane Craig
and J. P. Moreland (Malden, MA: Wiley-Blackwell,@); In Defense of Natural Theologgd. James F.
Sennett and Douglas Groothuis (Downers Grove \YP. Academic, 2005); and William Lane Craig,
Reasonable Faith: Christian Truth and Apologeti@éed (Wheaton, IL: Crossway, 2008).

®Crossan insists that Christian and pagan miraclensl need to be considered with equal
seriousness, and there | agree with him. Crossamever, goes further and insists that a responsible
scholamusttake both sets of miracle-claims either literaltymetaphorically—that is, if a conservative
Christian scholar is going to take the virgin biothJesus literally, she also needs to take thgrvisirth of
Octavius Caesar literally; if, on the other ham@, €hristian scholar is going to treat Octaviusgivi birth
as a mythical parable, he also needs to treatithmbirth of Jesus as a myth. “Either all suchié
conceptions, from Alexander to Augustus and froen@rist to the Buddha, should be accepted literall
and miraculously or all of them should be acceptedaphorically and theologically. It is not morally
acceptable to say directly and openly that outys®truth but yours is myth; ours is history bouys is
lie.” John Dominic Crossar,he Birth of Christianity: Discovering What Happenie the Years
Immediately after the Execution of Jeghigw York: HarperSanFrancisco, 1998), 28. “It isan.ethical
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it comes to the resurrection of Jesus Christ, it falls within the pool of live optioers gi

my worldview presuppositions.

Acknowledging Directing Worldview
Presuppositions
The point of this dissertation is not to show that Crossan’s worldview
presuppositions are incorrect and should be replaced by another. Rather, the ptwpose is
demonstrate the inexorable influence that unacknowledged worldview presuppositions
exert upon Crossan’s historical Jesus research, particularly his metapboniception
of the resurrection. Crossan does not, per se, hide his presuppositions of religious
pluralism, human extinction at death, and deistic naturalism. He does, in casugl aside
and responses to questions, acknowledge that his theological worldview involves those
presumptions. At the same time, however, Crossan seems unaware of the powerful
impact those presuppositions have on his reconstruction of Jesus and his resurrection.
My contention, therefore, is that biblical scholars in general and historical
Jesus scholars in particular need to be much more conscious of the influence of

worldview presuppositions. First, scholars need to identify openly and publicly

imperative that we not claim our story is fact anc, theirs is myth and lie, if both are poweduald
particular parables.” Ibid., 148. “Either all sudivine conceptions, from Alexander to Augustus &nth
the Christ to the Buddha, should be accepted liyeaad miraculously or all of them should be adeep
metaphorically and theologically. It is not moradlgceptable to say directly and openly that outys®
truth but yours is myth, ours is history but yoisr$ie. It is even less morally acceptable to &t t
indirectly and covertly by manufacturing defensbreprotective strategies that apply only to onetgo
story.” Crossan, “Our Own Faces in Deep Wells: Aufrel for Historical Jesus Research,'God, the Gift,
and Postmodernisped. John D. Caputo and Michael J. Scanlon (Blogioin: Indiana University Press,
1999), 292. See also Crossan, “A Tale of Two Go@sfistian Centuryl10 (1993): 1270-78.
Unfortunately, Crossan does not pursue the needatuate Christian and pagan miracle-
claims with equal seriousness. Instead, like HUmeseems to presuppose that all miracle-clamstbe
either equally true or equally false. Since iteff-gvident that the miracle-claims of various gadus
traditions cannot all be true, Crossan concludaofing Hume) that they must all be false, i.e.,
mythological rather than historical, metaphoricgher than literal. Unlike Crossan, | am open to
considering the relative miracle-claims of differegligious or philosophical traditions with equal
seriousness; | amot content to conclude that they must be either égtatorical or equally false.
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worldview presuppositions which will direct and control their pool of live optfoirs.
Crossan’s case, this would involve acknowledging, perhaps in the introduction of
significant studies likd he Historical Jesy&his three core worldview presuppositions
examined in chapter 3 of this dissertatfoAfter articulating such theological
presuppositions, historical Jesus scholars need to assess the areas of theshgzhol
which those presuppositions will inevitably influence. In Crossan’s case, thid woul
involve admitting that the orthodox understanding of Jesus’ resurrection and the literal
intent of the nature miracles in the canonical Gospels are ruled out of court by his

worldview—supernatural miracles are not in Crossan’s pool of live options.

Bracketing Worldview

Second, biblical scholars need to go further, and seek to bracket, as far as
possible, the influence that their worldview presuppositions exert upon their skhplars
Crossan rightly insists that biblical scholars should approach their subjectainaith
open minds, not already knowing what they are going to disCoBgrthe same token,

historical Jesus researchers should not know what theyoageing to discover before

®Licona notes, “Horizons [worldview presuppositionsh serve both as assets and liabilities.
If we live in a deistic or atheistic reality, hisi@ns maintaining a bias against the supernatutbhetually
be assisted by their bias to arrive at an acctmiaterical conclusion. However, if we live in a ibtic
reality, a bias against the supernatural may dgtpabhibit certain historians from making a cotrec
adjudication on miracle-claims in general and tis¢dhnicity of the resurrection of Jesus in partarul
Michael R. LiconaThe Resurrection of Jesus: A New Historiographigaproach(Downers Grove, IL:
IVP Academic, 2010), 49.

"John Dominic Crossaffhe Historical Jesus: The Life of a Mediterraneawikh Peasant
(New York: HarperSanFrancisco, 1991).

8Descriptive and prescriptive religious pluralisraptan extinction at death, and deistic
naturalism (which Crossan terms divine consistency)

%It is one thing to be an investigative scholamtuer to be a defensive scholar; one thing to
find an answer as you proceed, another to knovatisgver before you begin; one thing to do research,
another to do apologetics.” John Dominic Crosgahpng Way from Tipperary: A Memdian Francisco:
HarperSanFrancisco, 2000), 96.
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they begin their study. In Crossan’s case, his theological worldview presugposit
ruled the historic orthodox portrait of Jesus of Nazareth out of his pool of live offtions.
In order to conduct truly critical investigative scholarship, Crossan needeatietror
set aside, his theological presuppositions.

| do not believe that it is possible to obtain complete worldview neutrality in
historical Jesus studies—that is, Crossan would not be able to entirely setsside hi
worldview presuppositions. Nonetheless, it behooves historical Jesus scholars o make
conscious effort to minimize the influence their worldview presuppositiorns @xen
their research. For example, when considering the Gospels’ accounts of Jesgshea
sick and the blind, Crossan states, “I presume that Jgbag]id not and could not cure
that disease or any other grfeealed the poor man’s iliness by refusing to accept the
disease’s ritual uncleanness and social ostracizatto@fossan has made no apparent
attempt to minimize the impact that his presupposition of divine consistenty egen
his historical conclusions. Critical scholarship requires investigatingpdses and
explanations that fall outside the purview of the scholar’'s own worldview and its
concomitant presuppositions. The critical scholar may not (indeed probably will not)
come to embrace those alternative positions; however, it is essential tonentkei

material and read dissenting work sympatheticglly.

Oafter surveying various skeptical scholars’ prestiopof the impossibility of the
miraculous, Licona notes, “Only the naive would mtain that historians who are agnostics, atheists o
non-Christian theists approach the question ohtbricity of the resurrection of Jesus withouy an
biases.” LiconaThe Resurrection of Jesuss.

30hn Dominic Crossadesus: A Revolutionary Biograpkijew York: HarperSanFrancisco,
2004), 82. Emphasis added.

12E g., it is encouraging to read an historian wtitdave attempted to divest myself of
preconditioning and have worked toward experieneimpathy when reading the works of those with
whom | do not agree.” Liconghe Resurrection of Jesuk31.
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The Resurrection and Worldview Conversion

John Dominic Crossan’s metaphorical understanding of Jesus’ resurrection has
been shown to lack historical and textual evidence. The metaphorical resurieaton i
an unbiased scholarly conclusion based on historical Jesus textual sourced, itristea
the product of Crossan’s theological worldview presuppositions. Second-centurycGnosti
Christians redefined Jesus’ resurrection as a purely spiritual event imarde
accommodate orthodox creedal confession within the prevailing Greco-Ronmiaticdua
worldview. In a similar fashion, Crossan follows the lead of Reimarus, Strauss, and
Bultmann, and redefines Jesus’ resurrection as a metaphorical expressiayiafs
experience in order to accommodate orthodox creedal confession within the pgevailin
Western naturalistic worldview.

The New Testament documents, the early church, and her opponents all
understood the Christian proclamation of Jesus’ resurrection to refer to lehigewecal
occurrence whereby God raised Jesus bodily and supernaturally from the dead. The
historical evidence pointing to the historicity of Jesus’ resurrection is aedtéd and, in
my considered judgment, persuadiveif, that is, one has not ruled such a supernatural

event out due to worldview presuppositions. The traditional Christian evidential

3A robust defense of the historicity of the resutitetis beyond the scope of this dissertation.
For the two fullest contemporary treatments, cansull. Wright, The Resurrection of the Son of Gedl.
3 of Christian Origins and the Question of G@dinneapolis: Fortress, 2003); and Licoihge
Resurrection of Jesu®ther historical defenses of Jesus’ bodily resttion include William Lane Craig,
Assessing the New Testament Evidence for the ibist@f the Resurrection of Jesu&tudies in the Bible
and Early Christianity 16 (Lewiston, NY: Edwin Mefi, 1989); idemThe Son Rises: The Historical
Evidence for the Resurrection of Jegdagene, OR: Wipf and Stock, 1981); Gary R. Haberaral
Michael R. LiconaThe Case for the Resurrection of Jef@asand Rapids: Kregel, 2004); and Gary R.
HabermasThe Risen Jesus and Future Hd¢panham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield, 2003).
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apologetic holds that Jesus was crucified and btfrteé morning prior to the Sabbath:
the morning after the Sabbath, women went to the tomb, only to find the stone rolled
away and the tomb empty. The risen Jesus then appeared in physical forny td man
followers, including a large group; he also appeared to his skeptical brother alasne

the opponent Saul of Tarsus. According to both early Christians and their opponents,
such is the evidence demonstrating the historical veracity of Jesus’ supéinadiya

resurrection?

“Contra Crossan, it seems reasonable to accepistioeitity of both Joseph of Arimathea and
his burial of Jesus in a tomb outside Jerusalem, &¢., Gerald O’Collins and Daniel Kendall, “Did
Joseph of Arimathea ExistBiblica 75 (1994): 235-41.

15N. T. Wright structures hifhe Resurrection of the Son of Gardund the dual historical
facts of the empty tomb and the appearances af¢ie Jesus to his followers. According to Wrighg
supernatural bodily resurrection of Jesus is tist historical explanation of the data. Crossangiiszs.
For the sake of argument, he says, “for here amd(data non concessto be sure) take the Gospel
stories of the empty tomb’s discovery and of abthrisen apparitions as historically factual ireth
entirety” John Dominic Crossan, “Bodily-Resurrection Fdith The Resurrection of Jesus: John Dominic
Crossan and N. T. Wright in Dialogued Robert B. Stewart (Minneapolis: Fortress, 20065. Hmphasis
original. Crossan then insists, “I cannot see h@m’s twin conditions, even granting them their égll
historicity, can explain anything beyond believessicluding to ambsolutely unique assumption
extraordinary heavenly exaltatiasf Jesus as Christ, Lord, and Son of God.” Idid. Emphasis original.

It seems, however, that Crossan hasreally accepted (provisionally, of course) thelldat
historicity” of the empty tomb and resurrection apfances. Crossan designates Jesus’ post-resumrecti
appearances to his followers (and not-yet-follovies James and Saul of Tarsus) “apparitions,” not
“appearances.” Wright insists upon the “transplafSinature of the resurrection appearances—these wa
something physical and tangible present to théplescwhen the risen Jesus encountered them. \Wisile
intention is clear and honorable, Crossan is nigt ebconsciously set aside his worldview presujtjpus
(which, we must recall, rule out the very posstpitf Jesus’ body being raised and thence appearing
bodily physical forrmo his disciples) and truly entertaidata non concesseof course) Wright's hypothesis
as Wright himself puts.itnstead, Crossan redefines Jesus’ post-resumeggipearances, transforming
them into non-physicalpparitions An apparition is a subjective experience, whicyrhe accompanied
with ocular data but is bereft of other tangibléad&@Vright's transphysical appearances, on therapnt
involve physical phenomena, like physically toughthe risen Jesus, sharing breakfast with the risen
Jesus, speaking to and hearing from the risen Jesuglible verbal format. There is a vast expeidn
and ontological chasm between Wright's conceptionsen appearances and Crossan’s conceded
understanding of resurrection apparitions.

| actually agree with Crossan—if all you have iseampty tomb and subjective non-tangible
apparitions of the post-crucifixion Jesus, theryall can arrive at is exaltation or assumption. 3dmme is
true, however, of Crossansvnresurrection hypothesis: if all you have is Jesasthly ministry (the
proclamation of the unbrokered unmediated kingdé®@ad available to everyone) and subjective
experiences of divine presence in your continuedsGfollowing community, then all you can arriveia
exaltation, assumption or the Holy Spirit. In eithase, concluding “bodily resurrection” is an stjfied
leap. Given Wright's actual argument, however—entptyb plus actual transphysical encounters with the
resurrected Jesus—the historically orthodox commtusf supernatural bodily resurrection becomes the
best historical explanation of the data.
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Worldview presuppositions are powerful; in Crossan’s case, theological
presuppositions prevent him from considering the historicity of Jesus’ super oaiditg!
resurrection. His presuppositions guide him to embrace an alternative stturali
explanation of the historical data. Hence the bodily resurrection of Jesus becomes a
metaphorical expression of the early church'’s religious experience. Wavldvi
presuppositions are indeed powerful; however, they are not set in stone. The critical
historian can open his or her worldview to transformation or conversion by allowing the
historical evidence to inform and alter their perception of reHlitydeed, the earliest
disciples of Jesus of Nazareth, leaders of the early church in Jerusalasemnép
examples of men and women whose worldviews were radically transformeelitby th
experiences.

N. T. Wright notes, “some events seem to have the power to challenge
worldviews and generate either new mutations within them or complete
transformations® The bodily resurrection of Jesus of Nazareth around 30 A.D. is one
such event. The Jewish disciples who encountered the risen Christ had their worldviews
radically altered: they began to treat Jesus not only as Messiah, butlatsd asd God,
and the proper object of devotion and worship; they gathered for separate corporate
worship on the first day of the week (as well as continuing to observe the Jelski!s
on the seventh day of the week); and they altered their resurrection faithutieidelsus

as the firstfruits and promise of their own future resurrection.

'® icona provides several classic examples of woedvionversion: Bart Ehrman’s
conversion from evangelical Christian to agnostiepsic; Alister McGrath’s move from atheism to
Christianity (mirroring compatriot C. S. Lewis’ jmey); Eta Linnemann’s transformation from
Bultmannian deism to biblical conservatism; andokgt Flew’s conversion from atheism to deism. Licona
The Resurrection of Jesusl.

wrright, The Resurrection of the Son of G@d.
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An historical investigation into the resurrection of Jesus Christ can atrihe
probable conclusion that Jesus was supernaturally raised from the dead in bodtlyefor
third day after his crucifixion in Jerusalem. Historical investigatemmot result in a
theological profession of faith in the risen Jesus. Acknowledging the probability
Jesus’ (nhon-metaphorical) resurrection does not necessitate an adjustment or
transformation of one’s existing worldview. Acknowledging dletuality and
implicationsof Jesus’ supernatural resurrection, on the other ltmadentail a
worldview conversion akin to that of the first-century disciples.

Whether in the first century or the twenty-first, the one who comes fafeed¢o
with the historical evidence for the resurrection of Jesus Christ id Yeitde a decision:
will | (like Gnostics in the second century and Crossanian deists todaysakpe,
reinterpret or redefine the resurrection so as to fit my pre-existingwax? Or will |
(like the apostles in the first century and countless Christians since) hdawsurrection

of the Messiah to alter my worldview?



APPENDIX 1

TEXT AND LAYERS IN THEGOSPEL OF PETER

The Gospel of Petern its extant versions, is incomplete, and begins in mid-
thought.In this appendix, John Dominic Crossan’s translation and stratification of the
Gospel of Peteis reproduced. In order to differentiate the three layers identified by
Crossan, the primitive core (i.e. the contents of the hypotheSizes Gospélwill
appear in “plain text”; the intercanonical dependent units (i.e. elements addddtér
editor of theGospel of Petereflecting dependence upon the canonical Gospels) will
appear irfitalic text”; and the redactional stratum (i.e. interpolations inserted by the
redactor in order to prepare the reader for the later intercanonical unitzppehr in
“bold text.” Verse markings will set off units.

[1:1-2] But of the Jews none washed their hands, neither Herod nor any one of
his judges. And as they would not wash, Pilate arose. And then Herod the king
commanded that the Lord should be marched off, saying to them, “What | have
commanded you to do to him, do ye.”

[2:3-5a] Now there stood Joseph, the friend of Pilate and of the Lord, and
knowing that they were about to crucify him he came to Pilate and begged tihedy
of the Lord for burial. And Pilate sent to Herod and begged his body. And Erod

said, “Brother Pilate, even if no one had begged him, we should bury him, s&the

Text and stratification is taken from John DomiBiossanThe Historical Jesus: The Life of
a Mediterranean Jewish Peasghew York: HarperSanFrancisco, 1991), appendix62-@6.
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Sabbath is drawing on. For it stands written in the law: the sun shouldat set on
one that has been put to death®

[2:5b-4:14] And he delivered him to the people on the day before the
unleavened bread, their fedsSo they took the Lord and pushed him in great haste and
said, “Let us hale the Son of God now that we have gotten power over him.” And they
put on him a purple robe and set him on the judgment seat and said, “Judge righteously,
O King of Israel'™ And one of them brought a crown of thorns and put it on the Lord’s
head. And others who stood by spat on his face, and others buffeted him on the cheeks,
others nudged him with a reed, and some scourged him, saying, “With such honour let us
honour the Son of God.” And they brought two malefactors and crucified the Lord in the
midst between them. But he held his peace, as if he felt nd plamad. when they had set
up the cross, they wrote upon it: this is the King of Israel. And they laid down his

garments before him and divided them among themselves and cast the lot upon them.

?In these first five verses, the authorR&terascribes kingly authority to Herod, rather than
Pilate. It is Herod, not Pilate, who ultimately erd the execution of Jesus. It is Herod, not Rilate
grants the body of Jesus to Joseph. This is otteedfistorical anachronisms evidenfiaterwhich
indicate a lack of awareness of first-century Ralemn political reality. Such inaccuracies aredevit not
only in the redactional stratum (2:3-5), but evemvhat Crossan identifies as the primiti@ess Gospel
core (1:1-2).

3Crossan argues that tB®@spel of Petedoes not have to be read as being more anti-Jewish
than the canonical Gospels, particularly Matthewahn. HoweverReteris undeniably more Jewish-
ignorant than the canonical Gospels, an argumeithwRaymond Brown pushes relentlessly. Not only is
Peterignorant of some Jewish customs, but the auth®etdralso consciously distances himself from
“the Jews.” Here, the Passover is referred tofzes thleavened breattheir feast,” making it clear that the
author doesot share it with them. But if, as Crossan insiste,Ghoss Gospelwhich is represented here in
Peter, is the most primitive passion-resurrection nareathow could the author possibipt have been a
Jew? Particularly if, as Crossan argues consigtethé source of such passion narratives werectméd
reflection of early Christians upon the Old Testatr&criptures, and then applying them retrospelstifas
‘historicized prophecy’) to the death of Jesus?iAgthis seems to indicate tHagteris not the first-
century, scribal-reflective composition that Crasgaeds it to be.

“This is one of the semi-docetic elements withaterwhich made it open to heretical
interpretation. If what we now have in fragmenttogm is in fact the sam@ospel of Petementioned by
Serapion, then passages like this one (and theteipretations that they gave rise to) would haaentthe
reason that Serapion encouraged congregatiotts read and use it.
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But one of the malefactors rebuked them, saying, “We have landed in suffering for the
deeds of wickedness which we have committed, but this man, who has become the
saviour of men, what wrong has he done you?” And they were wroth with him and
commanded that his legs should not be broken, so that he might die in torments.
[5:15-6:22] Now it was midday and a darkness covered all Judaea. And they
became anxious and uneasy lest the sun had already set, since he was stillstivels
written for them: the sun should not set on one that has been put tG deadhone of
them said, “Give him to drink gall with vinegar.” And they mixed it and gave him to
drink. And they fulfilled all things and completed the measure of their sins on their
head® And many went about with lamps, as they supposed it was night, they went to bed
[or stumbled]. And the Lord called out and cried, “My power, O power, thou hast
forsaken me!” And having said this he was takerh #mnd at the same hour the veil of
the temple in Jerusalem was rent in two. And then the Jews drew the nails from the
hands of the Lord and laid him on the earth. And the whole earth shook and there came a
great fear. Then the sun shone, and it was found to be the ninth hour.
[6:23-24] And the Jews rejoiced and gave his body to Joseph that he might

bury it, since he had seen all the good that he (Jesus) had done. And he took the Lord,

*Note the internal contradictions contained withio€3an’s purporte@ross Gospelln 4:14,
the angry mob insists that the penitent “malefddberforced to die in torment; immediately thereafin
5:15-16, they are concerned that the crucifiedmisthave not died, despite the oncoming darkness.

®passages like this lead Brown and others to netéatknt or explicit anti-Judaism in the
Gospel of Peter-“they” seems to designate the crowd generally,thedauthor has “them” complete “the
measure of their sins.” Raymond E. Brown, “TBespel of Peteand Canonical Gospel PriorityiNew
Testament Studied3 (1987): 321-43.

"Another verse which can potentially be read as anibg docetism, or perhaps even
Gnosticism. After crying out, Jesus is “taken umplying a spiritual ascent which precedes his ptals
body being removed from the cross.
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washed him, wrapped him in linen and brought him into his own sepulchre, called
Joseph’s Gardef.

[7:25] Then the Jews and the elders and the priests, perceiving what great evil
they had done to themselves, began to lament and to say, “Woe on our sins, the judgment
and the end of Jerusalem is drawn nigh.”

[7:26-27]But | mourned with my fellows, and being wounded in heart we
hid ourselves, for we were sought after by them as evildoers and as personowh
wanted to set fire to the temple. Because of all these things we wereifggand sat
mourning and weeping night and day until the Sabbath.

[8:28-9:34] But the scribes and Pharisees and elders, being assembled together
and hearing that all the people were murmuring and beating their breastg, Sayit
his death these exceeding great signs have come to pass, behold how righteous he was!
The elders were afraid and came to Pilate, entreating him and saying, “Gnieliess
that we may watch his sepulchfer three days, lest his disciples come and steal him
away and the people suppose that he is risen from the dead, and do us harm.” And Pilate
gave them Petronius the centurion with soldiers to watch the sepulchre. And with the
there came elders and scribes to the sepulchre. And all who were there, todbttier wi

centurion and the soldiers, rolled thither a great stone and laid it against dmeemér

#The Gospel of Peteflows very naturally at this point, whether onasidlers verses 23-24 to
be an interpolation, or a part of the original casiion. Removing them is not necessary for logosal
stylistic coherence—only to designate Joseph amtbtinial of Jesus as a later addition. On this toun
conclusions are driving presuppositions; that isatCrossan wants to conclude regarding the
fictitiousness of the burial by Joseph dictate tiatssarmustdesignatdPeter6:23-24 as a later addition
which depends upon the canonical Gospels.

%If 6:23-24 is a redactional insertion as Crossaeis, one wonders from where the sepulchre
came.
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the sepulchre and put on it seven seals, pitched a tent and keptvEethy in the
morning, when the Sabbath dawned, there came a crowd from Jerusalem and the country
round about to see the sepulchre that had been séaled.

[9:35-10:42] Now in the night in which the Lord’s Day dawriédhen the
soldiers, two by two in every watch, were keeping guard, there rang out a loud voice in
heaven, and they saw the heavens opened and two men come down from there in a great
brightness and draw nigh to the sepulchre. That stone which had been laid against the
entrance to the sepulchre started of itself to roll and give way to the side, and the
sepulchre was openédland both the young men entered in. When now the soldiers saw
this, they awakened the centurion and the elders—for they also were there tat dissist

watch. And whilst they were relating what they had seen, they saw agaimémesome

®The Gospel of Petecontains an accumulation of details, over and alvhat is contained in
the canonical accounts of the burial. Pilate dagsand just a few soldiers: it is an entire conyp&eaded
by a centurion. The centurion himself is no longeonymous, but now receives a specific designation,
Petronius. The guard is posted, not on Saturdaip, ssitt, but rather on Friday, so that the tombeser
unguarded. It is no ordinary stone rolled againsttomb, but a massive one which requires evergone’
labors to move. But the stone itself is not enotigb-author oPeteralso has the tomb sealed with ‘seven
seals’, and the soldiers then pitch a tent to keseh. This accumulation of apologetic details galhe
indicates later provenance, but again, in this eémee, Crossan insists that it is the originabec&ee
Charles L. Quarles, “The Gospel of Peter: Doestht&in a Precanonical Resurrection Narrativehia
Resurrection of Jesus: John Dominic Crossan an@.NVright in DialogugMinneapolis: Fortress, 2006),
117-18; William Lane Craig, “Did Jesus Rise frore head?” inJesus Under Fire: Modern Scholarship
Reinvents the Historical Jeswsd. Michael J. Wilkins and J. P. Moreland (Gr&apids: Zondervan,
1995), 169-70.

“3jews would not gather around a tomb on the Sabhatbuld make them ritually unclean.

2The use of ‘the Lord’s Day’ is another indicatiditloe lateness of th&ospel of PeterSee
Quarles, “The Gospel of Peter,” 113-14; N. T. Wtjgthe Resurrection of the Son of Gedl. 3 of
Christian Origins and the Question of G@dinneapolis: Fortress, 2003), 594. The phrasetused
anywhere in the canonical Gospels, and is not meed until the latest set of New Testament docusnent
Instead, it was “the first day of the week” (i.leetday after the Sabbath). The designation of restimon
day as “the Lord’s day” is a clear indication thia Gospel of Petereflects later Christian terminology. As
this section occurs in Crossan’s hypothesiZeass Gospetore withinPeter, Crossan cannot coherently
argue that it reflects a later gloss or interpolatither.

*This section contains another legendary additicthéccanonical Gospels (occurring in what
Crossan believes to be tlieoss Gospebrimitive core): the stone is not rolled away hg tingels, but
rather rolls away of its own accord.
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out from the sepulchre, and two of them sustaining the other and a cross following them,
and the heads of the two reaching to heaven, but that of him who was led of them by the
hand overpassing the heavens. And they heard a voice out of the heavens crying, “Thou
has preached to them that sleep,” and from the cross there was heard the“desu/ét

[11:43-44]Those men therefore took counsel with one another to go and
report this to Pilate. And whilst they were still deliberating, he heavens were again
seen to open, and a man descended and entered the sepulchre.

[11:45-47] When those who were of the centurion’s company saw this, they
hastened by night to Pilate, abandoning the sepulchre which they were guarding, and
reported everything they had seen, being full of disquietude and saying, “In tnvdshe
the Son of God.” Pilate answered and said, “| am clean from the blood of the Son of
God, upon such a thing have you decided.” Then all came to him, beseeching him and
urgently calling upon him to command the centurion and the soldiers to tell no one what
they had seen. “For it is better for us,” they said, “to make ourselves gjuilig
greatest sin before God than to fall into the hands of the people of the Jews and be
stoned.” Pilate therefore commanded the centurion and the soldiers to say Hothing.

[12:50-13:57]Early in the morning of the Lord’s day Mary Magdalene, a
woman disciple of the Lord—for fear of the Jews, since they were inflamed with wrath,
she had not done at the sepulchre what women are wont to do for those beloved of them

who die—took with her her women friends and came to the sepulchre where he was laid.

“Here the legendary accretions are both multiplerafidctive of second and third century
Christian legends. “Other second-century texts spgak of independently moving crosses and asaribe
supernatural stature to the resurrected Christdri@s, “The Gospel of Peter,” 116-17.

*This marks the ending of what Crossan considebetthe originaCross GospelHis
designation seems arbitrary, but it is necessityelis conclusion that the women at the tomb are a
Markan invention.
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And they feared lest the Jews should see them, and said, “Although we could not weep
and lament on that day when he was crucified, yet let us now do so at his sepulchre. But
who will roll away for us the stone also that is set on the entrance of the sepulchre, that
we may go in and sit beside him and do what is due?—For the stone was great—and we
fear lest any one see us. And if we cannot do so, let us at least put down at the entrance
what we bring for a memorial to him and let us weep and lament until we have again
gone home.” So they went and found the sepulchre opened. And they came near,
stooped down and saw there a young man sitting in the midst of the sepulchre, comely
and clothed with a brightly shining robe, who said to them, “Wherefore are ye come?
Whom seek ye? Not him that was crucified? He is risen and gone. But if ye believe not,
stoop this way and see the place where he lay, for he is not here. For he is risen and is
gone thither whence he was sent.” Then the women fled affrihted.

[14:58-59]Now it was the last day of unleavened bread and many went
away and repaired to their homes, since the feast was at an end. But we, thelte
disciples of the Lord, wept and mourned, and each one, very grieved for what had
come to pass, went to his home.

[14:60] But I, Simon Peter, and my brother Andrew took our nets and went to

the sea. And there was with us Levi, the son of Alphaeus, whom the L*6rd . . .

it is unclear why Crossan separates this sectibfiarfi the so-calle€Cross Gospeland
argues that it was a later addition. It is simmgexted that it must be dependent upon the caronica
Gospels. Again, however, Crossan requires thietthe case, as he has argued elsewhere that Mark
invents the story of the women coming to find thmlb empty on Sunday morning (in order to hide dne o
the elements from the offensive storySacret Mark If Crossan allows this passage to be part of the
original Gospel of Peteftwhich all indications show it to be), then hizasation against Mark’s
inventiveness falls apart.

"The Gospel of Peteends here, mid-thought, mid-sentence.



APPENDIX 2
EXCERPTS FROM THE GNOSTIC
GOSPEL OF PHILIP

The Greek text of th&ospel of Philipyas discovered amongst the Nag
Hammadi documents in 1945. Excerpts from@uspel of Philipyvhich relate to the
resurrection of Jesus Christ are reproduced in this appendix.

53 Christ came to ransom some, to save others, to redeem others. . . . [5] he
voluntarily laid down his life from the very day the world came into being. [10] Then he
came first in order to take it, since it had been given as a pledge. Itdethénhands of
robbers and was taken captive, but he saved it. He redeemed the good people in the
world as well as the evil.

Light and darkness, [15] life and death, right and left, are brothers of one
another. They are inseparable. Because of this neither are the good good, nbr the evi
evil, nor is life life, nor death death. [20] For this reason each one will dissolve into its
earliest origin. But those who are exalted above the world are indissoluble,.eternal

56. .. “Jesus” is a hidden name, “Christ” is a revealed name. [5] For this
reason “Jesus” is not particular to any language; rather he is alwadlmalihe name
“Jesus.” While as for “Christ,” in Syriac it is “Messiah,” in Greek it idfiSt.”

Certainly [10] all the others have it according to their own language. “The dt&’as

The Gospel of Philipis contained in the Nag Hammadi Codex II, 51.29%86The translation
of theGospel of Philipreproduced in this appendix is from Wesley W. bsgg, “The Gospel of Philip,” in
The Nag Hammadi Library in English" rev. ed., ed. James M. Robinson (Leiden: Brilo@)9 141-60.
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he who reveals what is hidden. Christ has everything in himself, whether manlor ange
[15] or mystery, and the father.

Those who say that the lord died first and (then) rose up are in error, for he
rose up first and (then) died. If one does not first attain the resurrection newdie . .

. No one will hide a large valuable object in something large, but many a time one has
tossed countless thousands into a thing worth a penny. Compare [25] the soul. Itis a
precious thing and it came to be in a contemptible body.

Some are afraid lest they rise naked. Because of this they wish to rige in th
flesh, and [they] do not know that it is those who [30] wear the [flesh] who are naked. [It
is] those who [. . . ] to unclothe themselves who are not naked. “Flesh [and blood shall]
not inherit the kingdom [of God].” (1 Co. 15:50). What is this which ®ilhot inherit?

This which is on us. But what is this, too, which will inherit? It is that which belongs to
Jesus and his blood. Because of this he said, “He who shall not eat my flesh and [5]
drink my blood has not life in him” (Jn. 6:53). What is it? His flesh is the word, and his
blood is the holy spirit. He who has received these has food and he has drink and
clothing. | find fault with the others who say [10] that it will not rise. Then both of them
are at fault. You (sg.) say that the flesh will not rise. But tell me whhtisel that we

may honor you (sg.). You (sg.) say the spirit in the flesh, [15] and it is alsagtitignli

the flesh. (But) this too is a matter which is in the flesh, for whatever youlisd,)say,

you (sg.) say nothing outside the flesh. It is necessary to rise in this fiesh, si
everything exists in it. In this world [20] those who put on garments are bettahtha
garments. In the kingdom of heaven the garments are better than those who have put

themon. ...
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66 . . . Fear not the flesh nor [5] love it. If you (sg.) fear it, it will gain mastery
over you. If you love it, it will swallow and paralyze you.

And so he dwells either in this world or in the resurrection or in the middle
place. God forbid that | be found there! [10] In this world there is good and evil. Its
good things are not good, and its evil things not evil. But there is evil after thds wor
which is truly evil — [15] what is called “the middle.” It is death. While we @authis
world it is fitting for us to acquire the resurrection, so that when we stripeffdsh we
may be found in rest and not [20] walk in the middle. For many go astray on the way.
For it is good to come forth from the world before one has sinned. . . .

67 . .. Truth did not come [10] into the world naked, but it came in types and
images. The world will not receive truth in any other way. There is dhend an
image of rebirth. Itis certainly necessary to be born again through the imdgeh W
[15] one? Resurrection. The image must rise again through the image. The bridal
chamber and the image must enter through the image into the truth: this isaregiogst

[25] . . . The lord [did] everything in a mystery, a baptism and a chrism and a
eucharist and a redemption [30] and a bridal chamber. . . .

68 [15] . . . Before Christ some came from a place they were no longer able to
enter, and they went where they were no longer [20] able to come out. Then Christ came.
Those who went in he brought out, and those who went out he brought in.

When Eve was still in Adam death did not exist. When she was separated
from him death came into being. [25] If he enters again and attains his formeesgtf

will be no more.
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69. .. There were three buildings specifically for [15] sacrifice in Jenmsale
The one facing west was called “the holy.” Another facing south was céliedo6ly of
the holy.” The third facing [20] east was called “the holy of the holies,” the plaere
only the high priest enters. Baptism is “the holy” building. Redemption is “the holy of
the holy.” “The holy of the holies” [25] is the bridal chamber. Baptism includes the
resurrection [and the] redemption; the redemption (takes place) in the bridal chambe

73 Those who say they will die first and then rise are in error. If they do not
first receive the resurrection while they live, when they die they vadlive nothing. [5]

So also when speaking about baptism they say, “Baptism is a great thing,” because if
people receive it they will live.

Philip the apostle said, “Joseph the carpenter planted [10] a garden because he
needed wood for his trade. It was he who made the cross from the trees which he
planted. His own offspring hung on that which he planted. His offspring was [15] Jesus
and the planting was the cross.” But the tree of life is in the middle of the garden.
However, it is from the olive tree that we get the chrism, and from the chrism, the
resurrection. . . .

74[10] . .. The chrism is superior to baptism, for it is from the word “chrism”
that we have been called “Christians,” certainly not because [15] of the waqntistha
And it because of the chrism that “the Christ” has his name. For the father dnbete
son, and the son anointed the apostles, and the apostles anointed us. He who has been
anointed possesses everything. He possesses [20] the resurrection, the lighgsthe c

the holy spirit. The father gave him this in the bridal chamber; he merely at¢tme
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gift). The father was in the son and the son in the father. This is [the] kihgdom of
heaven. [25] . ..

75. .. The world came about through a mistake. For he who created it wanted
to create [5] it imperishable and immortal. He fell short of attaining hisedeBor the
world never was imperishable, nor, for that matter, was he who made the world. [10] For
things are not imperishable, but sons are. Nothing will be able to receive impdtishabi
if it does not first become a son. But he who has not the ability to receive, how much
more will he be unable to give? . ..

77[5] . . . By perfecting the water of baptism, Jesus emptied it of death. Thus
we do go [10] down into the water, but we do not go down into death in order that we
may not be poured out into the spirit of the world. When that spirit blows, it brings the
winter. When the holy spirit breathes, [15] the summer comes.

He who has knowledge of the truth is a free man, but the free man does not sin,
for “he who sins is the slave of sin” (Jn. 8:34). Truth is the mother, knowledge [20] the
father. Those who think that sinning does not apply to them are called “free” by the
world. “Knowledge” of the truth merely “makes such people arrogant,” which is what
the words “it makes them free” mean. [25] It even gives them a sense of stypevier

the whole world.



APPENDIX 3
THE GNOSTICEPISTLE TO RHEGINQ®R
TREATISE ON THE RESURRECTION

TheEpistle to Rhegingslso known as théreatise on the Resurrectiois one
of the clearly Gnostic writings found amongst the Nag Hammadi documents in the
middle of the twentieth century. The writer of the epistle instructs hisugpisibn,
Rheginos, in the doctrinal and practical elements of resurrection. This appendix
reproduces thEpistle to Rheginom its entirety*

43 Some there are, my son Rheginos, who want to learn many things. They
have this goal when they are occupied with questions whose answer is lacking. [30] If
they succeed with these, they usually think very highly of themselves. But | donkot thi
that they have stood within the Word of Truth. They seek [35] rather their own rest,
which we have received through our Savior, our Lord Ch#idtWe received it (i.e.,

Rest) when we came to know the truth and rested ourselves upon it. But since you ask us
[5] pleasantly what is proper concerning the resurrection, | am writindtg say) that it
is necessary. To be sure, many are lacking faith in it, but there ard E0jemho find it.

So then, let us discuss the matter.

TheEpistle to Rhegingslso known as th€reatise on the Resurrectipis contained in the
Nag Hammadi library, Codex |, 43:25-50:18. The textroduced in this appendix is from Malcolm Peel,
“The Treatise on the Resurrection,”The Nag Hammadi Library in English" rev. ed., ed. James M.
Robinson (Leiden: Brill, 1996), 54-57.
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How did the Lord proclaim things while he existed [15] in flesh and after he
had revealed himself as Son of God? He lived in this place where you remain, speaking
[20] about the Law of Nature — but | call it “Death!” Now the Son of God, Rheginos,
was Son of Man. He embraced them [25] both, possessing the humanity and the divinity,
so that on the one hand he might vanquish death through his being Son of God, [30] and
that on the other through the Son of Man the restoration to the Pleroma might occur;
because he was originally from above, [35] a seed of the Truth, before thisrst{ot
the cosmos) had come into being. In this (structure) many dominions and divinities came
into existence.

| know that | am presentirgp the solution in difficult terms, but there is
nothing difficult in the Word of Truth. But since [5] the Solution appeared so as not to
leave anything hidden, but to reveal all things openly concerning existence — the
destruction [10] of evil on the one hand, the revelation of the elect on the other. This
(Solution) is the emanation of Truth and Spirit, Grace is of the Truth.

The Savior swallowed up [15] death — (of this) you are not reckoned as being
ignorant — for he put aside the world which is perishing. He transformed [himself] int
an imperishable Aeon and raised himself up, having [20] swallowed the visible by the
invisible, and he gave us the way of our immortality. Then, indeed, as the Apostle [25]
said, “We suffered with him, and we arose with him, and we went to heaven with him.”
Now if we are manifest in [30] this world wearing him, we are that one’s §eamd we
are embraced by him until our setting, that is [35] to say, our death in this lifereWe a

drawn to heaven by him, like beams by the sun, not being restrained by anythingg This
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[40] the spiritual resurrectiof6 which swallows up the psychic in the same way as the
fleshly.

But if there is one who does not believe, he does not have [5] the (capacity to
be) persuaded. For it is the domain of faith, my son, and not that which belongs to
persuasion: the dead shall arise! There is one who believes among the philosophers who
are in this world. [10] At least he will arise. And let not the philosopher who is in this
world have cause to believe that he is one who returns himself by himself — and (that)
because of our faith! For we have known the Son of [15] Man, and we have believed that
he rose from among the dead. This is he of whom we say, “He became the destruction of
death, as he is a great one [20] in whom they believe.” {Great} are those who believe.

The thought of those who are saved shall not perish. The mind of those who
have known him shall not perish. [25] Therefore, we are elected to salvation and
redemption since we are predestined from the beginning not to fall into the foolishness of
those who are without knowledge, [30] but we shall enter into the wisdom of those who
have known the Truth. Indeed, the Truth which is kept cannot be abandoned, nor has it
been. [35] “Strong is the system of the Pleroma; small is that which broke loose (and)
became (the) world. But the All is what is encompassed. It ha&moime into being;
it was existing.” So, never doubt concerning the resurrection, my son Rheginos! For if
you were not existing [5] in flesh, you received flesh when you entered thid. Withy
will you not receive flesh when you ascend into the Aeon? That which is better than the
flesh is that which is [10] for it (the) cause of life. Does not that which is yaisgisvath
you? Yet, while you are in this world, what is it that you [15] lack? This is ydhat

have been making every effort to learn.
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The afterbirth of the body is old age, and you exist in corruption. You have
[20] absence as a gain. For you will not give up what is better if you depart. Aibht w
is worse has diminution, but there is grace for it.

Nothing, [25] then, redeems us from this world. But the All which we are, we
are saved. We have received salvation from end to end. Let us think in this way! [30]
Let us comprehend in this way!

But there are some (who) wish to understand, in the enquiry about those things
they are looking into, whether he who is saved, if he leaves [35] his body behind, will be
saved immediately. Let no one doubt concerning this. ... indeed, the visible members
which are dead8 shall not be saved, for (only) the living [members] which exist within
them would arise.

What, then, is the resurrection? [5] it is always the disclosure of those who
have risen. For if you remember reading in the Gospel that Elijah appeared asd Mos
[10] with him, do not think the resurrection is an illusion. It is no illusion, but it is truth!
Indeed, it is more fitting to say that [15] the world is an illusion, rather than the
resurrection which has come into being through our Lord the Savior, Jesus Christ. [20]

But what am | telling you now? Those who are living shall die. How do they
live in an illusion? The rich have become poor, [25] and the kings have been overthrown.
Everything is prone to change. The world is an illusion! — lest, indeed, I rail at [30]
things to excess!

But the resurrection does not have this aforesaid character, for it is the truth
which stands firm. It is the revelation of [35] what is, and the transformation of things

and a transition into newness. For imperishabdfiydescends] upon the perishable; the
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light flows down upon the darkness, swallowing it up; and the Pleroma [5] fills up the
deficiency. These are the symbols and the images of the resurrection. 148 (Qkr
who makes the good.

Therefore, do not [10] think in part, O Rheginos, nor live in conformity with
this flesh for the sake of unanimity, but flee from the divisions and the [15sfedial
already you have the resurrection. For if he who will die knows about hirnathée
will die — even if he spends many [20] years in this life, he is brought to this Aathy
consider yourself as risen and (already) brought to this? [25] If youthavesurrection
but continue as if you are to die — and yet that one knows that he has died — why, then, do
| ignore your [30] lack of exercise? It is fitting for each one to practicenumaber of
ways, and he shall be released from this Element that he may not fall into ertaalbut s
himself [35] receive again what at first was.

These things | have received from the generosity ob@nyord, Jesus Christ.

[l have] taught you and your [brethren], my sons, concerning them, while | have not
omitted any of the things suitable for strengthening you (pl.). [5] But if teewae thing
written which is obscure in my exposition of the Word, | shall interpret it for you (pl
when you (pl.) ask. But now, do not be jealous of anyone who is in your number [10]
when he is able to help.

Many are looking into this which | have written to you. To these | say: peace
(be) among them and grace. [15] | greet you and those who love you (pl.) in brotherly

love.
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ABSTRACT
THE MYTH OF THE METAPHORICAL RESURRECTION:
A CRITICAL ANALYSIS OF JOHN DOMINIC CROSSAN'S

METHODOLOGY, PRESUPPOSITIONS, AND
CONCLUSIONS

Tawa Jon Anderson, Ph.D.
The Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, 2011
Chair: Dr. James Parker llI
This dissertation examines the impact of theological worldview upon John
Dominic Crossan’s scholarly reconstruction of the resurrection of Jesus. Chinigpter 1
introduces the centrality of resurrection belief in historic Christiaaitg outlines
Crossan’s redefinition of the resurrection as a metaphorical parable.
Chapter 2 examines the understanding of Jesus’ resurrection throughout
Christian history, focusing particularly on developments after the rideisin. It
concludes with an examination of Crossan’s metaphorical conception of the résurrect
Chapter 3 begins with a personal and academic biography of Crossan. The key
section of the chapter deals with Crossan’s theological worldview presuppositidns, a
offers a preliminary indication of how his worldview directs his conclusions coincg
Jesus’ resurrection.
Chapter 4 analyzes Crossan’s hermeneutics and methodology. It begins with a
survey of Crossan’s early work in literary criticism before moving into Xtiae

canonical research. The chapter offers a substantial review and antdysis of his

triple-triadic historical Jesus methodology, arguing that its strucha®peration are



both influenced by Crossan’s underlying worldview presuppositions. Throughout, the
chapter examines how Crossan’s hermeneutics and methodology influence his
understanding of the resurrection.

Chapter 5 considers the role of theological worldview and the resurrection of
Jesus in the New Testament, the early church, and her opponents, with partiaslar foc
upon second-century Gnostic Christianity. It argues that Gnostic Chridichnéat
post-Enlightenment Christians, including Crossan, have also done—redefined and
reconstructed Jesus’ resurrection in order to fit it into their existing thealogi
worldview.

Chapter 6 offers some closing thoughts about the relationship between
theological worldview and the resurrection of Jesus of Nazareth. It insisteehzodily
resurrection of Jesus Christ as a literal historical fact lies at therad historic
Christianity. It suggests further that the resurrection-event transtotime theological
worldview of Jesus’ disciples and other early Christians, and continues to call for
worldview transformation amongst those who would call themselves his folltogerg.

This dissertation concludes that the single most important factor in Crossan’s
scholarly conclusions regarding Jesus’ resurrection is his underlying tioablog

worldview.
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