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MAPPING THE RECENT TREND
TOWARD THE BODILY RESURRECTION
APPEARANCES OF JESUS IN LIGHT OF OTHER
PROMINENT CRITICAL POSITIONS

Gary R. Habermas

Trackjng theological trends can be a rewarding enterprise. Observ-
ing not only recent movements but the ebb and flow of subcur-
rents reveals much about the state of contemporary research. This
essay will map recent developments in research on the resurrection
appearances of Jesus.! Admittedly, such an attempt in so brief a space
necessarily requires some broad sketching and sometimes sweeping
statements.

Jesus’ resurrection often occupies the center of Christian theology,
whatever one’s theological persuasion or inclination. For the careful
observer, various tendencies and alignments are emerging. Over the
past five years, I have tracked well over two thousand scholarly publi-
cations on the resurrection. Each source appeared between 1975 and
the present, in German, French, or English, written by a wide range of
critical scholars.

From this contemporary scene, I will outline four broad positions
regarding the nature of Jesus’ resurrection appearances. These distinct
camps range from natural to supernatural positions, with some sig-
nificant shifts between these views during the past few years. In this
essay, I will attempt to categorize the four positions, including naming
two alternative proposals that seem to have avoided such recognition.
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Then I will identify where most current scholarship rests, though I will
not attempt to explain these shifts.

The Crux of Resurrection Studies

The latest research on Jesus’ resurrection appearances reveals several
extraordinary developments. As firmly as ever, most contemporary
scholars agree that, after Jesus’ death, his early followers had experi-
ences that they at least believed were appearances of their risen Lord.
Further, this conviction was the chief motivation behind the early
proclamation of the Christian gospel.

These basics are rarely questioned, even by more radical scholars.
They are among the most widely established details from the entire
New Testament. As such, to address the enigma of the appearances,
these early Christian convictions need to be explained. Why are these
concessions standard scholarly fare? An entire series of reasons lies
behind this critical recognition, reasons that will be summarized only
briefly here.?

For example, among the earliest New Testament writers, Paul states
that he experienced personally one of these resurrection appearances
(1 Cor. 9:1; 15:8). Further, soon after his conversion (Gal. 1:15-16),
Paul traveled to Jerusalem and discussed the gospel message (which
included the resurrection appearances, 1 Cor. 15:1-8) with two other
apostles, Peter and James, the brother of Jesus (Gal. 1:18-24). Later,
Paul returned to Jerusalem specifically to verify his gospel message
with these two apostles plus John (Gal. 2:2), who confirmed it (2:9-
10). Paul stated that he also knew what the other apostles were teach-
ing concerning the resurrection appearances, which he said was the
same message (1 Cor. 15:11). So it is widely recognized that Paul’s tes-
timony brings us very close to the earliest apostolic gospel message.

Moreover, the majority of recent scholars concede that James was
an unbeliever until he experienced an appearance of the risen Jesus
(1 Cor. 15:7). For the seeming majority of scholars who recognize early
creedal passages in the Acts preaching, this adds to the potential tes-
timony to the appearances.” Many of the apostles were willing to die
specifically for this message, which differentiates their transformation
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from those, then or today, who are willing to die for an ideology that
often is not linked to events, and for which the convert is not in a posi-
tion to check out the nature of the claim. For the lesser number who
think the tomb was empty (still the majority of scholars), this also
favors some sort of experience.*

Now we must be careful here. It does not directly follow that, after
his death, Jesus appeared to his followers. What most scholars grant is
that some or all of these reasons indicate that Jesus’ followers thought
that Jesus was raised, and a number claimed that they had seen him,
both individually and in groups. This has been a mainstay of critical
thought since nineteenth-century German theology.

For instance, as Reginald Fuller remarked decades ago, that Jesus’
disciples believed he was raised from the dead “is one of the indis-
putable facts of history.” That they indeed experienced what they
thought were Jesus’ appearances “is a fact upon which both believer
and unbeliever may agree.”* Accordingly, Fuller concluded that these
experiences must be adequately explained. This “requires that the his-
torian postulate some other event over and above Good Friday, an
event which is not itself the ‘rise of the Easter faith’ but the cause of the
Easter faith.”

More recently, James D. G. Dunn agreed: “It is almost impossible
to dispute that at the historical roots of Christianity lie some visionary
experiences of the first Christians, who understood them as appear-
ances of Jesus, raised by God from the dead.” But Dunn cautions that
these early believers were not merely relating an internal realization or
conviction: “They clearly meant that something had happened to Jesus
himself. God had raised him, not merely reassured them.”’

Perhaps surprisingly, more skeptical scholars often still acknowl-
edge the grounds for the appearances as well. Norman Perrin writes:
“The more we study the tradition with regard to the appearances, the
firmer the rock begins to appear upon which they are based.” Helmut
Koester is even more positive: “We are on much firmer ground with
respect to the appearances of the risen Jesus and their effect. . .. That
Jesus also appeared to others (Peter, Mary Magdalene, James) cannot
very well be questioned.”

The crux of the issue, then, is not whether there were real experi-
ences, but how we explain the nature of these early experiences. What
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best accounts for the early Christian belief that Jesus had appeared
after his death?

As Peter Carnley explains: “There is no doubt that the first disciples
interpreted the Easter visions or appearances as signs of the heavenly pres-
ence of Christ. Why they should be minded to do this with the degree of
conviction that is so clearly reflected in the early testimony is what we must
seek to explain.”"® Along a similar line of thought, Bart Ehrman writes:
“Historians, of course, have no difficulty whatsoever speaking about the
belief in Jesus’ resurrection, since this is a matter of public record. For it is
a historical fact that some of Jesus’ followers came to believe that he had
been raised from the dead soon after his execution.”"' This early belief in
the resurrection is the historical origin of Christianity.

Scholars widely agree that some of Jesus’ early followers claimed
to have seen him alive after his death. The main point of contention
comes when we ask, with scholars like Fuller and Carnley, how these
early Christian experiences are best explained. Historically, the major
disagreement marking this broad range of explanations, of course, is
between those scholars who hold that natural hypotheses can explain
the historical and other data better than the supernatural thesis that
Jesus appeared alive after his death.

I propose that these two broad explanations should each be sub-
divided once, with agnosticism occupying the ground between them.
At the expense of oversimplifying, this will allow us to map the major
critical reactions to the nature of the disciples’ experiences into a total
of five categories, four of which I will describe in some detail.'” The
purpose, again, is to ascertain the scholarly lay of the land as well as to
note a few recent shifts across this terrain.

Let us begin with those who hold that natural hypotheses can
best explain the data. Some of these scholars appeal to the internal,
subjective states of the early Christians, arguing that this best unlocks
the secret of the appearances. While agreeing with the likelihood of
a natural explanation, other scholars prefer more external, objective
solutions, involving events and conditions outside the early Chris-
tians. Both groups agree that Jesus did not rise from the dead and that
the phenomena in question can best be explained another way. I will
name these two perspectives the natural internal and the natural exter-
nal theses, respectively.'
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Many other scholars disagree, holding that reasons such as those
outlined above indicate that the early believers’ had actually witnessed
appearances of the risen Jesus. With Dunn, they agree that something
happened to Jesus and not just to his followers. But there is a second-
ary distinction here as well. Some of these scholars, emphasizing faith,
prefer “luminous,” often heavenly, manifestations of Jesus that did
not involve Jesus’ physical body, bolstered by several of the above rea-
sons. Others, placing more emphasis on the evidence, hold that Jesus
appeared in an external, bodily form. Both share the conviction that
Jesus was raised from the dead and really appeared to his followers. I
will name these positions the supernatural internal and the supernatu-
ral external theses, respectively."

Inbetween these two large categoriesis another view. Whileacknowl-
edging perhaps even most of the reasons outlined above, scholars who
hold this view conclude that they just are not sure how to best evaluate
the data. Further, they often explain that it is not crucial to decide what
probably happened—Christianity can survive just fine without giving
an answer to this question. This is the agnostic position.

The crux of the issue, then, is that the early Christians fully
believed in Jesus’ resurrection. Some of Jesus’ disciples taught that he
had appeared to them after his death. This is at the center of several
acknowledged facts regarding the end of Jesus’ life and the beginning
of the early church. While scholars explain this data in various ways,
the appearances are the starting point.

I have argued elsewhere that, while they still hold a decidedly
minority position among the total number of commentators, recent
decades have revealed a slight increase in scholars who espouse natu-
ralistic hypotheses to account for Jesus’ resurrection.'> Some of us had
predicted this occurrence for years, so the increase was not a shock.
Much more surprising, however, are the latest developments among
those who believe that Jesus was raised from the dead in some sense.

Mapping Natural Theories

During the past two or three decades, a number of scholars have
embraced various naturalistic alternatives to the New Testament report
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that Jesus was raised from the dead. After a lengthy lapse, and with-
out new evidence emerging that favors these alternatives, it is difficult
to account for this trend. With few exceptions, the theses parallel the
nineteenth-century German lives of Jesus, along with some occasional
new twists. Many of the suggestions have been published by scholars,
although many others have been espoused in popular writings. Some
have been developed in detail, while others have been mentioned only
briefly. These natural hypotheses come in both internal and external
varieties.

Natural Internal Theories

Scholars in this category hold that Jesus’ appearances are best explained
as a result of the internal, subjective states of the early Christians. As it
was at the end of nineteenth-century German liberalism, as well as
at the end of the twentieth century, probably the single most popu-
lar alternative to Jesus’ resurrection was the hallucination, or subjec-
tive vision, theory. The disciples became convinced that they had seen
Jesus alive, even though nothing had actually happened to him.

This option may have been largely prompted by the trends that we
have already noted. The critical community has long acknowledged
that the disciples believed firmly that Jesus had appeared to them after
his death. While not the only theory in this category, the internal the-
ses move to the heart of the issue—explaining the disciples’ belief.

After a hiatus of many decades, arguably almost a century, the
subjective vision theory has made a comeback. Hallucinations involve
a mistaken perception that is not linked to the real world. They are
defined as “false sensory perception not associated with real external
stimuli.”'® German theologian Gerd Liidemann has argued the most
influential version of the subjective vision theory. Liidemann appeals
to “stimulus,” “religious intoxication,” and “enthusiasm” as the men-
tal states leading to the visions seen by Peter and the others, but he is
clear that nothing actually happened to Jesus.'” There was a notable
response, often an outcry, that was vociferous in its opposition.'*

Another seemingly nameless internal thesis is what I have termed
the illumination theory. In this theory, championed by Willi Marxsen,
through some almost entirely nondescript internal process, Peter is

.
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the key to the other disciples becoming convinced that Jesus had been
raised from the dead. Peter’s insights provided the initial impetus, and
his contagious enthusiasm persuaded his friends that Jesus was alive.
Rarely are more specifics provided.” Strangely enough, in a later vol-
ume, Marxsen conceded that he was no longer sure whether Jesus’
vision (or visions) was subjective or objective.”

Although not moving as far as what I have called the illumina-
tion thesis, Rudolf Pesch’s early work typifies the view of a few schol-
ars who thought that Jesus’ precrucifixion authority, teachings, and
influence were enough to cause his followers to survive the crucifixion
with their faith intact.?' However, Pesch later changed this view, recog-
nizing that the appearances of the risen Jesus could be established by
careful research.”

The hallucination, or subjective vision hypothesis, and the illu-
mination thesis are the chief instances of internal naturalistic theo-
ries. Championing the power of inner faith and enthusiasm, they have
sought to explain the disciples’ subsequent experiences.

Natural External Theories

Various recent attempts have sought to explain the New Testament
accounts of Jesus’ appearances in terms of the external states and con-
ditions of the early Christians. Some of these explanations are rather
incredible and even fanciful.

One old standby, the swoon or apparent death theory, has even
appeared in a few places recently, although it is seldom espoused by
scholars. One scholarly exception is a very brief article by Margaret
Lloyd Davies and Trevor Lloyd Davies that postulates that Jesus lost
consciousness, leading bystanders to conclude that he was dead. When
removed from the cross, however, Jesus revived and was treated. Quite
surprisingly, according to this theory, the appearances apparently were
caused not by Jesus actually being seen later but by some unspecified
sort of “perceptions,” raising once again the possibility of hallucina-
tions.” Physicians reacted immediately against the Davies’ stance, offer-
ing multiple demonstrations that Jesus really died by crucifixion.*

Overall, the swoon or apparent death theory has been rare ever since
David Strauss’s critique in 1835.% By the turn of the twentieth century,
it was treated mainly as nothing more than a historical curiosity.*
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Other scholars have questioned the Gospel accounts of the burial
and empty tomb, sometimes by returning to hypotheses that reflect
older German efforts. The best known is John Dominic Crossan’s the-
sis that Jesus’ dead body was either simply left on the cross or buried
in a shallow grave. Bither way, “the dogs were waiting.””” Other-tomb
theories have also been proposed.*

As at the end of the nineteenth century, various versions of the leg-
end theory also existed at the end of the twentieth century. Of course,
most critical scholars employ legendary elements without postulating
full proposals of this sort. But others have stretched legendary accre-
tion to a far greater extent. One of the best known and most radical is
the view offered by G. A. Wells, who holds either that Jesus never lived
or that he was an obscure, ancient individual who cannot be dated
even to the first century c.k. Wells thinks that the Gospels are largely
fabrication and explains the resurrection appearances as the growth
of legend.”

A popular thesis at the close of the nineteenth century was that
of the history-of-religions school, which attributed New Testament
teachings to the ancient mystery religions. Evan Fales, a rare recent rep-
resentative of these scholars, agrees with them that the best approach
is to study Near Eastern mythical figures, such as Tammuz, Adonis,
Isis, and Osiris.™

Another naturalistic hypothesis—what I will call the illusion the-
ory, for lack of a recognized name—is often treated as a relative to
hallucinations but needs to be cataloged differently. It is clearly an
external alternative response because it is concerned particularly with
perceptions in the objective world, although this is seldom recognized.
As discussed earlier, hallucinations are subjective in nature. An illu-
sion, however, is a mistaken substitute of one condition for its actual
object—the “misperception or misinterpretation of real external sen-
sory stimuli”*' Unlike hallucinations, then, the illusion theory builds
on situations where persons, either singly or in groups, mistake actual
phenomena for something other than what they are in reality.

Michael Martin enumerates several illusions that he thinks paral-
lel the early Christian belief in Jesus’ resurrection appearances. His
examples include some exceptionally curious cases—for example,
UFOs, cattle mutilations, along with reports of witchcraft and related
phenomena in colonial America.”> G. A. Wells mistakenly refers to
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such illusional data as hallucinations.*® Michael Goulder also employs
some odd illusional incidents, concentrating especially on stories of
Bigfoot!*

I could provide other examples of naturalistic theories that have
been suggested during the last few decades, but this demarcation
should provide enough of a framework for observing the differences
between internal and external natural alternatives. While they have
made a bit of a comeback, these theories remain a minority of the
scholarly views that have appeared during this time.

Each of the naturalistic theories was attacked piece by piece by the
liberal scholars in the nineteenth century, as each criticized the others’
approaches.” In the twentieth century, critical scholarship has largely
rejected wholesale the naturalistic approaches to the resurrection. For
example, while discussing these naturalistic approaches to the resur-
rection, Raymond Brown calls the attempts “gratuitous charges” and
points out that they are at odds with the information we have on these
subjects.®® N. T. Wright treats a number of what he terms “false trails”
and concludes that the problem with each attempt is that it runs up
against “first-century history.”’ Similarly, James D. G. Dunn asserts
that “alternative interpretations of the data fail to provide a more
satisfactory explanation” than the New Testament message that God
raised Jesus from the dead.*

Certain philosophers agree; for example, Steven T. Davis writes: “All
of the alternative hypotheses with which I am familiar are historically
weak; some are so weak that they collapse of their own weight once
spelled out. ... The alternative theories that have been proposed are not
only weaker but far weaker at explaining the available historical evi-
dence.”® Richard Swinburne concludes the matter: “Alternative hypoth-
eses have always seemed to me to give far less satisfactory accounts of
the historical evidence than does the traditional account.™

Exhibiting an amazing amount of consensus, most researchers
across a very wide conceptual spectrum have rejected naturalistic
approaches as explanations for the earliest Christians’ belief in the res-
urrection of Jesus. Even a small sample of these scholars over recent
decades forms an impressive list.*" Accordingly, the path of natural
alternative theories is definitely a minority approach.
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Though nuanced, the theses that postulate that Jesus was raised from
the dead in a supernatural manner vary less. What these views share
is the belief that, after Jesus’ death, something actually happened to
him rather than merely to his followers. The theses differ in the way in
which Jesus appeared—whether as a luminous (or other) vision or as
a spiritual body.

Supernatural Subjective Theories

Toward the end of the era of nineteenth-century German liberalism,
in his major work Die Geschichte Jesu von Nazara (The History of Jesus
of Nazara), Theodor Keim challenged David Strauss’s subjective vision
theory. Convinced that Strauss’s thesis was severely lacking, Keim first
forcefully restated the hypothesis. He then followed with a multifac-
eted critique that is often credited as the chief refutation of Strauss.*

Keim postulated what came to be called the objective vision theory.
This view proposed that although subjective visions ultimately fail,
these appearances still must be explained because all the data indicate
that the disciples still saw Jesus in some sense. Agreeing with Strauss
and others, Keim rejected the Gospel accounts of the women’s role
on Easter Sunday morning and removed the appearances to Gali-
lee in order to avoid having to explain the empty tomb. Turning to
the appearances, or “visions,” Keim concluded that they must be the
“objective” work of God, who cooperated with the glorified Jesus him-
self. So Jesus was raised from the dead and appeared to his disciples in
the form of heavenly “telegrams,” revealing his glorified state and con-
vincing them that he was alive and well. Keim realized that his theory
was supernatural and involved a miracle.”

This general approach, minus a few of Keim’s details, tremen-
dously influenced critical theology in the second half of the twenti-
eth century. Hans Grass’s 1956 work Ostergeschehen und Osterberichte
(Easter-event and Easter-reports) favored a similar proposal—that
the empty tomb accounts are legendary but that Jesus did appear
in Galilee in a noncorporeal but supernatural manner that cannot
be explained in natural terms.* Grass’s much-cited work influenced
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theology and brought conceptions of the resurrection like Keim'’s to
the forefront of discussion.

Few scholars described this phenomenon more thoroughly than
Reginald Fuller. Accepting the historicity of the empty tomb, con-
trary to Keim and Grass, Fuller defines the appearances as “visionary
experiences of light, combined with a communication of meaning.”*
Fuller notes some similarities to Keim’s position here, as well as some
dissimilarities, such as his qualifying the use of the term objective.*

For a few decades after Grass, what I have termed the supernatu-
ral subjective characterization of the resurrection appearances grew
in popularity, becoming at least the most influential, if not also the
most popular, approach. Many major scholars took this position.*” It
was usually characterized by an emphasis on nonbodily visions, most
likely from heaven, where the risen Jesus communicated his message
to his disciples (perhaps by imparting meaning without literal words).
While Jesus was actually raised as an act of God, it was usually said
that this event cannot be historically demonstrated, although there
may well be some decent arguments in its favor. But despite this posi-
tion’s popularity, another view had begun to gain influence by the end
of the twentieth century.

Supernatural Objective Theories

Even before the publication of N. T. Wright’s monumental volume
The Resurrection of the Son of God in 2003, the tide had begun to turn
toward the view that Jesus not only was raised miraculously from the
dead but also appeared in a spiritual body.”* So, the resurrection is an
event that happened to Jesus, rather than either an internal experience
or a natural occurrence. The risen Jesus featured both bodily conti-
nuity, including qualities that could be observed and perhaps even
touched, as well as transformed discontinuity. Thus, Jesus appeared
as far more than a vision of light from heaven. Further, it was usually
held that firm historical evidence accompanied these appearances.*”
Intriguingly, some commentators who still reject the facticity of
Jesus’ resurrection, such as Gerd Liiddemann, still acknowledge that the
New Testament authors held this view, because of the manner in which
Jesus appeared to his followers. For Liidemann, even Paul thought that
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Jesus appeared to him “in his transformed spiritual resurrection cor-
poreality,” signifying both bodily and transformed elements.® This
is striking given the direction of recent conceptualizations of Paul’s
appearance that tend to favor the view described earlier as supernatu-
ral, glorified, or luminous visions.

Likewise, John Dominic Crossan and Jonathan Reed agree that, for
Paul, Jesus’ appearance to him was also bodily in nature. They state,
“To take seriously Paul’s claim to have seen the risen Jesus, we suggest
that his inaugural vision was of Jesus’ body simultaneously wounded
and glorified.” Regarding the Lukan claim of a luminous vision, Cros-
san and Reed propose that “we bracket that blinded-by-light sequence
and imagine instead a vision in which Paul both sees and hears Jesus
as the resurrected Christ, the risen Lord.”" If such critical scholars as
Liidemann, Crossan, and Reed are correct, any position that takes seri-
ously the early Christian teachings should at least address the nature
of their claims.

Another particular effort that signals a change in this direction is
the 2002 volume entitled Resurrection, edited by Ted Peters, Robert John
Russell, and Michael Welker.* The eighteen contributors argue repeat-
edly that the resurrections of both Jesus and believers will be embod-
ied, with most also holding some form of reconstitutionalism.”

N. T. Wright furthered the argument yet another step. For more
than five hundred pages in his recent volume, he argues very persua-
sively that, among both pagans and Jews in the ancient Mediterranean
world up until the second century c.k., the term dvdoTacts almost
uniformly meant that the body would be raised. So dvdoTaois and
its cognates (such as é€avdoTaots) along with related words (such
as éyeipw) almost without exception referred to bodily resurrection.
Even the ancients who rejected the doctrine still used the relevant
terms in this manner. Conversely, if they spoke about the soul or spirit
being glorified or otherwise living after death, they used terms other
than resurrection.* Moreover, even Paul, who is most often said to
have taught otherwise, held strongly to Jesus’ bodily resurrection, as
did the rest of the New Testament authors.”

Not to be missed or glossed over lightly is that, on the two ear-
lier occasions when Tom Wright and Dom Crossan dialogued on this
subject, as well as here, Crossan noted his essential agreement with
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Wright's major emphasis on the meaning of bodily resurrection, espe-
cially in a Jewish-Christian context.” As it turns out, Crossan “was
already thinking along these same lines.””

Crossan and Reed are helpful here too. They agree that the early
Christian hope, like the major Jewish interpretation, was bodily res-
urrection. Paul clearly takes the bodily position when addressing the
Greek Platonists at Corinth, who opposed Paul’s teaching of “the
materiality of Christ’s bodily resurrection.” Paul countered the Greek
arguments several ways, chiefly by teaching his concept of the spiri-
tual body, whereby Jesus was raised in a real body that was still trans-
formed by divine empowerment, as the beginning of the resurrection
of the dead. Paul taught the same view to the Thessalonians.™

Thus, current theological trends at the close of the twentieth cen-
tury and continuing into the twenty-first century may reflect some
areas of general agreement. Especially given the current popularity
(see below) of what I have termed the supernatural external view, it
seems that fairly traditional views have again moved to the forefront
of research and discussion. While sporting a few new wrinkles as well
as some improvements, the view that Jesus was raised bodily is cur-
rently the predominant position, if judged in terms of scholarly sup-
port. Moreover, some scholars who reject this view still hold that it
was at least the New Testament position, including Paul’s own teach-
ing.” This is a marked change from recent decades when Paul’s view
was often interpreted far differently.

Conclusion

As mentioned at the outset, this study has admittedly and necessarily
been sketchy. It consists chiefly of a brief survey of recent trends on the
subject of natural and supernatural theories designed to explain the
resurrection appearances of Jesus. Even many scholars seem to have
missed the distinctive history and especially the current distribution
of these theses.

My chief goal was to map a wide range of stances and, particu-
larly, to differentiate four categorical explanations—the natural inter-
nal and external theories, and the supernatural internal and external
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approaches. I also named and described two of the naturalistic theses—
the illumination and illusion views—that are seldom, if ever, either
identified or qualifiedly differentiated from other views.

Though the recent upturn toward opting for naturalistic alterna-
tives has not been overly popular, and is still far from the most com-
mon option, the numbers are noteworthy. Not surprisingly, virtually
none of these natural paths has been traveled by the scholarly pens of
the most influential writers contributing to the Third Quest for the
historical Jesus. On the other hand, recent years have shown a stronger
migration to one of the supernatural camps.

How do current scholars line up? In my own survey of recent
resurrection sources mentioned at the start of this chapter, less than
one-quarter of critical scholars who addressed the historicity question
offered naturalistic theories, of either the internal or external varieties.
More surprisingly, only a few specifically identified themselves as agnos-
tic on the issue, but one suspects that there are reasons for such a low
number.®” The almost three-quarters of remaining scholars hold either
of the two views that Jesus was raised from the dead in some sense.

Further, if my survey of recent resurrection sources provides an
accurate gauge, the subcategories may also be estimated, even if gen-
erally. Taken as a separate entity, the natural category was subdivided
into the internal theories, such as hallucination (about a third of these
particular scholars), and the objective theories, such as legend (about
two-thirds). Among the supernatural positions, we have the further
subdivisions of those who prefer more visionary views (less than one-
quarter of these particular scholars) and those who take the position
that Jesus was resurrected in a real, though still transformed, body
(more than three-quarters).

Some intriguing trends have emerged. One may quibble or even
disagree with the estimated percentages here, but certain broad move-
ments seem clear.® On the natural side, the overall position is held by
a distinct minority of scholars. Within this perspective, while halluci-
nation theses are arguably the single most popular option, the exter-
nal category as a whole is decidedly more popular (approximately two
to one).

The supernatural view that Jesus rose from the dead in one of two
senses is a distinct majority position over the natural option (almost

_9] —



Gary R. Habermas

three to one). Very surprisingly, while the supernatural internal cat-
egory (the old “objective vision theory”) was the most popular among
scholars through the middle to late twentieth century, it has been rele-
gated to a minority response in recent years, in favor of bodily appear-
ances of the risen Jesus (more than three to one).

This essay concerns recent trends. Rather than demonstrating any
particular view, it serves as a general indication of the current schol-
arly climate.
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