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As noted above, it is important to avoid applying historical Jesus criteria but fail
to evaluate the findings. Criteria can be used to isolate the earliest stories about Jesus,
however, more needs to be done to validate whether they are historically plausible. This
is a crucial second step that cannot be ignored. The evaluation method being used in the
following chapters is McCullagh’s six conditions for establishing authenticity. What

follows is a description of the conditions and how they will be used.

McCullagh’s Conditions

McCullagh is a philosopher of history who has written extensively on the task of
historical reconstruction and the method in which historians seek to prove their
hypotheses.”” When determining the validity of a hypothesis, McCullagh has developed
six conditions for evaluating its historical authenticity.*® McCullagh’s six conditions are
designed to assist in piecing together past events when making an argument to the best
explanation. They provide a useful tool for comparing hypotheses regarding whether
Jesus's tomb was empty.

In order to be considered plausible, a hypothesis must fit the following conditions:
(1) It must have great explanatory scope; (2) It must have great explanatory power; (3) It

must be more plausible than other hypotheses; (4) It must be less ad hoc than any other

2 See McCullagh, “Historical Explanation,” 10-16; “Truth,” 97-117; “Postmodernism,” 8—10;
“Bias,” 39-66; Logic; Truth; and Justifying. It should be noted that McCullagh is a historian, not a biblical
scholar. His evaluation method is being use because it does not make a favourable outcome for the empty
tomb any more or less likely.

3% Donnelly and Norton claim that McCullagh “Is the leading ‘realist’ or reconstructionist
philosopher of history” (Doing History, 55). Windschuttle says that McCullagh’s work is a “Tour de force”
and the “Best defense of history by any philosopher and a major contribution to the field” (“Critique,” 278).
Munslow, furthermore states that he is the “Leading realist philosopher of history” (New History, 65).
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historians are forced to bend information or fill in blanks with their imagination does not
have adequate explanatory power.>* An example of poor explanatory scope would be
using second century texts like the Gospel of Thomas to try and fill in the gaps of Jesus’s
childhood. Because of the Gospel of Thomas's late dating, the quality of this source is

poor. As such, any hypothesis using this text would be limited in its historical probability.

Plausibility

Being more plausible than competing hypotheses means that a theory must “Be implied
to some degree by a greater variety of accepted truths than any other, and be implied
more strongly than any other; and its probable negation must be implied by fewer beliefs,
and implied less strongly than any other.” This means that a hypothesis must be
plausible based on known information and additionally, that it cannot be easily disproved
on the basis of known information. For example, in historical Jesus research, a plausible
theory might be that when in Jerusalem, Jesus spent time at the temple. Based on the

information in the Gospels and the centrality of the temple for Jewish worship, it is very

plausible that Jesus would have gone to the temple.

Ad Hoc

Being less ad hoc than competing hypotheses means that a theory “Must include fewer

new suppositions about the past which are not already implied to some extent by existing

34 See Wright, New Testament, 99-100; and Licona, Resurrection, 109-110.
35 McCullagh, Justifying, 19, 23-4.
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This thesis assumes a middle position, where the burden of proof shifts to anyone
making a claim. An argument that is put forward must be backed by evidence and needs
to follow a clearly identified criteria and method. Hooker best describes this position by
explaining, “It is the duty of every scholar, in considering every saying [or action], to
give a reasonable account of all the evidence; for he is not entitled to assume, simply in
the absence of contrary evidence, either that a saying [or action] is genuine or that it is
not.”® Hooker is correct in her statement. Nothing about the historical Jesus, and in

particular the empty tomb, can simply be assumed. Evidence needs to be provided to

support a claim.

Conclusion

This chapter has provided a summary of the sources available to study the empty tomb,
the historical Jesus criteria, McCullagh’s evaluation method, and where the burden of
proof lies. Out of the many historical Jesus criteria that have been employed, several have
been identified as being the most useful in analyzing the empty tomb. These criteria will
be used to trace whether what the primary sources say about the tomb is part of the
authentic Jesus tradition. Now that the groundwork for studying the Gospels has been

laid, it is possible to proceed to analyzing the empty tomb narratives.

% Hooker, “Using the Wrong Tool,” 75.
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disciples and Peter
that he is going
ahead of you to
Galilee; there you
will see him, just as
he told you.” So
they went out and
fled from the tomb,
for terror and
amazement had
seized them; and
they said nothing to
anyone, for they
were afraid.

joy, and ran to tell
his disciples.

and ran to the tomb;
stooping and
looking in, he saw
the linen cloths by
themselves; then he
went home, amazed
at what had
happened.

| understand the

linen wrappings
but rolled up in a
place by

itself. Then the
other disciple, who
reached the tomb
first, also went in,
and he saw and
believed; for as yet
they did not

scripture, that he
must rise from the
dead. Then the
disciples returned
to their homes.

The four canonical Gospels differ substantially in telling about Jesus appearing to

his followers after the resurrection. The Gospels create what Nolland calls a “tangled

pattern” that needs to be sorted through.* Assuming Mark originally ended after 16:8, he

includes no appearance stories, only an exhortation that Jesus had risen and was

travelling to Galilee (16:6-7). Matthew is the only Gospel to include the great

commission statement about making disciples of all nations (28:19-20). The episode on

the road to Emmaus appears only in Luke (24:13-35). Only John includes Jesus meeting

his disciples in a closed room where he appears to Thomas (20:19-31), as well as the

reinstatement of Peter (ch. 21).3

With these differences in mind, the overall symmetry of the empty tomb

narratives is an anomaly. The four passages revolve around a consistent narrative core:

Mary Magdalene and other female followers (John only has Mary) go to the tomb during

4 Nolland, Luke, 1180.
3 For an in-depth commentary on the Passion and resurrection narratives, see Brown, Death.
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the morning of the first day of the week. She/they find the stone of the tomb rolled away,

the tomb empty, and are met by (an) angel(s) who tells her/them that Jesus is not there for

he has risen.®

The differences in the Gospels are a topic of debate among scholars. In the empty
tomb narratives, these differences—although minor—are essential to note and not to be
undermined. Although a full treatment of this issue is not possible here, Wright’s words
are helpful. He argues, “It would be wrong to highlight the small-scale discrepancies
between the four canonical narratives as though they constituted evidence that nothing at
all actually happened. If anything, the argument should work the other way. If nothing
happened, and if someone, years later, invented a story of . . . discovering an empty tomb,
we should expect, not four slightly different stories, but one story.”’ Similarly, Dunn
notes, “Overall it makes far greater sense to assume that there were various versions of
the story of the empty tomb in circulation, retellings of the core tradition with variation of
detail and embellishments of emphasis such as we would expect in an oral tradition
phase.”® The peripheral differences are important for showing that each writer did not
copy off the other; instead, they reflect four different perspectives on the same story that

all converge on a central theme: the empty tomb. The question that now needs to be

asked is: Is this tradition authentic?

¢ The objective of this chapter is to examine the authenticity of the empty tomb tradition, not to
discuss the validity of supernatural phenomenon such as angels.

T Wright, Resurrection, 649. See also Bruce, New Testament Documents; and Bloomberg,
Historical Reliability.

8 Dunn, Jesus, 831.
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Application of Criteria

The texts about the empty tomb can now be analyzed using historical Jesus criteria. To
reiterate, material meeting the various criteria does not make it historical. Rather, these
criteria determine the likelihood of an event or saying being part of the authentic Jesus
tradition. The use of the criterion of Palestinian environment is reserved for chapter 5,

because it deals primarily with the authenticity of the burial of Jesus and not the empty

tomb.

Multiple Attestation: Tomb Being Empty

Using the criterion of multiple attestation, it can be seen how the Gospels and Paul all
agree on the core tradition that the tomb of Jesus was empty. These multiple, independent

sources indicate that different stories about the tomb were in circulation prior to the

Gospels being written.

Empty Tomb in the Gospels

In the Gospels, the differences in language, particularly in reference to the angel(s), are

an indication of multiple sources.® In Mark, a young man (veavioxov)'® meets the women

? Compare Mark 13:13; Matt 10:22; and Luke 21:17 where there is verbatim agreement: “And you
will be hated by all because of my name” (xai éoecfe pooluevot vmod mavrwy dia 1 Gvopa pou). This is a
clear example of triple tradition material. For the empty tomb narrative, if Matthew and Luke were copying
from Mark, we would expect the language Matthew and Luke used to be more similar to Mark than it is.
The best explanation for the differences is that the Synoptic writers all worked from different stories about
Jesus.

19 [n Mark and Luke’s versions, they likely still had angels in mind. In 2 Macc, for example,

angels are described as being young men (80o...veaviat) wearing robes (oTohéc) (3:26; 5:2). See Evans,
Mark, 536.
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Ehrman argues that the oral tradition about Jesus is similar to the “telephone
game” played by children today and is therefore unreliable. The argument is that after a
story has been re-told several times, it changes so dramatically that it becomes
unrecognizable.!> Although a valid critique, Ehrman does not acknowledge the
significance of the fact that the Gospels rely on different stories which all agree on a
solidified core. Although small, individual details vary, the central foundation of the
narratives remain the same.'® If Luke is telling the truth about interviewing eye-
witnesses, then he was not receiving information passed through multiple filters. Instead,
he went back to the original sources.!” The empty tomb being multiply attested in the
Gospels, even if it were just in two—Mark and John for example—adds more credibility
to it being an authentic tradition. At the very least, the tradition of the empty tomb was

extant prior to Mark being written in approximately 70 CE.

eye-witnesses, but according to his introduction, there was at least some. The author of John also claims to
have been an eye-witness. Writing about the crucifixion, John writes, “He who saw this has testified so that
you also may believe. His testimony is true, and he knows that he tells the truth” (19:35).

15 Ehrman, New Testament, 82-95. Much has been written on the oral tradition. The disciplines of
form, source, and redaction criticism focus heavily on this and how the theology of the evangelists, or the
communities in which the Gospels were written, influenced the Gospels’s final form. See Gerhardsson,
Reliability; Bultmann, History, Bauckham, Jesus: and Stein. Studying.

16 The language difference (for example, the young man/men/angel/angels), counters the claim
that each evangelist received the story from the same source. There do not appear to be any theological,
social, or political reasons for why they would alter the number or wording. Calling an angel, a “man”
(dvdpds) as opposed to an “angel” (dyyelos) does not impact the meaning of what was being said. Luke, for
example, calls the figures at the tomb “men” (dvdpeg) (24:4-5 cf. Acts 1:10), but there are other times
where he calls these figures “angel(s)” (dyyeros) (cf. 1:11, 13, 18-19, 26, 30, 34-35, 38; 2:8-10, 13, 15, 21;
4:10;9:26; 12:8,9; 15:10; 16:22; 20:36; 22:43; 24:43; Acts 5:19; 6:15; 7:30, 35, 38, 53; 8:26; 10:3, 7, 22;
11:13; 12:7-11, 15, 23; 23:8-9; 27:23). He uses different terms, but they mean the same thing,

17 For example, people in Jerusalem during the Easter events who knew what happened. This cuts
out Ehrman’s *middlemen.”
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Empty Tomb in Paul: 1 Cor 15

Searching outside the Gospels also reveals an empty tomb tradition that predates the

Gospels. In 1 Cor 15, Paul cites an early church creed which discusses the resurrection:

For I handed on to you as of first importance what I in turn had received: that
Christ died for our sins in accordance with the scriptures, and that he was buried,
and that he was raised on the third day in accordance with the scriptures, and that
he appeared to Cephas, then to the twelve. Then he appeared to more than five
hundred brothers and sisters at one time, most of whom are still alive, though
some have died. Then he appeared to James, then to the all the apostles. Last of
all, as to one untimely born, he appeared also to me (vv. 3-8).

The way Paul introduces this creed, “For I handed on to you as of first importance
what I in turn had received” (mapédwxa yap Oulv év mpatots, 8 xai mapérafBov), indicates
how he is repeating a statement that he did not create (cf. 1 Cor 11:2, 23). Mark may be
the earliest Gospel; however, the letters of Paul are earlier, with 1 Corinthians being
penned around 54/5 CE."® Most exegetes agree that the creed Paul cites was received
during his visit to Jerusalem when he met with Peter and James (cf. Gal 1:18-19)." If
this is true, it places the date of its composition sometime in the early 30’s CE, shortly
after the crucifixion.?® Paul’s source for this creed is different from any used in the
Gospels. Again, this can be seen through the difference in wording. The Gospels all
speak about Jesus being raised “On the first day of the week” (t§ wd tév ocapBatwy) (cf.
Mark 16: 2; Matt 28:1; Luke 24:1; John 20:1). Paul, however, uses a vastly different

motif, saying, “On the third day” (t§j nuépa T4 pityn) (v. 4).

18 See Fee, First Epistle, 4-5.

19 For example, Funk et al., Acts, 466; Harrisville, ] Corinthians, 251; Fee, First Epistle, 717-29;
Dunn, Jesus, 854-5; and Goulder, “Baseless Fabric,” 48. As Funk et al., claims, the creed may have been
composed “A few days, or weeks, or months, after Jesus’s death™ (Acts, 466).

2 This is acknowledged by Liidemann who uses the creed as a “Point of entry” into studying the

resurrection ( What Really Happened, 10). Liidemann, although he denies the empty tomb, dates the creed
to be no later than 33 CE.


















45

did not simply mean coming back alive; instead, it meant a “Reversal or undoing or
defeat of death.”® In essence, there could not be “a resurrection,” or “multiple

resurrections,” there could only be “the resurrection.”

Christian Eschatology

When the early Christians spoke of resurrection, they meant the same thing (cf. 1 Cor
15). The early Christians were still anticipating “the resurrection”; an event in the future

where the dead would be raised and stand before God in judgement (cf. 1 Thess 4:16; 2

Cor 5:1-4; Rev 20).

In the New Testament, several miracles were preformed to resuscitate the dead
(cf. Luke 7:11-17; 8:49-56; John 11:1-44; Acts 9:36-42; 20:7—12). Outside of Jesus, it is
assumed that this new chance at life was temporary and that the resuscitated would
ultimately die again. Followers of Jesus were still awaiting a final undoing, or defeat of
death.?® There was only one person who the Church believed had risen from the dead and
would never die again—Jesus.* If the final vindication of the righteous was to take place
during the future, there was no need to invent a story saying Jesus’s body was missing
from the tomb (cf. Rev 19:11-21). It would, in fact, make more sense to say that Jesus

would rise at the final resurrection and that he would play some important role in the end

38 Wright, Resurrection, 201, emphasis original.

39 See 1 Thess 4:13—18; 2 Cor 5; John 11, where the topic of eschatology and the final vindication
of believers is discussed. As Martha mourns the death of her brother Lazarus in John 11, she says to Jesus,
“I know that he will rise again in the resurrection on the last day” (v. 24). This statement reflects the belief
in a final, once and for all resurrection in the future.

0 Heb 9:27 reads, “It is appointed for mortals to die once, and after that the judgement.”
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through quotations used by Origen, much can be reconstructed. Celsus claimed that a
dead person cannot be immortal (2:16); and that Christians worship a corpse (7:68).
Celsus denied any form of resurrection (5:14; 6:29), claiming that it was “Revolting and

impossible” (5:14).* Nowhere is any rebuttal made against the empty tomb.

Conclusion

Using historical Jesus criteria, it can be seen that strong arguments exist for the
authenticity of the empty tomb tradition. Each criterion on its own is not sufficient to
make a judgement; when combined, however, they form a strong case. This does not
guarantee historicity though. What it shows is that the earliest core tradition about the
Easter events included an empty tomb. The empty tomb is multiply attested in
independent sources and the traditions are early. The evangelists would probably not
have invented an embarrassing account of women finding the empty tomb unless they
believed this to be the case. In light of Jewish and early Christian eschatological beliefs,
it also seems strange that the evangelists would invent a story about the empty tomb. The
tomb—and the resurrection in general—do not fit easily within the traditional Jewish

eschatological framework of what was excepted at the time.

What is not said about the tomb of Jesus is also important. There is no record of
any veneration occurring at Jesus’s tomb, indicating that the early church did not believe

his remains were there. Furthermore, the fact that there are no theories which speak of

“% Translation from Stanton, “Early Objections.”
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disgraceful and was considered to have massive ramifications for the afterlife.” Tacitus
reports how some defeated enemies of emperor Tiberius would rather commit suicide

than face trial, “Because people sentenced to death forfeited their property and were

forbidden decent burial” (4rnn. 6:29).8

Crucifixion and Non-Burial

Crucifixion was a common form of punishment in the Roman empire for peasants, slaves,
or violent criminals.’ It was called by Josephus a “most miserable” form of death and was
meant to inflict maximum pain over a prolonged period (War 7:203). Crucifixion
involved either nailing or tying a victim to a vertical beam which was placed along a
public road. Death could take several days and was usually a result of asphyxiation, water
depravation, or heart failure. Prior to being crucified, a victim would be severely
whipped, and then forced to carry the horizontal beam of the cross to which they would
be attached. Wright summarizes the Roman use of crucifixion by writing, “It was not just
a means of liquidating undesirables; it did so with the maximum degradation and
humiliation. It said, loud and clear: we are in charge here; you are our property; we can

do what we like with you. It insisted, coldly and brutally, on the absolute sovereignty of

" Cf. Josephus, Aga. Api. 2:211; Deut 28:25-26; 2 Sam 2:4-5: 1 Kgs 21:23; 2 Kgs 9:33-37; Tob
1:18-20; 2:3-8; 4:3-4; 6:1-5; 14:10-13.

8 Translation from McCane, Roll Back, 64.

% See Hengel, Crucifixion. The common Jewish method of execution was stoning (cf. Ex 19:12—
13;21:28; Lev 20:27; 24:17; Deut 17:2-5; 22:24; Josh 7:25; 1 Kgs 21; John 8:1 11; Acts 7:54—60.
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there was a conflict.”!® The Mishnah states that to prepare a body for burial, it needs to be
anointed and washed (m. Shabb. 23:5). This aligns with both the Synoptics and John’s
description of the burial preparations. John describes Joseph of Arimathea and
Nicodemus buying spices and cloth to use in the burial preparation (cf. 19:38-42).2° In a
slightly different account, the Synoptics recount Joseph buying cloth and burying Jesus,
but then the women prepare spices to use on the body (cf. Mark 15:43-46; 16:1; Luke
23:50—24:1).2! Concern may be raised here over the difference in narratives, but as
Whitacre notes, the spices and aloe used by Joseph and Nicodemus in John were
potentially only used to “Offset the smell of decay and help preserve the body until it
could be properly attended to after the sabbath.”?? If this is true, then the women in the
Synoptics might have been going to finish the job the men had started. This preparing and

anointing of Jesus’s body was done in preparation for the second burial a year later.?

Extra-Canonical Sources and Archaeology

The non-burial theory certainly presents a challenge to the biblical claim that Jesus was
buried in a tomb by Joseph of Arimathea (cf. Matt 27:57-61; Mark 15:42-47; Luke

23:50-56; John 19:38-42). If Jesus was not buried, or if the location of his tomb was not

1 McDonald, “Burial,” 466-7. See also Pokorny, “Burial.”” 536-7.

20 John even writes how the burial was “According to the custom of the Jews” (19:40).

21 Matthew is the only Gospel that says nothing about spices. The author only notes that Joseph
wrapped Jesus’s body in a “Clean linen cloth™ and laid it in a tomb (27:59-60).

22 Whitacre, John, 470. For similar conclusions, see Keener, Gospel of John, 2:1157-64; Wahlde,
Letters of John, 2:829-35; and Brown, Death. 2:1242-83.

2 |n addition to going to the tomb to anoint the body, the women were also likely going to mourn

the loss of Jesus. The Mishnah instructs mourning to be done privately not in public, just as the women
were doing (m. Sanh. 6:6).
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bodies were crucified. The textual evidence, as well as the archaeological evidence of

Yehohanan, makes a case that burying crucified victims was not unheard of during the

first-century.

As noted, all four Gospels state that Joseph of Arimathea went to Pilate and asked
for Jesus’s body so that he could bury it. This is multiply attested in the Synoptics, as
well as in John. Could Joseph be an invented fictional character? It is possible, but
appears unlikely. If a story about burial was being created, it would make more sense to
have Jesus’s disciples, or someone from his family ask for the body. Both groups were in
Jerusalem at the time and witnessed the events at the cross. The logical continuation of
the story would be to have either of them ask for the body of Jesus. Similarly, it would be
embarrassing for the early church to have a member of the Jewish high council be
responsible for burying the Messiah (cf. Luke 23:50) when Jesus’s closest followers
cowered behind closed doors (cf. John 20:19). The burial of Jesus was still, in a sense,
shameful. He was not buried in his family’s tomb, nor was he returned to Nazareth. As
such, it would also be embarrassing for the early church not to be able to say, “He slept

with his ancestors.”?! Aninvented story likely would have amended these issues.

The record of Jesus’s burial is consistent with first-century funeral practices
among Jews in Palestine. What the criterion of Palestine environment does is affirm that
the burial narrative was not fabricated at a later date by authors who have no knowledge
of burial in first-century Palestine. Without simply trusting the Gospels as fact, it is

impossible to say whether Jesus was properly buried. The evidence suggests that it was

31 Gee McCane. “Where No One Had Yet Been Laid,” 431-52.
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the most historic probability.
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As discussed in chapter 2, arguments to the best explanation are one of the most effective

ways in evaluating hypotheses and determining which is strongest. Having a strong

hypothesis does not guarantee historicity. The best a historian can do is to situate an event

on a probability scale and be willing to continually re-evaluate their theory in light of
new evidence. Hypotheses cannot simply be presented, however. They also need to go
through a verification process and be compared against competing theories. When

verification and comparison does not take place, the full picture of an event is not taken

into consideration—only a piece is viewed.

How then does the empty tomb and non-burial theory compare against
McCullagh’s six conditions?**> To judge each of these conditions, a scale of: very weak,

weak, somewhat strong, strong, and very strong will be used to access each theory with

each of the conditions.*

33 See chapter 2 and McCullagh, Justifying, 19.

M As discussed in chapter 2, a purely objective study of history is impossible. There is always an
element of subjectivity, but throughout this thesis, certain criteria have been used to study the sources as
honestly as possible. Weighing the value of each theory is a subjective exercise. Because there are no
alternative options, however, it is necessary. The value of the discussion that took place in chapter 4 and

earlier in chapter 5 is that each theory can be compared against the six conditions based on the evidence
that has been presented for them.












65

non-burial theory would potentially be the strongest hypothesis.?” It is not debated that
the Romans left crucified victims on their cross, or that they occasionally buried them in
shallow graves. The question is whether or not this happened to Jesus. The mitigating
factors involved in Jesus’s case (i.e., the Roman tendency to honor Jewish customs, the
law that victims needed to be buried before sunset, the peaceful political situation during
the 30°s CE, and the sources which speak of burial being allowed), make the plausibility

of the burial and empty tomb more likely, even though the plausibility of the non-burial

theory is strong.

Ad Hoc

The empty tomb theory is not ad hoc. The degree to which it is not ad hoc is strong.
There are no new suppositions which need to be introduced to make the theory work.
Because this thesis is not arguing that God raised Jesus from the dead, or that God was
responsible for opening the tomb, the scope of the available evidence does not drift into
what might be deemed ad hoc.® Little speculation is taking place, since chapters 4 and 5
examined the Gospels and other relevant sources and found a compelling argument for
the authenticity of the burial and empty tomb tradition. That tradition arose close to the

time of the Easter events and is said to have come from eye-witnesses. The hypothesis

37 Historical Jesus research is unique to the field of history in that the New Testament needs to be
used to verify information within the New Testament. Does this entail that any argument produced through
New Testament textual analysis is bound to be circular? Essentially, yes. Because so little is written about
Jesus outside of the New Testament, if historical Jesus research is to continue, using the New Testament is
essential. The purpose of historical Jesus criteria is to strengthen the weaknesses of a circular argument.
Again, this present work is not affirming or criticizing the usefulness of the current criteria. The purpose is
to use what is available to see what can be said about the empty tomb.

38 Nor does it address issues that are typically relegated to the realms of theology or philosophy
(i.e., the plausibility of miracles).
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that Jesus was buried and that his tomb was found empty does not stretch beyond the

realm of plausibility.

The degree to which the non-burial theory is ad hoc is somewhat strong. There is
a strong case to be made in saying that birds or animals scavenged the body of Jesus. By
ignoring the Gospels, however, proponents of the non-burial theory are forced to make a
hypothetical reconstruction of the Easter events, based only on what is known from other
parts of the Roman Empire. Even then, the theory would still be questionable. Tacitus,
Josephus, the Digesta, along with the archaeological discovery of Yehohanan, give
evidence that a proper burial for a crucified victim was at least possible. Yehohanan in

particular, is evidence of crucified victims being buried in Palestine during the reign of

Pilate.*®

Disconfirmed by Fewer Accepted Beliefs

Neither the empty tomb or the non-burial theory is disconfirmed by accepted beliefs. The
degree to which they both pass this criterion is very strong. To make either hypothesis
work, few details about Ancient Near Eastern customs need to be guessed or imagined.
The issue is not the sources, but rather, what to make of them and how to fit the Easter
events within them. Based on what scholars believe they know about the past, either

theory is possible. There is evidence that crucified victims were given proper burials—

39 Although the burial hypothesis is plausible and not ad hoc, because not burying victims was
common, the burial hypothesis cannot be scored very strong. The non-burial theory is weakened by
ignoring multiple, independent sources (some of which claims to be from eye-witnesses) and choosing
instead to reconstruct a hypothetical scenario based on information from outside Palestine.
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“Tron sharpens iron, and one person sharpens the wits of another” may be fulfilled (Prov

27:17).
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