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The Resurrectionist

OoSmithbo
Represents: Licona, Craig, Davis, the McGrews, Swinburne, et al.
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Cavin:
Background on
the Problem of

the Resurrection
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Academic Background

AB.A. in Religion fi USC

APresident of Trojan Christian Fellowship at USC

AMember Campus Crusade for Christ
AM.A. in Theology i Fuller Seminary

APh.D. in Philosophy i UC Irvine

ANelson Pike, Brian Skyrms, & Karel Lambert
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Studies n Cypress College
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Pre- Bayesian Influences

Josh McDowell

Evidence That Demands A Verdict
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Pre- Bayesian Influences

HISTORY &
CHRISTIANITY
e

X MONTGOMERY

John Warwick Montgomery
History & Christianity
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Pre- Bayesian Influences

WOLFHART
PANNENBERG

JESUS~

GOD
AND |

Wolfhart Pannenberg

Jesusin God and Man
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Pre- Bayesian Influences

HISTORY
SACRED and
PROFANE

Alan Richardson
History n Sacred and Profane
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Pre- Bayesian Influences

Resurrection
of Jesus

(eorge Eldon Ladd

George Eldon Ladd

| Believe Iin the Resurrection of Jesus
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Pre- Bayesian Influences

Antony Flew
oMi r acl e s 6
The Encyclopedla of Phllosophy
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The Resurrectionist is Guilty of
the Fallacy of Special Pleading

The Argument for the ResurrectioN
comes down to an arbitrary case of

special pleading:

1. It is psychologically impossible that the
disciples stole the body and lied.

2. It is biologically impossible that Jesus
merely swooned on the cross and then
recovered in the tomb.

3. It is psychologically impossible that the 7
disciples had hallucinations of Jesus. Antony Flew

4. Therefore, the biologically impossible

must have occurred: Jesus rose from
the dead!
© 2013 Robert Greg Cavin and arlos
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The Resurrectionist is Guilty of
the Fallacy of Special Pleading

69 can just as well argue: \

1. It is psychologically impossible that the
disciples stole the body and lied.

2. It is biologically impossible that Jesus
merely swooned on the cross and then
recovered in the tomb.

3. Itis biologicallyimpossible that Jesus
rose from the dead.

4. Therefore, the psychologically

impossible must have occurred: the

Antony Flew

disciples hallucinated the Risen Jesus!
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The Resurrectionist is Guilty of
t he oNatwurali sm Fa

Scholars who reject the Resurrection do so,
not on the basis of the historical evidence,
which is strong, but, rather, on the basis of
naturalist, metaphysical, presuppositions.

But this Resurrectionist claim is false!

The oONatur al i sm Fksdhlefallao pfdisnfsairigl acy
anti - Resurrectionist arguments on the basis of the myth that
these presuppose a naturalistic ideology.
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Bayesian Influences

The Foundations
of Scientific
Inference

Wesley C. Salmon
Logic
The Foundations of Scientific Inference
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Bayesian Influences

The Foundations
of Scientific
Inference

Bayesd0 T heor em

Bayesian Confirmation Theory
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Bayesian Influences

CHOICE
AND
CHANCE

Brian Skyrms
Choice & Chance
Causal Necessity
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Bayesian Influences

CHOICE
AND
CHANCE

Brian Skyrms

Belief is a Matter of Degree
Rational Plausibility must be Probability
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ardi of Cralg

_ane Craig
Assessing the New Testament Evidence for the
Historicity of the Resurrection of Jesus

Cavimodoct or al di ssertation showed t
violates the basic principles of probablllty
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|que of Cralig

Willian Lane Craig

W. Lane Craig

Craig changed his argument in Reasonable Faith but
still violates the canons of probability
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Cavi REPPETET Article

némfﬂf% jmﬁ

JESUS

<« BEYOND

REE

Ol s Ther e Suf fil cl ent Hi s |
Est abl i1 s h t he Resurrect
showed that the evidence iIs insufficient!
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Alvin Plantinga

Preeminent Christian Philosopher
Alvin Plantinga cites C a v | angdnsent in his

Warranted Christian Belief

Warranted
Christian

Belief

Alvin Plantinga
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Cav i Dabate Opponent

Michael R. Licona
The Resurrection of Jesus
A New Historiographical Approach

In this 718 page book, Licona ignores Ca v i rmadsment but
still claims that the Resurrection is the best explanation!
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Cavi Hapes for the Debate

That Licona will answer C a v | angdnsent in
his opening address since it is
the most direct refutation ever given against
the claim that the Resurrection is more probable

than not on the historical evidence!



What Cavin Will Do Tonight
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What Cavin Will Do Tonight

1. Argue that the prior probability of a specifically supernatural
Resurrection of Jesus by  God is so astronomically low that the

Resurrection Theory has  virtually O plausibility
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What Cavin Will Do Tonight

1. Argue that the prior probability of a specifically supernatural
Resurrection of Jesus by  God is so astronomically low that the

Resurrection Theory has  virtually O plausibility

2. Argue that the Resurrection Theory is a dismal failure as an
explanation of the empty tomb and postmortem appearances of
Jesusi being ad hoc and almost completely devoid of explanatory

power and scope
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What Cavin Will Do Tonight

1. Argue that the prior probability of a specifically supernatural

Resurrection of Jesus by  God is so astronomically low that the

Resurrection Theory has  virtually O plausibility

. Argue that the Resurrection Theory is a dismal failure as an
explanation of the empty tomb and postmortem appearances of
Jesusi being ad hoc and almost completely devoid of explanatory

power and scope

. Show that there is an alternative theory to the Resurrection that is

a far superior explanation
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Blind guides,
who strain at
a gnat, and
swallow a camel!
Mt.23:24

Jesus Christ
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The Argument
for
the Resurrection:

Straining at Gnats
while Swallowing
Camels!
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Hey, Jones!
Look!

Ther eos

In your soup!

Resurrectionist
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But Smith!




| see.
Yeah, | see!
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The Sixteen Deadly
Camels of the Resurrection




The Sixteen Deadly
Myths of the Resurrection




T h e B u r-ahdhe &lseptic Objection

The Skeptic is \
Required to
EXxplain the

Empty Tomb and

Postmortem

Appearances of

\\\ Jesus 4//
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T h e B u r-ahdhe &lseptic Objection

The Skeptic is \
uired to
in the

Empty. d
Postm

an
Appearances/of

\\\ Jesus 4//
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T h e B u r-shehe &lseptic Objection




T h e B u r-shehe &lseptic Objection

Given the historical evidence,
It IS more probable than not
that Jesus rose from the dead.
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T h e B u r-shehe &lseptic Objection

4 N

To win the debate,
all Cavin must show Is
that Licona has not justified
this thesis.

/
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The

B u r-ahdhe &lseptic Objection

-~

And, to show this, it is
not necessary that Cavin
produce an alternate

explanation of the empty

tomb and postmortem
appearances of Jesus.

~

/
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T h e B u r-shehe &lseptic Objection

/However, Cavin will show \
that it Is actually the
resurrectionist  who is
unable to produce an

explanation of the empty

tomb and postmortem

appearances of Jesus! /
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T h e B u r-shehe &lseptic Objection

4 N

That 1s, Cavin will show
that the Resurrection
theory fails as an
explanation of the empty
tomb and postmortem
appearances of Jesus! /

© 2013 Robert Greg Cavin and Carlos AColombetti. All rights reserved.



T h e B u r-shehe &lseptic Objection

~

/ Moreover, Cavin will
suggest an alternative
hypothesis that can more
logically explain  the empty

tomb and postmortem
appearances of Jesus! /
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The Skeptic -Assumes -Atheism Objection

The Skeptic \
falsely assumes
that God does

not exist N so his
skepticism about
the Resurrection

\ IS unjustified /

© 2013 Robert Greg Cavin and Carlos AColombetti. All rights reserved.




The Skeptic -Assumes -Atheism Objection

The Skeptic \
fa assumes
tha does

not exd o his
2

skepticis
the Resurre

K IS unjustified /
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The Skeptic -Assumes -Atheism Objection

/The existence of God \

IS a non-Issue In this
debate.

It IS, In the words of
St. Paul:
0 afalse stumbling -
bl ocko.

| t 0 KRedaHerring I/
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The Skeptic -Assumes -Atheism Objection

/ | will assume Nn but
merely for the sake of
argumentn that the
traditional God of
Western Monotheism
actually exists and has
been proven to exist /

~
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The Natural i Not -Supernatural
Resurrection -is-Impossible Objection

~

Resurrection
cannot be
caused by

Purely Natural

Means
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The Natural i Not -Supernatural
Resurrection -is-Impossible Objection

~

rrection
t be
ca \Y

Purely
Means'?I

R

C
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The Natural i Not -Supernatural
Resurrection -is-Impossible Objection

4 N

Resurrection from the

dead by purely natural
means has super- low
prior probabillity.
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The Natural i Not -Supernatural
Resurrection -is-Impossible Objection

4 )
But my hypothesis Is

that Jesus was raised
from the dead
supernaturally by God
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The Natural i Not -Supernatural
Resurrection -is-Impossible Objection

41 fact, resurrection by natural\
means IS just a matter of
moving around the particles of
the corpse to positions that
correspond to | 1]fe.
nothing improbable about that n
especially given modern
medical nanotechology!
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The Natural i Not -Supernatural
Resurrection -is-Impossible Objection

ALCOR

A

LIFE EXTENSION .
FOUNDATION .
SINCE ' 7

About Cryonics ¥  About Alcor v

A Non-Profit Organization

Membership ¥  Library v

Alcor (of Scottsdale
Arizona) is working on
this even as we debate.

J

© 2013 Robert

The Alcor Life Extension Foundation is the
world leader in cryonics, cryonics research,
and cryonics technology. Cryonics is the
science of using ultra-cold temperature to
preserve human life with the intent of
restoring good health when technology
becomes available to do so. Alcor is a non-
profit organization located in Scottsdale,
Arizona, founded in 1972.

What Cryonics Is

Cryonics is a speculative life support
technology that seeks to preserve human life
in a state that will be viable and treatable by
future medicine. It is expected that future
medicine will include mature nanotechnology,
and the ability to heal at the cellular and

Greg Cavin

and Carlos AColombetti. All

Banking of transplantable organs at low
temperature is a recognized specialty of the
science of cryobiology. Alcor applies
breakthroughs in organ banking research to
the much more difficult problem of preserving
whole people. Although cryonics is not
reversible today, the eventual perfection of
cryonics will be of great value to fields such
as medicine and space travel.

Cryonics and Religion

Cryonics is an attempt to preserve and
protect the gift of human life. The purpose of

cryonics is to maintain life, not reverse death.

Lack of legal status as a person does not
imply lack of moral status as a person. The
spiritual status of cryonics patients is the

rights

News and Events ¥ More Vv

Alcor Life Extension Foundation

Contact Us ¥  Site Search

Fnds0n £

Donate. . Pay Bil) REIAL S

Ways to Learn What's New at Alcor

&\ ALCOR NEWS BLOG

New Program: Press
Notification of Cryopreservation

Silent Auction
Cryonics March-April 2012

Alcor Northern California
Meeting

Next Alcor Board of Directors
Meeting

& CRYONICS MAGAZINE
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The Natural i Not -Supernatural
Resurrection -is-Impossible Objection

-

Behold, natural
resurrection via
the
oChristenstein

Machilne
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The Divine Interference Objection

The skeptic \

wrongly ignores

GodoOos supert

intervention by
saying that

the Resurrection

has a low Prior

\ Probability /
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The Divine Interference Objection

The skeptic
ly ignores

the Resur 9?
has a low Pfor

K Probability
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The Divine Interference Objection

/

=

You skeptics
ignore God!

~
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The Divine Interference Objection

4 )
But prior probability

must consider Go d O|s

supernatural power !




The Divine Interference Objection

-

The one hundred billion \
peopl e whooOove| di e
stayed dead prove only

that apart f r om Godos
supernatural Intervention
the dead d o nrise.
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The Divine Interference Objection

4 N

However, if God wanted

to raise Jesus, then the
Resurrection becomes

100% probable !

o
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The Divine Interference Objection

4 N

Consider an analogy:
Floating above

the water in your
swimming pool!
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The Divine Interference Objection

© 2013 Robert Greg Cavin and Carlos AColombetti. All rights reserved.



The Divine Interference Objection

4 N

You skeptics would
dismiss this as having
extremely low
prior probabillity!




The Divine Interference Objection

But all bets are off

If some external
agent lifts you out of
the water!

~




The Divine Interference Objection




The Divine Interference Objection

/Likewise, you cannot say \
the Resurrection has a
low prior probabllity
since doing so ignores
the activity of an external
agentn namely, God
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The Divine Interference Objection
4 2
You employ a far too
simplistic manner
of determining
prior probability!
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The Divine Interference Objection

-

What 0s more, | Goc
free agent and so

| t difscult to know

a priori  what he would

will to do!
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The Divine Interference Objection

-~

Because of t}i S
forced to say that the
prior probability of the
Resurrection is simply
Inscrutable .
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The Divine Interference Objection

youol | need t
the background knowledge
required toshow t h at
antecedently unlikely that
God would want to raise
Jesus from the dead.
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/ To justify your skepticism, \

O

{

pro




The Divine Interference Objection

4 N

No problem!

j .
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The Divine Interference Objection

/Iagree that God Is \

all- powerful ,
all- knowing, and

perfectly good
and that He can

supernaturally
Intervene In the
world In any way

He wants ! /
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The Divine Interference Objection

God made the laws
discovered by science,

sot heyor e |
Apowerﬁ not vice versa |
/
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The Divine Interference Objection

-~

Then how can you say
the prior probabillity
that God would
supernaturally raise

Jesus from the dead Is

astronomically low?

\

/
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The Divine Interference Objection

/

Simple!

© 2013 Robert Greg Cavin

and Carlos AColombetti. All rights reserved.




The Divine Interference Objection

4 N

Possibility Is  not
probability!
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The Divine Interference Objection

/

ol f o
me a n

do

@k

o O

o ®
0

o
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The Divine Interference Objection

/

It God wills
that | turn into
a gigantic green
cCcucumbe




The Divine Interference Objection

— /

ét hen O
INto a gigantic
b green cucumber.

© 2013 Robert Greg Cavin and Carlos AColombetti. All rights reserved.



The Divine Interference Objection

/

But | t OS
probable that God
would will this!
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The Divine Interference Objection

4 N

The fact that God
can supernaturally
|l nt ervene (¢
make It In the least
likely that He does.
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The Divine Interference Objection

-

00000000000

Let Os r et
the swimming
pool analogy.

Greg Cavin and Carlos AColombetti. All rights reserved.




The Divine Interference Objection

| t 0 s umikelly for me

to float In my swimming

pool supported by
the water.
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Jones Floating in the Pool
being supported by the Water:
Possiblen and Very Likely




The Divine Interference Objection

/But

, even ugh
PDOSSI blnetverylt S
ikely t hat somepneo
going to lift me out of

the water so that |
ofl oat d abo
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Jones ofl oatingd above
being supported by Smith:
Possiblen but not Very Likely




The Divine Interference Objection

Indeed, observation A
shows that the frequency
of external agents lifting

me out of the water Is
very low .

© 2013 Robert Greg Cavin and Carlos AColombetti. All rights reserved.



The Divine Interference Objection

-~

~

Not to say, of course,

that probability can or

should be based on
frequency !

2 oy369U
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The Divine Interference Objection

/ And, whileit Is \

scientifically possible,
| t @ssonomically unlikely
formeto of |l oat 6 pAbov
the water with
no physical support .
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Jones floating above the Water in the Pool
with no Physical Support:
Possiblen but Astronomically Unlikely
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The Divine Interference Objection

And Probability Theory

shows that its even less
ikely f or me t o |O0f |
above the water being
osupportedo |by (
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Jones floating above the Water in the Pool
being osupportedo ¢
Possiblen but even more Unlikely!




The Divine Interference Objection

~

/I t 0s a btlaamaa nd
saddle me with the view that
the antecedent probability
of what God wills must be
determined a priori .
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The Divine Interference Objection

/Your fallacy Isto ignore\
the evidence of
Go d 0 s-revaalion In
Nature N seen a posteriori
IN everyday experience
and science.




Natural Theology yields Low Prior Probability

/ To see why \

supernatural
iIntervention by God
IS antecedently
Improbable,
we must consider
Natural Theology |,
and, specifically,

the Via Negativa . /

© 2013 Robert Greg Cavin and Carlos AColombetti. All rights reserved.



The Divine Interference Objection

4 N

St. Augustine of
Hippo said...
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G o d 0 s - Rewlation in Nature

~
Del Voluntas
RerumNatural
Est

J

2
R
I3
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Civitate Dei, XXI, 8 req ca :




G o d 0 s - Rewlation in Nature

Nature IS
the Wil of
God!

2
R
I3
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The Divine Interference Objection

4 N

And Moses Maimonides
added that we learn
about God through
the Via Negativa ,
a.k.a.,
the Way of Negation




Natural Theology and the Via Negativa

\
We can learn about

God by seeing what

He iIs not!
\_ /

Moses Maimonides

Guide for the Perplexed
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The Natural Theology/Via  Negativa of
Supernatural Intervention

/ Godos- se\k

revelation in Nature
shows that He has
an exceptionally
strong tendency not
to supernaturally
Intervene
In natural affairs! /
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The Natural Theology/Via  Negativa of
Supernatural Intervention

/Indeed, God reveals\

In everyday
experience and
science that
He possesses an
exceptionally strong
tendency not to
supernaturally raise

the dead ! /
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The Natural Theology/Via  Negativa of
Supernatural Intervention

/Since whatever God \

wills to happen must
happen, it follows that

the antecedent
probability that God
would will Jesus to
rise from the dead Is
astronomically low /
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The Divine Interference Objection

/And, since God Is \

omnibenevolent,
It follows that He
must have the best
of reasons for
not willing to
supernaturally raise
Jesus from the dead!/
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The Divine Interference Objection

4 N

This enables us to
formulate the
following
Antl - Resurrection
Prior Probabillity

Argument .
= /
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The Astronomically Low Prior Probability of a
Specifically Supernatural Resurrection of Jesus by God

/The Anti - Resurrection Prior Probability Statistical Syllogism

1. 99.999¢é999% of tnote dead ar
supernaturally interfered with by God, and,
thus, not raised by Him.

2. Jesus was dead.

[Virtually Certain]

3. Jesuswas not supernaturally interfered with
by God, and, thus, not raised by Him.

Prob[jisnot -S| 99. 999¢é999% of -I»s &arje insotv—

© 2013 Robert Greg Cavin and Carlos AColombetti. All rights reserved.



The Divine Interference Objection

This Is an instance of
a standard n and one of
the most widely used i

argument patterns of

Inductive Logic:
Statistical Syllogism

%
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The Astronomically Low Prior Probability of a

Specifically Supernatural

Resurrection of Jesus by God

-~

The Statistical Syllogism

[X% Probable]

X% of Fs are Gs.

ais F.

3.

ais G.

~




The Divine Interference Objection

~

/I t0s not an| app!
observational - relative
frequencies !

"oy 386895Ua
{ Y VY
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The Divine Interference Objection

~

| O | | retijurn t o
these later on.

J
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The Divine Interference Objection

/Itﬁs thus\c

the prior probability
of a specifically
supernatural
Resurrection of Jesus
by God Is
astronomically low !/
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The Divine Interference Objection

you do Hume, of employing
oa far too s
manner of determining
pr ob ab since myy o
argument is predicated on
the existence of an
external supernatural
agent, namely, God!

© 2013 Robert Greg Cavin and Carlos AColombetti. All rights reserved.

/You canot acm




The Divine Interference Objection

/ My argument i s ri—liﬁlmean:\

David Hume
1711- 1776




The Divine Interference Objection

/ My argument i s ri—liﬁlmean:\

David Hume
1711- 1776




It IS easier for a
camel to pass
through the eye of
a needle than itis
for a dead man
to rise!

Jesus Christ
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The Best Explanation Objection

The \

Resurrection
Theory is the
best explanation
of the Empty
Tomb and
Postmortem
Appearances of

\ Jesus /
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The Best Explanation Objection

The \

Resurrection
Th@ory is the
bes lanation
of t ty
Tom
Postmo a{
Appearances of

\\\ Jesus 4//
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Tl\e Best Explanation Objection

There are four
mayjor problems
herel

~

/
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TI'\e Best Explanation Objection

/ First, as defined by \
Licona,
the Resurrection Theory
becomes a
Viciously Circular
OEXxpl anat i/o
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The Best Explanation Objection

z / Suppose we ask: \

Why did individuals and
groups, both friends and
foes, experience appearances
INn objective visions or
within ordinary vision
of Jesus in his bodily

raised corpse? /
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The Best Explanation Objection

-

And suppose
we ar e

~

t
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vin and Carlos AColombetti. All rights reserved.



The Best Explanation Objection

/ That 0s sime!

| explain the fact that

these people experienced
these appearances of Jesus

by means of
the Resurrection Hypothesis
n which | hereby explicitly
define as the hypothesis
that

these people experienced

Qese appearances of Jesus
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TI'\e Best Explanation Objection

4 N\

Weod fIl atl
this as
a viciously circular
oexpl anat

/
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TI'\e Best Explanation Objection

~

Yet Licona gives
this exact

oOexpl ana
IN his book! J
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Licona defines the Resurrection Theory in terms of
the postmortem appearances of Jesus
N thus rendering ita  viciously circular explanation!

| herein define the resurrech
hypothesis as follows:

Following a supernatural event
of an indeterminate nature and
cause,Jesus appeared to a

number of peoplein individual
and group settings and to
friends and foesin no less than
an objective vision and perhaps
within ordinary visionin his
bodily raised corpse
(TROJ 582583)

© 2013 Robert Greg Cavin and Carlos AColombetti. All rights reserve d.



TI'\e Best Explanation Objection

/The moral, of course, \

Isthatitis illogical
to define
the Resurrection
Hypothesis
INn terms of
the historical facts that
It needs to explain ! /
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The Best Explanation Objection

This leads to the
second problem for
the Resurrection
Theory!
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TI'\e Best Explanation Objection

/When It IS no longer \

defined as
a circular explanation,
the Resurrection
Hypothesis
lacks both
explanatory scope
and

explanatory power | /

© 2013 Robert Greg Cavin and Carlos AColombetti. All rights reserved.




The Best Explanation Objection

4 N

To see this,
consider...
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The Parable
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Suppose...
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JonesO0O house 1 s fou
Peter, John, and the two Marys .
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But
later that
morning...
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Jones IS seen by the two I\/Iarys .
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And
later that
day...
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And
three years
later ...
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Jones IS seen up In the clouds skydlvmg

eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee



So now
suppose we
ask...
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C Why wa s J\B\

house found




And we
are told...
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That 0s s\ mpl e

| t dexcause
Jones woke up !
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/Sure, Jones had O
to wake up.
But t hat
no explanation
of why his house
was found empty!/
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/

To explain that A
weod need
suppose that
Jones left his

house!

/
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Suppose we
now ask...
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Why was Jones\
seen by
the two Marys ?




and are
told ...
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4 N

That 0s elasy'!
| t Bexause
Jones woke up !
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~
That O0S
lame

explanation !
/

\_
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/To explain why\

Jones was seen
by the two Marys
weod have
suppose he
encountered

them! /

© 2013 Robert Greg Cavin and Carlos AColombetti. All rights reserved.




Suppose we
now ask...
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g I
Why was Jones
seen by

his employees?




and are given
the answer...
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4 R

That 0os a| snap!
| t Bexause
Jones woke up !




© 2013 Robert Greg Cavin and Carlos AColombetti. All rights reserved.



/That 63

bogus
explanation!

/
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/To explaln that \

weod hayv
assume that
Jones
encountered his
employees at

the club ! /
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Suppose we
now ask...
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C Why was Jones\
seen skydiving
three years
later?
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