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Introduction

The defining characteristic of the so called “Third Quest” – and its greatest strength – is its attempt to place the historical Jesus upon a trajectory that begins in the Judaisms of his day and ends in the communities of early Christianity.
  It thus redresses the extremes of the New Quest and the absurd restrictions its criterion of dissimilarity imposed when it was used as a starting point.

On the other hand, the number of possible trajectories one could draw is so great that the Third Quest has opened the door to the imagination once more, inviting an incredible multiplicity of portraits of Jesus.
  Many of the portraits out there seem as wildly subjective as those of the nineteenth century were, even if somewhat more informed of the ancient possibilities.  

The strengths of the two methods can be combined, however, and thus used to their fullest potential.  On the one hand, Third Quest method does create a domain of probable events and meanings for the historical Jesus – a range of possible categories within which Jesus most likely functioned.  Similarly, the criteria of dissimilarity, multiple attestation, and coherence serve as warning lights against the fanciful imagination.  They let us know just how far out we are sticking our necks.  

None of these methods provide absolute results.  While Jewish background and Christian consequence set up a probable field, it is always possible that Jesus taught and did the highly improbable.  While a single verse in a single gospel may record Jesus saying something that was immensely similar to what the church wanted him to say, this fact in itself does not disprove that he said it.  After all, we are trying our best to find the most probable Jesus – or at least we are choosing a possible “Jesus of faith” with our eyes wide open.

I propose to try out this combination of method in the following minutes.  Starting with the range of views on the afterlife present within the literature of the second temple period, I will attempt to set up a domain of possibilities for a first century Jew.  Next I will examine the views that seem to be espoused by the documents of early Christianity, trying out possible trajectories coming out of the Jewish precedents.  After these possibilities have been identified, I will examine the material of the gospels with an eye to New Quest criteria.  The result will not be absolute, but it will help us see how the various possibilities play out in the evidence.

When all is said and done, I will argue that the historical Jesus most probably did believe in both an afterlife and a resurrection, although such beliefs may not have played a major role in his teaching.  I will argue that we can suggest with good plausibility that he included at least those who would die in faithfulness to him in that resurrection, while historical method does not allow much certainty beyond that point.  Finally I will fall off a dubious log and suggest he may have understood resurrection in angelomorphic categories.

Resurrection in Second Temple Judaism
There is good reason to believe that all the major factions within first century Judaism, with the exception of the Sadducees, believed in some form of afterlife.  What the exact nature of those expectations was, on the other hand, is a little more difficult to ascertain.  It would be wrong to assume, for example, that such an afterlife was uniformly conceptualized in terms of resurrection.
  Nor did all those who expected a resurrection believe that the entirety of humanity would be involved.  In fact, the field is incredibly diverse on this matter.

How does one define “resurrection”?  Were the ungodly to be raised along with the righteous?  Were all the righteous to be raised or just those who were martyred in faithfulness to the covenant?  What form of body would they have when they were resurrected?  Would they then continue living forever or simply finish out a normal life span?  One can find various answers to all these questions within the corpus of Jewish literature around the time of Christ.

In order to help conceptualize the alternatives, we can categorize the viewpoints of second temple Judaism in terms of the extent to which they believed in a resurrection.  For heuristic purposes, we might draw three concentric circles ranged in accordance with how broad a resurrection each perspective envisaged.  The smallest, center circle, for example, would consist of those who did not believe in any form of resurrection, while the outermost would imply the future resurrection of all.  In between would be those who believed in a limited resurrection of some sort, with only select groups being raised.

Given this categorization, it is clear that the center circle would especially feature the Sadducees, who did not seem to believe in any kind of afterlife whatsoever, “neither as angel or spirit.”
  On the other hand, if we classify in terms of resurrection, we must also place in this category those that believed in an afterlife, yet one devoid of a future resurrection.  

Jubilees 23:31, for example, indicates that the bones of the righteous “will rest in the earth” even though their “spirits will have much joy.”  If this text reflects an afterlife at all,
 it does not affirm it in terms of resurrection.  Somewhat surprisingly, the Dead Sea Scrolls have failed to yield any undisputed reference to an afterlife in general, let alone a resurrection.
  While I would argue that a belief in the afterlife is present – one not too far from Josephus’ ultra-hellenized version – the silence on the topic at Qumran is deafening. In a slightly different vein, the Wisdom of Solomon and the Alexandrian tradition in general seem to have thought more in terms of the immortality of the soul than in terms of a resurrected body of some sort.

With many of these texts, we face a problem in definition.  With 1 Enoch, for example, there is often the enumeration of a future event that awaits certain of the righteous and wicked dead.  Yet this day of judgment and vindication is not a physical reconstitution or a restoration to the inhabited world.  Rather, it is a transformation of the disembodied spirits of the righteous into an angelic state reminiscent of Dan 12:3.  Similarly, the disembodied spirits of the wicked are often relocated at that time to a pit of fire.
    

In 1 Enoch 103-104, for example, there is a day of great judgment (104:5) when sinners come to experience “evil and great tribulation in darkness, nets, and burning flame” (103:7).  The righteous, meanwhile, will “shine like the lights of heaven” (104:2, echoing Dan 12:3), implying that they will become angelic in form.
  It is not clear whether the latter transformation should be deemed a resurrection, yet it is a clear affirmation of an afterlife.

1 Enoch thus brings us naturally to the second concentric circle, consisting of those who believed in a limited resurrection of some sort.
  Clearly there are a number of possible permutations for this category, and one can find representatives of most of them in the literature.  1 Enoch 22, while not itself teaching a return to the inhabited world, helps us see the relevant categories at work among those who affirmed the resurrection of one or another group.

In this text, the deceased souls of the righteous and the wicked are divided into three or four groups and placed in four (three?) hollow places.
  Sinners, for example, are divided into 1) those upon whom judgment has not been executed in their lifetime (22:10) and 2) those whose “souls will not be killed on the day of judgment but will not rise from there” (22:13).  A distinction seems to be made between those who have received judgment in this world and those who will later be thrown into the “accursed valley” (27:2), presumably Gehenna.  A similar distinction may be implied between those righteous who “were killed in the days of the sinners” (22:12) and those who were rewarded for their righteousness in this life.

These categories are widely reflected in the literature of Judaism in the late second temple period.  There are a number of texts, for example, that seem to restrict resurrection only to those who have died specifically because of their faithfulness to the covenant, sometimes along with those wicked individuals that brought about their deaths.  Daniel 12:1-3, the earliest clear statement regarding resurrection in Jewish literature, implies at least that some of the righteous and wicked will wake from the sleep of death.  Similar to the traditions we mentioned in 1 Enoch, the resurrection of the righteous seems to be a transformation into an angelic state.

2 Maccabees consistently refers to a future resurrection for those who die martyrs’ deaths in faithfulness to the covenant (e.g. 7:9,11,14,23,29; 12:44-45; 14:46).  Strikingly, this resurrection is a physical reconstitution rather than an angelomorphic transformation.  Razis, one of the elders of Jerusalem, hurls his entrails at the crowd while calling on the “Lord of life and spirit” to return them to him again (14:46).  This physical reconstitution will later become rabbinic orthodoxy and is reported to have been the perspective of both Hillel and Shammai.

It is unclear, however, whether there is a resurrection to judgment in 2 Maccabees for the perpetrators of the martyr’s deaths.  The fourth of the seven martyred brothers exclaims to the king, “for you there will be no resurrection to life” (7:14).  There is a tone of judgment to these words, but it is not clear what the exact nature of that judgment will be.  The words of Eleazar in the previous chapter may shed light on this question when he says, “whether I live or die I will not escape the hands of the Almighty” (6:26).  It may very well be that the brother’s statement reflects not only the fact that the king will not be resurrected to live again, but also that his spirit will be punished in the realm of the dead.

The Psalms of Solomon represent a slightly different permutation.  While all of the righteous seem destined for resurrection, there is no indication that the wicked even exist beyond the grave.  PsSol 3:11-12 read, “The destruction of the sinner is forever, and he will not be remembered when God looks after the righteous.  This is the share of sinners forever, but those who fear the Lord shall rise up to eternal life.”  Parallel passages seem to indicate that the death of the sinners is the finality of their existence (cf. PsSol 13:11; 14:9; 15:10-13).

We might finally note one example of the outermost circle we have drawn for those who believed in the resurrection of all, both righteous and wicked.  Such texts do not of course present any middle ground but exemplify what is sometimes deemed “two-way theology.”
  In this respect, 4 Ezra 7 presents us with one of the most developed presentations of the afterlife in terms of resurrection.

In 4 Ezra, the history of the world is divided into two ages:  the present age and the age to come (e.g. 7:113), with the Messiah belonging to this present age.  The souls of both those that have kept the Law and those who are transgressors have immediate reward and punishment at death as they await the final judgment (7:75-101).  Then the earth will give up its dead, both righteous and wicked, both of whom will be resurrected.  All will be assigned their fate, the righteous to a Paradise of delight and the wicked to Gehenna, the pit of torment (7:32-37).  It is not clear, however, whether the wicked are at this time permanently extinguished (cf. 7:61) or whether they go on to experience eternal torment.

The picture that has emerged from this brief overview is quite diverse, yet there are some patterns one can postulate.  For example, there seems to be a tendency in the second temple period to include an increasingly greater number of individuals in the resurrection.  Earlier texts either do not clearly teach an afterlife at all (e.g. Jubilees), or they seem to build their pictures of the afterlife on traditions concerning the disembodied spirits of the dead in the underworld (e.g. 1 Enoch; cf. the Odyssey and Aeneid).  Comprehensive judgment scenes seem to be placed in a distant age (1 Enoch, 4 Ezra) whether they include a resurrection or not, while resurrections formulated on the basis of persecution seem to connect with this present age (2 Maccabees) and perhaps even with Messianic expectations (Psalms of Solomon).  The fact that the Pharisees are the primary group to survive the destruction of the temple leads to somewhat of a standardization to the Jewish view in the Tannaitic period.  Can we conclude broadly that there were three basic traditions concerning the afterlife – those that denied any afterlife (Sadducees), those that held to a "spiritual" afterlife (apocalyptic, Essene – in philosophical circles formulated as the immortality of the soul), and those that held to a physical or angelic resurrection (Pharisaic)?

Post-Jesus Traditions
The well-developed eschatology of 4 Ezra seems in evidence at several points in the New Testament.  In Mark 10:30 and Luke 18:30, for example, Jesus makes a distinction between the present age and the age to come – with apparent eschatological activity in both ages since the disciples are to see great benefit in both.  

The Apocalypse records two resurrections, the first including those who had been martyred in faithfulness to Christ and the word of God (4-5)
 and the second consisting of all who had ever lived (20:12).  These two resurrections are separated by a millennium, which effectively serves to distinguish between this age and the next.  As in 4 Ezra, the end of this present age includes the reign of the Messiah (20:4) while the age to come commences with a universal judgment (20:12).  

Luke-Acts has in evidence other features found in 4 Ezra as well.  Paul notes in Acts 24:15 that he believes in the resurrection of both the righteous and the wicked – one of the clearest statements in the New Testament that the wicked will be resurrected. Further, Luke gives evidence both of an intermediate state for the blessed – Abraham’s bosom in 16:22 and Paradise in 23:43 – as well as a place of torment in Hades for the wicked (16:23).  If the resurrection of Christ in Luke gives any indication of the resurrected body, it has flesh and bones (24:39) and can eat (24:43) – it is not a spirit (24:37, 39).  All three of these writings – 4 Ezra, Luke-Acts, and Revelation – stand as comparable examples of views espoused after the destruction of the temple regarding future judgment and resurrection.

The Gospel of Matthew also has much to say concerning the afterlife, with an emphasis on the judgment of the wicked.  Retaining one passage from Mark and one verse from Q, Matthew has expanded his repertoire to seven occurrences of the word Gehenna (5:22, 29, 30; 10:28; 18:9; 23:15, 33), while also including five unique parables that end with the burning of the unworthy (weeds, net, wedding banquet, talents, sheep/goats).  This “eternal fire” (18:8; 25:46) might not only apply to a judgment on the dead.  Indeed, most of the passages can be read in terms of the judgment of the living, although references to bodies being thrown into fire could be taken to refer to the resurrected bodies of the wicked (10:28; 18:9).  Certainly those who are raised when Jesus dies have bodies of some sort (27:52-53) and the women from the tomb are able to embrace the resurrected Jesus’ feet (28:9).

Luke and Matthew contrast interestingly in their use of source material regarding Gehenna.  While Matthew has twice as many references as Mark to casting away body parts so that one’s whole body will not enter Gehenna, Luke omits this passage altogether.
  Similarly, while Matthew 10:28 encourages one to fear the one who can throw both “soul and body” into Gehenna, Luke 12:5 seems to equate the Gehenna of this saying with the intermediate place of torment to which the spirits of the wicked go immediately at death.  In short, Matthew heightens traditional references to a place of eternal fire while Luke downplays the tradition and relates it to the intermediate torment of those awaiting final judgment. 

It is interesting to note that Q makes consistent references to a final judgment of all involving both Jews and Gentiles from the past history of Israel.  The cities of Sodom, Tyre, and Sidon will fare better on the day of judgment than the villages in which Jesus did most of his ministry (Mt 11:22, 24; Lk 10:12, 14).  On the positive side, the Queen of Sheba and the Ninevites will bear witness against the unrepentant generation to which Jesus preached (Mt 12:41, 42; Lk 11:31,32).  Finally, Q envisaged a banquet of the resurrected including the prophets and patriarchs (Mt 8:11-12; Lk 13:28-29).  Those who do not respond appropriately, on the other hand, will weep and gnash their teeth.  

Aside from his comments on Gehenna, Mark also provides the Synoptic tradition with the pericope in which Jesus directly addresses the question of resurrection vis-à-vis the Sadducees.  Here he not only agrees with Q’s resurrection of the patriarchs, but Jesus affirms an angelomorphic resurrection.  Crispin Fletcher-Louis has also pointed out recently the angelomorphic character of the transfiguration pericopae of the Synoptics.
  Matthew seems to resonate with this assessment when he alludes to Daniel 12:3 in 13:43.

Of course no consideration of early Christian views on the afterlife could be complete without reference to Paul, from whom we can posit several hypothetical trajectories.  On the one hand, the very existence of 1 Thessalonians 4-5 is somewhat puzzling.  According to Acts, Paul spent over two weeks presenting Christ to the community and had further sent Timothy to them to make sure they were established.  Yet other than the resurrection of Christ, it does not seem that Paul in that time had informed them concerning the afterlife in general – or at least concerning the resurrection.
  One possible implication would be that the destiny of the dead did not play a significant role in Paul’s early preaching apart from the resurrection of Christ.  

What then did Paul preach?  If the content of 1 Thessalonians is any indication, he preached the coming wrath of God upon the world, to take place at the coming of the Son of God (1:10; 5:9).  On this point Matthew resonates with Paul, for his parables of judgment unanimously seem to place the point of eternal reward at the coming of the Son of Man (e.g. 13:41; 19:28; 25:32).  Further, the angels of God will gather the wicked together and the Son of Man will judge them (13:30, 38-39, 49-50).  Here then is one possible trajectory for the historical Jesus – a Jesus who preached God’s coming judgment of the present world but for whom resurrection may not have been a principal component.

What is also interesting about the discussion of resurrection in 1 Thessalonians is that Paul does not mention the resurrection of anyone other than those who are “in Christ” (4:16).  While the restriction of his comments to this group does not necessarily imply anything about the wicked – after all, that was not the question being addressed – it does leave a gap that could be filled in various ways.  By itself, this omission could accommodate any of the second temple views concerning the fate of the wicked.

When we move to 1 Corinthians 15, we still do not hear of the future judgment of the unrighteous dead.  This chapter seems to presuppose that one cannot be resurrected unless one is “in Christ.”  Christ is the first-fruits, but when he comes, he will bring with him “those who belong to him” (15:23).  Other than this resurrection, Paul makes no comment regarding life beyond the grave.  If there is no resurrection, “[t]hen those who sleep in Christ have perished” (15:18).  Is this a plausible background for those who are being baptized for the dead (15:29) – they are vicariously incorporating their beloved dead into Christ so that they can be raised from the dead?

It can be argued that Paul’s answer to the question of the resurrection body is also in the angelomorphic tradition.  Certainly his comparison of the spiritual body to heavenly bodies is reminiscent of Daniel 12:3.  Further, Paul notes that “flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God” (1 Cor 15:50).

A number of questions arise in regard to the particulars of this line of reasoning.  Would Paul have included “in Christ” the Old Testament prophets and patriarchs?  Can such a system of resurrection be connected to any of the broader Judaisms of the second temple period?

First of all, given the way Paul reads the Old Testament, it would be hard to imagine him not including the Old Testament prophets and patriarchs within the group he denotes as being “in Christ.”  In 1 Corinthians 10:4, for example, the “spiritual rock” from which the Israelites drank in the desert is said to be none other than Christ.  While we probably cannot preclude the possibility that Paul is simply speaking metaphorically here, the telescoping of past and present that is such a part of Jewish interpretation probably implies that he would nevertheless see these from the Old Testament as being "in Christ." 

In connecting the mechanism of resurrection in Paul's view to Jewish precedents, one possibility is that he linked it to traditions concerning a righteous martyr.  As we have seen, in such traditions there is often a limited resurrection of those who have been snatched prematurely from this world.  By being incorporated into Christ, therefore, one comes to be grouped within the company of those who died in faithfulness to the covenant.  One comes to have a hope of future immortality.

Traces of this view, which are seen clearly in 2 Maccabees and 1 Enoch 22, have already been witnessed in the first resurrection of Revelation 20:4.  Further, Revelation 6:9 gives special place to the souls of those killed because of the word of God.  These are the ones who are to be part of the first resurrection.  The title verse of this essay is arguably an embodiment of the same thinking:  "Whoever wishes to save his life will lose it, but whoever loses his life because of me -- this one will save it" (Mt 10:39; Mk 8:35; Lk 9:24).  Is the resurrection of the renowned saints in Matthew 27 another example of this kind of resurrection?  In any case, another possible trajectory in the life of the historical Jesus emerges:  he proclaims that those who die in faithfulness to Jesus will be resurrected.

Finally, I should not leave a discussion of post-Jesus traditions without at least a mention of the Gospel of Thomas and certain reconstructions of Q.  A significant number of historical Jesus scholars would claim that these materials give a picture of a non-eschatological Jesus who probably was not concerned about coming judgment and the like.  It would be pointless to rehash the arguments in this setting.  I will merely appropriate the arguments of those who believe Thomas to be of little value in reconstructing a picture of the historical Jesus, as well as those who would see the earliest form of Q to have been addressed to itinerant missionaries of some sort.
    

The Historical Jesus
If we rely on third quest method to provide us with a domain of positions the historical Jesus would likely have taken on the subject of individual resurrection, we must affirm the likelihood that he believed in an afterlife of some sort.  Except for the Sadducees, it would seem that the overwhelming majority of first century Jews believed in some form of afterlife in which justice would be served at least for the particularly righteous, if not for the wicked as well.  That is not to say that all Jews believed in a resurrection of either the righteous or the wicked, or that these beliefs were not often vague and unsystematized.  Nor must we affirm that such beliefs concerning an afterlife played a prominent role in their thinking or living.  Nevertheless, it is most likely that the historical Jesus had some belief in an afterlife.

Secondly, it seems difficult to affirm that Jesus did not at least believe in a future resurrection of some sort, since this is the category by which the early church seems unanimously to have processed its experiences following his death.  The burden of proof lies squarely on the shoulders of anyone who would claim to the contrary, since the earliest texts at our disposal are unequivocal on this matter.  Not only is this the category of the traditional formula Paul uses in 1 Corinthians 15:4,
 but the very category “Lord,” is probably based on Ps 110:1, which certainly implies continued existence after death, even if it does not in itself necessitate resurrection.
  Occam’s razor clearly implies the most probable answer to this question:  the historical Jesus and his followers shared a belief in resurrection even if it did not feature prominently in his teaching.  When they then experienced Christ in some way after his death, this was the most logical category by which to process their experiences. 

Thirdly, I would throw my hat in with those third questers who would say that the historical Jesus preached in the context of eschatological renewal and judgment -- renewal in that he preached the restoration of Israel and the inclusion of all who "heard" his voice, judgment in the sense that God was soon going to judge Israel and the world.  To rehearse familiar views espoused in one way or another by Sanders and Wright, John the Baptist most likely preached the immanence of God's judgment and Paul on the other side of Jesus preached the same.  It is easy to connect the dots.  

The tradition consistently notes the appointment of twelve, placing Jesus in another category -- that of viceroy.  It is easy enough to find precedents in first century Judaism for a belief that God would do the work of restoration and judgment.  The fact that Jesus did not himself launch such an eschatological battle simply shows that he relies on God to initiate the conflict -- not that he did not view himself in Messianic terms.  His entry into Jerusalem and the charges on which he is crucified both point to a Messianic context and his actions in the temple also bespeak of judgment.

To turn to individual passages, we can affirm such a context as well from Mark 9:42-49.  Here Jesus suggests that those whose body parts cause them to sin in one way or another should cut them off rather than go into Gehenna with "two hands" or "two feet" or "two eyes."  It is better for them to enter into the kingdom of God with one eye or foot or hand rather than for their whole body to enter Gehenna.  At first glance, this passage is somewhat puzzling, even if an obvious piece of hyperbole -- one of the hallmarks of the historical Jesus.  

First of all, there is no conception of the afterlife within the backgrounds we have examined where one is resurrected or goes into some intermediate state with defunct body parts.  Nor do any of the documents we have studied imply that a person's physical state at death is thought to persist throughout eternity in torment.  The passage does not fit into a context of the afterlife but of judgment and kingdom on earth.  

The oddity of the statement should probably be taken as a mark of its authenticity.  It implies an entrance into the kingdom of God in one's present physical state.  It has a very "primitive" feel to it.  Luke, for example, may deliberately omit the passage.

Further, it is not unlike the tone we encounter in 1 Thessalonians -- focused on judgment in this world and not on a future resurrection for judgment.  As we have seen Matthew also focuses on a judgment of the living in this world in his use of the term Gehenna.  The picture the pericope gives us, therefore, resonates with some of the other early traditions of the New Testament while it seems somewhat in tension with later ones.

If the criterion of multiple attestation means anything, the historical Jesus did believe in a Gehenna, for such material appears in both Mark (9:44-47) and Q (Lk 12:5).  It is also in Matthew's unique material (Mt. 5:22, 29, 30).  The downplaying of it in Luke reminds us of the criterion of dissimilarity and speaks in favor of its historicity.

The historical Jesus we are projecting is thus one whose teaching was temporally focused on the restoration and judgment of the living and not the dead.  He welcomes disenfranchised Israel to the eschatological banquet and speaks judgment to the unrepentant and wicked.  He hyperbolically encourages the discarding of that which would prevent one from being a part of this coming kingdom and would rather lead to the discarding of one's corpse in the fires of those who burn the bodies of the judged.  

Beyond a general belief in the afterlife, a resurrection of some sort, and a disposal of those unrepentant living at the time of God's soon coming judgment, it becomes increasingly difficult to speak with confidence in terms of a historical method.  The woes on Korazin and Bethsaida in Q (Lk 10:13) have a tone of historical reminiscence in terms of the villages in which Jesus did most of his ministry -- there are no recorded events in the gospels that are placed in this villages!  It seems likely that Jesus sent out his disciples on a mission during his earthly ministry.  There is no clear reason for the church to fabricate a mission in the region of Galilee after Jesus' death.  On the other hand, it fits perfectly with the eschatological Jesus proclaiming the re-incorporation of the disenfranchised into Israel in expectation of its restoration.  

In this light, it is quite possible that the mission discourse at the heart of Q also presents us with a historical reminiscence.  Here we can focus on the title verse of this paper, Luke 9:24.  We have already suggested that Jesus viewed himself as God's messianic agent in a coming eschatological conflict in which “Israel” would be restored and the world judged.  I suggested that, in contrast to many of the revolutionaries of his day, the historical Jesus viewed the matter in a similar way to the views of Hillel and the Essenes of Qumran.  God would bring these events about.  He was the man and now was the time -- God would bring it about.  One is reminded of the War Scroll:  conflict is coming; battle will be done; God will initiate victory.  Could not the statement that whoever loses life for the sake of Christ will find life refer at least in part to those who will die in the conflict of the ages, who are promised resurrection?

Beyond these conclusions, however, we cannot speak with great certainty in terms of historical method.  It would not be impossible to suppose that Jesus believed in a second resurrection, such as that attested to in the Apocalypse and perhaps also seen in Matthew 27's resurrection.

With regard to the bodies with which the dead would be raised, there is a strong tradition that they will be angelomorphic in the Danielic sense.  Paul, in one of his more infrequent references to the kingdom of God, says that "flesh and blood" cannot inherit it, a comment reminiscent of what Jesus tells the Sadducees.
  It can at least be argued, therefore, that Jesus affirms this tradition.

Conclusion
By surveying the traditions in Judaism before Jesus as well as post-Jesus trajectories, we have created a field in which it is likely that the historical Jesus not only believed in an afterlife, but also a resurrection of some sort.  We argued, however, that the focus of Jesus' preaching was on the living, both in terms of the disenfranchised of Israel and those who did not listen to God's word of repentance.  As such, Paul could preach the gospel to the Thessalonians and not mention anything about the fate of the dead.

Yet it can be argued that Jesus believed in a resurrection, not least of those who died in faithfulness to him and his mission.  Further, most of the evidence points in the direction of a resurrection of an angelomorphic nature.  It is more difficult to narrow down any of the other possibilities with any degree of certainty.  He may or may not, for example, have believed that there was a second resurrection at which all the dead would be raised and judged.  Similarly, he may or may not have envisaged the continued existence of disembodied spirits in the underworld with appropriate punishment.  All of these positions can be found in the background literature.  It is at these points that historical method comes to an end and -- if one is so oriented -- faith begins.
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� As D. Martin has written in The Corinthian Body (New Haven:  Yale, 1995), “this particular issue seems not to have been covered extensively in Paul’s missionary preaching” and with regard to 1 Thessalonians, “he had not made the general resurrection of the body an important part of his initial teaching” (120).


� The “Schweitzerbahn.”  See Jesus and the Victory of God (Minneapolis:  Fortress, 1996) chapters 1-2.


� Cf. D. Allison's recent example of "the evil that I do not wish to do, that I do."  In The Jesus Tradition in Q (Harrisburg, PA:  Trinity, 1997).


� Here Paul is of course claiming to pass on first hand testimony to the “risen” Christ.  It must be remembered that Paul not only knows Cephas (Gal 2:11f), but some of the Corinthians seem to have known him as well (1:12) and thus could possibly verify his claims.  It is significant that the resurrection formula seems to have become traditional even by the 50’s, only twenty years or so after Christ’s death.


� Hay, Scotland conference, etc… Not only is this title is found in the Aramaic formula ht9nrm, but even appears in James, one of the least eschatological writing in the New Testament (1:1; 2:1; 5:7)


� To throw a bone to those who favor the Gospel of Thomas, even it seems to affirm such an angelomorphic transformation.  See Martin, Body.
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