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Gary R. Habermas (1950-), distinguished
research professor and chair of the depart-
ment of philosophy and theology at Liberty
University, has been researching the resur-
rection of Jesus since doing his PhD on the
subject at Michigan State University in the
mid 1970’. Having published numerous
papers and books on the resurrection over
the course of his career, Habermas has
now published his four-volume magnum
opus: On the Resurrection.

The 1024 pages of Volume 1: Evidences
(a volume Habermas views as the most im-
portant volume in the four volume set) are
mostly dedicated to establishing historical
data relevant to Jesus’ resurrection from
both biblical and extra-biblical sources,
and to important prolegomena such as the
nature and viability of historical inquiry,
and issues of the historical criteria to be
applied in establishing historical data.

Habermas also includes a substantial
appendix that aims to raise the prior pro-
bability of the resurrection by arguing that
there are ”Evidential near-death experien-
ces” that constitute ”nonmiraculous indi-
cations of at least an initial afterlife.” (p 4.)
Although this appendix was an intriguing
introduction to its subject, it seemed to me
that a more detailed treatment would be
required to make a robust case for Haber-
mas’s conclusion.

Habermas® key methodological con-
tribution to resurrection studies is his
”minimal facts” methodology. On the Re-
surrection is undoubtedly the most comp-
rehensive treatment of the ”minimal facts”
apologetic for the resurrection of Jesus
published to date. Indeed, I think Volume
1 could stand some trimming, especially of
certain repeated arguments and quota-
tions.

The ”minimal facts” methodology prio-
ritizes rhetorical efficiency, using historical
criteria to establish specific points of rele-
vant historical data without recourse to
arguments for thinking that the relevant
historical sources are even generally reli-
able, and arguing for the resurrection of
Jesus on the basis of this specific data as
long as it is also accepted by ”the vast majo-
rity of published contemporary scholars
with credentials in relevant fields of study

..” (p 91.) The application of these twin
filters of historical verification and scholar-
ly consensus defines the ”minimal facts” to
be explained, setting the stage for the deba-
te about whether any hypothesis does a
better job at explaining the ”minimal
facts” than the resurrection hypothesis.

According to Habermas, ”These metho-
dological moves have the benefit of bypas-
sing much of the often-protracted prelimi-
nary discussions which frequently take
place regarding which data are permissible
by beginning with a sort of ‘lowest com-
mon denominator’ approach.” (p. 94.) In
the contemporary debate about apologetic
methodology, the “minimal facts” app-
roach taken by Habermas is generally con-
trasted with the so-called ”maximal” app-
roach of scholars such as Christian philo-
sopher Lydia McGrew.! While McGrew
seems to take an either/or approach to this
debate, Habermas takes a both/and app-
roach, acknowledging that arguing for the
general reliability of the relevant historical
sources is a viable project. Indeed, he notes
that that ”the criteria of authenticity can
come to the aid of ... the general or the spe-
cific methods,” (p 42) and affirms that the
two approaches "may be pursued together
and can complement each other” (p 128).

Habermas emphasizes that his appeal to
scholarly consensus is not evidential, and
that making good arguments for data mat-
ters more than scholarly opinion. Indeed,
one can separate out the three methodol-
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ogies of i) arguing for general reliability,
ii) arguing for specific facts, and iii) Haber-
mas’s “minimal facts” approach that argu-
es for specific facts that also garner scho-
larly consensus. Even Habermas’ ”mini-
mal facts” methodology explicitly allows
for the use of verified data that lacks a
high percentage of consent to break any
argumentative deadlock.

The ”minimal facts” methodology clear-
ly has the potential dis-benefit of ignoring
the stronger and/or more expansive data-
set that can be procured by setting aside
scholarly consensus and/or by including
the complementary ”maximal” case for the
general reliability of the relevant historical
sources. Habermas concedes the latter
point, commenting that ”our primary me-
thod in this study is to apply the minimal
facts method, which has the advantage of
showing that the resurrection occurred
even if the New Testament texts are unre-
liable! Nonetheless, establishing even the
general reliability of a Gospel would be
an additional, independent approach to
establishing the historical foundation for
the resurrection. As a ‘backup system’ this
second approach strengthens the case for
Jesus’s resurrection.” (p 806). Whether the
purported rhetorical benefits of the ”mini-
mal facts” approach, and most especially
of the ”lowest common denominator”
appeal to scholarly consensus, outweigh
the rhetorical dis-benefits is not a zero-sum
game, but something to be judged on a
case by case basis that depends upon the
rhetorical context.

Volume 1 of On the Resurrection has
been criticized by Lydia McGrew and oth-
ers for its sometimes injudicious, imprecise
or inaccurate use of quotations and sour-
ces.2 Just how robust Habermas’s appeal
to scholarly consensus is depends in part
upon how accurate he is in Volume 3’s sur-
vey of scholarly perspectives, and Haber-
mas has addressed some criticisms of
Volume 3 in a video published in October
2025.3 At the very least, this controversy
highlights issues with Habermas’s appeal
to scholarly consensus that detract from
the purported rhetorical advantages of this
aspect of his methodology.

Despite these issues, On the Resurrec-
tion, Volume 1: Evidences is undoubtedly
a significant work that deserves a place in
the library of every institution of higher
education with a department of philoso-
phy, religious studies and/or theology.

1 gee e.g., L. McGrew, The Eye of the Beholder:
The Gospel of Jobn as Historical Reportage.
Iampa, FL: DeWard, 2021, chap. 8.

See e.g. K. R. Harriman, "Review of On the
Resurrection, vol. 1: Evidences”
(https://krharriman.substack.com/p/review-of-on-the-

esurrection-vol?utm_source=publication-search)

”Gary Habermas Addresses Skeptic Criticism
Regarding — ‘On the Resurrection: Scholarly
Perspectives,”” (https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=

eKxhqUIM_2g&t=33s)
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