[bookmark: _GoBack]Dear Editor-

We have substantially revised our paper ‘Why a Bodily Resurrection?: The Bodily Resurrection and the Mind/Body Relation’ (note the change in title). We have rearranged our material, moving section 3.2.2 (replying to Baker’s argument against 1* ‘Identical Embodiment’) and bolstered our argument that resurrection life will be life in the numerically same bodies possessed pre-mortem. We have also cut some of the arguments that both reviewers found problematic (especially our undercutting of the key premise in modal arguments for dualism). We believe this has helped to focus the paper.

We have responded to both reviewers’ comments within the text. Our response is in bold/red. 

Many thanks,

Authors


Reviewer Comments

Summary
The authors argue that the Christian doctrine of the resurrection makes probable animalism—the position that a human person is numerically identical to a human organism.  To establish this, the authors argue that certain features of resurrection fit better with animalism than the main alternatives:  namely, constitutionalism—the position that persons are constituted by but not identical to human organisms—and what they call “substance dualism”—though they seem to mean the position that human persons are identical to non-material souls that bear some intimate relation (other than identity or constitution) to human organisms.  The topic is important and interesting, and the authors have much to say of value, but their arguments are flawed—perhaps not irreparably, but enough that I would recommend rejection instead of revision.

As I explain below (see comments D and H), their case against substance dualism seems to rely heavily on the undefended assumption that resurrection is the only means to post-mortem existence.  That is, they offer theological reasons to accept that our resurrection must consist in the resurrection of our pre-mortem bodies, but then proceed as though they have established that any post-mortem existence (more generally) must consist in the resurrection of our pre-mortem bodies.  This assumes that resurrected life is the only mode of post-mortem existence.  Unless they defend this assumption, their argument begs the question against dualists.  (It should be noted that the more limited claim—that our resurrection requires the resurrection of our pre-mortem bodies—seemingly can be accounted for by dualists (see comments F and G), and so isn’t enough to get the argument off the ground.)

Furthermore, their objections to constitutionalism seem to be aimed at Baker’s specific constitutionalist account of the resurrection, not constitutionalism more generally.  For instance, the main problems pointed out by the authors stem from Baker’s claim that our resurrected bodies are new, non-human bodies.  But it’s never explained why a constitutionalist couldn’t maintain that in the resurrection we come to be constituted once more by our same pre-mortem bodies.  In fact, there’s at least some reason to think that a constitutionalist could plausibly maintain that it is necessary that it be so. (See comment J.)

The arguments could be revised to account for these problems, but the result would be a substantially different paper.  For this reason, I would recommend rejection.

Comments

A. (p.1) The authors need to be more careful in how they word statements such as, “Here we only argue that the future bodily resurrection is an essential part of Christian theology.”  For instance, God didn’t have to resurrect us—he didn’t even have to create us.  In this sense, bodily resurrection isn’t an essential part of Christian doctrine.

We agree that God does not have to resurrect us. By this statement, we mean that if there is no resurrection of the dead, Christian theism is false. We have added this statement in parenthesis. We take it that ‘Christian theism’ includes the sorts of claims Paul makes in 1 Cor. 15, e.g., that if there’s no resurrection of the dead, Christian faith is in vain. We take ‘Christian doctrine’ to mean ‘Christian teaching’.

B. (§2) The initial defense of Bodily Identity offered in this section is too weak to motivate relying on it as heavily as the authors do in their treatment of substance dualism.  I recommend moving forward the discussion in §3.2.2.

We have extended our evidence for ‘Bodily Identity’ (retitled ‘Identical Embodiment’). We have moved 3.2.2 forward (now titled 2.2). 

C. (§2 and §3.2.2) The authors provide a strong enough case that the resurrection will involve the renewal of one’s pre-mortem body, but they don’t provide nearly as much evidence that the resurrection must involve the renewal of one’s pre-mortem body—at least in the sense that it is metaphysically impossible to resurrect human persons without restoring their pre-mortem bodies.  For instance,
a. (p.3, 10) The authors point out that God’s intention is to renew this world, not replace it.  This provides good reason to think that the resurrection will involve pre-mortem bodies.  But I don't see how it indicates that it is metaphysically impossible to do it any other way.
b. (p.10) The authors point out that the resurrection explains the absence of Jesus’ body in the tomb.  Again, this indicates that the resurrection will involve our pre-mortem bodies, but must it?

We believe there is some confusion about our overall project in this comment. Our new version is (we believe) clearer. We do not talk of resurrection of persons, but rather of bodily resurrection (in keeping with traditional orthodox Christianity). The difference here is important, as we discuss in the Baker section (section 3). Note that we do not take ourselves to have established by exegesis alone that post-mortem existence must be in bodies numerically identical with those we now possess. Our argument for that claim is our overall inference to the best explanation argument: that we are numerically identical with our bodies (which logically implies that if ‘I’ exist my body exists), then we have an explanation as to why God resurrects bodies: it is necessary for post-mortem human existence. Of course, it is also the case that we think we’ve provided good exegetical arguments for thinking that Scripture teaches that the renewed cosmos and renewed micro-cosmoi (i.e., human beings) mirror each other in important ways. And, of course, that Paul, himself, makes the claim that what happened to Christ’s body in and through resurrection just is what will happen to humans more generally. Whether God could do it otherwise is immaterial; how God has revealed he will do it is the more pressing concern. We think we’ve provided good evidence for thinking that not only the Scriptures but the testimony of NT scholars weigh in favor of our reading.

D. (p.4-6) The authors say, “An account of the human person should explain the necessity of the resurrection of the body for continued existence of the human person; it should explain why Bodily Identity is true” (4).  Bodily Identity does not assert that resurrection of the pre-mortem body is necessary for continued eschatological existence but only for resurrection.  Bodily Identity only implies the authors’ claim if resurrection is necessary for continued eschatological existence.  But the authors do not provide a defense of this claim, and it can’t be assumed without defense—that would beg the question against dualists who think there might be ways of continuing to exist that don’t involve resurrection.  Why not think, for instance, that embodied life is God’s preferred form of eschatological existence and that such embodied life requires resurrection of pre-mortem bodies, but it’s not the only form of eschatological existence?  Many of the arguments in §3.1 make this same problematic assumption.  For instance,
a. The authors say, “it is unclear why even Embodiment is true on [the substance dualist’s] account” (4).  I don’t see the problem.  Resurrection, as I understand it, implies the revitalization of some body or organism.  So it’s obvious, even given substance dualism, why resurrected life requires embodied life.  In other words, the dualist is happy to admit that given God’s decision to resurrect us, we must be embodied.  They would just deny that resurrection was God’s only means of continuing our existence.

“Resurrection, as I understand it, implies the revitalization of some body or organism.” We have argued that the doctrine of the resurrection is stronger than this: the doctrine includes that there will be the revitalization of the very body that lived and died on earth. It is true that the dualist can admit that God decides to resurrect that very body. Our point is that it would be odd for God to do so, on the dualist’s account. Our claim is not the dualism is incompatible with the doctrine of the resurrection, just that dualism does not fit with the doctrine of the resurrection (as we’ve outlined the doctrine) as naturally as animalism. 

b. If the authors wish to maintain that resurrection is metaphysically necessary for continued eschatological existence, this is going to require more support.

See our response to comment C above.

E. (p.4) The authors seem to be objecting to the identification of the human person with the soul, not substance dualism per se.  For the purpose of this report, I’ll continue to use “substance dualists” for those who identify human persons with souls.

We agree that the term ‘substance dualism’ is sometimes used more widely and other times more narrowly in the literature. We clarify our terminology at the beginning of section 3.2: “Substance dualism, as we are using the term, is a class of views consistent with the claim that human beings are made up of two substances: an immaterial mind/soul and a physical organism (a body).” In addition, we include a footnote: “Admittedly there are some who would call themselves dualists who do not fit this definition. We confine ourselves to this way of understanding dualism because 1) at least two prominent Christian philosophers hold it and 2) we think this is a widely held version of dualism. We suspect that versions of dualism denying that the mind is immaterial (e.g. E. J. Lowe’s ‘non-Cartesian dualism’) will suffer similar theological problems as Baker’s constitutionism.”

F. (p.5) The authors say, “why would God resurrect the body that died? Substance dualism fails to offer an explanation” (5).  I think dualists have a plausible explanation.  As I mentioned above, the very essence of resurrection seems to be the revitalization of some body or organism.  But you cant revitalize something that was never alive.  So resurrection seems to require that pre-mortem bodies—things that were previously alive—be the things resurrected.  Indeed, the authors suggest something along these lines on p.9 when they say that getting a new body is reincarnation, not resurrection.

‘Resurrection of the body’, by definition, requires numerical identity between bodies. But our point is that this fails to explain why, on dualism, there’d be a resurrection at all. Why is resurrection promised and why is it something for which one should hope? 

G. (p. 5) The authors say, “dualism leaves utterly mysterious the reason why embodiment in a glorified version of one’s earthly body is better than disembodied existence or embodiment in some other glorified human body” (5).  It seems to me that the dualists can explain this by helping themselves to an explanation offered by the authors themselves—namely, that there is exceptional good in God’s renewing this creation rather than replacing it with a different one.

We reply to our dualist suggestion, and have clarified our response: “However, it is not clear that this response is sufficient for answering our worries. Recall that we’re trying to provide the best available position for explaining 1*, 2 , and 3. And it’s not clear why, on Plantinga’s sort of substance dualist account, human eschatological afterlife requires resurrection of the body (recall that we’ve provided arguments that this implies 1*). All that Plantinga (or the Plantingian) can say is that an embodied afterlife is better than a disembodied one. He might, in addition, claim that the eschatological afterlife is the best kind of existence, and thus it would necessarily be embodied (since embodied existence is superior to disembodied existence). However, the response leaves our question unanswered: why will God resurrect the body that died? Plantinga’s sort of garden-variety interactive substance dualism fails to offer an explanation. Indeed, Plantinga’s modal argument for dualism implies that the specific body one has is not at all important to their identity.”


H. (p.6) The authors say, “If the resurrection metaphysically requires post-mortem life in the body one inhabited pre-mortem (as Bodily Identity says), then (plausibly) one’s body is necessary for one’s existence. Thus, premise 5 is false.” (5).  First off, you can’t legitimately move straight from plausibly something contradicting premise 5 is true to premise 5 is false.  They at least need to replace “plausibly” with “probably”.  Second, this conditional cannot be simply asserted.  That is basically to assert that Bodily Identity and substance dualism are incompatible.  But that’s what the authors are supposed to be arguing for in this section.  Finally, the conditional seems doubtful to me—at least it cannot be fairly asserted without argument.  The reasons are ones I voiced above.  Just because resurrection requires life in our pre-mortem bodies doesn’t mean that any form of continued existence after death requires life in our pre-mortem bodies unless you assume that resurrected existence is the only mode of post-mortem existence.  And that assumption hasn’t been defended.

We have eliminated the section criticized here. We believe the argument undercutting the key intuition of modal arguments for dualism is too ambitious here. Eliminating this argument helps focus this paper.

I. (p.6) The authors use “I” instead of “we” in several places.

We have fixed this.

J. (§3.2.1) Are these problems for constitutionalism or just for Baker’s particular constitutionalist theory of resurrection on which our new bodies are not human bodies?  It seems like a constitutionalist plausibly hold that we can only be constituted by human bodies much like you might maintain that the David can only be constituted out of marble (a statue made out of clay and shaped just like the David wouldn’t be the David—it would be a different statue that just looked like the David).  For that matter, they could plausibly maintain that you can only ever be constituted by your pre-mortem body much like the David can only be constituted from that very marble (a statue made out of different marble and shaped just like the David wouldn’t be the David—it would be a different statue that just looked like the David).  So it seems these may be problems for Baker but not for constitutionalism.

Constitutionism does come in a variety of forms. Namely, there will be as many possible versions of Constituionism (of persons) as there are of the nature of constitution. We limit ourselves to Baker, and now make this clear in the text. However, we add in footnote 21 “A constitutionist like Kevin Corcoran can escape this worry (Corcoran, 1999). But, there are other problems afoot with the constitution view. See, for example, Moreland (2009, 133), Toner (2007, 641), and Turner (2014).” 

K. (p.7) I don’t see how Baker’s view undermines the Anselmian theory of atonement.  The authors need to make clear precisely what they take to be problematic.  For instance, I don’t see why the eventual extinction of humanity would make it any less imperative that God become human.  Maybe becoming non-human isn’t an option for us until a human atones for the sins of humankind.
L. (p.8) The authors seem to conflate substitutionary theories of atonement with Anselmian satisfaction theories.

We have eliminated this particular objection. 

M. (p10) As I understand it, animalism just states that human persons are numerically identical to human animals/human organisms/”member[s] of the biological species Homo sapiens” (Olson 1997, 6).  It is an open question whether human organisms are wholly material or not.  For instance, Aristotle seems an animalist if there ever was one, but he thought that animals were composites of soul and body.  It is misleading, therefore, for the authors to use the term “body” as synonymous with “human organism”, since bodies are typically thought to be wholly material but this is not the case for organisms.
a. Maybe what the authors intend to defend is not animalism but a particular physicalist form of animalism.

We define animalism as “the human person is identical to the human organism (what we have been calling the ‘body’).” Our conflating ‘human organism’ and ‘body’ is not idiosyncratic, Baker does so, along with van Inwagen and Merricks. 

N. (p.13) “failing to disappear/failing to decay” should be “disappearing/failing to decay”.

We have corrected this typo.

O. (p.13) I think bodies disappearing/failing to decay would still provide strong evidence of the supernatural in the described situation.  Let’s just consider bodies disappearing.  We would notice that in every other area, matter is never created or destroyed; there is always an equal reaction to every action; etc.  Simple patterns are demonstrated in the behavior of all particles except those in the bodies of dead persons.  Moreover, the one exceptional area is significant—that is, if there was a supernatural agent that wanted to send us a message about our ultimate destinations, miraculously intervening when people die to whisk their bodies away is precisely the sort of thing that an intelligent agent would use to try to communicate such a message.  So I think we would very reasonably conclude that the disappearing bodies were supernatural interventions rather than the result of our physical laws.

We have eliminated the section is question.  

P. (p.13) One might argue that the body-snatcher and falling elevator models are harder to accept than that we simply misinterpreted scripture and resurrection doesn’t require our pre-mortem bodies.  In other words, is Bodily Identity really better supported than the falsity of these models?  Especially since they seem to commit one to a problematic closest-continuer theory of identity.

We have eliminated the section is question. We note, briefly, that the ‘problem of the resurrection of the body’ is a problem for all those endorsing the doctrine of the resurrection, and as such cannot be counted against animalism. See the final paragraph of section 3.

Referee Report for “Why a Bodily Resurrection?”

Decision: Significantly revise and resubmit or outright rejection.

Reasoning: I see three categories of problems with this paper. 
1. The authors fail to accurately represent the current state of the debate by failing to interact or even reference a number of pertinent works. This is especially true with their treatment of substance dualism. The paper essentially ignores the relevant literate by substance dualists on the issues they raise. Without an awareness of these arguments the paper is little more than a straw man. This isn’t to say the paper has no merit. If the authors could address the arguments in the literature well and still defend their main argument, then the paper would make a nice contribution.

We have added reference to a number of other dualists (along with criticisms of those views). Note that the term ‘substance dualism’ is sometimes used more widely and other times more narrowly in the literature. It is, we think, impossible to deal with every version in one paper. We clarify our terminology at the beginning of section 3.2: “Substance dualism, as we are using the term, is a class of views consistent with the claim that human beings are made up of two substances: an immaterial mind/soul and a physical organism (a body).” In addition, we include a footnote: “Admittedly there are some who would call themselves dualists who do not fit this definition. We confine ourselves to this way of understanding dualism because 1) at least two prominent Christian philosophers hold it and 2) we think this is a widely held version of dualism. We suspect that versions of dualism denying that the mind is immaterial (e.g. E. J. Lowe’s ‘non-Cartesian dualism’) will suffer similar theological problems as Baker’s constitutionism.” We, briefly, interact with Cooper in the section 3.3.

2. As noted bellow there seem to be obvious objections to specific arguments in the paper that the authors fail to recognize.

See below. We have cut a number of the specific arguments.

3. Animalism has faced several objections regarding persistence. These objections need to be addressed in some way given that the authors are arguing that animalism is a better account of post-mortem persistence than substance dualism and the constitution view.

We address this objection in the final paragraph of section 3.3: “One might protest here: animalism suffers from the seemingly insurmountable problem of developing some persistence conditions for the body, along with the notorious ‘resurrection problem’, which demands some way in which we might identify the pre-resurrected with post-resurrected body. We admit that these are challenges to the view we are advancing, but we do not think it is insurmountable, and, in fact, they do not bear on the present dialectic. First, the resurrection problem is not a problem for the animalist in particular. It is a problem for anyone who endorses Identical Embodiment. Since we have argued above that Identical Embodiment is part of the doctrine of the resurrection, the dualist and constitutionist will also have to deal with this problem if they wish to endorse the doctrine of the resurrection. As such, it does not count against animalism in the present dialectic. Second, if the animalist must account for the persistence conditions of the body, so must someone making claims about the resurrection of the body. Since the doctrine of the resurrection includes the claim that God will resurrect the very same body, those endorsing the doctrine of the resurrection cannot attack animalism for lacking persistence conditions of the body—they themselves would need to do so too.”

Notes:
1. A main problem with the paper is that the authors shift from raising an important question to then referring that question as an argument against substance dualism (p. 4). It seems that much of their argument is simply a move to shift the burden of proof. This makes it the case that their conclusion does not follow. At best the authors give us an important question to ask of substance dualism. If there is a move to make this into an actual argument it is based on the presumption that the substance dualist cannot answer their questions. As I point out bellow, this is the weakest part of the paper.

We are actually happy with the interpretation of our argument as shifting the burden of proof. After all, we never claimed that dualism is incompatible with the doctrine of the resurrection, just that animalism fits more naturally with the doctrine of the resurrection than does dualism.

a. This happens again (p. 5) where the authors move from stating that the dualist has not yet given an explanation for Bodily Identity to the claim that she cannot explain Bodily Identity is not supported.

Our argument is an inference to the best explanation. It is incumbent on the dualist to offer such an explanation, which we do not think is forthcoming. 

b. Again (p. 5) the authors claim that substance dualism “leaves utterly mysterious the reason why embodiment in a glorified version of one’s earthly body is better than disembodied existence or embodiment in some other glorified human body.” First, as mentioned this is false, as there are several historical arguments that address this. Secondly, even if this is true it does not support the claim that the dualist cannot explain Bodily Identity, which is the conclusion he authors need and seem to assume.

We are aware of a number of these historical arguments, e.g., that of Athenagoras. And we address it, briefly, in footnote 36. However, for reasons of space, we are not able to work through the many historical examples. However, one of us has written at length on that subject elsewhere. (see footnote 35).

2. The authors give a false portrayal of Swinburne (pp. 2-3).
a. The context of Swinburne statement has to do with the argument of his book, which, just previous to the quoted text, Swinburne says, is “whether a good God would keep men in existence after death…” (180). Swinburne’s remarks are not about the overall lack of importance regarding the resurrection of the body.

We have eliminated this footnote. 

3. The authors give a false portrayal of substance dualist arguments for why souls require bodies. The authors claim that the only argument is that it embodiment is a good. This is false, as there are other arguments (historically given by Aquinas, Bonaventure, Augustine, and Scotus) from proper function, metaphysical completeness, perfect happiness, appetite satisfaction, soteriology, divine purpose, and divine justice. Some of these arguments are presented as reason for why God should or must resurrect the numerically same body. The authors seem unaware of this literature. 
a. For a basic introduction to these arguments see, Marilyn Adams, “Why Bodies as Well as Souls in the Life to Come?” 

For reasons of space, we are not able to work through the many historical examples. However, one of us has written at length on that subject elsewhere. (see footnote 35).

4. The authors fail to interact with the primary dualist scholar (John W. Cooper) regarding the teaching of scripture on the monism vs. dualism debate. 
a. See, for example, Cooper (1989) Body, Soul & Life Everlasting: Biblical Anthropology and the Monism-Dualism Debate; (2007) “The Bible and Dualism Once Again: A Reply to Joel B. Green and Nancy Murphy”; (2009) “The Current Body-Soul Debate: A Case for Holistic Dualism,” (2009) “Exaggerated Rumors of Dualism’s Demise: A Review Essay on Body, Soul and Human Life”

We now talk about Cooper on page 12. We think much of what we say regarding Swinburne’s emergent dualism applies equally to Cooper’s functional holism. 

5. The paper would be strengthened if the authors attended to a very likely reply already in the literature: materialist views have a difficult if not impossible task of accounting for a disembodied intermediate state where we exist after death, but before the resurrection of the dead. 
a. For example, the work of John W. Cooper. 

We are skeptical of the existence of an intermediate state, for the reasons that Turner (2015) points out. This paper is a direct response to Cooper’s (et. al.) arguments, and we find its arguments cogent. We point to this paper in footnote 29. Given space, there’s no need for us to rehash arguments against Cooper already in the literature. 

6. Authors fail to interact with the existing literature on dualism and embodiment.
a.  See, for example, Taliaferro (2011) “The Goods of Embodiment” Davis (1993) Risen Indeed: Making Sense of the Resurrection.
7. Authors fail to interact with existing literature on dualism and the resurrection.
a. See, for example, Davis, (1993) Risen Indeed: Making Sense of the Resurrection; (2001) “Physicalism and Resurrection”; (2010) "Resurrection." 

We now interact with Davis. See page 5. Moreover, and in line with one of our driving points, Davis’s Risen Indeed book makes a call on Christians to affirm with vigor the numerical identity between pre-mortem and resurrection bodies. 

8. Authors fail to interact with the existing literature regarding criticisms of Christian materialism and the resurrection, including an objection to animalism regarding the resurrection.
a. See, for example, Taliaferro and Goetz (2008), “Prospects of Christian Materialism”; Hasker (2012) “Materialism and the Resurrection: Are there Prospects for Improving?” Mavrodes (1977), “The Life Everlasting and the Bodily Criterion of Identity” 

We address this objection in the final paragraph of section 3.3: “One might protest here: animalism suffers from the seemingly insurmountable problem of developing some persistence conditions for the body, along with the notorious ‘resurrection problem’, which demands some way in which we might identify the pre-resurrected with post-resurrected body. We admit that these are challenges to the view we are advancing, but we do not think it is insurmountable, and, in fact, they do not bear on the present dialectic. First, the resurrection problem is not a problem for the animalist in particular. It is a problem for anyone who endorses Identical Embodiment. Since we have argued above that Identical Embodiment is part of the doctrine of the resurrection, the dualist and constitutionist will also have to deal with this problem if they wish to endorse the doctrine of the resurrection. As such, it does not count against animalism in the present dialectic. Second, if the animalist must account for the persistence conditions of the body, so must someone making claims about the resurrection of the body. Since the doctrine of the resurrection includes the claim that God will resurrect the very same body, those endorsing the doctrine of the resurrection cannot attack animalism for lacking persistence conditions of the body—they themselves would need to do so too.”

9. The paper needs some editing. For example, the paper begins with the use of “we” signifying at least two authors, and then shifts (p. 6) to singular terms, “I” “me” without explanation.

We have edited accordingly.

10. (p. 4) The authors fail to give any account of a successful explanation other than it need be a metaphysical explanation. Moreover, the authors’ argument for metaphysical over epistemological seems to assume that biblical texts cannot yield metaphysical explanations, at least not in this case. But this thesis undermines their use of proof texts to derive their metaphysical thesis.

We draw the standard distinction between description and explanation. We argue for a metaphysical claim by appeal to scripture. We do not, however, think that that appeal, on its own, explains anything. It merely reveals what is true. It is a description rather than an explanation. An attempt to explain by mere appeal to scripture is what is problematic. We do not do this.

11. (p. 6) The author’s argument against the modal argument is overstated if not obviously false. Their argument assumes that Bodily Identity excludes an unembodied existence in the intermediate state before receiving a new resurrection body. First, Bodily Identity does not entail the assumption. Second, this assumption faces significant challenges as a disembodied intermediate existence has just as much theological and historical warrant as Bodily Identity does.
12. (p. 6) The authors state, “Still, this reply leaves Bodily Identity unexplained.” 
a. This seems to miss the point that such a reply from Swinburne is merely intended as a response to the authors’ objection to the modal argument. Why must Swinburne reply to their objection to his modal argument with a reply that also addresses their Bodily Identity argument? This is far from clear.
13. (p. 6) The authors state, “However, this move threatens premise 5’s intuitive force. Premise 5 is intuitive to some because they think their consciousness might continue after the destruction of their body…” 
a. This seems false. Why think that being conscious is an all or nothing thing, such that to fail to function fully yet are still conscious.

11-13: We agree that this particular section was problematic. We have cut our reply to the modal argument for dualism. 

14. (p. 10) The authors state, “Peter van Inwagen (1978) and Trenton Merricks (2008, 2009) have both defended animalist accounts of human persons and applied their accounts to the resurrection. If each human person is identical to his or her body, then it is not possible that a human person should exist without his or her body. Thus, animalism easily explains Bodily Identity (and Embodiment with it): God would resurrect the very body that died because doing so is necessary and sufficient for that person to exist.” 
a. First, This doesn’t seem to follow. All that animalism, as stated, entails is that a person is identical to a body, but not that they must be identical to the numerically same body from one moment to the next. 

Identity is a necessary relation. So if x=y, then necessarily x=y. Animalism says that, for each human person, he or she is identical to his or her body. Thus, necessarily each person is identical the body they have. Thus, existence of that particular body is necessary for existence of that particular person.

b. Secondly, this is true of composite substance dualism as well, since the person is the soul-body composite. 

This would only follow if the composite dualism in question advanced the claim that the person possessed their body as a necessary part. This undercuts any putative advantage a dualist might level against the animalist. Furthermore, if a composite dualist suggests that she is identical to her body, we happily welcome her into the family of animalist positions. See footnote 32.

15. (p. 11) The authors state, “Finally, since the natural course of a human body is for it to decay and never exist again, it takes a special act on God’s part to resurrect the body. Thus, animalism explains Miracle—why the afterlife requires God’s special action.” 
a. However, the authors fail to clarify how animalism explains this in any way that substance dualism or the constitution view does not? The continued existence of any person on any of these accounts requires a miracle.

We don’t claim that substance dualism and Constitutionism fail on this point. We are merely pointing out that animalism does explain it. It would be bad if animalism explains Identical Embodiment (which substance dualism and Constitutionism cannot), but then fails to explain what substance dualism and Constitutionism can. So we are just pointing out that animalism explains Miracle. 

16. The theological argument(s) for Bodily Identity do not undermine substance dualism. At best, assuming the authors’ arguments works, what they have provided is an argument specific forms of substance dualism offered by Plantinga and Swinburne. The argument needs to be made that Plantinga and Swinburne offer the best option for the substance dualist. However, that argument is never given. Moreover, the substance dualism of E. J. Lowe or of J. P. Moreland hold very different views about the body. Some substance dualists (Moreland, Pruss) hold that the body is actually a mode of the soul. Like any view that holds that the Soul is the form of the body this means that a body can uniquely form one body in such a way as to explain Bodily Identity. The authors seem unaware of this.

As we said in reply to this comment above: We have added reference to a number of other dualists (along with criticisms of those views). Note that the term ‘substance dualism’ is sometimes used more widely and other times more narrowly in the literature. It is, we think, impossible to deal with every version in one paper. We clarify our terminology at the beginning of section 3.2: “Substance dualism, as we are using the term, is a class of views consistent with the claim that human beings are made up of two substances: an immaterial mind/soul and a physical organism (a body).” In addition, we include a footnote: “Admittedly there are some who would call themselves dualists who do not fit this definition. We confine ourselves to this way of understanding dualism because 1) at least two prominent Christian philosophers hold it and 2) we think this is a widely held version of dualism. We suspect that versions of dualism denying that the mind is immaterial (e.g. E. J. Lowe’s ‘non-Cartesian dualism’) will suffer similar theological problems as Baker’s constitutionism.” We, briefly, interact with Cooper in the section 3.3.

17. The argument seems to be that animalism explains Bodily Identity because to resurrect a person is to resurrect the numerically same animal that the person is identical to. But this faces a problem. On van Inwagen’s view of animalism, for example, the body does not persist, as it is merely an aggregate of parts that are constantly being changed. It is the life that ground the persistence of the animal. Therefore, on van Inwagen’s view Bodily Identity doesn’t seem possible, as a person is never numerically identical to the same body from one moment to the next. Perhaps the paper could be made stronger by offering an account of the body according to animalism. Although, this account must evade objections in the literature that animalism undermines the persistence or persons.

“Perhaps the paper could be made stronger by offering an account of the body according to animalism. Although, this account must evade objections in the literature that animalism undermines the persistence or persons.” That is a project for another day. However, we do point out that everyone endorsing the doctrine of the resurrection must deal with this problem. As such, one endorsing the doctrine of the resurrection cannot bring this charge against the animalist. We explain this in the final paragraph of section 3. 
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