
Gospel of John Bible Study 
 

Study #22 
 

The Resurrection of the Christ – Jn. 20 
 
I.  The Discovery (vs. 1-10) 

 Now on the first day of the week Mary Magdalene came to the tomb early, while it was still dark, 
and saw that the stone had been taken away from the tomb. So she ran and went to Simon Peter 
and the other disciple, the one whom Jesus loved, and said to them, “They have taken the Lord out 
of the tomb, and we do not know where they have laid him.” So Peter went out with the other 
disciple, and they were going toward the tomb. Both of them were running together, but the other 
disciple outran Peter and reached the tomb first. And stooping to look in, he saw the linen cloths 
lying there, but he did not go in. Then Simon Peter came, following him, and went into the tomb. 
He saw the linen cloths lying there, and the face cloth, which had been on Jesus' head, not lying 
with the linen cloths but folded up in a place by itself. Then the other disciple, who had reached 
the tomb first, also went in, and he saw and believed; for as yet they did not understand the 
Scripture, that he must rise from the dead. Then the disciples went back to their homes. (vs. 1-10) 

o Among all the gospels, the only reference to Mary Magdalene prior to the 
crucifixion and resurrection of Christ is in Luke 8: 

And the twelve were with him, and also some women who had been healed of evil 
spirits and infirmities: Mary, called Magdalene, from whom seven demons had gone 
out, and Joanna, the wife of Chuza, Herod's household manager, and Susanna, and 
many others, who provided for them out of their means. (Lk. 8:1b-3) 

By the time of the crucifixion, Mary Magdalene has become prominent. 
 

Mt. 27:55-56 

 
 
 
55 There were also 
 
looking on from a distance, 
 
 
who had followed Jesus from 
Galilee, 
ministering to him, 
56 among whom were 
 
Mary Magdalene 
and Mary the mother of 
James and Joseph and the 
mother of the sons of 
Zebedee. 
 
many women there, 

 

Mk. 15:40-41 

 
 
 
40 There were also women 
 
looking on from a distance, 
 
.41a When he was in Galilee, 
they followed him 
 
and ministered to him, 
among whom were 
 
Mary Magdalene, 
and Mary the mother of 
James the younger and of 
Joses, and Salome 
 
41b and there were also many 
other women who came up 
with him to Jerusalem. 

Lk. 23:49 

 
 
49 And all his acquaintances 
and the women 
 
stood at a distance watching 
these things. 

 
who had followed him from 
Galilee  

Jn. 19:25 

 
 
 
 
 
25 but standing by … 
 
 
 
 
 
were 
his mother 
and Mary Magdalene. 

and his mother's sister, Mary 
the wife of Clopas, 
 
 
 

 

 



At the burial, Matthew and Mark mention that only Mary Magdalene and Mary 
the mother of Joses being present.  At the scene of the tomb on the morning of 
the resurrection, Mary Magdalene, again, takes the lead – even recorded 
singularly by John’s account. 
 

Mt. 28:1 
 
 
 
 
 
1 Now after the Sabbath, 
 
of the first day of the 
week, 
toward the dawn 

 
 
Mary Magdalene 
and the other Mary 
 
 
 
 
went to see the tomb. 

Mk. 16:1-2 
 
 
 
 
 
1 When the Sabbath was 
past, 
on the first day of the week, 
 

2 And very early 
when the sun had risen, 
 
Mary Magdalene, 
1b Mary the mother of 
James, and Salome 
bought spices, so that they 
might go and anoint him. 
 
they went to the tomb. 
 

Lk. 23:55-24:1 
55 The women who had 
come with him from 
Galilee followed and saw 
the tomb and how his 
body was laid. 
 
 
1 But on the first day of 
the week, 
at early dawn, 
 
 
 
 
 
taking the spices they had 
prepared. 

 
they went to the tomb,  

Jn. 20:1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
1 Now on the first day of 
the week 
while it was still dark, 

 
 
Mary Magdalene 
 
 
 
 
 
came to the tomb early,  

“There were at least four women and probably more.  Matthew says that the 
group included Mary Magdalene and the other Mary, that is, Mary the mother of 
James.  Mark adds that Salome was present.  Luke says that Joanna was also 
along and others. … On reaching the tomb the women were astonished to find 
the stone removed from the entrance. … At last they decided that the disciples 
must be told, and Mary Magdalene was dispatched to find them.” (Boice, pp. 
1563-64) 

o “John probably assumes that the readers are acquainted with the other Gospels 
and confines his story to Mary Magdalene.  However, he implies that other 
women had accompanied Mary (rf. 20:2: “we do not know … “). (Hendriksen, p. 
448) 

o “It is not clear why John does not mention any woman other than Mary when all 
the other Gospels tell us that she was not alone.  It may be that he knew that she 
was the first to see the Lord Jesus (cf. Mk. 16:9) and that he was not concerned 
accordingly with the others who did not see Jesus at the same time as did Mary.  
This is not entirely convincing but it is difficult to see a better explanation.  The 
Synoptists tell us that the women came with spices to anoint the body.  Why this 
should be done when Nicodemus had brought such a large quantity is not clear.  
It may be that they were not aware of what Nicodemus had done, but this seems 
unlikely in the light of the fact that two of them, ‘beheld where he was laid’ (Mk. 
15:47).  More probably, in view of the lateness of the hour and the nearness of the 
Sabbath, Nicodemus was not able to use all the spices he had brought in the way 
intended.  Something remained to complete the process of burial, and the women 
came to do this.” (Morris, pp. 830-31) 



o Who moved the stone?  Only Matthew seems bold enough to report the 
supernatural angelic appearance and action in this regard (Mt. 28:2-4).  The other 
gospel writers are content simply reporting that, upon their approach to the 
tomb, the women saw that the stone had been moved.  A.H. Ross (aka: Frank 
Morison) wrote the famous treatise on this subject in 1930.  Even though his book 
is entitled Who Moved the Stone?, it remains the one question he does not seem 
able to answer. 

o The appearance of others at the tomb to meet and speak with the women is 
mixed among the synoptic gospels – Matthew speaks of “an angel of the Lord” 
descending from heaven”; Mark reports that “a young man … dressed in a white 
robe” was sitting inside the tomb; and Luke reports that “two men stood by them 
in dazzling apparel”.  Perhaps this seeming difference in the reporting led John 
to forgo any mention of the opening of the tomb and the appearance of others, 
and directed his attention strictly to Mary Magdalene whose own account (and 
reputation?) may well have needed bolstering by the time John writes his gospel. 

o “The two disciples started for the tomb, running and leaving Mary far behind.  
Outrunning Peter, John arrived at the tomb first, stooped to look through the 
narrow opening, and saw the graveclothes, he saw them only in a cursory 
manner and from outside the tomb.  The Greek uses the most common word for 
seeing (blepw); it suggests nothing more than sight.  But when Peter arrived he 

scrutinized the graveclothes carefully.  The Scripture uses a special word 
(qeorew) for what Peter did (from it we get our words ‘theory’ and ‘theorize’).  
Moreover, it tells what Peter saw.  The Bible says that Peter ‘went into the tomb.  
He saw the strips of linen lying there, as well as the burial cloth that had been 
around Jesus’ head’ (Jn. 20:6-7).  At this point John entered, saw what Peter had 
seen (this time the word is oraw, meaning ‘to see with understanding’) and 

believed in Jesus’ resurrection (vs. 8). 
o “If we had been present in the tomb at the moment of the resurrection, we would 

have noticed either that the body of Jesus would have seemed to have 
disappeared or else that it was changed into a resurrection body and passed 
through the graveclothes and out of the sealed tomb just as it was later to pass 
through closed doors. … What would have happened then?  The linen cloths 
would have subsided once the body was removed because of the weight of the 
spices that were in them, and they would have been lying undisturbed where 
they body of Jesus had been.  The cloth which surrounded the head, without the 
weight of spices, might well have retained its concave shape and have lain by 
itself separated from the body cloths by the space where the Lord’s neck and 
shoulders had been. 

o “This is exactly what John says he and Peter saw when they entered the 
sepulcher.  John was first at the tomb, and as he reached the open sepulcher in 
the murky light of early dawn he saw the graveclothes lying.  There was 
something about them that attracted John’s attention.  First, it was significant 
that they were there at all.  John stresses the point, using the word for ‘lying’ at 
an emphatic position in the sentence.  We might translate, ‘He saw , lying there, 
the graveclothes’ (vs. 5).  Furthermore, the clothes were undisturbed.  The word 
that John uses (keimena) occurs in the Greek papyri of things that have been 
carefully placed in order.  One document speaks of legal documents, saying, ‘I 



have not yet obtained the documents, but they are lying collated.’  Another 
speaks of clothes that are ‘lying (in order) until you send me word.’  Certainly 
John noticed that there had been no disturbance at the tomb. 

o “At this point Peter arrived and went into the sepulcher.  Peter saw what John 
had seen, but in addition he was struck by something else.  The cloth that had 
been around the head was not with the other clothes.  It was lying in a place by 
itself (vs. 7).  What was even more striking, it had retained a circular shape.  John 
says that it was ‘wrapped together’.  We might say that it was ‘twirled about 
itself’.  There was a space between it and the cloths that had enveloped the body.  
When John saw this he believed. 

o “What did John believe?  I imagine that he might have explained it to Peter like 
this.  ‘Don’t you see, Peter, that no one has moved the body or disturbed the 
graveclothes?  They are lying exactly as Nicodemus and Joseph of Arimathaea 
left them on the eve of the Sabbath.  yet the body is gone.  It has not been stolen.  
It has not been moved.  Clearly it must have passed through the cloths, leaving 
them as we see them now.  Jesus must be risen.’ 

o “How foolish in the light of such evidence are non-Christian explanations of the 
events of Easter morning.  Some have taught that the body of Jesus was stolen, 
but in that case the presence of the graveclothes is inexplicable.  They would 
have been removed along with the body.  Others have taught that Jesus revived 
in the tomb and escaped after having unwound the linen bands.  In that case the 
linen would have been displaced.  Even if we can imagine that Jesus replaced the 
clothes where they had been and somehow moved the stone, there is still a 
problem with the spices, for these would have been scattered about the tomb.  Of 
this there is not the slightest suggestion in the Gospel.  None of these 
explanations will do.  The disciples saw everything in order, but the body was 
gone.  Jesus had indeed been raised, and in a resurrection body.” (Boice, pp. 
1564-67) 

 
II.  Jesus’ Initial Appearances (vs. 11-29) 
 A.  Mary Magdalene (vs. 11-18) 

 But Mary stood weeping outside the tomb, and as she wept she stooped to look into the tomb. And 
she saw two angels in white, sitting where the body of Jesus had lain, one at the head and one at 
the feet. They said to her, “Woman, why are you weeping?” She said to them, “They have taken 
away my Lord, and I do not know where they have laid him.” Having said this, she turned 
around and saw Jesus standing, but she did not know that it was Jesus. Jesus said to her, 
“Woman, why are you weeping? Whom are you seeking?” Supposing him to be the gardener, she 
said to him, “Sir, if you have carried him away, tell me where you have laid him, and I will take 
him away.” Jesus said to her, “Mary.” She turned and said to him in Aramaic, “Rabboni!” 
(which means Teacher). Jesus said to her, “Do not cling to me, for I have not yet ascended to the 
Father; but go to my brothers and say to them, ‘I am ascending to my Father and your Father, to 
my God and your God.’” Mary Magdalene went and announced to the disciples, “I have seen the 
Lord”—and that he had said these things to her. (vs. 11-18) 

o At this point, the record of belief by way of evidences gives way to the record of 
belief by way of divine revelation.  It could well be that John saw the need to 
provide the reader with both and determined to present both in these individual 
scenes.  Among the gospels, there are, then, three sets of record: the appearance 



and voice of the angel(s), the study of the evidences, and the appearance of Jesus, 
himself.  Here, the appearance of the two angels coincides with Luke 24:4.  (The 
strongest sense of reconciliation regarding the number of angels (men) appearing 
to Mary (the women) would seem to be that only one of them moves the stone 
(Mt. 28:2) and speaks (Mt. 28:5; Mk. 16:6).  While Luke and John have both men 
speaking (Lk. 24:5-6; Jn. 20:13), it could be that two were plainly visible and in 
congress but only one actually spoke. 

o “The whole subject of angels is very deep and mysterious, and one about which 
we must beware of holding anything that is not revealed.  But the case before us 
teaches one or two wonderful things, which we should do well to remember.  
These angels evidently came and went away, appeared and disappeared, after a 
manner supernatural, invisible, and inexplicable to our minds.  It is clear that 
angels were at the tomb, when the party of women arrived there, after Mary 
Magdalene had run to tell Peter and John.  It is equally clear that they were not to 
be seen, when Peter and John ran to the grave on hearing Mary’s report.  Not one 
word do we read of their seeing angels.  Yet it is equally clear that when Mary 
Magdalene looked in, after Peter and John went away, she saw two angels and 
talked with them.  These are very deep things.  They prove plainly that the 
angels of God appear and disappear, are visible or invisible, instantaneously and 
supernaturally, according as God commissions them.  In short they are beings of 
a totally different nature to our own, and are in all the conditions of their 
constitution totally unlike us.  For anything we know, they were in the tomb 
when Peter and John inspected it, but at that moment were invisible.  For 
anything we know, they are now very near us every minute of our existence, and 
doing God’s will concerning us, though we are utterly unaware of their presence.  
All this no doubt is very mysterious, and past the power of man to explain and 
comprehend. (Ryle, pp. 417-18) 

o “There is something very moving about this first meeting of the risen Lord with 
any of His followers.  There is moreover a wonderful condescension involved, 
for we have no reason for thinking of Mary as being a particularly important 
person.  Yet it was to her and not to any of the outstanding leaders in the 
apostolic band that the Lord appeared first. … The angels do not play a major 
part in the incident that John is describing.  Their one function is to ask Mary 
why she is crying, … For ‘Woman’ as a form of address, … [i]t is obvious that in 
this context there can be nothing harsh about the term. … No answer of the 
angels is recorded.  Perhaps Mary withdrew abruptly.  She may have heard a 
movement behind her.  Or, as many commentators from Chrysostom down have 
held, the angels may have made some motion at the sight of the Lord behind 
Mary. … Why she did not recognize Him is not said. … There seems to have 
been something different about the risen Jesus so that He was not always 
recognized.  The walk to Emmaus is the outstanding example of this, but we see 
the same thing at the miraculous draught of fishes (21:4), and Matthew tells us 
that when the disciples saw Jesus on a mountain in Galilee they worshipped, ‘but 
some doubted’ (Mt. 28:17).” (Morris, p. 836-38) 

o “By the word ‘they’ we must suppose Mary meant our Lord’s enemies, -the chief 
priests, or the Roman soldiers.  Perhaps we should not press the word too 
closely.  It may be that the good woman, in her excitement and trouble, hardly 



knew whom she meant, and spoke indefinitely; -‘somebody’ has taken away.  
She can hardly have meant that the chief priests had taken away the body, in 
order to exhibit it as the dead corpse of a conquered, wicked impostor. (Ryle, p. 
402) 

o “Barnhouse writes of this poignant offer, ‘She was still thinking in terms of a 
dead body.  She had been weeping for three days and three nights and her heart 
was empty even though she still had a few tears left.  She had passed through 
unutterable anguish and had been for many hours without sleep.  She had been 
three times out to the tomb and twice back to the town.  [Now] she offered to 
carry away the full weight of the body of a man, plus the hundred pound weight 
of myrrh and aloes.  The Bible tells us that the body had been anointed with one 
hundred pounds of spices which Nicodemus had wrapped in the linen which 
enshrouded the body (Jn. 19:39).  Even if Jesus were slight of weight, Mary was 
offering, without thinking, to carry away a weight of body and linen cloth and 
ointments which would go beyond the strength of many a strong man.  But she 
did not think of this for she loved the Lord Jesus Christ, and though her faith and 
hope were dead, her love was strong.  Here is one of the greatest character 
portrayals in all of literature, human or divine.  Here is the heart of a good 
woman.  Here is love, offering to do the impossible as love always does.’ … As 
Mary responded to his pronunciation of her name, she turned back to Christ 
again.  when she had supposed him to be only the gardener, she had no interest 
in him or anything he might say.  But now she had heard her name from Jesus’ 
lips; and as sheep know the voice of their shepherd when he calls them by name, 
so she recognized him and responded joyfully, ‘Master!’  In that moment Mary 
experienced her own resurrection, for she was reborn.  faith had died, but now it 
came leaping from its tomb.  Hope had evaporated, but now it gathered again 
around the person of the Lord.” (Boice, pp. 1573-74) 

o “ When Mary hears this word – her own name in her own language – spoken in 
that familiar way as only One person could ever pronounce it, she quickly turns 
away from the tomb and toward the speaker and with a word of dramatic 
surprise, glad recognition, and humble reverence exclaims ‘Rabboni’.  Though 
this word (which originally meant my master or my teacher) has a meaning which 

closely approaches (and may even be identical with) that of ‘Rabbi’, and is so 
translated by John (‘Teacher’) for the benefit of his non-Aramaic speaking 
readers in Asia Minor, in actual usage it was far less common than Rabbi. … The 
title Rabboni was given to only a few rabbis, for example, to Gamaliel I and 
Gamaliel II.  It was often used with reference to God.” (Hendriksen, p. 455) 

o “It indicates plainly enough that Mary had come to recognize Jesus.   This seems, 
however, to have been an unusual form of address.  In the older Jewish literature 
ti appears to be used but seldom with referenced to men and never as a mode of 
address.  As a mode of address it is confined to addressing God in prayer.  John 
may mean us to understand Mary’s reaction to the presence of the risen Lord as 
similar to that of Thomas who said, ‘My Lord and my God’ (vs. 28). … We 
should hold that Mary’s understanding of Jesus’ person is not complete.” 
(Morris, p. 839-40) 

o  “Rabbouni” literally means “my teacher” or “my master,” but it is used 
elsewhere simply as an equivalent to the common word “Rabbi.” Nevertheless, 



in this description of Jesus’ appearance to Mary there is undeniably something 
very personal. Unlike his other resurrection appearances, here Jesus simply calls 
her by name and she recognizes him as she hears him. So the way in which she 
turns to him and answers him with “Rabbouni” does have a strong personal and 
affective component (see also “my Lord” in John 20:13). All this is easy to link 
with her prehistory as a woman saved by Jesus from great distress (Mark 16:9), 
but the Evangelist does not mention this. (H. Ridderbos, The Gospel of John: A 
Theological Commentary, p. 637) 

o It seems difficult to grasp the ‘back-story’ here. 
1. John intentionally focuses in on Mary Magdalene individually that 

morning.  Then, because of that, coordinating the choreography - 
everyone’s comings and goings, the appearances and messages of angels, 
etc. - is strained by the need to have Mary now standing alone in front of 
the tomb and not yet believing that Jesus’ body has been anything but 
stolen.  Why is this here?  What is John’s statement in this? 

2. And why is she the first one to see the risen Lord when all he does is 
deny her affections/worship and give her a message that she is to give 
the disciples?  Perhaps John is commenting on the nature of the 
relationship between Jesus and Mary?  denying, perhaps, the rumors of a 
deeper bond?  Matthew recorded that the women grasp Jesus’ feet which 
can readily be understood as a sign of worship.  John, on the other hand, 
does not describe the embrace at all, only that Jesus objects to it. 

3. John goes out of his way to record and then translate her surprised title 
for Jesus.  The word is more personal (“my teacher”), and yet John only 
translates it “teacher”.  Is it a parallel to the exclamation of Thomas later 
on?  But Mary does not express doubt prior to this as Thomas did. 

4. And is this the scene where the other women were also present but 
excluded for John’s purposes here?  Was her grasp of Jesus more 
possessive than worshipful?  If he were explaining why she should not do 
this, why then emphasize not the separation between them that the 
resurrection might have made between them, but rather the similarity - 
my Father and your Father, to my God and your God. 

5. I tend to conclude that John separates Mary Magdalene out from the rest 
for this interchange to deny those who might have already begun 
speculating as to an intimate relationship between the two.  Mary ‘forgets 
herself’ in embracing (?) the risen Lord; he denies that to her; yet 
encourages her in the greater union and brotherhood that Christian 
fellowship will provide – both in this life and in the life to come.  If this 
might be the case, then Mt. 28:9-10 could very well have been the same 
incident as Jn. 20:11ff. 

  



 
Mt. 28:9-10 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
9 And behold, Jesus met 
them and said, 
“Greetings!” 
 
 
And they came up and 
took hold of his feet and 
worshiped him. 
10 Then Jesus said to them, 
 
 
 
 
 
“Do not be afraid; go and 
tell my brothers to go to 
Galilee, and there they will 
see me.” 

Mk. 16:9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
9 [[Now when he 
rose early on the 
first day of the 
week, 
he appeared first 
to Mary 
Magdalene, from 
whom he had 
cast out seven 
demons. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Lk. 24:10 
Now it was Mary 
Magdalene and 
Joanna and Mary 
the mother of James 
and the other 
women with them. 

John 20:14-17 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
11 But Mary stood weeping outside the 
tomb, and as she wept she stooped to look 
into the tomb. 
 
 
 
12 And she saw two angels in white, sitting 
where the body of Jesus had lain, one at 
the head and one at the feet. 
13 They said to her, “Woman, why are you 
weeping?” 
She said to them, “They have taken away 
my Lord, and I do not know where they 
have laid him.” 
14 Having said this, she turned around and 
saw Jesus standing, but she did not know 
that it was Jesus. 
15 Jesus said to her, “Woman, why are you 
weeping? Whom are you seeking?” 
Supposing him to be the gardener, she 
said to him, “Sir, if you have carried him 
away, tell me where you have laid him, 
and I will take him away.”  
16 Jesus said to her, “Mary.” 
She turned and said to him in Aramaic, 
“Rabboni!” (which means Teacher). 
 
 
 
17 Jesus said to her, 
“Do not cling to me, for I have not yet 
ascended to the Father; but go to my 
brothers and say to them, ‘I am ascending 
to my Father and your Father, to my God 
and your God.’” 
 

 

 
 
 



o “There are three new relationships in this verse: a new relationship to Christ, a 
new relationship to the Father, and a new relationship to one another.  But this is 
a problem verse, and it is only when we understand the importance of the first of 
these new relationships, the new relationship to Christ, that we can begin to sort 
out the difficulties. 

o “The main difficulty is that the Lord tells Mary Magdalene, ‘Do not hold on to 
me, … “  Yet we know from a parallel incident that he apparently allowed the 
other women who had been to the tomb to touch him just a few minutes later on 
the same day (Mt. 28:9).  Again, we might ask, ‘Why shouldn’t Mary touch him?’  
This would have been the most natural thing in the world, and it seems harsh to 
our way of thinking to have Jesus rebuke her or stop her obvious act of love and 
adoration in midcourse. 

o  “We must acknowledge that there is no general agreement by commentators on 
how to interpret this verse. … The three general categories of interpretation are 
… 1) [t]hat Jesus spoke to Mary, acting, as it were, as the High Priest fulfilling the 
Day of Atonement (Lev. 16).  Having accomplished the sacrifice, He was on His 
way to present the sacred blood in heaven; and, between the meeting with Mary 
in the garden and the meeting of Mt. 28:19.  He had so ascended and returned – a 
view in harmony with types.  2) [t]hat Mary was gently rebuked by Christ in the 
command, …  The Lord taught Mary that now she must not seek to hold Him to 
the earth but, rather, become His messenger of new joy.  And 3) that He merely 
meant: ‘Do not detain me now; I am not yet ascended, you will see me again; run 
rather to my brethren,’ etc.’ 

o “I would suggest that whatever the particular tone of the words may be and 
whether or not Christ actually ascended to the Father many times between his 
resurrection and final ascension from the Mount of Olives forty days later, the 
main sense of the passage is that Mary’s relationship to Jesus (and also that of the 
other disciples) is now different.  They are to know him in a different way than 
they did during the days of his earthly ministry.” (Boice, pp. 1576-77) 

o “The words, ‘for I am not yet ascended to my Father,’ are even more difficult 
than ‘Touch Me not’, and this connection between the two sayings is the hardest 
knot of all the sentence. … I honestly confess that I find it almost impossible to 
say which … deserves most attention. … Let us mark what a strong proof we 
have here of the study of telling others the good news of the Gospel.  The very 
first work that a risen Christ proposes to the first disciple to whom He revealed 
Himself, is the work of telling others.” (Ryle, pp. 425-31) 

 

 B.  The Disciples (vs. 19-23) 

 On the evening of that day, the first day of the week, the doors being locked where the disciples 
were for fear of the Jews, Jesus came and stood among them and said to them, “Peace be with 
you.” When he had said this, he showed them his hands and his side. Then the disciples were glad 
when they saw the Lord. Jesus said to them again, “Peace be with you. As the Father has sent me, 
even so I am sending you.” And when he had said this, he breathed on them and said to them, 
“Receive the Holy Spirit. If you forgive the sins of any, they are forgiven them; if you withhold 
forgiveness from any, it is withheld.” (vs. 19-23) 

o Each of the gospel writers appears to add their own emphases to that first Lord’s 
Day.  Matthew records the report of the guards and that the rumor of the theft of 



the body began immediately.  Mark’s gospel stops abruptly with vs. 8 of the 
most accepted text, with only abbreviated additional comments sin the 
controversial ending (vs. 9-16) of the gospel.  Luke moves to the road to Emmaus 
and the report of the two otherwise unknown disciples before returning to the 
appearance to the other disciples as John reports. 

o “Now the stress that is laid on the specific day when Jesus appeared to the 
disciples with the exception of Thomas.  John might have written ‘Now when it 
was the evening of the first day.’  But he is far more definite.  It is clear that he 
wants to emphasize that this was none other than the first day of the week.  So he 
begins by saying, ‘Now when it was evening of that day.’  That already marks the 
day as the first day, in the light of the context (20:1).  But he is not satisfied with 
this.  So he continues, ‘that day, the first of the week.’’ (Hendriksen, p. 457) 

o “We can scarcely say more than that John wants us to see that the risen Jesus was 
not limited by closed doors.  Miraculously He stood in their midst. (Morris, p. 
844) 

o “Now comes Jesus’ commissioning of His disciples.  He repeats the greeting, 
‘Peace be unto you’, the repetition giving it emphasis.  It may not be fanciful to 
think of this peace thus emphasized as the peace that comes as the result of His 
death and resurrection (cf. 14:27).  After all he has just shown them His hands 
and side with their marks of the passion.  The thought that the Father has sent 
the Son is one of the master thoughts of this Gospel.  It is repeated over and over.  
Thus it is not surprising that it comes out once more in this solemn moment.  
Now, as Jesus has brought to its consummation the task that He came to 
accomplish, the task that the Father laid upon Him, He sends His followers into 
the world.  The charge is given added solemnity from being linked thus to the 
mission of the Son.  Their mission proceeds from His.  It is only because He has 
accomplished it, that they are sent into the world.  There is emphasis on the link 
between His mission and theirs.  The thought is very similar to that in the prayer 
of 17:18, though characteristically there are slight changes in the wording.” 
(Morris, p. 845-6) 

o “1) It is a teaching of Scripture, reiterated on many occasions, that there is none 
who can forgive sins but God only. … 2) There is no instance in any of the New 
Testament books of any apostle taking on himself the authority to absolve or 
pardon anyone. … Did the apostles understand Christ to be imparting to them 
the authority to forgive sins?  Not at all.  If they did, they would undoubtedly 
have claimed and exercised such powers, which we do not find. … 3)  It is a fatal 
defect of the Roman [Catholic Church’s] view of the priesthood that believers 
other than the apostles were present on this occasion and that the authority here 
given, whatever it may be, must therefore have been given to them as well as to 
the apostles, and therefore to Christians generally. … 4) According to the best 
texts, the verbs ‘are remitted’ and ‘are retained’ are in the perfect tense, which 
suggests, though it does not prove conclusively, that the forgiveness involved is 
something which has already been determined in heaven and is now merely 
proclaimed on earth. … 5) The Greek words for ‘whosoever’ and ‘them’ (which 
refers back to the first use of ‘whosoever’) are plural.  In other words, it is the 
sins, not of whatever person, but of whatever persons about which this verse is 
speaking. … We conclude that for the reasons given, Jn. 20:23 is to be taken in 



precisely the same way Luke records Christ’s teaching given on the same 
occasion of which John speaks.  Luke records that after Jesus had opened the 
disciples’ understanding to know what the Bible had to say about his death for 
sins, he said to them, ‘This is what is written: the Christ will suffer and rise from 
the dead on the third day, and repentance and forgiveness of sins will be 
preached din his name to all nations, beginning at Jerusalem.  You are all 
witnesses of these things’ (Lk. 24:46-48)  In neither of these texts is anyone 
authorized to remit sins; rather all are commissioned to preach it on condition of 
repentance and faith.” Boice, pp. 1600-02) 

 

 C.  Thomas (vs. 24-29) 
 Now Thomas, one of the twelve, called the Twin, was not with them when Jesus came. So the 

other disciples told him, “We have seen the Lord.” But he said to them, “Unless I see in his hands 
the mark of the nails, and place my finger into the mark of the nails, and place my hand into his 
side, I will never believe.”  Eight days later, his disciples were inside again, and Thomas was with 
them. Although the doors were locked, Jesus came and stood among them and said, “Peace be with 
you.” Then he said to Thomas, “Put your finger here, and see my hands; and put out your hand, 
and place it in my side. Do not disbelieve, but believe.” Thomas answered him, “My Lord and my 
God!” Jesus said to him, “Have you believed because you have seen me? Blessed are those who 
have not seen and yet have believed.” (vs. 24-29) 

o “The story of the unbelief of Thomas, related in these verses, is a narrative 
peculiar to the Gospel of St. John.  For wise and good reasons it is passed over in 
silence by Matthew, Mark, and Luke, and was probably not given to the world 
till Thomas was dead.  It is precisely one of those passages of Scripture which 
supply strong internal evidence of the honesty of the inspired writers.  If 
impostors and deceivers had compiled the Bible for their own private advantage, 
they would never have told mankind that one of the first founders of a new 
religion behaved as Thomas here did.” (Ryle, p. 453) 

o “Thomas is willing to believe … that is, on certain conditions!  And he himself will 
lay down those conditions.  The mysterious person about whom the others have 
been saying so much must measure up to certain standards which Thomas will 
establish; he must submit to certain tests which Thomas will apply.  Hearing 

about him, (even from those who have both seen and heard him) is not enough.  
Thomas has heard too much already.   Thomas wants to see.  He also wants to feel!  
He wants to see the mark of the nails, and he wants to put his finger into the place 
of the nails.” (Hendriksen, pp. 464) 

o This incident has always been loaded with more innuendo and conclusion than 
the text willingly yields.  We are not given the mood of Thomas’ heart – why he 
was not with the others that evening.  The others tell of what they had seen, 
themselves, and so, to condemn Thomas because of what he had not seen seems 
unfair.  His words could simply be modified to say: “Unless I, too, see … “.  Peter 
and John, also, did not believe the report of the women, even after they had seen 
the risen Christ.  Why are we judging Thomas so harshly?  No one would go 
farther into the mission field than Thomas, and he, also, lay down his life for the 
gospel’s sake. 

o What is gained for our sakes from this passage are two things: 1) there is record 
of yet another appearance of the risen Lord, and we note that both appearances 



occurred on the successive Lord’s Days; 2) the Lord shows favor toward Thomas 
rather than rebuke, and encourages us who cannot see the things Thomas saw 
with the blessings of God upon our faith. 

o “What are those blessings?  There are many ways to answer that question, 
because faith is discussed again and again throughout the Bible.  But we may 
answer it at this point just from Johns’ Gospel, remembering that John’s Gospel is 
the Gospel of faith preeminently. 

1. It is by faith that we become children of God and thus enter into the 
privileges of being in God’s spiritual family. 

2. It is through faith that we have eternal life. 
3. By faith we are delivered from judgment. 
4. John 6:35 teaches that faith ushers us into the blessings of spiritual 

satisfaction now: ‘I am the bread of life.  He who comes to me will never 
go hungry, and he who believes in me will never be thirsty.’ 

5. Jesus also calls faith the means for entering into the final resurrection: ‘I 
am the resurrection and the life. (11:25)’. 

6. Faith in Jesus is also said to be the way in which we become blessings to 
others, as the Holy Spirit who communicates all God’s blessings works 
through us. 

7. Through faith we see the glory of God. 
8. Faith is the secret of a holy life. 
9. The blessing of a fruitful and effective life comes by faith. 
10. Finally, it is through faith that we receive the benefits of Jesus’ prayers on 

our behalf. (Boice, pp. 1615-16) 
 
III.  John’s Conclusion (vs. 30-31) 

 Now Jesus did many other signs in the presence of the disciples, which are not written in this 
book; but these are written so that you may believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and 
that by believing you may have life in his name. (vs. 30-31) 

o “The two last verses in this chapter contain one of those parenthetical comments, 
or glosses, which are so peculiar to the Gospel of John.  It must be admitted that 
they seem to break the threat of the narrative, and come in with a rather startling 
effect.  We need not, therefore, wonder that the right meaning of the two verses 
has long been a subject of dispute. 

o “Some think, as Calvin, Ecolampadius, Brenthus, Poole, Rollock, Lampe, 
Hengstenberg, Pearce, and Alford, that St. John refers to the whole history of 
Christ’s ministry, and is comparing his own Gospel with the Gospels of 
Matthew, Mark, and Luke.  They would paraphrase the two verses in the 
following way: - ‘Jesus did many other miracles during His ministry, under the 
eyes of His disciples, which are not recorded in this Gospel of mine, though they 
are recorded in the other three.  But those few which are recorded int his my 
Gospel, are recorded in order that you who read it may be convinced that Jesus is 
the Messiah, the Christ of God, and that believing on Him you may have eternal 
life through His name.’ – It is a heavy objection to this interpretation, that the 
two verses, on this view, appear to come in rather abruptly and without much 
connection with what goes either before or after.  In short, it is not very easy to 
explain why they came in here at all.  –Moreover, it is not very easy to see the 



drift of the expression, ‘signs in presence of His disciples,’ considering that many 
of our Lord’s greatest miracles were worked before people who were not 
disciples at all.  –Furthermore, it is not very clear what St. John can mean by 
saying ‘other’ signs.  That word ‘other’ seems to point to miracles just performed, 
yet there was no special miracle performed at this particular, beyond, of course, 
our Lord’s miraculous appearances. 

o “Others, as Chrysostom, Theophylact, Rupertus, Beze, Bullinger, Calovius, 
Musculus, Gerhard, Ferus, Toletus, Maldonatus Henry, Tholuck, Scott, 
Bloomfield, and Olshausen, think that St. John writes these two verses with a 
special reference to the wondrous signs and evidences which the Lord had just 
given to the disciples of His own resurrection from the dead.  They would 
paraphrase the two verses in this way: ‘Many other wondrous proofs did the 
Lord give to the Apostles of His own resurrection, which are not written down in 
this gospel, thought they are written in Matthew, Mark, and Luke.  But the three 
appearances which I have narrated, are written down in order to convince you 
that Jesus is the true Messiah, the Christ of God, and that, believing this firmly, 
you may have eternal life through faith in His name.’ –According to this view the 
two verses refer to nothing but this twentieth chapter, and are a parenthetical 
comment on it.  It is as though John would say, ‘Do not suppose that these three 
appearances of Christ are the only wondrous signs and proofs of His 
resurrection.  there are others which you will find recorded in the other three 
Gospels.  But I have related these three in order to confirm your faith, and to 
show you that in believing on a risen Saviour you are resting on solid ground.’ 

o “Of the two views I prefer the second one, as involving the fewest difficulties.  It 
is more probable, considering John’s peculiar style of writing, to suppose that he 
makes a short parenthetical remark about a single chapter, than to suppose that 
he makes it about the whole of his Gospel.  Above all this second view gets over 
the heavy objection that, after bringing his whole gospel to a conclusion by a 
general remark on the whole of it as compared to the other three Gospels, St. 
John seems to begin again in the twenty-first chapter, and to write a postscript or 
appendix. –In short the common theory, that these two verses apply to the whole 
Gospel, makes St. John finish his history, lay down his pen, complete his work, 
and then suddenly take up his pen again, and add the twenty-first chapter as a 
kind of after-thought.  To say the least, this is an undignified, not to say rather 
irreverent view of the composition of an inspired writer!  -The other theory, or 
the theory which strictly confines the application of the two concluding verses of 
the twentieth chapter to the matter contained in that chapter, viz., the signs 
which our Lord gave of His resurrection, is entirely in keeping with St. John’s 
style of writing his Gospel.  He simply remarks parenthetically that there are 
other proofs of Christ’s resurrection, which are to be found in the other Gospels, 
and that he has only written down such accounts as he was guided by the Spirit 
to consider most calculated to stablish the faith of his readers.” (Ryle, pp. 471-73) 

o “Here is how John’s concluding words must be taken.  It is as though he is 
saying, ‘Look, you have been reading and studying my Gospel for some time 
now, and you have come to the end.  Have you grasped my purpose?  Can it be 
that you have missed it after all this time?  In case you have missed it, let me 
spell it out.  Jesus did many, many things, but I have not recorded all of them.  I 



have recorded only a part.  But I have recorded that part so that you, you might 
believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and that believing you might 
have life through his name.’” (Boice, p. 1619) 

  



Appendix I – Gnostic Attention Given to Mary Magdalene 
 

Chapter 5: Has Mary Magdalene been Stifled? 
The Gospels vs. the Gnostics 

 
“And the companion of the Saviour is Mary Magdalene.  Christ loved her more than all the 

disciples and used to kiss her often on her mouth.” (from “The Gospel of Philip” as quoted in 
The Da Vinci Code, p. 2460) 

 
 Mary Magdalene is the real story that is being told by Dan Brown in The Da Vinci Code. 
As calculated and energetic is his effort to deny Jesus’ divinity, there is a much more shrewd 
and cunning determination to virtually lift Mary Magdalene to that very status instead. At the 
end of the book, the character, Robert Langdon, has a spiritual experience at the supposed grave 
of Mary which moves him to reverence and makes him fall to his knees, after which he thinks 
he hears a woman’s voice speaking to him.  How impressive is that? 
 What we really know of this Mary comes from the most ancient of testimonies -the 
gospels themselves.  She is always known by her link with the ancient community of Magdala.  
This is significant because the other Marys we read of the in the gospels are all described and 
identified by their relationship to a male, as was the common Jewish reference point for women 
in that day. 
 We know more about Mary Magdalene than we do most of the apostles.  Sometime 
before the events of Lk. 8:2, Jesus met her and drove out seven demons from her.  Since that 
moment, the gospels liberally mention and describe her as one of the several female 
companions and supporters of the apostolic band.  She was there at the crucifixion, standing 
apart and at a distance with the other women and not up close to the cross where Mary, Jesus’ 
mother and the apostle John stood.  She witnessed the burial of the Lord, again from a distance, 
and with another of the women.  With other women, she went to the tomb to pay the body of 
Jesus honor on the morning of that first Lord’s Day.  Then, she and the other women carried the 
news of the angels to the apostles.  The last mention of her is when the resurrected Jesus 
appears to her and speaks to her.  In her shock and relief she called him her teacher (“Rabboni”) 
and, apparently, tried to embrace him.  But this Jesus told her she must not do.  That attempted 
embrace is the only time she is singled out specifically in the gospels and it is the only time 
when she is alone with Jesus.  Simply put, there was no personal preference or special 
relationship between the two. 
 But even though these eye-witness testimonies record so much of her presence and 
participation, we are told that the ancient church fathers, and Constantine himself, sought to 
eradicate the truth about Mary from the records by attempting to erase her name from memory.  
To this we can safely say that there is absolutely no evidence of this whatsoever.  By the time of 
Constantine, there were numerous copies of the Scriptures scattered to all parts of the empire.  
We have remnants of many of them recovered from all kinds of places and some of them date 
back nearly to the originals themselves.  There are no such editorial emendations, no selective 
re-writing of history as the skeptics want to insist actually happened. 
 Instead, the selective re-writing of history deliberately began with the appearance of 
some mysterious Gnostic tracts.  These began emerging as late as150 to 200 years after the time 
of Christ.  Yet, they claimed to be further accounts of other eye-witnesses!  (That is as believable 
as if I were to show you what I claimed to be a “first-hand account” today of a conversation 
between Grant and Lee during the Civil War!)  The problem is that some people do believe 



these later writings.  And by writing this fiction, Dan Brown has now given them some 
credibility in the minds of people who do not know any better. 
 There are two passages from the Gnostic writings that are held up for our attention (rf. 
pp. 246-7).  The first is the Gospel of Philip (which dates from approximately the latter half of 
the 3rd c.).  It does not read as the original gospels do, it is a mixture of spontaneous statements 
of wisdom and illustration as gnostic writings often do.  Among some of its teachings it claims: 

light and darkness, life and death are brothers 

the virgin birth is to be denied 

the Holy Spirit is femininethe death and resurrection of Christ is to be denied 

saints are served by evil powers 

God is a man-eater. 

Then, in the heart of the writing is this obscure passage below.  The integrity of the document 
has suffered and what has been lost is marked with brackets and in some of those brackets 
suggested readings are offered: 

As for the Wisdom who is called "the barren," she is the mother of the angels. And the companion 
of the [...] Mary Magdalene. [...] loved her more than [all] the disciples, and [used to] kiss her 
[often] on her [...]. The rest of the disciples [...]. They said to him "Why do you love her more than 
all of us?" The Savior answered and said to them, "Why do I not love you like her? When a blind 
man and one who sees are both together in darkness, they are no different from one another. When 
the light comes, then he who sees will see the light, and he who is blind will remain in darkness." 

At its worst, the writing only presents itself as a scandal, sort of an ancient tabloid-style 
newspaper, trying desperately to ruin someone’s reputation.  At its best, it does not have to say 
what Brown and some others have presumed and lead others to conclude.  Earlier in the same 
writing, there is mention and description of a “kiss of fellowship between believers where 
nothing sexual is intended” (rf. Bock, p. 22).  It is more likely, then, that if a kiss is actually 
described, then the kiss alluded to in the former passage carries a similarly spiritual, familial 
connotation rather than a sexual one. 
 The other Gnostic writing is called the Gospel of Mary Magdala.  It is badly segmented 
and portions are lost.  Below is a lengthy quotation from it.  The context is important.  The scene 
is one where the disciples ask Mary to tell them things he told her but not them.  We pick it up 
in amid her teaching: 

And desire said, I did not see you descending, but now I see you ascending. Why do you lie since 
you belong to me? The soul answered and said, I saw you. You did not see me nor recognize me. I 
served you as a garment and you did not know me. 12) When it said this, it (the soul) went away 
rejoicing greatly. Again it came to the third power, which is called ignorance. The power 
questioned the soul, saying, Where are you going? In wickedness are you bound. But you are 
bound; do not judge! And the soul said, Why do you judge me, although I have not judged? I was 
bound, though I have not bound. I was not recognized. But I have recognized that the All is being 
dissolved, both the earthly things and the heavenly. When the soul had overcome the third power, 
it went upwards and saw the fourth power, which took seven forms. The first form is darkness, 
the second desire, the third ignorance, the fourth is the excitement of death, the fifth is the 
kingdom of the flesh, the sixth is the foolish wisdom of flesh, the seventh is the wrathful wisdom. 
These are the seven powers of wrath. They asked the soul, Whence do you come slayer of men, or 
where are you going, conqueror of space? The soul answered and said, What binds me has been 
slain, and what turns me about has been overcome, and my desire has been ended, and ignorance 
has died. In a aeon I was released from a world, and in a Type from a type, and from the fetter of 



oblivion which is transient. From this time on will I attain to the rest of the time, of the season, of 
the aeon, in silence. When Mary had said this, she fell silent, since it was to this point that the 
Savior had spoken with her. 

 
Then comes the interchange below: 

But Andrew answered and said to the brethren, “Say what you wish to say about what she has 
said. I at least do not believe that the Savior said this. For certainly these teachings are strange 
ideas.” Peter answered and spoke concerning these same things. He questioned them about the 
Savior: “Did He really speak privately with a woman and not openly to us? Are we to turn about 
and all listen to her? Did He prefer her to us?” Then Mary wept and said to Peter, “My brother 
Peter, what do you think? Do you think that I have thought this up myself in my heart, or that I 
am lying about the Savior?” Levi answered and said to Peter, “Peter you have always been hot 
tempered. Now I see you contending against the woman like the adversaries. But if the Savior 
made her worthy, who are you indeed to reject her? Surely the Savior knows her very well. That 
is why He loved her more than us. Rather let us be ashamed and put on the perfect Man, and 
separate as He commanded us and preach the gospel, not laying down any other rule or other law 
beyond what the Savior said. And when they heard this they began to go forth to proclaim and to 
preach. 

Mr. Brown only quotes the latter part in order to draw sympathy for this poor, misunderstood 
Mary.  He even draws the proper conclusion for you on p. 248: He composes the words that 
Teabing says: “I daresay Peter was something of a sexist.”  That comment by the character of 
Professor Teabing makes him out to be an idiot and it proves that the author, Mr. Brown, is 
actually malicious in his intent to twist and pervert what this gnostic writing actually says.  As a 
fictional record, it is clear that the author of The Gospel of Mary Magdala is deliberately posing 
the scenario to make it look as though Andrew and Peter, who still hold to an orthodox view 
and find Mary’s teaching unacceptable in content, are still wrong simply because it was Mary 
that was doing the talking. And, of course, that is exactly what Mr. Brown wants you to think as 
well. 
 

from Confronting the Da Vinci Code, 2005 

by D. G. Barker 

  



Appendix II – The Challenges to the Historical Fact of the Resurrection 

 
 “Since the Apostles and others evidently believed Him to be dead, and expected not His 
Resurrection, and since the fact of His Death was not to them a formidable, if any, objection to His 
Messianic Character – such as might have induced them to invent or imagine a Resurrection – how are 
we to account for the history of the Resurrection with all its details in all the four Gospels and by St. Paul?  
The details, or ‘signs’ are clearly intended as evidences to all of the reality of the Resurrection, without 

which it would not have been believed; and their multiplication and variety must therefore, be 
considered as insuperable difficulties.  Similarly, the language of St. Paul implies a careful and searching 
inquiry on his part; the more rational that, besides intrinsic difficulties and Jewish preconceptions against 
it, the objections to the fact must have been so often and coarsely obtruded on him, whether in 
disputation or by the jibes of the Greek scholars and students who derided his preaching. 
 “Hence, the question to be faced is this: Considering their previous state of mind and the absence 
of any motive, how are we to account for the change of mind on the part of the disciples in regard to the 
Resurrection?  There can at least be no question, that they came to believe, and with the most absolute 
certitude, in the Resurrection as an historical fact; nor yet, that it formed the basis and substance of all 
their preaching of the Kingdom; nor yet, that St. Paul, up to his conversion a bitter enemy of Christ, was 
fully persuaded of it; nor – to go a step back – that Jesus, Himself expected it.  Indeed, the world would 
not have been converted to a dead Jewish Christ, however His intimate disciples might have continued to 
love His memory.  But they preached everywhere, first and foremost, the Resurrection of the dead!  In the 
language of St. Paul: ‘If Christ hath not been raised, then is our preaching fain, your faith also is vain.  
Yea, and we are found false witnesses to God … ye are yet in your sins.’  We must here dismiss what 
probably underlies the chief objection to the Resurrection: its miraculous character.  The objection to 
Miracles, as such, proceeds on that false Supranaturalism, which traces a Miracle to the immediate fiat of 
the Almighty without any intervening links; and, as already shown, it involves a vicious petitio principii.  

But, after all, the Miraculous is only the to us unprecedented and uncognisable – a very narrow basis on 
which to refuse historical investigation.  And the historian has to account for the undoubted fact, that the 
Resurrection was the fundamental personal conviction of the Apostles and disciples, the basis of their 
preaching, and the final support of their martyrdom.” (Edersheim, pp. 625-26) 
 
 "The most drastic way of dismissing the evidence would be to say that these stories were 
fabrications, that they were pure lies.  But, so far as I know, not a single critic today would take such an 
attitude.  In fact, it would really be an impossible position.  Think of the number of witnesses, over 500.  
Think of the character of the witnesses, men and women who gave the world the highest ethical teaching 
it has ever known, and who even on the testimony of their enemies lived it out in their lives.  Think of the 
psychological absurdity of picturing a little band of defeated cowards cowering in an upper room one 
day and a few days later transformed into a company that no persecution could silence - and then 
attempting to attribute this dramatic change to nothing more convincing than a miserable fabrication they 
were trying to foist upon the world.  That simply wouldn't make sense"  (J.N.D. Anderson) 
 
Arguments Posed Against the Factuality of the Resurrection 
 1.  The Swoon Theory - that Jesus did not die but fainted or swooned.  Having been mistaken for 
being dead he was buried where, in the cool of the grave, he revived, rose and departed.  (Originally this 
theory was put forth around the 18th century.) 
  a.  Generally dismissed by believer and skeptic alike as fantastic and utterly, humanly 
impossible. 
  b.  Complications such as the nails in the hands and feet, the spear in the side, the seal on 
the tomb door all argue against such a theory. 
 2.  The Wrong Tomb Theory - that the women, and consequently everybody else, took a wrong 
turn and mistakenly concluded that an empty tomb they had come to was the one in which Jesus had 
been buried (an early 20th century idea). 



  a.  This is just not the kind of thing a fantastic story such as a resurrection of the dead is 
made of.  The owner of the tomb, Joseph of Arimathea could, at least, have set things aright.  Who would 
conclude to the point of being convinced that merely upon seeing an empty tomb that Jesus had indeed 
been resurrected instead of something more plausible. 
  b.  "This was not a public cemetery, but a private burying ground.  There was no other 
tomb there which would allow them to make such a mistake.  Wilber Smith, in commenting on this point, 
says: `The whole idea is so utterly fantastic that Professor A.E.J. Rawlinson, no conservative, in his 
epochal commentary on St. Mark's Gospel, felt compelled to say of Lake's suggestion that `the women 
went by mistake to the wrong tomb, and that the attempt of a bystander to direct them to the right [Mt. 
28:6] one was misunderstood, is a rationalization which is utterly foreign to the spirit of the narrative''" 
(p. 268). 
 3.  The Hallucination Theory - that each and every appearance of the risen Lord was an 
hallucination. 
  a.  "Paul Little in Know Why You Believe explains that the general disposition of Christ's 

followers was not like what one would find in victims of an hallucinatory experience: `Mary came to the 
tomb on the first Easter Sunday morning with spices in her hands.  Why?  To anoint the dead body of the 
Lord she loved.  She was obviously not expecting to find Him risen from the dead.  In fact when she first 
saw Him she mistook Him for the gardener!  When the Lord finally appeared to the disciples, they were 
frightened and thought they were seeing a ghost!'" (p. 263). 
  b.  "C.S. Lewis (Miracles ...) says that `... any theory of hallucination breaks down on the 
fact (and if it is invention it is the oddest invention that ever entered the mind of man) that on three 
separate occasions this hallucination was not immediately recognized as Jesus (Lk. 24:13-31; Jn. 20:15; 
21:4).  Even granting that God sent a holy hallucination to teach truths already widely believed without it, 
and far more easily taught by other methods, and certainly to be completely obscured by this, might we 
not at least hope that He would get the fact of the hallucination right?  Is He who made all faces such a 
bungler that He cannot even work up a recognizable likeness of the Man who was Himself?'" (p. 264). 
  c.  "Hallucinations have never, writes T.J. Thornburn, `stimulated people to undertake a 
work of enormous magnitude, and, while carrying it out, to lead lives of the most rigid and consistent 
self-denial, and even suffering.  In a word ... we are constrained to agree with Dr. Sanday, who says, `No 
apparition, no mere hallucination of the senses, ever yet moved the world.''" (p. 265).  (Helen of Troy?) 
 4.  The Theft Theory - that exactly what Matthew writes as an attempt to cover up the truth is, in 
fact, what happened (rf. Mt. 28:11-15).  This is the most cogent of the arguments and one that has, indeed 
been postulated and exercised by the Jews since the first century. 
 "`This statement we find repeated in Jewish medieval literature [Jewish book in Eisenmenger, i. 
pp. 189ff., etc.].  Reimarus repeats the same story: `The disciples of Jesus,' he says, `purloined the body of 
Jesus before it had been buried twenty-four hours, played at the burial-place the comedy of the empty 
grave, and delayed the public announcement of the resurrection until the fiftieth day, when the decay of 
the body had become complete.''" (p. 248). 
 Due to the nature of this objection, the accounts themselves come under suspicion as being 
"concocted" to support the lie.  One strong refutation, however, and the one we focus on here, is done by 
examining the nature of the "concocted" records. 
  a.  In the case of a plot, the disciples would have recorded that from the very day of 
Christ's death their attitudes during that three day period had not been one of hopeless despair but one of 
defiant faith and hope.  Then, claiming the resurrection did then occur would have prove they had waited 

correctly.  But the accounts are all agreed in one thing: after the death of Jesus the disciples were all 
hopelessly depressed and dismayed.  They were in no mood for this kind of intrigue. 
  b.  "Professor E.F. Kevan writes: `The enemies of Jesus had no motive for removing the 
body; the friends of Jesus had no power to do so.  It would have been to the advantage of the authorities 
that the body should remain where it was; and the view that the disciples stole the body is impossible.'" 
(p. 248). 
  c.  "Paul Little (Know Why You Believe ...) says of the theory concocted by the Jews: ... `That 
story is so obviously false that Matthew does not even bother to refute it!  What judge would listen to you 



if you said that while you were asleep, your neighbor came into your house and stole your television set?  
Who knows what goes on while he's asleep?  Testimony like this would be laughed out of any court.'" (p. 
251). 
 5. Bultmann's Vision Theory - Being convinced in his mind that the historical record of the 
entire story of Jesus is forever lost to any true accuracy, Bultmann proposed emphasizing faith over 
objective history.  In other words, you go with what you have.  According to this theory, Jesus did not 
rise bodily from the grave but rather it was his message that struck home to his disciples as they mourned 
his loss and recalled to mind what he had said to them.  As they thought about his words the impact of 
them in total finally dawned upon their understanding - that it was like the dawn of a new day.  The 
resurrection was the comprehension of the gospel truth, not the visitation after death of the truth-giver. 
 Although very popular during the years of theological liberalism, the theory goes against the 
obvious and deep-seated grain of the witness of Scripture.  Clearly, Christianity as a cause is not the hero, 
but the person of Christ.  "And if Christ has not been raised, your faith is futile; you are still in your sins. 
... If only for this life we have hope in Christ, we are to be pitied more than all men. ... If I fought wild 
beasts in Ephesus for merely human reasons, what have I gained?  If the dead are not raised, `Let us eat 
and drink, for tomorrow we die.'" (1 Cor. 15:17, 19, 32). 

(rf. Evidence That Demands A Verdict, McDowell) 
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