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“Ehrman” Continued from page 5
As they turned to leave, Mary Magdalene was weeping when she 
ran into Jesus Who was, indeed, resurrected. Again, a careful re-
view of the accounts in this fashion does not support the claim of 
contradiction, but instead, it gives a more comprehensive “BIG 
Picture,” as Ehrman refers to it.

4) Do the women assume Jesus has been raised (Syn-
optics) because that’s what they’re told, or do they 
assume He’s been buried in some other place (John) 
since His body is not in the tomb?

	 This one is a “time” question or “when” question rather than 
a demonstration of contradictions, because both of the above are 
true at different times. As previously shown, Mary Magdalene 
came while it was dark, saw the tomb was empty, and assumed 
His body had been moved (John 20:1-2). Later, she and the all 
the other women were told He was raised, and they saw Him 
after they were told. These two are not contradictions, but rather, 
both are true at different times of the morning in question.

5) Who first comes to realize Jesus has been raised? 
The women (the Synoptics) or Simon Peter and the be-
loved disciple (John)?

	 Again, the text, in context, answers this one without any 
contradiction. As Ehrman agrees, Matthew, Mark, and Luke 
concur that the women “realized” or knew first. John not only 
does not contradict this, but rather, he agrees. In John 20:3-8, 
we read that Peter and John ran to the tomb, saw and believed 
the tomb was empty, but “… as yet they did not understand the 
Scripture, that He must rise from the dead” (John 20:9). So, 
although Peter and John “saw and believed” (John 20:8) the 
tomb was empty, they did not know what it meant at that point 
in time; whereas the women had been told by the angels and 
saw the risen Lord. 

6) Are the women told anything upon first finding the 
tomb empty (Synoptics: yes; John: no)?

	 The answer to both is “yes” and “no,” but this does not re-
sult in a contradiction. Why, you ask? Again, the first time Mary 
Magdalene went to the tomb, while it was dark, she was not told 
anything. When Mary Magdalene returned and the other women 
arrived, they all were told that Jesus was raised. 

7) What are they told? To tell the disciples to go to Gali-
lee to meet Jesus there, or that Jesus told them while 
He was still in Galilee that He would rise.

	 Is there a contradiction here, or are both true? Earlier in this 
article, we looked at the seven times in the Gospel According to 
Mark where Jesus clearly stated He would be raised. His stating 
that He would be resurrected is not the same thing as the dis-
ciples understanding what that meant or that it even registered 
in their thinking at the time. As early as John 2:22, we find He 
clearly taught the Resurrection of His body (John 2:19-21), but 
it was not until after the event that the disciples understood, and 
then they “… remembered that He had said this; and they be-
lieved the Scripture and the word which Jesus had spoken.” 
So, yes, He told them while He was still in Galilee that He would 
be raised and sent the women to tell the disciples to go and meet 
Him in Galilee. No contradiction. Both are true, one is predic-
tive or prophetic (while He was still in Galilee), and the other is 
confirmation of prophetic fulfillment.

8) Did they tell the disciples? Mark 16:8. The end. Con-
trast Matthew 28:8 and Luke 24:9.

	 The answer is … “no” and “yes.” Mary Magdalene ran and 
told Peter and John the tomb was empty (John 20:1-2). She re-

turned, and the other women arrived. Being gripped with fear, 
most of the women fled and said nothing after seeing and hear-
ing the angels. (Mark 16:8) Mary Magdalene and some of the 
women met up with Jesus (Matthew 28: 8-10; John 20:15-17), 
and then she and other women went and told the disciples (Luke 
24:9-10; John 20:18). Just as in the answer to point four, both 
are true at different times of the Resurrection morning and are, 
therefore, not contradictory.
	 Ehrman stated:

	 You will find dozens of discrepancies in the details. 
Let me stress: It’s not good enough to say that these 
are all just minor details. The BIG picture is made up 
of lots and lots of details; if you change all the details, 
you change the BIG picture.14

	 So, far he has not provided any examples of actual contra-
dictions. None of these are minor details. He is correct; the “BIG 
Picture”is made up of lots and lots of details. Cross checking 
the details—the “when” and “where” of details in historical nar-
rative—is important and builds the “BIG Picture.” Each of Eh-
rman’s above claims demonstrates slips in his research, reading, 
and teaching on this issue. This raises questions. Is this inten-
tional dishonesty, poor scholarship, or something else? These are 
questions I cannot answer, but they are worth considering. 

One Other Issue
	 This wasn’t in the debate, but Bart Ehrman claims there are 
more errors in the New Testament manuscript copies then there 
are words in the New Testament. His claim is true; they are copy-
ist’s errors. However, in the end this is a meaningless and inef-
fectual claim because of the nature of these copyist’s errors. The 
reason is two-fold.
	 First, the copyist’s errors do not change any major or minor 
doctrine. It is not as though one copy says “Jesus is God,” and 
another copy says “Jesus is not God.” Or, as we saw earlier, per-
haps, the last 12 verses of Mark are not in the original. However, 
it is still clearly presented in Mark that he believed in the Resur-
rection, and so it makes no substantial difference in doctrine.
	 Second, in over 99% of what are called the variants (differ-
ences or variations in reading), we do know what they are sup-
posed to say. For example: If I wrote a note that was copied and 
sent to you which read, “I will bee talking a trip to you’re area in 
a couplle of weeks and plan to seee you,” would you know what 
the original said? Of course. But, let’s say someone else copied 
this with a view to correct the errors and wrote, “I well be taking a 
trip to your area in a few of weeks and plan to see ewe.” Would you 
understand what was meant? The original copyist’s errors have 
been corrected, but new typos are now there with some word 
substitutions. In both cases, the original meaning is discernable, 
and comparing the two actually gives a greater confidence as to 
what the original said. Although Ehrman’s claim sounds scary at 
first, once we understand how the text is analyzed and translated, 
his claim has virtually no bearing on whether the New Testament 
is reliable or not.  

	 *Dr. Bart D. Ehrman is the James A. Gray Distinguished 
Professor at the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill. He 
is the author of 24 books including, Misquoting Jesus and Jesus 
Interrupted.
	 **Dr. Craig Evans, New Testament scholar, is the Payzant 
Distinguished Professor of New Testament at Acadia Divinity 
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College of Acadia University in Wolfville, Nova Scotia, Canada. 
He is the author and editor of more than 60 books and hundreds 
of articles and reviews and has given lectures at Cambridge, Ox-
ford, Durham, Yale and other universities, colleges, seminaries 
and museums, such as the Field Museum in Chicago, the Cana-
dian Museum of Civilization in Ottawa and the Royal Ontario 
Museum in Toronto. Along with countless interviews on radio 
networks across Canada and the US, Evans has been seen on 
Dateline NBC, CBC, CTV, Day of Discovery, and many docu-
mentaries aired on BBC, The Discovery Channel, History Chan-
nel, History Television and others. He also has served as a con-
sultant for the National Geographic Society.

L.L. (Don) Veinot Jr. is co-founder and President 
of Midwest Christian Outreach, Inc., a national 
apologetics ministry and mission to new religious 
movements based in Wonder Lake, Illinois with 
offices in Florida, Iowa, Southern Illinois and Col-
orado. He, along with his wife of 40 years, Joy, 
have been involved in discernment ministry as 
missionaries to New Religious Movements since 
1987. He is a frequent guest on various radio 
and television broadcasts as well as being a staff 
researcher and writer for the Midwest Outreach, 

Inc. Journal and is co-author of, A Matter of Basic Principles: Bill Go-
thard and the Christian Life, contributing author of Preserving Evangelical 
Unity: Welcoming Diversity in Non-Essentials, as well as articles in the 
CRI Journal, PFO Quarterly Journal, Campus Life Magazine and other 
periodicals. He was ordained to the ministry by West Suburban Commu-
nity Church of Lombard, IL, at the Garden of Gethsemane in Jerusalem, 
Israel in March of 1997. Don is a charter member of ISCA (International 
Society of Christian Apologetics) and is also the current President of 
Evangelical Ministries to New Religions (EMNR), a consortium of Coun-
ter cult/apologetic and discernment ministries from around the country. 
	 I want to offer appreciation to Ron Henzel, Senior Researcher for 
Midwest Christian Outreach, Inc., for his research assistance and input.
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