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In the previous post we asked the question, "Is there any reason to believe that Jesus didn't die on Friday?"
and looked at the data from scholarship, and the biblical data from Mark and Matthew. In this second
post, we move on to hear the voices of Luke, John, Peter, and Paul. We finish by offering some concluding
thoughts. 

The Voice of Luke 
I’ve dealt elsewhere with Luke’s basic structure and themes. What needs to be especially noted here is that
Luke writes for Theophilus, a Gentile. Luke is the only Gentile author who writes in the NT, and he writes
consciously for a Gentile reader. This shapes much of how he presents the story of Jesus. We note first
Luke’s presentation of Jesus’ Passion predictions, then his recounting of the Passion itself, and finally we
note his handling of the Sign of Jonah.

The Passion Predictions in Luke
While modifying it at points, Luke, like Matthew, follows much of the basic chronological framework of
Mark, whose work he uses as a primary source. Like Matthew, Luke presents several allusions or subtle
references to the Passion and Resurrection by Jesus (Luke 9:22, 44; 12:50; 13:32, 33; 17:25; 18:32, 33; 24:6-
7, 25-26, 46). Just as in Mark, Luke presents the confession of Jesus as Messiah by Peter (Luke 9:18-20),
and immediately follows this with the first Passion prediction of Jesus (Luke 9:21-22), which he likewise
follows with Jesus’ call to cross-shaped discipleship and the transfiguration (Luke 9:23-36). Luke recounts it
as follows, “And he strictly charged and commanded them to tell this to no one, saying, “The Son of Man
must suffer many things and be rejected by the elders and chief priests and scribes, and be killed, and on
the third day be raised”” (Luke 9:21–22 ESV). Note that Luke has taken the saying as found in Mark (Mark
8:31-33) and repeated it, but, like Matthew, has changed the phrase “after three days” (Mark 8:31) to the
more clear, “on the third day” (Luke 9:22). Apparently he and Matthew both thought the phrasing “after
three days” (which he also apparently took to mean something like, "after the third day had
started"), could be easily misunderstood.

In recounting the second Passion prediction (Luke 9:43-45/Mark 9:30-32), Luke curiously makes mention
only of the death (i.e., not the Resurrection) of the Son of Man. But in recounting the third Passion
prediction of Jesus (Luke 18:31-34), Luke again takes the saying as found in Mark (Mark 10:32-34), and
rewords Mark’s “after three days” to the more clear “on the third day” (Luke 18:33). Luke recounts it as
follows,

“And taking the twelve, he said to them, “See, we are going up to Jerusalem, and everything that is
written about the Son of Man by the prophets will be accomplished. For he will be delivered over to
the Gentiles and will be mocked and shamefully treated and spit upon.And after flogging him, they
will kill him, and on the third day he will rise.” But they understood none of these things. This saying
was hidden from them, and they did not grasp what was said” (Luke 18:31–34 ESV).

Luke further recounts the story of the women coming to the tomb early Sunday morning (Luke 24:1-12).
When they discover the tomb empty, the two men (angels) remind them of the Passion predictions Jesus
had made in Galilee. 

“And as they were frightened and bowed their faces to the ground, the men said to them, “Why do
you seek the living among the dead? He is not here, but has risen. Remember how he told you, while
he was still in Galilee, that the Son of Man must be delivered into the hands of sinful men and be
crucified and on the third day rise.” And they remembered his words, and returning from the tomb
they told all these things to the eleven and to all the rest” (Luke 24:5–9 ESV). 

What did the two angels understand Jesus as having said in his Passion predictions, and what did the
women remember Jesus as having said in these predictions? That he would rise “on the third day” following
his crucifixion (Luke 24:7).

As if Luke hadn't made it clear enough already, he also recounts the story of Jesus encountering the two
disciples on the road to Emmaus (Luke 24:13-35). He opens the account with a careful chronological
marker to explain what day it is. It is still Sunday, the first day of the week (Luke 24:1), because the story
takes place, “That very day” (Luke 24:13). Cleopas and another disciple end up unwittingly speaking to
Jesus, and sort of rebuking (!) him for not knowing of these things. Jesus plays along,

“And he said to them, “What things?” And they said to him, “Concerning Jesus of Nazareth, a man
who was a prophet mighty in deed and word before God and all the people, and how our chief priests
and rulers delivered him up to be condemned to death, and crucified him. But we had hoped that he
was the one to redeem Israel. Yes, and besides all this, it is now the third day since these things
happened” (Luke 24:19–21 ESV).

Their statement to Jesus in verse 21 is likely a direct reflection of Jesus’ Passion predictions. But in any
case, it establishes the clear chronological time frame, “It is now the third day since these things [i.e., the
crucifixion - vs. 20] happened.”  What day did Jesus die according to these two slightly dim disciples?
Friday. And Sunday is “the third day” since it happened. Just like Jesus had said.

The Passion Account in Luke
We come then to Luke's presentation of the Passion. Luke presents the Crucifixion in 23:28-49. Jesus
breathes his last breath around the ninth hour, 3:00 pm, (23:44-6). His body is hurriedly prepared and
buried (23:50-53). And when does this occur? Luke is clear. “It was the day of Preparation, and the
Sabbath was beginning” (Luke 23:54 ESV). Luke sees Jesus as being crucified around 3:00 pm on Friday,
“the day of Preparation.” The day immediately following was the Sabbath (23:54). The disciples rested on
the Sabbath per the command (23:56), and the next day after the Sabbath was the first day of the week,
Sunday, when the women found the empty tomb, as Luke makes clear, “But on the first day of the week,
at early dawn, they went to the tomb, taking the spices they had prepared. And they found the stone
rolled away from the tomb, but when they went in they did not find the body of the Lord Jesus” (Luke
24:1–3 ESV). Luke concurs with Mark and Matthew that Jesus was crucified on Friday. He notes that the
next day after he died was the Sabbath, (Luke 23:56), and the day following that was Sunday, the "first day
of the week" (Luke 24:1). There simply is no room in Luke’s chronology for any other understanding.

The Sign of Jonah in Luke
But what about the Sign of Jonah? Luke shares this same sign, in an almost identical context as Matthew
did, but with minor modifications. Like Matthew, Luke shares the confrontation that occurred when Jesus
was accused of casting out demons by the power of Satan (Luke 11:14-23), and the saying about the return
of an unclean spirit (Luke 11:24-26/Matt. 12:43-45), though Matthew places the unclean spirit saying after
the sign of Jonah, and Luke places it right before it. Luke also adds an additional saying about how true
blessedness is hearing and keeping the Word of God (Luke 11:27-28). But they both share the saying of
Jesus about the sign of Jonah and make the same point. Notice Luke’s account of the saying,

“When the crowds were increasing, he began to say, “This generation is an evil generation. It seeks for
a sign, but no sign will be given to it except the sign of Jonah. For as Jonah became a sign to the
people of Nineveh, so will the Son of Man be to this generation. The queen of the South will rise up at
the judgment with the men of this generation and condemn them, for she came from the ends of the
earth to hear the wisdom of Solomon, and behold, something greater than Solomon is here. The men
of Nineveh will rise up at the judgment with this generation and condemn it, for they repented at the
preaching of Jonah, and behold, something greater than Jonah is here” (Luke 11:29–32 ESV).

While the phrase Luke begins the saying with, “When the crowds were increasing,” might lead the casual
reader to think that Luke disagrees with Matthew (who has the Pharisees in view as the audience), the
reader who carefully notes the surrounding context will note that for Luke as well the Pharisees are still
very much in view (Luke 11:37, 42-44, 53). Luke also shares Jesus making the same connection to “this
generation” and the Ninevites, plus the Queen of Sheba, and makes the same point that judgment will be
greater for this generation, because Jesus is greater than Jonah and greater than Solomon. Notice that as
in Matthew, the sign is future tense “so willwill the Son of Man [become a sign] to this generation.” This sign
is not, for Luke, the preaching of Jesus. It is rather a still future event - the Resurrection of Jesus. Luke
makes this point more subtly, but makes it nonetheless. But notice the crucial thing - Luke makes the
point about Jesus as the “Sign of Jonah,” and he does so without mentioning “three days and three
nights.”  Whatever the Sign was meant to be, Luke was sure he could explain it to his reader without the
phrase “three days and three nights.” Thus, the Sign cannot have had anything to do with Jesus being in
the grave for 72 hours, or Luke’s reader would have missed the point entirely. Which begs the question,
Why doesn't Luke have the phrase about three days and three nights? And if you've been paying attention,
the answer is obvious.

A common claim in skeptical scholarship is that the saying is not an authentic saying of Jesus, but a
Mathean addition to the Q material that Matthew and Luke share in common. Countering this common
claim, Carson explains that the material is authentic, and that Luke instead is simply modifying the saying
of Jesus for his Gentile audience that might misunderstand it. He points out that rather than Matthew
12:40 being an inauthentic Mathean expansion of something Jesus didn’t actually say, it is more likely that
Luke has condensed the saying of Jesus because it could be easily misunderstood, leaving it in a slightly
more cryptic form. Carson notes, “…Luke has an obvious reason for making the saying more cryptic —
namely, the reference to three days and three nights, so readily understood in Matthew’s Jewish
environment… would be problematic to Luke’s [Gentile] readers, who would see a conflict with the length
of time Jesus was actually in the tomb.” [19] Luke is the only Gentile author in the NT writing to a Gentile
audience, and he is constantly aware of his audience as he writes the account for Theophilus. Thus, while
the reference to “three days and three nights” using the common Jewish idiom noted above would be
readily understood by Matthew’s Jewish Christian audience, Luke’s reader is a Gentile, who might
misunderstand it. So Luke makes Jesus’ point without including the phrase. This realization is surely the
death of any claim that Jesus meant to predict that he would be 72 hours in the grave, or that this time-
frame is the essence of the “Sign of Jonah.” Theophilus could never have understood such an idea from
reading the Gospel of Luke! As Luke has made clear in his Passion predictions and in his account of the
Passion, Luke’s reader could never have understood any chronology other than that Jesus died on Friday
and rose on Sunday. Luke has even completely removed any language like “after three days” that might
seem ambiguous. The only Passion chronology that can be found in Luke’s Gospel (and he takes great
pains to make it abundantly clear) is that Jesus died on Friday.

The Voice of John
To be sure, much about John’s Gospel seems on the surface different from the Synoptic Gospels. As an
author, John clearly marches to the beat of his own drum (a distinct tempo, I believe, that was set by the
Holy Spirit who inspired him). To take one simple example relevant to our present study, while John does
present Jesus as knowing that his “hour” is coming, and that he is on the way to his “glory,” in the
crucifixion (John 2:4; 4:21, 23; 7:30; 8:20; 12:23-24, 27; 13:1; 17:1; etc.), he doesn't typically present Jesus as
making the same kind of detailed Passion predictions that the Synoptics share in common (but see John
14:18). Further, there are many chronological elements in John that seem on the surface to be at odds with
the chronology of the Synoptics, as is regularly noted. More conservative scholars are careful to explain
that these discrepancies are only superficial and that the accounts are in fact not in contradiction.

There is a great deal of debate about John and the Synoptics being at odds in terms of whether the meal
Jesus ate with the disciples was a Passover meal or not. Following from this is the rather sharp controversy
about whether John intends to present Jesus as being crucified on the Passover, or during the Passover
week but after the initial Passover meal. But as we discuss these issues, keep in mind - there is no real
controversy in scholarship about what day of the week Jesus died on. Even among the more critical
scholars that see John and the Synoptics as hopelessly at odds in their chronology, there is no real
question about the fact that historically Jesus died on a Friday.

The controversy comes to the fore most sharply in realizing that the Synoptics (Mark 14:12-16, 22-25; Matt.
26:17-29; Luke 22:1,7,8,13, explicitly in 22:15) and Paul (I Cor. 5:6-8; 11:17-34) seem clearly to see the “Last
Supper” that Jesus ate with his disciples as being the Passover meal. Yet most interpreters of John see him
as teaching that the meal Jesus ate with the disciples was before the Passover (and thus not the Passover
meal), and that Jesus was crucified when the lambs were being slaughtered for the still-yet-to-come
Passover meal (John 18:28; 19:14). Craig Blomberg points out the possible positions about the apparently
discrepant chronology;

1. Jesus followed a different calendar of some sort;
2. Jesus and the twelve celebrated the Passover a day early when they ate the Last Supper;
3. The Synoptics are right and John is wrong;
4. John is right and the Synoptics are wrong;
5. “Both John and the Synoptics actually agree that Jesus ate the Passover meal Thursday night and was

crucified on Friday…”

There are seven passages in John that are generally regarded by much critical scholarship as putting John
at odds with the clear chronology of the Synoptics - John 13:1, 27; 18:28; 19:14, 31, 36, 42. Each of these
passages has been dealt with at length by conservative scholars explaining how the Gospels are not
actually in contradiction. [20] Of these, the three that are generally most important and seen most
commonly as contradictory to the Synoptics are John 18:28, 19:14, and 19:31, and they are worth looking at
briefly here.

In John 18:28, if one reads only this verse out of its context, the reader gets the impression that John is
saying that Jesus’ trial before Pilate occurred before the Passover meal had been eaten. “Then they led
Jesus from the house of Caiaphas to the governor’s headquarters. It was early morning. They themselves
did not enter the governor’s headquarters, so that they would not be defiled, but could eat the Passover”
(John 18:28 ESV). Blomberg explains, 

“A sizable majority takes this expression in its most common sense of referring to the initial evening
meal of the week-long feast, in which the Passover lamb was served and the haggadah or liturgy
recited. This then forces the meal of John 13 to be something other than the normal, festive meal with
which Passover began, and Jesus is thus crucified on the afternoon of the day during which the lambs
would be slaughtered for the upcoming Passover meal (in this case on Friday evening). Because the
Baptist twice called Jesus ‘Lamb of God’ early on in this Gospel (recall John 1:29, 36), it is assumed
that John has changed the chronology here in service of his theology - Jesus is the Passover lamb. On
this view, John flatly contradicts the Synoptics…” 

But Blomberg suggests that those who so read the Gospel, and thus see a contradiction between it and
the Synoptics, have not read the passage in its full context in John. 

“It is not at all clear, however, that this is an accurate description of the state of affairs in the Fourth
Gospel. We have already seen that, apart from the problems caused by 18:28 and later texts, the most
natural way to take chapter 13 is as a description of the normal Passover meal (above, pp. 187-188).
When we read 18:28 in its narrative sequence, after the accounts of chapters 13-17, we would naturally
assume that by ‘eating the Passover’ John is referring to upcoming meals in the week-long feast of the
Unleavened Bread (cf. esp. B. D. Smith 1991). The Mishnah demonstrates later rabbinic concern for
purity throughout the seasonal festivals and devotes an entire tractate to ‘Mid-Festival Days’ (Moed
Katan) and another to festal offerings (Hagigah), including offerings brought in between the first and
the last days of the feast (e.g. Hag 1:3).” [21] 

Thus, a careful reading of John 18:28 doesn't put John and the Synoptics at variance, but rather reveals
John as speaking of continuing meals within the Passover week.

The second text is John 19:14, where John writes, “Now it was the day of Preparation of the Passover. It was
about the sixth hour. He said to the Jews, “Behold your King!”” (John 19:14 ESV). Again, if one reads the
verse in isolation from its full context in John, the reader might get the impression that by the phrase “the
day of Preparation of the Passover,” John is suggesting that Jesus was crucified before the Passover meal
had come (19:16, 30). Blomberg explains, 

“Out of context, this clause could be understood to mean that it was the day before Passover; hence,
the claim of John’s contradictory chronology. Ridderbos (1997: 456), however, observes that this sense
of the expression is not elsewhere attested. Moreover, because ‘the Passover’ could just as easily mean
the week-long festival and because ‘the day of Preparation’ could mean Friday (the day of preparation
for the Sabbath; cf. Did. 8:1 and Mart. Polyc. 7:1), in a context in which we have reason to believe that
the initial Passover meal has already been eaten, it is completely appropriate to understand John to
mean that ‘it was Friday of Passover week’ (Story 1989: 318; Ridderbos 1997: 606; Burge 2000: 508;
cf. further Blomberg 1987: 177-178). This assessment is bolstered by the fact that, in every other
occurrence of paraskeue in the New Testament, including its other two uses in John, the term
unambiguously means the day before the Sabbath (Matt. 27:62; Mark 15:42; Luke 23:54; John 19:31,
42).” [22] 

As we have seen above, the Greek word translated “Day of Preparation” was the regular word used to
mean “Friday” and the word “Passover” can refer to the entire 8-day Feast. Note that John doesn't say,
(even in most English translations like the KJV), “the day of preparation for the Passover,” but “of the
Passover.” The KJV translators left the genitive construction ambiguous with the “of,” which could mean
either the day preparing “for” Passover, or the Day of Preparation during Passover. The second option
seems clearly to be what John intended.

This brings us to John 19:31, the final text that some see as contradicting the Synoptics, and a text
regularly used (and misunderstood) by “anti-Good-Friday” promoters (who have often unwittingly joined
hands with the skeptics alleging contradictions in the Gospels). In most of the contrived schemes put
together by those claiming Jesus didn’t die on a Friday, John 19:31 and its reference to a “high Sabbath” is
pointed to. It is then used to claim that when the Gospels speak of the “Sabbath” as the day after Jesus
died, they aren't referring to the seventh day of the week, but to an “annual Sabbath” that occurred once a
year but wasn't on a Saturday. But there is no evidence for such an understanding anywhere in biblical or
second temple literature! [23] The OT references sometimes pointed to (like Lev. 25:1-7) don't speak of an
annual day-length Sabbath observance (an interpretation which completely ignores the context of the
passage), but rather a year-long observance during which the land would not be plowed for a year (Lev.
25:5, 11, 20-22). Further, such an idea isn't alluded to at all in the Synoptics, and it’s a rather absurd
interpretive move that would take a clause in John and apply it to every use of the word “Sabbath” in the
Synoptic Passion accounts. And it's simply not a good handling of John in his own context. Neither, for
that matter, is the approach that sees John as contradicting the Synoptics in this verse. Blomberg explains
in regards to John 19:31, 

“John again explains that it was ‘the day of Preparation’ (Gk. paraskeue; vs. 31a) and then specifies
that the next day was to be a ‘special Sabbath’, that is, the Sabbath during Passover week, which was
thus doubly sacred. This reference should put beyond reasonable doubt that paraskeue in 19:14 was
referring to the day before the Sabbath and not the day before the start of the Passover festival. The
parallel in Mark 15:42 further reinforces this conclusion (cf. esp. Carson 1991: 662; Morris 1995: 684-
695; Ridderbos 1997: 618). It is astonishing how many Johannine scholars brush aside this data, having
already decided that John must contradict the Synoptics concerning the day of Christ’s death. Those
who do recognize this tension often then merely conclude that John contradicts himself (e.g.
Schnackenburg 1982: 618). But this hypothesis is surely a counsel of despair, requiring us to believe
that the final author or redactor could not even remember what he wrote a scant scented verses
earlier!” [24]

The most natural explanation of each of these texts, and of John’s Passion chronology as a whole, is that
which sees it as harmonious with the chronology of the Synoptics and the rest of the NT. John presents
Jesus as eating the Passover meal with his disciples (John 13), then sees Jesus as being crucified on Friday,
the “day of Preparation” before the Sabbath (19:14, 17-30), which was a "special Sabbath" because it was
the Sabbath of Passover week (19:31, 42). Jesus remained in the grave during the Sabbath, and early on the
next day, Sunday, “the first day of the week” Mary came to the tomb (20:1). John sees Jesus as dying on
Friday and rising on Sunday. And he is in line with the Synoptics in teaching so, not in contradiction to
them as is often assumed.

The Voices of Peter, Paul, and the Pre-NT Oral
Tradition
But is this only the chronology found in the Gospels? Does the rest of the NT perhaps lend some credence
to another view? The Gospels were, after all, as the critics are quick to remind us, written decades after the
first Easter. But in fact, we find this same chronology as early as the preaching of Peter. Presuming (as I do,
against many scholars) that Luke accurately and honestly summarizes the preaching of Peter in the book
of Acts (I intend to write on this at a later point), we see Peter preaching the Gospel before the Gentile
Cornelius in obedience to the heavenly vision (Acts 10:34-43). And how does he recount the Passion
chronology?

“And we are witnesses of all that he did both in the country of the Jews and in Jerusalem. They put
him to death by hanging him on a tree, but God raised him on the third day and made him to appear,
not to all the people but to us who had been chosen by God as witnesses, who ate and drank with
him after he rose from the dead” (Acts 10:39–41 ESV).

Peter concurs that God raised him “on the third day” after his death. Not the fourth or fifth, as would be
required if Jesus had died on Wednesday or Thursday.

To this we can add the voice of Paul and pre-pauline tradition. When writing to the Corinthians, Paul
quoted an early Christian creed, dating to within just a few years of Christ’s Resurrection, as we explained
here. And what does the creed, and Paul’s voice with it, proclaim?

“For I delivered to you as of first importance what I also received: that Christ died for our sins in
accordance with the Scriptures, that he was buried, that he was raised on the third day in accordance
with the Scriptures, and that he appeared to Cephas, then to the twelve” (1 Corinthians 15:3–5 ESV).

Paul concurs with the common understanding that Jesus died Friday and was raised Sunday, “on the third
day.”

Concluding Thoughts
To bring all these voices together, we find that Jesus, as presented in each of the Synoptic Gospels, well
understood and predicted (three times!) that he would rise on “the third day” following his death ([1.]
Mark 8:31-32/Matt. 16:21/Luke 9:22; [2.] Mark 9:30-31/Matt. 17:22/Luke 9:44; [3.] Mark 10:33-34/Matt.
20:17-19/Luke 18:31-33; with both Matthew and Luke independently editing Mark’s “after three days” into
what they apparently considered the more clear “on the third day” in every case where that language
appeared on Jesus’ lips). This means that Jesus, as presented in the Synoptic Gospels at least, understood
that he would die on Friday and rise on Sunday. The Pharisees that sought to disprove his prediction in the
Sign of Jonah (Matt. 12:40) understood the same chronology (Matt. 28:62-66, only recounted in Matthew,
which also is the only Gospel to use the phrase “three days and three nights” in the Sign of Jonah to which
the Pharisees were making reference), and so secured the tomb “until the third day.” The angels at the
tomb understood the same chronology, that he was raised “the third day” from his death, just as he had
predicted (Luke 24:6-7). Cleopas and his friend understood the same chronology, that he had claimed he
would rise the third day, and they met him resurrected on Sunday, “the third day since” his crucifixion
(Luke 24:21). Matthew (Matt. 27:62; 28:1), Mark (Mark 15:42; 16:1), Luke (Luke 23:54, 56; 24:1-2), and even
John (John 19:14, 31, 42; 20:1), each understood the same chronology, as they presented in their actual
accounts of the Passion and Resurrection. Peter (Acts 10:40), Paul (I Cor. 15:4), and the earliest Christian
oral tradition (I Cor. 15:1-8) understood the same chronology, that Christ died Friday and was raised,
Sunday, “the third day.” 

The voices of the NT bear a remarkably consistent witness at this point. And the voices of historical
tradition, the tradition of Christian interpretation, and modern biblical scholarship, which generally find
themselves divided at almost any randomly chosen issue, are also amazingly unified in bearing witness to
the same chronology. Jesus died on Friday, and the tomb was found empty Sunday morning. There simply
is no controversy about the issue.

The only reason that anyone might ever think otherwise is an isolated and overly-literal reading of the Sign
of Jonah in Matthew 12:40 which they think forces them to come up with a scheme that would allow Jesus
to have been in the tomb 72 hours. But reading Matthew 12:40 as demanding 72 hours in the tomb not
only contravenes the entirety of the rest of the NT as it presents its chronology, it also ignores;

1. The original context and traditional Jewish interpretation of Jonah 1:17;
2. The clear intent of Jesus for the saying in the context of Matt 12:1-45;
3. Matthew’s clear understanding of the saying as he presents it in preparation for his Passion

chronology (Matt. 27:62; 28:1);
4. The Pharisees’ understanding of the saying as made clear in Matt. 28:62-66;
5. The natural use of a common Jewish idiom in counting days in rabbinic literature;
6. The use of this same idiom within the Hebrew Bible (Gen. 42:17, 18; I Kings 20:29; I Chron. 10:5, 12;

Esth. 4:16; 5:1; I Sam. 30:12, 13);
7. The fact that Luke was able to present Jesus as making the same point about the Sign of Jonah with

no reference whatsoever to “three days and three nights” (Luke 11:29-32);
8. The likelihood that Luke in fact didn’t include the phrase precisely because he knew it might be

misunderstood by his Gentile readers unfamiliar with the Jewish idiom (and clearly he was right!).

Even if we knew none of these eight factors, we still wouldn't be justified in throwing out the entirety of
the NT witness in favor of our understanding of one verse. But recognizing these factors reveals the
entirety of the NT witness, including Matt. 12:40 (when understood in its context), to be consistent.

Yes, it really was a Good Friday.

If you had humble and genuine questions about this chronology before, I hope this simple blog post has
been helpful and has answered those questions. If you have set forth, or wish to set forth, a different
understanding of the chronology, doing so in a humble spirit, I applaud your courage. I encourage you to
acquaint yourself with the data before you speak to the issue, and look forward to hearing your case. On
the other hand, if you have arrogantly demanded a contrary opinion, been dismissive of the solid
consensus of others, claimed (with absurd foolishness!) that Christianity itself “rises and falls” on the
acceptance of your parochial opinion, or arrogantly demanded that others accept your opinion while
yourself being deeply ignorant of the actual NT data, then I humbly implore you to confess your arrogance,
and repent of it before God. Such arrogant demands (especially when founded on such deep ignorance)
are nothing short of sin. 

And may you find the forgiveness and grace that comes to us, in fact, precisely because that epic Friday
truly was so Good. 
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Jesus And The Gospels, pg. 225-226; The Historical Reliability of John’s Gospel, pg. 186-187; 237-240; 246-
247; The Historical Reliability Of The New Testament, pg. 225-226.

[21] Blomberg, The Historical Reliability Of John’s Gospel, pg. 237-238.
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[23] See an explanation of the feasts in Harold Dressler,  "The Sabbath in The Old Testament," pg. 30-35
in From Sabbath To Lord's Day, (D. A. Carson, ed.).
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