
The Dis cov ery Chan nel’s March 4
pre mier of a con tro ver sial doc u -
men tary claim ing that the tomb

of Je sus and his family has been found,
is stir ring great de bate among sci en tists, 
schol ars, re li gious leaders, and peo ple
in gen eral. Some claim that it dis proves
the Res urrec tion and ren ders Je sus no
more than a mor tal man. They also
claim that it bol sters the the o ries of Je sus’ 
mar riage to Mary Mag da lene, and the
idea that He has de scen dants liv ing to -
day. The film co mes on the heels of the
fic tional por trayal of those same claims
in The DaVinci Code.

Di rected by Ca na dian jour nal ist Simcha
Jacobovici and pro duced by Os car win -
ning di rec tor James Cameron (Ti tanic,
1997), The Lost Tomb of Je sus was aired

in con cert with the re lease of the book,
The Je sus Fam ily Tomb, authored by
Jacobovici and Charles Pellegrino,
noted fo ren sic sci en tist and au thor.
The film and book chron i cle a
three-year in ves ti ga tion in which the
au thors cross-ref er enced the phys i cal
ev i dence “with clues from both the ca -
non i cal and the apoc ry phal Gos pels” to 
fill in what the au thors call “the first
com plete pic ture of the Je sus fam ily.”1

The film mak ers say The Lost Tomb of
Je sus pres ents ar chae o log i cal, sta tis ti cal, 
and ge netic ev i dence that the fam ily of
Je sus (in clud ing Je sus Him self) was in -
terred in the burial cave. It has gen er ated
heated ar gu ments and denunciations
from some ar chae ol o gists and re li gious
lead ers.

The film and book con tain es sen -
tially the same in for ma tion, though the 
in for ma tion in the film is more con -
densed. So for the most part we’ll be ad -
dress ing the claims in the book, as they
are more com pre hen sive.

DISCOVERY

In 1980, an an cient burial cave was
dis cov ered by chil dren play ing around
a con struc tion site for apart ments in
the Talpiot neigh bor hood of south ern
Je ru sa lem. The mother of one of the
chil dren sensed the im por tance of the
dis cov ery and went to au thor i ties. This
prompted an ex ca va tion by the Is rael
An tiq uities Au thor ities (IAA) which re -
vealed ten os su aries (stone burial boxes
con tain ing hu man re mains) in side the
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cave. On three of the ossu aries were in -
scrip tions which in clude: “Je sus son of
Jo seph,” “Ju dah son of Je sus,” and
“Mariamene,” a Greek name which the
The Lost Tomb of Je sus sug gests is that of
Mary Mag da lene.

The find ings were pub lished in 1994
by ar chae ol o gist Levy Yitzhak Rahmani
in A Cat a logue of Jew ish Os su aries in the
Col lec tions of the State of Is rael. They were 
also published in 1996 in an ar ti cle by
Amos Kloner, the Bar Ilan Uni ver sity
pro fes sor who led the ex ca va tion in the
1980s. Ac cord ing to Kloner, the Talpiot 
cave was a typ i cal mid dle- to up per-class
Jewish fam ily’s tomb from the Sec ond
Tem ple pe riod (538 B.C. to A.D. 70). It 
was during this nar row span of time
that os su aries were used, so it is pos si -
ble to date such tombs to within a 70 to
100 year pe riod. Due to the com mon al -
ity of the names, Kloner did not as cribe
any par tic u lar im por tance to them. Some 
900 simi lar tombs have been dis cov -
ered within a two-and-a-half mile ra dius 
of Je ru sa lem’s Old City.

Jacobovici states that the ev i dence re -
veals tremen dous odds in fa vor of the
tomb be long ing to the fam ily of Je sus of 
Naz a reth. He also states that DNA test -
ing sug gests the per sons found in the
“Je sus” and “Mariamene” os su aries
might have been a mar ried cou ple, and
that the per son in the “Ju dah” os su ary
may have been their son.

The film also pres ents a statistical
study sug gest ing that “the odds are at
least 600 to 1 in fa vor of the Talpiot
tomb being the Je sus fam ily tomb” due
to the con nec tions be tween the names
found.

“There’s a def i nite sense that you
have to pinch your self,” said James
Cameron at a Feb ru ary 26 news con fer -

ence. Ear lier he had told NBC’s To day
show that stat is ti cians found “in the
range of a cou ple of mil lion to one” in
fa vor of the doc u men tary’s con clu sions 
about the os su aries—con sid er ably higher 
than the 600 to 1 that is stated in the
film. Accord ing to the book, the odds
were orig i nally es ti mated at 2.5 mil lion
to one.

SCIENTIFIC DATA
The man ner in which the authors

pres ent their sci en tific data is ad mit -
tedly very com pel ling. Em ploying sta tis -
ti cal an a lysts and sci en tists us ing modern 
fo ren sic tech niques includ ing DNA
sam pling, they weave a tale of in trigue,
de cep tion, my thol ogy and fo ren sic data 
to con vey the fol low ing con clu sions:

• Jesus did not rise from the dead; His
body was taken by His dis ci ples and
laid in a fam ily tomb. Af ter de com -
po si tion of His flesh, His bones were
later in terred in an os su ary in scribed,
“Je sus son of Jo seph”;

• He was mar ried to Mary Mag da lene,
whose os su ary, in scribed “Mariamene
e Mara,” dis tinct from an other
in scribed “Maria,” was found in the
same tomb with that of the one
in scribed “Je sus son of Jo seph”;

• They bore a son whose os su ary, also
found in the same tomb, is in scribed,
“Ju dah son of Je sus.”

These are the crit i cal is sues of The Jesus 
Fam ily Tomb, upon which we will fo cus
our pri mary at ten tion. Most else claimed
by the authors is not of any real con cern 
al though we will be address ing other

2

A sketch of the tomb and its os suaries made by 
ar chae ol ogy stu dent Shimon Gib son at the time 
of the orig i nal dis cov ery of the tomb in 1980.

Jesus son of Jo seph
os su ary with

inscription (Left)



points of con ten tion, es pe cially as they
re late to these three is sues.

To be gin, we must first look at the
phys i cal ev i dence upon which the au -
thors base their claims:

Ac cord ing to the au thors, the
inscriptions  on the os su aries found in
the Talpiot Tomb read as fol lows: 

Ossuary 80/500: “Mariamene e Mara”
– “Mariamne, also called Mas ter” 

Os su ary 80/501: “Yehuda bar Yeshua”
– “Ju dah son of Je sus” 

Os su ary 80/502: “Matia” – “Mat thew”
Os su ary 80/503: “Yeshua bar Yosef”

– “Je sus Son of Jo seph” 
Os su ary 80/504: “Yose” or “Yosa” –

a nick name for “Jo seph” 
Ossuary 80/505: “Maria” – a Latinized 

ver sion of the He brew “Mir iam.” 
Of the ten os su aries pulled from the

niches of the burial cham ber, in scrip -
tions were re corded as oc cur ring on six, 
a very high ra tio con sid er ing that only
20% of the thou sands of os su aries ever
found bear such in scrip tions. 

Os su aries 80/506-508 were plain,
with no in scrip tions.2

Os su ary 80/509 dis ap peared before
it could be checked for in scrip tions or
or na men ta tion. The au thors claim that 
an os su ary in scribed “James son of Joseph
– brother of Je sus” was dis cov ered in
2002 to be in the pos ses sion of Oded
Golan, a dealer in an tiq ui ties. Its phys i -
cal prop er ties and di men sions fit the
gen eral char ac ter is tics of the other
Talpiot tomb os su aries. If this os su ary
is 80/509 it would make for seven in -
scribed with names that the au thors say
could be as so ci ated with the fam ily of
Je sus.

Al though the os su aries that are said
to be long to Je sus and His fam ily were
ex ca vated in 1980, we are told that the
rea son the news of these things has
been with held un til now is that the im -
pact upon Chris tian ity would be dev as -
tat ing; the Jew ish ar chae ol o gists
con nected with the dis cov ery were fear -

ful of the im pact such news would
have. It seems that the re cent spate of
me dia pro duc tions and books ad dress -
ing the Gnos tic “gos pels” have cre ated
a cli mate that is now more con du cive to 
ac cep tance of these claims. The time
has come for The Lost Tomb of Je sus to be 
pre sented to the world.

It may be ar gued that if these claims
are true they would have been made by
the orig i nal Jew ish ar chae ol o gists. The
Jews would have been happy to ex pose
any thing that would cast doubt upon
the idea of Je sus as Mes siah. Thus they
would have ex posed them long be fore
now. Their re luc tance to do so in di -
cates that the dis cover ers did not con -
sider them rel e vant. How ever, not all
Jews are re li gious or feel threat ened by

the Chris tian be lief in Je sus’ res ur rec -
tion. Also, the state of Is rael is keenly
aware of the sup port it en joys from
Chris tians, es pe cially in the United
States. The po lit i cal rami fi ca tions of
cast ing such doubt by an Is raeli gov ern -
ment agency could hin der re la tions not 
only with the Chris tians who sup port
Is rael, but even with the United States
gov ern ment upon which the Chris tian
right has some strong in flu ence. This
would be coun ter pro duc tive to Is rael’s
need of this na tion as an ally.

There is also the fear of sec tar ian vi o -
lence between Chris tians and Jews in
Is rael. Al though Chris tians are less
prone to vi o lence over as per sion cast
upon their faith than are Mus lims or
other reli gious ad her ents, Is rael has a

vested in ter est in not caus ing any fur -
ther dissension among its pop u lace
than al ready ex ists.

So there is good rea son that the orig i -
nal sci entists in volved in the ex ca va tion 
of this par tic u lar tomb might dis miss it
as noth ing ex traor di nary. Still, we can -
not dis count that dis missal out of
hand.

There are three os su aries which bear
no in scrip tion. But of the seven which
do, all but one are thought to be tied to
Je sus through bib li cal ac counts. The
ques tion is, are all these names of im -
me di ate fam ily mem bers, or have the
au thors erred in their as sump tions. If
they are all fam ily names, or in clude the 
names of spouses, then all the names
taken together form a strong sta tis ti cal
prob a bil ity that this is the Je sus fam ily
tomb. The au thors did a sta tis ti cal
study that they claim left odds of ap -
prox i mately 2.5 mil lion to 1 that this is
in deed the tomb of Je sus and His fam -
ily. The most con ser vative es ti mate
came out 600 to 1. 

Sta tis ti cal Prob a bil ity
One of the el e ments to piec ing to -

gether the puz zle of the Talpiot tomb
(Tomb 80/500—509 as the “Je sus Fam -
ily Tomb” is of fi cially clas si fied by the
IAA) was to de ter mine the sta tis ti cal
prob a bil ity that this tomb would be the
ac tual burial site of Je sus of Naz a reth
and His fam ily. This was left to Charles
Pellegrino:

The math of IAA 80/500—509,
a.k.a. the Talpiot tomb, was a mat -
ter of see ing if one could “prove”
that the Talpiot tomb was the tomb 
of Je sus of Naz a reth by tak ing the
most con ser va tive sta tis ti cal approach 
possible. I started, nat u rally, by going 
straight af ter the “Je sus” in scrip tion. 
How would that name stand up
against a cou ple of hun dred inscrip-
tions on other os su aries? How com -
mon was “Je sus, son of Jo seph”?3
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80/503 “Je sus son of Jo seph”
The au thors readily state that the

names Je sus and Jo seph were very com -
mon at the time Je sus walked the earth:

Ac cord ing to schol ars such as
L.Y. Rahmani, Tal Ilan, and
Rachael Hachlili, Je sus and Jo seph
were com mon names in first-century
Jeru sa lem; for ex am ple, among the
233 in scribed os su aries cat a loged
by the IAA, the name Jo seph ap -
peared 14 per cent of the time and
Jesus ap peared 9 per cent. It is es ti -
mated that, at most, dur ing the en -
tire pe riod of os su ary use in
Jeru sa lem the male pop u la tion was
80,000. Out of these, 7,200 would
have been called Je sus and 11,200
would have been called Jo seph.
Multiplying the per cent ages against
each other (.09 X .14 X 80,000), we
get 1,008 men who would have been 
called Je sus, son of Jo seph dur ing
the cen tury of os su ary use. In other
words, ap prox i mately one in 79
males was called Je sus, son of Jo -
seph. On my white pad, I wrote: “1
out of 79.”

But how many of those 1,008
men liv ing right be fore, dur ing,
and af ter the time of Je sus of Naz a -
reth were bur ied with a Maria or a
Judah or a Mat thew?

From this point on ward, the “Jesus 
equa tion” was sim ply a mat ter of
fac tor ing the prob a bil ity of each
name in the tomb clus ter, one af ter 
the other, and mul ti ply ing them
against each other.4

80/505 “Maria”
The au thors spec u late that, because

the “Mary” was in scribed with He brew
char ac ters as “Maria,” a Latin name, it
must have be longed to Je sus’ mother:

For getting the Talpiot tomb, if
some where there was an os su ary in -
scribed with Je sus’s mother’s name,

what should we ex pect to find on it?
Since there is no in dica tion that she
was any thing other than a first-century
Jew, we would ex pect to find her
name writ ten in He brew or Ar a maic. 
It would n’t sur prise us, there fore, if
it was ren dered as “Mir iam.” And it
would de light us if it said something
like “wife of Joseph,” or “Mother of
the Mas ter.” But it would be equally
dra matic if we found an os su ary that
used four He brew let ters“Mem,”
“Resh,” “Yud,” and “Hay”to record 
the Latin ver sion of her name, Maria, 
as it has come down to us over two
thou sand years.

Again, out of all the os su aries cat a -
loged by schol ars, only a hand ful have 
been found that have the Latin ver -
sion of “Mir iam” writ ten in He brew
let ters. One of them co mes from the
Talpiot tomb, where for two mil len -
nia it kept a si lent vigil next to the os -
suary of Je sus, son of Jo seph.

Does the Maria in scrip tion on an
ossu ary in the Talpiot tomb pro vide us 
with fi nal and in dis put able proof that
this os su ary once held the mor tal re -
mains of the woman called the Vir gin
Mary in the New Tes tament? Of
course not. Any num ber of in terpre ta -
tions can be pro vided for the same
phe nom e non. But the fact is that we
now have three Je sus-related names
clus tered on two os su aries: Jesus, Jo -
seph, and Maria. Back in 1980, the dis -
cov ery of these three names in a sin gle
tomb should have in vited a flurry of
sci en tific ac tiv ity: stat is ti cians should
have been draw ing up prob a bil ity stud -
ies, and DNA should have been ex -
tractedat the very leastfrom the
Je sus and Maria os su aries to de ter mine 
whether there was a fa mil ial re la tion -
ship be tween the two. But that’s not
what hap pened. Ar chae ol o gists with
zero training in sta tis tics decided that
the names Je sus, Jo seph, and Mary
were so com mon in first-century Judea

that the en tire cluster was not worth
look ing at.5

Nearly one-quarter of all the
women known from os su aries of
the time were named Mary or some 
close vari a tion thereof. But os su ary 
80/505 told a dif fer ent sta tis ti cal
story. This “Mary” was a  Latinized
ver sion of the He brew name. As it
turns out, James Ta bor and Shimon 
Gib son would later find a very sim i -
lar in scrip tion in their “Tomb of
the Shroud,” but in 1980 the Mary
of IAA 80/505 was quite rare, writ -
ten in He brew let ters as “Maria.”6

Pellegrino dif feren ti ated “Maria,” the 
mother of Je sus, from that of
“Mariamene e Mara” to nar row the
num ber of times Mary (as Maria) would 
be found on os su aries. This low ered
the num ber to 1 out of 24. He states:

…So I wrote “1 out of 24” on my
white pad.7

80/501 “Ju dah son of Jesus”

“Ju dah, son of Je sus” had never
been spe cif i cally men tioned in ei -
ther non-canonical or ca non i cal
ver sions of the New Tes ta ment.
And though the Je sus of the Gos -
pels had both a be loved brother
and a trusted dis ci ple named Judah, 
I de cided to at tach no math e mat i -
cal sig nif i cance to this os su ary. Any 
value would have low ered the prob -
a bil ity and there fore helped our
case. So, tak ing a con ser va tive ap -
proach, I neu tral ized this os suary
com pletely.8

80/500 “Mariamene e Mara”
The au thors claim that the os su ary in -

scribed “Mariamene e Mara” is that of
Mary Mag da lene, and that “e Mara”
means “also known as ‘Mas ter,’” thus
de not ing her spe cial role as an apos tle.
Says Pellegrino:
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Next came the “Mary” known as
“Mariamne,” in scribed in Greek on
ossu ary num ber 80/500. The name
was ac tually writ ten “Mariamn-u,”
that is “…of Mariamne” with a dec o -
rative flare, or tail, at the end. The
“nu” was a di min u tive of the more fa -
mil iar “Mariamne,” which it self was
a Greek ver sion of Mir iam—in Eng -
lish, Mary.

The sec ond part of the inscrip -
tion “Mara” was a Greek ren der ing
of an Ar a maic word mean ing “Lord” 
or “Mas ter.”

The com plete in scrip tion could
be read as “of Mariamne, also called 
Lord/Mas ter.”

The ti tle on the os su ary seemed
perfectly con sis tent with the Mariamne 
de scribed in the [Gnos tic “gos pel”]
Acts of Philip as the sis ter of Philip. 
There she is de scribed as an apos tle 
or “mas ter.” She is also ex plic itly
equated with the woman the Gos -
pels call Mary Mag da lene.

Pro fes sor James Ta bor pointed
out that the same gram mati cal
struc ture on a hand ful of os su aries
from other sites re vealed that the
intro duc tory “of” re ferred to the
os su ary it self, and that the in scrip -
tion could there fore be read as:
“(This is the os su ary) of Mariamne,
also known as Mas ter.”

This in scrip tion, and it fits with
what we know of Mary Mag da lene,
pres ent us (sic) with a unique sit u a -
tion: there is sim ply no other os su -
ary in scrip tion like it. Since it was a
one of a kind, out of 193 in scribed
os su aries with women’s names,
one could say that only one in 193
women could have been called
“Mariamne also known as Mara.”
On my pad I wrote “1 out of 193.”

At this point, I mul ti plied 1 over
79 by 1 over 24 by 1 over 193; what
I got was 365,928. Mean ing, based
on a pre lim i nary cal cu la tion, it was

pos si ble to say that the num ber of
men likely to be called “Je sus, son
of Jo seph,” to be found in a tomb
with a Latinized “Maria,” and to be
asso ci ated in that same tomb with a 
Greek-inscribed “Mariamne also
known as Mas ter” ac counted for
one out of about 365,928.9

80/504 “Jos’e”
The next os su ary was “Jos’e.” The

Gos pel of Mark (6:3) makes spe cific
men tion that Je sus had broth ers and
sis ters, and names the broth ers: “Is
not this the car pen ter, the son of
Mary, the brother of James and Jos’e, 
and of Ju dah, and Si mon? And are
not his sis ters here with us?” In the
Gos pel of Mark, Je sus’s brother Jo -
seph is known by his nick name,
“Jos’e,” just as the name ap pears on
ossu ary num ber 80/504.

In his ap proach to the “Jos’e” in -
scrip tion, Amos Kloner, try ing to
propose al ter na tive ex pla nations and
act ing from le git i mate sci en tific
skepticism, had ar gued that, though 
“Jos’e” was an un com mon in scrip -
tion, it was a con trac tion of “Jo seph,”
the sec ond-most-common name
dur ing the Sec ond Tem ple pe riod.

There was, how ever, an other way
of in ter pret ing the “Jos’e” in scrip -
tion. The nick name was unique. It
did not ap pear on any other known
os su ary, and it was mir rored in the
New Tes ta ment. Fac toring the in -
scrip tion at al most one in 519 male
os su aries re corded by Pro fes sor Tal
Ilan, and mul ti ply ing 365,928 by
519, we get al most 190 mil lion.

But on a gut level, that seemed
too much. So I de cided to agree
with Kloner and to treat the “Jos’e” 
in scrip tion as just an other “Jo -
seph” in the tomb. I was go ing with 
14 per cent of males be ing called Jo -
seph, that is, one out of ev ery
seven. If we mul ti ply 365,928 by 7
we get one in just over 2.5 mil lion.10

80/502 “Mat thew”

Some names, such as Jo nah and
Dan iel, would have led us to question 
the en tire as sem blage be cause they
did not ap pear in ei ther Jo seph’s or 
Mary’s fam ily tree as pro vided in
the Gos pels. As suming that the ge -
neal ogy in Luke 3 de scribes that of
Mary, the mother of Je sus, as many
schol ars be lieve, “Mat thew” was a
com mon name in her fam ily. It is,
as James Ta bor has ar gued, a priestly 
name, and Mary, by her re la tion -
ship with Eliz a beth, mother of John 
the Bap tist, had a priestly con nec -
tion. Also, Mary’s grand fa ther was
called Mat thew, so it is en tirely pos -
si ble that, for ex am ple, a first cousin 
called Mat thew af ter the grand fa -
ther, might be bur ied in the family
tomb. Fur ther more, in the Acts of
the Apos tles (1:23-26), there is an
in ter est ing in ci dent where Je sus’s
dis ci ples vote on who will re place
Judas Is car iot. A Mat thew is elected. 
If this Mat thew was a mem ber of
the fam ily, that would ex plain his
sud den el e va tion to the sta tus of
disciple. In any event, the “Mat thew” 
in scrip tion on the os su ary in the
Talpiot tomb did not ex plic itly
match any known fam ily mem ber.
Sta tis tically, it did n’t in val i date any -
thing, but nei ther did it val i date
any thing. I dis counted it.11

80/509 “James”
The “James” os su ary pre sented sev -

eral prob lems to the equa tion, which
we will ad dress later. For now, it serves
us to know that, be cause the “James”
os su ary could not be de fin i tively linked
to the Talpiot tomb, Pellegrino chose
to dis count it also.

At this point in my sta tis ti cal
anal y sis, my prob a bil ity fac tor held
at one in 2.5 mil lion. Mean ing, the
odds were 2.5 mil lion to one in fa -
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vor of the Talpiot tomb be ing the
tomb of Je sus of Naz a reth.12

Out side Anal y sis
Pellegrino’s sta tis tics were val i dated

by an in de pend ent sta tis ti cal ana lyst,
Pro fes sor Andrey Feuerverger of the
Uni ver sity of To ronto, one of North
Amer ica’s lead ing satisticians. Says
Pellegrino:

…Like me, Feuerverger con structed
his equa tion con ser va tively. Like
me, he as signed no value to the “Ju -
dah, son of Je sus” in scrip tion and
counted the un usual “Jos’e” as just
another Jo seph. In the end,
Feuervrger’s ver sion of the equa tion 
was stand ing in the same sta tis ti cal
ball park as mine, sort of: one in 2.4
mil lion in stead of 2.5 mil lion.

He then em pha sized: “One of
the things that turns out to be most 
inter est ing about this tomb,”
Feuerverger re ported to Simcha,
“is that, if you fo cus on the names
indi vid u ally, you can eas ily come
away with the im pres sion that
there is noth ing the least bit un -
usual about this par tic u lar clus ter.

“How ever, Simcha, your team
was cor rect to point out that the
proper way to ana lyze this is to look 
at all of the names in uni son.

“And what hap pens when you
do this,” the stat is ti cian con firmed, 
“is that even if the in di vid ual prob -
a bil ity of each par tic u lar name is
not ter ri bly small, when they are
fac tored all to gether, they start to
build a pic ture in which the over all
tomb as sem blage is a very rare
event.”

“It re ally is a pos si bil ity,” Feuer-
verger said, “that this par tic u lar site 
is in fact the tomb of the New Tes -
tament fam ily. It is a pos si bil ity that
I think now needs to be taken se ri -
ously.”13

After ar riv ing at his 2.4 mil lion-to-one
fig ure Feuerverger took one more step
in or der to be more ac cu rate. Re -
thinking the equa tion, he came up with 
what he called a “probability fac tor.”

What this meant was that
Feuerverger was go ing to give a
power to the names of Je sus’ family
members who were not in the
tomb. Their power was to di min ish
the math e mat ical force of the
names that were in the tomb.14

Ap plying the names of other per -
ceived mem bers of Je sus’ fam ily, such
as Si mon, to the equa tion, since their
names were not on any of the os su aries
in the Talpiot tomb, Feuerverger ar -
rived at a fi nal fig ure of 1 in 600:

When he did all that, he got to a “P
fac tor” (prob a bil ity fac tor) of 600 to
one in fa vor of the tomb be long ing to
the fam ily of Je sus of Naz a reth.…

“But re member,” he said, “even
with out James, a P fac tor of one in
600 means that if you had a drug
that you claimed cured can cer and
it failed to cure only one in 600 pa -
tients, you would be look ing at a
No bel Prize.”15

CONSEQUENCES

These are stun ning claims, sure to
shake the faith of many. For if they are
true, then Je sus was merely a man—not
the Word of God who be came flesh;
He did not rise from the dead; He did
not as cend into Heaven; and the faith
of some one-and-a-half bil lion pro fess -
ing Chris tians alive to day (not to men -
tion the mil lions that came be fore) is in 
vain.

Now if Christ is pro claimed that
He rose from the dead, how do some
among you say that there is no res ur -
rec tion of the dead?

But if there is no res ur rec tion of
the dead, then Christ has not risen; 

and if Christ has not risen, then
our preach ing is vain, and your
faith is also vain. Yes, and we are
found false wit nesses of God, be -
cause we have tes ti fied of God that
He raised Christ, whom He did not 
raise, if it is so that the dead do not
rise.

For if the dead do not rise, then
Christ was not raised. And if Christ
was not raised, your faith is vain;
you are still in your sins.

Then they also who have fallen
asleep in Christ have per ished. If in 
this life only we have hope in
Christ, we are of all men most mis -
era ble. (1 Co rin thi ans 15:12-19)

One can eas ily see that if these claims
can be sub stan ti ated, faith in Je sus
Christ is a sham and the Bi ble is a false
wit ness, wor thy of be ing thrown in the
trash. Every thing taught in the Bi ble, par -
tic u larly those in the writ ings of Je sus’ dis -
ci ples, be comes sus pect. There would be
no ba sis for bib li cal faith or for any of the
teach ings of Je sus. And there would be
no hope of a res ur rec tion to eter nal life,
which hope has sus tained the hearts and
calmed the minds of count less ad her ents
to faith in Je sus Christ as the Sav ior and
Re deemer of man kind. Yet Pellegrino
states that this dis cov ery does noth ing
to hin der be lief in Je sus’ Res ur rec tion:

“Wait a min ute,” I said. “If the
num bers, af ter I run through them,
do sug gest that this is the fi nal rest -
ing place of Je sus and his fam ily, is n’t 
the os su ary of the risen Christ sup -
posed to be empty?”

“What do you think? Should his
ossu ary be empty?” asked Simcha.

“Well,” I said, “maybe. Maybe not. 
Peo ple who be lieve in a phys i cal Res -
ur rec tion would not be af fected by
the dis cov ery of a Je sus bone box. In
the Gnos tic Gos pels, Je sus ap pears
before the apos tles as a sort of holy
ghosthere again, gone again. And
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he con tin ues man i fest ing in this way
for al most two years af ter the Cru ci -
fix ion. In the four Gos pels, Je sus only 
some times has a phys i cal formas
when Doubting Thomas Didymos
touches the five wounds only min -
utes af ter Jesus en ters the room,
spiritlike, through shut doors (see
John 20:26-29). The au thor of Luke
wrote al most apol o get i cally, acknow-
ledging at the start that all of this
sounds strange but that this is how it
ap pears to have hap pened.…

“In any event, even a phys i cal Res -
ur rec tion does n’t de pend on the fact
that the first tomb was empty. It de -
pends on Je sus’s appear ances among
the dis ci ples. A Chris tian believer
can be lieve that Je sus was re moved
from the first tomb, tra di tion ally
iden ti fied with the tomb un der the
Holy Sep ul chre in Je ru sa lem, and
laid in a sec ond tomb. With re spect
to his As cen sion to heaven, the New
Tes ta ment also does not tell us that
its chroni clers be lieved that Je sus,
when he as cended, needed to take
his en tire body with him. So if you
believe in a physcial As cen sion, the
ossu ary is a prob lem. But if you be -
lieve in a a spir i tual one, it be comes
an ob ject of ven er a tion.”16

This is an ar gu ment that has been
pos ited by some Chris tian lead ers who
have had noth ing de fin i tive to say to re -
pu di ate the con clu sions drawn by the
re searchers that the “Je sus” os su ary
con tained the Lord’s bones. They al low 
for a “spir i tual” res ur rec tion so as not
to ap pear com pro mised. Yet Scrip ture
is clear that Je sus rose bodily:

Je sus answered and said to them,
“De stroy this tem ple, and in three
days I will raise it up.”

Then the Jews said, “Forty-six years
this tem ple was in build ing, and will
you raise it up in three days?”

But He spoke of the tem ple of His
body. (John 2:19-21)

A spir i tual res ur rec tion means noth -
ing, be cause one’s spirit does not die in
the same sense as does one’s body. Spir -
i tual death is the re sult of sin, and is
man i fested in sep a ra tion from God. Je -
sus did not die spir i tu ally, so He did
not need to rise spir i tually. The be lief
that He died spir i tu ally is pe cu liar to
cer tain cults within Chris tian ity, but it
is not scrip tural. He died phys i cally.
Thus, His res ur rec tion was phys i cal.

This is a cen tral tenet of bib li cal faith. 
Granted, these men have no bib li cal
faith, so their sup po si tions re gard ing
spir i tual vs. bodily res ur rec tion must
find some com pro mise in or der to val i -
date their find ings among Chris tians.
Sadly, they find many that are all too
will ing to ac cept their con clu sions.

So the ques tion arises: is what the
pro duc ers of The Lost Tomb of Je sus say
true? Or is this just an other at tempt by
anti-Christs to dis credit faith in Je sus?

One thing is cer tain: knee-jerk re ac -
tions based on noth ing more than, “I re -
fuse to be lieve it” do dis ser vice to the
Faith. Most neg a tive reac tions to these
claims have been based more on emo tion 
than on any rea son able ev i dence to the
con trary. To some, this is n’t im por tant;
they aren’t go ing to be swayed by any ev i -
dence, no mat ter how com pel ling. They
ask why bother even ad dress ing the sub -
ject. I sus pect that, for some of these peo -
ple, there is a gen u ine fear of fac ing the
ev i dence; they do not want their faith
chal lenged. For oth ers, they re ally don’t
see why any con cern should arise. They
are con fident on the face of it that the ev i -
dence is not valid. However, the rea son
these things must be ad dressed is that
there are many new be liev ers and weak
be liev ers who could eas ily be dis suaded
from the Faith if we are not able to pres -
ent at least suf fi cient rea son able doubt to
the claims. With out the knowl edge to re -
fute these claims it makes wit ness ing to
non be liev ers who be lieve them all the
more dif fi cult. For these rea sons we must

be care ful to take the time to thor oughly
re search the data and admit to facts that
are in dis put able. Where it leads us is in
the hands of God. With that, we be gin.

ANALYZING THE ANALYSES

It’s true that in terms of find ing a cure
for can cer a one-in-six hun dred fail ure
rate would be ex traor di nary. How ever,
we are not ad dress ing sci ence, but prob -
a bil i ties based upon cer tain as sump -
tions. For ex am ple, the sta tis tics of both
Pellegrino and Feuerverger were based
on the as sump tion that all the names are 
di rectly linked to Je sus of Naz a reth, and
that at least one—Miriamene e Mara—is
that of Mary Mag da lene who would
have been His wife. We will look at each
of the rel e vant os su aries and see just
what they tell us.

80/503 “Je sus son of Jo seph”
The find ings in the Talpiot tomb are

not as unique as the au thors wish us to
be lieve. Their ac counts are rid dled with 
sup po si tions. The words “if,” “pos si -
bly,” and “maybe,” among other such
un cer tain ties, per me ate their study.

One foot note in their book re gard ing 
the ear lier dis cov ery of an other tomb in 
Talpiot does re veal that the “Je sus” os -
su ary is not so un usual:

In Sep tem ber 1945 in Talpiot, a
tomb was found con tain ing eleven os -
su aries. Sukenik was the ex ca vator.
Architecturally, it is very sim i lar to the
“Tomb of the Ten Os su aries.” On os -
su ary 8, there are large cross-marks.
There is also an in scrip tion writ ten in
Greek” “Je sus Aloth.” It has been sug -
gested that this is a ren der ing of the
Hebrew verb “Aleh,” mean ing “rise
up.” On os su ary 7, there is Greek writ -
ing drawn in char coal. Sukenik trans -
lated it as “Je sus, woe!” On os su ary 1, a 
Hebrew in scrip tion was found,
“Shimon bar Saba.” Barsabbas is a
fam ily name known only from Acts
(1:23, 14:22).17
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This foot note is rel a tive to the idea
that a large “cross,” or Greek let ter “X”
pre cedes the name “Yeshua” on the
Talpiot tomb os su ary the au thors be -
lieve be longed to Je sus of Naz a reth. As
it turns out, at least as far as the au thors
state, the “X” was com monly used for
early Hebrew Chris tians.

One glitch in think ing is that, when
peo ple see the name “Je sus,” they, by far, 
au to mat i cally think of Je sus of Naz a -
reth—the Lord Je sus Christ. How ever,
“Je sus” is the Eng lish trans la tion of the
Greek Iesous which, in turn, is a Greek
trans la tion of the He brew, “Yehoshu’a”
(“Yeshua” is a com mon con trac tion). In
the writ ings of the proph ets the name is
trans lated in Eng lish to “Joshua.” This is 
one of the more com mon names found
among the an cient He brews. Just be -
cause the name “Je sus” or “Joshua” is
found among the names of Mary, Ju dah, 
and Mat thew, does not mean that this
Je sus is the Lord, par tic u larly when “Ju -
dah” is not found any where in di rect re -
la tion to Je sus.

Yet Pellegrino in sists that there is vir -
tu ally no chance these names would be
found together un less this Je sus is Je sus
of Naz a reth.18

It baf fles me how Pellegrino got the
start ing equa tion of 1 in 79 that this is
not the tomb of Je sus. He states that
there could have been 1,008 men
named “Je sus son of Joseph” liv ing at
the time of Christ. It seems to me that
this would mean the start ing sta tis ti cal
odds should have been 1,008 to 1 that
this is the tomb of Je sus. In other
words, the odds are far against it be ing
Je sus’ tomb. In bet ting, the larger fig ure 
would in di cate that it is vir tu ally im pos -
si ble to win at those odds. It seems as if
the an a lysts re versed the sta tis tics in fa -
vor of a pre de ter mined out come.

Sta tis ti cal anal ysis can be a strange
metaphysical al chemy that can change
re al ity into con jec ture that loses truth
in the black hole of uncer tainty. That
cer tainly seems to be the case here.

80/505 “Maria”
Jacobovici as sumes that, be cause the

in scrip tion “Maria” is in Latin, this os -
su ary must have be longed to Je sus’
mother Mary. In fact he says that this is
“equally as dra matic” as if the os su ary
had said “wife of Jo seph,” or “Mother
of the Mas ter.”

How can that be equally as dra matic?
What do the Latin and Greek lan -
guages have to do with any thing? There
is no his tor i cal ev i dence to sug gest that
Latin and Greek were pe cu liar to the
fam ily of Je sus. Both were com mon lan -
guages for that time, and could have
been utilized by any one in the He brew
cul ture.

To fac tor in the lan guages in which
the names were writ ten merely nar rows
the pos si bil ity in fa vor of a pre sup posed 
conclusion. Oth ers could have had their
names in scribed in these lan guages.

Be cause Mary in its var i ous Hebrew,
Latin and Greek forms was the most
com mon name for women at the time
of Je sus, there can be very lit tle if any
sta tis ti cal value placed upon that name.

As far as say ing that the orig i nal dis -
cover ers of the tomb should have “at
the very least” con ducted DNA tests on
the Je sus and Maria os su aries to de ter -
mine their re la tion ship, why did n’t
Jacobovici and Pellegrino have this
done? Instead they tested only the “Je -
sus” and “Mariamene” os su aries.
80/501 “Ju dah son of Je sus”

The an a lysts took what they call a
con ser vative ap proach by con sid er ing
the “Ju dah” os su ary neu tral. But since
there is no men tion any where of Je sus
hav ing a son named Ju dah, the truly
con ser vative ap proach would have
been to raise the prob a bil ity, not keep it 
neu tral. Keeping it neutral is the least
one can do; this can hardly be called
taking the con ser va tive ap proach. What
if there had been an os su ary say ing,
“Da vid, son of Jo seph”? Since there is
no Da vid named any where as a mem -
ber of the im me di ate fam ily of Je sus,

would it be “neu tral” to ig nore him?
No, rather it would in ter fere with the
odds sought by some one try ing to draw
a pre sup posed con clu sion.

Nei ther Pellegrino nor Feuerverger
con sid ered rais ing the prob a bil ity that
this was not Je sus’ fam ily tomb due to
the lack of ev i dence that Je sus had a son 
named Ju dah (or one by any other
name). Had they done so, the “P fac tor” 
would have been con sider ably less than
one in 600. Ap plying the same value to
this dis crep ancy as they did to the dis -
crep ancy due to lack of cer tain fam ily
names, the “P fac tor” may have been
closer to the orig i nal 1 in 79 (re ally 1 in
1,008). In other words, it would have
rested on the prob a bil ity that, of all the
“Je sus son of Jo sephs” liv ing at the
time, only one in 79 (re ally 1,008)
would be the Sav ior.

The idea that Ju dah was the son of
Jesus is di rectly tied to the un sub stan ti -
ated be lief that Je sus was mar ried to
Mary Mag da lene and bore chil dren.
This, again, is not even found in the
Gnos tic “gos pels,” but is pure con jec -
ture by those who try ev ery which way
to find rea sons to dis pute the Lord’s di -
vine na ture.

Another cu ri ous idea Jacobovici raises 
is the pos si bil ity that Ju dah, as Je sus’
son, was also the “be loved dis ci ple”
found in the Gos pel of John. He as -
sumes that, al though Judah would have 
been a young lad, as Je sus’ son he could
have been a dis ci ple who found spe cial
fa vor with the Lord.

Again, Jacobovici spec u lates based on 
a low view of Scrip ture. The “be loved
dis ci ple” had to be among the twelve
apos tles (Mat thew 26:20; John 13:23).
Be sides Ju das Isacariot, only one other
apos tle is named Ju das, and that is the
brother of James, the chil dren of the
Mary who was most likely Je sus’ aunt.
He could not have been Je sus’ son.

There is no his tor i cal, bib li cal, or
even Gnostic al lu sions to Je sus hav ing
any chil dren, let alone one named Ju -
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dah. The idea that this is the os su ary of
a son of Je sus is pure spec u la tion based
on noth ing. This os su ary, also, should
have incured a neg a tive “P fac tor.”

80/500 “Mariamene e Mara”
Here we have a num ber of prob lems. 
(1) The au thors’ state ment, “What

we know of Mary Mag dalene” is pure
con jec ture gleaned from a ques tion able 
Gnos tic gos pel. They can only spec u -
late about Mary Mag da lene be yond
what the Scrip tures say. While the au -
thors take sev eral oc ca sions to im pugn
the re li abil ity of the Four Gos pels of
Scrip ture, they are all too ea ger to take
at face value what ever the Gnos tic “gos -
pels” state, even if con tra dic tory to the
ear lier eye wit ness ac counts.

(2) “Mara” may in deed mean “mas -
ter,” but it could also have an other
mean ing. It, too, is merely one vari a -
tion of the name of Mary. It is a He brew 
name that was taken by Na omi (Ruth
1:20). The os su ary in scrip tion could just
as eas ily be trans lated “of Mariamne,
also known as Mara.”

One of the claims found in The Je sus
Fam ily Tomb is that the os su ary in -
scribed “Miriamene e Mara” could
mean “Mary Mag da lene” along with a
word that de notes “Mas ter” or “Lord.”
This men tion of “Mas ter” or “Lord,”
the au thors say, sug gests that Mary Mag -
da lene was a lead ing apos tle of Je sus.
They la ment that the word “Mag da -
lene” is miss ing from the in scrip tion,
but turn to the Gnos tic Acts of Philip to
sup ply the miss ing el e ment.:

Working from a hunch that the
sec ond Mary of IAA 80/500-509
(the IAA cat a logue num ber of
Mariamene’s os su ary), might be
con nected to Mag da lene, Simcha’s
team con ducted a search of the
name Mariamne; that search led,
in a sin gle stroke, to the work of
Francois Bovon, a New Tes ta ment
scholar at Har vard Uni ver sity.

“And do you know what we
found?” Simcha asked me, af ter I
had signed the con fi den ti al ity
agree ment.

He handed me a folder con tain -
ing cop ies of an an cient manu script,
penned in Greek, along with Profes -
sor Bovon’s trans la tion. The first
page was headed by the words “Acts
of Philip.” In this text, Mary Mag -
da lene was an apos tle who preached 
and bap tized and per formed heal -
ing mir a cles. This Mary was very,
very dif fer ent from the Mag da lene
of Church doc trine, and not a
“fallen woman” at all.

“Did you no tice the Greek ver -
sion of her name?” Simcha asked.

“Ac cord ing to the apos tle Philip, 
who iden ti fies him self as Mary’s
brother, she is not known as Mag -
da lene, the ‘woman from Magdala.’ 
Rather, she is known by her given
name, by the same word in scribed
on the side of IAA 80/500:
Mariamne.”19

The au thors quote the French bib li -
cal scholar Francois Bovon:

“What’s just as ex plicit, through -
out the Acts of Philip, is that
Philip’s sis ter car ries even the ti tle
‘Apos tle.’ When ever the text de -
scribes these three apos tles, trav el -
ing from city to city, it gives their
names in the same se quence: Philip,
Mariamne, and Bartholomew. So
she’s con sid ered an apos tle, which
means ‘to be sent,’ and she was
sent, just like the two other apos -
tles. There was no dif fer ence.”20

It is this unique spell ing of “Mariamne”
(with out the first “e” found on the os su -
ary—“Marriamene”) that the au thors in -
sist points to Mary Magda lene.

Impor tantly, the au thors ad mit that,
with out the Gnos tic gospels, they could 
not be sure of their po si tion:

For our part, we learned that, in -
de pend ent of the Talpiot dis cov -
ery, lead ing Mary Mag da lene
experts have con cluded that the
woman known in the Gos pels as
Mary Mag da lene was ac tually
called by the Greek ver sion of her
name: “Mariamme,” [Mariamene,
or Mariamne]. The in for ma tion co -
mes, in the first in stance, from the
Church fa ther Origen, who calls
Mag da lene “Mariamme,” and then 
from the writer Epiphanus and
noncanonical texts such as the
Pistis Sophia. But the clincher is the
Acts of Philip.21

The Pistis Sophia is an impor tant
Gnos tic book based on the teach ings
that Sophia (Wis dom) is the fe male di -
vin ity. So it turns out that the clincher
for the re search ers, “prov ing” that
Mariamene of the Talpiot tomb is Mary 
Mag da lene is the Gos pel of Philip bol -
stered by the Pistis Sophia and other
Gnos tic sources. 

However, this con jec ture can not be
used to state any thing as a cer tainty.
Firstly, by the au thors’ own ad mis sion,
the Gnos tic Acts of Philip does not iden -
tify Philip’s sis ter as Mary Mag da lene. It 
merely al ludes to some one named
“Mariamne.” This Mariamne (one
Greek spell ing for Mary), could be any
Mary. The au thors merely as sume it is
speak ing of Mary Mag da lene be cause
that is how “Mariamne” has been trans lated
into English from the Gnos tic “gos pels.”
Sec ondly, their con jec ture is based on a 
ques tionable text whose con tent de -
parts signif i cantly in other ar eas from
the eye wit ness ac counts of the four
Gos pels of Scrip ture. This is hardly a
scientific method for de termin ing truth.

(3) The au thors’ con clu sions are
largely based upon the be lief that
“Mariamne” was Mary Mag da lene. One
of their as so ci ates, Ron Pappin, an am a -
teur dev o tee of an cient stud ies, Googled 
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“Mariamne.” Jacobovici re lates a star -
tling dis cov ery:

…“Look, Simcha,” Ron ex claimed.
Over his shoul der I peered at the
screen and the ar ti cle his search
had led him to. “Ac cord ing to
mod ern schol ar ship,” he read out
loud, “Mary Mag da lene’s real
name was Mariamne.”

The “mod ern schol ar ship” to which
Pappin al luded is lib eral schol ar ship
which places more em pha sis upon the
Gnostic “gos pels” than upon the proven 
Scrip tures. Of course they would find
this “in for ma tion.” It is cir cu lar rea son -
ing based on a pre sup po si tion re vealed
in the Eng lish trans la tions of the Gnos -
tic “gos pels” where “Mary Mag da lene”
is in serted for the orig i nal “Mariamne.”

This fur ther ex poses the bi ased ap -
proach to this “in ves ti ga tion.”

Al though the Gnos tic gos pels do not
state so openly, mod ern schol ars (par -
tic u larly those of a lib eral Chris tian per -
sua sion) in ter pret them to sug gest
strongly that Je sus was mar ried to Mary
Mag da lene and that she bore him chil -
dren. This in ter pre ta tion is based largely
upon a miss ing piece of text in the
Gnos tic Gos pel of Philip:

In the third-century Gnos tic text
called the Gos pel of Philip, also
found at Nag Hammadi, it states:
“The Lord loved her [Mary Mag da -
lene] more than all other dis ci ples
and of ten kissed her on her…” (55). 
Here there is a hole in the text
where many schol ars be lieve the
orig i nal stated “mouth.”22

They might just as well be lieve the
text stated “hand,” or “fore head.” Again,
a ques tion able third-century doc u ment
from a he ret i cal sect is used to es tab lish
that Je sus might have mar ried Mary
Mag da lene—from a missing frag ment of 
the text at that! Be sides, the au thors

have al ready stated that the Mary of the
Acts of Philip is not even called “Mary
Mag da lene” in the orig i nal lan guage,
but simply “Mariamne.”

Now, what about that name
“Mariamne,” or “Mariamene”? Is it ex -
clu sive to Mary Magadalene based on
noth ing more than the con jec ture of
the au thors that the “Mariamne” of the
Acts of Philip is she?

The name is not as un com mon as the 
au thors sug gest. Mariamne was the
name of Herod the Great’s sec ond wife, 
as well as his third wife. It was also the
name of Herodias’ sis ter, and that of
Agrippa’s daugh ter. Thus, it was fre -
quently used in the Herodean royal
house hold alone.

Be hind the Name, the et y mol ogy and
his tory of first names, states this about
“Mariamne”:

Usual English form of Maria,
which was the Latin form of the
New Tes ta ment Greek names
(Mariam) or (Maria) (the spell ings
are in ter changeable), which were
from the He brew name (Miryam).
The mean ing is not known for cer -
tain, but there are sev eral the o ries
in clud ing “sea of bit ter ness”, “re -
bel lious ness”, and “wished for
child”. How ever it was most likely
orig i nally an Egyp tian name, per -
haps de rived in part from mry “be -
loved” or mr “love”. This is the
name of sev eral New Tes ta ment
char ac ters, most im por tantly Mary
the vir gin mother of Je sus, and
Mary Mag da lene. Two queens of
Eng land have had this name, as
well as a Queen of Scot land, Mary
Queen of Scots.23

So, in the fi nal anal y sis, “Mariamne”
is merely one among a few Greek spell -
ings for “Mary.” In the bib li cal Greek
texts the spell ings for all the Marys in the 
Bi ble are ei ther “Maria,” or “Marias.”

The fact that there were two os su aries 
in scribed “Mary” found in the tomb
(one in Latin, “Maria,” the other in
Greek, “Mariamene”) does not prove
that the first (Maria) is Je sus’ mother,
and the other (Mariamene) is Mary
Mag da lene. The larger is sue is who was
in terred in the os su ary in scribed “Je sus, 
son of Joseph.”

80/504 “Jos’e”
Jacobovici claims that Joses (Jos’e) is a 

nick name for Jo seph, Je sus’ brother:

Jo seph was known by his nick -
name, Joses (Jos’e) or Josi, pos si bly a
Greek ver sion of Yose, or Yosa in
He brew. Per haps this Jos’e was
named af ter his de ceased fa ther Jo -
seph, or per haps af ter an ear lier an -
ces tor. What ever the rea son, un like
the fa ther of Je sus, he was known by 
the di min u tive of Yosef/Jo seph, a
kind of He brew Joey.24

This, of course, is pure spec u la tion. It 
is ques tion able that Je sus had a brother
named Joses, al though He may have
had a near kins man named Joses. And
Jacobovici’s claim here seems in con gru -
ous in light of the fact that he says else -
where that this os su ary could be that of
Je sus’ fa ther Jo seph.25

This doublemindedness is con sis tent
through out The Je sus Fam ily Tomb.

There is an other mis con cep tion, per -
tain ing to “Jos’e” which co mes to light
in Pellegrino’s con tin ued sta tis ti cal re -
search, and that is the as sump tion that
Je sus had a brother named “Jos’e” or
“Joses.” What does Scrip ture ac tu ally
say?

Mark 6:3, quoted by Pellegrino,
seems to in di cate that Je sus had four
broth ers and at least two sis ters:

Is not this the car pen ter, the son
of Mary, the brother of James and
Jos’e, and of Ju dah, and Si mon?
And are not his sis ters here with us?
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There are sev eral other places where
two of these same chil dren of Mary are
men tioned:

Mat thew it er ates what is found in
Mark 6:3:

Is this not the car pen ter’s son? Is
not his mother called Mary, and his 
breth ren, James, and Joses, and Si -
mon, and Ju das? (Mat thew 13:55)

Mat thew 27:55-56 names only James
and Joses:

And many women who fol lowed
Jesus from Gal i lee, min is ter ing to
Him, were there look ing from far
off, among whom was Mary Mag da -
lene, and Mary the mother of
James and Joses, and the mother of
Zebedee’s chil dren.

Mark 15:40 also names only James
and Joses:

There were also women look ing
on from far off, among whom was
Mary Mag da lene, and Mary the
mother of James the less and of
Joses, and Salome.

Luke men tions this same Mary as one 
in a company of women who told the
apos tles of hav ing seen the risen Je sus:

It was Mary Mag da lene, and
Joanna, and Mary the mother of
James, and other women that were
with them, who told these things to 
the apos tles. (Luke 24:10)

The cir cum stances in which these
names are re lated by dif fer ent writ ers

are iden ti cal, so it is clear that this par -
tic u lar Mary is the mother of all four:
James, Joses, Si mon and Ju das. 

It is as sumed by many that Salome is
Mary’s daugh ter, be cause she is men -
tioned in Mark 15:40, but she could
have been an other woman men tioned
by name. As suming that she is Mary’s
daugh ter, are these still the chil dren of
Je sus’ mother Mary?

It is ex tremely un likely that Je sus’
mother would be called “the mother of
James and Joses,” es pe cially by three dif -
fer ent writ ers. Ev ery where else, even by
these writ ers, she is called “the mother
of Je sus” alone.

Now, those who are blindly anti-
Cath o lic are not go ing to like what I say 
here, but please bear with me.

The Greek words trans lated “breth -
ren” (adelphoi) in Mat thew 13:55 and
“brother” (adelphos) in Mark 6:3 mean
ei ther “broth ers” (from the same par -
ents) or “kins men” (even up to the
same na tion al ity).26

The Scrip tures that speak of Mary as
the mother of James and Joses, cou pled
with John 19:25 in di cate that this Mary 
is not Mary the mother of Je sus:

Now there stood by the cross of
Je sus His mother, and his mother’s
sis ter, Mary the wife of Cleophas,
and Mary Mag da lene.27

Did Mary have a sis ter named Mary?
Not likely. The Greek word for “sis ter”
is adlephe, which is the fem i nine form
of adelphos, also mean ing ei ther a sis ter

with the same par ents, or a close rel a -
tive. This tells us that Mary had a close
rel a tive named Mary as well. There
were three Marys at the cross: Mary, the 
mother of Je sus, Mary Mag da lene, and
Mary a re la tion to Je sus’ mother.

To in sist that James and Joses were
the lit eral broth ers of Je sus means we
would have to ap ply the same in ter pre -
ta tion to Mary’s “sis ter.” This would
mean that Mary had a sis ter named
Mary, which would be very strange. If
we can ac cept these two Marys as cous -
ins, then we can ac cept Joses and James
as cous ins of Je sus.

Given the lan guage of Scrip ture that
sep a rates “Mary the mother of James,”
and “Mary the mother of James and
Joses,” from “Mary the mother of Je sus,” 
and their be ing called “breth ren” of Je -
sus, it is clear that these two men were
not chil dren of Je sus’ mother Mary. But 
they were closely re lated to Je sus and
His mother. We find that Mary, the
wife of Cleophas, was re lated to Je sus’
mother Mary. Her children are called
“breth ren,” or “kins men,” to Je sus. 

The au thors of The Je sus Fam ily Tomb
have erred in as sum ing that Joses was a
brother of Je sus from the same mother.
But that is a com mon er ror even among 
Chris tians.

Please do not send let ters of pro test
as sum ing that I am val i dat ing Ro man
Ca thol i cism. Prayer fully read these
Scrip tures for your self and you will see
the truth of it. Let’s not place as much
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26 Vine’s Expository Dictionary: adelphos ^80^ denotes “a brother, or near kinsman”; in the plural, “a community based on
identity of origin or life.” It is used of:— (1) male children of the same parents, <Matt, 1:2; 14:3>; (2) male descendants
of the same parents, <Acts 7:23,26; Heb. 7:5>; (3) male children of the same mother, <Matt. 13:55; 1 Cor. 9:5; Gal. 1:19>;
(4) people of the same nationality, <Acts 3:17,22; Rom. 9:3>. With “men” (aner, “male”), prefixed, it is used in addresses
only, <Acts 2:29,37>, etc.; (5) any man, a neighbor, <Luke 10:29; Matt. 5:22; 7:3>; (6) persons united by a common interest,
<Matt. 5:47>; (7) persons united by a common calling, <Rev. 22:9>; (8) mankind, <Matt. 25:40; Heb. 2:17>; (9) the
disciples, and so, by implication, all believers, <Matt. 28:10; John 20:17>; (10) believers, apart from sex, <Matt. 23:8; Acts
1:15; Rom. 1:13; 1 Thes. 1:4; Rev. 19:10> (the word “sisters” is used of believers, only in <1 Tim. 5:2)>; (11) believers, with 
aner, “male,” prefixed, and with “or sister” added, <1 Cor. 7:14> (RV), <15; Jas. 2:15>, male as distinct from female, <Acts
1:16; 15:7,13>, but not <6:3>. (from Vine’s Expository Dictionary of Biblical Words) (Copyright (C) 1985, Thomas Nelson
Publishers)

27 There appears to be a discrepancy where Matthew 27:55-56 and Mark 15:40 state that Mary Magdalene and Mary the
mother of James and Joses “stood from far off” looking upon Jesus on the cross, and John 19:25 which states that Mary
Magdalene and Mary the wife of Cleophas stood “by the cross.” However, these are related to different times. Jesus hung on
the cross for some three hours. It’s possible that the women moved from standing by the cross to looking from far off at the
time of His actual death and the occurrence of the earthquake. Also, “far off” could mean merely “a distance,” not necessarily 
a long distance.



weight upon Protestant tra di tion as
does the Cath o lic Church upon its tra -
di tion. The in sis tence that Mary had
other chil dren be sides Jesus has largely
been a re ac tion to the Cath o lic doc -
trine of Mary’s per pet ual vir gin ity. She
may well have had other chil dren, but
the Scrip tures are not clear on this.

This does not in any way mean that
the Ro man Cath o lic doc trine of the
per pet ual vir gin ity of Mary is true. It
merely means that the ev i dence in the
Talpiot tomb has been mis in ter preted. 

This is im por tant, be cause each fam -
ily would most likely have had their
own tomb, per haps close to one an -
other, but not nec es sar ily with one an -
other. Be cause there were only ten
os su aries in the Talpiot tomb they were
prob a bly for the im me di ate fam ily
members rather than for close rel a tives. 
There fore, Jos’e should not be in the
same tomb as Je sus’ im me di ate fam ily.
This Jos’e must be of an other fam ily.
And just be cause Scrip ture names Joses
as a kins man of Je sus does n’t mean
there were n’t other Joses to be found in 
Is rael at the time.

The idea that Jos’e is a nick name for
Jo seph may or may not be true. But we
know that in Jo seph’s (Mary’s hus band) 
ge ne al ogy there was Jose, the son of
Eliezer (Luke 3:29). So Jos’e is not nec -
es sar ily a nick name for any one, al -
though it may be a contrac tion of the
name Joseph. Since there was no other
os su ary in scribed “Jo seph”or any
vari a tion of that name in the tomb,
then where is the os su ary of Mary’s hus -
band?

The au thors suggest that Jo seph died
in Naz a reth and was prob a bly bur ied
there. But the cus tom then would have
been to bury the rest of his fam ily with
him, not in Je ru sa lem. The truth is that
no one knows when Jo seph died, or
where. Just be cause he is not men -
tioned af ter Je sus is grown does not
mean he was n’t around for awhile
then.

In any case, Jos’e should not be reck -
oned as a lit eral brother of Je sus, and
there fore should not be found in any
tomb in which Je sus would be found.
Thus, tak ing Jos’e out of Je sus’ fam ily
tree se ri ously weak ens Pellegrino’s sta -
tis ti cal model fur ther, based upon his
own words:

Some names, such as Jo nah and
Dan iel, would have led us to ques -
tion the en tire as semblage be cause
they did not ap pear in ei ther Jo seph’s
or Mary’s fam ily tree as pro vided in 
the Gos pels. As suming that the ge -
neal ogy in Luke 3 de scribes that of
Mary, the mother of Je sus, as many
schol ars be lieve, “Mat thew” was a
com mon name in her fam ily. It is,
as James Ta bor has ar gued, a priestly 
name, and Mary, by her re la tion ship
with Eliz a beth, mother of John the
Bap tist, had a priestly con nec tion.
Also, Mary’s grand fa ther was called 
Mat thew, so it is en tirely pos si ble
that, for ex am ple, a first cousin
called Mat thew, af ter the grand fa -
ther, might be bur ied in the family
tomb.…Sta tis tically, it did n’t in val i -
date any thing, but nei ther did it val -
i date any thing. I dis counted it.28

Ap plying this same prin ci ple to the
Jos’e os su ary, they should have dis -
counted it also, rather than as sign any
value at all to it.

80/502 “Mat thew”
While Je sus’ mother Mary did have a

grand fa ther named Matthat (the fa -
ther-in-law of Jo seph, Luke 3:24), and
Joseph had a grand fa ther named Matthan 
(Mat thew 1:15), it is not a given that
Je sus would have had another close rel -
a tive named sim i larly as “Mat thew.”
Lack ing any ev i dence of such a rel a tive,
close or not, the “Mat thew” os su ary
should not have been merely dis -
counted, but a neg a tive “P fac tor”
should have been ap plied there as well.
This, too, would have se ri ously im -
pugned the fi nal odds.

80/509 “James”

Oded Golan, the an tiq ui ties dealer
who claims to have ac quired the “James 
son of Jo seph – brother of Je sus” os su -
ary in 1978 (os ten si bly be cause any an -
tiq ui ties found or pur chased af ter 1978 
are con sid ered the prop erty of the Is raeli
government) al lowed Simcha Jacobovici,
among oth ers, to ex am ine it. One other 
was Pro fes sor James Ta bor, chair of the
De part ment of Re li gious Studies at the
Uni ver sity of North Carolina at Char -
lotte. Tabor be lieves the “James” os su -
ary came from a dif fer ent tomb—the
“shroud tomb”—in which the old est
known frag ment of a burial shroud was
found. He still re mains at odds with
Jacobovici about where this os su ary
came from. Jacobovici de tails a con ver -
sa tion he had with Ta bor in 2002:

“Why do you think it’s from
your tomb?” I asked.

“Sev eral os su aries were sto len
from there, so he could have
bought it from who ever broke into
the shroud tomb. There was a
Maria in the tomb, and this is only
one of a hand ful of Marias ever
found in scribed on an os su ary. If
James also came from the same
tomb, then maybe the shroud
tomb is the Je sus fam ily tomb.”

I did n’t buy Ta bor’s the ory. The
timeline was too short. Golan
could n’t have bought the os suary
just a year be fore. It was all too fast.
Golan buys it. Lemaire sees it. They 
make the con nec tion to the
brother of Je sus, and sud denly it’s
front-page news. Even if Golan
had n’t bought it be fore the an tiq ui -
ties rules changed, I be lieved that
he’d had the os su ary for a long
time. If not 1978 then maybe the
early 1980s. Be sides, I had got ten
to know Golan. Maybe he fudged
things a lit tle, but as near as I could
tell, he did n’t make things up out
of thin air. Tabor was wrong, I
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thought: the James os su ary did n’t
come from his shroud tomb.29

Jacobovici told Ta bor that he be -
lieved the James os su ary came from the
Talpiot tomb. Ta bor wanted to per -
form DNA tests on the re mains in the
“James” os su ary to see if they matched
the DNA in the other os su aries from
the shroud tomb. However, it ap pears
as if those tests were never made. In his
book, The Je sus Dy nasty, pub lished in
2006, Ta bor says about the “James” os -
su ary:

Just re cently I no ticed that the di -
men sions of the miss ing tenth os -
suary [from the Talpiot tomb] are
pre cisely the same, to the cen ti me -
ter, to those of the James Os su ary.
Is it re motely pos si ble that Oded
Golan did ac quire his os suary
many years ago—maybe not in the
“mid-’70s” as he now says, but not
that long af ter—in 1980 or there -
abouts, when the Talpiot tomb was 
dis cov ered? Was that tenth os suary
sto len af ter it was cat a logued but
be fore the ex ca vation of the tomb
was com pleted?…

For now, pend ing fur ther ev i -
dence, whether through DNA tests 
or re trieval of the miss ing os su ary,
this is where the Tale of two Tombs 
must end.30

Ta bor orig i nally be lieved the “James” 
os su ary to have come from the Shroud
tomb because it has an in cised bor der
run ning around the side pan els iden ti -
cal to that of the os su ary that con tained 
the burial shroud. So ac cord ing to Ta -
bor, the “James” os su ary may have been 
in ei ther tomb, but no one can know
for cer tain. Per haps it be longed to nei -
ther tomb.

This is im por tant be cause of other
fac tors con cern ing the pos si bil ity of
forg ing part of the name on the “James” 
os su ary. The IAA be lieves that the first
part of the in scrip tion—“James son of

Jo seph”—is au then tic, but that the lat -
ter part—“brother of Je sus” was forged
by Oded Golan:

…Later, the Is raeli po lice charged
that by add ing those words to the
in scrip tion, Golan in tended to
change a $500 os su ary into a price -
less re li gious ar ti fact. The prob lem
with the IAAs iso tope test, which
was con ducted by a cow boy-boot-
wear ing ge ol o gist from the Univer -
sity of Tel Aviv by the name of
Yuval Goren, is that the only part
of the in scrip tion that passed was
the last let ter (the He brew “Ayin”)
in the word “Je sus” (“Yeshua”). Ac -
cord ing to those free wheel ing iso -
topes, if any part of the in scrip tion
was au then tic, it was the sec ond
half and the forger had to have
added the first part (“James, son of
Joseph”). Clearly, this was im pos si -
ble. But no body seemed to no tice.
The story raced around the world:
an iso tope test had re vealed that
the pa tina in the in scrip tion was
not con sis tent with tem per a tures
in a burial tomb and that the sec -
ond part of the inscrip tion (the
Jesus part, the part that had passed) 
was a forg ery. In the pub lic’s mind,
it was n’t just that the in scrip tion
was now con sid ered a forg ery—the
box it self be came sus pect.31

Golan is cur rently on trial for al leg -
edly forg ing part of the in scrip tion.
Nev er the less, Jacobovici’s claim that
the IAA bun gled the test is a valid one.
How ever, there is no em pir i cal evi -
dence to sup port ei ther po si tion.

Sum mary of Sta tis ti cal Anal y sis
By the au thors’ own ad mis sion, there 

is still doubt as to the mean ing of their
find ings. While they say that a 1 in 600
chance that the Talpiot tomb is not
that of Je sus and His fam ily, the re al ity
is that, had they ap plied the “P fac tor”

to the os su aries of Jos’e, Mat thew, and
James, as they should have, that 1 in
600 would not hold up. This, plus the
fact that much of their rea son ing is
spec u la tion based on the Gnos tic “gos -
pels,” and er ro ne ous un der stand ing of
Scrip ture, leads us to con clude that the
sta tis ti cal anal y ses were ter ri bly flawed
and did not yield near the much lower
odds they should have.

DNA SAMPLING

In spite of the per ceived im pos si ble
odds against the Talpiot tomb not be -
ing that of Je sus of Naz a reth, Charles
Pellegrino felt that if he could get some
DNA sam pling from the os su aries it
might be de ter mined how re lated to
one an other the peo ple in terred there
might have been. 

He claims to have taken great pains
to make sure they were not jump ing to
con clu sions. They wanted ev ery study
to be con ducted with the ut most care.
Charles Pellegrino was es pe cially in awe 
of the pos si bil ity that, al though not a
Chris tian, he was on sa cred ground.
Con cerning the “Je sus os su ary” he
states:

I had hoped for a sam ple of “Je sus”
pa tina at tached to stone ma trix, but
unlike the Mat thew and Mariamne
ossu aries, there were no pre ex ist ing
clean breaks in the Je sus os suary,
with match ing shards ly ing in the
bot tom of the box. I could n’t just
pick up a flake. The IAA at ten dant
said that if I re ally needed to take a
sam ple in or der to re con struct ac cu -
rately the two-thousand-year- chem i -
cal his tory of a tomb, I should do so.

But I could not do this. None of
the IAA per sonnel knew what we
knew. None of them re ally sus -
pected how truly im por tant this os -
su ary might be. I could not bring
myself to re move the nec essary
tools from my bag, to chip away at a 
tiny cross-section of stone. Even a
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two-millimeter-wide sam ple was too
much for me to cut off, even if my
not do ing so meant leav ing be hind
an im por tant piece of the sci en tific
puz zle.

To even think of chip ping the Je -
sus os su ary felt like an act of van -
dal ism.32

As it turned out, Pellegrino did n’t
have to chip at the os su ary. An IAA em -
ployee dropped it while mov ing it and
it broke apart, leav ing small shards that
Pellegrino was able to take for DNA
sam pling of the hu man res i due in side.

His ap proach was to de ter mine
whether or not the in di vid u als that had 
been in terred in the “Je sus son of Jo seph” 
and “Mariamene e Mara” os su aries
were re lated. If not, he rea soned, then
there was a good like li hood that they
must have been mar ried since they were 
en tombed to gether.

If these two os su aries truly be -
longed to Je sus of Naz a reth and
Mary Mag da lene, DNA tests would 
reveal that the two peo ple bur ied
within were not re lated. All scrip -
tural re cords—whether ca non i cal
or apoc ry phal—were clear on one
genealogical point: Je sus of Nazreth
and Mary Mag da lene, if their DNA 
could be read, would be two in di -
vid u als who had no fam ily ties. But
what are the al ter na tives? People
bur ied in the same tomb were re -
lated by ei ther blood or mar riage.33

For his tests he took sam ples from both 
os su aries to the paleo-DNA lab o ra tory
at Lakehead Uni ver sity in On tario:

Paleo-DNA labs spe cial ize in get -
ting DNA from “hu man res i due”
that would stump any reg u lar DNA 
facil ity. James Ta bor is friends with
Dr. Car ney Mathe son, who is one
of the di rec tors of the Lakehead
lab.…

The sam ples were not identi fied
by their name, but by two num bers: 
“80-500” and “80-503.” Simcha
and Ta bor wanted a “blind re sult”
from the test ers. For this rea son,
they told Dr. Mathe son only that
the ac cre tion bed and the bone
sam ples had come from an an cient
Je ru sa lem tomb. Of course, this
was not the whole story, but it was
the ab so lute truth.

“We are trying to re con struct the 
fam ily re la tion ships of a royal lin -
eage,” Ta bor had said. For his part,
Mathe son was up for the task of at -
tempt ing to ex tract DNA from bits
of an cient res i due taken from the
bot tom of the os su aries. The idea
was to cre ate a DNA pro file of each 
of the two in di vid u als so as to es -
tab lish any fa mil ial re la tions be -
tween them. The samples were sent 
by cou rier, and ev ery one waited
anx iously for the re sults.34

Af ter sev eral months, Mathe son
called Ta bor to tell him the lab had suc -
cess fully ex tracted DNA. Simcha and
Ta bor both told Mathe son not to tell
them the re sults be cause they wanted to 
be pres ent at the lab with a cam era crew 
when they heard them.

When they ar rived at the lab they
were told that the samples were both
from peo ple of Mid dle East ern stock.
The samples were very des ic cated and
frag mentary, mak ing anal y sis dif fi cult.
Be cause of the dam age the DNA in -
curred over the cen tu ries, Mathe son ex -
plained that af ter ex trac tion, the
nu clear DNA in the bones—the broader 
ge netic blue print cop ied in the nu cleus
of ev ery cell—had proven im pos si ble to
re cover given 2006 tech nol ogy.

“How ever,” Mathe son said, “we
did not quit. In stead, we shifted our
fo cus to the mi to chon drial

DNA—which is, of course, the
DNA in her ited ma ter nally, from
mother to child. This means that we 
can iden tify maternal re la tion ships.
Mean ing, we can only ad dress ques -
tions such as “Are these two in di vid -
u als—one male and the other fe male 
—mother and child? Are they
brother and sis ter? Or are they two
un re lated in di vid u als?”35

Af ter rig or ous tests to am plify and se -
quence the dam aged DNA frag ments,
and then by clon ing the DNA to be
able to com pare many cop ies, which in -
creased the validity of the work, the re -
sults were dis played for Jacobovici and
Ta bor on a com puter mon i tor show ing
two graphs:

80-503; Marker 140: CTACCC…

80-500; Marker 140: ACCTAG…

Other com par i sons of mark ers from
the DNA frag ments dis played sim i lar
re sults: “Je sus” and “Mariamene” did
not have the same mother.

“So,” Mathe son con tin ued, “when
we see a num ber of polymorphisms
between two se quences, we can then
con clude that these two in di vid u als
are not re lated—or, at least, not ma -
ter nally re lated.”

Simcha and Ta bor were now
both smil ing broadly, though Dr.
Mathe son did not yet know why.

“And,” said Simcha, “this means—?”

“That this man and woman do
not share the same mother,”
Mathe son said quickly and conclu -
sively. “They cannot be mother and 
child. They can not, ma ter nally, be
brother and sis ter. And so, for
these par tic u lar sam ples, be cause
they come from the same tomb—
these two in di vid u als, if they were
un re lated, would most likely have
been hus band and wife.”36
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The au thors then piece the puz zle to -
gether for us by re mind ing us of the
clues given in the Gnostic “gos pels”:

The woman known to ev ery
reader of the King James Bi ble as
Mary Mag da lene was, ac cord ing to
the Gnos tic Gos pels, “the com pan -
ion of Je sus.” In these texts, as in
the Church-approved Gos pels, it is
to Mag da lene that Je sus first re veals 
him self af ter the Res ur rec tion. In
fact, in the Gnos tic Gos pel of Mary 
Mag da lene, it is she to whom Jesus
appears a year and a half af ter the
Cru ci fix ion, and to whom he en -
trusts his fi nal rev e la tion of the
world to come. Mary Mag da lene is
also iden ti fied in the Gos pel of
Mary as the woman whom “the
Sav ior loved more than the rest of
women.…Surely the Sav ior knows
her very well.”

In the bib li cal world, to “know”
had a very spe cial and very in ti mate 
mean ing: “Adam knew Eve his
wife; and she con ceived, and bore
Cain” and “Cain knew his wife;
and she con ceived, and bore
Enoch” (Gen e sis 4:1-17).37

Jacobovici wanted next to take a
DNA sam ple from the “Ju dah son of Je -
sus” os su ary, but the bone ma te rial was
no lon ger avail able. He says that no one 
was be ing par tic u larly clear about what
had happened to it, but one ac count
was that the ac cre tion bed had been
scoured as part of a clean ing in prep a ra -
tion for a mu seum dis play.

It did not seem to mat ter. As the
os su ary in scrip tions told it, if Je sus
was the son of Jo seph, and if the
youn ger Ju dah was the son of Jesus,
then of course (If Je sus’s and
Mariamne’s mi tochon dria are proper 
and truth ful guides) the mother of
young Ju dah and the wife of Je sus
could have been no one ex cept
Mariamne … “also known as Master”
… also known as Mary Mag da lene.38

Another step taken was to compare
the pa tina char ac ter is tics of the “James”
os su ary with sam ples from the Talpiot
tomb. The re sults seemed to re flect a
per fect match. The ev i dence is strong
that the “James” os su ary came from the
same tomb that held the“Je sus” os su ary.

ANALYSIS OF DNA SAMPLING
At first blush the samplings from the

“Je sus” and “Mariamene” os su aries
seem to pro duce con clu sive ev i dence
that these two must have been mar ried.
But let’s not jump to con clu sions. The
au thors have clev erly guided the reader
to be lieve first that “Je sus son of Jo -
seph” must be Je sus of Naz a reth, and
that “Mariamene e Mara” must be
Mary Mag da lene. Much of their rea son -
ing, however, is based on their trust in
the Gnos tic “gos pels.” Those writ ings
were not cre ated un til cen tu ries af ter
the Lord walked the earth. There are
many rea sons they are not con sid ered
canon Scrip ture, not the least of which
is their phi los o phya  phi los o phy that
is in di rect con flict with the Scrip tures,
both the an cient Hebrew proph ets (the
“Old Tes ta ment”), and the writ ings of
the apos tles (the “New Tes ta ment”).
Mod ern schol ars do of ten ques tion the
au thor ship of the Gos pels, but they
have of fered no em pir ical ev i dence to
sup port their claims. And even if that
claim were true—that the Gos pels were
not authored by those to whom they’ve
been at trib uted—they can not dis pute
that they are all first-century ac counts.
This puts them at least one hun dred
years prior to the Gnos tic “gos pels” and 
their con trary teach ings.

Com mon sense and nor mal rea son -
ing tells us that the Scrip tures must be
more trust wor thy than the writ ings of a
pe cu liar sect whose de vi a tions from the 
writ ings con tem po rary to Je sus ex pose
them as un re li able.

Now, the ref er ence to Je sus “know -
ing” Mary Mag da lene: this can not be
in ter preted to mean they had sex ual re -

la tions, even us ing the Gnos tic “Gos pel 
of Mary.” Who would say, “the Sav ior
knows her very well”? What would that
mean? That they were in a steamy sex -
ual re la tion ship? What was this, the
first writ ten soap op era? If “know”
meant “sex ual re la tions” the lan guage
would cer tainly be more like, “The Sav -
ior has known her.” Be sides this,
“know” is an an ti quated Eng lish word,
no lon ger used in that sense. The trans -
la tors of the Gnos tic “gos pels” would
not have used that term in that way.

Jacobovici can’t even prop erly use the 
Gnos tic “gos pels” to es tab lish his
point. It’s enough to try to read into
Scrip ture what is writ ten, but to not
even be able to stretch the Gnos tic “gos -
pels” to fit dem on strates how far from
truth his prem ise lies. And lie it does.

Con cern ing the DNA sam ples
themselves, the au thors have set up a
straw man and clev erly knocked him
down. They tell us that if the DNA sam -
ples do not match, then they can not
have been re lated; therefore, they must
have been hus band and wife. 

So Mariamene and Je sus did not have 
the same mother. That does not mean
they were mar ried. The au thors have al -
ready stated that close rel a tives might
be bur ied in the same tomb. What if
Mariamene is a cousin of this par tic u lar 
Je sus? They would n’t have the same
mother, but they prob a bly would n’t be
mar ried to one an other ei ther.

What if Mariamene was the wife of
James? Or what if Maria was the wife of
this Je sus? Sup pose Ju dah had been the
son of Maria? And what about the un -
named os su aries? Might these have
been the spouses of Mariamene and
this Je sus? There are just too many un -
known and un checked fac tors to be
able to say with even near cer tainty that
the Gnos tic “gos pels” must be true, and 
that this Mariamene e Mara is Mary
Mag da lene, and that this Joshua is Je sus 
of Naz a reth.
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FACTS VS. CONJECTURE

While The Je sus Fam ily Tomb pres ents
some com pel ling sci en tific data, it is also 
rife with con jec ture. Much of that con -
jec ture is based on ques tion able sources.

Je sus’ Body Stolen
The old Jew ish ca nard that Je sus’ body 

was sto len by His dis ci ples and that His
res ur rec tion was fab ri cated finds its way
into the book. The au thors be gin by say -
ing that there was great con cern among
Je sus’ fol low ers about plac ing His body
in the tomb be fore the Sab bath:

The Gos pels also say that on
Sunday, before he could be moved,
Je sus con quered death, left the tomb
empty, and later, on sev eral sepa rate
occa sions and in sev eral forms, ap -
peared be fore His dis ci ples.

But the Gos pels also hint at an al ter -
native ex pla na tion for Je sus’s empty
tomb. Mat thew says there was another
story cir cu lat ing in Je ru sa lem af ter the
Cru ci fix ion of Je sus. Al though Mat -
thew calls it a lie, ac cord ing to the ru -
mor, Je sus’s dis ci ples se cretly came by
night and stole away with their mas -
ter’s body. As Mat thew tells it, the
story per sisted among the Jews for a
very long time (Mat thew 28:11-15).

If the dis ci ples took the body,
there is only one thing they could
have done with it. They would have
reburied it.

If Je sus was reburied, his fam ily
would have waited for his flesh to dis -
ap pear and then stored his bones in
an os su ary, sealed away for ever deep
in the re cesses of his fam ily tomb.39

Again, noth ing but con jec ture. But it
is stated in such a way as to cast doubt
upon the Scrip tures, mak ing it ap pear
as if Matthew was the one tell ing the lie, 
and the en e mies of Christ were the
ones tell ing the truth. Yet they have
noth ing concrete upon which to build
their case.

Je sus Plotted Se di tion Against Rome
Any stu dent of Scrip ture knows that

Je sus was charged by the Jew ish au thor i -
ties with plot ting against Caesar. The
au thors of The Je sus Fam ily Tomb also
con vey the idea that Je sus was cru ci fied
for plotting sedition:

Ac cord ing to most schol ars, Jesus
was cru ci fied around 30 C.E. Chris -
tian ity be came an of fi cial state re li -
gion of the Ro man Em pire under
Constantine in 312 C.E. Roughly
three hun dred years sep a rate the
Cru ci fix ion of Je sus, as a Jew guilty
of sedi tion against the Ro man Em -
pire, and his el e va tion as a su preme 
de ityif not the Su preme De ity
of that same empire.40

This is one of several state ments in
which the au thors im ply that Je sus was
se di tious, and that is why the Romans
cru ci fied Him. In truth, it was the Jew -
ish lead ers who brought the charge of
se di tion against Je sus, but He was de -
clared “with out fault” by Pon tius Pi late. 
He did not want to cru cify Je sus, and
sought a way out of having to do so.
Im pugning Scripture

Through out the book Scrip ture is im -
pugned as a re li able source of truth,
even from the very first words in the
Fore word by James Camp bell:

What if Je sus did n’t ex ist at all?
To day many ex perts are say ing ex -
actly that. The the ory is that he was a
con fla tion of pa gan god-man and
death/Res ur rec tion myths with first- 
cen tury Jew ish mes siah tra di tions
and that he had no more his tor i cal
sub stance than Zeus.

In var i ous pa gan mys tery re li gions
pre dat ing the first century C.E. (A.D.), 
Osiris, Attis, and Dio ny sus were all
god-men who died around the time
of Easter (the spring equi nox) and
were res ur rected af ter three days.
And all three of these de i ties pre -

dated Je sus by cen tu ries. Christ mas it -
self is thought by most schol ars to be
an adop tion of the pa gan tradition of
cel e brat ing the win ter sol stice. With
many of the ba sic nar ra tive points of
the Je sus story, such as the vir gin
birth and the Res ur rec tion, pre dat -
ing his sup posed ex is tence by hun -
dreds of years, a com pel ling case has
been made that he never ex isted at
all but was a myth cre ated to ful fill a
spe cific need. In the ab sence of a sin -
gle par ti cle of phys i cal ev i dence that
Je sus Christ ac tu ally lived, this re cent 
move ment among his tor i cal schol ars
could not be fac tu ally re futed.

But now, with this stun ning book, 
Simcha Jacobovici and Charles
Pellegrino have de liv ered not just a
par ti cle of ev i dence but a ver i ta ble
av a lanche of it. Their in ves ti ga tion
proves, I be lieve, be yond any rea son -
able doubt that a first-century Jew ish
tomb found inTalpiot, Je ru sa lem, in
1980 is the tomb of Je sus and his
family. What’s even more elec tri fy ing
is what the phys i cal ev i dence from
within the tomb says about Je sus, his
death, and his re la tion ships with the
other fam ily mem bers found in the
same burial site.41

Most of what we know, or think
we know, co mes from the four great
Gos pels of Mat thew, Mark, Luke,
and John. But what ex actly are these 
Gos pels? To the deeply and un ques -
tion ingly faith ful, they are the di rect 
and ab so lute word of God, re -
corded by the most saintly of men.
Historians, how ever, now view
them as com posite works, each cre -
ated by sev eral au thors and based in
turn on oral tra di tions car ried on
for de cades, pos si bly half a cen tury,
af ter Christ’s ac tual min is try. There
is no his tor i cal ev i dence that any of
the au thors, if in fact they were in di -
vid u als, ac tu ally heard the words of
Je sus from his own lips.42
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In these few para graphs, Campell has 
cleverly im pugned the ve rac ity of Scrip -
ture, cast doubt upon the be lief in Je sus 
as the Word of God in the flesh, in his
vir gin birth, and in His res ur rec tion (all 
es sen tial ten ets of the Faith), and sug -
gested that the only thing we can be -
lieve in is the phys i cal ev i dence that
sug gests He never rose from the dead.
All this de spite the glar ing er rors and
pre sup po si tions in her ent to the story
the au thors of the book tell.

Yes, there were many pa gan myths
that pre ceded and par al leled Je sus’
birth, life, death and res ur rec tion. But
the Gos pel was first given among men
who held to the ex pec ta tions of their
redemption since the time of Adam.
Many truths have be come per verted by
fallen men through out the ages. This
does not ne gate those truths.

And while it’s true that there is no
phys i cal ev i dence to sup port the Gos -
pel ac counts of Je sus, the fact re mains
that the writ ers of those ac counts, as
well as many oth ers who wit nessed
them, went to their deaths rather than
re cant what they knew to be the truth.
This is his tor i cal fact. The odds of so
many doing so, with no re cord of any
ref u ta tion, be speak odds far greater
than those of fered to sup port the idea
that the Talpiot tomb is that of Je sus
and His fam ily. Such a wit ness would
stand up in a court of law un der all
rules of ev i dence.

One thing the au thors fail to ad dress
is why, if the early Chris tians were try -
ing to de ceive the world by claim ing
that Je sus rose bodily from the grave,
they would in scribe His name on an os -
su ary. If they were re ally as de cep tive as
the skep tics tell us, they would cer tainly 
have kept His name off any ev i dence
that His bones were in the tomb.

It can not be ar gued that they knew
the tomb would be sealed over time and 
would likely never be found. The tombs 
were above ground at the time, and
were readily ac ces si ble to fam ily and
friends of the de ceased.

It’s prob a bly un likely, but if any thing,
His de trac tors might have in scribed His 
name on an os su ary to coun ter the
claims of the Res ur rec tion.

As an aside, Jacobovici’s de scrip tion
of the IAA’s iso tope tester as “a cowboy-
boot-wearing ge ol o gist” dem on strates a
con de scend ing at ti tude to ward those
with whom he dis agrees. What one wears 
has nothing to do with one’s qual i fi ca -
tions. Jacobovici’s de trac tors could
describe him as a bandana-wearing pseudo
scientiest. But that would do noth ing
to ad vance the search for truth ei ther.

The Gnos tic Gospels
Much of the con jec ture in The Je sus

Fam ily Tomb is based upon the writ ings
found in some of the Gnos tic “gos pels.”
Many of these “gos pels” were found in
the Nag Hammadi Li brary among the
Dead Sea Scrolls. The var i ous “gos pels”
at trib uted to the Gnos tics were writ ten
no ear lier than the mid dle of the sec ond
cen tury and as late as the late fourth cen -
tury.

Skeptics and mod ern bib li cal “schol -
ars” tell us that gnosticism was an early
sect of Chris tian ity , but that is sim ply
not true.

Gnosticism ex isted in di verse forms
of re li gious and specu la tive cul ture
even prior to the time of Christ, es pe -
cially in the the ol ogy of the Al ex an -
drian Jews and in in fluences from the
old Per sian or Zoroastrian re li gion as
well as Bud dhism. Some forms of
gnosticism are pan the is tic, and had ties
to the se cret doc trines of the Jew ish
Kabbala.

Af ter Christ came, some Gnos tics
adopted the con cept of re demp tion into
their oth er wise non-biblical ide ol o gies.
Mod ern “schol ars” re fuse to con sider
gnostism as a dis ci pline out side the
Chris tian “church.” As a re sult, they at -
trib ute great sanc tity to the so-called
Gnos tic “gos pels” that of fer “truths”
that are con trary to the Bi ble. And they
in sist that these “gos pels” should have
been in cluded in the canon of Scrip -
ture, but were sur rep ti tiously “re moved” 
by the early “Church Fa thers” such as
Irenaeus and Origen. 

However, they were re jected long be -
fore the Ro man Cath o lic Church came 
on the scene. And since these books dif -
fer con sid er ably from the Gos pels writ -
ten by the eye wit nesses to Je sus’ life,

and since none of them ex hibit the pro -
phetic na ture of Scrip ture, we can see
why they would have been con sid ered
un trust wor thy.

It seems now, as if ev ery “Christian”
sea son, they are trot ted out in the me -
dia in at tempts to fur ther destoy faith
in Je sus Christ, all in His name.

More Conjecture
The en tire “Je sus Fam ily Tomb” story 

is rife with con jec ture. Some of it re -
volves around the o ries of the Cru saders 
in vad ing the Talpiot tomb and leav ing
three skulls in a tri an gu lar pat tern on
the floor, and the Knights Templar
glean ing their “skull and cross bones”
sym bols from the con fig u ra tion of the
bones in the os su aries.

An other in volves the mys te ri ous sym -
bol of a cir cle carved within an in verted
chev ron that graces the front of the
Talpiot tomb. This, the au thors sug -
gest, could have been the pro gen i tor of
the Ma sons’ pyr a mid and all-seeing eye
found on our one-dollar bill to day.

These and many other con jec tures
serve only to fill pages and lend a sense
of in trigue to the story of the Talpiot
tomb. They pro vide no in for ma tion
one way or the other as to whether or
not this is “The Je sus Fam ily Tomb.”

If we do not ac cept their faulty con -
clu sions we are “the deeply and un ques -
tion ingly faith ful” (read gull ible). We
should, I sup pose, throw off all bless -
ings that Scrip ture has pro vided us, lose 
all hope of sal va tion, and plunge our -
selves into the dark, miserable void of
hu man skepticism.

Such state ments ex pose the low view
of Scrip ture pos sessed by these peo ple.
Ob vi ously they have more re gard for
false “gos pels” and other ques tion able
ru mors than they do for the Scrip tures
that have stood the test of time and
been re spon si ble for the civ i liz ing of
man kind be yond the barabarism that
char ac ter ized all of hu man ity prior to
the com ing of Je sus Christ. 

But it makes for a good story for the
gullible, and cer tainly brings in the bucks.
Jacobovici, Pellegrino, and Camp bell
are count ing a lot of pyr a mids and
all-seeing eyes on the way to the bank.v
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