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Pharisees: Ante/Anti-Christ & Anti-Christian

by David L. Burris

Ante-Christ: Dreams Bridge Between Testaments

Statue Four Beasts Ram & Goat The Kingdoms
(Dan. 2) (Dan. 7) (Dan. 8) S o e ST
Head of fine gold ~ Lion with eagle’s Babylonia: King
wings Nebuchadnezzar to
Belshazzar (605~
539 BC)

!.egsofn'onmd Beast with iron Dmdedl(ingdom
feet of iron and clay ~ teeth, ten homs, Many scholars
small horn with believe this to be
eyes and mouth Rome ‘(6,3 BC-
time of Jesus)
Stone cut out, not  Son of Man (Jesus The everlasting

by human hands ~ Christ) kingdom of God
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| F
T e Book of Da el & God’s Kingdom
. ‘(The Church)

“This image’s head was

Babylonian | tisen yes e
625 B.C. - 539 B.C))
(Daniel 2:32, 37, 38; cf. 1:
“Its chest and arms of silver...

Medo-Persian after you [Nebuchadnezzar]

shall arise another kingdom
(539 B.C. - 331 B.C.) inferior to yours”

(Daniel 2:32, 39; cf. 8:20).

Greek
(331 B.CC =63 B

The New Testament reveals that Jesus and John the Baptist preached the establishment of
God’s kingdom by saying it was “at hand” (Matthew 3:2; 4:17, 23). Since the church and the
kingdom are one and the same (Matthew 16:18-19; Mark 9:1; Acts 1:3; 2:38, 47; 8:12;
Colossians 1:13), and the church was established in the first century during the days of the
Roman empire, it follows that the kingdom of God was established in the first century
following the earthly ministry of Jesus. The church/kingdom is comprised of people from all
nations (Isaiah 2:1-2) and thus consumes “all these kingdoms” (Daniel 2:44) and is spoken
of in the New Testament as having been in existence during the first century A.D.
(Colossians 1:13; 2 Thessalonians 1:5; Revelation 1:9). This kingdom still exists today, and
all penitent sinners can choose to become a part of it by being immersed into Christ. Jesus,
as the head of His church and the King of all kings (Colossians 1:18; 1 Timothy 6:15), is now
reigning over His kingdom—His people (Acts 2:36; Luke 17:21).

Artwork by Rob Baker

World Video Bible School
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Babylonia

Judah. the Southern Kingdom. falls to Babylon.
The temple in Jerusalem destroyed. 586 BC
Daniel is born. c. 620 BC

Gedaliah appointed governor over the Babylonian
Province of Judah. 586 BC

i Nineveh, capital of Assyria, falls to the - Dfimel s |
i Babylonians and the Medes. 612 BC z e one
.\labopilassm lg Ncblxbac}nczzm I 'f ‘.N'cnglxssm Nabonidus (.Belslmzax ) §‘
600 BC 550:BC
H
E Belshazzarin charge
 First exile of the Jews to Babylon. 605 BC of Babylon. 350BC
Daniel taken to Babylon at the approximate
age of 15.¢. 605 BC Cyrus comes into power

in Persia. 559 BC

¢. = approximately
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Nebuchadnezzar

= Made Babylon the chief city &
Wonder of the Ancient World

= Covered 200 square miles

= Walls surrounded the city
Some were wide enough for horse-
drawn chariots to overpass on top

= Babylonians were not considered

as cruel as Assyrian Conquerors
Tended to leave all people exactly
where they found them as long as
they accepted Babylonian rule

= Nabonidus was the last actual king
m Left Belshazzar in charge in Babylon
on the night God’s handwriting on
the wall that pronounced mighty
Babylon’s soon to come doom
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»  Persia Babylonians take Judah 586 BC
»  Medes’ Cyrus subdues Babylon 539 BC
»  He lets Jews return to Jerusalem 536 BC

“Who says of Cyrus, 'He is My shepherd, And he shall
perform all My pleasure, Saying to Jerusalem, "You shall
be built," And to the temple, "Your foundation shall be
laid."” “Thus says the LORD to His anointed, To Cyrus,
whose right hand | have held — To subdue nations
before him And loose the armor of kings, To open before
him the double doors, So that the gates will not be
shut:” (Isaiah 44:28-45:1)
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Medo-Persia
Cyrus’s edict allows Jews to
return to Jemsalem 538BC"
- ng Xerxes (Ahasuerus) of Pexsm
Emakes Esther queen. ¢c. 478 BC
i
H = =
A i § 5 =
Cyrus Cabyses p,;'us Xrves Amxlema ® Darus 11 Artaxerxes 11 Armm:e‘s_ m 2 g
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BC

i Gauls sack Rome. 386 BC

RonmnRepubhc
T Peloponnesian War between Athens
Tewil Sl i retit and Sparta. 431-404 BC
536-516BC
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Timeline:

v’ Cyrus, the first king wanted a foothold in Europe
v’ Darius, the third king actually attempted an invasion
He Took Thrace and Macedon, but the Greeks held out
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Inspired Old Testament Ends &
400 Years of God’s Silence Beg
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The Sound of Silence

@ musicnoles

Daniel 8:5 And as I was considerings beholdyanhe goat camefrom
the west on the face of the Wwhele earth, and touched not the ound:

and the goat [had] a notable horn between his eyes. "

8:6 And he came to the ram that had [twe] horns, which I had
seen standing before the river, and ran unto him in the fury of his
power.

8:7 And I saw him come close unto the ram. and he was moved
with choler against him., and smote the ram. and brake his two
horns: and there was no power in the ram to stand before him. but
he cast himm down to the ground, and stanlpod upon him: and there

— < s 1 2
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The Greeks began to grow in strength
v Philip rose to power in Macedon in 359 BC
— He was able to unite the Greek states
under his control over the next 20 years
— Elected commander of the allied Greeks
— Set out to take vengeance on Persia
v'Appointed his son Alexander regent of
Greece when he was only 16 years old
— Four years later his father was
assassinated and he became an
experienced ruler

Alexander’s army continued toward Persia
v'Met at Issus & Darius Il was defeated there

Alexander’s army turned southward
v'Took Damascus, Gaza, Jerusalem & others
— Some peacefully and others with battles
v'Island-fortress of Tyre also fell before him
— Egypt welcomed the Greeks as
liberators from the hated Persians
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4 Alexander’s army pushed eastward to
complete the conquest of Persia
v’ Carried him as far as the Indus River
4 Returned as far as Babylon in 323 BC
v’ Died there of a fever at only 32 years of age
— For the first time in all the centuries, we
have an empire with its source far removed
from the Mesopotamia Valley
4 Alexander’s tutor was the famous Aristotle
v Thought the Greek or “Hellenistic” culture was
the greatest the world had ever before seen
— As a result he established model Greek cities

on-going as he conquered every region
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~u The Goat 1s Greece! Alexander the Broken Horn!

D'dn | C] 8 . 2 l 5 22 2 T\ b.of s t",m i Alexander the Great
i $ : - \ = = died on his return to
Babylon in 323 B.C.

¢ 21"And the male AR AT, Pl e
goat is the kingdom £% ' : |
of Greece. The
large horn that is

F e 3 ;Qana,— ==
{5Y b - > 3 == Romes
: e ‘ = i R S el m'”.""}"
between its €yEs 18 ARE e\ a2s i
the first King. 1 o G
The Empire of Alexander 334-323 B.C. N‘;’zs
]

"; Caspian
\Seal Samarkand
s

eath of 4
aﬁ!uls n Bac?r;i—“--"‘

>*"As for the The angel says

broken horn and that the Goat is

the four that stood Greece and the

up 1in its place, four horns--as we

kingdoms shall learn from History

arise out of that --are Alexander’s

nation, but not with & his 4 generals’ (g e b

its power.” lesser kingdoms. £ torer ;
Very simple! - i

King of the North - Lysimachus
King of the West - Cassander
King of the East - Selecus
{_\] King of the South - Ptolemy

ke HELLENISTIC WORLD, 300 B.C.
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11:9 Then the king of the North will invade the realm of the
king of the South but will retreat to his own country.

L W O - PO
King of the North = Seleucus II regrouped and attack back ! ’
301 B

Seleucus I1 |
N Seleucus IT launched an
B " all-outattack in 240 BC,

Frr e but was defeated.
PtolemyIII i

Ptolemy [T died in 221
BC
A

Ptolemy IV (his son) \
succeededhimin 221 BC /(C

-

'''''

They made peace which
lasted from 240-221 BC
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v'He didn’t live long enough to carry out his plans
— His kingdom fell into the hands of generals
— Various men struggled for dominance

— The territory of Palestine changed
hands five times in the first 20 years
after Alexander’s death
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Alexander The Great conquered Medo-Persia—
The third world empire represented in Daniel’s
vision by the middle body and thighs of brass.

Division of Alexander The Great’s Empire was as Daniel
predicted - the empire of Alexander would separate into
4 parts, that the great horn would be broken and in its
place would arise 4 horns. Following Alexander’s death
his empire was divided between his four generals.

The Grecian Civilization
Gave the world a universal language resulting in the Old
Testament scriptures being translated and accessible to all. The
Jews were treated favorably and encouraged to settle in various
centers throughout the empire. Away from Jerusalem, from the
sacrificial part of their worship, greater attention was given to
the Law and the Prophets, and the result was that in the
dispersion the expectation of the coming Messiah widely spread.

Greece

i Alexander the Great conquers Egypt and Palestine.
{ Hellenization begins. 332 BC

: Septuagint (Scriptures translated
{ into Greek in Alexandria). 255 BC

H : The temple in Jerusalem is
: : rededicated. 164 BC
g - "\ 3 A g A § : = A

{300 BC 200 BC 100 BC

i : Judas Maccabeus leads Jewish revolt
{ Alexandrian Empire divided: against the Seleucids. 167 BC
Ptolemy rules Egypt. The temple in Jerusalem defiled. 167 BC
Seleucus rules Persia and Syria.
Antigonus rules Macedonia and Greece.
Attalids rule Pergamum. 323 BC.
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Mediterranean Sea

Wilderness
of Shur

Then The Syrian Kingdom Arose & The Jews Persecuted

In the conflicts between Syria and Egypt Antiochus
Epiphanes, King of Syria, seized Palestine and bitterly
persecuted the Jews. It was reported that Antiochus
Epiphanes died in Egypt which caused the Jews to rejoice.
But, it was a false report, and when he returned in 168 B.C.
he slew 40,000 Jews and profaned the Temple by offering
a sow on the altar. The Jews were forbidden to worship in
the Temple and compelled to eat the flesh of swine. The
cruelties of Antiochus Epiphanes, King of Syria, brought
about a revolt of the Maccabees under the leadership of
Matthias. The Maccabees aroused the patriotism of the
Jews who rebelled. A name given to a Jewish family that
had the courage to “hammer” their enemy. Matthias, the
father, was a priest. He had five soon to be famous sons.
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O Antiochus IV

Declared himself as the human manifestation of
Zeus, the chief god of the Greeks
Tried to force everyone to accept the Greek way

of life and to worship him as the Greek god
His actions brought him in conflict with the Jews
OTo submit to his actions would mean
apostasy from Jehovah
Succeeded in forcing the Samaritans to renounce
their religion — then headed toward Jerusalem
OSet up a high priest favorable to the
Hellenistic way
ODefiled the altar of burnt offering
OOQutlawed all Jewish ceremonies such as
circumcision
OForbade the observance of the Sabbath or
feast days
OBurned copies of the law
OSet up a cult to worship Zeus in the temple

Idols of Zeus were set up in all
public places through Judea

167 BC
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All who would not obey the king’s decrees
and display allegiance to the idol were
publicly whipped and then killed!

o Mattathias Hasmonean
» A priest living in Modein,
northwest of Jerusalem

o First to have the courage to
withstand a Syrian official

» Refused Syrian’s demands and
declared to live and die In the

religion of his fathers
o Killed the king’s officer

o Fled to Gophna, Ephraim
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Faithful from all over rallied around them
Mattathias, realizing his great age, appointed
his son Simon as counselor & head of family
O  Named Judas as the military leader
O “Maccabee” & “Hammer” were
also names by which they were known

Remembered in history as the
“Hasmonean Dynasty”

O Judas and his followers

Began waging guerrilla type warfare
Immediately

Mingled with local villagers during the day
and attacked Syrian army outposts at night
Judas constantly was ambushing some
vastly superior force and scattering it
Outnumbered, he met and defeated the royal
forces in a series of victories.
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Judea and Samaria It's Time to Get Acquainted
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o Judas and his followers
Defeated a large army at Beth-zur

It paved the way for re-taking Jerusalem
ORetook the city & the Temple Mount 164 BC
OThe Temple was recaptured, the sanctuary

was cleansed, the temple lamps were re-lit,
& sacrifices were resumed. The Maccabees
served as both high priests and kings.

o Jews have celebrated the
moment ever since with a feast
IN the New Testament called:

The Feast of Dedication

Today it i1s known as “Hanukkah”
Jesus Himself attended the feast as
recorded in John 10:22-23

o Maccabean Accomplishment
Subjugation of ancient enemies
Samaria was conguered
Mt. Gerizim Temple destroyed
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KINGDOM OF JUDEA
IN THE
MACCABEAN PERIOD
(168-63 B.C.)

UNDER ALEXANDER JANNAEUS
(103-76 B.C.)

HASMONEAN
KINGDOM

- - S

| Gadéra

Scythopolis GA\—‘. :
: g

www.Zionism-israel.com
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o RELIGIOUS CHANGES

O Traditions, not inspired by God, gradually were
given greater honor than scriptures themselves.
Attitudes such as mercy, justice, honesty
were abandoned by certain religious sects
Tried to keep ceremonial rites such as
circumcision, the giving of a tenth, and
keeping the Sabbath day holy

O Vengeance Begets Revenqge

Old Edomites or ldumeans were
conquered and forced to formally

accept the Jewish religion

o This point important later because:
o The Herod’s were Edomites who

had become forced Jews in religion
Yet their religion was shallow since
they had become such in order to
avoid death
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From the time of the Greco-Syrian persecution and going

forward the land was divided into Five Provinces with

which the Bible Student of the New Testament is familiar:
Judea, Samaria, Galilee, Perea, and Trachonitis .
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/GALILEE" Chorazin
/ > _JoBethsaida

Capernaumg

SN Tiberias® N
) °Cana oY
) oNazareth P\Q
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______ oBethabara
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Practical independence was
maintained until about 63 BC
when the Roman General Pompey
Invaded the country and brought it
under Roman domination
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Rome was the world power
with Julius Caesar on the
throne.
Julius Caesar appointed
governors over the provinces.
Herod the Great was over
Galilee.

THE HERODS

Rulers of Palestine (47 B.C. to A.D. 93)

The line started with Antipater

who Julius Caesar made Governor of Judea.
Herod the Great, 37-4 B.C.
Herod Antipas, 4 B.C.-A.D. 39
Herod Archelaus, 4 B.C.-A.D. 6
Herod Philip, 4 B.C.-A.D. 39
Herod Agrippa |, A.D. 41-44
Herod of Chalcis, A.D. 48-53
Herod Agrippa Il, A.D. 53-93



ADDITIONAL NEW TESTAMENT
VOCABULARY FROM THE
400 YEARS OF BIBLICAL SILENCE

Samaritan
Sanhedrin
Synagogue
Zealots
Herodians
Essenes
Scribes
Sadducees
Pharisees
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= Language

Aramaic language was the predominant
language in the Fertile Crescent from
the days of the Assyrian empire

During the period of Biblical silence, the
Greek language became official tongue
of both the Syrian and Egyptian empires
Jews living in Palestine tended to resist
the Grecian influence as possible

They continued speaking Aramaic in
their daily lives as they had for years

Jews had been scattered everywhere

Many migrated to Eqgypt during the
Greek-Egyptian domination
Alexandria became one of the world
centers for Judaism with an
estimated million Jews living there
These Jews began to speak Greek
more exclusively and had trouble
reading their Hebrew scripture
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* By New Testament days there was a
synagogue in every city where there
were enough Jews

Ten Jewish men were required to
have a synagogue

Origin of the Pharisees, Sadducees & Scribes

 The Nation of Israel
Babylonian exile 586BC
* Reason for exile :
SIN / Disobeying God’s Laws
» To avoid being exiled again : -
Keep & Obey the Laws of God dlllgentl -
* Return from exile 538BC — p
Ezra , Nehemiah, Zechariah .... ¢

& Torah — Written Laws
> 613 Laws
&, Oral Traditions
“explanations” of the Torah
**‘Great Revolt & Rebellion’
- about 200BC...
Y TALMUD (instructions) :
> MISHNA (repetitions)
Collection of the Oral Traditions =
> GEMARA (completeness) =
Commentaries on the Mishna
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Origin of the Pharisees, Sadducees & Scribes

SCRIBES:

@ Lawyers

U Learned people well versed in the Law

L Copyist, Teachers & Interpreters
& Explained the meaning of the Law...
U How it should be kept...

U Highly respected

& Many Pharisees were also Scribes
If the Pharisees are
the Practitioners of the Law
Then the Scribes are
the ‘Theologians/Seminarians’

Origin of the Pharisees, Sadducees & Scribes

SADDUCEES :

U Educated aristocratic & priestly class

& Control the Temple & the Sanhedrin
U Generally - accept the Law

but not the Oral Traditions

eg reject resurrection, angels & spirits (Acts 23:8)

** David Pawson’s ‘mnemonic’ |

» Pharisees : ‘far you see’

» Sadducees : ‘sad you see’
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Priests, aristocrats

Priests

Emphasis on priestly
obligations

Luni-solar

For

Opposed usurpation of
priesthood by non-
Zadokites

Yes

None

Literalist

No such thing

Pharisees
Common people

"Disciples of the Wise"
Application of priestly laws to
non-priests

Luni-solar

Selective

Opposed usurpation of
monarchy
Mostly

Resurrection

Sophisticated scholarly
interpretations

Equal to Written Torah

Essenes
[Unknown]

"Teacher of
Righteousness"

"Inspired Exegesis"

Solar

Against

Personally opposed to
Jonathan

No

Spiritual Survival
"Inspired Exegesis"

"Inspired Exegesis"

References to the Sadducees

Sadducees come with Pharisees
to be baptized by John

Sadducees and Pharisees ask
Jesus for a sign

Jesus warns of the leaven of the
Pharisees and Sadducees

Sadducees question Jesus
about the resurrection

Pharisees learn that Jesus
had silenced the Sadducees

Sadducees are in the council
that tries Peter and John

Sadducees and the High Priest put
apostles in the commaon prisaon

Sadducees are in the divided
council that tries Paul

MMt
37

Mk

T16::1 [s:111"

16:6—12 [8:15]1=
22:23

12:18

22:34

Lk Aucits

210:27

517

23 :6-8

"MMentions Pharisees anlly

nentions Hernod instead of the

Sadducees
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View of Two standards of
Scripture divine truth, Scripture
and Oral tradition

Theological Believes in the

differences resurrection, believes
both in freedom and
divine will.

Position in Mostly commoners
society

Known to be |Separatist stand,
ritualistic, legalistic

Origin of the Pharisees, Sadducees & Scribes

PHARISEES :
Meaning - ‘separated one’ or ‘separatist’

& Mainly ‘lay people’

&, One year apprenticeship
Aim: strict interpretation &
keeping the law on all matters
esp TITHING & RITUAL PURITY
Goal : keeping the “LETTER” of the Laws
Means : ‘religious policing’ S
Place of influence : the synagogue
Exclusivity ...but Highly Respected

Eg : Paul & Nicodemus
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= “Pjous ones” or “Hasidim”

Early group of religious people strict
in observance to the law and firm
against anything that would corrupt
the Jewish system of religion

Later known as the Pharisees

“Now, for the Pharisees, they live meanly, and
despise delicacies in diet; and they follow the
conduct of reason; and what that prescribes to
them as good for them they do; and they think
they ought earnestly to strive to observe reason’s
dictates for practice. They also pay a respect to
such as are in years; nor are they so bold as to
contradict them in anything which they have introduced; and when
they determine that all things are done by fate, they do not take away
the freedom from men of acting as they think fit; since their notion is,
that it hath pleased God to make a temperament, whereby what he
wills is done, but so that the will of man can act virtuously or viciously.
They also believe that souls have an immortal rigor in them, and that
under the earth there will be rewards or punishments, according as
they have lived virtuously or viciously in this life; and the latter are to
be detained in an everlasting prison, but that the former shall have
power to revive and live again; on account of which doctrines they are
able greatly to persuade the body of the people; and whatsoever they
do about Divine worship, prayers, and sacrifices, they perform them
according to their direction; insomuch that the cities give great
attestations to them on account of their entire virtuous conduct, both
in the actions of their lives and their discourses also.” - F. Josephus
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Source: “Phar S@lri]bes, and
Sadducees in Pa IJ inian Society”

‘o

Place of the Pharisees in Jewish Society

The Pharisee_ Essenes on Pharisees.
' “The metaphoric
designation ‘seekers
after smooth things’
(flattery & falsehood)
suggests that the
Qumran community
found their opponents
too accommodating to
changes in Jewish
society, either because

LA they twisted the
meaning of the law (Isalah 30: 10 & Daniel 11: 32) or
allied themselves too closely with non-Jewish authorities
and non-Jewish practices.”

Revival or Reform. “The Pharisees’ association probably
functioned as a social movement organization seeking to
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change society. The Hasmoneans & the governing class
changed Israel into a small, militarily active Hellenistic
kingdom and took control of political and economic
resources in order to control society. The Pharisees
probably sought a new, communal commitment to a
strict Jewish life based on adherence to the covenant.”

Social Relations Network. “The Pharisees’ position in
society was part of a complex network of relationships
and depended heavily on circumstances, on strong
patrons and loyal clients and the cultivation of influence
and alliances in society. Possibly the Pharisees, most of
whom did not have hereditary ties to positions of power,
stressed internal and external relations to build up their
own group and win it favor and influence with others.
Their social status was not stable like that of hereditary
or traditional leaders (priests, village elders, etc.) so they
had constantly to recruit new members and compete for
influence with those in power.”

Social Roles. “Though some Pharisees were part of the
governing class, most Pharisees were subordinate
officials, bureaucrats, judges, and educators. They are
best understood as retainers who were literate servants
of the governing class and had a program for Jewish
society and influence with the people and their patrons.
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When the opportunity arose, they sought power over
society. This means that their organization cannot be
viewed as a monastic like community or withdrawn sect
which demands privacy and total commitment from
every member. It is most likely that Pharisees were
bound together by certain beliefs and practices and by
endeavors to influence social change.”

Table Fellowship or Religious Sect. “Jacob Neusner has
most often argued that the legal agenda of the Pharisees,
centered around food laws and festivals, bespeaks a
sectarian table fellowship which was not part of the
political struggle of first century Palestine. Though the
traditions which stem from the early first century mostly
concern ritual purity, agricultural tithes and sabbath
observance, they do not prove that the Pharisees at that
period were turned inward. Sects throughout history
have been politically and socially involved with change in
society and protest against the status quo as often as
they have been withdrawn from society. The classic
distinction between sect and cult should be maintained
in which sects have greater (negative) social involvement
and cults much more tenuous social relations both within
the group and with society at large.
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If the Pharisees are a sect according to Bryan Wilson’s
categories, they best fit the reformist type which is a
group which seeks gradual, divinely revealed alterations
in the world. Wilson characterizes reformist sects as
‘objectivist’ because they seek change in the world, not
just in individuals or in a person’s relations with the
world. A reformist sect differs from the three other
objectivist types of sects, the revolutionist which awaits
destruction of the social order by divine forces as with
apocalyptic groups, the introversionist which withdraws
from the world into a purified community (the Qumran
community) and the utopian which seeks to reconstruct
the world according to these divine principles without
revolution. These three types are not hermetically sealed
off from one another. A group may have more than one
response to the world at the same time, that is, it may
overlap two or three of these categories. Consequently,
if the Pharisees are understood as a sect, they may have
had introversionist tendencies, manifested in their purity
regulations, without losing their involvement or desire
for involvement in political society. They may also have
had revolutionist sect tendencies connected with their
apocalyptic beliefs.”

sk 3k 3k 3k 3k 5k 3k ok 3k 3k 3k 3k 3k 3k 3k 3k 3k 3k sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk sk ok sk ok ok 3k 5k 3k 3k ok 3k ok 3k sk sk sk sk sk sk sk kok ok ok ok
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Hellenization and the Rise of the Pharisees

Book: Judaism— Revelation of Moses Or Religion of Men?

“As I am their witness, the Jews have a zeal for God, but not according to right knowledge.”

As subjects of the Persian empire, the Jews enjoyed relative peace and quiet—and complete freedom
of religious practice. This, however, was about to change. In 332 BC—just over a hundred years from
the time of Ezra and Nehemiah—Alexander the Great acquired Palestine. While he was quite tolerant
of the Jews' religion, Alexander was committed to the creation of a world united by Greek language
and culture—Hellenism. As history records, Alexander himself posed little threat to Judea; his
successors, however, would aggressively promote his Hellenistic policy. As we will see, it was
the corrupting influence of Hellenism on the Aaronic priesthood that led to their loss of favor among
the People of the Land and the subsequent rise of the Hasidim, the progenitors of the Pharisees. With
the aid of their scribal cohorts, the outcome would ultimately be Judaism.

Already centuries old and rife with paganism, the underlying philosophy behind Hellenism
was freedom of the individual—that every man had the “right to think for himself.” Ernest Martin
writes that “this philosophy—freedom of thought or individualism—which is seemingly altruistic in
principle, resulted in myriads of confusing and contradictory beliefs among the Greeks in every phase
of life. Every man was allowed his own ideas about the sciences, the arts, laws, and about religion. So
varied were the opinions among the Greek scholars in the various fields of study that individuals took
pride in contending with one another over who could present the greatest 'wisdom' and 'knowledge'
on any particular subject” (Is Judaism the Religion of Moses?, p. 37).

The pervasive influence of Hellenism on Jewish culture and religion must not be underestimated.
Within a generation of Alexander's conquest of Palestine, the entire ancient East throbbed with new
life—new ideas, new names for old gods, new methods of administration, a new language, and new
markets for trade—all of which led to the awakening of the East from the quiet lethargy of easygoing
Persian rule. Importantly, Solomon Grayzel notes that Hellenism—as compared to the effects of exile
in Babylon—was “more persistent and more subtle in its efforts to lure the Jews from their [Scripture
based] way of life” (A History of the Jews, pp. 41-42). Martin brings out that the Jews found it
impossible to escape the omnipresence of Hellenistic thought. And Greek quickly became the
language of commerce and social intercourse, making it necessary to acquire fluency in Greek (p. 77).
In Story Without End, Solomon Landman writes that the Jews were “charmed by the customs and
manners, by the very spirit of the Greeks” (p. 73). But as we will see, nowhere was this effect more
pronounced than, ironically, among the leaders of the Jews—the chief priests.

Alexander's rule was short lived. No sooner had he been put to rest than his generals began to
contend for control of the empire. A long and complicated series of wars followed between the
dynasties formed by two particularly important generals, Ptolemy and Seleucus—with Palestine
often caught in the middle. Judea first passed under the rule of the Ptolemies of Egypt; later, the
Seleucids of Syria would control Palestine. Both Greek kingdoms were strict proponents of Hellenism.

One of the key changes of this period—probably under the rule of the Ptolemies—was the
dismantling of the Great Assembly. Of this, Martin writes: “Within a score of years after the coming
of the Greeks, the Great Assembly disappears from history as an organized body having religious
control over the Jewish people. It is not known how the Greeks dismissed this authoritative religious
body from its official capacity as teachers of the Law, but it is obvious that the authority of the Great
Assembly was eroded and the Greek leaders forbade them to teach” (“Between The Testaments,”
from Tomorrow's World, p. 21).
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Without the guidance of the Great Assembly, many Jews began to adopt Greek customs. Almost
everything the Greeks brought to the Jews was antagonistic to the laws of God; the rule of Scripture
was rapidly being replaced by Hellenistic ideas. Martin adds that the Sopherim were divested of all
authority: “So thorough was the dissolution of the Sopherim as a corporate body [i.e., the Great
Assembly] that we hear nothing more of any of its members outside of Simon the Just, the High Priest
who died in 270 BC” (p. 44; emphasis added). But the highly-respected “doctors of the law” had by
no means become extinct. As we will see, they continued quietly, exerting their influence wherever
possible; in generations to come, they would find a new venue from which to teach their lofty
doctrines—the Pharisees.

According to Martin, the period of Ptolemaic rule—roughly 100 years in duration—was an era of
religious disarray during which Hellenism made its greatest inroads. Quoting the historian Jacob
Lauterbach, Martin writes: “There prevailed a state of religious anarchy, wherein the practical life of
the people was .... [no longer] controlled by the law of the fathers as interpreted by the religious
authorities, nor were the activities of the teachers [scribes] carried on in an official way by an
authoritative body. This chaotic state of affairs lasted for a period of about eighty years.... [During this
time] many new practices [were] gradually adopted by the people” (pp. 45-46; from Rabbinic
Essays, pp. 200, 206). During this period of Ptolemaic rule, Greek ideas, customs and morality were
rapidly absorbed by the Jews. According to Martin, “what had been started by Alexander the Great
was brought to its greatest degree of perfection among the Jews during this one-hundred-year
period.... [The] Jews during this period of Egyptian control, by the sheer force of environment and
circumstance, surrendered themselves to Hellenistic ideas and ways of life” (Is Judaism the
Religion of Moses?, p. 39; emphasis added).

The Scribes Discover Greek Logic

Without question, Hellenization had a dramatic impact on the Jews as a whole, leaving no area of life
untouched. However, the effects of Greek culture on the Jews' religion were most significant—in
three specific areas. First, as amazing as it sounds, the priesthood's response to Hellenism
was outright acceptance—and, as we will see, not without considerable consequences. Second,
Hellenization led to the rise of a new religious element— the Hasidim, a grassroots movement of
pious Jews who stood for the “old time” religion of Moses and the prophets.

Third, in the case of the scribes, the effects of Greek culture were subtle, yet equally profound. Though
no longer functioning as an organized body (such as through the Great Assembly)
the sopherim continued to be held in high regard. They continued in their study of the Scriptures,
passing on their esoteric knowledge to eager students. For the most part, the scribes resisted the
liberal ideas of Hellenism, finding them contrary to Scripture. But then, there was Greek logic—
utterly irresistible to the scholarly mind of the scribe. Of this time, John Phillips writes that while
many Jews, such as those of the Aaronic priesthood, “became outright Hellenists and openly
embraced the liberal ideas of the day,” the Jewish scholars “added new ideas to their approach to
biblical truth. They replaced the old and approved allegorical approach with a new, exciting
logical approach.” It would not be long, he adds, “before alush new tangle of exegetical
undergrowth began to emerge to add to the already spreading” oral tradition (Exploring the World
of the Jew, pp. 34-35; emphasis added).

Further tracing the development of the oral law to the time of Greek influence, Phillips makes this
telling statement: “It was in the [oral commentaries of the] Midrash”—which first appeared following
the time of Ezra— “that the seeds of [what would become] the Talmud were sown. In the conquests
of Alexander the Great and the subsequent Hellenizing of the world, the Jews faced a tremendous
survival challenge... The naive and artless interpretations of the [written] Torah, offered by
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the Midrash, would no longer suffice in an age of intellectual vigor [liberal thinking]. The rabbis
[scribes] began to add Greek reasoning to biblical revelation. The result was the Mishnah, the
work of a new set of Jewish scholars known as the Tannas” (pp. 58-59; emphasis added; see
Appendix One). Mishnah means “teachings.” It is derived from the Hebrew rootshanah, which
originally meant “to repeat”—as in orally passing on a teaching. Composing a major portion of the
Talmud, Mishnah—as “the oral doctrine from the earliest Midrash of the Sopherim”—is used
generally to  “designate the law which was transmitted orally” (The Jewish
Encyclopedia, “Mishnah”). Tannas is Aramaic and, not surprisingly, means “repeaters.”

Continuing Phillips' quote: “Instead of the allegories and homilies of the Midrash, the Tannas
employed logic and reasoning borrowed from the Greeks.... Like the Midrash, [the Mishnah that
developed] was a somewhat jumbled exposition of truth, and, like the Midrash, it kept on diluting
the Word of God with liberal quantities of fallible human opinion” (p. 59; emphasis added).
“The artless commentaries of the Midrash”—the simple, oral exegesis of Scripture—"were [during
the time of Ptolemaic rule of Judah] seen by the Jews as inadequate in an age of Greek enlightenment.
Adding Greek logic to their hermeneutics, the rabbis [scribes] overhauled their views and
developed the Mishnah” (p. 63; emphasis added).

By “artless,” Phillips suggests that the scribes' midrashim were, as yet, uncontrived. They were
genuine attempts to explain the Scriptures. But the idea of a so-called “oral law” was most contrived.
In fact, with religious constraints cast off, new ideas found fertile ground among these Jewish
scholars. Thus, while outwardly supporting the Scriptures and resisting Hellenization, the scribes
could justify virtually any doctrine by making the claim that it was part of an esoteric oral tradition—
hidden all along in the depths of the written Torah.

Rise of the “Pious Ones”

The rise of the Hasidim is of particular importance in the development of Judaism. As has already
been mentioned, the Hasidim were, in fact, the immediate forerunners of the Pharisees. As a
grassroots movement of pious Jews, their emergence must be understood primarily as a response to
the wholesale acceptance of Greek culture by the Aaronic priesthood. The Hasidim were unalterably
opposed to the corrupting effects of Hellenism; and, as we will see, it was precisely the indiscriminate
adoption of Hellenistic ideals by the priesthood that propelled the Hasidim to the forefront—to
“stand in the gap,” as it were.

Thus, to understand the role of the Hasidim in Jewish religion, we must first examine the lamentable
response of the priesthood to the lure of Hellenism. On this point, Paul Johnson rhetorically asks,
“How were the Jews to react to this cultural invasion, which was opportunity,
temptation and threat all in one?” (A History of the Jews, p. 98). Ironically, those best equipped to
resist the temptation of Hellenism proved the most vulnerable. Instead of realizing the
humble, servant nature of their God-given role, the priesthood clearly identified itself with the
nobility, the upper class, the elite of Judah, who were also strongly attracted to Hellenistic culture.
Johnson continues: “Many of the better-educated Jews found Greek culture profoundly attractive....
[Many found themselves] torn between new, foreign ideas and inherited piety. It was a destabilizing
force spiritually and, above all, it was a secularizing, materialistic force.... In Palestine, as in other
Greek conquests,it was the upper classes, the rich, the senior priests, who were
most tempted.”(p. 99; emphasis added). Similarly, Grayzel writes that Greek culture had its greatest
effect on “the upper classes—the nobility, that is, the chief families among the priests who lived in
Jerusalem.” (A History of the Jews, p. 49; emphasis added).

Describing the courageous position of the Hasidim, Landman writes: “[It was with a] mounting sense
of horror that the pious elders watched the process of [the] Hellenization of the Jews.... The Pious
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Ones, or Hasidim as they came to be called, wanted the Jews to differentiate themselves sharply from
the Greeks and from the Hellenized Jews as well.... The Hasidim were not simply fanatics or Killjoys;
they were objecting to the watering-down of Jewish life and faith, particularly because it was the
aristocratic priests. who had become [the most] Hellenized” (Story Without End, pp. 75-76;
emphasis added). Johnson likewise portrays the Hasidim: “Between the isolationists [those who
would ultimately form such antisocial fringe groups as the Essenes] on the one hand and the
Hellenizers [the wealthy nobility and the priesthood] on the other was a broad group of pious Jews
in the tradition of Josiah, Ezekiel and Ezra. Many of them did not object to Greek rule in principle,
any more than they had objected to the Persians.... They were quite willing to pay the conqueror's
taxes provided they were left to practice their religion in peace” (p. 100; emphasis added).

In 198 BC, the Seleucid kingdom of Syria forced the Egyptians to give up Palestine. Like the Ptolemies,
the Seleucids were of Greek origin and equally Hellenistic in culture and outlook. At the onset,
conditions in Judea remained unchanged. In fact, the Seleucid ruler, Antiochus III (the “Great”), was
favorably inclined toward the Jews. Conditions changed rapidly, however, with the coming of
Antiochus IV (Epiphanes) in 175 BC. As we will see, the corruption of the Aaronic priesthood reached
its apex during the rule of this iniquitous Seleucid ruler.

Shortly after he ascended the throne, a group of Hellenizing Jewish leaders approached Antiochus
with a clever plan to speed up the process of Hellenization. This “reform party” paid Antiochus a large
sum of money to remove the current High Priest, Onias III, and appoint his Hellenized brother, Jason,
to the coveted office. They had hoped Jason would help promote Hellenistic ideals. By this time the
priesthood was well Hellenized, which brought with it a callous disregard for the sanctity of the office.
As Martin notes, “the position of High Priest had dwindled to more of an aristocratic political honor.
There was little regard paid to the Law of God by these High Priests. Most of them were outright
Hellenists” (Is Judaism the Religion of Moses?, p. 40).

Of this time of political intrigue, Johnson writes that “any possibility of Greeks and Jews living
together in reasonable comfort was destroyed by the rise of a Jewish reform party who wanted to
force the pace of Hellenization. This reform movement . was strongest among the ruling class of
Judah [the priesthood], already half-Hellenized themselves, who wanted to drag the little temple-
state into the modern age. Their motives were primarily secular and economic” (p. 100; emphasis
added). He adds that “the Jewish reform movement found an enthusiastic but dangerous ally in the
new Seleucid monarch, Antiochus Epiphanes. He was anxious to speed up the Hellenization of his
dominion as a matter of general policy.... He backed the reformers entirely and replaced the orthodox
High Priest Onias III with Jason.” (p. 102). As we will see, the damage done by these “reformers” was
incalculable: not only would it soon lead to violent rage by Antiochus against the Jews' religion, it
would virtually destroy any remaining confidence the people may have had in the already-corrupt
priesthood.

According to Grayzel, the Common People—from which came the Hasidim—were outraged. “It was
the first time since the Jews returned from the Babylonian Exile that a non-Jewish government had
interfered in the succession to the high priesthood, treating the sacred office as if it were nothing
more that an ordinary governorship... [The Jewish] Hellenizers had full control of Judea's
government.... [The resurgence of] Hellenized life brought with it a looseness in religious observance,
as well as a characteristically Greek looseness of morals” (p. 55). Grayzel adds that “the Common
People watched these events with growing horror. They ascribed them to the influence of Hellenism
and to the abandonment by the upper -classes [the priesthood] of the principles of
the [written] Torah which the scribes had taught” (p. 56; emphasis added). As a reliable historical
source, the extra-biblical book of II Maccabees informs us that under Jason's influence “the
Hellenizing process reached such a pitch that the priests ceased to show any interest in the
services of the altar; scorning the Temple and neglecting the sacrifices, they would hurry to take
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partin [Greek activities] ... They disdained all that their ancestors had esteemed, and set the highest
value on Hellenic honors” (II Macc. 4:13-15; emphasis added).

The rapidly escalating pace of Hellenism and the corresponding corruption of the priesthood
ultimately compelled the Hasidim to organize themselves in order to resist Antiochus and the
Hellenizing Jews. But the Hasidim were peasants, farmers, artisans—the poor of the land. They were
hardly in a position to fight against the Syrians. Moreover, the Hasidim (or anyone else for that
matter) could never imagine Antiochus' next move—to entirely outlaw the Jews' religion!

Indeed, about three years later, in 171 BC, “Antiochus found it necessary to replace Jason as High
Priest with the still more pro-Greek Menelaus [who was not of the Aaronic line]. (Johnson, A History
of the Jews, p. 102). The reaction among the people was further outrage—with many taking sides and
resorting to violence. “In 167 the [rapidly escalating] conflict came to a head with the publication of
a decree [by Antiochus] which in effect abolished the Mosaic Law.... But both the Greeks and Menelaus
himself overestimated his support. His [illicit] activities in the Temple provoked an uproar. The
priests were divided. The scribes sided with his orthodox opponents. So did most pious Jews
or Hasidim” (p. 103).

Antiochus' bold move—which ranged from forbidding circumcision and Sabbath observance to
desecrating the Temple itself—did not go unmatched. The Hasmoneans—a staunch clan of Jews of
priestly descent from an area northwest of Jerusalem—responded with a counteroffensive initiated
by the aged Mattathias. Within a year the rebellion fell to his eldest son Judah, surnamed “the
Maccabee.” Under the banner of the Maccabees (as they were later called) the Jews managed to
eventually drive the Syrians from Judea. After some three years of fighting, Jerusalem was finally
cleansed of Syrians and Hellenizing Jews alike—and the Temple repaired and rededicated in 165 BC.
Grayzel writes, “The High Priest Menelaus, the Hellenizing Jews, and the new pagan residents now
fled from Jerusalem just as three years previously the pious Jews had fled before them” (A History of
the Jews, p. 61).

[t was a short-lived victory—as the Syrians quickly regrouped and besieged Jerusalem. However,
distracted by an imminent threat to their capital, Antioch, the Syrians offered a truce—one that
revoked Antiochus' decree against the Jews' religion, but offered no change in the leadership of Judea.
Judah the Maccabee refused. As Grayzel notes, the Maccabees realized that “the [Syrian] treaty of
peace would restore power to that very group of aristocratic [priestly] Jews who had begun the entire
conflict” (p. 64). Judah's leadership, however, was overruled; naively, the Hasidim were intent on
accepting the treaty. This, of course, proved disastrous, with the Syrians and Hellenizing Jews once
again dominating every area of Jewish life; the old oligarchy was returned to power, including the
appointing of non-priests to the office of High Priest. And, once again, Judah and his army came to the
rescue—for the time being.

In fact, the Hasidim would find themselves beset again and again by the Syrians (and Hellenizing
Jews) over a period of several more years. Sadly, as Grayzel notes, not only did the Maccabees'
struggle end in “only partial victory for the Jewish people,” it ended in “total defeat for its heroic
leaders” (p. 69). Grayzel is here referring to the ill fate of the Hasmonean line. He writes that even in
victory “the Jewish people were unable to maintain . the idealism that they had shown in the days of
trouble [following Antiochus's decree]. The later Hasmoneans [beginning with John Hyrcanus, one
of Mattathias' grandsons], thirsting for power and glory, lost touch with [their] Jewishness, so
that their actions cast dark shadows upon the memory of their ancestors” (p. 69; emphasis added).
By some estimates, however, the Hasmoneans' corruption actually began with Judah's successor, his
brother Jonathan. After Judah's death in battle, Jonathan eventually succeeded in bringing an
unsteady peace to the area—through diplomacy. But, unlike his brother, Jonathan used his position
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to acquire power and prestige. By tactful diplomacy—and by taking advantage of the bloody civil war
occurring within the Syrian empire—Jonathan managed to become both High Priest and governor of
Judea. “It may be said,” writes Grayzel, “that Jonathan turned the policy of the Hasmoneans from
religious to secular.” (p. 71). As we will see, the corruption of the Hasmonean leadership would
further the Hasidim's antagonism toward the aristocratic priesthood.

After Jonathan's murder, his brother, Simon, became High Priest and ruler. Already advanced in
years, Simon was noted for his wisdom. He formed a second “Great Assembly”—but one quite
different from Ezra's time. As Grayzel notes, “The aristocracy which had dominated previous
assemblies [i.e., minor ruling councils] had in the meantime become identified with the Hellenizing
Jews, so that, if they were represented at all, they were outvoted. The leaders of the Hasidic party [the
Hasidim] were in the majority” (p. 72). This assembly—which would later develop into
the Sanhedrin of Jesus' day—would not always be dominated by the Hasidim; at times the
aristocratic priesthood (known later as the party of the Sadducees) would assume control.
Simon's death marked the end of a long and heroic struggle for religious freedom—from about 170
to 135 BC. Judea was now independent, and would remain so until the Romans began to interfere in
63 BC. It is, however, important to understand that the Maccabean wars were never really about
religious freedom as much as they were about defending the Jews' right to self-rule. Martin
writes, “The majority of Jews had not been anxious to depart from their Hellenism. What they
wanted primarily was their freedom from the foreign yoke. The matter of religion was really
[only] invoked to get the people united in one common cause—to drive the foreigner from Judea.
There was no real desire among the multitudes to get back to the Law of God.... [Religion had] only
become a major issue when Antiochus Epiphanes voiced his anti-religious decrees” (Is Judaism the
Religion of Moses?, p. 42; emphasis added). As Martin suggests, once Jewish independence was firmly
reestablished, most Jews went back to simply being Jews—rather irreligious Jews, in fact. Thus, the
truly devout among the Hasidim were not only by this time relatively few in number, they were
undergoing a radical transformation into the sect of the Pharisees—with an absolute devotion to the
teachings of the scribes.

The next 70 or so years would be a period characterized by conflict, corruption and controversy—
both political and religious. The effects of Hellenization on the upper class and the priesthood had
become permanent; and now a new generation of Hasmoneans was in control, starting with Simon's
son, John Hyrcanus. But unlike their predecessors, they were arrogant and hungry for power—and
would quarrel even among themselves for control. More significant, however, was the ever-widening
rift between the Hasidim and the still-Hellenistic priesthood. In fact, what had evolved over
numerous generations as a fundamentally moral conflict between the grassroots Hasidim and the
elite priesthood was soon to erupt into virtual war between the Hasidic Pharisees and the aristocratic
Sadducees.

The Perils of Internal Conflict

Of the time following Simon's death, Robinson writes, “At some point during the period in which the
[later] Hasmonean dynasty ruled Palestine, three distinct groups emerged within the Jewish
community”—the Pharisees, the Sadducees and the Essenes (Essential Judaism, p. 320). Some
associate the reign of Hyrcanus (135-105 BC) with the appearance of the Pharisees. According to The
Jewish Encyclopedia, for example, it was under the rule of Hyrcanus that the Pharisees appeared as a
“powerful party opposing the Sadducean proclivities of [Hyrcanus] the king... The Hasmonean
dynasty, with its worldly ambitions and aspirations, met with little support from the Pharisees,
whose aim was the maintenance of a religious spirit in accordance with their interpretation of the
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Law” (“Pharisees”). In his Old Testament History, Charles Pfeiffer notes that the ideals of the
Hellenists “were perpetuated in the party of the Sadducees, [just] as the ideals of the Hasidim were
perpetuated in the party of the Pharisees. These parties are first mentioned during the lifetime of
Hyrcanus” (p. 580). Likewise, Grayzel informs us that “Hyrcanus's reign saw the emergence of two
political parties”—the Pharisees and the Sadducees. “The party of the scribes [which, in fact,
represented the Hasidim] . became known as the Pharisee party” (A History of the Jews, p. 76). Grayzel
makes this statement because the scribes were by this time the scholarly leadership behind the
Hasidic movement. Pharisee comes from a Hebrew root (parusor parash) which means “to
separate”—indicating the sect's proclivity for separating themselves ritually and physically from
Greeks or Hellenized Jews. Noting the Pharisees' aggrandizing claim to honor, Grayzel adds, “The
Pharisees, spiritual descendants of the Hasidim, argued that their religion had saved the Jewish
nation.” The Sadducees, on the other hand, were “opponents of the Pharisees,” and “remained in
complete charge of the government” (p. 77).

The controversies of that day were on several fronts, but two were central to the development of
Judaism. First, a dynastic struggle for the office of King-High Priest would soon erupt between
Hyrcanus' offspring— particularly his grandsons, Hyrcanus II and Aristobulus II. The two would
foolishly invite Roman intervention, resulting ultimately in Rome's occupation of Palestine. But it was
the fierce rivalry between the Pharisees and the Sadducees that set the character of the day. The
controversy was both political and moral: The Pharisees opposed the Hellenized Sadducean
leadership on the grounds that they were unfit to lead the nation; moreover, the Pharisees considered
the Sadducees to be utterly ignorant because of their rejection of the scribes' oral law. From the
Sadducean perspective, the priests held that the Pharisees' oral law was both illicit and dangerous.
Landman writes that the upper classes and the aristocratic priesthood “organized themselves [for
their own political gain] into the Sadducee party to back the political activities of the
Hasmoneans.....” (Story Without End, p. 82). He continues: “Because the Hasmoneans and their
Sadducean backers busied themselves with political matters, the pious among the Jews began to feel
that the commonwealth was [once again] becoming just another [Greek] state.... “ The Hasidim—for
whom spiritual ideals were of paramount importance—"organized themselves in opposition to the
Sadducees.... They formed themselves into a brotherhood, or fraternity, which became known as the
Pharisees. Their watchword was strict observance of the laws of ritual and moral purity.” While the
Pharisees did not oppose the Temple or its services, they felt the priesthood had become
compromised by their adoption of Hellenistic ideas—and, in particular, because they “disregarded
the oral law” of the Hasidim's scribal leaders (p. 83).

Quoting Dr. Jacob Lauterbach, Martin explains the Pharisaic view: “Following the Maccabean victory
there were many priests who were ready and willing to resume their ancient, God-given role as
teachers and expounders of the Law. But there were also the lay teachers who [as the Hasidim] had .
made a notable contribution to the Maccabean cause at a time when many priests were outright
Hellenists and supporters of Antiochus Epiphanes. Lauterbach says that the lay teachers 'refused to
recognize the authority of the priests as a class, and, inasmuch as many of the priests had proven
unfaithful guardians of the Law, they would not entrust to them the regulation of the religious life of
the people' (Lauterbach, Rabbinic Essays, p. 209). It was these lay teachers who organized themselves
into the party of the Pharisees” (“Between the Testaments,” p. 23).

The Pharisees were not alone in their skepticism of the Sadducees. As Grayzel notes: “The Jews [as a
whole] still looked upon the High Priest with awe because he was considered the head of the Temple,
their most important religious institution. But the buying and selling of the office, the corruption and
ignorance of some of the priests who occupied it, and the fact that they were supporters of Rome and
under the thumb of the procurators, made Jews look elsewhere for religious inspiration” (p. 115).
Echoing Grayzel, Martin adds, “During the period of religious anarchy [under Egyptian rule] . a
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fundamental change took place in the attitudes of the priests. Many of the priests were outright
Hellenists and steeped in the pagan philosophies of that culture. Not only that, many of them had
sided with Antiochus Epiphanes against the Common People during the Maccabean Revolt. Such
activities caused the Common People to be wary of the priests and their teaching” (Isjudaism the
Religion of Moses?, p. 51). Again, most Jews were irreligious—but there was a general lack of trust for
the Sadducean priesthood. Thus, the Pharisees began to find increasing support among the pious of
the Common People.

At the heart of the controversy was the scribes' so-called oral law, having finally, after decades of
fermentation, come to life as the central doctrine of the Pharisaic party. Of the Sadducean disdain for
the oral law, Hertz writes: “The aristocratic and official element of the population—[which became]
known as the Sadducees—unhesitatingly declared every law that was not specifically written in
the Torah to be a dangerous and reprehensible innovation. [However, the] opposition of the
Sadducees only gave an additional impetus to the spread of the oral law by the scribes, later known
as [rather, later associated with] the Pharisees” (The Babylonian Talmud, Foreword, p. 14; emphasis
added). Referring to the “greater issues between the Pharisaic and Sadducean parties,” The Jewish
Encyclopedia brings out that “while the Sadducean priesthood prided itself upon its aristocracy
of blood [Aaronic lineage], the Pharisees created an aristocracy of learning instead, declaring
a bastard who is a student of the Law to be higher in rank than an ignorant high priest (Hor. 13a).... “
Concerning the scholarly decisions of their scribal leaders—who consisted “originally of Aaronites,
Levites and [even] common Israelites”—the Pharisees claimed that the scribes possessed a level of
biblical authority that even “endowed them with the power to abrogate the [Mosaic] Law at
times ..... [going] so far as to say that he who transgressed their words deserved death (Ber. 4a).” In
fact, the Pharisaic scribes' rulings were “claimed to be divine (R. H. 25a).... [Moreover, the Pharisees]
took many burdens from the people by claiming for the sage, or scribe, the power of dissolving vows
(Hag. i. 8; Tosef.,i.)” (“Pharisees”).

As long as Hyrcanus lived, the conflict between the Hasidic Pharisees and the Sadducean
priesthood remained subdued. The rift, however, reached its climax during the days of his son,
Alexander Jannaeus. Jannaeus showed extreme contempt for the Pharisees, even using
foreign mercenaries to keep them in check. Soon enough, open civil war ensued. Procuring aid
from the Syrians, the Pharisees briefly forced Jannaeus and his Sadducean sympathizers into
hiding. In the end, however, the Pharisees suffered a massive defeat, with over 800 Pharisees
crucified at Jannaeus' order.

Jannaeus was succeeded by his widow, Salome. Being a woman, she could not officiate as High Priest;
thus, the office fell to her son, Hyrcanus II. His brother, Aristobulus II, assumed command of the
military. Interestingly, Salome's brother, Simeon, was a leading Pharisee. According to Pfeiffer, this
fact may have “disposed Salome Alexandra to seek peace between the opposing factions”
(01d Testament History, p. 583). Up to this time, the Sanhedrin—which, as a ruling council, was a
later development of the Great Assembly formed by Simon of the Maccabees—was composed
entirely of Sadducean priests and wealthy aristocrats. Turning the tables, Grayzel writes that
Salome “dismissed the Sadducees from their official positions and appointed Pharisees to
their places in the Sanhedrin” (A History of the Jews, p. 82). Landman brings out that her son,
Hyrcanus II, as High Priest, “appointed many Pharisees to the Sanhedrin which, up to that
point, had been controlled by the Sadducees. The Pharisees were now in a position to
influence both the religious and civil heads of the commonwealth” (Story Without End, p. 84-
85). The Jewish Encyclopedia adds this: “Under Alexander Jannaeus (104-78) the conflict
between the people, siding with the Pharisees, and the king [had become] bitter.... Under his
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widow, Salome Alexandra (78-69), the Pharisees, led by Simeon ben Shetah, came to power;
they obtained seats in the Sanhedrin, and that time was afterward regarded as the golden age.”
(“Pharisees”).

Under Salome—and particularly with her brother as president of the Sanhedrin—the
Pharisees made numerous contributions to Jewish life. Of note was the comprehensive system
of education the Pharisees established throughout Judea. This education was, of course,
primarily in the Scriptures—led by the esteemed scribes. As we will see, this triumph laid the
foundation for what would become an expanded rabbinical system of education, which would
prove critical to the popularity of the Pharisaic movement, the development of the Mishnah,
and the birth of Judaism.

Near the end of Salome's mostly peaceful nine-year reign, the simmering conflict threatened to
reignite. Pfeiffer explains: While the Pharisees were relishing their newfound recognition, “the
Sadducees were resentful of the fact that they were deprived of power. To make matters worse, the
Pharisees used their power to seek revenge for the massacre of their leaders by Alexander Jannaeus.
Sadducean blood was spilt, and the makings of another civil war were in the air” (p. 583). Thus,
following Salome's death, “the bloody vengeance . [the Pharisees] took upon the Sadducees led to a
terrible reaction, and under [Salome's son] Aristobulus (69-63) the Sadducees regained their
power” (The Jewish Encyclopedia, “Pharisees”). A bitter struggle ensued between Hyrcanus Il and
Aristobulus II, with the Pharisees pulling for Hyrcanus, the rightful heir of the Hasmonean dynasty.

The two brothers appealed to Pompey, Rome's general in Syria, in 63 BC to resolve their dispute over

who would rule the Jews. According to Grayzel, the Pharisees—perhaps at the request of the
Sanhedrin—also appealed to Pompey to remove both Hyrcanus and Aristobulus so that “Judea might

go back to its ancient constitution whereby the High Priest ruled with the advice of a popular council”
(p. 87). Pompey, however, sensed a prime opportunity for Rome and decided to annex Palestine.
Hyrcanus Il remained in office as a Roman figurehead; the Idumean Antipater—a political climber
with Rome—ruled Palestine through his sons, Phasael and Herod. Grayzel describes the outcome for
the rival parties: “Herod (from 37 BC) had not the slightest intention of letting the Jews rule
themselves. He deprived the Sanhedrin of every vestige of political power. Neither the Pharisees nor
the Sadducees any longer exercised political influence. Only their names continued to exist for the
purpose of describing two groups which differed on religious matters” (p. 97).

With Judea now a vassal state of Rome, the last vestige of Jewish independence was removed.
Stripped of its influence and authority, the Sanhedrin was largely impotent, and the office of High
Priest would always be subject to the discretion of the Romans. (In fact, from 37 BC to the destruction
of the Temple, 28 different men occupied the office of High Priest, which was originally to be held for
life.) Moreover, the longstanding corruption of the priesthood had taken its toll. By Jesus' time, the
Sadducees had regained much of their religious authority; but, as The Jewish
Encyclopedia notes, “they no longer possessed their former power, as the people always sided
with the Pharisees” (“Pharisees”). Indeed, while the Sadducees controlled the Sanhedrin by a
narrow margin, the Pharisees’ growing influence could not be ignored. According to Joachim
Jeremias, high priests “with Sadducean sympathies had to accustom themselves to
withholding their views in council, and [were compelled to submit] to carrying out [certain
of] the Temple rites according to Pharisaic traditions” (Jerusalem in the Time of Jesus, p. 159).
In the end, both the Pharisees and Sadducees were reduced by the Romans to mere religious
sects.
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The Synagogue as a Pharisaic Institution

A classic example of the Jews' extraordinary ability to adapt to adversity is seen in the development
of the synagogue. During the period of the Exile, the Jews out of necessity met in small groups for
fellowship, prayer and the reading of the Scriptures. Over time, such gatherings became more regular
and more organized in nature. As Pfeiffer writes, “Out of this very real need [for fellowship,
instruction and worship] the institution known as the synagogue gradually developed. The
synagogue [quickly] became the community center for [exilic] Jewish life” (Old Testament History, p.
494). The synagogue continued to develop even after many of the Jews returned to Palestine and
rebuilt the Temple. “After the return from captivity, when religious life was reorganized, especially
under Ezra and his successors, congregational worship, consisting [of] prayer and the reading of
sections from the [Scriptures], developed side by side with the revival of the.Temple at
Jerusalem, and thus led to the building of synagogues” (The Jewish Encyclopedia, “Synagogue”;
emphasis added). For Jews who did not return to Judah—and subsequently became established
throughout the Persian Empire, Egypt, and later, the Roman Empire—the synagogue continued as
the center of Jewish religion. Thus, “from the generations of old [since Babylon], Moses has had in
every city those who proclaim him in the synagogues, being read every Sabbath day” (Acts 15:21).
Granted, the synagogue developed out of a genuine need for religious stability. And it could well be
argued that the very survival of the Jews of the Diaspora has depended on the synagogue. Yet, that
system of worship—while certainly not wrong in and of itself—clearly did not represent God's
original intent, which was the primacy of the Temple. This point is important because it underscores
the longstanding controversy between the Pharisees and Sadducees. The synagogue system actually
developed in conjunction with the rise of the Pharisees, and came to be
both dominated and misused under their authority. Moreover, as we will see, the scribes and
Pharisees deliberately used the synagogue as a way of competing with the Sadducean priesthood—
to draw Jews away from the Temple services.

As the Pharisees gained in popularity and influence during the Hasmonean period, the synagogue
began to play an increasingly important role. Paul Johnson writes, “In their battle against Greek
education, [the Pharisaic] pious Jews began, from the end of the second century BC, to develop a
national system of education. To the old scribal schools were gradually added a network of local
schools where, in theory at least, all Jewish boys were taught the [written] Torah. This development
was of great importance in the spread and consolidation of the synagogue [and] in the birth of
Pharisaism as a movement rooted in popular education.” (A History of the Jews, p. 106; emphasis
added). The Pharisees' emphasis on education is well documented. As quoted earlier, “while the
Sadducean priesthood prided itself upon its [Aaronic] aristocracy of blood, the Pharisees created
an aristocracy of learning.” (The Jewish Encyclopedia, “Pharisees”).

The scribes and Pharisees accomplished this not only through their schools, but through the
synagogues. As Landman writes, in time the Pharisees “made the synagogue the dominant
institution in Jewish life, around which the entire life of the community revolved” (Story Without
End, p. 85). In fact, according to Grayzel, the synagogue came to play such a critical role in Jewish
life that it actually began to replace the Temple. He writes that shortly after the time of Ezra,
“certain influences were already at work which eventually made the synagogue even more
important than the Temple itself’—and that Jewish religion in the run-up to the first century
AD was “undergoing a transformation which was making the Temple a secondary
institution.” (A History of the Jews, pp. 118-119).
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According to Grayzel, it was the Pharisees who influenced the Jews to believe that services at the
synagogue were of greater value than rituals taking place at the Temple. While the “daily sacrifice” at
the Temple was obviously conducted on behalf of every Jew, “those who recognized the leadership
of the scribes and Pharisees were not satisfied with such indirect contact with God” (p. 119). The
Pharisees believed that since God was everywhere, He could be worshipped both in and
outside the Temple—and that He was not to be invoked by sacrifices alone. And remember, the
Pharisees maintained their view that the still-Hellenized priesthood was corrupt and incompetent to
represent God to the people. Thus, they advanced the synagogue as a place of worship, study and
prayer—raising it to a place of central importance in the life of the people. The synagogue rivaled
the Temple, clearly antagonizing the Sadducees.

By the first century AD, there were synagogues in every Jewish
community. Jerusalem itself had several synagogues—there was even one
inside the Temple complex! By that time, Grayzel writes, “the attitude of the
Pharisees had triumphed... [The] day was gone when [Jewish religion]
depended upon priest and sacrifice, indeed, even upon the Temple itself” (p.
120). In fact, the Pharisees' clout was such that they were able to persuade the
Jews to admit into the synagogue some of the non-sacrificial ceremonies of the
Temple after it was destroyed. Their goal, writes Grayzel, was to “make the
synagogue the heir to the Temple” (p. 196). Some of those ceremonies, having
since been modified, form part of the synagogue rituals to this day. Indeed,
as Smith's Dictionary of the Bible brings out, it is “hardly possible to
overestimate the influence of the [synagogue] system” which tended to
“diminish, and ultimately almost to destroy, the authority of the hereditary
[Aaronic] priesthood” (“Synagogue”). Or, as Jeremias puts it, “the hereditary
[Aaronic] Jewish aristocracy had to endure competition from an intellectual
aristocracy [that of the scribes and Pharisees] and, after the destruction of
Jerusalem, finally be overtaken [by their popularity and clout]” (p. 245).
Ideally, the scribes and Pharisees should have used the synagogues to teach the
Scriptures and point the people to the Temple. But the rivalry between the
Pharisees and the Sadducees was simply too deep. And now, the synagogue was
poised to play an even greater role in the development of Judaism—for as
Robinson writes, the synagogue would become the “central institution of
Jewish worship life as a response to the tragedy of the destruction of the Temple
[in 70 AD].” (Essential Judaism, p. 311).
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THEOLOGICAL SYNCRETISM: PHARISAISM/HELLENISM

The effect of contact with Greek thought on the figure of Wisdom was twofold. Wisdom
became less obviously the personification of the Torah and became far more the divine power
immanent in the cosmos, the rational element in man and the ruling power in the life of the wise
man. Philo goes a step farther and substitutes for Wisdom the masculine term Logos. Now
the Logos in Philo can be the divine pattern of which the material world is a copy, the divine power
immanent in the cosmos, the divine agent in creation, or the divine purpose in creation, or the
Platonic idea of the good. In fact he can be anything that appears in Plato or the Stoics as the power
of God acting on the world, or as an intermediary between God and the world, or as the reason of
God immanent in the world. Thus the Logos can, at times, be almost an independent personal
being, for the divine pattern of the Timaeus is itself living and divine: hence Philo can say that it
was to the Logos that God said, “Let us* make man in our own image and likeness.”* The
treatment has the advantage of saving God from the responsibility of creating man, the only created
being which is capable of evil. In the same way the Logos can be used to avoid awkward
anthropomorphisms in the Old Testament, or to explain the language of the Bible as to the word
of God as the means of creation. Now obviously Philo has merely substituted a new word, Logos,
for the old word Wisdom.T There is nothing for Wisdom to do. Yet actually the divine Wisdom
survives. It is here that we have clear evidence that Philo is simply incorporating a whole mass of
traditional exegesis of the Bible, and the tradition is too tenacious for him.

In any case, the concept of the divine Wisdom or the Logos—for after all a divine word is the
agent of creation in Genesis—enabled Judaism to claim that Moses had anticipated Plato and had
known by revelation the full truth at which philosophers had only guessed. They could support the
claim by venerable scriptures, written in one of those barbarous tongues which the Greek world
affected to despise but secretly admired. There was, indeed, much in the history and religion of
Israel that was strange and even repulsive. But allegory could explain almost anything, and find
an ethical meaning in the most trivial detail.

We must bear in mind that this philosophizing is not due to a desire for philosophy for its own
sake; it has a very definite purpose. As you know, Philo’s work falls into two main divisions; it
takes the form of a commentary on the Pentateuch, but the first part is a system of cosmogony
and philosophy foisted on to the book of Genesis by an entirely unrestrained use of allegory.
The second half contains lives of Abraham, Joseph and Moses and a summary of the Law. The
two sections correspond roughly to the divisions which a modern writer of a Summa Theologiae
would make between a philosophy of religion on the one hand and dogmatic and sacramental
theology on the other. Now the cosmogony which | have tried to outline plays a leading role in the
first group of writings; in the second, it is less prominent. We have an exposition of the religious
system of Judaism, which relies mainly on typology in order to prove the ethical nature of
Judaism and is quite prepared to read a cosmic symbolism into the ritual of the Tabernacle.
But in this part it becomes clear that it is Judaism as a religion which matters. The function of the
philosophy is to prove that Judaism is intellectually respectable, and so convince the Gentile that
it has a claim to be heard, and dissuade the intelligentsia of Alexandrine Judaism from abandoning
the religion of their fathers. For there must have been this danger. Now that, of course, is a mere
commonplace of the schools, dragged in to display erudition, rather than as a serious argument.
We find other allusions to such apostasy, which suggest that the danger was neither very serious
nor entirely negligible.
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Apart from this, | doubt whether all this philosophy meant much. It is a grotesque mistake to
suppose that when we find that Wisdom is the wife of God and the Logos their child, we have a
re-emergence of the Father, Mother and Child triad of Semitic mythology or the divine paternity
of the Egyptian kings. How far did this contact affect the Judaism from which the Rabbinical
tradition is a development? There is no reason to suppose that little handbooks of potted philosophy
were not current in Jerusalem. After all, St Paul was familiar with these ideas, and though he may
have picked them up at Antioch and Tarsus after his conversion, it is quite probable that he learnt
them at the feet of Gamaliel, where he says he was educated. And again, why are there hostile
allusions to the philosophy of Epicurus in the Rabbis?* Epicureanism was anathema to the theistic
philosophers of the Hellenistic world, because it provided an explanation of life and, in some cases
at least, a high standard of conduct, while denying the existence of providence. But why should
the Rabbis worry about it, unless it was proving attractive? Were some of the Sadducees well
educated enough in the handbooks to use Epicurus as an authority against a belief in the
Resurrection? Even if it is a mere survival of the Stoic commonplace, its preservation in
Rabbinical literature seems to prove a fairly close contact. Again, Hellenistic cosmology of the
type considered above has supplied the Rabbis with abundant food for speculation.

So much for cosmogony. Judaism was no less at home in other branches of philosophy.
Naturally the Jewish belief in the Resurrection is changed to belief in the immortality of the
soul, for the material is always evil in the Philonic convention; the fall of Adam can be
explained as the union of the spiritual with the material; so in each of us the body is the tomb of
the soul. Balaam is credited with the startling statement that the bodies of the Jews are formed of
mortal seed, but the souls of divine.* This is the Orphic view, which was destined to be a cardinal
doctrine of the later Gnostic systems. Elsewhere, the angels of Judaism appear as the dopévia
of Plato, some of them possessing bodies, such as the stars, others disembodied, but used by
God for the service of man, while the union of soul and body may represent a fall of the
individual soul into the material world; spirits embodied in the stars are, of course, embodied
in a higher form of the material, if we like, in the ethereal.

Now Greek thought never understood a religion which worshipped a single personal God. It
could accept a monotheistic philosophy and a religion which worshipped the one divine principle
manifested in various gods, not in one personal God. Hence Hecataeus’ account of Judaism in
Diodorus Siculus™ tells us that the Jews worship the vault of heaven, by which he means to identify
the God of the Jews with the divine principle concentrated in the firmament; Strabo, probably
following Posidonius, says the same.?* In other words you identified the one God of the Jews with
whatever you regarded as the supreme deity or source of deity. In the case of Josephus we probably
have an account by an observer acquainted with the solar monotheism of Syria who identifies the
one God of Israel with the sun and assumes that their scrupulous sanitary observances are due to a
view diametrically opposed to the commonplace argument that the sun is not defiled because his
rays fall on a cesspool.?®+ The strong Hellenistic colouring appears when Josephus tells us that the
Essenes believe that the souls of the righteous dead go to the Islands of the Blest.
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On the other hand, outside the canon of the Scriptures, Judaism was quite ready to
borrow from the Gentile world an amazing quantity of Midrashic interpretation and
enlargement of the Bible story. According to Josephus, the killing of the children of the Hebrews
was the result of a prophecy by an Egyptian scribe that Moses would deliver the children of Israel;
a similar slaughter of the innocents appears in Suetonius’ account of Augustus.>® Eusebius
preserves a considerable amount of this literature; an enormous amount has perished. There was
even an account of the Exodus in the form of a Greek tragedy by a certain Ezekiel; enough has
been preserved to make us thankful that the rest has been lost.3® The speeches which Josephus
puts into the mouth of Moses are typical of the history of the period, and worthy rivals in
dullness to those which Dionysius of Halicarnassus puts into the mouth of the kings and consuls
of ancient Rome. Philo’s general view is that there is a sympathy between all the parts of nature,
as a result of which the whole is held together by the unseen power, which is the goodness of God
(this is pure Stoicism of the later type, modelled on the Timaeus, but introducing quite a Jewish
view of the divine attribute of goodness).*

Other views which Philo incorporates include the belief that the planets are
animated bodies: the Cherubim of Gen. 3:24 can symbolize the sphere of the
fixed stars and the sphere of the planets respectively, while the flaming sword
is the revolution of the vault of heaven. But while the movement of the planets
from east to west is determined, their movement from north to south is
voluntary, though they adhere to the order appointed by the creator.

There is no such thing as fate in the strict sense; there are chains of cause and effect, but God
is above them and orders the course of the world by His government.} Elsewhere the planets and
fixed stars are the rulers (archons) of the world and the inhabitants of the sublunar sphere are the
subjects; the archons are visible gods, subordinates, who are liable to be called upon to give
account of their government of the universe, though owing to their virtue they will not be called
upon to do so.* What is the importance of this contact between the Judaism of the Hellenistic age
and Greek thought? We may ask the question with reference either to the influence of Judaism on
the Gentile world or the influence of the Gentile world on Judaism. In regard to the first issue we
have no materials for an adequate answer. We know that there was a widespread tendency towards
that kind of religion which we can describe as “ethical monotheism”. It is clear from the history
of early Christianity that the synagogues of the Dispersion were attracting a considerable number
of proselytes or less definite adherents among the Gentiles. It cannot be doubted that Judaism
provided a good many Gentiles with a religion that would satisfy their needs. How far the influence
of Judaism extended beyond the Synagogue and contributed to the growth of belief in the unity of
God and in the development of a higher ethical standard it is scarcely possible to say. The constant
preaching of Judaism must have had some effect; but the exclusiveness of Judaism, while it
preserved Judaism from absorption into the general religious amalgam of the Hellenistic age,
probably limited its power of influencing the general development of Gentile thought outside the
limits of the Synagogue.i!

1 Knox, W. L. (1937). Chapter II: Pharisaism and Hellenism. In H. Loewe (Ed.), Judaism and Christianity:
The Contact of Pharisaism with Other Cultures (Vol. Il, pp. 59-109). London; New York: The Sheldon
Press; The Macmillan Company.
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The Seven Varieties of the Pharisees

The Pharisees were not at one with themselves save in opposition to everybody
else. There is no logical place to stop in the business of Pharisaic seclusiveness
when once it is started. The line was drawn against the Gentiles, against the ‘am-
ha- ‘arets among the Jews, against the publicans and sinners, against the
Sadducees, and then against some of the Pharisees themselves. The Talmud itself
gives the seven varieties of the Pharisees, and all but the last one are afflicted
with hypocrisy, the sin that Jesus so vigorously denounces, and that stirs the
modern apologists of Pharisaism to such rage. Even the Psalms of Solomon are
full of denunciations of hypocrisy. Thomson (Intern. Stand. Bible Encycl.) argues
that hypocrisy was ‘a new sin, a sin only possible in a spiritual religion, a religion
in which morality and worship were closely related.” Certainly, the true Judaism
was not hypocrisy, but it is remarkable that the Psalms of Solomon (a Pharisaic
book), the New Testament, and Talmud (the Pharisaic Bible), all give hypocrisy as
the chief sin of the Pharisees. Herford admits that the Pharisaic theory of the Torah
‘could, and in some cases did, lead to that mere formalism and hypocrisy which
have been charged upon the Pharisees as a class.” He claims that ‘such formalism
and hypocrisy were only the perversion of Pharisaism and not inherent in it.’
Meanwhile the seven types of Pharisees are pictured in the Talmud itself.

(a) The ‘Shoulder’ Pharisee. This type wears his good deeds on his shoulders, and is very
punctilious in his observance of the Torah, traditions and all, from expediency, not from
principle. He finds that Pharisaism pays one in the increased reputation for purity. As Jesus said,
they did their righteousness ‘to be seen of men’ (npo¢ 1o Beadijvar), not for the moral and
spiritual worth of the act.

(b) The ‘wait-a-little” Pharisee. He always has an excuse for not doing the good deed just
now, like the Spanish proverb ‘Manéna’ (‘to-morrow’). One is reminded at once of the man
whom Jesus invited to follow him (Luke 9:57-60), but who excused himself on the ground that
he must first go and bury his father. We know from Tobit 6:14 (‘They have no other son to bury
them’) that the idea of this man (probably a Pharisee) was to go and stay with his father till he
was dead and buried, and then to come and follow Jesus. Another man wanted first to bid
farewell to those at home (Luke 9:61 f.). Thus the Pharisee preserved his creed at the expense of
his conduct.

(c) The ‘bruised’ or ‘bleeding’ Pharisee. This Pharisee is too pious to look at a woman, and
so shuts his eyes if he fears one is coming, and stumbles against a wall, and makes the blood
flow from his face. He is anxious that the blood shall be seen in order to gain credit for his piety.
One is reminded of the beggars to-day who mutilate themselves to arouse pity. In Sotah, f. xxi. 2,
we read: ‘Foolish saints, crafty villains, sanctimonious women, and self-afflicting Pharisees are.
the destroyers of the world.” There were (and are) men who leer at women with lustful eyes (cf.
Christ’s denunciation in Matt. 5:28), but these Pharisees looked on women as the
personification of evil. The disciples of Jesus were astonished to see him, a teacher (rabbi),
talking in public ‘with a woman’ (John 4:27, peta yovoikog EAdAeL).
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(d) The ‘pestle’ or ‘mortar’ Pharisee. He walks with his head down in mock humility like a
pestle in a mortar. He is also called the ‘hump-backed’ Pharisee, who walked as though his
shoulders bore the whole weight of the law, or the ‘tumbling’ Pharisee, who was so humble that
he would not lift his feet from the ground, or the ‘painted ‘Pharisee, who advertised his holiness
by various poses, so that no one should touch and bring defilement to him. These are all
caricatures, to be sure, of the true Pharisee, but they were so common that the Talmud pictures
them in great variety of detail—‘the dyed ones who do evil deeds and claim godly recompense,’
‘they who preach beautifully, but do not act beautifully.” Alexander Jannaeus warned his wife
against ‘painted Pharisees who do the deeds of Zimri and look for the reward of Phinechas.” One
is reminded of the charge of Jesus: ‘For they say, and do not’ (Matt, 23:3), of the broad
phylacteries and the large borders on their garments, of the chief seats in the synagogues, and the
salutations in the market places, and the wish to be hailed as Rabbi or Doctor (Matt. 23:3-6).

(e) The ‘ever-reckoning’ or ‘compounding’ Pharisee. He is always on the look-out for
something ‘extra’ to do to make up for something that he has neglected. He is the ‘reckon-it-up’
Pharisee, trying to counterbalance his evil deeds with his good ones. He is anxious to have his
few sins deducted from his many virtues and leave a clean balance-sheet. One is reminded of the
Roman Catholic system for buying one out of purgatory and the whole system of indulgences.
Pharisaism made a large contribution to Roman Catholic doctrine and life. It is easy to recall
what Jesus said about tithing mint, dill, cummin, and about straining out gnats and swallowing
camels.

(f) The ‘timid’ or ‘fearing’ Pharisee. His relation to God is that of trembling awe in dread of
punishment. They imagine that they can satisfy God with outward performance, and keep the
outside of the cup scrupulously clean, but neglect the inside of the cup (Luke 11:39 f). They
watch heaven with one eye and keep the other open for the main chance on earth, cross-eyed or
cock-eyed instead of focussing both eyes in a single look at the glory of God (Matt. 6:19-23).
Hence, though ravening wolves, they will even put on sheep’s clothing (Matt. 7:15). This type of
Pharisaism actually projected a conception of God as a devout Pharisee ‘who repeats the Sh’ma
to himself daily; wears phylacteries on the wrists and forehead; occupies Himself three times
every day in studying His own law; has disputes with the angels about legal minutize; and finally
summons a Rabbi to settle the difference.’

(9) The ‘God-loving’ or ‘born’ Pharisee. This type is supposed to be like Abraham, and to
show the true Pharisaism, of which the other six types are variations or perversions. Certainly, no
one would say that all the Pharisees were hypocrites. Nor did Jesus mean that, but simply that
hypocrisy had come to be the distinguishing characteristic of Pharisees as a class or party. To
this fact the Talmud itself bears clear testimony. The emphasis upon external observances drifted
logically and naturally to that result. There were Pharisees who were friends of Jesus, men like
Nicodemus, who cautiously felt their way and finally enlisted on his side. There were voluble
Pharisees who quickly flocked to Christ, till he exposed their emptiness, when they deserted him
(John 8:30 1.).



Page 55 of 235

The Two Schools of Theology

With all this variety among the Pharisees as pictured in the Talmud, it is no
wonder that there were two schools of Pharisaism in Jerusalem (the school of
Hillel and the school of Shammai) which took opposite positions on many points
of theology, some of them trivial enough, as, for instance, whether it was proper to
eat an egg laid by a hen on the Sabbath day. One is reminded of the Big Endians
and the Little Endians in Gulliver’s Travels. The Lilliputians split hopelessly on
the grave issue as to which end to stand the egg upon. There was ‘the plague of
Pharisaism’ in Palestine, and the Talmud bears its own terrible condemnation of it,
in spite of its being the standard exposition of Pharisaic theology. It is urged by
Buchler, as we shall see later at more length, that it was the school of Shammai
that made the washing of hands binding law about 100 A.D. against the protest of
the school of Hillel. ‘Up to this time the school of Shammai, and perhaps also
some of the more strict Hillelites, may have practised the washing of hands; but it
was not yet binding law.’ It was, he holds, insistence on strict Levitical purification
for priests and teachers of the law that was the occasion of Christ’s sharp criticism
of the Shammai Pharisees in Mark 7. They championed the most narrow type of
ceremonial piety and exclusiveness. Oesterley and Box think that the school of
Shammai was in the ascendant in Palestine up to A.D. 70, when the school of Hillel
gained the upper hand. If so, this fact partially explains the intensity of Christ’s
denunciation of these rigorous legalists in such general terms. They were the real
leaders of the majority. At the same time one is enabled to understand the friendly
intercourse that existed between Christ and the Pharisees of the Hillel school of
thought, who on occasion took his part against the school of Shammai. We see this
division of sentiment among the Pharisees about Christ in John 8:9, 16; 10:19-21;
12:42. In Luke 5:17-26, the Pharisees are apparently greatly impressed by what
Jesus said and did. So Chwolson argues that Christ attacked only the extremists
among the Pharisees, but he goes too far in exonerating the Pharisees from any part
in the death of Jesus, and seeking to place all the blame on the Sadducees.
Elbogen? reminds us that the Pharisees were the guardians of the Prophets and of
the Hagiographa as well as of the Pentateuch.?

2 Robertson, A. T. (1920). The Pharisees and Jesus: The Stone lectures for 1915-16 (pp. 23-28). New York:
Charles Scribner’s Sons.
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The School of Shammai. It is difficult for us, in our culture, to
comprehend the structure of the theocratic government of Israel in
the time of Christ. But the most important group in Israel was the
Pharisees who sat under the teachings of a rabbi named Shammai,
who founded his school shortly before Jesus was born. The closest
example in our world to understanding them would be to equate them
with Mullah Omar and the Taliban, for they were ultra-conservative
religious fundamentalists with a pathological devotion to obeying
hosts of man-made traditions and commandments. Most believed,
among other things, that the Hebrew descendants of Abraham were
the only people beloved of God, and that no other people were of
value in His sight. Salvation was thus only available to Jews--and so, in
their early days, the Shammaiites wouldn’t even welcome Gentile
converts to Judaism.

This attitude caused Pharisees from the school of Shammai to hate all
Gentiles, and left them with little regard even for Jews who didn’t
follow them. (In one case, nearly attacking the sage Hillel for bringing a
sacrifice to the Temple on a day they disapproved of.) In the days of
Shammai, so passionate was their hatred of Gentiles that around 10
AD, Shammai passed 18 edicts specifically meant to force separation
between Jews and Gentiles. The specifics of all these edicts have been
lost, but among them was a prohibition of entering the house of a
Gentile lest a Jew thereby become defiled, and even eating with or
purchasing food from a Gentile was forbidden.

Because of Shammai’s influence, these edicts became laws of Israel.
Thus, when you read, for instance, of Peter being criticized for entering
the house of a Gentile and eating with him, this criticism traces itself to
the edicts passed by this school, which were apparently being followed
by the Christian Jews in the earliest days of the church.

The school of Shammai, which was politically proactive, also had close
ties to the infamous zealots, a group of fanatics who favored armed
revolt against Rome. It’s critical for you to note that virtually every
time you see Jesus or the apostles in strife against what the Bible
labels as “Pharisees,” it is almost certainly referring to Pharisees or
ex-Pharisees from the School of Shammai. Even before he became a
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Christian, Paul would have had many differences with his fellow
Pharisees from this school, which would be the dominant influence in
Judaism until the destruction of the Temple in 70 AD.

Of lesser influence in Israel was...

The School of Hillel. The school of Hillel was far more liberal, and its
founder was renowned for placing people and justice at the heart of
Judaism, whereas Shammai stressed strict observance of religious
laws. While Hillel’s followers acknowledged that the Jews were God’s
special people, they willingly accepted Gentile converts to Judaism in
the belief that the God of Abraham allowed all to worship Him who
would turn from idolatry. When you read about Hellenistic Jews--or
about Jews with Greek names--this was the school whose rabbis would
typically have accepted these Gentiles into the Jewish faith. (This
school, however, was not specifically a Hellenistic movement.)

Soon after the time when Jesus, at age 12, was in the Temple
astonishing the priests with his wisdom, Hillel (with whom Jesus may
have been interacting) died and was eventually succeeded by his
grandson Gamaliel, who was Paul’s tutor. Modern-day Judaism traces
its roots to the teachings promoted by the followers of Hillel who
survived the destruction of Jerusalem and began codifying their
teachings around 200 AD.

Hillel was so wise that even two sayings we commonly attribute to
Jesus were supposedly coined by Hillel before his death, and were
being quoted by Jesus in the Gospels. These were the Golden Rule,
along with the summary of the Law and the prophets (Love God with
all of your heart, and love your neighbor as yourself). Whenever you
see Jesus interacting positively with the Pharisees (for instance, with
Nicodemus or the rich young ruler), he is probably interacting with
Pharisees from the school of Hillel.

A good example of the differences between Hillel and Shammai can be
seen in the many cases where “the Pharisees” watch Jesus to see if He
will heal someone on the Sabbath. We can reasonably surmise that
these are Shammaiites by the fact that the school of Shammai viewed
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attending to a sick person on the Sabbath as work, while the school of
Hillel viewed this as a good deed that was permissible on the Sabbath.

Another example of the struggle over Jesus between both schools is
seen in John 9:16: “Therefore said some of the Pharisees (probably
from the school of Shammai) This man is not of God, because he
keepeth not the Sabbath day. Others (probably from the school of
Hillel) said, How can a man that is a sinner do such miracles? And
there was a division among them.”

On the one hand, you can see the school of Shammai rejecting Jesus
outright while Pharisees from the school of Hillel aren’t sure. This also
helps illustrate the philosophical differences between the two schools,
with the Shammaiites holding to a legalistic requirement that absolute
rest must be observed on the Sabbath, while the Hillelites are open to
the idea that healing is a good deed, and thus permissible on the
Sabbath.

In another case, Matthew 19:3 clearly shows Pharisees from the school
of Hillel ‘testing’ Jesus on the question of divorce, which they allowed
for almost any reason. Despite knowing this group is specifically trying
to trick Him, Jesus avoids the tongue-lashing He delivers to
Shammaiites in chapter 12 (calling those Pharisees a “generation of
vipers”) and merely answers the question.

The Pharisees also favored the rich over the poor because of the
prevailing attitude that poverty was a sign of the curse of God, while
prosperity was believed to show the approval of God on one's life.
(This, despite the fact that Hillel was himself a relatively poor man.)
The attitude sometimes carried over into the Sanhedrin's legislative
abilities, and so the Pharisees were known on occasion to abuse the
right given them under the Law of Moses to enact laws clarifying
points that the greater Law did not directly address. This had the
effect, in some cases, of subverting the principles of the Law to favor
those of wealth and power, something Jesus rebuked the Pharisees
for. An example is Hillel's institution of the prosbul, which overturned
the requirement of debts being forgiven or property having to be
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returned to its original owner during Sabbath years. Hillel's well-meant
intention was to help the less fortunate who were finding that their
fellow Jews would not loan money to them as a Sabbath year
approached, and the thought was that by exempting certain
transactions from being canceled upon arrival of such a year, needy
Jews would have a greater chance at receiving help. The foreseeable
result, of course, was that some who got into debt never found a way
out, and were kept in bondage to the lender, or else their land
effectively passed to the creditor, despite the fact that the Torah
forbade it. Shammai, meanwhile, went even further in favoring the
wealthy, holding the view that only the rich should be taught the
Scriptures, saying: "Don't instruct a man unless he is wise, meek, and
the son of wealthy parents." (Babylonian Talmud Aboth Supplement)

While Jesus was frustrated over the Pharisees’ conscious denial that
they were sinners because of their perceived obedience to the
commandments, philosophically He and the school of Hillel did have
much in common, just as an evangelical Christian might relate in many
ways to a conservative politician, although there might still be major
differences between them. Paul, it must be remembered, was from
the school of Hillel and rabidly anti-Christian. Gamaliel, in contrast,
appeared to be somewhat tolerant of the Movement, and the fact that
Paul relates that he sought out the High Priest for the authority to
persecute Christians rather than his own tutor, who headed the
Sanhedrin, may suggest there was disagreement between Paul and
Gamaliel on how to handle the followers of Christ. However, since
Jesus got on well with some key members of the school of Hillel,
coupled with the fact that He twice quotes Hillel, He must have found
some good in the school, unlike that of Shammai which He regularly
opposed. Despite this, the Gospels show that the school of Hillel as a
whole ultimately rejected Christ, although this appears to have been
motivated by the fact that He laid too many theological bombshells on
them by claiming to be God in the flesh, and so--perhaps reluctantly--
the key members of the school of Hillel rejected Him because they just
couldn’t make the transition in thought from a rabbinic to a Christian
understanding of what the Messiah would be. In contrast, the school
of Shammai simply rejected Him out of spite and bitterness.

— What You Never Knew About the Pharisees
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Cradle to Grave

When a boy in a Pharisee family turned two years old, they
would take the scroll of the Law, the Torah, put honey onit,
and have him lick it so that his earliest memory would be, “How
sweet are Your Words to my taste. Yes, sweeter than honey to
my mouth” (Psalm 119:103). At four years old he would start
memorizing the book of Leviticus. By twelve years old, he had
memorized Genesis through Deuteronomy. As a teenager, he
memorized the Prophets and the Psalms.

If you chose to become a Pharisee, you had to publicly promise
to “take the yoke of the Torah” upon you. They vowed to yoke
themselves to the Law of God. They kept the hours of prayer
wherever they were, whether in the Temple, the marketplace,
or the street corner. They would fast twice a week. They didn’t
just tithe their money, but tithed on everything they had, even
down to their herbs and spices. How can you fault a man for
trying so hard to please God? The average person thought God
was exactly like a Pharisee, so Jesus had to deprogram them
from the religion they had learned. He called the Pharisees
“sons of hell” (Matt. 23:15) and a “brood of vipers” (Matt.
23:33). He told them that their father was the devil (John 8:44).

“Fence Laws”

The Pharisees counted all the commandments in the Law of
Moses and came up with 613 laws. If those 613 Old Testament
commands weren’t cumbersome enough, they invented 1,500
additional man-made restrictions called “fence laws” to keep
people from sinning. They assumed that the best way to keep
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people from breaking God’s Law was to build a fence or a
protective barrier around that Law, even though the Lord never
told them to do this. Because there were hundreds of these
rules, the people were burdened down and miserable trying to
keep them all. Jesus told the Pharisees, “You weigh men down
with burdens hard to bear, while you yourselves will not even
touch the burdens with one of your fingers.”(Luke 11:46). The
Pharisees taught you couldn’t carry “a burden” on the Sabbath,
and they defined a burden as whatever you could carry on your
little finger. Jesus made a play on words by saying, “You will not
even touch the burdens with one of your fingers.”

Exodus 20:8-10 says, “Remember the Sabbath day, to keep it
holy. Six days you shall labor and do all your work, but the
seventh day is a Sabbath of the Lord your God; you shall not do
any work.” But what does “work” mean? To keep people from
laboring on the Sabbath, the Pharisees felt it necessary to
define work. And so they defined 39 types of prohibited work
so that no one would break the fourth commandment.

Here are some of their fence laws:

You could not spit on the Sabbath because it would disturb the dust
on the ground and you would become guilty of plowing.

You could not swat a fly on the Sabbath because you would become
guilty of hunting.

A woman could not look at her reflection because she might see a
gray hair and pluck it out, which would be doing work.

They created loopholes to get around some laws.
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If your house was burning down on a Sabbath, you could not carry
clothes out of it. However, you were permitted to put on several layers
of clothes as the house was burning, and you could leave without
breaking their law because you were wearing them instead of carrying
them!

On the Sabbath day, you could not travel more than 3/5 mile from
your house. However, you could leave food 3/5 mile from your home
on the night before, which would make permissible to travel twice the
distance without breaking the law.

Keeping these man-made fence laws actually became more
important to them than keeping God’s Word. Jesus rebuked the
Pharisees saying, “Why do you yourselves transgress the
commandment of God for the sake of your tradition?” (Matt.
15:3) Jesus deliberately broke their fence laws to demonstrate
that these commands did not come from God. It was as if Jesus
was trying to create a gigantic chasm between them so that
people could see the difference between truth and error.

Jesus told them, “You blind guides, who strain out a gnat and
swallow a camel!” (Matt. 23:24). The Pharisees were extremely
careful to not eat anything unclean, so they would strain their
wine though a piece of cloth, just to make sure that a gnat
didn’t get in it. They shuddered at the thought of swallowing

a gnat. Jesus said that they strained out a gnat, the smallest
unclean animal, but didn’t seem to notice when they gulped
down a camel, which was the largest unclean animal. Clearly
their man-made traditions and fence laws were the gnats they
had been straining, while not noticing God’s Law that they were
breaking.
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Prayers of the Pharisees
No one prayed as often as the Pharisee. Every morning the
Pharisee got out of bed, his first prayer was, “I thank you that
I’m not as other men.” When Jesus told the parable in Luke
18:10-14, He was quoting the Pharisees’ prayer. They daily
repeated the Shemoneh ‘esreh, which means The Eighteen.
This was a list of 18 prayers that were repeated three times
every day, once in the morning, once in the afternoon, and
once in the evening. The repetition of these prayers became
nothing more than superstitious incantation of a spell.
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There was hardly an event in life that did not have its own
stated formula of prayer. They had a prayer for eating a meal,
in connection with the light, fire, lightening, seeing a new
moon, comets, rain, at the sight of the sea, lakes, rivers,
receiving new furniture, and entering or leaving a city.
Everything had its prayer. The whole religious system led to
formalism & repetition, saying a right prayer at the right time.

The Pharisees prayed for 3 hours every day at 9 am, midday,
and 3 pm. Wherever they were at that time, they would stop
and pray. Some would purposely go to the Temple or the
synagogue to pray, thinking that God was confined to those
holy places. Others would purposely find themselves on busy
street corners or in a crowded city square, so that all would
observe their devotion to God. Jesus renounced this practice
by saying, “When you pray, you are not to be as the hypocrites;
for they love to stand and pray in the synagogues and street
corners, in order to be seen by men” (Matt. 6:5).

They offered long prayers, thinking that lengthy prayers were
more pleasing to God. They formed a habit of hypnotizing
themselves by the endless repetition of a phrase or word so
that they could pray longer. Jesus corrected this false idea by
saying, “And when you pray, do not use vain repetitions as the
heathen do. For they think that they will be heard for their
many words” (Matt. 6:7). He compared their prayers to ways
pagans prayed, repeating phrases and formulas over and over.

- Who Were the Pharisees?
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The Pharisees Were Liberals, Not Conservatives

Scholars are rather generally agreed that the oral traditions of
the Pharisees represent something far different from a
“conservative” reaction to the Law. The Oral Law demonstrates
that the Pharisees were the progressives, the liberals of that
day. Here are some scholarly comments to document this
assessment:

The New Jewish Encyclopedia: “The Pharisees were ‘separatists’
in that they emphasized observance of such practices as ritual
purity and tithing, which kept them apart from the less
observant Jews. They were ‘expounders,” encouraging a liberal
interpretation of the Scriptures and the adaptation of its laws
to the changing conditions of life. This contrasts with the
Sadducees who adhered strictly to the letter of the Law” (376).
Backgrounds of Early Christianity (Everett Feguson): “. .. one of
two courses could be followed with regard to the law. The
traditional code might be expanded to meet new circumstances
and be reinterpreted in accord with new beliefs; or these
experiences could be left outside the scope of its authority and
new ideas be left unrecognized. Those who accepted the first
policy became the Pharisees, and those who adopted the
second became the Sadducees. . .. Moreover, the Pharisees felt
that if the applications of the law were to be binding, they had
to have the force of the Torah itself. The means to achieve this
was the idea of oral law (“tradition of the elders”; Mark 7:3, 5),
equally authoritative with the written law (481, 482). Ferguson
concluded by saying “the Pharisees were not ‘Pharisaical’”
(483). Judaism and Christianity:2 This book describes the
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Pharisees as “the source of the Law, its legislators. . . . the legal
authorities, the lawmakers” (xx). Note these quotations: The
latter (Sadducees, mw) believed in the exact letter of the law,
the Pharisees held that the spirit should prevail and that the
law should be adapted to changed circumstances, not that it
should be abolished. Yet the Sadducees represent a type of
religious conservatism which it is easy to misrepresent as
callous and wooden. They were ready to yield to scriptural
warrant, and for this reason the Pharisees were sometimes
driven to casuistry, in order to meet their opponents on their
own ground and so win their adherence (Herbert Lowe,
“Pharisaism,” 1:143).

The Pharisee believed in bringing religion into daily life,
because he stood for the principle of progressive revelation. By
this, he meant that the spirit of the Torah contained the power
of inspiring changed circumstances, not that the Torah required
supplementing from without. It could expand (lbid. I:153).

The Pharisees did not hesitate to adapt the law to changed
conditions: they employed the principle of legal fiction, in order
to safeguard principles while relaxing hard conditions (I1:52). ...
If that were so, then it would follow that the divine revelation
was not confined to the written text of the Torah. There must
be an unwritten Torah, not as the rival or even the commentary
on the text, but as completing it; so that the written and
unwritten together made up the Torah as it essentially was.
This new idea appeared and began to be acted on somewhere
about the year 170 B.C. . .. The immediate result was that it
became possible to define a halachah without basing it on
some text of the written Torah, or even establishing some
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connexion with the text. The halachah, so defined, was
vouched for by a tradition, assumed to have come down from
the far-off past, and accepted on the authority of the teachers
who declared it. And by means of this concept of the Unwritten
Torah, these teachers were enabled to give a wider meaning to
the precepts of the written Torah, being no longer tied down to
the literal sense or the interpretation of it on the former lines. .
. One is the famous text of the lex talionis, “an eye for an eye
and a tooth for a tooth,” etc. There is a clearly stated order that
in certain cases of bodily injury a savage retaliation was to be
inflicted. Those who defined the halachah dealing with such
cases frankly abolished the written text, and made no attempt
to humanize it by any artifice of interpretation. They appointed
a different procedure to be followed in such cases, viz. the
payment of a money fine, depending on the amount of the
injury (R. Travers Herford, “The Law & Pharisaism,”11:102, 103).

Note the statements from these quotations emphasize their liberalism:

“encouraging a liberal interpretation of the Scriptures and the
adaptation of its laws to the changing conditions of life.”

“that if the applications of the law were to be binding, they had to
have the force of the Torah itself.”

“the spirit should prevail and that the law should be adapted to
changed circumstances”

“he stood for the principle of progressive revelation”

“the divine revelation was not confined to the written Torah text”
“by means of this concept of the Unwritten Torah, these teachers
were enabled to give a wider meaning to the precepts of the written
Torah, being no longer tied down to the literal sense or the
interpretation of it on the former lines”
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These quotations demonstrate the liberalism of the Pharisees.
Their liberalism is confirmed by the fact that the Mishnah
followed the rulings of the liberal school of Hillel except in nine
cases. In three cases it followed the ruling of Shammai and in
six cases the ruling of neither school was followed (Rosenthal,
11:185 note). Rather than understanding the “fence of the Law”
as a conservative defense of the written word, the Pharisees
“realized that new conditions created new needs which were
not met in the written Torah. They therefore ruled that the
needs of the times and the adjustment of human relations
justified a modification and called for new regulations & rules
not only to maintain but also to raise the ethical standard.”

This appraisal of the Pharisees is confirmed by New Testament
evidence. The adherence to oral law was condemned by Jesus
as teaching for one’s doctrine the commandments of men
(Matthew 15: 8 - 9). He demonstrated how the Pharisees’
adherence to the oral law was used to release men from
responsibility to God’s divine law of providing for one’s father
and mother (Matthew 15: 4 - 5) as well as imposing as divine
law the commandments of men in such areas as the washing of
hands (Matthew 15: 1 - 3). Writing new laws and releasing men
from responsibility to divine law are the characteristics of
liberals, not conservatives. Having witnessed how liberalism
undermines Bible authority in every area, we can more easily
understand Jesus’ warning about the leavening influence of the
Pharisees’ doctrine (Matt. 16:12). — Mike Willis, Truth Magazine
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Galatians 2:11-14: What is Table Fellowship?

The issue in the Antioch Incident is table fellowship.
But this is not simply Jews and Gentiles “eating
together.” Table fellowship in Judaism was more than
food. An additional problem with purity laws was the
issue of table fellowship. The importance of table
fellowship in often underestimated by the modern
reader. But in the ancient world, to share the table
with another person was making a social statement
about yourself and about your guest.

Table Fellowship in Judaism was a complex & important
issue for the observant Jew, especially those of the
Pharisaical party. Jacob Neusner has studied rabbinical
traditions that appear to come from the Pharisees. He
notes that of 341 rulings that go back to the Pharisees,
229 are related to table fellowship. For this reason, he
says that Pharisees might be considered an “eating club

”
!

This theme of separation from the unclean is found in
the Gospels. The Pharisees are described as confused by
Jesus’ association with the “unclean” of their society. He
even shared meals with Tax-collectors & other “sinners!”
Jesus understood what it meant socially to sit down and
eat a meal with someone, therefore when he chose to
eat with someone that was a part of the “underclass” he
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was crossing a social boundary in order to meet a
spiritual need.

If those who insist on Gentile circumcision are related to
these “men from James” who insist on separation of
Jews and Gentiles at meal time, then it is not implausible
that they are Pharisees who would have never shared a
meal with a Gentile in the first place.

This shared-meal includes communion, the celebration
of the Lord’s table. Imagine the ramifications of a portion
of the early church refusing to share in the celebration of
the Lord’s death and resurrection with another portion —
this would be imply that the excluded group was sub-
Christian, not truly followers of Jesus.
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Anti-Christ: He Did Not Fit Their Idea of Messiah

Grounds of Pharisaic Dislike of Jesus

(1) Assumption of Messianic Authority (John 2:13-22)

The assertion of authority by Jesus in the temple at once enraged the ecclesiastics. This
incident is recorded only by John, and is similar to the cleansing of the temple at the close of the
public ministry, as reported by the Synoptic Gospels. Many scholars regard it as the same event,
which is out of place in John, but it seems to me more natural to follow John’s chronology and to
admit a repetition at the close. Only thus can we properly see the growth of hostility toward Jesus
in Jerusalem so vividly narrated in John’s Gospel. It was inevitable that the soul of Jesus should
cry out against this desecration of His Father’s house when He first appeared in the temple after
entering upon His Messianic ministry. It may be straining the point to insist that the Pharisees are
involved in the protest on the part of the Jews. The house of Hanan (Annas) carried on a regular
market in the outer court of the temple (10 iepdov), and Annas was a Sadducee. The priests who
had charge of the temple ritual were chiefly Sadducees, while the Pharisees found their chief
forte and function in the synagogue. But the Pharisees were strong in the Sanhedrin, and the
sacerdotal abuses in the temple worship, where graft of all kinds was notorious, could have been
exposed by the Pharisees and stopped by public opinion. Jesus did arraign the leaders, and for the
moment cleansed the temple by a supreme act of personal power and Messianic worth. But He
received no support from the Pharisees in this onslaught on the corruption of the Sadducees. By
‘the Jews’ (John 2:18, 20) John’s Gospel usually means the hostile Jews, whether Pharisees or
Sadducees. At any rate, the ecclesiastics in Jerusalem, probably both Pharisees and Sadducees,
resent the interference in the established order of things by an uncouth interloper from Galilee.
The demand for a sign implied more than a mere miracle. It reached to the core of the Messianic
claim of Jesus, and at once placed Him on the defensive. The defence of Jesus when the demand
for His ecclesiastical authority or Divine sanction was made, as there was a technical right for
making it, only enraged them all the more, and in a mutilated form it was cherished against Him
till His trial, that He had threatened to destroy the temple with the foolish claim that He could
rebuild it in three days. This first clash with the Jerusalem authorities revealed to Jesus the
hopeless breach between Him and the religious leaders of His day. At once it was apparent that
the custodians of the Torah, whether priest or scribe, would oppose real reform, and any effort to
set up spiritual life in the empty shell of current Judaism. The very timidity of Nicodemus, a
leading Pharisee and member of the Sanhedrin (John 3), shows that the Pharisees as a class at
once took ground in opposition to the claims of Jesus, in spite of the courteous ‘we know’ of
Nicodemus (John 3:2), probably a mere literary plural. It was intolerable to the Pharisees that a
man should by deed or word make Messianic claims without consultation with the scribes, the
authorised teachers of the written and oral law. The rabbis had some divergences in their views
about the Messiah, but they all agreed on the point of their own importance as interpreters of the
subject.
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At the very first then Jesus was an ignorant upstart to the Pharisees, who was in revolutionary
fashion upsetting all precedents and disturbing the religious order and peace of the people, not to
mention His infringement of the vested rights of the merchants and bankers in the temple courts.

The Sanhedrin, Pharisees (scribes) and Sadducees (chief priests), also challenged the
authority of Jesus in a formal manner on the last day of Christ’s public ministry, the Tuesday of
Passion Week. As a matter of fact, Jesus had no ecclesiastical standing from their standpoint, but
was a mere layman, as we should say. He had the baptism of John who was sent of God, but
Divine sanction was not sufficient before the great Jewish ecclesiastical court. Something more
than the approval of God was required. But Jesus in a marvellous way parried their attack by
demanding their opinion of the baptism of John. This question was quite to the point, and broke
the effect of their demand. They were helpless in the dilemma between fear of Jesus and the fear
of the multitude.

But let us return to the situation in Jerusalem and Judea after the collision with the authorities
at the first passover, as recorded in John’s Gospel. Westcott notes that John’s Gospel never
mentions the Sadducees or Herodians by name, since the Pharisees are the real representatives of
the Jewish nation. So here the Pharisees were jealously watching the rapid growth of the
popularity of Jesus, the new Prophet who had followed so close upon the heels of John the
Baptist. The tremendous sweep and power of the Baptist’s work were all too fresh in their minds.
They could still feel the sting of His words as He whipped them in the face before the crowds,
and made their cheeks burn with shame as he laid bare their hypocrisy and ceremonial
absurdities. But the Pharisees now found satisfaction in the arrest of John by Herod Antipas and
his incarceration in Machaerus. It is not clear what the Pharisees did to get John involved with
Herod. It is possible that they may have had him invited into the presence of Herod, and then
asked John’s opinion about divorce, as they tempted Jesus on this subject much later (Matt. 19:3;
Mark 10:2), knowing full well that he was too brave to flinch even in the presence of the
Tetrarch. At all events, none rejoiced more heartily over the fate of the Baptist than did the
Pharisees. They watched the rising tide of the power of Jesus. As John went, so must Jesus go. It
is probable that the attitude of the Pharisees was by this time well known to close observers.
Jesus promptly saw that the combination of John’s imprisonment and his own great popularity
with the people made Judea a dangerous place for Him to pursue His work, unless He was ready
for the final issue. This Jesus did not wish, for His hour of supreme crisis had not yet come.
From now on there is no doubt about Pharisaic opposition to Jesus, though as yet no formal
charges are filed against Him, save the general one of the usurpation of the Messianic
prerogative without ecclesiastical permission or Divine sanction (John 2:19). The truth is, that
already the Pharisees have weighed Jesus and found Him wanting. They had rejoiced for a
season in the light of John the Baptist (John 5:35), and even went so far as to send a formal
committee from the Sanhedrin, to investigate his claims about himself (John 1:19-26), but the
Pharisees seem never to have shown that much consideration for Jesus. John had in truth more
points of contact with the Pharisees than had Jesus, as is shown also by the fact that some of the
disciples of John joined with the Pharisees in criticism of Jesus (Mark 8:18), and by the fear that
the Pharisees had for John’s power over the people to the end (Matt. 21:26). And yet the
Pharisees in reality hated John with bitterness, and rejected His baptism (Luke 7:30) as an
indictment of all Israel, as if they were heathen and had derived no benefit from being
descendents of Abraham. The precise counts against Jesus will develop in due order. Herford
frankly admits that the Pharisees properly seized the issue between them and Jesus. ‘That the
Pharisees knew why they feared, distrusted, and finally helped to destroy Jesus is true enough.
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And Jesus expressed, in the plainest terms, the ground on which He denounced the Pharisees.
But whether on either side the real significance of the struggle was clearly seen, is to my mind
doubtful. Jesus may have seen it. | do not think the Pharisees did, or ever have done, from that
day to this.’ It is certain that Jesus saw at once the issue and how to meet it. The Pharisees also at
once saw that they must suppress Jesus or perish, though it was probably vague to them why it
was so. As Herford says, the Pharisees are still in the dark on that subject. ‘To the Pharisees He
appeared as a sort of unregistered practitioner.’® It was ‘inevitable that they should regard Him as
a dangerous heretic.” ‘Jesus was condemned and executed on a more or less political charge, for
which the question of Messiahship provided a useful basis; but was really rejected, so far at all
events as the Pharisees were concerned, because He undermined the authority of the Torah, and
endangered the religion founded upon it.” Thus Herford? sums up the Pharisaic instinct toward
Jesus: ‘Torah and Jesus could not remain in harmony. The two were fundamentally
incompatible.” The Pharisees felt as if a burglar had invaded their house and was about to set it
on fire. So Jesus withdrew from Judea to Galilee. Will the Pharisees leave Him alone in Galilee?

(2) Downright Blasphemy (Luke 5:17-26; John 5:18; 10:22-42; Matt. 26:65; Mark 14:64)

Soon Pharisaic inspectors appear in Galilee also. The independence of Jesus quickly set
tongues to wagging in Capernaum. ‘What is this? a new teaching!’ (Mark 1:27). The rabbis had
never talked in that fashion free from rabbinical rules and fresh with the dew of heaven. The
Pharisees had followed the people when all Judea and Jerusalem went out to hear John the
Baptist. So now the ‘Pharisees and doctors of the law’ came to Capernaum out of every village
of Galilee and Judea and Jerusalem’ (please note Jerusalem) and ‘were sitting by’ to see for
themselves what would happen. They had not long to wait, for ‘the power of the Lord was with
him to heal.’ In this instance Jesus forgave the man’s sins before He healed the poor paralytic.
The scribes and the Pharisees began to reason in their hearts, and at once found fault with the
assumption of a Divine prerogative on the part of Jesus, the power and authority (¢€ovoia) to
forgive sins. Their mood is hostile and Jesus feels it, and finally within themselves some say:
‘This man blasphemeth’ (Matt. 9:3). Here is a clash of spirit with spirit. This is the real conflict
between Jesus and the Pharisees. Jesus is the incarnation of the spirit of love, pity, sympathy,
help. The Pharisees stand for the regulated order of things as they are, the form and constituted
authority even at the expense of life and love. The Pharisees strike at Jesus by blind instinct, and
accuse Him of blasphemy, because He exercises the functions of God in forgiving sin and
restoring spiritual life and health to the man. The Pharisees did not agree among themselves as to
how the atonement for sin was made and remission secured, but the method usually included
sacrifice and ritual purification whether repentance was present or not (Oesterley, Religion and
Worship of the Synagogue, pp. 263—7, 279). At any rate, forgiveness was not a matter to be so
lightly handled as Jesus seemed to do. ‘Rabbinism stood confessedly silent and groundless, as
regarded the forgiveness of sins’ (Edersheim, Life and Times of Jesus the Messiah, vol. i. p. 508).
Jesus defies the Pharisees, and accepts their challenge, and makes a virtual claim to deity: ‘But
that ye may know that the Son of man hath power on earth to forgive sins, | say unto thee, Arise,
take up thy bed, and go into thy house.” The intolerable part of it all was that the man
‘straightway took up the bed, and went forth before them all’ (Mark 2:12). Now the Pharisees
had a definite charge to make against Jesus, and one of which they were themselves witnesses.
He was a blasphemer. To be sure, He had embarrassed them greatly by healing the paralytic as
proof of His right to forgive sins. But the miracle was another question. That problem must be
attacked, but one thing at a time. The enthusiasm of the public on this occasion made it necessary
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for the Pharisees to observe the decencies for the present. They could bide their time and would
not forget this incident and this item of proof against the new enemy of the Pharisaic order.
Against the interpretation of M‘Neile (Matt. 9:6) that Jesus merely speaks of Himself as man,
and that any man has the right to forgive sins, is to be placed the fact that the Pharisees did not
claim the right to forgive sins, but called it a divine function. Jesus accepts their presentation and
applies it to Himself as the Son of Man, not as any man. But the point to keep in mind is that the
Pharisees are now in Galilee in great numbers. Apparently those from Jerusalem have come in a
more or less representative capacity as a result of reports that came to headquarters in Jerusalem
concerning the tremendous effect of the work of Jesus in Galilee. The Pharisees see clearly that
the withdrawal of Jesus to Galilee has simply changed the scene of His activity and is not the
end.

This charge of blasphemy sprang out of the claim of Jesus to work on the Sabbath, as God
does, and from the claim that God is His Father in a sense not true of other men. He made this
claim in justification of His healing the impotent man on the Sabbath day in Jerusalem. The
Pharisees ‘sought the more to kill him, because he not only brake the Sabbath, but also called
God his own Father, making himself equal with God’ (John 5:18). Jesus thus maintained that He
was the Son of God, and proceeded to defend this supreme claim in a powerful apologetic (John
5:19-47). But this charge of blasphemy was repeated. At the feast of dedication about three
months before His death, the Jews in the temple flung it at Him in these words: ‘For a good work
we stone thee not, but for blasphemy; and because that thou, being a man, makest thyself God’
(John 10:33). The Roman emperors were posing as gods and receiving worship. The Pharisees
mean to say that Jesus also is assuming the prerogatives of God, and is thus guilty of blasphemy.
The reply of Jesus is not a disclaimer of His deity, but a retort in kind (argumentum ad
hominem), to show that in the Old Testament itself (Psalm 82:6) the term ‘god’ was applied to
those who exercised the functions of God at His command. Thus He cut the ground from under
them for the time being. But Jesus knew clearly that His enemies would repeat the charge, and so
left Jerusalem for Perea.

The Messianic demonstration (triumphal entry) enraged the Pharisees intensely. They saw in
this popular approval the frustration of all their plans for His death. Some in despair went to
abusing each other for their common failure (John 12:19). Others sought to make Jesus ashamed
of the conduct of the multitude of Christ’s disciples, in publicly hailing Him as the Son of David
(Messiah), with the implication that He would disavow their enthusiasm (Luke 19:39). But
Jesus’ hour had now come for His public claim to Messiahship. If need be, the very stones would
now cry out in His behalf. Still others (chief priests and scribes) in the temple itself were
indignant that Jesus allowed the boys (naidec) to desecrate the sacred precincts of the temple
(their temple) by crying ‘Hosannah to the Son of David.” Even the boys had been led astray by
the bad example of the Galilean mob, and were misbehaving in the temple itself (Matt. 21:15 f.)
M-*Neile (Matt. in loco) considers it ‘extremely improbable’ that boys would be allowed to shout
in the temple. But boys do things before they are allowed. Plummer (Matt. in loco) rightly notes
the horror of the hierarchy at this profanation by the boys, echoing the shouts of the multitude, in
contrast with the complacent acquiescence in the profitable traffic in the same courts.

The penalty for blasphemy was death by stoning. The victim was then to be hung on a gibbet
and taken down before night (Lev. 24:16; 1 Kings 21:10, 13). It was on the charge of blasphemy
that the vote of condemnation was taken in the Sanhedrin. Jesus, after the Sanhedrin had failed to
prove any charge against him, confessed on oath, in reply to a direct question from Caiaphas,
that He was the Messiah the Son of God (Matt. 26:63 f.; Mark 14:61 f.). It was not blasphemy to
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be the Messiah, if it was true. Not all the Pharisees ascribed divine prerogatives to the Messiah.
But Jesus evidently claimed that position for Himself by the term ‘the Son of God.” The high
priest was expected (Plummer on Matt. in loco) to rend His clothes when a gross offence against
God took place in His presence (Lev. 21:10). It is remarkable that at the trial of Jesus the
Sanhedrin make such a pitiful showing after making so many charges against Him during His
ministry. The only one that will stand before their own court is this one of blasphemy, which is
supplied by Jesus Himself, and is only valid on the assumption that He is not the Messiah, the
Son of God. The high priest exulted in the fact that there was fortunately no further need of
witnesses: ‘For we ourselves have heard from his own mouth’ (Luke 22:71). Jesus had said that
the Sanhedrin would see Him sitting at the right hand of power (Matt. 26:64). It was not
blasphemy in the sense of saying something against God (M‘Neile), but only in the Divine
claims made for Himself. When finally Pilate surrendered to the Sanhedrin after his repeated
protestations of the innocence of Jesus so far as Roman law was concerned, and made his
petulant exposure of his own incapacity, saying: ‘Take him yourselves, and crucify him, for I
find no crime in him’ (John 19:6), the Sanhedrin quickly retorted: “We have a law, and for that
law he ought to die, because he made himself the Son of God.” They had not told Pilate of their
previous condemnation on the charge of blasphemy, and this statement of Jesus’ claim made him
more afraid than ever. Whatever support Jesus may have had in the Sanhedrin up to this point
vanished when He made His great confession (M‘Neile on Matt.) There was no proposal to test
the claim of Jesus to be divine (Swete on Mark). That was assumed as false. It is probable that
Joseph of Arimathea and Nicodemus were not summoned to the meeting. As Jesus hung on the
cross the Pharisees mocked Him for saying ‘I am the Son of God’ (Matt. 27:43).

(3) Intolerable Association with Publicans and Sinners (Matt. 9:10 ff.; Mark 2:15 ff.; Luke 5:29
ff.; 7:29; 15:1-32)

In order to understand the feeling of the Pharisees toward Jesus for His free mingling with
publicans and sinners, one has only to recall their assumption of extraordinary sanctity and
professions of ceremonial purity, as set forth in the preceding chapter. As shown by their own
writings (the Psalms of Solomon, the Talmud, etc.), the Pharisees had a perfect horror of
contamination from association with the masses of the people, the untutored ‘am-ha- ‘arets, and
regarded the rest of the people as sinners in comparison with themselves (the righteous). Jesus
not merely associated with the masses in utter violation of the Pharisaic teaching as to separation
and ceremonial cleanness, but He went among the diseased and the immoral in His efforts to heal
body and soul. Their scorn was expressed in the phrase ‘publicans and sinners,’ as the familiar
companions of Jesus, with the implication that He was no better than His associates. This high
plea for Pharisaic puritanism did not always imply moral cleanness, but did demand religious
purity, a very different matter. The Pharisees really reflected the attitude of the Jewish people in
their insistence on fidelity to the Torah. Their aim was to make ‘the whole people a people of the
law’ and the law as interpreted by the Pharisees. Schuerer adds: ‘The common man was to know
what the law commanded, and not only to know, but to do it.” Hence the Pharisaic contempt for
‘this multitude which knoweth not the law’ (John 7:49). Hence their rage at Jesus for His
defiance of their scruples and practices, which involved their whole creed and conduct. The
Talmud does speak a deal about repentance, but as ‘only another form of work-righteousness,’
and ‘Rabbinism had no welcome to the sinner’ till he had cleansed himself ceremonially before
God and man. Indeed, ‘the last word of Rabbinism is only a kind of Pessimism’ (Edersheim, Life
and Times, vol. i. p. 513), and the best he could expect was to die before he sinned again (Ab.
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Zar. 17a). When therefore the Pharisees saw Jesus surrounded by ‘publicans and sinners’ at the
feast given in His honour by Levi (Matt.), the converted publican, they were very indignant.
M-*Neile thinks that Jesus was the host, rather than Levi, and Himself invited the publicans and
sinners, since Levi would hardly have invited such a motley crew to meet Jesus. But Levi
probably knew the reputation of Jesus on this very point already, and certainly He had asked
Levi to follow Him. The term ‘sinner’ (apoptorog) had a wide application as an expression of
Jewish scorn, not only to the openly immoral (Luke 7:37), but to Gentiles as a class (Gal. 2:15),
to heretics (John 9:16, 31), to publicans (customhouse officers) as a class (Luke 19:7), and even
to Jesus himself (John 9:24). In the Psalms of the Pharisees, the term includes Sadducees as well
as all non-Pharisees. Hellenising Jews are so called in 1 Macc. 2:44, 48. According to eastern
custom it was possible for the Pharisees to enter the house during a reception (meal) without an
invitation. The banqueting hall stood open, and they could easily slip in if they cared not for the
ceremonial pollution. Curiosity to get proof against Jesus may have overcome their scruples in
that case. Even Pharisaic Christians were opposed to eating with Gentiles (Acts 11:3), and these
Pharisees may have been unwilling to enter the house of a publican like Levi. In that case they
either stood on the outside and made remarks to the disciples as they came out or spoke to them
later about it. The Pharisees had learnt some caution by this time, and addressed their criticism to
the disciples, not to Jesus. But Jesus took it up and answered it, for He was the real point of
attack, and the disciples had simply followed His lead in the matter. They had accused Jesus of
departing from the moral standard of the Old Testament (Psalm 1). It was a keen criticism and
one not easy to answer. Every minister of the Gospel to-day has to face precisely this peril, if he
goes among the outcast classes and does not exercise proper prudence in the way in which he
carries on his task. The reply of Jesus was quite unexpected and disconcerting, but absolutely
crushing. He, for the sake of argument, took the Pharisees at the face value of their claim to be
‘righteous,’ and asserted His mission, as the physician of souls, to the sinful, and therefore
precisely to the publicans and sinners. The Pharisees had criticised Him therefore for doing His
real work. At once it is clear that Jesus and the Pharisees stand at opposite poles of thought in
their attitude towards men and the work of rescue. They were aloof in spirit, and built a hedge
around themselves to keep off infection. Jesus plunged into the midst of disease and sin to root
both out. He admits the danger and glories in it. Not yet have all Christians come to feel as Jesus
did on this subject. Jesus appealed to Hosea 6:6 (‘I desire mercy, and not sacrifice’) in proof of
the failure of the Pharisees to understand the very Scriptures which they had accused Him of
violating. But Jesus came to glory in the taunt flung at Him by the Pharisees (Luke 7:34) as ‘the
friend of publicans and sinners,’ though they probably gave a sinister meaning to ‘friend’
(pirog), as boon-companion and sharer in their vices.

It was inevitable that this charge should be repeated, since Jesus would not change His
conduct in so fundamental a matter, and the Pharisees would not alter their attitude, could not, in
fact, without a violent intellectual revolution. The next time this accusation is made against Jesus
by a Pharisee, it is in a Pharisee’s house, probably in Galilee. Jesus was there at the invitation of
this Pharisee, but the host could not brook the conduct of his guest, whom he probably thought
he had highly honoured by his courtesy. He may indeed have prided himself on this show of
independence (Plummer on Luke 7:36) of the Pharisaic leaders, who were now so hostile to
Jesus. The sinful woman had followed oriental custom in entering the Pharisee’s house
uninvited. The Pharisee showed no surprise or displeasure at her presence, but only astonishment
that Jesus allowed her to wet His feet with her tears, and to wipe them with her hair. The
Pharisee Simon knew her general reputation as a sinner, but did not know of her penitence. Here
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again the Pharisee, with his insistence on outward form, in his heart assails Jesus, who cares
more for the inward change of heart as seen in the woman’s great love. Jesus dared to violate the
conventional proprieties, and to incur the secret ridicule of His host.

Jesus had taken His stand as the friend of the publicans and sinners, and gradually overcame
the timidity of those classes that had been shrinking from the rabbis, who held themselves aloof
as from a pestilence. Luke (15:1) pointedly says: ‘Now all the publicans and sinners were
drawing near unto him for to hear him.” It was now a custom (Rqoav &yyilovteg) on the part of all
of both classes when Jesus was around. They were no longer afraid of Him as they were of the
other rabbis. Here is a lesson for the modern preacher, to learn how to win the sinful to Jesus
without any sacrifice of purity of life and not to drive them away by affectation of much
righteousness. Real goodness does rebuke sin, but it is attractive to the sinner. Luke does not
locate the incident that called forth the wonderful parables in chap. 15 of his Gospel. It was
probably in Perea, but, wherever it was, the Pharisees resented the conduct of Jesus in allowing
these despised classes to crowd close around Him, with the result that the Pharisees, in self-
defence and for decency’s sake, stood off at a distance and gave the publicans and sinners the
right of way. The Pharisees had no gospel to the lost. ‘They had nothing to say to sinners. They
called upon them to “do penitence” and then Divine Mercy, or rather Justice, would have its
reward for the penitent.” There is no indication that on this occasion Jesus was eating with
publicans and sinners, but He had done so at Levi’s reception (Matt. 9:10 f.). They make a
double charge here: ‘This man receiveth sinners and eateth with them’ (obtog Gpaptmiodg
TpocdéyeTal Kai cuvesbiel avtoig). Jesus not only allowed them access, but He actually
welcomed them. He not only saluted them and talked with them in public as respectable people,
but He even ate with them on terms of social equality. The thing was intolerable in the eyes of
the Pharisees, who ‘murmured ‘a great deal, and kept up a buzz of discontent (ieydyyvlov). The
scribes joined with the Pharisees in this protest. It was against both precept and practice and
could not be overlooked. They made thus a formal and public challenge of the position of Jesus
and His conduct, no longer to the disciples or in the secret thoughts. Jesus did not deny the
charge. He admitted it, justified it, and even extended it. He was engaged in the precise business
of seeking and saving the lost. If the publicans and sinners did not come to Jesus, He would go
after them. The cry of the one lost lamb in the hills would give the shepherd no peace, even
though the ninety and nine were safe within the fold. Here again the reply of Jesus completely
turns the tables on His enemies, who only grew angrier than ever. Finally ‘they scoffed at him’
(E&epoxmpilov avtdv, turned the nose up at Him) after Jesus told the parable of the unjust
steward.

(4) Irreligious Neglect of Fasting (Matt. 9:14-17; Mark 2:18-22; Luke 5:33-9)

The charge about the neglect of fasting follows the feast of Levi, and the charge about eating
with publicans and sinners. The regular public fasts of the Jews in the Old Testament are only
five, but the Pharisees made a good deal out of private fasting, like the Pharisee in Luke 18:12,
who boasted of his piety in this respect. But this private Pharisaic fasting was done in public to
be seen of men (Matt. 6:16), and they even disfigured their faces to show that they were fasting.
It was said of John the Baptist that he ‘came neither eating nor drinking,” and yet the Pharisees
rejected John’s baptism, and scoffed at his asceticism (Luke 7:30, 33) as though he had a demon,
while they reviled Jesus as ‘a gluttonous man, and a wine-bibber, a friend of publicans and
sinners’ (7:34). But the ascetic habits of John led his disciples to find an affinity with the
Pharisees in the matter of fasting, especially while John was himself in prison. They perhaps
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were all the more ready to criticise Jesus if Levi’s feast came at the time of one of the fast days.
In Mark 2:18 John’s disciples and the Pharisees are said to be fasting, and both together came to
Jesus, with the query why His disciples do not fast. In Matthew and Luke the disciples of John
are the speakers. Perhaps they acted as catspaws for the Pharisees, but it is sad to see this
combination of the disciples of John with the enemies of Jesus. The question raised is treated in a
serious manner by Jesus, who uses it to illustrate the fundamental difference between the new
life of the Kingdom and the old order of rite and ceremony which was to pass away. There is a
connection between Christianity and Judaism, but it is the Judaism of the heart, Paul’s
circumcision of the heart, not of the flesh, the spiritual Israel. This new wine needs new
wineskins. This new piece cannot be patched on an old garment. The bridegroom is still with the
bride. It will be time enough to fast when He is taken away, as John, alas! has been. Fasting with
Jesus is an individual act for a real reason, not a stated function for empty show. But here again
professional Pharisaism cannot brook the independence of this revolutionary thinker who is
cutting the ground from under their feet, and making their whole system appear ridiculous in the
eyes of the people.

(5) The Devil Incarnate or in league with Beelzebub (Matt. 9:34; 12:22-37; Mark 3:19-30; Luke
11:14-36)

This bitter charge that Jesus was in league with the devil came early in the Galilean ministry,
as a result of the enthusiasm of the multitude who ‘marvelled, saying, It was never so seen in
Israel’ (Matt. 9:34). This itself was a reflection on the Pharisees, and placed the crown on the
head of Jesus as the supreme teacher who acted as well as spoke. M‘Neile (on Matt. 9:34) treats
this verse as ‘a scribal insertion due to 12:24; Luke 11:15, ‘and Plummer (on Matt. 9:34) rather
inclines to the view that we have here a doublet. If so, we only know that the Pharisees are not
recorded as giving expression to their venom on the subject quite so early. ‘By the prince of the
demons casteth he out demons. ‘There is no effort to deny the reality of the casting out. The
Pharisees are content to find the source of this kind of miracle in the devil himself. In Matt.
12:22-37 the multitudes not only ‘were amazed’ (¢€iotavto, stood out of themselves with
astonishment, like the eyes standing out of the head), but they actually dared to ask: ‘Is this the
Son of David?’ They asked it in a form (uftt 00ToG €0ty 6 VIO Aaweid;) that implied a negative
answer, but this may have been due to a desire to avoid controversy rather than to the conviction
that it was not true. The Pharisees evidently felt that the very fact of such an inquiry from the
astonished crowds showed that the claims and miracles of Jesus had produced such an effect on
the people that they were ready to hail Him as the Messiah, the Son of David. This of all things
was what the Pharisees did not wish to happen. They saw clearly by this time that the conception
of the Kingdom held by Jesus was subversive of Pharisaic theology. Jesus taught that the King-
Messiah was non-political, and offered no hope to the Jews of freedom from the Roman yoke,
but only a vague spiritual rule of God in the heart, for which the rabbis did not care, without the
political hope of place and power. The charge as stated here is: “This man doth not cast out
demons, but by Beelzebub, the prince of the demons. ‘There is probably a slur in the use of ‘this
man’ (ovtoc), and the negative form of the statement discounts it as far as they can. He is only
able to do what He does because He has the help of Beelzebub. The demons in reality receive
orders from their chief, whose agent Jesus is. This whole subject of demonology is difficult, but
there was no doubt on the part of the Pharisees as to the existence of the devil and his demons.
The recent war in Europe makes it easier for modern men to see how the devil and demons may
still have power over men. But the charge springs out of spite against Jesus, and is meant to ruin
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His power with the people by prejudicing their minds against Him in spite of His power to work
miracles. The reply of Jesus exposes their blindness, for the devil would not destroy his own
work. Satan does not cast out Satan, and is not divided against himself. This retort left the
Pharisees without an answer, and the multitude evidently saw the force of the reply of Christ. By
and by some of the Pharisees themselves will be so impressed that they will ask: ‘Can a demon
open the eyes of the blind?” (John 10:21). And yet many of the Pharisees at Jerusalem had
become so angered with Jesus, that they had in a rage said the two meanest things that they could
think of for the moment: ‘Say we not well that thou art a Samaritan, and hast a demon (John
8:48)?” That combination to the Pharisee was the acme of shame in this world and the next.
Neither epithet was true as applied to Jesus, but the use of them both relieved the feelings of the
Pharisees. Many of them repeat the accusation after the allegory of the Good Shepherd, in which
the Pharisees are described as thieves and robbers, and say: ‘He hath a demon and is mad’ (John
8:20). It was charitable to treat Jesus as insane. Some modern German critics have called Jesus a
paranoiac. The same charge of demoniacal agency is given by Luke (11:14-38), and belongs to a
later Perean ministry if Luke’s narrative is not merely a duplicate of that in Matthew and Mark. It
is not improbable that the Pharisees should repeat this charge. Indeed, we have seen that the
Talmud makes precisely the same explanation of the signs wrought by Jesus. It shows how
malignant the Pharisaic leaders have become in their resentment and anger.

(6) A Regular Sabbath Breaker (John 5; Matt. 12:1-14; Mark 2:23, 3:6; Luke 6:1-11; John 9;
Luke 13:10-21; 14:1-24)

We have only to recall the Pharisaic rules for the observance of the Sabbath to see how
sensitive the Pharisees were on this subject. Thomson (Int. Stand. Bible Encycl.) thinks that the
Pharisees at first hoped to win Jesus over to their side. They would have been only too willing to
accept Him as Messiah with all His miracles and popular favour, provided He would conform to
the Pharisaic pattern for the Messiah. This involved the acceptance of the teachings of the scribes
and the practice of the Pharisees. Thomson interprets the invitations from the Pharisees to dine as
an effort to cajole Jesus into compliance with the plans of the Pharisees, ‘which was going far
upon the part of a Pharisee toward one not a zabhér. Even when He hung on the cross, the taunt
with which they greeted Him may have had something of longing, lingering hope in it: “If He be
the King of Israel, let Him now come down from the cross, and we will believe on Him” (Matt.
27:42).” Some of the Pharisees who demanded signs may have secretly hoped that He would do
the spectacular signs which the rabbis had outlined as proof of the Messiah, so that the Pharisees
could with better grace hail Him as the Messiah of Pharisaism. But this critical attitude that
lingered with some Pharisees was not shared by the leaders, who quickly, as we have seen,
became distinctly adverse. The conduct of Jesus on the Sabbath day and His justification of His
conduct exasperated the Pharisees exceedingly. The matters of detail were so obvious and so
public that there was no escape from a clash if the Pharisees held their ground on this subject.
They had to criticise Jesus or stultify themselves in the eyes of the masses. The first instance of
healing on the Sabbath created astonishment, but called forth no protest from the Pharisees so far
as the records show (Mark 1:21-8; Luke 4:31-7). But this was in Galilee, and the Pharisaic
campaign against Jesus had not yet begun in that region. But when Jesus healed the man at the
Pool of Bethesda in Jerusalem on the Sabbath, a storm of protest arose when the poor fellow told
the Jews that Jesus had made him whole, and had bidden him to carry his bed (pallet, kpaBattov,
bed of the poor) on the Sabbath. ‘For this cause did the Jews persecute Jesus, because He did
these things on the Sabbath’ (John 5:16). This was the first occasion when the Jews began to
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persecute (£dimkov, inchoative imperfect) Jesus, but He already had the habit of doing (éroiet)
these and like things on the Sabbath. Hence the violence of the explosion of Pharisaic wrath on
this occasion. Besides, it was in Jerusalem, near the temple and possibly at a passover. The
enmity of the Pharisees was already ‘settled’ (Westcott in loco). The defence of Jesus made it
worse, for it was a virtual claim of equality with God and the Son of God in a sense not true of
others. He deserved, they held, to be stoned as a common Sabbath-breaker, and all the more so
since He made such blasphemous claims about His peculiar right to violate the Pharisaic
Sabbatic laws (John 5:17 f.). It is a bit curious to note that the rabbis had been puzzled over the
fact that Jesus here cites the continuous activity of God on the Sabbath in spite of the Pharisaic
rules on the subject. “Why does not God keep the Sabbath? May not a man wander through his
own house on the Sabbath? The house of God is the whole realm above and the whole realm
below.” The pious Israelites told of a Sabbatic River that flowed six days and rested on the
seventh.? Josephus makes this river flow only on the Sabbath day. The rabbis even taught that the
damned in Gehenna had rest from torture on the Sabbath day.* They drew up a catalogue of
thirty-nine principal works with many subdivisions under each, for which the penalty for
violation was stoning. The Pharisaic wrath toward Jesus on this score was like a pent-up Utica,
and blazed forth like a volcano of fury.

It is not perfectly clear how to relate the two next incidents in the Synoptic Gospels with that
in John 5, though they probably follow immediately. If so, it is quite possible that some of the
Jerusalem Pharisees followed Jesus back to Galilee in blind rage to see if they cannot find further
proof against Him. Either this is true or the Pharisees in Galilee burst into spontaneous
indignation against Jesus, perhaps after hearing of the incident in Jerusalem (John 5) The
occasion of the complaint about plucking and eating heads of wheat on the Sabbath seems to us
too trivial for reality, but the Talmud again reinforces the Gospels on this score, as we have
already seen. The Pharisees regarded it as a most serious matter. The plucking of the heads of
grain was reaping and rubbing the grain out was threshing, two kinds of labour on the Sabbath,
of which the disciples had been guilty in the presence of Jesus and of the Pharisees. On this
occasion Jesus took pains to make a prolonged argument on the subject in defence of the
disciples and of Himself. He appealed to the example of David in eating the shew-bread (a case
of necessity). He cited the conduct of the priests who work in the temple on the Sabbath, a
conflict of duties where the higher prevails. He even claimed to be greater than the temple. He
showed how Hosea interpreted God as preferring mercy to formal ritualistic sacrifice, a plea for
works of mercy. He asserted His lordship as the Son of man over the Sabbath, with the right to
make His own rules for its observance as opposed to those of the Pharisees. Jesus maintained
that the Sabbath was made for the blessing of man, not for his bondage. Hence the day must be
interpreted and observed in view of man’s spiritual and physical welfare. This view of Jesus is
one of the commonplaces of modern life. Indeed, to many who are used to the absolute license of
modern continental Europe, reproduced, alas! in America, the views of Jesus seem needlessly
strict, and even narrow, for they wish no restrictions of any kind, but a day of pleasure and
revelry without any regard to man’s moral and spiritual well-being.

On another Sabbath, possibly the next (these three Sabbaths may even come in succession),
Jesus is in a synagogue in Galilee, and this time ‘the scribes and Pharisees watched
(mrapetnpovvro, descriptive imperfect, with an air of expectancy) him, whether he would heal on
the Sabbath: that they might find how to accuse him’ (Luke 6:7). There we have the whole story
in a nutshell. The Pharisees have now come to look for these Sabbath healings, a number of
which Luke records (being a physician). ‘Spies,” Plummer (on Luke 6:7) calls them, who are
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here ready for any emergency and anxious to make a case against Jesus that will stand. Perhaps
they looked sideways (mapd) out of the corner of their eyes. Matthew (12:10) adds that they
finally asked: ‘Is it lawful to heal on the Sabbath day?’ Thus they made a formal challenge
before Jesus healed the man with the withered hand. Jesus accepted the challenge, made the man
stand forth before them all, demanded whether it was ‘lawful’ (their very word) to do good or
harm on the Sabbath, to save life or to kill it (they were at that moment full of murderous
thoughts towards Jesus), ‘looked round on them with anger’ (Mark 3:5) in righteous indignation
at their perversity, and then made the man stretch forth his hand healed and whole right before
the Pharisees. It was an intolerable affront to their dignity as well as one more violation of their
rules. They stalked out of the synagogue in a towering rage (‘filled with madness,” Luke 6:11),
and straightway conferred with the Herodians, whom they despised, in sheer desperation to find
some way to destroy Jesus.

The next scene of this nature is pitched in Jerusalem again (John 9), and is a rich and racy
narrative of pith and humour. The Pharisees are unable to untie their own theological knot, quite
of a piece with those so finely twisted in the Talmud. If Jesus were of God, He would not have
healed the blind man on the Sabbath. And yet the man was healed on the Sabbath. Finally, they
are willing to agree that he was healed on the Sabbath, provided the blind man will agree that the
glory belongs to God, and that Jesus is a sinner for doing what adds glory to God and makes
Jesus a sinner. The blind man has merry sport over the dilemma of the Pharisees, who in a rage
turn on him: ‘Thou wast altogether born in sins, and dost thou teach us? And they cast him out.’

In Judea (probably) Luke (13:10-21) describes the pathetic case of the hunch-backed old
woman, whom Jesus made a point of healing on the Sabbath in a synagogue. The ruler of the
synagogue flew into a passion over this desecration of his synagogue, by such unholy deeds as
healing the old woman instead of observing the Pharisaic ritual of worship. It was as undecorous
as a soul’s conversion would be in some churches under some sermons. The rebuke of the ruler
by Jesus is withering in its irony and sarcasm.

Probably in Perea Jesus was invited by a Pharisee to dine (breakfast) and the Pharisees ‘were
watching him’ (fjoov mapatmpovpuevor, Luke 14:1), according to custom, even though His host
was a Pharisee. But Jesus took the initiative, challenged them for an attack, healed a man of the
dropsy, and told them stories in illustration of the attitude of the host and the guests. Jesus was
complete master of the occasion. But all these Sabbath controversies rankled in the hearts of the
Pharisees.

(7) Utterly Inadequate Signs (Matt. 12:38-45; 16:1; Mark 8:11; Luke 11:16-32)

Men to-day are troubled by the wealth of miracles attributed to Jesus, not by the paucity of
them. Our scientific scruples call for a minimum of the supernatural. But the Pharisees were not
content with the splendour of the signs wrought by Jesus. Jesus represents Abraham as saying to
Lazarus in the parable: ‘If they hear not Moses and the prophets, neither will they be persuaded,
though one rise from the dead’ (Luke 16:31). The miracles of Jesus did induce belief in the
claims of Jesus, and some of the multitude asked: ‘When the Christ shall come, will he do more
signs than this man hath done?’ (John 7:31). But the Pharisees, when they heard the multitude
murmuring these things concerning Jesus, sent officers to take Him. The raising of Lazarus from
the dead persuaded many to believe in Jesus, but the scribes and Pharisees simply determined to
put both Jesus and Lazarus to death (John 11:45-53; 12:9-11). The Pharisees had preconceived
ideas as to how the Messiah was to come with supernatural manifestations from heaven. Satan,
as already noted, seems to appeal to this popular Pharisaic theology when he proposed that Jesus
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be seen falling from the pinnacle of the temple as if dropping out of heaven (Matt. 4:6; Luke 4:9
f.). We see the Pharisees repeatedly coming to Jesus, and demanding a sign in spite of the
multitude wrought by Him. ‘Master, we would see a sign from thee’ (Matt. 12:38), as if He were
a miracle monger. They were too particular in their tastes for signs, and Jesus would give them
only the sign of Jonah, His resurrection from the dead. Even after the feeding of the five
thousand the Galilean crowd the next day in the synagogue say: ‘What then doest thou for a sign,
that we may see, and believe thee? What workest thou?’ (John 6:30). They even suggested
something on the scale of the manna in the days of Moses. They had punctilious ideas even about
miracles, and were hard to please, these miracle tasters. Finally the Pharisees demand ‘a sign
from heaven’ (Matt. 16:1; Mark 8:11), ‘tempting him.” On this occasion the religious authorities
(Pharisees, Sadducees, Herodians) combined against Jesus, as they had done against John the
Baptist. But they do it under the guise of a friendly inquiry. They make the point (Plummer on
Matt.) that the miracles of Jesus were on earth. Assuming that He is the Messiah, He must,
according to Pharisaic theology, adduce signs in the heavens and from the heavens, if He wishes
to satisfy popular expectation and be hailed as Messiah with proper credentials. It is no wonder
that Mark (8:12) adds that ‘he sighed deeply in his spirit.” This obstinate stupidity caused a sigh
to come up (avaoteva&ac) from the very depths of His soul. But they were familiar with the Bath
Qol (Swete), and even the ministry of Elijah had heavenly attestation (1 Kings 18:38; 2 Kings
1:10 ff.). It is not certain whether the similar request for a sign in Luke 11:16-32 is different
from the incident in Matthew and Mark or not. It is not intrinsically improbable that in Perea, as
in Galilee, the Pharisees should press this point against Jesus. Indeed, Jesus Himself said that at
His second coming for judgment, the eschatological aspect of His reign, they would see ‘the sign
of the Son of Man in heaven: and then shall all the tribes of the earth mourn, and they shall see
the Son of Man coming on the clouds of heaven with power and great glory’ (Matt. 24:30). But
that ‘sign’ is not to be had as proof of His Messianic mission. When the Pharisees and Sadducees
have Jesus on trial before the Sanhedrin, He boldly defied Caiaphas and all the rest and said:
‘Henceforth ye shall see the Son of Man sitting at the right hand of power, and coming on the
clouds of heaven’ (Matt. 26:64; Mark 14:62). Then Jesus will be the Judge of the Sanhedrin who
are now judging Him. Then they shall have the sign from heaven which they so eagerly
clamoured for while on earth.

(8) Insolent Defiance of Tradition (Matt. 15:1-30; Mark 7:1-23; Luke 11:37-54)

Perhaps in no single incident do we see the contrast between the Pharisees and Jesus to better
advantage than in the first conflict over the necessity of washing the hands before meals.
M-*Neile (Matt. in loco) thinks that the attack was made in Judea ‘where the points at issue
between the Rabbinic schools would be more likely to be brought up for discussion than in the
north.” But Swete (Mart in loco) rightly observes that the Pharisees from Jerusalem have already
(Mark 3:22) been seen in Galilee, watching the teaching of Jesus. Swete also suggests that the
opportunity for the disciples to eat bread with ‘defiled’ or common and unclean hands arose
during the passage through the plain of Gennesaret after returning from the feeding of the five
thousand the afternoon before (Mark 6:45-56). The disciples had had a stormy night, and were
hungry, and may have eaten of the twelve baskets full which they had preserved (Mark 6:43).
The Pharisees would be quick to notice this lapse from ceremonial purity and challenge Jesus
with ‘their old policy of insidious questioning’ (Swete). Other instances of attack by questions
are worth noting. This method was pursued by the Pharisees in regard to the failure of the
disciples to fast (Mark 2:18). So also by question they challenge His conduct and that of the
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disciples in the matter of Sabbath observance (Mark 2:24; Matt. 12:10). It was thus that the
Pharisees attacked Jesus with the problem of divorce, ‘tempting him and saying, ‘Is it lawful for
a man to put away his wife for every cause?’ (Matt. 19:3, cf. Mark. 10:2). On this subject also
the schools of Hillel and Shammai took opposite views. The hope here was to inveigle Jesus into
a position that would injure His popularity, not to obtain a charge against Him. In the series of
queries on the last Tuesday of Christ’s ministry a similar course is pursued. First the Sanhedrin
(probably representatives) ask for His authority for His conduct in the temple. Then the Pharisees
send some of their brightest disciples to ‘catch him in his talk’ (Mark 12:13), and these raise the
dilemma about tribute to Casar, hoping to entrap Him in treason to Caesar, or to make Him
unpopular with the people. The Sadducees next ask about the resurrection, with one of their
stock conundrums on the subject which had discomfited the Pharisees. Then a lawyer in a formal
way inquires about the great commandment of the law. This was a favourite method with the
rabbis in their academic discussions, as we see abundantly illustrated in the Talmud. But it was
more than academic as used by the Pharisees with Jesus, though M‘Neile (Matt. 15:12) holds
that Jesus is treated as ‘the leader of a Rabbinic “School,” who might have a right to his opinion
on a detail of “tradition.” > Probably so as to the form in which the query is raised, but not in the
spirit that prompts the ‘tempting’ so often mentioned. Buchler holds that the Pharisees who
attack Jesus about His disciples eating with unwashed hands must have been priests who had
recently joined the ranks of the Pharisees, because of the strict views advanced about these rules
of purification, designed to safeguard levitical purity, since the rabbis expounded these laws, but
did not observe them. But these rules for those not priests probably arose from a practice already
going on.? It is probable (M‘Neile) that we are not to press Mark’s words (7:3) too far: ‘For the
Pharisees, and all the Jews, except they wash their hands diligently, eat not, holding the
traditions of the elders.” Certainly the ‘Jews’ who ‘all’ cherish ‘the tradition of the Elders are not
the masses, but the strict and orthodox minority who supported the Scribes’ (Swete). The mass of
the common people probably did not know these details, and yet religious purification was found
in religious households (Westcott on John 2:6). Jesus may have been used to it in His own home
as Peter had been (Acts 10:14). Jesus does not here resist the custom, but the effort to make it
essential (Hort, Judaistic Christianity, pp. 29 f.). The Pharisees probably endeavoured to force
their notions of cleanness upon all who would accept them, and had contempt for the common
herd who knew not the law and did not care about these pious punctilios. Twelve treatises in the
Mishna are devoted to the complicated amplifications of the rules for ceremonial purity which
tradition had added to the law. We have seen already that the rabbis placed tradition (oral law)
above the written law, and claimed Divine origin for it. Rabbi Aqibah used to say: ‘Tradition is a
fence to Torah.’ In this instance it is Halachah, not Haggadah, and Mark rightly presents the

question of the Pharisees: “Why walk not (o0 nepitatovou like ﬂ;)]?ﬂ) thy disciples according to
the tradition of the elders?’ It is not a light matter of opinion, but a serious point of conduct that
is raised. Montefiore thinks that the practice of washing hands ‘was only instituted by Hillel and
Shammai,” and hence (quoted by M‘Neile) argues that there could have been no ‘tradition” on
the subject. But the custom probably antedated the teaching. One instance of the dispute between
the schools of Hillel and Shammai on the subject occurs in the Mishna: ‘If any one places vessels
under the pipes (which ran into the plunging bath), they make the bath unsuitable (because it
then counts as drawn water). According to the school of Shammai, it is all the same, whether
they have been placed there or forgotten; according to the school of Hillel, they do not make it
unfit, if they were only forgotten.” The disputes on these rules of ceremonial cleansing added by
the elders were only on petty details of a pettifogging nature. But Jesus was not to be caught in
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this net of minutize. He turned upon them with vehemence and keen irony for their whole
miserable attitude of subordinating the commandment of God to tradition: ‘Full well do ye reject
the commandment of God that ye may keep your tradition.” They would probably have admitted
the charge and even gloried in it. When the commandment (évtoAr) and tradition (mapddooic)
clashed, tradition was supreme (M‘Neile), because the written law was originally oral, and this
fact gave the oral law precedence (Plummer on Matt.). The meaning of corban we shall leave to
the next chapter, the discussion of Christ’s indictment of the Pharisees. Jesus here stung the
Pharisees with the word ‘hypocrites.’

Luke (11:37-54) records the invitation of Jesus to breakfast from a Pharisee (probably in
Judea), which was not a plot to get evidence against Him, since he seems to have been taken by
surprise that Jesus had not bathed (his hands, at any rate) before the meal (Plummer in loco). The
Pharisees had evidently expected Jesus to conform to Pharisaic custom, since He was a guest in
the Pharisee’s house, and had been with the crowds and was unclean from the Pharisee’s
standpoint. It must be kept in mind that the objection of the Pharisees was not on grounds of
hygiene. They were not familiar with the germ theory of disease. Plummer thinks that Jesus,
knowing that the Pharisees laid so much stress on the necessity of ceremonial purity in
connection with meals, purposely abstained, as a protest against these trivial rules. That is
possible, but it is also conceivable that Jesus meant to make no point of the matter at all till the
Pharisees manifested such intense amazement at Christ’s lack of scrupulosity in the matter.
Edersheim gives a picture of the etiquette at a feast as given in the Talmud.? ‘As the guests enter,
they sit down in chairs, and water is brought to them, with which they wash one hand. After this
the cup is taken, when each speaks the blessing over the wine partaken of before dinner.
Presently they all lie down at table. Water is again brought them, with which they now wash both
hands, preparatory to the meal, when the blessing is spoken over the bread, and then over the
cup, by the chief person at the feast, or else by one selected by way of distinction.” Probably at
this breakfast the ceremonies had not proceeded very far before the clash came It is interesting to
note what sticklers people are for table manners, which vary in all ages and lands, but which are
considered marks of good breeding. The Pharisees bluntly thought Jesus ill-bred, and
undoubtedly showed it in a way that brought embarrassment all round. The severe reply of Jesus
(to be discussed later) thus had sufficient occasion.

(9) An Ignorant Impostor (John 7:14-30; Matt. 27:63 f.)

This attitude toward Jesus is implied in all the charges made, but it comes out with clearness
during Christ’s visit to the feast of tabernacles six months before His death. It is reflected in the
criticism of a portion of the Galilean multitude before Jesus comes to the feast, who said in reply
to the defence of those who called Him ‘a good man’ these blunt words: ‘Nay, but He leads the
multitude astray’ (o0, AL TAavE TOV OxAov, John 7:12). In spite of all that the Pharisees had
done Jesus was still a popular idol with many in Galilee. The Pharisees ‘marvelled at this strange
success, while they did not admit His irregular claims’ (Westcott on John 7:15). The people who
followed the Pharisees rather than Jesus accepted their interpretation of His success. He was
merely a ‘self-taught enthusiast” without real culture, without credentials, without moral
convictions, without spiritual power. The secret of His apparent success lay in the gullibility of
the ignorant populace. This is the explanation of the temporary success of many a pretender
beyond a doubt. False prophets (Zech. 13:2) had already arisen in plenty. It was common enough
for false claimants for the throne to appear. Josephus tells how in the disorders during the rule of
Archelaus one man, Athronges, an ignorant man with no claim by descent or culture or power,
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‘yet because he was a tall man, and exceiled others in the strength of his hands, he was so bold as
to set up for king.” The Pharisee Gamaliel actually reminded the Sanhedrin of the fate that befell
Theudas and Judas of Galilee, in their false claims to be ‘somebody,’ as a reason for patience
with the apostles of Jesus. Let God and time deal with them (Acts 5:33-42). Jesus will warn the
disciples of ‘false Christs’ (yevddyprotor) who will come and lead astray if possible, even the
elect, by saying: ‘I am the Christ,” or ‘Lo, here is the Christ; or, Lo, there’ (Matt. 24:5, 23 f.;
Mark 13:21 f.). It is even probable that some of the leaders of the Zealot revolts had already
claimed to be Messiahs. Certainly some ‘persuaded the multitude to follow them into the
wilderness, and pretended that they would manifest wonders and signs, that should be performed
by the providence of God’ (Jos., Ant., xX viii. 6). H. M. Hughes (Exp. Times, Jan. 1916) suggests
that Barabbas was one of these Zealots who laid claims to being a political Messiah There seems
proof of Zealot activity from the N. T. itself. Cf. the Galileans slain by Pilate (Luke 13:1), the
Egyptian the assassin in Acts 21:38 The Assumption of Moses (7-30 A.D.) is decidedly anti-
Zealot. Josephus calls the Zealots ‘robbers.’ False claimants will make use of the name of Jesus.
In our own day we have seen two men claim to be the Messiah, and one woman set herself above
Jesus as the revealer of God. The masses of the Jews welcomed each hero as he appeared,? John,
Jesus, or Bar-Cochba (the son of a star). Curiously enough the great Rabbi Agiba in his old age,
during the reign of Hadrian, threw himself into the camp of the Messianic Pretender, Bar-Cochab
(Barcochba), when he appeared before the Sanhedrin. The Sanhedrin condemned Jesus as a
blasphemer for claiming to be the Messiah, and hailed with joy this wild enthusiast because he
raised the standard of revolt against Rome. Agiba said to the listening people: ‘Behold, the Star
that is come out of Jacob; the days of redemption are at hand.” Aqiba died a martyr to this
‘ignoble cause.’ If Jesus had only dared to raise the standard of revolt against Rome, the
Pharisees would have hailed Him with joy as Messiah. But they had no patience with a merely
spiritual Messiah who left the Jewish nation under the Roman yoke. The Pharisees evince a fine
literary scorn for Jesus, in spite of His skill in debate and power as a teacher. ‘How knoweth this
man letters, having never learned?’ (John 7:15). He is bound to be ignorant, since he had not
studied in either of the two great theological schools in Jerusalem (Hillel and Shammai). The
marvellous acumen and clarity of His thought counted as nothing with the Pharisees, for it did
not bear their stamp. Since He did not go to their schools, He had simply taught Himself.
Therefore His opinions had no scholarly weight. They were supported by no great rabbis of the
past. He was not worth listening to. Jesus admits the fact of His lack of Pharisaic training, but
denies the conclusion that He originated His ideas. There is a peril in all self-taught men, the
danger of conceit and over-emphasis upon their own originality, because of lack of contact with
the great minds of all ages. Jesus sees that and claims God as the source of His teaching, and
suggests how the Pharisees can put to the test this claim for His teaching. Doing the will of God
will qualify one to judge of God’s teaching (John 7:17). It is sound psychology. Those who bring
their wills in harmony with God’s will are competent to pass on the character of God’s teaching,
and so of Christ’s claims (Westcott in loco). Rabban Gamaliel (Aboth, ii. 4) is quoted in the
Talmud as saying: ‘Do His will as if it were thy will, that He may do thy will as if it were His
will.” The Pharisees made no reply to this defence of Jesus, but they reveal their attitude of scorn
when the officers sent to arrest Jesus return without Him: ‘Are ye also led astray?’ (John 7:47).
None of the rulers of the Pharisees had believed on the upstart from Galilee.

The accursed ignorant multitude did not count. They could hardly believe that the Roman
soldiers had fallen victims to the spell of the deceiver. One of the charges made against Jesus
was, that He bore witness of Himself, and hence it was not true (John 8:13). Jesus had recognised
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the need of witness outside of Himself and had offered it (John 5:31 ff.). But He contends for His
right to testify concerning Himself, and He tells the truth even if these Pharisees refuse to accept
it (John 8:14). Nevertheless He appeals to the witness of His Father, whereupon the Pharisees
imply that He is a bastard: ‘Where is thy Father?” (8:19). We have seen that in the Talmud it is
repeatedly asserted that Jesus was the son of a paramour of Mary.

Matthew (27:62—6) records the precaution of the chief priests and the Pharisees, to have the
Roman seal placed on the tomb of Jesus, and a Roman guard stationed to watch over it. They
said to Pilate: ‘Sir, we remember that that deceiver said’ (ékeivog 6 mAévog einev). They would
not call His name to Pilate, but they fear Him though dead, and would like for ‘that deceiver’ to
be His epitaph. Their contempt for Jesus was shown to the man born blind (John 9:29) by saying:
‘But as for this man, we know not whence he is,” an unknown upstart of a nobody. But with all
their pride of victory they are afraid that ‘the last error (1] éoydtn mhévn) will be worse than the
first” (Matt. 27:64). The first error (mAdvn) about the deceiver (miavog) was to accept Him as
Messiah. The second will be to believe in His resurrection. The Pharisees had more ground for
their fear than they knew. ‘That deceiver’ did rise from the dead, and ‘the last error’ has revealed
the hollow emptiness of the Pharisaism that killed Him, and has become the acme and goal of
truth for all the race with Pharisaism as the dead husk. Justin Martyr (Dial. 108) charges the Jews
with describing Christianity thus: ‘A certain godless and lawless sect (heresy) has arisen from
one Jesus, a Galilean deceiver.’

Herford (Pharisaism, p. 143) says that it was ‘inevitable that they should regard him as a
dangerous heretic.” They surely did. It is pleasing to note a more kindly temper toward Jesus by
the modern liberal Jews, like Montefiore, who gladly acclaim Jesus as one of the greatest of
Jewish prophets, and who advocate a study of the New Testament, but this new temper does not
alter the historical situation in the first century. W. J. Sparrow-Simpson (‘Liberal Judaism and
the Christian Faith,” Quarterly Review for October 1915) calls this new attitude of reformed Jews
toward Jesus ‘a revolution of the first magnitude,’ but the problem of the person of Jesus is
evaded.

(10) Plotting to Destroy the Temple (John 2:19-22; Matt. 26:61; Mark 14:58; Matt. 27:39 f,;
Mark 15:29)

When the Pharisees first challenged the authority of Jesus, He gave the sign of His
resurrection in symbolic language—°Destroy this temple, and in three days I will raise it up’
(John 2:19)—that they did not understand nor did the disciples then. It was treasured against Him
as a threat against the temple. The Jews had been very suspicious about the work of Herod the
Great on the temple, and only allowed him to change it a piece at a time. He began it about B.c.
19, and died B.C. 4, and the temple was not yet finished A.D. 27. It was a fresh ground of distrust
when these words were turned against Jesus at His trial. It was a sort of last resort, to be sure,
after other lines of attack before the Sanhedrin had failed. The Sanhedrin had brought Jesus
before the court without an indictment and with no witnesses. They were to be the judges of His
case, and yet ‘the whole council sought witness against Jesus to put Him to death’ (Mark 14:55),
‘false witness’ Matthew (26:59) adds, ‘and they found it not, though many false witnesses came’
(26:60). The Pharisees share with the Sadducees the responsibility for the legal irregularities
connected with the trial of Jesus before the Sanhedrin, in spite of modern efforts to blame the
Sadducees for the whole proceeding. Montefiore pictures Jesus going to Jerusalem ‘bearding the
Sadducean priesthood and the antagonistic high authorities in their very den.” But the Pharisees
cannot escape their leadership from the start, and that finally enlisted the Sadducees against the
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common enemy of corrupt Judaism. This is not the place for detailed discussion of the illegalities
in the trial of Jesus. They have received ample treatment at the hands of skilled lawyers.? It is
pitiful special pleading when Rabbi Drucker endeavours to show that conspiracy of the high
priest turned Jesus over to Pilate against the wishes of the Pharisees and the Jewish people who
hailed Him as a hero. He argues that the illegalities shown in the Gospels prove that the trial
before the Sanhedrin did not take place. He professes to show this ‘from Jewish sources,’ but it is
all a priori and unconvincing. The false witnesses, probably suborned as in the charges against
Stephen (Acts 6:11), failed to agree and misrepresented what Jesus had said: ‘I am able to
destroy the temple of God, and to build it in three days.” The case fell through as it stood, but this
charge was hurled in the teeth of Jesus by the wagging crowds who passed along the highway as
Jesus hung on the cross: ‘Ha! thou that destroyest the temple, and buildest it in three days, save
thyself and come down from the cross’ (Mark 15:30). It is hard to stop a slander, once it is
started. Hired false witnesses will one day testify against Stephen: ‘For we have heard him say
that this Jesus of Nazareth shall destroy this place, and shall change the customs which Moses
delivered unto us’ (Acts 6:14). Herford (Pharisaism, p. 127) says ‘That the Pharisees knew why
they distrusted, feared, and finally helped to destroy Jesus is plain enough.” The reasons that they
gave seem to us wholly inadequate, but at bottom they felt that they had to destroy Jesus or be
destroyed by Him. It was a sort of primal instinct which they could not clearly analyse. It comes
out in the meeting of the chief priests and the Pharisees after the raising of Lazarus: ‘If we let
him thus alone, all men will believe on him: and the Romans will come and take away both our
place and our nation’ (John 11:48). This is a remarkable confession for candour in putting ‘place’
before ‘nation,” pocket before patriotism. Westcott (in loco) puts it mildly thus: ‘They look at the
hypothetical catastrophe from its personal side as affecting themselves.’ It is pertinent to add that
they did kill Jesus, and all the same as a punishment therefor, as Jesus later predicted (Matt.
21:43), the Romans in A.D. 70 came and took away both their place and their nation. The temple
whose fate Jesus foresaw, because Jerusalem had rejected Him, was destroyed, but not at the
hands of Jesus. The customs of Moses and the traditions of the elders were preserved by the
Pharisees, who came to dominate the life of Judaism. But in the struggle between Christianity
and Rabbinism in the thought and life of the world Rabbinism has been hopelessly outdistanced
by the power of the very Jesus whom they rejected, and thought that they had destroyed.®

3 Robertson, A. T. (1920). The Pharisees and Jesus: The Stone lectures for 1915-16 (pp. 66—104). New
York: Charles Scribner’s Sons.
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* Four Questions Trigger Jesus

Matthew 22: 15 - 46

e SCENARIO SCENE SETUP: ENTRAPMENT!

* Three groups sought to entangle the
Lord Jesus, and each asked Him a tough
question they thought would bring Him
down. But His answers left each of them
speechless and astonished. Then Christ
turns the table posing His own question.

* The Herodians asked a political question:
Verses 15-17

» Sadducees asked a doctrinal question:
Verses 23 - 28

* The Pharisees asked an ethical question:
Verses 34 - 36

* Then Jesus asked a personal question
that then put them on the hot seat:

Verses 41 - 45
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Pharisees Receive Greater Damnation

"Woe unto you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! for ye devour
widows’ houses, and for a pretence make long prayer: therefore
ye shall receive the greater damnation.” (Matthew 23:14)

Among the eight "woes” in Matt. 23 is this awful condemnation
on religious leaders for misusing their office and misleading their
followers. What they did was pretty serious, but the emphasis in
the passage is on the “greater” result of their impact on many
lives. James certainly had this incident in mind when he said, "My
brethren, be not many masters [teachers], knowing that we shall
receive the greater condemnation” (James 3:1).

Paul’s second letter to Timothy listed a series of wicked attitudes
that would characterize religious leaders in the last days, warning
us about the prevalent conditions. They would have a “form of
godliness” but would deny “the power thereof.” Those of us who
love the Lord are told to “turn away” from them, “for of this sort
are they which creep into houses, and lead captive silly women
laden with sins, led away with divers lusts, ever learning, and
never able to come to the knowledge of the truth” (2Tim.3:5-7).

The overriding principle is this: “"For unto whomsoever much is
given, of him shall be much required” (Luke 12:48). Pharisees
and Sadducees of Jesus’ day knew the Scriptures. Therefore,
their hypocritical and destructive behavior received His harsh
judgment.

Just so, all those who use their platform of leadership to distort
truth and seek the praise of men (John 12:43)—whether in
religious environs, in positions of political authority (as were the
Pharisees & Sadducees), or merely the “"masters” of academia—
will reap “the righteous judgment of God” (Romans 2:5).

— Days of Praise
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» 428t woe unto you, Pharisees! for ye fithe mint and rue and all
manner of herbs, and pass over judgment and the love of
God: these ought ye to have done, and not to leave the other
undone.

» 4Woe unto you, Pharisees! for ye love the uppermost seats in
the synagogues, and greetings in the markets.

» 4 Woe unto you, scribes and Pharisees, hypociites! for ye are
/as graves which appear not, and the men that walk over them
are not aware of them.

» $Then answered one of the lawyers, and said unto him,
Master, thus saying thou reproachest us also.

» % And he said, Woe unto you also, ye lawyers! for ye lade men
with burdens grievous to be borne, and ye yourselves touch
not the burdens with one of your fingers.
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WOE UNTO YOU? “But woe unto you, scribes

and Pharisees, hypocrites!
because ye shut the kingdom
of heaven against men: for ye
enter not in your selves,
neither suffer ye them that are

Written by entering in to enter.” (Matt.
James'D.'Bales 23:13). How did the Pharisees

shut up the kingdom of heaven against men? Are some today
guilty of the same sin? Is it possible for us to fall into this sin?
To these important questions let us turn our attention.

HOW PREVENT ENTRY, IF IT NOT YET ESTABLISHED?

During the personal ministry of Christ, the kingdom was
in its preparatory state. Those who were entering it,
went only into its preparatory state, for the kingdom was
not yet come in its actual sense, and those who entered
it in its preparatory form, did not actually ‘go into it’ and
so the Savior’s language is very plain. This the key by
which to solve all those passages which would appear at
first to suggest that possibly the kingdom was set up
during Christ’s personal ministry on earth.” They did not
actually enter in, since under the influence of the
Pharisees multitudes of them were turned against Christ
and thus rejected His kingdom when it was established.
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o5 WOE to those who Call
b2l EVIL GOOD and GOOD EVIL

WOE TO THOSE:
1. who call evil good and good evil,

2. who substitute darkness for light
and light for darkness,

3. who substitute bitter for sweet
and sweet for bitter.

WOE fo those who are wise in
their own opinion and clever

in their own sight. I TEBEETES
ALLV@ICES

Lesson 26

Hypocrites
Matthew 23

But they refused to hearken, and pulled away the shoulder, and
stopped their ears, that they should not hear.

Therefore it is come to pass, that as he cried, and they would
not hear; so they cried, and | would not hear, saith the LorD of
hosts:

Zechariah 7:11, 13
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HOW THE PHARISEES DID IT:

The scribes and Pharisees shut up the kingdom of heaven by
misguiding the people. What key had they taken away? (Lk.
11:52). What is the function of a key? Are too many people
today like a young thief who had 115 keys to vending machines,
stores and apartments, but lack the key of knowledge of
eternal life? Are there many who have useful keys to many
things but lack the fundamental key? Since a proper
understanding of the Old Testament leads people to realize
that Jesus is the Christ, what did Paul tell the Galatians that the
law had been? (Gal. 3:25). In what ways does it point to Christ?
Are we under the Old Testament today? (Gal. 3:25-29). What
did Jesus say about the relationship of the book of Moses to
Him? (John 5:45-47). Knowledge was the key, and the Pharisees
had made void the word of God through their traditions. (Mk.
7:1-12). Furthermore, they wanted a Messiah who would
establish an earthly kingdom, which would overthrow Rome,
and place Israel at the head of the nations of the earth. Christ’s
kingdom was a different kind of kingdom, and thus they
rejected Him. In endeavoring to discredit Jesus in the minds of
the people, and to prevent them from pressing into the at-hand
stage of the kingdom, the Pharisees did many things. We have
already noticed them in studying their attacks on Christ. The
following questions will refresh the student’s mind concerning
these actions. (1) Did they challenge His authority? (Matt.
21:23-46). (2) Did they accuse Him of breaking the law? (Matt.
12:1-9). (3) Did they misconstrue His words? (John 2:21; Matt.
26:61). (4) Did they try to make Him “guilty by association”?
(Matt. 9:10-13). (5) Is there any type of association which
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produced guilt? (6) On at least what two grounds did they
accuse Him of blasphemy? (Lk. 5:20; John 10:33-36; Matt.
26:64-66). (7) Whose agent did they accuse Him of being?
(Matt. 12:22-37). (8) What sort of spirit did they say He had?
(Mk. 3:30) (9) Did they shut up the kingdom by teaching people
to trust in their physical relationship to Abraham? (Matt. 3:9-
10) What is essential to enter the kingdom? (John 3:3-5). (10)
How did they try to intimidate people? (John 9:13, 22, 34;
12:41-42). Excommunication was in its mildest form severe.
“The effect of the mildest grade was to render the culprit a
heathen and no longer an Israelite during thirty days, depriving
him of all intercourse with his family as well as of all privileges
of worship.” “If he die in his excommunication, the tribunal
send and lay a stone upon his coffin to signify that they stone
him because he is separated from the congregation. And it is
unnecessary to say that he is not to be mourned for, and that
his funeral is not to be attended.” (11) Their greatest effort to
destroy Jesus was to put Him to death. (Matt. 26:66). Did this
keep Christ from establishing His kingdom?

THE PRAYING “PREYERS”

Faith in God, which is the well-spring of good works in the life
of the true believer, may be but a pretense for some wherewith
they clothe their ungodly motives and deceive their victims. Of
such Jesus said: “Woe unto you, scribes and Pharisees,
hypocrites! for ye devour widows’ houses, even while for a
pretense ye make long prayers: therefore ye shall receive
greater condemnation.” (Matt. 23:14; Mk. 12:40; Lk. 20:47).
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LONG PRAYERS FOR PRETENSE

There were some who meditated an hour before prayers,
prayed for an hour, and then meditated for another hour. Did
Jesus condemn these prayers because of their length? Did Jesus
ever spend a long time in prayer? (Matt. 26:36,40). Would a
long prayer usually be more appropriate in one’s private prayer
than in public prayer? Why? Jesus did not prescribe here the
length of prayer, but He did deal with the motive. They prayed
for pretense. In another place Jesus condemned vain repetition.
(Matt. 6:7). What does vain mean? Is all repetition vain? Did
Jesus repeat a prayer? (Matt. 26:36-46). Did those who
engaged in vain repetition think that the number of words
added weight to their prayers? (Matt. 6:7). Is there a difference
between this and being so concerned that one agonizes in
prayer and thus repeats himself? Would those who made long
prayers for a pretense tend to repeat themselves? Does not
their use of prayer underscore the fact that something which is
good within itself is sometimes used by people for sinful
purposes?

RELIGION AS A TOOL OF THE SINFUL SELF

Those pretending prayers preyed on widows. Consider the
depth of their degradation in contrast with the height of their
profession! The widows were without the protection of their
husbands. Usually they were not skilled in business as their
husbands may have been. Thus they were easier to take
advantage of as a general rule. While appearing to be pious,
they were disarming the widows, securing their confidences,
and then devouring their houses.
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THE RIGHT ATTITUDE TOWARD WIDOWS

How contrary to the word of God it is for man to cheat
widows? What does James say is the right attitude? (Jas.
1:27). What does the word “visit” mean here? This
passage is a solemn rebuke not only to those who rob
widows, but also to those who fail to do the good things
for them which are included in the word “visit”. Is a
person conducting himself as a Christian should just
because he does not rob widows’ houses while for a
pretense making long prayers? Is Christianity positive as
well as negative? (Compare 2 Tim. 2:22) What about
those who fail to visit the fatherless and the widows in
their affliction, but only argue that is the right way in
contrast with the way to care for them? Is it wrong to
discuss what the Bible teaches on how it is to be done?
Has one done his duty just because he has refuted some
way which is wrong, and argued for the ways which are
right? What should be our purpose in trying to find what
the Bible teaches about how it should be done? Should
we rest contented with knowing the “how”, without
applying it? What about the person who always opposes
doing it the wrong way and yet never does it the right
way?
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THE GREATER CONDEMNATION

What does the word “condemnation” mean? Does it always
refer to the future judgment? (Rom. 14:23; | Cor. 11:29) What
does greater mean? If “greater condemnation” is the same as
“condemnation”, is not “greater” meaningless? If some receive
greater condemnation that others, does not this indicate
grades or degrees of punishment? Does not Matt. 23:14 show
that some sinners are worse than other sinners, even though
they are all in the state of sin? There are other passages which
teach that all condemnation is not the same in degree. There
are, in other words, degrees of punishment. Although we
cannot determine the degree of guilt, God can do so. Let us
consider some of the passages which confirm the position that
some will receive greater condemnation than others. To whom
did the Lord send the twelve in His personal ministry? (Matt.
10:5-6). What were they to preach? (Matt. 10:7). What miracles
were they to perform to confirm their word? (Matt. 10:8).
What two things were they to do if a house or city would not
receive them? (Matt. 10:12-13, 14). Why was the failure to
receive them such a serious sin? Who had sent them? (Matt.
10:5). To reject them was to reject whom? (John 13:20). To
reject Him was to reject whom? (13:20; 12:48-50). For whom
did the Lord say that it would be more tolerable in the day of
judgment? (Matt. 10:15). Why? Was it because they had the
greater light and thus the greater responsibility? Are the cases
of Sodom and Gomorrah used to prove that the wicked will not
go unpunished? (2 Peter 2:6; Jude 7). What did Peter use the
case of Lot, and of the cities, to prove? (2 Peter 2:7-9). When
we remember how sinful it was in Sodom, then we can realize
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how terrible was the sin of those mentioned in Matt. 10:15.
Does “more tolerable” mean that they would be saved? Did it
mean that they would receive the identical judgment of
judgment day as did those mentioned in Matt. 10:147? Jesus
later came back to this same theme. Why did He upbraid
Chorazin and Bethsaida? (Matt. 11:20). To what cities were
they unfavorably compared? (Matt. 11:21). With what city was
Capernaum compared (11:23-24). Who was to suffer the
heavier judgment? What are some of the things which the Old
Testament tells us about Tyre? (2 Chron. 2:11-16; Isa. 23; Ezek.
26:4-14, 21). What do we know about Sidon? (Joshua 19:28;
Judges 1:31). Jesus showed that heathen cities would have
received Him better than did Israel. In connection with this
question of degrees of punishment, what is your evaluation of
the statements of John A. Broadus. “This declaration of Jesus
was no doubt startling to the Jews, accustomed to think
themselves safe for eternity because they were Abrahams
descendants, and to look down with contempt upon all
Gentiles. And to us, in general, there is here brought out the
great truth that men’s lot in the world to come will have
degrees proportioned to their advantages in this world. (Comp.
on 12:41; 23:13, and consult Luke 12:47f.) This truth throws
some rays of light athwart the dark, sad question of the fate of
the heathen. Men will be judged and punished according to
their opportunities of knowing truth and duty. The heathen will
not be condemned for rejecting Jesus if they had no
opportunity to know of him; but only for disregarding their own
conscience (Rom. 2:14-16), the light of external nature (Rom.
1:20ff.) and any true religious ideas which may in whatsoever
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way have reached them. On the other hand, those who know of
Jesus, and live surrounded by Christian influences, and yet will
not repent, incur an unspeakable aggravation of guilt and
punishment. But the expression ‘more tolerable,” or more
endurable, easier to bear, is general and indefinite, and does
not warrant any attempt to determine precise degrees of
punishment.” Matt. 11:20-24 illustrates that general principle
that not all men are given the same opportunity in life. Does it
show that men are not responsible for the opportunities which
they do not have? Are we excused from the responsibility to
utilize the opportunity and ability which are ours, just because
there is ability and there is opportunity which we do not have?

TWO-FOLD MORE A SON OF HELL

“Woe unto you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! for ye
compass sea and land to make one proselyte; and when he is
become so, ye make him twofold more a son of hell than
yourselves.” (Matt. 23:15). There is a zeal which is zealous to
build partisan followers of the teacher, rather than to lead men
to God. There is a zeal which is not according to know-ledge
(Rom. 10:1-4). On the other hand, there is knowledge without
zeal. Why are some so zealous for error? Why do some hold to
truth intellectually, yet without zeal? Do we have to choose
between zeal without knowledge or knowledge without zeal?

COMPASS SEA AND LAND

Was Judaism under a great commission? Was it God’s ultimate
purpose to bless the world through Israel? (John 4:22). Was it
wrong for them to make proselytes? What was wrong with the
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proselyting work of the Pharisee? Did Jesus have reference to
all proselytes or only to those of the Pharisees in Matt. 23:15?
In speaking of the making of proselytes, Alfred Edersheim
wrote: “It is, indeed, true that, in its pride and exclusiveness,
Judaism seemed to denounce proselytism, laid down strict rules
to test the sincerity to converts, and spoke of them in general
contempt (Horay, 13a) as ‘a plague of leprosy.’ (Yeb. 473a,b;
Midd. 13b). Yet the bitter complaint of classical writers, (Tacit.
Hist, v.5.; Seneca in August. De Civit Dei vi. 11) the statement of
Josephus, (Ant. xviii. 5:5.: xx.2, 4; Jewish War ii. 17, 10 &g, 20, 2;
Life 23) the frequent allusions in the New Testament and even
the admission of the Rabbis, prove their zeal for making
proselytes—which, indeed, but for its moral sequences, would
neither have deserved nor drawn down the denunciation of a
‘woe’. Thus the Midrash, commenting on the words: (Gen. xii.
5) ‘the souls that they had gotten in Haran,” refers it to the
converts which Abraham had made, adding that every
proselyte was to be regarded as if a soul had been created. (Ber
R. 39, ed. Warsh. p. 723, and Vayy. R.1). To this we may add the
pride with which Judaism looked back upon the 150,000
Gibeonite converts said to have been made when David
avenged the sin of Saul; (2 Sam. xxi, 1 &c; Yeban, 79a) the
satisfaction with which it looked forward to the times of
Messiah as those of spontaneous conversion to the Synagogue:
(Ab. Zar. 24a) and the not infrequent instances in which a spirit
favorable to proselytism is exhibited in Jewish writings, as, also
such a saying as this that when Israel is obedient to the will of
God, He brings in as converts to Judaism all the just of the
nations, such as Jethro, Rahad, Ruth, &c. (Midr. on Eccl. v. 11).
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But after all, may the Lord not have referred, not to conversion
to Judaism in general, but to proselytism to the sect of the
Pharisees, which was undoubtedly sought to the compassing of
sea and land?” Emil Schurer pointed out that “In the
Hellenistic-Roman period Jewish propagandism seems to have
been carried on with great activity. The success with which
those efforts were crowned was in any case something very
considerable. If we may judge from the numerous hints we
come across, it may be assumed that, in the Hellenistic-Roman
period, the number of those who allied themselves more or less
closely with the Jewish communities, took part in Jewish
worship, and observed, the Jewish ordinance with a greater or
less degree of strictness, was a very large one. Although not
quite equal to that of the worshippers of Isia and Mithras.”

PROSELYTES

There were two classes of proselytes. The “proselytes of
righteousness: were those who were circumcised and
embraced the whole law. The practice of immersing the
proselyte grew up, and the proselyte was considered to be a
new born child, a new man, and thus a new name was given to
him. He also had to offer a sacrifice. These three things being
done he was viewed as one who had given himself to God and
was considered to be an Israelite; although many Jews
considered them to be inferior to those who had been born
Jews. He was also called a “proselyte of the covenant.” Were
any of these present on Pentecost? (Acts 2:10). Were any
converted? (Acts 6:5). The other class of proselytes were called
“proselytes of the gate”. They were not circumcised. They
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believed in God, and were to abstain from robbery, blasphemy,
idolatry, fornication, homicide, and the flesh of any animal
which had died a natural death. Since they were not
circumcised they were not considered to be a part of the nation
of Israel. How are they designated in the New Testament? (Acts
10: 2, 22, 35; 13:16, 26, 43, 50; 16:14; 17:4, 17; 18:7). Was
Cornelius a proselyte of the gate or a proselyte of the
covenant? Did he worship idols, or God? (Acts 10:2-4, 22, 31).
Was he circumcised? (Acts 11:2-3).

PROSELYTES TO WHOM?

Were the proselytes of the Pharisees joined to Jehovah? Who
was their father? What is meant by a “child of Hell”? What does
this indicate concerning their ancestry, character, and destiny?
What are some of the references to hell in the Bible? (Matt.
3:22, 29, 30; 10:28; 18:9; 23:33; Mk. 9:43, 45,47; Lk. 12:5 Jas.
3:6). The Pharisees’ proselytes became worse than the
Pharisees. Why this was the case, Jesus did not explain. He
simply stated the fact. It may be due to the fact that the
Pharisees had been brought up in Judaism with its moral
principles. Although they had gotten away from the weightier
matters of the law, likely in something they had continued to
be influenced by the law. Their proselytes, however, had not
been brought up in the wholesome environment of Old
Testament teaching. Thus they did not have its restraining
influence. In with this may be tied the fact that sometimes
individuals may copy others only in their weakest or shallowest
points. Sometimes a young preacher may admire an old
preacher who has been very successful in preaching the gospel.
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He may copy his mannerism, which had nothing to do with the
person’s success, and be the image of that older preacher in
mannerism but not in message or in power. He may even
imitate the voice of the older preacher. Perhaps these
proselytes of the Pharisees were attracted by the outward
show, by the self-exaltation, of the Pharisees, and imitated
them in this without having any of the restraining influences in
which the Pharisee had been reared. John A Broadus suggested
that “These proselytes retained the essential faults of the
heathen, and took on the faults of the Pharisees... In these
proselytes some roots of old convictions — while the hypocrisy
was not less deep. Pupils in error and vice, frequently surpass
their teachers. Very likely also some became proselytes for the
sake of gain.” Although the Pharisees were evidently zealous,
as indicated by their compassing land and sea to make one
proselyte, yet sometimes proselytes are more zealous than are
those who converted them. Why? Is this true with reference to
good proselytes, as well as bad ones? The seeds of error found
fertile soil in the type of people whom the Pharisees, with their
show and self-righteousness, attracted. Often one does not see
the full fruitage of an error in the life of those who first
promulgate it. Certain aspects of their character may have been
shaped by the good influences of the faith which they are
perverting, but those who accept their perverted message do
not have these restraining influences and their character may
be more fully formed by the perverted message. As a result,
they may be more consistent in their error than are those who
taught them. Were the Judaizers like this? (Gal. 6:13).
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SWEARING AND TITHING

“Woe unto you, ye blind guides, that say, Whosoever shall
swear by the temple, it is nothing: but whosoever shall swear
by the gold of the temple, he is a debtor. Ye fools and blind: for
which is greater, the gold, or the temple that hath sanctified
the gold? And, Whosoever shall swear by the altar, it is nothing;
but whosoever shall swear by the gift that is upon it, he is a
debtor. Ye blind: for which is greater, the gift, or the altar that
sanctifieth the gift? He therefore that sweareth by the altar,
sweareth by it, and by all things thereon. And he that sweareth
by the temple, sweareth by it, and by him that dwelleth
therein. And he that sweareth by the heaven, sweareth by the
throne of God, and by him that sitteth thereon.” (Matt. 23:16-
22). As blind guides they were misleading the people
concerning oaths, as well as in other matters also. Why should
we refuse to follow blind guides? (Matt. 15:14).

WHEN IS AN OATH AN OATH?

What was the Old Testament teaching concerning the binding
nature of the oath? (Lev. 19:12; Ex. 20:7; Deut. 5:11; 23:23;
Num. 30:8). How were they avoiding the force of oaths? (Matt.
23:16-18). What is the contrast between “it is nothing”, and “he
is a debtor” in Matt. 23:167? Do you think that the Jews in Acts
23:12-13, 21 starved to death? Although we do not know the
exact grounds on which they made these distinctions, the
Expositor’s Greek Testament suggested that: “The principle
underlying Rabbinical judgments as to the relative value of
oaths seems to have been: The special more binding than the
general (form); therefore gold of the temple more than the
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temple, sacrifice on altars more than altar, throne of God in
Heaven more than heaven. Specializing indicated greater
interest.” How did Jesus answer their distinctions? (Matt.
23:17- 22). What is your evaluation of the following
explanations? “Jesus answers this question by asserting the
opposite principle to that laid down by the Rabbis: The general
includes and is more important than the particular ... this is the
more logical position but the main point of difference is moral.
The tendency of the Rabbis was to enlarge the sphere of
insincere, idle, meaningless speech. Christ’s aim was to
inculcate absolute sincerity—always mean what you say; let
none of your utterances be merely conventional generalities.
Be as much in earnest when you say ‘by the temple’ as when
you say ‘by the gold of the temple.” But our Lord turns the
casuistry against them, 17, 19. If they are determined to make
these distinctions (through distinctions in this matter are out of
place, cf. 20-22), surely the house of God and his chosen altar
are more sacred than man’s possessions. These last are more
sacred than man’s possessions. The last are sacred only when,
and because, they become offerings. Even casuistry should
have reached a conclusion contradictory to that of the scribes.”
What is meant by casuistry? Was Jesus showing that their own
brand of logic could be turned against them? Or was He doing
more than this? Did the gold have any sanctity of itself? Why
was it sanctified? Does this show how foolish it was to think
that an oath by the gold was more binding than an oath by the
temple? Is the same logic applied to the sacrifice and to
swearing by heaven? (Matt. 23:19-22).
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What was the gold of the temple? (Heb. 9:4). It may have
included the gold plates which covered some of the temple4 as
well as the golden vessels;5 and many think it included the
money contributed to the temple. Josephus show that around
ten million dollars was taken from the temple by Crassus. What
passage describes the altar? (Il Chron. 4:1). Jesus showed that
these oaths were as binding taken in the name of God, since
these things by which they swore were connected with God
and had no value apart from God. Who dwelt in the Old
Testament temple? (Matt. 23:21-22). In what two temples does
God dwell today? (I Cor. 3:16-17; Eph. 2:20-22; | Cor. 6:19-20).
How did God manifest His presence in the Old Testament
temple? (I Kings 8:10, 11; Psa. 80:1). Was this the reason the
Jews were right, and the Samaritans wrong, about the place of
worship? (John 4:20-22). John A. Broadus has pointed out that:
“The Jews would avoid literally taking in vain any name of
Jehovah their God, and when swearing only by things
associated with him, as the temple, heaven, etc., they imagined
that they would not break the third commandment in violating
such an oath. The Mishna on Oaths (Shebuoth, 4, 13) says if
one adjures them by a d, representing Jehovah, or by Sabaoth
(Jehovah of host), or by any divine attribute or divine name.
The Gemara on this passage of the Mishna explains (Wun.) that
this is because these terms must mean the divine being, while
heaven and earth can be conceived of as mere objects, without
reference to the Creator. This is exactly the notion that our Lord
here condemns. Heaven and earth, when used in oaths, do
suggest the Creator. Did Jesus forbid all oaths (Matt. 5:33-37)?
What is meant by “of the evil”? Is reference made to the fact
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that if it were not for the presence of evil in the world men
would never have felt a need to do more than to make an
affirmation or a denial? It must be kept in mind that one
passage may show that another passage is limited in its
applications. If all oaths are forbidden, how do you explain the
following passages where more than a bare statement is made,
and where in substance a judicial oath is taken? (Rom. 1:9; 9:1;
| Cor. 1:23; Gal. 1:20).

THE GNAT STRAINERS

“Woe unto you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! for ye
tithe mint and anise and cummin, and have left undone
the weightier matters of the law justice, and mercy, and
faith: but these ye ought to have done, and not to have
left the other undone. Ye blind guides, that strain out the
gnat, and swallow the camel!” (Matt. 23:23-24). Did the
Lord condemn the Pharisees for tithing? Did they tithe to
support the Levites (Num. 18:20-24). Were there any
additional tithes? (Deut. 14:22-24, 28, 29). Did the law
require the tithing of agricultural products? (Lev. 27:30;
Deut. 14:22). What were mint, anise and cummin?
Edersheim pointed out that “... the Talmud gravely
assures us that the donkey of a certain Rabbi had been
so well trained as to refuse corn of which the tithes had
not been taken!” Were certain creatures unclean to the
Jews? Was the camel? (Lev. 11:4). Was the gnat viewed
as unclean? Did they literally strain out gnats? Did they
literally swallow camels?
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LEGALISTS? There are some who say that the Pharisees
were legalists because they were careful to do what God
said in even little matters, such as tithing small garden
plants. A legalist is one who tries to earn his salvation
through the keeping of law; but since all have sinned it is
impossible for us to be justified on the basis of doing all
that the law says, and doing it all of the time. Thus when
judged by the standard of salvation through merit we are
condemned (Gal. 3:10). Our salvation rests on the mercy
of God, but we must lay hold on that mercy in the way
that God ordains. The legalist is self-righteous, since he
assumes that he has earned his salvation through his
own deeds? Did Christ forbid their tithing? (Matt. 23:23).
Christ pointed out that the Pharisees “were strict as to
the slightest externals, and left undone the ethical; he
says that the ethical duties ought to be done, and the
others not to be neglected.”

Do those, who assume that the Pharisees were careful in
all things to do what God said, overlook the fact that
Matt. 23:23 shows that they were not careful to do what
God said? If they had done what God said, what would
they have done which they were not doing?
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WHAT THEY LEFT UNDONE

Were some things in the law weightier than others? Could one
justify omitting the weightier matters by giving careful
attention to matters less weighty? Would those with the proper
attitude toward God and His law ignore the lesser matters on
the ground that these were unnecessary for them since they
kept the weightier matters? What was Jesus’ attitude on this?
(Matt. 5:19). Would this not leave it to the human will as to
what part of God’s law they were to keep? However, if the
demands of mercy and the demands of sacrifice could not be
carried out at the same time, which had precedence? (Matt.
12:7). The first of the weightier matters which the Pharisees
had left undone was justice. The word is essentially the same as
the word for righteousness. Primarily it refers to our conduct in
our relationship with others, and often with a specific reference
to their rights. In business what did the demands of justice
include? (Lev. 19:35-36; Deut. 25:13; Ezek. 45:9-10). In the
course what did this include? (Deut. 16:18-20; Ex. 23:1-9). What
two characteristics often go together and lead to injustice? (Lk.
18:2). To deal justly with another, meant to give him what was
rightfully due him. Are there occasions when for our own
welfare, the welfare of others, and the good even of the person
involved, that we should demand justice? When should we
require justice of another and when should we show mercy?
Can the demand for justice ever be a means of showing mercy
to the individual with whom we are dealing?, of showing mercy
to others? Is there a difference between dealing justly with
another, and always demanding that others do likewise with
us? What type of person is it who always demands his dues?



Page 111 of 235

Should he be glad in some instances that he does not get what
is coming to him? When should we forego our rights?

Is our salvation based on what we are due, or on God’s mercy?
(Rom. 5:6-11; Eph. 2:1-10). Those who have been shown mercy
by God must show mercy to others. How important is this?
(Matt. 6:12, 14-15; 18:21-35; Jas. 2:13). Does Mercy ask: What
do | owe him? What does it ask? Does Mercy ask: To whom
should | be kind, courteous, helpful? Or does it ask: Am | kind,
courteous, helpful? Does Mercy ask: Whom is my neighbor? Or,
does it ask: Who is neighborly? Am | neighborly? (Lk. 10:29-37)
Could the priest have said? It is none of my business? Would it
have been sufficient to say: | feel sorry for him, poor fellow?
Faith has reference to confidence, trust, reliance on God. Just
as justice and mercy regulate us in our dealings with men, so
faith is our proper attitude toward God. Albert Barnes
commented that: “Faith in God here means that we are to give
him what is his due; as mercy and justice mean to do to men, in
all circumstances, what is right toward them.” Does faith, when
it avails, include the obedience of faith? (Gal. 3:26-27; Jas. 2:14-
26; Heb. 11). Is our attitude toward our fellow-man rooted in
our faith in God? Is our faith in God operative if it does not
shape our attitude toward our fellow-man? If there is no God,
if man is just an animal, and if there is no moral law, is it
reasonable to talk about our duty to deal justly with others, or
to show mercy toward others?
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Heart Condition. The Son of God could see beyond the
outside appearance to the heart of man. (Compare 1st
Sam. 16:7). This inspired insight into man’s heart we do
not have; although by the words & deeds of an individual
is finally manifested in his life the condition of his heart.
However, we may not have an adequate sample of his
conduct, thus we should be extremely careful to labeling
someone a hypocrite. What we take for hypocrisy may
only be weakness or inconsistency. Fortunately, we do
not have to know whether or not a person is a hypocrite
in order to evaluate his teaching and his actions in the
light of the word of God. The Lord, however, knew that
these Pharisees were not pure in heart. He knew that
they said & did not, that their works were done to be
seen of men that they were inwardly full of hypocrisy

& iniquity although outwardly unto men they appeared
righteous when measured by certain limited standard.
Thus, of them Jesus said: “Woe unto you, scribes and
Pharisees, hypocrites! for ye cleanse the outside of the
cup and of the platter, but within they are full from
extortion and excess. Thou blind Pharisee, cleanse first
the inside of the cup and of the platter, that the outside
thereof may become clean also... Woe unto you, scribes
and Pharisees, hypocrites; for ye are like unto whited
sepulchres, which outwardly appear beautiful, but are
inwardly full of dead men’s bones and of all uncleanness.
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“whited sepulchre” (1 21) (3:45)

Biblical allusion:
Matthew 23:27-28

Death inside

27 “Woe to you, teachers of thef@#®
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same way, on the ouiside you
appear to people as righteous
but on the inside you are full of
hypocrisy and wickedness.

Even so ye also outwardly appear righteous unto men,
but inward ye are full of hypocrisy and iniquity... Woe
unto you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! for ye build
the sepulchres of the prophets, and garnish the tombs of
the righteous, and say, If we had been in the days of our
fathers, we should have been partakers with them in the
prophets blood. Wherefore ye witness to yourselves,
that ye are sons of them that slew the prophets. Fill ye
up then the measure of your fathers. Ye serpents, ye
offspring of vipers, how shall ye escape the judgment of
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hell? Therefore, behold, | send unto you prophets, and
wise men, and scribes: some of them shall ye kill and
crucify; and some of them shall ye scourge in your
synagogues, and persecute from city to city: that upon
you may come all the righteous blood shed on the earth,
from the blood of Abel the righteous unto the blood of
Zachariah son of Barachiah, whom ye slew between the
sanctuary and the altar. Verily | say unto you, All these

things shall come upon this generation.” (Matthew 23)
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THEIR HYPOCRISY ILLUSTRATED

Christ used two illustrations to convey the depth of their
hypocrisy. First, He drew an illustration from eating utensils.
Certainly we want our cups and plates to be clean on the
outside, but if they are dirty on the inside & clean outside it is a
snare and a delusion. The outside we only see but the inside is
in contact with your food. If we see the dirty inside will we use
the utensil? If you could see the true condition of a hypocrite’s
heart would they shun him? Are some people concerned only
about their reputation and not about their character? Why is a
man foolish to be concerned only about what men think and
not about what God knows about him? What is meant by the
saying that hypocrisy is the tribute which vice pays to virtue?
Does the hypocrite usually try to convince himself, sooner or
later, that he is not a hypocrite? Why? If there is no moral law
is there anything wrong with hypocrisy? If man is not
accountable to God are the only laws about which he needs to
be concerned the laws of nature and the laws of man? If we are
just animals, and accountable only to man, when he knows
enough about us and is powerful enough to make us rende