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Today we go to court. Y'shua is going to stand before the Sanhedrin, the Jewish leadership council, and be examined. There are some problems with this text which we will investigate. There are some charges and answers to charges. It's a regular "Law and Order" drama episode. Let's see if we can determine who is right and who is wrong. Let's see if we can learn some things about how we should be examined and how to answer when we have our day in court. Let's see if this is the end of the story. Today we will look at trials and tribulations and how to handle them in Messiah.

Like how would you handle this one?

Doctor to patient: "I have bad news and worse news."

Patient: "So let's have it."

Doctor: "The bad news is that you only have 24 hours to live."

Patient: "I can't imagine what could be worse than that!"

Doctor: "I forgot to tell you yesterday."
First a thought on trials themselves. The same trials that cause others to collapse make the best of saints sail. Think of Noah's ark which sailed on the very waters that flooded the rest of the world. Oswald Chambers said in his daily commentary My Utmost for His Highest, on March 7 ""The surf that distresses the ordinary swimmer produces in the surf-rider the super-joy of going clean through it. Apply that to our own circumstances, these very things-- tribulation, distress, persecution, produce in us the super-joy, they are not things to fight." 

My opinion is that which I share with the apostle James. James 1:2 ¶ Consider it pure joy, my brothers, whenever you face trials of many kinds, 

James 1:3 because you know that the testing of your faith develops perseverance. 

James 1:4 Perseverance must finish its work so that you may be mature and complete, not lacking anything.

We'll be discussing today lots more on trials. Edward Everett Hale said, "Never attempt to bear more than one kind of trouble at once. Some people bear three kinds--all they have had, all they have now and all they expect to have." 

Then back to the story of the courtroom. We have the biblical injunction: Deut. 18:20 But a prophet who presumes to speak in my name anything I have not commanded him to say, or a prophet who speaks in the name of other gods, must be put to death.” So it's right that a false prophet should be arrested, tried, and sentenced if found guilty. Amen?

The Jewish people did the same with the 8th Century prophet Jeremiah. Listen to these words, " The priests, the prophets and all the people heard Jeremiah speak these words in the house of the LORD. But as soon as Jeremiah finished telling all the people everything the LORD had commanded him to say, the priests, the prophets and all the people seized him and said, “You must die! Why do you prophesy in the LORD’s name that this house will be like Shiloh and this city will be desolate and deserted?” And all the people crowded around Jeremiah in the house of the LORD." (Jer. 26:7-9)
(Jer) Verses 10-11 The clamor around Jeremiah was so great that the court officials, hearing of the mob’s fury, hurried from the palace to the temple. It was a timely move because the tumult could easily have led to Jeremiah’s death. So the officials took their places where trials were held—at the “New Gate.” The priests and false prophets, with their vested interest in the situation, were the leaders of the opposition against Jeremiah. Acting as the prosecution, they announced the verdict beforehand: “A judgment of death belongs to this man!” .  Although Jeremiah had spoken against both the temple and the city, his accusers referred only to his words against the city. This gave their charge a political slant and appealed to those who heard the message.

Jeremiah, as you might know, went on living for many years, escaping this monkey trial.

Here's more on trials turning into good results even for those involved in the trial. On December 29, 1987, a Soviet cosmonaut returned to the earth after 326 days in orbit. He was in good health, which hadn't always been the case in those record-breaking voyages. Five years earlier, touching down after 211 days in space, two cosmonauts suffered from dizziness, high pulse rates, and heart palpitations. They couldn't walk for a week, and after 30 days, they were still undergoing therapy for atrophied muscles and weakened hearts.  At zero gravity, the muscles of the body begin to waste away because there is no resistance. To counteract this, the Soviets prescribed a vigorous exercise program for the cosmonauts. They invented the "penguin suit," a running suit laced with elastic bands. It resists every move the cosmonauts make, forcing them to exert their strength. Apparently the regimen is working. 

We often long dreamily for days without difficulty, but God knows better. The easier our life, the weaker our spiritual fiber, for strength of any kind grows only by exertion. 

What do the exercise buffs say at the gymnasium? No pain, no gain.

We as believers will be brought into the court of public opinion and into the courtroom of accusation against us and against our Messiah. What will we do then? Buckle under the weight of the strain of the exercise? Or will we be prepared for it. The cosmonaut story reminds me that there is a developing growth in the spiritual muscles and in the spiritual realm. Each trial when successfully passed leads us further along to be able to handle what will come down the road.

Gary called me Thursday from South Australia. He had met a Jewish believer on the streets who knows me, and who was encouraged by Gary's being on the streets evangelizing. But she was reluctant to be on our mail list. She was reluctant to be known as a Jewish believer. She wanted to be part of the Jewish community there in Adelaide and felt that exposure would cost her. Yes, Gary told her, it would. And Gary was right. And she will have to pay that price soon enough. If she doesn't exercise her own outing, she will be outed by those who find out later and they will feel violated for sure. What a mistake she is making. What a mistake many make to fail to handle trials well, early on.

Thomas a Kempis said it this way, " Christ was despised on earth by men, and in his greatest need, amid insults, was abandoned by those who knew him and by friends; and you dare to complain of anyone? Christ had his adversaries and slanderers; and you wish to have everyone as friends and benefactors? Whence will your patience win its crown if it has encountered nothing of adversity?  " The Imitation of Christ. 
Mt. 26. 59-63a  Let's look for a bit at the meeting of the Sanhedrin.

The meeting took place in the palace of Caiaphas in an upstairs room (cf. v. 66). This must have been a large room to accommodate the Sanhedrin, though Mark’s use of “all” does not necessarily mean all seventy were present. Certainly there were some of the group there. Since the Sanhedrin usually met in one of the market halls, the use of Caiaphas’s house may have been to ensure secrecy. But it was surely out of normal place.

The Sanhedrin was composed of three groups: leading priests, teachers of the law, and elders. It had seventy members plus the high priest, but a mere twenty-three made a quorum. The “whole Sanhedrin” need not mean that everyone was present (cf. Lk 23:50-51). This group was looking “for false evidence” and obtained it from “false witnesses.” Already convinced of Jesus’ guilt, they went through the motions of securing evidence against him. When people hate, they readily accept false witness; and the Sanhedrin eventually heard and believed just what it wanted. Matthew knew that Jesus was not guilty, so he describes the evidence as “false.”


The two men who came forward may or may not have been suborned. At least two witnesses were required in a capital case. Their witness had an element of truth but was evilly motivated, disregarding what Jesus meant in Jn 2:19-21. Interpreted with crass literalism, Jesus’ words might be taken as a threat to desecrate the temple, one of the pillars of Judaism. Desecration of sacred places was almost universally regarded as a capital offense in the ancient world, and in this Jews were not different from the pagans.


The high priest asks two questions in v. 62. He probably hoped Jesus would incriminate himself. But, true to Isa 53:7, Jesus kept silent.

63b The high priest, frustrated by Jesus’ silence, tried a bold stroke that cut to the central issue: Was Jesus the Messiah or not? The question had been raised before in one form or another (12:38-42; 16:1-4). He boldly charged Jesus to answer “under oath by the living God.” 


The outcome is now inevitable. If Jesus refuses to answer, he breaks a legally imposed oath. If he denies he is the Messiah, the crisis is over—but so is his influence. If he affirms it, then, given the commitments of the court, Jesus must be false. After all, how could the true Messiah allow himself to be imprisoned and put in jeopardy? The Gospels’ evidence suggests that the Sanhedrin was prepared to see Jesus’ unequivocal claim to messiahship as meriting the death penalty, and their unbelief precluded them from allowing any other possibility. Their minds were made up.

Often we get asked what the term "Jews for Jesus" means. Just Thursday at Sydney Uni a coed asked me this. "Doesn't that make you 'Christian'," she said. I replied, "Yes., but I must qualify this." I asked her what she meant when she said "Christian." She said basically someone who practices the Christian religion and who, she disclosed on further inquiry, is not Jewish. So, then I had to correct her terminology, and maybe that's what Jesus is doing here as well. Yes, I'm Messiah, but you have it wrong what Messiah is to do and to be.

Certainly Caiaphas understood his answer as positive. Jesus’ follow-up comment is a qualification, spoken because Caiaphas’s understanding of “Messiah” and “Son of God” is fundamentally inadequate. Jesus is indeed the Messiah and so must answer affirmatively. But he is not quite the Messiah Caiaphas has in mind; so he must answer cautiously and with some explanation.


That explanation comes in allusions to two passages—Ps 110:1 (Mt 22:41-46) and Da 7:13 (Mk 8:31). Jesus is not to be primarily considered a political Messiah but as the one who, in receiving a kingdom, is exalted at God’s right hand, the position of honour and power (cf. 16:27; 23:39; 24:30-31; 26:29). This is Jesus’ climactic self-disclosure to the authorities, combining revelation with threat. He tells the members of the Sanhedrin that from then on they would not see him as he now stands before them but only in his capacity as undisputed King Messiah and sovereign Judge. Wow, they weren't ready for that one!

Comparing the section in Mark 14: 55-56 Just how rigged the trial of Jesus was is made clear by these verses.  (The chief priests and the whole Sanhedrin were looking for evidence against Jesus so that they could put him to death, but they did not find any. 

Many testified falsely against him, but their statements did not agree.) Though it was late at night, many false witnesses were available. Sounds like they went out to Newtown or King's Cross and could find anyone to say anything. But a problem developed—the witnesses could not agree with one another! According to the OT law (Nu 35:30; Dt 17:6; 19:15), it was necessary in cases that required the death penalty to have two witnesses. These witnesses must, however, give consistent evidence. The smallest inconsistency was sufficient to discredit them. As is always true when witnesses testify falsely, there was no consistency in their testimony; this fact frustrated and demonstrated the court’s wicked intent.

57-59 Soon a definite charge was made. Jesus had said he would destroy this “man-made temple” and build another “not made by man” in three days (Jn 2:19, Mk 13:2). The charge, however, proved invalid because again the testimony of the witnesses was inconsistent.

60-61 The situation had become extremely tense. There were now plenty of witnesses, but they could not pass the test of Dt. 17:6. Finally, in exasperation, and against the ordinary rules of Sanhedrin code, the high priest stood up in the Sanhedrin to interrogate Jesus himself. Caiaphas apparently wanted Jesus to respond to the charges made against him in the hope of provoking an incriminating answer. But Jesus refused to give him that opportunity.


The silence of Jesus to the first questions prompted the high priest to ask him another, based on the fact that the religious authorities either knew or suspected that Jesus regarded himself as the Messiah. “Son of God” was understood by the Jews of Jesus’ time solely in a messianic sense; and since the Messiah in Jewish expectations was to be a man, the question of the high priest was about Jesus’ claim to messiahship and had nothing to do with deity. The question proved to be a stroke of genius. Blasphemy was a capital crime. Perhaps Jesus’ own testimony about himself could effect an accusation.

62 Jesus replied with a straightforward “I am.” Other versions say, "You say that I am" Note the sharp contrast to his deliberate avoidance of calling himself the Messiah or having others proclaim his messiahship up to this point in his ministry. He clearly did this not because he had no consciousness of being the Messiah. Rather, he avoided the messianic claim because of the false concepts of messiahship that were popular in his day and with which he did not want to be identified (1:43-44). Now, however, the time of being behind the veil had passed. He was ready to state unequivocally his messiahship. And to define it in a divine sense as well. Jesus was not only going to be the human deliverer, he says, "sitting at the right hand of the Power" meaning He is God Himself.


Jesus’ affirmation of messiahship is followed by a Son-of-Man saying that brings together Da 7:13 and Ps 110:1. The two main ideas are the enthronement of the Son of Man and his eschatological coming. Jesus was looking to the future, beyond the Crucifixion and the Resurrection, to the Ascension, when he would take his place at the right hand of God—the place of authority—and to his Parousia, when he will come again in judgment (Rev 1:7).

65-66 By the way, the tearing of one’s clothes was originally a sign of great grief ( Gen. 37:29; 2Ki 18:37). The action of the high priest showed that he had just heard a blasphemous statement. Blasphemy was considered not only the overt and definite reviling of the name of God ( Lev 24:10-23) but also any affront to the majesty and authority of God ( Mk 2:7; 3:28-29; Jn 5:18; 10:33). Caiaphas understood Jesus’ claim in the latter sense and therefore considered it blasphemy. Enough of the members of the Sanhedrin concurred with his judgment and condemned Jesus “as worthy of death” ( Lk 24:14; Mk 10:33).

65-68  The decision that Jesus deserved the death penalty was the signal for the Sanhedrin to release their pent-up hostilities against him. Spitting and hitting were traditional means of expressing rejection and repudiation ( Nu 12:14; Dt 25:9; Job 30:10; Isa 50:6). The demand to “prophesy” meant for Jesus to say who hit him (26:88; Lk 22:64). This was their way of trying to make a mockery of Jesus’ messianic claims because a rabbinic interpretation of Isa 11:2-4 stated that the Messiah could judge by smell and did not need sight. Jesus refused to respond to their vicious jests. When the Sanhedrin had had its fill of brutality and mockery, they turned Jesus over to the guards, who continued the beatings. 

 The messianic claims of the accused do not impress the Sanhedrin, and the indignities to which Jesus is now subjected are probably meant to deride his false pretensions. The true Messiah would vanquish all foes. But this man is spit on, punched, slapped, blindfolded (Mk 14:65), and taunted, without displaying any power.

As for the meeting of the Sanhedrin, and the violent arrest of

Christ on such a night of peculiar solemnity, the fanatical hatred of the chief priests, and the supposed necessities of the case, would sufficiently account for them. On any supposition we have to admit the operation of these causes, since the Sanhedrin confessedly violated, in the trial of Jesus, every principle and form of their own criminal jurisprudence.

What shameful acts these were. They conducted the trial by night. This is the wrong time; out of time bounds. The trial without a quorum was out of legal permission. It was a safety and honesty issue. The hostility and the anger showed they were not impartial judges at all. The confounded witnesses should have made the High Priest to toss out the case straightaway. The accusers were not agreed; it was a false trial.  Developing the case further with newly agreed evidence is a mockery of justice and should have landed the liars in similar straits. The violent ending showed they lacked mercy, which was incumbent on the Sanhedrin. Shame, shame, shame.

But how did Y'shua handle the shameful acts? With strength and dignity. With determination and commitment. With grace and longing. That's how we need to act. When we are met with our own trials, whether in court or in the streets, whether in our families or in the neighbourhood. Let us determine today to live like Y'shua. Let us determine today to build up spiritual muscles to be exercised and ready to face the later tests.
Ben Jonson said, "He knows not his own strength that hath not met adversity."

A clay pot sitting in the sun will always be a clay pot. It has to go through the white heat of the furnace to become porcelain. (Mildred Witte Struven, Bits and Pieces, September 19, 1991, p.6. )

How you respond to life's trials determines who you currently are, and who you want to become. Let us choose therefore to live as Y'shua, our suffering Messiah, and to grow by these things. No pain, no gain. When others mistreat me, as James said, I will Consider it pure joy, my brothers, whenever you face trials of many kinds,  because you know that the testing of your faith develops perseverance. Perseverance must finish its work so that you may be mature and complete, not lacking anything. To that end, let us commit ourselves, and let us encourage one another to work.

I invite you to become a follower of Messiah. They will use derrogations to insult us and to prevent our ministry from flourishing. But we will carry on with the One who was much more maligned. We will endure whatever hostility so that others may live.

Invitation

So… let me ask you. Have you met the Messiah? Have you already made up your mind against Him or will you consider Y'shua to be alive and well and the Saviour of your soul? Would you like to be forgiven of your sins, and be able to receive Him into your life? If so say this prayer and receive His love and grace. Father, forgive me in the name of Y’shua for all my sins. He was the Savior and the fulfillment of all prophecies about Messiah. He is the one and the only one who can save me from my selfishness, from my sin. I acknowledge Y’shua as that one who wants to free me, and who alone can free me. I repent of my sin and accept Y’shua as my deliverer. By faith I am now born again by the Holy Spirit. Amen.

If you prayed that prayer, please talk to me after the service is over, so we can talk about growing in this knowledge and this relationship with God.

For those reading this sermon online and who have just prayed that prayer, please email me straightaway so we can ‘talk.’ Also online folks, you get two extra features that the ones listening don’t get. One, the references in parentheses are not usually cited verbally. Hence you can do  further study more slowly. Second if you don’t have this Bible handy…here’s the actual text from New American Standard Bible (the one I like to use)

Words in [brackets] are usually for reference and not read aloud. 

You do have a disadvantage by reading and not attending, as often in the sermon I will add thoughts of Spirit-led information that seem to rise from the kishkes for the people present. I suppose someone could tape the sermons and fill in with those additions to (and sometimes subtractions from) the text, but that’s a noble work to which no one has offered himself and I doubt I would even do so myself. In the meantime, you have what is generally accurate. It’s the Torah without the Talmud, if you know what I mean. Enjoy! 

Matt. 26:57 ¶ Those who had arrested Jesus took him to Caiaphas, the high priest, where the teachers of the law and the elders had assembled. 

Matt. 26:58 But Peter followed him at a distance, right up to the courtyard of the high priest. He entered and sat down with the guards to see the outcome. 

Matt. 26:59 ¶ The chief priests and the whole Sanhedrin were looking for false evidence against Jesus so that they could put him to death. 

Matt. 26:60 But they did not find any, though many false witnesses came forward. ¶ Finally two came forward

Matt. 26:61 and declared, “This fellow said, ‘I am able to destroy the temple of God and rebuild it in three days.’” 

Matt. 26:62 ¶ Then the high priest stood up and said to Jesus, “Are you not going to answer? What is this testimony that these men are bringing against you?” 

Matt. 26:63 But Jesus remained silent. ¶ The high priest said to him, “I charge you under oath by the living God: Tell us if you are the Christ, the Son of God.” 

Matt. 26:64 ¶ “Yes, it is as you say,” Jesus replied. “But I say to all of you: In the future you will see the Son of Man sitting at the right hand of the Mighty One and coming on the clouds of heaven.” 

Matt. 26:65 ¶ Then the high priest tore his clothes and said, “He has spoken blasphemy! Why do we need any more witnesses? Look, now you have heard the blasphemy. 

Matt. 26:66 What do you think?” ¶ “He is worthy of death,” they answered. 

Matt. 26:67 ¶ Then they spit in his face and struck him with their fists. Others slapped him

Matt. 26:68 and said, “Prophesy to us, Christ. Who hit you?” 

Matt. 26:69 ¶ Now Peter was sitting out in the courtyard, and a servant girl came to him. “You also were with Jesus of Galilee,” she said. 

Matt. 26:70 ¶ But he denied it before them all. “I don’t know what you’re talking about,” he said. 

Matt. 26:71 ¶ Then he went out to the gateway, where another girl saw him and said to the people there, “This fellow was with Jesus of Nazareth.” 

Matt. 26:72 ¶ He denied it again, with an oath: “I don’t know the man!” 

Matt. 26:73 ¶ After a little while, those standing there went up to Peter and said, “Surely you are one of them, for your accent gives you away.” 

Matt. 26:74 ¶ Then he began to call down curses on himself and he swore to them, “I don’t know the man!” ¶ Immediately a rooster crowed. 

Matt. 26:75 Then Peter remembered the word Jesus had spoken: “Before the rooster crows, you will disown me three times.” And he went outside and wept bitterly. 

Matt. 27:1 ¶ Early in the morning, all the chief priests and the elders of the people came to the decision to put Jesus to death. 

End Notes:

From Edersheim, The Temple, on punishments To this the Epistle to the

Hebrews alludes in the well-known passage, so often misunderstood,

“For if we sin willfully after that we have received the knowledge

of the truth, there remaineth no more sacrifice for sins, but a certain

fearful looking for of judgment and fiery indignation, which shall

devour the adversaries.” (Hebrews 10:26, 27)

In point of fact, these terms of threatening correspond to two kinds of

Divine punishment frequently mentioned in the Old Testament. The one,

often referred to in the warning “that he die not,” is called by the Rabbis,

“death by the hand of Heaven or of God;” the other is that of being “cut

off.” It is difficult to distinguish exactly between these two. Tradition

enumerates thirty-six offences to which the punishment of “cutting off”

attaches. From their graver nature, as compared with the eleven offenses

on which “death by the hand of God” was to follow, we gather that

“cutting off” must have been the severer of the two punishments, and it

may correspond to the term “fiery indignation.” Some Rabbis hold that

“death by the hand of God” was a punishment which ended with this life,

while “cutting off” extended beyond it. But the best authorities maintain,

that whereas death by the hand of Heaven fell upon the guilty individual

alone, “the cutting off” extended to the children also, so that the family

would become extinct in Israel. Such Divine punishment is alluded to in 1

Corinthians 16:22, under the well-known Jewish expression, “Anathema

Maranatha” — literally, Anathema when the Lord cometh!

To these two Divine punishments corresponded other two by the hand of

man — the “forty stripes save one,” and the so-called “rebels’ beating.”

The distinction between them is easily explained. The former were only

inflicted after a regular judicial investigation and sentence, and for the

breach of some negative precept or prohibition; while the latter was, so to

speak, in the hands of the people, who might administer it on the spot, and

without trial, if any one were caught in supposed open defiance of some

positive precept, whether of the Law of Moses or of the traditions of the

elders. The reader of the New Testament will remember such popular

outbursts, when the men of Nazareth would have cast Jesus over the brow

of the hill on which their city was built, (Luke 4:29) and when on at least

two occasions the people took up stones in the Temple to stone Him.

50

(John 8:59; 10:31) It is a remarkable fact, that when the Lord Jesus and

when His martyr Stephen were before the Sanhedrim, (Matthew 26:59, 68;

Acts 7:57, 58) the procedure was in each case in direct contravention of all

the rules of the Rabbinical criminal law. In each case the sitting terminated

in “the rebels’ beating,” both when they “buffeted the Master” and “smote

Him with the palms of their hands,” and when “they ran upon” Stephen

“with one accord, and cast him out of the city, and stoned him.” For the

rebels’ beating was really unto death. The same punishment was also to

have been inflicted upon Paul, when, on the charge of having brought a

Gentile beyond the enclosure in the court open to such, “the people ran

together, and they took Paul, and drew him out of the Temple,” and “went

about to kill him.” This summary mode of punishing supposed “rebellion”

was probably vindicated by the example of Phinehas, the son of Eleazar.

(Numbers 25:7, 8) On the other hand, the mildness of the Rabbinical law,

where religious feelings were not involved, led to modifications of the

punishment prescribed in Deuteronomy 25:2, 3. Thus because the words

were, “by a certain number, forty stripes he may give him,” instead of a

simple direction to give the forty stripes, the law was construed as

meaning a number near to forty, or thirty-nine, which accordingly was the

severest corporeal punishment awarded at one time. If the number of

stripes were less than thirty-nine, it must still be some multiple of three,

since, as the scourge was composed of three separate thongs (the middle

one of calf’s leather, the other two of asses’, with a reference to Isaiah

1:3), each stroke of the scourge in reality inflicted three stripes. Hence the

greatest number of strokes administered at one time amounted only to

thirteen. The law also most particularly defined and modified every detail,

even to the posture of the criminal. Still this punishment, which St. Paul

underwent not less than five times at the hands of the Jews, (2 Corinthians

11:24) must have been very severe. In general, we can only hope that it

was not so often administered as Rabbinical writings seem to imply.

During the scourging, Deuteronomy 28:58, 59, and at its close Psalm

78:38, were read to the culprit. After the punishment he was not to be

reproached, but received as a brother.5 
Regarding the denials of Peter and the apparent contradictions:

From the Encyclopedia of Bible Difficulties:

Matthew 26:34: How can the various accounts of Peter’s denial of Christ be reconciled?


Concerning Peter’s denial, Christ is quoted in Matthew 26:34 as stating, “Truly I tell you that this night, before the rooster crows, you will three times deny Me.” Mark 14:30 quotes Jesus a little more fully: “And Jesus says to him, “‘Truly I tell you that today, this very night, before the rooster crows twice you will three times deny Me.’” (Luke 22:34 substantially follows Matthew’s wording, though in a somewhat briefer version.) Is this a real discrepancy, as some critics allege? Hardly, since we may be very sure that if the rooster crows twice, he has at least crowed once.


Apparently Jesus did specify that the cock would crow a second time by the time the third denial had been expressed by Peter. The important part of the prediction, however, lay not in the number of times the rooster would sound out but in the number of times Peter would basely deny to his interrogators that he belonged to Jesus—or even that he was acquainted with Him. To add or include additional information does not amount to a contradiction of the testimony of a witness who has given a somewhat briefer account. Such variation is observed in the lecture notes taken by students in a classroom: some include more details than others. But that does not mean they are not all equally valid witnesses to what their instructor said.


The same observation applied to the account of the triple denial itself. Each synoptist includes some items of information not included by the others, and John furnishes many details not found in the Synoptics at all. But it is perfectly clear that none of the statements are actually contradictory. When they are lined up in parallel columns, their rich wealth of information gives us a fuller account than could be gathered from any single one of them. Such a comparison yields the following composite narrative of Peter’s miserable experience during Christ’s trial before Caiaphas.


Peter was admitted to the outer court of the high priest after John had spoken to the doorkeeper (thyroros is probably masculine here) who guarded the approach from the street (John 18:15-16). After Peter entered, he sat down by a fire to warm himself on that chilly night (Luke 22:56). But a girl who served as a doorkeeper on the inner side of the gate began looking intently at him and finally blurted out, “You too were with Jesus, the Galilean from Nazareth!” (Mark 14:67) (Luke 22:56 reads “You too were with him!”). Then she asked him point blank, “Aren’t you one of His disciples ?” (John 18:17). To this Peter uttered his first denial, “I am not!” He added, “I don’t know or understand what you are talking about” (Matt. 26:70; Mark 14:68). Then he stoutly affirmed, “I don’t know Him, woman!” (Luke 22:57).


After this brush with danger, Peter wandered off to the portico of the building itself; but even there he attracted some unwelcome attention. Another servant girl, who may well have been tipped off by the female gatekeeper, remarked to one of the bystanders, “This man was with Jesus the Nazarene” (Matt. 26:71). “He certainly was one of them,” she insisted (Mark 14:69).


At this point, one of the men in the group leveled an accusing finger at Peter and declared, “You are one of them!” (Luke 22:58). Peter had by this time joined some men standing around a charcoal fire (apparently not the same fire he had stopped by in the outer court); they also picked up the accusation: “You too were with Jesus the Galilean!” (Matt. 26:73; Mark 14:70). They followed this charge with a forthright question: “Are you one of His disciples?” (John 18:25). With mounting intensity Peter replied, “Man, I am not!” (Luke 22:58). “I neither know nor understand what you are talking about!” (Matt. 26:72).


Somewhat later, perhaps as long as an hour after the second denial (Luke 22:59), a relative of the servant Peter had wounded at Gethsemane spotted him and shouted out, “Didn’t I see you in the garden with Him? You certainly must have been with Him, for you are a Galilean” (Luke 22:59). At this the bystanders chimed in; “You are certainly one of them, for you are a Galilean” (Mark 14:70). “You must be, for you talk with Galilean accent” (Matt. 26:73). At this, Peter began to panic; so he broke out into cursing and swearing: “By God, I don’t even know the man you’re talking about!” (Mark 14:71).


As soon as he had uttered this lie, Peter heard a rooster crowing. Suddenly he remembered how he had boasted the night before that he was ready to go to his death rather than deny his Lord. It was at that moment that Jesus Himself, who was still standing before Caiaphas under trial, looked over in Peter’s direction—and their eyes met (Luke 22:61). Covered with shame and full of self-loathing, Peter hurried out of the high priestly palace into the darkness of the night, now graying into dawn; and he sat down to weep and sob out his contrition before God.


In conclusion, then, the four testimonies of the Evangelists contain no contradictions, even though the information they yield may be somewhat diverse. As in any properly conducted court hearing, it is the task of the judge and jury to piece together the full account of the occurrence under investigation on the basis of the report of their individual witness. Much of their testimony will, of course, be identical; but in each case there will be some details recalled or thought worth mentioning that are forthcoming from the other witnesses. There is under the laws of legal evidence no good grounds for concluding, as some biased scholars mistakenly do, that the difference between the Gospels involve genuine discrepancies and unresolvable contradictions. Critics such as these would be utterly incompetent to sit in judgment in any court of law. 
