
The Man Jesus Was 
 
Out of the rebellious Galilee came a hero of the spirit who sought not to reform man, but to 
transform him. 
 
By Max Schoen 
 
Overview 
In The Man Jesus Was Max Schoen carries the reader on an exciting quest in search of the 
man from Galilee who, once he had spoken, could never be forgotten. From this quest Jesus 
emerges as the man who lived and died a Jew – the shameless blasphemer of ancient 
prophets, the militant enemy of Israel’s national existence. Here stands the real Jesus, a hero 
of the sprit, claiming no divinity, seeking no Messiahship, but raised above ridicule and scorn 
by an epic vision embracing all men. 
 
In freeing the personality of Jesus from the encrustations of religious dogma, in rediscovering 
the compelling forces of intellect, emotion, history and tradition that produced this genius, 
Dr, Schoen’s book constitutes much more than a courageous and reverent re-evaluation of 
the man who preached along the dusty roads of Galilee. It is, as well, a brilliant interpretation 
of the meaning of Jesus for our modern world. 
 
About Max Schoen 
Max Schoen was born in the Carpathian Mountains of Austria on February 11, 1888, and 
until the age of 14 was educated exclusively in the Jewish orthodox faith. Captivated by the 
character of Jesus, he abandoned his rabbinical studies and came to America shortly after the 
turn of the century. Although unable to speak English, he soon became happily adjusted to 
the public school system of New York City, and in 1911 received his Bachelor of Arts degree 
from the College of the City of New York. His first teaching experience was as an instructor 
in the high school at Chattanooga, Tennessee, where in 1918 he became a naturalized citizen. 
He later joined the faculties of East Tennessee State Normal School and the University of 
Iowa. In 1921, the same year he received his doctorate in philosophy from the University of 
Iowa, he joined the staff of the Carnegie Institute of Technology, and from 1925 until 1947 
served there continuously as head of the Department of Education and Psychology. In 1947 
Dr. Schoen decided to retire permanently to his summer home in Thetford, Vermont, but 
visiting professorships at Dartmouth College and at Hamilton College have kept him 
extremely active in academic life. He has published a number of books over the years, and 
perhaps best known among them are Thinking About Religion, Human Nature, and Human 
Nature in the Making. 
 
Forward 
Israel came into existence as a religious society, and the history of Israel narrated in the Old 
Testament is a religious epic: the story of God’s dealings with a people He raised for His 
messenger to the rest of the peoples of the earth. The New Testament continues this story by 



introducing the figure of a Galilean peasant-prophet who wandered throughout the land of 
Palestine announcing the imminent advent of a new social order through the intervention of 
God and laying down the requirements for memberships in that social order. His teachings 
appealed to the common people to whom they were addressed, but to the learned in the 
tradition of Israel his utterances were heresies and blasphemies for which he was condemned. 
Shortly after the death of this Galilean Jew he became the center of a new religious cult that 
spread rapidly throughout the Roman Empire. 
 
The Bible is a historical work; but the history it narrates can be followed with understanding 
only from the point of view from which it was written. The authors of the various books of 
the Old and New Testaments were interested only in one theme: the control of the historical 
process by the Creator of the universe for the accomplishment of His divine purpose for the 
creature He had made in His own likeness. The account of the public career of Jesus in the 
Synoptic Gospels – the books of the New Testament in which the principal material for a 
portrait of Jesus the man is to be found – deals entirely with this Jewish conception of history 
and the role of God’s chosen people in the historical process. In the Synoptic Gospels Jesus 
does not teach a new religion; he is no Christian. What condemned him to the cross was his 
departure from the Jewish tradition as interpreted by the recognized Jewish leaders of his 
time. 
 
The portrait of the Galilean in this book is drawn in the colors of the Synoptic Gospels. In 
Part One the thesis is developed that although the authors of these three records were 
evangelists and not historians they do nevertheless portray the real Jesus together with a mass 
of tradition that had arisen about him by the time the earliest of the records was written. Part 
Two traces the development of the Jewish view of history as the Drama of Redemption, a 
view that reached its climax in the time of Jesus when hope was high in Israel that the 
coming of a Messiah sent by God could not be far off. The man Jesus emerges from the 
impact he made upon this hope, the theme of Part Three. 
 
The writing of this book was prompted by reverence for the man Jesus and the conviction 
that in his spirit and teachings lies the only remedy for the numerous afflictions of the present 
social order. The aim of the author has been to penetrate to the vision that possessed this man 
and drove him on relentlessly in the face of the shameful death that awaited him. A man so 
possessed, so driven by an idea, belongs to no one special period and no one particular place; 
he cannot be assigned to any one cult, fashion or belief. The attempt to see the real Jesus may 
therefore offend the Jew who takes pride in being a Jew and also the Christian who glories in 
his salvation. But Jesus offended the good Jews of his day, and he would likewise offend the 
good Christians of today were he to appear in their midst with the message he brought to his 
contemporaries. The Jew forgets, because of what the Christian has done to him in the name 
of Jesus, that Jesus was a genius of the spirit, and the Christian ignores, because of what he 
claims the Jew did to Jesus, that Jesus was a Jew. Between the two warring camps the great 
Galilean is maligned by one and distorted by the other; between them the supreme religious 
mind of the ages “has nowhere to lay his head.” But Jesus the Jew and genius lives on, and 



will continue to live on, as a reproach and a promise to his detractors and distorters: a 
reproach to their blindness and a promise for their enlightenment. 
 
PART 1 
THE JESUS OF HISTORY 
 
Chapter 1: Who Was This Man Jesus?  
 
Jesus, born a Jew, lived and died in the Jewish faith. He spoke to Jews, moved only among 
Jews in a Jewish Palestine, and directed his message exclusively to Jews. Yet neither the 
Jewish upbringing of Jesus nor his love for his people prevented him from scorning the 
official representatives and expounders of the Judaism in which he was reared. He spared 
neither the Scribe, who was the teacher and interpreter of the Mosaic Law; nor the Pharisee, 
who was the guardian of its purity; nor the Sadducee, who was the protector of its literal 
meaning.  
 
The essential significance of Jesus rests in understanding how this Jew's love for Israel as the 
chosen people of God can be reconciled with his rejection of  the entire tradition that had 
brought Israel into existence. Jesus came upon the stage of Jewish history at a time when 
Israel was dispersed among unfriendly and heathen nations and when tradition was Israel's 
only shield against the encroachments of ungodly ideologies. Outwardly much of what Jesus 
did and said amounted to the heresy of national suicide, for if any Jew disputed the Torah he 
might as well deny everything—Yahweh as the God of the Jews, the codes of conduct that 
had been fashioned through centuries of strife and suffering to govern every Israelite in all of 
the relations of life.  
 
Long before the ministry of Jesus, Israel as the chosen people of Yahweh had incurred both a 
holy obligation and a holy responsibility. When Israel had seemed lost in the hopeless 
bondage of Egypt, Yahweh had redeemed Israel and buried the might and pride of its 
oppressors by closing the sea upon them. He had guided Israel into the wilderness and on 
Sinai had revealed His law to it. He had led Israel into the land of milk and honey of its 
ancestors and had built it into a mighty nation. He had caused the colossal grandeur of the 
Babylonian Empire to crumble into dust for Israel's sake, and had saved it from Antiochus 
Epiphanes, the madman of Syria, who set out to destroy the Jewish faith in the Torah by 
forcing adherence to heathen rites. All this Yahweh had done in the past, as Israel's Prophets 
had foretold, if only Israel would wait, hope, trust, and remain faithful to Yahweh's law. Now 
under the oppression of Rome and the Idumean Herod, who by making himself king of the 
Jews had usurped the throne of David, Israel awaited the next and greatest of Yahweh's 
promised dispensations: the coming of a Redeemer, a scion of the House of David, who 
would restore the nation of the Jews to the glory for which Yahweh had raised, guided, and 
protected it.  
 
What this glory was Yahweh had revealed for the first time to Abraham when he said:  



 
Leave your land, your relatives, and your father's home, for the land that I will show you; 
and I will make a great nation of you; I will bless you, and make your name so great that it 
will be used for blessings. I will bless those who bless you, and anyone who curses you I will 
curse; through you shall all the families of the earth invoke blessings on one another. 
[Genisis 12:1-3.]  
 
Israel had been raised by Yahweh to enact the leading role in the divine plan of history: the 
Drama of Salvation. Man had been made in the "image" and "likeness" of God and put into 
the Garden of Eden which God had planted and in which He had made all sorts of trees to 
grow that were pleasant to the sight and good for food. Then man had disobeyed God's 
command not to eat of the fruit of the tree of knowledge of good and evil and became 
alienated from his Maker. Nevertheless man would be provided with a way of salvation from 
sin and error, for his restoration to his original divine status. It was for this purpose that God 
had created the Law before He even had created the world; it was for this purpose that He 
had revealed His Word to Israel on Sinai. Henceforth Israel became a "kingdom of priests 
and a holy nation," the carrier of a divine promise to mankind, "the suffering Messiah of the 
centuries," who "shall at the end of days become the triumphant Messiah of the nations." 
Through Israel all peoples would be led to know and to worship the one true God of all 
creation and in Israel all peoples would be blessed. Israel was designed to be the savior of 
mankind; this plan was the sole justification for Israel's existence; this plan was Israel's 
divine calling, Israel's God-appointed destiny, which only awaited the coming of the Messiah 
to redeem Israel from Roman bondage and restore Israel's past glory when all nations would 
proclaim that Israel was truly the people of the only true God of all creation.  
 
This great destiny and this sustaining hope now were imperiled from an altogether 
unexpected quarter. A young and self-appointed Rabbi, son of a carpenter and himself a 
carpenter, a peasant from an obscure village in an obscure province, threatened to undermine 
every stronghold of Israel by preaching heresies to the multitudes, and even daring to invade 
the Holy City itself. This young and self-appointed Rabbi told the multitudes nothing of 
Israel's past glory and future hope, and the only notice he took of the leaders of Israel, the 
learned in the Law, was to attack them as hypocrites and vipers. Whereas the words he used 
were wholly Jewish, their spirit and their substance were not only different from the 
teachings of the Law, the Prophets, and the Rabbis, but even contradictory and antagonistic. 
In his heresy he put himself above the Law, above Moses, and above the Prophets; for where 
the Prophets only conveyed the message Yahweh had placed in their mouths, this peasant 
from Nazareth dared utter the unheard of words: "It was said of old but I say to you .... " He 
was more dangerous to the life and expectations of Israel because his message carried 
authority with the multitudes; he appealed to the uneducated masses of the people, the very 
section of the population which, because of its ignorance of the Law, constituted an 
obstruction to the early advent of the Messiah. By his words and his acts he thus encouraged 
disdain toward the leaders in Israel; and whereas these leaders were themselves entangled in 
disputations on matters of detail as to the exact interpretation of the Law, they were all of one 



mind concerning its sacredness, its finality, and its inviolability. This villager, this outsider, 
would destroy not only the "hedge" of the Law with his scorn for its builders, but the Law 
itself with his impudent and blasphemous egotism! It was as inevitable as it was necessary 
that he be removed, for repent he would not.  
 
What sort of person was this Jesus? What sort of Jew was he? How could he love Israel and 
speak as he spoke? Was it out of his very love for his people that his strange words arose? 
Was he at all aware of what his doctrines implied and foreboded for his coreligionists? Did 
he understand his teachings to be in full accord with the letter and the spirit of Judaism since 
he himself had declared that he came not to destroy the Law or the Prophets but to fulfill 
them; that "till heaven and earth pass away, not an iota, not a dot, will pass from the law until 
all is accomplished" [Matthew 5:I8].  Was this declaration in support of the Law possibly but 
one instance of the many inconsistencies of his character as revealed in the Gospels? While 
he preached humility, his repeated use of the "I" bespoke a superior sense of self-importance; 
he urged nonresistance and yet took a whip to the merchants in the Temple; he taught love of 
enemies and also lashed Scribes, Pharisees, and Sadducees with a tongue of venom. Do these 
contradictions arise only because the Gospelists were interested in him exclusively as the 
promised Messiah, and therefore ignored the complexities of his personality?  
 
An understanding of the Jesus of history demands more than a knowledge of his career, his 
teachings, and his encounter with official Judaism. He comes upon the scene of the Drama of 
Salvation at a time when the Law was held to be a completed and sealed book, and when any 
infringement or modification was rigidly prohibited. The Torah, the Divine Teaching given 
to Israel and the Message of Israel to mankind, was closed, and only pious study and 
commentaries by a select group of recognized scholars and teachers could be permitted; for 
the coming of the Messiah to usher in the kingdom of Heaven on earth depended on the 
minute observance by every Israelite of all its commandments. Whereas Jesus was a Jew, 
born into and nurtured by the Jewish faith, and whereas he addressed his message exclusively 
to Jews, clearly he must have been more than just another Jew or just another Rabbi. Neither 
his disciples nor the crowds he drew understood the full import and implications of his 
words, or they would have fled from him as from any blasphemer and renegade in Israel. He 
appealed both to disciples and multitude because he was not only one of them but also came 
to them, dwelt with them, spoke in the simple manner they could follow, and made them feel 
his love and compassion. Whereas he spoke as one having authority because he spoke out of 
personal experience and with passionate conviction, the only meaning his followers could 
possibly attach to what he said was the one to which they were accustomed, that of the 
tradition in which they had been raised. Jesus was too great for his simple disciples, as he 
was too great for the learned in the Law and the powerful in political authority, but for quite 
different reasons for each of these groups.  
 
Who then was this man Jesus? The answer to this question cannot be obtained cheaply. It is 
precisely in the ideas which brought Jesus into conflict with official Judaism that his 
greatness is to be found, and the revolutionary import and impact of these ideas can be 



realized only by an understanding of the whole history of the development of the religion of 
Israel. Jesus comes as the inevitable culmination of that development. There had to be a 
Jesus. And the price demanded of those who would know the spiritual heights of the villager 
from Nazareth is a willingness, even an eagerness, to steep themselves in his Jewish 
inheritance if they are to grasp fully his legacy to mankind. 
 
Chapter 2: The Records of the Life of Jesus 
 
Within a decade after the death of Jesus a number of churches had arisen in Palestine, even 
beyond its borders in the Roman world, where Jesus was worshiped as the Son of God, the 
Savior of the World. The leading figure in the development was a highly learned Pharisaic 
Jew, Paul of Tarsus, who had started out as an enemy and persecutor of the followers of the 
new religion, but who, experiencing a change of heart, announced that he was an apostle of 
Jesus called to this service by God. The first literature of the New Testament consists of ten 
letters, the earliest of which was written about the middle of the first century, that Paul wrote 
to the primitive churches to advise them on some local problems to which he could not attend 
in person.  
 
About eight years later the first of the four records of the public career of Jesus appeared. 
Three of these records, Matthew, Mark, and Luke, are classed together as the Synoptic 
Gospels because of the strikingly similar story they tell of the deeds and words of Jesus. The 
fourth, John, differs from the other three not only in the account it gives of the career of 
Jesus, but also in the picture it draws of his person. In the Synoptics, Jesus is presented as a 
human being carrying a message to the Jews. In John, he is depicted as a heavenly figure, the 
pre-existent Son of God, and as God's revelation of Himself to man. 
  
The other chief work in the New Testament having a historical content is the Acts of the 
Apostles which gives an account of the growth of Christianity from its beginning in the 
church in Jerusalem, its spread throughout Palestine, Syria, and Asia Minor, its extension into 
Macedonia and Greece through the teaching of Paul, and closing with Paul's arrival and arrest 
in Rome.  
 
The rest of the books of the New Testament originated as letters of exhortation and 
admonition addressed to the first Christian churches. Three of these books, I and II Timothy 
and Titus, have come to be known as Pastoral Epistles because they consist of instructions to 
a Christian pastor for carrying on his work. Tradition assigned these three letters to Paul 
since Timothy and Titus, to whom they were addressed, are mentioned in the Acts of the 
Apostle as having been Paul's missionary assistants. Modern scholars feel, however, that 
even if Paul had anything to do with these letters, they are not from his hand in their present 
form. Another Epistle attributed by tradition to Paul received the title "To the Hebrews," 
probably affixed on the assumption that it was written to a community of Jewish Christians 
because of the references to the Old Testament and Jewish ritual practices. The view held 
today by biblical students is that this Epistle is not a work of Paul and that its actual purpose 



is to reveal Christianity as not only one among many religions but as the one perfect faith and 
worship.  
 
Of the remaining eight Epistles, James is considered the most purely moral discourse in the 
New Testament, next only to the teachings of Jesus himself. Jude, I and II Peter, I, II, and III 
John, and Revelation, consist in the main of warnings to the faithful against heresies and 
words of assurance and consolation in time of persecution. Of the identity of the author of 
James, and of where and when the Epistle was written, nothing is known. James contains 
little of Christian doctrine, is concerned principally with religious teaching, and defines pure 
religion as residing in the visiting of orphans and widows in their affliction and in keeping 
oneself unstained from the world. James denounces the rich as oppressors and blasphemers, 
and looks upon wealth as an evil. Basically James is an answer to a misconception of Paul's 
pronouncement that salvation is by faith and not by works; James' interpretation of Paul is 
that "as the body apart from the spirit is dead, so faith apart from works is dead" [2:26].  
 
The first of the two letters that bear the name of Peter, the disciple of Jesus and “Prince of the 
Apostles," is an exhortation to patience in time of suffering under persecution, in emulation 
of Christ who, "When he was reviled, he did not revile in return; when he suffered, he did not 
threaten; but he trusted to him who judges justly" [2:23]. Since the Epistle speaks of an 
organized, widespread persecution of Christians, its date must be assigned to the year A.D. 
96 when the first such persecution took place during the reign of Domitian. In that case the 
Epistle could not be the work of Peter, although it may have been written by a Roman 
Christian in the name of Peter to the churches of Asia Minor reminding them to submit to the 
human authority of the emperor and governors, and above all to keep their love for one 
another strong, "since love covers a multitude of sins" [4:8].  
 
The second letter of Peter is considered to be a much later production than the first, because 
it is taken almost word for word from the Epistle of Jude, which scholars are certain belongs 
to the middle of the second century. Jude is an entirely unknown figure. His letter is a 
condemnation of a heresy that had sprung up in the Church, and it warns the faithful to be on 
guard against those persons who, while members of the church and in attendance at Christian 
meetings, still deny the true God and the Lord Jesus Christ. To this condemnation of heresy 
in Jude, II Peter adds a discourse intended to revive the faith of the primitive Christians in the 
visible and immediate second coming of Christ.  
 
Three other Epistles which are attributed by tradition to the John of the Fourth Gospel are 
likewise concerned with heresies that had crept into the church and had threatened the purity 
of the primitive faith. These Epistles are addressed to the Christians of Asia to reassure them 
of the truth of the commandment they had from the beginning, and to demand the rejection of 
any innovations as falsehoods. In the first letter the author gives his readers three main tests 
by which they can determine whether they are leading the Christian life and are saved. There 
is the ethical test of keeping the commandments of Jesus. "He who says 'I know him' but 
disobeys his commandments is a liar, and the truth is not in him; but whoever keeps his word, 



in him truly love for God is perfected. By this we may be sure that we are in him: he who 
says he abides in him ought to walk in the same way in which he walked" [2:4-6]. Next is the 
test of faith. "By this you know the Spirit of God: every spirit which confesses that Jesus 
Christ has come in the flesh is of God, and every spirit which does not confess Jesus is not of 
God" [4:2, 3]. Finally there is the test of brotherly love. "Beloved, let us love one another; for 
love is of God, and he who loves is born of God and knows God. He who does not love does 
not know God; for God is love" [4:7, 8]. The second and third letters are more personal notes 
and repeat the warning against false teachers, especially traveling evangelists who are 
strangers to the brethren and who might be advancing pagan ideas in the name of 
Christianity.  
 
The last of the New Testament books, The Revelations of John, was another product of the 
persecution of Christians in the reign of Domitian because of their refusal to observe the 
official cult of Caesar worship. A Christian teacher of Ephesus wrote letters of comfort and 
encouragement to the seven leading churches of Asia, asking them to bear their burdens and 
afflictions patiently and with fortitude, for the doom of the persecutors was close at hand in 
the imminent triumph of Christ and his cause. The messages are cast in the form of the Old 
Testament apocalyptic writings which forecast the end of the existing world order to be 
followed by a new age of the rule of God on earth and the glorious triumph of His people. 
Scholars now believe that these letters are the work of an Elder of Ephesus by name of John 
who was well known to the churches he addressed. 
 
These twenty-seven books did not become recognized as the only authentic sacred books of 
the Christian church until the latter half of the 4th century A.D. Up to then they had circulated 
singly and independently of each other among Christians, together with numerous other 
similar writings, some of which we still possess. The first step in making an official Christian 
Bible was taken by a man who was looked upon as a heretic by his fellow Christians, a 
wealthy ship owner, Marcion, who lived in the middle of the second century. Marcion's 
heresy consisted in his contention that the Old Testament should be banished from Christian 
worship because God was depicted as a tyrant, whereas the God Jesus preached was a God of 
love. Marcion proceeded to devise a new Bible which he limited to the Pauline writings, but 
included the Gospel of Luke because it was written by a companion of Paul. Thus the idea of 
a Christian Scripture was born, not however to replace the old one but to achieve its 
continuation and culmination. The problem of selecting the books for the new sacred 
literature was troublesome. There was full agreement from the very beginning on the four 
Gospels, the Epistles of Paul, the Acts of the Apostles, I Peter and I John. The remaining 
books were subjects of disputation until the year A.D. 367 when Athanasius, the leading 
churchman of the time, listed the books now included and issued the edict that these 
henceforth formed the Canon of the New Covenant.  
 

****** 
 
The closest the books of the New Testament come to a life of Jesus is in the three Synoptic 



Gospels, but the authors of these records were evangelists, not biographers or historians. 
They were interested in Jesus as a human figure in whom God revealed himself to man. In 
order to convey this divine mission of Jesus to their readers, the Synoptists tell about his 
movements, deeds, and sayings as a human being. In these three missionary tracts, with their 
human point of view, the historical Jesus alone may be discovered.  
 
The picture presented by the Synoptics is the familiar one of a family of children with 
striking resemblances and equally noticeable differences. The three records are in full 
agreement on the mission and message of Jesus and on the events in his public career, but 
they do not present these events in exactly the same order. They also often use the same 
language, as if they were quoting from each other, but they do so in different connections and 
in a peculiarly personal manner, indicating a difference in outlook and purpose. Matthew and 
Luke contain a great deal of material that is absent in Mark, and present this material in 
almost the same words although not in the same order. Finally, Matthew and Luke differ in 
presenting much material that is peculiar to each of them. These likenesses and differences 
between the members of the Synoptic family called for three lines of investigation: the first 
as to the source of the common material in all of them, the second concerning the source of 
the material common only to Matthew and Luke, and the third regarding the source of 
material peculiar to Matthew and Luke.  
 
Where the three records agree it is because Matthew and Luke used Mark for a large portion 
of their story. If the three documents are arranged in parallel columns and thus compared 
verse by verse, Matthew and Luke are found to contain between them almost all of Mark, and 
frequently Mark's own words. The events in the public career of Jesus given by Matthew and 
Luke are those presented by Mark, although neither of them follows Mark's order exactly. 
Between them, however, they even reproduce Mark’s sequence, for where one of them 
departs from it the other follows. Obviously Matthew and Luke depended on Mark for the 
framework into which they fitted the additional material in their possession, each recasting 
Mark to suit some special purpose he had in mind. 
 
The establishment of the priority of Mark led to investigations as to the identity of its author 
and the sources from which he could have drawn the material for his story. There are several 
notices of Mark in the New Testament where he is mentioned as a companion of some 
missionaries. There is also reference to Mark in connection with the gospel that bears his 
name. Writing about the year A.D. 140, Papias, a Bishop of Asia Minor, reports on an "elder" 
speaking about the early days of the church:  
 
And the elder spoke as follows: Mark, who had become the interpreter of Peter, wrote 
accurately but not in order all that he had remembered concerning the Lord's sayings and 
doings. For he did not hear the Lord or accompany him, but was later, as I said, a 
companion of Peter, who offered his instructions as the occasion required, without 
attempting to frame an ordered account of the Lord's sayings. So Mark made no mistake 
when he wrote some things as he recalled them. For he was intent on one aim, - not to leave 



out or falsify anything whatever of the things he had heard. [Eusebius, Ecclesiastical History, 
iii, 39.]  
 
If the testimony of Eusebius can be accepted, Mark contains the reminiscences of the apostle 
Peter about the ministry of Jesus, but the preaching of Peter could not be the only source of 
Mark. The gospel is anything but a continuous and ordered narrative. It is a compilation of 
stories, conversations and sayings, all of which could not have come from one person. The 
probability is that Mark made a collection of the reminiscences of Peter, and a later writer 
combined his record with stories from other sources.  
 
Mark is the shortest of the Synoptics, and Matthew and Luke are about twice its length. 
Much of this additional material in Matthew and Luke consists of the sayings of Jesus, which 
are presented in Matthew as long discourses on single themes and in Luke in more 
fragmentary form. The sources from which Matthew and Luke obtained this extra material is 
another of the Synoptic problems that has occupied the attention of biblical scholars.  
 
That Jesus did not commit any of his teachings to writing is certain. It is equally certain that 
his words were highly treasured by the primitive church and that one or more records of them 
were made and used by the apostles in their pastoral and missionary work. According to 
Eusebius, who wrote his Ecclesiastical History in the days of Constantine the Great, one such 
compilation is attributed to Matthew. Eusebius again quotes Papias: "Matthew compiled the 
oracles in the Hebrew language; but every one interpreted them as he was able." This 
testimony seems to imply the existence of a work by an immediate disciple of Jesus, written 
in his native tongue, Aramaic, which was translated into Greek by various people as best they 
could. Regardless, however, of the authenticity of this tradition, it is now generally accepted 
among scholars that the authors of Matthew and Luke possessed copies of an early 
compilation of the words of Jesus which each incorporated in his own way into the Marcan 
narrative. No copy of such a compilation has survived nor is it known whether the two 
writers used the same or different versions of it.  
 
The material in Matthew and Luke which is peculiar to each of them forms about one-third of 
each gospel. In Matthew this material consists of stories about the birth and infancy of Jesus, 
the events in Jerusalem from the time of his entry to his death and resurrection, and a few 
sayings. In Luke parables and incidents that bear closely upon parables, like the stories about 
Martha and Mary, constitute the main material. Students of the Gospels arc agreed that any 
suggestion as to the sources of this special material must be pure conjecture. The most 
plausible guess is that it came from various oral traditions, although some scholars hold that 
Matthew had a written source for those sayings that only he reports, and that Luke possessed 
a written record of the parables found only in his book.  
 

*** 
 
The discovery of the literary relationship between the Gospels adequately accounted for their 



family resemblance, but raised the further question why Matthew and Luke found it 
necessary to edit Mark and to add material from their copies of the sayings of Jesus and from 
other sources, with the result that we have three somewhat different portraits of the same 
person. 
 
Mark's narrative opens with the baptism of Jesus by John and his retirement into the 
wilderness where he is tempted by the devil to surrender to earthly ambitions. Jesus then 
returns to Galilee and begins his public ministry, consisting chiefly of miraculous healings. 
Because of the opposition of the Scribes and Pharisees to his activities and behavior Jesus 
again retires, after commissioning his disciples to carry on his work of teaching and healing. 
He reappears with the approach of the Passover, admits to his disciples that he is the Christ 
who must suffer, and be killed, and after three days rise again, is transfigured in the presence 
of Peter, James, and John, and journeys to Jerusalem in the company of his followers for the 
celebration of the annual festival. Here he cleanses the Temple of the money-changers, 
stirring up the bitter enmity of the priests, who unite with his old antagonists to destroy him. 
The gospel closes with the story of the three women who come to the tomb early on the first 
day of the week to anoint his body with spices and find that the large stone closing the door 
to the tomb has been rolled back. On entering the tomb they are astonished to find a young 
man who informs them that the Jesus they are seeking has risen, and to tell his disciples and 
Peter that he is going before them to Galilee, where they will find him, as he had instructed 
them when he foretold his death and resurrection. "And they went out and fled from the 
tomb; for trembling and astonishment had come upon them; and they said nothing to anyone, 
for they were afraid" [16:8].  
 
Mark could not have been written till shortly after A.D. 70, because of what appears to be a 
reference in it to the fall of Jerusalem which occurred in that year. The loose style of the 
gospel receives what continuity it possesses from Mark's purpose, which he gives in his 
opening words, "The beginning of the gospel of Jesus Christ, the Son of God." Mark is intent 
on proving the thesis that Jesus is the Messiah, the Holy One of God. To do so he must 
explain, in the first place, how a crucified man, a man who had met a criminal's death, could 
be the Son of God, and, second, how a Son of God could have failed to have the power of 
persuading the Jews of his divine stature and mission. So Mark sets about selecting and 
marshaling his material in accord with his apologetic objectives.  
 
To convince his readers that he is writing "the gospel of Jesus Christ, the Son of God” [1:1], 
Mark cites the miracles. He has little interest in the words of Jesus, and alludes to them only 
when they form part of an incident in Jesus’ ministry. Otherwise Mark’s gospel is a narrative 
or miracles of nature and of miraculous healings. Jesus stills the storm, walks on the sea, 
feeds multitudes with a small provision of food, casts out unclean spirits, cleanses lepers, 
cures paralytics, raises a dead child to life, restores the hearing of a deaf man and the sight of 
a blind one, and sets free a demoniac boy. Since it was these miracles that caused the 
disciples to recognize that Jesus was no ordinary person, they also serve to confirm the 
Christians in their belief of his divine descent, and as a note of encouragement to Roman 



Christians in their suffering for the Christ who suffered for their sake.  
 
The proof of the supernatural powers of Jesus was met by the Pharisees with the rejoinder 
that a man who had died a shameful death could not have been the Son of God. Mark 
overcomes this difficulty by telling the Pharisees that Jesus had taught his disciples he must 
suffer and die in order to fulfill his office as the Messiah, but that his death was to be 
followed by his resurrection, through which God Himself would give a sign Jesus was His 
own Son. What appeared to be a point against the Christian faith is turned by Mark into a 
proof of its truth.  
 
But the enemies of Christianity had another argument. The failure of Jesus to convince all the 
Jews of his divine dignity and stature even by his mighty works, they said, indicated a 
weakness from which the Son of God could not possibly suffer. Mark reports that Jesus did 
not wish to be accepted as Messiah by all Jews. Jesus even enjoined those he had healed not 
to spread the news of his miraculous powers, and when his disciples finally discovered his 
messianic secret he had forbidden them to “say so to anyone.” His teachings he presented in 
parables, or enigmas, so that the Jews might not understand him. Jesus not only foresaw the 
unbelief of the Jews but also intentionally produced and encouraged it. 
 
If the content and purpose of Mark had been properly defined, the title of his gospel might 
well have been “Scenes from the Ministry of Jesus in Testimony of His Messiahship, His 
Passion, and Resurrection, and in Refutation of the Calumnies of the Jews.” Mark is believed 
by some scholars to have been a member of the Gentile church for whom he summarized the 
principal tenets of the Christian tradition of the day to confirm them in its truth and to 
confound unbelievers. 
 
Matthew's gospel is the most comprehensive and systematic of the Synoptics, and the 
position of priority in which it was placed when the Canon of the New Testament was first 
formed may be an indication of the esteem in which it was held by the early church as the 
authentic account of the life of Jesus. 
 
The plan Matthew followed in marshaling his material is very clear. He used Mark for a 
framework into which he fitted the sayings of Jesus in the form of long sermons. The 
ministry of Jesus he divided onto five periods, each closing with the formula “And when 
Jesus finished these sayings.” The first period covers the ministry from its opening to the 
calling of the disciples [3-10]; the second tells of the Galilean  ministry and its success [11-
14]; the third deals with rising opposition of Scribes and Pharisees [15-16]; the fourth 
continues the story with the departure from Galilee and the recognition of Jesus as the 
Messiah by the disciples at Caesaria Philippi [16-20]; and the fifth closes with an account of 
the journey to Jerusalem and the events that led to his arrest, trial, and sentence [21, 26]. To 
these five periods Matthew adds a section on the birth and pedigree of Jesus [1-2] and one on 
his death and resurrection [27-28]. 
 



The enlargement of Mark by Matthew consists of four sorts of material: the sayings of Jesus, 
the pedigree of Jesus, the story of the nativity, and incidents from his infancy. In the last 
three additions one of the purposes of Matthew can be detected. 
 
In the pedigree, Matthew traces the descent of Jesus from Abraham through the Patriarchs to 
the Royal House of David. His purpose here is to prove that Jesus is the fulfillment of the Old 
Testament prophecy of the coming of a Messiah, who was to be a descendent of the great 
Jewish King. Matthew is so intent on proving this thesis that in several places he edits an 
event in Mark’s narrative to make his story fit a prophecy and in others modifies the 
prophecy to suit the event. Many scholars believe the tradition about the miraculous birth of 
Jesus arose to counteract a legend circulated among Jewish circles that Jesus was of 
illegitimate birth. For Matthew the birth of Jesus fulfills "what the Lord had spoken by the 
prophet: 'Behold, a virgin shall conceive and bear a son, and his name shall be called 
‘Emmanuel’ (which means, God with us)" [I :22, 231. Although the home of Jesus was 
Nazareth in Galilee, Matthew has him born in Bethlehem of Judea, the town of David, to fit 
Micah's prediction that from Bethlehem "shall come a ruler who will govern my people 
Israel" [2:6]. He has Joseph flee with his family to Egypt to escape the evil intentions of 
Herod against the infant Jesus, "which was to fulfill what the Lord had spoken by the 
prophet, 'Out of Egypt have I called my son' " (2:15]. Hosea is, however, not making a 
prophesy, as Matthew implies, but is speaking of the deliverance of Israel from Egypt. The 
family returns to Nazareth, according to Matthew, "that what was spoken by the prophets 
might be fulfilled, 'He shall be called a Nazarene' " [2:23]. But in the Old Testament no 
oracle proclaims that the Messiah should be called a Nazarene. Again, Matthew has Jesus 
leave Nazareth and go to dwell in "Capernaum in the territory of Zebulun and Naphtali, by 
the sea, that what was spoken by the prophet Isaiah might be fulfilled:  
 
The land of Zebulun and the land of Naphtali,  
toward the sea, across the Jordan,  
Galilee oj the Gentiles— 
the people who sat in darkness  
have seen a great light,  
and for those who sat in the region and shadow of death  
light has dawned."  
[4:12-16]  
 
This passage in Isaiah does not, however, refer to the Messiah, but is a prediction of the 
deliverance of Northern Israel from the Syrian  invasion of the Eighth Century B.C. Zebulun 
and Naphtali are primarily the names of two of the Northern tribes, and not of places.  
 
Where Mark relied on miracles as evidence that Jesus was the Messiah, Matthew rested his 
case on Old Testament prophecies, possibly because, as the strong Jewish flavor of many 
passages in his gospel would seem to indicate, he wanted to reach Jewish Christians. 
Matthew was also intent on putting at rest the minds of his Jewish Christian audience on 



several troublesome passages in Mark and to counter slanderous attacks on Jesus by Jewish 
opponents of Christianity. For this purpose he edited Mark in several places and introduced 
considerable new material.  
 
Some passages in Mark were troublesome because they could be interpreted as reflections on 
the dignity and power of Jesus, and these Matthew wanted to correct. Thus Mark reports that 
Jesus "was indignant" because his disciples attempted to prevent little children from being 
brought to him, and that "he took them in his arms and blessed them, laying his hands upon 
them" [10:13-16]. In Matthew Jesus is not indignant nor does he take the children in his 
arms, probably because Matthew felt that indignation was not in keeping with Jesus' 
spirituality and that such display of affection was unbecoming to his dignity. Matthew merely 
has Jesus say "Let the children come to me, and do not hinder them; for to such belongs the 
kingdom of heaven"; and "he laid his hands on them and went away" [19:13-15]. Again, 
Mark writes that at Nazareth Jesus "could do no mighty work there, except that he laid his 
hands upon a few sick people and healed them" [6:5, 6]. Matthew changes the phrase "could 
do no mighty work there" to "And he did not do many mighty works there, because of their 
unbelief' to remove any implication that the power of Jesus was limited [13:58]. Mark's 
account of the baptism of Jesus simply says, "In those days Jesus came from Nazareth of 
Galilee and was baptized by John in the Jordan” [1:9], but since this statement could mean 
that Jesus wanted to be baptized because he felt he was a sinner like the rest of the pilgrims, 
Matthew is careful to have the Baptist say to Jesus, "I need to be baptized by you, and do you 
come to me?" [3:14]. Thus the Baptist is shown to be but the forerunner of the coming 
Messiah and inferior to him. In Mark Jesus is helplessly overpowered by his enemies after 
his betrayal, but Matthew removes this helplessness by having Jesus remark, "Do you think 
that I cannot appeal to my Father, and he will at once send more than twelve legions of 
angels? But how then should the scriptures be fulfilled?" ['26:53, 54].  
 
Portions of the material peculiar to Matthew obviously are intended to refute certain slanders 
on Jesus in circulation among Jews and pagans. One of these slanders implied that Jesus was 
crucified because the Roman authorities justly recognized him as a criminal, not because the 
Jews demanded his death. Matthew, introducing the incident of the dream of Pilate's wife, 
meets this taunt by saying that while Pilate "was sitting on the judgment seat, his wife sent 
word to him, 'Have nothing to do with that righteous man, for I have suffered much over him 
today in a dream' " [27:19]. What the nature of her suffering was Matthew does not state; but 
he does say that "when Pilate saw that he was gaining nothing, but that rather that a riot was 
beginning, he took water and washed his hands before the crowd, saying, 'I am innocent of 
this man's blood; see to it yourselves'. And all the people answered, 'His blood be on us and 
on our children!' " By thus exonerating Pilate, Matthew also clears Jesus of the charges of the 
Jewish leaders and places the responsibility for his shameful death on "all the people," on 
their own admission [27:24, 25].  
 
Another charge by the Jews against the Christian presentation of Jesus was that he had not 
risen from the dead but that his body was carried off from the sepulcher by his followers so 



they could proclaim his resurrection. Matthew's version of this crucial incident for the 
Christians has the chief Priests warning Pilate that since Jesus had predicted his rise from the 
tomb after three days, the tomb should be watched for that period "lest his disciples go and 
steal him away, and tell the people, 'He has risen from the dead' " which would be a worse 
fraud than their proclamation of him as Messiah. Pilate tells them to use their own guard, 
which they do, and also make the sepulcher safe by sealing the stone. But when the guard 
informs the chief Priests of the empty tomb, "And when they had assembled with the elders 
and taken counsel, they gave a sum of money to the soldiers and said, 'Tell people, His 
disciples came by night and stole him away while we were asleep.' " This priestly fabrication, 
according to Matthew, "has been spread among Jews to this day" [28:11-13, 15]. 
 
Matthew closes his narrative by having Jesus meet his disciples on a mountain in Galilee 
where he tells them he has been given all authority in heaven and on earth, and charges them 
to "Go therefore and make disciples of all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father 
and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit, teaching them to observe all that I have commanded 
you; and lo, I am with you always, to the close of the age" [28:16-20].  
 
The Gospel of Matthew was written, at least in part, to confirm the Jewish Christians in their 
faith in the risen Jesus as the promised Messiah of the Jews by testimonials from the Jewish 
Scriptures themselves, and to defend him against his Jewish or pagan detractors. Since the 
Jews had rejected Jesus they had forfeited the kingdom which was theirs according to the 
promise of Old Testament prophecy, and their birthright had thus passed over to all peoples 
and persons who would acknowledge Jesus as their Lord and Saviour. The date of the gospel 
is the year A.D. 90 or 95 and it could have been written at Antioch, the seat of one of the 
earliest and greatest of churches and a meeting place of Jewish and Gentile influences. There 
is, however, nothing in the gospel itself that offers any clue as to the place of its origin.  
 
Luke opens his account of Jesus with a statement of his purpose: "Inasmuch as many have 
undertaken to compile a narrative of the things which have been accomplished among us, just 
as they were delivered to us by those who from the beginning were eyewitnesses and 
ministers of the word, it seemed good to me also, having followed all things closely for some 
time past, to write an orderly account for you, most excellent Theophilus, that you may know 
the truth concerning the things of which you have been informed” [1:1-4]. 
 
In his "orderly account" Luke reproduces more than half of Mark whom he follows more 
closely than Matthew. His second source, the sayings of Jesus, he scatters throughout his 
narrative, in contrast to Matthew who gathered them into lengthy discourses. Since Luke's 
use of Mark tends to show that he was inclined to follow his sources rather scrupulously, his 
reproduction of the sayings is probably close to the order in which they were given in the 
original copy. 
 
The material Luke incorporated from Mark and the sayings constitute about one-half of his 
gospel. For the rest he must have had one or more other sources, the nature of which is clear 



only from the use he made of them, but this special material endows Luke's portrait of Jesus 
with features not found in Mark or Matthew. Although Luke states that his purpose was only 
to compile an orderly narrative of the truth about Jesus as it was handed down by 
“eyewitnesses and ministers of the word," his special material and editing of Mark show what 
he held to be the nature of this truth.  
 
The first truth for Luke was that although Jesus was born a Jew he was meant for, and 
belonged to, all men. This universalism of Jesus is supported by Luke in a number of ways. 
In the pedigree Luke gives of Jesus he traces his descent not merely to Abraham, the ancestor 
of the Jews, but to Adam, the progenitor of mankind. Luke is also careful to eliminate from 
the teachings of Jesus whatever is characteristically Jewish. Where Matthew proclaims that 
Jesus came to fulfill and not to destroy the Law, Luke seems to regard his teachings as 
having transcended and replaced it. In Matthew, Jesus instructs his disciples to keep away 
from the Gentiles since his message was intended only for the lost sheep of Israel, but for 
Luke Jesus is not only the glory of his people but a light to the Gentiles. Matthew has Jesus 
give his own interpretation of the Mosaic Law in the famous series of utterances "You have 
heard that it was said…But I say to you….”  " Luke omits them. The controversy between 
Jesus and the Jewish leaders about the Jewish practice of washing the hands before eating, 
mentioned both by Mark and Matthew, Luke ignores. In Mark and Matthew, Jesus speaks of 
Gentiles as dogs who are not entitled to his message and ministration. This insinuation is 
deleted by Luke, while he abbreviates considerably the discourse of Jesus on the Scribes and 
Pharisees because of its strong Jewish flavor.  
 
Another truth for Luke is the humanism of Jesus. "The Spirit of the Lord is upon me," he has 
Jesus quote from Isaiah in the synagogue at Nazareth, "because he has anointed me to preach 
good news to the poor” [4:18-30]. His narrative is full of incidents and sayings in illustration 
of Jesus' compassion for the socially oppressed and despised, the weak and the erring. The 
best known and most loved of the Parables— the Prodigal Son, the Good Samaritan, Dives 
and Lazarus—are found only in Luke, and each is a variation on the theme of brotherly love, 
service, forgiveness, and penitence. Luke has Jesus concerned particularly with the sinner, 
over whose repentance there is more joy in heaven "than over ninety-nine righteous persons 
who need no repentance" [15:7]. The penitent publican who prayed to God to be merciful to 
him, a sinner, returns home justified. The woman who was guilty of many sins and wept at 
the feet of Jesus, is forgiven, "for she loved much; but he who is forgiven little, loves little" 
[7:47]. Luke alone has Jesus say from the cross, "Father, forgive them; for they know not 
what they do" [23:34].  
 
Luke also depicts Jesus as the champion of the poor against the rich and governing classes. 
To the blessings Jesus pronounces in Matthew on the poor, the hungry, and the hated, Luke 
adds the woes upon the rich, who have received their consolation; on those that are full, for 
they shall hunger; on those that laugh, for they shall mourn and weep; on those of whom men 
speak well, "for so their fathers did to the false prophets" [6:24-26]. The poor widow who put 
two copper coins into the temple treasury has put in more than all the rich "for they all 



contributed out of their abundance, but she out of her poverty put in all the living that she 
had" [21:1-4]. The man who invited Jesus to dinner is told that "When you give a dinner or 
banquet, do not invite your friends or your brothers or your kinsmen or rich neighbors, lest 
they also invite you in return, and you be repaid. But when you give a feast, invite the poor, 
the maimed, the lame, the blind, and you will be blessed, because they cannot repay you" 
[14:12-14].  
 
The outstanding characteristics of Luke's gospel, his deletion from his sources of any 
reference to Jewish nationalism and legalism and his stress on the universalism and 
humanism of Jesus, would indicate that he was writing principally for Gentiles to whom he 
wished to recommend Jesus as the Savior of all men. For this reason he avoided anything 
which might not be understood by the Greek-speaking pagans or might be distasteful to them 
because of its Jewishness or that might be offensive because of its unfavorable view of 
Gentiles. The date of the gospel is about the same as that of Matthew, while tradition ascribes 
its authorship to the Luke whom Paul mentions several times as his companion.  
 
It may seem that gospel research has done no more than to destroy the Jesus depicted in the 
Synoptics as a historical figure, and to show these documents solely as propaganda tracts 
written for the new faith, but such actually is not the case. What these investigations really 
point to is the presence in the Synoptics of two sorts of material about Jesus. In one we learn 
what Jesus did and said, while in the other we are told of what he came to mean to his 
followers after his death and of the institution established in his name. Each of the Synoptists, 
by the different portraits they draw of Jesus, is intent on proving something about him and on 
defending the Christian faith against its detractors. In these portions of the records the Jesus 
of tradition obviously emerges, and these portions are therefore of no value in the quest for 
the original and real Jesus. But the rest of the records do deal directly with Jesus by telling of 
his movements, deeds, and words, and may thus represent the true figure, or at least contain a 
large enough admixture of what can be shown to be authentic historical fact to permit a 
portrait of Jesus the man.  
 
 
 
CHAPTER III  
Tradition and History the Gospels  
 
The problem of who Jesus was and what he actually taught has been occupying the minds of 
a host of students of the Gospels since the latter part of the 18th century, when the German 
philosopher and man of letters, Herman Samuel Reimarus, published The Object of Jesus and 
his Disciples. In this pioneer work Reimarus argued that everything in the Gospels was an 
invention of the Apostles and the primitive church with the single exception of the preaching 
by Jesus of the near approach of the kingdom of Heaven for which the Jews were waiting. 
The vast literature that has accumulated since then on the historical worth of the Gospels has 
produced four schools of thought. Two of these deny outright that the Jesus of the Gospels is 



an historical figure; the other two affirm that the Gospels do reveal the real Jesus, but each 
draws from them a completely different portrait. 
 
The Myth School denies outright that we can ever know anything about the real Jesus, for the 
Gospels are our only sources of knowledge and the Jesus of the Gospels never existed. What 
the Gospels say about him is legendary, mythical, not historical. In designating the gospel 
stories as myths this School does not mean that they are deliberate falsifications. A myth is 
not a lie, a misrepresentation, or a deception. It is a fact whose appeal has been enhanced by 
the embellishments of fancy. The myth-making proclivity of the human mind is particularly 
operative in the case of persons who make a profound impression on their contemporaries 
and whose stature is soon raised above its factual proportions by the adulation of their 
followers. 
 
According to the Myth School, the tremendous impression Jesus made upon his disciples 
surrounded him with a halo of glory even during the brief period of his public activity, and 
this adulation continued with growing zeal and fervor after his death until by the time the 
earliest gospel was written the historical figure was so completely enwrapped in myth as to 
be altogether inseparable from it. The Jesus of the Gospels is thus the product of a complex 
of Jewish and pagan religious ideas that circulated in the Greco-Roman world of the first 
century of our era. Jesus became the Messiah, so this School holds, as a result of Old 
Testament messianic ideas and expectations, while the sort of Messiah he became, the Lord 
Jesus Christ, was due to the further influence of the savior gods of the Greek Mystery 
religions, each held to be of divine origin and each of whom had died and risen again for the 
salvation of mankind. Old Testament legends also figure in the gospel stories about the 
person of Jesus and his deeds. The story of the annunciation to Mary and Joseph of the birth 
of Jesus and of his conception by the Holy Spirit has its precedent in the similar story of the 
births of Isaac and Samuel. The descent upon Jesus of the Holy Spirit after his baptism has its 
counterpart in Isaiah’s prophecy of the chosen servant of God being endowed with His Sprit 
to carry true religion to the nations; whereas the declaration of divine sonship, “Thou are my 
beloved son” follows closely the designation of the coming king in Psalm 2:7. 
 
You are now my son. 
This day am I your father. 
 
Jesus had experiences in the wilderness as did Moses and Elijah, and Elijah had a contest 
with the prophets of Baal as did Jesus with the devil. Like Jesus, Elijah went forty days 
without food, while Elijah and Elisha performed miraculous healings. Both also possessed 
the power of multiplying a supply of food, Elisha feeding a hundred men with a small 
provision of bread and fruit with some left over. The failure of the disciples to heal the 
lunatic boy in the absence of Jesus is reminiscent of Elisha’s servant Gehazi who made a vain 
attempt to restore a dead boy to life by using the staff of the prophet. The stories of the 
healing of leprosy and blindness by Jesus likewise have their parallels in the Old Testament, 
while the narrative of the transfiguration follows the pattern of the shining countenance of 



Moses on Sinai. 
 
The Myth School dates back to the appearance in 1835 of what proved to be one of the most 
famous and scholarly of all books on the life of Jesus by the German theologian and 
philosopher, David Friedrich Strauss. The reputation attained by Strauss of having dissolved 
the life of Jesus to a myth is altogether undeserved and a misrepresentation of his purpose 
and achievement. Strauss was prompted to undertake his studies by the collapse of two 
opposing views of the gospel story that prevailed in his time, one accounting for all the 
events in the career of Jesus on supernaturalistic grounds, and the other attempting to 
reinterpret them as natural occurrences. To resolve this opposition and impasse Strauss 
introduced the mythical approach, not to discredit the historicity of the records but rather to 
throw light upon them by separating what was traditional accretion from what he felt to be 
original authentic fact. In this respect Strauss differs from the more extreme members of the 
Myth School, who, while not denying outright that Jesus lived, nevertheless proclaim that we 
can know nothing about him since what the Gospels tell us is fiction and not fact. 
 
Another interpretation of the Jesus of the Gospels is presented by the Form Criticism School, 
which owes its name to its basic hypothesis that the material out of which the gospels were 
compiled existed at first only as independent stories circulated by word of mouth among the 
earliest Christian communities. The purpose of the School was to determine the origin of 
these stories and to trace the process by which they came to assume the form in which we 
have them in the Synoptics. Since Mark first shaped these pieces into something of a 
connected narrative, the Form Critics concentrated their attention upon his gospel. By this 
method Form Criticism hoped to carry the gospel records back to their very fountainhead. 
 
The stories in Mark, say the Form Critics, consist of paradigms, apothegms, miracles, 
proverbs, biographical antidotes, exhortations, and apocalyptic sayings or predictions about 
the end of the existing world order. The classification is made according to the content of the 
story, which also indicates its purpose. 
 
A paradigm is a brief, simple story, comprising a saying of Jesus on some particular 
occasion. The purpose of the combination is to heighten the effect of the saying, which is 
always of universal scope, by giving it a setting that provides the motive. Thus, the saying “Is 
it lawful on the Sabbath to do good or to do harm, to save a life or to kill?” [Mark 3:4] occurs 
on the occasion of the healing on the holy day of a man with a withered hand. The dictum 
“The sabbath was made for man, not man for the sabbath” [Mark 2:27] is prompted by the 
reprimand handed the disciples by the Pharisees for plucking ears of grain on the day of rest. 
The pronouncement “Truly, I say to you, whoever does not receive the kingdom of God like 
a child shall not enter it” [Mark 10:15] is provoked by the attempt of the disciples to prevent 
children from being brought to Jesus that he might touch them. And the question put to Jesus 
by the Pharisees whether it is lawful to pay taxes to Caesar receives the answer “Render 
Caesar the things that are Caesar’s, and to God the things that are God’s” [Mark 12:17]. 
These stories, according to the Form Criticism School, were to serve as models of how and 



what Jesus taught. 
 
In the paradigms Jesus is the teacher. In the miracle stories Jesus is the possessor of 
supernatural powers, and hence the stress is on an act of Jesus rather than on a saying. In the 
story of the stilling of the great storm of wind over the sea, Jesus rebukes his disciples with 
the words “Why are you afraid? Have you no faith?” That the faith meant here is that of trust 
in the power of Jesus is indicated by the awe of the disciples and their exclamation “Who is 
this, that even wind and sea obey him?” [Mark 4:40, 41]. Again, when the woman who had 
been suffering for twelve years from a flow of blood whom no one was able to cure comes to 
Jesus confident that she will become well if she but touched is garment, he tells her 
“Daughter, your faith has made you well; go in peace, and be healed of your disease.” [Mark 
5:34]. The faith is again in the power of Jesus to perform miracles. 
 
The Form Critics are in agreement that the various stories about Jesus in the Gospels are all 
the creations of the early church for the purpose of missionary propaganda. The first 
preachers of Christianity were not interested in preserving sources for the life of Jesus; their 
only concern was to present him as the Savior, the risen Christ, who would soon return on the 
clouds of heaven to inaugurate the new era of the rule of God on earth. In this preoccupation 
the preachers also had to deal with Jewish and pagan opponents of the new faith, and this 
need produced its own type of story. So the oral gospels behind the written Gospels are of the 
nature of folk tales, and like folk tales they kept assuming increasingly definite form with 
repetition. According to the Form School, the Gospels are not a life of Jesus but a collection 
of traditions about him concerning his messianic mission and message. 
 
The chief proponent of the Eschatological School is Albert Schweitzer. The life of Jesus as 
depicted in the Gospels, says Schweitzer, presents an enigma. Jesus is described as believing 
himself to be the Messiah from the outset of his ministry, and yet throughout this ministry he 
does not act or speak in the manner to be expected of the Messiah. He not only shows no 
evidence of a desire to make a public proclamation of his divine function but enjoins his 
disciples to keep it secret when they confess him to be the Messiah. If Jesus did look upon 
himself as the Messiah why did he keep silent about it, and if we assume he did not do so, 
how did he come to be known as Messiah after his death? The ready explanation that his 
messiahship was a later invention of the church Schweitzer rejects emphatically on the 
ground that if this were true there would be nothing left of the whole gospel tradition, which 
would be the deathblow of the Christian faith. 
 
Schweitzer proceeds to reconstruct the gospel narrative around the Passion Story but with an 
interpretation that makes it truly historical; it was precisely Jesus’ consciousness of himself 
as Messiah that compelled him to keep the fact a secret. According to Schweitzer an 
understanding of why Jesus felt it necessary to hide his high office makes his life intelligible 
and also shows the gospel record to be substantially a true historical account. 
 
Why did Jesus feel that he must hide what had been revealed to him at his baptism about the 



nature of his person? Schweitzer’s answer is that this concealment was made necessary by 
what Jesus conceived to be the nature of his messianic function, or by the kind of Messiah he 
held himself to be. At Caesarea Philippi, where Jesus admits his messiahship to his disciples, 
and charges them to tell no one, he proceeds to teach them “that the Son of man must suffer 
many things, and be rejected by the elders and the chief priests and the scribes, and be killed, 
and after three days arise again” [Mark 8:31]. He also refers to his resurrection when he tells 
the multitude that “whoever is ashamed of me and of my words in this adulterous and sinful 
generation, of him will the Son of man also be ashamed, when he comes in the glory of his 
Father with the holy angels” [Mark 8:38]. Jesus’ dignity as Messiah is to become known only 
with the advent of the Messianic age, which he predicts is to occur in the very near future, for 
“there are some standing here who will not taste death before they see the kingdom of God 
come with power” [Mark 9:1]. His present function is to proclaim the near approach of the 
kingdom and to preach the repentance and righteousness necessary for membership in it, and 
this function he must perform as the hidden and unrecognized Messiah. Schweitzer maintains 
that the ethical teachings of Jesus are but interim ethics, that they hold only for the interval 
between “Now and Then” as the requirements for entrance into the coming supernatural and 
glorious world era to be established miraculously by God himself. The ethics of Jesus are 
“not an authority for our intelligence,” and for our time have no significance. But Jesus 
himself, his spirit, is an authority for our will. He comes to us, says Schweitzer in an elegant 
passage, “as One unknown, without a name, as of old, by the lakeside, He came to those men 
who knew Him not. He speaks to us the same word: ‘Follow thou me!’ and sets us to the 
tasks which he has to fulfill for our time. He commands. And to those who obey him, 
whether they be wise or simple, He will reveal Himself in the toils, the conflicts, the 
sufferings which they shall pass through in His fellowship, and, as an ineffable mystery, they 
shall learn in their own experience Who He is” [The Quest of the Historical Jesus, 401]. 
 
The portrait drawn by Jesus by the Jewish Prophet School from the gospel records is the 
exact opposite of that of the Eschatologists. This School maintains that Jesus made no 
messianic claims for himself, and intended to do no more than reform the religion of his 
contemporaries, as did the Old Testament Prophets the religious beliefs and practices of their 
time. As a Jew of Palestine he shared the expectation of his countrymen that the day of 
deliverance from bondage to Rome was close at hand, but he was also convinced that the 
deliverance was to come about by Israel’s repentance of its sins and not by armed revolt. 
Hence the appeal to him of the preaching of John the Baptist which led to the decision to 
abandon his profession of carpenter and to devote himself to the God-inspired mission of 
calling for a religious renewal in preparation for the impending day of Judgment. 
 
Decided on his future career, Jesus chose to carry on his work by taking his message to the 
people rather than to follow John’s example by waiting for the people to come to him, and 
also to enlist the aid of a group of devoted friends and followers chosen from among the 
common folk like himself. This practice of going about with a company of disciples and 
addressing himself to any audience he could reach made him a marked man in the eyes of the 
secular and religious authorities, to whom any public agitator was a potentially dangerous 



character. 
 
It is the opinion of S.J. Case, one of the ablest and latest exponents of this School of gospel 
criticism, that the hostility to Jesus among the Pharisees was first awakened more by what he 
did than by what he said. The Pharisees could have found but little that might be 
objectionable in his call for repentance and a purer religious life. But his disregard of the 
regulations concerning ceremonial cleanliness, like the washing of hands before partaking of 
food, and his association with the people who were negligent in the sacred practice of proper 
tithing, the payment of dues to the Priests, the correct treatment of “holy things,” and 
especially in the study of the law—all this they could not overlook, for such practices and 
observances formed the wall of separation between the chosen people of God and the rest of 
the peoples of heathendom. This growing suspicion of Jesus during his Galilean ministry as 
representing a menace to the national existence of Israel reached full confirmation by his 
outrageous conduct in the sacred precincts of the Temple of Jerusalem. To his former 
transgressions of the Law, he had now added acts of violence against the holiest of places, 
which made it inevitable that the Scribes and Pharisees, as protectors of the Law, and the 
Sadducean priesthood, as the officers and guardians of the center of Jewish worship, would 
join hands in an effort to destroy him. 
 
According to Dr. Case, Jesus was well aware of the critical situation into which his behavior 
had led him. What he expected was an assassination attempt by his enemies, which he 
thought he could defeat by disbanding his company and betaking himself in secret to the 
Garden of Gethsemane with three of his retinue. These he had armed with daggers for self-
protection and stationed as watchmen at the gate while he went off to pray. But Judas had 
already betrayed the hiding place, and instead of encountering an assassin, who could have 
been disposed of, there appeared the Temple police whom it would have been futile to resist. 
So Jesus surrendered himself and was executed as a political offender. 
 
The Jewish Prophet School draws this portrait of Jesus on the ground that the test of a 
realistic biography is to set its subject in the social conditions under which he lived. By this 
test the Jesus of the Gospels is in the main a figure created by a tradition that arose after his 
death. The Gospels nevertheless contain some original elements on the basis of which the 
tradition was built. These original elements represent the social experiences of the first 
apostles, and in them we have the real setting in which Jesus operated and a picture of him 
that is true to life. This delineation of Jesus was obscured with the spread of the new religious 
movement outside of Palestine among Jews and Gentiles which brought about new situations 
calling for radical modifications in the language and content of the first preachers. By the 
time the gospel tradition was written in its final form, historical memories had become 
dimmed and the Jesus who had made no messianic claims for himself had already become 
exalted by an adoring church to the position of the heavenly appointed Judge and Savior of 
Mankind. The real Jesus can nevertheless be recovered from these highly colored memoirs if 
every statement in them is submitted to the test of a true biography. Jesus then emerges from 
the gospels as one who belongs to the succession of Old Testament Prophets. 



 
*** 

 
The results of the quest for the man Jesus seem to indicate that even those portions of the 
Gospels dealing directly with him permit no more than a guess as to his identity. But the 
situation assumes a very different aspect when we consider that the investigations on the 
nature of the sources from which the Gospels were compiled do not conclude that these 
sources are altogether unhistorical, but only that they are highly colored reports of the actual 
events in the career of the man Jesus. Clearly the Gospels must be investigated by means of a 
criterion which distinguishes the original historical material from later traditional accretions. 
Since this problem concerns history its solution must be sought in what history itself has to 
say about the nature of events that have found entry into its pages. The Myth and Form 
Criticism Schools are at fault in that they indiscriminately consign all the material in the 
Gospels to tradition, while the Eschatologists consider only those portions as factual which 
justify the conception of Jesus that arose after his death. Only the Jewish Prophet School 
raises the question of historicity, but its criterion is a dubious one. Because certain sections of 
the Gospels deal with events that were contemporary with Jesus it does not follow they are 
necessarily historical. Only history can tell what is historical, and only by such a test can we 
ascertain whether the historical Jesus can be recovered from the only records we have of his 
words and deeds. 
 
We have histories of nations, of science, art, literature, ethics, political and social theory, and 
religion. Each of these histories traces the development of a movement of thought or action 
in the life of a single society or in the life of mankind as a whole. Such movements do not 
originate with isolated individuals, but are rather the natural accumulations of the thought of 
the human mind in its relentless search for an increasingly better understanding of itself and 
its environment in the interest of more abundant living. Some individuals have nevertheless 
figured more or less prominently in shaping the course of these movements, and for this 
reason have become historical characters. The historical conception of the life of a person, 
therefore, is a unique one. For a biography the entire span of years from birth to death is 
needed. For history only the period that touches history’s own concerns is pertinent, and may 
cover no more than a few months or at most several years. For history these few months or 
years constitute a man’s whole historical life. There is also very much difference in the way 
that even this short period in the historical life of a person is treated in a history and in a 
biography. 
 
History is the story of man’s adventures as creative thinker and doer, and a historical figure is 
one who has participated in one of these adventures. In biographies these individuals are but 
ordinary human beings occupied with the problems of ordinary human existence. In history 
they are unique figures because of the influence they work on the life of mankind. The 
historical life of a figure thus consists of that portion of his entire span of years which is 
continuous with the past of the human family as a whole and has left a mark on its future. 
 



When the test of history is applied to the Gospels in one respect at least they prove to be of 
the nature of historical documents, for their account of the life of Jesus is limited to the 
period of his public career. For this period the Gospels report his deeds as miracle worker, as 
opponent of the Jewish leaders, and as teacher. Of these three types of narratives only the 
first two could be called strictly biographical data. Mark uses the miracles simply as proof 
that Jesus was in truth the Messiah whom the church worshiped. The miracles then belong, 
together with Matthew’s citations of Old Testament messianic prophesies and Luke’s 
parables concerning the universalism and humanism of Jesus, to the class of material that 
originated after the death of Jesus in support of the conception held of him by the church. All 
this material forms a part of the history of Christianity, and not a biography of Jesus. The 
Galilean is not the only person who became the founder of a cult and about whom similar 
stories arose and kept on growing. 
 
Nor do the narratives about the conflict of Jesus with the Scribes and Pharisees belong solely 
to biography. In the eyes of these Jewish leaders Jesus and his disciples were violators of the 
Law God had given to Moses; in essence they denied the heritage of the children of Israel 
upon which rested the foundation of the Jewish existence as a separate and unique people. 
The history of Israel had begun with the giving of this Law and its future was inextricably 
tied to it. Hence the battle between Jesus and the guardians of the Law was not an issue of 
mere local importance but on one involving the life of the nation. For this reason the Jesus of 
these incidents belongs as much to history as he does to biography. 
 
The teachings of Jesus contain nothing of a biographical nature. These teachings are not 
incidents in his life; they are the very substance of his heart and mind. The view that Jesus is 
but an invention of the church must be dismissed as an utter absurdity, as the purely fanciful 
notion that the institution arose first and then proceeded to invent a founder to suit its 
purpose. If this claim were true of Jesus, then it should also apply to Zoroaster, Buddha, and 
Mohammed, as well as to the founders of the numerous Christian sects like Wesley or 
Calvin. Nothing short of a fanatical hatred of a religion or a completely distorted sense of 
history could lead one to concoct or harbor this idea. A religion may depart from the intent 
and principles of its founder, but without a founder the religion could not have arisen. The 
teachings are also unaffected by the investigations into the background of the Gospels, for 
their inner consistency and quality rules out any possibility of their having originated as 
traditions or as the products of the early Christian missionaries. 
 
The idea of the ultimate establishment of a kingdom of God on earth belongs to Jewish 
history. It was the imminent advent of this kingdom that John the Baptist was preaching at 
the River Jordan and which forms the heart of the teachings of Jesus. The Gospels open their 
account of the career of Jesus at the point where he makes contact with Jewish history and 
proceed to narrate how he dealt with this movement of world-wide scope and the fate that 
awaited him as a result of his views. The only respect in which the Synoptics differ in their 
treatment of Jesus from the way history deals with other historical figures is that they fail to 
introduce him with an account of the past history of the movement in which he became 



involved. This history is available to us in the book that nourished the mind of Jesus and in 
which he first learned the saga of Israel as a people called into existence by God to serve as 
his messenger of salvation to the nations of the earth. Once we have become familiar with 
this Old Testament background of the Gospels, the portrait of Jesus which they give will 
stand out in all its historical details and we shall be able to realize his vast importance for his 
day and for all time. 
 
PART 1I 
THE INHERITANCE OF JESUS 
 
Chapter 4: The People of Jesus  
 
The five centuries preceding the birth of Jesus saw Israel enter into full possession of the 
spiritual inheritance it had developed in close connection with its national life since the 
Exodus. The authors of the Jewish scriptures, however, felt the need to trace the history of 
their people back to Creation and the origin of man and society, for the story they were 
telling was not only religious in its essence but also religious in a unique sense. Other peoples 
had a religion which formed part of their culture, whereas religion for Israel was the whole of 
life, the only way of thinking and understanding man and the world. Religion and nothing 
else constituted Israel’s nationality; religion and no other cultural distinction not only held 
Israel together in its severe trials but actually prevented its extinction. Israel was the only 
example among the nations of the earth of a specifically religious civilization, a civilization 
in which religion covered human experience, a civilization in which every aspect of its life, 
art, philosophy, science, law, politics, and morality was pervaded by the religious spirit. 
 
A religion of such all-embracing scope necessarily implied a spiritual comprehension of all 
time and all existence. From its preoccupation with man as a creation of God, the Jewish 
religion logically proceeded to view all of man’s natural surroundings, the earth beneath him 
and the heavens above him, as having had their origin in the same source. God’s first 
intention was the creation of man, and it was because of man that He created the world. 
Hence physical nature as well as man partook of the divine spirit. By being the Father of 
Mankind, God also became the Creator of the universe. In telling the early history of God’s 
dealings with Israel, and through Israel with all the people’s of the earth, the authors of the 
Jewish Scriptures set the drama that was to unfold in a manner suited to the actor who was to 
play its chief role. It was with this religious conception of reality in mind that the makers of 
the Old Testament proceeded to narrate the story of Israel’s relation to God and its divinely 
appointed destiny in history. 
 
The Old Testament, in telling the story in which Jesus was reared, is not easy to read or to 
understand. As a book it does not meet the customary definition of history, as the work of 
one or of even several persons produced at a stated period. The Old Testament was written in 
the course of 1,000 years by numerous authors who recast and reinterpreted the past to meet 
the conditions of the period in which they were living and working. 



 
The form in which the Old Testament is now familiar is a product of the Jewish Church in 
the period after the Exile; or of the last five centuries before the birth of Jesus. During this 
period the book received its name, Testament, which is the English translation, through the 
Latin and Greek, of the Hebrew word berith, meaning a covenant, a bond or terms of 
agreement between two parties – in this case, the agreement between God and Israel defining 
the terms to which each subscribes and the obligations which each assumes. During this 
period also the Book received its threefold division into Pentateuch, Prophets, and Writings, 
indicating the three stages of the process that finally resulted in the completed product. 
 
The Pentateuch includes the five books that tradition assigned to Moses: Genesis, Exodus, 
Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy. The Pentateuch is the first Jewish Bible, the Torah, 
which means the Law or Teaching, and as such was accorded the highest degree of holiness. 
Completed about the middle of the 5th century B.C., the Pentateuch carries the story from 
Creation to the death of Moses. Genesis and part of Exodus consist of a history of the 
beginning of mankind and of the people of Israel through the Patriarchal period to the 
Revelation on Sinai. The greater portion of the rest of the Pentateuch is given over to the Law 
God gave to Moses, regulations which cover every aspect of the life of the people, from the 
priestly laws of the sanctuary and the sacrificial cult to the laws of mine and thine, the laws 
safeguarding honest weights and measurements, profits and wages, the laws protecting the 
weak, the underprivileged, the stranger in the land, even the garments one is to wear. All are 
religious laws; all are equally sacred, equally significant for the purpose of creating a God-
fearing, man-loving, holy and priestly people. 
 
Several generations after the completion of the Pentateuch another set of books was compiled 
to form a second part of the Holy Scriptures. The Neviim or “Prophets” was subdivided into 
two parts: Former Prophets and Latter Prophets. The Former Prophets contains the older 
historical books of Joshua, Judges, Samuel, and Kings. These books narrate the history of the 
Hebrew tribes from the conquest of Canaan under Joshua, the heroic age of the Judges, the 
founding of the monarchy under Samuel and David, its glory and decline under Solomon, its 
division into the two warring factions of Northern Israel and Southern Judah, the destruction 
of Israel in B.C. 722, and finally the fortunes of Judah to the fall of Jerusalem in B.C. 586. 
The Latter Prophets contains the three large prophetical books of Isaiah, Jeremiah, and 
Ezekial, known as the Major Prophets, and the twelve smaller prophetical writings of Hosea, 
Joel, Amos, Obadiah, Jonah, Micah, Nahum, Habakkuk, Zephaniah, Haggai, Zechariah, and 
Malachi. Finally a third group of books was appended to the Scriptures under the name of 
Ketubim or Writings – the Book of Psalms, Proverbs, Job, The Song of Songs, Ruth, 
Lamentations, Ecclesiastes, Esther, Daniel, Ezra, Nehemiah, and I and II Chronicles. 
 
The story of Israel as narrated in the Old Testament ends with the second delivery of the Law 
by Ezra in B.C. 395 after Israel’s second entrance into Canaan, this time not by conquest but 
by permission of a Persian monarch. The story is presented consecutively from the origin of 
the world and man to the birth of Israel and its gradual rise into a nation, followed by a 



similar gradual downfall as a nation and its restoration some four centuries before the birth of 
Jesus as a Church, when Ezra stood upon a pulpit of wood and read “the book of the Law of 
Moses” before an assembly of all the people gathered together as one man “from early 
morning till noon,” and all the people made a solemn oath to walk in the law “which the 
Eternal had imposed on Israel” [Nehemiah 8:1-4]. 
 

*** 
 
The young boy Jesus, hearing the stories of the Old Testament and turning them over in his 
memory until their rich, full meaning was clear to him, thus was tutored in an epic vision. 
Israel was conceived in Egypt and born at Sinai when Yahweh revealed Himself to His 
servant, Moses and gave him the Law binding on the Israelites for all time to come. But 
God’s self-revelation to man, His special creation, through the medium of favored 
individuals began before Sinai with the Patriarchs Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. It was to 
Abraham that God had first announced His purpose or raising a peculiar people unto Himself. 
Abraham, whose original name was Abram, was instructed to leave his country, his kindred, 
and his father’s house for a land the Eternal would show him where a great nation would 
arise from him. The Eternal would bless him and make him famous for his bliss till all the 
nations of the earth would seek such bliss as his. Abram was renamed Abraham (Many-
father) when the Eternal again appeared to him in Canaan with the promise that he was to 
become the father of many nations, and that kings were to spring from him. He and his 
descendants would receive the land in which he was residing, the whole of Canaan, as a 
possession for all time with the Eternal for their God. To mark the compact between the 
Eternal and Abraham and his descendants every male among them from generation to 
generation was to be circumcised on the eighth day, including every slave whether born in 
their household or bought from any foreigner. Abraham’s wife Sarai was to be called Sarah 
(princess) for nations were to be made of her; “kings of peoples shall come from her” [Gen. 
17:16]. She would bear a son with whom the Eternal would ratify His compact, “to be a 
compact for all time with his descendants after him” [Gen. 17:19]. So Isaac, Sarah’s son, was 
instructed by the Eternal when a famine visited the land not to go down into Egypt but to 
reside in the land where he and his descendants would be blessed, “and all nations of the 
world shall seek bliss like theirs” [Gen. 26:4]. The promise was repeated to Jacob in a dream 
in which the Eternal stood before him, saying “I am the Eternal, the God of your ancestors 
Abraham and the God of Isaac; to you and your descendants I give this land where you are 
lying. Your descendants shall be as numerous as the dust on the ground, you shall extend 
west and east and north and south, and all the nations of the world shall seek bliss such as 
yours and your descendants” [Gen. 28:13, 14]. The Eternal would never leave him until He 
had done what He had promised. 
 
Now when the generation that had come to Egypt with Jacob had died, and their descendants 
had increased with such abundance that the land was filled with them and they had grown 
exceedingly mighty, a new king arose over Egypt who made their lives bitter with hard 
service. Then the Eternal remembered His compact with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob and 



revealed Himself to his prophet Moses as the God of his fathers. Moses was to go to the 
children of Israel and announce that the Eternal, the God of their fathers had sent him. He 
was to gather the elders of Israel and tell them that the Eternal had appeared to him, saying “I 
have remembered you and all that is being done to you in Egypt; I have resolved to bring you 
out of your distress in Egypt to the country of the Canaanites, the Hittites, the Amorites, the 
Perizzites, the Hivites, and the Jebusites, to a land abounding in milk and honey” [Exodus 
3:17]. Then Moses and the elders were to go to Pharaoh and tell him that “the Eternal, the 
God of the Hebrews, has met us. Pray let us travel for three days into the desert, then, that we 
may sacrifice to the Eternal, our God” [Ex. 3:18]. But the Eternal made Pharaoh stubborn in 
order to teach the Egyptians that He was the Eternal and to gain honor out of them. When 
Pharaoh refused the request of Moses and the elders, the Eternal visited plagues upon the 
Egyptians; and when the Israelites had left and Pharaoh and his hosts set out in pursuit of 
them, which they also did by instigation of the Eternal, they were destroyed in the middle of 
the sea. “Thus did the Eternal save Israel that day from the Egyptians, till Israel saw the 
Egyptians lying dead on the sea-shore; Israel saw the mighty action of the Eternal against the 
Egyptians, and the people stood in awe of the Eternal, believing in the Eternal and in his 
servant Moses” [Ex. 14:30, 31]. 
 
When the Israelites reached the desert of Sinai on the third month after leaving Egypt, they 
pitched their caps in front of the mountain and Moses delivered the Law he had received 
from the Eternal, the compact that was to make of the delivered people a prize possession of 
the Eternal among all the nations, a dynasty of Priests, a sacred nation. Israel must recognize 
no god but the Eternal who had rescued Israel from the slavepen of Egypt. Nor would the 
Eternal tolerate the carving and the worship of any gods in the shape of anything in heaven, 
on earth, or in the sea, for the Eternal was a jealous God who would punish children for the 
sins of their fathers, and those who hated Him, down to the third and the fourth generation, 
and would show kindness to those who loved and obeyed Him. The name of the Eternal was 
not to be used lightly or profanely, and since the Eternal had blessed the day on which He 
rested from His labors in creating sky and earth and sea and everything they contain, and had 
made that day a sacred day, the Israelites must observe the Sabbath and keep it holy. Fathers 
and mothers were to be honored and murder, adultery, robbery, giving of false evidence, or 
the coveting of a neighbor’s house, wife, slave, ox, ass, or any other belonging were against 
the Law of the Eternal. 
 
Moses also received from the Eternal a code of civil, criminal, and religious laws which he 
delivered to the Israelites and to which they were bound by a sacred covenant. These civil 
and criminal laws related to the rights of persons, of property, and social uprightness; they 
touched the life of every Jew, Jesus no less than any other. A male or female slave must be 
humanely treated, the former by becoming free on the seventh year, the latter by receiving 
the treatment of a wife, in default of which she was to have her freedom restored. A man who 
struck another and killed him, who came upon another with intent to slay him, or who stole a 
man and sold him, should be put to death. The death penalty was also to be meted out to one 
who struck or cursed his father or his mother. If a man was disabled as a result of being 



struck by another, he was to receive payment for the loss of his time and the cost of his 
healing, but a master who struck his slave was to be punished only if the slave died under his 
hand. When a woman with child lost her fruit during a scuffle between men, her husband was 
to receive the compensation he demanded and also the payment for the cost of the 
miscarriage, provided no harm followed; but in case of injury there should be meted out life 
for life, eye for eye, tooth for tooth, hand for hand, foot for foot, wound for wound, stripe for 
stripe. If a master destroyed his servant’s eye or tooth, the servant was to be free. An ox that 
gored a man or woman to death must be slain and its flesh discarded, but an ox that was wont 
to gore and its owner was warned without heeding the warning, both the ox and its owner 
were to be put to death in case the animal killed a man or woman. The man, however, could 
redeem his life if he paid the ransom laid on him. In case the gored person was a slave, the ox 
was to be stoned while the master of the slave was to receive thirty shekels of silver.  
 
The laws of property covered accidents to animals, theft of animals, damage to fields and 
vineyards, loss or injury to property, and the seduction of virgins. Thus, if an ox or ass fell 
into a pit and was killed, the owner of the pit must pay the animal’s value and keep the dead 
beast. Restitution was to be made for a stolen animal, a burnt field, property stolen while held 
in trust, an animal that died or was hurt while kept for its owner by a neighbor, and for 
borrowed or hired property that had been damaged. If a man seduced a virgin not yet 
betrothed, he must pay a dowry for her to be his wife. If the father refused to give her to him, 
he must pay the dowry due to virgins. 
 
The Israelite furthermore was obligated to observe the laws of social justice. He must never 
spread a baseless rumor, turn witness in the interest of a bad man, join a majority to do evil, 
take the side of an unjust majority by testifying on its behalf in court, show partiality to the 
plea of a poor man, or accept a bribe. An alien must not be maltreated, or widow or orphan 
oppressed. No interest was to be exacted for a loan to a poor fellow countryman, and if he 
gave his garment in pledge, the garment must be returned to him by sundown so he could 
sleep in it. And if an ox or ass of an enemy was discovered wandering about, it must be 
returned to its owner, or help rendered him if his ass was found lying helpless under a load. 
 
The rules and regulations given by the Eternal to Moses were to be obeyed by the Israelites in 
order that they might live and enter into possession of the land the Eternal was assigning 
them. To these commands not a word was to be added or a word taken. They constituted 
Israel’s wisdom and intelligence to the nations, who, when they heard these rules would say 
“this great nation is indeed a wise, intelligent people.” They would realize that the god of no 
other nation was so near to its people as the God of Israel when Israel called to Him, and that 
no other people possessed rules and regulations as just as the code given to Israel. Hence the 
Israelites were to guard their treasure lest they forget and let it pass from their mind. They 
were to impart these laws to their children and their children’s children, together with the 
story of the day at Sinai when the Eternal called Moses and commanded him to gather the 
people round him to hear His words and to learn to reverence Him all their days on earth. 
They were to instruct their children in reverence, for the compact and oath were meant to last 



eternally, and no man, woman, family, or clan who turned from the Law by worshipping 
other gods could hope to escape the wrath and resentment of the Eternal. The name of the 
apostate would be blotted out from under heaven, and he would be singled out from all Israel 
for doom. 
 
The Eternal would deal severely with those who were unfaithful to His holy word. The 
command He enjoined upon Israel was not beyond Israel’s power and reach. It was not in 
heaven that anyone would say “who will go up for us, bring it down for us and let us hear it, 
that we may do it?” It was not over the sea, so anyone could say “who will cross the sea for 
us and bring it to us and let us hear it, that we may do it?” The word was near to every 
Israelite; it was on his lips and in his mind, to be obeyed. In giving the Law, the Eternal had 
placed before his people life and welfare, death and misfortune, so let Israel choose life. If 
Israel listened to His orders, if its people loved the Eternal who was God, if they lived His 
life by following His rules and regulations, they would survive and increase. The Eternal 
would bless them in the land they were about to enter and occupy. If they turned their hearts 
away and permitted themselves to be allured to worship foreign gods, they would not live 
long in the land the Eternal was to give them. Here and now the Eternal called heaven and 
earth to witness against them that this day He had put before them life and death, a blessing 
and a curse. Life and length of days were theirs in the land which the Eternal swore to 
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob that He would give them if they obeyed His voice and held fast to 
Him. 
 

*** 
 
As Jesus learned the Law which God gave to Moses and which was to be the heritage of the 
children of Israel, as the boy of Galilee grew in understanding of its total meaning, he also 
came to understand that the Eternal did not choose Israel out of all the nations on the face of 
the earth for His prized possession because Israel was larger than any other nation. The 
Eternal chose Israel out of love, because He meant to keep His oath to Israel’s fathers. And 
the decrees, rules, and regulations which the Eternal enjoined upon Israel were the signs of 
His favor and love to make a holy people, a people separate from other peoples, a people who 
by obedience to the word of God were to constitute His kingdom on earth. Israel therefore 
incurred the responsibilities of its privileged position, the obligation to keep itself 
uncontaminated by the abominable practices of the peoples among whom it dwelt and was to 
dwell. 
 
One source of pollution that Israel faced and against which its people must guard came from 
Egypt where they had lived. Another was Canaan whither the Eternal was taking them. An 
Israelite was not to eat meat from which the blood had not been drained. He was not to 
practice augury or witchcraft. He must not shave his temples, clip the ends of his beard, cut 
his body for the dead, or tattoo his skin. He must observe the laws of clean and unclean birds 
and animals, and he must not degrade his daughter to a temple prostitute. Above all Israel 
was not to make idols, construct carved images or pillars or figured stones before which to 



bow down. When Israel entered Canaan all such abominations as carved images must be 
destroyed, including the silver and gold upon them. 
 
Israel must make no compacts with the Canaanites and destroy their places of worship, for 
Israel was to worship only at the sacred spot chosen by God as the seat of his presence. Israel 
must not be tempted into copying the ways and practices of any nation it was to dispossess. If 
an Israelite, man or woman, did evil in the site of the Eternal by breaking His compact and 
worshipping other gods, the evildoer was to be taken outside the town and stoned to death. 
Or if a prophet or dreamer were to arise and call an Israelite to follow other gods he also 
should be put to death for his perverse talk of apostasy. The same fate was to befall a brother, 
son, daughter, wife or friend who whispered inviting words to worship other gods. If a report 
were confirmed that certain evil persons in some town that God had given to Israel has turned 
apostates and were tempting others to do likewise, the inhabitants of that town must be wiped 
out utterly. All the spoil in that town was to be gathered into the market place and burned 
with the town, never to be rebuilt. Israel was to listen to no mediums or magicians, but only 
to prophets whom the Eternal would raise for His people and put His words on their lips. 
 
Israel must make no compacts with other nations, for these compacts might lead an Israelite 
to desert the Eternal for some other god; likewise Israelites must not intermarry with the 
offspring of other nations lest their sons and daughters be seduced from following the 
Eternal. The danger that such calamities might befall Israel, unless every precaution were 
taken, was the greater because of man’s inclination to sin which made God sorry that He had 
ever formed him. Nor was Israel to forget its own manifestation of this inclination when the 
people had depraved themselves at Sinai by making an idol of metal during the absence of 
Moses on the hill to receive the tablets of the compact the Eternal had made with them. 
Israel’s rebellion against the Eternal had been evident from the day of leaving Egypt and now 
in Canaan, if Israel again should forget and follow other gods, the Eternal would wipe out 
Israel like the nations which He promised to wipe out before it. There must never be among 
them a single person, family or clan whose heart would turn from the Eternal to go and 
worship the gods of other nations. There was never to be any root within their soil that bore 
such bitter poison—“so that when a man listens to the terms of this oath he may flatter 
himself by thinking he is quite safe, though he persists in his idolatry” [Deuteronomy 29:19]. 
He would be cursed with all the curses inscribed in the book of the Law and his name would 
be blotted out from under heaven. 
 
But if the Israelites at any time proved to be unfaithful to God and were uprooted from their 
land and scattered among the nations, the Eternal would nevertheless restore their fortune and 
gather them again even from the ends of the earth and bring them into the land of their 
fathers, provided they and their children would come back to the Eternal their God, and obey 
His orders with all their mind and heart: 

 
The Eternal your God will bring you into the land which your fathers possessed, and 
let you possess it; he will prosper you and multiply your numbers more than your 



fathers; the Eternal your God will devote your mind and the mind of your descendants 
to loving the Eternal God with all your mind and heart, that you may live. All these 
curses will the Eternal your God inflict upon your foes and on the enemies who 
persecute you; but you shall once more obey the Eternal’s orders, keeping all his 
commands which I enjoin upon you this day; and the Eternal your God will make you 
overflow with prosperity in the fruit of our body, of your cattle, and of your ground, for 
the Eternal will again delight in prospering you as he did your fathers, if you will obey 
the orders of the Eternal your God by carrying out his commands and rules inscribed 
in the book of the law, if you turn with all your mind and heart to the Eternal your 
God. [Deut. 30:5-10] 

 
Chapter 5: The World Drama of Redemption 
 
In the time of Jesus Israel had reached the threshold of its greatest crisis. The boy Jesus was 
tutored in the history and tradition that produced this crisis; and the man Jesus, perceiving the 
great truth hidden in the Jewish Scriptures, gave voice to a religious concept that was to mark 
him the greatest religious genius ever to walk the earth. For his courage to speak out in this 
crisis, Jesus met death; because he spoke out, Jesus endures. 
 
If the great hope of man rests on perpetually re-discovering the meaning of Jesus, then that 
hope demands a comprehension of how the Old Testament prepares the stage of history for 
the entrance of its principle character, Israel, with an account of the creation of the universe 
by God through a series of creative acts, each of which God declared to be good. This quality 
of goodness inherent in all created things is marred when man willfully disobeys the 
instructions for his conduct given by his maker. From this point God’s concern with the 
world centers around his intentions for the creature He had made in His own image but who 
has betrayed his spiritual heritage by yielding to the temptation of the flesh. The earth then 
becomes the seat of the drama conceived by God for the return of His prodigal son, man, 
with historical events for scenery and Israel for hero. 
 
When God revealed that He had created the heavens and the earth He also declared that the 
world was His kingdom, subject to His will. Since the world was called into existence by 
God’s order, He is ever present in it and its continued existence depends on His will. Natural 
phenomena are the raiments of His glorious majesty. He spreads the sky like a tent, and 
wraps Himself in a robe of light. Clouds are His chariot, and the wind the wings on which He 
rides. Wind, fire, and flame are His messengers and servants. All natural forces are His acts; 
He is their mind and will. God makes the sun rise and set, opens the windows of heaven to let 
the rain and snow fall, and leads out the hosts of stars according to their number. The 
lightening flashes and the wind blows only at His call, and He brings forth the produce of the 
earth and causes the droughts that destroy them. By His fiat the wombs of beasts and men are 
opened to bring forth their young or shut to make them barren. The laws of nature are His 
covenant with heaven and earth, establishing the laws which they must obey. Seedtime and 
harvest, cold and heat, summer and winter, day and night carry on their regular rounds by His 



command. All nature reflects the purpose that is in His mind. The spirit of God fills the 
world; the whole universe is His house. His ever-presence fills and sustains the world as the 
soul of man fills and sustains his body. 
 
A world that is sustained and filled by God is also a world that is completely in His power. 
God the Creator of all things is also God the Almighty. If He wills to intervene in His 
Creation by interrupting the regular order of natural events instituted by Him from the very 
beginning, He does so only as evidence of His power over His world. Such miraculous or 
extraordinary events are not at variance with nature. They are rather a part of nature as God’s 
Creation; for He who worked the marvel of creating the heavens and the earth is also able to 
work other marvels should He so desire. 
 
Miracles are, therefore, events through which God manifests His presence and His supreme 
power, but He never resorts to miracles for the mere display of His might. Rather miracles 
are signs that God does not “work in mysterious ways his wonders to perform,” but His 
wondrous ways are indications that He has a purpose in the universe which must be fulfilled 
even if it involves an interruption of the regular course of natural events or human history. 
Miracles are evidence that God’s rule of the world is a moral rule, that He uses His sovereign 
power for the promotion of a supreme good. By pronouncing His creation to be good God 
has imprinted His own nature upon it. The world is a unity, as God is One. It is perfect, as 
God is perfect. It is endowed with spirituality, for God is a spirit. God who is above the 
world, and whom the world cannot contain, is nevertheless indwelling in the world, since it 
was created according to His plan and by His word. All the world’s operations in every 
sphere of its dominion are upheld by Him. They are the servants who carry out God’s will. 
 
This moral predestination of the world can never be completely thwarted or despoiled 
because God’s complete power over it is allied with His full knowledge of it. Nothing can be 
hidden from God. He knows from the very beginning what will be the end. His presence in 
everything everywhere means that He knows immediately everything that goes on, from the 
movements of the heavenly bodies to the ways of the lowliest creature on earth. He knows 
the world as only its creator can know it, to its minutest detail. He scans the whole world 
under heaven and sees to the very limits of the earth. Only God knows where wisdom can be 
found and where knowledge abounds. He knows all that went by, all that is coming, and how 
it will turn out. 
 
The all-embracing comprehensiveness of God’s knowledge of the world is equaled by His 
knowledge of man. God takes account of all of a man’s ways. He searches and knows a man 
sitting or rising, walking or resting. He knows every word before it is uttered, every purpose 
before it is framed, every move before it is initiated. All of a man’s life lies open to God, and 
there is no escaping His watchfulness whether one climbs to heaven or descends into the 
netherworld. God knows a man’s soul and his body, and He foresees all the days of a man’s 
life before they can take shape. He seeks out the heart, and no thought can escape Him, nor 
any word be hidden from Him. 



 
With the making of man God initiated a new order of creation, an order standing in closest 
relationship to Himself. All of physical nature, animate and inanimate, comes from God and 
is related to Him. But only of man did God say, “Let us make man in our own likeness, to 
resemble us” [Gen. 1:26]. Of the creatures of the water and air God said “Let the water teem 
with shoals of living creatures, and let birds fly over the earth under the open Vault of 
heaven” [Gen. 1:20]. And of the creatures of the earth He said, “Let the earth bring forth 
every kind of living creature, animals, reptiles, and wild beasts” [Gen. 1:24]. And when God 
had created these creatures He saw that His creation was good, but God did not say this of 
His creation of man. When He had created man and woman He blessed them and spoke to 
them. He put Himself in the most intimate contact with man, showing His special interest in 
him and His special providence for him. To man He gave dominion over all the other 
creatures. Man is to be fruitful, to multiply, to fill the earth and subdue it. He is to be master 
of the fish in the sea, the birds of the air, and every living creature that walks or crawls on 
earth. Only then was creation completed, and only then did God see all that He had made and 
that is was very good. 
 
By the will of God, then, man was made a little less than divine and endowed with power and 
knowledge just short of the omnipotence and omniscience of the Creator, that he might be 
God’s co-worker, His vice-regent, on earth. This high position assigned by God to man 
carried with it equally high responsibility. As a creature standing in such unique relationship 
to God, man could retain the position only so long as he abided by his God-like nature. This 
responsibility called for exercise and caution on man’s part, for although he was made in the 
likeness of God, he was nevertheless a part of nature, a part of the whole creative process. He 
was formed of earth, only he was far more than earth, even than the earth which had come to 
life in the animal kingdom. As a bodily creature man was not essentially different from all 
other flesh, but the spirit, the vital spark, that dwelled in the flesh of man came directly from 
God, and transformed the man of flesh into the man of spirit. Both in body and spirit man 
was therefore uniquely a creature of God, and by his very origin he was destined to live in 
harmony with God. Even his original abode was an abode of godly beings, a garden of bliss, 
a “mountain of God” [Ezekiel 28:14]. Godliness was man’s chief end, his destiny. Man’s 
welfare rested in the glorification of God, through which he also glorified himself and bore 
the glory that God bestowed upon him. 
 
Nor did God leave man to discover for himself that his destiny and chief end lay in the 
glorification and exaltation of his Maker. God revealed Himself to man and instructed him in 
the ways he should go. When God gave man dominion over beasts and fowls and put the fear 
of him upon all flesh, He also gave him knowledge and the law of life for his heritage. He 
filled Adam and Eve with understanding and showed them good and evil. He also instructed 
them on the consequences of the choice between the two ways open to them, one leading to 
life, the other to death. Evil lay in alienation from God, in disobeying God’s word. By 
disobedience man loses his God-likeness and becomes a creature of the animal kingdom, 
over which he then loses dominion. Consequently disobedience results in death. But man was 



morally free. He could determine whether he was to live or die. Hence, man is the maker of 
his own character, but God decides what is to happen to man in accordance with the choice 
he makes. To fear or to fail to fear God is in man’s power. Everything else is in the hands of 
God. God’s judgment is inevitable, for His will is eternal. 
 

*** 
 
But man did sin. He abused the moral freedom God had granted him and chose folly instead 
of wisdom. In doing so he committed an offense against the divine order of the world and 
expelled himself from the garden of bliss which was his first and natural abode. He made the 
earth a battleground between good and evil, while within himself began the conflict of flesh 
and spirit. The evil which now came into the world was not of God’s making, not part of 
Creation. Evil was man’s responsibility. And what man had sowed he must reap. He brought 
God’s judgment down upon himself through his own fault, so he and his henceforth must 
earn their food in the sweat of their brows and bring forth their young in pain and anguish. 
Suffering was to be man’s just reward for the suffering he imposed upon the world and upon 
its Creator. 
 
But the plan according to which God created the world, its essential goodness and its moral 
government, could not be permanently thwarted. The universe was still God’s kingdom and 
must remain so. Nor was man predestined to sin. His fall was no part of God’s plan. Man was 
indeed made partly of earth and inherited the tendency to revert to the earthly. But of this 
danger he was warned, and endowed with the power of choice. Indeed, his freedom had 
enabled him to rebel, but he had received freedom to gain life, not to court death. This 
freedom man still possessed. The spirit God had implanted in him continued to dwell in him. 
His original destiny to live in harmony with God, to be God’s vice-regent on earth, His 
coworker, remained his permanent destiny. Now he became God’s coworker in a new way. 
Formerly he was God’s coworker as His co-ruler over the creatures of the earth. Now he 
became God’s coworker in regaining his original position with God, in re-creating God’s 
kingdom on earth. 
 
This recreation man could effect by his free will and by the grace of God. God granted him 
redemption. God was willing to buy man back if man were willing to pay the price. Once 
more man’s character was of his own making but his destiny remained in the hands of God. 
Man had undone God’s work. He had unfinished the world; disrupted its unit. The work of 
creation must then begin all over, with man as the chief actor, but with God as author and 
manager of the drama. The drama must continue till the conflict between the two contending 
forces of good and evil was decided. And decided it must be. What man started he must 
finish, and the end of the conflict, its resolution, is to be what God intends, not what man 
wills. 
 
Redemption through repentance was then the plan of history, the divinely ordained goal 
toward which all creation moved. It was for the purpose of man’s ultimate redemption that 



God made the compact with Noah never again to destroy the human family, and it was for 
the same purpose that God raised a special messenger, the seed of an upright ancestor, and 
assigned to him the function of spreading uprightness throughout the earth. This messenger 
was to become a separate nation among the nations, a holy and priestly people, through 
whom all peoples were to be restored to the recognition and the worship of the one and only 
God. It was Israel’s divinely appointed vocation and high privilege, bestowed upon it by God 
by virtue of the righteousness of Abraham, to bring about once more a kingdom of heaven on 
earth, a golden age, a time when all the nations would stream to the “mountain of the Lord,” 
to the “house of the God of Jacob,” that God might instruct them in His ways, to walk in His 
paths, a time when swords would be beaten into plowshares, spears into pruning hooks, and 
no nation would lift up a sword against nation nor learn war any more. 
 
So the God of the universe became the God of a single people, of a remnant among the 
peoples of the earth, that through this remnant He should again become recognized to be the 
one and only God, the creator, sustainer, and ruler of the world. God became Yahweh in 
order to become again God. Universalism was to be restored through particularism. As Israel 
would grow in particularism, as it would increasingly gain in distinction among the nations, 
as it would become more and more an example of a kingdom of God among the peoples who 
did not know God, all men would recognize that it was due to Israel’s God that Israel was 
blessed, and seek the blessing of Israel by joining in the worship of the God of Israel. Israel’s 
unity was therefore in the interest of the unity of mankind; Israel was formed into a nation for 
the sake of internationalism; Israel’s religious particularism was to bring about religious 
universalism. God had called Israel for a set purpose. He had formed Israel for a light to the 
nations, to open eyes that were blind, to free captives from their bondage and darkened lives 
from prison [Isaiah 42:1-7]. 
 

*** 
 
A messenger must be fully informed of the message he is to convey, and since Israel was to 
fulfill its mission not by word of mouth but by practice, by becoming a godly people among 
the godless, God also revealed His character with the revelation of His law to make Israel 
aware of the judgment to be visited upon it in case it proved to be faithless to its trust. Israel, 
like Adam, was free to choose between life and death; its character was in its own hands. But 
its destiny lay in the character of God, so lest Israel accuse its Creator of being arbitrary and 
fitful by having informed it what to do but leaving it in ignorance of the consequences of 
what it actually did do, God combined the revelation of His will with the revelation of His 
nature. 
 
What God revealed to Israel about His character was that He was an only, holy, righteous, 
just, and merciful God. Israel was to know first and above all that Yahweh, its God, was not 
only a national god, like the gods of other nations, but also the one and only God, Creator and 
Ruler of the universe and of all nations. He had nothing in common with the other gods, 
beside whom they were naught. His purpose in becoming a tribal god, the god of a single 



people, was to make manifest in the end that He was the source of all existence and the father 
of all mankind. It was Yahweh who had gathered together the clans of Israel and had adopted 
them for a people of His own, and for His own purpose. He had gathered them under His 
banner when He destroyed the hosts of Pharaoh, showing thereby that His power extended 
over all other nations, and that Israel could depend only on Him to defend it against its 
enemies and their gods. It was for the accomplishment of His intention for all men that he 
bound up His interests with the interests of Israel, and Israel’s interest, its welfare, were 
likewise to be completely identified with His glory and majesty. He was Yahweh, “He who 
will be,” the one and only constant and eternal being, whom Israel was to worship as its sole 
redeemer, creator, guide, and guardian. The relationship between Him and the people He had 
raised for Himself was to be that of self-consistency. He would forever remain faithful in 
fulfilling His promise to Israel, and Israel was forever to remain constant in its allegiance to 
Him. 
 
Israel must also know that the one, only, and holy God who revealed His holy Law for His 
holy purpose will also be Israel’s judge, and this His judgment will be in strict keeping with 
His moral government of the world. It will be a righteous and just judgment, one in strict 
accord with moral exactitude. Israel therefore knows what to expect. It knows that it can 
depend upon God to mete out what it metes out to itself. The Law was given Israel for its 
own good. In obedience to the Law rested Israel’s blessing and the fulfillment of its mission. 
If God then punished the guilty it was not in vindication of the Law or of His glory, but in the 
interest of the moral law of right. It was in accordance with this moral law God had created 
the world; and it was in accordance with the moral law that He treated Adam, Noah, and 
Abraham. He would not punish the innocent with the guilty, nor could the guilty escape. 
God’s righteousness and justice are therefore displayed in His dealings with those who keep 
His compact and commands and those who stray from them. He manifests His righteousness, 
His uprightness, in His justice, His faithfulness; He is certain not to act arbitrarily or fitfully, 
or in a spirit of vindictiveness, but always according to a plan for His creation and His 
creatures. 
 
In His judgment God is also gracious and merciful. For while He “will never acquit the 
guilty” and will avenge the “sins of the fathers on their children and their children’s children 
down to the third and to the fourth generation,” He is “slow to be angry, rich in love and 
loyalty, proving kind to thousands, forgiving iniquity and transgression and sin” [Ex. 34:6-8]. 
His judgment is not implacable. What he requires is penitence; and the penitent is assured of 
pity and forgiveness. Justice and mercy are the complementary aspects of God’s providential 
care of His creatures. For without justice man would walk in the way of evil unrestrained, 
while without mercy God would destroy him. Justice and mercy are provisions for man’s 
protection and deliverance. They are the signs that in His righteousness and justice as a judge 
God is also compassionate like a father and comforting like a mother. 
 

*** 
 



For the purpose of Israel’s upbringing in the Law God raised teachers in the Prophets. But 
Israel proved to be obstinate and stiff-necked. In the course of the conquest of the Promised 
Land the leaders and the people fell into sin and idolatry. Many of the kings of Israel married 
foreign women and built shrines to their gods. One of the kings even made two golden calves 
which he presented to the people as the gods that had brought Israel out of the land of Egypt. 
The Prophets warned repeatedly that unless Israel turned from its idolatry and sought God, 
the day of Yahweh would not be one of light, as Israel expected, but a day of darkness—a 
day when Yahweh would rise up against Israel with a sword in the form of Assyria, take it 
into captivity, and oppress it. The warnings went unheeded. The sons Yahweh had reared had 
risen in arms against Him. Even the ox knew its owner and the ass his master’s stall, but 
Israel did not know its creator and redeemer. The leaders misled, the rich oppressed the poor, 
and debauchery, pride, and shameless injustice were spread over the land. The instruction of 
Yahweh was ignored and His word despised. Evil was called good, and good evil; darkness 
was put for light, and light for darkness. The needy were defrauded of justice by iniquitous 
laws, the guilty acquitted for a bribe, and the right of the innocent denied him. Zion had 
become the abode of murderers. Her rulers had made alliances with heathen nations, had 
become the chums of thieves, lovers of bribes, and seekers of rewards. 
 
In the year B.C. 586 Yahweh delivered Israel into the hands of Nebuchadnezzar who carried 
its king and the princes and the joiners and the rich men of Jerusalem into exile in Babylon. 
But Yahweh had not deserted His people. He appeared to His prophet Jeremiah and showed 
him two baskets, one of which had very good figs and the other very bad figs which could 
not be eaten. Yahweh said to Jeremiah: 
 

This is what the Eternal, the God of Israel says: so will I favour, like these fine figs, the 
exiles from Judah whom I have deported to the land of the Chaldeans; I will look to 
their welfare, I will bring them back to this land, I will build them up, instead of 
pulling them down, I will plant them, instead of pulling them up; I will give them a 
heart to understand that I am the Eternal, and they shall be my people, I will be a God 
to them, when they return to me with all their heart. As for the poor figs, so poor that 
they are uneatable—that is how I will treat Zedekiah king of Judah, with his leading 
men, and the survivors of Jerusalem who are left in this land, and those who reside in 
the land of Egypt; I will make them an object of disgust to every kingdom in the world, 
a derision, a byword, a taunt, and a curse, wherever I drive them; till they are 
consumed out of the land that I gave to them and to their fathers. [Jeremiah 24:5-10] 
 

Jeremiah then sent these words by letter to the elders of the exiles: 
 

This is the message of the Lord of hosts, the God of Israel, to all the exiles whom I 
have departed from Jerusalem to Babylon: “Build houses and live in them, plant 
gardens and eat their produce, marry wives and bring up families, get wives for your 
sons and husbands for your daughters, and multiply wherever you are—never let your 
numbers diminish. Do your best for the welfare of the country where I have sent you to 



be exiles; pray to the Eternal for it, since your welfare lies in its welfare.” This is the 
message of the Lord of Hosts, the God of Israel: “Never let yourselves be deceived by 
the prophets and the seers among you, never listen to their dreams; for they are 
prophesying falsely to you in my name—I never sent them,” says the Eternal. This is 
what the Eternal says: “As soon as Babylon’s seventy years are over, I will visit you 
and carry out my promise to you, by bringing you back here. For I keep in mind my 
purpose for you, a purpose of weal, not of woe, to let you have hope for the future; 
pray to me, and I will answer you; seek me, and you shall find me; when you seek me 
with all your heart, I will reveal myself to you,” says the Eternal. “And I will restore 
your fortunes and collect you from all the nations and countries where I have deported 
you,” says the Eternal, “and bring you back to the place from which I carried you into 
exile.”  [Jer. 29:4-14] 
 

As Jesus pondered the living truth in the world drama of redemption, and then contemplated 
the sad events that had shaped the history of Israel, there grew in his heart a comprehension 
of the deep, bewildering tragedy that had isolated man from God. Israel as a nation, Israel as 
an instrument of power for Sadducee and Pharisee, Jesus could dismiss without any thought 
of importance. Israel was evil because man was evil; and until man had been lifted above the 
flesh and the dust to honor God as his Father there was no hope of salvation either for man or 
for Israel. 
 
Chapter 6: The Holy Congregation of Israel 
 
The remnant of Israel that returned to Jerusalem was a chastened people. The furnace fire of 
the Exile had purified it of idolatry and cured it of its rebellious spirit, and Israel now 
separated itself from all foreign influences, even from the foreign wives some of its members 
had taken, and in solemn assembly gave its pledge to walk in the Law given by Moses. The 
seed planted by Moses and cultivated by the Prophets under the guidance of God finally had 
borne fruit. The children of Israel had come of age. What remained to be done now was to 
build a hedge about the Law by instruction in its nature, its scope, and its promise. 
 
The Law Moses had delivered to Israel was the word of God and eternal as God was eternal. 
Every word of the Law, every letter of every word of every enactment, was of divine origin, 
a revelation from God to Moses on Sinai. The Prophets and the Writings added nothing to it; 
they only expanded, interpreted, and clarified. In the Law was contained everything man 
could ever know, or need to know, about God, the world, and his own nature and destiny. But 
if the Torah was eternal it was also the repository of wisdom. In it and nowhere else man 
could find everything that pertained to his welfare and his happiness. In the Torah were all 
the commandments of life, all strength and length of days, all light for the ages and all peace. 
To hold fast to its commandments was to live, and to forsake it was to die. In the Torah was 
insight and sense, right words and truth and intelligence. He who found the Torah found and 
won favor from the Eternal, while he who ignored it was injuring himself. 
 



The Lord loved those who loved wisdom, because those who served wisdom served the Holy 
One. But wisdom is not easily attained. Her ways are at first devious. She brings fear and 
cowardice upon the beginner and torments him with her discipline in order to test him until 
she can trust him. Only then does she reveal her secrets to him and make him glad, but she 
will forsake him if he wanders away from her, and hand him over to his downfall. The Torah 
feeds him who seeks wisdom with the bread of understanding, and gives him the water of 
wisdom to drink. If he leans on her he will not fall, and if he relies on her he will not be 
disappointed. 
 

All this is the book of agreement of the Most High God, 
The Law which Moses ordained for us 
As an inheritance for the congregation of Jacob; 
Which fills men with wisdom like the Pishon, 
And like the Tigris in the days of the new wheat; 
Which overflows with understanding like the Euphrates, 
And like the Jordan in harvest time; 
Which makes instruction shine forth like light, 
Like the Gihon in the days of the vintage. 
Just as the first man did not know her perfectly, 
The last one will not track her out. 
For her thinking is fuller than the sea, 
And her counsel than the great deep. 
[Ecclesiasticus 24:23-29] 
 

 The Torah which was eternal and the sum and substance of all wisdom was also the fountain 
of true joy and bliss. For he who pored over the Torah day and night was “like a tree planted 
by a stream, that bears fruit in due season, with leaves that never fade; whatever he does he 
prospers” [Psalm 1:3]. The Eternal’s orders were not only a light to the mind but also a joy to 
the heart, by relieving its anguish when lonely and low, when afraid or abashed. The Law of 
the Eternal contained everything that made for man’s happiness: it was a perfect Law that 
restored the soul, it was a clear Law that was a light to the mind, it was a clean Law which 
would last forever, and it was a just Law which could be trusted. Those who lived within the 
house of the Eternal by doing His will and praising Him all day long found fountains for their 
refreshment when they passed through Wearyglen and blessings raining upon them [Psalm 
84]. Shame could not touch him whose life was set on following God’s injunctions with an 
undivided heart, for his life was clean. God’s statutes were his song as he wandered through 
the world. They were a lamp for his feet, a light on his path. The fear of the Lord, which led 
to the practice of His word, was a glory and a ground of exultation; a joy and a crown of 
ecstasy. It delighted the heart, for it brought gladness and joy and long life and a happy end 
(Ecclus. 1:11-13]. 
 
It was this eternal, universal, and life-sustaining wisdom that appeared on earth and mingled 
with men on the day the Law was revealed to Israel on Sinai. On that day the earth was 



wedded to heaven, as a sign of God’s redemptive grace for man. The revelation was therefore 
not intended for Israel alone. Had God meant to limit His word to one people He would have 
waited with His revelation of it till Israel had taken possession of Canaan and become a 
nation. But He delivered it in the desert which was free and open to all men and under 
circumstances which all of them could hear. It was given in seventy languages so all the 
seventy nations of the world could understand it. Israel could therefore not say that the Law 
was its exclusive possession to which no other peoples had any right, nor could the rest of the 
nations charge God with having treated them unjustly by not offering His Law to them also. 
They all heard it and understood it, but it was only Israel that accepted it and pledged itself to 
walk in its ways. As a matter of fact God foreknew that the nations would refuse to accept the 
full revelation of His character and will on Sinai, as they had persistently violated even the 
simple and elementary principles of ethical conduct He had given to Noah. It was because of 
this knowledge that God had raised and redeemed Israel for His portion and inheritance to 
bring true religion to the ends of the earth. Sinai was therefore the place where God made 
known His commandments to the world. The Torah was not the property either of Priests, 
Levites, or even Israelites. It was the Torah of man, the divinely designated Teacher of all 
God’s children, every one of whom could share in its blessings by accepting its truths in his 
heart and mind. All that Israel did by accepting the Torah was to become its witness and 
bearer to the world for the purpose of the ultimate conversion of all men to the worship of the 
only God and the creation of His kingdom on earth. 
 

*** 
 
When Ezra made the Torah the constitution of the new Commonwealth of Israel he foresaw 
that its divine teachings must be kept constantly before the people and explained to them. 
The people would rightly expect that the adoption of the Torah called for teachers of the 
Torah who would expound its prescriptions and show the correct way of fulfilling them. 
Thus, as Ezra was reading the Book to the assembly, a number of Levites “also explained the 
meaning of the law to the people as they stood; they read from the book, from the law of 
God, translating as they went and explaining the meaning, so that the people understood what 
was read” [Nehem. 8:8]. Out of this precedent set by Ezra of accompanying the reading of 
the Torah with a translation and elucidation of its meaning, there arose the profession of 
Scribism, a school of devoted students of the Torah and assiduous promulgators of its 
precepts among the laity. 
 
The profession of Scribism made severe demands on its practitioners. They could accept no 
financial income for their instruction, for no worldly use was to be made of the crown of 
heaven, the Torah. It was proverbial that the study of the Law was to be pursued hand in 
hand with a worldly occupation, “for toil in them both puts sin out of mind. But all study of 
the Law without [worldly] labor comes to naught at the last and brings sin in its train. And let 
all them that labor with the congregation labor with them for the sake of Heaven, for the 
merit of their fathers supports them and their righteousness endures forever” [Aboth 2:2]. 
Nor could one claim any merit for himself because he wrought much in the Law, since it was 



for this end that man was created. The study of the Law was also a continuous, all-absorbing, 
endless enterprise, for whoever wished to know it could not stir from it and had to turn it and 
turn it again, and contemplate it and grow grey and old over it, the while he ate only bread 
with salt, slept on the ground and lived a life of trouble. 
 
But the reward of the Scribe was as great as was the price he paid for coming into possession 
of the Torah. His were first of all the endless blessings bestowed by wisdom on those who 
sought her and walked in her footsteps. He also enjoyed the praise and honor of his 
fellowmen, was sought for to advise the people, excelled in public assemblies, sat on the 
judge’s seat, and uttered instruction and judgment. His wisdom was the subject of praise by 
many, and his name lived for endless generations. “He is called friend, beloved [of God], 
lover of God, lover of mankind; and it clothes him with humility and reverence and fits him 
to become righteous, saintly, upright, and faithful; and it keeps him far from sin and brings 
him near to virtue, and from him men enjoy counsel and sound knowledge, understanding 
and might…And it gives him kingship and dominion and discernment in judgment; to him 
are revealed the secrets of the Law, and he is made like to a never-failing spring and like to a 
river that flows ever more mightily; and he becomes modest, long suffering, and forgiving of 
insult, and it magnifies him and exalts him above all things” [Aboth 6:1]. The Scribes not 
only taught the Torah but did so gloriously. The Torah was their delight, their pride, and their 
joy. To teach its divine truths to the people in a manner the people could understand was not 
a burdensome duty, but the inestimable privilege of being God’s messenger in spreading His 
divine will. To meditate piously on the Torah day and night, when sitting down and when 
standing up, to learn its words by heart, to talk about them when at home or on the road, 
when lying down and when rising up, to wear them as a memento on the hands and a badge 
on the forehead, was to penetrate to the very will of God through the visible proof of His 
favor. By defining the Torah for the people, and thus making it possible for them to adhere to 
all its prescriptions in spirit and letter, the Scribes were laying the foundation for the coming 
kingdom of God on earth. 
 
The Scribes reflected on the Torah in order to find the one right way of carrying out its 
commandments. If that one right way was not stated explicitly in the Torah it could be 
discovered there by careful, prayerful, unrelenting questing and searching. Such 
interpretation revealed the full meaning and import of the written word, and constituted its 
guardian, its protecting fence, by serving as the guide to its observance in work and deed. 
The Scribes fulfilled the purpose for which the Torah was given. They made the Israelites 
realize for the first time the truth of the words Moses had spoken to their forefathers that the 
command he enjoined upon them was not beyond their power and reach, but that it was near 
them, on their lips and in their mind, to be obeyed. They showed the people that the rules and 
regulations God had instructed Moses to deliver to their ancestors to keep and obey in the 
land they were entering to possess was indeed their wisdom and intelligence to the nations, 
that their God was indeed near to them when they invoked Him. The Scribes taught the 
Israelites as they had never been taught before the way to learn God’s rules and regulations 
so the Israelites could be careful to obey them. 



 
*** 

 
By their labors the Scribes had raised a protective hedge about the Torah. But the Torah was 
not of human origin and the human mind alone could not probe all the wisdom it contained. 
God had therefore provided Israel with His own explanation of His Law, for on Sinai God 
said to Moses, “Write thou these words: for after the tenor of these words I have made a 
covenant with thee and Israel” [Ex. 34:27]. The tenor of God’s words Moses transmitted by 
word of mouth to Joshua, Joshua to the Elders, the Elders to the Prophets, and the Prophets to 
the leaders of Israel who came up from the Exile with Ezra. In this Unwritten Torah Israel 
possessed the completion of the Written Torah. What the Written Torah stated as a principle 
the Unwritten Torah explained in detail. For example, the Written Torah said, “Remember to 
hold the Sabbath sacred. Six days you may labour and do all your business, but the seventh 
day is the Sabbath in honour of the Eternal, your God, and on it you must do no business, 
neither you nor your son nor your daughter nor your slaves, male or female, nor your cattle, 
nor the alien who is among you” [Ex. 20:8-10]. But how could an Israelite obey this 
commandment unless he knew what sort of activity constituted labor? Supposing a human 
life were in danger would it be a violation of the Sabbath to help save it? The Unwritten 
Torah gave the answer. The Sabbath was instituted to serve man, as were all the other 
enactments. They were given that man might have life and not death. Hence to help save a 
life on the Sabbath or to attend a person who was sick or injured, was to honor the Sabbath 
and keep it holy. But to engage in any of the ordinary weekday occupations on the Sabbath 
was to profane it. The Unwritten Torah therefore lists such occupations. 
 

The main classes of work are forty save one: sowing, ploughing, reaping, binding 
sheaves, threshing, winnowing, cleansing crops, grinding, sifting, kneading, baking, 
shearing wool, washing or beating or dyeing it, spinning, weaving, making two loops, 
weaving two stitches, separating two threads, tying [a knot], loosening [a knot], 
sewing two stitches, tearing in order to sew two stitches, hunting a gazelle, 
slaughtering or flaying or salting it or curing its skin, scraping it or cutting it up, 
writing two letters, erasing in order to write two letters, building, pulling down, 
putting out a fire, lighting a fire, striking with a hammer and taking out aught from one 
domain into another. 
[Shabbath 7:2] 

 
So where in the Written Torah God had indicated to the Israelites what they should do to 
make them into a peculiar and holy people and a light to the nations, in the Unwritten Torah 
He gave them specific instructions how every prescription of His written Torah was to be 
carried out in action. The Israelite had no justification for existence other than as witness of 
God’s requirements of man. In everything he did and felt and thought, in the way he walked 
and talked, in what he ate and how he ate, in when he prayed and how he prayed, in what he 
wore for clothes and how he wore them, in when he washed himself and in how he washed 
himself, in whom he married and in how he married, in the way he begot children and in how 



he trained them–all his private and communal life must testify to his awareness that he was a 
member of a holy congregation, of a people consecrated to the worship of the one and only 
Creator and Ruler of the world, a true kingdom of God on earth amidst kingdoms of idolatry 
and uncleanness. The Scribes, as custodians and interpreters of the Written Torah, were in 
truth the successors of the Prophets of old. The Prophets, too, were the disciplinarians and 
castigators of Israel in the days of Israel’s childhood and adolescence. It was the function of 
the Prophets to keep on reminding Israel of its day of youthful indiscretions, of the purpose 
for which God had raised it and His intention in having revealed to it His will and His 
character. Now that Israel had attained maturity and had accepted and pledged itself to abide 
by God’s word, God gave Israel other teachers, the Rabbis, to instruct the people in the 
details of His Torah so they could do it in spirit and letter until the time when in His infinite 
justice and mercy He would fulfill the promise He made to Abraham that in his descendants 
all the peoples of the earth shall be blessed. 
 

*** 
 
Israel had started out as a religious body at Sinai in theory. What was left of Israel after the 
Exile became a religious body in practice. From now on Israel’s religion and Israel’s 
existence were one and the same. Israel now existed not as a nation among nations but as a 
religious group. God was now Israel’s sole king and His Torah Israel’s constitution, the life 
of its life. Israel now could prevail amidst other peoples only if the Torah prevailed in its own 
midst. The Torah was the soul that kept its body alive. What Moses had foretold had now 
become the reality: “Here I am teaching you, as the Eternal my God ordered me, the rules 
and regulations for what you are to do in the land you are entering to possess; keep them, 
obey them, for that will prove your wisdom and intelligence to the nation” [Deut. 4:5, 6]. 
And the Scribes and Rabbis were there to see to it that the injunction of Moses “You shall not 
add one word to my commands, nor take one word from them” was carried out [Deut. 4:2]. 
Israel had no safeguard but the Torah, and the safeguard of the Torah was instruction in it. 
The teachers were ready. What they needed were places of instruction for young and old 
which was met by the establishment houses of the Torah: the Synagogue and the School. 
 
The Synagogue may have originated in Babylonia as a place of worship for the exiles in the 
absence of the Temple. After the exile the Synagogue became a meetinghouse for the reading 
of the Torah and its interpretation for the congregation. The Temple was, of course, also a 
house of the Torah. It was indeed a place of vast importance, an institution regarded by all 
Israelites both in Jerusalem and throughout the dispersion with great awe and reverence. 
“The world,” said the Rabbis, “is like an eye. The ocean surrounding the world is the white 
of the eye; its black is the world itself; the pupil is Jerusalem; but the image within the pupil 
is the sanctuary.” But the Temple was not the home of the teacher and the house of 
instruction in the Torah. It was the stronghold of the Priest and of priestly worship and 
sacrifice. In the Temple elaborate ritual services were performed daily by gorgeously robed 
Priests, morning and evening, with additional sacrifices and even more elaborate ceremonies 
on the Sabbath and feast days. Every male above the age of twelve was obliged to appear in 



the Temple three times in the year during the great festivals, present offerings and lift his 
hands and bless the Lord. And here the Priest offered daily sacrifice on behalf of the people. 
 
The Synagogue was a communal house of prayer and a communal house of instruction, 
organized and managed by the laity. Its elders or “rulers” were chosen by the congregation 
from among its members, and anyone qualified to expound the Torah was welcome to do so. 
Here the Scribe had his popular forum, here he was listened to eagerly and respectfully. The 
founding of a Synagogue was an easy matter. It could be established in any community 
where there were enough Israelites to maintain one. The cost was slight. No special building 
was necessary. It could be set up in a room in a private house. The only furniture needed was 
a wooden chest for the Torah, and the congregation could sit on mats or on the floor. The 
only salaried person was the Hazzan, a man of all work in connection with the house of 
worship and its service. There was no official minister, only a head of the Synagogue who 
was elected by the congregation and who conducted the service. Meetings were held on the 
Sabbath and festival days with the entire community present. The service was as simple as 
the equipment, and as democratic as the organization. Its main feature consisted of readings 
from the Torah by the head of the Synagogue or persons appointed by him from among the 
assembly. By the side of the reader stood an interpreter who translated the passages of holy 
script verse by verse from its original Hebrew into the spoken language of the people. The 
interpreter was a member of the congregation chosen for this honorable task because of his 
competence to give an understandable and faithful rendition of the text. The Synagogue was 
thus a true house of prayer and instruction for all the people. Here every Israelite could learn 
to know in his own tongue the rules and regulations enjoined upon him by his religion. Here 
he would also listen occasionally to an edifying discourse by a local or traveling Rabbi. 
Hence there could be no excuse for any member of the community to fail in the practice of 
his religious obligations. Respect and honor were his reward if he showed himself eager and 
proficient in learning and pious in observing, but if he proved to be indifferent and neglectful 
he became the subject of contempt and wrath among his fellow Israelites. 
 

*** 
 
In the Synagogue every learned and pious Israelite was a teacher of the Torah whether as 
interpreter or preacher, but the Synagogue was not a house for study of the Torah. The Torah 
was more than what was revealed by a translation of the written word. Underneath these 
words there lay a fount of wisdom and intelligence which no amount of probing and 
searching could exhaust. The Written Torah was but an invitation to search out its unwritten 
contents. Even what had already come down of the Unwritten Torah through the Tradition of 
the Elders must be subjected to further study by a continuous line of students gifted with the 
power of attracting many disciples to their halls of learning who would go out as teachers in 
Israel. 
 
The qualifications for such scholarship and discipleship were many and demanding. First of 
all, devotion to the study of the Torah was an all-absorbing and time-consuming occupation. 



For he who would apply himself to this study must acquaint himself with the wisdom of the 
ancients, busy himself with prophecies, attend to the discourse of famous men, search out the 
hidden meaning of proverbs, and even familiarize himself with the obscurities of figures. 
Also, the requirements for learning the Torah were greater than those needed for acquiring 
priesthood or kingship. For priesthood could be attained by twenty-four excellences, and 
kingship by thirty. But learning the in Torah demanded forty-eight, some of which were: “by 
study, by the hearing of the ear, by the ordering of the lips, by the understanding of the heart, 
by the discernment of the heart, by awe, by reverence, by humility, by cheerfulness; by 
attendance on the Sages, by consorting with fellow students, by close argument with the 
disciples, by moderation in pleasure, sleep, conversation and jesting; by long-suffering, by a 
good heart, by submission to sorrows; by recognizing one’s place, rejoicing in one’s lot, 
making a fence around one’s words, and claiming no merit for oneself; by loving reproof, by 
shunning honor, boasting of learning, and the making of decisions” [Aboth 6:6]. 
 
The choice of disciples and their instruction was also a matter of grave concern. It was most 
desirable that the master of the School should draw many pupils, but the choice was limited 
because of the exacting requirements. The prospective disciple should be one who would 
serve the Torah not as a slave for the sake of receiving bounty but out of devotion to it. He 
should also be one who realized that the chief thing was not the expounding of the Torah but 
the practicing of its precepts, for he “that learns in order to teach is granted the means to learn 
and to teach; but he that learns in order to perform is granted the means to learn and to teach, 
and to perform.” [Aboth 4:5]. He must also posses the right capacity for learning. He cannot 
be one who is swift to hear and swift to lose, or slow to hear and swift to lose, or even slow 
to hear and slow to lose, but swift to hear and slow to lose. Nor should he be like “the sponge 
which soaks up everything, or the funnel which lets out at one end what it takes in at the 
other, or the strainer which lets out the wine and collects the lees; but like the sifter which 
extracts the coarsely-ground flour and collects the fine flour” [Aboth 5:12-15]. 
 
In instructing his disciples the master should aim to make their minds like plastered cisterns 
from which not a drop of learning would be lost. This was a serious obligation, for he “that 
forgets one word of his study, the Scripture reckons it to him as though he was guilty against 
his own soul, for it is written, Only take heed to thyself, and keep thy soul diligently, lest thou 
forget the words which thine eyes saw” [Aboth 3:9]. Since the entire curriculum of the 
School was the Unwritten Torah, great care must be exercised that what the teacher recited 
from memory should be correctly reproduced by the disciples in both substance and form. 
The teacher would therefore repeat a single lesson and the students intone it after him in a 
singsong manner until accuracy of retention was assured. This rote learning would be 
combined with periods for reflection and the meaning and import of the subject under 
consideration. There would also be occasions when the disciples would listen to discussions 
among the masters, and other occasions when the masters would engage in discussion with 
their disciples to exercise them in the art of exposition and commentary. 
 
Each generation of students carried away from the School a thorough and accurate familiarity 



with the fruits of the study of the Torah of their predecessors, and were thoroughly imbued 
with the spirit and well equipped with the method of carrying on the great quest which would 
acquire them merit in the eyes of God and honor among their fellows. 
 
Chapter 7: In the Time of Jesus 
 
What the prophet of the Exile had foretold about the Remnant was fulfilled through the work 
of Ezra and the Scribes. Israel became a people of the Torah, a kingdom of God among 
kingdoms of Idolatry. But the promise that all those that were incensed against Israel shall be 
ashamed and confounded and those that strove with her shall be as nothing, and shall perish 
[Isa. 41:11] had not come about. Whereas God had proclaimed to Jerusalem through His 
prophet that her time of service was accomplished, and that she had received from the Lord’s 
hands full punishment for her sins [Isa. 40:2], there were no signs of the coming of the 
promised reward. Instead of holding the land in triumph and enjoying the heritage of Jacob, 
Israel was tasting the bitter pill of servitude to heathen rulers. God’s house, which was to 
become a “house of prayer for all people,” was desecrated by the abomination of desolation 
of the Syrian monarch Antiochus Ephiphanes [B.C. 168], and instead of the promised 
Redeemer came the Edomite Herod [B.C. 37-4] and the Roman Procurators. Had the hand of 
God then been shortened so that it could not save and His ear become heavy so that it could 
not hear? Before the Exile it was indeed Israel’s iniquities that interfered between it and God; 
it was Israel’s sins that made God veil His face from them. But why the visitations upon 
God’s chosen ones now that they had become a separate people dedicated to the obedience of 
His holy word? Why was Israel suffering and how long was the suffering to continue? It was 
out of anguish that Israel raised a voice of supplication and inquiry to God: “And now, O 
Lord, behold, these nations, which are reputed as nothing, be lords over us, and devour us. 
But we thy people, whom thou hast called thy first-born, thy only-begotten, and thy fervent 
lover, are given into their hands. If the world now be made for our sakes, why do we not 
possess for an inheritance our world? How long shall it endure?” [II Esdras 6:57-59]. 
 
The cry grew in intensity with the increasing threat to the religion of the Torah by the 
henchmen of Roman repression. The attempt of the Syrian madman to have Israel forget the 
Torah was successfully met by the Maccabean brothers Judah, Jonathan, and Simon [B.C. 
165-135], and John Hyrcanus [B.C. 135-104], Simon’s son and successor to the throne of the 
Maccabees, did raise Judea to a significant military power in Syria and greatly extended its 
borders. But the triumph was costly, for Judea became a Hellenistic princedom bringing in its 
wake the threatening shadow of assimilation, the very threat that had caused the Maccabean 
revolt. Furthermore, during the reign of John Hyrcanus’s son, Alexander Jannaeus [B.C. 103-
76], civil strife broke out in Judea, which culminated after his death in open war for the 
throne between his two sons, Hyrcanus II [B.C. 63-40] and Aristobulus. This war ended the 
Maccabean dynasty and Judea became a vassal princedom of Rome with the Idumean half-
Jew Herod for its ruler. The first act of Herod was to kill whatever remained of the house of 
the Maccabees, after which he engaged in a campaign for the paganizing of the Holy Land 
and reduced its people to abject poverty by his extravagance and hunger for self-glorification. 



Never before in its history of suffering had Israel known so great an affliction as the one 
Herod visited upon it. When his son and successor, Archelaus [B.C. 4- A.D. 6], followed in 
the bloody footsteps of his father, thirty elders from Judea went as a delegation to petition the 
Emperor Augustus to rid their land forever of the house of Herod and to let it be governed by 
a representative of the Roman Empire. All they wanted in exchange for this voluntary 
subjugation to a foreign power was freedom to manage their own internal affairs. This 
request for a Roman governor was ultimately granted but the change did not result in internal 
autonomy. The Roman Procurators not only relegated to themselves control over religious 
matters but one of them, the notorious Pontius Pilate, even threatened to desecrate the 
Temple with an image of the Emperor, which was obviated only when crowds of Israelites 
besieged the tyrant’s residence for five days and nights prepared to die rather than have the 
sacrilege committed in their sight [Josephus, The Jewish War, 2, 9:2-3]. Distressing 
circumstances of such vast proportion and of such long duration had to be met in some way. 
Hence, sects or parties gradually arose throughout the land, some of who assumed the 
attitude of hopelessness and resignation, others who advocated military revolt, and still others 
who looked ahead with confidence for a day of intervention of God in the affairs of His 
people. Of these several sects two are of particular importance in relations to Jesus. 
 

*** 
 
What is known about the Sadducean party is derived from the New Testament, the Rabbinic 
literature, and the writings of the historian Josephus. These sources present the sect in an 
unfavorable light. In the Book of Acts the Sadducees are called the adherents of the high 
priest who “laid their hands on the apostles, and put them in the common prison” [5: 17, 18]. 
In the Gospels they are coupled with the Pharisees as the bitter enemies of Jesus. In John the 
chief priests and the Pharisees gather a council to decide what to do with the miracle worker, 
saying, “If we let him thus alone, all men will believe on him; and the Romans shall come 
and take away both our place and nation: [11:47, 48]. Matthew reports the presence of 
Sadducees and Pharisees at the baptism of Jesus when John the Baptist denounced them both 
as a generation of vipers fleeing from the wrath to come and advising them to bring forth 
fruits that befit repentance [3:7, 8]. Later in the career of Jesus both parties are depicted as 
tempting him to show them a sign from heaven, to which Jesus retorts by calling them 
hypocrites who can discern the face of the sky but not the signs of the times, and warns his 
disciples to take heed and beware of the leaven of the Pharisees and of the Sadducees [16:1-
6].  
 
The Sadducees fare even worse at the hands of the Rabbis, whose common name for them is 
the “condemners.” The author of the Psalms of Solomon, a collection of eighteen psalms 
written probably in the middle of the 1st century B.C., calls them “Men-Pleasers” who sit in 
the council of the pious with their heart far removed from the Lord. They are severe in speech 
in condemning sinners, yet themselves are guilty of manifold sins and of wantonness, lies, 
hypocrisy, and lawless desires [4:1-6]. The Book of Enoch, produced during the reign of the 
Maccabean Dynasty, is still more specific in its charges against the Sadducees. It calls them 



sinners and warns them of the woes and evils in store for them. They are charged with 
practicing reproaches and wickedness, with fulminating anathemas which cannot be reversed, 
with requiting their neighbor with evil, with being lying witnesses and weighing out injustice, 
and with persecuting the righteous. They devour the finest of wheat, drink wine in large 
bowls, and tread the lowly under foot with their might. Their riches make them appear like 
the righteous but their hearts convict them of being sinners who “will alter and pervert the 
words of righteousness in many ways, and will speak wicked words, and lie, and practice 
great deceits, and write books concerning their words’ [104:10]. 
 
What the Gospels and the other sources say about the Sadducees may be ascribed to 
prejudice. But this could hardly be said of Josephus, the Jewish historian, who was born in 
the year 37 of the Christian era, and who tells us in his autobiography that he sprang from a 
priestly family of the highest order and was of royal blood by his mother who was a 
descendant of the first Maccabean. When Josephus therefore designates the Sadducees as 
“Aristocrats,” a class to which he himself belonged at least by family connections, we are 
justified in accepting his testimony regarding their reputation as historical fact. 
 
The account of the Sadducees by Josephus is contained in his two books, Jewish Antiquities 
and The Jewish War. His first mention of the sect is as the opponents of the Pharisees during 
the reign of the Maccabean John Hyrcanus. “For the present I wish merely to explain,” says 
Josephus, “that the Pharisees had passed on to the people certain regulations handed down by 
former generations and not recorded in the Laws of Moses, for which reason they are rejected 
by the Sadducaean group, who hold that only these regulations should be considered valid 
which were written down [in Scripture], and that those which had been handed down by 
former generations were not to be observed. And concerning these matters the two parties 
came to have controversies and serious differences, the Sadducees having the confidence of 
the wealthy alone, but no following among the populace, while the Pharisees have the 
support of the masses” [Antiquities 13, 10-6]. 
 
The Sadducees were, then, the opponents of the Unwritten Torah, the hedge erected by Ezra 
and his successors about the Written Torah. This opposition is readily understandable. All the 
members of the high priesthood, who were the rulers of the Temple, were connected with the 
aristocratic Sadducees either by direct descent or marriage. They were conservatives for 
whom a literal interpretation of the Law was a necessity, whereas the Tradition of the Fathers 
tended to liberalize a great many of its religious as well as civil enactments. For example, 
Deuteronomy prescribes “An eye for an eye, and a tooth for a tooth.” The Sadducees held 
that this law should be fulfilled as written, but the Unwritten Torah allowed it to be met by a 
money compensation. Again, the Written Torah enjoined “life for life” which the Unwritten 
Torah softened to mean that a witness guilty of perjury was to be put to death only in case his 
false testimony caused the execution of an innocent person. The Sadducees insisted that the 
sentence adhere strictly to the enactment “You shall do to him as he thought to do to his 
brother” [Deut. 19:19]. The Sadducees were harsh in their judgments of others and lenient in 
matters that concerned themselves. They did not permit religion to interfere with political 



affairs lest their influence over the aristocracy and governing classes suffer. It also suited 
their purpose as men of wealth to deny fate and the intervention of God in human affairs and 
to assert that it was man himself who was the cause of his worldly success or failure. Both 
the strictness and leniency of the Sadducees were thus determined by their own interests. 
They had built a fence about the Torah to protect their power rather than the teaching which 
God gave to Moses. 
 
The worldliness of the Sadducees is also indicated by their ill repute among the masses. From 
the commencement of the Persian period the Priests were the governors of Judea and the 
nobility in Israel. But the purpose of their rule was to appease their heathen overlords, and 
their nobility was one of wealth and power and not piety. From the people they kept aloof 
while enforcing their edicts upon them and demanding the respect due their high and holy 
dynasty. They paid respect to the oppressors of Israel, consorted with them and adopted 
many of their ways of living. The Priests had been playing into the hands of the pagans, the 
Hellenists, all through the period of the Maccabean Dynasty. The more political power they 
obtained the greater became their interest in heathenism and the more friendly they became 
with the enemy. They even gave up the one remaining hope of Israel for emancipation from 
the Roman yoke – the promise of the coming of the Messiah who would restore the glory of 
the Davidic Kingdom – lest it bring them into disfavor with their heathen patrons. The 
Sadducees were therefore a greater danger to Israel than were the Romans, for the Romans 
only held Israel in political subjection without interfering in religion, whereas the Sadducees 
threatened the existence of Israel with their inclination to become assimilated. 
 

*** 
 
The Pharisees looked upon Ezra as their founder whom they esteemed second only to Moses; 
for, they said, had God not revealed His divine will to the Emancipator, Ezra would have 
been worthy of receiving it. It was also the belief of the sect that when the Torah had been all 
but forgotten in Israel, Ezra brought it back again and established its authority. The Pharisees 
appear on the scene of history as an active, distinctive order for the first time some three 
hundred years after Ezra in the period of the Maccabees, during the prosperous reign John 
Hyrcanus who was also the High Priest. Josephus narrates that Hyrcanus, who was a disciple 
of the Pharisees and much beloved by them, once invited them to a feast “and entertained 
them hospitably and when he saw that they were having a good time, he began by saying that 
they knew he wished to be righteous and in everything he did tried to please God and them – 
for the Pharisees professed such beliefs; at the same time he begged them, if they observed 
him doing anything wrong or straying from the right path, to lead him back to it and correct 
him. But they testified to his being altogether virtuous, and he was delighted with their 
praise.” But when one of the Pharisees suggested that if Hyrcanus would be righteous in 
earnest he would lay down his high priesthood and content himself with civil rule over the 
people on the ground that his mother was said to have been a captive under the reign of 
Antiochus Epiphanes, the king was provoked against them and punished anyone who 
observed their decrees [Antiquities 13, 10-6]. The Pharisees did not remain in disfavor with 



the royal household for long, since, as Josephus reports, they “have so great a power over the 
multitude that when they say anything against the king, or against the high priest, they are 
presently believed” [Antiquities 17, 2, 4]. Consequently John’s son and successor, Alexander 
Jannaeus, advised his queen on his deathbed that in order to retain the kingdom securely she 
should court the favor of the Pharisees by putting some authority in their hands, for it was by 
their means that he had incurred the displeasure of the nation [Antiquities 13, 15, 5]. During 
the Roman period the authority of the Pharisees over the masses kept growing, until with the 
destruction of the Temple the Sadducees disappeared entirely, leaving the Pharisees in full 
control of the affairs of Israel. 
 
The position held by the Pharisees in the esteem of the body of Israelites can be explained 
only on the supposition that they were closely affiliated with the people by sharing the 
popular view of Israel’s past and hopes for Israel’s future. Such a supposition becomes a 
certainty in the light of the doctrines of the sect regarding the Torah and the prophetic 
conception of Israel’s ultimate triumph over its enemies through the intervention of God. 
 
The term Pharisee is derived from the Hebrew word parush, which means one who is 
separate. Israel had been commanded to separate itself from all uncleanness: from peoples of 
the world and their detestable practices, and from all unclean beasts, fishes, birds, and 
vermin. For God’s purpose in history Israel was to become holy, separate [perushim] as God 
was holy, separate [parush]. The Pharisees therefore set about building a separate element 
amidst their own people, a remnant of the pious, through whom the Torah would be firmly 
established as the inheritance of the Congregation of Israel. This remnant was to be 
established by rigid requirements for admission to the sect, the members of which were 
known as Chaberim, or comrades. To become a Chaber one had to pledge himself to strict 
observance of Levitical purity, strict avoidance contact with gentiles and violators of the 
Torah within Israel, strict payment of tithes and other imposts due the Priest and the poor, 
and strict regard for vows and the property of others. 
 
The Pharisee was thus a scrupulous adherent of the Written Torah as enclosed by the hedge 
of the Unwritten Torah. Hence the statement of Josephus that the Pharisees ‘have delivered to 
the people a great many observances by succession from their fathers, which are not written 
in the law of Moses,” and that they “valued themselves highly upon the exact skill they had 
in the law they had of their fathers.” They were the aristocracy of the learned in the Torah, as 
the Sadducees were the aristocracy of blood. And if the Pharisees prided themselves on their 
learning it was a pride in possessing the Torah as the intelligence and wisdom of Israel 
among the nations. It was the pride of a privilege which imposed a responsibility of 
surrounding the Torah with a protecting wall that would guard it against violators and a duty 
of spreading its precepts among the Israelites. 
 
The Pharisees were thus the party that stood for the Torah as the property of the people, as 
opposed to the Sadducees who looked upon it as the special prerogative of the Priest. For the 
Pharisee the Torah was a rule according to which every Israelite was to conduct his life, 



whereas to the Sadducee the Torah was an instrument of control over the populace by 
demanding obedience to those of its enactments that pertained to Temple service over which 
the Priest reigned supreme. The Priest had little interest in the daily life of the Israelite, nor 
was he at all concerned that the Israelite should learn to know the Torah. His only care was 
that every Israelite should render the Priest what the Priest proclaimed was his according to 
the Torah. The Pharisees were the men of the Synagogue and the School. It was their 
intention to make of Israel a people of the Torah in practice as well as in theory by providing 
that every Israelite not only knew he had a Torah but also followed its injunctions. 
 

*** 
 
As a result of the work of the Pharisees one of the distinctive features of the Judaism of the 
time of Jesus was a zeal for the Torah as the life blood of Israel. The task accomplished by 
Ezra was the separation of Israel from heathen influences. The Pharisees set out to attain the 
further task of separating the pure from the impure within the fold of Israel itself and 
succeeded in doing so to the degree of becoming recognized among the people as religious 
leaders and teachers. In the Pharisees the ideal set before Israel to love and worship its God 
with all its heart and mind, always to live His life by obeying His orders and rules, became a 
reality. There was now a kingdom of God amidst Israel through whom all Israel was about to 
become a kingdom of Heaven among the nations of the earth. No wonder then that the 
expectation arose that the fulfillment of God’s purpose for mankind through His chosen 
servant Israel could not be far off. The sufferings of the remnant for whom the great prophet 
of the exile had foretold a glorious future had surely reached the point to justify the cry to 
God for a deliverer who would shatter unrighteous rulers, would purge Jerusalem from 
nations that trampled her down to destruction, and would gather together a holy people whom 
he would lead in righteousness. 
 
This hope for the coming of one who would redeem Israel from bondage and the world from 
sin and idolatry assumed two forms, one political and the other spiritual, but the two differed 
only in several minor details concerning the nature of the Messiah and the role he was to 
enact in the transformation of the world. In both, the result would be the final establishment 
of the rule of God with peace on earth and good will among men. 
 
The adherents of the political expectation drew upon some of the Prophets who promised the 
ultimate re-establishment of the former glories of Israel through a scion of the royal house of 
David. In Amos they found the word of God that should Israel purge itself of sinners God 
would “raise the fallen huts of David, repair their breaches, mend their rifts, rebuild them as 
in days of old, till the people hold what is left of Edom and of all nations” [9:11, 12]. It will 
be a day, said Isaiah, when the Lord will gather the scattered of Judah from the four corners 
of the earth, a time when all the nations shall consult the scion of Jesse because his seat will 
be famous for its spirit of wisdom, insight, counsel, strength, and reverence for the Eternal 
[11:1, 2, 10-12]. The same assurance was given by Jeremiah who spoke of a day to come 
when a true scion of David raised by God would “reign both royally and ably, to enforce law 



and justice in the land” and under whom Israel would live securely. “So the day will come, 
the Eternal declares, when men no longer say ‘As surely as the Eternal lives, who brought the 
Israelites out of the land of Egypt!’ but, ‘As surely as the Eternal lives, who brought the 
descendants of the house of Israel from the north country!’ — and from every country where 
I drove them; they shall dwell in their own land” [25:5-8]. 
 
That this prophetic view regarding the future awaiting Israel at the hands of God was also the 
belief of the Pharisees is clearly shown by the Pharisaic author of the Psalms of Solomon. 
Indeed, there was an element of hotheads among the Pharisees whom Josephus designates as 
the Zealots, and who, instead of waiting patiently for God’s redemption, advocated armed 
revolt against Rome and caused much bloodshed among their own people. But the main body 
of the sect was firm in the faith that the redemption and restoration would come on the very 
day when every Israelite would have proved himself a true child of the Torah by living in 
accordance with its precepts. On that day God would raise unto Israel a king, the son of 
David, whom he would gird with the strength to shatter unrighteous rulers. Godless nations 
he would destroy with the word of his mouth, and gather together a holy people whom he 
would lead in righteousness. Jerusalem he would once more make as holy as of old, and 
nations would come from the ends of the earth to see his glory. Through him the people of 
the Lord would be blessed with wisdom and gladness. All his might would come through his 
hope in God, and he would have need neither for horse and rider and bow, nor for gold and 
silver, nor for a multitude of an army for the day of battle. By the might of his word alone 
would he rebuke rulers and remove sinners. His majesty would lie in his hope in the Lord and 
strong fear of God, by which means he would shepherd the flock of the Lord faithfully and 
righteously, suffering none among them to stumble in their pasture. They that shall be in 
those days would be blessed “in that they shall see the good fortune of Israel which God shall 
bring to pass in the gathering together of the tribes” [17:50]. 
 
Side by side with this Pharisiac anticipation of a new era for Israel and through Israel for all 
of mankind through the universal reign of a son of David, was another expectation of a new 
heaven and a new earth to be brought about by God Himself following a cataclysmic 
visitation upon the earth. Hints of this view of the Messianic Age are found in the Prophets 
intermingled with the view of the Davidic rule. Isaiah foresees the Lord of hosts mustering a 
battle array of the forces of His fury to ruin the earth. The Eternal will come “pitiless in anger 
and in blazing wrath,” to punish the world for its evil, to still the arrogance of proud men and 
lay low the haughtiness of tyrants, “till man becomes more rare than finest gold, men scarcer 
than gold ore from Ophir” [13:9-12]. It will be a day, announces Zachariah, when the Eternal 
will gather all nations to battle against Jerusalem and visit a terrible panic upon them during 
which every man will seize his neighbor and raise his hand against him. “Then shall the 
Eternal be king over all the earth; the Eternal on that day shall be the one God, and his 
worship the one worship” with all the survivors of the nations that marched against Jerusalem 
marching up, year after year, to worship the King, the Lord of hosts [14:1-21]. 
 
The role to be enacted by Israel and the Messiah in these visions of the end of the present era 



on earth and the advent of the new age that is to last forever is presented in various guises. In 
the Pharisaic picture Israel’s redemption from political oppression by the messianic son of 
the house of David is to result in the redemption of mankind from idolatry and the 
establishment of the kingdom of God on earth.  The Messiah is a human being endowed by 
God with superhuman wisdom and righteousness. In the apocalyptic portions of the Prophets, 
and particularly in the later apocalyptic books of the non-canonical literature, variations of 
detail are introduced in the form of ornamentations and elaborations, of which the 
Apocalypse of Enoch is the best example. 
 
The writer of the Book of Enoch introduces the theme of the messianic hope with an account 
of how Enoch is taken up to heaven where he learns from God of His intention for His 
chosen righteous people. First the history of Israel is surveyed in allegorical form of cattle, 
sheep, wild beasts, and shepherds, from its beginning to the opening of the messianic era. 
Enoch then narrates how he saw God, whom he calls the Head of Days, with another being 
by His side who bore the appearance of a man but whose “face was full of graciousness, like 
one of the holy angels” [46:1]. On inquiring after the identity of this Son of Man and why he 
went with the Head of Days Enoch is told that he was the chosen of the Lord of Spirits who 
revealed all the treasures of that which was hidden, and whose lot was to be the possessor of 
pre-eminence “before the Lord of Spirits in uprightness forever” [46:3]. The Son of Man was 
the inexhaustible fountain of righteousness who shall be the stay of the righteous, the light of 
the gentiles, the hope of all who are troubled of heart, and whose name was named before the 
creation of the sun and the stars of heaven. 
 
The function for which the Son of Man was chosen even before the creation of the world was 
to sit in judgment of the nations. On that day he will cast down kings from their thrones, the 
mighty from their seats, and break the teeth of sinners because they had placed their faith in 
gods fashioned by their own hands, had denied the name of the Lord of Spirits and His 
Anointed, and had persecuted the house of His congregation. For the holy and elect the day 
of affliction for sinners will be a day of glory and honor which the Lord of Spirits will cause 
the Gentiles to witness that they may repent by foregoing the works of their hands and be 
saved by God’s great compassion. It will also be a day when the dead will be resurrected and 
the Elect One will choose the righteous and the holy from among them. The Elect One will 
sit on God’s throne with his mouth pouring forth the secrets of wisdom and counsel. All 
nature will rejoice: the mountains will leap like rams, the hills will skip like lambs satisfied 
with milk, and the faces of the angels will light up with joy. The earth will be joyous because 
the righteous dwell upon it and the elect walk thereon. 
 
Enoch then proceeds to paint the events of the actual day of judgment. The Elect One will be 
seated on his throne of glory before all the kings, the mighty, the exalted, and possessors of 
the earth who will fall down on their faces and supplicate him for mercy. But the Lord of 
Spirits will drive them from the presence of His Anointed One and deliver them to the angel 
to execute vengeance upon them for having oppressed His children and His elect. On that day 
the righteous and the elect will be saved, never again to see the face of sinners and the 



unrighteous. Thenceforward the elect and righteous will eat and rise up and lie down with the 
Son of Man clothed with garments of glory, “the garments of life from the Lord of Spirits” 
[62:16].  
 
God’s redemptive purpose in history was thus to be fulfilled at His own chosen time in His 
own way through His chosen Anointed. The sufferings of Israel were not in vain, they were 
part of the plan for the salvation of man. They were the sufferings of a chosen servant who at 
first did not fully understand the great privilege that had been bestowed upon him and the 
responsibility he had incurred in accepting it. But his day of vindication and triumph was 
inevitable, for God’s plan for His creation could not be thwarted. The final Day of Judgment 
was to be a second deluge, with the pious remnant of Israel for its Noah and the righteous 
among the Gentiles for his sons and daughters. That day was to see the final restoration of 
God’s highest creation to its Creator, the final reconciliation of man with God through man’s 
own efforts with the help of a just and gracious God. Man would ultimately return to his 
original stature as a creature made in the likeness of his Maker by having become a coworker 
with God in the re-creation of the world. 
 
It was the imminent advent of this day of final judgment that John the Baptist came to 
announce to his contemporaries, and which brought the youthful Rabbi from Galilee upon the 
stage of Israel’s history. 
 
Chapter 8: The Education of Jesus 
 
Jesus passed the years from his birth to manhood in Nazareth, one of numerous hamlets of 
the province of Galilee in northern Palestine. To this formative period of his life the Gospels 
make but passing reference. They tell us that “the child grew and became strong, filled with 
wisdom; and the favor of God was upon him,” and that he “increased in wisdom and in 
stature, and in favor with God and man” [Luke 2:40, 52]. But this wide gap in his career can 
be filled in with what is known of Jewish family life of the time, especially in the care taken 
with the religious education of the Jewish boy at home, the school, and the Synagogue. 
Contemporary social and religious conditions in Galilee also must have been influential in 
shaping the mind of Jesus and point to at least one reason for the antagonism he encountered 
in Jerusalem. 
 
The Palestine at the time of Jesus was comprised of the districts of Galilee, Judea, Samaria, 
and Perea or Transjordan. At this period the population of Galilee was mainly Jewish, but 
this fact had not been true throughout Galilean history and raised a doubt as to the legitimate 
pedigree of the Galileans as Israelites. No such suspicion could attach to the Judeans for 
Judea was the heart of the land of Israel with Jerusalem for its mind and the Temple for its 
soul. In Judea the Second Commonwealth had been established on a purely religious basis, 
and here the Scribes and Pharisees labored for the Torah by interpreting its precepts and 
making them binding on the people. Judea had also regained much of its one-time glory 
through the successful efforts of the Maccabean princes in recapturing almost all of the realm 



of the former Davidic kingdom. What had started out after the Exile as a state limited to 
Jerusalem and a few miles of adjacent land now extended north to Samaria, east to the Jordan 
and the Dead Sea, west to the district of the Philistine-Hellenistic cities, and south to Arabia 
Petrea. Thus the Judeans not only possessed the main and central part of the Land of Promise 
but could also boast of being the one remnant of Israel that had kept itself pure in blood and 
undefiled in religion. They were the chosen people in body and mind. 
 
But with the Galileans the case was quite different. Their historical career had suffered a 
varied fortune, beginning with the period of the conquest and division of Canaan among the 
clans of Israel. Of the thirty kings whom the Israelites routed west of the Jordan, one was 
“the king of the pagans in Galilee,” whose domain was allotted to the four clans of Naphtali, 
Asher, Zebulun, and Issachar [Joshua 12:7-24; 19:10-39]. But the territory nevertheless 
remained pagan, since none of these tribes evicted the native inhabitants but lived among 
them [Judges 1:29-33]. When later the district became a private possession of Solomon he 
presented twenty towns in the region of Galilee to Hiram, King of Tyre, in payment for the 
“cedar-trees and cypress tress and gold to his heart’s content” with which Hiram had supplied 
him for the building of the Temple and the royal palace [I Kings 9:10 ff.]. Still later, in the 8th 
century, the portion of Galilee belonging to Naphtali was captured by the Assyrians who 
carried its inhabitants into exile. When the Galilean territory of Naphtali became repopulated 
with the neighboring Phoenicians and Arameans the Jews named it Galil-ha-Goyim, or 
Galilee of the Gentiles. It was so called until the time of the Maccabees who conquered all of 
Galilee and forced the Jewish religion upon all of its inhabitants by compulsory circumcision. 
 
Hence, in spite of the fact that in the time of Jesus Jews formed the main part of the 
population of Galilee, the Judeans regarded them with suspicion as to their legitimate Jewish 
origin. Nor was this all. For even now that the province formed part of the Jewish state it was 
still the “Circle of the Gentiles.” The Galileans were not only surrounded by heathens but had 
many of them in their very midst as a source of religious contamination. In contrast with 
Judea which was surrounded by deserts, the homeland of Jesus teemed with the busy and gay 
life of numerous cities in which Greek culture predominated. Galilee was a crossroads of the 
world, with great highways passing through in all directions from the Levant to Damascus 
and the East, from Jerusalem to Antioch, and from the Nile to the Euphrates. The 
questionable Jewish origin of the Galileans, arising from their exposure on all sides to 
heathen influence, was intensified by the conditions within Galilee itself. Galilee had never 
been a home for the learned in the Torah, and even in the time of Jesus neither Pharisees nor 
Sadducees were to be found there. In a measure Galilee was still “Galilee of the Gentiles” 
because of its considerable admixture of Phoenicians, Syrians, Arabs, and Greeks. The Jews 
of Galilee were known furthermore to be an excitable, passionate, violent, and quarrelsome 
breed. Finally, Galilee had bred the violent nationalistic party of the Zealots and their guerilla 
bands who fermented the spirit of armed revolt against the Romans and contributed to the 
ultimate destruction of the Second Temple and of Judea as the land of Israel [Josephus, War 
4, 6]. 
 



But the dubious historical antecedents of the Galileans as well as their close associations with 
heathens might not have been of such serious moment had they but adhered scrupulously to 
the religious practices of Judea. Not only in matters sanctioned by custom but even in several 
cases prescribed by the Torah the Galileans were remiss. The Torah prohibited the boiling of 
a kid in its mother’s milk [Deut. 14:21], but the Galileans attempted to circumvent the 
prohibition in a number of ways. First they boiled the kid in milk not from its own mother. 
When the teachers of the Torah sought to enforce the commandment by extending it to 
include the milk from any mammal, the Galileans evaded it again by using the meat of fowl. 
Once more the sages of Jerusalem attempted to make the rule binding by ordering that it also 
apply to the meat of creatures that produced no milk. Whereas the Judeans obeyed the order, 
the Galileans refused to do so. 
 
The Galileans similarly departed from the Judeans in their customs regarding marriage and 
funeral rites, and in their manner of celebrating the Passover and observing the Day of 
Atonement. In Judea, a man who “ate [lived] in the home of his father-in-law”—that is, a 
man who was not yet properly married because he had not established a home of his own—
could not lodge a virginity suit against his bride without witnesses “since he had already 
remained alone with her” [Ketuboth 1:5]. In Galilee such proximity before marriage was 
frowned upon. Regarding the Passover the Rabbis had ruled that where the custom was to 
work on the day before the festival the people could do so, and where the custom was not to 
do work they must not work. In Judea “they used to do work until midday on the eve of the 
Passover, but in Galilee they used to do nothing at all” [Pesahim 4:5]. Concerning the Day of 
Atonement the Torah ordained that “It shall be a sabbath of entire rest for you, and you must 
abstain and fast: from sunset on the ninth day to sunset on the tenth day you shall hold your 
sabbath” [Leviticus 23:32]. On the eve of this day of fasting and penance the Galileans 
engaged in lavish banqueting and jollification which appeared to the Judeans to be altogether 
out of keeping with preparations for the most solemn occasion of the year. 
 
The most serious count against the Galileans in the eyes of Jerusalem was the fact that they 
were transgressors of the Torah because of the very nature of their occupations. The saying 
of Sirach that “the wisdom of a learned man comes by opportunity of leisure” and therefore 
he that “holds the plow, glories in the goad, drives his oxen and is occupied in their labors, 
and whose talk is of bullocks, cannot get wisdom” was a commonplace with the Rabbis 
[Ecclus. 38:24-39]. The great Hillel, a contemporary of Jesus, had declared that the Am-ha-
arets, “the man of the land,” the common person, could not be pious. All the Galileans 
belonged to this class. They were all common folk who made their living as farmers and 
artisans. The land of Galilee, according to Josephus who had been a governor of the 
province, “is everywhere so rich in soil and pasturage and produces such variety of trees, that 
even the most indolent are tempted by these facilities to devote themselves to agriculture” 
[War 3:3, 2]. Such occupations left little time and even less inclination for study. And he who 
did not know the Torah, Written and Unwritten, who did not pour over it day and night and 
sit at the feet of the learned, was, by virtue of his ignorance, a transgressor. 
 



The Am-ha-arets were not limited to the Galileans, or even the country people of Judah, but 
included the majority of the residents of Jerusalem itself. In the esteem of the Pharisees 
everyone who was not a member of the Brotherhood was an Am-ha-arets. The class 
distinction between the two was altogether on the basis of proficiency in the Torah and the 
rigid observance of its precepts. But this emphasis on learning was not for the sake of the 
learning as such or for the honor it might bring to the learner. The Torah could not be a 
source of pride but of privilege and responsibility. Its study was a sacred duty. Israel had 
come into existence with the Torah and its continued existence depended on the Torah. And 
Israel existed not for its own sake but for God’s redeeming purpose. The redemption of 
Israel, and with it the redemption of mankind, depended on the minute study of the Torah. He 
then who was ignorant of the Torah, be he Priest or layman, rich or poor, or for whatever 
reason, had to be separated from the learned to whom he was as much a source of pollution 
within Israel as were the Gentiles outside. 
 
It was thus for the purpose of protecting the Torah against the Am-ha-arets, the masses of the 
ignorant, that the Pharisees formed a Brotherhood into which anyone was welcomed who 
was willing to meet its religious requirements. But these were rigid and numerous, and all in 
the interest of ritual purity. They pertained to every possible contact between a Brother and 
an Am-ha-arets, including tithing, eating, buying and selling, visiting and marrying. A 
Brother or Associate pledged himself in the presence of three members not to pay tithes to a 
Priest or Levite who was also known to be an Am-ha-arets. He would not sell to an Am-ha-
arets grains or vegetable and he would buy from him only dry produce because the wet was 
susceptible to uncleanness by contact. If an Associate and an Am-ha-arets leased a field, or 
inherited it, or became joint holders, the Associate could not make a trade by which he took 
all of one crop and the Am-ha-arets all of another, for then he would be paying from his own 
wares without tithing. Also “if an Am-ha-arets said to an Associate ‘Buy me a bunch of 
vegetables,’ or ‘Buy me a loaf of bread,’ he may buy it…without regard to which is for 
himself and which is for his fellow and be exempt [from tithing that of his fellow]; but if he 
said ‘This I buy for myself and this for my fellow,’ and then they were confused together, he 
must tithe [them both], even if [what belongs to his fellow is] a hundred times [more than his 
own’” [Demai 6:22]. “The wife of an Associate may lend a sifter or a sieve to the wife of an 
Am-ha-arets, and may winnow, grind or sift corn with her; but when she pours water over the 
flower [which makes it susceptible to uncleanness] she may not draw near to her, since help 
may not be given to them that commit transgression” [Shebiith 5:9]. 
 
Anything in the house of an Associate toughed by an Am-ha-arets or the wife of an Am-ha-
arets became unclean. This applied also to vessels deposited with an Am-ha-arets, or a chest 
of clothes, even though the key was kept by the owner. An Associate must not visit the house 
of an Am-ha-arets nor admit one into his house unless he removed his outer garment before 
entering, for the garments of an Am-ha-arets defiled by contact. Nor could an Associate 
travel in the company of an Am-ha-arets or study the Torah in his presence. In arranging for 
a marriage either for himself, or his son or daughter, the Associate must avoid alliance with 
the Am-ha-arets. His aim should be the household of another scholar, in the interest of which 



he should be willing to make every sacrifice, even that of selling all his possessions. 
 
Since the Am-ha-arets was so much a source of ritual pollution the Rabbis were careful to 
point out how he could be recognized. One was an Am-ha-arets if he failed to intone the 
“Hear O Israel” during his morning and evening prayer, or if he wore no tassels on his 
garment. He was a Am-ha-arets if he broke bread without washing his hands. One was an 
Am-ha-arets if he showed insufficient zeal in pursuing his education in the Torah. But above 
all, he was an Am-ha-arets who failed to attend scrupulously to the payment of taxes due the 
Priest and Levite, since the laws of tithing were not ordained by the Rabbis but given by God 
to Moses [Deut. 14:28 f.]. 
 
In all these spheres of religious obligation the peasants had the reputation of being 
untrustworthy. Especially was this the case with the peasants of Galilee, who were noted for 
being even less learned than the villagers of Judea, and more negligent in observing the little 
they knew. Throughout Judea the farmers could at least be trusted in the matter of the purity 
of wines and oils, although not so regarding the purity of earthware, unless they lived within 
about fifteen miles of Jerusalem. But in Galilee, even the wines and oils were impure. And if 
the farmer of Judea could not possibly avoid defilement by proximity to a dead body, contact 
with the carcass of an animal, and numerous other sources of contamination which rendered 
his entire household impure, how much more guilty was the Galilean, notorious for the 
willful disregard of all these laws of ritual purity? In the esteem of the observant Jew of 
Jerusalem the Galilean was the man to whom applied the dictum of the Rabbis that a Priest 
was above a Levite, a Levite above an Israelite, and an Israelite about a bastard; but a bastard 
who was versed in the Torah was above a High Priest who was an Am-ha-arets. 
 

*** 
 
The admonition in the Book of Proverbs to “Train the child at the very beginning of his 
ways, and when he is old he will not depart therefrom” [Proverbs 22:6], and the injunction of 
Sirach that “If thou hast children then train them from infancy” [Ecclus. 7:23], were 
commonplaces among the Jews in the time of Jesus. Two of Jesus’ contemporaries, the 
philosopher Philo and the historian Josephus, testify to the degree to which these admonitions 
had been put in operation. “Since the Jews esteem their laws as divine revelations,” Philo 
reports, “and are instructed in the knowledge of them from their earliest youth, they have the 
image of the law in their souls. They are taught, so to speak, in their swaddling clothes by 
their parents, teachers and those who bring them up, even before instruction in the sacred 
laws and the unwritten customs, to believe in God the one Father and Creator of the world” 
[On the Virtues and Office of Ambassadors. Par. 31]. Josephus maintains that Moses himself 
ordered “that boys should learn the most important laws because this was the best knowledge 
and the cause of prosperity” [Antiquities 45:8, 12]. This order had been zealously carried out. 
“Above all we pride ourselves on the education of our children, and regard as the most 
essential task in life the observance of our laws and of the pious practices, based thereupon, 
which we have inherited” [Apion 1:13]. So effective was this instruction that “should anyone 



of our nation be questioned about the laws, he would repeat them all the more readily than 
his own name. The result, then, of our thorough grounding in the laws from the first dawn of 
intelligence is that we have them, as it were, engraved on our souls” [Apion 2:18]. Since 
Josephus wrote in defense of the Jews against their Gentile detractors his account of the 
actual results obtained is no doubt much overdrawn. Nevertheless, in view of the work of 
Ezra and his successors in the interest of the Torah, instruction of the young in its most 
important precepts in the home, school and Synagogue was indeed held to be “the most 
important affair” of Jewish parents and religious leaders. 
 
To marry and beget a large family was declared by the Rabbis a religious obligation of every 
Israelite, in fulfillment of the scriptural injunction to multiply and fill the earth [Gen. 1:28]. 
Scripture had also ordained that it was not good for a man to be alone [Gen. 2:18] which the 
Rabbis interpreted to mean that an Israelite who failed to take a wife was not a complete 
man, besides being a transgressor of a divine command. Marriage was the dividing line 
between the years that were to be devoted to the acquisition of learning and the years to be 
given over to the pursuit of a career and public service. “At five years,” so ran a rabbinical 
injunction “one should begin the study of the Torah, at ten he should devote himself to the 
study of the oral tradition, at thirteen he should become responsible for fulfilling the 
commandments, at fifteen his studies should be perfected, at eighteen he should take a wife, 
at twenty he is fit for the pursuit of a calling, at thirty for authority, at forty for discernment, 
at fifty for counsel, at sixty to be an elder, at seventy for grey hair, at eighty for special 
strength, at ninety for bowed back, and at a hundred a man is as one that has already passed 
away and ceased from the world” [Aboth 5:21]. A loving wife and obedient children were the 
greatest gifts God could grant a man, while to be childless was looked upon as a just 
punishment from God and a reproach in the eyes of men. “He who has found a wife has 
found a treasure and won favor from God,” was a proverb attributed to Solomon, while the 
Psalmist proclaimed, “Sons are a gift of the Eternal, and children are a boon from him” 
[Psalm 127:3].  
 
The Rabbis also provided that the members of the family were fully informed of the duties 
they owed each other. The betrothal was a religious act by which the woman was consecrated 
to her husband, and also a contract by the terms of which the husband bound himself to 
support and honor his wife. A husband, said the Rabbis, owes his wife great respect, for it is 
only by her that prosperity comes to him. He must love his wife as himself, and respect her 
more than himself. The loss of a good wife by death is as great a calamity as the destruction 
of Jerusalem. The wife, on the other hand, was obligated to attend to her household duties, 
which included the grinding of meal, baking, washing clothes, cooking, bed-making, working 
in wool, and nursing her children. Her proper place was at home. If she went out she was to 
be entirely veiled. “The woman who transgresses the law,” said the Rabbis, “is one who 
appears in public with unveiled head, who shows herself in public places and speaks to the 
first man she meets.” Nor was a man to do so much as greet a woman in public, while it was 
forbidden even for a husband to address his own wife in the street. 
 



Children in the time of Jesus were as thoroughly admonished not to neglect the 
commandment to honor their parents as were the parents to look after the education of their 
children. Sages and Rabbis held filial piety to be the weightiest of the commandments. 
“Honor thy father with the whole heart” pleads Sirach, “and never forget what thy mother 
had to suffer from thee. Forget not that thou owest to them thy life, and how canst thou repay 
them for what they have done for thee?” [Ecclus. 7:27-28]. He calls on children to hear the 
commandment of their father and to walk therein that they may prosper. “For the Lord hath 
made honor of the father a duty of the children, and the commandments of the mother hath he 
made a law for her sons.” He who honors his father makes an atonement for his sins, and he 
who honors his mother is as one who lays up treasure for himself. He shall have a joy of his 
children, shall have his prayer heard and shall enjoy long life [Ecclus. 3:1-16]. The Rabbis 
held that to honor or dishonor one’s parents is equal to honoring or dishonoring God. In fact, 
the honoring of father and mother is in the eyes of God even greater than honoring Himself, 
for “It is said, ‘Honor thy father and thy mother,’ and it is said, ‘Honor the Lord with thy 
substance.’ Honor Him, that is, with what He has graciously bestowed on you—setting apart 
the forgotten sheaf, and the corner of the field; setting apart the priest’s dues, first and second 
tithes and poor tithes, and the portion of dough; making the booth, and the palm branches, 
and the horn, and phylacteries and fringes, and feeding the poor and hungry—if you have 
substance, you are obligated to all these, and if you have not, you are not obligated to any of 
them. But when it comes to honoring father and mother, whether you have substance or not, 
Honor thy father and thy mother, even if you have to beg your living from door to door” [Jer. 
Peah 15 d]. The only instance in which a son was not to honor his parents was if they should 
ask him to transgress a commandment of the Torah. 
 
On the eighth day after birth a male child was solemnly introduced into the congregation of 
Israel by the rite of circumcision to the words, “Blessed be the Lord our God, who has 
sanctified us by His precepts, and has granted us to introduce our child into the covenant of 
Abraham our father.” The father thus assumed the responsibility for the religious guidance of 
his son, first by example and later by direct teaching. 
  
In the home of pious parents the boy could not help being impressed with the religious 
practices of daily life. Morning and evening he would hear his father recite three passages 
from the Torah: “Hear O Israel” [Deut. 6:4]; “And if you listen carefully to the orders which 
I enjoin upon you to-day” [Deut. 11:13-21]; and “The Eternal also gave Moses these orders 
for the Israelites. ‘Tell them to put tassels at the corners of their robes, attached by a violet 
thread. This shall be for all time’ ” [Numbers 15:37-41]. Morning, afternoon, and evening the 
boy would also hear the recitation of the Eighteen Benedictions, in which he would learn of 
God as the Supreme Being, the Dispenser of benefits and favors, the Creator of all things, the 
help, strength, and shield of Israel. He would listen to God being beseeched to bring His 
people back to Him by true repentance, to pardon and absolve their sins, put slanderers to 
shame, destroy the workers of iniquity and the rebellious, humble the might of the proud, and 
to restore speedily the throne of David. And before and after every meal he would hear the 
family deliver thanksgiving. 



 
The lessons in piety the boy learned from the daily religious practices were strengthened by 
the special observances of the Sabbath and the annual Festivals throughout the year. The 
Sabbath, in particular, left an indelible impression because of its frequency and solemnity. 
The best food the family could afford was prepared on Friday because of the commandment 
that the Sabbath was to be a day of rest. The house was cleaned and adorned and the 
household dressed in festive clothes. At sunset the Day of the Lord was greeted like a queen 
or bride with the housewife lighting the lamp reserved particularly for that purpose, and 
which kept burning till the close of the holy day. The family gathered about the festive board 
and the father intoned the special benediction (Kiddush) by which the Sabbath was set apart 
from the week days. Over a cup of wine, the head of the house pronounced the blessing: 
“Blessed are thou, O Eternal, our God! King of the Universe, the Creator of the fruit of the 
vine.” Before partaking of the bread he said “Blessed art thou, O Eternal! our God, King of 
the Universe, who bringest forth bread from the earth.” This was followed by the blessing of 
the day: “Blessed art thou, O Lord, our God! King of the Universe, who didst sanctify us 
with thy commandments, and delightest in us, and with love and favour has thou made us 
inherit the holy sabbath, for a memorial of the work of creation: for that day was the first of 
those called holy: a remembrance of going forth from Egypt: for thou hast chosen us, and 
sanctified us above all people, and with love and favour hast made us inherit thy holy 
sabbath. Bessed art thou, O Eternal, who sanctified the sabbath.” 
 
The cup of wine was then passed around, and after pronouncing the blessing on the bread, the 
meal was served. On Sabbath morning, the boy would see his father leave for the Synagogue 
without partaking of food. On the afternoon of the Sabbath, the father would again visit the 
Synagogue to listen to a scholar expound the Torah and for prayer at sunset. On returning 
home the father would take leave of the Sabbath with the blessing, “Blessed art thou, O 
Eternal! our God, King of the Universe, who distinguishes between the sacred and profane, 
between light and darkness, between Israel and other nations, between the seventh day and 
the six days of labor. Blessed art thou, O Eternal! who distinguishes holy and profane.” 
 

*** 
 
The regular schooling of the boy began in his sixth year. Before this, however, he had already 
received direct religious instruction from his mother and attended the Synagogue with his 
father. It was, no doubt, the teaching received from the mother soon as the child began to 
speak to which Philo and Josephus referred when they said that the Jews had the 
commandments engraved upon their souls from earliest youth. From the pious mother the 
child learned to recognize God as his Father and as the Maker of the world. From her he 
heard the history of his people, the story of the Patriarchs, of Moses and Sinai, of the 
conquest of the Promised Land, of the glories of David and Solomon, and of the coming 
greatness of Israel with the advent of the Messiah. From her he also learned to repeat verses 
from Scripture and some simple prayers, while his father might even teach him to read from 
the scrolls of the Torah which he had in his possession. 



 
“Perish the sanctuary, but let the children go to school,” said the Rabbis. The school was 
attached to the Synagogue and known s the Beth-ha-Sefer, the house of the Book, or the 
place for learning to read and translate the Torah, which included the Pentateuch, the 
Prophets, and the Writings. But the emphasis was on the Pentateuch as the divine teaching 
delivered by Moses to Israel. After the child had learned the Hebrew alphabet and to spell out 
words he began to read the Pentateuch with the Book of Leviticus, which contains the laws of 
Temple sacrifices, because the Rabbis said that “the children are pure, and the sacrifices are 
pure, let the pure [children] come and engage in the study of the pure sacrifices.” As the 
children read the Hebrew text they also translated and memorized portions of it. On 
completing the reading and translation of the Torah the youth went on to a higher school 
where he was introduced to the Unwritten Torah. At thirteen years of age he became a full-
fledged “son of the Torah” by being presented by his father to the congregation on a Sabbath 
and asked to read a portion of Scripture. Henceforth he was free of parental authority, 
assumed responsibility for fulfilling the commandments, and could be counted a member of 
the quorum of ten men required to be present in the Synagogue before religious service could 
be conducted. 
 
Such services were held on Mondays and Thursdays, and on the morning and afternoon of 
the Sabbath. Of these the Sabbath morning service was most impressive, and no youth or 
adult could fail to attend without incurring the displeasure of the community. 
 
The services began with a recitation of two prayers, the first an expression of thanksgiving to 
God for His creation, the second beseeching God to enlighten the eyes of Israel on His Torah 
and unite their hearts to love and fear His name. Then came the Shema, followed by the 
confessional prayer, “True it is that thou art the Eternal, our God, and the God of our fathers, 
our King, and the King of our fathers, our Savior, and the Savior of our fathers, our Creator, 
the rock of our Salvation, our Help and our Deliverer. Thy name is from everlasting, and 
there is no God beside thee. A new song did they that were delivered sing to Thy Name by 
the seashore; together did all praise and own Thee King, and say the Eternal shall reign, 
world without end! Blessed be the Lord who saveth Israel.” 
 
At the close of this prayer the officiating member of the Assembly stepped to the Ark of the 
Torah and recited the first three and the last three of the Eighteen Benedictions of the weekly 
prayer, together with several additional prayers chosen for the particular Sabbath, and 
concluding with the pronouncing of thanks to God, the blessing of the congregation, and the 
final Eulogy: “O bestow on thy people Israel great peace forever. For Thou art King and Lord 
of all peace. And it is good in thine eyes to bless the people of Israel at all times and at every 
hour with thy peace. Blessed art Thou, the Eternal, who blessed his people Israel with 
peace!” 
 
The closing of this liturgical part of the Sabbath service was followed by readings from the 
Torah. The Hazzan, or Synagogue attendant, removed the scroll of the Torah from the Ark 



and unwound it on the rostrum. The head of the congregation then called upon seven 
members of the assembly, each of who read three versus from the chosen portion for the day 
with a short benediction at the beginning and end. If a Priest or Levite happened to be present 
he was called upon first, or if both were present, the Levite followed the Priest. By the side of 
the reader stood an interpreter who translated the versus from the Hebrew into the spoken 
language of the people. The lesson from the Torah terminated with the reading of a short 
passage from the Prophets, called the Haftorah. 
 
It was also a common practice to have the reading from the Torah followed by a homiletic 
discourse if a person qualified to deliver one could be obtained. He could be a great scholar, a 
noted preacher, or a distinguished stranger who stopped in town with the advent of the 
Sabbath. The one requirement was that he be learned in the Torah. If, in addition to this 
qualification, he also possessed an attractive personality, a voice that poured forth words 
“like those of the bride to the bridegroom,” fluency of speech “finally sifted like fine flour,” 
diction “adorned like her bride on her wedding day,” and bore himself with self-assurance, he 
was certain to draw large gatherings to his discourse. Otherwise the preacher had the widest 
freedom of choice in his text and its treatment, which he delivered in the mother tongue for 
all to understand him. The service closed with a short prayer and the inscription “May his 
great name be blessed forever and for ever and ever.” 
 
The significance of the Synagogue as a house of religious instruction for old and young, man 
and woman, is attested to by Philo, whose account of its influence on the Jews outside of 
Palestine surely held true of the Jews in the Holy Land. He writes: “So each seventh day 
there stand wide open in every city thousands of schools of good sense, temperance, courage, 
justice, and the other virtues in which the scholars sit in order quietly with ears alert and with 
full attention, so much do they thirst for the draught which the teacher’s words supply, while 
one of special experiences rises and sets forth what is the best and sure to be profitable and 
will make the whole of life grow to something better” [The Special Laws 2:62]. 
 
There is no way of determining with any degree of assurance how much of the provision 
made for the religious upbringing of the Jewish boy throughout Judea in the time of Jesus 
was available in Galilee, and particularly in Nazareth. That the home town of Jesus had a 
Synagogue of some sort is certain, and Luke even reports that Jesus preached in it on a 
Sabbath on a text from Isaiah beginning with “The Spirit of the Lord is upon me” which he 
proceeded to apply to himself [Luke 4:16 ff.]. But even if the Nazareth Synagogue 
maintained a school the instruction it afforded could not have gone beyond the elementary 
level, nor could Jesus have listened to expositions of the Torah on the Sabbath, for the 
Galilee of this period had no Rabbis, while those from Jerusalem would not venture into this 
land of the Am-ha-arets lest they become infected with its impurities. On the other hand, the 
mind that produced the Parables and the sayings of the Sermon on the Mount was no 
ordinary mind. It was the mind of a spiritual and poetic genius, a mind that was its own 
teacher. It was a mind that kept on asking of itself and was bound to receive, a mind that 
knocked on the doors of its own eagerness and they were flung wide open, a mind that was 



sure to find because of the earnestness with which it searched. No wonder then that “many 
who heard him were astonished, saying, ‘Where did this man get all this? What is the 
wisdom given to him? Is not this the carpenter, the son of Mary and brother of James and 
Joses and Judas and Simon, and are not his sisters here with us?’ ” [Mark 6:2, 3]. 
 
 
PART 1II 
THE LEGACY OF JESUS 
 
Chapter 9: Jesus and the Kingdom  
 
Jesus limited his ministry to Jews and his message could have had meaning only for Jews. A 
non-Israelite would have found his words incomprehensible, if not ludicrous. What could the 
Kingdom of God have meant to anyone unfamiliar with Israel’s pride in its past and its hopes 
for the future? Yet in the eyes of the best Jews among his contemporaries, best because they 
believed most fervently in Israel’s destiny, Jesus was a blasphemer and a menace. What then 
did Jesus say and do that so aroused the anger and fear of the elite in Jerusalem? To discover 
the man Jesus was it is necessary to understand what has been made of him by orthodox 
Christianity and by the liberal elements among Jews and Christians. 
 
For the orthodox Christian Jesus is the Savior, the Lamb of God, who suffered and died that 
men may have everlasting life. Of this Jesus there is no hint in the Synopotists. To Mark, 
Matthew, and Luke, Jesus was the Messiah promised to the Jews and rejected by them who 
would return in triumph to establish a kingdom of Heaven on earth. His immediate followers 
were Jews who could not have accepted the idea of a Christ even had they been familiar with 
it since this idea came from a culture against which the religious leaders in Israel were 
waging their fiercest battle. 
 
However, the transformation of the Jesus of history into the Christ of faith did come about 
through a Jew, Saul of Tarsus, who was a Pharisee, the son of a Pharisee, and most zealous 
for the Law. Without the Law, Saul wrote, he would not have known sin, for he would not 
have known lust, except that the Law said, “Thou shalt not covet.” But by awakening him to 
sin, the Law also slew him, for whereas he delighted in the Law of God “after the inward 
man,” there was another law in his members which brought him into captivity to the law of 
sin. From the body of this death Jesus rescued him when he appeared to him on the road to 
Damascus with the question “Saul, Saul, why do you persecute me?” After this experience 
Saul became a new person, no longer Saul but Paul. The spirit of Jesus entered into him. For 
Paul Jesus now became the Christ, the spiritual redeemer, through faith in whom one died to 
sin by being raised out of the flesh. It was to do what the Law could not do that God had sent 
His own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh, that by leading his life men might learn how to 
overcome the flesh and walk after the spirit (Romans 7, 8]. 
 
The Jesus of orthodox Christianity was thus born out of the struggle of the Pharisee Saul with 



the flesh. But the idea of a spiritual redeemer was not original with Saul. It was at the heart of 
the Greek mystery religions with which he must have been familiar, for he had been raised in 
the cosmopolitan city of Tarsus, a center of pagan culture. Saul also had traveled widely 
throughout the Roman empire, and was a master of the Greek language, in which he wrote 
his Epistles. Although he remained a Jew to the end of his days and never had any deliberate 
intention of breaking with Judaism, or was even aware that he traveled in a direction that led 
away from the religion of his people, Saul’s highly perceptive and receptive mind could not 
but have been influenced by the foreign culture that surrounded him. From this culture he 
adopted whatever his spiritual development needed and whatever he adopted in the urgency 
of his need became his own as an integral element in his conception of Judaism. Jesus the 
Christ, the divinized hero, the one who raised the believer from corruptible flesh to immortal 
spirit, was not a pagan idea to Saul, but the culmination of God’s intention for Israel and 
through Israel for all men. The distinction between Jew and Gentile no longer held. Israel had 
fulfilled its function and so had the Torah of Moses. Now all were one in Christ Jesus. The 
kingdom was here and the gates open to welcome all who would enter through faith in Jesus 
the Christ. But this kingdom was not of earth or on earth. Christ died for men’s sins 
according to the Scriptures. He was buried and rose on the third day, also according to the 
Scriptures. Christ’s resurrection from the dead proved that there was to be a resurrection of 
all the dead, “For, if there is no resurrection of the dead, then Christ has not been raised.” 
And if Christ has not been raised faith in him was in vain, for then he was not the Savior. 
Furthermore, even if Christ did rise but hope in him was only in this life, then those who 
believed in him were indeed of all men the most miserable. But the truth was that “as in 
Adam all die, so also in Christ shall all be made alive” at Christ’s second coming. “Then 
comes the end, when he delivers the kingdom to God the Father after destroying every rule 
and every authority and power.” Christ would reign until he had put all enemies under his 
feet, the last of which was to be death. When this had happened, “then the Son himself will 
also be subjected to him who put all things under him, that God may be everything to every 
one” [1 Corinthians 15:12-38]. 
 
In this manner a new religion was born in the tortured and creative mind of a Hellenistic Jew 
through a fusion of Israel’s hopes with a pagan mystery cult. Among numerous other 
contributing factors, its success was due to the genius of Paul.  But the immediate followers 
of Jesus, who had banded together to await his reappearance as the Messiah, were suspicious 
of Paul and accepted him only under constraint. They were simple and devout Jews to whom 
Jesus was the Messiah foretold by the Prophets and the Apocolyptists. He is so portrayed by 
the Synoptists who represent the tradition of the early church, which was a Jewish church in 
the sense that all its members were professing Jews in word and deed, and who admitted a 
non-Jew into their ranks only if he submitted to circumcision and bound himself to observe 
the laws of dietary purity. The Law of Moses, which Paul maintained had been abrogated by 
the death and resurrection of Jesus, remained the Law of God to the Synoptists. In their 
accounts of the encounter of Jesus with the Pharisees all three have him cite the Torah as the 
final authority and accuse his opponents with laying aside the commandment of God that 
they may keep their own traditions. Matthew, whose gospel was the most widely known and 



the most highly esteemed in the early church, is particularly emphatic in presenting the 
Jewishness of Jesus. He cites the Scriptures to prove that Jesus was the Messiah of the Jews 
and of the Jews only, for he has Jesus warn the apostles not to go into the way of the 
Gentiles, or not even into any city of the Samaritans, on their missionary journeys. He also 
has Jesus affirm the eternity of the Mosaic Code, that “till heaven and earth pass away, not an 
iota, not a dot, will pass from the law until all is accomplished” [5:18]. Even if Matthew used 
these tactics only to convince the Jews, he could have done so only in the certainty that the 
views he expressed were those of his brethren in the faith, or he would not have risked 
antagonizing them just to please their opponents. The Synoptic record makes certain beyond 
any doubt that for the early church Jesus was not the founder of a new religion, but the 
culmination of the religious hopes of Israel. Paul was driven to preach this doctrine of the 
Christ to the Gentiles because the mother church in Jerusalem under the leadership of Peter 
and James would have none of it. If Paul succeeded it was surely not with the help of the 
Apostles but in spite of their opposition. 
 
But if Jesus was the Jewish Messiah to the Apostles, did he hold this belief about himself? 
From the Synoptists no sure answer to this question is possible, whether in the affirmative or 
negative. What may be said with some degree of certainty is that if Jesus did feel he was the 
traditionally hoped for Messiah he did not act the part. He at no time announced himself 
publicly as the Messiah. On the one occasion when the disciples did acknowledge him as the 
Messiah he charged them to “tell no one about it” [Mark 8:30; Matt. 16:20]. Finally, 
throughout all his authentic teachings, authentic in the sense that without them there would 
have been no Jesus, he dealt altogether with the nearness of the kingdom and its ethical 
prerequisites. 
 
The possibility remains, however, that Jesus harbored the idea of being the Messiah, even if 
only in secret. This idea could have grown in him after his baptism by John at the Jordan. Or 
the idea might have been impressed upon him as a result of the initial success of his ministry 
and the adulation of his disciples. Perhaps he bid his disciples keep his Messiahship a secret 
because he hoped to become acknowledged as such through his triumphal entry into 
Jerusalem rather than by his own proclamation. It would be quite in keeping with the 
psychology of the situation that the defeat of his expectations in the Holy City, rather than 
convincing him that he was mistaken, only led him to conclude that the prophecy of Isaiah 
[53] concerning the Suffering Servant applied to him, and that his mission was to be fulfilled 
by his death. 
 
If such surmises are accepted to have been the actual psychological events, the possibility of 
which is not ruled out by the cry from the cross, “My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken 
me?,” the critical consideration is that if Jesus did take himself for the Messiah what was his 
conception of the function the Messiah was to fulfill? Was it that of Paul and of the later 
church or was it purely Jewish? To this question the Synoptic record gives a clear answer. 
 
The scene is the Mount of Olives to which Jesus had retired after he had pronounced his 



woes upon the Scribes and Pharisees and informed his disciples of his approaching death and 
resurrection. The disciples ask for the signs of his return to inaugurate the new era. Jesus 
replies that this is to be preceded by wars and rumor of wars, by nations rising against 
nations, and by famine and earthquakes in various places. These evils are to be but the 
beginning of the sufferings and will be followed by tribulations that had never before been 
known and never after will be. “Immediately after the tribulation of those days the sun will 
be darkened and the moon will not give its light, and the stars will fall from heaven, and the 
powers of the heavens will be shaken; then will appear the sign of the Son of man in heaven, 
and then all the tribes of the earth will mourn, and they will see the Son of man coming on 
the clouds of heaven with power and great glory; and he will send out his angels with a loud 
trumpet call, and they will gather his elect from the four winds, from one end of heaven to 
the other.” Of the day and hour when this is to happen, no one knows “not even the angels of 
heaven, nor the Son, but the Father only.” But when it does come, then the Son of man will 
sit on his glorious throne. He will have before him all the nations whom he will separate as a 
shepherd does sheep and goats, the sheep to his right the goats to his left. Those at his right 
will inherit the kingdom which was prepared for them from the foundation of the world, but 
those to the left will go away into eternal punishment [Matt. 24:29-31, 36; 25: 31-46]. 
 
The picture here drawn of the end of days and the new age is that of the Jewish apocalypses. 
In it there is nothing of the Messiah dying as an atonement for the sin of Adam, nothing of an 
eternal blissful life in the hereafter for the saved. The new age is to be one of peace on earth 
and good will among men, an era when the Lord shall be one and His name one. The 
Synoptists know nothing of a crucified and risen Christ who abrogated the Law of Moses. 
They know of a Jesus the Jew who suffered, died, and rose to establish the Law among all 
men. And if Jesus possessed the Messianic consciousness it could have been only that of the 
Messiah he knew as a Jew, whether the one of the earthly Davidic descent or the supernatural 
one of the apocalyptic visions. 
 

*** 
 
If the Jesus of the Synoptists is not the Christ of the Christian Church he is even less the 
Jesus of the liberals, for some of whom he was but a teacher of ethics, for others a prophet, 
for still others a reformer or revolutionary. 
 
That Jesus was more than a teacher of ethics is clearly indicated by the results of his 
teaching, for had he done no more, why should he have antagonized the Pharisees? There are 
those who maintain that there is nothing original in the ethical injunctions of Jesus, that all 
have their counterparts in the teachings of the Prophets, the Rabbis, and the wisdom books of 
the Jewish sages. But even if his ethical outlook could be shown to be original, it could only 
be so as an advance upon his predecessors to which no Pharisee could have objected, at least 
not to the point of considering him a menace that had to be removed. He was indeed a 
different sort of teacher in many respects, which led his hearers to say that he spoke as no 
man before had spoken. But there was nothing in what he said that contradicted Scripture. 



Not one of his ethical injunctions was in any way a violation of a commandment of the 
Torah. Rather he extended and reinforced it. Every attempt of the Pharisees to force Jesus 
into gainsaying Scripture proved to be a failure and if the Pharisees charged him with 
blaspheming, they could have done so only on religious grounds. An ethical principle may be 
unconventional; it cannot be a blasphemy. Besides Jesus could not have become the Messiah 
to his disciples merely as a teacher of ethics. Had he been no more than that he would either 
never have been heard of, or, if a record of his teachings had been preserved, he might have 
occupied a place among the sages of Israel. 
 
Was Jesus a prophet in the sense of the other Prophets in Israel? Or was he a reformer? The 
two questions are really one, since the burden of the outcry of the Prophets was a protest 
against the abuses that had crept into the religion of Israel as handed down by Moses. The 
Prophets were reformers. They denounced the idolatry of the people, the misdeeds of their 
lay and religious leaders, and the oppression of the poor by the rich. Their cry was “Return 
ye, return ye.” They demanded that God’s chosen ones cleanse themselves of the impurities 
they had contracted, and against which their great teacher and founder had forewarned them. 
No prophet proclaimed, “You have heard that it was said…but I say unto you.” It was 
precisely that which was said of old they would have Israel do. They were the mouthpieces of 
Yahweh threatening His children with the punishment that awaited them unless they repented 
by obeying His commandments. The note in Jesus is altogether different. Instead of calling 
for a return to the old he announces the need for something entirely new. True enough, the 
new was to come out of the old and be a fulfillment of it. But the fulfillment was not to be by 
conformity to the Law of old but by its recreation through a deepening of it. “You have heard 
that it was said to the men of old, ‘You shalt not kill, and whoever kills shall be liable to 
judgment.’ But I say unto you that every one who is angry with his brother shall be liable to 
judgment; whoever insults his brother shall be liable to the council, and whoever says ‘You 
fool!’ shall be liable to the hell of fire,” “You have heard that it was said, ‘You shall not 
commit adultery.’ But I say to you that every one who looks at a woman lustfully has already 
committed adultery with her in his heart” [Matt. 5:2, 22, 27, 28]. This is more than a 
substitution of the spirit of the law for its letter, which many claim to have been the reason 
for the conflict between Jesus and the Pharisees. It is a new teaching which could have arisen 
only out of a new conception of what man must realize to be his relationship to his Maker if 
he is ever to turn his terrestrial abode into a kingdom of Heaven on earth. 
 
Jesus was no more a prophet of the old school than he was a mere framer of ethical precepts. 
The real successors of the Old Testament Prophets were Ezra, the Scribes, and their spiritual 
descendants the Pharisees. The work initiated by Ezra ultimately effected the separation of 
Israel from heathendom, for which the Prophets had so ardently labored and hoped. Jesus 
resembles the Prophets only in that his ethical teachings, like theirs and of all teachers in 
Israel, had a religious purpose in view. But what he taught about the religious way of life the 
Prophets would have objected to as much as the Pharisees. To the Prophets, as to the 
Pharisees, Jesus’ interpretation of what constituted fulfillment of the Law would have 
amounted to its repudiation and annulment. 



 
Only by divorcing the ethical utterances of Jesus from their religious context—that is, his 
vision of the kingdom—is it at all possible to consider him to have been a framer and teacher 
of ethical principles. That such a procedure is a misrepresentation of the man is clearly 
indicated by the violence his ethical pronouncements have suffered at the hands of the 
liberals. It can be said to the credit of the orthodox that in accepting Jesus as the Christ they 
at least leave his teachings unaffected by ignoring them. But the liberals proclaim him as the 
greatest teacher of the ages and then proceed to distort what he taught, some by reinterpreting 
the teachings to make them applicable to modern society, others by first singing their praises 
and then proclaiming that their pertinence and significance has passed away with the 
conditions out of which they arose. 
 
That the ethics of Jesus do not fit into our social structure is obvious, but this does not mean 
that the teachings are not valid as they stand and need to be reinterpreted. It means that we 
are willing neither to give up our status quo nor the teachings. Hence we proceed to force the 
teachings into the existing framework, at times as a sanction for it, at other in the effort to 
remove its most glaring abuses. We want to serve both God and Mammon, to gain the world 
and also save our soul. We are not willing to admit that we seek the impossible. How can we 
concede that a rich man cannot get to heaven any more than a camel through the eye of a 
needle when we want both riches and heaven? And how can we attain security unless we give 
thought unto the morrow and lay up treasure on earth? To answer as Jesus did that we should 
first seek the kingdom of God and his righteousness, and all these things will be ours as well, 
is a beautiful but impractical dream, and to live we must be practical men. Nevertheless Jesus 
was a great teacher, the greatest that ever lived, so we are told by those who must know 
because of their position as our spiritual leaders. The re-interpreters display their 
ingenuity by correcting this greatest of all teachers to suit our practices, thereby 
crucifying him in spirit as he was once crucified in body. For Jesus meant everything he 
said in exactly the way he said it. To hold otherwise is to damn him as a trickster or a 
notoriety seeker. He was not interested in improving society or even in renovating it. He 
knew that when new wine is poured into old skins it is not the skins that are improved but the 
wine that loses its flavor. He would not have men use God for the furtherance of their own 
ends, but have them search their souls for the will of God, that they may do it. “You 
hypocrites,” he cried out at the Pharisees, “you have a fine way of rejecting the 
commandment of God, in order to keep your tradition!” [Mark 7:9]. 
 
The reason the liberals do violence to the spirit of Jesus is that they ignore the religious 
setting of his ethics. Those who praise him while calling him outmoded commit the grave 
error of making present conditions the measure of value for what they themselves 
acknowledge to be great principles. But how can a truth be a truth only for a certain period 
and then pass away? The reality of truth lies precisely in the fact that the passage of time 
only serves to establish the timelessness of truth. Hence one of two conclusions follows. If 
the teachings of Jesus are no longer true, then he could not have been a great teacher. And if 
he was a great teacher, then the circumstance that his teachings are inapplicable to present 



conditions only demonstrates how crude these conditions are. Time can only dissolve that 
which is subject to dissolution; it can corrupt only that which bears the germ of corruption. 
From what is indissoluble and incorruptible the stream of time only washes away the deposits 
of misunderstanding of successive generations and reveals with increasing clarity the gem 
that lies hidden. That this is what time has been doing to the teachings of Jesus no one who is 
able and willing to read the signposts of history can fail to recognize. Man’s desire to serve 
both God and Mammon has led him to use God in the service of Mammon, and he has gained 
the world only at the cost of his soul. The teachings of Jesus are indeed inapplicable to 
present conditions, but neither were they applicable to the conditions in which Jesus lived. 
The evils of today differ only in quality and quantity from those of Jesus’ day. They are 
better and bigger evils. In his day, when he was looking forward to the coming of the new 
era, Jesus could tell his disciples not to be anxious, saying “What shall we eat?” or “What 
shall we drink?” or “What shall we wear?” “But seek ye first his kingdom and his 
righteousness, and all these things shall be yours as well” [Matt. 6:1-33]. To the men of today 
he could say, “Because you have not first sought his kingdom and his righteousness, all these 
things have become yours which lead to your destruction.” 
 
Jesus was not concerned with ethics isolated from religion, or with religion apart from a 
religious society. Unless his ethical pronouncements are seen to be of one piece as the 
requirements for the bringing about of a religious society they are cast afloat on an uncharted 
sea to drift in any direction that the winds of opinion of any age blow them. If Jesus did look 
upon himself as the Savior it was to rescue men from their misconception of themselves 
and to point the road that they must follow in pursuit of their true welfare. He does 
stand in the succession of his predecessors, but in the manner characteristic of any 
creative mind, which is interested neither in enforcing nor in destroying the old, but in 
drawing out of it all the promise it holds for the betterment of the condition of man. 
 

*** 
 
The Jesus of history is he who came with the message that the kingdom of Heaven was at 
hand. He is Jesus the Jew, announcing the imminence of the fulfillment of the Jewish dream, 
but in what he had to say about the nature of the kingdom, how it was to come and who was 
to inherit it, he is Jesus the man, the pre-eminent religious mind of history, the ultimate 
universalist and monotheist. 
 
The kingdom awaited by the Jews was to be a Jewish kingdom. In it the Jews were to be the 
rulers with the rest of the peoples of the earth for their subjects, but over whom they would 
rule in justice. The redemption of man would come about through the redemption of Israel, 
first from idolatry, then from Roman oppression. Let all Israel observe to the letter of the 
Law but two Sabbaths, said the Rabbis, and the Messiah would come and with him the 
fulfillment of the prediction, “Though darkness covers all the earth, and a black cloud 
shrouds the nations, yet the Eternal shines out upon you, his splendor on you gleams, till 
nations gather to your light and kings to your bright beams” [Isa. 60:2, 3]. 



 
From this conception of how the kingdom was to come and the role that was to be enacted in 
it by Israel Jesus completely departed. His idea of the kingdom he presented in some of his 
Parables and in the collection of ethical injunctions given in Matthew as the Sermon on the 
Mount. The Parables and Sermon supplement and clarify each other. What the one implies 
and suggests the other specifies and explains. The ethical teachings emerge from the 
kingdom while the kingdom implies the ethical teachings, so that we can start with the 
kingdom of the Parables and find that it is a kingdom that can exist only on the foundation of 
the ethical teachings, or begin with the teachings and find that their practice would bring 
about the existence of the kingdom.  
 
“The kingdom of God,” Jesus informs the Pharisees on being asked when it was coming “is 
not coming with signs to be observed; nor will they say, ‘Lo, here it is!’ or ‘There!’ for 
behold, the kingdom of God is in the midst of you!” [Luke 17:20, 21].  And the Parables are 
the efforts of Jesus to bring this vital point home to his audience. The kingdom is not coming 
from the outside. In fact, the kingdom is not coming at all. It is already here if men will but 
recognize it as it exists potentially in their midst, within themselves, and as they recognize it 
so will it become an actuality. The kingdom is both present and future, present as indwelling 
in men and future as a realization among men. The condition for its realization is its 
recognition as the true substance of man’s nature. Those will find the kingdom in whom the 
seed of its potentiality sprouts and flowers. Hence the parable of the sower. Jesus is sowing 
the seed, attempting to arouse in men the consciousness of the kingdom they are carrying in 
their midst without knowing it. Some of his seeds will fall along the path to be picked up by 
birds, and will produce nothing. Others will fall on rocky ground with little soil, in which 
they will spring up quickly, but having no depth of root will be scorched by the sun and 
whither away. Others will fall among thorns and be choked by them. But those that will fall 
on good soil will bring forth grain in proportion to its fertility. For it is true that to him who 
has, more will be given since the soil of his understanding is rich and the seed planted in it 
will grow into full bloom and ripen into full fruit, whereas from him who has not, even what 
he has, what has been planted in him, will be taken away. So it follows that among those who 
hear the word of the kingdom but do not possess understanding, the word will be devoured 
by the emptiness of their hearts. 
 
Those who hear the word and immediately receive it with joy, indicate that their 
understanding of it is superficial and that they will not labor to cultivate it, will not surmount 
the difficulties it will cause them, and will inevitably drop by the wayside. There are also 
those who will hear the word but in whom it will be choked by their love of the world and 
delight in riches. But those who hear the word and understand it, in them it will bear fruit, 
and yield “in one case a hundredfold, in another sixty, and in another thirty” [Matt. 13:1-23]. 
 
Again, the kingdom of Heaven is like a mustard seed which, although it is the smallest 
among seeds, grows into the greatest of shrubs. Or it is “like leaven which a woman took and 
hid in three measures of meal, till it was all leavened” [Matt. 13:31-33]. 



 
The kingdom then is not a gift or a reward for obedience to a fix law. It is to be a harvest 
gathered as the result of the preparing, planting, and cultivating of a field. The field is man’s 
present life, which must be prepared for the reception of the seed by plowing, harrowing, and 
feeding the soil. Then the seed must be carefully chosen, sown and cultivated. He who has 
done all this will receive in abundance because he has given abundantly. This is what the 
Parables tell us about the prerequisites for entering the kingdom. It is no easy undertaking. 
The gate opening to the kingdom is narrow, and the way is hard. Many may feel inclined to 
enter though it and undertake the journey but only a few will be chosen because of the 
unwillingness of most to pay the cost. 
 
What the cost is, Jesus specifies in his ethical pronouncements. First are the requisites for 
passing through the gate, and then the requirements for continuing on the way to the end of 
the journey. Or to use the metaphor of the field, in the ethical teachings we have the 
instructions for the preparation of the soil, the selection of the seed, and the cultivation of the 
plant. 
 
The soil of the old life must be thoroughly plowed to root out all the rank plants it has been 
producing. Unless possessions formerly valued are completely abandoned the seed of the 
new life planted among them will not take firm hold and prosper. Former allegiances and 
alliances must be discarded. “While he was still speaking to the people, behold is mother and 
his brothers stood outside, asking to speak to him. But he replied to the man who told him, 
‘Who is my mother and who are my brothers?’ And stretching out his hand toward his 
disciples, he said ‘Here are my mother and my brothers! For whoever does the will of my 
Father in heaven is my brother, and sister, and mother’” [Matt. 12:46-50]. Unless the old dies 
the new cannot come to life. The growth of the plant spells the death of the seed. It is 
impossible to posses the world and also one’s soul. Where lies one’s heart there also lies his 
treasure. He who serves two masters is faithful to neither of them. If a man would save his 
life he must lose it. “And behold, one came up to him saying, ‘Teacher, what good deed must 
I do, to have eternal life?’ And he said to him, ‘If you would enter life, keep the 
commandments.’ He said to him ‘Which?’ And Jesus said ‘You shall not kill, You shall not 
commit adultery, You shall not steal, You shall not bear false witness, Honor your father and 
your mother, and, You shall love your neighbor as yourself.’ The young man said to him, 
‘All these I have observed; what do I still lack?’ Jesus said to him, ‘If you would be perfect, 
go, sell what you posses and give it to the poor, and you will have treasure in heaven; and 
come, follow me.’ When the young man heard this he went away sorrowful; for he had great 
possessions” [Matt. 19:16-22].  
 
Furthermore, the soil of one’s present life must also be cleansed of many internal possessions 
highly esteemed by men. These are pride, sophistication, honor, self-righteousness, and self-
display. “At that time the disciples came to Jesus, saying, ‘Who is the greatest in the kingdom 
of heaven?’ And calling to him a child, he put him in the midst of them, and said, ‘Truly, I 
say to you, unless you turn and become like children, you will never enter the kingdom of 



heaven. Whoever humbles himself like this child, he is the greatest in the kingdom of 
heaven’” [Matt. 18:1-4]. Those who consider themselves great by lording it over others must 
become their servants, and those who hold themselves to be first must assume the position of 
being last. “Two men went up into the temple to pray, one a Pharisee and the other a tax 
collector. The Pharisee stood and prayed thus with himself, ‘God, I thank thee that I am not 
like other men, extortioners, unjust, adulterers, or even like this tax collector. I fast twice a 
week, I give tithes of all that I get.’ But the tax collector, standing far off, would not even lift 
up his eyes to heaven, but beat his breast, saying, ‘God, be merciful to me a sinner!’ I tell 
you, this man went down to his house justified rather than the other; for every one who exalts 
himself will be humbled, but he who humbles himself will be exalted” [Luke 18:9-14]. 
Another plant that must be plowed up and destroyed is ostentatiousness and self-display by 
seeking the “place of honor at feasts and the best seats in the Synagogue, and salutations in 
the market places, and being called rabbi by men.” Men are to recognize but one teacher and 
one father, before whom they are all equal and all brethren [Matt. 23:6-9]. 
 
But the plowing of the field is only the first step in the preparation for the planting of the 
seed. Now it must be harrowed and fertilized. These operations consist in the determination 
not to tarry or swerve, and in undaunted trust in God’s providential care. “As they were going 
along the road, a man said to him, ‘I will follow you wherever you go.’ And Jesus said to 
him, ‘Foxes have holes, and birds of the air have nests; but the Son of man has nowhere to 
lay his head.’ To another he said, ‘Follow me.’ But he said, ‘Lord, let me first go and bury 
my father.’ But he said to him, ‘Leave the dead to bury their own dead; but as for you, go and 
proclaim the kingdom of God.’ And another said, ‘I will follow you Lord; but let me first say 
farewell to those at my home.’ Jesus said to him, ‘No one who puts his hand to the plow and 
looks back is fit for the kingdom of God’ ” [Luke 9:57-62]. He who looks back or tarries, or 
swerves, is on the way to losing all he had gained. Nor can their be steady progress without 
the absolute faith that once a man has set himself to the plow God will provide him with the 
essentials of his body for the successful accomplishment of his task. “And he said to his 
disciples, ‘Therefore I tell you, do not be anxious about your life, what you shall eat, or about 
your body, what you shall put on…Consider the ravens: they neither sow nor reap, they have 
neither storehouse nor barn, and yet God feeds them. Consider the lilies, how they grow; they 
neither toil nor spin; yet I tell you, even Solomon in all his glory was not arrayed like one of 
these. But if God so clothes the grass which is alive in the field today and tomorrow is 
thrown into the oven, how much more will he clothe you, O men of little faith? And do not 
seek what you are to eat and what you are to drink, nor be of anxious mind. Instead, seek his 
kingdom, and these things will be yours as well” [Luke 12:22-31]. 
 
With the field plowed, harrowed, and fertilized, it is ready for the reception of the seeds and 
their cultivation. Thus the ethical injunctions of the Sermon on the Mount. In bringing them 
together, the author of Matthew showed his appreciation of their organic unity. No one of 
them can be removed from the rest without destroying the part as well as the whole. They are 
the expressions of a mind that had felt and thought its way to the very foundations of human 
worth and human dignity, a mind inspired by a vision of man’s possibilities and aflame with 



the passion of leading him to their realization. 
 
The Sermon opens with a pronouncement of the blessings in store for those in whose midst 
the kingdom is dawning, the pure in heart, the mourners, the meek, the hungry and thirsty for 
righteousness, the merciful, the peacemakers, the persecuted and the reviled. They are the 
remnant, the chosen people, the suffering servant, the light that will dispel the darkness in 
which the world is shrouded. They are therefore to rejoice and be glad in their suffering and 
to let their light so shine before men that they may see their good works and give glory to 
their Father who is in heaven. 
 
But this they are to do not by destroying the Law and the Prophets, that which was ordained 
of old, but by fulfilling them. This fulfillment of the old was not to be that of the Scribes and 
Pharisees, who would elaborate it and enforce it. It was to be a fulfillment that would rise out 
of the old and would exceed it. The old says you shall not kill, but killing involves more than 
taking another’s life. To be angry with one’s brother, to insult him, to call him a fool, is also 
to kill and make one liable to judgment. And so with adultery, divorce, and swearing. The 
fulfillment of the commandment against swearing falsely is not to sear at all, but to say 
simply “Yes” or “No.” If a man’s “Yes” or “No” is insufficient so is his oath. Hence, 
“anything more than this comes from evil” [Matt. 5:37]. Nor is the Law fulfilled by loving 
one’s friends and hating one’s enemies. The Law is fulfilled only when it serves to remove 
the causes of retaliation and hatred. An evil is is not eliminated by repayment in its own kind. 
The proper medicine for an evil is a good. He who commits the evil of striking another on the 
cheek in the heat of passion is to be met by the good of offering him the other cheek also; he 
who sues another for a coat is to be offered the cloak as well, and he who forces another to go 
one mile is to be accompanied two miles. If it is only love, and not also hate, that is met by 
love, then how is hate to be defeated? The completion of the Law lies in its perfection. So 
one must be perfect, as is one’s Father in heaven, who “makes his sun rise on the evil and on 
the good, and sends rain on the just and the unjust” [Matt. 5:45]. The kingdom then will 
come when God’s will is done on earth as it is in heaven, or when it is realized that the 
earthly letter of the Law is but the surface expression of its underlying heavenly spirit. If the 
letter is mistaken for the Law, it is bound to become increasingly earthly by a continuous 
adding of the letter to it. To build one’s life upon the Law of the letter is to build it upon the 
sand which will be undermined by rain and flood and blown down by the wind. But the 
house that is built upon the law of the spirit is safe in the wind because its foundation rests 
upon a rock which rains and floods cannot move. The kingdom will come to those who have 
sought out this rock and built upon it. It will not come to those who are waiting for it to be 
handed down as a reward for their meticulous observation of a fixed creed. It is because of 
the way the kingdom is to come that it will be given to those who have what it requires, while 
from those who have it not even that which they have, the expectation of the kingdom, will 
be taken away. 
 
Chapter 10: Jesus and the Pharisees  
 



Matthew reports that “when Jesus finished these sayings, the crowds were astonished at his 
teaching, for he taught as one who had authority, and not as their scribes” [7:28, 29]. What 
astonished the crowds was not that Jesus spoke with authority but that his authority was 
something new in Israel and appealed to them more than the authority of the Pharisees. 
 
Jesus and the Pharisees were as one in their aim to make of Israel a kingdom of heaven on 
earth and a light to the nations. They were also together in holding that the kingdom was to 
be brought about through the fulfillment of the Law of God, but they were far apart in their 
views concerning the source of the Law and in their conception as to what constituted its 
fulfillment. 
 
For the Pharisees God had created Israel with the giving of a code of laws, and as the word of 
God, these laws were eternal and immutable. But if the code was to be obeyed the Israelites 
had to learn and understand it. The learning of the code called for teachers on the written 
word, whereas its understanding necessitated continuous and devoted study in order to reveal 
its inexhaustible contents. It was through the expounding of the written word by competent 
students that the scrupulous observance of its enactments was to be made possible. Hence the 
oral code was as much the Law of God and as infallible as the written one. It was not, as 
Jesus proclaimed, the tradition of man, but the will of God. The Oral Law was even holier 
than the Written Law, for the expositors of the Mosaic Code were doing more than Moses 
had done. Moses had only delivered the Law to Israel, whereas they taught it by clarifying it. 
Hence they were doing God’s work. Into their hands had been given the tremendous 
responsibility, as well as the supreme privilege, of being the agents through whom Israel 
would accomplish its divine mission. 
 
In the time of Jesus the Pharisees were the custodians of this conception of the Law and the 
manner of its fulfillment. The Law was fulfilled when all its enactments were thoroughly 
known and rigidly followed, and no distinctions could be made between the relative 
importance of the enactments for all were in the Torah, all the Law of God, all equally 
binding. To the Pharisees the charge of Jesus that they substituted the traditions of men for 
the Law of God could have sounded only as a deliberate distortion of their position arising 
out of a desire to make inroads upon the Law by removing its protective fence. It was true, as 
Jesus proclaimed, that the Sabbath was made for man, and not man for the Sabbath. The Law 
had indeed been ordained for man, but this did not mean that an Israelite was free to do with 
it as suited his convenience. God had appointed the seventh day as a day of rest, and it 
became the duty of the specialists in the Law to prescribe how the day of rest was to be 
observed. Without such specifications the observance of the Law would be subjected to the 
whim of each person, and there would be no law at all. The Rabbis had ruled that to save a 
life on the Sabbath was not work, and therefore no violation of the commandment. This 
ruling was altogether in accordance with the Law; it was implied in it. Since the Sabbath was 
ordained for man, the saving of a life on the Sabbath was for the sake of the Sabbath. It was 
not the dead who honored God but the living. So when the Pharisees reproached Jesus for 
permitting his disciples to pluck wheat on the holy day, and he answered with the question 



whether it was lawful to save a life on the Sabbath, the Pharisees could see in such a 
rejoinder no more than a mockery of the Law. The life of the disciples was not in danger. 
They plucked corn to satisfy their appetites, hence they engaged in work and violated the 
Sabbath. 
 
Thus the opposition of the Pharisees to Jesus on the grounds that he was a sinner and a friend 
of sinners arose from, and was altogether consistent with, their stand regarding the source of 
the Law and how it was to be fulfilled. This consistency was in no way related to the question 
as to whether the Pharisees themselves were or were not hypocrites, whether they observed 
or failed to observe the Law they prescribed for others. The issue between Jesus and the 
Pharisees did not arise from what the Pharisees did but from what they represented. And 
what they represented was Pharisaism, which was no hypocrisy but the culmination of God’s 
intention for Israel to become a separate people through the observance of His Torah. 
Pharisaism was Judaism; it was the people. Pharisaism originated on Sinai with the giving of 
the Torah, and when the Torah finally became the constitution of Israel not only in theory but 
in fact, as it did after the Exile, the rise of a Pharisaic group in Israel was inevitable. The 
adoption of a constitution produces constitutional teachers, lawyers, and judges, for the 
dissemination, interpretation, and enforcement of its provisions. It is therefore understandable 
that the Pharisees would identify the survival and prosperity of Israel with the survival and 
prosperity of the Torah, which was in their keeping. They were the watchmen of Israel. As 
such they were everything Jesus called his disciples. They were the salt of Israel, and 
therefore the salt of the earth. They were the light of Israel, and hence the light of the world. 
It was their divine duty to let their light so shine before the Israelites that their good works 
could be seen of men and give glory to the Father in heaven. This duty they fulfilled by 
practicing piety before men in order to be seen by them, to set an example of piety. This duty 
they discharged by standing and praying in the Synagogues and at street corners, that men 
might see and act likewise. For these actions Jesus denounced them as hypocrites but in their 
eyes the denunciation of their practices was a denunciation of the Law of Israel and 
blasphemy of God. 
 
To the Pharisees Jesus was himself guilty of all the accusations he hurled against them. He 
warned the disciples to be on guard against false prophets who came in sheep’s clothing, but 
inwardly were ravenous wolves. “You will know them by their fruits” [Matt. 7:15, 16]. But 
what were the fruits of his ministry? Not only did he himself violate the Law, but he 
consorted with violators and encouraged them. He was a sinner and a spreader of sin in 
Israel. He blessed those who obstructed the coming of Israel’s redemption and cursed those 
who labored for its advent. He ate with publicans and accepted the ministrations of harlots. 
He sought the friendship of the outcasts in Israel and courted the enmity of its champions. 
This perversity he justified on the ground that he came to save the lost sheep of Israel. But 
are lost sheep saved by encouraging them to stray even farther from the fold? And was not 
this what Jesus was doing by praising instead of reprimanding them for their disregard of the 
Law? He had compassion for the crowds, “because they were harassed and helpless, like 
sheep without a shepherd” [Matt. 9:36]. But were there not shepherds who were eager to care 



for them and whose leadership they refused? The harvest was indeed plentiful, but the 
laborers were surely not few. And Jesus, by damning the true laborers and encouraging the 
sinners, only prevented the harvest from being gathered. Was not Israel the harvest of the 
Torah? And how would the harvest of the Torah be gathered except through the Torah? What 
the Torah created only the Torah could support. And yet this self-designated Rabbi in Israel 
would substitute his own authority for the authority of the Torah and of its recognized 
teachers, on whom he pronounced numerous woes. “Woe to you, scribes and Pharisees, 
hypocrites!” he cried, “for you tithe mint and dill and cumin and have neglected the 
weightiest matters of the law, justice and mercy and faith; these you ought to have done 
without neglecting the others” [Matt. 23:23]. Who was this Jesus, the Am-ha-arets and son of 
an Am-ha-arets, to draw a distinction between weightier and lighter matters of the Law? Was 
not the Law the Law of God and all of it equal in weight? Was a man to set himself up as 
judge of the will of God? And even if a distinction could be drawn between weightier and 
lighter matters of the Law, could the lighter matters be overlooked without leading to the 
neglect of the weightier ones? Were not Jesus and his followers an example of this danger? 
Did not their violation of the Sabbath result from their neglect of tithing and washing of 
hands? And how could one practice justice and mercy and faith to sinners without 
encouraging them in their sin and thereby becoming a partner in sinning? So if justice and 
mercy and faith were weightier matters of the Law, the Pharisees did do them to those who 
were careful in observing the lighter matters of the Law. The cup and plate could not be 
thoroughly clean on the inside unless they had also been cleansed on the outside. If what 
went into the mouth of a man was not polluted, then what came out of it would also be pure. 
 

*** 
 
If the antagonism of the Pharisees toward Jesus arose out of, and was entirely consistent with, 
their position regarding the nature of the Law and its fulfillment, so was the opposition of 
Jesus to the Pharisees the inevitable product of what he conceived to be God’s will and how 
it was to be fulfilled. The basic difference between Jesus and the Pharisees lay in their 
starting point. The Pharisees began with the creation of Israel at Sinai where God delivered 
the Law which was ultimately to become the law of all mankind. Jesus goes back to the 
creation of Adam, in whom God implanted the law by creating man is His own likeness. The 
law was not outside of man, something that went into him; it was within him, in is very 
midst. He and the law were one and inseparable. The law was not something that would some 
day become the law of man; it was already his law, the law that made him a man. When 
Adam became alienated from God he also became estranged from his own nature. He sinned 
against God by sinning against himself. Sin comes from within man, from what comes out of 
his mouth, from lack of being true to himself. Sin does not come from what one takes into his 
body from without and which he discharges. Nor does sin come from what one takes into his 
mind; for if his mind receives evil it is because it is already evil. Adultery is not committed in 
act but in thought, because the act stems from and is in keeping with the thought. And even if 
what is taken in from without is good, but what is within is evil, the good is either given but 
lip service, thereby engendering hypocrisy, or practiced under compulsion, when it results in 



the sin of self-righteousness and desire for public honor through self-display in public places. 
So, unless the inside of the cup is first cleansed no amount of outside cleaning will prevent it 
from polluting him who drinks from it. And no amount of outer uncleanliness can pollute 
him who is clean within, for his inner cleanliness will prevent the outer pollution from 
entering into him. Furthermore, the inside of the cup can be cleansed only from the inside, 
from a realization of is uncleanliness by looking into it. So it is with the law planted in man. 
Every sin committed by a man arises from within him as a violation of his god-like nature. A 
sin against God is thus a sin against one’s true self. And a sin against oneself is also a sin 
against all other selves, against mankind, for he who violates the kingdom of Heaven that is 
within him necessarily violates the kingdom within all men by preventing its establishment 
among men. The kingdom suffers and God suffers so long as there is a single member of 
God’s family who suffers the sin of being false to himself by failing to seek to be perfect as 
his Father in heaven is perfect. 
 
 But this failure of a man to know, ask, and seek at the door of the kingdom within him is not 
a deliberate choice on his part. He does not do so because he prefers not to be answered, to 
receive, and to find. Adam did not seek out sin. He was drawn into it. As a spiritualized body 
we was as much subject to the temptations of the body as to the urgings of the spirit. His sin 
rested not so much in allowing himself to be tempted as in permitting the body to triumph 
over the spirit. This he did because the fruit of the forbidden tree looked and tasted good to 
him. Adam thus mistook an evil for a good, the cause of which was that he had for a moment 
forgotten his stature as a man. He had lowered himself in his own esteem by an act that was 
unworthy of him, an act that was inferior to him. By restoring himself to himself he would 
become cleansed of his sin and of the consequences of sin. A man is at once his own 
destroyer and his own savior. His destruction comes about through ignorance of himself, his 
salvation through knowledge of himself. But this knowledge cannot be handed out to him. 
Self-knowledge can come only through self-searching. As one searches he finds, as he finds 
he becomes what he has found. In doing this he is fulfilling the law which God implanted in 
him and promoting the realization of the kingdom of Heaven on earth for all men. 
 
All the ethical teachings of Jesus stem from this creative conception of the law.  It is only in 
the light of this conception that the real meaning of those teachings emerges by showing their 
unity and their purpose. They were not mere aphorisms or proverbs, like those of the Rabbis 
and sages, to serve as guides for the wise conduct of life. Jesus envisioned a religious society 
built out of the material inherent in the original nature of creatures who were the offspring of 
a divine Creator. The Law did not need to be given. It was present from the very beginning. 
The law for man was the law of man, the law of his life as a man. All he needed to do was to 
rediscover the law by searching out where it resided, when it would begin to operate and 
restore him to his true stature. In this manner he would save his life by losing it. The old law, 
the Law given by Moses and which was in the keeping of the Pharisees, was a law man 
imposed on himself as a result of forgetting the true law. The law of man was the real law, 
and had man lived in accordance with it there would have been no need to formulate a law 
for man. As a substitute law, the law for man was good, as Paul recognized. Still it only 



served the purpose of reminding man how far he had strayed from the true law. In this sense 
only could it be called the law of God. But in itself it could not save man. It was no more 
than a warning signal, an indication of the need for turning to the law of man as the way to 
his ultimate salvation. 
 
What Jesus saw to be his function was to point out to his fellow Israelites how they could 
enter the narrow gate that led to salvation and how they could follow it to the end. But he 
also knew that to go with his message to the upholders of the given law would be useless. 
Only those who suffered from the given law by being branded sinners would listen to him. 
They were not sinners, but rather the victims of a condition not of their own making. The 
guilty ones were the Pharisees who stressed the given law and multiplied its enactments. It 
was they who led others into sin by creating the opportunity for sin which was the greatest of 
all sins. It was they who shut the kingdom of heaven against men; for they neither entered 
themselves, nor allowed those who would enter to go in. It was among the simple, the 
oppressed, the outcasts, the meek and the persecuted that the promise of the coming of the 
kingdom resided. They were the harvest that was ready to be gathered. All that was needed 
were the laborers to do the work. They were the lost sheep in Israel ready to be gathered into 
the fold. All that was needed were the right shepherds. Jesus would be that laborer, that 
shepherd, and he would gather about him other willing laborers, other willing shepherds, 
whom he would instruct and train for the work of ushering in the kingdom that was awaiting 
men within their hearts. 
 

*** 
 
The conflict between Jesus and the Pharisees sounds as remote to the mind of today as does 
the concept of the kingdom of Heaven on earth from which it arose. Nevertheless, the basic 
issue between them as is much alive in contemporary society as it was in that distant period. 
The spirit of the Pharisees is far from being dead. It has been, and is now, the predominating 
spirit in society. If that spirit is evil, as Jesus so vehemently maintained, because it obstructs 
the establishment among men of the kind of social order of which they are dreaming and 
speaking, then it is only by making the spirit of Jesus prevail that the dream can be translated 
into a reality. The confusion that marks the contemporary social scene is the inevitable 
product of the fact that while we speak the language of Jesus our practices are in accordance 
with the words of the Pharisees. Pharisaism is a long-standing habit, difficult to break. 
Jesusism is a long-standing ideal difficult to put into operation. The practice is convenient 
and the ideal is noble, so we hold on to both by pretending that our practices of Pharisaism 
are guided by the idealism of Jesus. The result is that we see both ideologies vaguely, and 
realize neither the product of the one nor the promise of the other. The two cannot coexist. 
The practice of the one excludes the putting in operation of the other. In the time of Jesus the 
battle raged on one front only, that of religion, since Israel presented no other front. Today it 
is waged on the numerous fronts of our complex society. But the conflict is the same on 
every front: that of the spirit of Pharisiasm versus the spirit of Jesus. What these two spirits 
are and why it is impossible for them to keep house together can be seen most vividly in their 



original setting between Jesus and the Pharisees. 
 
The Pharisees had a religion, while Jesus was religious. A religion is something one accepts, 
and by virtue of having accepted it one is said to have become religious. What one accepts is 
a set of beliefs about God, the world, and man. With the acceptance of the beliefs goes the 
acceptance of the authority of the custodians of the beliefs, as well as their claim to hold this 
authority by some special dispensation from God. Consequently, whatever the custodians 
ordain to be the right beliefs must be accepted by a member of a religion as the will of God if 
he is to retain his good standing in the congregation. The Pharisee must be infallible, and, 
conversely, a claim to infallibility is a claim to be a Pharisee. Since there can be numerous 
sets of beliefs there can also be numerous religions, or even brands of religion within a 
religion, each the repository of infallible truth to its adherents and a snare and a delusion to 
the followers of the other religions. It becomes the duty of the custodians of each religion to 
erect a hedge about its beliefs as a precaution against infringement from within and intrusion 
from without. Also within each religion there are bound to arise distinctions between the 
more pure and the less pure, the more meritorious and the less meritorious. Where such a 
distinction does not exist in a religion it is a sign that the religion is taken seriously neither by 
the shepherd nor the sheep. Consistency with the basic tenet of a religion that its beliefs are 
the ordinances of God demands such a distinction, and the custodians of a religion who fail to 
draw it are unfaithful to their trust. 
 
What Jesus repudiated was this notion of religion as something put into the mouths of people, 
and by which they became purified through observance of its tenets or defiled through failure 
of observance. He knew only the religion of personal experience. The seed of this experience 
lies dormant in every human creature, waiting to be awakened and to produce the fruit of a 
new consciousness and a new life. What men need is not instruction in what to believe about 
God but stimulation to seek God in their hearts. This indwelling God is the one true God, the 
God of every individual and thus the universal God. He is also the one true God because He 
is the only God who can produce Godliness in man. For once a man has begun to discover 
this indwelling God he can never again deny Him or resist Him. One cannot deny or resist 
one’s being, and that is what God becomes once the consciousness of His indwelling 
presence dawns upon one. As a man becomes aware of possessing God, God takes 
possession of him and holds on to him, driving him on to turn himself into the image of his 
creator. Only this God can therefore create man in His own likeness. Only this God can 
command man to be perfect as his Father in heaven is perfect. It is a command a man issues 
for himself and which he cannot disregard. A God whom one receives from without is a 
possession one acquires to do with as one pleases by interpreting His will to suit one’s 
purposes. Such has been the fate of the God of the religions, the God of the Pharisees. He is a 
convenience to man. Such a God is not only not worth having, He is a detriment. He causes 
dissension among men. He justifies the few to lord it over the many. He rewards the guilty 
and punishes the innocent. In His name darkness is called light and light denounced as 
darkness. The gate to such a God is wide and the way easy. The reward is a kingdom of hell 
on earth. Only the God sought from within can bring men together by setting them on the 



search for the same goal. The gate to the search is narrow and the way is hard. It means 
giving up the old way of laying up treasure on earth, but the ultimate reward is great, for 
entering through this gate and following this road lead to the gradual transformation of the 
existing kingdom of earth into a kingdom of heaven. 
 
The fact that the Pharisees had a religion while Jesus was religious supplies the reason why 
Jesus spoke as one having authority and not as the Scribes. He spoke from what he knew by 
experience; they from what they knew as the Law. Jesus therefore spoke to men about 
themselves; they spoke to men about legal enactments. Jesus was as zealous for men as were 
the Pharisees for the Torah. Fundamentally this difference between Jesus and the Pharisees 
was a difference in their conception of the character of God and of His relation to men. 
 
For the Pharisees, God was a ruler and lawgiver. He had given the Law in order that His 
rulership, His sovereignty, might become universally established. For this purpose He had 
raised Israel to be His army of conquest. Whatever glory accrued to Israel was the glory shed 
upon it by Yahweh. It was His glory. If Israel glorified Him by obeying His will He would 
see that Israel became glorified in the eyes of nations. But this glorification of Israel would 
be Yahweh’s glorification. Israel would be blessed, and so would the nations through Israel, 
but this blessedness would be the blessedness of Yahweh. The interest of Yahweh in His 
subjects stemmed from an interest in Himself: that His subjects might recognize Him as their 
sovereign. The Law was indeed prior to man. It was indeed given for man; but only that man 
might obey it and by obeying it exalt its giver. Hence, whereas the Law was given to Israel, 
and through Israel to mankind, it was not given for Israel or for mankind but for Yahweh. 
Yahweh gave the Law not so much in the interest of mankind as for His own sake, but since 
His interest was also the interest of mankind, His blessedness would also be the blessedness 
of His subjects. Similarly, those to whom the Law had been entrusted would also be 
concerned with the Law first and with men second. Just as the Law was the glory of Yahweh, 
so it was the glory of its human repositories. And just as obedience to the Law would resound 
to the glory of Yahweh, so obedience to its teachers and interpreters would reflect their glory. 
The position of the Pharisees in Israel, like that of the Pharisees after them, rests upon their 
interpretation of the Law, and their success in enforcing it. It is of the very nature of 
Pharisaism that the welfare of the people is its welfare, and that it should speak to its self-
interest as being the will of God. 
 
The principle trait of God as Lawgiver is His aloofness to His subjects. This is clearly 
noticeable in the behavior of the God of the pre-Mosaic and post-Mosaic literature of the Old 
Testament. The Yahweh of the pre-Mosaic period is characterized by His intimate 
association with man. He is personal and warm. He hold converse directly with Adam, Noah, 
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. There is nothing legalistic in His instructions to them. He comes 
as a friend with friendly advice. He does not stress His glory and majesty. He is not 
concerned with His own interests. This note of personal intimacy and friendship disappears 
with the very opening of the Mosaic era. Yahweh now summons Moses from the midst of the 
burning bush, orders him not to draw nigh, and informs him that the ground on which he 



stands is holy. He hardens Pharaoh’s heart and multiplies His signs and wonders in the land 
of Egypt to impress the Egyptians that He is the Lord. With the giving of the Law on Sinai, 
this loftiness and aloofness increase. The people must not go up into the mount, or even 
touch the border of it, on the penalty of death. Even the Priests who come near to the Lord 
are to sanctify themselves, or the Lord will break forth upon them. From this moment of the 
giving of the Law the distance between the King and His subjects continues to grow, until by 
the time of the founding of the Holy Congregation of Israel by Ezra He is completely gone 
and only His Law and its custodians are left. And what happens to the King also happens to 
His earthly representatives. As they multiply the Law for the people and insist upon its 
sanctity they also widen the gap between themselves and the people, lest they become defiled 
by the defilements of the common herd. An exclusive law, a law handed down from on high, 
makes for the exclusiveness of both the lawgiver and the law-enforcing agencies. 
 
Jesus adhered to the original conception of God as the creator of man in His own likeness, 
and therefore standing to Him in the relationship of a father to his children. He rejected the 
notion of a God who created a particular people through a code of laws. The only law Jesus 
recognized was that of a natural concern of a parent for his offspring: the law of love. God as 
Father is not jealous of His children. But He is jealous for them. What He regrets, what 
makes Him suffer, is not that His children infringe on His dignity and prerogatives by 
disobeying His will. He suffers when His children suffer, which they do whenever they stray 
from the path of their true self. Such a Father is jealous for the honor of His children, which 
is His honor. He lives in His children; their joy is His joy; their sorrow is His sorrow. And 
such a Father is most concerned with the child that is suffering, that has strayed from the path 
it should follow for its own good. This child He longs for most, goes out in search of, and 
kills the fatted calf in celebration of its return. Hence there is more joy in heaven over the 
restoration of the one lost sheep than over the ninety and nine within the fold. Also, the true 
shepherd does not avoid contact with the lost sheep but goes out in search of it, and when he 
finds it gathers it to his bosom in pity and love. The shepherd who has the law of the love of 
God the Father in his heart will be impelled to seek out the lost sheep in Israel, who became 
lost through no fault of their own, but were driven from the fold by the self-righteous 
shepherds of the saved. 
 
The new note sounded by Jesus regarding the character of God and His will for man also 
rang out the old meaning of monotheism and universalism. 
 
The concept of monotheism (one God) and of universalism (one human family) occur in the 
Old Testament and explain the nationalistic character of later Judaism. Yahweh raised Israel, 
formed a nation of His own, and gave Israel a constitution in order that through its 
ministration He could once more become recognized for what He was from the very 
beginning, the God of the universe. Israel was thus made pre-eminent among the peoples of 
the earth, in which it would grow as it became more and more exclusive. The carrying out of 
the mission to men depended on becoming separated from men. Here is a universalism which 
arose from a unique conception of nationalism: that the God of Israel was the God of the 



universe without ceasing to be in a particular and peculiar sense the God of one people. This 
was a conditional universalism. Other peoples could become members of the kingdom only 
provided they recognized the superiority of the chosen people, adopted its constitution, and 
submitted to its rule. The purpose was indeed ethical: that through the just and righteous rule 
of Israel all peoples might be blessed. Nevertheless those who accepted the blessing were not 
the equals of those who bestowed it. They stood to them in the relationship of a debtor to a 
creditor. The nations who converted to Israel’s God, even if their conversion was voluntary, 
must always be conscious of the fact that the blessings they enjoyed were not of their own 
making. Even as Yahweh had conferred a favor on Israel in choosing it for His people, and 
even as Israel could retain this favor only on condition that it proved faithful to His law, so 
the gate of the kingdom would be opened to the heathens not because of their merit but by 
the grace of Israel, and on terms specified by Israel. 
 
Such a conditional universalism, resulting in a kingdom of superiors and inferiors, is the 
inevitable consequence of an exclusive monotheism, whereas an exclusive monotheism is the 
direct outcome of the conception of God as lawgiver. A law handed down from on high 
cannot be handed to each individual. It can only be delivered to a chosen agent who then 
hands it down to agents chosen by himself and who in turn hand it out to the masses. Moses 
received the Torah on Sinai, which he transmitted to Joshua, Joshua to the Elders, the Elders 
to the Prophets, and the Prophets to the men of the Great Synagogue. Israel became a society 
in the form of a pyramid of unequals standing on its apex. It was a hierarchy of degrees and 
privileges, beginning with supreme privilege and ending in no privilege other than to 
recognize and obey those privileged. It was this Israel, this pyramid standing on the apex of a 
giver of the law, that was to become the apex upon which was to be erected the universal 
pyramid of a kingdom of heaven on earth. Israel’s position in relation to the heathen nations 
was that of Moses in relation to Israel. By virtue of having received the Law Israel became to 
transmitter of the Law. As such it was the recipient of the highest privilege which it would 
retain as its birthright even after all the nations have been admitted into its household. 
 
The monotheism and universalism that emerge from the concept of God the Father is 
altogether different. The law of the Father is equally present in each of His children. They are 
all created in His image, and all are of equal worth to Him. What He asks of them is that they 
should ever keep in mind that their common origin bespeaks their common welfare, that each 
is his brother’s keeper, that the good of one is the good of all. They are indwelling in each 
other as they are indwelling in the Father and He in them. They can serve their Father only by 
serving each other. Among them there is to be no first and no last, no exalted and no 
humbled. If each will look upon the others as first, each exalt the other, then all will be first 
and all will be exalted. 
 
It is therefore only when God becomes the God of the individual that He also becomes in 
equal measure the God of all individuals, when true monotheism and universalism are 
attained. This was the monotheism and the universalism Jesus knew and sought to establish. 
Out of it rose his authority and his wisdom. In it lies the advance he made upon his 



inheritance and his legacy to mankind. This legacy was rejected by Christianity as it had been 
rejected by Judaism. When Paul transformed the Jesus of history into the Christ of faith he 
sowed the seed which developed the crop of a new Pharisaism in the form of Christian 
theology. A new Judaism arose to replace the old. A new army was organized to battle 
against the old for the conquest of the land of promise. The battle cry of the old was “Who is 
to ascend unto the mountain of the Lord? He that is pure in heart, and clean of hands.” That 
of the new became “What must I do to be saved? Believe in Jesus Christ the Savior.” The 
new religion became as legalistic, exclusive, and conditional as the old. Jesus the man fits 
into the religion that claims him for its founder no better than he did into the religion out of 
which he emerged. The Pharisees of the old religion rejected him completely. Those of the 
new reject him while claiming him for their own. There can be no question as to which of 
these rejections is the more honest and which of them Jesus would have chosen. 
 

*** 
 
The historical significance of Jesus emerges from his conflict with the Pharisees, which 
shows that he was no reformer, no founder of a new religion, and no ancient or modern. In 
these respects he is of incalculable worth to history, for the historical fortunes of the human 
family show that no steady progress toward the goal of bringing about a kingdom of Heaven 
on earth can be looked for from reforms, new religions, or ideas that can be labeled ancient or 
modern. 
 
Jesus was not interested in reforming man but in transforming him. Reforms are effected 
through laws made by men for men.  Reforms are the expressions of the will of the few for 
the many, and in most instances are made in the interest of the few, who profess to be 
concerned with promoting the greatest good for the greatest number. And since there can be 
many parties of the few, each with its own brand of the good, society becomes a battleground 
in which armies of the few contend with each other for the conquest of the many. In Israel, 
the Prophets were reformers, the Priests were reformers, and the Pharisees were reformers. 
Each of them attacked not only the other two but also the many who were sinners in their 
eyes. The sins were, however, not of the making of many but of the few who made the laws 
for them.  
 
But even when the laws of a reform group are honestly in the interest of the many, even if the 
good they advocate is in truth the good of all, such laws can only affect the symptoms of a 
social ailment and not its underlying cause. The 8th Century Prophets were such reformers. 
The poor were abused by the rich instead of being helped by them. But the helping of the 
poor will not remove the causes of poverty. It will perpetuate them. True enough, the hard lot 
of the poor is alleviated by the charity of the rich. Nevertheless, the real evil, which is 
poverty, remains. Charity is a twice deceptive good. It is no remedy for poverty, and it is 
likely to engender in the charity giver a sense of pride and self-righteousness. The most that a 
reform can do is to patch up a rent in the social garment. But the patched garment will spring 
another rent, until all of it becomes a patchwork.  



 
Jesus wanted to transform society by infusing men with a new spirit. And there can be but 
one spirit: that of man’s humanity to man. Such a spirit makes for one human family, a 
family in which the rights of one are the rights of all. Those rights are inherent in man. They 
are his inheritance as a man, the properties by which he is a man. They are the rights by 
which he was created a man, the image of his humanity. These rights are at once both present 
and future. They are present as potentialities and future as actualities. And once man has 
discovered his potentialities he cannot help but be stimulated to transform them into 
actualities. Thus, by losing his life man saves his life. What man needs to realize is that the 
kingdom of Heaven in his midst is not to be reformed, but to be awakened. 
 
The evils suffered by society from the religions are no less in number and gravity than those 
inflicted upon it by reformers. The religions profess to worship the one God, but in their 
practices they have divided His children into warring factions. Each religion is the repository 
of God’s divine truth in the interest of which it crucifies the creatures He made in His 
likeness. Among them the religions have brought about a kingdom on earth over which 
God’s adversary reigns supreme. In the religions a child of God is not known by what he is 
but by what he wears. His religious garments are the mark of his worth as a human being. If 
he is a good Jew he is a good man to the Jew, and if he is a good Christian he is a good man 
to the Christian. In each other’s eyes, however, each is an evil man in the degree to which he 
is either a Christian or a Jew. Hence the one condition for the establishment of a kingdom of 
God on earth is religious tolerance! God’s children are to endure each other, just as one 
endures a toothache of which he cannot rid himself! Toleration is a virtue raised by the 
manufacturer of intolerance to blind its victims to the source of their sufferings. Toleration is 
no cure for the malady from which the need for it arises. Like its sister, charity, toleration 
only permits the evil of intolerance to prosper under the cloak of virtue. “But woe to you, 
scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites!” came the cry from the heart of Jesus, “because you shut 
the kingdom of heaven against man: for you neither enter yourselves, nor allow those who 
would enter to go in. Woe to you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! for you traverse sea and 
land to make a single proselyte, and when he becomes a proselyte, you make him twice as 
much a child of hell as yourselves” [Matt. 23: 13-15]. The Pharisee cannot enter the kingdom 
of heaven himself, or allow others to enter it, lest he destroy himself. 
 
To attempt to modernize Jesus, and fit him into the social conditions of any period, results in 
violating him by distorting his teachings. If Jesus did not fit into the religious conditions of 
his day, he is surely a complete stranger to the contemporary scene in which religion is used 
now as a prop for secular interests, and now as an alleviative for some of their most glaringly 
evil consequences. Jesus would be more severe in his condemnation of modern society than 
he was of his own. The evils he knew as a Jew had but one source: they were religious. He 
had to deal only with Pharisaism in the realm of religion. Now he would encounter economic, 
industrial, and political Pharisaism, in addition to religious. Much more justice would be 
done Jesus by the Pharisaism of today if it rejected him not only in deed but also in word, as 
did the Pharisaism of old, unless it underwent a complete change of heart and mind and put 



his teachings in operation, in which case it would pronounce a death sentence on itself. 
Should this ever happen, it would indeed be the most miraculous of all the miracles attributed 
to Jesus in the Gospels.  
 
It has also been said that Jesus escapes back into his own time in spite of all efforts to turn 
him into a modern. If this charge is meant to imply that his ethical teachings are no longer 
tenable, that their significance is a thing of the past, it shows an utter misconception of the 
role enacted by genius in the drama of history. Every creative mind sows its seed in the soil 
of the contemporary scene, but if the fruit genius produced were no more than an addition to 
the already existing stock of ideas, its name would not be recorded in the pages of history. It 
is of the very nature of the creative mind, the very element that makes the mind a productive 
one, that at the very heart of the old, the passing, it senses the presence of the new, the 
universal, the enduring. The new, if there is substance to it, is a development out of the old, a 
fulfillment of it. Such a new replaces the old only in the sense that it throws new light upon 
it, renews it, causes it to be reborn. So it is true that Jesus was born a Jew and died a Jew; he 
was certainly no Christian. Hence any honest effort to understand him, to grasp the sort of 
man he was, must begin with an understanding of him as a Jew. But his Jewishness was not 
all of him. As a Jew he was also a genius, which raised him above his Jewishness. As a Jew 
he is ancient, belongs to a certain period in the history of Israel. As a genius he belongs to no 
time and no place, but to all time and to all places. He is not ancient and not modern, 
anymore than mankind is ancient or modern. It is the very fact that his teachings do not apply 
to any one particular condition of man in which his greatness lies. Teachings that concern the 
passing scene also pass away with the scene. They do so because they concern themselves 
not with what men are but with what they have become. The teachings of Jesus touch men at 
the very source of their manhood. And because Jesus felt this source of Man’s manhood, and 
called upon men to practice it in their relationship to each other, he is as timeless and 
placeless as is the manhood he advocates. Jesus cannot be confined to any system of thought. 
He breaks through all systems, as he did the system in which he was nurtured. He cannot be 
formalized without being spiritually crucified. He will serve men, but only on his own terms. 
He cannot be limited without being imposed upon, for the spirit that was in him, the spirit he 
was, is the spirit of human life, which can be formed but not in accordance with a prescribed 
formula. 
 
Jesus is the supreme example in history of the God-intoxicated man. Every word he spoke 
was prompted by his God-consciousness, the God who dwelt within him, and in whom he 
had his dwelling place. He and his Father were one and inseparable. He could not have been 
the man he was excepting through God. In him the God of man revealed Himself to man. 
Because of the nature of his God-consciousness Jesus was not the Messiah of the Jewish 
expectation, and for this very reason he is not the Christ of Christianity. But he is the 
Messiah, the Redeemer, of every person in whom there stirs the germ of the God of love, the 
God who saves men by urging them to save themselves. Jesus was a hero of the spirit. He 
had attained a vision of the kingdom of Heaven that was in him, and urged all men to seek 
what he had found, telling them of its peace and glory and also of the heroic effort it called 



for. The price was great but the reward even greater. He did not return as the Messiah his 
followers thought him to be, for the worst liabilities of a man of genius are his professional 
disciples. Nevertheless he remains the redeemer of mankind, and that in a more significant 
sense than the original expectation. Then he was looked upon as the promised Messiah of 
Israel. He exceeded that expectation and that understanding of him by becoming the 
redeemer of every man from what every man needs to be redeemed. God did not desert Jesus, 
Judas alone did not betray him, and the Jews alone did not crucify him. He is being deserted, 
betrayed and crucified by every person who seeks to gain the world at the cost of his own 
soul. 
 
The religion of Jesus is a development out of and not a departure from the religion in which 
he was raised. He had no intention of throwing over or even of modifying the religion of his 
people. What he taught was to him the true Jewish religion which had been distorted by 
professional religionists. Jesus the Jew is as unique an individual as were the Jews as a 
people. They were the people of God, he was the man of God. He could have come from no 
other people than Israel, any more than an oak could develop from anything than an acorn. 
What he deplored in the Pharisees was what every man who respects himself deplores in all 
labels or class designations. Classes, as D.H. Lawrence said, form a gulf over which the best 
flow of human life can not pass. When a man is known by a label it is more the label that 
matters than his quality as a person. Jesus was against labels because of his fine feeling for 
persons. It as from this feeling for individuals as individuals that his objection to the 
Pharisees arose, for in the measure to which a Pharisee was a good Pharisee he was 
particularistic, exclusive, and therefore also a poor human being. What Jesus denounced was 
not individual Pharisees but the system of Pharisaism. He hated the sin, not the sinner. 
“Judge not,” he said, “lest you be judged.” Because the Pharisees were judges, he judged 
them for their judgments. 
 
Jesus dreamed dreams and saw visions and gave utterance to them in the language and 
thought he knew. But that they were visions and dreams for all time and all people is attested 
to by his growth in stature in the course of the centuries and the increasing understanding of 
his outlook that has enshrined him more and more deeply in the hearts and minds of men of 
good will. The publican Zacchaeus “sought to see who Jesus was, but could not, on account 
of the crowd, because he was small of stature. So he ran on ahead and climbed up into a 
sycamore tree” [Luke 19:2-4]. We also are little and cannot see because of the pressure upon 
us of the things Jesus called obstructions to the kingdom. It is only when and if we can rise 
about these obstructions and see Jesus face to face that the prospect arises of our falling heir 
to the rich legacy he bestowed upon us by proving worthy of it. 
 


