The Religious World of Jesus

Introduction

Theworld that Jesus entered wasintensdly rdigious. The beliefs, practices, and indtitutions of the
Jawish people were solidly rooted in the biblicdl traditions--after dl, the Jews were the people of God!
But overthe years|sragl had to adjust to persecution, invason, exile, and foreignrule. And asthey applied
the Scripturesto the various crises and situations that they faced, disagreements arose that led to serious
divisons among the people. Such divisions were not foreign to Isragl--the Old Testament records
numerous examples; but what was new wasthat by the first century distinct and competing rdigious groups
or schoals of thought parties had beenformed. So when Jesus taught the people, he was often compelled
to address the teachings and traditions of these different factions.

To understand the teachings of Jesus, then, we need to know more about His world--who the
reigious|eaderswere, how the different groupsarose, what they believed, and why they collided withJesus
asthey did. We shdl begin with asurvey of the mgjor eventsthat led to thisreligious diversty, and then
survey the different groups that are prominent in the Gospe narratives.

TheHistorical Setting

The historica background of this period is, of course, the entire history of Israel ingenerd; but for
the immediate conditions of the first century we need only go back a couple of centuries before Jesus.

Whenthe empire of Alexander the Great was divided up, Pdegtine wasfirg ruled by the Ptolemies
of Egypt but then was taken by the Sdeucids, who ruled from Syria. And athough the Jaws welcomed
this change a firdt, the Hellenizing influence and religious persecutionthat these Sdleucid rulersbrought led
to the wars that eventualy won the Jewsthear independence. The account of the eventsleading up to and
fallowing these Jewish revolts are sgnificant for our understanding of the rdigious life and leedership in
Isradl in thetime of Jesus. It was atime of conflict and chaos, both on the political and rdigious scene. It
was a time when foreign rulers influenced Jewish rdligion, even taking the authority to gppoint the High
Priests in Jerusalem; and subsequently, it was atime when the Jews' politicd leaders took that office to
themsaves. Out of these and other religious issues came the mgjor Jewish sects.

The Seleucid Rule



At firg, the Syrians exhibited tolerance for the Jews, especidly withthe rule of Sdeuchus 1V in 187
B.C. But Sdeuchus sent his son Demetrius to Rome to ransom his brother who was being held there as
a hostage. Unfortunately, when Sdeuchus was murdered in 175 B.C. this brother, Antiochus IV
Epiphanes, took the throne and began the persecution of the Jews over their religion.

As part of an internd power play, and with the temple treasury as part of the prize, Antiochus
replaced the High Priest Onias |11 withhis [Onias] brother Jason. This practice of anew ruler replacing
apriest was farly common in the ancient world; but it was new to the Jews whose Law gipulated alife-
long tenure for the High Priest. But Jason was more liberd; he beganindituting many Hdlenizing changes
in society, even accommodating the Jewish faith to Greek ways. By changing the status of Jerusalem to
a Greek city he increased its wedth, aswell as his own and that of the other Hellenizers. His opponents
could not accept these changes because to them the culture and the faith were inseparable. In ther mind
he was to be condemned for these changes (2 Macc. 4:11).

Apparently Jason outlived his usefulnessfor the Hdllenizerseventudly sought to berid of im. And
so around 170, Antiochus awarded Mendaus, a Benjamite, the High Priesthood in exchange for a bribe
(2 Macc. 4:32-50). But when Antiochus was off fighting in Egypt, renewing the old rivary with the
Ptolemies, riots broke out in Jerusalem over the gppointment (2 Macc. 4:25-26). When Antiochus
returned from Egypt he was determined to subdue the Jews. His departure from Egypt was humiliating.
He was forced to withdraw by a decision of the Roman Senate that upheld the stipulations of an earlier
treaty. Brought down by the Romans, he was in no mood to be troubled by the Jews. When he cameto
Jerusadem he put down the rebellion and solidified the position of Mendlaus (2 Macc. 5:11-21); heaso
sationed Gentile troops in Jerusdem who set up Syrian (Greek) gods in the Temple and defiled Jewish
worship (1 Macc. 1:39). All of this divided the Jews between the Hellenizers, who cared little about
religion, and the faithful (Hasidim as they were called), who were outraged. The Hellenizerswon out and
their opponents, mostly conservative priests and scribes, were forced out; but with this affront to Jewish
worship the opposition took on ardigious theme and fervor--they were now defending the Jewish faith,
the Law of Moses, againgt pagans.

Antiochus proceeded to outlaw Jewish observanceslike circumcision, Sabbath-day observance,
and templeritua--inan effort to obliterate Y ahwism. 1n December, 167, he offered pigs (a Greek custom)
onthe dtar inJerusalem (1 Macc. 1:41-50); he also sacrificed to Zeus (1 Macc. 1:54-59; 2 Macc. 6:2-5).
Moreover, his governing policies brought cruelty to those who practiced Judaism.

The revolt came about 167 B.C. when the Jews had enough of the pagan worship of Antiochus.
It actudly beganwhenanold priest and €lder named Mattathias refused to make pagan sacrifices; hekilled
afelow Israditewho (perhaps out of fear) tried to make the sacrifice, aswdl asthe officid who demanded
it. Mattathias and hisfollowersfled for safety. Their decision to fight to defend the faith was triggered by
aSyriandaughter of Jews over aconflict about work on the Sabbath (1 Macc. 2:31-38). Because of this
the rebels decided that they would fight even on the Sabbath to save Judaism.

When Mattathias died in 166, his sons took up the fight, tearing down pagan dtars and killing
defecting Jews. Judas, his third son, took over the leadership, fought guerilla warfare againgt the Syrians,



and wasfindly adle to beat back the Syrian army, at least to the point of being able to take Jerusdemand
force Syriato withdraw its rulings againgt Jewishreigion(2 Macc. 9:19-27). The Temple was purified in
164 (an event commemorated by the Jewish feast of Hanukkah).

WhileJudaswasable to gain rdigious freedominthat struggle, he was not able to attain the politica
freedomhe sought inthe subsequent years. 1n162 whenhetried to take the Akra, the citadel in Jeruslem
(1 Macc. 6:18ff.), the Hellenizers appeded to the new Syrian king, Antiochus V, for military hep. The
conflict that followed led to asiege of Jerusdem at atime when food was dready scarce because it was
a Sabbatica year. But the siege ended suddenly when the Syrian throne was threatened by another
individud daiming to be the rightful king. According to the settlement that was quickly reached Menelaus
was executed, conditions wererestored to what they were before the persecution of Antiochus 1V, Judas
became the head of the Jewish state, but Syria retained dominion and kept the citaddl.  With this change
the Hellenizing party of Jews dl but disappeared.

Demetrius, the legitimate heir to the Syrian throne, did overthrow Antiochus V. He atempted to
appease the Jews by gppointing alegitimate priest, Alcimus, to the office of High Priest (1 Macc. 7). But
Alamus, dthough popular withmost of the Jews, had enemies. He was accused of having offered pagan
sacrificesin the Temple. And in the squabble that ensued he made the mistake of executing Sixty Hasidim
who opposed him. Judas, one of those opposed to this priet, led arenewed rebellion againgt Syriaand
the Jewish apostates. But because these rebd s were now only aminarity, Judas had to obtain support from
Rome through atresty. It was atreaty that would benefit the Jews later but proved costly to Judas now,
for by gettinginvolved with Rome againg Syria, he found himsdf in abigger war, awar from which most
his men fled, and in which he, courageous to the end, died in battle.

His brother Jonathan took over the leadership of the rebellion in 161; but because the Jews had
their rdigion back he found that they were not that interested in continuing a politicd fight againg Syria.
Jonathan settled for peace with Syriain 156 and retired to his home.

But conflict soon arose over another gppointment to the priesthood. Alexander Bdas arrived in
Syriain 152 to contend for the throne. He found in Jonathan an eager dly againgt the ruling power. So
after his victory he rewarded Jonathan by appointing him High Priest in place of Alcimus, who had died.
Gowan underscores this surprisng turn of affairs: Jonathan, an anti-Syrian rebel and a conservative, had
now accepted the appointment to the priesthood by a foreign king.*  Jonathan, of course, was not a
Zadokite priest; and it is possible that this appointment, or one of the severd like it, was the occasion for
the departure of many of the faithful for the desert. Aswe shdll see, the Dead Seascrollsrefer to a"wicked
priest," anon-Zadokite priest, as the reason for the community’s withdrawing from temple worship.2

'Dondd E. Gowan, Bridge Between the Testaments (Pittsburgh: The Pickwick Press, 1980), p.
105).

2|bid., p. 105.



The Hasmonean Rule

With the Syrian throne in turmoail, the Jews and other states seized the opportunity to set up their
little kingdoms. But Jonathan was caught and treacheroudy killed in 143 (1 Macc. 12).

Smon, the lagt of the sons of Mattathias, assumed the leadership in 143. According to 1
Maccabees 13:41-42, he was dble to achieve palitica freedomfor the Jews, freedomfromtributeto Syria
aswdl as and control of the citaddl of Jerusdem. With him the Hasmonean Rule actually began (143-63
B.C.).2 But Jewish life under this regime was not much better than under Syria; it was fraught with
corruption and intrigue.

Simonenjoyed peace in Judea because Syriawas occupied e sewhere. In 140 hewas proclaimed
High Priest and Prince, thus joining the political and rdligious offices. Hetook the title Prince of the People.
Since many followed a gtrict observance of the Torah, there was controversy. No doubt, some opposed
the idea of anon-Davidic king, and others objected to a non-Zadokite priest; but one person being both
King and High Priest--by sdlf-proclamation--was aso problematic. Then, to complicate matters, when
Antiochus VI decided that he wanted his lands back war broke out again. His military effort againg the
Jews was feeble and failing--until someone murdered Simon and two of his sonsin 134 (1 Macc. 16).

John Hyrcanus, the one sonwho was €t dive, sought atreaty with Syriainorder to stay in power.
By the treaty Hyrcanus lost the Jewish independence and the nation became a vassd of Syria once again.
But he was alowed to keep his kingdom, now limited to Judea, with the provison that the wadls of
Jerusdem be pulled down. The Jewswere permitted to keep their rligious feasts and observances. And
John Hyrcanus was the High Priest.  Since the Pharisees objected to this High Priest having temporal
power, Hyrcanus dlied himsdlf with the Sadducees. Inthis event wefind some of the earliest information
about the disagreements between these two parties that were vying for power.

In 128 when the Sdleucid empire was disintegrating Hyrcanus used his military strength, largdly
made up of mercenaries, to capture Samaria and ldumea. He destroyed the Samaritantemple ina crushing
blow that enflamed Samaritan bitterness toward the Jews, and he forced the Idumeans to convert to
Judaism. Ironicdly, this Idumean policy would open the door later for Herod to clamto bea " Jew."

When Hyrcanus diedin 104, hiswill made hiswife the ruler and his son Aristobulus the High Priest.
But Arigtobulus imprisoned her aswdl as his brothers and proclaimed himsdf king. He conquered Galilee,
and continued the policy there of forced conversons to the Jewish faith. Asaresult, the JewsinJerusalem
held Gdilean "Jaws' in contempt (In. 1:46; 7:52). The reign of Aristobulus lasted only about a year.

Salome Alexandra, his widow, released the three brothers from prison. One of them, Alexander
Janneus, assumed the office of High Priest. He then married Sdlome by the levirate marriage, whichwas

3The name for this dynasty comes from the ancestral name Hasmon. The name Maccabee is a
nickname, meaning "the hammer." So thetitle "Hasmoneans' is preferred.



unlawful for aHigh Priest to do, and through it he became king. He reigned from 103-76, extending the
Jewish kingdom to its limits.

But Alexander Janneus had great contempt for ritud law; his participation was often half-hearted,
and certainly offensve. On one occasion (ca. 90 B.C.) in contempt for the Pharisees he poured the
libations of the Temple on his feet and was pelted with citrons by the people. Inretaliation heordered an
attack on the people, and many were killed.

The "faithful” Jews tried even harder to get rid of hin; in 88 they appeal ed to and dlied themselves
with Demetrius 111 of Syria. Alexander was soundly defeated; but the Jews, perhaps having second
thoughts, decided that on the whole they preferred Hasmonean rule to Sdleucid rule. So Alexander was
retained asking. He immediatdy suppressed the insurrection by the conservatives, and to celebrate his
victory he crucified 800 Jews, Pharisees probably, after having their wives and children butchered.
Thousands fled theland (Ant 13, 14, 2; BJ 1, 93-98).

It isimportant to note thet this early conservative opposition to the Hasmoneans was led by the
Pharisees, both during the reigns of Hyrcanus and Janneus. 1t was the Sadducees who were dlowed to
determine palicies, eventhough they were the minority. Nevertheless, on hisdeathbed Alexander reversed
himsdf: he indructed his wife to dlign hersalf withthe Phari sees because they were backed by the people.

His wife Sdome Alexandra had married and outlived two kings she was not now about to
relinquish the throne to one of the sons, Aristobulus or Hyrcanus. As the new paliticd ruler she made
Hyrcanus the High Priest, obvioudy not being able to assume that officeherself. She also made peace with
the Pharisees as her husband had advised and dlowed them to dominate government. Not surprisingly,
they took the opportunity to get rid of their old enemies.

In67 B.C., whenthe Queendied, Hyrcanus 1 hdd both offices of High Priest and King, but it was
short-lived, three months to be exact. War broke out betweenthe brothers over the throne. Most of the
support, certainly the anti- Pharisaic party, went to Aristobulus who won rather easily and replaced his
deposed brother for a short time as both ruler and High Priest. With his succession the Sadducees were
once again in power.

Hyrcanus, however, was not through. He sought help from the Nabateansin Idumea. Antipater,
the king of Idumea, served ashisintermediary. Hefirst persuaded Aretus, the Nabatean |eader, to attack
Pdegtine with massive power. Rome intervened and stopped the war and made Syriaa Roman province.
Moreover, Pompey decided in favor of Hyrcanus, largely through the effective apped of Antipater. So
Hyrcanus, the Pharisee, became the religious and political leaders, dthough he was stripped of his politica
power in 57 B.C.

The Roman Rule
By 63 B.C. Judea was clearly under Roman rule, athough the Jews had a certain amount of

freedom. Throughout the following years, up until 48, Aristobulus made severa futile attemptsto regain
power. But this came to an end with the Roman civil war. Hyrcanus and Antipater supported Julius



Caesar; for this they were rewarded well--Hyrcanus was made ethnarch as well as High Priest, and
Antipater was made procurator of Judea. Caesar dso made Antigonus, ason of Aristobulus, agovernor,
and placed Herod over Gdlilee.

After dJulius Caeser waskilledin 44 B.C., Pdestine suffered under Cassius and then Antony. But
in the year 40, when the Parthians invaded Syria and Paestine, Antigonus joined them and with their
support captured Jerusdem. He then cut off the ears of Hyrcanus so that he could no longer serve asHigh
Priest in that mutilated condition. Antigonus held control for three years until he was defeated by Herod
and then beheaded by Rome.

WhenHerod destroyed Antigonus he brought the Hasmoneanlinetoanend. Itis unlikdy that many
mourned the end of an era that had non-Davidic kings, non-Zadokite priests, endless wars and much
corruption in high places. But through their wars and policies of forced conversons, ldumea and Gdlilee
were now part of the Jewish sate dong with Judea, with only the area of Samarialeft out. Interestingly,
with the loss of Judean autonomy, the Pharisees quit their politicad involvement and became more
concerned with devotion to the Law. They no longer concerned themsalves with who ruled the country,
as long as they were alowed ther religion. The Pharisees retreat |eft room for the Sadducees in the
governing classto exercise more control. Nevertheless, the Pharisees, continued to represent essentia
Judaism. Asfor the Essenes, it seemsthat they became less monastic at about thistime, possbly duein
part to the end of the despised Hasmonean priesthood.

Having faled in their attempt at sdf rule, the Jaws now were to be subjected to foreign rule once
agan. Herod was their king, but Rome held the power. And this Herod was the son of Antipater the
Idumean, a descendant of Edom--Esau of al people! Antipater had seen to it that Herod was made
governor in Gdlileg, but Herod was adiplomat in hisown right. Not only did he ganthe favor of Caesar,
he aso found favor with Cassus and Antony: in 40 B.C. with the help of bribeshe was able to obtain the
gppointment as King of Judes; and with the help of Rome he was able to take control of the kingdom by
defeating Antigonus. In the Battle of Actium in 31 B.C. Herod found himsdf on the losing Sde with his
support of Antony and Cleopatra. But he managed to convince Octavian (Augustus) that he could be just
asloyd to him.

So Herod remained a vassd under Rome; he was limited in making warsand treaties, but hewas
freefromtribute and had the right to levy taxes. He embarked onanenormous building programto make
Pdedtine a prestigious Hellenigtic state. Even though he did not live the Jewish faith, hetried to represent
himsdf asaJew. He tore down the 500 year old Temple and began building anew one to matchhis other
building projects. As part of this appeal to the Jews he was careful to do it according to Jewishlaws, usng
consecrated priests trained to do much of the work. But his pagan ways and his snful life drew much
opposition. He may have found favor with Rome, and he may have sought to gppease the Jews, but he
dill mede enemies on every levd, induding his own family.

Herod tried to link himsdlf to the Hasmoneans by marrying Mariamme, the daughter of Hyrcanus
Il and the niece of hisenemy Antigonus. He till needed to replace the mutilated priest, and so he used this
chance to appease the pious Jewswho thought he was ahdf-Jew, anldumean, and afriend of the Romans.



He chose Hananed, a Zadokite of Babylon. But after great opposition to this selection, he yielded and
made the popular Aristobulus the High Priest--whom he subsequently drowned while svimming. Claming
to be innocent and digolaying great sadness, he was able to gain acquittal from Rome for this crime,
probably through a bribe.

By diminating the Hasmoneans Herod brought to an end the line of royd priests. He gppointed
seven high priests during his tenure; consequently, there were a number of ex-high priests around in the
days of Jesus. Annas served from 6-15, and hisson-in-law, Caiaphas, who tried Jesus, served from 18-
36. Herod and his successors, Archaglaus and the procurators, controlled the High Priests by retaining
al therr garments and implements until needed.

Herod's reign was contemptible in the eyes of the righteous. He interfered with the High
Priesthood, appointing priestsand deposing themat will. He was accommodating to paganways, meking
templesand athletic arenas in the Roman mode. And even though he was a powerful and effective ruler,
he was dso ruthlessand cruel. He wasresponsble for the death of hiswife Mariamme, aswell as severd
of hisown sonsand relatives. It is not hard to imagine how such aman could command the killing of the
innocent children when he heard of the birth of aking (Mt. 2).

But even though Herod ruled asatyrant and levied heavy taxes, he did create a kingdom with
meagnificent buildings, garrisons, and a harbor at Caesarea. But probably most sgnificantly, he gave the
people ageneration of peace, something they had not had for ages. After what the Jews had been through
for decades before, this time was most welcome.

Herod died in 4 B.C. (thus the birth of Jesus would have occurred inlate5 B.C. or early 4 B.C.).
Hiswill made his sonArchdaus king, and his other sonstetrarchs, Antipasin Gdileeand Perea, and Philip
in the northeast. Augusdtus ratified the will, but reduced Archelaus to ethnarch of Judea, Samaria and
Idumea. Archadlaus had a crud reign of about ten years, 4 B.C. to 6 A.D. He angered the Jews by
marrying his brother's widow and deposing High Priests; he was subsequently banished by Rome.

From 6 to 66 A.D. Judea was under the authority of prefects or procurators who ruled from
Caesarea Maitima ("by the sed’). Most of themwere powerful military governors, but were not very wise
or capable men in other respects. Some of the policies a the very beginning prompted the formation of
the zedlot movement. And later, Pontius Pilate had nothing but trouble during his ten years in Pdegtine
(from 26-36). In fact, he was removed by Rome for cruelty (murder, rape, bribery, oppression and the
like), which must have been excessive because Rome itself was not known for softness.

The other brothers lasted longer. Philip had a long reign in the northeast territories (from 4 B.C.
to 34 A.D.). Herod Antipas dso held on to his territory for a number of years (until about 40 A.D.).
Antipasisknown inthe Bible for his degposing of his wife and marrying his brother's wife, Herodias. John
the Baptist preached againg his evil practices and wasbeheaded (Mt. 14:1-12). Jesus referred to Herod
Antipas as "that fox" (Lk. 13:32). But his only encounter with the king was & his trid: Herod was in
Jerusdem as part of his pilgrimage, and Pilate, who had the jurisdiction, sent Jesus to him, perhaps trying
to avoid the decision, or perhaps out of professona courtesy (Lk. 23:6-12). Herod took no action.



When Philip died, Herod Agrippal, a grandson of Herod the Grest, replaced him. Agrippawas
agood friend of Cdigulain Rome; and when he became emperor he gave Agrippa the tetrarchy aswell
asthetitle of king (34 A.D.). Thismade Agrippas sster Herodias jealous; she persuaded her husband,
Antipas, to seek roya daus aso. But Agrippa persuaded Cdigula of the evils of Antipas and got him
banishedto Gaul. By 41 A.D. Agrippahad been givendl theterritory of Antipasaswell as Samaria, Judea
and Idumea. While this king seems to have been the least offensive of the lot, he did persecute the
Chrigtians, putting Jamesto death (Acts 12:1-3). But theninthe height of his pride he was struck down by
God and suffered a horrible death himsdlf (Acts 12:20-23; also discussed by Josephus).

Claudius madethe kingdoma province under procurators. And with Jewish zed for independence
rigng once again, these governors did little to appease the people. Two of them, Felix and Festus,
mentioned inthe Book of Acts, were bascaly despots who paved the way for the war that marked the end
of the Jewish Sate.

Herod Agrippalll, the son of Agrippal, was made the king of Philip's tetrarchy and the guardian
of the temple with the right to gppoint the High Priest. Even though this was meant by Rome to appease
the Jews, it did not work. He was as bad as the others; and in the war of 66-70 he sded with Rome. It
was this Agrippa who heard Paul's speech (Acts 26).

Therewere two mgjor warswith Rome that brought anend to the Jewishstate. Thefirst war came
in66 A.D. It wasover in 70 with the capture of Jerusdem; but the Zealots dragged it on until 73. The
politica Stuation leading up to the war was about the same as it had been, but the excesses of the
governorsand the temper of the zed otswere sufficient to ignitethe conflict. When the templetreasury was
diverted into Roman hands, the people reacted strongly and were met with retdiation. The governor of
Syriacould not quell the rebdlion, and so in 67 Vespasan came and subdued Gdilee. In Jerusdlem the
Zealots took complete charge of the war effort, but while they were doing this Vespasian gained control
of dl the surrounding area. In the middle of 69 V espasianreturned to Rome and |eft the Sege of Jerusdem
to hisson Titus. Five months later the city wastaken, the temple burned, the people killed or imprisoned,
and most of the city leveled. Thewar was over except for the strongholds till in Jewish hands, Masada
being thelast to fall in 73.

The land was devastated by this war. Judaism survived, of course, but without the temple, the
priests, or the sacrifices. The pious were left to develop the new form of the rdigion, making use of the
Synagogue for the study of the Scriptures and the keeping of the Law. A new Council was organized in
Jamnia, near Joppa. And the leaders now were known as rabbis, since the politica parties and their
controversies ceased with the destruction of Jerusalem.

The second war, the great war of Rome and the Jews, came inthe days of Hadrian. Under Trgjan
there were many conflicts between Jews and Greeksthat were met by harsh punishment from Rome. Old
issuesfrom the first war were dill unresolved, and Zeal ot refugees stirred up the hatred. Moreover, Jewish
Messanic enthusasmwas growing. When Hadrian replaced Trgjanit appeared that better timeslay ahead;
but those hopes were quickly dashed. Hadrain soundly defeated dl the Jewish groups, with hundreds of
thousands of Jewskilledinthe daughter. Hadrian prohibited Jewish customs, especialy circumcision, and



made plansto build atemple to Jupiter on the temple mount. The unrest broke into war dl over the land
in 131 and continued until 135 when the find blow came. It wasfindly over. Theland would now be
known as Palestine--Hadriannamed it that in view of the connectionto Troy viathe Philisines. Jerusdlem
was rebuilt as a Roman colony and Jews were prohibited from entering it. And rabbinic religious activity
that stayed in the land moved to Tiberiasin Gdilee.

Concluding Observations

For two hundred years before and one hundred years after the birth of Chrigt, the Jewish people
saw very little peace and even less autonomy. They were forced to live as the people of God under the
domination of foregn powerswith al their pagan activities and contempt for the Jaws. They never gave
up the dream or the fight for Jewish independence, even though they could not possibly have achieved it
by their own sword.

Among the Jews themsdvesthere was a congtant strugglefor the palitical and rdligious power. The
Jewish reigious parties had a long history of conflict in these arenas, and many of their didinctive ideas
were formulated as a result of the struggle. The office of the High Priest seems to have been at the heart
of the conflict. It achieved extensive powersbeyond what the Law had prescribed; but it was continualy
occupied by people totdly unqudified for the postion of the rdigious leader of the nation. No doubt there
were many good and righteous leaders in the land, but the ones that come to the fore knew nothing
gpparently of the genuine piety and humility and integrity that God had required in leaders. Eventheefforts
by the righteous Jews to bring about compliance with the Law were so complicated, improperly focused,
or unbaanced, that the people were unable to follow them successfully.  With the rdligious leedership in
suchdisarray and the spiritua needs of the people being largely unmet, the work of the Messiahwould have
to be spiritua before it could be politica. But then that had aways been the divine plan.

The Pharisees

Of the three "sects' that Josephus lists, Pharisees, Essenes, and Sadducees,* the Pharisees
appeded to him the most. He had great respect for the Essenes with whom he lived for three years; but
he joined the Pharisees. He had little respect for the Sadducees. Trying to determine the nature of these
three groupsis a very difficult task, for the literature about them isincomplete and at times confusing.

TheNew Testament refersto the Pharisees frequently and usudly dways withregard tothar faults.
Consequently, in dictionaries Pharisees have dmost dways been defined as hypocrites and misguided

4Josephus, Antiquities, 13.5.9.



zedlots; Christendom haslargely disparagedthem.® But now thetendency in scholarshipisto taketheview
that the Pharisees have beenmisrepresented inat |east some degreeinthe Gospels, especidly in Matthew
and John, which, we are told, reflect the growing antagonism between Chrigtianity and Judaism after 70
A.D.; moreover, it is now commonly held that the Pharisees had no part in the death of Jesus, but in fact
Jesus may have been a Pharisee Himsdlf.6 Of coursg, it is one thing to say that the Gospel writers selected
cases that best illustrated the Jewish opposition to Jesus, but it is quite another to say that they
misrepresented the facts or invented the stories.

Itisnot only the New Testament that presents a negative view of the Pharisees; Rabhbinic literature
in generd iscriticd of thethem. The Tadmud ligs seven categories of Pharisees, and only the seventh is
laudable: there is the shouldering Pharisee, who parades good deeds, there is the delaying Pharisee, who
lets business wait in order to do a good deed; thereisthe bruised Pharisee, who waksintoawall to keep
from looking & awoman; thereisthe pestle Pharisee, who with fase humility waks with his heed down
likeapestle onamortar; thereisthe ever-reckoning Pharisee, who askswhat good deeds he might do that
would be reckoned as canceling out his neglects, there is the fearful Pharisee, who isinterror of God; and
thereis the loving Pharisee, who like Abraham loves God--heis admirable.” Two other expressions are
used in the Mishnah to describe the Pharisees: "destroyers of the world" and "Pharisaic plagues,” which
certainly portray them very criticdly.® So we must note hereaswell that the earliest rabbinic sages (called
tannites) did not identify themsealves as Pharisees®

But this is what makes the study of the Pharisees a more acute problem than the study of other
groups. Judaismin ared sense arose from and found its directing guidelines from Pharisaism--so thereis
lineal descent.X® Although Rabbinic writersdo not call themsdves Pharisees (they usethe term hakamim,
"sages') the lines are there. Sandmel suggests that there may have been a some point a subtle but
perceptible shift from the use of Phariseesto sages. He says that the origind movement disappeared in
time, but the impulse behind the movement endured. The Pharisees were committed to the vdidity of the
Scripturesaswell asthe oral torah. They were progressive, open to reasonable change. Rabbinic Judaism

*Samud Sandme, Judaism and Christian Beginnings (New Y ork: Oxford University Press, 1978),
p. 158.

8James D. G. Dunn, "Pharisees, Sinners, and Jesus," in The Social World of Formative Christianity
and Judaism, ed. by Jacob Neusner, et. a. (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1988), pp. 264,5.

b.Sotah 22b.
8Sotah 3:4.

*Anthony J. Sddarini, Pharisees, Scribes and Sadducees in Paedtinian Society, A Sociologica
Approach (Wilmington, Delaware: Michadl Glazier, 1988), p. 8.

1oSandmel, p. 158.



is what Pharisaism developed into; there was the ascendancy of a non-politica academy, and the rule
shifted from Sanhedrin to the sages!* But Judaism is not the same as Pharisaism; there were many other
componentsthat contributed to the formation of Rabbinic Judaism. Any discussion of the Pharisees, then,
becomes a dangerous area of debate in theology and biblical criticism.

The Name" Pharisee"

Boththe New Testament and Josephus refer to the sect of the Pharisees (Acts 15:5; 26:5).12 The
name seems clearly related to the word paras, "to divide, separate.” This would yield two possible
interpretations. " separated ones' and "interpreters’ (thosewho would divide Scripture and thusinterpret).’3
The difficulty with this last view isthat the form of the word in Hebrew is a passve participle which does
not lend itsdlf to the active senserequired for "interpreter”; hence, " separated ones' isprobably the meaning
of the name™

But fromwhom did they separate? The genera consensus isthat they separated fromthe "people
of theland,” the'am ha'ares. Thiswasadesgnationof theilliterate and the unrefined people of the land,
the peasants, whose illiteracy impeded any careful fiddity to the religious duties such as concerned tithes
and cleanness.®

The Mishnah preserves some of these ideas. We read how the people of the land could not be
pious (Ab. 2:5); only the hasid could.* This name hasid is placed as an antonym of the'am ha'ares in
Chagigah 2:7. And furthermore, the reliable (i.e., the religious-—-Pharisees) could not even stay in their
houses as guests (Dem. 2:2).

Ybid., pp. 161,2.

12 Jeremias argues that either the Pharisees or the Sadducees are technically sects (Greek hairesis),
for they did not separate themsdlves from society (Joachim Jeremias, Jerusdem in the Time of Jesus
[Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1969], p. 230, n. 36).

13 Josephus says that they were known for their precise and minute interpretations (Wars, 1.5.2 and
2.8.14).

14_eah Bronner, Sects and Separatism During the Second Jewish Commonwealth (New Y ork: Block
Publishing Co., 1967), p. 70; see dso Solomon Zéitlin, "The Pharisees: A Higtorical Study,” JQRNS 70
(1961):99.

15Sandmd, p. 167. See dso Aaron Oppenheimer, The "Am Ha-aretz: A Study in the Socid History
of the Jewish People in the Hellenistic-Roman Period (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1977).

Wwith certain qudifications, the termhasid may be taken as an early designation for the Pharisee; see
F. F. Bruce, New Testament Higtory (Garden City, New Y ork: Doubleday & Co., 1969), p. 71.




Inthe New Testament the ruling Pharisees describe these common people as ignorant and cursed
(In. 7:49). On one occasion a Pharisee asked Jesus why he ate with them (Mt. 9:11). In fact, the
gatement that Jesus was untaught would be taken as a critica dur (dn. 7:15).

Itispossible that the Phariseestook this name to themsdves. In presenting this view Moorenotes
that the Sfra on Leviticus 11:44 which says, "as | am separate (parush), so be ye dso separate
(perushim),"t” makes separateness synonymous with holiness. But Bronner correctly asksif thiswerethe
meaning, why would they have preferred the word to Hasidim which has the smilar meaning?'8

A better view isthat the name was given to them by their opponents, perhapsthe Sadducees, and
wasat first derogatory.’® In this caseit may have the significance of separationfromcertain ruling bodies.
Zeitlin compares the use of the word Protestant in Chrigtianity; it was first aderogatory term used by the
Catholics but later came to be the proper and acceptable designation.® In support of this view thereare
afew referencesinthe Rabhinic literature where the Sadducees used the term. Thereis a story recorded
about Jannaeus change of parties; in it a Sadduceetdls hmthe "Pharisees’ arenot loyd to him. After the
report, the text cals them "sages' and not Pharisees®® The point is that they did not call themselves
Pharisees? In Maccoth 1:6 those who oppose the Sadducees are caled "sages”" What probably
happened is that in time others used the term and it became an acceptable name.

But the congderation of the meaning of the name may be helped by areview of the early references
to the Pharisees.
The Origin of the Pharisees

The Pharisees developed as a group out of the larger Hasidim, the early "fathful" Jews who
opposed Hellenization. So fromthe Hasidim derived the Essenes, who withdrew entirely over illegitimate
priests, and the Pharisees, who stayed into argue their case?® They probably were willing to accept the

17See George F. Moore, Judaism in the First Centuries of the Chrigtian Era, the Age of the Tannaim
(Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1958), 1:61.

®Bronner, p. 71.

1976itlin, p. 108; seedso Alfred Edersheim, The Life and Times of Jesus the Messiah (Grand Rapids:
Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., 1967 reprint), 1:323.

207étlin, p. 113.
th. Qiddushim 66a; see aso Yadayim 4:8.
27¢itlin, p. 111.

ZThese Hasidim were the early pious Jews; they are not to be confused with the Hasidim that
emerged in the 18th century in eastern Europe (Sandmd, p. 159).



leadership of the Hasmoneans for they would be giving guidance to aregime founded onthe defense of the
Law.?

One of the earliest references concerns an Eleazar who told Hyrcanus (who had been a disciple
of the Pharisees) that he ought to lay aside the priesthood for his mother had been a captive in Antiochus
Epiphanes day--meaning that Hyrcanus might be the child of arape. Theking resented this, of course; but
he also was angered by the Pharisees suggestionthat Eleazar be punished lightly. So Hyrcanus shifted to
the Sadducean party and persecuted the Pharisees by abrogating the laws they had established.®

Under Jannaeus (104-78) the Phariseeswere kept frominfluenceon the crown. Infact, Jannaeus
had great contempt for them and their ritud laws, and this contempt led to that outbreak in which 800
Pharisees were put to death (athough Josephus does not say they were Pharisees) after the throats of their
wives and children were cut. When Alexandra Salome succeeded, the Pharisees used their power to
demand the death for those responsible for the killing of the 800. Thiscounter-daughter only serveto bring
together agood deal of oppositionto the Pharisees. Sandme astutely observesthat the "seizure of power,
and the capacity to use it cruelly, was anobjective of boththe Pharisees and Sadducees of thet time. The
rdigious ditinction, if remembered at all, was clearly secondary to the political."?® When Herod came to
power and ended the Hasmonean rule, both parties diminished in unity and power.

The Nature of the Pharisees

Many ideas have been expressed concerning the nature of the Pharisees in the days of Jesus.
Sddarini presentsthese plausible descriptions? The Phariseeswere one smdl group among many inlsradl,
and so they competed with Jesus and with other groups for the influence of the people. There was no
dominant group or view. But, according to Josephus, the Phariseeswerelikeapolitica interest group; they
had their gods for society and sought to achieve them; they were dways there to gain accessto power and

24Gowan, p. 189.
#Sandmel, pp. 156,7.
26| hid., p. 159.

2'Sddarini, pp. 277-286. Sddarini criticizes the view of Rivkin that the Pharisees were a group of
scholars who wanted to wrest control of Judaism from the established authorities (Ellis Rivkin, "Defining
the Pharisees. The Tannaitic Sources,” HUCA 40,41 [1969-70], pp. 205-249), as well as the view of
Neusner that characterizes the Pharisees as a non-politica sect; Sddarini says that misunderstands how
religion was part of the social and political scene (Jacob Neusner, The Pharisees, Rabbinic Perspectives
[New York: KTAV PublishingHouse, 1973]). Neusner also criticizes Rivkin because the work has more
interpretation than tracing of sources.




influence society to anew communa commitment to a strict Jewishway of life?® They werealong-lagting
and well connected organization; and athough separatists, they entered into many mutud relationshipsto
accomplish thar ams. They could even join with Sadducees for some purpose, but not for a long
relationship.

Sddarini dso describestheir pogtion in society: They were higher than the peasants, but lower
than the ruling class. Mogt of them would be subordinate officids in government, bureaucrats, judges,
educators. Inshort, they wereretainerswho were literate servants of the governing class. Thus, they were
interwoven throughout society, and not a unified withdrawvn community. They were bound together by
certain beliefs and practices and endeavors to influence change. All ther rulings were necessary for the
Jawstrying to live againgt the Romaninfluence. Sddarini cdassfiesthem asareformist sect, one that seeks
gradud, divindy revealed dterations inthe world (p. 286); but they may have had introversonist tendencies
to withdraw aswell (like Qumran).

They were not completely unified in ther views. Withinthe group there were factions, notably of
Hilld and Shammai, two figures who dominated Pharisaicd Judaism in the time of Herod. Shammai was
known morefor his strictnessand severity; Hilld for humanenessand leniency.?® Of their disciples, known
asthe schoal of Hilld and the school of Shammai, the school of Hilld usualy prevailed.

Sddarini dso notesthe problemof referencesto Phariseesin Galilee (p. 291). Josephusand John
put the Phariseesin Jerusalemand associate themwiththe governing class; but the synoptic Gospels place
Phariseesin Gdilee. One modern view is that the Pharisees were added to the stories, that is, the early
churchput the Phariseesindl the Galileandisputes or moved the disputes with Phariseesinthemto Gdilee.

Sddaini rightly rejectsthisideaaslacking cogency; they would not have placed the Pharisees there if that
was contrary to first century tradition. Thefact that thereisno referenceto Galilean Phariseesin Josephus
does not mean that they were not there, for he focuses on Jerusem and the government. So Pharisees
werelikdy present in Gdlileg; they were not incharge, but may have served some functionsingovernment.
Theoppositionthey formed inther dispute with Jesus was somewhat different fromthe stronger opposition
in Judea.

Although the Pharisees were not great in number (Josephus says around 6,000), they did have
tremendous influence over the people. Neither the Sadducees nor the Essenes could exert the influence
the Pharisees could. The Zeolots could, however; the Pharisees were every bit as zedlous for the Torah

%The community of Qumran was critica of themastoo accommodating to changesin Jewishsociety.
Thisisthe point of the designation of them as "seekers after smooth things' in Pesher_Nahum (Sddarini,
p. 279).

#Gowan, p. 190.



asthe Zed ots were, but they stood againgt violence--they wanted to trust and wait.* The Zedots "came
with the burning words of men smarting under crudlty a the hands of heathen oppressors.'®!

The Major Characteristics of the Pharisees

There are two mgjor characteristics of the Pharisees, their meticulous observance of obligations
under the Law for purity, tithing, and sabbath observances, and their emphasis on oral law as equally
binding to the Law.®® The New Testament witnesses to their great concern over tithing and purity in
Matthew 23:23-26 and L uke 11:39-42; and the many disputes Jesus had with the Jews over the sabbath
day reflectstheir concern for that law aswell. Rabbinic literature also preserves such descriptions of the
pious Jews. In Demai 2:2-3 and Hagigah 2:5-6 the dua obligations of purity and tithing are mentioned
together; and Taharoth 4:12 stresses the "deanness of Pharisees,” whereas Niddah 4:2 scorns the
Sadducees as being lax with regard to purity.

The other mgor characterigtic of the Phariseesis the vdue they placed on ord traditions. "Ord
law" refersto traditiona rulesand observancesthat were designed to adapt the written Law to the changes
of time. All the Jews, including the Sadducees, had their own interpretations; but the Sadducees rejected
the Pharisees traditions and the authority given to them.®

Josephus daimsthat thisis the main issue between the Pharisees and the Sadducees.® Hewrites
that the Pharisees ddlivered a great many observances by succession from their fathers, which are not
written in the Law of Moses; the Sadducees reject them, and esteem only those observances to be
obligatory that are in the written law. This description by Josgphus has raised other questions about the
Sadducees beliefs-which will be discussed below.

But the issue of "oral law” iscritica here. Josephus stated that the Phari seeswere considered the
most accurate interpreters of the Law.®® Their dedication to the Law was the heart of ther faith; it
overshadowed and explained the contempt they had for the people of theland. Ininterpreting the Law they

OTravers R. Herford, Judaism in the New Testament Period (London: The Lindsey Press, 1928), p.
77.

3 bid., p. 78.
2Edershaim, Lifeand Times, 1:311-12.

3Moore, 1:67; Edersheim, Life and Times, 1:314; and Asher Finkdl, The Pharisees and the Teacher
of Nazareth (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1964), pp. 38-42.

34 Josephus, Antiguities, 13.10.6; 18.1.4; and 13.6.2.

% Josephus, Wars, 2.162.



followed the guidance of their doctrine, ataching the chief importance to the observance of those
commandments which such doctrine dictated to them.*® And they had reason for formulating oral law, for
the Bible itsdf madeit legitimate (Dt. 17:8-11); difficult cases requiredinterpretation, especiadly whensocial
conditions changed so much. Gowan summarizes the requirements from Scripture and the community for
the validation of the rulings they had to be in accordance with Scripture, they had to have been customary
for some time, they had to be associated with some recogni zed authority, and they had to be accepted by
the mgjority of the sages®” And in the find andys's the teaching had to be inaccordance with this body of
ancestral laws. So great care wastakento establish the many traditions that brought the Law forward to
their changing times. Paul himsdf was taught by Gamaliel under such strictures (Acts 22:3).

The point is that the Sadducees and the Pharisees did not disagree on the necessity of ord law--
they both had it. But the Sadducees rejected the authority givenby the Phariseesto their traditions® To
the Sadducees, the "traditions of our forefathers' was not equal to "the writtenlaw.”" Inthe New Testament
we catch another glimpse of this Pharisaica view of traditions. Jesus was asked why his disciples
"transgressed the traditions of the elders (Mt. 15:1-2). The legdism of the Pharisees came morewiththe
multiplying of these rulings than with the use of Scripture,

The Mishnah records many examples of traditions that became binding. According to Sukkoth
4:9, inthe morning service inthe Feast of Tabernaclesit wasthe custom of the people to shout to the priest
to raise his hands when he was about to pour the water into the basin for the water libation. The reason
for thiswasthe memory of a priest who poured the water on his feet, showing contempt for the Pharisees
and the rite. The ruling was not biblica and according to the Pharisees opponents should have had no
authority.* Another examplecomesfromErub 3:2. It concernstravel onthe sabbath. Exodus 16:29 says
that the people were not to leave ther place on the Sabbath day. To circumvent this ruling, erub was
empl oyed--aforma merging of householdsinto a single unit was alowed so that one could carry burdens
from house to house and not transgress the Law. The Sadducees rgjected this as unbiblicd; they are
referred to in Erub 3:2 as those who do not admit to the legdity of erub. Erub 6:2 refersto acertain
Sadducee who placed redtrictions on the movement of other Jews. In cases like this they circumvented
the plain meaning of the text by their additions.

In the process of multiplying rulingsit was easy for the Pharisees to become hypocritical because
in attempting to be fathful to the letter of the Law they lost the pirit of the Law. The hypocrisy of the
Pharisees was well known; Edersheim saysthat some of the sayingsin the Rabbinicd literatureonthisare

36 Josephus, Antiquities, 18.12.
$’Gowan, p. 193.

3Bronner, p. 78.

39Josephus, Antiquities, 13.13.5.



more withering that those in the New Testament.*® So Jesus warned His disciples to beware of the
teachings of the Pharisees (Mt. 16:12), or the leaven of the Pharisees (Lk. 12:1); He aso rebuked their

hypocrisy (Mt. 23).
Concluding Observations

Herford reminds us that if Pharisaiam is viewed as a barren and unspiritud formdiam, the
description is entirdy untrue*t The Pharisees were preoccupied with doing the will of God; they were
devout, pious believers, who looked forward in hope to God's program. They wanted to live according
to the Law of Moses, but the timeshad changed; Rome now ruled the land. The Law of Moses could have
become anancient relic, but the Pharisees believed that one could find inthe Law the principlesto rule their
present life. They found in halakah and haggadah®*? the guidancethey needed for the use of the Law in
thar lives. They bdieved that God was behind boththe Law and halakah, for they were interdependent.
Their method of adapting the Law to their life dlowed Judaism to remain aliving and growing religion.®

It seems to me that modern conservative Christians share many of the finequaitiesof the Phari sees.
Had they lived in that generation, they would have found their greatest agreement with them; they would
not have bel onged to the other groups.  Likethe Phariseesthey are devout believerswho seek to preserve
the faiththat they have received. They bdieveintheinspiration of the Scripture and the doctrinescontained
inthem. They placetop priority onthe gpostolic interpretations of the Old Testament Scripture which now
have become part of their canon. They have agreat desire to do the will of God, and among their many
teachings, tithing and remaining pure receive much attention.

But they mogt easlly exhibit the excesses and errors of Pharisaism aswell. Perhapsthisissmply
the lot of thosein any age who believe that they have the truth. They often ascribe agreat deal of authority
to the teachings they receive on the Bible, even to the point of eevating application to the level of
interpretation, so that those who do not comply with the Word of God as they understand may be
considered disobedient. Unfortunately, the sdf-righteous and hypocritica attitude of the Phariseesisdive
and wdll today in our churches. We shdl return to these problemsin later chapters.

The Sadducees

0 jfe and Times, 1:312.
“Herford, Judaism, p. 87.

“?Hal akah refers to the way of life embodied in the teachings of the written Law and the oral law;
haggadah isthe interpretation for edification and is not specificaly for regulation of conduct.

“Gowan, p. 194. Aswe shdl see, they overdtated the source of the ord law, claiming it came from

Moses, and they overstated the pendty, claiming on occasion that grester stringency applies to the work
of the scribes than the words of the Law (Ab. 3:12; Sanh. 11:3).



One of the mgor difficultiesin describing the Sadduceesisthat dl that we know about themcomes
from their opponents. They themselves left no written records of their history, their organization, or their
views. They gppear on the scene just before the great schism between the Hellenizers and the Hasidim,
and they disappear as agroup in the great destruction of 70 A.D. But judging from the commentsin the
New Testament, the Mishnah, and Josephus, they do form a formidable group.

The Name " Sadducees"

Thereis no doubt that the name " Sadducees' is related to the Hebrew verba form sadaq (tsah-
dak), "to be righteous." But exactly how it is rdated is unclear. The most common suggestion is to
associae it with the persona name Zadok; but if it is connected to this name, whether the Zadok of the
Solomonic times, or a later Zadok, the doubling of the second consonant is difficult to explain
etymologicaly. At present thereis no satisfactory andysis available for the name.

The Origin of the Sadducees

The meaning of the name is reated to theories about the origin of the sect. One theory, referred
to above, isthat the Sadducees were named after Zadok, the father of the priestly familiesin Solomon's
time it would then be a fitting name for the party in Jerusalem that was characterized for so long as
priestly.* But this cannot be easily developed, for there is no evidence for it. Besides, not dl the
Sadducees were priests, and some of the members of the community at Qumran were priests of the
Zadokite line. Moreover, the Hasmoneans brought an end to the Zadokite priesthood as well as the
Hellenizers. That would leave the use of the name Sadducees as a title without actua substance.

A second view isthat they were named after Zadok, a disciple of Antigonus of Socho. Antigonus
taught Boethus and Zadok; his teaching stressed that they should serve God with no thought of reward;*
because of this, the theory goes, they concluded that he did not believe in resurrection or life after death.
Boethus formed the Boethusians, who may have been the Herodians of the New Testament; the son of
Boethus was appointed High Priest by Herod. The other disciple, Zadok, would have been one of the
early leadersin the party that took his name.

A third view is that the name is Smply related to saddiq, "righteous ones’ (saddigim for the
plurd).*® Thiswould be Smilar to and in contrast to the hasidim, the "pious ones" the early title for the

“IDB, s.v. "Sadducees," by A. G. Sundberg, 4:160.

“SAboth de R. Nathan, c. 5.
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group out of which developed the Pharisees*” But thisview, likethe others, isetymologicdly difficult; the
spelling of the name " Sadducee”’ suggests that the name is a passive--"righteous ones' would be active.

These are the possible meanings of the name of the sect. And sowithout any convincing solution
to the problem of the name of the Sadduccees, we must be satisfied to turn our attention to the few brief
descriptions of the sect. Here too these descriptions raise additiona questions about their beliefs.

The Nature of the Sadducees

Most trestments about the Sadducees assume that dl Chief Priests and other leaders of Judaism
were Sadducees.® The text of Josephus does not say that; it says only that those priests who were
Sadducees came fromthe governing class. Josephus only once refersto an individua Sadducee, Ananus
the High Priest.®® Hisidentification fits the dlass-he was from the highest level of society and was stern
injustice.® Probably ardatively smal number of the governing class was Sadducean, but we have no way
of knowing the numbers.

The Sadducean party was generally the party of the wedthy aristocrats. Thisisnot actudly sated
inthe sources; bt it is a reasonable conclusiongiventhe fact that they lived near the Temple and saw more
of their needsfully satisfied by having their livesintertwine withthe nobility.>! Josgphus saysthey wereable
to persuade none but the rich,%? meaning among other things that they had a small following of their peers,
whereas the Pharisees were backed by the masses. The party may have originaly developed out of the
consarvative members of the aristocracy, the supporters of Onias 111.5 And while it certainly had the
confidence of therich, not al the Sadducees were rich.

Many priests belonged to the Sadducees according to Josephus,® but not dl priests were

4’Sandmel wonders if it might not also be a derisive epithet used in scorn--"sdf-styled righteous” (p.
156).

B darini lists avariety of the views, ancient and modern, about the Sadducees (p. 299).
4 Josephus, Antiquities, 20.9.1 (199-203).
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Sadducees. The New Testament shows a close association between the Priests and the Sadducees (Acts
4:1 and 5:17). According to Josephus, Ananus, a Sadducee, had five sons who dl became High Priests.
While it is probable that the members of the priestly aristocracy were Sadducees, many priests were
Pharisees. It was the priests of the Pharisees who were sent to question John (dn. 1:19-24). And
according to Acts 23, both Sadducees and Pharisees made up the Sanhedrin because Paul rdlied the
members who were Phariseesto his side.

The Sadducees held more of the leadership positions, but most frequently had to submit to the
demands of the Pharisees.®™ Because the people backed the Pharisees, the Sadducees were forced to
observe the Pharisees ord tradition. Thisthey did not wishto do; they preferred to be unconstrained by
customs and deal withthe writtenlaw only. Written laws|eft uninterpreted were vague, which would mean
that they were free to decide what they meant.>® But the Pharisees usudly got ther way, even when a
Sadducee was High Priest. According to Yoma 1.5, whenthe High Priest was a Sadducee, the Pharisees
compelled him to burn incense according to their view of Leviticus 16:13--after he had entered the Holy
of Holies. According to Yoma 19b, one Sadducee explained that they complied because they were afrad
of the Pharisees.

The descriptions from the literature paint the Sadducees as nasty and arrogant because they had
power and competed withothersfor it;>” they were called boorish, rudeto their peersasdiens, and quick
to dispute with the teachers of the path they follow.®

The Teachings of the Sadducees

Scripture and Tradition. The Sadducees had what has been called a conservative attitude
toward Scripture--they restricted authority to the written law interpreted literdly, and were not open to
change. But the question that israised concerns how much of the Scripture they accepted as God's Word.
We know from Josephus that they hated the traditions of the Pharisees, accepting only the written law.
Fromthis expressionin Josephus, and the fact that Jesus limited Himself to the Pentateuch in debating the
Sadducees, the Church Fathers concluded that the Sadducees only accepted the Law of Moses as
Scripture.®® But this may be amisunderstanding on the part of the Fathers. When Josephus saysthat they
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’Sdldarini, p. 300.
%8| bid., 110.

% Josephus, Antiquities 13.10.6 [403].

M oore, Judaism, 1:68.




rgiected dl but the written law, he probably meant that they did not permit legal or doctrina deductions
fromthe prophets. Hemost likely meant that they opposed unwritten traditions. According to the Talmud,
in the debates the Sadducees were attacked from other books of the Bible and used them themsalvesin
their aguments. This strongly suggests that they viewed them as Scripture as well.

The Pharisees had alarge body of oral interpretationthat had become binding. It wasthisthat the
Sadducees opposed. But the ideathat the Sadduceestook the Scripture literally and rejected ord law is
not accurate; al the Jewish groupsbeganwiththe literd text and added their understanding of it to justify
their way of life®* The Sadducees had their own halakah; but they did not claim that it was divindy
authoritative as the Pharisees had done for their interpretations.®? Although the Sadducees hdd Scripture
asthe sole authority, they a so believed that it should be modified by logic, especidly inmatters of doctrine.
And if the interpretations of the Pharisees were not binding, then others could decide for themsdveswhat
it meant. 1n thisthe Sadduceeswould not be viewed as conservatives by the Pharisees, for in their opinion
the Sadducees were not safeguarding the traditiona faith.

The Sadducees like dl Jews believed that the Torah, the Law of Moses, was on a much higher
plane than the rest of the Scriptures®® So thereis no clear evidence from their arguments that they held
lessof the canonthanthe Pharisees. Apocayptic materid, or any Greek syncretism, they rejected outright.
It may be that the Sadducees believed that only the Torahwas canonicd, or that the Torahwasvastly more
important than other Scripture, but there is smply no evidence for this. However, their mgor complaint
that the Pharisees extended the "canon™ with thar interpretations can be demonstrated. The Sadducees
rightly rejected the oral law of the Pharisees, but perhaps because they wanted the freedom to follow their
own.

One of the areas of debate between the Sadducees and the Pharisees concerned the calendar.
Leviticus 23:15-16 began the tabulation for the Feast of Weeks using the expression”onthe day after the
Sabbath." The Sadducees said that " Sabbath” meant the sabbath, and so the feast of Weeks dwaysfdl
onaSunday. But the Pharisees ruled that " Sabbath" wasthe firg day of Passover, whatever that day was,
and so the feast of Weeks could actualy come on any day.® Sandmel observes in conjunction with this
that caendars are dways high profile debates; until Nicea, Easter was on Sunday of the Passover week,
but Nicea freed it from the Jewish calendar.%®

1Sd darini, p. 303.
©2Gowan, p. 182.

®30esterly and Box, The Religion and the Worship of the Synagogue, pp. 27, 138.

®4Sandmel, p. 158.

®lhid., p. 440.



Human Freedom and Determinism. According to Josephus,® the three major sects disagree
on the human will: the Essenes are very determinigtic, the Pharisees try to combine determinism and free
will, but the Sadducees believed that al human affairs result from human freedom. The question here is
whether or not Josephus is meking the distinctions too fine in order to harmonize the ideas with Greek
philosophy. It may be that the Sadducees drictness gave the idea they were limited to free will--they
reasoned too much out. The fact that the Sadducees did not believe in God's apocayptic intervention in
history could have given the impression that they denied fate and saw everything under human control.®

Resurrection. The evidenceis clear that the Sadducees denied the doctrine of the resurrection.
Acts 23:6-8 records how this issue divided the Sanhedrin, for it was the Pharisses who believed in the
resurrection of the dead and the immortdity of the soul. Matthew 22:23 and Acts 4:1-2 aso refer to the
Sadduceesinthisway. Itisprobably becausethe resurrection was so critical for Chrigtianity that the New
Testament focuses on this point.

Josephus confirms that the Sadducees denied the resurrection, the immortaity of the soul, eternd
rewards, or the "world to come."® The Sadduceeskept their focus on the status quo of the nation of Isral
in thisworld and not the next.

There are some of references in the Mishnah that aso convey this tradition about their beliefs.
According to Beracoth 9:5, the blessng endswith"fromeverlasting." But becausethe Sadducees said that
there was only one world, to guard againg this idea the sages changed the blessing to "everlasting to
everlaging." Moreimportantly, however, isSanhedrin 10:1, whichrecords the generd belief that dl 1srael
has a portion in the world to come. It then lists those who do not, and the Sadducees are listed because
they do not believe there is such.

The doctrine of the resurrection is hinted at in the earlier Old Testament, but clearly taught in
Danid.® It may be that the Sadducees did not put much stock in this work in that it is so gpocalyptic.

% Josephus, Wars, 2.8.14 [162-166]; Antiquities, 18.1.3-4 [12-17].
®’Sdldarini, p. 300.
%8 Josephus, Antiquities, 18.1.4 [16]; Wars, 2.8.14 [165].

®There are many passages that seem to included the idea of resurrection, and ccertainly immortality.
The problem is that passages like Psalm 49 and Psdm 73 use language that in other passages can be
interpreted differently (see the discussion in A. F. Kirkpatrick, The Book of Psdms [Cambridge: At the
University Press, 1930], pp. xcv-xcvii). And certainly the desireto be buried inthe land had for its reason
ahopeinthe future. But suchintimations did not clearly express that the dead will rise, as did the Statement
in Danid.




Gowanthinksthat it was late and not available to themintheir formative thinking; ™ but surely, evenif alate
dateistaken for Danid, the idess it reflects were in the air long before these debates. And if Daniel was
actudly written earlier, then there was sufficient time for the teaching to be part of the Jewish faith.
Sddarini, reflecting the common view, does not like the ideathat belief in the afterlife was established in
Judaism by the second century.” The Pharisees surely seem to have thought it was. But the Sadducees
were conservative; they probably would not have accepted anything that came fromapocayptic literature
or that might not have been clearly formulated in the earliest times.  Yet, the main issue is more likely
whether or not it was clearly taught inthe Law--that was the issue for any Jew. It isinteregting to notethat
according to Sanhedrin 90b, the Pharisees proved resurrection from Exodus 15:1. We shdl return to this
point later.

Angels. The doctrine of angelology is more difficult. Acts 23:8 says that the Sadducees did not
believe in angels. Gowan thinks there is something missing in this satement, because angels are clearly
revedled in the Old Testament, especidly the Pentateuch, and since the Sadducees accepted that they
would have believed in angels. But this argument is not convincing, Since it is possible not to believe in
things dearly revealed.”? Gowan suggests that what might be meant is an daborate angelology, but he
rgjects this, observing that the Mishnahnever mentions angels either. Rather, hethinksthat the two clauses
go together, and that the doctrine of angels that the Sadducees rejected refers to the idea that the dead
were changed into angels.”

The Sadducees pictured God and humans asindependent and distant, bothinthislifeand the next.
Rewardsfor righteousnesswereinthis life, and hence they were keen on wedlth and influence asevidence
of divine blessng.

Concluding Observations
Thereactionto the Sadduceeswas predictable. If they werenot actualy despised by the Pharisees

and by the people, they were merely tolerated.” In the pseudepigraphical work The Psalms of Solomon,
written in the middle of the first century B.C., the Sadducees are smply cdled snners (4:2ff). In the

“Gowan, p. 183. Did they recognize Danid as Scripture? The Essenes surely did; and therewas no
question of it raised in debate. But Hill, the acid test for any Jew was whether or not it wasin the Law
(Sandmd, p. 157).

"Sddarini, p. 307.
2Gowan, p. 184.

SGowan, p. 184; see dso Solomon Zeitlin, "The Sadducees and the Bdlief in Angels" JBL 83
(1964):67-71.

" Josephus, Antiquities, 18.1.4; 13.10.6.



Mishnahthe Sadducees are lisedwiththeignorant of the laws, the deaf mute, imbecile, and minor, because
they would not admit to the legdity of the ruling about the erub. Niddah 4:2 affirms that the daughter of
a Sadduceeisequal to a Cuthean or Samaritan woman, probably because the Sadduceeswerelaxinthar
purity laws. In fact, the Sadducees are grouped together with the Samaritans and the Sectarians (minim,
or "infidds" atermused for the Jawish Chrigtians; see Beracoth 9:5). In the later Rabbinic literature they
arepainted inmore lurid colors, asif they were heretics, not even Jews; Sadarini concludesthat thisisnot
accurate, but that the statements form a strong defense againgt the Sadducees.”

So the Sadducees were the rdigious and political sect that was largdy made up of wedthy,
conservative aristocrats, many of them priests. They frequently held high offices in the Temple, and with
them agood bit of influence. They objected to unwritten traditions, because they preferred to have the
freedom to interpret the Scriptures as they wished. They denied resurrection, immortality of the soul,
rewardsin the life to come, and angels in some sense. Ther influence diminished until they disgppeared
by 70 A.D.

Saddarini addsthat to outsiders the differences between Pharisees and Sadducees may appear to
be minor; but "within the community such differences typicaly produce fierce conflicts over control and
influence. . . "

There are Chridians today who are very much like the Sadducees of old, dthough not in every
sense. Although they claim to be Chridtian, they do not actudly believe in the resurrection, especidly the
resurrection of Jesus. And to them, doctrines of angds (and demons) are mythica expressons from a
primitive mentdity. Their formof Chrigtianity has been submitted to modern reason, with the result that a
host of hiblicd teachings from miracles to rules for purity have been severed from the conservative
interpretations and applicationsand givennew focus. Of course, many conservativesview such " Chrigtians'
as unbelievers, followers of another faith entirdly. But it is often difficult to know wheat the modern liberd
actudly believes,

The problem is that many who believe like this are in positions of leadership in the churches,
seminaries, and denominations. They might not be wedlthy (not al the Sadducees were); but because they
arewell-educated they seem to reflect an aristocratic view of themsalves, that they are above the common
Chrigtian'ssmplidic faith. Their education and their position has probably created sumblingblocksfor their
faith; but unfortunatdy it has dso impressed many others and gained for them afollowing. Ther damto
be able to retrieve the true core of Chrigtianity may smply be a fail for rgecting what they are unable to
believe or unwilling to practice.

The Essenes

S darini, p. 302.

*SAdarini, p. 305.



Until the discovery of the Dead Sea Scrolls in the Judean wilderness, the only materia avalable
on the Essenes came from the classica historians. Because the community was semi-monastic and
separaig, it isnot surprising that the information was sometimes vague or incomplete. Furthermore, the
philosophica biases of the writers may account for some incondstenciesin our understanding the sect.

The Classical Sources
The oldest accounts of Essenes we have come from Philo of Alexandria(c. 20 B.C.--50 A.D.):

Quod omnis liber probus st (Every Good Man Is Free) and Hypothetica also cdled Apologia.”” He
tended to idealize the Essenes and accommodate their ideas and lives to his Greek readers.

Thereare three mgjor accounts of the Essenesin Josephus. The best known and earliest (shortly
after 70) is Bdlum Judaicum (Higtory of the Jewish Wars) 2. 8. 2-13. The other two notices are in
Antiquitates (Jawish Antiquities) 13.5.9 and 18.1.5. Josephus aso pointed to feasturesin the Essenes that
would appedl tothe Greeks. He compared the Essenesto Pythagorus, the Phariseesto the Stoicsand the
Sadducees to the Epicureans.”

The dder Pliny, a Latinwriter who accompanied Titusinthe war, briefly mentions the Essenesin
hisNatura Higtory, V, 17,4. He writes about the marvels of the Dead Sea; but he locates and describes
the Essenesin that area.

The Name of the Essenes

The Greek name Essenoi or Essaioi is related to the Aramaic hasya, "pious,"” and this Aramaic
word has been confirmed inthe west in a PAmyrene inscription.® Moreover, Philo in a couple of places
connects the name with Greek hosiotas, "piety” or "holiness'®! So the nameis an Aramaic plurd of the
Semitic word for "pious.” The Hebrew equivdent would be hasidim, "the pious’ or fathful.

"This latter work islost; but the passage on the Essenes from it is quoted by Eusebius of Caesarea
in Pragparatio Evangdica, Book V111, chapter 11.

78 Josephus, Antiquities, 15.10.4 [371,2].

Frank Moore Cross, Jr., The Andient Library of Qumranand ModernBiblicd Studies (Garden City,
NY: Anchor Books, 1958), p. 51. Another view of the derivation isto relate the word to Hebrew 'esa,
"council,"--the party of the council (Andre Dupont-Sommer,_The Essene Writings of Qumran, p. 43).

8This usage of the verb showsthat the word was not limited to Eastern Aramaic. See J. T. Milik, Ten
Years of Discovery in the Wilderness of Judaea (London: SCM Press, 1959), p. 80, n. 1. The original
discovery was made by Cantineau and written up in Syria 14 (1933):177.

81Philo, Quod omnis, XI1. 75.



The Classical Descriptions

Their Founding. The literature refers to a lawgiver who encouraged commund living and
founded the Essenes;® because no one was permitted to blaspheme him, he must have been a revered
contemporary, perhaps the Teacher of Righteousness himsdlf.8 References to the Essenes begin in the
governorship of Jonathan, 160-143 B.C.#* Individua Essenes are mentioned occasiondly: Judas, in the
reign of Aristobulus | (104-103) predicted the day and place of the death of Antigonus®® a Menahem
greeted Herod as the future king when Herod was yet a boy; consequently, Herod had high regard for
them;® another Essene named Simon interpreted a dream of Archdausin A.D. 6.8

Hiny locates a community of Essenes on the shore of the Dead Sea, just north of Engada and
Masada. But other Essenes lived in towns and villages and had an open house palicy for traveling
Essenes.® Therewere apparently different orders of the sect; Josephusrefersto the customs of one" order
of Essenes.'®

Characteristics. Admisson required apostulant to live outside the camp for ayear with minimal
provisons and follow the rules of discipline. If he remained faithful he could draw near to the purification
water. Then, after two more years as a novitiate, he could take the oath and join the meal .

The Essenes were ascetics. Their life was one of sdlf-denid for the performance of virtuous acts.
They had no money, no luxuries, no pleasures of love (with women); they sought contentment away from
theworld.® One whose name was Banus lived inthe desert, wore only what grew ontrees, ate only what

' ®philo, Apologia pro Judeis (=Hypothetica), 1.

8Dupont-Sommer, p. 31.

8 Josephus, Antiquities 13.5.9 [171,2].

8 Josephus, Antiquities 13.11.2 [311,12].

8 Josephus, Antiquities 15.10.5 [373-8].

87 Josephus, Antiquities 17.13.3 [346,7].

8 Jogephus, Wars, 2.8.5 [124]; Philo, Apologia, 1.
8 Josephus, Wars, 2.8.10 [150].

% Josephus, Wars, 2.8.7 [137].

*1Pliny, V.17.4; Philo, Apdlogia, 11; Quod omnis, 77.




grew of its own accord, and bathed in cold water to preserve his chagtity.%

The Essenes held dl thingsin common. They were indeed a brotherhood; al activity was for the
commongood of the community.®® Whenthey joined they relinquished al their persond property. When
they worked, their sdlarieswere handed over to acommonpurse.® If any werein need, they could Ssmply
take from the common supplies® And no one had a private house, for the dwellings were open to dll
travelers.®” Any Essene traveling could therefore go unencumbered, except for being armed for safety.®

The Essene orders differed on marriage and children. They generdly were cdibates, but there
were exceptions.  Josephus says that they adopted children for ingtruction, but Philo says that there were
to be no children because they would be a hindrance.®® With regard to marriage, Philo &firms that the
Essenes banned marriage because women were sdlfish, jealous, deceitful, seducing, and leading the
sovereign mind into bondage to her and the care of children.!® But Josgphus says that marriage was
important for the continuation of the race; therefore, there were Essenes that married and had sexual
intercourse only for the purpose of procreation.’®* Josephus is probably correct because he lived withthe
Essenesfor three years, and Philo seems to be turning the information towards Greek philosophy.

The Essenes did virtuous deeds. Because this was their idedl, their righteousness was
incomparable.’®? Because of their bdief in theimmortality of the soul, they engagedin virtue for the hope

%2 Josephus, Life, 2ff.
%philo, Aplogia, 4,5.
% Josephus, Wars, 2.8.3[122].

%philo, Apologia, 10; Quod omnis, 86.

% Josephus, Wars, 2.8.4 [126]; Philo, Apologia, 12.
9Philo, Quod omnis, 85.

% Josephus, Wars, 2.8.4 [125].

% Josephus, Wars, 2.8.2 [120]; Philo, Apdlagia, 3, 16.
190phj|o, Apalogia, 14-17.

101 Josephus, Wars, 2.8.2 [121] and 8.13 [160].

102 Josephus, Antiquities, 18.1.20.



of reward and the fear of immortal punishment.1%

A good portionof ther time was spent repesting avow, whichwas sad beforeeating as a constant
reminder of their dogma: they vowed piety to God, justice to man, hatred of the wicked and love for the
just; they dso promised to love the brethren, love truth, conced nothing from one another and reved
nothing to outsiders1*

The Essenes were diligent workers. They had fled the unholy cities but sill worked in ther
occupations—-not now for profit but for the necessities of life!® We have a good description of the daily
routine: With greet piety they would dl arise in slence with no spesking until after the ancestral prayer
facing the sun. Afterwards they would be dismissed by supervisorsto their crafts, working until the fifth
hour (11), when they reassembled, bathed in cold water, entered the restricted room and were seated,
wearing sacred garments. They were each served just the right amount of food. The priest prayed, then
they ate, then they prayed again and the priest blessed God, the giver of life. They would then return to
their work. They would take dinner in the same way, dlowing each other to speak inturnwithno shouting
or vulgar talk. This silence was amystery to the outsider.1%

The Essenes observed dtrict religious orders. They functioned as scribes and prophets, studying
and preserving the Scriptures, the books of their sect, and the names of angels.®” Their work of heding
involved ascribing properties to stones and roots for protection.’® And they were expert at foreseeing
future events.1®

They worshipped inobediencetotheLaw. Therewasdaily instruction except ontheholy Sabbath.
During indruction they sat in order, one man reading, one elder explaining usudly by symbols and
dlegories™® They were in disagreement over the sacrificid system in Jerusdlem, either because of the

103 jogephus, Wars, 2.8.11 [157].

104 Joephus, Wars, 2.8.7 [139-141].
*®Philo, Quod omnis, 76

106 Josephus, Wars, 2.8.5 [128-133)].

107 Josephus, Wars, 2.8.7 [135,142]. The use of the term for the names of angels has been seen as
aconnection with Iranian religious bdliefs

1081t js this reference that has led some to define the name of the group to mean "heders' (‘asayya)
gmilar to Egyptian groups known to Philo as Therapeutal. See Geza Vermes, "The Etymology of
'Essenes,” Revue de Qumran 2 (1959,60):427ff.

109 Josephus, Wars, 2.8.12 [159].

110Philo, Quod omnis, 81,82.



priesthood or the calendar (theyfollowedthe solar calendar of Jubilees). They sent offeringsto the Temple,
but no sacrifice; they made the sacrifices among themsdalves since their customs of purification were
different.™* Their purifications were strict; they washed in cold water for purity. And, interestingly, oil to
them was a defilement, necessitating washing. 2

The Essenes had drict discipline. Those caught in grave faults would be expelled from the camp,
oftendying of sarvation. The community took many of themback at their last gasp, bdieving that they had
suffered for the expiation of ther sins. But their judgments were exact and impartid; their decisions
irrevocable.!® Some of their laws were very detailed. For example, one could not spit in the middle of
the company on the Sabbath day. Another more superdtitious law related to thisis that no one could spit
to the right.*** With the Essenesthe Sabbath day was more rigoroudy kept than with any other group--one
could not even go to stoal.

But they certainly cared for their own and for thosein need. The sick, the elderly, travelers, and
anyone in need, were provided for out of the commonpurse. Asaresult, many of them lived to aripeold
age of 100.1%°

The Essenes honored virtue in this life and hoped for rewards in the world to come. They they
were able to endure the persecutions of the Romans because aglorious death was better than capitulating.
If they gave up their souls they would recover them again. To them the body was corruptible, a prison
whichentwined the immortd soul. At death the soul was freed from bondage and could rise to aheavenly
world. Josgphussaysthat in thisthey werelikethe Greeks,*® but Hippolytus contested that they believed
in aresurrection aswell, and his view is more likely.**

According to the classica writers, then, the Essenes were ascetic, semi-monastic Jews who
separated themsdalvesfrom the pagan world to pursue alife of virtue whichthey believed was not possible
apart from the seclusion of the brotherhood. Being conscious of evil, they engaged in purifications,
ingruction, commund meds indtituted by the priests, and their own sacrifices. It wasahierarchica system
based on love and obedience. Admission was rigid, discipline hard. Nevertheless, the system was a

11 jogephus, Antiquities, 18.1.5 [19].

112 Josephus, Wars, 2.8.3 [123].

113 Josephus, Wars, 2.8.8 [143-145].

Whid., 9 [147].

15Philo, Quod omnis, 87, and Apdlogia, 13.
116 Josephus, Wars, 2.8.10 [152-158].

1Hippolytus, The Refutation of All Heresies, 9:21. (But check this reference in Hippolytus).
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legdigtic life of work and love for fellow manto livein peace and virtue. To the Greek mind, which was
the interest of Philo, this was the means of obtaining freedom.

The Witness of the Dead Sea Scrolls

The Dead Sea Scrolls were discovered in the caves around Qumran on the northwest shores of
the Dead Seain 1945.18 In dl there were over 400 manuscripts from eleven caves.

Fromarchaeology weknow that there were three occupations of the community. A few coinsand
sherds from the early era show that the community began to flourish in the reign of Hyrcanus (134-104
B.C.)."® Whiletheremay have been an earlier and continual dwelling on the site, thefirst major community
was huilt around 110 and flourished until an earthquake in 31 B.C. ripped through it and cracked the
cigerns. A few people continued living there among the ruins, but there was aninterva inthe occupation
because of the absence of coins of Herod and the infrequent number of manuscripts. The reign of
Archelaus gave themreasonto rebuild for the second occupationwasfrom4 B.C. uniil 68 A.D. Thethird
occupation was Roman.

So the evidence of archaeology and the scrolls pointsto the same time that Josephus describesthe
Essenes and the location is the same as that given in Hliny.

The Scrolls

The Rule of the Congregation, also known as The Manud of Discipline, first statesthe am of the
community: to leave the evil way and serve God in accordance with the Law of Moses, seeking the pure
life and hating the sons of disobedience. Thenthe scroll describes the ceremony of admission, the annual
census, and the common life.

I nstruction concerning the two spiritsforms amgjor part of the scroll. God the creator allotted two
gpirits to man, which congtantly struggle. One is truth, whaose origin is the fountain of life, and this has
dominion over dl the princes of light. The other is perversity from the power of darkness, and it isin the
hand of the Angd of darkness. For those in the right path there is bliss, perpetud life and joy, and
evelading light. Thereward for evil isthe blow of the Angel of destruction in the everlagting pit by God's

18A young bedouin throwing stones into the caveshit one of the clay potsthat held them. After two
years they were acquired by the Metropolitanat St. Mark's Monastery in Jerusalem. Eventudly they were
obtained by those able to study them (Milik, pp. 12,13).

91bid., pp. 51,52.
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wrath. God has set an end for dl perversity--he will at that time destroy it forever.!?°

After this ingruction in theology the Rule spdls out the discipline of the community. Those
converted fromevil became acommunity of law under the authority of the sons of Zadok, priestswho kept
covenant. In the oath the newcomer promised to obey dl that was reveded to the Zadokites about the
Law of Moses, and to be separated from men who walk in wickedness. For the firgt year the newcomer
could not touch the purification of the Many; &fter that al his wages and property would be mingled with
the community's, but he would spend another year of testing before coming to the medl.

Reproof for misconduct was with humility and love and not with anger, disrespect, or a spirit of
wickedness. The scroll ligts different errors with their punishments; for example, saying the holy name,
deeth, but if accidentd, dismissdl; fdling adegp during ingruction, ten days separation; maice, revenge,
and foolish words, three months; going naked before another, sx months, or murmuring, fina dismissa.

In sum, the community was a Jewish sect that went into the wilderness to preparetheway. The
members were priests, levites, common people, women and children included; but the priests were
prominent. They looked for two messiahs, a priestly messiah and amessiah of Isradl, probably aruler.*?
The Law was supreme; nevertheless there was no reference to anima sacrifice. There was a strong
emphasis on eection, but with human responsibility.

In the additional Rule of Annexe and the Benedictions, there is recorded the procedure when
Adonai shdl have begotten the Messiah among them. The priest enters at the head of the congregation,
then the heads of the sons of Aaron, and then the Messiah, followed by the chiefs of the tribes, the wise
men and the haly. When they gather for the community table, no one may reach for food before the priest
stretches out his hand over the food, and then the Messiah will do the same*?®

The Habakkuk Commentary offers interpretations on the biblical text. The members of the
community believed that these interpretations (called pesher) of mysteries (caled raz) were reveded to

120This theology has more than a hint of dualism; for a discussion, see the literature on this aspect of
Qumran.

2This may ill reflect an earlier bitter opposition to the political leaders holding the priestly office as
wall.

122See Eugene Merrill, Qumran and Predegtination.

1Z3Dupont-Sommer concludes that this must be the Messiah of Isradl, and the Priest the Messiah of
Aaron (p. 108).
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the chosen interpreter, the Teacher of Righteousness.** But in addition the community thought it stood in
the prophetic line of Danid;'?° Danid wrote, "Noneof thewicked shall understand, but thosewho arewise
(maskilim) shdl understand” (Dan. 12:10). They believed they were inthe end times and that they were
the maskilim, for secrets and their interpretations were reveaded to them.

The strall refers to the Kittim asthe enemies of Israd. Although the term in the Old Testament
refersto Cyprus, it receives awider use in the scrolls, namely, ruthless pagan warriors trampling over the
land and itsinhabitants, sacrificing to military standards, usngweapons of war as objects of worship. Since
the commentary was written around 63 B.C., the immediate reference was to the Romans.*

But the scroll also mentions the " Teacher of Righteousness," who arose in oppositionto the teacher
of falsehood, and founded the community.'?” Such atitle could be used of many different individuds at
different times;*® but thisindividua was the founder, a priest who received divine revelaion, an interpreter
whose interpretations were binding, and agtrict ascetic. The references show how high this holy person
good in their memory.

The source of dl the troubles was the "Wicked Priest.” Thisindividua began well, but soon
forsook God and the Law, amassing wealth by violence and becoming famous for wickedness!® It may
be that he dew the Teacher, for the commentary refersto the iniquity he did to him, for whichGod humbled
him with a devagtaing blow.

Thetask istofit dl thesetitlesand eventstogether to identify the persons and thereforethe founding
of the community. Itisasad commentary thet there is no lack of candidates for the role of the wicked
priest. One view is that the events are pre-Maccabean, that the wicked priest was Mendaus who
desecrated the Temple, and caused Onias 111, the High Priest, to flee, leaving the priesthood without a
Zadokite. A second view is that the wicked priest was Hyrcanus (134-104), who broke with the
Pharisees. A man named Judas who demanded that Hyrcanuslay aside the priesthood would then bethe

124F F. Bruce, Biblica Exegesisin the Qumran Texts (London: The Tyndale Press, 1960), p. 9.

125Compare the scroll of the Hymns of Thanksgiving (1QH) to see examples of this, notably 1, 21; I,
13; and IV, 27-29.

1%6CharlesF. Pfeiffer, The Dead Sea Scrolls and the Bible (Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 1969),
p. 68. Thisisthe most widdy held view.

12'The dlear reference to his founding the community isin the Damascus Documen.

128G5ee J. Weingreen, "The Title Moreh Sedek," Journd of Semitic Sudies 6 (1961):162-174.

129pfeiffer, p. 71; see dso asummary of the Damascus Document in Milik, pp. 56-58.
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founder of the Essenes. Another view isthat the wicked priest was Aristobulus | in view of theinfliction
of diseases he experienced before his death. A fourth view is that the wicked priest was Alexander
Jannaeus, who was ddivered into the hands of his enemies, but escaped; because the people hated hmso
much he massacred the Pharisees.

Another view with more connecting links putsit in the time of Aristobulus and Hyrcanusll. The
comments on Habakkuk 2:7-8 refer to the "last priests of Jerusdlem™ who amassed wedlth by plundering
(which could bethe tribute of 63 B.C.). Hyrcanus Il would then be the wicked priest. The comment on
Habakkuk 1:13b says that the "House of Absdom" was slent when the charges were made againgt the
Teacher. This might refer to Absalom, the uncle and father-in-law of Aristobulus 11,2

While this view is gppeding, Milik makes a stronger case with his description of the earlier
period:*! The Hasidim of the Maccabean period was agroup drawn from the priesthood and laity; they
broke with the Maccabeans and supported Alcimus, the ungodly but Aaronite nominee for priest by the
Sdeucid king.** But when Alcimus turned on them and daughtered sixty people, part of the faithful
abandoned Jerusdem for the wilderness commune. They disgpproved of Heleniam; they disapproved of
ruling priests, they disagreed over the calendar, and they were stunned by the unworthy conduct of the new
priests, especidly snce many of them were priests themselves.

Milik focuses on two important facts about the wicked priest: 1) he rebuilt Jerusdem, and 2) he
died intorment incaptivity. Jonathan (160-142) rebuilt the city; and Baas gave him the priesthood in 152.
Hisinvolvement in Syrian palitics brought ina process of secularization. TheKittim of Assyria(usudly reed
Syria) would then be the magor enemies referred to when the Jews abandoned Jerusdlem for their desert
home. And findly, the Essenes are first mentioned during the reign of Jonathan. 33

Although one cannot be dogmetic, this last view makesthe best sense. But one must not missthe
point--the controversy was basicaly over the priesthood, its power and its degeneration.

The War Scrall offers a description of the final war, red or unred, between the righteous and the
wicked, drawing on eschatalogical passages from the Old Testament. The righteous are caled "sons of
light," for they wereled by the spirit of truth; they were the Jews of Levi, Judah, and Benjamin, those that
weretrue to David, thetrueline of Isradl. The "children of darkness’ refers to Edom, Moab, and Amon,

1301t might also refer to the actua son of David, and therefore be a figurative description of the Great
Sanhedrin as traitors. If thisis so, the Teacher would have been tried before the Sanhedrin, accused by
Hyrcanus 11, and condemned (Dupont-Sommer, p. 261, n. 4).

BIMilik, pp. 80-84.

132Recdl that the name "Essene' isa Greek trandation of the Aramaic equivaent of this Hebrew name.

133 Josgphus, Antiquities, 13.5.171.
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the immediate enemies, aswdl| as the Kittim of Syria and Egypt, Greek powers ultimately.

The Temple Scroll has a large section of indructions for the rebuilding of the Temple. The
community viewed it as the missing law of 1 Chronicles 28:19, the plans given to Solomon. But the plans
do not fit Solomon's, or Zerubbabd's, or Herod's temples--the author had in mind a future temple.

Concluding Observations

Millar Burrows summarizes the comparison between the Essenes described by the historians and
the materid from the scrolls with a cautionary note: "The current tendency to use the term 'Essene’ ina
broad way to indude the Qumran sect aong with others of the same genera character is not serioudy
objectionable . . . we may consder it possible, though by no means certain, that Josephus was thinking of
the Qumran community when he wrote of the “other order' of Essenes, which practiced marriage. It is
thoroughly possible, evenprobable, that Pliny's Esseneswerethemenof Qumran. Onemust ill, however,
protest . . . the assumption that both bodies of data apply to one and the same group.**

What are the difficulties in equating the Qumran community with the Essenes? Firg, the name
"Essene’ isnot used in the scrolls; second, there is a greater sectarianism at Qumran than among other
Essenes who lived in towns; third, a Qumran the ocathwas central for admission, but elsewhereit came at
different times; fourth, the group at Qumran was under a hierarchica order of priests, something not
mentioned of the Essenes; fifth, the Essenes sent gifts to the Temple (but did not go to sacrifice), but
Qumranrepudiated the Temple; and sixth, the later works of the scrolls are more militant than some think
the Essenes were.

To explain these inconggtencies we must remember that the community concealed things from
outsders, the scralls, then, being the product of the community, should provide additiona and sometimes
different information. We must aso recal that Josephus and Philo were coloring things for the Greek
readers.

The amilarities meke it clear that this was an order of Essenes: firdt, the location fits the reference
in Fliny; second, the description fits well--purity, asceticism, acommonlife, carefor the sick and aged, but
divisonover marriage and children; third, both groups have washings and lustrations;, fourth, admissonwas
by graded examination periods; fifth, both have a common med, with Qumran giving more detalls, sixth,
the Qumran community wasinthe prophetic line, interpreting mysteriesand seeing visons of the end times,
and the Essenes were known to interpret dreams and predict events;, seventh, both groups had a
hierarchical system with drict rules and rigid discipline; eighth, the Essenes believed in fate (as Josegphus
saw it), and predegtination was strongly held at Qumran; ninth, both groups refused to sacrifice in the

B4Millar Burrows, More Light on the Dead Sea Scrolls (London: Secker and Warburg, 1958), p.
273. Headds, "To some it may seem pedantic to maintain this distinction, but for the purpose of accurate
higtorica knowledgeit is essentid.”
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Temple, strictly observed the Sabbath, and loved to study the ancient books.

The Bible does not refer to the Essenes or to the community a Qumran directly. Yet there are
indications that John the Baptist might have had contact withsuchagroup inhisearly years. Johnwasborn
into a priedly family in a nation that was divided over the priesthood; his father expressed grest
expectations withhisbirth.2*> He apparently seceded from that role. Luke 1:80 saysthat John wasin the
wilderness urtil the day of his manifestation. There is no indication of when he left home but it is
reasonable to conclude fromthis that he spent most of his youthful years there, a belief that has led to the
speculation that his parents died and the Essenes cared for him and trained him.**® His parents were old
a hisbirth.

Not only did he live in the wilderness, he was an ascetic, clothed with came's hair and eating
locusts and wild honey (Mk. 1:6). The Damascus Document mentionslocustsas an active diet (X11, 14).
Nothingissaid of honey; but many Esseneswere bee-keepers and knew how to handle such liquids. John
came preaching as a voice in the wilderness (Isa. 40:3); this phrase was used in the Rule of the
Congregation (V111, 14 and IX, 19) for the purpose of the community (withalittle different meaning). And
of course John's ministry included baptism, within tenmilesof Qumran. Fndly, John's denunciation of the
Pharisees and the Sadducees would have been perfectly acceptable to the Essenes. Thefact that Essenes
are not mentioned in Matthew 3:17 may be Sgnificant.

But John wasno Essene. His baptism was unto repentance, but the community's was a repested
ludtration to maintain purity. John was caled to evangdidic efforts, but they were cloistered, refusing to
give secretstothewicked. And, of course, John saw Jesus as the Messiah, the Lamb of God who takes
away the sns of the world. Asfar asweknow, the peoplein Qumran did not--they remained a Jewish sect
until the end of the Roman wars.

With Jesus there are even more differences with the Essenes: He was no ascetic, He was not a
legdist, He was not bothered by ail, He did not separate Himsalf from the Temple, and He was not
secretive about His message. He did, of course, withdraw fromthe crowds and the cities for prayer and
renewd. But thisisnot the same aslivinginacommunity. The differences between the Essenes and Jesus
will be developed in subsequent chapters.

Down through the history of the Church there have been groups of Chridians who separated
themsdlvesfromthe unhaly citiesand formed such communities, cdling themby a variety of namesto reflect
the nature of their orders. Their purposes and functions were not unlike those of the Essene communities,

¥t isinteresting to compare Luke 1:68-79 with the material from Qumran; while both draw heavily
from the Old Testament, there is the same expectancy of a new age and the end of darkness.

135Burrows, p. 57.
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and onoccasionther theology has been smilarly preoccupied with the events of the end of the age. Even
today Chrigtian communities exist; they may be part of an historica order known for monadtic life, or they
may be independent communes. Living in acommunity that shares dl things, has an ordered devotiond
lifeand arigid code of discipline does not appeal to the rank and file of Chrigtians. And neither should it,
for such communities do not facilitate the whole mission of the Church in the world. Moreover, such
communities can easily fal under the control of individuals who may abuse their power.

But there is dso something of the spirit of the Essenes in many Chrigians who prefer that ther
communities, their schoals, and their workplacesif possible, be thoroughly Christian and separated from
the evil society. | am not saying that this is necessarily the wrong thing to do, for that would have to be
determined in the different Stuations. But this interest in developing and safeguarding an isolated
environment goes far beyond the usua conviction of biblical separation.

The Zealots

The Zedots represented a principle and a policy that the other groups did not share. The
Sadducees lived agood life and sought power inhigh places. The Phariseesbdlieved that it was God's will
to live in the world in which God had placed them, to remain pure, and to meet the temptations, the
dangers, and the trids®® And the Essenes smply fled from the conflict and took refuge in their desert
commune. But opposite the Essenes were the Zedl ots who would confront any opposition directly.

The Name " Zealot"

The name"Zedot" was first used by Josephus to describe the militant Jews in the War of 66-70.
But the designation has come to be used of al who rebelled against Rome with force® The name itsdlf
is not difficult; it describes one who is filled with zedl or passionate intengty to fight for some threstened
indtitution or idedl.**® The term carries the connotation of a fanatic, one who was ready to go to extreme
violence against Gentile oppressors.*4°

B’Herford, p. 64.

138See the discussion of groups in Martin Hengd, The Zedlots (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1989), pp.
24-75.

139The term in Hebrew can be trandated "zed" or "jedousy.” The term describes the burning passion
for acause. Ifitisusedinthe negative sense, it would refer to envy, the burning desire for something off-
limits

“OHerford, p. 66.
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Descriptions of the Rebel Groups

Josephus refersto the Zed ots as the "fourth Jewish philosophy,” founded by Judasthe Gdilean(in
6 A.D.); he grongly contendsthat dl succeeding troublesinduding the burning of the Temple can be traced
to histeaching. Gowan is correct to note that Josephus, who had turned to the Romans, is most certainly
offering a politicaly acceptable assessment of these sworn enemies of Rome that he calls "bandits?* It
is difficult to discover reiable informationabout the zeal otswhen Josephus, who opposed them bitterly, is
the only source.

Gowan ligts severd individuds and groups who rebelled againgt Rome with viodlence, while the
term Zedot applies to only some of the "players’ as he cdlsthem, it is often used for any of these rebd
factions.!#

1. Hezekiah, the father of Judas, was executed by Herod around 46 B.C.1* Jossphus cdls him
arobber-chieftain; he sounded the first note of militant rebellion. It must have been asgnificant event, for
the Sanhedrin wanted to try Herod for his execution.

2. Judas of Gdlilee, his son, is known as the founder of the Zealots. Herford compares Judas to
Mattathias (167 B.C.) in that he gathered around himthosethat were zedlous for the Torah; they showed
the same zed.'** But thereis one mgor difference: in the days of Judasthe Jewswerefreeto worship as
they wished for the most part. At any rate, Judas revolted against Rome over the census that was taken
by Quirinius. The death of Judasis referred to by Gamdid in Acts 5:37.

3. James and Smon, the sons of Judas, continued the rebdlion and were crucified in 46 or 48
A.D.1%

4. The Sicarii (from the Latin Scarius, ashort sword or dagger) were agroup of rebels who fought
in the time of Fdlix; they killed the High Priest Jonathan, fled to the desert and held Masada until 73.24

141Gowan, p. 201.

2hid., pp. 203,4.

143 Josgphus, Antiquities, 14.158-160; Wars, 1.204,5.
“Herford, p. 67.

145 Josephus, Antiguities, 20. 102.

198 Josephus, Wars, 2.254-457; 4.400-405.
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4. Eleazar, the son of the High Priest Ananias, contributed to the beginning of the revolt in 66 by
making the priests stop offering daily sacrifices for Caesar. 24’

5. Menahem, the son of Judas, obtained weapons from Masada and came to Jerusalem totry to
establish some kind of reign. He waskilled by other rebels*®

6. Eleazar, the son of Jairus, a rdative of Menahem, fled to Masada and led the futile res stance
of 70-73.1%°

7. The actua Zedots were the extremigts in Jerusalem who tried to seize power after the fdl of
Gdlileein 67, 68. They basicdly carried on terrorist activities.™

8. John of Gischala was dso an important rebe; he tried to take royal authority in Jerusaem,
betrayed the people in the process, and was eventualy captured a the fall of Jerusdem. ™!

9. Simon bar Giora attempted to take Jerusalem; he controlled the south.
10. Gdlileans, followers of John of Gischaa, are described as transvestite ns.1%?

11. Eleazar, son of Simon, was the leader of the Zed ots when they revolted againgt John.
So when Titus was on hisway to destroy Jerusalem, there were three groups of rebels inthe city:
Eleazar and the Zedlots held the Temple, John controlled the upper city, and Simon controlled the lower

city.

These were dl disparate groupsand individuas; but because they dl had essentialy the same godl,
and smilar methods, they can be grouped together under a discussion of zedots. Gowan concludes that
it can be called amovement because (1) Josephus cals it the fourth philosophy, and (2) it was a dynasty

147 Josgphus, Wars, 2.409.

148 Josephus, Wars, 2.433-448.
149 Josephus, Wars, 7.253.

1%0 Josephus, Wars, 4.160ff.

151 Josephus, Wars, 4.84ff.

152 Josgphus, Wars, 4.558-563.
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of rebels-most of them seem to be related to each other in some way.*™> Judas probably was not a
founder in the grict sense, but his teachings and his zed influenced the rest. They were basicdly fanatics,
wagingwar onal who opposed them, but certainly exhibiting bravery, for they endured Segesand torture
rather than cal anyone "lord" other than God.*>*

The Beliefs of the Zealots

The movement wasrdigious, but certainly anactivist one. Thecommon ground for dl these Jewish
parties was the Torah. But unlike the Pharisees the Zedlots offered no new conception of the Law; they
were not out to interpret it, just to fight for it to assert dl that it demanded. Herford summarizesthe smple
idess that they believed the Torah demanded:™ 1) YHWH was the only king that the Jews would
acknowledge;*® 2) they would establish His reign by rooting out paganism and by bresking the yoke of
tyranny; 3) the Torah made separation from Gentiles necessary, exalted |sragl as the chosen of God, and
promised triumph. The zedlots would seek to enforce these bdiefs by violence of any kind. In the end,
though, they lost their sense of order and their high motivation.

According to Josephus, Judas called the Jews cowardsif they continued paying taxesto Rome or
agreed to submit in other ways to any but God;*>"to him, taxation was davery. In many things they
probably agreed withthe Pharisees--but they had apassionfor liberty. The Pharisees, of course, werenot
zedots, they were swept into these wars againg their will. They might have been more sympathetic at the
outset, but not inthe find conflictswhichled inevitably to the destruction of Jerusdemand the Jewish state.

Concluding Observations

The Zedlots do not figure prominently in the biblical records. But there are references to them.
One of the twelve, SmonZelotes (MK. 3:18) was probably a member of some group origindly. Barabbas
was clearly a zedlot; the term used to describe him in John 18:40 is the same word used by Josephus to
describe the Zedlots. And possibly Judas Iscariot had leanings towards their idess.

But Jesus never openly refersto the Zedots. His statement that men try to take the kingdom by
force (Mt. 11:12) has been interpreted as a criticism of such misguided zed. Whether it refers to the

153Gowan, p. 205.

Sbid., 207.

Herford, pp. 68,69.

1%6For a detailed discussion of this conviction, see Hengdl, The Zedots, pp. 90-99.

57 Antiquities, 18,23-25.
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Zedots or not is debated; Hengel argues againgt the connection. ™

There is nothing wrong with zed, of course; it is based on hiblica teachings™® and is absolutely
essentia for Chridianity to succeed. Jesus Himsdf was filled with the zed of the Lord when he dleansed
the Temple. But zed for the work of the Lord is totdly different from the attitudes and actions of the
zed ots-they were not doing the will of the Lord. In the history of the Church there are many examples
of such misguided zedl, most notably, the crusades. And the history of the Church is dso stained with
individuals who saized poalitica power aong with ther rdigious authority. Eventoday thereareindividuds
or groups of Christian zedl otswho occasonaly try seek to fulfill their missonby violence. Jesustaught that
His kingdom was not of this world, otherwise His servantswould fight; and that the work of His kingdom
must not be envel oped inviolence--no matter how muchzed the participantsmay have. Weshal seemore
of this contrast in the subsequent chapters.

The Scribes

The scribes make up another group of individuas who enjoyed the authority of leedership inlsradl.
In the New Testament they are associ ated withthe Pharisees and the High Priests as opponents of Jesus.
In the Mishnah they are presented as pre-rabbinic teachers with authority, as well as copyists and
teachers.!*° Josgphus does not list them as a distinct group.

The scribes have a notable history. All ancient peoples had large numbers of scribes for the
transmission of rdigious texts and other legal and historical documents. In the Old Testament the best
known scribe is Ezra; because he was both a scribe and a priest, he was a very powerful rdigious leader
(Ez. 7:6).

If there had not been copyists and interpreters, there would have been no transmission of the
biblica text. Those who did the work very quickly became authorities on the text. Mogt of them were
probably priests, or linked with priestly groups. With so many complicated meterias involved with the
transmission of the holy writings, professiona, well-trained scribes were absolutely essential . 1%

1%8He contendsthat areferenceto the zealots would not fit that context, that the dating (“from the days
of John until now") does nat fit, and the verbs would imply "storming” rather than "forcing” (The Zedlots,
p. 388).

1%9See Hengel, pp. 146-148.
10 darini, p. 241.

18 bidl., p. 249.
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Under the influence of the Greek world, non-priests were added to the scribal class in grester
numbers. Moreover, more speciadized activities were included; the scribes were aso philosophers,
sophists, councilors, and teachers.’®? In the Book of Deuteronomy weare told that the Levites were the
teachers of the Law; but from the Hellenigtic period on this task was shared by scribes who may or may
not have been connected to the priestly or Levitica heritage--they took their place beside the priests.!®®

In the Maccabean period the scribes were prominent leaders of society; they were now an
inditution. "Scribe' became atitle for alearned guardianof the Law. According to Ben Sira a scribe was
a'so awise manwho had comprehensive knowledge.’®* And Ben Sirais animportant witness; his primary
caling was asabiblica scholar, ateacher of the Law, and arepresentative of the class of soferim. %

According to Josephus, scribeswere offidds at dl levels of government. Saldarini concludes that
in the New Testament they could be mid-levd offidds serving the king (p. 261). But there were also
Temple scribes who occupied themsalves recording, teaching, and ruling on points of law.

The scribes do not seem to be a coherent socid group with membership. They were bascdly
bureaucrats, experts on Jewish life and law. They might be lower level scribeswho served the villages as
village scribes, making contracts, documents, and serving as government officids. But they mostly lived
in Jerusdlem and associated with the priests: they were expert in judicia procedures, helpful in the
enforcement of Jewishlaw and custom, and even joined the governing class and served onthe Sanhedrin.
Because they depended on the wedthy for ther training and their positions, they were loyd to the chief
priests and |eaders. 1%

In Rabbinic literature they are the early authoritative teachers to whom alarge number of rulings
and legd interpretations are atributed.*®” They were influentid in Judaism, to be sure; the Mishnah
circumscribes but does not condemn their authority. 2% At thisperiod they were credited with less authority
than they seem to have in the Bible. In the TAmudic period the roles of the scribe and the wise were

102G darini, p. 249.

1%3Moore, 1:41, 42.

%4 hid., p. 254.

%*Moore, I, 39.

1632l darini, pp. 266,267.

187 n the tannaitic literature the scholars are not called "scribes’; they are the "sages' (hakamim).

1681 bidl., p. 268.
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assimilated into the title Rabbi.**°

In the New Testament period the scribes were learned teachers and authoritative leaders, who
were drawn from the priests and Levites, as wdl as the common people. Mark portrays them as high
officids, advisorsto the chief priests, and teachers of the Law. As such they were part of many types of
officids opposed to Jesus. Matthew presents them as the learned of Judaism, leaders of the community.
Luke portrays them as an appendage of the Pharisees, learned men who were protecting Judaism, and
leaderswho were associated withthe Chief Priests. 1t isclear from the many witnessesthat the scribeshad
authority because they had knowledge. And whatever levd of government they served, they sought to
preserve Judaism againgt opponents like Jesus.

In Chrigianity the "learned" have dways been influentid; and with that influence comes authority.
This can be very good. The Church desperately needs spiritua leaders who are biblica scholars.
Unfortunately, suchlearning canbe more of ahindrancethan ahep. Biblical scholarship canbeweak and
ineffectud; it can adso be dishonest and destructive. And it is not uncommon to see scholars, buoyed by
popularity, seize the authority and set themselves over generations of biblical authorities. Andif they have
little or no faith, or if they follow faulty presuppositions, their learning will not contribute to the spiritua
growth of the believing community. More often than not the learned work to impress their peers, and in
such academic arenas modern criticism and political correctness are the ways to acceptance and
advancement.  Traditiond bdliefs, especidly the supernaturd, are al too often considered to be
obscurantist. And it is not merely because a good ded of conservative scholarship has been shoddy.
Muchof the Chrigtian faith is smply an embarrassment to many. The world of biblical scholarship isfilled
with theologica cowards. One can only wonder how the modern scholars would compare to the ancient
scribes opposition to Jesus and His clams.

The Priests
TheHigh Priest
At thetop of the socid and politica scde was the High Priest. In the Old Testament period the
High Priest did not have much power, but during and after the exile he apparently attained greater
importance.r™ In fact, many of the trappings of the monarchy were transferred to the High Priest, not

merdly the clothing but dso the duties of government.

The prophet Zechariah of the restored community had already foreseeninhisvisonof Joshuathe
High Priest the union of the offices of King and Priest (Zech. 3 and 6); but these visons did not give an

199hid., p. 273,

Gowan, p. 257.
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explanation of how one holding the high office in the line of Judah could aso occupy the office of High
Priest, whichwasintheline of Levi. The Hasmonean leaders attempted to unite the two offices, but snce
they were neither Davidic nor Zadokite'™ they met great opposition.

The priesthood traced itslineege from Aaron through his son Eleazar to Zadok; the other son was
Ithamar. Thelineof the High Priestswere in the Zadokite family until thetime of Antiochus|V Epiphanes,
when Onias 11 had to flee for hislife.

Until that time, the office had allife-long tenure; but afterward the high priests were appointed and deposed
at thewill of the ruler, whether Sdeucid, Roman, or Herodian.

The Hasmoneans were priests, but not of the line fromZadok. They first obtained the office of the
High Priest from the Sdeucids, but then smply took the office upon ascending the throne. Their control
ended when Herod diminated every made in the Hasmonean line.

During the Roman period there were 28 High Priests; Herod appointed seven of themhimsdf. So
there were dways severd ex-High Priests around, and they il retained their titles and their influence.*’
But Herod and his successors controlled the office. There were only afew families of the nobility from
which the High Priests could be chosen, but it may be that any member of these families could use thetitle.
Jeremias suggeststhat anyone above the rank of anordinary priest could be caled one of the "chief priests.”
Inthe Gospel accounts the two best known High Priests are Caigphas (who ruled from18-36 A.D.) who
presided over the group that turned Jesus over to Pilate for crucifixion, and Annas (who ruled from 6-15
A.D.), hisfaher-in-law, who first examined Jesus.

Thelast High Priest of the Jewish state was a commoner chosen by |ot when the Zedlotstook the
Temple.

The High Priest was supposed to be able to be able to trace his lineage from the High Priestly
families He aso had to maintain ritua purity in himseaf and in his descendants. His maor tasks were to
make aonement in the Holy of Holieson the Day of Atonement, to officiate in the Temple, and (at certain
historica times) to preside over the Sanhedrin. Of course, as High Priest he could officiate any time he
wished.}"3

Priests and Levites

Any man who was born in the family of Levi and had an impeccable genedlogy could serve asa

They were priests, but not of the family of Zadok. Thus, they could not be High Priests.

172_eopold Sabourin, Priesthood, A Comparative Study (Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1973), p. 163.

173 bid., p. 162.
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priest in the Temple (262). Because of the importance of the Temple for Judaism, and because the
priesthood was restricted to the family of Levi, thiswas an honorable position.

Those who could not trace their lines back were Levites. Their duties were outside the court of
the priests: they were involved with Temple music, performed various physicd and religious services for
the Temple, and served as Temple guards. It was such agroup of Levites who came to arrest Jesus (Mt.
26:47) and later the apostles (Acts 4:1-3).

The priesthood was divided into 24 courses or families, 16 were Zadokite and 8 were of Ithamar.
Each group wasresponsible for one week of serviceinthe Temple at atime, so in a given year they would
serve a tota of two weeks as well as the times of the festivals. The rest of the year they ministered
throughout the land in the areas in which they lived.

Their duties included making the sacrifices and performing the ritua of the sanctuary, burning the
incenseaongwithther intercessoninthe Holy Place, and teaching the people the laws and theritud (Deut.
33:9,10; Mdl. 2:7).

There were various leves of priests. the Captain of the Temple seems to occupy the highest post;
those in charge of the Temple treasury wereimportant because of the vast sums contained there; and then
the various overseers held lesser adminigtration posts. Gowan thinks that these would be what the New
Testament cdls "chief priests' in Matthew 2:4 and 26:3.1™* But Sandme suggests the title "chief priests’
would refer to the relatives of the High Priest who were not directly involved in the succession.!” It may
be that the description included other officials such as former High Priests and heads of the 24 courses of
priests.t’®

Concluding Observations

Sabourin concludesthat one thing is certain: inthe days of Jesus there existed apriestly aristocracy
whose standard of living contrasted dramatically withthe modest conditions of the commonpriests.*” They
werethe officid representatives of the sacrd life of the nation; and they, this priestly aristocracy, asabody
rejected Christ as a transgressor.'”® Notable among them are Caiaphasand Annas, High Priestsfromthe

"4Gowan, pp. 266,267.
15Sandmd, p. 133.
16Sabourin, p. 165.
71hid., p. 165.

8 hid., pp. 165,166.
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Sadducean ruling class and part of Isragl's nobility. They certainly held the power over the Sanhedrin in
thetria of Jesus, even though they were subordinate to Pontius Pilate for their final decisons.

In the early days of the Church many priests came to bdieve in Jesus as the Messiah (Acts 6:7).

Many Stuations in the history of the Church have reflected such conditions in the clergy--an
arigocracy that obtained one way or another the higher offices of the Church, but neglected the spiritua
requirements of such positions, while many common prieststried to fulfill their duties faithfully. Eventoday
itiseasy to lose sght of what the minigtry isdl about, and to seek power over others. Inthefind andyuss
spiritua leadership can become a rdligious dictatorship. So the servant of God does have the greater
opportunity for Sn, for he can make the cause serve him. What is so often lost in the struggle for
importance and authority isthe pattern of Jesus Christ, our High Priest. He came not to be served, but to
serve.

Conclusion

Spiritud leadership in the days of Jesus had certainly gone awry, and the spiritud life of the people
was thrown into confusion. Of course there were a few fathful leaders around, good people who were
devout, wise, learned, and capable, who were trying to minister as they understood they should do. But
the grester number who occupied positions of authority had been caught up inthe congtant religious battles
with pagan rulers and power struggles with one another. They disagreed with each other on theology,
politics, ritud, and minidry. Too often they were pre-occupied with their own interpretations of the
Scripture to hear the truth; they became sdlf-righteous and sdf-serving. Their hypocrisy and unbelief
blinded them to the truth of the revelation of Jesus Chrig.

Agang this backdrop our Lord caled people to follow Him and learn of Him. The training that
they received from Jesus was designed to make them into spiritua leaders in the Church that He was
building. But thequditiesof spiritua leadership that Hewas cultivating in them through their spiritua growth
contrasted sharply with what they and everyone else could see in the current religious leaders of the day.
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