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In the name of the Father and of the Son and of the Holy Spirit; AMEN. 

 Last week we took up Peter's denial.  As you remember, Jesus had 

been arrested after his agony in the Garden of Gethsemane.  He had been 

bound and taken by the soldiers to the palace of the high priest.  Peter 

followed after him, made a place for himself near the courtyard fire and 

waited to see what would happen to his Lord.  As he waited, he was 

confronted by a servant girl.  She accused him of being with Jesus.  In spite 

his denial, the word was soon buzzing around the campfire.  Peter tried to 

get out.  His way was blocked at the courtyard gate.  For a second time he 

denied the Lord, claiming that he wasn't a disciple.  Sometime later he was 

confronted for a third and last time and for the third time he denied Jesus, 

this time swearing on oath the didn't know him and calling down curses on 

his head if he did.  At that point Jesus was led out of the place where his 

interrogation and trial had taken place.  He looked Peter full in the face.  

Peter recognized what he had done and with that he left the courtyard--

everybody's attention was directed at Jesus--and he wept bitterly.   

 Last week we took a look at Peter; this week we are going to take a 

look at what took place while Peter was denying his Master.  I am going to 

take a look at the trial Jesus underwent at the hands of the Jewish authorities.  



To do this I am going to be going fairly far afield, for details of what when 

on during this night have to be gathered from the three other gospels if we 

are to get a complete picture.  I am going to have to do the same thing when 

we come to the second trial of Jesus, the trial he would face at the hands of 

the Roman authorities.  For the next few weeks we are going to be taking a 

look at the greatest courtroom dramas ever known.  Walter Chandler, an 

American Lawyer, wrote a book some years ago entitled The Trial of Jesus 

from a Lawyer's Standpoint.  He puts the matter this way: 

 Jesus was arraigned in one day, in one city, before the sovereign 
courts of the universe; before the Sanhedrin, the supreme tribunal of a 
divinely commissioned race; before the court of the Roman Empire 
that determined the legal and political rights of men throughout the 
known world.  The Nazarene stood charged with blasphemy and with 
treason against the enthroned monarchs represented by these courts; 
blasphemy against Jehovah who, from the lightning-lit summit of 
Sinai, proclaimed his laws to mankind; treason against Caesar, 
enthroned and uttering his will to the world amidst the pomp and 
splendour of Rome.  History records no other instance of a trial 
conducted before the courts of both Heaven and earth; the court of 
God and the court of man; under the law of Israel and the law of 
Rome; before Caiaphas and Pilate, as the representatives of these 
courts and administrators of these laws.  

 Let me give you an overview of what happened to Jesus that night.  

After I draw that sketch, I'll make some points about the Jewish law.  We 

will find that the treatment of Jesus, from arrest to verdict, was blatantly 

illegal and a travesty of justice.  It started, as you know, in the Garden with 



the arrest of Jesus.  He was tied up and taken bound to the palace of the high 

priest.  Now at the time there were two high priests in Jerusalem, although 

according to Jewish law there could only be one at a time.  Annas had been 

the high priest, but he had been deposed by the Romans.  He was popular 

and considered to be the legitimate high priest by many in the religious 

establishment.  Annas had a son-in-law named Caiaphas.  Caiaphas had been 

installed into the position of high priest with the approval of the Roman 

authorities.  Both Annas and Caiaphas lived in the palace of the high priest.  

It was here that Jesus was brought; it was here that he underwent his 

religious trial.   

 The trial had a number of different parts.  First, Jesus was interrogated 

by Annas, the original high priest.  That part of the trial is recorded in John 

18:12-14.  Jesus wouldn't answer the questions put to him by Annas.  He 

wouldn't speak, even though one of the officials hit Jesus in the face.  When 

Annas couldn't get anywhere, Jesus was taken, still bound, to face Caiaphas 

and the Sanhedrin.   

 This second stage of Jesus' trial was the most important part.  We have 

details of what happened in Matthew 26: 57-68 and Mark 14:53-65.  

Matthew tells us that the whole of the Sanhedrin at this point was looking 



"for false evidence against Jesus so that they could put him to death."  It 

wasn't as easy as they had imagined.  They had many people come forward 

to lie, but their statements did not line up properly one with another.  Even 

when two men came forward and claimed that Jesus said, "I will destroy this 

man-made temple and in three days build another, not made by man," it soon 

became clear that their stories did not agree sufficiently in detail to meet the 

requirement for conviction.   

 Caiaphas was in deep trouble.  He could see the case against Jesus 

slipping away.  If, after a midnight arrest and trial, they were forced to let 

Jesus go, he would be more popular than ever with the masses who had 

gathered in Jerusalem for Passover--and they would look like utter fools.  So 

Caiaphas took matters into his own hands and began an interrogation of 

Jesus.  He commanded Jesus to swear to him under oath to the living God 

whether or not he was "the Christ, the Son of God."  At this point Jesus so 

swore.  "Yes, it is as you say."  With this admission, a guilty verdict was 

entered and the next phase of the trial began.  It is described in our lesson 

from Luke: 

 At daybreak the council of the elders of the people, both the 
chief priests and teachers of the law, met together, and Jesus was led 
before them. 



 In Jewish jurisprudence, trials were never supposed to finish in one 

day.  On the first day of a trial a verdict was rendered.  If the verdict was 

innocent, the accused was set free and that was the end of the matter.  If the 

verdict was guilty, the court reconvened the next day to reconsider their 

decision.  Had they overlooked anything?  Were there extenuating 

circumstances?  Was a conviction absolutely necessary under the law?  The 

system was designed this way in order to prevent decision from being made 

on an emotional basis, rather than on a reasoned and legal basis.  This third 

phase of Jesus' trial reconfirmed the verdict and Jesus was led off to Pilate so 

he might be tried before the civil authorities and be put to death.   

 That is a brief summary--the bare bones--of what happened to Jesus 

when he stood before the religious tribunal.  Let me make some points about 

the illegalities of the treatment Jesus received, for from start to finish, the 

Sanhedrin broke their own laws and disregarded the system they were 

responsible to uphold.  

 First, the arrest of Jesus was illegal.  It was illegal on three counts.  

First of all, it was illegal to arrest anyone at night.  You weren't allowed to 

kick down somebody's door at midnight and take him away.  Arrests were to 

be made in the daylight.  They were to be done publicly.  In this way the 



authorities could be held accountable for their actions.  Remember--Jesus 

was arrested at night in order to hide his arrest from the population.  Second, 

Jesus was arrested through the agency of an informer.  This wasn't allowed 

under Jewish law either.  The informer or accuser or witness as they were 

called first had to be a person of good character, and if he were an associate 

of a guilty person, his character was automatically in question.  And second, 

an accuser could not bear witness against a relative or close friend.  It simply 

wasn't allowed.  So Judas was not qualified under the law to turn Jesus over 

to the authorities.  And third, the arrest was not legal because it was done 

without a formal and specific charge.  It's clear from our accounts: They 

arrested Jesus first and then tried to think up something to charge him with 

later.  They had it exactly backwards.   

 The arrest, then, was itself illegal.  Second, the trial was illegal.  Just 

as you weren't allowed to arrest anyone at night, so you weren't allowed to 

try anyone by night--especially in a capital case.  In Acts 4:3 we find Peter 

and John getting arrested for their preaching of Christ.  It was late in the day 

but it was not yet night.  And they weren't tried immediately.  Instead, they 

were put into jail for trial the next morning.  The religious authorities had no 

business trying the Lord past midnight.   



 Third, the examination before Annas was illegal.  There was no 

provision for such an examination at the hands of a single judge.  Jesus was 

owed a hearing in front of the whole of the Sanhedrin.  To make matters 

worse, at this point in the illegal interrogation Jesus was struck in the face by 

a guard while he was still tied up.   

 The fourth problem had to do with the participation of Caiaphas in the 

Lord's trial.  As I mentioned, because no formal indictment had been brought 

forth, the court went on a fishing expedition to find something to charge 

Jesus with.  When it looked like Jesus would have to be set free because the 

false witnesses could not get their stories straight, Caiaphas came forward 

and asked Jesus if he were "the Christ the Son of God."  This involvement of 

Caiaphas was illegal.  Under the law the high priest was not allowed to ask 

any questions of an accused at trial.  He wasn't even allowed to give his 

opinion to the rest of the Sanhedrin.  He was only there to run the meeting.  

The thinking behind it was this: The high priest was very influential.  What 

he thought might very well unduly sway the court one way or another.  This 

level of influence in the hands of one man can be dangerous, so the law 

made no provision to allow the high priest speak at all.  In this way the 

danger of a tainted verdict could be greatly reduced.   



 Fifth, the trial was illegal because it was completed in one day.  They 

tried to get it over as quickly as possible, rather than taking the due 

deliberation that was necessary.  Not only that, the trial was illegal because it 

took place on the wrong day.  It was illegal for a trial to be held on the 

Sabbath, the day before the Sabbath, or a feast day.  Trial couldn't be held if 

they would take away from religious duties.  It's clear why they couldn't be 

held on the Sabbath or a feast day.  They couldn't be held the day before the 

Sabbath either, because they were supposed to take two days at least to 

complete.   

 Most important, however, and the greatest illegality of the trial is this: 

Jesus was not allowed to present a defense.  The charge had been brought 

forth.  Jesus was accused of claiming to be "the Christ, the Son of God."  At 

this point the court simply declared him guilty when it was incumbent upon 

them to examine the charge to see whether or not it was true.  The court had 

a duty to examine the truth of his claim.  It refused to do so. 

 The Sanhedrin was responsible for determining the truth of Jesus' 

claim.  His claim was twofold.  First of all he said he was the Messiah--the 

anointed one of God--the Christ.  Second, he said that he was the "Son of 



God."  Now I want to be clear here.  When Jesus claimed to be the Son of 

God he was not claiming to be a son of God in the way you or I might claim 

to be God's child.  He was not making a general statement about all 

believers.  He was claiming that he was the unique and only begotten Son of 

the Father, sharing with Jehovah himself the same attributes and the same 

authority.  He was claiming to be God in the flesh.   

 Well, how could the Sanhedrin go about testing these claims of Jesus 

for their veracity?  Let's take them one at a time.  First, is there evidence to 

suggest that Jesus is the Messiah?  The place to start is the Bible, for the 

Bible has a lot to say about the Christ.  First, the Messiah was to be born in 

Bethlehem.  It says this in Micah 5:2: 

 But you, Bethlehem, Ephrathah, though you are small among 
the clans of Judah, out of you will come for me one who will be ruler 
over Israel, whose origins are from of old, from ancient times…. He 
will stand and shepherd his flock in the strength of the Lord, in the 
majesty of the name of the Lord his God…. And he will be their 
peace. 

Jesus was born in Bethlehem.  Mary was in Jerusalem.  She could testify as 

to Jesus' birth.  More than that, Roman government documents would prove 

his birthplace, for Jesus was born in Bethlehem because the Roman 

government was conducting a census. 



 The Messiah, the Bible says, was to be born of a virgin.  That 

prophecy is found in Isaiah 7.  "Therefore the Lord himself will give you a 

sign: the virgin will be with child and will give birth to a son, and will call 

him Immanuel."  Again, Mary was in Jerusalem.  She could testify.  More, 

it's clear that others knew of this, for Matthew and Luke both spoke of the 

virgin birth in their gospels.   

 Third, the Bible says that the Messiah was to be born of the house and 

lineage of David.  That prophecy is found in II Samuel 7, Jeremiah 23:5 and 

Isaiah 11:1.  Nathan the prophet gave these words of God to David:  

 The Lord declares to you that the Lord himself will establish a 
house for you: When your days are over and you rest with your 
fathers, I will raise up your offspring to succeed you, who will come 
from your own body, and I will establish his kingdom…. Your house 
and your kingdom will endure forever before me; your throne will be 
established forever. 
   

Jesus was from David's line on both his mother's side and his adoptive 

father's side.  It would be easy enough for the court to check.  Luke and 

Matthew both did.  Luke gives us Jesus' line through his mother Mary; 

Matthew gives us Jesus' line through Joseph.   

 The Messiah was to be preceded by a forerunner and herald who 

would be like the prophet Elijah.  This was foretold both in Malachi 3 and 



Malachi 4.  John the Baptist fits the bill perfectly.  He came before Jesus, yet 

pointed to him and said he was not worthy to untie the Lord's sandals.  He 

came before Jesus and pointed to him, saying, "Behold, the Lamb of God 

who takes away the sin of the world."   

 The Messiah was to do great works and miracles.  These Jesus did in 

abundance.  Even the members of the Sanhedrin could not dispute this.  In 

fact these miracles were what made Jesus a threat to them.  If his words had 

not been authenticated time and time again by healing the sick, delivering 

the possessed and even raising the dead, they would happily have ignored 

him.   

 The Messiah was to make a public entry into Jerusalem riding on a 

donkey.  This Jesus did.  Psalm 41 tells us that the Messiah would be 

betrayed by a close friend.  Zechariah 11 tells us that he would be betrayed 

for 30 pieces of silver.  Isaiah tells us the Messiah would be despised and 

rejected by men and the Sanhedrin were fulfilling this prophecy at the same 

time they were putting Jesus on trial for his life and the irony of the situation 

escaped them.  Time after time the evidence indicates that Jesus is a 

candidate for the title of Messiah and nowhere is there to be found even a 

shred of disqualifying evidence.   



 The second part of the charge was Jesus claimed to be God's Son.  He 

declared himself to have the attributes and authority of God himself.  This 

was dismissed out of hand, but is there evidence to suggest that such a thing 

is possible?  Is there any defense from Scripture?  Yes there is.  There are 

references in the Old Testament to precisely this kind of unique Son of God 

that Jesus claimed to be.  Let me give you a couple of examples. 

 In Isaiah 9 we find these familiar words: 

 For to us a child is born, to us a son is given, and the 
government will be on his shoulders.  And he will be called Wonderful 
Counselor, Might God, Everlasting Father, Prince of Peace. 

There will be one born into the human family who will have the title 

"Mighty God."   

 In Psalm 2 the Jehovah says this about the one who was to sit on the 

throne of David: "You are my Son; today I have become your Father" or, as 

it has it in the Authorized Version, "Thou art my Son; this day have I 

begotten thee."  The word "begotten" means that the Son mentioned here is 

of the same nature as the Father, because like begets like.  Cats beget cats.  

Dogs beget dogs.  And the heavenly Father begets a Son with a fully divine 



nature.  The Bible attests to the fact that someone who is both man and God 

will sit on David's throne. 

 In Genesis 18 the Lord appears to Abraham at the Oakes of Mamre.  

Sometimes he appears as three men; sometimes as one.  These figures 

always speak as if they themselves were God.  And three times in their 

conversation the Bible says, "The Lord said…"  and the word translated 

"Lord" is "Jehovah".  Abraham believed Jehovah himself had come to his 

tent in human form, and if anyone had the credentials to recognize Jehovah, 

it was Abraham. 

 Given the evidence, it is clear that at the very worst a verdict of 

acquittal based upon reasonable doubt was the proper decision to render.  In 

another way, of course, the Sanhedrin's verdict simply doesn't matter.  You 

see, we have here the trial of Jesus.  But in spite of outward appearances it is 

not Jesus who is on trial; it is Jesus who is holding the trial.  It is the 

members of the Sanhedrin who are being tested.  We are being tested too.  

What are we to make of this Jesus?  Who do we say that he is?  Is he a 

criminal worthy of condemnation, or is he who he says he is, the Christ, the 

Son of God?   



 The evidence is clear.  It is available to you.  In fact, you have more 

evidence before you than the Sanhedrin did, for we have the New Testament 

and eyewitness accounts of the resurrection of Jesus.  What is your 

testimony?  If you reject or worse, refuse to consider the evidence, your guilt 

will be greater than that of Annas, Caiaphas and the rest of the Sanhedrin.  

If, on the other hand, you consider the evidence before you and accept it, it is 

sufficient by the power of the Holy Spirit to lead you into saving faith in 

Jesus Christ.  And you will be able to say, Jesus is the Messiah, the Son of 

God, my Saviour.  In Christ's name.  AMEN.   


