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Roman Judicial Procedure with Reference to the Trial of Christ.

With the expansion of the Roman Empire, the problems or pro-
vinciul government forced themselves upon the Romans. The Empire was exten-
ded from the Euphrates to the Atlantic, Irom the Saharzs to the Danube and thes
Rhine. It is estimated that these lands were inhabited by 120,000,000 peonie
who hed widely diirerent nationsl, religious, and intellectuzl inclinations.
And the mannsr in which this Empire was held together must be considered a
remarkeble accomplishment.

At the time of Augustus the provinces of tha Empire were dis- ‘
tributed. They were placed either under the control of the emperor, or of
the Senste. The frontier territories, in which the presence of the stending
army of Roman lezionaries was nacessary on account of the unsattled and tur-
bulant nature of the subjects, were given into the hands of the emperor. Such
regions were then called imperial provinces, for the emperor appointed thes
orficerﬁ to govern the sams. 'he military command wes given to the legutus;
the propreetor wus the ruler oi internzl aifairs; and the procuretors were
responsible for the rinencial support of the province, or or the subdivision
of & province. Sgria was an imperisl province, to which Judaea, Samaria, end
Idumea were joined &5 subprovinces. Other provinces which were less distant
from Kome, and more peace:ul were placed under the zdministration or the Sen-
ate, which appoinied a governor irom year to year who held the rank or Pro-
consul, and he was attended by a quaestor. In the senatorial provinc2s it w:s
not considered necessary that =n army be maintained. Ii howevar, conditions
demanded the legions, then those irom the nearby imp2rial provinces, or those
from Rome came to the assistance of the proconsul.

St. Paul made the greater pars ;f his missionary Jjourneys in
such senatorial provinces. Thus, St. Luke gives Sergius Paulus of Cyprus the

title of =Lw 9:1nﬂ'ros s Which indicates that Cyprus was a senatorial pro-
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vince. Out of hermony with this, Strabo { XIV. 17.25) claims that Cgprus was
governed by GTeaTtHh &""I s propraetors, which would then make it a pro=-
vince which Augustus hzd reserved for himself. But Strabo hims%gﬁﬂg}anes Cy-
prus in the list of senatorial provinces. Dion Cassius further iniorms us
(LIII. 12; LIV. 4), that though Cyprus had first been on Augustus' list, =
rectification was subsequently made by him, the disturbed province of Dalma-
tia, which had been assizned to the Senate, having besn exchanged for quiast
provinces in the empafors portion; and that at this time Cyprus reverted to
the Senate. That Cyprus was really & senatoriel province, and governed by a
proconsul at the time of tue visit orf Paul, 1s attested by the discoveries
of coins, dating bzck to that very time. These coins bear the nams of Emperor
Claudius, and or the provincial govarnor, called ;w g‘v’rr-h-og o

With the same precision, Tuke calls Gallio of Acheis Qvav"rm-rug
for in 44 A, D. Claudius made Achuai=m a proconsular snd senatorizsl provincs.
And when Luke uses AL Xla:s (Acts 20,2), he refers to the Homan province,
while sccording to Paul's usa-e it refers to all the 3resk dznads in Europe
(Rom 15,26; 2 Cor 9,2; 1 Yhes 1,8L Asia is use2d, not to refer to the entire
continent &s todzy, but to the Homen province, including principzlly the
Xingdom of Pergamus lext by Attalus III.to the Romwns, namely Lydia, Mysiz,
and parts oi Phry:ia. The governors oi Asia also bore the title or proconsui,
being sppointad by the "enate from among the senior ex-consuls. Philippi is
designated es l-(,uu)k.owl’-a (Acts 16,12} znd the magistrates =re cslled
CTELAT W Q"’: » or praetors, a titls which the rulars o free-cities were
fond of ziving themsleves.

The outstanding reature of the fomzn provincial government was
pliancy anda adaptibility. "Rome loved supremacy, but she had no passion ror
uniformity". She was awere of the fact that all her provinces could not be
treated alike. Rome looked upon the provinces as Conqueror upon the conquered,

but =t the same time granted complete freedom of local sealf-governemt. Local
N e e,
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institutions were respected as long as they did not directly conflict with
the suprem=cy of Rome. Circumstances dictated which one of the two fundemen-
tal principles should be preponderant, and herein lies the strenzth of the
Romen provincial governemnt.

The basis oi government in any perticulzr province wss the Lex
Provinciue, according to which certzin powers and duties were delegated to
the zovernor. This wuas coupled with the Praetorian Zdicts, and virtuelly iorm-
ed & charter ior the subjects. The Ius Gantium grew out of thnese particular
laws, =znd began to supersede all local rorms.

Qolsration characterized the attitude oif tihe Homens also to-
wvord the provincisl religions. far rfrom interrerinz with the religion or the
provincials, the Romans introduced iforeign deities into their own cultus.

Thus we find thut Isis, Cerapis, and Ilithra were worsnippesd at Home. Religious
convictions oif the Romans are typiried by Cicero and Ceessr. @icero wrote much

in deranse and praise or religions, and himself belisved in no zods whateven

Caesur vizs at the head of the orfficial religion, and himself denied in the
Senate the immortelity of the souk. Gibbon writes that the verious religions
were considered equally usa2rful by the magistrates, egually true by the people,
end equzlly ifalse by the pnilosophers.

Jude2a rell undar the Jjurisaiction of.che Romans in the year
63 B. C., when Poupey conuuered Jerusalem. At the time the Jews wera torn by
internal dissensicn, and disagreed regzmrding the suecession or the Asmonean
princes. Toth Hyrcanus and Aristobulus contended ror the zovernment of the
Jews, and n2ither w=s able to subdue ihne2 other. The army or Pompay wW:s sta-
tioned =t Demascus, znd the princes sent thither to appeel for supoort. Pom-
pey improved the opportunity, came to Jerusalem, opposea Aristobulus, bacause
he seemed th2 more poweriul, battered down the walls o the temple, thus con-
quering Aristobulus (Jos. Aat 14,4.5.). Then rollowed a pariod oi provincial
goverament under the Asmonean princes, 63 - 37 B. C.; the rule of the Herods,

37 - 4 ., D. Arter Caesar jugusius banished Archelsus, the administratoon or
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the procurators was esteblished, 6 - 41. The rule of Herod Agrippe, 41 - 44,
was followed by another series of procursztors, 44 - 70.

The government of the Jews oirfered many and serious difficul-
ties to tne Romens. They learnad that the Jews sdhered most tenaciously to the
paculiaritias of their religion. "ne Jews hatad the Romens &s "uncircuméised
dogs", end the Romans considered the Jews th2 "circumcised horue'. AS soon as
the Jews realized thut any act of the Romans wes contrary to their religioa,
they positively rafused obedience, and rose in rebvelliion =zguinst the goveraing
powar. Tha national charecteristic of the Jews wos well summarizea by Nico-
leus in “ome, when he "gccused the Jewish nation, «s hard to be ruled, and
&8 naturelly disobeaient to kings", (Jos Wars 2,6,2.).

The Romans m=de it easy ror the Jews to submit to their govem -
mznt. The concessions wiich tne Romsns made to them were such 25 they could
not have enjoved, hud they not bean unaer the jurisdiction snd protection oi
the Romens. fAccordinz to the treaty which Julius Caesur mede with Hyrcsnus
(Tos Ant 14,10), the Jews wers iree from dues to the Somens, rrom militury
occupation sand levy. The duties of the irontier dersnse were underteieca by
the native governwent. Joops, and thereby connsction with the ssa was to be
restored to the Jews. “here should be iresdom end indepsndence in ell inter=-
nal sdministration, continuencz of th= orfice of the high-priest and religi-
ous worship =nd customs. Invernal revenue, tithing shoulc continue as beifora
Phe reesteblisoment of the rortirications or Jerusctlem was permitted. The
Jewish zbhorrsnce o images was recognized, znd so the hesds or the empar-
ors were not stamped on Jewish coins. on-jews were rorbidden to deiile the
interior of the temple by their vresence (Jos Vers 5,52; &,2.4; Ant 15,11.5).
The legionaries datoured around Jeruszlem so that the Koly City be not de-
riled by the eagles. The stanaaras with the erligies o the emparors were

loi't gt Ga2saree.Augustus spoointed that daily a bullock =nd two lambs be




sacrificed to the "ZCupreme God" ior him.

A concession oi the grestest importance was this, thak ths Sanhedrin
was permitted to continue «nd exercise its power in tha internal goverament of
Jewish aifairs. In the days oi Jesus, the Zanhadrin ned 1eaislative, exacutive,
end judicial powers. It commsnded a body of police for ths purpose oi maxing ar-
rests, (Mat 26,47; lark 14,43). It had the power to prerer cherges and try cesss
of & religious nature, in which the procurator would not meddle. srom its decis -
loa tnere could be no appesl; it was the highest court. In connection witn the
Great Sannhderin, there was an orgesnized system of smaller courts, which wers un-
der the control oi the general body, and connected with the synagogs in the laxds,
even outside Judues. In this way they exerted power agsasinst Jesus in Galilee, 2nd
it wes to such & body in Damascus that Saul was bearing letters from the Sauhedrino
of Jerusalém. The great limitation to the power of the Tenhedrin is expressed in

i

the Talmud, "Forty yeers before the destruction of the temple, the power of in-

Ilicting capitel punishment was teken swey from Isregel"; and the Jews admit to

Pilate, (John 18,31}, thzt it is not leawirul for them to put gny m:n to death.
The Cannedrin mizht inflict minor punishments, such as beating, (icts 5,40); it
could aeciae in metters of life snd aceath, could pronounce the ssntence oi azatn,
but it ceoula not inrlict cepital punisnment.

Pontius Pilaiz &as procuretor (26-37) wes not at 211 gqueliried to govern
o people as "nard to be ruled" as tha Je&s were. He was person&lly too mucn de-
voted to Tiberius. This sycophanticzl devotion carried him so far, that he refu-
sed to regard the religious convictions or his subject=. So he sent a dGeteschment
oi solaiers into Jerusalem by nighy%o set up the ensigns oif the emperor. “ucn im-
sges were an asbomination to the Jews, and they sent a deputation to Caesares to
inauce Pilate to remove the ofience. But Pilate threatened to have them cut to
pieces if they did not return peaceiully to Jerusazlem. However, when the Jews Tell

to the sround and bared their necks, Pilete felt that he could not fulril his

threst. That moment merked the victory of the Jews, for they had determined the
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weakness of the procurator. In another way Pilete undertook to confer honor upon
the emperor. He ordered that some gilt shields, which were dedicated to the honor
of Tiberius, be placed in Herod's palesce at Jorusszlem. The shields were inscribed
with the name of the emperor, yet without his imasge. However, this proved to be

so orrensive to the Jews that they appealed to Tiberius that the shnields be re-
moved, and Tiberius ordered the remov:l. Pilate made his third mistekxe when he in-
tended to use the money orf the sacred treazsury ior the construction of an acue-
duct for Jerusalem. The project rfailed because th: Jews objected. ln Iuke 23,1,
vwe are told oI falileans, "whose blood Pilate had mingled wity their sacrifices.”

As procuretor, rilute wes endowed by the emperor with the Imperium. The
Imperium represents "the supreme autinority or the commnity in dealing with the
individual”. In the case oli th2 provincial magistraies it denoteda that the exer-
cise of his power was absolute. It included: 1l.The power to take the auspices and
to supervise certein religious matters which had a bearing on politiczl actions.
2. To represent the stute in its dealings with the individuel. 3. To command the
ermy and navy. 4. To punish those who withstood constituted suthority. 5. To exer-
cise crimin:l end civil Jjurisdiction. 6. To issue proclamations ana edicts. 7. To
be responsible to noone except the emperor. In the case of Pilate it mesnt that
he was the highest authority in Judaea. He was the commsnder of the soldiers under
him, which were about 3,000. He might juaze a cese quitzs arbitrsrily and inilict
punishment, because he had the Ius gladii or Potestas gladii. A Roman citizen
might appeal from his decision to the emperor, but this rizht was not ziven to
non-citizens such as Jesus was when He stood bafore Pilate.

?he relation of the Procurator to the Legate of Syria was not clearly
defined. Thne power oi the Legatie was grester, and his jurisdiction more extensive.
His troops were legionaries, while those of tha procurator were suxiliaries. The
legate exercised u certain supervision over the procurator. Iie might send the pro-

curator to Rome to give an account of his actions in cuse a dlspute arose. Thus,

Viteliius appointed a substitute ror Pilate and ordered that Pilate go to Rome to
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account for the massacre at iount Gerizim. On the other nsnd, howevar, it appears
that the procurator was not greatly dependent upoﬁ the legate. Tacitus and Sueton-

ius call Judasa & province, which denotes that the governor was dependent only

upon the emperor. Like tha governors o: Horicum and Haetia, the Judaesn procur-

ator iformed the supreme authority for the administration of the laws, |( ”“ikk‘ Tou

”

R"‘f‘:"“"; R T ’tEowuv Jos VWars 2,8,1.). The numher of soldiers un-
der the command oi Pilate was suiricient to maintain order. At Caasarsa thare wes
stationeu one division oi cavalry {(ala) and Zive cohorts of infantry. In addi-
tion, troops were stationed at Jericho, Machszerus, throughout Samaria, Ashalon,
gnd Jerusalem {ons cohort under tie X,X "°"€¥°'i y Acts 21,31l; Jos VWars 2,5,5;
at Jort Antonia, diresctly connected with, and overlooking the courts orf the tem~
plel.

As judge in criminsl cases, Pilate was quite independent of the author-
ity oi the zoveraor of Syria. As judze his powers and functions did not differ to
the smallest degree rrom those of his colleagues who governed the most extensive
and most preteatious portions of the Empirs. He had the Ius gladili, and that was
the highest power granted to any magistirate of any province. Pilate decided cases
in Judaea as Tiberius might have decided in Rome. In accordgace with the "unlim-
ited Jjurisdiction of the military Imperium", the procurator might disrezard all
forms and rules of law and procedurs, and decide arbitrarily and despotically. A
provincial non-citizen had only the right of a plea of justice in the face of ab-

solute power. In such a case there could he no appeal to & higher court, for the

riznt of appeal wzs delezated only to the Roman citizen. There were however caritain

factors which did sct as & check to the power of the procurstor. For instance, the

Lex Provinciae, sccording to which his sovernment was to be carried out. Then, a

Romen citizen might appeal from his decision to th= emperor. It was not advisable

for the procurator to arouse public sentiment asainst his administrecion, for that

inv.1lved the danger that he mi:ht be recalled by the emperor. Lezally he was account—

ahle to the emperor at the end of his term of office. In the trial of Paul by Fes-
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tus, the council of the procurator is mentioned, Acts, 25,12. But it does not
appesr from the record or the trial of Jesus that Pilate was accompanied by such
an advisory body known-zs "comites" or Gu/u@)m;ll 0¥ . *n fact, thera would
be little need of such a body, since the procurator may entirsly disrezcrd their
opinion, and make his own decision on the basis of his supreme authority.

The rules of judiciasl procadure as we find them at the time of Jesus
were the result of a loang aev2lopment. In the sarly days of Rome, when state and
relizion were correlcated, & trial was in many aspects religious, ior the reason
that & crime czainst the state involved a crime against the n=tionel gods. At
the tiwme of the Twelve Tables (600 B, C.) the rules of procedure had becomz more
uerinits. The plaintiir was authorized with sufficient power to force the deien-
dent to asppear berfore the magistrate. The litizants laid their claims before the

magistrate (in iure), end then before a private citizen scting as arbiter (in

iudicio) whose decision served the purposs of regulating the modé in which redress
should be obtained, and restraining private wvenszeance. |
This method wuas superseded by the Yormulary system™. The litigants laid
their claims before the przetor wno draw up a document ("formul:z"), in which he
instructed the "iudex" of the exsct points of the case, and«dthe mode or deciding
the c:=se in the event that the claims should be proved. The "formula" consisted
of three distinct parts: l. The "Demonstratio", in which ths subject matter of
the controversy was set rorth. 2. The "Intentio", the pracise claim or demand made
by the plaintiff. 3. The "Adjudicatio”, the directions of the megistrats to the
njudex" as to how the case should be decided arter lnvestiguting the facts. Trials
were conducted in the presence of the neouvle assembled in the "Comitia". It was
the duty of the magistrate to prove to the people that his decision wcs corract.
Both accuser end accused appealed to the passions of the populace, and glaring
injustices resulted. To overcome this fiaw, and on account of the increase in the
number of cases, & more convenlent method was introduced. This was callad "Quaes-

tio Perpetua" according to the Lex Calpurnia, (149 B. C.). The "Quaestio Perpetua"



s

continued in the Homan Empira, snd was the established and recognized method of
contucting o trial at the time of the trial of Jesus,

Following 1s a division of the mode of procedure into its severzl parts;

1. "Postulatio", an apolication on the part of the accuser to the mazis-
trate, either to the "praetor" or to the "iudex quaestionis"”, for permission to
bring a criminal charge aguinst a certain person. “he magistrate must be convin-
cad that the cherge was such that it warranted s trial, thus assuring the indivi-
dual that he could not be brought to érial for a trivial offense, or for one of
which the accuser could not possibly convince ths judge. The successiul prosecu-
tor, or accuser, would be rewarded by fame =nd one fourth of the coniiscated pro-
perty of iine.

2. "Divinatio", a preliminary triel before the "prastor" rfor ths pur-
pose or selecting a single accuser ior one ofiense charsed. In the "divinatio",
the evidence of the case was not considered. The selection of the accuser was m=de
on the basis of ths ubility and sincerity of the candidates.

3. "Nominis Delatio", a orivate hearing beiore tha "prsebor", to sacure
a specification, or definite statement of the personelity of the accused and of
+he charge lodzed. The accused must be present or have a valid excuse for his ab-
sence. Both =ccuser and accused were guestion=d, in order to assure the "prastor"
th:t there w-=s a "primes facia" case to be czrried before the regular tribunzl in
the open trial.

4, -"Inscriptio", If the accuser convinced the magistrate thut the charze
warranted a trial, the latter rramed a form of indictment, sizned by the accusar
and several witnessa2s, "subscriptores". Now the churge was dafinitely rixed; it
must necessarily be brought before the tribunal, and it was the only oifense that
could be investizated by the court. Additional charges could not be added.

5. "Nominis Receptio", the rormal reception of the written indictmznt

by the president or "iudex". Henceforth the case was considersd as being "in iudi-

eio", while previously it had been "in iure", and the defendant was now "in reatu'.

Now the time was fixed at which the accussd must appear, and the trial must begin.
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This time was usually ten deys after the "receptio". During this intarvel the
defendant was permitfed to go at larze, to prepare his defense; or he might go
into voluntary exile, an act very much encouraged, for it removed the necessity
of executing & Roman citizen.

6. "Citatio". At the apnointed time the judges or jurors were summoned
by a horald. If the defendant fauiled to appear, the procedinzs continued never-
theless. ln case of a2 valid excuse (ebsence in public service, znother trizl slse-
where, illna2ss), the trisl would be postnoned. & person might be tried in nis &b-
seace, &5 wers the assassins of Caesar (43 B. C.). }¥ilo was condemned in nis sb-
seace, (53 B. C.). If however, the prosecutor fuilad to zppsar, the trizl would be
terminated 2t once.

7. "Impanelment of the jurors'. A number of names wera written on white
teblets and plac:d into zn urn. The "prastor! drew'out a certain number oI ballots
which represeanted the jurors. The exuct number of the jurors.depsnded on the chul-
enze of both the prosecutor and the defendant.

8. "Peginning the triul". The orators m=de their spsecies, which consis-

ted in erzument, characterization, illustration. Then prool was introduced, evida: ca

to show thet the truth had besn spowen in the spseches. The place of the trisl was
in the open &ir, in the Fforum. The "przetor" sat on curule chair, and the judgas
on benches, on an eleveted platform, so thet the people were able $o0 see what was

being done. The time was dcylight, between daybreai, and an hour beiore sunset.

9, "VYoting of the judges". This was done by ballot; mejority was decisiv e.

the votes were counted by ths president. the result was either condemnation, "fe-
cisse", "C" (condemno); or scquittz=l, "non recisse', "i" (absolvo)l; or doubtiul,
"amplius esse cosnoscendum”, "INL" (non licet!.

queh were the exact rules oi procedure in a criminal court at Rome.
Necessarily, a trial in the province could not conrorm in its details to such an
intricate model, &nd Pilate must not be charged with illezalities simply because
he did not observe all the various steps. ln comparing the trizl of Jesus &s re-

lated by the HZvangelists to a model "Quaestio Perpetua", it will be found thzt



many features are missings. So, the ten days are not granted aiter the "nomihis
receptio". Thers 18 no preliminary trial before the magistirate. Nothing is men~
tioned of an orator for the defendant. Evidently no jury was impaneled. However,
iﬁ the provinces these features were regularily omitted, so that a large number
of cases may be tried when the governor happaned to come to the city; And 1t'was
quite usual that a large number of cases zwaited the arrival of the govarnor, as
Cicero in Cilicia (Ad. Att. 5,21,9) and Caesar in Zaul (B. G. 1l,54). And Tacitus
says (Agr. 9.) that,AFFhe governors who were militzry men were in the habit of de=-
ciding cases in an ofi-hend manner." But it remains true, that the trials as con-
auctea at Rome were to be models Ior those conductied by the provineial governors,
not so mueh in their form, as in thneir erfieciency ior meting out Jjustice. “ules
of proca2dure may ve disregeraed as long as the method e2mployed atteined to ths
essentisl gounl, - justice end squity.

The proceedings azainst Jesus bezan lonz before the léth or !isan, 30
Ae T. During thz second year of the ministry in Galilee, the Jews were watching
Him, that they might accuse Zim (Mari 3,2); the scribes and Pharasees tried to
provo:e an incrimination {(Luxe 11,53); in Jerusalem the Jaws toox up stones to
cast =t Him (John §,59); after the resurrection of Lazerus the rulers gave com-
mandament, that i eny man knew where Jesus were, he sh:uld show it, that they

might takxe Him (Joha 11,57) But in all these ettempts the Jews railed, because Je-

sus had not yet completed His work, His hour was not yst come. Finally when He yad

fulrilled all things ziven Him by the rfather, and it remained for Him only to sui
fer and die, He showed His willingness to be delivered into the hands of wicked
_man; ror He boldly said to the captors in the gardes, "I am He".

Now Jesus w:5 bound and led to the palace of Annss. Why to Annas? Cai-
phes indeed, wzs the high priest, but it was Annas who was exercisinz tha power
of Jewish raligious government. And the Jews still recognized Annas as the true
high pfiest, with all the powers of that oifice. It was uus to tae influence of;

Annes thet the temple traific reached such nefarious depths. Jesus had attaciked

this srariiec, thus arousing the parsonzl eanmity of Annas. In the quastioning,
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(John 18,19 £.), Annas inquired concerning the doctrine and the disciples of Jesus .
It was an ofrficer of Annas that smote Jesus. Legally there was no reason why Annas
should be involved in the oificial prosscution of Jesus, because the orricial po-
sition of Annas was extralegel. Thus the case against.Jesus had its very incep-
tion in illegulity. Even on the basis of Jewish lew, Annas could not justiry his
actions, ior he was & "sole judze", and the Yalmud ssgid, "ée not a sole judgs,
for there is no sole judse but One", These words also condemn the ection of Cal-
phes, for he too was a "sole judge". He hea even pronounc2d & vardict upon Jesus -
"He hath spoken blasphemy" - which was out of order at the beginnins of ths trial.
While Ann=s wes quastioning Jesus, the Zanhadrin wrs hastily assemblead
in the p:zlace of Caiphas. Accordinz to Ifark, the 'Z'}\ oV ‘I:(.) G'UPI:JCI.DV was as-—
sambled, but tais seems to reier to a guorum, which cgﬁsisuaa or 23 membars. It is
very unlikely tant men like Wicodemus (Jonn 7,51), Joseph of Arimathiatt?am&llel
toox pari in the terrible triul orf the Sanhedarin heededa by high prisst Caiphss.
Ja2sus was lad belore this august group oi Jewish zlders, znd the high prisst blunt-
ly put the question to Him,"Art thou the Christ?" Jesus reierrec him to His ec-
tions, and to th2 testimony or His hearers. 3ut a sacond guestion followed, "irt
Phou then the Son of God?" And since Jesus woula not d2any this, He was chiérged
with blasonemy. Caiphes rent his germents, which was an cet or impropriety, be-
cause the gurments of the high priest were symbolical of the grest diznity orf
his ofrice. The false witnesses wiich stood up sgeinst Jesus based their ewiaence
on the words o: Jesus, "Destroy this t2mole, znd in three days I will build it
up azain", They iorced a litersl meaning into these words, and then the deduction
might be m.de, that Jesus was laying claim to supernatur-l power to which e had
no rizhs, sand that His misled Iollowers mignt be induced to raise their nuncs a-
gainst the hplg.tample, beiaz convinced that their liaster coula rabuild the temple
by His power. in spite or th2 i ot uh:t iLhe testimony or the ralse witnassas cia
not agree, Jesus was led in the sarly nours of Friday morainz to the Zractorium,
beinz condemned to death by the Jews. On what charge He was condemnsd, the Jews

themselves were not clear. But they cared less for ths course of the triasl, thun
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for their one ohjactive, -~ the death of thes lNessiah.

From the palace oi Csi phus the entire company of the Sanhedrists con-
ducted Jesus to the court of ?il-te, called tne "Prastorium". It is assumed tnazt
this was the palace of ierod, a very b2autirul and levish structure. The pro~
curators were wont to occupy tiis pal:ce when they founu it necessary to come to
Jerusalem. The ract that “ilate aid not permenently live there is.aAOﬂher inci-
cation thot pe found no pleasure in living with his peculisr subjescts. He apoecr-
ed in Jerusalem only when he w:s in duty bound to do so. Phe occesion oi his pre-
sant visit wes the great pascover of the Jzwus, when there wegs dangar that the
zreat number of assemblzd Jews, under the spell oi retwrninz sprinz, might bs
eesily incited to insurrection. Pllate did not stay in Jerus:lem longsr than neces-
sary, sor the Jews were satisiisd to bring the case to him on the day of the res-
tival, so that he could not lsazve the city without having proncunced jucgment uva
tlheir orisoner.

It was Pilste who openad the trisl with the woras, "ilhst accusation
bring ye asgoinst this men?" The Jews did not cere to eanswer the question, so they
ceclersu most impudently, "IX hs were not a maleiasctor, we would not have daliv-
ered Him to you". They expectzd that Pilete should retiiy ané spprove their de-
cision without reviewing the case, end this for ths reason that their cecision
was based on gquestionable evidence. Pilate rererred them to their own lews. He
wnew thet they would not have brought the cese to him, if it were not e case ol
life ard death. And he kxnew that the Jews could not inilict cepitael punisnment.
“herefore this suzzestioa of Pileste is considersed a palpevls reminder of the Ro-
ﬁan supremscy. The Jews being datermined upon their goel, acquiescea to this
teunt of Pilata.

Although they were disappointed in their hope that their verdict would
be approved, they now produced a most ingasnious charge against Jesus. St. Luke

hes recorded the charge: "We iound this fellow perverting the nation, and forbia-

ding to give tribute to Cezeser, and saying that He Himsel: is Christ, a King."

In the investigatlon by the Sanhedrin, this cherge may have been considered, but




they could not establish it, because their witnesses uid not szree. Now, on the
way to Pilute, they invented a new accusation, for they <elf that e charge ol bles-
phemy would not meke s great impression on a Romen judge, least of all on one of
the disposition oi Pilate. ror that resson they accused Jasus of & political crime,
and were sure that Pilate must listen to such a charge.

In the rirst part of the charge, that of perverting the nation, thsy
might Le gble to prove some truth. Jesus hsd become & public rigure. His feme ex-
tended beyond the limits of Jewry. Iultitudes rollowea Him to learn of Him. They
followeda Him into the aesert, trusting th:t He would sustein them. He was Iorced
to leave the multitude :nd nide, so thet they could not crown Him their King. His
followers were not following the course expscted of Jews. Social life was being
upset, Slaw-ret:’?ol"r& -rE) _‘t’@vog. Although the unrest wes of & religious nature.
the fact thut the people were effected might be ufgad to give the charge a poli-
ticel coloring. Every semblance of popular unrest was looked upon with suspicion,
and if the element of political unrest were injected, it was considered = crime.
Qumults, iasurrectlions (Acts 21,33) were contr:ry to the Romen provincisl law,
deemea worthy of spprehension and investigzation. Hence the act or "perverting tue
nation" mignt be consirued to be a form oi traason.

Pileste did not investigaete this clause of the accusation. He seems to
nave hesrd oanly the lsst viords, "Cgrist. a Hing". If the rfirst count were ol g rai i-
gious signiricance, Pilate was anot interested; wnd ir it were politic=l, it wes
yuite superiluous, for the accused must be condemned ir the lust count coulc be
provea ageinst Him.

Phe second accusation wes a vicious perversion or the truth. Jesus is
chargad with "Zorbidding to give tribute to Caesar." Only thres daeys previously
Jesus had seid, in Jerusalem, end to the "chier priests", "Render therefore unto
Cassar the things which be Ceesar's, =nd unto God the things vhich be God's, (Luke
20,25). At Cepernaum the tribute collector asked Peter, "Doth not yout master ﬁuy

tribute?" And Peter could unhesitantly answer, "Yes", because Jesus w:s in the ha

bit of paying tribute. And on thst occasion, J2sus mursculuously produced the tri-
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bute monay, lest he should ofiend them. Had tha Jews been cble to prove to Pilate
that Jesus withneld the tribute money, it would have been a grave oirense. Thet
would involve defiance to the Roman law, a denial of the supremecy oi Rome in

the provinces, and would have been construed as wmnother form of treason. Pilate
overlooked this charge also, to investigeste the third count.

The charge of "saying that He Himsels is Christ, a King" formed the cli-
mex of the accusetion. Pilate investigated this by taking Jesus into the Prastor-
ium, and bluntly esking, "Art thou the Xing of the Jews"g Jesus asked him to ex-
plain his point oi view. If the question bore a political inference, Jesus must
enswer in the nezutive. But if others had spokxen to Pilate, end he viere asking
irom the Jewish point oi view, then Jesus nust answer in the airirmative. Arter
Pilate denied thut he were & Jew, or Jewisnly inclined, Jesus admitted His Kinz-
ship, but He strippad the concept ol all worldly =nd political signiiicsnce. Pi-
late wes interested only in the admission whicn he consiaerad &s seli-conviction.
But the evidenc2 seemed so scant, that Pilete told the Jews, "I find no a;Frunv
(cause sor accusation) ian Him".

This wes virtually en ascquittel. But the Jews were not sctisried with

tnis decision, and they reneved the accusation, that He were stirrinz up the people

by His teaching, beginning at Galilee. When Pilete hesrd "Galilee", ne transrerrea
Jesus to ihe court of IHerod, because Herod wes tetrarch oif Galilee. Such u trans-
fer was called "a roro apvrehensionis ad forum originis vel domicilii". In this
particular cagse it was illezul, because Jesus wss accused or a continuous erims,
and must needs be tried in the place of the concluding scts. Pilete had no right
to transier the case arter he hzd acguitted ths accused. It was superiluous, be-
cause Herod could not judge while he was in the territory of “ilate, his decision
would not supersede thz:t of Pilate. Herod was anxious to see some signs perormed
by Jesus, but Jesus observed the contempt oF silence. Herod mocked Jasus, putting
& gorgeous robe on Him. In Rome it was customary for candidates to put on white
robes to notiiy the people oI their candidacy. Zhus the cendidscy of Jesus for

Xinz ridiculed. The result of the trznsier was the humiliation or Jesus, and the




reconciliation oi Pilate and Herod.

The release of Barnabas was an attempt on the part or the procurator
to release Jesus. It was not a general custom in the Empire that prisoners be re-
leased to tha peoplé. Livy testifies that slaves were released at Lectisterrnis,
(Livy 5,13). According to the letter of Trajen to Pliny, it was a prerogative or
the emperor to'release prisoners. In Judaee it was = special favor that the Ro-
mans releasad & prisoner «t the feast of the passover in order to please ths people,

That Pilate resorted to scourging Jesus was an illegel step at thst
steze of the triasl. Scourging was 'a reguler preliminery to cruciiixion, and could
not be inflicted on a person who nad not been condemned. “he scourge consistea
o & number or la=ther thongs loaded with lezd, or bits of bones. These wers plia
by six lictors. The eriminal beingz stooped was tied to & column with straps, so
that his back wus exposed to the scourges. As a preliminury to cruciiixion this
rorm oi torture wes 2rfective, rfor it tore ths flesh oi the victim, so that he
would not live long on the cross. When, in the case oi Jesus, mockery wes adaed
to the scourging, vhe limits oi ussge were overstepped. It was the intention oi
Pilete to release Him aiter this, and the Jews were Iorcad to bring up a new
charge. Hence they brought the charge oi blasohemy, the churge on which Jesus
had been condemned in the Sannedérin. However, this did not huve the desired ei-
rect on Pilste, for it brought him to a superstitious reer, th:t he might be aeal
ing with a aemigoa oI mythology.

The incident of Pilate's wife sending ths messege oi her drezm shows
another irregularity in the charccter or Pilate. Provincisl governors were not
to bring their wives ipto the provinces. It cannot be explained why he did not
nesve ner at Rome, or &t least at Caesarea. The fact that she had to send the
message aifter Pilate had left, shows that the tri:=l began eerly in the morning,
before the household of Pilate was astir.

At this point of the trizl the Jews gained the mastery or the situa-

tion. By Jjugszling the inaictment once more, they struck the weskest point in

Pilate's charscter, his devotion to Tiberius. They szid, "IZ thou let this man
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go, thou art not a rriend of Czesar, whoover maketh himself a king speaketh a-
guinst Cuesar'". 'Now, in his weakness he condemned Jesus to the cross. This was
judicial murder, ror he had virtually acquitted Jesus. for him to say, "Absolvo"
and "Ibis sd crucem" in the same breath, was = travesty of justice.

The crime o1r treason demanded the punishment of crucifixion. Under <i-
berius 52 cuses of trexson were prosecuted. The Roman deiinition of treason wsas
wide, based on the senctity or the state. The Juli:n Law defined treason; Milajes-
tatis crimen illua est, gquod adversus populum Romanum vel adversus securitatem
eius cimmittitur", Cicero deiinea: "lejestatem minuere est de diznitaie aut am-
plitudine sut potestate populi sut sorum guibus populué potestetem dedit eliguid
derogure." "He shall be guilty oi treason by whose acts Iriends of the Roman
people shall becom= enemies, or who shall maliciously brinz it to pass, that the
king of &« ioreign netion shall be less obedient to the Romans". Hence any insult
to the aiznity snd security oi the Romen pa2ople, any inplicit denial of th2 sover-
ignty of the Roman stete, might be construed to mean treason.

At that time the custom or Apotheosis had reached its clim=x. In real-
ity only the "genius" of the emperor was to be zdored. But Suetonius held thnut
the people fully believed in the divinity of Caesar. The Roman Senate in the ex-
cesses of their adoration, pluced the image of Caesar in the temple of Quirinus,
vwiith the inscription to him as E)tag ;-JLTQ»cros . His person was declared
ssered, «nG injury to him by wora or deed was counted a sacrileze. Finully he
wes no more celled "Caius Julius", but "Divus Julius". The chier ceuse Ior ths
assussination of Caesar was his attempt to estzblish Emperor Torship. A temple
wes ereoted to him, znda Anthony was his priest. Schaf: writes (Hist of Ch I 83):

"Some oi the emperors were iiendish tyrsnts and monsters of inlquity, cnd yet

they were enthroned smons the gods by vote of the Senate, and altars and temples
were erected ror their worship". The Apocalypse contaiins numerous references to

tha extent to which emperor worship had grown. (Rev. 13; 14,9; 19,20; 20,4)

Oon the basis of these derinitions and current notions of the Romsns,
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the teachings of Jesus would be considerad treasonzble. He had not been compli-
mentary to the rulers; had called Herod a rox. And in generzl the tezchings of

Jesus were aggressive. What was sacred to the Romens, even the imaze of the em-
peror vwas an abomination sccording to the teachings of Jasus. And Jesus did not
coniine His opinions to Himselr, or to His immediate friends, in which case His
teachings wolild hsve been condoned in Homan toleration. But Jesus preached Him-

sell as the only Savior of the world. Rome claimed the supremacy also over the

consciencss of ner subjects, and aid not permit that her people be made less friend-
ly to the Romen government., The very claims of Ilessishship ran counter to the idea |
oi the all—suf%iciency of Rom2, a notion so secred to tne Romens. It is a run-
damental principle in Christianity, that God must be obeyed rather than msn. And |
the rect that m:ay murtyrs laid down iheir lives because they rerfucsed to worship
the image of the emperor, ilndicates what e wide dirfference there existed between
vne Cyristisn and the Roman conception of Supremacy.

This dirference is exemplified also in the result of the contact which
St. Paul estavlished between Christianity and the Roman world. He fould that there
truly existed a difference betvwveen the teachings of Jesus and the existing lews
of the Romans. At Philippi, Pzul was chorged (Aets 16, 19.20), with stirring up
the people, and with teeching customs which could not lawfullﬁ be received and
observea by Roman citizens. Acts 15,13 he is charged with persuading men "to wor-
ship God contrary to the law". That the liessiahship of Jesus could not be harmon-
ized with the Roman conception of the supremucy of the emperor is shown in Acts
17,7. Paul znd the christians are in that pessage accused of doing things "con-
trary to the decrees of Caesar, saying there is another king, one Jesus".

So, according to the letter of the law, Pilate mizht have bezn able to
Justiry his action in so far as he condeuned a person chszrzed with treason. But
even in the days of Pilate it was conceded that the spirit of the laws superseded
the letter. Scepticism entered also the rield of jurisprudence. Carneadzs in the
Roman enate advanced on two s.c:essive days two contradictory arg sents, rirst

for and then asainst the obligations or justice. The universal law,"Ius Gentium
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was fully devaloped, and 1t brought some very lolty ideas of humenity and gen-
eral rellowship. "Even the tie of.commnn mmnanity demended, not only Jjust deal-
ings, but an active benevolance and kindness". Accordingly men throughout the =m-
pire were in a social © ellowship; all were crzaturas of fod, and should combine
to protect eachother rrom injury.

Pilate could not possibly have escaped the influence of this popular
philosopny, for his training was thorouzhly Roman. He even gives an indication
of nis loity conception of man, when he says, "Behold the man'". Thereiore he did
violence to nis own conscience whan he dslivered Jesus to thz crucifiers. Some
have attempted to justiiy the uction or Pilnte by pointing out that his prime
duty was to maintain order among the Jews, and that thererore he had to conZorm
to their wishes. But Romsn lsw forbade in spirit and in letter the surrender by
Roman sovarnors and administrators of the principles of justice to the blind ms-
sions or the multitude. This was later codiried in ths Law oi Justiaiang "Vaﬁaa
voces populi non sunt audiendas, nec @nim vocibus eorum cradi oportet gquando aut
noxium crimine absolvi sut innocentem condemnuri desidersnt'. Pilate transgressad
tiis very rule, for he knew that the Jews had deliverad Jesus on accouat of 2avy,
and he kna2w that Jesus was innocent, yvet he listensd to "vanae voces populi".

In attempting to lay the 1ull blume on the Jevs, some ©gke zone too Zar
in vindicating Pilate ana absolving him. Tertullizn neld that Pilate was = Christ-
ian at heart. The Abyssinian Caurch has canonized Pilate, and sé{?ﬁhs 25th of Jurs
as the day dedicated to his memory. Also the writer of the Acts of Pilate minim-
izes the guilt or Pilste. On the basis oi Roman law, written and umeritten, the
action or Pilate caannot be excused. "He washed his hands whan he should have used
them". In Acts 4,27, Pilate and Herod are chargea with the death or Jesus.

The Bible is more emphatic in charging tha Jews with the deatn or the
Savioi. Ppe Jews were willing to accept the guilt upon themselves and their chila-
ren. In Acts 2,13; 3,13-15; 4,10; 5,30; 7,52; 10,39; 1528, the blame is placed
upon ths Jews. They were guilty of inrrections of the Roman laws, and of their

own laws. The Jewish law forbzda the delivery of an Israslite into the nznds of




Gentiles on the pain of forfeiturs of any place in the lirfe to come. The great-.

est guilt must fall upon th2 Sanhadrists, for their violations were manizold and
severe. It was namely forbidden that they try cases in which they themselves were
biased, end in the case of Jesus they were motivated by hatred. They permitted

an accomplice (Judas) to take part in the action. Thay did not dismiss the case
when the witness did not agrse. They should have delaysd the sentence to the fol-
lowing day, for it was one oi liie and desth; the vote should have been taken in
writing; they should have mourned a day arter proanouncing the death sentence. There-
fore in fixing the guilt, the Jews are charged with ths instigation, and Pilats

with the consummation of the act.
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