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The trial of JESUS
and HIS remnant

The BIBLICAL TRUTH about DIVINE JUSTICE

"Jesus answered him, If I have spoken evil,
 bear witness of the evil: but if well, why smitest thou me?"

John 18:23

"Just balances, just weights, a just ephah,
 and a just hin, shall ye have:

I am the LORD your God, which brought
 you out of the land of Egypt."

Leviticus 19:36

 "Oh that my grief were throughly weighed,
 and my calamity laid in the balances together!"

Job 6:2

"Let me be weighed in an even balance,
that God may know mine integrity."

Job 31:6

"A just weight and balance are the LORD'S:
 all the weights of the bag are his work."

Proverbs 16:11

"Divers weights are an abomination unto the LORD;
 and a false balance is not good."

Proverbs 20:23

 INTRODUCTION 

The Jewish court, since it was founded on the Law given through Moses, is one of the most 
correct systems in the world. It is practically the only country that has its law founded on the 
Bible. It is one of the oldest systems of justice, originating some 3500 years ago. The people of 
GOD at that time, the Jewish people, developed an "oral law" or talmud, which was intended to 
enhance or assist the applicability of GOD's statutes in practice, and in this case, civil justice. 
Although this oral system has been corrupted in the time of Israel's apostasy, it still contains the 
ancient biblical justice regulations, beside which were introduced many unjust rules - the 
traditions that the LORD JESUS reproved.

Hereinafter we are going to show the good rules of justice existing in the Jewish judicial 
system, THE RULES THAT THE JEWS HAD TO HAVE USED IN THE TRIAL OF JESUS. 

We remember that it is known that the Jewish justice system would be the most correct system 
on this planet, if the bad laws would have been eliminated. Hereinafter we will try to show the 
correct laws that were to be used for the trial of JESUS, and for any other trial.
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 SANHEDRIN RULES FOR JUDGING IN ISRAEL 

The judge should not be afraid to change his mind, for his own sake, if his conscience dictates 
it (Tractate Shavuot). 

IF THE JUDGE BELIEVES IN THE GUILT OF THE PARTIES WITHOUT BEING ABLE TO 
OBTAIN PROOF, HE SHOULD REFUSE TO GIVE HIS VERDICT, AND EXCUSE HIMSELF 
FROM INTERVENING IN THE CASE, rather than make the witnesses responsible for an 
erroneous sentence. 

The judge who has received some favor, from one of the parties, must excuse himself from 
intervening in the cause, alleging that he fears to be partial. 

The Sanhedrin Tractate establishes that the judges should not fear a sentence that conforms to 
their conscience. When one of the litigants is violent and vindictive the judges should not 
excuse themselves from passing sentence, once they have taken part, because it is said: You 
shall not be afraid of anyone, because the judgment is of GOD.

A good judge is a collaborator of GOD. (25 Shabbót, 10a. )

The judge must be wise, equitable, pious, modest; he must unite firmness of character with 
goodness of soul; he must be of mature age and father of a family. (26 Sanhedrin, 32a.)

Never judge alone, for GOD alone is the only judge. 

Do not say to the judges who are with you, "Adopt my opinion," for they must judge by their 
conscience and not by yours. (Avot, IV, 10.)

Justice, truth and peace always go together; they form but one and the same thing; where 
justice reigns, peace also reigns; and where there is peace, there is justice. (Avot, I, 18)

Whoever sheds human blood, diminishes GOD Himself. (Genesis Rabbah, 34.)

(Judicial) officials must be absolutely disinterested. (Avot, 2.)
+
IN THE TRIAL OF JESUS: they judged INTERESTED of honor.
For doing others good the wicked could not bear Jesus among them. His holy, self-denying life 
constantly reproved their covetous, unholy lives. And because the minds of many were turned 
to this new and blessed Teacher, and they believed he was the Son of God, they feared that 
they should not receive so much honor (as Him), and they said he was not fit to live, and cried 
out, Away with him, crucify him, crucify him! YI April 1, 1854, par. 2

It was considered the highest duty of the judges was to see that no innocent person was 
convicted; indeed, that no one was convicted who was not guilty both morally and legally, and 
whose guilt was not strictly legally established; and to this end they were to conduct a very 
thorough cross-examination of the witnesses for the prosecution.
+
AT THE TRIAL OF JESUS: Pilate declared Jesus innocent.
Matthew 27:4,24

Two persons who are enemies of each other should not occupy the seats of justice, in the fear 
that it will result only in an opposition founded on their personal enmity. 
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"Let the judges take care above all to base themselves on what is written, that GOD will be with 
you in the judgment in order to not spare yourselves any care necessary to the discovery of the 
truth."

One of the most striking characteristics of Hebrew criminal law is the absolute equality it 
establishes for those guilty of criminal acts, without taking into account their social, political or 
religious conditions. This is the basis of one of the pillars of the republican regime that the 
authors reveal in Israel's institutions. Physical punishment was borne equally by the common 
citizen and the king. One of the most used physical punishments was the whip, and it was 
executed, as a rule, 40 minus 1 whips (40 was the limit for a human being and in order not to 
exceed this number by mistake in the count, they gave 39 whips). They examined the health of 
the condemned to know how many whips he could endure, to dictate the sentence (which 
should not kill or invalidate for life the guilty).
"The equality of all citizens, the application of the law to all officials, the general obligation to 
make amends for every infraction, renders that no Hebrew was exempt from correctional 
punishment. The unanimity of the scholars confirms this truth, if there was any need to confirm 
it. Neither the military chiefs, nor the senators, nor the great pontiff, nor the king escaped the 
rigor of these principles. But the man, whatever his state, who had undergone the punishment 
imposed, returned to the original consideration of his fellow-citizens". (Sanhedrin, chapter VII; 
MAIMONIDES, Acta Regum, chapter III. J. SALVADOR: work cited. ) 

The death penalty was hardly applied. The commentators of the Talmud, by dint of seeking 
mitigating factors to avoid capital punishment, went so far as to abolish it, it being noteworthy 
that according to a Talmudic sentence, a court that would have pronounced a death sentence 
would have been a criminal body. It is true that the death penalty, as a legal institution, was not 
abolished, since this would be neither more nor less than transgressing the Mosaic law, but 
"the Talmudists contrived to formulate such complicated requirements for witnesses and 
judges, that in practice it was impossible to sentence anyone to death". ("The doctors of the law 
have made the most minute and sometimes the most unexpected provisions to avoid the death 
sentence. These are undoubtedly the first who have advocated this cause while we believe it to 
be modern. In comparison with our Code, they do not realize the distance. Let it not be 
forgotten that these provisions were in force more than two thousand years ago, well before the 
Christian era" - says N. NETTER in Israel et son Talmud a travers de l'histoire. )

FIRST ATTEMPTS TO ABOLISH THE DEATH PENALTY-If Moses tried to attenuate the 
punishments and penalties, eliminating capital punishment as far as possible, it was the doctors 
of the Synagogue, creators and commentators of the Talmud, who made supreme efforts in 
order to convert this legal death into nothing more than a memory. "The part of the Talmud that 
deals with capital punishment actually consecrates - as we shall see later - the abolition of the 
death penalty. This penalty is replaced by life imprisonment (without hard labor) for assassins; 
as for other criminals, the Talmud abolishes it almost entirely.  It was generally tended to avoid 
capital punishment and also to acquit the accused; also, the greatest doctor in Israel, Rabbi 
Akiba, and his colleague Rabbi Tryphon, say: If we were members of the Sanhedrin, no one 
would ever have been condemned, and the Mishnah says: "The Sanhedrin that condemns to 
death once in every seven years is a bloodthirsty Sanhedrin." Rabbi Eliezer said: "Once in 
seventy years." It is seen in this tractate, on every page, that all the doctors, without exception, 
were unanimous in employing all possible means to arrive at absolution. (Dr. I. J. M. 
RABINOWICZ: Prefacio a la Legislation Crimminel du Talmud).

Indeed, suffice it to recall that according to the Sanhedrin Tractate, parents could not testify for 
or against their children (fol. 9). 
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If out of one hundred witnesses ONLY ONE irregular testimony was discovered, it was 
sufficient to acquit the accused, since all motives must be sought TO AVOID THE DEATH 
PENALTY (fol. 9). If the witnesses are related to each other, they must be rejected. The heirs 
of the accused, and their relatives, are not admitted as witnesses.
+
IN THE TRIAL OF JESUS:
Matthew 26:59-60: "Now the chief priests, and elders, and all the council, sought false witness 
against Jesus, to put him to death; But found none: yea, though many false witnesses came, 
yet found they none. At the last came two false witnesses,"

In accordance with biblical and Talmudic precepts, in the criminal process all means were 
employed to arrive at the elucidation of the truth, ALWAYS PURSUING ABSOLUTION 
BEFORE CONVICTION. 

The condemned to death, led to the place of torture or execution, could say that he wanted to 
present an argument in his defense and in such a case he was led back to the prison and from 
there to the court, providing him with the argued proof. The history narrates numerous cases in 
which the condemned was taken and brought, successively, UNTIL PROVING HIS 
INNOCENCE.

If out of twenty-three judges there are twelve who acquit and eleven who convict, the accused 
is acquitted by a majority of one vote. If twelve convict and eleven acquit, they cannot convict 
with a majority of one vote; then other judges are added. It is also necessary to add other 
judges if there are twelve who condemn, twelve who acquit, and one who cannot decide, and 
also if twenty-two acquit or condemn and the last one says that he does not know what opinion 
to adopt because the case seems doubtful to him, since this judge is not counted, and a 
sentence cannot be adopted in a capital trial with less than twenty-four judges. How many 
judges should be added? It is necessary to first add two judges. If with the help of the two 
judges a majority of one vote is obtained to acquit or a majority of two votes to condemn, the 
sentence is given. If of the two judges attached one condemns and the other acquits, so that 
there is still not enough majority, it is necessary to add still two more judges, and so on. In this 
way one can reach the number of seventy-one judges. If there are then thirty-six who acquit 
and thirty-five who convict, the accused is acquitted. If there are thirty-six condemning and 
thirty-five acquitting, the judges discuss the question among themselves, until one of the 
condemning judges changes his mind to vote for acquittal.

To pronounce the death penalty, it is said in Tractate 13 of Sanhedrin "it is necessary, as has 
been said, that the crime has taken place; that there have been witnesses; that the witnesses 
have been able to warn the accused of the penalty he incurs by committing the crime and that 
they have warned him of the kind of death to which he is exposed. If the criminal is an educated 
person, and he knows the law, he can be sentenced without having been warned by the 
witnesses. 
The Talmud speaks primarily of acquittal for lack of sufficient evidence. Since there must be two 
eyewitnesses to a criminal act in order to convict, or two ear-witnesses in the few cases where 
the crime consists of spoken words (e.g., incitement to idol worship), if one of the two, having 
been examined separately, begins to contradict himself, or if the two contradict each other 
on any material point, the release of the accused (acquittal) must follow. The answer "I do 
not know" on the part of either witness destroys the testimony of both; for such an answer 
eventually renders impossible the fulfillment of the Biblical law as to the "conspiracy of the 
witnesses" (see Alibi), proving that the witnesses were, at the exact time named by them, 
elsewhere. But either or both witnesses may fail to answer some of the questions put to them 
concerning the surrounding circumstances, without destroying the effect of their testimony. Of 
course, if two witnesses answer about the circumstances of a crime in such a way that one 
clearly contradicts the other, the testimony of both falls flat;
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+
IN THE TRIAL OF JESUS: Jesus was to be released from the first two contradictory 
witnesses.
Ellen White:
In addition to this they had bribed false witnesses to testify that Jesus was guilty of inciting 
rebellion and seeking to establish a separate government. This they hoped would farther excite 
the apprehensions of the Romans and accomplish the desired object. But when these 
witnesses were called, their testimony was so vague and contradictory that it was worthless. 
3SP 118.1

Jewish law was extremely strict about acceptable evidence in court. In cases involving physical 
punishment, circumstantial evidence, confession or self-incrimination were not recognized. 
Testimony of two eyewitnesses confronting the accused was required. In monetary cases, 
documentary evidence and, sometimes, oaths were accepted. Any mental or moral defect or 
self-interest in the case disqualified witnesses. Family members could not act as judges or 
witnesses.
+
IN THE TRIAL OF JESUS: Caiaphas considered Jesus' testimony as self-incrimination, 
and this was not considered proof for HIS condemnation.
Mark 14:62-64: "And Jesus said, I am: and ye shall see the Son of man sitting on the right hand 
of power, and coming in the clouds of heaven. Then the high priest rent his clothes, and saith, 
What need we any further witnesses? Ye have heard the blasphemy: what think ye? And they 
all condemned him to be guilty of death."

Once pronounced, the acquittal was irrevocable; the sentence could not be reopened, nor the 
trial resumed, even if clearer evidence of guilt might subsequently come to light, or even if the 
court had erred gravely in applying the law.

The Great Sanhedrin was governed, in addition to the Mosaic Law and other Biblical 
provisions, by traditional customary rules and above all by the rulings ("torot") issued by that 
Court and the opinions of the sages. 

A system of procedural safeguards was established, according to which criminal proceedings 
could not begin at night, and the trial must always begin with the testimony of witnesses for 
the defense and arguments in favor of the accused. 
+
IN THE TRIAL OF JESUS: They acted contrary to the law, by holding a trial by night.
The Pharisees seized and tried the Lord JESUS by night.

The witnesses had to be warned of the seriousness and responsibility involved in giving false 
testimony and they were questioned separately, in order to prevent them from agreeing among 
themselves. 

Testimony evidence was only admitted when there were at least two witnesses who were in 
complete agreement with their statements. 

The sentence, if acquittal (release), was pronounced on the same day.

If the sentence was condemnatory, it was formulated the following day, so that the judges could 
reflect and obtain new evidence. Consequently, Jewish criminal law forbade holding or initiating 
a trial on the eve of the Sabbath or of any Feast, if the sentence consisted in the imposition of 
the death penalty. 
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From the Gospel of John (18, 13 and 19-24) a serious lack of jurisdiction is evident: the 
participation of Annas in the "trial of Jesus Christ". Indeed, Annas was father-in-law of 
Caiaphas, pontiff that year, and his influence was so important that, in addition to having held 
the supreme priestly dignity, several of his sons had also held it; at the specific moment of the 
trial of Christ, his son-in-law Caiaphas enjoyed that dignity. Therefore, the interrogation of 
Annas was illegal at the beginning because, at the instant when the events occurred, Annas 
had no criminal jurisdiction over Jesus Christ. 

Another Sanhedrin law said: "If the Sanhedrin [Jewish court] UNANIMOUSLY finds [the 
accused] guilty, HE IS ACQUITTED. 
Why?
Because we have learned by tradition that sentencing must be postponed until the following 
day in the hope of finding new points in favor of the defense.
But this cannot be anticipated in this case.
The Talmud rules that a defendant who is unanimously found guilty may go free.
"When the evidence of guilt seems indisputable, Jewish law releases the suspect."
With weaker evidence, and thus with a split among the judges, results in a conviction. 
+
IN THE TRIAL OF JESUS: According to the law of the Sanhedrin, Jesus had to be 
released at the moment of HIS unanimous condemnation.
Mark 14:62-64: "And Jesus said, I am: and ye shall see the Son of man sitting on the right hand 
of power, and coming in the clouds of heaven. Then the high priest rent his clothes, and saith, 
What need we any further witnesses? Ye have heard the blasphemy: what think ye? And they 
all condemned him to be guilty of death."

Judah Loew, a 16th century scholar, also interprets this Talmudic law in the context of the fear 
of judicial occlusion. According to Loew, the function of the Sanhedrin is to seek "proof of 
innocence and not of guilt." In other words, "they should not be so concerned with punishing 
those who have made a mistake. The court should...stick to its business of finding merit in the 
cause of the accused." While in some cases the evidence pointing to the defendant's guilt is so 
strong that the defendant must be found guilty, such a verdict "is merely incidental," or "so as 
not to pervert justice."
Therefore, a Sanhedrin that unanimously declares the accused guilty and has not adequately 
considered the possibility of his innocence "simply does not act as a court."
Many commentators view the punishment as a means of "cleansing" the accused of his sins, 
enabling him to continue to strive for moral perfection.
He postulates that the goal of the Sanhedrin is to help the person come to the inner realization 
that he made a mistake and to truly repent of his actions.
Loew's assertion that the Sanhedrin's goal of "freeing the innocent" is "more important than the 
incidental fact of the factual guilt of the accused" speaks to the essence of legal guilt.
According to Loew, acquittal by a unanimous verdict due to possible occlusion is necessary to 
ensure the integrity of the judicial system.
Public confidence in the judicial system is such an important ideal that a probably guilty 
defendant can go free because of it: a key principle of a legal culpability system.
Therefore, the Sanhedrin seems to give more weight to legal culpability than to factual 
culpability.

There were, however, two jurisdictional flaws. In effect, Christ was judged by the Great 
Sanhedrin on the basis of two fundamental accusations. The first was based on the charge of 
the crime of sedition. This accusation is deduced from the testimony of Christ's claim to destroy 
and rebuild the temple in three days, for, in effect, the chief priests and all the Sanhedrin sought 
a witness against Jesus to put him to death, and found none. For many testified falsely against 
Him, but their testimony did not agree. And some stood up to testify against Him, and said, We 
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have heard Him say, I will destroy this temple, which was made with hands, and in three days I 
will raise up another which shall not be made with hands. Not even so, on this, was their 
testimony consistent" (Mark, 14, 55-59. and Matthew, 26. 59-61). The second accusation 
against Jesus Christ was based on the Law of Leviticus that punished blasphemy by stoning. 
Well, this is the way things are. Prieto affirms that the Sanhedrin had no competence to 
judge the crime of sedition or even to impose death for blasphemy, as it judged and 
condemned Christ, since the sentence of the Great Sanhedrin was unanimous: "Christ is guilty 
of death" (Mark, 14, 64, and Matthew. 26, 66).

Christ was judged by two different tribunals that applied different procedural norms, namely the 
Great Sanhedrin and the Roman Magistracy. In the procedure carried out by the Great 
Sanhedrin, two basic legal norms were transgressed: first, that which prohibits the holding 
of the trial during the night and, second, that which proscribes the passing of the sentence 
of death on the same day of the trial. In addition, the rules requiring the need for several 
outside testimonies, "two or three", for the condemnation of the defendant, testimonies that did 
not exist in the trial of Christ, were violated.

ROMAN CRIMINAL PROCEDURE
As far as Roman criminal procedure is concerned, the following procedural illegalities occurred 
in the trial of Christ: 

- Absence of a well-founded accusation formulated by the Magistrate.
- Lack of citation.
- Illegal arrest.
- Absence of evidence.

In fact, the arrest of Jesus was illegal, since, although John speaks of "the cohort and the 
commanding officer and the officers seized Jesus and bound him" (18:12), in reality this arrest 
was not carried out by the Roman authority because the description of the troops given by the 
other evangelists and the episode of Peter's armed resistance (remember that resistance to 
authority was a crime involving arrest) indicate that the Roman soldiers did not have the 
specific mission of arresting Christ, but rather to ensure the maintenance of public order. The 
procedure was limited to an interrogation of the accused that resulted in the innocence of the 
defendant. THE ABSENCE OF PROOF OF CHARGE AGAINST JESUS CHRIST WAS TOTAL, 
without this very important procedural defect being able to be remedied, admitting the thesis 
that the praetor considered as valid the proof given by the great Sanhedrin against the 
accused, since, precisely, the accusation of sedition that the Jewish Tribunal failed to prove 
was the one that was also formulated before the Roman Magistrate.

Therefore, the criminal proceeding against Our Lord Jesus Christ was the fruit of the 
conspiracy against Jesus, on the one hand, of the scribes and Pharisees as well as of 
the chief priests and elders of the people, and, on the other hand, of the treason of 
Judas Iscariot.

 CONCLUSION 

We have presented this study for the benefit of the remnant of the Lord Jesus Christ, to 
understand a little of the true purpose of the judgment, which is to SAVE in the first place, and 
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to do everything humanly possible to achieve it, condemnation being secondary and left as a 
last option.
As we can see, our Lord JESUS CHRIST always looked to save what men condemned, He 
always looked for excuses for people’s sins. 

Luke 23:34: "Then said Jesus, Father, forgive them; for they know not what they do. 
And they parted his raiment, and cast lots."

Matthew 26:40-41: "And he cometh unto the disciples, and findeth them asleep, and 
saith unto Peter, What, could ye not watch with me one hour? Watch and pray, that 
ye enter not into temptation: the spirit indeed is willing, but the flesh is weak."

Isaiah 1:18: "Come now, and let us reason together, saith the LORD: though your 
sins be as scarlet, they shall be as white as snow; though they be red like crimson, 
they shall be as wool."

John 8:7-11: "So when they continued asking him, he lifted up himself, and said unto 
them, He that is without sin among you, let him first cast a stone at her. And again he 
stooped down, and wrote on the ground. And they which heard it, being convicted by 
their own conscience, went out one by one, beginning at the eldest, even unto the 
last: and Jesus was left alone, and the woman standing in the midst. When Jesus 
had lifted up himself, and saw none but the woman, he said unto her, Woman, where 
are those thine accusers? hath no man condemned thee? She said, No man, Lord. 
And Jesus said unto her, Neither do I condemn thee: go, and sin no more."

Matthew 12:1-7: "At that time Jesus went on the sabbath day through the corn; and 
his disciples were an hungred, and began to pluck the ears of corn, and to eat. But 
when the Pharisees saw it, they said unto him, Behold, thy disciples do that which is 
not lawful to do upon the sabbath day. But he said unto them, Have ye not read what 
David did, when he was an hungred, and they that were with him; How he entered 
into the house of God, and did eat the shewbread, which was not lawful for him to 
eat, neither for them which were with him, but only for the priests? Or have ye not 
read in the law, how that on the sabbath days the priests in the temple profane the 
sabbath, and are blameless? But I say unto you, That in this place is one greater 
than the temple. But if ye had known what this meaneth, I will have mercy, and not 
sacrifice, ye would not have condemned the guiltless." 

Romans 8:33-34: "Who shall lay any thing to the charge of God's elect? It is God 
that justifieth. Who is he that condemneth? It is Christ that died, yea rather, that is 
risen again, who is even at the right hand of God, who also maketh intercession for 
us."

This is how we should all judge our brothers and sisters -  looking for excuses for their 
mistakes, looking to defend them in our minds when the accuser whispers his accusations to 
us. We should always assign the best motives to our brother’s actions.

In order for the church to prosper there must be a studious effort on the part of its members to 
cherish the precious plant of love. Let it have every advantage that it may flourish in the heart. 
Every true Christian will develop in his life the characteristics of this divine love; he will reveal a 
spirit of forbearance, of beneficence, and a freedom from envy and jealousy. This character 
developed in word and act will not repulse, and will not be unapproachable, cold, and indifferent 
to the interests of others. The person who cultivates the precious plant of love will be self-
denying in spirit, and will not yield self-control even under provocation. He will not impute 
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wrong motives and evil intentions to others, but will feel deeply over sin when discovered in 
any of the disciples of Christ. {5T 123.1}

The heart in which love rules will not be filled with passion or revenge, by injuries which pride 
and self-love would deem unbearable. Love is unsuspecting, ever placing the most favorable 
construction upon the motives and acts of others. -- Testimonies for the Church 5:168, 169 
(1882).   1MCP 243.1
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