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The capacity for evil on the part of deeply religggpeople is absolutely stunning.

Fifteen years ago this week an American immigranstael opened fire on a group of Palestinians at
prayer in a mosque in the town of Hebron, murdeB@gf them and wounding about 125. It was done
by a Jew in the name of religion.

A month later hundreds of Bosnian Muslims were gidered by Serb Christians. It was done by
Christians in the name of religion.

In 2001 the World Trade Center was destroyed ane tth@n 3000 Americans lost their lives. It was
done by Muslims in the name of religion.

Just a few months ago thousands of militants tarclozens of Christian churches in Orissa, India,
crying, “Kill Christians and destroy their institoihs.” It was done by Hindus in the name of religio

For decades in Northern Ireland Protestants ankdolies killed each other—-men, women, and children
indiscriminately—all in the name of religion.

We sometimes have the impression that people whoribsuch atrocities are just a tiny lunatic
fringe, but the fact is that all but one of thelgid actions | have just described-all but the magsin
Hebron—were instigated and incited by professictealygymen of mainstream religions and approved
by a huge majority of their constituents.

In our own country we have seen religious abuséyaa devastating as these examples in its results
though it differs in that people have voluntarilyt phemselves under the sway of religious fanatics.
I’'m thinking of the cases of Jim Jones, David Kbtreand the Mormon polygamist sect in Texas. But
whether one is talking about terrorism or brainvilaghall of this goes a long way to prove Pascal's
adage to the effect that “Men never do evil so detepy and cheerfully as when they do it from
religious conviction.” C. S. Lewis added, “Of atidb men, religious bad men are the worst.” Now I'm
not so sure. When one looks at Stalin, Hitler, Kiomg Il and other evil leaders who were not religio
at all, it is obvious that religious people havecooner on the market, but certainly there is nolto

that religious leaders can be terribly evil.

But there is still another kind of religious abukat we tend to tolerate, yet it's no less heinous
God's eyes. It occurs among Catholics, mainstreeoteBtants, fundamentalists, and even some
evangelicals. Often people don’t recognize it assatbecause it so much more subtle than shooting
into a crowd of worshipers or flying an airplanéoi@ building or encouraging mass suicide. Thislkin
of spiritual abuse happens when a leader useginigial authority to coerce, control or exploishi
followers.
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A number of books have been published by Christighors in recent years on this kind of religious
abuse. One of the best of these is enti@ladrches that Abudgy Ronald M. Enroth. He comments
perceptively,

Unlike physical abuse that often results in bruibedies, spiritual abuse leaves scars
on the psyche and soul. It is inflicted by persehs are accorded respect and honor in our
society by virtue of their role as religious leas@nd models of spiritual authority. They base
that authority on the Bible, the Word of God, ard themselves as shepherds with a sacred
trust. But when they violate that trust, when tabyise their authority, and when they misuse
ecclesiastical power to control and manipulate filoek, the results can be catastrophfc.

| believe the single most effective antidote te tkind of religious abuse is the development ofaxetr
leadership on the part of pastors, elders, youttkers, teachers, mentors, employers, and parerds. W
can learn servant leadership in two ways—from paséxamples and from negative examples. We all
know positive examples of servant leaders fromawum life experiences, and in addition there are
many Bible passages, particularly in the Pastopésties, which urge Christian leaders to be sessant
passages like 2 Tim. 2:24, where Paul says to Pastwthy, “The Lord's servant must not quarrel;
instead, he must be kind to everyone, able to teaattresentful. Those who oppose him he must
gently instruct.” Or 1 Peter 5:2-3 challenges &der. . .
“Be shepherds of God's flock that is under youregaerving as overseers—not because
you must, but because you are willing, as God wymiisto be; not greedy for money, but
eager to serve; not lording it over those entrugtegiou, but being examples to the floék.”

The other way to learn servant leadership is tdysiis opposite, examining the negative examples of
those who regularly violate its principles. Andlieee me, there are plenty of negative examples in
Scripture, particularly in the conflict betweenuleand the spiritual leaders of Israel as recorded
throughout the Gospels. One writer has said,

Jesus was so focused on the problem of spirituag@lthat it . . . was the only cultural
problem that he repeatedly exposed and opposed.iFhmazing when we recall that his
culture was plagued by a host of serious social desus took no public stand against slavery,
racism, class warfare, state-sponsored terrorisntifany occupation, corruption in '
government, abortion, infanticide, homosexualitythe exploitation of women and childr&n.

This is not to say that Christ's teachings argumadamentally opposed to all of these evils, batdhe
He nailed constantly was the abuse of spiritualgrow

| was thinking the other day how interesting ithat Jesus said to His disciples about the spiritua
leaders of Israel, “Be careful. Be on your guardiast the yeast of the Pharisees and Sadducees”
(Matthew 16:6, 11). He didn’t warn against the yedthe tax collectors or the prostitutes—the
“lowlifes” of His day. Probably the destructivenedgheir lifestyles was so obvious that few were
attracted to become like them. But abusive religil@aders are especially dangerous precisely becaus
their respectable positions and authority can leel & coerce, control or exploit followers.

This morning, as we continue our journey throughsikRm Week, we are going to examine the worst
case ever of spiritual abuse—two powerful religiaaglers who played a key role in the crucifixidn o
Jesus Christ. Let's begin by setting the stageisJasd His disciples are in the Garden of Gethseman
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He is praying; they are sleeping. Suddenly, the@aad quiet of that sacred place is shattered as
Judas appears with Jesus' enemies and Jesussiedri&'e pick up the story in Matthew 26:57-68:

Those who had arrested Jesus took him to Caiaghadjigh priest, where the teachers
of the law and the elders had assembled. But Reliewed him at a distance, right up to the
courtyard of the high priest. He entered and satavith the guards to see the outcome.

The chief priests and the whole Sanhedrin wereihgpolor false evidence against Jesus
so that they could put him to death. But they ditdfimd any, though many false witnesses
came forward.

Finally two came forward and declared, "This fellsaid, 'l am able to destroy the
temple of God and rebuild it in three days." "

Then the high priest stood up and said to Jesu® yAu not going to answer? What is
this testimony that these men are bringing agamst?” But Jesus remained silent.

The high priest said to him, "I charge you undethday the living God: Tell us if you
are the Christ, the Son of God."

"Yes, it is as you say," Jesus replied. "But | ®agll of you: In the future you will see
the Son of Man sitting at the right hand of the MygOne and coming on the clouds of
heaven."

Then the high priest tore his clothes and said, Hde spoken blasphemy! Why do we
need any more witnesses? Look, now you have heatlasphemy. What do you think?"

"He is worthy of death," they answered.

Then they spit in his face and struck him withrthists. Others slapped him and said,
"Prophesy to us, Christ. Who hit you?"

Jesus was subjected to two trials (if it's evenrappate to call these kangaroo courts “trials”)eas
a religious trial before the Jews and the otheoldigal trial before the Romans, each consistihg o
several phases. This morning we will consider anéyreligious trial, but in a few weeks we will
examine the political trial before Pontius Pilate.

| want to share the story from the vantage poiwlodt it teaches us about abusive versus servant
leadership.

Servant leader ship isnot inherited. (John 18:12-14)

Of the two key figures in the religious trial ofsls—Annas and Caiaphas—only Caiaphas is mentioned
in the Gospel of Matthew. However, Annas is jusinagortant, so | want us to go to John 18 to fill i

the rest of the story. John tells us that whenJdweish officials arrested Jesus, “They bound hith an
brought himfirst to Annas, who was thfather-in-lawof Caiaphas, the high priest that year.” Annas
became High Priest in Israel in AD 6, when Jesus jwst a small boy. Nine years later the Roman
governor deposed him for unknown failings, but heceeded in getting his son-in-law, Caiaphas,
appointed high priest in his place. Thus he was &blemain the patriarch of the high priestly figmi
and the real power behind the throne.

The family of Annas was immensely rich, and th@@pal way they made their money was by
requiring pilgrims to purchase the animals requicedsacrifice in the temple from them-at prices te
to twenty times market value. The whole business steeer exploitation, but it enabled Annas to



amass a large fortune.

This helps us understand why Annas arranged teasJee brought first to him, even though his son-
in-law Caiaphas actually held the office of HigheBt. Jesus, of course, had attacked Annas' vested
interest when He had cleared the Temple of the gahvagers and merchandisers less than a week
earlier. That action had hit Annas where it hurtkis pocketbook—and he was going to exact revenge!

History makes it clear that the only way Caiaphas got to be High Priest was that he married into
the right family. It was a case of sheer nepotigmhe obviously had none of the spiritual
gualifications for the job. He was the highest leiddnd the one most willing to toe the line witk th
Roman governor. He became the arch-collaboraterptie who bought comfort, prestige, and power
by paying off and cooperating with the Romans.

But to God human ancestry means nothing. It handieen said that “God has only children, no
grandchildren.” Everyone who comes to God must comhbis own, exercising personal faith. The
same is true when it comes to leadership among<Jmbple. It is a beautiful thing when children
learn from godly parents and follow in the footste faith which their parents walked before them,
but no child should ever inherit a position of leeghip in God's church on the basis of bloodline.
Nevertheless, it happens a lot.

| might go further and suggest that servant ledufersannot be determined by prestigious degrees
either. There are churches that will not call a@asnless he has an earned doctorate, and ifrieso
from Yale or Princeton, all the better. A doctoratay be a sign of many things, but it is not a €ifjin
spiritual leadership. The gifts of the Spirit, pmral maturity, and a godly track record are woath f
more than ancestry or prestige or degrees or any#ise the world can offer.

Servant leader ship does not sacrifice people on the altar of power. (John 18:14)

In John 18:14 we read this parenthetical thougb&iaphas was the one who had advised the Jews that
it would be good if one man died for the people & Weed to back up to John 11 to find the first-hand
account of what this is referring to. The settisgnmmediately after Lazarus is raised from the détd
read beginning in John 11:45-50:

Therefore many of the Jews who had come to vigiy lae sister of Lazarusand had
seen what Jesus did, put their faith in him. Bubhe®f them went to the Pharisees and told
them what Jesus had done. Then the chief priestsh@nPharisees called a meeting of the
Sanhedrin.

"What are we accomplishing?" they asked. "Heréiis than performing many
miraculous signs. If we let him go on like thissone will believe in him, and then the
Romans will come and take away both our place amadation.”

Then one of them, named Caiaphas, who was hightphat year, spoke up, "You
know nothing at all' You do not realize that ibistter for you that one man die for the people
than that the whole nation perish.

Caiaphas, facing the prospect that Jesus' risipglpaty might make the Romans nervous and cause
them to crack down, suggests they sacrifice Jastisas the nation might survive. The fact that $esu
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was innocent of any capital crime (or any crimalBtwas irrelevant to Caiaphas. If the nation coul
be saved (more importantly, Caiaphas' power andtijezne peasant preacher's life is a small poce t

pay.

But Caiaphas said more than he realized. John 825joes on,
Caiaphas did not say this on his own, but as higéspthat year he prophesied that
Jesus would die for the Jewish nation, and not &rlyhat nation but also for the scattered
children of God, to bring them together and malentlone.

When Caiaphas suggested that one man should dieef@eople, he had nothing but murder in mind,
but God used him to unwittingly deliver a prophadput Jesus' vicarious atonement.

Caiaphas' plan failed politically, for the crucibx of Jesus did not preserve the nation. Jusieabsy
later the Romans came and wiped Jerusalem off #pe But it succeeded spiritually, because when
Jesus died on the cross He took the place of tti@ndn fact He took the place of all sinners
everywhere so that no one has to die spirituallgus became our substitute, paying the wages of sin
with His own death. That doesn’t mean, of coursat everyone is forgiven, for God requires that we
turn to Him in repentance and faith to experietaa forgiveness in our own lives.

Now the fact that God prophesied our salvationughoCaiaphas' words in no way exonerates
Caiaphas. He still must be judged on the factlisbwn position, power and prosperity were more
important to him than a person’s life. In fact, s willing to sacrifice a completely innocent
individual on the altar of power.

While it's not often today that a Christian leadesorts to murder to achieve his ends, it is not
uncommon for Christian leaders to sacrifice peaplether ways on the altar of power. Sometimes
people are silenced when they disagree with lehgerSometimes they are publicly humiliated for
not measuring up to the

leader's expectations. Sometimes the normal deemaking process is circumvented in order to
achieve the leaders' goals. Sometimes programsrzecwre important than people. In Christian
homes sometimes relationships are sacrificed sbrsdwinner can climb the ladder of success.

Friends, God calls us to be person-centered ichihech and in the home. All the success in thedvorl
an organization might achieve is not worth the ifiaerof people. We should never write individuals

off by arguing that the common good demands it.t@ére are times when people write themselves

off through anger and bitterness, or overt sin thkenselves out, but every opportunity for redeopti

should be offered.

Servant leader ship does not allow the end to justify the means. (M atthew 26:59-63)

When | was just a teenager | heard a powerful serdmall never forget. The title of it was, “It Is

Never Right to Do Wrong to Do Right.” | don’t eveemember the preacher but | remember the point,
which was that even if your goal is good, that deetsjustify wrong means to achieve it. Now I'm
skeptical that Annas and Caiaphas had any godlig goall, but | am absolutely certain they used
ungodly means to achieve their goals. There weraawy things about the religious trial of Jesus tha



were downright illegal.

It was illegal, for example, for the Sanhedrinrpa defendant at night. It was illegal, of coutse,
convict someone without evidence, and Matthew 26e88 us “they did not find any.” It was illegal

to allow false witness, but Caiaphas actually sbogi false witnesses. It was illegal to force a
defendant to testify against himself, which Caiaptnges to do in verse 63. Scholars have enumerated
more than twenty procedural laws that were violdtgdhe religious leaders in this trial.

Caiaphas knows all this, of course, but it dogsatter to him because for him truth and justice are
completely expendable in the pursuit of his goghrafserving the nation and the high priesthoodnfro
which his own power and wealth come. The perpetnaif the institution has become the end, and
any means to that end is deemed legitimate.

Are there ways in which leaders today allow the engistify the means? Should Christians not ask
guestions when a spokesman for the Bush Administralefends the policy of torturing and abusing
prisoners by claiming that torture has producetbaable intelligence and kept us all safer? Should
we not also be concerned when a spokesman forlihen® Administration defends the policy of
funding and encouraging abortion by claiming thghkr abortion rates have reduced crime and kept
us all safer?

But it's one thing to see such expediency fromtpali leaders; it's even more troubling when wedfin
it in our religious leaders. | can’t help but thiokTed Haggard, who blitzed the news media a @upl
of weeks ago, ignoring all the pain he was caubkiagormer congregation in the interest of promgtin
the new film on his life, which will bring him a bstantial amount of money. I'm sure he justifiesit
his own mind by thinking that he is coming cleauat tvankly, fallen leaders need to do their
repentance in private before they do it in public.

Servant leader ship does not sacrificetruth on the altar of tradition. (Matthew 26:60-63)

One of the revealing facts about Annas and Caiaghasit they are both Sadducees. The Sadducees
constituted one of the two principal religious pEgtamong the Jews, the other being the Pharisees.
Sadducees would correspond very roughly to Refordead today, whereas the Pharisees would be
Orthodox Jews as we know them. As the liberal vaihgudaism, the Sadducees denied a number of
biblical truths, including divine providence, thestence of angels or spirits, the hope of a pexson
Messiah, and the resurrection of the body. But tbhegd their traditions, which they viewed as
binding all Jews together culturally, no matter wiey believed individually.

No tradition was more important to them than tlepresented by the Temple and all its religious
affairs in Jerusalem. Isn’t it interesting, thedmtttwo of their false withesses use Jesus’ wogdsat
Him in regard to the Temple? In verse 61 two caonevdérd and declared, “This fellow said, ‘1 am able
to destroy the temple of God and rebuild it in ehdays.” Yes, Jesus said those words, but Helglear
did not mean what they intimated. Early in Jesusiistry when He cleansed the temple the first time,
His enemies demanded a miraculous sign to provauttsority to do this. Jesus then answered,
“Destroy this temple, and | will raise it againthree days” (John 2:19) You may recall that they
responded in astonishment: “It has taken fortyysiars to build this temple, and you are going teera
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it in three days?” (John 2:20). Of course the tenki¢ spoke of was His body which would be raised
three days after the crucifixion.

But Caiaphas doesn’t care what Jesus meant; Heguss that he has something to use against Jesus.
He is willing to sacrifice truth on the altar o&tlition. Do we see this happening today in the atiir

The Catholic Church has a tradition of celibacyhaf priesthood. There are no biblical grounds for

this tradition; in fact, quite the opposite—evea than they identify as the first pope was clearly
married—I'm talking about Peter. But tradition iswed as more important than truth.

We evangelicals can also get so attached to aatylership or a philosophy of ministry or a kinfl o
church government that we are sometimes willingraserve it at all costs, even twisting Scripture i
the process. Several years ago we did a worshyggum our church in St. Louis. In answer to the
guestion, “What could our church do to make yourshigp experience more meaningful?” one person
wrote, and | quote, “Whenever people raise themdsan worship, either call on them or cut off one
finger each time.” In fairness the person addeghirenthesis, “Just kidding, maybe!” I'm glad he or
she was kidding, but what this answer revealsmfay be so bold as to guess, is that this persdomaha
traditional way of worshiping that was very impattéo him—so important that he was willing to
ignore the many passages of Scripture that notspeyak of believers raising their hands but even
command them to do so.

Now | am certainly not trying to equate the peradmo turned in that survey to Caiaphas. But the root
problem is the same—a willingness to sacrificentaurt the altar of tradition.

Servant leader ship does not use intimidation to enfor ceitsinfluence. (M atthew 26:67-68)

| return once more to John 18 and to the first pleslesus’ religious trial in the palace of Annas.
John 18:19-24:
Meanwhile, the high priegThis is referring to Annas, who is still referredas the
High Priest, in much the same way that we stikred Bill Clinton or George Bush as
President Clinton or President Bushjestioned Jesus about his disciples and his tegch
"l have spoken openly to the world," Jesus repliedlways taught in synagogues or at
the temple, where all the Jews come togetherd saihing in secret. Why question me? Ask
those who heard me. Surely they know what | said.”
When Jesus said this, one of the officials neatrgls him in the face. "Is this the way
you answer the high priest?" he demanded.
"If | said something wrong," Jesus replied, "tgstk to what is wrong. But if | spoke
the truth, why did you strike me?" Then Annas kant still bound, to Caiaphas the high
priest.

This is the point at which Matthew 26:57 picks hbp story. Jesus is taken from Annas’ palace to
Caiaphas’, where the same behavior continues egssitit in His face and strike Him with their fists
Others slap Him. They use intimidation to try ta ghat they cannot achieve through rational
argument, false witnesses, or trumped-up evidence.

In addition Caiaphas uses another kind of intimatatvhich might be called emotional manipulation.
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Imagine a chief justice in a trial behaving as bedin verse 65: “Then the high priest tore hishes
and said, “He has spoken blasphemy! Why do we aagdnore withesses? Look, now you have
heard the blasphemy. What do you think?” Of counsereceives the answer he is looking for—“He is
worthy of death.”

It's a curious thing how often insecure church égadesort to intimidation tactics of one sort or
another to enforce their influence. Physical begtiare rare in churches, but emotional and
psychological abuse are not so uncommon. Pastdrsetaer spiritual leaders often use guilt to
motivate people. Vague appeals to “lay it all om #ftar” can play on people's emotions and cause
them to feel intimidated. Sometimes spiritual lgadexercise control over people's private lives.
Another intimidation tactic is an autocratic lealep style that communicates “my way or the
highway.”

In contrast, servant leaders encourage discusgiio® people every opportunity to express their
reservations, and air all viewpoints before askarga vote. Personally | believe every controvedrsia
issue in a church business meeting should be wotdyy secret ballot so people never feel intimidate
when they disagree with leadership. What is thetege? If leaders don't have the hearts of their
people with them, winning a vote isn't going tovecanything.

Conclusion: Servant leadership was totally absent from theatter of Annas and Caiaphas; but
ironically it was totally resident in their prisan&Ve have seen many times in Matthew how Jesus
served others rather than Himself, how He kneltawd washed His disciples' feet, how He reached
out to the poor and the downtrodden instead of bbbimg with the rich and powerful. This was
absolutely revolutionary—the leader serving Hisof@krs! No other religious or political figure in
history had ever done that, at least not to ther#xhat Jesus did it.

And now we see Him walking steadfastly to the Ctosdemonstrate the ultimate in servanthood. Just
a week before He was crucified Jesus called togéttsedisciples and said,
“You know that the rulers of the Gentiles lord Weo them, and their high officials exercise
authority over them. Not so with you. Instead, wieoavants to become great among you must
be your servant, and whoever wants to be first hestour slave—just as the Son of Man did
not come to be served, but to serve, and to gvéflias a ransom for manyMatthew 20:25-
28).

Friend, Jesus gave His life as a ransom for yow Were born into slavery—slavery to sin, and there
no freedom apart from the ransom Jesus paid. Wor'turn to Him in faith today?

i. Ronald M. EnrothChurches that Abus&9.



ii. Ken Blue,Healing Spiritual Abuse: How to Break Free from Baldurch Experienced 3. Ken
Blue cautions that spiritual abuse must be defasdfully.

If everything church leaders do wrong is calledrispal abuse, the issue is trivialized. |
want to discourage the superficial labeling of tnany leaders as spiritual abusers. Let's deal
responsibly with the real problem and not turn ecancern with spiritual abuse into the Salem
witch hunt of our time.

iii. These passages do not imply, as Dr. Paul Gédaner President of the EFCA writes in his
excellent bookStrength in Servant Leadership.
“that the effective leader should be too timid ®deen or heard. . . . He or she must be
visible, shoulder responsibility, and speak outwigor and conviction. It is a matter of
motives: the Christian leader's passion is to lpadple to follow Christ, not himself.”

iv. Blue, 18.



