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Introduction: How often—in so many ways, in so many words, in things others have said (bluntly or
implied subtly), or by looks given, or by jokes said, or in disparaging remarks whispered—have you had
to deal with this (disparaging, dismissive, demeaning) question: “You really believe that?” Here is what
we must understand: much of the teaching of Scripture and most doctrines the Bible the world will never
accept! To the world . . . in the worldview of the rest of the whole-world . . . it’s all just simply
implausible—incredible—unbelievable. 1 2 We should be ready to “give an answer for the hope that is in
us” (cf. 1 Pet. 3:15).
In the next scene in Matthew 22, we see Jesus confronted by the Sadducees (more on them below).
They were the aristocrats, the upper class . . . and they were the rationalists and naturalists / materialists of
their day . . . the “theological liberals of the day” (see Acts 23:8). (Boice, Matthew 18-28, 476) Their
attack was intended to make Jesus look foolish because of the faith He had in the literal teaching of the
Bible and the hope He offered based on the teaching and doctrines of the Bible. Jesus (simply and
brilliantly) turns this attack aside and in doing so provides us with an example of how we are to respond
and counter such attacks on our faith.
Transition / Review: We are in a section of Matthew’s gospel (in Passion Week!) after Jesus has indicted
the opposition in three parables (see 21:28-32; 21:33-46; 22:1-14) the opposition comes after Him with a
series of questions that intend to discredit Him—they are looking for a pretense to arrest Him (and more!)

1 See Charles Taylor, A Secular Age, Belknap Press (Harvard), 2007—775 pages of very dense
sociological and philosophical analysis! Taylor observes that just 500 years ago (and for millennia before
that!) in the general worldview of virtually everyone the default condition (the “just is,” the “given” that
everyone accepted) was to believe in God (and the supernatural, etc.) However, now we are living in an
age (secular) where the default condition is unbelief. Taylor is not saying unbelief did not exist back then
—there were those who didn’t believe in God back then—but 500 years ago they (un-believers) had to
“work at it.” The opposite is true today—it’s not that everyone is an atheist or agnostic, but those who
profess belief in God have to “work at it.” And it gets complicated because many (most!) who do profess
to believe in God don’t actually let God interfere with their (secular) lives very much (cf. Psalm 14:1). So
those who are (what we might call) “true believers” have to deal not only with the “true un-believers” but
with those “practical atheists” as well! An older work on the same themes is Peter L. Berger, A Rumor of
Angels: Modern Society and the Rediscovery of the Supernatural, 1969.
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Furthermore, it’s not just that we are living in “A Secular Age” but fallen sinners are going to reject the
Bible’s teaching because it convicts them of their sin! This is what the Bible does—see 2 Timothy 3:16!
So those “true un-believers” are not going to like or accept Bible doctrine (like “Total Depravity” cf.
Romans 3:9ff) and those “professing believers” are not going to like or accept Bible doctrines that
demand true-belief in God. The latter will not accept the demand that they take His Word seriously!
Let’s face it . . . those who desire to be “true-serious-committed-‘holiness-pursuing’-‘Christliving’-‘Spirit-walking’-believers” will be a decided minority in this secular age! And the places (schools,
publishers, radio stations, and even churches!) that will support us in our desire to be serious about ALL
the teachings and doctrines of the Bible . . . the places where we will be encouraged in—not challenged
in, and even ridiculed for, our faith in God’s Word . . . those places are becoming fewer every year.
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Overview: Four Scenes of Conflict 22:15-46
Conflict with Pharisees and Herodians 22:15-22
*Conflict with Sadducees 22:23-33
Conflict with a lawyer regarding the Law 22:34-40
Conflict with the Pharisees over “the Christ” (the Messiah) 22:41-46
Conflict with Sadducees 22:23-33
~The Set-Up: 22:23, 24a
>When: On that day . . . This is same day He “shut down” the Pharisees and Herodians. These groups
probably were experiencing a bit of schadenfreude (a German word that means “the delight taken, or
pleasure one has when seeing an enemy experience [or any other person!] some misfortune.”) Of course,
they wanted to see Jesus make some misstep that would lead to His arrest (and death) but they were
probably a little delighted to see Him get the better of their long-time theological and political opposites.
So, when these others were “shut down” . . . the Sadducees themselves step up . . . “Step aside, boys; let
the ‘real’ scholars handle this ‘upstart’.”
>Who: Sadducees . . . came to Jesus. Here Matthew himself gives us some of the necessary background
information on these questioners—(who say there is no resurrection). The Sadducees did not believe in
angels, the afterlife, anything supernatural; they accepted only the Pentateuch (Books of Moses). The
error of the Sadducees was rejecting a part of God’s Word; the error of the Pharisees was adding their oral
and written traditions to God’s Word; the error of both was misinterpreting God’s Word! The Sadducees
had an on-going dispute and at times acrimonious debate with the Pharisees over the matter of the
resurrection (cf. Acts 23:8; Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews, 18.12-17; Turner, Matthew: ECNT, 530).
>What: and questioned Him, asking . . . The motivation here is the same as the previous scene—to
discredit Jesus. Here the opposition does not attempt to trap Jesus with a conundrum so much as they try
to discredit Him with a contradiction or paradox in His theology. Application: These rationalists,
naturalists / materialists, “theological liberals” were doing what their modernistic counterparts still do
today. They didn’t/don’t “argue with” Scripture—they ridicule it . . . nor did/do they respect those who do
believe the Bible—they dismiss them. They simply presuppose (assume) a worldview that views the
supernatural as absurd and then pronounce all evidence for the supernatural as “out of bounds.”
>How: Again, they came with false respect—Teacher . . . They are polite but disingenuous. This is
clearly an instance of the condescending type of flattery (mentioned last time)—they called Him Teacher
but in their minds He needed to be taught!
~The Sadducees’ Question: 22:24-28
>The Sadducees cite the Law (v. 24): This is Deuteronomy 25:5(-10)—the Law of levirate marriage. This
law is called “the Law of levirate marriage” after the Latin term levir which means “brother-in-law” (a
husband’s brother = a wife’s brother-in-law). The point of this Law in the OT was this: Because a family’s
inheritance depended on having male heirs, if a man was married but died before he had a son (to take his
name and inherit the family land, fortune, legacy, etc.) the widow was to marry the man’s next eldest
brother and the first son of that union would be called the “son of” the deceased man (and take his name
and inherit his wealth, etc.) (The story of Judah and Tamar in Genesis 38 turns on this Law [or custom as
it would have been then] and too the story of Ruth and Boaz has reference to this Law in one part of the
narrative.) The Sadducees clearly expected Jesus to understand the whole thrust of the Law.
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>The Sadducees concoct a hypothetical scenario (vv. 25-27): Seven brothers—one wife. Of course, it is
ludicrous and unlikely in the extreme (but that’s how such hypothetical scenarios are usually concocted!)
>The Sadducees ask the question (v. 28): whose wife of the seven will she be? The premise of the
question is that the life in the resurrection will be as the life here on earth. The last line in v. 28— For
they all had married her (leave out married)—means, they all had relations with her and the question is
“Who will she have relations with in the resurrection?” (because she obviously cannot have relations with
all of them!)3 “The Sadducees believe the question is unanswerable and that it will discredit Jesus” who
they know believes in the resurrection to come. (Turner, Matthew: ECNT, 531) Their intent, of course, is
to reveal the foolishness of believing in a resurrection at all!
~Jesus’ Answer: 22:29-32
>Jesus is forthright, patient and clear (v. 29a): But Jesus answered and said to them. Unlike the
previous instance, we have no reaction from Jesus—but it’s to be assumed that as with the encounter with
the Pharisees and Herodians, Jesus knew that the question was not a sincere question to resolve theoretical
/ theological matter. It was disingenuous—He knew it was disingenuous—He could have dismissed it.
But He accepts the challenge (and herein is the example for our encounters with the disingenuous
deniers.) NOTE: He does NOT answer them directly. Of course, He does not try to explain which man
will be the woman’s husband in the afterlife! And in fact, the very way the hypothetical scenario is stated
is too unlikely to be taken seriously and mistaken ways that would be too convoluted to explain! (Don’t
try!) The error behind the entire thing is the premise the Sadducees want to deny—there will be a
resurrection. In effect, the Sadducees are saying, “This doesn’t make sense to us, on our terms, so it
doesn’t make sense at all!” (And the wrong way to deal with that assertion is to try and show how it
“makes sense” on their terms! Jesus does NOT to “make it make sense” on their terms! He’s going to
point out that it is actually “their terms” that are the problem!
>Jesus rebuffs them (v. 29b): This is twofold:
(1) He simply negates them—You are mistaken. “Jesus told them they were ignorant.” (Wiersbe, Be
Loyal, 201) The term is πλανᾶσθε / planasthe from πλαναώ / planao and means “to go astray,” “to wander
off the path.” It’s in a form here that means “they lead themselves astray” (See Morris, Matthew: Pillar
Commentary Series, 560—citing R.C.H. Lenski, The Interpretation of Matthew’s Gospel, 871; this is a
“middle”-reflexive verb form). Jesus is saying, “you are deceiving yourselves.”
Application: Do not underestimate the power of a simple, calm, patient, confident, non-defensive ( . . .
because you know what the Bible says / teaches) “No, you are wrong.” “That’s false!” Or even more
provocatively, “You do not know what you are talking about.” Application: For long time now, when I
hear something that is non-biblical, false-doctrine . . . a claim for something “scientific” that I know
contradicts the Bible . . . some assertion of the secular age/mind . . . I just say, “I am not buying it.”
“That’s nonsense.” “That’s false.” Calmly, non-defensively, matter-of-factly. Here’s what I KNOW for
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The matter is about sexual relations.
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CERTAIN: if

it contradicts the Bible . . . it’s wrong.4 I do not have to explain to the person how it’s wrong
or how they got it wrong. Jesus does go on to explain why they got it wrong (see (2) below) and He does
explain the truth from the Bible. THAT, Beloved, is our task . . . (more in a moment).
(2) He exposes their error—which is also two-fold: their problem is
(a) not understanding the Scriptures. It’s amazing how many people will assert that the Bible has
contradictions . . . and they have never read it, much less studied it in depth! Also, the ability to quote a
passage does not mean the person understands it! “It is one thing to be able to quote passages that one
thinks support one’s preconceived position and quite another to understand and follow the teaching of
Scripture. To understand and yield oneself to what Scripture says is quite different from quoting passages
in the way the Sadducees were doing.” (Morris, Matthew: Pillar Commentary Series, 560) This happens a
lot! Drawing wildly inappropriate conclusions from obscure passages of Scripture is a great way to avoid
actually listening to it! And a sure path to mis-understanding it!
And when one does not understand the Bible he/she does . . .
(b) not understanding . . . the power of God. That is, they lack a sound “theology.”
>Jesus refutes them (vv. 30-32): This is twofold:
(a) He instructs them about the afterlife (v. 30)
--There is the resurrection. Period. Jesus asserts what He knows is the Truth.
--There is no “marriage” as such. I (personally) do not think this means our marriages are “dissolved” in
heaven. The point is (I think) that the life of married couples in heaven will not be governed by the
conditions that govern our marriages in this life. Specifically, the “process” and “necessity” of procreation
will not be a part of any relationship. “Sexuality is a part of the goodness of creation, but life in the
resurrection will transcend this aspect of creation.” (Turner, Matthew: ECNT, 532)
--There we will be like angels. NOTE! We will not BE, or become, angels in heaven [an invention of Frank
Capra in the movie It’s a Wonderful Life!] but our existence will be [in SOME ways!] analogous to the life of
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Here is what we know—The Bible is the standard of ALL Truth (John 17:17 “Thy Word is Truth”) and
no “new fact” can ever contradict the Bible. Wayne Grudem explains: First “God’s Words Are the
Ultimate Standard of Truth. In John 17 Jesus prays to the Father, “Sanctify them in the truth; your word is
truth ” (John 17:17). This verse is interesting because Jesus does not use the adjectives alēthinos or
alēthēs (‘true’), which we might have expected, to say, “Your word is true.” Rather, he uses a noun,
alētheia (‘truth’), to say that God’s Word is not simply ‘true,’ but it is truth itself. The difference is
significant, for this statement encourages us to think of the Bible not simply as being ‘true’ in the sense
that it conforms to some higher standard of truth, but rather to think of the Bible as being itself the final
standard of truth. The Bible is God’s Word, and God’s Word is the ultimate definition of what is true and
what is not true: God’s Word is itself truth.” Second, “Might Some New Fact Ever Contradict the Bible?
Will any new scientific or historical fact ever be discovered that will contradict the Bible? Here we can
say with confidence that this will never happen—it is in fact impossible. If any supposed ‘fact’ is ever
discovered that is said to contradict Scripture, then (if we have understood Scripture rightly) that ‘fact’
must be false, because God, the author of Scripture, knows all true facts (past, present, and future). No
fact will ever turn up that God did not know about ages ago and take into account when he caused
Scripture to be written. Every true fact is something that God has known already from all eternity and is
something that therefore cannot contradict God’s speech in Scripture.” (Wayne Grudem, Systematic
Theology, 83-84)
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angels in heaven—like angels! Jesus’ reference to angels (v. 30) is not necessary to His argument and
may have been intended to “irritate the Sadducees” because they did not believe in the existence of angels
either! (See Turner, Matthew: ECNT, 532)
In short, the afterlife is not merely an extension of “the good life” we have enjoyed in this life!
Now . . . we’ve seen something several times in Jesus’ confrontations with the opposition . . . He makes
His point . . . He indicts them . . . He “bests” the opposition . . . He answers them . . . and He could have
stopped . . . but He adds another point . . . “Our Lord was not content to refute the Sadducees’ foolish
views about the future life. He also wanted to answer their claim that there was no resurrection, and He
did it by referring to [the writings of] Moses! He knew Moses was the only authority they would
accept.” (Wiersbe, Be Loyal, 202)
(b) He schools them on biblical exegesis (vv. 31-32)
The Text—Exodus 3:6 This was not an obscure text (as the one the Sadducees chose) and Jesus is not
going to draw an “odd” implication (based on an unlikely hypothetical scenario) but His argument is
directly pertinent to the point an meaning of the passage. The LORD—I AM—is telling Moses that He is
going to keep His promise to the Patriarchs. (Think! A promise kept to the dead is a nice, symbolic
gesture; but the LORD—I AM—is telling Moses He is doing more than that! He is fulfilling His promise
to them! They are going to experience the fulfillment of the promise! (See the whole context Exodus 3.)
The Exegetically Pertinent Feature—the present tense I AM. NOTE! Jesus makes His argument on the
basis of the present tense of the verb “to be”! It’s not “I was their God, while they were alive. I AM their
God now!” This only makes sense if the Patriarchs are living when He said “I AM their God.” “God’s
covenantal loyalty did not end at their death. Hundreds of years after they dies, God is still their God (cf.
Luke 16:19-31) . . . God’s ongoing covenantal relationship with the patriarchs implies their eventual
resurrection.” His relationship with them “after death” “guarantees his relationship with them in their final
resurrected state.” (Turner, Matthew: ECNT, 532)
The Theologically Significant Conclusion—He is not the God of the dead but of the living.
And there is a personal element here—as Wiersbe notes: “by repeating ‘the God of,’ the Lord was saying
that He knew them and loved them personally and individually.” (Wiersbe, Be Loyal, 202)
Note: We are not told what the reaction of the Sadducees was to this argument . . . but we can be certain
they did not give up their rejection of the resurrection. This is a case where the world-view of the
“scholars” trumps dependence upon the whole Word of God!
Summary Application: This exchange turns on the way the Sadducees viewed the Bible—God’s Selfrevelation in Scripture. They didn’t deny that God had given His Word. But they had concluded that some
of what the Pharisees (the conservatives) believed was taught in Scripture was just too incredible, too
unbelieveable. They thought they had the wisdom and insight that would enable them to say “what is and
what ain’t” the Word of God. This sounds very much like what the liberal theologians have said for 200
years . . .
AND what many “evangelical scholars” are saying today! These “scholars” are telling us that we need
them to say what (in the light of modern science, in the light of current ANE / biblical / philosophical /
sociological / psychological scholarship) we can accept from Scripture and what we must “re-interpret” or
simply dismiss. As Boice notes, “In other words, the Bible contains a combination of divine words and
human words, and it is the task of scholarship to sort them out.” What happens with this state of affairs is
that all Bible reading and theology depends on the expertise of the scholar. Thus, the scholar “becomes
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the authority who tells Christian people what is true and what is not true, what is of God and what is not
of God, what they are to believe and what they are not to believe.” (Boice, Matthew 18-28, 478)
This is not only a denial of the Bible as Truth (see footnote 3 above) but also a denial of the right
and responsibility of all believers to read and study the Bible for themselves (cf. 2 Tim. 2:15; see Acts
17:11), and a denial of the illuminating work of the Spirit (cf. 1 Cor. 2:10-13). It is also the path to
spiritual tyranny and false teaching—how so? Well, those scholars are sinners (as we all are—Boice says,
“perhaps at this point” they are” greater sinners than the rest of us”) and sinners have the tendency to deny
those parts of Scripture that humble and convict them. Those “scholars” don’t like to be told, “It’s not the
Bible that’s absurd but you and your teaching are absurd!” They don’t want to (and will not!) believe what
doesn’t “make sense” on their terms (worldview) and they don’t like to be told they are dependent on His
Truth to come to any truth at all. They want to figure it out on their own (pride!). (And I have found
“scholars” want to come up with something “No one has ever thought of before!” . . . they want to think
they are correcting the errors of every other “scholar” who came before them! [At last! Now we know
what “Saint Paul Really Said!” Now we know “The Real Message of Genesis!” The scholars have
recovered “The Lost World of Adam and Eve!” How very Sadducee-an of them!] But this is just another
instance where the world-view of the “scholars” trumps dependence upon the whole Word of God!
~The Finish: 22:33
>Who: the crowds. We haven’t seen the crowds for a while—but they have been there all along. The
point of mentioning the crowds is to remind us that it was His popularity with the crowds (as mistaken as
they were about Jesus) that kept the opposition in check (cf. 21:46).
>What: they were astonished at His teaching. . . . The crowds had been hearing the debate between the
Pharisees and Sadducees over the resurrection for years. But here, in one simple and irrefutable argument
—based on a well-known Scripture, with obvious meaning and clear implications (not like the convoluted
hypothetical scenario of the Sadducees)—Jesus demolishes the Sadducee-an denial of the resurrection!
The crowds were astonished . . . but we should not get the idea they were really “getting it.”
Conclusion: “You really believe that?”
Yes. “Thy Word is Truth!” (John 17:17)
Yes. “He is Risen!” (1 Cor. 15:20)

