The Law and the
New Testament Believer

A Study on Whether or Not the Law Has
Application for the New Testament Christian

)

Richard H. Harris|I|

© Copyright 2004, All Rights Reserved



INTRODUCTION

Of the many topics that get addressed from the pulpit of Christian churches or across the airwaves of
Chrigtian radio, probably none are more confusing than the topic of “the Law.” Thistopic is
discussed—or at least mentioned—thousands of times each weekend at church services across the
United States and the world. It islikewise discussed, or aluded to, hundreds of times every day in
Chrigtian radio messages around the globe. While some preachers proclaim that *“man should live by
God'sLaw,” others boldly preach that Chrigtians * are no longer under the Law.” Oddly enough, if one
ligensregularly to avariety of pulpit messages and radio programs, one will eventualy hear many
preachers expound both postions But how is this possble and why is there such confuson?

The confusion exists for avariety of reasons. Mogt pastors avoid truly in-depth examinations of this
issue because they are not sufficiently equipped to do so. Could you imagine trying to give atruly
specific and detailed explanation of the following statement so that dl congregants would fully
understand?

For | delight in the law of Elohim' &fter the inward man: But | see another law in my
members, warring againg the law of my mind, and bringing me into captivity to the law
of an which isin my members... So then with the mind | serve the law of Elohim; but
with the flesh the law of sin. (Romans 7:22-25)

Some pastors do try to clarify this statement, as do certain commentaries. Most often, however,
members of the flock come away more confused than they were a the beginning of the explanation.
But thisis not the only difficult satement concerning the Law. How, for example, would we ded with
the apparent contradiction in the following statements made by Paul?

The wifeisbound by the law as long as her husband liveth... (1 Corinthians 7:39)

But if ye be led of the Spirit, ye are not under the law. (Gdatians 5:18)
On the one hand, Paul teaches that awife is bound to her husband “by thelaw.” However, if we take
the second statement at face vaue, a Christian woman who is“led of the Spirit” is“not under the law.”
Does this mean that a Paul is teaching that a Spirit-filled Christian woman is not bound to her husband?

Or condder afew of Paul’s statements on the specific Law topic of circumcision:

Behold, | Paul say unto you, that if ye be circumcised, Messiat? shall profit you nothing.
(Gdatians 5:2)

! This study will use the Hebrew ‘ Elohim’ rather then theword ‘God.” See the study, “What'sin a Name?’
2Theword ‘Messiah’ will be used rather than the word * Christ.” See the study, “What'sin a Name?”’



Him [Timothy] would Paul have to go forth with him; and took and circumcised him
because of the Jews which were in those quarters... (Acts 16:3)

These two passages are truly interesting. In thefiret, Paul statesthat if someone alows himsdf to be
crcumcised, Messah “will profit [him] nothing.” If Messiah came to save, and Messiah shdl profit a
person who dlows himself to be circumcised ‘nothing,” is Paul saying here that such a person will be
damned to hell? And while we are struggling with the meaning of this statement, we see in the second
passage that Paul circumcised Timothy “because of the Jews.” Did Paul inadvertently damn Timothy to
hell by circumcisng him so that Messiah would ‘ profit him nothing,” just to establish a pretense in front
of ‘the Jews ? Just what was Paul up to and why the apparent contradiction? And findly, while we are
grappling with these questions, consider a couple other statements by Paul:

And |, brethren, if | yet (dill) preach circumcison, why do | yet (dill) suffer
persecution...? (Gaatians 5:11)

What advantage then hath the Jew? Or what profit is there of circumcison? Much in
every way... (Romans 3:1-2)

These lagt two statements by Paul seem to indicate that he had a positive attitude toward circumcision,
as hisaction in Acts 16:3 would support. All three passages, however, appear to strongly contradict his
datement in Galatians 5:2. Can the Scriptures contradict themselves or is there something else going on
here?

It isthe aim of this study to clarify these gpparent contradictions and to give the modern New Testament
believer a clearer pergpective on the Law and its gpplicability in hisher life today. The study will consst
of 5main areas. It will first define for the reader just what the Law is, based upon statements made by
Messiah, the Prophets, Paul, and other Biblical writers. Second, the study will examine the perspective
from which the ‘great’” men and women of the Bible viewed the Law. Third, the study will concentrate
heavily on many of the seemingly contradictory statements made by the Messiah and Paul, and why the
modern Christian church is not able to understand these statements in a manner consstent with the rest
of the Scriptures. Fourth, the study will review the Biblical purpose of the Law and some of the
modern-day results of the failure of the church to understand that purpose. Fifth, the study will suggest
severd seps that the modern Chrigtian should take as aresult of the studly.

In this modern age of increasing lawlessness wherein we move closer to the fulfillment of Biblicd ‘end-
time prophecy, it is our hope that the reader will find the study timely and useful. It isour belief that a
purification of our faith will become more and more important, and many believers are searching for a
deeper undergtanding of Biblica truthstoday. We hope that this study will give the reader a deeper
indght into the complex issue of the Law and its gpplicability for believers today, both individualy and
commundly. Asafriend of the autho—well schooled in Christian theology and presently teeching in a
Bible college in Texas—once confided: “Of dl the Biblica topics, | will have to admit that | have many
questions concerning the Law.” Perhaps we should al be as honest as this person, roll up our deeves,



and delve more deeply into thisissue than we ever have. Who knows, the journey may be quite
spiritudly rewarding!

WHAT ISTHE LAW?

Before we can truly begin astudy of the Law, we must firgt address the question, “What isthe Law?’
At firg blush, thismay seem to be aslly question. Many, if not mogt, Chrigtians have afirm concept in
their minds of just what ‘the Law’ is. However, if one were to take asurvey of individuas from severd
denominations, one would find that they do not dl hold the same definition of ‘the Law’. While possible
responses are numerous, the mgority generdly fal into one of four mgor categories asfollows. (1)
“The Law isthe Law of Moses” (2) “The Law isthe Ten Commandments,” (3) “The Law isthe law of
love Love God and love your neighbor;” and (4) “The Law isthe Old Testament law; Chrigtians don’t
haveto keepit.” Generdly speaking, proponents of each definition will have a certain Bible verse, or
set of Bible verses, to support their respective pogitions. But which definition is correct? Arethey dl
correct a the sametime? No wonder there is such confusion in the church! To end the confusion—or
a least put it on hold for a while—perhaps we should look to Messiah, the “author and finisher of our
fath” (Hebrews 12:2), to get his definition of ‘the Law’ before we continue our study. But first, a brief
adde...

Unlike much of maingtream Chridianity, if you were to ask a practicing Jew the definition of ‘the Law’,
the vast mgjority—whether Orthodox, Conservative, or Reform—would agree on the same definition.
The author can attest to this by persond experiences while vigting dl three types of congregations and
gpesking at greet length with severd rabbis. To a practicing Jew, the term ‘the Law’— Torah' in
Hebrew—refers specificaly to those ingructions given by the Almighty to Moses and recorded in the
first five books of the Bible: Genesis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy.® For this
reason, the term ‘the Law’ is very often combined with the term * prophets —the ‘ Law and the
Prophets —to describe what Christians would refer to asthe * Old Testament.’*

Every week, in synagogues across the world, the Jewish Sabbath service includes a reading from ‘the
Law’ and then a selected reading from ‘the prophets.’® Severd individuas are called forward, one by
one, for the honor of reading one or more passages from these designated portions, or to give a short
‘message’ following the readings. We find this practice identicd to that of Paul’ s day,

And &fter the reading of the law and the prophets the rulers of the synagogue sent unto
them, saying, Ye men and brethren, if ye have any word of exhortation for the people,
say on. (Acts13:15)

¥ Most practicing Jews, however, have been taught that the Most High also gave Moses a set of ‘oral instructions’
aswell. Wewill address this subject later in the paper.

* Theentire ' Old Testament’ isreferred to by Jews asthe ‘ Tanakh.” Thisword is an abbreviation of the three words
‘Torah' (Law), ‘Navi'im’ (the prophets), and ‘Ketuvim’ (the writings of the Old Testament not penned by Moses or
the prophets, e.g., the book of Ruth, Esther, etc.).

® The reading from the Law is called the * Torah reading’ and that from the Prophetsis the * Haftorah reading.’



We see that the writer of the book of Acts equated the term ‘the Law’ with the firgt five books of the
Bible—* Torah’' —just as we find carried forward in the synagogues of today. We see here that Paull
was being asked to give ‘the message’ after the Scripture readings, just as occurs in Synagogues today.
Smilarly, we find that Messiah actually gave the ‘ Haftorah' (see footnote 5) reading from “the
prophets’—in this case from Isaiah 61:1—in the synagogue in Nazareth.

And he came to Nazareth, where he had been brought up: and, as his cusom was, he
went into the synagogue on the Sabbath day, and stood up for to read. And there was
delivered unto him the book [scrall] of the prophet Isaiah 61:1. And when he had
opened the book [scrall], he found the place where it was written, The Spirit of the
Lord is upon me, because he hath anointed me to preach the gospel to the poor; he
hath sent me to hed the brokenhearted, to preach deliverance to the captives, and
recovering of sight to the blind, to set a liberty them that are bruised, To preach the
acceptable year of the Lord. (Luke 4:16-19)

When we ook to the words of the Messah, we find that He also used ‘the Law’ together with ‘the
prophets’ indicating that He dso equated ‘the Law’ with ‘Torah’.®

Think not that | am come to destroy the law or the prophets. | am not come to destroy
but to fulfill... (Matthew 5:17)

On these two commandments hang dl the law and the prophets (M atthew 22:40)

The law _and the prophets were until John: since that time the kingdom of Elohim is
preached and every man presseth into it. And it is easier for heaven and earth to pass,
than onetittle of the law to fail. (Luke 16:16-17)

So we see that to the Messiah, to Luke, and to the writer of the book of Acts, theterm ‘the Law’ has
the same meaning as held by the Jews—the Law (‘ Torah’) given to Moses as contained in the first five
books of the Bible. But if this Smple explanation isindeed the case, why dl the confusion in the writings
of Paul aswe saw earlier?

Aswe will cometo find out later in the study, the confusion characterizing some of Messah’ s teachings
and much of Paul’ swritings stems from certain teachings on the Law by a particular Jewish sect known
asthe Pharisees. This sect isimportant because their doctrines greatly influenced, not only many firgt-
century Chrigtians, but aso the entire face of Jewish development down to the present day. Thefirgt-
century Chrigtians—unlike the vast mgjority of Christians of today—knew and understood the doctrines

® The Hebrew word, ‘ Torah’ (Strong’ s #8451), has a much deeper meaning than does the English word, ‘Law’. As
demonstrated in several Old Testament passages, and as attested to by most Rabbis with whom the author has
spoken, it is probably better translated as ‘instruction’ because it conveys theinstructions of the Most High on how
tolive our lives. Because the Creator has given these instructions, and made them mandatory, they arein fact ‘the
Law'.



and teachings of the Pharisees. And, unlike modern Chrigtians, those of the first-century were able to
understand mog, if not dl, of the various Pauline subtleties and nuances which confuse ustoday. But
more about that later; for now, let us concentrate on the Messiah's definition of ‘the Law’ and His
attitude toward it.

MESSIAH AND “THE LAW”

Messah Practiced and Taught the Law

We have seen thus far that the Savior’ s definitions of ‘the Law’ pertained to the ‘Law of Moses, which
was congstent with the historica understanding of the Jews. And why not? According to Paul, to the
Jews “were committed the oracles of Elohim” (Romans 3:2). One might wonder, therefore, what would
Messiah have to say—and what might He say a His 2™ coming—concerning the mainstream Chrigtian
teaching that Believers are ‘no longer under the Law’, or that ‘the Law is done away with? Did
Messiah hold these beliefs when He walked the earth? Did Hein fact believe, or teach, that portions of
the Law were to be eliminated after His desth? Let uslook to the Scripturesto find out.

Think not that | am come to destroy the Law or the prophets. | am not come to
destroy, but to fufill. For verily | say unto you, Till heaven and earth pass, one jot or
onetittle shdl in no wise pass from the law, till dl be fulfilled. Whosoever therefore shdl
bresk one of these least commandments, and shal teach men o, he shdl be called the
least in the kingdom of heaven: but whosoever shdl do and teech them, the same shal
be caled great in the kingdom of heaven. For | say unto you, That except your
righteousness shal exceed the righteousness of the scribes and Pharisees, ye shdl in no
case enter into the kingdom of heaven. (Matthew 5:17-20)

This passage, when discussed from the modern pulpit, is not usudly addressed inits entirety. The
reading usually ceases after the word *fulfill,” and ateaching usudly follows that equates the word ‘fulfill’
with theidea‘put an end to’ or ‘do away with'. Asthe conventiona wisdom goes, “Jesus fulfilled the
Law so that we don’t have to keep it any longer,” or words to that effect. In fact, thisteaching is so
prevalent, that the rest of what the Savior had to say is often ‘lost in the shuffle’

Upon closer examination, however, we find His very strong admonition that every jot and tittle of the
Law isto remainin full force and effect aslong as this present heaven and earth are in existence. “Till
heaven and earth pass,” He says, “onejot or onetittle shal in no wise pass from the law, till dl be
fulfilled.” Notice He did NOT say “until my death,” or “until the Church teaches otherwisg” or anything
else but “Till heaven and earth pass” Thefact is, dl isnot yet fulfilled; this heaven and earth have not
yet passed. Satan has not yet been cast into the lake of fire, the new heaven and earth have not yet
been created (Isaiah 66:22), and we are not yet in the Kingdom to come. According to our Savior
then, the Law—the Torah—is il in full force and effect—every jot and tittle! But does such an
interpretation agree with other of His statements elsewhere in the Scriptures?



If we take aquick survey of Messah's teachings, we will find that He is quite congstent concerning ‘the
Law’—the very words of ingruction that His Father gave to Maoses. Even prior to the forma beginning
of His earthly ministry, during His temptation by Satan, we find Messiah quoting ‘the Law’ as His
defense.

It is written, Man shdl not live by bread aone, but by every word that proceedeth out
of the mouth of Elohim.” (Matthew 4:4)

We have dl heard this passage quoted, but now let ustake alook at what it says. The Messiah is
proclaming—directly to Satan, the great Tempter—that we are to live “ by every word” that proceeded
out of the mouth of our Creator. Messiah did not say, “by every word that proceedeth out of the mouth
of Elohim, until my death,” or “until the church tells you some of Hiswords no longer gpply.” But let us
continue to look at afew more of His statements.

Messah and ‘ All the Commandments

When the rich man asked Messah what he should do to enter the kingdom, He did not say “believe
only.” What He did say was,

Why cdlest thou me good? There is none good but one, that is, Elohim: but if thou wilt
enter into life, keep the commandments. (Matthew 19:17)

The Messah then went on to give severd examples of the commandments to which heis referring
(verses 18-19). Many teachers have opined that Heistaking only about the Ten Commandments, but
again, if we look closdy, we find that the scope of Messiah's answer goes beyond the Ten
Commandments. Messiah told the young rich man, “Thou shdt love thy neighbor as thysdf” (verse 19).
ThisisaTorah commandment, but not found in ‘the Ten.” It is a quote from the book of Leviticus,

Thou shdt not avenge, nor bear any grudge against the children of thy people, but shat
love thy neighbor asthysdf... (Leviticus 19:18)

In another setting (Mark 12:29-30), when Messiah was asked which commandment is the greatest,
again His quotation did not come from the ‘ Ten Commandments, but rather from the book of
Deuteronomy,

Hear, O Israd: the LORD our Elohim, the LORD is one And thou shdt love the
LORD thy Elohim with dl thine heart, and with al thy soul, and with dl thy might.
(Deuteronomy 6:4-5)

Following Messiah's proclamation that He did not come to destroy the Law (Matthew 5:17-20),
Messiah went well beyond the  Ten Commandments' as he taught on the Law. In thisinstance, he

" Quoting the Law (Deuteronomy 8:3).



addressed divorce (Matt 5:31-32, referring to Deu 24:1), taking oaths (Matt 5:33-37, referring to Lev
19:12), taking revenge (Matt 5:38-42, referring to Exo 21:24, Lev 24:20, and Deu 19:21), giving alms
(Mt 6:1-4, referring to Deu 14:22-29, Deu 26:12, etc.), fasting (Matt 6:16, referring to Lev 23:27,
Isa58:5), and severd other issues. In every case, He did not do away with the commandmentsin the
Law, but He made them harder and more exacting—metters of the heart. For example,

Y e have heard that it was said by them of old time, Thou shdt not kill; and whosoever
shdl kill shal bein danger of the judgment: But | say unto you, That whosoever isangry
with his brother without a cause shdl be in danger of the judgment: and whosoever shdl
say to his brother, Raca, shdl be in danger of the council: but whosoever shdl say, Thou
fool, shal bein danger of hdl fire. (Matthew 5:21-22)

Rather than doing away with the Law, Messiah was establishing it within the hearts of Hisfollowerd
Thisisin full agreement with His earlier proclamations of Matthew 4:4 and 5:17-20. Messiah was
teaching the Law!

The Law and Messiah's Authority

If we look to another Scripture, we will find that Messah's keeping of the Law was important for
another reason—to prove who Hewas. Most of us are familiar with the story of Messiah cleansing the
leper in Mark 1 and Luke 5. But, if welook carefully at what followed the event, we again find
Messiah teaching observance of the Law. Immediately upon heding the man,

And he graightly charged him, and forthwith sent him away; And saith unto him, See
thou say nothing to any man: but go thy way, show thysdf to the priest, and offer for thy
cleansing those things which Moses commanded, for atestimony to them. (Mark 1:44)

Have you ever heard a pastor explain just what ‘the testimony’ for the priests consisted of and why
Messiah thought it important enough to make an issue of it? If ‘the testimony’ was only the hedling itsdlf,
Messiah could smply have told the hedled Ieper to show himsdlf to the priests. But He specificdly told
the man to dso “offer for thy deanang those things which Maoses commanded.” Somehow, both the
miracle and the offering “which Moses commanded” were to be a testimony to the Temple priests; but
why? Why would it be a ggnificant ‘testimony’ for Messah to command the newly hedled leper to
follow the Law immediately after the miracle of his heding?

Asit turns out, thisis by no meansaminor point. While we—equipped with the whole Bible and 2000
years of history—take it for granted that Y shoshua® was the Messiah, the Jewish rdligious leaders of his
day were not S0 sure. That fact that He taught boldly and performed many miracles was not enough;
the Jews had been taught for centuries not to be impressed smply by ‘signs and wonders” The prophet
Isaiah, dmost 700 years earlier, had cautioned that people would seek after those who might be able to

8 This study will use the name ‘Y ahoshua’ rather than the ‘ Jesus’. Y ahoshuameans Y ahovah will save’ (notethe
significance of Matthew 1:21) and is the Hebrew name delivered by the Angel. See the study, What’sin a Name?



perform wonders because they are ‘wizards or have ‘familiar spirits (Isaiah 8:19). So in addition to
his warning, Isaiah gave the people atest to determine if aworker of miracles was from the Mogt High
or not.

Behald, | and the children whom the LORD hath given me are for dgns and for
wonders in Israd from the LORD of hogts, which dwedleth in mount Zion. And when
they shal say unto you, Seek unto them that have familiar spirits, and unto wizards that
peep, and that mutter: should a people seek unto their Elohim for the living to the dead?
To the Law and to the testimony: if they speak not according to thisword, it is because
thereisno light in them (Isaiah 8:18-20)

In other words, miraculous wonders were not enough. In addition, the miracle worker aso had to bein
agreement with the Law of Moses and the testimony of the prophets.  In that way the people would
know that his power and authority were from the Creator rather than Satan. That iswhy we see that
certain of the scribes and Pharisees chdlenged Y ahoshua s authority congtantly (e.g., Matthew 21:23).
Many were probably not mean, just cautious and discerning. Some—Iikey mindful of Isaiah's
warning—went so far asto clam that 'Y ahoshua received his power to do miracles from Satan or
Bedzebub® (e.g., Matthew 9:34, 10:25, Mark 3:22, Luke 11:15). How was a discerning person to
know the truth? Thisisthe key to Messah'singtruction to the heded leper.

When Messiah specificaly ingtructed the hedled leper to “offer for thy dleansing those things which
Moses commanded,” he was telling the man to obey the Law and do the actionsit commanded. This
proved—per Isaiah’s teaching—that Messah's miraculous action was in agreement with ‘the Law’ and
‘the Testimony’ and that His power came from the Creator and not from ‘familiar spirits or because He
wasawizard. Hiscommand for the leper to follow the Law, therefore, was extremely significant and
served as the ‘testimony” to the priests—the very people who should have been able to interpret its
ggnificance. (Note: 1an't it amazing how many little detalls of the Scriptures come into focus when the
sampletruth istaught?)

But Did Not Messiah Do Away With Parts of the Law?

But wait, one might say. Didn't the Savior do away with portions of the Law? Didn't Heindruct in
Matthew 15:11 and Mark 7:15 that we can eat animals that were formerly unclean? Didn't He bresk
the Sabbath in Matthew 12?7 While these are valid questions—and while we have dl been taught this
particular interpretation—upon further study we will find that this traditiona interpretation is erroneous
and not in accordance with the rest of the Bible. Consider just afew examplesto the contrary.

And he came to Nazareth, where he had been brought up: and, as his cusomwas, he
went into the synagogue on the Sabbath day, and stood up for to read.
(Luke 4:16)

° Beel zebub comes from the two words ‘baal’ (lord) and ‘zebub’ (flies), or ‘lord of theflies.’



If Messiah did away with the Sabbath, why do we see that it was his custom to keep it?

But pray ye that your flight be not in winter, neither on the Sabbath day. (Matthew
24:20)

If Messiah did away with the Sabbath, why in speaking of the ‘end times would he make this statement
indicating to his followers that the Sabbath would till be observed far in the future?

And if the Sabbath were to be done away with, why would the prophet I1saiah, in spegking of the post-
end-time recregtion of the ‘ new heavens and new earth, make the following statement indicating thet,
not just Jews, but “dl fles' would be observing it:

For as the new heavens and the new earth which I will make, shdl remain before me
saith the LORD, s0 shal your seed and your name remain. And it shal come to pass,
that from one new moon to another, and from one Sabbath to another, shdl dl flesh
come to worship before me saith the LORD. (Isaiah 66:22-23)

While we have consdered just afew examples thus far, these clear Biblical indications seem to suggest
are that our traditional teachings do not agree with other parts of the Bible. Aswe continue our study,
we will find that Messiah was, in fact, not doing away with the Sabbath, the dietary commandments, or
any other commandments of his Fether. Aswe study further, we will find that his Satements in these
instances were referring to another body of ‘commandments' dtogether. Thefirst century Chrigtians
would have picked up this subtlety, but Christians today are not equipped to do so. Let us, therefore,
postpone these issues until we examine the teachings of Paul, later in the study.

Sin No More

We have seen thus far that Messiah kept the Law, taught the Law to His followers, and used it to prove
His authority as a true prophet of the Most High. While many mainstream Christians acknowledge
these points, somewhere dong the way they have picked up the idea that He minimized some parts of
the Law. But consder the following:

After Messiah had hedled a sick man on the Sabbath day™® in John 5, we find rather stern warning to the
same man,

Behold, thou art made whole: sin no more, lest a worse thing come unto thee. (John
5:14)

In asmilar incident wherein the Messiah forgave the woman caught in the act of adultery, we find that
He gave the woman the same warning.

YNOTE: Thereisno commandment in the Law forbidding healing on the Sabbath.



...Woman, where are those thine accusers? Hath no man condemned thee? She said,
No man, Lord. And Yahoshua said unto her, Neither do | condemn thee: go and Sn
no more. (John 8:11)

In other words, while He displayed a great ded of grace to both individuads, He dso demanded of both
that they “sinno more” But what did He mean by “sin no more?’ To make this determination, we will
have to look a how the Bible definessn. Asit turns out, the New Testament definition—which agrees
with the traditiona Biblica and Jewish definition—holds that sin as aviolation of the Law.

Whosoever committeth sin transgresseth aso the Law:  for sin is transgression of the
Law. (1 John 3:4)

That iswhy Messiah did not smply forgive people, but told them to “sin no more.” He honored the
Law of His Father and He wanted His followers to do the same. “Be ye therefore perfect, even as your
Father which isin heavenis perfect” (Matthew 5:48). Perhapsthat iswhy he exhorted people to
‘repent’ over and over again.

From that time Y ahoshua began to preach, and to say, Repent: for the kingdom of
heavenisat hand. (Matthew 4:17)

Now &fter that John was put in prison, Yahoshua came into Gdilee, preaching the
gospd of the kingdom of Elohim, and saying, the time is fulfilled, and the kingdom of
Elohimisat hand: repent ye, and believe the gospe. (Mark 1:15)

| tell you, Nay: but except ye repent, ye shdl dl likewise perish. Or, those eighteen,
upon whom the tower in Slloam fdl, and dew them, think ye that they were snners
above dl men that dwelt in Jerusdlem? | tell you, Nay: but except ye repent, ye shdl all
likewise perish. (Luke 13:3-5)

So too, when Messiah sent the gpostles forth and they conducted healings, they too preached that
repentance was an important part of the gospd.

And they went out, and preached that men should repent. And they cast out many
devils, and anointed with oil many that were sck, and heded them.
(Mark 6:12-13)

James gives a Smilar message when he makes the following Satemernt,

Let him know, that he which converteth the snner from the error of hisway shdl save a
soul from desth, and shdl hide a multitude of sins. (James 5:20)

While there are amyriad of smilar passagesin the New Testament dealing with importance of keeping
the Law of the Most High, perhaps we should briefly turn again to Messah’ swords for his forecast of

10



the fate of those who live their lives by a standard other than the Law of His Father. Looking far into
the future, Messiah gave a prophetic glimpse of the time when He will be stting in judgment of dl
mankind. And what will be His sandard? Thewill of His Father—the Law.

Not everyone that saith unto me, Lord, Lord, shal enter into the kingdom of heaven,
but he that doeth the will of my Father whichisin heaven. Many will say unto mein that
day, Lord, Lord, have we not prophesied in thy name? and in thy name have cast out
devils? and in thy name done many wonderful works? And then | will profess unto
them, | never knew you: depart from me, ye that work iniquity. (Maithew 7:21-23).

So it shdl be at the end of the world: the angels shal come forth, and sever the wicked
from among the just, And shdl cast them into the furnace of fire: there shal be wailing
and gnashing of teeth. (Matthew 13:49-50)

These two statements, made by aloving Savior, should give us dl cause to pause and consder them
caefully. Hislove notwithstanding, heis zedous for doing the will of his Father and having hisfollowers
do likewise. When he said that we areto live “by every word that proceedeth out of the mouth of” his
Feather (Matthew 4:4), he was not kidding. And we should remember that his greet commission
included dl his commandments,

Go ye therefore, and teach dl nations... Teaching them to observe dl things whatsoever
| have commanded you... (Matthew 28:19-20)

We must remember—often contrary to the teachings that we receive—that the ‘al things' whatsoever
Messiah commanded’ usincluded his teachings on observing the Law of his Fether. And given the
Messiah's seriousness of forecasts about the future judgment, it is no wonder that James cautions most
not to be teachers and leaders.

My brethren, be not many mesters, knowing that we shdl receive the grester
condemnation. (James 3:1)

Undoubtedly, this warning would gpply to those who, contrary to the examples of Messiah, teach the
sective removad of sgnificant portions of the Law of the Most High—even if the ssminary taught them
to do so!

Incidentaly, given the overwheming evidence we have seen thus far supporting the belief that Messiah
honored, obeyed, and taught the Law of His Father, this might be a good time to take another look at a

verse terribly misinterpreted by mainstream traditions.

Think Not That | Have Come To Destroy the Law. ..

Think not that | am come to destroy the law, or the prophets: | am not come to destroy,
but to fufill. For verily | say unto you, Till heaven and earth pass, one jot or one tittle
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ghdl in no wise pass from the law, till dl be fulfilled. Whaosoever therefore shal bresk
one of these least commandments, and shdl teach men so, he shdl be cdled the least in
the kingdom of heaven: but whosoever shdl do and teach them, the same shall be
cdled great in the kingdom of heaven.

(Matthew 5:17-19)

It isinteresting that most mainstream Chrigtians today read these words but don’'t comprehend what
they read. Conventiond teachingstell them to read the word ‘fulfill’ and see ‘finish’ or ‘do away with.’
“Chrig fulfilled the Law so we don't have to keep it!” They are blind to the fact that such an
interpretation makes completely no sense, given the satements that follow it. If Hisfulfillment *did away
with’ Law observance henceforth, why would the Messiah have gone on to say that as long as heaven
and earth remain, not onejot or tittle would pass from the Law? If Law observance were henceforth
done away with, why does He warn that those who violate “ one of these least commandments” will be
“leadt in the kingdom of heaven?’

It is obvious from this passage that the Greek word ‘pleroo’ (Strong' s #4137) used for ‘fulfill’ in this
verse does not mean ‘finisY’ or ‘do away with'. If anything, it would appear to have the opposite
meaning. But let uslook to a couple other uses of ‘pleroo’ to see how it is used sewhere in the New
Testament.

But John forbad him, saying, | have need to be baptized of thee, and comest thou to
me? And Y ahoshua answering said unto him, Suffer (permit) it to be so now: for thusit
becometh us to fufil (pleroo, Strong's 4137) al righteousness. Then he suffered
(permitted) him. (Matthew 3:14-15)

Clearly the use of ‘pleroo’ in this case does not mean that al righteousnessis ‘finished’ or ‘ done away
with’. Again, the word would appear to have the opposite meaning. Let us consider another example.

Whereof | am made a minister, according to the dispensation of Elohim which is given
to mefor you, to fufil (pleroo, Strong’ s 4137) the word of Elohim; (Colossians 1:25)

Does use of the ‘pleroo’ in this case mean that Paul’ s ministry wasto ‘finish’ or *do away with’ the
word of Elohim? Clearly not; again the opposite meaning isintended. Let usthen consder another
passage.

And say to Archippus, Take heed to the ministry which thou hast received in the Lord,
that thou fufil (pleroo, Strong’'s 4137) it. (Colossians 4:17)

Does use of the word ‘pleroo’ mean that Archippus was to ‘finish’ or ‘do away with’ his ministry or
was he to fulfill it to the fullest? Let uslook to onelast example.

Wherefore dso we pray adways for you, that our Elohim would count you worthy of
this cdling, and fufil al the good pleasure of his goodness, and the work of faith with



power: That the name of our Y ahoshua the Messiah may be glorified in you, and ye in
him, according to the grace of our Elohim and the Lord Yahoshua the Messiah. (2
Thessdonians 1:11-12)

Doestheword ‘pleroo’ here mean that the pleasure of the Most High's goodness was to be ‘finished’

or ‘done away with? Agan, let’shopenot. All four of these passages would al make no senseif the
word ‘fulfill” (‘pleroo’, Srong’s 4137) carriesthe idea ‘to finis’ or to ‘do away with.” Thefactis, the
word ‘pleroo’ has dmost the opposite meaning. 1t means “to fill to the full; to cause to abound; to make
complete in every particular, to render perfect.”** And, if we use the actual meaning for ‘ pleroo’ in
Matthew 5:17 that we have used in al four of the other passages—rather than the traditiond mainstream
misinterpretation—Messiah’ s words aso show internd agreement and make more sense aswell!

Think not that | am come to destroy the law, or the prophets: | am not come to destroy,
but to fufill. For verily | say unto you, Till heaven and earth pass, one jot or one tittle
ghdl in no wise pass from the law, till dl be fulfilled. Whaosoever therefore shal bresk
one of these least commandments, and shdl teach men o, he shdl be called the least in
the kingdom of heaven: but whosoever shdl do and teach them, the same shall be
cdled great in the kingdom of heaven.

(Matthew 5:17-19)

Messiah did not cometo ‘finish’ the Law or to ‘do away’ with it; He cameto ‘to fill it to the full; to
cause it to abound; to make it complete in every particular, to render it perfect.” That iswhy not “one
jot or onetittle shal in no wise pass from” it aslong as heaven and earth are ill here. That isaso why
we are to obey it, to teach othersto do it, and to repent if we transggress againgt it. Again, the Messiah
was teaching that the entire Word of His Father is everlasting and not to be ignored. How can our
pastors teach otherwise? Perhgpsit is because of a mistaken interpretation of the writings of Paul. So,
let us then take alook into these writings of Paul, the “ Apostle to the Gentiles .

BUT WHAT ABOUT THE TEACHINGS OF PAUL?

Thisisthe part of the sudy we have dl been waiting for. After dl, did we not begin the sudy with some
of the satements of Paul, and did we not highlight some of the confusion semming from these
gatements? Given the fact that Paul’ s letters comprise a significant portion of the New Testament, it
only makes sense that we should look closely at what he hasto say about the Law. Thisisespecidly
true given that most of today’ s Christians are non-Jews and Paul declared that he was the “ Apostle of
the Gentiles’ (Romans 11:13). So, what about Paul and what does he really teach about the Law?

Most pastors today—especidly those coming out of the seminaries—are led to believe that they
understand Paul’ steachings on the Law. They aso seem quite comfortable with the fact that

" Definition from BibleWorks 5, of the Hermeneutica Bible software suite. The same definition can be found in other
sources.
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maingream interpretations of Paul’ s teachings seem to be diametrically opposed to the teaching of
Messiah and the rest of the Bible. “Of course...” many pastors have been heard to say, “...Messiah
probably kept the Law; he was Jewish.” Some would continue with the statement that, “Messiah had to
keep the Law because he was still under the * old covenant’ and had to keep it perfectly because we
cannot...” When it comes to Gentile observance of the Law, however, most pastors would likely
state—as taught in numerous radio messages and from numerous pulpits—that “ Gentiles don't have to
keep the Law; we are not Jewish and Paul saysthat we aren’'t under the Law anyway...”

Perhaps this interpretation of Paul istrue and perhapsitisnot. Certainly the myriad of different
permutations and interpretations of this reasoning have contributed to the fact that there are literdly
hundreds of Chrigtian denominations today, mogt al of which clam to be led by the Holy Spirit. But if
thisisthe case, why are they dl on different sheets of music? How do we make our own
interpretations? Should we look to our own denominational doctrines, to our Christian study Bibles, to
the Bible Answer Man?*?

For purposes of this study, we will endeavor to stick to the watchword of the reformation “Sola
Scriptura’® Of course, redlizing that passages have been interpreted in avariety of ways historicaly,
we will endeavor to ‘ compare Scripture with Scripture’ to determine if mainstream interpretations of
Pauline passages are consstent with the other books of the Bible. After dl, if the writings of Paul are
ingoired, they must be in agreement with rest of the Bible; and so must our interpretations. If we find
that our interpretations are not consstent with the rest of Scripture, then our teachings—and the
doctrines semming from those fa se interpretations—are nothing more than ‘traditions of men.” And of
course, we know what the Savior had to say about this Situation,

Full wel ye rgect the commandment of Elohim, that ye may keep your own tradition.
(Mark 7:9)

Aswe begin our examination of Paul’ swritings, let us prayerfully examine our own traditions to ensure
that they arein fact in agreement with the will of the Most High and the rest of the Scriptures.

A Brief Look at Paul’ s Seemingly Negative Comments Concerning the Law

While we are generdly not in favor of stringing together sets of Bible verses, begging the reader’s
indulgence for amoment, it might be worthwhile to do it at this point in the sudy. The following 6
passages, viewed together, demondrate a large portion of prevailing Pauline doctrine—or at least
prevailing Chrigtian interpretation of Pauline doctrine—concerning the Law.

Now we know that what things soever the law saith, it saith to them who are under the
law: that every mouth may be stopped, and dl the world may become guilty before

12 A popular Christian radio program claiming to teach the “ essential” doctrines of Christianity.
B« 3olely the Scriptures”
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Elohim. Therefore by the deeds of the law there shdl no flesh bejudtified in hissght: for
by thelaw is the knowledge of sin. (Romans 3:19-20)

For sn shdl not have dominion over you: for ye are not under the law, but under grace.
(Romans 6:14)

And unto the Jews | became as a Jew, that | might gain the Jews, to them that are under
the law, as under the law, that | might gain them that are under the law; To them that are
without law, as without law, (being not without law to Elohim, but under the law to
Messah,) that | might gain them that are without |aw.

(1 Corinthians 9:20-21)

But the scripture hath concluded dl under sn, that the promise by faith of Messah
Y ahoshua might be given to them that believe. But before faith came, we were kept
under the law, shut up unto the faith which should afterwards be reveded. Wherefore
the law was our schoolmaster to bring us unto Messah, that we might be justified by
fath But after that faith is come, we are no longer under a schoolmaster. For ye are dll
the children of Elohim by faith in Messiah Y ahoshua. (Gaatians 3:22- 26)

Tl me, ye that desire to be under the law, do ye not hear the law? For it is written,
that Abraham had two sons, the one by a bondmaid, the other by a freewoman. But he
who was of the bondwoman was born after the flesh; but he of the freewoman was by
promise. Which things are an dlegory: for these are the two covenants; the one from
the mount Sinai, which gendereth to bondage, which is Hagar. (Gdatians4:21-24)

This | say then, Wak in the Spirit, and ye shdl not fulfil the lust of the flesh. For the
flesh lusteth againgt the Spirit, and the Spirit againg the flesh: and these are contrary the
one to the other: so that ye cannot do the things that ye would. But if ye be led of the
Spirit, ye are not under the law. (Gdatians 5:16-18)

The conventional interpretation would have us believe that to be “ under the Law”** is somehow not as

good as being “under grace” that being “under the Law” isakin to being “in bondage,” like Hagar, the

bondmaid. We amost get abad taste in our mouthsto think of being “under the Law.” There are even
pastors who will go so far asto say that “if you put yoursdf under the law, you deny the sacrificia deeth
of the Savior and are in danger of hellfire” But how doestheir interpretation compare to the rest of the

Scriptures? Did other great men of the Bible aso hold Paul’ s seemingly negetive attitude toward the

Law? How, for example, did Old Testament followers of the Mot High view the Law?

 Note Paul’ s consistent use of the term “under the Law” rather than saying it adifferent way. The words, “under

thelaw” isa‘term of art’ with aspecial meaning that we will seelater in the study.
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How was the Law Viewed by Old Tetament ‘ Bdievers ?

Unfortunately, many pastors today teach—and many congregants believe—that the “ Old Testament
God was a God of wrath,” which they contrast with the New Testament “God of Love,” or “God of
Grace.” Of course, such ateaching directly contradicts the words of the Most High, spoken though the
prophet Maachi,

For | am the LORD, | change not; therefore ye sons of Jacob are not consumed.
(Mdachi 3:6)

The maingtream teaching follows the generd line that the * Old Testament God of Wrath' would destroy
those who did not follow hisLaw. The Law is portrayed as some type of onerous burden that was to
be endured until the coming of the Messiah. Buit is this characterization of the Law accurate? Did the
‘great men’ of the Old Testament view the Law as something to be endured; or did they view it with joy
and happiness?

While we could paingtakingly review comments of al the Old Testament prophets, judges, and ordinary
‘great men’ of the Bible, such an in-depth examination would get tedious in short order. While the
reader is encouraged to look into the issue degper on hisher own, let us, instead, 100k to one—aman
after the Almighty’s own heart—King David. According to the Scriptures, King David was, for the
most part, pleasing to the Most High,

Because David did that which was right in the eyes of the LORD, and turned not asde
from any thing that he commanded him al the days of hislife, save only in the maiter of
Uriah the Hittite. (1 Kings 15:5)

David' s dtitude toward the Law was one of awe and admiration. It isaso in total agreement with the
attitude displayed by the Messiah, by James, John, and many other writers of the Bible, as dready
indicated. David, according to the teachings of many pastors, could even seeinto the future and looked
forward to the coming of the Messiah,

The LORD sad unto my Lord, Sit thou a my right hand, until | make thine enemiesthy
footstool. (Psalm 110:1)

But if thisis the case, why would David—who could look forward to the ‘grace’ of the New
Testament—have such an awvesome respect and love for the Law?

Blessad are the undefiled in the way, who walk in the Law of the LORD. Blessed are
they that keep his testimonies, and that seek him with the whole heart. They do no
iniquity: they wak in his ways. Thou hast commanded us to keep thy precepts
diligently. O that my ways were directed to keep thy statutes Then shal | rot be
ashamed, when | have respect unto dl thy commandments.

(Pslm 119:1-6)
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Thy word have | hid in mine heart, that | might not sin againg thee. Blessed art thou, O
LORD: teach me thy dautes.... | am a dranger in the eath:  hide not thy
commandments fromme. (Psalm 119:11-19)

Oddly enough, many pastors read passages from the Psalms, which demondtrate King David's attitude

toward the Law. Unfortunately, most of these pastors somehow miss the fact that David islifting up the
whole Lanv—the very Law they claim to no longer be under! Yes, David consdersit ablessng to live

according to the Law of the Most High—just like the Messiah, James, John, and the whole host of Old

Testament prophets.

“But sure...,” onemight say, “...of course the Israglites kept the Law; they were Jews.” While not all
|sraelites were Jews in the Old Testament days, one hears such statements quite often asa
rationalization of how the ‘good men’ of the Old Testament could love and keep the Law, while the
non-Jawish Gentiles could disregard it—or at least large portions of it. But isthis reasoning true? Did
non-Jewish Gentiles of the Old and New Testaments redly disregard the Law—or large portions of it—
asisthe teaching today?

Even the Gentiles...

If one looks to the Bible rather than ‘the tradition of men,” one will find thet those Gentiles who had
turned away from their pagan ways and elected to follow the “Holy One of Israd” (Psalm 71:22, 89:18,
etc.), were expected to observe the Law of the Most High—judt like the | sradlites!

And when a granger shall sojourn with thee, and will keep the passover to the LORD,
let dl his maes be circumcised, and then let him come near and keep it; and he shdl be
as one tha is born in the land: for no uncircumcised person shall eat thereof. Onelaw
shdl be to him that is homeborn, and unto the stranger that sojourneth among you.
(Exodus 12:48-49)

And if a stranger sojourn with you, or whosoever be among you in your generaions,
and will offer an offering made by fire, of a sweet savour unto the LORD; asye do, 0
he shdl do. One ordinance shall be both for you of the congregation, and aso for the
stranger that sojourneth with you, an ordinance for ever in your generations. asye are,
s0 shall the stranger be before the LORD. _One law and one manner shdl be for you,
and for the stranger that sojourneth with you. (Numbers 15:14-16)

An example of one such stranger that sojourned with Isragl was Caeb—one of the men that Moses
sent forth to spy out the land of Canaan. Many believe that Caleb was an | sradlite of the tribe of Judah
because of the following verse:

And the LORD spake unto Moses, saying, Send thou men, that they may search the
land of Canaen, which | give unto the children of Isradl: of every tribe of ther fathers
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ghdl ye send a man... Of the tribe of Judah, Caleb the son of Jephunneh (Numbers
13:1-6)

And the names of the men are these: Of the tribe of Judah, Caleb the son of Jephunneh.
(Numbers 34:19)

But notice, Cdeb is specificaly referred to twice as “son of Jephunneh.” So, why this emphasis and
who was Jephunneh? Again, the Bible provides us with our answer,

Surely none of the men that came up out of Egypt, from twenty years old and upward,
ghal see the land which | sware unto Abraham, unto Isaac, and unto Jacob; because
they have not whally followed me: Save Cdeb the son of Jephunneh the Kenezite, and
Joshua the son of Nun: for they have whally followed the LORD. (Numbers 32:11-12)

Then the children of Judah came unto Joshuain Gilgd: and Cdeb the son of Jephunneh
the Kenezite said unto him, Thou knowest the thing that the LORD said unto Moses the
man of God concerning me and thee in Kadeshbarnea.

(Joshua 14:6)

Jephunneh was a Kenezite; the Kenizites were not |sragites, but one of the pagan peoples that inhabited
the land of Canaan—the land that was promised to Abraham and his descendants.

In the same day the LORD made a covenant with Abram, saying, Unto thy seed have |
given this land, from the river of Egypt unto the grest river, the river Euphrates. The
Kenites, and the Kenizites, and the Kadmonites, And the Hittites, and the Perizzites,
and the Rephaims, And the Amorites, and the Canaanites, and the Girgashites, and the
Jebusites. (Genesis 15:18-21)

This brings usto an interesting series of questions. If Caleb was the son of a Kenezite, what was he
doing as aleader of the tribe of Judah in Joshua 14:6? How could a non-1sraglite be treated as an
|sradlite—s0 much so that he was aleader in the tribe? The answer liesin a passage we have dready
seen dedling with Gentiles who would turn from their pagan ways, follow the ‘Holy One of Isradl’, and
sojourn with the |sradlites.

And when a granger shdl sojourn with thee, and will keep the passover to the LORD,
let dl his maes be drcumcised, and then let him come near and keep it; and he shall be
as one that is born in the land: for no uncircumcised person shal egt thereof. One law
shdl be to him tha is homeborn, and unto the stranger that sojourneth among you.
(Exodus 12:48-49)

While Cdeb's father was a Kenezite, he had obvioudy eected to sojourn with the Isradlites, follow the
Mot High, and circumcise his son Caeb, who was then treated “as one who is born in the land,” with
al therights and privileges of native-born Israglites. That is how he could be able to be aleader in the
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tribe of Judah. The Almighty’s judgments are fair; He is unbiased and does not “ respect persons’
because of their status, but according to their actionsin following Hiswill. Both the Old and New
Testaments point out this characteristic—again indicating that He does not change.

Y e shdl not respect persons in judgment; but ye shdl hear the smdl aswell asthe grest;
ye shdl not be afraid of the face of man; for the judgment is God's. and the cause that is
too hard for you, bring it unto me, and | will heer it.

(Deuteronomy 1:17)

Because it is written, Be ye haly; for | am holy. And if ye cdl on the Father, who
without respect of persons judgeth according to every man's work, pass the tme of
your sojourning herein fear: (1 Peter 1:16-17)

And Joshua blessed him, and gave unto Caeb the son of Jephunneh Hebron for an
inheritance. Hebron therefore became the inheritance of Caeb the son of Jephunneh
the Kenezite unto this day, because that he whally followed the LORD Elohim of Isradl.
(Joshua 14:13-14)

Thus saith the LORD, Keep ye judgment, and b justice: for my sdvation is near to
come, and my righteousnessto be reveded. Blessed istheman that doeth this, and the
son of man that layeth hold on it; that keepeth the sabbath from polluting it, and
keepeth his hand from doing any evil. Neither let the son of the stranger, that hath
joined himsdf to the LORD, speak, saying, The LORD hath utterly separated me from
his people: neither let the eunuch say, Behold, | am a dry tree. For thus saith the
LORD unto the eunuchs that keep my sabbaths, and choose the things that please me,
and take hold of my covenant; Even unto them will | give in mine house and within my
walls a place and a name better than of sons and of daughters: | will give them an
everlaging name, that shal not be cut off. Also the sons of the dranger, that join
themsdlves to the LORD, to serve him, and to love the name of the LORD, to be his
servants, every one that keepeth the sabbath from polluting it, and taketh hold of my
covenant; Even them will | bring to my holy mountain, and make them joyful in my
house of prayer: their burnt offerings and their sacrifices shall be accepted upon mine
dtar; for mine house shdl be called an house of prayer for dl people. The Lord GOD
which gathereth the outcasts of Isradl saith, Yet will | gather others to him, beside those
that are gathered unto him. (Isaiah 56:1-8)

Not only did Caeb follow the Almighty’s Law, but the Bible indicates that he followed it to his utmost
and he was blessed with part of the land inheritance promised to the descendants of Abraham.

We can ds0 find another strong indication that the Law of the Most High gpplies to Gentiles who want
to follow the ‘“Holy One of Isradl.” In the book of Isaiah, we find the following passage:
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Wefind here asmilar directive to those of Exodus 12:48-49 and Numbers 15:14-16. Again, the theme
isthesame: if aGentile will turn from paganism, do those things that please the LORD, and take hold of
His covenant, they will be treated just like—if not better than—sons and daughters. But again, the
litmus test is obedience to the things that please the Most High—thaose things contained in HisLaw! But
Cdeb isnot the only example of a Gentile who “wholly followed the LORD.” While there were
undoubtedly many, we will ook at a couple; one from the Old Testament and one from the New
Testament.

An obvious Old Testament choice for our examination should be Ruth. The Bibletdls usthat an
|sradlite of the tribe of Judah, Elimeech, and hiswife Naomi, departed Bethlehem—because of a
famine—and settled in the land of Moab. Ther sons, Mahlon and Chilion, both married Moabite
women, Ruth and Orpah. When the husband and sons of Naomi died, she decided to return to Judah.
Ruth—the M oabitess—decided to return with Naomi to Israel (Ruth 1:1-10).

Like the Kenezites, Perezites, Jebudites, and various other ‘ites’ surrounding Isral in that day, the
Moabites were pagan Gentiles. But Ruth, like Caeb before her, purposed in her heart to follow the
‘Holy One of Isradl’ rather than return to her pagan gods.

And Neomi sad, Turn again, my daughters. why will ye go with me? are there yet any
more sons in my womb, that they may be your husbands? Turn again, my daughters,
go your way... And they lifted up therr voice, and wept again: and Orpah kissed her
moather in law; but Ruth clave unto her. And she said, Behold, thy sster in law is gone
back unto her people, and unto her gods: return thou after thy sster in law. And Ruth
sad, Intreat me not to leave thee, or to return from following after thee: for whither thou
goes, | will go; and where thou lodgest, | will lodge: thy people shall be my people,
and thy El my El: Where thou diest, will | die, and there will 1 be buried: the LORD do
S0 to me, and more aso, if ought but death part thee and me. (Ruth 1:11-17)

Like Cdeb before her, Ruth was likewise rewarded for her choice. The Isaiah 56 promise for “aname
better than of sons and of daughters’ definitdy gpplied to Ruth. Not only did she find hersdf in theline
of King David (Maithew 1:5-6), but she, a Gentile woman, was blessed to be in the line of Messiah as

well (Matthew 1:16)!

It would appear that following the ‘Holy One of Isradl’ and obeying His Law was ablessing in the Old
Testament. We have dso seen the positive attitudes of Messiah, James and John in the New
Testament. But now, let’stake alook at a New Testament Gentile that we have probably never
considered from this point of vien—Corndius the centurion.

Corndiusis often spoken of in Chrigtian teachings today. He is acknowledged as being a“devout man
that feared Elohim,” according to the following passage:



There was a certain man in Caesarea called Corndius, a centurion of the band cdled
the Itdian band, A devout man, and one that feared Elohim with dl his house, which
gave much dmsto the people, and prayed to Elohim dways.

(Acts10:1-2)

We find out that, somehow, this Gentile was picked for a persond visit and witness by Peter—al a
heavenly direction, in avison, which commanded Peter to,

Arise therefore, and get thee down, and go with them, doubting nothing: for | have sent
them. Then Peter went down to the men which were sent unto him from Corndlius, and
sad, Behald, | am he whom ye seek: what is the cause wherefore ye are come? (Acts
10:20-21)

Furthermore, we find that the entire incident came about because Corndius, himsdlf, had aso received
an angelic vigtor from heaven.

And Corndius sad, Four days ago | was fasting until this hour; and a the ninth hour |
prayed in my house, and, behold, a man stood before me in bright clothing, And said,
Corndlius, thy prayer is heard, and thine dms are had in remembrance in the Sght of
Elohim. Send therefore to Joppa, and cdl hither Smon, whose surname is Peter; heis
lodged in the house of one Simon atanner by the sea Sde: who, when he cometh, shall
speak unto thee. (Acts 10:30-32)

It is rather curious that in most mainstream Chrigtian teachings, these underlying events are bardly given
asecond thought. While they are read doud, these events are glossed over and the main emphasis
usualy centers around verses 11- 15, where we are told that Peter’ s vision now enables usto eat pork,
shellfish, and other things previously forbidden by the Bible.™

But perhaps we should look a little closer at these underlying events. After dl, two men, Peter and
Cornelius, in two separate locations, received smultaneous angelic visitors directing them to each other.
Isthis not the least bit Sgnificant? After dl, it isnot asif people recaive heavenly vistors every day.
Very few of the folks reading this study have ever seen an angd; the author of this study can only hope!
Even the Patriarchs only experienced a handful of such vidits, and yet we scarcely stop to examine what
made Corndlius o specid. Wasit smply because he was devout and prayed? Perhaps we should
look alittle closer a Corndius the centurion. ..

Wi, we know that Corndlius was obvioudy a Gentile, an Italian Gentile, to be exact, of “the Itdian
band.” Thefirg question we need to ask is, “Why would the Almighty decree that the Gospd of
Messiah should be preached to Gentiles?” After al, had not the Messiah directed hisfollowers earlier
that only Isradlites were to be the intended recipients of the Gospe ?

!> For an in-depth study of whether or not the Law’ s dietary commandments were nullified, see the study “Biblically
Clean Foods”.
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These twelve Y ahoshua sent forth, and commanded them, saying, Go not into the way
of the Gentiles, and into any city of the Samaritans enter ye rot:  But go rather to the
lost sheep of the house of Isradl. And as ye go, preach, saying, The kingdom of heaven
isat hand. (Matthew 10:5-7)

So why was Cornelius worthy to receive a blessing which had been designated only for |sradlites? If
we remember that the Most High does not change (Madachi 3:6), we will see that the same grace
goplied on behdf of the Gentiles Caleb and Ruth was getting ready to be gpplied to the Gentile
Corndlius.

But wait, Caleb and Ruth received the same portion as * sons and daughters’ because they had made
the decision to follow the ‘Holy One of Isradl’ and to observe HisLaw. Did Corndlius do the same?
Although maingtream teachings never point this out, let us take alook for ourselves.

We saw in Acts 10:2 that Corndius was a“devout man” who “feared Elohim with dl hishouse” But
just what does this mean? An adherent of any religion can be devout, but Cornelius was devout man
that “feared Elohim.” Could that mean that Corndius feared him like Caleb and Ruth feared Him?
Would it not make sense that Corndlius dso obeyed Him? A closer look will indicate that he did in fact
obey the Most High by keeping his Law!

There was a certain man in Caesarea caled Corndius, a centurion of the band called
the Itdian band, A devout man, and one that feared Elohim with dl his house, which
gave much amsto the people, and prayed to Elohim aways.

(Acts10:1-2)

We again note that Corndius feared Elohim and prayed to Him dways, but we aso see that he “gave
much dmsto the people.” What kind of ams was he giving? We must remember that there were no
Gentile ‘believers before Cornelius, he was the first. So, where did he get the ideato give dms? And
to which people did he give them?

We covered thistopic earlier in the paper. Almsgiving isarequirement of the Law and isaddressed in
such passages as Deuteronomy 14:22-29, Deuteronomy 26:12, etc. Messiah likewise addressed ams
giving in Mathew 6:1-4. And if we look to another verse in Acts 10, we will see agood indication that
Corndius was providing these dms to the Jewish needy, in accordance with the Law.

And they said, Corndlius the centurion, a just man, and one that feareth Elohim, and of
good report among al the nation of the Jews, was warned from Elohim by an holy angel
to send for thee into his house, and to hear words of thee,

(Acts10:22)

But how would this be possble? Almswere usualy brought to the Temple in Jerusdem and to the
synagogues in other towns and cities. Could it be that Cornelius was attending worship services with



the Jews in the synagogue in Caesarea? Of courseit is possble—and indeed likely—because we see
numerous inglances of Gentiles worshipping in synagogues on the Sabbeth day (e.g., Acts 13:42-47,
Acts 14:1, Acts 17:2-4, Acts 18:4) just like they were ingtructed to do in | saiah 56:6.1°

Not only did Cornelius fear the ‘Holy One of Isradl,’ pray dways, and give dms to the Jewish needy,
but we a0 find that he fasted and that his fasting was aso approved by the Most High. Aswe have
seen earlier, fasting is also addressed in the Law of the Mot High (e.g., Lev 23:27, Isa58:5), and
addressed by the Messiah in Matthew 6:16.

And Corndius said, Four days ago | was fading until this hour; and & the ninth hour |
prayed in my house, and, behold, a man stood before me in bright clothing, And said,
Corndlius, thy prayer is heard, and thine dms are had in remembrance in the sght of
Elohim. Send therefore to Joppa, and cdl hither Smon, whose surname is Peter; he is
lodged in the house of one Simon atanner by the sea Sde: who, when he cometh, shall
gpeak unto thee. (Acts 10:30-32)

By dl indications, Cornelius was a Gentile that feared the ‘Holy One of Isradl’ and followed His Lawv—
asindicated by his prayer, fasting, and dms giving in a setting wherein he was of good report among the
nation of the Jaws. No wonder he was chosen to be the first Gentile to receive the Gospe; he was
acting just like Cdeb and Ruth!

But again, we are faced with adilemma. If Corndlius—like Caleb, Ruth—was honored by the Most
High for keeping His Law, why would Paul—according to mainstream Chrigtian teachings—spent so
much effort teaching that Gentiles are no longer under the Law? Why would he have made the
Satement,

For sin shdl not have dominion over you: for ye are not under the law,*” but under
grace. (Romans 6:14)

Whence Came Paul’ s Authority?

If we assume that Paul were in fact teaching againgt the Law of the Most High, we will probably have to
examine the underlying issue of where he recelved such authority—especidly when his teachings appear
to directly contradict the teachings and practical examples of Moses, dl the prophets, Messiah, and
severd Gentile ‘believers” Let’sfaceit, many of today’s Christians have been warned not to follow
every new doctrine that comes dong, but to test al teachings by the Scripture. If we wereliving in
Paul’ s day, and interpreted his teachings in accordance with mainstream Chrigtian standards, what
would we think of Paul’s teechings?

18 Also see the study entitled “The LORD’s Day”
" Again, note the use of the term, “under the Law.”



It is not the purpose of this study to discredit the writings of Paul. On the contrary, a man with Paul’s
qualifications was needed at that very time to accomplish a very specia misson for the *Holy One of
lsradl.”  And we will indeed see that Paul turns out to be quite a Biblicd hero—for many of the same
reasons, and in the same pattern as those before him. But for now, be patient and let us examine Paul’s
teachings judt like we would examine the teachings of anyone else. After dl, the Bible commendsthe
Bereansfor doing just that,

And the brethren immediately sent avay Paul and Silas by night unto Berea: who
coming thither went into the synagogue of the Jews. These were more noble than
those in Thessdonica, in that they received the word with dl readiness of mind, and
searched the scriptures daily, whether those things were so.  Therefore many of them
believed; aso of honourable women which were Greeks, and of men, not afew. (Acts
17:10-12)

Again, we see here that—judt like other ‘believing’ Gentilesin Acts 13:42-47, Acts 14:1, Acts 17:2-4,
Acts 18:4, etc.—these Greek women and men were in the synagogue at Bereawith Jews. Like
Corndlius, these Gentiles were likely *of good report’” among the Jews, because they were worshipping
the ‘Holy One of Isradl’ rather than Greek gods. And we see that these Gentiles—aong with ther
Jewish brethren—* searched the scriptures daily” to determine whether the things Paul preached were
true. So, were Paul’ s teachings true?

So far in our study, we have seen that Paul’ s teachings—as interpreted by mainstream Chrigtianity—
appear to be diametrically opposed to the rest of the Bible. His statement that “ye are not under the
lawv” (Romans 6:14) certainly fliesin the face of Messah'steachings and examples. 1t dso fliesin the
face of the teachings of Moses, David, Isaiah, James, John, and scores of others. So, was Paul redlly
changing the Almighty’ s standards for how His people are to act? If so, where did Paul get such
authority—authority to change “thus saith the LORD?" And yet, mainstream Christianity accepts this
belief hook, line, and sinker, without so much as araised eyebrow.

One might be willing to accept Paul’ s authority to change Scripture if there were some clear Biblica
Satement given by Messiah or one of the original Apostles. Were they to have said, “ Another (Paul)
will come and will be anointed to changed the Word of the LORD,” then perhaps the mainstream
interpretations might carry some weight. We have, however, no such indication from anyone. We only
have Paul’ s own claim to have had avison on the road to Damascus.

Whereupon as | went to Damascus with authority and commisson from the chief
priests, At midday, O king, | saw in the way a light from heaven, above the brightness
of the sun, shining round about me and them which journeyed with me. And when we
were dl falen to the earth, | heard a voice speaking unto me, and saying in the Hebrew
tongue, Saul, Saul, why persecutest thou me? it is hard for thee to kick againg the
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pricks. And | said, Who art thou, Lord? And he said, | am Y ahoshua™ whom thou
persecutest. But rise, and stand upon thy feet: for | have appeared unto thee for this
purpose, to make thee a minister and a witness both of these things which thou hast
seen, and of those things in the which | will appear unto thee; Ddlivering thee from the
people, and from the Gentiles, unto whom now | send thee, To open their eyes, and to
turn them from darkness to light, and from the power of Satan unto Elohim, that they
may _teceive forgiveness of sns, and inheritance among them which are sanctified by
faththatisin me.

(Acts 26:12-18)

Is there any indication here that Paul will have the right, or the authority, to change “thus saith the
LORD?" None whatsoever, not even according to his own testimony! Heis commissoned to turn
Gentiles “from darkness to light, and from the power of Satan unto Elohim, that they may recaeive
forgivenessof dans” Everywhere else, these god's were accomplished when the Gentiles turned from
paganism and lived their lives in accordance with the will of the *Holy One of Isradl,’ —in accordance
with HisLaw. Does anything in Paul’s statement indicate that a paradigm shift was about to occur? If
not, the very commission Paul received on the road to Damascus is diametricaly opposed to his later
gtatement that, “ye are not under thelaw” (Romans 6:14).

So we see here no Biblica indication that Paul has the authority to change Scripture. Messiah had said
that we areto live “by every word that proceedeth out of the mouth of Elohim (Matthew 4:4) and
maingtream Chrigtian tradition tells us that Paul had the authority to change dl that. So, who isright,
Paul or Messiah and the rest of Scripture? So, how should we view Paul? Why dl the confuson?

PAUL'SWRITINGSAND THE ‘OTHER LAW’

Asit turns out, Paul’s commission to be the Apostle to the Gentiles (Romans 11:13) was no accident.
We will find that he was cdled to this mission because of specific wisdom that he had been given. But
there appears to have been no smal amount of confuson over hiswritings, even in hisown day. Let us
take alook at what Peter had to say about the writings of Paul.

Nevertheless we, according to his promise, look for new heavens and a new earth,
wherein dweleth righteousness. Wherefore, beloved, seeing that ye look for such
things, be diligent that ye may be found of him in peace, without spot, and blameless.
And account that the longsuffering of our Lord is savation; even as our beloved
brother Paul aso according to the wisdom given unto him hath written unto you; Asaso
indl his epidles, speaking in them of these things, in which are some things hard to be
understood, which they that are unlearned and ungtable wrest, as they do also the other
scriptures, unto their own destruction. (2 Peter 3:13-16)

8 Asabrief aside, note here that Messiah spoke to Paul ‘in the Hebrew tongue’ and gave his Hebrew name,
‘Yahoshua'; not ‘Jesus.” See the study, What's In aName?’
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Firgt, we are told that Paul had written “according to the wisdom given unto him.” We dso see that
some of his points were “hard to be understand,” and finally, that unlearned men would twist the writing
of Paul in waysthat Paul did not intend “unto their own destruction.” Asin many ingances we have
dready seen, there isa subtlety here that is missed by most mainstream Christian teachers. There have
aways been individuas who have twisted the Scriptures unto their own destruction. Israel had seen
many such individuas, some of whom had even clamed fasdly to be prophets. So why would Peter
focus on the writing of Paul? What made Paul different from other Bible writers to the extent that Peter
would highlight “the wisdom given unto him” prior to making the statement that his writings would be
twisted?

The Wisdom Given Unto Paul

Asturns out, the ‘wisdom given to Paul’ isakey factor in dl hiswritings. Again, do not miss the fact
that Peter emphasizes this point.

Nevertheless we, according to his promise, look for new heavens and a new earth,
wherein dwelleth righteousness. Wherefore, beloved, seeing that ye look for such
things, be diligent that ye may be found of him in peace, without spot, and blameess.
And account that the longsuffering of our Lord is savation; even as our beloved
brother Paul aso according to the wisdom given unto him hath written unto you; As dso
indl his epistles, spesking in them of these things; in which are some things hard to be
understood, which they that are unlearned and unstable wrest, as they do aso the other
scriptures, unto their own destruction.

(2 Peter 3:13-16)

S0 just what was Paul’ s wisdom; why was it important, and how did it characterize “dl his epistles?’
Asit turns out, Paul definesfor us the particular wisdom he had been given. Firgt, hetdlsusthat heisa
Pharisee and comes from aline of Pharisees.

Men and brethren, | am a Pharisee, the son of a Pharisee... (Acts 23:6)

We should note here that this statement comes in the 23 chapter of Acts; Paul was not just beginning,
but waswell into hisministry. We should adso not miss the fact that he dill claimed to be a Pharisee

rather than making the clam in the past tense. But how could Paul make such a dam—how could he
gill be a Pharisee—and dtill preach the Gospel? We will answer that question shortly, but prior to this,
we should look to another couple verses where Paul gives us alittle more ingght asto his‘bona fides .

Men, brethren, and fathers, hear ye my defense which | make now unto you. (And
when they heard that he spake in the Hebrew tongue to them, they kept the more
dlence: and he sdth,) | am verily a man which am a Jew, born in Tarsus, a city in
Cilicia, yet brought up in this dty at the feet of Gamdie, and taught according to the
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perfect manner of the law of the fathers, and was zedous toward Elohim, as ye dl are
thisday. (Acts 22:1-3)

For ye have heard of my conversation in time past in the Jews religion, how that
beyond measure | persecuted the church of Elohim, and wasted it: And profited in the
Jews rdigion above many my equas in mine own naion, being more exceedingly
zedous of the traditions of my fathers. (Galatians 1:13-14)

Paul tells us here that he had studied at the feet of Gamdid and that his knowledge and zed exceeded
that of his peers. But into just what areas did this knowledge and zed extend? Paul indicatesthat it
pertained to the “traditions’ of hisfathers. But just what did Paul mean by the phrase, “traditions of my
fathers’ and how did it tie in with Sudying “a the feet of Gamdid?’

Most Chrigtian pastors would say that Paul’ s “traditions of my fathers’ pertained to keeping the Old
Testament Law. Such teaching, however, is woefully inadequate and mideading. It isonly espoused
because most mainstream Christian pastors have no ideawho Gamaiel was, nor what he taught.*® The
Bible points out that Gamdie—jugt like his pupil, Paul—was a Pharisee.

Then stood there up one in the council, a Pharisee, named Gamdid, a doctor of the
law, had in reputation among al the people, and commanded to put the aposties forth a
little space; (Acts 5:34)

But why does the Bible spend sacred text to point out who is a Pharisee? Asit turnsout, thisissueis
key to much of the content—and surrounding confusion—of Paul’ swritings. His use of theterm
“traditions of my fathers’ isadirect reference to the Pharisaic doctrine under which hewasraised. As
we continue our sudy, we will find that the ‘wisdom given unto Paul’ —the knowledge of the traditions
and interpretations of the Pharisees—was key to his calling of being the Apostle to the Gentiles. But

why?

The answer liesin the fact that, unlike the Chrigtians of today, those of the first century did not have a
huge network of churches spreading acrossthe globe. Thelr brothers, ssters, and parents might just as
well have spent their time in the pagan temples of their ancestors. For the early Chridtians, the Jewish
Temple and synagogues was where the ‘Holy One of Isradl’ was worshipped. That iswhy the
Jerusdem Temple had an *outer court’” and why we find the Gentiles of other citiesin the synagogues on
the Sabbath day (e.g., Acts 13:42-47, Acts 14:1, Acts 17:2-4, Acts 18:4). In these settings, the
Chrigtians of the first century had weekly—if not daily—contact with Jews. That iswhy Cornelius could
be of “good report among al the nation of the Jews’ (Acts 10:22). But in addition to this daily contact
between Jews and firgt century Chrigtians, another dynamic was developing that would have long term
effects on the face of both Judaism and Chridtianity.

9 Gamaliel was in fact one of the most respected Pharisaic sages of the Temple period. One can still read many of his
teachingsin the Jewish ‘ Talmud.’
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In the Second Temple period, there were avariety of Jewish sects to include the Pharisees, Saduccees,
Essenes, and various other smaller sects such as the Nazarenes. The sect of the Pharisees, however,
had become the preeminent and predominant sect within Judaism. There are books on this
development, should the reader desire further information on the topic. For our purposes, sufficeit to
say that the Pharisees acquiesced to the Sadducees running of the Temple while they concentrated
ingtead on building, not only synagogues for worship away from Jerusdem, but aso schools for
indructing Jewish children Thiswastruly insghtful on their part; after severd generations of indructing
the children in the Pharisaic traditions, the bulk of the population came to belong to the Pharisaic sect of
Judaism.®  For the most part, the other sects quietly faded into relative obscurity.

What Do the Pharisees Bdieve?

It is unfortunate that much of maingtream Chrigtianity has been given the impresson from their pastors
that people who were Pharisees were intentiondly bad or evil. This negative impression is based mostly
on ignorance and partidly on satements such as the following:

But woe unto you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites for ye shut up the kingdom of
heaven agang men: for ye neither go in yourselves, neither suffer ye them that are
entering to go in. Woe unto you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! for ye devour
widows houses, and for a pretence make long prayer: therefore ye shdl receive the
greater damnation. Woe unto you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! for ye compass
sea and land to make one prosdyte, and when he is made, ye make him twofold more
the child of hell than yoursdlves. (Matthew 23:13-15)

And, indeed, these statements do seem rather damning toward the Pharisees. But when we later take
another look, we will find thet Messiah' s rebuke—while perhaps directed at afew Pharisees
personally—was directed primarily a those Pharisaic teachings that werein direct, or Sgnificant, conflict
with Torah of Hisfather, the Law of Moses. The Pharisees, as awhole, were not evil and many of their
beliefs and actions were quite honorable. Were this not the case, Paul would probably not have made
the present-tense dam “I am a Pharisee, the son of a Pharisee (Acts 23:6). Messiah would probably
not have made the statement “whatsoever they bid you observe,” (Matthew 23:3), and Gamdid would
probably not have commanded the council “to put the gpostles forth alittle space” (Acts 5:34). So, just
who were the Pharisees and what did they believe?

Mogt of the historical information on the Pharisees—aother than in thelir own writings, such asthe
Tamud—comes from the writings of the famous Jewish historian, Josephus® The Pharisees are
believed by many to have had their beginning as adistinct sect of Judaism during the intertestamental
period of 1 and 2 Maccabees. During this period, the Greek ruler, Antiochus Epiphanies, had ingtituted
aprogram of Hellenization in Paestine, which was an effort to eradicate observance of the Law and
make the Jews more like Greeks. Maccabees records a group of ‘pious ones (Hasidim) that were

® Today’s modern Jews are also overwhelmingly Pharisaic. The orthodox, conservative, and reform movementsall
have at their core the traditions of the Pharisaic fathers'—just like Paul.
2 Primarily in 2 of hisworks. The Wars of the Jews and The Antiquities of the Jews
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dlies of Judas Maccabee in oppostion to, and revolt againgt, Antiochus. It isthese Hasidim that are
believed to have been the first Pharisees.

The name ‘ Pharisee’ derives from the Hebrew word ‘ parash’ meaning ‘to separate’” While opinions
vary asto the exact nature of this separation, most believe it pertained to separation from ritua
uncleanness, gpostate Jews, and Gentiles. The Pharisees strove to be perfect in their purity and
observance of the Law and began to develop an entirdy distinct body of commandments whereby they
lived. These additiond commandments served as ‘fences around the actua commands contained in the
Law and were much more exacting and redtrictive. They were designed to ensure that one could not
come even close to violating the commandments of the Law.  Josephus says of them,

Now, for the Pharisees, they live smply, and despise delicacies in diet; they follow the
guidance of that which their teaching has sdlected and prescribed to them as good for
them they do; and they think they ought earnestly to dtrive to observe its dictates for
practice.2

The piety and sincerity of the Pharisees struck a chord among the people and they became extremdy
influentid. Josephus further indicates that their influence among the masses was S0 extensive that when
they spoke even againgt aking or High Priest, the masses gave them heed.”® Moreover, the masses
aso gave heed to Pharisaic regulations on prayers and sacred rites of divine worship.?* Perhaps, that is
why the Messiah noted their predominant influence as follows:

Then spake Y ahoshua to the multitude, and to his disciples, Saying, The scribes and the
Pharisees gt in Moses seat: All therefore whatsoever they bid you observe, that
observe and do; but do not ye after their works: for they say, and do not. (Matthew
23:1-3)

It wasinto this powerful and influentia sect of Judaism that Paul was born and raised. Before we can
truly begin to undergand Paul’ s writings and what he meant when he referred to the “traditions of my
fathers’ (Gdatians 1:13-14), or “law of the fathers’ (Acts 22:1-3), we will have to take a brief look at
the Pharisaic interpretations of the Law that influenced the prevailing worship of the people®

To the Pharisees, the Law contained in the five books of Mosesis not the entire Law. They believe that
when the Almighty gave Hiswritten Law to Moses, as recorded in the book of Exodus (Exodus 24:4),
He dso gave Moses a st of ord ingructions through which to interpret the written ingructions. These
ord ingructions, known as “ Torah she'ba peh”’—the Oral Torah—were supposedly passed verbaly

2 Antiquities of the Jews, Book X V111, Chapter 1, Section 3, contained in The Works of Josephus—Compl ete and
Unabridged, translated by William Whiston, Hendrickson Publishers, Peabody, MA, November 1991.

% bid, Book X!I11, Chapter 10 and Book X V|11, Chapter 1, Section 4.

#bid, Book XI11, Chapter 10, Section 6.

» Theterm ‘traditions of the fathers’ or ‘laws of the fathers' isrendered in Hebrew as‘ Pirkei Avot’ and was an actual
component of the Mishna, although the reference by Josephus seems to pertain to these traditions in a somewhat
broader sense.



from father to son dl the way from Moses until the time of the Pharisees, when they findly began to be
put into written form.®  Then the various Pharisaic sages recorded their interpretations and commentary
to this*Ora Torah', which developed into the ‘traditions of the fathers referred to by Paul.

These Pharisaic writings, recorded and maintained by the scribes, were held by the Phariseesto be as
much ‘the Law’ as wasthe written Law of Moses. These ‘traditions came to comprise literdly
thousands of additiond commandments surrounding and modifying the written Commandments
contained in the written Law of Moses. Josephus describes this redlity for us.

What | would now explain is this, that the Pharisees have ddivered to the people a great
many observances by successon from ther fathers, which are not written in the Law of
Moses; and for that reason it is that the Sadducees reject them, and say that we are to
esteem those observances to be obligatory which are in the written word, but not to
observe what are derived from the tradition of our forefathers. And concerning these
things it is that great disputes and differences have aisen among them, while the
Sadducees are able to persuade none but the wedthy, and having no following among
the people, but the Pharisees have the masses on their side.?’

Josephus verifies for us that the term “tradition of our forefathers' did not pertain only to the written Law
of the Mogt High as given to Moses, but dso to the additiona myriad of commandments taught by the
Pharisee to themasses as ‘the Law’.  Now that we understand this distinction somewhat better, we are
ready to look to one of Paul’ s statements which acknowledges this digtinction in the Pharisaic
interpretation of the Law and demongtrates that Paul was raised under the Pharisaic interpretation of the
Law.

Though | might dso have confidence in the flesh. If any other man thinketh that he hath
whereof he might trust in the flesh, | more: Circumcised the eighth day, of the stock of
Israel, of the tribe of Benjamin, an Hebrew of the Hebrews, as touching the law, a
Pharisee; Concerning zed, persecuting the church; touching the righteousnesswhich isin
the law, blamdess. (Philippians 3:4-6)

Aswe will soon examineg, it isthis Pharisaic interpretation of the Law, and Paul’ s oftent negative reaction
thereto, which produces such confusion in the modern, mainstream Church. We will likewise discover
that the ssemingly-confusing statements made my Messiah in Mathew 15 and Mark 7 have the same
purpose and focus as much of Paul’ swritings.  So, let us now delve into these interesting matters!

Things Hard To Be Understood, Which They That Are Unlearned And Unstable Wrest. ..

Aswe begin to understand and examine these finer variations in the meaning of the Law, asintroduced
by the Pharisees, we can begin to understand how these issues might be hard to understand (2 Peter

% Thefinal collection of these writings was redacted by ‘Y ehuda haNasi’ (Judah the Prince) into the ‘Mishna’ in the
3 century C.E.
7 Antiquities, Book X111, Chapter 10, Section 6.



3:16). For example, if a Sadducee of Paul’s day, or a Karaite Jew? of today, and a Pharisee were to
stand side-by-side and talk about the Law, the average mainstream Christian of today would assume
that they were dl taking about the same law; the written Law of Moses. The Pharisee would know of
the additions and modifications of the written law of Maoses, but believe that his additions were dso
integrd to the same Law. The Karaite, mindful of the arguments and rationde of the Pharisees, would
nonetheless hold the belief that any additions to the written Law are Smply the ‘traditions of men.” On
the outside, however, the “ungtable’ or the “unlearned” (2 Peter 3:16) might be totaly confused. Were
these ‘unlearned’ individuals to go on to teach on the subject of the Law and Paul’ swritings, they would
likely wrestle with these issues and twist the Scriptures “to their own destruction.” Aswe will cometo
see clearly, that is exactly what has happened in the Christian Church—by well-meaning but ‘ unlearned’
pastors and teachers.

Unlike most of our well-meaning but ‘unlearned’ teachers of today, let us now use our somewhat
deeper understanding of Pharisaic traditions and teachings to reexamine some of the more confusing
statements made by the Messiah and by Paul. As promised, let usfirgt look a some of Messah's
statements contained in Matthew 15 and Mark 7.

Think Not That | Have Come to Destroy the Law... (Part 2)

Because Matthew 15 and Mark 7 are dmost identica, we will show only the passage from Mark 7,
below. The essentid eements, however, are virtudly the samein both. And it is critica to note that the
setting of both passages is an encounter of Messiah with the Pharisees. And knowing their expanded
definition of the Law, we may now be able to better understand the intricacies of, and reasons for, the
verba sparring between Messiah and these ‘teachers of the Law.

Then came together unto him the Pharisees, and certain of the scribes, which came from
Jerusalem.  And when they saw some of his disciples eat bread with defiled, that isto
say, with unwashen, hands, they found fault. For the Pharisees, and al the Jews, except
they wash their hands oft, eat not, holding the tradition of the elders. And when they
come from the market, except they wash, they eat not. And many other things there be,
which they have recaeived to hold, as the washing of cups, and pots, brazen vessdls, and
of tables. Then the Pharisees and scribes asked him, Why walk not thy disciples
according to he tradition of the eders, but eat bread with unwashen hands? He
answered and said unto them, Well hath Isaiah prophesied of you hypocrites, as it is
written, This people honoureth me with their lips but their heart is far from me.

Howbeit in vain do they worship me, teaching for doctrines the commandments of men
For laying asde the commandment of Elohim, ye hold the tradition of men, as the
washing of pots and cups. and many other such like things ye do. And he said unto
them, Full wdl ye reject e commandment of Elohim, that ye may keep your own
tradition For Moses said, Honour thy father and thy mother; and, Whoso curseth

% There are at | ease several thousand Karaite Jewsin Israel today. Like the Sadducees of Paul’s day, they believe
that the Law is only the written Law of Moses. They even have several websites; one of these iswww.karaite-

korner.org.
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father or mother, let him die the death: But ye say, If a man shdl say to his father or
mother, It is Corban, that is to say, a gift, by whatsoever thou mightest be profited by
me he shall be free. And ye suffer him no more to do ought for his father or his
mother; Making the word of Elohim of none effect through your tradition, which ye have
ddivered: and many such like things do ye. And when he had cdlled dl the people unto
him, he said unto them, Hearken unto me every one of you, and understand: Thereis
nothing from without a man, that entering into him can defile him: but the things which
come out of him, those are they that defile the man. If any man has earsto hear, let him
hear. (Mark 7:1-16)

In this passage, just asin Matthew 15:1-13, the ‘violation’” committed by the disciples (verse 2) was not
aviolation of the written Law of Moses, it was aviolation of the modified ‘law’ of the Pharisees. The
disciples had not washed their hands before consuming bread, but the Law of Moses contains no such
commandment. The ‘tradition of the fathers however, contains many such commandments and people
are to wash ther hands before consuming bread. For example,

Before eating bread...one must wash his hands first... The water used for washing the
hands must be poured out of a vessd that is perfect, having neither hole nor crack...
When using a vessdl containing a spout, we must not let the water run through the
gpout... We first wash our right hand then our left. The water must cover the entire
hand up to the wrist. No part of the hand should be left unwashed; therefore the fingers
must be dightly parted... After washing loth hands, we rub them together and then
rase them upward, as it is written (Psdms 134:2): “lift up your hands... Over true
bread made of one of the five species of grain (wheet, Spdlt, oats, barley, or rye) we say
the benediction... One must be careful not to linger between washing the hands and the
benediction...?

Asthe reader is probably aware, none of these commandments concerning washing one’ s hands before
egting bread isfound in the Law of the Mogt High. They are dl from the ‘traditions of Paul’ sfathers,
and we have sgnificantly abbreviated them above. These manmade traditions actudly span severd
pages and go into each intricacy of vessels, water sources and quality, blessngs, etc. Thisiswhy the
scribes always accompanied the Pharisees; they had afull-time job keeping track of these thousands of
commandments. But we continue. ..

After talking about the hand washing commandments, the Pharisees dso mentioned commandments
relaing to the “washing of cups, and pots, brazen vessels, and of tables’ (verse 4). Again, these
commandments are not from the Law of Moses, but from the ‘tradition of the fathers’

» These commandments, from the traditions of the fathers, are found in the Talmud. For ease of reference for the
reader, we will use a condensed version of the Talmud entitled Code of Jewish Law (Kitzur Shulkan Arukh), because
it iseasily accessiblein Jewish bookstores by the average reader. It isdesigned to be aready reference for the
modern Jew, which contains a subset of laws and customs most applicable to the modern Jew today. Code of Jewish
Law, a Compilation of Jewish Laws and Customs by Rabbi Solomon Ganzfried, Translated by Hyman E. Goldin,
LL.B., Hebrew Publishing Company, New Y ork, 1998). VVolume 1, chapter 38-41, pp. 125-132.
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Glass and metd utendls bought from a heathen for culinary purposes, even when new,
must not be used even for holding cold victuds before they are immersed in a pool that
would be approved for the ritud immerson of a woman after her period of
mengruation. Before they are immersed, the following benediction is pronounced:
“Blessed art Thou. O Lord our God, King of the universe, who hath sanctified us by His
commandments, and commanded us concerning the immerson of a vesd”...
Wooden vessels need not be immersed, but if they have meta hoops, they are to be
immersed without pronouncing the benediction. Clay vessals need not be immersed,
but if they are glazed on the indde, they are to be immersed without pronouncing the
benediction... Glassware manufectured by an lsadite who employs nonJewish
workmen, should be immersed without pronouncing the benediction... aso trays upon
which matzot (unleavened bread) are placed, should be immersed without pronouncing
the benediction... Thewhole vessel must be immersed a onetime...*

Once again, these commandments are not from the Law of Moses, but from the *traditions' of Paul’s
fathers, and we have again significantly abbreviated them. So now let uslook carefully at the response
of the Messiah to the Pharisaic accusations againgt His disciples. Unlike the typicad message from the
pulpit, let us carefully examine His response to determine if the Savior was changing, or doing away
with, His Father’s commandments.

He answered and said unto them, Well hath Isaiah prophesied of you hypocrites, asit is
written, This people honoureth me with their lips but their heart is far from me.

Howbeit in vain do they worship me, teaching for doctrines the commandments of men
For laying asde the commandment of Elohim, ye hold the tradition of men, as the
washing of pots and cups. and many other such like things ye do. And he said unto
them, Full wel ye rgect the commandment of Elohim, that ye may keep your own
tradition (Mark 7:6-7)

Messiah's own words show us that He was not changing, or doing away with, His Father's
commandments. He specificaly contrasted these ‘tradiitions of the elders with the commandment of
His Father and rebuked the Pharisees for putting some of their own commandments over the Law of
His Father. Note what He says as He continues,

For Moses sad, Honour thy father and thy mother; and, Whoso curseth father or
mother, let him die the death: But ye say, If aman shdl say to hisfather or mother, It is
Corban, that is to say, a gift, by whatsoever thou mightest be profited by me; he shall
be free. And ye suffer him no more to do ought for his father or his mother; Making the
word of Elohim of none effect through your tradition, which ye have delivered: and
many such likethingsdoye. (Mark 7:10-13)

¥ |bid, chapter 37, pp. 119-121.



Again, Messah was rebuking the Pharisees for putting some of their own commandments above those
of His Father contained in the Law. In this case, the Pharisees were alowing the people not to provide
for thelr parents, as commanded in the Law, but rather to designate certain things or animas * corban”
as future offerings for the Temple. Again, Messah's rebuke was that they were teaching people to
violate the Law commandments of His Father. So, once again, Messiah is demondtrating that His
Father’ s commandments contained in the Law are paramount and of the utmost importance. How then
should we interpret the following verses?

And when he had cdled al the people unto him, he said unto them, Hearken unto me
every one of you, and underdand: There is nothing from without a man, that entering
into him can defile him: but the things which come out of him, those are they thet defile
the man. If any man has earsto hear, let him hear.

(Mark 7:14-16)

Conventiona Christian teachings would have us believe that Messiah changed His Father’ sdigtary
commandments by this verse (and Matthew 15:11) and we can now egt anything we wart to. But does
this make sense? Does this pass the test of comparing Scripture with Scripture? Of course it does not.
The Creator had commanded,

These are the beasts which ye shdl eat...whatsoever parteth the hoof, and is cloven
footed, and cheweth the cud, among the beasts, that shall ye eat. Nevertheless... these
shdl ye not edt... And the swine, though he divide the hoof, and be clovenfooted, yet
he cheweth not the cud; he is unclean to you. Of ther flesh shdl ye not edt, and their
carcass shadl ye not touch; they are unclean to you... These shdl ye eqt of dl that are
in the waters whatsoever hath fins and scales in the waters, in the seas, and in the
rivers, them shdl ye eat... And dl that have not fins and scaes in the seas, and in the
rivers...they shall be an @bomination unto you.. (Leviticus 11:1-47)

So, why would the Savior make void His Father’ s commandment, especialy when we see that He had
just rebuked the Pharisees for doing the same thing? If we are discerning, we will redize that He did no
such thing. Remember, he had just verbdly sparred with the Pharisees and chalenged some of their
traditions, which violated the written word of His Father. In verses 14- 16, Messiah was not changing
the Law of His Father; He was chdlenging the Pharisaic dlegations that people would be defiled by not
following their “washing” commandments prior to eating. Let us take another look at the setting of this
confrontation.

Then came together unto him the Pharisees, and certain of the scribes, which came from
Jerusdlem.  And when they saw some of his disciples eat bread with defiled, that isto
say, with unwashen, hands, they found fault. (Mark 7:1-2)

Again, let us be alittle more discerning here than we have in the past. The disciples were egting a
Biblicaly dean food—bread—in the first place. The context hereis the ‘ defilement’ comes from the
fact that the disciples had not washed their hands. This ‘ defilement’ was defined by the Pharisees and



not agreed to by the Messah. The entire passage does not even entertain the possibility of eating
anything unclean such as pork, jdlyfish, eds, scorpions, etc. To anyone following the Scriptures, such
things would never even have been considered as ‘food;’ they are ‘traif’** and abominable. In other
words, they are not things that the Messiah would even consder to “goeth into the mouth.”

Not that which goeth into the mouth defileth a man; but that which cometh out of the
mouth, this defileth aman.” (Matthew 15:11)

Neither Jews, nor any of the ‘great men of the Bible' would interpret this statement to have anything to
dowith egting traif. Chridtianity is able to be tricked into stretching the meaning because many ‘good
Chrigtians have been consuming such things for 16 centuries, thanks to the influence of Emperor
Congtantine. During hisreign in the fourth century, he adopted the following creed and forced it—under
pain of persecution and death—upon the Chrigtian Church.

| renounce dl customs, rites, legdisms, unleavened breads and sacrifices of lambs of the
Hebrews, and of dl the other feasts of the Hebrews, sacrifices, prayers, aspirations,
purifications, sanctifications and propitiations, and fasts and new moons, and Sabbaths,
and superdtitions, and hymns and chants and observances and synagogues and the food
and drink of the Hebrews, in one word | renounce absolutdy everything Jewish, every
law, rite and custom...

Perhaps the good Emperor Congtantine should have reed his Bible alittle more and spent alittle less
time writing creeds and paganizing the Church. Had he done so, he might have noted that most of the
customs, rites, unleavened breads, feasts, fasts, new moons, Sabbath, food and drink, etc. of the
Hebrews were commanded by the Most High to Moses; only the pagans were egting traif. But let us
return to the creed of good Emperor Constantine,

| accept aAl prayers, purifications with water, sanctifications by the Pontificus Maximus
(Pope), propitiations, and feasts, and the New Sabbath “Sol dei” (day of the sun), dl
new chants and observances, and dl the foods and drinks of the Romans. In other
words, | absolutely accept everything Roman, every new law, rite and custom, of
Rome, and the new Roman religion.*

Had the emperor spent a little more time reading the Scriptures, he might have redized that the Roman
traditions, with which hefilled the Roman church, were not from the Mogt High, but of pagan origin,
complete with an abundance of idols (statutes) and pagan holidays.>

For Chrigtian pastorsto follow in Congtantine' s footsteps and teach today that Messiah now alows His
people to eat traif and do other pagan things, is an abomination to Him and to His Father. Nowherein

3 “Traif’ isaHebrew word meaning something unclean that only the heathen, or apostate | sraelites might eat.

¥ Jeffrey Weiss, The Truth of Reformation, p. 33. Also at http://www.yaih.com quoting Stefano Assemani, Acat
Sanctorium Martyrum Orientalium at Occidentalium, Vol. 1 Rome 1748, p. 105.

% For adiscussion of the true Biblical Holydays, see the study, “Holy Days or Holidays?’




the entire Old Testament do we ever find any good ‘men of the Bible' esting traif. Aswe continue to
examine the writings of Paul, we will likewise find that his statements have been taken out of context and
twisted by the “unlearned and unstable.” To teach otherwise carries serious consequences. We must
remember that in the end-time wrath of the Almighty, swine, mice, and other uncdlean things will ill be
viewed astraif.

For, behold, the LORD will come with fire, and with his chariots like a whirlwind, to
render his anger with fury, and his rebuke with flames of fire. For by fire and by his
swvord will the LORD plead with dl flesh: and the dain of the LORD shdl be many.

They that sanctify themsdves, and purify themselves in the gardens behind one tree in
the midst, eating swine's flesh, and the abominatior™, and the mouse, shall be consumed
together, saith the LORD. (Isaiah 66:15-17)

If Messiah were on the earth today, He might likewise ask the pastors and seminaries today,

Why do ye dso transgress the commandment of Elohim by your tradition... Thus have
ye made the commandment of Elohim of none effect by your tradition... But in vain they
do worship me, teaching for doctrines the commandments of men.

(Matthew 15:3, 6, 9)

We should take the time to point out here that Y ahoshuad s teachings were a direct thregt to the
teachings of the Pharisees and therefore to their dmost absol ute influence over the people. If people
could smply read the written Torah without relying on the Pharisaic Rabbisto interpret for them the
traditions, they would no longer need the Rabbis.

We have aready seen that the Pharisaic sect had tremendous influence on the mgority of the Jewish
people, especidly in the cities, and that they were a powerful force to be reckoned with. Mindful of this
gtuation, the disciples took the time to point out their concern to Y ahoshua with respect to His
chdlenging their authority.

Then came his disciples, and sad unto him, Knowest thou that the Pharisees were
offended, after they heard this saying? (Matthew 15:12)

We know from later events that this fear was indeed justified, because some Pharisaic leaders played a
sgnificant role in the arrest and subsequent desth of Y ahoshua.

Before we leave the words of the Messiah, we need to take a quick look a one more statement from
the Gospel of Mark. Following the Messah's discussion on ritua purity with the Pharisees, we find the
following satement:

¥ The Hebrew word ‘ shegets means something ‘ unclean’, ‘ detestable’ or ‘an abomination.’
% Responsibility hereisintended in the temporal occurrence of events. Messiah’s actual death was for all mankind
and the Bible records that His death was a voluntary act on His part (e.g., John 10:17-18).



And when he was entered into the house from the people, his disciples asked him

concerning the parable. And he saith unto them, Are ye so without understanding also?
Do ye not perceive, that whatsoever thing from without entereth into the man, it cannot
defile him; Because it entereth not into his heart, but into the belly, and goeth out into
the draught, purging dl meats? (Mark 7:17-19)

The phrase "purging dl meets' is rendered "(Thus He declared dl foods clean.)" in the NASV, NIV,
etc. Thisverse has likewise been used within mainstream Chrigtianity to teach that Messiah cleansed
anything that one might want to edt, to include traif. Such a determination, however, goes beyond the
context of the verse. We must remember that the 18 previous verses dealt ONLY with the pharisaic
requirements of ritua purity, which they applied to foods that were Biblicaly cleen in the firg place.
Messiah did declare dl foods clean from Pharisaic-declared ritud defilement; He said absolutely nothing
about traif!

So, we find once again that Scripture agrees with Scripture; our Savior was not changing His Father’s
Law concerning clean and unclean animas, but smply disputing the requirements of manmeade traditions.
What's more, Messiah once again proved that His Father’' s commandments were superior to the
rdigious traditions of man—even if taught by the majority movement of His day.*® But was Paul equally
congstent, or did he have a different message? Perhgpsit is now time to take another look at Paul’s
writings, but thistime let us examine what he had to say through the eyes of those to whom he wrote—
God fearing Gentiles of the first century, just like Corndius.

BACK TO PAUL—THISTIME THROUGH THE PROPER PERSPECTIVE

Aswe prepare to look more closely at the writings of Paul, we must prepare to do so with keener
eyedght than enjoyed by your average mainstream seminary graduate. Not taking away from the
demanding course of study that these students undergo, they are smply not taught to see Paul for what
he claimed to be—an expert in the Pharisaic interpretation and teaching on the Law. Aswe have seen,
the Gentiles trying to follow the ‘Holy One of Israg” were in the synagogues on the Sabbath, and would
have had plenty of contact with Pharisaic teachings on the Law.®” Most recently, we have seen that
Messiah's seemingly contradictory statements on the Law were not contradictory at al, but smply
chalengesto certain aspects of the Pharisaic interpretation of the Law. Aswe take acloser look at
Paul, we find hiswritings smilarly focused. Paul never taught againg the Law of the Most High, just
againg some of the ‘traditions of hisfathers contained in Pharisaic doctrines.

What Was Paul’ s Attitude Toward the Law of Moses?

"But, not so fadt..." one might say “how do we know Paul followed and taught the Law of Moses? In
order to make this determination, perhaps we should look at a couple of his statements.

% Hethat hat an ear to hear let him hear ...
% Even today, Gentiles spending time in synagogues will learn alot about the ‘traditions’ of the Pharisees.
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Then Paul, after that the governor had beckoned unto him to spesk, answered,
Forasmuch as | know that thou hast been of many years a judge unto this nation, | do
the more chearfully answer for mysdf: Because that thou mayest understand, that there
are yet but twelve days since | went up to Jerusalem for to worship.  And they neither
found me in the temple disputing with any man, neither raising up the people, neither in
the synagogues, nor in the city: Neither can they prove the things whereof they now
accuse me. But this | confess unto thee, that after the way which they cdl heresy, so
worship | the God of my fathers, believing dl things which are written in the law and in
the prophets: (Acts 24:10-14)

Wefind here, in Paul’ s statement, that he claimed to believe dl things in the Law and the prophets.
Here, Scripture agrees with Scripture in that he sounds just like King David, Cdeb, and the Messiah
himsdf. Had Paul in fact believed otherwise, thiswould have been a perfect place to specify the
differences. He was testifying before Fdlix, the governor (verse 1- 3), and was darifying his beliefs
againg accusations made by the orator, Tertullus, on behdf of the High Priest. Paul did not clam here
that any part of the Law had been changed by the cross, but stated that he believed dl things, which are
written in the law and in the prophets. And we should also not fail to notice another important
digtinction Paul makes during his statement.

But this | confess unto thee, that after the way®® which they call heresy, so worship | the
God of my fathers, believing dl things which are written in the law and in the prophets:
(Acts 24:14)

Knowing what we now know about Pharisaic Judaism, we can also now discern an important
digtinction Paul was making in his beliefs. His statement that he believed “dl things which are writtenin
the law” was a direct contradiction to the ord *traditions of the fathers' that the Pharisees were teaching
in addition to the written Law. In addition to stating his beliefs, Paul was dso exploiting the bitter
disagreement between the Pharisees and Sadducees over the ‘Ora Torah.

The second statement we will review is Paul’ s statement before Festus, two years after his statement
before Fix.

And when he was come, the Jaws which came down from Jerusalem stood round
about, and laid many and grievous complaints againgt Paul, which they could not prove.
While he answered for himsdlf, Nether againg the law of the Jews, neither againg the
temple, nor yet against Caesar, have | offended any thing  all.

(Acts 25:7-8)

¥ The term “the way” indicates that he considered his beliefs to constitute a‘sect’ under the umbrella of Judaism; the
sect was hot called Christianity, but the ‘sect’ (way) of the ‘Netzerim’ (Nazoreans) (Acts 24:5).



Notice here that Paul, late in his minigtry, clamed that he had not offended against the Law.  We should
not overlook the significance of his statement here. Had Paul been in fact teaching that the Law—or
sgnificant parts—had been done away with, as maingream Chrigtianity clams, he could not have made
that statement.

And findly, we must point out that Paul, earlier in his ministry, had gone so far as to take avow to prove
that he had not taught againgt the Law.

And when they heard it, they glorified the Lord, and said unto him, Thou seest, brother,
how many thousands of Jews there are which believe; and they are dl zedlous of the
law: And they are informed of thee, that thou teachest dl the Jews which are among the
Gentiles to forsake Moses, saying that they ought not to circumcise their children,
neither to walk after the cusoms. What is it therefore? the multitude must needs come
together: for they will hear that thou art come. Do therefore this that we say to thee: We
have four men which have a vow on them; Them take, and purify thysdf with them, and
be at charges with them, that they may shave their heads. and al may know that those
things, whereof they were informed concerning thee, are nothing; but that thou thyself
aso wakest orderly, and keepest the law... Then Paul took the men, and the next
day purifying himsdlf with them entered into the temple, to Sgnify the accomplishment of
the days of purification, until that an offering should be offered for every one of them.
(Acts 21:20-26)

Notice here that Paul was told to take a vow to prove that the accusations—that he had taught against
the lav—were untrue (verse 24). Furthermore, the vow was to signify that Paul himsdf observed the
Law (verse 24). And wefind that Paul in fact took the vow (verse 26).

So, what are we to conclude from these verses, and the verses above? We must conclude that, (1)
either Paul took the vow under false pretenses or (2) he did not in fact teach againgt the Law. If Paul
took the vow under fase pretenses, then he made afalse oath and is not worthy of being esteemed asa
teacher. If, instead, he did not teach against the Law, then he was consistent with the claims he made
before Felix and Festus, and lived hislife in agreement with that of the Messiah and other * great men’ of
the Bible.

Aswe continue our study, we will find that Paul was, in fact, honorable and that his teachings—
interpreted by mainstream Chrigtianity to be ‘against the Lav'—werein fact for the Law and againgt
those Pharisaic traditions, which they had placed above the Law. Maingtream Chrigtianity has only
missed this fact because Congtantine, and others like him™, stripped the Nazarene movement of its

¥ These include Ignatius, Ambrose, Justin, and many others. For agood source, which addresses many of the
religious debatesin the first few centuries, refer to From Sabbath to Sunday, by Dr. Samuele Bacchiocchi, Rome:
Pontifical Gregorian University Press, 1977. Dr. Bacchiocchi isa Seventh Day Adventist who has the distinction of
having been the first non-Catholic graduate of the Pontifical Gregorian University in Rome. While | do not endorse
many Adventist beliefs, Dr. Bacchiocci’ swork iswell worth the read.



Hebrew roots, blurred the key role played by the Pharisees, and systematicaly paganized the movement
into following the ways of Rome.

This study will not focus on every statement made by Paul; to do so would necessitate turning the study
into abook. We will, instead, examine severd of those key passages most often used in sermonsto
‘prove that Paul preached againgt the law. It will be l€ft to the reader to apply the same andlysisto
those passages that we are not able to address in the study. Because Paul wrote the same way in dl his
letters (2 Peter 3:16), the reader should be able to do this. For now, let us move to thefirst of our
select passages contained in Paul’ s | etter to the believers a Rome.

PAUL'SLETTER TO THE ROMANS: “There Is Nothing Unclean Of Itsdf...” (Romans 14:14)

For a couple reasons, probably the best place to start an in-depth examination of Paul’ swritingsis his
|etter to the believersin Rome. With hardly a second thought, it is assumed in mainstream Chrigtian
circlesthat the book of Romans is written to a group consisting of Jews and of Gentile Christians who
areliving as Gentile Chrigtians do today. In asense, one could amost say that the Gentiles of this group
were the ‘mogt gentile of the Gentiles” Rome was the farthest west of the cities mentioned in the Bible,
and the seat of an empire characterized by worship of a pantheon of pagan deities. The Gentiles of this
congregation, destined to one day claim to be the very center of the Chrigtian faith, are never assumed
to have Hebraic inclinations, they are smply assumed to be the forerunners of today’ s Gentile
Chrigians

With such assumptions, it would only seem to make sense for Paul to be interpreted as telling these
individuas thet they are no longer “under the law, but under grace’ (Romans 6:14-15), or that “Christ is
the end of the law...to everyone that believeth” (Romans 10:4), or that they can now eat what was
formerly “abomination” because since the crass, “ There is nothing unclean of itsdf” (Romans 14:14).
Was Paul really doing this? Was he teaching something diametrically opposed to the teachings of his
Savior and to the Law and the Prophets? Was he afase prophet, as some have expressed, or have the
“unlearned and ungtable’ twisted his statements into doctrines of demons, just as Peter had warned (2
Peter 3:15-16)?

Aswe will demongtrate, the problem lies not with Paul’ s teachings, but with the fact that mainstream
Chrigtianity, stripped of its Hebraic roots by Constantine and his predecessors, has been fooled into
reading Paul’ s words outside the context in which they were written. The Romans to whom Paul wrote
were not ignorant of Judaism a al.*® Unlike today’ s Christians, the believers in Rome were Gentile
believers of the sect of the Nazarenes and quite familiar with the Law and Pharisaic teachings on the
Law. Atthetime Paul wrote his letter to the Romans, the congregation had just been stripped of its

“* The knowledge and influence of Judaism within most Eurasian empires were not insignificant in the Biblical period.
See, for example, Jews, God, and History, by Max |. Dimont, New Y ork: Simon and Shuster, 1962, for adiscussion of
the influence of the Jews on Rome and the west in general. Unkelos, a cousin of Mark Anthony, even converted to
Judaism. And let us not forget that the first followers of the Messiah were members of a sect of Judaism known as
the Nazarenes (Acts 24:5).



Jewish members by an edict of the emperor exiling dl the Jaws from Rome—aswe will seelater inthe
study.

Aswe ddve into Paul’ s letter to the Romans, it will be tempting to do a verse-by-verse andysis of the
entire letter. Such an undertaking would consume severd scores of pages, expanding this sudy into a
book. Almighty willing, that will happen some day. 1n the meantime, however, we will limit ourselvesto
afew passages, which should give us a broader perspective on the nature of Paul’ s letter to these
Gentile Nazarenes of Rome. Perhaps, with this broader insight, the reader will be able to evauate the
rest of the letter in the light in which it was written. So, let us delve into Romans and consider severd
passages that you have never heard taught in Sunday sermons or in Mainstream Christian radio
programs.

Did Paul Write to a Gentile Nazarene Congregation in Rome?

To learn what the Bible tells us about the congregation in Rome, we must first 1ook to the book of Acts
where we find that in the earliest days of the movement of the Nazarenes™—uwithin 3 months of the
degth of Y ahoshua—" strangers of Rome, Jews and prosdytes’ came to Jerusalem to participate in the
feast of Shavuot (Pentecost).*

And when the day of Pentecost was fully come, they were al with one accord in one
place. And suddenly there came a sound from heaven as of a rushing mighty wind, and
it filled dl the house where they were dtting. And there appeared unto them cloven
tongues like as of fire, and it sat upon each of them... And there were dwelling at
Jerusdem Jews, devout men, out of every nation under heaven...

Parthians, and Medes, and Elamites, and the dwellers in Mesopotamia, and in Judaes,
and Cappadocia, in Pontus, and Ada...Libya about Cyrene, and drangers of Rome,
Jews and prosdytes... (Acts2:1-10)

Asthe reader will recdl from Acts 1.4, the believers had not yet left Jerusdlem and certainly had not yet
‘spread the gospel’ to Rome. The Jews and Gentile prosdlytes spoken of here were not Chrigtians;
Chrigtianity as we know it today did not even exist. These individuas were, rather, members of a
Hebraic congregation in Rome. The Gentile “ prosdytes’ to Judaism—just like today—are not smply
individuals who ‘hang around’ and go to an occasiond worship service. “Prosdlytes’ to Judaism agree
to abide by al Jewish laws (written and traditiond), live as other Jews of the community, and accept the
covenant of circumcison. Furthermore, they have to stand before a“Beit Din” (a.court of Jewish law)
and be evauated for acceptance. Once the Beit Din accepts them, they are proclaimed to be Jews and
are fully accepted into the Jewish community. The fact that these proselytes accompanied the Jews of

! The sect of the Nazarenes, from the word * netzer’ meaning ‘branch’ (I am the vine, you are the branches) were not
called ‘ Christians' until Antioch (Acts 11:26). Note: The Bible saysthey were “called Christians’; the passage does
not indicate that they referred to themselves by that term.

* The Law (Leviticus 23:16-22; Deuteronomy 16:16) directs that the faithful should journey to Jerusalem to observe
the Biblical festivals of Tabernacles, Passover, and Pentecost.
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Rome to Jerusdem to observe the feast of Pentecost is awitness that they were observing the Law.
Theseindividuds, “Jews and proselytes,” later became bdieversin Messiah (Acts 2:37), were
immersed (Acts 2:38-41), and continued to meet in the Temple (Acts 2:46) for the time they were
there.

Paul’ s letter to the Romans, written some 25 years later, was written to this congregation. We have no
Biblicd indication that they had changed their focus and, as we continue to examine Paul’ s letter to
them, we will find that they are continuing to observe the Law, just as they had done during their
Pentecodt visit to Jerusdlem 25 years earlier.

Know ye not, brethren, (for | speak to them that know the law,) how that the law hath
dominion over aman as long as he liveth? (Romans 7:1)

But if welook closdy, we will notice a subtle, but sgnificant focus of Paul’ s letter to this congregation.
While maingtream pagtors teach that Paul must have been writing to Jews in some parts of the letter,
Paul’ swords indicate otherwise. Paul’ s audience does not include Jews, but focuses only on Gentiles.

Now | would not have you ignorant, brethren, that oftentimes | purposed to come unto
you, (but was let hitherto,) that | might have some fruit among you aso, even as among
other Gentiles. (Romans 1:13)

These Gentiles, to whom Paul wrote, knew the Law. They were not “ Gentiles’ as we know them
today, but Gentiles like Caleb, Ruth, Corndius, and the Gentile prosdlytes that had traveled to
Jerusalem to observe the festival of Pentecost. They knew the Law and were observing it. Aswe
continue, we will find more indications that thiswas in fact the case.

But how do we know that Paul was writing only to Gentiles? How do we know that Paul’ s later
references to the Law were not focused at the Jews of the congregation, just as the mainstream pastors
clam? Perhapsit would be agood ideafor the reader to pause for a short time and read Romansfrom
chapter 1, verse 1, through chapter 11, verse 13. Nowhere do we have any indication that Paul is
changing the focus of hisletter or changing audiences within the letter. In other words, the audience of
Paul’ s letter remains constant throughout the letter; he iswriting to Gentiles the entire time; to assume
otherwise, must be done with no Biblica indication or authority. He even reterates that hisaudience is
Gentiles

For | speak to you Gentiles, inasmuch as | am the apogtle of the Gentiles, | magnify
mine office. (Romans 11:13)

But why Paul’ s exclusive focus on Gentiles members of the congregation in Rome? The answer to this

question liesin the fact that the Jewish members of the congregation in Rome had just been forced out
of Rome by edict of the Emperor Claudius.
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After these things Paul departed from Athens, and came to Corintt*; And found a
certain Jew named Aquila, born in Pontus, lately come from Italy, with hiswife Priscilla;
(because that Claudius had commanded al Jews to depart from Rome:) and came unto
them. (Acts 18:1-2)

Paul probably wrote his letter to the congregation in Rome when he did because they had just lost their
Jewish congregants and were in need of edification and identification as Nazarenes.

So, as much asinmeis, | am ready to preach the gospel to you that are at Rome aso.
For 1 am not ashamed of the gospel of Messah: for it is the power of Elohim unto
sdvation to every one that beieveth; to the Jew firgt, and aso to the Greek. (Romans
1:15-16)

Paul does not suppose here that these congregants are committed Nazarene *believers in Y ahoshua,
but states that he is “ready to preach the gospel” of Messah to them—jprobably because the intervening
25 years since the Acts 2 Pentecost experience had dimmed their resolve as Nazarene believers. Paul’s
clam of not being “ashamed of the gospd of Messiah” is probably an acknowledgment of the prevailing
Pharisaic pressure againg the belief that Y ahoshua was the Messiah.

Paul’sinitid apped to the congregation in Rome was not as Chrigtians, as mainstream pastors have
been taught, but as members of a Hebraic congregation who knew the ‘ Law and the prophets .*

Paul, a servant of Yahoshua the Messah, called to be an apostle, separated unto the
gospd of Elohim, (Which he had promised afore by his prophets in the holy scriptures,)
Concerning his Son Yahoshua our Lord, which was made of the seed of David
according to the flesh; And declared to be the Son of Elohim with power, according to
the spirit of holiness, by the resurrection from the dead: By whom we have received
grace and gpodtleship, for obedience to the faith among dl nations, for his name:
Among whom are ye a0 the cdled of Yahoshua the Messah: To al that be in Rome,
beloved of Elohim, cdled to be saints: Grace to you and peace from Elohim our Fether,
and the Adoni Y ahoshua Messiah. (Romans 1:1-7)

Paul makes his gpped to these congregants based upon these Scriptures, with which they were quite
familiar. Aswe continue in Paul’ s |etter, we find another strong alusion to the fact that these Gentiles
members of the congregation were observing the Law of the Most High.

1t isgenerally believed that Paul’ s | etter to the Romans was written while Paul wasin Corinth, after he had written 2
Corinthians, but prior to his departure for Jerusalem. Thiswould place the date of Romansin 56 C.E., and after the
Jews had been expelled from Rome by Emperor Claudius.

“ We must remember here that it was the year 56 C.E. There were no printing presses and no “Bibles’ aswe know
them. Most Romans were pagans who frequented the pagan temples. The sacred Scriptures, to which Paul referred,
werein scroll form in the Hebraic congregations—just like the one in Rome.



Behold, thou art called a Jew™, and restest in the law, and makest thy boast of Elohim,
And knowest his will, and approves the things that are more excdllent, being instructed
out of the law; And art confident that thou thysdlf art a guide of the blind, alight of them
which are in darkness, An ingructor of the foolish, a teacher of babes, which hast the
form of knowledge and of the truth in the law.

(Romans 2:17-20)

Note here that Paul does not say, “Behold, you are Jews,” (the born Jews had been recently expelled
from Jerusdlem). He says, “Behold, thou art cdled aJew.” Why? Because the members of the
congregation to whom he was writing were not born Jewish, but were being caled Jews because of
their converson and how they were living ther lives—jugt like Caeb, Ruth, and Corndlius. To the
outside observer, who did not know their histories, these individuas would be called “ Jews’ because of
their observance of the Law.*® Asamatter of fact, these individuals were doing such agood job that
their reputation was known throughout the Mediterranean world.

Firg, | thank my Elohim through Y ahoshua Messiah for you dl, that your faith is gpoken
of throughout the whole world. (Romans 1.8)

This congregation in Rome was not a* Christian church’ as mistakenly believed today. With this
understanding, we will now be able to pick up some of the nuances in Paul’ s letter, nuances that are
invisble to the average seminary graduate. We will see that Paul, just like Y ahoshua before him, lifted
up the Law of the Most High while teaching againgt those Pharisaic doctrines that put human tradition
above the Law of the Most High.

At the beginning of Romans 2, Paul exhorts the congregants in Rome not to be judgmenta toward
others. He indicates that the Most High, Himsdlf, will be the judge.

Therefore thou art inexcusable, O man, whosoever thou art that judgest: for wherein
thou judgest another, thou condemnest thysdlf; for thou that judgest doest the same
things But we are sure that the judgment of Elohim is according to truth againgt them
which commit such things. (Romans 2:1-2)

Aswe will see, Paul’s satement here is a velled reference to the Pharisaic tendency to judge
observance of the Law in accordance with Pharisaic interpretation—just as we have seen earlier in the
sudy. Obvioudy, the Gentile congregants in Rome were continuing that practice at the time Paul wrote
to them. We will seethat Paul’ s |etter to these Roman congregants did not teach againgt the Law, but

**The NIV, NASB, and RSV versions of the Bible, based on the ‘ Codex Vaticanus Greek manuscript, change the
wording to “Behold, if you call yourself aJew...” Thisisasubtle, but significant change which alters the meaning
considerably. Thistranslation, while ideal to Roman Catholic interpretation of Romans, begins to break down
logically in verse 21 and later verses. Note: Codex means ‘book’ vice scroll, and ‘ Vaticanus' denotes that this ‘ book’
was discovered in the Vatican. (The reader can make his/her own assessment as to possible Roman influence.)

“ Even today, if a Christian were to tell someone that he doesn’t eat pork and observes the Sabbath and other
Biblical holy days, hewill almost invariably be met withthe statement, “Oh, so you're Jewish...” Try it!



againg the sdf-righteous attitude toward the Law that the Pharisaic system had imparted on the people.
Let ustake alook at Paul’ swords.

Behold, thou art cdled a Jew, and restest in the law, and makest thy boast of Elohim,
And knowest his will, and gpprovest the things that are more excellent, being instructed
out of the law; And art confident that thou thyself art a guide of the blind, a light of them
which are in darkness, An ingdructor of the foolish, a teacher of babes, which hast the
form of knowledge and of the truth in the law. Thou therefore which teachest ancther,
teachest thou not thyself? thou that preachest a man should not stedl, dost thou sted?
Thou that sayest a man should not commit adultery, dost thou commit adultery? thou
that abhorrest idols, dost thou commit sacrilege? Thou that makest thy boast of the law,
through bresking the law dishonourest thou Elohim? For the name of Elohim is
blasphemed among the Gentiles through you, asit iswritten. (Romans 2:17-24)

At the beginning of the passage Paul points out the salf-righteousness of the congregants and then begins
to chalenge them for vidlating the very commandments of the Law they are using to judge others. Paul,
by citing these commandments of the Law is uplifting the Law to these congregants of Rome. But Paul
goes even further...

Paul, mindful of the fact that these Gentiles had accepted the covenant of circumcision, usesthis
knowledge to prick their consciences even further. We must remember that the Pharisees taught people
to interpret the Law through their paradigm. The fact that these Gentiles had fully converted, even unto
accepting circumcison and becoming ‘fully Jewish' per Pharisaic prescription was supposed to give
them a specid status not enjoyed by their lesser Gentile brethren. Knowing the Pharisaic teachings well,
notice Paul’ s trangtion and contrast in this passage.

Thou that makest thy boast of te law, through bregking the law dishonourest thou
Elohim? For the name of Elohim is blagphemed among the Gentiles through you, asit is
written. For circumcision verily profiteth, if thou keep the law: but if thou be a bresker
of the law, thy crcumcison is made uncircumcison. Therefore if the uncircumcison
keep the righteousness of the law, shdl not his uncircumcison be counted for
crcumcison? And shdl not uncircumcison which is by nature, if it fulfil the law, judge
thee, who by the letter and circumcison dost transgress the law? For he is not a Jew,
which is one outwardly; neither is that circumcsion, which is outward in the flesh: But
he is a Jew, which is one inwardly; and circumcision is that of the heart, in the spirit,
and not in the letter; whose praise is not of men, but of Elohim. (Romans 2:23-29)

Inverse 23, Paul is gating that these proselytes, while following Pharisaic tradition are breaking the
commandments of the Law (remember Messiah’ s rebukes to the Pharisees for doing the same thing).
Inverse 24, Paul is gating that these Gentile converts—now called * Jews —are causing the Almighty’s
name to be blasphemed among the Gentiles, the same group out of which they came. These ‘prosdyte
Jews are now guilty of the same rebuke Ezekiel leveled at the *born Jews' of his day (Ezekid 36:21-
23); violating the commands of the Law causes the name of the Almighty to be blasphemed. Inverse



25, Paul stresses that the much-vaued circumcision of these prosdytesis only good if they wak fully in
the Law. Inverses 26-27, he makes the point that the uncircumcised Gentiles who keep the
commandments of the Law are actually better witnesses than circumcised individuas who do not keep
the Law. Inverse 28-29—again playing on the desire of these “ prosdytes’ to be Jews—Paul indicates
that ared Jew will ‘wak thewalk,” keeping dl the commandments from the heart (just as Messiah
taught) and get their praise from the Almighty, Himsdlf. Those who did not, would get their praise only
from men (the Pharisees).”’

On the surface, it might seem that Paul is minimizing the importance of circumcison, but remember the
warning of 2 Peter 3:15-16. Then natice that Paul does not minimize the importance of circumcison or
the cdling of Jews.

What advantage then hath the Jew? or what profit isthere of circumcison? Much
every way. chiefly, because that unto them were committed the oracles of Elohim.

For what if some did not believe? shdl their unbdief make the fath of Elohim without
effect? Elohim forbid: yea, let Elohim be true, but every man aliar; asit is written, That
thou mightest be judtified in thy sayings, and mightest overcome when thou art judged.
(Romans 3:1-4)

As promised, we will cut short the verse-by-verse examination and skim the next several chapters of
Romans to get to the oft-taught and oft-misunderstood parts. Asyou skim Chapters 3-6, notice that
Paul is teaching the importance of faith and warning againgt a one-sided reliance solely upon the literd
fufillment of commandments for their sake done. He points out the love of the Most High in reaching
people from al walks of life and their ultimate judtification by the sacrifice of Messiah. Paul
acknowledges that people may be, and are, saved while sinners. But note what Paul then says,

What shdl we say then? Shal we continue in sin®®, that grace may abound? Elchim
forbid. How shdl we, that are dead to din, live any longer therein? Know ye not, that
so many of us as were baptized into Yahoshua the Messah were baptized into his
degth? Therefore we are buried with him by baptism into death: that like as Messiah
was raised up from the dead by the glory of the Father, even so we dso shouldwak in
newness of life. For if we have been planted together in the likeness of his deeth, we
shdl be ds0 in the likeness of his resurrection:  Knowing this, that our old man is
crucified with him, that the body of sn might be destroyed, that henceforth we should
not serve sin. (Romans 6:1-6)

Once again, we see that Paul lifts up the Law, but demongtrates that our attitude toward keeping it
should be one of humility, rather than judgment of others. But Paul goes on,

" Paul makes asimilar reference to hisformer desire to “ please men” in Galatians 1:10
“8 \We have already seen that Biblically, “sin isthe transgression of the Law” (1 John 3:4).



Know ye not, brethren, (for | spesk to them that know the law,) how that the law hath
dominion over aman aslong as he liveth? (Romans 7:1-2)

Paul further lifts up the Law ten verseslater and points out that knowledge of the Law illuminatesthe
extent to which anisevil.

Wherefore the law is holy, and the commandment holy, and just, and good. Wasthen
that which is good made deeth unto me? Elohim forbid. But sin, that it might appear Sin,
working desth in me by that which is good; that Sn by the commandment might become
exceeding snful. (Romans 7:12-13)

Paul then goes on to acknowledge the inner conflict that he experiences between his knowledge of the
“goiritud” Law of the Mogt High and carnd actions.

For we know that the law is spiritud: but | am carnal, sold under sin. For that which |
do | dlow not: for what | would, that do | not; but what | hate, that do I. (Romans
7:14-15)

Paul then goes on to explain that, given his knowledge of the Law, if he till submitsto his snful nature
and givesin to carnd actions, this process is tantamount to trying to demongtrate—in the face of the
Almighty’s Lanv—that these actions are good.

If then | do that which | would not, | consent unto the law that it is good. (Romans
7:16)

Paul refersto this process asthe “law of Sn” and contragts it with the Law of the Almighty, the Law of

hismind. He acknowledges that the law of snisbad, but that he ddights in the Law of the Most High.

Now then it isno more | that do it, but Sn that dwelleth in me. For | know that in me
(thet is, in my flesh,) dwelleth no good thing: for to will is present with me; but how to
perform that which is good | find not. For the good that | would | do not: but the evil
which | would not, that | do. Now if | do that | would nat, it isno more | that do it, but
gn that dwelleth in me. | find then a law, that, when | would do good, evil is present
with me. For | ddight in the law of Elohim after theinward man: But | see another law
in my members, warring againg the law of my mind, and bringing me into captivity to the
law of sn which isin my members. O wretched man that | am! who shdl ddiver me
from the body of this death? | thank Elohim through Y ahoshua the Messiah our Lord.
So then with the mind | mysdlf serve the law of Elohim; but with the flesh the law of gin.
(Romans 7:17-25)

Paul then goes on to gtate that those in Messiah, who walk after the Spirit rather than after the flesh,
have no need to worry about condemnation.
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There is therefore now no condemnation to them which are in Messiah Y ahoshua, who
wak not after the flesh, but after the Spirit. For the law of the Spirit of life in Messah
Y ahoshua hath made me free from the law of sn and death. For what the law could not
do, in that it was weak through the flesh, Elohim sending his own Son in the likeness of
ganful flesh, and for an, condemned dn in the flesh: That the righteousness of the law
might be fulfilled in us, who walk not after the flesh, but after the Spirit. (Romans 8:1-4)

But what doesit mean to “walk after the Spirit?” In dl likeihood, it would probably mean that we are
to walk asthe Messiah waked because He walked after the Spirit. The first Epistle of John explainsit
thisway.

My little children, these things write | unto you, that ye sin not. And if any man sin, we
have an advocate with the Father, Yahoshua Messah the righteous And he is the
propitiation for our sns: and not for ours only, but dso for the sins of the whole world.
And hereby we do know that we know him, if we keep his commandments. He that
sath, | know him, and keepeth not his commandments, is a liar, and the truth is not in
him. But whoso keepeth his word, in him verily is the love of God perfected: hereby
know we that we are in him. He that saith he abideth in him ought himsdf dso so to
walk, even as he walked. Brethren, | write no new commandment unto you, but an old
commandment which ye had from the beginning. The old commandment is the word
which ye have heard from the beginning. (1 John 2:1-7)

Just like Paul, John is gtating that we should seek not to sin (transgress the Law) but if we do, we have
Messiah as our advocate. John demondirates here that walking in Messiah' s footsteps means for usto
walk as He did and we have dready seen that Messah lifted up His Father’s Law at every turn; He
observed it and taught othersto do so. John further tells us that this understanding is nothing new; it has
been thisway from the beginning according to the Word of the Most High. But let us return to Paul and
we find that Paul isin agreement with 1 John.

Paul tells us that the Spirit will quicken us to enable us to overcome and put to death, “to mortify,” the
deeds of the flesh.

So then they that are in the flesh cannot please Elohim. But ye are not in the flesh, but in
the Spirit, if so be that the Spirit of Elohim dwdl in you. Now if any man have not the
Spirit of Messah, he is none of his. And if Messah be in you, the body is dead
because of gn; but the Spirit is life because of righteousness. But if the Spirit of him that
rased up Yahoshua from the dead dwell in you, he that raised up Messiah from the
dead shal dso quicken your morta bodies by his Spirit that dwelleth in you. Therefore,
brethren, we are debtors, not to the flesh, to live &fter the flesh. For if ye live after the
flesh, ye shdl die: but if ye through the Spirit do mortify the deeds of the body, ye shdl
live. (Romans 8:8-13)




Paul then makes one of his many statements misunderstood by modern Chrigtianity but well understood
by these Gentile members of the congregation in Rome.

For ye have not received the spirit of bondage again to fear; but ye have received the
Spirit of adoption, whereby we cry, Abba, Father. (Romans 8:15)

Many teachers of mainsiream Chridtianity tell usthat the ‘bondage’ here refers to being under the Law.
But would this interpretation make sensein light of al we have seen thusfar? Would it agree with King
David' s attitude toward the Law, or with Caleb' s attitude, or with Messah's? Did they consider it
‘bondage’ to observe the Law? But just to what is Paul, the Pharisee, referring then?

While the Bible never uses the word ‘bondage’ and observance of the Law in the same sentence, the
Pharisees did, and do. They teach that when a Gentile converts to Judaism (just as the Gentile
prosdlytes did in the Roman congregetion), they must first accept the ‘ol machut shamayim’ (yoke of
the Kingdom of Heaven), followed by the acceptance of ‘ol mitzvoth’ (* yoke of the commandments' or
‘yoke of the Law’).*®

Within Judaism, * Ol machut shamayim'’ is a metgphor for accepting the rabbinic authority of the
Pharisees. Only after one does this, as the teaching goes, is he ready to take on ‘ol mitzvoth’ and keep
the commandments as interpreted and taught by the Pharisaic Rabhbis for their salvation. Of coursethis
includes the thousands of manmade commandments that we have briefly touched upon above—truly a
‘yoke to be borne. Itisthis‘yoke that isreferred to in Acts and Galatians.

Now therefore why tempt ye Elohim, to put a yoke upon the neck of the disciples,
which neither our fathers nor we were able to bear? (Acts 15:10)

Sand fagt therefore in the liberty wherewith Christ hath made us free, and be not
entangled again with the yoke of bondage. (Gaatians 5:1)

We will take abrief ook at these passages later when we dedl with the issues that each book
addresses. For now, however, let uslook to the book of 1 Timothy, where the reference to ‘ol malchut
shamayim’' —or submission to rabbinic authority—is most evident on its face.

Let as many servants as are under_the yoke count their own masters worthy of dl
honour, that the name of Elohim and his doctrine be not blasphemed. And they that
have believing magters, let them not despise them, because they are brethren; but rather
do them sarvice, because they are faithful and beloved, partakers of the benefit. These
things teach and exhort. If any man teach otherwise, and consent not to wholesome
words, even the words of our Lord Y ahoshua the Messiah, and to the doctrine which is
according to godliness...(1 Timothy 6:1-3)

* See Barachot 13aof the Gemara. One may also do an internet search for the terms ‘yoke', * Judaism’,
‘commandments’ to read Jewish writings confirming this terminology. It isthisexpression to which Paul referred
when he used the term of art “under the Law” to refer to being under “ol mitzvoth.”
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Inverse 1, Paul’ s reference to “the yoke’ acknowledges that many, even after having become believers,
are dill under rabbinic authority. In verse 2, he notes that some of the Rabbis (masters) are even
believers, and they should not be despised because of their Pharisaic attitude toward the Law. Onthe
contrary, Paul teaches that their followers should continue to “do them service” because of their
fathfulness™ Paul went on to say that this teaching agreed with the teachings of Messiah.

Then spake Y ahoshua to the multitude, and to his disciples, Saying, The scribes and the
Pharisees gt in Moses seat:  All therefore whatsoever they bid you observe, that
observe and do; but do not ye after their works: for they say, and do not. For they bind
heavy burdens and grievous to be borne, and lay them on men's shoulders; but they
themsel ves will not move them with one of their fingers. (Matthew 23:1-4)

Messiah taught here that the people should obey the Pharisees as the recognized leaders of the people.
Notice a0 that he referred to ther religious requirements as a “ burden...on men's shoulders’—a
yoke!

It is no accident that Messiah told His followers—those who accepted His rabbinic authority—that His
yoke was light.

Take my yoke upon you, and learn of me; for | am meek and lowly in heart: and ye shall
find rest unto your souls. For my yoke is easy, and my burden is light. (Matthew
11:29-30)

Messah's yoke congsted of submitting to Him and then observing only the written Law of His Father,
which conggts of rdaively few commandments compared to the thousands in rabbinic tradition.
Furthermore, Messiah had taught His followers that reason for kegping the commandments of the Law
was not for their savation, but for the glory of the Father in Heaven.

Ye are the light of theworld. A city that is set on an hill cannot be hid. Neither do men
light a candle, and put it under a bushel, but on a candlestick; and it giveth light unto all
that are in the house. Let your light so shine before men, that they may see your good
works, and glorify your Father which isin heaven.

(Métthew 5:14-16)

But now let us turn back to Romans. From chapter 8-10, Paul speaks about the plan of salvation and
then makes another reference that has been misinterpreted by the mainstream church.

* One should approach an evaluation of Phariseeswith agreat deal of humility and trepidation. Tolivealifeof a
Pharisee isindeed difficult and requires dedication not shown by many modern Christians. They believe that their
religious system is the will of the Most High and most follow its requirements tirelessly. Messiah did not condemn
Pharisaism, but only those teachings which they elevated above “thus saith the LORD.”



Brethren, my heart's desire and prayer to Elohim for Isradl is, that they might be saved.
For | bear them record that they have azed of Elohim, but not according to knowledge.
For they being ignorant of Elohim’s righteousness, and going about to establish their
own righteousness, have not submitted themsdaves unto the righteousness of Elohim.
(Romans 10:1-3)

Again, this statement by Paul is usudly misunderstood but, once again, it refersto the Pharisaic belief
system. Inverse 2, Paul acknowledges that they have a*“zed for Elohim” but not according to
knowledge. He then states that they are ignorant of Messiah's righteousness and have established
ingtead their own righteousness. And in fact, the tradition of the Pharisees holds that they can define
righteousness, based upon the teachings of their sages, and that Pharisaic “hdacha’ (the complete body
of Pharisaic law) can even supercede the written Law of the Mogt High. Perhaps the most well known
expression of this Pharisaic belief is contained in the story of Aknai’s Oven from Baba Metzia 59.

Smply put, the teaching goes something like this. Two Rabbis, Eliezar and Joshua, were debating the
issue of ritua cleanliness of Akna’s oven, per Pharisaic tradition. Everyone in the surrounding assembly
disagreed with Rabbi Eliezar so he asked for a series of sgns from Heaven to prove that he was
correct. Thefind sgn wasthe voice of the Most High from Heaven declaring that Rabbi Eliezar was
correct. To that, Rabbi Joshuaretorted, “Lo b'shamayim hi” (it is not in the heavens, quating
Deuteronomy 30:12). Theideahereisthat because the Torah (the Law) has been given to man at
Sina, it now belongs to the Rabbis for proper interpretation and the Almighty therefore has divested
Himsdf of the authority to interpret it! Thisis the epitome of Paul’ s reference to their own
righteousness—to assume that their ‘tradition’ is even above the Word of the Most High spoken from
Heaven!

To sum it up, the Rabbis believe that they are the determiners of absolute right and wrong. To these
Rabhbis, and the thousands who follow them, reading the Torah and trying to follow it is not the proper
way to follow the Mogt High. The Rabhbis done have the authority to tell you the meaning of the
commandments and the way in which they are to be obeyed; they have in a sense made themselves and
ther interpretation the very god of the Lawv—at |lease the Pharisaic verson of it. That iswhy Paul
proclaimed that they go about “to establish their own righteousness, have not submitted themsdlves unto
the righteousness of Elohim.”

But in his next statement, Paul contrasts the Pharisaic belief with his own proclamation that Messiah—
and not the Pharisaic Rabbis—is the true determiner of righteousness.

For Messiah is the end (Greek word ‘telos) of the law for righteousness to every one
that believeth. (Romans 10:4)

The traditiona maingtream teaching would have us believe that this statement proves that Messiah has
put an end to the Law. But wait, the word law isthe Greek ‘telos (Strong’ s 5056) and derives from
‘tello’ meaning ‘god.” It does not mean ‘end’ in the sense of being ‘done away’ with or *finished’, but
rather ‘end’ in terms of achieving the god one set out for. Paul is proclaming that Messah—and not
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the Rabbis—is the god of the Law and Heisthe find determiner of what isright.>* But isthisredly
what Paul issaying? Let ustake alook a the word ‘telos’ (end) used esewhere with smilar meaningin
the New Testament.

But evey man in his own order: Messiah the firdfruits, afterward they that are
Messah's & hiscoming. Then cometh the end (‘telos), when he shdl have delivered
up the kingdom to Elohim, even the Father; when he shdl have put down al rule and dl
authority and power. (1 Corinthians 15:23-24)

ItisMessah's‘teos (god) to deliver the earth back to the Father; it isnot ‘theend’ of al things. But
let uslook at another verse using the word ‘telos .

That the trid of your faith, being much more precious than of gold that perisheth, though
it be tried with fire, might be found unto praise and honour and glory & the gppearing of
Y ahoshua Messah.: Whom having not seen, ye love; in whom, though now ye see him
not, yet believing, ye rgoice with joy unspeskable and full of glory: Recalving the end
(‘telos) of your fath, even the salvation of your souls. (1 Peter 1:7-9)

The obvious intent of this passage is not thet the ‘telos of one sfaith meansits ‘dimination’ or its being
‘done away with'. The coming of Messiah israther the ‘god’ of our faith. But let uslook at Hill
another example of the word ‘telos .

Behold, we count them happy which endure. Y e have heard of the patience of Job, and
have seen the end (“tdlos’) of the Lord; that the Lord is very pitiful, and of tender
mercy. (James5:11)

Certainly the ‘telos of the Lord is not Hisbeing ‘done away with. The‘telos’ of the Lord—His
goa—isto show mercy.

S0, Paul’ s proclamation that Messiah isthe ‘telos’ of the law in Romans 10:4 means thet He is the
‘god’ of the Lav—not itsend. Messah's coming, and His interpretations of the Law, rather than those
of the Pharisees, determine true righteousness. The reader should not fail to notice here that this
interpretation of Paul’swordsis totally congstent with his other statements we have examined
concerning the Law and it shows his statement to be in agreement with Messiah's statements as well.
Oh, that the scaleswill fal from the eyes of our Chrigian seminary teachers...

Once again, we will cut short the verse-by-verse examination and skim the next two chapters of
Romans. In the 11™ Chapter of Romans, Paul goes on to urge the Gentiles of the Roman congregation
not to judge the Pharisaic Jews because of their view of the Law, but to be humble in deding with them.
He points out that the Most High has not cast them away (Romans 11:1) even though they be blinded in

* That is why the Messiah and the Pharisaic Rabbis were often engaged in disputes concerning the Law, as we have
seen above.
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part (Romans 11.7), and that eventualy they will be saved (Romans 11:18-36). Paul then goeson, in
chapter 12, to exhort them, in accordance with the “ perfect will of Elohim” (per His Torah) to live
humble and righteous lives.

In Romans 13, we will probably have to dow down again to capture the context of Paul’s *“hard to be
understood” versesin Chapter 14. He begins chapter 13 with the following words:

Let every soul be subject unto the higher powers. For there is no power but of Elohim:
the powers that be are ordained of Elohim. Whosoever therefore resisteth the power,
resgeth the ordinance of Elohim: and they that ress shdl receive to themsdves
damnation. (Romans 13:1-2)

The usud teachings on Romans 13 hold that Paul is giving ingructions on how to ded with *civil’
authorities (the “higher powers’ of verse 1). Again, however, we must ask oursalvesiif this makes
sense. For thefirg 12 chapters, Paul has been dealing with ‘religious’ issues of the Law, Pharisaic
interpretation of the Law, and Smilar issues; in chapters 14- 15, he aso deds with rdigiousissues. Only
in chapter 13 does Paul seem to digress. Given that there were no chapter bresks in Paul’ s origina
|letter, and the fact that neither Caesar, nor the roman senate, nor the roman civil authorities are
mentioned, the readers of Paul’ s letter might have been confused by such aswitch. And given Paul’s
accomplished writing skills, one would not expect him to open the possibility for such confuson. If we
look alittle degper than is normaly the case, we will find once again that the problem lies not with Paull,
but with the mainstream paradigm through which we are taught to read the chapter. Let usthen take
another look at these higher “powers.”

The Greek word for “powers’ in this passage is ‘exousia (Strong’s 1849). While it might possibly
refer to civil rulers, when we examine the sasme word in asmilar context in the book of Luke, wefind a
digtinctly religious connotation.

And when they bring you unto the synagogues, and unto magidtrates, and powers
(exousia), take ye no thought how or what thing ye shdl answer, or what ye shdl say:
(Luke 12:11)

Notice here that that the word ‘exousid is used specificaly within the context of synagogues.>
Remember dso, that it was specificaly these rdligious ‘ powers that had decided Messah's “guilt’ and
turned Him over to the Romans for execution. Similarly, Steven was aso accused at a synagogue and
brought to ardigious council (Acts 6:9-12) where he was tried and ultimately executed (Acts 7:58). It
makes perfect sense, therefore, that Paul reference to ‘ powers was identical to Messah'suse. Unlike
American churches and synagogues of today, synagogue congregants of 2000 years ago were under the
authority of the religious ‘powers even unto degth if it could be determined that they had violated ‘the
Law’—either the one taught by Messiah or the expanded ‘law’ of the Pharisees. After al, Paul himsdlf
had been one who persecuted first century Nazarenes under the authority of these religious * powers.’

2 \We will see an identical use when we get to the book of Colossians.



If we now proceed through the rest of Romans with the understanding that Paul’ s focus had nothing to
do with Roman civil authorities, Paul’ s message is condstent and makes alot more sense. As Paul
continues,

Wherefore ye must needs be subject, not only for wrath, but also for conscience sake.
For this cause pay ye tribute dso: for they are Elohim’s minigters, attending continudly
upon thisvery thing. (Romans 13:5-6)

Notice that Paul states that these ‘powers’ are not Caesar’ s minigters, but rather *Elohim’s ministers
and that they are continually occupied with being His ministers, “ attending continualy upon this very
thing.” Civil authorities alathe Roman Empire would hardly ‘attend continualy’ on the occupeation of
being the Almighty’sministers. Religious leaders—especidly the Pharisses—would. And aswe
continue with Paul, we find that he continues with religious issues for the remainder of the chapter—in
perfect consstency (Romans 13.7-14).

Aswe now move to Paul’s*hard to be understood” verses of Chapter 14, we will find that they make a
lot more sense. Paul beginsthis part of his letter with the same rdligious focus thet has characterized the
rest of hisletter.

Him that is wesak in the fath recaive ye, but not to doubtful disputations. For one
believeth that he may eat dl things: another, who isweek, eateth herbs. Let not him that
egteth despise him that eateth not; and let not him which egteth not judge him that esteth:
for Elohim hath recaived him. (Romans 14:1-3)

Just what is Paul talking about here? The average mainstream teaching usualy deals with *not judging
one's brother’ but most often, there is scant—if any—discussion about why Paul would use egting
vegetables to make his point. And why would he make the point that egting “herbs’ (vegetables) isa
sgn of weskness but then go on to say that the Almighty “ hath received” these week vegetable eaters?

Asthe reader might have guessed, there is again more than meets the eye of the average seminary
graduate. Back in Paul’s day, and even to this day, the issue of foods for members of Hebraic
congregations is Sgnificant and one that has been known to have a sgnificant impact on fdlowship. Itis
evident from Paul’ s |etter thet this particular issue was dedling with this very problem. But why was—
and is even to this day—food such an important issue in Hebraic congregations?

Remember our earlier discussions of Pharisaic dietary commandments when we looked at Messah's
teachings from Matthew 15 and Mark 7? We see the same sort of dynamic working in this Roman
congregation aswell. Asit turns out, those following the Pharisaic interpretation of the Law are
forbidden to consume foods prepared by Gentiles. For example:

The sages have forbidden us to eat the bread of anon-Jew... An article of food that is
not eaten raw...if cooked or roasted by a nornJew, even in the vessds and in the house



of a Jaw, is forbidden, inasmuch as it was cooked by a non-Jew. However, an article
of food that is esten when raw ...is not forbidden as the cooking of a non-Jew.>

Because vegetables and fruits can be egten raw, it is permissible to eat them from the hand of, or in the
house of, a Gentile. Even today, that isthe case. Messanic Jews, for example, who manage to invite
an Orthodox Jew to their home generaly ensure that they have fresh fruits and vegetables in their homes
to offer their Pharisaic guest. Asfar as expecting them to consume a home-cooked medl is concerned,
itisasure impossihility.

Keep in mind here that we are only addressing the subject of ‘foods” Biblicaly abominable flesh such
as swine, rabbit, opossum, etc., were not even contemplated. To those following the Word of the
Almighty, such fleshistraif and isabominable. And given everything we have examined to this point
regarding these Gentiles of this Roman, Hebraic congregation, only ‘food’ is contemplated in this
passage. These people who ‘knew the Law’ (Romans 7:1) and were “making their boast” of the Law
(Romans 2:23) were not edting traif. But, back to Paul...

Paul’ sreference in verse 2 that “ one believeth that he may eat dl things” pertains to those congregants
who followed only the written Law, without dl the Pharisaic additions and interpretations. These
individuas would have no problem edting ‘foods prepared by Gentile believers. The * another, who is
weak” refers to those congregants that believed they aso had to be under rabbinic authority aswell.
That iswhy they chose to eat vegetables in those settings. Paul went on to point out that such additiona
restrictions were not necessarily contrary to the Law because “ Elohim hath received” those practicing
such redtrictions (verse 3). Paul made it even clearer in his next statement that he was referring to
rabbinic authority.

Who art thou that judgest another man's servant? to his own magter he standeth or
fdleth. Yea, he shdl be holden up: for Elohim is &dle to make him stand.
(Romans 14:4).

We see here the same reference to rabbis as ‘magters  that we saw in 1 Timothy 6:1-3. In other words,
Paul istelling the congregants not to judge negetively those congregants who believe they need to be
under rabbinic authority. Paul uses yet another examplein his next verse.

One man esteemeth one day above another: another esteemeth every day alike Let
every man be fully persuaded in his own mind. He that regardeth the day, regardeth it
unto the Lord; and he that regardeth not the day, to the Lord he doth not regard it. He
that eateth, eateth to the Lord, for he giveth Elohim thanks, and he that eateth not, to the
Lord he eateth not, and giveth Elohim thanks.

(Romans 14:5-6)

% Code of Jewish Law (Kitzur Shulkan Arukh), Volume 1, chapter 38, pp. 121-122.



This reference, contrary to mainstream interpretations, does not refer to the present Sabbath/Sunday
debate or the debate over why modern Christians are observing ‘warmed over’ pagan holidays> The
first century believers were keeping the Biblica Sabbath (remember they knew and observed the Law,
and were even ‘making their boast’” of doing s0!), per the ingtructions of the Most High and the example
of Messiah.>® Paul was referring, rather, to the bitter sectarian debates within Judaism—Dbdieve it or
not—over when to observe certain of the Biblica holy daysl™ These debates notwithstanding, it is
important to remember that the days themsdves are days that the Almighty commanded to be observed
in HisLaw. Wewill seethis even more clearly when we get to verse 18. For now, let uslook at verses
14-16, which serve as another of those “hard to be understood” verses, to which 2 Peter 3:16 refers.

| know, and am persuaded by the Lord Y ahoshua, that there is nothing unclean of itsdlf:
but to him that esteemeth any thing to be uncdlean, to him it is unclean. But if thy brother
be grieved with thy meat>, now walkest thou not charitably. Destroy not him with thy
meset, for whom Messiah died. Let not then your good be evil spoken of: For the
kingdom of Elochim is not meat and drink; but righteousness, and peace, and joy in the
Holy Ghost. (Romans 14:14)

Inlight of dl we have seen thus far, would we gtill agree with the mainstream Chrigtian teaching that
clams Paul was ‘doing away with’ the Old Testament dietary laws here? Or would we till agree with
the related claim that Messiah did away with them, after Messah's staunch defense of His Father’'s
commandments (“woe be it unto you...who make void the commandments of Elohim to keep your own
tradition”)?

A far more plausible explanation isthat Paul is affirming his agreement with Messah's example of
following the written Law and no longer believing that foods are “unclean” smply because Pharisaic
commandments and traditions are not followed. But evenin light of his rdatively new-found redlization,
he till respects the fact that others may till hold these traditions to be important. He therefore urges the
Roman congregants not to let these differences be reasons to dispute with one another. But, we must
not assume that Paul would support esting traif. How do we know this? Because Paul goeson to
make the following Satement:

For he that in these things serveth Messiah is acceptable to Elohim, and approved of
men. (Romans 14:18)

> Modern Christian holidays, such as Dec 25 and I shtar Sunday, were celebrated by pagans long before Messiah
was born. Claimsto have ‘won these daysfor the Lord’ do not meet the Scriptural test of Jeremiah 10:2,
Deuteronomy 18:3, 20:18, etc. Thefirst century believers observed the Almighty’ s days from His Torah.

*® See the study “ The Sabbath” or refer to Luke 4:16, Acts 17:2, Acts 13:42-44, etc.

% One such debate was ongoing at the time between the Pharisees and Sadducees on when to begin the Feast of
First Fruits per Leviticus 23:11. Another debate focused on the practice of the Phariseesto ‘slip’ feasts by aday or
two to allow them to either coincide with the Sabbath or not. (More about thisin the study “Holy Days or
Holidays.”)

*" The Greek word used hereis“broma’ (Strong’s 1033). The KJV rendersit as“meat” but it means “food.”



The words “is acceptable to Elohim” denote that such behavior is not contrary to the written Torah of
the Most High. The words “approved of men” connotes that the behavior is aso not contrary to
Pharisaic tradition. If traif were contemplated here, as mainstream Christianity would have us believe,
then both conditions would be violated!

So, how then should we view the book of Romans? Isit, as we have been taught, the confusing,
digointed letter in which Paul ‘wipes away’ large portions of “thus saith the LORD?" Or rather, isit a
coherent letter from a Pharisaic expert, addressing Pharisaic issues, for the Hebraic congregation in
Rome—and totdly in agreement with the Almighty, the Messiah, and the rest of Scriptures? If it isthe
former, it should not be in the Scriptures. If it isthe latter, then it should be taught as such by pastors
and within Christian seminaries. Perhgpsare-look at the caution of Peter will help usdecide which it is.

And account that the longsuffering of our Lord is sdvation; even as our beloved
brother Paul aso according to the wisdom given unto him hath written unto you; As aso
indl his epidles, spesking in them of these things, in which are some things hard to be
understood, which they that are unlearned and ungtable wrest, asthey do dso the other
scriptures, unto their own destruction.  Ye therefore, beloved, seeing ye know these
things before, beware lest ye dso, being led away with the error of the wicked, fall

from your own steadfastness. (2 Peter 3:15-16)

It would seem to us that the influence of Rome from the 2 to the 4™ centuries, which stripped away
our Hebraic roots as believers, have caused usto be “unlearned and unstable” and to have twisted the
writing of Paul toward purposes againg “thus saith the LORD.” But more about thet later... For the
time being, if our assumption is correct, then we should see asmilar pattern in dl the writings of Paul
because“indl his epistles” he spesks “in them of these things; in which are some things hard to be
understood.” So let us now take a brief ook at the book of Corinthians to seeif the same patterns are
there.

PAUL'SLETTER TO THE CORINTHIANS: “Circumcigon isnothing...” (1 Corinthians 7:19)

Our look into Paul’ s letter to the Corinthians should go quite a bit faster than the book of Romans
because we will not have to introduce so many of the Pharisaic bdliefs and practices thistime. We will,
rather, assume that the reader understands these issues and get right to some of the key verses of the
|etter.

Unlike the book of Romans, we have no immediately obvious indication that the Corinthians are well-
steeped in Pharisaic understanding and traditions. Neither do we find that they had sent representatives
to Jerusalem for that Feast of Weeks (Pentecost) immediatdy following the deeth and resurrection of
Messah (Acts 2). Nor do we have any indication in the first four chapters that they had any contact at
al with a Hebraic congregation. Can we conclude, therefore, that the Corinthian congregation was
totally Gentile and devoid of Hebraic practices, asis generdly assumed today? Perhaps we should look
alittle deeper to seeif thisisredly the case...
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Chrigtianity generdly holds that Paul, during his second missonary journey, traveled to Corinth and
founded a*“church” during the eighteen months he was there (52-53 C.E.). Buit if Paul truly ‘founded
the church, how did Paul begin this gentile congregation? Did he go into pagan temples to gain converts
or was the congregation aready in existence? If we look to the book of Acts, we will find that the core
of the congregation was dready there and did, in fact, have both Hebraic roots and understanding.

After these things Paul departed from Athens, and came to Corinth; And found a certain
Jew named Aquila, born in Pontus, lately come from Itdy, with his wife Priscilla;

(because that Claudius had commanded al Jews to depart from Rome:) and came unto
them. And because he was of the same craft, he abode with them, and wrought: for by
their occupation they were tentmakers. And he reasoned in the synagogue every
sabbath, and persuaded the Jews and the Greeks. And when Silas and Timotheus were
come from Macedonia, Paul was pressed in the spirit, and testified to the Jews that
Y ahoshuawas Messiah. (Acts 18:1-5)

We should highlight one smdl point here that is usualy glossed over in mainstream Christian messages.
Notice the Scriptures point out that Paul was preaching “every sabbath” in the synagogue to Greeks as
well as Jews. Aswe saw earlier, it was Paul’ s custom to observe the Sabbath (Acts 17:2) and there
were usudly Gentile believers in the synagogue when he did so. But we continue. ..

And when they opposed themsdlves, and blasphemed, he shook his rament, and said
unto them, Y our blood be upon your own heads; | am clean: from henceforth | will go
unto the Gentiles. And he departed thence, and entered into a certain man's house,
named Justus, one that worshipped Elohim, whose house joined hard to the synagogue.
And Crispus, the chief ruler of the synagogue, believed on the Lord with dl his house;
and many of the Corinthians hearing believed, and were baptized. Then spake the Lord
to Paul in the night by a vison, Be not afraid, but spesk, and hold not thy peace: For |
am with thee, and no man shal set on thee to hurt thee: for | have much people in this
city. And he continued there a year and ax months, teaching the word of Elohim
among them. (Acts 18:6-11)

Whileit is generdly assumed that Paul’ s going “unto the Gentiles’ meant thet he started a separate
Gentile church, look where the Scriptures say Paul went. He went to a house that was next door to the
synagogue and “joined hard” to the synagogue—part of the same building!  Furthermore, the owner of
the house “worshipped Elohim” just like Cornelius had done. And if that were not enough, the
“Crigpus, the chief ruler of the synagogue’ aso believed and continued to fellowship with Paul. All
these things would indicate that Paul’ s congregation was definitely Hebraic in nature. (How have we
been ‘taught’ not to see that one?)

Before we leave Paul in the book of Acts, we will find another close paralel to what we saw in the
book of Romans. Paul, contrary to mainstream teachings, was not off e sawhere in a‘ gentile church’
but very much ill in Hebraic circles, and therefore very much in the eye of Pharisaic leaders.



And when Galio was the deputy of Achaa, the Jews made insurrection with one
accord againg Paul, and brought him to the judgment seat, Saying, This fellow
persuadeth men to worship Elohim contrary to the law. (Acts 18:12-13)

Aswe have seen throughout our study, the accusation that Paul was teaching “contrary to the law”
meant that he was teaching contrary to the Pharisaic version of the law.*® Galio, the deputy of Achaia,
provesthisto bethe case. Note hisdistinct use of the term “your law” instead of “the Law.”

And when Paul was now about to open his mouth, Galio said unto the Jews, If it were

a matter of wrong or wicked lewdness, O ye Jews, reason would that | should bear
with you: But if it be aquestion of words and names, and of your law, look yeto it; for
| will be no judge of such matters. And he drave them from the judgment seat. (Acts
18:14-16)

So, we see, contrary to mainstream teachings that Paul’s going “unto the Gentiles’ took him only next
door to the synagogue and to people that were gtill observing the Lav—just like Corndlius, the
congregation in Rome, etc.—and very much aware of Pharisaic bdliefs and traditions toward the Law.

But, is this theory mere speculation or does Paul’ s letter to the Corinthians reflect a knowledge of things
Hebraic? Let us move to the back to 1 Corinthians, chapter 5 for the first indication of Hebraic
knowledge. Paul begins the chapter by chastising the congregation members for dlowing violation of
the Torah commandments which forbid a man to have his father’ swife (Leviticus 18:8, Deuteronomy
22:30, 27:20). Paul then goes on to make a curious reference to the Passover.

Your glorying is not good. Know ye not thet alittle leaven leaveneth the whole lump?
Purge out therefore the old leaven, that ye may be a new lump, as ye are unleavened.
For even Messiah our passover is sacrificed for us: Therefore |et us keep the feadt, not
with old leaven, nether with the leaven of mdice and wickedness, but with the
unleavened bread of sincerity and truth.

(1 Corinthians 5:6- 8)

If the congregants in Corinth were not familiar with, and observing, the Passover, why would Paul write
something in aletter that might otherwise be confusing for the readers? Remember, this was a letter and
he was not there to explain the nuances of Passover to them. Neither did they have teevison or radio
to teach them about it. So, how were they to know? The obvious reason—proven by our examination
of Acts 18:1-16—isthat the congregants in Corinth knew Passover very well; they were a Hebraic
congregation—"Jews and the Greeks’—and observing it! Paul exhorted them “let us keep the feast”
smply encouraged them to do 0 in the pattern that Y ahoshua taught—from the heart. One would

% For Paul to preach that Y ahoshua was Messiah was an affront to the Pharisees for reasons we have already seen.
It would also appear that Paul preached using full name of Messiah, “Yahoshua.” The Pharisees held at that time—
and unto this day—that the form shorter for “Yeshua” should be used because it does not include the “ Y ahovah”
the Name of the Creator. Pronunciation of the sacred Name of the Most High is strictly forbidden among the
Pharisees.
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wonder why most mainstream Churches do not follow Paul’ s admonition to “keep the feast” today.
More about that later... For now let us move to one of the more referred to of Paul’s proclamations on
the subject of cdrcumcison.

Is any man cdled being circumcised? et him not become uncircumcised. Isany cdled in
uncircumcison? let him not be circumcised. Circumcdsion is nothing, and uncircumcison
is nothing, but the keeping of the commandments of God. Let every man abide in the
same caling wherein he was called.

(1 Corinthians 7:18-20)

Aswith most of Paul’s satements that mainstream doctrines are developed around, thisoneis usudly
taken out of the context in which it was written. On its face, most expositors use this passage to teach
that circumcision isno longer required or desired—especidly for Gentile believers. Furthermore, they
usudly rate this stlatement into the overd| teaching that Christians are no longer “under the Law” and
should disregard circumcision. But was Paul redly saying that circumcision should be disregarded?

Asthe reader will recdl, Paul wrote his letter to the Romans while he was in Corinth and in thet |etter he
meade the following Satement:

What advantage then hath the Jew? or what profit is there of drcumcison? Much
every way. chiefly, because that unto them were committed the oracles of God.
(Romans 3:1-2)

In addition, Paul sent Timothy to the Corinthian congregation to be their chief teacher on Paul’ s behdf.

For though ye have ten thousand ingtructors in Messiah, yet have ye not many fathers:
for in Messiah Y ahoshua|l have begotten you through the gospel. Wherefore | beseech
you, be ye followers of me. For this cause have | sent unto you Timothy, who ismy
beloved son, and faithful in the Lord, who shdl bring you into remembrance of my ways
which bein Messiah, as | teach every where in every church. (1 Corinthians 4:15-17)

Asthe reader will recdl, it just SO happened that Paul had circumcised this same Timothy (Acts 16:3)
prior to Paul’ s journey to Corinth. So, if Paul wastrying to disregard circumcision, why would Paul
send to them circumcised Timothy of al people? While the average pastor or seminary dmost never
delvesinto such issues, “come now, and let us reason together” as the Almighty exhorted through the
prophet Isaiah (Isaiah 1:18).

If maingream Chrigtian explanations and teachings (which never ddve into these smdl, but significant
details) on this verse are correct, they would have us bdieve that circumcison isirrdevant and Messiah
“shd| profit you nothing” (Gaatians 5:2) if one decides to become circumcised. B, if thisis redly what
Paul was teaching to the Corinthians, why would he have sent the opposite message—penned from
Corinth—to the Romans and then send to the Corinthians a circumcised Timothy to be a“father” (1
Corinthians 4:15) of the congregation on Paul’ s behadf? We are forced to ask oursalves whether Paul is



schizophrenic or whether there is a dynamic here that may be “hard to be understood” (2 Peter 3:16),
given the non-Hebraic perspective from which the maingream Chrigtianity reads Paul.

Aswe will see, Paul is not schizophrenic and his message to dl the congregations to which he writesis
conssent—even though * hard to be understood’—by people unlearned in the dynamic of Pharisaic
influence among the early believers. Let us briefly compare statements from Peter and from Paul’ s letter
to the Corinthians to see Paul’ s acknowledgment that this same dynamic exigs in the | etter to them.

And account that the longsuffering of our Lord is sdvation; even as our beloved
brother Paul dso according to the wisdom given unto him hath written unto you; As aso
indl his epigtles, spesking in them of these things; in which are some things hard to be
understood, which they that are unlearned and unstable wrest, as they do dso the other
scriptures, unto their own destruction.  Ye therefore, beloved, seeing ye know these
things before, beware lest ye aso, being led away with the error of the wicked, fal
from your own steadfastness. (2 Peter 3:15-17)

Wherefore | beseech you, be ye followers of me. For this cause have | sent unto you
Timothy, who is my beoved son, and fathful in the Lord, who shdl bring you into
remembrance of my ways which be in Messah, as | teach every where in every
assembly. (1 Corinthians 4:16-17)

Just as Peter indicated, Paul is acknowledging to the Corinthians that they are getting the same message
that he sends to every congregation to which he writes. We have seen this dynamic between Messiah
and the Pharisees and between Paul and the Phariseesin Acts and Romans. When we understand that
the orientation of the Corinthian congregation was Hebraic, as we have seen, it only makes sense that
they are getting the same message. With this understanding, let us now briefly examine the question of
circumcison and just what Paul might have meant by his satement to the Corinthians. Let ustake
another look at Paul’ s statement on circumcison.

But as Elohim hath distributed to every man, as the Lord hath called every one, so let
himwak. And so ordain | in al churches. Is any man caled being circumcised? let him
not become uncircumcised. Is any cdled in uncircumcison? let him not be circumcised.
Circumcison is nothing, and undrcumcsgon is nothing, but the keeping of the
commandments of Elohim. (1 Corinthians 7:17-19)

Taking acloser look a Paul’ swords, thefirgt thing we should point something usudly glossed over in
maingream teachings. Even if Paul did redlly mean that “circumcison is nothing” and “uncircumcison is
nothing,” he makes the contrast that * keeping the commandments of Elohim” isimportant. So, whatever
Paul is, or is not, teaching about circumcison, he is not teaching againgt the Law, but emphagizing its
importance—just like Maoses, the Prophets, Messiah and many of Paul’ s statements elsewhere. But
what is Paul redlly saying about circumcison?
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Circumcigon is an interesting topic. Most Christians acknowledge that it wasa‘sgn’ of the covenant
that the Most High made with Abraham (Genesis 17:10-11) but somehow it has taken on a negative
connotation in the modern church, principally because of the loss of the church’s Hebraic roots and
misunderstood statements by Paul. As amatter of fact, when a mainstream Christian is approached
regarding observance of the Law, the first question out of his mouth will be ether, “ But what about
circumcison?’ or “But what about the sacrificid system?” (more about this question later).

Firg of dl, circumcision is not generally mandated in the Law for Gentiles, except for those Gentiles
who were servants of |sradites (Genesis 17:27) or for those Gentiles who wanted to take hold of the
covenant of Abraham and partake of the Passover.

And the LORD said unto Moses and Aaron, This is the ordinance of the passover:
There shdl no stranger eat thereof: But every man's servant that is bought for money,
when thou hagt circumcised him, then shal he eat thereof. A foreigner and an hired
servant shall not eat thereof... All the congregation of Israel shall keep it. And when a
granger shdl sojourn with thee, and will keep the passover to the LORD, let dl his
males be circumcised, and then let him come near and keep it; and he shdl be as one
that is born in the land: for no uncircumcised person shdl eat thereof. (Exodus 12:43-
48)

The Abrahamic covenant congsts of severa promises, as described in Genesis 12:1, 127, 13:14-16,
15:1-6, 15:12-16, 17:2-10, 17:15-16, and is targeted toward the | sraelite descendents of Abraham.
One of the chief promises of this covenant is possession of the land of Canaan. Aswe have seenin
Genesis 12 and elsewhere, Gentiles could eect to “take hold” of this covenant and be treated as* one
bornin the land” (Exodus 12:48, Leviticus 19:34, Numbers 9:14) and even be given a place and name
“better than of sons and of daughters’ (Isaiah 56:1-8).

Again we must ask oursaves, was Paul redly denouncing circumcision or was he addressing another
issue in the congregation of Corinth, which has escaped the eye of the modern Chrigtian church? Let us
take another look at the circumcision statement for our answer, but let us read alittle farther thistimein
order to get the entire context.

I's any man cdled being circumcised? let him not become uncircumcised. Isany cdled in
uncircumcision? let him not be circumcised. Circumcision is nothing, and uncircumcison
is nothing, but the kegping of the commandments of God. Let every man abide in the
same cdling wherein he was cdled. Art thou called being a servant? care not for it: but
if thou mayest be made free, use it rather. For he that is called in the Lord, being a
servant, is the Lord's freeman: likewise dso he that is called, being free, is Christ's
servant.  Ye are bought with a price; be not ye the servants of men Brethren, let every
man, wherein heis called, therein abide with God. (1 Corinthians 7:18-24)

Most of uswho read this passage have probably aways assumed that Paul’ s referencesto “ servant”
and “servants’ here meant ‘bond servants” If so, is his exhortation “be ye not the servants of men” an
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encouragement for them to rebel againgt their masters? That would seem to conflict with the Biblica
message e sewhere that servants should submit themselves to their magters. Are we missing something?
Why have we never questioned why Paul would ded with the issues of circumcision and servitude in the
same sHtting?

Given dl we have seen thus far, let us take another look at how circumcision and servitude might be
related. Because Paul says he clamsto teach the same way “every where in every assembly” (1
Corinthians 4:16-17), perhaps we can refer back to his letter to the Romans for aclue.

Who art thou that judgest another man's servant? to his own master he standeth or
fdleth. Yea, he shdl be holden up: for Elohim is able to make him stand.
(Romans 14:4)

We saw in Paul’ s letter to the Romans, and in 1 Timothy 6, that to be aman’s “servant” meant to
submit to his rabbinic authority. Could Paul be using the same terminology in his|etter to Corinth?
Because submission to rabbinic authority is voluntary, that would certainly account for the permissibility
of hisexhortation “be ye not the servants of men.” That would aso account for Paul’ s sending Timothy
to the Corinthian congregation so that those needing an authoritative rabbi or “father” could use the
circumcised Timothy as their covering (1 Corinthians 4:15).

We know that the congregation had Hebraic roots with Pharisaic influence (Acts 18) and that the
congregation was terribly divided (1 Corinthians 1:10-11). We know that Paul had exhorted the
congregants that their faith “ should not stand in the wisdom of men, but in the power of Elohim” (1
Corinthians 2:4-5). We aso know that the congregants—per the Pharisaic paradigm—ifdt it important
to dam a covering under one magter or another (1 Corinthians 3:3-4). Would not then Pharisaic
attitudes toward Gentiles and circumcision be a topic that Paul might address to these congregants and
that be the reason that Paul would relate circumcision and rabbinic “ servitude” in the same passage? It
absolutely does, and we should examine Paul’ s latement on circumcision in thet light.

Paul’ s reference to circumcision was areference to the Pharisaic formulafor conversion that we have
dready seen: (1) submission to the yoke of heaven (Pharisaic rabbinic authority), (2) submisson to the
yoke of the commandments (per Pharisaic interpretation), (3) circumcision per rabbinic tradition, and
(4) adjudication by the “Beit Din” (rabbinic court). Incidentaly, if a Gentile undergoes circumcison on
his own, but not in accordance with rabbinic tradition, this circumcision is not recognized as
“circumcision” by rabbinic authorities™

Looking back to Paul’ s statement on circumcision (1 Corinthians 7:19) therefore, was not a tatement
againg circumcision or the rest of the Law.® 1t was merely proclamation that to be under rabbinic
authority—as evidenced by the Pharisaic formulafor converson with included circumcison—or not to
be under rabbinic authority is not important, but the keeping of the Almighty’ s commandmentsis

* Therefore, the term “of the circumcision” (Galatians 2:9, 12; Colossians 4:11; Titus 1:10) most likely was another
‘term of art’ referring to those believers who were also under Pharisaic rabbinic authority.
% Consistent with this theme, Paul refers to the Law as authority in 1 Corinthians 7:39, 9:8, 14:34, 15:34, etc.



important. Paul was tdling them—just as he told the Romans—not to let these beliefs be the source of
divison among themsdves. Before we leave Paul’ s etter to the Corinthians, we will take a brief look a
one more passage usudly taken out of context.

Whatsoever is sold in the shambles [meat market], that eet, asking no question for
conscience sake: (1 Corinthians 10:25)

Given the various types of animas sold for human consumption around the world, is Paul redly saying
that the Creator’ s people should start eating centipedes, snakes, dogs, cats and rodents as long as they
are s0ld in meat markets? Such a statement would be in violation of “thus saith the LORD” and should
probably be read in context.

The context of Paul's statement is very clearly enunciated 6 verses earlier (1 Corinthians 10:19). The
sole question being discussed iswhether or not Believers could eat mest, which had been previoudy
sacrificed to idols by someone ese and subsequently ended up in the meat market. There is absolutely
no reason to construe Paul's statements outside those parameters. Evenin 1 Corinthians 10:27 when he
Paul saysto "eat anything that is set before you," notice that he is not talking about unclean flesh or traif.
He darifies the context of his satement in the very next verse:

But if any man say unto you, This is offered in sacrifice unto idals, eat not for his sake
that showed it, and for conscience sake: for the earth is the Lord's, and the fullness
thereof. (1 Corinthians 10:28)

The example he uses makes it perfectly clear that heistaking strictly about the consumption of meets,
which had been offered to idols by someone ese previoudy; he is not addressng the question of
whether the congregants can start eating unclean flesh.®* While this would have been the perfect
opportunity for Paul to proclaim that eating swine, rat, lobster, or any other unclean animd were
permissble—if that had been hisintention—he did not do so. And since Paul did not use these
datements to teach againg the dietary commandments of the Most High, we should probably not teke
his statements out of context and use them for purposes not originally intended.®?

So, we see that Paul’ s message to the Corinthiansis internaly consistent and does not violate the
teachings of Moses, Messiah, or Paul’ s other statements concerning the Law. So let us now take a
brief look at the book of Gaatiansto seeif the same patterns are there.

PAUL'SLETTER TO THE GALATIANS: “Who hath bewitched you? (Gaatians 3:1)

Aswe begin our look into Paul’ s letter to the Gaatians, we should probably first seeif it followsthe
same manner that he clamsto use “every wherein every congregation” (1 Corinthians 4:17) and the

% The Torah does not specifically forbid the consumption of biblically clean meat which ended up in ameat market
after someone elsehad previously sacrificed it to anidol. Notice that Paul does NOT address the act of offering such
meat to an idol--a practice which | S forbidden by the Torah!

% For amore in-depth discussion on this matter, see the study, Biblically Clean Foods



same pattern recognized by Peter (2 Peter 3:15-16). If s0, we should find Paul making smilar
references to those he made in Romans and 1 Corinthians. If present, these references should pertain to
traditions and teachings of men contrasted with the commandments of the Most High. So, let usbegin
our examination.

Paul, an apostle, fot of men neither by man, but by Yahoshua the Messiah, and
Elohim the Father, who raised him from the dead;) And dl the brethren which are with
me, unto the congregations of Gdatia... | marve that ye are so soon removed from him
that caled you into the grace of Messiah unto another gospel: Which is not another; but
there be some that trouble you, and would pervert the gospd of Messiah. But though
we, or an angel from heaven, preach any other gospel unto you than that which we have
preached unto you, let him be accursed. Aswe said before, so say | now again, If any
man preach any other gospd unto you than that ye have received, let him be accursed.
For do | now persuade men, or Elohim? or do | seek to please men?for if | yet pleased
men, | should not be the servant of Messah But | certify you, brethren, that the gospd
which was preached of me is not after man For | neither received it of man, neither
was | taught it, but by the revelaion of Y ahoshua the Messiah. For ye have heard of
my conversation in time pagt in the Jews religion, how that beyond measure |
persecuted the congregation of Elohim, and wasted it: And profited in the Jews religion
above many my equas in mine own nation, being more exceedingly zedous of the
traditions of my fathers. (Galaians 1:1-14)

All through these first 14 verses to the Gaatians, Paul gives very dear indication thet the readers of his
letter are familiar with the traditions and teachings of the Pharisees. In verses 1 he makes the point that
his gospd isnot of men but by Messah and the Father. We have aready seen this same expression
used by Messah during hisinteractions with the Pharisees and by Paul aswell.

In verse 10, Paul makes reference to his earlier submission under the Pharisaic hierarchy by his
gatement “if | yet [dtill] pleased men, | should not be the servant of Messiah.” Note the consistency of
Paul’ s use of the word “servant” in the context of following areligious leader, just as we saw in Romans
14:4 and 1 Corinthians 7:21-22: The understanding hereisthat Paul could either be the “ servant” of the
rabbinic system—as he once was—or a servant of the Chief Rabbi, Messiah Y ahoshua.

Inverse 11, Paul contrasts the gospd of the Pharisees with that of Messiah and in verse 14, he comes
right out and says that everything he had written heretofore had referred to the “tradition of the
fathers’—the Pharisaic verson of Judaism and Pharisaic verson of the Law. Paul could hardly have
been clearer asto the context of hisletter to the Galaians. they were obvioudy congregantsin a
Hebraic congregation. Again, heisfollowing the paradigm of writing the sameway “indl his epidtles’
and speaking in them of things “hard to be understood” by those unlearned in the ways of Pharisaic
Judaism. With this undergtanding, let us now continue. ..

In chapter 2, we find a couple instances where Paul’ s statements have been misunderstood because of
our being unfamiliar with the influence of the Pharisees on the early believers. Thefirg of theseisthis.



And that because of fase brethren unawares brought in, who came in privily to oy out
our liberty which we have in Messah Y ahoshua, that they might bring us into bondage:
(Gdatians 2:4)

By now, we should be well used to the pattern. Mainstream Chrigtianity has taught us that being
brought “into bondage’ means the observing the Law. We, however, have seen in Romans that Paull
uses this term, not to refer to the Law, but to being under the onerous requirements of Pharisaic
traditions.

Aswe get to the second of Paul’ s statements that is usually interpreted wrongly, we should probably be
reedy for it aswell because of our earlier examination of Pharisaic dietary commandments.

But when Peter was come to Antioch, | withstood him to the face, because he was to
be blamed. For before that certain came from James, he did eat with the Gentiles: but
when they were come, he withdrew and separated himsdlf, fearing them which were of
the cdrcumcison. And the other Jews dissembled likewise with him; insomuch that
Barnabas dso was caried away with their dissmulaion. But when | saw that they
walked not uprightly according to the truth of the gospel, | said unto Peter before them
al, If thou, being a Jew, livest after the manner of Gentiles, and not as do the Jews, why
compellest thou the Gentilesto live as do the Jews? (Gaaians 2:11-14)

Agan, maingream Chridianity usudly makes a point here that Peter must have been esting swine with
the Gentiles because he was eating with them. Thisis an assumption based upon nothing more than the
fact that mainstream Chridtianity eats swinetoday. Aswe have aready seen, the congregations to
which Paul wrote were not pagan congregations; they were congregations with Hebraic roots that
understood Law observance well enough to appreciate the nuances of Paul’sletters. The Gentilesin
these congregations were most likely—Iike Caeb, Ruth, and Cornelius—eeting Biblicaly clean foods
and not eating traif. Peter fled from their company because of fears he would be judged by those of
“the circumcison” based upon their Pharisaic restrictions we have aready seen concerning food
preparation by, or served in the house of, Gentiles®® To assume anything se goes well beyond whet is
written, makes Paul aliar, and violates the warning of 2 Peter 3:15-16.

Chapter 4 of Gaatians also has an interesting passage usudly misunderstood.

Wherefore thou art no more a servant, but a son; and if a son, then an heir of Elohim
through Messah. Howbalt then, when ye knew not Elohim, ye did service unto them
which by nature are no gods. But now, after that ye have known Elohim, or rather are
known of Elohim, how turn ye again to the weak and beggarly dements, whereunto ye

% | addition to the Pharisaic restrictions we have already examined, Ohalot 18:7 of the Talmud declared the dwelling
places of Gentiles“unclean.”



desire again to be in bondage? Y e observe days, and months, and times, and years. |
am afraid of you, lest | have bestowed upon you labour invain. (Gaatians 4:7-11)

In some Chrigtian circles, this statement by Paul has been used to teach that the observance of “days,
and months, and times, and years’ refers to the Biblical holy days and is, therefore, a sign of going back
under the Law and into bondage. However, a closer look finds this to be far from the truth. The type
of bondage Paul refers to here goes back to the time even before they became members of their present
Hebraic congregations. Paul’ s statement “when ye knew not Elohim” most likely refersto the time
when they were gtill pagans and “did service unto them which by nature are no gods,” meaning service
toidols. The observance of “days and months, and times, and years’ most likdly refersto the
observance of “times’ forbidden in Deuteronomy 18:10.%

There shdl not be found among you any one that maketh his son or his daughter to pass
through the fire, or that useth divinaion, or an observer of times... (Deuteronomy
18:10)

Paul again goes on to compare the Pharisaic concept of being “under the Law” (Gdatians 4:21) with the
idea of “bondage’ (Gaatians 5:1). The reader is encouraged to read through the argument. Paul then
makes his satement that, “if ye be circumcised, Messiah shdl profit you nothing” (Gdatians 5:2) and
goes on to explain that submitting to circumcision for the purpose of coming under the Pharisaic worship
traditions—referring to the “leaven” (verse 9) of the Pharisees—which he compares with bondage, is
circumcision for thewrong reason. Notice that Paul is not making a blanket statement againgt
circumcision because he goes on to state that he still preaches circumcision, ostensibly if done for the
right reason.

And I, brethren, if | yet [ill] preach circumcision, why do | yet suffer persecution? then
is the offence of the cross ceased. | would they were even cut off which trouble you.
(Gddians 5:11-15)

Throughout the rest of chapter 5, Paul exhorts those of this congregation in Galatiato “walk in the
Spirit” (Gaatians 5:16) and then goes on to tell them to avoid the deeds of the flesh (verses 17-21)—
just like the Law commands. He continuesthisideato the end of his letter.

Wewill not examine Paul’ s letters to the Ephesians and the Philippians, not because they are not
important, but rather because they contain few contentious verses and it is not the god of this study to
be acommentary on al of Paul’swritings. We will instead move to Paul’s much discussed, and much
misunderstood, letter to the Colossans.

% There are some who believe that the “times’ here may refer to modification to the Biblical Holy Days of the Most
High or to a series of extradaysthat they have deemed need be observed. See Shulkan Arukh, vol. 3, chap. 122-127.
The author does not endorse this belief.
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PAUL'SLETTER TO THE COLOSSIANS. “Nailing it to His Cross...” (Colossans 2:14)

One of the most oft-addressed portions of Paul’ s letter to the Colossians comes from the second
chapter of the letter.

Blotting out the handwriting of ordinances that was againg us, which was contrary to us,
and took it out of the way, nalling it to his cross, And having spoiled principdities and
powers, he made a shew of them openly, triumphing over them in it. Let no man
therefore judge you in mest, or in drink, or in respect of an holyday, or of the new
moon, or of the sabbath days. Which are a shadow of things to come; but the body is
of Messiah. (Colossians 2:16-17)

Asthe conventiond wisdom of many pastors would have us believe, “Paul clearly shows us here that
the Old Testament Law was nailed to the cross and we no longer have to worry about the dietary laws,
Jewish holidays, or keeping new moons or the Sabbath.” But, given dl we have seen thus far, could
that redlly be what Paul meant by these words? Again we must ask if heisredly atempting to change
“thus saith the LORD” and the teachings of al that went before—to include those of the Messiah.

To properly answer these questions we will, of course, have to determine what Paul meant by the
“handwriting of ordinances’ and to whom he referred by the terms * principdities and powers.” But
firg, let us briefly look at just what was supposed to have been done away with. According to the
passage, that would be ‘meats , ‘drink’, *holydays, ‘new moons’, and the * Sabbath day.’

If these four things were truly done away with, it would be pretty good ideato ask afew questions.
Why, for example, was it Paul’ s “manner” to keep the Sabbath (Acts 17:2) well after the cross? Why
would we find Gentiles observing the Sabbath after the crossaswell (Acts 14:1, 17:4, 17:10-17, 18:4)?
Why did Paul fall to tell the Gentiles that the Sabbath was changed to Sunday in Acts 13:42-48? With
respect to holy days, why would the post-cross believers have observed the Feast of Weeks
(Pentecost) in Acts 2:1-10—both Jews and proselytes? Why would Paul have referred to the “fast” of
the Day of Atonement (Acts 27:9) if it were no longer being observed? Why would Paul have used the
Passover metaphor of “leaven” and then told the Corinthians to “keep the feast” (1 Corinthians 5:8) if
they were not dready doing so? And findly, why would Paul have made the following statement when
referring to himsdalf?

When they desired him to tarry longer time with them, he consented not; But bade them
farewdl, saying, | must by al means keep this feast that cometh in Jerusalem® but | will
return again unto you, if Elohim will. And he salled from Ephesus. (Acts 18:20-21)

Because none of these instances would agree with the mainstream interpretation of Paul’swordsin
Colossians 2:16-17, perhaps Paul was making another of his statements which are “hard to be

% The Bibles based on the ‘ Codex Vaticanus Greek manuscript omits these underlined words without a footnote,
although they are contained in the majority of Greek manuscripts of the New Testament. (Note: perhapsit has
something to do with goals of Rome and the warning found in Daniel 7:25.)



understood” as we have seen in dl of hisletters we examined. Perhgps Paul’s own words will clarify
the matter for usif wejust look alittle closer. Let us, therefore, take another 100k at the passage to see
if we can find aclue or two.

Blotting out the handwriting of ordinances that was againg us, which was contrary to us,
and took it out of the way, nailing it to his cross, And having spoiled principdities and
powers, he made a shew of them openly, triumphing over them in it. Let no man
therefore judge you in meet, or in drink, or in respect of an holyday, or of the new
moon, or of the sabbath days. Which are a shadow of things to come; but the body is
of Messiah. (Colossians 2:16-17)

Notice here that Paul did not say “Elohim will not judge you.” He specificaly stated that the reeders
were not to let any “man” judge them. Who might be wanting to judge the congregants in religious
matters such as ‘mesats , ‘drink’, ‘holydays', ‘new moons', and the * Sabbath days ? Could it have been
the Pharisees and the Gentile congregants who accepted the Pharisaic yoke? We have dready seen
some of the scores of rabbinic commandments concerning food and drink. We saw in Messiah's
dedlings with the Pharisees some of the scores of commandments dealing with Sabbath observance. It
would probably come as no surprise to the reader that there are scores of commandments dealing with
observance of the other holy days and the new moon.®® But could Paul be referring to Pharisaic
traditionsin hisletter to the Colossans aswell? After dl, would not Paul’s claim to teach the same way
“in Messiah, as | teach every wherein every assembly” (1 Corinthians 4:16-17) apply to the Colossians
aswell? If so, we would probably expect to see the same pattern that we saw in his other letters. Let
ustherefore, unlike the average maingtream expositor, go back toward the beginning of Paul’ s letter to
the Colossians to determine if hisfocus is Pharisaic traditions.

Let usstart 16 verses earlier a the beginning of chapter 2 to capture the context of Paul’ s statements 16
verses |ater.

For | would that ye knew what gregt conflict | have for you, and for them at Laodices,
and for as many as have not seen my face in the flesh; That their hearts might be
comforted, being knit together in love, and unto dl riches of the full assurance of
understanding, to the acknowledgement of the mystery of Elohim, and of the Father,

and of Messah; In whom are hid al the treasures of wisdom and knowledge. And this
| say, lest any man should beguile you with enticing words.  For though | be absent in
the flesh, yet am | with you in the spirit, joying and beholding your order, and the
stedfastness of your faith in Messah. As ye have therefore received Messiah Y ahoshua
the Lord, so wak yein him: Rooted and built up in him, and esteblished in the faith, as
ye have been taught, abounding therein with thanksgiving. Beware lest any man spoil

you through philosophy and vain deceit, after the tradition of men, after the rudiments of

% The appearance of the new moon set the month in the Almighty’ s calendar, and, by extension, all of the Biblical
Holy Days of Leviticus 23, except the weekly Sabbath. Observance of the new moon is directed in the Law (Leviticus
23:24, Numbers 10:10, Psalm 81:3). For a deeper study on the Holy Days and their importance for the New Testament
believer, see the study, Holy Days or Holidays.
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the world, and not after Messiah. For in him dwdleth al the fulness of the Godhead
bodily. And ye are complete in him, which isthe head of dl principaity and power: In
whom aso ye are circumcised with the circumcison made without hands, in putting off
the body of the sns of the flesh by the circumcison of Messah: Buried with him in
baptism, wherein dso ye are risen with him through the faith of the operation of Elohim,
who hath raised him from the dead. And you, being dead in your sns and the
uncircumcison of your flesh, hath he quickened together with him, having forgiven you
al trespasses;

(Colossans 2:1-13)

Per everything we have seen heretofore, the climate in which Paul's satements were made follow the
same pattern of combating the influence of Pharisaic tradition. Paul states that he wasinvolved ina
conflict (verse 1), which had to do somehow with enticing doctrines (verse 4) that might lead that might
lead them adtray. In verse 8, he makes the statement that these doctrines are after the “tradition of
men...and not after Messiah,” just as Paul had argued to the other congregations.

The center of Paul’s*conflict” and the focus of his letter was the Pharisaic tradition based upon the
“yoke of heaven” and the “yoke of the commandments’ as we have seen. With this understanding, we
are now ready to determine what is meant by the “handwriting of ordinances’ and to whom Paull
referred when he used the terms * principdities and powers.”

Almogt any of the modern study Bibles will point out that the Greek word for "handwriting”
(“cheirographon”, Strong’s 5498) refersto alega document of sometype. The Greek word for
"ordinances' (“dogmd’, Strong’s 1378) refers to ateaching that does not alow for an dternative
opinion or way of thinking. The Pharisaic “traditions of the elders’ was just such adocument, a
dogmetic lega document, which literdly brought one' s entire set of daily actions under the Pharisaic
microscope. That is undoubtedly why the “scribes” always accompanied the Pharisees whenever
Messiah was chalenged concerning his teachings.

Paul’ s use of the words “principdities and powers’ further illuminate thisredity. Aswe have dready
seen, the book of Luke renders the Greek of Messiah words as ‘arche’ (Strong's 746) and ‘exousa
(Strong' s 1849) when referring to the “ magidtrates’ and “powers’ in the synagogue.

And when they bring you unto the synagogues, and unto magidtrates (‘arche’), and
powers (‘exouda), take ye no thought how or what thing ye shdl answer, or what ye
shdl say: (Luke 12:11)

S0, let ustake another ook at Paul’ s statement to the congregants in Colosse.
Blotting out the handwriting of ordinances that was againgt us, which was contrary to us,
and took it out of the way, naling it to his cross, And having spoiled principdities

(‘arche’) and powers (‘exousid), he made a shew of them openly, triumphing over
them in it. Let no man therefore judge you in mreat, or in drink, or in respect of an
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holyday, or of the new moon, or of the sabbath days: Which are a shadow of thingsto
come; but the body is of Messiah. (Colossans 2:16-17)

We do not have Paul violating “thus saith the LORD” and the example set by his Savior, but rather an
exhortation to the congregants not to let the traditions of the Pharisees govern what they are to eat and
drink or how they are to observe the holy days, new moons, and Sabbaths of the Most High. Paul’s
reference to Messah having “spoiled”  these * principdities and powers’ was his acknowledgment that
Messiah had prevailed in every argument he ever had with them. All of these arguments were donein
front of the disciples and others so that Messiah' s triumphed over the Pharisees “openly” in His defeat
of their manmade power base.

This becomes even more clear if we follow Paul’ s words past verse 17 to the end of the second
chapter. Paul goes on to make the following statement:

Wherefore if ye be dead with Messiah from the rudiments of the world, why, as though
living in the world, are ye subject to ordinances, (Touch not; taste not; handle not;
Which dl ae to perish with the usng;) after the commandments (‘entadma) and
doctrines of men®’ (Colossians 2:20-22)

Wefind, therefore, that Paul’ s |etter to the Colossans is teaching againg the “commandments of men”
and not againg the *“commandments of Elohim” found in HisLaw. Again, maindream Chridtianity
would do well to look to Peter's (2 Peter 3:15-16) warning before trying to use Paul's Satements out of
context to teach againg the commandments of the Almighty. To do so violates the words of the
Messiah and dl the rest of the Bible—to include the example of Paul. But, more about thet |ater.

For the sake of brevity—which has been lacking thus far—we will not address the rest of Paul’ s letters
in any greet detail. Note only that Paul lifts up the Scriptures throughout and those things “which are
hard to be understood”® should be examined for the same paitern that has characterized the rest of
Paul’swritings. In dl of them, a careful examination in context will find Paul exdting the Scriptures, to
include the proper observance of dl the commandments of the Law. Ashe said to Timothy,

But continue thou in the things which thou hast learned and hast been assured of,
knowing of whom thou hast learned them; And that from a child thou hast known the
holy scriptures, which are able to make thee wise unto salvation through faith which isin

% The Greek word for commandments used hereis“entalma’ (Strongs 1778), and is the same word we see used in
Messiah's reference to the “ commandments of men” (Matthew 15:9). Notice that thisword, en-TAL-ma, contains the
same phonetic root as used in the Hebrew word TAL-mud, the compl ete codification of these “commandments of
men.” In contrast, the Greek word used to describe the Torah “ commandments’ of the Almighty (Matthew 19:17) is
the Greek word “en-TO-lay” (Strong's 1785). Thisword contains the same phonetic root as the Hebrew word TO-
rah. Isthis mere coincidence or a conscious effort to point out thisimportant distinction by those who recorded for
usthe New Testament writings? Given all we have seen thusfar, the distinction seemsintentional.

% Examplesinclude 1 Timothy 4:1-4 and 1 Corinthians 10:25. These are addressed in detail in the study, Biblically
Clean Foods.
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Messah Yahoshua All scripture is given by inspiration of Elohim, and is profitable for
doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for ingruction in righteousness.  That the man of
Elohim may be perfect, thoroughly furnished unto al good works. (2 Timothy 3:14-17)

We should not miss the significance of the fact that Paul links his statement back to the time when
Timothy was “achild.” What is seldom stressed from the pulpit is that the “holy scriptures’ of

Timothy’ s childhood were the “Law and the prophets” The writings of what would later become the
‘New Testament’ had not even been penned yet! Paul’ s exhortation that Timothy should “continue thou
in these things” meant that Timothy should continue to follow the “Law and the prophets” We again,
therefore, find Paul exating the “Law and the prophets’ and exhorting one of his closest followersto live
in accordance with them. Oh, that our pastors today would follow Paul’ s example today instead of
encouraging Chrigtians to violate the Law of the Mogt High...

“But wait,” one might protest, “what about Acts 157" And, given the traditiond teachings of

maingtream Chrigtianity, that would be an excdlent question at this point. After dl, wasit not James, the
Messah's haf-brother who assumed leadership of the Nazarene sect in Jerusalem, who proclaimed that
the Gentiles had to observe only 4 commandments? Let us move then to the famous council in
Jerusdem, which had before it the decison of how the Gentile congregants were to live their livesto be
members in good standing. ..

ACTS 15. “Wetrouble not them, which from among the Gentiles...” (Acts 15:19)

Asindicated above, Acts 15 contains a very-oft discussed passage, which is used to teach Chrigtians
that the Creator’' s commandments do not apply to New Testament Gentile Believers. The statement,
made by Messiah's hdf brother, James, seemsto say just that if taken done and out of context.

Wherefore my sentenceis, that we trouble not them, which from among the Gentiles are
turned to Elohim: But that we write unto them, thet they abstain from pollutions of idols,
and from fornication, and from things strangled, and from blood. For Moses of old time
hath in every city them that preach him, being read in the synagogues every sabbath day.
(Acts 15:19-21)

But just what is going on here? Is Jamestdling the Gentiles that they do not have to pay any attention to
“thus saith the LORD?’ Were the Gentilesin his congregation any lessintelligent or dedicated than
Caleb, Ruth, or Corndius? Perhaps they were and perhaps not. Perhaps, on the other hand, there was
an underlying dynamic we have never paid atention to, but those of Jerusdem knew very well. Let us
probe abit and use some of theingght that Paul, the * gpostie to the Gentiles,” had provided us.

Thefirg thing to notice here is that James is considering Gentiles who had turned—or were turning—
from their pagan ways to worship of the Most High. Unlike Caleb, they had not grown up in the faith,
but had come out of paganism and were experiencing something entirely new. Furthermore, these
Gentiles were faced with something that neither Caeb nor Ruth had to worry about. These Gentiles
were in the congregation in Jerusalem and were right in the middle of the “mainstream” of Pharisaic
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influencel After dl, it wasin Jerusdem that the Pharisees had congtantly chdlenged Messiah and years
later, Josephus recorded that their influence il controlled “the masses’ of the populace. And, if we
look back to the words of Messiah, we will redlize that this influence even extended into the Nazarene
congregetion in Jerusdem.

To determine how the Nazarene congregants were living their lives in Jerusdem, one need only look
back at the words of the founder of this Nazarene sect of Judaism—Messah, himself. Remember his
admonition to Hisfollowers late in His minigtry?

Then spake Y ahoshua to the multitude, and to his disciples, Saying, The scribes and the
Pharisees gt in Moses seat:  All therefore whatsoever they bid you observe, that
observe and do; but do not ye after their works: for they say, and do not. For they bind
heavy burdens and grievous to be borne, and lay them on men's shoulders; but they
themsel ves will not move them with one of their fingers. (Matthew 23:1-4)

While Messiah acknowledged that the scribes and Pharisees had placed their *yoke' upon the shoulders
of the people, He nonetheless commanded His Jewish followers—there were no recognized Gentile
followers of Y ahoshua until Cornelius—to live in accordance with the Pharisaic pronouncements,
because they “st in Moses seat. For them, it was not a change, because the Pharisees—as Josephus
reported—nhad been in control of the masses since the time of the Maccabees (amost 200 years). The
Jerusalem congregants were believers, but they lived and worshipped in accordance with the Pharisaic
traditions®

Maingtream Chridtianity, unaware of this redity, had misinterpreted the Jerusdem council ina
monumenta way and has twisted this event in away unintended by the writer of the book of Acts.
Maingtream pastors and teachers explain that these four directives were given to the Gentiles so that
they would not offend the sengtivities of the Jews. Thisidea, while partidly true, misses the main event
taking place when examined in context of the passage. Let us then take another look at the passage.

Wherefore my sentenceis, that we trouble not them, which from among the Gentiles are
turned to Elohim: But that we write unto them, that they aostain from pollutions of idols,
and from fornication, and from things strangled, and from blood. For Moses of old time
hath in every city them that preach him, being read in the synagogues every sabbath day.
(Acts15:19-21)

Firgt, the focus of the discussion is not Jewish Believers, but rather Gentile Believers who are only
turning to the Almighty and therefore * spiritual babes. That iswhy James stresses the need not to make
this trangtion difficult for them. If the focus was the senstivities of Jewish Believers, then the sentence

% 1t might surprise the reader to know that there is a sect of Nazarene Jews in Israel today who believe that Y ahoshua
isthe Messiah of Israel. They are unique because even though they are ‘believers’, they still live their livesin
accordance with the “halacha’ of Pharisaic Judaism. They have awebsite at www.netzarim.co.il.
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should have begun by reflecting those difficulties rather than those of the Gentile Believers. The Jewish
Bdievers, who grew up in the Torah, would have no transition to worry about.

Second, the question was not whether or not the Gentiles should observe the Law, but whether or not
they should observeit per Pharisaic tradition and take upon themselves ‘the yoke'. Let us back up and
capture the context of the debate, so that we truly understand the meaning of Peter’ s statement, which
won the day at the council. And notice once again that the catalyst for this debate is the Pharisees—
only thistime believersin Y ahoshua that are Pharisees!

But there rose up certain of the sect of the Pharisees which believed, saying, Thet it was
needful to circumcise them, and to command them to keep the law of Moses. And the
gpostles and eders came together for to consider of this matter. And when there had
been much disputing, Peter rose up, and said unto them, Men and brethren, ye know
how that a good while ago Elohim made choice among us, thet the Gentiles by my
mouth should hear the word of the gospel, and believe. And Elohim, which knoweth
the hearts, bare them witness, giving them the Holy Ghogt, even as he did unto us; And
put no difference between us and them, purifying their hearts by faith. Now therefore
why tempt ye Elohim, to put a yoke upon the neck of the disciples, which neither our
fathers nor we were able to bear? (Acts 15:5-10)

Could it be any clearer? The debate focused on whether or not the Gentiles had to be immediately
circumcised and follow the Law per the Pharisaic interpretation and traditions (*the yoke') in order to
be part of the congregation! After more discussion, James made his statement.

Wherefore my sentenceis, that we trouble not them, which from among the Gentiles are
turned to Elohim: But that we write unto them, that they aostain from pollutions of idols,
and from fornication, and from things strangled, and from blood. For Moses of old time
hath in every city them that preach him, being read in the synagogues every sabbath day.
(Acts 15:19-21)

James mandated that the new Gentile believers would have to turn away from paganism by observing
immediatdy four commandments dedling with matters reaing to idol worship: (1) pre-sacrifice
consorting with temple prodtitutes, (2) strangling of the sacrificid animd, (3) consumption of theanimd’s
blood, and findly (4) sacrifice of the animal. They were not expected to take on the Pharisaic ‘ yoke
with respect to observance of the Law, but tied his proclamation to the reason, *“For Moses of old time
hath in every city them that preach him, being read in the synagogues every sabbath day.”

The very clear context of these statements was that the Gentiles were to start with the basic four and
then, as they heard Moses preached in the synagogues every Sabbath day, ™ they would come to

™ The Gentile believers at that time observed the Biblical Sabbath, not Sunday. We have already seen numerous
examples of thisfact and there exists NO Biblical statement commanding that this be changed. For afull discussion
of thisissue, see the study, The Lord's Day—Sabbath or Sunday. It addresses those verses taken out of context by
mainstream Christianity to include Acts 20:7 and 1 Corinthians 16:2.
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interndize the rest of the written commandments. They could then observe the law as Cdeb, Ruth, and
Cornelius had done, without being overwhelmed—and potentidly * scared off’ by the hundreds of
additiona Pharisaic commandments.

Thisis the same practice used in synagogues and churchestoday. Once an ‘unsaved’ soul acceptsthe
importance of the Word of the Most High, he is not expected to give up dl his snful ways right on the
gpot, but rather invited into fellowship, given afew absolutes, and then lovingly taught the finer ways of a
Bdiever'slife as he continues to hear the Word preached every week. Nothing has changed in this
approach toward new congregants. In thisway, rather than the Torah commandments of the Father
being a burden, they would come to want to follow them. That, after al, iswhat the New Covenant is
al about. Paul describesit asfollows:

This is the covenant that | will make with them after those days, saith the Lord, | will put
my lawsinto their hearts, and in their minds will 1 write them.
(Hebrews 10:16)

Paul isreferring back to Hebrews 8:10, which isadirect quote from Jeremiah 31:33. In Jeremiah, the

word "laws' is"Torah"—the Law of the Most High. In other words, the New Covenant is NOT to do
away with the Torah commandments of the Almighty but to have them put into the hearts and minds of

the New Testament Believer!

Oh, that the scdes would fal from the eyes of our mainstream Chrigtian teachers as they did for Paul in
Acts 9:18 and that they would teach the whole truth of the Gospd. ..

THE PURPOSE OF THE LAW: “...that they may see your good works, and glorify your Father
whichisin heaven” (Matthew 5:16)

At this, the fouth mgor areain the study, it istime to examine the purpose of the Law. We have seen
thus far in the study that ‘great’ men and women of the Old Testament observed the Law, just as Moses
and the Prophets had instructed. We have seen that Messiah observed it and taught His Nazarene
followersto do likewise. We have seen that our own mainstream Chrigtian arguments against observing
the Law were been based upon misinterpretations of Pauline letters by Gentile, non-Hebraic Chrigtians
of the 2"%-4™ centuries. Contrary to these unbiblical doctrines, both Messiah and Paul lifted up the Law
and taught its preeminence and predominance over the ‘traditions of man’ —whether those traditions
happen to be religioudy mativated or not. Assuming then that we might want to take another look at the
Law of the Almighty for our lives today, an important component of such an assessment must be to
determine the purpose of the Law in our livestoday. So, then, just what isthe purpose of the Law?

While volumes could be written on the various components of the Law of the Most High, for purposes
of this study we will concentrate on three main aspects of the purpose of the Law. First, observance
of the Creator’s Law provides for good order and discipline within society. Second, observance of our
Creator’'s Law demongtrates the depth of our dlegiance to, and love of, Him. Third, the Bible puts us
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‘on notice that our own persond judgment will be affected in large measure by how well we conform
our livesto the Law of the Most High. So, let us now briefly consider each of these aspects a thistime.

The Law's Good Order and Discipling: “... that thou mayest prolong thy days upon the earth”
(Deuteronomy 4:40)

If one were to ask the purpose of the laws of the United States, the average American citizen would
probably say the purpose of the law isto maintain ‘good order and discipling so that the society will
function smoothly and the rights and privileges of the citizenry can be maintained. Prohibitions militate
againg violence, theft, fraud, unsafe or negligent conduct, and a variety of other unsavory practices. All
in dl, most people would probably agree that the rule of law, when coupled with an honest legd system,
isgood for asociety and kegps it running smoothly.

When we ook to the Law of the Mogt High, as penned by Moses at the direction of the Most High, we
can say that this Law fulfills the same basic purpose as the legd system of the United States or any other
civilized nation on the earth: it providesfor ‘good order and discipling for the people who follow it, and
deds largdy with relationships with people and organizations comprised of people. But the Law of the
Most High goes deeper than the jurisprudence of the United States or other cvilized netion.

If one were to take the entire body of laws of the United States, for example, one would find that the
number of such laws iswell into the tens of thousands by the time one looks a federd, state, and local
laws. By contradt, the Law of the Most High consists of only alittle over 600 satutes, judgments,
ordinances, etc. Thisrdatively few number of ordinances provides, not only for good order and
discipline in society as awhole, but for worth of the individud, inter-familid rdations, the right to private
property, good medica hedth, wholesome socid vaues, an effective welfare system, an agricultura
framework which maximizes plant yields without fertilizer, afair retribution system for violators of the
Law, and a host of other provisons.

Not long ago, the author conducted a series of weekly studies on the Law with agroup of 7 pastors
over aperiod of two months. After theinitia sesson and the expected “we are not under the Law”
response, there followed two sessions of intense study on the particular statutes and judgments of the
Law. At the beginning of the third meeting, the senior pastor remarked, “If our society wasrunin
accordance with the Law today, it would be a more wonderful placeto livel” It isno wonder that
Moses said,

Know therefore this day, and consider it in thine heart, that the LORD he is EHohimin
heaven above, and upon the earth beneath: there is none dse. Thou shalt keep
therefore his satutes, and his commandments, which | command thee this day, that it
may go well with thee, and with thy children after thee, and that thou mayest prolong thy
days upon the earth, which the LORD thy Elohim giveth thee, for ever. (Deuteronomy
4:39-40)
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And it islikewise no wonder that King David, echoing the same attitude that Moses had, said the
following concerning the Law of the Mot High,

For ever, O LORD, thy word is setled in heaven. Thy fathfulness is unto dl
generations. thou hast established the earth, and it aideth. They continue this day

according to thine ordinances: for dl are thy servants. Unless thy lawv had been my
ddights, | should then have perished in mine afliction. 1 will never forget thy precepts:
for with them thou hast quickened me. | am thine, save me; for | have sought thy
precepts. The wicked have waited for me to destroy me: but | will congder thy
tesimonies. | have seen an end of dl perfection: but thy commandment is exceeding
broad. O how love | thy law! it is my meditation al the day. Thou through thy

commandmerts hast made me wiser than mine enemies. for they are ever with me. |
have more understanding than al my teachers: for thy testimonies are my meditation. |
understand more than the ancients, because | keep thy precepts. | have refrained my
feet from every evil way, that | might keep thy word. | have not departed from thy
judgments: for thou hast taught me. How sweet are thy words unto my taste! yea,
sweeter than honey to my mouth! Through thy precepts | get understanding: therefore |
hate every fdse way. Thy word is alamp unto my feet, and a light unto my peth. |

have sworn, and | will perform it, that | will keep thy righteous judgments... My soul

is continualy in my hand: yet do | not forget thy law. The wicked have laid a snare for
me yet | erred not from thy precepts. Thy testimonies have | taken as an heritage for
ever: for they are the rgoicing of my heart. | have inclined mine heart to perform thy
dtatutes dways, even unto the end. | hate vain thoughts: but thy law do | love. Thou
art my hiding place and my shidd: | hope in thy word. Depart from me, ye evildoers:

for 1 will keep the commandments of my God. Uphold me according unto thy word,
that | may live: and let me not be ashamed of my hope. Hold thou me up, and | shadl be
safe: and | will have respect unto thy statutes continualy. Thou hast trodden down al

them that err from thy statutes: for their deceit is fasehood. Thou puttest away dl the
wicked of the earth like dross: therefore | love thy testimonies. (Psam 119:89-119)

And was that not the reaction of the Queen of Shebaand other rulers to Solomon’ s kingdom when
Israel was following the Law of the Most High as the law of theland? And arguably, the United States
itsdlf, with ajurisorudence based largely upon Biblicd principles has dso been blessed immensdly,
whether the mgority of the people understand the reasons or not. In short, because the Law isthe
Almighty’ singtruction book of how to live our lives, it produces postive results and a people who
follow the Law of the Most High will be blessed as a nation—just as Moses indicated.

The ‘good order and discipline purpose of the Law that we have just addressed is easily understood by
the mgority of citizensin anation espousing the ‘rule of law’ because order and disciplinein asociety
make it work. One does not necessarily have to have a religious perspective to see this because this
agpect of the Law concernsitsalf primarily with man' s relationship to his felow man and the
organizations of man. To sum up this aspect, we could probably look to the words of the Messiah, who
digtilled this aspect into one pithy verse:



And the second is like, namely this, Thou shdt love thy neighbour as thysdf. (Mark
12:31)

But, before we leave this aspect of the Law, we should note that it pertains but to the second of two
commandments the Messiah addresses in this setting of Mark 12. Let us consder the fuller passage.

And one of the scribes came, and having heard them reasoning together, and perceiving
that he had answered them well, asked him, Which is the firs commandment of al?
And Y ahoshua answered him, The firg of dl the commandmentsis, Hear, O Isradl; The
LORD our Elohim, the LORD is one: And thou shdt love the LORD thy Elohim with
al thy heart, and with dl thy soul, and with dl thy mind, and with dl thy srength: thisis
the firda commandment. And the second is like, namely this Thou shdt love thy

neighbour as thysdlf. There is none other commandment greeter than these. (Mark
12:28-31)

If we look to another of the Messiah’ steachings, we find that BOTH of these commandments pertain to
the Law and in fact summarize and embody that Law.

And when the multitude heard this, they were astonished at his doctrine. But when the
Pharisees had reard that he had put the Sadducees to slence, they were gathered
together. Then one of them, which was alawyer, asked him a question, tempting him,
and saying, Magter, which is the great commandment in the law? Y ahoshua sad unto
him, Thou shdt love the LORD thy Elohim with dl thy heart, and with dl thy soul, and
with dl thy mind. Thisisthe first and great commandment. And the second is like unto
it, Thou shdt love thy neighbour as thysdf. On these two commandments hang dl the
law and the prophets. (Matthew 22:33-40)

We should not miss the significance of Messah's statement, which was made to a Pharisaic lawyer of
the law. Of the two commandments, the love of the Cresator is the more/most important aspect of the
entire Law. In other words, if the entire Law were to be didtilled into two commandments, the first, and
greatest, proportion and reason for the Law would be love of the Creator! And it is an unfortunate fact
that this important teaching of the Messiah has been overlooked by mainstream Chrigtianity because of
the misinterpretations of Pauline letters that we have seen heretofore. While this may be hard to believe,
let uslook deeper and determineif thisisin fact the case. If it is, then mainstream Chrigtianity is guilty of
the same sin that characterized the organized religion of the Pharisees. They had put their own tradition
above the love of the Father, and so have we. We, like they, have left our “first love’ (Reveation 2:4).

Aswe have done thus far in the studly, let uslook deeper than would the typical seminary lesson to
determineif thisisredly the case.
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The Law and Our Love of the Credtor: “thisisthe love of Elohim...” (1 John 5:3)

If one wereto ask the average practicing Christian if he/she loves the Creator, the immediate response
would be “of course | love Him.” If, however, one were to then ask, “How do you love Him exactly,
with examples?’ he/she would probably be at alossfor words. At best, the person would probably say
that they pray often and then give examples of how they are good to other people. But remember,
relaions with other people apply to the second greatest commandment, but, what about the first and
greatest commandment? Just exactly how do we love the Father with al our heart, soul, and mind?
While prayer isagood start, is there anything else?

While the ingtructions for loving the Creetor are dl through the Scriptures, John gives us a good
summary of what the Bible teaches concerning love of the Most High.

Whosoever believeth that Yahoshua is the Messiah is born of Elohim: and every one
that loveth him that begat loveth him dso that is begotten of him. By this we know that
we love the children of Elohim, when we love Elohim, and keep his commandments.

For this is the love of Elohim, that we keep his commandments: and his commandments
are not grievous. (1 John 5:1-3)

What John seemsto be saying hereisthat to love Him isto obey Him, and to obey in a manner
characterized by ajoyful attitude toward doing so. Remember Messiah' steachings on the Law and
giving the ‘heart attitude’ that should characterize our observance of, and obedience to, the Law of the
Most High? And does this not make a great ded of sense? Do we not evauate achild’ slove for a
parent by observing the extent to which they cheerfully obey? Do we not judge the character of a
soldier by observing the extent to which he chearfully and professondly carries out the lawful orders of
his superiors? And do we not evauate the loyalty of acitizen by observing the extent to which he obeys
the laws of the land and observes the nationa traditions of the country? How, then, would someone
else evauate our own love toward our Heavenly Father? Messiah tells us that the same standard will

aoply.

Y e ae the light of the world. A city that is set on an hill cannot be hid. Nether do men
light a candle, and put it under a bushel, but on a candlestick; and it giveth light unto all
that are in the house. Let your light so shine before men, that they may see your good
works, and glorify your Father whichisin heaven

(Matthew 5:14-16)

Just asaparent is‘glorified’ by an obedient child and a commanding officer is‘glorified’ by an obedient
soldier, the Creetor is glorified when his children obey Him. Do not miss the Sgnificance of the fact that
Messah links these “good works’ to the Law of His Father.

Yearethe light of theworld. A city that is set on an hill cannot be hid. Neither do men

light a candle, and put it under a bushd, but on a candlestick; and it giveth light unto dll
that are in the house. Let your light so shine before men, that they may see your good
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works, and glorify your Father whichisin heaven. Think not that | am come to destroy
the law, or the prophets. | am not come to destroy, but to fulfil. For verily | say unto
you, Till heaven and earth pass, one jot or one tittle shdl in no wise pass from the law,
till dl be fulfilled. Whosoever therefore shal bresk one of these least commandments,
and shdl teach men s0, he gl be cdled the least in the kingdom of heaven: but
whosoever shdl do and teach them, the same shdl be cdled gresat in the kingdom of
heaven. (Matthew 5:14-19)

Messiah demonstrated here that the “ good works’ to which He referred were the “good works’ per the
commandments of His Father’s Law! And does this not make sense? Why else were the Isradlites to
which Messiah spoke the “light of theworld?” As Paul told us earlier, “unto them were committed the
oracles of Elohim” (Romans 3:2), to include the perfect Law of the Mogt High! And why would we
want to live otherwise?

“Fine” one might say, “perhaps the legal and moral aspects of the Law are good, but what about the
‘ceremonid law'?" “Weren't the sacrificid system, the feast days, and other like things done away with
at the cross? The *ceremonia law’ no longer gpplies!”

The Ceremonia Law: Biblicd Fact or Manmade Fiction ?

It istaught in mogt Chrigtian denominations today that even if the legd and mord precepts of the Law
should be followed, the so-called * ceremonid law’ —conggting of the sacrificiad system, the * Jewish
holidays, and other smilar thing were done away with at the cross and no longer apply for the New
Testament church. But isthis the case?

Thefirst question that should probably be asked is, “Where isthe term ‘ ceremonia law’ used in the
Bible?' Inredity, thisterm is never used in the Bible. It israther acongruct of the *tradition of men’ to
‘explain away’ certain parts of the Law that they find objectionable or usdess, such asthe sacrificid
system or matters such as “mest, or in drink, or in respect of an holyday, or of the new moon, or of the
sabbath days.” (Colossans 2:16). But, why would the Almighty command such things and why would
He care?

The short answer to this question isthat the Law, in addition to dedling with interpersond and societd
relationships, dso pertains to rel ationships between human beings and the spirit redm. The sacrificid
system, for example, was indtituted by the Most High for reasons that we do not fully understand. We
have some idea of the importance of blood for atonement, but do not really understand whét is going on
in the spirit ream in the Courts of Heaven during a sacrifice here on earth. This study will not attempt to
delveinto the sacrificia system because the sacrificid system pertained only to the Temple once it was
built.

Take heed to thysdlf that thou offer not thy burnt offerings in every place that thou seest:
But in the place which the LORD shall choose in one of thy tribes, there thou shdt offer



thy burnt offerings, and there thou shdt do dl that | command thee. (Deuteronomy
12:13-14)

At thistime, the Templeis no longer sanding and the sacrificid system isin abeyance. There are
interesting passages in the book of Ezekiel pertaining to the conduct of sacrificesin what some scholars
interpret as arebuilt Temple during the time of the millennia reign of Messah on the earth. For
purposes of this study, we will abide by the colloquidism, “don’t even go there” in an effort to avoid the
‘pre-tribulation’, ‘mid-tribulation’, * post-tribulation’, * pan-tribulation’ ** debate. We will, however, take
aquick look at afew other so-caled ‘ceremonid law’ issues, which might possibly be more relevant to
the modern New Testament Chrigtian. In the interest of brevity, and because most of these issues are
addressed in other studies, we will limit ourselves to one so-cdled ‘ ceremonid law’ issue—whether or
not Chrigtians should observe the Biblicd holy days given in the Old Testament.

Prior to looking at this issue, however, we must remember that our actions are observed by those
around us. We must aso remember that, in addition to human observers, the inhabitants of the spirit
reelm are aso interested in what we do here on the earth. Consider, for example, the observations of
Satan in the book of Job (chapters 1, 2), the “watchers of Daniel (chapter 4), Satan asa‘roaring lion’
(1 Peter 5:8), etc.

Let us now take a brief ook at whether or not Chrigtians should observe the Biblica holy days givenin
the Bible. We have been taught that they ‘are Jewish', do not pertain to Christians, and were ‘done
away with at the cross. But isthis the case, especidly given the fact that the mainstream teachings on
Colossians 2:16 were based upon faulty interpretations of Paul’ s letter, as we saw earlier?

Perhaps we first consider that these days were not designated as * Jewish' at dl, but rather, the Feasts of
the Mogt High, Himself, and commanded to Moses.

Speak unto the children of Isragl, and say unto them, Concerning the feasts of the
LORD, which ye shdl proclam to be holy convocations, even these are my fesds.
(Leviticus 23:2)

Aswe read further, we are told 4 times that they are to be observed, not just until the cross, but
forever, throughout our generations.

...it shdl be agatute for ever throughout your generationsin dl your dwellings....

(Leviticus 23:14)
...It shdl be agatute for ever in dl your dwellings throughout your generations. ..
(Leviticus 23:21)
...it shdl be agatute for ever throughout your generationsin dl your dwellings....
(Leviticus 23:31)
...It shall be a gtatute for ever in your generations....: (Leviticus 23:41)

™ The pan-tribul ation position holds that “it will all pan out in the end.”
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That iswhy the early Nazarenes were observing the Pentecost (Acts 2), why Paul had to “keep this
feast that cometh in Jerusdem (Acts 18:20-21, KJV), why Paul exhorted the Corinthian congregants to
“keep the feast” (1 Corinthians 5:6-8) and why Paul made observance that “the fast was aready now
past” (Acts 27:9). Prior to the negative influences of Rome on the Nazarenes, they were observing the
“Feadts of the LORD” in accordance with His Law! " In complete contrast, the modern Christian
church is characterized by atotdly different phenomenon. As observed by both human and spiritud
‘watchers dike, modern Chrigtians do not observe the Biblica holy days of their Creator, but rather
‘warmed over’ pagan holidayd!

Concerning Messiah' s birth, most serious Bible scholars know that the Messiah was not born on
December 25. They fredly admit that it was a pagan holiday and many sources will even go so far asto
admit that it was the birthday of Mithra (also known as‘Tammuz' by the Babylonians and as ‘Esus by
the Druids)—a pagan deity that was proclaimed by his followers as the savior. So why would we want
to celebrate the birth of a pagan deity? Rome mandated observance of this day in the 4" century and it
has carried forward to thisday. Our pastors, redlizing that it is pagan, mollify us with the gpology, “We
won the pagan day for the Lord!” But did we, or did we Smply paganize oursalves alittle more?

Did not Moses warn the I radlites “thou shdt not learn to do after the abominations of those nations’
(Deuteronomy 18:9), and did not Jeremiah admonish the people, “learn not the way of the heathen”
(Jeremiah 10:2)? And did not Paul warn us that false deity worship was redlly the worship of devils?

...the things which the Gentiles sacrifice, they sacrifice to devils, and not to Elohm: and
| would not that ye should have fdllowship with devils.
(1 Corinthians 10:20)

With respect to our worship of the Most High and His son, who gets the glory in the courts of Heaven
when believers worship on the days appointed for the pagans by their demonic advisors? Would the
Creator have been glorified had Job bowed down before his Christmas tree (Jeremiah 10:2) in order to
get apresent?

Why do we celebrate the Messiah’ s resurrection on ‘Ishtar’ (Easter) Sunday? The pagans celebrated
the fertility festiva of Ishtar on the firgt Sunday after the firgt full moon following the spring equinox, long
before the birth of the Messiah. Rome aso mandated this holiday and we follow it to this very day.
The Bible gave usthe Biblicd feast of Firdfruits as the day of Messah’s resurrection. (Seefor
example, 1 Corinthians 15:20-23 for Paul’s understanding.)”* Would the Crestor have been glorified
had Job taken a bite of an Easter ham sandwich with his face “toward the east” (Ezekid 8:16) for the
Ishtar sunrise service?

2 1n addition, we have already seen the numerous times in which the 1% century Nazarene believers were observing
the Biblical Sabbath of the Most High—another of His Feast Days (Leviticus 23:2-3)

" The Messiah’sreal Biblical birth can be determined to be the first day of the Biblical feast of Tabernacles. Seethe
study, Holy Days or Holidays??? Part 2.

" For afull study on this topic, see the study, Holy Days or Holidays??? Part 2.
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Why, in spite of Messiah’'s own words that He died on the Passover (Luke 22:16) do we still refuse to
observe this Biblical gppointed time in commemoration of His death? In short, why do weignore dl the
Biblica holy days—established to foretdl and witness to every sgnificant event in the life of Messah—
which the Law commands us to observe and instead keep our own pagan holidays because we are
wedded to the ‘tradition of men? Why do we violate the Sabbath of the Most High—a weekly
commemoration of His creation—in favor or ‘the day of the sun’ which was celebrated by the pagans
for centuries prior to the coming of Messiah?™ Why do we take into our bodies the ‘unclean’ and the
‘abomination’ (Leviticus 11:7-10) in the form of swine, shdlfish, snake, etc., in direct contradiction to
the commandments of the Mot High?

If we put aside the flawed mainstream interpretations of Paul’ s letters, what possible argument could be
used to persuade good Christians that the Law of the Most high is bad while pagan festivals and
practices are good? It seemsamos sily to argue that “we re not under the Law” (an argument shown
to be based upon falacious interpretation of Paul’ s writings) so that we can keep pagan practices.
Would we possibly fal for such a deception if it were not for the fact that we had been raised to believe
these things as children? Perhaps that is why Jeremiah gave the following prophecy concerning the
Gertiles

O LORD, my grength, and my fortress, and my refuge in the day of fliction, the
Gentiles shdl come unto thee from the ends of the earth, and shdl say, Surely our
fathers have inherited lies, vanity, and things wherein there is no profit.

(Jeremiah 16:19)

Perhaps that is dso why John would make the following prophecy concerning the end-time body of
believers who might till need to be cleansed from pagan practices.

Here isthe patience of the saints. here are they that kegp the commandments of Elohim,
and thefaith of Yahoshua. (Revedation 14:12)

And after these things | saw another angel come down from heaven, having grest
power; and the earth was lightened with his glory. And he cried mightily with a strong
voice, saying, Babylon the great is fdlen... And | heard another voice from heaven,
saying, Come out of her, my people, that ye be not partakers of her sins, and that ye
receive not of her plagues.

(Revedion 18:1-4)

We see here that in addition to having the testimony of Messiah, the end-time saintswill aso be keeping
the commandments of the Most High—just as every ‘great’ character of the Bible taught. But what
about those who fail to heed this call?

® See the study, The Lord’ s Day. If al Old Testament followers of the Most High, Messiah, Paul, and the first
century Gentile believes kept the Sabbath as we have seen, how have we been deceived?



The Law and the Judgment: “depart from me, ye that work iniquity” (Matthew 7:23)

Whileit may paliticdly incorrect in this ‘age of grace, the Bible in fact teaches that we will be judged in
accordance with our deeds. We will not spend agreet ded of timein this area, but will Smply highlight
the role of the Law in this process.

Asto the existence of afuture judgment, Paul made the following comment:

And as it is appointed unto men once to die, but after this the judgment... (Hebrews
9:27)

The Messiah dso taught that there will be ajudgment. Perhgps one of His most well-known teachings
on the matter is the parable of the wheat and the tares.

Then Y ahoshua sent the multitude away, and went into the house: and his disciples came
unto him, saying, Declare unto us the parable of the tares of the fidld. He answered and
sad unto them, He that soweth the good seed is the Son of man; The fidd isthe world;
the good seed are the children of the kingdom; but the tares are the children of the
wicked one; The enemy that sowed them is the devil; the harvest is the end of the
world; and the regpers are the angels. As therefore the tares are gathered and burned
in the fire, so shdl it be in the end of this world. The Son of man shdl send forth his
angds, and they shdl gather out of his kingdom al things that offend, and them which do
iniquity; And shdl cagt them into a furnace of fire: there shdl be walling and gnashing of
teeth. Then shdl the righteous shine forth as the sun in the kingdom of their Father.
Who hath earsto hear, let him hear. (Matthew 13:36-43)

His grace notwithstanding, numerous teaching by the Messiah focused on the importance of our actions
and confirmed that our deeds and our words have the potential to put us at grest risk.

And if thy hand offend thee, cut it off: it is better for thee to enter into life maimed, than
having two hands to go into hdl, into the fire that never shal be quenched: Where their
worm dieth not, and the fire is not quenched. And if thy foot offend thee, cut it off: it is
better for thee to enter hdt into life, than having two feet to be cast into hell, into the fire
that never shdl be quenched: Where their worm dieth not, and the fire is not quenched.
And if thine eye offend thee, pluck it out: it is better for thee to enter into the kingdom of
Elohim with one eye, than having two eyesto be cast into hell fire: (Mark 9:43-47)

But | say unto you, That every idle word that men shall speek, they shdl give account
thereof in the day of judgment. For by thy words thou shdt be judtified, and by thy
words thou shalt be condemned. (Matthew 12:36-37)



But just which words and deeds did the Messiah indicate would be important? Consder the words He
spoke to the rich man when asked how one may enter eternd life.

And he said unto him, Why callest thou me good? there is none good but one, that is,
Elohim: but if thou wilt enter into life, kegp the commandments.
(Matthew 19:17)

Just as been the cons stent theme throughout the Scriptures, the commandments of the Creator—His
Law—isthe standard for determining what is right and wrong. Let us review once more a statement
that we have hopefully taken to heart.

Let your light so shine before men, that they may see your good works, and glorify your
Father which is in heaven. Think not that | am come to destroy the law, or the
prophets. | am not come to destroy, but to fulfil. For verily | say unto you, Till heaven
and earth pass, one jot or one tittle shal in no wise pass from the law, till dl be fulfilled.
Whosoever therefore shall bresk one of these least commandments, and shall teach men
30, he shdl be cdled the least in the kingdom of heaven: but whosoever shdl do and
teach them, the same shdl be cdled grest in the kingdom of heaven (Matthew 5:16-
19)

And findly, we will take one last look a the judgment itsdf to review the sandard by which we will dl
be judged. That standard, in the words of the Messiah, iswhether or not we do the will of His Father
and live in accordance with His Lav—the same Law that the Messiah and every other ‘great’ person of
the Bible exalted, to include Paul.

A good tree cannot bring forth evil fruit, neither can a corrupt tree bring forth good fruit.
Every tree that bringeth not forth good fruit is hewn down, and cast into the fire.

Wherefore by their fruits ye shal know them. Not every one that saith unto me, Lord,
Lord, shdl enter nto the kingdom of heaven; but he that doeth the will of my Father
which is in heaven Many will say to me in that day, Lord, Lord, have we not
prophesied in thy name? and in thy name have cast out devils? and in thy name done
many wonderful works? And then will | profess unto them, | never knew you: depart
from me, ye that work iniquity. Therefore whosoever heareth these sayings of mine,
and doeth them, | will liken him unto a wise man, which built his house upon a rock:

And the rain descended, and the floods came, and the winds blew, and beat upon that
house; and it fdll not: for it was founded upon arock. And every one that heareth these
sayings of mine, and doeth them not, shdl be likened unto a foolish man, which built his
house upon the sand: (Matthew 7:18-26)

Messah's messageis clear. He taught usthat man isto live by “every word of Elohim” (Luke 4:4) and
Hewill judge us by how well we tried to carry out His command. His messageisclear andin
agreement with every other writer in the Bible. The word of His Father is our ingruction for how to live
our life, and will be the standard by which Messiah will judge us. He who hath an ear let him hear...



CONCLUSION: “...What manner of persons ought yeto be...?" (2 Peter 3:11)

So now that we come to the end of our study on the Law and its gpplicability to the New Testament
believer, we must ask oursalves the question, “So what?” Should this study, or the Law, have any
impact on the average Christian today? To answer this question, the negative impact of not having
observed the Law is dready being fdt by al maingream Chrigtians, whether they redizeit or not. The
Bible warns us, “Be not decaived; Elohim is not mocked: for whatsoever a man soweth, that shal he
adso regp’ (Gaatians 6:7). The culture war which isrocking the formerly * Christian America, and the
formerly ‘ Christian West” asawhole, isadirect result of faulty Christian teachings on the Law. After
13-plus centuries of “unlearned” interpretations of Paul’s writings, and being told we are ‘ not under the
Law,” our religious leadership has taken us hdfway down the *dippery dope’ of judgment as a nation.

How e se would one explain that fact that some Christian pastors can now openly proclaim to be
practicing homaosexuas and clam New Testament judtification for their pogtion? Worse yet, some
maingtream denominations are now even ordaining church leaders who openly admit to being practicing
homosexuals. If we “are not under the law, but under grace” (Romans 6:15) and “God islove’ (1 John
4:8), then who are the rest of usto judge? We are regping as we have sowed. ..

Not only within the mainstream church, but within society as awhole, belief in the Bible as the
foundation for right and wrong islosing ground. In the United States of America, for example, a country
largdy established on Biblica principles (“al men are created equd,” “in God we trust,” “endowed by
their Creator,” etc), we have lost our Biblica moorings. Judges (in whose courtrooms the Ten
Commandmerts were once prominently displayed) can no longer discern between right and wrong, in
accordance with Biblica vaues. Consequently, the Bible is now ‘unconditutiond’ for any application
other than church services and parents now have the added burden of trying to protect their children
from the ‘ gutter filth’, which characterizes much of rap music, MTV, and the likes of Howard Stern—
not to mention the promiscuity of daytime sogp operas and nightly tlevison stcoms. We are
persuaded into thinking thet thisis an issue of First Amendment right of ‘free speech’ or the ‘ separation
of church and gat€', but we forget that the firse Amendment has been around for over 200 years and
‘guiter filth” was never contemplated until the post-1960s ‘ culturd revolution” when the mantra*“God is
love’ became ubiquitous. And of course for the first 200 years of our existence, neither was
contemplated the possibility of a‘congtitutiond right’ for awoman to ask a doctor to rip off the arms
and legs of her unborn slently-screaming baby while il within her womb. We are regping as we have
sowed...

“But, wait aminute,” one might say, “ These evils are not espoused by maingtream Chrigtianity.” While
this may be technicdly true, maingream Chridtianity has set the age whereby they have become
possible. When we got away from the entirety of “thus saith the LORD,” and began to ‘pick and
choose' the commandments we wanted to follow, we stepped onto the dippery dope and have been
dowly dipping ever since; the paceis Smply accelerating today.



Congder this, there literdly hundreds of Chrigtian denominations and sub-denominations. Most dl of
them claim to be led by the Holy Spirit and many of them have sgnificant variationsin their doctrines.
Why dl the confuson and are these various doctrines redly the work of the Holy Spirit or do to lack of
true Biblica understanding? Can we, therefore trust the doctrines which openly violate the Law and
teach that it is honorable to do s0? Should we redlly expect that the Most High will protect us from this
ondaught of evil that the Bible warns will characterize the last days? We often hear pastors preach the
following message from their pulpit:

If my people, which are cdled by my name, shal humble themsdlves, and pray, and
seek my face, and turn from their wicked ways, then will 1 hear from heaven, and will
forgive thar an, and will hed their land. (2 Chronicles 7:14)

Of course, most pastorsfail to point out that this statement, made to King Solomon, referred to
|sradlites who would humble themselves, pray and turn from their wickedness. But that aside, can we
not “take hold” of the promises madeto Israel? Of course we can as we have seen, but we have dso
seen that doing so involves our obeying the Creetor and observing his Lav—just like Caeb, Ruth,
Messiah, and Paul have taught us. Have we redly turned from out “wicked ways?’ Given dl the
elements of pagan worship in our religious lives, have we redly turned from our wickedness? Did
Messiah not warn us that we will be judged for our transgressons of the Law?

Every tree that bringeth not forth good fruit is hewn down, and cast into the fire.
Wherefore by their fruits ye shal know them. Not every one that saith unto me, Lord,
Lord, shdl enter into the kingdom of heaven; but he that doeth the will of my Father
which is in heaven. Many will say to me in tha day, Lord, Lord, have we not
prophesied in thy name? and in thy name have cast out devils? and in thy name done
many wonderful works? And then will | profess unto them, | never knew you: depart
from me, ye that work iniquity. (Matthew 7:19-23)

And John echoed this warning toward those who would claim to be believes but ignore the
commandments of the Law.

He that saith, | know him, and keepeth not his commandments, isaliar, and thetruthis
not in him. (1 John 2:4)

It isasad fact that mainstream Chridtianity today is guilty of the same sinsthat characterized the sect of
the Pharisees in Messiah's days, when they placed some of their own traditions over the
commandments of the Most High. If Messiah were to walk into one of our churches today during a

ham and egg fellowship breskfast following an Ishtar sunrise service, would He commend us or level the
same accusations that He leveled at the Pharisees?

But he answered and said unto them, Why do ye aso transgress the commandment of
Elohim by your tradition? This people draw nigh unto me with their mouth, and
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honoreth me with therr lips, but their heart is far from me. But in vain do they worship
me, teaching for doctrines the commandments of men. (Matthew 15:8-9)

Asyou attempt to grapple with question, remember the watchword of the Protestant Reformation “ Sola
Scriptura’ ™ and try do a better job following it than they did. If you find the entire Bible saying one
thing, and your tradition saying, “yes, but Paul teaches...” go back and review just what the “Pharisee,
the son of aPhariseg’ (Acts 23:6) redly meant in hisletters. When, in your mind, Paul once again
agrees with the Messiah’ swords and the “other Scriptures’ (2 Peter 3:16), then you will be back on
track and again in accordance with “thus saith the LORD” rather than the “tradition of men.”

As you become more conversant in understanding Paul, you will then be ready to discuss these issues
with your Pastor, prayerfully and humbly. No matter what the reaction, stick to the entire Word of the
Mogt High and let Scripture properly interpret Scripture. While religious zea may be commendable on
the part of believers, it isaso very important that Biblica truth accompany the zed. After dl, John
exhorts us to, “Worship in spirit and truth” (John 4:23).

The truth is that the Word of the LORD, as contained in His Law and Prophetsisforever. And the true
saints of the end-time will be characterized by a spirit of obedience to the commandments of the Most
High.

Here is the patience of the saints. here are they that keep the commandments of God,
and thefaith of Yahoshua. (Reveation 14:12)

And we know that during the millennid reign of Y ahoshua, he will once again establish before men the
Torah of His Father and make the Torah the Law of the entire earth.

And it shal come to passin the last days, that the mountain of the LORD'S house shdll
be egtablished in the top of the mountains, and shdl be exdted above the hills; and all
nations shal flow unto it. And many people shdl go and say, Come ye, and let us go up
to the mountain of the LORD, to the house of the Elohim of Jacob; and he will teach us
of his ways, and we will wak in his paths for_out of Zion shal go forth the law
(‘Torah’), and the word of the LORD from Jerusdlem. And he shdl judge among the
nations, and shal rebuke many people: and they shdl besat their swords into plowshares,
and their spears into pruninghooks: nation shal not lift up sword againg nation, neither
ghdl they learn war any more. (Isaiah 2:2-4)

And as you prayerfully congder the Law of the Mot High for your own life, remember to remain
prayerful, humble, and observe His Law—His Torah—for His glory and the glory of His Son. May the
Most High richly bless you in your walk with Him.

" Solely the Scriptures



