TheDietary Laws
by Brad Scott

I ntroduction

| have decided to take some time to talk aboussanda not addressed
very often in the western church. One reason istiiegawhole subject
of foods is considered obsolete and irrelevanhéonhodern church. It
Is seen by modern theologians as a command otihettsrael of long
ago. To a dark, fuzzy, foggy, past, when God lodke=lthe painting
on the ceiling of the Sistine Chapel. Back whety theeded THOSE
kind of laws in order to please the angry demiwage satisfy his
spiteful whims. Food laws were given to an ignodardel which did
not have the advantage or knowledge of modern jwodessing and
enriched bread. To a nation that obviously hadfaerént digestive
system. To an inferior race of people with lessithdequate physical
properties. Who were lazy workers and needed aftavery week. /
nation of wine bibbers and gluttons separated fifogrest of humani
lest they contaminate us. Heil Hitler! I'm sorrygdt a little carried
away.

| am hoping that with some knowledge of the pastdas we can mo
on to why God's instructions for our health areisal and, yes,
contemporary. But there is, by reason of our calttraining, a need t
address a few New Testament scriptures that haae thested to
allegedly teach that Y'shua died on the cross totlea dietary laws.
Does that not already sound absurd? | believagtas/ery important
subject, as our health affects virtually every areaur life. We need 1
decide now whether our diet is to be managed hyi@lldictates and
whims or by our Creator. | plan to spend a great détime on the
11th chapter of Vayikra (Leviticus), what it medasis and how we
can apply these often misunderstood instructiomatdives right now.

We are going to begin by addressing a few of thetipopular verses
used by those who teach that God's dietary insbngthave been doi
away with. Let's start with the words of Y'shua.

Mark 7:1-23

"Then came together unto him the Pharisees, an@dioeof the
scribes, who came from Jerusalem. And when theyseawe of his
disciples eat bread with defiled, that is to saghwnwashed hands,
they found fault. For the Pharisees, and all thevsleexcept they wash



their hands often, eat not, holding the traditiarighe elders. And
when they come from the market place, expect thsi,whey eat not.
And many other things there are, which they haceived to hold, as
the washing of cups, and pots, bronze vessels faadhles. Then the
Phariseesand scribes asked him, Why walk not thy discigtesrding
to the tradition of the elders, but eat bread wittwashed hands? He
answered and said unto them, Well hath Isaiah pes@d of you
HYPOCRITES, as it is written, This people honoreéhwith tleir lips,
but their heart is far from me. However, in vainttey worship me,
teaching for doctrines the commandments of menldyamg aside the
commandment of God, ye hold the tradition of menha washing of
pots and cups; and many other such tis ye do. And he said unto
them, Full well ye reject the commandment of Guat, ye may keep
your own tradition. For Moses said, Honor thy fat@d mother; anc
Whoso curseth father or mother, let him die thetldea And when he
had called all the people unto him, he said unenthHearken unto
me, every one of you, and understand: There ismgpthom outside of
a man that, entering into him, can defile him; the things which
come out of him, those are they that defile the.rfiaany man have
ears to hear, let him hear. And when he was entetedhe house
from the people, his disciples asked him concerthiegparable. An
he said unto them, Are ye so without understandisg? Do ye not
perceive, that whatever thing from outside entenetid the man, it
cannot defile him; Because it entereth not untdiert, but into the
stomach, and goeth out into the draught, purging-&ODS? And he
said, That which cometh out of the man, that défilee man. For frol
within, out of the heart of men, proceed evil thasgadulteries,
fornications, murders, thefts, covetousness, wivkss, decei
lasciviousness, and evil eye, blasphemy, priddisfomess. All these
evil things come from within, and defile the man."

Whew! That is quite a mouthful. Well, this is asdac example of how
backwards interpreting is applied by modern dagkéis. Instead of
going back to the foundation of New Testament wgittks Old
Testament, modern day commentators apply what gpracticing
today and take that back to this text. Jesus Haagl,say, that
NOTHING you put in your mouth can defile you, ahdttALL things
are now clean when they enter your stomach. And dmwe know
this? Because we are eating ALL things today! W&tlus go back to
the dictionary of the New Testament and see ifithBiblical. There
are two things we will define. Remember that tretimeony of the
Book of Acts is that all teaching and sermons leydbwish disciples
were weighed against the testimony of the Old Testd (Acts 17:11).

THE WASHING OF HANDS



This is not specifically defined in the Old Testannbecause it is part
of the "fence" that the ancient sages had placadharTorah. The
Pharisees continued in the tradition of upholdimg fence which was
originally intended to protect or "keep" God's weftbm being
changed or perverted by the pagan nations. Butigsvith most thing
"man" sets out to do, it became a yoke that no coaitd bear. The
washing of hands is not a reference to our clegrsimands to rid
them of germs. That is just common sense. Y'shigrefarring to the
unbiblical ceremoniall netilat yadayimritual washing of hands and
utensils. The Pharisees and scribes taught tigatitlid not run
flowing water over each hand, one at a time, aret te pots and cu
then you were ceremonially defiled and when youched the food it
was also defiled. These same men were focusinguai uncleanness
and ignoring the weightier matters of Torah or G@dmmandments.
The scribes had a special twartlled bowl that was used to pour cl
water over each hand without touching the bowlsMwuld make the
food clean as well. By spending inordinate amoohtttention on
these unbiblical rituals, they were neglectingtifeghers and mothers.
These Pharisees were NOT obeying the commandme@isd) as
they were described by the prophet Isaiah. If thearts were right
with God then they would have obeyed His words motddrifted off
into unbiblical traditions. Sound familiar?

FOODS

This term is clearly defined for the New Testantestder in the book
of Vayikra (Leviticus) chapter 11. This chapteride$, by sight, what
Is clean to eat and what is not. The word for fand the word for eat
are essentially the same words. The word for feadkel and the root
of this word isakal, which is the word for "eat". Why is that? Because
the things you are to eat is called "food". It &dy in Vayikra, that we
have defined for us what is food. The things whighare to put in our
mouth to eat is called food. Fourteen times in thiapter we are told
what is UNCLEAN for you. What is NOT food. WhatN&©T to be
eaten. A RAT is not food for you. An EAGLE is nobfd for you. A
CAT is not food for you. A SWINE is not food for yoThey are
unclean FOR YOU. A pig is not unclean to another pi pig is not
unclean to a hungry bear. It is not unclean offit#eis only unclean
FOR YOU, it is written. Read this chapter sevaraks. Food, as
previously defined by God, is that which we can 8atthings we put
in our mouth to eat is already defined by God. Tosild have been
understood by Y'shua's audience.

Now back to the text. The Pharisees are placingitis@ of washing



hands over the commandments of God. They teaclytblatia's
disciples have neglected this ritual and therefwespreparing to eat a
meal with defiled hands, which would in turn detife meal. Y'shua
teaches them a basic course in anatomy. He rerthedsthat
whatever things they put in their mouth will nofiethem. What are
they about to put in their mouths? FOOD! When faodaten, the
design of the digestive system separates the ntgraand life essential
vitamins from the fiber and bulk. These nutriernts sent to the blood
stream and distributed to cells to give life anovgh to our bodies.
The rest of the food is then sent out into the ginddLet's not get into
this.) So food not ritually clean does not defiiyfor our digestive
system is designed to purge food. Our digestiveemsyshowever, is
not designed to purify things that are not foodartuum would be a
good example. Rocks, bolts and eating utensils avbalanother. So
when Y'shua says "whatever things" he must noalkéeny about
EVERY thing! The context is food. Defiled food. Haman you
conclude that Y'shua is teaching that he has noderal unclean
things clean! Y'shua is teaching that it is notribeal of the washing
of hands that defiled a man, but rather the thihgsare coming out ¢
their hearts that defile them. Food does not gbédheart but rather to
the stomach and is separated by the digestiversyste

Someday we will figure out that God knows aheaté what He is
talking about. Someday we will figure out that stomach is not
designed to purify a lot of the things we sticlour mouths. Some of
my Christian friends remind me of my children whbkay were about
9 months old. Crawling around on the carpet wittirthttle heads
bobbing back and forth putting anything and evanghnto their
mouths. We always wondered why they seem to bessiakten. The
doctor told us it was just something going around.

Next time we will tackle Peter's vision of the shé¢hink you will
find this one equally amusing.

Part 2

Perhaps one of the most oft quoted texts to "prdvat'the dietary
laws are not for the church is in Acts chapterRéter's vision of the
sheet. This is one of the most amazing scriptarmestormations |
have ever experienced, and an excellent examglaakfwvards
interpreting. Backwards interpreting, simply pugans to use the
New Testament to prove the validity of the Old &estnt or to use
our modern "Christian” traditions to validate theWiNTestament. A
the testimony of the early "Church" witnessed @ fiéct that all Ne



Testament sermons were validated by comparing thehe
teaching of the Old Testament, not the other wayrad. The text in
Acts is a good example. First, we look at what veedoing today.
Today we eat whatever we want. Then we read the Nestament.
We read that Peter had a vision in which the atadisl Peter to rise
and eat all these clean and unclean animals. Csinoft God bagge
all the Old Testament dietary laws. How do we kribat? Well
that's what we are doing today! The same logice&luo prove that
the early church met on Sunday, or that the Laa¥er was once a
week or every 3rd Sunday! But is this what the bobActs teache:
Let us take a look.

In Acts chapter 10 verses8lwe have the account of a gentile nal
Cornelius of the Italian band. Cornelius was cadletkvout man or
acharediyin the Hebrew. This was one who made himself dadd
to Torah. He was also described as one that "fe&ed. This was
known as ajer toshavor one who sits at the gate. This was a term
given to gentile converts who were zealous forGlogl of Israel, but
were not yet ready to take on the yoke of the kimydThere will be
more on this in later lessons. Cornelius was told vision about the
ninth hour ( between the sixth and ninth hour vieesrtinchahor
afternoon prayer time) to send for Peter. So hdsemo servants to
fetch Peter, so to speak. Peter, in verse 9, dheudixth hour, again
the beginning of afternoon prayer, is hungry ariid fato a trance.
The Holy Spirit shows him a vision of heaven opgramd a sheet
knit at the four corners being lowered down tolearhis sheet
contains a mixture of clean and unclean animalgoie speaks to
him in the vision and says to rise, kill and eateP responds
naturally. "Not so my Lord; for | have never eatatything that is
common or unclean." These are two different corscbittlically.

The voice speaks again and tells Peter what Godlbassed do not
call common. The vision is repeated three timesehse 17, Peter is
perplexed! What does this an@? Well for modern Christian schol
this is a no-brainer. He is telling Peter he canndwtever he wants
now, and Peter is scripturally incompetent. He mainfigure it out.
"Why would the Lord tell me to do something likesth he must
have been saying to himself. In verse 19 the Sgays to Peter that
three men seek him and to trust God for He hastkent. In verse
22 Peter is informed that a gentile, of all peohkes sent for him.
Between verses 22 and 28 Peter figures out whatisian was all
about. Ordinarily Peter would not have gone to thés for he was
gentile and unclean in Peter's eyes. Verse 28 gpriise entire
episode’And he said unto them, Ye know that it is an uflatking
for a man that is a Jew to keep company,ome unto one of
another nation; buGod hath shown methat | should not call any



man common or unclean. "How much clearer can God be? The
purpose of the vision was to teach Peter about Bbdtis doing
among the gentiles now. This has nothing to do ghtdmges to wh:
Is good to eat and what is not. This has nothirgdptavith dietary
laws being done away with. In chapter 11 Petellsdt@s vision. In
verse 17 and 18 he concludes agdtorasmuch, then, as God gave
them the same gift as he did unto us, who beliemdtie Lord Jesus
Christ, what was |, that | could withstand God? \Whigey heard
these things, they held their peace, and glori@ed saying, Then
hath God also to the Gentiles granted repentande lie."

So you see, the Ruach HaQodesh is showing Kefar{Rkat he is
bringing gentiles into the body of Messiah by ting{ust like the
Jews. No longer is conversion accomplished by muiph the
temple or animal sacrifices. Gentiles who trustreoe one with
HaShem and are no longanclean or common. Kefa did not rise
eat nor did he explain the purpose of the visioteashing such a
thing. Why, theologically, would something not dezhto be eaten,
suddenly because of Yeshua's sacrifice, be altagbat? Yeshua
died and rose to free us from the penalty of soto free us from
the laws that reveal our sin.

1 Timothy 4:15 has also been used to teach that everythingght
to swallow and digest as long as you pray overst.fFirst of all,
this is cultic thinking to begin with. Sha'ul dewdith this kind of
thinking in Corinth. The spirit world was suppogedave a
profound effect upon food. The whole idea of cotitaca higher
power through prayer to change or manipulate th&untions of
God is abominable at best. Verse one of chapterdegins with
Sha'ul warning us about the latter days which heguib already
according to Kefa in his first sermon in Acts. Ténarere dozens of
gnostic type cultic doctrines being taught. Theasctdught that
denying yourself in various ways pleased God ogihas. This
would eventually lead to the monastic way of INé&any of these
teachers would speak of denial and then partakeabfvhich they
denied anyway. This is why Sha'ul tells us thay tgeak lies in
hypocrisy. They forbid marriage, as marriage waidfile the body
and divert the focus of attention from the deitdany were
teaching what we today would call vegetarianism,ahstaining
from meat in particular. Animals were held in hgegteem, and one
would slowly become one by eating the flesh of himg that once
lived and breathed. In verse 3 Sha'ul mentionsaihtsreminds them
that God created these "foods" to be received thiahksgiving.
Every creature of God is good, and nothing is todiesed, if it is
received with thanksgiving. Let me remind you wiinet word of



God defines as foods and what is not food. Thisdissussed in pe
one. This is why Sha'ul reminds us what the suligethe abstainin
of certain "foods" for spiritual reasons. When 8hsays that
"every" creature is good and not to be refusedareeating
purposes, he is not speaking of inedible objediss,R:ats, spiders,
dogs, and other humans are still not FOOD! ALL oldG creation i
good, but not all of God's creation is FOOD. Thosatures that are
to be for food are sanctified or separated outzby in His word in
verse 5. It is those who trust and know the trb#t know these
things. These verses are not talking about thagi¢aws or even
things "Jewish" as is sometimes taught. Forbiddangparry?
Marriage is the foundation of Judaism! Forbiddiagrarry is not a
precept of Judaism. We have many new age culty fodaticing
this same ritual. There are many in the organinatalled PETA,
that call for this kind of lifestyle.

| hold and will continue to hold that God's words aternal and are
never antiquated or obsolete. It has, since the tfrfAdam, been in
man's base nature to rebel and defy God's instngtSome defy
Him by simply not acknowledging Him. Others defyniHin His
name. And still others cling to Him as if He weeally a Father.
Which one are you?

Part 3

| am always constantly amazed when | search ouemo@hristian
commentaries concerning the subject of food or. &atel, and | dc
mean rarely, is the background of the controvevsy eonsulted. W
have discussed before that much of what Sha'ulisassumed and
not explained in the text. Phrases like: lettetheflaw, in the spirit,
the old man, in the flesh, the cup of blessingssuiriight, fulfilled,
hidden with Christ, the middle wall of partitiord@ption, and
hundreds of others are already understood by Shaludience. So it
Is with Romans chapter 14. Sha'ul uses severaktbare that are
not defined in the text. Much of what he says heralready taught
in Corinth, and the context is similar.

In 1 Corinthians 8 and 10 Sha'ul is dealing withiyg, immature
believers who are seeing more mature believersggBOODS
offered to idols at the market pladéhe older believers are not ea
unclean things, they are eating FOOD offered tésidbhe subject,
as usual, is not an issue of a change in what @ediaclared
unclean to eat. The subject is FOOD offered tosidwold causing a



WEAKER brother to stumble at this. Sh'aul expldimet idols are
nothing, i.e. they are impotent, and that the fisagbt changed by
the offering. If a weaker brother sees this andsdu# understand,
then their conscience can be wounded or damagedFDIODS that
are mentned here are FOODS that have been offered to pus
and then sold at the market place. Weaker brothiewdd see these
FOODS being bought and were concerned that thbdiretvere
being cursed and defiled by these foods, and sarevénmediately
reminded of what Yeshua said about someone beifiigaiby
eating FOOD. We have already defined from the QGigtdment
what FOOD is. Sha'ul recommends that if a weakathler is
offended by this, then it is better not to eat HE®ODS. There is 1
defining of what a WEAK brother is, or any refereno the dietary
instructions.

In 1 Corinthians 8:9 Sha'ul say&ut take heed lest by any means
this liberty of yours become a stumbling blockten that are
weakK. What liberty is he talking about? In contextdbeare more
mature believers who have been set free from theior previous
life. To sacrifice and partake of FOODS offereddols was
believed to be taking on the nature of the idold lacoming one
with them and bound to servitude. These olderronger believers
were not sacrificing to the gods, for they are rs@mwing the one trt
God, which Sha'ul reminds them of in verses 5 arché FOOD
they are buying in the market place is just FOODbe Weaker
brothers however, have not this knowledge (vsnd)when they eat
they still eat as if they were offering to idol©idones who have
liberty are not those who have been freed from wigethe one true
God! They have been freed from their pagan pragtiged the
weaker brothers are those who have not come tdtinatledge yet.

Before we address the context and background ofdRerti4, let's
define some of the words. What we are going toesiis the fact
thatmost modern Christian commentator s define a weak brother
asonewho is still struggling to obey the commandments of God.
The strong brother isonewho, through Christ, has been set free
from these burdens. This is how they are defined today and this is
what is brought back into the Romans text. Bulis what the
scriptures teach? We know from the record of thepgts that
Yeshua obeyed His Father perfectly. He lived Hesdiccording to
Torah and observed all of the Lord's feasts andatab. According
to modern definitions, Yeshua was weak in the falle know from
the accounts of the early disciples in the booRdas, that Sha'ul,
Kefa, Yochanan, and Ya'akov were still faithfulltorah and
observing the feasts and sabbaths of the Lord. iese weak in



the faith? The gospel, according to Romans 1:16f veethe Jew
first and then to the Greek. Was this order givethst the gospel
would begin with the weak in the faith? Are we &libve that
Moshe, Avraham, David, Elijah, or Daniel were aai in the faith
| believe that this doctrine has it's roots in ¢ne@neousdaching the
faith is simply an intellectual assent to certaiogmsitions ABOUT
God and not in trusting God. | believe this teaghias led to it's
natural conclusion: that the evidence of a "nee!' li§
comprehending this new found freedom from obedi¢ocgod. The
more that one does what is right in his own eyesstronger and
more mature the believer is. The strong in the layedthose who a
now made free from God's demands. Oh really!

Weak in the Faith

So what does it mean to be "weak in the faith"?HaAee already
defined the word "faith" in previous lessons. | Wbsuggest that
you might want to go back and reread that lessoenwlou get an
opportunity. The word "weak" comes from the greaekawastheneo
This word is translated in the Brit Chadashah askwsick, disease,
or without strength (Mattityahu 10:8, Yochanan @& Z;orinthians
2:3, Romans 15:1). This word describes one whatisowt, or
lacking, whether physical or spiritual. This Greesrd, of course, is
taken from several Hebrew words in the LXX. The mesed word,
however, is the worthphah To some of you this word may be very
familiar. One of the Lord's titles is YHVH RAPHAIy the Lord
who heals. These words are cognates, that is dteeselated to each
other. The wordaphahmeans to be sick, diseased, weak, or feeble.
It is very interesting and typical that virtuallyet same word that
means sickness is the same word "to heal". Thisagirwas
understood by the physician Maimonides, which tethe vaccines
used today. It was discovered many years ago dima¢ sliseases can
be cured by actually giving the victim the diseddas, of course, is
how you and | are delivered from sin. Yeshua haakctaally becom
sin for us in order to heal us (2 Corinthians 5.24 Yhat not
awesome?

In Yirmeyahu (Jeremiah) 6:24 we have a typicalafsde word for
weak;

"We have heard the report of it; our hands grow BEE; anguish
hath taken hold of us, and pain, as of a womanawail.".

In D'varim (Deuteronomy) 31:6 we have a contragtodng and
weak used;
"Be strong and of good courage, fear not, nor braidfof them; for



the LORD thy God, he it is who doth go with theewil not FAIL
thee, nor forsake thee."

In Mishlei (Proverbs) 24:10 we have the use of waesbkeing faint;
"If thou FAINT in the day of adversity, thy stremggt small.”

In every occurrance of this word the idea is tHdacking, or
wanting. Is this a word used to describe those i and obey
God? Remember that obedience is better than sacrifi

In Mishlei 4:13 we have another use of the wordwerk;
"Take fast hold of instruction; LET HER NOT GO. géer; for she
is thy life."

Does it sound like the weak are those who areffoee God's laws?
StrongintheLord

Let us see who the strong in the Lord are. The IGne®d for strong
IS enounamoo

Romans 4:19-20 says;

"And being not WEAK in the faith, he consideredmstown body
now dead, when he was about a hundred years oithenget the
deadness of Sarah's womb. He staggered not atdmeige of God
through unbelief, but was STRONG in the faith,rm\glory to
God,..."

Avraham trusted in God and listened to him. Avralveas strong in
the faith because he trusted in God's way andisawn, in spite of
what those around him were probably telling hinst&n to what
Luke says in his gospel, chapter 1:80;

"And the child grew, and became STRONG in spirit, .

and again;And the child grew, and became STRONG in spiltedf
with wisdom; and the grace of God was upon him."

Yeshua was raised in the scriptures. His wisdomuaarstanding
would have come from his learning and clinginghte words of His
Father. In Acts 9:22 we are told that Sha'ul inseglain strength. In
Acts 24 and 28 we are told that Sha'ul kept Torahabserved the
Lord's feasts. Sha'ul was not increasing in stfebgtturning away
from Torah! In Ephesians chapter six we have thie kmewn verse:
dealing with the armor of God. In verse 10 we alé to be

STRONG in the Lord and in the power of HIS migherses 11-18
are symbolic images that are taken from the Oldahesent. All thes



Images are references to the word of God. It is€wdrd in all its
facets that protect us from the enemy. To be sti®ngt to be free
from his commands, but to trust in them for they @ur life
according to the Psalmists. See also Philippiab3,4: Timothy
1:12-13, 2 Timothy 2:1, 2 Timothy 4:17-18, and Haks 11:34.

The Hebrew word for strong is primarithazak This word means-
be strong, mighty, or to hold fast. This word isdi®ver three
hundred times in the Tenach. It is usually usephyfical strength,
but as we have continually observed, the physieags are given to
us to describe spiritual realities (Yochanan 3:0?)e of the most
revealing uses of being strong in the Lord is foumd'hoshua 1:5-9;
"There shall not any man be able to stand befoee thll the days of
thy life. As | was with Moses, so | will be witle¢h | will not FAIL
thee, nor forsake thee. Be STRONG and of good geufar unto
this people shalt thou divide for an inheritance tAnd which |
swore unto their fathers to give them. Only be tBRONG and
very courageous, that thou mayest observe to dordicg to all the
law, which Moses, my servant, commanded thee;notfrom it to
the right hand or to the left, that thou mayestgper wherever thou
goest. This book of the law shall not depart ouhgfmouth, but
thou shalt meditate therein day and night, thauth@ayest observe
to do according to all that is writtin thereifgr then thou shalt mal
thy way prosperous, and then thou shalt have gaodess. Have n
| commanded thee? Be STRONG and of good couragettadraid,
neither be thou dismayed, for the LORD thy Godith thee
wherever thou goest."

What a beautiful, simple promise. No wonder Yocmafidamhn) said
in 1 Yochanan 5:1-3;

"Whosoever trusts that Yeshua is the Messiah is 6bGod; and
everyone that loveth him that begot loveth him #gisd is begotten
of him. By this we know that we love the childre®od, when we
love God, and KEEP his commandments. For thisasdte of God,
that we keep his commandments: and his commandaremst
burdensome."

Next time we will continue to define who is stroagd who is weak
according to the scriptures.

Part 4

In part three we skimmed the surface as to thanimhgfiof the weak



and the strong. Romans 14 is always used by maddiarship to
show that Sha'ul is changing God's instructiont) Wis divine
permission of course. Why is it that when the Neagtdment
mentions eating, drinking or observance of daya, e
automatically ASSUME that this is referring to #eshrut laws or
the Sabbath? Sha'ul is writing this epistle togaetiles in Rome!
These are also new believers in the Lord. We hheady seen how
new ignorant (without knowledge) believers aregcdlndled in
Acts chapter 15. The Apostles concluded that ndig\ess were to
abstain from pagan activities and go to synagogeeyeveek to
learn the word from Moses, and that the "Jewisliéers were to
abstain from bombarding them with regulations tiveye not ready
to handle. They also comdemned the "Jewish" batsewo still did
not understand that redemption (the new birth) madaith plus
circumcision, or faith plus obedience to Torah.

Romans chapter 14 follows Sha'ul's instructionsuibervice to Go
in chapter 12 and 13. Our bodies are to levimg sacrifice, HOLY
and acceptable unto God.He explains how they all have different
ministries in the body. In 12:9 he teaches thay tire to abhor that
which is evil and cling to that which is good.dtTorah that defines
what is evil and what is good. He exhorts these Reman believel
to be subject to their rulers and do that whictpaed in chapter 13.
In 13:8-10 Sha'ul defines loving thy neighbor, asNanan (John)
also defines love in his first epistl®©we no man any thing, but to
love one another; for he that loves another haslied the law. For
this, Thou shalt not commit adultery, Thou shaitkilh, Thou shalt
not steal, Thou shalt not covet; and if there bg ailer
commandment, it is briefly COMPREHENDED in thisisgy
namely, Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyseNelworks no ill to
its neighbor; therefore, love is the fulfilling thfe law."

The word "comprehended" is from the Greek wandkephalaiomai
Say that five times real fast! This word meansuim sip or to gathe
It is also used in Ephesians 1:10 and translate ths to "gather
together in one". Sha'ul, being a Jew and most letyable in the
Scriptures, is teaching these new believers wieatdmmand to lo\
thy neighbor as thyself means. It means not totdaigeneigbhors
things or wife, or to steal from him or murder hiet¢. Yeshua also
explains this when He answers the scribes abouthgreat
commandments. He SUMS UP the commandments in the Ol
Testament in the two commandments to love God aihal/e your
neighbor as yourself. He is not replacing all tammmandments but
GATHERING them up. This was a common understanding
Hebrew thought and would have been required knaydddr any



"Messiah" candidate.

In Romans 14 we come to the "weak in the faith'a'@hs about to
give instructions concerning the weak in the fahp were defined
in the previous lesson. He begins:

"Him that is weak in the faith receive ye, but twotloubtful
disputations. For one believes that he may eahaligs: another,
who is weak, eats herbs. Let not him that eatsise$pm that eats
not: and let not him who eats not judge him thasgefor God hath
received him."

The context is clear, Sha'ul is addressing hovweteive the weak in
the faith. Right here is where modern scholarshajes it's first
faulty assumption. They ASSUME that Sha'ul is casting the
STRONG in the faith with the WEAK in the faith. Tieels no
mention whatsoever to the strong in the faith, dhe/weak in the
faith. In verse 2 a comma is inserted in the texichv gives the
appearance of this contrast, but the text, | belieoes not call for
this contrast, (i.e. the strong in the faith vetsesweak), but rather
the weak verses the weak. Sha'ul is not comparmgdif, a Torah
observant Jewish believer, to the new gentile befi® but rather
addressing the problems that weak brothers areiexgeang among
themselves. Back to the comma. Verse 2 can reddstesuld read
according to the ongoing context:

"For one believes that he may eat all things; aeotitho is wealk,
eats herbs."

This flows with the context of dealing with wealotivers. Sha'ul
does not personally place himself in the contexit uarse 14. Here
he says| know, and am persuaded by the Lord Yeshua,rtbtkting
Is unclean of itself; but to him that esteems angtto be unclean, 1
him it is unclean."”

Then he goes on to say in verse 15 that if a brdt@grieved with
your FOOD, now walkest thou not in love. Destroy ion with

your FOOD, for whom the Messiah died. This is thaot same
conversation that Sha'ul had with the new beliewreorinth in
chapter 10. This is in reference to believers gai@OD sacrificed
to idols, and that this FOOD is not defiled, foolglare nothing. But
Sha'ul's conclusion is the same. If the immatutiewer esteems this
as unclean then the mature brother needs to uaddrgtis and not
offend a new believer with FOOD. Then Sha'ul gaesoosay that
the kingdom of God is not FOOD and drink but, reghisness, and



peace, and joy in the Ruach HaQodesh.

| thought | would make a few more comments abaistgbrtion of
Scripture, for it is misapplied texts such as that | believe is
responsible for much misery, disease, depressidomamal
corruption in the "church”. It seems to be a Paglowg thing to
apply the food mentioned in verses two and thneé the word
"day" in verses five and six, to the eliminationfedd instructions
and the Sabbath. As | said before, Sha'ul hadijushed intructing
them to be holy and righteous, even in the midshefpagan culture
they were surrounded with. The Greek/Roman cultas packed
full of "special days" and observances. The fiest df the week
"Sun-day" was elevated above the rest as the weakighip of Isis,
the "sun" goddess. Meats or FOODS were still beiifeyed to her
and sold in the market places. The new believers wecustomed |
multiple gods and idol worship. These observanca®wommon,
everyday occurrences, and the principle religiatisidy of their
relatives, neighbors and co-workers. Special déayiseoyear were
part of their lifestyle. Everybody did it! So itis error, to conclude
that Sha'ul is speaking of the dietary laws orShbbath in this
chapter. The context seems to teach that theseawbedthers were
squabbling among themselves over certain issu@se Sa their ney
found faith, were eating whatever FOOD they warsted were
being judged by those who were still eating onlgbseAbstaining
from animal meat as a means of spiritual enlightsmnwvas commc
in this culture (see 1 Timothy 4:3). Some were regg certain day
as above others and some were not. There is neneteto the
Sabbath here for these people were not observéng geventh day.
When you combine these verses with all that Sthe&dhes and the
book of Acts, | believe that Sha'ul is addressingtiitude toward
weak brethren. It would seem natural that at some in the future
these "weak" brothers will grow, mature, and becstneng in the
faith, and no longer be subject to the attitudeseming a weak
brother. Neither Yeshua nor Sha'ul would expectbak in the
faith to remain weak in the faith, but in the cotitef Acts 15, to
grow through the teaching of the Word. | would khat it would
be beyond any serious student of the word to coeclbhat God
would suddenly render irrelevant, something presiypprecious in
His sight. The Sabbath is not referred to as a'dagve" the others,
but rather the capstone or conclusion of the w&ekl designed it to
be a picture of what it means to rest in Him. Ashaa said, this d¢
Is made for us, not us for it. We will do an in ttefeaching on the
Shabbat at a later time.

| have spent a considerable amount of time adargs$se common



Scriptures used to teach that God's instructioesat for us. | feel |
IS imperative to deal with these issues first. \éhvem the issue of
feasts, the Sabbath, or food is concerned, thage 8lways come up
first. Many Christians desiring to really followethord will be
guoting these New Testament verses. These scrphneeterribly
out of context, and are an excellent example aftgparadigm shifts
in thinking. Without knowledge of the culture oktpeople who
wrote these things, every kind of abhorrent belrasam be justified.
Every kind of lifestyle can be rationalized. "Wedk long as you do
it unto the Lord". This teaching breaks the he&fGod, and modern
"Christian" doctrine is destroying this country.

Il Chronicles 7:14

" 1f my people, who are called by my name, shall humble
themsdlves, and pray, and seek my face, AND TURN FROM
THEIR WICKED WAYS, THEN will I hear from heaven, and will
forgivetheir SIN, and will heal their land."

Part 5

| have dedicated five parts to the subject of fdashuld easily
extend that to fifty parts, but that is not theigeof these lessons.
These lessons are intended to expose at leastadime "taken for
granted" teaching that is passed from one generadithe next. We
have discussed some of the "knee jerk" Scriptused to allegedly
prove that God is not interested in the physiaally the spiritual.
Before we launch into Vayikra 11 (Leviticus) | wddlke to begin
with a basic principle that is used in 1 Corintlsid®. | cannot assL
you that this verse, or at least my understandinbis verse, is
applicable in every doctrinal area, but | do bedigvs a general
principle, and is used by both Yeshua and Shaiul. Cor 15:45-46
Sha'ul says;And so it is written, The first man, Adam, was mad
life giving soul; the last Adam was made a lifelggvspirit.
However, that was not first which is spiritual, ltkiat which is
natural; and afterward that which is spiritualThe comparison is
Adam (natural) and Yeshua (the last Adam, spirjtuaying the
contextual teaching aside, | would like to focuslom principle of
natural coming before spiritual. | do not belielattthis is teaching
on the nature of God, but rather the order of th&en/spirit
relationship. The physical creation is a model faglmch we derive
spiritual insight. Let me give a few examples. Gloel Father is
spirit. Spirit is invisible and unseen, and virtyahcomprehensible
to man. God knew this in advance, so he gave ictsdns for the



design, function, and responsibilities of eartldthers. When this
picture is obeyed we can see how the heavenly Fistipectured. If
the earthly father paradigm or model is pervertieen we get a
perverted, untrustworthy picture of the heavenlthBa This is why
we must remain faithful to God's design of earfalyers. Another
example is in Yochanan (John) chapter 3. Yeshus thieephysical
birth to be a model of the spiritual birth. Spiatupirth is like the
wind that blows where it will, and no one knows wh# comes
from. If you can grasp the physical birth, you begin to see the
spiritual, for it is a picture of the spiritual. iBhs why Yeshua said
Nicodemus in verse 12If | have told you earthly things, and ye
believe not, how shall ye believe, if | tell yoavenly things?We
could do dozens and dozens of lessons on jussubjgect. When yc
grasp what | am saying you will see these pictesesywhere. God
placed His unseen nature as a picture in His fetlisiew moons,
the Sabbath, the Mazzaroth, the furnishings irtabernacle, the
marriage, the parent/child relationship, the haregsles, the sons
Jacob, the talit, and in a pivotal crucifixion téhmusand years ago.
When these physical models and pictures are graspkthe
"spiritual" is seen, then the physical pictureilied with purpose an
meaning."FOR THE INVISIBLE THINGS OF HIM FROM THE
CREATION OF THE WORLD ARE CLEARLY SEEN, BEING
UNDERSTOOD BY THE THINGS THAT ARE MADE, EVEN HIS
ETERNAL POWER AND GODHEAD, SO THAT THEY ARE
WITHOUT EXCUSE;..."

God placed spiritual insight into the natural trEnghis is a subject
that | will go into great detail om next lessons, which will be on t
tabernacle and it's furnishings.

Food is an everyday, common occurrence. This is Mitave spent
so much time discussing it. It is a vital part af existence. Chinese
polka bands are not, so that is why | will not gpany time
discussing them. We all agree that we need foaddar to sustain
life. So do you think God would have somethingady about this
subject? Do you think that He would be interested/at we should
put in our stomachs and what we should not? Dobgbeve for a
minute that He created all things to be eaten? dotlink that
perhaps some of His living creation has anothepgag other than
human consumption? From the beginning God putfardiice
between various entities of His creation. Plamt ias distinguished
from animal life, and animal life from human liféhe celestial
bodies were distinct from earthly bodies. The areztt of the sea
were different from the fowl of the heavens. Catikre distinct
from creeping things. Adam was created male andwWascreated



female. The tree of life was distinct from the tof¢he knowledge
of good and evil. The seed of the woman was diffetiean the seed
of the serpent. Abel's offering was distinct fromirCs. Noah's
family was different than the rest of the inhabisaof the earth.
When Noah was to enter the ark, the Lord madetadi®n
between animals that were clean and animals tha ma clean
(Bereshith 7:2). God has a distinct design and gaegor all of His
creation. The English word "clean" is taken frora Hebrew
wordtaher. The word clean is as good a word as any to desthe
meaning otaher. This word is rarely understood in it's context
however. It is commonly misunderstood to speaktoéronly. To
be unclean is commonly associated with sin or geession. This is
not always the case. When you read these wordsnitext you will
begin to see why God uses this word. For exampleean things
are not unclean to other unclean things. Kindawsin§? As you
trace out "clean and unclean" you will see that (astfucts us as to
what is unclean for you and me. For example weaden Vayikra
11 over and over again that certain animals are LERKIN UNTO
YOU. Vayikra 11:4 says,..the camel, because he cheweth the cud,
but divideth not the hoof; he is UNCLEAN UNTO YQUh.verse 7
the Lord state$And the swine, though he divide the hoof, and be
cloven-footed, yet he cheweth not the cud; he IEILBAN TO
YOU."In contrast He says in verse"%hese shall ye EAT of all that
are in the waters: whatsoever hath fins and scaldke waters, in
the seas, and in the rivers, them SHALL YE EAD,"in speaking to
humans He says that some things are unclean tarydothers you
may eat. A pig is not declared unclean to anotigerdcamel is not
unclean to a bear or to a pear for that matter. i&od
definingtaherby it's context. He is declaring what is good, Itinga
and holy for you. Notice in Bereshith 7:2, the Loetlares’Of
every clean (taher) beast thou shalt TAKE TO THEEdvens, the
male and his female; and of beasts that are NOTAN.By two, the
male and his femaleNotice that the beasts that are not clean Noah
and his family are not to take "unto themselvesid &akes a
distinction between clean and not clean long betloee'Law of
Moses".

In the scholarly circles of modern Judaism themaush diversity of
opinion in why God separated out certain animamfothers. All o
them see the fundamental differences in their gihygy. Some dra
somewhat mystical and ritualistic differences. As yperuse Vayikr
chapter 11, you will see several qualificationsa@ning human
consumption. You will begin to see a pattern fodGonstructions,
and the reason for not eating certain kinds witldmee clear. The
gualifications for clean animals is basically tiaings. They must



chew the cud and split the hoof. Now we could g@od on, as
many commentators in this area do, about the deththese two
conditions. But | will cut to the chase. In geneealimals that split
the hoof are not meat eaters. They are basicatlifedeegetarians.
They do not contaminate themselves with diseased argotting
corpses. They eat the grains of the field, gradsvagetation. In
addition, they chew the cud, which basically mehey digest their
food an extra step. When you eat an animal thasgpke hoof and
chews the cud, you are eating what it ate, whi¢hasoughly
digested vegetation. When you eat a nesding animal, you are al
eating what it ate, which is who knows what. Megatireg animals
are not generally picky about what they tear tegseor find laying
along the road. What they digested you eventuallyas well. In
other words, you are what you eat. This is genesgleaking, of
course. There are still a few animals that areghbangued about
today. In the area of the sea creatures and fahwyil notice
basically the same thing. Creatures such as avbbtdr, or shrimp
are bottom feeders of the sea, in general. Thegpaaong the sea
bed and scarf up whatever floats to the bottomtfk®most part the
scaled fish swim near the top and do not eat thendoom the
bottom of the seas. The same is true with the fowdeneral. The
birds that are not to be eaten are hunters ancveay the flesh of
their prey.

There is a lot of room for pet peeve anecdotescanain species
which seem to fly in the face of these commandsré&lare, of
course, many "clean" animals today that have bkeenup with
steriods and other drugs, and are no more hedd#ryrnany of the
"unclean" animals. Many places where chickens evegssed are
disgusting. But this is due to man's greedy natracrease profits
and not a result in the nature of pigs or chické@he "CROSS" did
not change the basic nature of the animal kingdidm.cross
provided "the way" for the change in OUR sinfulurat not for a
change in our diet. | would suggest a careful p@ratsome of the
books available in various Messianic and Orthodsawish
ministries. There are much more profound and séieKif that's
what you desire) answers to this discussion tiamlprovide. | onh
want to stir up a little anger for what Christidres/e been
traditionally taught. | believe and teach withthlht is within me thia
God is smarter that we are. He is eternally smattercan introduce
instructions 3500 years ago that can have the sapwct and
relevance to our lives today as they did when Hedglem. In fact,
if you have read or listened to the "How Then Sidéd! Live" series,
you know that we need them more today than yestdrdeause of
entropy. God gave "natural" commands for the ngtaslong as th



natural exists. When there comes a time, and gowill be, that we
are transformed spirit, soul, AND body, then "gpii" instructions
will continue for all that is spiritual. God is nignorant! He knows
just exactly how long the "natural” will be arou

Shalom Alecheim!
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