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Ohne of the biggest Problems in (Christian Practice is the lack of a proper
unclerstancling of Piblical exegesis. More tlneological mistakes occur due to a lack of
proper exegesis than any other methodo]ogical errors. Whg? Because a great
number of believers treat the Bible as though it has no cultural bias and was written in
its entirety last month. Neither of these assumptions are true. Just like any other
document, the Bible comes to us set in a cultural context (in Fact, in several cultural
contexts) and it is the Progressive revelation of (God over the course of thousands of

years. These facts must become Part of any at’cemPt to in’cerPret the text.

]magine trging to understand the meaning of The ]liacl without any reference to
Greek historg, mgtho]ogg or culture. ]magine using The Hiad as if it were written last
week, aPPlging its declarations to todag’s issues without any attempt to understand
what the original audience Perceivecl. That would be equivalent to how most
Christians treat the Bib]e. We have this tendeﬂcg to Pu” a verse from some book,
make a direct aPPlica’cion to our lives and act as though (od’s Word was written for

us ar\cl no one CISG.

Since this is such a big Problem, it might be hel}:ncul to outline the proper method of

exegesis. Here are some of the steps that need to be taken.

i. Flace the text in its historical context. [salms wasn’t written for contemporary
American societg‘ [t was written 3000 years ago in a very different world. Flace the
text in the historical events when the writing was Proclucecl. When Fau] wrote to
Timothg, certain events were haPPening in the Roman emPire that contributed to the
issues Faul addresses. UH]ess we know the historical context, we can’t understand

wl‘xat he has to say.

2. Recognize that revelation is Progressive. (Lalatians was not written after Jorm.
There]core, concepts found in Jorm cannot be used to interPret Fau]’s statements in
(Galatians. Faul wrote Romans after he wrote 1 Thessalonians (in sPite of the
incorrect chronological order of the books in the New Testament). Tl’]ererorej what

Paul says in 1 | hessalonians cannot be interpreted as if he alreadg said everytl'xing



that is found in Romans. | he same principle holds for the Old T estament (which is
also not in chromo!ogica] order). This is Perhaps the biggest exegetical mistake we
make. We treat the Bible as though it was all written at the same time. \We Forgct that
Goc; revealed His Plan over a ]ong Periocl and that what was happcning in the

historical sequence has a direct bearing onwhat the text says.

3. Uruc!erstand the ]anguage of the Peop]e who first heard the message. Moses
wrote the Fentateuch even tlﬁough the story reaches back to the beginning. That
means that the language, and the meanings of the words Moses uses, are set in the
culture of ]srae] after the exodus from E_ggpt. \/\/hat the words mean to that audience
is what the words mean. We are not allowed to redefine the words from another

culturc, time or Placc.

4. Re]ate the text to the culture of its origin. When Faul writes the letter to the
believers in Corinth, there is a sPcci)Cic culture woven into the letter. Fau] did not write
for [irst Baptis’c of Middletown, New Jcrsey. He wrote to sPechCic People in a
sPcchCic Place at a spechcic time about sPechCic issues that theg had. (nless we know

the who, whcrc, when and what of his audiencej we will not understand his meaning,

5. Fay attention to the ]iterarg stg]e and tgpe. Foetry is not prose. Worcls have a
lot more Hexibi]itg in poetry. Narrative is not the same as letter writing. Apocalgptic
literature has a certain Pattcrn and stglc all its own. Froper exegesis recognizes these
differences and treats the su]sjcct according]g. Not everything David says in the

Psalms has the same theologica] weigh’c as Moses’ declarations in Deuteronomg.

6. APPIH Principles, not Propositions. Since every statement in the Pible comes
with a cultural bias, any contemporary aPPlication must first discover the Princip!e
invo]ved, not necessarilg the sPechCic words written to the first audience. [Jead
covering involves a Particular cultural Prob]em. The Principle migl—]’c be aPP]icable
to&ag but it does not automatica”g follow that the same cultural issues are in Plag

today.

7. Know the ]anguage of the text. No one can be a tlnco]ogian unless he is first a
grammarian. Exegesis starts with [Jebrew and (Greek, not Englislﬁ. There is no



substitute for proper ]inguistic analgsis. That means that if you want to know what’s
haPPening in Matt}wew, you will have to find a way to get at the Hebrew cxPressions
that have been translated into Greck. O]C course, you will also have to know how to
handle the (Greek. This rcquires a lot of work. Excgcsis is a translation process,
moving from the original language to contemporary cxplanation. There is simply no

way around this.

8. |isten to the Spirit. |n the end, exegesis is not simp]y technical expertise with
]anguage, culture and historg. [tis about hearing what (hodis saying. Actuang, | hate
to even include this step, as imPor’cant as it is, because some Peopiejump right here
and ignore all the rest. These are the ones who Proc]aim that theg have “a word from
the Lord” on such-and-such a verse. Avoid them like the P]aguc‘ Excgesis does not
arrive bg direct messenger from God (unlcss you are Hosca or ]saiah). E_xcgesis
takes Iong, hard work. You mig%t have a flash of insight, but you can’t get the meaning
of a text bg simply “l—]earing” what the | ord told me about this.

We”, this will get us started. The reason unc{erstanding the Bible is so much fun is
that it takes you into another world - AND you get to see what (God has been doing
all along. [t is a golclmine. There are incredible treasures here. PBut you have to

DIGt
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As Grcck As ]t Gcts
Sunc{ag, September 06th, 2009 | Author: Sklp Moen

Be cli]igent to Present 3oursel1c aPProvecl to Gocl as a workman who does not need to
be ashamccl, hanc”ing accuratclg the word of truth. 2 Timothy 2:15

Hanc“ing Accurate]g - Some dags Uus’c want to throw up my hands in frustration.
[Here’s a Perxcectlg gooc{ [Hebrew instruction, but when it gets trans]ated, it takes on a
comP]ete]9 different life. 5udclen!3 it’s changecl to something about accuracy instead
of intricacy. Oh, orthotomeo is a (Greek verb that means “to handle correctlg or
skiumcu”g,” but the King Jamcs caPtures the Hebrew idiom much better — rigl‘xt]g



dividing. What’s the difference between “right!g dividing” and “hanc”ing accurateia?”
| et's think about it.

What comes to mind when you think about accuracy? If you’re a well-trained (Greek
thinker, accuracy will lead to conccpts like correct, exact, error-free and Precise. The
processes of accuracy include meticulous care, conscientiousness, attention to detail
and work without errors. |n other words, one rigl‘rt way, one correct answer, one
Pemcect interprctation. The Greek-trained mind wants the Trutl'\ (with a capital T)
and that means no mistai(es, no debate and no “oPinionS.” But is this what Faul has in
mind? Does Fau! instruct Timothg to get to the one right answer ’chrough exhaustive
exegctical methods? ] doubt it.

Sha’ul (Fau!) is a Hebrcw thinker. Tl’xat means he emplogs the seven Princip]cs of
[Hebrew-rabbinic interPretation. To “right]y divide” is to understand the intricacies of
the text at all of its different levels. And some of those levels are filled with oPinion,
debate and tension. That’s part of what it means to “divide” the text. | have to be able
to cut it apart in ways that help me see evergthing that’s there. ] simplg cannot come up
with one rigl'lt answer. | hat’s imPossible. (God’'s Word is far more complex, far clcepcr
and far too mgs’cerious to allow me to discover one answer. On]g Grceks wants
evergt}‘ying neat]g tied down. The [Hebrew Peop]e are too busy reveling in the
magnhcicence of (God to worry about tying evergthing down. They have a much better

aPPreciation for human finitude.

OK, 50 Sha’ul wasn’t Greek. So what? We”, it might help if we understood the
seven Principles of rabbinic interpre’ca’cion that he used before we start Plowing
t]"II‘OUgI"I the words he wrote. A}Cter a”, if we rea“y want to understand Fau], we need to
read him as Shaul, the Jewish theo!ogian.

So, what are the seven Principles’? Theg are nothing like the kind of Principles that
you will find in most seminary classes on proper exegesis. T}-;ose classes are almost
univcrsa”g based on a (Greek ePistemo]ogg (how we know things). [Hebrew doesn’t

work that way. Here are the seven rabbinic Principles:



i. Ka] va~-chomer (simP]c and complex, ]iterang “ligi’rt and heavg”) — reasoning from
something known to something less known, from somcthing obvious to something less
obvious. | his Princip]e often cmPloys the P}-lrase “how much more.” You can see this
Principle at work in Yeshua’s statements about a father who gives to his son (Matthew
7:9~1 i) If an eartl‘r]g father knows how to give good ghc’cs, how much more will your
heaveﬂlg Father know what to give.

2. Gezcralﬂ shavah (“cqua”9 cut”) — reasoning from an analogg of inference from one
verse to another. A similari’cy inone passage is connected to the similarity in another

Passage‘

3. Bingan av mikatuv echad (“bui]cjing a tcaching Princip!c based on a verse”) -
reasoning from a verse to a main Proposition ]n other words, Fincling a largcr Princip]c

on the basis of a verse.

4. Binyan av mishnaic ketuvim (“builcling a teaching Principle based on two verses”) —

reasoning from two verses to a lareer principle.
<t gerp p

5. Kelal uFerat~Perat vekelal (“general and sPcciFiosPcciFic and general”) - teac}ning
from a genera! Principle to a sPechCic aPPlication, or from a spechcic aPPlication to a

general PrinciPIe.

6. Kegotza bo bamakom acher (“as comes from it in another Placc”) - teaching based

onwhatis similar in another passage.

7. Devar halamed meingano (“a word that is learned from its own issue”) — sometlﬂing

thatis learned from its own subjcct.

When S}';a’ul instructed Timothg to “right]y divide”, what do you think he had in mind?

Was it Grcek ]ogig contextual historical-tradition analgsis, form or source criticism?
Harc”g! Sha’u! wanted Timothy, a Greek Prosclytq to learn the Hebrew way of
thinking, to know how to use the seven Princip]es through the four levels of 5criPturc

(’che FaRDeS — Fashat (simPle), Kemez (l'n'nt), D’rasln (search) and Sod Gﬂdden)).



that has haPPcncc{ to us? \We are so Greek that we think Scriptural interpretation

is about clinical exegesis.
Boy, do we have alot to learn.

Now you have a little hint (remez), so let’s look at these during the next week.
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Frinciplc #1
Monclag, SePtember O7tt1, 2009 I Author: 6‘<IP Moen

]t thcg call the Mastcr of the house Beclzcbub, how much more those of His
household. Matttlew 10:25

[How Mucty More - Ttxc first Principtc of rabbinic interpretation is common in
Yeshua’s teaching. Ttwis is but one examP]e from Matthew. Tt:at Principle, kal va-
chomer (simPle and comP]cx, litera”g “ligt‘nt and heavg”) is reasoning from something
known to somettxing less known, from 5omctt1ing obvious to somcttling less obvious.
So, Yeshua observes that if it is aPProPriate to call the Master of the house of ha-
satan t>3 the demonic name, how much more obvious is it to call the servants in his
house bg the same name. ]n other words, those who serve the devil are of the same
character as the devil. And those who serve Gocl will be of the same character as
God. ]n this interchange with His detractors, Yeshua emPlogs a rabbinic Princip]c to
demonstrate the ta”acg in their argument that He is from the devil. How can that be
Possible when [Je does goocl works? T]"ICSC detractors all knew the Principle. Yest‘nua

merely used it against them.

But if we don’t understand this Principle was common]y acceptecl exegetical Practice,
we will not see how stxarptg Yeshua emPlogs it. We will miss the entirelg Jewisty
character of [is debate. \We will go rigt]t on ttxinking Yeshua is rca”g “Jesus”, the
founder of Christiam’tg. Moreover, we wor’t see the Principle in action in Faul, Feter

or Jotm. Tt:ey used rabbinic methods too. ]t we are going to rea”g think like they



thought, if we rea“g want to understand what tlﬁcg said, then we will have to change the
way we “rightlg divide” Scripture.

Most (Christians have some inkling of proper exegctical processes. That is to say,
they have learned (usua”y By 0smosis) what it means to give a sermon, prepare a Bib!e
s’cuclg or a devotional or teach a 5unda3 school lesson. They have aids and books
and commentaries. A” of these are very I‘ICIPFUI. ] use many similar resources (as you
can Probablg te”) But ] also know the chrew aPProaclﬂ to Scripture is very, very
different than the tgpical, Greei@basec{ exegetica] exercises we go through. We who
are 6ree‘<~trained are ]oo‘cing for answers. ] susPect most Hebrew thinkers are rea||9
]ooking for ques’cions God has the answers, but most of us dor’t rea”g understand
the qucstions. Mg guess is that as we dig dccpcr into rabbinic thougl‘nt we will discover
decPer questions. Sometimes rea”g knowing life is nothing more than knowing what
the ques’cion is. OFf course, discovering the ques’cion is often much more difficult than

coming up with an answer.

Can ] ask you to take a cleep breath and allow 3oursel1c the luxury of not knowing the
answer? Would you bejus‘c as sccure,just asjogFu],Just as comforted in the arms of
the | ord if you on]g knew the ques’cions? This is not a facetious inquirg. So much of

our distress and anxie’cg comes from the constant Pursuit of answers.

Frincip]e No. 1 - “how much more.” ]F your heavenig f:ather knows how to care for the
birds of the air, how much more will [ e know how to care for you? |ts a ques’cion, isn’t

it?
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Frinciplc #2
Tuesclay, September Osth, 2009 l Authorz Sklp Moen

]:or when God made the Promise to Abraham, since He could swear bg no one
greater, He swore }33 Himselxc. Hebrews 6:1%



Bg Himself - Ti’le second Princip]e of rabbinic interpretation is a bit complicatcd, but
once you understand it, you will see why many biblical passages seem to “wander” from
one idea to the next. | he Princip]e of (Gezerah Sl—lava!ﬁ (“equal catcgorg”) is based
on the idea that similar words in different passages are connected in some way.
Behinc{ this Princip]e is the thought that every word has been chosen by (God so
there are no accidental constructions. 50, it God chose to use ‘ezer in (Genesis 2,

there must be some connection to the use of the same word in other passages of

ScriPture. A)Cter a”, all the words come from Gocl‘

| et’s see how this Princip[c is aPPIiccl in the letter to the [Hebrews. (You can find the
entire section here). http//www.abu.nb.ca/courses/NT]rxtro/OTinNT.htm

“In [Heb 6:13-14, the author of the | etter to the [Hebrews explains ’c%at, in his
Promising to Abraham, (God swore bg l—mimsclﬂ because there was none greater by
whom to swear. |n 1Cact, (God made a threefold Promise to Abraham after his
successful testing, when he showed himself wi”ing to offer |saac as a sacrifice. Tl’le
author cites onlg one of these three Promises: ?| will surclg bless you and | will surelg
multip]g you” (Gen 22:17) (6:14). e cxP]ains in [eb 6:16 that only (God swears ]39
himsel]CJ unlike human beings, who swear bﬂ something or someone greater than
themselves. The author’s interest in the fact of God’s oath to Abraham stems from
his interest in Fs 1104, which he intcrprcts mcssianica”g, of Clnrist, in Heb 5:5-10 in
tandem with Fs 2:7: “Yal’xweh has sworn and will not changc his mind, ‘You are a Pries’c
forever according to the order of Melchizedek’” ]mplicitlg, the authoris aPPeaiing to
the exege’cical PrinciP]e known to the ear]g rabbis as gezerah shavah (an equa]
categorg”). What is common to both passages is (3od’s swearing of an oath: “59
mgsc]xc ] have sworn <6masa>” (Gen 22:1 6) and “Yahweh has sworn (émescn) and will
not change his mind” (Fs 110:4). The author believes that what he can determine
about 60(:1’5 oa’clvtaking from GCn 22:16~17 may be transferred to Fs 1104 and
used to interpret Ya}'\weh’s oath to the son that he is a Pries’c forever according to the
order of Melchizec{ek in Fs i 10:4. ln Particular, he holds that in Fs I 104, even though
this passage does not say so explicit]g, Ya}wweh must have sworn }33 himselmc, as he did
when he swore to Abraham, because there is no one greater bg whom God could

swear. Since (God swore bg himself it follows that the oath made to (Christ in s



1 104 is certain. Thus, in Heb 6:16-1 7, the author’s Point is that the character of
(hod's Promise to the readers is certain insofar as Yahweh swore 59 himself when he

swore that (Christ would be a Pries’c forever according to the order of Melchizedck.”

Some of the most difficult arguments to follow in Hebrew thinking involve this
Principle. They are difficult to follow because this is not the way (reeks think. Our
(Greek view of biblical intcrprctation usua“9 begins with context. We believe if one
passage does not share the same contextual environment as another passage, the two
are not related. We think there is no necessary connection between a verse in the
Tanaid‘n about the blessing that comes with Forgiveness and righteousness imPuted to
Abralﬂam. PBut this is cxact13 the connection Paul makes in Romans 4:6-8. Faul uses a
concept in Psalm 32 tojus’ciﬁj his intcrprctation of (Genesis 15. Tl‘ne i«ig words (“take
into account”) are connected with (Gezerah 5havah. As (areek thinkers, we might see
this as unfounded and forced, but for a [Hebrew rabbi, it was absoluteig brilliant.

What lesson do we learn? Reading Scripture requires understanding the mind of the
au’chor, not aPPlying criteria we assume to be the onlg way to interpret the text. Most
tlﬁeological argument over interprc’cation bcgins 139 not aPPrcciating the different
tlﬁougnt Pat’ccrns of the authors. Looscn up- Rcconsider. Look again. Magbe the
“one right answer” methodjust isn’t part of the Plan.

Fhddhkd

Frinci]alc #%
\chncsdag, SCPtcmber O9tl'1, 2009 I Author: Skip Moen

]33 aboiishing in [His flesh the enmity, [which is] the | aw of commandments [contained]
in ordinances, that in T"limsehC he might make the two into one new man, {thus]

establishing peace. E_Phcsians 2:15

Two lnto One - TI’ICI’C are a host of issues with this verse, none of which are easilg
resolved without understanding Principle #3 - binyan av mikatuv echad (“bui]ding a

teaching Principle based on a verse”). You will notice all of the words in brackets in the



NASH translation. Most English translations will have to add words to try to make
sense of Sha’u!’s interpretation because there is a Prior commitment to replacement
tl—leology (the idea that grace rcPIaces the T orah) which makes it necessary to read
this verse in a way that is not Jewish. Put these translations ignore Sha’uls rabbinic
exegesis. | this verse, Sha’u! is arguing from a Particular verse to a !arger PriﬂciPle.
He is building onone thought in order to draw a greater conclusion. ]n other worcls, he

says that same thing twice, once in Particular and the second time in gencra].

Let’s see how he does this. First 5ha’ui says Yeshua broke down the wall that
sePara’ced us from peace with (God (v. 14). How did [He do that? [e did it }39 bearing
the enmit9 between God and Man in His own flesh. Now here’s the te”ing Point.
What was the enmity? Was it the | aw (as the NASD translation suggests), or was it
something else? Notice the introduction of the bracketed Pl’xrasc [which is) actua“g
imPIies that the enmity is the Torah. Bu’c this ignores the third Principie‘ The Principle
suggests that Sha'ul is rea”g rcpeating one idea with a Iargcr, more general idea. So,
abolishing the enmity is the same as making the two into one. Sha’ul tells us Yeshua
removed the thing that seParatecl us from God and restored peace. Wha’c seParates
us from (God? |t simplg cannot be the | aw. Sha'ul himself tells us the | aw is good and
lﬁolg. Gocl gives the | aw in order that men might know rﬂis will for living. No; what
seParates us from Gocl is our disobedience of the Law‘ Yeshua takes the results of
this disobedience on Himsehc in order that the two oPPosing Parties might be at
peace. The new man is once again restored to a Place where he can find peace with
the | aw of (God because now he is able to obeg it. Slﬂa’ul argues from the sing!e case
of Yeshua taking on the Punishment due sinners to the general case that we are now
at peace with (od. This verse has no’ching at all to do with removing the | aw from a

believer's life. [t is about the result of sin and the relief of Forgiveness found in the

blood of the Lamb.

Mang C}'xristians misunderstand this verse simply because ’cl—]ey fail to apply rabbinic
interprctative PrinciPles. Theg treat the rabbi Sha’ul as if he were a (Greek named
Faul. APPiying Greek excgetical categories leads us to terrible dilemmas: 1) the | aw
is good but somehow also Bad, 2) the | aw was for Jews but not for Christians, and 3)
the | aw was rep]acecl bﬂ grace and now we are left with “sPiritua]” guidance based on

our own views about love. Wors’c of a”, wejust can’t make any sense of Yeshua’s



Practice of Torah. We need new eyes, my friends. And (God will give them to us — if

\NClOCﬂQ
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Frinciplc #4
Thursdag, September ioth, 2009 l Author: 6‘(1{3 Moen

Jesus said to l'n'm, “You have said it gourselﬂ nevertheless ] tell you, hereafter you

shall see THE SON OF MAN SITTING AT THE RIGHT HAND

OF FOWER and COMING ON THE CLOUDS OF HEAVEN.
Matthew 26:64

Two Jnto One - Binyan av mishnaic ketuvim (“builcling a tcac}wing Principle based on
two verses”) is reasoning from two verses to a ]arger Principle. [t l—laPPens all the time in
the New Tcstament. ln this verse, ch]—lua takes Part of a verse in Fsa]m 110:1 and

inserts itinto a verse from Danie] 7:13. Here are the two verses:

“The | ord says to my | ord: ‘Sit at Mﬂ right hand until ] make Your enemies a
footstoolfor Youmccet.’” Fsa]m 110:1

“] kept looking in the night visions, and beho]d, with the cdouds of heaven, one like a
P S g

Son of Man was coming. And He came up to the Ancient of Dags and was

Prescntcc{ before Him.” Danicl 7:13

Notice the changes Yeshua makes. [ e alters the verse in the Fsa]ms so that it reads
“sitting at my righ’c hand.” Then [Te combines it with Danicl’s vision so there is no
doubt His aPP]ication of Fsa]m i10to Himse]F imP]ies He is the Son of Man who is
Prescnted victoriouslg to the Ancient of Dags. But the imPlica’cion goes further.
Yeshua suggests that He is the one “coming on the cloucls,” a role ascribed to God
alone. ]n this use of PrinciPle #4, Yeshua combines two verses to reach a ]arger

conclusion. What is that conclusion? [ e is (God!



Read the story again. Did you notice no one shouted, “That’s terrible exegesis!”? No
one ques’cioned His scl’xo]arship. Tl’]cg all knew exact]y what [ e was doing, and it was
proper Proccdurc. ]’c wasr’t the hermeneutics that made them furious. ]t was the

conclusion.

Yeshua was a rabbi too. [f we read His words from the Perspective of a rabbi, we see
more clcarlg how [Je handles Scripture, how [He interprets the Word and what
tecl'mic]ues He cmplogs to draw out its meaning, Fcrhaps we need a course in rabbinic
thought before we run around Proclaiming the ’ceachings of Jesus. Our aPProach is
like using the dialogue from West Side 5tor3 as if it were the words of
Shakespeare’s Romeo and Ju]ict

\Nhat do we learn toclag? \Ne learn to be careful. Magbe all that Yeshua says isn’t
qui’ce as obvious as the translations make it seem. Magbe we need to pay a lot more
attention to the culture before we start drawing conclusions about contemPorarg

aPP]ications. Maybe there’s room for clia]oguc rather than dogma.

el dede ke

Frinciplc #5
Fridag, September i itl'\, 2009 | Aut}wor: SIGP Moen

For the whole | aw is fulfilled in one word, in the statement, YO SHALL
LOVE YOURNEIGHBORAS YOURSELT. Galatians 5:14

Onc Word ~ [rom the gcncral to the spcchcic. The Principlc of Ke]al chrat—Perat
vekelal teaches from a general Principle to a sPeciFic aPP]ication, or from a SPeci)cic
aPP]ication to a gcneral Principle. Rabbi SHa’u] uses it all the time; no more so than in
this section in the letter to the (Galatians. [irst, he quotes the general Princip]e: | ove
your neig}wbor. Tl’l@ﬂ he draws out sPcchCic imP]ications of this general Princip!e in
negative (works of the ﬂesh) and Positive (fruit of the SPiri’c) examples.

Thisisarabbinic Principle we can get our arms around. Almost every sermon you hear

will use some aPPlication of this rabbinic Principle‘ Fas’cors love to start with a biblical



passage, exPlain its genera] sense and then applg it to dozens of realife examP]es. In
Fac’c, the “aPPlication” sermon has become a staple of Pu]Pit oratory. You hardly
expect to go to church without hearing 5omctl—1ing like this.

But often Fami]iari’cg breeds inattention. We know the aPPlication moclel, so we stop
thinking about the general Principle behind the sPechCics. We limit ourselves to the
spechcic aPPlications, tl‘xinking we have exhausted the gencral Princip]e. [How does this
show up in our lives? \/\/c”, there’s a gencral Princip]e about ownership: God owns
everg’ching. We are simplg leascholders. Put we often aPP13 the genera] Princip!e to
our money, thinking [His ownership is oan about our financial assets. So, we tithe and
walk away; believing we have fulfilled the terms of the lease because we have taken
care of the financial app!ication. You have undoubtcd]g alreac{g filled in the rest of the
lesson. Thc genera! Princip]c of owncrship is about evcrgtlﬁing, notjust finances. (od
owns your lhce, your boclg and even your time. \/\/Iﬂat you do with all those things is also
part of the lease agreement. Put it’s so casy to Forgct the general Princip]e ]33

concentrating onlg on the sPechCic aPPlications, isn’t it?

One more cxamp]e miglﬁt help. (God loves [is creation. | hat’s the gencral Principlc.
This gencral Principlc imPlies that (God loves me. But in this aPPIication is another
general Princip]e. (God loves me no matter what | do or who | am, where | go or how |
feel. Godjust loves me. The sPechCic applications of this genera] PrinciP]e are very,
very imPortant. We often espouse the gencral Principle and then turn riglﬂt around
and act as thougl‘m the Princip]e doesnt applg when ] am sinFu], angry, cliscouragcdj
running away from my troubles or any number of other “less than sPiritual” activities.
Wrong! The general Princip]e still aPPlies‘ Wejust have to stop ignoring its full
imPIications‘ OPen the Bible to yourgavori’ce Fsalm. ]’” bet you will very quickly read a
general Princip]c followed bﬂ sPcchcic applications. David was a rabbi too. Now, erjog
# 5, kelal uFerat~Perat vekelal.

Fkkkhhd



Frinciplc #6
Saturdag, September | Zth, 2009 i Author: Sklp Moen

]:or itis written in the Law of Moses, “YOU SHALL NOT MUZZLE THE
OX WH[LE HE_ ]5 THRESH]NG” (God is not concerned about oxen, is
[He7 1 Coriﬂthians 9:9

]5 Hc’? - Docs God care about oxen? O)C course Hc does! Docsn’t the gcneral
Principle (remember #5) aPPlﬂ here? (God loves [is creation, therefore [Je cares
about oxen. 50, wt‘ly does SEa’u] ask the question? Because SEa’ul is about to
applg the sixth Principlc of rabbinic interpretation; kegotza bo bamakom acher (“as
comes from itin another Place”), that is, a teacl‘ning based on what is similar in another
passage. This is cxcgctical analogg. Jt isn’t oxen Sha’ul wants us to notice. What he
wants us to notice is thatjust as (God cares about oxen, so e also cares about
those who labor on behalf of others. Oxcn are fed in their labor. So should the
servants of the Lord be fed and cared for bg those whom they serve. SHa’ul draws an

ana1059 based on the similarity of circumstance, that is, reward for laboring.

]:ranidy, a verse about teeding oxen has nothing to do with Paging ministers. Tl—]e
context isn’t the same. T}‘ye historical Period isn’t the same. The ]anguage isn’t the
same (unless your Pastor is like a bu”) One verse doesn’t seem to be connected to
another verse, except by this process of rabbinic analogg. Then it makes sense. Put
if you were asked to find biblical support for rcwarding pastors, ]’” bet you would

never have thought of a verse about oxen - unless you were a brilliant rabbi like

SHa’ul.

Sometimes this Principlc is used is even more mysterious ways. Rabbinic thougt‘lt
connected many aPParently unrelated verses because they shared the same letters or
words. T}wc actual context or meaning of the individual verses had little to do with the
rabbinic insight. (Consider this examp]e:

| amentations 3:41 says, “| et us lift up our heart with our hands unto (God in the
heavens.” Dcuteronomg 11:13 tells us “to love the Lorcl your God and to serve fﬂim

with all your heart.” f:rom these two verses, the rabbis connect the word “heart” and



conclude that serving (od with all your heart means Praging. Do you see the Principle
at work here? Taken indePendentlg, you might never conclude that serving the | ord
was the work of prayer, but when Princip]e #6 is employec{, the two verses share

something in common (the word lev) and that means tlﬁcg must somehow be related.

As Greek thinkers, we resist this Principle. We want a logical connection. Otherwise,
we comp]ain the verse is taken “out of context.” Put of course it's taken out of
context. (Context doesn’t matter here. [t is the ana]ogg or the similaritg that matters.
Magbe we need to put our nice, neat, logical criteria on the shelf for awhile and listen

to the sages. Magbe we would learn something imPortant.

kkkhkkk

Frinciplc #7
5undag, SCPtcmbcr 13th, 2009 1 Author: Sklp Moen

“and if you do not do we”, sin is crouching at the door; and its desire is for you, but

you must master it.” (Genesis 4:7

At Tl’xe Door — “Tl’]c exact moment when the human bcing becomes endowed with
the evil impu]se was discussed bﬁ Antonius and K. Juclah the Prince, and the decision
was as stated above, viz., the urge comes into existence at the time of birth.
‘Antoninus asked K. Juclah, “Trom what time does the evil impulse exercise its power
in the human Being — from the time of the embrgo’s formation orits emergence from the
bodg?” Hc answered, “From the time of its formation.” Thc other retortcdj “]n that
case it ought to kick about in the womb and come out of its own accord! 5urel9 itis
from the time of its emergencel!” K. Juda}-\ said, “Antoninus has taugl—lt me something
which is corroborated 139 a 5criptura] text, viz., ‘Sin coucheth at the door ((Gen. iv. 7)

”)

—i.e. the oPening of the mother’s body

This little discussion illustrates Principlc #7, devar halamed meingano (“a word that is
learned from its own issue”). Something is learned from its own subjcct. Here the

subject is the yetzer ha'ra. [ts connection to (Genesis 4.7 allowed Rabbi Judah to see



that the human being comes under the power of the evil inclination at birtlﬁ, not at

concePtion.

O)C course, modern, Greei@thinking, scientific Man might object to this entire
argument as mgthologu’cal nonsense. There is nothing “sPirituaI” going on in the birth
of a child. ]t is all simplg a matter of anatomy and rcProduction. What’s the difference
between the birth of a rabbit and the birth of a human bcing? Not much, rca”g. PBut
the objections of the Greck~thinking modern Man won’t have much effect on the
rabbi. [He doesnt share the mechanistic worldview. [is world is filled with mystery,

awe, reverence and cliscovering PrinciP]es from within the very words (God uses.

Remember FaRDcS, the four levels of Scriptura! meaning,. Tl’xis Principlc seems
most likc!g to lead us to Soc], the level of mgsterg‘ The twists and turns of Hebrcw
mgs’cical ’chought are often tied to intricacies within the words themselves. For (Greek
thinkers, itis a strange — and sometimes wonderful - worlcl, and it takes a great deal of

getting used to.

We have reached the end of the rabbinic Principles of ScriPtural interpreta’cion.
[Have we learned angtl—ling rea”g important? | hoPe we have learned at least this much.
The Bible is not quite the so-familiar territory we thought it was. We will have to be
much more careful and Patient as we continue to explore the Book of all books. GOd

is at work here. Ma9 [is name be blessed.
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BeginningAgain
by Skip Moen, D. Phil.o101,/2012

As we start a new Roman calendar year of exploration, it might be useful to give a

short summary of what we have learned so far. AFCW critical Points emerge:

i. Ang aPProaclﬁ to unders’canc{ing the writings of the New | estament must
recognize the t!ﬁorough saturation of the | anakh and first century Jewish beliefs in
the backgrounc‘ of the authors.

2. With the death of the last of the Proplﬂets] Judaism encountered and embraced in
varging clcgrecs the Powcmcul influence of the Hc”cnis’cic world. Bg the first century,
some schools of rabbinic Judaism and some arecas of Jewish life were alreadg
exlﬁibiting [Hellenistic ideas and patterns in contrast with the ancient ways of ]sraei.
This influence is part of the backgrouncl for understancling the text of the New
Testameﬂt.

3. Yeshua was a Procluct of the cornqicting cultures of ancient [Jebrew thouglﬁ’c and
the first century Jewisl—r involvement with and reaction to rabbinic and [Jellenistic

thin‘dng.

4. Yeshua was a rcFormcr, ca”ing the Pcoplc of lsrac] to return to Torah obedience
as understood bg a conservative view of the | anakh. T his aligned [Him with some
schools of the Pharisees but put [im in direct conflict with other Jewish schools and
thinkers.

5. Thc Torahandits authoritg over all life is the fundamental belief of ancient |srael
and is the foundation of Yeshua’s teaching. The idea that Yeshua nullified the
Torah or rendered it no longer aPPlicable to followers of YHWIH is the
unsuPPortab]e claim of RcPlacemcnt Theology. Torahis (God’s expccta’cion for the

code of conduct of His followers.

6. A careful examination of the life of Yeshua and the clisciples including Faul

demonstrates that | orah observance was a vital part of the ear19 believing Messianic



community and remained so until the 4th Century. The Roman Ctnurcti and its
rePIacement ttieo]ogy ioegan a systematic seParation of Christianitg from its original

[Hebrew origins in the 2nd Centurg, eventua”y creating the existing chasm between
Juciaism and Ci—iristianitg i)y the end of the 4th Century.

7. Understanding the tiistory of Jewish and (Christian ttnini(ing and interaction
between 400 and 500AD) is the most imPortant singie factor in cietermining the

Poiiticalj social and reiigious influences that led to tociag’s theoiogicai divide between

(Christians and _Jews.

8. Just as Christianitg is dominated ]33 a signiticant number of doctrinal variations
and denominations, so Judaism between 4~OOBC and 400AD is a story of
competing ti’ieoiogicai Positions. There was no singie Judaism Ciuring the time of
Yeshua and the eariy Messianic communitﬂ.

9. Exegesis of the New ] estament must account for these various “Juciaisms” since
the arguments and ttneoiogicai statements in the New Testament are often directly
connected with one or more of the schools of JCWiSi’] thought Prevaient in the first
century. No New | estament text can be understood in its own sitz im laben without

this historical Perspective.

10. The Hebrew ianguage sPoken in the first centur9 139 the authors of the New
| estament is the keg to understanding the meanings of New | estament passages.
Relging on the Greek text alone cannot Prociuce a satistying exPianation of the
thought of the authors since their cultural and linguistic biasis Hebraic.

i11. No Englisi‘r translation of the Bibie adequateiy expresses the ttiougtit patterns
of the authors of either the Tanaicti or the New T estament. |n order to satistactori]g
understand what these men meant, we must examine with as much rigor as Possible the
original languages, both Greek and iﬂebrewj Paﬂing attention to the transition in
meaning between these two ]anguages, recognizing that often the fundamental
differences in the ttnougtnt patterns between these two ianguages will reciuire us to
reformulate the (Greek text from an [Jebraic Perspective. This transitional effort is
true of the authors of the New Testament as well since the evidence suggests that



theg modified their Greek constructions in order to capture as best thcg could the
underlging chrew worldview.

(iven the above Poin’cSJ our objective in the coming, year will be to examine even more
verses and words with a careful methodologg. TEat means thiﬂgs won’t haPPen
quick]g. Most of the time we will discover how little we ac’cua”g know or thought we
knew} but this is real progress since it will l‘lclp us draw closer to the meaning of the
text. [Doctrinal issues will most ]ike]g fade in relevance as thcg are overshadowed bg
]inguis’cic and historical issues. Tl’vis is not an enterPrise that one man or woman can
hope to accomplish [t will require debate and interaction - in other words, the
]eaming process of the [Hebrew worldview. Dctermining the qucstions will most Iikclg
be a more important task than arriving at answers. Put as long as the Lord tarries, we

will have time.

| etus therefore be &i]igent in our search, seeking to know [1im as [Je was known }39
those who shared His world.

After almost 4000 word studies, | find that | know even less now than | tlﬁouglﬁt | knew
when ] bcgan all those years ago. ]n Fact) ] feel completcly inadequate for this task,
often wondering how it is Possible to continue with so much ignorance. T hat's when |
need to be reminded that the purpose of these studies is not information. | he
purpose is to draw closer to the Go& we desire to serve. f:ortunatelyj He is not
asking us to “know it all” before we can WOFS]’IiP and serve Him Each step Forwardl
even the xcaltering ones, are ajog to [1im. Thisis trulg a ]ti-timcjourncH. So, in spite
of our need to correct what we thought we kncw, to press on into matters we never
knew and to search diligcntlg for clues to the Kingc]om, we also know that toclay’s

simP]c obedience co nccrning the things we hearis sufficient for this hour.



