
Preface

The Book of the Acts of the Apostles is a critically important 
work that addresses many important issues agectinb the Mody of 
.essiah to this dayI vf you benuinely desire to know what people 
Melie,e! read their writinbs Mut also look at what they doW xhen 
we eUamine what the Apostles and all the early Melie,ers actually 
did! then that Mecomes a clear conteUt for understandinb the 
meaninb of their writinbsI Snfortunately! many theolobians! 
recent and past! ha,e little to do with this epistleI qure! it may 
Me “uoted when people want to -cherry”pickP qcriptures to 
ad,ance a -witnessinb scriptP or to relate a beobraphy lesson 
on the tra,els of the Apostle CaulI vt has also Meen a source of 
useful stories for sermon illustrations Mut rarely for doctrineI 
qome BiMle teachers ha,e e,en asserted that we should not take 
doctrine from the Mook of Acts! that it was a -transitional MookP 
from law to brace! from vsrael to the GhurchI xhat a horri?c 
and Miased way to treat the xord of RodW xhate,er happened 
to the faith -once for all deli,ered unto the saintsPL To think this 
way essentially writes og the faith of the earliest Melie,ers who 
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were arbuaMly closer to the source and conteUt of that oribinal 
faithW As it says in Csalm 33F4! -vf the foundations are destroyed! 
what can the ribhteous doLP

v  ?nd  a  parallel  Metween  this  erroneous  Mias  and  faulty 
hermeneutic with the failure of the Crotestant Deformation! 
which is often hailed as a correcti,e to the errors of the Doman 
Gatholic church and Mased on a serious -Mack”to”the”BiMleP 
mo,ementI The fact is that the Crotestant Deformation! as im”
portant a correction to Gatholic error as it was! utterly failed 
in actually returninb to the words of the BiMleI The Deform”
ers only went Mack to the writinbs of the early church jathers 
in the 4rd and Xth centuries! who were already og the path 
and infected My many theolobical errors! speci?cally Deplace”
ment TheolobyI 8ad the Deformers actually bone all the way 
-Mack”to”the”BiMleP! as is often claimed! they would ha,e disco,”
ered the recorded conteUt of the ,ery Torah”positi,e! brace”?lled 
Melie,ers as the Mook of Acts clearly demonstratesI This all Mebs 
the “uestion! -8ow did they miss it and how do they continue 
to miss it e,en todayPL

v Melie,e the current reason for such disparate treatment of the 
Mook of Acts stems from a commonly encountered Mias in terms 
of hermeneuticsI vt is the readinb of teUts with the colored blasses 
of an a priori assumption that is the essence of what is termed 
-eisebesisP! which is a suMOecti,e method of interpretation My in”
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sertinb one0s opinions into the teUt and essentially -seeinb what 
you are predisposed to seePI The o,eruse and aMuse of allebory is 
also a fa,orite tool of theolobians who bo -og pabeP! so to speakI 
The proMlem with allebory is that it is a theolobically Morderless 
world with no buard rails! a free”for”all where there eUists no 
oMOecti,e correcti,e to the faulty conclusions arri,ed at My such a 
distortion of the messabe and the conteUtI The appropriate and 
scholastically responsiMle approach to understandinb qcripture 
is termed -eUebesisP and seeks to Me free of personal and eUternal 
Mias My adherinb to the normal rules of historicalJbrammatical 
construction to inform the readerI vt is also dependent upon 
the ,ery important word -conteUtPI This word should always 
Me understood not only with respect to the surroundinb words 
and phrases in any bi,en teUt Mut also must include the larber 
conteUt of what was in the Melief system of the oribinal hear”
ers of the wordsI vn other words! how did the oribinal hearers 
understand the words spoken or written to themL .any times! 
their responses and suMse“uent actions are recorded and should 
Me weibhed to assist our understandinb of any teUt in “uestionI

The author of the Mook of Acts is Euke! the same author of 
the Rospel of EukeI vn this epistle! he Mebins with a reference to 
his prior work! the Rospel accordinb to EukeI v take this as his 
counsel that to fully understand and appreciate his writinbs in 
the Mook of Acts! it is necessary to place that within the frame”
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work of the continuation of his prior workI xe should! there”
fore! stri,e to see continuity as opposed to contrastI GonteUt is 
always importantI 8istory is always importantI Snderstandinb 
the dominant theolobies of the 2udaisms of the day is always 
importantI

v would apply that same lobic to this study buideI .uch of 
the conclusions the reader will disco,er herein are dependent 
on a thoroubh understandinb of the content of my prior Mook! 
qacred GowsI vn that work! v laid a sibni?cant foundation for 
understandinb the errors of modern theoloby! speci?cally De”
placement Theoloby and Hispensationalism as well as the com”
mon errors in misunderstandinb the writinbs of the Apostle 
Caul! especially in the area of the application and purposes of the 
Torah! and the inclusion of bentiles and their place concerninb 
Torah oMser,anceI v cannot reproduce all of that material in 
this commentary! so! like Euke0s Mebinninb comments on the 
Mook of Acts referrinb to his earlier work! v stronbly subbest the 
reader carefully study and appreciate my earlier foundational 
work titled qacred GowsI 

This study buide is  not intended to attain a new pinna”
cle of scholarship or to impress the reader with an eUhausti,e 
a,alanche of facts! ?bures! and minutia that infuse the work 
with the impression of importanceI That may Me useful for a 
BiMle tri,ia bame Mut not for our purposes hereI v ha,e seen and 
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read many commentaries! Moth from N,anbelical Ghristian as 
well as DaMMinic sources that seek to do thatI They may make an 
initial impression that lea,es the reader stunned and humMled 
and many fall into the trap of assuminb that the super”aMun”
dance of information e“uates to sound theoloby andJor useful 
teachinbI That is not to say that the study pro,ided herein is 
lackinb in oMOecti,e truth presented with clarityI 

The focus of this study buide is to address the Mroad “uestions 
rebardinb what actually constituted the faith and practices of 
the earliest Melie,ers in VeshuaI xhat did they Melie,e! and of 
e“ual importance! what did they doL xhat was their relation”
ship with the Torah and how did bentiles ?t into this paradibmL 
Because of this narrow focus! this work may not satisfy all read”
ers! especially those interested in all the minutia and -raMMit 
trailsP a,ailaMleI Those are not wronb to study and! in fact! can 
Me a fun learninb eUperience! Mut that is not the purpose hereI 
v intend to remain focused on the aMo,e sets of “uestions as we 
study the Mook of Acts to ascertain answers directly from the 
teUt to the “uestions posed aMo,eI

v ha,e desibned this work to function as an interacti,e dis”
co,ery buide to assist the earnest student of the xord of Rod 
to fully eUplore and eUamine what the teUt actually statesI v 
will! therefore! keep commentary as minimal as possiMle and 
only oger it when necessary to point out the breater conteUt of 
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important historical Meliefs and practices of the people you are 
readinb aMoutI v in,ite the student to approach this Oourney with 
an open mind! a willinb heart! and a desire to fully learn and 
emMrace what Caul called -the full counsel of RodPI

.y boal! as always! is to remain faithful to the written xord 
of Rod! cautiously -testinb all thinbsP throubh that lens! and to 
teach what the qcriptures actually say with the utmost clarityI

All qcripture “uotations in this Mook are from the xorld 
.essianic BiMleI vt has also Meen known as the 8eMrew 1ames 
)ersion K81)F and the xorld Nnblish BiMleF .essianic Ndition 
KxNBF.NFI

The acronym Tanach or Tanakh is from three 8eMrew wordsF 
the T represents Torah or the ?,e Mooks of .oses! the 1 rep”
resents 1e,i!im or the Crophets and the G8 or G8 represents 
Getu,im or the xritinbsI These represent the threefold di,ision 
of what is erroneously called the ’ld TestamentI

Veshua is the 8eMrew name that is transliterated as 2esusI qince 
there is no letter 2 in 8eMrew or Rreek! and only recently in 
Nnblish for that matter! it is linbuistically proper to use the 
correct name for the .essiahI 1o one in the ?rst century in the 
land of vsrael heard the letter 2 pronounced! so names like 2esus! 
2ames! or 2eho,ah are incorrectI


