Acts 4:13
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 is the transitional use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Now” and transitioning from Peter’s speech to the reaction of the Sanhedrin.  With this we have the nominative masculine plural present active participle from the verb THEWREW, which means “to come to the understanding of something: to notice, perceive, observe, find especially on the basis of what one has seen and heard Acts 4:13.”


The present tense is a descriptive present of what happened at that moment.


The active voice indicates that the members of the Sanhedrin produce the action.


The participle is temporal, indicating that this action occurred simultaneously with the action of the main verb.  It can be translated “while or as they observed, noticed.”

Then we have the accusative direct object from the feminine singular article and noun PARRĒSIA, meaning “the courage, confidence, boldness, fearlessness, especially in the presence of persons of high rank.”
  With this we have the possessive genitive from the masculine singular article and proper noun PETROS with the connective conjunction KAI and the proper noun IWANNĒS, meaning “of Peter and John.”
“Now as they observed the confidence of Peter and John”
 is the additive/connective use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” followed by the nominative masculine plural aorist middle participle from the verb KATALAMBANW, which means “to process information: grasp, find, or understand Acts 25:25; 4:13; 10:34; Eph 3:18.”


The aorist tense is a constative/historical aorist, which views the entire process of understanding something as a past fact.


The middle voice is an indirect middle, which emphasizes the personal responsibility of the members of the Sanhedrin in producing the action.


The participle is circumstantial and explanatory.

Then we have the conjunction HOTI, used after verbs of mental activity to indicate the content of that activity.  It is translated “that.”  This is followed by the predicate nominative from the masculine plural noun ANTHRWPOS, meaning “men” plus the adjective AGRAMMATOI, meaning “‘unable to write’, also uneducated, illiterate of Peter and John Acts 4:13.”
  Then we have the third person plural present active indicative from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: they were.”


The present tense is a present tense retained in indirect discourse.  “Generally speaking, the tense of the Greek verb in indirect discourse is retained from the direct discourse.  (Indirect discourse occurs after a verb of perception [e.g., verbs of saying, thinking, believing, knowing, seeing, hearing].  This is unlike English: In indirect discourse we usually push the tense back “one slot” from what it would have been in the direct discourse (especially if the introductory verb is past tense)—that is, we render a simple past as a past perfect, a present as a past tense, etc.  In Greek, however, the tenses of the original utterance are retained in the indirect discourse. The present tense is one of these. This usage is very common, especially in the Gospels and Acts.  This use of the present tense is not, technically, a syntactical category. That is to say, the present tense also belongs to some other present tense usage.  The retained present is a translational category, not a syntactical one.”
  The other tense usage here would be a static or aoristic present, which regards the state or condition as a fixed fact.

The active voice indicates that Peter and John produced the action of being uneducated.

The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact.

Then we have the connective conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the predicate nominative from the masculine plural noun IDIWTĒS, meaning “a person who is relatively unskilled or inexperienced in some activity or field of knowledge, layperson, amateur in contrast to an expert or specialist of any kind (the uncrowned person in contrast to the king; private soldier in contrast to an officer; in contrast to a physician, philosopher, orator , poet, priest, educated person, civilian in contrast to soldier, private citizen in contrast to an official; unskilled in speaking 2 Cor 11:6; an untrained person Acts 4:13.”
 

“and understood that they were uneducated and untrained men,”
 is the third person plural imperfect active indicative from the verb THAUMAZW, which means “to be astonished” (BDAG, p. 444).

The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, which describes a continuous past action.


The active voice indicates that the members of the Sanhedrin produced the action of continuing to be astonished.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact.

Then we have the third person plural imperfect active indicative from the verb EPIGINWSKW, which means “to acknowledge acquaintance with, recognize someone, Acts 12:14; with the accusative of person and HOTIS following Acts 3:10; 4:13.”


The imperfect tense is an ingressive (also called an inceptive) imperfect, which describes the beginning of a past action.  “This verse has two indirect discourse clauses, the first with a retained present and the second with a retained imperfect.  As well, two imperfects introduce the second HOTI clause, both of which are most likely ingressive.”


The active voice indicates that the members of the Sanhedrin produced the action of beginning to recognize Peter and John.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact.

This is followed by the connective use of the classical Greek postpositive conjunction TE, meaning “and.”  Then we have the accusative direct object from the third person masculine plural personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “them” and referring to Peter and John.
“they were astonished, and began to recognize them”
 is the explanatory use of the conjunction HOTI, meaning “that” followed by the preposition SUN plus the instrumental of association from the masculine singular article and proper noun IĒSOUS, meaning “with Jesus.”  Finally we have the third person plural imperfect active indicative from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: they were.”

The imperfect tense is an imperfect retained in indirect discourse.  “Like the present, the imperfect can be retained from the direct discourse in the indirect.  In English, however, we translate it as though it were a past perfect.  As with the retained present, this is a translational category, not a syntactical one.  Indirect discourse occurs after a verb of perception (e.g., verbs of saying, thinking, believing, knowing, seeing, hearing).  It may be introduced by a declarative HOTI.  This is unlike English: In indirect discourse we usually push the tense back “one slot” from what it would have been in the direct discourse (especially if the introductory verb is past tense)—that is, we render a simple past as a past perfect, a present as a past tense, etc.”
  “This is an excellent illustration of the differences between Greek and English.  Both HOTI clauses are declarative.  In each instance the tense is retained in Greek, but in English translation the tense must be moved back one slot. Thus,  is translated they were and  is translated they had been.  The purported direct statements would have been ‘They are unlearned and ignorant men’” and ‘They were with Jesus.’”


The active voice indicates that Peter and John produced the action of continuing to be with Jesus in the past.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact.

“that they had been with Jesus.”

Acts 4:13 corrected translation
“Now as they observed the confidence of Peter and John and understood that they were uneducated and untrained men, they were astonished, and began to recognize them that they had been with Jesus.”
Explanation:
1.  “Now as they observed the confidence of Peter and John”

a.  The first thing the members of the Sanhedrin noticed is that Peter and John spoke with unbridled confidence and boldness.

b.  They spoke like they knew exactly what they were talking about.  They were not afraid to speak up, speak their mind, tell the truth, and point out the facts.

c.  They spoke with courage, confidence, boldness, and fearlessness.  They were not afraid of the high priest or the captain of the temple guards, or anyone else in that room.


d.  They could speak with this courage, confidence, and fearlessness because of the influence and power of the Holy Spirit.  Peter was no longer the coward who was afraid to go into the trial of Jesus before the high priest and stand at His side, Lk 22:54-62.
2.  “and understood that they were uneducated and untrained men,”

a.  The second thing the Sanhedrin noticed and began to understand was that Peter and John did not speak like those who had been formerly trained in the Mosaic Law and rabbinic teachings.

b.  “Peter and John, though without formal theological training, could argue intelligently before the Sanhedrin.”
 “They had not had the kind of formal education that the rabbis prized.”
  “The description of Peter and John as ‘uneducated, common men’ means no more than that they were ignorant of the finer points of the rabbinical interpretation of the Jewish Torah.”


c.  When one considers the classical nature of the Greek used in 1 Peter and the very different unpolished Greek of 2 Peter it raises an issue regarding the statement that Peter was uneducated and untrained.  “The issue is whether a Galilean fisherman, known to be an ‘uneducated, common man’ (Acts 4:13), could have written in the style and manner of these chapters.  Acts 4:13 probably means only that Peter and John were not versed in rabbinic lore. According to C. H. Dodd (Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel [1953], p. 82 note 1) the Greek terms in Acts 4:13 mean that the apostles were ignorant of the Torah in the eyes of official Judaism. These terms say nothing, however, about the apostles’ cultural background or linguistic expertise.”
  First Peter was written by Silvanus as Peter’s amanuensis, 1 Pet 5:12, “Through Silvanus, the faithful fellow-believer (which is how I consider him), I have written briefly to all of you.”  Second Peter was written by Peter himself.  This clearly accounts for the difference in writing style between the two epistles.


d.  Another factor to be considered is the fact that Peter had about thirty-five years to learn, develop, and polish his literary and oral skills between his defense before the Sanhedrin in 30 A.D. and the writing of his two epistles between 64-68 A.D.

e.  The Greek of John’s Gospel and letters is the simplest, most beautiful Greek ever written.  It clearly did not come from an uneducated person.  John packs more theological impact into fewer words than any other writer of the New Testament.  Revelation is in a class by itself because of its subject matter and because of the epistle was written some sixty-five years after the events described here in Acts.


f.  Peter and John appeared to the members of the Sanhedrin, the scribes, the doctors of the Mosaic Law, and the Pharisees who trained under such teachers as Gamaliel, as uneducated and untrained in rabbinical theology and argument.  They also sounded uneducated and untrained in rhetoric because of their Galilean dialect.  (It would be like a Yankee before a confederate court, who speaks but doesn’t have a southern drawl.)  However, this was only the opinion of the members of the Sanhedrin. 
3.  “they were astonished, and began to recognize them that they had been with Jesus.”

a.  The members of the Sanhedrin were astonished by several things.


(1)  They were astonished at the courage, confidence, and fearlessness of Peter and John.  Such ordinary men were speaking with such extraordinary courage, clarity, and confidence.


(2)  They were astonished that they could speak which such theological accuracy though untrained in the Law and rabbinical teachings.



(3)  They were astonished at the truthfulness of what Peter had said.



(4)  They were astonished that the healing of the sick man was being attributed to Jesus of Nazareth.



(5)  They were astonished that Peter and John were proclaiming Jesus risen from the dead.



(6)  They were astonished that Peter and John made the statement that there is salvation in no one else.

b.  Then the light bulb goes on over their heads—they begin the recognize Peter and John as the friends and followers of Jesus.


(1)   When you read the story of Jesus’ trial before the high priest and Peter’s denial of the Lord three times in Lk 22:54-62, you will notice that in verse 61 it says that “The Lord turned and looked at Peter.”  If Jesus could see Peter, then so could the high priest who was standing or sitting in front of Jesus.



(2)  The captain of the temple guards was in charge of the arrest of Jesus in the Garden of Gethsemane.  He would clearly recognize Peter as the man who pulled out a sword and cut off the ear of one of his solders.



(3)  John was well known to the high priest according to Jn 18:15-16, “Simon Peter was following Jesus, and so was another disciple [John].  Now that disciple was known to the high priest, and entered with Jesus into the court of the high priest, but Peter was standing at the door outside.  So the other disciple, who was known to the high priest, went out and spoke to the doorkeeper, and brought Peter in.”  The same Annas of Jn 18:13 before whom Jesus was first interrogated with John and Peter in the same room now recognizes Peter and John as the same two men he had seen the night he interrogated Jesus.
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