Acts 4:1



 is the transitional use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “Now” and transitioning us to the next event in the drama.  With this we have a genitive absolute
 construction, in which a participle in the genitive functions like a finite verb with a pronoun in the genitive which functions as the subject of the participle.  The construction is grammatically independent of the rest of the sentence, and therefore, absolute.  First, we have the genitive masculine plural present active participle from the verb LALEW, which means “to speak: were speaking.”


The present tense is descriptive/historical present for what was happening at that moment in the past.


The active voice indicates that the Peter and John were producing the action.


The participle is a temporal participle, which indicates the time of the action relative to the action of the main verb—it is coterminous (at the same time).

With this we have the genitive third person masculine plural personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “they” and referring to Peter and John.  Then we have the preposition PROS plus the accusative of direction/place from the masculine singular article and noun LAOS, meaning “to the people.”
“Now while they were speaking to the people,”
 is the third person plural aorist active indicative from the verb EPHISTĒMI, which means “to stand near or approach often with the connotation of suddenness, Lk 2:9, 38; 4:39; 10:40; 20:1; 24:4; Acts 4:1; 6:12; 10:17; 11:11; 12:7; 22:13, 20; 23:11, 27; to come near with intention of harming, attack Acts 17:5.”
  The two ideas can easily be combined here—the guards approached with the intention of harming or arresting the apostles, which is exactly what they did.

The aorist tense is a constative/historical aorist, which views the entire past action as a fact.


The active voice indicates that the priests and temple guards produced the action.


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

Then we have the dative direct object from the third person masculine plural personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “them” and referring to Peter and John.  This is followed by the nominative subject from the masculine plural article and noun HIEREUS, meaning “the priests” (BDAG, p. 469), plus the connective conjunction KAI, meaning “and” with the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and noun STRATĒGOS and the genitive of identity from the neuter singular article and noun HIEROS, meaning “the commander responsible for the temple in Jerusalem, captain of the temple Acts 4:1; 5:24, 26; Lk 22:4, 52.”
  This is followed by the connective conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the nominative subject from the masculine plural article and noun SADDOUKAIOS, meaning “the Sadducees.”
“the priests and the captain of the temple and the Sadducees approached them,”
Acts 4:1 corrected translation
“Now while they were speaking to the people, the priests and the captain of the temple and the Sadducees approached them,”
Explanation:
1.  “Now while they were speaking to the people,”

a.  Luke moves the narrative along to the next event in the drama.

b.  After Peter’s speech, both Peter and John are talking to the crowd and explaining to them about the person and work of Christ.


c.  The importance of this clause is that more was said to the crowd than just what we have quoted as Peter’s speech.  After Peter’s speech Peter and John continuing explaining about Jesus as the Messiah and why He had to die on the Cross as a substitute for sins.  Furthermore, they kept on telling the crowd that they were eyewitnesses of His resurrection, which proved that He was the Messiah.

d.  The full and complete explanation of the person and work of Jesus as the Christ was given to this group of Jews.  They did not receive a partial explanation that was cut off by the temple guards, but a full explanation of the message of the gospel.

2.  “the priests and the captain of the temple and the Sadducees approached them,”

a.  The leadership of the temple comes after Peter and John with intent to arrest them and do them harm.  The leadership of the temple is composed of:


(1)  The priests, which refers to the Levitical priests that were serving in the temple that day.  “These were the regular priests, one of the twenty-four groups that had been selected by lot, whose time of service had been appointed for this day.”



(2)  The commander of the temple, which was the chief police officer in charge of maintaining order in the temple grounds, so that the Romans would not have to become involved.  “The ‘captain of the temple’ was the high priest’s assistant and stood at his right hand. On the Day of Atonement he could act on the high priest’s behalf.  He supervised the cultic and the officiating priests.  He was also the head of the temple police, who arrested the apostles (Acts 5:24,26).”
 



(3)  The Sadducees, who were the leaders of the Sanhedrin at the time.  


b.  The captain of the temple guard was the same man who negotiated with Judas how Judas might betray Jesus, Lk 22:4, “And he went away and discussed with the chief priests and officers how he might betray Him to them.”  He was also the same man the group that arrested Jesus, Lk 22:52, “Then Jesus said to the chief priests and officers of the temple and elders who had come against Him, ‘Have you come out with swords and clubs as you would against a robber?’”  Peter and John had seen this man before and he had seen them before.  In fact, Peter had cut off the ear of one of soldiers of this man.  This was an act not soon forgotten by this military officer.  He certainly had no love for Peter.  This man was a Jew, not a Roman officer.


(1)  The “captain of the temple” mentioned in Acts 4:1 and 5:24 was not a military officer, but superintendent of the guard of priests and Levites who kept watch in the temple by night.



(2)  “The captain of the temple (Acts 4:1; 5:24, 26) was of course permanently fixed in Jerusalem where he served as right-hand man to the high priest, customarily being chosen as deputy to the high priest on the Day of Atonement.  Indeed, a qualification for the office of high priest was prior holding of the office of temple captain.”


c.  The priests, the captain of the temple, and the Sadducees approached Peter and John with one thing in mind—they were going to put a stop to this talk about Jesus and His resurrection.  They hated Jesus and everything for which He stood.  They hated His teaching and opposed Him during His entire ministry.  They knew Peter and John were His followers and were determined to put a stop to them as well.
3.  Regarding the Sadducees:

“The origin of this Jewish sect cannot definitely be traced.  It was probably the outcome of the influence of Grecian customs and philosophy during the period of Greek domination.  The first time they are met with is in connection with John the Baptist’s ministry.  They came out to him when on the banks of the Jordan, and he said to them, ‘O generation of vipers, who hath warned you to flee from the wrath to come?’ (Mt 3:7).  The next time they are spoken of they are represented as coming to our Lord tempting him. He calls them ‘hypocrites’ and ‘a wicked and adulterous generation’ (Mt 16:1–4; 22:23).  The only reference to them in the Gospels of Mark (12:18–27) and Luke (20:27–38) is their attempting to ridicule the doctrine of the resurrection, which they denied, as they also denied the existence of angels.  They are never mentioned in John’s Gospel.  There were many Sadducees among the ‘elders’ of the Sanhedrin.  They seem, indeed, to have been as numerous as the Pharisees (Acts 23:6).  They showed their hatred of Jesus in taking part in his condemnation (Mt 16:21; 26:1–3, 59; Mk 8:31; 15:1; Lk 9:22; 22:66).  They endeavored to prohibit the apostles from preaching the resurrection of Christ (Acts 2:24, 31, 32; 4:1, 2; 5:17, 24–28).  They were the deists or skeptics of that age.  They do not appear as a separate sect after the destruction of Jerusalem.”


“The earliest period with which the Sadducees are associated is the time of Jonathan the brother of Judas Maccabeus (160–143 B.C.).  Josephus stated that there were three schools at this time: the Pharisees, the Sadducees, and the Essenes.  The Sadducees may have comprised most of the senate (predecessor of the Sanhedrin) when it began prior to the Maccabean rebellion; on the other hand, they may have developed after the rebellion, since they were closely associated with the new Hasmonean high-priestly line begun by Jonathan’s brother Simon (142–134 B.C.), which replaced the old high-priestly line destroyed in the revolt.  During this period of Jewish history the priestly upper classes (with which the Sadducees were largely identified) were in charge of political as well as religious affairs

Simon’s successor as high priest was John Hyrcanus (134–104 B.C.).  Hyrcanus was originally a disciple of the Pharisees, but during his rule he transferred his allegiance to the Sadducees.  This was the beginning of the close association between the Sadducees and the Hasmonean high priests; the Sadducees became the real ruling party.  Aristobulus I (104–103 B.C.), successor of John Hyrcanus, was the first ruler to assume the title ‘king’.  Sadducean power and influence were temporarily reduced, however, when Salome Alexandra (76–67 B.C.), who succeeded her husband Alexander Janneus to the throne, came under the influence of the Pharisees (her brother was a famous Pharisee).  She appointed her son Hyrcanus II as high priest but without civil authority and reinstated the Pharisees’ regulations that Hyrcanus had abolished; thus she granted considerable power for the first time to the Pharisees, who were popular among the masses.  At Alexandra’s death her two sons quarreled over the succession.  Hyrcanus II (supported by the Pharisees) for a brief time abdicated the throne to Aristobulus II (whom the Sadducees supported); but with encouragement from Antipater, Hyrcanus fought back.  The struggle ended only with Pompey’s invasion in 63 B.C.

Hyrcanus II was reinstated as high priest by Pompey as a reward for supporting the Romans during their siege of Jerusalem.  But Sadducean power suffered when Herod became king (37–4 B.C.) and put to death many of the Sadducees for urging Hyrcanus to bring him to trial and for supporting Antigonus the son of Aristobulus II, who had succeeded in taking the high priesthood from Hyrcanus II.  Herod’s appointment of puppet high priests (Josephus listed twenty-eight high priests in the 107 years before the fall of Jerusalem) in place of the Hasmonean high priests with whom the Sadducees had been associated also reduced their influence, as did the decline in the power of the Sanhedrin. The Sanhedrin (and hence the Sadducees) regained some governing control when Judea became a Roman province in A.D. 6.  Until the fall of Jerusalem the Sadducees remained in the majority in the Sanhedrin, and the high priests were Sadducees.  Their power was limited, nonetheless, by the necessity of accommodating themselves to the views of the Pharisees, who, although a minority in the Sanhedrin, were much more popular with the people.  With the destruction of the temple and of the Jewish state in A.D. 70 the Sadducees lost their function and disappeared from history.

The Sadducees were essentially aristocrats.  They virtually dominated the higher echelon of the priesthood, and many Sadducees who were not priests held positions of authority as lay elders in the Sanhedrin.  Thus the difference between the Sadducees and the Pharisees was not a simple one of priests versus laymen (many Pharisees were also priests — mostly of the lower ranks, but probably some even in the upper levels).  Rather, the Sadducees derived their power from their class, while the Pharisees derived theirs from learning.  Indeed, Josephus characterized the Sadducees as ‘men of the highest standing’.  As a result of their high social status the Sadducees were dominated by political interests, and in these areas they were rigidly conservative, it naturally being in their best interest to maintain the status quo.  Maintaining the status quo necessarily entailed collaboration with the Roman occupiers, by whom their power was delegated, and for this self-serving policy the masses despised the Sadducees.  The Sadducees’ strict policies of law and order, described as ‘heartless’ or ‘savage’ in contrast to the ‘leniency’ of the Pharisees, appeased the Romans and kept the Sadducees in power. Understandably they found any popular movement threatening, especially if it had political overtones as in the frequent messianic uprisings.  In this light Jesus’ statements about a Kingdom (and Himself as king in any sense) would have been alarming to the Sadducees (compare the exchange between the chief priests and Caiaphas the high priest in John 11:48–50).  On the other hand, if Jesus’ teaching was understood as a call for radical changes in life-style and for justice in the public arena, His claims could hardly have been less acceptable to the Sadducees.


The Sadducees’ concern to maintain their position of power may in part explain their rejection of oral tradition.  As priests they insisted on exercising their prerogative of interpreting the Torah, and they accepted as binding only the laws and regulations recorded in Scripture. Thus they did not accept as authoritative the Pharisees’ oral law.  In fact, students were even encouraged to dispute with their own Sadducean teachers about the interpretation of the law.


Their aristocratic status notwithstanding, Josephus described the Sadducees as lacking in social graces.  Essentially rural landowners, they were characterized by crudity, coarseness, loudness, quarrelsomeness, vulgarity, and violence.  By contrast the Pharisees, as their urban merchant position required, are depicted as refined, urbane, harmonious, and affectionate.


What is known about the teaching of the Sadducees comes entirely through secondary sources, particularly Josephus, the NT, and the Mishnah. All of these portray the Sadducees in a negative light and especially contrast their doctrines with those of the Pharisees.  Josephus was by no means an objective observer.  Although he was of priestly descent, he adopted the Pharisaic way of life when he was nineteen and generally showed a hostile attitude toward the Sadducees. Talmudic accounts are written long after the disappearance of the Sadducees from history and Pharisaic; thus they too are unreliable.


Josephus indicated that the Sadducees did not give binding authority to oral law because it is ‘not recorded in the Laws of Moses’.  The Pharisees, by contrast, claimed that the ‘traditions of the elders’ went back to Moses himself and were therefore obligatory.

Josephus also noted that the Sadducees denied the resurrection of the body, probably because it is not explicitly mentioned in the Torah; in fact, he stated that they did not believe in any existence after death (the soul perishes with the body) and consequently denied future rewards or punishments in a life to come.  The NT also mentions the Sadducees’ rejection of belief in a resurrection of the body.  The consequent emphasis on life in this world was consistent with the Sadducees’ concern with their position of power, status, and wealth, and it left no room for messianic hopes and a coming kingdom of God.


Acts 2:38 states that the Sadducees rejected belief in angels and spirits. Speculation about angels and demons was rampant in the intertestamental period, and it was probably in reaction to these metaphysical fantasies that the Sadducees denied spirits despite their presence in the Torah.


The Sadducees’ worldly perspective and political power may have led to an arrogant self-sufficiency that put little emphasis on God’s providence.  According to Josephus the Sadducees emphasized the freedom of the human will to the disparagement of a doctrine of election, predestination, or fate (the Hellenistic term for “providence,” which they denied altogether).  In this respect they were the opposite of the Essenes, who relegated everything to fate, while the Pharisees tried to balance the two notions.


The rabbinic writings record many differences between the Sadducees and Pharisees on questions of a ceremonial nature.  The main difference was that the Sadducees refused to recognize the Pharisaic regulations as binding.”
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