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
 is the adverbial accusative of reference from the masculine singular relative pronoun HOS, meaning “with reference to Whom” and referring to Jesus.  Then we have the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and noun PATĒR, meaning “the Father.”  This is followed by the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb HAGIAZW, which means “to sanctify; to set apart as holy.”

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


The active voice indicates that God the Father produced the action.


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

Then we have the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and,” followed by the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb APOSTELLW, which means “to send: sent.”


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


The active voice indicates that God the Father produced the action.


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

Then we have the preposition EIS plus the accusative of place from the masculine singular article and noun KOSMOS, meaning “into the world.”  This is followed by the nominative subject from the second person plural personal pronoun SU, meaning “you” and referring to the Jewish leaders.  With this we have the second person plural present active indicative from the verb LEGW, which means “to say.”

The present tense is a descriptive present, describing what is now taking place.


The active voice indicates that the Jewish leaders (Pharisees) are producing the action.


The indicative mood is an interrogative indicative, which is used in questions the can be answered by providing factual information.

“with reference to Whom the Father sanctified and sent into the world, are you saying,”
 is the conjunction HOTI, used to introduce direct discourse and translated as quotation marks.  With this we have the second person singular present active indicative from the verb BLASPHĒMEW, which means “to blaspheme: You are blaspheming.”
““You are blaspheming,””
 is the causal use of the conjunction HOTI, meaning “because,” followed by the first person singular aorist active indicative from the verb EIPON, which means “to say: I said.”

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


The active voice indicates that Jesus produced the action.


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

Then we have the predicate nominative from the masculine singular noun HUIOS, meaning “the Son” plus the genitive of relationship from the masculine singular article and noun THEOS, meaning “of God.”  Finally, we have the first person singular present active indicative from the verb EIMI, which means “to be: I am.”


The present tense is an aoristic present, which describes the state of being as a fact.


The active voice indicates that Jesus produces the state of being the Son of God.


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

“because I said, “I am the Son of God”?”
Jn 10:36 corrected translation
“with reference to Whom the Father sanctified and sent into the world, are you saying, “You are blaspheming,” because I said, “I am the Son of God”?”
Explanation:
1.  “with reference to Whom the Father sanctified and sent into the world,”

a.  This verse is the continuation of the statement begun in the previous verse.  The entire thought without the parenthesis now reads: “If he called them gods, to whom the word of God came, with reference to Whom the Father sanctified and sent into the world, are you saying, “You are blaspheming,” because I said, “I am the Son of God”?

b.  The person Whom the Father set apart for a special mission (to save the world) and sent into the world (the first advent) is God the Son.

c.  So Jesus is asking these Jews leaders, if they are really saying something derogatory about the person whom God the Father set apart as holy.  If God the Father set apart God the Son as holy and sent Him into the world to do something special for Him, then are you ‘gods’ of Israel actually slandering Him?


d.  God the Father asked God the Son to go into the world of mankind and live a perfect, sinless life as a true being, which would qualify Him to be the Lamb of God who takes away the sins of the world.  This mission required someone who was holy and who would remain holy in performing this mission.  There was only one holy Person who could do this for God the Father and that was God the Son.


e.  “To be sanctified is to be set apart and dedicated for God’s service (Jn 10:36).”
 

2.  “are you saying, “You are blaspheming,””

a.  This part of the statement asks the pertinent question: Are you telling the person whom the Father sanctified that He is blaspheming?  Are you telling the person whom the Father sent into the world ‘You are blaspheming’?

b.  There is also an indirect or implied question here as well: If I am whom the Father set apart to come into the world (and I am), and if I am doing the work of the Father (and I am), then if you say I am blaspheming, then are you not also saying that the Father is blaspheming?
3.  “because I said, “I am the Son of God”?”

a.  Jesus concludes His question by stating the reason or excuse these Jewish leaders are using to accuse Him of blasphemy.  They accuse Him of blasphemy because He said He is the Son of God.  This would be blasphemy, if it were not true, but it is true.

b.  Jesus can say He is the Son of God without blaspheming because the Father really did set Him apart to come into the world and do the works of the Father.

c.  Commentators’ comments.



(1)  “Perhaps it is best to remember that Jesus raised the issue in a rhetorical fashion because he knew his opponents could not supply an answer that would be adequate to defend their charge of blasphemy against him.  To seek for some theological rationale is to fail to recognize that in the interplay of words Jesus could beat the Pharisees at their own games of logic.  But the main point is that he was in fact the God-sent one, and if Scripture could apply such theological terms [ELOHIM = gods] to created beings, how much more should such terms be applied to the unique Son of God. Accordingly, Jesus tied the knot of his logic by his reference to himself as the special one whom the Father had sanctified (‘set apart,’).  This argument is one of the few places where ‘holiness’ terminology is used in John.  Here the context is that of the Festival of Rededicating or ‘Sanctifying’.  What a contextual message!  In the Old Testament holiness is an attribute of God and a derivative attribute for those special people and things that belong to God.  Therefore if Jesus had been sanctified and sent by the Father, the designation ‘Son of God’ was hardly a blasphemous statement for him to make.”



(2)  “Since God called the unjust judges ‘gods’, Jesus’ argument ran, how could His opponents say of Him, whom the Father sanctified ‘You are blaspheming,’ because He said, ‘I am the Son of God?’  If mere men, who were evil, could in some sense be called ‘gods’, how could it be inappropriate for Jesus, the One whom the Father sanctified and sent into the world, to call Himself the Son of God?  The point is not to add to the evidence of His deity; it is simply a rebuke on the level of their overreaction to the use of the word ‘God’ in reference to Jesus.  He had proven that He was entitled to that title in the full divine sense, as He would affirm again in verses 37–38.  As one commentator further explains,

This passage is sometimes misinterpreted as though Jesus was simply classing himself with men in general. He appeals to the psalm that speaks of men as ‘gods,’ so runs the reasoning, and thus justifies his speaking of himself as Son of God.  He is ‘god’ in the same sense as others.  But this is not taking seriously enough what Jesus actually says.  He is arguing from the less to the greater.  If the word god could be used of people who were no more than judges, how much more could it be used of one with greater dignity, greater importance and significance than any mere judge, one ‘whom the Father sanctified and sent into the world’?  He is not placing himself on a level with men, but setting himself apart from them. (Leon Morris, Reflections on the Gospel of John [Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2000], 396)
The Lord’s appeal to the Old Testament was a challenge again for the Jewish leaders to abandon their biased conclusions about Him and consider the objective evidence.”



(3)  “Since the inerrant Bible called their judges ‘gods,’ the Jews could not logically accuse Him of blasphemy for calling Himself God’s Son since He was under divine orders (set apart) and on God’s mission (sent into the world).”



(4)  “The writer of the Psalm by the Spirit of God called others gods, to whom the Word of God came, that is, who were commissioned by God to act in rulership, why, then, did they call Him, whom the Father had set apart and appointed and finally sent into the world, a blasphemer, because He claimed to be the Son of God?  The argument is perfect.”



(5)  “The a fortiori element in the argument [an a fortiori argument is thus: if the greater is true, then the lesser has to also be true; for example, if I can lift 100 pounds, then if follows with stronger reason (a fortiori) that I can lift 10 pounds] lies in this, that the judges were made ‘gods’ by the coming to them of God’s commission, which found them engaged otherwise and itself raised them to their new rank, whereas Jesus was set apart by the Father and sent into the world for the sole object of representing the Father.  If the former might be legitimately called ‘gods’, the latter may well claim to be God’s Son.”



(6)  “To make his point Jesus uses an argument from the lesser to the greater, a very common form of argument in the ancient world, not least among the rabbis.  He compares the people who are called gods to himself, the Son of God.  They merely received the word of God, whereas he is the one whom the Father set apart as his very own and sent into the world.  Here is a succinct summary of the central truth of his identity, which has been emphasized throughout this Gospel. He is using the language of an agent, but the implication is that he existed with the Father before coming into the world.  Thus, he is putting himself in the category of the law that was given by God rather than in the category of one of the recipients of that law.  By saying he was set apart he is claiming a status similar to the temple, whose reconsecration these opponents are celebrating at this feast.”



(7)  “In a broad way, like those judges of the Psalm, Jesus, too, has an office from God and can thus be classed with them. But the moment his office is compared with theirs, a tremendous difference appears.  This centers both in the designation of the person who placed Jesus in his office and in the action by which this was done.  It is ‘the Father’ who sanctified and sent Jesus.  As ‘the Father’ he did this, which means that the one sanctified and sent is the Son, and that for this office and work he could use none other than his own Son.  Judges in Israel there could be many, but only One could be sanctified and sent into the world from heaven itself for the actual redemption and salvation of the world.  To such judges (and any other men commissioned by God) he could send his appointive word at the proper time in the course of their lives; not so in the case of Jesus, his mission began in the counsel between the Father and the Son in heaven.  His very person and the work he was to do necessitated this course, and this very course reveals who Jesus is and what name properly designates him.”
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