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
 is the inferential use of the postpositive conjunction OUN, meaning “Therefore” plus the third person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb LEGW, meaning “to say: kept on saying.”

The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, describing the past repeated action.


The active voice indicates that some of the Pharisees kept on saying this.


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

Then we have the preposition EK plus the ablative of source/origin from the masculine plural article and noun PHARISAIOS, meaning “from the Pharisees.”  This is followed by the nominative subject from the masculine plural indefinite pronoun TIS, meaning “some.”

“Therefore some from the Pharisees kept on saying,”
 is the strong negative OUK, meaning “not” plus the third person singular present active indicative from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: is.”

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

The active voice indicates that the subject (‘this man = Jesus’) produces the state of not being from God as far as the Pharisees are concerned.


The indicative mood is declarative for a dogmatic statement of fact in the opinion of these Pharisees.

Then we have the nominative subject from the masculine singular demonstrative pronoun HOUTOS, meaning “This man” and referring to Jesus.  This is followed by the preposition PARA plus the ablative of origin from the masculine singular noun THEOS, meaning “from God.”  Then we have the nominative subject from the masculine singular article and noun ANTHRWPOS, meaning “man.”  This is followed by the causal use of the conjunction HOTI, meaning “because” plus the accusative direct object from the neuter singular article and noun SABBATON, meaning “the Sabbath.”  Then we have the negative OU, meaning “not” plus the third person singular present active indicative from the verb TĒREW, which means “to keep, guard, or observe.”

The present tense is a descriptive present for what is now going on.


The active voice indicates that Jesus does not produce the action in the opinion of these Pharisees.


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

“‘This man is not from God, because He does not keep the Sabbath.’”
 is the nominative subject from the masculine plural adjective ALLOS, meaning “Others.”  The conjunction DE is not found in papyrus manuscripts number 66 (2nd century A.D.) or number 75 (early 3rd century), nor Codex A, even though it is in Codex B and .  It is difficult to account for its removal from the text if original, and since the scribes were more likely to insert words to “fix” what they considered to be problems or errors, the word DE was probably a later scribal addition, and not part of the original manuscript.  Then we have the third person plural imperfect active indicative from the verb LEGW, which means “to say.”

The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, describing the past repeated action.


The active voice indicates that some of the Pharisees kept on saying this.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact.
“Others kept on saying,”
 is the adverb of manner PWS, used as an interrogative, meaning “How?”  Then we have the third person singular present deponent middle/passive indicative from the verb DUNAMAI, which means “to be able: can.”

The present tense is a customary present for what normally or typically occurs.


The deponent middle/passive voice is middle/passive in form, but active in meaning with the subject (a man) producing the action.


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

This is followed by the nominative subject from the masculine singular noun ANTHRWPOS, meaning “a man” plus the nominative masculine singular adjective HAMARTWLOS, meaning “sinful.”
  Then we have the accusative direct object from the neuter plural demonstrative adjective TOIOUTOS, meaning “such things.”  With this we have the accusative direct object from the neuter plural noun SĒMEION, meaning “signs” or “miracles.”  This is followed by the present active infinitive from the verb POIEW, which means “to do, make, manufacture, or perform.”


The present tense is a durative present for an action that began in the past (almost 3 years ago) and continues in the present.


The active voice indicates that ‘a sinful man’ is producing the action according to these Pharisees.


The infinitive is a complementary infinitive, which completes the meaning of the main verb DUNAMAI.

“‘How can a sinful man perform such signs?’”
 is the resultant use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “And so.”  Then we have the predicate nominative from the neuter singular noun SCHISMA, meaning “a division; a schism.”  This is followed by the third person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: there was.”

The imperfect tense is a descriptive imperfect, describing the past state of being as a fact.


The active voice indicates that the division among the Pharisees produced the state of existing.


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

Finally, we have the locative of place from the third person masculine plural personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “among them.”

“And so there was a division among them.”
Jn 9:16 corrected translation
“Therefore some from the Pharisees kept on saying, ‘This man is not from God, because He does not keep the Sabbath.’  Others kept on saying, ‘How can a sinful man perform such signs?’  And so there was a division among them.”
Explanation:
1.  “Therefore some from the Pharisees kept on saying,”

a.  As a result or consequence of the healed man’s answer to the Pharisees that Jesus had  put mud on his eyes, and he washed it off and could now see, the Pharisees keep on telling the man something that they want him to believe.

b.  Not all the Pharisees kept on saying what follows.  There were some Pharisees who probably knew this man to be a life-long beggar at the temple and having legitimate blindness that was clearly healed.  They could not deny the facts, and therefore, didn’t agree with their fellow Pharisees.
2.  “‘This man is not from God, because He does not keep the Sabbath.’”

a.  The Pharisees who did not believe that Jesus was the Messiah are the ones making this statement.  They refer to Jesus as “This man” affirming the true humanity of Jesus.  However, in spite of the many statements of Jesus that He is from God the Father, they deny this to be true.

b.  Notice that even the antagonistic, unbelieving Pharisees cannot deny the truthfulness and reality of the miracle of the man’s restored sight.

c.  These Pharisees base their unbelief in Jesus on the fact that He does not keep their manmade rules for the Sabbath.  Jesus was the creator of the Sabbath rest.  If anyone knows the rules and regulations that God intended for the Sabbath, it is Him.  Jesus kept God’s rules for the Sabbath perfectly.  He was not obligated to keep the manmade rules of the Pharisees.


d.  The Pharisees are judging Jesus according to their standards, when they should be judging themselves based upon God’s standards.  Such is the nature of arrogant legalism.


e.  Notice that the name of Jesus is not mentioned by the man, nor by these Pharisees in this context, which indicates that more was said than what is related by the apostle John.  Everyone knew who they were talking about—Jesus of Nazareth.


f.  Jesus was from God, and the healing of the man born blind is the perfect proof of that fact.

g.  In the history of Christianity most Christians have come to the point of not following the legalistic standards of preachers who have demanded ‘sabbath observance’.

3.  “Others kept on saying, ‘How can a sinful man perform such signs?’”

a.  The “others” here are other Pharisees.  The people who brought the man and his parents to this ‘district’ court have already had their say in the matter.  The Pharisees are now discussing the matter openly among themselves.

b.  These Pharisees would include people like Nicodemus and Joseph of Arimathea.  They recognize that only a man from God could really heal the blind, the lame, those with leprosy, and those demon possessed.  “This was the argument of Nicodemus, himself a Pharisee and one of the Sanhedrin, long ago (Jn 3:2).  It was a conundrum for the Pharisees.”


c.   The implication of this statement is that Jesus is not a sinful man like the rest of us, which is absolutely true.  Some of these Pharisees recognized the sinless perfection of Jesus; that is, His impeccability.

d.  Some of the Pharisees recognized in the miracles of Jesus His divine being, which is exactly what the miracles were intended to prove.


e.  “The signs of Jesus, like His teaching, provoke both belief (Jn 2:11, 23; 4:50, 53; 5:9; 6:14, 21; 9:11, 17, 33, 38; 11:27, 45; 12:11) and unbelief (Jn 5:18; 6:66; 9:16, 24, 29, 40f; 11:53).”

4.  “And so there was a division among them.”

a.  The results of this disagreement among the Pharisees was a division of opinion, a schism, a split.  They could not come to an agreement.

b.  This division left the people who brought the blind man to the Pharisees without a resolution to their division.

c.  The person of Jesus creates a division between those who believe in Him and those who do not.  This is one of the themes of John’s gospel: Jn 6:52; 7:12, 43; 10:19.


d.  “All of these ‘divisions’ arose over Jesus — His identity, origin, and message.  Jesus’ presence, actions, and words caused people to take sides, to believe or not believe.  The apostle Paul also caused a division, among both Gentiles and Jews, by preaching the gospel of Jesus and His resurrection (Acts 14:4; 23:7).”


e.  “In Lk 12:51 Jesus says He came not to bring ‘peace’ but rather ‘division.’  However, those who cause dissension and divisions within the Church are severely criticized by Jude (Jude 1:19) and Paul (1 Cor 11:18).”


f.  “Jesus’ persistence and bravery had its effect, for we find that some of the Pharisees were wavering in their negative attitude toward Him.  This miracle had the effect of persuading some Pharisees that Jesus was not a sinner, so that means they had to recognize at least that opposing Him over Sabbath healings was unjustified; it may also mean that they recognized Him as the Son of God.  However that may be, the Pharisees now had testimony within their own ranks that they had no justifiable basis for opposition against Jesus.”


g.  “Why did Jesus deliberately provoke the leaders by violating their Sabbath regulations?  First and foremost, because it displayed His divine authority as Lord of the Sabbath (Lk 6:5).  But He also did it to demonstrate that such extra-biblical standards were an unnecessary and oppressive burden on the people.  By making the seventh day a wearisome one governed by dozens of trivial, hairsplitting rules, the Jewish leaders had perverted God’s design for this weekly day of rest and thanks to God; after all, as Jesus pointed out, ‘The Sabbath was made for [the benefit of] man, and not man for the Sabbath’ (Mk 2:27).  The religious leaders prided themselves on keeping the minutiae of the legalistic Sabbath rules, while at the same time ignoring far more important issues such as showing mercy (cf. Mt 12:11–12; Mk 3:4; Lk 13:15–16).  No wonder Jesus excoriated them for ‘[tying] up heavy burdens and lay[ing] them on men’s shoulders, [while] they themselves are unwilling to move them with so much as a finger’ (Mt 23:4).  They corrupted the Sabbath, turning it from a day of glorifying God into a means of legalistic self-glorification.  Blinded by their own self-righteous system, it seemed obvious to this first group of Pharisees that Jesus could not be from God.  Those who are from God, they reasoned, keep the Sabbath; Jesus did not observe the Sabbath regulations; therefore He could not be from God (cf. Dt 13:1–5).  But others were not so easily convinced, countering the first group’s reasoning with a syllogism of their own: Only those who are from God can open blind eyes; Jesus opened blind eyes; therefore Jesus is from God.  As a result there was a division among them, just as there earlier had been among the crowd (Jn 7:40–43).”


h.  “The Jewish people would look on their prophets as men of God who could do wonderful things by the power of God.  But the religious leaders did not want to see Jesus given that kind of high designation.  Therefore, their declaration: ‘This man is not of God!’  Perhaps they could discredit the miracle.  If so, then they could convince the people that Jesus had plotted the whole thing and was really deceiving the people.  He had craftily ‘switched’ beggars so that the sighted man was not the man who had been known as the blind beggar.  The best way to get that kind of evidence would be to interrogate the parents of the beggar.”
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