John 1:1
John 9:18


 is the negative OUK, meaning “not” plus the third person plural aorist active indicative from the verb PISTEUW, which means “to believe.”


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


The active voice indicates that the Jews produced the action.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact and reality.
Then we have the adversative use of the postpositive conjunction OUN, meaning “However” (It has also been proposed that OUN may be used adversatively (Moulton-Milligan: ‘slightly adversative sense’; so also Dana and Mantey, p. 256f) in some NT passages, e.g. Jn 9:18; Acts 23:21; 25:4; 28:5; Rom 10:14 in the sense but, however—J. Mantey, Newly Discovered Meanings for OUN.  But see Robertson pp. 1191–92; B-D-F §451, 1; Denniston Greek Particles pp. 415–30)
 plus the nominative subject from the masculine plural article and adjective IOUDAIOS, meaning “the Jews.”  This is followed by the preposition PERI plus the adverbial genitive of reference from the from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “about him.”  There is no direct object, but one is necessary in English grammar.  Therefore, I add the commonly used English word “[this]” to describe the situation being narrated.
“However, the Jews did not believe [this] about him,”
 is the explanatory use of the conjunction HOTI, meaning “that” and introducing the content of what the Jews did not believe.  Then we have the third person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb EIMI, which means “to be: he had been.”

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, or hearing).  It may be introduced by a declarative HOTI, LEGWN, EIPEN, etc.  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.”


The active voice indicates that the healed man produced the action.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact and reality.
This is followed by the predicate nominative from the masculine singular adjective TUPHLOS, meaning “blind.”  Then we have the additive/continuative use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb ANABLEPW, which means “to receive sight.”


The aorist tense is a culminative aorist, which emphasizes the past, completed action as a fact, and is translated with the auxiliary English verb “had.”


The active voice indicates that the healed man produced the action.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact and reality.
“that he had been blind and had received sight,”
 is the preposition HEWS plus the genitive masculine singular from the qualitative relative pronoun HOSTIS, which became a existed expression or idiom, meaning “until.”  Then we have the third person plural aorist active indicative from the verb PHWNEW, which means “to summon.”


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


The active voice indicates that the Jewish leaders produced the action.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact and reality.
This is followed by the accusative direct object from the masculine plural article and noun GONEUS, meaning “the parents.”  Then we have the possessive genitive or genitive of relationship from the third person masculine singular intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “his.”  Finally, we have the appositional genitive of relationship from the masculine singular articular aorist active participle of the verb ANABLEPW, meaning “to receive sight.”


The article is used as a relative pronoun, meaning “of the one who.”


The aorist tense is a culminative aorist, which emphasizes the past, completed action, and is translated with the auxiliary English verb “had.”


The active voice indicates that the once blind man produced the action of receiving sight.


The participle is circumstantial.

“until they summoned his parents, the one who had received sight,”
Jn 9:18 corrected translation
“However, the Jews did not believe [this] about him, that he had been blind and had received sight, until they summoned his parents, the one who had received sight,”
Explanation:
1.  “However, the Jews did not believe [this] about him,”

a.  In contrast to the formerly blind man’s statement that Jesus ‘put mud on me, on my eyes, and I washed, and I see’, the Pharisees who are interrogating him did not believe this about him.  The object ‘this’ is clarified in the next clause, which says that he had been blind and received sight.  The Jewish leaders refused to believe what the man said about himself.  They think he is lying. 

b.  The principle that comes out of this statement is very important.  We cannot change the minds of those who do not want to believe by presenting the facts.  No one can change the mind of another person, who has already made up their mind that they don’t believe something and refuse to objectively consider the truth.  We are required as ambassadors and witnesses for the Lord Jesus Christ to present the gospel to others.  Sometimes we are going to run into locked-in negative volition that refuses to believe.  There is nothing we can do when this happens.  No amount of truth, testimony, presenting the facts, reading the Scripture, or anything else is going to change this kind of negative volition.  Saul of Tarsus is an example of this.  Jesus had to appear to him personally, in order to break through his negative volition.

c.  ‘The Jews’ are “the incredulous and hostile section of the Pharisees in verse 16.”


d.  Verses 18-23 “demonstrates the sheer obstinacy of unbelief.  The Jews disbelieved the man’s own words and would not accept that he had been born blind.  The demand that the man’s parents should be required to substantiate his testimony does not appear to have been made from an impartial desire to sift the evidence.  Their prejudice against the idea that a man born blind could receive his sight is apparent.  Only the parents could confirm that the man had been born blind, but they themselves were hardly in a position to supply an explanation of the miracle.”

2.  “that he had been blind and had received sight,”

a.  John continues by explaining what it was that the Jewish leaders did not believe about the formerly blind man.  They did not believe that he had really been blind and had received sight for the first time at the hands of Jesus.

b.  Without this explanatory comment, a reader could interpret John’s statement as meaning that the Jews did not believe that Jesus was the Prophet.
3.  “until they summoned his parents, the one who had received sight,”

a.  John continues his explanation by telling us that the Jews did not believe that the man had been blind and received sight until they summoned the man’s parents and interrogated them.

b.  The implication here is that the parents were not present when the Jews interrogated the man.  The Jews interrogated the man without the parents being present first.  And then when they did not believe him, they called the parents into the court room.

c.  The verb translated ‘to summon’ indicates the formality of the proceedings.  This was the proceedings of a synagogue court hearing a case before it went as far as the Sanhedrin, which didn’t have time to hear every little court case in the land.


d.  John identifies the parents as being the very parents of the man who had received sight.  Remember that a fact had to be established on the basis of two or three witnesses.  The court will now have three witnesses to the fact that man who had received sight had been born blind and had now received sight.  Not only these three, but the neighbors of the man and the others who recognized him could also testify to the truthfulness of these facts.  The evidence of the fact that the man was born blind and had received sight at the hands of Jesus was overwhelming and undeniable, regardless of how much the unbelieving Pharisees wanted to deny it.


e.  “The reason the Jewish leaders ask his parents about his blindness is that they would know if he was born blind.  Both Greek and Jewish courts of law could compel persons to witness against their will.  After age thirteen a Jewish boy became responsible for his own keeping of the commandments (this point is especially clear in later rabbinic texts but was probably already implied in coming-of-age rituals in this period).”


f.  “Like those in verse 9 who ‘were saying, “No, but he is like him,”’ the Jews (a title John often used to denote those hostile to Jesus, especially among the religious elite) decided that perhaps this was merely a case of mistaken identity.  Therefore they called the parents.  Although others might be mistaken about this man’s identity, his parents would know if this was their son.”


g.  “The differences between the two disputing groups appear to have ended, and instead they joined forces against the poor man.  So they began the next stage of the hearing by questioning (not believing) his fundamental assertion that he had been blind and that a miracle had been performed—at least until they could call his parents to witness about him.”


h.  “Jesus’ disregard for their sabbath regulations is so blatant the opponents cannot accept the idea that God would honor such lawlessness.  So to reconcile what has happened to their presuppositions, they assume that the man must not have been blind.  Not only do they reject the man’s evaluation of Jesus as a prophet, they don’t even accept his testimony about his own former condition!  Instead, they investigate.”


i.  “Now that the Pharisees had the plain verdict of the beggar, they refuse to accept it and revert to their suspicion of some kind of a collusion between the beggar and Jesus.  Their minds cannot let go of the thought that something must be crooked about this apparent miracle.  Someone among them hit upon the bright idea of questioning the man’s parents.  This might not at all be their blind son, or they may know what is back of the affair.”
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