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
 is the consequential use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “And so.”  Then we have the third person plural aorist active indicative from the verb ERWTAW, which means “to ask.”


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


The active voice indicates that the disciples 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 third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “Him” and referring to Jesus.  Then we have the nominative subject from the masculine plural article and noun MATHĒTĒS plus the possessive genitive from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “His disciples.”  This is followed by the nominative masculine plural present active participle of the verb LEGW, which means “to say: saying.”

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


The active voice indicates that the disciples produced the action.


The participle is circumstantial.

“And so His disciples asked Him, saying,”
 is the vocative masculine singular from the noun HRABBI, transliterated as “Rabbi,” but meaning “my Lord” from the Hebrew/Aramaic( = RAB = lord; and = the first person singular suffix, “my.”)  Then we have the nominative subject from the masculine singular indefinite pronoun TIS, meaning “who.”  This is followed by the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb HAMARTANW, which means “to sin.”


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


The active voice indicates that indefinite “who” produced the action.


The indicative mood is an interrogative indicative, which is used in questions that can be answered by providing factual information.
Then we have the appositional nominative from the masculine singular demonstrative pronoun HOUTOS, meaning “this man.”  With this we have the coordinating particle Ē, meaning “or” plus the appositional nominative from the masculine plural article and noun GONEUS and the possessive genitive from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “his parents.”
“‘My Lord, who sinned, this man or his parents,”
 is the conjunction HINA, which is used to introduce a result clause,
,
 which is translated “with the result that or so that.”

 Then we have the predicate nominative from the masculine singular adjective TUPHLOS, meaning “blind.”  Finally, we have the third person singular aorist passive subjunctive from the verb GENNAW, which means “to be born.”

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


The passive voice indicates that the man or his parents received the action of being born.

The subjunctive mood is used with HINA to indicate result.
“with the result that he was born blind?’”
Jn 9:2 corrected translation
“And so His disciples asked Him, saying, ‘My Lord, who sinned, this man or his parents, with the result that he was born blind?’”
Explanation:
1.  “And so His disciples asked Him, saying,”

a.  As Jesus leaves the area of the temple He sees a man sitting on the ground, begging for alms, who was born blind.  Though it is not stated, Jesus obviously stops to talk to the man, which prompts the question from His disciples.

b.  There is no way the disciples could possibly have known that this man was born blind.  So how did they know he was blind from birth?  “The blind man himself may have told them.”
  So John probably begins the story after the conversation between Jesus and the man has already begun.  John does not tell us what Jesus has already said to the man and what the man has answered, but the conversation would have gone something like this:
The blind man: “Alms for the blind.  Alms for the blind.”

Jesus: “How long have you been blind?”

The blind man: “All my life.  From birth, my Lord.”

The disciples then ask their question, which follows.  John does not give us every detail of every conversation Jesus has with every person.  John is giving us the highlights to illustrate principles from the life of Jesus.  A scenario like this accounts for Jesus stopping to talk to the man and the disciples knowledge of his condition, which prompts their question.
2.  “‘My Lord, who sinned, this man or his parents,”

a.  The disciples address Jesus as “Rabbi,” which in the Hebrew/Aramaic means “my lord.”  The word Rabbi is a transliteration, not a translation.  The disciples show the proper respect to Jesus and recognize Him as their Lord.  This obviously does not include Judas.

b.  It is also obvious that not all the disciples spoke, but someone spoke for them, such as Peter, James or John.

c.  This question presupposes that a person suffered catastrophic conditions such as blindness as a result of the sin of his or her parents or as a result of their own sinfulness foreknown by God.  In the former case the sins of the father are visited upon his children.  In the latter case, God knows the sinfulness of the person at birth and judges them at that point with a judgment such as blindness.  Neither position is true.


d.  Each person stands or falls before God based upon their volition, decisions and actions.  God is perfectly just in the case of each person and never condemns on the basis of His omniscience or foreknowledge.  The person’s free will is permitted to function against God before God judges.  Take Satan as an example.  God knew before He created Satan that Satan would fall.  Yet God didn’t judge him with blindness at his creation.

e.  So Jesus will correctly answer this question in the next verse that “neither this man nor his parents sinned.”

3.  “with the result that he was born blind?’”

a.  The disciples believe that the man’s blindness is a result of either his or his parents sinfulness.

b.  This question is based on the erroneous belief that all calamity that befalls people is a result of their sinfulness.  Such is not the case and is the point of this story by John.  There are various forms of testing and trials permitted by God for the purpose of the glorification of God.  Job is the primary example in Scripture.

c.  “Blindness is common in the Orient and Jesus healed many cases (cf. Mk 8:23; 10:46) and mentions this fact as one of the marks of the Messiah in the message to the Baptist (Mt 11:5).  They are puzzled by the Jewish notion that sickness was a penalty for sin.  The Book of Job had shown that this was not always the case and Jesus shows it also (Lk 13:1–5).”


d.  “In the first century A.D. blindness was generally regarded, in accordance with the OT tradition (cf. Ex 4:11; Dt 28:28; 2 Kg 6:18; Ezek 6:9), as a divine punishment for sin without any reflection on its possible incidence from purely physical and external causes.  Jesus did not subscribe to the punitive view of blindness, however, but instead used the condition from time to time as a means of manifesting divine love to an underprivileged segment of the community.”


e.  “In particular, suffering appears in a new light when people are conscious of being children of God.  At this point, Judaism had a cruel theology: all suffering is a punishment for particular individual sins.  That was the firm conviction of the time.  God watches to see that guilt and punishment correspond exactly, measure for measure.  If one meets a person who is maimed, lame, blind, or leprous, it is a pious duty to murmur, ‘Praise be the reliable judge’ (J. Jeremias, Theology, p. 183).  If a small child dies, the parents must have committed particular sins which God is punishing. This suffering is seen as the scourge of God.  Jesus strictly forbids such calculations.  In Lk 13:1–5 He attacks the dogma that misfortune is a punishment for the definite sins of a particular people.”


f.  “Jesus rejected the belief of some OT writers that sickness is always divine punishment for sin. It is He, in fact, who removed the view of a causal relationship between sin and sickness.  Thus Jesus removed the idea of sickness as divine retribution for sin from its central place in the understanding of the earliest disciples.  Paul, following the lead of Jesus and applying His insight, maintained strictly and consistently that sickness, like all suffering, is due primarily to natural causes and not to divine retribution [on the contrary, sickness is one of the punishments for not celebrating the Eucharist properly (see 1 Cor 11:30, “For this reason among you many [are] weak and sick and a large number sleep.”)].  While God can and does work through sickness for His own glory and purpose, He does not ordinarily place sickness upon one as a punishment for sin. Rather, disease and sickness are evils that contradict and hinder God’s will and purpose for His creatures.  Those in the apostolic Church who followed the lead of Jesus and Paul regarded without disgust physicians and the development of medical science, while at the same time looking to God and praying for His deliverance from sickness and disease.  For example, the good Samaritan uses natural means to cure illness (Lk 10:34); Col. 4:14 calls Luke the beloved physician; and 1 Tim 5:23 counsels the use of wine to counter stomach infirmities. At the same time that this understanding and appreciation of medical science grew, the Church developed its own more spiritual means of dealing with sickness and disease.  The two approaches, however, were not thought to be mutually exclusive; they were, rather, complementary, because sickness was no longer viewed as God’s punishment of sin.”


g.  “But Jesus refused to answer the question, who sinned? and chose rather to focus attention on God’s glory.”
  On the contrary, Jesus answers the question directly in the next verse: “Neither this man nor his parents sinned.”

h.  “When the disciples asked Jesus, ‘Who sinned?’ (John 9:2), they frankly eschewed [avoided] the role of a caring servant and chose instead to adopt the role of judge.  By contrast, however, Jesus rejected their question as nonproductive speculation and chose instead the role of a caregiver who recognized that the works of God would be manifested through his Son’s work.  The disciples’ full question involved giving Jesus an unsatisfactory alternative concerning the blame for the man’s blindness.  Like the disciples, the rabbis normally would have argued from their texts the basic thesis that an individual’s burden of sin was the cause for illness. Such a view would relate personal distress to a person’s own acts of transgression, particularly if the person was an adult.  In the present case it might be argued that since the blindness was from birth, the blame would seemingly fall on the parents, but failing that solution, the blame would fall on the person’s prenatal state.  Jesus, however, refused to accept the disciples’ alternative of blame and in fact shifted the base system of the discussion from blame to the grace of God in the face of human need.”


i.  “Jesus had claimed to be the light of the world (Jn 8:12), so to prove His claim, He bestowed ‘light’ on a blind man—a man blind from birth who had never known the light.  This man had lived his life in blindness just so God could use him to demonstrate a valuable lesson for the billions of men who would live after him.  There is much significance to be found in this man’s blindness; not only did his healing prove that Jesus is the light of the world, but his blindness was a figure of the spiritual blindness of the Pharisees who had rejected Jesus, for this blind man’s faith pointed the way in which they, too, could lose their blindness.  The fact that he was born blind illustrates so well the fact that all men are born in sin (a point which Jesus stressed in Jn 8:24) and can only find release from their sin by placing their faith in Jesus, as this blind man did to gain his sight.  It is not for us to question God’s purposes, but suffice it to say that this man who received the gift of eternal life is eternally more than adequately compensated for his years of blindness (but, in any case, why should any of us be entitled to see?).”


j.  “The blind man’s condition created a theological dilemma in the minds of the disciples. The question they posed assumed the popular Jewish doctrine that anyone’s physical suffering is the direct result of personal sin.  Therefore they saw only two possible explanations for his condition: either the sins of this man or those of his parents had caused his blindness.  But the man, having been born blind, could not have been responsible for his condition unless he had somehow sinned before he was born.  Perhaps the disciples considered that a possibility, since the view that children could sin while still in the womb was widespread in contemporary Judaism.  In addition, some Hellenistic Jews, influenced by Greek philosophy, argued for the soul’s preexistence.  Therefore, they believed people could be punished in this life for sins they committed in a previous existence.  (The Bible, of course, rejects such views.)  On the other hand, if the man’s parents were responsible, it hardly seems fair that their child should be punished for their sin.  The disciples’ reasoning, although not completely illogical, was based on a false premise.  Certainly, it is true that suffering in general is ultimately a result of sin in general.  And it is also true that a specific illness can sometimes be the direct consequence of a specific sin.  Miriam, for example, was stricken with leprosy for rebelling against Moses’ authority (Num 12:10).  Jesus had earlier warned the man He healed at the pool of Bethesda, ‘Behold, you have become well; do not sin anymore, so that nothing worse happens to you’ (Jn 5:14).  The apostle Paul likewise told the Corinthians, who were partaking of the Lord’s supper in an unworthy manner, ‘Many among you are weak and sick, and a number sleep’ (1 Cor 11:30).  Tragically, there are also times when children are forced to suffer the natural consequences of their parents’ sinful choices.  For example, the eyes of babies born to women who have gonorrhea can become infected when they pass through the birth canal.  If the babies’ eyes are not treated medically after birth, blindness can result.  A baby’s health can also be negatively affected by the mothers’ smoking, excessive drinking, or substance abuse during pregnancy.  The disciples may also have been thinking of certain Old Testament passages in which God seems to promise punishment on children for the sins of their parents.  In Ex 20:5 God said to Israel, ‘I, the Lord your God, am a jealous God, visiting the iniquity of the fathers on the children, on the third and the fourth generations of those who hate Me.’  Ex 34:7 repeats the warning that God ‘will by no means leave the guilty unpunished, visiting the iniquity of fathers on the children and on the grandchildren to the third and fourth generations’ (cf. Num 14:18; Dt 5:9).  Such passages, however, must be understood in a national or societal sense.  The point is that the corrupting effect of a wicked generation seeps into subsequent generations.  This is axiomatic, an obvious reality.  The idea that a child will be punished for the sins of his own parents is a concept foreign to Scripture.  Deuteronomy 24:16 commands, ‘Fathers shall not be put to death for their sons, nor shall sons be put to death for their fathers; everyone shall be put to death for his own sin’ (cf. 2 Chr 25:4).  Through Jeremiah God declared, ‘In those days they will not say again, “The fathers have eaten sour grapes, and the children’s teeth are set on edge.”  But everyone will die for his own iniquity; each man who eats the sour grapes, his teeth will be set on edge’ (Jer 31:29–30).  Ezek 18:20 adds, ‘The person who sins will die.  The son will not bear the punishment for the father’s iniquity, nor will the father bear the punishment for the son’s iniquity; the righteousness of the righteous will be upon himself, and the wickedness of the wicked will be upon himself.’  Subsequent generations (‘to the third and fourth’ [Ex 34:7]) of children, however, have suffered the consequences of a previous generation’s disobedience.  The Hebrew children of the Exodus, for example, suffered through forty years of wilderness wandering because of the sins of their parents’ generation.  Centuries later, when the northern and southern kingdoms were carried off into captivity, generations of children suffered for the sins of their elders.”
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