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
 is the adversative use of the postpositive conjunction DE, meaning “but” plus the adverb of manner PWS, meaning “how.”  Then we have the temporal adverb NUN, meaning “now,” followed by the third person singular present active indicative from the verb BLEPW, which means “to see: he sees.”

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


The active voice indicates that the formerly blind man produces the action of now seeing.


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

This is followed by the negative OUK, meaning “not” plus the first person plural perfect active indicative from the verb OIDA, meaning “to know: we do not know.”


The perfect tense is an intensive perfect, which describes a present state of being as a result of a past, completed action.


The active voice indicates that the parents of the formerly blind man produce the action of not knowing how he is now able to see.


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

“but how he now sees, we do not know;”
 is the coordinating conjunction Ē, meaning “or,” followed by the nominative subject from the indefinite relative pronoun TIS, meaning “who.”  Then we have the third person singular aorist active indicative from the verb ANOIGW, which means “to open.”

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


The active voice indicates that the subject ‘who’ produced the action.


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

This is followed by the possessive genitive from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “his” plus the accusative direct object from the masculine plural article and noun OPHTHALMOS, meaning “eyes.”  Then we have the nominative subject from the first person plural personal pronoun EGW, meaning “we” plus the negative OUK, meaning “not” and the first person plural perfect active indicative from the verb OIDA, meaning “to know: we do not know.”  The morphology of the verb is the same as above.

“or who opened his eyes, we do not know.”
 is the accusative direct object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “him” and referring to the formerly blind man.  Then we have the second person plural aorist active imperative from the verb ERWTAW, which means “to ask.”

The aorist tense is a constative aorist, which views the action in its entirety.


The active voice indicates that the Pharisees in the Sanhedrin are expected to produce the action.


The imperative is an imperative of entreaty.

This is followed by the accusative direct object from the feminine singular noun HĒLIKIA, which means “the age which is sufficient or requisite for certain things, maturity; the age of legal maturity, majority; be of age Jn 9:21, 23.”
  With this we have the third person singular present active indicative from the verb ECHW, meaning “to have: he has.”

The present tense is a descriptive present for what now exists.


The active voice indicates that the once blind man produces the state of being of legal age to answer for himself in a court of law.


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

I add the word [attained], because this is the common English expression now in use.
“Ask him; he has [attained] the age of legal maturity;”
 is the nominative subject from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “he” and referring to the formerly blind man.  Then we have the preposition PERI plus the adverbial genitive of reference
 from the third person masculine singular reflexive pronoun HEAUTOU, meaning “for himself.”  Finally, we have the third person singular future active indicative from the verb LALEW, which means “to speak: he will speak.”

The future tense is a predictive future, which affirms what will take place.


The active voice indicates that the formerly blind man will produce the action.


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

“he will speak for himself.’”
Jn 9:21 corrected translation
“but how he now sees, we do not know; or who opened his eyes, we do not know.  Ask him; he has [attained] the age of legal maturity; he will speak for himself.’”
Explanation:
1.  “but how he now sees, we do not know;”

a.  This verse is the continuation of the sentence begun in the previous verse.  The entire sentence now reads: “Therefore, his parents answered and said, ‘We know that this is our son, and that he was born blind; but how he now sees, we do not know; or who opened his eyes, we do not know.”

b.  The parents could easily and truthfully answer the first two questions, because they had first hand knowledge that this was their son and that he had been born blind.  They had no idea how he now was able to see.  Or did they?  This is really a half truth.  Their son knew who had healed him, and he likely told his parents what Jesus had done.  It is highly unlikely that he would have left the name of Jesus out of the story he told them.

c.  Therefore, when the parents say they don’t know how their son is able to see that is true when looked from the standpoint of how God creates something out of nothing or something out of something.  None of us knows how God does it.  However, the parents did know that their son could now see because of what Jesus had done with the mud application.  But they don’t mention this out of fear of being excommunicated from the synagogue (see the next verse).  Another way of interpreting their statement from their ignorance of physiology and medicine is that how any person is able to see is unknown to them.  They are evading the question on purpose; of that there is no doubt.
2.  “or who opened his eyes, we do not know.”

a.  This may or may not be true.  They say that they don’t know who opened his eyes, when it is very likely that the son knew that it was Jesus who did it and it is very likely that he told his parents that Jesus had done it.  Even though John’s context does not mention Jesus’ name, the following facts point toward the man’s knowledge that it was Jesus:


(1)  The following phrases in the disciples conversation with Jesus in front of the man are indications of who He is:  ‘My Lord’; ‘Neither this man nor his parents sinned’ [who would say such a thing but God?]; ‘the works produced by God might become public knowledge because of him’ indicates a divine being is involved in what is about to happen; ‘I am the Light of the world.’


(2)  Jesus had healed the lame man in Jerusalem previously and this would not be unknown to this man.



(3)  Jesus was famous throughout Israel for His healing.



(4)  Everyone was looking for Him and expecting Him at this festival.  When He finally showed up half way through the festival the news would have spread like wildfire.  Therefore, the man certainly knew that Jesus was there.



(5)  There was no one else who could have healed the man but Jesus.



(6)  There was no need for Jesus to conceal who He was from the man as He was healing Him.



(7)  The man said that Jesus was the person who opened his eyes, Jn 9:11, “He answered, ‘The man who is called Jesus made mud, and anointed my eyes, and said to me, “Go to Siloam and wash”; therefore, after going away and washing, I received sight.’”

b.  On the other hand, it is possible that in his excitement the healed man failed to mention Jesus as the person who healed him.  But wouldn’t it seem logical that the parents or someone would ask the question, “Who healed you?” and the son would have told his own parents.  Certainly the parents overheard their son say, “The man who is called Jesus made mud and anointed my eyes.”  They were there with the neighbors and others when this discussion took place.

c.  Therefore, we can only conclude that the parents are lying at this point because of their fear of being thrown out of the synagogue.  “They shammed ignorance to save themselves.”

3.  “Ask him; he has [attained] the age of legal maturity;”

a.  Immediately the parents ‘pass the buck’; they push the problem back on their son.  In today’s idiom, we say that ‘they threw him under the bus’.  The parents don’t want to answer any more questions.  They point out that their son is a man in his own right and can speak for himself.  He is beyond the age of a child (whether we consider it to be 13 or 20 makes no difference, since their son was a man and not a child, Jn 9:1, “He saw a man blind from birth.”  Jesus didn’t see a child; He saw a man.”  Their son was a mature man; therefore, he was responsible for his own answers.  The parents don’t want to take responsibility for whatever happens to their son.  They should stand up for their son and be counted with him, instead of trying to distance themselves from him.

b.  The phrase “he is of age” (literal translation) means “He has maturity of age.  He is an adult.  This is a regular classical phrase in Plato, and others.  The parents were wholly right and within their rights.”


c.  “The second [really the third] question of the Jews they stoutly avoided answering, like persons who refuse to become involved in assisting helpless victims for fear of the consequences to themselves.  Instead of entering into the hearing further, the parents turned the question back to the questioners.  Both pled a lack of knowledge concerning the facts of their son’s new condition and insisted on his own competence to bear witness for himself.  The reference to competent age here probably implies that the man had reached legal maturity, the age beyond twelve normally associated with the bar mitzvah.”

4.  “he will speak for himself.’”

a.  The implication of this statement is that the son is not present for this interrogation of the parents.  The future tense implies that the parents either believe that their son has not yet been interrogated, but will do so after them or that he will testify again after them.  In either case, the parents want to take the focus off of themselves and put it back on their son.  They want as little to do with this as possible.

b.  “For a reason that will soon become apparent (verse 22), the man’s parents answered cautiously.  They identified him as their son, and affirmed that he had in fact been born blind.  But though their son had undoubtedly told them about his miracle, they carefully evaded the last question.  Then, in an effort to avoid any further interrogation and reprisal, they suggested that the Pharisees ask their son for an explanation, since he was of a responsible age and could speak for himself.”


c.  The Pharisees realize that they aren’t going to get what they want out of the parents.  They are hoping for false witnesses who will condemn Jesus, but aren’t getting any.  Therefore, they can do nothing but what the parents suggest and turn their attention back on the son.
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