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
 is the inferential/consequential use of the postpositive conjunction OUN, meaning “Consequently” plus the third person plural aorist active indicative from the verb PHWNEW, which means “to summon: they summoned.”

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


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


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

Then we have the accusative direct object from the masculine singular article and noun ANTHRWPOS, meaning “the man.”  This is followed by the preposition EK plus the adverbial genitive of time from the neuter singular ordinal adjective DEUTEROS, meaning “for a second time Mk 14:72; Jn 9:24; Acts 11:9; Heb 9:28.”
  The same prepositional phrase is used in Acts 10:15.  With this we have the appositional nominative from the masculine singular relative pronoun HOS, meaning “who.”  Then we have the third person singular imperfect active indicative from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: had been.”


The imperfect tense is retained in indirect discourse, but in English grammar is pushed back one place by the translation “had been.”  The imperfect describes a continuous action in the past; that is, the entire time the man had been blind.

The active voice indicates that the formerly blind man produced the action.


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

This is followed by the predicate nominative from the masculine singular adjective TUPHLOS, meaning “blind.”  Then we have the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the third person plural aorist active indicative from the verb EIPON, which means “to say: said.”


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

This is followed by the dative of indirect object from the third person masculine singular personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to him” and referring to the once blind man.
“Consequently they summoned the man who had been blind for a second time, and said to him,”
 is the second person singular aorist active imperative from the verb DIDWMI, which means “to give.”

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


The active voice indicates that produced the action.


The imperative mood is a command.

Then we have the accusative direct object from the feminine singular noun DOXA, meaning “glory, honor.”  This is followed by the dative of indirect object from the masculine singular article and noun THEOS, meaning “to God.”

“‘Give glory to God;”
 is the nominative subject from the first person plural personal pronoun EGW, which means “we” and referring to these unbelieving, antagonistic, hateful Jews.  Then we have the first person plural perfect active indicative from the verb OIDA, which means “to know.”

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


The active voice indicates that the Jews produce the action of knowing something.


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

This is followed by the conjunction HOTI, used to introduce the content of mental activity mentioned in the verb.  It is translated “that.”  Then we have the nominative subject from the masculine singular demonstrative pronoun HOUTOS, used as an adjective, meaning “this” plus the nominative masculine singular article and noun ANTHRWPOS, meaning “man” and referring to Jesus.  This is followed by the predicate nominative from the masculine singular adjective HAMARTWLOS, meaning “a sinner.”
  Finally, we have the third person singular present active indicative from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: is.”

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


The active voice indicates that Jesus produces the state of being a sinner in the minds of these unbelieving Jews.


The indicative mood is declarative for a dogmatic statement of fact as far as these Jews are concerned.

“we know that this man is a sinner.’”
Jn 9:24 corrected translation
“Consequently they summoned the man who had been blind for a second time, and said to him, ‘Give glory to God; we know that this man is a sinner.’”
Explanation:
1.  “Consequently they summoned the man who had been blind for a second time, and said to him,”

a.  As a result of the parents refusal to testify to who healed their son, the Pharisees have no recourse except to summon the son back into the courtroom and question him a second time.

b.  The parents claim that they don’t know who healed their son, even though they probably do know.  There is nothing the Pharisees can do to force them to testify to what they do not know.  The Pharisees cannot prove that the parents do not know unless they have someone else who heard the son’s account of what he told his parents when he first arrived home.  That conversation between the son and the parents probably occurred in private before the crowd of neighbors and others gathered to see what all the fuss was about.  Therefore, the neighbors and others may never have heard the son tell the parents who healed him.  As a result no one else could testify to the fact the parents knew who healed their son.  Knowing this the parents realized that they could claim they didn’t know who healed their son, and thus avoid excommunication themselves.
2.  “‘Give glory to God;”

a.  The Pharisees now order the healed man to give glory to God the Father for his healing.  What the Pharisees really mean by this is, “Stop giving glory to Jesus.”  By saying that Jesus is the person who healed him, the man is actually giving glory to Jesus, which the Pharisees want to stop immediately.

b.  In actuality, giving glory to Jesus is giving glory to God the Father, just as it is also giving glory, honor or praise to God the Son.  Giving glory to the Father glorifies the Son, and giving glory to the Son glorifies the Father; for the Son does the works which He sees the Father doing.  To honor One is to honor the Other.  To glorify the One is to glorify the Other.  Of course the Pharisees don’t see it this way.

c.  Interestingly, Jesus Himself would have heartily agreed with this command of the Pharisees.  The healed man should give glory to God, which the man had probably already been doing.

d.  There is divided opinion among scholars on the meaning of this phrase.



(1)  Robertson says, “This phrase is an adjuration to speak the truth as if he had not done it before.  [ Robertson looks at John’s account as if what John says is all that was said, which is not necessarily the case.]  They can no longer deny the fact of the cure since the testimony of the parents and now wish the man to admit that he was lying in saying that Jesus healed him.  He must accept their ecclesiastical authority as proving that Jesus had nothing to do with the cure since Jesus is a sinner.  They wish to decide the fact by logic and authority like all persecutors through the ages.”



(2)  ISBE says, “Not to be confused with that use of glory which denotes praise is the specialized expression ‘give glory to God’ in a judicial interrogation (Josh 7:19; Jn 9:24).  Here it amounts to an adjuration to tell the truth, a reminder that what is said will not escape the attention of the heavenly Judge.”



(3)  “The words Give glory to God cannot mean that Jesus’ opponents were urging the man to praise God for the healing.  It was a common Jewish oath which called on the man to speak the truth.”
  Westcott agrees with this, but concedes that the other sense applies as well.  Thus he leans toward a middle ground with the oath to speak the truth being the primary meaning.



(4)  “The Jewish authorities were not convinced that he was telling the truth and began their questioning by calling the man to acknowledge the superintendence of God.  The statement ‘Give glory to God’ is not a praise statement but the equivalent of a Jewish oath, which the authorities employed to call the man to give an honest witness and confess any sinfulness in his testimony.”



(5)  “‘Give glory to God’ may be an oath or confession formula demanding truthful witness.”
  Lenski agrees with this, saying “The Authorized Version [the King James Version] has, ‘Give God the praise,’ which is generally understood to mean, ‘Give the credit for your healing to God not to Jesus.’  But this is incorrect.  In their verdict the Pharisees admit nothing about the healing; they do not even say that God wrought it; they ignore it altogether.  What they say is this: ‘Give glory to God by now telling the truth, and this is the truth, which we now positively know—and we are the people to know—that this man is an open sinner.  They imply that they have sounded this thing thoroughly, that besides the man’s testimony they have heard that of others, and the only correct conclusion of the whole case is what they now state.  They count on their superior authority to effect submission on the part of the beggar.”



(6) Notice the contrary opinion of the Louw-Nida Greek Lexicon, “In the Bauer dictionary [BDAG] the phrase ‘give glory to God’ is listed under the glosses ‘fame, renown, honor,’ and though it is identified as an adjuration with the meaning of ‘give God the praise by telling the truth,’ there is no specific indication that this is actually an idiom, and as such, a formula used in placing someone under oath to tell the truth, so that in Jn 9.24 the meaning is essentially “promise before God to tell the truth” or “swear to tell the truth.”
  Gaebelein and Nicoll take the phrase literally.


(7)  MacArthur takes a middle ground and infers that the statement means both ideas: “Demanding that he not give credit to Jesus for his healing, they insisted instead that he give the credit to God.  Their exhortation to the blind man, Give glory to God, can also be understood as a charge to stop lying by saying that Jesus healed him and tell the truth, in the same manner as Joshua’s charge to Achan, “My son, I implore you, give glory to the Lord, the God of Israel, and give praise to Him; and tell me now what you have done.  Do not hide it from me” (Josh 7:19).  Such a confession on the man’s part would equal agreement with the leaders’ conviction that Jesus was a sinner and not at all empowered by God.”
  It is perhaps best to regard this statement by the Pharisees as having both meanings: give the glory and praise to God and do so by telling the truth that Jesus is really a sinner.


(8)  “Give glory to God was a call to admit his guilt in siding with Jesus, whom they called a sinner.”

3.  “we know that this man is a sinner.’”

a.  The subject “we” refers to the Pharisees.  The object “this man” refers to Jesus.  The Pharisees assert that Jesus is a sinner.  This is their justification for telling the healed man to give the glory to God the Father instead of Jesus.  He should not be glorifying Jesus, because Jesus is a sinner in the eyes of the Pharisees.  “When they said We know, they were pressuring him. Unbelief often claims to be scientific, but here it was just stubborn and willful.”


b.  Why do the Pharisees claim that Jesus is a sinner?  They call Him a sinner because He violated their manmade rules of doing work on the Sabbath (making mud, applying it to a person’s eyes) and telling the person He healed to also do work on the Sabbath (go to the pool of Siloam and wash).

c.  The one thing Jesus could not be in His first advent, which qualified Him to go to the Cross and become associated with our sins, was a sinner.  The Lord Jesus Christ had to be without sin to be qualified to go to the Cross and bear the sins of the world.  And even while He did this He did not commit a personal sin of His own.  Jesus never sinned personally.  His healing of this blind man was not sinful in the eyes of God in any sense of the word sin.


d.  Therefore, the Pharisees are accusing Jesus of being the very thing which He was not.  Just as Satan stands before God accusing mankind of sins day and night, so He used his agents to accuse Jesus of sin.


e.  The fact these Pharisees claim that they “know” this to be true, only solidifies their ignorance and arrogance.  They will answer for this slander for eternity in the lake of fire.

f.  The Pharisees “tried to ensnare him [the healed man] to assent to this statement that God had healed him, and then reject Him who wrought the miracle.”


g.  “When the Jewish authorities put the ‘how’ question to the man himself they get a very different response than they got from the parents, and the fur flies.  They begin their interrogation on a solemn formal note: Give glory to God.  This is not an invitation to sing a hymn of praise for his healing.  The expression means the man is being exhorted to confess his guilt (cf. Josh 7:19: Midrash Sanhedrin 6:2).  The man has told them the truth, but they don’t really want the truth, they want their own answer.  These people, whom Jesus called liars are trying to force this man to lie, and they are doing so in the name of truth.  (Double talk is not an invention of the twentieth century.)  The terms they use are full of irony.  These people who care only for the glory of men, not God, are telling him to give glory to God.  They are demanding that he give glory to God by confessing his sin, but the man has given glory to God by bearing witness to Jesus.  They are being deceptive when they say, We know that this man is a sinner.  Jesus has clearly broken their sabbath rules and thus could be labeled a sinner, but we have just been told they are divided over this very question.  John is showing us the deception and bullying of these ideologues who are in power.  The Christians in John’s day could identify with this man.  Indeed, John himself had such an experience with some of these very same individuals (Acts 5:17-41).  Those Christians in the world today who are persecuted for their faith can also identify with this man.”


h.  “The blasphemy here was the declaration of the blind man: He is a prophet.  It was in contempt of the holiness and truth of God to give this title to a violator of the Sabbath.  This culpable assertion must be washed away by the opposite declaration: He is a wicked person.”
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