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
 is the inferential/consequential use of the postpositive conjunction OUN, meaning “Therefore” plus the third person singular aorist deponent passive indicative from the verb APOKRINOMAI, which means “to answer.”


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


The deponent passive voice functions in an active sense with the healed man producing the action.


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

With this we have the nominative subject from the masculine singular demonstrative pronoun EKEINOS, meaning “he” and referring to the healed blind man.  Then we have the conditional particle EI, which means “if” or “Whether.”
  This is followed by the predicate nominative from the masculine singular adjective HAMARTWLOS, meaning “a sinner.”
  Then we have the third person singular present active indicative from the verb EIMI, which means “to be: He is.”


The present tense is an aoristic present, which views the action in its entirety as a fact.


The active voice indicates that Jesus hypothetically may or may not produce the action.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact and reality.
This is followed by the negative OUK, meaning “not” plus the first person singular perfect active indicative of the verb OIDA, meaning “to know: I do not know.”


The perfect tense is an intensive perfect, which emphasizes the present state of being.


The active voice indicates that the healed man produces the action of not knowing.


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

“Therefore, he answered, ‘Whether He is a sinner, I do not know;”
 is the accusative direct object from the neuter singular cardinal adjective HEIS, meaning “one thing.”  Then we have the first person singular perfect active indicative of the verb OIDA, meaning “to know: I do know.”


The perfect tense is an intensive perfect, which emphasizes the present state of being.


The active voice indicates that the healed man produces the action of knowing.


The indicative mood is declarative for a simple statement of fact or reality.
This is followed by the conjunction HOTI, which is used after verbs of mental activity to indicate the content of that activity.  It is translated by the word “that.”  Then we have the predicate nominative from the masculine singular adjective TUPHLOS, meaning “blind.”  With this we have the nominative first person masculine singular present active participle from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be.”

The present tense is a descriptive/historical present, which describes what existed a few hours or a day earlier.


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

The participle is a concessive participle, which is translated by the word “though” or “although.”  “The concessive participle states a circumstance in spite of which the action or state of the main verb is realized.  The main clause therefore is contrary to what one would expect. The words ‘though’ or ‘although’ are inserted at the beginning of the adverbial clause to bring out the idea of concession, Jn 9:25.”

Finally, we have the temporal adverb ARTI, meaning “now” plus the first person singular present active indicative from the verb BLEPW, which means “to see: I see.”


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


The active voice indicates that the healed man produces the action of seeing.


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

“one thing I do know, that though being blind, now I see.’”
Jn 9:25 corrected translation
“Therefore, he answered, ‘Whether He is a sinner, I do not know; one thing I do know, that though being blind, now I see.’”
Explanation:
1.  “Therefore, he answered, ‘Whether He is a sinner, I do not know;”

a.  The formerly blind man, who has now been healed by Jesus, responds to the declaration of the Pharisees that they know that Jesus is a sinner.  The man’s answer is direct and truthful rather than evasive like his parents.

b.  In Modern English we say “whether or not He is a sinner,” which means the exact same thing as the statement in the Greek.  The blind man did not know Jesus well enough to know whether or not He was a sinner.  He believed that Jesus was a prophet, but all the prophets of Israel, even Moses, had been sinners.  So just because Jesus was a prophet didn’t exclude Him from being a sinner.

c.  However, this man had not yet come to the conclusion that Jesus was God, and therefore, not a sinner.  The Pharisees had already dogmatically concluded that Jesus was not God, and therefore, a sinner.


d.  The important thing here is that the man refused to confirm the declaration of the Pharisees that Jesus was just a man and not God.  That is the real issue in this statement.  The man rightfully does not have enough information to dogmatically testify whether or not Jesus is God.  He doesn’t know yet, and He is not going to create a public lie about Jesus just to satisfy the bloodthirstiness of these religious zealots.


e.  Therefore, the man states honestly and conclusively that he does not know if Jesus is a sinner.  He is not God and is not qualified to make such a judgment.  The Pharisees have blasphemed against Jesus; this man will not do so.

2.  “one thing I do know, that though being blind, now I see.’”

a.  However, the man will testify to one thing that he dogmatically and absolutely knows: he was blind and now he sees.

b.  This is the irrefutable fact of this case that the Pharisees cannot ignore, no matter how hard they try.  Jesus has completely healed this man, who was born blind, and now can obviously see perfectly.

c.  The real point being made by this statement is that Jesus made this man see, and no one, except a person from God, could ever do such a thing.  Only a prophet from God has the ability to heal, but no prophet from God has ever healed someone born blind.


d.  As much as the Pharisees wanted to ignore the fact of this man’s healing, it could not be done.  This man would not let them do it.  The Pharisees tried desperately to change the subject of Jesus’ healing to Jesus’ sinfulness, but the man would not let them do it.  If Jesus is on trial here (and really He was, not the blind man), then the real issue is what Jesus did to heal this man, not whether or not Jesus is a sinner, because He healed him on the Sabbath.  “This man is keen and quick and refuses to fall into the trap set for him.  He passes by their quibbling about Jesus being a ‘sinner’ and clings to the one fact of his own experience.”


e.  “Not for one moment does he accept their finding as true.  The fatal flaw in that finding is the omission of his healing.  Instead of uttering the truth regarding that and a true conclusion based on it concerning the healer, it leaves out the healing altogether and from some other premises draws a conclusion that is wholly false.  Over against the emphatic we know of the Pharisees this beggar puts his own emphatic I do know; and in the clash the beggar wins because his knowledge is real, that of the Pharisees pretended.  There he stands with his bright, shining eyes, looking right at the Pharisees.  Can they not see those eyes of his?  Here, right before them, just as Jesus said (verse 3) ‘the works of God are made manifest.’  But these men deliberately stultify themselves: they will not see what so magnificently challenges their sight.  By their foolish proceeding these Pharisees start this beggar toward doing his own simple, straightforward thinking and toward drawing his own truthful conclusions.  By trying to oppose the truth they only help to further the cause of truth.”


f.  “The man did not at this point challenge their technical verdict.  Instead, he asserted the truthfulness of his own testimony concerning the transformation of his blindness.  His statement here could almost be likened to the force of a sworn testimony.  The healing of his blindness was thus a crucial point for the investigators, so they fastened their attention on it and began a cross-examination, no doubt to determine whether they could discredit the statement or discover whether some forbidden magical practice had been used.”


g.  “Undaunted by the Pharisees’ pronouncement about Jesus, the formerly blind man answered, ‘Whether He is a sinner, I do not know.’  He left that determination to the theological ‘experts.’  But he stubbornly clung to the undeniable reality of his sight.  He ignored their biased dilemma and declared the uncomplicated truth—Jesus had definitely healed him.  Stopped dead in their tracks by the incontestable testimony of the man, and left with no way to advance their lame argument, the Pharisees began to go over the same ground they had previously covered.”
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