John 1:1
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
 is the interrogative pronoun TIS, meaning “Why” plus the predicate nominative from the masculine singular demonstrative pronoun HOUTOS, meaning “this man.”  Then we have the adverb of manner HOUTW, which means “in this manner.”  This is followed by the third person singular present active indicative from the verb LALEW, which means “to speak; to talk.”

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


The active voice indicates that Jesus was producing the action.


The indicative mood is an interrogative indicative, which is used in questions that can be answered by providing factual information.

“‘Why is this man speaking in this manner?”
 is the third person singular present active indicative from the verb BLASPHĒMEW, which means “to blaspheme: He is blaspheming.”

The present tense is a descriptive/aoristic present, which describes the present action as a fact occurring at this moment.


The active voice indicates that Jesus is producing the action according to the scribes.


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

“He is blaspheming;”
 is the nominative subject from the masculine singular interrogative use of the indefinite pronoun TIS, meaning “who,” followed by the third person singular present deponent middle/passive indicative from the verb DUNAMAI, meaning “to be able: can.”

The present tense is a static or gnomic present for a state or condition that perpetually exists, a commonly accepted fact, or an axiomatic, universal truth.


The deponent middle/passive voice is middle/passive in form, but active in meaning with the subject (the indefinite ‘who’) producing 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 present active infinitive from the verb APHIĒMI, which means “to forgive.”


The present tense is a static or gnomic present (see the main verb above).


The active voice indicates that the indefinite ‘who’ produces the action.


The infinitive is a complementary infinitive, which completes the meaning of the main verb DUNAMAI.
This is followed by the accusative direct object from the feminine plural noun HAMARTIA, meaning “sins.”  Then we have the conjunction EI plus the negative MĒ, which together mean “except.”  Finally, we have the nominative of appellation from the masculine singular cardinal adjective HEIS, meaning “one; or alone Mk 2:7 (in the parallel Lk 5:21 MONOS HO THEOS); 10:18; 12:29; Mt 23:10; Lk 18:19”
 plus the article and noun THEOS, meaning “God.”

“who can forgive sins except God alone?’”
Mk 2:7 corrected translation
“‘Why is this man speaking in this manner?  He is blaspheming; who can forgive sins except God alone?’”
Explanation:
1.  “‘Why is this man speaking in this manner?”

a.  Mark quotes what the scribes were reasoning in their minds.  We immediately have to ask how Mark could possibly know what the scribes were thinking?  He knew because of the statement that Jesus made ‘Why are you carefully considering these things in your hearts?  Which is easier, to say to the paralytic, “Your sins are forgiven”; or to say, “Get up, and pick up your pallet and walk?”  However, in order that you may know that the Son of Man has authority on earth to forgive sins’…

b.  The scribes were thinking to themselves that Jesus had no right or authority to speak in the manner He was speaking.  And in what manner was He speaking?  He was speaking as though He had the authority of God to forgive sins.

c.  So the question becomes: Does one man have the authority to forgive another man’s sins?  The answer is “No, they don’t have the final authority to forgive sin, but they do have the intermediate authority to forgive sins.”  God has the final authority to forgive sins, and this is all the scribes knew and believed.  Therefore, they did not believe that Jesus had that same final authority.  Does not God tell us to forgive one another?  Yes, and we should, and we can, and we do.  But our authority to forgive someone else’s sin or sins is based upon the final authority of God to make that forgiveness a reality.  God backs up our forgiveness with His forgiveness.  This is the principle behind Jesus’ words in Mt 6:14, “For if you forgive ﻿﻿others for their transgressions, your heavenly Father will also forgive you.” Lk 17:4, “And if he sins against you ﻿﻿seven times a day, and returns to you seven times, saying, ‘I repent,’ ﻿﻿forgive him.”  John 20:23, “If you forgive the sins of any, their sins ﻿﻿have been forgiven them; if you retain the sins of any, they have been retained.”

d.  The scribes thought only in terms of God forgiving sins.  Therefore, they reasoned that Jesus could not have the authority to forgive sins, since He was only a man and not God.  Not only did they not recognize Jesus’ deity, but they also did not think that any sin had been committed against Him that required His forgiveness of this paralytic.  Therefore, since the paralytic had not sinned against Jesus, then the only forgiveness Jesus was proclaiming was the forgiveness that belonged to God alone.
2.  “He is blaspheming;”

a.  Therefore, the conclusion of the scribes’ reasoning is that Jesus was blaspheming.

b.  The scribes would not have thought that Jesus was blaspheming without some sort of disapproving expression on their faces.  And it would have been easy for Jesus to read the disapproving expression on their faces.  He knew what they were thinking from the looks on their faces.
3.  “who can forgive sins except God alone?’”

a.  Their mental accusation of blasphemy is based on their belief in the principle that God alone can forgive sins.  Notice that they do not regard the principle of one person forgiving another person of their sins as applicable in this case.  They are thinking only in terms of God’s forgiveness of sins, not one man’s forgiveness of another man’s sins against him.

b.  Based upon the scribes very narrow, compartmental type thinking, God, and God alone, has the right and authority to forgive sins, since all sin is ultimately against God, even when the sin is committed against another person.  All sin is against God, because God has commanded us not to sin against others.

c.  Therefore, in the minds of these ‘theological experts’ Jesus has usurped the authority and prerogative of God alone and claimed for Himself the right and authority to forgive sin.  And since the scribes do not believe Jesus is God, Jesus is blaspheming by indirectly claiming to be God.


d.  It must be remembered that Jesus does not declare their reasoning to be wrong, but rather proves that He has the authority to forgive sins by doing something that only God could do—heal the paralytic immediately and totally.  Thus Jesus proves He is God, and therefore, has the right and authority to forgive sins.

4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “This is the unspoken charge in their hearts which Jesus read like an open book.  They justify the charge with the conviction that God alone has the power to forgive sins.  It was, they held, blasphemy for Jesus to assume this divine prerogative.  Their logic was correct.  The only flaw in it was the possibility that Jesus held a peculiar relation to God which justified His claim.  So the two forces clash here as now on the deity of Christ Jesus.  Knowing full well that He had exercised the prerogative of God in forgiving the man’s sins He proceeds to justify His claim by healing the man.”


b.  “What they thought in their hearts, was expressed in their faces, actions, and very personalities.  There was a hostile atmosphere in the room, and our Lord sensed it.”


c.  “To claim to do what only God could do, and to constitute Himself God’s spokesman in declaring sins forgiven, was to infringe the divine prerogative.”


d.  “As a general proposition, this statement of the Scribes is undeniable.  The difficulty is, that they ignored the possibility of a man’s speaking for God, and the fact that they had before them one in whom this power was lodged preeminently.”


e.  “The scribes who were present on this occasion were offended by Jesus’ declaration.  In the OT God alone can forgive sins, and later Judaism adhered scrupulously to this understanding.  The Messiah would exterminate the godless in Israel, crush demonic power and protect his people from the reign of sin, but the forgiveness of sins was never attributed to him.  Jesus proclaimed the remission of sins like a prophet (2 Sam 12:13, “And Nathan said to David, ‘The Lord has pardoned your sins’”).  The scribes rejected this pretension to the prophetic office as so much arrogance.  They sensed in Jesus’ declaration of forgiveness an affront to the majesty and authority of God, which is the essence of blasphemy.  The punishment for blasphemy was death by stoning, but the evidence of guilt had to be incontrovertible.  The significance of the suspicion of blasphemy so early in the Galilean ministry is that it becomes the basis of a formal accusation and condemnation before the Sanhedrin at the close of the ministry (Mk 14:61-64).”


f.  “Then Jesus looked around and saw the critics who had come to spy on Him (Lk 5:17).  These religious leaders certainly had every right to investigate the ministry of this new teacher, since the religious life of the nation was under their supervision (Dt 13).  But they should have come with open minds and hearts, seeking truth, instead of with critical minds, seeking heresy.  Some of the negative attitude that had been present in Judea (Jn 4:1–4) had now invaded Galilee, and this was the beginning of the official opposition that ultimately led to our Lord’s arrest and death.  He was now so popular that the Jewish leaders dared not ignore Him.  In fact, they must have arrived early for the meeting, because they were right at the scene of action!  Or perhaps Jesus graciously gave them front row seats.”


g.  “The teachers of the Law who were present were offended by Jesus’ veiled pronouncement.  Only God can forgive sins (Ex 34:6-9; Ps 103:3; 130:4; Isa 43:25; 44:22; 48:11; Dan 9:9).  In the Old Testament forgiveness of sins was never attributed to the Messiah.  The scribes regarded such talk by this fellow (contemptuous tone) as a pretentious affront to God’s power and authority, blasphemy against God, a serious offense punishable by death from stoning (Lev 24:15-16).  In fact such a charge became the basis for a formal condemnation later (Mk 14:61-64).”


h.  “These were legalists who knew nothing of grace and who denied the claims of Jesus to be the Son of the Father.  They do not go to the Scriptures for light, but they debated within themselves what it could all mean.  Filled with prejudice and determined not to believe in Jesus, they at once took issue with Him.  To them it was the rankest kind of blasphemy for anyone to pretend to have authority to forgive sins.  This prerogative belonged to God alone.  They did not know that God manifest in flesh stood in their midst!”


i.  “The remission of sins was the preparation for the advent of the Messiah (Lk 1:77), and repentance and remission of sins were the prerequisites to a state of preparation for the kingdom.  It is not surprising, therefore, that we find Jesus laying claim to the power to forgive sins.  This provoked a bitter controversy with the Jews; for it was axiomatic with them that no one could forgive sins but God only (Mk 2:7; Lk 5:21; 7:49).  This Jesus did not question, but He would have them infer from His power to forgive sins that He was the possessor of divine power.  Jesus asserted His possession of this power on two occasions only, though it has been insufficiently inferred from Jn 5:14; 8:11 that He was accustomed to pronounce absolution upon all of those He healed.  On one of these occasions He not merely asserted that He possessed the power, but demonstrated it by showing Himself to be the possessor of the divine gift of healing.  The impostor might claim some such intangible power as the authority to forgive sins, but he would never assert the possession of such easily disproved power as the ability to heal the sick.  Jesus claimed both and based His claim to be the possessor of the former on the demonstration that He possessed the latter.  God would not support an impostor, so His aid in healing the paralytic proved that Jesus could forgive sins.  The multitude accepted this logic and ‘glorified God, who had given such authority to men’ (Mt 9:2–9; Mk 2:3–12; Lk 5:18–26).”


j.  “Jesus claimed to be able to forgive sins.  This was an out-right claim to deity, for only God can forgive sins, and this point was not missed by the nation’s leaders who immediately pounced on it as blasphemy.  But the order of events is vitally significant, for Jesus had not yet healed the man.  Any attempt to heal him from this point on could only be regarded as a challenge to God to disprove Jesus’ claim to forgive sins, as healing, too, comes from God.  Jesus clearly articulated this argument (Mk 2:9–11) and only then healed the palsied man!  This miracle, too, had purpose: Jesus had claimed to be deity, or at the very least to have God’s demonstrated approval of His ministry coupled with the God-given right to exercise, within His own discretion, the power of God.  All the spectators (and that must include the national leaders) were amazed and glorified God because of seeing His authority demonstrated through Jesus.  The nation’s leaders had recognized that Jesus had claimed to be God.  The question was now in the open: would they accept Him as God’s approved Messiah?”
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