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6. After the Pharisees sent the man away, Jesus learned what had happened and located the 

man. Here again John’s account is very sketchy, leaving many questions unanswered. 

Beyond questions of timing, setting, etc., there’s the question of the man’s expulsion; was 

John saying that the Pharisees merely ejected the man from their meeting, or 

excommunicated him from the synagogue? The context suggests the latter (cf. vv. 22, 

28), but there’s no way to be certain. Also, John recorded that Jesus sought out the man 

when He heard about his being expelled; were these two things connected or merely 

coincidental? Based on their conversation, it seems the man’s expulsion had nothing 

directly to do with Jesus’ decision to go and find him. John likely mentioned the 

expulsion simply to transition his narrative from the meeting with the Pharisees to the 

man’s second encounter with Jesus (ref. vv. 34-35). 

 

a. Whatever the questions and uncertainties in John’s account, he made it clear that 

Jesus was intentional in finding the man and speaking to him. Almost certainly 

more was said between them than John recorded, but he chose to highlight Jesus’ 

question by which He interrogated the man’s understanding and conviction 

regarding Him: “Do you believe in the Son of Man?” This question frames the 

entire passage – not simply the man’s response and worship, but Jesus’ 

declaration of His mission as the Son of Man and His subsequent interchange 

with the Pharisees who overheard His conversation with the healed man. 

 

Given the centrality of Jesus’ question, it’s critically important to understand His 

self-designation, Son of Man. This phrase has been examined throughout the 

series, but it’s worth rehearsing some considerations here. The first thing to recall 

is that this was a title which Jesus exclusively applied to Himself. There are a few 

instances in the Gospels of men referring to Jesus as the Son of Man, but only 

where they were repeating what He had said about Himself (cf. Mark 8:31, 9:9; 

John 12:34). Secondly, the four Gospels uniformly show that Jesus employed this 

phrase as a messianic title. That is, He always employed it with respect to His 

messianic identity and mission. In particular, the title emphasizes the heaven-earth 

conjunction that the Scriptures set out as the centerpiece of the messianic mission 

(cf. 1:50-51, 3:13-15, 5:26-27, 6:27-62, 8:28).  

 

- From the heavenly side, Jesus came from the Father as bringing the divine 

presence, word and work into the world; in the language and imagery of 

Israel’s prophets, Jesus embodied Yahweh Himself so as to fulfill His 

promise to return to Zion to judge, purge and renew His creation.  

 

- From the earthly side, Jesus was the new Adam (the Seed of Eve) and the 

embodiment of Israel as Yahweh’s faithful covenant son (the Seed of 

Abraham). He was True Man and True Israel, and therefore true Son of 

God (cf. Exodus 4:22; Luke 3:23-38). Jesus was God becoming man so 

that His design for man as divine image-son should be realized. 

 

When Jesus referred to Himself as the Son of Man, He was identifying Himself as 

True Man: man as fully realized from, in and by God and man as unto God. 
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b. Examining Jesus’ use of the expression, Son of Man, across the four Gospels 

reveals that it was a thoroughly messianic title which embodied all of the 

dimensions and components of the messianic mission. And, though John doesn’t 

explicitly say so, his account of this episode implies that the healed man 

understood this messianic signification. (By the time of Jesus’ birth, the rabbis 

were interpreting Daniel 7:9-14 as a messianic text, though not in the sense in 

which Jesus claimed it for Himself; cf. Matthew 26:57-68). For, when Jesus 

identified Himself to him as this Son of Man who is to be believed in (9:37), the 

man responded in acknowledgement and worship (9:38). Jesus didn’t have to 

explain Himself further; the man already believed Him to be a prophet sent by 

God – his restored sight had enabled him to “see” Jesus to that extent, and now 

His self-identification as the Son of Man apparently filled in the gaps of the man’s 

understanding such that he recognized Jesus as Israel’s long awaited Messiah.  

 

 He now saw Jesus as Israel’s Messiah, but in a sense which transcended Israel’s 

expectation. For the people of Israel were expecting a human deliverer – a man 

descended from Abraham and David who, like David, would be a conquering 

king. Jesus was that man, but as the human embodiment of Yahweh returned to 

Zion. (Recall again how the Baptist’s role as Yahweh’s herald established this 

truth.) John doesn’t explain how this healed man connected the dots or how he 

related Jesus with Yahweh and His promise to return and restore Israel. What he 

did show was that this man connected Jesus with Israel’s God in such a way that 

he didn’t find it an act of idolatry to worship Jesus. Whatever the man understood 

in the details, John recorded his acknowledgement of Jesus in worship so that his 

readers would see that his eyes were truly opened that day. Jesus previously 

delivered him from the lifelong darkness of his congenital blindness, but as a sign 

and foretaste of the deliverance soon to follow: deliverance from the darkness of 

his lifelong alienation from God into the light of Jesus – the light which gives life 

to the world. This is notably the only instance in John’s gospel in which he spoke 

directly of Jesus being worshipped (cf. 6:16-21 with Matthew 14:22-33; ref. also 

4:19-26, 21:26-29), but it is eminently appropriate that he should do so here.  

 

c. Jesus’ self-identification as the messianic Son of Man was immediately followed 

by the man’s acknowledgment and worship. As had happened with his physical 

eyes, the man’s spiritual sight was restored and he could now see clearly the Son 

of Man standing before him and speaking with him. He now discerned that the 

man who’d given him sight was Israel’s Messiah, and Jesus Himself drew out this 

truth and its significance by His own commentary on what was taking place and 

how it fit into His mission in the world (9:39). Read in isolation, His statement 

may appear strange, but it succinctly and powerfully captured the true meaning of 

the man’s healing. And it did so on three different levels:  

 

1) First of all, it served to clarify what was transpiring at that moment. 

Specifically, it elaborated on the meaning of Jesus’ self-identification as 

the Son of Man and His present interaction with the man. 
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2 Secondly, it provided the framework for evaluating the miraculous sign of 

the man’s healing and what Jesus intended the witnesses – and the man 

himself – to take from it. 

 

3) Finally, it situated the healing and its significance within Jesus’ overall 

messianic mission, thereby clarifying why Jesus chose to do this miracle 

and the role it played within that mission and the work it entailed. 

 

Everything Jesus said and did was intentional and purposely oriented toward 

disclosing and accomplishing the work for which His Father sent Him into the 

world. And here He explained His mission in terms of judgment – not judgment in 

an abstract or generic sense, but judgment as implicating human blindness and 

sight. Despite the contemporary negative connotation attached to the concept of 

judgment/judging, the Greek term refers to a decision, conclusion or verdict 

reached through a process of proper, careful and accurate examination. Judgment 

is concerned with truth, and thus is neither negative nor positive in itself; it is 

simply the vindication of what is true. A conclusion and its consequence 

(practical, legal, etc.) may be regarded as negative or positive, but that estimation 

is only a perception and not inherent to the judgment itself. (So people’s vantage 

point and personal interest will drive their reaction to a jury verdict.)  

 

Jesus declared that judgment was the purpose for His coming into the world, 

which was itself an explicit messianic affirmation that wouldn’t have been lost on 

His Israelite hearers. For judgment was a central theme in God’s promise to Israel 

to return and put all things right in connection with establishing His kingdom and 

reign; He, Israel’s true King, was coming to judge the world (cf. Psalm 96, 98; 

Joel 3; Micah 4-5; etc.). Most importantly, He was going to execute this royal 

judgment through His Messiah, David’s Branch (Isaiah 4, 9, 24-27, 32-33, 51-54; 

Ezekiel 34; Daniel 7; etc.). From the Scripture’s vantage point, Yahweh’s 

judgment concerns condemnation and retribution as it’s directed against human 

beings in their alienation and rebellion; but as it addresses the larger issue of the 

creational curse (including human alienation), His judgment was a matter of 

longing as it would bring liberation, purging and restoration to the creation. 

 

Jesus had come into the world to judge it (judgment unto deliverance and life, not 

condemnation and destruction; cf. again 3:16-17), and He explained this judgment 

in terms of blindness and sight. Judgment involves examination and vindication of 

the truth, so that Jesus was saying that His judgment of men was directed toward 

assessing their sightedness and rightly responding to that truth: In the case of the 

blind, His judgment – His verdict and sentence – would render them sighted; but 

for the sighted, His judgment would render them blind. Taken at face value, Jesus’ 

statement may appear strange or perplexing, but understood in the context of the 

man’s new-found sight and its testimony to Jesus’ mission, it makes perfect sense. 

Jesus’ healing of the blind man substantiated His claim that He’d come to give 

sight to the blind (cf. Luke 4:14-21), and the man’s now-clear vision of Jesus as 

Israel’s Messiah shows what sort of blindness and sight His judgment concerned. 
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He’d come into the world, not to restore physical sight to physically blind 

individuals, but to open the eyes of men living in the blind darkness of their 

alienation from God (ref. Isaiah 29, 35, 42:1-7, 59:1-60:5). And so, while Jesus 

did heal this man’s physical eyes, that healing only pointed to the granting of 

sight which was the true concern of His mission. Jesus had come to judge the 

world with respect to its spiritual blindness, and this helps explain His odd 

statement that His judgment would result in those who see becoming blind. 

 

d. But lest his readers be left with any uncertainty respecting Jesus’ meaning, John 

recorded the response of the Pharisees who heard Him. Their challenge and Jesus’ 

answer show exactly what He was getting at (9:40-41). John didn’t explain how 

these Pharisees came to be present and his statement that they were “with him” is 

ambiguous. (Does the pronoun him denote Jesus or the blind man?) Whatever the 

circumstance, when they heard Jesus’ declaration they immediately rebuffed any 

inference or insinuation that they were blind.  

 

 Being Pharisees, these men were scholars well familiar with the Scripture’s 

treatment of Israel’s (and the nations’) spiritual blindness and they understood 

that Jesus was associating Himself with Yahweh’s promise to heal that blindness. 

They also would have readily acknowledged that Israel was filled with many such 

blind persons: disobedient, unclean and wayward Israelites in need of God’s 

restoring hand. But they themselves were not among that group; they were the 

Lord’s faithful disciples – knowledgable, devout and disciplined men unspotted 

by the ignorance, unbelief and disobedience which defiled the masses. Multitudes 

in Israel stumbled in the darkness of their spiritual blindness, but not them. 

 

 These Pharisees certainly didn’t regard themselves as blind men in need of 

Yahweh’s healing, but they must have wondered whether Jesus was somehow 

implicating them in the second half of His statement: They were among the 

sighted in Israel; was Jesus saying that He was going to make them blind? We 

can’t know exactly how they processed Jesus’ words, but the sense is that their 

response reflected an attitude of smug derision rather than concern. Perhaps they 

thought He was delusional; perhaps they viewed His words as yet one more silly 

riddle from a man given to speaking in riddles and parables. However they 

understood His meaning, they clearly didn’t see His words as applying to them. 

 

 Jesus recognized that they were exempting themselves from His judgment and so 

answered their challenge by showing that they were absolutely implicated in it. 

They were among the sighted He referred to, but not as they imagined. They 

perceived themselves as seeing clearly, but their perception was actually the proof 

of their blindness. For what they “saw” was only the deluded vision of a darkened 

mind; bound in darkness, they couldn’t know what it is to see in the light. They 

were convinced of their sight and so rejected any suggestion that they were blind. 

But this very insistence left them without excuse or remedy for their unbelief; 

because they claimed to see, their sin remained and so would their blindness. But 

for those who owned their blindness, Messiah’s judgment would give them sight. 


