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Preface

As | have wrestled with the text of 1, 2, and 3 John in preparing this
handbook, | have once again not only been challenged by its frank
message, which leaves little room for a complacent faith, but have also
been reminded that there remains much to learn about the language of
the New Testament. After more than 20 years of working with Koine
Greek, | still frequently discover something that | had overlooked in
the past. Only a fellow linguist or Greek scholar can appreciate the
excitement of such a discovery! My hope is that this handbook will
both provide a reliable guide through the intricacies of the biblical text
and occasionally shed fresh light on how the Greek language works.
Completion of this handbook in a timely fashion would not have
been possible without the support of Dr. Paul Magnus, past President
of Briercrest Family of Schools, Dr. Dwayne Uglem, Executive Vice
President of Briercrest Family of Schools, and Dr. David Shepherd,
Dean of Briercrest Seminary. | am privileged to work in an environ-
ment where both ministry and scholarship are held in high esteem.
Throughout the writing process | have greatly benefited from the
input of others. Four of my current students—David Atmore, Joshua
Drake, Bernd Heyde, and Josh Stigall—carefully worked through an
early draft of the handbook, section by section, and then met with me
to discuss the biblical text and critique the manuscript. Their helpful
comments and words of encouragement were greatly appreciated and
our time together was spiritually enriching. Susan Wendel, a former
student and future New Testament scholar herself, offered many help-
ful suggestions for how the handbook could be improved and gra-
ciously raised questions where my argument was weak. Dr. Wes
Olmstead, my Briercrest colleague and friend, was always ready to
give immediate feedback on issues I was struggling to resolve in spite
of his heavy responsibilities. Dr. Mikeal Parsons, friend and mentor,
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viii Preface

offered encouragement throughout the process. Two individuals
deserve special thanks for the time and energy they invested in this
project. Jim Stewart, a former student and faculty assistant, saved me
from many misplaced or incorrect accents and other typographical
errors through his incredible eye for detail and saved readers from
potential confusion by identifying numerous places where my expla-
nations were not as clear as they should have been. Dr. Carl Conrad
graciously and thoroughly reviewed a late draft of the manuscript,
noted a significant number of problems, and offered numerous helpful
suggestions for improving the handbook. Our ongoing dialogue on
various issues not only saved me from many careless mistakes but also
frequently led my wife to ask what was giving me so much pleasure.
This handbook would have been far weaker without the generous
input of these friends, students, and colleagues, and | offer them my
sincere gratitude.

I also owe a debt of gratitude to the staff at Baylor University Press.
Dr. Carey Newman, Director, not only encouraged me to take on this
project but also provided the support and guidance needed to bring it
to completion. Diane Smith, Production Editor, once again made the
process of moving from manuscript to publication almost painless
through the competence and dedication that she brings to the task.
Finally, to my wife Jo-Anna, and my children, Chris, Calvin, and
Charissa, | am grateful for your graciousness as | often took time and
energy away from you to complete this project, and for your patience
as we struggle together to “walk as Jesus did.”

Martin Culy
Briarcrest Seminary
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Introduction

The letter known as 1 John has long been a favorite among beginning
and intermediate students of Koine Greek. The “almost elementary
character” (Brown, x) of the writer’s Greek makes it a suitable intro-
duction to the literature of the New Testament. In the first chapter of
the letter, for example, readers encounter only three words that occur
less than 10 times in the New Testament. The fact that the author con-
tinues to use common vocabulary throughout the letter and has an
affinity for repeating himself helps emerging readers gain confidence
quickly. In this short letter, elpt is used 99 times; Qedg 62 times; Exw
28 times; aryamdw 28 times; yLvaoke 25 times; péve 23 times;
kbopog 23 times; dryanr 18 times; auoptia 17 times; ade\@dc 15
times; évToAn 14 times; Tatip 14 times; dkoVw 14 times; ypdpw
13 times; woLéw 13 times; w1 13 times; Tvedpa 12 times; and yev-
vaw 10 times. Such lexical simplicity, however, is not always
matched by grammatical simplicity. Readers attempting to grapple
with the subtleties of the argument and the complexities of the syn-
tactic structure will soon discover that analysis of the text of 1 John
can be as challenging as its in-your-face message. Indeed, quite fre-
quently it has been a theological discomfort with the superficial sense
of the text that has precipitated debate regarding the syntax of 1 John.
For example, when modern readers, especially of the Western variety,
encounter statements like, “Everyone who remains in him does not
sin,” they tend to turn quickly to their Greek grammars to determine
what the author really meant by what, on the surface, is a patently
false statement.

The verse-by-verse treatment of 1, 2, and 3 John that follows
attempts to guide new readers and seasoned scholars alike through the
intricacies of the Greek text. Although this handbook does not
endeavor to label exhaustively every feature of the syntax, discuss
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xii Introduction

every textual problem, or provide analysis of all lexical forms, it does
attempt to address all significant questions arising from the Greek
text itself. While users of this handbook will no doubt encounter
questions that they deem significant but are nevertheless overlooked,
the intention has been to anticipate where students of Greek with at
least a basic knowledge of the language may encounter difficulties and
thus need guidance. What distinguishes this work from other analyti-
cal guides to the Greek New Testament (most of which are single vol-
umes covering the entire New Testament) is the detailed and
comprehensive attention paid to the text of 1, 2, and 3 John. Some of
the more complex issues related to Greek syntax, in particular, tend to
be ignored by the standard commentaries.

The title of this volume intentionally uses the label “handbook”
rather than “commentary.” Although at certain points, commentary on
the text cannot be avoided, this handbook does not aim to elucidate the
theological meaning of the text. Nor does it attempt to address intro-
ductory issues such as authorship, date, provenance, or in the case of
the letters of John, the nature and history of the “Johannine commu-
nity.” Rather, this volume serves as a ‘prequel’ to commentary proper.
It primarily provides a guide to understanding the linguistic character-
istics of the text from which the message of the text may then be
derived.

Consequently, no attempt has been made to interact thoroughly with
the secondary literature on the Johannine Letters, as one would expect
in a critical commentary. Those interested in bibliography on a partic-
ular passage or fuller lists of scholars espousing particular views may
consult Brown’s commentary and the Exegetical Summary by
Anderson. Where there is significant debate on an issue related to the
Greek text, however, the handbook provides a representative sample
of scholars espousing each position; and when the handbook adopts a
less known stance on the text, | have generally listed any other schol-
ars who have embraced that position.

Although traditional introductory topics go beyond the goals of
this handbook, there are a number of broad issues relating to the
Greek text of the letters of John that are worth introducing prior to
the verse-by-verse treatment in the handbook proper. These include
questions of genre and structure, the significance of the writer’s
choices of verb tense, the writer’s use of mitigated exhortations, the
writer’s propensity for Trinitarian ambiguity, the emerging debate
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regarding the notion of deponency, and the nature and use of syntac-
tic labels.

Genre and Structure

The fact that 1 John lacks many of the features of contemporary let-
ters, such as a greeting from the author, a thanksgiving section, and a
conclusion, has led to some debate over the years regarding its genre.
Although most scholars, in the end, are content to label the work a let-
ter or epistle, the text reads more like a sermon than a letter. For our
purposes, recognizing that 1 John represents hortatory discourse is
more important than settling the question of whether or not it repre-
sents an actual letter. The primary purpose of this “letter” is to exhort,
not to inform (cf. Miehle, ix). Although the entire letter contains only
13 imperative verbs, with the first not occurring until 2:15, when the
full range of forms used for exhortation are considered (including
imperatives, (va clauses that are introduced as an évto\y), the use of
the verb d¢elAw, the construction wac plus a participle, and the fre-
guent éav clauses), the hortatory character of the text becomes read-
ily apparent. | agree with Miehle that “1 John was written primarily to
persuade its readers to act consistently with what they say they
believed, rather than to inform them about what was desirable to
believe” (quoted in Olsson, 178).

In two articles (1983, 1992) that complement analysis done by his
doctoral student (see Miehle), R. Longacre notes that although “the
brute statistics of the book (as far as the type of verbs that occur) are
misleading” (1992, 277), with only 9 percent of the verbs being imper-
ative in nature (1992, 278), “the command forms are central . . . [and]
the book moves from mitigated (almost disguised) commands to overt
commands at the structures which we call the peaks of the book”
(1992, 277). Indeed, Longacre (1992, 271) notes that with hortatory
discourse, the various forms of command will constitute “the basic
material around which the rest of the book nucleates.”

These peaks, or most prominent portions of the discourse, provide
the clearest direction for determining the overall message of the letter.
Longacre (1983, 1992) argues that 1:1-2:29 contains two peaks, an
ethical peak (2:12-17) and a dogmatic peak (2:18-27). The same types
of peaks occur in reverse order in 4:1-6 (dogmatic peak) and 4:7-21
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(ethical peaks). In a hortatory letter like 1 John, the peaks are the
places where explicit imperative verbs (contrast mitigated exhorta-
tions) and verbs like 6@e{\w are characteristically found (Longacre
1992, 279). Such discourse peaks “develop the main message of the
book,” while the material surrounding them provides overt statements
concerning the text’s macrostructure, i.e., what the work is about
(Longacre 1992, 272). Indeed, Longacre argues that the paragraphs
preceding the peaks in chapter 4 clearly lay out the central thrust of the
whole letter. In 4:1-6, the author of 1 John argues that “What God has
commanded of us, what He wants of us is that we should believe on
the name of His Son Jesus Christ and love one another” (Longacre
1992, 283). This “macrostructure” is reiterated in the paragraph that
follows the second peak of chapter 4, which begins with 5:1
(“Everyone who believes that Jesus is the Christ has been born of God,
and everyone who loves the parent [also] loves the one who has been
born of him”). The same may be argued for the relationship between 1
John 2:28-29 and the two peaks of chapter 2 (see 2:28 on Kol viv,
Texkvia). Discourse peaks may also be readily identified in 2 and 3
John through reference to the location of imperative verbs. In 2 John,
a cluster of three imperative forms helps mark verses 8-11 as the peak
of the letter. In 3 John, the sole imperative verb (verse 11), along with
other command forms, marks verses 9-12 as the letter’s peak.

While identifying such peaks may be relatively straightforward,
broader questions relating to the structure of 1 John are quite complex.
Nearly 100 years ago, Brooke’s (xxxii) careful examination of the
structure of 1 John and his review of scholarly analyses led him to con-
clude that “perhaps the attempt to analyse the [structure of the] Epistle
should be abandoned”! Seventy years later, Brown (x) expressed
essential agreement with Brooke’s assessment, conceding that “it is
virtually impossible to detect a structured sequence of thought” in 1
John. The structural puzzle, however, has not deterred scholars in the
last century from attempting to unlock its secrets. Unfortunately, few
or none of the “distressingly many” (Olsson, 370) analyses agree on
all points.

In his excellent summary of recent analyses, Olsson (372) points
out that the letter is commonly agreed to contain a prologue (1:1-4)
and epilogue (5:12-21). Broad consensus on the structure of the letter,
however, comes to a screeching halt at that point, with scholars posit-
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ing anywhere from two to seven sections for the central portion of the
letter. Although this handbook does not attempt to resolve all ques-
tions of structure, it does highlight features of the text that suggest a
structural boundary, and offers words of caution against basing struc-
tural decisions on perceived changes of theme or topic, without
considering the syntax of the text itself. Although such an approach
may sound obvious, most analyses to date have been predominantly
content-oriented, relying almost exclusively on thematic analysis to
determine the structure of the letter (see Olsson for an excellent sum-
mary). In other words, they have focused more on identifying “seman-
tic paragraphs” than grammatical paragraphs (cf. Larson, 353-56).
Indeed, while Longacre (1992, 270) points out that beginning with an
outline of a book “enables us to grasp the fundamental thrust of the
whole and to understand better what the book is saying,” scholars have
often worked in reverse order, using what they perceive the book to be
saying to determine the outline of the book. To avoid this, interpreters
must attempt to detect “the reading instructions to be found in the text
itself” (Olsson, 371).

Unfortunately, much work needs to be done to determine what con-
stitutes “reading instructions” (see Brown and Yule, 95-100).
Consequently, even analyses that are based on both grammatical and
thematic analysis of the letter vary considerably. Longacre (1992), for
example, appears to be the only scholar to argue that 1:1-2:29 forms
the rather oversized introduction to the letter, an introduction that con-
tains most of the themes of the letter. He bases his argument on the fact
that the performative verb ypcipe is ubiquitous in this section (1:4;
2:1,7, 8, 26; and six times in 2:12-14) and does not reappear until the
beginning of the closing of the letter in 5:13. Although the distribution
of ypdupw within the letter is likely significant, such an analysis is not
consistent with what is known of typical ancient letters, regardless of
their subgenre.

Longacre is on firmer ground in identifying boundary markers
within the text. He gives special attention to the role of vocatives in
marking new paragraphs (1992, 272-76). Such an analysis is consis-
tent with conventional thinking concerning how vocatives typically
function in hortatory discourse (cf. Larson, 341; Floor, 6; Levinsohn
1992, 198). In addition to vocatives, typical markers of boundaries in
this and other genres include: changes of time, scene, or participant in
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narrative texts, changes of tense or mood, the use of conjunctions (esp.
olv, TOTE, OL0, etc.), special phrases (like kol éyéveTo in narrative),
performative verbs, back reference, and rhetorical questions (see
Beekman and Callow, 279-80; Larsen 1991b, 49-50; Levinsohn
1992, 191-203). Larsen (1991b), however, building on the work of
Rogers, has raised serious questions regarding the role of the vocative
as a boundary marker. Basing her study on the Pauline corpus, Rogers
(26) concluded that “In many places where vocatives seem to signal
boundaries, other forms or factors are decisive. In itself, the vocative
form cannot be said to signal change of theme.” Larsen goes further
and maintains that “there are seldom any grammatical criteria which
clearly signal a new paragraph or section. Such breaks function in the
deep structure of a text more than in the surface structure” (1991b, 48).
Although he concedes that “there are various grammatical features
which may lend support to such boundaries” (1991b, 48), he rejects
the vocative as a boundary marker and argues that it serves as a rhetor-
ical device, used to develop rapport with the hearers, rather than a
structural device (1991b, 50-51). Following Beekman and Callow’s
claim that “The basic criterion is that a section, or a paragraph, deals
with one theme,” Larsen (1991b, 51) places particular emphasis on the
use of introductory and summary statements as boundary markers. In
his own analysis, however, which divides the main body of 1 John into
two sections made up of a total of 11 sub-units, seven of those units
have a vocative in the first verse of the unit. There seems to be a sim-
ilar correlation between vocatives and boundaries in 3 John. Given
this distribution of vocatives, it is not inappropriate to recognize that
this particular writer frequently uses vocatives to help mark bound-
aries. Such an observation does not require that vocatives were always
used in this way. It simply recognizes that while vocatives function
primarily as a literary device, this particular literary device may, at
least in certain authors, provide corroborative evidence of a structural
boundary.

Tense, Aspect, and Mood

In recent years, a number of scholars (esp. Porter 1989, 1994) have
drawn a correlation between verbal tense/aspect and the notion of
prominence. “Prominence is the feature of discourse structure which
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makes one part more important, i.e. more significant or prominent
than another” (Larson, 405). Porter argues that the aorist tense (perfec-
tive aspect) represents the background tense/aspect in narrative, the
present and imperfect tenses (imperfective aspect) serve to mark mate-
rial as foreground (i.e., they mark information as part of the storyline),
and perfect and pluperfect tenses (stative aspect) serve to mark a
proposition as “frontground” material, i.e., particularly prominent.
Theoretically, an interpreter may look to verb tense to help identify
material that the writer wants to highlight within the broad context of
the discourse or within a particular sub-unit of the discourse. While
there is certainly not a one-to-one correlation between verbal aspect
and prominence in the Johannine Letters, Porter’s theory seems to
work fairly well, particularly with respect to the aorist and present
tenses. Although verb forms will differ in their relative prominence
depending on the type of clause in which they occur (main clause, par-
ticipial clause, (va clause, relative clause, etc.), some general trends
may be noted with respect to finite verbs within the main clauses of
1 John.

The writer generally uses the aorist tense (68 times total) with infor-
mation that is already assumed and thus serves as the foundation for
his exhortations and supporting arguments. To carry the argument or
“mainline” of the hortatory discourse forward, the writer tends to uti-
lize the present tense (284 times total). The imperfect tense is used just
seven times, always with the verb etul, except in the case of 2:7,
where it is used with e{xeTe to refer to something that has been true
over the course of time in the past. Although the perfect tense is used
69 times, it is used with a limited number of verbs: otda (15 times),
Ywaoke (8 times), yevvaw (8 times), opaw (7 times), akovw (4
times), TeAeldw (4 times), vikdw (3 times), SdwuL (3 times),
amooTEN® (twice), dedtopact (twice), TLoTelw (twice), papTupéw
(twice), é&épxopar (once), €pxopar (once), ayawaw (once),
petaBalve (once), apinue (once), TAnpdw (once), ALaPTAVE
(once), ylvopan (once), and aiTéw (once). While it may help lend
prominence to the clauses in which it occurs, it is not clear that it typ-
ically marks information as prominent on the discourse level. The cor-
relation between perfective aspect (aorist tense) and “background”
material, and between imperfective aspect (especially present tense)
and “foreground” or mainline material, on the other hand, may shed
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important light on the otherwise perplexing shift in tense in 1 John
2:12-14.

In the end, this handbook takes a cautious approach to identifying
the semantic or discourse significance of verb tenses within the letter.
It is likely accurate to maintain that there is some correlation between
prominence and verbal aspect in Greek, as in many other languages,
but verbal aspect remains only one among many markers of promi-
nence in the Greek language and is insufficient grounds for isolating
background, foreground, and frontground material, as most scholars
would readily concede. Indeed, within a hortatory letter, particularly
prominent material will tend to be presented using the imperative
mood, the hortatory subjunctive, a verb of obligation (such as
Opellw), or by identifying the information as a command (€vToAY).
In 1 John, it is worth noting that nearly all of the imperative verbs and
the only two examples of hortatory subjunctives (3:18; 4:7) occur in
the present tense. The passages where the only two examples of aorist
imperative verbs occur (3:1; 5:21) do not serve to carry the argu-
ment forward. In 3:1, the aorist imperative {deTe serves as more of an
exclamation than a command, while in 5:21, the aorist imperative
@UAaEaTe serves to summarize what precedes rather than advance
the argument. These facts suggest that even when attempting to deter-
mine the relationship of an imperative to the hortatory line of the text,
Porter’s theory of verbal aspect may be instructive, if not conclusive.

Mitigated Exhortations

When analyzing a hortatory discourse one must be careful not to over-
look the more subtle forms of persuasion that are utilized by most
writers. R. Longacre has argued that a significant number of the non-
imperative propositions in 1 John function as mitigated commands.
Mitigation is a way of softening a command so as to make it more
palatable to the listener/reader. It serves to urge a particular course of
action gently rather than demand it. Thus, according to Longacre
(1983, 7), the author’s statement in 1:6 (Eqv elmwuey 8TL kolvwyL-
‘av éxoper peT alTOU Kol €V TQ OKOTEL TEPLTATAWEV, Yev-
dopeda kal ov Tololuer TV aAndelw) serves as a mitigated
command meaning, “Do not claim to have fellowship with him and
continue to walk in the darkness.” Indeed, he maintains that although
1 John 1:5-10 is superficially a paragraph of exposition, i.e., it is
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expository in its surface structure, it is full of “covert exhortations”
(Longacre 1992, 272).

Although it is helpful to recognize that non-imperative forms fre-
quently carry an implied exhortation, it may be preferable to reserve
the label “mitigated command” for a specific type of implied exhorta-
tion. I might, for example, ask my son on a Saskatchewan winter day
when it is minus 40° outside, “Did you leave the front door open?” The
question, in such a case, truly functions as a mitigated command. | am
intentionally asking him to go back and close the door because I can
feel the cold air coming in. Similarly, | might say to my daughter, “The
stove is hot.” In this case, a statement functions as a mitigated com-
mand. | am gently telling her to be careful not to touch the stove. Such
mitigated commands, however, tend to stand on their own, rather than
serving as part of an extended exhortation.

In 1 John, statements such as the one cited from 1:6 clearly have a
hortatory function, i.e., they urge a particular course of action. They
are, however, more of the “you should not” type than the “do not”
type. As such, they help build a picture of a larger command rather
than serving as a command in and of themselves. This becomes clear
as we consider Longacre S analysis of 1 John 2: 15—Mﬁ o’ryom&‘re
TOV K00|J.0V p.nﬁe TQ €V TQ KOG|J.0) édv Y QyawQ@ TOV KOGUOV,
ok €0TW M QydT ToU TaTEOG €V avTd. Longacre (1983, 13)
identifies the second sentence as a mltlgated command meaning,
“Don’t love the world.” Such an analysis, however, raises the question
of why a conditional clause that follows a direct command should be
viewed as a mitigated command (in its own right) rather than simply a
supporting reason for the command, which already explicitly says,
“Don’t love the world.” Why add a second version of an imperative
command that is softer than the first version? Instead of labeling such
constructions mitigated commands, then, it is preferable to note that
rhetorically they carry hortatory force and support the overall horta-
tory goals of the letter or section. This handbook thus labels such phe-
nomena “mitigated exhortations” except in cases like 1 John 3:3,
where the mitigated construction stands on its own and serves more as
an implicit command.

Finally, we should note that the same types of mitigated exhorta-
tions are found in 2 John and 3 John. In 2 John, the mitigated exhorta-
tions are achieved, for example, through the use of the language of
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command (€vToA1] is used four times in verses 4-6) or the characteri-
zation of those who do not follow the writer’s wishes as not “having
God” (verse 9). In 3 John, the writer uses an imperative verb only once
in the main body of the letter (verse 11; the other imperative is in verse
15). Nevertheless, the letter is full of mitigated exhortations that urge
Gaius to embrace a particular course of action. For example, the way
the writer frames his statement in verse 4 (“my greatest joy comes
from hearing that my children are living in the truth”) sends the subtle
message that pleasing the Elder will require continued adherence to
the truth (Floor, 5, 9). Less subtle exhortations follow in verse 6
(kN wounaeLg plus a participle of means), verse 8 (where the verb
dpeil is used), and in verse 11 (where we find the only explicit com-
mand/imperative). Interestingly, rhetorical devices that mark fore-
grounding tend to occur along with the mitigated exhortations (see
comments on 3 John).

Trinitarian Ambiguity

One of the most difficult challenges of the letters of John relates to the
writer’s use of the pronoun avtdg and third person verbs without an
explicit subject. In 1 John in particular, it is frequently difficult to
determine whether he intended to refer to the Father or the Son.

Where there is some basis for arguing one way or the other, | have
presented the evidence or simply identified the referent, if the solution
is obvious. In many cases, however, it is important to recognize that
the ambiguity is indicative of both the writer’s disregard for modern
conceptions of precision and, more importantly, his Trinitarian theol-
ogy. Assuming common authorship for the Fourth Gospel and 1 John,
we can conjecture that the writer’s emphasis on the absolute unity,
mutuality, and equality of the Father and the Son evidenced in the
Fourth Gospel (see Culy 2002, 169-78) has led him to feel under no
compulsion always to distinguish between members of the Godhead
within his letter.

Deponency

We turn now to an area of emerging debate that affects the parsing and
semantics of a number of verbs throughout this handbook.
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Traditionally, the label “deponent” has been applied to verbs with mid-
dle, passive, or middle/passive morphology that are thought to be
“active” in meaning. Introductory grammars tend to put a significant
number of middle verbs in the New Testament in this category, despite
the fact that some of the standard reference grammars have questioned
the validity of the label. Robertson (see 332-34), for example, argues
that the label “should not be used at all” (332).

In recent years, a number of scholars have taken up Robertson’s
quiet call to abandon this label. Carl Conrad’s posts on the B-Greek
Internet discussion list (beginning in 1997) and his subsequent formal-
ization of those concerns in unpublished papers available on his Web
site have helped flesh out the concerns raised by earlier scholars. In a
recent article, Pennington (61-64) summarizes the rationale for dis-
pensing with the label, maintaining that widespread use of the term
“deponent” stems from two key factors: (1) the tendency to attempt to
analyze Greek syntax through reference to English translation—if a
workable translation of a middle form appears “active” in English, we
conclude that the verb must be active in meaning even though it is
middle in form; and (2) the imposition of Latin categories on Greek
grammar. Pennington (61) concludes, in contrast to most scholars, that
“most if not all verbs that are considered ‘deponent’ are in fact truly
middle in meaning.” The questions that have been raised regarding
deponency as a syntactic category, then, are not simply issues that
interest a few Greek scholars and linguists but have no bearing on how
one understands the text. Rather, if these scholars are correct, the
notion of deponency has in many cases effectively obscured the
semantic significance of the middle voice, leading to faulty or impre-
cise readings of the text (see also Bakker and Taylor).

It is not only middle voice verbs, however, that are the focus of
attention in this debate. Conrad, Pennington, and others also maintain
that deponency is an invalid category for passive verbs that have tra-
ditionally been placed in this category. To account for putative passive
deponent verbs, Conrad and Pennington turn to the evolution of voice
morphology in the Greek language. Both argue that middle morphol-
ogy was being replaced by passive morphology (the -Om- morpheme)
during the Koine period (see esp. Conrad, 3, 5-6; cf. Pennington, 68).
Consequently, in the Common Era we find “an increasing number of
passive forms without a distinctive passive idea . . . replacing older
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middle forms” (Pennington, 68). This diachronic argument leads
Conrad (5) to conclude that the -8m- morpheme should be treated as a
middle/passive rather than a passive morpheme. Such arguments have
a sound linguistic foundation and raise serious questions about the
legitimacy of the notion “passive deponent.”

Should, then, the label “deponent” be abandoned altogether? While
more research needs to be done to account fully for middle/passive
morphology in Koine Greek, | find the arguments, which are very
briefly summarized above, both compelling and exegetically signifi-
cant. “The middle voice needs to be understood in its own status and
function as indicating that the subject of a verb is the focus of the
verb’s action or state” (Conrad, 3). Consequently, users of this hand-
book will discover that verbs that are typically labeled “deponent,”
including some with -9v- morphology, tend to be listed as “middle.”
Along with the parsing, | have typically provided a brief explanation
of the middle semantics of the verb, using the categories and explana-
tions developed by Kemmer and Miller.

Syntactic Categories and Labels

Finally, some explanation of the syntactic labels and categories used
in this handbook is in order. As mentioned above, this handbook
assumes that users will possess a minimal level of competence with
basic Greek morphology and syntax. Those unfamiliar with particular
labels should consult standard reference grammars (see esp. Wallace).
Labels that are drawn from the broader field of modern linguistics are
explained and cross-referenced. Some may be surprised to find, how-
ever, that the handbook does not provide syntactic labels for the verb
tenses. As Mikeal Parsons and | noted in Acts: A Handbook on the
Greek Text (xv),

Traditional grammatical analyses of New Testament texts have a
long history of blurring the boundaries between form and func-
tion. Most New Testament Greek grammars describe the tense
system as being formally fairly simple (only 6 tenses), but func-
tionally complex. The aorist tense, it is often said, can function in
a wide variety of ways that are associated with labels such as,
“ingressive,” “gnomic,” “constative,” “epistolary,” “proleptic,”
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and so forth. Similar functional complexity is posited for the
other tenses.

In recent years, as biblical scholars have become more conver-
sant in modern linguistics, there has been a move toward aban-
doning such labels in recognition of the fact that such “functions”
are not a feature of the tenses themselves but rather are derived
from the context. Indeed, the positing of such “functions” typi-
cally stems not from a careful analysis of Greek syntax, but rather
from grappling with the challenges of translating Greek verbs
into English.

I continue to believe that such tense labels should be abandoned
since the phenomena they describe are at best only partially related to
the Greek verb tenses themselves and frequently lead exegetes to think
erroneously that an aorist verb, for example, emphasizes the beginning
of an action. In reality, Greek writers had other linguistic tools at their
disposal when they wanted to emphasize such semantic features.
Simply put, Greek verb tenses do not denote semantic features such as
ingressive, iterative, or conative; they certainly do not emphasize such
notions; at best they allow for ingressive, iterative, or conative trans-
lations. This handbook may thus incorporate such semantic notions
into the translation of a text but will not utilize tense labels when com-
menting on the syntax of verbs.

More sophisticated users of the handbook may wish that I had fol-
lowed the same practice with other labels, such as “subjective geni-
tive” and “genitive of relationship.” After all, in a phrase like 7
aydmn Tov Jeod, the genitive case itself simply tells us that the noun
phrase 100 Yeot has some sort of relationship to 1 &ycwn. One must
look to the semantics of the noun it modifies to determine that the gen-
itive To0 deov introduces the agent of an implied event and is thus
“subjective.” The same is true of “genitive of relationship,” which
merely provides a formal label for a genitive constituent that happens
to modify a familial term. Unlike the tense labels, however, the phe-
nomena described by such labels tend to be closely linked to the con-
stituent bearing the morphology in question. Both of the above
examples describe the semantic relationship of the genitive constituent
to the noun phrase it modifies. Although the genitive case cannot con-
vey such information on its own, it does point to a closed set of seman-
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tic roles that the genitive constituent can play. The fact that Greek writ-
ers did not have the option of using one of the other cases when such
relationships were in view helps legitimize the practice of using such
labels. | have, therefore, continued to use most of the labels found in
standard reference grammars, while recognizing that a scholarly
examination of the strengths and weaknesses of our current system of
labels is in order. Inconsistency in how labels are used and a corpus of
labels that is probably far broader than it should be have both under-
mined the efforts of scholars and students alike for far too long.



AHANDBOOK ON THE GREEK TEXT
OF1, 2,3 JOHN

1 JoHN

1John 1:1-4

(Here is what we announce to you) concerning the word of life: that
which was from the beginning, that which we have heard, that which
we have seen with our own eyes, that which we have scrutinized and
our own hands have handled. ?2Now, Life was revealed and we have
seen it and testify and announce to you the wternal Life that was with
the Father and was revealed to us. 3Yes, that which we have seen and
heard we announce to you also in order that you too might have fel-
lowship with us; and indeed our fellowship is with the Father and with
his Son, Jesus Christ. “So then, we are writing these things to you in
order that your joy might be complete.

1:1 “0 v &7 &pxAc, 0 AKMNKOAPEY, O EWPAKAMEY TOLG
deBalpole @Y, 0 édeacapeda kol al XeELpec NUEY
&ynAaenoar mepl 100 Adyov Tig ofg

The Prologue of John’s first letter (vv. 1-4) functions as the episto-
lary counterpart of the Prologue of the Fourth Gospel. As in the Fourth
Gospel, the writer of 1 John does not immediately identify Jesus as the
topic. The structure here does not imply a lack of stylistic concern on
the part of the author (cf. Strecker, 8), nor does it “lapse into grammat-
ical impossibilities” (Houlden, 45). On the contrary, the structure
serves as a powerful literary device. In the Fourth Gospel, the fact that
“Jesus is not actually named until the end of the Prologue (1:17), he
does not come onto the stage until 1:29, and he does not speak until
1:38. . . . helps build both interest and tension” (Culy 2002, 138). The

1
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same is true here. The writer’s coyness in not directly naming the
incarnate Jesus as the topic draws the reader into his discourse that
follows.

In order to untangle the seemingly tortured syntax of the first three
verses, the reader must recognize that the writer has used a topic (or
“cleft”) construction as a literary strategy. The series of appositional
relative clauses in verse 1 introduces the topic, though in a referen-
tially oblique manner. In a topic construction, the referent that is in
focus is placed at the beginning of the sentence. If the topic has a syn-
tactic relationship to a clause that follows, it is generally placed in the
case it would bear in that clause, even though it is typically picked up
with a demonstrative pronoun within that clause (see, e.g., Inoouvv
Tov Nawpoitov in Acts 2:22). At times, however, it appears in the
nominative case (as a “hanging,” or pendent nominative). Here, the
relative clauses function as direct objects of the main verb dmoryyéN-
Nopev, which does not appear until verse 3.

“0 ... 0. The neuter relative pronouns introduce a series of “head-
less” relative clauses (relative clauses with no expressed antecedent:
“that which . . .”) that stand in apposition to each other. The first rela-
tive pronoun is the nominative subject of v, while the subsequent
ones are accusative direct objects of dxnkoapev, émpakapey, and
e¢Veqoapeda kal . . . éymAagnoav. The neuter gender may be
explained by the fact that the writer is talking about his and other
eyewitnesses’ broad experience of the incarnate Jesus (cf. Harris
2003, 49).

ﬁv. Impf ind 3rd sg elpi. On the significance of the verb tense, see
below on dkmréapeD.

an’ apxis. Given the thematic and linguistic links to the Fourth
Gospel’s Prologue, cpx1} could be understood here as a pre-creation
“beginning” (so Strecker, 9; cf. Smalley, 7), particularly given the
expression iy wpog TOV Tatépa in verse 2. The later use of the
expression TOv &w qpxic in 2:13 as a title for Jesus supports this
view. The immediate context, however, and the use of the preposition
amo rather than év may point to the beginning of Jesus’ ministry (see
esp. Brown, 155-58). It is probably best to affirm intertextual links
between the two passages (see below on Tepl Tob Adyov Tig wng)
without positing a referential link between aw’ apxmnc and Ev apxq
(John 1:1).

aknkdapev. Prf act ind 1st pl akolw. The first person plural
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verbs in verses 1-4 probably both (1) highlight the writer’s status as
one of a limited group of eyewitnesses, and (2) bolster the authority of
the letter by linking it to that group. There is movement between pre-
sent, imperfect, aorist, and perfect tenses in verses 1-4. Although ver-
bal aspect is certainly not the sole indicator of prominence, there does
appear to be some correlation between a verb’s tense and the role or
status of the information in this section and the rest of the letter (see
also “Tense, Aspect, and Mood” in the Introduction). In verses 1-4, the
foundational actions of God, which serve as the basis for what follows,
are placed in the aorist tense, or perfective aspect (€pavepwdn, 1:2a;
&pavepadn, 1:2b), which in narrative genre typically helps identify
background information (see Porter 1989, 1994). The main hortatory
line of thought is carried forward with present tense (imperfective
aspect) verbs of communication (papTupodpev, 1:2; awayyéN-
Nopev, 1:2; amaryyéNNopev, 1:3; ypapopev, 1:4). The perfect
tense (stative aspect) is used with dxovw and dpdw to help highlight
the author’s status as an eyewitness authority (aknkéoapey, 1:1;
€wparapev, 1:1; énpakapev, 1:2; énpakaper, 1:3; arnkoapey,
1:3). We are then left with two finite aorist verbs (édeaoapeda, 1:1;
and éymAdenoav, 1:1) that must be accounted for (v is “aspectually
vague,” since the writer only had present and imperfect tenses to
choose from; see Porter, 1989). If Porter’s analysis holds in epistolary
genre, the relative prominence of the events described by these verbs
is downgraded, suggesting that they clarify the two verbs that precede
and provide supporting information (see further below). Such an anal-
ysis recognizes that the author made a conscious choice (he uses per-
fect forms of Qedopart in 4:12, 14; cf. John 1:32) to portray the events
using the aorist tense (contra Louw, 101; and Smalley, 7, who argue
that the perfects and aorists in v. 1 carry the same semantic value).

éwpakapev. Prf act ind 1st pl dpdw. On the significance of the
tense and number, see above on dkMKOAUED.

Tolg dpBaApolc Muav. Used with 6paw, the seemingly redun-
dant information emphasizes the eyewitness nature of the writer’s tes-
timony (cf. al xelpeg Mudv below).

Tolg d¢dalpote. Dative of instrument. The expression should
be understood as the literal instrument of éwpdkaper not as an exam-
ple of synecdoche (see below on at xelpec Mu@v; contra Sherman
and Tuggy, 21).

MNIL@v. Possessive genitive.
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édeaoapeda. Aor mid ind 1st pl Sedopan. On the significance
of the tense and number, see above on dxkmroauey. The voice should
probably be viewed as a true middle, indicating that the subject is “the
center of emphasis, the receiver of sensory perception” (Miller, 429).
For more on the voice, see “Deponency” in the Introduction.
According to Louw and Nida (24.14), edopon differs from opdw
(used above) in that it carries the nuance of “continuity and attention,
often with the implication that what is observed is something
unusual.” If the tense analysis above is correct, Oecopaut is probably
not simply being used as a stylistic near synonym of 6pctw. It will not
do to maintain simply that the writer preferred one verb of seeing
when he wrote in the aorist and another one when he used the perfect
tense, since he uses Yecopart in the perfect later in the letter (4:12, 14;
contra Brown, 162, whose argument follows the earlier work of Tarelli
and Freed).

al xetpec Mp@v. Synecdoche for “we.” Synecdoche is a figure
of speech in which one term is used in place of another with which it
is associated. Unlike metonymy (see 2:2 on Tob kdopov), synecdoche
specifically involves a part-whole relationship. Here, a part of the
writer(s), i.e., “our hands,” is used to refer to the whole. Used with
YnAapdw, the seemingly redundant information emphasizes the eye-
witness nature of the writer’s testimony (cf. Totg 0pdaApolc MUY
above).

éunhanoav. Aor act ind 3rd pl ynAa@dw. On the significance
of the tense and number, see above on dxkmroauey. Strecker (14, n.
27) notes, “The combination of verbs of seeing with YnAagdew is
striking. This ‘touching’ is to be found only at this point in the
Johannine writings. In Luke 24:39 and Ignatius Smyrn. 2.2, in combi-
nation with forms of eldov, it appears in this concrete, sensory mean-
ing as a proof of the bodily resurrection (cf. John 20:25).”

Tepl Tob Néyov T Twils. The prepositional phrase clarifies
what the writer intends to talk about and syntactically anticipates the
main verb (&woryyéNNoper), which is eventually introduced in verse
3. Given the intertextual links to the Prologue of the Fourth Gospel—
the reference to the “beginning” (am &pxng versus 'Ev apxy; v. 1;
John 1:1); the use of TPOG TOV TaTéPOL VErsus Tpog Tov Veov (V. 2;
John 1:1); the use of Sedopart with reference to the Aoyog (v. 1; John
1:14); the connection between the Adyog and 1 §w1 (v. 2; John 1:4);
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and the revelation (épavepddn) of the Ndyog in the flesh (v. 2; John
1:14)—a reference to the “(living) Logos” (cf. Burdick, 100—101,;
Bultmann, 8) here is conceivable, with g {wng then serving as an
attributive genitive. Such a reference, however, is probably ruled out by
the fact that (1) it is v Twn] that is picked up, explained, and personified
in the following verse (cf. Harris 2003, 48); (2) Néyog is used else-
where in 1 John (1:10; 2:5, 7, 14; 3:18), but not to refer to Jesus (Harris
2003, 52); (3) there are no clear examples of a personified Adyoc mod-
ified by an attributive genitive elsewhere in the NT; and (4) there are no
clear contextual markers pointing to personification here.

¢ Cwng. Objective genitive (but see above). Genitive modifiers
of verbal nouns, i.e., nouns with an implicit event idea, will frequently
provide either the “subject” or “object” of the implied event (see also
“Syntactic Categories and Labels” in the Introduction). It is highly
unlikely that Tc {wng could be taken as a genitive in apposition to
TOV )\('ryou, and thus a second title for Jesus (contra Burdick, 101). It
is only in the following verse that 1 wm is personified through its use
with épavepddn.

1:2 kol 1 Con) épavepddn, kol ERPARKAILEY KAl LOPTVPOD-
pev kol amayyéANoper Hpiy ™y Sofy Ty aldviovr fTig
WY TPOg Tov TaTépa kKol épavep@dn MUty

kal. The resumptive relative clause that follows (1:3) strongly sug-
gests that verse 2 is parenthetical (contra Francis, 122). As Titrud
(247) notes, “kal is used as a function word to express the general
relation of connection or addition, especially accompaniment, partici-
pation, combination, contiguity, continuance, simultaneity, and
sequence.” While the specific semantic relationship between clauses
or sentences linked by kol will vary, clause-initial conjunctive uses of
kot generally highlight both thematic continuity and progression of
thought, i.e., they “signal that the following clause is still closely
related semantically to the preceding one” (Titrud, 251). They thus
tend to introduce additional comments regarding a theme or idea that
has just been introduced (cf. 1:3b; 2:1b, 2, 17; 3:5, 12, 15, 16, 24; 4:21,
5:6, 14, 17, 20). When kot introduces a new sentence or paragraph it
indicates a close thematic relation to the preceding sentence or para-
graph. Although such continuity is usually made clear through the
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repetition of theme words, in some cases the thematic linkage is made
explicit through an anaphoric demonstrative pronoun (3:3), while in a
number of cases no lexical linkage is used (1:4, 5; 2:24; 4:3, 14, 16).
In this first example of a clause-initial kact, the conjunction introduces
a further comment on ¢ Swig (v. 1). At times, sentence-initial kals
are used with common Johannine expressions. The use of the conjunc-
tion in the expression, kal atity éoTiv (2:25; 3:23; 4:3; 5:4, 11, 14;
2 John 6), for example, appears to highlight thematic continuity,
whereas the same construction without the conjunction is used with
parenthetical or supplementary comments (cf. 2:22; 5:6, 20). The
contrast between kal v To0Te yLwaokopev (2:3; 3:19, 24) and év
TOUT yLwaokopey (2:5; 3:16; 3:19 variant; 4:2; 4:13; 5:2) is less
clear. The lack of clarity may relate to the fact that the construction
itself always points forward (with the cataphoric demonstrative pro-
noun). If the above analysis is correct, kal év To0Te serves as a cat-
aphoric expression that closely links what follows to what precedes.

1 Ton). Nominative subject of épavep@d. Personification (a fig-
ure of speech in which an abstract idea, or something not human, is
treated as though it were a person).

épavepad. Aor ind 3rd sg pavepdw. In light of the personified
subject, the verb could be viewed as either middle or passive voice
(see “Deponency” in the Introduction; cf. BDAG, 1048). On the sig-
nificance of the tense, see v. 1 on dxknkdapev.

émpakapev. Prf act ind 1st pl 6pdew. On the significance of the
tense and number of the verb, see v. 1 on GKMKOQUEV.

papTupodper kol amayyéNNopev. Although there is over-
lap in the semantics of these two verbs, given the fact that they are con-
joined with émpaxayev, they should not be viewed as a doublet (see
3:18 on év €pyw kal alndelq). The first verb probably highlights,
once more, the speaker’s direct knowledge of the subject matter (cf.
LN 33.262), while the second verb points to more generic “informing”
or “announcing.”

propTVPODIEY. Pres act ind 1st pl papTupéw. On the signifi-
cance of the tense and number of the verb, see v. 1 on armkoapLey.

amoyyéNNopev. Pres act ind 1st pl dwayyéNAw. On the sig-
nificance of the tense and number of the verb, see v. 1 on dxknkoapev.

vptv. Dative indirect object of papTupodper kal dmayyéN-
Nopev.
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™y §o.mv ™Y aidviov. Accusative direct object of p.ocp’rvpou-
pev kal amayyéNhopev. Given its use with wpog Tov TrocTepoc
this phrase should be viewed as personification (see above on 1} wn).

fiTLg. Nominative subject of fv.

Tpoc Tov waTépa. When followed by a familial term or human
referent, the preposition frequently carries a relational nuance, as here
(cf. LN 89.112).

épavepdd. Aor ind 3rd sg pavepdw. On the voice, see above
on &pavepwd. The repetition of this verb with the specific target of
the revelation emphasizes (even more) the reliability of the writer and
the teaching he is going to convey.

ftv. Dative indirect object of épavepdd.

1:3 0 éwpdkaper kol aknréapev, amayyéNlopev kol
opty, (v kol Vpels kowaviar Exnre ped’ MHpdv. kal 1
kowwvia 8¢ M| qpetépa peta ToV TATPOS KOl LETA TOD
viod avTod ‘Incod XpLoTob.

0 éwpakaper kol aknkéaper. Topic constructions (see 1:1)
typically require a resumptive demonstrative pronoun near the main
verb. Here, however, in light of the lengthy parenthetical statement in
verse 2, the topic is repeated in summary form with a “headless” rela-
tive clause (see 1:1), which serves as the direct object of amoryyéN-
Nopev. The reiteration of this material, along with dwaryyéNNopev

. opv (cf. v. 2), makes it clear that the focus is on providing eye-
witness testimony. Rhetorically, the language bolsters the reliability of
the message that follows. The shift in order of verbs (verse 1 has
axnrdaper preceding Ewpdraier) is probably simply stylistically
motivated, perhaps because épavepadn (v. 2) naturally results
in €wpakaper, while dkmroapev naturally leads to awayyéN-
Nopev.

0. Accusative direct object of Ewpdkaper kal axMkdaeD.

émpakapev. Prf act ind 1st pl 6pdw. On the significance of the
tense and number of the verbs in this verse, see v. 1 on dkMKrOQUED.

aknrdapev. Prf act ind 1st pl dkovew.

amoyyéNNopev. Pres act ind 1st pl dmayyéNha.

vptv. Dative indirect object of dworyyéNNopev.

Tvae. Introduces a purpose clause.
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kol Vpetg. The use of the conjunction with the explicit nomina-
tive subject pronoun is emphatic.

kowvwviow. Accusative direct object of éxmte. Louw and Nida
(34.5) define koLvwria as “an association involving close mutual rela-
tions and involvement.” The focus is not simply on enjoying one
another’s company or social interaction, but rather entering into a rela-
tionship of joint participation in the work and life of God (see also
Campbell).

&xmre. Pres act subj 2nd pl éxw. Subjunctive with {va.

kael. The sentence-initial kil marks thematic continuity (see 1:2 on
ko) and introduces a further comment on kowveviay. Westcott (12)
points out that the combination of kal with 8¢, as here, “occurs spar-
ingly in the N.T. The &€ serves as the conjunction, while kal empha-
sizes the words to which it is attached” (cf. Moule, 165).

M qpetépa. The use of the adjective rather than ju@v is proba-
bly stylistic (cf. 2:2, where ju@v and jpeTépwy appear to be used
interchangeably).

[LeTa TOV ToTPOC. Association. The construction peTa . . . kal
peTa should not be pressed to indicate the equality of the Father and
Son (contra Smalley, 13).

avToV. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories and
Labels” in the Introduction).

"Incov XpraTo. Genitive in apposition to Tob vlov.

1:4 kol TadTo Ypopopmey Mpels, (o M xopa Gu&Ev 1
memAnpwpévy.

kael. As a clausal conjunction the ki marks thematic continuity
(see 1:2 on kal). Although such continuity is not as obvious as else-
where in the letter, the presence of the conjunction would suggest that
the writer’s goal was for the readers (and/or themselves; see the tex-
tual issue relating to Muav below) to experience the full measure of
joy through experiencing the full benefit of their kowwvia with the
Father and the Son (1:3). Brown (151, 172) appears to treat the kol as
adverbial: “Indeed, we are writing these things” (on the distinction
between conjunctive and adverbial uses of kat, see Titrud, 242—45).

TadToe. Neuter accusative plural direct object of ypapopev. The
demonstrative pronoun could be anaphoric (Burdick, 106), and thus
refer to what precedes, but more likely refers to the entire letter (Brown,
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172-73; Smalley, 14), particularly the body of the letter that follows
(cf. Brooke, 9). If the pronoun is viewed as cataphoric, then the overall
stated purpose of the letter is to help the readers experience the full
measure of joy in their relationship with the Father and the Son.

Ypdpopev. Pres act ind 1st pl ypdpw. On the significance of the
tense and number, see v. 1 on GkMKOQUED.

Metg. The explicit nominative subject pronoun is probably stylis-
tic rather than emphatic, given its unmarked position following the
verb (cf. 1:5 on okoTiar). As Metzger (639) notes, scribes would have
been far more likely to change ueic (X A4 B P ¥ 33 itzcop=™) to
the expected and well attested DUty (A C 33 81 945 1243 1292 1505
1611 1735 1739 1844 1852 1881 2138 2298 2344 2464 Byz [K P] |
42215981938 11021 vg«' syr™ral cope arm eth slav Augustine Bede)
than vice versa.

va M| xoepa MREY | wewAnpwpévy. The same clause
appears in 2 John 12, with the participle preceding the verb § (but note
the textual issue relating to u@v).

Tva. Introduces a purpose clause.

1M xapo. Nominative subject of .

ML@v. Subjective genitive (see 1:1 on 1M wng). The editors of
the UBS# gave nuav an “A” rating (an upgrade from the third edi-
tion’s “B” rating). This is a good example of the “textual optimism” of
the fourth edition (see Clarke). The external evidence is not heavily
weighted in either direction. The first plural form nu&v occurs in X B
L ¥ 322 436 1067 1175 1241 1409 Lect it>z vg*w st cops geo, while
the second plural form vu@v occurs in A C 33 81 945 1243 1292 1595
161117351739 1844 1852 1881 2138 2298 2344 2464 Byz [K P] 1 422
1 598 1 938 | 1021 vge syr™ Pl copbe arm eth slav Augustine Bede.
Metzger (639) argues that the change to second person may be based
on scribes’ recollection of John 16:24—{va v xapa Vpev 1
wemAnpwpérr. Although this is plausible, faulty hearing could have
led to unintentional changes in either direction. Moreover, the preced-
ing first person plural pronoun could have influenced a scribal change
to first person here. The fact that the purpose of the letter is clearly to
benefit the readers (cf. the explicit purpose clause in 1:3) suggests that
up@v may well have been the original reading, which was accidentally
changed early in the text’s transmission history (see also the discus-
sion of the analogous textual variant in 2 John 12).
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2. Pres act subj 3rd sg eijLl. Subjunctive with (va.

wemAnpwpévy. Prf ptc fem nom sg TAmpdw (perfect periphras-
tic; the present tense form of elpl used with a perfect participle forms
a periphrastic construction equivalent to a finite perfect verb). The
verb could be viewed as either middle or passive voice. Porter (1989,
486) may be correct in arguing that “the periphrasis [here] draws atten-
tion to the state of completeness of such a joy.”

1 John 1:5-2:2

SAnd this is the message that we have heard from him and announce
to you: God is light and there is no darkness in him at all. éIf we say
that we have fellowship with him and live in the darkness, we lie and
are not living by the truth. 7If, though, we live in the light, as he is in
the light, we have fellowship with one another, and the blood of Jesus,
his Son, washes us clean from all sin. 8If we claim to be free of sin, we
deceive ourselves and the truth is not in us. °If, on the other hand, we
confess our sins, he is faithful and just and thus will forgive our sins
and wash us clean from all unrighteousness. °If we say that we have
not sinned, (in effect) we brand him a liar and his message is not in us.

Z1My dear children, | am writing these things to you so that you do
not sin. Now, if anyone does sin, we have an advocate before the
Father, Jesus Christ, the righteous one. 2He is the means by which our
sins are dealt with; and not our sins alone, but also the sins of the entire
world.

. N v 1% ) ’ o 5 7 2 5 5 ~
1:5 Kal €0Twv avt) M @y YeA® MY ArNMKOQPEY AT RUTOD
kol avayyéNhopev Upty, 6TL 6 Yedc @dg €oTLY KAl OKo-
Tl &v a0T® o0k EoTLy ovdepia.

Kot €t avt. Brown (192) points out that this formula occurs
at 2:25; 3:23; 5:4, 11, 14; and 2 John 6, though in these passages the
word order is always kol oty éoTtiv. The demonstrative pronoun
always points forward to an epexegetical construction. Moreover, in
every case, the cataphoric demonstrative pronoun points forward to a
noun that expresses an event idea and introduces one of the main
themes of 1 John. It thus serves as a powerful “highlighting device” in
the letter (Anderson and Anderson, 43). The alteration in word order
here may suggest a slightly different discourse function, perhaps help-
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ing to mark the beginning of the letter proper (cf. John 1:19, where the
transition from the Prologue to the Gospel proper is marked with akadt;
Harris 2003, 59), or may mark the kot as resumptive (“picking up the
theme of proclamation or announcement . . . from the prologue, as indi-
cated by the phrases ‘heard from him and announce to you’ in 1:5,
which echo the similar statements in 1:3”; so Harris 2003, 59). Where
the order kol arhTn) éa Ty is used, the conjunction carries its usual sen-
tence-initial function of marking thematic continuity (see 1:2 on ka).
If the same is true here, this would provide further evidence that the let-
ter is all about having fellowship with the Father and Son (see 1:4 on
kail), which can only take place within “the light.”

&oTLv. Presact ind 3rd sg eipt. On the movement of the accent, see
below.

o). Predicate nominative. In equative clauses (X = Y) with a
nominative personal pronoun and nominative noun (articular or not),
the pronoun will be the subject (see Wallace 1996, 42—44).
Demonstratives in such constructions, on the other hand, will tend to
function as the predicate when they are cataphoric and as the subject
when they are anaphoric (see, e.g., o0Tdc in 2:22). Here, the demon-
strative is cataphoric, i.e., it points forward to the 87u clause.

1M ayyeNlo. Nominative subject. This term occurs only here and
in 3:11 in the NT. Louw and Nida (33.193) define it as “the content of
what has been announced,” while Harris (2003, 59) views it as a syn-
onym of ebaryyéNov (cf. BDAG, 8), which occurs 76 times in the
NT, but only once in Johannine literature (Rev 14:6). With no clear
data indicating the more specific nuance “gospel message,” however,
it is better to view dryyeNla as a more generic term.

Wv. Accusative direct object of dkmroauey.

aknrdopev. Prf act ind 1st pl dkovw. Pointing to the use of first
person plural inclusive verbs, and the choice of the verbs axnkoauev
and avaryyéNoper (as a synonym for amaryyéNNopev), Talbert
(14) argues that verse 5 should be taken with verses 1-4, with the whole
unit forming an A B A’ B’ pattern. Verse 4, however, with its summary
character (cf. 3:24), appears to provide closure to verses 1-4.

o’ avTov. Source. The antecedent is Tnoov XpLoTtov (1:3).

avayyEéNNopev. Pres act ind 1st pl avayyéNe. Westcott (15)
has argued that this verb, which is a near synonym of awayyéN\e
(1:2, 3), focuses on the recipient, while aworyyéNAe focuses on the
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origin of the message. It is unlikely, however, that a different meaning,
however slight, is intended. Westcott’s etymological analysis of the
terms, which emphasizes the meaning of qvd and &6, is not sup-
ported by usage. In John 16:25, for example, where dwayyéNNw is
used, the context points to emphasis on the recipients, while in 16:13,
where dvayyéNAw is used, the contextual emphasis is on the source.
The shift to the synonym here may have been motivated by a stylistic
desire to avoid repeating the morpheme - on the heels of the prepo-
sition aw’ three words earlier.

vptv. Dative indirect object of avaryyéNNopev.

o7L. Introduces a clause that is epexegetical to ocUTr). BDF §394
points out that cataphoric demonstrative pronouns can be followed by
epexegetical clauses introduced by {va, 67, or even éaw. They go on
to argue that “If . . . the epexegetical phrase refers to an actual fact,
John uses &7u rather than Tva . . . and if the fact is only assumed, éav
or §Tay” (cf. Larsen 1990a, 29). They cite 1 John 3:16 as an example
of the former, and 1 John 2:3 and 5:2 as examples of the latter.

6 9eog. In equative clauses (X = Y) with two nominative nouns,
the articular one will be the subject (see Wallace 1996, 42—44).

@@c. Predicate nominative (see 1:5 on aiyty). Given the following
context, which speaks of “walking” in the light or “walking” in dark-
ness, the metaphor gag almost certainly focuses on moral purity,
while okoTiar points to the opposite. It is likely that the lack of article
is not intended to point to “light” as a quality (contra most scholars),
something that is already clear from the fact that it functions as a
metaphor here, but rather simply serves syntactically to mark ¢ag as
the predicate of the equative clause (see above on 6 9eoc).

éaTwy. In the present indicative (except €i), the verb elpl is an
enclitic. A clitic is a word that appears as a discreet word in the syntax
but is pronounced as if it were part of another word. In linguistic jar-
gon, it is syntactically free but phonologically bound. Enclitics “give”
their accent to the preceding word (cf. 1:5b, 7, 9; 2:2, 5, 7, 8, 14, 22a,
22c, 274, 29; 3:2a, 2b, 3, 7a, 7b, 10a; 4:1, 2, 3b, 43, 64, 7, 15, 17a, 17b;
5:1, 3a, 5a, 5b, 7, 8, 11b, 19, 20b). The accent simply shifts to the first
syllable when the third singular éotiv follows ok (cf. 1:5c, 8, 10;
2:4b, 10, 15, 16a, 19, 21, 22b, 27b; 3:5, 10b; 4:3a, 6b, 18; 5:3b) or kol
(cf. 1:5a; 5:17b), or when the verb begins a clause or sentence (5:16).
The accent is unaffected when a disyllabic enclitic follows a word that
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has an acute accent on the penult (cf. YeOoTng éoTly, 2:4; see also
2:9, 11, 16b, 18a, 18b, 25; 3:4, 8, 11, 15, 19, 20, 23; 4:3c, 4b, 5, 8, 10,
12, 16, 20; 5:4, 9a, 9b, 114, 17a), though some argue that accent reten-
tion marks emphasis. The problem with the view that accent retention
marks emphasis in 3:1 (kal éopév), for example, is the fact that the
constructions kol éopév (also 5:20 and Acts 17:28) and kol eloly
(Matthew 19:12a, 12b; Luke 13:30) always retain their accent in the
NT. It is unclear why the accent of the third singular form shifts to the
penult, while the first and third plural forms remain in situ. For a fuller
discussion of Greek clitics (proclitics and enclitics) and their accents,
see Carson (1985, 47—50).

okoTlo. Nominative subject of éaLv. The fronting of okoTla
without its modifying adjective, o0deputla, makes the statement more
prominent. Following Levinsohn (1987, 3; cf. Friberg; BDF §472), the
unmarked, or “normal” order of the major constituents of the Greek
clause should be viewed as verb-subject-object. Anything that pre-
cedes the verb is “fronted,” in order to highlight the information in
some way (cf. 1:6 on koLvwvioaw). The main exception to this general
rule will be with “BE” verbs like eij.(, which “carry very little seman-
tic content,” and thus frequently follow their subject (cf. Larsen 2001,
25). Larsen (2001, 14) suggests a more general principle: “The more
to the left an item occurs, the more prominent it is.” This principle has
the advantage of potentially being applicable to other constituents
within the clause, including constituents within phrases (e.g., the posi-
tion of an adjective with respect to the noun it modifies). The fact that
ordering within a phrase is often conditioned by the writer’s “idiolect,”
as Larsen recognizes (2001, 15), however, makes the application of his
rule more problematic.

év avTQ@. Locative, in a metaphorical sense.

oVK . . . o0depia. The double negative is emphatic (Young, 203).

1:6 ’Eav e{mopev 61 kowwwviar éxopev pet adTod Kal
&v 13 okéTeL wepLmaTdpEr, Yevddpeda kal od woLoDpev
™y aAqdeLav-

Verses 6-10 are set off by an inclusio (an envelope structure in
which the same theme or wording appears at both the beginning and
end of a unit of text): 'Eav elropey 61U . . . Yevdoueda (v. 6) is
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reiterated by éav elmoper 87t . . . YedoTNV TOLODUEY QOTOV in
verse 10. On the relationship of 2:1-2 to the rest of this section, see 2:1
on Texkvia.

"Eav eimaper. The writer uses this expression as a formulaic
way of introducing a falsehood (cf. 1:8, 10).

"Eav. Introduces the protasis (the “if . . .” statement) of a third class
condition. Although many debate whether the following third class
constructions introduce “present general” realities (likely) or “future
more probable” realities, it is better to follow Porter (1989, 307), who
argues that the subjunctive in such constructions simply expresses
“projection without any statement of probability of its coming to
pass.” Or, put another way, the third class condition is more tentative
than the first class condition and “simply projects some action or event
for hypothetical consideration” (Porter 1994, 262). It is also important
to go beyond common debates concerning whether the conditional
clauses and some of the statements that follow reflect the views of the
writer’s opponents, and ask how each construction functions. As
Longacre (1983, 7) points out, the conditional construction here, and
frequently elsewhere, serves as a mitigated exhortation: “Do not claim
to have fellowship with him and continue to walk in the darkness.”
Mitigation is a way of softening a command so as to make it more
palatable to the listener/reader. It serves to urge a particular course of
action gently rather than demand it (see also “Mitigated Exhortations”
in the Introduction).

elmwper. Aor act subj 1st pl Aéyw. Subjunctive with éav. Porter
(1994, 263) notes that 1:6-10 alternates between aorist and present
tenses, “with the aorist tense used with the verb of saying and the pre-
sent tense with the verb of doing. Emphasis rests on the verb of
‘doing.”” The main clauses, i.e., the apodoses (the protases are struc-
turally subordinate), are all present tense and carry the main hortatory
line of the discourse forward.

67, Introduces the clausal complement (indirect discourse) of
elmopey.

koLvwviow. Accusative direct object of éxopev. On the meaning,
see verse 3. The fronting (see 1:5 on okoTic) of the object helps high-
light the audacity of such a claim.

&xopev. Pres act ind 1st pl éxa.

et avTod. Association. The antecedent is 6 Jeog (v. 5).
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kael. The tendency is to take the conjunction as “adversative” (cf.
Harris 2003, 61). Such an analysis, however, confuses issues of syn-
tax with issues of translation. It is the semantic structure of the verse
that points to a state of affairs that goes against the expectation raised
by the first part of the protasis, not the conjunction kat, which is sim-
ply coordinate (cf. the discussion in Moule, 178).

&v 73 okbéTeL mepLmaTdper. Anidiom (lit. “to walk in dark-
ness”) for living a lifestyle that is contrary to God’s standards.

év 13 ordTeL. Locative, in a metaphorical sense.

TepLTaTAMEY. Pres act subj 1st pl mepLmatéw. Subjunctive
with €av. The clause év 7@ okoTeL TepLTaTapey is linked to
elmwper by the kal. This verb focuses on lifestyle: “to live or behave
in a customary manner” (LN 41.11). The present tense itself simply
marks the verbal action as a process, with no emphasis on continuity
(contra Brown, 197).

Vevdopeda kal od worodper ™y aAqderav. The con-
junction introduces a clause that reiterates and thus emphasizes the
negative nature of lying (cf. 2:4 on kal; Titrud, 247).

Vevdépeda. Pres mid ind 1st pl Yeddopa. Introduces the apo-
dosis (the “then . . .” statement) of the conditional construction. The
apodosis of each conditional statement in verses 6, 8, and 10 is framed
with a verb or clause that makes the nature of the falsehood in the pro-
tasis crystal clear: Yevdopeda (1:6); TAavaper (1:8); Yevotny
Tolovpey avTov (1:10). Miller (427) maintains that verbs that by
their nature involve two parties, or a sense of reciprocity, tend to uti-
lize the middle voice (e.g., 8éxopat, elokaléopal). The verb
YetdopaL falls under this category, more specifically coming under
the category of “negative communication” (cf. Kemmer’s category of
“speech actions™). We might say that since Yevdopo fundamentally
involves the interest of the liar, the middle form is required. For more
on the voice, see “Deponency” in the Introduction.

o0 ToLovpey ™Y aAqdeLav. Litotes—a figure of speech in
which a statement is made by negating the opposite idea. For example,
“he is not a bad hockey player” means “he is a good hockey player.”
Here, “not doing the truth” is simply another way of saying “lying,”
with perhaps the added nuance of being a lifestyle.

ToLoVpe. Pres act ind 1st pl woLéw.

™y aAqderaw. Accusative direct object of ToLotpev.
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1:7 &av 8¢ év 70 QaTl TePLTATANEY OC avToC EaTLy év
T ewTl, kowavior Exoper per GANGA@Y Kol TO alpo
Incod Tod viod avTod kadwpifel Mpdc a&To woang
apapTiag.

éawv. Introduces the protasis of a third class condition (see 1:6 on
"Eaw). The conditional construction functions as a mitigated exhorta-
tion: “You should walk in the light” (Longacre 1983, 7; cf. 1:6 on
"Eav).

0¢. Introduces a contrast to the behavior outlined in the previous
verse (but see 2:2 on GANQ).

&v 1@ pwTl TepLTaTdpev. An idiom (lit. “to walk in the
light”) for living a lifestyle that is in conformity with God’s standards
(see also 1:6 0n év T® OKOTEL TEPLTUTAWLEY).

év 13 @aTl. Locative, in a metaphorical sense.

TepLTaTAWEY. Pres act subj 1st pl wepLmaTéw. Subjunctive
with éav. On the semantics, see 1:6.

oc. Introduces the second half of a comparative construction.

avTéc oty év T@® @aTl. This metaphorical construction is
probably synonymous with the metaphor in 1.5, 6 deog @ag éoTLy,
once again highlighting God’s moral purity. The use of the preposi-
tional phrase in this case, as opposed to an equative clause, simply pro-
vides structural balance with the first part of the comparison. The
construction as a whole draws a correlation between God’s character
and believers’ conduct.

&aTLv. Pres act ind 3rd sg eipl. On the loss of accent, see 1:5 on
€0TLY.

koLvwviaw. See 1:6. Here, the fronting (see 1:5 on okoTia) of the
term helps highlight the profundity of the claim.

&xopev. Pres act ind 1st pl éxw. Introduces the apodosis of the
conditional construction (cf. 1:6 on Yevdopeda), which in this case
highlights a consequence of the protasis. On the present tense, see
below on kaSapiiel.

et &ANNA@p. Association.

76 otpoe. Neuter nominative subject of kadapifel Metonymy
(see 2:2 on Tov kOapov) for “death.”

’Inoov. Possessive genitive.

ToV vlov. Genitive in apposition to "Inoov.
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avToV. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories and
Labels” in the Introduction).

kadapitel. Pres act ind 3rd sg kadapife. Although it may be
theologically appropriate to speak of Jesus’ blood continually cleans-
ing believers, the present tense simply portrays the event as a process
or statement of fact, without reference to the continuity of the process.
Right living leads to fellowship and cleansing.

MWL&c. Accusative direct object of kaSapiiet.

QMo TAoNS papTlog. Separation. While wéc is often used
hyperbolically (see, e.g., Acts 1:1, 18, 19; 2:12; 3:9, 18; 8:10; 24:5;
25:24; 26:20; Culy and Parsons, 16), here waomg points to a profound
literal truth (cf. 1:9).

1:8 éav elmoper 61L apaptior odk €xopev, éavTovg
TAQVBper kal M aA\ndela ook EoTiv év qptv.

éav elmwpev. See 1:6.

&aw. Introduces the protasis of a third class condition (see 1:6 on
"Eaw). The conditional construction functions as a mitigated exhorta-
tion: “Do not claim to be without sin” (Longacre 1983, 7; cf. 1:6 on
"Eav).

elmopev. Aor act subj 1st pl Aéyw. Subjunctive with &,

670, Introduces the clausal complement (indirect discourse) of
elmopeyv.

apapTioy odk €xopev. Roughly equivalent to oy Mpap-
TARoeV (1:10), though probably with more of a focus on culpability
for sinful actions than on the actions themselves (cf. Brown, 205—6).

apapTiav. Accusative direct object of éxopev. The fronting (see
1:5 on okoTiar) of the object helps highlight the audacity of such a
claim. The term serves as a literary hinge linking this verse to verse 7.

&xopev. Pres act ind Lst pl éxo.

éavTovg. Accusative direct object of TAav@pev.

TAvBpev. Pres act ind 1st pl Thavae. On the significance of
the present tense, see 1:7 on kadapigeL. Introduces the apodosis of
the conditional construction (cf. 1:6 on Yevdopeda).

M aAqdera ovk &ty év Wpiv. This idiomatic expression
appears to serve as another label for those outside the community of
believers (cf. év 19 okoTlq, 2:9). The sense of the idiom (see 1:6 on



18 1 John 1:8-10

&v 1@ okdTeL TepLTaTRUEY) may be “we have rejected the truth”
(cf. 6 Noyog a0ToD 0V ETLY €V MLy, 1:10).

&oTwy. Presactind 3rd Sg eLpLi. On the movement of the accent, see
1:5 on éoTLy.

1:9 &av Spoloydper Tag apapTiog NGV, TLoTéS éoTLy
kal dlkarog, va qef) MUty Tac apaptiog kal kadapioy
MRES awo Taong adikiag.

&awv. Introduces the protasis of a third class condition (see 1:6 on
"Eaw). The conditional construction functions as a mitigated exhorta-
tion: “You should confess your sins” (Longacre 1983, 7; cf. 1:6 on
"Eaw).

OpoNoydper. Pres act subj 1st pl opoloyéw. Subjunctive with
¢av. Louw and Nida (33.275) define the verb in this context: “to
acknowledge a fact publicly, often in reference to previous bad behav-
ior.” The public nature of this definition is consistent with the usage of
this verb in Johannine literature (Westcott, 23). BDAG (708), on the
other hand, distinguishes this usage (sense 3c: “to concede that some-
thing is factual or true . . . . w. focus on admission of wrongdoing”) with
the sense that ordinarily involves public acknowledgment of something
(sense 4). Although verbal acknowledgment, rather than public
acknowledgment, may be the focus, modern readers must beware of
imposing their antipathy against public confession upon the text.

Tag apopTiog. Accusative direct object of opoloyaper. The
plural form of the noun probably points to confession of specific sins
rather than confession of sinfulness in general (cf. Smalley, 31).

N@v. Subjective genitive (see 1:1 on TAg wNg).

meTdc . . . kol dlkaLog. Predicate adjective. The fronting (see
1:5 on okoTla) of part of the adjective phrase lends prominence to the
statement (cf. Floor, 14; BDF §473).

éaTLv. Pres act ind 3rd sg eipi. Introduces the apodosis of the con-
ditional construction (cf. 1:6 on Yevddpedar). On the movement of the
accent, see 1:5 on éoTLy. The implied subject is God, who is the focus
throughout this subsection, rather than Jesus.

ﬁikatog. Given the contextual marker of confession of sins, the
term probably carries its legal sense, which is captured by the English
term “just” (cf. LN 66.5—"pertaining to being proper or right in the
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sense of being fully justified”). For God not to forgive in such circum-
stances would be unjust, presumably because justice has already been
fully satisfied through the cleansing effects of 70 atpa ‘Ingod Tob
vlod avTod (v. 7) and the concomitant act of confession. Any nega-
tive inference from this statement (e.g., “If we do not confess our sins,
he will not forgive our sins and wash us clean from all unrighteous-
ness”) is beyond the concerns of the letter.

Tvae. Using traditional labels we would say that the (va introduces
a result clause or a clause that is epexegetical to wLoTég . . . kal
dikaog. It may be better, however, to argue that the verse is framed
as a grounds-conclusion construction, with {va introducing the con-
clusion (for more on semantic relationships between propositions, see,
e.g., Beekman, Callow, and Kopesec). In other words, TLoToc éoTLy
ko dlkaLog substantiates the claim made by the (v clause (Sherman
and Tuggy, 34).

o). Aor act subj 3rd sg dinu. Subjunctive with {va.

MWtv. Dative of advantage (lit. “He forgives sins for us™).

Tag apapTiag. Accusative direct object of der).

kadapiay. Aor act subj 3rd sg kardapite. Subjunctive with (va.

ML&g. Accusative direct object of kaSaplon).

oo waone adikiog. Separation. On wdomg, see 1:7. The term
aduwkiag should probably be viewed as synonymous with apapTio
here (as in verse 7). Its choice likely reflects a stylistic effort to avoid
repeating cipaptior, which occurs just six words earlier.

R AN £Y4 1% ) < 7 4 -~
1:10 &av elmoper §TL odX NpapTikapmey, YeboTny ToLOD-
pev avTov kal 6 Ndyog adTod ovk EaTLY €V Mpiv.

This verse introduces the second half of an inclusio (see 1:6) and
thus concludes the paragraph.

éav elmwpev. See verse 6.

éaw. Introduces the protasis of a third class condition (see 1:6 on
"Eaw). The conditional construction functions as a mitigated exhorta-
tion: “Do not claim that you have not sinned” (Longacre 1983, 7; cf.
1:6 on "Eaw).

elmoper. Aor act subj 1st pl Néyw. Subjunctive with Edw.

67u. Introduces the clausal complement (indirect discourse) of
elTwpev.
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o0 MprapTikapey. Itis unclear whether this expression is sim-
ply a stylistic variant of dpapTiow ovk Exopev (1:8), with the stative
aspect (perfect tense) being equivalent to the stative semantics of
apopTloy ok €xopey, or shifts the focus to actual acts of sin (so
Brown, 211; see also 1:8 on dpapTtiory ok Exopey).

Vebonv. Accusative complement in an object-complement dou-
ble accusative construction. In this construction, the second accusative
(either a noun, adjective or participle) complements the direct object
in that it predicates something about it (Wallace 1985, 93). Wallace’s
(1996, 181ff.) distinction between object-complement and person-
thing double accusatives should probably be avoided, since in some
cases the latter is appropriately labeled “object-complement,” while in
other instances the two accusatives represent a different syntactic phe-
nomenon altogether (see comments on TOAAQG K@Woc in Acts 8:25
and vp@g in Acts 13:32 in Culy and Parsons, 160, 260). The comple-
ment usually follows the object. Its fronted position (see 1:5 on oko-
Tla) in this case probably highlights the seriousness of associating the
term Yevomv with God.

ToLoUpev. Pres act ind 1st pl woLéw.

avTov. Accusative direct object of woLobpev. The referent is God,
who is the focus throughout this subsection, rather than Jesus.

6 Néyoc adTod 0Ok EaTLy &v WUTv. Probably an idiom (see
1:6 0n €v T@ OKOTEL TEPLTQTAWEY) Meaning, “We reject his mes-
sage” or “We refuse to accept what he says” (cf. 1} dAqdela odk
éotwv év My, 1:8).

6 Néyoc. The modifier, adTov, all but rules out taking this as the
personified “Word” (contra GW).

a¥T0V. Subjective genitive (see 1:1 on TAc §wng) or genitive of
source.

&oTLv. Pres act ind 3rd sg eipt. Introduces the apodosis of the con-
ditional construction (cf. 1:6 on Yevdopeda). On the movement of the
accent, see 1:5 on €oTLy.

2:1 Tekvia pov, TAVTA YPoPw VUTY va 1) APEPTNTE. Kol
éav TG QUAPTY, TAPAKANTOV EXOMEY TPOC TOV TaTépa
"Incodv XpLaTov dikaLov:

Tekvia. Vocative. The writer uses this familial term of endear-
ment (the diminutive form of Tékvov) seven times in 1 John (2:12, 28;
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3:7, 18; 4:4; 5:21). The diminutive form probably highlights both the
level of endearment and the writer’s position of superiority/authority
within the relationship. Longacre (1983, 7) maintains that the use of
the vocative, along with the reiteration of the verb ypca«pw, marks the
beginning of a new paragraph. Others reject attributing such boundary
marking power to the vocative (see “Genre and Structure” in the
Introduction). The use of the vocative and return to a first person verb
does mark a boundary of sorts, but it is better to view 2:1-2 as a sub-
unit of 1:5-2:2 that serves as a “closure” of the larger unit (cf. Callow
1999). “The closure repeats and summarizes the main theme of the
section and thereby marks the end of it” (Larsen 1991b, 52).
Longacre’s comment (1992, 273) on 2:1-6—“This is a hortatory para-
graph, but the hortatory component is buried in the purpose clause of
verse 1”—may therefore be applied to 1:5-2:2.

pov. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories and
Labels” in the Introduction).

TordToe. Accusative direct object of ypdpw. In terms of syntax, the
demonstrative pronoun should probably be taken as anaphoric, refer-
ring back to the preceding section, even though the letter as a whole
accomplishes the following purpose as well (contra Westcott, 42;
Brooke, 23).

Ypdew. Pres act ind 1st sg ypdpw. The writer continues to use
present tense verbs of communication to carry the discourse forward
(cf. 1:1 on dkmroéoev). Having established himself as a member of
an elite group of eyewitnesses (see 1:1 on aknkdaper), however, he
now shifts from the first plural form (ypapopev, 1:4) to first singular,
since he is the one who is actually writing the letter.

vptv. Dative indirect object of ypdew.

Tva. Introduces a purpose clause that helps set the theme for the
entire paragraph. It also serves, according to Longacre (1983, 9), as a
mitigated exhortation (“Don’t sin!””), which is followed by a series of
reasons supporting the implied exhortation (cf. 1:6 on 'Eawv).

apcpTnTE. Aor act subj 2nd pl dpapTave. The writer uses the
aorist tense to portray the sin in view as a specific act rather than a pro-
cess (present tense), effectively highlighting the absolute incompati-
bility of sinful behavior and a relationship with God.

kal. The use of the sentence-initial coordinate kal highlights
thematic continuity (cf. 1:2 on kat), which is explicitly marked by the
use of apapTy following apaptyTe. The fact that a good English
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translation may require that the following proposition be introduced
with a “but” or a “yet” does not mean that the kot is adversative, or
contrastive (contra Brown, 215; Burdick, 130; Smalley, 35; Strecker,
35). Such an analysis confuses issues of syntax with issues of transla-
tion (cf. 2:20 on kaul).

&av. Introduces the protasis of a third class condition (see 1:6 on
"Eav).

Tug. Nominative subject of cucpTnTe.

apcepT. Aor act subj 3rd sg cpapTave. On the tense, see above
on apdpTnTe. Subjunctive with €.

wapakAnToV. This term is rare in other Greek literature and in
the NT occurs only here and in the upper room discourse of the Fourth
Gospel (14:16, 26; 15:26; 16:7), where the Holy Spirit, rather than
Jesus, is the referent. Although Behm, along with most scholars (see,
e.g., Brooke, 23; Strecker, 37) argues for a legal sense of the term (e.g.,
“advocate” or even “attorney”), Grayston (1981) presents evidence to
the contrary and maintains that the term carries a more general sense
of “supporter” or “sponsor,” though it may be used in legal contexts at
times. The role of the TapdxrAnToG “is to give advice or to make a
great person favourable to a suppliant” (Grayston 1981, 74). Thus,
Grayston concludes (1981, 79—80) that the usage of the term in 1 John
2:1 “corresponds to the situation described by Philo where a person
who had displeased the emperor needs a sponsor to propitiate him. In
John’s teaching, when a Christian has sinned the Father observes that
the sinner is sponsored by Christ and is persuaded not to reject him and
withdraw his truth.” The focus, then, is not so much on the ability of
the mapaxAnToc to defend someone, but rather on the status of the
wapakAnTog, which allows him to bring about a good outcome for
the one being accused. The translation uses “advocate” in its non-legal
sense.

&xopev. Pres act ind 1st pl éxw. Introduces the apodosis of the
conditional construction (cf. 1:6 on YevdopeSa).

wpog Tov watépar. Used to link two personal referents, wpog
typically carries a relational nuance (see 1:2). In this case, however,
the contextual marker TapaxkAnTov, which involves serving as an
intermediary in the presence of someone else, points to a locative
usage.

’Inoodv XpLoTov. Accusative in apposition to TapdkrAnToV.
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OlkaLov. Accusative in apposition to Ingotv XpLoTov. The pre-
vious use of the term (1:9) occurred in the context of offering forgive-
ness and, therefore, pointed to the “just” nature of God. Here, the label
serves to validate Jesus Christ as a qualified TapdkAnTog and, thus,
points to his righteous character.

2:2 kol adT0g LANXOIGS €0TLY Tepl TOY QPapTLdY PV,

k/ \ -~ € 7 \ 7 kA AY \ \c -~
oV Tepl T@Y fNpetépwy 8¢ pévor aANa Kol Tepl GAov ToD
kéopov.

kael. The sentence-initial kil marks thematic continuity (see 1:2 on
ko) and introduces a further comment on the theme of sin. This syn-
tactic link thus supports the view that “The advocacy that the exalted
Christ exercises for the community before the Father is based on the
atonement for sins accomplished in Jesus Christ’s redeeming sacri-
fice” (Strecker, 39).

avTog. Nominative subject (see 1:5 on aiTn) of éaTiv. The
explicit nominative subject pronoun keeps the focus on Jesus Christ.

{Aaopdc. Predicate nominative (see 1:5 on avyt). Scholars
debate whether this term, and related terms, refers to propitiation or
expiation. Propitiation focuses on God’s wrath being appeased, while
expiation focuses on the wiping away of sin. According to Biichsel
(317), Plutarch uses the term to focus on both “cultic propitiation of
the gods and expiatory action in general.” He goes on to argue, how-
ever, that in 1 John “LAaopdc does not imply propitiation of God.”
Instead, it focuses on “the setting aside of sin as guilt against God. This
is shown by the combination of iAaopog in 2:2 with TapakAnTog in
2:1 and with the confession of sin in 1:8, 10.” The use of iAaouoc
with wepl T@V dpapTL@Y mirrors the use of LAdokopaL with Tepl
TAV apapTL@p in the LXX (see, e.g., Exod 32:30). In the LXX, the
focus appears to be more on expiation than on propitiation, though cer-
tainty is elusive. Rather than deciding between a focus on expiation or
propitiation, it is probably better simply to recognize that LActokopot
refers to dealing with the problem of sin, while LAaopdg refers to the
means by which sins are dealt with, or “the means by which sins are
forgiven” (LN 40.12).

éaTLv. Pres act ind 3rd sg eipl. On the loss of accent, see 1:5 on
€0TLY.
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'n'ep‘L TRV qpapTLEY. Reference.

npwav Subjectlve genitive (see 1:1 on ™¢ {wng).

0V . .. wévov aN\a kal. “Notonly .. . but also. .

a)\)\(x Most scholars treat contrast as an inherent nuance of 6é (cf.
Larsen, 1991a). Titrud (253), however, maintains that while “the
inherent meaning of @AM is contrast,” 8¢ depends on context to indi-
cate a contrast. He goes on to concede, however, that “due to its func-
tion of marking what follows as something new and distinct, [0¢]
readily allows an adversative sense.”

T@v Npetépwy. See 1:3 on 1 MpeTépa.

Tepl 6Aov Tod kdéapov. Elliptical form of wepl 1@V apap-
TLAY AoV ToD KOTLOL.

To0 kdopov. Subjective genitive (see 1:1 on ¢ {wnc).
Metonymy for the “the people of the world.” Metonymy is a figure of
speech in which one term is used in place of another with which it is
associated. In the expression, “he was reading the prophet Isaiah”
(Acts 8:28), the writer (“the prophet Isaiah™) is used as a metonymy
for his writings (“the book that the prophet Isaiah wrote™).

1 John 2:3-6

3This is how we know that we have come to know him, if we keep
his commands. 4The one who claims, “I know him,” and who does not
keep his commands is a liar and the truth is not in him. Whoever
keeps his word (shows that) the love of God has reached its goal in
him. This is how we know that we have a relationship with him. 6The
one who claims to continue to have a relationship with him ought to
live in the same manner that he lived.

2:3 Kol év To0Te YLWdoKopkey 3T éyvakapkey aoTév, éav
TaG évTONQC QTOD TNPGED.

Kat. The use of the conjunction in the expression Kol év To0Te
YWwaokouev (contrast 3:16; 4:2, 13; 5:2) may point the reader to look
for thematic continuity between the following statement and what pre-
cedes (see 1:2 on ka), highlighting the fact that Jesus’ role as univer-
sal tAaopog (2:2) does not preclude the absolute necessity of
following his commands. Harris (2003, 74), on the other hand, implau-
sibly argues that the conjunction carries long-range resumptive force:
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“The author, after discussing three claims of the opponents in 1:6, 8,
and 10 and putting forward three counter-claims of his own in 1:7, 1:9,
and 2:1, is now returning to the theme of God as light introduced in
1:5.” Resumption of a topic that far removed would require more than
a simple conjunction (cf. 1:3, where the writer chooses to reiterate part
of the series of relative clauses from 1:1 rather than using the typical
resumptive demonstrative pronoun).

&v ToVU7w. Instrumental. The demonstrative pronoun is cataphoric
(see 1:5 on achtm), pointing forward to the éav clause. Here, it helps
make clear that the author is shifting to a new (though related) topic.
The use of this phrase with no noun antecedent for the demonstrative
pronoun is a favorite rhetorical device for the author, appearing 12
times in 1 John, an additional five times in the Gospel of John, and
only 10 times elsewhere in the NT (Larsen 1990a, 27). The rhetorical
function of év ToUT is to place extra emphasis on what the speaker
is about to say or on what he has just said (Larsen 1990a, 28). Indeed,
“cataphora is almost always a very marked feature” (Anderson and
Anderson, 41). Larsen (1990a, 33) points out that the author generally
uses év ToUTw in clauses in which “the main verb expresses the con-
cept of knowledge or realization.” Such clauses tend to be “at the very
center of John’s theme. He wants to oppose certain false teachers who
did not accept that Christ had fully become a person like us at his birth
and that he remained a human person till his death” (Larsen 1990a, 33).

ywaokopev. Pres act ind 1st pl ywdokw. The present tense car-
ries along the main line of the argument (cf. 1:1 on dxmroapev). The
verb introduces the apodosis of the third class condition (cf. 1:6 on
Yeuddpeda).

67u. Introduces the clausal complement of yi@okopev. Such
complements may be thought of as introducing indirect discourse with
a verb of cognition.

Eyvakapev. Prfact ind 1st pl ywaoke. The stative aspect (per-
fect tense) fits the writer’s focus on the referents’ current status.

avTév. Accusative direct object of éyvakapey.

&aw. Introduces the protasis of a third class condition (see 1:6 on
"Eaw). The portrayal of what is expected of Christ’s followers in con-
ditional or hypothetical terms produces a mitigated exhortation: “Keep
his commands” (Longacre 1983, 9; cf. 1:6 on 'Eawv). The entire éav
clause is epexegetical to ToUTw (see 1:5 on §7u).
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Tac évtolac. Accusative direct object of Tnp@uev. The
fronting (see 1:5 on okoTia) of the direct object makes it more promi-
nent.

a¥T0V. Subjective genitive (see 1:1 on ¢ {wng). Harris (2003,
76-77) argues that it is best to take the genitive modifiers of “com-
mands” in 1 John as references to God the Father, since this is the clear
sense in 3:23 and 4:21. Indeed, Harris has understated the case for
clear references to God the Father in the other occurrences of 1 év-
ToAT with arhTob (see esp. 5:2, 3). Nevertheless, given the common
Johannine focus on the unity between the Father and Son (see Culy
2002, 169-72) and 1 John’s clear focus on knowing both the Father
(2:14; 4:6, 7) and the Son (see 2:13, 14; 3:6), as well as the Holy Spirit
(see 4:2), we may be going beyond the specificity of the text to attempt
to choose a specific referent in every case (see also “Trinitarian
Ambiguity” in the Introduction).

TNP®Pev. Pres act subj 1st pl Tnpéw. Subjunctive with éaw.

2:4 6 Néywv 610 "Eyveka adTov Kal TAS évToNag adTod
p T™edY, Yebatne éoTly kal év TovTe 1 aAfdela ovk
>

oty

6 Néywv 7L "Eyvora adTov kol Tag évTolag adTod
1) TE@v. The whole participial construction, headed by the nomi-
native 0 Néywv . . . kal . . . uN TNPQV, serves as the subject of
éoTlv.

6 Néywv. Pres act ptc masc nom sg Aéyw (substantival). The use
of the substantival participial construction here is roughly equivalent,
in terms of semantics, to the protasis of a conditional construction.
Harris (2003, 77-78) argues that the shift from third class conditional
statements with first person plural verbs (“we say”) to third person sin-
gular references with the substantival participles (“the one who . ..”)
“moves the second group of claims in 2:4-9 one step further away
from the readers.” While this analysis is true in referential terms, and
certainly may point to a direct quotation of the writer’s opponents (so
Brown, 253), it does not address the question of the relative rhetorical
force of the participial construction vis-a-vis the third class condi-
tional statements. The participial constructions should probably also
be viewed as mitigated exhortations (“Don’t claim to know him when
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you don’t keep his commands™; Longacre 1983, 9; cf. 1:6 on "Eaw),
with their rhetorical force being more direct or accusatory (i.e., less
mitigated) than the third class conditions (see also 2:23 on Tag).

&Tu. Introduces the clausal complement (direct discourse) of
Néyav.

"Eyvorae. Prf act ind 1st sg ywaoke. On the tense, see 2:3 on
EYVaKaUED.

adTov. Accusative direct object of "Eyvaka.

Tag évTolag. Accusative direct object of Tnpav. Again, the
fronted (see 1:5 on okoTLar) direct object is prominent.

avT0D. Subjective genitive (see 1:1 on ¢ {wng).

TNP®V. Pres act ptc masc nom sg Tpéw (substantival). The
participle is linked to Aéywv by the kal and governed by the same
article, making it part of a single substantival participial phrase.

VebvoTng. Predicate nominative (see 1:5 on ¢ 9€og).

éaTlv. Pres act ind 3rd sg elpi. On the retention of the accent, see
1:5 on €oTw.

kael. The conjunction introduces a clause that reiterates what it
means to be a liar (cf. 1:6 on Yevdopeda kal ob TOLOUMEY TNV
aAndeLaw; Titrud, 248).

é&v 100T® M aleLa ok &aTLv. On this idiom (possibly
meaning, “he has rejected the truth”), see 1:8 on 1 aAndeLa olk
€oTw €y Muv. The antecedent of the demonstrative pronoun is the
participial construction 6 Aéywv 6Tt "Eyveka adTov kal Tag év-
TONQC QUTOD ) THE@Y.

M aeAdera. Nominative subject of the second éoTuv.

€oTwv. Presactind 3rd Sg eLp.i. On the movement of the accent, see
1:5 on éoTwy.

2:5 0c & &v ™pT adTod ToV AdYyov, aANddg &v TovTe 1
ayamn Tod Yeod TeTeNelwTaL, €V TOVTY YLvdoKopey §TL év
adT@ éopev.

0c & Qv 1Y adTob TOv Aéyov. The “headless” relative
clause (see 1:10n "0 . . . 0) functions as the topic (see 1:1) of what
follows, which will be picked up with the resumptive demonstrative
pronoun ToUTe.

0c . . . &v. Nominative subject of Tnp1). The relative pronoun is
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used with the particle &v (or éav) to form an indefinite relative
pronoun. Grammarians have often referred to 6oTLc as an “indefinite
relative pronoun.” This is a misnomer since this relative pronoun is
used with a definite antecedent approximately 90 percent of the time
inthe NT (see Culy 1989, 20, 30—31, n. 4). The indefinite relative pro-
noun (o &v) introduces a contingency or condition (like a third class
condition) and can appropriately be rendered, “whoever, whatever.”
Rhetorically, the use of this construction, rather than a third class con-
dition, appears to carry a stronger invitation to be this type of person.

0’. The elided conjunction (0é) introduces a contrast to the liar of
2:4 (but see 2:2 on GANQ).

TNp7. Pres act subj 3rd sg Tpéw. Subjunctive with &v.

adTod TOVY ANdyov. This expression is probably simply a stylis-
tic variant of Tac évTohag ahTo (2:4; so Harris 2003, 78; Strecker,
41).

avT0V. Subjective genitive (see 1:1 on g §wnc). The label “pos-
sessive genitive™ is best reserved for instances where the genitive noun
modifies a concrete noun phrase.

Tov Aéyov. Accusative direct object of Tnpy).

év ToVTw. The preposition could be viewed as denoting refer-
ence/respect or it could be locative. The antecedent of the demonstra-
tive pronoun is the relative clause og &' &v Tnpm avTOL TOV Adyov
(see further above).

1M ayamy. Nominative subject of TetehelwTa.

70V Yeov. Given the focus on “keeping” God’s words/commands,
and no indication that the focus shifts to God’s actions, the genitive
should probably be viewed as objective (see 1:1 on Th¢ {wng; so, e.g.,
Brooke, 32; Marshall, 125; Young, 30) rather than subjective (contra
Bultmann, 25; Harris 2003, 79; Westcott, 49). Wendland (28), how-
ever, argues that this may well be an example of intentional ambigu-
ity, or “semantic density,” on the part of the author. Such ambiguity
would be a literary rather than syntactic category, and should not be
confused with the questionable label “plenary genitive” (see, e.g.,
Wallace, 119-21).

Tetehelwtan. Prf mid ind 3rd sg Te\eldw. Although Louw and
Nida themselves argue that the term in this context means either “to
make perfect in the moral sense” (88.38) or “to cause to be truly and
completely genuine” (73.7), this passage appears to be an example of
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Teheldw (as a middle voice form) being used to indicate, “to be com-
pletely successful in accomplishing some goal or attaining some state”
(LN 68.31). The (hyperbolic) claim, then, is that such a person’s abil-
ity to love God has reached a state of maturity (cf. Smalley, 49;
Strecker, 41). Such a reading fits the semantics of the verse better than
claiming that the verb points to a future event (contra Porter 1994, 41;
Wallace, 581). The choice of perfect tense (stative aspect) is driven by
the semantic focus on status.

év To¥UTw. The preposition is instrumental. Some (Smalley, 50;
Anderson and Anderson, 42) take the demonstrative pronoun as cat-
aphoric (see 1:5 on aitn), referring to 2:6, while others (Burdick,
138; Harris 2003, 80) take it as anaphoric, referring to the first part of
this verse (“keeping his word”). Clear cataphoric uses of the demon-
strative pronoun in 1 John are usually followed either by an epexeget-
ical 67u or v clause (1:5; 3:1, 8, 11, 16, 23; 4:9, 10, 13; 5:3, 14), an
appositional noun phrase (2:25; 5:4, 6), a conditional construction
(2:3), a construction introduced by the temporal marker 6tav (5:2), or
an instrumental construction (3:24). The same construction in 3:10 is
ambiguous. Although the cataphoric pronoun may be followed by a
finite clause (4:3), here the editors of the UBS*are probably correct to
place a comma before the prepositional phrase and a period at the end
of this verse, indicating that the demonstrative is anaphoric.

YLaokope. Pres act ind 1st pl ywdokw. The present tense car-
ries along the main line of the argument (cf. 1:1 on dkmMKOQUED).

d1u. Introduces the clausal complement of yLv@okoper (see also
2:30n687L).

év avT@. In this construction, where the referent is God, the func-
tion of the preposition should not be pressed. It is better to take such
language of indwelling as an idiomatic means of highlighting the inti-
mate nature of a relationship (see Culy 2002, 215-16).

&opev. Pres act ind Lst pl etut. On the loss of accent, see 1:5 on
€0TLY.

2:6 6 Néywr é&v av1d péveww dpeilel kadag éketvog
TEPLETATNOEY KAl a¥TOS [0UTwg] TepLmaTety.

6 Néyav &v adT@ pévewv. The whole participial construction,
headed by the nominative 6 Aéywv, serves as the subject of dpetlet.
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On the rhetorical force of the construction, see 2:4 on 6 Néywv.

6 Né~ywv. Pres act ptc masc nom sg Aéyw (substantival).

&v av1d pévewv. This idiom (see 1:6 on év T7¢ okdTEL TepL-
TaTRWEV) points to continuity of relationship (cf. 2:5 on év aOT®).
Bultmann (26, n. 9) rightly argues that in contexts such as this, where
“abiding” has to do with personal affiliation (€v «0T®), the sense of
uévew is very close to the notion of “being faithful.”

a0T@. The referent is God the Father (see below on éketlvog).

pévewv. Pres act inf péva (“indirect discourse”). So-called infini-
tives of indirect discourse are structurally infinitives that serve as the
direct object of a verb of communication (see also “Syntactic
Categories and Labels” in the Introduction).

dpetNeL. Pres act ind 3rd sg dgetw. The use of this verb, which
implies a degree of obligation, moves the level of urging closer to a
direct command (cf. the discussion of mitigation at 1:6 on "Eaw).

kadag. Introduces a comparison.

éketvog. The explicit nominative subject pronoun is included to
introduce the second referent (the other is 0 Aéywv év aVT® névew)
in the comparative construction. The referent is Jesus Christ. Harris
(2003, 80), following earlier scholars, maintains that “in 1 John there
is a consistent switch in pronouns from a0Téc (autos) to éketvoc
(ekeinos) when a reference to Jesus Christ is clearly introduced.”

TepLemaTNoeY. Aor act ind 3rd sg TepLTaTéw.

avToc. The use of the nominative pronoun, rather than the accu-
sative, makes it clear that the pronoun is not the subject of the infini-
tive. Instead, it is resumptive and picks up the subject of dgetleL (0
Néyav év ot pévely) after the intervening parenthetical element
(k¥ EKELVOC TEPLETATNOED).

[oUTwg]. The external evidence is relatively strong for both the
inclusion and exclusion of oUTwc. Strecker (43, n. 38) argues that the
reading without oUtwg would be the harder reading. It would certainly
be normal for a oUtwc clause to complete the thought of a kadwg
clause. In this particular construction, however, in which oUTwc would
be part of a complementary infinitival clause, it may be more awkward
with the adverb present in the text. Indeed, the syntax is complicated
by the discontinuity of dpethel TepLraTely, making it necessary to
use kal and a resumptive pronoun (see above on aVT0c). A
“smoother” word order would be: 0 ANéywv év abTg pévewy
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dpellel mepLTaTeElY KASAC €kelvog TeplemaTnaey. Ultimately,
the textual variation raises only questions of emphasis, since the rela-
tionship between the kaeSwc clause and the rest of the verse is already
made clear by the dpetAeu plus infinitive construction. It seems most
likely that the discontinuous syntax led the writer originally to include
the explicit adverb, but that this was left out by many scribes because
it is already implicit and/or because it adds to the awkwardness caused
by the resumptive construction.
TePLTaTELY. Pres act inf repLmatéw (complementary).

1 John 2:7-11

"Dear friends, | am not writing a new command to you, but rather an
old command that you have had since the beginning. The old com-
mand is the message that you heard. 8On the other hand, | am writing
a new command to you—and this claim (that | am writing a new com-
mand) is true in and of itself and with respect to you—because the
darkness is disappearing and the true light is now shining. SThe one
who claims to be in the light and yet hates his brother or sister is still
in darkness. 1°The one who loves his brother and sister continues to be
in the light and there is not something within him that will lead him
to fall away. *But the one who hates his brother or sister is in the
darkness, walks around in the darkness, and does not know where he
is going, because the darkness has blinded his eyes.

2:7 "AyammTol, oVk EvTOMY KaLVNY YpdPw VpLY GAN
3 \ \ o k24 2 9 2 o~ (4 k) N\ ¢
EvToAnY mwaAalay M elxete a® apxfc M €vToAy 1
Toald €0ty 6 Néyog ov MrovGaTE.

*AyamnTol. Vocative (cf. 2:1 on Tekvia). John uses this term of
endearment seven times between 2:7 and 4:11 (cf. 2 Pet 3:1-17, where
the expression is used four times in 17 verses). The use of the voca-
tive, along with the reiteration of the verb ypcpw, once again helps
mark the beginning of a new paragraph (cf. Longacre 1983, 10;
Marshall, 128). Although a number of scholars (e.g., Marshall, 128;
Westcott, 52) have suggested that the choice of a-yammTol rather than
Tekvio (2:1, 12, 28; 3:7, 18; 4:4; 5:21) may be driven by the theme of
this section of the letter (love), the fact that Tekvio is later used in a
context focusing on love (3:18), and dryamnTol is repeatedly used in
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contexts not focusing on love (3:2, 21; 4:1) suggests that the writer’s
motivation for his choice of vocatives cannot be so narrowly defined.

évToAv koLwnv. The accusative direct object of ypapw is
naturally fronted (see 1:5 on okoTia) as the constituent that will be
contrasted with évtoAy Ta\owaw.

Ypdew. Pres act ind 1st sg ypdpw. The writer continues to use
present tense verbs of communication to carry the discourse forward
(cf. 1:1 on axMrdoED).

vptv. Dative indirect object of ypdpw.

@AN’. See 2:2.

évToAjy malaLav. Accusative direct object of an implicit
YPAPQ.

Nv. Accusative direct object of elxeTe.

elxeTe. Impf act ind 2nd pl éxw.

o’ apxic. Temporal. It is probably best to view this phrase as a
general reference to what has been true for a long time (so Brooke, 35),
rather than as a specific reference either to the beginning of their
Christian experience (Burdick, 142; Marshall, 129; Westcott, 52) or
the beginning of the Christian era (the teaching of Christ himself or the
preaching of the Gospel; Brown, 265).

M évToAn M walovee. Nominative subject of éoTiy. Here, the
status of this phrase as subject is made clear by the fact that it is the
topic of what precedes (cf. 1:5 on 6 Jedc; see also Young, 65).

éaTLv. Pres act ind 3rd sg eipl. On the loss of accent, see 1:5 on
€0TLY.

6 Aé~yoc. Predicate nominative.

ov. Accusative direct object of ykovoaTe.

fikovoaTe. Aor act ind 2nd pl axolw.

. e ) \ A ’ ¢~ </ 3 > by
2:8 WAALY EVTOATY RALVY Y PP VLY, 0 €0TLY @ANYeg
&v adT® Kal év Dpiy, 8TL 1) okoTle TAPAYETAL KL TO YAC
70 aAILYov 1dm palvel.

ALy, Here, the term is used to indicate that the writer is going to
restate an important point, in this case in contrasting terms (“on the
other hand™).

évToNY kowwnv. The accusative direct object of ypagw is
naturally fronted (see 1:5 on okoTic) as the topic of what follows.
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Ypape. Pres act ind 1st sg ypdpw. The present tense (particularly
with the verb of communication) carries along the main line of the
argument (cf. 1:1 on axkMkOopeD).

vptv. Dative indirect object of ypdpw.

0 éoTwy aAndéc év adT@ kol év Vptv. Efforts to unravel
the meaning of this relative clause and its relationship to the rest of the
verse have, for the most part, been unsuccessful. The neuter gender of
the relative pronoun makes it clear that the antecedent cannot be év-
ToANY kawvnp, which is feminine. The most likely antecedent is the
whole preceding statement: évTOANY KoLV Ypape VPLY (SO
Brooke, 36; Strecker, 50; cf. Moule, 130). The relative clause is intro-
duced, then, to diffuse the contradiction between the claim in verse 7
and the claim being made here. If this analysis is correct, then «07Q,
which is typically viewed as a (masculine gender) reference to Christ
(e.g., Burdick, 143; Brown, 266; Smalley, 57; Strecker, 50), should
probably be viewed as neuter and coreferential with 8, its nearest pos-
sible antecedent.

In the early manuscripts, it is unclear whether aqcvtw is a personal
pronoun (a0T@®) or a reflexive pronoun (a0T@). When the reflexive
pronoun is contracted, e.g., €xuTob to avTOV, the shortened form is
formally identical to «0TOU in manuscripts that predate the introduc-
tion of breathing marks and accents, making it impossible to deter-
mine whether the author intended a personal pronoun or a reflexive
pronoun. In John 2:24, for example, where manuscripts vary between
&avTédy and ovtov, Westcott-Hort read autov as avTév, while the
UBS* reads it as arhTov. Analogous textual variation is found in Luke
12:21 between équt@ and avTe. The latter should likely be read as
aUTQ (see Robertson, 689), though some argue that the contracted
reflexive had died out by the NT period (cf. Tiller, 44). The textual his-
tory of 1 John 5:10 provides a good example of scribes apparently
interpreting the personal pronoun as having reflexive force. Many
manuscripts read év €éxvT®, while others read ev avtw, which could
be accented either €v a1 or év avT@. Ultimately, deciding which
breathing mark is correct is irrelevant since the personal pronoun itself
frequently carries reflexive force. As Robertson (680) notes, “In pre-
Homeric times the pronominal stem was reflexive,” and in the period
during which the NT was composed, personal pronouns continued
to be used reflexively (Robertson, 681), even though distinctive
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reflexive forms, like éxvtod, were becoming more common. Since
personal pronouns function reflexively when the antecedent of the
pronoun is the subject of the clause in which it occurs (see Tiller),
whether we read év a0T® or év avuT@, the present text should be ren-
dered: “which is true in itself.”

In this proposed reading, both uses of the preposition év should be
labeled “reference.” The relative clause then points out that the claim
to be writing a new command (or new reminder of an old command)
is both self-evidently true (the author had never written it before) and
also true with respect to the readers (to whom the writer had previ-
ously never written). In the more traditional reading, in which «0T®
refers to Christ, the sense of the relative clause is that the love
command found expression in both the life of Jesus and the life of the
readers.

6. Nominative subject of éoTiy. As Porter (1994, 249) notes, “In
instances where the relative pronoun is referring to an extended phrase
rather than to a particular word or a group of words . . . the neuter pro-
noun is often used” (see also above).

€oTLp. Pres act ind 3rd sg eLpLL. On the loss of accent, see 1:5 on
€0TLY.

aAndeéc. Predicate adjective.

OTL. Causal. What proposition, though, does the 8T clause sup-
port? Virtually all scholars link it, in some way, to the preceding rela-
tive clause. Smalley (57), for example, maintains that it provides
evidence for the relative clause: “this is realized in him and also in you
because the darkness is fading” (cf. Strecker, 50). If the 67u clause
modifies the relative clause, however, the semantics of the verse
would make better sense if it related only to the second half of the rel-
ative clause (so Burdick, 143). Brown (268), on the other hand, main-
tains that the §u clause provides both a “reason for the newness of the
commandment” and a “reason for the way in which it is true in Christ
and the Christian.” If the above analysis of § éoTLy aAndeg &v adT@
kol év ULV is correct, however, the relative clause should be viewed
as a parenthetical comment, with the §7u clause providing a reason for
TANLY EVTONNY KoY Ypdpw Vpitv. In this reading, the writer
uses the eschatological invasion of 10 @ac, which was brought about
through the death and resurrection of Jesus Christ, as a support for his
ethical exhortations. He is thus reminding the readers how they should
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be living, precisely because of the fact that the culmination of the ages
has been set in motion. The precise nature of the metaphorical refer-
ence to 1 okoTla and T0 @@c is left open.

1 okoTia. Nominative subject of TapayeTal.

TapayeTa. Pres mid ind 3rd sg Tapdrya.

T0 P&g T0 aAndLvov. Neuter nominative subject of patveL.

aivel. Pres act ind 3rd sg eaive.

2:9 6 Néyav &v 13 eaTl elval kel TOV AOENPOV avTOD pL-
odv &v T okoTla éoTly €ng dpTL.

0 Néyav év 13 paTl elval kal TOV &deApov avTod
pLadv. The whole participial construction, headed by the nominative
0 NéYWV . . . RQl . . . LOQV, Serves as the subject of égTiv. On the
rhetorical force of the construction, see 2:4 on 6 Aéyav.

6 Aéywv. Pres act ptc masc nom sg Aéyw (substantival).

év 7@ @wTl elva. This idiom is roughly equivalent to év 76
QwTlL TepLTaTELY (2:6), with the emphasis, however, being more on
one’s status (etval) than on one’s conduct (mepLmatety). As such, it
is another Johannine label for those inside the broad community of
believers (cf. 1:8).

elva. Pres act inf elpl (“indirect discourse”; see 2:6 on pévewv).

éaTlv. Pres act ind 3rd sg elpi. On the retention of the accent, see
1:5 on €oTw.

kal. Although, given the semantics of the verse, we may trans-
late the conjunction with a concessive or adversative expression in
English, in terms of syntax, the conjunction is coordinate (contra, e.g.,
Harris 2003, 87).

Tov adel@ov. Accusative direct object of pLo@v. The expression
ade\gog serves as a technical term for “believers” (contra Bultmann,
28), with no gender distinction intended.

avT0V. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories and
Labels” in the Introduction).

0 . .. pLo®V. Pres act ptc masc nom sg pLoéw (substantival). The
participle is linked to Aéywv by the kal and governed by the same
article. The verb is clearly an antonym for dryamwae in 1 John, as is
made clear in 4:20 (see also 3:14-15), where the use of the two verbs
suggests that wuoéw in 1 John (with a human direct object) focuses on
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“lack of love” (cf. Strecker, 52, n. 29) rather than strong antipathy or
hostility (contra Brown, 269; Burdick, 145).

év T orotlo &aTly. Another Johannine label for those outside
the community of believers (cf. 1} a\fdeLa ok EoTwv év MULY;
1:8).

&éoTlv. Pres act ind 3rd sg eLpLL. On the retention of the accent, see
1:5 on éoTLy.

&ac &pTL. The temporal qualifier makes it clear that “hating one’s
brother” and “being in the light” are mutually exclusive.

2:10 6 AyawRY TOV AOEAPOV adTOD év TG PwTL LéverL kal
okavdadov év avTd ovk EoTLv:

0 Gyamdv T0v &deA@ov avTod. The whole participial con-
struction, headed by the nominative 6 a-yaw&v, serves as the subject
of pévelr. On the rhetorical force of the construction, see 2:4 on 6
Néyav.

0 ayow@p. Pres act ptc masc nom sg dryawdaw (substantival).

Tov adel@ov. Accusative direct object of ayarw@v. On the
meaning, see 2:9.

avT0D. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories and
Labels” in the Introduction).

&v 1@ eoTl pével. See 2:9 on év T4 QuTl elval. The use
of péveu rather than éotiv (2:9) highlights continuity of state and
implies at least the theoretical possibility of deserting the light (contra
Harris 2003, 81).

péved. Pres act ind 3rd sg péva.

okavdalov év advT®d ovk EaTLv. The antecedent of arhTq is
most likely the topic of the verse (6 dryan@y Tov adehpov aTod)
rather than 7¢ Tl (contra Smalley, 62). The idiom means something
like, “there is no fault in him,” or better, “there is not something within
him that will lead him to fall away, i.e., fail to remain in the light” (cf.
NJB; BDAG, 926; Stélin, 356-57). The writer appears to be concerned
with “hatred” of one’s brother being a potential okdvdahov, rather
than claiming that those who love their brother are free from anything
that could cause them to stumble.

okavdalov. Neuter nominative subject of €aTLv. On the mean-
ing, see above.
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&aTLv. Presact ind 3rd sg eipt. On the movement of the accent, see
1:5 on éoTw.

2:11 6 8¢ pLo@v Tov adeA@ov avTov év T7 okoTiq &oTlv
kal év T okoTla TepLmaTel KAl 0K OLdEV WOV VTAYEL,

© ’

</ 2 4 AY k] AY 9 -~
0TL M| OKOTILQ ETVPAWOEY TOVS OPTQRAPOVS QtTOV.

6 8¢é pLo@v Tov adelpov adTov. The whole participial con-
struction, headed by the nominative 0 . . . puLo@v, serves as the sub-
ject of éaTly. On the rhetorical force of the construction, see 2:4 on ¢
Néyav.

0 ... PLo@v. Pres act ptc masc nom sg pLoéw (substantival).

8¢. The conjunction introduces a contrast to 6 qyaw@y TovV
adehpov adTov (2:10; but see 2:2 on GANQ).

TOv deA@ov. Accusative direct object of pLo@v. On the mean-
ing, see 2:9.

avToV. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories and
Labels” in the Introduction).

&v 714 oroTiq. See 2:9.

éaTlv. Pres act ind 3rd sg eipl. The use of the verb éaTiv rather
than puéveu (2:10) places the focus on present status rather than conti-
nuity of status, while Tepitmatel places the focus on behavior. On the
retention of the accent, see 1:5 on éaTLy.

&v 71 okoTlq TepLmwaTeL. See 1:6 on év TY OKOTEL TEPL-
TATOUEV.

TepLwaTEL. Pres act ind 3rd sg mepumatéw. The verb here should
be translated using its literal sense (“walk’), since it is part of a larger
metaphor (walking around in the dark and not knowing where you are
going).

otdev. Prfact ind 3rd sg olda.

wod UmwoyeL. The interrogative clause serves as the syntactic
direct object of oldev.

vmayel. Pres act ind 3rd sg Umayw.

4. Causal.

étipaoev. Aor act ind 3rd sg TupAdw. The sense of the
metaphor, 1 okoTla €éTOPAwoeY Toug deDaApovs adTo, appears
to be that his status or metaphorical location (“in the dark™) has led to
the complete loss of spiritual perception.
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Tovg dpdaApovg. Accusative direct object of éTOpNwoeV.
avT0D. Genitive of possession.

1 John 2:12-17

2] am writing to you, dear children, because your sins have been
forgiven for the sake of his name. 31 am writing to you, fathers,
because you have known the one who was from the beginning. | am
writing to you, young men, because you have conquered the Evil One.
14] have written to you, children, because you have known the Father.
I have written to you, fathers, because you have known him who was
from the beginning. | have written to you, young men, because you are
strong, and the word of God remains in you, and you have conquered
the Evil One.

15Do not love the world or the things in the world. If anyone does
love the world, the love of the Father is not in him. 16For everything
that is in the world—the desire of the flesh, the desire of the eyes, and
the pride concerning (one’s) life—is not from the Father but from the
world. ¥Now, the world and its desires pass away, but the one who
does the will of God remains forever.

2:12 Tpapw OpIY, Tekvia, 6TL dpéavToal DUty al apapTiol
dua 70 Svopa adTov.

Tpdpw. Pres act ind 1st sg ypdpw. The writer continues to use
present tense verbs of communication to carry the discourse forward
(cf. 1:1 on axMrdopED).

Vv, Dative indirect object of Tpapw.

Tekvia. Vocative. The use of the vocative, along with the reitera-
tion of the verb ypcupw, once again helps mark the beginning of a new
paragraph (cf. 2:1 on Texvic). According to Longacre (1983, 11-14),
this paragraph serves as the first peak (a point of particular promi-
nence) in the discourse, marked by the use of the imperative mood
(verse 15) for the first time (see also “Genre and Structure” in the
Introduction). There is significant debate regarding how the various
familial terms (Tekvia, TaTépec, veaviokol, and wadla) in verses
12-14 should be understood. Some scholars have taken tekvia/
wadia, Tatépec, and veaviokol as references to three distinct
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groups of people, who are distinguished by age or spiritual maturity.
In light of the earlier use of Tekvia in 2:1 as a designation for the read-
ers as a group (see also the note at 2:1), the original readers would have
likely read matépec and veaviokol in verse 13 as two sub-groups
within the larger group of Tekvia. Although the introduction of
wadla in verse 14 may well have suggested to the readers that three
groups were in fact in view, the fact that warudlor is used in 2:18 to refer
to the readers as a whole suggests that it is synonymous with Tekvia
in 1 John (cf. the textual variation at 3:7). Louw and Nida (9.46) define
them both as “a person of any age for whom there is a special relation-
ship of endearment and association.” Whether we see literary refer-
ences to two groups or three, ultimately we must still determine
whether actual groups are intended, or whether the writer is using the
divisions merely as a rhetorical device. Against the former is the fact
that the writer would expect Christians of all ages and levels of matu-
rity to have had their sins forgiven, to have known him who was from
the beginning, and to have overcome the Evil One. This suggests that
the distinctions are most likely a rhetorical device that is used to high-
light key characteristics of the readers’ experience.

&TL. Causal (so Brooke, 44; Burdick, 172-73; Bultmann, 31;
Westcott, 58). Brown (300) notes that both Augustine and the Vulgate
assumed the causal view. Harris (2003, 94; cf. Brown, 301), on the
other hand, argues that “If the uses of hoti are understood as causal, it
is difficult to see why the author immediately gives a warning in the
section which follows about loving the world. The confidence he has
expressed in his readers (if the hoti-clauses are understood as causal)
would appear to be ill-founded if he is so concerned about their rela-
tionship to the world as 2:15-17 seems to indicate.” Such an analysis
fails to recognize that statements of confidence or commendation are
often interspersed with strong warnings in letters in order to soften the
tone (see esp. Hebrews).

apéavTar. Prf pass ind 3rd pl dplnut.

vptv. Dative of advantage.

al apaptior. Nominative subject of dpéwvrat.

dua. Causal.

70 dvopa adTod. Metonymy (see 2:2 on ToU kéGpov) for
“him.”
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2:13 ypdee Oply, TaTéPES, OTL EYVIRATE TOV AT QPXAS.
Ypdew Oy, veaviokoL, 8TL VEVIRKATE TOV TOVNPEOV.

Ypdew. Pres act ind st sg ypapw. On the tense, see 2:12.

vptv. Dative indirect object of ypdpw.

watépeg. Vocative. The writer uses this term here and in verse 14.
While the designation by itself suggests respect and/or deference, as a
member of the larger group of Tekvia/maidio (see 2:12 on Tekvia)
the Taetépec remain subordinate to the author of 1 John.

G7L. Causal (see 2:12).

&yvdrate. Prfact ind 2nd pl yuvdoke. On the tense, see 2:3 on
EYVEKRQUED.

TOV am apxic. The article functions as a “nominalizer” (also
known as a “substantivizer”)—a word (or affix) that changes the fol-
lowing word, phrase, or clause into a substantive. The case of the nom-
inalizer is determined by its syntactic role in the sentence. Here, Tov
am dpxng is the accusative direct object of éyvakaTe. The expres-
sion is a clear reference back to 1:1 (see note), making Jesus Christ the
referent (contra Stott, 97). As part of a title, it is likely that aw” apxmg
refers to Christ’s preexistence (so Brooke, 45; Smalley, 73; Westcott,
60) rather than to the beginning of his ministry (contra Brown, 303;
Harris 2003, 96).

Ypdew. Pres act ind 1st sg ypdew.

vptv. Dative indirect object of ypdpw.

veaviokor. Vocative. Lit. “a young man beyond the age of
puberty, but normally before marriage” (LN 9.32; see also 2:12 on
TekviQ).

OTL. Causal (see 2:12).

vevikiqraTe. Prf act ind 2nd pl vikdw. The verb vikaw is a key
term in Johannine literature that occurs once in the Fourth Gospel, six
times in 1 John, 17 times in Revelation, and just four times elsewhere
in the NT.

TOoV wovmpdv. Accusative direct object of veviknkarte. The use
of the masculine form rather than the neuter (as in X) points to a per-
sonal referent: 0 Zatavac (Smalley, 75).

. bY4 ¢~ 7 [%4 > 4 \ 7
2:14 Eypava vptv, Tadle, 0TL EYVORATE TOV TATEPQ.
Eypaya vptv, Tatépeg, OTL éyvdkaTE TOV AT QPXAS.
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k24 < -~ 7 e/ 2 7 9 \ 3 /7
Eyparya Vpiy, veavickol, 6TL Loxvpol éote kal 6 Aéyog
70D Yeod €v Uty péveL Kal VEVIRTMKQTE TOV TOVNPOD.

Eyparyar. Aor act ind Lst sg ypdpw. The shift from the present
tense in the previous verse to the aorist here is striking, and has been
the subject of much debate. The variation in the textual history sug-
gests that some scribes and translators were puzzled by the shift in
tense and presumably changed the aorist tense to present (1175 Byz
[K] 114714221590 1592160318831 1159 | 1141 itart z ygeh ww
Ambrose Augustine). Some scholars maintain that the shift to the
aorist is driven by the fact that the writer is now referring to the pre-
ceding part of the letter (Brooke, 41-43; cf. Westcott, 60), an earlier
letter (2 or 3 John; so Strecker, 55), or the Gospel of John (so Ross,
162-63). Many claim that the tense change is merely a stylistic device
(Bultmann, 31; Brown, 297; Burdick, 175). Longacre (1983, 13) has
noted, however, that all uses of ypdpw preceding verse 14 are present
tense (1:4; 2:1, 7, 8, 12, 13a, 13b), while all those from this point on
are aorist (2:14a, 14b, 14c, 21, 26; 5:13), making the shift at this point
a “watershed of the book.” Such an observation is not inconsistent
with the way that the tenses have been analyzed thus far. If Porter’s
theory of aspectual prominence holds true, then the aorist would effec-
tively downgrade the prominence of the statement. As has been noted,
the present tense verbs (particularly verbs of communication) carry
the hortatory line of the discourse forward. The shift to the aorist tense
here would then help mark this material as being of another nature,
i.e., stopping or pausing the forward movement of the argument (cf.
Porter 1994, 37). Such an analysis is certainly consistent with the
semantics of verse 14. Indeed, subsequent uses of the aorist tense with
'ypo'cgpw (2:14b, 14c, 21, 26; 5:13) also occur in contexts where the
writer is summarizing what has gone before rather than moving the
discourse forward. All of this suggests that the shift should not simply
be explained as stylistic variation, but rather was the natural choice for
the writer given the nature of the information being presented: “Rather
than using the more heavily marked Present to re-introduce his
repeated assertions the author uses the less heavily marked Aorist in
the second set so as not to detract emphasis from the message itself”
(Porter 1989, 229).

vptv. Dative indirect object of éypaya.
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moLdio. Vocative. A near synonym of Tekvia (see LN 9.46; cf.
2:12 on Tekvia).

OTL. Causal (see 2:12).

&yvdkaTe. Prf act ind 2nd pl ywaoke. On the tense, see 2:3 on
EYVaROLED.

Tov matépa. Accusative direct object of &yvakarte.

matépeg. Vocative. See 2:13.

G7L. Causal (see 2:12).

EyvdkaTe TOV @ apxis. See 2:13.

veaviokou. Vocative. See 2:13.

OTL. Causal (see 2:12).

ioxvpot. Predicate adjective.

éaTe. Pres act ind 2nd pl etut. On the loss of accent, see 1:5 on
€0TLY.

6 Néyog ToV Feod év Opiv pével. The idiom (see 1:6 on év
T3 okOTEL TEpLTATAUEY) probably indicates the continuing embrac-
ing of the truth (contrast j adAMVeLa ok €Ty év uiv; 1:8). The
nuance of continuity comes from the semantics of the verb itself not
its tense (cf. 2:6 on év ahT@ wévely and 2:10 onév T4 PWTL PEVEL).

T00 Veod. If a label must be offered, subjective genitive (see 1:1
on TG Swng) or source probably best captures the semantics of the
construction.

pével. Pres act ind 3rd sg péva.

VevLkiIKaTE TOV TovmPedv. See 2:13.

. \ kA -~ \ 7 \ \ 9 -~ /7 b4
2:15 M1 @yaw@Te TOV KOOLOY pndE TQ €V TG KOOP®. Eqw
TG RYQTQ TOV KOapov, 0Ok €6TLY 1| @ydTN TOD TaTPOG &V

>
QOTH

ayaw®@Te. Pres act impv 2nd pl dryawae (prohibition). The use
of the imperative mood marks this verse and section as particularly
prominent (five of the thirteen imperative verbs in 1 John occur in
2:15-29). The imperfective aspect (present tense) should not be
pressed to imply that the readers were currently loving the world and
needing to stop (contra Burdick, 176). Rather, it is the natural choice
for prohibiting an action that is viewed as a process and follows the
trend of using the present tense to mark foreground or mainline mate-
rial (see also “Tense, Aspect, and Mood” in the Introduction). As
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Porter notes (1994, 226), summarizing Boyer: “Boyer in his recent
study of the imperative has estimated that the negated present impera-
tive in the NT calls for the cessation of something already being done
in only 74 of 174 instances. In other words, in 100 of the 174 instances
the negated present imperative is not to be interpreted as calling for
cessation of ongoing activity. This is a far cry from the percentages
needed to support the traditional rule.”

TOV kGopov. Accusative direct object of dyanaTe.

Ta év 7@ kéopw. This expression likely refers to the tangible
things that 0 koopog has to offer. The article functions as a nominal-
izer (see 2:13 on Tov), changing the locative prepositional phrase into
a substantive that is part of the compound accusative direct object of
AYUTQTE.

&av. Introduces the protasis of a third class condition (see 1:6 on
"Eav). Longacre (1983, 13) once again argues that the conditional
construction functions as a mitigated command: “Don’t love the
world” (cf. 1:6 on 'Eav). This passage illustrates the importance of
making a distinction between a mitigated “command” and a mitigated
“exhortation.” One would not expect a mitigated or softened com-
mand to follow a direct command. Additional exhortations of any sort,
on the other hand, may be used to support a direct command (see also
“Mitigated Exhortations” in the Introduction).

TLg. Nominative subject of ayana.

ayow@. Pres act subj 3rd sg dryamdw. Subjunctive with écv (the
indicative form would be the same).

Tov kéopov. Accusative direct object of dyawa.

&aTLv. Pres act ind 3rd sg eipi. Introduces the apodosis of the con-
ditional construction (cf. 1:6 on Yevddpedar). On the movement of the
accent, see 1:5 on éaTuv.

1M G&ydam. Nominative subject of EaTLy.

To0 waTpog. Objective genitive (see 1:1 on ¢ TwNG).
Wendland (28) argues that this may well be an example of intentional
ambiguity, or “semantic density,” on the part of the author. Such ambi-
guity would be a literary rather than syntactic category, and should not
be confused with the questionable label “plenary genitive” (see, e.g.,
Wallace, 119-21).

év aTQ@. Locative, in a metaphorical sense.
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2:16 8TL WAV TO év 7@ KGopw, M| émLdvpia THS oapkOg Kal
c 9 7 - kd -~ \ (4 kA 7 -~ Vd ki
N émtdvpilo T@v 0@YaApGY kot 1) eAatovela 1oV Blov, ovk
EoTwv &k 100 TaTPog GAN €k Tob kéopov EaTiv.

OTL. Causal.

aéw. Neuter nominative subject of €éaTLy.

T0 év T® kéopw. The article 1o functions as an adjectivizer—a
word (or affix) that changes the following word, phrase, or clause into
an adjectival modifier (cf. nominalizers; see 2:13 on 10V &T dpXAG).
The whole expression, 70 év 1@ kbouw, functions like an attributive
adjective modifying the substantival wav, and thus agrees with it in
case, number, and gender.

&v 7@ kéopw. Locative.

M émdvpla THc oopkog. Harris (2003, 99) argues that this
expression “refers to everything that is the desire of human beings as
human beings: all that meets their wants and needs.” It is unlikely,
given the context, however, that the term carries a (partially) neutral
sense here (cf. Strecker, 59, n. 22).

M émdopia . . . kol | émdopio . . . kol 1) cAafovela.
Nominatives in apposition to Tawv.

Tiic oapkog. Genitive of source or subjective genitive (see 1:1 on
NG Swng; so Porter 1994, 95; Moule, 40).

M émdupio TGv dedaApdv. This expression focuses more
on appetites that are activated through visual stimuli and lead to cov-
etousness (Kruse, 95).

TRV dBaAp@v. Subjective genitive (see 1:1 on g {wng) or
perhaps genitive of source.

M aAaoveia. Louw and Nida (88.219) define this term: “a state
of pride or arrogance, but with the implication of complete lack of
basis for such an attitude.”

Tov Blov. Here, Bloc likely means, “the resources which one has
as a means of living” (LN 57.18), and may also include one’s status.
The genitive could be taken as objective (cf. Strecker’s [59] transla-
tion: “the pride in riches”) or source (cf. Porter’s [1994, 95] transla-
tion: “life-originating pride”).

&oTLv. Pres act ind 3rd sg elpl. Introduces the apodosis of the con-
ditional construction (cf. 1:6 on Yevddpedar). On the movement of the
accent, see 1:5 on €oTLv.
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&k 700 TATPOG . . . €k ToD Kdapov. Source/Origin (but see
2:19 onfoaw €§).

®AN’. See 2:2.

éaTiv. On the retention of the accent, see 1:5 on éaTLy.

2:17 kal 6 kéopog TapayeTal kol 1 émdvpia adTod, 6
8¢ woLav 70 YéApa Tod Yeod pével elg TOV aldva.

koel. The sentence-initial kel marks thematic continuity (see 1:2 on
ko) with what precedes.

TapayeTar. Pres mid ind 3rd sg mapdryw. Although the same
verb is used in 2:8 in the present tense to speak of a present reality,
such a time reference is made clear through its use with §dv. The time
reference here (if any) must be determined through reference to the
present context. The present tense portrays the action as a process
(imperfective aspect), but it is not clear that the claim is that the world
is currently passing away (cf. Schnackenburg, 123; contra Burdick,
181; Harris 2003, 101)—though such a reading would not be inconsis-
tent with the writer’s theology—or that it will pass away. Since the fol-
lowing proposition, which uses another present tense verb (uével)
with the temporal expression elc Tov ai@va, points to a reality that
extends to the indefinite future, and the first proposition contrasts with
the second (introduced by 8€), one could attempt to capture the con-
trast in English using future tense verbs in both propositions: “The
world will pass away along with its desire(s), but the one who does the
will of God will remain forever.” It may be better, however, given the
fact that the writer did not choose future tense verbs, to take the pre-
sent tense here as simply stating a claim about reality: the world is des-
tined for destruction, but those who do God’s will are destined to live
forever (cf. the translation).

avToD. It is unclear whether the genitive is subjective (“the thing
this world desires”) or objective (“the desire for the things of the
world”).

6 ... wodv 70 YéAqua Tov Feod. The whole participial
construction, headed by the nominative 0 . . . woL@v, serves as the
subject of wévet. On the rhetorical force of the construction, see 2:4
on o6 Néywv.

6 ... ToL®V. Pres act ptc masc nom sg woLéw (substantival).
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0¢. Introduces a contrast to the previous proposition (but see 2:2 on
GAAQ).

70 YéNnpa. Neuter accusative direct object of woLgv.

T00 Veod. Subjective genitive (see 1:1 on ¢ {wng).

péved. Pres act ind 3rd sg péve. The use of pévet highlights con-
tinuity of state (cf. 2:10), with the following phrase making that con-
tinuity open-ended.

elc Tov aildva. A temporal idiom (see 1:6 on év 7@ OKOTEL
TepLTaT@WPEY) denoting “unlimited duration of time, with particular
focus upon the future” (LN 67.95).

1 John 2:18-29

18Children, it is the last hour, and just as you have heard that the
antichrist is coming, even now many antichrists have already appeared.
This is how we know that it is the last hour. **They went out from us but
they did not belong to us. For if they had belonged to us, they would
have remained with us. Instead, (they left) in order that they might
reveal themselves, namely, that none of them belong to us. 2Now, you
have an anointing from the Holy One, and you all know (the truth).

2] have not written to you because you do not know the truth, but
because you do know it and (you know) that no lie comes from the
truth. 2Who is the liar? The one who denies that Jesus is the Christ.
This one is the antichrist, the one who (in effect) denies both the Father
and the Son. 2Everyone who denies the Son does not have the Father
either. The one who confesses the Son (on the other hand) also has the
Father. 2As for you, let that which you have heard from the beginning
remain in you. If that which you heard from the beginning remains in
you, you also will remain in the Son and in the Father. And this is the
promise that he has promised to us, eternal life.

%] have written these things to you concerning those who would
deceive you. 27As for you, the anointing that you received from him
remains in you, and you (thus) have no need for anyone to teach you.
Instead, as his anointing teaches you about all things—and is true and
not a lie—yes, just as it taught you, remain in him.

2And now, dear children, continue in your relationship with him, so
that, when he does appear we will have confidence and not be driven
in shame from his presence at his coming. 2°If you really know that he
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is righteous, you will also know that everyone who practices righ-
teousness has been born of him.

. 7 k) 4 </ k) 7 \ \ 9 4 e/
2:18 Haudie, éoxatn dpa €aTiv, kal Kadwg MKovoTE OTL
avtixpLotog €pxeTal, kal vOv avTixpLoToL ToANol yeyd-
vaow, §9ev ywdokoper 8T éoxaTy Gpa éoTiv.

TMoudio. See 2:14. The use of the vocative, with the shift to a new
theme, helps mark the beginning of a new paragraph (cf. Strecker, 62;
see also 2:1 on Texkvia).

éaxa™n @pa. Nominative subject of éotiv. Attempts to argue
that éoxatn dpa refers to the entire period between Christ’s ascen-
sion and Second Coming in this context distract attention from the
rhetorical force of the expression. The original readers likely would
have simply taken éoxdtn dpa as a reference to the imminent culmi-
nation of the ages. Such eschatological imminency is a frequent theme
in the NT that serves rhetorically as a motivation both to perseverance
and right living.

éaTiv. Pres act ind 3rd sg elpi. On the retention of the accent, see
1:50n éoTLy.

kadag. Introduces a comparison.

fkovoaTe. Aor act ind 2nd pl dxolw.

o7, Introduces the clausal complement (indirect discourse) of
fkoloaTe.

avTtixpLoTog. Louw and Nida (53.83) attempt to diffuse the
debate over whether the expression (used only here and in 2:22; 4:3;
and 2 John 7 in the NT) focuses on opposition to Christ or attempting
to take Christ’s place by defining avtixpLotoc as “one who is
opposed to Christ, in the sense of usurping the role of Christ.” Harris
(2003, 106), on the other hand, connects the label dv'rixpw'rog with
deception: “the opponents, who are trying to deceive the believers of
the community to which the author is writing, are deceivers, and deceit
is linked to the coming of the Antichrist, so the opponents themselves
may be labeled “deceivers’ and ‘antichrists’ since they foreshadow the
Antichrist who is to come.” The fact that it is highly improbable that
the opponents had attempted to sway the readers of the letter by por-
traying themselves as “christs” suggests that general opposition to
Christ or his purposes is in view, rather than active attempts to replace
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Christ or usurp his role. There has also been some debate regarding the
significance of the anarthrous avtixpLoTog. Smalley (91, n. a, 98; cf.
Westcott, 70), for example, argues that the lack of article suggests that
the term was being used as a proper name by the time the letter was
written. Harris (2003, 106) counters by pointing out that the article is
present in subsequent references to the avtixpLoTog in 2:22; 4:3; and
2 John 7. The subsequent use of articular forms, however, does not rule
out Smalley’s argument. Indeed, in narrative, “When a participant is
first mentioned, reference to him or her by name typically is
anarthrous. However, once (s)he has been introduced, subsequent ref-
erences to him or her by name within the same incident are arthrous”
(Levinsohn 1992, 100). Such a practice may carry over into other
genres. If so, the articular use of the term in 2 John 7 would suggest
knowledge of a prior letter that is closely connected to 2 John.

€pxeToL. Pres mid ind 3rd sg épxopar. Miller (428) suggests that
the use of the middle form with this verb is conditioned by its reflex-
ive semantics that involve “moving oneself in one direction or
another,” or “self-propulsion” (Kemmer). For more on the voice, see
“Deponency” in the Introduction.

yeyévaaiy. Prfact ind 3rd pl ylvopal.

0dev. Here, the adverb is used as an inferential conjunction: “from
which.”

Ywaokopep. Pres act ind 1st pl yLaokw.

o1, Introduces the clausal complement of yiv@okopev (see also
2:30n67L).

¢oxaTn Spa éaTiv. See above.

2:19 €& qpév ef;'n)\ﬁozv oz?\)\’ oUK noozv eE N@Y* EL yap eE
NEY 'qaow, ueuevnxewav &v uez‘} mwv aAN va pavé-
PwI@oLY GTL 0Kk eloly wavTeS £ NUdV.

é£ \p@v. Separation. The fronting (see 1:5 on okoTia) of the
prepositional phrase makes it more prominent. The use of the preposi-
tion €k, along with the verb é&€pxopat, makes it clear that the writer
is referring to a group of individuals who, at one time, had been a part
of the community to which he is addressing the letter. Rather than
debating whether the first person plural pronoun identifies the writer as
part of the congregation to which he writes (cf. Smalley, 101) or is a ref-
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erence to the universal church (so Westcott, 71), it is better to focus on
the rhetorical function of the pronoun, which is to draw a sharp distinc-
tion between the community of faith and those who have abandoned it.

ENNdaw. Aor act ind 3rd pl é&épxopa.

@AN’. The adversative conjunction introduces a proposition that is
“contraexpectation” (see also 2:2). The fact that someone departed
“from us” would imply that they had belonged to “our” group. On
the contrary, the writer tells the readers, they were never really “of us”
at all.

ﬁaav €&. The most appropriate label for the use of ék with the verb
el is probably “source/origin.” Louw and Nida (89.3) describe this
function as: “a marker of the source from which someone or some-
thing is physically or psychologically derived” (LN 89.3). Smalley
(201) argues that elvan €k serves as “a characteristically Johannine
expression denoting the nature of something by referring to its origin.”
It may be appropriate, however, to add that the expression in John’s
writings appears to serve as yet another identity marker, introducing
that to which someone belongs (see also 3:10 on éaTLy €k Tob Feo).

Noav. Impf ind 3rd pl eipl. The use of the imperfect in the second
class condition should not be pressed to imply that the protasis speaks
of a present state of affairs (as most grammarians claim; cf. Strecker,
64, n. 19). Porter (1996, 260; see also idem, 1989, 305) argues that the
protasis in such conditions need not have “any temporal relation to the
referential world.”

el. Introduces the protasis of a second class (contrary to fact) con-
dition.

wap. The conjunction would typically be labeled “causal” here,
since what follows introduces the grounds for the conclusion
expressed in the statement, o0k Moo €& Muav. Larsen (1991a, 36),
however, suggests that “ycdp is simply an explanatory particle that
introduces some further information which the author/speaker wishes
to give his readers/hearers so that they can better understand some
word or aspect of the previous sentence or clause. In some cases, there
may be a causal relationship between the explanatory new information
and the previous statement. But if that is so, it is not signaled by yap,
but shown by the context.”

&£ See above on oo &£,

pepevireroar. Plprf act ind 3rd pl péve. The use of péver
highlights continuity of state (cf. 2:10).
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&v. Introduces the apodosis of the second class condition (see also
above on el).

ped’ qudv. Association.

@&AN’. In this second use of the conjunction in this verse, it again
introduces a contraexpectation (see also 2:2). Here, however, the con-
traexpectation clause is left implicit (“but they went out from us in
order that . . .”; cf. John 1:8; 9:3; 11:52; 13:18).

Tvae. Introduces a purpose clause that modifies an implicit é-
NAdav.

pavepaddoLy 6TL. Aor subj 3rd pl eavepdw. On the surface, it
would appear that the third person passive form rules out taking the
&7 clause as a clausal complement of pavepwd@oLy (“in order that
they might be shown/revealed that . . .”). If the verb is passive, the §7L
clause would have to be taken as epexegetical: “in order that they
might be revealed, namely . . .” It appears that some scribes (630 1505
2495 pc ith zsyre.h"™) took the verb as passive and thus attempted to
smooth out the awkward sense that resulted by changing the verb to
third singular pavepwdv) (“in order that it might be revealed that . . .).
The verb form, however, may well be middle rather than passive (see
“Deponency” in the Introduction on the -8m- morpheme) and there-
fore carry the sense here of “to reveal oneself” (cf. BDAG, 1048). In
this reading, the 67u clause would remain epexegetical.

oVk. Given its position, the negativizer modifies the verb, rather than
wdvTeg (contra Bultmann, 37), making it clear that the point is that “all
(of them) were not of us” rather than “not all of them were of us.”

elolv. Pres act ind 3rd pl eijl. On the retention of the accent, see
1:5 on éoTw.

wavTec. Nominative subject of elolv or perhaps predicate nomi-
native.

&£ See above on oo é£.

. N -~ ~ ¥ 2\ ~ ¢ 7 N
2:20 kal Vpetg xplopa €xete qmo Tob aylov kal oldaTe
TAVTEG.

kael. The conjunction here does not appear to explicitly build on a
theme introduced in the previous verse (cf. 1:2 on ko). When we
compare 2:19-20 with 2:26-27, however, it appears that having the
xplopa is the referential opposite of not being €& @ (1:19) and the
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opposite of being among 1@y TAav@VTEY (2:26). There is thus the-
matic continuity but no lexical links between the current verse and the
preceding one. Although it may be appropriate to translate this verse
beginning with a “but,” we should beware of using such a translation
to identify the conjunction kai as “adversative” (contra Dana and
Mantey, 250). The contrast is made clear through a combination of the
explicit nominative subject pronoun (bpetg) and the positive seman-
tics of the verse, which contrast with o0k foav €& Muav and olk
eloly mdvTeg €& Muv (2:19). Persson (21) argues that the conjunc-
tion links the main proposition of this verse with the main proposition
of verse 18, with verse 19 serving as a parenthetical comment on
antichrists. This view, which depends on viewing the coming of many
antichrists and the anointing as two grounds for a putative exhortation,
is not consistent with the syntax.

vpetg. The explicit nominative subject pronoun highlights the
contrast between the readers and those who “went out from us.”

xptopa. Neuter accusative direct object of éxeTe. The term
occurs only here and in 2:27 (twice) in the NT. Grouping xptopa with
the cognate verb xptw, Louw and Nida (37.107) define it: “to assign a
person to a task, with the implication of supernatural sanctions, bless-
ing, and endowment.” Scholars tend to debate whether the expression
refers to the Holy Spirit (so most scholars), the teachings of the
Gospel/the Word of God (Grayston 1984, 87; Houlden, 79), or both
(Marshall, 155). Elsewhere, the Holy Spirit is portrayed as the “instru-
ment” with which someone is anointed (see LXX Isa 61:1; Acts 10:38;
cf. 2 Cor 1:21-22). Perhaps more important are the parallels between
Jesus’ discourse on the Holy Spirit in John 14 and 1 John 2. “In 1 John
2:27 believers are told that they ‘received’ the xptopa (chrisma),
while in John 14:17 Jesus contrasts his disciples with the ‘world’ who
cannot ‘receive’ the Paraclete. In 1 John 2:27 the xplopa (chrisma) is
said to ‘remain in’ believers, while in John 14:17 Jesus tells the disci-
ples that the Paraclete ‘remains with you and will be in you.” 1 John
2:27 says that the xptopa (chrisma) “teaches you [believers] about all
things,” while in John 14:26 Jesus says, ‘the Paraclete will teach you
everything.” Finally, in 1 John 2:20 knowledge (‘and [sic.] all of you
know’) is the result of having the xptopa (chrisma), while in John
14:17 knowledge is given by the Paraclete” (Harris 2003, 111). Such
parallels suggest that the Holy Spirit is in view here, in which case,
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xptopa should be taken as an example of personification (see 1:2 on
1 Cwm; see also 2:27).

&xeTe. Pres act ind 2nd pl éxa.

amwo ToV aylov. Source. The use of the substantival form of
Gyvog as a messianic designation elsewhere in the NT (cf. Mark 1:24;
Luke 4:34; John 6:69; Acts 3:14; Rev 3:7) makes a reference to Jesus
here more likely (so most scholars) than a reference to God (contra
BDAG, 11; Burdick, 198). As Harris (2003, 113) notes, Jesus is also
repeatedly described as the one who conveys the Holy Spirit to his fol-
lowers (John 15:26; 16:7; Acts 2:33).

kael. In the syntax, the conjunction simply introduces a coordinate
clause. In terms of semantics, however, the conjoined clause, oldate
TwavTeg, introduces the result of the previous event, or conclusion
drawn from the previous statement. Titrud (250) suggests that in cases
such as this, “By syntactically elevating what is logically subordinate,
the author is placing more prominence (emphasis) on the clause than
it would have had if introduced by a subordinating conjunction” (see
also 2:27; 3:9).

oldate. Prf act ind 2nd pl otda.

wavTeg. Nominative subject of oldate. The direct object of
otdarTe is left unstated. The awkwardness of the text without a direct
object appears to have led to variation in the textual history of this
verse. The UBS* reading is supported by X B P¥ 398 1838 1852 cops2
arm Jerome Hesychius'®, while there is widespread manuscript evi-
dence for the accusative wavTa (A C 33 81 322 323 436 614 945 1067
1175 1243 1292 1409 1505 1611 1735 1739 1852 2138 2298 2344
2464 Byz [K] Lect itan Mz yvg syre. " copbe eth geo slav Cyril-
Jerusalemde™" Didymus®b). The context, which contrasts the readers
with those who have deserted the community of faith, coupled with the
fact that the nominative is the harder reading and also has early sup-
port, favors the nominative reading, though an early scribal error can-
not definitively be ruled out.

2:21 ovk Eypaya DpIy §TL ovk oldaTe THY aAfeLay GAN
</ I/ 2 \ \ ¢/ -~ -~ 9 -~ k 7
0TL oldaTe aOTHY Kal 0TL Tav Yevdog ék Tiig aAndelag
ovk EaTLv.

Eyparyar. Aor act ind 1st sg ypdpw. On the tense, see 2:14 on
Evpaa.
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vpuw Datlve indirect object of éypaya.

OTL . .. 8TL . .. &TL. The function of the three GTu clauses in
this verse is difficult to determine. (1) All three could be viewed as
causal (“I did not write because . . .”; so NASB, NIV, NEB; Brooke,
57; Strecker, 67, n. 36). (2) All three could be taken as introducing
clausal complements of &ypaa (“I did not write that . . . but that . .
. and that . . .”). Despite the strong scholarly support for this view
(Bultmann, 38, n. 13; Brown, 350; Harris 2003, 115; Haas, de Jonge,
and Swellengrebel, 66-67; Schnackenburg, 144), it makes little sense
in the context of the letter for the author to say that he has written to
them about their knowledge of the truth, assuring them of something
they already know (cf. Strecker, 67, n. 36). (3) The first two could be
taken as causal and the third as introducing a clausal complement of
either (a) €ypapa (“1 did not write because . . . but because . . . and
that . . .”; so KJV, RSV), or (b) the preceding otdate (“I did not write
because . . . but because you know it and (you know) that . . .”; so
CEV, GW, NCV, NRSV, REB, RSV; Dodd, 55; Smalley, 109-10).
Option (3a) should be rejected as untenable due to the use of kail pre-
ceding the 67, which somehow links the following 67t clause with the
preceding one. Harris (2003, 115) argues that taking any of the &tu
clauses as causal “is grammatically awkward because there is no direct
object expressed for the verb éypaa. . . . If the hoti-clauses were
causal we should have expected a direct object such as TavTa.” While
a 67 clause is frequently used as a clausal complement of ypdew in
the NT (introducing the content of what is or was written), this phe-
nomenon generally occurs as part of a formula (with the perfect tense)
for introducing a Scripture quotation (e.g., yéypanTat 6TL). Even
Mark 12:19, which appears to have an analogous construction, is a ref-
erence to Scripture. Furthermore, ypdepw is frequently used without
an explicit direct object. Indeed, the NET Bible, which follows Harris
(its general editor) here, takes the o7t clause that follows ypcipe in
Revelation 21:5, where no explicit direct object is present, as causal
(cf. 1 Cor 9:10, where the &Tu is taken as causal with the passive
&ypaen). Thus, given the fact that John is not introducing a Scripture
quotation, and direct objects need not be supplied with ypdpw, the
causal reading for the first two occurrences appears to be more natu-
ral. This narrows the options to (1) and (3b). Although either reading
is plausible, the semantics and the use of the conjunction preceding the
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third 6L clause points toward option (3b). In terms of semantics, it is
difficult to determine how “every lie is not from the truth” could serve
as a reason for writing. Harris (2003, 115) argues against (3b) on the
basis that the kot that introduces the third &7u clause is coordinate
rather than epexegetical. He is correct in viewing the conjunction as
coordinate but incorrect in arguing that this rules out (3b). The ko, in
fact, links the third 6L clause to aTMv, making it part of a compound
direct object of the preceding otdae. The writer thus begins by stat-
ing that the readers should not think that he is writing “because” (first
&7 clause) they lack knowledge of truth. Quite the contrary, he is writ-
ing precisely “because” (second 87 clause) they do know the truth
and (kael) they know “that” (third 87u clause) the lies of his opponents
have a different source. This analysis is consistent with the author’s
practice of reminding readers of what they already know rather than
conveying new information (Persson, 20-21).

otdate. Prf act ind 2nd pl oldar.

v aAjderav. Accusative direct object of oldaTe.

@AN’. See 2:2,

w@v Yevdog. Neuter nominative subject of EaTuv.

éx ™c aAnVeiag. Source/Origin (but see 2:19 on oo &§).

&aTLv. Presact ind 3rd sg eipt. On the movement of the accent, see
1:50n éoTLy.

2:22 Tl.g éoTv 0 \[Jevoﬂ]g €L m] 0 apvovp.evog 1L In(roug
OUK oty o Xpw'rég, ov*rog ec‘rw 6 avtixpweTog, 6 Gp-
volpevog Tov waTépa kal TOV vidv.

T{c. Predicate nominative (see 1:5 on ac)tn). The rhetorical ques-
tion, introduced by Tic, functions as a “focus-forcing” device, i.e., it
draws attention to the piece of new information that is provided in the
writer’s response to the question (Anderson and Anderson, 45).

&aTLy. Pres act ind 3rd sg eipl. On the loss of accent, see 1:5 on
€0TLY.

6 VeboTnc. Nominative subject (see 1:5 on atn) of éoTuv.

el 1. Louw and Nida (89.131) describe this expression as “a
marker of contrast by designating an exception—‘except that, but,
however, instead, but only.””

6 apvovpevoc 6TL ‘Inooic odk €oTLv 6 XpLoTdc.
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Constructions introduced by el px should probably be viewed as
elliptical. In this case, the whole participial construction, headed by
the nominative 0 dpvoluevog, serves as the subject of an implied
verb and predicate (€oTLv 6 YeVoTQ).

6 apvovpevog. Pres mid ptc masc nom sg dpvéopal (substanti-
val). Miller (427) accounts for the use of the middle form with this verb
by listing it as a verb that involves reciprocity, or more specifically, a
situation “where two parties are involved and where the removal of one
party would render the verb meaningless and no action possible.” For
more on the voice, see “Deponency” in the Introduction.

dTL. Introduces the clausal complement of dpvoipevog, which
should probably be taken as direct discourse (so Burdick, 200;
Smalley, 111), given the presence of the negative ovk: “the one who
denies (Jesus, by saying) ‘Jesus is not the Christ.””

*Incodc ovk oty 6 XprLaTde. The use of the negativizer ok
in a clause that gives the content of the verb dpvéopar is analogous
to a double negative and intensifies the semantics (cf. 1:5 on ol . . .
oVdepler).

‘Incovg. Although in equative clauses the articular noun is nor-
mally the subject (see 1:5 on 6 Veoc), where one of the nominative
constituents is a proper noun, it will generally be the subject of the sen-
tence regardless of whether or not it is articular (see Wallace, 44, 45,
n. 25; contra Carson 1987, 642-44).

&oTLv. Presact ind 3rd sg eipt. On the movement of the accent, see
1:50n éoTLy.

0 Xpurrog Predicate nominative (see above on Inoovg)

o0Tdc. Nominative subject (see 1:5 on achtm) of éoTLy. The sec-
ond accent comes from the enclitic €Ty (see 1:5 on éoTLy).

&oTL. Pres act ind 3rd sg elpt.

6 avtixpLoTog. Predicate nominative (see 1:5 on acTm). On the
meaning, see 2:18.

6 aprovpevoc. Pres mid ptc masc nom sg dpvéopar. The par-
ticiple could be taken as either attributive (modifying 6 avtixpLoToc)
or substantival (and thus nominative in apposition to 0 dvTixpLoT0g),
as the editors of the UBS* imply through the insertion of a comma
between the two constituents. On the voice, see above.

Tov matépa kal TOoV vidv. Accusative direct object of dp-
VOUpEVOG.
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2:23 wAc 6 apvovpevog TOV viov ovdE Tov TaTépa EXeL,
0 OpoNoy®@Y TOV viov kal TOVv TaTépa €xeL.

Tac 6 qpvodpevoc Tov viov. The whole participial construc-
tion, headed by the nominative wac 6 Gpvovpevog, functions as the
subject of éxeL. In constructions where wac is followed by an articu-
lar participle one could take either wag or the participle as substanti-
val. If mag is viewed as substantival, the participle will be attributive.
Since the nominative singular wag does not require an article to make
it substantival, and indeed is never articular, either analysis is accept-
able (cf. BDF 8§413[2]; Robertson, 772-73). Rhetorically, the use of
wag with an articular participle is more forceful than the simple sub-
stantival construction (e.g., 6 dpvoluevoc; cf. Paul’s quotation of
LXX lIsa 28:16 in Rom 10:11, where he adds wag to the simple sub-
stantival participle to strengthen the universal focus).

6 aprovpevoc. Pres mid ptc masc nom sg cpvéopar (substan-
tival or attributive; see above). On the voice, see 2:22.

TOoV viov. Accusative direct object of Gprodpervog.

Tov wotépa €xel. This expression, which probably highlights
relationship, is another way of identifying those who are part of the
community of faith. The writer picks up this same language in 5:12 to
highlight the defining characteristic of those who possess life: 6 éxwy
TOV Llov €xeL THY Cunfy: 0 1 Exwr TOV Llov Tob Jeod TNV {uny
oUK €xeL.

Tov watépa. Accusative direct object of Exet.

6 opoNoy@v Tov viov. The whole participial construction,
headed by the nominative 6 op.oNoy@v, serves as the subject of éxeL.
On the rhetorical force of the construction, see 2:4 on 6 Aéywv.

6 6poNoy@v. Pres act ptc masc nom sg 6pohoyéw (substantival).
Here, the verb means, “to express openly one’s allegiance to a propo-
sition or person” (LN 33.274; cf. 1:9 on opoAoy@pev).

TOV viov. Accusative direct object of dpoNoy@v.

Tov watépa. Accusative direct object of Exet.

2:24 I'm.dc; 0 f]xo()(roz're o’ &pxﬁg, &v l'miv uevé*ros éav &v
U[LLV uetvn o an apxiig frovoaTe, Kol Dpelg év 14 vig
Kol év T TaTPL LEVELTE.
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vpete. The pendent, or “hanging,” nominative serves as the topic
(see 1:1) of what follows.

0 MkovoaTe am qpxig. The headless relative clause (see 1:1
on"0 . .. 0), which is fronted (see 1:5 on okoTio) for emphasis (cf.
2:27), serves as the subject of pevétw. Some manuscripts (1T syr
Augustine) add obv after the pronoun to make the logical connection
between this verse and what precedes more explicit.

0. Accusative direct object of fkovoaTeE.

fikovoaTe. Aor act ind 2nd pl akolw.

an apxis. Temporal (see 2:7).

&v Optv pevérw. The use of wével highlights continuity of state
(cf. 2:10). In this case, the idiom refers to continued adherence to the
subject of the imperative verb.

pevéTe. Pres act impv 3rd sg pévw. The imperative clause marks
the beginning of the “hortatory heart of the paragraph,” which reaches
its climax with the imperative statement in verse 27 (Longacre 1992,
273). For more on the significance of the tense and mood, see 2:15 on
ayardare and “Tense, Aspect, and Mood” in the Introduction.

&awv. Introduces the protasis of a third class condition (see 1:6 on
"Eaw) that serves to urge the readers to respond appropriately to the
preceding imperative by portraying the “remaining” as a reality that is
open to question.

pelvy. Aor act subj 3rd sg péve. Subjunctive with édv. On the
semantics, see above on év VpiY pevéTw.

0 am apxiic frovoaTe. The headless relative clause (see 1:1
on“0 . . . 0) functions as the subject of petv. On its internal syntax,
see above.

&v 74 vi@ kal év 7@ TaTpl pevette. When pévew év is
used with a personal object of the preposition, as here, the idiom points
to a continued relationship (see 2:6 on év aiT@ pévewy).

pevelTe. Fut act ind 2nd pl péve.

2:25 kal avty éoTlv 1) émayyeNla v adToc énnyyellato
NPTy, ™Y Tony ™Y aldviov.

kal. The use of kel here, highlighting thematic continuity (see 1:2
on kal), may indicate that v émayyehla and 0 Mkovoate QW
apxMe (2:24) are coreferential.
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oy Predicate nominative (see 1:5 on ac)tn). The demonstrative
is cataphoric (cf. 1:5 on abtm), pointing forward to ™V Seny ™V
alaviov (contra Brown, 357, who argues that it primarily points back
to verse 24).

éaTlv. Pres act ind 3rd sg elpi. On the retention of the accent, see
1:5 on éoTw.

M émayyeAia. Nominative subject (see 1:5 on atitn) of éaTiv.

Nv. Accusative direct object of €émyyelAaTo.

adT0g. Nominative subject of éwnyyetAato (intensive). The ref-
erent is Jesus Christ.

émyyellato. Aor mid ind 3rd sg émaryyéNNopat. The writer
adds extra rhetorical force through the use of a verb that is cognate
with the preceding noun (cf. 5:4; Anderson and Anderson, 44). Miller
(427) maintains that verbs that by their nature involve two parties, or
a sense of reciprocity, tend to utilize the middle voice. Although she
does not list this verb in her charts, it fits well in the category of “pos-
itive communication” with verbs like dmo@Téyyoual and papTopo-
pae. For more on the voice, see “Deponency” in the Introduction.

Mptv. Dative indirect object of émmyyethaTo. A few scribes (B
1241 1292 1881 | 1441 vgms) inadvertently changed the pronoun to
VULV,

™Y oy Ty aldviov. We would expect this noun phrase to
be nominative in apposition to atTy (though some may identify 1
émaryyeNla as the appositional element). At first glance, it may
appear that the case of ™v teMv T™\v alaviov has been attracted to
the relative pronoun. Attraction occurs when a relative pronoun takes
the case of its antecedent rather than the case it would bear as a con-
stituent of the relative clause (see also 3:24 on o0). Occasionally,
“inverse” attraction occurs, resulting in the antecedent taking on the
case of the relative pronoun (for more on inverse attraction see Culy
and Parsons, 210). Here, however, the relative clause modifies 1
émaryyela and is syntactically unrelated to Ty Sonv TV
alwviov. The strong Iogical or referential connection between aiTm),
M e‘my’ye?\wz and 1 nv has apparently led the writer to place the noun
phrase TV Sy TT]V al@viov in the accusative case in apposition to
the relative pronoun 7y, even though technically it should be in appo-
sition to azbtm and therefore nominative.
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2:26 Tadta Eypaya VpLy wepl TAY TAAVAVTOY VLES.

TovTa. Neuter accusative direct object of €éypapr. The antecedent
is most naturally taken as the immediately preceding context of 2:18-
25 (so Burdick, 204; Bultmann, 40; Brooke, 61; Westcott, 78), but a ref-
erence to the entire letter cannot be ruled out (cf. Smalley, 122).

Eypaya. Aor act ind 1st sg ypagw. On the tense, see 2:14 on
Evpaja.

vptv. Dative indirect object of éypaa.

Tepl. Reference.

TGP TAavEVYT@Y. Pres act ptc masc gen pl Thavaw (substanti-
val). Genitive object of the preposition wepl. While “those trying to
deceive you” may be an appropriate translation, it provides no basis
for labeling the tense “conative present.” The tense merely portrays
the event as a process. The “conative” nature of the event is derived
from the context not the syntax of the verb (contra Strecker, 76).

VIag. Accusative direct object of TAavdvTay.

2:27 kol Vpetg 10 Xplopa 0 éNafBete an’ avTod, pével &v
OPIY kol oV xpelar Exete (v Tig dLddoKT VIAG, AN &
TO0 0TOD XPLOPLa SLOCTKEL VUAC TEPL TAVTWY Kol aANYég
2 \ kA 24 ~ \ AY 2 7 < -~
€0TLY Kal oUK €aTwy Yebdog, kal kadwg édidafer vpdg,
pévete év adTR.

kael. See 2:20 on k.

vpete. The pendent, or “hanging,” nominative serves as the topic
(see 1:1) of what follows (cf. 2:24).

T0 xptopa. Neuter nominative subject of pévet. On the mean-
ing, see 2:20. The subject along with its modifying relative clause, 0
éNdBete am avtov, is fronted (see 1:5 on okoTia) to highlight
(along with the topic construction) the contrast between the readers
and 1@V TAav@vTev (V. 26; cf. 2:20).

0. Accusative direct object of éENafeTe.

an’ avToV. Source. The referent is Jesus Christ (Tod aylov;
2:20).

pével év vptv. The use of péver highlights continuity of state
(cf. 2:10). Depending on whether one takes 10 xptopa personally or
impersonally, the verb may point to continuity of relationship or
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continued adherence to the subject of the verb (cf. 2:24 on év Vulv
UEVETR).

péver. Pres act ind 3rd sg péve.

kael. In the syntax, the conjunction simply introduces a coordinate
clause. In terms of semantics, however, the conjoined clause, o0
xpelaw éxete tva Tig dLddokm pAg, introduces the result that fol-
lows from the previous statement. Titrud (250) suggests that in cases
such as this, “By syntactically elevating what is logically subordinate,
the author is placing more prominence (emphasis) on the clause than
it would have had if introduced by a subordinating conjunction” (see
also 2:20; 3:9).

xpetow. Accusative direct object of éxeTe.

&xeTe. Pres act ind 2nd pl éxw.

Tva. Introduces a clause that is epexegetical to xpetav (contra
Wallace, 473, who lists it as a result clause, probably due to the fact
that the entire clause, kol o0 xpetaw Exete (wa Tic dLddokn VUAG,
introduces a result of what precedes).

T1g. Nominative subject of dudcok).

OLdctoky. Pres act subj 3rd sg udcokw. Subjunctive with (va.

VIac. Accusative direct object of duddokn).

@AN’. See 2:2,

&c. The particle could be viewed as “a marker of cause or reason,
implying the special nature of the circumstances” (LN 89.37). As such
it would introduce the grounds for the conclusion or exhortation that
is introduced by pévere. It is more likely, however, that the particle
functions here as a “relatively weak . . . [marker] of a relationship
between events or states” (LN 64.12).

a0T0V. Subjective genitive (see 1:1 on T™\g Swng), with Jesus
being the agent of the anointing.

xptopa. Neuter nominative subject of dudccoket. This should
probably be viewed as an example of personification (see 1:2 on
twy), with the referent being the Holy Spirit (see 2:20).

duddokel. Pres act ind 3rd sg dLdcokw.

Updc. Accusative direct object of duddoke.

Tepl mwavTev. Reference. A tantalizingly vague and strikingly
broad (hyperbolic) designation of the content of the teaching (cf. John
14:26).

kal. The coordinate conjunction links the following clause to the
clause introduced by wc.
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aAndéc. Predicate adjective.

€oTLp. Pres act ind 3rd sg eLpLi. On the loss of accent, see 1:5 on
€aTw. The implied subject is xptopa.

kael. The conjunction introduces a clause that reiterates GAndég
¢oTtw (cf. 1:6 on Yevdopeda kal oV moLobper ™y dANdeLav;
Titrud, 248).

&aTLv. Presact ind 3rd sg eipt. On the movement of the accent, see
1:50n éoTLy.

Yevdog. Predicate adjective.

kol kaedag. The conjunction is used with kadag (a marker “of
similarity in events and states, with the possible implication of some-
thing being in accordance with something else”; LN 64.14) to resume
and strengthen the comparison introduced earlier by «c.

&d{datev. Aor act ind 3rd sg udcokw. The implied subject could
either be xplopa (so Bultmann, 41; Westcott, 79), which is the implied
subject of the preceding conjoined clause (@A 9éc éoTLy Kol 0Ok
éomwv Yevdog) and the explicit subject of the clause before it (1o or0-
ToL Xplopa dudaokel Vpag wepl wavTwy), or (less likely) Christ,
the referent of the syntactically more distant pronoun aVTov at the
beginning of this verse (so Burdick, 205; Houlden, 75; Smalley, 127).

U@g. Accusative direct object of €didaev.

prévete év adT@. On the semantics, see above on pévet év VULy.

péveTte. Pres act ind/impv 2nd pl pévw. The textual variant
pevette (049 M) indicates that certain scribes read this as an indica-
tive, but they also changed the tense to future. Elsewhere in the NT,
&AN ¢ always introduces a comparison that follows a negative
proposition (Matt 22:30; 26:39; John 7:10; 21:8; Rom 9:32; 1 Cor 3:1;
4:14; 2 Cor 2:17a, b; 7:14; 11:17; Gal 4:14; Eph 5:15; 6:6; 1 Pet 2:16)
except here and in Ephesians 5:24. In Ephesians 5:24, @AN" &g intro-
duces the grounds for an implicit command that is introduced by
oUTwe kat. Although oUtwg kot is absent here and the semantics of
the two propositions are not parallel as in Ephesians 5:24, an impera-
tive reading still makes better sense of the whole verse (so Burdick,
207; Bultmann, 41; Schnackenburg, 149; Smalley, 127; contra
Brooke, 63-64; Westcott, 81). The fact that the following verse uses
the imperative form (uéveTe) does not rule out an imperative here,
since there is a paragraph break between 2:27 and 2:28. On the signif-
icance of the imperative form here, see also 2:24 on pLevé'rw, 2:150n
ayawaTe, and “Tense, Aspect, and Mood” in the Introduction.
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2:28 Kal viv, Tekvia, pévete év ad1d, (va éav pavepwdi
ox@pey Tappnoilar kal py alexvrddpey an’ adTod év T
Tapovoia avTob.

Kol viv, Tekvia. Vocatives (cf. 2:1 on Tekvia) are frequently
used at the beginning of a new paragraph in 1 John, and Longacre
(1992, 274) argues that this paragraph concludes the introduction of
the letter. Given the use of the vocative with the transitional Kal vov
and an imperative verb, it is indeed appropriate to see a boundary
here. Verses 28-29, however, are better viewed as a sub-unit of 2:3-29
that serves as a “closure” of the section (see 2:1 on Tekvia) and
anticipates what follows (cf. Larsen 1991b, 52-53). The conjunction
and adverb together may be used to highlight a key point in a horta-
tory discourse, either oral (cf. Culy and Parsons, 78, on Acts 4:29) or
written (see 2 John 5). Here, the statement serves to summarize and
reinforce the preceding ethical peak (2:12-17), which focuses on not
loving the world, and dogmatic peak (2:18-27), which focuses on
proper Christology (see also “Genre and Structure” in the
Introduction).

pévete év adT@. On the meaning, see 2:6 on év adT® Hévelv.

«0T@. Given the fact that the following verb and final a0To0 (used
with T Tapovoia) almost certainly refer to Jesus Christ and his
Parousia, he is the likely referent of the pronoun here as well, though
the writer may have been intentionally ambiguous (see “Trinitarian
Ambiguity” in the Introduction).

pévete. Pres act impv 2nd pl péva. Given its use with Kal vov
and the vocative Tekvia, the form uévete should be taken as imper-
ative rather than indicative. On the significance of the imperative
mood, see 2:15 on aryanaTe and “Tense, Aspect, and Mood” in the
Introduction.

Tva. Purpose.

&av. Louw and Nida (67.32) maintain that this conjunction may be
used to refer to “a point of time which is somewhat conditional and
simultaneous with another point of time” (LN 67.32). Citing this pas-
sage as an example, BDAG (268) claims that at times the meaning of
&aw “approaches closely that of 6taw.” Similarly, Young (184) notes,
“Eav can be used as a temporal conjunction to convey a future event
that is contemporaneous with another future event.” It is quite possi-
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ble, however, that these definitions have been influenced more by
English usage than by Greek syntax. The author of this letter is fond
of clothing propositions that are readily accepted as true in hypotheti-
cal language, i.e., third class conditions (see 2:29; 5:15). Rhetorically,
such constructions appear to force the reader to the conclusion that the
apodosis of the conditional construction should also be readily
accepted as true. In the present case, the writer is arguing that if the
readers heed his warning to “remain in him,” they will most certainly
have confidence “if” he appears. Since English does not use conditional
language with readily accepted truths, however, most translators have
used “when” rather than “if.” In an attempt to capture some of the con-
ditional nuance of the syntax, while still working within the framework
of English grammar, | have rendered the clause “when he does appear.”

pavepadi. Aor subj 3rd sg avepow. The verb could be viewed
as either middle or passive voice (see 3:8; “Deponency” in the
Introduction; cf. BDAG, 1048). Subjunctive with &dv.

ox@pev. Aor act subj 1st pl éxw. Subjunctive with {va. The shift
from second person plural (uéveTe) to first person plural links the
readers’ need to “remain,” and so have confidence, with the author’s
need to do likewise. Rhetorically, then, it supports the exhortation by
reminding the readers that “We’re all in this together.”

Tappnoiav. Accusative direct object of ox@pev. Louw and
Nida (25.158) define wappmola as “a state of boldness and confi-
dence, sometimes implying intimidating circumstances.” The sense of
Tappmola is certainly constrained by the phrase un aloyvrdaouer,
to which its clause is conjoined. The idea of “confidence” is, therefore,
probably in view in this context. Given the fact, however, that in the
Greco-Roman world, mappnola was “the voice of friendship”
(Plutarch, Adul. amic. [Mor.] 51C), and the context points to maintain-
ing a relationship with the Son (névete €v aiT®), Tappmota prob-
ably goes beyond simple confidence to highlight relational intimacy
(for more, see Culy 2002, 75-79).

kaet. The conjunction introduces a clause that amplifies the signif-
icance of oxaper mappmoiav (cf. 1:6 on Yevdopeda kat ov
ToLoUpey TV GANderay; Titrud, 248).

aloxvrddper. Aor pass ind 1st pl aloxOve. Although some
parse this form as passive deponent and others treat it as middle (as is
clearly the case in Mark 8:38; see also “Deponency” in the
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Introduction on the nature of the -Om- morpheme) and thus render the
whole expression something like “may not draw back in shame from
him” (Brown, 381; cf. Brooke, 66), it may be preferable to view the
form as a true passive with God or Jesus Christ being the unexpressed
agent (cf. Smalley, 131), given its use with &6 (see below). “Shame”
language is often used in an eschatological sense, as here (cf. Mark
8:38; Brown, 381).

am avToV. Separation. The entire expression, aloxvydapey
am oOTOV, appears to point to a negative judgment that involves
removal from the Son’s presence. Some, however, have argued that
the preposition introduces the agent of the passive verb (cf. Haas, de
Jonge, and Swellengrebel, 74; Marshall, 166, n. 9).

év 11 wapovaia. Temporal. Although mapovata can be used of
someone ‘“coming” or “arriving” in general (see 1 Cor 16:17), in the
NT itis frequently used as a technical term for the eschatological com-
ing of Christ, as here.

avToD. Subjective genitive (see 1:1 on T™\g {wng).

2:29 &aw eldfjTe 6TL dikaLdc EaTLv, YLvdoKeTE OTL Kl TRG
6 woLdv TV dikatootvny é& adTod yeyévvnTan.

éaww. Introduces a third class condition (see 1:6 on "Eawv). The use
of a third class condition probably serves as a mild rebuke by calling
into question a belief that the readers unquestionably embraced. The
construction also highlights the fact that the proposition in the apo-
dosis is an equally obvious truth (cf. 2:28 on éawv).

eldfTe. Prf act subj 2nd pl oida. Subjunctive with édv. The shift
between the perfect tense eildnte and the present tense yLvaokeTe is
probably governed by stylistic concerns, i.e., rules of collocation
(ywaoke is never used with éaw in the NT), rather than indicating a
difference in meaning (olda does not occur in the present tense).

d7L. Introduces the clausal complement of eld7Te (see also 2:3 on
4mu).

dikadg. Predicate adjective. The second accent comes from the
enclitic éatv (see 1:5 on éaTLy).

éoTLy. Pres act ind 3rd eiu(. On the loss of accent, see 1:5 on
€oTwv. The subject of the verb could be either Christ or God. In favor
of the latter is the fact that the pronoun acOto0 later in the verse almost
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certainly refers to the Father and has as its syntactic antecedent the
unexpressed subject of éoTiy. Harris (2003, 127-28) notes that €&
aTOV yeyévvnTal “in the Johannine literature customarily refers to
God and never refers unambiguously to Jesus.” In favor of a reference
to Christ is the fact that Jesus was described as “the righteous one”
(dikaov) in 2:1, and was the topic of the previous verse, where at
least the final two uses of the pronoun ar0T6c referred to him. This
appears to be another case where the striking unity between the Father
and Son has led to referential ambiguity (see “Trinitarian Ambiguity”
in the Introduction).

ywaokeTe. Pres act ind 2nd pl ywaoke. Particularly given the
use of the third class condition (see above on éaw), the apodosis serves
as a fairly strong (though mitigated) exhortation to righteous living
(cf. 1:6 on "Eqw). As part of a third class condition, the verb should
almost certainly be taken as indicative rather than imperative (contra
Westcott, 82).

61u. Introduces the clausal complement of yLaokeTe (see also 2:3
on 67).

kael. The awkward position of the adverbial kot apparently led
some scribes (B ¥ Ut and some versions) to omit it (on the distinction
between the conjunctive and adverbial roles of kal, see Titrud,
242-45).

Tag 6 oL@y Y dikatoavvmy. The whole participial con-
struction, headed by the nominative T7ac 0 woiav, functions as the
subject of yeyévvmTa. On the rhetorical force of wac with an artic-
ular participle, see 2:23 on TA¢ 6 APVOVILEVOG.

6 ToL@p. Pres act ptc masc nom sg woléw (substantival or attribu-
tive; see 2:23 on wag 6 dpvoluevoC).

Y dikatoovvny. Accusative direct object of woL@v.

¢ adTov yeyévvmrar. This expression, which also occurs in
3:9a, 9b; 4:7; 5:1a, 1b, 4, 18a, 18b, points to God (€& «vToV) initiat-
ing spiritual life in his followers. Within the context of the conditional
construction, the metaphor appears to focus on the transference of
character traits from the Father to those who have been “born of him”
(see also the discussion on oméppa adToD €V aVT@ Mével at 3:9).

yevyévvnraw. Prf pass ind 3rd sg yevvae.



66 1 John 3:1

1 John 3:1-6

tJust look at the kind of love the Father has given to us: we are called
children of God. And that is what we are! For this reason the world
does not know us, because it has not known him. 2Dear friends, we are
presently God’s children, and it has not yet been revealed exactly what
we will be. We know (however) that when he does appear, we will be
like him, since we will see him as he is. 3And everyone who has this
hope in him purifies himself, just as he is pure.

4Everyone who practices sin, also practices lawlessness. Indeed, sin
is lawlessness. SNow, you know that he was revealed (in the first place)
so that he might get rid of sin, and there is no sin in him (at all).
6Everyone who continues in relationship with him does not sin.
Everyone who sins has neither seen him nor known him.

3:1 {dete woTamY aydmwny dédwkev NPy 6 TaTip, (ra
Tékva Yeod KANIGper, kal éopéy. dua TobTo 6 KGOS 0
YWaEoKeL NPEG, 6TL 00k Eyve adTéV.

{deTe. Aor act impv 2nd pl 6pdw/eildov. The imperative form of
opaw/eidov serves to draw the attention of the readers to an important
point. In this case, the imperative marks the beginning of a new para-
graph and the vocative, which typically occurs at the beginning of
paragraphs in 1 John (cf. 2:1 on Tekvia), is not introduced until verse
2 (Longacre 1992, 274). For more on the significance of the tense and
mood, see 2:15 on ayawaTte and “Tense, Aspect, and Mood” in the
Introduction.

woTamv. The interrogative wotawéc (equivalent to wotog;
Strecker, 86, n. 2; LN 58.30) simply raises an indirect question regard-
ing the nature of the thing it modifies. Used with the expression {deTe
(or 18e; Mark 13:1), however, it calls attention to the wondrous nature
of the thing being described.

ayamnp. Accusative direct object of 5édwkev.

8édwkev. Prf act ind 3rd sg didwpL. The use of the perfect tense,
along with the interjection {deTe and interrogative woTamy, marks
the proposition as particularly prominent.

Mtv. Dative indirect object.

6 motqp. Nominative subject of 5édwkev.

{va. Introduces a clause that is epexegetical to Gydmmy (contra
Strecker, 87, who attributes a telic/final nuance to it).
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Tékvor. Nominative complement in a subject-complement double
nominative construction (contra, e.g., Young, 13, who calls it a “nom-
inative of appellation”). When a double accusative construction is pas-
sivized, the result is a double nominative construction. Passivization
involves making the accusative direct object of an active verb the
nominative subject of the passive verb. Since complements will
always bear the same case as the constituent that they “complement,”
passivized double accusative constructions will contain two nomina-
tive constituents, a nominative subject and a nominative complement.

Yeo. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories and
Labels” in the Introduction).

kANIGpev. Aor pass subj 1st pl kahéw. Subjunctive with {va.

kol éopév. This conjoined clause is omitted by 1175 Byz [K L]
Lect vg™. Its strong external attestation (P74 X AB C P V¥ 33 81 et
al.) suggests its originality (see also Metzger, 642). As the text stands,
the conjunction introduces a clause that reiterates and thus emphasizes
the previous proposition (cf. 1:6 on Yevdopeda kal oV TOLODUEV
™Y dANVeraw; Titrud, 248).

&opév. Pres act ind 1st pl eljul. On the retention of the accent, see
1:50n éoTLy.

oo TovTo. This expression refers to a reason that supports the
proposition it introduces. Technically, the demonstrative pronoun could
be either anaphoric or (more likely) cataphoric (see 1:5 on aiTn).
Harris (2003, 130) notes that when St TovTo is used to refer to what
follows in the Gospel of John (six times: 5:16, 18; 8:47; 10:17; 12:18,
39), there is always an epexegetical §1u clause accompanying it, while
when it refers to what precedes (nine times: 1:31; 6:65; 7:21-22; 9:23;
12:27;13:11; 15:19; 16:15; 19:11), it is never followed by a o7 clause.
He goes on to maintain that the same pattern holds true in the three uses
of the expression in the Johannine Letters (see also 4:5; 3 John 10).
Haas, de Jonge, and Swellengrebel (77), on the other hand, prefer to
take the demonstrative pronoun as anaphoric and view the subsequent
&7 as providing an additional explanation (cf. Strecker, 87).

6 kéapog. Nominative subject of yivdoker. Metonymy (see 2:2
on o0 koapov) for “the people of the world.”

YLwaokel. Pres act ind 3rd sg yLvdokw.

N&g. Accusative direct object of yLvdoket.

07L. Introduces a clause that is epexegetical to TovTo (or perhaps
causal; see above on due T00T0).
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&yvw. Aor act ind 3rd sg yLraoke.

avTév. Accusative direct object of éyvw. The pronoun could once
again refer to either Jesus Christ or God the Father. Given the fact that
abToV is the one that the world did not know (e'va) a Ilkely refer-
ence to the mcarnatlon (cf. John 1: 10—ev TR Koopw: nv Kol 6
kOopog O aiToD €y€veTo, Kal O KOOPOG QUTOV Ok Eyvw), the
former seems more likely (notice also the intertextual link between
Tékva Feod kKANI@Per and Edwkev avTolg ékovoiow Tékva Yeod
yevéodau in John 1:12). The fact that similar statements are made
with clear reference to the Father (John 17:25—mraiTep dlkaLe, Kol 6
KOOUOG 0€ ok €yvw, éya 0é ae Eyvwy), however, coupled with
the writer’s propensity for not drawing sharp distinctions between the
Father and the Son (see “Trinitarian Ambiguity” in the Introduction),
suggests that we should be cautious in making strong claims here.

7 -~ /7 ~ 9 \ k4 k)
3:2 "AyamnTol, vov Tékva Jeod éopev, kal odTw épave-
4 7 2 7 4 </ LAY -~ c/
p@dn 7L éoopeda. oldaper O0TL éav pavepwdi), OpoLoL
9 -~ 3 7 </ k] 7 k] \ 7 2
aUTQ édopeda, 0TL OYopeda avTOV KaBws €aTLy.

’AyamnTol. Vocative (cf. 2:1 on Texvia and 3:1 on (deTe).

vuv. The adverb sets up the temporal contrast that will be intro-
duced with the future éoopeda.

Téxkva. Predicate nominative.

Yeov. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories and
Labels” in the Introduction).

éopev. Pres act ind 1st pl elpl. On the loss of accent, see 1:5 on
€0TLY.

kat. Although a good English rendering may use “but,” the con-
junction itself is coordinate not adversative (contra Burdick, 232). The
semantic contrast is set up by vov and olww. Once again, we must be
careful not to confuse issues of syntax with translation issues.

épavepad. Aor pass ind 3rd sg pavepdw.

Tt éodpeda. The interrogative clause functions as a clausal sub-
ject of Epavepwdn.

7(. Predicate nominative (of éodueda).

éaépeda. Fut ind 1st pl eipd.

oldarprev. Prf act ind 1st pl olda. Some manuscripts (I syr cops®
bo) add &¢é after the verb in order to make the contrast between this
proposition and preceding one explicit (but see 2:2 on &A\a).
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Greenlee (48), however, rejects the view that any contrast should be
seen here.

dTu. Introduces the clausal complement of oldaper (see also 2:3
on 67).

&aw. Introduces a third class condition (see 1:6 on ’Eaw). On its use
in this context, see 2:28.

pavepwdq). Aor subj 3rd sg pavepdw. The verb could be viewed
as either middle or passive voice (see 3:8; “Deponency” in the Intro-
duction; cf. BDAG, 1048). Subjunctive with &&v. The implied subject
of the verb could be either (a) the same as the subject of épavepwdn
(“We know that when what we will be is revealed . . .”; so Harris 2003,
131-32; and Brown, 393-94, who renders the clause: “But we know
that at this revelation”), or (b) Jesus Christ (so most scholars). Three
factors point to the latter option as preferable. First, if the subject of
pavepwdT) is Jesus Christ, then the following pronouns (avT@ and
abToV) have a clear antecedent. Second, and more important, the verb
pavepwd is conceptually linked to and further explained by the verb
ovopeda, which follows. The fact that the object of this verb is almost
certainly Christ (contra Brown, 395) makes it likely that Christ is also
the subject of the passive verb pavepwdv. Finally, if the analysis of
kad presented in 1:2 is correct, then the lack of thematic continuity (i.e.,
no ko) between this clause and the previous one supports a different
subject for pavepwd than for épavepadn.

opovou. Predicate adjective.

aV7@. Dative complement of dpotou. The antecedent is most likely
Jesus Christ (so most scholars; contra Brown, 394-95; Haas, de Jonge,
and Swellengrebel, 78-79).

0TL. Causal. Given its location, the 6Tt clause must provide the rea-
son for the narrower claim, opotor avT@ éaopeda, rather than the
broader claim otdoqev 671 éav @avepwdn, ool aTi éadpeda.

oopeda. Fut mid ind 1st pl 0pdiw. Cooper (594; cited by Conrad,
8, n. 18) maintains that the volitional nature of the future tense fre-
quently led to the use of middle voice morphology (see also
“Deponency” in the Introduction).

avToV. Accusative direct object of oYdpeSa. The antecedent is
most likely Jesus Christ (so most scholars; contra Brown, 394-95;
Haas, de Jonge, and Swellengrebel, 78-79).

kaddg. Introduces a comparison.
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éaTLv. Pres act ind 3rd sg eipl. On the loss of accent, see 1:5 on
€0TLY.

3:3 kal WA 6 Exwv ™Y EATIda TadTY € adTd ayviter
EavTév, kadac ékelvog ayvdg éoTi.

Kkol. See 1:2 onkad.

TaS 6 Exwv Ty éNTida TadTyy & avT@. The whole
participial construction, headed by the nominative wag 6 éxwv, func-
tions as the subject of ayviger. On the rhetorical force of mag with an
articular participle, see 2:23 on wag ¢ apvovpevoc (cf. 2:4 on 6
)\é'ywv). Here, the semantics of the verse as a whole, though the main
verb is indicative, point to a mitigated command (see “Mitigated
Exhortations” in the Introduction) that urges the readers to purify
themselves (cf. Strecker, 91). As Longacre (1992, 274) notes, verses
3-6 form the “hortatory body of the paragraph.”

6 &xwv. Pres act ptc masc nom sg éxw (substantival or attributive;
see 2:23 0N TAS O APVOVPEVOG).

v éAwida. Accusative direct object of Exwv.

Ta0TY. The antecedent is the content of 3:2b.

ém’ avT®. The preposition is used to introduce the object of the
implicit verbal idea in Ty éNwida (cf. the use of ENTLTw with éxl in
1 Tim 4:10; 5:5; 6:17; 1 Pet 1:13). The referent of the demonstrative
pronoun is most likely Jesus Christ, but could be God the Father (see
3:1 on ahToY).

ayvigel. Pres act ind 3rd sg dryvitw. This verb, which occurs 7
times in the NT (John 11:55; Acts 21:24, 26; 24:18; Jas 4:8; 1 Pet
1:22), is a near synonym for kadapiw. The two verbs appear to be
used interchangeably in James 4:8. Indeed, while it could be argued
that kadaptlw is used of outward cleansing (xetpag) and a-yvitel of
inward cleansing (kapdlag) in James 4:8, kS apilw is used with Tag
kapdlag as its object in Acts 15:9. Here, the choice of a-yviged is dic-
tated by the following use of @yvdg. The verb should be understood
in an ethical (“avoid sinning”) rather than a cultic sense (“undergo
purification rites”; cf. Strecker, 91-92; Smalley, 149).

€éavTdv. Accusative direct object of aryvitel.

kadag. Introduces a comparison.
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éretvog. Nominative subject of éaTuy (cf. 1:4 on ayry). The ref-
erent is Jesus Christ (see also 2:6).

ayvéc. Predicate adjective (see 1:5 on o).

éaTLy. Pres act ind 3rd sg eijil. On the loss of accent, see 1:5 on
€0TLY.

3:4 II&c 6 moLdy ™Y apapTiar kal Ty avoplay molel,
kol 1 epaptia éoTiv 1 avoplc.

&g 6 moLdy Ty apaepTiay. The whole participial construc-
tion, headed by the nominative Ilag o wou@v, functions as the subject
of mwoLel. On the rhetorical force of wag with an articular participle,
see 2:23 on TAC O APVOVPEVOG.

6 woldy ™Y apapTiay. The expression should probably be
viewed as synonymous with 6 apptavey (contra Smalley, 154, who
takes the construction as “emphatic”). The choice of the periphrastic
expression is dictated by its connection with Ty dvop.low ToLel here
(the verb avop€w is not used in the NT) and its contrast with 6 Tot-
@v ™Y dkatoolvny in 2:29 (cf. Brown, 398; see also 3:8).

6 ToL@p. Pres act ptc masc nom sg wouéw (substantival or attribu-
tive; see 2:23 on Tag 6 dpvoluevoc).

™y apapTiow. Accusative direct object of Tou@v.

v avoplav. Accusative direct object of woLet. The term
Gvopla differs from apuopTier in that it carries the nuance of rebellion
or willful rejection of an established standard (“to behave with
complete disregard for the laws or regulations of a society”; LN
88.139). Strecker (94) notes that this term is frequently used in both
Jewish and Christian apocalyptic literature “to describe the activity of
Satan against God immediately before the end” (cf. the eschatological
language in 1 John, e.g., éoxdt Gpa €aTiv, 2:18).

Tovet. Pres act ind 3rd sg woLéw.

kal. The conjunction should not be taken to contain a causal ele-
ment (contra Strecker, 94, n. 5). Here it introduces a clause that reiter-
ates the preceding statement (cf. 1:6 on Yevdopeda kal ov
ToLovpey TV dANVeraw; Titrud, 248).

M opaptio. Nominative subject of égTiy. Where two articular
nominative nouns are used in an equative construction (X =), as
here, the one that is the topic of what precedes will be the subject.
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&aTlv. Pres act ind 3rd sg elpi. On the retention of the accent, see
1:5 on éoTw.
1M avopia. Predicate nominative.

3:5 kol 0LdTe BTL ékelvog épavepdd, (va Tag apapTtiog
&p1, kol apapTio év adT® ovk EoTLV.

kal. The sentence-initial karl marks thematic continuity (see 1:2 on
ko) and introduces a further comment on the inappropriateness of sin
in the life of the Christian.

oldaTe. Prf act ind 2nd pl otda.

&1L Introduces the clausal complement of oldacTe (see also 2:3 on
4mu).

éketvoc. Nominative subject of épavepwdr. The referent is
Jesus Christ (see also 2:6).

épavepwd. Aor ind 3rd sg gavepdw. The verb could be viewed
as either middle or passive voice (see 3:8; “Deponency” in the
Introduction; cf. BDAG, 1048).

L'voz Introduces a purpose clause.

TOGC ocp,ozpﬂozg ozpn The Ianguage suggests an echo of John
1:29—"Tde 6 Guvog Tov Veod 6 alpwy TNV dLaETLAY TOV KOO-
pov (Smalley, 156).

Tag apapTiog. Accusative direct object of dpy. It is impossi-
ble to determine whether the author wrote Tac dpapTtiag or Tag
apopTlag Huav. Both readings have strong external support and the
pronoun is implicit in the UBS* reading.

&px. Aor act subj 3rd sg alpw. Subjunctive with (va.

kol apopTiar év avTd ovk €oTLv. Smalley (157) notes the
parallel expression in John 7:18—«al ddwkia év VTR ok EGTLY.

koet. The kol marks thematic continuity (see 1:2 on ko) with the
preceding clause.

apoaptio. Nominative subject of éoTuv.

év a0T@. Locative, in a metaphorical sense. The antecedent of
«UTQ is ékelvog. There is no syntactic or contextual basis for main-
taining that the pronoun could possibly refer to the Christian (contra
Smalley, 157-58).

&aTLv. Presact ind 3rd sg eipt. On the movement of the accent, see
1:5 on éoTLy. The present tense should not be pressed to imply “the
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eternally sinless character of Jesus” (contra Smalley, 157), however
theologically accurate such a claim may be.

3:6 TAGC 6 év avTE Pévav ol APEPTAVEL TEAS 6 Qpop-
TAV@Y 00X EBpaKeEY aDTOV 0VOE Eyvwkey avTOV.

Tac 6 év avTd pévav. The whole participial construction,
headed by the nominative wéc 6 . . . pévwv, functions as the subject
of cpapTavel (see also 3:3 on wag). On the rhetorical force of wag
with an articular participle, see 2:23 on Tag 0 dpvo{)uevog

ev VTR uevwv On the meaning, see 2:6 on &v a0Td pévelr.

0 . pévwv. Pres act ptc masc nom sg péve (substantival or

ttrlbutlve see 2:23 on wAC 0 ozpvouuevog)

apapTavel. Pres act ind 3rd sg duapTdve. The author’s state-
ment here with the present tense verb has led to widespread debate
regarding the meaning of the passage. Given the writer’s penchant for
absolute statements, the rhetorical force of this statement must be kept
in mind. His concern is not with projected eschatological realities
(contra Wallace, 524-25). Rather, his bold statement serves “in the
parenthetical context . . . [as] a warning to the community to draw the
necessary conclusions from the liberating indicative of the Christ-
event” (Strecker, 96; cf. Bultmann, 51). Or, as Smalley (159) puts it,
the writer’s statement makes it clear that “an intimate and ongoing
relationship with Christ .. . . precludes the practice of sin.” Read within
the context of the rest of the letter, it is clear that the writer does not
necessarily expect a sinless life for those who “remain in him.” He had
made it clear in 2:1 that sin may occur in the believer’s life. His ethi-
cal standards, both here and elsewhere in the letter, however, are
incredibly high. It is important, then, not to water down his statement
by pressing the present tense to imply a focus on continual or habitual
sin (contra e.g., Burdick, 239; Young, 108), as though the writer were
claiming that true Christians may sin as long as it is not continual or
habitual. The tense simply portrays the sin as a process without regard
to the event’s frequency of recurrence—a process that should have no
place in the life of one who “remains in him.”

Tdc 6 apapTaver. Nominative subject of édpakev. On the
rhetorical force of wac with an articular participle, see 2:23 on ®a¢ 0
QpPYovpEVog.
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0 apopTavey. Pres act ptc masc nom sg dpoapTdve (substanti-
val or attributive; see 2:23 on wéc 6 Gpvovpevog). On the tense, see
above on apapTdveL.

édpakev. Prf act ind 3rd sg 6pcw. On the tense, see 2:3 on
&yvaxapev. While most would agree that the literal sense of opctw is
not in view, it is not clear whether the sense here is “to take special
notice of something, with the implication of concerning oneself” (LN
30.45), “to come to understand as the result of perception” (LN 32.11),
“to experience an event or state, normally in negative expressions
indicating what one will not experience” (LN 90.79), “to be mentally
or spiritually perceptive . . . w. focus on cognitive aspect” (BDAG,
720), or something else. It is likely that €édpakev and éyvakev are
close in meaning in this context, with the former focusing more on
general experience of Christ and the latter focusing on actual relation-
ship. The earlier uses of 6pcw, particularly the parallel perfect uses of
the verb in chapter 1, suggest that the writer may be contrasting his
eyewitness experience of Christ, which led to a changed lifestyle, with
his opponents’ lack of eyewitness experience, which led them to take
a less serious view of sin.

avTov. Accusative direct object of édpakev. The referent is Jesus
Christ, since he is the only possible antecedent in verses 5-6.

Eyverev. Prf act ind 3rd sg ywaoke. On the tense, see 2:3 on
EYVOKRQaUED.

adTov. Accusative direct object of Eyvakev. The referent is Jesus
Christ (see above).

1 John 3:7-12

"Dear children, let no one deceive you. The one who practices righ-
teousness is righteous, even as (Jesus) is righteous. 8The one who prac-
tices sin (on the other hand) belongs to the devil, because the devil has
been sinning since the beginning. For this reason, the Son of God was
revealed, that he might destroy the works of the devil. °Everyone who
has been born of God does not practice sin, since God’s seed remains
in him and he is not able to sin, because he has been born of God.

10This is how the children of God and the children of the devil may
be distinguished: anyone who does not practice righteousness does not
belong to God, and (the same is true of) the one who does not love his
brother or sister. For this is the message that you have heard from the
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beginning: we should love one another—*2not as Cain did; he was
from the Evil One and murdered his brother. And why did he murder
him? Because his deeds were evil, but his brother’s were righteous.

3:7 Tekvio, pndelc TAavaT® VUEG 6 TOLEY TNV dLkaLo-
avvnY dikadg éoTLy, kadac ékelvoc dikaldc éoTiv:

Tekvio. The use of the vocative (cf. 2:1 on Tekvia), along with
the imperative verb, helps mark a paragraph break. Some scribes (A P
33 et al.) replaced Tekvia with its synonym wadia.

prmdelc. Substantival nominative subject of TAavdTe.

TAavaTe. Pres act impv 3rd sg mAavaw. On the significance of
the tense and mood, see 2:15 on aryarwarte and “Tense, Aspect, and
Mood” in the Introduction.

Updc. Accusative direct object of TAavaT®.

0 ToL@v. Pres act ptc masc nom sg mwoléw (substantival). The
participial construction, 6 woL@v T dkatocuvmy, functions as the
subject of éoTLv.

v dLkortoovvmp. Accusative direct object of ToLGv.

OilkaLée. Predicate adjective. The second accent comes from the
enclitic éatuy (see 1:5 on éoTLv).

€oTLp. Pres act ind 3rd sg eLpLL. On the loss of accent, see 1:5 on
€0TLY.

kadag. Introduces a comparison.

éretvog. Nominative subject (see 1:5 on o) of éaTLy. The ref-
erent is Jesus Christ (see also 2:6).

dilkaLéc éaTLv. See above.

. © -~ \ < 4 2 ~ Vé k] 7 </ kA k]
3:8 0 woLdY ™Y apapTiav €k Tob duafolov éoTiv, OTL T
apxiic 6 duBolog apapTdveL. elg TovTO épavepddn 6

e\ -~ ~ ¢/ 4 A4 -~ /7
viog Tov Yeov, (v Avom Ta Epya Tov SLafolov.

6 ToLdY Y apaepTiaw. The choice of this near synonym for
0 apapTavey (3:6) is probably dictated by the contrast being drawn
with 6 woL@y ™y dukartoo vy (3:7; see also 3:4 on 6 ToLGY THY
apopTiaw).

6 TwoL@. Pres act ptc masc nom sg woléw (substantival). The par-
ticipial construction, 6 Tou@v MY auapTiaw, functions as the subject
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of éatlv. On the rhetorical force of the construction, see 2:4 on 6
Néywv.

&k 10V draBéNov. Source/Origin (but see 2:19 on oaw &E).

éativ. Pres act ind 3rd sg elpi. On the retention of the accent, see
1:5 on €oTw.

4L, Causal.

an’ apxig. Temporal. The specific temporal reference (perhaps
to the Garden of Eden) is left unstated.

6 drazBoNog. Nominative subject of auopTdvet. Louw and Nida
(12.34) describe this term as “a title for the Devil, literally ‘slan-
derer’.” The title likely carried more semantic freight than the English
term “devil.” Foerster (73) suggests that the closest English equivalent
is “adversary,” with the work of the dudBoNog always implying “an
attempt . . . to separate God and man.”

apopTavel. Pres act ind 3rd sg auaptave. The present tense of
this verb simply portrays the action as a process, while the temporal
marker aw apxM¢ sets the boundaries of the process as extending
from the distant past to the present. Interpreters should beware of
imposing both nuances on the tense itself and viewing it as a “habitual
present” (contra Smalley, 169), one of many highly questionable tense
labels (see “Syntactic Categories and Labels” in the Introduction). To
capture the sense of & dpxNg . . . apapTavel in English requires
the use of a perfect progressive construction (“has been sinning . . .”).

elg. Purpose.

TovTo. Cataphoric (see 1:5 on o).

Epavepad. Aor pass ind 3rd sg parvepdw. It would be possible,
following Strecker (101, n. 52; cf. Brown, 406), to view this and other
cases of éparvep@dn in 1 John, where Jesus is the subject, as middle
forms: “the Son of the God has revealed himself” (see “Deponency”
in the Introduction on the nature of the -Ov- morpheme).

6 viogc Tob deod. It is unclear whether this expression should be
taken primarily as an ontological claim or a messianic title. Given the
focus on Jesus’ role in 1 John, the latter option is most likely (cf. Matt
26:63, where the high priest clearly uses the expression as a messianic
title: 6 XpLoTog 6 viog ToL Jeod).

6 viog. Nominative subject of épavepady.

70V Yeod. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories
and Labels” in the Introduction).
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Tvae. The (va clause should probably be taken as epexegetical to
the demonstrative pronoun, which (with eig) introduces purpose.

Abam. Aor act subj 3rd sg AM)w. Subjunctive with (va.

Ta €pya. Accusative direct object of Aor).

T0oV dLaBS6Nov. Subjective genitive (see 1:1 on THg Twig).

3:9 &g 6 yeyevvnpévog €k 1700 Yeod apapTiay od ToLel,
67L oméppa avTob év avTy pmével, kal oV dVvaTal
QAREPTAVELY, §TL ék ToD Yeod yeyévvnTo.

&g 6 yeyevvmpévoc ék Tod Beod. The whole participial
construction, headed by the nominative ITag 6 yeyevvnuévog, func-
tions as the subject of oLet. On the rhetorical force of wac with an
articular participle, see 2:23 on wac 6 Gpvovpevog. Strecker’s (101)
claim that the use of the wag indicates that “the community is being
addressed as a whole” reflects an overly literal reading of the adjective
that ignores its rhetorical function.

6 yeyevvmpévog. Prf pass ptc masc nom sg yevvde (substan-
tival or attributive; see 2:23 on TGG 6 APVOUUEVOC).

ék 100 Veod. The most appropriate label is probably “source.”
Used with yevvaw, however, the preposition ék specifically intro-
duces the one who produces the “offspring” (cf. 2:29 on €& 070D
yeyévvnTan).

apapTia. Accusative direct object of ToLet.

movel. Pres act ind 3rd sg woLéw. On the tense, see 3:6 on
QPOPTAVEL.

0TL. Causal.

oméppa adToD v avT@ pével. Attempts to take owéppa as
a reference to the Word of God/Gospel (so Dodd, 77-78) or the Holy
Spirit (Brown, 411; Schnackenburg, 175) fail to situate the interpreta-
tion of the term in its metaphorical context (0 yeyevvmpuévog €k Tov
Yeod). In this context, the expression as a whole probably highlights
the transference of character traits—spiritual DNA, as it were—
through spiritual descent from the Father (cf. Smalley, 172). As
Strecker (103) puts it: “anyone who is born of God and therefore is of
one nature with God lives in irreconcilable opposition to every kind of
sinful action.”

amwépp.oe. Neuter nominative subject of pévet.
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ovToV. Possessive genitive. The antecedent is Tov Jeov.

&v advT@ péver. The use of wével highlights continuity of state
(cf. 2:10).

péved. Pres act ind 3rd sg péva.

kael. In the syntax, the conjunction simply introduces a coordinate
clause. In terms of semantics, however, the conjoined clause, o0
dvatan apaptaveLy, introduces the result of the preceding clause.
Titrud (250) suggests that in cases such as this, “By syntactically ele-
vating what is logically subordinate, the author is placing more promi-
nence (emphasis) on the clause than it would have had if introduced
by a subordinating conjunction” (see also 2:20, 27).

SVvartae. Pres mid ind 3rd sg SUvoquae. The middle voice is likely
conditioned by the fact that “the subject is the center of gravity”
(Miller, 429; for more, see “Deponency” in the Introduction).

apopTaveLy. Pres act inf dpapTdve (complementary).

670, Causal.

ék 7oV Yeod. See above. The fronting (see 1:5 on okoTla) of the
prepositional phrase (in contrast to 6 yeyevvmuévog €k Tob Jeov)
makes it more prominent.

yevyévvmra. Prf pass ind 3rd sg yevvdaw. On the tense, see 2:3
ON EYVAKAUED.

3:10 é&v ToVTw pavepd éaTw T Tékva Tob Yeod kal TQ
Tékva 100 SLafBdNov: WAC 6 P TOLAY dLkaLogUVMY OVK
&Ly &k ToD Yeod, Kal 6 P AYRTEY TOV AdeA@ov avTob.

&v ToUTw. Instrumental. The demonstrative pronoun should prob-
ably be taken as cataphoric (so Brooke, 90; Bultmann, 53; Harris
2003, 151; Strecker, 104; see also 1:5 on abtn), pointing forward to
the magc clause, rather than anaphoric (contra Brown, 416; but see
below on ®Gg 6 un ToLEY dkatoovvmy), though some scholars
simply claim that it refers to both (Schnackenburg, 176, n. 181;
Smalley, 179). On the rhetorical function of this expression, see 2:3.

pavepa. Neuter plural predicate adjective.

€aTLv. Pres act ind 3rd sg etjl. Neuter plural subjects characteris-
tically take singular verbs (see Wallace, 399-400). On the loss of
accent, see 1:5 on éoTuy.
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T Téxva 1oV draBéNov. Similar language is found in John
8:44—Vpelc €k Tob TaTPOS ToL SLafBoNov EaTe.

Ta Tékva . . . kal Ta Tékva. Neuter nominative subject of
€0TLY.

70V Ueod, Tob draeBdNov. Genitive of relationship (but see
“Syntactic Categories and Labels” in the Introduction).

TaS 6 Py ToLdy dikaoovrmy. The whole participial con-
struction, headed by the nominative wac o . . . woL@v, functions as the
subject of éoTLy. On the rhetorical force of wag with an articular par-
tICIpIe see 2:23 on WAC O APVOVPEVOG.

0 ... woL@v. Pres act ptc masc nom sg woLéw (substantival or
attributive; see 2:23 on Tag 6 dpvodUEVOC).

6LKO¢L001’)vnv. Accusative direct object of ToL@v.

€aTLv ék Tob Feod. The most appropriate label for the use of ék
with the verb el is probably “source/origin.” It is not clear, however,
whether this expression is synonymous with “born of God” (o
yeyevvnuévog €k Tob Jeod; v. 9) and/or focuses more on identity
and character (see 2:19 on foav €£). The contrasting designation, &k
Tof) Tovnpov, occurs in 3:12. Itis likely that the birth language ('yev-
vocw 2:29; 3:9a, 9b; 4:7; 5:14a, 4, 18a, 18b) and familial Ianguage (tar
Tékva Tob Yeov; cf. John 8:44—pelc ék ToU TATPOG TOL dia-
Bolov éaTe) both point to relational links that are evident in one’s
behavior and character (cf. John 8:44—kal Tag émdupioc ToO
TOTPOC VY FéNeTE TOLELY).

&aTLv. Pres act ind 3rd sg eipl. Neuter plural subjects characteris-
tically take singular verbs (see Wallace, 399-400). On the movement
of the accent, see 1:5 on éoTLy.

kal. Although some take the conjunction as epexegetical (“that is,
anyone who does not love his brother”; so Bultmann, 54; Smalley,
181; Strecker, 105), it is preferable to take the conjunction as introduc-
ing a clause that is coordinate with the preceding one and in which ouk
éotwv ék Tob Jeod is implied.

0 p1) @yaT@Y 70V adel@ov avTod. The whole participial
construction, headed by the nominative o . . . ayawdv, serves as the
subject of an implicit ook €aTLy €k ToL Yeol. On the rhetorical force
of the construction, see 2:4 on 6 Néyav.

6 ...Qyowdv. Pres act ptc masc nom sg dryamae (substantival).
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Tov adeA@ov. Accusative direct object of ayaw@y. On the
meaning, see 2:9.

avToD. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories and
Labels” in the Introduction).

3:11 “OTL avty €oTiv M dyyeNa W fkodoate an qpxis,
ra dyandper aANjovg,

“O7L. Causal. Many have noted the structural parallel to 1:5 (Kol
ot avt M ayyehlo), with some arguing that 3:11 marks the
beginning of the second major section of the letter, which extends to
5:12 (see, e.g., Brown, 126, who argues that 1:5 and 3:11 each set the
theme for the half of the letter that follows). Although such an analy-
sis may make good sense of the themes of the letter, it ignores the sur-
face structure. The 671 makes it clear that syntactically 3:11 is
subordinate to 3:10. Typical corroborating markers of a new paragraph
or section do not appear until 3:13.

o). Predicate nominative (see 1:5 on acTm). The demonstrative
is cataphoric (see 1:5 on aciTm).

éaTlv. Pres act ind 3rd sg elpi. On the retention of the accent, see
1:5 on éoTw.

1M ayyeAlo. Nominative subject (see 1:5 on aytn) of éotiv. On
the meaning of this term, see 1:5. Some scribes (X C P ¥ et al.) substi-
tuted the more common émayyeAla, which occurs 52 times in the
NT (&yyehia occurs only here and in 1:5 in the NT).

Wv. Accusative direct object of rovoTe.

an’ apxis. Temporal (see 2:7).

{va. Introduces a clause that is epexegetical to ot (see 1:5 on
&),

ayaT@per. Pres act subj 1st pl dryawaw. Subjunctive with (va.

aANjAovg. Accusative direct object of dryawduey.

. 5 N Jee 3 ~ ~ 3 \ \
3:12 oV kadwg Kailv ék 1o wovnpov My Kol Eopatey TOV
@deNpov avTod kal XapLy Tivog €opatey adTév; 8TL TR
€pya avTod Tovnpa qr Ta 6¢ Tod AdeApod adTOD dilkara.

kadag. Introduces a comparison.
Kaiv. Most translations render what follows Kcaiv using a relative
clause (e.g., NRSV: “We must not be like Cain who was from the evil
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one and murdered his brother”). Although such translations may be
natural, syntactically Kcaiv is the subject of an implied verb and pred-
icate (\yamwnoer 10V &dehgov alTov; “not as Cain ‘loved’ his
brother”), while €k Tob Tovmpob M is a new independent clause.
The diaeresis over the iota indicates that the vowel is not part of a
diphthong, but rather is syllabic (Kc-Lv).

ék ToV movnpeov. On the meaning of this expression, see 3:10 on
&oTwv ék ToL Jeob and 2:19 on Roaw &&.

ToU movmpov. The use of this title, which refers to 6 duafoNog
(3:8), makes the connection between Cain, whose works were “evil”
(ta épya adTob Tovnpa Mv), and his “father” more explicit.

M. Impf ind 3rd sg éup.

&opakev. Aor act ind 3rd sg o@atw. The use of the aorist tense
helps mark this material as background or supplemental material that
does not serve to carry the argument forward. The choice of this term
(“to slaughter, either animals or persons; in contexts referring to per-
sons, the implication is of violence and mercilessness”; LN 20.72),
which occurs only here and in Revelation in the NT, highlights the
heinous nature of Cain’s crime.

TOV adeA@ov. Accusative direct object of Eopatev.

avT0V. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories and
Labels” in the Introduction).

xapLv. This preposition, which takes a genitive modifier and
serves as “a marker of a reason, often with the implication of an under-
lying purpose” (LN 89.29), occurs just nine times in the NT (also Luke
7:47; Gal 3:19; Eph 3:1, 14; 1 Tim 5:14; Titus 1:5, 11; Jude 16). It actu-
ally serves as a “postposition” generally, i.e., it generally follows its
genitive modifier. It should not be mistaken for the noun xdptg, which
is identical in form in the accusative singular and from which it is
derived (Robertson, 486-88). The expression, xapLv Tivog, is unique
to the NT (Strecker, 109, n. 12).

Tivog. Genitive object of the preposition xdpLv. On the force of
the rhetorical question that follows, see 2:22 on Ti(g.

Eopatev. See above.

a0T6v. Accusative direct object of éopakev.

Ta €pyo. Neuter nominative subject of qv.

avT0D. Subjective genitive (see 1:1 on g {wng).

movmpa. Predicate adjective.
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M. Impf ind 3rd sg éul. Neuter plural subjects characteristically
take singular verbs (see Wallace, 399-400).

Ta. The noun &pya is left implicit.

ToV deNod. Subjective genitive (see 1:1 on T¢ {wng). On the
meaning, see 2:9.

di{kaLa. Predicate adjective.

1 John 3:13-18

13Do not be surprised, brothers and sisters, if the world hates you.
“We know that we have moved from death to life because we love
(our) brothers and sisters. The one who does not love (his brothers and
sisters) remains in death. *>Everyone who hates his brother or sister is
a murderer; and you know that no murderer has eternal life remaining
in him. 8This is how we know (what) love (is): he laid down his life
for us. So, we ought to lay down our lives for our brothers and sisters.
17But whoever has material possessions and notices a brother or sister
in need and (still) refuses to have compassion on him, how can the
love of God remain in him? 8Dear children, do not love (others
merely) with (your) speech or by what you say, but truly (love them)
by what you do.

3:13  [kal] py davpdiete, adelgol, el pLoet Vpdc 6
kéopog.

[kael]. The editors of the UBS* were not able to determine with any
degree of certainty whether the original text had the conjunction or
not. The conjunction is found in X Cvid P ¥ 1739 it" % syre arm eth,
while it is absent in A B K L 33 81 614 Byz Lect it" vg syr" copsa bo. fay
et al. The conjunction could have been added, either intentionally or
intuitively, to make explicit the thematic continuity (see 1:2 on kal)
with what precedes. The fact that the link is relatively weak (the
world’s treatment of Christians is being set against Cain’s treatment of
his brother), however, may have led some scribes to omit it intuitively.
The preceding word (dikawa) could also have led to an accidental
omission (cf. Metzger, 643) or insertion of the ka.

dovpaeTe. Pres act impv 2nd pl davpdie. On the significance
of the tense and mood, see 2:15 on ayar@te and “Tense, Aspect, and
Mood” in the Introduction.
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abelpol. On the meaning, see 2:9. The use of the vocative, along
with an imperative verb provides evidence for a paragraph break (cf.
2:1 on Texkvia).

€l. The conjunction should probably be taken as introducing a first
class condition. The choice of the first class rather than third class con-
dition (which is predominant in 1 John), moves the reader away from
hypothetical situations (see 1:6 on "Eaw) to more likely situations,
though the first class condition itself simply presents an assertion for
the sake of argument (see, e.g., Wallace, 690-94), without reference to
whether or not it is true in reality. BAGD (219), however, treats et as
a complementizer equivalent to 8T here, noting that such a usage is
attested elsewhere after verbs of emotion. Similarly, Young (185)
argues that “EL functions as a complementizer to transform an embed-
ded sentence into a complement noun clause. This function is common
after verbs of emotion or wonder, but occurs with other verbs as well.”
The fact that Savpalw is frequently followed by a complement clause
introduced by &Tu (see, e.g., Luke 11:38; John 3:7; 4:27; Gal 6:1),
however, raises the question of why the writer would switch to el here,
and suggests that we are simply dealing with a first class condition. An
examination of the usage of verbs like davpatw may have been what
led BDAG (277-78) to change the entry for el so that it no longer links
the current usage to a verb of emotion (though the new entry—
“marker of an indirect question as content, that”—Ileaves questions
about the function of el).

LLOET VA 6 kdopogc. Although Smalley (187) views all three
constituents here as “emphatic,” the only constituent that may possi-
bly be viewed as a marked word order is bpag, since objects follow
the subject in unmarked constructions (see 1:5 on okoTie).

LLO€EL. Pres act ind 3rd sg pLoéw.

Opdg. Accusative direct object of puoet.

6 kdopoc. Nominative subject of pioetl. Metonymy (see 2:2 on
0 koopov) for “the people of the world.”

R o - tY4 1% 7 5 ~ ’
3:14 TMpetc oldaper o1L peTafefiraper ék 700 YavaTov
elg ™ oy, 8TL dyaTdpner Tovg adelpoic: 6 w1 aya-
oY pével &v 73 JavdTe.

fetg. The explicit nominative subject pronoun helps emphasize
the contrast between the characteristic actions of the world and Cain
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(hatred and murder) and the characteristics of those who have crossed
over from death to life.

otdapev. Prfact ind 1st pl oidor.

61u. Introduces the clausal complement of oldoqev (see also 2:3
on 47).

petafBepikaper ék Tod YJavdTov elg ™Y Canv. Similar
language is found in John 5:24—ueToBéRnrev ék Tob VawaTov eig

™Y .
petaBeBirapev. Prf act ind 1st pl petaBaive. The perfect
tense is required by the semantics of the verb and the ék . . . elg

construction that follows, both of which highlight the change from one

state or place to another (cf. LN 13.51; BDAG, 638). As Smalley (188)

notes, the verb “provides a graphic description of the believer’s tran-

sition from the world of hatred and death to the realm of love and life.”
éx Tod davaTov. Separation.

elc ™y Tofqv. Locative, in a metaphorical sense.

07L. Causal. More specifically, this 6Tt clause provides the grounds
for the conclusion expressed in the statement oldaper 61U peTa-
BePrkapey ék To0 JavaTov el ™Y Ty (so also Young, 260).

ayamw@pev. Pres act ind 1st pl dyawaw. The present tense,
which simply portrays the action as a process, should not be pressed to
imply “that the need for brotherly love . . . is constant” (contra
Smalley, 189).

Tovg @delpois. Accusative direct object of a-yar@pey. On the
meaning, see 2:9.

0 ... yawdv. Pres act ptc masc nom sg a-yawaw (substanti-
val). Nominative subject of pével. The text of the UBS* is supported
by X A B 33 1739 ith " 85 vg cop® fy arm, while a number of
manuscripts (C K L ¥ 81 Byz Lect et al.) read dryow@v Tov adeN@ov
and others (P 056 614 syr " et al.) read dyaway ToV adeN@ov ab-
ToV. All three variants reflect the same content, since ayaway TOV
a&deNov abTov is implicit in the shortest reading. Since the UBS*
reading has strong external support and it appears that copyists were
more likely to intuitively/accidentally include implicit information
rather than omit it (consistent with the shorter reading principle), most
scholars prefer the shorter reading.

péver év 13 davate. The use of péver highlights continuity
of state (cf. 2:10), in this case continuity in the state of death (lacking
spiritual life).
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péved. Pres act ind 3rd sg péva.

3:15 Tac 6 PLo@Y TOV AdENPOV a¥Tod avIPRTOKTEVOC
éativ, kol oldaTte 6TL TR AVIpwTOKTIVOS OVK EXEL Cnfy
aldvior év ad1d pévovoav.

TAS 6 pLo@Y TOV &delpor avTod. The whole participial
construction, headed by the nominative wag 0 pio@v, functions as the
subject of éotiv. In an equative clause (cf. 1:5 on 6 9eoc) such as this,
the heavier noun phrase (T@g 0 wLo@Y ToV AdeA@OV aiTov) will
tend to be the subject and the shorter noun phrase (GvdpwmokTovoC)
the predicate. On the rhetorical force of wag with an articular partici-
ple, see 2:23 on wag 6 dpvolevoC.

0 pLo@. Pres act ptc masc nom sg wuoéw (substantival or attribu-
tive; see 2:23 on TAC O GPYOUUEVOQ).

TOV adeA@ov. Accusative direct object of pLo@y. On the mean-
ing, see 2:9.

avT0D. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories and
Labels” in the Introduction).

avdpamokTévog. Predicate nominative (see above). The whole
clause should probably be viewed as hyperbole (so Brown, 447; con-
tra most scholars), on par with Jesus’ statement in Matthew 5:21-22.
This term is used only here and in John 8:44 (to describe 6 duBoNoc)
in the NT.

éariv. Pres act ind 3rd sg elpi. On the retention of the accent, see
1:5 on éoTw.

kael. The text should likely have a period or semi-colon preceding
the conjunction rather than a comma. The clause-initial kol marks
thematic continuity (see 1:2 on kal) and introduces a further comment
on AvYpWTOKTOVOG.

otdate. Prf act ind 2nd pl oldar.

o7u. Introduces the clausal complement of oldacTe (see also 2:3 on
&),

wac avdpwmorTdévoc. Nominative subject of Exet.

ovk €xeL fonp aldviov v adT@d pévovea. The language
(névw points to continuity in a particular state; cf. 2:10) suggests on
the surface that failure to love one’s fellow believer, or perhaps active
“hatred” of one’s fellow believer, leads to exclusion from both present
and eschatological privilege. This is consistent with the writer’s
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earlier argument that identifies loving one’s fellow believers as a val-
idation of having passed from death to life (3:14; cf. 2:10; 3:10).
Rhetorically, then, the indicative statement serves as a powerful
reminder (cf. 1:6 on 'Eav) to believers not to allow themselves to slip
into “hating” another believer.

&xeL. Pres act ind 3rd sg éxw. Rather than claiming that the present
tense of the verb “includes a durative force . . . and this is intensified
by the phrase which follows” (Smalley, 191), it is better to recognize
that the present tense simply portrays the event as a process, while it
is the participle évovoaw that provides the durative nuance.

oy aldwiov. Accusative direct object of éxe.

év aTQ@. Locative.

pévovoar. Pres act ptc fem acc sg pévew. The participle could be
viewed as attributive (cf. Rogers and Rogers, 596) or as an accusative
complement in an object-complement double accusative construction
(see 1:10 on YevaTny).

3:16 &v ToUTw éyvakapkey TV dyamTNY, 6TL €kELvog VTEP
W@V ™Y Yux iy adTod EdMKer: Kol NIels dpeiloper vmép
T@Y &del@dv Tag Yuxag Jdelval.

&v ToUTw. Instrumental. The demonstrative pronoun is cataphoric
(see 1:5 on ayty), pointing forward to the 37t clause. On the rhetori-
cal function of this expression, see 2:3.

éyvdkaper. Prf act ind 1st pl yiwaoke. The semantics of the
verse drive the writer to use the perfect tense, i.e., he is going to appeal
to a past event (“he gave his life for us”) as the basis for a present real-
ity (“we know what true love is”; see also 2:3).

Ty &yamnp. Accusative direct object of éyvakapev.

o1u. Introduces a clause that is epexegetical to To0Te (see 1:5 on
ém).

éketvog. Nominative subject of é9mkev. The referent is Jesus
Christ (see also 2:6).

vmép N@v. Inthis context, the preposition functions as “a marker
of a participant who is benefited by an event or on whose behalf an
event takes place” (LN 90.36). Louw and Nida’s label “benefaction”
(1:802) is preferable to the traditional label “substitution” or “repre-
sentation.” Although (1) the preposition (with the genitive) can denote
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“substitution,” (2) it is theologically true that Jesus died in place of his
followers, and (3) at times the notions of substitution and benefaction
cannot be distinguished with this term (cf. Harris 1975-78, 1197), the
parallel use of the term below with reference to believers strongly sug-
gests that benefaction, as defined above, is in focus here.

™y Yuxy . . . Enrev. An idiom meaning, “to die, with the
implication of voluntary or willing action” (LN 23.113; cf. Strecker,
115; and Smalley, 193, who renders the verb “surrender”).

v Yuxnv. Accusative direct object of Edmkev.

@0 TOV. Possessive genitive.

&dmkev. Aor act ind 3rd sg TLOML.

kal. The clause-initial kal marks thematic continuity (see 1:2 on
ko) and introduces a further comment on v Yuxnv . . . Ednkev.
Given the semantics of the verb ogetlopev and the context, the con-
junction cannot introduce a second clause governed by 67u (“By this
we know what love is . . . we ought to lay down our lives . .. ”; contra
Smalley, 194).

fetg. The explicit nominative subject pronoun (coupled with the
conjunction; see above on kal) highlights the logical response of
Christians to what Jesus Christ did for them, which will be introduced
by dpellopev.

dpelNopev. Pres act ind 1st pl dpethw. On the semantics and
rhetorical significance of this verb, see 2:6 on dpelAet. Smalley’s
contention (194) that “the present tense of the verb contains a durative
force” is untenable. The present tense simply portrays the event as a
process. Moreover, this verb only occurs in the imperfective aspect in
the NT (30 times in the present tense, and 5 times in the imperfect).

UmEp TAY adelp@v. Benefaction (see above on Uwép NU@v).
On the meaning of adeApdv, see 2:9.

Tag Yuxag delvar. On the idiom, see above. The use of the
idiom here should probably be understood as a synecdoche (see 1:1 on
al xelpeg Muav) of sorts. If the readers ought to be willing to give
their lives for their fellow believers (one way of serving), then surely
they should be quick to embrace all lesser forms of serving them.

Tac Yuxag. Accusative direct object of Setvar.

detvan. Aor act inf T{Omue (complementary).
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3:17 oc & &v éxn Tov Blov Tod kéopov kal Jewph TOV
adeApov adTod Xpelar ExovTa Kal kAeloy Ta oTAXYXVQ
adToV AT avTOD, TAS N cydw Tod Feod pével év avTR;
0c ... adTod. The entire relative clause functions as the topic
(see 1:1) of what follows, which will be picked up with the resumptive
pronoun aUT.

0c . . . &v. The indefinite relative pronoun (see 2:50n0c . . . &v)
serves as the nominative subject of &x). There is no syntactic basis for
claiming that this construction “expresses a situation which occurs
generally” (contra Smalley, 196; Strecker, 116).

6’. Used in this context (see 2:2 on dAAa), the elided conjunction
(6é) introduces a contrast (but see 2:2 on &ANa) to the statement in the
previous verse: Uelc dpelloper VTEp TAY AdeNP@Y Tac Yuxag
Jetvan.

&xn. Pres act subj 3rd sg éxw. Subjunctive with &v. The present
tense simply portrays the event as a process. It does not imply a situa-
tion that occurs “repeatedly” (contra Smalley, 196).

Tov Blov. Accusative direct object of €xx. Used with To0 kdo-
pov, the sense here is “the resources which one has as a means of liv-
ing” (LN 57.18). It is worth noting that the writer has chosen to use
this expression rather than Tov w\ovTov (“riches, wealth”), making it
clear that og &v will include just about everyone, not just the rich,
since all have resources.

ToD kéopov. Attributive genitive.

Vewp). Pres act subj 3rd sg Jewpéw. Subjunctive with &v. The
choice of verb may imply a clear awareness of the plight of Tov
adeNpov. BDAG (454) defines the present usage as “to observe
someth. with sustained attention” (cf. LN 24.14; Smalley, 196).

7oV &delpov. Accusative direct object of Sewp). Given the use
of this expression through 1 John, the focus appears to be on fellow
believers (see 2:9).

«vTov. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories and
Labels” in the Introduction).

xpelav. Accusative direct object of ExovTa.

€xovTor. Pres act ptc masc acc sg €xw. Accusative complement in
an object-complement double accusative construction (see 1:10 on
Yebot).

kAeloy T omAayxva avTod. An idiom (lit. “he closes his
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intestines”) meaning, “to refuse to show compassion” (LN 25.55).

kAeiay. Aor act subj 3rd sg k\elw. Subjunctive with &v.

Ta omAayxvo. Accusative direct object of k\elon).

avTov. Genitive of possession.

a® avTov. Separation.

7®c. Bauer (82-83) maintains that wag introduces the rhetorical
question as a means of denying that such a state of affairs is possible.

M o’ryoimr] Nominative subject of uéve.

70V Yeo. Probably objectlve genltlve (see 1:1on Tng §wng, cf.
2:5). When the writer asks, T@g 1 &ydmm 700 Jeob pévet év avTa,
his point is not that God’s lack of love for someone results in that per-
son’s failure to love his brother (subjective genitive; contra Haas, de
Jonge, and Swellengrebel, 92; Strecker, 117). Instead, the question
points to the dissonance between claiming to love God and not demon-
strating that love in action toward others in need. Wendland (28), how-
ever, argues that this may well be an example of intentional ambiguity,
or “semantic density,” on the part of the author. Such ambiguity would
be a literary rather than syntactic category, and should not be confused
with the questionable label “plenary genitive” (see, e.g., Wallace,
119-21).

péver év adT@. The use of péver highlights continuity of state
(cf. 2:10).

pével. Pres act ind 3rd sg péve. BDF §366(4) argues that the verb
should be accented as a future (uevet) rather than a present form.

3:18 Tekvia, p1 ayanwdper ANéye pnde 74 YAdaoon &N\
&v &pyv ral alndeia.

Tekvia. Although vocatives frequently occur at the beginning of
new paragraphs in 1 John (cf. 2:1 on Texkviw), and some scholars see
3:18 as marking a new sub-section (see, e.g., Harris 2003, 152), it is
probably better to follow Strecker (118), who argues that the “renewed
address to the readers does not mean that a new section begins at this
point, but rather that the whole of what has been said up to now will
be summarized in this verse” (cf. Haas, de Jonge, and Swellengrebel,
92; Marshall, 196).

ayaT@per. Pres act subj 1st pl dyawdw (hortatory subjunctive).
The use of the subjunctive with p7 is typically labeled “prohibitive
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subjunctive” when the verb is second person. First person subjunctives
of this nature are typically labeled “hortatory subjunctive” (so
Wallace, 465, for this passage), since the subject is not “commanding”
himself or herself to refrain from a particular action. With the horta-
tory subjunctive, the writer is exhorting the readers to join him or her
in some action (McKay, 79). Since the hortatory subjunctive func-
tions, however, as a “thinly veiled substitute for a second person
imperative” (McKay, 79), the semantic distinction between a negative
hortatory subjunctive and a prohibitive subjunctive should not be
pressed. For more on the similarities, compare Gal 6:9 (10 8¢ ka\ov
TOLOVVTEG 1) EYKaK@WLED), Which McKay (78) treats as a hortatory
subjunctive, with the semantically analogous 2 Thess 3:13 (un
éykaknonTe kahomoLobvTeg), which McKay (80) labels a pro-
hibitive subjunctive.

A6v@ pnde 79 yAdaay. Instrumental. Although Smalley (198)
argues that this expression functions as a hendiadys (see further
below), the lack of symmetry (one noun is anarthrous and one is artic-
ular) argues against this.

a&A\ai. The conjunction highlights the sharp contrast that is being
drawn between loving speech and loving action (see also 2:2).

&v &pyw kol aAndeia. Instrumental. We should not see any
semantic distinction between the prepositional phrase with év and the
earlier simple dative Noyw unde 11 yAwoon (contra Westcott, 115).
The conjoined noun phrase épye katl dAndelq could be viewed as
a hendiadys and thus rendered “genuine works” (so Bultmann, 56; cf.
Haas, de Jonge, and Swellengrebel, 93). Strecker argues against this
view, presumably because the two terms are not near synonyms. It is
helpful, in this case, to draw a distinction between a “hendiadys” and
a “doublet,” though the two terms are often used interchangeably. A
doublet refers to the use of two near synonyms, joined by a conjunc-
tion, to refer to a single idea. Doublets in Greek, such as Téparta Kol
onpelw, serve to intensify the semantics of the conjoined terms. The
traditional definition of hendiadys, on the other hand, refers to a con-
struction that conjoins two nouns (from different semantic domains),
with one noun functioning like an attributive modifier of the other. For
example, in Gen 3:16, Eve is told by God, “I will greatly multiply your
pains and pregnancies” meaning “l will greatly multiply your pains of
pregnancy” (so Wenham, 81) or “I will greatly multiply your labor
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pains.” Thus, while Strecker’s (118) argument against hendiadys here
(“the relationship between action and truth cannot be readily summa-
rized in a single concept™) would be valid with respect to a doublet, a
traditional hendiadys does not require conjoined near synonyms (for
more on hendiadys, see esp. Avishur, 100-11).

aAndeiq. One should not try to read a deeper significance (“shar-
ing in the revelation of God in Christ”) into the use of this term (con-
tra Smalley, 199). The context and its use with the preposition év
points to the sense “pertaining to being a real or actual event or state”
(LN 70.4).

1 John 3:19-24

19[So] That is how we will know that we belong to the truth and will
(be able to) convince our heart before him—=0if our heart condemns
(us)—that God is greater than our heart; indeed, he knows all things.
2Dear friends, if our heart does not condemn us, then we have confi-
dence before God #2and we receive whatever we ask from him,
because we keep his commands and do what is pleasing before him.

ZNow, this is his command, that we believe in the name of his Son
Jesus Christ and that we love one another, just as he commanded us to
do. 2#So then, it is the one who keeps his commands that continues to
have a relationship with him, and he with that person. This is how we
know that he continues to have a relationship with us, by his Spirit,
whom he has given to us.

3:19 [Kal] &v 10019 yvacipeda 61 ék T aAndelag
éopév, kal Epmwpocder adTod welosopey ™Y kapdlay quav,

[Koel]. Most manuscripts read kol év TouTe (R C ¥ 81 322 323
945 1175 1241 1243 1739 1881 2298 Byz Lect itd syr cop= ™ arm eth
slav Augustine). Others, however, omit the conjunction (A B 436 1067
1409 1735 2344 2464 it-h.tz yg cop fay geo Clement), and still others
read kail €k ToUTOU (1292 1505 1611 1844 1852 2138 [syr']). External
evidence tends to favor the first reading, which the UBS* upgraded to
a “C” rating. The conjunction, if original, marked thematic continuity
with what precedes. The fact that the thematic link is relatively weak (it
focuses on “truth,” which is not a primary topic in what precedes) may
have led some scribes to omit it intuitively (cf. 3:13).
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&v 1007T@. Instrumental. The antecedent of ToUTe is probably the
statements in verse 18. On the rhetorical function of this expression,
see 2:3.

yvasépeda. Fut mid ind 1st pl ywaokw. It is going beyond the
syntax to claim that the future tense points to “a moment of crisis (for
which reassurance may be needed)” (contra Smalley, 201). Instead,
since the antecedent of ToﬁTq) is verse 18, the point is that if the read-
ers love in the manner described, then they will know that they “are of
the truth.” Given the fact that “knowing™ has a high degree of intellec-
tual self-involvement (see Miller, 428), it is not surprising to find the
middle voice being used. Cooper (594; cited by Conrad, 8, n. 18)
points out that the volitional nature of the future tense is what has led
to the use of middle morphology with many verbs (see also
“Deponency” in the Introduction).

87, Introduces the clausal complement of yvwoopeda (see also
2:30n 81L).

éx Tic aAndelac éopév. The use of a prepositional phrase,
headed by ék, once again highlights identity. Although this is then
another way of saying that the readers belong to God, the term
alndelag does not itself refer to God (contra Westcott, 116).

éap.év. Pres act ind 1st pl elpi. On the retention of the accent, see
1:5 on éoTw.

kael. The conjunction could either introduce a second clause that is
linked to év ToUTw (“By this we will know that we belong to the truth
and (by this) we will convince our heart before him”) or introduce a
new sentence (“And we will convince our heart before him, 2°because
...”) that is conjoined to [Ka] év ToUTe yvwoopeda 61U ék THG
aAndeloc éopév. In the latter case, the GTu that begins verse 20
would probably be taken as causal (see below on verse 20). The use of
two future verbs, however, suggests that they should be viewed as par-
allel/coordinate, thus favoring the former option.

&unmpooder adTob. If the clause is read eschatologically, then
éumpoadev ahTov Teloopey THY kapdlaw Hu@y would be roughly
synonymous with ox@pey wappnoloy . . . év T Tapovoia
abToL (2:28). Although the future tense of the verb weloopev may
suggest an eschatological sense (“at the Judgment”), the use of a future
verb (yvwoopeda) apparently to point to a (potentially) present real-
ity in the previous clause (056 and 0142 read ywaokopev), and the
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similar expression apparently referring to prayer in 3:21 (see Twpoc
Tov Jeov), both suggest that a strictly eschatological sense should not
be pressed in the present context.

welooper ™Y kapdlav Mpudv. Louw and Nida (25.166)
argue that meldw TV kopdlav is an idiom meaning, “to exhibit con-
fidence and assurance in a situation which might otherwise cause dis-
may or fear.” Smalley (201) renders the verb “reassure” and points to
2 Maccabees 4:45 and Matthew 28:14 in support of this rendering (cf.
BDAG, 791: “conciliate, pacify, set at ease/rest”). The verb, however,
seems always to carry the sense “to convince someone to believe
something and to act on the basis of what is recommended” (LN
33.301). Since this makes good sense of 2 Maccabees 4:45 and
Matthew 28:14, we should not posit a new meaning for the verb,
though the whole expression may in fact be an idiom.

weloopev. Fut act ind 1st pl weidw. On the meaning, see above.

v kapdiaw. Accusative direct object of meloopev.

ML@v. Possessive genitive.

. 1% LAY 4 ¢ A~ ¢ 7 174 7
3:20 0TL éav RQTQYLWOOKY NUEY 1N Kepdla, 0TL pellav
€aTly 6 Yeoc THG kapdlag LAY KAl YLVAOKEL TAVTQ.

The contiguous 67t clauses in this verse make the syntax difficult to
sort out. To begin, it is important to recognize that neither of the &Tu
clauses can introduce a clausal complement (object clause) of
Teloopev, since that verb already has a direct object (T1v kapdlaw).
(1) Some take the first 6Tu as causal and the second as introducing a
clausal complement of an implicit verb (e.g., yLv@okopev): “because
if our heart condemns (us), (we know) that God is greater than our
heart” (cf. Burdick 274-75, Bultmann, 57). (2) A second reading
maintains that 6T should actually be read as 6 Tv, with & TL €aw being
a rather emphatic way of stating that “whatever/whenever our heart
condemns us,” we continue to have confidence in God (Smalley, 200,
202; Westcott, 117; cf. the syntax in Mark 6:23; 1 Cor 16:2; Col 3:17).
In this reading, the second &7 could be either causal (“we convince
our heart before him, 22whenever our heart condemns (us), because
God is greater than our heart”) or epexegetical (“we convince our heart
before him, 2whenever our heart condemns (us), that God is greater
than our heart”). If this is the appropriate way to understand the first
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&1/ 8 T, it may be appropriate to render the first clause in verse 20,
“regardless of how our heart condemns us.” (3) A third reading takes
both 6Tu clauses as epexegetical to the final clause of verse 19: “we
convince our heart before him 2that if our heart condemns (us), that
God is greater than our heart.” In this reading, the second &1t is used
resumptively following the protasis (the second &t is, in fact, omitted
by A 33 pc it vg cop® =), Unfortunately, none of these analyses can
be ruled out and certainty regarding the syntax of the passage remains
elusive.

G7TL. See above.

&awv. Introduces the protasis of a third class condition (see 1:6 on
"Eav).

KQTOYLP@OKY). Pres act subj 3rd sg kataryLvwoke. Subjunctive
with éav.

NGV Possessive genitive.

M kapdia. Nominative subject of kataryLvaoky. Although the
force of the protasis may best be captured by translating 1 kapdic,
“conscience,” it may be appropriate either to take L@y 1| kopdla as
an example of synecdoche (see 1:1 on al xelpeg Mu&GV), meaning
“we,” or to take the whole expression kaTayLV@oKY HUGY 1) Kap-
Sl as an idiomatic way of referring to “condemning oneself.”

OTL. See above.

peitwv. Predicate adjective.

éaTly. Pres act ind 3rd sg elpi. On the retention of the accent, see
1:5 on €oTw.

6 deoc. Nominative subject of éoTiv.

T kapdiag. Genitive of comparison (with pettwy).

W@V Possessive genitive.

koel. Epexegetical.

Ywdokel. Pres act ind 3rd sg yLwaoke.

v To. Neuter accusative direct object of yivdoket.

3:21 ’Ayamytol, éav 1 kapdia [Mpudv] pi katayLwdoky,
Tappnolay Exopner TPoc TOV Yeov

’AyammTol. Vocative (see 2:7).
&aw. Introduces the protasis of a third class condition (see 1:6 on
"Eaw). Smalley (204) argues that the negative conditional statement,
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&av . . . W) KaTaryLPaokT points to “a resolution of the tensions out-
lined in vv 19-20” and should thus be rendered “if our heart no longer
condemns us.” It is not clear from the syntax, however, that the seman-
tics of the conditional clause should be so closely linked to verses 19-
20.

M kapdia [Guév] P kaeTayLrdoky. Itis unclear (1) whether
or not the original text included the bracketed pronoun, and (2)
whether or not the verb was followed by the pronoun nuav (genitive
object of kaTaryLvaokn). Some manuscripts have a single pronoun
following kapdla (e.g., codex C), others have a single pronoun fol-
lowing kataryLvaoky (e.g., codex A), others have pronouns in both
positions (e.g., Byz), and still others have no pronouns at all (e.g.,
codex B). Ultimately, each variant only raises the question of whether
the information conveyed by the pronouns is implicit or explicit.

M kapdio. Nominative subject of kataryLyaok.

[M@v]. Possessive genitive. On the textual issue, see above.

KQTOYLP@OKY). Pres act subj 3rd sg kataryLvwoke. Subjunctive
with éav.

Tappnoiav. Accusative direct object of &xopev. On the mean-
ing, see 2:28.

&xopev. Pres act ind 1st pl éxa.

Tpog Tov Yeov. Locative, in a metaphorical sense. The use of
this expression with Tappnotlay may suggest an eschatological con-
text (cf. 2:28), rather than a present confidence in prayer. The refer-
ence to prayer in the following verse (cf. also 5:14), however, suggests
that present confidence is primarily in view, particularly if the analy-
sis of the conjunction kol (v. 22) is correct.

. AR IRY 5 A 7 s 5 ) ~ e \
3:22 kol 0 éav altdpey Aapfavoper an’ adTOV, 0TL TAS
éVToNQC OUTOD TNPOVEY KOl TO QPEGTO EVATLOY QVTOD
TOLOVPED.

koael. The conjunction should probably be taken as epexegetical (so
Strecker, 124, n. 29).

0 éav ailtdper Napfavopev. The language here is similar
to language found at a number of points in the Fourth Gospel (see, e.g.,
14:13-14; 15:7; 16:23-24). It is also worth noting that both this
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language and the notion of Tappnoio (3:21) are indicative of the lan-
guage of ideal friendship (see Culy 2002, 72-79, 216-21).

0 &av altdper. The relative clause functions as the direct object
of AapBdvopev.
0 éaw. The indefinite relative pronoun (see 2:50no¢ . . . Qv)
serves as the accusative direct object of alT@pev.

alT@per. Pres act subj 1st pl aiTéw. Subjunctive with édv.

AopBavopev. Pres act ind 1st pl AapBave.

am avTov. Source.

4L, Causal.

Tag évTolag. Accusative direct object of Tnpodpev.

a0T0V. Subjective genitive (see 1:1 on T §wNg).

TNpodpev. Pres act ind 1st pl Tnpéw.

T epeoTa. Accusative direct object of ToLovpev.

évdmov adTod. Locative, in a metaphorical sense. Smalley
(206; following Westcott, 119) suggests that évamLov adTod points to
God’s “sight” or “regard,” while éumpoodey adrob (v. 19) focuses
on God’s “presence.” Such a fine difference in meaning should prob-
ably be rejected (see, e.g., Harris 2003, 163; LN 83.33).

ToLoVpev. Pres act ind 1st pl woléw.

3:23 kot oty EoTiy 1 érToA adToD, (Vo TLOTEVOWIEY TG
ovépaTL ToV viod adTod ‘Inood XpLoTod KAl AYXRTRNLEV
k 4 \ b4 9 \ ¢ -~

aAMNoVG, kDG EdwkEY EVTONNY MLV,

kol avtn éoTiv. See 1:5 on Kol éotwv o).

kL. The sentence-initial kel marks thematic continuity (see 1:2 on
kal) and introduces a further comment on Tag évtolag ovToD
(3:22).

o). Predicate nominative (see 1:5 on acTm). The demonstrative
pronoun is cataphoric (see 1:5 on aTn), pointing forward to the (va
clause.

éaTlv. Pres act ind 3rd sg elpi. On the retention of the accent, see
1:5 on éoTw.

1M évToN1). Nominative subject (see 1:5 on abtn) of oTiv.

a¥T0V. Subjective genitive (see 1:1 on Ti¢ {wc). Given the con-
tent of the command, the referent must be God.

{va. Introduces a clause that is epexegetical to ot (see 1:5 on
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&7u). Any imperatival sense comes from the semantics of évtoAn
rather than from the {va (contra Strecker, 126).

TLoTeVoWEY. Aor act subj 1st pl moTedw. Subjunctive with
{va. The aorist tense, which may or may not be original (it appears in
B M), portrays the act of belief as an event (completive aspect) and
may downgrade the prominence of this proposition, presenting it as
something that is an assumed foundation (or “background”) for the
hortatory discourse (see “Tense, Aspect, and Mood” in the
Introduction). If this analysis of the tense is correct, then the variant
present tense reading wuoTeVwuey (found in X A C ¥ 33 et al.) would
make believing in Jesus Christ part of the exhortation, rather than
information that is already assumed to be true. Strecker (127) argues
that the verb mLoTeVowper here “is not used in the intellectual sense
of merely *holding something to be true,” but has the meaning of
‘acknowledging.’”

7@ évépaTu. The dative complement is used with TLoTelw to
introduce the object of belief. Commenting on 1 John 2:12, Brown
(302) suggests that “We are dealing here with a Semitic outlook where
‘name’ stands for the very identity of the person . ..” Similarly, Brooke
(104) maintains that the whole expression here “denotes the convic-
tion that Christ really is that which His name implies Him to be.”

ToV viov. Probably possessive genitive (but see 2:5 on avTov).

avT0V. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories and
Labels” in the Introduction).

’Inoov XprLoTov. Genitive in apposition to To) viod.

ayaTEpe. Pres act subj 1st pl &yamdw. Subjunctive with (va.
The present tense both portrays the love directed at fellow believers as
a process and may help mark this proposition as part of the main hor-
tatory line of the discourse.

aANAovc. Accusative direct object of dryawduey.

kadag. Introduces a comparative clause that probably further
explains aryanadper aANovg alone, rather than wLoTebowuey
T¢ OvépaTL ToU viod avTov Inoob XpLoTol Kol Gyam@UeV
GANHAovG.

&dwrev. Aor actind 3rd sg didwyLL. The most natural syntactic sub-
ject would be God (see above on ahTov), but the readers would have
remembered Jesus as the one who had given the love command (on the
blurring of reference between the Father and the Son, see “Trinitarian
Ambiguity” in the Introduction).
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évToAjv. Accusative direct object of Edwkev.
Mtv. Dative indirect object of €dwkev.

3:24 kal 6 ™P@Y TaC évToAag adToD év adT® pével kal
adTog &y adTd Kol év ToUTe Ywdokopey 6T pével év
NPTY, €k ToO TPeOPaToC 00 MUY Edwkep.

kal. The sentence-initial karl marks thematic continuity (see 1:2 on
kat) and introduces a further comment on évToAqv (v. 23). As a
whole, this verse provides a summary of this section and anticipates
the next one (Larsen 1991b, 53; so also Titrud, 247).

6 T™p@V Taic évTolag adTod. The whole participial construc-
tion, headed by the nominative 6 Tnp@v, serves as the subject of
pévet. On the rhetorical force of the construction, see 2:4 on 6 Aéyav.

6 TNP@V. Pres act ptc masc nom sg Tmpéw (substantival).

Tac évTolac. Accusative direct object of Tnpadv.

avTo. Subjective genitive (see 1:1 on T {wng). In terms of syn-
tax, the most likely referent continues to be God the Father (but see
3:23 on €dwkev).

&v avT® pével. See 2:6. It is impossible to determine whether the
referent of «0T@ is God or Jesus Christ (see “Trinitarian Ambiguity”
in the Introduction).

pével. Pres act ind 3rd sg péva.

kol Introduces a clause that is coordinate with the previous clause
and in which the verb of the previous clause is implied.

avTog. Nominative subject of an implicit pévet. On the antecedent,
see above on év aTQ pével.

a0T@. The antecedent of the second a0t is 0 T™p@Y Tag €vTo-
Aac avTob.

koet. The clause-initial kol marks thematic continuity (see 1:2 on
ko) and introduces a further comment on “remaining.”

&v ToVUTw. Instrumental. The demonstrative pronoun is cataphoric
(see 1:5 on abTm), pointing forward to &k T0D TYEVUQTOS 00 MULY
Edwrev. On the rhetorical function of this expression, see 2:3.

YLaokopep. Pres act ind 1st pl yLvookw.

oTL. Introduces the clausal complement of yLv@okopev (see also
2:30n67L).

péver év Mpiv. This idiom, built on the verb pévew, once again



1 John 3:23-24 99

points to continuity of relationship (see 2:6 on év abT@ pévew). In
this case, however, the subject of péve is Jesus Christ or God, rather
than the believer.

péver. Pres act ind 3rd sg uévw. On the unexpressed subject, see
above on év aVT@ pével.

&k Tod TvevpaTog. Cataphoric pronouns in 1 John are typically
followed by an epexegetical clause introduced by 6Tu (see 1:5; 3:16)
or {va (3:8). Here, the instrumental év ToUTw is picked up by the
preposition ék, probably serving as “a marker of means as constituting
a source” (LN 89.77; contra Brown, 466, who takes it as partitive).
The idea may, however, be that possession of the Spirit is the grounds
(cause; so Strecker, 129) for the conclusion (yLvaokopey 6TL uével
€v Muiv) or that the readers’ knowledge of God’s continuing relation-
ship with them flows out of (source) the fact that he has given them the
Spirit.

ov. Genitive by attraction to To0 TvelpaTog (see 2:25 on TV
Tony TV alwviov). Sometimes a relative pronoun takes the case of
its antecedent rather than the case it would bear as a constituent of the
relative clause (in the present instance we would expect the relative
pronoun to be accusative as the direct object of €dwkev). This phe-
nomenon, known as attraction, occurs a total of more than 50 times
throughout the NT. It appears to be a stylistic device or simply an
idiomatic usage with no pragmatic function.

ftv. Dative indirect object of €dwkev.

&dwkev. Aor act ind 3rd sg dLdwL. On the unexpressed subject,
see above on év a0T@ pével. In the Fourth Gospel, both the Father
(14:26) and the Son (15:26) are the sender of the Spirit, effectively
highlighting their absolute unity of purpose (see Culy 2002, 170-
71).

1 John 4:1-6

Dear friends, do not trust every spirit, but test the spirits (to deter-
mine) whether or not they are from God, since many false prophets
have gone out into the world. 2This is how you know the Spirit that
comes from God: every spirit that confesses that Jesus Christ has come
as a human being is from God, 3and every spirit that does not confess
Jesus is not from God. Indeed, this is (a spirit) from the antichrist,
which you have heard is coming and now is already in the world.
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“You belong to God, dear children, and you have conquered them;
for the one who is in you is greater than the one who is in the world.
5They belong to the world. This is why they speak from the world’s
perspective and the world listens to them. éWe belong to God. The one
who knows God pays attention to us, the one who does not belong to
God does not pay attention to us. By this we know the True Spirit and
the deceptive spirit.

4:1 *AyamnTol, p1) TavrTl TredpaTL TLoTeveTe RANQ dokL-
-~ -~ 174

patete Ta wredpata €l ék ToV Veod éaTLv, OTL TWoANoL

VevdomwpopfiTar éEeAnAidaowy elg T0v kdopov.

>AyamnTol. Vocative (see 2:7). The use of the vocative with an
imperative verb following the summary statement that concludes 3:24
provides strong evidence for a paragraph break (so Larsen 1991b, 54;
cf. 2:1 on Tekvia). Longacre (1992, 275) argues that this paragraph
(4:1-6) constitutes the doctrinal peak of the main body of the letter (see
also “Genre and Structure” in the Introduction).

wvedporTL. Dative complement of TLoTeveTe.

TLoTeveTe. Pres act impv 2nd pl wotelw (prohibition). On the
significance of the tense and mood, see 2:15 on a-yarw@Te and “Tense,
Aspect, and Mood” in the Introduction.

&AAa. Introduces a strong contrast to the preceding proposition
(see also 2:2).

dokLpateTe. Pres act impv 2nd pl dokLpdgw. On the significance
of the tense and mood, see 2:15 on aryawaTe and “Tense, Aspect, and
Mood” in the Introduction.

T TvevpoeTo. Accusative direct object of SokipdteTe.

el. Introduces an indirect question.

éx 1o Yeod. Source.

éaTLv. Pres act ind 3rd sg eipl. Neuter plural subjects characteris-
tically take singular verbs (see Wallace, 399-400). On the loss of
accent, see 1:5 on €oTLy.

dTu. Causal.

YevdompoeiTar. Nominative (masculine) subject of é&eAn-
A0daow.

e¢teAq\0daoLy. Prfact ind 3rd pl é&épxopat.
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2 \ /7 -
€LS TOV KOOpov. Locative.

4:2 &y To0T® YLwdokeTE TO TYEDPX TOD Ve€0D' TAY Tredpa
o e -~ 5 -~ \ > \ 7 > -~
0 opolovyetl ‘Incovr XpLatov év oapkl EAMAVIOTR €k TOD
Jeod éoTLy,

&v ToUTw. Instrumental. The demonstrative pronoun is cataphoric
(see 1:5 on aiTm), pointing forward to the second clause. On the
rhetorical function of this expression, see 2:3.

YwdokeTe. Pres act ind 2nd pl ywaoke.

T0 wredpa. Accusative direct object of yLdokeTe.

70V VYeov. Source (cf. Smalley, 221). The expression T0 Trevpa
Tov Jeov could also be rendered God’s Spirit (possessive genitive).
Either way the referent is almost certainly the Holy Spirit, with the
context focusing on a contrast between the Spirit that comes from God
(ék TovU Veol, 4:1) and those that do not. Although the expression,
Ty wvevpa, may imply that there are many spirits that come from
God, the use of wav is conditioned by the focus on ToAAoL Yeuvdo-
TpopnTaL (4:1), each of whom produce spirit inspired utterances.

TRV wrevpa. Neuter nominative subject of éotiy.

0. Neuter nominative subject of opoNoyet.

opoloyetl Inoovr XpLa1ov &v capkl ENnAvISTa. The
language is very similar to 2 John 7.

opoNo~yel. Pres act ind 3rd sg ouoloyéw. On the meaning, see
2:230n 0 OMONOYGV.

"Incovv XpLoTov. Accusative direct object of dpoloyet.

&v oapkl. Manner. The term oapkl is an example of synecdoche
(see 1:1 on al xetpec NU&GY), meaning “human body.”

éNnAvddToe. Prf act ptc masc acc sg épxopat. Accusative com-
plement in an object-complement double accusative construction (see
1:10 on YeboTnV; contra Young, 149; see also 2 John 7 on Inoovv
XpuoTov). On the distinction between the perfect participle here and
the present participle in 2 John, see 2 John 7 on épxdpevov.

€k Tob Jeod. Source.

€oTLp. Pres act ind 3rd sg eLpLL. On the loss of accent, see 1:5 on
€0TLY.
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4:3 kol WAV Tredpa 0 pi) opoloyel Tov Incodv €k ToD

deod ovk €T kal TOVTS éaTLY TO TOU AVTLXPloTOVL, O
/ -~ -~

aknréate 0TL EpxeTaL, KAl VOV &V T3 Kéope éaTLY 1O,

kal. The clause-initial kal marks thematic continuity (see 1:2 on
Kol).

T@v mrevpa. Nominative subject of EoTL.

0. Neuter nominative subject of opoNoyel.

Ay Although it may simply be a solecism (cf. Porter 1992, 284),
according to Law (396) the rare use of uy with the indicative is con-
sistent with “classical correctness, as expressing the subjective con-
viction of the writer that there are no exceptions to the statement he is
making.” He goes on, following Westcott (142), to suggest that
Polycarp’s quotation of this text in Phil 7.1 illustrates that this is how
he understood the construction: IIag yap 0g Av pn Opoloy)
‘Ingotv XpLotov €v oapkl eANAvIEvaL, avTLXpLoTog EOTLY.
While it is questionable whether Polycarp was quoting or even allud-
ing to this particular text, it is not unlikely that he used ITaig 0c &v pn
OpmoAoy7) as an equivalent of 0 pm opoNoyet.

OpoAoyet. Pres act ind 3rd sg opoloyéw. On the meaning, see
2:23 0n 0 OpOAOYGV.

Tov “Inoovv. Accusative direct object of opoNoyet. Although the
verb can focus on expressing one’s allegiance to either a person or a
proposition (LN 33.274), and the use of the direct object without a
complement (cf. 4:2) points to confessing allegiance to Jesus as a per-
son, given the context, Tov 'Inooty may well be an elliptical reference
to the participial content of the confession: 'Incovv XpuoTov év
oapkl EAMAVIOT. This is the way that many scribes appear to have
understood the text. The range of textual variants at this point in the
text simply reflects a question of whether information is explicit or
implicit, with no change in meaning.

ék Tob Yeod. Source.

&oTLv. Presact ind 3rd sg eipt. On the movement of the accent, see
1:5 on éoTw.

kol 70076, The use of kal here to mark thematic continuity (see
1:2 on kal) suggests that T0 Tob dvTLXploTov and TGV TYeDUA O
w1 opoNoyet Tov ‘Inoovv are coreferential.

TovT6. Nominative subject (see 1:5 on i) of éoTLy. The sec-
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ond accent comes from the enclitic éotuy (see 1:5 on éoTwv). The
antecedent is TQV TYevpQ.

70. The neuter nominative singular article functions as a nominal-
izer (see 2:13 on Tov aw &pxmg), in this case changing the genitive
substantive To0 GvTuxploTov into a predicate nominative substantive.

Tob avTLXploTov. Source. The use of the nominalized expres-
sion makes it clear that the writer is not saying that the spirit is the
antichrist (cf. 00T6¢ é0TLY 0 Y TiXPLOTOG, 2:22), but rather that such
spirits come from the antichrist. The construction is probably intended
to highlight the contrast between 10 (Tvedpa) ToL dvTLXploTOL and
70 TVeUpa ToU Jeob (4:2).

0. If the 7L clause serves as a clausal complement of axnkdaTe,
then the relative pronoun would have to be taken as an accusative of
reference. The weaker alternative is to take the relative pronoun as
the accusative direct object of aknkéate and the 67L clause as
epexegetical.

aknkdaTe. Prfactind 2nd pl drolw.

o7, Introduces the clausal complement (indirect discourse) of
aknkoate (but see above on 0).

€pxeTtar. Pres mid ind 3rd sg épxopat. On the voice, see 2:18
and “Deponency” in the Introduction.

&v 7@ kéopw. Locative.

&oTlv. Pres act ind 3rd Sg e’LpLL. On the retention of the accent, see
1:50n éoTLy.

. ¢ ~_ 3 ~ ~ 3 7 \ 7 5
4:4 Vpelg €k Tob Yeod éoTe, Tekvi, KA VEVIKNKRQTE OrD-
/ -~ -~
T0UG, 0TL pelfwr éoTiv 6 év Vptv 7 6 év 73 kéopw.

vpets. The explicit nominative subject pronoun sharpens the con-
trast between the readers and 10 Tob qvTuxploToL (4:3).

€k 100 Yeod éate. On the meaning of this expression, see 3:10
on éoTwv &k Tob Veob.

éaTe. Pres act ind 2nd pl etut. On the loss of accent, see 1:5 on
€OTLY.

Texkvia. Vocative (cf. 2:1). The use of the vocative here, along with
the shift in subject, marks the beginning of a new paragraph.

vevuikiraTe. Prfact ind 2nd pl vikdiw. As elsewhere in Johannine
literature, the reader is left to determine the precise nature of the action
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associated with vikdw (“to win a victory over”; LN 39.57) through
reference to the context of the statement and/or the readers’ circum-
stances. “Conquering” the false prophets (YevdorpopnTal, 4:1) and
the spirits who inspire them (To. TveOporter, 4:1-3) would apparently
involve recognizing their origin and choosing to reject them if they do
not “confess (that) Jesus (Christ has come in human form)” (4:2, 3)
and are thus not “from God” (ék Tov Jeov, 4:1, 3).

avTovg. Accusative direct object of veviknkarte. The antecedent
is YevdompopnTat, who have been the focus of attention in 4:1-3.

0TL. Causal.

peitwv. Predicate adjective.

éaTlv. Pres act ind 3rd sg elpi. On the retention of the accent, see
1:5 on €oTw.

6 év Optv. The article functions as a nominalizer (see 2:13 on
T0v), changing the locative prepositional phrase into the nominative
subject of éotlv. It may be possible to read this expression and the one
below as relational idioms (see 2:5 on €v aTQ).

6 &v 7@ kéopw. The article functions as a nominalizer (see 2:13
on Tov), changing the locative prepositional phrase (but see above on
6 &v VUIv) into the nominative subject of an implicit éoTiv.

. 5 \ ~ 7 s 7 \ -~ 9 ~ ’
4:5 avTol ék Tob kéapov eloly, da TovTo €k TOV KéopOV
- \ ~
AaNoboy kel 6 kKGOPog aDTEY &KoVeL.

avTol. The explicit nominative subject pronoun highlights the
contrast between the readers who are ék To0 Jeob (4:4) and those
who are €k ToD KOOLOV.

éx 100 kdéapov. Source/Origin (but see 2:19 on foaw é&§; cf.
2:16). Here, the expression strongly associates the referents with the
enemy of God (6 év 1@ kbopw; 4:4).

elolv. Pres act ind 3rd pl eLpLL. On the retention of the accent, see
1:50n éoTLy.

dLa ToVT0. Causal. The demonstrative pronoun is anaphoric (con-
trast 3:1), pointing back to the proposition a0tol ék ToU kOOpOV €l-
olv. Their status as those who are of the world has two results, which
are introduced by dia TovTO.

&k Tod kGopov. Lit. “from the world.”

Aa\ovouy. Pres act ind 3rd sg Aaléw.
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kael. The conjunction is coordinate, introducing a second result of
the proposition adTol ék ToU KdoUOL loiv.

6 kéopoc. Nominative subject of dxovet.

a0T@Y. Genitive object of dkoveL.

akoveL. Pres act ind 3rd pl dkolw. Here, “to believe something
and to respond to it on the basis of having heard” (LN 31.56) or “to lis-
ten or pay attention to a person, with resulting conformity to what is
advised or commanded” (LN 36.14).

4:6 Mpelg €k To0 VYeod éopev, 6 YLVEOKWY TOV Veov
akoveL M@V, 0g ovk €oTLy €k ToV VYeol oVk akoveL NUEV.
&k TOUTOV YLV@oKopey TO Tredpa Tic aAndelac kal 76
Tredpa TS TAAYNG.

Mets. The explicit nominative subject pronoun highlights the
contrast between those who are ék Tob kéapov (4:5) and those who
are €k Tov JUeob (perhaps simply the writer in this case; see also 4:4).

€k 1700 Yeod &apev. Onthe meaning of this expression, see 3:10
on oLy ék ToL Jeov. The relational language in this case serves to
bolster the authority of the writer by implying that some others are not
“of God.”

éapev. Pres act ind 1st pl elpl. On the loss of accent, see 1:5 on
€OTLY.

6 YLrdokwy. Pres act ptc masc nom sg yLvaoka (substantival).
The participial construction, 6 ywaokwy Tov Jeov, serves as the
nominative subject of dxoveL.

Tov deov. Accusative direct object of yLvdokay.

akoveL. Pres act ind 3rd sg dxolw. On the meaning, see 4:5.

MN&v. Genitive object of axoveL.

0c ovk €oTwy ék Tod Veov. The “headless” relative clause
clause (see 1:1 on"O . . . ) functions as the subject of dxoveL.

0c. Nominative subject of éouy.

&aTLv ék ToV Yeod. On the meaning of this expression, see 3:10
on &0ty ék Tob Jeob.

&oTwy. Presactind 3rd Sg eLp.i. On the movement of the accent, see
1:5 on €oTw.

akoveL. Pres act ind 3rd sg dxolw. On the meaning, see 4:5.

MN&v. Genitive object of axoveL.
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ék TovTov. The demonstrative pronoun is anaphoric. Here, the
preposition is “a marker of means as constituting a source” (LN
89.77).

ywaokopev. Pres act ind 1st pl ywaoke. There is probably a
shift from an exclusive “we” in the first part of this verse (Mpetg . . .
€opev) to an inclusive first plural referent here.

T0 mredpor. Accusative direct object of yLvdokopey.

¢ aAndelag. Attributive genitive.

¢ wAavng. Attributive genitive.

1 John 4:7-10

"Dear friends, let us love one another, because love comes from God
and everyone who loves has been born of God and knows God. 8The
one who does not love does not know God; for God is love. °This is
how the love of God was revealed among us: God sent his one and
only Son into the world so that we might live through him. °This is
love: not that we have loved God but that he loved us and sent his Son
as the means by which our sins are dealt with.

4:7 AyamnTol, dyawdper GANIAOVG, 6TL 1 GydTy ék TOD
-~ \ - - -~ -
deod oLy, KAl TG 6 ayamdy ék Tod Yeod yeyévvmTon
\
KOl YLV@oKkeL TOV Vedv.

Longacre maintains that the second ethical peak of the letter begins
here and continues through 4:21. He argues that the second paragraph
(4:11-21) is a paraphrase of the first, a phenomenon that is a common
feature of peaks (Longacre 1992, 279-80; see also “Genre and
Structure” in the Introduction).

>AyamnTol. Vocative (see 2:7).

ayaT@per. Pres act subj 1st pl dryawaw. Hortatory subjunctive.

aANMjAovg. Accusative direct object of dryamduey.

d1u. Causal.

1M c&ydam. Nominative subject of éoTLy.

€k Tov Yeod. Source.

éaTLy. Pres act ind 3rd sg eipil. On the loss of accent, see 1:5 on
€0TLY.

Tds 0 a&yamwadv. Nominative subject of yeyévvmrar. On the
rhetorical force of wag with an articular participle, see 2:23 on Tag 6
G&provpero.
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0 qyowdv. Pres act ptc masc nom sg a-yawdw (substantival or
attributive; see 2:23 on 1Tocg 0 GpYovUeVog).

¢k 100 VYeod yeyévvmToL. See 3:9 on ék To0 Veob.

yevyévvnraw. Prf pass ind 3rd sg yevvde.

Ywaokel. Pres act ind 3rd sg yLwaoke.

Tov Yedv. Accusative direct object of yLvaokeL.

. < A\ s -~ 5 LY4 \ J4 ¢/ ¢ \ 3 /7
4:8 0 p1 @yaweY ovk Eyvew TOv Yedv, 0TL 0 Veog ayamy
b e
€oTiv.

0 ... yaw@v. Pres act ptc masc nom sg a-yawaw (substanti-
val). Nominative subject of éyva.

&yva. Aor act ind 3rd sg yLraoke.

Tov Jedv. Accusative direct object of Eyve.

0TL. Causal.

6 deoc. Nominative subject (1:5 on 6 Jeoc) of éotiv.

ayamn. Predicate nominative (see 1:5 on 6 deog).

&otiv. Pres act ind 3rd sg eipl. On the retention of the accent, see
1:5 on éoTw.

k] 4 k) 7 (4 & 7 ~ ~ 3 (4 -~ ¢/
4:9 év 10919 épavepddn 1 ayawy Tod Jeod év Huiv, OTL
TOV VIOV a0TOD TOV povoyevi) améoTalker 6 dedg elg TovV
kéapov (va ¢owpev dU avTod.

év ToVUTw. Instrumental. The demonstrative pronoun is cata-
phoric (see 1:5 on ayty), pointing forward to the 67t clause. On the
rhetorical function of this expression, see 2:3.

épavepdd. Aor pass ind 3rd sg eavepdw. The verb could con-
ceivably be viewed as middle here (see “Deponency” in the
Introduction; cf. BDAG, 1048).

1M G&ydam. Nominative subject of Epavepddy.

T00 Yeod. Subjective genitive (see 1:1 on ¢ {wng).

év Mptv. Locative (probably “among us” rather than “within us”;
so Burdick, 320; Smalley, 240; contra Brooke, 119; Brown, 516).

6TL TOV viov adTOD TOV povoyevri) améoTalkev o
deoc elc Tov kbopov. Several features of the i clause lend
it special prominence: (1) the cataphoric demonstrative pronoun
(To0Tw) focuses attention on the d7u clause (cf. Anderson and
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Anderson, 43); (2) the direct object is fronted (see 1:5 on okoTic); and
(3) the perfect tense is used rather than the aorist.

6Tu. Introduces a clause that is epexegetical to To0Te (see 1:5 on
ém).

TOV VOV . . . TOV povoyevi). Accusative direct object of
améatalkey. On its position, see above. The term povoyevng, has
frequently been read as “only begotten” under the influence of the
KJV, implying that the focus is on being the only son. As many have
noted, however, the adjective focuses on unique status rather than
unique ancestry (“pertaining to what is unique in the sense of being the
only one of the same kind or class”; LN 58.52). Thus Abraham’s son
Isaac may be described as wovoyevrc (Heb 11:17), as the unigue son
of the promise, even though Abraham had another son (Ishmael).

avT0V. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories and
Labels” in the Introduction).

améoTalkev. Prf act ind 3rd sg dwooté\Aw. On the tense, see
above on 6TL TOV LLOV . . . TOV KOGLOV.

6 deoc. Nominative subject of dwéaTaNkev.

elc Tov kéopov. Locative.

{va. Introduces a purpose clause.

towpev. Aor act subj 1st pl taw. Subjunctive with {va.

O adToV. Intermediate agent. The antecedent is Tov viov.

4:10 &v TovTe éaTlv 1| GydTy, oUX OTL Nels fyomike-
pev Tov 9e€ov AAN OTL adTog NYdTNoEY WRAEC Kol
améoTelAey TOV VLoV aDTOD LANXOPOV TePL TRV POPTLOY
N@EY.

&v ToUTQ. Reference. The demonstrative pronoun is cataphoric
(see 1:5 on aytn), pointing forward to the 37t clause. On the rhetori-
cal function of this expression, see 2:3.

éaTlv. Pres act ind 3rd sg elpi. On the retention of the accent, see
1:5 on éoTw.

1 ayoey. Nominative subject of éoTiv.

o7uL. Introduces two conjoined clauses that are epexegetical to
TouTw and provide both negative and positive formulations of love
(see 1:5 on &1u).

Netg. The explicit nominative subject pronoun marks the primary
point of contrast between the two clauses (etg vs. adTog).
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Nyamikaper. Prfact ind 1st pl dyarae. Although the external
support for the perfect (B W 322 323 945 1241 1739 2298 eth) is more
limited than support for the aorist fyamoapey (X! A 048vid 33 g1vid
436 1067 1175 1243 1292 1409 1505 1611 1735 1844 1852 1881 2138
2344 2464 Byz [K L] Lect arm geo slav Philo-Carpsia), the aorist can
perhaps be accounted for as assimilation to the following aorist forms
(Metzger, 645).

Tov Yeov. Accusative direct object of fryamikapev.

&AN’. Introduces a proposition that contrasts with the preceding
one (see also 2:2).

avTog. Nominative subject of 4ydmnoev (see also above on
NHELS).

Ayamnoev. Aor act ind 3rd sg aryawde.

M&g. Accusative direct object of yamwmoev.

améoTelNev. Aor act ind 3rd sg &0 TENNw.

TOoV viov. Accusative direct object of dwéaTelley.

avToV. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories and
Labels” in the Introduction).

iAaopov. Accusative complement in an object-complement dou-
ble accusative construction (see 1:10 on YeVaTnv). On the meaning,
see 2:2.

Tepl T@Y apapTLRv. Reference.

MNIL@v. Subjective genitive (see 1:1 on ¢ {wnc).

1 John 4:11-21

“Dear friends, if God has loved us in this way, then we in turn ought
to love one another. 2No one has ever seen God. If we love one
another God continues to have a relationship with us and his love has
reached its goal in us. $3This is how we know that we continue to have
a relationship with him and he with us: he has given us a portion of his
Spirit.

“Now, we have seen and testify that the Father sent the Son as
Savior of the world. 3Whoever confesses that Jesus is the Son of God,
God continues to have a relationship with that person, and he with
God. %And we have come to know and to believe the love that God
has for us.

God is love, and the one who continues loving continues to have a
relationship with him, and God continues to have a relationship with
that person. "This is how love has reached its goal among us: we will
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have confidence on the day of judgment because just as he is (in this
world) so also we are in this world.

18There is no fear where there is love. On the contrary, perfect love
drives out fear, because fear has (anticipated) punishment (in mind).
So, the one who has fear has not reached the goal in the matter of love.
9\\e love because he first loved us.

201f anyone says, “I love God,” and (yet) hates his brother or sister,
he is a liar. For the one who does not love his brother or sister, whom
he has seen, is not able to love God, whom he has not seen. 22And we
have this command from him: the one who loves God must also love
his brother and sister.

4:11 *Ayamtol, €l oiTwg 6 Vedg MydTnoer Npag, Kol
fpete dpeiloper &ANMNovs ayaTdv.

*AyamqTol. On the meaning, see 2:7. The use of the vocative sug-
gests a paragraph break (cf. 2:1 on Tekvio; so Longacre 1992,
275-76).

el. Introduces a first class condition (cf. 3:13).

6 Yeog. Nominative subject of ydmnoev.

Nyawnoev. Aor act ind 3rd sg aryawaw.

M&g. Accusative direct object of fyamwnoev.

MNLets. The explicit nominative subject pronoun serves to help
highlight the necessary connection between the actions of God and the
actions of the readers.

dpetNopev. Pres act ind 1st pl dpetlw. On the semantics and
rhetorical significance of this verb, see 2:6 on dgetlel (cf. Longacre
1992, 276).

aANMiAovg. Accusative direct object of dryamway.

ayow@v. Pres act inf dryamaw (complementary).

\ & \ 4 /4 2 N\ kA ~
4:12 Jeov ovdelg TOTOTE TEDEaTAL. €V RYATRNEY
& / [ \ 2 € -~ ’ \ (4 k 4 K -~ 9
aAMAovg, 0 Feog év NPy pével kol 1) RYATY QVTOD €V
-~ 7
Ny TeTeleLwpévy éotiv.

deov ovdelg modmoTe Tedéatar. The author does not actu-
ally identify the significance of this statement until verse 20.

deov. Accusative direct object of TeSéaTa.

ovdelc. Nominative subject of TeéaTa.
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Tedéatan. Prf mid ind 3rd sg decopaet. On the voice, see 1:1 on
&deaoapeda.

&awv. Introduces the protasis of a third class condition (see 1:6 on
"Eav).

ayowdper. Pres act subj 1st pl dyamwaw. Subjunctive with éav.

aANAovg. Accusative direct object of dyamauev.

6 deoc. Nominative subject of pévet.

év iy pével. See 2:6 on év avT@ pévely.

péved. Pres act ind 3rd sg péva.

1M c&ydam. Nominative subject of éoTiv.

avToD. The genitive case could be taken as either subjective or
objective. Given the semantics of Te\eLdw and the fact that God is the
agent of pévev, the case should most likely be viewed as subjective (so
Brooke, 120; Brown, 521; Harris 2003, 190; contra Dodd, 113).
Wendland (28), however, argues that this may well be an example of
intentional ambiguity, or “semantic density,” on the part of the author.
Such ambiguity would be a literary rather than syntactic category, and
should not be confused with the questionable label “plenary genitive”
(see, e.g., Wallace, 119-21).

év Mptv. Locative. Porter (1989, 468) notes the ambiguity in the
syntax: If é&v qutv “modifies the subject [ aryawn avTov], the
understanding is that God abides in us and ‘his love in us’ is in a state
of completion. If the locative completes the Participle and the con-
struction is periphrastic, it means that God abides in us and his love is
in a state of completion in us” (italics mine). The latter is more likely
given the parallel construction that precedes.

TeTeAeLopévy. Prf mid ptc fem nom sg Teheldw (perfect
periphrastic; see 1:4 on TewAnpwpévy). On the voice and semantics,
see 2:5 on TeTeNelwTOL.

&oTiv. Pres act ind 3rd sg eipl. On the retention of the accent, see
1:5 on éoTw.

4:13 "Ev 700T® ywdaokopey OTL év adTd pévoper kol
adToc év MUy, 0TL ék Tod TredpaTog ardTOD OédwKeV
Ntv.

&v ToU7@. Instrumental. The demonstrative pronoun is cataphoric

(see 1:5 on acim), pointing forward to the second &7 clause. On the
rhetorical function of this expression, see 2:3.
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Ywaakope. Pres act ind 1st pl yuwaoke.

oTL. Introduces the clausal complement of yLv@okopev (see also
2:3 0n 61L).

év a0T@® pévopev. See 2:6 on év adTH PéveLy.

pévopev. Pres act ind 1st pl péva.

kael. Introduces a clause that is coordinate with the previous clause
and in which the verb of the previous clause is implied.

adTog. Nominative subject of an implicit pévet.

&v Nptv. The verb (uével) is implied. On the meaning, see 2:6 on
&v ahTe pévew.

6Tu. Introduces a clause that is epexegetical to To0Te (see 1:5 on
5TL).

€k 10D ﬂve{)ua‘rog The syntax of this verse is similar to but dis-
tinct from 3:24 (KocL €V TOUT® YWAOKOUEY OTL MEVEL €V MULY, €K
TOU TVEVRQTOC 00 MLV e6u>|<ev) In 3:24, we had the unusual case
of a cataphoric demonstrative pronoun being picked up by the prepo-
sition éx rather than the usual epexegetical 6Tu clause. Here, though
the choice of words is almost identical, the syntax (and thus semantics)
is not. The fact that the verb didwyu is not part of a relative clause in
this case forces us to take the preposition ék as denoting source or
more likely as partitive (so Moule, 72). English readers may tend to
react against the rendering “a portion of his Spirit,” since our logical
minds ask how the Holy Spirit can be divided. Commenting on
Pauline pneumatology, however, Fee (864) rightly points out that
“Paul does not see life in the Spirit as the result of a single experience
of the Spirit at conversion. The Spirit is the key to all of Christian life,
and frequently Paul implies there are further, ongoing appropriations
of the Spirit’s empowering.” Such theology probably stands behind
John’s use of the partitive construction here as well. His point, then, is
that his readers’ present experience of the Spirit, partial though it may
be, provides evidence of their continuing relationship with God.

a0T0V. Possessive genitive.

0édwkev. Prf act ind 3rd sg S{dwpLL.

Mtv. Dative indirect object of dédwkev.

4:14 kol Hpelg Tedeapeda kol papTVPODREY 6TL 6 To-
TP ATETTANKEY TOV VIOV GwTHpa Tov Kdapov.

kal. If the use of a sentence-initial kol marks thematic continuity
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(see 1:2 onkal; cf. 4:16), then “remaining” in him also entails contin-
uing to make known the Gospel message: 6 TaTHP ATETTANKEY TOV
VL0V OWTTMPQ TOV KOGLOV.

fpete. The explicit nominative subject pronoun lends further
prominence to the statement that follows.

Tedeapeda. Prf mid ind 1st pl Secopart. On the voice, see 1:1
on édeaodpeda. The use of the perfect tense lends special promi-
nence, once again, to the eyewitness experience and testimony of the
writer. For more on the significance of the tense and number, see 1:1
on GKkMKOoED.

propTVPoDer. Pres act ind 1st pl papTupéw. For more on the
significance of the tense and number, see 1:1 on dkMKOQUED.

&L Introduces the clausal complement (indirect discourse) of
PP TUPOVLLED.

6 watnp. Nominative subject of dwéotalkev.

améoTalke. Prf act ind 3rd sg oo TéNNw.

TOV viov. Accusative direct object of TéoTakey.

owTnpea. The noun could be viewed as accusative in apposition to
TOV LoV, or better as the accusative complement in an object-comple-
ment double accusative construction (see 1:10 on YevoTny; so also
Young, 17).

Tob kéopov. Objective genitive (see 1:1 on ¢ {wng).

4:15 98c &av opoloyion 6TL "Incodg éoTLv 6 Viog Tod

9

Veov, 6 Veog év adTd pével kol adToc év T3 Ved.

-

0c éav 6poloyfoy 61L Incoic éoTLy 6 viog Tod Veod.
The relative clause functions as the topic (see 1:1) of what follows,
which will be picked up with the resumptive demonstrative pronoun
auTR.

0c &aw. The indefinite relative pronoun (see 2.5 0nog . . . av)
serves as the nominative subject of opoNoymon.

opoNoyMan. Aor act subj 3rd sg opoNoyéw. On the meaning, see
2:23 0n 0 OpONOYGV.

d7u. Introduces the clausal complement (direct or indirect dis-
course) of 6poNoyNoy.

"Inoovg. Nominative subject (see 2:22 on 'Incovg).

éaTLv. Pres act ind 3rd sg eipl. On the loss of accent, see 1:5 on
€EOTLY.
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6 vlog. Predicate nominative (see 2:22 on Inoovg).

70V Yeod. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories
and Labels” in the Introduction).

6 deoc. Nominative subject of uévet.

év avT® nével. See 2:6 onév a0TE pévewy.

pével. Pres act ind 3rd sg péva.

kL. Introduces a clause that is coordinate with the previous clause
and in which the verb of the previous clause is implied.

avTog. Nominative subject of an implicit pévet.

&v 7@ Ye€@. The verb (uéver) is implied. On the meaning, see 2:6
on év auT@ pévew.

4: 16 Kol nuetg e-yvomocuev Kol 1T€1TLO’TEUK(]£|.L€V 'rnv
(x7a1rnv W (—;xeL 0 ﬁeog év nuw ‘0 ﬁeog oz'yoz‘n'n e(r'rw,
kol o p.evwv &v 14 aydny év 7§ Yed pével kol 6 Yeog
&y ad1d pérer.

The syntax of the first part of this verse is closely parallel to 4:14.

kael. If the use of a sentence-initial kol marks thematic continuity
(see 1:2 on kaet; cf. 4:14), then “confessing” Jesus or “remaining” in
him also entails bearing witness to and living out the love of God.

Mivetg. The explicit nominative subject pronoun, along with the
perfect verbs, lends prominence to this statement (see also “Tense,
Aspect, and Mood” in the Introduction).

Eéyvakapev. Prfact ind 1st pl ywaoke.

TemLoTeORapep. Prf act ind 1st pl moTelw.

™ aydwnv. Accusative direct object of the conjoined verb
phrase éYVakaIey Kol TETLOTEVKQUED.

Wv. Accusative direct object of €xeL.

&xeL. Pres act ind 3rd sg éxw.

6 Yeoc. Nominative subject of €xet.

év Mptv. The function of the prepositional phrase is difficult to
determine. Most take it as referring to the object of God’s love, but this
does not conform to any typical use of the preposition. It is probably
better to take the preposition as denoting “reference/respect” (though
a smooth English translation will probably require “for”). The choice
of év was probably dictated by stylistic concerns, in anticipation of the
threefold use of the preposition at the end of the verse.

‘O Yeoc. Nominative subject (see 1:5 on 6 9eoc) of éoTiv.
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ayamn. Predicate nominative (see 1:5 on 6 deog).

&otiv. Pres act ind 3rd sg eipl. On the retention of the accent, see
1:5 on éoTwy.

6 pévav év 14 ayawy. The use of pével highlights continu-
ity of state (cf. 2:10). Here, where uéverv is used with a non-personal
referent (cf. 2:6 on év a0T® pévewv), the sense is to “continue lov-
ing.” The whole participial construction, headed by the nominative 6
wévay, serves as the subject of pévet.

6 pévwv. Pres act ptc masc nom sg péva (substantival).

&v 16 Yed péver kal 6 deoc év avT@d pével. On the
meaning of the idiom, see 2:6 on év abT@ pévewv.

péved. Pres act ind 3rd sg péva.

6 deoc. Nominative subject of uéve.

pével. Pres act ind 3rd sg péva.

9 4 /7 € kA 4 9 € -~ ¢/
4:17 év T00T® TeTelelwTal 1 ayann ped fudv, va
mappnotar Exoper év 19 qpépa THc kploeng, 6TL
\ -~ / \ -~ -~ /
kadag ékelrdoc éoTww kol Npels éopev év 7@ KOORQ
4
TOUT®.

&v ToUTw. Instrumental (but see below). The demonstrative pro-
noun could be either anaphoric or cataphoric (see 1:5 on o). If it is
anaphoric (so Brown, 527; Harris 2003, 196-97; Marshall, 223, n. 17;
Westcott, 157), the point would be that through God continuing in
relationship with the believer (6 edc év abT@ névet; 4:16), and per-
haps through the believer continuing in relationship with God (év 16
9e@ péver; 4:16) and continuing to live a life of love (0 pévwv év
T4 drydmn; 4:16), love has been brought to maturity among the read-
ers. In favor of this view is the fact that the logic in this reading mir-
rors the statement made in4: 12:éav ocyomcop.ev &ANHNovg, 6 ﬂeog
ev MUY pével kal 1 drydmn adTtod év MUY TeTENELwUérT €o-
Tlv. If, on the other hand, the demonstrative pronoun is taken as cat-
aphoric, it could point forward to either the {va clause or the oTL
clause. The semantics of the verse, however, appear to rule out con-
necting év ToUT to the {va clause (contra Anderson and Anderson,
43; Brooke, 124; Bultmann, 72, n. 1). As Brown (526) notes, it is dif-
ficult to unravel the logic of love having reached perfection in some-
thing that has not yet occurred. While the logical quandary may be



116 1John 4:17-19

minimized if é&v To0Tw means “in this” rather than “by this” (thus,
given the fact that the readers have confidence presently, love has been
perfected among them), the focus on future (év T Muépa TG
kploewc) rather than present confidence argues against this reading.
The final option connects év ToUT to the following &Tu clause (so
Schnackenburg, 222), a pattern that occurs frequently in 1 John (e.g.,
1:5; 3:16; 4:9, 10, 13). The primary argument against this reading is
that the &7u clause does not immediately follow the clause of which év
ToUTq is a part. The intervening (va clause is where it is, however, to
make clear that confidence on judgment day is closely linked to the
perfection in view.

TeTehelwToe. Prf mid ind 3rd sg Teheldw. On the voice and
semantics, see 2:5.

M ayawy. Nominative subject of TeteAelwTat.

ped’ Wu@v. Association. Harris (2003, 197) may be correct in
viewing the statement that love is perfected with us as a reference to
*“our actions in loving our fellow believers.”

Tvae. Likely introduces a result clause but could be epexegetical
(see above on év ToUT). The relationship between mature or perfect
love and freedom from fear of judgment will be fleshed out in 4:18.

Tappnoiay. Accusative direct object of éxwpev. On the mean-
ing, see 2:28.

Exwpev. Pres act subj 1st pl Exw. Subjunctive with (va.

&v ™) qpépa. Temporal.

¢ kploewe. “The day of judgment” refers to “the day when God
judges people.”

0TL. The function of the 67u clause is either epexegetical (with a
cataphoric év To0Te) or causal (with an anaphoric To0Tw; see above).
The point of the clause is that love has been perfected among the read-
ers through their continuing presence in this world, just as Jesus was
present in the world as love incarnate (cf. Larsen 1990a, 4).

kadag. Introduces a comparison.

éretvdc. Nominative subject of éaTLy. The second accent comes
from the enclitic éoTLy (see 1:5 on éoTwy). The referent is Jesus Christ
(see also 2:6).

€oTLp. Pres act ind 3rd sg eLpLL. On the loss of accent, see 1:5 on
éoTwv. The predicate, év 7@ kOoU® ToUTw, is left implicit until the
second part of the comparative construction.
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Metg. Nominative subject of éopev. On the loss of accent, see 1:5
on éoTwv. The explicit subject pronoun helps highlight the contrast
that is being drawn between “him” (éketvdc) and “us.”

év 13 kéopw ToUTE. Locative.

4:18 p6Boc oVk EoTLy év T dydmy &AN 1 TeNelo ayam
b 74 4 \ /7 ¢/ ¢ 1 Vé . 3 \
€& BalNeL Tov ¢ofov, 0TL 6 oBoc KOAwoLY EXEL, 0 O€
@ofBoiperog od TeTeNelwTaL €V T @y

¢6Boc. Nominative subject of €oTLy.

oy, Presact ind 3rd sg etui. On the movement of the accent, see
1:50n éoTLy.

&v TV aryamwy. Reference/Respect.

@AN’. Introduces a strong contrast (see also 2:2).

1M Telela dydmwy. Nominative subject of BaANeL.

BaANeL. Pres act ind 3rd sg BdAAw.

T0V @béBov. Accusative direct object of BaANeL.

0TL. Causal.

6 p6Boc kéAaaLy €xel. Lit. “fear has punishment,” i.e., fear
stems from an expectation of judgment.

6 @b6Boc. Nominative subject of &xeL.

kéAaoLw. Accusative direct object of Exe.

6 . .. pofodpevog. Pres mid ptc masc nom sg woéopat (sub-
stantival). Nominative subject of TeTeNelwTaL. Though typically
parsed as middle/passive deponent, the form should probably be taken
as a true middle (see “Deponency” in the Introduction), as is common
with verbs that describe an emotional state (cf. Miller, 428).

TeTeNelwTot. Prf mid ind 3rd sg Teheldw. On the voice and
semantics, see 2:5.

&v TV aryawy. Reference/Respect.

4:19 fpetlg dyaTRLeY, OTL AVTOS TPRTOS NYATNOEY NIAS.

Metg. The explicit nominative subject pronoun helps highlight
the contrast between those who fear (6 @ofovpevog, v. 18) and those
who have been perfected in love (teteNelwTan év 1 dryam, v. 18).

ayawdper. Pres act ind 1st pl ayawaw. The direct object, which
could be God, others, or both, is left implicit.

G7L. Causal.
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adT0g. Nominative subject of yammoev.
Wydmmeev. Aor act ind 3rd sg dryande.
MN&Eg. Accusative direct object of yawnoev.

4:20 &dv Tig €l 8TL TAyawd TOV Yeov KAl TOV GOeAPOV
avToD pLot), YebaTng EaTiv: 6 yap i) AyamEy ToV RdeA@ov
aDTOV OV EDpPaKeV, TOV VeoV OV oVX EQPOKEV oV dUvaTat
ayanw@v.

&av. Introduces the protasis of a third class condition (see 1:6 on
"Eav).

Tig. Nominative subject of elm) . . . kol . . . Lo,

€lmy. Aor act subj 3rd sg Aéyw. Subjunctive with éav.

6TL. Introduces direct discourse.

Ay, Pres act ind 1st sg dyamdow.

Tov Yeov. Accusative direct object of 'Ayama.

kal. Although a smooth English translation may use “but,” given
the semantic contrast between Ayawa Tov Jeov and Tov adeApov
aUToV Lo, the conjunction is coordinate and links o) to the main
verb (elm).

TOV adeA@ov. Accusative direct object of pLor. On the mean-
ing, see 2:9.

avT0V. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories and
Labels” in the Introduction).

LLoq). Pres act subj 3rd sg puoéw. Subjunctive with écv.

Vedong. Predicate nominative.

éoTiv. Pres act ind 3rd sg e’LpLL. On the retention of the accent, see
1:50n éoTLy.

0. .. @YaT@Y TOV adeApov avTod 0v Edpaker. The
whole participial construction, headed by the nominative 0 . . .
Aryam@v, serves as the subject of SUvatal. On the rhetorical force of
the construction see 2:4 0n 0 )\éyow

70:p Causal (but see 2:19 on yap).

0 ...Qyom@p. Presact ptc masc nom sg ow(mozw (substantlval)

7oV adeA@ov. Accusative direct object of ayarw@y. On the
meaning, see 2:9.

avToD. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories and
Labels” in the Introduction).

ov. Accusative direct object of édpakev.
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édpakev. Prfact ind 3rd sg 6pae.

Tov Veov. Accusative direct object of dyarwav. This noun
phrase, which is part of an infinitival clause, is fronted (see 1:5 on oko-
Tla) to place it in focus.

ov. Accusative direct object of édpakev.

édpakev. Prfact ind 3rd sg 6pdw.

SVvartan. Pres mid ind 3rd sg dSdvapat. On the voice, see 3:9 and
“Deponency” in the Introduction.

ayam®v. Pres act inf dyawdw (complementary).

4:21 kol Ta0TY THY EvToAY EXoper aw avTod, ra 6
-~ \ \ -~ \ \ \ -~
AYaTdY TOV Y€0V RYATE Kol TOV ROeAPOV adToD.

kael. The sentence-initial kal marks thematic continuity (see 1:2 on
ko) and introduces a further comment on the topic of love.

TadTY ™Y évToAny. Accusative direct object of éxopev. The
demonstrative pronoun is cataphoric (see 1:5 on aiTy), pointing for-
ward to the (va clause.

&xopev. Pres act ind 1st pl éxaw.

a®w’ avTob. Source.

{va. Introduces a clause that is epexegetical to To0TY ™Y év-
TONNY.

0 qyaw®v. Pres act ptc masc nom sg dyamaw (substantival).
The participial construction, 6 cyawav Tov Jeov, serves as the sub-
ject of ayamQ.

Tov Yeov. Accusative direct object of dryamav.

ayaw@. Pres act subj 3rd sg dyamaw. Subjunctive with {va (the
indicative form would be the same).

Tov &delpov. Accusative direct object of &yanw@. On the mean-
ing, see 2:9.

avT0V. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories and
Labels” in the Introduction).

1 John 5:1-12

1Everyone who believes that Jesus is the Christ has been born of
God, and everyone who loves the parent [also] loves the one who has
been born of him. 2This is how we know that we love the children of
God, when we love God and carry out his commands. 3For this is the



120 1John 5:1-2

love of God, that we keep his commands; and his commands are not
burdensome, “since all that is born of God conquers the world.

Now, this is what has conquered the world, our faith. 5\Who, then, is
the one who conquers the world except the one who believes that Jesus
is the Son of God? ¢He, Jesus Christ, is the one who came by water and
blood—not with water only but with water and blood. And the Spirit
is the one who testifies, since the Spirit is truth 7(and) since there are
three who testify: 8the Spirit, the water, and the blood. And the three
are in agreement.

°If we accept the testimony of people, the testimony of God is even
greater. For this is what God has testified about: he has testified con-
cerning his Son. 1°The one who believes in the Son of God has the tes-
timony in himself. The one who does not believe God has (in effect)
branded him a liar, since he has not believed what God has testified
concerning his Son. 1*And this is the testimony: God has given eternal
life to us, and this life is found in his Son. 2The one who has the Son
has life. The one who does not have the Son of God does not have life.

5:1 Idc 6 wioTedwy 8Tt Inoovc éaTiv 6 XpLoTdg, ék Tob

deod yevévvnTar, KAl TAS 6 GYATEY TOV YEVPNoOVTA
-~ \ -~

ayan®@ [kal] Tov yeyevvnpévov & avTod.

II&c 6 TuoTedwr 871 " Incodc éaTLv 6 XpLaTdc. The whole
participial construction, headed by the nominative Ilac 6 ToTeVWY,
functions as the subject of yeyévvyrav. On the rhetorical force of g
with an articular participle, see 2:23 on Tag 0 GpVOUMEVOC.

6 TwLoTeVwY. Pres act ptc masc nom sg wLoTeVw (substantival or
attributive; see 2:23 on Tag 6 Gpvovpevog). The present tense, which
portrays the action as a process, should not be pressed to imply contin-
ual belief (contra Wallace, 621, n. 22.).

670 Introduces the clausal complement of woTebwy (cf. also 2:3
on 6TL).

"Incovg. Nominative subject (see 2:22 on 'Incovg).

€oTLp. Pres act ind 3rd sg eLpLL. On the loss of accent, see 1:5 on
€0TLY.

6 XproTéc. Predicate nominative (see 2:22 on Inooic).

&k 10V Yeod yeyévvmToL. See 3:9 on ék ToD Veov.

yeyévvmTaw. Prf pass ind 3rd sg yevvde.
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MRS 0 AYAwRIY TOV YevvioavrTa ayoun® [kal] Tov
yeyevvnpévor é& adTov. A more idiomatic rendering of this
clause would be: “Everyone who loves the parent/father loves the par-
ent’s/ father’s child.”

TRS 6 qyamwdv TOov yevvioavTa. The whole participial
construction, headed by the nominative &g 0 aryawav, functions as
the subject of a-yaw@. On the rhetorical force of wag with an articu-
lar participle, see 2:23 on wGc 6 GPVYOVUEVOC.

0 Qyaw@v. Pres act ptc masc nom sg a-yowdw (substantival or
attributive; see 2:23 on TAG 6 APVOURLEVOC).

TOV YyevvoavTa. Aor act ptc masc acc sg yevvaw (substanti-
val). Accusative direct object of ayawav.

ayow@. Pres act ind 3rd sg dyawaw.

[kaei]. The question of whether or not the conjunction is original (it
is omitted by B ¥ 048vid 33 and a few versions and early fathers) has
little bearing on the meaning of the text.

TOV yeyevvmpévov. Prf pass ptc masc acc sg yevvaw (substan-
tival). Accusative direct object of ayana.

€& arvT00. See 3:9 on ék Tob Veon.

5:2 ép ToUT® YLVWOOKOREY OTL QYXTRAREY TA TEKVQ TOD

-~ -~ \ -~
deod, 6Tar TOV Veov AyaTAPLEY KAl TS EVTONQGS atDTOD
TOLRWED.

&v ToUTw. Instrumental. The demonstrative pronoun is cataphoric
(see 1:5 on aeytm), pointing forward to the §Taw clause. On the rhetor-
ical function of this expression, see 2:3.

Ywaokope. Pres act ind 1st pl yLaokw.

0T, Introduces the clausal complement of yivdokopuev (see also
2:3 0n 61L).

ayomdpe. Pres act ind 1st pl dryamde.

T Tékva. Accusative direct object of dryanapev.

70V Yeod. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories
and Labels” in the Introduction).

dtav. Introduces a clause that is epexegetical to To0Te (see 1:5 on
4mu).

Tov Jeov. Accusative direct object of dryan@pey.

) ayom@pev. Pres act subj 1st pl ayawaw. Subjunctive with
oTaw.
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Tac évTolac. Accusative direct object of Tou@pev.

avT0D. Subjective genitive (see 1:1 on g {wng).

ToLBeV. Pres act subj 1st pl woLéw. Subjunctive with dTaw. It is
not surprising that some scribes (probably unintentionally) substituted
Tnpduey for Toudper. The verb Tpéw is typically used with Tag
&vTolag, while woLéw is not (except in the Majority Text reading for
Rev 22:14). The former verb occurs in X 1175 1241 1243 1735 1846
1881 Byz [K L P] Lect vg™ slav, while wowopev is found in B ¥ 81
322 323 436 945 1067 1292 1409 1505 1611 1739 1844 1852 2138
2298 2344 2464 it avg syre:h copsa e arm eth geo Lucifer Augustine.
Given the fact that mou@pev is the harder reading and Tnpapey is
used in the next verse with Tag évtolag, it is more likely that scribes
changed the original ToL@pey to Tnp@pEY.

. 174 ’ ) c 3 ’ ~ ~ e \ ) RS
5:3 Uty Yyap €0ty | ayawn 700 Yeod, (va Tag évToNag
avTOD TNPGPEY, Kol ol évTolal avTod Barpetat ovk eloiv.

o). Predicate nominative (see 1:5 on acrm). The demonstrative
is cataphoric (see 1:5 on acUTn), pointing forward to the {va clause.

yctp. See 2:19.

éaTLv. Pres act ind 3rd sg eipl. On the loss of accent, see 1:5 on
€OTLY.

1M G&ydam. Nominative subject of €aTLy.

70V Yeod. Given the {va clause that follows, the genitive must be
objective (see 1:1 on ™G {wNg).

‘(vae. Introduces a clause that is epexegetical to o (see 1:5 on
om).

Tac évTolac. Accusative direct object of Tnpduey.

avToD. Subjective genitive (see 1:1 on T™\g {wng).

TNE®Iev. Pres act subj 1st pl Tnpéw. Subjunctive with (va.

kL. The sentence-initial kel marks thematic continuity (see 1:2 on
ko) and introduces a further comment on Tagc évToNac adToD (See
1:2 on kael).

i évToAal. Nominative subject of eloty.

avT0D. Subjective genitive (see 1:1 on T™¢ {wng).

Bapetal. Predicate adjective.

elolv. Pres act ind 3rd pl elpl. On the retention of the accent, see
1:5 on éoTw.
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5:4 §1L @V T0 yeyevvnprévov €k ToD Yeod VKA TOV KO-
pov: kal oty éoTlv 1 vikm M\ VKQoaca TOV KGOpOV, 1)
wloTic NRav.

07L. Causal. The 81 introduces a clause that provides the reason
why God’s commands are not burdensome.

TAY 170 yeyevvnpévov ék Tod Yeod. The whole participial
construction, headed by the nominative Tav 10 yeyevvmuévov,
functions as the subject of vik@. On the rhetorical force of mag with
an articular participle, see 2:23 on wag.

wav. Although the masculine Tac may have been expected, the
writer uses the neuter form instead. BDF §138(1) notes that “the
neuter is sometimes used with respect to persons if it is not the indi-
viduals but a general quality that is to be emphasized.” Or, as Brown
(542) suggests, the choice of the neuter may reflect “the author’s
desire to set up a category of what God has begotten over against
another category, ‘the world.””

70 yeyevvnuévov. Prf pass ptc neut nom sg yevvde (substan-
tival or attributive; see 2:23 on TGC 6 GPVOVWEVOC).

yeyevvnpévov éx Tod deod. See 3:9 on ék Tob Veov.

VLK. Pres act ind 3rd sg vikd.

TOV Kbopov. Accusative direct object of vika.

kal. The clause-initial kol marks thematic continuity (see 1:2 on
ko) and introduces a further comment on VikQ.

o). Predicate nominative (see 1:5 on acTy). The demonstrative
is cataphoric (see 1:5 on aiiTy), pointing forward to 1 wloTLG HUGY.

&oTlv. Pres act ind 3rd sg eipl. On the retention of the accent, see
1:5 on éaTy.

M vikn 7 vikoaoa T70v kGopov. Lit. “The victory that has
conquered the world.”

1M vikn. Nominative subject of éoTiv.

vikqoaaa. Aor act ptc fem nom sg vikaw (attributive). The writer
adds extra rhetorical force through the use of a verb that is cognate to
the noun it modifies (cf. 2:25; Anderson and Anderson, 44).

TOov kGopov. Accusative direct object of vikfjoaoa.

M wioTic. Nominative in apposition to arir.

MN@v. Subjective genitive (see 1:1 on ¢ {wng).
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A e

5:5 1igc [0€] éoTLv 6 VK@Y TOV KOOV €l PR 6 TLoTEDWY
4 -~ -~ -~
07L "Incovc éaTLy 6 viog Tob Veod;

Tic. Predicate nominative. On the force of the rhetorical question
that follows, see 2:22 on Tic.

&aTLv. Pres act ind 3rd sg eipl. On the loss of accent, see 1:5 on
€0TLY.

0 VLK@V Pres act ptc masc nom sg vikae (substantival).

TOoV Kéopov. Accusative direct object of vikGY.

el . Louw and Nida (89.131) describe this expression as “a
marker of contrast by designating an exception—*except that, but,
however, instead, but only.””

6 mwioTevwy 6TL Inoodc éoTLy 6 viog Tod Veod.
Constructions introduced by el px should probably be viewed as
elliptical. In this case, the whole participial construction, headed by
the nominative 6 wLoTeVwy, would then serve as the subject of an
implied éoTLY (0 VK&V TOV KOOUOV).

0 TwLoTeVW. Pres act ptc masc nom sg wLoTew (substantival).

61u. Introduces the clausal complement of wLoTetwy (cf. also 2:3
on 61u).

"Inoovc. Nominative subject (see 2:22 on ‘Incovg).

&aTLv. Pres act ind 3rd sg eipl. On the loss of accent, see 1:5 on
€OTLY.

6 viog. Predicate nominative (see 2:22 on Ingcoug).

T00 Yeod. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories
and Labels” in the Introduction).

5:6 00Tég éaTLy 6 éAdaw dL UdaTog kal alpatog, Inoovc
XpLaT6c, o0k €V TG VdaTL Pévor AN év T VdaTL kel év
76 afpoTr KAl TO TVEDIE €6TLY TO PLOPTLPOVY, OTL TO
Tredpd ot 1| aAqdeLa.

0016c. Although the referent of the demonstrative is reiterated in
what follows (Inooic XpLoTdg), the semantics of 5:5-6 still point to
an anaphoric usage here (the antecedent is 'Inooug, v. 5). It is thus the
nominative subject of éaTLy (see 1:5 on ).

6 éNJav. Aor act ptc masc nom sg épxopat (substantival).
Predicate nominative (see 1:5 on aitn).
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oL UdaTog kol apaetog. Instrumental. There are a number of
variant readings at this point. The UBS*text is supported by B ¥ 322
323 1175 1739 1881 2298 Byz [K L] Lect it* vg syrr geo Clement'
Cyril2# Tertullian. A number of witnesses substitute TveOpotoc for
al’ua'rog (945 124111651 170 | 422 1 593 | 617 | 1441 Cyrilv
Ambrose). Others add kol Tvedpatoc (R A 436 1067 1292 1409
1505 1611 1735 2138 2344 | 598 vgms syrh cops b eth slav Cyril*4),
while still others read Vdartoc kal TredpaTog kot allportog (P 81
1243 1844 1846 1852 2464 | 884 it' vgms arm). The UBS* has
upgraded the rating for U Udatog kal afpatoc from a “B” to an
“A.” As Metzger (646) notes, scribes familiar with John 3:5 likely
“introduced wveUpatog either (a) as a substitution for alpwatog . . . or
as an addition (b) before a{pactog . . . or (c) after a{petog, . . . occa-
sionally appending cylov after Tvedpatoc.” The referent of the two
nouns poses an even more difficult challenge than the textual issue.
Some take both elements as a reference to John 19:34 (ko éEqAdev
€vdUc altpar kel Udwp). Although there is certainly a conceptual link
between the two texts, the difference in word order and contexts
argues against an intentional echo. The majority of commentators take
Udatog and alpartog as metonymies (see 2:2 on Tob kdopov) for
Jesus’ baptism and death. Taking the two terms as referring to two
events rather than one is supported by the following verse, which
groups them with 70 wvebud as three distinct witnesses. A number of
factors, however, suggest that Jesus’ baptism is not one of the events
in view. First, the language of “coming” associated with Jesus (0
éNdav) refers to his incarnation. Indeed, a central focus of 1 John,
apparently designed to counter “progressive” teachings that were
threatening the readers, is the theme of Jesus “coming in the flesh.”
This proposition serves as the obligatory confession of every true
believer. Larsen (1990b) argues that Udcctog should be viewed as a
metonymy not for Jesus’ baptism but for his birth. To support this
view, he turns to the only other context in the NT where Udwp is used
figuratively and not qualified by another term (such as a term for
cleansing): John 3:5. Larsen maintains that the statement in John 3:5,
o ug Tig yervndy é Udatog kal TvevparTog, is fleshed out in
the structurally parallel statements that follow. The proposition, Tig
yevvndy € Udatog (v. 5), is parallel with 10 yeyevvmpévor ék
TMc oapkoc oapf éaTiv (v. 6). Similarly, the proposition Tig
yevvndq éf& . . . wvevpatog (v. 5) is parallel with 1o



126 1 John 5:6-7

YeyervNUévor €k Tol WVEVULATOC TVeUuQ €oTw (V. 6). Larsen
thus maintains that UdaTog in both John 3 and 1 John 5 is a metonymy
(see 2:2 on ToV kOGpov) for natural birth built on the breaking of the
water that precedes childbirth. The point, then, which is consistent
with the overall message of 1 John, is that not only was Jesus born as
a normal human being but his death also bore witness to his human-
ness, as his blood was spilled.

"Incods XpLoTdg. Nominative in apposition to OOTég. The sec-
ond accent comes from the enclitic éoTwy (see 1:5 on éaTLy).

&v 7@ VdaTL . . . &v T VdaTL . . . év 7§ alpaTiL. Louw
and Nida (89.76) note that both dua and év may function instrumen-
tally, i.e., as “markers of the means by which one event makes another
event possible.” Where there is such semantic overlap, the choice of
preposition is frequently determined by collocation, i.e., a particular
preposition is chosen simply because it is conventionally used with a
particular word. Here, however, the author has shifted from duc: to év
even though he is still talking about Udwp and alpa. Unfortunately, as
Louw and Nida note (89.76, n. 12), “There are probably certain subtle
distinctions between the use of duct in contrast with eic or év as mark-
ers of means, but this cannot be clearly determined from existing con-
texts.” Consequently, many scholars argue that there is no difference
in meaning involved (see, e.g., Bultmann, 79, n. 1; Marshall, 232,
n. 6; Smalley, 280; cf. Brooke, 135). It may be appropriate, however,
to maintain that duc. focuses on the actual vehicle or instrument by
which the event was carried out, while év focuses more on the circum-
stances in which the event took place (cf. BDAG, 329; BDF §198; but
Moule, 57, links dua with the notion of circumstance).

@AN’. See 2:2,

kal. The clause-initial kol marks thematic continuity (see 1:2 on
ko) and suggests that what precedes is the focal point of the Spirit’s
testimony.

T0 mvedpo. Neuter nominative subject of éotuv. The second
accent comes from the enclitic éaTuv (see 1:5 on €éaTLy).

éaTLy. Pres act ind 3rd sg eijil. On the loss of accent, see 1:5 on
€0TLY.

TO0 popTUPOUY. Pres act ptc neut nom sg popTupéw (Substanti-
val). Predicate nominative. Here, both the subject and predicate of the
equative verb are articular, since the predicate requires the article to
nominalize (see 2:13 on Tov) the participle (cf. 1:5 on 6 deoc).
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O7L. Causal. Given the fact that 70 wvetud is the subject of both
the main clause and the 87u clause, it is unlikely that the étu would
introduce a clausal complement of papTupouw.

70 wredpo. Neuter nominative subject of éotiv. The second
accent comes from the enclitic €éoTuy (see 1:5 on éoTLy).

&aTLv. Pres act ind 3rd sg elpl. On the loss of accent, see 1:5 on
€OTLY.

M &Aqdera. Predicate nominative. Where an equative clause has
a nominative personal referent and a nominative abstract referent, the
personal referent will be the subject.

5:7 8TL Tpelg eloww ol papTVpodVTEG,

G7TL. The 07 is used to introduce a second causal clause, which
either (a) stands in apposition to the previous 87u clause (see the trans-
lation), or (b) provides a reason why 70 Tvebud éaTiy 1 aAdeLa.

TpELG. Predicate adjective.

elow. Pres act ind 3rd pl ei,ui. On the loss of accent, see 1:5 on
€OTLY.

ol papTvpodvTEG. Pres act ptc masc nom pl popTupéw (sub-
stantival). Nominative subject of etaw (lit. “the ones who testify are
three”). The writer chooses a masculine form of both the participle and
the numeral even though the ultimate referents are all neuter (10
Tvedpa Kol TO Udwp kal TO allpher), perhaps due to the fact that the
three are personified as “witnesses.” The masculine gender should not
be viewed as an oblique reference to the Spirit’s personality (Wallace
1996, 332, n. 44).

A few late manuscripts add what is known as the “Johannine
Comma™: év Tw ovpocvw 0 Hoc’r'np, 0 Aoyog, Kol TO A'yLov
Mvedpa: kal oVToL ol Tpelg €V eloL. Skal TPELG €lowy ol
papTupobvTeG €V T YN (“in heaven: the Father, the Word, and the
Holy Spirit. And these three are one. And there are three who testify
on the earth”). While the King James Version popularized this reading
among English speakers, it appears in only eight Greek manuscripts
(four times as a marginal reading), none of which dates earlier than
1400 c.k. (Strecker, 189). It “is quoted by none of the Greek Fathers,”
“The passage is absent from the manuscripts of all ancient versions

.. except the Latin,” and “no good reason can be found to account for
its omission” (Metzger, 648).
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. \ ~ NN e NN f \ e -~ 2
5:8 T0 Tredpe Kol TO UOwp Kol TO aipor, Kol ol Tpelg elg
70 &v elow.

TO TPeDRa Kl TO UOwP Kol To aLpoe. Nominative in appo-
sition to Tpelg (verse 7).

kal. The clause-initial kol marks thematic continuity (see 1:2 on
Ko).

ol Tpetg. Nominative subject of elowv.

elc 70 &v. Scholars point out that the preposition elc with an
accusative noun is frequently used as a substitute for a predicate mod-
ifier to indicate equivalence, i.e., “Xis Y” (cf. Acts 5:36; 7:5, 21; 8:20;
11:29; 13:22, 47; 19:47). The construction usually occurs in Old
Testament quotations, and thus is said to typically reflect a Semitic
influence (see Wallace, 47). If such is the case here, the verse should
be rendered “And these three are one.” It may be better, however, to
take the preposition as denoting “goal” in such constructions. The
point here would then be that the three lead to the same conclusion or
“are in agreement” (NIV, NASB, REB; cf. CEV, GW, NCV, NLT).

elow. Pres act ind 3rd pl eLpLL. On the loss of accent, see 1:5 on
€0TLY.

5:9 el ™y poaptvplay TGv avdpdmer AapBdvoper, 1
poapTupia Tod Yeod pelfwr éotlv: 6TL airTn éoTiv N pop-
Tupla Tod Veod OTL pepapTipnKeEY TePl Tob vViod adTOD.

el. Introduces a first class condition (cf. 3:13).

™y papTuplav. Accusative direct object of NauSdvopey.

TGV avdpamav. Subjective genitive (see 1:1 on THg {wng).

ANapBavopev. Pres act ind 1st pl AapSdve.

M papTuplo. Nominative subject of éaTiv.

T0v Veov. Subjective genitive (see 1:1 on T1g {wng).

peltwv. Predicate adjective. The proposition, “we should therefore
accept God’s testimony,” is left implicit.

éotiv. Pres act ind 3rd sg eipl. On the retention of the accent, see
1:5 on éoTw.

dTL. Causal.

oy Predicate nominative (see 1:5 on acbtn). The demonstrative
is cataphoric (see 1:5 on acbTn), pointing forward to the &Tu clause.
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&aTlv. Pres act ind 3rd sg elpi. On the retention of the accent, see
1:50n éoTLy.

M papTuplo. Nominative subject of éaTiv.

T00 Yeod. Subjective genitive (see 1:1 on g {wng).

o7L. Introduces a clause that is epexegetical to oty (see 1:5 on
&),

p,ep.ozp*rupnxev Prf act ind 3rd sg papTupéwn.

1'rep|, T0D viod. Reference/Respect.

avToV. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories and
Labels” in the Introduction).

5:10 6 wLoTeVwY €lg TOV VOV Tod Veob ExeL TV papTv-
plav &v éavtd, 6 p1 woTebwy 7@ ded Yedotrny wemoinkev
avTéY, 6TL 00 wemlaTevker elc ™Y papTuplar Wy pepap-
TOpNKEY 6 Ve0g TeEPL TOV VIOV QVTOD.

6 wLoTEVWY elc TOV viov Tod Veod. The whole participial
construction, headed by the nominative 6 wioTeVwy, serves as the
subject of éxeL. On the rhetorical force of the construction, see 2:4 on
0 Néyav.

0 TLeTEVWY. Pres act ptc masc hom sg TLoTeVw (substantival).

elc Tov viov. The preposition introduces the object of belief.

T0V Yeov. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories
and Labels” in the Introduction).

&xeL. Pres act ind 3rd sg éxw.

™y papTuplav. Accusative direct object of ExeL.

év €avT®. Locative. The variation in the text’s history illustrates
the fact that personal pronouns were frequently used in a reflexive
sense. The UBS* text is read by X ¥ et al., while év a071@ is read by
B2 Byz et al., and ev avTw, which could either be accented év a0T@
or év auT®, is found in A B* L P. The meaning is the same in each case
(see also 2:8 on & éoTLy AANOEC €V aDTR Kol €V VpiY).

6 pn woTevwy T¢ Ved. The whole participial construction,
headed by the nominative 6 . . . wLoTebwy, serves as the subject of
wewoinxev. On the rhetorical force of the construction, see 2:4 on 0
Néyav.

0 ... WLOTEVDWY. Pres act ptc masc nom sg TLoTeVw (substanti-
val).
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7@ Ve®. Dative complement of TLoteVwy. The dative case may
have been chosen here rather than elc (see above) because the author
is now talking about believing something that God has said, rather
than believing “in him.” Such a subtle distinction, however, should not
be pressed given the use of ei¢ below with TLoTedw along with Ty
papTuplay as the object of belief.

Vevon. Accusative complement in an object-complement dou-
ble accusative construction (see 1:10 on YebaTny).

wemoinkev. Prf act ind 3rd sg Toléw.

avTév. Accusative direct object of Temoinkev. The antecedent is
7@ Ye@ rather than 6 pn woTevwy. Thus, the clause should not be
interpreted “the one who does not believe in God makes himself a liar.”

dTu. Causal.

wemloTevkev. Prfact ind 3rd sg TLoTeVw.

elc ™y papTvplav. The preposition introduces the object of
belief.

™Y papTvplar Y pepaptipnker 6 Yedg. Lit. “the tes-
timony that God has testified.”

Nv. Accusative direct object of pepopTOpNKED.

prepoapTOpnrev. Prf act ind 3rd sg paptupéw.

6 deoc. Nominative subject of pepaptipnkey.

Tepl Tob viodv. Reference/Respect.

avToD. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories and
Labels” in the Introduction).

. \ %4 > \ o ’ [%4 \ > 7
5:11 koL qUTY €0TLY N papTLPle, OTL Tony alwviov
&wkev MUty 6 Yedg, kal avtn N (o év 7§ vi§ avTod
b
€OTLY.

kL. The sentence-initial kel marks thematic continuity (see 1:2 on
kal) and introduces a further comment on Ty papTuplay.

iy Predicate nominative (see 1:5 on arytn). The demonstrative
is cataphoric (see 1:5 on acbTm), pointing forward to the &7u clause.

&oTlv. Pres act ind 3rd Sg ei,pd,. On the retention of the accent, see
1:50n éoTLy.

M papTvplo. Nominative subject of éaTiy.

oTL. Introduces a clause that is epexegetical to aciq (see 1:5 on
ému).
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oy aldwiov. Accusative direct object of €dwkev.

&dwkev. Aor act ind 3rd sg d{dwpL.

Mptv. Dative indirect object of Edwkev.

6 dedc. Nominative subject of édwkev.

oyt 0 Te). Nominative subject of éoTLv.

év 7@ vi@. Here, the prepositional phrase probably functions as a
locative idiom (“something is found in someone”) rather than a rela-
tional idiom (see 2:5 on €v aUT®).

avToV. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories and
Labels” in the Introduction).

éoTLp. Pres act ind 3rd sg eLpLL. On the loss of accent, see 1:5 on
€OTLY.

. c \ e\ b7 N\ / < N\ \ e\
5:12 0 €xwv TOV VLoV EXEL TNV {ONP° 0 K1) EXWP TOV LLOV
T0D Yeod THY Ty ovk ExeL.

6 &€xwv Tov viov. On the meaning of the idiom, éxewy Tov viov,
see 2:23 on TOV TaTépa EXEL.

6 &xwv. Pres act ptc masc nom sg éxw (substantival). The particip-
ial construction, 6 éxwy TOV LoV, serves as the subject of éxeL.

TOV viov. Accusative direct object of éxwv.

&xev. Pres act ind 3rd sg éxw.

v Sofv. Accusative direct object of ExeL.

6 . . .&xwv. Presact ptc masc nom sg éxw (substantival). The par-
ticipial construction, 6 un éxwr TOV viov Tov Jeob, serves as the
subject of éxeL.

TOV viov. Accusative direct object of Exav.

T00 Yeod. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories
and Labels” in the Introduction).

v Twnp. Accusative direct object of €xet. The fronting (see 1:5
on okoTla) lends prominence to the statement.

1 John 5:13-21

13] have written these things to you—those who believe in the name
of the Son of God—in order that you may know that you have eternal
life. “And this is the confidence that we have before him: if we ask for
anything according to his will, he hears us. *>And if we know that he
hears us—that is, whatever we ask—we know that we have the things
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that we have asked for from him. 161f anyone sees his brother or sister
committing a sin that does not lead to death, he should ask, and (God)
will give him life, that is, to those committing sins that do not lead to
death. There is sin that leads to death. | am not saying that he should
ask about that. 17All wrongdoing is sin. And there is sin that does not
lead to death.

18\\We know that everyone who has been born of God does not sin.
Instead, the one born of God guards himself (from sin) and the Evil
One does not touch him. 1*We know that we are from God and the
whole world is under the control of the Evil One. 22And we know that
the Son of God has come and has given us understanding so that we
(might) know the One who is true. And we have a relationship with the
One who is true, that is, with his Son Jesus Christ. He is the True God
and Eternal Life.

2Dear children, guard yourselves from idols.

-~ -~ -~ 4
5:13 TadTa Eypaya ptv (ra eldite 0TL (o &ExeTe
aldviov, Tolc mLoTeVovoLy elc 70 dvopa Tod viod Tob
Yeov.

The language in this verse is reminiscent of John 20:31—tavTa d¢
Yéypamtar wa moTev[o]nTe 6TL Tnoolg éotww 6 XpLoTog 0
viog Tob Feod, kal (va TLoTebovTeC TuMY EXNTE €V T@ dVoMATL
QUTO.

TavTo. Neuter accusative direct object of €éypaya. The demon-
strative pronoun is anaphoric and probably refers to the entire letter.

Eypada. Aor act ind 1st sg ypapw. On the tense, see 2:14 on
&ypada. In this case, the new paragraph is introduced by a shift in
topic introduced by Tavta €ypade (cf. 3 John 9).

vptv. Dative indirect object of éypaya.

{va. Introduces a purpose clause.

eldnTe. Prf act subj 2nd pl oida. Subjunctive with (va.

6TL. Introduces the clausal complement of eld1jTe (see also 2:3 on
o).

oMy . . . aldwrov. The discontinuous accusative noun phrase
serves as the direct object of éxeTe. The fronting (see 1:5 on okoTL)
of o, particularly without its modifier, helps lend prominence to
this clause (see 2:2 on aVTOg).
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&xeTe. Pres act ind 2nd pl éxa.

Tolg wLoTevovoLy. Dative in apposition to VuLv.

elc 70 dvopa. The preposition introduces the object of belief.

ToV viod. The genitive could be viewed as either possessive (but
see 2:5 on avTOD) Or Objective (see 1:1 on TS §wNg).

70V Yeod. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories
and Labels” in the Introduction).

5:14 kol atty éoTlv W Tappnola v Exopey TPOS avTOV
/ -~ -~
0TL &y TL ol Tdpeda kT 70 YNNI ADTOD AKOVEL NUAY.

kal. The sentence-initial kol generally marks thematic continuity
(see 1:2 on kail). While the progression of thought is more difficult to
see here, the conjunction probably suggests that the woppmola in
view is linked to the possession of oMy atldviov (v. 13).

it Predicate nominative (see 1:5 on arhtm). The demonstrative
is cataphoric (see 1:5 on acyTn), pointing forward to the &7u clause.

&oTlv. Pres act ind 3rd sg eipil. On the retention of the accent, see
1:5 on éoTw.

M wappnotlo. Nominative subject of éoTly. See 2:28 on Tap-
pnoto.

Wv. Accusative direct object of €xopev.

&xopev. Pres act ind 1st pl éxw.

wpoc avTov. Locative, in a metaphorical sense (see also 3:21).

o1u. Introduces a clause that is epexegetical to aiytm (see 1:5 on &7u).

&av. Introduces the protasis of a third class condition (see 1:6 on
"Eav).

Tu. Accusative direct object of alTdpeda.

alTdpeda. Pres mid subj 1st pl aitéw. Subjunctive with éav.
The fact that the writer used the same verb with the active voice ear-
lier (3:22) suggests that the force of the middle voice, highlighting the
benefit to the subject, should not be ignored (cf. Moulton, 160; contra
Brooke, 144; Law, 406).

kaTto 70 YéNqpa. Standard.

avT0D. Subjective genitive (see 1:1 on T™¢ {wng).

akoveL. Pres act ind 3rd sg axov.

NGV Genitive object of dxoveL.
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\ / -~
5:15 kol éav oldoey OTL akoveL NUEY 0 éav altdpeda,
/ -~
oldaper 0TL Exoper T alTipoTe & NTAKAREY AT VTOD.

koel. The sentence-initial kal marks thematic continuity (see 1:2 on
KoL),

&aw. Introduces the protasis of a third class condition (see 1:6 on
"Eawv). The use of the third class condition rather than a first class con-
dition may serve as a mild rebuke by portraying something as hypo-
thetical (oldapev 8TL drovel Hu@Y) that has just been established as
true (cf. 2:28, 29 on éawv). The fact that it has just been established as
true may have led the writer to weaken the third class condition by
using an indicative rather than the expected subjunctive verb with
&a. Alternatively, the presence of the same form in the apodosis “and
the author’s desire to show the connection between the two” (Brown,
610) may have led to the solecistic use of the indicative form here.

otdapev. Prfact ind 1st pl oidar.

d1u. Introduces the clausal complement of oldoqev (see also 2:3
on 67).

akovel. Pres act ind 3rd sg dxovlw.

WGV Genitive object of dxoveL.

0 éav altdopeda. The headless relative clause (see 1:1 on
"0 . .. 0) should probably be viewed as a direct object of an implied
akoveL. The clause of which it is a part would thus stand in apposi-
tion to dxoveL @Y and be epexegetical in nature: “he hears us, that
is, he hears whatever we ask.”

0 éaw. The indefinite relative pronoun (see 2:50on o¢ . . . AQv)
serves as the accusative direct object of altépeda.

alTdpedo. Pres mid subj 1st pl i Téw. Subjunctive with éay. On
the significance of the middle voice, see 5:14.

oldaprev GTu. See above.

&xopev. Pres act ind 1st pl éxw.

Ta alTypoto. Accusative direct object of Exopev.

&. Accusative direct object of 4Tikape.

Wrikoepev. Prf act ind 1st pl altéow.

a®’ avTov. Source.

5:16 "Edtv Tig (61 T0V adeA@ov adTod GpuapTavovTa
\ -~
apopTiay py wpoc VYavaTtov, alTicel Kol ddoeL aOTH
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tonv, Tolg dpapTdvovoly py wpog Ydvatov. €oTLy
apapTia wpoc VdvaTov: ob wepl €kelvng ANéyw Tva
épwtion.

"Eatv. Introduces the protasis of a third class condition (see 1:6 on
"Eav).

Tu1g. Nominative subject of (6.

1dn. Aor act subj 3rd sg dpdw/eidov. Subjunctive with édv.

Tov deA@ov. Accusative direct object of (1. On the meaning,
see 2:9.

avT0V. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories and
Labels” in the Introduction).

QP TAEVOVTAL. Pres act ptc masc acc sg apapTdve. Accusative
complement in an object-complement double accusative construction
(see 1:10 on YevaTny).

apapTiow. Accusative direct object of auapTdvovTa. Some
reference works will identify duopTiay as a “cognate accusative,”
since the noun shares the same root with the verb. Given the fact that
there is no clear semantic significance associated with such a construc-
tion, it may be better to avoid this label.

wpog YavaTov. Louw and Nida (89.44) note that wpdc with the
accusative can serve as “a marker of result, with focus upon the end
point.”

ailtioel. Futact ind 3rd sg aitéw. Imperatival future. The subject
is Tic. According to Louw and Nida, aitéw carries a nuance of
urgency (33.163), while épwTdw, which the writer uses below, focuses
more on asking for information (33.180) or asking “with the implica-
tion of an underlying question” (33.161). Whether or not this writer
intended such a distinction is debatable.

dwoeL. Fut act ind 3rd sg 8(dwut. The implied subject is God.

avT@. Dative indirect object of dwoel.

Swv. Accusative direct object of dwoet.

TOlG papTavovaLY. Pres act ptc masc dat pl dpapTdve (sub-
stantival). Dative in apposition to «0T@. The discontinuity within the
syntax—a0T@ and Tolc apapTavouaLy are separated by Cov—
functions like a rhetorical pause that highlights the importance of the
writer’s clarification (Tolg dpapTdvouoLy n Teog ddvaTov).

wpoc Yavatov. See above.
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&aTLv. Presact ind 3rd sg eipt. On the movement of the accent, see
1:5 0on éoTw.

apaptio. Nominative subject of éoTiy.

Tpoc Yavatov. See above.

wept ékelvng. Reference. The antecedent of ékelvng is
apopTia.

Néyw. Pres act ind 1st sg Néya.

{va. Introduces indirect discourse.

épwto. Aor act subj 3rd sg épwTdw. Subjunctive with (va.

R ~ > 7 c 7 5 4 N4 < 4 5
5:17 w@oa adikia apapTic €0Tiv, ROl EGTLY QpapTie 00
Tpog YdvaTov.

wdoa adikio. Nominative subject of éotiv. Although both
nouns are anarthrous, the use of the quantifier Taoa with adwkia
makes it clear that it must be the subject (“Sin is all wrongdoing”
would not make sense).

apapTio. Predicate nominative of éoTiv.

&oTiv. Pres act ind 3rd sg eLpLL. On the retention of the accent, see
1:50n éoTLy.

&oTLv. Presact ind 3rd sg eipt. On the movement of the accent, see
1:5 on éoTw.

apapTie. Nominative subject of €oTLv.

wpoc Yavatov. See 5:16.

5:18 OUdapev 6TL TS 6 yeyevvnpévog €k Tob Feod ovy
apapTavel, AN’ 6 yevvndelg €k 100 Jeod TNPEL aVTOV
KQl 6 TovNEog ovX ETTETAL QdTOD.

OUdapev. Prfact ind 1st pl olda.

o1u. Introduces the clausal complement of Otdauev (see also 2:3
on 6T).

Tas 6 yeyevvnpévog €k Tod Yeod. The whole participial
construction, headed by the nominative wag 6 yeyevvmuévog, func-
tions as the subject of apaptaver. On the rhetorical force of wag
with an articular participle, see 2:23 on wé&c 6 GpVYOVUEVOC.

6 yeyevvnuévog. Prf pass ptc masc nom sg yevvaw (substan-
tival or attributive; see 2:23 on TGG 6 dPVOUIEVOC).
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€k 1oV Yeod. See 3:9 on ék ToL Jeov.

apopTaveL. Pres act ind 3rd sg apopTave.

@AN’. Introduces a clause that strongly contrasts with the notion of
one who is born of God committing sin (see also 2:2).

6 yevvmUelg. Aor pass ptc masc nom sg yevvaw (substantival).
The referent is likely the Christian (see below on a0ToV).

€k 7oV Veod. See 3:9 on ék ToL VJeov.

TNPeEL. Pres act ind 3rd sg Tpéw.

avToV. Accusative direct object of Tpet. There is a textual vari-
ant at this point that has a significant bearing on how the passage is
understood. The editors of the UBS* give the reading a0tov a “B” rat-
ing (upgraded from a “C” in earlier editions), even though it is only
found in B2 1505 1852 2138 it 't vg Chromatius Jerome Vigilius.
Most manuscripts read éavtéy (X Ac ¥ 33 81 322 323 436 945 1067
1175 1241 1243 1292 1409 1611 1735 1739 1844 1846 1881 2298
2344 2464 Byz [K L P] Lect arm eth geo slav Origen). The editorial
committee based their choice primarily on their view that the referent
of 6 yevvmOelg is Christ (Metzger, 650). As we examine the textual
tradition of codex A and codex B, we find that later scribes working
with these manuscripts made different decisions regarding whether the
form was reflexive (A°) or not (B?). Although ac0TéV is clearly the
harder reading, given the fact that the variation almost certainly
reflects an unintentional error on the part of scribes working with an
unaccented original, the harder reading principle does not apply. In
light of the strong external support for the full reflexive form éavTév,
the unaccented reading found in A* and B* (vtov) should either be
taken as a0Tov functioning reflexively or be read aoToV (see also the
discussion at 2:8 on & éoTLy aANOec év avT@ kal év piv). The
referent of 6 yevyndelg would then be the Christian (so Brown, 622;
contra most scholars). In this reading, Tnpel avToV is closely linked
in meaning to oUx cuapTavel. The fact that John elsewhere always
uses the perfect rather than aorist participle to refer to the believer does
not preclude this reading.

6 movmnpeoc. Nominative subject of dwreTaL.

&mreToeL. Pres mid ind 3rd sg dwTa.

avToV. Genitive object of dmTeTo.
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5:19 oildaper 6TL &k ToD Veod éoper Kal 6 kdopog GAog
év T¢ TOVNPR KELTAL.

otdapev. Prfact ind 1st pl oidar.

d7L. Introduces the clausal complement of O{dapev (see also 2:3
on 67).

€k 100 Yeod &ap.ev. On the meaning of this expression, see 3:10
on &0ty ék Tob Jeob.

éapev. Pres act ind 1st pl elpl. On the loss of accent, see 1:5 on
EOTLY.

6 kéapoc GNog. Nominative subject of ketTaL.

év 7@ wovnpd ketTan. Lit. “lies in the Evil One.” It is possible
that the prepositional phrase points to an intimate relationship (see 2:5
on év a0T@), with the verb highlighting the fact that the relationship
has been firmly established (cf. LN 13.73).

év 7 movnp@. Locative, in a metaphorical sense (but see above).
The noun phrase should be taken in a personal (“the Evil One”) rather
than impersonal (“wickedness™) sense given the clear personal usage
in verse 18 (0 wovmMPOQ).

ketTaL. Pres mid ind 3rd sg ketpan. Miller (429) describes the use
of the middle form with this verb as indicating a state in which the sub-
ject is the “center of gravity.” For more on the voice, see “Deponency”
in the Introduction.

5:20 oidaper 8& 6TL 6 viog Tod Veod fikeL kKol dEdwKeV
-~ \

MUY dravoray tva YLvdokapey 70V aANILYoY, Kal éopév

&v 13 AN, &v 13 vig avTod 'Incod XpLeTd. 0VTéG

b < k \ \ \ \ kB4

€oTwv 0 aAndwog Feog Kal Tun aldviog.

oldaprev. Prf act ind 1st pl otda.

6Tu. Introduces the clausal complement of oldoqev (see also 2:3
on 81u).

6 viog. Nominative subject of MkeL.

70V Yeod. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories
and Labels” in the Introduction).

fikeL. Pres act ind 3rd sg Mka.

0édwkev. Prf act ind 3rd sg S{dwyLL.

Mtv. Dative indirect object of dédwkev.
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davoLaw. Accusative direct object of dédwkev.

Tva. Introduces either a purpose or result clause.

) YWwaokmpev. Pres act subj 1st pl ywaokw. Subjunctive with
va.

Tov aAndLrdv. Given both the preceding and following context,
the referent of the substantival adjective must be God the Father, as a
significant number of scribes (A ¥ 33 et al.) attest by adding dedv,
though the addition could also be conditioned by the following refer-
ence to 6 aAndwoc Veoc. Here, the sense “genuine” is in view,
setting up the contrast with Tév elddAwv in the following verse (cf.
1 Thess 1:9—€weoTpéYate TPOC TOV YOV ATO TOV €OV
dovAevely Yed TAVTL kol GANILYE).

kael. The clause-initial kol marks thematic continuity (see 1:2 on
ko), and introduces a further comment on what it means to “know the
True One.”

éopév &v 7@ aAndwa@. On the meaning of the idiom, see 2:5
on év avTy. On the referent of 1@ aAnVLve, see below.

éopev. Pres act ind 1st pl eiul. On the retention of the accent, see
1:5 on éoTw.

€v 73 vid avTov "Inoov XpLaT@. Onthe surface, it seems nat-
ural to take this prepositional phrase as standing in apposition to év 7@
aAnBuva (see the translation). Most scholars (see, e.g., Brooke, 152;
Law, 412), however, argue that since the referent of Tov dAnSLvov
must be the Father, it is unlikely that a writer would use the same title
(16 aAnBv@) to refer to a new referent without warning. They, there-
fore, prefer to read the text something like: “And we have a relation-
ship with the One who is true, in/through our relationship with his Son
Jesus Christ.” On the contrary, this prepositional phrase likely is
included to clarify that the writer did intend to switch referents in his
use of 1@ aAndvg (see also “Trinitarian Ambiguity” in the
Introduction).

avT0oV. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories and
Labels” in the Introduction).

’Inoov XpLoT@d. Dative in apposition to 7@ uL@.

00T6¢. Nominative subject of éoTLy (see 1:5 on avTn). The
demonstrative pronoun is anaphoric and the most natural antecedent,
given its proximity, is 7@ vi@ avTob 'Incov Xpiotd (for addi-
tional arguments for this view, see Wallace 1996, 326-27). Ultimately,
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determining the antecedent of o0Tc is closely linked to the interpre-
tation of €v ¢ i@ avTob "Incod XpLoTd above. If the prepositional
phrase is taken appositionally, then the focus shifts to Jesus Christ, and
he must be the referent of o0T4g. If, on the other hand, the preposi-
tional phrase simply contextualizes the readers’ relationship with the
Father as being “in his Son Jesus Christ,” then the focus remains on
the Father and he should be viewed as the antecedent of 00T6G.

éaTLy. Pres act ind 3rd sg eipil. On the loss of accent, see 1:5 on
€0TLY.

6 aAndroc deog kal {wn aildviog. Predicate nominative.

5:21 Tekvia, puAdiaTe éxvTa Amo TOY €ldONwY.

Tekvia. Vocative (cf. 2:1). As in 3:18, this sentence, rhetorically
set off by a vocative, provides a summary of what has preceded.
Although it may encompass the entire letter, it is probably better to
view it as a summary of the two peaks (see “Genre and Structure” in
the Introduction) in chapter 4: “the doctrinal peak (don’t be deceived
by false teachers) and the ethical peak (love one another)” (see Larsen
1991b, 54).

@uAaEaTe. Aor actimpv 2nd pl uAdoow. On the significance of
the tense and mood, see 2:15 on aryarwarte and “Tense, Aspect, and
Mood” in the Introduction.

éavta. Accusative direct object of uAataTe. The neuter plural
form provides gender concord with Tekvica.

amo TAV elddNwv. Separation.
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2 JOHN

2 John 1-3

1The Elder, to the Elect Lady and her children, whom I truly love,
and not only | but also all those who have known the truth, 2because of
the truth that remains in us and will be with us forever. 3Grace, mercy,
and peace will be with us from God the Father and Jesus Christ, the
Father’s Son, in truth and love.

1 "0 TpeoBiTepoc ékAekTh KVpla KAl TOlg TéRVOLS QVTHG,

o ) N\ 9 -~ ki 4 N K b} \ 7 2 AY N\
0UG éy0 ayaT®d év aAndelq, Kol oUK €y Povos aANa Kol
TavTeG ol éYvwkdTeS THY aAVelar,

‘O wpeaBiTepoc. Nominative absolute. The nominative abso-
lute is used with introductory material that is not part of a complete
sentence, such as titles, headings, salutations, and addresses (Wallace,
49). It is uncertain whether the term, TpecfiTepog, should be under-
stood simply as “an adult male advanced in years” (LN 9.31), with a
connotation of respected individual, or as a title of office (cf. LN
53.77). As Brown (647) notes, the use of ‘O TpeafiTepog as a nom-
inative absolute in 2 and 3 John are the only Christian examples of this
term from the period where it is not accompanied by a personal name.
This usage suggests that the writer is using it as a title of some sort,
and the context of the letter makes it likely that the title reflects a set
office within the early church.

ékNekTi) kvpla kol Tolg Tékvolg. Dative of recipient.

&kNekT) Kvpla. As Westcott (223) notes, “the rendering of this
phrase is beset by the greatest difficulties.” Brown (652-54) points out
that either the first or second term may be construed as a proper name
(“the lady Electa” or “the elect Kyria,” though the former is highly
unlikely given the use of TNic adeApTc ooV TNG ékAekTNC at the end
of the letter); the expression may be viewed as a courteous way of
greeting a female addressee (“dear lady”); or “Elect Lady” may be
viewed as a figurative way of referring to the church. The context of
the letter itself favors the final option, with the greeting at the end of
the letter coming from a “sister” church (Tfg &deA@mg oov TG €k-
AexkTic, V. 13). The greeting from Ta: Tékva TG AOENPNG GOV THC
&k\ekTnc makes it clear that ékAek T kvplq cannot be a metaphor



142 2 John 1-4

for the universal church (Brown, 653). Brown (654) thus posits that
the lack of article with ék\exT1) kvplq marks this as “a circular letter
meant to be read in several communities.”

a0 1. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories and
Labels” in the Introduction).

ovc. Accusative direct object of d-yan@. The masculine gender
is used with the compound antecedent, ékAekT1 Kuvplq Kol Tolg
Tékvolrg, which has both feminine and neuter elements.

&~ya. Although the explicit nominative subject pronoun may appear
to provide a springboard for the writer to broaden the referent in what
follows (oVk €y wovog AN kol TavTeg), its use in 3 John 1 sug-
gests that it is used to emphasize the writer’s love.

ayawd. Pres act ind 1st sg aryamao.

&v aAndela. The prepositional phrase could either indicate ref-
erence (“with reference to the truth/the Gospel”) or manner (“truly”).

0V . .. wévov aAAa kal. “Notonly ... butalso...”

&ya. Nominative subject of an implied &yawa.

aAAa. On the semantics, see 1 John 2:2.

TavTeg ol éyvwkéTeg TV aAjderaw. The whole particip-
ial construction, headed by the nominative TdvTeg ol éyvmkoTeg,
functions as the subject of an implied ayar@ouy.

ol éyvwkdTeg. Prf act ptc masc nom sg yLvwoke (Substantival or
attributive; see 1 John 2:23 on ®ag 6 GpVodpevog).

v aAqdevaw. Accusative direct object of éyvwkdTec.

NP I\ 7 \ 7 > ¢~ \ s € A
2 dua Ty aAqjderar ™Y pévovoay év Npty Kol ped’ ndv
ot elg TOV aladva.

St ™y aAMderav. Causal, introducing the reason why the
writer and others love “the elect lady” and her children.

pévovoar év quiv. See 1 John 2:6 on év aiT® pPévelv.

prévovaav. Pres act ptc fem acc sg péve (attributive).

ped’ qp@v. Association.

&oTa. Fut ind 3rd sg elpt.

elc 10V al@va. A temporal idiom (see 1 John 1:6 on év 1¢
ok6TeL TepLTaTRper) denoting “unlimited duration of time, with
particular focus upon the future” (LN 67.95).
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3 &taL ped Npav xdpig Neoc elpivn wapa Veod

\ 5 ~ -~ ~ ¢~ -~ >
TaTPOC Kol wapa ‘Inood XpLaTod ToV viod ToD TATPOC €V
aAndela kol Gyam).

&ota. Fut ind 3rd sg elpd.

ped’ qpdv. Association.

xapLc €Neoc elpnry. Nominative subject of éotat.

Tapa Yeod. Source.

TaTPog. Genitive in apposition to Yeov.

wapa "Incod XpuLaTod. Source.

ToV vlov. Genitive in apposition to 'Inoov XpLoTo.

Tod waTpog. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic
Categories and Labels” in the Introduction).

&v aAndelq kol ayamy. The function of the preposition is dif-
ficult to label. It appears to point to the context or circumstances in
which grace, mercy, and peace will be experienced: clinging to the truth
and loving one another. Brown (660) argues that év aAndelq kol
Gryan works together with éye dyamd év dhndetq (v. 1) to form
an inclusio (see 1 John 1:6), marking the end of the opening formula.

2 John 4-7

4l was overjoyed because | have found some of your children living
in the truth, just as we received the command from the Father. *And
now, | ask you, Lady, not as one writing a new command to you, but
one which we have had from the beginning: let us love one another.
6And this is love: that we live in accord with his commands. This is the
command—just as you have heard from the beginning—live in (love),
"because many deceivers have gone out into the world, who do not
confess that Jesus Christ came as a human being. Such a person is a
deceiver and an antichrist.

4 Exapny Nav 67L eVpnra ék 76v Tékvev oov TepLma-

-~ k] & 7 \ k] \ k) 4 \ -~
ToUVTAC €V aAndelq, kadwg évToAny éNafoper Tapa TOV
TaTpdg.

"Exapnv. Aor mid ind 3rd sg xatpw. The verb xaipw occurs in
the active in the present tense, in the middle in the future tense, and in
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the “passive” in the aorist tense. Historically, the variation may be
accounted for by noting that the volitional nature of the future tense
frequently led to the use of middle morphology (Cooper, 594; cited by
Conrad, 8, n. 18), while -9m- forms (and the less common -1- forms)
were originally aorist intransitive markers, which eventually came to
be used to identify the aorist middle/passive (Conrad, 5; see also
“Deponency” in the Introduction).

67L. With the verb xailpw, the 8L can introduce either a causal
clause or a clausal complement that provides the content of the rejoic-
ing. Given the tense of this verb and eUpmka, the clausal complement
analysis is unlikely (“I rejoiced greatly that I have found . . .”).

eVpmka. Prf act ind 1st sg evplokw.

éx TGV Tékvwy. Partitive. BDF §164(2) notes that partitive con-
structions sometimes function (substantivally) as the subject or object
of a verb (as here). They also point out that such expressions are rare
in classical Greek but common in Semitic languages (cf. John 16:17).
Given the use of the participle that follows (see below), it is likely that
the writer viewed Twag as implicit. The partitive expression could
imply that some among the readers were not walking in the truth and
thus serve as a subtle rebuke. Alternatively, the writer may simply be
saying that he has found those among the readers’ group that he has
had contact with to be walking in the truth, without any implications
regarding the rest of T@v Tekvav.

oov. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories and
Labels” in the Introduction).

TePLTATOVVTAG. Pres act ptc masc acc pl mepuwatéw. Accusa-
tive complement in an object-complement double accusative construc-
tion (see 1 John 1:10 on Yeomv), in which the direct object (Tuvac)
is unstated (see above on €k TRV TéKVWY).

&v aAndelq. Manner.

kadag. Introduces a comparison.

évToAv. Accusative direct object of ENdBopev.

éNaBopev. Aor act ind 1st pl AapBave.

Tapa 100 TaTpdg. Source.

5 kol vov épeTd o€, Kvpia, 00X @&C €VTONNY KLV
Ypdeav ool aA\a Wy elxoper an’ apxis, (va dyandper
aANNovg.
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kol vOv. The conjunction and adverb together here point to a tran-
sition to the hortatory heart of the letter (cf. Culy and Parsons, 78, on
Acts 4:29).

épwTa. Pres act ind 1st sg épwTdw.

oe. Accusative direct object of €pwTa.

kvpta. Vocative (cf. 1 John 2:1 on Tekvia). On the meaning, see
verse 1. Here, the vocative does not occur until the second sentence in
the paragraph.

&c. Introduces a comparison. Many have taken the comparative
clause as a parenthetical comment that precedes a clausal complement
(va dyanaper aANAovg) providing the content of €pwTa: “And
now, | ask you, lady, (not as one writing a new command to you, but
one which you have had from the beginning) that we love one
another.” For the weaknesses of such an analysis, see below.

&vToNy KoLy, Accusative direct object of ypdpwv.

Ypapwy. Pres act ptc masc nom sg ypdepw. In comparative con-
structions such as this, the participle is best viewed as substantival:
Lit. “l ask . . . not as one writing a new command. . . .”

aou. Dative indirect object of ypapwy.

oz}\)\dc On the semantics, see 1 John 2:2. In the following clause,
wg 'ypoupwv eV'ro)\nv is left lmpI|C|t

W elxoper am qpxic. The headless relative clause (see 1
John1:10n"0 . . . o) serves as the direct object of an implied ypapwv.

. Accusative direct object of elxopev.

elxopev. Impf act ind 1st pl éxw.

an apxis. Temporal (see 1 John 2:7).

Tva. The {va could introduce a clause that is epexegetical to the
relative clause: “And now, | urge you, lady, not as one writing a new
command to you, but one which we have had from the beginning,
namely, we should love one another.” This view is supported by the
use of the first person a-yarw@pev rather than a second person form,
since we would expect, “I ask you that you love one another” (but see
the parallel syntax in 1 John 3:11). In this reading, the parenthetical ag
clause resulted in the writer never syntactically identifying his request,
though it is clear in the semantics. Since, however, such a reading
leaves épwT@ without a clause that provides the content of the request
(cf. Mark 7:26; Luke 16:27; John 4:47; 17:15; 19:31, 38; 1 Thess 4:1)
and requires that €pwT@ be rendered something like “urge,” most
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scholars prefer to take the {va as introducing the clausal complement
of épwTa (see, e.g., Brown, 664).
ayaT@per. Pres act subj Lst pl dryawaw. Subjunctive with (va.
aANMjAovg. Accusative direct object of dryamdue.

6 kol aiTn EoTiv 1 GydTY, W TEPLTATRREY KOTA TG
évtolag abTod: aiTn 1 évToNq éaTLy, kadag MrovoMTE
an apxig, wa év adTy TepLTaTTE.

kL. The sentence-initial kol marks thematic continuity (see 1 John
1:2 on kael) and introduces a further comment on love.

ayT. Predicate nominative. The demonstrative pronoun is cat-
aphoric (see 1 John 1:5 on ajty), pointing forward to the {va clause.

&oTlv. Pres act ind 3rd sg eLpLL. On the retention of the accent, see
1 John 1:5 on éoTLy.

1M &yamm. Nominative subject (see 1 John 1.5 on ahtn) of éaTiv.

Tva. Introduces a clause that is epexegetical to ccbm (see 1 John
1:5 on 67).

TepLTaTAMEY. Pres act subj 1st pl wepimaTéw. Subjunctive
with {va.

KQTo TG évToAag. Standard.

a0 T0D. Subjective genitive (see 1 John 1:1 on T¢ {wng).

ayTy. See above.

1 évToN1. Nominative subject (see 1 John 1:5 on aitn) of éoTLv.

&aTLv. Pres act ind 3rd sg etpl. On the loss of accent, see 1 John
1:50n éoTLv.

kadag. Introduces a comparison that is parenthetical.

fkovoaTe. Aor act ind 2nd pl axolw.

an’ apxis. Temporal (see 1 John 2:7).

Tva. Introduces a clause that is epexegetical to cchTm (see 1 John
1:5 on 81L).

év oot wepumatiTe. The idiom (see 1 John 1:6 on év 16
OKOTEL TEPLTATAWEY) here means to live in accordance with the
command to love one another or the truth more broadly (see verse 4).
The most obvious antecedent of a1 is 1| évToAm. The content of the
command, however, relates to -y (“Let us love one another”) and
comes under the broad label aAndelq, which was used with wept-
watéw in verse 4. Wendland (32—33), may be correct in seeing inten-
tional ambiguity here (or “semantic density”) that encompasses all
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three of these closely related notions. Such ambiguity would be a lit-
erary rather than syntactic category, and should not be confused with
the questionable label “plenary genitive” (see, e.g., Wallace, 119-21).
) TepLTaTHTE. Pres act subj 2nd pl wepumatéw. Subjunctive with
a.

7 8TL woANol TAdvoL éEqAdov eic Tov kéopov, ol i
opoloyodvvtes ‘Inoodv XpiLotov épxdpevov év ocapki
2 \

00T4G €0TLY 6 TAAVOC KOl 6 avTiXPLOTOC.

67L. Causal, introducing the grounds for the previous exhortation.
Wendland (41-42) places a paragraph break between verses 6 and 7,
apparently due to the “sudden shift from a positive to a negative tone”
at this point (cf. NA27). The use of the 8L at the beginning of verse 7,
however, argues against such a division (see also 1 John 3:11).

woANol wAavoL. Nominative subject of é&EnASov.

£nAdov. Aor act ind 3rd sg é&épxopa.

elc Tov kéopov. Locative.

ol pn opoNoyovvtes ‘Inoovv XpLatov épxbpevor év
capki. The language is very similar to 1 John 4:2.

opoNoyodvTeg. Pres act ptc masc nom pl opoloyéw (attribu-
tive).

"Inoodv XpLoTov. Accusative direct object of 6poNoyolvTec.

¢pxdpevov. Pres mid ptc masc acc sg épxopat. On the voice, see
1 John 2:18. Wallace (645-46) lists this passage as an example where
“An anarthrous participle in the accusative case, in conjunction with
an accusative noun or pronoun, sometimes indicates indirect discourse
after a verb of perception or communication.” In terms of syntax, how-
ever, it is probably more appropriate simply to maintain that the par-
ticiple functions as the complement in an object-complement double
accusative construction (see 1 John 1:10 on yevaTnv; cf. 2:6 on
uéveiv). Moule (101) simply describes the present participle as
equivalent to the perfect participle in 1 John 4:2. Following Porter,
however, it is more likely that the different tenses point to different
focal semantic elements. Porter (1989, 273-81) argues that the perfect
tense serves in part, with transitive verbs, to place the emphasis on the
subject rather than the object. With intransitive verbs, as here, it is
likely that the perfect focuses more attention on the subject (who
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came; 1 John 4:2), while the present tense keeps the focus on the
action of “coming.” This distinction is best captured in English
through the use of “has come” and “came” respectively.

év oapki. Manner. The term ookl is an example of synecdoche
(see 1 John 1:1 on al xetpeg MU@V), meaning “human body.”

0bT6c. Nominative subject of éoTuv (see 1 John 1:5 on av). The
second accent comes from the enclitic éotwy (see 1 John 1:5 on
éoTw). The demonstrative is anaphoric, referring back to woANol
wAd&voL. The use of the singular form serves to narrow the focus to any
member of the larger group of TAawvo.

éaTLy. Pres act ind 3rd sg etut. On the loss of accent, see 1 John
1:5 on éoTw.

6 TAdvog kal 6 qvTixpLoToc. Predicate nominative.

2 John 8-11

8Watch yourselves so that you do not lose what all of us have
worked for, but receive (your) full reward. °Everyone who “goes
ahead” and does not continue to hold to the teaching of Christ does not
have God. The one who continues to hold to the teaching—this one
has both the Father and the Son. °If anyone comes to you and does not
bring this teaching, do not receive him into (your) home and do not
greet him. *For the one who greets him participates in his evil deeds.

8 BAémete éavtolg, Wwa pi amoléonte @ elpyasapeda
GA\a pLodov AN &ToNEBNTE.

BAémeTe ExvTovc. Lit. “Look at yourselves!” The idiom (see 1
John 1:6 on év 1@ OKOTEL TEPLTATRUEY) points to self-vigilance:
“to be ready to learn about future dangers or needs, with the implica-
tion of preparedness to respond appropriately” (LN 27.58).

BAémeTe. Pres actimpv 2nd pl B\éww. The use of this imperative,
along with the two in verse 10 (the only imperatives in the whole let-
ter), mark this paragraph as the “peak” of the letter (see “Genre and
Structure” in the Introduction).

éavTovg. Accusative direct object of BAémeTe.

Tva. Introduces both negative and positive purpose clauses.

amoNéanTe. Aor act subj 2nd pl dmdANvpL. Subjunctive with
{va. Although a number of manuscripts (945 1175 1844 Byz [K L P]
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Lect slav) use first plural forms of the verbs here (dTwoNéowpev . . .
amoNdBwuer), the weight of external evidence (X A B ¥ 81 322
323 et al.) strongly favors the 2nd plural form found in the UBS-.
Assuming that elpyaodpeda is original, it is easy to see how scribes
could accidentally change the second plural form to first plural under
the influence of elpyaoapeda (see also below).

& elpyaodpeda. The headless relative clause (see 1 John 1:1
on "0 . . . 0) functions as the direct object of dmoNéanTe.

&. Accusative direct object of elpyaoaueda.

elpyaoapeda. Aor midind 1st pl épydgopat. The aorist form
of the verb is sometimes spelled with eu as here and sometimes with
M. Miller (429) describes the use of the middle form with this verb as
indicating that “the subject is acting in his own interest.” For more on
the voice, see “Deponency” in the Introduction. It is unclear whether
the original text read elpyaodpeda (B 945 1175 1844 Byz [K L P]
Lect syr"™ cop="" geo slav) or elpydoaode (X AW 33 81 322 323
436 al iter ' vg syreh.h copbesa ™ arm eth Irenaeus® Isidore Lucifer). The
UBS* editorial committee “was persuaded that the delicate nuance
(“ ... that you do not destroy things which we, apostles and teachers,
wrought in you”) is more likely to be due to the author than to copy-
ists. On transcriptional grounds also this reading best explains the ori-
gin of the second person verb, which arose through a levelling
process” (Metzger, 652-53). Given the context and the scribal under-
standing revealed in the variant reading, the first plural form should
likely be viewed as inclusive (“we including you™) rather than exclu-
sive (“we apostles/leaders™).

@AAa. On the semantics, see 1 John 2:2.

pLodov wAqpm. Accusative direct object of dwoNafnTe.

amolafnTe. Aor act subj 2nd pl dmolapBave. Subjunctive
with (va.

9 wag o ‘n'pooz'ywv Kol p.n p.evow év 11 6L6axn ‘rov
Xpw‘rou ﬂeov OUK exeL o u(—:vwv &v 79 dudaxy, 00Tog Kal
Tov waTépa kAL TOV VIOV EXeL.

TS 6 mpodywr kol p péveav év T Sudaxh Tod
Xprov The Whole part|0|p|al constructlon headed by the nomina-
tive Tag 0 Tpodrywv kal p wévwy, functions as the subject of
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éxeL. On the rhetorical force of wac with an articular participle, see 1
John 2:23 on wag.

6 Tpodywv. Pres act ptc masc nom sg wpod-yw (substantival or
attributive; see 1 John 2:23 on Taig 6 dpvovpevog). Here, linked with
un wévev év ) dudaxh Tob XpLoTod, the verb carries a negative
connotation of not simply “going ahead” but “going too far.” There is
thus irony involved. Brown (673) is probably correct in seeing a refer-
ence to “progressive” teachings here.

pévav év 14 dudarxd. The use of uéver highlights continuity
of state (cf. 1 John 2:10). Used with an inanimate object of the prepo-
sition év (11 Oudaxq), the idiom refers to continued adherence to that
object.

pévav. Pres act ptc masc nom sg péve (substantival or attributive;
see 1 John 2:23 on GG 6 Cpvolperog).

10V XpLoTov. The genitive could be either subjective (“what
Christ taught”; so Brooke, 177; Brown, 675; Schnackenburg, 286;
Westcott, 230) or objective (“the teaching about Christ”; so Bultmann,
113; Burdick, 427-28; Marshall, 72-73, n. 13; Smalley, 332). Given
the fact that the concern is with aspects of Jesus’ incarnation, e.g., he
“came in the flesh,” rather than his own teachings per se, the objective
genitive view is more likely, though Wendland (33), may be correct in
seeing intentional ambiguity (or “semantic density”) here. Such ambi-
guity would be a literary rather than syntactic category, and should not
be confused with the questionable label “plenary genitive” (see, e.g.,
Wallace, 119-21).

deov. Accusative direct object of Exe.

&xeL. Pres act ind 3rd sg éxw.

6 pévev &v T4 dudarx). The whole substantival construction
serves as the topic (see 1 John 1:1) of what follows and will be picked
up with the resumptive demonstrative pronoun obTog. On its internal
syntax and meaning, see above.

ovToc. Nominative subject of €xeL. The antecedent is 6 pévev év
T OLdax).

Kol . . . kol “Both . . . and.”

Tov watépa kol TOV viov. Accusative direct object of Exet.

&xeL. Pres act ind 3rd sg éxw.

10 €X Tic EpxeTar TPOS VPAES Kol TavTY THY SLdarxy ov
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/7 \ 4 & \ 2 k] 7 \ 7 & -~
@épet, pi) AapBavete adTov €lc olkiaw Kol Xalpely adTd
1 Néyere:

€X. Introduces a first class condition (cf. 1 John 3:13). The accent
comes from the enclitic Tg (see 1:5 on €éoTy).

Tig. Nominative subject of EpxeTa.

&pxeTow. Pres mid ind 3rd sg épxopat. On the voice, see 1 John
2:18 and “Deponency” in the Introduction.

TPOoc VAg. Locative.

TadTRY ™Y dudarxjv. Accusative direct object of @épel.

@épeL. Pres act ind 3rd sg pépaw.

AapBavere. Pres act impv 2nd pl Aapfdve (prohibition). On
the significance of the imperative, see verse 8 on BAémeTe.

avTov. Accusative direct object of NapuBdverTe.

elc olklaw. Locative. While lexical analysis cannot solve the
question of whether the reference is to a personal residence or house
church, Brown (676) points out that unambiguous references to house
churches elsewhere in the NT always use otkog rather than oik{c.

xatpeww ad1d py Néyerte. Lit. “Do not say “Greetings’ to him.”

xalpery. Pres act inf xaipw. Although this form typically occurs
as an infinitive absolute, here the infinitive functions as the syntactic
direct object of Néywv (see also verse 11). The greeting in view could
either be connected with inviting someone into one’s home (“Hello”)
or wishing him well when he leaves (“Goodbye,” “Farewell””). Brown
(676) is probably correct in arguing that “the rhythm of the verse
where the two verbs in the protasis (10ab) constitute the one action of
coming to teach suggests that the two verbs in the apodosis also con-
stitute the one action of receiving and initial greeting.”

adT@. Dative indirect object of AéyerTe.

Névyete. Pres act impv 2nd pl Aéyw (prohibition). The use of p1
rather than ov makes it clear that this form is imperative rather than
indicative. On the significance of the imperative, see verse 8 on
BAémeTe.

< 7 AY kA -~ 7 -~ -~ v 2
11 0 Néyav yap aiTd XALPELY KOLVOVEL TOLG EPYOLS Q-
TOV TOlg TOVMNPOLG.

6 Néyav . .. ad1d XalpeLw. The whole participial construc-
tion, headed by the nominative 6 Aéywv, serves as the subject of
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koLvwvet. On the rhetorical force of the construction, see 1 John 2:4
on o Néyav.

6 Néywv. Pres act ptc masc nom sg Aéyw (substantival).

vap. Introduces the grounds for the prohibitions in verse 10 (but
see 1 John 2:19 on yap).

ad7@. Dative indirect object of Aéywv.

xaelpeww. Pres act inf xatpw. On the syntax of the infinitive, see
verse 10.

KOLPWPEL. Pres act ind 3rd sg kowvwvéw.

Totg €pyolLg . . . Tolg mwovmpolg. Dative complement of
kolvavel. As BDAG (552) notes, “To share, participate in the deeds
of others means to be equally responsible for them.”

avTov. Subjective genitive (see 1 John 1:1 on T™g {wng).

2 John 12-13

22Although | could write much (more) to you, | do not want (to com-
municate) with paper and ink. Instead, | hope to be with you and speak
face to face so that our joy might be full. 13The children of your Elect
Sister greet you.

12 Ho)\)\& Exwv Opiv ypdeely ovk éBov)\ﬁi‘}nv S
onpTov KOI,L p,e)\ozvog, a)\)\a it 'yeveat‘}ou wpog vuozg
kKol oTépo ‘rrpog oTépa Aalfoal, (va 1| xapa Mpav
mewAnpwpévn 1.

IToANa. Accusative direct object of ypcapeLv (see below).

&xwv. Pres act ptc masc nom sg éxw (concessive).

vutv Dative indirect object of YPaPELY.

'ypoupew Pres act mf ypapw. Superficially, the expression
IToANa éxwy Vpiv ypagely appears to involve an infinitive
(ypcipewv) that is epexegetical to the direct object of Exwv (i.e.,
IToAAa): “I have much, namely, to write to you.” The analogous con-
struction in Acts 25:26 is analyzed this way in Culy and Parsons (486).
It is preferable, however, to view éxw plus an infinitive as a verb
phrase that means “be in a position to do something” (see BDAG,
421). The infinitive is thus complementary with TIoANa as its direct
object.

¢BovAIp. Aor mid ind 1st sg BovAopat. This form is typically
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parsed “aorist passive deponent” (cf. verse 4 on "Exapny). Given the
fact, however, that (1) BoUNopat only occurs in middle and passive
forms in all tenses; and (2) the -9v- morpheme should likely be
viewed as middle/passive rather than simply passive (see Conrad),
¢BouAnOny should probably be treated as a true middle (see also
“Deponency” in the Introduction). Miller (428) argues that “some
verbs involve the self in the processes going on within the action,” and
places this verb under the sub-category of “volitional activities.”

oo xapTov kal péAavoc. Means. An idiom meaning, “by
letter” (cf. duar pélawoc kol kahapov, 3 John 13).

@AAa. On the semantics, see 1 John 2:2.

éNTitw. Pres act ind 1st sg EATLTw.

yevéadar. Aor mid inf ylvopar (complementary). The voice
should be read as a true middle (see “Deponency” in the Introduction).
Conrad (17, n. 34) argues that y{vopa, when used with wpdg plus an
accusative noun phrase, involves “conscious and deliberate participa-
tion of the agent in the movement.”

Tpoc VAC. Locative.

kal. The conjunction links a second complementary infinitival
clause to yevéodar Tpog VIAGC.

oTépa 7rp(‘)g 01'6p.0:. This idiom (lit. “mouth to mouth”)
denotes “in person.”

)\a)\nom Aor act inf Aaéw (complementary to EATLLW).

va 0 xepa fpdv wemAnpwpévyn 1. The same clause
appears in 1 John 1:4, with the participle following the verb 7 (but
note the textual issue below on Mu.&v).

Tvae. Introduces a purpose clause.

M Xapa. Nominative subject of 4.

Mn@v. Subjective genitive (see 1 John 1:1 on ¢ {wng). Asin 1
John 1:4, the textual tradition varies between nuav and vu@v and the
external evidence is not heavily weighted in either direction. Here, the
first plural form fudv occurs in X ¥ 945 1175 1292 1505 1611 1735
1844 1846 1852 2138 Byz [K L P] Lect vg™s syrP"h arm geo, while the
second person form @y occurs in A B 33 81 322 323 436 1067 1243
1409 1739 1881 2298 2344 2464 1 422 1 596 | 921 it ! vg cop® eth
slav. In this case, the first person pronoun fits the context more natu-
rally and scribes may have changed it to second person through either
faulty hearing or to harmonize it (probably unintentionally) with what
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I have argued was likely the original reading for 1 John 1:4 (see that
discussion). If the first person pronoun is read, it should be taken as
inclusive, referring to both the writer and readers.

wemAnpwpévn. Prf ptc fem nom sg TAnpdw (perfect periphras-
tic; see 1 John 1:4). The verb could be viewed as either middle or pas-
sive voice. Porter (1989, 486) may be correct in arguing that “the
periphrasis [here] draws attention to the state of completeness of such
ajoy.”

1. Pres act subj 3rd sg etpl. Subjunctive with (va.

13 "Acmatetal oe T Tékva TS AdeApic gov TG ék-
NexTiG.

>AcmageTal. Pres mid ind 3rd sg dowatopa. Neuter plural sub-
jects characteristically take singular verbs (see Wallace, 399-400).
The second accent comes from the enclitic ge (see 1 John 1:5 on
€oTwp). The form is typically parsed “middle/passive deponent” but is
most likely a true middle (see “Deponency” in the Introduction).
Miller (427) maintains that verbs that by their nature involve two
parties, or a sense of reciprocity, tend to utilize the middle voice. She
places this verb under the subcategory of “positive communication.”

oe. Accusative direct object of "AomageTal.

T Tékvo. Nominative subject of "AomwdteTadl.

Mg a@deleng. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic
Categories and Labels” in the Introduction).

Thc ékAekTig. On the meaning of this attributive modifier of Tig
adegng, see verse 1.

oov. Genitive of relationship (but see “Syntactic Categories and
Labels” in the Introduction). Although many manuscripts add cpqv
(945 1175 1292 1505 1611 1844 1852 2138 Byz [K L] Lect vg™s slav),
it is not found in an impressive set of witnesses (X A B P ¥ 33 81 322
3231243 1409 1735 1739 1846 1881 2298 2344 2464 it ! vg copsa bo
geo) and it reflects a common liturgical addition (Metzger, 654).
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3 JoHN
3 John 1-4

The Elder, to (my) dear friend Gaius, whom | truly love.

2Dear friend, | hope that all is well with you and that you are in good
health, just as it is well with your soul. 3For | was overjoyed when the
brothers and sisters came and confirmed your (message of) truth, even
as you are living in the truth. 4| have no greater joy than this: | hear that
my children are living in the truth.

3 4 4 ) ~ 9 \ s -~ 3
1 ‘O wpeaBiTepog Tatw 7@ AyamNTR, OV €Y AYyQTR €V
andeiaq.

‘O wpeaBuTepog. On the use of the nominative absolute and
meaning of TpeofuTepog, see 2 John 1.

Tate 7§ GyamqTd. Dative of recipient. On the diaeresis over
the iota, see 1 John 3:12 on Kaiv.

ov. Accusative direct object of dryawa.

&ya. Nominative subject of @ yawa. The explicit subject pronoun
probably emphasizes the writer’s love rather than being merely
stylistic.

ayowd. Pres act ind 1st sg dryamde.

év aAnVeia. The prepositional phrase could either indicate ref-
erence (“with reference to the truth/the Gospel”) or manner (“truly”).

5 ’ \ ’ [Ye s 5 ~ \
2 CAyamnTé, Tepl wavTev etxopal oe edodovodarL Kal
Uyaivew, kadag evodovTal gov M Yuxm.

>AyamqTé. On the meaning, see 1 John 2:7. As in 1 John (see 1
John 2:1 on Texvi(x), the use of the vocative in 3 John tends to mark,
or at least occur, at the beginning of a new paragraph (so Floor, 6; see
also “Genre and Structure” in the Introduction).

Tepl TavTwv. Reference. BDF §229(2) argues that the phrase is
synonymous with Tpo pév wavtev (“above all”), an expression that
frequently appears in the salutation of letters in the papyri (cf. Moule,
63). Such a sense, however, is otherwise unattested for Tepl TavToY.
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The prepositional phrase most likely modifies evodovodaL and has
been fronted (see 1:5 on okoTicr) for emphasis.

etrxopal. Pres mid ind 1st sg elxopa. The second accent comes
from the enclitic oe (see 1 John 1:5 on €aLv). Kemmer labels the use
of the middle form with this verb as an “indirect middle, self-benefac-
tive,” i.e., the subject of the verb acts for himself or in his own inter-
est (see Conrad, 9). For more on the voice, see “Deponency” in the
Introduction. Louw and Nida argue that this term may either denote
“to speak to or to make requests of God” (33.178) or “to desire some-
thing, with the implication of a pious wish” (25.6), but they list
Romans 9:3 as the only probable example of the latter usage. BDAG
(417) cites the same two senses of the verb and lists Acts 27:29 and the
present passage as examples of the meaning “wish.” Brown (703)
argues that “The use of the verb in secular letters as a polite wish for
good health means that receivers of a NT letter would interpret it the
same way unless there was a contextual indication of more profound
intent, and that is lacking here.” Indeed, while in none of the cases
where elryopaL supposedly denotes “wish” can the notion of prayer
be ruled out (cf. Culy and Parsons, 523), the use of elxopat with
evodovodar and Vyialvely does suggest that the conventional
expression of desire for the well being of the recipient is in view.

oe. The accusative pronoun is an example of what has traditionally
been called either the “accusative subject of the infinitive” or the
“accusative of general reference.” Neither label is fully satisfactory.
The former has in its favor the fact that the accusative noun is the con-
ceptual “subject” of the infinitive verb. The latter has in its favor the
fact that, strictly speaking, only finite verbs can take a subject. Some
linguists have argued that in infinitive constructions that are not part
of a prepositional phrase “raising” has occurred. The noun that we
expect to be the subject of the infinitive has been raised from the
infinitive (or lower/subordinate) clause to the main (or upper) clause
where it functions syntactically as the direct object of the verb. It is,
therefore, placed in the accusative case. While such an analysis may
account for most infinitival constructions, it cannot explain the
accusative case marking where the infinitive clause is part of a prepo-
sitional phrase, such as év 1¢ omelpeLv adTov (Matt 13:4). It cannot
be said that the “subject of the infinitive” takes its case from the prepo-
sition since it always bears accusative case even when used with a
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preposition that takes a noun in a different case. We have thus retained
the label “accusative subject of the infinitive,” since conceptual sub-
jects of infinitives always bear accusative case marking.

€vodovaVdaL. Pres mid inf eboddw (complementary or “indirect
discourse,” depending on whether the main verb means “wish” or
“pray”). Louw and Nida (22.47) provide the following definition: “to
experience and enjoy favorable circumstances.” This definition sug-
gests that the form should be viewed as middle (intransitive) rather
than passive (contra BDAG, 410).

UyLalvew. Pres act inf Uywalve (complementary or “indirect
discourse,” depending on whether the main verb means “wish” or
“pray”).

kadag. Introduces a comparison.

evodovTal. Pres mid ind 3rd sg eoddw. On the meaning and
voice, see above. The second accent comes from the enclitic cov (see
1 John 1:5 on éoTwy).

gov. Genitive of possession.

M Yux. Nominative subject of edodovTal. The use of this term as
part of a comparison set against Tepl TaVTWY . . . o€ €VodolodaL
kal Uylalvew points to a wish for well-being and health to extend
beyond the spiritual (ebodoUTall gov 1 Yux1) to encompass all areas
of life (wepl wawvTwy). The expression gov 1 Yuxn should thus be
viewed as a metonymy (see 1 John 2:2 on Tob k6apov) for “your spir-
itual life.”

3 éxapny yap Nav épxopéver ddeAe@v Kol popTvpeod-
1Y gov T4 aAndelq, kadag ov év aAndela TepLTaTelg.

&xapnp. Aor mid ind 3rd sg xaitpw. On the voice, see 2 John 4 and
“Deponency” in the Introduction.

wyap. Introduces a reason for the previous statement, evodovTal
oov 1 Yuxn (but see 1 John 2:19 on yap).

¢pxopévav. Pres mid ptc masc gen pl épxopa. On the voice, see
1 John 2:18 and “Deponency” in the Introduction. Genitive absolute,
temporal. The genitive absolute is used when the subject of the partici-
ple (which must also be in the genitive case) is different from the sub-
ject of the main clause (see Healey and Healey). Although genitive
absolute constructions typically occur prior to the finite clause they
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modify, here the genitive absolute follows the finite clause. Although
the syntax certainly allows for a reference to multiple arrivals, an
examination of the use of this verb as a present participle in the NT
should quickly dispel the notion that the present tense “almost pre-
cludes the reference of the words to a single occasion” (contra Brooke,
183; cf. Smalley 347, Westcott, 236).

abe\p@v. Genitive subject (see above on épyopévay). On the
meaning, see 1 John 2:9.

e TVPOUVTWY. Pres act ptc masc gen pl papTtupéw. Genitive
absolute, temporal (see above on €pxopévar).

gov T aAndelia. It is difficult to determine how these words
relate to papTupovVT@Y and each other. Testifying “about” something
requires the use of the preposition wepl rather than the simple genitive
of reference (see, e.g., 1 John 5:9, 10; John 1:7, 8, 15; 2:25; 5:32, 36,
37, 39; 7:7). This, along with the parallel expression in verse 6, where
oov clearly modifies T &ycmy rather than éuaptipnoay, suggests
that the pronoun modifies 71 aAndelq rather than woapTVPOUVTWY.
When papTtupéw is modified by a dative noun phrase (dative of
advantage), it often carries the sense of providing confirming or
affirming testimony (cf. LN 33.263—"to speak well of, to approve
of”). The sense here would then be that other believers have come to
the writer and confirmed/affirmed the truth/message that Gaius was
proclaiming (but see below on kadac). For other examples of this
construction, see, e.g., Luke 4:22; Acts 14:3 (variant); 15:8; 22:5;
Romans 10:2; Galatians 4:15; and Colossians 4:13.

oov. Subjective genitive (“you are truthful” or “you speak the
truth”; see also 1 John 1:1 on ¢ ung).

T4 aAndela. Dative of advantage (see above; see also verse 12
on LePaPTUPNTAL).

kadag. The conjunction could either introduce a comparison or
indirect discourse (“indicating how something took place”; see LN
89.86). The latter would be awkward given the fact that popTupo0V-
Twv is already modified by cov T dAnSelaq. A comparative use of
kadag, on the other hand, would yield a structure parallel to the pre-
vious verse. If cov T dAndelq refers to the nature of Gaius’ mes-
sage (see above), then a clause comparing the nature of his conduct
would be quite natural.

ov. Nominative subject of TepLwaTelg.
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év aAndela. Manner. Used with TepuraTéw, the prepositional
phrase points to conduct that is consistent with the Gospel.
TepLTaTELS. Pres act ind 2nd sg wepLTaTéw.
4 perfotépar TovTaY o0k EXw XXPAY, (Vo Gkovw Ta Eplar
Téxva &v T aAndela TepLTaTOOVTAL

petsotépay. Attributive modifier of xapav. The fronting of this
element and consequent splitting of the noun phrase, uelfoTépay
xapav, lend prominence to the mitigated exhortation that follows
(Floor, 14; cf. BDF §473).

To0TWY. Genitive of comparison. The use of the plural may sug-
gest at first glance that the pronoun is anaphoric and refers to multiple
reports of Gaius’ piety. The fact that the demonstrative is followed by
a va clause, however, suggests that the demonstrative is cataphoric
(see 1 John 1:5 on abTm). The use of the plural form may simply be
idiomatic (cf. John 1:50; Wallace, 332-33).

&xw. Pres act ind 1st sg éxw.

xapaw. Accusative direct object of €xw. Although some manu-
scripts read xdpLv (B 1243 1844 2298 it vg copte Hilary), the exter-
nal evidence strongly favors xapdy (RAC K L Petal.).

(v Introduces a clause that is epexegetical to To0Twy, and serves
as a mitigated exhortation: “Continue to give me joy by walking in the
truth” (Floor, 9; see also “Mitigated Exhortations” in the Introduction).

aKkoVw. Pres act subj 1st sg drovw. Subjunctive with (va.

T épa Tékva. Accusative direct object of dkovw. The expres-
sion is used figuratively of those under the spiritual care of the elder
and/or those who converted through his ministry.

év ) aAndela. On the meaning, see verse 3. There is no appar-
ent distinction between év T aAndela and év aAndelq. John
freely shifts from év 19 aAndelq in John 17:17 to év aAndelq in
the analogous context of John 17:19, and many scribes (X C2 P ¥ Byz)
apparently omitted the article here with no change in meaning (for a
fuller discussion of the variation between articular and anarthrous
forms, see Moule, 112).

TepLTaToVVTA. Pres act ptc neut acc pl mepLmaTéw. Accusative
complement in an object-complement double accusative construction
(see 1 John 1:10 on YeloTnv; see also 2 John 7 on épxduevov).
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3 John 5-8

SDear friend, you act faithfully in whatever you have done for the
brothers and sisters, and (you do) this (for) strangers, ‘who have con-
firmed your love before the church, (and) whom you will do well to
send on in a manner worthy of God. "For they went out on behalf of
the Name, not taking anything from the Gentiles. 8Therefore, we ought
to support such people as these, in order that we might become fellow-
workers (with them) in (the spreading of) the truth.

5’ AyamnTé, TLOTOVY ToLELS 0 éav épydon elc Tovg &deN-
\ ~
@ovg kol TovTo Eévovg,

>AyamnTé. On the meaning, see 1 John 2:7. As in 1 John (see 1
John 2:1 on Tekviw), the use of the vocative in 3 John tends to mark,
or at least occur, at the beginning of a new paragraph (so Floor, 6; see
also “Genre and Structure” in the Introduction). Here, the new para-
graph is also signaled by the fact that verse 4 serves as a summary
statement of the previous paragraph.

wuoTov. The neuter singular form of an adjective is frequently
used to form an adverb, as here (cf. Robertson, 294-95).

ToLets. Pres act ind 2nd sg woléw.

0 ¢av épydoy el Tovg adelpovg. The headless relative
clause (see 1 John 1:1 on "O . . . 0) serves as the direct object of
TOLELC.

0 éaww. The indefinite relative pronoun (see 1 John 2:50n0¢ . . .
Qv) serves as the accusative direct object of épycan).

€pyaon. Aor mid subj 2nd sg épyatopat. Subjunctive with écv.
Miller (429) describes the use of the middle form with this verb as
indicating that “the subject is acting in his own interest.” For more on
the voice, see “Deponency” in the Introduction.

elc Tovc adelpovg. Advantage.

kal TovTo £évovug. In this highly elliptical construction, the
accusative singular TouTo serves as the direct object of an implied €p-
yagn or mwoielg and the accusative plural £€voug serves as the
accusative object of an implied eic (denoting advantage): kot
€pyatm TouTo el £€voug (cf. P Byz, which read eic Tovg £€voug).

6 ol épapTipnody cov TH cydwy évdmiov ékkAnoiag, odg
kaA@g wounoels wpomépbac atlwg Tov Yeod:
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ot. Nominative subject of épuaptipnody. The antecedent is Tovg
adeNpovc/Eévoug.

EpapTOpnady. Aor act ind 3rd pl napTupéw. The second accent
comes from the enclitic cov (see 1 John 1:5 on éaTLv). On the mean-
ing of the verb with a dative complement, see verse 3 on gov T
aAndelq.

gov. Subjective genitive (see 1 John 1:1 on ™¢ {wng).

évadmov ékkAneiog. Locative.

oVg. Accusative direct object of mpoméuac.

kaA@c Toungelg. Rhetorically, this expression introduces a mit-
igated exhortation: “Help the brothers on their journey” (see
“Mitigated Exhortations” in the Introduction). The fact that it occurs
within a relative clause—a rhetorical device that marks foregrounding
or thematic material (see Larson, 413)—adds further prominence to
the implied exhortation (see Floor, 9, 14).

mouioerg. Fut act ind 2nd sg ToLéaw.

wpomépbac. Aor act ptc masc nom sg Tpowépme (means). The
verb means “to send someone on in the direction in which he has
already been moving, with the probable implication of providing help”
(LN 15.72).

T0oV Yeo. Genitive complement of d&lac.

7 Vmwép yap 10V Svépatog EENNYov pndév AapldvovTeg
amwo TAv éJvikdv.

Umeép . . . To0 dvépaTog. Representation/advantage.

~ap. Introduces the grounds for the request that Gaius send them
on their way in an appropriate manner (but see 1 John 2:19 on yap).

ToV évépaTog. Metonymy (see 1 John 2:2 on Tob kbouov) for
“God” or “Jesus Christ.”

EEqAVov. Aor act ind 3rd pl é&épxopar. The implied starting
point from which they “went out” is probably the church.

pdev. Accusative direct object of AauSavovteg. When used
with a non-indicative verb, Greek writers characteristically chose
undelg rather than obdeic.

AapBavovTeg. Pres act ptc masc nom pl AapSdve (manner).

amo TRV édvik@v. Source.
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8 et ovv dpelloper VmoAapBavely Todg ToLoUTOVG,
va ouvepyol ywapeda 14 aindeiq.

Mete. The explicit subject pronoun shifts the focus from Tovg
&depovc (v. 5) to the elder and his readers.

dpelNopev. Pres act ind 1st pl 6pethw. On the semantics and
rhetorical significance of this verb, see 1 John 2:6 on (’xpeL)\eL.

vmoAapBaveLy. Pres act inf Umohapfdve (complementary).
Here, “to assist in supplying what may be needed” (LN 35.1).

Tovg ToLovTovg. Accusative direct object of UroNauBaveLr.

Tva. Introduces a purpose clause.

avvep~yol. Predicate nominative.

ywapeda. Pres mid subj 1st pl y{vopat. Subjunctive with (va.
On the middle voice, see 2 John 12 and “Deponency” in the
Introduction.

T aAndelq. The dative noun phrase could either be (1) a
complement of a ouv- word (thus, “fellow-workers with the truth™), or
(2) dative of reference, with the complement of ouvepyol being an
implied avTolg (thus, “fellow-workers with them in the truth™). The
term dAnSelq is likely another word for the “true message” or
“Gospel.” The fact that (a) cuvep-yol more naturally would take a per-
sonal complement; (b) “Neither the LXX nor the New Testament uses
the dative with this noun, which normally governs the genitive or eis
with the accusative” (Brown, 714); and (c) ouvep~yol is not contigu-
ous with T dAndelq makes the second interpretation slightly more
likely (for a defense of the alternative view, see Brown, 714). The
ambiguity, which led to the potential dissonance of the notion “fellow-
workers with the truth,” probably led two early scribes (X* A) to sub-
stitute 11 ékkAnola.

3 John 9-12

°l wrote something to the church, but that one who loves to be first
among them, Diotrephes, does not pay attention to us. °For this rea-
son, if | come, | will bring up his works, which he is doing by disparag-
ing us with wicked words. And since he is not satisfied with that, he
also does not welcome the brothers and sisters. Indeed, he hinders
those who want to (welcome them) and throws them out of the church.

“Dear friend, do not imitate (such) bad behavior but (imitate) good
behavior. The one who does good belongs to God. The one who does
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evil has not seen God. 2Demetrius has been affirmed by everyone and
by the truth itself. And we also affirm (him), and you know that our
testimony is true.

9 "Eypayd Tu T4 ékkAnoiq: aAN 6 @ oTpaTedwy avT@y
AroTpépng ok EmbéxeTarL Npag.

“Eypaya 7. There is a great deal of textual variation here. The
UBS* reading is supported by X* A et al.; codex B reads "Eypayag T
(so also cops=t0); the second corrector of X reads "Eypaya &v (so
also 33 et al.); a number of witnesses (C ¥ Byz et al.) simply read
"Evypoar; and a few late manuscripts read "Eypayoc &v 7L, with one
reading "Eypaa ac0T). As Metzger notes (655), the UBS* text is the
reading that best explains the origin of the other readings, though it is
appropriately given a “B” or “C” (UBS?®) rating. The reading of codex
B is probably simply a scribal error. Although Metzger (655) claims
that the reading "E-ypaya was intended to avoid undue deprecation of
apostolic authority, it is unclear how this reading would accomplish
this. Some of the variants likely arose from the fact that the connection
between the first clause and the AN’ clause is not readily apparent in
the UBS* reading. Certain information has been left implicit, i.e., the
Elder expected the letter to be recognized as authoritative by the recip-
ients, making this conceptually a difficult reading. This led some
scribes to alter the text so that the Elder claimed a desire to write but
was deterred by Diotrophes’ opposition: “I would have written [some-
thing] to the church . . .” ("Eypada &v [1L]).

"Eypaya. Aor act ind 1st sg ypdgw. The second accent comes
from the enclitic Tu (see 1 John 1:5 on éaTuv). In this case, the new
paragraph is introduced by a shift in topic introduced by "Eyponjict Tu
(cf. 1 John 5:13) and by the fact that verse 8 serves as a summary state-
ment of the previous paragraph.

Tu. Accusative direct object of "Eypaa.

71 ékkAnolq. Dative indirect object.

@AN’. The conjunction introduces a proposition that runs contrary
to the implied expectation that the letter would be recognized as
authoritative. For more on the semantics of AN, see 1 John 2:2.

6 @LNOTPwTebwY. Pres act ptc masc nom sg QLAOTPRTEV®
(substantival). Nominative subject of émidéxeTar. The verb, which
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occurs only here in the NT and only rarely elsewhere, means, “to like
or love to be first in rank or position” (LN 25.110).

a0T@v. Genitive of subordination.

AvoTpéeng. Nominative in apposition to 6 @LA\oTpeTEVWY.

émidéxeTtan. Pres mid ind 3rd sg émdéxopar. The verb which
occurs only here and in verse 10 in the NT, could simply mean, “wel-
come” or “receive,” as Mitchell strongly argues. Given the context,
however, the “reception” appears to relate more to being confronted
with what was written in a letter than a personal encounter with a vis-
itor, suggesting a sense like, “to listen or pay attention to a person, with
resulting conformity to what is advised or commanded” (LN 36.14).

ML&G. Accusative direct object of émLdéxeTar.

10 dia TovTO, éav ENDw, v‘rrop.v'q(rw ow‘roﬁ TQ ep'yoz & ToLet
)\o'ym,g ﬂovnpmg «p)\vapwv NHEg, KOLL TR oszovp.evog em,
ToVTOLG OVTE QVTOG E1TL56XET(¥L ToVg &deApols Kal Tovg
Bovhopévovg kwAleL kal €k Tiic ekkAnoloc ekBdANeL.

Ol ToVTo. Causal. The demonstrative pronoun is anaphoric (con-
trast 1 John 3:1), pointing back to the proposition AtoTpégnc ok
EmdéxeTan Mg as the reason for the following result.

&awv. Introduces the protasis of a third class condition (see 1 John
1:6 on "Eaw). The conditional construction should probably be taken
as indicating genuine doubt regarding whether or not the writer will be
able to come (cf. v. 14: éENT{w 8¢ evdéwc oe Ldelv).

ENdw. Aor act subj 1st sg épxopat. Subjunctive with éd.

vmopview. Fut act ind 1st sg vmopLpyokw. Here, the sense is
“call to mind, bring up” (BDAG, 1039).

avT0D. Subjective genitive (see 1 John 1:1 on T¢ {wng).

Ta &pya. Accusative direct object of Umopow.

&. Accusative direct object of woLet.

ToLEL. Pres act ind 3rd sg ToLéw.

AévyoLc movypotg. Instrumental.

@Avapdv. Pres act ptc masc nom sg eAvapéw (means). The verb,
which occurs only here in the NT, means, “to indulge in utterance that
makes no sense, talk nonsense (about), disparage” (BDAG, 1060).
BDAG goes on to note that the expression @Avapay Mudg may be
captured in modern English through the rendering, “bad-mouthing us.”
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Mndg. Accusative direct object of eAvapav.

apkoVpevog. Pres ptc masc nom sg dipkéw (causal). The voice
should probably be viewed as middle rather than passive (contra
BDAG, 132).

éml TovToLg. The thing with which the person is satisfied is typ-
ically placed in the dative case. This is the only use of dpkéw with éwl
in the NT and the construction is rare elsewhere. It may be a stylistic
variant for the simple dative (cf. BDAG, 132), or éwl may carry a
causal nuance (“a marker of cause or reason as the basis for a subse-
quent event or state”; LN 89.27).

avToc. Nominative subject of émdéxeTar. The explicit subject
pronoun focuses attention on Diotrephes and his behavior.

émudéxeTa. Pres mid ind 3rd sg émLdéxopat. On the voice and
meaning, see verse 9.

Tovg adeAovg. Accusative direct object of émdéxeTal.

Tovg BovAopévovg. Pres mid ptc masc acc pl BovAopat (sub-
stantival). Accusative direct object of kwAVeL. On the middle voice,
see 2 John 12 and “Deponency” in the Introduction. The complemen-
tary infinitival clause modifying BovAopévoug is left implicit: ém-
détaodaL avTolc (“to welcome them”).

koAVeL. Pres act ind 3rd sg KA Vo,

&k Thc érkAnolag. Separation.

&kBatANeL. Pres act ind 3rd sg ékBdANw. In Greek, whether or not
one is successful in his or her efforts to do something generally must
be determined by the context. Where the action is unsuccessful, schol-
ars typically label the verb tense “conative” (but see “Tense, Aspect,
and Mood” in the Introduction) and render the expression, “X tried to
Y.” Here, the context does not tell us whether or not Diotrephes was
successful in expelling such hospitable members of the congregation.
Given the lack of contextual markers, we should probably read ék-
BaANeL as what he actually accomplished.

11 CAyomqté, pi pLpod T0 Kakov aAAa T0 ayaddév. 6
ayadomoLdy ék ToD Yeod €aTLY' 6 KAKOTOLAY 0VX EBPAKEY
TOV Jebv.

>AyamqTé. As in 1 John (see 1 John 2:1 on Tekvia), the use of
the vocative in 3 John tends to mark, or at least occur, at the beginning
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of a new paragraph (so Floor, 6; see also “Genre and Structure” in the
Introduction). While such a boundary may be made more likely by the
use of the imperative mood (uLpov), the referential link between verse
11 and verses 9-10 should not be overlooked.

RLLpo®. Pres mid impv 2nd sg pupéopat. Miller (427) classifies
this as a reflexive verb with the underlying semantics, “to pattern one-
self after.” This first and only imperative verb in the body of the letter
marks the “peak” of the letter (Floor, 16).

T0 kakov. Accusative direct object of ppov. The referent is
likely the wicked actions of Diotrephes.

@A\a. On the semantics, see 1 John 2:2.

T0 qyaddév. Accusative direct object of an implied uuuod. The
referent is likely the godly actions of those who sought to welcome the
visiting brothers.

6 aqyadomoLdy. Pres act ptc masc nom sg dryadowoléw (sub-
stantival). Nominative subject of éotuv.

ék 100 Veod €oTLr. On the meaning of this expression, see 1
John 3:10 on éaTLv €k ToUL Jeo.

éaTLy. Pres act ind 3rd sg etut. On the loss of accent, see 1 John
1:5 on €oTLv.

0 KOKOTOL@Y. Pres act ptc masc nom sg kakomoléw (substanti-
val). Nominative subject of édpakev.

édpakev. Prfact ind 3rd sg 6pdw. On the meaning, see 1 John 3:6.

Tov Yebv. Accusative direct object of édpakev.

12 Aqpntple pepaptipnTol VIO TAVTOY KAl OTO ardThC
Tic aAndeioc kal Npelc 8¢ papTUPODPLED, KAl 0LdaC OTL
M paptvpla NUEY aAndc éoTuy.

AnpmTpie. Dative of advantage (See note on pepapTipnTaL) OF
perhaps dative of reference.

pepapTOpnTOL. Prf pass ind 3rd sg paptupéw. When pop-
Tupéw is modified by a dative noun phrase, it often carries the sense
of providing confirming or affirming testimony (cf. LN 33.263—"to
speak well of, to approve of”; see also verse 3 on oov 71 GAnVela).
The construction here, papTupéw with a dative modifier, can be con-
fusing, since the verb is passive and its syntactic subject is unclear.
With an active form of papTupéw, someone (nominative case) affirms
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something (the unstated direct object of the verb) for someone else
(dative case). When the verb is passivized, the one doing the affirming
is introduced by U6, and the one being affirmed remains in the dative
case. The unstated content of the affirmation becomes the subject of
the passive verb. Thus, “Everyone affirms (something) for Demetrius”
becomes literally, “It is affirmed by everyone for Demetrius.”

00 wavrTev. Ultimate agent.

Vo adTic Thic aAndelag. Ultimate agent.

Mietg. Nominative subject of papTupoiper. The explicit subject
pronoun shifts the focus to the writer’s testimony.

propTVpoDpeY. Pres act ind 1st pl papTupéa.

otdag. Prf act ind 2nd sg olda.

61u. Introduces the clausal complement of otdag (see also 1 John
2:30n67L).

M papTvplo. Nominative subject of éaTiy.

MIL@v. Subjective genitive (see 1:1 on ¢ {wnc).

aAnIc. Predicate adjective.

€oTLp. Pres act ind 3rd sg etui. On the loss of accent, see 1 John
1:50n éoTLy.

3 John 13-15

13] could have written much (more) to you, but | do not want to com-
municate with you using pen and ink. %l hope to see you very soon,
and we will speak face to face (then).

15Peace to you. The friends (here) greet you. Greet the friends
(there) by name.

13 IIoAAa €ixov 'yp(x\pat goL @AN’ o0 ¥éNw dua pélavog
KL KEAXLOV GOL YPHPELY”

ToAAa. Accusative direct object of ypaya (see 2 John 12).

elxov. Impf act ind 1st sg éx.

ypayaL. Aor act inf ypapw (complementary; see 2 John 12).

gou. Dative indirect object of ypabau.

@AN’. On the semantics, see 1 John 2:2.

¥éNw. Pres act ind 1st sg 9éNw.

oo péhavog kol kaeAapov. Means. Another idiom meaning,
“by letter” (cf. duex x&pTou kol wéNavog, 2 John 12).
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gou. Dative indirect object of ypdepeLv.
YpapeLy. Pres act inf ypdpw (complementary).

14 &NTitw 8¢ evdéwc oe LOelv, kKol oTOp TPOC OTOP
AaAfoopev.

é\mi¥w. Pres act ind 1st sg éNTiw.

oe. Accusative direct object of Ldetv.

idetv. Aor act inf dpaw/eildov (complementary).

oTépa wPpog oTdpa. This idiom (lit. “mouth to mouth”)
denotes “in person.”

AoAqoopev. Fut act ind 1st pl NaAéaw.

k] / kA 4 7 c 7 & 4 AY
15 elpMrn ooL. aowafovTal g€ ol OINOL. ROTATOV TOVG
@ilovg kat dvopa.

elpNvy. Nominative absolute (see 2 John 1 on wpeoBiTepoc).

ogoL. The dative element is used to mark the recipient of the wish
prayer. It could be viewed as dative of advantage (“Peace [is wished]
for you”) or dative indirect object (“[May] peace [be given] to you”).

aomagovTal. Pres mid ind 3rd pl cowagopat. The second
accent comes from the enclitic oe (see 1 John 1.5 on €aTLy). On the
voice, see 2 John 13 on AowdSeTal.

ge. Accusative direct object of domdtovTal.

ol ¢{Nor. Nominative subject of domwdagovTatl. The use of this
term, rather than ol &deAgot, may highlight a strong personal affin-
ity, which goes beyond simple brotherhood in Christ, between those in
the Elder’s church and the group to which he is writing. The following
use (Tovg @ilovc) may also serve as a means of distinguishing sup-
porters of Diotrephes from supporters of the Elder.

agmagov. Pres mid impv 2nd sg dowagopal. On the voice, see 2
John 13 on AowdgeTodl.

ToVg ¢iAovg. Accusative direct object of aomagov (see also
above).

ket dvopa. The expression, generally rendered “by name,”
probably reflects the distributive use of ket with the accusative: lit.
“name by name.” The focus would then be on greeting each and every
one of them individually, rather than as a group.
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