"A Reply to James White on 1 John 5:1 and the Oofié®ith and Regeneration”
by Brian Abasciano

Leighton Flowers interviewed me on his “Soterioldd}l” podcast about the claims of James
White concerning the Greek of 1 John 5:1 and thleroof faith and regeneration. The podcast
episode can be fourittreand on'Soteriology 101™'s iTunes pagé provided some follow-up
commentshere White has nowesponded in his own podcaathich aired on Friday April 15,
2016. The purpose of this article is to assess &¢hiesponse. | will refer to White’s comments
from his podcast on March 17, 2016 as his origieahments, and his comments from his
podcast on Friday April 15, 2016 as his latest cemis

(1) White makes much of the fact that Flowers’ imigw of me only took into consideration the
last part of Whites’ original comments on the isetithe order of faith and regeneration with
respect to 1 John 5:1, and thus got his positigmresented in that podcast wrong. This is true. |
was given a time mark from which to watch Whitedsrenents for the interview. So | watched
the section and answered the interview questioosrdingly. This was an unfortunate mistake,
but it turns out to be an irrelevant one with respe the basic issue. As White acknowledges, |
did address the position he holds at the end oftieeview. He complains that there was 50
minutes of interview before | addressed his spegifisition. But the section of the interview in
which | address his specific position is still andl20 minutes long—hardly insubstantial.
Moreover, his specific position is still grammatiggroblematic. Having listened to the rest of
White’s original comments, | will now address th@senments along with the comments in his
latest reply.

(2) In his latest reply, White gives the impressibat his comments in the original podcast were
going into detail for what he argued briefly in bisok, The Potter's FreedonBut his position

in the book seems to be the one that he now refbeiisthe grammar itself of a present participle
combined with a perfect indicative demands thatitteon of the perfect precede that of the
participle. In the book he writes of 1 John 5:1,

Generally such a passage would be understood semiréhe
following order of events: 1) Believe that Jesuthes Christ, and
2) you are born of God. Yet, the original readdrthis text would
not jump to such a conclusion. In reality, the nmistal rendering
would be, “Every one believing (present tense pigiit, 6
moTeVwy, emphasizing both the on-going action as welhas t
individuality of saving faith, “each believing pers’) that Jesus is
the Christ has been born of God (a perfect passe
yeyévwytat, “has been born by the agency of God”). . . The on
believing that Jesus is the Chitists been born of Godf a person
is now believing that Jesus is the Christ in a &me saving
fashion, they are now doing so because, as a ctedmetion in



the past, they were born again through the workagshcy of God
(287-88; emphasis original).

The clear implication in that section of White’sabas that the tenses used communicate the
action of the perfect indicative (being born of (gad preceding the action of the present
participle (believing). White implies this by sagithat the original readers would not think that
the verse conveys believing prior to being borGotl because of how the verse reads in its
original language. He then explains the point lghhghting the Greek tenses used and
emphasizing the action of the present participlbaasng to do witmmowand the action of the
perfect indicative as having to do with a compledetion in the past causing the action in the
present. He then only brings in the argument frembal parallel as a confirmatory point, “A
means of testing the consistency of the exegelsesafdy] offered of this passage” (288). As we
have seen, that exegesis implied that the combimati tenses indicated the action of the perfect
indicative (regeneration) as preceding that ofptessent participle (believing). That is a different
point and emphasis than his present position. T&ie argument in his book is basically what |
addressed in that first 50 minutes that White tibugelevant.

(3) It is good to see that White no longer arguesnplies that the tenses themselves indicate
that the action of the perfect indicative (regetierg precedes the action of the present
substantival participle (believing). However, tlestrof his original podcast comments made
some errors regarding Greek grammar/syntax andrgisnent is still unpersuasive. Around the
59:43 mark, he said that when we have a presefitipée with a perfect finite verb, we are able
to determine the relationship of the respectiveastto one another. But that is not necessarily
true, and it does not come from the grammar. Thexegeneral tendencies that can be assumed
(and the perfect indicative preceding the presartigiple is not one of them), but in any
particular case, context would have to determieerdtationship, and often it might not be clear.

Then, around 1:02 of his original podcast commemisite said, presumably of the basic
tendency of Greek grammar, that the perfect intieas either concurrent or antecedent to the
present participle. But that is false. As | docutednin myEvangelical Quarterharticle on 1

John 5:1 (“Does Regeneration Precede Faith? Theflsdohn 5:1 as a Proof Text,”
Evangelical Quarteriy84.4 [2012], 307-322), the tendency of Greek gramisfor the

participle to be concurrent or to precede the aatiothe indicative (though there are varying
views among grammarians, which my article lays nahe of them favorable to White’s
position). The present participle is especiallyaadidate for preceding when it is articular, as in
1 John 5:1. There is no particular tendency forpbdect indicative to precede the present
participle. But as | explained in the interviewe ttough simultaneity that often obtains can allow
for logical order and precedence of one or therotet that is not indicated by the tenses. They
suggest simultaneity and allow for logical ordephtdain.

(4) In his latest comments, White reads from DaBielVallace’s distinguishe@reek Grammar
Beyond the Basi@round the 1:02:30 mark, but shows further miststdading of the grammar
Wallace discusses. Firste Imakes an odd statement that with a perfect eadhas to include



its time relationship to the (presumably preseatjipiple in translation to avoid serious
confusion. However, this is just not so. Indeed,\thry passage we are discussing and the
parallels to it that White brings up are transldtgdiirtually all translations without indicatiori o
the time relationship between the participle arelgarfect indicative.

SecondWallace states th#lhe present participle “can be broadly antecedettiid time of the
main verb, especially if it is articular (and tragjectival; cf. Mark 6:14; Eph. 2:13)” (625-26).
White notes that the participle in 1 John 5:1 tgcalar, but then says that it is not really
adjectival. But it is a point dfasicGreek grammar that substantival participles ajectigal
(see e.g., Wallace, 616; William D. Moun&asics of Biblical Greek GrammB™ ed.], 272-
73).

Third, White reads the portion of Wallace’s grammwéaere he states that “the present participle
is occasionally subsequdnta senséo the time of the main verb” (626; emphasis ord), and
White comments that this is what we have here [lolin 5:1]. However, the very next sentence
White reads disqualifies thatcasionalpossibility as applying to 1 John 5:1: “This isvgben

the participle has a telic (purpose) or resultdtato it (cf. Eph 2:15).” 1 John 5:1 does not
contain an instance of the participle with a teligesult flavor to it. White also fails to reacth
next sentence, which further shuts down the pdggibf the present participle being used of
subsequent time: “But as Robertson points outs ‘ftot strictly true that here [in the topic of
present participle usage] the present participlamaduture or subsequent time. It is only that the
purpose goes on coincident with the verb and beyond

Finally, in that same section of comments, Whiteeggome odd reasoning for why the participle
would not be concurrent in 2:29—that it would copbeing born every time someone performs
a righteous act—reasoning that suggests misundéistaof how simultaneity works between
participles and indicatives. | do not think thaagticing righteousness brings about becoming
born again. But since that was the example Whiggl urs his comments—if the participle were
antecedent there, it would not mean that every #@mghteous act were performed, the person
would be born, but that practicing righteousnessld/¢tead to the state of being spiritually alive,
born again.

(5) Around the 58 minute mark of White’s latest eoaents he notes thatic 6 mioTedwy
(“whoever believes” or “everyone who believes”),igthappears in 1 John 5:1, is also used in
John 3:16, and argues that viewing the phraselwhh as giving characteristics of believers
conflicts with viewing the phrase as generic inJ8tL6 as Arminians normally do. But this
argument relies on a faulty premise, that speaéfrigglievers or characteristics of believers is
necessarily specific rather than generic. Indeealjatle mentions in hi6reek Grammathat a
generic noun “categorizes or stresses the chaigtatsrof a given class” (228). “Believers” is a
generic idea as is speaking of characteristicebébers. These are generalities. It is like
speaking about Americans and characteristics ofrioawes. That is a generic idea. It is when
you identify specific individuals like Joe or Janmeghe President that you are getting specific.
Speaking about Joe’s or Jim’s characteristicssg gpecific. As Wallace observes, “Thi& 6
axobwv (Or ayamdv, moldv, etc.) formula is always or almost always genekgsuch it is



expected to involve gnomicidea. Most of these instances involve the pregarticiple” (615;
emphasis original; cf. 523). Wallace goes on tagpally identify nés 6 miotevwy in John 3:16
as gnomic (620) and elsewhere notes that a substhparticiple withmég, which is what we
have in 1 John 5:1, is especially indicative okaeyic subject.

White seems to misunderstand the nature of gen#acances, perhaps especially where the
generic sense applies or fits into identificatids@ecific characteristics or truths about the
members of the class of person in view. For exantpéegeneric sense of John 3:16’s reference
to believers comes in the fact that no particuspn is specified as a believer. There is a
conditional sense to the construction used. If soradelieves in Jesus, whoever that person
may be, then that person will be saved. The sensiilar in 1 John 5:1: if someone believes
that Jesus is the Christ, whoever that person nhighthen that person has been born of God.

(6) Around 11:55 in White’s latest comments, heagseabout the ongoing nature of saving faith
in the Apostle John’s language. | agree that Jalnsaving faith as ongoing faith (on this point,
see Wallace’s grammar again, now at 620-21), buté\gets his facts wrong here and might
show a misunderstanding of Greek tense in his camsran this point. He points out that John 2
and 8 refer to faith using the aorist rather thengresent tense to indicate faith that is not
saving, a consistent pattern in John according hitd\such that aorist faith is false faith.
Whether or not the references White has in mindefe¥ences to false or saving faith (I take no
position on that here), we will grant that theyrdéer to false faith for the sake of argument. The
fact is that John does use the aorist in his Gdspelenuine faith, even in the context of one of
the aorist/false faith references White has in milvtlite cites the content of John 2:23-25 as an
example of aorist/false faith in John. But immeelaprior to those verses, in John 2:22, the
aorist is used of genuine faith: “So when He wasedhfrom the dead, His disciples remembered
that He said this; and they believed the Scriptung the word which Jesus had spoken”
(NASB). Other instances of the aorist in John ofigee faith include (this list does not include
every possible example) 2:11; 4:39, 41 (cf. v. B),53; 7:39 (using an aorist substantival
participle); 17:8; 20:8, 29 (also an aorist subtah participle). White’s comments just do not
hold up here. It is true that the present substahpiarticiple ofmiotedw (“to believe”) is used
much more often in John than the aorist substdmevdiciple of the word, and that this likely
stresses the need for continuing faith, but itostrue that aorist faith in John is false faith or
anything of the sort.

The reason that | said White might show a misurtdeding of Greek tense in his comments in
this section is that he speaks about the non-aantynature of the aorist. That is a classic
misunderstanding of the aorist tense. Non-contionas not an inherent part of the aorist.
However, due to a pause in White’s speech at tlieatrpoint at which he says “in John” (at the
12:50 mark) that leaves it uncertain what the 6hr’ qualification applied to, it is uncertain
whether White meant to indicate that the aoristéhaen-continuing nature in itself that gets
used by John for faith that does not continuef beimeant that the aorist generally has a non-
continuing naturén John or if he meant that the aoristobtevw specifically has a non-
continuing nature in John. No matter what he mdardye documented that his position is
wrong. It is just that the extent of his misundansling is uncertain.



(7) White’s rhetoric in both podcasts was at timebefitting dialogue among brothers in Christ
due to its uncharitable nature. Just one specifnple: around the 18:10 mark of his latest
comments, White suggested that Flowers interviemvednstead of inviting any of the “big
names” at Southwestern Baptist Theological Semibapause they are not up to dealing with
this issue (of the Greek grammar and syntax ofhh J01). That really is an outrageous,
invidious, arrogant, and caustic comment that leaglace in this discussion and serves as just
one example of a pattern of troubling manner iuargntation on White’s part in this interaction
over 1 John 5:1 and the order of faith and regeioeraPart of White’s troubling manner of
argumentation is something that | pointed outun former exchange over Acts 1348
peppering his comments with ridicule and expressafrshocked incredulity. | mention it here
to warn those who listen to White’s comments ndiedricked into agreement with him because
his manner of presentation makes Isi@enright via a confident style that lacks actual sabse

in the argument being put forward. Do not let shockidicule substitute for actual substance of
argument.

(8) Another rhetorical concern with White’s parttbis discussion is his misrepresentation of
Arminian theology. Observers of this debate shd@dware that White frequently fails to get
Arminian theology right. But that compromises higianents against Arminian theology.
Several examples may be seen starting around 18586: mark of his latest comments, where he
portrays the Arminian view to be that we bring wmitnuing faith within ourselves rather than
God working it in us, that saving faith is not & granted by God, and that Arminian theology is
not overly concerned about being consistent otiean being consistent in affirming the
autonomy of man over against the autonomy of God,iadeed, that it denies the autonomy of
God. All of that is false characterization of Arn@n theology. Now | understand that all of that
might be White’s beliefs about the logical implicais of Arminian theology. But it is not what
Arminian theology actually teaches. Most Arminiavsuld hold that (1) God works continuing
faith in us, though not irresistibly, (2) that sayifaith is a gift of God, yet not one he bestows
irresistibly, but like most gifts, one that he givesistibly, (3) that Arminian theology is very
concerned with being consistent, and indeed thpsiiy why it rejects Calvinistic theology, (4)
that man’s autonomy is subordinated to God’s auton@nd (5) that God is autonomous and his
will is supreme over man’s. White might want toiclahat Arminian theology is inconsistent in
holding these points, but it is counterproductivertisrepresent the Arminian view. Moreover,
misrepresenting comments tend to have the effegbigbning the well against Arminian
theology, giving the impression that our view ofdhn 5:1 is part of man-centered, works-based,
inconsistent, God-dishonoring doctrine, potentiaiysing the audience unfairly against our
view.

(9) We finally turn to interaction concerning whé&hite considers his main argument, the
parallels with 1 John 5:1 in 2:29 and 4:7, wherarahteristics that are undoubtedly preceded by
regeneration are identified by a present substalnparticiple with regeneration described by a
perfect indicative. Around 1:10:59 of his latestsoents, White responds to my first point,
which is, “It does not follow that because 1 Jathentifies other phenomena as the result of
regeneration that every phenomenon it connectsr@ghaneration is its result. It could equally

be that another phenomenon associated with regerers actually the cause of the latter or



without any causal relationship to it.” White’s pesise is basically that John using the same
construction with regeneration preceding the aatibthe present participles in 1 John 2:29 and
4:7 demands the same thing when the same construstused in 5:1 and that my position puts
John at fault for using the same construction ciffidly. He goes on to suggest that | hold my
position because White’s position, the obvious fimsiof the text, contradicts my theology. But
this response misfires on multiple levels.

First, it sidesteps the point, which is undeniablg. White should concede its truth and then
argue that the parallels make it more likely thadther result of regeneration is being identified
in 1 John 5:1. But his rhetorical style allows ofdy manifesting absolute confidence. This leads
into a second problem, and that is that White'sateal flourish to the effect that my position
means John made a mistake is utterly question bggljiassumes White’s position is true and
that it is so obvious, that John would have to haagle a mistake if he meant otherwise. It is
unreasonable argumentation.

Third, White overplays the significance of the pl@ataconstructions, and in so doing, reveals
further misunderstanding of Greek grammar and syasavell as erroneous exegetical
methodology. There is a lot to unpack here; sdllset it out in lettered subsections.

(a) White seems to be ignorant of or confuse te@mdition between an author using certain
language about an action that happens to be ckarat by characteristic x on the one hand
with an author using certain language to expreasagieristic x about an action on the other
hand. In the case of 1 John 5:1, there is a prafalifference between (1) the suggestion that
John intended to communicate the order of the ptgsticiple and perfect indicative by his
very use of those forms and tenses vs. (2) thetltdahe use of those forms and tenses together
portrays the actions in view as simultaneous alwavalfor a logical order between them that the
grammar itself does not indicate. Number 2 is hawe® grammar normally works. White
acknowledges that but seems to contend that Johg e same pattern twice when the action
of the perfect indicative precedes that of the gmeparticiple means that John intended his use
of the present participle and perfect indicativgetiber to communicate the order of these
elements of his statement. But that is not the @eek grammar and tenses normally work
generally, or specifically with individual authorghich betrays further misunderstanding of
Greek grammar and semantics on White’s part. Ndymékan author writing in Greek uses
grammatical structures that do not in themselv@snsonicate nuance x, then we can assume
that the author did not intend to communicate naanby his grammar. That nuance, if present,
would be communicated by other, contextual factors.

(b) Now, a case could be made that an author dgehéhto communicate nuance x by his
grammar if he always used that specific grammah tiat nuancenany timesBut John does
not use the precise grammar and syntax White ptontsany times. He uses it only two times
other than in 1 John 5:1. That is exceedingly matidata, which cannot validly be used to
establish fixed usage. It makes White’s repeattienaces to a “consistent pattern” in John’s
usage puzzling and misleading. It is gross ovesstant.



(c) White also errs in insisting that 1 John 5:40@6t a parallel to 1 John 5:1. It uses the same
basic construction, an articular present partioiplé the perfect indicativeNhite points out
minor differences in 1 John 5:10 from 1 John 5:292and 4:7 (which all have the exact same
structure) that he claims make it not a relevanalfe, specifically the use of a different verb,
the use of the active voice of the verb insteathefpassive, the absence of the Greek wétd
(“all, every”) that occurs in 1 John 5:1, and thetfthat 1 John 5:10 (unlike 1 John 5:1) uses a
negative particle that negates the action of thiegyale. However, these are not the types of
elements that affect the temporal relationship betwarticular participles and indicative verbs.
The use of a particular verb, an adjectiwé]), and the passive voice, for example, do not
suddenly cause patrticiple and indicative verb temgeelate differently.

The use of an articular present participle witregfgxt indicative is something of a distinctive
Johannine speech pattern, though not too frequeat] in John 3:18, 1 John 2:29, 4.7, 5:1, and
5:10. That is five times all together, one timeahn’s Gospel and four times in his first epistle.
In the occurrences in the Gospel and 1 John SheGadtion of the articular present participle
clearly precedes that of the perfect indicativaedally. In 1 John 2:29 and 4:7, the action of the
perfect indicative seems to logically precede tfdahe present participle. But it is not the minor
syntactical differences that signal that. Whiteyasites theological reasons from outside 1 John
2:29 and 4:7 for concluding that the action of pleefect indicative (regeneration) precedes that
of the articular present participle in these passable then uses that aspect of 1 John 2:29 and
4:7 to insist that 5:1 must share that same asjecto sharing the same syntactical structure.
But again, it is not the syntax that signals thdeoiof the present participle and perfect indi@tiv
except that it represents them as roughly simuttasi@ncallows for there to be a logical order
between them undetermined by the grammar.

(d) One of the problems with White’s exegetical Inoet in this matter is that he appears to
assume that the main purpose of these texts thaiongegeneration is to indicate the order of
the action of the participle and regeneration (egped by the perfect indicative in these
passages). So he brings the question, “what iertiher of the action of the participle and
regeneration?” to 1 John 2:29 and 4.7, as if thefpose is to answer that question. But what if
their main purpose isotto answer that question? What if their main puepess elsewhere?
Then White’s whole argument falls apart. There widag no reason to think that the similar
language was meant to suggest an order to thenawtihe participle and regeneration.

It just so happens that the primary purpose ofelpessages is different than White’s position
demands and accords with what various commentatorsboth the Arminian and Calvinist
perspectives have concluded was one of John’s primaposes in the whole epistle—to give
assurance of salvation to believers. | discussisdotirpose in the podcast interview | gave and
in my Evangelical Quarterharticle on 1 John 5:1 (and White never attemptefiate this point,
which was my third main point in the section at émel of my interview in which | address
White’s main argument). Leighton Flowers has alisowksed this purpose. But here, | will let
Calvinist scholar Sam Storms articulate the mati#r respect to 1 John 5:1:



John says in 5:1 that whoever is presently belgwinChrist has in
the past been born or begotten of God. I.e., eeptexction of
believing is evidence of a past experience of hggetls John

then saying that new birth or regeneration alwagsgdes and
causes saving faith in Christ? Although | beliesganeration (new
birth) doesprecede and cause faith, | ot believe that is John's
point here. . .

John's point is simply that these activities ageditiidence of the
new birth and hence of salvation. Their absentieadsvidence
that regeneration has not taken place. He makggtmt, not
because he wants to demonstrate the cause/efl@bmship
between regeneration and faith, but because hesw@ptrovide
the church with tests by which to discern betweea and
spurious "believers" (Sam Storms, “First John 5t1-2
http://www.samstorms.com/all-articles/post/firstip5:1-21.

White charges that | hold my view not because efgesis or biblical evidence, but merely
because | am beholden to my theological traditi@t trumps Scripture for me. But then why
does a reputable Calvinist scholar like Sam Stdrald to the same basic position as | do on 1
John 5:1? Could it be White who is so beholdenddHheological tradition that he cannot even
see the evidence for a view of a text that is cdiblgawith Arminianism when he has touted that
text in favor of Calvinism? Might it be that Stormsssimply more willing to subject himself to
Scripture and allow exegesis to dictate his vietlveathan a concern to conform the text to
support of Calvinism?

One of the troubling characteristics of White’swargentation in this exchange has been a
seeming inability to grant any plausibility to ptsnn favor of a different reading of the text than
his. For my part, | do not see validity to the Waite has argued for his position, as | have been
explaining. But | do see it as a reasonable postitichold that faith is best taken as a result of
regeneration in 1 John 5:1 in light of the facttttmere are several passages in 1 John that
indicate the results of regeneration and two ofrtimiave the exact same structure as 1 John 5:1
(2:29 and 4:7). 1 do not find that compelling feasons laid out here and in my interview and
article on 1 John 5:1. But it is not an unreasomai@w. What is unreasonable is arguing as
White does that the syntactical parallel among 242B, and 5:1 demands that John’s grammar
in those verses itself communicates the ordereptrfect indicative (regeneration) preceding
the present participle without any other possipttieing reasonable.

The view that 1 John 5:1 and similar passagesJiohh have the primary purpose of assuring
believers of their salvation, articulated by Stomtheve, goes along with the fact that John used
grammar that dieshot specify the order of the present participle aregbrfect indicative. Indeed,
the grammar he did use practically excludes inghoabf the perfect indicative preceding the
present participle while suggesting that it is foygimultaneous (allowing for logical order



either way) or follows the participle (see sectdbbabove). Further support for this point is that 1
John 2:29 deals with a phenomenon that would hairevblve chronological order, not just
logical order, leaving no room for the grammaruodtion as White claims unless John is
deviating from normal Greek grammar. For 2:29 say#)oever practices righteousness has
been born of him,” but practicing righteousness Mdwave to come chronologically after being
born of God, not just logically. It is not as if sson as someone is born of God, they take
righteous action without any time distinction beéneheir regeneration and théientaking
righteous action. What this suggests is the vieat $torms seems to advocate, viz. that John
does not have the initial act of righteousnesdivedo the new birth in view at all, logically or
chronologically, but is speaking about the presegaie of the believer and how the practice of
righteousness shows that present state, begunismmatthe past, to be the born-of-God state.
That fits within the grammar that John uses as aslvith one of the overriding purposes of the
epistle and avoids the need to suggest that Jajoing against normal Greek grammar.

(10) The second point | made in the interview fot finding the parallels in 1 John 2:29 and 4:7
as compelling reasons for thinking 1 John 5:1 presseegeneration as preceding faith was that
there is a specific, key contextual factor involve@ach of the other passages that suggests
some sort of causative role for regeneration bobtgpresent in 1 John 5:1a, namely, that God
has a certain quality (whatever it is in each dpecase), and that therefore, the one who is
begotten of him, his child, will be like his fathéut this is not the case with 1 John 5:1 because
the believer is not particularly being like God trether in believing in Jesus since the Father
does not believe in Christ in a saving way as hugwkn Believing in Jesus as the Christ is not a
character quality of the Father. Right off the hahite mischaracterizes my argument. He
paraphrases it as saying that being born of Gocehbtmsng to do with the ongoing nature of our
faith. But | did not say that at all, and in faaidsthe opposite in the interview. | made the point
that being born of God does indeed foster ongaaith fn us. The point is rather that 1 John 5:1
is not addressing how regeneration relates to ¢élgenhing of faith in us. Regeneration fostering
faith in the believer does not necessarily meanrdgeneration started faith in the believer, just
as, for example, the practice of attending prayeetmngs fostering faith in the believer does not
necessarily mean that attending prayer meetingsad initially brought the person to faith.

The second aspect of White’s response to my seooimtl seems to be that God does have a
character quality that would be mirrored in usdahg in Jesus—faithfulness or consistency.
But that does not really match believing in Jesutha Messiah for salvation. It is not
particularly a part of God’s character to beliewgésus in that way like sinful human beings do.
What the quality of faithfulness/consistency mascisethe born-of-God state fostering our
continuance in faith, which is precisely what Idstat regeneration does do. But none of that
addresses how we initially come to faith or whetiegreneration causes us to come to faith
initially.

White claims that the point is “one of the mosifiitillly shallow things” he has ever seen.
Astonishingly, he claims that it is not drawn froéine text. But commentators have noticed this
aspect of “family resemblance” (“like Father, ligen”) in passages like 1 John 2:29 and 4:7, but
not mentioned it in relation to 5:1. | cited the cormtay by |I. Howard Marshall in my



Evangelical Quarterharticle. But in case one wants to see it from i@igt commentator, one
could look, for example, at Robert W. Yarboroui#8 John(Baker Exegetical Commentary on
the New Testament; Grand Rapids: Baker Academi@@R0r Sam Storms’ online comments in
“First John 2:28-3:3,http://www.samstorms.com/all-articles/post/firskip2:28-3:3 It is not as
if the text explicitly says, “I am talking aboutetlssue of family resemblance,” but scholars
exegeting the text see this obvious connectionieddy the text and describe it in unpacking
the text as good exegesis is supposed to do.

Around the 1:16:38 mark, White returns to his clémat my approach is the same as the
Jehovah’s Witnesses take to 2 Peter 1:1 and itefube Granville Sharp construction in a text
that evidences the deity of Christ. His claim iatthillegitimately try to build a wall between the
use of the same construction as it appears ind 9dhand its uses in 1 John 2:29 and 4:7 in the
exact same way as the JW'’s try to claim differerimseen the Granville Sharp construction in
2 Pet 1:1 and its other occurrences. But this steomssunderstanding of the Greek grammatical
issues involved. Identification is the actual megntonveyed by the Granville Sharp
construction, but the JW’s object to its applicatio 2 Peter 1:1 because of minor differences in
the syntax. (By the way, while | agree that thestarction applies in 2 Peter 1:1, it is not just
JW's that contest it, but some legitimate grammari# is not simply a matter of whether
someone is orthodox or not for his opinion on thesgion of 2 Peter 1:1.) But the
grammar/syntax of 1 John 2:29, 4,7, and 5:1 doég#self indicate the order of the actions
involved.

Ironically, it is White who argues regarding 1 J&hh as the JW’s do regarding 2 Peter 1:1. For
they point to minor syntactical differences in 2d?d.:1 from the other uses of the Granville
Sharp construction in 2 Peter to argue that 1.5 ao¢ refer to Jesus as God. Compare White
arguing that the minor syntactical differences ibohn 2:29, 4:7, and 5:1 from other instances in
John involving an articular present participle camelol with a perfect indicative make 2:29, 4:7,
and 5:1 a special Johannine usage that differs frormal Greek grammar. Take this example of
JW apologist Greg Strafford arguing the JW posibor2 Peter 1:1:

We can see that four out of the five articulatedn®are the same;
one is significantly different. In 2 Peter 1:1 waviafeés and in the
other four Peter usespios. The question we ask is, Why would
Peter call Christ “God” in verse 1, but in 1:112@:3:2, and 3:18
use “Lord”? . .. he uses “Lord” for Jesus in a t@mof instances.
.. However, when referring to the Father, Petesbgis 45 times,
excluding 2 Peter 1:1 (Greg Staffodd&hovah's Witnesses
Defended: An Answer to Scholars and Cri(@% edn.;

Huntington Beach: Elihu Books, 2000, 404).

Notice how similarly the JW apologist argues to WhHe argues that a minor difference in
Peter’s use of the construction in 2 Peter 1:1 méathoes not carry the same import as the



construction normally does in 2 Peter—and thougbdes not mention it specifically, generally
in Greek grammar. And his numbers are much moredsgive than White's. Rather than 2
instances White can cite in 1 John, Stafford pdim# in 2 Peter (admittedly there are only 4
instances of the present participle/perfect indieatonstruction in John outside of 1 John 5:1,
two that White can point to and two that go agalmst). And then he points out that Peter uses
feés of the Father a whopping 45 times excluding 2 PEte Talk about a consistent pattern! Of
course, we know that Stafford is wrong here indoisclusions, and so is White in regard to 1
John 5:1. In the former case, normal Greek gramdegatifies Jesus with God and minor
syntactical difference does not change that. Ifatier case, normal Greek grammar portrays the
action of the present participle and perfect intiMeaas roughly simultaneous (or the present
participle preceding the perfect indicative) allagifor logical order but not indicating it, and
minor syntactical differences do not change that.

(11) The fourth point | made in the interview agaiwhite’s main argument based on 1 John
2:29 and 4:7 is that faith is relatively unique amgahe other phenomena related to regeneration
in the epistle, for it is depicted as causing theber qualities not to mention additional ones.
White offers no answer for this point. Insteadfd@ises on one particular element of the point,
and that is that Johannine theology holds thaitsplrife comes by faith, making faith logically
prior to regeneration, which is the beginning dfigyal life. White accuses me of equivocating
yeyévwytal (being born [of God]) and life. He specifies thapévwnrai/being born of God refers
to entering into life. That is basically right. Moprecisely, it is the bestowing of spiritual lifed
beginning of spiritual life. 1 did not simply equigate regeneration and spiritual life, but
identified regeneration as theginningof spiritual life. White misses the point. The legng

of spiritual life is still part of spiritual lifeAnd if faith brings spiritual life, then it bringbe
beginning of spiritual life; it brings regeneration

Perhaps an illustration will help. Fertilizationahuman egg brings life. Anything that can be
said to bring life, such as intercourse, can atsgdd to bring fertilization. Fertilization is the
analogical equivalent of regeneration. Anything tten be said to bring spiritual life can also be
said to bring regeneration. Faith brings spiritifal so faith brings regeneration.

(12) In conclusion, White’s response to my commentsis arguments concerning 1 John 5:1
manifest numerous errors concerning Greek gramexagetical methodology, and Arminian
theology. Observers of this debate should be chnefuio mistake White’s strong rhetoric for
substantive argumentation. His argumentation fewview of 1 John 5:1 is deeply flawed. It is
good that White has clarified that he does notkhimat the tenses in 1 John 5:1 themselves
indicate that the action of the perfect indicatixegeneration) precedes the action of the present
substantival participle (believing). And as | mentd, the parallels in 1 John 2:29 and 4.7 might
be taken to weigh in favor of taking 1 John 5:1Inthicate faith as the result of regeneration, but
not enough to be compelling in light of grammamtext, and the distinctive and crucial role of
faith in 1 John and Johannine theology. But Whitggumentation to the effect that there is no
other reasonable conclusion that can be drawnttiarnhose texts mean 1 John 5:1 places
regeneration prior to faith is without merit. Figgthn 5:1 simply does not work as a proof text
for regeneration preceding faith despite Whiteiisiing to use it as one.



