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Much mystery surrounds the authorship, audience, and reasons for writing the Johannine Epistles.  An internal example for this mystery of authorship is the fact that the author of 1 John does not name himself (in contrast to Pauline epistles) and the author of 2 and 3 John gives himself the title, “the elder” (2 John 1:1; 3 John 1:1).  Mystery often brings debate.  An example of this debate can be found in Bultmann and he suggests that the Johannine Epistles should not be attributed to one man, nor should that one man be attributed to the authorship of the Fourth Gospel.
  Within this view, Bultmann rightly asserts that 1 John likely comes at a period later than the Gospel of John, but he fails to consider historical construction to understand authorship properly.  Certain questions arise: why is it so difficult to believe that one supposedly intelligent man would write in slightly different styles with slightly different purposes?  If Bultmann’s claim is taken seriously, then human authors can only write on one particular subject and not others; surely, our own human experience confirms the notion that one man can write on different topics.  Thus, I will follow the historical construction as presented by Smalley and Kruse below.
  This historical construction, combined with the external evidences, 
 the similarities thematically and grammatically in 1 John and the Fourth Gospel, 
 and the “strength of the author’s claim to testify as an eyewitness”
 gives us plausible reasons for associating the mystery of the authorship of the Johannine Epistles to John, “the beloved apostle”.  This is to whom I will be referring as “author” in the remainder of the paper.
Following Smalley’s and Kruse’s historical construction as seen in footnote 2, this section of 1 John lines up nicely with this construction involving all the letters of John and his Gospel and wraps up the argument 1 John makes towards the “secessionists”
.  But this argument is not only a polemic against the secessionists, but more importantly it is a “letter”
 designed to correct a potential misunderstanding of John’s Gospel created by the secessionists to bolster the faith of those who hold to that which they have known, heard, and seen “from the beginning” (1 John 1:1; 2:7; 2:14; 2:24; 3:8; 3:11).  We see this correction with the author’s use of contrasting themes (“light and darkness, life and death, love and hate, truth and falsehood”)
 and his use of antithetical parallelism to distinguish those who are truly of faith in Christ and those who are not.  Along with these themes and constructions, in our particular passage we see an intense focus on faith in Christ (5: 4, 5, 10) and a proper understanding of the incarnation and witness of the work of Christ (5: 6, 8, 10-12).  Additionally, John emphasizes that the marturi,a pneu/matoj (the “witness of the Spirit”) is what should drive this charismatic, diverse group (probably comprised of Jews and Greeks) to proper obedience to God’s commandments (5:2-3).  Thus, giving them the assurance that they are indeed evk tou/ qeou/ gege,nnhtai (1 John 5:1), that they have zwh.n aivw,nion (5: 11,13), and that this brings them into love and fellowship with one another and with the Father and the Son (1 John 1:1-4; 5:1-3, 12).  It is important to note that the Johannine community in the Gospel of John is not a different community than that of 1 John, rather the community is best summed up in the this way: it is the same diverse community with added or heightened struggles from within.
TRANSLATION
1 John 5: 4b-12 4b...and this is the victory which has conquered the world, our faith.  5But who is it who is conquering the world if not he who believes that Jesus is the Son of God?  6This is he who came by water and blood, Jesus Christ, not by the water alone but also by the water and by the blood, and the Spirit is the one who bears witness, because the Spirit is the truth.  7Because three are the ones who bear witness, 8 the Spirit and the water and the blood, and the three are in one (or “in one accord”).  9If we receive the witness of men, (then) the witness of God is greater, because it is the witness of God that he bore witness concerning his son.  10He who believes in the son of God has the witness in himself, he who does not believe in God makes him a liar, because he has not believed in the witness which God bore witness concerning his Son.  11And this is the witness— that God gave eternal life to us, and this life is in his Son.  12He who has the son has life; he who does not have the son of God does not have life.
COMMENTS

5:4b-5
kai. au[th evsti.n h` ni,kh h` nikh,sasa to.n ko,smon( h` pi,stij h`mw/nÅ  5ti,j Îde,Ð evstin o` nikw/n to.n ko,smon eiv mh. o` pisteu,wn o[ti VIhsou/j evstin o` ui`o.j tou/ qeou/È and this is the victory which has conquered the world, our faith.  But who is it who is conquering the world if not he who believes that Jesus is the Son of God?

I chose to begin with 5:4b because it is here that there seems to be a shift in thought.  5:4a concludes a long section which John devotes to love (the union between love for God and love for man--4:7-5:4a) and although both 4a and 4b include this idea of nika,w (conquering), the author shifts the emphasis from love to pi,stij (faith), which is the only time John ever uses this noun in any of his letters.  This shift brings forth several questions that we should ask:  What is this victory?  More importantly, if the victory that conquers the world is “our faith” then where does this faith come from?  Faith in what/whom specifically?  
I have translated h` nikh,sasa as “has conquered” in verse 4b because it is an aorist participle, which seems to contrast with o` nikw/n (translated “he who is conquering”) the present usage in verse 5.  The aorist usage suggests a past action (not necessarily a specific time) of the reader overcoming and the present suggests a continuation of that same conquering.  That is to say, in 4b the aorist grammatically acts as a link between a present indicative in 5:4a (nika)/ and a present participle in verse 5, more specifically it acts as a link between a declaration and a rhetorical question which are expressing the same thought.  This means that he who is born of God conquers (nika/) the world (4a), the victory is faith which conquer-ed the world (4b), and he who believes that Jesus is the son of God is conquering the world (verse 5).
What is in view here is John’s Christology.  Who conquers the world?  He who believes Jesus is the Son of God.  How does one believe this?  By being born of God.  How is one born of God?  By believing that Jesus is the Son of God.  The belief and confession that Christ is the Son of God is the pinnacle of John’s focus here and it points back to the first verse, Pa/j o` pisteu,wn o[ti VIhsou/j evstin o` Cristo.j( evk tou/ qeou/ gege,nnhtai, he who believes that Jesus is the Christ has been born of God.  In verses 1-3 the author brings together many of the elements about which he has written the community—love for God, love for man, obedience to God—and now he adds to this the idea of faith and declares that they are all wrapped up in the proper understanding of Jesus as deity.  Stott says that “belief, love, and obedience are marks of the new birth”
 and the opposite is true of the secessionists.  Illuminating this fact further, the theme of the rhetorical question of verse 5 is in direct contrast to the theme of another identical rhetorical construction found in 1 John 2:22: 
Ti,j evstin o` yeu,sthj  eiv mh. o` avrnou,menoj o[ti VIhsou/j ouvk e;stin o` Cristo,j. (2:22)

Ti,j evstin o` nikw/n...  eiv mh. o` pisteu,wn o[ti VIhsou/j evstin o` ui`o.j tou/ qeou/È (5:5)

Here we recognize the contrast of the rhetorical question in 5:5, namely, that the very thing the secessionists are denying (that the man, the Jesus of history, is the Christ, the pre-existent Son of God) holds the power for the true Christians to overcome the world.  Christ’s power is displayed here—for the one, denial of Jesus brings destruction (this person is referred to by John as o` avnti,cristoj [2:22b]) and for the true believer Jesus brings victory.
5:6a
Ou-to,j evstin o` evlqw.n diV u[datoj kai. ai[matoj( VIhsou/j Cristo,j( ouvk evn tw/| u[dati mo,non avllV evn tw/| u[dati kai. evn tw/| ai[mati\ This is he who came by water and blood, Jesus Christ, not by the water alone but also by the water and by the blood, 
In this passage, John has introduced that victory comes by having faith in Christ’s conquering of the world.  However, how did he conquer?  How is he conquering?  A quick response to these questions is found in 5:6a in that “he came by water and blood” (o` evlqw.n diV u[datoj kai. ai[matoj).
  This may have been a straightforward reminder to the original audience; nonetheless, it is difficult to interpret because one has to ask, “To what is the ‘water and blood’ referring?”  Remaining consistent to Smalley’s historical construction, we have to remind ourselves who and what John is combating.   Much help is gained here by the second portion of this verse, ouvk evn tw/| u[dati mo,non avllV.  Why does John make this distinction between “not only water…” and “…also by the water and the blood?”  If the Christology of the secessionists is that the Christ was first present upon Jesus at his baptism then left the man before his crucifixion, then John is affirming and correcting their limited view
 of the person and work of Christ simultaneously by saying, “not only by baptism, but by the baptism and by the crucifixion.
  However, difficulty arises with this interpretation because of the assumption that this was indeed the position of the secessionists.  This is somewhat circular because we have to take this understanding of their position from John’s words.  I believe that a solid argument can be made that this is indeed their Christology, however, scholars differ widely on how to interpret this text.
  
While debate continues for the interpretation of this phrase, what is possibly all the more significant here is that the author supplies u[dati and ai[mati with articles when in the first portion of the verse they have no article.
  The author is specifying the events (THE baptism and THE crucifixion) of an earthly historical Jesus whom he has just proclaimed as the son of God (to which Ou-to,j refers back) and whom he names as the Cristo,j in this same verse.
  The full thrust of this argument, over and against the secessionists, refers to the offices of Christ.  That is to say that “Jesus was not only the baptizer but the Savior who made the atoning sacrifice for sins.”
  

Two other reasons for associating the nouns u[dati and ai[mati with the baptism and the crucifixion of Christ are the aorist participle o` evlqw.n and the present participle to. marturou/n (which I will take up in the next section).  Regarding o` evlqw.n, it is important to note John’s prevalent usage of the present participle and other forms of e;rcomai surrounding John the Baptist’s witness to Christ’s baptism as recorded in John 1:15ff.  This present use of the participle suggests Christ’s “coming” as the inauguration of His mission towards salvation of the world, which points forward to his death and resurrection.
  In the context of our passage the aorist usage is quite difficult to articulate in the English language, namely it can suggest a coming (“having appeared” or “came before the public”) and going (“gone to something” or “travel on a journey”) both at the same time. 
  While the present usages of e;rcomai surrounding John 1:15 suggest an inauguration and continual coming, based on a redemptive-historical framework, this aorist usage is understood as a looking back to realized historical events that the anticipated Messiah indeed came.
  How specifically did he come?  By tw/| u[dati kai. tw/| ai[mati.    
5:6b-8
kai. to. pneu/ma, evstin to. marturou/n( o[ti to. pneu/ma, evstin h` avlh,qeiaÅ o[ti trei/j eivsin oi` marturou/ntej( to. pneu/ma kai. to. u[dwr kai. to. ai-ma( kai. oi` trei/j eivj to. e[n eivsinÅ and the Spirit is the one who bears witness, because the Spirit is the truth. For three are the ones who bear witness, the Spirit and the water and the blood, and the three are in one (or “in one accord”).

So how does John move to convince his audience that the declarations of this “coming” of Jesus are true?  Well, the author has the entire scope of witness (marturi,a) in mind as we read through vs. 12 of our passage.  He mentions marturi,a or the verb form (marture,w) 10 times in this passage and clearly it is an emphasis for him.   The purpose for this emphasis is to illuminate the fact that this faith which is grounded in the deity of Jesus is made valid by witness, and as he expresses to his audience this witness gives good reason for them to believe.  Stott suggests that the character of this witness is defined in verses 6-9 while the content of the witness is seen in verses 10-12.
  In addition to this character/content construction of verses 6-12, I am going to include the consequence of the witness when we arrive at verses 10-12.
First, we see that to. pneu/ma, evstin to. marturou/n, the Spirit is the one who bears witness and the o[ti here is best translated as “because” to demonstrate what gives credence to the Spirit’s witness—to. pneu/ma, evstin h` avlh,qeia (the spirit is “the truth”).   Bultmann rightly asserts that “the avlh,qeia with the article is the reality of God, which discloses itself, reveals itself…the revelation bears witness for itself.”
  What is meant here is that the personhood of the Spirit is revealed and that one of the expressions of his personhood is witness to the truth, which is to testify to the reality of Jesus.  This coincides well with Christ’s prophecy of the Spirit bearing witness in John 15:26.
 
Before I go further with marturi,a/marture,w, it is now appropriate to address a text critical issue.  The Textus Receptus adds this verse, known as the Comma Johanneum, when it comes to the end of the Greek text in the next verse for discussion (verse 7): evvvvvn tw|/ ouvranw| ~o Pathr, ~o Logoj, kai. to }Agion Pneu/ma\ kai ~outoi oi] trei/j en eivsi. (8) kai. trei/j eivsin oi] marturou/ntes evn th/| gh/|.  “For there are three who bear witness in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy Spirit, and these three are one.  And the three are those who bear witness on the earth.”  There is much argumentation by Metzger as to why this is not included in the letter; 
 however, I will present a question that ought to be decisive on the matter: if the passage is original, why did none of the church Fathers quote this blatant proof text for the Trinity during controversies such as the Arian controversy?
  Surely this verse would be the cornerstone verse in any such debate had it been known and recognized as part of the canon.  
Returning to the significance of marturew as found in verse 7, John moves to now include trei/j (a masc. noun) as oi` marturou/ntej those who bear witness (masc. ptcp.).  The masculinity is important because he defines “the three” (masc.) with the neuter nouns pneu/ma, u[dwr, & ai-ma.  What is important to note here is that the author does not stop by giving personality to the Spirit.  He adds two inanimate objects to the witness, water and blood, and gives them personality, which results in them being capable of bearing witness to the truth.  Further, the author includes the fact that these three are in unity towards this specific witness (eivj to. e[n).  These three make the parts of a whole which gives the witness all the more credibility.
  
Before we talk further about this credibility which we will examine in the next verse, it is vital to ask the question, “we can see how the Spirit bears witness, but how does to. u[dwr kai. to. ai-ma do the same?”  Some postulate that this should be taken as the sacraments of baptism and the Lord’s Supper and must be a redactor’s gloss because it is seemingly disjointed from the usage in verse 6;
 however, taken in a redemptive-historical sense, Hermann Riderbos sums this up nicely when he says, “the distinctiveness of the New Testament resides in the fact that as witness, too, it is a part of that revelation in Christ itself, and in that sense, too, has a “once-for-all” significance.  It is the witness, authorized by Christ himself, and prepared by the Holy Spirit, to what was heard, seen, and touched of the word of life.”
  Here Ridderbos alluding to 1 John 1:1-2.  Thus, just as the written word of God bears witness to the person and work of Christ through the Holy Spirit, it is to. u[dwr kai. to. ai-ma, as distinct events in the salvific history of the person and work of Christ, which also bear witness to the person and work of the Savior through the Holy Spirit.  This is establishing further a proper understanding of the incarnation and Christology—the truth that this divine/man Jesus evstin o` Cristo.j (v.1) and that Jesus is the pre-existent o` ui`o.j tou/ qeou/ (v. 5).
  He came by the water and the blood and the water and blood bear witness to Him.      
5:9
eiv th.n marturi,an tw/n avnqrw,pwn lamba,nomen( h` marturi,a tou/ qeou/ mei,zwn evsti,n\ o[ti au[th evsti.n h` marturi,a tou/ qeou/ o[ti memartu,rhken peri. tou/ ui`ou/ auvtou/Å If we receive the witness of men, (then) the witness of God is greater, because it is the witness of God that he bore witness concerning his son.

At this point, all the commentators agree that the Jewish ears in the Johannine community have been perked.  Following verse 8 the “three witnesses” (in the legal context of Jewish history) lines up with the insistence to have at least 2 witnesses that agree to produce a credible witness on a matter (Deut. 19:15).  John’s audience would also recall when Christ referred to the same law when questioned by the Pharisees about bearing witness to himself (marturw/ peri. Evmautou/--John 8:17-18).  With that said, Bultmann includes verse 9 with verses 7-8 as a redactorial gloss because he cannot see why the testimony of God is contrasted with the testimony of men.
  Certainly John’s audience understood how this connection could be made because with Christ’s declaration that “Ka'n evgw. marturw/ peri. evmautou/( avlhqh,j evstin h` marturi,a mou” he unites his testimony of himself with the testimony of his Father.  He is indirectly declaring to them that he is indeed God, that the testimony of the one triune God supersedes the testimony of two or more men.  This is what we see here in the if/then clause in verse 9.  This clause could be taken as since/then so as not to confuse the fact that the Jewish audience did indeed assume the validity of the testimony of two or more men.  In other words, since the witness of men is valid, just like the Gospel passage, the witness of God is all the greater because it points to His Son—more specifically, in this context, the witness of the Spirit to the truth and reality of the person of Christ, the pre-existent Son of God, and the witness to the work of Christ through the Spirit, by the water and the blood of his baptism and his crucifixion.  This is further supported by the perfect tense of the verb—that God memartu,rhken (“bore witness”) gives a historical reality to the events that took place as well as ongoing result through the Spirit in the heart of the believer.

5:10
o` pisteu,wn eivj to.n ui`o.n tou/ qeou/ e;cei th.n marturi,an evn e`autw/|( o` mh. pisteu,wn tw/| qew/| yeu,sthn pepoi,hken auvto,n( o[ti ouv pepi,steuken eivj th.n marturi,an h]n memartu,rhken o` qeo.j peri. tou/ ui`ou/ auvtou/Å  He who believes in the son of God has the witness in himself, he who does not believe in God makes him a liar, because he has not believed in the witness which God bore witness concerning his Son.

5:11
kai. au[th evsti.n h` marturi,a( o[ti zwh.n aivw,nion e;dwken h`mi/n o` qeo,j( kai. au[th h` zwh. evn tw/| ui`w/| auvtou/ evstinÅ  And this is the witness—that God gave eternal life to us, and this life is in his Son.
5:12
o` e;cwn to.n ui`o.n e;cei th.n zwh,n\ o` mh. e;cwn to.n ui`o.n tou/ qeou/ th.n zwh.n ouvk e;ceiÅ  He who has the son has life; he who does not have the son of God does not have life.

It is my desire here to bring these last three verses together, but I have separated them above because of their length and in order for the reader to access and distinguish them easily.  The reason I am bringing them together is because I think John does the same as he synthesizes many of the themes we have already discussed to establish the ongoing results of the perfect verb, memartu,rhken, that he uses in verse 9 and again in verse 10.     Knowing the character of the witness, before we get to the consequence of the witness, we have to ask the question, “what exactly is this marturia?  In other words, what is the content of the witness?  
Building up to this verse, John indirectly gives the reader the answer to this question in verse 11--o[ti zwh.n aivw,nion e;dwken h`mi/n o` qeo,j( kai. au[th h` zwh. evn tw/| ui`w/| auvtou/ evstinÅ “That God gave eternal life to us” is not the witness, although the verse seems to suggest this, it is actually a declaration that eternal life is something we cannot merit—it is a gracious gift from God and it is indeed the positive consequence of receiving the witness.
  To arrive at the content of the witness, we must ask, “how then did God give us eternal life?”  The answer to this question comes after kai..  The content of the witness is in God’s Son—the person and the work of Christ.  This all points back to 1 John 1:2 This person who is God incarnate, who by water and blood, testified by the Spirit as truth, has made manifest evfanerw,qh eternal life for the propitiation of our sins (i`lasmo,j—1 John 2:2), and in 1 John 1:1 he writes that this is the same message (avggeli,a) which we have heard, seen, and touched and that we are proclaiming (avpagge,llomen —1:2,3,5).  Riderbos tells us that it is this proclaiming/kerygma, this re-telling, this avnagge,llw of the New Testament writers which is also “understood as the historical witness, authorized by the Holy Spirit, to the mighty acts of God in the fullness of time.”
  It is here where John brings his readers to a decision.  He sandwiches verse 11 appropriately between verses 10 and 12, which are similar structurally and syntactically.
Structurally in both verses we see this antithetical parallelism which John uses so often in his writings.  This either/or construct is designed again to distinguish “those who are of us and those not of us” (2:19).   First, Verse 10a points back to verse 5b in which he reintroduces something concerning “he who believes in the Son of God”.  In verse 5b the “something” is “conquering the world”, and here in verse 10 the “something” belongs to e;cei th.n marturi,an evn e`autw, “having the testimony in himself.”  On the other hand, verse 10b gives the contrast—“he who does not believe in God makes him a liar” (o` mh. pisteu,wn tw/| qew/| yeu,sthn pepoi,hken auvto,n).  Here it is important to see that belief in the Son of God and belief in God are one in the same (2:23).  Denying belief in the Son is to say that God is not true—in essence it is to not trust God.  More explicitly, the reason for the denial is wrapped up in the o[ti clause—“because he has not believed in the witness which God bore witness concerning his Son (o[ti ouv pepi,steuken eivj th.n marturi,an h]n memartu,rhken o` qeo.j peri. tou/ ui`ou/ auvtou/).  It is significant here to consider that belief in the pre-existent Son of God results in receiving the witness, and receiving the witness results in believing in the son of God.
  Based on the present participle (o` pisteu,wn) and present indicative (e;cei) 10a, we can take this to mean a continual believing and receiving of the witness.  In contrast, the present participle in 10b (o` mh. pisteu,wn) may suggests a cessation of belief.  However, it should not be understood in such a way because of the perfect indicative (ouv pepi,steuken) in 10c.  The perfect tense suggests past action with ongoing results.  Thus, the “he who does not believe” is actually the ongoing result of the fact that the person never actually believed in the proper witness.  
Finally, in verse 12 we see the fullness of the positive and negative consequences of believing or not believing the witness.   Again, we see the same antithetical parallelism that we see in verse 10, only this time we are given the results of those who believe in the son of God and receive the witness in contrast to the results of those who deny the witness and make God a liar.  This result is amplified by the present participle o` e;cwn and the present indicative e;cei, one side of the parallel is in the positive—continually having the Son and having life--and the other side is negative—continually not having the Son and not having life.  This points back to verse 11 as the consequence of the witness that God gave life to us by giving us his Son and that by believing in him many will find life, but by denying him many will find death.  Since John has in mind here the secessionists, the question with which he is confronting his conflicted community is, “if the Christ abandoned the man Jesus before his death, how can we gain life through him?”  With verse 12, John is concluding his thought pointing back to verse 4b-5 declaring this victory—because the man, Christ, pre-existent Son of God became the sacrifice for our sins and conquered death; if you continue believing this validated witness which you have known from the beginning, then you will have the Son, you will have eternal life now and forevermore because the Son is life, and through the Son you will “conquer the world”.
CONCLUSION

It should be evident at this point that “the beloved apostle” is not only writing a letter as a polemic against the secessionists, but that he is more importantly writing to confirm the faith of the true believers by clearing up any misconceptions about his gospel that they may have as a result of the teaching of the false itinerant preachers.  His care and concern is evident throughout the letter by how he refers to them as “little children” (the vocative--Tekni,a), 
 and his gravity towards the secessionists is displayed by his harsh speech towards them—referring to them as liars, antichrists, as walking in darkness, and being lovers of the world.  
In our particular text all of this culminates as seen with John’s use of antithetical parallelisms bringing to light and correcting for the true believers the secessionists’ misplacement of their faith, their limited Christology, and their denial of the witness of God through the Holy Spirit and through the work of the historical Jesus Christ, the pre-existent Son of God.  In light of this, to assure the true believers of their faith John reminds them of his reason for writing his gospel in the next verse after our passage, which has the same mission statement as John 20:31.  The similarities are striking:
John 20:31 …but these are written so that you may believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God, and that by believing you may have life in his name.
1 John 5:13…I write these things to you who believe in the name of the Son of God that you may know that you have eternal life.
In making this connection Stott succinctly summarizes the author’s purpose for his audience that “God has borne witness to His Son that men may believe in Him and so ‘have’ Him, and having Him may have life.”


The irony of this passage is riveting to me.  John uses theological both/ands (e.g.: the divinity/humanity of Christ, the three-ness in agreement to the witness of God, the communion of the Father and Son) to drive the reader to a practical either/or decision.  It must be said that the difficulty in communicating this to a diverse, Jewish/Hellenistic, conflicted community is probably just as high as the difficulty in communicating this to a modern/post-modern society in which we live today.  We live in a world which frustrates our ability to wrap our minds around how God could be three in one or how Jesus is both divine and human, and on the other hand, a pluralistic, theologically diverse society which is offended by the “intolerance” of an either/or decision about a Creator who it cannot see.  To both of these difficulties, John starts this letter by appealing to the human condition, man’s proper confession of sin and need for The Advocate.  When preaching, like John, we do not have to force someone to believe but we must proclaim the truth.  It is this witness, through the power of the Spirit, which enables someone to believe.   This should actually give us great comfort as we do proclaim.  
In addition, we must keep in focus here that John is not trying to assure or combat those who are outside of his community; rather, he is assuring and combating those who are true followers of Christ and those who think they are and really are not, respectively.  We ought to view this on both an individual and corporate level.  What immediately comes to mind is an individual in the church who may be taking an unhealthy interest in the Jehovah’s Witnesses, who claim to be of the Christian Church, but yet do not consider that the second person of the Trinity actually died on the cross (quite similar to the secessionists).  Or on the corporate level, perhaps it is any heterodoxy that creeps into Christ’s church which seeks to deny or limit the deity of Christ or the historical earthly reality of his humanity (e.g.: The Davinci Code).  Such teaching is capable of “really making someone think” as a new Christian in the church expressed to me recently. In both cases we might do well to learn from the beloved apostle, that it is our responsibility as those who proclaim the reality of the Son of God to take seriously the magnitude and potential for such confusion of immature believers and to gracefully and tenderly remind them of the truth which was from the beginning and which by faith we have heard, seen, and touched, even if the person tries to downplay their anxiety to make it look like they are assured of their faith.  Also, a proper understanding of the word antichrist in John’s particular context is paramount.  Without a proper definition and explanation, because of the nuances of the word “antichrist” in our modern day context, it is unwise to proclaim from the pulpit that Dan Brown or the Jehovah’s Witnesses are antichrists.
  In addition, before we go trouncing the beliefs of another individual or tradition, we ought to be fully informed of their beliefs, representing them clearly and fairly with integrity; otherwise, we too become false teachers.        

Finally, this seems to me like it would be a difficult passage to preach quite simply because it takes great courage and one must rely on the Holy Spirit to grant such courage in order to preach such offensive content.  Practically speaking, in preaching or teaching this passage, I would suggest a narrative approach trying to illuminate to the congregation, small group, or class the boldness and care that John displays in this letter.  Also, this approach would be helpful in bringing forth the response by John’s community.  This must have been one of great delight on the one hand and offense on the other at the content of the gospel and the reality of the person and work of Jesus.  
Another good idea would be to take a similar approach in structure as John, utilizing contrasting themes in order to pierce the hearts of the congregation, making it applicable to the contemporary listener, while focusing on the character and content of the witness in order to bring forth its consequences.  A pastoral note should be added here.  We should take great caution with the label, “secessionists”.  I am sure there could be much temptation for some to include in this list those who are actually brothers and sisters in Christ who differ on secondary and tertiary issues.   This will only bring forth belligerency, confusion of the congregation, and further division in Christ’s church.  One of John’s main themes in the letter is the correlation between the love for God and love for others!  The idea here is to keep the focus of John—assuring the fellowship of believers that the witness of the Spirit they have indeed received is valid, that Jesus is the Son of God, and that by continually trusting Him we are brought into loving union with Him and the Father, and that by being in union with God we receive eternal life now—victory over death. 
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