John 1:1
Matthew 7:12



 is the inferential use of the postpositive conjunction OUN, meaning “Therefore” plus the accusative direct object from the neuter plural adjective PAS plus the relative pronoun HOSOS, meaning “everything that.”
  With this we have the third class conditional particle EAN, meaning “if (and it may or may be true/happen, etc.)  Next we have the second person plural present active subjunctive of the verb THELW, which means ‘to wish, will, or want.”


The present tense is a customary present for what normally or typically occurs.


The active voice indicates that people produce the action.


The subjunctive mood is a potential subjunctive with EAN, indicating what may or may not occur.

This is followed by the conjunction HINA, which is used as a marker to indicate the objective of wishing, willing, or wanting.  It is translated “that” or not translated at all.
  Then we have the third person plural present active subjunctive from the verb POIEW, meaning “to do.”


The present tense is a customary present for what normally occurs.


The active voice indicates that men produce the action.


The subjunctive mood indicates that the action is a potential, and can be translated with the auxiliary verb “might.”

Next we have the dative indirect object from the second person plural personal pronoun SU, meaning “to you.”  This is followed by the nominative subject from the masculine plural article and noun ANTHRWPOS, meaning “men.”

“Therefore, if you want everything that men might do to you,”
 is the adverb of manner HOUTWS, meaning “thus, so, in this manner.”  With this we have the adjunctive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “also.”  Then we have the nominative subject from the second person plural personal pronoun SU, meaning “you.”  This is followed by the second person plural present active imperative of the verb POIEW, which means “to do: you do.”


The present tense is a tendential present of what is purposed but not yet taking place.  This could also be regarded as a customary present for what is reasonably expected to occur.


The active voice indicates that people listening to Jesus should produce the action.


The imperative mood is a command.

Then we have the dative indirect object from the third person masculine plural personal use of the intensive pronoun AUTOS, meaning “to them.”

“so also you do to them;”
 is the explanatory use of the postpositive conjunction GAR, meaning “for” plus the nominative subject from the demonstrative pronoun HOUTOS, meaning “this.”  Next we have the third person singular present active indicative from the verb EIMI, meaning “to be: is.”


The present tense is an aoristic present, which regards the state of being as a static fact.


The active voice indicates that the previous statement produces the state of being something.


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

Finally, we have the predicate nominative from the masculine singular article and noun NOMOS, meaning “the Law” plus the additive use of the conjunction KAI, meaning “and” plus the nominative masculine plural article and noun PROPHĒTĒS, meaning “the Prophets.”

“for this is the Law and the Prophets.”
Mt 7:12 corrected translation
“Therefore, if you want everything that men might do to you, so also you do to them; for this is the Law and the Prophets.”
Compare other translations (everyone agrees on the final clause ‘for this is the Law and the Prophets’) [the words in italics are used in my translation]:

NASB “In everything, therefore, treat people the same way you want them to treat you,”

NKJV “Therefore, whatever you want men to do to you, do also to them,”

ESV “So whatever you wish that others would do to you, do also to them,”

ISV “Therefore, whatever you want people to do for you, do the same for them,”

NIV “So in everything, do to others what you would have them do to you,”

My point here is that the New American Standard Bible translation really strayed too far from a literal translation, something they rarely do, and the NIV isn’t much better.

Explanation:
1.  “Therefore, if you want everything that men might do to you,”

a.  The Lord comes to another logical conclusion based upon His previous illustrations.  This time He uses a third class condition, which indicates that this may or may not happen.  We may or may not want everything that other men might do to us.  Some things we will want and other things we will not want.  But the emphasis here is on the things we want others to do to us.


b.  The word ‘everything’ needs to be unpacked.  We don’t want people to hate, despise, ridicule, make fun of, slander, or hurt us in any way.  What we do want is unconditional love, care, concern, help, thoughtfulness, respect, honor, integrity, honesty, and other good things from them.


c.  So the ‘everything that men might do to us’ really refers to the good things in life, not the sinful, evil, and hurtful things in life.  So we might change the translation ever so slightly to bring out this idea: “If you want every good thing that men might do to you,…”


d.  Do we have any grammatical proof that this is the intent of the passage?  Yes, the word PAS, translated “everything” is in the accusative neuter plural, meaning “all things.”  In the previous verse we had the accusative neuter plural phrase , meaning “good gifts.”  So the ‘everything’ of our verse is really ‘the good gifts’ of the previous verse.  Therefore, the ‘good gifts’ of the previous verse becomes ‘every good thing’ of our verse.


e.  Therefore, if we want every good thing that men might do to us (or ‘for us’ dative of advantage, which we see in some of the other translations cited above), then something is required of us.
2.  “so also you do to them;”

a.  Our requirement is that we must also do to them the good things we want from them.


b.  The word ‘so’ indicates a logical conclusion.  The word ‘also’ indicates sameness—whatever we want, we must also provide.


c.  The word ‘you’ refers to believers.  This ‘golden rule’ doesn’t apply to unbelievers.  The complete selfish degeneracy of their uncontrolled sin nature prevents them from following this rule.


d.  The subject (what we are expected to do) is not stated in this clause but implied.  The subject is “everything that men might do.”  That same “everything that” is expected of us.  Therefore, every good thing we want from others, we must also give to them.  If we want unconditional love, we must give it to them.  If we want honesty from others, we must give it to them.  If we want virtue and integrity from others, we must give it to them.  You get the point.

3.  “for this is the Law and the Prophets.”

a.  Jesus concludes with an explanation that this concept of reciprocal behavior is the teaching of the entire Old Testament Scriptures.  The phrase “the Law and the Prophets” is a technical title given to the two major parts of the Old Testament Scriptures.  The first five books of the Old Testament, called ‘the Torah’ are “the Law.”  The rest of the Old Testament Scriptures are “the Prophets.”  This title was commonly known and used by the Jews in reference to their Scriptures.


b.  The subject “this” refers back to the idea ‘everything that you want men to do to you that you must also do to them’ [is the Law and the Prophets].


c.  Rather than giving this the title ‘the Golden Rule’ I prefer to call it “the Law of Spiritual Reciprocity.”
4.  Commentators’ comments.


a.  “This is the so-called ‘Golden Rule,’ one of the most misunderstood statements in the Bible.  This statement is not the sum total of Christian truth, nor is it God’s plan of redemption.  We should no more build our theology on the Golden Rule than we should build our astronomy on ‘Twinkle, Twinkle Little Star.’  This great truth is a principle that ought to govern our attitudes toward others.  It only applies to believers, and it must be practiced in every area of life. The person who practices the Golden Rule refuses to say or do anything that would harm himself or others.  If our judging of others is not governed by this principle, we will become proud and critical, and our own spiritual character will degenerate.”


b.  “The principle is that what people ordinarily want others to do for them should be what they practice toward those others.  Such a principle cannot be consistently practiced by a natural person.  Only a righteous person is able to practice this rule and thereby demonstrate the spiritual change that has come about in his life.  An individual who is able to live this kind of life obviously possesses the righteousness Jesus demanded.  Such a person’s righteous acts do not save him, but because he has been delivered he is able to demonstrate true righteousness toward others.”


c.  “Verse 12 is difficult to relate to verses 7–11, but, clearly, there must be a connection [Not necessarily.  That is only this commentator’s assumption.]  The only connection I see is that God frequently answers prayer through people.”
  If a tornado is coming toward my house and I pray that it miss my house, and it does, then how was that prayer answered ‘through people’?  There doesn’t necessarily have to be a connection between two separate thoughts.

d.  “Verses 13–27 will constitute a general conclusion on the demands of discipleship. The specific ethical teaching of the Sermon on the Mount therefore comes to its climax in this verse.  So links the verse not with the immediately preceding verses but with the whole teaching of the Sermon so far, as it relates to our attitude towards other men, and the rule which follows presents in a nutshell the ‘greater righteousness’, the distinctive behavior and attitude expected of the disciple.  This ‘Golden Rule’ is often compared with the negative principle (Do not do to others what you yourself dislike) which is found in a wide variety of ancient literature from the Athenian Isocrates to Rabbi Hillel.  In this form it found its way into early Christian teaching from the second century, and appears in some early texts of Acts 15:29.  Jesus was apparently the first to formulate it explicitly, and He elevates it to a place of new importance: this is the law and the prophets, a summary of the revealed will of God.  A similar formula is used of the double commandment to love in 22:40, and Matthew undoubtedly intends us to understand this rule as spelling out what it means to ‘love your neighbor as yourself’.  It is interesting that Hillel made a similar claim for his negative version: ‘This is the whole law; all else is commentary’.  As a general principle to guide us in specific ethical decisions, the Golden Rule has not been bettered.  In the positive form propounded by Jesus it makes a very far-reaching demand for unselfish love in action.”


e.  “In view of God’s generosity to us, treating others in the manner we would like ourselves to be treated is the least we can do.  This epigram has become known as the Golden Rule because of its central role in Christian ethics.  Jesus assumes no pathological deviations in which one would desire to harm oneself, and He presupposes the perspective of disciples who seek what is God’s desire rather than self-aggrandizement.  Many parallels to this ‘rule’ appear in the history of religion.  Most of these parallels phrase the rule negatively, implying, ‘Don’t do to others what you don’t want them to do to you.’  It is not clear how significant this difference is, but Jesus’ positive phrasing does remind us of the principle that we can never fully carry out Christ’s commands.  As Mounce explains: ‘In its negative form, the Golden Rule could be satisfied by doing nothing.  The positive form moves us to action on behalf of others.’  But from a Christian perspective even negative commands imply positive action.  Thus, even if we succeed in not murdering and in not hating or verbally abusing others, we still have not completely obeyed until we earnestly seek others’ well-being.  With its reference to ‘the Law and the Prophets,’ 7:12 ties back in with 5:17 and provides a frame to bracket the body of the sermon.”


f.  “Jesus’ followers are to be active in doing good to others.  It is a most important rule for disciples.  Therefore probably refers to the whole of the preceding sermon, not simply to the immediately foregoing.  In the light of the whole way of life that Jesus is teaching this is the rule that his people must obey.  At the same time it is very apt in this place; the example of the Father in his goodness in answering prayer is a magnificent incentive to his people to do good to others. All things whatever is comprehensive: nothing is excluded from the scope of this rule.  Do has the meaning ‘do to one’s advantage’.  You is emphatic; others may not follow this rule, but there is no escaping it for disciples.  To say that this rule is the law and the prophets means that the rule sums up Old Testament teaching as a whole.  Elsewhere Jesus says that the law and the prophets “hang” on the two commandments to love God and one’s neighbor (22:40), which is another way of saying the same thing.  Both ways of putting it totally exclude selfishness and stress a proper attitude of love and care for others.  The person who consistently lives according to the golden rule is keeping all the regulations in Scripture directing one’s conduct toward other people.”
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