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INTRODUCTION

The term λό γ ο ς in the New Testament is a very important word in the Bible, 

because it indicates the Messiah, Jesus Christ, who was predicted in the Old Testament 

(OT). Nevertheless, many people still do not know the meaning of the term λό γο ς . One

cannot successfully study ancient philosophy or literature without understanding the term 

λό γ ος .  The term has been used with various meanings by ancient philosophers since 

500BC.1 Thus, this study will start with an examination of the meaning the term λό γ ος

held for OT prophets, philosophers from ancient Greece, Hellenistic Jews, Church fathers, 

and finally, modern theologians. 

In the second chapter, this study carefully considers the background of John’s 

Gospel, the issues of authorship, and date. The prolegomena of John’s Gospel includes

issues such as audience, place, narrative, etc. Only the authorship and date are looked at 

in this study, because they are the most important issues. Many books in the Bible do not 

name their author; the Fourth Gospel is one of them. All documents have a writer or 

writers, however, as did the Fourth Gospel, a writer who was inspired by God (II Tim

3:16). Further, all things created or made have a date of origin. The Bible is included in 

that category, and the Fourth Gospel is as well. The date tells us about the culture, 

politics, economy, society, and the major issues of that time. Therefore, both the 

authorship and date are considered in the second chapter.

The third chapter is an exegetical study of John 1:1-18. John’s Gospel wanted to 

introduce non-Christians to the true God, to know, believe in, and accept Him (20:31). 

Whoever would know Jesus Christ should know the true meaning of λό γ ος in John’s 

                                                
1 Joel B. Green, Scot Mcknight, and I. Howard Marshall, Dictionary of Jesus and the Gospel

(Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 1992), 481.
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Gospel, because it explains the character and nature of Jesus Christ. For these reasons,

the third chapter will examine the meaning of λό γ ος in 1:1-18, i.e. the Greek text. 

The final chapter is focused on the christology of λό γ ος . Christological 

controversies and many heresies have existed from early times, in spite of the fact that

John’s Gospel explained adequately the concept of λό γ ος . Many modern theologians 

also developed their christology using the term λ ό γ ος , but deviating from the true truth 

found in John’s Gospel. Chapter four will consider their christology, and interpretation of 

λό γ ος .

When the concept of λό γ ος in John 1:1-18 is misunderstood, a pillar of 

Christianity is shaken. Orthodox Christianity rests upon this christological pillar; indeed 

it is arguably the cornerstone of the entire edifice. Therefore, a correct understanding of 

λό γ ος is vital for the faith. 

This study looks at some early and modern heresies that have resulted from a 

misunderstanding of the term λό γ ος , comparing them against the truth found in John’s 

Gospel, and other books in the Bible. This study offers a surer way to understand the 

meaning of λό γ ος ,  and with it, a surer way of understanding who Jesus Christ is.
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THE BACKGROUND OF ΛΟΓΟΣ

The Etymology of λόγος 

The term λό γ ο ς has a multiplicity of meanings. It can mean “word,” “speech,” 

“matter,” “thing,” “command,” “message,” “account,” “reckoning,” 

“settlement,” ”respect,” “reason,” and so on.2 It appears “331 times in the New Testament 

except Jude and Philemon”3 and was used “for God’s word in all its senses, for Christ’s 

words, for ordinary human words, and with other non-theological meanings.”4  In its 

philosophical meaning, the term is close to the concept of “word” because this represents 

“the causing of something to be seen for what it is, and the possibility of being orientated 

thereby,”5 rather than an address or word of creative power (as for example ר בָ דָּ , in the 

OT).6

The Concept of λό γ ο ς in Greek Philosophy

The term λό γ ο ς is a very important word in almost all philosophical schools in 

ancient Greece because “around 500 B.C. [they] began to adopt the word and use it to 

signify that which gives shape, form, or life to the material university.”7 This is what 

logos meant to Heraclitus, Sophists, Plato, and Aristotle.

                                                
2 William F. Arndt and F. Wilbur Gingrich, A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and 

other Early Christian Literature (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1957), 478-80.

3 G. W. Bromiley, The International Standard Bible Encyclopedia, vol. 4 (Grand Rapids, MI: 
William B. Eerdmans, 1979), 1102.

4 Ibid.

5 Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, s.v. “λέγω, et. al.,” ed. H. Kleinknecht and O. 
Procksch, IV: 80.

6 Daniel R. Mitchell, The Person of Christ in John’s Gospel and Epistle (Ann Arbor, MI: 
University Microfilms Interantional, 2006), 25.
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Heraclitus’ Concept of λ ό γ ος

Heraclitus, an Ephesian noble8 and scholar, uses λ ό γ ος to mean “didactic 

discourse,” “word,” and even “reputation” as well as “proportion,” “meaning,” “universal 

law,” and “truth.”9  Heraclitus’ core thought was that the universe is made up of fire, 

because everything in the universe is endlessly moving and changing.10 Heraclitus also 

said that “all things are in a state of flux,”11 so that “they are never, they are always 

becoming.”12 Thus, “Heraclitus was concerned with getting hold of the unity of the One 

and the All through the existence of the universal law of proportion that underlies 

continuous change.”13 Heraclitus, however, also believed that “Reality is One,”14 unity in 

diversity and, difference in unity.15 Here, “Reality” means “all things,” and Heraclitus 

also considered the reality to be One, saying, “It is wise to hearken, not to me, but to my 

Word, and to confess that all things are one.”16 Heraclitus also explained that “λό γ ος

was the instrument of thought, expressing both the thought-process and its conclusion, 

                                                                                                                                                
7 Green, Joel B., Scot Mcknight, and I. Howard Marshall, 481.

8 Frederick Copleston, A History of Philosophy, vol. 1 (Doubleday, NY: Image Books, 1993), 38.

9 Verlyn D. Verbrugge, The NTV Theological Dictionary of New Testament Words, An 
Abridgment of New International Dictionary of New Testament Theology (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan 
Publishing House, 2000), 759. 

10Gordon H. Clark, The Johannine Logos (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1972), 16. 

11 Copleston, 39.  

12 Ibid., 144.

13 Colin Brown, The New International Dictionary of New Testament Theology, vol. 3 (Grand 
Rapids, MI: Zondervan, 1975), 1081.

14 Copleston, 40.

15 Ibid., 39-40.

16 Ibid., 40. 
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and its consequences for the thinker,”17 because he thought of λό γ ο ς as the universal 

Reason and universal law immanent in all things.18  Heraclitus also thought that 

“everything one sees is explored with the mind and is related together.”19 Consequently, 

“the relationship is the λ ό γ ος of individual objects, contained in the objects themselves, 

and exhibits a law common to all existents.”20 Therefore, Heraclitus was able to say “the 

One is All.”21 In fact, Heraclitus spoke of the One as God who has the characters of the 

universal Reason and the universal law immanent in all things.22However, the universal 

Reason and law were unchangeable principles. Heraclitus called them λό γ ο ς .23  It also 

appears that Heraclitus thought of God as pantheistic,24 because God, he said, points to 

all things which exist in the world. 

Sophists’ Concept of λ ό γο ς

The Sophists liked to collect a variety of data in order to draw conclusions, which 

are partly theoretical and partly practical. 25 They taught their followers, whom they met 

while traveling from city to city in Greece, and they received fees for teaching.26 For the 

sophists, the term λό γο ς plays a very important part as a means of persuasion and 

                                                
17 Brown, 1081.

18 Copleston,  43.

19 Verbrugge, 759. 

20 Ibid.

21 Brown, 1082.

22 Copleston, 43.

23 Clark, 16.

24 Copleston, 38.

25 Ibid., 82. 
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direction and thus, it means “the rational power set in man, the power of speech and 

thought.”27

“Gorgias in particular stressed the power of the lógos, describing it in quasi-
personal terms as a great ruler (dynástēs mégas), capable of effecting the most 
divine deeds in the smallest body.”28

W. T. Jones believes that the Sophists are educators rather than philosophers.29

But it is right to consider the Sophists philosophers because they made and collected data, 

and defined the theoretical and practical things in terms of Sophist thinking.  The 

Sophists taught their followers about “virtue,” a skill for success.30 In order to make their 

lives successful, their followers needed debates and oratorical techniques to defend their 

own opinions, and thus the Sophists taught them, and these skills were used to defend 

political democracy.31 With this background, they are three viewpoints regarding the 

concept of λό γ ο ς . One viewpoint clamed that “the philosophical reflection of the 

Sophists is directed toward man and toward the relationship between the individual and 

society,”32 because the Sophists were not interested in the One. Another viewpoint 

assumes that, “through the λό γ ος , discourse, people are able to play a sensible part in 

political life.”33 Finally, “the λό γ ος takes on the meaning of the individual method of 

                                                                                                                                                
26 W. T. Jones, The Classical Mind: A History of Western Philosophy, 2nd ed. (Harcourt, NY: 

Brace & World, 1969), 63-4.

27 Gerhard Kittel, Theological Dictionary of the New Testament, vol. IV, Ed. and Trans. by 
Geoffrey W. Bromiley (Grand Raphids, MI: WM. B. Eerdmans, 1967), 82.

28 Ibid.

29 Jones, 63.

30 Ibid., 64.

31 Ibid., 64-65.

32 Verbrugge, 759. 
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argument to defend one’s own proposition.”34 The λ ό γ ος by the Sophists, however, is 

treated “apart from any norm or connection with given interests or situations.”35 After all, 

one can understand that “it was used of particular cases rather than of any universal 

single principle.”36

Plato’s Concept of λ ό γ ος

Plato, one of the greatest philosophers in history, was born of a famed Athenian 

family in 428/7 B.C.37 Plato’s representative philosophical thought on the objective 

essences is the concept of Idea or Form. Plato thought ideas exist in their own sphere.38

Plato also believed that “the soul existed before its union with the body in a 

transcendental realm.”39 Frederick Copleston, however, thought that the soul Plato 

referred to seems to be composed of a plurality of “detached” essences.40 As Plato 

thoughts that all things of this world which have the model of the Forms are formed by 

God or the ‘Demiurge,’41 he believes that the Ideas or Forms exist apart from the sensible 

things that are modeled on them as well as from God who takes them as his model.42 The 

Ideas and Forms are the entities that we cannot see with our eyes in this word, yet they 

                                                                                                                                                
33 Ibid.

34 Ibid.   

35 Kittel, 82.

36 Paul Edwards, The Encyclopedia of Philosophy, vol. 5 and 6 (Broadway, NY: Simon & 
Schuster, 1972), 83.

37 Copleston, 127.

38 Ibid., 166.

39 Ibid. 

40 Ibid. 

41 The ‘Demiurge’means a Creator used by Plato’s philosophical thought.
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really exist. Plato, thus, considered λό γ ο ς as the basic fact in all life, because he 

believed there was a pre-existent something between the λό γ ος of the thinking soul and 

the λό γ ος of things.43

Plato wanted to organize the universe on rational principles, but the organization 

was produced by an entity called Nous, not λό γ ος .44 Nous includes λό γ ος . Plato used 

λό γ ος in his Dialogue, which he associated with discourse or rational explanation.45 He 

insisted λό γος is a rational account (discourse or explanation), because it could lead the 

higher levels of being or idea of things to real knowledge.46 He thus considered λό γ ος as 

Man alone, because only Man can determine human actions with the word, i.e. speech 

and understanding47 in rational explanation.

Aristotle’s Concept of λ όγος

Aristotle was born in 384/3 B.C. at Stageira in Thrace as the son of Nicomachus, 

a physician of the Macedonian king, Amyntas II.48 Most of his writings were in dialogue 

form, but many other writings no longer exist, because he did not publish his teaching.49

Aristotle’s writings may be divided into four major groups: the logical treatise, writings 

on natural philosophy and science, a collection of works known as the Metaphysics, and 

                                                                                                                                                
42 Copleston, 167.

43 Kittel, 83.

44 Edwards, 83.

45 D. N. Freedman, The Anchor Bible Dictionary, vol. 4 (NY: Doubleday, 1992), 348. 

46 Ibid.

47 Verbrugge, 759; Brown, 1083.

48 Copleston, 266.

49 Walter A. Elwell, Evangelical Dictionary of Theology (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker, 1984), 75.
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works on ethics and politics.50 However, Aristotle also explained that there is the word 

(λό γ ο ν ), as Man, having two meanings: “Man has the word (λό γ ο ν ) in the twofold 

sense that what he does and does not do are determined by the word or understanding, 

and that he himself speaks the word, achieving understanding and speech.”51

Aristotle’s philosophy contained four different usages for the term λό γ ος . First, 

the term λό γ ος means “definition” for the word which does not have an obvious 

meaning in the context.52 Second, the term λό γ ο ς means “a conclusion,” like the final 

proposition of a line of syllogism.53 Third, the λό γ ο ς means the proof itself.54 Finally, 

the term λό γ ος means rational speech and rationality, like Plato.55 Therefore, Verbrugge 

said the λό γ ος became “the stylistic form of orators.”56 Aristotle also said that “what 

distinguished human beings from lower animals was speech. However, as Aristotle thinks

that all of these are realized through reason, he insisted that it is λόγ ος .57 Because one’s 

reason is concerned with ethics, one has to live ethically according to their reason.58

                                                
50 Ibid., 76.

51 Ibid., 84.

52 Verbrugge, 760; Brown, 1086.

53 Ibid.

54 Ibid.

55 Freedman, 348.

56 Verbrugge, 760.

57 Ibid.
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The Concept of λό γ ο ς in Hellenism

Stoicism’s concept of λ ό γος

The Stoic School was founded by Zeno, born about 336/5 B.C. at Citium in 

Cyprus, and died about 264/3 in Athens.59 The Stoics did not accept the transcendental 

universal idea of Plato as well as the concrete universal ideas of Aristotle, because they 

thought “only the individual exists and our knowledge is knowledge of particular 

objects.”60 The Stoics believed, “these particulars make an impression on the soul, and 

knowledge is primarily knowledge of this impression.”61

The Stoics believed that “λό γ ος played a cosmological role.”62 They used 

Heraclitus’ philosophy, that is to say, “the doctrine of the λό γ ο ς and of Fire as the 

world-substance”63 and developed it: “λό γ ος was identified by Zeno of Citium (335-263 

B.C.E.), the founder of Stoicism, with fire and by Stoics from Chrysipus (ca. 280-207 

B.C.E.) with a blend of fire and air, which they referred to as breath or spirit.”64 The

Stoics thought that “God is the active Fire, which is immanent in the universe, but He is 

at the same time primal Source from which the crasser elements, that make the corporeal 

world, come forth.”65 The Stoics believed that “λό γ ος is the active element of reality.”66  

                                                                                                                                                
58 Ibid.

59 Copleston, 385.

60 Ibid., 386. 

61 Ibid.

62 Freedman, 348.

63 Copleston, 387.

64 Freedman, 349.

65 Copleston, 388.
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They also believed the λ ό γ ος is identified with God, because “the λό γ ο ς is a term for 

the ordered and teleological orientated nature of the world.”67 Nevertheless, they thought 

that “God, like the substrate on which He works, is material.”68 They assume moreover 

that λό γ ος is nature, because “natural beauty or finality in Nature points to the existence 

of a principle of thought in the universe.”69 The Stoics concluded that λό γ ο ς points to 

God and nature, which are in reality one.70 Based on these principles, the Stoics insisted 

that “λό γ ος was the principle of all rationality in the universe, and it was identified with 

God and with the source of all activity.”71

For the Stoics, λό γ ος is revealed only in human beings, as part of their nature, i.e.

“only human being is rational.”72 Thus, while both Plato and Aristotle think that “human 

rationality was beyond the realm of the material,”73 the Stoics believed that “human 

rationality was material in character.”74

Neo-Platonism’s Concept of λ ό γος  

The term “Neo-Platonism” is a modern term. It began as a result of the new 

impetus provided by the philosophy of Plotinus (24-269 C.E.), during the period of 

                                                                                                                                                
66 Freedman, 349.

67 Kittel, 84.

68 Copleston, 388.

69 Ibid.

70 Freedman, 349.

71 Edwards, 83. 

72 Freedman, 349.

73 Ibid.

74 Ibid.
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Platonism.75 Neo-Platonism tries to describe a comprehensive philosophy that can satisfy 

all the spiritual aspirations of man through an image of the universe, and through the 

explanation of how man can get salvation, which is to be restored to his original 

condition.76

Neo-Platonism emphasized the primary reality of the immaterial, intelligible 

realm.77 Neo-Platonism suggested that a principle (the One) is superior to intellect and 

being.78 This principle is the foundation (source) out of which everything flows, so that it 

is to be immanent, i.e. in everything.79 This “flow” is not a temporal process, that is to 

say, it is timeless.80 Therefore, J. O. Urmson and Jonathan Ree refer to the principle as 

“goodness” in the sense that it is the ultimate “why” of everything because it is the source 

of all beings.81

As Neo-Platonism describes a gradual “dispersion” of the original unity with the 

timeless process of effulgence, Neo-platonism explains two realms of the ordered reality; 

the supra-sensible reality (first: mind, or thought thinking itself, or spirit; next: the soul) 

and sensible reality (in time and space).82 J. O. Urmson and Jonathan Ree explain that 

                                                
75 Donald J. Zeyl, Encyclopedia of Calssical Philosophy (Westport, CT: Greenwood Press, 1997), 

417. 

76 J. O. Urmson and Jonathan Ree, The Concise Encyclopedia of Western Philosophy and 
Philosophers (New York: Routledge, 1995), 219.

77 Freedman, 349. 

78  Zeyl, 418. 

79 J. O. Urmson and Jonathan Ree, 219.

80 Ibid.

81 Ibid.

82 Ibid.
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“matter was evil, or not-goodness,”83 because Neo-Platonism considered the source of all 

being (the principle or the One) is reality and matter is nothing.  Here Neo-Platonism 

seems to understand the principle (the One) as the λό γ ος , because it has the power to 

control with intellect the sensible world.84 Therefore, “the λό γ ο ς is a shaping power 

which lends form and life to things.”85

Hermeticism’s Concept of λ ό γ ος  

According to legend, Hermes was born in a cave on Mount Cyllene in Arcadia, 

and Hermes was the messenger of the gods such as the god of shepherds, land travel, 

merchants, weights and measures, oratory, literature, athletics and thieves, as a son of 

Zeus and the nymph Maia, daughter of Atlas and one of the Pleiades.86

The Hermetic writings, a collection of works from the Second, Third, and Fourth 

centuries AD, are very important, because they play a role of noticeable juncture of two 

philosphies, the Platonic and the Stoic.87 Specifically, Hermes considered that λό γο ς

means “salvation,” because he believed that it was his role as a mediator to reveal the will 

of the gods.88 Hermes also insisted that λό γος means the son of Zeus, the supreme deity,

because “the idea of an intermediate λό γ ο ς is further developed in the concept of the 

father-son relation.”89 Hermes claimed represented that the λό γ ος is an image of God 

                                                
83 Ibid. 

84 Robert Audi, The Cambridge Dictionary of Philosophy (Cambridge, NY: Cambridge University 
Press, 1995), 448.  

85 Kittel, 85.

86 Ellie Crystal, “Hermes.” http://www.crystalinks.com/hermes.html, (accessed 9 August, 2008)

87 John Marsh, Saint John (Philadelphia, PA: The Westminster Press, 1968), 32-3. 

88 Kittel, 87.

89 Ibid., 88.
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and man is an image of the λό γ ος , because the Hermetic conception of a world being is 

depicted in the thought of the image.90

Philo’s concept of λό γ ος in Hellenistic Judaism

Philo, the great Jewish philosopher, lived in Alexandria, Egypt, at the time of 

Christ, and produced a wealth of literature. He used the term λό γ ος often in his 

pilosophical thought. The concept of λό γ ος is very significant in Philo’s writing, 

appearing over 1300 times.91 Thus the most important usage of λό γ ο ς for this study is 

found in Hellenistic Jewish literature. Philo tried to interpret the Mosaic Law in the light 

of Greek philosophy.92 He thought that “the λό γ ο ς   was the intermediate reality between 

God, who was essentially transcendent, and the universe.”93 However, these thoughts, in 

fact, were influenced by two philosophical schools, Plato’s, and the Stoic’s.94

“While Philo could use the Stoic concept of the λ ό γ ος as the principle of 
rationality that pervades the universe, Philo’s λό γ ο ς primarily fits into the 
pattern of the intermediate figure found in most Middle Platonic system. Philo 
depicted the λό γ ο ς in a variety of ways, and the figure had a number of different 
functions.”95

According to Plato’s thought,96 the term λό γ ος means “the word by which God created 

the world.”97 However, Philo also used λό γ ος as the concept of a mediator between the 

                                                
90 Ibid.

91 Ibid.

92 Freedman, 350.

93 Ibid. 

94 Joel B. Green, Scot Mcknight, and I. Howard Marshall, 482.

95 Freedman, 350.

96 Plato insisted the world of Ideas, which is in a world above the visible world. The world of 
Ideas is superior to the Emiurge, the creator of heaven and earth. So Plato thought that it is the true reality. 
(Clark, 17)  
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transcendent God and universe, but not an individual personality,98 like the Stoic’s. In 

short, “λό γ ος was the principle of all rationality in the universe, and it was identified 

with God and with the source of all activity.”99

Because Philo’s concept of the λό γ ος was used in many ways, and especially 

because the term had many different functions, it is necessary to examine three functions 

more closely: cosmology, anthropology, and anagogic. The cosmological function of 

λό γ ος had two aspects:

“Philo called these two aspects of the λό γ ο ς the Creative Power and the Ruling 
Power, and he connected the first with the name Elohim (God) and the second 
with Lord, the Greek word used to translate Yahweh in the LXX. Other terms 
used by Philo to refer to the λό γ ος are the First-Begotten Son of the Uncreated 
Father, the Chief of the Angels, the High Priest of the Cosmos, and the Man of 
God.”100

The second function of the λό γ ος was anthropological. As Philo thought that man was 

created according to the image of God, but not as the image of God, the λό γ ος was the 

paradigm by which God made the human mind, but not the human being as a whole.101

Then, Philo thought that “man was an expression at third hand (God-- λό γ ο ς --human 

mind) of the Maker.”102 The final function of the λό γ ος was anagogic, which means that 

“the λό γ ος was meant to guide the human soul to the realm of the divine.”103 Philo 

thought that the human soul instinctively seeks to become like God (God’s knowledge or 

                                                                                                                                                
97 Joel B. Green, Scot Mcknight, and I. Howard Marshall, 482.

98 W. F. Howard, Christianity According to St. John (London: Duckworth, 1952), 38.

99 Edwards, 83. 

100 Freedman, 350-351.

101 Ibid., 351.

102 Ibid. 

103 Ibid.
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vision). However, it is impossible because the human soul is nothingness in relationship 

to the divine, and the divine is the creator of all things.104

The concept of λό γ ο ς in Hebrew Thought

The terms for “word” in Hebrew

In Hebrew, there are several terms that have the meaning “word” such as 

dābār, ’ēmer, ’imrâh, and millâr;105 here only dābār will be studied, as this Hebrew term 

is semantically closest to λό γ ος in John’s Gospel. The major Hebrew equivalents of 

λό γ ος are based on the roots אמר and בר ד , but ר מֶ ֺ  ;saying” [Ps. 19:2f.; 68:11; 77:8“)    א

Job 22:28]) is used only poetically.106 On the other hand, “the basic classical word for 

λό γ ος in history and law, prophecy and poetry, is ר בָ דָּ (dābār).”107 What one should 

know here, however, is that “ר בָ דָּ is to be regarded as the definite content or meaning of 

a word which has its conceptual background, because it is to seek the ‘back’ or 

‘background’ of a matter.”108 It, thus, means that “nothing is ר בָ דָּ in itself, but all things 

have a ר בָ דָּ , a ‘background” or “meaning.”109

The term ר בָ דָּ has two main elements–the dianoetic and the dynamic elements.

The dianoetic element means that ר בָ דָּ always belongs to the field of knowledge, 

because it includes a thought.110 However, when the dynamic is combined with the 

dianoetic element, the term ר בָ דָּ indicates strong power, which can be manifested in the 

                                                
104 Ibid.

105 Brown, 1087.

106 Kittel, 91.

107 Ibid., 92

108 Ibid.

109 Ibid.



１７

most diverse energies.111 Guided by these influences, the writers of the OT wrote the 

Word of God. 

The Word of God/Yahweh: “ר בָ דָּ ” (Dabar)

Judging from the OT witnesses as well as the literature of Israel’s ancient Near 

Eastern neighbors, the term “ר בָ דָּ ” in the OT is very important, because it has the 

characters of both power and activity.112 The term “דָּבָר” means ‘the Word of God,’ which 

is used to depict communication from God to humanity (God’s people),113 and is Trans.

as λόγος in the Septuagint.114 In the OT, the term “word of Yahweh” ר בָ )דָּ ) is found 241 

times.115 The expression “word of Yahweh” was used most often in the prophetic period;

221 of 241 usages are in a prophetic context.116 The term “word of God” may be divided 

into two main groups of passages that describe the creator’s activity, and the prophet’s 

message. 

In the former the [term] word of God is creative; cf. Gen. I.3,6,9, etc., the creating 
words of command, summarized in Ps. 33.6, By the word of the Lord   ( ה ו ה י
בר בד ) were the heavens made (32.6, τ ω  λό γω  το υ  κυρ ιο  ο ι  ουρ ανο ι  
ε σ τε ρεω θ ησ α ν ). In the latter, the word of the Lord is the prophet’s message, 
that is, the means by which God communicates his purpose to his people; see e.g. 
Jer. I.4, Now the word of the Lord came unto me (י אל ה הי ו ר  דב הי י ו ,  κα ι  
ε γ εν ε το  λο γος  κυρ ιο υ  πρ ος  αυ τ ον ); Ezek. I.3; Amos 3.1.117
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These scriptures demonstrate “the word is not abstract but spoken and active.”118  

Moreover, Edwards says that “‘the word of God’ undergoes considerable 

personification,”119 because λό γ ος has these two meanings.

The word of God ר“) בָ דָּ ,” Dabar) as the word of the Creator

Colin Brown envisions the word of the Creator as having two aspects: the word of 

the Creator includes God’s word of salvation (Pss. 33:6, 9; 148:5, 8) and his Law (Ps. 147: 

15ff.).120 Firstly, the original word of the Creator (Ps. 33:6) has “the function of serving 

as the soteriological word of salvation (Ps. 33:4).”121 Secondly, the first creation account 

demonstrates “God’s power [over] all things [has] come into existence (Gen.1) and the 

opening chapter of the history of the covenant.”122 The reason that the word of the 

creation also includes the meaning of the law is because Ps. 147:15 - 19 implies that 

Yahweh lays claim to Israel with the law by his word:123 “He declares his word to Jacob, 

his statutes, and his judgments to Israel” (v.19). Within this context, H. J. Kraus explains 

the meaning of the “word” as “the word of law and rule which was revealed to the chosen 

people (on this, cf. especially Ps. 33:4ff.).”124 Kraus also explains that “having had the 

word of law and lordship imparted to them, the chosen people came to know and 
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understand the God who rules nature by his word, and who bears and sustains all 

creation.”125

ר“ בָ דָּ ” (Dabar) is the means of creator, and is additionally understood as the 

word of salvation that will achieve the promise. It is also understood as the word of law, 

the covenant commandment.126 This is how the Israelites understood ר בָ דָּ (“the word of 

God”). The word of God ר“) בָ דָּ ”) as used in Ezekiel indicates the creator’s power–the 

vision of the raising of the bones of the dead (Eze. 37:1-14).127 The term is also intended 

to proclaim that Israel will be blessed by God. 

The word of God ר“) בָ דָּ ” Dabar) as the Revelator

In the OT the plural ה הו י י י דבר (“words of YHWH”) appears a mere seventeen 

times, and ם י לה א דברי (“words of God”) only three times (Jer. 23:36; Ezra 9:4; 1 Chron. 

25:5).128 Prophetic revelations from God are written using the plural expression.129  

The word of God ר“) בָ דָּ ”) denoting prophetic revelation is seen in both the early 

prophets (Samuel, Elijah, Elisha) and the later ones (Amos, Hosea, Ezekiel, Jeremiah, 

and Deutero-Isaiah).130 The words of God (“ה הו י י ר (”דב include individual sayings of 

God from the mouth of the prophets, and the prophecy given through the writings of the 

prophets as a whole.131
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Prophets such as Samuel, Elijah, and Elisha, quoted the exact words of God. Their

messages of judgment or warning were conveyed orally by God, through the prophets (1 

Sam. 15:23, 26; 1 Ki. 17:1; 18:36; 21:17-19; 2 Ki. 1:3).132 Brown thus explains that 

“Elijah and Elisha are bearers of the Spirit at the same time as they are proclaimers of the 

word of God.”133

In Amos, one can find that the word of God ר“) בָ דָּ ”) connotes revelation, because 

Amos proclaims the word to the Israelites according to Yahweh’s order. In fact, when 

one reads Hosea, one cannot find the phrase ‘the word of God.’ Instead of that, sees the 

phrases, “the words of Hosea (1:1),” or “the word of Jeremiah (Jer. 1:1).”134 Thus, citing 

H. W. Wolff in“Dodekapropheton,” Brown says that “at the time of the recording of the 

sayings of Amos there is still no tradition of literary collections of words of the 

prophets.”135 However, Brown is inaccurate. One can discern whether or not “the word of 

God” ר) בָ דָּ ) has the meaning of the Revelator through the context even though the 

phrase “the word of God” ( רדָּ  בָ ) is not included. For example, the high priest Amaziah 

advises the king of Israel, Jeroboam, that “the land is no longer able to bear all his words”

(Amos 7:10) and “You [Amos] must not preach any longer” (Amos 7:13) 136 without 

mentioning the phrase “the word of God.” Moreover, one can discern  that Hosea 

proclaims the word of God as a Revelator or Messenger with the messenger-formula:

“Thus says Yahweh,” 11 times (Amos 1:3, 6, 9, 11, 13; 2:1, 4, 6; 3:12; 5:3 f.) and the 
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concluding formula, “Yahweh says,” (Amos 1:5, 8, 14; 2:3, 11, 16; 3:15; 4:3, 5 f., 8-11; 

5:17; 7:3; 9:15).137

The book of Hosea begins with the heading, “the word of Yahweh that came to 

Hosea” (Hos. 1:1). Through the account of the harlot wife, Gomer, the book reveals the 

guilt of Israel during that time (Hos. 1:2 ff.). However, because God does not want to 

judge the Israelites, he also proclaims the word of salvation to them (Hos. 6:5).138 “The 

goal of Yahweh’s word of judgment is the restoration of a new order of life (Hos. 

6:5b).”139 Therefore, it is clear that “the word of God” ר) בָ דָּ ) in Hosea is understood to 

mean God’s word of judgment, and his word of salvation.140

In Isaiah, “the word of Yahweh” ר) בָ דָּ ), as used by the prophet, expresses the 

power which judges the disobedient nation in a cumulative series of acts of divine 

punishment (Isa. 5:25-30; 9:7-20), because the word was sent by the Lord (Isa. 9:8).141

According to Isa. 6:9, specifically, Isaiah is commissioned to point out the nation’s pride 

and arrogant heart by means of this very “word of God.” Von Rad says that “this word 

effects judgment not only in the external world of history, but in human beings, in the 

most hidden recesses of their own hearts, namely, their refusal of the appeal by which 

Yahweh would save them.”142 When one read Isa. 6:9, the word of God to be proclaimed 
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by Isaiah seems to be rejected by men.143 Von Rad says that “the fact that a prophet’s 

word is not heard is far from meaning that this is the end of it.”144 It is for a future 

generation: “go now, write on a table for them, and inscribe it in a scroll, that for the days 

to come it may be an everlasting witness … Because you have rejected this message” (Isa. 

30:8, 12).145 Therefore, “the word of God” ר) בָ דָּ ) in Isaiah may also refer to the future,

beyond its present rejection, for “he does not take back his words” (Isa. 31:2; 55:11).

Moreover, the word of God in Isa. 2:2-5 is already alluded to as the expression of the 

future.146  

Isaiah became a prophet who proclaimed the word of God voluntarily (Isa. 6:8). 

Jeremiah, on the contrary, was a prophet in whose mouth was put God’s word, purely by 

God’s Will: “Behold, I have put my words in your mouth” (Jer. 1:9). The term “word of 

Yahweh” (ר בָ דָּ ) in Jeremiah accounts for 52 of its 241 occurrences in the OT.147 What

then is Jeremiah’s mandate concerning the word of God?  It is to proclaim to those who 

live in Israel and Judah both negative and positive things through the word of God: “to 

pluck up and break down, to destroy and to overthrow, to build and to plant” (Jer. 

1:10).148 Having these mandates, Jeremiah, as a prophet, i.e. a revelator of the word of 

God, proclaimed messages of warning and judgment to those who were not obedient to 

God, as well as prophesied some messages of hope (Jer. 30:1-33:26) to the people of 
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Israel and Judah. Moreover, Jeremiah prophesied about the time of national crisis, that is 

to say, the siege and fall of Jerusalem (Jer. 37:1-45:5).149 These dire warnings were

proclaimed by the word of God through Jeremiah. 

Unlike Jeremiah, the book of Ezekiel is characterized as having long chapters.

The frequent appearance of the messenger formula, the appearance 60 times out 
of 241 OT occurrences of the phrase ‘word of Yahweh,’ the appearance 50 times 
out of a total of 113 occurrences of the word-event formula, which respectively 
mark the beginning of new units of speech, and finally the ‘oracle of God’ 
formula …  occurring 83 times in Ezek., and the concluding formula of the word 
of God – ‘I Yahweh, have spoken it; – appearing 11 times.150

Specifically, the role of Ezekiel as a prophet and a revelator was started after he ate the 

scroll of the word of God (Ezek. 2:9-3:3). Ezekiel also proclaimed messages of coming

judgment (Ezek. 4:1-24:27), Israel’s past judgment (Ezek. 25:1-33:20), and the future 

blessing of Judah (Ezek. 33:21-48:35).151 Therefore, these scriptures reveal that the 

prophets – Amos, Hosea, Ezekiel, Jeremiah, and Isaiah– recorded and understood ר בָ דָּ

(‘Dabar’) to mean a revelaton from God.
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BACKGROUND JOHN’S GOSPEL

Authorship 

Like the Synoptic Gospels, the author’s name in the Gospel of John does not 

appear.  However, one feels the necessity to look for it, because the Fourth Gospel was,

like other books, written by someone.

Until the Nineteenth century, the author of the Fourth Gospel generally had been

acknowledged as the apostle John, the son of Zebedee.152 Church Fathers also 

unanimously regard the Fourth Gospel’s author as the apostle John, the son of 

Zebedee.153 Some scholars think the title, The Gospel According to John proves John was 

the author.154 However, even though the titles of the four Gospels were used to 

distinguish each Gospel from the others when the New Testament Canon started forming

at the middle of the Second century, this does not prove that John the son of Zebee was 

the author of the Fourth Gospel.155 However, a minority of contemporary scholars do not 

share the opinions that the Fourth Gospel’s author is the apostle John, the son of Zebedee. 

The question of authorship pivots on both external and internal evidence.

The External Evidence

There are some external evidences that the Forth Gospel was authored by the 

apostle John, the son of Zebedee. Specifically, Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History, which 

quotes Irenaeus: “And all the elders that associated with John the disciple of the Lord in 
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Asia bear witness that John delivered it [the gospel] to them, for he remained among 

them until the time of Trajan.”156

Here the “disciple” is obviously the apostle John, who is also identified as the “beloved 

disciple” of the Gospel.157 Eusebius defends John as the author of the Fourth Gospel. He 

says “and there are those who heard him [Polycarp] tell that John the disciple of the Lord 

went in Ephesus… ”158 Irenaeus had had a relationship with Polycarp, who was martyred 

in his old age in A.D. 155. Scholars know this from a letter that Irenaeus had sent to his 

friend Florinus, and this letter attested to the fact that what Polycarp had witnessed was

real, and that Polycarp had a relationship with John:

so that I can describe the very place in which the blessed Polycarp used to sit 
when he discoursed, and his goings out and his comings in, and his manner of life 
and his personal appearance, and the discourses which he held before the people, 
and how he would describe his intercourse with John and with the rest who had 
seen the Lord, and how he would relate their works. 159

Moreover, external evidence that John the son of Zebedee was the “beloved 

disciple” is also found in a letter written by Polycrates (A.D. 189-198), Bishop of 

Ephesus, to Victor, Bishop of Rome.160

In Asia also great lights have fallen asleep, which shall rise again on the last day, 
at the coming of the Lord, when he shall come with glory from heaven and shall 
seek out all the saints. Among these are Philip, one of the twelve apostles, who 
sleeps in Hierapolis, and his two aged virgin daughters, and another daughter who 
lived in the Holy Spirit and now rests at Ephesus; and moreover John, who was 
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both a witness and a teacher, who reclined upon the bosom of the Lord, and being 
a priest wore the sacerdotal plate. He also sleeps at Ephesus.161

Both Irenaeus and Polycrates claimed that John was not only the beloved disciple, but 

also a resident of Ephesus. In addition, Clement of Alexandria also agrees with Irenaeus 

and Polycrates.162

However, the Muratorian Canon (A.D. 180-200), an early but incomplete New 

Testament written in barbarous Latin discovered in 1740 by L. A. Muratori, showed that

the Fourth Gospel was written not by John alone but by John’s friends.163

Thus, Barrett thinks that the tradition handed down by Irenaeus and Polycrates is 

not strengthened by the Muratorian Cannon.164 In addition, the content referred to by 

Clement of Alexandria in Eusebius (H.E. 6.14.7)165 notes that, “Clement, like the writer 

of the Muratorian Canon, allowed some scope to colleagues of John in the inception of 

the gospel.”166 Even so, Barrett thinks that it is hard to prove that the Gospel was not 

written by the Apostle because he believes the Muratorian fragment is not real.167 Thus, 
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Barrett concludes that “it is not hereby proved that the Gospel was not written by an 

apostle; but it is hard to see why, if it was, it was not published under his name.”168

However, in Eusebius’ Ecclesiastical History, there were two Johns; the 

evangelist and elder. In Eusebius Papias writes, “ … I would enquire as to the discourses 

of the elders, what Andrew or what Peter said, or what Philip, or what Thomas or James, 

or what John or Matthew or any other of the Lord’s disciples; and things which Aristion 

and John the elder, disciples of the Lord, say.”169 Eusebius in his enumeration mentions 

two names of John – “the evangelist” like Peter, James, Matthew, and another apostle as 

well, “the elder.”170

This external evidence leaves one confused about the authorship of the Fourth 

Gospel.  Carson also considers the account of Papias as precarious.171 However, because 

Papias wrote “ …  and John the elder, disciples of the Lord, say,” Beasley-Murray seems 

to believe that the elder John is a personal disciple of Jesus, although Beasly-Murray 

believed this shows the confusion of Irenaeus concerning the John who had seen the Lord.

172

Carson presents several reasons why the discourse of Papias is suspect: First, 

Carson believes the content is not Papias’ because while Eusebius makes a distinction

between “apostle” and “elders,” Papias makes no such distinction.173 Second, “it is John 
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and not Ariston who is designated ‘the elder’ in H. E. 3.39.14.”174 “Ariston” and “John 

the elder” by Papias means “Ariston and the aforementioned elder John.”175 Third, 

Carson believes the distinction is not between apostle and elders of different generations, 

but between first-generation witnesses who have died (what they said), and first-

generation witnesses who are still alive (what they say).176 Also, Carson believes that 

Papias, a hearer of John, wanted to explain the reason why Ariston is linked with John.

Both John and Ariston were first-generation disciples of the Lord, even though neither 

was an apostle. 177 Finally, Eusebius disliked apocalyptic language. He believed that the 

Fourth Gospel’s author is the elder John as he has received the “elder John” from 

Papias.178

             These several external evidences, especially, the sources of Eusebius, do not give 

a certain answer concerning whether the author of the Fourth Gospel is the elder John, or 

the disciple John. Thus, Carson guesses that “the modern misinterpretation of Eusebius 

was anticipated by a scholar working a millennium earlier.”179
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The Internal Evidence

As noted above, the debate about the authorship of the Fourth Gospel continues, 

despite the external evidence. However, the majority of contemporary biblical scholars 

attach more weight to the internal evidence than the external evidence.180

Westcott’s explanation of the internal evidence concerning the authorship of the 

Fourth Gospel is the most valuable. Westcott concluded the author was (1) a Jew, (2) a 

Jew of Palestine, (3) an eyewitness of the event he describes, (4) an apostle of the twelve, 

and (5) the apostle John.181 However, Carson insists that the first two points are less 

important than the others, because the first two points are today seldom disputed.182

Therefore, this paper will focus on Westcott’s final three observations.

Westcott insists that the author of the Fourth Gospel is an eyewitness of the event 

he describes, because the Gospel of John contains minute details about persons, time, 

numbers, places, manners, etc., which could only have come from direct experience.183

However, C. K. Barrett doubts that the Fourth Gospel’s author had to be an 

eyewitness.184 Barrett offers three objections. First, “the apocryphal Gospel contains yet 

more names, but we do not accept them as eye-witness authorities”185 Barrett’s second 
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point is that the exact records of time (1:29, 35, 43; 2:2) do not offer sufficient proof that 

the author is an eyewitness.186 His third point is details such as numbers, e.g. “at Cana 

there were six water-pots (2:6),” “the disciples had rowed twenty-five or thirty furlongs 

(6:19),” and “Jesus’ tunic was without seam, woven from the top throughout (19:23)”187

do not prove the author is an eyewitness. Barrett thinks that these details might have 

come from sources, and adds such features are precisely what a writer adds to his work in 

order to give it verisimilitude.188 Barrett considers that these striking details are drawn 

from the source, and others are elaborating additions to it.189 In fact, Barrett admits that 

the Johannine narrative has eye-witness material here and there, but he does not believe

that “the gospel as a whole is the work of an eye-witness.”190 Further, Barrett suggests the 

evidence of a Hellenistic side to John’s thought does not agree that “the final editor of the 

gospel was an eye-witness.”191 Therefore, Barrett concludes “the elimination of the 

possibility of an eyewitness behind the Gospel seems inevitable.” 192

C. H. Dodd also rejects the claim that the author of the Fourth Gospel is an 

eyewitness. He points to two powerful passages – the conversation with the Samaritan 

woman and the examination before Pilate – which clearly did not have eye witnesses 
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present.193 So then, how could these stories be written? Three possibilities for the 

conversation with the Samaritan women are summarized by Morris:

(a) A disciple may have been present but not taking part in the conversation; (b) 
Jesus may have told the disciples what had happened: it would have been 
excellent instruction for them in the way of dealing with souls and He must have 
said something about how the woman was converted; (c) the woman may have 
been the evangelist’s informant. The narrative gives the impression that she was 
not averse to a little talking (John 4:28, 39, 42; cf. the use of λαλία in the latter 
verse).194

In the case of the story of the examination before Pilate, it seems that there are 

only two people present, Jesus and Pilate. According to Morris, in effect, the author

supposed that there would be Roman officials, and at least one Jew.195 However, Morris 

thought that these difficulties were not persuasive. Rather, Morris emphasized that “they 

do nothing to shake our conviction that an eyewitness is behind this Gospel as a 

whole.”196

As for the author of the Fourth Gospel being an apostle, Westcott offers several 

proofs: (a) the evidence is found in the character of the scenes the writer describes, that is

to say, the call of the disciples (1:19-34), the journey through Samaria (ch. 4), the feeding 

of the five thousand (ch. 6), the successive visits to Jerusalem (chs. 7, 9, 11), the passion, 

and the resurrection appearances;197 (b) the evidence is found in the Evangelist’s 

“intimate acquaintance” with the feelings of the disciples, for example, what he knows 

their thoughts at critical moments (2:11, 17, 22; 4:27; 6:19, 60f.; 12:16; 13:22, 28; 21:12; 
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cf. Luke 24:8; Matt. 26:75), what he remembers words spoken among themselves (4:33; 

16:17; 20:25; 21:3, 5) and to the Lord (4:31; 9:2; 11:8, 12; 16:29), what he knows “their 

places of resort” (11:54; 18:2; 20:19), what he knows of “imperfect or erroneous 

impressions received by them at one time, and afterwards corrected” (2:21f.; 11:13; 12:16; 

13:28; 20:9; 21:4); 198 (c) the evidence is that the writer evidently stood very near to the 

Lord, that is to say, the fact that he knew his emotions (11:33; 13:21) and the grounds of 

his action (2:24f.; 4:1; 5:6; 6:15; 7:1; 16:19);199 (d) finally, there is the strong suggestion 

of Westcott that “he speaks as one to whom the mind of the Lord was laid open” (6:6, 61, 

64; 13:1, 3, 11; 18:4; 19:28).200 However, because modern scholars think that these 

evidences are nothing more than “Westcott’s own fertile brain as he filled in the gaps in 

his story,” scholars do not discuss them this at all.201 Morris thinks that if other evidences 

to support Westcott’s opinion, the fact that the author of the Fourth Gospel is an apostle 

can have some weight.202 On the other hand, Morris says that “the beloved disciple 

appears to have been one of the Twelve, because, according to Mark 14:17, it was the 

Twelve who were with Jesus then.”203

Lastly, Westcott claims that the author of the Fourth Gospel was obviously the 

apostle John. However, there is no direct reference to authorship in this Gospel. Westcott 

believed the proof was the expression, “the disciple whom Jesus loved” (13:23; 19:26; 
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21:7, 20; 20:2).204 John 13:23 makes clear that “the disciple whom Jesus loved” was at 

the last supper with Jesus. The disciple whom Jesus loved was surely John the son of 

Zebedee. According to Mark 14:17, “the disciple whom Jesus loved” could be one of the 

Twelve, Jesus’ disciples. However, one can doubt who he was. He probably is one of the 

sons of Zebedee, or one of the two unnamed disciples (21:2).205 That is why “he is 

repeatedly distinguished from Peter (13:23-24; 20:2-9; 21:20), and by the same token 

should not be confused with any of the other apostles named in John 13-16.”206 In the 

Synoptists, “Peter, James, and John were especially close to Jesus.”207 Some regard 

James as one of the sons of Zebedee, but that is improbable because James was martyred 

early (Acts 12:1-2).208 The Synotics indicate that Peter and John were friends (Mk. 5:37; 

9:2; 14:33; par.) and Acts (3:1-4:23).209 Westcott explains that the important characters’ 

names were used with full expressions; that is, Simon Peter, Thomas Didymus (11:16; 

20:24; 21:2), Judas son of Simon Iscariot (6:71; 12:4; 13:2, 26), Caiaphas the high priest 

that year (11:49; 18:13).210  However, the writer of the Fourth Gospel expressed John not

as John the Baptist (Mk 1:4) but as John, only (1:6). 

Nevertheless, there are other options as to the Gospel’s author. Specifically, F. V. 

Filson is not convinced that “the disciple whom Jesus loved” wrote the Fourth Gospel, 
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mainly because Filson believes the book was complete with 20:31, and chapter 21was 

added soon after the twenty chapters were written.211 Filson insists the author is Lazarus. 

In chapter11 Lazarus is referred to as the one whom Jesus loved four times: “‘Lord, the 

one you love is sick’ (11:3); ‘Jesus loved Martha and her sister and Lazarus’ (11:5); ‘Our 

friend Lazarus has fallen asleep’ (11:11; the Greek word for ‘friend’ has the same root as 

one Greek word for ‘love,’ and it means here ‘our beloved friend Lazarus’); ‘See how he 

loved him!’ (11:36).”212 Therefore, Filson believes these passages support Lazarus as

“the disciple whom Jesus loved” (13:23). Furthermore, Filson argues his case in the light 

of 21:24,213 and explains in three ways. First, “Lazarus wrote chapters 1-20 and his 

friends (‘we’ in 21:24) added chapter 21 after his death.”214 Second, Filson believes 

chapters 1-20 were written during the existence of Lazarus, and then the last chapter 21 

was recorded after his death.215 Third, on the basis of 12:10, Lazarus became a martyr for 

Christ. After Lazarus’s martyrdom, “some faithful Jerusalem-centered friend of the 

beloved disciple Lazarus wrote chapters 1-20, while chapter 21 was added still later by 

someone else.”216
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P. Parker maintains the Gospel’s author was John Mark, 217 and J. Marsh, Parker’s 

colleague agrees.218 Parker offers several reasons for his view, but only four of them will 

be mentioned here. 219

First, Parker observes that John the son of Zebedee was a Galilean in the Synoptic 

gospels (Matt 4:21; Mark 1:19; Luke 5:10; cf. Matt 10:2; 17:1; Mark 1:29; 3:17; 5:37; 

Luke 8:51), yet the accounts of the Fourth Gospel take place in Judea. Second, as John 

the son of Zebedee was a fisherman (Matt 4:21; Mark 1:19; Luke 5:10), he probably 

would not be capable of authoring a book. Third, while Jesus called John and James 

“sons of thunder” (Mark 3:17), the Fourth Gospel depicts John as tranquil and mystical. 

Finally, John the son of Zebedee was vengeful toward the Samaritans (Luke 9:54); in the 

Fourth Gospel the disciples accept the Samaritans.

However, D. A. Carson refutes P. Parker. Carson says that “to restrict John’s 

focus of interest to the place of his origin, when at the time of writing he had not lived 

there for decades, seems a bit harsh.”220 Secondly, Carson insists that John might well 

have had an excellent education since his parents were rich possessing their own boats 

(Lk 5:3), and employing others (Mk 1:20).221 In addition, Carson thinks John’s impetuous 

character--a son of thunder--and his racial bias against the Samaritans was changed by 

the power of the Gospel.222 Finally, Carson doubts the author is John Mark because 

“there is no patristic evidence that John the son of Zebedee and John Mark were ever 
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confused.”223 Therefore, Carson insists “the beloved disciple is John the apostle, the son 

of Zebedee.”224

Meanwhile, H. B. Swete believes the author might be the “rich man” (Mark 

10:21).225 However, Filson, Parker, and Swete, do not offer sufficient evidence, and 

evade the difficulty of only the Twelve being present at the last supper with Jesus.

R. E. Brown originally thought the beloved disciple is John the son of Zebedee, 

one of the twelve. However, Brown changed his mind because “the external and internal 

evidence are probably not to be harmonized.”226 Brown concluded the beloved disciple 

was “an outsider of the group of best-known disciples, a group that would have included 

John son of Zebedee.”227 For Brown, ‘an outsider’ may be a person in Judea, because 

“the beloved disciple began to follow Jesus in Judaea when Jesus himself was in close 

proximity to the Baptist and shared the life of his master during Jesus’ last stay in 

Jerusalem.”228 However, Carson disagrees with Brown’mind.

Because the evidence, internal and external, is inconclusive, the debate 

concerning authorship rages on. However, the weight of the data argues forcefully for the 

Fourth Gospel’s author being John, the son of Zebedee. This study will proceed using 

that tentative conclusion. 
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Date

Like the Synoptic Gospels, it is conclusive difficult to name an exact date when 

the Gospel of John was written, because there is no conclusive evidence in the contents of 

the Gospel of John. But as all documents in the world have the date written, the book of 

the Fourth Gospel is not an exception. Scholars continue to attach great importance to the 

date of John’s Gospel.

Gary M. Borge observes that New Testament scholars generally assign two dates 

to the Fourth Gospel. The first is AD 125.229 Reasons include: patristic references; 

allusions in the apocryphal gospel, Gospel of Peter; the record written in Nag 

Hammadi;230 and two papyrus fragments of John, Ryland Papyrus 457 (P52)231 and 

“Papyrus Egerton 2,”232 dated to the first half of the Second century.233 The alternative 
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containing thirteen leather-bound papyrus codices, together with pages torn from another book, in 
December of 1945. The peasants burned one of the books and parts of a second (including its cover). Thus 
twelve of these books (one missing its cover) and the loose pages survive. The writings in these codices, 
dating back to the 2nd century AD, comprised 52 mostly Gnostic tractates (treatises), believed to be a 
library hidden by monks from the nearby monastery of St. Pachomius when the possession of such banned 
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written in Coptic, though the works were probably all translations from Greek. Most famous of these works 
must be the Gospel of Thomas, of which the Nag Hammadi codices contain the only complete copy.”
(Wikipedia: The Free Encyclopedia, http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Nag_Hammadi, (accessed 31 December, 
2007))

231 It is dated to the early second century and is in the John Rylands Library at Mancherster (cited 
by F. G. Kenyon, The Text of the Greek Bible, 3rd ed., Rev. and Augmented by A. W. Adams (London: 
Duckworth, 1975), 72.

232 “PEg 2 is a group of five fragments from one the oldest known sayings collections of Jesus 
which are not from one of the canonical gospels. Four fragments are in the British Museum (frags. 1-4), 
and one is in Köln, Germany (frag. 5). Fragment 4 is only a scrap with one letter.”(K. C. Hanson, “Papyrus 
Egerton 2: Fragments from a Gospel Codex,”  http://www.kchanson.com/ANCDOCS/greek/egerton.html,
(accessed 31 December, 2007)). Beasly-Murray (lxxv) explains that Peg 2 was published under the title 
Fragment of an Unknown Gospel and other Early Christian Papri (H. I. Bell and T. C. Skeat, London: 
British Museum, 1935), which was used the Fourth Gospel along with other Gospel tradtions.
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date for the Fourth Gospel is between AD 80 and 100.234 Reasons include John knew and 

employed the Synoptic Gospels;235 Jewish believers who were excommunicated from the 

Synagogue (9:22; 12:42; 16:2); the rabbis of Palestine instituted such dismissal for 

Christians in AD 85.236 In addition, Irenaeus said that the apostle, John the son of 

Zebedee, lived to a great age, i.e. until the reign of Trajan (AD 98-117). Finally about AD 

98 Jerome wrote that the apostle John died ‘in the 68th year’after Jesus’death.237

Burge himself does not accept the dates referred to above. He insists there is no 

possibility that the Gospel of John can be dated to after AD 70, when Jerusalem was 

destroyed by Rome. The Gospel of John describes a Judaism before this war. Also, the 

story of this catastrophic event is not in the Gospel, even though John was critical highly 

toward the temple (2:13ff; 4:21ff) and had severe conflicts with the Jewish leadership (cf. 

chs. 5, 8, 10).238 Burge, therefore, concludes the Gospel of John was published between 

after AD 60-65 i.e., before AD 70.239

John C. Fenton insists that the Gospel of John is to be dated sometime during the 

long period AD 90-140, citing the expression, “the expulsion from the synagogue” (9:22; 

12:42; 16:2), which may reflect on events which happened between AD 85-90. Also, two 

papyrus fragments of John, Ryland Papyrus 457 (P52) and Papyrus Egerton 2, offer 
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evidence that the Gospel of John was written before AD 140, i.e. not later than the middle 

of the Second century.240 Gordon H. Clark disagrees with Fenton, and allows until A.D. 

150.241

According to J. Ramsey Michaels, John’s Gospel is to be dated any time in the 

latter half of the first century. He thinks the rumor “the disciple would not die” (21:23) 

has the meaning that “it was probably nearer the end of that period than the 

beginning.”242 However, these hypotheses are not persuasive. 

George R. Beasley-Murray discusses two views concerning the date of the Fourth 

Gospel. First, traditionally, the majority of New Testament scholars date the Gospel 

between AD 100 and AD 170,243 for two reasons: the earliest Christian writings lack 

knowledge of this Gospel; the theology appears too advanced for the First century.244

However, the above mentioned papyrus fragments contradict this theory. 

Second, Beasley-Murray also observes some New Testament scholars245 date 

John’s Gospel with the synoptic Gospels, or an even earlier time than them, but in any 
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case prior to AD 70.246 Those who date John’Gospel this early have cited seven reasons 

to do so.247 This study will look at five of the most important.  

(1) The “confidence as to the independence of the Fourth Gospel of the other 

three.”248 For example, John never referred to Jesus’miraculous birth in Bethlehem, or to 

Jesus as either “the Son of David” (Mark 10:47-48, 12:35; Matt 9:27, 12:23, 15:22, 

20:30-31, 21:9, 15; 22:42; Luke 18:38-39, 20:41) or “the son of Mary” (Mark 6:3; Matt 

2:11-21). The passion narratives (Mark 15:33-38; Matt 27:45-54; Luke 23:44-45), in the 

Synoptics declare that Jesus had predicted his own resurrection (Mark 8:31, 9:9, 31, 

10:33f, etc) The transfiguration of Jesus (Matt 17:1ff.; Mark 9:2ff.; Luke 9:28ff.), and the 

word “beloved” of Christ (Mark 1:11, 9:7, 12:6; Matt 3:17, 17:5; Luke 3:22, 20:13; Eph 

1:6; Col 1:13; II Pet 1:17) do not appear in John.249 However, only John used the word 

“unique” (μ ο νο γ ε νής ) of Jesus (John 1:14-18, 3:16, 18).250

(2) The “primitive traits in the description of Jesus through the regular use of the 

name, Jesus, Rabbi, teacher, and emphasis on the role of Jesus as the prophet like Moses.”

251For example, according to E. D. Burton, the Pauline usages of Χ ρ ι σ τός and ό

χ ρ ι στ ός differ from the Gospel of John.

…  in this gospel, there is an entire absence of the Pauline usages of Χ ρ ι στό ς
and ό  χρ ι στός , and ’ Ίη σο υς  Χ ρ ι στό ς occurs but once (17:3) in narrative or 
discourse, the personal name Jesus being the one commonly used. Even in 
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editorial passages Χ ρ ι σ τό ς  never occurs, ό  χ ρ ισ τ ός but once (20:31), and then 
not as a title but as a predicate, and ’ Ί η σ ους  Χ ρι στ ός but once (1:17). The 
longer compound titles do not occur at all.252

Paul in his letters used Χ ρ ι στός and ό  χ ρ ι στ ός extensively. John, however, has used 

“the personal name ‘Jesus’as his normal designation for Jesus of Nazareth,’and 

especially the designation of ‘Jesus’appears 237 times more than in any other two New 

Testament writings.253

John and Mark use the titles “rabbi”-“teacher” as a respectful title for Jesus (Mark 

4:38, 5:35, 9:5, 38, 10:17, 20, 35, 51, 11:21, 12:14, 19, 32, 13:1, 14:14, 45; John 1:38, 49, 

3:2, 26, 4:31, 6:25, 9:2, 11:8, 28, 13:13-14, 20:16). Matthew and Luke seem to modify 

the expressions that Mark used: the title “Lord” in Matthew was used in place of the title 

“teacher” in Mark, and Luke used the title “Lord” (Luke 18:41)  in place of “rabbi” in 

Mark and “Master”(Luke 8:23, 9:33, 49) in place of the title, “rabbi-teacher” in Mark.254

However, F. J. Cribbs does not explain how the Fourth Gospel could be written prior to 

the Gospel of Mark. 

Only in the Gospel of John is Moses used as a typology, i.e. the role of Jesus in 

John (John 5:46, 6:14, 4:19-25 and 7:40, 52). 255 R. E. Brown and R. H. Smith found 

several Mosaic typologies in John:256 the tabernacle (1:14), the giving of the law (1:17), 
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the Paschal Lamb (1:29, 36, 19:30-32), the brazen serpent (3:14), the giving of the manna 

(6:31-58), and the water from the rock (7:38). F. L. Cribbs explains that John describes 

“Jesus as performing ‘signs’to confirm his mission to the Jews (2:1, 23, 3;2, 4:48, 54, 6:2, 

14, 26, 7:31, 9:16, 10:41, 11:47, 12:18, 37, 20:31), just as the book of Exodus describes 

Moses as performing ‘signs’to confirm his mission to the Pharaoh (3:12, 20, 4:8, 9, 17, 

28, 30, 7:3, 8:23, 10:1, 2, 12:13, 13:9, 31:7).”257 It is more clear that Jesus’portrayal in 

John seems to be largely through the portrait of Moses found in the Pentateuch (John 

8:28, 12:50 and Exod 4:12; John 14:31 and Num 17:11; John 12:49, 14:24 and Deut 

18:18; and so on), and that Jesus’portrayal in John has many similarities to Moses’

portrait found in the Psalms and the Wisdom literature of the Jewish people (Wisd 11:1, 

Sir 45:6 and John 6:69; Sir 45:4 and John 1:14, 18, 3:16, 18; Sir 45:5 and John 8:40; Sir 

45:6 and John 14:6).258

F. Hahn also follows the early tradition for the date of the Fourth Gospel because 

the traditional materials such as the prophet and king (6:14f), the prophet and the messiah 

of David (7:40-42), a prophet (4:19; 9:17), Messiah (4:25), and a teacher sent from God 

(3:2) are used in John’s Gospel.259 Thus, F. Hahn insists that the Fourth Gospel belongs 

in the category of “sonship” to other gospels: 

The early view . . . is still clearly preserved in the Gospel of John. The aftereffect
also shows itself here and there elsewhere in the New Testament.260
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(3) The “presentation of the message of Jesus as a genuine extension of Judaism, 

reflecting the Christian faith as still contained within Judaism.”261 For example, Jesus was 

described in John as “a devout Jew who worshiped the God of Israel (4:22) and who 

made regular pilgrimages to Jerusalem to share in the holy feasts of Judaism (2:13, 5:1, 

7:10, 10:22, 12:22).”262 John 1:17 also explains that “God’s gift of the Torah through 

Moses and God’s gift of ‘enduring love’through Jesus Christ were the two greatest 

examples of God’s demonstration of covenant love to Israel.”263 And also John 15:1-6 

uses “the very symbol of ‘the vine’for Jesus and his disciples that the OT often uses for 

Israel (cf. Ps 80:8-19; Isa 5:1-7; Jer 2:21; Ezek 15:1-6, 19:10-14).”264 Specifically, the 

“true” in the text “I am the true vine” (15:1) is άλ η θ ι νό ς , in Greek, if means “choice,”

having the same meaning like being used in Jer 2:21 (“a choice vine”).265

(4) The “marked influence of the Qumran group, which ceased to exist by AD 

70.”266 The Qumran scrolls have a close relationship with the Gospel of John because the 

Qumran scrolls have contacts in several parts with the Fourth Gospel.267 John, however, 

is dated pre-AD 70 because the monastery at Qumran was destroyed completely before 

AD 70.268
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(5) The “reflection of concerns of the Church during the period AD 40-70 rather 

than a 70-100 dates.”269 Also, the suggestion is that “the individual evangelists and 

writers were real authors who wrote out of a particular ecclesiological historical 

situation.”270 For example, John pleads for unity in the church (10:16, 17:9-23), just as 

Paul did in most of his epistles (I Cor 12:12-27; Gal 3:27-28, 5:13-15; Rom 12:4-14, 

14:10-15:9), reflecting the concerns of the pre-70 period. By contrast, the synoptic 

gospels as well as other Christian writings recorded late in the First century or early in the 

Second (the Pastoral Epistles, II Peter, I, II, III John, Jude, Revelation, I Clement, 

Ignatius) do not record similar concerns about the unity of the Church.271 John includes 

the concern of Christians’persecution from the officials of Judaism (9:22, 34, 12:42, 

16:1-2), while other writings of the New Testament, i.e. those written in the latter part of 

the First century, are concern with the persecution coming from the Roman power.272

These biblical evidences cause F. L. Cribbs to date John in the late 50’s or early 60’s.

Many scholars believe the traditions recorded in the Gospel of John were written 

at the later date, even though the traditions reflect an earlier date.273 The evidence is 

shown in the relationship of both the synagogue and the Christian communities reflected 

in the Gospel.274 Specially, the term άπ ο σ υ νάγω γο ί in 9:22; 12:42; 16:2 indicate “not 

a disciplinary exclusion from the synagogue but ejection from the synagogue, carrying 
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with it exclusion from the community life of the Jews.”275 W. Schrage agrees that the 

meaning of the term άπ ο σ υ νάγω γο ί is total expulsion: 

Plain in all three references is the fact that an unbridgeable gulf has now opened 
up between Church and Synagogue, so that expulsion on the part of the latter is 
total. To think in terms of the lesser synagogue ban is a trivializing; this is no 
mere excommunication but total expulsion, a result of the birkath ha-minim.276

Evidence for this belief comes from “The Twelfth Benediction” of “The Eighteen 

Benedictions (=Amidah),”277 written by Samuel the Small in Jamnia. Gamaliel, who was 

the head of the Jamnia Academy from about 80 C.E. to about 115 C.E., requested a 

benediction to remove “minim or heretics (the Birkath ha-Minim)” from the community 

life of the Jews to be expressed in a single word.278 Additional evidence for The Twelfth 

Benediction to be written appears in Berakoth 28b: 279 “The benediction relating to the 

Minim was instituted in Jamnia.” The Twelfth Benediction says:

For the apostates let there be no hope, and let the arrogant government be speedily 
uprooted in our days. Let the Nazarenes and the heretics be destroyed in a 
moment, and let them be blotted out of the book of life and not be inscribed 
together with the righteous. Blessed art thou, O Lord, who humblest the 
arrogant.280

Citing the Twelfth Benediction, probably, Martyn believes the date of the Fourth Gospel 

as between AD 85 and AD 115, the earlier part of that period.281
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John A.T. Robinson does not believe the term άπ ο σ υ νάγω γος used in the 

Twelfth Benediction has the same meaning of expulsion in the Gospel of John, with the 

exceptions of 9:22; 12:42; 16:2, its meaning of exclusion appears here and there. A 

similar usage is found in Luke 6:22 and John 16:2. Stephen dragged is out in Acts 7:58; 

Paul is expelled Acts 13:50; and Jews are driven out in 1 Thess. 2:14-16.282

Kummel insists that the Fourth Gospel was written in the last decade of the First 

Century. His reason is as follows:

If John was known in Egypt in the first quarter of the second century, the 
beginning of the second century is a terminus ad quem. On the other hand, John’s 
knowledge of Luke is extremely probable, so it could not have been written 
before ca. 80-90. The assumption that John was written probably in the last 
decade of the first century is today almost universally accepted.283

C. K. Barrett similarly thinks the Gospel of John is dated to AD 90.

A terminus post quem many easily be fixed. John knew Mark; he not only knew 
it but had thoroughly mastered its contents, and expected his readers also to be 
familiar with them. There is wide agreement that Mark was written either not 
long before, or soon after, AD 70. We must allow time for Mark to reach the 
place in which John was written and to be studied and absorbed. This brings us to 
a date certainly not earlier than AD 80; 90 would perhaps be a safer estimate.284  

D. A. Carson, however, disagrees, defending his view that the Gospel of John was 

written between AD 80 and AD85. He believes possible dates for the Gospel of John are 

between AD 55 and AD 95.285 The reason the Fourth Gospel is not later than AD 100 is 
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because Carson accepts the opinion of J. R. Michaels: “John 21:33 suggests it was 

probably nearer the end of that period than the beginning.”286 The hypothesis that John 

the Gospel appeared before AD 70, “Now there is in Jerusalem near the Sheep Gate a 

pool” (John 5:2). This hypothesis is refuted by the fact that “John frequently uses the 

Greek present tense to refer to something in the past.”287 Possible evidence that the 

Gospel of John was written pre -70 AD includes its silence about the destruction of the 

temple in Jerusalem. However, Carson denies that the silence guarantees John was 

written before 70AD.288 Instead, Carson offers four reasons for dating the Fourth Gospel 

to between AD 85 and AD 95.

Firstly, Carson cites the patristic evidence, including the strong tradition that “the 

Gospel was written under the reign of Emperor Domitian (AD 81-96).”289 Early tradition 

insists the apostle John lived until the times of Emperor Trajan (AD 98-117).290 Other 

patristic evidence includes “John was the last of the Evangelists to write his book,”291 and 
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Jerome’s record that “John passed away in the sixty-eighth year ‘after our Lord’s passion,’

i.e. about AD 98.”292

Secondly, Carson believes that the term “to be put out of the synagogue” (9:22; 

12:42; 16:2) used after the Council of Jamnia indicates the Gospel of John is to be dated 

after AD 85.293

Thirdly, the Gospel of John may be dated late because the Sadducees hardly 

appear in this Gospel, despite the fact that they had played very important roles in the

religious life of Jerusalem and Judea before AD 70. The scribes’influence increases after 

AD 70, and the priests’influence is rapidly diminishes after AD 70.294

Finally, the best reason for dating the Fourth Gospel to the end of the First 

Century is “the implicit reconstruction of the development of Christian doctrine.”295 For 

instance, the theology in John 1:1-18 agrees with Romans 9:5 “… Christ, who is God 

over all… ” and Philippians 2:5-11“… not consider equality with God… being made in 

human likeness… became… even death on a cross… ”296 Romans is dated in the mid 

50s,297 and Philippians in the early 60s. 298 They surely affected the christology of the 
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Gospel of John. Therefore, the Gospel of John is better dated to the end of the First 

Century. 

Using this data, D. A. Carson insists John’s date is not between AD 85 and AD 95 

but between AD 80 and AD 85. Carson gives four reasons. 

Firstly, it is safer to place the Fourth Gospel at a later date because the references 

of the Fathers agree on a late date.299 Secondly, the Gospel of John uses the language that 

Ignatius employed.300 Thirdly, it is hard to believe that the Gospel of John was written 

immediately after AD 70, i.e. as soon as the temple in Jerusalem is destroyed.301 Finally, 

Gnostic influence appears in both the Fourth Gospel and 1 John. 1 John is a later 

document than the Gospel of John because 1 John was written “in part to encourage and 

establish the faith of Christians in the wake of rising controversy over proto-Gnosticism 

at the end of the first century.”302 The Gospel of John had been used by some of the 

Gnostic heretics (cf., John 1:14, “the Word became flesh”).303 That is why D. A. Carson

with Douglas J. Moo and Leon Morris believe that 1 John should be dated to the early 

nineties. Therefore, D. A. Carson concludes the Fourth Gospel is best dated to between 

AD 80 and AD 85.

F. L. Cribbs’dating of John seems best. Cribbs cites the independence of the 

Gospel of John, its primitive traits, the source of Qumran, among others.  However, 
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Cribbs’article, A Reassessment of the Date of Origin and the Destination of the Gospel of 

John, does not rely on the historical data. Cribbs does not refer to “the exclusion from the 

synagogue” in 9:22, 12:42, and 16:2. This is a very important omission because of the 

relationship between Christians and Jews. As Beasley-Murray concluded, the meaning of 

“the exclusion from the synagogue” in 9:22, 12:42, and 16:2 is best interpreted as the 

completed ejection of Christian from the community life of the Jews. Supporting 

Beasley-Murray, The Twelfth Benediction was made by Samuel the Small in Jamnia, 

while Gamaliel had been the head of the Jamnia Academy from AD 80 to AD 115.  Also 

the above-mentioned Papyrus fragments, Rylands Papyrus 457 (P52) and the Papyrus 

Egerton 2, make it possible that the Fourth Gospel was written before AD 115. On the 

other hand, J. Ramsey Michaels suggests that John the Gospel was written in the latter 

half of the First Century “the disciple would not die” (21:23). In conclusion, it is likely 

that the Fourth Gospel was dated between AD 80 and AD 100.
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EXEGESIS OF JOHN 1:1-18

Prologue (1:1-18): The Word Became Flesh

Most scholars agree John 1:1-18 is the prologue for the entire Gospel of John 

because they believe that this passage summarizes the rest of the Fourth Gospel. D. A. 

Carson envisions the prologue as a foyer of the Gospel:

The Prologue summarizes how the ‘Word’which was with God in the very 
beginning came into the sphere of time, history, tangibility – in other words, how 
the Son of God was sent into the world to become the Jesus of history, so that the 
glory and grace of God might be uniquely and perfectly of this theme.304

Beasley-Murray views the prologue as an overture to an opera, an overture alludes to 

themes that will be developed later.305 In order to make the prologue more easily 

understood, D. A. Carson constructed the parallels between the prologue and the rest of

the Fourth Gospel:306

             Prologue Gospel
the pre-existence of the Logos or Son        1:1-2        17:5
in him was life 1:4 5:26
life is light 1:4 8:12
light rejected by darkness 1:5 3:19
yet not quenched by it 1:5 12:35
light coming into the world 1:9 3:19; 12:46
Christ not received by his own 1:11 4:44
being born of God and not of flesh 1:13 3:6; 8:41-42
seeing his glory 1:14 12:41
the ‘one and only’Son 1:14, 18 3:16
truth in Jesus Christ 1:17 14:6
no-one has seen God, except the one
who comes from God’s side 1:18 6:46

The prologue of the Gospel of John differs from the Synoptic Gospels, in that the Gospel 

of John introduces eternity past, namely, a time prior to creation (1:1) without reference 
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to the genealogy or birth of Jesus.307 It is for John who testifies that the Logos (1:14), the 

incarnated One in humanity, is the One who pre-existed with God, before creation, the 

true Son of God. The Fourth Gospel emphasizes that the sphere of the Logos is superior

to created humanity. Therefore, the prologue is crucial for defining the accurately concept 

of the Logos in the Gospel of John. A verse-by-verse look at the prologue is necessary for 

understand correctly the rest of the Gospel.

Several scholars think that the prologue was written in poetic style.308 D. A. 

Carson, however, does not agree, arguing the style of the prologue is merely a 

“rhythmical prose,” citing two prose insertions (1:6-8, 15).309 Thus, Carson concluded the 

prologue is prose, as a “poem” more narrows meaning than “prose.”

Before exegeting each verse of the prologue, it is useful to study its overall 

structure. The scholar who provided the most persuasive analysis of the structure of the 

prologue is R. Alan Culpepper. He oberves the prologue’s chiastic structure:310 [A (vv. 1-

2) and A’(v. 18), B (v. 3) and B’(v. 17), C (vv. 4-5) and C’(v. 16), D (vv. 6-8) and D’

(v. 15), E (vv. 9-10) and E’(v. 14), F (v. 11) and F’(v. 13), G (v. 12a) and G’(v. 12c), 

and F (v. 12b).]

Culpepper’s analysis warrants scrutiny. The correspondence between A (vv. 1-2) 

and A’(v. 18) is explained in three ways: (1) at these two points in the prologue the 
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Word is ‘with God;’(2) θ εό σ  (God) occurs three times in vs. 1-2, twice in v. 18, and 

only three times in the remaining fifteen verses (6, 12, and 13); (3) the references to 

eternal time (ά ρ χη in vs. 1-2; πώ πο τε in v. 18) is found at both the beginning and the 

end of the prologue. 311 Secondly, correspondence between B (v. 3) and B’(v. 17) exists 

because both the phrase δ ι ’  αύ του  έ γ έν ε το (v. 3) and δ ι ά  ’ Ιη σ ου  Χ ρ ισ του  

έ γ έν ε το (v. 17) are equivalent expressions, emphasizing on “what came to be” through 

the Word. Verse 3 affirms the role of the Word in creation, and verse 17 affirms the role 

of Jesus in revelation, i.e. the source of “grace and truth.”312 Thirdly, the parallel between 

C (vs. 4-5) and C’(v. 16) is not a verbal but a conceptual correspondence. Grace (v. 16) 

is associated with the life (vs. 4-5).313 Fourthly, correspondence between D (vv. 6-8) and 

D’(v. 15) exists because both refer to John the Baptist:314 Verses 6-8 explain that John 

the Baptist was sent by God to testify to the light, and v. 15 summarizes the testimony. 

Fifthly, correspondence between E (vs. 9-10) and E’(v. 14) is the incarnation, referred to 

in vs. 9-10 and v. 14.315 However, the first reference (vs. 9-10) relates the incarnation to 

the previous work of the Word, while the second reference (v. 14) relates the incarnation 

to the subsequent work of the Word.316 Sixthly, the correspondence between F (v. 11) and 

F’(v. 13) is “a thematic and grammatical correspondence.” 317 Thematically, both deal 

with ‘his own,’and grammatically, both are in the nominative case, with verse 13 
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conceptually is related antithetically to verse 11.318 Seventhly, the correspondence 

between G (v. 12a) and G’(v. 12c) is both have the meaning of opposition.319 Finally, F 

(v. 12b) is the climax of the prologue, i.e. the pivot of the prologue:320

The climax of the prologue is, therefore, neither a theological paradox (‘the word 
became flesh’) nor the testimony of a privileged few (‘and we beheld his glory’), 
but a proclamation immediately relevant to every reader of the gospel (‘he gave 
authority to become children of God, to those who received him, to those who 
believe in his name’).

Culpepper’s views were accepted by D. A. Carson and Andreas J. Kostenberger. Beasley-

Murray, however, does not agree, and says Culpepper’s demonstration of “the parallels 

between verse 3 and verse 17, and between verses 4-5 and verse 16 are fragile.”321

Beasley-Hurray adds “the references to the testimony of John the Baptist owe their 

position not to the necessities of a chiastic structure but to the interpretation of the 

context in which each reference is placed.”322 However, Culpepper’s observation is 

persuasive because, the prologue’s focuses on “power to become children of God,” is 

seen in the rest of the Gospel. D. A. Carson said: “The rest of the Gospel is much 

concerned to spell out who the real children of God are, who truly are the children of 

Abraham, which people receive the Spirit and are born again.”323
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Exegesis (1:1-18)

This passage can be divided into 5 sections: the Word’s activity in creation (1:1-

5); John’s witness concerning the light (1:6-8); the incarnation of the Word and the 

privilege of becoming God’s children (1:9-14); John’s witness concerning the Word’s 

preeminence (1:5); the final revelation brought by Jesus Christ (1:16-18).

The Word’s activity in creation, 1:1-5

Verse 1: Ἐ ν ἀ ρ χῇ (“In the beginning”) is reminiscent of the opening verse of 

the OT, because the OT also starts with the phrase “In the beginning” (Gen. 1:1). In both 

verses, the meaning is A) “the beginning of all things;” B) “the beginning of the 

universe; ”324 C) “in the beginning of history;” or D) “at the root of the universe.”325

However, if one looks at the meaning of the ἀ ρ χῇ in a lexicon, one finds that there is the

additional meaning, “origin.”326 Accordingly, the text that the Word who already was in 

the beginning made all things as an agent of God (vv. 3-4) means that the Word is to be

considered be the originator of all things.327 Koine scholars believe that ἀ ρ χῇ means a 

time before the beginning of the universe.328 The word indicates that the λό γ ος (“Word”) 

existed from the beginning.
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The word ἦ ν (“was”) in verse 1 connotes existence, relationship, and 

predication.329 As the verb ἦ ν as used in the first sentence also connotes existence, it 

can be understood to mean: “in the beginning, the Word was already in existence.”330

Moreover, in the second sentence, “the Word was with God,” the verb indicates the 

relationship between “the Word” and “God.” In the third sentence, “the Word was God,”

the verb acts as a predicate.”331

The appellation ὁ λό γ ος (“The Word”) means “the notion of divine self-

expression or speech (cf. Ps. 19:1-4),”332 because Jesus Christ is the eternal wisdom and 

will of God, and He is the tangible image of his purpose.333 Thus, the designation ὁ

λό γ ος includes a christological sense, i.e. Jesus Christ is introduced as a real person (cf. 

1 John 1:1; Rev. 19:13).334  A. J. Kostenberger explains that the designation ὁ λό γ ος

encompasses Jesus’ministry putting display on “all of Jesus’works and words within the 

framework of both his eternal being and existence, and God’s self-revelation in salvation 

history.”335

In ancient Greece and the Hellenistic ear, the term ὁ λόγ ος is used as it is in 

John. However, the meaning of the term ὁ λό γος as used by both the Greek 

philosophers and John varies, according to the context. Heraclitus most often used the 
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term ὁ λόγ ος to mean “the One.” However, the One was not the only God, one person, 

but God who has the characters of the universal reason and the universal law immanent in 

all things. The Sophists used the term ὁ λό γο ς to mean “the rational power set in man, 

the power of speech and thought.”336 Plato and Aristotle considered the term ὁ λόγ ος as 

‘a rational account (discourse or explanation).’337 Later, the stoics insisted that “λό γ ος

was the principle of all rationality in the universe, and it was identified with God and 

with the source of all activity.”338 However, the God the stoics referred to was “material.”

Neo-Platonism used that the term ὁ λό γος to mean the principle that has the power to 

control with intellect in the sensible world. Hermes defined the term ὁ λό γ ος as 

Salvation, because he considered ὁ λό γ ος as an intermediate between God and man. 

Hermes considered ὁ λό γ ος as the son of Hermes, Zeus of the supreme deity. Philo, a 

Hellenistic Jew, understood λό γ ος as a particular a mediator between the transcendent 

God and the created universe, not to a particular personality. The λό γ ος , rather, was 

understood to guide the human soul to the realm of the divine. Collectively, these 

thinkers introduced the true One, Creator, through the term ὁ λό γος . The evangelist

John wanted to declare that the true One, Creator, is Jesus Christ. Therefore, the Fourth 

Gospel was written to make clear who and what the meaning of the λό γ ο ς is. 

There is a term ר בָ דָּ that means “word” in Hebrew, but it was generally Trans. as 

“the word of God” in the OT. The phrase “word of God” is usually found in two groups 

of passages that describe the Creator and his prophet’s messages. The writer of the Fourth 

Gospel believed that Jesus Christ is Creator as well as revelator, and wished to be able to 
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introduce the character of Jesus Christ as a word from God to the people of that time. 

Jesus was the λό γ ος . The writer of the Fourth Gospel wished to correct the false 

concepts of the λό γ ο ς handed down from Greek philosophy.

The preposition πρ ὸς , generally, has several meanings, including - “for,”

“toward,” “so that,” “against,”  “to,” and “with.”339 However, in this verse the 

preposition πρ ὸς is Trans. “with,” the meaning an association. Examples of this use are 

seen in the other books of the New Testament (Matt 13:56; 26:18, 55; Mark 6:3; 9:19; 

14:49; Luke 9:41; Acts 10:48; 12:20; 18:3; 1 Cor 16:6-7; 2 Cor 5:8; 11:9; Gal 1:18; 2:5; 

4:18, 20; 1 Thess 3:4; 2 Thess 2:5; 3:10; Phlm 13; Heb 4:13; 1 John 1:2). In these 

examples the preposition πρ ὸς is used with the stative verb ε ἰ μ ί .340 That is why D. A. 

Carson insists “πρ ὸς may mean ‘with’only when a person is with a person usually in 

some fairly intimate relationship.”341 The preposition πρ ὸς , therefore, means not only 

that the Word was associated with God, but that both were distinguished from each 

other.342

The third statement θ ε ὸς ἦ ν ὁ λό γος (“the Word was God”), causes much 

confusion because the noun θ εὸ ς is not preceded by the article. A. T. Robertson insists 

that the lack of the article before θ ε ὸ ς was intended by John to distinguish the subject ὁ

λό γ ος , from the noun θε ὸς to describe the personal nature of the Word.343 Daniel B. 
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Wallace explains: “Jesus shared the essence of the Father, though they differed in 

person.”344 In other words, “everything that can be said about God also can be said about 

the Word.”345 The phrase implies “unity of nature rather than similarity or likeness.”346

The Jehovah’s Witnesses, however, disagree with the claim that both God 

(Jehovah) and the Word (Jesus) are “One” in nature, observing that “the definite article is 

used with θ ε όν in John 1:1c and not with θ ε ὸς in John 1:1d.”347 The Jehovah’s 

Witnesses translate the text to be: In the beginning was the Word and the Word was with 

God and the Word was as a god. The Jehovah’s Witnesses believe that “a god” is 

different from “God.” They insist that “all the doctrine of sacred Scriptures bears out the 

correctness of this rendering.”348 However, their rendering has several problems: First, 

John the Evangelist would not have Trans. θ ε ὸ ς “a god,” because he was a monotheistic 

Jew.349 Secondly, if John had used the article in front of θ ε ὸς , the reader would conclude 

θ εὸ ς and ὁ λό γ ος are one being, not one being separated by two functions. 350  Thirdly, 

in some New Testament passages (Jn 1:49; 8:39; 17:17; Rom. 14:17; Gal. 4:25; Rev. 1:20) 

the article is not used in front of a definite nominative predicate noun..351 Fourthly, these 
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passages (Matt 5:9; 6:24; Lk 1:35, 78; 2:40; Jn 1:6, 12, 13, 18; 3:2, 21; 9:16, 33; Rom 1:7, 

17, 18; 1 Cor 1:30; 15:10; Phil 2:11, 13; Tit 1:1) do not use the article before God, but the 

Jehovah’s Witnesses still interpret these as not “a god” but “God.”352 Therefore, the 

meaning of θ ε ὸς in Jn 1:1d renders “God” not “a god.”

Verse 2: This verse was summarized more briefly than verse 1, which might 

imply that the Evangelist wanted to an obvious understanding of ὁ λό γ ο ς (“the Word”), 

i.e. introducing ὁ λό γ ο ς (“the Word”)  briefly again. As the pronoun οὗτος is a personal 

pronoun, it points to ὁ λό γ ο ς (“the Word”) in verse 1 and later to a human being.353

Verse 3: After introducing ὁ λό γ ο ς (“the Word”), the Evangelist proclaims the 

Word as a being of “the divine essence.”354 The Word (“Jesus”) created all things, as he 

was the intermediate agency of the ultimate agency, God. Jesus was the secondary 

agency because “the preposition δ ι ὰ conveys secondary agency on the part of the 

Son.”355 Therefore, all things came into being through ὁ λό γ ο ς (“the Word”).

As the term γ έ γ ο νε ν is the perfect tense of γ ί ν ομ αι ,  and the term ἐ γ έ νε τ ο is 

in the aorist, the sentence means that all things created in the past have been made 

through Jesus, i.e. they exist continually from their created time until now.356 Therefore, 

this verse explains that the Logos (“Jesus”) was the Creator of all things.

Verse 4: The Fourth Gospel uses the word ζ ω ὴ (“life”) in other places (5:40; 

10:10, 28; 14:6; 20:31). In addition, in the gospels the word ζω ὴ is used over thirty-five 
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times, and over fifteen times as “to live” or “to have life.”357 In this verse, however, the 

evangelist insists that the life is in the Logos (“Jesus”). What then is the meaning of the 

word ζω ὴ (“life”) in the Logos? It does not mean destruction, condemnation, or death,

because Jesus was sent from God to give people eternal life (3:16; 5:24). In this verse, ἐ ν

α ὐ τῷ ζωὴ ἐ σ τ ι ν (“in him was life”), means Jesus gives life to people. However, the 

true giver of life is God, because God planned and allowed life to be sent through Jesus, 

the Son of God (5:26; 6:27, 40).358 The life through Jesus is given to as many as God has 

given him (17:2).359

When in the Fourth Gospel Jesus promises to give people life, he uses the 

expression, “will give eternal life.” Therefore, the life in verse 4 is “eternal life.” The 

word for eternal is α ἰ ώ ν ι ος , an “adjective which is repeatedly used to describe God.”360

In other words, “eternal life is life which knows something of the serenity and power of 

the life of God himself, because eternal life is to describe the life which God lives.”361

In verse 4 the word φ ῶ ς  (“light”) appears. According to the text, “the life is the 

light of men.” The life means Jesus: “in him (Jesus) was life.” Therefore, Jesus is the 

light of men. Jesus said, “I am the light of the world” (8:12; 9:5). If people believe in the 

light, they can become children of the light (12:36). William Barclay interprets the light 

using three scriptures:  “the light which put chaos to flight (Gen 1:3),” “the revealing 
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light for the condemnation of men that they loved the darkness rather than the light (3:19-

20),” and “the guiding light for making people live lives in the true light (12:36, 46).” 362  

However, D. A. Carson believes that both ζω ὴ (“life”) and φ ῶς (“light”) refer to 

salvation, Carson defines: “the φ ῶς as a revelation which people may receive in active 

faith and be saved, and the ζω ὴ is either resurrection life or spiritual life that is its 

foretaste.” 363

Verse 5: The phrase τ ὸ φ ῶς … φ α ίν ε ι (“the light shines”) is “the light that 

came when Christ entered the world and that now shines.”364 It, in other words, means 

“the eschatological revelation of the incarnate Logos constantly.”365 The word σ κο τ ί ᾳ

(“darkness”) occurs seven times in the gospel,366 and means “the world estranged from 

God,”367 i.e. spiritual ignorance.368 The verb κατ έ λαβε ν from κατ αλαμβ άνω means:

“to apprehend,” “to take,” “to comprehend,” “to perceive,” “to obtain,” “to come upon,” 

“to overtake,” “to attain,” and, “to find.”369 D. A. Carson renders the verb “to overcome,”

i.e. the Evangelist is describing the victory of the light: “the darkness did not overcome 
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it.”370 The darkness crucified Jesus Christ, but it did not destroy him.371  William Barclay 

agrees with like Carson, and adds that the word may also have two more meanings: “to 

understand” and “to extinguishing a fire or flame.” 372 People in the darkness never 

understand the demands or will of Christ; they never stopped the fire even though they 

tried to obscure and extinguish the light of God in Christ.373

John’s witness concerning the light (1:6-8)

Verses 6: From here the second section of the prologue begins. The aorist 

ἐ γ έν ε το  is contrasted with the continuous tense of the verb ἦ ν in the verses 1-4,374 and 

the theme is changed. In verse 1:1, the focus is θ εὸ ς (“God”); in verse 6, ἄν θρ ω πος

(man).375 While the Synoptic Gospels portray John the Baptist’s ministry as being 

multifaceted, the Fourth Gospel depicts him mainly as a witness to the identity of the 

Messiah. The phrase ἀπ ε σ ταλμέ νος παρ ὰ θε οῦ (“was sent from God”) indicates

John was a prophet, as the OT referred to prophet as those who were sent from God (2 

Chron 24:19; 25:25; Jer 7:25; 25:4; 28:9; 35:15; 44:4; Ezek 2:3).376 Jewish people

therefore would regard John as a prophet (Matt 21:26).

Verse 7: The text describes the role of John. His role was to testify that Jesus 

Christ was the light, because there were many who had not known the true light, adding

ἵ ν α  μ αρ τυρ ήσ ῃ περ ὶ τ οῦ φ ωτ ός (“so that through him all men might believe”). 
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The root of μ α ρ τυρ ί αν (“witness”) is μ α ρ τυ ρ ία . John the Baptist is a witness for 

Jesus. There are other witnesses of the messiah in the Fourth Gospel. The witness of the 

Father (5:37; 8:18); of Jesus himself (8:14, 18); of his work (5:36; 10:25; 14:11; 15:24);

of the last of the prophets (1:7, 8); of those with whom Jesus came into contact (4:39; 

9:25, 38; 12:17); of the disciples and especially of the writer of the Gospel himself (15:27; 

19:35; 21:24); of the Holy Spirit (15:26; cf. 1John 5:7); and the witness which the 

scriptures bear to him (5:39; 46).377

The reason John the Baptist could testify as to who Jesus is was because he 

already knew Jesus. The Baptist may have heard about God and his son Jesus Christ 

through his parents, priest Zechariah and his wife Elizabeth, both of whom were upright 

in the sight of God (Lk 1:5-6).  

Verse 8: John the Baptist had been prepared to testify about the light of God, but 

he himself was not that light. He was merely a lamp (5:35), only a man sent from God to 

testify as to the true light.

The incarnation of the Word and the privilege of becoming God’s children (1:9-14)

Verse 9: The word φ ῶ ς  (“light”), introduced in verses 4-5, reappears. It 

emphasizes that Jesus is the true light. In the OT are similar terms depicting the coming 

of the Messiah as a light: ‘a star’(Num 24:17); ‘a light’(Isa 9:2; 42:6-7); and ‘the sun of 

righteousness will rise with healing in its wings’(Mal 4:2; cf., Luke 1:78-79).378  These 

scriptures predicted the true light, i.e. the Messiah, whom John the Baptist revealed as 
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Jesus Christ.  In short, “John [the Baptist] indicates that Jesus, the true light, is the 

fulfillment of the OT hopes and expectations, and, furthermore, Jesus is here presented as 

the source of (spiritual) light that give light to every man”379    

Further, verse 9 recalls verse 4, because the term φ ῶς appears with the 

continuation between verse 4 and verse 9. R. Schnackenburg insists τ ὸ φῶς  τ ὸ

ἀ λη θ ιν όν ,  ὃ φω τ ί ζ ε ι  πά ντ α  ἄν θρω πο ν (“the true light that give light to every 

man” v. 9) clarifies τ ὸ φῶς τῶ ν ἀ νθ ρώ πω ν (“the light of men” v. 4), in the same 

way 3b emphasizes and classifies the creation of all things by the Logos alone (3a).380 In 

summary, “the power of the Logos to give light and life is universal, and indispensable to 

every man, because in him, and in him alone, was the divine life for the true spiritual

being of men, and he, he alone, was the true divine life for all.”381

Why did John use here the adjective ἀλη θ ι ν ό ν (not used in vs. 4-5) to modify 

φ ῶς? The word ἀ λη θ ιν ό ν is the neuter of ἀ λη θ ι νός , which means “true,” “genuine,” 

“real,” and “dependable.”382 However, ἀ λη θ ι ν ός is sometimes used to mean “veracious” 

(4:37; 7:28; 8:16; 19:35), applied only to opinions, witness, and statements (6:55).383

However, in this context ἀλη θ ιν όν means “true” or “genuine,” (cf. “worshippers of 

God” [4:23], “bread from heaven” [6:32], “the vine” [15:1], and even “to God himself” 

[7:28; 17:3]). The Evangelist declares that the Logos who came into the world is the true 

light to every man. D. A. Carson adds that the Logos who came into the world is the 
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genuine and ultimate self-disclosure of God to man, because ἀλη θ ι ν ό ν (“true,” “real,” 

or “genuine”) may be rendered “ultimate” in some passages.384 Therefore, the reason 

ἀ λη θ ιν όν was added here is because John considered the Logos to be the true light and 

ultimate self-disclosure of God to every man.

This verse is difficult to translate because ἐ ρ χό με ν ον is either in the (a) neuter 

nominative, which modifies τ ὸ φῶς (i.e., the true light, that give light to every man, was 

coming into the world) or the (b) masculine accusative which modifies ἄ ν θ ρω πον  (i.e., 

the true light that gives light to every man who comes into the world).385 However, 

translation (a) should be preferred because “the entry of the Word into the world (the 

incarnation) is such a frequent thought for John (1:10; 3:17, 19).”386 Also the expression 

of πά ν τ α  ἄ νθρ ω πο ν is plural, while ἐ ρ χόμε νο ν is singular.387 Therefore, the NIV

translation is adequate: The true light that gives light to every man was coming into the 

world. 

The word κό σ μο ν is from κό σμος , which means the “world.” As κό σ μο ς  

appears seventy-eight times in this Gospel alone,388 it is a very important word in John. In 

general, the word κό σ μο ς  (cf. 8:23; 9:39; 11:9; 12:25, 31; 13:1; 16:11; 18:36) points to 

the world of men and human affairs in rebellion against its Maker (1:10; 7:7; 14:17, 22, 

27, 30; 15:18-19; 16:8, 20, 33; 17:6, 9, 14). C. K. Barrett thinks that the world in John 

3:16 is split up into components, that is, those who believe in Jesus and those who do not.  
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The idea is the world is an incomplete and dark place. That is why the world needs the 

true light, Jesus, who came down to this world to give the true light. The reason that was 

possible was because God loved the world (3:16). That God loves the world is “a 

testimony to the character of God.”389 Therefore, κό σ μος  (“world”) here indicates “that 

the Word has invaded the created order he himself made.”390

The verb φ ω τ ί ζε ι means “to shed light upon,” “to make visible,” and “to bring 

to light.”391 The text ὃ φ ωτ ί ζ ε ι  πά ν τ α  ἄνθ ρω πο ν can be Trans. as “that sheds light 

upon every man.” Most Jews did not believe that Gentiles would be saved by God, and 

instead believed that “Gentiles were created for no other purpose than to be fuel for the 

fires of hell in spite of the record that Israel’s destiny was to be a light to Gentile (Isaiah 

42:6; 49:6).”392 But Jesus came to be a light for every man, Jews and Greeks. 

Verse 10: The word κό σ μ ος  appears 3 times, and its meaning is the same as 

when referred above: The word κό σ μος  points to the world of men and human affairs 

in rebellion against its Maker. However, the κό σ μ ος  is not the sum total of creation but 

only the organized and responsible world.393

The phrase ἐ ν  τ ῷ κό σμῳ ἦν (“He was in the world”) means that the Word 

came from Heaven to accomplish God’s will (3:16). The reason ὁ κό σμος  αὐ τ ὸν  

ο ὐκ  ἔ γ νω (“the world did not recognize him”) even though the world was created 
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through the Word because the world was estranged from him.394 The phrase α ὐ τὸ ν  οὐ κ  

ἔ γ νω (“did not recognize him”)? It means “a rejection of Jesus’claim of equality with 

God and his revelation of the Father through words and signs”395 Jesus himself knows the 

Father through a relationship of love, obedience, and mutual indwelling (10:15; 17:25; 

7:29; 8:55); people know God through Jesus (8:32; 17:8, 2:25; 10:5; 13:17; 15:15); and 

knowledge of God and Christ confers eternal life (17:3).396 R. E. Brown, therefore, 

explains that failing to know and believe in Jesus is the basic sin in John’s Gospel.397

Verse 11: This verse seems like a repetition of verse 10. As the term τ ὰ ἴ δ ι α

(Greek neuter) means “his own property” or “his own home” (16:32; 19:27), the phrase

ε ἰ ς  τ ὰ ἴ δ ι α  ἦ λθε ν is Trans. “he came to his own property (home).”398 Further, the 

aorist ἦ λθ ε ν (“came”) indicates Jesus’ incarnation, and the home where Jesus came to is

Israel (e.g., 16:32; 19:27).399 However, William Barclay considers the place where Jesus 

came to as Palestine, called the holy land (Zec 2:12) in Israel.400 The term ο ἱ ἴ δ ι ο ι

(Greek masculine) means “his own (people),”401 and the phrase ο ἱ ἴ δ ι ο ι  αὐτ ὸ ν  οὐ

πα ρ έ λαβ ον is Trans. as “his own did not receive him.” This text indicates that “not 

only was Jesus not received by a world made through him, but also he was rejected by a 
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people specially chosen by God as his very own (Exod 19:5).”402 However, as D. A. 

Carson considers οἱ ἴδιοι a relational term (1:41; 5:18; 10:3, 4, 12), insisting “John 

focuses not on the mere status of the covenant community but on their proper relationship 

to the Word.”403

Verse 12: The verses 10-11 referred to those who did not receive Jesus, while 

verses 12-13 refer to those who receive Him. This indicates that there were two kinds of 

people in Israel: those who did not believe in Jesus, and those who did. The text agrees:

ὅ σο ι  … ἔ λαβ ον  αὐτό ν ,  ἔδ ω κε ν  αὐ το ῖ ς  ἐ ξου σ ί αν  τέ κν α  θε οῦ γ εν έσ θ α ι

(“to all who received him, he gave the right to become children of God”). Only those who 

receive Jesus get “the right” to become children of God. The word ἐ ξ ου σ ία may denote

“power,” “authority,” “liberty,” and “right.” In this text the “right” means “the privilege 

of becoming the covenant people of God,”404 not the power to wield great influence as a

child of God. 

According to the text, those who receive Jesus are called as τ έ κν α  θ εοῦ

(“children of God”), which means “the spiritual children of God whether Jew or Gentile 

(11:52).”405 In John Jesus is also called a υ ἱ ός θ εοῦ (“son of God”).406 Paul also used 

υ ἱ ός θε οῦ (“son of God” [Gal 3:26]), as an expression of implication, i.e. children by 

adoption.407 Therefore, “both writers presume a distinction between the ‘sonship’ of 
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believers and the unique ‘sonship’ of Jesus.”408 The Logos is the only υ ἱ ός θ εοῦ (“son 

of God”), and could give this right to believers.

The phrase τ ο ῖ ς  π ι στ εύ ουσ ι ν  ε ἰ ς  τὸ ὄ ν ομα  αὐ τ οῦ (“to those who 

believed in his name”) is equivalent to ὅ σ ο ι  δ ὲ ἔλαβ ον  αὐ τό ν (“to those who 

received him). John emphasizes faith, because true faith is in those born of God (1:13).

Verse 13: This verse shows how to become one of the children of God. It is 

possible only if one receives Christ, and believes in his name (v. 12). The phrases ο ὐ κ  

ἐ ξ  α ἱ μά τω ν  οὐ δὲ ἐ κ  θε λήμ ατο ς  σ αρ κὸς  ο ὐδ ὲ ἐ κ  θ ε λήμ ατ ος  ἀν δ ρὸς  

(“not of natural descent, nor of human decision or a husbands will”) serve to emphasize 

ἐ κ  θ εοῦ (“of God”). Only God can offer the right to become his sons (children).

Verse 14: The ancient Greeks were dualists, believing in spirit and matter. The 

idea that a deity would assume human nature in Jesus was anathema; i.e. it was 

impossible that immaterial Reason could become a physical being.409 However, John 

contended that “the Word did not merely become manifest as an apparition, but literally 

was made flesh.”410

The term σ ὰρ ξ (“Flesh”) denotes “all of the human person in creaturely 

existence as distinct from God.”411 The verb ἐ γ έ ν ετο (“became”) does not mean 

“changed into” in the sense that Jesus who becomes human ceased to be God.412 It means 
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that “God now has chosen to be with his people in a more personal way than ever 

before.”413 Because the world was dark and fallen, and full of sin, God wanted to forgive 

and save the world through his only son, Jesus Christ (1 John 2:2; 4:10). For this work, 

the Word became the flesh.

The verb ἐ σ κή ν ωσ εν ’ s original form is σ κη νό ω ,  meaning is “to pitch one’s 

tent or tabernacle.” 414 This word recalls the Tabernacle of Israel (Exod 25:8, 9; 33:7, 9; 

40:34-38). Israel mainly met with God in the Tabernacle. Therefore, ἐ σ κ ή ν ωσ εν  ἐ ν  

ἡ μ ῖ ν  (“the Word pitched his tent among us”) means the Logos became the flesh,415 and 

tabernacled with people.

The Greek δ ό ξ α (“glory”) was commonly used in Hebrew, kabod (“glory” or

“honor”).416 The word, specifically, was used to denote “the visible manifestation of 

God’s self-disclosure in a theophany (Ex 33:22; Dt 5:22), and the ‘glorious’ status of 

God’s people when he rises to save them (Isa. 60:1).”417 John, however, asserts that the 

glory of God is the Word, declaring the glory points to δ όξ αν  ὡς  μο ν ογε ν οῦς  

πα ρ ὰ πατ ρός (“the glory of the One and Only who came from the Father,” v.14). As 

the word μ ο νο γ εν ής means “only,” “begotten only,” and “only child,”418 Jesus is the 

only begotten Son of God. Through the only begotten Son of God, one can get eternal life 

(3:16).
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In the phrase πλή ρ η ς  χάρ ι τ ος  κα ὶ ἀληθ ε ί ας (“full of grace and truth”), the 

word χά ρ ι ς (“grace”) was used only four times only in John (14, 16, 17), while the word 

ἀ λη θ ε ί α was used commonly.419 In the OT there are similar constructions: “loving-

kindness [Hebrew, hesed] and truth [Hebrew, emet] (Exod 34:6; cf. 33:18-19).”420

Scholars note “both ‘loving-kindness’ and ‘truth’ refer to God’s covenant faithfulness to 

his people Israel.” 421 The phrase “grace and truth” in this text points to God’s 

faithfulness, who sends Jesus, his only begotten Son. Furthermore, the incarnate Christ 

came down to earth with the attributes of God, i.e. with ‘loving-kindness’ and ‘truth.’

John’s witness concerning the Word’s preeminence (1:15)

John the Bpatist’s witness of the Word is introduced once more by the Evangelist. 

Verse 14 and 16 demonstrate continuity. The witness of John the Baptist in verses 6-8 

referred to the coming of the pre-existent light into the world, while this verse announces 

the priority in time. That is to say, John the Baptist began first his ministry before Jesus 

does, but Jesus really was “before” John the Baptist. Thus the evangelist may imply that 

Jesus should be honored above the Baptists, because Jesus was of eternal origin.422

The final revelation brought by Jesus Christ (1:16-18)

Verse 16: The word ὅ τ ι connects verse 15, and resumes the thought of verse 14. 

Verse 15 interrupts the continuity of the context in the prologue. John the Baptist’s 

witness concerning the Word did not have to be referred to again (verses 6-8).
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The word πλη ρ ώ μ ατ ος  (“fullness”) occurs here only in John and, moreover, it

is a Gnostic term. Few books in the New Testament would have used the word in its

Gnostic sense as did some early Christian writers (Col 1:19; 2:9; Eph 1:23; 3:19; 4:13).423

However, the word here is not used in this sense, but rather for declaring the fact that the 

full grace and truth of God is in the incarnate Word. His purpose was to bring 

“life… abundantly” (10:10).424 Therefore, “fullness” looks back to verse 14, π λή ρ ης  

χά ρ ι τ ος  κα ὶ ἀ ληθ ε ία ς (“full of grace and truth”), and now carries the meaning that 

the incarnate Word is full of grace and truth.

The phrase χά ρ ι ν  ἀν τ ὶ χά ρ ι τος frequently is Trans. “grace upon grace.” 

According to Schackenburg, the preposition ἀν τ ὶ indicates “the correspondence between 

the grace possessed by the Logos and that of those who receive him.”425 Therefore, the 

grace received from Christ corresponds to the grace of Christ. D. A. Carson, however, 

insists that this view is wrong: “This view does not adequately treat the way v. 17 is cast 

as the explanation of v. 16. Moreover, ἀν τ ὶ never unambiguously bears the meaning 

‘corresponds to,’ except in certain compounds.”426 In addition, the word ἀ ν τ ὶ can mean: 

“in return for;” “upon;” or “in addition to.” D. A. Carson explains the meaning of the 

former is alien to the context, and ignores the connection between v. 16 and v. 17, and the 

latter is used in the word ἐ π ί , not ἀν τ ὶ .427 Carson confidently translates ἀ ν τ ὶ as 
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“instead of,” because the next verse, 17, follows “grace instead of grace” (v. 16) with the

explanatory “for” or “because:”428 For the law was given through Moses; grace and truth 

came through Jesus Christ. Accordingly, “the grace and truth that came through Jesus 

Christ is what replaces the law.”429 Does the word χ άρ ιν  mean “the law was given 

through Moses” and χά ρ ι τ ος “truth came through Jesus Christ”? Carson does not offer 

an exact definition for each word. Therefore, the grace Christians receive corresponds to 

the grace of Christ.

Verse 17: The Evangelist again uses the expression, ἡ χάρ ι ς κα ὶ ἡ ἀ λήθ ε ι α

(“the grace and the truth”) in verse 14. He intends to explain “how the reality of divine 

grace only came upon earth with the incarnate Logos.”430

   The term ν ό μ ος (“law”) in John is used as a source of revelation (1:45; 8:17; 

10:34; 12:34; 15:25) to indicate the incarnate Logos.431 Similarly, the expression ἡ

χά ρ ι ς κ α ὶ ἡ ἀ λήθ ε ια (“the grace and the truth”) also reveals the incarnate Logos. In 

John Moses appears as a witness for Jesus, like John (5:45), and Moses plays a

typological role (3:14; 6:32), i.e., leader of the exodus.432 Note the symmetry of verse 17:

   ὁ ν ό μ ο ς      δ ι ὰ      Μ ω ϋ σ έ ω ς     ἐ δ ό θ η         (“the law through Moses was given”)

ἡ χάρις καὶ ἡ ἀλήθε ια διὰ Ἰησοῦ Χριστοῦ ἐγένετο (“the grace and truth through Jesus Christ 

came”)

Sholars observe ν ό μ ος and Μ ωϋ σέω ς are separated from each other, and neither is 

eternal; ἡ χά ρ ι ς κα ὶ ἡ ἀ λή θε ια and Ἰ η σοῦ Χ ρ ισ τοῦ are one, not separate, and
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eternal. That grace and truth came through Jesus Christ indicates “the eschatological 

character of the event of Salvation.”433 Therefore, one must receive the incarnate Logos 

in order to obtain grace and the truth from Jesus Christ. Only he can adopt humanity as 

the eternal children of God, and dwell with us eternally. 

Verse 18: In the final verse of the prologue, the Evangelist refers again to God,

who was referred to in verse 1. The Evangelist asserts that the Logos was with God, and 

also that he was God. 

The phrase θ ε ὸ ν  οὐδ ε ὶ ς  ἑώ ρ α κε ν  πώ πο τε (“no one has ever seen God”) 

reflects a general view in the OT (Ex 33:20; Deut 4:12) as well as the ancient world.434

However, God made a way to be seen. He became the Word, the Logos. 

The words ὁ μ ον ογ ε νὴ ς  υ ἱὸς mean “the only begotten Son.” The Word was 

God (v. 1) indicates that “Jesus is unique and divine, though flesh.”435 The phrase ὁ

μ ον ο γε ν ὴς  υ ἱὸς is closely related to verse 1. The Son was ε ἰ ς  τὸ ν  κό λπο ν  τοῦ

πα τ ρό ς (“in the bosom of Father”) indicates the unmatched intimacy of Jesus’ 

relationship with the Father.436 They are each persons, but they are only one God. Thus, 

the Word was with God and the Word was God (1:1). Jesus was unique, Jesus was God, 

and Jesus was in the bosom of the Father.437
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CHRISTOLOGY AND ΛΟΓΟΣ

Christological Controversies and λό γ ος

The prologue of the Gospel of John describes the significant attributes and 

activities of Jesus: “Preexistence (Jn 1:1),” “Deity (Jn 1:1),” “Creative work (Jn 1:3),”

“Incarnation (Jn 1:14),” and “Revelatory work (Jn 1:4-5, 14, 18).”438 George E. Ladd 

says “the Logos theology pervades the entire Gospel.”439

However, early theologians misunderstood the attributes and activities of Jesus. 

They debated the two natures–deity and humanity–of Jesus, and did not unite them. Some

denied that Jesus was fully divine, others denied that he was fully human. Orthodox 

christology emerged later from the council of Nicea (325), and Chalcedon (451). 

Ebionism (2nd Century): Denial of the Divinity of Jesus

What is known about the Ebionites comes from the writings of Christian early 

theologians. According to Justine Martyr (ca. 100-165), the Ebionites considered Jesus as 

the Messiah, but believed he was simply human, born in the ordinary way, not of a 

virgin.440 Irenaeus (ca. 130-200) explains that the Ebionites regarded Jesus as surpassing 

others in righteousness and knowledge, but denied his virgin birth, holding that Jesus was 

an ordinary man.441 According to Eusebius (ca. 260-340), the Ebionites were divided in 

opinion regarding the person of Jesus. One group believed Jesus to be an ordinary man, 

born naturally from Mary and her husband. The other claimed Jesus was born of a Virgin 
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and the Holy Spirit. However, neither group believed in his preexistence, his being the 

Logos.442

Cerinthus (fl. 100), an Ebionite,443 held another christology, known as 

“Adoptionism.” Accordingly, Jesus was an ordinary man adopted by God as a son. 

Cerithus divides Jesus from Christ, insisting “there was no real union between the Christ 

and Jesus, only a sort of conjunction.”444 Therefore, Jesus was a mere human, and could 

not fulfill the role as Savior of all people. Finally the Ebionites’christology is known 

through the Clementines.445 Like Cerinthus they held to, a definite distinction between 

Jesus and the Christ, believing “the Christ, the Son of God, has appeared in a series of 

incarnations in perfect men like Adam, Enock, Noah, Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, and finally 

Jesus.”446

The Ebionites admitted that Jesus was a historical being, but rejected a divine 

Jesus. John obviously disagrees: Ἐ ν ἀ ρ χῇ ἦ ν ὁ λό γος ,  κα ὶ ὁ λόγ ος ἦ ν πρὸ ς

τ ὸ ν θε ό ν ,  κα ὶ θε ὸς ἦ ν ὁ λόγ ος .  οὗ τ ος ἦ ν ἐν ἀρ χῇ πρὸς τ ὸν θε όν (“in the 

beginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and the Word was God. Jesus was 

in the beginning with God,” Jn 1:1, 2f). The Logos preexisted with God, had a 

relationship with God, and was God. Furthermore, in verse 3 John says that Jesus was a 

creator (πά ν τ α  δ ι '  αὐτο ῦ ἐγ έν ε το ,  κα ὶ χωρ ὶ ς  αὐ τ οῦ ἐγ έν ε το  ο ὐδ ὲ ἕν  ὃ

γ έ γο ν εν , “all things were made through him, and without him was not anything made 

that was made”). The Logos also possesses divine attributes: omnipresent (Matt 28:20; 
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Eph 1:23), omniscient (Jn 16:30; 21:17), omnipotent (Jn 5:19), and immutable (Heb 1:12; 

13:8). Thus, the Logos is the deity. The idea that Jesus was adopted by God as his Son is 

not found anywhere in the Bible. Jesus and Christ cannot be divided because Jesus is a 

name and Christ is his role. One does not assign a man or woman two names, one 

personal, and the other to describe his job. Thus, the two names, Jesus and Christ, are not 

two people who have two characters but one man with one character.

Docetism (Late 1st Century): Denial of the Humanity of Jesus

The Docetics believed that “Jesus merely ‘seemed’or ‘appeared’to possess 

human nature.”447 A divine life is a seemingly human body,448 that is to say, “a spiritual 

flesh.”449 Early docetists like Valentinus and Apelles taught that “the body of Christ was 

not born of humanity.”450 Jesus had “a heavenly or ethereal body that simply passed

through Mary.”451 In short, “Jesus appeared human but was really divine.”452 They denied 

Ignatius’insistence that Christ “was really born, and ate and drank, was really persecuted 

by Pontius Pilate, was really crucified and died … really rose from the dead.”453 They 

denied a genuine humanity. Docetism was “under the influence of Gnosticism;”454i.e., a 

sect with a thoroughgoing metaphysical dualism, attributing creation to the demiurge, 
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who depreciated the process of human generations and birth. The Gnostics divided the 

world into two parts, the spiritual world (good) and the world of matter (evil). They 

believed that all creation was created by an intermediate being, the demiurge, not by the 

supreme God, and insisted that all material aspect of humans are evil because the world 

of matter is evil. By means of these influences, the Docetics denied that Jesus was a 

human because they thought that Jesus Christ was not evil. Thus, “Jesus was merely 

transmitted ‘through’or ‘by means of’Mary the virgin, but was not born ‘from’or ‘of’

her.”455 Therefore, the Docetics denied the humanity of Jesus, insisting on the deity of 

Jesus.

However, the Fourth Gospel claims the Logos had ζω ὴ (“life,” 1:4), became 

σ ὰρξ (“flesh,” 1:14), was ἐ ν τ ῷ κ όσμῳ (“in the world,” 1:10), and came to τ ὰ ἴδ ι α

(“his own home,” 1:11). A human life is born of a pregnant woman. The Logos also was 

born of a pregnant woman, Mary, (Isa 7:14; Matt 1:18-2:11; Luke 1:30-38). Mary 

became pregnant with the Logos through the Holy Spirit (Matt 1: 18), not by having a 

sexual relationship with a man. Moreover, the Logos had a human development (Luke 

2:50, 52). He had the essential elements of a human being— human body (Matt 26:12; Jn 

2:21), reason, and will (Matt 26:38; Mk 2:8). He possessed the infirmities of human 

nature— weary (Jn 4:6), hungry (Matt 4:2; 21:18), thirsty (Jn 19:28), and tempted (Matt 4; 

Heb 2:18). Finally, he was repeatedly called a man (Jn 1:30; 4:9; 10:38). This data 

indicates that the Logos had a human nature. 
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Arianism (4th Century): Denial of the Full Divinity of Jesus

Arius (ca. 250-336) was a presbyter of the church district of Baucalis in 

Alexandria.456 Arius emphasized the absolute and extreme transcendence of God. Arius 

thought that “God could not have created by direct contact with the world.”457 God is the 

One and only, and is the true Divinity (Jn 17: 3). According to Arius, Jesus, God the Son, 

is not fully equal to God the Father. Arians considered Jesus, God the Son, as a creature, 

citing some biblical passages (Pro 8:22; Acts 2:36; Col 1:15; Heb 3:2).458 However, Arius 

saw differences from other creatures. Jesus was the first creature created, before the 

beginning of time. In additions, Jesus was created directly by the Father.459 Therefore, 

Arius believed “the Son has a beginning, but God is without beginning.”460 Arius denied 

that Jesus Christ is the eternal, unbegotten, uncreated Son of God.461 Jesus is inferior to 

the Father (cf. Jn 14:28) and is merely the highest created being.462

However, John 1:1- 3, the Logos was in the beginning, was with God, and made 

all things. These verses say that the Logos preexisted with God and made all things with 

God. Therefore, the Logos does not have a place or time of origin. He is eternal with God. 

According to Colossians 1:17, Jesus holds the world. How could a creature hold the 
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world? Jesus made the world. Eventually, what one has to understand though the biblical 

data make clear that the Logos is not inferior to the Father, but equal to God the Father. 

Therefore, the Logos is fully divinity.

The Council of Nicea (AD 325)

The Arians denied the deity of Christ, and insisted that he is less than the Father. 

Athanasius (293-373), however, reputed their view. Rather, Athanasius maintained that 

Jesus is the full deity, of one essence with the Father, eternal.463 The emperor Constantine 

had established Christianity as the official religion of the state. He did not want a 

christological debate in the church, so he summoned an ecumenical council to settle the 

issue in AD 325 at Nicea in Bithynia. In peace the creed of Nicea was adopted: 

“We believe … in one Lord Jesus Christ, the only-begotten Son of God, Begotten 
of the Father before all ages. Light of Light, true God of true God, begotten not 
made, of one substance with the Father, through whom all things were made.” 464

However, there was a difficulty, that is to say, the term homoiousios (Jesus was “of 

similar substance” as the Father), i.e., Jesus was not a deity. The emperor, in order to 

overcome this problem, suggested a replacement term homoousios (Jesus was “of the 

same substance” as the Father). The creed of Nicea affirmed that Jesus was true divinity, 

like the Father.465

The creed also affirmed the incarnation and humanity of Christ, but it did not say 

how the humanity and deity were related in Christ,466 opening a new debate.
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Appolinarianism (4th Century): Denial of the Full Humanity of Jesus

Apollinarius, Bishop of Laodicea in Syria (310-390),467 did not believe that Jesus 

Christ is two Sons, the Son of God and the son of Mary, arguing the scriptures teach that 

Christ was a unity.468 Apolinarius objected to dualism, i.e., that both divinity and 

humanity were in Jesus. Appolinarius believed that a human is made of mind (or soul) 

and flesh. He thought that the flesh of Jesus was a little different from what other people 

possess. Namely, “the human flesh in Christ was joined with the Godhead in an absolute 

oneness of being.”469 Christ is closer to deity than humanity:

“First, Apollinarius regarded Christ’s flesh as being glorified; it has become 
‘divine flesh’or ‘the flesh as being glorified; it has become ‘divine flesh’or ‘the 
flesh of God.’Second, since Christ’s flesh cannot be separated from the Word, it is 
a proper object of worship. Finally, Apollinarius held to the communication
idiomatum: the flesh shares the names and properties of the Word, and vice 
versa.”470

Therefore, the human flesh of Christ could not be the same as a human has. Donald G. 

Blosech explains that “Christ was primarily divine, and the human was no more than a 

passive instrument.”471 Appolinarius insisted that Christ was human, but not a full human. 

Furthermore, H. Wayne House explained that “the divine Logos took the place of the 
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human mind.”472 Therefore, Appollinarians associated the Logos with reason in all 

people.473

If Appolinarianism is right, Jesus Christ is a monstrosity. The fact that Jesus 

Christ was fully human is proved by Heb 2:14 and 1 John 4:1-3. Jesus Christ fought 

against Satan and felt pain. Jesus overcame the attack of Satan, enduring all loneliness. 

The Fourth Gospel says that “the Logos became flesh (1:14).” Here, “flesh” means the 

entire human person in existence as distinct from God. 

Jesus Christ was not used as a passive instrument. As a full human he had free to 

live his life. However, he gave himself up, made himself nothing, became as a servant, 

and glorified his Father for the Kingdom of God (Phil 2: 6-11). He never lived as a 

passive instrument. A full human, he actively served the Kingdom of God.

Nestorianism (5th Century): Denial of the union of both Divinity and Humanity

Nestorius (AD 428 – 451) was a patriarch of Constantinople and a representative

of the Antiochene christology that stressed duality, i.e. the two natures of Christ.474

Nestorius asserted that there were two separate persons in the incarnate Christ, a Divine 

and a human.475 Nestorius drew “a sharp distinction between the human and the divine 

natures in Christ, denying any real organic union between the man Jesus and the 

indwelling divine Logos.”476 Nestorius did not support the term theotokos (‘bearer of 
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God;’commonly Trans. ‘mother of God’) declared at the Council of Ephesus (431) 

amidst much acclamation from the populace. Nestorius believed that God cannot have a 

mother, and no woman can give birth to God.477 Rather, Nestorius preferred 

anthropotokos (‘bearer of man’), or Christotokos (‘bearer of Christ’).478 Nestorius’view 

like this was condemned by Cyril of Alexandria, who held that there was only one nature 

in Christ. Cyril, moreover, insisted that the “two natures” have their indivisible unity.479

However, the Gospel of John does not say that the two natures in the Logos do 

not have union. The Logos was from before eternity and made the world (Jn 1:1-3). 

There is no beginning or end for the Logos. The Logos raises the dead (Jn 5:25; 11:25). 

The Logos executes judgment (Jn 5:22). The Logos is one with the Father (Jn 10:31). The 

Logos was of divine nature. In John 1:14 the Logos became flesh. The Logos became 

weary (Jn 4:6). The Logos was also human. The Gospel of John declares that the Logos 

has two natures, divine and human, in one person. Therefore, the Logos is theanthropic.  

Nestorian heresy caused the Council of Chalcedon (451), which declared that “the two 

natures coexist without division and without separation.”480

Eutychianism (5th Century): Denial of Distinction of Divinity and Humanity

Eutyches (AD 378-454) was the archimandrite of a large monastery at 

Constantinople.481 However, in AD 448 he was repeatedly summoned by the Synod of 
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Constantinople, led by Flavian the local patriarch, to explain his christology.482 He 

maintained that “there was only one ‘nature’in Christ ‘after the union,’and denied that 

his manhood was consubstantial with ours, a view which was held to be incompatible 

with our redemption through Him.”483 Eutyches denied the distinction of Christ’s two 

natures like Nestorius. The Synod of Constantinople could not accept the doctrine that 

Christ’s human nature was consubstantial with ours.484 Therefore, Eutyches was 

excommunicated and deposed from the archimandrite of his monastery. 

John does not say that the Logos is only “one nature,” i.e. without distinction 

between natures, his divine and human natures. The writer of Philippians recorded that 

the Logos was 

God in very nature, but he wanted to be human (2:6-7). He had a divinity in himself, but 

gave up divinity to accomplish God’s will. The Logos became a man for the Kingdom of 

God.  In John 1:1-18, the Logos is divided into two natures. 

The Orthodox Response: The Council of Chalcedon

The Council of Chalcedon was convened in 451to bring the controversies 

described above to a resolution. The council took three basic actions:485

It reaffirmed the Nicene Creed as expressive of orthodoxy. It rejected both 
Nestorianism and Eutychianism. Finally, it adopted a statement of its own, which 
was to be the standard of christological orthodoxy for many years to come.

Chalcedon agreed on a comprehensive statement:

We, then, following the holy Fathers, all with one consent, teach men to confess 
one and the same Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, the same perfect in Godhood and 
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also perfect in manhood; truly God and truly man, of a reasonable [rational] soul 
and body; consubstantial [coessential] with the Father according to the Godhood, 
and consubstantial with us according to the Manhood; in all things like unto us, 
without sin; begotten before all ages of the Father according to the Godhood, and 
in these latter days, for us and for our salvation, born of the Virgin Mary, the 
Mother of God, according to the Manhood; one and the same Christ, Son, Lord, 
Only-begotten, to be acknowledged in two natures, inconfusedly, unchangeably, 
indivisibly, inseparably; the distinction of natures being by no means taken away 
by the union, but rather the property of each nature being preserved, and 
concurring in one Person (prosopon) and one Subsistence (hypostasis), not parted 
or divided into two persons, but one and the same Son, and only begotten, God 
the Word, the Lord Jesus Christ, as the prophets from the beginning [have 
declared] concerning him, and the Lord Jesus Christ himself has taught us, and 
the Creed of the holy Fathers has handed down to us.486

Modern Christology issues and λό γ ο ς

Controversy over christology has existed from the beginning until now. The 

christology of modern theologians Karl Barth, Emil Brunner, and Paul Tillich will be 

discussed below.

Karl Barth (1886-1968)

Karl Barth was born in 1886 in Basel, Switzerland. His father was very strict, and 

had taught the Bible for preachers, and Barth’s background includes conservative

Reformed Church of Switzerland. In 1902 he decided to become a theologian, and later 

studied at universities in Bern, Berlin, Tubingen, and Marburg. Barth however did not 

complete a doctorate, but later he was showered with honorary degrees from many great 

universities. In 1908 he was ordained to the ministry of the Reformed Church, taking a 

position as assistant pastor in Geneva, but he was unfulfilled by his ministry. In 1911 he 

moved to a small parish in Safenwil, a village on the border between Switzerland and 

German. It was at Safenwil that theological history was made.487
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The key point of Barth’theology is Jesus Christ. Barth’s entire “eleven-volume 

Church Dogmatic is one long explanation and unfolding of this one name, Jesus 

Christ.”488 Theology depends upon Jesus Christ. 

Barth thought that Jesus had personality; independent personality of the early 

heresy. Barth also protects the impersonal humanity of Christ affirmed at the Council of 

Chalcedon (AD 451).489 Therefore, Barth maintains that “the central statement of the 

christology of the Early Church is that God becomes one with man: Jesus Christ ‘very 

God and very man.’”490

Barth based his christology on his exegesis of John 1:14 ὁ λό γ ος σὰρξ

ἐ γ έν ε το (“The Word became flesh”). Barth believed that Jesus is truly God because ὁ

λό γ ος (“The Word”), spoken of in John 1:14, is “the divine, creative, reconciling, and 

redeeming word which participates without restriction in the divine nature and existence, 

the eternal Son of God.”491 Barth affirmed ‘theotokos’(Mother of God) reaffirmed by 

Chalcedon (451) for three reasons:492

(a) The Word is the subject of the becoming; nothing befalls him, but the 
incarnation is his own act. (b) This becoming took place in the divine freedom of 
the Word; it does not rest upon any necessity in the divine nature, but God did it 
in sovereign freedom. (c) Even in the state of becoming or of having become, the 
Word is still the free and sovereign.
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Barth also believed that Jesus is truly man because ‘the Word became flesh.’ “He became 

man, true and real man, participating in the same human essence and existence, the same 

human nature and form, the same historicity that we have.”493 However, even though 

Jesus is truly man, he cannot sin, because he is also God, and God cannot sin.494 Finally, 

Barth believes that ‘the Word became flesh,’i.e. “he [Jesus] takes a human nature upon 

himself in addition to a divine nature.”495 Barth affirmed that Jesus is God and man, not 

accepting the separation of his human and divine natures.

Emil Brunner (1889-1966)

Emil Brunner was born two days before Christmas, 1889, in Zurich, Switzerland. 

He was raised and educated in the Reformed tradition of Zwingli and Calvin, and later he 

received a doctorate in theology from the University of Zurich in 1913. He taught 

theology most of his life at the same university. However, he also taught at Princeton 

University in the United States (1938-1939), and at the Christian University of Tokyo 

(1953-1955).496

Emil Brunner disputed the doctrine of the two natures of Christ, and insisted that 

Jesus is true God as well as true Man. Brunner insisted that Jesus Christ, the divine 

revelation does not belong to the realm of the historical personality, but to the realm of 

the divine being, the divine nature, and the divine authority.497 Therefore, Brunner 

considered Jesus Christ a deity, i.e. God. Brunner explains, “the humanity of Christ is a 
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‘historical mask’in which the divine Word clothes himself.”498 Brunner claimed the 

personality of Jesus was an observable historical phenomenon, i.e. Jesus Christ was also 

purely man.499

Brunner also thought that God and Jesus Christ are one, but Brunner makes a 

distinction in the fact that God is the revealer who unveils to us that was eternally hidden, 

and Jesus is the one revealed by God.500 God himself became the personal Word of 

revelation.501 The Word exists eternally in God himself. Therefore, Brunner insisted the 

Word is true Man, and true God.

Paul Tillich (1886-1965)

Paul Tillich was born on Aught 20, 1886 in the family of a Lutheran pastor who 

had lived in the German town of Starzeddel near Berlin.502 Tillich, from an early age, had 

a deep interest in theology and philosophy, and studied critical philosophy, theology, and 

biblical studies at several major German universities. While training to be a professor of 

theology Tillich was ordained by the Protestant state church, and received an 

appointment as a tutor at the University of Halle. In 1933 Professor Tillich moved to New 

York to teach at Columbia University and Union Theological Seminary, refusing offers 

from Harvard University and the University of Chicago Divinity School. During his
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teaching ministry, Tillich published, Systematic Theology; The Courage to Be; and The 

Dynamic of Faith.503

Paul Tillich asserted that God is Being-Itself or the power of being, or the ground 

of being.504 Tillich did not make God into an object, rather he considered God as the 

highest being, first cause, or ultimate substance. When Tillich refers to the person of 

Jesus of Nazareth, however, Tillich called him “a New Being,” which overcomes the gap 

between non-historical elements (essence), the new reality that is sought above history, 

and historical elements (existence), the new reality that is sought within history.505

Tillich denied that Jesus was “God become man.” Jesus Christ was “essential man 

appearing in a personal life under the conditions of existential estrangement.”506

Nevertheless, Tillich believed that there is a divine presence in Jesus, observing ‘essential 

Godmanhood’in him.507 However, he thought that Jesus was not “divine” and did not 

have a “divine nature.” Jesus was an entirely new order of being.508

Tillich thought that Jesus could not resurrect in body because Jesus was human. 

Why then did Tillich use the term “New Being” for Jesus? The “New Being” could 

overcome the gap between non-historical elements (essence), and historical elements 

(existence). It was possible only though God’s power. However, God could not appear in 

historical elements (existence) because He is non-historical elements (essence). Therefore, 
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“Jesus must have been a human being who achieved a union with God that belongs 

essentially to every human being.”509

However, it is hard to understand how non-historical elements can appear in historical 

elements. Tillich admitted it is a paradox.510 Tillich thought that Christ is a symbol of a 

New Being appearing under the conditions of existence, yet conquering the gap between 

essence and existence.511 Jesus was merely human; otherwise, Christ was charged with 

the essential parts. George Tavard disputed Paul Tillich: “Paul Tillich has failed to 

account for the biblical picture of Jesus and for the christological dogma as the Church 

has always believed … Thus both the Christ-character and the Jesus-character of Jesus 

the Christ have been lost.”512

However, John’s Gospel says that the Logos is eternal with God (Jn 1:1), was 

creator with God (Jn 1:3), and further was God (Jn 1:1), so that the Logos is true God. 

And both Jesus and Christ cannot be separated. The designation of Jesus as “the son of 

God” (Matt 4:3, 4:6, 8:29, 14:33, 16:16, 26:63, 27:54; Mk 3:11, 5:7, 9:7, 15:39; Lk 1:35, 

4:41), and Christ (Messiah)513 mean points to “the son of God” (Matt 26:63;  Mark 8:29). 

Accordingly, John cannot agree with Tillich.

                                                
509 Ibid., 129.

510 Paul Tillich, Systematic Theology, vol. II, 90-92.

511 Ibid., 120.

512 George H. Tavard, Paul Tillich and the Christian Message (London: Burns & Oates, 1962), 
132.

513 Harper Collins uses the designation ‘Messiah’instead of ‘Christ’in the Bible he published: The 
Harper Collins Study Bible. Both ‘Christ’and ‘Messiah’have the same meaning, “anointed.”
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CONCLUSION

The more time that passes, the more heresies appear. “Postmodernism,”514 for 

example, has caused many to stray from the real truth. The word of God, that is to say, 

the real truth, has been greatly distorted by liberal theologians. They have detracted from 

the word of God, the truth. Therefore, Christians need the explicit and definite knowledge 

of the word of God. The correct understanding of Jesus Christ, the word λό γ ος , in John 

1:1-18, is most important, even though its meaning has been continually disputed, from 

the ancient Greek philosophers to the present day. Therefore, the purpose of this thesis

was to clarify, as best as possible, the true meaning of λό γ ο ς . It has been posited that 

any understanding of  λό γ ος that differs from the author of the Fourth Gospel’s 

understanding of the term is fatally flawed, and must be discarded. 

The first chapter traced and examined the etymology of λό γ ο ς . Classical Greek 

philosophers struggled to define the word λό γ ος . They had limited knowledge. They 

generally thought of λό γ ο ς as “universal reason.” Later, Hellenistic philosophers 

understood the λό γ ος as merely material, not transcendent deity.  However, these 

thinkers could not explain correctly the concept of λό γ ος , because they did not have a 

good understanding of God. Hermes considered λ ό γ ος an intermediate between God 

and man, changing the concept of λό γ ο ς into a father-son relationship. Philo, a 

philosopher during Hellenistic Judaism, understood the λό γ ος as an important factor in 

cosmology (“the λό γ ο ς plays an intermediate role as the creative power, as well as the 

ruling power”), anthropology (“the λό γ ος is the paradigm which human beings are 

made according to only the human mind”), and anagogic thought (“the λό γ ος is meant 
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to guide the human soul to the realm of the divine”). In Hebrew thought, the word “dabar”

( ר בָ דָּ ) , as used in the OT, foreshadows the λό γ ο ς , because the word ר בָ דָּ has the 

denotations of the Creator, as well as the Revelator, i.e. the same divine attributes the 

λό γ ος has. The word ר בָ דָּ was used as the “word of Yahweh,” 241 times. Therefore, the 

word ר בָ דָּ was used to imply in advance the character of Jesus Christ, that is, λό γο ς , 

who will appear soon. 

The second chapter examined the background of John’s Gospel, both authorship 

and date. The author of the Fourth Gospel is almost certainly the apostle John, the son of 

Zebedee, according to the external and internal evidence. The external evidence, i.e. the 

writing and letters of the early fathers, Eusebius, Irenaeus, and Polycrates, attests to 

John’s authorship. Westcott and D. A. Carson argued well for John the apostle being the 

author. Specifically, Westcott insisted that ‘the disciple whom Jesus loved’(Jn 13:23; 

19:26; 21:7, 20; 20:2) is surely John the son of Zebedee, because the writer in the Fourth 

Gospel referred to John the Baptist as John only (Jn 1:6), unlike other important 

characters’names, such as Simon Peter, Thomas Didymus (Jn 11:16; 20:24; 21:2), Judas 

son of Simon Iscariot (6:71; 12:4; 13:2, 26), Caiaphas the high priest that year (11:49; 

18:13). D. A. Carson’s refutation of P. Parker was persuasive, citing Parker’s lack of a 

biblical foundation for his inference. It is safe to conclude that the author was the apostle 

John, the son of Zebedee, and that the Fourth Gospel should be dated between AD 80 and 

AD 100. “The Twelfth Benediction,” the evidence that both papyrus fragments, Rylands 

Papyrus 457 (P45) and the Papyrus Egerton, and the observation of J. Ramsey Michaels 

                                                                                                                                                
514 The meanings that the word ‘postmodernism’include are that “the objectivity of knowledge is 

denied” and “Knowledge is uncertain.” (Millard J. Erickson, Postmodernizing the Faith (Grand Rapids, MI: 
Baker, 1998), 18.)
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argue persuasively for John being written in the latter half of the First Century, certainly

not later than AD 100. 

The third chapter, the exegesis of John 1:1-18, demonstrated that the λό γ ο ς

existed from the beginning of all things, created all things, and was God. The λό γ ος was 

one with God in nature, even though they differed in person. The duality is explained in 

verse 18: No one has ever seen God, the only Son, who is in the bosom of the Father, he 

has made him known (RSV). The λό γ ο ς came into a world that was full of darkness, 

giving up the throne of God, because this world needed his light to brighten the darkness. 

The reason this world was dark was because people did not possess the true life, the 

λό γ ος (v. 4), so they could not see the true light (v.5). What is the meaning of the life in 

the λό γ ος ? It points to eternal life (3:16; 5:24). Therefore, Carson is right that both the 

‘life’and the ‘light’relate to “salvation.” Verse 12: to all who received him, who believed 

in his name, he gave power to become children of God (RSV). Those who become 

children of God are children of the true life (light), the λό γ ος . They are those who 

receive eternal life, i.e. salvation. However, that one can receive salvation is only by 

God’s grace and love. The grace and love of God was made possible by the obedience of 

the λό γ ος (v.17). The λ ό γ ος was of the same nature and stature as God, but the λό γ ος

did not want to be equal with God, he wanted to glorify God the Father (Phil 2:5-11). 

This humility and obedience gave those who believe in the λό γ ος eternal life. In verse 

18, John again shows that both God and the λό γ ος is one God, even if they are each 

individual persons.

The final chapter examined historical christological controversies, and the thought 

of modern theologians. Ebionism denied the divinity of Jesus. Docetism denied the 
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humanity of Jesus. Arianism denied the full divinity of Jesus. Appolinarianism denied the 

full humanity of Jesus. Nestorianism denied the union of both divinity and humanity. 

These and other historical christological heresies are directly traceable to an incorrect 

understanding of the λό γ ος .  Similar christological controversies have been numerous, 

seemingly endless, continuing into the Twentieth Century with theologians such as Karl 

Barth, Emil Brunner, and Paul Tillich.  Karl Barth believed the λό γ ο ς is truly God as 

well as truly man, became flesh, but did not accept the separation of the human and 

divine natures. Emil Brunner also believed Jesus is truly God, as well as truly man, but 

divided into two natures; God is the revealer who unveils to us what was eternally hidden, 

i.e. Jesus is revealed by God. Paul Tillich calls God “Being-Iteslf,” and Jesus “a New 

Being,” dividing both God and Jesus from the beginning. Moreover Tillich divided Jesus 

into an historical element (existence), and a non-historical element (essence). Paul Tillich 

offered the fallacy of not considering God, Jesus, and Christ as one.

What was the meaning of the λό γ ος intended by John the Evangelist? John 

wanted to say that the λό γ ος was truly man, and truly God. The λό γ ο ς was a real man. 

It was “flesh” (1:14), “in the world” (1:10), came to “his own home” (1:11), and was 

born by a pregnant woman, Mary (Isa 7:14; Matt 1:18-2:11; Lk 1:30-38). Moreover, there 

are other evidences: a human development (Lk 2:50, 52); the essential elements of human 

nature: human body (Matt 26:12; Jn 2:21), reason, and will (Matt 26:38; Mk 2:8); the 

possession of the infirmities of human nature— weary (Jn 4:6), hungry (Matt 4:2; 21:18), 

thirsty (Jn 19:28), and tempted (Matt 4; Heb 2:18); and finally, he was repeatedly called a 

man (Jn 1:30; 4:9; 10:38). Nevertheless, the λό γ ος was truly God. The evidences are in 

several verses of the Bible. In John 1:1-2 the λό γο ς preexisted with God, had a 



９６

relationship with God, and was God. It also was a creator, because “all things were made 

through him, and without him was not anything mad that was made” (Jn 1:3). Further, the 

λό γ ος has divine attributes: omnipresent (Matt 28:20; Eph 1:23); omniscient (Jn 16:30; 

21:17); omnipotent (Jn 5:19); and immutable (Heb 1:12; 13:8). 

Any christology that does not correctly understand the meaning of the λό γ ος in 

John 1:1-18 has been and will always be fatally flawed. The surest christology is the 

christology that is solidly based on the correct meaning of the λό γ ο ς in John 1:1-18. 
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