“Only-begotten Son” or “Only-begotten God” in John 1:18?

    - Why I Think the Received Text is Right! 

Introduction
In a recent home group bible study, the leader produced a very helpful guide to the beliefs of the Jehovah’s Witnesses with the aim of showing that many of these beliefs cannot be supported by Scripture, and in fact are often opposed by Scripture. Two of the verses near the beginning of the study guide were John 1:1 and John 1:18—the opening and closing verses of the Prologue to the Gospel of John. 

The Greek text for John 1:1 is straightforward and attested in all manuscripts. However, the Greek of the Received Text (the Textus Receptus or TR) of verse 18 is different from the Greek of the Nestle-Aland  (NA27) text . The Textus Receptus is the basis for the King James Version of the New Testament, and Nestle Aland is the basis for most modern translations such as the ESV and the NIV.

The purpose of this article is to review some of the evidence put forward by both “sides” in the textual debate and in particular to argue that the evidence of word counts and chiastic structures in the Prologue to John’s Gospel (“word counts” is a topic generally ignored by textual critics!) points very strongly towards the correctness of the Received Text—namely that “only-begotten Son” is the correct reading in John 1:18.  

How this Article is Structured

I wish to proceed as follows:

 1) Discussion of the textual situation vis a vis the TR and NA versions.

 2) The Jehovah’s Witnesses’ New World Translation (both 1950 and 1984

      versions)

 3) Some arguments put forward by textual critics on both sides

 4) Word counts and chiastic structures in the Prologue.

 5) Some other possible features supporting the Textus Receptus version of v. 18

 6) Conclusion

 1) The Textual Situation
 The text of the Prologue has some other textual variants in the various manuscripts besides the one that we are looking at (i.e. in v. 18). However, v. 18 has the only textual variant between NA27 and the TR, and so is the only one that will be considered here. 

The Received Text of John 1:18 contains 16 words as follows:

“God  no-one has seen at any time  the only-begotten  Son  who is  in the bosom
    1          2           3               4           5             6              7      8    9  10 11    12

 of the  Father    that one   declares (Him)”

    13      14             15             16

The key phrase for the purposes of our discussion is:

                                     ho      monogenes      huios   

                                    the    only-begotten     Son 

Now Nestle-Aland, by contrast, does not have the definite article (“the”) and has God instead of  Son—so v. 18 in NA has 15 words, not 16 - and the key phrase here is:

                                       monogenes      theos

                                      only-begotten   God

Now, if NA is correct, then v. 18 provides very strong evidence for the doctrine of the deity of Christ—He is here called the only-begotten God! However, if the TR is correct, then this particular verse is not specifically proving or endorsing the deity of Christ—even though this glorious truth is attested in many, many places, and in many ways, in Scripture.

I hold to the TR reading—as will be discussed below - whilst nevertheless being an ardent Trinitarian.

I note for now, in passing, that the word count for the Prologue (i.e. John 1:1-18) thus differs by one word between the TR and NA: the TR has 253 words and NA 252 words.  This may seem a small difference to most readers, but I hope to show later that this apparently small difference should actually be seen as evidence in favour of the TR reading!! 

Let us conclude this section by reviewing briefly some English translations of John 1:18

No man hath seen God at any time; the only begotten Son, which is in the bosom of the Father, he hath declared him. (KJV)

No one has ever seen God; the only God, who is at the Father’s side, he has made him known. (ESV)

No one has ever seen God, but the one and only Son, who is himself God and is in closest relationship with the Father, has made him known. (NIV)

The first two versions are straightforward—the KJV follows the TR and the 
ESV follows NA. We note that, besides these two translations differing on “Son” or “God”  the KJV has “the only-begotten”  as the translation of ho monogenes whereas the ESV has “the only” as the translation of monogenes. However the difference here is related to the precise meaning of monogenes—a topic we will not pursue here.

However, the NIV seems to have the best of both worlds! Although the NIV is based on the NA text, it translates the single word monogenes as “the one and only Son”  - and so the translators have combined “Son” and “God” in the one verse. This gives the impression that they have conflated the TR and the NA versions, but this is not the case: the NIV is based squarely on the NA text (even if one can perhaps argue that the expression “one and only Son” is not the best translation of  monogenes, nor “who is Himself God” the best translation of the single word theos in the context of the NA version of this verse.) 

 2) The New World Translation

The Jehovah’s Witnesses 1950 translation on the New Testament is based largely on the Westcott and Hort text (1881). (The whole bible including the OT was first printed in 1961). The current New World Translation (1984 and 2013 revision) is based on Nestle-Aland and the United Bible Societies’ 1975 text (UBS3).

As a result of using this textual basis, the Jehovah’s Witnesses, perhaps surprisingly, have god rather than Son in John 1:18. (Please note that they avoid using a capital G in God). Here are the versions of the New World Translation of this verse:

1950 and 1984:

“No man has seen God at any time; the only-begotten god who is in the bosom position with the Father is the one that has explained him”

2013:

“No man has seen God at any time; the only-begotten god who is at the Father’s side is the one who has explained him”.

As with John 1:1, the Jehovah’s Witnesses translate “a god” or “god” for theos in places where the translation “God” would point to the deity of Christ.

If my current view - namely that the original Greek text had “Son” rather than “God” in John 1:18 - is correct then this verse does not address quite so directly the differences in belief regarding the Trinity—and the deity of Christ in particular—between Jehovah’s Witnesses and Evangelical, Catholic, Orthodox etc. Christians as it would if the NA text were adopted. Nevertheless, it is still highly relevant to this issue by virtue of the theological significance of Christ’s status as the “only-begotten” Son in relation to God/the Father as described in the TR 
of this verse.

 3) Textual Criticism of  John 1:18  

* Please Note: I’m not a textual critic! Please feel free to ignore this section!! *

 We have seen that the Received Text of John 1:18 has — “ho monogenes huios” (the only-begotten Son) whereas Nestle-Aland has “monogenes theos” In fact, in Greek the words for Son (huios) and God (theos) differ only slightly—indeed only by a single letter in some manuscripts where abbreviations for these words are used. (The “hu” in huios is the single Greek letter  upsilon, and the “th” in “theos” is the single Greek letter theta.) Now only one of the two expressions, “ho monogenes huios”  and “monogenes theos” can be the correct original that John wrote, and the question is naturally asked, “Which of these two was the original text?”

The TR belongs to the “Byzantine” group or family of manuscripts, but the NA of John 1:18 follows the “Alexandrian”  group or family of  manuscripts. These latter apparently originated in Alexandria, and are closely related—a fact which to some extent calls into question their independence with regard to John 1:18.   However, the existence of the Alexandrian readings of John 1:18 raises the possibility that these readings may be related to particular scholarly and doctrinal questions that centred on the dynamic, exciting, intellectual, philosophical and theological “hothouse” of Alexandria in the very early centuries of Christianity—including the circumstances which eventually produced the Arian controversy and the Council of Nicea (A.D. 325): both leading protagonists at the council—Aruis himself and his Trinitarian opponent Athanasius—were from Alexandria. 

If, as I believe, the TR represents the original text, then the change from “Son” to “God” could be explained as a well-meaning (but dishonest) attempt by Trinitarian theologians to “outflank” Arius by providing what would hopefully be a proof-text for the deity of Christ. These sorts of things unfortunately happened—for example the various pseudonymous epistles and gospels from this era. (However, neither Arius (nor the Jehovah’s Witnesses) are or were convinced that this constituted a proof-text for the deity of Christ– they worked with the NA type texts and understood theos to be  “god” instead of “God” ).

The defenders of NA on the other hand would claim that the reading “only begotten God” is the “harder” reading, (since, for example, it doesn’t fit so well with other related formulations in John’s Gospel - such as John 3:16 and 3:18 where “only-begotten Son” occurs) - and that therefore this “harder” reading (so they claim)  is more likely to be original. According to this way of looking at the situation, it is more likely that a harder reading will be changed to an “easier” one than vice versa for two  main reasons. One is that the  easier reading is more 
“theologically congenial” and so there is a theological incentive to choose this reading. The second is that a scribe is more likely to make a copying error in this direction since the words “the only begotten Son” which already exist elsewhere in John’s Gospel could be transcribed in error in 1:18 in place of the putative original “only begotten God”. 
I have some reservations about this “harder over easier” argument! If taken to extremes, it would be recipe for choosing highly unlikely readings over highly likely readings simply because they are highly unlikely!! However, the two reasons mentioned above are not the only ways that changes can be introduced into a text. For example, in the case of the developing Arian controversy—or other earlier controversies related to the question of Christ’s deity—we can see that opponents of Arius’ views (or similar) might have changed the original text from an “easier” to a “harder” reading for polemical purposes, or have been more ready to accept as genuine a scribal error in one or more manuscripts which “proved” the Trinitarian viewpoint. 

The corresponding argument that Arius’ supporters or other “non-Trinitarians” changed the original reading “God” to “Son” for their own polemical purposes(as discussed earlier) is possible, but, after all, Arius “lost” at Nicea, and the church en bloc continued to be essentially Trinitarian. So, if this is what happened, and Arius or his supporters or antecedents or other non-Trinitarians changed “God” to “Son”, the resulting manuscripts with this version of John 1:18  (i.e. “only-begotten Son”) are unlikely to have proliferated—they didn’t do so in the Alexandrian textual tradition and it is unlikely that such a “pro-Arian” textual variant  (i.e. “only begotten God”) in John 1:18 would have proliferated amongst the (Trinitarian) “Byzantine Empire” churches. Therefore, on this understanding, “only begotten God” was not the original text. By contrast, the Trinitarian Byzantine tradition would have had every incentive to change “Son” to “God”. This didn’t happen in the Byzantine textual tradition which suggests (1) that “Son” was the original reading and (2) that the Byzantines are “trustworthy”!

A final argument is that a Trinitarian scribe might have attempted to “improve” on John’s prologue by changing “Son” to “God” in 1:18 since this would place explicit verses proving Christ’s deity at the beginning (1:1) and end (1:18) of the Prologue. Additionally, the expression “un-begotten God” was a known designation for the Father (e.g. see the Athanasian statement of Faith)—so there would have been an incentive for Trinitarian theologians to provide scriptural support for the corresponding “un-begotten God” as a description of the Son—such as is found in the NA-type manuscripts.

The current preference amongst bible translators for the Alexandrian texts over the Byzantine texts - even though the Byzantine texts and in particular the TR had a wider geographical spread and constitute 80% of all manuscripts - is partly that the Alexandrian texts are dated somewhat earlier than the Byzantine texts, 
and it is argued that “earlier” is more likely to be closer to the original than “later” texts/manuscripts. This is not a good argument in my opinion. These early texts may only have come to us because they were found to be corrupt, and so were stored away somewhere -  rather than being used, then faithfully copied, and then “used to destruction” by scholars and in church services etc. which is what would have happened to the non-corrupted texts. (The Dead Sea Scrolls after all were only preserved and available to be discovered because they had stopped being used!!) At any rate, I don’t hold to the “earlier is necessarily better” argument!!

If we regard the Prologue of John’s Gospel as introducing many of the themes and topics of the rest of the Gospel, then the fact that “the only begotten Son” is such an important concept in the rest of the Gospel is significant. By contrast, this internal evidence suggests to me that John is unlikely to have introduced the “problematical” expression “only-begotten God” in the Prologue, and then not made use of it later on in the Gospel—after all this expression or concept does not occur in the rest of the Gospel. By contrast, “the only-begotten Son”  is an expression and concept that John uses in the rest of his Gospel.

As mentioned earlier, I’m not a textual critic! However, to show that the above considerations are plausible, here is an extract from a “pro-KJV” scholar T. L. Hubeart Jr. from the website www.pennuto.com/bible/jn1_18.htm. (The “scholar referred to as White in the quotation is James White - another biblical scholar, one who supports the NIV rendering of John 1:18.)

Beginning of quotation:

Now while White grudgingly admits in passing that the evidence for "huios" is "very great indeed," he alleges that "It is difficult to see how the reading theos could arise from huios. The terms are simply too far removed from one another in form to account for scribal error based on morphology. However, it is easily understood how theos could give way to huios. . . ." (One assumes that, by his reference to "morphology," White implies that theos could not have arisen as a scribal misreading or mishearing of huios--a fair enough assumption.)

But, despite Dr. White's inability to see any other alternatives, this is not the only way that an original reading of huios could have been changed into theos. Since White goes on to speculate that a scribe recollecting "only-begotten Son" at Jn. 3:16 and 18 could have changed theos into huios, I will offer my own hypotheses as to how the TR's reading may have just as easily been the original, but was altered to theos:

1. Since the word "God" (in the form "theon") appears as the first word in the Greek of the present verse, it is near enough that an early scribe could have retained it in his mind and recopied it here rather than "huios," with the change to "theos" either his own compounding of error or done by a subsequent hand to 
correct the grammar;

2. Since White is fond of alleging that KJV textual differences reflect scribal "expansions of piety," one could equally well argue that an early scribe may have changed "huios" to "theos"--"from a desire to protect and reverence divine truths," as White says in another context (p. 43). Through misguided zeal, this scribe may have felt that "Son" did not adequately express the full deity of Christ and made the word change to "God" to safeguard the Son's Godhood;

3. This could have been a deliberate corruption of the text by a heretical group, made to teach a plurality of gods in the Godhead rather than the orthodox doctrine of one God in three Persons. As Wilbur Pickering says in a separate context, "It is clear that during the second century, and possibly already in the first, [heretics] produced many copies of N.T. writings incorporating their alterations" (Identity of the NT Text, Rev. ed., Nashville: Nelson, 1980, pp. 113-4).

And there is one further consideration I would like to mention briefly, which has nothing to do with manuscript evidence, but relies on considerations of style. It seems to me more credible that the Apostle John would have written "only begotten Son" than "only begotten God" because he would have wanted it understood clearly at the outset of his writing that Jesus was the Son of God. We have this implied in the first few verses of this gospel, made clearer at verse 14 , but otherwise not clarified until verse 34 of this chapter! This is rather strange in view of the fact that in two of the apostle's other contributions to scripture, the First and Second Epistles of John, we have Jesus clearly expressed as the "Son" within the first three verses (cf. 1 John 1:3, 2 John 1:3). Of course John may have wanted to enhance interest in the opening of this gospel by delaying the statement of Jesus as "Son" and instead introducing Him first, unnamed, as the "Word," as the Agent of Creation, as the Light of the World. But why, here at the crescendo of his introduction, the Apostle would neglect to mention that this was also the "SON" of God, but would instead oddly refer to Him as "the only begotten GOD"--and risk confusing the initial readers of the gospel who needed to be evangelized--is something that is utterly beyond me.

End of quotation
 4) Structural Analysis and Word Counts in the Prologue
Although I have tried to present text critical arguments in favour of the Received text of John 1:18, such arguments as these  are not decisive—at least not in the eyes of many scholars of textual criticism! So I want now to turn to an area of textual analysis which, I believe, offers strong evidence for the TR text as opposed to Nestle-Aland, and that is the internal evidence provided by the structural and word count aspects of the Prologue. Structural analysis is sometimes invoked by textual critics, but word count considerations do not as far as I am aware feature in any biblical textual criticism, and certainly not in the case of 
John 1:18. This is a pity since structure and word counts were clearly vital aspects for John in composing his Gospel, as indeed they were for other biblical writers!!

An Illustration of the Potential of Word Count Analyses taken from the Prologue
At this point, readers will perhaps think that I am claiming too much for word counts so I would like to illustrate their potential by a simple example.  Earlier I mentioned that the TR of the Prologue has 253 words and NA has 252 words. The difference in word count is that the TR has “the only-begotten Son” whereas NA has “only-begotten God” and it is therefore the single word “the” (ho in Greek) that accounts for the difference in word count. 

Well, can a difference of one word—and a very small word at that—really be significant?

I think the answer is yes! To see this we note that 253 is actually 23 x 11. On the other hand, 252 is 21 x 12.  So, if we find that the numbers 23 and 11 and factors thereof are part of the “warp and woof” of the text of the Prologue, then I suggest this is evidence of a conscious structuring of the TR text by the Apostle. On the other hand, if numbers related to 21 and 12 are built into the text, then I propose that this argues, to some extent anyway, for the use of  NA (or equivalent) by the Apostle. My reservation here is that both 21 (=7x3) and 12 are highly significant symbolic biblical numbers in their own right and both are widely used by John both explicitly and in the way he structures his writings—both in his Gospel and in Revelation -  so it could be argued that their presence in the Prologue might be expected anyway—but 23 and 11 are unusual biblical numbers and so their presence in the word count aspects of the text would be more noteworthy.)

Here is one example where the number 11 seems to have been built into the structure of the Prologue:

The Apostle refers to truth or true three times in the text. In v. 9, we have the adjective  “true” - which in Greek is “the true” i.e. two words (to alethinon). In v.14 we have the noun “truth” - in this case the single word alethias—and in v. 17 we again have “truth” - this time it is “the truth” i.e. the two words he alethia.

So, structurally we have the diagram shown at the top of the next page::      

[image: image1.png]to alethinon . 9)

alethias (v. 14)
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Now, as will be discussed in more detail later, the Prologue has a thematic chiastic (i.e. symmetrical) structure and since v. 9 occurs in the top half of the pattern and verses 14 and 17 in the bottom half, we will count down from the top for the upper half and count up from the bottom for the lower half of the chiasm. If we do this, the following pattern emerges:      

[image: image2.png]to alethinon (v. 9) (words 98 and 99 of the Prologue respectively—
counting from the top)

alethias (v.14) (word 66 ofthe Prologue counting from the
‘bottom)

alethia (v.17) (words 22 and 21 respectively counting from the
‘bottom)





We note the presence of a symmetrical pattern involving multiples of 11—i.e. 99 (=11x9), 66 (=11x6) and 22 (=11x2).  

It is perhaps also worth noting at this point that verses 14-18, which form a significant structural unit of the Prologue, have a total of 88 (= 11x8) words.  

The Chiastic Structure of the Prologue.

Well, let us now look at the chiastic structure of the Prologue in more detail—and in particular note the presence of the numbers 23 and 11 in the structure. The verse divisions are not part of the original text, but I think they pretty accurately reflect the structure of the Prologue.  

There have been many attempts to describe and explain the chiastic aspects of 
the Prologue. Despite some variations, there is a generally agreed overall pattern and  here are the two versions:           

[image: image3.png]|A Word with God (vv. 1-2)
B What came to be through the Word: Creation (vv. 3)
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G Those who accepted the Word (v. 12a)
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Structure of Prologue acc. R. A. Culpepper (1980)
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Structure of Prologue acc. C. H. Talbert (I've slightly altered the numbering)
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Now the various sub-sections of the Prologue often have their own sub-structure. I would like to illustrate this interesting subject very briefly by looking at possible ways of structuring the opening five verses. 

Verses 1-2:     
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Notes:

 1) The basic structure is chiastic— ABB`A`, but in terms of word count, the structure consists of two parallel “panels” - 5 words, 7 words  followed by 5 words, 7 words and there are also some parallel structural aspects (in particular, the sequence “was” in A, “was with” in B // “was” in B` and  “was with” in A`) but I have not included this in the diagram.

 2)  Word occurs three times and God occurs three times

 3) The verb “was” (ev) occurs 4 times—once each in A, B, B` and A`.

Verse 3:

[image: image5.png]A All (things)
B through Him
C came into being (4 words)
B’ and without Him
C' came into being (4 words)
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Notes: 

 1) The basic structure is ABB`A` - with A and A` relating to “things” and B and B` relating to the Word (Him). The verb “came into being”  (C, C`` and C```) 
acts as a sort of “refrain” every 4th word.

Verses 4 and 5:         
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There is slightly more to explain here.

Notes:

 1) Verses 4 and 5 complete the opening section of the Prologue. We can see that these opening verses, verses 1-5, also constitute a chiastic structure:

                X :    Verses 1 and 2           (24 words)

                     Y:      Verse 3                (12 words)

              X`:       Verses 4 and 5         (25 words)  

                                                       (total 61 words)   

 2) Verses 4 and 5 have an additional word, (the word “and”) compared with verses 1 and 2. As a result, instead of two sections of 12 words each, we could think of verses 4 and 5 as consisting of sections of 12 words and 13 words. Now 13 is not a “good” number in Biblical numerology, and this could correspond to the repeated mention of darkness (i.e. spiritual darkness) in the second half of the chiasm. 

 3) In verses 1 and 2, the “thematic” structure was chiastic AB//B`A`, but the word count structure was  5, 7// 5, 7 (parallel). However here in verses 4 and 5 the  “thematic” structure is again AB//B`A` but the word count structure is now also chiastic—5, 7//7, 5. Also we note that whereas the two occurrences of the word “and” came at the beginnings of two clauses in verses 1 and 2, the corresponding two occurrences in verses 4 and 5 come at the ends of two clauses. (Here, I’m treating the middle “and”, which creates the extra word in verses 4 and 5, as a separate “case”).   

4) Although light and darkness contrast, we are told in v. 4 that the life of the Word was the light of men, and so here in v.5 it is life that structurally contrasts with darkness. Whereas the two occurrences of “was” in A and B create an “equivalence”, the two verbs in B` and A` - shines and “did not overtake”  function with regard to “contrasts”: the shining of light creates a contrast with darkness and the failure of darkness to “overcome” or “overtake” the light maintains that same contrast. 

5) Further interesting comparisons and contrasts are found when we “match up” the  chiastic structure of verses 1 and 2 with the corresponding chiastic structure of verses 4and 5. In both passages, A and A` have one noun (as opposed to pronouns) and B and B` have two nouns as illustrated in the chart below:
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Comparison of the two parts of the chart shows that life and Word correspond positively, and light and God correspond positively. However, darkness contrasts negatively both with Word and God.

The Numbers 11 and 23 in the Prologue
Let us now go on to look at the key aspect of this article—namely the proposal that the numbers 11 and 23 are deeply embedded in the word counts of the Prologue which in turn suggests that 253 (=23 x 11) is likely as the total word count for the Prologue—as we find in the Received Text—as opposed to the 252 (=21x12) words of Nestle-Aland.

On the next page 2 pages is the Greek-English interlinear Text of the Prologue (using the TR) and this is followed (next page but 3!) by a (hopefully reasonably self-explanatory!) diagram illustrating some of the word count features. As can be seen, 11, 23 and multiples of these numbers appear frequently in the word counts of the passage:
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5) Some Other Features Which May Support the TR
 a) The numbers or occurrences of particular words may be significant. For example, the word “world” (cosmos) occurs four times in the Prologue. This is presumably deliberate—compare Revelation 7:1 for example where John speaks of the four “corners” of the earth. 

Now, the word for God, theos, occurs seven times in the TR version of the Prologue —a “spiritually significant” number indicating God’s holiness and spiritual perfection. In Nestle-Aland, because of the reading “only-begotten God” in v. 18, there is a total of 8 occurrences. 8 is a wonderful and  significant number in Scripture, but not so directly associated with the perfections of the Godhead as 7. In addition to this, there are 5 further occurrences of the God in the remainder of ch. 1 of John—so this gives a total of 12 for the TR but 13 for NA. 

 b) There is another argument in favour of the TR that I would like to suggest. In v. 12, we read of the wonderful truth of believing ones “becoming (genesthai) children of God”, and in verse 13 that they have been “born (egennethesan) of God”.

Now, in v. 14 we read that the Word is the “only-begotten (monogenous) from the Father”, and in v. 18 that Jesus is the “only-begotten (monogenes) Son who is in the bosom of the Father”.

Thus there is a close structural analogy here:

[image: image10.png]A becoming (genssthal) children of God.
B bom (egennethsan) - of God

B only-begotten (nonogenous) B Stom the Father
A the only-begotten (ko monogenes) Son of the Father





[image: image11.png]Verses 15— “Opening verses of the Prologue™
In (the) beginning . ... The darkness it didnot

ol words
4
(Structure discussed eartier) v‘:d
2 | [Verses 67— “Tohn the Baptist and the ightpant 1" || 22
£ | | “There was a man sent from God ... thatattmight || © 1152
£ | |bebieve through i =
Verse S— “Tohn the Baptist and the light part 2 "
He was not thatlight but that he might witness || words
about he light
Verse 9— “The Wordis the true light” =
He was the truelight, who enlightens everyman, || words
coming into the world
v
4
Verses 10-11—Negative response to the coming of
the Wordight
He was in the world .. And (Hi) own Him id
% | |not receive
H
£ | [Verses 12-13—Positive response to the coming of
the Wordight”
“As many as butreceived Him ... but of God were

v |bom

Verse 14— The glory of the Word made flesh™

“And the Word flesh became . . full of graceand.
truty

Verse 15— “John the Baptist and the priority ofthe
Word™

“John witnesses conceming him . for preceding me
He was and

Verses 16-18— “The revealing and receiving of
God's grace and truth through Jesus Christ”™

“Out of the fullness of Him . .. that One explains
Him'

vord counts comected with the numbers 23 and 11

[
o
sorts
4

12

s | Bl s

cus) | S 3] | 5

&= g2

v I

VU

EN |

ots 1

v 55
s
L

]

i

&= ]

B
H

i :

2

worts

s v
Touz

(=23x11 words)





So, 

 1) Our “becoming” and “being born” correspond correctly to Christ’s only-begotten status

 2) We are children (teknia) (plural) but He is the Son

 3) We are born of God, but He is born of the Father.

John has made some very theologically precise connections here. 

In the NA version, Christ’s Sonship in relation to the Father is not explicitly stated in the Prologue —even though our status as children of God is explicitly stated. . Furthermore, in the NA, Christ is described as the only-begotten God,  and this doesn’t correspond to our “child” status—unlike the word “Son”. I think these are arguments against the NA reading, but the TR corresponds excellently with our wonderful status as sons . . .

“For whom he did foreknow, he also did predestinate to be conformed to the image of his Son, that He might be the firstborn among many brethren.” (Rom 8:29)

 6) Some Concluding Thoughts

 i) There is a lot more to the structure of the Prologue as the many, many studies of this topic demonstrate! In addition to chiastic analyses which describe the structure (in much greater depth than has been attempted here!) it is possible/likely that there may also be a  concomitant “panel” (parallel) structure to the Prologue too since  v. 14 starts again speaking about the Word (who was introduced in v. 1) and does do this time in terms of  “our” (first person plural) response to the Word. These two sections are each followed by corresponding sections about John, and then there is a further section in each case after that. There are other types of analysis too, and I have not looked at these yet either! 

 ii) With the NA text (252 words = 21x12) we would expect, if word counts are significant, for these factors to appear in the structural components of the text. It is certainly true that the number 12 appears at the start of the text since it is the word count for each of the first four “stanzas” as already discussed. It also appears in “composite” form subsequently as the combination of 11 words followed by 13 words and vice versa. However the number 21 as far as I can see only appears in the composite form 42 (=21x2) in the NA word count for verses 16-18 (I have included the word “and” (kai) at the beginning on v. 16 in this word count whereas I included it in the previous sub-section in the TR analysis.)

Although the number 21 does not appear to occur explicitly in the Prologue in the NA version, it does occur explicitly in the TR version as we have already seen—in the 42 word closing section of the Prologue (verses 16-18) the middle of this section consists of the two words “the truth”. Up till this point, John 
seems to have avoided using this number which is perhaps surprising given that the opening verses of the Prologue are so closely inter-textually related to the opening two verses of Genesis which (famously!) contain 21 words divided into three lines each of seven words. John has clearly avoided replicating this word count aspect at the start of the Prologue, but seems to have included it here at the climax of the Prologue showing that whilst “the heavens declare the glory of the Lord” in the original creation, it is Jesus Christ, the Truth, who much more gloriously and fully reveals God in the New Creation.
7) Appendix—A Possible Chiastic Analysis of John 1:18
 As noted earlier, John 1:18 is 16 words long in the Textus Receptus.

 The verse consists of two sentences—both about God. When one looks at the Greek text, the expected reference to God at the end of the verse, either as a noun or as a pronoun, is missing. A few English translations reflect this. For example, the NKJV uses italics to supply the meaning:

 “No one has seen God at any time. The only begotten Son, who is in the bosom of the Father, He has declared Him”

However, most translations simply supply “Him” with no attempt to indicate that this word in absent from the text. 

I think the NKJV has done the right thing here, but I also think that we should attempt to show what, so far as we can tell,  John is “getting at” and I would like to propose two suggestions. The noun for God at the beginning of the verse, Theos, is in the accusative case—hence Theon, and the italicised Him of the NKJV corresponds correctly to this since it also is grammatically accusative. 

One way we could attempt to unravel the implied structure would be something like:

                   Here are two contrasting statements about God: 

   1) No-one has seen Him at any time [shorter negative statement]

   2) The only-begotten Son who is in the bosom of the Father, this One has

        declared Him [longer positive statement]

Or we could do something more adventurous, and recognise that since God is the actual first word and the implied last word—we could make the verse into a circle: by omitting the final “Him”, John almost invites us to do this! (I once did an analogous thing with the sequence of mentions of Mary and Martha in John’s account of the raising of Lazarus with interesting mathematical, theological and practical results!)
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Finally, here is a chiastic analysis (overleaf)  with brief notes:

Notes:

 1) A indicates the subject, (or perhaps more accurately, the Object!) of the chiasm, namely God. (God in not in the nominative but in the accusative case.)

 2) B gives us a negative statement—that  i) no-one ii) has seen God at any time. The verb “has seen” is perfect tense, and the “at any time” or “ever yet” applies this  statement definitively to all previous times.

 3) B` contrasts markedly with B! The “That One” of B`(i) contrasts sharply with the  “no-one”  of B(i) and the “has declared” of B`(ii) both corresponds to, and simultaneously contrasts with, “has seen at any time” of B(ii): B` expresses a definitive past action, but in B the action (or inaction!) continues over a duration of past time. The verbs “have seen” and “declares” are clearly not quite the same, but also, seeing is what humans do—(or in this case, rather, have failed to do!) but, declaring is what Jesus has done. When B and B` are read together, we 
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have a definitive statement of the need for revelation by God! John is I suggest, “looking back” at the work of Christ—the work which He will now describe in the Gospel—and I think that accounts for his use of the past tense for Christ’s “declaring” of God, but this topic is far better treated in the commentaries than anything I could write.

 4) What, or rather, Who, has made the difference between the negative situation of B and the positive situation of B`? The answer is “the only-begotten Son who is in the bosom of the Father” (i.e. C, D, C` in the diagram). This is very much in accord with chiastic structures generally, where the contents of the lower part of the chiasm often represent an “advance” and  a comment on the upper half—since they are also “informed” by the important “new” information at the heart or centre of the chiasm. 

 Structurally, Son in C and Father in C` correspond as do the complementary adjectival phrases: in relation to the Father, the Son is  both only-begotten and in His bosom—both expressive of great closeness, connection and intimacy. 










