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This is the first of two articles on how the Fourth Evangelist has ingeniously embedded 
the light metaphor in the prologue of the Fourth Gospel. The prologue is replete with this 
metaphor. A thorough discourse analysis explores the text’s inner texture to determine the 
rhetoric and network of semantic relations, regarding light as the subject. From here the text’s 
sacred texture is investigated. Various theological themes are interwoven into the text, with 
light being a consistent, embedded metaphor, embracing a wealth of facets and interpretations. 
This research focuses on the embedded light metaphor in the Johannine prologue as it relates 
to the Logos’s ontological identity and functionality before his incarnation.

Introduction
On first reading, the Fourth Gospel (hereafter FG) seems straightforward and easy to understand. 
However, a careful study of the text reveals more than first meets the mind’s eye. Features of 
the Fourth Evangelist’s (hereafter FE) writing are the underlying themes embedded in the 
text, for example his use of double entendre (double meaning), his cyclic reasoning and many 
chiastic structures. The FG and prologue contain various well–organised, pictorially interwoven, 
theological themes that lend themselves to interpretation. 
	
This research emphasises the positive theological exposition of the prologue from the perspective 
of the prevailing light concept. The objective is firstly to indicate the comprehensive embeddedness 
of the light metaphor in the Johannine prologue, and secondly to highlight the many features of the 
light metaphor. Finally, this investigation shows how the light metaphor connects major themes 
in the prologue – light being one of the key theological themes of the prologue. We examine the 
identity and function of light before the incarnation of the Logos with a view to gaining a better 
understanding of the prologue and the rest of the FG.
	
A dual approach will be followed: (1) a discourse analysis of the text to identify the various 
semantic overtones regarding the light metaphor, and to structure the research, and (2) a 
theological reading to correlate and interpret these semantic overtones.1 

An inner-textural and sacred-textural reading of the prologue
An orientation to inner-textural and sacred-textural reading
The purpose of the inner-textural analysis of the prologue’s text is to gain in-depth knowledge 
of the text’s words, word patterns, voices, structures, devices and modes. This forms the context 
for meaning and interpretation (Robbins 1996:7). In this article, the discourse analysis helped 
to highlight the different semantic relations between words and concepts and to determine the 
rhetoric of the FE in this text. 

1.The inner-textural and sacred-textural readings of a text are textures used in the socio-rhetorical methodology as developed by Vernon 
Robbins (see Robbins 1996). Another scholar, Duane Watson, is working in collaboration with Robbins on this methodology. In my 
usage of this terminology I do not comply with the way Robbins and Watson use it. For me it is just an indication and reference to work 
with the text (inner-texture) and the theological discourse (sacred-texture) generated by the text. The reference to a ‘dual approach’ 
only refers to the abovementioned two approaches that will be exploited in this research.
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Die metafoor van lig ingebed in die Johannese proloog, Deel 1: Die Lig voor die Inkarnasie. 
Hierdie is die eerste van twee artikels om aan te toon hoe die vierde Evangelis vindingryk 
die lig-metafoor in die proloog van die vierde Evangelie ingebed het. Die proloog is gevul 
met hierdie metafoor. Deur middel van ‘n behoorlike diskoersanalise is die diepte-struktuur 
van die teks ondersoek om die retoriek en netwerk van semantiese verhoudings vanaf 
die perspektief van lig as onderwerp te bepaal. Hierna is die teologiese-struktuur van die 
teks ondersoek. Verskeie teologiese temas is in die teks verweef, met ‘lig’ as ‘n konstante 
verankerde metafoor wat ‘n rykdom van fasette en interpretasie insluit. Hierdie navorsing 
fokus op die ingebedheid van die lig-metafoor in die Johannese proloog soos wat dit verband 
hou met die ontologiese identiteit en funksionaliteit van die Woord voor die inkarnasie.
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At a stylistic level, the movement of thought and the technique 
which the FE uses influence the whole research process. In 
the prologue (and discourses) he uses the technique of verbal 
links through keywords, concatenation of ideas by means 
of recourse to earlier ideas, and inclusio whereby thought is 
brought back to its starting point (Schnackenburg 1980:115f.). 
The FE’s train of thought also revolves around certain 
concepts, but moving forward despite its circular motion. The 
FE’s pattern of thought is almost spiral: although thoughts 
circle and return, they still progress to a higher, more 
explanatory, level. This meditative way of thought uses few 
arguments but proceeds progressively deeper into its subject 
to gain better and higher understanding (Schnackenburg 
1980:116f.).

The sacred–texture will help to locate the ways the text speaks 
about God and the Logos who are also presented as the Light 
(cf. Robbins 1996:120). At a theological level, Van der Watt 
(1995:91–126) makes a useful contribution to the structural 
exposition of Johannine theology (see also Loader 1984:188–
216) which he indicates as a ‘pictorial representation’. He 
indicates how the Johannine thought system (Christology, 
soteriology, ethics, pneumatology and eschatology) which is 
organic-systematic in character can be presented pictorially. 
The different themes are linked organically and recall one 
another systematically for they are spread throughout the 
FG. He emphasises that:

Johannes telkens uit die teologiese bedding wat sistematies 
saamhang, geput het en die temas konsekwent deur die 
Evangelie aangebied het. Dit kan ook as verklaring dien waarom 
dieselfde temas deur die loop van die Evangelie telkens na 
vore tree en waarom Johannes verkies om met ‘n beperkte 
aantal temas te werk. In die piktorale samehang is die temas 
nie logies-opeenvolgend (kettingagtig) gestruktureer nie, maar 
logies verbandhoudend (piktoraal). [John often uses themes from 
his theological bed, which systematically coheres. He then presents 
these themes consistently throughout the Gospel. This clarifies why 
similar themes occasionally occur throughout the Gospel and also why 
John prefers to work with a limited number of themes. In this pictorial 
coherence the themes are not structured logically-consecutively but 
logically related.] (Van der Watt 1991:93–126)

Meeks’s (1972:68) earlier perception supports Van der Watt’s 
hypothesis when he says: ‘[t]he reader cannot understand 
any part of the FG until he understands the whole’. Koester 
(2008:3) supports the view of Van der Watt and Meeks: 
‘[t]he present form of the Gospel can rightly be read as a 
whole’. Each time, this organic-systematic pictorial structure 
forces the exegete to view every specific theme against the 
background of other themes.

The inner-textural reading of the Johannine 
prologue
A brief investigation of the prologue begins with a discourse 
analysis to highlight the semantic relations and rhetorical 
arguments of the FE in the text. This is necessary to prevent 
any form of repetition in the case of critical analysis, to 
determine the focal point that constitutes the lens through 
which the interpretation and understanding of the semantic 
relations of the prologue will be conducted, to determine 

the rhetoric and contemplation of the FE, to point out the 
comprehensive embeddedness of the light metaphor, and 
to create a logical perceptible profile of the Light, before the 
incarnation, as a conceptual system used by the FE in the 
prologue. 

In recent decades, many studies have proved that a kind 
of symmetry pattern or structure, which clearly forms a 
chiasmus, is discernible in the prologue.2 The results of these 
studies provide evidence that the structure of the prologue is 
chiastic. The different criteria used to construct the chiasmus 
end up in different chiastic structures. 

Thus, the prologue can be divided into two main sections, 
each having its own structuring principles (Van der Watt 
1995:329–331). In each section, at least three ‘actors’ are 
mentioned, and their actions are repeated. This infers that 
events like the witnessing of John the Baptist, the incarnation 
of the Son and his presence with the Father are narrated 
twice. 

See the addendum at the end of this article for a discourse 
analysis of the Johannine prologue, in chiastic structure, 
conducted from the perspective of the light metaphor. 

An explanation of the proposed chiastic structure
From the perspective of the light motif, the above chiastic 
structure3 can be presented, briefly and pictorial-logically, as 
follows:4

A 	    Logos (Light) was with God (from eternity)	             vv. 1—2
B	     The Light created and gave light in the darkness	             vv.3—5
C	     Baptist witnessed the Light	                                                    vv. 6—9
D	    The Light came into the world  (-)                                        vv. 10—11
E	     Acceptance of the Light                                                          vv. 12—13
D’    Incarnation of the Ligh          (+)                                             v. 14
C’    Baptist witnessed the Light	                                                   v. 15
B’	    The Light gives grace and truth                                           vv. 16—17
A’    The Light (in his bosom) explained God	              v. 18

The pivot5 of this prologue, and that of the above chiastic 
structure,6 is to be found in cluster E (vv. 12–13)7. This 

2.Boismard (1957), LaMarche (1964), Borgen (1970), Hooker (1970), Culpepper 
(1981), Van der Watt (1995), Keener (2003) and Neyrey (2007:38–41), to name a 
few, believe that the prologue is chiastic. In their investigation, each one follows 
different criteria and considerations, and accordingly proposes their chiastic 
structure of the prologue.

3.Van der Watt (1995:330) bases the division on the order of the appearance of the 
‘characters’ and the time in the salvation history, which they represent. For him the 
important figures are structurally related. Culpepper (1981:8) bases his chiasmus 
on the following three criteria: language, concepts and content. Although based 
on the semantic relations proposed by us, this chiastic structure looks similar to 
that proposed by Brown (1966:3) who based his structure on a poetic hymn (which 
he did not see as chiastic) as composed in the Johannine church. This structure is 
also closely related to the text of the New American Bible with only a few structural 
differences.

4.The explanation and verification of how and why these semantic clusters relate 
to each other will not be repeated here but are available in the unpublished 
dissertation of Albalaa (2007:75–77).

5.There is no agreement among scholars as to where the centre of the chiasmus 
should be exactly. Nevertheless it is widely accepted that it lies in the vicinity of 
verses 10–13. Culpepper (1981:4–8) unconvincingly goes too far in forcing verses 
11 and 13 into a chiastic relation in order to make 12.1 the pivot of the prologue. 
Van der Watt (1995:331–335) rejects the reference to a ‘central theme’ in one single 
verse in the prologue. Hengel (2008:268) determines verse 14 as the climax and 
goal.

6.Also see the discourse analysis of Hengel (2008:293–294).

7.Verse 12 describes the responsibility of humankind in the redemption process. 
Verse 13 depicts what is happening simultaneously during this same process from 
the divine perspective. 
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then implies that the rest of the prologue has to be viewed 
semantically or interpreted through the lens of redemption, 
which comprises the enlightenment of people. The fact that 
the Logos met with misunderstanding and rejection from 
humans when he came into the world is now contrasted with 
the fact that there were still some who ‘received him’ ὅσοι δὲ 
ἔλαβον αὐτόν (12.1). This dialectical procedure clearly shows 
the hand of the FE (Schnackenburg 1980:261). 

The chiasmus serves to link these two sections and to show 
that the same important matters are dealt with in both of 
them, but from different perspectives. Two perceptions of the 
same reality are given. In the first section (vv. 1–11) historical 
events are described chronologically. To establish their true 
significance, these historical events should be seen from the 
divine perspective of grace and truth (vv. 14–18). 

This investigation will not follow the structure of the chiasmus 
sequentially, but rather the semantic cluster network as 
indicated in the discourse analysis. The focal points of these 
clusters are the following:

1.	 The Word, who is God, is also the Light.
2.	 The Logos (who is the Light) reveals God.
3.	 The Light created the world into which He came.
4.	 The Baptist witnessed the Light.
5.	 The Light came into the world.
6.	 The Light shines in the darkness so that His glory could 

be seen.
7.	 The darkness could not overwhelm the Light.
8.	 The Light brings salvation.

The different clusters of semantic relations (a–h) clearly and 
convincingly point out how the entire prologue is saturated 
with the light metaphor. Each of these clusters is connected 
with some aspect or nuance of the light metaphor. The 
following subsection substantiates this further in discussing 
the profiles of clusters a–d.8 

Conclusion 
The discourse analysis with the indicated semantic 
combinations convincingly points out how the light metaphor 
is embedded in the prologue of the FG, with the result that 
the entire prologue is filled with this notion. This facilitates 
an investigation of the theological texture to construe the 
pictorial9 theological interwovenness and to understand the 
prologue as an illumination-oriented construct.

A sacred-textural reading of the discourse 
analysis of the prologue10

The following is a concise discussion of the semantic 
relations indicated above and their theological meaning 
and implications from the perspective that Jesus Christ, the 

8.This first article of two will focus on the semantic clusters a,b and d. 

9.See footnote 1.

10.Please note that all the text references regarding the prologue are according to 
their use in the discourse analysis. The sequence of the discussion of the eight 
identified concepts through the semantic relations in the discourse analysis does 
not follow the sequence of the chiasmus and text. The sequence to be followed is 
that of the logical flow of events. 

only Son of God, is the Logos or Light, who came to reveal 
(enlighten) and to save (lighten).

The Word, who is God, is also the Light (cluster f)
The prologue starts by setting Jesus’ ministry in a cosmic 
framework (Koester 2008:8). Therefore, this subsection 
investigates the relationship between the following concepts: 
Logos, God, Life, Light, only Son of God or the Father, and 
Jesus Christ. 

Semantic relations: 

1.3 καὶ ....... θεὸς ἦν . ὁ λόγος
4.1 ἐν αὐτῷ ζωὴ ἦν, 				  
4.2 καὶ .... ἡ ζωὴ ἦν τὸ φῶς τῶν ἀνθρώπων•

9.1 ........................ Ἦν τὸ φῶς τὸ ἀληθινόν,

14.3.1 δόξαν ὡς μονογενοῦς παρὰ πατρός, 	
17.2 ἡ χάρις καὶ ἡ ἀλήθεια διὰ ʼΙησοῦ Χριστοῦ ἐγένετο
18.2 μονογενὴς θεὸς ὁ ὢν εἰς τὸν κόλπον τοῦ πατρὸς ἐκεῖνος ἐξηγήσατο. 

The semantic relations in the first cluster are created by 
the multiple occurrences of the verb ἦν. The prologue 
associates the Logos with God, life and light (in the second 
cluster also with ‘the only Son of the Father’ and with ‘Jesus 
Christ’). This association governs the entire narrative.

Interpretation of related texts:11 In the prologue, the readers 
of the FG understood the meaning of certain terms – such as 
Logos, life, light and darkness – because these were words 
drawn from everyday language. But in both the original 
Greek text and the English translation of the prologue, these 
terms do not denote or mean what they do in everyday 
language. In the prologue, they are used to refer to some 
qualities of a person, namely the only Son of God (14.3.1; 
18.2) or Jesus Christ (17.2). In everyday language, ‘words’ do 
not ‘become flesh’, nor do they possess the property of ‘glory’ 
(Petersen 1993:8).  

Thus, the FE is using everyday language but in a special way; 
this is implicitly and explicitly contrasted with everyday 
usage. In this regard it can be said that he is using a special 
language (Petersen 1993:9). What happens here is that the 
FE employs metaphors in some cases because metaphors 
can be used non–contradictorily to say one thing is another 
(Petersen 1993:10), for example ‘the life is the light’ (4.2). But 
in verse 5 it is different.12 In verse 5 the FE writes, ‘[t]he light 
shines in the darkness and the darkness has not overcome it’,13 and 
in verse 9 he makes a parallel assertion that ‘the true light 
that enlightens every man14 was coming into the world; he 

11.This subsection is very much embedded in the work of Petersen (1993:8–22). Yet 
there are various points that differ from his. For example, he tries to prove that 
linguistically all three nouns (Logos, life and light) have to be understood only 
literally. This is a fallacy because the entire literary context of the prologue must 
be considered.   

12.Bultmann (1978:40) is correct in that in verse 5 light is not spoken of figuratively; 
also see pages 40–45 on the varieties of the usage in the FG. For further discussion 
on distinguishing between figurative and literal usage, see Conzelmann (1974:349–
353).

13.The verb καταλαμβάνειν [to seize] may mean ‘to overcome’, or, especially in the 
middle, ‘to grasp with the mind’, ‘to understand’. See Brown (1966:8), Barrett 
(1975:132), Keener (2003:387) and Lincoln (2005:99) for an elaborate discussion. 
According to Barrett (1975:132), the FE may well be playing on the two meanings. 
However, the parallelism between οὐ κατέλαβεν, οὐκ ἔγνω and οὐ παρέλαβον in 
5.2, 10.3 and 11.2 as well as the semantic relation between οὐ παρέλαβον (11.2) 
and ἔλαβον (12.1) suggest that the FE uses these verbs synonymously to mean 
‘receive’ or ‘understand’. See Bultmann (1978:48) on synonyms in the prologue.

14.Keener (2003:385) points out that Jesus as the Word of God and as Wisdom and 
Torah is light to enlighten the people of God, just as the Torah was light that was 
offered to the people of God at Sinai.
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was in the world … yet the world knew him not … and his 
own people received him not’.

The statement ‘the light shines in the darkness and the 
darkness has not overcome it’ does not need to be construed 
metaphorically. Only when verse 5 is read along with verse 
9 does the possibility of metaphor arise. The light shining in 
the darkness (5.1) could be a metaphor for light coming into 
and being in the world (9.1.1.1). ‘Shining’ could be a metaphor 
for ‘coming into’ (9.1.1.1), ‘being in’ (10.1), whilst ‘darkness’ 
could be a metaphor for the world. Thus, ‘the world’ would 
be assigned the attribute of ‘darkness’ but would not be 
darkness, and ‘coming into’ and ‘being in’ would be given the 
attribute of shining without being shining (Petersen 1993:11).

Difficulties arise when it becomes clear that light is the 
subject of both statements. In verse 5.1 light seems to 
denote solar light, to which ‘shining’ and ‘in the darkness’ 
fit conventionally. In verse 9 light is anthropomorphised. 
This is substantiated by expressions such as ‘coming into’ 
(9.1.1.1), ‘being in’ (10.1), ‘was made through him’ (10.2), ‘he 
came to his own home’ (11.1), and ‘his own people’ (11.2). 
Consequently, the statement in 5.1 is not a metaphor for the 
one in 9.1 but rather vice versa: 9.1 is an anthropomorphic 
metaphor for the statement in 5.1. The question arises here: 
What is the FE referring to in 5.1 when he speaks of light? It is 
clear that he has not used the word metaphorically (Petersen 
1993:12). Does it then mean that he is using it literally and, if 
not, what is he trying to refer to? Or is it a typical Johannine 
appearance where the word is used in a dualistic capacity of 
being a metaphor in one sense and not a metaphor in another 
sense? To have clarity on these questions, verses 3–4 had to 
be incorporated into this discussion.

Life in 4.1 could be understood as residing in Logos and 
being involved in creation. The personal pronoun in 4.1 
relates to the personal pronouns in 2.1 and 3.1. Due to the fact 
that the FE refers to Jesus throughout the gospel as Logos,15 
the Light, and the Life (Jn 1:9–11, 14; 8:12; 11:25), verse 4 
could be understood as inferring that Life, like Light and 
Logos (all three capitalised), was ‘in Logos’16 and that ‘the 
Life was the Light for men’.17 Further, ‘Life’ and ‘Light’ could 
be understood as metaphors respectively used for Logos. In 
this sense the quality of life will be attributed to Logos, and 
the quality of light would be attributed to life. This means 
that Logos has to have a literal reference to whatever the 
FE intends this expression to refer to, because it would be 
metaphorically granted the quality of life, which word will 
now have to be un-capitalised. However, when one reads that 
‘the Life was the light of men’ (4.2), ‘Life’ would have to be 
capitalised and understood to be a literal reference, for now 
the un-capitalised light would be a metaphorical attribute of 
‘Life’. Consequently ‘Logos’ would refer literally, ‘the Life or 

15. The Son in Jesus as God’s Logos, Wisdom and Torah, is light to enlighten God’s 
people. Light is universally acknowledged as a symbol of life itself and of the 
human mind with its self-consciousness. In biblical tradition the imagery of light 
is used to describe the existence, presence and abode of God, and the creative 
and saving acts of God. Also the revelation of God Creation, Wisdom and Torah 
are described in terms of light (Ps 119:105, 130; Pr 6:23). See also Dodd (1963:84), 
and Keener (2003:385). 

16.In his comparison of commentaries, Cahill (1976:54) generated the hypothesis that 
the usage of ‘Logos’ in the Johannine prologue is a case of centring.

17.Throughout the FG light and life are closely associated (Malina & Rohrbauch 
1998:31).

life’ would refer both literally and metaphorically, and ‘the 
light’ would only refer metaphorically. But in verse 9.1 φῶς 
is personalised to relate literally to life in 4.2. Thus, it can be 
deduced that if ‘Logos’ and ‘God’ refer literally, so could ‘the 
Life’ and ‘the Light’ (Petersen 1993:13).

In the above discussion of the relation between verse 5 and 
verses 9–11, it has been pointed out that ‘the Light’ does refer 
literally. Viewed as such, ‘the Life’ could be ‘in’ the ‘Logos’ 
just as the Logos was ‘with’ God, and the Light ‘being’ the 
Life of men could be understood in terms of the Logos ‘being’ 
God. In this sense, ‘the Logos’, ‘God’, ‘the Life’ and ‘the 
Light’ could all be used synonymously to refer literally to 
the same referential entity. This is also comprehensible from 
the comparison between the statements in verses 3.1 and 10.2 
(Petersen 1993:13). 

The synonymity of ‘the Logos’ and ‘the Light’ (and ‘the Life’ 
by implication) is further established by the fact that in the 
prologue creation happened through their involvement:  

πάντα .... διʼ αὐτοῦ ἐγένετο, ...…..… The Logos (3.1)
ὁ κόσμος διʼ αὐτοῦ ἐγένετο, …...….. The Light (10.2)18

Because the one creation of ‘all things’ or ’the world’ is 
attributed to both ‘the Logos’ and ‘the Light’, the latter two 
expressions are used synonymously to refer to the same 
referent. This is substantiated even further by the fact that 
Jesus is (implicitly) both ‘the Logos’ in its incarnate form (v. 14) 
and ‘the Light’ as it appeared in the world. The same can 
be said of ‘the Life’. If the verb was (ἦν), in 4.1, is taken as a 
copula, ‘the Life’ is synonymous with ‘the Light’ (ἡ ζωὴ ἦν τὸ 
φῶς, 4.2)19. This interpretation is further supported by the fact 
that Jesus, who is ‘the Logos’ and ‘the Light’ (ʼΕγώ εἰμι τὸ φῶς 
τοῦ κόσμου· ὁ ἀκολουθῶν ἐμοὶ οὐ μὴ περιπατήσῃ ἐν τῇ σκοτίᾳ, ἀλλʼ 
ἕξει τὸ φῶς τῆς ζωῆς, Jn 8:1), also claims to be ‘the Life’ (ʼΕγώ 
εἰμι ἡ ὁδὸς καὶ ἡ ἀλήθεια καὶ ἡ ζωή, Jn 14:6) elsewhere in the 
FG. Because of this synonymity, the four expressions about 
Jesus Christ (Logos, God, Life, and Light) are synonymous20 
and create a λόγος–θεὸς–ζωὴ–φῶς matrix. In this sense their 
reference is literal, not metaphorical, and they each refer to 
the same entity: the Light (φω̂ς) is also the ‘Life’ (ζωὴ) or the 
‘Logos’ (λόγος) or ‘God’ (θεόν).21 This conclusion certainly 
has important implications for the rest of this study. It infers 

18. Also confer the predicated light, Ἦν τὸ φῶς τὸ ἀληθινόν (v. 9). Philo (Dreams 1.75) 
refers to God as light and the archetype of all other kinds of light. He (Alleg. Interp. 
3.25—26; Planting 9) also refers to the Logos as the source of light and life.

19.The syntax at the end of 3.2 (ὃ γέγονεν) and the beginning of 4.1 (ἐν αὐτῷ ζωὴ ἦν) 
presents a real challenge to biblical scholars. The syntax actually contributes less to 
the understanding of the text’s critical problem than the context contributes, since 
the FE identifies ‘life’ (ζωὴ) with light (φῶς, Jn 1:4; 8:12), whilst light contextually 
refers to Jesus Christ (Jn 1:9–10), then at a functional level, life is ultimately Jesus 
himself (Jn 11:25; 14:6). This is emphasised in the body of the gospel in Jesus’s 
declaration that ‘as the Father has life in himself so he has granted the Son also 
to have life in himself’ (ὥσπερ γὰρ ὁ πατὴρ ἔχει ζωὴν ἐν ἑαυτῷ, οὕτως καὶ τῷ υἱῷ 
ἔδωκεν ζωὴν ἔχειν ἐν ἑαυτῷ, Jn 5:26). All life flowed through the Logos; He has life 
in himself, and the power to communicate it to others (Jn 5:21; 10:10).

20.In verse 14 the FE equates the ‘glory of the Logos’ (14.3) with the ‘glory of the only 
Son of the Father’ (14.3.1). This glory has been defined as χάριτος καὶ ἀληθείας 
(14.3.1). This χάριτος καὶ ἀληθείας is said to be come (ἐγένετο) through Jesus Christ 
(διὰ ʼΙησοῦ Χριστοῦ). This logical argument proves that Logos is the ‘only Son of 
the Father’ and He is also Jesus Christ. Thus Logos, God, Life, Light, only Son of 
God, and Jesus Christ refer to the same entity. 

21.It is at this point in time that divergence starts to creep in concerning Petersen’s 
(1993:14) interpretation. For him the literal meaning is absolute; there is no room 
either for simultaneous metaphorical understanding. If this is true, then why did 
the FE not only continue using Logos when referring to the only Son of the Father? 
Certainly, the words ‘Logos’, ‘life’ and ‘light’ not only refer to the same entity, but 
metaphorically also to certain qualities and functions of the only Son of God. 
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and legitimises that everything written in the prologue can 
be interpreted and understood from the perspective of light. 
	
However, the light concept is also used metaphorically, 
and this usage is constituted by its combination with 
‘darkness’ and also with the relation between light and 
life.22 In verses 4 and 5, light and darkness metaphors 
are used for the first time in a cosmic framework. The 
Logos as the Life and the Light takes up a position over 
and against darkness as a symbol of the evil stubbornness 
of the world, which rejected him (v. 5, 8–9).23 According 
to this metaphor, light reveals the power of God.24 It 
emanates from the Logos, and manifests the life given 
to people through him. The Life referred to here is divine 
life, the primary source of all life, natural and supernatural. It 
has a theological dimension which is God’s relationship 
to human beings, and a physical dimension since the 
Logos was the absolute creative power through which 
‘all things’ came into being and nothing was created 
without him (v. 3). This Life is the light of men, for from 
the Logos they receive the light (v. 9), the light of grace and 
truth (v. 17).25 

Conclusion: This subsection dealt with the nature and 
character of the Light, which is personified in Jesus Christ. 
On the one hand it has been characterised in terms of the 
λόγος–θεὸς–ζωὴ–φῶς matrix. On the other hand it has been 
indicated that the metaphorical application of light occurs in 
its combination with darkness and the relation between light 
and life. 

The Logos (who is the Light) reveals God (cluster d)
This section investigates the close semantic relationship 
between verses 1–2 and 18. The relationship between the Logos 
and God is examined to provide a better understanding of the 
nature of the ‘light metaphor’. Although there are no explicit 
references to ‘light’ (φῶς) in this text, it is metaphorically and 
implicitly present in the two verbs ἑώρακεν and ἐξηγήσατο.

Semantic relations:

1.1  ʼΕν ἀρχῇ ἦν ὁ λόγος 
1.2  καὶ ................ ὁ λόγος ἦν πρὸς τὸν θεόν	
1.3  καὶ θεὸς ἦν ὁ λόγος		
2.1  ... οὗτος ἦν ἐν ἀρχῇ .... πρὸς τὸν θεόν 

18.1 θεὸν οὐδεὶς ἑώρακεν πώποτε	
18.2 μονογενὴς θεὸς ὁ ὢν εἰς τὸν κόλπον τοῦ πατρὸς ἐκεῖνος ἐξηγήσατο

There is a remarkable correlation between verses 1–2 and 18. 
Reading them together, it seems as if verses 1–2 prepare for 

22. Light and life were natural images to use together. The Son comes into the world 
as the Logos who brings life from the Father, and as the Light who reveals the 
Father and the Father’s gift of eternal life. See Mullins (2003:58). Such conjoining 
also occurs in Hebrew poetry (Jb 3:20; 10:21–22; 17:13; 18:18; Ps 36:9; 107:10, 14).

23.In verse 5.1 ‘darkness’ appears to represent a state of condition and in 5.2 a power. 
Both are negative in character. They are opposite to the illumination that the Light 
generates (Waetjen 2001:270).

24. In the conflict between light and darkness, the reader is already assured that light 
will win (Malina & Rohrbauch 1998:31).

25.Kruse (2003:63) notes that the FE did not make it clear how the divine life in the 
Logos illuminated human beings. Kruse also mentioned two suggestions of two 
different groups of scholars: firstly this verse relates to the creation of human 
beings in the image of God, and secondly it refers to the light of general revelation.

making sense of verse 18. Because the function of the Son 
μονογενὴς θεὸς is to explain and to reveal the divine secrets 
of the Father (Brown 1966:18), the FE prepares the reader in 
1–2 by characterising the Logos, which he identifies later on 
as the only Son of the Father (14.3.1). The fact that the Logos 
existed in the ‘beginning’ (ἐν ἀρχῇ) and he is God (καὶ θεὸς ἦν 
ὁ λόγος, 1.3) and he was with God (οὗτος ἦν ἐν ἀρχῇ πρὸς τὸν 
θεόν, 1.2; 2.1) explains why he could have had such a close 
relationship with God (ὁ ὢν εἰς τὸν κόλπον τοῦ πατρὸς, 18.2) 
and why only he could explain (ἐκεῖνος ἐξηγήσατο, 18.2) the 
unseen (οὐδεὶς ἑώρακεν, 18.1) God.

Interpretation of related texts: This subsection tries to point 
out how the prologue is saturated with references to Jesus’s 
relationship with God. This is necessary to legitimise the 
truth of his revelation (enlightenment) about the Father in 
this world. The prologue starts with the expression ʼΕν ἀρχῇ 
(1.1; 2.1). It is the same as that of the LXX version of Genesis 
1:1.26 The parallel continues into the next verses. ‘Beginning’ 
alludes here to the beginning of creation (Col 1:16; Heb 
11:3).27 Other Genesis allusions such as life, light, darkness 
and explicit reference to the creation of the world (Gn 1:3) 
reinforce this point. Thus, ‘beginning’ refers here to the period 
before creation and is a designation, more than temporal, of 
the sphere of God (cf. Schnackenburg 1980:233).28 

To emphasise the pre-existent life of the Logos in eternity 
with God, the FE repeatedly (seven times) uses the verb ἦν (v. 
1, 2, 4, 8), the imperfect of the verb ‘to be’ in its absolute and 
predicative uses. This verb (ἦν) expresses an ongoing event 
(Hengel 2008:275). Its significance is reflected constantly in 
the ‘I am’ (ʼΕγώ εἰμι) proclamations of Jesus where he refers to 
himself in terms that recall the revelation of the divine name 
to Moses at the burning bush. This infers that the Logos 
existed, in eternity, before the beginning, outside of time and 
space (Whitacre 1999:50; Burridge 2007:293).29 The attention 
of the reader is drawn beyond creation and directed into the 
life of God to encounter the pre-existent Logos. The prologue 
begins its account in eternity with the Father, showing that 
the Logos who became the human being (14.1), Jesus Christ 
(17.2), already existed in the beginning (Mullins 2003:48).

To inform the readers about the relationship between λόγος 
and θεὸς the FE wrote that λόγος is ‘with God’.30 The phrase 
πρὸς τὸν θεόν31 occurs twice (1.3 and 2.1) and refers to the 

26.Brown (1966:4); Ridderbos (1997:23); Malina & Rohrbauch (1998:31); Whitacre 
(1999:49); Mullins (2003:48); Riches (2005:69); Burridge (2007:293). Borgen 
(1970:288–295) argues that the prologue is an exposition of Genesis 1:1ff.

27.See Keener (2003:365) for more references. Lincoln (2005:94) has a different 
viewpoint: according to him, ‘beginning’ refers to the absolute beginning in the 
sphere of God. See other occurrences of ἀρχῇ in John 2:11, 8:25, 25:27, 16:4 and 
6:64. Du Rand (2000:243-259) connects the creation in John 1:1–3 with the new 
creation and argues that Christ is involved in both.

28.Bear in mind here the introduction of Mark: ‘The beginning of the Gospel of 
Jesus Christ’. See also Brown (1966:4); see also the introduction of 1 John. Riches 
(2005:69) points out the incomprehensibility of ‘beginning’.

29.This eternal existence stands in contrast to the verbs ἐγένετο, γέγονεν and γενέσθαι 
(came to be), which illustrate the finite existence of all creation, and all human 
beings who ‘came to be’. 

30.See Phillips (2006:151–152) for a discussion of the meaning of πρὸς with the 
accusative.

31.Despite the strange present participle ὁ ὢν (18.2), this phrase is a variant on πρὸς 
τὸν θεόν in verses 1–2. What is envisaged here is the intimate relationship between 
the Father and his only Son (μονογενὴς θεὸς), as is suggested in verses 1–2.
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personal distinctiveness of the Logos with God, which has 
been further epitomised as ‘the Father’ (τοῦ πατρὸς, 14.3.1; 
18.2). To be with God (πρὸς, 1.2; 2.1 or ‘in the bosom’ εἰς τὸν 
κόλπον, 18.2) means that the Logos (Son) is distinct from him. 
This second affirmation speaks also of the personal union of 
the Logos with God (Schnackenburg 1980:233). The FE uses 
the preposition πρὸς in such a context to indicate personal 
relationship. He repeatedly emphasises Jesus’s intimacy with 
the Father, sometimes in the language of him being in the 
Father (Jn 3:2; 8:29; 16:32; 17:20–23), as Jesus also is with his 
disciples (Jn 11:54; 13:33; 14:9; 15:27; 16:4; 17:12).32 The Logos 
of the FE has a special relationship with God: it is indicated in 
part by the preposition πρὸς with the accusative,33 and more 
by the continual reaffirmations of their close relationship 
throughout the FG. The image of father-son is depicted in this 
gospel as that of a perfect, ideal father-son relationship (Jn 
8:29, 35–38).34 The recapitulation of the Logos to be identified 
as with God in verse 2 emphasises the intimacy of the Father 
and the Son in the beginning and at creation (Jn 1:3; 8:58).35 
Hence, the pre-existence of the Logos ‘with God’ (πρὸς τὸν 
θεόν, 1.2; 2.1) signifies not only ‘accompaniment’ or ‘presence 
to’, but also a dynamic relationship with the Father.36   

The extent of the perfect revelation by the Son is inferred in 
the participial phrase ὁ ὢν εἰς τὸν κόλπον τοῦ πατρὸς ἐκεῖνος 
ἐξηγήσατο (18.2; see also Jn 3:11–13). Here the FE employs 
figurative language to emphasise the absolute intimacy 
between the Father and the Son. The conjunction of ‘whilst 
being in … made known’ (ὢν εἰς … ἐξηγήσατο) suggests that 
the Son revealed the Father whilst remaining in his bosom. 
The context confirms that this revelation coincides with his 
earthly life, which reaches its climax on the Cross.37 Holding 
an object to one’s bosom declares the specialness of that 
object, and indicates an intimate connection. The intimate 
connection between the Father and Son is not only relational, 
but it also exists in terms of their shared nature and similar 
role. The prologue thus culminates in a rehearsal of Jesus’s 
deity, closing an inclusion that began with 1.3.

Therefore, the ambiguous verb ἐξηγήσατο38 is used to refer to 
how the Son revealed the Father in the world. Elsewhere in 
the NT, it means ‘to rehearse fact’ or ‘to recount a narrative’ 
(Lk 24:35; Ac 10:8; 15:12, 14; 21:19).39 The FE uses a verb, 

32.Wisdom texts celebrated the special relationship between God and his Wisdom: it 
dwells with Him (Wisdom 8:3), and was present with Him when he made the world 
(Wisdom 9:9). See Keener (2003:370) for more detail.

33.Morris (1985:76); Keener (2003:370).

34.If the Logos was initially προς τον Φεόν, its participation in the divine essence, 
resulting in its identity as θεός, bears immediate consequences for the character of 
the work it performs. Therefore, everything generated through the agency of the 
Logos bears the stamp of divine quality (Waetjen 2001:270).

35.Barrett (1975:127); Keener (2003:366). 

36.See Brown (1966:5) for a discussion on meaning possibilities and different 
understandings.

37.Keener (2003:424); see also the δόξα motif in John 17:1–5.

38.Louw and Nida (1993:99, §8.39) point to the intimacy in the relationship as ‘an 
association of intimacy and close affection’ and as ‘to be closely and intimately 
associated with the implication of strong affection’ (p. 448, §34.18). See also 
Phillips (2006:218).

39.Louw and Nida (1993) describe the two meanings as ‘to provide detailed 
information in a systematic manner’ and ‘to inform, to relate, to tell fully’ (p. 411, 
§33.201) and as ‘to make fully and clearly known’ and ‘to make something fully 
known by careful explanation or by clear revelation’ (p. 340, §28.41).

which is almost a technical term in Greek literature,40 for the 
declaration of divine secrets by an oracle or a priest.41 The 
intransitive use of the verb in the aorist suggests that the 
introduction has been completed through a historical act 
(Phillips 2006:218–219). This would imply that through his 
life and exaltation, Jesus has shown the way to God. The 
Light has enlightened God. Schnackenburg (1980:279) refers 
to it as salvific revelation. 

Also in both Hellenistic and Jewish religious environments, 
this verb was used to signify the communication of divine 
secrets. For the FE, this was the role of the λόγος (Phillips 
2006:219). It is thus that the FE can proclaim that the only 
Son of the Father can explain Him (μονογενὴς θεὸς ὁ ὢν εἰς τὸν 
κόλπον τοῦ πατρὸς ἐκεῖνος ἐξηγήσατο, 18.2). Moses could not 
see all the glory of God because God declared that no one 
could see his face and live (Ex 33:20; cf. Keener 2003:424).42 

Thus, for the only Son to ‘make God known’ implies much 
more than communicating a visual image; the verb ἐξηγήσατο 
suggests that the Son fully interprets God: He unveils the 
character of God absolutely. This falls in the semantic field of 
light, visible, see, reveal, make known, etc. 

Conclusion: The FE intentionally planned his vocabulary in 
verses 1–2 and 18 to say something specific about the only Son 
of God, who became Jesus Christ (ὁ λόγος σὰρξ ἐγένετο, 14.1). 
His intention was to apply this broad religious–philosophical 
category of the Logos to Jesus Christ. The FE introduces the 
Logos and identifies three of its characteristics in the following 
verses:43 ʼΕν ἀρχῇ … ἦν ὁ λόγος, existence in the beginning; 
καὶ ὁ λόγος ἦν πρὸς τὸν θεόν, relationship (differentiation from 
God); and καὶ θεὸς … ἦν ὁ λόγος, predication (identity with 
God). He simply was (ἦν), as a person exists: He ‘was with 
God’ (ἦν πρὸς τὸν θεόν) as one person is with another; He ‘was 
God’ (θεὸς ἦν ὁ λόγος, 1.3.1).	

This section convincingly spells out the eternal relationship 
of the Logos or only Son of God with God the Father 
(cf. Schnackenburg 1980:233). The text in this section is 
linguistically loaded with evidence regarding his identity, 
pre-existence and relationship with God. Therefore, it closes 
with the theological concept of the revelation of the Father 
by his only Son. The FE tries to prove that Jesus is the Son of 
God, who alone can reveal (shed light on) God, and therefore 
through him alone, people can become children of God 
(enlighten) through faith in God’s Son. Although, the light 
metaphor was not mentioned in this text, it is implied twice 
in verse 18 in ἑώρακεν and ἐξηγήσατο which falls in the same 
semantic field as ‘light’.

The Word or Light created everything or the world (cluster g)
This section will examine the Word or Light’s involvement in 
creation. Accordingly, the two references on creation through 

40.Barrett (1975:141) points out that this usage corresponds with a major Greek use 
of the word.

41.Barrett (1975:141); Brown (1966:18); Lindars (1981:99).

42.Borgen (1968:145) states that verse 18 echoes Exodus 33:20. 

43.Brown (1966:4) points out that since Chrysostom, scholars have recognised that 
each of the three uses of ‘was’ ἦν in verse 1 has a different connotation. See also 
Phillips (2006:157).
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the Logos and the Light, in the first part of the prologue, are 
analysed to find out what kind of relationship exists between 
them. 

Semantic relations:

3.1    πάντα .......... διʼ αὐτοῦ ἐγένετο,  .......................... λόγος
3.2    καὶ χωρὶς ......... αὐτοῦ ἐγένετο οὐδὲ  ἕν. ὃ γέγονεν44 
10.2  καὶ ὁ κόσμος διʼ αὐτοῦ ἐγένετο,  .......................... φῶς

It is obvious that these three phrases are closely related due to 
the occurrence of the verb ἐγένετο [came]. The double negation 
in 3.2 (χωρὶς … οὐδὲ) is used to emphasise the statement made 
in 3.1. Verses 3.1 and 10.2 are connected because they refer to 
the creation event.

Interpretation of related texts: Is Light the subject of creation 
in verse 10.2? How does verse 3.1 relate to 10.2? The reader 
is left here to supply the subject from the context. The initial 
alternative would be to continue with the assumption that 
the readers previously had to make in verse 9 that the subject 
is the λόγος–θεὸς–ζωὴ–φῶς matrix. This decision is confirmed 
when the subject of verse 9 becomes the object of verse 10 
(τὸ φῶς … αὐτοῦ). The silence of the FE to name the subject 
allows the reader to maintain the matrix in mind.45 Since 
verse 10 can only really refer to the involvement of the λόγος–
θεὸς–ζωὴ–φῶς matrix in the act of creation, the creative role of 
Light or Logos is confirmed here. 

The FE repeats the key themes of verses 1–5 in verse 10. The 
similarities between verses 1–5 and verse 10 are convincing.46 
This then implies that verses 3.1 and 10.2 refer to the same 
act of creation. 

1.1 ʼΕν ἀρχῇ ἦν ὁ λόγος	      10.1 ἐν τῷ κόσμῳ ἦν,
3.1  πάντα διʼ αὐτοῦ ἐγένετο	      10.2 καὶ ὁ κόσμος διʼ αὐτοῦ ἐγένετο,
5.2 ἡ σκοτία αὐτὸ οὐ κατέλαβεν	      10.3 καὶ ὁ κόσμος αὐτὸν οὐκ ἔγνω. 

Hence, in verses 3.1, 3.2 and 10.2 the FE involves λόγος–φῶς in 
creation and history. His role is narrated in a passive sense: 
‘all things or the world came to be through him’ (διʼ αὐτοῦ 
ἐγένετο). Why did the FE use the middle tense with δὶα with 
the genitive in both verses 3.1 and 10.2? It could be that the 
preposition is used predominantly to denote the instrument 
‘by which’ something is done. It is also suggested that δὶα is 
used to denote the (intermediate) agent of an action, namely 
the one who acts. Hence, some ambiguity occurs whether 
δὶα refers to an intermediate agent (Louw & Nida 1993:797, 
§90.4), an instrument by which something is accomplished 

44.A text-critical problem occurs here. The division of words between 1:3 and 4 is 
uncertain. See Barrett (1975:130–131) and Schnackenburg (1980:239—40) for a 
thorough discussion on this matter. Both chose not to incorporate ὃ γέγονεν in 
verse 4. Because their choice is convincing, it will be accepted as such in this study.

45.Phillips (2006:185). According to Dodd (1963:268) and Lindars ([1972]1981:90), a 
transition is made to φῶς in verse 4. Now φῶς and no more λόγος is formally the 
subject of the propositions made in verses 9–12. Phillips (2006:186) points out 
that the noun λόγος has not been used since the introduction of the noun φω̂ς, 
and the identification presumably is so strong that the two are interchangeable. 
Since the witness of John is to the Light, the reference to λόγος has receded into 
the background until verse 14.

46.Bultmann (1978:48) points out the similarities between these verses. Contrasts, 
however, also occur. The definite statement of location in verse 10 (ἐν τῷ κόσμῳ 
ἦν) replaces the indefinite temporal clause that begins the prologue (οὗτος ἦν ἐν 
ἀρχῇ πρὸς τὸν θεόν); the reference to all things (πάντα, 3.1) has been replaced by 
κόσμος; the aggression of σκοτία has been replaced by the ignorance of κόσμος. 
See also Phillips (2006:186). Louw and Nida (1993:1, §1.1) suggest that the closest 
equivalent in English for κόσμος would be the phrase ‘all that exist’. 

(Louw & Nida 1993:798, §90.8), or the means by which one 
event makes another event possible (Louw & Nida 1993:787, 
§89.76). It can also refer to the origin or source in the case of δὶα 
with the genitive (Blass & Debrunner 1967:119, §223.3). This 
then implies that although Logos or Light is the intermediate 
agent of what comes to be, he is also the source.    
 
So far in the prologue, the FE has used the verb εἶναι (1–2), 
but the switch from description to narrative brings with it 
a change of verb from εἰ̂ναι to γίνεσθαι. The verb εἰμί can be 
listed within the major domain ‘be, become, exist, happen’ 
and, in the first sub-domain, ‘state’.47 Here the emphasis is on 
stasis rather than process. Likewise, whilst including γίνεσθαι 
amongst stasis terms, the verb can also be listed in the second 
sub-domain, ‘change of state’, a sub-domain that focuses on 
terms involving process or change: to become, to change  (cf. 
Louw & Nida 1993:154). This would suggest that when both 
verbs are used in the same context, εἶναι would normally 
indicate stasis (description) and γίνεσθαι would indicate 
process (narrative).48 In the opening verse of the prologue, 
εἶναι has been used three times to express different elements 
of the pre-existence of the ‘Logos’.49 This infers that the use of 
εἶναι moves towards what, in stasis, is eternal or beyond time. 
This places the introduction into eternity. The double use of 
γίνεσθαι in verse 3 changes the focus from description (state) 
to narrative (change of state). This is a change from ‘what 
was’ in the beginning to ‘what happened’ next.

From this discussion it seems clear that γίνεσθαι signals that 
‘all things came to be’. The understanding of this verb as a 
‘reference to creation’ or to the ‘entire course of history’ is left 
to the reader to decide (Phillips 2006:161). Probably the FE 
tried to communicate that Logos brings about creation and 
also governs history. The account of Wisdom as the worker 
by the side of God at creation (Pr 8:22–31) is echoed in the 
prologue: the Logos or Light was the agent of all creation 
(vv. 3 and 10). Logos or Light in the prologue, like Wisdom 
or Torah, is God’s agent of creation, a role that might also 
prefigure his role in the new creation. All things or Cosmos 
are or is intimately related to the Logos or Light, for it was 
created not only through him but also in him. (cf. Phillips 
2006:161)50 The agent is distinct from the Creator: God the 
Father is viewed throughout the FG as the ultimate source 
of all. 

Human beings were enlivened and illuminated by the 
Logos or Light, who was the source of life and light. The 
combination of life and light was so widespread in religious 
literature of early Christian times that one can speak of 
a ‘liturgical formula’ that combines life and light (Dodd 
1963:19). All of this implies that because the Logos or Light 

47.This is a highly generic domain indicating various aspects of states, and events 
(Louw & Nida 1993:149).

48.Examples in the Prologue: in verse 1.2 λόγος is identified as being (ἦν) with (πρὸς) 
τὸν θεόν. In verse 14.1 the λόγος becomes (γίνεσθαι) σὰρξ.

49.Brown (1966:4); Phillips (2006:157).

50.The same idea is found in Colossians 1:16: ‘for in him were created all things in 
heaven and on earth … all things were created through him and for him’. Cf. also 
Romans 11:36: ‘everything there is comes from him and is caused by him and exists 
for him’.
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creates, the act of creation is not only the creation of the 
physical, but also an act of revelation and life. The perfect 
tense form, γέγονεν, at the end of verse 3.2 extends the work of 
the Logos from the creation throughout history into the time 
of the Fourth Gospel (Waetjen 2001:270). All creation bears 
the stamp of God’s Logos or Light, whence the insistence 
in Wisdom 13:1 and Romans 1:19–20 that from his creatures 
God is recognisable by men (Brown 1966:25). It is possible 
that, for this reason, the FE incorporated the light motif here. 
The creation through the λόγος in verse 3.1 is equated with 
the creation through the Light in verse 10.2. Through the 
reference and incorporation of the ‘Light also as agent’ in the 
act of creation (and its connection with life, 4.2) the FE wants 
to indicate that God is observable and understandable also 
in creation.

Conclusion: In the above section, it was pointed out that the 
two references to creation (3.1; 10.2) are parallel to and refer 
to the same creational event through one agent. The FE’s use 
of δὶα with the genitive διʼ αὐτου depicts the Logos or Light as 
both agent and source of creation. The incorporation of Light 
into the creational act substantiates it not only as a physical 
creation, but also as an act of revelation and giving of life: 
God also reveals himself through nature.

Conclusion 

The introduction referred to the dual approach of this 
research: the inner-textural and sacred-textural readings 
of the prologue. This research started off with an inner-
textural reading which consisted of a discourse analysis 
of the prologue of the Gospel of John to point out clearly 
a pictorial-logical structure. The research in the article 
followed the relevant semantic-cluster-network as indicated 
in the discourse analysis. This facilitated an investigation 
of the sacred texture to construe the pictorial theological 
interwovenness and to understand the prologue as an 
illumination-oriented construct in which the light metaphor 
was used in a constructive theological discourse.

In this article it became evident through the discourse 
analysis that various conceptual systems run throughout the 
prologue and are closely interwoven. Each system depends 
on the others in the sense that each could be used by itself as 
a model for representing and depicting Jesus; furthermore, 
every one of them leads to another. In his characterisation 
of Jesus, the FE utilises all these systems; he maps them onto 
one or more of the others. Consequently, an equivalence of 
the Logos and the light conceptual systems are established in 
the prologue: the first one (Logos) introduces the prologue, 
and the second one (light) has the highest occurrence in it. In 
this prologue, both of them are identified as agents of creation 
(vv. 3 and 10), entering the world (vv. 4, 9–10 and 14) and 
becoming the objects of ‘receiving’, ‘knowing’, ‘believing’, 
or of their contraries (vv. 5 and 10–12). The nouns ‘Logos’ 
and ‘Light or light’ refer to the same referent. It has been 
shown how the concept of light has been attached explicitly 
and implicitly to the identity and function of the Logos in 
the prologue. The Logos and the Light are also synonymous 

with the Life concept, which is said to have been ‘in’ ἕν the 
Logos and to be ‘the light of men’ (vv. 3–4). Outside the 
prologue, the Logos system is absent, but the light system is 
closely associated with the Father or Son, Son of Man–Agent 
or discipleship systems. 

Therefore, the light metaphor plays a major role in the 
interpretation and understanding of the prologue. Although 
the noun (φῶς) and verb (φωτίζει) occur only in the first 
section (vv. 1–13) of the prologue, the chiastic structure and 
metaphoric denotation of ‘light’ show how it (light) saturates 
its influence and is embedded throughout the prologue. 
Through all this it is apparent that the light metaphor binds 
major themes in the prologue. It seems to be one of the key 
theological themes in the prologue which has a colligative 
effect to facilitate interpretation and understanding of the 
prologue and the rest of the FG.

In the prologue the FE deals with the nature, the character 
and the function of the Logos, which is personified in Jesus 
Christ. His being has been characterised in terms of the λόγος–
θεὸς–ζωὴ–φῶς matrix. Therefore the prologue is linguistically 
loaded with evidence regarding the Logos’s identity, pre-
existence and relationship with God, and consequently closes 
with the theological concept of the illumination (revelation) 
of the Father by his only Son (the Light). The FE tries to prove 
that Jesus is the Son of God, who alone can reveal (illuminate) 
God (v. 18). The light metaphor is implied twice in verse 18 
in ἑώρακεν and ἐξηγήσατο which fall into the same semantic 
field as φῶς. The incorporation of Light into the creational 
act substantiates it not only as a physical creation, but also 
as an act of revelation (enlightening) and giving of life 
(enlightenment): God also reveals himself through nature. 
This clearly points out the vastness of features attached to 
the light metaphor.
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Addendum 1
A proposed chiastic structure
Themes semantic relations

A proposed chiastic structure 
Themes semantic relations 

 

1.1 ʼΕν ἀρχῇ ἦν ὁ λόγος, 

Speech is in the first person

1.2 καὶ ὁ λόγος ἦν ………. πρὸς τὸν θεόν, 

A

The        
preexisting Logos
(who is the Light)

1.3 καὶ θεὸς ἦν ὁ λόγος
2.1  ......... οὗτος ἦν ἐν ἀρχῇ πρὸς τὸν θεόν. 

 a   d f

g

h

c

b

e

                                       Speech is in the third person

B

The Light
(who is the Life)

created and shone
in the darkness

C

The 
Baptist witnessed 

the Light

D

The Light 
came into
the world

and was rejected

E

The acceptance 
of the Light

3.1  πάντα διʼ αὐτοῦ ἐγένετο, 
3.2 καὶ χωρὶς αὐτοῦ ἐγένετο οὐδὲ ἕν. ὃ γέγονεν
4.1 ἐν αὐτῷ ζωὴ ἦν,
4.2 καὶ ἡ ζωὴ ἠ̂ν τὸ φῶς τῶν ἀνθρώπων·
5.1  καὶ τὸ φῶς ἐν τῇ σκοτίᾳ φαίνει,
5.2 καὶ ἡ σκοτία αὐτὸ οὐ κατέλαβεν.

6.1  ʼΕγένετο ἄνθρωπος, ἀπεσταλμένος παρὰ θεοῦ, 
6.2 ὄνομα αὐτῷ ʼΙωάννης· 
7.1  οὗτος ἦλθεν εἰς μαρτυρίαν 

7.1.1 ἵνα μαρτυρήσῃ περὶ τοῦ φωτός,
7.1.2 ἵνα πάντες πιστεύσωσιν διʼ αὐτοῦ. 

8.1  οὐκ ἦν ἐκεῖνος τὸ φῶς, 
8.2 ἀλλʼ ….. ἵνα μαρτυρήσῃ περὶ τοῦ φωτός. 

9.1  Ἦν τὸ φῶς τὸ ἀληθινόν, 
9.1.1 ὃ φωτίζει πάντα ἄνθρωπον, 
9.1.1.1 ἐρχόμενον εἰς τὸν κόσμον.

10.1 ἐν τῷ κόσμῳ ἦν, 
10.2 καὶ ὁ κόσμος διʼ αὐτου̂ ἐγένετο, 
10.3 καὶ ὁ κόσμος αὐτὸν οὐκ ἔγνω. 
11.1  εἰς τὰ ἴδια ἦλθεν,
11.2 καὶ οἱ ἴδιοι αὐτὸν οὐ παρέλαβον. 

12.1  …….. ὅσοι δὲ ἔλαβον αὐτόν, 
12.1.1 ἔδωκεν αὐτοῖς ἐξουσίαν τέκνα θεοῦ γενέσθαι,
12.1.2 τοῖς πιστεύουσιν εἰς τὸ ὄνομα αὐτοῦ, 	            

13.1  οἳ οὐκ ἐξ αἱμάτων 
13.2 ... οὐδὲ ἐκ θελήματος σαρκὸς
13.3 ... οὐδὲ ἐκ θελήματος ἀνδρὸς
13.4 …ἀλλʼ ἐκ θεοῦ ἐγεννήθησαν.

D’

Incarnation of 
the Light
in glory

C’

The Baptist 
witnessed the 

Light

B’

Grace and truth 
are given through 

the Light

A’

The Light
revealed God

14.1 Καὶ ὁ λόγος σὰρξ ἐγένετο
14.2 καὶ ἐσκήνωσεν ἐν ἡμῖν, 
14.3 καὶ ἐθεασάμεθα τὴν δόξαν αὐτοῦ,

14.3.1 δόξαν ὡς μονογενοῦς παρὰ πατρός, 
πλήρης χάριτος καὶ ἀληθείας. 

15.1 ʼΙωάννης μαρτυρεῖ περὶ αὐτοῦ 
15.2 καὶ κέκραγεν λέγων, Οὗτος ἦν ὃν εἶπον, 

15.2.1 Ὁ ὀπίσω μου ἐρχόμενος ἔμπροσθέν μου
γέγονεν, ὅτι πρῶτός μου ἦν. 

16.1 ὅτι ἐκ τοῦ πληρώματος αὐτοῦ ἡμεῖς πάντες 
ἐλάβομεν καὶ χάριν ἀντὶ χάριτος· 

17.1 ὅτι ὁ νόμος διὰ Μωϋσέως ἐδόθη,
17.2 ἡ χάρις καὶ ἡ ἀλήθεια διὰ ʼΙησοῦ Χριστοῦ ἐγένετο. 

18.1 θεὸν οὐδεὶς ἑώρακεν πώποτε· 
18.2 μονογενὴς θεὸς ὁ ὢν εἰς τὸν κόλπον τοῦ πατρὸς 	

ἐκεῖνος ἐξηγήσατο.


