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This paper is the study of the translations of logos in John 1:1 and 14. Traditionally, the logos have 
been translated as the “Word” to conform to Hellenistic and Jewish thoughts. A critical study of the 
Greek text and some Ghanaian mother-tongue translations of the Prologue of the Gospel of John 
reveal that, the logos can also be translated as Jesus. The context of John 1 and the entire Johannine 
Gospel confirm this translation. The study even though is limited in that it does not look at the other 
Johannine texts in which the logos appears -1John1:1; Revelation 19:13 - it is of value because 
translating the logos as Jesus fits into the contexts of Ghanaian mother-tongue Bible reading 
communities who must answer the question Jesus poses to his followers: “Who do you say I (Jesus) 
am?” (Matthew 16:15). Further, such a translation of the logos fulfils the evangelistic aim of the Gospel 
of John – believing in Jesus for who he is, what he has done and still does. 
 
Keywords: Logos, Christ, Jesus, Word, God, mother-tongue Biblical interpretation, Bible translation 
philosophies. 
 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
The Gospel of John, unlike the others, does not begin 
with the historical Jesus. Its first eighteen verses 
constitute the prologue which introduces the reader at 
once to the logos who is unidentified with Jesus until the 
end of the prologue. While some scholars say the gospel 
itself furnishes the reader with the key for understanding 
of the prologue (Guthrie, 1994: 1025), others posit that 
the prologue sets forth the means by which the whole 
book is understood by the average reader (Tenney, 1976: 
61). Other scholars however, are of the view that the 
prologue was composed after the gospel itself was 
written as a sort of appendage (Robinson, 1962-62: 120-
129). A mechanical analysis of the prologue divides its 
text into two sections of unequal size which deals with  
two persons mentioned in them: the logos and John the 
Baptist. Verses 1 to 5, 9 to 14, 16 to 18 concern the 

logos; verses 6 to 8 and 15 concern John the Baptist. 
Some scholars posit that the prologue of John’s Gospel 
was an early hymn and the section on John the Baptist 
was an interruption (Scott, 2003: 1160; Perkins, 2007: 
943). The focus of this study is the logos in John 1:1, 14 
and related verses. Amevenku (2007) did a study on the 
Ewe interpretation of the logos in the Gospel of 
John.What is the meaning of logos? Why did John use it 
in the prologue of his gospel? How is it rendered in the 
Dangme translations of the Bible? How do the Dangme 
translations compare with the Greek text and some 
English translations? How do they compare with some 
other Ghanaian mother-tongue translations of the Bible? 
What Bible translation philosophies are behind the 
translation of the logos? 
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METHODOLOGY 
 
The study used two of the three broad methods of biblical 
studies, the exegetical method - a careful systematic 
study of Scripture to discover the original, intended 
meaning, and the historical critical method to find out how 
the word has been translated and interpreted in the 
history of the church (Tate, 2008).  Fee (1993:32) 
outlines eight basic rules for New Testament exegesis: 
Survey the historical context in general; confirm the limits 
of the passage; become thoroughly acquainted with your 
paragraph or periscope; analyse sentence structures and 
syntactical relationships; establish the text; analyse 
significant words; research the historical-cultural 
background (see also Porter, 1997 and Stuart, 2010). 

John 1:1 and 14 was studied in the Nestle-Aland 
Greek-English New Testament (1994) and compared with 
three Dangme translations of to find out similarities and 
difference. The translations were studied because the 
mother-tongue of the writer is Dangme - the indigenous 
language of the people of Ada, Ningo, Kpone, Prampram, 
Shai, Osudoku, Yilo Krobo, Manya Krobo, and some 
people in Agotime, east of Ho in the Volta Region of 
Ghana and part of Togo. Mother-tongue is used in this 
paper to mean the medium of one’s innermost feelings 
and thought (Amonoo, 1989). It is that native language 
into which one is born and in which one grows up 
(Quarshie, 2002). A mother-tongue is a repository of 
indigenous wisdom, knowledge, insight, science, 
theology and philosophy. It is in the mother-tongue that 
one thinks and dreams, before translating one’s thoughts 
to other languages (Bediako, 2006). Ekem (2007:48) 
says “The varied mother-tongues of Africa have a lot to 
offer by way of biblical interpretation in Ghanaian/African 
languages as viable material for interpretation, study 
Bibles and commentaries”. Ekem’s point is that, the 
mother-tongue Bibles have issues which need 
interpretations and as such an African biblical exegete 
must of a necessity dialogue with the mother-tongue 
bibles for they reflect a dynamic encounter between 
Christian and traditional African world-views, both of 
which continue to exert a powerful impact on 
communities. Three Dangme translations were compared 
to see whether the rendering of logos were the same; 
they were further compared with fifteen (15) other 
Ghanaian mother-tongue translations in five (5) 
languages to see whether there are variations.  
 
 
FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION 
 
The meaning of logos 
 
The term logos, is found only in the Johannine literature: 
John 1:1ff.; 1John1:1; Revelation 19:13. It may have 
been a term widely known in both the Hellenistic and the 
Jewish world. The  idea  of  the  logos  goes  back  to  the  

 
 
 
 
philosopher Heraclitus who lived in the sixth century B.C. 
Heraclitus taught that all things were in a state of flux, 
that nothing ever remains the same. However, order and 
pattern can be perceived amidst the eternal ebb and flow 
of all things in the Logos – the eternal principle of order in 
the universe. It is the Logos behind everlasting change 
that makes the world a cosmos, and an ordered whole 
(Graham, 2011; Frost, 1958: 142).  Ladd (1994) says 
that: 
 
“The Logos was one of the most important elements in 
Stoic theology. The stoics used the idea of the Logos 
to provide the basis for a rational moral life. Faced with 
the usual dualism of God and the world, they 
employed the concept of Logos as a unitary idea to 
solve the problem of duality. The entire universe was 
conceived as forming a single living whole that was 
permeated in all its parts by a primitive power 
conceived as never-resting, all pervading fire or fiery 
vapour. The precise character of this essential fire is 
not clear; writers differ in their understanding of it. It 
was a diffused, tenuous kind of fiery air, possessing 
the property of thought. This very refined substance 
was thought to be imminent in the entire world and to 
appear in living beings as the soul. It is a divine world-
power, containing within itself the conditions and 
processes of all things, and is called the Logos or God. 
As a productive power, the divine Logos was called 
the spermatikos logos, the Seminal Logos or 
generative principle of the world. This vital energy both 
pervades the universe and unfolds itself into 
innumerable logoi spermatikoi or formative forces that 
energize the manifold phenomena of nature and life. 
This Logos, by pervading all things, provide the 
rational ordering of life for the rational person. The 
rational individual is the one who lives in accordance 
with nature, and thereby finds an all-determining law of 
conduct” (Ladd, 1994: 275). 

 
“Philo, an Alexandrian Jew (ca. 20 B.C.-A.D. 42), 

attempted the formidable task of wedding the Jewish 
religion with Hellenistic philosophy. He preserved the 
Jewish attitude toward the Old Testament as the inspired 
Word of God; but by his extreme allegorical interpretation 
he found philosophical concepts in the Old Testament 
Scriptures. He held the Greek view of a God utterly 
transcendent and separated from the world; and 
employed the concept of Logos to provide a means of 
mediation between the transcendent God and the 
creation. God himself is absolute and outside the material 
universe. He comprehends all things and yet is himself 
uncomprehended. He is outside of time and space and is 
in his being unknowable. The only name by which God 
can be designated in himself is pure being, to on, being 
himself without attributes. Since God himself cannot be 
the immediate creator of the world, Philo conceives of 
immediate forces or “ideas,” which are  manifestations  of  



 
 
 
 
divine activity. Manifested thus as creative power, 
directing and sustaining the universe, God is called Logs 
(Reason). Philo does not present any consistent concept 
of the Logos and its relationships to God. The Logos is 
conceived as inward, i.e., as the universal plan of things 
in the mind of God; and as outward, i.e., the plan made 
objective in the world. The Logos is both the original 
pattern of things in the world and the power that fashions 
it. It is at once the chief of the series of forces or ideas 
emanating from God, and the totality of them” (Ladd, 
1994: 275-276). 

In short, the concept of the Logos as employed by 
Philo is that he is the mediator between God and the 
universe, an active power in creation and revelation. 
Philo’s teaching of the Logos was a common one at the 
time John wrote his gospel. So he used the Logos 
concept to bring God in Christ directly into his creation. 
 
 

The Greek Text (transliteration) 
 
En archee heen ho logos, kai ho logos heen pros ton 
theon, kai theos heen ho logos….Kai ho logos sarx 
egeneto…(John 1:1, 14). 
 
 

Exegetical remarks 
 
The logos appears four times in the verses under 
discussion: the logos was in the beginning; the logos was 
with God; the logos was God; the logos became flesh. En 
archee heen ho logos, “In [the] beginning was the logos” 
(1:1) takes the reader back to the opening of the Torah 
(Genesis 1:1) and thus to the theme of creation. This 
theme dominates the opening verses of the prologue 
both in terms of the creation of the world (1:1-5, 10) and 
in relation to the new beginnings which becomes possible 
because of the presence of the logos. Thus, there is a 
relationship between ‘the beginning” and the logos. Scott 
(2003:1161) says this relationship is not about “origins”; it 
is about “connections”. The Gospel of John unfolds in 
detail to the connection between the logos in the 
prologue and Jesus the beginning. The prologue further 
plays a vital role in connecting the logos back into various 
strands of Israel’s salvation history. 

Kai ho logos heen pros ton theon, kai theos heen ho 
logos “And the logos was with God, and the logos was 
God” reminds the reader of the logos’ connection with the 
creation story. Then God said, “Let us make man in our 
image, in our likeness…(Genesis 1:26). The traditional 
interpretation of the “us” in this verse is that God was in 
dialogue with the logos who was in essence himself. 
Carson et al (1994) posit that “While this is a quite 
legitimate fuller interpretation, it is not the words’ primary 
meaning”. 

Kai ho logos sarx egeneto… “And the logos became 
flesh” (John 1:14). This last part of the prologue is meant 
to counteract the Hellenistic philosophy  that  God  is  far 
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away from his creation. It leads the reader to the account 
of the historical Jesus, who became flesh. Thus Jesus is 
the logos. John’s use of the word flesh means that Jesus 
entered the full flow of human affairs. In that sense, it is 
clear that the logos in the prologue of John’s Gospel, was 
connected with the beginnings of creation; who was with 
God and was God, is Jesus who became human. Verses 
1 to 5, 9 to 14, 16 to 18 of John 1, as well as from 
chapters 2 to 21 support this assertion. Jesus’ actions 
centre around seven miracles he performed: Turning 
water into wine (2:1-11); Healing an official’s son (4:46-
54); Healing a lame man (5:1-16); Feeding of five 
thousand people (6:5-14); Walking on water (6:17-21); 
Healing a man born blind (9:1-7); Raising Lazarus from 
the dead (11:1-45); Giving the disciples a second 
miraculous catch of fish (21:1-14). These miracles which 
are called signs in the Gospel of John are meant to 
challenge witnesses to the ministry of Jesus to accept or 
reject his words and works. They are meant to prove that 
he (Jesus) and the Father are one (John 10:30).  
 
 
The Dangme mother-tongue translations of the logos 
 
(a) Somi He o (The Dangme New Testament, 
BSG/UBS, 1977) 
Sisije o  mi o Munyu o nge, ne munyu o ke Mawu le nge, 
ne Munyu o Mawu ’i….Ne Munyu o ple he lo…[In the 
beginning the Word was, and the word and God was, and 
the Word was God….And the Word turned into flesh…]. 
(b)  Wami Munyu o: Somi He o K La ame (The 
Living New Testament and Psalms, IBS, 1997) 
Loko a bo je o, Kristo nge. Le ji Mawu o ne….Kristo ple 
nomlo adesa…[Before the world was created, Christ 
existed. He was [the] God….Christ turned into human 
being]. 
(c) Ngmami Klouklou o (The Dangme Full Bible, 
BSG/UBS, 1999) 
Loko no tsuaa no je sisi o, Munyu o nge momo. Munyu o 
ke Mawu ne nge, ne Munyu ji Mawu….Munyu o ba ple 
adesa…[Before everything began, the Word already 
existed. The Word existed with God, and Word is 
God…The Word turned into a being]. 
 
 

The translation of ho logos in the Dangme mother-
tongue versions of the Bibles 
 
Two of the Dangme mother-tongue translations of the 
Bible, Somi He o (The Dangme New Testament, 
BSG/UBS, 1977) and Ngmami Klouklou o (The Dangme 
Full Bible, BSG/UBS, 1999), translate the logos as 
Munyu o “the Word”, following most English translation 
(see KJV, 1611/1769; RSV, 1952; NAB,1970; NIV, 1982; 
NJB, 1986; NRSV, 1989; NASB, 1995; ESV, 2001;  NLT, 
2004; GNB, 2007). Some of the Ghanaian mother-tongue 
translations also follow these English translations (see 
Ṅmālḛ   Kroṅkroṅ   Lḛ ,  1907;  Biblia,  1930;  Nwoma   
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Kronkron, 1948; Kyerεw  Kronkron, 1964; Twerε  
Kronkron, 1964; Apam Foforo, 1976; Ahyemu Fofor No 
Mu Nwoma, 1982; Nubabla  Yeye  La, 1990; Nkwa Asεm, 
1996; Nkwa  Asεm, 2000;  Agbenya La, 2006; Ṅmalε  
Kronkron  Lε, 2006; Biblia., 2010; Kyerew Kronkron, 
2012; Twere Kronkron, 2012). These translations connect 
the Logos to the Sophia in Wisdom literature in the Old 
Testament. In Sirach 24:3, Sophia announces that she 
emerges from the “mouth” of the most high,” linking a 
connection to the “word”. The link is clearer in Wisdom 
9:1-2, where one can see the parallel between the Logos 
and Sophia. Other passages in the book of Wisdom hint 
at the same conclusion (both proceed from the royal 
throne in heaven: 9:10 – Sophia; 18:15 – Logos). But 
Scott (1992) says, most frequent parallels are found in 
the many writings of the Jewish philosopher, Philo of 
Alexandria, who uses the terms interchangeably, for the 
most part substituting the Logos for Sophia in her 
traditional function as God’s agent in the world (Scott 
1992: 58-61, 91-94). Thus, the two Dangme translations 
interpret the logos in the prologue of John’s Gospel from 
a Jewish background. 

Wami Munyu o: Somi He o K La ame (The Living New 
Testament and Psalms, IBS, 1997) on the other hand, 
translates the logos as Kristo, Christ. The Greek Kristos 
is the Hebrew equivalent of the Messiah, the anointed 
one. Thus, this translation uses a Greek concept to 
interpret the logos.  To me however, its weakness lies in 
the fact that it has used only the title of Christ in the 
translation. I propose that the translation of logos in the 
prologue of John’s Gospel should be Jesus. This 
proposal is preferred for several reasons. (1) A closer 
look at the context of the prologue reveals that, it was not 
the Christ (title) which became flesh, but Jesus (the 
person). In vv.4-5, the logos was life and the light of men; 
vv. 10-13; note the use of the personal pronoun “he” for 
the logos; and v.16 we read that “from the fullness of his 
grace (the logos’ grace) we have all received one 
blessing after another”; in v. 18  we read “no one has 
ever seen God, but the Only begotten (the logos), has 
made him known”. (2) Jesus as the logos agrees with the 
grammar of kai ho logos h…n pros ton theon, “and the 
logos was with God [literally facing God]. A mere title 
cannot be said to be with God; but a person can be said 
to be with God. That person, the logos, is Jesus. (3) 
Jesus as the logos agrees with theos, God grammatically 
in the Greek. Both are nouns in the nominative singular – 
the logos was theos. Note the os at the end of both 
nouns. Thus, the logos, Jesus and theos, God are 
completely equivalent and interchangeable - they are 
identically the same. This position is affirmed by Jesus in 
the Gospel of John when he says: evgw. kai. o` path.r e[n 
evsmen [ego kai part…r en esmen] (John 10:30), 
meaning “ I and the Father are one”. What Jesus means 
here is that he and the Father are one in essence, 
meaning  God the Father and Jesus the Son act as one;  
what the Father does, the Son does, and vice versa. (4) 

 
 
 
 
Translating the logos as Jesus fulfils the evangelistic aim 
of the Gospel of John which states that, “Jesus did many 
other miraculous signs in the presence of his disciples, 
which are not recorded in this book. But these are written 
that you may believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of 
God, and that by believing you may have life in his name” 
(John 20:30-31). (5) Translating the logos as Jesus will 
help every person to answer the Christological question 
that Jesus pose to his followers, “Who do you say I 
(Jesus) am?” (Matthew 16:15). (6) Translating logos as 
Jesus fits better into the context of Ghanaian/African 
mother-tongue Bible reading communities. Unlike the first 
readers of the Gospel of John in Hellenistic and Jewish 
communities, who were threatened by Gnosticism, a 
philosophy that necessitated the writing of this gospel in 
which the logos have to be interpreted to counteract the 
teaching that God was far away from his creation, the 
present day readers are not being threatened by such a 
teaching. Thus, since there is enough evidence in the 
context of the Gospel of John that, the logos is Jesus, it 
should be translated as such. 
 

 
Decoding and encoding in Bible translation 
 

Van der Watt (2002: 246-265) says decoding and 
encoding takes place in the translation of a text from the 
Greek to another language. By decoding and encoding 
he means, the operation by which a receptor interprets a 
discourse and understands its message (Nida and Tiber 
1982: 199); and the operation by which a sender plans 
and composes a discourse to convey it (Nida and Tiber 
1982: 200). This does not mean the translations are not 
genuine but can best be described as interpretations. 
Translation in general, which is the process of changing 
an original written text (source) in an original verbal 
language (the source language) into a written text (the 
target text) in a different verbal language (the target 
language) (Munday, 2005:5); and Bible translation in 
particular which is the expression of ancient texts in 
Hebrew and Greek (source language) in a modern 
language (receptor language), is a complex process 
(Nida, 1991:5). It evolves a new text as a result of 
decoding the source text on several levels and encoding 
it into the target language by means of the linguistic, 
literally, and cultural conventions of the target language 
(Nida 1991:10). Nida (1991) describes the actual process 
of translating as a technology which employs the insights 
and principles of a number of behavioral sciences in order to 
accomplish its goal of effective interlingual communication. 
 

 
Philosophies of Bible translation 

 
In each of the translations cited in this study, the 
translators used a combination of the three  philosophies 
of Bible translation: Formal equivalence or word-for-word 
 



 
 
 
 
translation approach; Dynamic equivalence or thought-
for-thought translation approach; the Paraphrase 
approach.  

Formal equivalence or word-for-word translation 
approach attempts to reproduce the Greek and Hebrew 
as exactly as possible into English. Words, figures of 
speech, and sometimes even the sentence structure of 
the original languages are reproduced (Van der Watt 
2002:247). This an impossible task since translation is 
not a matter of finding word equivalents in another 
language, because languages seldom correspond at the 
same level (Kuwornu-Adjaottor, 2012:23).  

The Dynamic equivalence or thought-for-thought 
translation approach is a principle based on the 
assumption that any message can be communicated to 
any audience in any language provided that the most 
effective form of expression is found. Thus Greek and 
Hebrew figures of speech are replaced with modern 
rough equivalents (Nida, 1964, 1969; Nida and Taber, 
1982). They are more readable in a sense, though 
sometimes in a freer translation some passages become 
more interpretations than translation.  

The third approach is the Paraphrase which is not 
really a translation, but rewording of the Scriptures so 
that they speak in a very earthly, common tongue. 
Kenneth Taylor who first used this approach in 1971 to 
produce the Living Bible, operated on the assumption 
that the New Testament was written in Koin… Greek - the 
common language of the people - and not that of 
playwrights or philosophers. Therefore, the Bible should 
be translated into everyday language so that many 
people can read and understand it message. 
Paraphrases even though express Scripture in everyday 
language, are not the most exact rendering of Scripture 
(www.tateville.com/translations.html, accessed 5/12/12). 
 

 
CONCLUSION 
 
The popular translations of the logos in the Prologue of 
the Gospel of John is the “Word”. This translation is seen 
in many English versions, which have been carried over 
to almost all the Ghanaian mother-tongue translations of 
the Bible. A closer study of John 1, and the entire Gospel 
shows that, the logos in John 1:1 & 14, can be translated 
as Jesus. This translation fits into the context of 
Ghanaian mother-tongue Bible rearing communities, who 
must answer the Christological question, “who do you say 
I (Jesus) am”? (Matthew 16:15), from their contexts. 
Translating the logos as Jesus fulfils the evangelistic aim 
of the Gospel of John – believing in Jesus the Christ of 
God. 
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