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ANo one has seen God at an
i's i n the bosom of t he F
John 1:18

The Nicene Creed

i We beli eve i n one God, t he Fat her Al mi
invisible, and in one Lord Jesus Christ, thely-BegottenSon of God, Begotten of

His Father before all time, Light of Light, true God of true God, begotten, not made,
being d one substance with the Father, through whom all things were made; who for

us men and for our salvation came down from the heavens, and was made flesh of the
Holy Spirit and the Virgin Mary, and became Man, and was crucified for us under
Pontius Pilate ahsuffered and was buried, and rose again on the third day according

to the Scriptures, and ascended unto the heavens and sitteth on the right hand of the
Father, and cometh again with glory to judge the living and the dead, of whose
kingdom there shall beo end: and in the Holy Spirit, the Lord and the igfeer,

t hat proceeded from the Father, who with
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A Quiet Revisionism and Common Migonception
Concerning the Greek Word Monogenes

A Revisionism

A quiet revision has occurred in a wkhiown Greek lexicon Liddell and
Scotti regarding the Greek wordonogene$ € 6 3 @ JInJ1883 the Liddell
and Scott Greek Lexicon, published by Harper & Brotheglkssed
monogenes this way:

fieesedodls (S, Ep. aomy begotten, single ejg3 aBge 374, Th. 426,

Hdt. 7. 22 lldme ardtthesamebjoodsEur. Hal. 1685. Adv- 9 d growing alone
Arr. Peripl*. M Rubri p.n.o

However, the newly revised Liddell and Scott Greek Lexicon that is now
available onlingglossesnonogenes this way.

fe e 0d)3e,d, Epp.d an do Udoen . ( tegmmysg@mber of a kin or kindence,

generally,only, single gUHes.Op.376, Hdt.7.221, cf. Ev. Jo
Hes. Th.426. 2unigue of3,0 Parnmf U8B . 4;0Ud& oUoes31 d PI . Ti.3
Procl .| nfsd.. 2S2a; mmed b . 4 320ne and the saimeloar,.dub . in E.
Hel.1685. 4. Grammbhaving one form for all genderé.D.Adv. 145.18. 5. name of the foofd
Heph. 3. 3. I 1-a d,Ad&y ) 0sUa3ssé &) grows only in one place,

Peripl.M.Rubr.56, cf. 11. 2n a unique manner A+t . 215. 13, 14. 0

As you can see, thglossed meaningf the word has changed, leaving not a
trace of the original meaning éénly-begotten A modern reader would have

no clue that originayl Liddell and Scott understood the word to also mean
only-begotten And what is so ironic is that some of the same references that
were used to show that the word meamit-begotterare now used to support
the newglossof only member of a kin or kind

For instanceHes Op. 376 (374) is used to support both meanings. However,
when we actually look at the text we find out it cannot support the new
meaningwhich theyhaveassigredto monogenes

The Greek text is as follows.

ﬁéseg3@’olma?‘eqj' uu;ta)@wu;ebyg‘,u:s "BegarUBUs UoY)yeolos.
adydoadivys'ddld e "o oWUUFUVUa " v3.

And in English itwould read:

! Henry George LiddellRobert Soott, GreekEnglish Lexicon, Seventh EditigHarper &
Brothers, New York, 1883) pg. 976
2Sourced.fromwvww.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.04.0057%
3Aentry%3Dmonogenh%2Fs
Sourced.fromwvww.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/text?doc=Perseus%3Atext%3A1999.01.0131%
3Acard%3D370
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AAnd might t-heget benaswowmniy feed his fatheroés
will multiple in your dwelling. Moreover, by allowing another child, you may fige€] in old
agé. o

A. W. Mair, Professor oGreek at Edinburgh University, translates it this
way.

i May t h enlydoribsentosfaed his father's house: for so is wealth increased in the
halls. But late be thy death if thou leave a second son.

And, Willem Jacob Verdenius, professor of the Greek Language at the
University of Utrecht, makes this commeag towhetherthe translation of
monogenes h o u | dnly-lbegotte® o r Aonly meimtisr of
passage.

fi37e68:g3a.Nodzedthe only membanly-bedoict &AEEHNO6 (LSJI)
e 6 g3 @oyas BERLCriti. 113d2c e 3 6 a1 g3 UUp ¥ ps8 df g Although the

advice has a general purport, Hes. may be thinking of the fact that his personal difficulties

woul d not have arisen if®he had been an only

Monogenegannotme an fAonl y me mthiecontext.Nowaetbksi n o i
leave aside the latter part of this taktnakes no difference if the advice is to

only have one child, or tthave more than one child. The point is if we
translatemonogenedy the new meaning it does not fit the contektthe
passageforthefirstpart of the passage would the
an Aonly member of a kino to feed his
member of the kin, o who would be | eft
fathero6s househol dowhtathee wouldalsb lravedoeba d , b
dead, if, indeed, he was tbaly member of the Kin

The only way this newneaning which has been assigned tnonogenes

would work would be for the son to be the only one that was living, and that,

of course, would make threst of the passage nonsensibidr would it make

a difference if one just translated it &snly,0 for the general meaning of

fionlyo is still rooted in the meamgof fAonl y memadzedingtof a k
the definition in Liddell and Scottin other words, you might solve the

problem from an English point of view, but it would do nothing from a Greek

“The word | Il oosely trans]! @teeldl Urpaich awithinn g, 0 i s
the contextl take to mean that one does not kill, but leaves, or allows a secddcclive
(perhaps, a daughter, though it does not specify). It must be remembered that sometimes
infanticide was practiced. | think what this passage is saying is that if you allow yourself
another child, then the other child would be there to helpdake ofthe father in his old age
thus allowinghim to live to a ripe old age. The broader context of the passage is talking
about the proper way to gain wealth without offending the gods, especially Zeus. In either
case, the context would nullifytheb ught of HAonly member of a kin
® Hesiod, A. W.Mair (Aberd. Et CantabMesiod, the Poems and Fragments, Done into
English Prose with Introductions and Appendi¢@arendon Press, Oxfor908 pg. 14
® Willem Jacob VerdeniusA Commentary on Hesiodlvorks and Days, Vv-382(E. J.
Brill, Leiden, 1985) pg. 180
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point of view. In Greekthe word would still carry the idea @ébnly member
of a kino (that is, according to the new revisers of Liddell and $cott

Now | know some may say, i Wel dther yes b
member of a kin, o0 i.e. It excludes t he
and that is what they would have to belieneorderto make the nevgloss

make sense, but that is not htve revised.iddell & Scottlexicondefine the

word, and that is not what the word meafike lexicon saysimeans f@Aonl vy
member of ankiseasé@&éhefefioshero in the

If one wanted taclearly communicatehe thoughtofi ot her 6 wi t h t h
understandm,gperhaps;t could havebeen written ¢ 8 g 3 o Wissgd U

"UU0; r@e3 @& U@Afdynghd there ben only member of thy kindred

to feed the f aButhifeyouGhink adbauits el ol &) i | | WO
make sensdf A 0 toh eer x cthe uninedsate familyit would mean that the

Aonly other member of a kinoltewld!| d ha\
not even be t heButfthe tamtext éostradets that soton !
because is peaks of hi m adchild,bag wounld betatsecond at h e
child.

Soany somersault that imade trying to makethe newmeaningfit, ends up
contradicting the text.

Monogenesas theyglossit, could onlyrefer to someone like an orphame

who had no mother, father, otherrelative one whowast he fAonl y me mi
of a Yeti ame finds thathe usageof monogengsin almost every
ocaurrence,disallows such a meaninigr there always seems to be other

kindred involved. The wordimplyc annot mean fAonly membe:]

The only way tis passagein Hesiod canreally make sense isif one
understangl monogenesas only-begotten exactly as Liddell and Scotthad
originally first glossedhe word;yet to the unsuspecting reader of theised
lexicon, thisoriginal meaning has been eliminated and the meganinghas
replaced it. And, not only that, it ahas support for the new meanibyg atext

that was used to support the old meaning, which in reality is a text that
disproves the new meaning!

You can see for yourself, dear readers, a revisiorasioccurredin the
treatment of the Greek wordonogenesut, unfortunately, many readersliwi

not be able to look up the supsed references to see if thew meaning is
correct. (In fact, | was not able to locate the other references in Greek in order
to ascertain their clairgnd so we are at a disadvantaget the one listed
above is enouglo demonstrate the fact of the matsarce that passage was
referenced for theinew meaniny



A CommonMisconception

But this negation of the meanimgnly-begottenis supposedly affirmed by
even other literature. For example, another popular claim that is repeated over
and over is that Josepliusse ofmonogenes Ant. 20:20 (Book XX, Ch.2:1)
precludes any meaning afnly-begotten The assertion is made that
Monobazus, the king of Adiabene had a son named Izates who Joselthus ca
monogenesyet the passage plainly states that Monob&maasother children,
thereforemonogenes o u |l d n anly-begottennd A

The most common translation of this passage is that by William Whiston.

fil8 Monobazus, the king of Adiabene, who had also the name of Bazeus, fell in love with his
sister Helena, and took her to be his wife, and begat her with child. But as he wasvithbed

her one night, he laid his hand upon his wife's belly, and fell asleep, and seemed to hear a
voice, which bade him take his hand off his wife's belly, and not harm the infant that was
therein, which, by God's providence, would be safely born, anel &dappy end.

19 This voice put him into disorder; so he awoke immediately, and told the story to his wife;
and when his son was born, he called him Izates.

20 He had indeed Monobazus, his older brother, by Helena also, as he had other sons by other
wivesbesides. Yet did he openly place all his affections on thisriiisbegotterson Izates,

21 which was the origin of that envy which his other brothers, by the same father, bore to
him; while on this account they hated him more and more, and were ail gnedé affliction

that their father should prefer |zates before therd'all.

The problem, however, is that Josephus doesxuattlysaywhat William
Whiston translatéd et examinethe underlyingGreektext

M8eacs3ch Wedd s UbmEinsoddelc UWo eop a dil By U a3 d d

3ae°;g’x&'l @s&@sswaewwwuﬁwgagmgm@UdﬂJL@@@ﬁl

UQUGU 1089 3UIQQGBUJ’9”LBUU3 U depallltichy ~ Fiw e ddig 3 U3
Ueeagt‘fbel‘}s &g il W) dgas 3g’qugJe{cgUse;Ltbqja~sﬂu@'JaBglﬂ; OtGed

dUé ) e 3salbhy GLdiq;’GeeLMaUaUgUgUUgg’esU333

19 U0 Uc d0@®gs gy 3sUgded tUsUoU) dUsgdg UGy UsU U 9 ¢

56 UUdae Wi Us

20 d3 U U0d OUg@d @ Gbpdgds dd oU3esU3eg’ Uaaa o

“ U0y ¥3s ogsUseaxs Uds gaalﬁk-:sggehbtda Lbusuiaqugsweest U030y

21 Gdesaed uU Ue 30UgdUs U "Ustidge Bplsdrs € |

dga3UUs ag e6gelUs¥ys s UOaUxs VU@ UspeBpetlUdas Ug

When one looks closely at the Greek text one notices that the parjclei n

the phrase ¢ (EssdgB @ ohblss been forgotten iWi | | i am Whi st o

translation. Thelitlewordd i s a particle denoting

simply saying |l zates was bei naly-shown

begotterchild. He is not declaring he was anly-begotterchild.

"William Whiston, Trans.The Complete Works of Joseplfiisegal Publications, Grand
Rapids, MI 49501) pg. 415
8A confirmation for this Greek Text can be found atww.perseus.tufts.edu/
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Therefore, the phrase should beemdst ood i n this sense.
having open [love], [showing] Izates all favour, like unto arly-begotten

s o nrhus, if I was using, the traditional translation above, | would modify it

to read,

20 He had indeed MohobazuwHe,) efimhiad sol, demas|[ hilei
other wives besides. Yet did he openly place all his affections on lzates, asamyan
begotters o n . 0

However, if one disagreesthatf i s being used as a com
still indicates lzates mayistl | have been fAmonogeneso i
of only-begottensimply because it seems Monobazus was abrather of

|zates.

Notice in the Greek that Josephus does not clearly say Monolftmus
sibling), was the eldebrother, but simply theelder [child] of Helena. So
when one reads the context it seems lzates is the only child abdpus(the
father) with Helena together. The narrative implies Monobazus fell in love
with his sister, married her, and then had their first and only child chame
lzates. Afterwards, Josephus adds some new information that Helena had
another child also name Monobazus, more than likBlyn a previous
husband.

Therefore, it seems Monobazus may have been the addpther of
Monobazus (the halbrother) of Izats, and not the real father. In other

words, even though Monobazus (the senior) had other children, Izates was

i ndeed t he 0 onty-beyagtenchidsof Monobalaughat heever

had with his wife (sister) Helena. Her other child Monobagu®bably

named afteranother family member, woul d have been Hel
previousmarriage.

I n this sense, Josephus would be usi ng¢
of Hebrews may have used the word. Isaac, obviously, was naintite
begotten son of Abraham, but he surely was thanly-begottenson of

Abraham and Sarah together.

It should be remembered that Amonogen
perspectives in the Bible, at least from the time period from the LXX to the

GNT. 1)Monogenesvasu s e d 1 ofthed at #pergpéctve (e.g. Jud.

11:34). 2)Monogenesvas used bbd rmotmbdrhées per spe.
7:12). 3)Monogenesvas used Aof a f atilhadusbaadn d mo't
and wife perspective (Heb. 11:17).

Obviously, d#sephus was not using the first perspective he tells us that
Monobazus had other sons by other wivesither could he be using the
second perspective for he tells us Helena had another child, also by the name
of Monobazus. However, the context seem#mply Monobazus and Helena

8



had only one child togethérlizates, so he was more than likely using the third
perspective if he was not usingdas a comparative. However, the more likely
option is that he was simply usingcas a comparative.

Therefore anyway you look ait; whether from the point of view ofd as a
comparative, or from the context of the overall passage, Josephus is using
monogenesvi t h i ts traditi onbaelgournder. 0t anldfi r
else, this passage does not negatdrtiditional understandirgf the word

| purposely began this study with a quiet revisionism and a common
misconceptionbecause it sets the geafor the rest of our study. Over the last
hundred or so years there has been an attack upon the traditional meaning of
only-begotterfor monogenesThis meaning has fallen into disfavor and it has
been replaced with such meaningsoa$y, one and onlyone of a kind or

unique But the question that must be aske#ia® this change been based
upon fact, or has it been based upon theaokdgeasomg? | assert it has been
based upon theolagpl reasomg and not upon the facts, for the fastsl
support the meaning ohly-begotten

Why has thisoccurre® Simply because the modern Christias not
undersbod the Biblical doctrine of the Blessed Trinity and s¢ in his
ignorance, has attempted to understand the Trinitigidlogic rather than ¥
the revelation of Godhat is Scripturerather than by theevelation of God
that isseenin Creation(Rom. 1:20)0r bytherevelaton of God that iseen in
Man, he who wasmadein the image and likeness ob@&(Gen. 1:26).

The real problem is that ma n dgic has failed himwith regard to this
doctrine Justas Eve was deceived by the logic of the serpemttoo, the
modern Evangelical(for this phenomenon regarding the meaning of
monogeness flargelyd contained in the Evangelical world and mothe rest

of Christendomhas been deceived.

Ma n ldgsc cannot understand thg&blical assertion that time did not always
exist, and so the concept of timeovelaid the ontological existence of the
Father, Son and the Holy Spirithis causes him tooncludethat the Father
cannotpossiblyhave aronly-begottenSon for thenthe Fathemould have to
existbefore his SonThereforanonogenesannot mean onipegotten.

How true is the Scripture that says the wisdom of man is foolishness before
God.But has this not always been the case when men diy@oe revelation?



Becausemany modern teacheréNeo Trinitariang® do not believe the
testimonyof Scripture which says thafitimeo did not always existheyallow

their logic to destroy one of the most precious doctrines in the Bible, the
doctrine of theDnly-begotterSon of God.

By their lack of faith theyave fulfilled the proverip

Proverbs 21:20There is precious treasure and oil in the dwelling of the wise, But a foolish
man swallows it up. NASB

The doctrine of theOnly-begottenis a treasuresweetupon the lips of the
wise, butmanés wi sdom, whi ch i s fooli shnes
Sud a one is1ot able tosavorits sweetness.

Yes, | realize that most who deny this doctrine do so out of a desire to protect
the deity of our precious Lord Jesus Christ, but they do not realize they are
actually doing the opposite and are actually harrtiwegdeity of our Lord and
showing dishonoto the Father, Son and Holy Spirit.

| know such men love the Lord and are loved by those near them, but dear
brethren, our love must firseto the Lord and our loyalty muftst be tothe
Onewho died for us upon the tree.

It is my prayer that this study will direct the hearts of many back into the
blessed doctrine of the Father, Son and the Holy Spirit, the doctrine of the
Blessed Trinity and that once more Christians will proclaimour Lord, He

who is theOnly-begottenSon of God, ®rnally begotten of the Fathbefore

all agesHe who was begotten, not made, beingh# samesubstancef God

the Fatherthe One,who in the last dayssame downfrom heaverand was

born of the vigin Mary, very God of very God, made in the likeness of sinful
flesh the Onewho died for our sins upon the cross, paying the debtould

not pay andwho then rosérom the dead on the third dagnd ascendeback

into heavengpne dayto come back to receivgs unto himself.

As we begin this studypne mayfind some parts devotional, someparts
polemica) andsomepartsmay appeadidactical buthoweverthose partsnay
appeay | pray that itall will be anedifying and illuminatingstudy blessety
the gracioupresencef the Holy Spirit.

It should be notethat!| proclaim no new doctrinel claim no special insight.
| amjust one who hasifted up hishead to thérevelation of God irCreation,
Man and Scripturadelighting to seehis Divine, Processional and Triune
Natureclearly manifested in all He has maated inspiredc.f. Rom. 1:20).

° Neo-Trinitarians, as used in this study, refers to those who deny the traditional meaning of
monogenesthereby rejecting the doctrine of the eternal generation of the Son of God from
the Father; such rejection, in reality, is a departure from the Histdmiistian Faith.
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| simply follow the Word of God as it has beanderstoodoy godly men
throughouthe last two thousand yedrsregard tahis Faith that oncandfor
all wasdelivered to the saintscontend for thaHistoric Christian Faithl am
just one ofthe millions who havealwaysclung tothat Faith and that blessed
doctrine of theDnly-begotten

It is not I, butit is the NeaTrinitarians who are intragting a new doctrine.
They are the ones who have left the Faith by obscuring the real meaning of
monogenesthey are the ones who are obscuring the truth by changing its
historicdefinition. | am content to remain within the fold of untold millions of
Christians over the last two thousand years \whwe alwaydelievel in the
Historic Christian Faith, especially in regard to the doctrine of (iméy-
BegottenSon of God. And so, it is with thatdoctrine thatwe would like to
beginour study,as we see that @ 3 & ¢ rdmiogenesmeansonly-begotten

andis the revelatory word of our Lord.
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MONOGENES 1 THE REVELATORY WORD OF
OUR SAVIOUR™"

While he yet spake, behold, a bright cloud overshadowed them: and behold a voicehaut of
cloud, which said, This is my beloved Son, in whom | am well pledssat; ye him Matt.
17:5(NASB)

For God so loved the world, that he gavedngy-begottenSon, that whosoever believeth in
him should not perish, but have everlasting life. J8i6 (KJV)

All things have been handed over to Me by My Father; and no one knows the Son except the
Father; nor does anyone know the Father except the Son, and anyone to whom the Son wills
to revealHim. Matt. 11:27(NASB)

We are told in these precisportions of Scripture that the Lord Jesus was
Goddbés fibel anly-leegotieo arsebnfi As such, t he F
di sciples a command to fAhear ye him. ¢
Heavenly Father to his children. The Father has many sonk. 12), but only

o n OnlyAbegotte® Son, the Lord Jesus Christ.
one who can reveal the true nature, character and purpose of the Father. None
other can show forth the Father, for He alone is in the image of the invisible

God (Col. 1:15). He alone exists in the form of God (Phil. 2:6). He alone is the
radiance of his glory (Heb. 1:3). And He alone is the exact representation of

His Person (Heb. 1:3).

God the Father desires that we listen to the Son, for only by listening to th
Son can the believer come to a full knowledge of who God is according to His
nature. When a believer ignores something that the Lord Jesus says, he is
restricting his own growth in the knowledge of God. And when a believer
nullifies or alters the wordsfalesus, he not only restricts his growth in the
knowledge of God, he is also stultifying his own growth into Christian
maturity. Why is this so? Because Peter tells us that the grace we need for
spiritual growth is intimately tied to our knowledge of Gdanself (Il Pet.

1:2). It is as we grow in our knowledge of our God that His grace is
multiplied to us, and it is only by such a multiplication of grace that a
Christian can grow into full maturity (Il Pet. 3:18; Acts 20:32; cf. Lu. 2:40).

Consequentlyit is very important to listen carefully to the words of the Lord
Jesus Christ, especi al | YOnlybbgettee H8om e | |
of God (Jn. 3:16). These are revelatory words. Only He can give us those
words of eternal life that leads to allfknowledge of God (Jn. 6:68; 17:3).
Moreover, how important it is to accept them in their plain and normal sense.

9 This chapter is an excerpt fronHarris, B. P., Understanding the Trinity: An
Encouragement to Abide in the Doctrine in both Faith and Prafiseembly Bookshelf,
Sacramento, 2006)
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Only when one understands the words He gives to us, is one able to grow in
life, for light and life are always closely linked together (Prb6:15; Jn. 1:4;
8:12). This is an important principle. Our spiritual weing is at stake. One

will never lose his salvation from such willful ignorance of the words of our
Lord, but one will certainly hinder his spiritual growth by such willful
ignorance. When we understand this spiritual principle, we can understand
why it is so important to contend for the Faith in these last days when some
are departing from the Faith.

Scripture warns us that in the last days some Christians will depart lieom t

Faith, and one of the biggest departures from the Historic Christian Faith is

being caused by a small group of modern Christian teachers who are altering

this important revelatory word of Jesus regarding his relationship to God the
Father. They are f@lg Christians(in books and in new translations of
Scripture), t hat Amonogeneso was mi s |
population of the early Church. They are saying that Christian ministers of the

first three centuries of the Church did not understdm®r own mother

tongue, and as such, misled generation after generation of Christians for
almost 1900 years regarding this important aspect of the Faith.

What they are really claiming is that because they are now on the scene, the

At r ueo F aclatfibd bécauselthey havg deciphered the true meaning

of Amonogenes. 0 Men, who for the most
tongue are now telling us that men, whose mother tongue was Greek, did not
understand their own language. Christian teachielsng ago, who grew up

speaking the Greek language, who learned Greek from the time they were
little children, are accused of misunderstanding their own naingue They

are saying that for almost two thousand years the true Faith was withheld from

the Church and that the Holy Spirit had to wait for the modern teachers to be
born in order to reveal to Christians

They are in reality saying that for almost two thousand years the Church was
teaching error regarding the revelatory wa@idnonogenes, 0 and
thousand years the Church did not correctly understand the true Faith! Their
assertions really mean there have been no godly ministers for the last 1900
years to correctly teach the Church the truth about the Faith, but nowehat t
new teachers are here, they are able to do so.

This betrays nothing but pride and a separation from those who have gone
before. It betrays their belief that the Faith has been obscured for two
thousand years and they alone are now teaching the true Faith. And it betrays
their belief that our ancient dhers misunderstood the Greek word
monogeneshereby producing a false belief that our Lord was begotten of the
Father before all time.

Dear brethren, do not be carried away by this new thinking. Hold fast to the
Faith that the Holy Spirit has affirmetrough untold godly men throughout
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all of Church History. There is overwhelming historical and linguistic
evidence that fAmonogeneso was used by
Hi msel f, only-begottea ori Afonl y born. outThey ¢
the evidence contradicts their assertion.

Nevertheless, the new teachers continue to alter the historic definition of
Amonogenes, 0 knowing that i f they suc
this word they will be successful in obscuring the doetraf the eternal
generation of the Son from the Father. (Or, perhaps, they are doing it
unknowingly, nevertheless, such a view is a departure from the Faith).

| am afraid the real reason behind this attempt by modern teachers to alter the
true meaning othis word is because they have already altered the definition
of the Historic Christian Faith in their own minds from an orthodox viewpoint

to a heterodox viewpoint.

Many of the modern teachegideo-Trinitarians) do not believéas the Nicene
Creed affims), that our Lord was begotten of the Father before all time.
Perhaps, they think if they can convince Christians of this new definition and
the error of the old definition, they can complete their transformation of the
Historic Christian Faith into aifda of their own making.

As such, manyhink it is enough to say in their Statements of Faith regarding

the Trinity, AWe believe in ofnte God e
Fat her , Son, and Holy Spirit.axyimhi s i
their estimation. (It is admitted some maintain such a Statement of Faith,
unwittingly, but othes maydo so purposely).

Dear brethren, such a statement dilation of the Historic Christian Faith. It

is robbing Christians of important truths tasthe eternal relationships of the

Father, Son and the Holy Spirit. It is ignoring the words of our Saviour, the
Lord Jesus Chri st ,Onibegottawo lod ush eHd awehse |

Compare this new, generic, one sentence Statement of Faith Statements

of Faith regarding the Trinity that were utilized by most Christians for almost
two thousand years and you will see for yourself what is being altered or left
out. You will see what doctrine is being nullified by tReo-Trinitarianswho
are trying to alter the meaning of

>
3
o

The Common Statement of Faith used Today

AfWe believe in one God etiegherdraterd Son,andi st i n
Holy Spirit,o
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The Statements of Faith of Yesterday
The Nicene Creed

i We beli eve i n one God, t he Fat her Al mi
invisible, and in one Lord Jesus Christ, the GBggotten Son of Godegotten of

His Father before all time, Light of Light, true God of true God, begotten, not made,
beingof one substance with the Fath#tirough whom all things were made; who for

us men and for our salvation came down from the heavens, and was made flesh of the
Holy Spirit and the Virgin Mary, and became Man, and was crucified for us under
Pontius Pilate rd suffered and was buried, and rose again on the third day according

to the Scriptures, and ascended unto the heavens and sitteth on the right hand of the
Father, and cometh again with glory to judge the living and the dead, of whose
kingdom there shalldono endand in the Holy Spirit, the Lord and the Liféver,

that proceeded from the Father wh o wi t h Fat her and® Son i s

The Helvetica Confession

i We believe and t each t hat t he one God,
distinguished in the Persons, Father, Son, and Holy Spgwitthat the Father from

eternity hath begotten the Son; the Son is begotten by an ineffable generation, the

Holy Spirit proceeding from botb'

The Gallic Confession

iThe Holy Scripture teaches us that in ¢ttt
subsist three Persons, the Father, Son, and the Holy Spirit; the Father being, in order,

the first cause and origin of all thingbe Son begotten from eternity of thettiex,

the Holy Spirit from eternity proceeding from the Father and the ®bith three

Persons are not confused, but distinct; not separated, tmsiseatial, ceeternal, and

coequdl . o

The Thirty Nine Articles of the Church of England

i T her e neliging land true &od, everlasting, without body, parts, or passions;
of infinite power, wisdom, and goodness; the Maker, and Preserver of all things both
visible and invisible. And in unity of this Godhead there be three Persons, of one
substance, powegnd eternity; the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghase Son,
which is the Word of the Father, begotten from everlasting of the Father, the very and
eternal God, and of one substance with the Fatbek Man's nature in the womb of

the blessed Virgingf her substance: so that two whole and perfect Natures, that is to
say, the Godhead and Manhood, were joined together in one Person, never to be
divided, whereof is one Christ, very God, and very Man; who truly suffered, was
crucified, dead, and burieth reconcile his Father to us, and to be a sacrifice, not
only for original guilt, but also for actual sins of men. As Christ died for us, and was
buried, so also is it to be believed, that he went down into Hell. Christ did truly rise

' See Documents of the Christian ChurdHenry Beténson, ed. (Oxford University Press,
London 1975)
2 Richard Treffry,An Inquiry into the Doctrine of The Eternal Sonship of our Lord Jesus
Christ (Wesleyan Conference Office, London, 1865) pg. 469
3bid., pg. 469
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again from death, ahtook again his body, with flesh, bones, and all things
appertaining to the perfection of Man's nature; wherewith he ascended into Heaven,
and there sitteth, until he return to judge all Men at the last day.

The Holy Ghost, proceeding from the Father d@hd Son, is of one substance,
majesty, and glory, with the Father and the Son, very and eternaf God.

The Confession of the Church of Scotland

iln the unity of the Godhead there are t
eternity, God the FatheGod the Son, and God the Holy Ghost. The Father is of

none, neither begotten nor proceeditig Son is eternally begotten of the Father; the

Holy Ghost eternally proceeding from the Father and the $on

The Westminster Confession of Faith

Aln the wunity of the Godhead there be Th
eternity: God the Father, God the Son, and God the Holy Spirit. The Father is of
none, neither begotten nor proceedihg Son is eternally begotten of the Father; the

Holy Spirit eternally proceeding from the Father and the'$on

The Baptist Confessioni Philadelphia Confession of Faith

fln this divine and infinite Being there are three subsisteiicd®hn v.7; Matt.

xxviii, 19; Il Cor. X111. 14) the Father, the Word (or Son), and the Holy Spirit, of
one substance, power, and eternity, each have the whole divine essence, yet the
(Exod. iii. 14; John xiv. 11; | Cor. vii. 6) essence undivided: the Fashef none,

neither begotten nor proceedirtbe Son is (John I. 14,18) eternally begotten of the
Father; the Holy Spirit (John xv. 26; Gal. lv. 6) proceeding from the Father and the
Son; all infinite, without beginning, therefore, but one @Yd.

Beloved you can see for yourself what is being left out in most Statements of
Faith today. What you see above is the Historic Christian Faith. It has always
been affirmed as such. It has included the important doctrine oD
begotterbecause our Lord arttle apostles revealed this truth to be part of the
Faith. Now it is gone! It has disappeared from most Statements! The Faith has
been transformed before your very eyes because Christians have been
convinced that the doctrine of eternal generation is idithl or, at least, not

very important. However, two thousand years of Christian witness contradict
such an assertion. Godly ministers generation after generation, century after
century, and, indeed, millennium after millennium have declared otherwise. |
is a biblical doctrine and is very important and has always been an integral
part of the Christian Faith.

4 Philip Schaff,The Creeds of Christendgivol. IIl (Baker Books, Grand Rapids, MI, 1993)
pg. 488
> Richard Treffry,An Inquiry into the Doctrine of The Eternal Sonship of our Lord Jesus
Christ (Wesleyan Conference Office, London, 1865) pg. 470
1% bid., pg. 607608
" See The Philadelphia Confem of Faith(Associated Publishers and Authors, Inc. Grand
Rapids, MI)
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Now, | know many of the modern teachers are true Christians. They love the

Lord. | am sure they are very affable. Indeed, they more than likely wax
eloquent on other doctrines and have been a great help to many Christians.

|l 6m sure they are beloved by their st
such, | am sure they will be defended by such, because love produces loyalty

and commitment. Howevewe must remember our loyalty and commitment

must be first to the Lord and to His revelation. Why? Because love does,
indeed, produce loyalty and commitment, and if the Lord Jesus is to be our

first love, our loyalty and commitment must be first to Him.

ANevertheless | have somewhat against thee, b

In other words, we must be first faithful to Him and to the Faith that was
delivered to the Church. We must put our respect for the Lord and His Faith
before any respect we might have for our Christian leaders and teachers.

It is never pleasant to cowfnt error. In fact, it is very difficult. No one loves
contention, but we must realize the Church is under an obligation from the
Scripture to remain faithful to the L
contend for the Faith which was once forallhmaml down t o t he sai
1:3).

Remember the warning of the Holy Spiri
from the Faith. This is the time when such contending is necessary. However,

may we pray to the Lord that it ever be done with humility, faraece, and

most importantly with love, so that those who are in error may realize their
mistake and realize that human pride is fleeting and guarded reputations are
futile. May they repent of their departure.

Beloved, the Faith was already been handedn to the Church. She has
affirmed it for going on two thousand years. It has never been lost. It does not
need to be rediscovered.

| do not make this judgment alone. | make it as one of many who have always
held to and confessed this precious doctrine of the Church down through the
ages. | affirm it as one of untold millions of Christians who have always
confessed this Faith. | takeyrstand with them.

| declare no new doctrine. | have not rediscovered some new truth. | speak

with those who have gone on before me. My authority is the Word of God.

My witness is the witness of tens of thousands of Christians in every
generation of thaistory of the Church. Our confirmation is the witness of the
apostles, and their confirmation is He who was from the beginning, the One

who they heard, the One who they beheld, and the One who they handled with

their very hand$ the Word of lifei the pecious Lord Jesus Christ (1 Jn. 1:1)

iTthe One who reveal e ®Onltbegotteh e :ioh hat HEed
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As for me, | will follow the teaching of the apostles and the witness of
Christians for the past twenty centuries, not the teaching of meelechers
who have departed from the Faith.

May we remember the Word of God when |
hearye himlo And i n our remembering, may WE
especially when He reveals to us that He is@iméy-begotteni S o n God,o f
bespeaking His special, unique and eternal begetting from God the Father. He

is the Son, begotten of the Father before all time!

Let us now look specifically at the wondonogenes.
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Various Views on theTranslation of Monogenes

A common statement made today is that the Greek wambgenesloes not
meanonly-begotten but (as is seen in many modern Bible translations), must
meanone and only® unique®® one of a king® or only sor’* The common
verse thais used to negate the meaningooly-begottenis Heb. 11:17. The
reasoning goes that Isaac was not the -belyotten son of Abraham; he had
other children; therefore, monogenes cannot mean only-begotten
Consequently, because of tloge versethey nega the meaning obnly-
begottenn every other verse

This is howtheir viewwould be charted out.

Suggested meaning Negated by the following verse Therefore must mean
Only-Begotten Heb. 11:17 Unique
Now | eaving aside for a moment the 1in

this same reasoning and seeaify one versavould negate their chosen
meaning. When we do so we find out that all the other suggested meanings
also have verses that would negéatat imeaning. See the chart below.

Suggested meaning Negated by the following verse Therefore must mean
Unique Judges 11:34 (LXX) Only-begotten
One of a kind John 1:18 (NA27) Only-begotten
Only Son John 3:16 Only-begotten
One and only John 1:18 Only-begotten

Let us now look at each one individually and then explain why Heb. 11:17
does not negate the meaning of ebggotten.

Unique i The meaning onhpegotten is rejected because they say that Isaac

in Heb. 11:17 was not the onbhegotten son ofAbraham;therefore they
concludemonogenesust mearunique Why? Because when compared with
Abrahamb6s ot her slgaacwas,linddednangule, sincethe y s a
was the only child of promise. They say the warthnogenesis a
comparative word. It makes a comparison with other siblings and then by

some special characteristic the chosen sihkndesignatedinique different

in some wayfrom the othersiblings Without this comparison between
siblings or similar unmiej echandadthe s tmemnd
uniquenessequirescomparson

18 E.g. New International Version (Heb. 11:17) New Living Translation (John 3:16)
¥ E.g. International Standard Version (John 1:14,18) Holman Christian Standard Bible (Heb.
11:17)
20 E g. The Message (John 1:18) NET Bible (see footnote to John 1:14)
2L E.g. English Standard Version (John 1:14) Contemporary English Version (John 1:18)
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Thus, they say that the writer of Hebrews looked for a word to describe this
uniquenessand the word he chose wamnogeneshus proving the word did

not mean only-begotten since Isaac was not thenly-begotten son of
Abraham,but showing that itmeantunique since Isaac was the only son of
Abraham that was a child of promise.

However, using that same logic, we will find there is one verse that would
negate the meaning ahiquefor monogenesit is Judges 11:34 in the LXX.

By their same logicmonogenesannot meamniquebecause the same word
is found in Judges 11:34 of tldaughter of Jephthah, and, when we read
Judges 11:34, we find the verse says dleghthah had no other children!

Judges 11:34When Jephthah came to his house at Mizpah, behold, his daughter was coming
out to meet him with tambourines and with dancingwhNshe was his onand only child
(¢ 8 3 @ ¢@; besides her he had neither son nor dauglidASB)

Therefore, to say thahonogeness a word that meansnique because the
writer of Heb. 11:17 used that word to make comparison between Isaac and
the other son of Abraham, Ishmael, does not hold up. Why? Simply because
the daughter of Jephthah had no other siblings, which by comparison would
make hewunique Howeve, the understanding anly-begotterfor monogenes

fits perfectly; o ne anly-beyottendawmhter, ande wa s

not violate the context.

Therefore, the one vee of Judges 11:34 negates tinelerstanding afinique.

If they allow the oneverse of Heb. 11:17 to negate the meaningmf
begottenn all other versesthey must allow the one verse of Judges 11:34 to
negate the meaning ahiquein all other verses

One last thing must be said about this understandimgooibgenebefore we
move to the next understanding fmonogenes Some may say,
unique does carry the meaning dlifference based upon comparisdout
unique also carries the meaning dking the only oner sole one This
meaning of the word carries no senseahparison. Therefore, the reason the
translatorchosemonogenes or Jepht hahoés daughter
was theonly oneand had no other siblings. That was, indeed, the very reason
why the wordmonogenesvas chosen, it meamsique meaningonly one or

sole one 0O

Now, that is all well and fineThe English wordunique does carry that
additional connotation. No one will argue with that. However, if that is the
meaning one wants to assignuiqueand conversely tononogene# Heb.
11:17, e must realize they have not solved anything, for did not- Neo
Trinitariansreject only-begottenin the first place, because Isaac was not the
sole one begottenof Abraham? Abraham had other childreiVell, if only-
begottermust be rejected in their mirzkcause Isaac was not i@y sonof
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Abraham, there was Ishma&lpuld not alsaunique (with the understanding

of sole oneor only sor), have toalsobe rejected for the very same reason?

Isaac was not theole oneor only sonof Abraham; there wasshmael.

Abraham had other son®dnd i f y ou s ay ,onlyfisbhaeof, he w
promise you are back to comparison! o

Therefore, any way you look at it, the meaninginiquefor monogenesloes

not fit. If you choose the meaning of uniqueness by compatisisnnegated

by Judges 11: 34. | f unygoeby bsirg yhesolefoheoo, no,
it is negated by the very same verse they say negates the meawinig-of
begotteri Hebrews 11:17!

One of akindi That brings wus to the meaning
meaning ofone of a kinds negated by John 1:18 whi ch says, A No
seen God at any time; thenly-begottenGod who is in the bosom of the

Fat her , He has ex plsimpybeauselhe ®onds ndta i s
one of a kindsod. Onecamot speak offthe one of a kind God who is in the

bosom of the Fatherfor that would make hinto beof a different kindthan

the Father, and that would be hereBlyis would be the same as the heresy of

Ari ani s m, t he common vi ewp o iRather, lef Jeho
Son is of thesame kindas God the Fathenot of a one of a kindHe is
consubstantial with the Father. He is homoousios. He is ook of a kind

God

This meaning is also negated many other verses, including our previous
example of Judges 11:34. The only way the daughter of Jephthah could be a
one of a kinddaughter, would be for her to be ofdédferent kindthan her
father Jephthah. In other words, her father could not be hudecbuld not

be of the samspecies

Or consider another example. N&onitarians love to use the example of the

Phoenix in Clement to prove the meaningoé of a kindThey say there was

only one Phoenix in the entire world. There were no oBfewenixes.The

parent Phoenix dies before the new Phoenix is bbinas the Phoenix was
monogenes one of a kind Using the same | o0ogi c, i f
Afone of a kind, o then no other of he
human race woultiave tovars h f or her t ooOlebaonetherne of
own parentsObviously,monogened o es not mean® ione of a

They claim the meaning @inly-begottens negated by one verse, Heb. 11:17.
Well, in the same way, the meaning afe of a kid would be negated by
many versessuch asin. 1:18and Judges 11:34To see why the Phoenix was
calledonly-begotten rather tharone of a kingdseethe following chapter,The

2 For a further treatment of this subject see pages22@7inUnderstanding the Trinityby

B.P. Haris. This book is available from the same publisher and is also available online

website wwwe.silicabiblechapel.com/attachments/File/Understanding_the_Trinity.pdf
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Phoenix, Ovid, Clement, Monogenes, and Metamorphds&iudy of First
Clemeni25:2)

Only Soni Some concludenonogenesneans in and of itself,flionly Sono

This meaning is clearly negated by John 3:16. John uses not only the adjective
monogenesn the text, but he also uses the Greek ngurnf (sor). The
adjectivemonogenesodifies the noury d | f monogoaelnser® means
the phrase becomes nonsensical because you would be saying the adjective
fionysom modi fi esontdohes ondwmmatin John woul d b
A h onky SonSon 0O

Also, Luke 8:42 usemonogene$or the daughter of Jairus. Are we to believe

Luke meant omnysondaugbt eh@2o0iiNow, of cour s
AThat is silly. When used with the f
daughter. 0o That i s corr ecdayse luketalsot ha't

includes the wordf g b d, the noun for daughter. One still has the same
problem as John 3:16. thonogenes Lu. 8:42 meansnly daughter Luke

woul d st i |adnlydawhtedaughter Nogwotid it help to change

the meaningtdionl y chil d. o 1t st i lohlychildcomes
daughter 0o

However, sincemonogeness an adjective,and sometimes in Greek an

adjective can be used as a substantive nounfi d a u g dotldebesit in

apposition. In that case it could vkowith the meaning obnly childif that is

the meaning one wished to assignmonogenes |t woul d then r
child, [his] daughter However, now you run into the same problémat Neo-

Trinitarians have with Heb. 11:17, and the reasby they say ittannot mean
only-begotten

Neo-Trinitarians saynonogenesannot meaonly-begotterbecause Abraham
had other sons. Well, if you decideonogenesnust mearonly childbecause
of the problem of John 3:16 and Luke 8:42, gousolvethe problem in those
verses, but now you create the same original problemTxedarians have
with only-begottenn Heb. 11:17.

If you saymonogenesannot meawonly-begotten because Abraham had other
children, well, certainly, you cannot now seyrogenesmeansonly child

Why? Because of the same reason, Abraham had other children! You have the
same problem!

So if you reject, the meaniranly-begotterfor Isaac, you would have to reject
the meaningnly childfor Isaac. Therefore one can see timahogenesloes
not mearonly son only daughteroronly child The only meaning that fits is
only-begotten God so loved the world that he gave his dmbgotten Son
the adj edbtigweéenodiffirgphg noun fAson. O
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One and onlyi This brings 8 back to the most common meaning suggested
by NeoTrinitarians for the word@nonogenes one and only

John 1:18 NASB(which reads in the NASB as thanly-begottenGod),
negates this verse. Why? Because the Son is apé and onlyGod. To say

that theSon is aone and onlyGod would mean that God the Father could not
be God, nor could the God the Holy Spirit be God, because if theyi vizoe

the Son would not be thene and onlyGod! Thus, the meaning would make
God, to be one God in one Pergotthe $n (that is, unless one rejects the
doctrine of the Trinity and adopts the doctrine of Mormoriisbelief in three
gods. Then one could say the second god, the Somng and onlykind)

god different from the other two gods. This, of course, is heresy). To say the
Son is the one and only God destroys the fundamental doctrine that God
subsists in Three Persoiisthe Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. (See
below why it must be understdan this way with the translatioof one and

only).

To get around this problem, Ndwinitarians(who claim that the manuscripts

that carry the variant AGodod i n John
manuscripts that camtrryodtihee vtalre amd n diesy
into the text and translate the adjective as a substantive and consider the noun

God, to be in apposition. Therefore, in the Greek they look at thisiway)a

sl J UaUseUlesacdga, dif 3UJUss a alss

" UWje B & ¢ d & U UTkerefore, they end up translating it as is done in

theT o d aNew kiternationaV e r s ithe ong and onlpond But becaus
of their wrong understanding @fionogenesthey are forced to fimtroduce

t he v ar iinohe texivéizhmtiiey formerly did not accept). Why? To

get themselves out of their theological pickle.

But God warns us to not add to Godbés \
Now,t hey may t,weare netatyoducirigM mew word to the text.
It still should read UUze U j Usa'U3zae &kl 3 cdg[ga d g
3UdJUs oo ale Ulfe @ aeg da UlUWe are just saying the
Greek wordmonogenesneansone and only Sonlt carries theadditional
meaning ofisorpin the actual wordin and of itself 0

However,besides the fact of it not being trukis does not really help them

for now they are back to the same problem that occurs with the meaning of

fonly Son 0 | f t Imenpgedse b w e mererarsd orily Sgnd J o h n
3:l6onceagaibecomes nonsensical. 't woul d o+
his one and only Son S@n lauke 8:42 becomes, thane and only daughter

daughter

Moreover going back to the meanimngne and onlyGod, ®me may argue,
saying,
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il see no probl em i oneandgygnh3od It dobsandt t h e
mean that one then has to adopt the Mormon doctrine, or that one then has to

say that God becomame God in one PersorYou are wrong to say the
meaningone and onlyprecludes the other two Persons to also be God, for

does not John call the Father thee and onlyGod in John 5:44, and, yet, no

one claims that verse means the Son an

"How can you believe, when you receive glory from one another, and you do not
seek the glory that is from the one and only Gdd®n 5:44NASB

The answer to that quest i oaneandagnly AYes
God, 0 but there is one hugemahogeneer enc e
in John 5:44. He does not call the Fathmpfiogengsone and onhyGod, but

rather mono$ oneand onlyGod.

g diaUbdll o a0z U30p e eevaUecsbs 3,8 Udst > UGs
" Uj0ce 3 ediU® & q UUohn 5:44

This is a huge difference, as we will presently see, and to understand the
di fference one simply needsTrintawianga sk on
mean by their phragenonogenespne and only 0

Repeatedly, NeG r i ni t ari ans have magkm® t he as:
monogenesi s rel agenesl meani ng Aki nd. o (Hov
mi s | e agdnoshatsg means progeny or offspringee One of a Kind vs.
Only-begottel. For example, one of thedding proponents of this assertion

is the NeeTrinitarian Wayne GrudemResearch Professof,heology and

Biblical Studiesat Phaernix Seminary He says in his book on Systematic
Theology the following.

AThe controvermlybegptteBr wabe uneemesdsary because
misunderstanding of the meaning of the Greek woahogenegused of Jesus in John 1:14,

18; 3:16 18 and | John 4:9). For many years it was thought to be derived from two Greek
terms: monq meani ng génpagl ymebanamdy o6begetd or 6be
version of the Nicene Creed understand it t
the Father before all worl@snd dbegotten, not maddoth use the vergennao(beget) to

explain monogenedut linguistic study in the twentieth century has shown that the second
half of the word is not closely related to therb gennao(beget, bear), but rather to the term
genog( cl ass, kind). Thus t-ofekiwodd dS amgasdSen. r lae¢ her
(See BAGD, 527, D. Moody, iThe Transl ati on
Version, 0 JBL197.2) [TLh9e5 3ipbdeegald tBfe nfdoniny Gr eek woul
not monogenesbut monogennetosHowever, it is not impossible that the Nicefaghers in

A.D. 325 and 381 would have understondnogenes o i ncl ude the idea of |
the world is used several times el sewhere to
idea of begetting could commonly be assumed to be présent.

ar .
ha

fiThe fact that the war does not meadhe only son that someone has begdtisan be
confirmed by noticing its use in Hebrews 11:1
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T but certainly Isaac was not the only son Abraham had begotten, for he bdubgtdten
|l shmZel . o

This assertion, of course, is so common to Nenitarians that there is no
need for more documentation, except to say that even Greek Lexicons are
being changed to conform to this mean@isgwe have previously noted.

So weneed tounderstand thatleo-Trinitarians have taken their stand behind

t he meaa of agind® That 1 s themonogangess er t i C
means.They c | @ene® tmoeogeresmears fkind, 0 @one
meangioneo flonly, 0 raloiied

Therefore,with that realizationwhen we getback to our original question,

one should realize that even onelamugh tF
onlyy, 6 they still onedfekindd anTo itthdarm OGferains
andonf 0 becauseakindd i s fone of

This point is so important. One must realize tra and onlywhen used by
Neo-Trinitarians, cannot be understood to simply meaamgue (That is, if

they remain consistemd their clain). They are not using it in that way; they

believe theunderlying meaning omonogenes e | atked o0t cSofl even
they want to apply the connotation whiqueto the phrasene and onlyone

must realize that uwduakind bhey reall y mea

This is a dilemma of their own making. They have ingistee -genesin
monogeneselates tkind. They have rejected two thousand years of Christian
witness thatmonogenesneansonly-begotten They cannot now hide their
theological dilemma by trying to make Christians think that what they now
mean byone and aly is simplyunique One and onlywhen used by them,
meansone and only kind

This i s whynetarddenlyr dwesd rofysii t he f undame
God subsists in Three Persdnthe Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. If the
Sonisoneand onlyb e c a u s ®nebfea kingsd it hen ot her two
the Blessed Trinity cannot be of the same kind. It turns the Son inttnéhe

and onlyGod of hiskind. This is the same heresy of Arianism or the heresy

of Jehovah Witnesses, as well thexdsy of Mormonism.

Therefore getting back to John 5:44, thigrse does not deliver them from
their dilemmabecausesven though in English it reads the same, it does not
read the samim Greek.John 5:44does not usenonogenesbut simplymonos
and there is no problem using the Greek woiehos. It can be translated as
one and only meaning simplyunique because itarriesno connotation of
kind in the word

ZWayneGrudem,Systematic Theology: An Introduction to Biblical Doctri(@ondervan,
GrandRapids, MI, 2009pg. 1233
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You see, dear reader, if John wanted
and only (monos) God who dwel't i n the
have been alright because that phraseology of dwelling in the bosom is only

used of the Son within the Bless Trinity, and in that sense the Son is,

indeed, unique, and is indeed God. The Father is God, the Son is God and the

Holy Spirit is God, not three Gods but one God, and there is only one who is

God that dwells in the bosom of the Father, the eternal Son.

But if that is all John wanted to say in John 1:18, he would have been careful
to use the Greek womonos a word that carries no sensefkind.o

If he wanted to say that the one and only Son (using the variant @dhg
one and only God (usingéhvariant God) dwelt in the bosom of the Father in
John 1:18, he would have simply used the womhosas he did in John 5:44
and John 17:3.

In fact, other New Testament writers also osmosn this way.

fée 3 GeldUilioadiay o U@ aldUuedU 3 Ude 3.0Rom.16:27

fiTo theonly wise Godthrough Jesus Christ, be the glory forever. Amd&am. 16:27

C<a

i bUG el 3 ¥3id U2630,e3 GeldU Us o Ui WgUed
3 UfsU 3 ¥.3¢ 3.01 Timothy 1:17

fiNow to the King eternal, immortal, invisible, tlbaly God be honor and glory forever and
ever. Amero 1 Timothy 1:17

Meo Usdim oigd Uz Up sete 3cigd Udd UG 8 8b Ui sl
a) s8@dga gy alig b Timothy 6:15

fiwhich He will bring about at the proper timdde who is the blessed amly Sovereign
theKi ng of kings HhATmbthy6ds d of | ords. o

o

nHU; UJsgfﬁiJ;sUs sddy) 66 aUs 60 er;elbj:UasUdJ o e Dzﬁ L°Jfg£vU
UsUsdUde 36} saaUULBu,blﬂIUzuao UoWizseszealalddBoaU
9) 9833 dlaec ) 93k U3 8 Usdduge 1:4

fiFor certain persons have crept in unnoticed, those who were long beforehand marked out for
this condemnation, ungodly persons who turn the godiceur God into licentiousness and
deny ouronly Masterand Lord, Jesus ChriétJude 1:4

i3 Qe ld0adyWAae 303WUs UsUagainUeafUs e dle Us 30 UUJ
"3 0U0dU 3 Ude 3.0Jude 1:25

fiTo theonly Godour Savior, through Jesus Christ our Ldvdglory, majesty, dominion and
authority, before all time and now and forever. Andelude 1:25
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Or, l et 6s t ur n atttanathreoway if] and that is anbgg if,lifo o k
John understoodhonogeneso meanthe same thing asonos(i.e. one and

only), he would havehen usedmonogenesn John 5:44 and 17:and not
chosen a different worid monos

So, the quest i omnogenesieandone and sntyehy did i | f

he not usanonogenesn theselatter verses? If he usedonogenesn John

1:14, 18; 3:16, 18, why not continue to use it in 5:44 and 17:3? Would he not
have been consistent in his terminol oc¢
so is becausmonogenesloes not meanne and onlybutrather meansnly-

begotteh And because those later verses refer to the Father, and not to the

Son, and because God the Father is unbegotten, it would have been incorrect

to say the Father wasonogenegonly-begotten), although it would be fine to

say ttat God the Father wasonos(one and only). Why? Because, indeed, he

is the one and only Father who is unbegotiére Son is not unbegotten, nor

is the Holy Spirit unbegotten, only the Father is unbegotten and so can be
called fAmonoso fAone m@onds whoanlcgriednol n  t h
connotation okind, simply meansinique or one and onlyand refers to his
fisubsistencd) not to hisfisubstancéwhich is perfectly orthodox.

You see, there is no problem usimgnosto refer to God the Father, God the
Son, or God the Holy Spirit, because in those usages it refers to the
Personhood (subsistence), and, indeedetli®only one and onlyGod the
Father,only one and onlysod the Son, andnly one and onlysod the Holy
Spirit. However, one caonly usemonogenenly-begottenpf the Son.

Because there are onkhree distinct Persons in the Blessed Trinitygnos

can be used of any one of the Three PersBns.t |, because there
substanced i n tmomgeBesorld roebd usddrfor anHerson if

it meantone of a kind It could neverbe used foma Personfor that would

destroy the oneness of stdinca homoousios, and make the other Persons to

be of a different kind or substantcéomoiousios.

However,monogenganeaningonly-begottencan and is used é¢bned of the

Three Personisthe Son, for while the Father is an unbego#ted isGod, and

the Holy Spirit is spiratednd isGod, the Son ispdeed only-begottenand is

God. All Three are God, not three Gods, meaning three Divine Beings, for
there is only One Divine Being, but Three who are called God because they
all possess the one and thame substancké one Divine Being in whom
subsists God the Father, God the Son, God the Holy Spirit. The Father being
of none, thus unbegotten, the Son being eternally begotten of the Father, thus
only-begotten, and the Holy Spirit proceeding from théh&athrough the

Son, thus spirated.

Now, some other modern day translations, trying to get around their
theological problem, are even more creative in masking theTNea ni t ar i an
heretical concept of the word in John 1:18. Some introduce the reflexive
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pronoun fAhimselfo into the text in or
t heol ogi cal di | emma; t hey sSarywhsi® met hi |
hi mself God. o

By reading it in that way they are using the adjective as a substantive to take

the emphsis off substance and put it back on Personhood; but, dear reader,

t hat is adding to Goddés Word. The Hol
pronounhimselfin the text

Michael W. Holmes wrote the following concerning this:

Al n other instances, changes in the transl ati
to punctuate the Greek text. In John 1:18 (monog@he®ss) both the 1973 ("God the only

Son") and 1984 ("God the One and Ohlyersions of the NIV understand monogenes

("only" or "unique") as an adjective modifying the nolineos. The TNIV places a comma

between the two terms (understanding monogenes as an adjective functioning as a noun, with
Theos in apposition with it): "thene and only Son, who is himself Gdd."

However, this does not alleviate the problem. Of course, the Son is
God, but it is not enough to simply say Jesus is God. Arius could agree with
t hat statement . Jehovahds Witnratsses ¢
statement. The question remains, A Wh at
God?60 s lundhke sit ood asGoddmedniogi® nanadf oml
k i n,dAdus, Jehovah Witnesses or Mormons could easily subscribe to such
a statement. However, f Heisnder st ood to be of the
Father, theOnly-begotteno f the Father before all/l
Witnesses, or Mormons could never agree with that statement.

It seems the revisers of the NIV understood their original problem and so
retranslated the textvice, but in so doing they have now introduced their
own words into the text, and still have not resolved the original problem. John
did not exactly write what they now translate. Instead of addressing the real
problemi the wrong tanslation oinonogenes they are changing the normal
Greek structure of the verse to defend a position which is indefensible.

First of all, even though they basically do not follow the Byzantine text as the
underlying text of their translation, theymet r oduce t he word AS
Byzantine text. T hoaly-bBgotteaSnotni. noe Maenxyt eraer
t e x t sonky-lkeegottenG aid . 0

No w, the word, ASon, 0 may indeed be t
follow that variant. They adopted thear i ant , ARGod. 0 But |
because they have created a theological problem with their mistranslation of
monogenesthey are now trying to soften their theological problem by the
reintroducti on of the concept ® f nSo

2 \www.christianitytoday.com/bc/2002/sepoct/2.25.ht@bpyright © 2002 by the author,
Michael W. Holmes, or Christianity Today InternatioBalbks & Culturemagazine.
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emphasis of Akindo off o f God and pt
introduced concept of Son.

This is done, not by accepting the actual variantSofy but by giving
monogeneg/et another new definition in verse 18. They tunonogenes

from an adjective into a submméandti ve,
onySon 6 Then they insert a comma after
transformation.

Of course, what they are now doing is introducing a new definition of
monogenes They ha&e alreadyrejected the historic definition ahonogenes

a sonlytbegotten ceplacingi t wi t h a odeeofakmd t moben Aof A
and onlyo as we have already mentioned.

Now, in this versethey arerejecing their new definition ofmonogenesand

are introdudng yet another completely different definition afionogenes

fione and onlySon, 0 umique 8on 6 al | because of the t
they created for t hemsel ves boply-abando
begotten 0

Now, of course, they are doing this in order to try to separate the two terms

and make d (4 in apposition. The problem is that in so doing, they are
introducing more words into the text than John originally wrote. This is no

mere introduction of words inrder to facilitate translation. They are actually
introducing words into Goddés Sacred Wo
to free themselves from a theological problem they created for themselves by
changing the meaning afionogene$ r oamly-lfegott@o foree of a kind 0

t h e nonetandofilpa nd t lreandonly Shdo And t hen t hey

introduce the relative phrase, fAwho 1is
Beloved, he Holy Spirit did not I nspire J
hi msel f. 0 Th ext.lfthis was theothought mf the Hady Spirit, it

woul d have been very easy to inspire
being Himself, o0 which then, added wi't

transl ated as, fAwho bei ngofHitnse | Fat hGeord
Awho being Hi mself, God, theThefaet bei nc
of the matter ighatsuch a phrase does not exist in the Word of Gibds a

paraphrase of the text by modern translators to correct a theological problem

of their own making.

Now, some will say the relative phrase is not added is taken from the
relative phrase 3 (who is), that is already in John 1:18. They say this
should be applied td [ rather than to the prepositional phrase that follows,
but this would be highly irregular. It seems in all cases when John introduces
a relative phrase by the root 3, and a prepositional phrase is present, the
phrase is completed by the prepositionargse (IJn.3:13, 6:46, 9:4@nd
11:31). Thus the relative phrase in Jn. 1:18 should be completed by the
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to refer back tod Wi Awho i s God. o TEersf e,
d@ 6 must remain a simple adjedisve n
the attributive position modifying the noainlgf

prepositional phrase, Ain the bosom of
1
1

It would be highly unusual for John to use such an awkward construction. He
is using a normal adjective noun combination, which emab Greek reader
would understand ake adjective modifying the nounonfy-begottenGo d , 0
or fAone amiblgnecassunyed t@eir dew definitioh monogenes).

Additionally, if the word, #AGod, 06 was
to monogeneswithout the use of a relative phrase, perhaps John could have
used the article before the word AGod
when translating, AiLord God, 0 two wor
the Greek, the LXXusually readsie ; s e df (4 when the two words are in
appositioni by a ratio of almostive to one.That is not to say it cannot be in
apposition without the article, but normally the LXX it carries the article,
especially if it isprecededy an adjective.

For instance,John always uses the article without fail in the book of
RevelationConsider Rev. 259

Revelation 22:57 U3 36 8" Ulbel)e Us j Wim 86 6 g &3 @ ¢li ¥ grae g Us
o) o9cdffii vy U8 bago b UG ala g GlsegU 3 UlsU 3 ¥.3

Revelation 22:5And there shall be no night there; and they need no candle, neither light of
the sun; for the Lord God giveth them light: and tebgll reign for ever and ever. KJV

Perhaps,i f dd Uwas arti cullierit wasnin tildeobbak ofl : 1 8
Revelationit might have given the sense of apposition so desired.

Therefore, grammaticallyJohn 1:18should be understood &ke earlier
versionsof the NIV first understood the passag#onogeness a simple
adjective modifyinghe nounTheos

But then, with that grammatical constrioct, we are back to square one; we

are back tdahe original theological problem. Christiscalled one and onl
God, a fione of a kindo God, whi ch mak
Trinitarianism into Tritheism.

The only way to clear oneself of the false theological implications, and remain
faithful to the Greek syntax, is to understandnog@esa sonlyibegotten o
rather than fAone and only, o0 or fAone of
ofmonogenes one i s | eTrti tvhietihs talcndo svti eawvpf i nt

The newest definition omonogene;m Today 6 s New | ntigrnati
not correctbut is a theological definition adaptém the purpose of solving
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theological problenof their own making Anyway one wants tdook at it, the

only meaning that woul d Di tor witthke eiatrt
ASon, 0 woul d dnlg-bedotter. It weukd rthem rgad as only

begotten God, as in the NASB, or oidlggotten Son, as in the KJV or NKJV.

In fact, aly with the understandingf monogenes s onlyibegotted i an

adjective modifying a nouii do all the occurrences ahonogenesvith a

nounin Gospel of Johmake sense.

Monogenesn all its occurrences in the New Testament carries the meaning of
only-begotten; it is the meaning that has been assigned to it for all of Church
History. The modern attempt to change this meaning @fGheek word fails

in every attempt.

Therefore, because of their misunderstanding of mmrnogenes being used

in Heb. 11:17, as we will now demonstrate in the reptey the suggeste
meaningonly-begotterfor monogeness, indeed, correct and is not negated by
Heb. 11:17, nor any other verse. Thus, the original chart should now be
charted as follows.

Suggestedneaning Is not negated by the following And, therefore must
verse, or any other verse still mean
Only-Begotten Heb. 11:17 Only-Begotten

Therefore, let us now explain, as we said we would, why-batotten in not
negated by Heb. 11:17.

31



Contextual and Grammatical Considerations of
Hebrew 11:17

In order for one to understand why the meaningoofy-begottenis not
negated by Heb. 11:17, one first has to understand how themardgenes

is used in Scripture, at least from the time of the Septuagint until the time of
the New Testament. It is usédm three perspectives.

First, it is used from the perspective of a fathetr he f at her 6s per
(Judges 11:34). Second, it is used from the perspective of a mother

mot her 6s perspective (Luke 7:12). And,
of a father and a mother togetliesr he par ent 6s per specti ve

The first perspective is easy to understand because that is the most common
perspective. A child can be the otilggotten of a father because Scripture
usually speaks of a chilceing begotten by the father (e.g. the genealogies of
Matt. 1). However, what many Christians do not realize is the biblical concept
of begotteness is also used of a mother, the second perspective. The Greek
word for begat i® U 3r3 w his repeatedly uskin the genealogical records

of Matthew. It appears throughout the first chapter of Matthew in its aorist
fom~o033daUs .

by BT033dW@3i U GUl "233ddB30ab Uoebil "033dW@s
gliUsWoeki UadwUae Matthew 1:2

Abrahambegotlsaac, IsaabegotJacob, and JacdbegotJuda and hisbrethren Matthew
1:2 KJV

However, this very same wordtisenused inverse 16with Mary, the mother
of our Lord. Youngods Literal Transl ati

Usbl "033d®8ay i UsestijzUd s, doU0dxndqtg =aUnlzed
G J sdMdtthew 1:16

And Jacob begat Joseph, the husband of Mary, of whonbegsttenJesus, who is named
Christ.Matthew 1:16 Youngdés Literal Transl ation

Scripture is ¢lling us that children are begotten by mothers also. It is not a
concept that is only reserved for fathers. Obviousigh our Lord,it could

not b e perspecivdie@musé 3esus was born of a virgin. He was not
begotten by Joseph. All the otHathers in Matthew chapter one are shown to

have begotten their sons, but, when we get to verse 16, Matthew tells us Jesus
was not begotten by Joseph, but wase got t en of Mar vy, it
Mary; he was not begotten of Josepldo according to Scptures, ason can

alsobe begotten of his motherhis is the second perspeed (also see the

second perspective in Lu. 1: 57 with Elizabeth).
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The third perspective ithatused of a father and mother together. This is the

par ent 6s Ip speak pike patentsvbeing the begetters of a child.
Xenophonusesthls perspectlve in his work/lemorabllla 2.1.27 when he
says,A €0l d) Je oUssetUAEYdii @B B3 UUsula
aUUUelUfiéknowi ng your im@yow oharactetmnd o b <
childhood). The phrasd translatedi your padentUsde@Us UYd
l'iteralthyhbemeaner 8. o

| believe thisis theperspective demonstrated for us in the passage befére us

Heb. 11:17. Isaac was the o#ilggotten of Abraham and Saralgéther. Yes,

Abraham had other sons, but they were with other women. With Sarah he had

only one soni Isaac. Isaac was the odflye got t en son of i AD
Saraho together.

This fact is all the more brought out when we realize that Heb. 11:17 is not
necessarily translated correctly for the English reader. There is no possessive
pronoun in the Greek text as is showmmnostEnglish translatios Literally,

thetextd oes not say t ha hisoAbreaghoatn efino, fof ebruetd
it says, feted upthdroalyrb efigpoft t en. 06 Bel ow i s th
with Young6s Langversioa Which briegsthid oatt i on,

At UUpe (Ble3c by BU3 GUs” Us gUgadlse c3cd Paiil) Uk
" Uos ¥y U i &3 30Hdbrews 11:17

fiBy faith Abraham hath offered up Isaac, being tried, #mecnly-begottenhe did offer up
who did receive the promiséddebrews 11:17

Now the question might be asked, nThe
say Ohbesgodanleyn?6 0 Th e somaimes annGreekstheb e ¢ a u
definite artsaclies usetthas aapesbBessi Ve
consider Mark 7:32.

fAnd they brought to Him one who was deaf and spoke with difficulty, and they entreated
Him to lay His hand upon himMark 7:32

The last phrase of this verse reails U 9 § U Us 6 @There is noa
personal pronoupresentin the genitive, which is the most common way in
the New Testament to show possession as we will presently see. All that is

present in the phraseishe def i nite article. Liter
mi ght | ay the hand on him.0 But becau
the hand of Jesus, it is translated in

It is perfectly normal to understand the Greek in this way. Nevertheless,
commonway to indicate possession is to use a personal pronoun in the

% Xenophon,RaphaeKiihner, Gustav FriedrichViggers,Friedrich SchleiermacherCharles
Anthon, Ed.,. William Smith, Connog hirlwall, George BomfordWheeler,Tr, Xenophon's
Memorabilia of Socrates: With English Notes, Critical and Explanatbigrper & brothers,
New York 1876 pg. 40
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genitive case, so that it would read0” s 1 U Us g©WWUes fAt hat he
mi ght |l ay his hand on him. o

It is important to realize that when the personal pronoun in the genitive is
missing, one does not automatically translate the definite article as a
possessive pronoun. Over and over it functions just like our definite article
Athe. o That I s7 skobld notthetdmatealsbe trahslated as

Ahi s-begbyten son. o0 A personal pronoun
determine if the article is being used in a definite way or in a possessive way.

To do that, we must consider many things, but the olsviloimg to consider is

how the writeris using the article in the immediate context. And when we do

that, we realize that when the writer wished to show possession he repeatedly
used the personal pronoun in the genitive case.

In114 he gJaywispyBehis giftso or literally
117 he wredeglsithda s houslehém | de owd int es
"~ oolldaU83fito be called their God. o

In every case, in the immediate contexg find thatwhen the writer wished
to show possession he would utilize the personal prokbUrg However,it
is very important torealize thatwhen hecomes toversel7 he does not use
personal pronodnYet, immediately after verse 17, beginsusing it again!

In1121 he i ibtlessgdefithi s staff, o or liter
him. d2knhe wrlz &dksU0&jconcerning his
And, finallyin11l2 3 he wr i'jlelBUgilhi s parents. o

This shows the writer was not speakinm t he coontyeagototf e i had

but wasspeakingin the contexto f thefonly-b e got t en. 0 n@sther wi s
likely woul d haves weraistéldeechs j@idly O3 wutilizin
per sonal Uplke heocansistebtly used in the verses leading up to

verse 17 and in the verses following verse 17.

Therefore, becausef the grammatical and contextual considerations, and
becausehe passage is speakiagout the faith of Abrahartand of Sarah,
verse 11), theers, translated into a verjteral fashionwould read

ABy faith, Abraham, being temptthed, h ao
only-begotten t he one having received the pr

If we adapted the New American Standard Bible it would read:

Heb. 11:17 By faith Abraham, when he was tested, offered up Isaac, and he who had
received the promises was offering up [tr@]ly-begotten 6 ( An adaption of
American Standard Bible)
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One of the earliest English translatiored the Bible the Wycliffe Bible,
translated the verse this way(although itwasbased on the Vulgate).

Heb. 11:17Bi feith Abraham offride Ysaac, whanne he was tédipnd he offrideghe oon
bigetun, which had takun the biheesfis.

And two moderrversions translate it in this way

Hebrews 11:17By faith Abraham hath offered up Isaac, being tried, tedonly-begotten
he did offer up who did receater® the promises.

Hebrews 11:17By faith Abraham when tested offered up Isaac, Amel only-begotten
would he have offered up, who the promises had acceted. (The Emphasisid’Bible

Sowe seeHe b . 11: 17 does nonty-begoteg a taes tthhee |
meaningfor monogenes The reason so many have not seen this truth is
because the passage leen commonlyranslated irsuchway that renders

the article as a possessive pronoun aatl asthe normal definite article

plainly seenin the Greek. Unfortunately, therare not many English
translations that bring this out.

Isaac was, indeed, thanly-begotten the only-begottensan of Abraham and

Sarah together, and, indeddone prefersthe only-begottenof Sarahlt does

not matter that Abraham had other sons. passage is not saying that Isaac

wasA b r a hifenydegotted simamd of himself The writer of Hebrews

knows Abraham had othersomse i s not using Haie f at he
saying Isaac, as the child of promise, wasdhk-begottenson of Abraham

and Sarahogether( par ent 0 s, ophe wasaymg thallsaaewas the
only-begottenson of Saralalone( mot her 6 s ?*pEdhersvpyene see v e ) .
Abraham trusting Gadeing willing to offer ug theonly-begotteri Isaac.

And so wecan see that the use of thissr se t o negatody t he mi
begotte® f or t h e m@ogensdis based ugon & misunderstanding

of the concept of begotteness in Scripture and a misunderstanding of the
grammatical usage of the definite artiohethe passage. There is nothing in

the passage to negate the traditiamadlerstanding obnly-begotten In fact,

the only tranktion that works with all the various uses of the Greek word
monogenes n t he New Test ammlglegoites ot he¢ i san:
only understanding of the word that does not vicéitthe various contexts.

% Taken fromwesley.nnwedu/fileadmin/imported_site/biblical_studies/wycliffe/wycbible
all.pdf
27 Joseph Bryant Rotherham, tr., edhe Emphasised Bible: A New Translation, Vol IV
(Standard Publishing Company, Cincinnati, 1916) pg. 231
81t should be noted that it is also possilhat the second perspective is being used in Heb.
11: 17, the mothero6s perspective. Since the wr
begotten, 0 a rAdgotery he mayhhawe,dndeed) begn thinking of Isaac as the
only-begotten son of i mot her . | ssa@ago twtaesn Aschre ofnl $ar ah.
other children. Therefore, the writer -may hav
begotten son of hiswifeSar ah. 0
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THE PHOENIX, OVID, CLEMENT,
MONOGENES AND METAMORPHOSES
A Study of First Clement 25:3

irThere is a bird, which i s nangepdlyonehotitskind,oe ni x .
liveth for five hundred years; and when it hath now reached the time of its dissolution that it
should die, it maketh for itself a coffin of frankincense  and myrrh and the other spices, into
the which in the fullness of time ihtereth, and so it dieth. But, as the flesh rotteth, a certain
worm is engendered, which is nurtured from the moisture of the dead creature and putteth
forth wings. Then, when it is grown lusty, it taketh up that coffin where are the bones of its
parent, and carrying them journeyeth from the country of Arabia even unto Egypt, to the place
called the City of the Suef®
| Clement 25:2-3
(J. B. Lightfootbds tr

The Epistle of Clement was written by Clememhore than likely, theco-

worker of the apostle Paul. He is mentioned in Philippians 4:3. This portion of

his epistle is ofterappealed to by many Nelrinitarians to support the
understanding obne of a kindor the Greek woranonogenes The first part

of thispassageiscamonl vy transl ated something |
is called the Phoenix. This, being tbaly one of its kindlives for five
hundred years. o Tbnogeneshsuld g understoodasp r o o f
one of a kind In the Greek the line appeas follows:fi} 3 Usjdd Us 3

"} 60 eesBlEWeakele 636 UpcedUq Us Wikal

This understanding of this passage is derived fronet J . B. Lightf
translation as is shown aboardfrom his work on | Clement. This is his note
justifying his understanding @honogenes

fic @ 3 @ g-@lene of its kind, unique'. This epithet is applied to the phoenix also in Origen,

Cyril, and Apost. Const, v. 7, and doubtless assisted the symbolism mdritidhe last note.

The statement about the phoenix in Apost. Cotist) i} } 3ft)Ue e 3 8 Up caUs

ala.i s evidently founded on thile gpadssmmesp of C
;98 g @Bl Y-8 UUG s d o Cldiners's language in 1§ 26. So also in Latin it is

'unica’, 'semper unica’, Mela iii. 9, Ovid Am. ii. 6. 54, Lactant. Phoen. 31, Claudian Laud. Stil.

ii. 417. Thus Milton Samson Agonistes 1699 speaks of 'thatbsglftten bird...That no

second knows ndhird," and again Paradise Lost V. 272 'A phoenix gaz'd by all, as that sole

bird, When to enshrine his reliques in the Sun's Bright temple to Agyptian Thebes he flies'".

Why does Milton despatch his bird to Thebes rather than Heliop®lis?

However, thisis an incorrect translation of this passage, not because some
syntactical rule is ignored, but because another important rule in the
determination of meaning is ignorédcontext. Rather, as we will presently
demonstrate, t he | i Foethe® isawirddnamedthet r an s
Phoenx i thisone beingonly-begotten | i ves 500 years. o

2 J.B. Lightfoot, The Apostolic Fathers, Part |, S. ClementRdéme(Macmillan & Co.
London, 1899 pg. 28485
*bid., pg. 87
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As is seen in the note above, Lightfoot gives his reasoning as to why
monogeneshould be understood asly one ofits kind by listing various
references supporting his conclusion. However, even though a few pages
earlier, he dissertates on many of the ancient sources leading up to the time of
Clement, he completely ignores them in his note. (Some of these references
will be found translated into Englistat the enaf this chaptér In his note he

ignores Tacitus (56 117AD, and even the most important account of Ovid
(43BCi1 17AD)1 Metamorphoses | nst ead he Ammeser ences

Ov i WMéasnorphosea n d T aArnalstare $m0 of the fullest accounts by

a near contemporary of Clement, and yet theycarapletely ignored in his
note.Ovidd $etamorphosetells the story of the Phoenix as follows. This is
taken from Thomas Bul finchoés transl ati

fi Mo Izeings spring from other individuals; but there is a certain kind which reproduces itself.
The Assyrians call it the Phoenix. It does not live on fruit or flowers, but on frankincense and
odoriferous gums. When it has lived five hundred years, it buedf ia nest in the branches

of an oak, or on the top of a palm tree. In this it collects cinnamon, and spikenard, and myrrh,
and of these materials builds a pile on which it deposits itself, and dying, breathes out its last
breath amidst odors. From thedy of the parent bird, a young Phoenix issues forth, destined

to live as long a life as its predecessor. When this has grown up and gained sufficient strength,
it lifts its nest from the tree, (its own cradle and its paresgfailche)) and carries it tahe

city of Heliopolis in Egypt, and deposits it in the temple of the Stin."

Such s the account of the podtacitusstateghe following in hisAnnals

AA. D. 34 Paulus Fabius and Lucius Vitellius s
yearthe miraculous bird, known to the world by the name of the Phoenix, after disappearing

for a series of ages, revisited Egypt. A phenomenon so very extraordinary could not fail to
produce abundance of speculation. The learning of Egypt was displayed, rarde G

exhausted her ingenuity. The facts, about which there seems to be a concurrence of opinions,

with other circumstances, in their nature doubtful yet worthy of notice, will not be unwelcome

to the reader.

AT hat the Phoenix is sacred to the sun, affdrd from the rest of the feathered species in the
form of its head, and the tincture of its plumage, are points settled by the naturalists. Of its
longevity the accounts are various. The common persuasibat it lives five hundred years,
though by eme writers the date is extended to fourteen hundred andasigtyThe several

eras when the Phoenix has been seen are fixed by tradition. The first, we are told, was in the
reign of Sesostris; the second in that of Amasis; and in the period when Pttilerttyird of

the Macedonian race, was seated on the throne of Egypt, aRbtbenixdirected his flight
towards Heliopolis, attended by a group of various birds, all attracted by the novelty, and
gazing with wonder at so beautiful an appearance. Fotrtitle of this account we do not
presume to answer. The facts lie too remote; and, covered as they are with the mists of
antiquity, all further argument is suspended.

fiFfrom the reign of Ptolemy to Tiberius, the intermediate space is not quite two handred
fifty years. From that circumstance it has been inferred by many that the last Phoenix was
neither of the genuine kind, nor came from the woods of Arabia. The instinctive qualities of

31 Thomas Bulfinch,The Age of Fable or Beauties of Mytholo@ylton and Co., Boston,
1872) pg. 413115
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the species were not observed to direct its motions. It is thesyem@uare told, of the true
Phoenix, when its course of years is finished, and the approach of death is felt, to build a nest
in its native clime, and there deposit the principles of life, from which a new progeny arises.
The first care of the young birds soon as fledged, and able to trust to its wings, is to perform
the obsequies of its father. But this duty is not undertaken rashly. He collects a great quantity
of myrrh, and to try his strength, makes frequent excursions with a load on his back. &/hen h
has made his experiment through a long tract of air, and gains sufficient confidence in his own
vigour, he takes up the body of his father, and flies with it to the altar of the sun, where he
leaves it to be consumed in flames of fragrance. Such istweiat of this extraordinary bird.

It has, no doubt, a mixture of fable; but that the Phoenix, from time to time, appears in Egypt,
seems to be a fact satisfactorily ascertairféd."

What we see from these two accoumdsthe idea ofbegottenesswhich we

will presentlyseei s mi s s i n g AniorepAdditiahsally, dvidea we
look atthe gre@tr cont ext o fve fledthadtidestornis gacad n t
within thegreatercontext of fecundityautogenesiand generation.

In his volumeMetamorphoseBook XV, Ovid states the following:

fiBK XV:361-3 9 0 Pyt hTeaphingsa Autbgenesis

fiHowever if trust is only placed in proven things, do you not see that whenever corpses
putrefy, due to time or melting heat, thggneratetiny creatures? Bury thearcasse®f
sacrificed bulls (it is a known experiment) in the ditch where you have thrown them, and
flower-sipping bees, will bé&orn, here and there, from the putrid entrails. After the custom of
their parent bodies, they fregut the fields, are devoted to work, and labour in hope of
harvest.

fiA war-horse dug into the earth is the source of hornets: If you remove the hollow claws of
land-crabs, and put the rest under the soil, a scorpion, with its curved and threatenind tail,

emerge from the parts interred: and the caterpillars that are accustomed to weave their white
cocoons, on uncultivated | eaves (a thing obse
symbol of the soul.

fiMud contains thegenerativeseeds of graefrogs, andgeneratesthem without legs, soon
giving them legs for swimming, and, at the same time, with hind legs longer than their
forelegs, so that they are fit to take long leaps. The cub that-leesihéhas jusproducedis

not a cub but a scarceliving lump of flesh: the mother gives it a body, by licking it, and
shapes it into a form like that she has herself. Do you not see how the larvae of the honey
carrying bees, protected by the hexagonal waxen cellcaireas limbless bodies, and later
aquire legs, and later still wings?

fiwho would believe, if he did not know, thdtindd s bi r d, the peacock, t h
stars, on its tail; andupiteb s eagl e, c a r-boly, and@y thh eovesdatighet ni ng
bird species; arborn from the inside of an egg? There are those who believe that when the

spine decomposes, interredtiie tomb, human marrow forms a snake.

Bk XV:391-4 17 Pyt hagorasds Teachings: The Phoeni x
fiYet these creatures receive their start in life from others: there is one, a bird, which renews

itself, andreproducesfrom itself. TheAssyrianscall it the phoenix. It does not live on seeds
and herbs, but on drops of incense, and the sap of the cardamom plant. When it has lived for

32 Cornelius TacitusArthur Murphy, Tr., ,Murphy's Tacitus: the Eight Volumes Verbatim
and Complete in On@lones & Co., Tinsbury Square, 1830) Pg.-687
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five centuries, it then buikla nest for itself in the topmost branches of a swaying palm tree,
using only its beak and talons. As soon as it has lined it with cassia bark, and smooth spikes
of nard, cinnamon fragments and yellow myrrh, it settles on top, and ends its life among the
perfumes.

irThey say that, from t he rébarh Hestingddo lveethd same a y o ul
number of years. When age has given it strength, and it can carry burdens, it lightens the
branches of the tall palm of the heavy nest, and piousiyesaits own cradle, that was its
fatherds t omb, a rHgperiorr theasorgod, thgough the clear iait, hays @ f

down in front of the sacred doorsofthb er i on 6% t empl e.

As one can see the whole story is set in the context of begetting, fecundity,
andgener ati on. As such one must ask, AV
determine theneaningo f mofiogenasin Clemenés st ory @&@Ih t he P
fact, in the very next sentence, Clement tells us the bird, indeed, is begotten!
Lightfoot engemdesedéat bat ittt Ai soWdHs Gree
(begotted, the present passive form of U 3r3 Monogenesn this context

must mearonly-begotten The Phoenix is the onlgegotten offspring of its

parent issuing forth from the body of its parent. It issetwiini d6s conce
of A autoowpieghrseecitds,on i s prefaced with,
whenever corpses putrefy, die time or melting hat, theygenerate tiny
creatures?o Thus, i nmorioheres@ r eat €EFr e me b
account, would notonaofaleglrd tacs tmaenymed ral
would answer to the meaning arfily-begotten.

In fact, when we considéZ| e ment 6 s st adrecigraebindtnamed € F o r
the Phoenixi this ong beingonlyp egot t en, l i1 vesth 00 vye.
same thought of begottenessin Ovidd sMetamorphoses translated by

Bul fi nch a®Bomthe bodyolvthe parént bird, a young Phoenix

i ssues forth.o And Kline transl ated
fatherds body, a young phoenix is rebo
The pertinent concept in Ovid is wunde
forahdoby A. . KIl'ine as bei ngnebfraebor n.
kihdkb in the birth of the Phoenix in ei
translation of Ovidés Metamorphoses.
No w, of cour se, we have beenlodkato ki ng

the pertinent passage in Latin.

fiHaec tamen ex aliis generis primordia ducunt,una est, quae reparet seque ipsa reseminet,
ales: Assyrii phoenica vocant; non fruge neque herbis, sed turis lacrimis et suco vivit amomi.
haec ubi quinque suae conplegaecula vitae, 395 ilicet in ramis tremulaeque cacumine
palmae unguibus et puro nidum sibi construit ore, quo simul ac casias et nardi lenis aristas
guassaque cum fulva substravit cinnama murra, se super inponit finitque in odoribus
aevum.400 inde feruntotidem qui vivere debeat annos, corpore de patrio paphoenica

renasci cum dedit huic aetas vires, onerique ferendo est, ponderibus nidi ramos levat arboris

3 MetamorphosesA. S. Kline's Versior{emphasis in the text is mine)
etext.virginia.edu/latin/ovid/trans/Metamorph15.htm#488378553
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altae fertque pius cunasque suas patriumque sepulcrum405 perque leves auras Hyperionis
urbepotitus ante fores sacras Hyperionis aede regdhit.

In the Latin, we see that Latin words translated by Bulfinch and Kline are
Aphoenica renasci. 0 Renasci mehisns fAr e
contextit carries the idea of begotteness, not kinGompare the use of

O0r enas ci Owith the sdnte Isanse ®f:bdgotteniesthe Latin Vulgate

(1880 edition):

ADi cit ad eum Nicodemus: Quomodo potest homo
ventrem matris suae iterato introirerehasc? John 34

ANi codemus saith unto hi m, How can a man be b
time into his mother' slohwm8alYy and be born (reb:

In fact, in MetamorphosesOvid does not even use the wandica when
referring to the Phoenpas he did irAmores yet Metamorphosesmore than
likely, is the account Clement was recalling, Aatores

Therefore, if one wants to understand what meaning Clement had in mind
when he used the Greek womdonogenesone should look to the fuller
accoun t i n M&amorghibsesnot to a lesser account that gives a brief
reference to the bird.

Now that is not to deny that Ovid considered the Phoenix to be unique bird.
He speaks of this uniqueness of the Phoenix when he uses theunaras
semperin his work Amores Below is the Latin text with the English
translation.

iSiqua fides dubii s, volucrum |l ocus ille piar
innocui late pascuntur olores et vivax phoenirjca sempeavis; explicat ipsa suas ales

lunonia pinnas, oscula dat cupido blanda Columba mari. psittacus has inter nemorali sede
receptus convertit ®olucres in sua verba pias.

il f you can believe it, they say therebds a pl

are barred. There innocuous swans browse far and wide and the phoenix livesrtiggee,

i mmort al bird: Ther e Jfaather) and hdowe dovirglg bildand pl ay s
3 \

coo0’s. o

But this brief account ilmoresdoes not address any of the facts recounted in

Cl ement 6s st or yunicaAsengpedees roh meadnly on¢ of d i d
his kind It simply meansunique everalone There is no connotation &nd

(genus) in either wordAdditionally, it is wrong to suggest thahica semper

is a translation omonogenesor thatmonogeness a translation ofunica

semperit is not. The question, threfore, one must ask, s , hanlappealt

3 \www.thelatinlibrary.com/ovid.html

% www.thelatinlitrary.com/ovid.html

3 \www.poetryintranslation.com/PITBR/Latin/AmoresBkll.htm#_Toc520535838
40



to aLatin word in Amoresto prove the meaning anly one of a kindor the
Greek wordmonogenesvhen there is no connotation kind (genus) inthe
Latin word andwhen neither is translation of thethef? 0

Thus when consi deondusian thatmogdyenéshaull des
translalyendofaldndfibased upon unitasempat i n wc
i n  OYmodegascount, one has to ask why did Lightfoot utilize the minor
reference to the Phoeni x, as is found
the Latin wordrenascithat is found in the primary account of the bird in

Ov i détamorphoses In fact, why did not.ightfoot even include in his

note the reference to the accountMetamorphosest clearly is the account

most like the account of Clement?

Now, of course, we will never know, for he never explained his reasoning, but

i f we had t o c¢ hAmorsse n ¢ e ONe@diphdSeas tlied s

|l i kely source for Clementds understanc
would be the likely candidate?

I n CIl e ment Odedaresthe Phaenix lies500e/ears. Doedmores
speak about this fact? No, absot el y n o tMetambrphosesldesi d 6 s
Clement speaks of the Phoenix building a nest of spices. Boewes
mention this aspect? No, bitetamorphosesloes. Clement says that in the
fullness of time the Phoenix enters the nest to dieoresd o e s endidn m
this factat all but Metamorphosesnost certainlydoes. Clement says that
after the Phoenix dies another bird is begott&oes Amoresaddress this
fact? NQ but Metamorphosg does! And finally, Clement speaks the new
Phoenix carrying the nest artlde remains of its parent to a specific dity
Heliopolis. Amoresmentions nothing of the sort, bMeetamorphosesot only
speaks of the same phenomenon but even mentions the exact saiine city
Heliopolid

So with this information before you, which accowif Ovid do you think

Clement would have had in mindAmores or Metamorphoses
Metamorphosesof course, but if that is so obvious why does everyone ignore
this reference when tryi magogengd det er mi n

Now we certainly know that Lightfoot was aware of this other account of
Ovi d, but |l etds assume for a second t
there still would be no reason for such a one to conclude that Clement
understoodmonogenedo be an equialent to theunica sempeiof Amores

Why? First,Clementwa s not t r a AmoleaTheraig absdlutelyd 6 s
no evidence to suggest such a thing. Therefore, it is totally false to conclude
that he considerethonogene$o be an equivalent word famica semper In

fact, it is very unlikely that Clement had any text of Ovid in front of him when
he was composing his epistle to the Corinthians. In our modern age of the
internet we can easily pull up the text when composing a lettereéer@nceat
directly in our composition. But it is very unlikely that Clement had a copy
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before him. Books were not mass published and only the rich were likely to
have a private library with such a copy. As such, he must have been using his
memory of the magnificent story die Phoenix rising from the ashes, which
means he was not reading, or translating, a copfnebreswith its use of

unica semper But if he did have some copy in front of him, it most certainly
would have beeMetamorphosesvith its phoenica renasgciandnot Amores

with its unica simper simply becausgas we have already shown), the
narrative of | Clement 24:4 follows the narrative dfletamorphoseand not

the narrative oAmores.

The second reason is because the context of | Clement2toés not &bw

for the un doelyondohankihd nfigponmyénesiClement, in the

whole context, is speaking of the resurrection of Christ Jesus from the dead,
andsincePayi n one of the verseb6s applicati
Son in Psalm Z, with the resurrection of Christ Jesus in Acts 13:33, it is very

likely that Clement would have had this thought in mind when he used the

word monogenes

il wi || decl are the decr eeartmyBam,; tHs@&avelat h s ai
begottert h eRsalnd 2:7 KJV

AfGod hath fulfilled the same unto us their ch
is also written in the second psal mActsThou art
13:33KJV

This emphasis on resurrectionssen when we look at the fuller account in
Clement.

ALet us under stand, dearl vy bel oved, how t he
resurrection that shall be hereafter; whereof He made the Lord Jesus Christ the firstfruit, when

He raised Him from thdead. Let us behold, dearly beloved, the resurrection which happeneth

at its proper season. Day and night show unto us the resurrection. The night falleth asleep,

and day ariseth; the day departeth, and night cometh on. Let us mark the fruits, how and in

what manner the sowing taketh place. The sower goeth forth and casteth into the earth each of

the seeds; and these falling into the earth dry and bare decay: then out of their decay the
mightiness of the Master's providence raiseth them up, and from be@ghey increase

mani fold and bear fruit.o Let wus consider the
the east, that is, in the parts about Arabia. There is a bird, which is named the phoenix. This

[one], beingthe-enly-ene-ofitskindonly-begdten], liveth for five hundred years; and when

it hath now reached the time of its dissolution that it should die, it maketh for itself a coffin of
frankincense and myrrh and the other spices, into the which in the fullness of time it entereth,

and so it éeth. But, as the flesh rotteth, a certain wornengienderedbegotten)which is

nurtured from the moisture of the dead creature and putteth forth wings. Then, when it is

grown lusty, it taketh up that coffin where are the bones of its parent, andngatingim

journeyeth from the country of Arabia even unto Egypt, to the place called the City of the

Sun; and in the daytime in the sight of all, flying to the altar of the Sun, it layeth them
thereupon; and this db@enen2d1-258tteth forth to

37 J.B. Lightfoot, The Apostolic Fathers, Part I, S. Clement of RoiMecmillan & Co.
London, 1899 Pg. 28485, alternate translation adapted in brackets and parenthes
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Therefore, we see Clement would have understomhogenesas only-
begottersimply because the understandingofy one of a kindvould not fit
the purpose of his story! Why? Becausdy one of a kindvould contradict
the entire Christianagpel! Christ was not thenly one of his kinéh hisdeity
(he was of the same kind as God the Fatheomoousios, not homoiousios);
nor was he thenly one of his kina&vhen we look at his resurrectidrhe was
thefirst of his kind

iBut each i n hi s first\uts, afterdhatrthose @Horaie Christ's dt élis
c o mi h@or. £5:23

I ndeed, he i-Borcmad!|l efd mhrey ilbin etshr en.

AFor whom He f or ek ni®hecomaaformédzoahe pnage dfisiSan,i n e d
that He might be théirst-borna mong man yRomr829 hr en. 0

And he is called the firdborn of the dead,

AfHe is also head of the body, fistdvenfreonhther c h; an
dead; so that He Himself might come to havedit pl ace Cohl:¥verything. o

Clement even prefaces his whole account with the statement that Christ was
not theonly one of his kindHe states in the first sentence:

ALet us wunderstand, dearly bel oved, h
us the resurrection that shall be hereafter; whereof He made the Lord Jesus
Christ thefirstfruit, when He raised Him from the dead.

Therefore,most assuredlyhe would not contradict himself a few sentences
later and say Christ wathe only oneof his kind when he was trying to
demonstrate that Christ was tirst of a kind

There is no way Clement would have usednogene®f the Phoenixif it

meant theonly one of his kingl eitherto represent the Christ who came from
God, nor to represent the oméo would rise from the dead, simply because
Christ was of the same kind with God the Father in his divinity ttonly

one of a kindand he was thérst of a kindin his resurrection, not thenly

one of his kind He was the firsfruits! We are tobe transformed into his
image (Il Cor. 3:18); we are to be transformed into conformity to the body of
his glory (Phil. 3:21). He was never thenly one of his kindin his
resurrection. He was the beginning of a new creation. That is the message of
the Gogel; it is the hope of our salvation!

However, even though he never was tme of a kindGod (Jn. 1:18)who
came from God, oa one of a kindwho would rise from the dead, he was
certainly theonly-begottenSon of God who came from God and tely-
begotten Son who would rise from the dead. Nothing in Scripture would
contradict the fact that Christ was tbaly-begottenSon of God who came
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from the bosom of the Father to die upon the cross, and that, as such, he was
the only-begottenSon of God who would rise from the dead. The Phoenix
would be the perfect picture of tHf$.The idea ofonly-begottendoes not
contradict the purpose of the story as dbesmeaningnly one of his kind

The Phoenix was aanly-begottenbird when he di¢, andhe was an only-
begottenbird that wasreborn from the ashes of death. Clement gives us
various examples of resurrection dmlgives us an example from each of the
three kingdomg the physical kingdom, the plant kingdom and the animal
kingdom.He gives an example from the univeiisday and night. He gives us
one example from the plant kingddnthe sowing of seeds; and he gives the
one example from the animal kingdénthe Phoenix

Therefore, the question must sbthis asked
mention of the Phoenix iAmoresto justify a new meaning famonogenes

when Amoresdoes not deal with any of the truths mentioned by Clement in

his epistle, and, yeiMetamorphosed o e s . 0 Cl ement deal s
Amoresdoes not. Clemenspeak of begettingAmoresdoes not.Yet, the

account inMetamorphosess filled with the idea of begetting and rising from

the dead. fie account ilmoresdoes notlt simply does not make sense!

When one realizes thidetamorphoseparallels the account in Clement, one
then realizes that the contextM&tamorphosesupports the meaning ohly-
begotterin | Clementand not the meaningnly one ofits kind.

Unfortunately, Li ght f oot 6 s t rans| a3t has misled f I
generations of Christians into thinkingorogenesmust meanalone of its

kind, or unigue it has mislednanygenerations of Christians inthinking the

contex of the storymust demanduch an understanding. In fact, it has misled
Christians into thinking thaanyonewho really knows the Greek language
mustobviously think the samway. This is just not true

For example, dng before J. B. Lightfoofirst published hiswork on the
subject, the passage was translated with an understandioglgbegotten It
wastranslated asuchi n Wi | | i a m abbuatheersodolo@ymbthke
ancients his work was publishedn 1830. He waskector of Killesandran
Ireland a Fellow of Trinity College and Professor of Oriental Languages in
the University of DublinHe relates the following

ARéThe story of the Phoeniarus,ihsefrienhoi&t. Pade|l at ed by

Let us consider t hada 3e)xt rwahirah nhappesnsgmr(udb
namely, in Arabia. There is a bird called the Phoenix, whiabnlg begotten( ¢ 6 3 6 0 U3 Ud) ,

% However, one must always remember the Scriptimatrine of extentAnalogies cannot be
taken too far. The Phoenix does demonstrate c
when one considers that the flesh of the Phoenix underwent decag liefresurrection. The
body of our Lord did not (Acts 2:27).
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and lives five hundred years. When the time of its dissolution, by death, is at hand, it makes
for itself a nest of franikcense, myrrh, and other spices, into which, when its time is fulfilled,

it enters, and dies. From the corrupted flesh a worm issues, which is nourished by the
moisture of the dead animal, and becomes fledged. Then, when grown to full strength, it takes
up the nest, in which lie the bones of its parent, and carries them away from Arabia to Egypt,
unto Heliopolis, (the city of the sun), and there, in open day, flying to the altar of the sun,
places them upon it; and having so done, then departs. The phesfore, computing the
return of the times, discovered that it usually comes at the completion of the five hundredth
year." SeeCotelerius, Patres Apostol. Vol.g. 128, 161, 162.

The close analogy between the account€leimens Romanuend Tacitus is obvious. The
|l atter evidently borrowed from th% former, whi

Or consider one who waactuallya contemporarpf J. B. Lightfooti John
Allen Giles, C. C. College at Oxford, Rector at Sutton, Surrey, Classical
Historianand a Greek and Latin Schol&te published his work containing
the passage before us in 18&:member,). B. Lightfoot first published his
work onClementin 1869 Yetwhat do we findall those years latérWe find

that John AllenGiles disagreed with JB. Lightfoot and still understood the
word monogenefo mearonly-begottenHe writes

fiLet us consider a strange miracle which takes place in the regions of the East, that is in
Arabia. For there is a bird called the Phoenix. This beingtig-begotten [of its parents]

lives 500 years, and when it arrives at its dissolution by death, it makes for itself a coffin out
of frankincense and myrrh and the rest aromatics, into which, when its time is fulfilled, it
enters and dies. From its flesh when rottewam is born, which is nourished from the
moisture of the dead animal and generates wings. Afterwards when it becomes strong, it takes
up that coffin, where the bones of its predecessor are, and carrying these completes the
journey from the country of Alda to Egypt into the city called Heliopolis [city of the Sun]

and in the dayime, in the sight of all men, flying over the altar of the sun, it places them
there, and so departs back again. Do we think then it is a great and marvellous thing if the
Creabr of all things shall bring about the resurrection of those who have served him
righteously in the confidence of a good faith, when he shows to us even by a bird the
greatness of his promigé’

And so, mce again, when one closely examines the histofeetls and

details, one discovers that the NEad i ni t ar i an émsonogeees er t i o
must mearfione of a kind 0@ r unigue is actually false, and that the true

meaning formonogenesemainsonly-begotten which is the understanding of

the word from thesarliest times of the Church.

% Wwilliam, Rev. Hales,A New Analysis of Chronology and Geography, History and
Prophecy: In which Their Elements are Attempted to be Explained, Harmonized and
Vindicated, Upon Scriptural andcntific Principles, Vol. 4, % Edition (C.J.G. & F.
Rivington, London1830 pg. 436
0 John Allen Giles,Apostolical Records of Early Christianity: From the Date of the
Crucifixion to the Middle of the Second Cent(lReeves & Turned,.ondon,1886 pg.64-65
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Additional References Regarding the Phoenix
Before and During the Time of Clement

AThen | sai d: " shall di e with

Book of Job 29:18
(Jewish Publicatiosociety, 1917)

iThe righteous shal

Psalm 92:12

Dr y d eQvidl s Metamorphoses

fAll these receive their birth from other things;
But from himself the phoenix only springs:
Selfborn, begottety the parent flame
In which he burn'd, another, and the same;
Who not by corn, or herbs his life sustains,
But the sweet essence of amomum drains;
And watches the rich gums Arabia bears,
While yet in tender dew they drop their tears.
He (his five centuries of life fulfill'd,)

His nest on oaken boughs begins to build,
Or trembling tops of palm; and first he draws
The plan with his broad bill, and crooked claws,
Nature's artificers; on this the pile
Is form'd, and rises round, then with the spoil

Of cassia, cinnamon, and stemsafd

(For softness strew'd beneath), his funeral bed is rear'd:

Funeral and bridal both; and all around
The borders with corruptless myrrh are crown'd.
On this incumbent, till ethereal flame
First catches, then consumes the costly frame:
Consumes him to@s on the pile he lies;
He lived on odors, and in odors dies.

f

my

nest,

ouri sh

“1 Based upon the LXX and understood as such by Tertullian, in his discAmtséarcion:

On the Resurrection of the FlesRart VI, Chap. Xlll T A God even

i n

Hi s

says: AiThe righteous shall f lbudsh ori revike, ftoim k e
death, from the gradeto teach you to believe that a bodily substance may be recovered even

from the fire. Our Lord has decl ar ed

t hat

better than many a p hifignButxmudt men die onte fowal,rwhile n o
birds in Arabia are sur Robert§JamesDonaldsan; edéhe t i on ? 0
AnteNicene Fathers, Volll, Wm. B. Eerdmans Pulslhing Co, Grand Rapids, Ml 1985qg.

554)
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" An infant phoenix from the former springs,

His father's heir, and from his tender wings
Shakes off his parent dust, his method he pursues,
And the same lease of life on the same terms renews.
When grown to manhood he begins his reign,
And with stiff pinions can his flight sustain;

He lightens of its load the tree that bore

His father's royal sepulchre before,

And his own cradle: this with pious care
Placed on his back, he cuts the buxom air,
Seeks the sun's city, and his sacred church,

And decently lays down his burden in the paiith

Herodotus (circa 48824BC)

fiThey have also another sacred bird, which, except in a picture, | have never seen: it
is called the phoeni® It is very uncommon even among themselves; for according

to the Heliopolitans, it comes there but once in the course of five hundred years, and
then only at the decease of the parent bird.

filf it bear any resemblance to its picture, the wings are pafrlygold and partly of a

ruby color, and its form and size perfectly like the eagle. They relate one thing of it
which surpasses all credibility: they say that it comes from Arabia to the temple of
the sun, bearing the dead body of its parent inclosedyimh, which it buries. It
makes a ball of myrrh shaped like an egg, as large as it is able to carry, which it
proves by experiment. This done, it excavates the mass, into which it introduces the
body of the dead bird; it again closes the aperture witllhmgind the whole becomes

the same weight as when composed intirely of myrrh; it then proceeds to Egypt to the
temple of the sup*

Pliny (230 79AD)

fiThe Birds of Ethiopia and India are for the most part of a variety of Colours, and
such as can hardlyebdescribed: but the Phoenix of Arabia is more noble than all
others. | can scarcely tell whether it be false or no, that there is hever more than one
of them in the whole World, and that it is very rarely seen. It is said to be of the size
of an Eagle: abright as Gold about the Neck; the rest of the Body purple: the Tail
azure blue, with Feathers distinguished by being of a-Roleeir; and the Head and
Face adorned with a Crest of Feathers on the top. Manilius, the noble Senator,

“2 John Dryden, et alQvid: The Metamagphoses, Book-XV. The Epistle¥olume 2 of Ovid
(A. J. Valpy, 1833 pg. 174
*Footnote from below referenced wor k. AFrom w
gave the name phoenix to the pehee, because, when burnt down to theugd, it springs
up again fairer and stronger than ever. The ancient Christians also refer to the phoenix as a
type of the resurrection. o
4 Rev. WilliamBeloe, Tr.,Herodotus, Vol. (Henry Colburn and Richard Bentley, London,
1830 pg. 214215
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excellently well versén most kinds of Learning, by his own unassisted efforts was
the first and most diligent of the long Robe (Toga), who wrote of this Bird; and he
reporteth, that no Man was ever known to see him feeding: that in Arabia he is sacred
to the Sun: that he liviet660 Years: and when he groweth old, he builds a Nest with
the Twigs of Cassia (Cinnamon) and Frankincense Trees: and when he hath filled it
with Spices, he dieth upon it. He saith, also, that out of his Bones and Marrow there
breedeth at first, as it weera little Worm, from which proceeds a young Bird; and the
first Thing this young one does, is to perform the Funeral Rites of the former
Phoenix, and then to carry away the whole Nest to the City of the Sun, near
Panchsea, and to lay it down ilpon theéa#l The same Manilius affirmeth, that the
Revolution of the great Year agreeth with the Life of this Bird; in which Year the
same Signification of the Times and Stars return again to their first Points: and that
this should begin at Noon, that very Dayemhthe Sun entereth the Sign Aries. And

by his saying, the Year of that Revolution was by him showed when P. Licinius and
M. Cornelius were Consuls. Cornelius Valerianus writeth, that while Q. Plautius and
Sex. Papinius were Consuls, the Phoenix flew Eggpt. He was conveyed to the

City (Rome) in the Time that Claudius the Prince was Censor, in the eight hundredth
Year of the City, and was showed openly in the Assembly of the People, as appeareth
in the Public Records; but no Man ever made any doubthisatvas a counterfeit
Phcenixd™

“> Dr. PhilemonHolland, Tr.,P1 i ny 6s, Nat ur(@eorgeHBarslay,o0dstSt., Vol .

Leicester Sq., 18448) pg. 18788
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Misconceptions and Misunderstandings

Regarding thestemi genes in the Gredklord Monogenes
in light of ExtraBiblical Usages

Over and over the statement is commonly heard that theigienesn monogenes
carries the idea dlkindd and has nothing to do with derivationlming born. Many
examples are brought forward to prove this point one of the most common one being
the use of the word byParmenides, who lived around 500 B.@, his poem
someti mes entitled AONn Nature. o0

This assertion igarely questioned and the revision@daim is rarely checked for
accuracy. However, when one does so, one finds the claim is not basecalfign
butit is actually the result of a skewed analysighaf facts and the taking of out of
contextof ceitain texts

One hears repeatedly the stem has nothing to do with derivation. But when one look
at theevidenceone finds it repdadly has to do with derivation the complete
opposite of theruth.

InLi ddel | and &gepebt octhesstlé® fii mes in var
all these occurrences, tbeerwhelming majorit¢ ar ry t he sense of #dd
the 168 occurrencesllt i mes it is used with tohe sens
andonly 17t i mes i s it used owiotr hon kGife dtsheen sree nod |

uses, 28 times the definition is unavailable and the otBernies miscellaneous
meanings are assigned to the wird.

Look at the following chart which lists thesecurrences

Occurrences -geefnetstbe isnt eAmcii ent G
recorded in Liddell and Scott*’

Connotation of Connotation of No translation Varied English Definition
Aderi vat icl ass available meanings
iborno or fAKkin
209 odU3 everlasting

200e U3 bearing a mark in the
shape of an edg

20} 68 odU3 foamborn

29 Ud unborn,uncreated
UUs odU s

] 0g UgoUs of Egyptian race

- o born in ether, sprung

Udy dogUs from ether

“® perseus Digital Library Project. Ed. Gregory R. Crane. Updated Mar. 31,2009. Tufts
University. Accessed Oct. 1, 2009 www.paus.tufts.edu
“"Sourced fromi Perseus Digital Library Project. Ed. Gregory R. Crane. Updated Mar.
31,2009. Tufts University. Accessed Oct. 1, 2009 www.perseus.tufts.edu
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http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=a%29eigenh%2Fs&la=greek
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=a%29etogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=a)eigenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=a%29frogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=a)etogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=a%29genh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=a)frogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=ai%29eigenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=a)genh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*ai%29guptogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=ai)eigenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=ai%29qrhgenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=*ai)guptogenh/s

Connotation of Connotation of No translation Varied English Definition
Aderi vat Aicl ass available meanings
fiborno or fAkin
sasodU3 seaborn
2250 :g’U 3 of another race, a
stranger
2e (isgUs of doubtful gender,
2e " UagoUs of vine kind,
238¢e8¢ U3 of different kind,
238€ 89502 U of different kind,
2 U3 gfo U3 male,
21 UsdUs just born
23 Used Us of the eve class
21 6 dog0s causing the first
beginning of
GsUgUs of Asiatic descent,
GsUUdoU3 of Asian birth
20 g0 gUs not akin,
“"UaUgUs sprung from Atlas
_ o born on the spot, bor
Udsodys in the country, native
UUsods self-produced,
baedaogUs born of an ox
begagUs
by UtgoUs late born
by dadUp Us
pUaasdUs
pU; Usgo U3 born from Darius
i0gUUgeo U produced later,
odaedUs Delosborn
isUgUs
ioslgegoUs twin-born
tiosodls of doubtful sex,
ms e JUs sprung from Zeus,
o o descended frordeus,
lossgUs Zeushorn
padgy Ugba Bacchusborn
iy Usssadleo dragongendered,
tigloUs low-born
"hblee WoUs bornon the sevefitday
. o innate, belonging to
29 Us one's family
a0 (g3
ENEY S E marshborn
"3 6 gUs born in the house
~ sodls growing after
“0U0y gep Us of different kinds
0Os0 well-born, of noble
race, of high descent
Udo @s well
Odgods
isaeclgool loving one's relatives
iecozoageol Phoeniciarborn
G(dU0y dpo Ug destroying the ra
Gidey dfo Us breeding corruption
2Usdp Us
2dods earthborn
7 Usy; doUs born
A 9003 a day
iscsgUs mating only with its
kind
ieods born on Ida
3ticagUs born in India
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http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=a%28ligenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=ai)qrhgenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=a%29mfigenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=a)llogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=a%29mpelogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=a)mfigenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=a%29nomogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=a)mpelogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=a%29nomoiogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=a)nomogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=a%29rsenogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=a)nomoiogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=a%29rtigenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=a)rsenogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=a%29rtiogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=a)rtigenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=a%29rxhgenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=a)rtiogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*%29asiagenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=a)rxhgenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*%29asiatogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=*)asiagenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=a%29suggenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=*)asiatogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*%29atlagenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=a)suggenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=au%29qigenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=*)atlagenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=au%29togenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=au)qigenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=bohgenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=au)togenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=bougenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=bohgenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=bradugenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=bougenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*brhsagenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=bradugenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*dalogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=*brhsagenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*dareiogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=*dalogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=deuterogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=*dareiogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*dhlogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=deuterogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=diagenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=*dhlogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=didumogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=diagenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=digenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=didumogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*diogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=digenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=diogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=*diogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*diqurambogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=diogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=drakontogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=*diqurambogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=dusgenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=drakontogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=e%28bdomagenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=dusgenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=e%29ggenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=e(bdomagenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=e%29kgenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=e)ggenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=e%28leiogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=e)kgenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=e%29ndogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=e(leiogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=e%29pigenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=e)ndogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=e%28terogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=e)pigenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=eu%29genh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=e(terogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=eu%29qugenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=eu)hgenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=filosuggenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=eu)qugenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=foinikogenh%2Fs&la=greek
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=fqersigenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=foinikogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=fqorhgenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=fqersigenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=gaihgenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=fqorhgenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=ghgenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=gaihgenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=h%29peirogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=ghgenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=h%29rigenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=h)peirogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=i%29diogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=h)rigenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*%29idogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=i)diogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*%29indogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=*)idogenh/s

Connotation of

Connotation of

No translation

Varied

English Definition

Aderi vat Aicl ass available meanings
fiborno or fAkin
- born in lawful
dUsgd wedlock, legitimate
TUleep Us Cadmusborn
aUsasg Us baseborn
2 UUU® Us
sasocao U3 born from a shell
a893doUs hybridizing
7eoag Us born of Koios
2981 glPoUs headborn
a1 UUao Us headborn
71 dUedo Us born in Cete
29196 Us
a1 qglefo Us secretly born
7a 1ep Us the Cyprusborn
agdddg Us born insecret,
a2UlvydUs
sUUsdUs
sdUsdUs born of Leto

sbgUiso

29e3goUs born at
293 c6p Us born
sgadgUs Lycian-born
g UasdoUs ashborn
e UG G ajo Us | middleaged
e U0UUP U3 born after
edocd Us sheepborn
g03U) odd) of.kidand lamb
eozUyoid mixed together
eozaep U3z of mixed descent
o child of destiny,
eeoy goUs Fortune's child
EEYIVE only-begotten, single
g£eg3aoUs
3 UUgUs
3 UddgUs just born
2UsaaoUs Nile-born
3 Us gUs newborn
368dUd Us baseborn
3ge o Us nymphborn
3gelicjoUs nymphborn
isegUs serperdgendered
born in the house,
sosods homebred
eby1 ddg U3 rainrborn,
edodsa born together, twin,
e 6od3 of thesame race
ccoch Us akin, of like kind
3Us;doUs born of a dream,
1 UsgUs mountairborn,
130ddoUs bird kind,
Y E productiveof terms
dU00edh Us produced in the bone
yoasods late-born
Lo ancient- born, full of
UaUgoUs years.
UsaUsg o U [unavailable]
UasdoUs born again
U3 Uagfo U3 | mostnoble
" U3 0goUs
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http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=i%29qaige%2Fnhs&la=greek&prior=i)qagenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*kadmogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=i)qaige/nhs
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=kakogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=*kadmogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=katagenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=kakogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=kogxogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=katagenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=koinogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=kogxogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*koiogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=koinogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=korufagenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=*koiogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=kratogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=korufagenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*krhtogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=kratogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=kriogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=*krhtogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=krufogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=kriogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*kuprogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=krufogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=kuqhgenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=*kuprogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=ladwgenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=kuqhgenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*latogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=ladwgenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*lhtogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=*latogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*libuafigenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=*lhtogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=limnagenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=*libuafigenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=linogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=limnagenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*lukhgenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=linogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=melihgenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=lukhgenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=messogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=melihgenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=metagenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=messogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=mhlogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=metagenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=micerifarnogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=mhlogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=micogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=micerifarnogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=moirhgenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=micogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=monogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=moirhgenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=mounogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=monogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=neagenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=mounogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=nehgenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=neagenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*neilogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=nehgenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=neogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=*neilogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=noqagenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=neogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=numfagenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=noqagenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=numfogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=numfagenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=o%29fiogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=numfogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=oi%29kogenh%2Fs&la=greek
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=o%29mbrhgenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=oi)kogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=o%28mhgenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=o)mbrhgenh/s
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Connotation of Connotation of No translation Varied English Definition
Aderi vat Aicl ass available meanings
Aborno or fAKkin
" 00 @203 begotten of the fathe
"gU; Gedp Us of Persian origin
" UU0) dgfoUs rock-born
" 00} g0 U3
" adogUs half-brother,half-
sister,
"B8999@6802
egagd Us of manyfamilies,
g3 UgoUs seaborn,
"613agoUs spurius(illegitimate
birth)
1 UGbgoUs first-born
. o born before,
~4 6gUs primaeval
1celgUs akin
1 8 0 dd o U previous

7

"1 6800”ddo U

born soonerplder

"1 ¥ Uejo Us first-born, primeval
"gadgUs
Ygoaeao Us Bc;/lrgsm Pylos, bred in
"g) s Us born in fire
g1 ced Us fire-born
"gl16g U3 made from wheat
"g) 0o Us fire-produciry
dUaUl s o U seaborn
dUUgU0s
d0daUs
dUs e Us
dUe fUs born of God
dU; Ug o Us | growing in summer
UdbUgUs Theban born
UdbUsg>o Us
ddogd Us of female sex,
womanish
d3dUgoUs of mortal race
FoslugoUs Indusproduced
FegiagoUs born atSusa
G 01 0o Us producing the shrub
spartos
G gogUs inherited, inborn
Fgl odioUs Syrianborn
gU| Godp Us born at Tarsus,
UUgy goUs
00U, go Us
U] sdUs thrice-born,
- e ° produced byertian
Uy sUUpesoU

fever,

g1 90goU03

UgladaoUs born blind,
deodsa sprung from the
water,
a9 odJs
a6 ods born in the forest
U3 Ugo U3 exceeding noble
G000y goUs not appearing until
after the birth,
8 o Y3 born of an egg,
yceods who presideover the

several hours of the
day,

52


http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=patrogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=pantogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*persogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=patrogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=petrhgenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=*persogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=petrogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=petrhgenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=plhgenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=petrogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=poikilogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=plhgenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=polugenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=poikilogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=pontogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=polugenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=pornogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=pontogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=presbugenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=pornogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=progenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=presbugenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=prosgenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=progenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=prosqagenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=prosgenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=proterhgenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=prosqagenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=prwtogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=proterhgenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*pulhgenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=prwtogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*puloigenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=*pulhgenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=purigenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=*puloigenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=purogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=purigenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=purogenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=purogenh/s
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http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=qereigenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=qeogenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*qhbagenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=qereigenh/s
http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=*qhbaigenh%2Fs&la=greek&prior=*qhbagenh/s
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Connotation of Connotation of No translation Varied English Definition
Aderi vat Aicl ass available meanings
ibornod or AKkin
cUesUgoUs earthborn
i s gUs of Chian growth
yUaaddp Us sprung from harp
playing,
s 6o s of animate kind,
mortal
TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL
111 17 28 12
As one can se¢ghemostcommon meaning dfgenes s not A kjndo
as is repeatedly claimed by N&oinitarians,but ratheri s fob oarn s o me

sense of oddeanai fibt i (@mjaswe will see latér, evan

thoe cases wher e inirdalitynitdscstill remtedad derivatienyd ,
Between the two usages the connotation of born or derivatifmvoredby a

ratio of 6 to 1. Itoccursa little lessthan 11% of the time with a connotation of
class or kind,and occurs66% of the time with the connotation of born or
derivation! Yet what is theommondefinition given to the steriigenesin
monogenedy NeoTrinitarians the majority or the minoritgefinition? The
minority definition is the one that is usehd the majority definition is all but
ignored. This is what | meant by a skewed analysis of the facts, as well as a
skewed analysis of the context of teats.

So with that in mind, let usow look at those who have been responsible for
much of this confusianWe will first look at Dale Moody.
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Misconceptions and Misunderstandings

Regarding the Greek Word Monogeres f ound i n Dal e |
Paper,iGo d 6 s O fhe yranSlation:of John 3:16 in the Revised
Standard Version

We would first like to look at some false assertiamsde by Dale Moodyn

his paperGoddés Only Son: The Transl ati on
Standard VersionHe was a Professor @outhern Baptist Theological
Seminary.

Kevin Giles in his book,The Eternal Generation of the Son, Maintaining
Orthodoxy in Trinitarian Theologyhas this to say regarding this paper.

fiThe widespread evangelical opinionttttze doctrine of the eterngeneration of the Son has

no biblical warant finds its contemporary oiig and basis in a 195®urnal article, fiThe

Translationof John 3:16 in the RevisedtandardV e r s ibythe, edangelical Dale Moody,

longtime professor of theology 8butherrBaptist Seminary Virtually every evangelical who
questions this doctrine appeals to this artiec
the 1952 Revised Standard Version of the Bible were right in translagmgpge) sn the

Johannine literaturesa Aonly Sono rather than fionly begott
I Jn 3:9). Their motive was entirely linguistionot a n  a t toewatprtdown a Bible

doctrine © I ndeed, he o@monegeld &thbhescommendebhetatsenit o6gi
greatere mphasi s to the uni quenes sRSHtradslatdrerendey of Je
the Greek word this way because linguistic study inttfentiethcentury has shown that the

word monogelV ss related not tayenn@( i b e g e t genos(bfucs| absb Kk thusd o) . It
meanseofioa kind, 0 s.poec(i3) ol mrodirune amulei es't Lati
Gospel,monogel) sn John 1:14, 18; 3:16, 18 is translatedicus( fi o n | yumiyenitusn o t
(Aonly begott e on@ggnitusfifbtragpeated ia theslateafauitantaryand was

adoptedby Jerome. His use of this Latin wordttanslatemonogel) d the translators of the
AuthorizedVersionof 161 t o render t hi s Gongbegottewod®d i nto Er

As one can see thpaper is repeatedly referencedByangelicalsand others
when discussing this issu@ne can also see above some of the assertions he
makes.Unfortunately, howevermany do not knowthat many of the facts
presented in this paper are not facts atbait ratherarehalf-truths errorsand,

in some case®ut and outistortions

We will now look at some of tree half-truths and false assertioms this
paper trying to give the reader all the facésdnot just facts thataysupport
our particularview. We will attempt todo thissothat ourreades candecide
for themselves.

It shouldfirst bereiteratedhat thewhole purposedb a | e M papat wad s
to defend t hefonRERY & meaning ahonogenesather than
the traditional meaningof flonly-begotten And in defending tat choice he

8 Kevin Giles, The Eternal Generation of the Son, Maintaining Orthodoxy in Tritztar
Theology(IVP Press, Downers Grove, IL, 2012) pg. 64
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makes this startling statemei# the translators have simply corrected an
error repeated for fifteen centuries*

Dearbrethren what audacityand arrogande Yes, arroganceNow, | would

never make such a charge against someone who interpreted a passage of
Scripture differently than | mighif it was dealing with a doctrine that was

not essential to our FaitfOn nonessential doctrines of the Faith we must
forbear witheachother in love,and sometimes admit we may be wrormjt

when it comes to the essential doctrines of the Faith we must never let our
love for someone take precedence over our love for thedratbr His truth.

Let me mention what | once mentioned before in another bagacding the
modern NeeéTrinitariarn

il know many of the modern teachers are true
are very affable. Indeed, they more than likely wax eloquent on other doctrines and have been
a great help to many Christians |l 6m sure they are beloved by

their churches. As such, | am sure they will be defended by such, because love produces
loyalty and commitment. However, we must remember our loyalty and commitment must be

first to the Lord ad to His revelation. Why? Because love does, indeed, produce loyalty and
commitment, and if the Lord Jesus is to be our first love, our loyalty and commitment must be
first to Him.o R e me mbiNeverthelds® | have soméwhag againfst Re v .
thee, because thou hast left thy first I@e.

fiConsequentl vy, we must first be faithful to |
Church. We must put our respect for the Lord and His Faith before any respect we might
have for our Christianleader and t eachers. 0

Ailt is never pleasant to confront error. I n f
we must realize the Church is under an obligation from the Scripture to remain faithful to the
Lord as our f i r s tontend forthe &aitll whicrowasi anee rfon &l banded

down to the saintso (Jude 1:3).0

iRemember the warning of the Holy Spirit. I
Faith. This is the time when such contending is necessary. However, may we pray to the Lord

that it ever be done with humility, forbearance, and most importantly with ko that those

who are in error may realize their mistake and realize that human pride is fleeting and guarded
reputations are futile. *® May they repent of t|

Sometimes niceties must be set aside when dealitty such issug of the
Faith. When necessargur Saviour set asidichnicetiescalling some of the
Pharisees hypocrites and blind guides! If our Saviour, who was sinless,
sometimes deemed it necessarystometimesspeakwith such candidness,
how much more should we, following his example, sowhen confronting

one who seeks to change the meaning ofibst basiaevelatory title given

to us by the Lord Himself, a titkdat has been confirmed by the godly witness

“DaleMoody,iGod6s Only Son: The Translation of Johi
Versiord Journal of Biblical Literature Vol. 72, No. 4; (Dec., 1953) pg. 213
0 Harris, B. P.Understanding the fihity: An Encouragement to Abide in the Doctrine in
both Faith and PracticéAssembly Bookshelf, Sacramento, 2006) pgs-128
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of untold millions of Chrisians for almost two thousand years of Church
History?

Dale Moody assertsin his paperthat thousands upon thousand$ godly
Christians, including teachers, pastors and other translators, have been
fimistakem for fifteen centuriegmost of church history! and that he and
others like him in the ¥ and 28" century have now discovered the true
meaning oimonogends

Imagine it, for most o€ChurchHistory untold millions of Christiankave been
misledin regard toan integralaspecof the True Faith.Imagine, he Historic
Christian Faith has been wrgin its declarationsegarding thdrue nature of
Christ and now thaimodern teacherare on the scenethe Holy Spiritcan
correct the Church. Again, what audacityWhat they are really saying is that
the Holy Spirit has left the Church bereft of the true Faith timtly arrived on
the scené theHoly Spirit had to wait fifteen centuries for them to appear.

Now | am the first to admihatcertain truthf Scripturehave been lost over
the centuriesWho can deny thafalse doctnes have crept into th@hurch?
And yes,who can deny thahe Holy Spirithas raisedip certain individua,
for instancea man likeMartin Luther to recovercertaintruthsthat have ben
lost ornullified over the centurieBy different teachings and traditions of men
(Mk. 7: 813). But this has never happenedregard to the Faith!

The Faith has never been lost. It has been the special treasure of the Church

for all her history.Every time leretics ad apostates have tried to rob her of

those preciougr ut h s, the Church has stood str
once and for alll d el:3). k as @udg td tloat wthibhe s ai
was deliveredo it from the beginning (I Jn. 2:24

The Faith has never been lost, and for Dale Moody or anyone else to now
arise and clainthe true meaning ahonogenesas been losind the Church

has followed an error for fifteen centuriskowsthat they themselves are
misledand have departatiemselvesrom the Faithin regard to thigprecious

truth.

A good friend has addressed this important issue. Let me include his insight
regarding those whaffirm thatmonogenesloes not meaonly-begottenand
those whansist thatsuch deniatloes no harnottheHistoric Christian Faith.

fil. If you throw out the wordhonogenegas do this class of Nebrinitarians) or marginalize

the word, saying that it doesn't really matter wianhogenesneans, in that we can still hold

to the Historic Faith regarding the etat generation of the Son without it, what you have
done in effect is to say you can hold to an orthodox doctrine regardless of any biblical support
for the meaning of words. It's ok in that there are other biblical texts that can be cited to
defend the datrine of eternal sonship. No it's not ok. To do otherwise, is not according to the
apostolic admonition to hold fast to that what has been delivered to the saints (2 Thess. 2:15),
not to mention the words of our Lord who commanded His disciples to seamcnding to
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what He had commanded them (Mt. 28:20). Now does Jn. 3:16 ring ateltd not get to

pick and choose what words to use when speaking of God's self revelation, as though they are
negotiable, without severe and dire consequeri@esnot addi Do not take away is the

divine edict and standard! God used words to reveal Who He is, and the criteria for using
certain words is not whether or not we can still maintain a doctrine with or without out
specific words such asmonogenesShould not the riteria bei we use such words because
God so chose to use them in revealing Himself? God chooses the vocabulary for revealing
Himself to His peoplé it is notthe peoplewho chooseAnd to ignore God's chosen words, is

to ignore God. God doesn't give tie option to choose or not to choose, to use or discard at
will revelatory inspired words according to our whim, simply on the basis that they may or
may not be helpful to defend or set forth a particular doctrine. He is the One who sets the
parameters ahthe laaguage for us to use... period.

fi2. Furthermore, God did not have to give us the woohogene describing His Son. He

could have just used the tetmimonos fAonl y, 6 and | eft it that. Ho
the wordmonosis in Scripture it still doesn't approach nor convey the depth and beauty of

the wordmonogenesMonostells us little to nothing regarding the eternal derivation of the

Son from the Father. Nor does it give any insight into the Son's nature, his personal
subsistence aaibsolute equality with the Father. As a matter of fact, as with the term son, the

termmonos only |l ets us know that God, in some se
revealing exactly HOW the Son is Gotldefist ionl yo
place? Is it by creation? Is the Son unique in some special way as contrasted with angelic

nature or human nature or some ot her l'iving

uniquely equal with God, yet without derivation? So even thoughwbrd monosis a good

and revelatory wordn Scripture inspired by the Holy Spirit and used by Christians
describe Christ as the Son of God, nevertheless, it still lacks the clarity, precision and fullness
that thei genes,in the wordmonogenesaffords by revealing the Son's unique relationship
with His Father.

fi3. The following summaries are given to helarify the distinctions of terms:

Summary AT The term 'Son,' in and of itself, may or may not indicate that Christ is God's

Son by nature. Men and angels are also referred to as sons. It would depend on the context.
Summary BTiT The Christianos use of givels ais firtker m  f o n |
clarification; it indicates that his nature must be different and, in some way, unique. But how,

and in what way would he be different and unique? Could not Adam also be considered an
Afonl y s o albeigfor diGeredt reasons?

Summary Ci The t erbne glootntleyn Son of Godo outright de
how the nature of God's Son is different from human and angelic natures and how he subsists
within the Divine Being. Whil e Adam might be
coul d be c oanly-hedgodten®od of tGbde Thei ternonly-begottenerases any

lingering doubt as to HOW the Lord Jesus Christ is the Son of God

f4. The termmonogeness in truth a gift from God who loves and desires His people to know
Him. Such a explicit word asnonogenes®ffers further proof that God is truly a revelatory
God as evidenced by a term that discloses so much direct and concrete insight into-the intra
Trinitarian relations. God offers us a glimpse of Himself and of His divine natutiee word
monogenesHe wants us to know Him and be able to identify with Hém,He gives a term

that we human beings can relate to at the most fundamental core of our own being... our own
fecundity The word greatly aids our understanding of the dwi@lations between the Father

and Son, that otherwise would pose unimaginable difficulties in comprehension, as well as the
practical benefits associated with the wokdonogenesunderstood with its meaning of
flonly-begotten @ives a tangible and clear means for understanding divine Personhood,
consubstantiality, equality, fecundity, not to mention the benefit it affords for understanding
other revealed truths. So why would anyone want to discard such a heavenly gift?
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fi5. In the world that the apostle John grew up in and later wrote to fellow believers in our

Lord Jesus Christ in, hebesgpoktermnd 9Ges.usHeass die
was not merely God's Son (which in itself can suggest derivation), butets was God's
only-begotten (born) Son. Now let's think about this for a moment. Here's John, writing to
Christians living in a world of widespread polytheistic pagan idolatry with the commonly held

belief that the gods mate with other gods producing sows daughters, who in turn are

considered to be gods. Now | have one little question foaplstle John given the state of

such a worldwide religious environment, AWHAT
you know that polytheism is rampant. The commoncggtion is that the god's produce
of fspring. What were you thinking?6 APo you n

begottend Son of God you are playing right [
gods?0 AWhy t hen woasnhodogene$so graphie sosuttedythuman) wo r d

to describe the Son's eternallr at i ons hi p wlhe apostld,iwise ardatobldnaatra® o

ti me, answers by a small still voi ce, Il i ke th
is the Truth and bear witness to the Truth Jesus is the Son of God, the venpnogenes

from His Father before all ages, and no pagan mythology can ever change or obscure that fact.

He is begotten, not created nor formed nor made. He is very God of Very God. He is
consubtantial, with His Father's very own Substance. He is equal to His Father in every
possible conceivable way. His derivation from His Father is eternal and knows no end. He is

the Lord God who created the world and made all things therein; who walked dodhef

the day with Adam; who spoke with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob. He is the Lord God who

gave the Law to Moses lovingly inscribed with His own hand; and He shall sit upon the

throne of David whose kingdom shall have no end. He is the Great | AM, faloHe is, The
ONLY-BEGOTTEN SON OF THE LI VI NG GOD. o

fi6. Our Lord's Sonship is indeed unique, not because that's what thenaoogeneseans,

but because He is threonogeneson. God has many who are called His son, but only the

Lord Jesus Christ is Hisnly-begotten. And the worgnonogene<larifies and defines,

beyond all doubt, the Son's uniqueness. It provides the only true and definitive answer to the
guestion of the ages: AWhg itdoheClktiesnhal . réspoae
TheOnly-Begotten Son of God. 0

fi7. To toss out or minimize the importance of the true meaning of themandgeneseither

for the sake of appeasement or pseudo scholarship, only invites the continued accusation that
the Historic Christian Faith, regarding h e eternal Sonshi p, t hough
nevertheless, doesn't have any real substantial biblical support in so fandhagens

doesn't mean onlgegotten. Thus, the whole doctrine of the eternal generation of the Son
comes into question from aldbical perspective. Its authority, they claim, lies vested in human
tradition and not revealed Scriptures. It becomes clouded with doubt and suspicion as a
legitimate biblical doctrine. And this is precisely where the enemy wants it to be: clouded,
obscuréd, and marginalized, knowing full well that given enough time and persistence, human
nature, being what it is, will eventual come to ignore and reject the doctrine altogether.
Remember the vile words from the serpent mouth; "Hath God said?" These thdsewegoe

the words that brought down the universe and all th&réin

Indeed,words are so important arwdhen we look closely dbal e Moody6s
paper we see thatven though he makeke assertion that Christians have

been repeated dierroro for fifteen centuriesit is actuallyhe whorepeatedly
makesstatements that mislead and in some cases are outright éfoovssad

it is thathis paper is appealed to over and owrd noone checkshis facts.

He makes some stahentsand assertionthat simply are not tryeas we will

now demonstratel make this chargeot by my judgmentlone,but by the

*1C. L. Moody,On thelmportance of God'BevelatoryTitle "Only-begotteti
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judgment of historyand the judgment oftwo thousand years dThristian
witness

Misconception One

The first misconception we would like to lookiatDa | e M papet ig Biss
assertion regardingionogenes in a passage by Epiphanius. He states:

AEpi phani us -408)¢ hishop of dConstéhtla5(Salamis) in Cyprus was a violent
opponent of every form of heresy, particularly those that pertaméte person of Christ. At
the close of his worldncoratus(the Anchored One) of A.D. 374, he gives two creeds as a
summary of the orthodoxeaching on the Holy Trinity. The second creed contains the
significantphraseg e n n U telhtleenu patros monogEithe only-begottenSon of God the
Father.) There in the accusative case it takes botwthe d g e n(lpegbttem)eand tlae
word monoget)( o n | y ) only-lnegoste y:J ® emoragel) shere as in the NThas to

do with uniqueness rather than concept ¥f .

Now the first thing to notice is thakemakes a translation of a Greek phrase
that is taken out of context. When one looks at the English translation of the
Greek phrase he provides, | do not know if it could be translated aay oth
way than the way he provides (that is, unless one understands a comma after
patrog. But this is misleading to the reader because the Greek phrase is
completelytaken out ofts fuller context. This is the phrase within its context
Thephrase he liftout is underlined.

i OUd 3 By sedgfjgj; 91303g 3UedUa Usgdﬁ“dﬂdUe U Gfe
Uelti UBasUdea lj”degJG ULg’,;du; ‘od Ugl g’auvgduzan
coddon@swdid " o 3@ ciéd s &3 U W

83809
s'adBa

When we see the entire context the first thing we realize is thatrio clear
as to the referentaf i t , 0 w h teenfolldwing irshés poaper Thire in
the accusative casio takes both the wordgenriithenta(begotten) and the
word monogel) ( o n | y ) onlydegaiten yo' 0\What word or phrase is
Aito-?

From one perspective he seems to indicater tleef e r e nis theophrasé i t , 0

o U3z 3 d by 3dlUB e e 3 8 oitkkl, but thenhe contradicts hat by

his Engl i s hhednly-lbegostdn&d n o o f od whithe Fath
does not match the Gredkxt he provided not having the wordg 3.
(Unfortunately he never translated anything further than that one phrase he
offeredabovein his quotg. And so it seemshe rderentinhismi d was Ug 3

g 3 Uas d Ugthe Son of God)However, such an understanding would

produce a supposed translatemsfollowsi

*pDaleMoody,iGod 6s Onl y Son: HhB:#6inthe Ravised Gtandacdn o f J o
Versiord Journal of Biblical Literature Vol. 72, No. 4; (Dec., 1953pg. 214-215
%3 Epiphanius G. Dindorfeus Ed.,Anonymi vita Epiphanii. Ancoratus. Anacephalaeosis.
Panarii libri | (T.O. Weigel,Lipsiae, 1859 pg. 224
*Moody, op. cit., pg. 215
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fiAnd in one Lord Jesus Chrighe only(e @ 3 @ pb8gotten(o U 3 3 d)dgn3ofiGbd the
Father from God,that is to say of the substance of the Father, God of God, Light of Light,

true God of true God, begotten not made, the same substance with theFather.

ﬁTleJg’ipol:Jai;”se”q;ﬁejv;”sualwsg 3 Us dUad U33ddeyohUJeUUUgi
seosemuﬁllg”mwg’”evﬁw@e UL{:I,;dUa ad Vgl gatlivgd B2addsaas
dUsaddonsWaw djd 6 W& sid s &3 UUP

Notice withthis translation two wordare left out By puttinge ¢ 3 ¢ @ndl 3

o U3 3 d ihtp salkithpleattributive position(in his English translation)
modifying the substantivg 3 (Son) andremoving” U WjyFather)from the
prepositionaphrasefia d U ¢ U Ufjfrom God the FatheRnd construingit
withd Udt attheendof he plegaslesd )¢ U Qo (as hedoes
with his translatioj heleaves theemainingtwo words~a d U ¢from or out

of God), dangling out there alone. And the phraseUy 0"@4ge GaUd
Ue” U Ujythat is to say out of the substance of the Fathecpmes kind of
orphaned. What ist now clarifying without the word e @ 3 6 2ok the
partidpial phras@

Moreover, ifhe takes the referent to be the participial ph(asspite of his
translatior), it seems he would have to read it this wafnglish

AAnd in one Lord J e stheonlyBégottenOnefromtGhdethe Father, of Go d
that is to say of the substance of the Father, God of God, Light of Light, true God of true God,
begotten not made, the same substance with thi
i OUd 3 @i} s edstigjy o 303g 3UGdU®U3@dJ“d’3d0é UWMegesaasoUs
UeUyu(deag’euolUJ@ UUfd B adUgl golivgd B2adds aaﬁlﬁ
coddosswdd " 6 ot cids @3 UUP

There seems to be a couple mbblems with this. First, if it was to be
understood this wayone would expect an articular U 3 3 d. Sgcondiyf
one takeso U 3 3 d dsyasulb&iantiveit loses it verbal forceAs such it
becomes a&ubstantivethat is modified (according to his undstandng), by

e 6 3 6.0 Naav that would be fine if we were only dealing with thigle
snippet he gave us, however, when one sees the phrase within the entire
context one seedow unlikely that is becausé renders the following
epexegeticaphrasg U Uy G788 de 0 a Ud” U Ufynorsensical. Wat is

it now clarifying? Witho U 3 3 d dsyassibstantiv@ne changess, in the
phrase™a d Ue” U () into a preposition of separatiorrather than a
preposition of source.

We must remember thadrepositionsnaturally carry a stative or transitive
force. Stativeprepositionsare suclprepositionsasg ~ @ U ’, while transitive
prepositionsare prepositionsthat imply movement or motion, such “as or
Ud® Now granted verbs can sometimes overuthe natural force of the
preposition, butvhen we understarml U 3 3 d id & suli$tantivasense rather

% Epiphaniusop. cit., pg. 224
®See Dani e GreeWarannmrcBeydritie Basics pages 35359
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than a verbal sensthere is no verb to overrule the natural force of movement
contained i a!

The context demandsomeverhal forceto explain the followingepexegetical

phraseU aUy 088 de G a Ud” U UfyWith the inclusion of that phrase,

one seeghat the context is demandinthat some type of movement be
understood in the prepositi6 (not only in theprecedingphras€’a d U @

"~ U Uy but also inthe phraseU eUy & Tbalbd 6 G a W ~ U Gy It

demands an understanding tife movementof somethingi o u t of t he
substance of the FatheAnd since it is introduced wittJ eU ¥y G, Uhe 3
antecedent ofU eU y  thess also be undstood as the movement of
something out of God.

This demonstrates that U 3 3 d, dvths itd Wense of movemenmust be

understood as a verbphrticiple and notas a simpleadjective. The phrase
should be under st ood as nioftGodthe Fatherr mal | vy
that i1 s, of the substance of the Fat he
could be transl ated very I|literally, At
of t he subst an Oteer exdmpléstokthisFharindl ase thi

participle are found in such verses as the following.

Matthew 2:1¢ s d G @ U3 33dUaﬁ3dbd d&LUJd (<3| i]JLg’aqa } Usiduelges
bUGe@laeoed:230UsaU) dasldal) ealg e U

Matthew 2:1 Now after Jesus was born in Bethlehem of Judea in the days of Herod the king,
behold, magi from the east arrived in Jerusalem, sgNAEB)

Acts22:3 0 &3 g3 ) sgld, 5 Usoelds 3gdUldl T ags & U Udg &g ¢
s UaUsU00UUed GUJ Bg Ud8 3lsodi gyplls Us Ulmg
3ecgg, dgdastsdls o Uldga UUle Wy 63 L

Acts 22:3"1 am a Jew, born in Tarsus of Cilicia, but brought up in this city, educated under
Gamaliel, strictly according tdhé law of our fathers, being zealous for God, just as you all

are today(NASB)

In these examples would be nosensical and uratural to take the participle

as an adjective modifying thkead noun, rather than a verbal participial

phrase modifying thedad noun.In other words, it would be unnaturfalr the

text to say, ANow the begot orelJewishesus i
man i n Tar sursatohfer Citlhi acrido@t@fier Jesus was a | A
Fbegotter‘n in Bethlehem of Judéad a haiin af@ewjiborno in Tarsus of

Ciliciaé 0 It would destroy the natural flow of the text and render the rest of

the verse nonsensical. This is@ltrue with the text before uasone can

plainly seewhen the full portion is provided

However,Dale Moody does not mention this or provide the reader with the
full portionin Greekto allow the reader tgsee anddecide for themselves.
Why? His translation isassuredly wrong(Now, of coursethat cannot be
statedunequivocally, for sometimes thergeamany possibilities with the
Greek languagebut being possible does noiake itprobablg. Indeed, such
an understanding as his contrived,for he separates U 3 3 d tfomstig U
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prepositional phrase it is construed w(te d Ué U U, and then construes
o2 U3 3 dwiith Sob &af Godyeg 3Usd UBButl et 6s .conti nue

He thentakes the mpositional phrase that is left frothe participial phrase
o U3 3 dhbdgadW Wie " ad Ué UWfand further divides it taking
awaythe substantivé U Uy which is in apposition toe d U gand puts it in
apposition tg 3bhdeldphuddsiewhiletake on the
passage is most contrived amdst unnatural.

Also, if wetakehi s s up p os e donlyodforrenasal Bagind construe f
it further back with Son of Gqdike he desireso dg it would then read.

fiAnd in one Lord Jesus Christ, the onky ¢ 3 @ pb&gotteng U 3 3 d)dSgnzofiGbdthe
Fathet, out of God, that is to say of the substance of the FatherpG8dd, Light of Light,
true God of true God, begotten not made, the same substance with theFather.

This too is contrivedfor if this is what the writer meante most likelywould
have repeated the word he was trying to claifshow consistency dfow,
therefore, it would have read:

rO0U0d"3 bi) segdticajy aodllag 3sUasdUd Ul o Us 3 d HoydsUWel
se3edJLdL$uU993Ug’eung{Je—U—kg’;[dU}3 dB “adUgl o ”ijd&
codddadBsaddonswdid ¢ @ cid s @3 UUy

fiAnd in one Lord Jesus Christ, the onby ¢ 3 & pbégotten§ U 3 3 d) Sgnzof)@bd the
[Fathef, out of God, that is to say out of the substanabefathefGod, God of God, Light
of Light, true God of true God, begotten moade, the same substance with the Faiher.

He creates this difficulty by switching U Lg’;from being in apposition with
~“ad U @nd places it imppositiont 0 dJs&ed Usg

This whole topsyturvy exercise isinnecessarif one reag it according tats
natural flow and understanding, blu cannotread it that wayfor it would
actually supporanly-bedoted ménanogeme§ the very A
meaninghe is trying to negate!

Therefore, if we take this passage in contexhis leaves us with two
possibilities.The Greek word @8 3 @8 is Being used as a substantiveit is

being used as an adjective modifying ubstantivegy 3. Asforo Uz 3 d,dy 3 U U
it makes more sense to leaveag a verbaparticiple within its own group

providing additional information regardirtge phrasé¢) e 3 Ued U g

Thus we would have two possibleays of understanding the texirst, it
could be translated as follows.

fiAnd in one Lord Jesus Chrishe Son of God, begotten of God the Fatlaty-begotten
that is of the substance of the Father, God of God, Light of Light, very God of very God,
begotten not made, being of one substance with the Father
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In other words,o0 U3 3 d HaydsUWeU U ) is what Robertson callsa
participle of additional statement, modifying Son of God. Thes 3 @ dsU 3
placel as an adjectival substantivie an epithet.Now usually adjectival
substantivesare articular but not always. For example,e 8 3 ¢ @ i¥ 3
anarthrous in John 1:14 argdusedas an adjctival substantive

Then we havél sUy "B B de G a Ud" U Ujythat is of the substance of
the Father)clarifying how he is thenly-begotten(e 8 3 @ boobithe Father
He is the onlyone that isbegotten out of the sutasice of the Father. Also,
nowtheword = U UjfyFather) in the phraséa Ude & a Ud" U Uyof the
substance of the Fathemakesmoresense because it is beiagexegetically
constredwith the” U Ufjn the participial phrase U3 3 d ¢ & & U Uy
(begotten of God the Father)

Or, if we wish to take @ 3 @ onbt as a substantive, but as a simple adjective
modi f y g sy edlsacouldbe translated

fiAnd in one Lord Jesus Christ tloaly-begotten Son of God, begotten of God the Father,
that is of the substance of the Father, God of God, Light of Light, very God of very God,
begotten not made, being of one substance with the Father

ir O0d" 3 @ij oedstiejy o BUsag 3UedUas U3z 3 ddbd 8@ U Wee3apUs
Uedti UBsaUde Gdddle” Ulfyd B3"ad Ul galivgdB200ddsadba
coddos@swdid " ¢ @ cid s @3 UUP

And, as with the first translatiorihe epexecetical phraseU U y 0 b 4)gf
e U a Ud U Wythat is of the substance of the Fathsti)| flows smoothly
clarifying the participial phrase U 3 3 d ¢ & @ Ud(begotten of God
the Father)

If the writer of thecreed wanted to state what Dale Moody wants it to State
seems itshauld have beenwritten in this way.(In this way it would flow
naturally andstill provide the understanding he wishes

i 0U0J 3 Wiy sedlicjy sd3Usg sUedUdlso U33ddﬂ*¢skJ3Je 5d)3

d Ue UUj Ueﬂyﬁﬁae(lag’eﬁq'@¢ "0l d B edUgl galivg dB
cadddadlisaddonlBswdid " 6 gl cid s &3 Uldy

Notice thate @ 3 @ owds placal before the prepositional phrase after

9 U3 3 d that 3sthélv articularin this way it would be understood as a
modifier ofa substantive U3 3 daigad Uf)r ovi de t he meani ng
desires. |t woad dabgettengrils a d)dine@diy (
the FatbBemwiadalfy medamtd dniyddgyen as he

claims, this would be a clear and simple way to write ffhrase. n fact, t

would becomparabldo the way Philo wrotavery similar phrase
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De Cherubim I, 53 *

(

flAnd one may wonder at the kind of narration which the Jewish lawgiver frequently employs

in many instances, where he departs from the usual stfer after giving the history of

those parents of the human race who were created out of the earth, he begins to relate the
story ofthe first-born of human parents concerning whom he says absolutely nothing, as if

he had already frequently mentioned hésne, and were not now bringing it forward for the
first time. Accordingly, h e sDef@petuyimParlly; s t hat
XVI (I, 53) *®

Notice that Philo takes the adjective; U 6 and places it immediately after
the very samearticiplewe have inAncoratuso U 3 3 dJdandthenfollows

it by a prepositional phraSe= 3 d § v¥.dn this way it is understood as the
ffirst-begottenof man (human parents) ONotice te also usesan articular
participle o U 3 3 dJdhenthe adjective,” j U g and the a prepositional
phrase;323 d | ¥.3

Our suggestedext that wouldsupport his viewfollows the same orderthe
articular participle 2 U3 3 dJdlthe adjective e 6 3 6 0 Bl then a
prepositional phraséa d U é U U}If the text says what Dale Moody claims

it says, it would have more than likely been written in such a Waly then
would it make sense. Only then wouldsitpport his claim that @ 3 @ o0 U3
meansi 0 n Iz 8.3 @ owdwd then be an adjective like} U g modifying

9 U3 3 dllie it does in Philo

But the fact of the matter it was not written in that way. Why? Simply because
it would become nonsensical if it was written that way becauses 6 dldds
not noenadny , b ut-begoeaddse walythia ¢reed was written
actually supports a meaning ainly-begottenand not, as Dale Moody
suggesta. meaning of Aonly. o

If € @ 3 @ avlbkaplaced after tharticular participle like the reading above
(UemU3 3 dd ¢ 3 &)tblephrasewould become redundantt would be
saying thefonly-begotterb e g o tlttweuid baihe same as Philo had used

“ ) ¥Uls o instead of ~ jUc aith o0 Uz adjdle Us o Uz a3 dd
"~} ¥k g thattoo would havehad aredundant meaningfirst-born borm
orii f tbegstterb e got t en. 0O

But the fact that the writer of thereed did not writat in this manner gives
evidencethat e 3 cad U@ not mean fionohlybegottebdt tr u
| f he wanted to say fonliwydahe bgecfvet t e n

*" Philonis Alexandrini, Opera quae supersunt, Vol (Typis et impensis G. Reimeri, Berolini
1896) pg. 181
%8 pPhilo of Alexandria, The Works of Philo Judaeus: The Contemporary of Josephus, Vol. 1
(George Bell and Sons, London, 189@. 188
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modi fying the partici ponb-pegdtten 0o radse rD atl oe
Moody suggestshe could have used @ 3ifistead ok @ 3 6 aslPhilo used

"y Ugisstead of " } ¥UJs a dtshen would haveead:Uso U3 3 dds 3 UU
ee3fpdlUé Uy Then it truly would have r
God the Father.

z6 Bd mears fi o nlzye 308 YU ad o e s z ensoat Iy theans fonly-
begotterd The grammatical structure of thi

But even apart from the clear gramiical considerationghe fallacy of Dale
Moodyos cl ai m whesthecgreater rcdntext of ¢he creesl
considered, specificallywhen one considerthe inclusion of the little word

¢ 8 8 i (aterairgthe texd but this will be discussed under Misconception
Three after wdirst discuss a few other points.

Therefore, we see that the assertion of Dale Moody thatribési proves the
meaning ofionl ya& e d @ Ud s n onfoundecd buy is also
misleading He fedito thetext, notallowing the readeto seethe entireGreek

phrase inits context; then he incorrectly translates the Greek phrasmoés
provide (by adding the word SQmwhich when combined, preventse reader
from seeingthat it actually makes perfecty good sense tounderstand
monogeneasfionly-begottern

Consequently, any way one wants to look at it, this pasgsadiee minimum
certainlydoes not negate the meaniny onfy-begotte® fe®rs 6 ¢ I 3

fact, as we will see lateiit actualy supportsthe meaningo f onlytbegottern

But whether one believes so or not, it is totally misleadiimg>ale Moodyto

lift the phrase from the text, translate it outside its context, anduserit to

sayitit akes both t he( bweogrodt t genn n tatnhde ntthae w
(only) t obegattany Suchoan |lugequivocal statemerst most
misleadinglIn fact, such an unequivocal statemismot true.

MisconceptionTwo

To demonstrate this fact furthithat it is a misconception to regarorily-begottei®

as a combination of two wordsp U3 3 dchgatiUng fi b esgeostetoellzsd a n
meani ng@g IRetnd sy | o onkadeabyB. Fa Wegqaotb(whe Moody later

guotes in regard to another majter

This quote will direct our thoughts back a hundred years béierereed mention by
Dale Moody inthe writing ofAncoratus Let 6 s see i f it -took t
begotten back then. He says

fiThe earliest certain example of the word in this conmekiongs out its force very plainly.

The Synod of Antioch (269), which condemned Paul of Samosata, in giving the exposition of
their ancient belief which they addressed to him, write: 'We confess and proclaim the Son as
begotten, ‘an only Som (U 33 d) 3 ¢ 6 3 @ ) thesimage of the unseen God, the ‘firstborn

of all creation, the Wisdom and Word and Power of God, who was 'before the ages not by
foreknowledge but by essence and subsistence, '‘God, Son of God, having recognised Him as
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such both in the Old ahNew 'Testament' (Routh,Rell. Sacr. iii. 290; comp. Alex. Alexandr
ap. Theodor. H. E. I. 4. 45, d (eseds 6 ¢ D

Unfortunately,Westcottdoes not provid¢he reader withmore of the quote. When

we see the fuller quote we see that the ngun is repeated and that vaetually

have two noungg 3) in the contextrather tharjust the one he showdere is the

full Greek text of the phradee quotes which ifom a letter sent to Paof Samosata

by the orthodox bishops of the synbthaveundefined the phrasehelifted out

r‘¢ sUasll U3 g 309 U3 zdels 3 6 ogUz Uaf]3 Weae26 FUs dUeUg’mce 3 UU
} s ee‘?‘tacig’ttﬂ Uxtg’ect]3e Uaf]:) g a Utis Usdal:i;e } Utsrss @

’ ; eousUazsaee da aU " e #ilId, dUey 3 °3 00 U dlay Uoswdd

“23 U g 6 aceollms o difi (0 ¢ €03

A very literal English translation would b&i N o w 8 thé $os begotteran Only-
BegottenSon, being the image of the invisible God, fhet-born of all creation,
Wisdom and Word and Powef God existingbefore timenot foreknown, buto
substance ahto subsistenc&od, Son of God, and known both in the Old and New
Testamentswe bot h confess and preach. o

When we see the full quote we sedr a tg 3 dlxs 3 cplktrues togethemd that

e @8 3 8 g (3 an anarthrous first attributive position withe 3 6 andtifying the
repeated noug 3. The structure is similar to the expressiorirtoratus in that we
have the nourg 3 followed by the adjectives U3 3 ¢bBgotten), followed by
another adjective(s 36D @Dae must remember that Dale Moody regarded the
participleo U 3 3 d ihyAsc@rdlusas an adjective modifying thprecedlngnoun

g 3). However, there is one important difference withakdgectivee 8 3 @ inthis
guote before us. It has its ovimmediatenoun it is modifying. It is not construing
with the precedingg 3, but is costruing with the repeated noun 3 following,
thereby being in aattributivepositionwith that noun.

In other words, ifwhat Dale Moody claims was true, i.e. that it takes two words,
ibegottend an dnlybhagoiteny , dskaiersent ena kiundfed years

earlier, certainly does not demonstrasach a fagtbecausee 6 3 @ dsUhat being

construed withhe adjective U3 3 t he pglso B3 & i trdeso say

fi o nbl eyg o tzt ee3na. oidJrmodifying its own noury 3. If what Dale Moody

claimed was true, thephrasecould haveeasily been written:¢ sUal U3 g 3

o Us 3¢ &3 ¢ Jdfp3 U6 aY dad e o .allithout theuse of theollowing

gs3. That would clearly show forth such an

The fact that it does nalemonstratethe bishopsvere nottakingthetwo adjectives
together (As flexible as the Greek langgacansometimede, it is mostunlikely the
two adjectivescould ever be construed together isuch amanner, i.e. as the text
stands; the only way it might work isdhetakesthe phrase U3 3¢ &3 ¢ g (33
in apposition to the previoutl ¢ 3 3, gut then, more than likelyan articular

*¥Westcott, B. F., The Epistles St. John: the Greek text with notes and @dsasillan &
Co., London, 1883Pgs. 163
®Routh, Martinus Jeephus,Reliquiae sacrae: sive auctorum fere jam perditorum secundi
tertiique saeculi post Christum natum quae supersunt.... Ed. I, Vol{ad@ographeo
Academico, 1846) Pgs. 29®1

66



adjectivewould have been used clearlydifferentiatefor the readethe appositional
phraserom thepreviousU e @ 3.)

Additionally, we see that the demonstrative prontbdJe poi nts tdo t he
statement regarding the SohGod That is it points tothe statementhat follows
concerning the Sori B e g @ tthiatebeing what they confess and preach. This
explains the neuter gender for the demonstraiv@noun The pronounpoints

forward to theconing statement regarding the Samdit emphasizes the statement as
something very important. Why? Because they were combatting the heresy of
Sabellianism which did away with Persons within the Godhbalievingthe one

God manifested himself in threaczessive modes of manifestatiofirst the Father,

then the Son and thehe Holy Spirit.

The synod was wishing to show personal distinctions within the Godhead. They did
this by showing the supposed second modenahifestationof the Son was not
simpy the Father changinglis mode of manifestation, but was the Seino was
Aibegot t e the Fathdr HeGuasdnot like other sons of Gadho were sons
through atemporal anccreative act of God, but rathgras an Only-BegottenSon

(¢ 8 3 8 yUB} because he was begottby an eternal and necessary act of the
Father(before time) Thus he was known as the image of the invisible God the
Father, thdirst-born of all creation, Wisdom and Word and Poveé God, existing
before time not foreknown, btito substance and to subsistence, God, Son of God.
The emphasis ifirst on the fact that He walls g 9 U 3 thedbé&hottenSon,
because if He is begotten He cannot be the fRaamsonof the Father who begot
Him. This negates Sabellianism. Then beeads was God of God, the image of the
invisible God He wass @ 3 @ g (,3an OnlyBegotten Son.

Now while this proves that Dale Moodyob6s a
and while this also demonstrates that monogenes was not clearly comibithe

another adjective to say orbegotten, one could still argue that even though
monogenes modifies its own noun3danidtistinl
should be wunderstood as fAonlyd (that i s,
mongenes meant only)gs3s Theuled obe, usdersotlaoo
Son. 0

Thereforejt would help if one had further evidence to show thanogenesvas not
being und@®©nbkyoodt arthisBry Fortumately we havethat
evidence. It isanothercreedwritten approximatelyat the sameime, which, when
compared with thisstatement demonstrate that monogeneswas not being
understood s fAonl yo as Dale Moody suggest s.

This othercreed written around the same tinfene year later)wasa privatecreed
written by Gregory Thaumaturgude was one of the main participantstimat same
Synodwe have been discussihghe Synodof Antioch. This is what Phip Schaff
has to say concerning hiim his bookThe Creeds of Christelom

fiGregorius Thaumaturgus, of N&aesarea. About A.D. 270. Gregory, surnamed the Great

or Thaumaturgusi.e., the Wonderworker (from his supposed power of miracles), was a pupil
and admirer of Origen (on whom he wrote an eloquent panegyric), and Bishop of Neo
Ceesarea in Pontus (from about 240 to 270), which he changed from a heathen into a Christian
city. He took a prominent part in the Synod of Antioch (A.D. 269), which condemned the
errors of Paul of Samosata, and issued a lengthy creed. He was held in the highest esteem, as
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we learn from Basil the Great, his successor in office (De Spiritu Sancto,%d&p72, where
he is compared to the apostles and prophets, and called a 'second Moses’), and from Gregory
of Nyssa (Vita Gregorn) The foIIowmg creedgd d UG WU ¥ dg- bl yoss dgdoa)
"o d@mg ? Uc b)lfwad Gecdiding to the legend reldtby Gregory of Nyssa a
hundred years later, revealed to him by the Apostle John in a vision, at the request of the
Virgin Mary. It is somewhat rhetorical, but more explicit on the doctrine of the Trinity than
any other antdicene creed, and approachasthis respect the Symbolum Quicunque. The
Greek text in Gallandi, Vet. PP. Bibl. p. 385; in Mansi, Tom. I. p. 1030, and Hahn, p. 97.
Hahn gives also two Latin versions, one by Rufinus. Two other creeds ascribed to him are not
genuine. An English translati of his writings by S. D. F. Salmond, in the AN&Eene
Christian Library, Vol. XX. (Edinb. 1871}

This is a most interestingreed toorder to help determine thetrue meaning of
monogenesat that time.As was indicated before, Gregory was one of tegor
participants of the Synod As such,i t is reasonable to
understanding afnonogenesvoul d be exactly the same
of monogenegust one year earliefThis creed was written approximately 270 A.D.,
and of course, thereed of the Synod of Antioch was written at 269 A.D.

conc
as '

Below is the first portion of

with an English translation and a Latin translation following.

Gregoryos

Greek Text™ English Translation®®  Translation of Rufinus®*
Ad dU jUUpbs g There is one God, the Fatheg Unus Deus Pater verbi
c3Us g’ of the living Word, who is viventis, sapientiae
GdaeU g’u O atld g o U the substantive wisdom and| siubsistentis et virtutis suae
igsUrd eternal power and image of | et figurae, perfectus perfect

g eaddgpaddosag
’ UUsz, y} UU0ed

God:the perfect origin

(begetter) of the perfect
(begotten): the Father of the
only-begotten Son

Ad Jjeo e ga8dg xa (g Thereisone Lord, one of Unus Dominus, solus ex

dWa d,Usc Uy Ua| one (only of the only), God | solo, figura et imago

Us 3 0 &9 Uesag d of God, the image and deitatis, verbum perpetrans

“3 Uyda «Wef) A likeness of the Godhead, th¢ sapientia comprehendens
ar3 Oddly mighty Word, the wisdom | omnia et virtus, qua tota

" Uplbs o Wi 3 Ue fd| which comprehends the creatura fieri potuit, Filius
addtBY¥d 8 9 d constiutin of all things, and| verusvery et invisibilis ex

the power which produces a
creation; the true Son of the
true Father, Invisible of
Invisible, and Incorruptible
of Incorruptible, and
Immortal of Immortal, and

Everlasting of Everlasting.

genitor, pater. Filii unigeniti

invisibili et incorruptibilis
ex incorruptibili et
immortalis ex immortali et
sempiternus ex sempiterno

In this creed we see that Gregory calls the SorOtig-begotten( @ € 8 3 8 I

But t hen he

f ol

®1 Philip Schaff,The Creeds of Christendom, with a History aBritical Notes, Vol.2 (Baker

Books, Grand Rapids MI, 1993pg. 24

®2bid. pg. 24
% |bid. pg. 24

% August HahnBibliothek der Symbole und Glaubensregeln der apostekatholischen
Kirche (Verlag Von E.MorgensternBreslau, 1897) pg. 25254
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states that the @ 3 6 g30m ise 3 & (gnly) of € 3 @ @nly)! How can this be if
monogenesalso meansonly? Obvi ous|l vy, i n Gregoryos mi
monogenesust carry a different connotation thamonos otherwise he would have

simply repeated the word.

If monogenesvas neverunderstood asnly-begotten but rather was understoad

only (as Dale Moody suggestswhy would Gregory then follow up his use of
monogenesvith the phrase 3 6°g & @ glf’morogenedruly me ant fAonl vy, 0o
did he notthenwrite € 8 3 8 "8 8 8 3 8 oAU 3l other words, ifmonogenes
simply m@amhydanldy he not cont i theaisamewi t h t
word and write that the Son wasonogenesf monogenousthereby.explaining his

previous phrasg

Obviously, inGr e g oming iaogenesarried a different meaning thanonos

This shows thatonosis the Greek word foonly, not monogenesMlonogemsmeans
only-begotten And sincemonogenegioes not meaonly, it does not need another

adjective begottento sayonly-begottenit meansonly-begotterin and of itself The

connot aobniyo ni o f f theufinsdpartimong 6 and the connot
fibegotted i s fthe endinj genes

If monogenesvas a simple adjective meaniogly, then,most assuredlyit could
have beemused of any of the Three Persarighe Blessed Trinitybut the matter of
the fact is monogeness never used of any of the Persons the Son'Why? Why
not call the Fathemithe creeds @ 3 & g  UBJ? Or, why not say that the Saras
ee3a8¢ 8z a3 e gltmmshe waonly Son of theonly Father (using Dale
Moody 6 s s uppos edy fod mdnéegeng® The measanfis because
monogenesloes not meanonly, but mean®nly-begotten and it would bevrong to
say he wag 6 3 e g 88 ¢ 3 ¢ oflla that he wanly-begottenSonout of the
only-begottenFather. That is why he had to switch fromonogeneso monosIn the
creeds the Father is Unbegotten 3 d U, @agiHe is the onlyfhono$ Father(cf. Jn.
5:44; 17:3),but He is never thenonogeneg-ather. If monogenesneantonly there
would be no problem sayinponogenegather. The fact of the matterri®nogenes
does not meaanly; it meansonly-begotten

This piivate creedhlsoc onf i rms, contr ary thavitfidnayde Moody
took two words to saynly-begotten Obviously at that time it did noEor if it was

true, it is inconceivable that one of the primary framers otthed at Antiochlwould

contradict tlat creed one year latéy usingmonogene a different sensdn other

words, this shows th&r egor y 6 s u nmrogesesvasmd diffiergnt tbah

the Synodés mondgenest anding of

It is simply wrongfor Dale Moody tocategoricallystatethate @ 3 @ gwasalways
understood asnly and that i was alwayscombined with anotheword to sayonly-

begottenThe truth is when one examines the evidence clodéky,evidencactually
leads oneénto the oppositeconclusioni.e.& 6 3 @ gddesnot menonly, but rather
means what it has always mearanly-begotted and thain and of itself

And so we see thdi00years beforéncoratusthe Greek woranonogenedy itself,
was understood amly-begottenit did not take wo words to make up that title.
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Misconception Tiree

Continuingwith this line of thought,and coming back to the time period of
Ancoratus we now find Dale Moody stating this:

fil t i s genitreentostolradt means fAbegott en,ndo nbougtie nilts do e s
the NT. Now Jerome too was an advocate of the Nicene creed, and it seems clear that his
orthodox zeal tempted him to read his creed which required two wgelsrifhenta

mo n o §ietothe me word o n o g)doond & John 1:14, 18; 3:16, 18; | John 4:9; Heb.

11:17. Th&asse facts may be easily checked in Philip Schaff, The Creeds of Christendom, Vol.

1, g. 35.0

He continues with his thought that ibdk two words to sayonly-begotten

making the observationthat genrithentosand monognU were never used

togetherin the New TestamenThis implies of course, thamonogekin the

New Testamentould neverme a only-Begotten 6 b u't mus,06 mean
becausét wasneverusedin combinatonwithg e nn Ut. hent os

A couple of things need to be said in regard to ithiglication First he says

that the wordg e n n Ut rheanskegoti®. Of course, that is trudgut he

makes it seem that because it does not occur with the wondgene# the

New Testamentit is somehow significant. Why would that be significant?

Why does he makhis additionalimplication to the reader thaho n o g € n Us
cannotmeanonly-begottensimply becauseno n o g éoasthst occur with

the wordg e n n U tirtleerNT. 88y would that make any differerze

Using his same logic one could just as easily make the following statement to
disprove he common Neco-Trinitarians meaning ofone of a kindfor
monogends

Dale Moody saysnono gma &iss Fioehl gt s accept hi s
definition of only, especiallysince NeeTlrinitarians are always appealing to
Dale Moodyas an authorityNow, Dale Moody andNeo-Trinitarians also
believegenosmeanskind, whichis true,but it isequally truehatgenos(kind)
neverappearsvith monogenegonly) in the New Testamen®o, usingDale

Mo o d sahes logicmonogenesould never meafnone of akind,o (i.e. only

kind) unless it appearwith genosin the New TestamehSo, if that is true,

why does Dale Moody catude thaimonogenesan indeedalso mearone of
akind®How coul d it mésnocethéwordmonogénesaverk i n d
appeas with genosin the New Testament? In other wordsjtitakes both

words monogenegonly) andg e n n Ut (hegattén dossayonly-begotten

then it must takenonogenegonly) andgenos(kind) to sayonly one of a kind

(i.e. using hisameéogic)!

®paleMoody,iGod6s Only Son: The Translation of Johi
Versiord Journal of Biblical Literature Vol. 72, No. 4; (Dec., 1953) p@.15
% His whole paper is to defend the meaningmoly for monogeneas found in the RSV, but
later in hispaper, he concludesonogenealso meansnly one of a kindas we will see later.
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Let me chart out his logic below will use the exact same sentence he used,
except | will substitutegenosfor g e n n U t, Andkind forbegotten | will
compare them side by side with my concluding sentedcedto show you

the misdirection of his claim.

Dal e Moodyd&s Alternate Claim
It is the wordg e n n U t theeneans It is the wordgenogthat means
ibegotten, 0 but i fikind, o but it (
mo n o gie thelNT. mo n o gie thelN.
His Conclusion Alternate Conclusion

Therefore he concludgbat such a fac| Thus using his same logicould | not
must meaé tha only whenmo n o g | equally concludé that only when
is used withg e n n Ut Hoesnang mo n o gis usddi sitlgenosdoes me
arrive with the meaningnly-begotted | arrive with the meaningone of a
therefore monogenesannot meamnly- | kindd therefore, monogenescannot
begottenin the NT, it simply meand meanone of a kindn theNT; it simply
only. meansonly.

By using his same logic, one couldually disprove his meaning @nly one
of a kmonadenesf or

Now, obviously, he would object and say something like @ihismay speak
for him), A | t does not matter t h a togetheh e
because the meaning kihd is found in thestemi genesof monogenesThus

it makes no differece that monogenesdoes not appear witlgenc.
Monogenesneansonly one of a kindin and of itself.

Ah! But, could | not say the same thing? | again will use the same sentence

abovebut substitute f@begonltdmgenosas ki

flonly-begotted f o r Aonl y Iltowowd therd readil 1kti ndda eds
matter that the two words do not appeagether because the meaning of
begotten is found in the stenigenesof monogenesThus it makes no
difference thatmo n o g doesUn®t appeawith g e n n U t. Menogemes
meansonly-begottenin and of itseld (especially, in light of the fact that the
stemi genescarries this idea diderivatioro overfkindo by a ratio of 6 to 1.)

This is the type of doublspeakand straw mamrgumentghat Dale Moody
repeatedly uses in his paper; it is most misleading to the student of Scripture.
He will repeatedly set up these presuppositions to prove his point, but his
presuppositions are simply irrelevant. Rather than examining the evidence he
resats to a presuppositional languagat confuses the issue.

Yet, is any of this significant as to the real meaningnohogenes No! And
neither is the fact that becaugee n n Ut does nat appear withonogenes
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in the New Testamemhonogenegan nevemeanonly-begotten These are
simply empty arguments that distract from the real issue at hand.

Secondly, inen we look closer at his clajrhe alsosays that Jerome was

clearly tempted to read two wordgefinethentano n o §ietmthe one word
only-begotten(mo n o g)e Wheee isthe evidence for this statement? There
isnoevigkncel Let me state it agalismplyigsindther e i
true.Jerome accepted the Nicene Creed which was composed long before the
creed inAncoratus And the Nicene Creed usewbnogenesn and of itself

t o meniyegdited | ong bef or e t The mdaningpef i n ¢
monogenesvas not changed by Jeromk!t meerybegottdd bef or e
Jerome was even born!

Dale Moody makes up these aswars that have no factual basis, but then
presents them as being fac®hy is it that the Evangelicals who always
appeal to Dale Moodyds papenonogess pr oof
have never checked the veracity of his claims® isl simplymisleadingthe

Christiar

| f Dal e Moodyds assertion S true,
documentati on?0 Mme br amysother rearlg IClyristiani f N
decided to change the meaningrebnogenesromDal e Moody 6s as s
meaning ofonly, or, only one of a kindto the new meaningynly-begotten

then most assuredly they would have left ample evidence explaining their
reasonfor changingthe meaning osuch an importanivord in their creeds

Why? Because the Church was being inundated miginy heresies during

those centuries.

To say thatonybee Sof wakimdo would ha
heresyfor it would havecontradicedthe meaning ohomoousiosas found in

the Nicene Creedand in the creed of Epiphaniug) the Sonwasone of a

kind he could notbe consubstantial with the Fatl@er.e. homoousiod of the
samesubstanceHe would have to beomoiousiod of a similarsubstancen

orderto beone of a kindand that wouldhave been nothing bheresy.

It would have been absolute folly ftine Churchto adopt a wordneaning
only one of a kindn their creedsand thenattempt to change its meanihg
only-begottenso that they coulkeep the creedfree from heresybecause
every Greek speaking person woulakturallythink that thecreed wassaying
the Sorw a ©nefofakingd unl es s, badreceived some typdcé y
information telling thenthatthe wordthatthey alwaysunderstoodrom their
childhoodto meanone of a kindwas now beingredefined to meanonly-
begotten It would be as if they were being toldiDo not understand
morogenesin the creedas you have always understotioe wordfor it is
heresy tathink the Son isonly one of a kindHe is notone of a kindHe is
homoousiosthe samesubstanceHe and the Father aref the same kingd so
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the Son could not bene of a kind So forget what you ever kwn about the
word monogeneswve arenow changingthe wordto mearonly-begotterd

Not only that, | am sure there would have been many whbald have
protested this adoption of a word that meane of a kindor the very same
reason kted above (look how they fought over thiee word homoousios
They would have not wanted to caube saintonfusion andhey certainly
would not have wanted to utilize a word their creed that might lead
believersinto heresyregarding the truthunlessChristiansfirst received a
massive reeducation of the wordSo where is evidence of such a vast re
education?

If the early Church Faersor Jeromedid what Dale Moody suggestethey

didd change the wordhonogenefrom meaningone of a kindo the meaning
only-begotte® we would have had ample evidennodicatingsuch a change.
But guess whatThere is no such evidenc&here is not oneatument that
even hints that anyone changed the meaninga@fogeneso only-begotten.
This is just something Dale Moody dreamed up in his own mind. And look at
the harm this fabrication has done to the spiritual liveantbld Christians.
Look at the han this has done to the Faith.

I f | was alive when Dale Moody was al i
O brother Moody, I's your evidence for
found out | was wrong in accusing him of making it up in his mind, | would

most assuredly have asked for his forgiveness. But alas, he is gone and he
cannot answer us, so all we have left is to make our judgment based upon his
paper. But such a judgment needs to be made because his assertion is harming

the spiritual lives osomany Christians!

But s omeone motDaketMoosgyaay that Rhilip Sthaff supports

all these assertioso ADid he not say that Phil
thatit takes twowords to say onhpegotten andlso thatlerome read the two

words(g e nnet he nt)ato theomevpemdn o g)e?ridlel yes,

he did that is exactly what heaid But guess what? This too is made up.

There is no such confirmation!

The reader can check this out for himself. Dale Moody even gsige page

numter; he lists page thirtf i ve f or Phi |l i p of@lctheaef f 6 s ¢
facts®’ but the reader will search to no avail to find such a confirmation. The

only thing on that page that corroborates anything Dale Maffdyns is that

he accurately quotefi¢ Greek line in thereed he mentions, and also the

English translation of that line he adapts. But other than thatngatbnfirms

his claims;assertionsvhi ch he i dentifies as fAthes

%7 See PhilipSchaff, The Creeds of Christendom, with a History and Critical Notes, Vol.2
(Harper & Brothers, Publishers, New York, 18pg. 35
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English translation of that line, we haakeady covered th@reviously in the
subchapter Misconception One).

As an aside tiis a mystery why Philip Schaff translates those Greek words the
way he does, becaugds very clear that he never believiedook those two
words to sayonly-begoten, nor, as a matter of factid Epiphaniuslf one
lookstwo pages earliegn pages 38®f the same boglone will find the first
formula of Epiphanius;Schaff reproducest on pages 334. Below is the
beginning of thidirst formula of thecreedthat Schaff providesith a Greek
Text and English Translatidf.

Creed of Epiphanius i First Formula
___ Greek Text English Translation
T UUd 3 O } s edsd 86§ 93] | And in one Lord Jesus Christ,

o

Us3d 30ed Udse 6 3 8,0 U] the onlybegotten Son of God,

U3"a0eb UUdo Us 3 d dy 3| begotterof the Father before all

"1 vs3 Ww 373 worlds,

Uely 0"dsd) Ba Ud Use |thatis, ofthe substance of the
© U W, Fathey

G de Gdg U Light of Light,

d B2ad d$a edabed d 9 3 qvery God of very God,
oUssddy :3s@U,dyas U U|begotten, not made,

eeei 0gakU,U being of one substance
(consubstantial) with the Father;

As one can see, 6 3 @ i Wrttenin a completely different phragkan the
phrase containing U 3 3 §l dTizeseUs absolutely no way the two can be
construed togetheto say onlybegotten Mo no g €@ 6 b ¥ anot
modifying gennethentfo U 3 3 d) doysaydhly}-begotterin this first formula
And Philip Schaff provides aBnglish translatiorthat confirming his view on
this, translding monogek] a sonlyibegotterp notasonly.

Also, when we geback to page thirtyive, we see thabDale Moody does not
mentionthe factthat Philip Schaffhimself,stateshat Epiphanius Who wrote
the secondormula)testifiesthat hissecondcomposition agrees with thiirst
formulad providedabove. Philip Seaff says this:

% philip Schaff, The Creedsf Christendom, with a History and Critical Notes, VdHarper
& Brothers, Publishers, New York, 1877) pg. 33
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The second formula of Epiphanius is his own productiand is an enlargerent or

paraphrase of the firs& He [Epiphanius]i nt r oduces it by the remark:
other heresies, one after another, have pear ed i n t hyosaswelaswgener at i
and all the orthodox bishofpsn one word, the whole Catholic Church, especially those who

come to holy baptisth make the following congssionin agreement with the faith of those

holy fathers above set forthd  di.e. ¢he first formulaf?®

In other words, Ejphanius is saying that higeedis saying the same thing as
the first, albeit with different wording and gtture. This means that
Epiphanius is not altering the meaning of the ptddses 3 (el ¢J3
ee360 B8 UsUUf o Us 3 drafrythelfitst formulawith his
wording in the second formwa Uz g UdUe U3 3 d ey 3dWe
"UW; €6360203

Therefore snce it isan absolute impossibilitfy or 2 U3 3 ddy 3 U and
be construed together to sagly-begottenin the first formula, it is wrong to

say they arebeing construed together in the second formtdasay only

begotten. The second imulais affirming the same truth as the first formula.

It is affirming that the Son is begot:t
the OnlyBegotten.

This is all the moreonfirmed for usbecause of a little word included in the
middle of both fomulas. Both formulas include the worde 6 @ idl 9 @
(homoousios)n the little phrasee 6 6 i 0 9 8Uldd me once again give
the full portion of the second formula that Dale Moody claims shows that it
take two worbdesgottot esna.yo ionl vy

Co
w

ﬁ]’UUgfsléusedsuej;susU3g 3UGdU®U3@dfcﬁdUG UWE 6 3
UeLg»uUsasUg’eungpe Od B ad 0Bl golivrgdB20ddsad
coddos@swdld " ¢ 9@ e i WoalBU/B

Q° @

And here is thdirst formulawhich contains the very sanprase

TO00's U jToeplic 638U WeUdis ¢63,63lhs UbOUd
2Us 3 Qdyé’ﬂ:kJU‘qulLkJYUGUyﬁUS:nggBGU,g"U}Jl(ﬂ,,ll:],g'"a g U
dB200dqdsda3eddbed dg3 @ Ussddysdiljgsdi WaslU}

In reality, monogenescould not mean anything bunly-begottenin the

second formula because of this little woltdmust be remembered thBale

Moody not only believednonogenesne a nt i calsd nyeanonly bne of

a kind because of thetemigenesin monogenesHis entire affirmation is

completely refutedas we have already saidly this little word because the

Son could not bee e g idi ® mMoousi os) i f he was t}
kind,0 or as Moody quotes from the rests Liddell & Scott Greek Lexicon

% bid., pg. 35
0 Epiphanius G. Dindorfeus Ed.,Anonymi vita Epiphanii. Ancoratus. Anacephalaeosis.
Panarii libri | (T.O. Weigel,Lipsiae,1859 pg. 224
"L Philip Schaff, The Creeds of Christendom, with a History and Critical Notes, \(Ble2per
& Brothers, Publishers, New York, 18)73g. 33

75



(1940)which sayof monogenedt he Aonly member of a ki
the Aonly member of a kino the Father

I f the Son of God t he FathbwoouldHesbet he fc
e 6 6 i TilBHR svas one of a kindEpiphanius would not have included the

phrase € 8 6 i O 9 dUsUn lis confession. The reaspof coursewould be

because the little worde @ @ i ( 9 @ 3one wbrdsdatet, would completely

contradict theuse of theword monogenesf it meantone of a kingor only

member of a kinlf the Son isone of a kindthen he cannot beomoousios

with the Father.Instead He would be, what the serArians termed,
homoiousiogof similar substance), which, of course, is heré8y.

Thus the use ofe 8 @ i ( 9 eWUn Both formulas prove thahonogenes
was being used to meanly-begottenand it proves that Epiphaniusas
understandi ng 9 U sthsedgangaylnlbach forchulze 6 3 6 0 U3

The first formula declares the Son of dGé&s homoousios(of the same
substance with the Father), atitht He is monogenesin the first formula
there is no connectingfe 6 3 6 wl¢ h o Ug 8 d d gpig)dihected
wi t B ® WaeU gdeclaring the Lord Jesus Christ is the GBBgotten
Son of God, begotte of the Father before all time, ands auch,He is

e 6 6 i U g aJUTHérefore, since Epiphanius testifies that he is saying the
same thing in his second formuda in the firstalbeit in a differentmanner
t here i s n ocouldangan angtising othiesthan what it meant in the
first formula, i.e. OnlyBegotten.

But Dale Moody does not let the reader knabout ths testimony of

Epiphanius regarding the second formblaving the same meaning as the

first. He usesthe secondformula of Epiphaniusn orderto bolster his theory

that monogenesdoes not mearonly-begotten but then ignores the very

testimony of the Greek author who wrote tbemulain the first place! Who

better to know how the words are being usethe confessiorthan the one

who wrote the wordsh other wordssinces U3 3 ddy 3 UU aemat € 6 3 G 0
being construed together inhe first formulato say onlybegotten and

Epiphanius is simply enlarging the first formula with his secaonely should

not beconstrued together in the second formulada sayonly-begotten

Another waywe can look at thigp seef the claim made by Dale Moody was

really true, i.e.his assertiorthat Philip Schaffbacksup his claim thait takes

two words to sapnly-begottenwould be to look at thEnglishtranslation of
monogenesrovided in the first formula.If Philip Schaff supports Dale
Moody b6s bmohogeadsnetamat fonl yo or Afone of
should expecto find monogenesranslatedhe same wajn the first formula

"2 If one wishes to further understand the significance of homoousios, one might desire
examin® Harris, B. P.,Understanding the Trinity: An Encouragement to Abide in the
Doctrine in both Faith and Practicdssembly Bookshelf, Sacramento, 2006) pgs.-203%
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But when we loolat the first formulawhat do we find®e find Philip Schaff
providing an English translatioa f onlytbegotted for monogeed

Not only thaf on page twentgix of the same bogkhe even makes this
statement in adotnote regardingnother use ofmonogenesn a different
creed

A ¢ oenenseacatithad U gwhich accords with thei aeling of some of the oldest MSS.
(the Sinaitic and the Vatican), in John i.28€ 3 8 gdU instead ofy fj ) But according to
the usual punctuati on ad o pnlyebdgotteyS otha h AGowde. 6mu s t

This is a clear statement that shows that Philip Schaff understondgenes

t o mendydhegditen 0 and not to mean dAomol vy, O
Philip Schaf futatcodingnmthe usual punctuétiénbadopted

by Hahn we mu sonly Storna n sBubadthedy e fi & a iaud A é
according to the wusual punctuation a
only-begottenSon, God. 0o

b
d

As to why, when we get to the second formula ofdteed of Epiphanius, he
translates it the way he does, | do not know. It certainly was not belbause
thought thatmonogenesioes not meannly-begotten As such, it was wrong
for Dale Moody toclearlysuggesthe did

Let me provide for you one more piece of evidence to prove this fact.dtook

Philip S ¢ h adtatement in a book defending the deity of the Lord Jesus
Christ. He says t©Ohlybsgotee® gasddnfot heut. i
the discipe John.

AThus the manhood of Christ, rising far above
down to its lowest ranks, with the view to their elevation and redemption, is already the portal

of his GodheadBut he calls himself at the same time, adshmost frequently called by his

disciples, the Son of God in an equally emphatic sense. He is not merely a son of God among
others, angels, archangels, princes, and judges, and redeemed men, but the Son of God as no
other being ever was, is, or can biepthers being sons or children of God only by derivation

or adoption, after a new spiritual birth, and in dependence on his absolute and eternal Sonship.

He is, as his favourite disciple calls him, thenly-begottefi Son, or as the old catholic
theologye x pr esses it, eternally bégotten of the st

He makes the statement A as hi s favouritenlydi scip
begotte'Son 06 Now, John nineSeripturefitbeslytbegdttedC h r i s t
Son by combining the two wordgennebhentaand monogenesogetherin his

Gospe] epistles nor in the book of RevelationHe never combined those

words at all, nor are they combined anywhere in Scripture. Yet, Philip Schaff

says thathe apostlel o hn ¢ a |l | aalg-bedoitens otnh ed cattidhe
apostleJohneverdo that i f Dal e Masotrdeytliasit tekesshe r t i o n

3bid., pg. 26
" Philip Schaff, Napoleon Roussel, Joseph Ernest RamenChrist of the Goss and the
Romance of M. Renan, Three Essays, by Rev. Dr..Schaff and N. Rbedetligious Tract
Society, London) pg. 534
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two wordsgennethenta monogen&s sayonly-begottef? Obviously, Dale
Moodyb6s as s e$ofwhabworddicsJohw use im bis Gospiel call

Him fonly-begotted Sor? John usedthe one word & @ 3 6 o(dhby-

begottef! Consequentlysnce that is the word used by the apostle John, and
Philip Schaff says t hatshmwonlybdgatend s f a
then obviously, Philip Schaff believethonogenesmeant only-begotten
contrary t oasderdiodne Moodyos

Dale Moody is wrong to claim an authority like Philip Schaff to support his
theories regarding the meaningrmbnogenesPhilip Schaff believed nothing
of the kind. He believed the opposite of Dale Moody. He believedogenes

i ndeed,onlybegattet 6 ii n and of itself

As for, the rest of his statements regarding Jerome and the Old Latin MSS and
the Vulgate, whichare equally misleadingnd, in some cases completely
false please see the following chapter dme Testimony of Old Latin
Versions, Jerome and the Latin Vulgat®nce again his assertions are totally
without foundation, andadlythes false assertionsra repeated as fact over

and overby many believersAnd what is eversaddeyis suchfalseassertions

are accepted asueby manyChristians.

MisconceptiorFour

Dale Moody states:

fMAs long ago as 1883 B. Westcotf in The Epistles of St. John, pp. 16@5, made clear that

the meaningomonogéhné&scentered in the Personal exi s
the Gener at i andcoocfuded thaét IF@ndgr and simplicity of
of the word was loséet owar ds t he <cl| ose &flortsttchrefuteftreeser t h ¢ e
conclusions from such references as IgnatiEiph( VII.2), Epistle of Diognetus10:2,

Martyrdom of Polycarf20:2, and Justin MartyDal. 105) are fruitless. This discussion may

be closedwnith a quotation from a writing contemporary witthe Gospel According to John

which shows clearly ti the above conclusions amo n o g @rencoreect.

There is a bird which is called the Phoenix.
This being the only one of its kindh(© n o g)dived680years.
| Clement XXV.2.

Now the Phoenix was neither born nor begotten, but it coulsh ben o g, ¢ha dhly one of
its Rind!o

"DaleMoody,iGod 6s Only Son: The Translation of Joht
Versiord Journal of Biblical Literature Vol. 72, No. 4; (Dec., 1953) pg. 219
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There is so much that is wrong and misleading with this stateinehe first
place he leaves out an important part of his quote fYidestcott These are
thethreequotes he takesrom Westcott

Ai...is centered in the Personal existence of
and,

ithe grand simplacotythobé wihedowagihast ¢ de
and,

iféd owards the close of the fourth century. oo

But he takesthese quotes completely out of contexthereby givingthe
impression to the reader thélestcottbelievedthe meaning ofmonogenes
had nothingever to dowviththeme ani n g -bceefgofidrelnydo or A onl

But the fact of the matteis, Westcott was not making such &broad
conclusion | will reproduce thegreater part of theuote below to let the
reader see for himsefiow the quotearetaken out of context will underline
and put in bold printhe quoteshatDale Moody pieced together.

AThese mystical speculations fixed attention
checked its technical use in the Church. It does not in fact occur in the &gts of the

Creed, which are found irrenaeus Tertullian and Novatian; and in Tertullian the
corresponding Latin termnicusis used of God (the Fathede virg. vel. 1; adv. Prax..But

it is worthy of notice that in the confession of Ignatius beférajan, which follows the great

lines of a Baptismal Symbol, the phrase is foudd®a U d &f.0 UUdj } s G ¢

g JUsd Ug ¢ @ 3 ag(Igmat. Mart. 2; comp. Polyc. Mart. 20And it was apparently

from Antioch that the term spread as an element of the expression of the Catholic Faith.

filn the second half of the third century the word appears in the Confessions of Syria and Asia
Minor (Syn. Ant. A.D. 269, Routh, iii. p. 290;r€g. Thaum. ap. Greg. Nyss. 3, p. 912;
Lucian, Socr. 2, 10, 7; Apost. Const. 7, 41; Marcellus, Epiph. Host. 72, p. 836); and from that
time it gradually obtained a permanent place in the Creeds of the East and the West

fiThe earliest certain example of therd in this connexion brings out its force very plainly.

The Synod of Antioch (269), which condemned Paul of Samosata, in giving the exposition of
their ancient belief which they addressed to him, write: 'We confess and proclaim the Son as
begotten, ‘amnly Son ¢ Udzsd)se 6 3 a8 ) thesimage of the unseen God, the ‘firstborn

of all creation, the Wisdom and Word and Power of God, who was 'before the ages not by
foreknowledge but by essence and subsistence, '‘God, Son of God, having recognised Him as
such both in the Old and New 'Testament' (Routh,Rell. Sacr. iii. 290; comp. Alex. Alexandr
ap. Theodor. H. E. I. 4. 46 0 sede 3 ad U

AThe point which is emphasised by the word
Being of the Son. He stands to the Father in a relation wholly singular. He is the one only
Son, the one to whom the title belongs in a sense completely unique and peculiar. The thought
is centred in the Personal existence of the Son, and not in the Generatigiithe Son That

mystery is dealt with in another phrase. Consistently with this view the earliest Latin forms of
the Creed uniformly represent the word by unicus, the only son, and not by unigenitus the
only-begotten son, and this rendering has maintaitsedlace in the Apostles' Creed and in
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our English version of it. Buiowards the close of the fourth centuryin translations from
the Greek, unigenitus came to be substituted for unicus, and this interpretation has passed into
our version of the Consttinopolitan Creed (onpp e got t en) . 0

fiThe sense of only Son is preserved by the Syriac versions of the Nicene Creed, which go
back to the original word which was rendered in the L¥Xg 3 eegadds o U “hd[&word

from the Syriac v. is included héf&following in this the example of the Syriac translation of

the N. T., where the worl 8 3 aegis’se rendered uniformly: Caspari, pp. 101,116.

fiThe exact phraseology of the true Nicene Creed separates distinctly these two thoughts of the
generation of the $p and of the unique being of the Son. 'We believe...in one Lord Jesus
Christ, begotten of the Father 'an only San'{3 3 d toy 3Ullflc 6 3 & h Where the
uniqueness of nature is further defined by the addition 'that is to say of the essence of 'the
Faher.' And this proper sense of the werd 3 @ g dsanarking the oneness of the sonship,
preserves a close affinity in idea witb U “hgvill-beloved, the second translation'ofl. . 1 . 4
Both words define that which is essentially singular in fitedhtionship: 'Only son and well
beloved,' Athanasius writes, 'are the same' (Or. c. Ar. iv. 24).

fiBut in the interval which elapsed before the Council of Constantinople the important
distinction between the sonship and the generation of the Son wasihgdim be obscured,
ande 8 3 cegwastreated as equivalesfis eogdU 3 arfdsd 43 to include both the fact of the
uniqueness of the Nature of the Son and the ground (if we may so speak) of His uniqueness.

filn this waythe grand simplicity of the original idea of the word was lost Other thoughts,

true in themselves, were gathered round it, and at last the wassgiven by Gregory of
Nazianzus as describing 'not the ‘only Son of an only Parent, at one only time, but also that He
was (begotten) in a sintar way € 6 3 i (r)d(Orat. xxx. 20). And this conception, with
which no fault can be found except that it is not contained in the word, became popularly
current afterwards and was admlrably expressed by John of Damaseus:e g3 Us

e 3 egf a@s” U Wehs ¥v'd Uaddi(De Fid. Orthod. i. 8. 135).

ot

As can be seembove,he takes the first line from thleurthp ar agisap h,
centred in the Personal existence of the Son, and not in the Generation of the
Sono T Imeeskips downa few paragraphand takes a line from theska
paragraphfithe grand simplicity of the original idea of the word was @ost,
andthen he goeback upandtakesa line fromthefourth paragraphjtowards

the close of the fourth centyeéyattaching it to thatline from the last
paragraplas if it was a part of the sentehce

This completely misrepresents whatB.F. Westcott actually declared

(although, Westcott must have known people would make that conclusion)

Dale Moodytakes a narrow conclusion regarding the usenohognesin a

particular creed at a certain time, and turns it intofi@oad conclusion

regarding the use ehonogeneat any timein anyusagé To be fair to B. F.

Westcott hedoes ot make such a broad conclusidte is very careful in the

words he chooses, as we will presently $eéact, in another writing of B. F.

Westcott on the Gospel of John, he admitsnogenes r i gi nal | y mean:
born, 0o although he then zdinfgf ua hreos fituma tq |

®We are sorry; we were not able to reproduce the Syriac word.
" Brooke Foss WestcotfThe Epistles St. John: the Greek text with notes and essays
(MacMillan & Co., London, 1883) Pgs. 16%4 (pgs. 16972 in 1886 edition
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Aonl yoftheivaldd 0 t he negation of eavdre figen
how can one be born if one is not generated?

He stateshisin his commentary othe Gospel of John

fiThe r e onb-begdttettgomewhat obscures the exact sense @f 3 6 @ Which is

rather "only -born." That is, the thought in the original is centred in the personal Being of
the Son and not in His generation. Christ is the One only Son, the One to whom the title
belongs in a sense completely unique and singulatistisguished from that in which there
are many chi®l dren of God. o

And so we see, Westcott is not so clear cut as Dale Moody suggests. Westcott
takes great care in his words, as he should liketDale Moodyonesees that

he leaves out some important informatr@garding the usage afionogenes

t hat would greatly aid the stpwgkent of
meaningof the Greek WordmonogenesSo with that in mindd t Bosv

continue

As we already showed\Vestcott admittednonogene®riginally carried the

idea of Aonly born, o6 although,Buthe i mme
careful reader will notice that he limits his examples of the word to the
ficreedsd Notice what he said in his comments frora first Epistle of John.

fiThese mystical specul ations fixed attention
checked its technical use in the Churlthdoes not in fact occur in the earlier types of the

Creed, which are found irdrenaeus Tertdlian and Novatian;and in Tertullian the
corresponding Latin term unicus is used of God (the Father): de virg. vel. 1; ade/Prax.

and,

fiThe thought is centred in the Personal existence of the Son, and not in the Generation of the
Son That mystery is dealt with in another phra€ansistently with this view the earliest

Latin forms of the Creedniformly represent the word by unicus, the only son, and not by
unigenitus the onhpegotten son, anthis rendering has maintained its placghe Apostles'
Creedand in our English version of &°

and, finally,

fiBut towards the close of the fourth century in translations from the Greek, unigenitus came
to be substituted for unicus, and this interpretation passed into our version of the
Constantinopolitan Creg@nly-b e go t%t en) . o

As one can see Westcottggeaking in regard to theeeedsin the Churchand
not to the general usage of the worddblyer Greek speaking peopla fact,
when he states in the above paragraph fitlaese myscal speculations fixed

8 B. F. WestcottThe Gospel according to St. John: the Greek text with introduction and
notes, Vol. 1John Murray, London, 1908) pg. 23
9Westcott, op. cit.TheEpistle of St.John , pg. 163
8 bid., pg. 163
8 |bid., pg. 163
81



attention upon the term; but perhaps at the same time they checked its
technical use ithe Churctd he 1 s thosdieprricudrenttiieons o
2" centurythat usedmonogenesnot with a meaning offi o n | yperdalea s
Moodynor with a meaning of fAoneflodyf a ki
born (which really is no different tharthe meaning obnly-begotten) This is

what hesaidin the paragraph immediatgbyecedinghe abovesentence

The word next appears prominenily the system of Valentinus. The Min@® s d) the
offspring of the ineffable Depthf( g d and Silence(E s » which alone embraced the
greatness othe First Father, itself 'thBather and beginning of all things," was also called
e 8 3 @ g thesonly-born. And from this Being ' like and equal' to its Author, in conjunction
with Truth the othe#Eonsproceeded (Iren. i. I, 2.

Valentinus (c.10L60 AD) was a Greek speakingpereticborn shortly after
the death of the apostle Jolte was usingnonogenef his heretical system
with the meaning ofonly begottersimply because that is what tGeeekword
meant. Yet Dale Moody through his editingmade it seenthat Westcott was
sayingthatthe word never carried that meaning till the end of4heentury
but, as you can se®estcottnevermade such a claihrHe carefully limited
his statements to thereeds(but he must have knownt would be taken
otherwise)

Of course,in reality, the word was used amly-begottenall the timebefore
the fourth centuryyet neither B F. Westcott, noDale Moodylet the reader
to know this The wordmonogeness found repeatedly ithe writings of the
Church Fatherandin places that are nat part of aficreed with the sense of
only-begotteh Why do Westcottand Moodyignorethis important fac Could
it not be because this fact does not agree with tlzenative

Consequentlywe cannow seethat it is a misconceptiohy Dale Moodyto

declare that B. F. Westcott stated thainogenesvas rever was used at any

time, in any way as bespeaking the generation of the Gmonlybegotten)

He never makes such a broad declarattmenadmittingin his commentary

t hat monogenes .onad yet ondl cannbtybut bvonden if

Westcott was hoping his readers would make the same conclusion Dale
Moody made, for after he admits thmmbnogenesne ant fionlthen, bor n, «
in the nextbreath,says that it has nothing to do with generation! Howris

only born if one is notgenerate@ If monogenesme ans fionly bor
certainly has to do with generation, derivation, and begotteness.

And so we can see how this quote concerning B. F. Westcott is misleading,

but | et 0 s somwe eadkxamine teargmainimg claims made by Dale
Moodyregarding this issue

iAs long ago as 1883 B. F. Wesl6s mddeclearithat The E
the meaningomonogiéiné&scentered in the Personal exi si
Generatid of the Sond and concluded that At he gr e

8 bid., pg. 162163
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word was | ostétowards the close of the fourth

from such references as Ignatiusph. VII.2), Epistle of DiognetuslO:2, Martyrdom of
Polycarp20:2, and Justin MartyiDjal. 105) are fruitless. This discussion may be closed with
a quotation from a writing contemporary witthe Gospel According to Johwhich shows
clearly that the above conclusionsmm n o g &ecoreect.

There & a bird which is called the Phoenix.
This being the only one of its kindh(o n o g)dives 660 years.
| Clement XXV.2.

Now the Phoenix was neither born nor begotten, but it coulsh ben o g, ¢ha dhly one of
its Rind!o

After making the claim that B. F. Westcott stated thahogenesever meant
flonly-begotted unt clése df tthefourth century, when the grand
simplicity of the word was lost, he then states that efforts to refute those
conclusions by references froletChurch Fathers are fruitless

And yet even though he dismisses the evidencthefi F a t lasefiuidess

he endsup with a quote fronone ofthe sub-apostolicFathes! He providesa

quok from Clement because he thinks it supports his view,ibueality it
disproves his view. And not only thdtis very last statememegarding that
guote from Clements patently false! He completely misleads the reader.
Christianss h o u | Why&sikWh aiit i s goi ng on with

We do not need tgo into the story of the Phoenix again since we have
already addressed this issurea previous chaptebut for Dale Moody to
blatantly tell the readen the last sentendkeh at t he fA Ph bamni x
nor begottew  totally incredulous Clement himself, clearly statesthe
complete oppositéhe states théhoenix was begotten!

He declaresn chapt er twenty five, verd@s 3
(begotten). The line read$, a hat the flesh decays, a certain worm is

begotted( & d 3adedUdi G dy apa > Uddfsg U3 3

The worWUss U3bse g ot peesan) singles presdnteindiative of
oUsraThe meani m gfcourbejshagat,give birth, or be born!

It is inconceivable that Dale Moody couttbke such a misleadirgjatement
telling the readethat the Phoenix waseitherfiborndo nor fbegotten) when
the truthwas the exact oppositéind it is equally inconceivable that he would
thenhave the gumption tactually usehat text to prove to the unsuspecting
reader thamonogenesever had anything to do with begetting or generation
This is most disconcerting.

Now, before we look at the final misleading statement in this quayaps,
one thing must be said to be fair to Dale Moody.at® chooses his words

8 Moody, op. cit., pg. 219
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carefullylike Westcott Notice hesays in the final portion of this quateatan
effort to refute these conclusiofrem such Patristic writings agnatius, the
Epistle of Diognetus, the Martyrdom of Polycarp and Justin Martyr would be
fruitless. He dog not mentionother Patristics aslrenaeus, Terllian, or
Athanasius or many otherSo inonesense he wagartially correctbecause

the texts hechoosesthose of Diognetusind Polycarpare texts that do not
give enough information to determine ttrae meaning ofmonogengsone
way or the other.

But hewas onlypatrtially correct in so farashe was careful to only choose
such texts that were so nebulous thatvould be true tosay theywere
fruitless. He was careful to not include such writings as those of Tertullian or
Athanasius or otheris his statementbecause they aret unfruitful, but are

very fruitful (as we will see ithelater dapter entitled the Patristics)!

But why wouldhe not tell the reader that there are other texts framtime
period that areery fruitfuld that there aréextswhich show that the meaning
of monogenegvas understood to lmnly-begotteror only bornwell before the
close of the fourth centupy

He daims the true meaning afhonogenesvas known in the firstfour
centuriesof the Churchthat is,until the grand simplicity of the meaning was
lost toward the close of the fourth centuBo if that is true,why notthen
examine the evidendeom thefirst, second, third antburth centuries?f his
assertion is tryevould not those references help prove his claify ignore
that evidence Again | ask viny? The answer isisiply becausethey do the
oppositethey disprove his claim!

He creates thisntirenarrativeby t aki ng Westcott6sd quo
pastes them together i neveywmamdemstooday as
the word in its grand sinthpsk firstifoury of
centuriesuntil the latter end of the fowth centurywhenChristians began to

assign the meaning ohly-begottento the word. Tks simply is not true! It is

an absolute fabrication! Why does he not provide evidence for his claim? He

does not because there is no such evidence. In fact, notsaitlere fruitful

evidence in the firsfour centuries ofChurch witness there is a total of

fiharvesd of fruit that totally disprove his claim as we will seeder the

chapter entitled’he Patristics

Yet in spite of his careful languade limit his examples to thoseertain

references such as IgnatiuEpf. VII.2), Epistle of Diognetus10:2,

Martyrdom of Polycar@0:2, and Justin MartyrD(al. 105), he still ends up
beingincorrect! The two references ofgnatius andlustin Martyrare indeed,

very fruitful in disproving his conclusion thahonogenesvas never used with
t he me aonly-begottemfo f r A anntHoge firbt dour rcenturies.
Rather they provemonogeneswvas understood asnly-begottenin those

centuries.
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In the verysamereferenceof Ignatius(Eph. VII.2), thatDale Moody claims
wasfruitless we find Ignatiusmaking this statement.

iOU¢g H 3700 sf]3zeag1d§]3@Uzoy33quLbeghu9UL¢$jaxs
ot 984, seL’iee:Jg’Us gU U0l 3 3 ¢dlerg Ulgo Uss UFri Rpeeam 3 d U
Que 3U j;euauhtajl sar33ege 3 e dlahoalsiV) @3 ¥oas 3

zUy algd "W, doyhsosegd Ko y 3 U .

ABut our P hoghstiue God, the unkegottedm and unapproachable, the Lord of all,
the Father an@8egetter of the onlybegottenSon We have also as a Physician the Lord our
God, Jesus the Christ, thenly-begotten Son and Word, before time began, but who
afterwards becamesalo man, of Mary the virgin.?o

Now, it makes no difference if thiguote is from theshorter or longer
recension, or whether the epistles of Ignatius are spurious or genuine for we
are simply looking for evidenc# the word monogenesvas ever usel by
soneonea sonlytbegotte® o r A o mlthg firdifour aenduries of the
Church.

This quote is from the longer recensiavhich many considerto bea later
interpolation of theepistle (The shorter recension is different because it does
not even use the wonthonogeneslet alonesome of theother wordsin the
longer recension Now some believeit was written in the middle of the
second century, others in the middle of the fourth cgntlir makes no
difference, butif the earlier date isrue it becomes even morsignificant
because it would have been written a mere fifty years or so after the death of
the apostle John

The passage clearly affirms the traditional meaningmmihogenes The
meanings of Aonly memberonyof sampl g, woal
not fit the c¢ont ex tonly-bdgotes fitsaicely withihe me an
the context

First, Ignatius declares that God the Father is f) 32e0f]l ddJ3 Bt he

only true God. o0 He wuses the Greek wo
monogenesne ans fAonlyo as Dale Moody asser:
write e e3ca2bBgddiffsd® Now some may say, fWel
use t he wstead sincéhatssngeanonly. 06 Wel |, enough.
then did he not continue with his c¢hc
referring to the Son? Or why did he not simply usenogenes$or both the

Fat her and the Son together 1 f 1t simp

8 gaint Ignatius (Bishop of Antioch)illiam Cureton, Tr.Corpus Ignatianum: a complete
collection of the Ignatian epistles, genuine, interpolated and spurious, together with
numerous extracts from them, as quoted by ecclesiastitals down to the tenth century, in
Syriac, Greek, and Lati(Asher and Co., Berlin, 1849) pg.23
8 AlexanderRoberts JamedDonaldson, esl,The AnteNicene Fathers, Vol.(Wm. B.
Eerdmans Publisng Co, Grand Rapids, Ml 1985) pg. 52
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| think the answe i s si mpl y beeccsacuosiemotegipandhg a n d
same thingMonosme a n's fi o mdnggeneésn eaanrolsly-bégotten 6 o r
Aonly born. 0 | gmoaogenaskthe ¢-atherl bedcauseche callss e

the Fatheg 0 ¥ 3 3 dWmshfjegott en) and the OnWwsse Uy
Begotten The Father is the only one unbegotten and the Son is the only one
begottenmonogene$ the Only-begotten

Monogeness never used of the Father in the Bible othese writings yet
monosis used repeatedlfor the Father. Why? Imonogenesneansiionlyo
and nothonly-begotterd why then is it never used of the Father?

Second, ifmonogenesne ans fAonly mémbhew obDwuedkt ha
if the Fatheis also a member of a kin? The Sonulbnot then be the only
memberof the kin (Such a thought has all kinds of theological problems. The
Father, Son and Holy Spirit are not members of a kin, but I am simply
demonstrating apat from the theological problenisthatlinguistically, the

Son could not be considered to be the only member of a kiig Hather was

still alive!).

Nor, if we chose themeaning adopted by Dale Moodpr the word
monogenesi.e. meaningof i 0 nol yw oituwlort within the contex@ (One

has to noticaen the Grek the first use ofmonogenesioes not include the

wo r ddg §on despitethe Roberts/Donaldsoinglish translatiorprovided

above). So f monogenesimply meantonly, one has to ask riyQvhat?

The text wo Gbdd the Father and BegealterOhiy? 6 |1t makes
no senseBut it does make sense to sayG oisthe Father and Begetter of the
Only-Begotten 0

So we see that this is a very significant passlagieis not fruitless in regard as
to whethemmonogenesvas eve understood asnly-begottenin the first four
centuries of the Church. It igery fruitful in showing it meanonly-begotten
However it must be noted that assignargearlier date tdhe longer recension
is a minority opinion.The general consensissthatthe longer recensiowas
composed in the middle of tHeurth century and would tend to agree with
the later date.

But does that make any difference? | do not think so for it is still in the fourth
century and Dale Moody claimish e fA gr atnydo so fmptt he i wor | d

lostunt il the ficloseo of the fourth cent
Now, | know some will dismisgventhisand say it was writte
of the fourth centuryNow t hat is certainly wup for

they arecorrect L e t 0 sthem the leenefit of the doubtvhy shouldthat
causethis referenceo be so curtly dismissed? Does this netill provide
evidence as to hownonogenesvas understood? Certainly it woukdrry
more weightf it was written at theearly date, but whghould it bedismised
out of handas fruitlessasit wasdone byDale Moody? Are we not simply
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looking for evidence as to how the wambnogenesvas understood in the
first four centuriedollowing the time of our Lord?Is this still not within that
time period?

Plainly stated, a lat date for this reference should not disqualifyfait
consideration for if one is willing to look backto Parmenides to
approximately the fifth centurpefore Christfor help in understandinthe
meaning ofmonogeneswhy would one not be willing to look forwardo
approximatelythe fourth century after Christfor help in understandinghe
meaning oimonogene3

At least the evidence should be providedthe Christian so thatone can
decide foro n e 0 s tewhdthierthe passagdas any significanéea thing
Dale Moody was not willing to dabecausehe considered such an exercise
fruitless which | hope you canow see is not the case.

The next reference will not be so controverdiat,all agree to an early date.

Justin Martyr (A.D. 116165) was born just a few years after the apostle
Johndés death. In his Dialogue with Tr
suffering being predicted in Psalm 22, he makes this important declaration
regarding Christ.

fte3co B3 Jdhes0 " UV0) 3 ovx UegdvgdgUehoagli sUesd
2Uo03 q:ay]3a‘idJU;(aszf;xuagJ gdUydyaBghe Ggfed U 3

> " 8e3de e i @grapl Uperdtiy.

AiFor I have already -peagatenefithetFdthern all tHiegs,waang t he o
begotten in a peculiar manner Word and Power by Him, and having afterwards become man
through the Virgin, as w¥® have learned from t|

We can take this portion a couple ways. We can treat the participle as a
periphrastic partiple and translate the first part as follows:

AFor I ma d e c | Gnig-begotiestd ther Fathet df all tthings,htree Word and the
Power, was begotten privately out of him, and he afterwards became man through the virgin,
just as we have learnédr om t he memoirs. o

Or we can take the first part as epexegetical participle in which case we
could translate it thus:

AFor | have made ©Ohlebagotterbodhie Bather oftalhtlng¥Vdrceandw a s
Power, being begotten out of him prieat y . 0

8 Justin Martyr, Tollope, Rev. W, tr., S. Justini philosophi et martyris, cum Trypnone
Judaeo dialogus. Edited with a corrected text and English introduction and nésésll
(Printed by and for J. Hall, Opposite the Pitt Press; and G. Bell, Cambridge, 34772
87 AlexanderRoberts JamedDonaldson, esl,The AnteNicene Fathers, Vol.(Wm. B.
Eerdmans Publisng Co, Grand Rapids, Ml 1985) pg. 251
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The latter translation is probably the better ®if) 0 8 Jii i 3 Uares d
anarthrous.But in either case we havemonogenesheing defined by the
participle,explainingwhy he is theonly-begotten

Additionally, we alsohave an adverb, U ¢ whith we find fronted, also
emphasizing why he isnly-begotten The adverb carries the idea of privacy,
peculiarity, or uniqueness. Thus the phrase cbelendered

AFor | have made OilyeBagottetioghe &ather oftalhthingsydrccardw a s
Power,beingpuni quely begotten out of him,o

or
AFor | ma d e ¢ | Gnig-begotiestd ther Fathet di all thindgs,htree Word and the
Power, was uniquely begotten out of him. o

In essencewith the adverbJustin is giving further definition to the Greek

participle andthus the word it is construed withy explaining how he was

begottenand thusonly-begotten In this casethe termmonogeness being

further explained by thadverbas one who i®nly-begottenbecause he is
U 6 wrguelybegotterfrom the Father of all things.

In addition, heis also affirming the meaning ainly-begottenby sayinghe
had already made this point cleaivhen did he make it clearFor such a
statement to make s&n he must havsaid somethindeforewhere hehad
affirmed the same thindje must havealready demonstratettiat Christ was
the only-begottenof the Father of all thingsHe did. And it is foundn this
portion of his Dialogue with Trypho.

A 61 shall give you another testimony, my fri:
before all creatures a Beginning, [who was] a certain rational power [proceeding ] from
Himself, who is called by the Holy Spirit, now the Glory of the Lardw the Son, again

Wisdom, again an Angel, then God, then Lord and Logos; and on another occasion He call
Himself Captain, when He appeared in human form to Joshua the son of Nave (Nun). For He

can be called by all those names, since He ministers toahefrer 6 s wi | | and si
begotten of the Father by an act of will; just as we see happening among ourselves: for when

we give out some word, we beget the word; yet not by abscission, so as to lessen the word
[which remains] in us, when we give it oand Just as we see also happening in the case of a

fire, which is not lessened when it has kindled [another], but remains the same; and that which

has been kindled by it likewise appears to exist by itself, not diminishing that from which it

was kindled.The word of Wisdom, who is Himself this God begotten of the Father of all

things and Word, and Wisdom, and Power and the Glory of the Begetter, wilbbielence

to me when He speakg®

This, most likely,is the portion to which he is referring, andtims portion
near the end of the paragraph we f i nc¢
Wi sdom, who is Himself this God begott

8 AlexanderRoberts JamedDonaldson, esl,The AnteNicene Fathers, Vol.(Wm. B.
Eerdmans Publisng Co, GrandRapids, Ml 1985) pg, 227
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The pertinent part in Greek is this.

¢ ahoBdde i aWdl geaUaddU:d Us UUy Uds ars3
Uz sgad’l d

O N

éthe Word of Wi sdom being Himself this

f
Fat her of all thingsébod

In the litany of titles given to Christ in the Old Testament, one of which is his
being fAiGod, 06 and ALor dsame Godis thilGod n o w
Begottend Notice that he even uses the same imagery as he did in our first
guote. He bespeaks of the Father that begat him as being the Father of all
things(J 3a7% 3

In the first quote he says he had already proven that Christ wamtiegenes

to the Father of allthing$) 3a¥3 I n this quote he sa
begotteno from t He 3B &sdbdouslyattis seghebts t h i
t hat i mind thesphrasdi GGoB@gottenod explains why He is known
asmonogene$ Only-Begotten

However, b definemonogenebyionl y 0 makes t hhefistext no

guote would thetre modified taead:

AFor | have al r eadionlypdofohe Eather bflalbthingsHbeingvbagsttert h e
in a peculiar manner Word and Power by Him, and having afterwards become man through

the Virgin, as we hav%e learned from the memoi

Justin would then be saying that Head already proved that he was the
iOnl y?0 What d oQf sourgelthase who édaievéhonogenes

meansonlywo ul d s ayi,t ArNmahgn ®don. 06 Wel |l , we
proved the worddesnotmeamionl y Son. 0 There is no
in the word.

Now, of course, in certaicontextswe know it can referto a sonor to a
daughter but thatis not becausethere issomec onnot ati oon of
A dau gih the wobd we knowit because of contextual constraints. The

connotatiorthatisint he word i s A®orno or MAbegott

Neither couldmonogenesne a only member ofakin f or |, obviousl

would not be tellingTrypho, a Jew, that Gothe Fathemwas dead andhat
only the Son was alive, being tlbaly member of a kinTherefore, theonly
meani ng t hat witgsls the meaningonlgbedotted

8 Justin MartyrRev. W.Trollope, tr.,S. Justini philosophi et martyris, cum Trypnone Judaeo
dialogus. Edited with a corrected text and English introduction and notes, Walinted by
and for J. Hall, Opposite the Pitt Preaad G. Bell, Cambridge, 18%pg. 124
% Modified from, AlexandeRoberts Jamedonaldson, esl, The AnteNicene Fathers, Vol. |
(Wm. B. Eerdmans Pubhiing Co, Grand Rapids, Ml 1985) pg. 251
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And so | hope one can see that what I
that i é #orts to refute these conclusions from such references as Ignatius
(Eph. VII.2), Epistle of Diognetus 10:2, Martyrdom of Paye 20:2, and

Justin Martyr (Dial. 105) are fruitless.

He may not agree with theonclusion made aboyeéut he iscertainly
incorrect tosuggestto the reader thaeévidence fromignatius and Justin
Martyriscer t ai nl'y not wofuitleés. onebdés ti me f or

The writer of the longer recension of Ignatius understommhogenesas
flonly-begotten 6 And most <certai nlnponodeness i n Ma
flonly-begotten 0  &aredaretmany more references tpatve the same

thing in those firstfour centuries after thevriting of the New Testamenthut

we will look at those in a separate sthmpterentittedThe Patristics

MisconceptiorFive

The fifth common misconception is derived fromagherstartling statement
made by Dale Moodyds in his article as

fiMo n o g & A Bheaningful wat in the teachings of the New Testament, both outside and

within the Johannine writings. Outside the Johannine writings it is found in Luke 7:12; 8:42;

9:38 and Heb. 11:17. Even in the passages in Luke, in whitm o gies Usr ans| at ed
in the King &mes Version and all other English translations, to my knowledge, same
Rotherham and the Geneva translation (1557) of Luke 7:12, the use of the term is illuminating

for the understanding of Johannine Christolobn e  wi dowdés son a Nain is
(monoglenddesn of his mother, 6 and surely no one
according to Webster, the Bible (Matt 216, and bi ol ogy *is a male fur

The startling statement is found in the last two sentences. He uses Luke 7:12
to denonstrate for the reader thatonogenesannot carry the meaning of
only-begotterbecause women do not beget children!

He makes the conclusion for the reader that since the wonbgeness used
in relationship with a woman, then, obviously, the wardnogenesannot
meanonly-begotterb u t  mu sanly.ofMeisasthe fiersbe quotes

Luke 7:12 Now when he came nigh to the gate of the city, behold, there was a dead man
carried out, the only son of his mother, and she was a widow: and raaplefthe city was
with her.KJV

“TDaleMoody,iGod 6s Only Son: The fheRevisedSandardn of Johi
Versiord Journal of Biblical LiteratureVVol. 72, No. 4; (Dec., 1958y. 26-217
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Now while he is right that Websteros ¢
is not the final authority on the meaning of biblical wortldt is startling that

Dale Moodywould make such a statement regardimgmeaningg f fibeget ! G
Beget is not the sole function of the male. The Bible says that begetting is also

a function of women! Scripture even says so in the very verse he references to
prove that it does not!

Matthew 1:16 Uobli "03 3 d W& ar GG Use3 0 g W0g 3, g0 Uadxd G ¢
aUo Usasydadi U

Matthew 1:16 And Jacob begat Joseph the husband of Mary, of whashbornlesus, who
is called ChristkJV

The Bible tells us in this verse that Mary begat Jesus. The very Gege&
word that is useth the precedingversesof malesis also usedn this verseof
Mary, a woman It would be perfectlyjegitimateto translate this passage as:
fAnd Jacob begat Joseph the husband of Meog whom wasbegatJesusthe one
calledChristo The same word is alsoeinLuke 1579

Luke 1:57¢ U ° aofm U Ual d de y3 sfeU0aWUs,0 Uo3 3 d @ (83

Luke 1:57 Now Elisabeth's full time came that she should be delivered; antirehght
forth a sonKJV

If we were to translate theerse literally it would readfiNow Elisabeth's full
time came that she should be deliverut] shébegata sono

Now, it must be admitted that there is no Engl&ble translation of the
Greekabove that uses the English wdinegeto but that does not mean the
Greek text does natlearly declare that factNor should a translation take
precedence over the original language utilized by the Holy Spirit.

This understandings not some new and strange interpretation. It has long
been ackowledged by the Greek Lexicons. Thishew both Liddell and
Scottand Bauer,Arndt and Gingrichdefine the word

o Usrafut. G € (o3 3)0ausalobd 3 6 (cflsl 6 &) Ummstly of the father, to beget,
engenderAesch.,Supp. 48Soph.El. 1412 ¢ o Ualidl 3 th&mfrents Xen. Mem. 2.1,27,,,

but also of the mother to bring forth, beay Aesch. Supp. 4%, Arist. G,
“However, it should be noted that even in Eng
ter m. This website provides a very good defin

usually children, and it can be used to refer to the role of either llemot a father. If we
analyze the word beget, we get the prefix, wehich tends to intensify the meaning of the
following verb, and get, which means to cause something to enter one's possession. The word
is usually used to refer to having children, altbb it can be used to refer to anything that
generates something elde f or exampl e, an i nspiration can
www.vocabulary.com/dictionary/beget
% Henry George Liddell RobertScott,GreekEnglish Lexicon, Seventh Editi¢iHarper &
Brothers, New York, 1883pg. 305
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2 Usrd 1.lit. become the father &f, Mt 1:2ff; Ac 7:8, 29.w. gen. of the mother(Eur.,
f gm. 4 7290&womeh:bearLk 1:13,35,572 3 : 2% é o

The basal meaning is tidbring fortho When it is used of the male it is

referring tohis part inconception(cf. Il Sam. 16:11 KJY. When it is used of

the female it refers tbeingborn or in a general senseeingfbrought fortho

It was very appropriate for Lwokye to s
begotted of hi s mot hAmd ISé& eonly-egditanroh i m!

As | mentioned before, the worthonogenescan be used from three
perspectived the perspetve of afather (Judges 11:34fhe perspective of a
mother(Luke 7:12) and, finally it is used from the perspective of a father and
a mother togethepr parent¢ Heb . 11: 17) . 0

This isbecause U 3rds alsoused from three pepsctives It is usedrom a

male gerspectiveso thata child would beknown as one whwasbegotten. It
is used with a female perspectiw® thata child would beknownas one who
wasfiborm (Lu.7:12) And it wasusedfrom ap a r eperspéctivesothata

child could be known as one wheasiibegottei® from both together In fact,

this general connotation ofi b r i n g i nsgevef osed witbnanimate
objects(cf. Il Tim. 2:23).

Now, while Mr. Moody might not believe women can beget children, a Greek
writer had no problem with such armcept. It is totally incredulous that Mr.
Moody would make such a statement. Even in Englislsometimes usthe
word of a mother

Now that is not to deny thahe word in English is used more often for a man,
than a woman. But it can be usedEnglishof a woman! In fact, it igven
usedin an English translation cdomething as strict as a legal cotiethe
book, The Code of Napoleowerbally translated from the Frencol. 1,an

ancient custom in Saxon territoiy referenced.It stae s , A...the wom
begetsc hi | dren shal l h aland é theewomash,cafteeshe f or |

hadbegotterc hi | dren became entit™®ed to the

Also, it wasperfectly appropriate to use the wordthe English language

from a perspectve, thét sf a man and a woman togetheermon in

Old Erglish given by Aelfric Abbot of Eynshamjs renderedin Modern

English as follows:i Adam was continuing then in
and his wifebegatchildren, both sons andidu g h e r s . o

% Walter BauerWilliam F. Arndt, F. Wilbur Gingrich, A GreekEnglish Lexicon of the New
Testament and other Early Christian Literatufehe University of Chicago Press, Chicago,
IL, 1957) pg. 154
% Bryant Barret, The CodeNapoléon, verbally translated from the Frenstol. 1 (Printed for
W. Reed, London 1811) pg. ccxlviii (248)
% Aelfric (Abbot of Eynsham)The homilies of the AngiBaxon church: The first part,
containing the Sermones catholici, or Homilies of ZAfRcinted for Aelfric Society, London,
1844) pg.21
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So even irthe Englishlanguage, let alone the Greek langutgeword begt
was used for more than just men.

It is disturbing that so many Nelrinitarians appeal to Dale Moodys an

authority for the true meaning afionogengsand yet Dale Moodygontinues

to makemisleading statementsven as to something as basic as the usage of

beged o U3ara We all make mistakes; that is understandable. But he
repeatedly makes these false assertions in his attempt to nullify the traditional
understanding omonogenesHe confuses théssueby makingassertionghat

simply are not true And if he is wrong in something as fundamental as this, it

makes one wonder if heeally undersbodt he tr adi t i conha l me ar
begotten dHow can hewrite a paper against theaditional meaning obnly-

begotterif he does not even understahe basic concept of begotteress

Monogenesastraditionally understogdneansiionly-begotten 6 fAonl y bor
the Aonly one rdyhenugtknowhis ¥et, thdobstures Bis

truth from the readédby using the passage in Luke 7:12sigpposedlyprove

his pointthatmonogenesannot meanly-begotteb e cause t he wi do
was themonogenesf his motherand women do not begehildred 8 Thus

the meaning ofmonogenesmu s t bedo Aandy ety o thitoerd .yo
UnbelievableThisis completelymisleading and a bit disturbing. It betrays

fignorance 6 or , i f not an of entrogneeanmggof an A
flonly-begotte® s i mpl y ointo prove a p

Apparently, he dichot know that when Christians spoke in creedal fashion
concerningSon of God who wasbegotten of the Father before all ages, that

they could understand him ahe fiOnly-begottenSon of God) or the AONly

Bor no Saor ewrithefG@\Onebrought f ort ho beféeret he F
all ages

They couldunderstananonogeneasfiOnly-begotted of the Father as seen in
John 1:14

John 1:14And the Word was made flesh, and dwelt amon¢ang we beheld his glory, the
glory as of theonly-begotterof the Father,) full of grace and trutdJVv

They could understnd monogenesvith a senseof the filOnly Borno Son of
Godbecausé’salm 110: 13 points to the Son as beirfigornd of God

Psalm 1101-3 A Psalm of David. The Lord said to my Lord, Sit thou on my right hand, until

I make thine enemies thy footstool. The Lord shall send out a rod of power for thee out of
Sion: rule thou in the midst of thine enemies. With thee is dominion in the day pbwer,

in the splendours of thy saints: | halegotten thee from the wontbefore the morning.
Brentonbés LXX Version

Early Christians routinely understoodigh.XX versionof Psalms 110:B,
which uses the imagery of a womb, to be speaking of the eternal begetting of

the Son of God from the Father, and so they would have no problem with the
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concept of the Son being’ Nonogendsi®nl|l y Bc
their mind,would in no way negate this thought.

And, finally, they could understandnonogeneswith as ense o f t he F
Brought Forth On@,for Micah 5:2points tothe Sonasigoi ng f ort ho
eternityand John speaks of Hiasbeing eternallyfibrought forttd from the

Father. This bespeaks laternalprocessiorirom the Father

John 8:42Jesus said to them, "If God were your Father, you would love Me; for | proceeded
forth and have come from God, for | have not even come on My own initiative, but He sent
Me.

How canDale Moodywrite a paper trying tdisprove the traditional meaning

of monogenesand not know (or if he did know, ignore the traditional
understandingf monogeneaindeed,the use ofmonogenesn Lu. 7:12is a

very illuminating verse in understanding Johannine Christolpggnd it

actually confirms the traditional meaning mbnogenesoringingto mind all

its varied nuances based ugbeb a s a | m e angingrfogthd within theb

word. It brings to theforefront the beautiful picture f the M®&onbds e
procession from the Father from every perspectisggall theimagery He

ist he A OnNISgn ofBGod n & Onlg-bedotted S o God arid the

AOnly Brought d&\eryGddiofoBeoyrGodb f Go d

MisconceptiorSix

Anothercommon misunderstanding relates to a claimadeby Dale Moody

in his papethat Tyndale knew the true meaningnebnogeneand corrected

the error of Jerome in his translatidte suggestshat William Tyndale was
correcting an error made long ago by Jerome regarding the meaning of
monogenesThis creates the impression in the readers mind that Tyndale
thoughtonly begottenwas an incorrect translation. There is no evidence that
Tyndale beakved this! Not any evidence at all!

This is what Dale Moody statefirst regarding Jerome

AiThe jumble of Jerome remains in the Latin Vu
flonly-begotte® g ot into the King Jarmd&evised &erson ofn o f 1
1881, and other translations, with a partial exception, until the error was removéx in

Twentieth Century New Testaméent.8987

" perhaps, it would be important to mention that God is never spoken of in the female gender
(unlike the pagan gods and goddesses). He is always spoken of in the masculine gender. This
is very revelatory and shalinever be abandoned. Yet it is God Himself who sometimes
employs female imagery to bespeak certain truths about Himself, while never compromising
the masculine analogy he has provided to mankind (e.g. Ps. 110:3 LXX; and Lu. 13:34).
% Dale Moody, iGo d 6 §y S@nThe Translation of John 3:16 in the Revised Standard
Versiord Journal of Biblical LiteratureVol. 72, No. 4; (Dec., 1953)g. 215216
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Then he addresses the partial exception.

filt is hoped the furious discussion over the RSV will sgreaough knowledge to bring an

error to an end! The Aparti al e the Bavpritiethon 6 b et
Century New Testamewas no less a person than William Tyndale, the first translator of the

NT from Greek to English. He failed to wect Jerome in John 1:14, 18; Heb. 11:17; | John

4:9, but his editions of 1526 and 1534 correc:

Before we examine William Tyndale, however, one thing needs to be said.
Dale Moody indicts Jerome with jumbling up the truthoabmonogenes
Then he indicts the translators of the King James Version siitiple
ignorance as to the correct meaning of the word. What arrogance to imply that
the translators of the King James Version wereegoicatecenough to realize

the true meanim of the word, as if the translators were not aware of the varied
uses oimonogenes ancient literatureand sowere so ignorant of the matter
that it takes one like Dale Moody to show the Church the efrbeoway.
Again what arrogance declarethat theChurch for all those centuries had
been ignorant of aessential doctrinef the Faith, because of one man
Jerome but now that Dale Moody is on the scene the Holy Spirit is able to
shed light on the truth!

Dear readerdo not be misledDale Moody is wrong. Jerome was correct in

his understanding and the King James translators were correct in their
understanding of the word. The true Faith was never lost, and it has continued
to be borne witness to by godly men throughout the history of thec&h

Now, |l et ds turn our arhdareesno ievidencettrat Wi | |
William Tyndal e considered J eonlyo me 6 s
begottenan error.Dale Moody couches his phraseology in such a war to
suggest thisOne could just asaaly look at the same facts and stdte

compl ete opposicorelusmi Dal e Moodyds

These are the facts
Tyndal e 6 onlybegbtterm Johral$4, 18; Heb. 11:17; | John 4:¢
andionl yo in John 3: 16,
Dal e Moodyo®6s Using the same facts, but with an
to those facts alternate conclusion

He fifailed to corread Jerome in Johy He faffimedd J er o masé s of
1:14, 18; Heb. 11:17; | John 4:9, b unigenitus ¢nly begotten in John
his editions of 1526 and 1534 corrd 1:14,18;Heb. 11:17; | John 4:9, but h
the error in John 3:16, 18. editions of 1526 and 1534ailed to

endorséhimin John 3:16,18.

“bid., pg. 216
95



It i s all a matter of oneds perspecti\
simply |l ooks at Trgonadenése thes verses stedsbya t i o n
Dale Moodyi John 1:14,18; 3: 16,18; Heb. 11:17; and | Johni4:®ne

would have to conclude that William Tyndale primarily understood the
meaning ofimonogenes o dnlg begottehd Why ? Bautcotbtines

he translatesnorogenesa sonlyibegottero On | ymed does hettranslate

it fo olm theymajority of the casesvhen used of Christ or a picture of
Christ,thet r ans | at es i toasacan b eeerl bglowbingndatet t e n
New Testamentl534edition

John 1:147 And the worde was made flesshe and dwelt amonge vs and we sawe the glory of
it as the glory of thenly begottensonneof the father which worde was full of grace and
verite.

John 1:187 No man hath sene God at eny tyme. Tmey begotte sonnghich isin the
bosome of the father he hath declared him.

John 3:1671 For God so loveth the worlde that he hath geverphlg sonnethat none that
beleve in him shuld perisshe: but shuld have everlastinge lyfe.

John 3:1871 He that beleveth on him shall not bendempned. But he that beleveth not is
condempned all redy be cause he beleveth not in the nameasfiyleonneof God.

Hebrews 11:177 In fayth Abraham offered vp Isaac when he was tempted and he offered
him beinge hignly begotten sonnehich hadreceaved the promyses

1 John 4:97 In this appered the love of god to vs ward because that god seablis
begotten sonnimto the worlde that we myght live thorow him.

So if anything, Tyndale actually supports the traditional understanding of
monogersa sonlyibegotte four out of six timesat least, in regard to its
usage with Christ. It is wrong to imply that he really knew the word meant
A o n | yfailed oaootrect it in four of the six places.

In the two of the three other places where Wad is used in the New
Testament, i.e. in the gospel of Lukegarding the children of a mother or
father, and not of Christ), he wuses
subsequent translations of the King James Version. However, in Luke 9:38 he
uses gparaphrase of the word not even used by Jerome or the King James
Version. He translateasonogenea s fal |l that | have. o

Now | et 6 s as s unmeonogeneste aqait thatilbhavi®i & vad ch e r
thanfi o nbegotten & nd | et @sle Mosdy,walsceldeved this, and

therefore hebelievelJ er ome made an error afdy tran
Aonbdleygottenod. i Wst hg BabkeMoodybs s ame
one believednonogenes r u | y alitleatl ave @ould not one make the

same claimusing Tyndale and imply that because he translated it once in
Luke 9: 38 as hdmubktlhave been tcorrécting an\ereoomade by
Jerome.
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Therefor e, we could take Dale Moodyos
this way.

flt is hoped the furious iscussion over the RSV will spread enough
knowledge to bring an error to an endf he dAparti al except|
Jer omeds L at Tha TweniidthgCerituey Nawn Ttestamemds no

less a person than William Tyndale, the first translator of the NT from Greek

to EnglishHe nAf ai |l ed t o Loke 7:I2amdt8d42lohrelrld, me i n
18;3:16, 18;Heb. 11:17; |1 John 4:9, but his editions of 1526 and T's3rect

the error in Luke 9:38. 0

We are using the same logic of Dale Moody, aat] ¥ do not think anyone
would everclaim that Tyndale believed the true meaningrfammogenesvas
actuallyfall that | have® a n donlyn O t onlyibegotte® simply because he
translated ithat way in one verse his New Testament

In the same way, in regard tioe verses relating tGhrist,why do we assume

that William Tyndale really believed the true meaningnodnogenesvas

Aonl yo ankde ghoottt eimdnlsyi mpl y thaewapinteve he t
verses?

Onedoes notake a minorityunderstandingf a wordto establishthe primary
understandingf a word.Rather, one takes the majority understanding of a
word to set forth its primary meanindi.is mideading for Dale Moody to
imply that William Tyndale supported his view wionogenes

So what is the conclusion? When used of the eternal Son, or when used of one
that was a type of the Sdne. Isaac), Tyndale understootbnogeneasonly
begottenfour out of six times That is thefact. He definitely supports the
traditionalmeaning ofnly begotterfor monogenes.

Now, i t i s elf, ahythendidohe deside to tranglate the word as
Aonlyo in John 3:16, 18?0 That is a
not know, ad | do not think anyone knows. We would have to discover
somewhere in his writings where he gives us the answer to this question, or,
perhaps, find some translation notes of his on the subject. But as far as | know,
no one has ever discovered stremslaion evidence

The matter of fact i s we do not know t
in John 3:16, 18.

That being said, as long as we are not dogmatic, we can make some
conjectures as to the reason for this change. It certainly is an interesting
question, but we must be careful not to make any dogntatclusions
regarding this anomaly, simply becausedwenot know the real reason and it
would not be right to make a conjecture and then cthash coectureas an
established fact!
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Therefore,with that in mindl et 6 s ¢ o mpessildeereasorss dom this
change?

1) Dale Moody was correct and/illiam Tyndale really believed the word
meantonly, but wasafraid to change it in all verses relating to Christ because
he thought he would be persecuted by the Church for changing such a
common nomenclature for the Lord, therefore, he tried to introduce the
charge slowly.

This possibility would be very unlikely because he was already being
persecuted simply for translating the Scripture into the English! Also it is
unlikely because he was a man of great courage and integrity! Consider what
he once wrote to JohFryth regarding the principles guiding his translation.

"l call God to record against the day we shall appear before our Lord Jesus, to
give a reckoning of our doingshat | never altered one syllable of God's
Word against my conscience, nor would théy if all that is in the earth,
whether it be pleasure, honour, or riches, might be given'file

Therefore, unless, one wants to impute a disingenuous spirit to William
Tyndale, he consistently translatenogeneasonly begottenin John 1:14,
John 118, Heb. 11:17 and | John 4:9 becahseeally believed that was what
the word meant in those particular contexts.

Equally so,according to his above statemewe must believe he translated
the word a®nlyin John 3:16 & 18 becauge really believedhat is what the
word meant in that contextinless he did not translate it bgly but really by
only begottenas we shall later consider).

2) For some contextual reasons he beliepezhogenesvould be better
understood just bgnly rather tharonly begotten This certainly would be a
possibility, but without more information, it would be impossible to explain.
Perhaps, since the context was the love of God in giving his Son, rather than
the nature of the Son, as in John 1:14, 18, he thought thaivanild better
emphasize the love of God, much in the same way Paul uses the expression,
Ue Ue gge , his own Son (Rom. 8:32), to emphasize the nearness and
dearness of the Son to God the Father in the giving of him to be a sacrifice for
us. Nevertheles this would be all speculation, because Tyndale does not
explain his decision.

3) Thenlybegottad fbecame a title reserved
Therefore, the word was transl ated fio
a n onlyfegotte® when used for Christ.

100
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Today, if we wanted to make this type of distinction we would probably
capi tGnlyBegottemi when r eferri ngnlybegottéohe Son
when referring to an ordinary child of a mother or father.

This point is not without merit. For example, the same thinking was applied to

the Greek wore } 9.8Mien itis used of Christ, it is generally translatgal

the current versions of the King James Biatel not by Tyndaleas #ALor do
using an upper caseé L . 0 Wik ased of darthly rulers its generally
printed with a | ower c atshee ftli, tol d offldar
reserved for our Saviour.

AANnd, behold, two blind men sitting by the wa:
cried out, saying, Have mercy on usl.@d, thou Son of DavidMatt. 20:30KJV

AAnd Thomas answer e dordhandimyssad. dohnk@:28d&Jvh i m, My

i Of onwilhave no certain thing to write unto hayd. Wherefore | have brought him forth
before you, and specially before thee, O king Agrippa, that, after examinationnhigghf |
have somewhat to writédcts 25:26 KJV

ABut f or asmuch aislorchcemntamddd himdotbe gold, arm iy wife, And
children, and all thatédhnhad, and payment to be made. Mat 18:25 KJV

The same thing is generally dotoelaywith Greek worch U (i afibkihg.

AAnd they sing the song o songwbtlsedamb,tsdyieg, Great vant
and marvellous are thy works, Lord God Almighty; just and true are thy waysKthguwf
saints Rev. 15:3 KJV

iBut they c¢cried out, Away with hi m, away with
I crucify yourKing? The chief priests answered, We havéing but Caesar. John 19:15
KIV

But, if this distinctionwas true, it might explain the verses in Luke, but what
of the verse in question, John 3:16 & 18? It would not explain those two
verses, for they clearhefer to the Lord.

(Also, it should be made clear, Tyndale did not use this method of distinction.
This is a modern day method of distinction. The only point in bringing up this
method is to show that there are ways of emphasizing different uses of the
same word, and Tyndale and the King James Translators may have done this
in regard to the different usesmbnogenes Luke and John).

Now, it shouldalso be mentionedas it now standghis solution cannot be
correct,and itis so unlikely thatl evenhesitatel to mention it, if not for the
final point. For, if the final point is true, then this point may, indeed;abe,
because it woulabnly then apply to the verses in LuKehich all refer to
ordinary childre, andthe two other versesn John,which referto our Lord
would then be explained byother means If the next point is true, then,
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indeed, the distinctionf point threemay be valid, at least, it would be worthy
of mention.

4) The use obnlyin John 3:16 and 18 is a printing error.

I n order to illustrate this point, |et
Bible. After the 1611 edition they were many subsequent printings. Editions

were published in 1612, 1616, 1617, etc. And then, in 1629 and 1638, two

very significant editios were printed where many changes were made in
relation to the 1611 edition. These changes can only be explained by either
corrected mistakes made in translation, or corrected mistakes made in
printing. However, this is not without precedence.

Everyone remembers the famous example calleel Wicked Biblelt was a

1631 edition of the King James Version of the Bible. In this edition the printer
inadvertently | eft out the little wor
readi ng as potciolnmnoiut sahdad Itt er y, 0 it read
adul tery. o What a (it s interedtirlg ¢o ngte thahthee ng m
printers, Robert Barker and Martin Lucas were, by some accounts, fined
£3000 br such a grievous error, which in those dags alarge sunt®*

So we see that even though great improvements were made in the copying of
material by the invention of the printing press, mistakes were still made by the
printers that were not the fault of the translators.

This could have been what happened t h Tyndal eds Engl i s
would make perfecsensesince he consistently translatesbnogenessonly
begotterwhen referring to Christ in all the other verses in the Gospel of John.

So if this is true, what may have happeigthat a printer, when setting the

type from the handwritten copinadvertentlyleft out the word begotteaof

fi 0 nbl eyg o thereby areating the misprint.

Now, someone may say, nwWel | |, I guess
would be unlikely, for fi that was the case, why would not the subsequent
editions of his Bible have thresrorc or r ect ed ? 0

That is a good question, but one must remember that even today mistakes are
made and not caught by proof readers. That is why some books have a page
callederrata. How much more would it have be&me when printing was in

its early stages?

For example, consider these mistakes that were made either by the translators
or by the printers of the 1611 edition of the King James Versionyérgnot
noticed and arrected till many editions later.

191 5ee A Dictionary ofPrinters andPrinting by Charles Henry Timperley, Published by H.
Johnson, 1839, pg. 484
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This is how Il Cor. 11:32 read in tlogiginal KJV 1611 edition.

il n Damascus the governor under Aretas the ki
appr ehelnCdr. 1182 o

It was not noticed till 1629 thath e wor ds Aof t he Damasce
This is how it now reads.

Ailn Damascus the governor whtbdeeDamagceneditaas t he k|
garrison, desirt@Qos11t38 apprehend me. 0

Now other editions had been printed in betwethose two dates but that
mistake had not been noticdat me give a couple more examples.

The original reading of Psalms 69:32 was as follows.

AThe humbl e shall see this, a sedk gboel @splma d : and
69:32

Notice the | ast two Wmdhisdase, thehpariter dide ad
not leave out a word but added an extra letitewas corrected in the 1617
edition to read nAnseek God! o

fiThe humble shall see this, and be glad: and your heart shall livedbktGodo Psalms
69:32

And, finally, we have an example from | John 5:12 which originally read:
ifiHe that hath the Son hath [|ifkns®¥nd he that |

The original printing |l eft out the i mp

It was corrected in 1628 one editon, but even so, it continued to be
misprinted in manyother editions, not beindgully noticedin those other
editions apparently, until 1681! The correct reading is now as follows.

fiHe t hat hat h t hteat hgtb mot the &doflGodhiaft eh; neontd Ihd e. 0

This mistake by the printer would be a very similar mistake that might have
been made in Tyndal ebs Bible. The hani
have ohlybdgoti@d i n John jusi6 oaahgh aldl@ giot t en
John 1:14 and John 1:18ut the printer may have overlooked it and left out

t he \‘begot@mtihus printi ng adnlglegoitedinthat he
same way, the handwritten copy of t
of Go daobn 5:18, but the printer overlooked it and left out the two words
Aof Godo of the phrase ASon of God, o t

.
h e
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Let me give one morexample from the different editions of the King James
Bible. This is how Deuteronomy 26:1 read in trgginal KJV 1611 edition.

AAnd it shall be, when thou art come in unto
inheritance, and possessest it, andldivee s t Deht.26:KIV1629, 1637

|t l eft out the words nAt hnoticdBamtiso aft er
corrected in subsequent editions until 1629 and 1637 editions!

It now reads correctly as follows.

AAnd it shal | neeeénuntontedand whithoha LORBytGodgiveth thee
for an inheritance, and Yossessest it, and dw

If the printers, apparently, left out an important part of the text, indeed, an
important part of the name of God, not noticing it for many years, why could

not the same thing have happened in \
fact, this was an error thparallels our example in many ways. The full name

was Athe LORD thy God, 06 yet for years
as fithe LORD. o

I n the same way, t he odnlubedottetSiotnl, & o/feto dn
years it could have been misséde i ng printed simply as
know it continued to read this way in many subsequent editions.

However, finally, i n what was consider
New Testament in 1552, by Richard Jugge, John 3:16 and 1&khamnged to

r e aodlybggotterSon. 06 Thi s was either a corre:q
or was a change according to the opinion of Richard Jugge. One must
remember this 1552 edition was not edited by William Tyndale. He had died

many years before.

J. R Dore has this to say about this edition.

APerhaps the best known of all Tyndale's Test
Jugge in 1552 and 1553, which, although similar in general appearance, may be easily
distinguished from each other, astlire 1552 edition Italic type is used for the headlines, and

contenl'E)s3 in the margins, while in the 1553 edition the references in the margins are in black

l ett'er .o

However, it should be noted that J.R. Dore also has this to say.

192 All these examples are taken from the Appendix Aloé Authorized Edition of the

English Bible (1611): Its Subsequent Reprints Btatlern representativedy F.H.A.

Scrivener (Wipf & Stock Publishers, Eugene, OR) pgs-2@Z

103 3.R. DoreOld Bible: an account of the early versions of the English Biifeedition

(Eyre and Spttiswoode, His Majestyéds Printers,
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ANot only wemalnetesraaded tamtasr Tgstament, but the text itself was so much
altered in many places that it should be called Jugge's revision of TyAtale.

Nevertheless, it cannot be denied that in #iiktion, John 3:16 18 were
changedonybegottemma@add not just Aonly son.

Let me give one more example as to how printers could make mistakes
leaving out a word or two. In fact, in this example, a whole phrase was
consistently left out.

According to J.R. Dor e, S 0 mein 1636i t i ons
were missing an i mportant part of | Co
edition, read as follows:

1 Corinthians 11:25 After the same maner he toke the cup when sopper was done sayinge.
This cup is _the newe testament in_my bloudeThis do asoft as ye drynke it in the
remembraunce of me.

He says the entire phraghis cup is the new testament in my bloads left
out in manysubsequerprintings. This is what he tells us.

AfBeside the folio, and t hr e eeditipnsaf Tyndale'st her e
Testament published in the year 1536. Three of them are dated, and they all so much resemble
each other that there can be little doubt that all four were issued from the same press, and
were most likely printed at Antsvp.

fiAll of them have woodcuts, and are printed in black letter without imprints; and, as some of
the copies of each edition are perfect, it is certain they were published anonymously. They
have all the same number of lines to a page, and the leaves fotimkditions are not
numbered.

AA |1 | four follow the | ast Testament revised by
is the new testament in my bfoo0d, 6 | . Corinthi

This mistake can even be found in the vkelh o wn M aBibte lofelB8@ s
t hat brought together al/l of Wil liam 7
is how it reads.

1 Corinthians 11:25 After the same maner he toke the cup when sopper was done saying:
This do as oft as ye drynke it in the remembraunce of’fne

| magine that, an entire portion of th
earlier editions contained it. This could be none other than the inadvertent
errorof a printer.

So it is wrong to conclude that because John 3:16, 18 reads the wayiit does
theTyndal eds Bi bl e 1526 ftavedbeerdbé&c8ude e di t |

1% bid., pg. 63

1%bid., pg. 45

1% 5ourced fromwww.biblesonline.net/August 2012
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Tyndale corrected the error of Jeromend s o transl adtled it ;
could have very likely been an error of a printer sod should have read:

John 3:167 For God so loveth the worlde that he hast gevewomigbegottersonne
that none that beleve in him shuld perisshe; but shuld have everlastinge lyfe.

John 3:187 He that beleveth on him shall not be congead. But he that beleveth
not is condenpned allredy be cause he beleveth not in the name abithebegotten
sonne of God.

This explanation becomes all the more possible because we have these
comments made by Tyndale himself in his prologues to other books. In his
prologue to the Book of Exodus hays this

AFor it is not said of that Testament , He t he
live:" as thou readest, John iii. "God so loved the world that he gawmlyibegottenSon
that none which believe in him should perish, but Higeeverlasting.*®’

In this prologue Tyndale quotes John 3:46d guess what? Hguotesthe

verse as "God so loved the world that he gavehig begottenSonrd0 and not
as it appears in the printed editiohhis Bible "God so loved the world that

he gave his only Son. o Coul lwkgottehi s n o
in the printed edit i oxplaineWwhy if gvergd aHere 6 s B
case(Jn. 1:14,18, Heb. 11:17, and | Jn. 4:9) he transhat@®ognesa sonlyi

begotted i n reference to Chri st

At the minimum, this proves that Tyndale believed the Greek text of John
3:16,18coul d be unahlgbegottea @d aMhyfA di d not Da
mention this? Perhaps, he did not know, buhét is true,at least it shows

that one cannot make dogmatic assertion that Tyndale corrected an error

made byJeromein John 3:16 and 18 here simply is not any evidendeat

suggests such a thing, although we do have the evidence shown above that
demonstrates thdyndale understoothonogenes n John 3:o0dy6 t o m
begotterd Thissuggestt h e B i b lomyavas simglya priotihg error

Let me give another example to illustrate how printers may have made
mistaked this time a reverse example of the example above. In | John 4:9, in
his English Bible, Tyndale translate®nogenesa sonlyibegotten 0

r us dard;, deeausé that @od sehtdni§s lmegotten son

Al n th a
t d, thatlJohed9mi ght | ive through hi

_ ppe
i nto or |

i s a
he w
However, in his exposition on the First Epistle to First Johol. 1, where

each verse is listed before he makes his comments on theivemg®ears this
way!

197 ThomasRussel,ed. The Works of the English Reformers: William Tyndale and John
Frith, Vol. | (Printed forEbenezer Palmek,ondon, 1831)pg. 23
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fiHerein appeared the love of God unto usward, because God senlyrg®ninto the world,
that we should live through higt®

He tr ansloaybegottenstonby i i his Bi bl e, but
appears as yPoMell, agairsitccould be aWhinters error for look

how William Tyndale quotes the same verse in\ot | of the same book in
theParable of the Wicked Mammon (1528).

fil In. 4:9 In this (saith he) appeareth the love of God to usward, because thanGod s
only begottenSon into the world that we might live through him. Herein is love, not that we
loved God, but that he loved us, and sent his Son to make agreement for ot sins.

In this exposition he follows the text just as it appears inBilde, so he
definitely believel monogenemeantonly begotten We have two witnesses to
that facti his New Testament and his commentary on the Parable of the
Wicked Mammon. So what explains the anomaly in his exposition of First
Epistle of John? Anotheprinting error, perhaps? The reader will have to
decide.

So in conclusion, what do we see? In most cases William Tyndale translated
monogeneasonly begottenn relation to our Lord. In two places he translates

it by only in regard to Christ. Those atke facts. Anything beyond this is
conjecture. Plus, there is no evidence thag\Ver considerednly begotternto

be an error of translation, rather he affirms it four times out of six when used
with the Lord.

Equally, howeverye have to admiif would be aconjecture to state that the
reason it appears aslyin John 3:16 and 18 lsecause it was a printing error

i even though we have other works of Tyndale where he translates that verse
asonly begotten A printing error may indeed be the reasongbeond half of

the title is missing,but it is only a conjecture and it would be wrong to
Aidogmatically conclude that was theeal reason, no matter how likely it
appears to be so!

But, equally, it was wrong for Dale Moody to conclude that this is evidence

that Tyndale understoothonogenesas only and so corrected the error of
Jerome in these two verses. It is all conjecture, pure and simple.

| have attempted to give you all thecfg The readersvill have to decide for
themelves

Misconception Bven

AFurther mor e, Schaffés comparative table of
reveals the fact that the word unigenitum as the Latin translation of monogenes is found only

1% ThomasRussel,ed. The Worksof the English Reformers: William Tyndale and John
Frith, Vol. | (Printed forEbenezer Palmetondon, 1831) pg. 456
19 Russelop. cit, Vol. I, pg. 144
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in Augustine (A.D. 400) and the Sacramentarium Gallicanum (A.D. 650)thetdultimate
text of the Western Creed (A.D. 750) had unicum (only), not unigenitmy-begotte.
Even Augustine at first said unicum! (Philip Schaff, op. cit., pg.'52).

As for this misconception, please see following chaptelTdne Apost | e s
Creed But, for now,let me just say in passing, that Dale Moody misleads the
unsuspecting readdsy assertingt h a t t h eCre&d was basieaky ta

Greek text that waftranslated over time into Latin, andas suchthe reason

the Latin Versions hadnicusis because it was idranslatiom of the Greek

word monogenesThis is patently false! Now this is not to sdat no one

never madea translation from a Greek Text, indeedg know some
translations were made, some from Greek to Latin and some fromthatin
Greek,but that is not how the Latin Creeds wer@inally formulated.There

were multiple variationgormulatedin the Latinlanguage of the peopley

various churches in different parts of the Empire at differentstimet as
translationsf a Greek originalMany arose from the baptismal formulas that

were used in individual churches. Even the examples he refersRbilip
Schafftablewere notconsideredranslations of one standardized Greek text.

Philip Schaff never made suchaclam nor was his tabl e ciI
this fact as Dale Moody asserts.

In fact, in 200 A.D., the time whe Schafb gable beginsthere was no
standardizedGr e e k t ext of t h e inAtipeochdrdhess 6 Cr
throughout theempire such a thinglid na exist. So it is wrong to imply that

those later Latin Creeds listedby Schaff in his table were simply a
fitranslatio® from an original Greek Version and that the inclusionuwficus

was because it wasranslation ofan earlierCreed that hadnonogenesFor

Dale Moodyto make such a statement is most misleading.

Thereis a completely differenteason why many of the Latin Creeds had
unicus in their Creeds.That reasonis covered in the subsequent chapter
entittedThe Apost.l eds Creed

One other thingnust also be mentioned before moving dAe makes the
implication thatAugustinefirst usedunicumfor monogenegsbut laterused
unigenitus This leaves the reader with the impression that Augustine
translatedmonogenesas unicus but laterchanged his mid and adopted
unigenitusas the meaning. This too, is patently false!

Augustinedid not change his understandingnebnogenefrom unicus (only)
to unigenitus(only-begotten),nor was he translatingnonogeness unicus
Unicuswas an additional wordn and of itself that wasusedfor our Lord by
those early ChristiandJnicuswas not in competition againghigenitusas a
translation oflmonogenedJnicuswas a perfectly fine wortb usein regard to
our Lord. Healsowas known asthe fionlyd Son. Anybody that believes the

"paleMoody,iGod 6s Only Son: The Translation of Joh
Versiord Journal of Biblical LiteratureVol. 72, No. 4; (Dec., 1953)g. 215
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Son waaunigenitus(only-begottef), had no problem in also affirming the Son
was alsaunicus(only). In fact, hewasthe only Sonbecausdée was theonly-
begottenSon; both words were true of our Lord, and this is exactlyatvh
Augustineaffirmed In his writings he says,

AiSince this is the case, I repeat, @y bel i eve
begotterfunigenitunj of the Father, that is to say, His onlynfjcuni Son, B'ur Lord. o

He clearly calls hinfirst, the unigenitumof the Father whicltan only mean
flonly-begotten 6 Yet , i n halsecalls @ixunicug whechdarh |, he
only meanfionly.0 He believed both words to be true of our Lohd!other

words, if monogenesmeant fionlyd unfjcug, why would he first use
unigenitum(only-begotten in reference to the Son rather than jusicum(if,

indeed that is whahe believednonogenemeanj? Obviously, he understood
monogeneso meanunigenitum(only-begotten, notunicus and so had to add

an additional phrasthat he wasalso known aghe unicum(only) Son. The

reason for tIs use ofunicusis exphined in the subsequent chapter

And so, g@ain, Dale Moody ismisleadinghis readerslt is wrong of himto
imply thatfievenAugustin® understoodnonogeneso meanunicus but later
changed his mind to believe it meamhigenitus It simply is not true.
Augustine used both words at the same time of our Ldrbey are two
different words with two different meaningbpth appropriatethe former
meaningonly, and the latter meaniranly-begotten as with the Greeknonos
meaningonly andmonogeneseaningonly-begotten Both words were in use
by early Christians regarding our Saviour in a multitude of writingsjasid
becauseunicus was usal in creeds does not prove anything regarding the
original understanding ahonogeneby those very same early Christians.

M1 philip Schaff,ed. Nicene and Postlicene FathersFirst Series Vol. III(T&T Clark,
Edinburgh; Wm. B. Eerdmans Publishing Co., Grand Rapids, MI)Jj&85 23
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Misconceptions and Misunderstandings

Regarding the Dissertation &rancis Marion Warden
Entitled iz B ? B 0 A InAlEeJohannineli t er at ur e 0

Dale Moody, apparently, was greatly impressed by a doctrinal dissertation by
a professor of Southern Baptist TheologiSaminaryby the name of Francis
Marion Warden. This is what Dale Moody relates regarding this professor

AHowever, t he mo smo ntohgoes rm(tsgtdral disseutatign byo Francis

Marion Warden Mo n o g énnthé sJohannine Literaturé1938). This exhaustive study,

written under the direction of the late W. Hersey Davis of Southern Baptist Theadlogi

Seminary, demonstrates beyond reasonable doubtniltah o geme @& S funi guenes:
being, rather than any remarkableness of manner of coming into being, or yet uniqueness
resulting from any manner Uofértunatelythisithesis hddnt o b e
never been published, but it is available in the Library of Sothern Baptist Theological
Seminarylouisvile, Kent Yckyéo

In the quote above, we finthat Dale Moody useertainlegal jargon He

says the evidence presented by Francis Warden pfbegsnd a reasonable

doubb that monogenesme a n s Afuni queness danyeing
uniqueness resulting from any mannerfisbming into being ( by whi ch
phrase, he wants the reader to thinthe traditional understanding ohly-

begotten. So ket us look at the evidence presented by Francis Warden and see

if we can make the samjeadgmentthat monogenesbeyond a reasonable
doubtme ans fAuni g uyoamadenly-befgottdnedi n gB lewe b e f o
begin, one point should be made.

Here we go again. Dale Moody sets up a presupposition to make his point, but

his presupposition iBmisleadingd Per hap s, he does this
know; but he does do itHis whole paper is to prove thditet RSV was right

in translatingmonogenest s 0o nrl ayt h enty-begdttennd A n  pr ovi |
this point he appeals to a dissertation written by Francis Marion Warden. But

when he sets the parameters to defend his position, he defines the meaning of
flonly-begotte®d by quoting Franci smondyenesdenods
Auni queness of bei ng, rather than any
into being, or yet uni queness resul ti
being. 60

The problemwith thisis thathe assignslike Warden before hing definition
to monogeneghat it nevercarried Monogenesn e v e r me ant Auni
resulting from any manner olesdtymi ng i

12 paleMoody, fiG 0 d @nfy Son: The Translation of John 3:16 in the Revised Standard
Versiord Journal of Biblical Literature Vol. 72, No. 4; (Dec., 1953) pg. 214
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affirms ameaningof the word to more easily prove hassertionfor it is easy
to disprove a meaning that has never been a meamihg first place!

It would be as if | was trying to provethat the traditional meaning of
fifanoi nt e the wordje v 9 §(@hristywasa wrong, andhatthe real
meaningof theword was | e thchief. &a@iy grderto provemy point, |
beganby making the following statemenfi i e wp ; d B theGrek
languagen e v e r tmeeighteduonéthatwas anointedd Notice the slight
change | made to the traditionaleaningo f i a nooeid Ny statement
does not say it ne\vbdi rsapeamnt nieatmeoi mMmeed
righteousone that was anointgdWhat | did by this subtle change thatl
addeda slightnuanceto the meaningf the wordthat it nevercarried,i.e.
Ari ght eioarder to make itteasiéor meto deny therue meaning of
the word.

And, so, in orderto disprove thathuancedmeaningl now assiged to the

wor d Chr idslthersiatethal $hul wascalledff } sg b but he
certainly was not dirighteousmard as seen in | Sam. 2648 LXX. So the

word Chrid9t c(ajn)nibérightecusane tiiat was anoingbut

must simply meatfichiefo (for who can denyhe passage say® wasa chief

on€).

Then, someone elseypon analyzingny evidencec onc | u d elssee i We | |
your point;yes y o u 6 r eSaut wag hot g righteous man, \gm must be
correct The wordmust nd me a anoirfiedp but must mearichieflo

What has this proved? Nothin@uch an exerse is fruitlessbecause the

whole exercise is based upon a false presupposition.itYgsmonstratethe

wor d does the wghteousemenvhofiwas anointed b u tnott h a't [
hard toprovebecause the word never carried that meaning in the first place!

The word si mpl yneineeapedtiveofi thenpersonal state of

the personMy evidence did nothing to disprotiee traditional meaningf the

word, my evidence simply provedd i d n o the rmtgesmus on® that was

anointed 6 something it But byeahanging the teal any we
meaning of the woréhto something it never mearitcannow do away with

the real part ofthatnuanced meaning it did carry, ianointed!And now | can

al so substitut e anefofdre¢he worde @hismallbsmoken g o f
and mirrors.

In the same way,only-begotten has never carried the meaning of a
fremarkableness of manner of coming into being, or yet uniqueness resulting
fomanymaner of O6comondghantosbai gl se pr
disprove that meaning is easy becamsmogenesever had that meaning

the first place! What they need to do, if they are trying to disprove the
traditional meaning obnly-begottenis to disprove thétraditional meaning

and notsomepseudedefinition they assign to the word.
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Only-begottenmeans just what it says. The one who is begpitethe only
one begottenHe is the only one begotten of his father in conception or the
only one born of hignotherin birth, orthe only one brought forth from his or
her parentslt basal meaning means the only one brought fdttmeans no
more and no less. Now such a one reag upbeng unique but that is not
gleaned from the meaning dfie word. Uniqueness would be based upon
some other reason.

The real agenda of Dale Moody is to prove thainogenesiever meant
flionly-begotten 6 He i s misdirecting theathougl
straw man argument, presuppositional statemieonr definition that never
existed.However we will not take the bait andin downarabbit trail set up

by him, andtry to defend a pseuedgefinition of the word thatt nevercarried

in the first place.We will keep our focus on the facts. And, sath that in

mind, |l etbés continue.

At the conclusion of the first part o
chart pulling together all the usageswwdnogenethathe examines. The chart
he providesappears abelow!*?

How Used Sources
Ex-Bibl. Old Test. Apoc. New Test.| Total

Of an only child | 16 (a) 5 (b) 4 4 (b) 29
Of asingle fact | 4 2 2 - 7
Of solitariness,
desolateness - 2 1 - 3
Of pagan 4 (c) - - - 4
divinities
Of 7 (d) - - - 7
miscellaneous
singularity
Total 31 9 6 4 50

(@) Includinge 8 3 6 9fUdJlJy bor n. 0 Sditationsdénoté pagan goddsssest e e n
who were fionly daughters. o

(b) Including the references to Isaac.

(c) With possible exception in P. Leid. V. (See page 30).

(d) Including the substantival ardiverbial forms, etc.

It should be noted, that in this chdm does nogive us a list of where he

would place each reference in each column. Nevertheless, with a little bit of
analysis, | believe the references listed belowwould reflect his thinking. |

have placeshumbers after each reference rafeg to the number of times that
particular usage of the wortcurs in that particulazolumn Thedesignation

fOB,0 whi c h enlydegottsnorbaand s my designati o
as to how thatvord shouldreally be understoadTlhe references lined out are

113 Francis Marion Warderg, B ? B i A ?NKTIHE JOHANNINE LITERATURES outhern
Baptist Theological Seminary, Louisville, KY, 1938p.34
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ones that are not applicable and so should not be included in theTdlert.

are i ndiNAtdehde bdesfi gnati on nl/ EO
i nconcl usi ve, thatdvasfunabletaverifyrihe ieferancee s
How Used Sources
Ex. Biblical Old Test. Apoc. New Test| Total

Ofanonly | Hesiod: B GenesiOB | Tohit:40B Luke:30B | 29
child Aeschylus: DB Judges: OB Heb. 10B

Herodotus: OB Prov:10B

Plato: 1B Jer: OB

Josephus20B

Arrian: 10B

Oppianus,

AnazarbensisQB

Papyri: OB

Euripides: OB

Apollonius Rhodius:

10B

TOTAL:16
Of a single | Parmenides:1/E Psalms:20B | Wisdom of T 7
fact Plato:30B Solomon:

10B

Of T Psalms: 20B | Baruch:1OB T 3
solitariness,
desolateness
Of Pagan Oppianus, ) ) T 4
Deities Anazarbensis: DB

Orphic Hymns: OB

Papyri:20B
Of io: ) ) T 7
Miscellaneo | Philodemus:U/V
us Periplus-Maris
singularity | Rubr:IN/A

Periplus-Maris

ErythryesN/A

Papyri (Clement):

10B

Apollonius

Dyscolus: U/V

Epiphenius: OB
Sub Total 31 50
Minus uses | Hephaestio:1N/A
not PeriplusMaris
applicable. | Rubri:1N/A

PeriplusMaris

Erythryes:1N/A

MINUS: -3 -3
Total 28 9 6 4 47

(OB) This is a designation to indicate that, contrary to his analysis, the usage of the word still

indicatesonly-begotteror only born.

(N/A) This indicates that the usage of the word is not applicable for reasons which will be

discussed under each approfwiseference.
(I/E) This indicates inconclusivevidence
(U/V) This indicatesunable to verifythe reference could not be located.
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Therefore after one goes through all his evidence, as we are about tohiglo,

is how the chart should really appegee below why we changed the heading

fonly childo of his original chart).
How Used Sources
Ex-Biblical Old Test.| Apoc. | New Test| Total

Ofan-onlychild | 25 9 6 44
Of Only-begotten

Only Born

Of a single fact 1(inconclusive) 1

Of solitariness,

desolateness

Of Miscellaneous,| 2(unable to verify) 2
singularity

Total 28 9 6 47

After removing the three references that are not applicable, we are left with
forty-seven usesAfter examining all the evidence we will find out that
actuallymonogenesarries the meaning ébnly-begotted or fionly borrd 44
times and not 29 times as he claimed in his original cBathese fortyseven
only three are used in a way other tloahy-begotteror only born.

Therefore, the evidence really shovestbat about 94% of the references carry
the meaning ofonly-begottenor only born Andy et

Wa claihns thé s

complete opposite and claims the evidence suggestsnitradgenegsannot
possibly meamnly-begotten

As in anycourt of law(c ont i nui ng
juror is called to make his owmggment based upon the evidenseje t 6 s

wi tefmindlbgy, @echMo o d y 6

now look at the evidence that Warden provideslahthe readeror | should
say, jurormake his own decision.

We will not spendime on the original 29 usages hedgtt n d e r

nonl

that goesacross the chart horizontalligr by his own admission it caes the

meani ng

o fo a i dnlybggottero @isicolumn headinggf A o n | y

c hi | dos tbhibfact but ke admits i$ sq as can be seen ims quote

below, and is the reason why we changed the heddingp m
-begottegonly born.

tofi o f

iof an

But, before we look at thiadmission what is so amazing is that his whole
dissertation is to disprove the ameng ofonly-begotterfor monogenesyet in

the beginning of his paper emitsthe following.
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fithefollowing statements are appropriate heres 3 segfiUs | i t eral ly 6one of
6uni queo6 (omlyphbegotie®) whm et edeosysldd) dugfigenitus)™* AThe

word o 3 U thdsUregeneral usage lost entirely the early sexual sense of the thatlt

means simply O6to arise, 6 0to become. 6 |t sighn
no existence comegUsntdbovhbhei mggohe acHWhenres or
we have to do with living beings men oranimalsit he meaning O6born, 6 0&6be
course congruous, but there is no emphasis whatever attached to hi®3ide

In other words, in this quote hedins by sayingnonogenesioes not mean
flonly-begottew b u theatnhite at the end of the quote it does mealy-
begotteh He says that with living beings the meaning of born or begotten is
congruous!

Now what does he mean Bgongruou£0o | tried to find a dictionary close to

the timeof his writing (1938),in order to see how thatord was defined at

that timeso we can ascertain his actual meaning. | could not find a dictionary
from that decade but I di dionaryifrod t he
1898 This is how they defined the word.

fiCon'gru-ous (kSn'grutts), a. [L. congruus, fr. congruere to come together, to coincide, to
agree ; of uncertain originguitable or concordant; accordant; fit; harmonious; consisient.
Con'gro OUBY. advo'’

And ficoncordantin thatdictionarymeans,

fiCon-cord'ant (-ant), a.Agreeing; correspondent; harmonious; consonanton cord'ant
ly. advor®

Todayficongruousis defined as followby Webster

fiCongruous la : being in agreement, harmony, ocorrespondence b : conforming to the
circumstances or requirements of a situation : appropsateongruous room to work i
G. B. Shaw>

2: marked or enhanced by harmonious agreement among constituent eleeentgyruous

theme»'*®

Congruous then,means toficoincide¢ to flagree) to be fharmoniousd Any
way you look at it, he is admitting thatonogenesand the meaning of only
begotten or onklyborn completelyfiagre® with each other! He admits that
the meaning obnly-begotteror only bornis perfectlyfharmoniousé with the
Greek wordnonogendsThe t wo fAcoincide! o

4 He makes a footnote here and this is his reference: Moulton and Milligan. Vocabulary of
the Greek New Testament, p. 416
5 He makes a footnote here referencing this as a quote, Niisise from: Kattenbusch, F.
Only-Begotten Hastings Dictionary of Christ and the Gospels, vol. 2., p. 281
1% Francis Marion Warderg, B ? B i A ?NKTIHE JOHANNINE LITERATURES outhern
Baptist Theological Seminary, Louisville, KY, 1938). 24-25
"Noah WebterrbWe bst er 6s Col |l egi ate Dictionary: A Dic
(G. & C. Merriam Co., Springfield, 1898) pg. 180
18 1bid., pg. 176
M9 \www.merriamwebster.con® 2012 MerriamWebster, Incorporated
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Here heis out to disprove the meaning ofly-begottenbut at the beginning
of his studyhe quietly admitshatwith living beings it meanenly-begotteh

This is why we need not look his original29 references ithe column listed

as nondby fcorn l@d child is a |iving being
wor d nomlgbegotte® i n such cases. That i s a
chart | renamed thcolumnf r om fi o n | ynlyddgottendd®® dro Mon |l )
bornp He  dheé wmordnse a nosly-bégottedi n t hose cases,
name the column appropriately.

(Dear reader, is this not amazing, before we even begin this study, by using

his flown chart) he admits that out of 50 timghe wordmonogeness used

29 of those times with the meaningafly-begotteror only borrl That means

that 58% of the timenonogenes e a rosly-bégotten 6 and 42 % of t |
he claims itmeans otherwise. And of those 21 timeghere it is used
otherwise, we must take out thodeusages that are used of pagan deities
because they towere considered living beingby the Greeksand as such,

by his own admisen, it carriesthe connotatin of only-begotten Therefore

that leaves us with only 17 times out of Bt it is used otherwisé.e.

according tanis claim. That meangsby hisown definition 66% of the time it
carries the meaning of Aonly bhegott en
time is it used otherwisénd yet, hetakesthat minority meaning(34%) and

claims it is theprimary meaningof monogenesHe ignores the primary or

majority meaning and utilizes the minority meaniSgmething, dear reader,

is askew with his analysis, and we have not even staaiestudy)

Therefor e, with al/l this | aid out for
evidence provided blyranciswarden.

He divides his evidence into thrdmadingswithin two historical periods.
First, the age of the dialects, 18800 B.C., second, the age of the Koine, 300
B.C. to 330 A.D., and finally he looks specifically athe Greek Old
Testamenfrom the periodof the Koine(in which category he also inclusle
the New Testamehnt

The Age of the Dialects

Parmenides

His first assertion as to a different meaningrfanogeness the passage from
ParmenidesNow, Parmenides is one of the main Greek texts used to negate

the traditional meaning obnly-begottenfor monogenes The reason is
becauseshe word occurs al ong andtsd inthehe wor
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mind of manythisde monstrates the wordonbeoul d r
begotten 0 f or t h eohtradiction of ttrmb e

In light of this, Warden nakes this statement regarding this passageis
introduction.

AAn examination of the word as it has been us
perhaps, to bring to light its precise meaning than will lexical and grammatical consideration

alone. For the final conclusion must be made in the light of the ways in which the word has

been used, never in terms of what any one should like to have it fd&an

Now we must say, weheartily agree with such a conclusion. The problem,
however, is he comntrates on the usage of the ward to five centuries
before the New Testamemtas written,yet ignores those usages that occur
just a few decades after the New Testament was wriBahwe will address
that issue later.

The exercise before us is to examine the evidémaBNardenprovides the
evidence thatDale Moody claims proves beyond a reasonable doubt that
monogenes 0 e s n oonly-bmgoteen Arfd the first such evidence iseth
Poem of Parmenides written arouthe year 50B.C.*** Below is the Greek
phrase as Warden gives it and the translation he assigns to it.

fic >esa g3 s t)@dyld Wal 80y o U (Reaitg is uncreated and indestructible,)
both complete and unque, unmoved and eternal

Based uporthis text, Warden claimmonogenegannot mean ontpegotten

because it is used in conjunction with the word unbegoftercreated)

However, as we will find in many of his examples, he does not prdkise

reader withall the evidence. Many of his quotage taken out of context. He

does not even provide the reader the full Greek text oEtighish translation

he providesNevert hel ess, |l et 6s continue i n
observation.

The usage of this text may be much ado about nothéoguse many Neo
Trinitarians may not realizéhatt he wor d e€8gs3eoUsyd i s a
and may not even be the word Parmeniaégpted So this referenceeally

does not prove anythingnd should not be used as evidemdher way

because we amnsure of the exagtording The poem has been handed down

to us not in the originglbut in copies found in the various writings ather

authors. Thus thie are differences between the texts.

In speaking of these variants, John Palmer in his b&eakmenides and
Presocratic Philosophtells us this

1201pid., pg. 25
121 There is disagreement, not only taswhen this poem was written, but also, as to when
Parmenides was born. Most assign a date for his birth from 540 B.C. to 515B.C.
122 ||Ai
Ibid., pg. 26
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AfLater authors such as these would have trans:
they had access, from an anthology of some type in which certain verses appeared already
excerpted, or simply from memory (as Plato and, much later, Proclus often seem to do). It is

hardly surprising, therefore, that already in antiquity quotations of Pareenid poem i n
different authors and sources should have contained different reports of a word or two here

and there. Furthermore, each of the ancient works containing these excerpts has come down to

us in multiple medieval manuscripts. Centuries of copyimd) r@copying inevitably produced

even more discrepant readings, especially in places where the copyists may have had

di fficulty wunderstanding the sense of Par meni
with his epic morphology. The historical vagares t he poemés parti al pr
entirely indirect, lengthy, and often conflicting tradition have presented modern editors with

the tas{lgaof trying to determine as best they can what words Parmenides himself actually

wr ote. 0

As such, the true relang of this portionmay not even include the reading of

B &G 3 segseoﬁsyg’.' Some believe the tr
Pl ut ar cohés copy ‘aifUst tmes eplbeeymy. rHaets lreera dtsh
€e8Qg3e6oU3y(d. Il n Pl uttleerwordrbonageresdpeg nob f t he

even appear! Consequently, the whase of the text of Parmenides to prove
thatmonogenesannot possibly meamnly-begotteractually becomes mute.

Below one will findtwo charts showinthe Greek Text of each variant.

Parmenides as foud in Plutarch

Greek Text English Translation John Bur
Translation
z f 3 8 'gU sl 6| Butstill only one One path only is
cedo d® story of a way is lefi left for us to speak
oUa JUWs it hat @i t |of namely,thatlt
is.
U0 u® And in this wayon | In it are very
0 e ¢ UGs very manysignposts| many tokens that
"B o®Ya0 it might leaved what is,
koys3dBa|itisd asbeing is uncreated and
al3L aUd } | unbegotten and indestructiblefor
“0 Udisl g o | indestructibl® for | it is complete,
8 a6 ¢ Uay d|itis complete as immovable and
Uy @3l 8 well as unmovable, | without end*®
> Uy o U%*U e 4 and without end.

123 John Palmer Parmenides and Presocratic Philosopi@xford University Press, Oxford,
2009) pg. 350
12 Samel Béreay Le poéme de Parménide: httphiloctetes.free.fr/parmenidesunicode.htm
125 jJohn BurnetEarly Greek Philosophy2™. Edition(Adam and Charles Black, London,
1908) pg. 199
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Parmenides as found in Simplicius
Greek Text EnglishTranslation John Pal
Edition
z i 3 8 'gU sl 6| But still orly one As yet a single
cedo d® story of a way is left tale of a way
oUa GYhWs it hat At remains, that it is;
U0 um And in this way,on and alonghis
0 e ¢ UGe very many signpost path markers are
8 ®Y &0 it mightleaved there very many,
that What Is
koy3dBae]|itisd as beig is ungenerated
@3t aUd} | unbegotten and and deathless,
“6Ue a3 indestructiblé whole and
e 8 g3 63| compleg,[and] uniform, and still
Uy ggu 8 only-begottenas and perfect?’
Uy & U0 6 4 well as unmovable,
and without end.

In addition to the variants above, some even believe the true reading is
rrattiUery dt {fzrompl et e) ,

€6 (g3yfésigel i mbed) ,

(only-begotten).

Therefore, one can see Parmenides is not a reliable text in determining the true
meaning oimonogenes

Neverthelessf o r
t ext i s

t he

eegseoUsyd.
of only-begotteras NeaTrinitarians claim?l do not think splet me explain.

s a k e assumeahe gyue memdnforthe | et 6 s
i tameanmgp ear an

Does

The problem with this text, as it is quoted by many Neaitarians, is they
only giveyou asmalls ni ppet
few surrounding Wordsfor instance, they might present the phrase af:
coy3dBesad)l aUd] Gzac s
such a small fragmerlt, should notsurprise ughat onewould conclude that
ecg3coUs y d owmlyebegpttertfor insaysim one breaththe reality of

things i o0 ¥ 3 g

Ueg 3

of

the textz,ydusawmal lay

ecdg3coUsydwithNow,

( and them qh ahe heatrbreatht says thatt is

€ 8 g 3 6 goblpbeghtten) How could it mean only-begoten, if it was

126 Henn, Martin J. ParmenideBarmenides of Elea: A Verse Translation Miitterpretative
Essays and Commentary to the Text Issue 88 of Contributions in Philo€@pgnwood
Publishing Group, Westport, CT 2003) Pg, 111
127 John PalmerParmenides and Presocratic Philosopf@xford University Press, Oxford,

2009) Pgs. 36869

117

C



unbegottenThey concludeti mu st me a n ooiwiquebeaadsed ki nd
this fact.

But the problem with using this small snipjethat it does nogjive the reader

the full context. Wherone sees the fuller contexineactuallyrealizzs more

than likely, it shouldbe understood asnly-begotterand not fAone of
or fAunigque. o

Let me give you John oBthiswoetordle fulEen gl i s h
context.Thefragmentin question is underlined.

AFr agme Wti Cbmve ndw, | will tell theed and do thou hearken to my saying and
carry it awayd the only two ways of search that can be thought of. The first, namely, that It
is, and that it is impossible for it not to be, is the way of belief, for truth is itgaaion. The
other, namely, that It is not, and that it must needs nét that, | tell thee, is a path that none
can learn of at all. For thou canst not know what i$ rtbgt is impossibl@ nor utter it; for it

is the same thing that can be thought antdha be.

i Fr a g me hneed¥ must be that what can be thought and spoken of is; for it is possible
for it to be, and it is not possible for what is nothing to be. This is what | bid thee ponder. |
hold thee back from this first waof inquiry, and fom thisother also, upon which mortals
knowing naught wander twfaced; for helplessness guides the wandering thought in their
breasts, so that they are borne along stupefied like men deaf and blind. Undiscerning crowds,
in whose eyes it is, and is nobet same and not the same, and all thitrgvel in opposite
directiond

A Fr ag md idr thi¥ $hall never be proved, that the things that are not are; and do thou
restrain thy thought from this way of inquiry.

fi Fr a g mein One Ydthlohly is leffor us to speak of, namely, that It is. In it are very
many tokens that what is is uncreated and indestructible; for it is complete, immovable, and
without end.Nor was it ever, nor will it be; for now it is, all at once, a continuous one. For
what kind d origin for it wilt thou look for? In what way and from what source could it have
drawn its increase? | shall not let thee say nor think that it came from what is not; for it can
neither be thought nor uttered that anything is not. And, if it came frahingp what need

could have made it arise later rather than sooner? Therefore must it either be altogether or be
not at all. Nor will the force of truth suffer aught to arise besides itself from that which is not.
Wherefore, Justice doth not loose hetefiet and let anything come into being or pass away,

but holds it fast. Our judgment thereon depends on this: "Is it, or is it not?" Surely it is
adjudged, as it needs must be, that we are to set aside the one way as unthinkable and
nameless (for it is naue way), and that the other path is real and true. How, then, can what is
be going to be in the future? Or how could it come into being? If it came into being, it is not;
nor is it if it is going to be in the future. Thus is becoming extinguished anthgassay not

to be heard of. Nor is it divisible, since it is all alike, and there is no more of it in one place
than in another, to hinder it from holding together, nor less of it, but everything is full of what
is. Wherefore it is wholly continuous; fevhat is, is in contact with what is. Moreover, it is
immovable in the bonds of mighty chains, without beginning and without end; since coming
into being and passing away have been driven afar, and true belief has cast them away. It is
the same, and it restn the seklsame place, abiding in itself. And thus it remaineth constant

in its place; for hard necessity keeps it in the bonds of the limit that holds it fast on every side.
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Wherefore it is not permitted to what is to be infinite; for it is in needodhing; while, if it
were infinite, it would stand in need of everythifg.

What we findin the fuller contexis thatParmenides is speaking of the true
nature of things personified &eing. John Burnatontinues

AHe goes on t o dences bdbfthe admission thahitds. Icnoust becugcreated
and indestructible. It cannot have arisen out of nothing; for there is no such thing as nothing.
Nor can it have arisen from something; for there is no room for anything but Vet is

cannot have beside it any empty space in which something else_might arider empty

space is nothing, nothing cannot be thought, and therefore cannoiéxttis, never came

into being, nor is anything going to come into being in the future'ls it or is it no®" If it

is, then it is now, all at once.

fiThat Parmenides was really denying the existence of empty space was quite well known to
Plato. He says that Parmenides held "all things were one, and that the one remains at rest in
itself, having no place in wbh to move." Aristotle is no less clear. In the de Caelo he lays it
down that Parmenides was driven to take up the position that the One was immovable just
because no one had yet imagined that there was any i&hler than sensible reality.

fiThat which is, is; and it cannot be more or less. There is, therefore, as much of it in one place
as in another, and the world is a continuous, indivisible plenum. From this it follows at once
that it must be immovable. If it moved, it must move into amptynspace, and there is no
empty ¥pace. o

Burnet mkest he observation that Par meni des

have beside it any empty space in wl
Therefor e, ifwhat i s, never ccanmeentoi nt o L
being in the future. o This | ast obse

Parmenides makes the statement atfweslityd that it is both20 ¥ 3 ¢ Ua 3
(unbegotten)ande 6 g 3 ¢ nlysegdited.

Reality, which is personified as Beinig, unbegotten because it has always
been never coming into beingnd it isonly-begotterbecause there can be no
other. It is sayingfit is what it isp so do not search for anything else.
Unbegotten shows it did not come out of nothing but always arasonly-
begottenshows it remains immutable, the sam#at there can be no other
reality for there is natherempty space foanother to come into beingf is

being looked at from both perspectives. The one rules out a past and the other
rules out afuture. Reality simply fis.0 It neverwas not, nor never will be
anythingotherthan it is.

This fact that it is and will be no othexxplains the use &f @ g 3 @ (:ortfl'ys yd
begottel. This concept is reinforced a few lines later when he €ys,” @ U 0
U

“haU&ddgaUs Goibdaoadlddibd HUre Usal = U

128 30hn BurnetEarly Greek Philosophy2™ Edition (Adam and Charles Black, London,
1908) pgs. 19200 (Only the text is quoted without the footnotes and verse numbers.)
1291bid., pg. 206207
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oUsydldddsg Ged BEba asd oY i Gz o8 UB(Nor will

the force of truth suffer aught to arise besides itself from that which is not.
Wherefore, Justice doth nlmose her fetters and let anything come into being
or pass away, but holds it fgst*

The Greek wor ds Burnet transl at es as

respectivelyd a 9 3 Uandid0@s y & d Us . Theis o presett , 9 a
infinitveamd bDlhes3setlend oUvsdeUS i s a
same verb. The verb 2a0236¢egUs is transl

the translation above, yet it must be admitted that it is also understood with
the concept of being born or begottenisitised in this sense in the following
versesn Scripture

Genesis 6:1And it came to pass when men began to be numerous upon the earth, and
daughters werborntothem(Br ent onés L XX Ver si on)

Genesis 17:17Then Abraham fell upon his face, and laughed, and said in his heartaShall
child be bornunto him that is an hundred years old? and shall Sarah, that is ninety years old,
bear?KJV

Genesis 21:3And Abraam called the name of his son that Wwam to him, whom Sarrha
bore to him,lsaad. Br ent onés LXX Version)

John 8:58 Jesus said to them, "Truly, truly, | say to you, before Abrahamboees | am.”
NASB

Romans 1:3concerning His Son Jesus Christ our Lord, who ba of the seed of David
according tahe fleshNKJV

Galatians 4:4 But when the fulness of the time came, God sent forth His Sam, of a
woman, born under the Law,

Parmenides is |l ooking at reality as 7
understand the idea of Aborno or Abego
Consequentl vy, i f one a c onty{bdgatten tinh e var

Parmenides, we find he is simply saying that there is only one reality and that

there can be no other reality than whatlisvould modifyJ ohn Bur net 6
translationto r e a Nar wilfithe force of truth suffer aught @b e bor no
besides itself from that which is not. Wherefore, Justice doth not loose her
fetters and let anything come into beimgpass away, but holds it fasd , Or
onecould read it, Aithe fohtegofotbet hibe
alongside itself.o It ot healityishkeond s , Pa
that isfionly-begotteh 0

130 parmenides, Martin J. HenRarmenides of Elea: A Verse Trartite With Interpretative
Essays and Commentary to the Text Issue 88 of Contributions in Philo€@pgnwood
Publishing Group, Westport, CT 2003) pg., 111
131 Burnet, op. cit., pg., 199
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The adjectives unbegotten amdiestructible complete andnly-begotten as

well as unmovableand without end,while on the surface appear
contradictory, are not reallyParmenides is using paradoxllts purpose is to

appear contradictoryHowever,the thoughis perfectly understood once one
contemplatesthe entire phrase within the greater conteke. when one
contemplags i r e &it i), frgm a perspective of the past and a perspective

of the future, from a perspective of
Aeverything. o

Based upon the thinking of Parmenidsimce nothingness could never exist,

our real ity Andssince wour beality tstwhaeinis, ibwill remain

al one lonlkbegoteme fior there i s not empty
anything else to be begotte.Wh a tcannos ltave sinligs f oilis , MWh a't
simplyis.

Let us continue. After he makes that paradoxical statement, he then goes and
explains what he means by that statement. First he addresses the concept of
funbegotten by saying,

fiFor what kind of origin for it wiltthou lookfor? In what way and from what source could it
have drawn its increase? | shall not let thee say nor think that it came from what is not; for it
can neither be thought nor uttered that anything is not. And, if it came from nothing, what
need could have rde it arise later rather than sooner? Therefore must it either be altogether
or be not at all ‘&

Then he explains the conceptfohly-begotte as follows,

iNor will the force of trutbesidediseif(ebjU@yght t o
from that which in any way is. Wherefore, Justice does not loose her fetters and let anything
come into being or 63335 away, but holds it fa:

Parmenides is using paradoxical langudg@ther words, the use0d ¥ 3 d Ua 3
(unbegotten),does n o t negate t he (anly-lkegotteR it € 8 g3 8 ¢
actually reinforces itfor hecreating a paradox.

Paradoxical languages used manyimes in literary piecesFor example, ne
mi g ht recal | faoasude efspar&loxcd Emmggage in the
opening sentence of hiheTale of Two CitiesHebegins his story,

ilt was the best of times, it was the worst o
foolishness, it was the epoch of belief, it was the epoch of incredulity, it wasabkensef

Light, it was the season of Darkness, it was the spring of hope, it was the winter of despair,

we had everything before us, we had nothing before us, we were all going direct to Heaven,

we were all going™direct the other wayéo

132Burnet,op. cit., pg.,199

133Burnet,op. cit., pg.,199

134 Charles DickensA Tale of Two Citie§James Nisbet & Company, London, 1902) pg. 3
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The purpose ofgradoxical language is to get n eafiemtion so that a person

will be forced todelve deeper intdhe subjectin order to understand the

subject This literary techniqués not an invention of modern time&nother
philosopher, Heraclitus, who was a contemporaryafmenidesalso used
paradoxi cal | anguage. AHe believed in
path up and down are one and the same", all existing edétities
[are] écharacterfi zeadntbywr pPaipmranep@rhisi es . 0
paradoxes he statef: ¥ y 80 @ &Us U3 ewd st and do not
Obviously, this was meant to be a paradox and s n 0 t bree takant t o
literally. The same was true of Parmenides use of unbegotterordpd

begotten

Another famous example of the use of paradox as a literary device is used by
William Shakespeare in his plads You Like Itlt is found in Act Three,
Scene Two.

"Truly, shepherd, in respect of itself, it is a good life,

but in respect that isia shepherd's life, it is naught.
In respect that it is solitary, | like it very well;

but in respect that it is private, it is a very vile life.

Now, in respect it is in the fields, it pleaseth me well;
butin respect it is not in the court, it is tedious.

As is it a spare life, look you, it fits my humour well;

but as there is no more plenty in it, it goes much against my stortiich.”

What we see here is thidte charactemlouchstone thoughguch life as god,

yet bad, likedvery well, yethatedmuch. It was a pleasing life, but a tedious
life; it fit his desires well, yet turned his stomach. This is the use of paradox
and this is what Parmenides is employing.

There are many others who have recognizedf#itisionce one examines the
fuller contex). For example, considering the following fradohnson's New
universal cyclopaedia: a scientific and popular treasury of useful knowledge

APar meni des, t he Spinoza of ancient phil os o]
Herakleitos, the greatest of the {8ecratic thinkers. The kernel of his thoughthis notion of
pure Beinsg, which¢é

fi éBirthless and deathless, Whole ar@hly-begotten and moveless and evenduring:
Never it was or shall be, but the*all simultali

Or considemVilliam Leonard Courtneys under st anding of th

135 Heraclitus:en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Heraclitus
13 Wwilliam ShakespeareCharles Knight, ed.The Pictorial Edition of the Works of
ShakspereComedies, Vol.,12" Edition (G. Routledge & Song,ondori867) pg. 257
137 Frederick Augustus PorteBarnard Arnold Guyot ed. Johnson's New universal
cyclopeedia: a scientific and popular treasury of useful knowledge Volumar8Il (A.J.
Johnson & Co., New York, 1880) pg. 1098
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fAnd for this there are many tokens to prove that Beirmrthless and deathless, whole and
only-begotten and unmoved and unending. It never was, it never will be, since it is a
universal now, one and continuous. For what birth shalt thou find for it? How and whence
hath it gained increase? | will not let thee sayhimk that it came from non Being, for it can
neither be said nor thought how Not is becomes Is. What need can have stirred it, earlier or
later, to issue and grow from ndeing? Thus Being must either wholly be, or wholly not be.

Nor yet will the force ofconviction suffer that from Being there should grow anything other
than itself. Wherefore, Justice relaxes not its fetters to let it either have become or perish, but
holds it fast:*®

And so one can see how the usenainogeneswith the meaning obnly-

begotten is perfectlyappropriate in this passage and, indeed, is neceisary

the paradox to workT he meani ng o factiallydestroys the a ki n
paradox!

Nevertheless, in spite dll this, | am surethere will still be some Nee
Trinitarianswhowi | | say, @ANo that is all wrong
e 68 g3 6 9 Usoyds duiliseghtten) provesionogenesannot meamnly-
begotten but must mean unique or one of a

Now if onewishes to believe thjandif one concludes thainonogengcannot
meanonly-begottenn the Gospel of Johnbecause of this ancient te#tat is
fine, butthen let me ask one question.

Why would someone take a usagenwdnogenesrom a pagan philosopher
living some600 years before the apostle John wrote his Gosel then seek
to impose that meaning updris usageof monogenezd And yet, at the same
time, ignorethe contemporary witness of Christians living within a m@de
yearsof the apostle Johmwho affirm thecompleteopposite who affirm that
the worddid mearonly-begotte? Something is askew.

Why would a pagandés witness be taken
would a paganés usage bear mor e wei gl
woul d a ea tha wargalmasssix hundred years befgréetter

reflect the true meaning of thewotdh an a Clroftheworda méres u s
sixty years later?lt is, of coursefoundin the writings of Justin Martyrand

in the contemporaryvritings of such ones as Luke, the writer of Hebrews,
Josephusand Clement

| hope the discerning Christian will realize that current context is what defines
a word and not its etymology or previous usage (even though in thig.egse

in this portion of Parmenés, | think we found thatmonogenesindeed,still
meantonly-begotten. But, again, for those who want to disagree, surely you
know that a word must be understood by its current context and usage. Many,
many words are always undergoing change in all laggugroups. Let us
consider the English language.

138 william LeonardCourtney Studies in philosophy: ancient and modéRivingtons,
London, 1882pg. 9
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If we were to live six hundred years from nomould weautomaticallydefine

t he word A g a¥idtcentry, byhtlee udage eointheyword in the
nineteenth century? Of course we would not. Thedwbas drastically
changed its meaningl o s ay, fa person is gay, O
meant he was happy and carefree; but
first century, more than likely will mean he is a homosexiib# meaning of

a wordmust be defined by the currerdntext andisage of its day and not by

a usage centuries before.

Whenone doeshat, wrether in the case of Parmenidesn the case of Justin

Martyr, one findsthatmonogenemears only-begotten And in the case of the

Poem of Parmenidesnefindst h e me aanly-begottemf aftt ual |y
better within thefuller context of the pssage thamayt he meanidhg du
or fione of a kind. o

Let us now proceed to Wardends next ex
Plato
Timaeus
After a few more references the next referewtrdenclaims clearly shows
monogenesioes not mearnly-begottenis that of Plato.Francis Warden
states the following regarding the usa

200U U0 ecdaeligo Uod #d Us 3°0 5000 (rae creator madeeither
two nor countless worlds), but this one and only universe, having camexistence, both is

and wid¢ ljelbdej U Ue adxwo, U3 This one and only wuniver

identical citatons from theTimaeus ndi cate Pl atods striving for
knowledge of the One cause for the unique une&efsie singularity of the universe is
grounded in the fact of its being the only universe created; the unique mannerarhiitg ¢
into being, if present (FarncisWdrdedi i s surely not

On the surface, with th&reek text abovyeand the translation he made, one
would assume his point is well taken. However, as we will find with many of
his otherquotationshe takes them out of context. He does not give the reader
all the evidence. And when we look at the fuller contemtl see all the
evidencewe find that he is wrong and the wambnogeness being used in
its tradi tonlpbegotten sense of n

The tuller quote would be this.

A3 Use Ulills ehagdoads U3 Udal O8I0 U® 066 Uy egd
““egadi@®» ofhhoe@dddiU &cdoeole o2 UHBGs 3 U W.U8

139 Francis Marion Warderg, B ? B i A ?NKTIHE JOHANNINE LITERATURES outhern
Baptist Theological Seminary, Louisville, KY, 1938) pg. 27
140 p|ato, Timaeus 31b,Sourced fromwww.perseus.tufts.ed2012
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AfConsequentl vy, in order that this [heaven] mi
to theperfect living being on account of these things he did not make two unisersa did

he make many worldyut this one only begotten heaven havingrbbeought forth is and

will yet bed

What we see by the fuller context is that the universe is made after what Plato

calls a Aliving being.o0 As such, he u
eeg3aeaddmd odJIb ene remembers, Warden already étkd that

monogenes’vhen used of 't ving beings carri
flionly-begotten 6 We l | guess what? Pl ato i s

context of a living being! This is not brought out by Warden, and he leaves
out the part of the k& that refers to a living being, Ulls £ hsag@aas3

U ~ Us U® & (in accordance to the singular gremilar to the perfect
living being. The word we find a few words befditee beginning of his quote

is the words , which means a living craate, beingor animal.

Regarding thisanalogy to a living beinglames Adansaysthis,

fi | n Timheasthere is abundant evidence that Plato regarded the World as a divine
creature. o

In fact, tis is specifically stated in the section right before the sevtlare
Wardenobtainshis quoteThe sectionTimaeus 30astates:

iln this way then we ought to affirmisssccordin
living creatureinveryrut h possessing soul and eason by tt

But Warden does nadake this fact into accouim his translation

According to Timaeus, the Maker aof al/l
living being oranimal;it was made like that ateal and perfect living being

which existed in the mind of the Maker. As such, the cosmos isasetrat

which has been begotteas, indeed, any living creature is so knowhis

explains whythis one and singular coso s i s onby-belgdttendd A

Archer-Hind translates this portion before us as follows.

fiTo the end then that in its solitude this universe might be like theedict animal, the
maker made neither two universes nor an infinite number; but as it has come intahiging,
universeoneand only-begotten so it is and shall bierevers**

141plato, James Adam, ed’he Republic of Plato: Books VoluméA the University Press,
Cambridge, 1902) pg. 290
142pJato, R.D. ArcheHind, The Timaeus of PlattMacmillan and Co., London, 1888) pg.
93
1431bid., pg. 9596
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Warden thencontinues andreferencesthe seconduse of monogenesn
Timaeus which read®)d 38Ud U U & e d ®.o0Whsdenthen translates
it andclaimsit alsome a n s, onefand only universed

But again, he takes that small phrase out of context. The entire context reads
as follows:

AAnd now | et us decl ar e tahhad reachedits end. Havingir s e c «
received all mortal and immortal creatures and being therewithal replenished, this universe

hath thus come into being, living and visible, containing all things that are visible, the image

of its maker, a god perceptible, masighty and good, most fair and perfect, etkis one

and onlybegotten world that is'6*

Notice how ArchetHind translated the same phrakatWarden translated as

At hi s one an detaslhtythewsanme pleaseséadlons: it hi s

one and onBbegotten worl d that is.0 Why? |
philosophical issues in Timaeugle understands the fuller contextie did

not lift that little line, which Wardenquotesput of itscontext.

He evenincludesthis comment otine 10,startingon page 338f his book

fAnNd so was the uni ver se ocecamphhpegatteh, ttemdst a | | t h
fair and perfect image of its eternal mak4y

Othersecular writers undexstd thesame thing

For example, ircommenting on the philosophy of Timaeus as understood by
that NeePlatonist Proclus (412 A.D485A.D.), Thomas Taylor says this

AFor as t he i nwas behdratedre Ifrem theaoneawhichgisnthe good, so
likewise with reference to itself b&j one,it constituted the world ontpegotten Hence the

world is one. And neither are there many worlds; for there are not many first paradigms; nor
infinitéd®worldséo

He then continues commenting specifically on this line:

"But this heaven [or unirse]was generateds, and will be one and onlgegotterd’ The
only-begotten indeed, adumbrates the monadic cause, and indicates an essence which is
comprehensive of all secondary*natures, and h:

So we see, when we are presdntgth the fulker context,thatit is misleading

for Warden to state thanhonogenesl o e s n oanly-begodte® fi n t hi s
particular portion of Plato.And, not only thatit is beyond misleading, but
absolutely wrongwhen he impliesa traditional understanding of only

141bid., pg. 345
15bid., pg. 339
14 ThomasTaylor, The Commentaries of Proclus on the Timaeus of Plato, in Five Books
Containing a Treasury of Pythagoric and Platonic Physiology, V@Printed for the author
by A.J. Valpy, London, 1820) Pg. 38
147 bid., pg. 386
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begotten is not present in this text, nor emphasiz&den philosophical
writers, who have no dog in this fightaveunderstoodsuch aremphasisand
so have understoadonogeneto mearonly-begottenwithin thecontext

Finally, bdore leaving this portion of Plato two more observation need to be
made. First, some may be confused as to the use of such human terms for
what was consideretb be an act ofmaterial creation.But this should not
surprise us Does notScriptureitself uge suchterminology in describing
creationof theworld?

The Psalmisspeaks of God begetting that which he creates.

Psalm 90:2Before the mountaingiere born Or Thou didstgive birth to the eartland the
world, Even from everlasting to everlasting, Thou art God.

Of course,in Scripture,this must be understood as analogy, for unlike Plato,
Scripture never views the heavens and the earth as a living lBihghe
conceptual language should notgise us.

Secondone finallook must madet thetext quoted by Warderut with that
portionof thetext Warden ignord. Back in Timaeus Ba Plato says this:

fés U 3e UhtiWasp BBy kewasaeld " UsUBaU W4alU U&) GUc @
2" Uaregadibs ohleeddiU ccdopllg o USfkEs 3 UaU
G0es .

And ArcherHind translatd it as follows.

iTo the end sblilugethis tniverde might beilike she aderfect animal, the
maker made neither two universes nor an infinite number; but as it has come intahiging,
universe one and onlyegotten, so it is and shall be forevéy’

The secondand last point which | wish to make (one which is most
significan), is abouta little wordthat Warden ignoreth his translationlt is

the litle word Plato uses ithe beginning of the sentendbe Greek word
e ) 3 ¥ 0 o the Greek woridvkich | underlinedandthe Greek wordvhich

ArcherHi nd t r an s | atidddl arad Scoffilefiree litas followse

fiA. solitariness, singleness, PL.Ti.31 b, Ph.1.559; UUa@ac¢ . separation from
Them. 10, cf."™™Porph. Abst. 4.20.0

Why did not Platowhenhegot to the ed of his sentencesimply use the very
same word he&sed in the beginning dfis sentencé ¢ f 3 ¥ (ifshe Wanted
to concludethat the universesas as War den s@gs,idowe@eoh
a ki hedlready used a word that carried such a meategword

18 Archer-Hind, op. cit., pg. 995
191bid., pg. 9596
%0 Henry Georgd.iddell, Robet Scott,GreekEnglish Lexicon, Seventh EditiHamper &
Brothers, New York, 1883pg. 978
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bled word carried the connotat:i
| e, dn factiAranérHind madg thicommeiaboutthe word.

flo U3 ehasiviess respect of its isoldation, of bei

on

This factalonewould demonstraté h a t in Pl atgdbds<amirmaede

di fferent meani ng t htaconclede amdayagainthel f P

uni ver se wasooifo me nan defcoutdlhgkesinmly used
the same word; f 3 ¥, &gais. But hedid not.

Unless it was for the sake of euphony, timy reasonwhy he wouldnot use
the sameword againwasbecauset would communicate the wrong idea. He
did not want tqust say that the universe is and ever willthe onefisolitary,0

t hene é&f ak i narthéi o ne a nheaven.t heydid he could have

a

used ¢ 03 vRather, havpaitred t o say thedunivel

(only-begotteny; he wanted to emphasize thidte aly one universe was

figenerated t hat It was zZfidr ocoddhnot hver t h. o

communicated this thought, whereas 3 & gctutd.

Monogenes contrary t o,dWarsd ennobts mnaesasne riitoi noen

Timaeusjt meansnly-begotten

| hope one begins to see thaistbvidence, rather than demonstrating beyond

a reasonable doubt thatonogenesannotme a only-Gegotten 6 act ual
affirms the meaning obnly-begottenfor monogends 6 -Nrimitarians have
perpetuated a linguistic myth regarditiggs word | hope thereades are
beginning to see the truth of the matter.

Monogeness a word chosen by the Holy Spirit to bespeak the beauties of our
Saviour in his eternal relationship to the eternal Father as thye ome
begotten before all time; it bespedke one whowas eternally generated by

the Father and so iauly very God of very GodHe s eternalunlike the claim

of Arians,J e h o v a h 6 sor Mérntoms arslfse és slsceternallybegotten,

unlike the claims of Nedrinitarians.Monogeness a compound wordhat
emphasizes this singularity and begotteness; it was used that way in Plato and
it was used that way in Scripture.

Let us now move on to theext quote he gives from Plato

The Laws

Wardenalso providesthe following quotein his effortto demonstratahat
monogenedoes not meaanly-begotten He states:

151 Archer-Hind, op. cit., pg. 95
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fi ato gives one d: WrUbekUdamye Uddscescesxflbsldr h e
t f ol

Pl t
wofold generation of? kings descended from on

However, the full sentence reads as follows.

A0 UgUs Usedh Us e gUo U lyo a6 3 @ @,yidi g ¢ €3 ( gilillgs U3
bUGemys Uldocss 3 6 gUd @

And a possibleEnglish translatiorwould be A god who [seems] to be
troubled for you, whdoreseeingthe future, planteé& doublegenerationof
kingsfor you out of onébegotten lfegetting.

The first thing that needs to be said is théh r d dranélaion does not

mach the Greek text he provides. With the text he provides it should simply
readusing his definition Thie gener ati on of kings fro
Greek text that included the Greek word for twofbld a G g € 6 3

Why did he do that? We will never know. Perhaps, it was an oversight. But in
so doing healso left out another important word in order to peoly
understand the text. He left out the wdrdy U U wiidl gasword that was
usedfor the planting of something, especially fruit trees.

Liddell and Scott definé g U U ithis Way.

fil. c. acc.of the thing planted, plant trees, esp. fivites B8® (g UUi @ag WiagsU ¢ Uy G
eU2) vy 9306 Od. 9. 108; filys ;0 thgtdph. hegetSengdrsld,, cf
Hes.Op.812, Sc.29, Hdt.4.1453P..8 Pass.to be begotten, spring from parentss 3"e d

orU’ @s 3Rind.P.4256,7.5.1 3 ¢33

But notice it was also used metaphoricailiythe mssive voiceof begetting!

This may bethe key to understanding this tejetven though we do not have

the passive voice in the textPlatois giving us a parallel thought between

planting or sowng seed to that of conception or begettiRgrhapsPlatois
relatingt o us that a god nApl antatdofame doubl
begotten i the womb).0 Or, perhaps, it might b&anslated ajod fbrought

forth a double generatioof kingsout of onebegottenif the woml).

War dends tr anis toatdxti obthe passageo Platosis simhply

saying that a twofold generation of kings descended fioomne per son, O
Warden suggestslf he wanted to say that he more than likely wiohéve

written: U3z dJ b UG 9 oy ¥asU cosygzobiperbapd)s 4 b UG s ay rs3
oy 3 0dialBezdadf ag

132\Warden, op. cit., pg. 27
153 pJato,E. B. EnglandThe Laws of Plato: The Text Ed. with Introduction, Notes, Etc.
Classical series Ill, Vol. 1, Book\I (University Press, Manchester, Longmans, Green & Co.,
London 1921 pg.105
1% Henry Georgd.iddell, Robet Scott,GreekEnglish Lexicon, Seventh EditiiHarper &
Brothers, New York, 1883)g.1702
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The sens of the text is telling us that a god, acting in a providential manner,

did something extrapecial or unusual for Spartdhat which was extra
specialmay have beemngenderinga double generation of kings from one
begotten(i.e, in onebegetting which issimilar to that ofplanting or sowiny

This passagenust be understooftom the ancient Greeks understandinf

embryology and their theory of epigenesis other words, Plato was saying

that the god causdte twins to benonozygotic. The god made sure the seed
thatwassownori pl ant edo i n c¢oncdhetwowereoute s ul t
of one begotten, out of erfertilized egg.

Historically these twins wer&urysthenes and Proclegho were the two sons
of Aritodemus and Argia. They were considered the heads of the two Spartan
dynasties of kings.

So we see that in this textonogeness being usedfomaf at her 6 s per sp
with its basal sensef bringing forth or begetting in the initial stages of
conceptionf at her t han fperspeutivedflore brought forthord s

A b adr n

However, itmust be admitted this is a difficult texnd even withWa r d e n 6 s
understandingf monogenegt still is a difficult text.Even e does nouse his
supposedinderstanding ofi o n e o ffor monégenagh other words, &

does not transl ate the pasostafpeeofaas fa
kind. 0

Thattranslationwould notmake senseither That is why he ends up withe
transl at i omfoomonoganasiut thyat widuld be an unusuahy
for Plato to sayit (if that is what he wanted to gaysincehe could have
simply used the numeraé d of pne)in the text or as we suggestétie™ 3 d
23dJ 6.9

Consider thisimilar example from the LXX.

Gen. 42:11° ¥3 Ulled eg"3dz3dj L UpdsdemlUss 83 aslUiyd deg
aU0UY0%8%e @69

Genesis 42:11we are all sons of one man; we are pedegahy servants are not spies.
(Brentonés Transl ation)

E. B. England tries to solve problemof this passagey understandings
cee3colUsianstasmd of a sinmlhisnoeomthe ki ng.
passage

fe.l”ecee3eagUseas 6instead of a single born kingd
betterthantotakeeas merely o6frot, 6 i .e. born from.o

1% Sir Lancelot C. L. BrentonThe Septuagint with Apocrypha: Greek and English
(Zondervan Publishing House, Grand Rapids, 1985) pg. 57
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While | am not sure of his solution, it is interesting thatretains thdasic
sense of begetting in hisanslation

The only other solution that might be
with its normal sense ainly-begottenso that it would be translated: A god

who [seems] to be troubled for you, wioreseeingthe future planted a

double generation of king®r you out from a single born, oput from an
flonly-begotterd

If Plato was using the word in this mannénen, more than likely he had
Heracles in mingdsince hewas theonly-begottenson of Zeus andicmene
togethey he was alsthe head of theiineage

It must be remembered that the Greeks were patronymic. As seithin
lineages were knowand named aftean important ancestor.A linage was
identified by addinga U d d ntnoe. Thus,ehedwin kings of Sparta were
known by the patronymic nameg } U o & QHetadlidks), becausef their
famous ancestorHeracles(' & a2 dJd And sincethat was their patromyic
heritage,Plato nay simply have been referring tine factthat they were
descended frorHleraclesanonly-begotten

In any case, there is nothing in this text that would preclude an understanding
of Aone begotten, 0 or an Aonly begotte

The Age of the Koine

The next historical perigdaccording to higeckoning,is the Koine periodi

300 B.C. to 330A.DHe begins withsome quotes fronthe Orphic Hymns,
where he allows the translati@af only-begottento standand then makes
some quotes from Josephudere he also lets staral meaning ofonly-
begotten He does question, howevehe one quote regarding Josepliusse

of monogenewith Isaac, but we have already dealt with that under a previous
chapter.

The first references he really uses to prove his point is a quote by Arrian
which we will now examine.

1% pJato, E. B. England, edThe Laws of Plato: Th&ext Ed. with Introduction, Notes, Etc.
Classical series Ill, Vol. 1, Book\I (University Press, Manchester, Longmans, Green & Co.,
London 1921 pg. 385
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Arrian

Warden states the following from ArriaHistoria Indica Y111.15):

iArrian, caledimbei msecond XenophenlOz@E@BEJt he t ¢
"codgdgoUl eis g3 eg UadWekay many male children, but
fundamental meaning of the word appears here, for the one daughter was truly unique, but her

relation to her father did not excl ®de the pr

On the surface, this seems to hate one
monogenescannot possibly meamnly-begotten since therewere many
children from the same fatheii as the Greekextst at e s , Avery ma

children, but onl yagamtee Geekuegting provide® Ho we
is taken out of contexheleaves ousome verypertinent information.

Let me give you théduller text.

e olUeley 0 UEBJUW Ude ogay) ULFadted) 33d " cales )l
g,”U@’Va sUaddUlelel@3, j UglB®d g oUW ¢ ¢ g 3 | malk3a &iiU

o]
U3 Uk" U3 dftied™

As you can seeWardenprovidess )} G Ux@d W Ud e o dfsom the
beginning of the sentencthen joins itwith d g 9JUWl ¢ 68 g 3 8 offdra ¥ d 3
the end of the sentence making it seasnif that wasthe phrase written by
Arrian. But that is not true! Warden leaves out the entire migdteof the
sentence which gives context to the statement. This totally missléee
reader. Let me provide a suggeskulish translation of the passage.

fié and tothis one very many male children were bomm the land of India
(for, indeed, he entered into marriage with many womang,this Hercules
also[had an only-begottendaughter,and the name [given] to the child was
Pandaea

The edited text provided by &denimplies thatsomeondwho we find out is
Hercules and his wife had many childremwith only oneof them being a
daughter. This text is then usedo provethat monogenesannot mearonly-
begotterbecause the daughtebviouslyhad manymalesiblings.How could
monogenem e a only-Begottew i fsamtefatl@ethad many other children
with this wife? But the passage says the complete oppo8gebne can see

*7 Erancis Marion Warderg, B ? B i A INKTEHE JOHANNINE LITERATURES outhern
Baptist Theological Seminary, Louisville, KY, 1938) pg. 28
183 00e0c6 33, Y Usa ay Ué atook this asaa.subject accusative construed thigh
implied infinitive o U 3 y. T deamonstrative pronoun is used because a comparison is made
with the Theban Hercules. Either way, it implies his daughter was arbeglytten child of
one of his other wives. See the Greek Text referenced below for greater context.
159 Arrian, Friedrich Dubner, Karl Muller, Arrianus, Fragmenta Scriptorum de Rebus
Alexandi M. Pseudecallisthenes, Anabasis et Indica, Vol. 26 of Scriptorum Graecorum
Bibliotheca(Editore Ambrosio FirmirDidot, Parigis, 1846)pg. 210
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the context of the passage says that Herculesihady wiveso and by those
wives hehadmanymale children, bubut of all those wives he had only one
daughter. Apparently,one ofthe wives of Hercules gave birth to a daughter,
andthat daughter wathe only child sheeverhadwith Hercules. Shaever
hadanyother childrenAs such, Arrian callethe childmonogeneghe fionly-
begotteld d a uof) Hercelas and thisne particular wifé And this only-
begotterdaughtemwaseventually made a ruler in India

Perhaps, it might be helpful to the readealspsee the broader ctaxt. | will
supply a fullemarrativeasisf ound i n Edwar dranklatones Chi n

fwhen Dionysus had arranged these affairs and was about to leave India, he appointed as
king of the land Spatembas, one of his companions, the man most versed in the mysteries of
Bacchus. When this man died his son Boudyas succeeded to his kingdom. €hecigtied

fifty -two years, and the son twenty years. Cradeuas, the son of Boudyas, succeeded to the
throne. From this time for the most part the kingdom passed in regular succession from father
to son. If at any time direct heirs were wanting, then tkdéahs appointed kings according to

merit. The Heracles, who according to the current report came to India@reate)js said,

among the Indians themselves, to have sprung from the earth. This Heracles is especially
worshipped by the Sourasenians, atidn nation, in whose land are two great cities, Methora

and Cleisobora, and through it flows the navigable river Jobares. Megasthenes says, as the
Indians themselves assert, that this Heracles wore a similar dress to that of the Theban
Heracles. Very manynale children, but only one daughter were born to him in India, for he
married many women. The daughter's name was Pandaea, and the land where she was born,
and over which Heracles placed her as ruler, was named Pandaea after her. From her father
she recived 500 elephants, 4,000 cavalry, and 130,000 infdfitry.

This passage does not detract from the traditional meanmgrmdgeneat dl

and Warden was misleading imply otherwise. However,to be fair to him

since he is not here to defend himsk&does include an asterisk the end of

the Greek text which says1 the footnote Ancitations SO T
unavailable i n t hé&® liamnotsure whatheé meamlayl cor
that statement, for he obtained the Greek text from somewhereydshaps

he meant he only had that one small snippet of Greek as he provided. If

maybe someone else did the editofghe text anche simply was not aware

of the fuller Greek quoteBut theno n e mu s thy uaesthat, GreékWext to

prove his pointif he was unsure of the veracity of ttext orquote® That i s
legitimate question.

One factremains,even though he may not have been aware of the fuller
Greek text,he was certainly aware othe fuller English context for he
references thé&nglish translation of E. J. Chinnoclibovein his footnotes
with the same page numb#rat | providein my footnotebelow. So e did
know thatthe greater contexddd thatHeracles had many wiveandyet, he

did not provide that information the readenVhy?

10 Edward James Chinnock, tA,r r i ands Anabasi s (6.fBel&lSens,ander a
London, 1893) pg. 46409
18 Francis Marion Warderg, B ? B i A ?NKTIHE JOHANNINE LITERATURES outhern
Baptist Theological Seminary, Louisville, KY, 1938) pg. 28
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Hephaestio

The next reference given as evidence is Hephaestlus worke nt i t | ed A O
Feeto Warden declares:

fiHephaestio offers an unusual citatior: dJ} o Wl Ubadle ¢ 3 6 g L3 dhe foot
(i n which vl &ds) rieeodid)dwsiohfis alsafsingle (uniquégd

Again, hemakes the same notation about citations not being available in the
original contexts. And so, again, one should,askin Then why ref er
all? Why usat to provea point, if you are unsure of theeracity of the quote?

The fuller Greek text is provided below and once again theegod will

disprove his assertion.

ffoU) me Uoago Uby Wedd " a Uy BYWGBWNUsds 0~ UtGthaz,c g U
ee3adi)3f™d

And nowJ. M. Ophuijsed wanslatio®

fiout of three |l ong (syll abl es) aunitdntispasschort (o
(syzygy) which (is) also (calledhonogenes ‘&'

BecausaVarden misundersod this referencd,removed it fromthe chartat

the beginning of this chaptes being nompplicable (It should be notedhe

passage is not dealing wita human foot, but is dealing with certain
combination of s y I).I debdtteampted kont@anglathea s N f e
word monogenedrom the text but his translationdoes not make sense
becaus¢he worde 6 3 @ gwadsnever meanto be translated

According to Ophuijsems wor k 0 n, thel @eggdmanegeriesvas a
designationof a specific seven timanit. The section deals with words
containing four syllables, three long and one shddnogenesvasthe name

for one of those unitsSo, since the word was never meant to be translated,
what is presented as evidengeonce againno evidence at all

This whole work is dealing with Greek meter. Consider the following
information regarding Hephaestio and this work

i He p h a @aurtished 8nd century ad, Alexandria), Greek metrist, author of a work on
metre in 48 books, which was reduced, by successive abridgments, to form a (Gaeekl
encheiridion). The manual became a popular school book, and it alone survives. It is the only

121bid., pg. 29
183 HephaestidGrammaticusR. Westphal ed., Scriptores metrici graeci: Hephaestionis De
metris enchidion et De poemate libellus cum scholiis et Trichae epitomis. Adjeeli
Chrestomathia grammaticaibliotheca scriptorum Graecorum et Romanorum Teubneriana
(In Aedibus B. G. Teubneri, Lipsiae 18G6g9. 14
1643, M. Ophuijsen Hephaestion on MetreBrill, Netherlands, 1997g. 54
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complete ancient work on metrics extant. Appendixes dealing with poetic structure and with
metrical notations may have been added by another'fiand.

And,

AAnci ent metricians such as Hephaestion give
lengths, to which modern scholars have added. For the most part, these names are arbitrary or
even misleading, but they ®re widely used in :

This work by Hephaestiavas, essentially, a school book explaining different
meters.J. M. Van Ophuijsen has this to say about this section of his work.

AChapt er 71l1Thel account Bfefeet is basically the same in both our authors. In
H.[Hephaestio] (Hii/10.11-12) it is reduced to a strictly formulaic catalogue of all the
possible combinations of long and short syllahlpsto a total length of four #gbles, in a
determined order from fewer to more syllables and within each number of syllables from
fewer to more timai n i 's . o

i Now dphagstibhas a good reason to end his enumeration of feet with those of four

syl l abl es, and this is the fact that the | ong
“ed Ueyly) 63 Yyg 2AA1101) number four syllables. The sole use of the names of

the feet which do not constitute a metre, e.g. the spondee, is to provide a label for certain
variations of these which do, e.g. the dactyl, and since these variation most often contain

eithert he same number of syllables as,hddr faosmal
they replace, the need to refer t¥# a foot of
fé the foot is not defined by H.; feet have b

A.Q. [Aristides Quintilianus] (i22/44.1% g éeWJ iy oo 0d) ) t he Greek wor d
denoting something which consists of certain parts. The present chapter aidHthe
corresponding section in A. Q. each furnish a complete catalogue of all conceivable
combinations of syllables long and short up to a total length of gllables(the common

syllable, being not in the metrical structure but in the languageriadateas no place here).

Several of their names are applied to other feet by other autland indeed by A. Q. in his

account of rhythmic. 1%

This tells us that the text of Hegestio is a catalog, a listing of different
combinations of various longnd short syllablesn various Greek words and

that, as such, some of the Greek words used in the catalog were not meant to

be translated but were simplghe nomenclaturesgiven for certain
combinations.This was the case fahe word monogenesn this passage,

which, again, was translated by J. M. Ophuijaeriollows fiOut of t hr e
(syllables) and a short (one) a fourth epitrite or seven-tinieantispastic

(syzygy) which (is) also (calledhonogenes &

185 \www. britannica.com/EBchecked/topic/1359955/Hephaestiii 2
186 en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Aeolic_versg012
167 3. M. OphuijsenHephaestion on MetreBrill, Netherlands, 1987) pg. 14
1%8bid., pg. 15
9bid., pg. 55
0bid., pg. 54
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And so,monogenesvasnevermeart to betakensemanticallyin this passage.
The word should have simply been transliterated. As such, it rimesiean
Asi ngl e 0 imthis pAssagas guiperted bWarden It was used as a
title of a specific sevetime unit within the category dbur syllable word.*"*
Perhaps,it was randomly chosenas an exampleand designatiorof this
categorysimply because jttoo, was a four syllable word.

PeriplusMaris Erythryea

The Greek text provided by Warden in this work is differain theactual

text in Periplus MarisErythryea He writesthe followingin his dissertation

o UUUs gfe ads BB And he translates it gsfiThe frankincense
comes into being aloned thea uses this asevidence to negaté¢he

traditional meanin@f only-begotterfor monogenes

However, a few things need to be mentionBudis text,again,is a texttaken

out of contextlt also h& been edited and changeth the quote he provides,

o U Udtakenfrom the end of theeal phrase ands placed infront of

e 8 3 8 d UFhen the article , which is really before another words

changed and placedefore ad U 3. Buf, once again,after providing this
editedtexthe i ncludes the disclaimer that t
or i gi nal Butsomebre edited thé text, and, as suchGieek text

that is provideds wrong. It ignores the entire middle portion of the phrase
therebymaking the phrase say somethingldes noevensay

This mislead the reader. If his disclaimer meathat he was unsure othe
Greek text, then he should nodve madex dogmatic statement to the reader
that this was what the Greek text daitle asserts that the Greek texas
exactly as he provided. Y#iat is not trubThis isexactlywhat hewrote

A PejipusMar i s Rubri, 6 (56,d3p3ahldy) Udtewmeanssaégtlon
one place only,6 and OPperibdums UMES) sghEsytbary
ab Us B h e incense ndmes into being alodié?

Notice he declareghatPeriplus Maris Rubr{56, p.11)ishow® etGtreek text

he provides. It does noAnd he says Periplus Maris Erythgdha®d t h e
Gre& text he provides. It does ndde makes a statemeaf fact But the
statements not accurateThe Greek text does not appear as he claims. Let us
first look atthe latter,PeriplusMaris Erythryea and thenat Periplus Maris
Rubri. This is how the Greek texeally appears Periplus Maris Erythryea

i’ 3 €63 a6 dabaUs e dl) UJJoat) cagl™liei 6 j} msdl U s

1 Online Liddell & Scott glosses the wdrdin a me of t he foot

www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=monogenes&la=greek#lexicon
2 Francis Marion Warderg, B ? B i A ?NKTIHE JOHANNINE LITERATURES outhern
Baptist Theological Seminary, Louide, KY, 1938) pg. 29
3bid., pg. 29
174 A Greek ligature foe Us used in the printed text.
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As one carclearly see, unlike the Greek teiiat was provided by Wardgen

o UUUs i s at pdrtioreandetmedarticiefis beforée Uy Udl s o
(foreign)® not beforeadb U 3 (&ragikincense) Plus one camow see the rest

of the text that is not provided in his quoBs. leaving out the middle portion

of the text and changing the position @fa 3 ,thElddgseshe verbto only
construewith € 8 3 ¢ d Blas by removing the article from U} Uglande
placing it with & a b U Besofscures the facthat = U} UdUmight be
understood as a substantive far asc 8 3 8 dddes | believethe adverbial
form retainsthe basl sense offbringing fa t h 6 i n Befotte st wast e m.
revised in the new edition of Liddell and Scott, tisshow the adverb
appearedn the seventh editign

fie 8 3 8 2(Adweid d growing alone'’’
And this is how the revised edition nayjlosseshe adverb
fil. Adv.-3 d, Gy [T grewsonlyin one place, Peripl.M.Rubr.56, cf. 1%.

Noticethe revised lexicownly italicizes the wordonly (a commormethodto
indicatethe meaningr glossof a word, therebyindicatingt h e wwlyd d
as theactualmeaningfor ¢ 6 3 @ ¢ Whereas,ri the seventh editiogrowing
aloneis italicized, therebyindicating that figrowing alon® was thenuanced
meaningfor ¢ ¢ 3 8 d Ulelieve the seventh edition is correct, figrowing

alon@ r et ai nssedoffiler bagiahg sfeonlyprddued! M ne, 0 c

Thus, in the texts before usg,believethate @ 3 @ ddhiauld betakenasa
compoundadverl) meaningfigrowing aloneo as itwas originallyunderstood
in the seventh editigrand notwith a singlemeaningo f onlyjoo ralorfie 0

If the writer had wanted to simply sathat frankincense wagaloned
produced,he could have written, 3 aa b Us’al) Ul s dieay o U
UosY@asy ad e (navkich areadrankindéhse, tgeeatesandbestfar-

side brand isalone produced)® Or if he had wanted to say hat fonl y¢
frankincense was produced, or procured in that part of the country, he could

have written, 3 e f3aed ouab bR dd&dead tadliseyed o2a3U
(in which place only frankincense is procuréke greatestand bestfar side

brand).In fact, ust a few paragraphs befothe writer usee f 3 ande @ 3

in this way and it would have beeraturalto use itthat way again in this

portion before us In section three he says fii Uf =ach e Ua @ d,

75 Arrian, William Vincent, tr., Voyage of Nearchus, and the Periplus of the Erythrean Sea
(At the University Press, London, 180%9)g. 77
1 This adjective, meanig f or ei gn, became a brandi dame pr
brand of frankincense in the markets of Alexandria.
7 Henry Georgeliddell, Robet Scott, GreekEnglish Lexicon, Seventh Editighlarper &
Brothers, New York, 1883)g. 976
18 \www.perseusufts.edu/
9E.g.cf.e f 3iB Bx. 12:16 LXX; Acts 21:13 and Jam.1: 22 . Also see Robertson pg. 549.
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padd @ And in sectidm five

ua‘?‘uegg’ 3z hae B
99 U33611818U3eg’.

"oy «s3s ds @

Thi s i s Wil fred Schoff b6s account and
translation of the Greek text is underlined.

3. Below the CaHEaters theras a little markettown on the shore after sailing about four
thousand stadia from Berenice, called Ptolemais of the Hunts, from which the hunters started
for the interior under the dynasty of the Ptolemies. This mdodkveh has the true lartbrtoise

in small quantity; it is white and smaller in the shells. And here also is found a little ivory, like
that of Adulis.But the place has no harbor and is reached only by small boats

5. And about eight hundred stadia beyond there is another very deep bay, with a great mound
of sand piled up at the right of the entrance; at the bottom of which the opsian stone is found,
and this is the only place where it is producEkese places, frothe CalfEaters to the other
Berber country, are governed by Zoscales; who is miserly in his ways and always striving for
more, but otherwise upright, and acquainted with Greek liter&ttire.

Sowesee; f the writer wanted torc@owéey th
think he would have usdtie Greek word f dagjain The fact thahe chose

not to use that wordn our text suggestshe understood @ 3 6 d With a

heightened meaningn other wordshe did not believes 3 @ ogtheart the

same thingas f 3.6

This differerte inmeaning between these two words is also demonstrated in
another Greek text. In a letter to Gregory, Basil wrote the following.

ﬁ i3 g U%s L’lﬂeUU@a'e;Ughsw:ﬂe@glﬂmwudlj@gooesv;ssxs,
ehsad efa cdadlds 3 e Ude ot YLatLOXXXVII)E

Hereyou will notice thate fj 3ande 68 3 6 ddieback to backn the same
sentence!Obviously, the two worsl did not carry the same meaning;
¢ 6 3 ¢ dittlkidestheheightenechuanceo f fAbri nging forth. o

In the context of a growing plantr a growing treehis heightenedsense

carristhe nuance f A gr owi ng ,alhepinseused of wbemgte a s
carries the heighteneds e n s ebringirfg forth alone 6 Thi s i s hov
sentencabove is translateid the Nicene and Post Nicene Series.

fiThe Son Who declares the Spirit proceeding from the Father throughsélfnand with

Himself, shiningforth alone(e f 3) @rfl by only-begetting(e 8 3 6 d) Bram unbegotten

lighté oles

%A rrian, William Vincent, tr., Voyage of Nearchus, and the Periplus of the Erythrean Sea
(At the University Press, London, 1808). 72
¥ 1bid., pg. 73
182 wilfred H. Schoff, trans. & ed.The Periplus of the Erythraean Sea: Travel and Trade in
the Indian Ocean by a Merchant of the First Cent{iigngmans, Green, ar@ompany, New
York, 1912) pg. 223
183 saintBasil, The LettersVol. 1 (William HeinemannLondon 1926) pg. 206
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Therefore,if we keepthis in mind,we can now understandvhy War den 6 s
translation is insufficientand actually,may be misleadingespecially since
he desires to use it to negate the traditional understandmgradgenes

The context of our passagealescribes thevarious tradingpostsalong the
Indianand RedSea. Then it describes alomghi s coast Capepl ace
Elephan®  w homaobtainsa special grade of frankincenséApparently,

this was a special place where only the finest frankincense was gnown
produced Within this ar@, near a lauregrove, there was a place where it

grew by itself (Sometimes frankincengeeeswould befound growng alone

in some remote locatignThis seems to be what the writer is sayibeit, he

states this locatiowas near a laurgjrovealong the river named Elephant

| do not believe he wasaying, as Warden sugggedhatfirankincense comes
into beingaloned What would that mean? Hovean frankincense come into
being alone? Harrives at this understanding bgnstruinge 8 3 6 dwith

9 a 3 ,Whidh de defines sconfie into being @ut as we said, his editing has
forced thisunderstandingThe verb may actually construe with the latter part
of the text, and we may have an ellipsis in the first part.

It seems there are a number of ways this phrase could be understood. The verb
5a030UUs may, i ndeedd as heosnggdstiui ¢ covdi t h ¢ @
carry a stative sense and so the phragghtbe transl|l ated as f
which area, frankincense exasgrowing alone, the faide brand, thgreatest

and thebest 06 Or we mi ght h av e oftme pledsgini psi s
which case 92a3 UUUslaterpartiTik text mighstttemba e wi t t
transl at ed: frafikincenseslgronin alomethe greatesandbest

far-side brand is pducel . 0, if @etakeo a3 @8 Udiprocure, 0 it
translated,i | n hwahea,the only producedroduct isfrankincense the

greatest and beéar-side brand s p r oAcvery, gedy, literal translation

might render: In which [placeprowing aloneis frankincensethe greatest

and besfar-side brands produced®

The next to thelast translatiormight be the betsfor it fits in with the greadr
context of the passagéet me provide you an English translation of thier
text byWilfred Schoff, so you can see the context for yourself.

fi9. Two days' sail, or three, beyond Malao is the maidwh of Mundus, where the ships lie
at anchor more safely behind a projecting island close to the shore. There are imported into
this place the things previously set forth, and from it likewise appréed the merchandise

184 philip Schaff, Henry Wace Nicene and Poshlicene FathersSecond Series Vol. VII
(T&T Clark, Edinburgh; Wm. B. Eerdmans Publisth Co., Grand Rapids, Ml 1989) pg.138
(parentheses mine).
1851t should be noted that in Greek an advirlthe attributive position may sometimes act
like an adjective. As to whether such is the case in this example, the reader will have to
decide. (See Smy#%il096, §1097)
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already stated, and the incense called mocrotu. And the traders living here are more
guarrelsome.

fil0. Beyond Mundus, sailing toward the east, after another two days' sail, or three, you reach
Mosyllum, on a beach, with a bad ancige. There are imported here the same things already
mentioned, also silver plate, a very little iron, and glass. There are shipped from the place a
great quantity of cinnamon, (so that this marketwn requires ships of larger size), and
fragrant gums, dpes, a little tortoise shell, and mocrotu, (poorer, than that of Mundus),
frankincense, (the fagide), ivory and myrrh in small quantities.

fill. Sailing along the coast beyond Mosyllum, after a two days' course you come te the so
called Little Nile Rive, and a fine spring, and a small laugebve, and Cape Elephant. Then

the shore recedes into a bayd has a river, called Elephant, and a large layeie called
Acannae; where alone is produced theside frankincense, in great quantity and of ltlest
gmelBGC‘)

The story is about the various trading poststhe Red Seavhere many
different productsvere obtained for export.Beforecomingto our portion of
the text the writer says thain Mosyllum many differentproductswere
procured for expari cinnamon, spices, ivory, myrrh, etchds, he focus is
on exports and what is procured at different eir& when we get to our
portion of thepassageit seemshe writer is saying that an excellent grade of
frankincense was obtainddr export from some remote location near the
Elephant River where it véagrowing alone, i.e. by itselor where it was the
only productbeingproduced for export.

War dends tr ans| The coatext i9 apougoods that wehei s .
produced for export. By consingo a 3 With the first part of thgphrasehe
changes the texnto a story about thBnature of frankincensestatingthat it
Acomes i nt oratieethan lgeingaaboutrgeogisproductghat were
available for export.

t

He seemstotake al3Ubs a ver b bespeaking h
e fthatod

rather tharbeinga ver b bespeaking th
special brand dirankincense

e N
uct i

However, Wilfred Schof® s t r a n s lrightlyi retains téslverbaleand
contextualemghasis on productionn 9 a 3 .U Bub bis translation, in my
opinion,falls short becauseignores the nuandaneaningofi br i ngi ng f or
inceesaeadUs

Another famoustranslationis that of WilliamVincent he also retains this
contextual sense of export or procurenmart a 3 bugHéampletely ignores
€ 8 3 @8 ditJhas translation, not even translating the word atTdiis is how

186 wilfred H. Schoff, trans. & edThe Periplus of the Erythraean Sea: Travel awdde in
the Indian Ocean by a Merchant of the First Cent{irgngmans, Green, and Compahew
York, 1912 pg. 26
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he transl atle thesd pags the dest and grediest quantity of
frankincense is procured?’

What we are findingn our study ofmonogeness thattwo basic meanings are
attached tahe wordas a compound wordl only, singularity or aloneness
and bringing forth When used of beings it bespeaks of one whimésonly
one having beenbrought forth through conception orbirth, and, in its
adverbial form it means emething that isonly produced or, alone brought
forth,i n ot h egrowimgalondos

Thusit seems the best way to understand this text wouldither as Al n
which area frankincenss growing alone the greatestindbestfar-side brand

is praducedp wheree 6 3 @ d lihs the nuance f grofing aloned and
5a3U0B8Uander sducedo @ragfs| ri fhvatea, the only produced
product isfrankincense, thagreatest and begar-side brandis procured)
wheree @ 3 ¢ d lths the nuance f onlyi produceg and o a 3 bads the

me a n i npgcure @ . dhesé two translations the contextual emphasis of
production procuremenbr exportis retained along withthe full nuance of
ee3adUs

The story is not about tHature of thinpgsand how t hey HfAcome i
as Warden seems to suggestt B is about the production of goods for
export.The writer is simply saying that at this pof call only frankincense is

grown or produced for exporynlike the other trading ports where many

items like cinnamon, ivory, spices, et@are procured The reason for this is

becausegat this particular locatigronly the best type of frankincengeewas

grom n g, i . e. i t oOwraitswasibgcausentheomyodadttiten e |,
produced in this @a for export was frankincense, i.eetwhole area was

given overto its sole productiorheing a place whetthe greatest and bestfar

side brandvas procured

PeriplusMaris Rubri

In the next quote, frorPeriplusMaris Rubri, Warderprovides the follaving

Greek text and English translatidre statesfic 6 3 s J'&F'a Uf Gy 3 OUUs
means figr ow onlyn'# olhie unfortumate ehat hence again

providesan incorrectGreektext The words are placenlt of order. Theverb

Gy ; Usldltenand placd at the end of thphrasegiving the impression that

€63 a6ds¢heuld then baunder st anly,dd aagn OsHzld be

understood adigrow0This is misl eadiyngUbecheaspee d
something quite different when one sees it in its proper context. The verb

me a n sbeat alongid6 oaonvay® A t refers to the pe

187 Arrian, William Vincent,tr., Voyage of Nearchus, and the Periplus of the Erythrean Sea
(At the University Press, London, 1808). 77
188 Warden, op. cit.pg. 29
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by farmers or merchants to a trading statoport. This is how th&reektext
really appearsalongwith a possible translatiomvith the words he edits being
underlined

fdyy U0W sy Uyese 3 dBas Uh " Uel U "¢ @yo Uwsesls &8 3
aUo f erlB3Usess 21f*% o

And pepper growing alonein one placgis conveyed to this pacalled Caonarikon,being
producedn great quantities™.

As one can see, the context shows that the writer is saying that the gepper
procured from one placbkeing the only place that it is grown. In other words
ee3aedilUs being used wi t growindamneuon deirtsht an ¢
basal Dmugkt orthod And because it beingly gro
produced in great quantitieor being producedar away (presumably
somewhere in the interigrjt has to beconveyed ottransported(fyy U {Jt0 o

market for sale.

Apparently, there was a certain place in the interior where only pepper grew.
No other crops were grown in that area. It \@aasareaconpletely given over

to the production of peppand, as such, it was, apparently, produced in great
quantities. This large crop was then transpofigds ; V10 @ ort called
Cotonarikon.

And soonceagain, we see that théreek textwhen seenn its full context

does not demandme a n i nogly,0® fr alofi for ¢ 8 3 @ d remainsa

compound word witla basal meaning ajrowing alone brought forthaloneg

or only produced.And we also seethatthe Greek wordd y } Udlhotbeing
construed withe 8 3 6 d 10 yive a meaning ofgrow. Instead, ti means
convey much likeourEn gl i s h wd dadnotibélieve itslyould be
understood agrow in this contextassuggested by Francis Warden

And sq in conclusionwe see that these two references do not support the
conclusions made biyrancis WardenThe adverbial fornof monogenesloes

not me a mnly,d o r alofie dut, rather meandigrowing alone dionly

produced © r alofie brought forth ¥et, in the final analgis, it probably
shouldalsobe noted that it is an adverdndin this bookwe are dealing with

the adjectivanonogenesAdverbs and adjectivasight not always mean the

same thing. Thisiwhylre moved it from Weeentdorghds cha
removedit from his chart(in order to keeghe focussolely on the adjective
monogenas it is still interestingto note that the adverbretainsthe basic

1891t seems @ anight be understood adverbially or adjectively (see Liddell & Scott, II1,c)
190 Arrian, William Vincent, tr., Voyage of Nearchus, and the Periplus of the Erythrean Sea
(At the University Press, London, 1808). 107
11t should benotedthat it does not matter if one prefers an adverbial understanding for
882 Our purpose is simply toduwdéehshanmndetlcent
" 8 as taken as an adverb, meanirfgy;, away, | do not believe it changebd meaning of
ees3adUs
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meaning ofsomethingfbroughtforth aloned Sg, even though one could not

use tlese example to prove thetraditional meaning ofonly-begottenfor
monogenesthey donot negate the traditional meaning either, toe word

still retains the basic meaning of #dAbr

Greek Papyr

Wardennext gives an example from a Greek Papyrus which he indicates is
taken from ecitationi n Goodspeed and Col well 6s Gr
text can be found in Antike Fluchtafeln, edited by Richard Wunsch.

Wa}rder]pgovidgs the foIIowing Greethe textandEnglish translation |} & ¥
GUsdBéUseg3aplUsadjure thee by ™ he godét

The problem is heonce again takes things out of context. bteps at
¢ 8 3 @ arlddoesnot providethe readethe next three words. They are the
wo r d sa UlBggthe One out of him). Below is the fuller text.

e } & W ad Bé Usee3se itfaUUe3 UG Us % GU

The additional three wordsl3 "3 g supply the contextual sense of
derivaion, the oneout of him, which whenwe construe itvith the following
participlewould give a translation as follows:

il a yoj, the gocet the only-begotten the onebrought to lightout of
him... 0

Therefore, when weeee @ 3 @ withim its context of derivation, we see the
traditi onalonybepated nagctodfalid y fits the ¢
simpyAionly one. 0

The next text he gives oS¥wheiResgeéd papyr
eg3 @ UdHearken unto me, t*hou who art ¢

| was not able to obtain the Greek text to #efuller context, buthiere is
nothing in the texts he supplies that would dematrenslation oimonogenes
asonly oneor unique It could just as well be translated @dy bornor only-
begotten For instance, consideéhis English translationof the sametext by
Hans Dieter Be@ fiGive heed to me, O oraly-begotternt®®

¥2Warden, op. citpg. 30
19 Richard Wunsch, edAntike Fluchtafeln, Vol. 20A. Marcus und E. Weber, Bonn, 1907)
pg. 18
¥4 warden, op. citpg. 30
1% Hans Dieter Betz, edThe Greek Magical Papyri in Translation, Including hemotic
Spells, Volume 1,"2Edition (University of Chicago, Chicago, 1997) pg. 67
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Sowe seehesetwo quotes will not help us either way in determining the true
meaning ofmonogenesHowever, it is disheartening that he presents them to

the reader afiproofd that monogenesioes not meaonly-begotten because

there isno conclusive proof in theexts to support either readifglthough in

the first one t her eonlylsegotep mp esli Impd g éwicc
of the connotation of derivation is introducedtiwthe twowords he leaves

out aftere @ 3 @ atHé swo words's  Wa (out of him).

The nextthreequotes he provides from the papyri fall into the same category.
From the Greek texts he provides one findsytare nebulous texts that
provide noevidence either way-However, the lasteferencehe provides for
evidence is from the First Epistle of Clement to Roerd, aswe have
already demonstratedhat which he asseress beingabsoluteproof for the
meaning of fodsnaetualty prod &or tke nmeaningof onfiy-
begottend that is,once one sees the greater context.

And so, asve have found in most of his references, once one sees the fuller
contexts, his arguments fade away and in some cases the reference that was
supposedtobe probfor a meani ng ot honly-begotica A onl
actually becomes a reference that actually protles meaning ofonly-

begotten It is most unfortunate thaie does not provide the readérs greater

context in many ohis quotes

The Greek Oldl'estament

Francis Warden continues hist of evidence which Dale Moody claims,
demonstras beyond a reasonable doutitat monogenescannot be
understood in its traditionabf only-begotten by next appeahg to the
Septuagint

| hope the reader is beginning to see that if we were in a court of law, there
would not onlybereasonablegloubtas t o Dal e Mwredouds cl a
actuallybea mountain okvidence to provéhe oppositethatmonogenedoes

meanonly bornor only-begottenand always did!

But let us continue the examination\Mfa r d ewidénse. He first mentions

the few Septuagint texts that translate the Hebrew in Genesis chapter 22 by
monogenesHe really does not make any definite conclusions tq saisve

will refrain from commenting on this portion at this time and,wilktead,
devote a entireseparate chapter to this issue. We will treat his references to
Psalmsin the same way. However, a few passages the Septuaginive

would now like to addressre his statements regarding a few passages from
the Old Testament Apocrypha. We will begin with his comment on Tobit.
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Tobit

Warden quotes three of fowccurrencef monogenesn Tobitas fonl y, 0O
and t heonly-begotten as A8 we hav alreadg adohitted e f or e
thatt h e me aonly-hegottewf i appropri atdtisin tho
speakingofi o n | y ,cédoiwkdd nog mecessarilyhave to addressach
verseindividually. So it really makes no difference thae first three verses

are translateda s fijco nrl ayt h enly-begotteannit isfall arbitray. They

just as easily couldave beertranslatedas the fourth verseras translatedas
flonly-begotten her e i s nothing in the text th

In fact, he KingJame Ver si on al so translbatt ed t h
then translated the fourthverse a s onlytbegotterd The verse reads as
follows.

Tobit 8:17 Thou art to be praised because thou hast had mercy of two that weyelythe
begottenchildren of their fathers: grant them mercy, O Lord, and finish their life in health
with joy and mercyKJV

This in itself shows that oSwbegotteand Tolct
by the translators of the King James Version, even though thesiatred
monogeneby fionl yo i whesitréafdred to6thed individbally

If monogenesne a rotly-bégotte® i n 8: 17 when referri
Saratogether then certainlymonogenesne a romly-bégotte® i n r egar d
Tobias and Sara in vers8:15; 6:11 15when it referred to them individually

(The same thing can be said of the New Testament and the Kings James
transuaeoonsdfAonl yo i n tohlebegGted peh afl L
ot her verses. Just bec &mses doestnbtenganc h o s e
negat es t henly-begated nihgonogenes i

Warden simply quotes all fowrccurrencesand leaves it at that, making no
comment on the verses. Butwbuld like to make a commewh one of the
versesbecausd think it demonstrategsshy monogeneshould be understood
asonly-begotterin all four verses.

Tobit 6:1011 says the following. | will give the Greek and then the English
from the King James Version, btdmember the LXX andhe King James
Versionfollow a different verse division.

Tobit 6:11 (10a KIV) U” U320 20 Ua6 dUsli Jiy thavli U G eeeslfydedst A& Od U ~ U}y

AUossgdlidoligooUdtegsi@at dgovYyUd, dessfpeslls E Uy j U

Tobit 6:12 (1 i 11KIV) aUee GO UdUcl 6 o WasblUs Udo g WU G 6
“"ab Yaadp) e :kJerg’euLﬂv eh 3u;"g’U”eo y 3 B @ d(andyou aretheonly one
ofherkine W a6 ) Y& &ea Ul f 3 Blc(fdis

1% Brenton, op.cit., pg. 28 (Apocrypha)
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Tobit 6:10-11aThe angel sai to the young man, Brother,day we shall lodge with Raguel,

who is thy cousin; he also hath one only [begotten] daughter, named Sara; | will speak for her,
that she may be given thee for a wifeFor to thee doth the right of her appertain, seeing
thou only art of her kindred? And the maid is fair and wis&JV

In Tobit 6:10 in the KJV (verse 11 in the Greelg see that Sara is called the
only-begottendaughter of Raguel, the cousin of Tobi@ikere is nothing in

the text t o n e g anlyebegdttdde anse awe nfpavd 4l
mentioned. But then in the next verseerse 11we see an interesting fact.

The verse readsiFor to thee doth the right of her appertain, seeing thou only

art of her Kkindred. o Thatl elsassgfoUphr as
UsoszegddU Now the quest imonogemesredns be as
Aonly member of a kin, o0 as is <c¢l ai med
Scott,orasfione of a kindo athen avhyanotmused by
monogenesagain sinceit was used of theSara in the previous verse?
Contextually, it would make perfect sensenbnogenesindeedme ant fionl vy
member of a kin.o

However, nsteadof usingmonogenesgain the writer makes thetatement,

ol esadolUbacegdIdU Liter alelayd,, ifita nwlo uylodu
only one out of her ki n. ®itoltraed sé#&i ng J a
Aseeing thou only art omondgenesgamniifndr ed.
monogenesne ant fAonl y mwhth wauldtleh give a leading
ofiseeing thou art the only member of |

I n other words, why mote ewreigtEgiot as f
(and you are the only membertbekin of he)? We would have the pronoun
Uuud present to nullify awvgwWhidela fdmaky

member of aequiréimaad ofvitself)t®’df the writer would have
utilized monogenesagain,would it not have flowed with the text and wouild

not haveshownconsisteny with the word® So why did not the writer use the

word againt o s ay A s e eithegnembercotiherdio |Well, the t
simple answer is, becaus®nogenesloes not meafionly member of a ki

but menb-begottan 60 &thedwriter had written it that wawith its

real meaninche woul d have been oshabggottempf Tobi a
her! o0 He would have been saying that
been saying he was going to marry his motl@f!course, thisalso would

have contradicted the stdine since it was already declared that Tobias was

the only son of his mother, Anpand his fatherTobit (Tobit 1:9 20, 8:17).

This is pretty compelling evidence that shothat monogenesever meant
Afonly member of a kin.o

Monogenegould be used of Tobias being thely-begotterson of Tobit and
it could be useaf Sara being theonly-begottendaughter of RagudlTobit

7 This fact alsshowsthatmonogenesannotme an fAonl y me mb®arawasf a ki n
cee3adthedfion| y maéarkbiemrobimstuld not be alive!
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8:17), but it could not be used of Tobias in TobitB1IXX,t o say fAonl
me mb er  obecawmdh&worddaid no mean that and if the writer had

used it in that verse he would have been declaongs readershat Tobias

was the monogenesr{ly-begotten of Sara it would make Tobias the son of

Sara!

Baruch
The next reference given by Warden is Bardiid6. Hesays,

fiodd Us dgoyB3 Uzdmg evGUs (A,3,e3R0@mllis | eft her th
alonedesoht e of het® daughters. 60

First we should mentiorthe texthe provides does natontain the word

e 68 3 8 @ Wis a variationWarden shows this ithe parenthesis at the end

So this verse does not prove anything in and of itself. He makes no comment

on the text, but, presumbibly, since he is trying to justify the meaning of
Aonl yo or mioreodeoneahe @rovided rthis reference because he
believedt has d® (only or ,&lquvagent toithe vatiahte t e x
e 8 3 8 D The Greek texhe provideseads like this.

Baruch 4:16 8 " e o Uo @80 U0afUgU cey ¥gUaUdga By e hads
B eer®Us

Baruch 4:16 These have carrieaway the dear beloved children of the widow, and left her
that was alone desolate without daughkery

There is really not much need to go into thersewith any depth,if the
reasonthat Warden provided this referencevas because he was trying
demonstrate thahonosandmonogeneare equivalent termisecause one is a
variant Why? Smply because a variant is not automatically equivalerd to
word it is replacing

For example, in Matt. 27:34 we have a variant between win@ aondr wine
(vinega) in the text. The Byzantine text has @ (ghich is asour wine or
vinegar), while NA27 has 3 @ @vine). The two are ampletely different
drinks, and squst becaus®ne of the twois a variant, one€annotconclude
that 3 engust mearthe same thmg asthe variane 3 8 3 . ddnbte y

Therefore, if that is the point that Warden was trying to malegnhot stand
and should not be used asasolute proof either way.

But that stildl | eaves the quesdiiom. W,
the text and how should it be understoofl ¢ e awdJs t he ?20r i gi nze

%8 \warden, op. cit., pg. 38
199 Brenton,op.cit., pg. 126 (Apocrypha)
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In the storyJerusalemwhich wasthe capital of Judeavas left desolate and
all alone after the captivity and deportatioh the Jews Because of this
Jerusalem was likeedto a widow who wasonly-begotten Shenot only was
alone because sheasa widow, she was alsalonebecause she was anly-
begottenchild; she could not even be comfortbg a sibling. Her only
comfort, her childrenhad all been taken captive. She Wwefs alone and had
no others, a widow with no one to turn to and be comfoHied.husband was
dead, she had no siblings to turn to, and her children hadtakem away
from her She was a widow, who also had beeroaly-begottenchild, being
now left desolate without her childreh.is highly picturesque and symbolic
language and should not be takealiterally.

As such,some prefer the translation 6fl one |l y 0.0 Hawevér,ahato n e
really is an interpolation. The literarendering would beonly-begotten
Nevertheless, if one wishes tsea less than literal translatippreferring

il onel y 0,0socha dha ustreanembat that nuance is rooted in

the meaning of thenonogenesa s onlyibegotten &ith the transldon of
only-begottertheKing James Versiowould read this way.

Baruch 4:16 These have carried away the dear beloved children of the widow, and left her
that was onlybegotten desolate without daughters

Or the Revised Standard Version would read\asy.

Baruch 4:16 They led away the widow's beloved sons, and bereavezhtitdegotterof her
daughters.

But this whole discussion is rather mute, ¥e& do not know which variant
was original. Wasnonogene®riginal and a scribe decided that becaase
only-begotterchild is aloneand the idea of being alone is the main thought of
the text, the text would be better served by usimumnos and so he changed
it?* Or was perhaps,monosthe original and a scribe saw the word but
thoughtmonogenesvould better serve the purpose of being completely alone,
for a widow bereft of her children could still have many brothers and sisters
and nieces and nephews, but if the widow waly-begotten she would have

no other siblings, and so no nieces or neghemd would tryl be desolate,
completely alone; rad so the scribe changed wishingto show howutterly
desolate Jerusalem wa&ither way, we do not knowhich was originahnd
sothis referenceannotprove the case one way or the other.

Wisdom ofSolomon

The final extraBiblical example Warden gives is found in the Wisdom of
Solomon. This is what he says.

200 |nfallibility, of course, only applies to Scripture, and not to the Apocrypha, of which
Baruch is a part.
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AiA different conception i s’GU%adl si¢h) Wmsddom of
70983 &3 60 bgyc & For there is in her(Wisdom) a spirit quick of
understanding, holy, alone in kind (Greek: sbl® r n) , subtil . OWi sdom wa
her kind®”s §°

This is the full verse.

3603 ee3eoUsyd “~sage

Wisdom 7:22°0 Us 3 “30 W "~ 3 & ] 3
3Uc3 #45yoUdes

UsasdqUesze hptyd Qéy ¢ ¢

Wisdom 7:22 For wisdom, which is the worker of all things, taught rfe: in her is an
understanding spirit holy, one only, manifold, subtil, lively, clear, undefiled, plain, not subject
to hurt, loving the thing @t is good quickwhich camot be letted, ready to do goolJV

U\.r
U

Warden seeks to demonstrate thainogenesn Wisdom of Solomo 7:22
should be understood @enly one of her kina n d n onty-begaiten fo
But this againis totally arbitrary. In factif one searches Scriptune will
find that Scripture, itself, assigrise connotation of begottenes wisdom
Scripture tells us that wisdomias begotten! The LXX version of Prov. 8:25
reads:

Prov.825 ; Ug j qupadUs ti"'})¥aUx3s baigals

Proverbs 8:25 before the mountains were settled, and before all hills, he begets me.
(Brentondéds LXX English Version)

The King James Version translates the Hebrew text thus:

Proverbs 8:25Beforethe mountains were settled, before the hills was | brought fidd¥

And the Geneva Bible translated it as follows:

Proverbs 8:25Before the mountaines were setled: and before the hilles, was | begotten.

And what is interesting is Warden even admits as much, even though, he ends
up assigningnonogenes different meaning. If you notice in his quote above
he putbsorfinscolien parent hesi s.

Now, of coursethe Wisdom of Solomon is an apocryphaiting andshould

not take precedence over Scripture, but it is plain to see that the concept of
begetting was fully conjoined with wisdom and it would be completely
normal that a writer would use monogengs meaningonly-begotten with
wisdom personified.So in reality, this text could actudly support the
traditional meaning obnly-begotterfor monogenes

M'wardends footnote, atowihghHasis. gpocit.mptl3 (Harris,fRer ences
Origin of the Prologue to Johnés Gospel, p. 1.
202\Warden, op. citpg. 2
203Brenton, op.cit., pgs1 (Apocrypha)
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The Patristics

We are doing this as a separate chapter, rather than-ehapter under
Misconceptions and Misunderstandings because it is such an impguataot

the evidence in determining the true meaninghohogenegas understood by

those Chrisans that lived nearest to the time dhe New Testament.
However,this chaptewill still be the conclusion toall that was covered in
Misconceptions and Misuher st andi ngs. So with that

Wardenbasically ignord the use omonogenes the Patristics. The question
must be as Khisdecom@sh gv@ndmore important question when
we remember he made tligatement at the beginninglat dissertation.

AAn examination of tihalitswiscowkraldesouicdsillldansoreb een us:
perhaps, to bring to light its precise meaning than will lexical and grammatical considerations

alone. Forthe final conclusion must be made irthe light of the ways in which the word

has been used, never in terms of what any one should like to have it med8'

He says the examination of the word should be fourfdanl | 6 it s di scc
sources, buthen ignores one the major sources for themmggof the word

the PatristicsHow can he make a reasoned judgment as to the proper meaning

of the word when he ignores one of thkemary sourcesfor the word? He

clearly admonishes the reader tifata | | 6 sources simoul d
determining themeaning of a wordbut then hewrites his dissertation

ignoringhis own admonition

He freely examinedsourcesup to five centuriesbeforethe New Testament
was written butignoredthose sources that were in the five centuries after the
New Testamenivas written. Hesvenignored those sources that were us¢
centuy after the New Testamenwas written and evena few sourcesthat
were only a few decadedterNew Testamentvas writter

He stated,it he f i nal concl usi on thmwaysinbe ma
which the word has been used, never in terms of what any one should like to
have i tAndneta he. ignores how the word was udegd fellow
Christiangn those times closest to the timmketheNew Testament. Why?

The evidence overwhelmingg pp or t s t h enly#egeitad nagmaorfg i
the Patristics Indeed, he traditional understanding dionly-begotted was

the accepted definition of the word layl Christians holding to the Historic
Christian Faith duringhosefirst eighteen centuries of Church History. The
meaning of i don &éhe wofd mamogekasvasliao novel idea
introduced as far as | have been able to determimée 19th centurySo the

2% Francis Marion Warderg, B ? B {i A INATEE JOHANNINE LITERATURESouthern
Baptist Theological SemingrLouisville, KY, 1938) pg. 25
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guestion must be asked agead PétentoVhy wa
what he says regarding the use of the Patrifdicavidence

iThe patricsetsicod Ubsassg eb ecefn omitted from the sur\
the Fathersod6 empl oy mefenehcetmifs meéahirg intthe rJomannine wi t
literature. Therefore, the Fathers are not especially good witnesses for the meaning of the

word in any other connection. Some account of the patristic usage will naturally appear in the

l ast two chap®ers of this study. o

r
h

His reasoning does not make senebne wants to determine what John
meant by his use ahonogenesn his Gospel, would not one examine how
that word was useduring that sametime period?0Onew o u | @nmo@ that
evidencelf one was truly desirous of the trutiWords change meaning over
time and so when one wants to determine a meaning of theomerdoesot
rely solely on etymology, butnelooks to see how the word is used in the
time period in question.

His dissertdon is calledz B? BUGA? AE i n the Jéesthatnni ne
not the purpose of his reseaiicto find out how John understoogonogene?

Why then wouldhe say that thePatristicsare not good witnesses as to the
meaning ofmonogenesn Johannine literate? Incredible! Was not Greek

their mother tongue®id they not know what the worthonogenesneant?

Did they not even understand their own language, the very language they were
taught since they were children?

Were they not Christiansvho werecapable 6being illuminated by the Holy
Spirit as to the meaning ohonogeness recorded in the Gospel of John,
unlike the pagans and heathens who were dead in their trespassesaamt] sin
who were darkened in their understanding as to the truth of God? Are pagans
and heat hens iigsceotaninghé meaardng sheosogenesn

the Gospel of Johrbut Christians aréipoor witnesseasin ascertaininghe
meaning ofmonogenes the Gapel of Johf Again,incrediblé Is it better to

look to witnesses who are darkened in their understanding, or is it better to
look to witnesses to are elightened in their understanding?is rationale

does not make sense.

He says fisometiaccosageofwplhltrappear in
but that is misleading also, ftee does not usthemin determining the true

meaning ofmonogenest all. Rather he primarily usesthem in reference to
thevariantd (fin John 1:18.

Is this notinteresting?He has no problem using thatristicsto determine
whehert he v ar i anfti GifdtBecorrécsevord in John 1:18they
have enough illumination for thaurpose But they are dismissedthen help
is neededn understanding the worthat precededthe varianti the word
fe 6 3ad b3

23 pid., pg. 35
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Again, hisreasoning does not make sense. He is the one ttat sa

AAn examination of the word as it has been us
perhaps, to bring to light its precise meartingn will lexical and grammatical considerations
alone. 0

Thereforel et @gore his practice, and rathe
follow his admonition andook to all the evidenceespecially the evidence

from thoseChristianswho lived nearest tthe time ofthe New Testamerit

the Patristics and let us see how they understood the word.

We will first include that portion of the Patristics we have already discussed in
regard to Dale Moodyds claim. We wil/
already devoted a complete chapter to his evidence. But his evidence is
certainly important but we will begin with the evidence from Ignatius and

Justin Martyr.

Ignatius

Ignatius makes this statement in his Epistle to the Ephesians, chapter VII,
verse 2.

i O0g % 37043 shszeagﬁd@flsgUzoysqueagf]ussUld;ajays
ot} oed, sel:iaa:g’Us g;UUaoLUsaedJexs;UkW o@s TU peom 3 d U
die 30 j 3 aBUKEL 30r33 ge 6 3@ 0olh3o a3l U @3l 3id ) v o6 3

zUy a g Wy doyfposegd oo y 3 &P e .

iBut our Physician is the only true God, t he
the Father and Begetter of the oflggotten Son. We have also as a Physician the Lord our

God, Jesus the Christhe onlybegotten Son and Word, before time began, but who
afterwards became al & man, of Mary the virgi:

Now, it makes no difference if this quote is from the shorter or longer
recension, or whether the epistles of Ignatius are spurious or genuiwe fo
are simply looking for evidencas to whethethe wordmonogenesvas usd

a sonlyibegottew o r i o by thg Pabristicemthie first four centuries of
the Church.

This quote is from the longer recension, which many consider to be a later
interpolation of the epistle. (The shorter recension is different because it does
not even use the wonthonogeneslet alone many of the other words in the
longer recension). Now s believe it was written in the middle of the

208 gaint Ignatius (Bishop of Antioch) William Cureton, €prpus Ignatianum: a complete
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Syriac, Greek, and Lati(Asher and Co., Berlin, 1849) pg.23
207 AlexanderRoberts JamedDonaldson, edThe AnteNicene Fathers, Vol.(Wm. B.
Eerdmans Publisng Co, Grand Rapids, Ml 198py. 52
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