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Lord, say", a8 Irenaeus reports, this is thought to
indicate that John was already dead in the days of Paplas!’
youth.-and that the John whom Paplas actually heard was
anotiier John, a disciple of the Lord also. The tradition
conceirning John's residence in Asia Hinor, they say, had
arisen as a result of a confusion of this John with the
Apostile.

Those who are opposed to the apostolic authorship,
maintain that it wae the internal evidence which first
moved scholars to doubt the external evidence for the
Apostle John. Assuming that the Synoptic account of
Jesus ic the historical one, radical criticism cannot believe
that one who had been a personal disciple of Jesus, could
have written?gbcount of Jesus' life that was so very
different from the others. It is eclaimed that the Synop-
rtics lay little stress on the divine nature of Jesus,
whereas in John Jesus is the.pre-exlstent Logos, the
sinlesé Cne, the Son of God, yes, one with God Himself.

As to the person of John, these critics find it
difficult to sce how that John who wanted to call down
fire on a Samaritan village, and who, with his brother
was called a "son of thunder", and who showed the ambi-
tious spirit of wanting to have preference over the other
disciples, could have been the disciple whom Jesus loved.
In line with this is the feeling that the Fourth Gospel .
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is too Greek in language and thpught. to have been
written by a simple fisherman of Galilee, of whom it is
saild in Acts that he was an "unlearned®" man.

The Gospel of John also contains what on the face
of it scem to be contradictions to the Sgnoptics. Per="
haps the best known of these is the reporting of the
cleansing of the temple at the beginning of Jesus
ministry, while the Synoptics placg it in Passion Week?

he statement in the 19th chapter, that the Jews did
not want to enter into Pilate's judgment hall because
it would lead to defilement wiiich would make ;ﬂ im=-
possible for them to cat the Passover, seems to be in
contradiction with the other Gospels which indicatg
that the Passover was eaten the evening before. The
story of the raising of Lazarus, while it does not con-
tradict the Synoptics 1is striking inasmuch as the other
Gospels fail to mention it. )

On the face of it, it would seem that the honors were
rather evenly divided, unless one is inclined to lean to-
wards the traditional view. Thara>are. however, many who
claim that the traditional view has heen definitely proven
untenable. Into the welter of arguments and counter-
arguments our investigation has thrown us, and the remdnder
of this paper is to be a polling of the various authorities
whom we héye consulted, to determine what progress, if ahy;

this controversy is making. : ’
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CHAPTER TwWO
THE AUTHORSHIP OF THE GOSPEL

A« Several Related Questions

l. Did John die a martyr's death? One of the principal
reasons for denying the possibility of apostolic
authorship for the Fourth Gospel is that it is assumed
to have been written late in the first century at
_Ephesus, whereas there is considerable evidence that
John vas killed by the Jews and, in that case, he was
néver in Lphesus, nor could he have lived to the end
of the century. ‘

Ve Fe Howard, in his excellent treatise, The Fourth

Gospel and Recent Criticism, makes the statement,

The silence in early uwriters about the Apostle
John and his residence in Ephesus probably
accounts for the readiness with which so many
modern scholars have accepted the slender evidence
wvhich is adduced for his early martyr death.

%e are not here concerned with the slenderness of
the evidence, but rather with the acceptance of that
evidence by the modern scholar. In Germany, we find
among many others, Walter Bauer? and Martin Dibelius

in the ranks of those who accept the martyrdom. Dibelius

bluntly states:

lw.'r. Howard, The Fourth Gospel and Recent Criticism, p. 22.
2walter Bauer, Handbuch zum Neuen Testament, Zweiter Band, p. 4.
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Anschelnend ist der Apostel Johannes, der Zebedaeussohn,
laengst bevor ein ephesinischer Johannes anftaucht, in
Palaestina von den Juden getoetet wordem.3

From England comes this word of H. Lafimer Jackson:
To speak, then, of 'the universal tradition of the
Church!' is no longer possible, and it becomes less
and less casy to dismiss as ‘'altogether untrustworthy?
the story of the 'Red martyrdom' of the Apostle John.%

Charles, in his commentary on the Apocalypse, devotes

considerable space to the discussion of John's possible

martyrdom and comes out with this conclusion:

The conclusion to which the above facts and ine-
ferences point is that John the Apostle was never
in Asia linor, and that he died a martyr's death
between the visit of St. Paul to the *pillar®
Apostles in Jerusalem, circa 64 (?), and 70 A. D.5

Emanuel Hirsch leaves no doubt of his opinion when he

writes:

Der Haertyrertod des Johannes zugleich mit Jakebus,
62, ist fuer mich zur Gewissheit erhoben.®

ilary L. Andrews shows her agreement with this:
llodern scholars accept the martyr death of both
sons of Zebedee as established in consquence of
the de Boor Fragment discovered in 1888.

There are, however, many scholars of equal rank who

are not so ready to admit that John was martyred. Bernard,

in his commentary on John's Gospel takes the opposite view

to that held by Charles when he says,

3Hartin Dibelius, "Johannesevangelium® in Die Religion in

4
S

6
7

Geschichte und Gegenwart, Vol. III, p. 362,

He Latimer Jackson,g_h_—-'r e _Problem of the Fourth Gospel, p 150.
Charles. The Revelation Oi SEG JOhn. I. Co Cap Vol. I, Pe le

Emanuel Hirsch, Studien zum Vierten Evangelium, p.- 141
Mary E. Andrews, “The Authorship and S gnificance of

the Gospel of John®*, pe. 192.
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In the preceding section of this chapter we have
reached the conclusion that the evidence alleged in
faVOr_of the martyrdom of John the Apostle by the
Jews 1is worthless, We continue to follow the
tradition of the second century, that he died in
extreme old age at Ephesus, where he was buried.®
: This is a good illustration of a scholar who holde to
the Lphesian residence of John even though he does not be-
lieve the Apostle to have been the author of the Fourth
Gospel, for Bernard credits the Gospel to John the zlder.
Broomfield can find "no reliable evidence for the
early death of John, the son of Zebedee"® while Bruce
thinks that "the evidence that Papias stated and meant
that!0 is late and highly precarious.ll
He Pe Ve Nunn in commenting on a statement of Schwartz
that "the mertyrdom of John and James rests on the sure and
impregnable witness of Papias and the Syrian Hartyrolegy",
unburdens himself of these strong words:
If he stated the full truth he would have had to say
that it rested on the evidence of a late and self-
contradictory compilation of uncertain authorship
in which a quotation was made from an author of
"small intelligence® which contains a statement
which contradiets all the other available evidences,

and also on famodern emendation of a fourth-century
martyrologzy.

gHenry Bernard, The Gospel of John, I. Co Ces VOle I, pe X1V.
Broomfield, John, Peter, and the Fourth Gospel, p. 170.
IDHamely, John's death at the hand of the Jews.

llp, F. Bruce, "Some Notes on the Fourth ivangelist%, p. 101
124, P. V. Nunn, The Son of Zebedee and the Fourth Gospel,

1927, pe 5le
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In similar vein Bueschsel in his recent commentary
on John has this to say,

Unbefriedigend bleibt, was aus ‘den Bruchstuecken

des Papias zu entnehmen ist. Aber das kann kaum anders ' -
Seln, da wir von Papias rur Bruchstuecke haben.
Jedenfalls ist es aber nicht zu rechtfertigen, wenn

man die Bruchstuecke des Papias der klaren Ueberlieferung
vorzieht, die ueber Irenasus bis zu dem Johannes-Schueler
Polykarp und zu deY Johannes-achuelern in Joh. 21, 24

zue verfolgen ist.

Thils first point which we have considered is illustra-

tive of the general situation in the criticism of John's

Gospel. Directly opposite conclusions are drawn from the

éery same facts., But this much must be said, there is a
very strong tendency to accept the ﬂartyrdom of S5t. John.

In fact, most of those who look to the Presbyter John as

the author, believe John never to have been in Asia iiinor.
On the other hand, all those who still hold to the apostolic
authorship almost all deny the martyrdom, although there are
a few voices which suggest that the mar@yrdom might have

occurred after the'GOSpel was written.14

13F. Buechsel, Das Evangelium nach Johannes, p. 26.
14&. We lMiller, An Introduction to the New Testament, p. 304.
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2« what part does the Beloved Disciple play in the author-
ship of the Fourth Gospel?

The tradition has been very definite on this poini,
maintaining that the Beloved Disciple is none other than
John, the son of Z7ebedee, and that he is the author of
the Gospel. [This ldentification iz made on the basis of
John 21:24, where the claim is directly made that the

disciple whom Jesus loved, who also leaned on Jesus!

breast at supper = v. 20 = was "the disciple which testi
fieth of these things. end wrote these things®. If this
verse is accepted as a nenuine part of the Gospel, there
iz no other choice than to make the Beloved Disciple the
author. ©n the other hand, there is still no direct in-
dication that this disciple is John, the son of Zebedes.
As a result of the uncertainty regarding John's author-
ship, as well as the fact $hat this beloved disciple
appears only in the scenes oceurring within the last few
days of Jesus' earthly life, many have been unwilling to
make the traditional identification. In this section of
our treatise, we shall endeavor to point out some of the
most important attempts to solve this problem.

Neadless to say, most of those who hold the tradi=-
tional view that John the Apostle wrote the GOBpBl also
believe that John was that disciple. It is scarcely

necessary to produce evidence for ‘'that.



But there are a considerable number of scholars
\who, while denying the apostolie authorship, still accept
the identification of the beloved disciple with the son
“of Zebedee. Thus Bernard is moved ﬁy the fact that "“there
is no other tradition®.l% Strachan is "certain that
John, the son of Zebedee, is meant," because "this
disciple would otherwise remain without mention in the
Gospel, an inconceivable omission*.}® But Strachan sees
the Beloved Disciple not as the author of the Gospel, but
as being the Evangeliat's'source of information and inspira-
tion. "This Evangelist claims the special authority of the
Beloved Disciple for the traditions he employs. In‘one
place he speaks of him as a 'reliable witness' (19:35)'.17
In this grouﬁ we must'%lso include Johannes Jeremias, the
outstanding German exegete of our day. On the basis of
‘the findings of Sievers' so-called "Schallanalyse®,
Jeremias concluded:
Im vierten Evangelium ist der *Juenger, den der Herr
lieb hatte', Johannes, der Juenger, selbst. Er redet
persoenlich, waehrend diekKritik hinter dem umschriebenen
Ausdruck die Person des Berichterstatters vermutet hat.
Johannes verschweigt also seinen Namen geflissentlich
und nennt ihn doch, indem er ihn in mannigfachen
%endungen umschreibt. Er begnuegt sich mit Andeutungen,
er mag seinen Namen selbst nicht ins Licht stellen,

damit desto heller das Licht des Jesusnamen strahlen
kann, welcher der Inhalt eines neuen Lebens ist.18

-

15 :
16H. Bernard, The Gospel of John Vol. I, Pe Xxxxvii.
Re He Strachan, The Fourth Gospel, Its Significance and
gnvironment, p. 82, B\

lgSEmcﬁm. QB. Cit‘. Pe 84. .
18 1onannes Jeremias, Der apostolische Ursprung der vier

Evangelien, p. 57.
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In support of this same view, Tasker writes:

. The TFourth Gospel.e.sscites the evidenceee«sin
particular of him who became known as %the
disciple whom Jesus loved,' whom tradition has,
probably, correctly, identified with John, the
son of Zebedee, but who is probably not the

author of the Gospel in spite of John 21:24, a
verse which must be regarded as a later addition.

19
Cadoux inclines to the same view, although he is
content to have the Gospel "rest (in part at least) on
the evidence of the Beloved Disciple.“zo :
Clocely related to the above view is another one
which finds in the Beloved Disciple the witness for the
Gospel, but does not identify him with any known person.
Jackson finds it difficult to accept the‘Gospel as a
genuine Johannine work from the pen of the Apostle, but
he adds:
Author of our Gospel the Beloved;Disciéie to whom it
points may be; or, if not himseéf the author, then a
main authority for that Gospel.
But Jackson doesn't know who this Beloved Disciple is;:
In any case, his ldentity, assuming that he was a

real personaﬁe and not an ideal figure, remains
unrevealed.

égn. V. G. Tasker, The Nature and Purpose of the Gospel, p. 90.
Cs Je Cadoux, "The Gospel Story and the Higher Criticism
of To-day", Hibbert Journal, 23:615.

géﬂ. Latimer JacRson, Tne rroblem of the Fourth Gospel, b. 48.
Ibido. p. 170. *
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The same uncertainty is seen 1n-Fbwlef, although
Fowler may be more inclined than Jackson to see in the
Beloved Disciple the actusl author:

It is generally inferred that the one to whom in

the last anelysis we owe this great interpretation
of life In its highest reaches. is that dieciple of
Jesus who is often mentioned in the book but never
by name; he is alluded to as ‘another diseciplet, or
more specifically as *'the disciple whom Jesus loved.'
That the author was a Palestinian Jewish Christian
and that he felt comgetent to correct the Synoptiec
narrative is clear,

Sanders. of fers the suggestion that the Gospel is
written by an Alexandrian who had access to traditions
which came from the Beloved Disciple whom he calls "a Je-
rusalem disciple".?? Qur final authority for this view
ie MacGregor, who wrote the commentary on John's Gospel in
the loffa.t Series. He writes: .

But though we may accept this picture of the Beloved
Disciple as a Witness, it does not follow that he is
also the author of the Gospel. To begin with, it is
more likely that the predicate 'whom Jesus loved' was
used of the disciple by another. That he should so
distinguish himself would be, to say the least, an
affectation; but it would be natural enough for a
devoled follower to speak so of his idealized
teachers.ssssessWe conclude then that the Evangelist
was not himself the Beloved Disciple-Witness, but
rather a younger contemporary and adairing follower
of the latter, standing in much the same kind of
relation to him as did Magg. the author of another
of our Gospels, to Peter.”™

*4. T. Fowler, The History and Literature of the New Testament,

o 415, : : ¢
245N, Sanders, The Fourth Gostal in the Early Church, p. 45.

25G, He C. HacGregor, The Gospel of John, p. xlvii and xlviii.
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thile ilacGregor nowhere states that the Beloved

Disciple 18 not John, he carefully avoids making that

identification.

Other views which are held of the Beloved Disciple
are exemplified by the following. Benjamin %W. Robinson

writes:

The Fourth Gospel nowhere names its author. It was
written by a Greek-speaking Christian leader of
Ephesus. If we cannot be content to let the
author remain anonymous, we can reconstruct a
possible identification of him as follows: There
was a young man in Jerusalem, a Greek or Hellenist,
whom Jesus 'loved' as he 'loved' Lazarus or Kartha
.of Bethanyeese«This disciple was among the first to
visit his tomb. He moved from Jerusalem before the
destruction of the city in 70 and went to Ephesus.
essesDUring the passage of years he became known as
the 'veteran®' or 'presbyter®, and may be the pres-~
byter John mentioned by Papias and Euscbius. Toward
the close of a long ministry he gathered and put
together the materials of his Gospel, which wg%
published soon after the death of its author.

Garvie, while he does not find it possible to
identify the Beloved Disciple reports that Dr. Swete
identified him with the rich young ruler, while B. Grey
Griffith believed he was Lazarus, an identification which
is easily explained by the fact that the Beloved Disciple
is mentioned only in incidents which occur in close
connection with_Jerusalem and that we are told directly

that Jesus loved Lazarus.z7

268. We Robinson, The Goagél of John, A Handbook for

Christian Leaders, p. 27.
27 A ©. Garvie, The Beloved Disciple, Studies of the Fourth

Gospel, p. 228,
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Before leaving this subject, we should mention that
there has been some inclination to consider the Beloved
Disciple an idealized figure and not represented by

_any real persone As varled as have been the identifications
made, we failed to find any&ne who followed Noack in

seeing the traitor Judas Iscariot in the disciple whom

Jeeus loved.2D

-

® sackson refers to this brainstorm as having been printed
in Noack's Geschichte Jesus, published in 1876.
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Be. The lLeading Candidates for the Authorship
1. John the klder.

One of the puzzles of Johannine criticism is the
popularity of John the Eldor as a candidate for the author-
ship of the Fourth Gospel. Briefly, it is probably to be
explained this way. The tradition of Johannine authorship
is so strong that when doubts were cast upon the Apostle‘s
having written the Gospel, everyone feit the need of ex-
plaining the unanimity of the tradition. Surely, the
nane John must have been connected with the Gospel in a
very definite way for such a strong tra&ition to arise.
Therefore, when the reference in Paples to a second John,
called a "presbyter®?, or "elder", was discovered, and
this elder was also referred to as having been a disciple
of the Lord, he looked like the tailor-made answer. Add
to this that the second and third epistles which were
traditionally ascribed to John were written by ons who
called'himselt 5£he elder®, and the case looks closed.
vhen anofher note was found in the writings of thefathers
regarding two graves being shown in Ephesus as belonging
to John, there could no longer by any doubt. That, it
would seem, is the story of the development of the. “John
the Elder® candidature for the authorship of the Fourth
Gospei{



Eeginning with the assumption that John the Elder
wrote the Gospel, various sholars have worked out the
details of the procedure in different ways. Many be=-
licve that he had a close connection with the Apostle,
or with the Beloved Disciple, at least. Adolfv. Harnack
is a name that commands respect in scholarly circles,
and his solution of the problem is stated in these words:

The author of the Johannine writings was not, and

does not claim to be, an eye-witness, but the Son

of Zebedee 1s the authority on whom he relies.

The author is the Presbyter John of Ephesus, and .

his ldentification with the beloved discipﬁg is

the work of an interpolator in John 21:24. ;

Bermard finds the author in John the Presbyter,
while he, incidentally believes that the Apocalypse was
written by the Apostle.®C Jeremias does not think of
John as the special source of the Evangelist's writing,
tut only one of many original sodrcea, albeit an im-
portant one. The actual composer of the book is John
the Elder, whom he refers to as the redactor:

Das Johannésevangelium enthaelt wertvolle Zrgaen=-

zungen zu dem Berichte der drel anderen rvangelien

und ist durch die persoenliche Note der Berichter-

stattung durch den Redaktor, gin Presbyter Johannes,
noch besonders ausgezeichnet.

29Hans windisch, "Literature of the New Testament",

Harvard Theological Review January, 1926, p. 63.
3°Be"_T_E'TT—h'n'mard. The Gospel of John, Vole I, P Lv.
31Jerem1as. per ggos?o!fseﬁe Ursggggg der Evangelien, p. 112.
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liacGregor leans to the Elder, but adds another person

as redactor:

We conclude then that three persons have played their
part in reducing our Gospel to its present form, of
whom the second is the author in the true sense of
the word, who has stamped upon the book the marks of
his genius and welded it into an organic whole. 1)Be=-
hind the Gospel is the Witness, the 'disciple whom
Jesus loved', a young Jerusalemite disciple, outside
the number of the twelve, but admitted to the inner
circle during the closing days. 2) The Evangelist
himself, afterwards John the Elder of Ephesus,
younger contemporary and disciple of the witness,

If he is the 'other disciple' referred to 18:15, he
may have had priestly connections, and he was a
Sadducee. He was a Jew, but in some way he came in
touch with the Alexandrine modes of thought which
have left so clear an influence on the Gospel.

3) The Redactor, whose part in the writing may have
been caused by the death of John of Ephesus, who
was dead by the time the appendix was added,
21:20-24 was intended to correct some current mis-
conception.32 :

liacGregor takes up the possibilitj that Burney's
theory of an Aramaié originai.may be correct, and, in
that case, it was the redactor who translated it 1nto'
Greek. The redactor felt free to rearrange sections, and
to interpolate certain new materiale. - Another voice raised
in favor of composition by the Elder, using materials
supplied b& another, is Hunter. He suégests that we may
"neatly describe the Fourth Gﬁapel as 'The Gospel of John
(the Elder) according to John (the Son of Zebedee)'."33

32MacGregor..The Gospel of John, p. 1lxiiif,
334. M. Hunter, Introducing the New Testament,' p. 50.




