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sect called the '1Alogo111 , that is, those that did not want 

to accep.t t he 11Logoe11 doctr,1ne, claiming t.ha\ it was the work 

of a Gnostic author. H1ppolytus, .about 2001 wrote a defense 

of the .. Gospel, thus i~plying an attack. The Uuratorian · Canon, 

also (rom the second century, g~es out of its way to defend 

the Fourth Ct0spel. 

·. The external evidence makes much of .fnd1cat1ons that 

John was martyred· by the Jews. -M indication of this ts 
I 

found in kark. 10: .39, which· those who do not admit the 

possibility of true prophecy talte as vati~inium ex eventu, 

thus indicating that John ha.d already suffered a mart.yr• s 

death \1hen those words ,·;ere written. The indications in the 

writ 1n3s of George Hamartoles and in the De Boor fragment -

containing i he Epitome of Philip of: . Side - stating that. both 

James and John we r.e killed by the Jews, combined with the 

testimony of Syriac church calend~ that James and John are 

celebrated as martyrs in-Jerusalem on Dec •. Z7, lend an air 

of probability to the claim of martyrdom. 

Much is made of ·the silenc·e of Ignatius, who writing to 

the Church at Ephesus, in the first quarter of the second 

century, elaborates on the fact that st. Paul had labored 

there, but. does not even mention that John had been there .• 

This is thought to indicate that John the Apostle was never 

in Ephesus. When Papi as said . that he used to inquire what,. 

the disciples of th.e· Lord, inc~uding John• had said, and 
. ' 

~what Aristion .and the Elder John, the disciples of the 
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Lord, say 11·, as Irenaeus reports, this ia thou3ht, to 

indicatE:3 ~hat John was· already de ad in the days of Pap1as • 

youth, and that the John whom ·Papi as actually heard was 

anothe r John, a disc.1ple of the Lord also. The tradition 

concel"'ning John's residence· in Asia minor, they say, had 

ari sen as a result of a confusion of this. John with the 

Thos e ~ho are opposed ·to the apostolic authorship, 

maintain that U, uaa the internal evidence which f 'irst 

moved s cholars to doubt the external evidence tor the 

Apostle John. Assuming that the Synoptic account of 

J esus i c t he historical one• radical criticism ca.'lnot believe 

t hat one v;1llo had been a personal disciple of Jesus, could 
an 

h ave writ ten/account of Jesus• i1te that was so very 

diff erent fr.om the others. It is claimed that the synop-,-

tics lay little atre~s on the divine nature of Jesus, 

v,hereas in John Jesus is the pre-existent Logos, the 

sinless One, the Son of God, yes, one with God Himself. 

.... . AS to the pers.on of John, these crittcs find it · 

d1rf1cult to see how that John who wanted to call down 

fire ·on a ·samaritan village~ and who,. with his brother 

was cal.led a ~son of. thunder•, and who showed the ambi­

tious spirit of wanting to have preference ove·r the other 

disciples, could have been the disciple whoa Jesus loved. 

In l.ine with this is the feeling that t ·he Fourt.h ·0oapel . 

. . . . ' . 
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is too Greek in language and thought., to have been 

writt,en by a simple tis hermEµt of Galilee, ~f whoa 1 t is 

said in 1\cts that he was an "1¥1learned II D)an. 

The Gospel of John also contains ,1hat on the face 
' 

of it seem to be contrad_i~tions to. the S,noptics. Per- · 

haps t he be~t known ot these is the reporting of the 

cl eansing of the temple at the beginning of Jesus 

ministry, while the Synoptics place it in Passion week. 

The s t atement in the 19th chapter, that the Jews did 

not want to en ter into Pilate ts judgment. hall because 

it \'JOUld lead to defilement which v,ould make it im• 

po ssible for them to eat the Passover, seems to be 1n 

contradiction with the other Gospels which indicate 
I 

t hat t he Passover was eaten the evening before. The 

s tory of the raising of Lazarus, while it does not con­

tradict the Synoptics is striking inasmuch as the other 

Gospel s fail to mention it. 

on the face ot it, it would seem that the honors were 

rather evenly divided, unless one is inclined to lean to­

wards the traditional view. There are, however, many who­

claim that the traditional view has been definitely proven 

untenable. Into the welter ot arguments and counter­

arguments our investigation has thrown us, and the remander 

ot this paper ta to be a polling of the various authorities 

whom -we have consul t.ed, to determine what progress, it any, 

th1-s controversy · is making. • 



C H A P T E R T \7 0 

THE AUTHORSHIP 01r THE GOSPEL 

A~· Several Related Questions 

l~ Did John die a martrr•s death? One of the principal 

reas ons for denying the possibility of apostolic 

autho~ship for the Fourth Gospel 1s that it is assumed 

to have been written late in the first century at 

__ Ephesus, whereas there is considerable evidence that 

John ,,.,as killed by the Jews and,· in that case, he ,,a.a 
neve r in Ephesus, nor could he have 1ived to the end 

of t he century. 

16 

VJ. F. Howard, in his e.xcellent treatise, The Fourt.h 

~ospel and Recent Criticism, makes the statement, 

.:·. The silence 1n early \·1riters about the. Apostle 
John and his residence 1n Ephesus probably 
accounts for the readiness with which so- many 
modern scholars have accepted the slender evidence 
which is adduced for his early martyr death. 

We are not here concerned with the slenderness of 

the evid~nce, but rather with the acceptance of that 

evidence ·by .the modern scholar. In Germany, we find 

among many others, Walter Bauer2 and Martin D1bel1ua 

in the ranks of those who accept the martyrdom. D1bel1ua 

bluntly st,atea: 

1w. ·,. Howard, The Fourth Gospel and Recent cr1\1ciaa, P• 22 • 
. 2walter Bauer1 Handbuch zwa Neuen Testament, Zwe1ter Band, ~· 4. 
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Anscbeinend 1st der Apostal Johannes, der Zebedaeuaaohn, 
laengst bevor ein epheainlscher Johannes auttaucht, in · 
Palaestina von den Juden getoetet worden.~ 

From England comes this "~rd ot H. Latimer Jackson: 

To . speak, then, of •the universal tradition ot the 
Church• is no longer po·ssible, and it be.comes less 
and l es s easy to dismiss as . •altogether untrustworthy• 
the story o f . t he •·Red martyrdom• of the Apostle John. 4 

Charles, in his commentary on the Apocalypse, devotes 

cons i de rable . space to the discussion ot John• s pos sible 

marty rdom and comes out with this conclusion: 

The conclusion to which the above facts and in­
f erences point is t hat John the Apostle v,as never 
in Asia f.Unor, and that he died a martyr• a death 
be t"een the visit of st. Paul to the 4pillar~ 
.Apos tles in Jerusalem, circa 64 ( ?), and 70 A. o. 5 

Emanuel Hirsch leaves no doµbt of his opinion when he 

writes: 
I ' 

Der Maertyrertod des Johannes zugleich mit Jakebus, 
62, 1st fuer mich zur Gewissheit erhoben.6 

Uary E. Andrews s hows her agreement with this: 

Uode m scholars accept the mart.yr death of ~oth 
sons of Zebedee as established 1n conse<ll}ence ot 
the de Boor Fra&ment. d1sc-overed 1n 1888. 

There a~, however, many scholars of equal rank who 

are not so ready to admit that .John was m~yred. Bernard, 

in his ·commentary ,on John•s Gospel takes the -opposite Tiew 

to that held by Charles when he says, 

3 
Uart1n D1bel1ua, •Johanne&eTangeltua• in Die Religion in 

Oeechichte und Gegenwar\, Vol. III, P• 362. 
~H. ·Latimer Jackson, The Problem of the Fourth Ooa~el, . P• 150. 
Charles, The .Revelation of st. John, I. c • . c., Vo• I, P• l. 

76Emanuel Hirsch, s tud1eSl zum vle.r.Een ETangeliwa, P• · 141 
~ary E. ·Andrews, ~The Authorship and S1gn1ficance of 

the Gospel of Jolin•, P• 192. 
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In the preceding section of this chap_ter we have 
reached the conclusion that the ev1de·nce alleged in 
favor. of the martyrdom of John the Apostl_e by the 
Jews 1a v1orthless, l~e continue to follow the 
tradition of the s econd century, that he died in 
extreme old age at Ephesus, where he was buried.a 

This is. a good illustration ot a sch~lar who holda to . ) 

t he E.phos1an residence of John even though he does not be­

lieve the Apo.stle to have been the author of the Fourt.h 

Gos pel, for Bernard credits the Gospel to John the Slder. 

Broom! ield c an find "no reliable evidenc.e f'or the 

e arly death of John, the son of Zebedee "9 while Brue, 

t h inks t hat ••the evidence that Papias stated and meant 

t hatlO ie late and highly pre·carioua.11 

H. ? . v. Nunn in commenting on a statement of Schwartz 

t hat ·11the martyrdom of John and James reata on the sure a'ld 

i mpregnable witnes s of Pap1as and the Syrian Eartyrology 11·, 

unburden s himself of these strong words: 

If he stated the full truth he would have had to say 
that it rested on t he evidence of a late and self• 
contradictory compilation of uncertain authorship 
in whi ch a quotation was made from an au'thGr of 
"small intelligence" which contains a statement 
which contradicts all the other available evidences. 

·and also on f
2

modern emendation of a fourth-century 
martyrology. 

~Henry Bernard, The Gospel ot· Johna I. c. c., Vol. I, p .• xlT. 
B-roomfield, John, .Peter, and the Fourth Gospel, P• 170. 

Jl)Namely, John's death at the hand of the Jews. 
ll:F. F. Bruce, ''Some Notes on the Fourth li:Yangel1st", P• 101 
12H. ? .• v. Nunn., .The son of Zebedee and the Fourth Gospel, 

1927, P• 51. . 
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In similar vein Bueachsel 1n his recent commentary 

on John has t his to s'1, 

Unbefr1~d1gend ble1bt, was aus 'den Brucbatueck~n 
des Papias zu entneµmen 1st. Aber das kann kaum anders : · 
s ein, da' v,ir von Papias nur Bruchs\ueck.e haben. 
Jedenfalls 1st ea aber nicht . zu rechtter\13en, wenn 
man die Bruchstuecke dos Papiaa der klaren Ueberl1eteruµs 
vorziehi, die ueber Irenaeus bis zu dem Johannea-Schueier 
Polykarp und zu den Johannes-schuelem 1n Joh. 21 1 24 
zue verfol~en ist.13 . 

This first point ~hich we have considered is illustra­

ti ve of the general situation in tho criticism of John•s 

Go ::5pel. Directly opL>osite conclusions a.re drawn from the 

very s ame facts. But this much must be a~id, there is a 

ve ry s trong tendency to accept the martyrdom of st. John. 

In f act, most of those who look to the Presbyt.er John as 

t ho author, believe John never to have been in Asia llinor. 

On t he othe·r hand, all those who still hold to the apostolic 

aut horship almost a l l deny the martyrdom, although there are 

a few voices which sugeest that the martyrdom might have . 
occurred after the Gospel was written.1-4 

13
F. Buechsel, nas Ev~elium nach Johannes, P• 2~. 

14A • . w. ~,.ller, An Inroduction to the New Test,ament., P• 304. 
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2. What part dooa the Beloved D1sc1ple play 1n the author­

s hip of the Fourth Gospel? 
• 

The tradi t ion has been very deflnlte on th1a point, 

m~intainin3 that t he Beloved Disciple ia none other than 

John, t he son ot Zebedee, and that he is the author of 

the Gospel. fThis 1dentif1cat1 on 1s made ·on the basis ot 

John 21: 24, where the claim is directly made that the 

a1·sciple mom Jesus loved, who also leaned on Jesus• 

breast at s upper - v. 20 - was "the disciple which test1-

fieth of t hes e things , and \7rote these things". If this 

ve r se i s accepte d as a genuino part of the Gospel~ there 

i e no ot her choice than to make the Beloved Disciple the 

author. On the othe r hand, there is still no direct in­

dication that ·this disciple is John, the son of Zebedee. 

AS a reoult of the uncertainty regarding John•s author­

s hip, as wel 1 as the fact l,hat . this beloved d1-sc1ple 

ap,1ears only in the scenes occurring within the last few 

days of Jesus• earthly life,. many have been unwilling ·to 

make the traditional identification. In this section of 

our t .reatise, we. shall endeavor to point out. some of the 

mos t important attempts to solve this problem. 

Nee dless to say, most of those who hold the tradi• 
V 

tional view that John the Apostle wrote the Gospel also 

believe that John was that disciple. It ls scarcely 

n·ecessary to produce evidence for ·that. 
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But there are a considerable number ot scholars 

v.ho·, \7h1le denying ~he apostolic authorship, E?.till accept 

the identification of the beloved disciple with the eon 

' ·· o.f z e·be.dee. Thus Bernard is moved by the tact that "t~ere 

is n o other tradition~.15 Strachan is "certain that 

John, t he son of Zebedee, is meant," because "this 

, .disciple \7oul~ oth.ervi1ee remain without mention in the 

Gospel, an inconceivable omiasion".16 But. Strachan .sees 

t ~1e Beloved Disciple not a_s the author of the Gospel, but. 

as be i ng the Evangel1~~·s source of information and 1nepira-. . . 
tion. ''This Evangelist claims the special ~uthori_ty ot the 

Beloved Disciple for the traditions he employs. In one 

place he speal,c.s of him as a •reliable witness• (19:35) ,.17 . 
In this group we must· also include Johannes Jeremias, the 

l ' 
outstanding German exegete ot our day. On the basis ot 

· t he findings of 31evers• so-called "Schallanalyse", 

1cTeremias concluded: 

Im vierte~ Evangelium 1st der •Juenger, den der Herr 
lieb hatte•, Johannes, der Juenger, selbst. Er redet. 
persoenlioh, waehrend dieKrlt1k hinter dem umschriebenen 
Ausdruck die Person des Berlchterstatters ·yermutet. hat. 
Johannes verschwei3t also selnen Namen'getl1ssentl1cb 
und nennt 1hn doch, 1ndem er 1hn in mann1gfachen 
riendun3en umsohreibt. Er bQgnueet sich m1t .Andeut.ungen, 
er mag seinen Naman selbst nicht. ins Licht st.el leri, 
damit desto heller das Licht des Jeausnamen st.rahlen 
kann, welcher der Inhalt elnes n,uen Lobena 1st.16 

15 
H. Bernard, The Gospel of John, Vol. I, P• xxxv11. 

16a. H. Strachan, The Fourth Gospel, It.a Significance and 
. Environment, P• ~2. .) 

l 7s trachan, .22• cit., P• a, .. 
18Johannes Jeremias, Dar apostollsche Ursprung der vier 

Evangel1en, P• 57. 
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In support, of this same view, Tasker writes: 

The Fourth Gospel ••••• citee. the ev1dence •••• 1n 
particular of him nbo became known as •the 
disciple whom Jesus loved,• whom trad i tion has, 
probably, correctly, identified with John, the 
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son of Zebedee, but who is probably not the 
author of the Gospel in epite of John 21:24, a 
vers e which must be regarded as a later addition.19 

Cadoux inclines to \he s .-une view, although h~ is 

content to have the Gospel "rest (in part at least) ·on 

t he evidence of the Beloved Disciple."20 

Closely related to the above view is another one 

v;hich finds in the Beloved Disciple the v,itness for the 

Gospel, but does not identify him with any knoVln person. 

Jacks on finds it difficult to accept the Gospe~ as a 

ienuine Johann1ne work from the pen of the Apostle, but 

he adds : 

Author of our Gospel the Be.loved;· Disciple to whom it 
points may be; or, if ~ot himse~£ the author, then a 
main authority for· that Gospel. 

But Jack.son doesn•t know who this Beloved Disciple is.: 

In any case, his identity, assuming th~t he was a 
real personage and not- an ideal fi"ure, remains· 
unre vealed. ,2 2 

19 
20n. V •. o. Tasker, The Nature and Pun>ose of the Gospel, P• 90. 

c. J. Cadoux, "The Gospel Story and the Higher criticism 
of To-day~, Hibbert Journal, 23:615. 

~. Lat1.mer JackDon, tnl Problem of the Four\h Gospel, P• 48 . 
Ibid. , P• 170. ,. 
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The sa,ne uncertainty is seen in .Fowler, although 

Fot1ler 1uay be more inclined than Jackson to see 1n the 

Beloved Disciple the actue;t author: 
' 

I.t i s generally inferred that the one to whom in 
t h e last analysis we owe this great. interpr,~ation 
of 11-fe in its highest. reaches, is that disciple. of 
Jesus ,1ho i .s otte:p mentioned 1n the book but never 
by name; he is alluded to as • another dis·cip).e • 1 or 
raore specifically as •the disc1pl, whom Jesu~ l9ved.• 
That the .author was a Palestinian Jewish Christian 
an d· that· he felt com1>etent to correct the Synoptic 
narrative is ~lear. 2~ 

Sanders. offers the suggestion that the Gospel is . . . 
~ritten by an Alexandrian who had access to traditions 

r,h'ich came from the Beloved Disciple Vlhom · he calls "a Je­

rusalem disciple~.24· our final a~thority for this view 

ie MacGregor, who. wrote the com~entary on John•s Gospel in 

the Moffa·, t Series. He writes: 

But though \ve may accept this picture of the Beloved 
· Disciple as a Wi tnesa, it does riot follow that he is 

also the author of the Gospel. To begin with, it is 
more llkely that the predicate •whom Jesus loved' was 
used of tbe disciple by another. That he should so 
distinguish hims elf \"JOuld be, to say the least, an 
affectation; but it would be natural enough for a 
de voted follouer to speak so of his idealized 
teacher •••• ~ •••• we conclude then that the Evangelist 
rni.s not himaelt the Beloved Disciple-witness, but 
rather a younger cont.emporary and admi~ing follower 
of the latter, s.tanding in much the same ltind of 
relation to him as did M&§~• the author of another 
of our Oospel!l, to .c>eter • . 

23H. T. · Fo~ler, The History and. Literature of the New Testament, 
p. 415. . . 

24J. , N. Sandere, . The Fout1,h Oosfel 1n the Early Church, P• 45. 
25c}. H. C. UacOregor, The Gospe ot John, P• xlv11 and xlv111. 

I 

) 

I 



While J~acoregor nowhere states that the Beloved 

Disciple io not John, he carefully avo1da making that 

1dent1f icat ion. 

Other views which are held · of the Beloved o1ac1ple 

are exemplified by the following. Benjamin w. Robinson 

\Vrites : 

?he Fourth Gospel no where names its author. It was 
written by a Greek-speaking ch·rtstian 1·eac1er of 
Ephesus. If we cannot be content to let the 
author remain anonymous, we can reconstruct a 
pos sible identification ot him as follows: There 
was a young man in Jerus-alem, a Greek or Hellenist., 
,vhom Jesus •loved' as he •loved• Lazarus or Martha 
.of Bethany ••••• This disciple was among the first to 
visit his tomb. He moved from Jerusalem before the 
destruction of the city 1n 70 and went to Ephesus • 
• • • • • During the passage o! years he became known as 
t he •veteran• or •presbyter•, and may be the pres­
byter John mentioned by Papias and l!:uscbius. Toward 
the close ot a long ministry he gathered and put 
together the materials of his Gospel, "'1ich "B2 
published soon after the death of its author. 

Garvie, while he does not t1nd it possible to 

identity the Beloved Disciple report.a that or. Swete 

identified him with the rich young ruler, while a. Grey 

Griffith believed he was Lazarus, an identif ication which 

is easily explained by the fact that the BeloTed Disciple 

is mentioned only in incidents which ~ccur in close 

connection with Jerusalem and that we are told directly 

that Jesus loTed Lazarus. 27 

26 a. u. Robinson, The Gospel of John, A Handbook tor 
Christian Leaders, P• 27. 

87A. E. Garvie, The BeloTed Dlsoiple. studies of the Fourt.h 
Gospel, P•. 228. 
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Beto~e leaving th1~ subject.· we should mention that 
• I 

there has been some inclination to consider the Beloved 
• I 

Disciple an ide· lized figure and not represented by · 

a:ny real person. As varied as have been the 1dent1t1cat1ons 

made, we failed to find anyone who followed Noack in 

seeing the traitor Judas Iscariot in the disciple whoa 

Je-sus loved. 28 . , -
! -.. 

28Jackson refers to this brainstorm a.a having been printed 
in Noaok•s Oeschichte Jesus, published in 1876 • 

.. 



B. The Leading Candidates for the Authorship 

1. John the Elder. 
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One of the puzzles of Johann1ne criticism ls the 

popularity of John the Eld~ r as a candidate for the author~ 

ship of the Fourth Gospel. Briefly. it 1s probably to be 

explained this way. The tradition of Johannlne authorship 

is so stro!lg that when doubts were cast upon the Apostle•s 

having written the Gospel, everyone felt the need ot ex­

plaining the unanimity of the tradition. surely, the 

name John must have been connected with the Gospel 1n a 

very definite w~y for such a strong tradition to arise. 

Therefore, when the reference in Papias to a second John. 

called a "presbyter1t, or 4elder11 , wae discovered, and 

this elde r was also ref'erred 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 one who 

called himself "'the elder", and the case looks closed. 

t'ihen ano1.her note was found in the writings of· thetathers 

regarding two graves being shown in Ephesus as belonging 

to John, there could no longe~ by any doubt. That, it 

·would seem, is the story ot the development. ot t,he . "John 

the Elder• candidature tor the authorship of the Fourth 

Gospel. 
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Beg1nnin~ with the assumption that John the Eldor 

wrote the Gospel• various ~holars have worked out the 

det ~ils of the procedure 1n d1tterent ways. Uany be­

liovo that he had a close connection with the Apostle., 

or with t he Beloved D1sc;ple, at least. Adoltv. Harnack 

i s a name that commands respect in scholarly circle a, 

" and hi ~ solution of the problem is stated in these words: 

The author of the Johann1ne writings waa not, and 
does not claim to be, an eye-witness, but the Son 
of Zebedee is the authority on whom he relies. 
The author is the Presbyter John of Epheaus, and 
hi s identification with the beloved .disc1ph8 is 
the work of an interpolator in John 21:24 • 

• 
Be rnard finds the author in John the Presbyter, 

. . 
while he, incidentally believes t~t the Apocalypse was· 

uritten by the Apoatle. 30 Jeremias does not think ot · 

John as the spee.1al source of the Evangellst•s writing, 

but only one of many origin al ao~rces~ albeit an im­

portant one. The actual ~omposer of the book is John 

t he Elder, whom he refers 1,0 as the redactor: 

Das Johannesevangelium enthaelt wertvolle Ergaen­
zungen zu dem Berichte de r dre 1 ande·ren Evangel ien 
und 1st durch die persoenl1che Note der Berichter­
stattung durch den Redaktor, i!n Presbyter Johannes, 
noch besonders ausgeze1chnet. . . 

.. 29 
. · .Hans \'11nd1scb, "Literature of the New Testament•, 

Harvard Theological Review January, 1926, P• 63. 
30Bemard, The Gospel of John,, ·vol. I, P• xxxlv. 
31Jer.emias, Der apoatoilsohe Ursprung der Evangel1en, P• 112. 
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?JacGregor leans to the Elder. but adds anot.he r person 

as redactor: 

we conclude then that three persons have played their 
part in reducini our Gospel to its present form, of 
,,horn the second is the author in the true eense of 
the word, who has stamped upon the book the marks of 
his genius and weld~d it into an organic whole~ l)Be­
hind the Gospel 1 s the \'Ji tness, the • disciple \'1hom 
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 dlsciple 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 1n 
touch with the Alexandrina modes of though~ which 
have left so clear an influence on the Gospel. 
3) The Redactor, vihose part in the v,riting 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 

MacGregor takes up the possibility that Bumey•s 

t heory of an Aramaic original .may be corr~ct, and, in 

that case, it was the redactor who translated it into 

Greelt. The redactor f'elt free to rearrange sections, and 

to interpolate ·certain new material. - Another voice raise·d 

in favor of composition by the· Elder, using ~aterials 

supplied by another, is Hunter. He suggests that we may 
. 

~neatly describe the rourth 09spel as •The Gospel of John 

(the Elder) according to John (the Son ot Zebedee)•. 1133 

32MacGregor,. The Gospel ot Jobn1 P• lx111f. 
33A. u. Hunter, Introducing the New Testament. · P• 50. 


