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INTRODUCTION

The Fourth Gospel 1s one of the best loved books of
the Bible. For many this high esteem is closely connected
with the conviction that 1t'eame direct from the heart of
a man who had been clote to the heart of Jesus, John, the
beloved disecipls, who also lay on His breast at the last
supper. There was a time when this was unanimously
accepted: John, the son of Zebedee, a member of the inner
circle of three, was the belovcd disciple and the author
of the Gospel which bears his name. This John was also

believed to be the only one of the apostles who escaped a

.violent death, to have lived to a very old age, and to have

written his Gospel late in his long life.

But today, what used to be unanimous conviction has ye-
come incredible confusion. The question of the authorship
of the roufth Gospel has become a subject upon which there
is almost as much disagreement as there was agreement be=-
fore. The very fact that ?Fourth Gospel" has become a
standard decignation for the book traditionally known as
"The Gospel according to St. John" is symptomatic of the
unéertainty that pervades this question.

It is the purpose of this paper to explore recent
literature to ascertain the prevailing views on this subject.
The available English and German literature which has



appeared since approximately 1915 has been surveyed to
deternine mainly this one thing; what is the current
thinking on the subject of the authorship of John's Gos=-
pel? 1In this sense, this 1s largely a statistical study,
and no particular effort has been made to distinquish be=-
tween the authority and scholarship of those whose opinion:
are presented. The date 1915 was selected as the terminus
a quo since the second decade of our century is often
referred to as marking a change in the position of several
scholars who formerly held staunchly to the traditional
view of Johannine authorship. We are referring to;Sanday.
andy, in a measure, also to Stanton.

In dealing with the authorship of a book, it is almost -
impossible to avoid questions like those of date, place of
writing, etce ©Since there is also a wide divergence of
opinion on these matters, we have incorporated many of them
into the discussion. The question of whether Joln was mar-
tyred is so prominent in the whole problem of the authorahip
of the Fourth Gospel, that one section has been devoted to
its treatment. _

' The historical nature of John's Gospel is, in a sense,
a matter distinect from that of authorship. By this, we ;
mean that the position which any particular person holds re;‘
gafding authorship does not in itself indicate his opinion
of the historical reliability of the work. The matter is,

however, much discussed in our day, and there will be a



brief treatment of this phase of the Johannine problem.
thle we have indicatqd that the real purpose of thism
paper 1s a rather complete catalozing of the various trends
of thought on the subject under discussion, certain con-
clusions naturally suggest themselves. In the last secfion.
an attempt will be made to summarize briefly what are some

of the outstanding agreements,



CHAPTER ONE
A BRIEF HISTORY AND STATEMENT OF THE PROBLEM

There was a long period of time, wheﬂ the authorship
of the Fourth Gospel was no problem. -ﬁxcept for a slight
flurry created by a sect called the 4logoi, in the late
second century, there was almost universal agreement on
this point up to the end of the seventeenth century. 'At
“that time, some knglish Deists raised some questions re- .
garding the authenticity of the Gospel, but they failed
to attract much of a following. A century later, however,
in 1792, an English theolo;ian named Evanson raised some ¢
noteworthy objections to the accepted bellief in a tréatisa

called, The Dissonances of the Four Generally Recelved

Lvanzelists. Evanson attributed the Gospel to sone
Platénic philosopher of the second centurye.

5ix years later, a German, EcKermann, tcok up iie
fight, with several other German theologians Jjoining in.
Their efforts were so successful that Godet writes,

From 1801, the cause of the authenticity seemed o
be compromised to such a degree that a Geraan
Superintendent, Vogel, allowed himself to cite the
Apostle John and his interpreters to the bar of
last judgment. This, however, was still only the
first phase of the struggle, the time of skirmishegs
which generally preludes that of pitched battles.!

lF. Godet, Commentary on the Gospel of St. John, Vol. I, pe 9.



Bretschneider, in his Probabilia de evangelii et

epistolarum Johannis apostolil indole et origine, published

in 1820, began the concentrated attack which is believed by
many to be the opening gun of the modern attack on the
tradition. Téking his cue from thediiferences between the
Synoplics and John's Gospel, Bretschneider projosed that
"the fourth GOSpel must be the work of a Christian of pagan,
probably of Alexandrian, origin, who lived during the first
half of the second century“? " Following Bretschneider,
Devette and Reuterdahl took up the work, the latter claiming
.that the tradition of John's sojourn in Asia HMinor was a
forgery.

Jtrauss' Life of Jesus, 1835, although it did not con-

‘cern itself directly with the study of the documents in-
volved, reacted strongly on the criticism of the Gospels.
Christian Hermann Veisse positively rejected the authority
of the fourth Gospel, but not without recognizing in the
book an apostolic foundation.. : Taking up the idea of an
apostolic source, worked over in an altogether unhistorical
manner by a non=-apostolic hand, Bruno Bauer maintained that
John's Goséel was the reflective work of a thinker and of
‘a poet conscious of his procedure. "The history of Jesus
thus became a philosophical and poetical romance; which,

-accOrding to the witty expression of Ebrard, who reduced

Ibid.



the narrative of it to a single line: 'At that time it
cane t0 pass.s.s.sthat nothing came to pass.®

The next important name is that of Fardinﬁnd Christian
Baur, whose activity dates from 1844. He hoped to find an
historical situation in whose soll so grand a work as John's
Gospel might have grown. He found it in that sltuatlgn
wvhich combined Gnosticism, the growth of lontanism, and the
Paschal rite controversy. Upon this basis, he comes out for
the unity and integrity of the Gospel, but he dates it for=-
ward to 170 A. D. Baur was supported by a brilliant group,
including Zeller, Schwegler, Koestlin, Volkmar, Hilgenfeld,
and others. The last two set the date of the Gospel back
twenty years, while accepting Baur's theories in general.

Baur and Hilgenfeld had accepied the tradition of
John's stay in Asia ilinor, but Keim, in his attack on the
anthenticity of the Fourth Gospel in the introduction to

h is History of Jesus, 1865, rejects it as a mere fable.

At the same time, Keim puts the date still farther back,
wavering between 110 and 130 A. D. Keim finds the source
of the fable of John's stay in Ephesus in a misunderstanding

of Irenaeus, while Scholten, who wrote a book, Der Apostel

Johannes in Klein Asien, 1872, explains it as due to
another mistake, namely, that the author of the Apécalypse

was the Apostle John.

SGO'det. 02. eit-. Pe 11.



Other important names in the attack on the authenticity
of the Fourth Gospel were Davidson, Holtzmahn. and Krenkel.

Hany voices were raised in protest against this attack.
ichhorn, Eegacheiéar, and Guericke, were early defenders
of the Gospel, prior to the days of Bretschneider, Schleler-
nmacher, Olshausen, Hauff, and others, quieted the storm
aroused by Pretschneider, and they even seenmed to satisfy
Bretschneider himself, who later clalmed that he had written
his book only to call forth a more vigorous demonstration
of the authenticity of the Gospel. Tholuck and Heander,
Gfroerer and Hase, attacked 3trauss®' position, while
tbrard also gave an answer to Bruno Bauer. Thiersech,
Bleeiky, Ewald, Meyer, and Hengstenberg are famous names
connected with the defense aga}nst the claims of the
Tuebingen school.

It was about 1862 that the 9th century chronicle of
George Hamartolos was first adduced, with its claim that
John was Killed by the Jews. Fittchen, as ecarly as 1869,
believed the Gospel composed by the Apostle John in 3yria
immediately after the fall of Jerusalem, and ﬁe makes the
John of Asia MNinor, the presbyter, the author of the
Apocalypses.

7ahn and Riggenbach, studying the Pap;as passage about
the *"Elder John", came to the conclﬁsion that the Elder was
to be identified with thé Apostle. Professor Milligan,

dn 1867, came to the Bamé conclusion.

PRITZLAFF MEMORIAL LIBRARY
CCSCOEDIA SEMINARY
_ ST, LOUIS, MO,



1872 brought the work of a man who devoted fifty
years of his 1life to the study of this question, and whose
about face near the end of his life has been widely

quoteds Ue refer to Sanday's The Authorship- and Historical
Character of the Fourth Gospel. Luthardt and Beyschlag

are the other names that should be mentioned.

in the mcanﬁima, tﬁere were also those who took a
mediating position. WGizsaecker assumed a double character
in the narrative, an-historical character on the one side,
and a speculative one on the other. This leads to double
authorship: the witness, the source of information, and
the editor, the actual writer. Paulus ascribes the redac-
tion to a disciple of John, who was himself a personal
disciple of:Jesua.’ Nicolas finds the actual writer in
the Llder of I and II John, who may be identified with
John the Presbyter. Tobler takes John as the witness,
but has Apollos as writing the Gospel on instructions

from the Apostle before 100 A. D. Renan, in the 13th edi-

tion of his Life of Jesus, concluded that *"a half Gnostic
sectary constituted himself the editof of the narratives
of the aged apostle“.4

Hangold, in ihe third edition of Bleek's Introduction
to the New Testament, finds sufficient external evidence

to confirm the authenticity, but the internal difficulties

seem insurmountable.

4"&0&91‘-. 92. cit., Pe 26.



.?he preceding summary has been based in toto on the
work of Godet vhich has been repeatedly quoted. .In the
years after that work appeared, defenders of the authen-
ticity included such prominent names as Lightfoot, Westcott,
B. Welss, Ezra Abbot, James Drummond, Stanton, Gatkins, and
3anday, to whom we referred previously, as well as Theodore .
Zahne. A. Teo Robertson points out that two of these, Abbot
and Drummond, were Unitarlans, so that they were scarcely
moved by theological considerations in arriving at their
conclusions,.

On the other hand, we have increased pressure to
accept the martyrdom of John at an early date, and thus
to deny his presence in Asia Hinor. This has been en=-
couraged by the finding of the DeBoor fragment, in 1888,
containing portions of an epitome of the chronicles of
Philip of Side. This contained statements atiributed to
Papias supporting the martyrdom. A further trend was the
tendency to find the author of the Gospel in the Presbyter.
John. Baron v. Huegel's presentation of the case, as
presented in the Encyclopedia Bripannic%, seens to have
influenced Sanday strongly, according to these words:

on the one hand, I have never faltered in the convic=

tion that the testimony of an eye-witness lies behind

this Gospeleess«On the other hand, I feel increasingly
the difficulty of bringing the whole of the Gospel

‘into relationship with the fisherman of Galilee, and

take refuge provisionally in the hypothesis that John

of Ephesus, the beloved disciple, was a youthful

follower of our Lord at Jerusalem, to whom His 5
Jerusalem ministry would have been especially familiar.

5 : ¥ S
Quoted in C. A. Turner, The Study of the New Testament,

age 34.
L
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Sanday also sSays,

I'm afraid there is one important point on which I.

was probably wrong = the Fourth Gospel =seeesssssse

Perhaps I should say in passing that the contribue

tion to this subject which made the greatest

lmpression upon me in recent years has been the
article by Baron Friedrich von Huegel in the

eleventh edition of the Encycloeedia Britannica.®

In general it may be stated that during the last part
of tﬁe 19th century and the beginning of the 20th, German e
scholars tended to lead the way in the denial of the
'éccepted position regarding the Gospel's origin, while the
ctoutest defense of tradition came from England. In the
United Ctates, there has becen a strong inclination to
learn from the Germans., Of course, there have also been
important champions of the Johannine authorship in
Germany, even as there are today.

The purpose of this treatise 18 to trace the developnment
of critical thinking on the subject of the authorship of
the Fourth Gospel, from about the year 1915 on. Various
people have claimed that Sanday's admission, that he had
"been wrong in holding to the apostolic authorship, as
well as his refusal to have a former work on the subject
republishéd because it no longer rapresontéd his position,
was the signal for a.general rout in that direction, among‘

those who studied the matter with an open mind. Has this

been the case? If so, to what extent? If so, what has

6Quot.ed in W. E. Howard, The Fourth Gos el in Recent Criticism, p.
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caused this? Are there any new pleces of evidence, or

is the whole discussion based upon the same material that
has been available for years? These are some of the
questions which face us as we begin our investigation of
recent zources.

For the sake of»completeness, we shall briefly state
the case for and against the apostolic authorship, before
proceeding to the actual investigation.

The external evidence for the Johannine authorship
is very strong. The Goépel is claimed by some to have
been recogntzed by Ignatius and Polycarp as early as the
first half of the second century, but the first one to
nane the author is Theophilus, about 180, Irenaeus, abqpt
190, says that John, the disciple of the Lord, published
the Gospel while he was residing at Ephesus, Irenaeus
has about a hundred quotations from the Gospel. The
testimony of the Muratorian Fragment, which is as early
as Irenasus; is also definite. Clement of Alexandria,
Tertullian, and others left abundant testimony to the
existence and apostolic authority of all four gosPela.

The internal evidence is mainly that contained in
the appendix chapter, expecially the last five verses, al=
though some also base their claims on 19:35. This, however,
isclosely linked up with the 1dent1f1cation of John, the
son of 7Zebedee, with the Beloved Disciple. To what extent
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this identification is due to the tradition that John was
the writer of the Gospel, and how many people who had :
never heard that John was the writer would come to the
conclusion that he was the Beloved Disciplaﬁis difficult,
yes, lmpossible to determine.

Besides the direct claim of authorship contained in
cihapter 21, there are many hints that fit in well.

The author seems to have been a Palestinian Jew.
He was quite familiar with Jewish ideas, customs,
and traits. He quotes the 0ld Testament from
the Septuagint and from the Hebrew. His language
has a marked Aramaic style?, so much so that some
men think that it was written in Aramaic and then
translated into Greek. The author frequently
brings in minute matters of topography of Palestine
which in themselves are of no importance but are
exactly the kind of detail which would lodge in
the mind of an observant eye-witness. The author knows
. the companions of Jesus intimately, and he tells
about many of them by name, but he never speaks by
name of the apostles John or James. HNow we Know
that Peter, James and John were the inner circle:
of disciples, the ones that Jesus seemed to love in
a special sence., Peter is mentioned by name time
and again all through the Gospel, so he is not to
be thought of as the anonymous "disciple whom Jesus
loved.* James could not have been the author,  be=-
cause we know that he was martyred early, long
before the Gospel could have been written. John,
the son of Zebedee, is then the natural one to
identify as the beloved disciple.*®

" The external evidence against the Johannine author-.

'ship includes, first of all, the hesitation of Rome, in

accepting this Gospel as authoritative, as evidenced by a

7

Others claim that it is pure Greek.

8a. A. Cartledge, A Conservative Intraduction to the New
Testament, p. 186. :
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sect calledl the "Alogoli®, that is, those that did not want
to accept the "Logos" doctrine, claiming that it was the work
of a Gnostie author. Hippolytus, about 200, wrote a‘ﬂetense
of the Gospel, thus implying an attack. The Hpramorian Canon,
also from the second century, zoes out of its way to defend
the Fourth Gospel. ' -
.The external evidence makes much of indications that
John was martyred by the Jews. an indication of this is
found inlmark 10; 39, which those vho do not admit the 7
possibility of true prophecy take as vaticinium ex eventu,
thus indicating thet John had already suffered a martyr's
déath vhen those words were written. The indications in the
writings of George Hamartoles and in the DeBoor fragment =
containing the Epitome of Philip of Side - stating that both
James and John were killed by the Jews, combined with the
testimony of Syriac church caiandars that James and John are
celecbrated as martyrs in-Jerusalem on Dec. 27, lend an air
of'probability to the claim of martyrdom.

Much is made of the silence of Ignatius, who'writing to
the Church at Ephesus, in the first quarier of the second
century, elaborates on the fact that St. Paul had labored
there, but does hot even mentibn that John had been there.
This is thought to indicate that John the Apostle was never
in Ephesus. Wwhen Papias said that he used to inquire what.
the disciples of the Lord, including thn. had said, and
“what Aristion and tﬁe Elder John, the disciples of the



14

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.

IR SR Y L) 10 L

jEL

— |

L ARSI

l



26

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.




29

Rather elaborate explanations of the doings of John-
the klder have been consiructed by various scholars,.

Thus Dibelius writes:

Damit ist der Punkt erreicht, an dem man die aeusseren
Zeugnisse ueber Johannes von Lphesus kombinieren kann
mit dem Zeugnis des Johannesevangeliums ueber den
Lieblingsjuenger. Seine Schilderung stimmt mit den,
was wir ueber jenen Johannes den Alten (den 'Pres=-
byter') wissen: nicht Apostel, nicht ifaertyrer, aber
eine ?*Schueler des Herm" genannte lange lebende
Persoenlichkeit von grosser Autoritaet. Besondere
Aufmerksamkeit verdient die aAngabe Joh. 18:15, nach
dor Petrus in den Hof des Hohenprieaters durch Ver=-
mittlung eines andern Juengers (d. i. wohl dds
Lieblingsjuengers) gekommen sei der mit dem Hohe=-
priester bekannt war. Die Nachricht des Polykrates
ueber das Priestertum des Kleinasiatischen Johannes
darf damit vielleicht kombiniert werden; etwa in

dem 5inn, dass Johannes einer priesterlichen Familie
angehoerte (somit nur in Jerusalem Juenger Jesu war)
und darum in den Hof Zutritt hatte.>4

Baron v. Huegel'!s opinion interests us especially
because Sanday refers to his article in the Eleventh
Edition of the Encyclopedia Britannica as having influenced
him very much in changing his position. Here is what
ve Huegel has to say, in parté

The facts of the problem would all appear covered by
the hypothesis that John the presbyter, the eleven \
being all dead, wrote the Revelation (its more ancient
Christien portions) say in 69, and died at Ephesus
say in 100; that the author of the Gospel wrole the
first draft here, say in 97; that this book, expanded
by him, first circulated within a select Ephesian
Christian circle; and that the Epheslan church
officials added to it the appendix and published it
in 110-120. But however different or more complicated
may have been the actual origins, three points remain
' c.artaine . The real situation that confronts us is
not an unbroken tradition of apostolic eye-witnesses,

S4yartin Dibel ius, *Johannesevangeliumﬁ in pie Religion in
Geschichte und Gegenwart, 2te Auflage, Vo. 111, p. 362.
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incapable of re-statement with any hope of

ecclesiastical acceptancd, except by another
apostolic eye-witness,3

Gthers who assign the book to John the Elder are

the Archbishop of Canterbury, william Temple 36, A. He

HeNeile®l, Fo C. Burk1tt°®, and Emanvel Rirsch.3®

The belief that this Elder John was of Jewish
birth is so general, that we might well speak of it as
representing a consensus; but there are also those who
do not agreey, but make him a Greek. Outstanding among
thoze who take this position is Dre. Goodspeed. Of the

author he writes:

There are indeed some points in the Gospel which
seem to involve better information on the part

of its writer than the earlier evangelists had.

But the whole character of its narrative and its
evident preference for the symbolic and theological,
as compared with the merely historical, are against
the assigning of its composition to a personal
follower of Jesus. It is very probable that it

was written by that Elder of Zphesus who perhaps
after the publication of this Gospel wrote the
three letters that bear the name of John.4%©

In a later work, Goodspeed says,

The thoroughly Greek character of the thought and
interest of the Gospel, its literary (dialogue)
cast, its thoroughly Greek style,.its comparatively
linited use of the Jewish Scriptures.....conpine to
show that its author was a Greek, not a Jew.

%%Baron F. v. Huegel, "John, the Gospel of* in Encyclopedia

Britannica, 14th Edition, Vol. 13, p. 98.
56william Temple, Readings in St. John's Gospels, p. .

S7A. H. McNeile, An Introduction to the ctudy of the
New Testament, pe 264.

38p,"C. Burkitt, The Gospel History end Its Transmission, p. 254.
S595. Hirsch, Studien zum vierten Evangelium, pe 154.
283. Je Goodspeed, The Sfogz of the New Testament, p. 121.

E. J. Goodspeed, Introduction to the New Testament, p. 314.
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Goodspeed's fellow=-townsman, Benjamin Robinson,
scens ineclined to agree, for he writes:
The Fourth Gospel nowhere names its author. 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 of Jerusalem, a
Greek or Hellenist, whom Jesus "loved® as he “loved”
Lazarus or lartha of Bethanyeessss.During the
passage of years he became known as the *veteran"
or "presbyter", and may be the presbyter John men-
tioned by Papias and Eusebius. Toward the close of
a long ministry he ga&heigd and put together the
materials of his Gospel.
On the opposite side, we must at least mention Bur=-
ney's contention that the author of John's Gospel is
this same John the Elder, but that he wrote his Gospel
at Antioch in Aramaic.4® we shall take up this theory
in more detail later; we merely mention it here as
representing another phase of the “Elder John" Hypothesis. .
Opponents of the Elder John theory of Fourth Gospel
authorship have been very determined in their efforts to
disprove it. Hany have gone so far as to maintalin that
this Elder John is a pure fiction and rests upon a mis-
understanding of Papias. Others admit the existence of the
Elder John, but they question his relationship to the Elder X
of I and II John. |
' Barth, Appel, and Feine, whose Introductions appeared
in the early twentles, are unanimous in finding little

' proot for the Elder John hypothesis. Appel writes:

42R.ob1naon. The Gospel of John, A Handbook for Christian Leaders,
e 27.

435, °C. Burney, The Aramaic Origin of the Fourth Gospel,
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i

Der VWortlaul der Papiasstelle ist der Annahme eines
Presbyters Johannes neben dem Apostel guenstig,
aber die genaue Pruefung der Aussagen fuehrt zu
dem entgegengesetzten Recultat.

Barth goes farther and claims that this attempt to

solve the problem only adds new problems to the old:
Alle naeheren Ausfuehrungen der Presbyterhypothese,
wle sie Lel Harnack, Bousset, etc., vorliegen, leiden
an grosser Unwahrscheinlichkeit und inneren Wider-
spruechen. Die Presbyterhypothese gibt.neue pein-
liche Raetsel auf, anstatt die vorhandenen zu loesen.?®

Feilne is not concerned aboﬁt the two graves of John
in Ephesus but sayss
Papilas weiss nichts von zZwei Johannes, dem Apostel
und dem Presbyter, er kennt nur einen, den Apostel...
Die wirkliche Tradition kennt nur einen Johannes in
Kleinasien. Den zweiten darf man getrost zum ersten
ins Graz legen, es wird dann doch nur einer drin
liegen. 46
Haussleliter echoes this sentiment when he writes, "Es ist
Zeit, dass wir ihm den verdienten. Frieden im Grabe zu

Ephesus goennen.“4?

44Heinrich Appel, LEinleitung in das Neue Testament, p. 183.
45Fritz Barth, E1nT3TTEEE_ﬂ%7§§?7ﬁﬁﬁrﬁﬁgfﬁﬁﬁﬂ:-ﬁk 310f.
46panl Feine, Einleitung in das Neue Testament, p. 90f.

47 Johannes Haus eiter, Johanneische Studien, p. 132.
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- Speclal mention should be made of the efforts of
Theodore Zahn, who is known as one ;t ihe most impoétant
authorities who identified John the Presbyter with John
the apostle. 1In his last published work Zahn writes:

Der Ausdruch 'ho presbyteros Iooanneest' ‘lagsst sich,
auch rein sprachlich betrachtet, nicht =o deuten,
wie es Eusebius in tendenzioeser Absicly tut, dass
naenlich durch diesen Titel ein gewlisser Johannes -
von dem Apostel Johannes unterschieden werden soll,
sondern setzt voraus, dass Jjener Johannes im Kreise
seiner schueler auch durch 'ho presbyteros! ohne
Namen hinreichend gekennzeichnet war, weil man ihn
in seiner Umgebung als "den Alten® schlechthin zu
bezeichnen pflegte. Eben dies wird bestaetigt
durch 2 Jo 13 3 Jo 1;, sowie durch ein Fragment

des Paplas ueber das Harkusevangelium, worin er
sich auf den Presbyter, ohne Eigennamen beruft,

Das ist niemand anders als der Apostel Johannes.48

From England and America come other protests against
the ilder Johne .
Dr. Holland writes:

Now, is there any explanation but one of this assump=-
tion of indisputable authority over the tradition -
an authority which the whole Church will accept
without a quiver of hesitation, as included in the
inevitable position of him who speaks? In the face
of this phenomenal fact, what room is left for a
supposition of some unknown, unnamed, unrecorded be-
liever, working upon some unknown reminiscences of
an unknown old man called John the Presbyter, who-
is reported to have been, in some uncertified sense,
a disciple of the Lord; and weaving out of them a
novel and allegorical picture of what he fancies to
be the Ideal Christ, as He might have been? Such a
supposition cannot pretend to bear the strain of

the facts. It offers no explanation whatever of
the one thing that needs to be explained. It is not
even an alternative to the traditional hypothesis.
For it offers no account at all of what happened or
of how it came about. It is, simply, a confession
that if the book is not the Apostle John's, then we
do not know anything about iit, nor can zive any

48,

Th. Zehn, Grundriss der Ripleitunz in das Newe Testament, .= 77
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intelligible interpretation of its origin and

acceptance. gb give it .up. This is all that

can bo said.? '

After reading that, one might feel inclined to say
that .Dr. Holland had not been influenced by Sanday's
about face. Henry Thiessen, representing the United
States, quotes approvingly en ironical statement of

Salmon's in his Introduction to the New Testament:

A vhole school of critics speak of John the Prese

byter with as =ssured confidence as if he were a

person concerning whose acts we had as much ine

formation as concerning those of Julius Caesar.°0

Among others Friedrich BuechselSl and C. J. Cadoux®?
Join their voices in the chorus of denial of the reality
of John the Presbyter, distinct from John the Apostle.

In closing this section, we can do no better than
give the floor to B. ¥. Bacon. Bacon rejects definitely
the identification of “Elder John" with the "Elder® of I
and II John. He claims that there 1is no proof that
Elder John lived in Egheaus or that he ever wrote any=-
.thing. Bacon claims to know who the RFlder of the Epistles
was, and he calls him Stratias. He closes the article
from which this information is taken with the words:

*1 even venture to fepeat the opinion that as long as

QQH. S» Hollend, The Philosophy of Faith and the Fourth

. Go8; 31. Pe 196. . 7
SOH."C. Thiessen, Introduction to the New Testament, p. 165.
51Qnotad in F. F. Bruce, "Some Notes on the Fo Evangelist*®

in Lvangelical Guarterly, XVI, No. 2; p. 101.
92F. Buechsel, Das §Vanaeiinm nach Johannes, 4te Auflage, p. 24




but that his name remains unknowne
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criticism contlnues to follow this delusive identification

1ittle progress can be made with the vital problem of the

Fourth G@spel.*s3 Vincent: Taylor tends to agree with

Bacon in the distinction which he makes and believes that

vﬁﬁe author of the Gospel was the Elder of I and II John;f

54

53p, w. Bacon, "The Elder of Ephesus and the Elder Joh'n-"-'" i
in Hibbert Journal, 20:134. ,
54V1ncent Taylor, The Gospels, A Short Introduction, p. 106




2. John, the Apostle.

Among the supporters of John the Elder's candidacy
whom we falled to mention is A. li. Hunter, known especially

for his challenging book, The lessage of the New Testamédt.

Hunter makes this rather surprising statement:

For these and other reasons, scarcely a reputable
scholar in this country nowadays is prepared to
affirm that the Fourth Gospel was written by John
the Apostle.

®hile Hunter does not say what he means by “a
reputable scholar®, we have found at least one person who
is considered such by many who does still hold to the
apostolic authorship and whose book appeared after the
orne in which Hunter makes his statement. Ve are referring

to Bishop Headlam, who in a book which appeared Jjust last
year came out unreservedly for the Apostle John as the
anthor of the Pourth Gospel. Here are his words:

S0 far as external evidence goes it is most
probable that the Fourth Gospel was written by
John the Apostle, the son of Zebedee, in the
province of Asia towards the end of the first
century after Christ.

The internal evidence told us that the Gospel
claimed to have been written by a disciple of
Jesus, called the beloved disciple, and that the
disciple who seemed most clearly to fulfill all
- the conditions necessary was John, the son of
Zebedee.

I therefore conclude that the balance of probability
is that the author of the Fourth Gospel was, as the
Christian Church has always held, the son of
Zebedes.?

;A- H. Hunter, Introducing the New Testament, ps. 50.
Ae C. Headlam, The Fourth Gospel as Historv, p. 70.
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Since 80 much is made of Sanday's change of mind,
it 1s interesting to compare with the above a statement

made by Headlam in 1923:

We come now to St. John's Gospel. 7You will recoge

. nize that at present there is nothing very con-

» vincing to be saild about it. The whole critical
question is in confusion; and neither those wlio
hold the traditional view nor their opponents are
able to put forward a theory which commands assentees
he tradition of the Johannine authorship is wvery
stronge On the other hand, a study of its contents
places serious difficulties in the way of :
ascribing 1t directly to a contemporary and first-
hand authority. It differs so remarkably from the
Synoptic Gospels,3

A comparison of these two statements would indicate
that Headlam was more definitely convinced of the
Johannine authorship now than he wés in 1923.

Other English scholars who still stood for the
Apostle John are Hollend, Nolloth, Broomfield, 4 and
Hart, Hart has this to say: 7

There is much more to be said in favor of the

Church's ancient tradition thah the scholars of

the present day are willing to admite It may be

that in the future we shall be able to accept the

witness of 8t. John as confidently as that of St.

Hark and St. Luke, and with the added authority

which belongs to one of the chosen Twelve.®

Nolloth, while warning ageinst permitting questions
regarding the authorship of the Fourth Gospel to affect
the estimate of its intrinsic valus, is not in doubt per-

sonally about its authorship if we may trust these words:

3A;'C; Headlﬁm, The Life and Teaching of Jesus the Christ, pe. 37
4G. ¥. Broomﬂel"‘"‘r""a. John""'—"'_g""—'ﬂ'. Petor and the Fourth Gospel, pe 210.

5C. F. Nolloth, The Fourth Evangelist, p. 36e -



Criticism possesses but one John of Ephesus with
vhom to operata. It appears historically and
psychologically impossible to account for the
belief, early as Justin Martyr, and held through-
out the Church of the second century, that this
John was the son of Zebedee, if in reality he was
another persons®

Of the argument that John would not call himself the
"beloved disciple" Nolloth feels that it rests *upon
nothing more solld than a subjective estimate of
probabilities®.’ - Holland, .who expresses himself so
forcibly on the subject of the mysterious glder of
Ephesus, is just as forceful when he speaks of

the extraordinary and incomprehensible confusion

that we must attribute to the entire Church, by

which it passively and unconsciously allowed the .

substitution of a diseiple, whose record does not

exist in any shape or form, into the place of the .

great Apostle who, by unwavering tradition, for -

some twenty years stood as a central pillar of

the Church, close bound with Simon Peter himself,
in the heart of the gnthorita&ive body of witneas

in Jerusalem itself,

In Germany, the home of cold scientific ecriticism.
of Bible documents, there are still many who defend the
apostolic authorship. . Riggenbach, in a discussion of :
the latest finds relating to the witness of Paplas, .
maintains that that Apsstolic Father *testifies to ths

composition of the Gospsl by the Apostle John", %,

BIbidi,,p. 894 '
éJ- Se Hart, The Qospel Foundations, p. 144. . :
‘“He S. Holland, The rPhilosophy of Faith and the Fourth -

Gosgell p. 198, . X
gquoted in windisch, "Literature on the New Testament® in

Harvard Theological Review, Jannggx,v192§. pPe 68.‘j{fg
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Appelvlo

declaring against the Elder of Ephesus, arc just as united

Feine,1l and Buechsel,!® who were unanimous in

in maintaining that the son of Zebedee wrote the Fourth
'GOSpel. Adolf Schlatter writes in his Commentary to
John 21:24;

Nachdem Petrus und Johannes mit dem verschiedenen: :
Ausgang ihres Lebens nebeneinander gestellt sind,
wird die Verhuellung, die bisher den LErzashler S
verbvarg, beseitigt. Nun macht sich der Verfasser
Kenntlich, was durch *Dies ist der Juenger, der :
von diesen Dingen zeuget, und hat dies geschrieben®
unzweideutlg geschieht. 5

In commenting on the first person plural in the same
verse, Schlatter suggests that it is not a fanciful
suggestion that John dictated the preceding words in

he presence of his coworkerss Johann Rump, in commenting
on this same passags, writes:

Aber es 1ist darueber hinaus noch eine an Gewissheit
streifende Wahrscheinlichkeity.dass Johannes selbsr
auch der Verfasser iste. Nur ein einziger Zugl

Wir lesen: "Das ist der Juenger, der fuer dieses
Buch hier als Zeuge eintritt und es selbst ge-
schrieben hat." Diese Worte bddiben voellig dunkel,
nach ihrem Zwecke und nach ihrer Absicht durchaus
unerklaerbar, wenn man s8ie nicht 2l1s ein unbsabsich=-
tiges und darum nur um’'so unverdaschtigeres Zeugnis
fuer dis johannelsche Autorschaft gelten lassen
will, und zwar natuerlich fuer ein Zeugnis, das 14
noch in dle Zelt der Apostel selber zurueck geht.

11He Appel, Die ichtheit des Johannesevangeliums, pe 37. -
. Pe Feine, pinleitung in das Neue TesStament, p. 86. -
12 slium nac) h

« Buechssl, Das Kvang h Johannes, pe 7e
134, Schlatte;, Der Evangellist Johannes, Wie er spricht,
. denkt, und zlaubt, p. 378. : ~
1450hann Hamp, Johannesevangelium, p. 436f.
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Johannes Haussleiter has & long chapter on Andrew

and Philip as "Zwel apostolische Zeugen fuer das
'thannesevangelium“ and then séys: "Derizagadalde Johanneé
‘ist der Verfasser des vierten Evangeliums, Andreas undu'
Philippus sind seine Zeugen. "+9 ' &
. While Catholic scholars are hendicapped by officiel
‘pronouncements on the authorship of Biblical -books, 15} 
'i‘s‘hould be recognized that they 50 meke a serious effort
io neet and answer the claims of those who do not accepﬂg
John as the author of the Fourth Gospels Such dis~
cussione may be found in werks of chapmén.16 Meinertz, 17
Gutjahr,1® ang steinmueller and Sullivan.l®

In the United States, there are still many writers
who hold to the traditional view. Glancing through the
literature, we find such sxpressions as these:

The author was the Apostle John, =@
Although the author of the last Gospel does not mene-
tion his name, he describes himself with sufficient

exactness to make it clear that he was none other
than John, the “beloved disciple",?l

;SJ. Haussleliter, Johanneische Studien, p. 132,

16J. Chapmen, The Four GoSpelS, pe 491f. o
igﬁax Meinertz, Linlelitung in das Neue Testament, Ps 2431:.
1gf> 5. Gutjahr, Einleitung zu den heiligen ichriften des. N. T.,

aoSteinmueller and Sulllvan, A Companion to the New Testament.
pyJ+ Be Tidwell, John and His Five Books, pa. Lb.
Pa Ze Kretzmann, Popular Commentary, New Testament, Vol. I, p.
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Only John could have written it.22

From all these facte we draw the conclusion theat
John the Apostle wrote the Fourth Gospel.23
Others who hold to the same view are Erdman.24

25 Lenski, 26 and Vollmere2? Host of these

writers represent what scholars consider an ultra-

conservative group, as is true also of Saﬁuel A« Carte

ledge, who, in his 4 Conservative Introduction to the

New Testament, gives a very fine overview of the argu=-

ments on both sides and then adds this conclusion:

Such 1is the very confused evidence; scholars
still differ widely in their conclusions drawn
from it. The negative evidence has weight,
especially to a Radical; but a Conservative
cannot think that this negative evidence is con=
clusive. %hile it may be freely admitted that
the internal evidence for the apostolic author-
ship is by no mcans conclusive, yet it does
help out the external evidence we have, and
together they make a very convincing case. We
nust refrain from being too dogmatic, but we can
say that the Conservative at least has very good
grounds for belleving that the Apostle thnzgas
the author of all the Johannine literature.

22

26

28

Ce

B. Williems, An Introduction to the New Testament

gi Literatum. Pe 206s
He

25y,

. essen, Introduction to the New Testament, p. 169.

41

Re. Erdman, The Gospel of John, an Exposition, pe 7.
C. Vedder, The Johannine %ritings and the Johannine

Problem, p. 150. ;

e
P

171t

Eestament, p. 182-200.

C. H. Lenski, The Interpretation of St. John's Gospel,

27 ph. Vollmem The Vritings of the New Testament, p. 118. -
Sa Ae Cartledge, A Conscrvative Introduction to the 39;;
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Jacobus is Just a 1ittle etronger in his claims:

It would seem, therefore, that the external evidence

confirms the conclusions reached from internal

evidence that the author of the Gospel was st. John.%?

Among American scholars who enjoy world wide fame
is the late A. T. Robertson. In a book written in 1916,
Robertson, after discussing the reasons for Johannine |
authorship, says:

The reasons are satisfying to my own mind after

due and long consideration of the minute and -

zealous criticism on all sides of the problem.>C

Twenty years later he writes:

After a lifetime of study of the Johamnine problem

as presented by Bretschnelder, Baur, Bacon, Moffait

and all the rest, my own mind finds fewer unsolved
difficulties in the single great figure who wrote
the Johannine literature and became the eagle who
soared avove the clouds égto the clear sky of
eternal truth in Christ,

In general, we must agree with E., F. Scott when he
says that *"few scholars would now accept the traditional
view that he was the Apostle John*>%, but there are still
some outstanding scholars who, after looking over all tha’_
evidence are not convinced that it justifies forsaking so
strong a tradition as that which establishes the Jo=-

hannine autho rship.

229, W .fécobus, #John, Gospel of", in A New Standard

Bible piction ps 471.
. 304, Ta "aa'p"_r'f._ﬂ‘;he son, The Divinity of Christ in the Gospel
31 of John Pe 18.

- As Te RObertson, Epochs in the Life of the %gostle John,__qﬁ P- Te
B8, Fe Scott, "“John, Gospel of™, An Encyclopedia o

3 %11&10“. Pe 35%.
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Something should be said here of those who, while
they are not ready to accept John as. the author without
resérVations, present a somevhat modified form of John's
relation to the Gospel. Hedgson has this to say:

The synoptic Gospels seem like the obituary notice
which gives our Lord as He was known to His con-
temporaries (though seen through the eyes of His
followers); the Fourth Gospel gives Him as He
revealed Himself to His most intimate friends.

In a footnote to the above, the author adds:

I am therefore in agreement with thiose scholars
who hold that the Gospel in substance comes from
3te. John the son of Zebedee; but I am inclined
to think that it was not 5t. John himself but a
disciple of his who was the actual author.9d

Nairne has amplified this theory and supplied de-
tails from his imazination:

With the end of the century the death of the
Apostle drew nears The secretary compossd a
Gospel from his bishop's oral lessons, as he had
composed Pastorals from his instructions. He
composed with freedom, using all the material he
found useful, our three Synoptic Gospels es=-
pecielly, and shaping the narrative and his
master's and his own reflections upon it in such
a way as served to illuminate the problems of

his own place and time. He put his own master
into the story, with reversnt affection,
designating him 'the disciple whom Jesus loved'se.
He brought the finished book to his master before
he died, and his master, S. John the Bishop, the
Apostle, gave his approval and cgiled the Ephe=-
sian #mlders to Jjoin therein etc.

53.. Hodgson, And Was lade Man, An Introduction to the
Study of the Gospels, ps 208.

344 Nalraer Lvery HanTs Btory of the New Testament, pa 253s
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After admitting that meny modern scholars have
abandoned the tradition becouse of "so many serious
difficulties in the way of accepting® it, Russell alds:

Yot it ceems impossible to escape the force of the

many lines of evidence, traditional as well as

eritical, that connect the Gospel in some vital

way with the Apostle John....The book has

evidently passed through the hands of editors

who at least added the last chapter.35

In a similar vein, Redlich writes:

we have found reason for believing that the Apostle

St. John cannot be dissociated from the authorshipe

His impress 1s to be found in every part of it,

and his is the guiding hand and minde He mey have

written the whole or parts of it, or he maysgave
inspired the anonymous writer who wrote it.

To the 1list of those who stand for such "indirect*®
suthorship, we may add the names of Gehman®? and Scott.
The latter, in a book published just this year, seenms
to lecan more definitely towards the influence of the
Apostle Joim than he did in previous writings. Scott
has this to say regarding "the materials which have gone
to its (the Gospelt*s) formation":

These, it has been held, may be reminiscences of the

Apostle John, and the belief that he was the author
of the Gospel may to this extent be justified.

SgE- Russell, The Message of the Fourth Gospel, pe 12f.

3657 b Redliche Tt rTaction to the Fourtih Gospel, pe 145.
374, s. Gehman, "“John, The Gospel according to" in

The Vestminster Dictionary of the Bible, p. 32l.
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But Scott adde cautiously:
More likely they were derived from some primitive

document which had escaped the knowledze of the

other gganzelists although it was of first class
value. :

Scott makes these statements in connection with
his discussion of some of the latest papyrus finds, in-

cluding the Egerton Papyrus, Fragments of an Unknown

Gospel. %

ggE. F. Scott, The Purpose of the Gospels, p. lll.
Ibide. » Po 110.



C. Other Theories of Authorship

1. The Aramaic Original Theory.

After very careful study of the language of John's
Gospel. C. F. Burney has come to the conclusion that our
present Gospel is a translation into Greek from an Aramalc
ofiginal. This is not the place to go into a discussion
of the details of Burney's reasoning, but his theory of
authorship is quite simple. Surprisingly enough, Burney
does not, as one might expect, support the Johannine
authorship, but looks to John the Elder. aAfter a rather
lengthy discussion of Irenaeus use of terms like
"apostles®, *disciples™, etc., Burney comes to the con-
clusion that Irenaeus is not as inaccurate as many -
eritics have made him out to be. Hia conclusions from
this study are stated as follows:

On the basis of these facts we conclude without

hesitation that by *John the disciple of the Lord?

Irenaeus means John the presbyter, and that when

he refers to Papias as 'ho Iooannou men akoustees‘,

he is at any rate as correct as Eusebius when he
says 'ho nyn de heemiin deeloumenos Paplas...tou
presbyterou Iooannou auteekoon heauton pheesi
genesthai..* In reality Irenasus appears to be

an impeccable witness as to the early Asian tradi-

tion in regard to John; and he completes our

evidence that John the Evangelist and diseiple of

the Lord, vwho survived to old age at Ephea%a, was
not the son of Zebedee, but the presbyter.

0. F. Burney, The Aramaic Origin of the Fourth Gospel, p. 14l.
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For the sake of completeness, it should be mentioned
here that Burney accepts an early date for the writing of
‘the book, but yet not earlier then A. D 75-80. He does
not believe it was written in Palestine, as there are
"a number of indications vwhich sugzest a cartain'ramotenéaé}
both in time and place, from the scenes described, and ulég
seem to imply that the author was writing, at least, not
primarily, for Jews, but for a larger circle of Christiansq!4}f
Al the same time, "the theory of an Aramaic original segé{k"
to demand that it should have originated in an Aramaic-
speating country®. Thus Syria is indicated, and if Syria,
then Antioch. This 1s corroborated by a statement found in
a Syrian fragment appended to the Armenien translation to
the commentary of St. EZphrem on Tatian's Di‘at essaron, that
John wrote the Gospel in Greek at Antioch.®?
Torrey in supporting Burney's hypothesis of an
Aramaic origin, differs with him on the date. He writes: =
It is perhaps conceivable that one evangelist writing
after the year 70 might fail to allude to the destruc-
tion of thé temple by the Roman armies...., but that: 
three (or four) should thus fail is quite incredible.
On the contrary, what is shown is that all four
Gospels were written before the year 70, And indead,
there is no evidence of any sort that will begr a3
examination, tending to show that any of,the'uospe;a‘
vere written later than about the middle of the

century. The challenge to scholars to produce such
evidence is hereby presented, :

41
zlbidﬁg Pe 129.
& Bumﬁy. Ops eit-. Pe 129f.
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that case the Redactor would be the translator.

whom we have quoted previocusly as recognizing a 11&1:"’1_?'&1’“':7‘.

Torrey suggests that the combination of Greek

originale and the assumption of & late date is what is
“¢ausing all the difficulty in Gospel criticism;

Two false premises, Greek Gospels and a late dato.
have stood in the way of any plausibls solution ct
the resulting probleme. These problems disi pear
completely, leaving no new difficulties in their
place, when the natural suppositions are adopted
Gospels written early and in the hngum of tha_
people, 33 : T

Thus we have proponents of t.he Aramalc ori.ginal'

‘thaory on both sides of the Atlantic, but even their ug-.‘

'neaa does not agree together.

MacGregor, without inquiring into t.ho merit. of thd

'case. recognizes the poaaibllity and suggeata that 1n

44

2e Theory that the Fourth Gospel is Anonymous. _
Ve have noted in a previous section that the elua:lve-

ness of John the Presbyter has caused some people to

ascribe the Johennine vorks merely . 40 the “Llder or _‘ :
Ephesus*, rather than to the "Elder Jchn* Hany eﬂ.ucs
have taken the next step and have daetdod that the bnal:

are anonymous. Prominent among f.hsu 18 E« Fe Seou..:
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wof Johannine influence in a late worke 3Scott summarizes

~ the situation in these words:

Surveying the investigation as a whole, we have to
admit that all the results which have yet been ob-
talned are inconclusive. The author of the Gospel
was a religious thinker of the first rank, next to
Paul the greatest and most original mind of the 2
early church, but we cannot even form a guess &s to
his identity. It may appear strange that a man so
outstanding should be quite unknown, but we have to
remember that the period of fifty years after the = .
death of Paul is the most obscure in all Christian
history. G&carcely a name has come down to us out

of that period, and there may well have been
teachers of the highest gifts of whom no record

was preserveds It seems evident, too, that the 45
evangelist took pains to leave his work angnymous. ™

With this Sypherd agrees when he says, "The 005931'6f
John is anonymous...%hoever may have been the author, he
was a religious thinker of the highsst ordar-"f‘6

A similar indefinitemess is noticeable in Heit- '
mueller's introduction to the Gospel of John in the third
Edition of veiss' commentary:

Unser ivangelium ist demnach im ersten Drittel des 2.
Jahrhunderts in Klein-asien in dem Krelse entstanden,
in dem ein Herrenjuengier namens Johannes, (nicht der -
Apostel) bis in hohes Alter gelebthatte und auch LR
nach seinem Tode als entscheidende Autoritaet galts .
Der Name seines Verfassers bzw. derer, die an selner
Entstehung beteiligt waren, die tatsaechlichen Be-
ziehungen der Schrift zu Jjenem (*Lieblings-") Juenger
s8ind uns verhorgen.4 "

452. F. Scott, The Literature of the New Testamentf Pe 246,_
46w, 0. Sypherd, The Literature of the En iish Bible, p. 166.
47%m. Heitmueller, Die Schriften des Neuen TestamentS,

4. Ban.d. Se Auflaae,"pq 3Te
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In this entire investigation, only one writer has
bgen found who suggested pseudonymous use of the name of
John in the gzospel. Bailantine says that *the Jews saw
no wrong in attributing new books to famous men of the
past. The Old Testament has such books bearing the name'ﬁf
bf Hoses, Solomon, and Daniel, altho written centuries .
after those great men were dead*.?® This claim might be
W Aaratandabletitithe bookheH atreotly olaimed™bo Ba &t
writing of St. John, but in view of its actual anonymity
there seems little Jjustification for it. |
3« The Higﬁgrieat John Theory.

This is the theory put forth by Robert Eisler in a
bosk which appeared in 1538 under the title, The EniZma

of the Féurth Gospel.? =nisler refers to Mugo Pelfr,

as having been *the flrast scholar +ho saw that the
evangelist John must have been a former highepriest of
Jerusalem, the John of Acts 4:6%, lIn arriving at his
conclusions, he makes much of the statement of Polycrates
that John was a priest who vore the frontlet, which to him
means that he was a highpriest. It is impossible to give
even in outline the complete liné of reasoning which
Eisler pursues. Suffice it to say that he claims to be
able to reconstruct a tolerably full life-history of this:
-Frlastly John. He was the little child whom our Lord took

A8 : |
ag¥ Ge Ballantine, Discovering Jesus, p. 1l.
e 8it., pe 2 :
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in his arms when He rebuked the jpostles for having
disputed in the way who was the greatest (Mark 9:36).
He was the young men who, with a linen cloth cast about
him, followed his arrested Master from the Garden of
Gethsemane (liark 14:51).

How he came.to write the Gospel is explained in about .
this way: 1In Ae D. 37y John became highpriest - the cruc£- 
fixion, incidentdly, is placed in 4. D. 21 = and in
Ae Ds 66 he was commander of Gophna and Acrabetta, and :
took part in ihe insurrection against the Romans. In ad=
vanced old age he was living at Ephesus, and st the close
of Trajan's reign (A. D. 115=117) was persuaded by Har=-
cion to write down his reminiscences of the Master.

Marcion facilitated this task by presenting the mempird

of the Beloved Disciple, who was none other than Lazarus. °
Marcion himself undertook the responsible work of secretary.
'The Pontic dreamer and schemer",; as Elsler terms him, '
proved himself sadly unworthy of the office and worked 1n
some of his own heterodox views., VWhen this tresachery be—
came known to John, copies of the book had alresady been
‘aont out. The revision that followed was beyond the
strength of the céntannarian Author and traces of Mar-
.eilon's insertions remained. The theory of Harcion's _

' Secretaryship is besed on an old Latin Prologus. Eisler,
by the way, makes much of the testimony of these old

prologues,
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The expression in. Poijcra&es that this John who wore
the frontlat "lay on Jesus' breast*, uisler explains as
raferring to an occaslon when Jesus took little John in
-his -arm$ as a child. i
| &nother interesting identification vhich Eisler makes.
’is that of the highpriest John with the Theophilus to whom'
'Luke dedicates his books. This is required in some way'f?ﬁ

tind e place for John in the lists of the Jewish highpriesta;
S AR interesting as this story is, it has not aroused
much favorable comments In fact, one seldom finds it re-;
terred to in the most recent literature on the subject.
Sutecliffe in a review of the work, claims that Lisler's
atltempt to meke Polycrates' work mean that the author of
the Fourth Gospel was a highpriest, a key-point in pisler's
exposition, "will not bsar the wsight of the auferstructgre
built upon 119,90 7The presence of Lazarus at the Last
Supper, which would be implied if he is to be taken as
the "Beloved Disciple* is also clearly against the clear
étatements of the Synoptics that only the Twelve were
present. For other weaknesses of Eisler's position, we
refer the reader to the review referred to above. It is

Nnot in the province of this paper to treat all of these

~5°E- F. Sutcliffe, Review of Robert Eisler's The Enigma of
~ the_Fourth Gospel, in The Hibbert Journal, 37:189=-192.



|

53

theories critically, even if the writer felt qualified

to do 0.

Eisler's claims for his theory are extravagant, and

erfwe may belleve him, "we now know more of this Jolin,

the Fourth tvangelist, than of all the other three

Evangelists together, and of St. Peter to boot, 51

Slpobert Eisler, The Enigma of the Fourth Gospel, p. 205.
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C H A" 2ATNESRE THHERFERT '

THE DATE OF THE WRITING OF THE FOURTH GOSPE;-

- The question of the dates of the Gospels is one on oz
which there will probably never be full agreemant, and
yhis is true also of the Fourth Gospel. The traditional
date is the end of the first century. To what exten_t,,'-l"_:'ﬁ
tﬁis dating is the result of the traditional poaition,.7
ﬁhat John wrote the book al en advanced age is hard to
.ééy- Those who do not follow tradition arrive at thi#bf
datlnﬂ by using the appearance of the last of the :
Syno:tics - usually Luke -~ as a terminus a quo, and the
first reference to the Gospel in posteapostolic litera=-
fure as a terminus a2d quem. Those who take the late
datc - no one thinks of following the extremely late da&e
of Baur any longer - have various reasons, one of them
being a suposed reference to the uprising of Bar
Kochba. There are various reasons advanced for glacing
the.GOSpBl earlier, one of the chief being that there
seem t0 be no good reasons for placing it so late. 1In
the discussion which follows, the late dating wiil bs
discussed first, to be followed by material which shows
the definite trend to date the Gospel no later than thar
end of the first century. Finally, the advocates of an

earlier date will receive a hearing.
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Ae Late Date Theories

We have =ald above that no one holds any longer to a
date as late os 170 A, D., the date set by Baur about a
century ago. iven poople like Hary Andrews.1 who pleads .
for a reevaluation of Baur's work, are satisfied with a
date betwsen 125 end 150. As a matter of fact, many of
thom are no Hore specific than to suggest the first third'
of the century, or the second quarter. Thus Enslin ;
gives as his view:

Enough has been sald to make argument unnecessary

that the date of the gospel cannot be set before

100 Ae Descecssslt would segem most likely to have

been penned during the first three or four decades

of that (the second) century.”

Jackson is in essential agréement with this, setiing
the terminus ad quem at about 125,93

There, are however, still authorities who Qdate it
guite definitely after 125. Thus Grill writes;

Mach den obigen Ergebnissen zur dDatierung dss

Evangeliums (um 135) und der dreil bezueglichen

Briefe (etwa Mitte des fuenften Jahrzehnis bis

150) kanp es sich nur um den Zeitraum 135-145

handeln. :

Couchoud Reasons as follows in ardving at a late date:

;Eary Es #Andrews, “The Aauthorship and Significance of
the Gospel of John" in Journal of Biblical Literature,
64:183=192,

24, S. Enslin, Christian Beginnings, p. 45l. ~
23- Le Jackson, The Problem of the Fourth Gosgal. pe 96e

Julius Grill, uUntersuchungen usber die Entstehung des
vierten Evangeliums, zZweiter Teil, pe 408. :
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At what period did the Gospel literature make its
appearance? Hermas, about 120, is ignorant of it;
Justin, about 144, alleges its existence. The
only historic allusion which cen be used to furnish
a date is that to *the abomination of desolation®.
(135)e~s.+The Gospel of John also contains a clear

- allusion to Bar Kochba. The composition of the

. Gospels, thagefara. falls approximately betwsen

- 135 and 143.

. In spite of these few examples of extremely late
§5t§§, we must agree with Buechsel wﬁon he says, "pie
ﬁgﬁhfolger Baurs datieren allgemein das Buch wesentlich
frueher, auf 100-125, "5

B. lliddle Date Theories
A comumon attitude of Bible students on gZoing back
tq-alairly'early date is iliustrated by these words of
Hﬁbe s

Dass auf Verke wie dile wvon Schweitzer (z. B. Die Hystik
des Apostels Paulus ) u. a. nicht eingegangen ist,
begruende ich demit, dass eine Festsetzung des
Johannes~LEvangeliums ins zZweite Jahrhundert, unter
Verneinung des palaestinischen Kolorits, wie Schweit-
zer dies tut, als elne erledigte These betrachtet
werden sollte., G5elbst liberalen Forscherm wie Knopf,
Lietzmann, Weinel ist die zeitliche Praezedenz des
Verfassers des Johanneg-ﬁvangeliuma for Ignatius

eéine sichere Tatsachs.

Iverach expresses a similar thought:

Tlie appearance of the Johannine writings at the-
end of the first century may safely be accepted
as a sound historical conclusion. 3Slowly the
crities who essigned their appearance to the
middle of the secong century or later, have re=
traced their steps.

5 _
“Pe La Couchoud, "The Historicity of Jesus - A Reply to Al=

g fred Loisy", in The Hibbert Journal, 37:2, p. 2ll.
F. Buechsel, Das Lvangellum nach Johannes, p. 2.

" "He H. Huber, Der Begriff der Offenbarung im Johannes-

evangelium, p. 5.
S rl%?ﬁiﬁ','"‘gohn. Gospel of* in The International Standard
- Bible Enclyelopedia, 1925 edition, Vol. III, ps 1720.
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Hoffatt sets the terminus ad quem not :mﬁch later then
Ae Do 110 and says that the terminus a quo "*is determined -
approximately by the date of the synoptic gospels, all of
which, as we have already seen, were probably known to :
the writer®.? There is mo general agreement on the point -
o’_t John's use of the Synopties, but Moffati's words
fépreSent quite a common viewpoint. Regarding the terminus
ad quem, ZScotlt says:

_ References to the Gospel can be discovered in the
literature of about 150 A. D., and it seews to have
beengknawn in Gnostic circles as sarly as 130 i, Day
and mi}gt then have been for some time in circula=
tion. :

Assuming the date of the Gospel of St. Lul;e to have been
about 90 2z, T, Scott would find the date of the Gospel
Somewhere hetween 95 and 1185, _

This dating of the Gospel at about ﬁhe end of the
first century seems to be utterly unconnected with ths
b:;iini.on held on the authorship. among those who voie
'fdﬁ-this date we find the exponents of various theories
of authorship. Needless to say, iiowever, that all those
who hoid to the tragit isnal view, consider the trand

backwards as a vindication of their position. Scott doea

not think this is Juatified, but says:

%7 Woffatt, An Introduction to the Literature of the New
1 Test&ment' Pe 581,

Ee Fe Scott, The Literature of the New Testament, p.« 335
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Assuming that John at the time of his companionship-
with Jesus was a very young man, it is conceivable
that he survived until 100 4. D., and wrote the
Gospel in his extreme old age. Yet it has some=

- times been too readily assumed that, if its early
~date can be proved, the Gospel must nccessarily :
be by John. The two quesﬁons are entirely separate
and must not be confused. : £5

on the other hand, it remains é, fact that the converse g“
w'és_ true, that the late date ruled out Johannine author=
S_hip_ rather definitely.

C. Early Date Theories

: Scott's opinion regarding the lack of direct ¢:<)r.1r_=e1tz_--i
t.’."u'on" between an early date and authorship, does not seem '
'to. apply to the early date theories. In .almosf. every '
case, those wio claim that the Gospel was written early,
also hold some unusual t.heorjr regarding the authorship
of the book. Thus Shelton, in meking out a case for the
composition in the Alexandrian region claims: |

One difficulty that disappears is that there is no

reason to assume that the Gospel of John was

appreciably later than the others,12 :

P. Gardner-Smith, in his work on Saint John and the

Synoptic Gospels, in setting up the claim that John may

well ba a primitive Gospel, makes this statement:

%e do not know the date of St. Mark with any cer-
teinty, and as to the date of the other S;-/nopust.s
" thera is very little evidence, but few crities
would put them much earlier than A. % 85-90. Is
. there any compelling reason for supposing that
 Bt,. John is much later? Is it certain he must be 3

1)
%0, S. Shelton, "The Authorship and Date of the Gospels
.. Reconsidered" in The Hibbert Journal, Vol. 41 and 42, p. 17l.




put 80 late?.eeeelndeed, we might. t.ant.auvely 1\3333“
that Mark and John were almost contemporaries.

Gardner-5mith answers the claim that the Fourth Gosgel
must be later because it represents a higher type of
tl’i‘eblosy. as though tﬁis type of theology could not have
tdevelo ped at an earlier date, by saying:

. There is more thi nking behind the Epistle to the i

Romans than behind the Epistle of St. James, but the -

. probability remaixfg that Romans is very much the :
earlier document. : _ : :

The position of Birney and Torrey regarding the date. 7
has already been treated in connection with the theory t.hatl
the Gospel was originally written in Aramalic. We refer
the reader to that section for details, merely mentioning
that Burney holds that the Gospel was written after the
fall of Jerusalem, while Torrey maintains that all the
Gospels, including John, were written before that event.
Others who are inclined to look on John as an early
Gospel are Burch}5 and Goodenough.’® The latter points
out that, while only the most conservative scholars still
eling to the idea that John was written by the *beloved
.&isciple" himself, many who have given up the apostolic
authorship still cling to the early date and the Epheaia;x‘
0‘3‘13111 of the book, even though in his opinion thaae two
matters are closely connected with the bellef that it was
'the aged John wno wrote it.

11435'. Gardner-SlRE, St Jonn end ihe Synoptic Gosp els, Pe ’-95'-‘

Ibid e« 96. :
lsVacE;;' 1I:?'m"::h. The Structure and Message of St. John's Gas, el.
5%’- R+ Goodenocugh, "John a Primitive Gospe

Bl.blical Literature, 1945, p. 145-182.




Here again, it has become so very evident how dit‘ﬁ-
cult it is for the Bible student to view the évidénco-
objectively without interpreting the facts according to
Iife_-fé.'qnceived notions. There can be no doubt that many
hﬂ;;é:"talien the theory that Hark is the original Gospel
as fheir starting point, and no matter what new evidence
'may ora»ant itself to them, they stilil start out from
:that supposition in evaluating it. It is refreshing from
t’qis angle, to find an occasional person who doesn't :
simplj repeat that John must have come after the anoptica
but. strikes out on his own and estimateg the book in its

own right.
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CHAPTER FOUR

« THa PROVENANCE OF THE FOURTH GO3PEL
In the foregoing, it has been necessary to refer to
the '-mat.ters which we now take up in more detall. The
q‘ue's'tion before us 1s: Vhere was the Gospel of John
written? Here, as in the case of the date, we have a
darinit.a consensus, with various deviaf.es on the sides
"«e '-ss:t}avll consider thé most comionly held view first, name].:y..'-
that. -fhe Gospel was written in Asia Hinor, specifically .
in _iépheaus. and follow that with a brief discussion of
t.he ‘other views held on the matter.
A ‘A« The Fourth Gospel was VWritten in Ephesus
" The ancient tradition was very clear on the point tha}ti.
John wfot.e his Gospel in Ephesus in his old age. For those who
hold to the tradition, there can be no doubt about this
pbint. any more than there is that John the Apostle was
the author. But the truth of the matter is that the lack
of evidence of John's ever having been in Ephesus is one
of the main reasons for gquestioning the Johannine author-
ship. This fact has, howeier. not changed the attitude of
most scholars over the place where the Gospel was writiens
Tbey look at the matter this way. The Gospel was written
h!ﬁph‘eaua. Only if that were the case could the tradition
have arisen. It was written by someone celled John. This

: Ji'?'hn was later confused with the Apostle. This identifica~-
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1

tion has now been disproven. But that does not alter the
f'act. that the GDSpei was still woiltten in Epheéus. Off=
| hand, it would seem that that is very good raém;xins.
 as a result, we find very little diécﬁaaion of the
p’lra’ce of origin in most of the mestigaﬁliona except ﬁheré'
tng;-a is an attempt to bring forth a different theory.
Tﬁis is quite natural in the case of those who a.ccépt.
the tradition, for the very tradition wﬂlch establishes”
John as the author also mekes it plain that he wrote in
Ephesus. For this recason we ghal'l not call up any wit=
nesses from the ranks of the traditionaliasts, but ml |
shall content ourselvds with evidence from those who no
longer accept the Apostolic authorship. Thus we have
v. Huegel speaking of *a select .Ep‘hssién Christian
eircle",l Goodspeed referring to an "Asian Elder®,2
and Hunter telling us plainly. that the Gospel was
written in Ephe;aua.:" We could quote many more examples,
but we scarcely deem it neoéssary. _ o
; Br;oomfield is one of a ;very small group who believe
that John wrote the Gospel but not in Ephesus. He sayss

X . 1
'Veo. Huegel, *John, The Gospel of*, in The Encyclopedia
Britannica, 14th Ede., Vols XIII, pP. 98. '

gﬁ-. F. Gpodspeed, The Story of the New Testament, £ 107-112.
As e Hunter, Introducing the New lestamenb, pe Sl.
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It often appears to be assumed that if we abandon
the story of John's residence in Asia, we thereby
recognlze that he did not write the Fourth Gospel.
But this assumption is quite unwarranted. The
evidence for the Ephesian origin of the Gospel is
no stronger than that for the Epheslan residence
of John. The Fourth Gospel and the Johannine
Epistles contain nothing at all to suﬁgest that
they were wrilten in Ephesus or asia.

Others question both the Johannine authorship and

Lhe Ephesian provenance. Prominent among these are the

-

" Lakesg:

In conclusion, one curious point may be noted in
the history of criticism. lodern critics have
doubted the correctness of the tradition that
connects the Fourth Gospel with John the son of .
Zebedee. But they have hardly ever doubted its
connection with Asia lMinor. The late Professor
Bacon indeed sometimes suggested that it was
Palestinian, but few followed him. Yet the
evidence for the Ephesian origin of the gospel
is not strong apart fronm ghat vhich supports
its Johannine authorship.

The Lakes are in essential agreement with Broom-
field, except that they can come to no conclusion re-
.garding the author, whereas Broomfield believes that
John wrote the book.

B. The Fourth Gospel Was Written in Alexandria

Kirsopp Lake in setting forth the claim that the
Fourth Gospel was written in Alexandria, says:

Internal evidence would suggest Alexandria, for

the gospel 1s extremely Philonic. This point has

. been brought to the front by an amazing document
. published by Dr. Bell. It is a papyrus of the

‘,4 - -
g0+ W. Broomfield, John, Peter, and the Fourth Gospel, p. 172
Leke and Lake, An Introduction to the New Testament, pe S3e



first half of the second century: a combination of

Johamnine, synoptic, and unknown material. The

Fourth Gospel therefore was read and used as a

gource In Egypt before A. D 150. Exactly what

the effect of this fact will be when it is fully

appreclated, waﬁca.nnot say, but it will raise

many questions. .

Lake wrote these words in 1937, but aﬁ yet'we see very
llittla change in sentiment as a result of this find.
But in such a matter as Biblical criticiem, twelve-
.years is a short tinme.

Broomfield expiatna his predilection for Alexandria
in this way: First of all, there is no evidence apart
from that which cénnect.s John with the Gospel, to point

to Asla as the place of origins Then, he considers
it important that Polycarp doesn't seem to know John's
Gospel. Finally, he claims that "as a hypothesis, it
does .satisfy the raqi:irements of the case in several
noteworthy res;:ects"."

A third protagonist for the Alexandrian theory is
-._Alfréd Perry. He feels that “the tradition regarding
the source and authorship of the Fourth Gospel we may
easily ignore", and then after welghing the reasons
for supposing t.hat. the Gospel was written in Alexandria,
puts the question: "Does not a survey of the evidence

warrant anew the question: . Is not John an Alexandrian

.Go spel? #8

6 . '

?ln:aka gnd Lake, Cpe cit., §§153. F8

- Broomfield, Qpe. cit., po . A

Bas M. Pﬁl‘l‘;s—gIs Johﬁ 1;1 Alexandrian Goéspel? in J. of Pib_,_ ite,
~ Vol. 63, p. 1656, - B



_Sanders believes that John 21:24, with its "we*
is the imprimatur put wupon the 005p§1 by the church
which first accepted it as canonical - most probably
Ephasus. "Then",; he writes, "it would be quite possible
tpj'qqnclude that the author was an Alexandrian Christian,
pbobably a Joew by birth, vho wrbt.e Ae Do 100, and had
access to traditions which came (posaibly at first hand)
from a Jerusalem disciple."? )

- The Alexandrian theory of provenance is intriguing
rrox'p this anglé that several of the latest papyrus finds
made in Bzypt, including the Egerton Papyrus,1C have had
portions of John's Gospel inscribed on them. g

C. Other Theories of Provenance
Burmey's position that the Gospel was written by
John the Elder at Antioch has bsen mentioned previously.
We add it here for the sake of completeness« Burney
writes, after stating why he doesn*t belisve the book
vas written in Palestine, but that it was probably written
inBome Aramaic-speaking country: :
i y Thus Syria is indicated, and if Syria, then Antioch.
“.Though antioch was a Greek city, it stood not far
from the heart of the district whence from the
earliest times the Aramaic speech was diffused,
eastward through Syria and Palestin@...«»As we
learn from acts, the natural line of expansion for
the infant-Church at Jerusalem was northward to
Antioch. If the writer of the Fourth Gespel really
spent the last part of his life at Ephesus, then we
have in antioch a half-way house between this and
J:rusalem and if the line of his missionary

activity was Jerusalem - Antioch - Epheg%S. he was
- following in the footsteps of Ste Pauls

1
1

Bgd, N. Senders, The Fourth Gospel in the Barly Church, p. 45.
€8 Ls Fs 35cott, The 9ur¥%so of the Goapels, p 110. :
[5) a

IBurn_ey. The Aram D spel,tp. 29f.

=
mares
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Tha -te-st.imony of 5t. Ephrem that John wrote in Greek
ffbut‘ Antioch ‘has been mentioned in e previous section.
S Hingena, the kesper of Oriental mamuacripts in
: t.ﬁielzJohn Ryl ands Library reports concerning a relatively
»-"'modem manuscript which wes recently discovered, that it
has the notation at the end: “Here ends the writing of
; the holy Gospel (accord:ln.ﬂ to) the preaching of John
"_ -"who spoke 1in Greek in Bithynia." Before the Gospel,
'V‘t:t_xere was this note: "The holy Gospel of ouf Lord Jesus
Cﬁrist (according to) the prea-ching of Jolm ‘the younger,"
‘Hingana points out that
The tradition re arding the composition of the F'our'l'.h
Gospel at Ephesus is now for the first time
challenged by documentary evidence, and the
R Lo bs yonstasrudnly SRR e
Hingena tells us that the original from whieh this manu=-
seript was copied dates from sbout 750 4. Ts Heedlessa

to say, unless further evidence of this kind is found,

the Yphesus theory will not be seriously challenged.

12&. Hingana, The Authorship of the Fourth Gospel, A New :
cument., Reprinted Irom & Buﬁefﬁ of the Tohn Rylands - _, »
» Pe Te Pien o it
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CRERAPTER PINE
THE HISTORICAL VALUE OF THE FOURTH GOSPEL

We should like to introduce this section of this
treatise with a quotation from The Screwtape Letters:

Thé Historical Point of View, put briefly, means

that vhen a lecarned man i2 presented with any

statement in an ancient author, the one

question he never asks is whether it is true.

He asks who influenced the ancient writer, and

hov far the statement is consistent with what

he sald in other books, and what phase of the

writer's development, or in the general history

of thought, it illustrates, and how it affected

later writers, and how often it has been mis=-

understood (especially by the learned man's

own colleagues), and what the general course

of criticism on it has been for the last ten

years, and_ what is the "present state of the ‘
question®.1 5

This little plece of satire might well be used
to describe the attitude of many todey towards the
Fourth Gospel. iiany fine theories have been sSpun
about the book on the assumption that what it contained
;:as not historical fact, but the possibility that the
book contains the very truth itself has frequently been
disregarded. :

If we were to classify present—da,y opinions on the
- historical character of the Fourth Gospel, we might well
' j:iIBe‘t.he usual right, left, and middle classification. On
. the left, we should find those who t hink that it con=
ft»ains allegory, symbolism, a wonderful spritual inter- A
”'v_pretetio;x of a great man and his teaching, but little or

"

0. s. Lewis, The Screwtape Letters, New York, The Mackillan
~ Coe, 1944, p. 139f. :



no history in the real sense of the words On the right

are those who believe that the Fourth Gospel contains Iy

.hist.or'y,,- Aand in the nziddle aré those vho find a é;m-
siderable amount of history in the book but don't quite
know ‘that to do with some of the p=88ages, ‘

' ?:mncan gives us a good definition of "form-critloism“

which 1s the popular pastime of German scholars 1ike 5-:"

8 |
1

A

Form-criticism is an attempt to penetrate -behind all
written sources of the Gospels to that dim period
during which the stories about Jesus were being told
and re-=told in oral tradition; and its basic cone
tention is that these stories took shape, not
primarily in the hands of a biographer, but in
connection with the developing life of the
primitive Christian communities = in their
mission-preaching, for example, or in their
meetings for worship, instruction and edifice-
tion. By stressing the fact (which, of course,

had been previously recognized) that the Gospels
are primarily collections of reminiscences current
in the Christien communities, Formecritlcism Joes on to
. raise doubts regarding their value as historical
documents, and (without disputing the essential
historicity of Jesus) guestions how far the
material exists for a strictly historical account
of His 1life and teachinge

Bultmamand Dibelius and others.

It is this sort of approach that is to be seen in
‘much of the literature on the Fourth Gospel today. The
practical result of it may be seen in these words of

Bultmann's:

B '
G. S« Duncen, Jesus, Son of Wan, p. 18.



I do indeed think that we can now know nothing
concerning theé life and personality of Jesusy
since the early Christian sources show no
interest in either, are moreover fragmentary
and often legendary.®

' He Es Dana some time ago contributed an article

on'The Stratification of Traditlon in the Fourth Gospel

in which he made the claim that as a result of the
palnstaking investigations of the critics

three conclusions now stand beyond successful
challenge. Challenged they will be, but their
intrinsic plausibility and support from un=-
deniable inferential evidence will enable them
to survive all dispute.

Those are strong words for someone to mélce about books
on which there are so many divergent opinions. 3o it
might be well to hear what these gonclustons are;

The first 1s that the ultimate basis of our
evangelic records is the tradition foraulated
by the first-century Palestinian churcheS«s..
In their teaching and preaching the primitive
Christian congregations utilized their re-
collections of the ministry of Jesus, and
molded these more or less detached recolled-
tions into a tradition = or, better stated,
an aggregation of many brief traditions.
These were transmuted (not translated) into
a Greek or Hellenistic tradition, utilized for
catechetical purposes in the gentile churches.
This Greek tradition eventually found permanent
record in our Gospels. Consequently, in the
epels, particularly the Synopllcs, we see
Jesus through the eyes of the early Christian
churches, ° The nearest we can ever hope to
get to the historical Jesus is the Jesus re=
flected in primitive Christian consciousness.

: 33- Bultmann, w. ps By Quoted 1in Duncan, Qﬁ' it.,
L pPe 21 Eloy
4In The Journal af Religion, 17:62.
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A second impregnable conclusion is that the Gospels

were never intended as chronologicel biographiesss.
‘ Gospels were primarily end essentially records of
. catechetical and hortatory tradition. ' :

The third conclusion proceeds immediately from the ;
second. Our Gospels are essentially interpretations
of Jesus, and hence contain a large doctrinal
interesties.seThere was a time when New Testament
scholarship set John over against the synoptists

in rigid contrast at this point, but we are now
aware that John also presents here in a more pro-
nounced deggee that which is also true of the other

“'. evangelists,
In other words, Dana is trying to tell us that in-
: stead of having four historical Gospels, we now don*t .
4 ‘hé,ve anye '
On the other hand, we fraquently find -this view
that lark may well be considered an historical source,
but .John never. Denny dismisses the historical
character of the Fourth Gospel as follows: _
Modern scholars, almost without exception, recog-
nize that this Gospel cannot be used as an
historical source with the same confidence that
-we feal towards Mark and the *Teaching Source‘s
It is not so much a biography, as an interpreta=-
tion of Jesus that we find in JohnsssesHence,
as hisaory. the fourth Gospel has very little
values . A
‘.'Fite expresses his agreement with the above when he
_writes: “If John is history, then there is little

ﬁistdry in the synoptics. n?

GH. Ee Dana, Ope cit., p» 631

m%s Be Denny, eresr and Significence of Jesus, pe 24fs
EERE B " .88 1. s
‘Werner Fite, Jesus Han, A Critical Bssay, P R



) ;_Burkitt. sees the origin of the Fourth Gospel in a
s,iiuﬁtion where a faithful disciple of Jesus was oonfrontéd :
ﬁ}ﬁ_'péople who were saying that the Son of God was not a
' rea;l man at all. This to the Evangelist was the greatest
_err"o“r.-; to deny the coming of Jesus Christ into the flesh
was the doctrine of Antichrist. So Burkitt adds:
 The Fourth Gospel 1is written to prove the reality
of Jesus Christ. But the Evangelist was no
historlian: ideas,; not events, were to him the
true realities, and if we go to his work to learn
the course of gvents we shall only be disappointed
in our search.
Burkitt expresses a similar thought in his article in

the Encyclopedia of Religion and Ethies:

For work of philesophy, or philosophical history
the qualifications required in the writer are
mental, rather than local or temporal. %e do
not need to ask how near he stands to the events,
: lt:::t wh'gthg’r he sees them in their true propor=
ons,

Lake tells us that the real reason for rejecting
the tradition of Johannine authorship is that

. the contents of the gospel seem irreconcilable
~...with the theory that it was written by a disciple
~who had been a companion of Jesus and an eye=-
. witness of his life. This view is based on the
“ theory, .now widely held, that the Gospel of
. Mark gives a true account of the ministry, and
. the Gospels of Hatthew and Luke a true account
of the teaching of Jesus., Thus, since the
 Johannine narrative is so different from them
it 'must be largely, if not entirely fictitious
. and written by a Hellenistic Christian in order
to support the sacramental theolozy which finds
a centre in the divine Jesus.10

SF-C- Burkitt, The Gospel History and its Tr mission, Pe .355{
Fs Ce Burkitt, "Gospels", In Encyclopedia o Re on and
1 '-Et-’hi.es, Vol. VI. Pe 341.

°Lake and Lake, An Introduction to the New Tastamente pe 50.
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1 Prominent among those who made much of the
'differe,nces between the Synoptic accounts and that of
J_ol?h is the French commentator, Alfred Loisy. Although
noneof his later works was ava‘uable to the writer in
'.‘_‘t.':;ﬁéa‘rrislguon.. Loisy's importance in this field requires
~'t.hgt._, his views be presented. This shall be done in
the words of Hoskyns.‘ The Ifollowing excerpt is from
, ‘Hlo:’skyns, but the words in quotation marks are taken
by him from Loisy:

Controlled and permeated by its authorts *idea’,
‘notion', *doctrine’, ‘teaching®, ‘conception’,
the Theology of the Fourth Gospel is 'Johannine
Theology' and its Christ a 'Johannine Chrisit,
Upon the Evangelist's *power of imaglnation?
and 'energy of conviction' the whole movement
and colour of his narrative depend. Setting out
from his idee of Christ, his ‘religious madita-
tions' assume *symbolic* form. In the unity of.
the symbol what is 'real' and what i3 the .
*product® of his imagination are so fused to-
gether that it is impossible for him to
distinguish the 'ideal from the real, the symbol
from its object, the theory from the history'.
50 powerful was his conviction, so vivid his .
imagination, that he was unable to differentiate
between what came to him from tradition and what
came to him *from himself'. To take an example,
in the story of the Healing of the Paralytic
the history 'loses itself' in the discourse.
No doubt the Evangelist did not intend to do more
- than disengage the 'spiritusl truth' already
contained in the earlier documents of Apostolic
Christianity, but in the process of disengagement
the 'real history' is 'lost sight of'ee..Hence it
_ comes about that the reality with which the
Evangelist is concerned is not that of history




" ‘but of 'mysticiem'....The Qospel is  *allegorical
£, An the sense that it is written on the assumption
.- that historlcal and terrestrial things have their
.- Bupernatural and 'intelligible’ counterparts
wiich are accessible to the mind, or rather ti
. the minds of those who have been *initiated’. 1

This is in full agreement with Loisy's Gospel and

. the Churche There, in speéking of the sources of the .
4 jS?spe'ls-_, Loisy writes: &
- Would not a critical examination demonstrate
further, with equal facility, that the zrsater
part of those elements of the Fourth Gospsl,
that are held to show a special tradition,
happen to be symboliec, and represent not the

memoriesk but' the personal conceptions of the
authorel ;

v ; .'Lo'isy finds allegory even in th_e' chronology of John.
V'In fact, when Loisy gets through, there is 1little Ieft‘_
of the historical Christ.' It is little vonder then
that Loisy, who didn't hesitate to publicize his v:lens_r‘
.and attack those who did not agree, was excommunicated .
from the Catholic Church.

Over against this very definite tendency to deny
%o the Fourth Gospel any velue as an historical mcor&_
* there is also a very decided trend in the opposite
£ ﬂirection. not only among those who are extremely °°n"~', -

servative, but among scholars of various shades of

| orthodoxye.

e B § : : R
- yoHo8kyns, The Fourth Gospel, ps 21ff. N
'-'Alaalfrzg I'..oisy. “The Gos _ah;xd the Church, Engush t.ranﬁ'.',-- .. 15
- lation by C. Homs, pe 30, New York, chase a_cribmr'q ‘Efo‘na, ¢




Jeremias, wt;o an the bhasis of *Que;lonmlyse‘ has many
in{.e;esting things to tell us about sources in the Gospe]_.,',
'd.oq‘_zsv not arrive at the same conclusions as does Danas Ha,:'T
toc, places the Fourth Gospel on a level with the 3ynop'£i:'cs}-r
but he makes it, like them & true recérd of events;

Da das vierte Zvangellum neben den Zvangelien
Harkus, liatthasus, und Lukas die drei apostolischen
Zeugen, naemlich Johannes, Petrus und als dritten
indreas aufwelst, der an bedeutsamer Stelle mit den
drei vorerwaehlien Zeugen Jesus genannt wird, liegt
kein UGrund mehr vor, das Johannesevangelium von den
sogenannten synoptischen Zvangelien; die durch :
gemeinsamen Berichtsinhelt in weitem Umfang eine -
Synopsis, eine Zusammenschau gestatten, zu trennens
ks ist vielmehr aller Grund vorhanden, das vierte
Evangeliun in diése Zusammenschan der andern drel
Etvangelien mit tinzubezlehen, da e& besonders durch
die zeitrasumlichen Angaben von Andreas eine not-
wendige Ergaenzung und Vervoellstaendigung zu dem
Rahmen im Leben Jesu liefert. #ir haben nicht drei,
sondern vier Synoptiker. 3

To emphasize the reliability of the Gospels as historical
documents, Jeromias adds;
Die Feststellung der Zuellenurheber in den Evangelien
hat einen bedeutsamen Eigenwert. 31e fosrdert die
neue Erkemtniss gzu Tage, dass viele Eerichte aus
erster Hand stasmen, und dass sie als apostoldsche
Zeugnisse auf voellige Glaubwuerdigkeit von vom-
herein berechtigten anspruch erheben koennen.
The importance of obtaining this trustworthiness
fAfOI“,the Gospel records is emphasized by Duncan in his

_recent book, Jesus, Son of Mans

li,ib'reinlaa.. Der apostolische
Ibido. Pe -

Urspring der view Zvangelien, ps 145.
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Christianity has always challenged the world with
a message which it claims to be rooted in history;
and that challenge will be robbed of its force

if the position must be aoccepted that the truth
about its historical origins can no longer be
known. In that case, the Gospel will become a
mere "mythos™, a scheme of salvation, the
representation in story-book form (may we even
have to say "*in fairy=-tale form*?) of certain
religious ideas.1d

* 4pplying this to the Fourth Gospel, Duncan sayss:

There are accordingly sayings even in the anoptic
Gospels which point to a readiness on the part of
Jesus lo regard Himself as in a unique sense the
Son of God; and we may infer that the much
greater frequency with which such sayings occur
in the Fourth Gospel 18 not to be attributed
merely to the development of Christological
interpretation, but represents an authentic
tradition. = In all this we can see how the
Fourth Gospel, which is so often represented as
being indifferent to historical truth, is em=-
phatic in presantinslgha Gospel as rooted and
grounded in history. -

Hodgson has a very interesting discussion on the
relation of John to the Synoptiocs;

ve began this chapter by raising the question
whether the characterization of our Lord in the
Fourth Gospel is consistent with that in the
Synoptists, I should like to end by suggesting
that that question needs to be turned round the
other way, and that what we have to ask 1s, ®%Are
the synoptic Gospels credible apart from the
Fourth?? When we think of thattremendous
figure, the synoptic Christ, who spoke with
authority and not as the scribes, who said to _
the leper, "I will, be thou clean,® who proclaimed
His e ssiahship and prophesied His return on the -

ignuncan, Jesus, Jon of Man, pe 22.
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clouds of Heaven as the Son of Man, who spoke of
giving His 1life a "ransom for many", and who
pPrayed as they nailed Him to the cross, "Father,
forzive them, they know not what they do" = when
we think of Him, we cannot avoid the question,
Are the records which tell of Him in any way
credible apart from just such a 1ife of inner
dependence and communion with the Father as is
presented to us in the Fourth Gospel?i7

In epite of those words} Hodgson does not seem to believe
in the historical character of the Fourth GosPGI.la
" Several quotations which will show the trend to give
‘to;tha Fourth Gospel more weight as & source of history
might be added. Malden writes:
Although the lapse of time may have blurred some
minor details, and althougzh he undoubtedly did teo
some sxtent read his own thoughts into the story,
yet; taken as a whole, the ¢ssential truth of his

portralt of Christ may deserve to be ranged fbova
that of eny other which we can ever possess. 9

In a similar vein, Gardner-Smith says:

The primitive elements which crop up from time to
time in the Gospel must be given full weight. In
the last few years thers has been a distinct
tendency to admit that in some respects the Fourth
Gospel is nearer to primitive tradition than either

Hatthew or Luke.20 s
As our last two witnesses to the historical valus

of the Fourth Gospel we shall call E. F. Scott and Bishop

Headl am. Headiam's last book was ehtitled. The Fourth Gospel

as History. In regard to the popular notion that many of

Tal L [
iBHodgson. And Tas Made Man, ‘Pc 2%. ;

1: Ibid.s pe 182,

e« He Haiden} Problems of the New Testament To-day, p. 214._f
203ardner-smith, Saint John and the Synoptic Gospels, p. 95. -
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the historical accounts of the Fourth Gospel are to
be interpreted allegorically, Headlam says: |

fle have now reviewed the incidents recorded in the
Gospel from the point of view of their historical
values Are we to consider them a series of
allegories written with a view to their spritual
value and having no pretensions to be true
history? I must confess that I can find no
evidence to support that view. They are all told
as straightforward stories. A definite appeal is
made to their historical truth. Their value as
evidence depends on their historical truth.

The allegorical inteiprgfazions are generally
unreal and far-fetched.

In these words, we see the aged Christian lifting up his
eyes in faith to Jesus, sitting at the right hand of
God:

One thing more I would say in conclusion. The
Christian Church teaches that Jesus Christ, who
lived in Palestine in the first century and
founded the Christian Church, was the incarnate
Son bf Gods It is a stupendous fact. It is
navural that many thoughtful people should
wonder 1f it 1s true. But if it is true, it
must be realized that our difficultises vanisha
\ie nsed have no difficulty in accepting the
divine as well as human character of His life,
and it is witnessed by all our authorities. It
also witnesses to them. There may be many
minor difficulties, as there always will be in
constructing our history from original authori-
ties, but the great difficulty which has been
at thgzroot of all the critical troubles passes

awaye
%We have had occasion repaa&ley to guote Ee Fe
,;gggit. Scott is not moved by the same considerations
"?égfia_neadlam. And yet, in his latest book, The Purpose
:Sfithé Gospels, published ﬁhis year, Scott writeaé

géa..c. Headlam, The Fourth Gospel as ﬁistorg. pe 30

Ibid. s Pe 83.

g
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In recent years the attitude of criticism of ths .
. Fourth Gospel has been steadily changing f rom -
~what it was fifty or sixty years ago. It is '
coming to be recognized that while this Gospel
has a character of its own, it igayet historical
- in the same sense as the others. . -

:With‘that we close our case for the historieal value of

‘Jbﬁhis Gospele

333, e Scott, The Purpose of the'Gosgela.
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CHAPTER 81X

L0

VALUE JUDSMENTS ON GOSPEL AND LVANGELIST

: It is the irony of fate that John wrote so well that
ﬁ#atory refuses to believe that he could be the author.
.1thn was an unlettered Galilaanlfisherman, they say,
and he could impossibly have produced such a masterplece
of theological and philosophical thought. Various people
have tried to show that such judgments are not in keeping
: with the experience of history. No one would think of
claiming that Hark Twain could not have writien his de-
lightful books just because he was an unschooled
Hississippi River steamboat pilot. Nor is it historically
true that old age does not produce masterpieces. Butl we
are not here to defend John against these detractors from
“his fame, We shall rather leave the question of who the
evangelist is out of this present discussion and note what
the world has had to say about the evangelist, vhoever he.
may bes -
In introdueing Llwyd's book, Son of Thunder, Robsrt

Hotwood says of the author:

T think that he rightly sets aside all guestions of
debate concerning the authorship of the Fourth Gospel,
for I suspect that the debate will never be concluded.:
He is too sound a scholar to ignore the findings of

. men like Canon Streeter and his brave company of
- secholars; but, at the same time, he is justified in
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his deseription of the unique genlus that enriched
- the world with one of the most inspired documents,
the Fourth Gospel. shakespeare will elways be
“hekespeare to those who love the dramas of the
great Elizabethan who gave them to the world, -and
. John will always be John the Peloved to those who
2 .Tind in the Pourth Gospel the soul of that Galilean
~who will forever remain the iight of the world to
.. those who have received him. _

H@nj £ly Lyman has this to say of John:

e know him through his work to be a choice and
. dedicated spirit, a man of lofty religious genius,
and high artistic gifts.? ;

This is not the place to ask to what extent those gifts
were the result of special gifts of the Holy Spirit; Ve
are merely reporting opinions. .

Scotl 1s also profuse in his praise of the Evangelist.
Like many others he recognizes the book as a unit and is
not roady to admit the possibility that it might be a
haphazard collection from various sources. He writes:

But when all this has been taken into account two
things eppear to stand out a8 indubitable = that
the Gospel, in spite of minor inconsistencies, is
& homogeneous work, and that it everywhere bears
the stamp of highest genius, It cannot havs come
into existence by come haphazard process of
compilation or collaboration. Only one man in the
course of centuries 1s capable of such thought as
we find in the Fourth Gospel, and we cannot imagine
that a group of men, all of them of that magnitude,
“were teaching at the same time in the church at
EphesuB....s.The author of the Gospel was a religious

1J-EP- De Llwyd, Son of Thunder, pe Xie

2Hary E. Lyman, The Christian Epic, A Study of Ns Te
Literature, p. 216
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thinker of the first rank, next to Paul the
greatest and most original mind of the early
church, :

‘ acGregor, who believes that‘threa people had a
hand in the work, must word his praise a little
- differently, but the estimate is about the same ;

¥hoever wrote it, the Fourth Gospel will always

be the Holy of Holies of Christian literature.

Whoever witness, Evangelist, Radactor, may have

been, to all three the world owes its gratitude
for the book which is, as Luther puts it, the

;chi?fgst of the Gospels, unique, tender and
rue'.

But let us pass from estimates of the writer to the
Judgments which have been passed on the work of his
genius. Several people have pointed out the universal
nature of its message,‘its timelessness, its all-embraciqg
pPhilosophy. Quimby elaborates on this thought:

John's Gospel has been called the Gospel to the
Hellenes, that is, the Greeks, For he interpreted
the Galilean Jesus and His message in terms of :
Greek culture and experience. This John did,

but in doing this he did more. He went beyond
Hellenlie culture and phrased his gospel in the
univeraal terms of all basic human experiences
everywhere. Again, John has been called the De=
fendsr of the Gospel. Defend the Gospel John did.
But in defending the Gospel, he interpreted the
life and teachings of the Palestinian Jesus in
terms of everyman's experience and life through

all time. Also, John has been called the Spiritual
Gospels This old, old description from'early times,

®Scott, Ops Cit., p. 245.

U‘uacGregor. The Gospel of John, p. lxvii.
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means that in John, Jesus and His Gospel are
set forth in terms of the inner human spirit
universal in all men. Thus did John univer-
salize the Gospel.

This 1s the, glory of John for today. He speaks

in terms of our common humanity. At first gleance
John seens devold of any practical interest nowe.
He has nothing specific to say about such pressing
present-day problems as an international govern-
ment or a world economic order. Vhat John offers
is not a ready-made cure for broken governments
and shattered economies, He offers a far daeger
remedy: the cure, of the corrupt human heart.

Filson has some fine words on the centrality of
Jesus in the Gospels

0f all the Gospels, the fourth Gospel mostsharply
defines the issue and presents Jesus, to use a
Barthien phrase, for decision. %zhis Gospel stands
or falls by this choice. If it is mistaken in

its deep and sincere conviction that Jesus is the
Zon of God in a unique sense and has a valid claim
on every man's loyalty, then it may be appreciated
as a great work of a mistaken yet beautiful soul,
but it will inevitably suffer a severe discount.
If, however, it is essentially right in giving to
Jesus a central and lasting place for believing
men, then it is a classic of simple and prorognd
expression of one of life*s deepest insights,

The Church has certainly held to the latter view, and that
is why the Gpspel of John has evor been the devot;ohél
Gospel.

While we aren't too sure that we underst and Jjust ﬁhat
Hoskyns means, we cen't refrain from giving his ayafement

of the theme of the book:

gc. Vie. Quimby, John, the Universal Gospel, p. vil f.
Fe V. Filson, Orlgtﬁs of the Gosgeia. P~ 209. :
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- The theme of the Fourth Gospel is the non-
historical that makes sense of history, the in-
finite that makes sense of time, God who makes
sense of men and is therefore their Saviour.?

Less cryptic and more fitting*t&%péing_this part

_or‘dur treatise to a close is this word by Erdman:

The Fourth Gospel 1s the most familiar and the
best loved book in the Bible. It is probably the
-most important document in all the literature of
‘the worlde It has induced more persons to follow
Christ, it has inspired more believers in loyal
service, it has presented to scholars more

difficult problems, than any other book that could

b8 named.®

And who should understand the truth of those last words

Vb'e.t:ter than the writer?

7E. C. Hoskyns, The PFourth Gospel, p. 129f,.
8D. Re Erdmen, The Gospel of JohN, ps Te
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CHAPTER BEVEN
SUMMARIES AND CONCLUSIONS

thile it is impossible in many cases to speak of an
absolute consensus among critics in regard to the varidus
points involved in this discussion, there are certain
trends that are very evident. Iﬁ is these that shall
be treated in this concluding chapter.

Hany sérious scholars are reminding us that the

question of the authorship of the Gospel should not be
confused with that of lta 1ntagr1tz and reliabilitz.

They believe 1t weakens the authority of the book 1f we
make that authority dependent on a position which is not
demanded by the book itself. Therefore, it is being

emphasized more and more that the book per se is anony-

nous. There is, essentially, no more reason for

qhaationing its place in the iﬁspired Seriptures if it ig‘

" truly anonymous than there is for doubting the right of

the other Gospels to be there, for they are all anonymous,

as far as the text itself is concernad. The fact that the
doubts which were expressed concerning the Johannine
authorahip originally came from people who thereby wished
to make it a book of human origin can, of course, not be

so oasily forgotten. But this circumstance should not
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© blind the student to the real facts in the case. To
try to maintain a position which 18 not clearly es=-

~ tablished by Scripture itself and maxe it a sine qua non

. of orthodoxy 15 a questionable procedure. This trend

,ﬁowards open=mindedness 1s very evident even in the
- “writings of those who finally come to the gonciusion
_ that John did write the Gospel, end, even if such
Z-SQen-mindedneas is often linked up with unbaslief in
Viﬁhé'inspired character of the work, it would seem thati:°
’the facts in the case demand that we take that position
and by a careful study of those facts come to a con=-
clusion for ourselves,

The denial of Johannine authorship is, it must be

admitted, very widespreade The chief reasons for this

are, on the one hand, the subjective feeling which many
have that the book is not in keeping with the character
of a personal eye-witness disciple of Jesus. This
‘feeling is largely the result of comparing the Synoptic
ploture of Christ and his 1ife with that of the Fourth
Gospels The assumption is that the Synoptic picture

- is historical, or.-aﬁ least, largdly so, and, therefore,
the Johannine picture cannot be. The other important
reason, and this one looms larger in the minds of those

who find no diftiéulty in harmonizing the two accounts,
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is that the evidence for the martyrdom of St. John at
the hand of the Jews, in other words, at an early date,
makes it impossible for John to have written it at the
time and place indicated by the tradition. This subject
has been fully treated in the body of the paper, but it
should be emphasized here that scholarly criticism shows
a dscided trend in that direction.

The only outstanding consensus on a substitute for
the Apostle 1s the Presbyter John of Ephesus. The line of

reasoning followed in arriving at this conclusion has been
briefly outlined previously. 1In view of the rather in=-
conclusive evidence on ihls point, it secms surprising
that so many scholars should come out unreservedly for
this candidate. It would Se;m to indicate that there is
a lot of "follow the leader* spirit evident among these
students of ‘the Gospels Outside of the popularity of
Elder John the only other noticeable trend is that which
makes an unnamed disciple of Jesus the author. Thistrend
is the result of the recognition of the weakness of the
evidence for the Presbyters

It must be pointed out that there are still many who
cling to the Apostolic authorship as offering less diffi-

culties than any other theory. Ve refer the reader to
the Second Chapter for evidence of this. A number of In-

troductions which have come from Gerﬁany during the period
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which has been considered are included in the works
whig@ espouse this view. And also in England, where Hunter
thought that hardly any reputable scholar still held to
thgﬂ;view, there are oﬁtstanding scholars who see no
regéhﬁ’fcr changing thelr position. That there is some=
wha§ 6f‘a leaning in the direction of Johannine authorship
algo amoqg *reputable scholars® might be indicated by the
larg?'nﬁmber who seem to see the influence of St. John
behinq yhe writer. From assuming John's influence it is
not too big a step to assume his authority. When people
ar¢ sure that the author wes an eye-witness, that he was a
Jew, that he was familiar with Palestine, it almost seems
the logical conclusion to add; he was the Apostle John.
Opinions on the date of the Gospel are so over=-
vhelmingly in favor of the period near the close of the
first century that it almost looks as if Lightfoot's state-
ment made in 1871 were approaching fulfillment. ¥We are

referring to the opinion which he expressed in Biblical Essagys:

Yie may look forward to the time when it will be held

discreditable to the reputation of any critic for
sobriety and judgment to assign to this Gospel any
later date than the end of the first century, or

the very beginning of the second.l

Even the extremest critics have gone far back from the date

proposed by F. C. Baur, 170 A. D. In addition to this,

1Quo‘t_edin He C. Vedder, The Johannine Vritings and the
'qggggggna Problem, 2. 154,
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there is a small, but quite vocal group of scholars who
gréjready to say that there is no reason whﬁ the Fourth
Géégql could not have been written just as carly as the.

xie.st..- The trend is all in the direction of carly datigg

.and awgy from the exiremely late date theories.

.‘ The whole question of the use of sources by the
'qugﬂh Lvangelist an& the—unitary character of the book
in#pi#es so many things that it was not deemed advisable
tO'include a special chapter on it: But, because of the
élosg relationship between those qﬁsstioﬁs‘and that ;r
aﬁthorship. it might be well to indicate the trend heres
There are indeed those who &o searehing about for sourcea
and claim to find thems Hoernle; ¢s 2., Claims that “the
Fdﬁpﬁh Gospel is a compilation from iwo distinct sonrces;fa
Héffinda an "}", The Record of the Loved Disciple, and a
*éf; A Gospel according to Std Philip. He even knows théﬁ
<R 13 in two volumes, of which the second also consists oi
'ftwu parté. But he reprasents such an 1nsignlfi¢ant
_mtnority, that we need scarcely consider his theory.
‘Jeremias also finds various apostolie sources in the

‘Gospel. In addition; we might mention that there are

iﬁamy ‘who believe that chapter 21 is an appandix added . bj

{aadiiterant hand from that mhich wrote cha 1=20. Huch is

‘aAiritten about: tranapoaitions and interpolations,

fuaxta? of tranapoaitionﬂ being explained by a ve:y

2 j'—".r_. .
. Fe Se Hoernle, The Record of the Loved Disciple, p. 8f.

.

e
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ingenious theory that in some way or other the pages
on which the Gospel was written became disarranged and
were copied in an improper order. Bernard treats this
matter quite fully.® But the surprising thing is, that
even many of those who claim that various sources are
evident still mainiainvthat the finished product is
the_wofk of one hend, yes, of one master mind. Thus
Petéy Gardner: ' .

If we except the ep186de of the woman taken ln'

adultery, the whole book is of uniform character,

and is the literary creation of a single writer,

including the last chapter, which is of the nature
of a supplement. :

Dodd has this to say:

If the Fourth Gospel is regarded, with a whole
school of critics, as the work of several hands,
it might be suggested that the author of the
Epistle had a part in its composion. But the

tide of criticism seems to be getting away from
separatist theories. It seems almost certain that

the Gospel bears ell through (apart from possible
minor and occasional editorial touches, and in
spite of the possible use of various sources)

the stamp of a single mind.®
Headlam is glad to hear from Professor Dodd that *it is
fashionable -at present in critiéél circles to accept
the unity of the work, and to reject either partition
theories or the presence of large interpolations®. He

hen adds, ™A work of genius is not created in that way."S

3Berna!‘d. Ie Co Cop The 303291 of St. John, PPe xvii to xxve

,4Gardner. The Ephesian Gospel, ps 53.
2Dodd, SRR oennti ths Jelkonine Eoistiess b
Headlam, The Fourth Gospel as History, p. 83.
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That rather neatly sums up the general trend in most
of the Johannina literature of recent yeara. vhether
the writer is loodking for sources or not, he genorally.

has to admit at the end that whoever put it together

‘did a superb job. From the standpoint of style and
thought patterms there 15 a unity that will not be denied.
The final conclusion to uﬁich we have come is that,
in spite of the many learned commentators who claim that
John's stories are merely the basis for his discourses
and are of questionable historical value and only to be

interpreted allegorically, there 1s also a noticeable

tendency to uphold the historical character of the events

recprded in the Fourth Gospel. Some are only willing to
‘cﬁdéddé that on a few pointe the Fourth Gospel has morﬁ
reliable sources behind it than have the Synoptics, Others
will say that the Fourth Evangelist deliberately sets ouﬂ
to correct the Synoptics. But, by and large, thers are
mgny_who no longer make the claim that the Fourth Gospel
i&é'never meant to éontain histdry. but admit that there
is definitely an historical basis in the Fourth Gospel.

' '.To show that this is a recent trend, it might be well
to quote from several recent works. le begin with
.'HOwQ;dfs The Fourth Gospel in Recent Qriticisn and Inﬁer-

retation, which appsared in a third edition in 194S.

[}

.Théra we read:
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With one notable exception, there is no reason why
the Synoptic account of the Galilean ministry, with
Journeys through Samaria and into the North, should
not fall within time-limits marked clearly in this
Johennine outline of the life of Jesus from the
Baptism to the Crosgesss«In John there are indica=
tions of superior sources of information regarding
the last days in JerusalemMe«e.ssThe main result of
this part of our examination is that in certain
respects the Fourth Gospel iz a wvaluable source 2
for our knowledge of the course of the ministry of
Jesus, supplying information where the ifarcan
narrative falils us.

Bishop Headlam, well=known Anglican bishop, entitled htﬁf

last book, The Fourth Gospel as History, published in

1948, and says that he can find no evidence toc support

e series of allegories which have no pretensions to be
‘true history. He claims that "a definite appeal 13 made
t0o their historical truth. ‘Their value as evidonca.de-
pends on their historical truth."® Ve also call aztentigg
to two other works, both of 1949 vintage. The first 18

L. Fe Scott's, "The Purpose of the Gospels and the other

Duncan's Jesus, Son of Hane The tormer. after ramarkingf;
?ﬁbout the changed attitude of critieiam of the Fourth Gos=
pelas compared to what it_was fifty to sixty years ago, :
states pointblank tﬁat in spiie of the peculliar character
of the Gospel, “it is yet historical in the same sense as

20ps Oitss pa 176fa

_QE- _.O:E_._. Pe 30.
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the others™® puncan Speaks of "a growing readiness
to find ranj,historicgl values in the evidence of the
Fourth Gospel, not only as regards episodes, but algo
as regards much of the teaching*.lo Those seem to be
clear, straightforward testimonies in support of the
claim that there is a definite trend towards viewing
the Gospel Qr John not only as a philosophical and
theological composition, but also as a record of
hiaioriqal events,

;In'summing up the last three conclusions, it should
be pointed out that not a aingie one contains anything
which would make ‘the apostolic authorship impossible, or
even improbaﬁle. vherever there has been a change in
the attitude of criticism, as in the case of the date,

he un;t,t};- and the historical character of the work, the
change has been such as to reestablish the theory of
éohanning authorship as a possible solution of the
problem. This does not mean that the people who
represent these positions are necessarily supporting
the tfad;tional views No, many have reached these con~
olusioné in spite of the fact that they do not hold to

the Johannine authorship. This mak;s their conclusions

all the more meaningful.

C cit. Do 110.
& . G-t:. Pe 16.




93

The significance of all this may be different for
those who hold to the inspiration of the Seriptures than
for those who take a different views For those who look
- upon the Gospel as a divine message but not the inerrant
inspired vord of God, this is of great importance.
Christian faith is grounded in history, in the historical
Christ, the Son of God. The Fourth Gospel, which has con=-
tributed so much to that faith, be it ever so wondarful =s
a work of art, would loseiimmeaaurably if the picture it
paints of the word hade flesh were just the figment of ths
imagination of one who had experienced the meaning of this
Jesus instead of the true-to-life presentation of ons who
had walked and talked with Jesus for several years and
had entered into close personal fellowship with Him. For
him who beliewves: in the 1nép1red nature of this Gospel,
the present trends serve to strengthen him in his determina-
tion to abide by these Scriptures as God's very message
of 1ife. Lven if we should be forced to the conclusion
that not John; but some other disciple of Jesus wrote the
Gospel, it would still remain Scripture with all that
thet implies. But beéause ﬁt the feeling which many
have towards this Gospel as being particularly close to
. the source of Christianity, humanly spesaking, many will
feel relieved to discovef that thera‘is no compelling

reason for diacarding authorship by John, the beloved
dlsoiple. who al so laanad on Jesus' breast at the Last Supperb

e : [
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