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The full fury of the attack on the Gospel was unleashed by the
Tuebingen School led by Christian Baur with the publication in 1844
of "one of the most ingenious and brilliant compositions that theo-

logical science has ever produced," viz., "Ueber die Composition und

der Charakter des Joh. Evangeliums,™ ar nssay in the Theologische

Jahrbuecher of Zeller. He was followed in the main, with different
detail, by a number of able critics in Germany and other countries
who continued the theory that Revelation and the Gospel could not
stem from the same author. Baur emphasized the earlier evidence

of Johannine authorship for Revelation. Also from its contents he
Judged that it must be the Cospel that is unauthentic. He represen-
ted the Gospel as a purely ideal work, growing out of controversies.
It was not intended to be a history but was propaunded as a system
of theology. Baur concluded that it was written ¢.170 A.D. by some

»” This theory places the 4postle in Asia Minor as

great "unknown.
author of Revelation and lraves no place for a Presbyter John.

A deluge of writings in defense of the Gospel came forth, pro=-
bably the most able and learned reply being that of Bleak(1846).8

In 1862 Michel Nicolas advanced the hypothesis which is in its
essentials the popular one today, viz. that it was a Christian of
Ephesus who, having derived his material from the Apostle John,
wrote the Fourth Gospel. This is the persomnage who in the two

small Epistles designates himself as the presbyter or elder and

whom history knows under the name of Presbyter John.®

7. Ibid. p. 718 £.
8. Godet, op. cit. p. 15.
9. Ibid. p. 16.

_
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In 1864 two more important works, by VWeizaecker and Scholten,
appeared attacking the authenticity of the Gospel. But the third
really great assault againast the Gospel was that by Dr. Keim. In

1867 appeared his Geschichte Jesu von Nazora in the introduction of

which he energetically opposed the authenticity of the Gospel. e
denied the whole tradition of the Apostle's sojourn in Asia Minor as
a mistake of Ireneaeus who applied to John the Apostle what Polyecarp
had related of another person of the same name. He claimed that the
Gospel was written by a Christian of Jewish origin, belonging to the
"diaspora" of Asia Minor.lo
Another host of dere;ders of the Cospel arose. Among those who
after careful study of the famous Papias passage concluded in the
negative as regards the existence of the Presbyter John as distinct
from the Apostle are Zahn(1866), Milligan(1867), Riggenbach(1868),
and lLeimbach(1875). The tradition of John's sojourn in Asia Finor
was vigorously defended by Wabnitz (1868) and Steitz(186S). Wittich-
en(1869) gives up the sojourn of the Apostle John in Asia Minor, dut
that in order better to support the authenticity of the Gospel,
maintaining that it was composed by the Apostle in Syria. As to the
John in Asia Minor, he was the Presbyter, the author of the Apoca-
lypse.ll

Scholten in Der Apostel Johannis in Klein Asien(1872) accounts

for the tradition of the Apostle's sojourn in Asia Yinor through a

confusion of the Apostle with the author of the Apocalypse who was

10. Schaff, op. cit. p. 719.
11. Godet, op. cit. p. 28,



not the Apostle but had borrowed his neme.lZ

The hypothesis that the Cospel is to be ascribed to a Presby-
ter John of Ephesus was developed in full detail by the novelist and
dramatic poet Fr. V. Uechtritz(1876) and by the philosopher H. Delf
(1889). Both agree that the nameless disciple in the Gospel is the
author of the Gospel; yet he is not the Apostle Johm, but the Pres-
byter.l3

During these years some eratwhile defenders of the authenticity
of the Gospel changed their views. Among these were Hase(1876), Re-
nan(1879), Reuss(1879;, and Sabatier(1879). Hase mentions the Pres-
byter John as a possible author. Renan suggests that two Ephesian
disciples of the Apostle, John the Presbyter and Aristion, wrote the
Gospel 20 or 30 years after the apostle‘'s death¢14

Among those on the conservative side at this time were Abbot,

The Authorship of the Fourth Gospel(1880), Westcott, St. John's Gos-

pel(1880), Weiss, Das Johannes Evangelium(1892), and Lightfoot, Bib-

lical Essays(1893). Zahn, the most learned of all ‘the workers in

the field of early Christian literature, came out on the conserva-

tive side with Introduction to the New Testament (1899), and Fow=-

schungen z. Geschichte d. Neutest. Kanons(1900) .19

During the years 1870 to 1900 the dominant tendency in the
criticism of the Johannine literature seemed to gravitate toward a

middle position. The eritics seemed increasingly to admit that the

12. Ibid. p. 18.

13. Zahn, Introduction to the New Testament, p. 230.

l4. Godet, op. cit. p. 20.

15. William Sanday, The Criticism of the Fourth Gospel, p. 6.




Cospel might be the work of & near disciple of the apostle. Then
around the turn of the century came out an increased flood of liter-
ature on both sides of the question. Attacking the authenticity of
the Gospel, presenting it as more or less downright fiction, were In-

troduction to the New Testament by Juelicher, a massive article on

"John, Son of Zebedee,"” in the Encyclopedia Biblica by Schmiedeil, a

monograph on the Fourth Gospel by Renan, and a commentary on the
Gospel by Abbe Loisy. To answer these appeared The Gospels gg_ﬂisé
torical Documents by Stanton, The Character and Authorship of the

Fourth Gospel by Drummond, and John the Presbyter and the Fourth

Gospel by Chapmann.l6

One would think that the material on the Johannine problem
would be long exhausted, but the literature continues to pouf forth.
Mostly it is a rehash of old arguments but now and then a new dis-
covery is made. For a consideration of the trend in more recent
years we shall in the next chapter summarize separately the opinions
of some of the twentieth century erities in regard to the controver-

sy about the Presbyter John and the Johannine literature.

16. Ibid. pp. Iiff.
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III. The Controversy - Its Present Status

A,
Soms hold that the Apostle John wrote all the Johannine litera-
ture and deny the existence of the Presbyter John or relegate him to

& minor position.

The number of those who make an outright denial of the exist-
ence of the Presbyter John is surprisingly small, However there is
a large number of those who write on the Johannine literature who
make no reference to the Presbyter and thereby tacitly or by infer-
ence do deny his existence. Noljspth and Simpson in their articleel
do pot mention the Presbyter, but are militant defenders of the apo-
stolic authorship of the Fourth Gospel and it is safe to conclude
that they reject the Presbyter John hypothesis.

Avong those who explieitly deny that the Elder John ever exist-
ed is T. Zahn. His opinion carries much weight. Not only does his
learring probably surpass that of all others in this field, but he
is one of the few whose approach seems to be without bias and pre-
conceived opinions. W%While not stating his opinions dogmatically he
does make it clear that he is firmly convinced from the evidence
that the traditional view is the true one. Only one John was known
by the early Church, and he was the beloved disciple, and apostle

2

and evangelist, Zahn re jects the theory of the early martyrdom of

l. Cf. the Bibliography.
2. Zahn, Geschichte d. Neutest. Kanons, p. 208.




John, believing that the tradition derived from Papias refers to
John the Baptiat.3 He says that the Presbyter John owes his exist-
ence only to the critical needs and desires of Fusebius.? Lenski,
in his commentary on John's Gospel, makes an outright denial of the

existence of the Presbyter John. A.T.Robertson in his Epochs of the

Life of the Apostle John(1935) holds that the Presbyter John is a
figment of critical desires and that all five Johannine writings
come from the Apostle John.

Among those who ascribe all the Johannine literature to John
the Apostle, and who do not venture a definite decision as to the
existence of the Presbyter John, are Sanday, Cartledge, and Salmon.
Sanday doubts the existence of John the Presbyter and shows hor the
attacks on the authenticity of the Johannine writings rest on falla-
cles. He defends the traditional view. Cartledge says that the
case for an Elder John distirct from the Apostle does not rest on a
very firm foundation. He takes the position that we have good
grounds for believing that the Apostle John was the author of all

the Johannine 1iteratura.5

According to Salmon we cannot definitely
say whether Paplas wrote of one or of two Johns. If he refers to a
distinet John the Elder, this must have been a notable person. Yow-

ever it was John the Apostle who wrote the Gospel.6

3. Zahn, "John the Apostle,” Schaff-Herzog Religzious ¥ncyeclo-
pedia, Vol. VI., p. 206.
4. Zahn, Intro. to the N. T., Vol.IL. p. 280.
5. Samuel A. Cartledge, A Conservative Introduction to the
New Testament, pp. 196 ff.
6. Selmon, op. cit. p. 269 f.
In a posthumous volume, The Human Element in the Gospels,
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Among the conservatives are those who subscribe to the exist-

ence of the Presbyter John but do not ascribe any importance to him.

These include Weiss, Clemen, and Godet. WYWeiss says that the Preaby-
ter John is to be distinguished from the Apostle, but that the Ap-
ostle did live in Ephesus and wrote the Johannine literature.” Cle-
men finds no proof that John was martyred early nor that he did not
reside at Ephesus. He says that Papias does distinguish the Apostle
John from the Presbyter but does not say that the Presbyter is in
Asia; at least he cannot have played an important role there. There
is no proof that the Gospel and the Epistles are not from John the
Apostle.® Godet says that Papias expressly distinguishes the Ap-
ostle and the Elder John. The Elder is probaebly one of the two
"other disciples™ of John 21,2. He is not known otherwise and is a
ficure of no importance. The traditions of the Apostle's long life

9
in Ephesus are true. He wrote the Gospel and the Epistles there.

B.
Many take a mediating position as to the historical truth and
authority of the Gospel, and are inclined to ascribe a decisive role

in its writing to the Presbyter John.

(1907), Salmon suggested that it was John's "hermeneutes™ or assist-
ant who wrote the Gospel. Also Sanday, in his old age, weakened in
his previous conviction. (Robertson - Epochs in the Life of the Ap-
ostle John, pp. 155 f.)

7. Weiss, op. cit., pp.47 : e

8. Carl Clemen, "The Sojourn of the Apostle John at Ephesus,”
The American Journal of Theology, IX (1905), pp. 643 f., 673 f.

9. Godet, op. cit. p. 24.

R o
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In the following paragraphs are summarized the views of these
critics as they are found in their writings. Most of these views
are culled from the books listed in the bibliography. The books of
others were not available but their views were derived from sources

as noted in the footnotes.

Baur, W.: The Apostle John was never in Asia ¥inor. The Gospel was

written by the Presbyter J’ohn.lo

Bernard: Eusebius was right in distinguishing the Apostle John from
the Presbyter John. The claim that the Apostle was martyred is
not justified. The title "elder™ of the Epistles, their relaticn
to the Gospel, plus the tradition that the Gospel was not in %the
Apostle's own hand, but was dictated to 2 disciple, leads to the
conclusion that John the Presbyter was the writer and editor of
the Fourth Gospel, although he derived his narrative material

from John the son of Zebedee.ll

Bousset (Offenbarung - 1906): The author of the Apocalypse was a
John of Asia Minor, not the Apostle, probably the Elder John of
Papias, who is the Elder of the 2nd and 3rd Epistles of John, the

unnamed discivle of John YXI, and the teacher of Polycerp.lz

Burney (The Aramaic Origin of the Fourth Gospeid -1922): The Fourth

10. Walter Bauer, Lietzmann's Handbuch zum Neuen Testament,
Vol. 2, p. 4.

11. J. J. Bernard, "Gospel According to St. Johmn," Vol. 1,
International Critical Commentary, p. XLIV.

12. R. H. Charles "The Revelation of St. John," Internation-
al Critical Commentery, Vol. 1, p. XLI.-
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Gospel was probably written in Aramaic at Antioch about 75 or B0
A,D. by the "diseciple whom Jesus loved,” who is not the son of

Zebedee, but unnamed in the Gospels. From Antioch he journeyed
to Tphesus where he appears s John the Presbyter, where in his
last years he may have produced the Epistles of John and the Ap-

ocalypsa.13

Carpenter: For ihose who accept the Cospel and the three Epistles
of John as the workof one writer, the way is open for their sas=
cription to the Ephesian Elder who may have been Bishop of the
Church in Ephesus as Polyearp was in Smyrna. This identification
of the ¥vangelist and the Elder leaves us without any information
about the Elder’s personality unless we see through or in him

"the Beloved Nisciple."l4

The Apocalypse was probably edited sbout ¢5 A,D. by a pro-
phet named John, whom Justin Martyr later identified with the Ap-

ostle. The Gospel weas probably produced about 100 A.D. in a

fellowship possessing a store of materials, partly orel, partly

written, by an Elder (probably of *phesus) who may hsve been nam-
ed John. If the Elder presided over the composition of the Cos-
pel, he may have introduced the Apostle under the figure of the

Beloved Disciple. If the éider i% the Fléder John of Papias, Pap-

. D
_iag must have been mistsken in supposing that he had ever been a

13. Charles C. Torrey, "The Aramaic Origin of the Gospel of
Jokn,™ The Harvard Theclogicel Review, XVI (1922), p. 232,
14. J. Estlin Carpenter, The Johannine ¥ritings, p. 216.




disciple of Jeaus.15

Charles: John the Apostle was never in Asia “inor, but he died a
martyr's death between 64 and 70 A.D.

The theory of Dionysius that the Gospel and the Apocalypse
must have had different authors has passed out of the region of
hypothesis and may now be safely regarded as an established con-
clusion. The John who wrote the Apoeslypse claims to be a prd—
phet, not an apostle. He was a Palestinian who migrated to Asia
Minor when probably advanced in years. The elder of II and III
John is likely the Elder of whom Papias speaks. The Johannine
Foistles are linguistically so closely connected with the Cospel
that they must have the same authorship. The internal evidence
indicates a connection of the Apocalyose with the Fourth Gospel.
The Evangelist was apparently once a disciple of the Seer, or

they were members of the sams circle.ls

Dibelius: Papias knows of two Johns. In II and III John we have
the mglder.” Since he is also called "disciple of the Lord,” Ir-
enaeus probably made the wrong deduction that the Apostle is re-
ferred to. Polycerates of Ephesus says that the John who was
there had lain on the breast of the Lord and was a priest who
wore the frontlet. Since the Beloved Disciple appears only in
the Passion Story, we have the picture: A Jerusalemite of a

priestly family who became an adherent of Jesus in His last days

15. 1bid.p. 250.
16. Charles, op. cit. pp. XXXII, XXXIV, and XLIII.

.
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and an eye-writness of part of the Passion, became in extreme o0ld
age in Ephesus the head of a district. He is called & diseciple
of the Lord on account of his personal relationship with Jesus,
and the "elder"” because his life extended over a long period of
time, but he is not called Apostle. This Jobkn the Elder was pro-
bably the suthor of the Apocalypse, but he was rot the author of
the Gospel, for his apocalyptic tendencies agree pcorly with the
spirit of the Gospel. He was probably the founder and leader of
a circle in which the Joheannine writings of the New Testament

A
were a2t home.*v

Filson: The Gospel was probably written at Ephesus at the end of
the first century. The testimony of a Jerusalem disciple, pro-
bably not the Apostle John, was set down by one of that dia-
ciple’s admirers named John. This admirer and actual writer of
the Gospel was celled the Elder(II and III Johmn). Tradition has

probably confused John the Elder with John the Apostle.le

Garvie, A.%. (The Beloved Disciple - 1922): The Gospel of John is a

product of a Jerusalem disciple of Christ who was but a youth at
the time of Christ's ministry, and who was connected with the
priestly clan., He is "the beloved disciple.” His witness and
meditations were recorded by the Elder John of Ephesus, who added

comments as he wrote the Gospel.19

17. Martin Dibelius, A Fresh Approach to the New Testumeni
and Farly Christian Literature, p. 107 f.
18. Floyd Filson, Origins of the Gospels, p. 205 ff.
- 19. Ibid. p. 204.




Harnack: It was probably John the Presbyter who wrote the Gospel
for a small circle of intimate students. He was guided by infor-
mation which he got from the Apostle. Our Gospel may be consid=-
ered as a Gospel of John the Presbyter according to John the son
of Zebedee. The same Presbyter also produced the Epistles and
the Apocalypse. The Apostle John may have visited Ephesus, but
the John who lived there long was the Presbyter. It was probably
intentionally that the Johannine writings were later ascribed to

2
John the Apostle. 2

Lohmeyer ("Exposition of Revelations™ in Lietzmann's Handbuch zum

Neuen Testament): The Seer of the Apocalypse is John the Presbyter

who mayhave written the Gospel in Aramaic in Syria, and some time

afterwards the Apocalypse in Greek.zl

Streeter: Evidently the Apostle John was not living in Ephesus at
c. 96 A.D.: otherwise the hesitation in some zuarters toward ace-
ceptance of the Ephesian Gospel is hard to explain. The tradi-
tion that he was there arises from the fact that John the Seer,
author of the Apocalypse, was already by Justin Martyr identified
with the Apostle. John the Elder is described by Papias as a
"disciple of the Lord,”™ by Polycarp as one "who had seen the
Lord."” As a youth he may have known Him in Jerusalem. John the
Elder was probably the last Jew to be a dominating figure in the

great gentile Church. His age, his personal gifts, his having

20. Adolf Harnmack, Die Chronologie der Altchristlichen Liter-
ature bis Eusebius, Vol. I, pp. 679 T,
21. W. F. Howard, Christianity according to St. John,p.13.




seen the Lord, gave him an authority all but apostoliec. By "the
elder" in II and III John he affixes his signature to the closely
related I John and the Gospel. He was a diseiple of the Apostle
John of whom "the beloved disciple™ is an idealized portrait.

His Gospel is the elimax of the development of theology in the
New Testament. The writings, character, and career of thiz Elder

o
John were in later tradition ascribed to the Apostle John.zh

Von Dobschuetz: The personage in Ephesus is not the Zebedee's son
but the Presbyter. He is from Jerusalem, perhaps having known
the Lord. He abhors all keathen idolatry and all contact with
heresy. By his sense of exclusiveness and fear of uncleanness
he kept the Church in Asia free from heathen libertinism. The
Church is indebted to bhis Presbyter John for the establishment
of the real historical personality of Christ, and of Christianity

as a practical religion.25

wright, C. J. (The Mission and Message of Jesus - 1937): The belov-

ed disciple is John the Apostle. A follower of the Apostle, pro-
bably John the Elder, actually wrote the GCospel. He was of a

24
priestly family and very probably had himself known Jesus.

C.

Some tend to deny the historicity of the Gospel, but may con-

22, Streeter, op. cit. pp. 467 ff.

23. Ernest Ton Dobschuetz, Probleme des Apostolischen Zeit-
alters, pp.91 ff.

24. TFilson, op. cit. p. 205.
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nsct it with the Presbyter.

Moffat: John the Apostle early suffered a martyr's death. To ac-
count for the second century tradition of John's long life in
Asia, we must assume a definite historical figure who lived to a
great age in Asia “inor and becams an authority there. This John
the Presbyter of Ephesus, who must have shared the prophetic and
even chiliastic aptitudes of the Asiatic circle to which he be;
longed, is probably the author of the Apocalypse and of II and
111 John. The Apocalypse and the Gospel are to be attributed to
the same school or circle in Asia Minor, but to different auth-

ors. The author and the editor of the Gospel are unknown.a5

Scott: A better cese can be made out that the Elder John wrote the
Apocalypse than that he wrote the GCospel and the Epistles. The
Cospel has undergone a process of editing, but its genius stamps
it as originally the work of one men. We cannot even form a

guess as to his identity.26

Heitmueller; The Apostile John esgyly suffered martyrdom. ip Ephesus
a circle of people formed abowt the Presbyter John who was their
Hero. They made him an authority and legitimized their ideas by
asceribing them to him. This cirele promoted the Apocalypse, the
Cospel, and the Zpistles of John, however these may have come in-

%o exiatence.27

25. Moffat, op. cit., pp, 480, 513, 550, 616.
26. Ernest Findlay Scott, The Literature of the New Testament,
Pp. 244 f.




Hirsch, Emanuel (Studien zZum Vierten Evangelium - 1936):28 There is

no historic foundation for the sojourn of the Apostle John at
Ephesus. He suffered martyrdom in Jerusalem. Tradition has con-
fused him with another John at Ephesus called "the presbyter™ by
Papias. This title indicates that he wa a member({presbyter) of
the mother church at Jerusalem. With others he came to Ephesus
by way of Antioch. It was due to him that the work of Paul did
not perish but was transformed in the interest of sound snd per-
manent doctrine and practice so that the church of Asia could be-
come the staunchest defender of the orthodox faith.

The Apocalypse is composed of two parts. The Presbyter John
originated the older part in Jerusalem and revised it at Ephesus.
The later part he wrote at Ephesus. The two were unified and ed-
ited after his death.

The original Gospel is the work of an unknown disciple in
Antioch Syria. Before 140 A.D. it fell into the hands of a theo-
logian in Asia Minor who was convinced that it was writien by the
diseciple whom Jesus loved, and in his imagination this diseciple
became fused with the Presbyter John. The Epistles were written

by this same unknown .

Bacon: The Elder John of Ephesus is an improvisation of defenders

27. ¥W. Heitmueller, "Zur Johannes-Tradition," Zeitschrift
fuer die Neutestamentliche Wissenschaft, XV (1914), p. 203.

28. H. Offermann, "The Fourth Gospel in Recent Research,”™ The
Lutheran Church Quarterly, IX (1936}, pp. 355-63 is a review of
Hirsch's book. Offermann himself considers the Presbyter John a
mythical figure.
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of the Fourth Gospel who have been forced to retire from the tra-
ditional theory of its apostolic authorship. The Elder John men-
tioned by Papias never was in Ephesus but is the John of Jerusa=-
lem who stands seventh in order of the Jerusalem "elders”™ midway
between James the Lord's brother({ob. 62 A.D.) and Judas who clo-
ses the 1ist in 135 A.D.2?

The Apostle John suffered martyrdom before the writing of
the Apocalypse. The youthful diseiple with priestly connections,
resident in Jerusalem snd "adoptive" son of Mary was John Mark
who was early confused with the Apostle.so

Ephesus had long been equipped with elders. Probably the
two Epistles supersecribed "the elder”™ were written by one of
them. There is strong evidence that the same one, nameless,
gathered traditions from Hellenists dispersed from Jerusalem, and

the principal mass of the Fourth Gospel is due to his hand.:51

These some thirty viewpoirts included above seem to cover the

field except for the ultra-radical school of thought which arbitrar-

ily denies any semblance of authenticity and historicity to the

Scriptures. It is evident that the general tendency is to reject

the Apostolic authorship of part or all of the ‘ohannine literature

and to assign it to a grealer or lesser extent to the Presbyter John

of Ephesus. There is Lowever no gemeral agreement as to which books

he may be responsible for or to what extent.

29. Bacon, op. cit., 0.323.
30. Bacon, "Jobkn and the Pseudo-Johns," Zeitschrift fuer die

Heutestamentliche Wissenschaft, 20X {19z2), pon. 140 .

31. Bacon, "The Mythical Elder Johm," p.325.




In the second part of this paper we propose to consider in a
rather condensed manner some of the materials which are behind all

this variation of opinion.
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B. THE MATERIALS OF THE CONTROVERSY
IV. The Papias Fragment

The starting point for the Presbyter John controversy is a quo-
tation from Papias reproduced by Eusebius. Papias ( 70 - 146 A.D.)
was bishop of Hieropolis in Phrygia. His ;ritings heve been mostly
lost but the fragment in question, from his expostion of the Oracles
of the Lord, has been transmitted to us by Eusebius(¥us. H. D. III.

33). Papias writes thus:

But I shall not hesitate also to put down for you
along with my junterpretsticns whatsoever things I have
at any time learned carefully from the elders and care-
fully remembered, ruaraenteeing their truth. For I did
not, like the multitudes, take pleasure in those that
speak much but in those that speak the truth, not in
those that relate strange commsndments, but in those
that deliver the commandments, given by the Lord to
faith and sSpringing from the truth itself. If I met
anywhere with anyone who hed been a follower of the el-
ders, I used to inquire what wiz: the sayings of the el-
ders, (700§ TWir npCo 80T1Cpur Ikpmor XY CUS) ; what Andrew
or Peter said(sCncr ), or Philip, or Thomas, or James, or
John, or Matthew, or any other of the diaciales of the
lord; and what things Aristion and the presbyter Johmn
( 6 RPEr PUTSLOS TOArFng ) and the disciples of the
Lord say ()€yoosis-). Por I did not expect to gain so
much from books, as from what came from a living and ab-
iding voice.

Also other points of this fragment have been called into dis-
pute, but the chief question at issue is whether Paplas here refers
to one John or to two Johns. Godet states that already Leimbash
(1875) quotes as many as 45 writers who had treated the subject of

the Papias fragment in his time.l

1. Godet, op. eit. p. 5l.



-28-

At first reading, since Papias names John twice, it Aoces seem
as if he were speaking of two Johns. We notice that with the first
group of names Papias uses the past tense "said,” whereas with the
second group of two names he uses the present "say.®” That would
secem to indicate that the latter two were living and that the former
ones had died at the time Papias made his inguiries.

In the first group Papias names seven aposiles including John
and he calls them "presbyters” and "diseciples of the lord.™ In the
second instance he uses the very same two terms in referring to
John. That would seem to indicate that he wants to meke clsar that
he is designating the sems John both times.

Some argue from this passsage that Papias's informents were
tvwice-removed from the apostles; that the "eldera”™ in the first in-
satance does not refer to the apostles, but to those who succeeded
the apostles and tramnsmitted what the apostles had said. It was
with the followers of these elders that Paplas came into contaet,
Such an argument seems to be distorting the words‘as they stand.

Most writing is done freely without precise aforethought as to
what eritical examiners who study the individual words may possibly
deduce from the words. used. The true thought of the writer is more
likely to be the one that appears on ithe surface than one that ean
be deduced from a eritical analysis of the words used. Since my
first impression from reading through the passage once was that
Papias is here spesking of two different Johns, my conslusion from
this passage alone would be that Papias knew, or knew of, a Presby-

ter John distinct from the Apostle.




