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THE AUTHORSHIP OF THE FOURTH GOSPEL.

The gieafimajority(of fhéological writers of,rénown
are prepared to accept the authenticit& éhd géguineness;'
of the‘Syﬁoptic’Goépéls;'”ﬁEny ipdeed'give. for%eéfinter~
pretafionS'to various.passages,'intefﬁretétions that remind

one of the Gnostics of old, but most scholars admit that tke

titles of the Synoptic Gospels are true,

The fires of criticism, howefer& burn brightly about -

:thé‘rourthleospel. Since the publication of Bretschneider's
able work dn 1820, theologians of  note have struggled with
| fhe question of the authorship of the.Fqurth’Gospél.VI wi1l |
ot for a moment intimate that either side had any ulterior

motive, although the'Speculétionslpro_and conlhave somet imes k -ﬁiﬁ

reminded me more of the arguments of & skilled lawyer'than
the serene ané even-handed justige and calm reflective'v»

abilities of a scientist, Such speculations, while showing

" the ability and'individuality of the writer, are to my mind
 0£ a questionable benéfit.'Aristotﬁgfs"iaw of the golden

mean is of service here as elsewhere, And forced interpre-

tations are almost as odicus as logical fallacies, In the
following pages‘lbwill_ do my best to avdié‘both. I’will »

try to nrove ny ownlviews'on the subject I discuss -though

‘mathemetical proof is not obtainable- in the best way I

“can, but try te be fair,

~ The question before me is an historic cne..whatever~

views' we may entertain facts of history contain'the-fihal '

criterion of the question,
 VWhat then are the facts of history bearing on this
case 9 | | | ' o | ”
1Despite some extravagances of~imagiﬁati6£,‘it must,

I think be conceded that prlmitlve Chrlstianlty (40 ~500

- A.D, ) was earnest and zealous in attempting to obey the

Master's command to lead the World to Him. Canfe331ons of

faith had not been ertten,‘ how was it nossxble that dlffer-“
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ent systemsz would not be formulated?

Hven the chi&fvﬁ? %h&"ﬁﬁmaklag ma&e S mis%aka at

‘ﬂmtiosh, that could @aaily b@ cnnatru@é ag. &ntaganiyinh

the %h&nlegy of P%ul. Kan apnroagh perfeataan by &ivina ald

ﬁnxy, amé nene but ﬁhe Apostles had, in the i&@ral sense,

~been the disciples of the lord, One faat hmw&v&r, m@kaa my

attention as I reaﬁ ‘the wagﬁa written by the F&tﬂ@?% of

- bhe Churnh.

Their moral sarnestness ia inﬁiayuﬁﬁbla,'

They speculated, but their very speculation shows zeal

. for the couse they sdvocate.

} They may err, bnﬁ'ﬁhay do na%~fahriaaﬁa, And they
are far from shwwing‘any puerility of intellect. . It is true‘

that 1égmﬁﬁary writingm;"wera published 4in that period,

. but‘év@n ﬁheaabﬁhaw h&w_grﬂatly the wriﬁers'éélighteﬁ in

Cothinking on theologleal @ubjeﬁtﬁ. I do not think that £h&ra
i any faet of hi%taiy to prnva/that the writers of the ﬁaw. R
A?éat@m@n%'Apoeryph&'or Pseuﬂe@igx@@ha iﬁtandéé that their .

‘wriﬁinga should he regarded inspired. ?key‘@r@hmé I heliéve,’

aecdrd&ng to their own uﬁéarsﬁanﬁin@; and could no m@rﬁh
ﬁ@ai%t fram wriﬁiag than a moeh can cease to azng or ‘s bird
can guit warbling. It was apantaneous autburst of religious
fervor, th& motive being to glexify God, whatever we think

ab@u% thelr Vi&WE. And avéﬂ it we have to a&mit ﬁhaﬁ some

‘4macrvmaal writim@@ war& Quﬁtad by the FPathers ef Lha Chureh

‘aﬁ Holy ﬁavlpture, f&ﬁ Irenwus, Glmm@nh anﬁ Grig&n regar@@d

"pastor Hermae®), these were @xe&ptiona¢ Cases,

The @arly shurch, moregver, ‘does not show any markeﬁ

'sign% of fanatiaiam. with the possible exc@mtioﬂ of Konﬁaniats;

This g all the more ?o ba wanaarmﬂ st when we ﬁﬂﬁ%lﬁﬁr the

' @ﬁxsecuﬁimnﬁ of hhrmstiams during the fir@t *hrae canturi%ﬂa

- The ecalm fpm_imm displayed by the :,:migzmn martyrs under

all conceivable forms of torture, spesks volumes in defence

{3

of the credibility of the writers who wielded their pen in |
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'in defence. of their faith during the second arnd thiré'cent~

uries, This bravery of r@signmtian, whiah has ﬂet the 1east
gemblance to bravery of despair, had the effect of sprea&~
ing ﬁhristianity ap@edily and surely. ana T will nmt ‘
gtrive ta minimiye the pségyaolagiaal effect of one mind

on another mind, That certaiﬂly hasg its great valu@.,weither
da I deny that Christ fulfilled, ﬁuring those times of °
trnubl@, 1n‘a 3necia1 way, Hig promise to be always with His
diaiples, Yeb it seem$ to me nmcesmary Anference that there ,
were them some writings 0ancknawledgeé‘ apastglic author-
ship, in order to harmonizes faith and reason in'the’minds
afAGhristians but noere espeaially to satisfy th@se cultufeé‘
men and women who swelled the ranks of chriﬁti&ns durlng the |
first two centuries, I cannat believe that master~min&s as
the twn Clements, Irenwus and eapecxally Qrig&n paaseesed
could have been converted ta_ahrlatianitysfno matter how
beéntiful her teachings, and in ﬁhatever cgntrgsﬁ to the
immérﬂality of heaﬁhanism, "had there not been any writings |
af'”‘apostlesvar_apgstalic,mén%i that could fully be ielieé
on, To become a Christian in thése times meant to' renounce
the pleasures of the world, protection of the 1aw,,life.iﬁ*
gelf if need be, Men will not 3.ay"a.sme‘a11 nopes of earthly
hapmineﬁs, unless they are cunvincea, riot anly of the beauty

of Christianity but also of ?he ﬁruth of it. ﬁen with such

_acknowledged intellectual anllities must have been aanvertea
- by the wriﬁteﬁ,woré ag Paul was converted by ﬁh@vliving

Word.

But, it may be aaksé' What has this to do with the

,qurth @Oﬁp&l° Are not the Bynoptic Gaanela suffiaient for

thia purpose? Yes, they are. And y@t the Fourth Gcsnel
showa such intimate understanding of Jesus, such tender affin-
ity beﬁwean Haster and disciﬁle, such Lhristal&gical aﬂmplete

ness, so child like faith that i fall ke see its varallel

11n even the ! ynnptzc Gesnels. 1 see, therefer@ in th@'
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Fburth‘@0$pal, { pravide@»it ig nroved authentic),

‘mightier weapon for esnv&rtinf aauls than even in the T

'Gaapal of Iuke.

Now what are the faeta? The iirﬁt I owill adduce is

tnis: ALl the ancient church, - with the excepbion of the

Alogi, who never rose to the dignity of a sect,- believed

“that $t. John wes the author of the &Qﬁpﬂl that bears hi%

name,

Guch im the voice éfvtraéiﬁimné and yeﬁ, dnring 511
thﬁbﬁﬁﬁaﬁﬁ cannnw»,‘and .&ﬂyeaiallv ﬁﬁrimg the first half.
of i%.vitkwﬁs eagy Lo ;Lndauﬁ wha 1%@ author was, snd it
is the haighﬁ of nres umpuian to imyuﬂﬁ tu prl,iuL?“ Qhri$ﬁ~'
lanity sueh leck af'e&rﬁgatn@&ﬁ an&>§ractiﬂal common a@ﬂ$@,~ 
that’ih@y would not tﬁy to Tind out vho was Llve authaﬁ of
that unigu%,hmwk;Q_&ha mast be&uﬁiful‘ﬁhﬁy ever‘r@&& or We

-

gyver wlll peruse,- tnw sixang 8% bulwark of Chrlstianity

of a1l times.

1 wontend then that thls tradition undisputed for about

‘seventeen hundred yﬁaralfurnishas strong ant@eedent probablile

ity in Tavor of apostelic suthorshiv of the gﬁg?@l, The least

1 gon claim  is thet sush tradition be disproved if wooseible,
. . / _ L : : gt )

but not simply ruied out of court zs impraveble, becnuse the

- goapsl mon%&inﬁﬁawr&ﬁivwﬁ aof miraal&a. ! pr@qumntlan &@

in favor of that which wxiaﬁs“ ﬁ&ﬁ' us then BTOHO am& to see

-t

- whether .wevcanvfinﬁ a cunaﬁci 22 chain af av1&enaﬂ for

avostolic authorshin, ext end?ny %nramg%@ut ih@ a#sanu vent»

ury, If this can be done the guesbion ig(graetimaily golved,

‘But if that cannot be,accam@liﬁhad' - if the evidence is

‘broken or vague, or if there is not to be faumd\cons@nau%

'\of Gﬁ&ﬂﬁﬁﬂ rﬁwarding thiq quastlen, ‘the prﬁbl&m.r@mmins'

unsolved, ah» wraaabzllty, hnw&v»r being on the side of th&

: .great@r numb@r'of,trus@warthy testimonies adduced,

It mey, I believe be taken for granted that about the
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year 200 AQD,, the Tourth Gospel was universally acknow»
ledged as the work of St, John. I will then proceed from b
that date and trace the evidence backward, as far'as I can,

My first witness is Origen‘(185~954) A mere glance

at his great dogmatic work 7/’ &/0/ ﬁaészcrp" »l'is

v,sufficient; He quotes there the Fourth Gospel over thirty

times;'lt is undeniable that he regards it of the same rank
as the other Gospels of out Canon or the books_of the 01d

mesﬁament. Special quotations wounld be superfluoﬁs in thié‘
éase; Origen wrote in Greek.vﬁnfortﬁnately most of‘his mam

manuscripts are lost, but Rufinus has given us a Latin

translation of Origen's works., It is true.thatvierQMe and.

others accuse Rufinus of having treated the works of Origen
in an arbitrary way. Be that as it may; even the poorest

translation is sufficient for our purnose, - showing abund-

-antly the dependence of Origen on our Gospek as other books

of Scripture. _ ' »

So much for the evidence furnlshed by the great sdholar
of Aéexandria. ﬁrom African Garthage a voice is heard about
220 A.D., quoting the Fourth GOSpel. In the wrltlngs of
Tertullian such quotatlons are numerous. Yet as he uses

1N

them less profusely than Orlgen I will insert two or three

from that author,

I, "Thus, in the Gospel of Johnw the woman of Samaria,.

when conversing with the Lord at the well, says '"No doubt

Thou art greater“ etc° ‘and agaln, " Our fathers worshlpned :

1n this mountain, but Ye say, that in 'erusalem is the plac§.4

where men ought to worshlp" ( John 4:'12,20), ‘
g, w Salvation was of the Jews", ( John 4: 22, witn

change of tense)

I.  Adv, Mafcioném' Iv, 35

2. Adv, Marcionem IV. 35
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I, "1 still have many things to say unto you, buyye

~are mot »yet able to beaf-them, when the Holy Spirit shall

come He will lead you into all truth*. ( In substance

John 186 12-13)

I have said enough to prove that the Fourth Gospel was

treated,in_the same manner as other,books of‘Scrlpture about -

‘the close of the second century.We will now examine the writ-.

ings that were published beforelzao A.D, Clement of Aléx-‘
andrla (2~ 220§ is my'nekt witnésé.f‘That he made use
od the Fourth Gospel cannot be disputed., He quotes the ;
GQSPel at least '31xty times in the Mlscellanies égizkzquZZZAf)'

and his other writings bear the same testimony. I will in-

sert uhree examples one from each of his chief works,

"2y "For the Lord says,‘ Ye are of your father, thé

~devil: and the lusts of ‘your father will ye do, He was a

murderer from the begihhing,-and-abode not in truth, be-

cause there is no truth in him, When he'speakethla'lie, he

speaketh of his own; for he is a liar, and the father of if®,

{ John 8: 4 4)

3, "You are hurried to destruction, because # light is

come into the world, and men have loved the darkness rather

‘than 1ight" { John 3: 19)

4, “He speaks of him as one, that they all may be ong.
as Thou, Father6 art in me and I am in Thee,»that they may
also be one in us: that the world may- also belleve that Thou.
hast sent me, And the glory which Thdénu hast given me, I
have given them, that they may be one as we are one: 1 in o
them and Thou in me, that they may be perfect in one",

- (John 17: 21-23)

e

I. De Monogamia I, 2

. R Misdellanies I, 17

3. ' Exhort. to the Greeks Ch, I.

4, The Instructor I, 6
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Clement also tells us in what mr&ér the Gespels were
written. le says that #sa}m, msat é‘f m;t.a.,'p@méwmg that
what haed Y@fﬁrﬁmﬁﬁ to %h% body in ﬁhﬂ 5@&@@& of our |
%&vim&r. was muffica@ntly detailed, and ha&ﬁgAan@auragaﬁ‘:
by hiw familiay friends, and uyga@,by‘ﬁh@ ﬁ@iriﬁ,.ha @raﬁé
& v%gi?iﬂﬁ%l ﬁﬁ&yﬁl“~x %ﬁnug& has besn said fo prav@ th@%‘
Clement regarded the FYourth Gespel to be the work of 5%,
#ahn.' o |

1 will now adduce the @matimany af @hﬁaphalus of

| An%iamh (zxﬁ~1&%&.%-), whom Husebius declares ta~h&v&
‘bw@n th@ sixth bishay of Antiaah in Syria, fr@m the

apa&tl%w. 2/ In his wark to. Autalymuﬁ writﬁ&n abaut

'vl?b Aolla th@r@ are iauﬁd some few @xpr@aﬂionﬁ %h&t more
ar 1@3% rwflmut the ﬁhaught @f thﬁ ﬁaurﬁh Gugpel. Xn Hne
‘nlaa@ anly, iv a dirsot qmaﬁatimn.” in %aa.h@ginnin@ w&&

the wWord, and the Wbrd was with God"/ 3/ This @anﬁagﬁa is

sﬁid oy %hﬁ@gkiluﬁ to be the w@rﬁg of &th ane of * the
inapira& men®. This quotation sebtles all doubts as to ﬁaﬁ
,vaiua gf'tha other ?&ﬁé&ﬁ&% in ﬁh@ same work that seem té |
be of Johennine origin. | |

Irénmus, bishop of Lyons { %n%n xs& died 3&“}. ia

-tha moat &mmart&nﬁ wriﬁsr during tne second ha&f of the $a~'
‘ ’cand cenbury. Hias great w&rk-a@minst the heretios ( @nawtiaal

is more complete than thm'Wwitingw mf'mﬂy sther ean%amparanwh

aous ngwlagiﬁﬁ. He is, ﬁheraf&ra, ouy m&%t imp&rt&ﬂt witness
&uring this period. ) |
In a lethter to ¥ierimus, o Va&@nﬁinian Gnostie Ireﬁmua

r@miﬂ&s n&m tn&t thay w&r@ heth ﬁiﬁﬁi%l@& af Pa&yn&r@¢ But

,thmaa are his words. 4/" For, whils I was yet a by, 1 say

ﬁh@& im law&r ﬁﬁi& with ?alyamrp, ﬁiﬂ%lﬂ@“ﬁ%ﬁiﬂg thva@mf in :

1., ﬁﬁgﬁhn ﬂiﬁ%. ﬁ@@la ?Eb I&n
2o  Buseb. Hist. BDeel. IV. 20
3( ﬁﬁy ﬁm%@l‘ ( 13. QQ
4( Bpist, ad Flowx. IX.




the reyal &wurt,'aﬂa sndeavoriag to gain his apvrobation.

cesevess T can even desgribe the place where the blessed
Polycarp used to ait and &iﬁaaarﬁe;\m nis going out too am

and coming in,» hig ganﬁral made of 1ife and parsonal apper

| anwaaraﬁe@ ﬁogath&r with %hm‘&i%ﬁ@n?s@@ he delivered to the

peonle} mlﬂo hew he would %pﬁ&k of his f%miliaw inﬁ&rm&uxae
witm 3ﬂ&ﬂ and with the rest who nad %&&m ta@ Lord; and how

he Wﬂux@ Gk d ﬁh@ir W@fﬁﬂ o %&%%ﬂﬁr&nﬁ&,‘»@¢~u¢. bﬁth With

.r@gard Lo His miranoles and Rig taaehing“

Here we hmva, in the Tirgt place, a d%cl&r&tian by
Ivenmus that a@ Rt fomiliay with ?alyaarw,'m his &xa@iyl@

in fact, and ﬁnut'“@lyaﬁrp wag & disciple of John thw

,‘ Apvetle. The laﬂguaga amglayﬁﬁ ﬁamat@a intinmagy. Thi% i

not &@ be wondeved at when we a@nsiﬁﬁr that zrﬁﬁmuﬁ wag a
qbnﬁmm@araxy;mi Faly&arp for shout 20 y&axg, since P@lyaarp'
died ?eb‘ 23rd 1% sx{ or, some say, in iwﬁ} and zr@nmuﬂ was
Lo rn in 138 2/ ﬁil&wiﬂg a few ysars Tor p&ﬁﬁi&lw errar in
&a&as, we still have 1@%% se-m&ny'th&ﬁ theres is &mple tim@

far h@ two men to have &aﬁaaiataﬁ fer YOALB. ﬁar&av&r, Eranm

mus was born iﬁ Smyrens or neay th&ﬁ ﬁiﬁ&@,'mﬂﬁ yg&yn&xy wos

',‘%iamm@ of Smyrna st that time, And that eity ig aboud

forty miles from ¥phesus, the scene of Bt. John's mctivity.
e have heve thevefore"# chain of ‘tradition from Jesus

to Irenmusg®, notwithetanding Julicher's attempt to show

- that sueh ides is ladicrous whem_h@ says, " Those who

 pleturs the mmtﬁam in the following light ~}taat; whexn'

Irenmus o8 o boy hearﬁ-tﬁe'&g@ﬁ Polycirp @ré&ahvaaﬁ ﬁall‘af

his experiences, he &akéﬁ h&mVWha%h&@ ‘the disciple of whom .

he wag %hua speakimg, were the same aa he who hﬁn'wri%%@n

th@ wonderful ﬁmgn% " i&ﬂ@@l, and that ?alyaarp th@rgupaﬂ

mﬁ‘gﬁﬁrﬁﬁ: %Q‘EﬁW'?ﬂﬁﬁg VQlo 3; - gh’ ?&hﬂ ér&nﬁlu ggﬁ@s

',%.”'ﬁm;.xnéyax;~le,:XEII, P, 6&&.
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2. Adv, Taer, 111, ll

“Om

Madée him a kindly sign of assent = such may leok upon the
chain of traditlon from Jesus to }ren&us3 threugh John and
Polycarp as marvellously complete®, I/

I do not wish to "piecture the matter" 1n any special
‘light, but merely take facts as I flnd them. Hence I re~
gard the "ghain of tradition cemplete" - and of the highest

'imnortanoe, for it is very probable that Irensus was lead

to study the Gospel and believe3 it by Polycarp, who -
could not possibly be in error as to the authorshlp of the
Gospel It. is difficult to cenceive that they never spoke
about the Gospel, and if they mentioned it but onceg that
would determine the -credence that Irenzus piaced iﬁ its

ccntents; more than any other consi@era%ion could do. On

"~ the other‘hand, if Polycarp knew nothing’of the Fourth
Gospel, - if it were composed after I55 | or 168),- it is

hard'te believe that Irensus did not refuse to believe it,
since Polycarp never mentioned it to hlm. How then could.
Irenzus believe that it was the work of St. John9 Yet he
quotes the Fourth Gospel at least eighty tlmes, gives’ it

salient features and calls it by the name af now bears,

Moreover he attempts to give reasons why. there should be
feur‘Gospeis and only four. He seys,'“ It is not possible
that.the Gospels can be eifher more or fewer in number
thanﬁthey are, Fof'sinee there are four zones of the worid
in which we live and foﬁ: principal winds, ,...... it is

fittihg that ( the Church) should have four pillars". 2/

,The analogy does not prove anythlng but it shows. how firmly
Irenmus believed, that there were only four genuine Gospels,

‘and they are thé same as ours,

It is then hlghly probable that Irenmus was 1ntroduc-~"

ed to the study of the Fourtn Gospel by Polycarp, and his

| firnness of ccnvictien was greatly augmented by that circum~

stances, ‘ ' o
I, Adolf Julicher' THETod. To the New Téstament, r. 405,
- Translated from the , S

(’erman 1904 |
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Une thimg-wa may censider aﬁttleﬂ at thia stage, -
Iranmus wrat@ his graaﬁ wmrk in val aboul zaﬁ A.dd, His
opiniens were settled when he ocone there somelime aft@r
%1' ' 169 A.D. 1/ How 5 @g@@ﬁl,”@ggeeiﬁily if not written by an
o - apostle would need ﬁw&hty years ar'mére to gain ground
§ _ - and be secepted %y all the &hnrch; Thé‘tﬁhiﬁ@en theory,
| (advocated by F.C. Baur and his colleagues), ﬁﬁaﬁ_th@‘&gg
3 ‘f"t . Gowpel was written betw@enllaﬁbané 170 Al.D. im %h&r@farﬁ
'w@rﬁhleﬁa. | | _

I insert heve n f@w»Qﬁmt&tién@ frmm'tﬁw &osp@x ‘
taken fram ihé wag@ﬁ of Irensus, ”in the. &@gxnniﬂg w&a th
;%h@ Word, and the Sﬁrd was with Ged, tn@ same was in the

%@Fiﬁﬁlﬂﬁ with God® 3/ John I: z»g)

| "He( Judas) ‘was called son of perdition by Him" 3/

| (ﬁ'ém?; John 3{’?:}:2)' | . »

o o “ie that committeth sin is %h&'alave of sin® &/‘

| ( Jomn 81 34) |

.l# Yo have not chosen ne, but I have 0ﬁnsan yaﬁ? 5/
( Jomn 15: 16). | ' |

| “ﬁ&l spake this héwever_uf:the_templﬁ‘af nis body. 6/
{ 3,0m 2: 2 1) | S
I iw 1m%era@ting in thiﬁ vonwamtisn Lo not@ tﬁ@
anﬁh§ritia¢ Irenmus r&fara ta eancern1ng the validity of
the Gospel. Wor his knawlaﬁga'mf the truthfulness of Joln's
writimgﬁ he anm@ala gsften to Pne @l&@rﬁ"'a/ /C”226%§77€%Z*7
g@m@ of whom were bianapﬁ ag Polyeary and %amiaa. some aﬁr~
san&l Cdisciples of “mlyﬁarp. How natur&l then %o &upwage

i'_“ that Irensus aanvers@& with bath &nﬁ wen waraanally avquaimt

| ad with th@ir ahmractar %inc@ he refexy tn tmem 80 mnn@ﬁi%at—
ig@ix»vj 1t is even very nrobsble that mtnera who had seen
1. Km%W$SmwaiQM‘ml. .p.zw '

2. Adv, liner I, 8:5

3o Adv. Haer I1. 20:0

4.  Adv, Haoexr III., 8:1.
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the ﬁav of Baster aelabrm%ian. levaratwa bishoep afpd.

v'wriﬁ&a to ?iatar biﬁ@gﬁ af Rome,

Wil

@n&-MQawﬁ P&pi&&‘&ﬁﬂiyﬁiyﬂﬁrn @&?@ with xr@ﬁmﬁm'&tUannﬁ;,:
and alss that some auwh fnan 1ivad in Viﬁnﬂﬂ, in the %ime
of Irenmua,
of the hestimony of ?ayiaﬁ himeelf I will have
aanaﬁi@ﬁ to speak i&@%r Ols mw&ﬁwhila I urgs the f&et tﬁat
it 4% not the times of Ivenmusg flone, that is concernsd with
thin prabi&m, iﬂ»ﬁ@ﬁ%%@ﬁ&ﬂﬂ@*ﬂf Mi% bestimeny, but the éané»'
_temporaries of "Johp of Asia®, unlmﬁﬁ we chose to brand him
a8 a Tabricator. Jop that prﬂﬂ&ﬁurﬁ 3. a@e ne reason, Kay,
| mﬁr@, the general character of hig intinﬁﬁ, zhat Teanr tha
stamp of sartless thruthfulnesa férmi@ tmaﬁfn&ﬁ v&raaity
should be questioned. And, %6 quote the wovds of Prof, San@myﬁ

et one desideraten mmﬁﬁ‘iﬁ gr&ater %imwliaiﬁy, greater

‘readineass to believe *uat a8 n r&l& in ﬁmeien% %im@s a@

well 88 wodern memnl& neant what they &miu amd aaia what |
thav maant , and *ﬂd% more often thmn net they had some
substantisl reasen for saying it", 1/,

| Aman?dimglv. When  Icensus tailﬁ‘ua ?haﬁ John
wrote fum Gogpel sgainst the @rrarg of ﬁmcalaﬂa and ﬁ@rm
inthnﬁ 2/y and that despite the fuebt that he nugt have
knmwﬁ tha% the Almgi,almimed,£M&z the Gospel w&é th@'ﬁérk

af'ﬁawinthmﬁl( who was & combemporary of Jobn}, 1 vegard

v his statenent w@rtny of acceptance, unless d@%ﬁ?&?ﬁd by

uncmﬁtrﬁvgwﬁxﬁl& hiﬁﬁaria@l Faotn,

Leaving the tﬁaﬁimany of Ir@n%u@ far the nr@s&nﬁ E

'can%iﬂuw my quast of Faots,

ﬁar@lg less impartant is the testimeny of ?clvﬁrnﬁas

(circa 190 4B}, mentioned by Husebius %/
ie tog

'h@ pm@ma@%
long %a be aquoted E@ra. ?ha ﬁxli@nﬁ ﬁaﬂtﬁ ar& that,

durlng B ﬂon%rmv@way b@tw&@n the Last and the Jagt rwﬁmﬁakﬁg

ﬁanaﬁxnigguﬁﬁa m&t@@r. mt@$~  _~

o Sandny s Criticiem ﬁf the Pourth ﬂ@&n&l p. gt ol
2 f&d“‘?“ ﬁa&@f EXL 1

B Fms, Hist, Beol, 137, 31, V. 24
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es his opinion that the day should be Obéervedl“oﬁ the day 
when the people threw away theileaven”.xln support if this 
opihion hevmenticna the name of Philip, his two déughteraw
John who rested on the bosom of the Lord, I/ and a few
other names of people who lived in Asia about>the year
I00 A.D. Moreover»he.ﬁentiOns_the fact that seven of his
relatives were bishops and he was thé eighth, and all
thesé ‘have observed the "genuine day®, (I4th Nisan)' Here
thelr authority must have been the Fourth Gospel and not |
the Synoptics. And Polycrates'! aprpeal to the "great lights".
is quite instructive, for it shows,6 that in the vieinity
of Ephesus, where tfadition‘tells us that John worked
during his lést yeafs,the Fourth Gospel was considered
authoritative, where it seemingly differed from the Syn- »
6ptics, If then the Gospel was written during the life time

of these "lights", it exerted influence at once, which cou

could have happened only if it were of apostolic origin,

if not, we must still conclude that their Paschal ob~
servance was held at such time as John regarded prqper,
and the Gospels' coincidence ﬁith the opinion of John,
is at least worthy of consiéerétion, especially when we

notice the verbal ceincidence between the words of Poly~

‘crates and John 13: 25,

‘Melito bishop of Sardis shows his acquaintance

with the Gospel by‘stating that Jesus worked publicly

. three years 2/ after his baptism; Athenagoras of Athens -

in his Apology addressed to Marcus Aurelius 3/ says," The -
Son_ovaod is the Word'of the Father, by Him all thingsv

are made". Both men wrote sbout I70 A.D. Apollinaris of
Hierapolis ( C,I70) states that if the view of those per-

sons who celebrated the Passover Supper on the evening on .

I. Comp. Gospel of S8t., John I3: 23, 25

2. T. Godét: Commentary on N. T. Gospel of St John
Vol. I. p. 14%,.

3, Godet: Com, on N.T. Gospel of St. John Vol. I. p. 144
Comp. Apol, of Athenagoras Ch, IO. .
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- I14th Nisan were right the Gospels must contradict ‘each
: other, he also gives in substance John 19:.84 1/, The

Clementine Homilies and Celsus both adversaries to the
~Trinitarian doctrine, quote the Foorth Gospel as they do_-
the Synoptics, 2/ about the year I65. Xo one, who has

not a special theory to maintain could hold that the

Gospel was written between 160 and I?O, agalnst thes

facts, The Versions of Scripture Written ébout this time
form very valuable piece of evidence for the extendlng ,
distribution of the Gospel at an early age, Tertullian
bori in 160, quotes a Latin tfanslation of whioh.he says
that it is used by thé'Christions of the time, ol He
also refers to another translation which had fallen into
disuse 3/, ) | | |

-Allowing due time for ciroulation -we'must‘concludo_
that this version was written about 170 as Dr. WEstoott
holds, In Syria the Peschlte was read about the close of the

seoond century and this was pmeceeded by another versmns

the Curetonian,

 We thus see that about 160 the Fourth Gospel - for
both translations contaln parts of it at least- was read

in Greek, Latin and Syriao, throughout most of the Roman

' -worlﬁ,_at the,very time F.C. Baur.thoﬁght the Gospel was -

written,

The Muratori Fragment (composea 160 or before)

g states that the’ GosPel of John is the fourth in order ‘

" of composition 4/, mentloning the fact that he was a"dig-

- ciple", And then follows an aocount of the causes that led
'John to write, which, I admit, ~looks like a legend But ﬁ;

the faot that the narrative mentions Andrew, the Apostle,
I, Godet: Com, on N.7. Gospel of 8t, John Vol, I. v.J 48 T45
- oot

2.' iomyy Ca,u,,, St ’
3, De Monog., II. 7.7 W"/ﬂ% %454 /6,6/914/~/¢g

: ‘4; Godet: Commentary on St, John Vol. I, p. I46
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ﬁm& stateﬁ that he wa E“ffmliaw~&1%@1p&e“ ol thn, shows -
al&inly wuat tnﬁ writers opinion is of the vank of th@ wrlt@rv-
of thﬁzﬁﬂmpﬁl.- Yether true or false in its details, the
story pro%ws thatk iﬁ the minds Qf %&é neople amomg:wﬁam it
originated theve waﬁ'ﬂq doubt that St. Jehn &id writ@'th&
Fourth Gogsnel, The fact that ‘%hia legend existed side by
mid@'with the move plausible story that Eu%ébiu@ gquotes
from Clement of Alexandria 1/, mér@iy gives greater emphas-

is to the characteristic common to both i.e. %o aseribe

. the Gospel to St. John.

HMoreover, tinme mﬂéﬂ be allowed for the formetion and
aireul&tion af ﬁhé legend, @ﬁp&&iglly since the frm@m@ﬁ% is
writtmn either in Kﬁ&ij or Rome, ﬁer that at least 20-30 yeors
are needed, Hut the fact thet the versions m&ﬂtion@d abav&
existed ab@ut 160 ~170 DrOves aaneluaivgly ﬁhat,ﬁha Gospel
was written not later than about 140 A.D., especislly when
we consider the difficulties &%tﬂﬂaiﬁg tkav&la'in those days
Thers were no ateamahip 1iﬁﬁé no m@mnaﬁawa, no railways,
no telegraph ﬂyst&mﬁ.‘ﬁh@wért of n&vxgatxan'wa%,in ite ine
fancy. The me of %h@’traﬁaxér Qn}séa or land wﬁs-bestrawu

with difficulties, robbers infested the lonely mountain

vasses and the d@aer%a, pirateﬁ swarmed the sess. All this

wauld tend tc minimize aammunlcafian metw@an c@uﬁtri@a. ﬁﬂa
aehnlﬂr of to-day is af@en too apt to ook aﬁ probhloms ¢ika
these fronm tma wtan&pﬂiﬂt af mmd@rn aivili?at ion} for sn im- -
partial aanaxﬁar&tman.i& ig n@mﬁss&ry, even indispénﬁahleﬂ -

t& look at such problems in the light affardad by oux knaw~

'l@&y@ of tnw hﬁ%tory of ﬂiviliyatinm 1n ihm%@ tzm&ﬂ.

ﬁnﬁ when we find that, d@ﬁpit@ thoge diffieultiaﬁ

L
whion modern tr&&&i@rm waulﬁ consider all but xn@umarable,

the &aan@i was %alimv@d by tm@u%anﬁs frnm ﬁ@ﬁ@na%anim to

Gaul, thranghaut the Roman ﬂmpira, an@ wRE rﬁa@ in aﬁ leagt

thr@& 1aﬁguag&%. &baut 36Q~IVJ We axe fcrraﬁ La &Qﬁigﬁ

 I.. Ees. Hist, Wecl. VI. 14 sComo. Wua. Hist, Mwﬁl 11T

S . Q{%.
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to it a date not later @ém I&&«E&Q AJDy,

One move pracﬁiea&lcansid@raﬁiam im nmt’ﬂut Qf yi&s@
at thisg stage, Many of Lhe ﬁnr;&tlana that %uli@vwa the.
Fourth Gasy%l durin& ia@ third quarbwy of the gscond century
were men of exes pm¢onai tal@nt snd had loboraed through the
lebyrinth of the philosephy of tQOﬁﬂ *im&%. Buch nr@limim&xy‘
training is to m a proof that they were net QV&?*PrW&ulQuﬁ,

- and sifted such evidence as theyw obtained with all due cave,
They were men of brains, ensrgy and inta@rity, How ihag Puulﬁ‘
rigk all 9nr%h1y nracnarity by %&Uﬂptln& the. dﬁrarln@ %mnha@f v
iged by the Fourth Gespel, knowing it to be false, iz uttedly
-in&xpli@able;.ﬁhmt ﬁhey could he lured ihta'believing thmt

it was written by an &woatle im Jnat ag difficult %o cmﬂoaive

- The anly maﬁﬂinla sodution is that th@y knew ﬁh&ﬁ the story

of its origin, published by Clement, narrabarat@d by the
essential constituent of the Murabtodian degend, and ratified
by the tradition of the church, was trus., This &&S&mpﬁi&ﬂ

I hnove to verify as I examine the evidence left ueg by authors

~that lived and wrote sbout the middle af-thé'saacnd century

‘and before that time.

Justin Hartyr (114-165 or 6) is an author waaseiwfit*
ings it is naceaéary to serutinize closely to ascertisin
his views on the snbj@mﬁ gf thia'ﬁhﬁgiﬁ, @gpaaiallvah@h we
conaider thnts he lired so near the Lime of St, John that
ali impérii&l eritics muﬁt.admit' that fq% him,ii wae an
easy matter to find out t@e truth ab@ﬁt the suthorship of
the writings he quoted. So painstaking a student as he wag
is not likely to have left that undonse, i@t us  then 3rv
ia agcartain what use h@:m&ﬁe sf~aur‘$aap@l,b

First I wish to call attention to the fact that

Irenmus quotes Justin very aften 1/, and seems. ‘to look.on

- Justin se his master. Th@y nad prmbmblv m@t, since they

fere contemporaries for abmut_twentgmyﬁars.

1/ Bee Adv. Haer. I. 23, 1I. 34, IV, 6, V. 26
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Irenzus does not sound any . unoertamn natw regarﬁlng
th@ “value of our four gesp&ls. “&y it not be %&x@lv infarr&d
that Juqtin hald the same views a9 Irenmue rggazdin@,eur
vm%&eia* : | V
Let Jusﬁin himm@lf anﬂwar.v

He often quates writings that h@ e&lls th@ “Memn

Sometimes he i more mxmlivzt. e calls them “W@meirm of the
A@nstla% N ¥ Unee when h@ quc%es the &aeﬁel uf Tuke (
(1:32), he adds this explanation:Thus Lhey~wht) have record=
ed all that conserns ouy uavmaur Jesus Christ have taughx“mz/

He also exnlains minutely to what wri;an@s he alludes by |

the tLexm “emairs', when he aaya-"?h@vkﬁmstiﬁg, in the nemo i rg

componed by them, whieoh are called Gospels, have thus. deliv~
<aréd.untd us what wgg enjoined upon then 5/..Sinee one of
the diseiples of Jﬁﬂﬁin oaﬁbiled an zarmany of ﬁha Goupala
(Hia?aﬁﬁaran;, it ean acarcaly be dauht@d that Juﬁﬁln refers
te our four gosnels by the term mameirﬁ which he may have
'pr&farr@d, a8 (Godet says, bac&ugesﬂhe Wag addraﬁslng him~<
salf not to Chrxﬁtmans but tm the Hmperor 9nd ena?e%ﬁ/

Eé that as it may, the fact remaing that the Christians

in the time of Justin reaﬁ‘frum these memoirs at their
r@;igimnm services, ‘az ﬁh@y aisa‘did frem the books of the
0ld Testament, which everyone regarded inapired. Thi% we

have on the uuthariﬁv of Justin himself. He %&3@,\57 “Gn

. day ecalled ¢ Sunday (7‘47 T‘o—d /v‘f77<fw /?rﬁ)/ /U/W’)f

4

0
. 77/u434ta/ . ) alx_......‘ aa%ﬁ@rpﬁ ie9$ther to one

place, and the memoirs of the ama%tle& or the wrztin&a4

of the nr@h*tﬂ are read, as lanﬁ_ as time permxta“

1. T, Apnl. 66 6? @ﬁc. ”i&l 101,162 ete,

2o I. Apol, %3. :

B Y. Apol, 66, , 2 ' o

4 Godet: Commentary on the X,T, Go st f 4%, John Vol

S I. vage 149
67,

B 17
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Now we would expect that,if the Waur*ﬁ Gospel was one of |

th@ mamairm, we - ﬂﬁ@ﬂ&d bea ak&ﬁ o find qu@t&tian& fram that

Goupel in the wri%angs of ﬁustﬁm‘,?hmt is an sasy ﬁa%x. I

1nﬁﬁf%"%um@ ol aia gquetations to provée this statément,

@ "He" {John the Bapbtist) “oried to them saying, I

Bm &um  uet the Christ bub the voice of ome ceying® 1/(John

It 20=23) | |
e "He wag the only »héga%i@ﬂ of the Yather of all
things® 2/ (Comp. Johm 1: 14) | |
e "fxoept ye be born again, ye shall ﬁaﬁ &ni@r the
kingﬁam af heaven® 3/ {Jotm 32 ﬁ} |
Gy *?aw sén, the anly ane who may prapﬁrlj be Gﬁllﬁé

Sen, th e lLogos whm — bagatﬁer hy Vim before oreabed ﬁhim@ﬁ,

when He created alm things by Him ..... iz malﬁm@ Lhrimﬁ“%/

”hi& logt @xmmmiﬁ i nqt 8 quat&tian Trom %hw @awpal

. but i%, shows such. intimate aegauiaﬁamm@ wihh the mwalagua

(John I: I-I8), that Jusitins? ﬁan@ndanae bn the Goapel cannot

-,

be asariously qu@@tian@d._xhﬁ.marm cla%aly 1 read the works

“of Justin, the move I am convineed that he net only had resd

th@ nu%p@l buﬁ that his m;nﬁ wa s imbued with ita t@mchinaa.

,?ﬂﬁﬁayaﬁ ta prove that wéint are many but too. long to COPY

jtham, #eference to a few of them ave given in a f@at'n@%& B/

‘Lastly let us note that 3u%tin By 6/ that the memoire

were writ%@ﬂ by the anmatlam and %ha%& who ﬁmc@Mmani@d then.

g Thiﬁ_nurx@aﬁan&a &xavtly with the tra&itian&l view, for & aﬁ»
o thew and John ware aﬂaatlaa &ék@ 23 msm@&ﬁiﬁn of ?&ul and

. dark of Peter,

&h@\ahave-mitatiaﬁa from Justin prave mwnaimsivaly L

my mimd that the ﬁnurﬁh Gﬁmmal was studisd and rﬁa& am any
: 27 ﬁial. 105

&. K‘Aﬁpﬂly “63
5 2 Apol.s 6B,

8. 1. Apol. 5,21,23,32,33,46,64; Dial 48, 88,106 eto.

6. Dial. 103,




~18~

s any nih@r onrt sx ucrzwtura at taw religious ae?viﬁéé of

{:mimmm in the time of Justin, rnd that he himeelf regarde
ced it as autharit&ﬁiv@ 8% any atn@r book of the ﬂxhl@.‘mhi@

a@ncluﬂimn ig arrivea at not mnly my bhwﬂpiﬁﬁ% af ﬂrthmdﬁxy,

but bJ aa aara*ul 2 oritic as ?ra &hbntt who at least isg

free f%om dactrlnal biag,and who has closely ﬁﬁudied the
wri%inga of Ju%tin. _
1 ﬁm aware tha £ *h%ra axre ¢bgact1unﬁ raigsed to this
view, The most enildish of them nll ie the one that the
‘author of the ﬁaap%l‘(wh@, Sém@'oritics all@pw was . an Qtﬁ@rn
‘wisﬂ unknown uhriwﬁlan Aiving a little lat@r 1hﬂn Jus%ig)
,imatﬁt@d that ﬁath@r, This ehg&atign daes mrmraely need
to be refuted, for anyone reading Justin will #ee in hﬁm
th@ sn&cuiatar,vth@ theelagian,‘whilé the marraflv& af Jahu
8o simple, yetvprdfdund does not show any ﬁ@ﬂﬁ@nﬁy to
“gpeculate, SBurely then the farmer must ba amrmved from
.ﬁhebl&ﬁﬁar. Desides, how would thﬂ revers va@ n#%ﬁ?bl@
| ainmé Juﬁﬁim quotes the Gospeld, unl@ar txw Rlbﬂﬁﬁ@ autho
of the Gognel and Ju%tin had agraed about carrying out o
scheme, that were a mpdel Qf'kﬁ&vwvy. And how ecould this
-"nﬁeudonJahn" b@ ao vila and yet be the zsuthor af the
vaurt Gnaael? | o o =
Another cbjection is th&t Jw%t&n Qwﬁamaed;ﬁia ideas

of the logos nmt from John, but from - Philo. sbout the diff -

arences between John- &nd Phlla I wmli write later on.. In

thia o unnmctian it is @uf”ivieﬂt to point on* that Juﬁtinﬁ'

idea o? Mnga% &@@‘1. with the Gagw@l and differs Trom Philo's

 mh@ wardg of the Saap@l Aiz/ o //ﬂ}k g s dﬁﬁ%7é?
| 8//5)’£,r79 -  ?9; SXpress the essence Qﬂ_ﬁuatia’
idea of the Logos, bui this idea a8 1ncarnat10m i% fnreign
:to Philenian %meeulaﬁian. | »
A graver objection is that Jnatxn quat&% J@Qgely.

. This I aamlt bub he hasg th@t Vanlt in comman with m@%t ef

ffthe ?atherq. Hmﬁ we anly Two or three qnat&&zanq vﬁxyimg,'




wd Hom ;
 m@r$ af legs fwwm the wwwéw of the ﬁ@w@&i o depend am, E
wonuld r&y&rﬂ Lhe objections valld.,  Dul we nave more, for
Suﬁtin 8 mode of thought, ﬁi% thaai@ﬁy'him fovmes of mxﬁraaﬁw
ion &rﬁ'paw&riully influ&na@é by the Gosnel,

1 have mentioned the fact thet ons of Justin's

diselples wrote an harmeny of the Goepaels, ”ham man L9

e

Tetien (110572}, The exmct dete of his Diatesseron is dee

el

hatad, bul ide dute may ve safely p&@c&a a8t ?uawi;&,
and henae about éﬁwk& vwar@ &&&mr than the first Aoology
of Justin.

The Vistessaron, whose original is lost, is pres @?vad~'
in hrﬁn;lﬁiimnw (Arnwnxﬂn, Latin, ﬁram;u & gyytianj
'%ﬁhﬂ_ mffirmé that it was originally aumpbm%ﬁvim Byrise,
“@hilg t%i%‘iﬁ péaitiv&&y &ﬁhim&'by Harnaek I/, and this
seems more nisusible zince the Syriamw.uséﬁ‘thg Gresk 5
name Diatessardn  exclusively. It is known that this work
of Tatian begar with the openiag words of thé Gospel 2/,
ended with a quotation from it (21: 25), worked up the sub=
shantiol eam%anﬁﬁ’sf_ﬁhapter_ai' 3/, wad aﬁcaraing o ﬁhé
malmula%igﬁ of Harman ﬁﬁﬁﬁ&iﬁ about niﬂa%y_péy gont df the
ﬁmﬁréh‘ﬁawnal 4/, Moreover flodet reports, on the &utkari%y
Cof the dactrine of Addmus, { mamgaﬁw& about 25&%’ %hgﬁ the
“peonle{of Fdessa) "met for service and for praysr ﬁﬂd for
the r@mdimﬁ »0f The OLd Yeetement and the New in the Dint-
asseren’, ie azwa tells us that bishﬁn ”hﬂwﬁarﬁt (e 420}
“found in his &iww@m@ two huadred copies of intiend ﬁmakﬂ”,
and #inﬁﬁ A1 w&g\hgiar&da& in seme voints h@ $ubﬁtiﬁnt&d o

them *the G@a@@1$ of ,g@ F»wr QVﬁnhﬁ&i@ﬁﬂ” W Byf g is onrr&%wanﬁs

:{ » BEurty Thurehn Oi f:'?f}:f“;f Vol. I o ”30 LAB )

Ze ~ﬁm&@k’ L@mm@ntﬁry an N.7. &amnai &f ut. John, Vel I.
_ poge T48., : : :

Je  Zmhn: Introd. %a»tn@ HeWa Vole 3, pe 250

4,  Gilmors: The Johannean Problem. p. 32 o o
S Godet: Com. on the .7, Gospel of 9t. John, Vel. I.
C page 149, '
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to what ?ahn tells us "that the Blateaaaran Wwag prim&rilv -

Ko wonder that %arnaak in his article on Taﬁian in,the_l

Encycl Brit. says: "We learn from the Dietessaron that abut

| A.D. 160 our four Gospels had already taken a nlace af ‘

prominehde in the Church, and that no others had aone 80}
that in nartieular the ﬁourth Gospel had already taken a
fixed nlace alongside of the three Synopties®2/

Reg&aﬂzng the tesmt of the Gospel used in the COMPO Y-
ition of thm Diatess aron two remarks. might be adéad°
(1) tnat "tae ﬂr&blc versions ( of ﬁhu alau&aaarnn) -show -

very much cloger agre&mant with tne Curetorlan oyrlac than

~with the Greek of the Gospeiﬁﬁy That Prof, Sanday hasg

shown that the Gospel text does nor represent the original.

autograph...... but that several copies had baen ﬁakan,....
’ ' (27

‘and the text of the copy used was very cmrrupt" Hence,

as 3r. Dods says "vﬁhé date of the Gospel ig puaheé’
back conaiderably“ | | ; L |
Anether of ?atian'a works that &eserves smaelal '
mentian here is his Oratioc =d Graeces , campoae& aboud
Iﬁo AJD, There Tatian qumtes our Gospel three times 4/,
other. books of cripture sevan times and *he warka ef

heathen authers nearly as eften ag8 the Eible., ince he is

aadressinp Greeks it is natural that he sheuld quate Greek

‘authora. Tn@ fact that he quotes the ﬁaurth Gospel just

as often ana as literally as the Gnspel of ﬁatthew,~@enesis

‘oxr the two principal Epistles of Paul, shows. the rank the

éf&tlan. On ihé ather haﬂd;

Fourth Gospel accuniea in his

the contents of the Oratio shaw’nLainly What imner*anee he -~

attachas to the Greek erters he quotes.

‘ I. Zahn~ Intrad to the N,T. ?bl. 24 Do 4?1 : :
‘E;vz The Expositors Greek Testament, Vol, Ia Do 661

S - Gilmore: The Johannean Prablem Pe 32
4, John I3 3 I:5; 4: ?4.
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At this stage I think Jit proper to emphasize the

following facts'

R I. Justin quotes the Fourth Gospel and otherwise

; shows his &ependénce on it#, He is often quotcd by.I:enwus ,f
; Tatian, the pupil of Justin uses the Fourth Gospel along-
}, _ j: side the Synopties. Hence the prbbability, that'iﬁ Justin's
; time the Fourth Gospelvhad attained the rank it now holds, .
| rises almost to a certainty, o

3 ' S 2, The statement of Thecdoret, quoted a‘boveQ shows
that the Diatessaron was used in the Chureh and that the
¢ ', . Christlan congregations regarded the GOSpels a8 valuable

as the 0ld Testament. Hence I infer that the originals, o

from-which Tatian drew his materials and all_existihg copies
" p of them were held in no less honor,than the Diatessaron

jtself.

fﬂ ,‘ ‘ N v,5. That between I50 and 160 A,D., the Fourth Gospel
was read and believed in Gaul, Italy, Africa,‘A51a Minor :
and Egypt,- in fact throughout the civilized world, -and
had been translated into Latin and Syriae._To attain
such prominence and to be distributed so widely it must
“have been composed from 100 to 125 A.Da or earlier,
| Wé nave now left several important witnesses among
whom are PolycarpG Ignétiﬁs, Papias and seveial Ghosties.
Consideration of their:testimohy wiila 1 believe,'make
| it necessary to plaee the date of CQmpOSitiOn'of_the.
! Fourth Gospel still earlier, ' |
E Marfdon has been placed in the rahks of the Gnostics
| by many writers, but it 1s‘questionab1e whether that classité
  ; | ication is logical, for héﬁvprecedure was different 'from
| théiis. Theirs was the»attémpt'ta.recaﬁcile Christianity ami
Gréék ghiloSophy¢'Marieon made an entirely new system'fcr
himseif based on ten af’the':Pauiine EpiStiés and most of
the Gospel of Luke 1/. Bis rejection of the rest of Seripture

does not appear to be caused by any doubt - concernlng the
;‘* | Omitting however Chap.'s I. 11/ 111. 2-38, IV 1-50




A

suthentigity, or genuineness of any of the books of

Yeripture, it was rather = ne%ur?J gonsequencs of hia

Cinebility to harmonize the %@acnings of - the ©ld Testanend

and the HNew, ﬁccardingly‘ﬁvwr? bmak was discerded whinhvha

'cbﬂsidared anﬁavnnlstic to hlﬁ rejection of ths 0ig Testaw

s

ment nmﬂ the dunl mrin&iﬂ£@ of areat;on 1y at e Felt nim~1
zelf colled upon to fmrmul&t@, in qwavv 2 solve, in'hiﬁ own -

way, the problem of avml. It is nat surpxxaing t1en that he

r@gac%a& the Fourth Gmﬁpal end its teachings of the NIQ=BR -

iatence uf'ﬁhe TOL0 %, ﬁaremv&r, gven ij Mareion had re;wsﬁ@d

thﬁ prologue he would have found little aasisfaction in tﬁa

‘rest of the Guopel, It is true that the Fourth Gms@al’iﬁ

'antio’J@wishismvis.mareion,{ and thia. cmrmuma@ wnce has been

made mueh of

st times, to show the existgnce of Pauline and

‘Tatrine ha?%iﬂﬁ in Marcinn's'timw} . ut at this point the

analogy fails. Repeatedly, references to the 01d Testament
pppeay 1/ and %F@a@.ﬂarcicn would not have ﬁel&raﬁed) Th@:
sentence 'galvation is of the Jews' , mey in one annaw be
gaid to be the key note of the wmurﬁh Ggﬁp@l Tor thevre is

found the dgatrin@ cf mtonam&nﬁ brougmt into &1% 1t mgr@

“gtrongly than in the ﬂyn&ptins.rﬂma that ctonement wag the

fulfiliment of 0ld Testament propheey, sounding slmost
like a‘rafrain, ﬁhrnugh ﬁ@arly all its héakﬁ.}ﬁh@n-we con~
gider that Marcion regarded J@hbvéh B &vil B@;ﬁg, and the
Jews in = meeial sense 'Hiﬁvpeapl@‘kw@ aﬁe not surpriaﬁ&
that Wartbon 4id not wmake use of the Fourth Gospel.

Hence on & priari'groundm it does not prbv% thet the Gﬁ$@@l_
had mgt béen wfi%tén in ﬁé#cibn’é time even if 4% were-aat.

nroved that he never queted it, Arguments from silence seldom

i ever constitute proofs. In this éagé, howaver, such

argument would be futile on other grounds,

Ie John 2@ x&;‘ﬁzlag-ézzﬁ; B 393 6} 323 8:‘66;“12:'&1 @ﬁe;/uyv
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|

The whole of John 13:4-15:34 855 IQ nass;bly alsg nortlans

cof John b.ﬁo fe f were found in m&sclen.s &95391 1/. Had wef

nothing mere than this it would be sufficient to'prave that

Marcion knew the Fourth “Qspel. ﬁut 1* 1% n0u dlf”icult to
‘ adduoe otz@r nrmoi“ hegides ﬁhla. ertullian in his book
against Harmian ¢/ says," of the- apoﬁtles therefore John
/aqa Mﬂtthew first instil faxth_inte usajghllst_of epostolic
men Luke and Mark renewfit‘afterwards;v-gheae all start with
.theléame princip&ls af faith5, Haang desaribed those princio
vd2s Tertﬁlliam says, " 0f the authors mhum we possess ‘
'warcion seems to have sipgled out Luke iar his mutilating
nrac@qs” That Ter+a111an here mawes the writers of the

@asmel in nalrs is sipniflcant inﬁeed But when he says

wavcimn toingled out’ Luxa’s Gaﬁpﬁ& 1t must oe\inferred

thaﬁ Marcimn alsgo knew ithe other Gospelg. ﬁhi@ failows
also élsewhere 3/, where Terﬁulllan charges Mawcion with
"laboring very hard to des Lroy the cu&racter of MMQae Gospels

_that are publlshed dq genu;na * - for Marcion could not

~ labor t desﬁroy 1hau which he kaew n@t of.. This opinion of

Tertullian is, however, more fully brought aut %/, when

he aavs," If Jou(harﬂian) had no% purpasely rejected in some

1n$bano@s, and Lqrruﬂteu in athars, tha &nriptures that are

- opposed to your oplnian, vou would hava been eonfuted by thﬁ

&oan@l of John, when it d@elares t}at tne upirit d@Sﬂ@nded
in the body of a dove and sat upgn the ﬁox&" Thls cle
%tatem@nﬁ needs no comment Marczan came ta Ramﬁ in 138 AQE

he died in 165, His "Goanel“ must have b@@n\written duriﬁg

- that period, Hensce it is svident that the Faurﬁh Gsspel

kY

s_known in Rome sbouts 158 ADe 0T earliar. ; A

Zahn 2 Introd, to +the I\f..t, Vol J:.y p. I'?e;»}:‘?'?;
Adv. Marc, IV, 3 - B 'éf\‘
De Carne Christi Ch. 3 = EE o
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},‘w‘ },.‘ | | varv 1ikm¢y &arazon ﬁﬁ@ﬁ&%ﬁeﬁ cawi&s af the @aﬁmela
“in Gree&. Bt hawwvwr this may be the faect r@mainq tnaﬁ in
Harcion's +iMﬂ the ﬂnanal of J@hn wa s xccﬂw?wﬁ aa the

wark of the A@ﬁﬁ@l@ in uam@a abouﬁ the mi&m$ﬁ of the
%am@nd century and ﬂ%nc ¢ we Pdv;ﬁﬁv

aly. ‘i}’z‘r‘fc\z thnt it "ﬂms

then recognized as sucn in Asin Minmé iar it ecould n@t

- | have been acoepted imrﬂcme without firat being received

| nearsr to its place of composition, Herel am. agsuming

1 what T will ﬁry o prove 1aﬁ&r'wnlthét the Fourth Gaapgl.
was written in Snhesus, .

| "ﬁﬁraclﬁan, a Gisciple of the ﬁnaatmc Va&&nﬁinuﬁ
wrote a commentary on ﬁh&}&gsymls, in th yeear 160 A.B.

He quotes the Faurﬁh'ﬁaanel a8 the athwr'thrws whieh
shows that he ragax@q it af wqual ?ank with them, This
i very &ignlfin&nt, .fex_the Gnestice could net use
the Fourth Gospel to prove their wild theories except
by daimg gross iﬁéu@ﬁid@ to the text. They had 4 @k@ru
clge Lkﬁi& talents to make the Qﬁap@lg'gay wiat they
daair&d and they were so succesaful in this that wrigan-
Tegardsad it‘necazaary to refube ﬁmfacl@an, who , we maf
}aﬂsuma, mmfelv wrét& what WES in harmanv with the views
rec Q&niv@& amany the mawbars of his %ent Obviously it
weulm have heen Tar easior for the Gnostics to dény $h&‘
genuincnasg of ﬁhe Fourth Cogspel 4T muﬁh a ¢aur@@ had
been possible, Hut this thmv did n@ﬁ o, neither m&rainq
ﬁmxaeleun, or any ane else ﬁhi nroves that the Fourth
Gospel was a book wﬁQSe genuineness was recognized then
‘amﬂ had been r@cmgniﬁ@ﬂ by Christians and harﬁtirﬁ alike,
for n long %time befors toe mxddlﬁ‘mi‘tha century,- had in
fact veen rmbognized from the begianing,® as Dr. Abbot
HBYH, | | | |

"Vnﬂeﬂ%xau% &$V@lﬁw@d'ni% avstam haf@%# the ysar I&l

antlin@ﬁ hae xist of mons unﬁer the ﬁemina&ing inf&uamaa

af %h& Jahannine aralague,vTha whalﬁ saheel of Valﬁnﬁinus




B e }
,vaimagth@-ﬁoarth Gospel highly and reparded it the work

mf an Aonstle, * 1/ The names of the nalrs on mons, “
, : Ve / ' .

W7W7f/ '§MK7J é%?ﬂ'&/‘é,//j(/af/{j/f/-.

7%7/00 A /(,7//4;(, )L/J/ﬂxf,’ /7}//42:’/{//4«/77@.

show conciusively the connection betweern the Fourtn Gognel

and the sysiem ﬁf Valantinua; Bome, wic claim late authors

3ﬁip fﬁr the Fourih Goespel, think the r&v&xs&via.iha nase,

~that the Gaspel wag composed under the influence of ﬁh&

Gnostic system. But how does that correspond with the
I@syehnlmgieml maxim, " From the simple Lo the complex,”
 thet we know is all bug?hniveréal rule in mattere of

this kind? I believe it is far easier to account for the
vﬁiﬁilmriﬁy_betWﬁen the nrologue and the names of mong on

the ground that the formsy was wrilbten first, for how

sould -the Gospel , been recsived in Christian circles

if the reverse werse Lrue? Besides &g Vertullisn tells us

that Valentinus uged all the CGospsls entire.2/ Add %o
thig the mt@tmman@ af Hippalyﬁua'ﬁﬂah V&l@nﬁinuﬂ'sayﬁ
that 2ll tie prophets and the law spoke acoording bo |
the Demiurge,..... and ihat thia is‘thé reason why bLhe

Saviour said:* ALl those who came before me are thieves

and rebbers? 3/( Comp. John I10:8). Wnether Hippolytus

l2 right wh@n'h@ cl&ima tha# Valentinus apoke in this
manuer is an idle SQ&cul&tian,_fur there is no partiocular
reasson to disgredit his stﬁt@menﬁ/ma @vid@nae ia oppose
To it sa_fax~aav1 have sesn, And it ism, an the Wh91@,
imorebsble that there was & diff&r@nc&véanc@rning such
a vital gquasstion between WXx that gifded leader and
hia;“achamlgf I conclude then that valentinus Qn@ﬁ'aﬁd
r@eagnizéd-th&,ﬁaurthv$oapal-as the work of an Aposgtle,
\ ' especinlly éinea H@r&ciann“reaagﬁig@d itﬁ'ﬂﬁ.wnmié haréiy-
| neve done 86 if his magber had,ﬁuﬁbt@d itﬁagﬁnuin@ﬁéég
1/ Zahnt Introd, to New Teskt. Vol. depa 176
2 De Prasser, haer., 38 o

3. Godet: Commentary on N.T, Gospel of St. John




Qﬁﬁ*.

X owill merely mbn@xmn, in nagsing, the prwafﬁ.wa.haV&'
that Pholomwug, a diaeiw;& of V&l@nﬁiﬂgg{kn@w’ﬁh@ Fourth -
Wmmﬂﬂlf / since >V$1&ntinm9 hima@l? ig an ssriieyw w%it@r;
K'ﬁ&ﬁ# o ?m~examimw'wﬁm* %Vid@ﬁcw I Find xamax&lma Bagidid~
e#, = Unostic leader who wrota ahuﬂx I23 Ab

Basilides clisimed to teangh mey Lly what he hwd h&ard
from Hotihias t&@‘mpa&tlﬁ. H@meé ﬁaﬁml&a@& must havebeen
) écnﬁﬁﬁgmrmyy of Matthiae, whish i&lﬁﬁrﬁngﬁh@mﬁd by the |
testimony of ths Bisputobion of ivchelsus snd Henes, which
%%at@ that Dagilides lived®s &iﬁ%l@ afﬁ%r t&a bime of
th & %ﬁﬁuﬁl”ﬁ“ 2/s 1* is .6f course incredible ﬁh 17 Easiaiﬁaﬁ
der;vad hiwg ahﬂﬂﬁiﬂ &&@&g fram the ﬁﬁagﬁ&ﬂg of @aﬁﬂhaaa,v
but, with respect ta_%im@lﬁhﬁ story 4s not muprab&blﬁ .
for mere reference to ammﬁtalia au%hmrx%J woudd aana;&ar*
ably 3trwnﬁt%en the ﬁa@iﬁinn af B&ﬁiiihﬁﬁ, and, on the
other hand, had he i nvwm%@& the stoyy of m%@txng hhai
apaﬁ%l@,h@ would have bean @K@Q@P& &?»ﬁnﬂﬁa-

| The wri%imgﬁhaf “aailidm& are now lost, dbub fraﬁw

m@a%& wre'wavmﬂ in the writingﬂ al Hippwiytn&(?hilaan
ophumens), © Yot we know of what nature xiie writings were.
Busebine tells us fhat Lw wrat& twanty~foug baﬂkﬁ o1 the
Gompely 3/ Clement of flﬁxmndcia talks abouh tm@ “ax@gatic&
‘ﬁiﬁﬁﬁyﬁﬁﬁiwﬁ\ QF Basilides”, 4/Jﬂrum thess faa%& Godet

infzrs that w&ﬂi£idﬁ$* wark wag an @&p&&ﬂ&%i@n of.. the Gospels

1. (&) 1uata%maﬁ {John 1:13) preceded by'the Ap&@ﬁi& aaya*i‘
- { ”@iph. iner. &3~3~?} | T
(b)) Zxamples of Ptolomus' exegesis of Jahn'ﬂ @rolagua

53‘1&\1‘. Hesr,. I Ha d}

I

. Godet: Commentary on He¥e Gospel of S, Jonhn Vel.I
RS ﬁ}:“’% 1*)?6 ’ ‘
2‘; :?.;“ii"’o F;:e.t..ati. ,.Q(uln !?: ’5?*
4o

Strem. 4118,
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This is r&ﬁﬁéraﬁ m@xw-glauaiblﬁ*h&aaﬁ%a ﬁip@al&&ﬁa tells
us that 1 ssilidam quoted the : aurtn Glogpel ‘i/ (Johm I: 8y 2 4)
The qu@%&tien% BYE BXA0T. ’“h@ furmul&my Yin ta@ Gaap@la‘
adopted by %amili&@a road g v@ry dike o r@eagniﬁien of an
agread ﬁ@ll@ﬁ%i&ﬁ of auﬁmmrizmd asaounts af our &axda‘
lif@ and ﬁ&yzng% 2/
%hw quaﬁa%i@nﬁ are admitted gemaine bv many eminent
- seholars, such as. Zahn, Abnaﬁ Westeott, Hort and Hatihew
‘Armwld, besides many athers, This is not m&r@ly'grgum&nﬁum
aﬁ varméumﬁiam, for ihﬂa% scholars m@rtuinmy ﬁiffaw in
many tovics. But even if theas gquotations QManvt@ from thﬁ :
Baﬁiliﬁ@&m”%ahaml“ and not From iﬁs foundey hims&lf, Dy,

mlmwﬁ*a argument halﬁa aaﬁ. H& aays;® The wﬁailiﬁaana

and @f@h@d&x-mgr@a& in thailr revarence fnf Bt Jahn’
Goupel. Beither ﬁarty would have acknowlsdged 4 ﬁuﬁharétn
‘&%iva mny hook yublish&ﬁ by the other in ma%t»mmo&tali@ |
&ay@. Therefore both sides st nave &mkaawl@ég@a‘th@

"‘"(

aurtm &manal before ﬁm&i&idaa ssparated fram.thw bhurah.%/'

i
|
L : ' This faoot is of very &ma&t imparﬂani@ for,¢ur pr&blmm
N B in fast 1%t goes far to solve the ques&xan of Puthwrahip.
- The two pides were sngaged in @ﬁrﬁnmaua s@nfliat during the
| gecond quar%@r af the gecond c@ﬁtury, keeon - @rgum@ﬁt% and
; unaam&r@miﬂin% fi&&liﬁy to tuwir uau%& ahnxamﬁwrxwad ha%ﬁ
sides. It is reasonsble to aupnaas, fven ﬁ&&ﬂ ?mf %rantad
ﬁﬁa&, at the time ﬂ&ﬂi&id@ﬁ wra%@ th&r& Wwere aany m&u livw
ing, e had seen oﬁ. Jahn. u&ailid@a hamm@lf cannet have »
been in nay doubb regarding the identity of the nuthore he
Quét@d; On the ather hand it in air%m&y mhawn fh&% 9ny
. beok writ%ﬁn during *%@ Gnostic @@n?rav&rﬁy mau&ﬁ not
‘&p&@uilv obtain rweagﬁitinn. ﬁ@nam e ﬂ&?& ta@ ah@aa& of twa
aanglumimna L) that the Gospel wma written by the npaaﬁl@.
an ﬁﬁ&t hypmﬁh&a;a the wmr&y r@aagﬂiﬁiam of it La ﬁ@raain, _V

Car. (P} ﬁhat e Qampﬁl WRS wvite@n lakﬁr, by &wm@*p@&u&&»&ahﬂ'“§ ;‘
LRI e T 10,9115 |

gg ‘Z‘z"ﬁﬁ*ﬁl Qf M@'ﬁ‘na}f’ &1.}; H’a@r "ﬁﬁi?}}) a{%?ﬁ‘ 4&:,}”’*{}2}53 wr; *’3"’)
. 3~ Salmon's Eﬁifaﬁ %mﬂﬂlf ~ Roge s E




thet I have found 4/ Others may be given.
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and then it is imnassiolw to see any reason why the

Grnostics accented it, or why the traditionél view of 1ts

: authorshlp was universallg accepted about I5O A.D.

I mvan scarcely dismiss my subject, as far aQ tne
Gnostics are concerned, Withou£ mentioning the Ophites and
the ﬁ%ratae. There is, however, this.difficulty to contend
with, that it is very hard to determlne the time dzﬁ;pg whlch _'

'.
they flourisned, The American Enc¥clopaedia stafsnthej were -

among the last of thé Gnostics gects, Kurtz tells us 1/ th

thét the Naassenes were among the oldest sects of the

Bﬁhites. Hippolytus, who at this stage must be our chief

_authority since it is through him that we know their system,
'vsays:Z/ ® I shall not be silent as regards the opinions (of

hereséarchs), who follow these (Ophites)," and since the tm

translator of the works of Hippolytusjon whoée work I depend

says that the discussion. of the heretical'systems dealt

"A With is arramged in chronologleal order 5/, startlng Wlth h

et nco ot Lute; o
the Ophites, T feel confident that the \Basiiides, 1,50 aﬁ&%

[
that tney fourlshed during the first quarter of the second

century oxr still earlier. In'fact I belleve, from these

indications, that the sect originated about 90 A.D, If this
be not far from the mark, it is highly important to search
for e#idences of their dependence on the Fourth Gospelglif o
not, theif,testimony $S étillldf value, showing that thése
»ramifications of Gnosticism kﬁew the Gospel‘also early ih 
the second century., To a later date it is not p0581ble to
ascribe thelr activity., ' ;

 HEvidences of their use of the Equrth'Gospel are cop-
fious~ih the descripfion of fheir system as given by‘Hippolyt-;

us. I insert a few of the references to the Fourth Gospel

I. XurtZ: Church Hist, Vol. I, p. III.,
2. Philos., VI, I.
S, Ref, of all Haer MadMahon ,2Bdinb, IBVO.Preface p.?I.

4,  (a) Philos V.2 b) vhilos Ve (e)Phllos V. II.




is vorn of tne %pixiﬁ is splwitYy, {Jahn A1 16},

gete®, (John 1019).

Aﬂbut mors egpecially beosuse of the words Y”

w5

{2} "ie (the NHasssene) says that this is written:

*mh&t~ which is born of the flesh is flesh, and that which

/'"

{b) *For e %ﬂing%“, he says,® were maﬁ@ by ﬁim, 55
and not even one thing we maede without IHim, and mﬁaﬁ,w&a

mace in iim is 1ife”.(John 13 3,4) i/

,(@} "o pays Jesus uses the wara@,'i am %w@ %rua
. ‘;,/

.

(a4} He says the Saviour has declared. ,"io one oan

coma unto me, exoept my heavenly ¥ather draw some oné

unto med, (*mnn 6144},

{8} ™le (the “@waﬁiv} By i@ has heen declared,' In

{1

the beginning was the Jopd, and the Wbréﬁw&a.Witw’Qqa, and

©the Yord wes God,.....00® { John It Ie4) 1/

(£) "He 88Y8 ee.. when Jesus x@mark%,ﬂfﬁqﬁfﬁ father
ig o murdereR from the beginning', he allddes to the Ruler
and Demiurge of matter®. (Comp. John 81 44).

ﬁ%} i he, ( the Peratic), aays ia - wnai,i% %p@kan.

i:

"I ma the doox"?. [ Comp. thn LU‘ ?} .‘iw

7% would ne Juat 2.8 aaﬁy %u ﬁh@w that ﬁh@ Juaﬁini@ma
and Sethians used the Fourth Gospel, or were at #E&ﬁ% soquaing —

i
i

ed with its contents. The former seems to me o Le the

~ true conclusion, n&ﬁ‘mmly because the words *h@iaayﬁ* are

vrefixed by iippelytus when he shows their uge qf the sente
ences qumted from the &asﬁel (whzwh wséet thxm%% is a. ﬁﬁrmng

indication that ”al&nﬁimﬁa was familiay wiﬁn tm@ &aﬁp%l),

iﬁfwximtaﬁ’

i‘qmmtaa abmva { Xa} It is im@aﬁaibiw in ﬁhm% a@@& to avoid

tha conglusion, that fh@g wars. quating wriﬁ*@m‘ ﬁwgam&n%a,

unless one pubs ?zﬁmaljtuﬁ dovwn  for an xmv&nﬁ@r'af &h@

‘gu@%a%zan, 1n m%imh gase he wmul& hive bﬁﬂﬁ v&%y anliwh

2/ (Continued) f,g, Ph&&aa_vﬂ 12,




Z’than a%wut the J@ar 80 A.D,

Ic ' .&&nﬂy@i

”5{3 -
to attempt to make 4t appear, that he was trying to refute

& paint the Namssenes never sﬁata& I am a@nvimae& ﬁh@n,v

that th@ @arlie@t Gnmatxc s&ata knmw that the F&uwth Gaﬁpﬁl

had been muhllahwd in their time, 7The anly alt@rﬁ&t1V@ I cmn

'a@@,f if 1 give full ermdmt to dippmly%u%) iy thas

am% Gig=

nimlﬁs of John in Asia had aapiad some af his ﬁﬁviﬂgﬁ kY1

apread th&m, which ig very imprsb&blw indeed fnx the Gnmstiaa

would not in thaﬁ case havm found it necessayy ?a ﬂ&j

7_&%t&n%ion to it 1t

any
is only bavausa they knew the Gn@m@l

a8 an autnnrita*ive decum@n? that they quoted 14 at all

28 ig fur%n@r eviaenmad by the fa&ﬁ that they qus%e mtaar

books of Beripture in the same way as the Gospel af Jonn,

}ﬁn emnsmﬂ@ra&ien of tr
think it cn

he facts alraaﬁy @nmum@rat&d I

n be safely inferred that the %ﬁﬁp%i of John w&a

not wki%ten Jat@r than ahout Qa A.ﬁ. 28 Zahn and atherﬁ, wilien

ﬁav@ given many years to th& study of thisg wrebl@m, maintain,

We have yet to deanl with the writinga of a few of 4

he '?1d®r$'~
tnat Ir@nmuﬁ refers to in o

ennection with some gof his stete-

w%wthar they aarrabmratﬁ *
argum@ntﬁ aﬁainat it.

menta, to see Qiﬁ view or furnish

It is diffieult

ir nat'imﬁagﬁible
aértainty

o agaert&in Wiﬁﬁ
the exact date of ﬁh@ mubllc m

xnistry of Folyoaryp,
Sshn m&zntalnq that he died at the a1y

ake in the year 185, ams
~x hava quatmd ahove, Otharg placs hisg d@ath

8t Ké‘)ﬁ ﬁ:# 1:’39

The f‘ae‘h that he c&&img that }m m@. gerved “&',}m '

Lord for )
@ightg'yearﬁ @V‘Wﬂ&ﬂ on his way to martyrdom shoyws hmw&var'
tha@ he must havw ‘been converted to Chri%tianity wh@n na waa
& yuuﬁg MAT,

#e can assume th@n that he wag bmrn not later

&uﬁ@blus 2/ t&ila ﬁﬁ that he
was " an intimate disciple of fhw amoatle"

and“ r&aaxv&ﬁ the
eniawomaﬁw af the ahurcﬂ at

mern& at the hﬁn&ﬁ ai th& Qy@“Q

witneaﬁes of ?h& @ard”

Ho. of Qhurah at umyrna; Ch, 9.
2. Hist, Epel, Ill 36, : o
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”31" . ‘
Comparing this with another statement of Busebiug I/
(waich he quotes from Irenmus ), I infer, that Polycarp must
have baen a discinle of John. He was one of the_’Eldera' from
whom Iranmus derived his 1nformation, and mdreaverAtaﬁght I:§
enmus t@ revere christlanity.z/ | "
Palycarp shows more than a yassing,aéquaintancé with
8t, (gohﬁg in the first paame the passage of ﬁusebiua (I?: 14)
pravea énié. Seeundly the atmrymmf Pelyearp's V1sit to

Reme, in the time of Anieetus to represent the Johannine )

- side mf the ?asmhal cantroversy a/, shaws beyond doubt

whence/ﬁalycarp derzvad his dectr;nes, Thlrdly the stery of
oy

- BYL, ﬁbaﬁ' flight from the bath-house in Fphesus, given on
' vh@/awéﬁ¢rity of Polycarp,@/ showa how he valu&d even small '

'innﬁdants in the Apastle's lmfe. %oreaver it seema te me. ﬁhat
om¢'eannot fail ta obsarve that Polycarp 8 letter to the
yhiiipnians reflects the spirit of John, although the Fourth

: /// anéal is n@ver quoted ?here.‘

é [ Thig 1etter@ consisting af foubteen briaf chaptars, is

o ﬁ@at probably witten in the year I10 A.D. We have these two
 '4umtatimns from ﬁhe first ﬁplstle of Jahn, wmile ha is ex-

hartlng the Philipnxam% to av&id the Daeetiato he ﬁays/ﬁ/"?

whazaaver do@s not confess that Jesus Christ has come in the

1,flesh i ant;ahrist“ ( C@mp. i John 4: 3). In the next

chapﬁer 6/ Wa flnd ‘these words: "He ..... endured all thlngs

for. u@,‘that we miphx live 1n Hlm"" (Comp. I John 4:9(

hew thx)ls a very impurtant fact for everyone musgt

'admit that’the wrxﬁer of tha First Epistle is ala the anthar _

/-

,'faf %h@ Fs”rth Gaﬁ,el Lvan Dr, gulxcher wha t&kss -rlﬁe in

I Adv, Haer, II1I. 3.4, ins, Hiaﬁ. Eccl IV. 14,
2., Eﬂﬁ, 3[19'@. ...Aﬂr‘l Ve 2@; B
« Buas, Hist, - HFeel, VvV, 24,
. Bag, Hiﬂt Xeel, IV, 14,
o EBpi ad Phil 7 .

.‘_ﬁg adFhil. 8.




g ‘
- never having allowed himﬁ&lﬁ ' to b&,ﬂriv&m on o f&&ﬁa'
road by srecial interests of ihaml@gv’ BAYVE am this waimtg
“The wrdter of the First Tpistle of John is Aﬁmnﬁicai m;xh
'-ﬁh&,w@it@r of the Fourth Gm&yﬁi“ /e “mieh of the %wa waw#
@x&%t&m firﬁt; is hér@ a matler of minor imporitancs, in the

- opinion of Lightfoot the Hpistle im a sommendatory vostscript
’  to ﬁm@ ﬁm$@@1¢ﬁj ftoded  Bdoo offers demonstration that the
Fpistle was written after the Gogped. Howaver, it is &vid@mﬁ
that Yolyearp must have known Hhe Gogspeld, for the date of
camna%itinm of the Gospel aamn@t e fay rﬁwav@d from that of
thw ”niﬁt&&. Zahn places them both b&twaan’&@ and B0 A.D.
¥e can ﬁh@y@faf@, with, graat prm%ability, foel sﬁriﬁim‘that'
Polyearp knew ﬁh@vﬁaﬁr*% flospel.

Coming to the Ignatian Zpistles I approsch a hﬁtlﬁ_
contested subject, and it woulﬁ be highly_pragumpt&maua for
me to attempt to Judge Letween scholavs of renown, with re-
.apﬁéﬁ to theiy suthenticity, It may be held as amrtmiﬁ that
the 1ang@r text of ths Ignatisn letters is %muriﬂns, for tHhéE
thig a@em@ to be a univwf%al awinlan. Hut with regpest tu
the shorter fnr&,'%ﬁiﬁﬁ I have wead, I feel eanfaa&nt that
they are Dy the ssme m@raan. An Godet says, 3/ ¥ There is
& man in these letbers, and a man Who ia net m&nufﬁviurad.“
Their ﬁ%viﬁ 1@ uniqu@, f@@&izg B3 intense, humiixty BO &aay
can only Jﬂlmﬁ o & aammmﬂ gaure&. Aehn is ceriain abmut
’%hmar g@nﬂinemmas. If he is riwhﬁ whinu 1 am inalimed to
believe, basing wmy view on m@myﬁriﬁan of the qu&iitv of the
cantﬂntﬁ of th mﬁlﬁt&@ﬁ, with what 1 have resd and ﬁ&aré-
r@gmfﬁiﬂ@ th@,i&imaynarﬁay af Ignatiusg, his lé%%@rﬁ aa@ﬁ&in
'valnabla testimonies to the early date of the Cospel. Horew

- gyer, Zahn tﬁllm bg that the &&mﬁndanma of lﬁp&tlﬂﬁ upen

I,o‘ - 3ﬁ1i$h@r’ In’ﬂ?ﬁ‘{){i; to HeTa e %{? L
e The Bxpositor's Graesk Testamani. Vol, Vepe 156
By - L@ww%ntﬁﬁy mn e &mgﬂel of Dt John, Vols Lo pe 165,




~ of the fifth chapter of the letter to the Romans ,

-35- _
John hag been used as an argum@nt agalhst the g&nuln@n@ss .
and the antiquity of ?he Ignatman latters” I/ Tuls depeﬂdense
théng has, at any rate, been felt by many. A %inﬂle quntation
 (‘given'by Godet 2/,) beside many others is the fullowing
fram the hpxstle to the Rom&ns Che 7%, The ldving water wﬁ

whlch - speaks in me 83y s to me 1nwardlj. come fo the Kather,

1 take no pleasure either in corruptible food dr in the

" joys of this life; I desive the'breadlcf God which is the
fleah‘aT Jesus Christ I | deszre as drink Pl% blaad
which 1s inecorriptible love " Godet says of the quotation"
#

The entire Gospel of John is, ag it were, included in tnks

.cry of the martyr, but compare more e&m@eially the words

-~ {or thb Gospel) 4: 143 14: 6; 6: 27; 32 sx 55,56,

I Onnﬁﬂnd then that these letters furnlsh proofs for
vthe antiqulty of the Gospel, If they ars written by Ignatlus,

aa is almost c@rtain thelr date is about 110 AB., if not how

,yaan we account for the fact that @useblus mentions, na% only

”‘hla capture travels and martyrdom, but also enmumerates tha_

vary epistles that& tradition ascribea to. Igna%ﬁus. This

atrengthans immensely the Lgllef that they are genuina. Euse-

%buis tells us3/ that tradztian afflmmq that Ignatius was sent

from Syria to Rome to suffer d@ath on acceunt of his testi-

mony to Lhrlst that he exhorted the brethren, wherever he

B tarrﬂmd, to remaln st@adfast'in the xaath “that he wrote

- many epistleb which he demlgnaﬁes by name; gl?iﬂ? the substanee

and g

: part of the third chapter of the letter to. th@ Bmyrnwans.

Husebius also expnlaing ta&t ignaxinx Iren@us quotes ‘a‘yﬁﬁﬁf .

- age from ignatluq. The nassay@ is irum Bo. aé Rmm @ and is

qumted by Irenmus 4/ v;thouﬁ naming the authar.}ﬁil this

tendg -
de  Zahn Infrod. to NeT. Vod. 3. pe 176 . - o
2, - Commentary on the ¥.T. Gospel of St. John Vol, I, p. 165

,'5;‘jﬁus. Hist, Eeel, I1II. 36
4 Adv, Haer. V. 28,
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to show that in the time of Euéebius theré‘was.no doubt
éoncerning thé genuineness of the Ignatiom letters. To my
mind this appea];mofe strongly than any mere theorizing
can do, Hence I‘belieﬂchat the Ignatius ietteré are
genulne. | |

Lastly let us note what Ignatius says I/ eees The
Christians of Ephesus ... have aixmaiy always been of the
same mind with the apostles through the power of Jesus
Christ", Is it possi’ble‘that this church would at that
véry time or a few years later raise no mki=skizn protest
if, as some hold, some otherwise unknown auﬁhor'wréte the

Fowlth Cospel during the first quarter of the Secon§

: century, and tr££d~to,nass it as the work of the Apostle

who had raised their chunch 2% to that state of eff101ency9

Thelast nerson(ﬁe)whose testimony to the antiquity of
the Gospel T will esdxexx adduce, is Papias of Hzerapolis.‘
It is admitted that he dled in 155 A.D. Irenzus calls him

a man of Christian antiquity ( /§{a>/”‘f' a>y%27o )
T /
the hearer of John (’ 7ZV7L¢@4&1) e :

and a companion of Polycazméjrb/&wﬂﬁzif797/ Z”“}/Q’Tf/) Z ’
Gy .

the writer olaims that certain disciples of the Lord(
&4 7ﬁﬁm/ ﬁfcyd4»wvo//atﬂa,¢4¢77‘2;/ ). were liv%pg'at

the time he wrote, Considering all this it is evident that

~he heard John preach,,and was a contemporary of other

disciplesg of Jesus as wedl, for it is more natural to take

‘ thé descriptive phrase 'diéciples of the Lord',tb mean

‘those that weré?in a special éense, than a designation of

the‘christianAcommunity, Add to this the fact that we havé

‘(in Codéx Regina I4 in the Vatican a very ancient document)

the follaw1ng aggument for the Gospel of John: 'Evangelium
I, Ep. ad Eph. II.

2, dedit Commentary on the N.T. Gospel of St. John Vol. I. p.42 )

3. Ens, Hist, Becl, ITI. 39.

L/}’ . Bduh MM{ Zf??/ WMg % /rg'éf_f
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Johannis moanufastun et datum agt aaal@ﬂﬁé a% Johanne adhue

in’a@rmama constituta, %iﬂfﬁlﬁ,niﬁg nomine ﬁiﬁﬂ@gﬂii%ﬁnuﬁ

ﬁiasimuiuq Johannis GRTUS 4 .uvs.ee. iN %ﬁﬁﬁqu& livyie r&%uli&*

and it gannet be denied ?aa& Ymﬁ&s was both a awm%&mparary

of Bty Joln and his érsanai diﬁﬂxpi

Papie does not quote the yamrth qﬁﬁ@%l in the fyagment

of his books that hadé been -reserved, and which obviously

belongs to the preface., But- Busebius 1/ tells ug that Fmp*
188 guoted the Virst Zpistle of | }%ﬁ%gy lience he must have

known %E@'Wmurta &ﬂﬁpﬁl. As:azﬁiﬂw Yo the dain ﬁi?@ﬁ &kav&

m-m«m hove written his Oracles 1&1*%% »imn rluul’m AD.

He &g thaﬂ an &mpﬁﬁ@&%ﬁ witness o the antxquiﬁj a the

In the preceding pages I have summarized such evid-

~enge a¢ I have found for the antiguity of the Gospel. 1

have tried o insert sueh histeric facts as I sonld,

bﬁli@vimﬁ $ﬁmt after all, ﬁhay are mers to Ye @@lﬁ&ﬁ"¢m
%M&n more or lagsy prahabl& speculations, thaﬁ too af%@n he=
come mm&cial nleas for such T@ﬁulﬁﬂ e Eﬁfmamxm& Wi%ﬁ the
theologieal nosition of the writer. R%&ﬁunihg hig&@riaf
gvidence worthless, &ll%giﬂg mati&e%, oL @%ﬁiﬁﬁ'fxam m@fﬁl

silence of the historians sabout incidents 1% seeme to us

he @ught ok have spoken af, is, Yo say %3 & least, liﬁbl&

to mislead. On the other hand i'&nﬁmﬁwiﬁég@ that isolated

’aﬁﬁﬁam@ntﬁ of ancient suthors may e fall&ci@mg, it when

we have,- besides mere tradition, whieh, being oll but dnie

versal and continuous threughout seventeen centuries is by

ho meang to be &ﬁﬂﬁiaad. - an unbroken chain of historie

@v;awna@ for the antiquity of thm &&%ﬂﬁl irmm &nam%e&ie t&m&a‘

e Zﬁ,imﬁir‘ it mamm’i: 'ﬁa:s &nmn*ﬁ".

uﬁﬂmnﬁ@ now that the Gn%ﬂal ha& b&wn writhen Tram

W_Yﬁ& to %ﬁ 114 ﬂ.ﬂ. A Jnliaﬁmw haiﬁg.vby aomeons who wed

‘1, Bds. Hist, Beel, 11T, 39,




2

L ‘not an apostle. Pould Papias, Folyeax ep/ Iﬁﬁﬁﬁin@ and scores

.J

of others, %h& had seen the apostles have aceepbed it &ﬁd‘
guoted wr&ﬁin@ﬁ somimg from the same ?“ﬁ *w&l& aﬂv aof -

} ' CnTlents of He
them have attested the truth of %h@Aﬁﬁapwl? I/ in ﬁhmrt*

7

would nﬁt %%@ ﬁﬁﬁ?@h%&iaf Erhesus &ﬁﬁv ﬁxh@r A%iatic ciﬁw'.
,i@a nave ﬂratﬁa%aﬁ at @n@ﬂ, sopeeially sinee the ﬁna;ﬁantﬁ
and ﬁl%ﬁ@ﬁ?%@ﬁ which the Gosnel told tham a&, were, for the
maaﬁ ﬁa?t, not 1nnnﬁ in the ?vmam*ia%* Ef x% was writt@n

a liﬁﬁlw dater, why &id the Gnosties &cm@pﬁ aﬁ as authanﬁia?‘

If it weve written sbout the middle of the sentury why did

3

Tustin Yortyr quote it in his Wemoirs® My 4 id Tatian and

;» L | Heracleon include it in their ﬁa%d@ﬂ%ﬂfi@%” 4dd to %mmﬁ the

\ - Tact that we have an unbroken shain of versonal acqualntance
v'frdm.?alymmrp o Ir@n%ua,‘and that he has no doubt wh&%&v&r'f
regurding thé.&ﬂtiQuiﬁy and  asuthorshin mf thw‘G@s§@l,

Cmay it not be safely inferred that %hﬁiﬁﬁﬁpﬁl was written
about B0 to 90 ALY To my mind no other answer is posse
ible, | | | -

This then aamnlw%@ﬁ 1wy ﬁiﬁﬂﬂ%%l@ﬁ 6of xiw date ai

ﬁmmyoaiti@n, Bt wha mas the authmr? Wwfmre I tey %m.&m$Wﬁx
tha& gquestion I m&v& to compare th@ fraﬁitnana4 view with

the ratio ndliﬁti@ syt wrwéuae &uvh internal &v*d&nw@ 849 X

fif]dt

Zven since the aanﬁliat aham% 1hm muﬁhw%ﬁhin nn ta&
Fourth Sosnel ummmmnaad, gnly two solutions HﬁV@ he@ﬂ GO~
sidered nosaible so far as Tk NOW , - @iﬁﬁwr that the Gosmpel
iﬁﬂwri%fan by ﬁﬁ; John, o by Bomesns &l%ﬁ,‘wﬁﬁ w ished tﬁ‘
ﬁﬁp@?@ss his cwn identity, and gain apa%t@iia,'auﬁhariﬁy foxr

nis composition By making 43 appear that the Apostle were

Vd‘?

'ﬁnw author. The nasude Jahm. gw Seﬂn the fr%mhwt@r ia, in

) mwéeﬁh times, the mnly ml?ﬁrmmtiva aﬁferﬁé by the r&tinm&¢~

istic side, uifiwr@nt wrim@ra make him write at GiTf @x@nt
N Comp, John 21: 24,




~57-

periods during the‘second'century;‘

1 have already all uded to the dlfflou1+v this view
has to contend against, on the historic side, To me, this

difficulty seems all but insuperable. Another difficulty,

nearly as grave as the first is met when we compare the

character of the literary works composed during the second
century with_that of the Synoptics, the.Pauline Epistles

aﬁd thé Acte of the'Apostles,'This diffefence is so enormous’
that the'mostISUPerfidial reader cannoﬁ'faii to notice ite.
Could +hén such masterpiece -as the Fourth Gospel appear

* not raise a ripple on

during the second century and yet
the délm'surfaoe”?

Yet/we.search in §ain~for any such phenéména during:
the second century. Noldebatés oeéurvéoncerniﬁg thé vélue of
thg Goséel, ne doubts are expreséd,AeXCept b§ the Alogi (and
thét most probébly‘ aﬁ a later date) who aseribe the Gospel
to Cer1n+hus, a con+9mporarv of St, To n, wh1ch in 1ts°1f 13 #
remarkable_factc_mhe Gospel is aqknowlndged by drﬁhodox and
heterodbx Writers‘thrbughout the cehtufyov

We have to suppose then that John the Prosbv+er eltherx_

did not exist or that he was a contemporary of St. John

hlmself, if, indeed, o/ ﬁ70€;0%§L1—%%7u /. - i1s not merely

a d931gnatwon ﬁ?ven to the ApostT bv hlS dlsclples and frlends
at Ephesus. Let us try teo form an opinion ”eﬂardwn” the
plausibility of these theorieso

The theory concarnlnv John the. Presovtar arises from

two nr1n01@a£,sources cn uhe hlstorle side. These are

(1) 2 passage muofed from Panlas by Fuqebwus 1/, and'another

‘quoted from B*onvs1us ?/_I a puﬂ17 of Or'vfrenl bv tho'same~:

e s W i s i 2 s i

1—?,~'EHSQ Hlot‘ ECC 11:‘ %g

<+ Ens, Hist, Eo:l,.#iT’
- el

;
i
!

HE
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. hiéﬁorian. Ehe first'ef_ﬁhese I will have tc quote, in order
- %0 express my views conéerninq theﬁo |
fhe.pas sage from ?aplaa is as follows: " I sha““ not
regret to’subjoin £0 ny in;erpretations; also, for your
benefit, whatsoéver.l»ha?g at any time sccurabely ascertain~
ed and . kex tréasuﬁe@ un in my;mémeiy,lasfl have received
it from the elders, and havm recorded ;+‘ in order to give
additienal'eenfirmaticﬁ t0 the *ruth by ny testimony. For
I have never,'like;maﬁy, delighted %o hear thgée that tell
»maﬁy tﬁiﬂgs, Eut th¢s@} that teach the truth; neiﬁher;thesef"
that‘reaerd foreign precepts, but those that are given from
th@'Lord, to.euf fa;th, and ﬁhéﬁ gene from tﬁé ﬁruth_itséif:”;
Sutjif I met with anyoﬁe,whc héd boen a fol ower of the

a point %o ﬁaquire what were the

[

elders any wheré,'l nade i
declarations of 4hm‘e1d@rs. What was said by Andrew, Peter

or Philip,. th* by Thomam, Ja mes, John, Mat+haw, or any
other of the di“ei'Tes of our L“Tda That is maid by Aristion

and +hﬂ(g%@kﬁ pra:bgter John, diseiples of the Lord' for I

do not think that I derived so much ben@fit from books as
from the living voice of those that are still surviving.,"

It is evident that Papias places full reliance in the.

words of .the 'elders' that he refers to, and that he diserim~

inates hetween their words and the "foreign precepts”. o

Thare ére., 1n hws OﬁlnlOJ, léﬁends 5nvenﬁed énd spread, in

his' time. The e‘lﬁlono of the 'e’dnrs','h&cever,‘gre asguré

ate th@y are the preeepts lthat are g%ven‘ﬁram the Lgfd“,  _ ?fg
"emming'fﬁ@m the truth itsélf". Evidenﬁiy‘istwas Papias!

eustcm to sift ‘such eviden@e that he go* hon of. Of all

[ERE sush evidence he p laces implieit c@nfld@nee in the opinzsns. .

of the elders', There had,been 1iving in hig tipg




‘Irenaeus regularly uses /éLdbéZ?””27J" 7ZhJ Azqﬁﬁ/&ﬁd

gome who had been followers of th- "elderg®, he had net
them and converéed vith them. Who then were these ‘elders®?
Papias tells us that in'plain words. He says, w f nade it

a RXRX iint to inquire what were the declatabions of the
*elders"™ Then he explains by adding, " what was said by
Andrew, Peter, Philip etc." It seems obvious that this is
merely an explanatory ehnumeration, shewink what 'elders’
he meang, I inferlthenlthat the Yelders' were the apostles
themgelves and their intimate aséociateSQ Papias evidently
uses words rather 1oése1y, hence I do not think much stress
can be laid on single names as 'elders’, an uncommon
desighation &f the zapostles, but I trust rather to what I
consider to be tﬁe sequence of thought in his narratives.
Oéher authors; who wrote a little later than Papiaglshow the
same tendency to use descriptive app e11atidns 1ooseivﬁ

7.

Ptolema@us ca11s the evangelist now HLa,a/rrvys‘ 0 /9L414
ra

7/’M < U// &0, TR a?,{/ 7070 A o f " ]_é
Heracleon designates him first as q/xéx%%7j?4ﬁ ) imkofder 0
distinguish him from the Baptlst and c1a331f1es hlm dlwa

reetly afterwards among o /f AT oA, /ﬂi) ,
|

when he speaks of John as the author of the Gospél 5/,\yet

B \

‘he says in one place " now soﬁunLJohannem, sed et allas N '¢§\f7ﬁ

apostolos viderunt", in one place he calls the aoostle

/“4042 o0 ﬂiyﬁzircf and then uxgxi 1ncluaes him among

i
|

L) 3 » | .
1 4/, Euseblis quotes him as saying

e 7
the o7 alfrc e T Ad /.

“John, the disciple of the Lord and the other anggglgg“ﬁ/

1. Iren.ls 8,5; Enlph. Haer. 3XX11l. 3,
2, Origen. tom, V1., 2, in Jo. %/ Adv. Haer. 111, 1,1l. etc:

4, Adv. Haer. T01. 3, 4, 5/ Hists Ecols Vo 24.
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Eusébius 1lived zbout 325 A.D. and gives

a3 his own opinion merely. Irenasus 1ived from 135 tc 188

A.D., and he states what he says as a facte The former made

a theory, the latter# stated what we have reason to bhelieve

Al

he knew well. I, therefore, give more hecd 1 2 opinion

(6]
¥
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of Irenseus. Moreover it seems certain, that, if there
really existed anothefJdohn, who wrote the Gospel, during
the lifetime of John the apostle, or within 2 few years

.fter his death, he could not at that time have given publ-

fas)

icity t@ it and passed it as the work of tha apostle, unless

he had been the amenuensis of Ste John, in which case Ste

John would be the author. The publicaticn would have had

no chance Lo obtain recognition so early as it did, and

without ant strife, by friends and foes alike, under any

othe conditions. Otherwise the Christians of Ephesus, Smyrna

etc. would have remonstrated. At =2 ;ater date the Gospel

was not written as I have shown above.

An interesting sidelight bearing on this subject is

found in the rémarks of Papids about the order of St. Mark®s
¢ ' \

comnosition. He says that Mark was the interpreter (?@k&ya/fy
of

of Peter, wrohe down accurately 211 that he remenm

.

herad

the things that were either said or dones by Chris;; hut

not in order. How did he know? It is very unlike;y that he
saw Bt. Peter, or heard him preach. No person could have
told Papias thisz except St. John himself. None eise would

be able to speak with authority on this topic, at that time.

I am fully aware, that sone eritics of renown maintain

that this Prasbyter John was a certain supernumerary apostle,

closely sllied with the Twelvs and yet not one of them.

)




o lBe
Why then do we .not hear of him in the Gospel?. 1% is evident
that the one by that name who was present in the garden,
saw the transfiguration, cams with Peter to the sepulehre

o
an

ete. It is likely that the apostle was present at

<

he last

e+

Supper, for that event sesms to have been calebrated by

the twelve and the Masher Himself only. If so, it was the

apostle also that "leaned on the Dreast of Jesus"™, and 1is
nomed ™ the diseiple that Jesus loved". Time and tine again

we read that Jesus tock only the khpeewith Him? " Peiera
Jemes and John". It is then very uﬁlikely that there was
another John, not one of thev{;elve, but almost identified
with that'group, and yet not a passing meﬁtion.of him in
the Synoptics. |
Lastely let usg notice agein the opinion of Eussbius,
which ié contrary to the tradition of the church and the
opinion of writers of reﬂown before his time. Papias says:
®* Tf I met with anyone who had been a follower™ of the ¥elders®
anvwhere I made it 2 noint to inguire what were the declar-
ations of the ®alders®( 7’0;]_(‘ TA,:;V fi\/Oi'/ V‘ﬂ/?‘f/‘/ﬂzﬁlv a),,/é'/';a‘/vw
?AéV’V‘ ) He designates the apostles by the nane of

¥s1ders® as Busebius holds. Papias uses the same word agaln

sisnats John whern he mentions that name again, but

w2

g sd
[
<8
D
[¥>}

does not =0 designate Afistion. Why g0? If it means any-
t to rank it implies that this John also

£ ths sans rank as the members of the first group,—- in

other words. Papias names that anostle twiwe. Bul all of

/
these are/%ﬁ%4ff /ﬁ%ﬁzu%’ Why does FEusebius not se? Sthis

indication? Simply nhecause hig eye is directed to the two

. oy

groups, he recognizes v

@
i3
!
i3
(]
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onks His mind iz pre-

theory, riving more hesd to form than thoucht. He d4id not
neantto contradiet truthe +he clumsy a rrangenent of the
narrative of Papias 124 him into errore

I b-olieve then that the *Preshyter John® whom

that on this point, many eminent vriters, among the orthodox

authérs hold the opposite view , amonc thenm is Godet, the

|

|

Papins mentions heres iz S5%. John himselfl, rece?yizing
|

i

A
nan whose judgmentl on suchbqu@stlon,is mere valushle

Ut

|
; than of eny other author that I have read. But on +this
i
I
|

point I nust differ from himg

Gomines to the pasgsage quoted fronm Dionysius by Eusebiug
which is too “ong %o be renroduced hers in Tull, I will
only give its important pnointsa arranged in ordar,

|
‘ He begins the charter telling us that some have agw
|

¢ribed the Apoealypse to Cerinthus., This opinion he dise

sugceosafully, and expresses his ancreciation of

the book, sonfessins

J
03
<t
foxag
eV
<t
fmad
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is unable tc understand it

sl & . .
Tully, wvet his

o
b4 )
s
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+3
jw]
[
Bt
o]
3
w
&
ir]
fude

its contents doos not decrease

2

ocn that

jar)

.ccount, He does not deny tha: the book is

written by a man g¢alled John,- but not the son of

rzasons are a3

92}

4

: 7 Zebedes, Hi

% iy . 1 s . . x
| (1) That the evangelist never |»%e g his nane either

in the Gospal or Bpistles, but the author of +4he

- e . 2 3 N T Vs
| Apocalyrse states his nane three tines

TR




re a4 eom.L.on origin on the basis of internsl evidence {sine

ilabity of thought, general LODC,

atvle etc ), which he sals is unlike tho Apocallypses

(3) Specially the contrast between what hs calls

of thn Anoecalypse and

Yxhzrake ‘barbarism and solecisn?

she slegant diction of the Gospel. On these grounds he

e

4 the Apocalypse belong to

conjectures tha’ the Gospel an

different authors. He, however, does not ¢laim any real

knrwled~e af about the matier, except that Sts John was

onysius

{3
Q
)
b

the author of the Gospel and the Bpistles, Hen

nar be added %O the groun ol authors whose

the antiquity of the Gospel I have adduceds

14 is beyond the range of this thesis %te discuss the

authorshin of the Apocalypse. 1 mentioned +the arguments of

Dicnysius merely Lo show that he himself dcecs not feel

canable to offer any rroofs regarding oven the existence

of "Presbyter John'. He merely conjectures, hence he does

not ssenm to be an authority on the matter at alle

Now it may be asked: ' §hy did not pionysiug avail

himgelf of the passage 1 gquotsd from Panias? It io unlikely

that he did not ses the Oracles, for Dionysius Was born

nearly half a century after the death of Papias. Arguing

from silence,with some considerable degres of nrobability,

T infer that Dionysius did not find in the writings

avwv
of Parias 30 strongnindication of dual authorship as Lo

[

+hink it worth producing to prove his conjecture. Horeover,

if Panias, indeed, implies that thers was & saecond John,

Dionygiusg distinetly declares that our Gospel was nob

written by him for he direztly accredits 5t John with its

X
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become one, The material things were in theiy opinion evil,

Sim? they aaidy arises from matter, The soul is defiled by

ETRE)

sonnection with &hévb@dya The thought that the Logos appeared
in a human person having boih soul and body, was edious to
%hsm.?

Tith John the appesrance of the Logos is 8 nostulate
of eternal iavew and 2% the same time an historical fact;
with Philo the notion of the Logos is a metaphysical theory,
Philo uses the term to denote the Divine reagon, the}5z;,f§g;w
when he wishes to denote the idea that the word Aé&/#r
stands for in the Gospel, he also uses the word ;Oéguﬂz adong
with the other, Wmsh@s%m7%;5mﬁﬁ;ﬂu7g/ZéM@r/‘

v, R P

and says the world was made §/a//ayy»ﬂ77“’ 7o &er 7o
John s@qe the Logos came to enlighten every man that comes

into the world., Not so in the Philonic system, There are

some men, the sages, that by immediate contemplation rise

to the knowledge of God without the aid of the Logos, Philos
language is not clear, John's is as vivid azs can be, with
Phile the Logos is sometimes personal snd somelimes

he treats ii 23 1f it were not, Joun treaﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁ%&ﬁcﬂ?%he Log

o8 as on historic, living Being, energizing and snlightening

the world, yet that Being is God, fhilo, it is true, thinks

i i

o wn I o P S _ ‘

of the Logos as a second Gode ///7¢4 oV £}>V/ iﬁ o~/ Beor
¥ / v

‘ ’
0S LTV Ll oV Aq@«

Jt S
(sanday), and the ord was Himself God, and the O/V/ﬂﬂfwv

of ereation. loreover the attributes ascribed +to the lLogos

-

are to a certain extent similar, Phileo's Logos also is free

S . . .
from sin, is = %ﬁ@@gm&nw fath@r‘guidey 8tce, Y&t it scems

to me that, on the whale/the Loges of Phile ig rather an

effusion of Divine Power, an eternal emanation from God,
than o distimet separate Person, /nd the vivid picture of

Christ that the Pourth Gosnel shows is esgentially human

a8 well =g divine, the Loges of Philp ia agsentially Irae

Lrom human attributes,
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Both writers weré students of thé 0ld Testament. It
is therefore impossgible to decide whether the writer of
the Fourth G@spei is influenced to any extent by the ideas
of Philo or not. The term used is the ssme in bothy the
characteristics ddaffer, Hence I think that the true solutim
1s that Phile's ideas had made their way to the places
where the Gospel was written, brought 1o Ephesus by Alex-
andrians Jews, or that the writer of the Cospel had heard
of the Philonic doctrine while in Palestine, The first I
consider more probable., If so, xkzkt the author of the Gosp-
el had occasions to debate the respeciive merits of Christe-
ianity, and the philesophy of Philo, He sees the p%@t of
regemblance, and when he writes, introduces th@ nane Logos,
but uses it to denote Christ, personal, historic, divine
and true, It is the same kind of tact as St, Paul uses in
"Athens I/, and for the same purpose, It merely shows high
homél&tic skill, The resemblancesbetween the two doctrines
are skilfully used to bring out’clegrly the differences that
exist, yet without harping on theimperfections of Philon-
ism or even naming it, Théée differences show that the
author of the Gospel was not a student of Philo but a
disciple of Christ. a

I admit then thatthe writes of the Gospel was de=
rendent on Philo to the extebt of using some of his
special catch-words, Thuze far the.charge is true, but he
uses them for the purpose I have sh?wq above, It is an

' . induce
admirably constructed prefa@c to animﬂmahis immediate
readers 1o give heed to his narrative,

This discussion opens the way to consider f%giwhom
the author of the Fourth Gospel wrote. He wrote in Greek
andhls readers were acquainted withe Logos doctrine of Phile.
Heﬁc@ they were Greek-speaking people, But what can we learn

from the Gospel regarding its author?

i, AEve 213 23,
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The customary procedestle in studying the Gospel fox
this purpose is to show that (I) the writer was a Jew,(2)
of Palestine,(3) an eye-witness,(4) an apostile,(5) John
the son of Zebedee, This will also be my arrangement,
That the writer was a Jew is shown by his use of ﬁhe_;’
Greek language, The authoy thinks in Hebrew though he writ-

es Greek, His Greek is faultless, but it is because he aiw

tempts so little, His sehtences are shori., The rounded

_periods so natural to the Greek language arve Waniinga The

optative is never used, His use of particles is confined to
a few, He uses co-ocrdinate canjunctions where adversative
relation is intended, as for instance in this sentence:
" T am come in my Father's name and ye receive me nobleosse
How can ye believe which receive glory of one another,; and
yet the glory that cometh from g@f the only God ye seek
not" mmdx# I/ This is obﬁinusly Hebraism, for in Hebrew
the same word ( | ) means both "and® and "yet" and "but®,
The Woxd Wiy /,dyy v doubled wenty times in the Gospel
at the beginning of declarétions is alego a sign of Hebrew
origing The author explains Hebrew proper names to his
readers, such words as Cephas, Messias, Golgotha, Thomas,
Rabbomi, Gabbatha, This is an indication that the author
was a Jew, although it is by no means a dfcisive one, but
it prcecves that the auﬁhor was writing fer some that
needed that explanation,
The author is well learned in the 01d Testament

prupheeiesﬁ He quotes the 0ld Testament about twenty times.

- Heig acquainted with Jewish habits of thought, and
their customs. Baptism was known to the Jews before the
advent of John the Baptist., Thng¢ge is also brought cut in-
directly in the Gospel, The Baptist is not asked what new
thing he is doing, but why he baptised, since he did not

claim for himself any official position2/, He knows
T,  Jonn 5: 45,44,
Ry John I: 253
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He there takes theliberty to translate from the Hebrew

Sawbwo
text 1/, (zm@kx Zech 12:103 Ps 41:9). This fact alone

proves Palestinan descent of the author, Had any %Jew

of the DluperSlON" written it he would have followed

the Septuagint; so would also & Gentile author. His

topographical knowledge furnishes additional proof,

I will write down only a few of such instances, "He knows

Cana in Galilee 2/, a small town mentioned by no earl-

ier writer, Bethsaids is the native place of Philip,

Peter and Andrew 3/, Aenon is near Saline where John

baptized 4/ Jacob's well was Tdeep' 5/, and so it was

- (more than a hundred feet) -

The author has minu te knowledge of Jerusalem

and its suburbs, He knows of the treasury 6/, the loca-

tion of the garden and the brook Kedron 7/, Pilate sat
in  Judgment in a nlace called Gabbatha 8/ Jeus was

led forth to Golgotha 9/. The author knows of the con-

tempt that the inhabitents of Judea regarded the Gallleans

with 10/, He knows the haughty manners of the Pharlseans
and Sadducess

» and their opinion of the common people 11/

"The people who knoweth not the low are cursed®,

He knows the prejudices of each sect among the Jews.,

He hints what is otherwise proveda that the Sadducees

were the ruling faction in the Saqﬁedrim in our Lord's

time although fewer in number, The chief priésts were of

the sect of the Sadducees, But the chief priests had to

cater to the wishes of the more populous party, as was

very natural from political standpoint. The Gospel shows

that its author% wexrd aware of this fact, The Pharisees are

‘the Erosecutl element of the Sau@adra&mq the chief pri@%tg
'3 12, 403 137 18, 2/ 2

I-11; 47 46.
3/ I 44« 4/ 3 25 5/ 4: 11, 6/ John I/E,B .
7/ 18:1. 8/ 19:13, 9/ 10 17, 10/ 1% 46, 7: 413 7:52,

11/ v: 49,
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At all events he must have ascertained the date of the
Commencement of our Lord's minis@rya‘fhe most favorable
suppoesition is that he had bef@ra him the Gospel of

Luke, thgugh he no where else betrays the slightest acquainte
ance with thgféospelg Here»he would fdnd the date he want-
ed, reckoned by the years of the Roman gevern@rsa Thirdly,
after arriving at these two results by separate processes,

he must combine themy thus connecting the chronology of

the Roman emperors, with the chronology of the Jewiéh kings,
the chronology of the temple erections with the chronology
of our Lord's life,

When he had taken all these pains, and worked up the

subject so elaborately, he drops in the notice which has

given him so much trouble in an incidental and inobtxusive»’
wayﬁllt has no bearing on his history; it does not subéerve
the purpose of his theol@gy.sIt leads to nothing; proves
nothing. Certainly the art of concealing art was never
exervised in a more masterly way than here, And yet this

was an age which perpefuated the most crude and bungling
forgeries, and is denounced by modern criticism for its
utter incapacity of criticism",

"It leads to nothing , proves nothing,* Lightfoot
says, For almost all of the many signs of the author's
topographical and historical knowledge this observation is
valid, What proves my point is not so much the fact that
these incidents are recorded as their unobtrusive, artless
gpontaniety. We can discern no purpose, yet mast of themv
demand deep and thorough study/ from any Gentilie or Jew

of the Dispersion, I it likely then that a second century

forger would or could become so thorough a studaht of Jewid

hist@ry er Palestinian topographyxxxy especlially in an age
when they were most cruelly treated, most thoroughly despised
-~ had becowe a nation without & home. Whe would now think of

studying as thoroulhly the history of medieval or modeyn
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in ap inecidental way, the author's grasp o
detnil would come without any sonscious efforl, and be
gure to anmear, ay bhey, indesd, 90 frequently do.

Ty gonnschion with this charge of forgery, S fTra~
quentiy asserted, and with se mucn gell- @@nfiﬁ@n@ms I
belisve it is incumbent on %h@ﬂ@‘%hmﬁ wake suon &ﬁ@@w%i@ﬁ%
tg  show in whose interest such foergery was written, and,
in the sscond nlace, wONg what class of oeople such a wan
would be likely to apnear? Jould 8 thprougnh Christisan do
thnins, and then try to connsch %ha nope of Hh. John with
wig net?  An act of Torgery invelves consclous ardl nye=

medinted duplicity, such thal a vewl ghristian would shrink

fyom it. Desides, the Fourth Gospel shows fully as intimate

knowladee of Jegus as the Synont Lie8. suthor was nmrau,u1§

ievmed with the apivrii of fhiriste 1T he were a fovger he
was # nsyveholegical enigas.
[7 9
e 4% » dukewarm Christian® Sueh person wonld be
o
2Ly Lo he arregant and voastiul. the nome of

Jukn, the supnosed writer, not even mentic Healdes,

whoever he was, was a medel of Christian hwa-

u‘*h 1 ﬁ 2

LY ﬁg a

the very identity of eone the writer wishes to peras

too, ig sn undikeldy view.

Lhen opn we

X
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words of the prophets; hut no more? No: for in that sense

the Fourth Gos

pel is certainly anti- Jewish, Proofs of
thig aprear on clmost svery nag@, so it is useless to
efnumerate them.

Wag it a Philoniszt? .How then can we account Ffor tha
pamental
opnosition o Platonic tenets? "The Word became flesh and
dwelt among‘us and we bsheld His glory"™. This is the keynote
of the Gospel, and is antagonistic to Platonic dualism.

Seceondly, the quality of the Gospel itself is the

strongest protest possible, not only when we compare its

aim, pilety and spiritusl insight z2nd didactic skill with

o

works written during the r~*ec:omjl century, but with 339 unine-
spired religious book, So great is the difference that a
comparison is scarcely possible, The author ﬂonbﬁanes with
the unfailing skill of heart and mind the despest wisdom of
a Christian sage with the simplicity and candor of a child.
Some parts of the Gospel are such.thaﬁ ne mere nan EXR

eéuld have formed the ideas contained in them., Take for
ingtance Chanter 17. I assert with all confidence that no
nerely human being could ha#e written thot prayer without
havine heard its substaﬁtiél contents from the lips of
Jesus., We are thus led, even by a priori oonsidefatioﬁs to
enqguire whether the author wasv an eve-witness of the scenes .
he describes or not. The folfowing Tacts furnish the preof

reqguired.

What i3 most readily retained in penory after reading

the Gospel even superficial T; are ninube details concerning




8/ John 6:22:
12/ John 12:1: 13/ John 12:12; 14/ John 19: 14:

times of zctions or occurrences, These are recorded in
great nunbers and for them at ﬂst no nossihle motive could

be found on the assumption that the Gogpel weire written

oy

by o forger. The two disciples visit Jesus 2t the tenth

hour 1/, tha Baptist sees Jesus the day after he answered

the Levites 2/ Jesus went to Galilee gave the nanme Gephas

to Peter 3/, He went to the marriage-feast at Cana on the

N

third dav

pat]

after He spoke to Nathangel 4/, He sat down at
the well ih the sixth hour 5/, He dwelt with the Samaritans
two days 6/ the son of the nobleman of Capernaum

regained

his health at the seventh hour 7/, the peeple observe that

e

there was no bhoat in the

<
Jod

the morning after the
disciples started &6 cross the ses 8/, Jésus deelares that
if anvone thirst that one should come to Him8/, ete., on
reed two days after they
heard of the sickness of Lazarus §8/, the hody had lain

in the grave four days when Jesus cane 11/ Jesus went ta
Jerusalem six davs before the passover 12/, 2 great multi-
tude was egathered to the feast 13/, +the morning after see-
ing Jesus and Lazarus at Bethany,‘ the sixth hour 14/, the
eve of the Sabbath 15/, 1"hm ClPSu day of the Sabbaﬁh 18/,

the evening of that day ig? gig ht days 187, etc. To insert

these details serves no purpose whatever, but would come

guite naturally if the writer were one of the groug of the

1/& Jchﬂ 1
4/« JOHH 2

L2
o
)

2/» John 1: 29: 3/. John 1

+ 4 °

¥ e

5/ John. 4:6; 6/. John 4:40: 7/ John
8/ John 7:37: 16/ John 11:8: 11/

4:52:
John 1117

R
¥

°

{8

15/ John 19z 31
0

1. 18/ John 2

09

°

“I

6/ John 20:1; 17/ John 26:19: 18/ John

ed
-4
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The eighteenth and twentieth chanters ore sapecially
crowded with indications that show that the author was

€ye
an eay-witness, The minute tracing of the course from the

city to the}garden, the description of the groupn led by
Judas; their falling to the ground when Jesus spoke to them,
the trial scene, which is szo mninutely and graphicaily de-
picted that one is naturally léd to think that the ”othef
disciple® (18:15) was the author himself,- these are strong
indications indeed,.

Lastly, I will point out a few instances where the

author makes a direct claims to be an sye-witness. When he

saya: " The Wordee...... dwelt among us and we beheld Hi

-
o]

glory etcy I instouctively think of the scene of trans

uration . To be zure the personal disciples of Jesus "beheld

t

His glory" during the wholep periocd of their discidpleship,

but yet if seems to me +that the author must have had spec-

'd
o
. ]

1y in his mind those instances when that "glory™ was

=]

gast v

[¢4]

iled, =such as the transfiguration and the appear-
ances of the Lord after the resurrection. The argument that
the "we®™ in this verse refefé’to the whole number of Christ-
ians is sirained, for evidentlj the Gospel pur@orts to come
from = group, from =2 small bodj of Christians who hear wit-
ness to the Christian Ghurch.

Now leﬁ ﬁg Ioék at 195 55:— f And he that hath segﬁ
hath born witness, and his witness is true, and he knoweth

that he saith true, that ye also may believe®. It is not




/
. e - )
they think the sacond "he® {(eAKeiros

The pessapgs 1 John 1:le3 is wat nors
which our hands havs handled®, +he author

nay be able %o disrose of John

as Banday reports; this statenent however

zannot  bhe ax

é%?élféﬂz/

that waye

1

used twentyehbwo times in th

sensa of bodily vi

and always in the risions
gpagcual reason that i ﬁh@n*é not retain

1 John, alsc, and

in John 13 14,
AL fthe nassages '

soint to the =zane

But if that i3 admittad

S A
Jﬂ:"‘:&

v

—
as

specifics ™ That
18758, HarnaneK

Horeovar,

one has to leck fer
Twelve, for ha elains knowladse that

have possessod. He knows <Lthat the

128,04 ay m*st

¥ P e o
Hew Togbament

no one a&}e gould

disginlers

thaer were surprised

Hinm after ths miragle of Canal/, that
that He should talk %o 2 wonan u/, that thay

the sea 3/, that

a/,

Jesurs Talk on

Haster's savings

5/, etc. He knows the nind of Jesus, ths reas

and the haunts of the disciples 7

er's__feslings 8/. 17 is_entirely inpossib
1/. John 2311: 2/, 4:27;. 3/, 63195,
2824 5/ 201 904 6/, 2:24; Bef; RE 617
7/s 11354:, 1832; 20318, 8/ 11383,38, et

1-2
i

ot

g we

5y

they were nysbifisd at

ther did not vet understand

?/. He also knows

_Lthalt_anyone
4/ B3 80; 153
Tela 2LCs

sane meaning in

A -,
hence also the word & Fe 4,0—@/,(, e & s

annunerated above,bYhesides many others

an aye-~-witnes:zs

helieved in

~

ware afraid seeing

the
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clrounsi

whers it ie not nogsible ty

stration

“e Whe sonvergence of ) Qﬂ lhmﬂvﬂk$ Bl ent o

8t L0

iwﬁ%imanv towards St, John is &0 me hhe

strongest
cation of all, 0On the historic side not 2 disgenting voice

1s heerd, excent Trom fthe Alogi. Orthedox wri%e333 Iveat-

‘o Umoslics, venrvesents tives of

during the gecong santury
Py I} ) al '\) - FS 3 3 on "} 2 23]
B ler as is known, Peor the braditionsl view, Frue,
it may be said that they should have told us MOYE, But

we nust bear in mind that they

were welting for thedp own
Bgey  and, if anyoene even dreamed about ithe vadue thai would

in Muture ages be atiached +4p their teatinonies

and the

slose serutiny they would be subjented to, he must have
| baern a vrephet, Hence arguments from silence ang style,

even if more or lews probable should take sscondary nlace
and can I Believe in most cases be met in n satisfactory

manneay,

we have Been, is even
stronger, It hasg heen shown that the author wae o dJew af
ﬁal@ﬁ%in@a angx eyeewitness and an sncstle, mnst probably

i
l e
The internal bestimony, as

3t. John, put it ig sald that we have scanty nygoefs to show
that John lived 8% Yphesus db@ﬂu the end of the Tirat
century, Tet us then produce some of

Lhe indications that

#now thal such was the CRBE,

(T)e 2 “g@naﬁ that grew and gpread in the gacend

aﬁntﬂry,maj not be true in details, but

nrove that it was the RAANLWoNe opinien or

Aevertheless they

“he chureh that

I

| John resided a4 Fvhasns alter he returned fram Patuvos. Suen
sagends are the story that Jahn met Corinthus in 2 Dathe

E nouse, tne segend about the Waﬂdifﬁ\“lfd?@f ﬁmiﬂ L gtefy
i’ that the ancstles

ghanged stones ind sticks 1o Zold, that he

ralsed = desd man by divine rower, I/ and tn.

I oI/ Eeme. Hist, weer. v, e
: ’ . Sl
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purpossly avolded as well as conflicying theoriesy tness,

after all, ave rarely free from dictrinal bias, whelhey

P

they origihate in vationalistic mxx or orthodex camps.
Men will, even unconscilously, Qeﬁ@@nd tne theological stand
they have already taken, Hist@rib fact however cannct lead
astray; quotations fhomithe doguments under digcussiong can
gsafely be relied on, Hence I have confined my discussions
to thescte onlv, The result is that I think the fol;awing
points have heen established beyond reasonable doubt;—
- (a) That the Gospel was writteh not later than
about QG.ATDQ
(b} That it could not have been written by a Gnoshée.
(¢) That it was not wquestioned either by Christe
ians or their opponents about II0 A,D. oxr later, until the

time of the Alogil.

(d) That it is very doubtful whéther Papias implied
that 'John the Presbyter! was any other than 8%, John
himself,

(e} That it is unreasonable to suppose the Gospel
was written by a forger while the diéciples of st, John
lived,
| (f) That. after their death it is universally recogn-
ized,

(g} That Iren=mus could not have been mistaken about
the quesﬁion of JTohannine éuthcrship of the Gospel,

(h} ‘That John lived in Ephesus about 80 - I00 A.D.

(1) That he wrote a Gospel in Ephesus.

(i} That the writer was a Jew of Palestine,

(k) That he was an eye-witness, and apostle - St.
Jonn himself,

Here I could stop, having attempted tp prove what

1 set out to establish, To ccmcludali will mention ths

objectiong commdnly uvged against the traditlional view of =

authorshin and comment on some of them,

Y . e s - s o . s ., . P
(1} That the Fourih Gospel iz depsndent on the




Syrnoptics.

It.ié true that some events are racorded by all the
evangelists,/But we +this does not necessarily show depandemce
for we must remember that they were all influenced directliy
or indirectly by the great (capital) Source of the Gospel
narrative. If A and B attend the classes of Professor X,
and A tells the public some facts he learns, and writes
a book containing these, B, writing later; and stating
the same fact, would not be accused of borrowing from A.
He might have seen A'8 book or he might not, It is very
1ikely that St, John had read the Synoptics but whether he
read them or not he was equally competent to record facts
he knew, if he thoughtx it necesgsary to do so0.

(2) That the Fourth Gospel differs so much from the
Synoptics in (a) style, (b) facts recorded; (c¢) discourses,

(a) Style is the property of the individual employ-
ing it, This argument merely proves that the Fourth Goépel
was not written by the Synoptics.

(b) This is nothing more than could be expected,

We know the reasons why John wrote the Gospel;, nn the
authority of Clement and Papias, as I have quoted abovs,
The very nature of the case demands that the facts recorded
should for the most part be others than those recorded

bj the Synoptics, and other scenes of activity described,
for why should St. John, writing for a special PUTrPO se
simple repeat what the Syhaptics had said? Moreover, since
St, John has a‘special aim in wiiting I/, it is natural
that he Should tell, not merely that 'signs! were performed
but what was the motive of the Lord for doing them.

(¢) The discources recorded serve his nurpose as the

facts do, perhaps better. Since 3t. John wrote to convince

his readers of the deity of Jesus, His own testimony

concerning Himself is of the highest value for the evangel-

1/ John 20331,
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#Te Oudts anmwer Lo this is the best I have HRET,
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