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Meeting he read a paper, subsequently published in volume I of New Testament
Studies, on *'Those whom Jesus loved (John xi. 5)°. Other volumes of the Journal
contain articles and reviews from his pen; and the present special part prints a
briet study, ‘St John on Patmos’, which he delivered at the closing session of the
Sixteenth General Meeting. Those who were present to hear him recall that he

spoke with his customary learning, wit and good humour. Any member who knew

him would wish to echo what has been said elsewhere, that he was much respected
and loved.

Sanders entered Peterhouse in 1932 with a major scholarship in Classics, and
took First Class honours with distinction in the Classical Tripos 1935 and in the
T'heological Tripos 1937. He was awarded the Senior Scholefield Prize, the Crosse
Studentship, and the Carus Greek Testament Prize. At Cambridge he was a pupil
of P. Gardner-Smith (who aroused his interest in the problem of the origin of the
Fourth Gospel) and of Sir Edwyn Hoskyns and Professor J. M. Creed: and in
Germany of Professors R. Bultmann and F. Heiler. In 1939 he was awarded the
Kaye Prize for an essay on The Fourth Gospel in the Early Church—its Origin and

Influence on Christian Theology up to Irenaeus (Cambridge University Press, 1943). In
1938 he returned to Peterhouse as Bye-Fellow, and was ordained as Assistant
Chaplain, in due course becoming Chaplain. From 1940 to 1941 he was priest-in-
charge of the parish of Wilburton, near Cambridge; from 1941 to 1943 Assistant
Master at Denstone College, Staffordshire; and from 1943 to 1946 Rector of
Glaston with Bisbrooke, Rutland. In 1946 he became Rector of Rampton,
Cambridge and held a research fellowship at Peterhouse. At this time he worked
on the materials of his book on The Foundations of the Christian Faith (Black, 1950).
In 1950 he was appointed a University lecturer in Divinity. In 1951 he became
Domestic Bursar of his College, later Senior Bursar; and in 1953 Dean of Peter-
house with an official fellowship. He contributed essays to two symposia, Studies in
Ephesians and Studies in the Fourth Gospel (Mowbray, 1956 and 1957 respectively).
He provided a section on ‘Textual Criticism of the Pauline Epistles’ for Professor
C. F. D. Moule’s Cambridge Greek Testament Commentary on The Epustles of

Paul the Apostle to the Colossians and to Philemon (Cambridge‘leniversity Press, 1957),
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New Test. Stud. 9, pp. 75~85.

shows clear traces of two minds at work upon it—an original author, the
Beloved Disciple (whoever he was), who was responsible for the collection of
the material, which, I believe, he assembled in 2 roughly chronological

order, and an editor, who imposed upon the material a new, theological and
dramatic, order, but made few additions to the Gospel. He was, I believe,
John, the Seer of the Apocalypse, and also the presbyter who wrote the
Epistle.

I turn then to the genesis of the whole theory, the question about John on
Patmos. Rev. i. g f. ‘I John, your brother and partner in the tribulation and
the kingdom and the endurance in Jesus, found myself on the island called
Patmos in consequence of the word of God and the witness of Jesus. I found
myself in the Spirit on the Lord’s day, and I heard behind me a great voice
as of a trumpet saying ““What thou seest write in a book, and send to the
seven churches”.’

The name ’lwévvns occurs in three other places in Revelation (L 1, 43
xxil. 8), but the only extra information to be got from these is small—in i. 1
T SoUAw aroU (i.e. 'Inool XpioTol) ’lwdvvn, and from xxii. g ‘I am a
fellow slave of thee and of thy brethren the prophets’ we may infer that

John called himself po@1Tns: apart from this there is the precarious nega-
tive evidence that he does not claim to be an apostle. Neither does Paul in
I and II Thessalonians and Philippians. Phil. i. 1 has only MoadAos kad
TipdBeos Solhor XpioToU ’Inool. This is the normal form. But it may be
thought that one of the Twelve would hardly speak of the heavenly Jerusalem

having on its foundations the names of the Apostles of the Lamb (Rev. xxi.
6-2
F‘
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14). Rev. xviii. 20 also seems to suppose the Apostles to belong to the
heavenly choir. The absence of ‘apostle’ incidentally virtually rules out the
possibility that it is pseudonymous. If it were, the author could hardly haye

resisted the temptation to put in &mooToAos. Thus the Apocalypse is a unique
specimen of its kind, hardly ‘apocalyptic’ in the narrow sense but rather

prophecy.
John found himself (¢ysvéunv) in Patmos Si& Tov Adyov TolU ©Oeol not
‘for the sake of’, that is, in order to hear the word of God—and see the

Apocalypse, or to preach it—which would have to be #vekax (A.V., R.V.
‘for’ is ambiguous), but because, as a Christian prophet, he had been
preaching it.

Patmos is a small island in the Aegean, some 40-50 miles south-west of

Ephesus, volcanic in character. It was used, according to Pliny (N.H. 1v, 23)
as a place of exile, and so we must suppose that it was as a political exile, or
rather as a victim of religious persecution, that John found himself there.

With this the ancient tradition agrees—Tertullian (de praem. 36), Clement of
Alexandria, Origen, Eusebius (H.E. 111, 18), and Jerome. Now there were
various grades of punishment. A man could be made ‘servus poenae’ and
condemned, for example, to work in the mines. No doubt the conditions of

working as a slave in a Roman mine would be conducive to apocalyptic
visions, but they would leave no leisure for writing them down at the time,
or much prospect of survival to record them later. And in any case Patmos
does not seem to have had any mines. It was, however, used for the less
drastic punishments of ‘deportatio’ and ‘relegatio’. The former involved loss

of civil rights and forfeiture of property, while the latter involved only
compulsory residence in a designated area, to leave which was a capital
offence. Tertullian speaks of John as ‘in insulam relegatus’: he had been a
lawyer, and may be assumed to use the term correctly. We have no means of

judging the value of the tradition on which he relied, but it seems reasonable

to accept its veracity. ‘Relegatio’ was a punishment reserved for ‘hones-

tiores’, provincials as well as citizens, except when it was meted out to a

whole class of persons, as, for example, in Claudius’s expulsion of the Jews
from Rome. Thus the poet Ovid was ‘relegated’ from Rome to Tomi on the
Black Sea, and Herod Antipas to Lugdunum in Gaul—cf. Josephus, Axnt.
XVIII, 252, autov 8¢ Quyd aidiew é&3nuicwoev &modei§as oiknThipiov avrol
Avuy8ouvov oAv THis 'aAAias—Flavia Domitilla to Pontia (Eusebius, H.E.
111, 18). The point of ‘relegatio’ was to remove a person far from his old
associations and so keep him out of mischief.

From this, three pieces of evidence may be inferred about John and his
exile in Patmos: (1) the scene of the crime for which he was expelled can
hardly have been as close to Patmos as Ephesus—Jerusalem, Alexandria or
Rome (so Tertullian) are possible, but he probably never set foot in Ephesus
until his release from Patmos; (2) John was ‘honestior’, a member at least of
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:)}fl;e g :;vvl::s al:::é;‘; ?lcy—}:Wthh presumably means a Saddu.cee; (3) if his
: P g the Gospel, he must have suffered banishment before
tC }‘:11: ies ti‘:?;t ;r;}'cg; ?f:ldgrf};e :izarl‘z: established for making the preaching of
P . As St Paul was presumably executed in the
earl}: siIXties on ~the charges brought against him in Acts xxiv. 5 as &vpa...
Ao1uOV KO(} Klvouvroi 0‘!‘(30819 T&owv Tois ’loudaiols Tois ko THV oikoupévnv
TPWTOOTATNY TE TNS TWV Nogwpaiwy aiptoews. John may even have been
senten(.:ed b.efore Paul’s execution—certainly before the Neronian persecution.
He. s sald by Eusebius to have returned from exile after the death of
Domitian (A.p. g6) (H.E. m, 23), and thus may have lived in exile over
thirty years. He chose to go to Ephesus upon his release as being the nearest
centre of Christian life. Any connexions he may once have had with his home
would have been severed in the interval—particularly if it had been from
Judaea that he originally came. According to Irenaeus (adv. H., ed. Harvey,
I, 331) TTQPEPEIVE. . . peXpPl TV Tpaiavol ypdvwy, that is, until A.D. g8—117.
If then he was one of the Twelve, he must have lived to a great age, and
exceeded the 86 years of Polycarp his disciple. But the inferences drawn
from his being exiled may tell against his having been an apostle in the
narrow sense. They were the kind of men who got crucified—humaliores.
Now if his exile lasted over thirty years, he could well have seen his visions
and written the Apocalypse at any period during it, or at intervals. Thus there
is no necessity to force the internal evidence of the Apocalypse to fit any
particular epoch, and one can interpret naturally pieces of evidence that
point to different dates, and still hold that the Apocalypse contains nothing
but visions seen during John’s exile on Patmos. A clear case in point is Rev.
xvii. g—11. ‘The seven heads are seven hills, on which the woman sits, and

are seven kings: the five have fallen, the one is, the other has not yet come,
and when he comes he must stay a short time. And the beast which was and

is not, he also is an eighth, and 1s one of the seven, and goes to destruction.’
and its emperors are here clearly meant. The five are Augustus,

Tiberius, Gaius, Claudius, and Nero. The sixth, emperor at the time when
n, must be Galba. There 1s no reason in the text itself

ors Galba, Otho, and Vitellius, and pass on at once
Domitian, as must be done by commentators who

these words were writte
to ignore the three emper
to Vespasian, Titus, and

feel obliged to give Revelati |
Revelation accepts the belief, current immediately after Nero’s death, that

the world had not seen the last of that fantastic figure, the last member of the
Julio-Claudian line which had ruled the Empire since 1ts inception., and a
man whose showmanship had caused a tremendous impression, parncula}rly
in the East, while his savage persecutions of the Christians had equally 1m-
pressed the Church as demonic in its inspiration. It was officially reported
that Nero had committed suicide, and had been succeed »d by the elderly

Galba. But the ancient world was quite as sceptical about official communi-
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qués as is the modern. The belief that Nero would return was most likely to
have grown up as soon as his death was reported. Evidence for the early

belief that Nero would return is given by Tacitus (Histories, 11, 8, 9) who says
that early in 69 A.p. a pseudo-Nero raised an insurrection in Asia and set sail for

Rome. The author of Revelation fixes the number of emperors at seven, the
perfect number. He is in any event convinced that the time before the end is
short. Galba was an old man, who could not be expected to last long. He
must have a successor, who will bring the line to an end, and after him comes
Nero redivivus, the eighth who is also one of the seven. This dates this vision at

least to the period mid-summer 68 to spring 69, the times when the deaths of

Nero and of his successor would be known in Asia.
The letters to the seven churches also seem to require a fairly early date.

Persecution was threatened, but nothing much beyond the usual hazards of

the early Christian Church actually seems to have happened. The only
martyrdom mentioned is that of Antipas at Pergamum (Rev. ii. 13). The
souls of the martyrs mentioned later (Rev. vi. g) need not be Asian martyrs.

The church of Rome had provided martyrs enough, and, if John expected
the return of their persecuted Nero, he might well expect what had so far

only happened in the capital would in the near future engulf the Church

throughout the Empire. The Apocalypse as it stands may well be a compila-
tion of the Seer’s prophecy and from widely differing dates from Nero to

Domitian, made like the books of the Old Testament Prophets, by his
disciples, and like the Old Testament books liable to interpolation. One

Seer was not the only prophet in Asia Minor.
It may be objected that the mere fact of the existence of the letters to the

Seven Churches implies that their writer had previously lived and worked in
Asia Minor. But the early church kept its members throughout the Empire

well informed of news (cf. the news of Timothy’s release, Acts xiii. 23), and
it is not rash to suppose that the churches of Asia were informed of John’s

arrival in Patmos, and got in touch with him, with that solicitude for
sufferers for their faith which Lucian noted as a characteristic of Christians.
Thus he could well have learnt of the state of the churches in Asia, and have
acquired all the information about them which his letters presuppose.

Moreover, the church of Ephesus may have had a particular interest in John,
if, as I shall suggest later, he was a former companion of their founder,

St Paul.

Who then was this John? The tradition which ascribed to him not only
Revelation but the Gospel and Epistle as well, asserted that he was John
bar-Zebedee. Modern scholars are, however, generally reluctant to admit
the truth of this, and those who ascribe the Gospel and Epistle to John bar-
Zebedee appeal to the differences of style between the Gospel and Revela-
tion, which Dionysius of Alexandria had already noted (Eusebius, H.E. v,
25) as evidence that they cannot be by the same hand, and ascribe Revelation
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to a Jewis}}-Christian prophet, perhaps the Elder John to whom Dionysius
an.d Eusebius wante.d to ascribe it. This could be supported by the internal
evidence of Revelation, which I have already noted as making it seem un-

likely that it was written by an apostle. But Revelation was in fact attributed
to the apos.tle John before any orthodox writer had attributed the Fourth
Gospel to him—]Justin Martyr, who had lived in Ephesus ¢. 135 A.D. before he
went to Rome, says that it was written by one of the apostles of Christ: Dial.
LXXXI, 15 GQvnp Tis, @ Svouc lwdvvng, els TéYV &rooTdAwy ToU XpiotoUu. If
external evidence is to be rejected in this instance, one wonders what the
value may be in the case of the Fourth Gospel. But it is doubtful if Justin
meant by ‘apostle’ one of the Twelve exclusively. And so I turn to an
examination of the information we have about the John or Johns who lived
in Ephesus and wrote one or other or all of the Gospel, Epistle and Revela-
tion, in the conviction that the problems of the authorship of the Johannine
writings cannot be solved piecemeal. But first it is necessary to examine the
internal evidence of the Gospel and Epistle and their authorship, and the
literary relationship between the Gospel, Epistle and Revelation.

I John is anonymous, but II and III are the work of a man who calls

himself ‘the elder’ (& TpecPUTepos). He could, therefore, be the John of
Revelation—or even John the Apostle, for I Pet. v. 1 records Peter as ad-

dressing the elders as their fellow-elder (ouumpeoPUTepos). But the fact that
his authority was clearly questioned may tell against his having been one of
the Twelve. But the authorship of the Epistle depends on that of the Gospel.

As for the Fourth Gospel, there is nothing in it which absolutely prevents
the identification of its author with John bar-Zebedee. In John xxi. 24 the
Fourth Gospel is ascribed to the disciple whom Jesus loved, and it is in this
chapter only (xxi. 2) that the sons of Zebedee are mentioned, along with
Peter, Thomas, Nathanael, and two other unnamed disciples. The Beloved
Disciple is first mentioned in xii. 23-5, at the Last Supper, and again by the
Cross, xix. 25 ff.: he was thus the witness who saw the blood and water come
from Jesus’ side (x1x. 3 5). This 18 emphasized by the fact that the same words
‘his witness is true’ are used both in xix. 35 and xxi. 24. It seems most likely
from xxi. 23, ¢ This saying went out to the brethren, that that disciple was not
going to die’, that the disciple had in fact died when these words were written.

Thus he cannot himself have written xxl. 24. st i
From his association with Peter in xiii and xxi it is natural to infer that he

is the other disciple also associated with Peter in xviil. 15 f. fxnd m xx. 2 ff.
But in xii. 23; xix. 26; xxi. 20 the verb used is &yamdaew and in Xviil. 15 a.nd
xx. 2 @iAéw. Unless these verbs are used simply as S}fnonyms—.-:-.whmh I think

unlikely—one may have to distinguis !

from the disciple whom Jesus loved. S
The BelovecII) Disciple, whether or not he 1s the same as the other disciple,

could be any one of the seven mentioned in xxi. 1, 2, but the choice is in fact
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restricted to John bar-Zebedee or one of the unnamed disciples. The tradj u,
fixed on John bar-Zebedee, and, as I have said, there is nothing in the rcsct-y
the Fourth Gospel to prevent this attribution. But it does involve ce
difficulties. i

Thus would a Galilean fisherman, even a wealthy one, perhaps with
trading interests in Jerusalem—purveyor of fish by appointment to the High
Priestly palace?’—be ‘known’ to the High Priest? He could have been if, as
Professor Riesenfeld suggests, John bar-Zebedee was of a priestly fa ily
which ran a fishing fleet in Galilee during the periods when they were not
residence in Jerusalem. Or if the Beloved Disciple is not the same as the k-
‘other disciple’. >

But this is not the only difficulty. The Beloved Disciple was by the Cross, E
yet Mark xiv. 50 shows that the Twelve forsook Jesus and fled. Then again
the Fourth Gospel mentions none of the Synoptic incidents in which John .

bar-Zebedee figured. This would not be difficult if the Fourth Gospel were

meant as a supplement to the Synoptic Gospels. But it contradicts them too :
often to suggest that it was a supplementary rather than an alternative X
Gospel. Again, the Beloved Disciple was next to Jesus at the Last Supper.
Would Jesus have done this in view of the request of the sons of Zebedee o °%
sit at his right and left in his kingdom? Again, in the Fourth Gospel Jesus
entrusts his mother to the care of the Beloved Disciple. Would he have done
this if the Beloved Disciple were one of those whom he had called to abandon
their families—and John bar-Zebedee’s mother was still alive? F inally, the
standpoint of the Fourth Gospel is Judaean rather than Galilean: it is 8
Judaea which is Jesus’ own country (John iv. 44), and in and around F
Jerusalem that most of the events related in the Fourth Gospel occurred.
None of these difficulties may be insuperable, and even taken together they
would not absolutely rule out John bar-Zebedee, if the important conditions
are tulfilled—(1) that nothing in the Fourth Gospel points to a different
identity for the Beloved Disciple, and (2) that the external evidence is clear
and unanimous. .
(1) John xi. 5 ‘Jesus loved (Myéma) Martha and her sister and Lazarus’
1s, I believe, with many other scholars, a clear indication of the identity of
the Beloved Disciple. He was Lazarus, and, having once died and been
raised from the dead by Jesus, it might well have been believed that he would
survive until the Second Coming. But this cross-bench opinion neither
commends itself to the traditionalists, to whom the Johannine authorship is
a kind of ark of the covenant—to be handled with care and not looked into—
nor to the liberals, who doubt whether Lazarus in fact rose from the dead.
But one free both of traditional and liberal prejudices can, I hope, see that
Lazarus as the Beloved Disciple avoids all the difficulties which beset the
Johannine hypothesis. With Lazarus as the Beloved Disciple the hypothesis
of a distinction between Beloved Disciple and ‘other disciple’ loses much of




(2) Ignatius’ letters, written shortly

before his martyrdom, whi
m
place not later than A.p. 110, contain ; AR 20k

Onesimus. But perhaps he was so preoccupied with the prospect of martyr-
dom that he passed over John in silence. The most that we can infer from
him 1s that the Fourth Gospel, or some form of it, was current in Antioch
carly enough to have influenced Ignatius’ thought and language.

We can, however, learn much from Papias, bishop of Hierapolis, and
Polycarp, bishop of Smyrna; Irenaeus, bishop of Lyons from about 178, says
of Polycarp that “not only was he instructed by apostles, and associated with
many who had seen the Christ, but also was appointed by apostles in Asia

bishop 1n the church in Smyrna’, and that he himself had seen Polycarp

when he was very young and Polycarp very old (adv. H., ed. Harvey, 1, 12).

Polycarp died a martyr about 156, aged 86. He was thus born about 70, and

could well have met John. Irenaeus, in a letter to an old friend Florinus who

had fallen into heresy (Eusebius, H.E. v, 20), also mentions John as one of
those who had seen the Christ and whom Polycarp had known. He also says
that Papias was a hearer of John and a companion of Polycarp, though
Eusebius, when quoting this statement (H.E. 11, 39), adds that Papias’ own
words show that he had not himself seen or heard the apostles, but had
received the faith from those who had done so. In support of this Eusebius
quotes Papias’ own words. ‘If by chance anyone came who had been a
follower of the elders, I asked him the words of the elders: what Andrew or
what Peter said, or what Philip, or what Thomas or James: or what John or
Matthew or any other of the Lord’s disciples; and the things which Aristion
and the elder John, the Lord’s disciples, say.” These, incidentally, show that
Papias knew the Fourth Gospel, for the order of the names Andrew, Peter,

Philip is that in which they occur in John 1. 40-3.

Fusebius himself concluded from this passage that the inclusion of the
name John twice, once in the list of apostles and again with the epithet
‘elder’ and in association with Aristion, supported the view of Dionysius of
Alexandria that there had been two men named john in Asia. Eusebius, of
course, wanted to find an author for the Apocalypse who was not an apostle,
but it does not follow that he misrepresented Papias’ mganing. For t.hc
natural sense of Papias’ words is that there wcre. tw.vo Jo%lns, though Papias
does not say they were both in Asia. The first is in a list of names, all of
which are apparently those of Apostles, and they are refer.refl to 1n th.c past
tense, while the elder John 1s mentioned along with Aristion and In thiﬁ
present tense. This suggests that the former were dead, and the latter st
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alive, at the time to which Papias was referring. But it does not prove that
Papias himself knew the elder. P
Eusebius also says that Papias knew I John, and that Polycarp knew »;'
18 suggested by the parallels to it which occur in his Epistle. From this it
would seem that the John who was contemporary with Papias was the elder
who wrote the Epistles.
Papias indeed is said to have been John’s amanuensis by the "Anti-
Marcionite’ Prologue to the Fourth Gospel (published by de Bruyne, ,
Bénédictine, 1928). This was accepted by Harnack as a translation of a Greek?"
original of the latter part of the second century. ‘The Gospel of John
revealed to the churches by John while he was still in the body, as Papias of
Hierapolis, John’s dear disciple, recorded in his five books (the text is htm:1
corrupt). He wrote down the Gospel correctly at John’s dictation.” The "
motive for this is obviously apologetic, to defend the Fourth Gospel against
attacks by Marcionites, as the sequel suggests. For the Prologue continues:
"But the heretic Marcion, having been rebuked by him for his contrary
opinions, was rejected by John.’ s
As Irenaeus’ story of Polycarp’s rebuke of Marcion as the firstborn of
Satan shows, Marcion had been in contact with John’s disciples, presumably
at Ephesus, but can hardly have met John himself. Nevertheless, Eisler g
suggests that in the original Greek Marcion was the amanuensis, and intro-
duced ideas of his own in the Gospel, and was rejected by John for this. This 8

he thinks explains why Marcion had to fall back on an emended Luke for -‘f
this Gospel, and why o .
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to consider Irenaeus.

Contemporary with Papias and Polycarp was Valentinus. The recently

published ° Gospel of Truth ’, 1f it is his work, shows that he was familiar wi h

, which w




thc Beloved Disciple with John bar-Zebedee, but deny that he wrote a
Gospcl.. tI‘h‘cse Acts use Fhe Gospel, however, and their denial that John
wrote it 1s simply a heretical attempt to discredit a work which was fatal t
their Docetism. :

Later i.n the century Tatian quotes the Fourth Gospel as scripture, without
naming 1ts author, and about 180 Theophilus of Antioch quoted it and
ascribed 1t to John, one of the mveuparogépon.

This b‘rings us to Irenaeus who describes the origin of the Fourth Gospel as
follows: ‘Then (1.e. after the Synoptic Gospels) John himself, the disciple of
the Lord, who also had leaned against his heart, also published the Gospel
when he was living at Ephesus in Asia.’ This information he presumably
derived from Asia, where he had lived in his early years, from the writings of
Papias or from Polycarp, whom he had heard. But Irenaeus does not tell us
who was the authority for his identification of the Beloved Disciple as John,
which was, I think, his own guess; but even so he never actually says that the
Beloved Disciple was John bar-Zebedee. Indeed in one passage in which he
is clearly referring to John bar-Zebedee he does not say he was the Beloved
Disciple, though it would have strengthened his case to do so. This is when,
alluding to Gal. ii. 9, he reads the names of the apostles in the order Peter,
James and John as do % D G lat it, Marcion, Tertullian and other Latin
Fathers, and calls them ‘the apostles whom the Lord made witnesses of his
whole ministry and his whole teaching’. He is arguing against Marcion’s
attempt to set Paul against the other apostles. Thus it 1s not even certain that
Irenaeus thought John was the son of Zebedee, and there is no evidence what-

ever that Papias or Polycarp did. The only John in Ephesus for whom there 1s
any early evidence is the Elder. He is only a shadowy figure because his
substance has been transferred to John bar-Zebedee, about whose life after

the New Testament period there is no evidence at all.. .
Another account of the origin of the Fourth Gospel is given by the Mura-

‘The fourth of the Gospels is by John, one of the disciples.

When his fellow-disciples and bishops exhorted him to write it, he said ** Fast
with me today for three days, and whatever is revealed to any of us, let us
tell it to one another”. In the same night it was revealed to Andrew, one of

the apostles, that, with the approval of them all, John should write down

everything in his own name.’
John is only called a disciple,

to give apostolic authority to a wWorT

authorship interpreting John xx1. 24

kind of imprimatur.
s s at the very end of the second century, has

Polycrates, bishop of Ephesu |
some curious information about John of Ephesus. In a letter to Pope Victor

torian Canon.

Andrew an apostle. This reads like an attempt
k known not to be of strictly apostolic
‘We know that his witness is true’ as a
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defending the Asian method of keeping Easter, he quotes as authorities for
the Asian use first ¢ Philip, one of the twelve Apostles, who sleeps in Hierapolié
and his two daughters, aged virgins, and his other daughter who lived in thé
Holy Spirit and not in Ephesus’. Only then does he add ‘John, who leaneq
against the Lord’s heart, who had been a priest wearing the petalon (that is,
the gold plate worn on the High Priest’s turban), both martyr and teacher’,
This seems to show that he did not regard John as one of the twelve. And
even if.he did, his evidence for John is no more reliable than it is for Philip, b
whom a reference to Acts xxi. 8 f., identifies at once as the deacon, not the

apostle, unless both had families of virgin prophetesses.
John’s titles to consideration are that he was the Beloved Disciple, and, if

Polycrates means what he says, had once been High Priest. Again, Eisler has &
a suggestion: he was the John of Acts iv. 6, High Priest from a.p. 37—41.
However sceptical one may be about this—we should remember that Actsvi,
7 claims that many priests became Christians—-—Polycrates’ evidence increases ';""ft;
the probability that John of Ephesus was a real person distinct from John
bar-Zebedee. It was the local patriotism of Ephesus that elevated Philip, and

Thus there is no clear continuous and unanimous tradition as is necessary
to establish that the Beloved Disciple was John bar-Zebedee. Instead, it
probably began as a heretical opinion, accepted in Asia as flattering to local
pride, and by the Church at large to set the seal of apostolic authorship on
the book which Irenaeus had made the touchstone of orthodoxy.

T'here was, however, at Ephesus at the end of the first century a former
disciple called John, known to Papias and Polycarp, who, according to the
Anti-Marcionite Prologue, the Muratorian Canon, and Irenaeus, published
the Fourth Gospel in his lifetime. He cannot have been the Beloved Disciple,
for he was clearly dead when the Fourth Gospel was published. I suggest
that he was the exile from Patmos. o Bl

What then of the linguistic difficulties in attributing the Gospel, the
Epistle and Revelation to the same person? These can, I think, be met by
supposing that John obeyed the angel and wrote down the Apocalypse him-
self in his own idiosyncratic Greek, whereas he followed the usual practice of o
dictating to a scribe when he wrote his Gospel at Ephesus, leaving to the
scribe (as Peter is supposed to have done to Silvanus) the final form of the b
work. As the basis for the Gospel he used, I believe, the work of Lazaru s
written possibly in Aramaic, which he either already possessed when he went
Into exile, or subsequently acquired. It may indeed have already had a
restricted currency, for instance, in Antioch. If the suggestion is that the
Beloved Disciple and the ‘other disciple’ are different persons, he may have
been the ‘other disciple’ known to the High Priest, perhaps of high-priestly =
descent himself.

That the Fourth Gospel is the deliberate rearrangement in a formal
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self, and used sources other than Peter, one perhaps Lazarus’ own Gospel.
There 1s nothing in his books to exclude this—and much consistent with it—

though equally tlferc 1S no positive evidence for it. I hope, however, you
have found some interest in this attempt to account for the existence of the
Johannine literature, and may look with favour on my substantial hypothesis,
that John of Ephesus, the seer and exile of Patmos, was a Sadducean aristo-
crat, a Jerusalem disciple of Jesus, the last survivor of the eye-witnesses of the
incarnate Logos, but not the son of Zebedee, and that he wrote down in his
own hand the visions he had seen as he received them, and in response to
requests dictated a new version, perhaps a translation or rearrangement, of
an earlier Gospel by another eye-witness, a man he must have known and

trusted.



