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INTRODUCTION

-

The series of questions which is often grouped under the heading "the’
Johannine Problem" is perhaps the most intractable of all those which confront
New Testament scholars. Many of these questions cannot be avoided, no ‘
matter which of the five traditional "Johannine" books is studied. On one
side there is the complex of queries surrounding the Fourth Gospel: its

. authorship, historicity, milieu, nature and date. In another direction

is to be found the formidable set of challenges associated with the .

Johannine Apocalypse.
]

No Tess difficult are the questions posed by the Epistles of John. First
there is the question of authorship. Did one writer pen all three works?
What is the relationship of the writer/s of the Epistles to the author/s

of the Fourth Gospel and the Apocalypse of John? There is also the problem
of timing ~ even leaving aside the Gospel and Apocalypse, is it possible

to come to any conclusion concekning the priority of one or other of the
three Epistles? Were they written at the same time? What is the answer
to the peculiar absence of contemporary names'in 1 and 2 John?  What, in
fact, is the nature and intention 6f each book? What is one to make of

the current church situation, of the elusive personalities and their

movements?

The hypothesis advanced here suggests that the three Johannine Epistles
came from the same hand, the author of these also being the author of the
Fourth Gospe].z At some period, probably in the last two decades of the
first Christian century, the writer, a man with a supervisory role over

a number of churches, was living in a certain strategic centre (quite
possibly in Asia Minog). He wrote 1 John, 2 John and 3 John on one
occasion. The First Epistle is fundamental. It was written to meet a
disturbing situation which had arisen in a local church? The writer
expresses his concern about two basic characteristics exhibited by certain
counterfeit Christians. These are (i) the holding of a docetic type of
Christology, and (ii) an arrogance and lovelessness which is the result

of a claim to superior religious experience. The writer portrays clearly
and positively what he conceives to be the nature of genuine Christianity,

which comprises certain norms of faith and practice.

7



1 John, then, was written to a local church and was intended to be read
publicly before its members. 2 and 3 John had a supplementary purpose:
2 John was written to a notable lady within the church that received the
larger Epistle, and 3 John to her husband, Gaius.  ALL THREE DOCUMENTS
WERE INCLUDED IN ONE PARCEL which was addressed to Gaius. Accordingly,

two of them could be either anonymous (1 John)eor without the main
recipient's actual name (2 John). The "something to the church"7is
1 John.

The wife was perhaps the theologian of the fami]y.% She received a brief
restatement of the theo]ogicd] “heart” of 1 John (the true doctrine of
Christ). This was to be a yardstick for the offering'or refusal of
hospitality to itinerant teachers or preachers. She was perhaps called
éMiKTﬁ KU/o(o(? because she was so obviously -a choice Christian?

but fundamentally because she was elect of God” ‘er husband Gaius had

as his main responsibility certain administrative.ahd presbyterial duties.
Both helind Diotrephes {(and probably others in some sort of "senior
council") had influence in the local church, but "Diotrephes ... likes

to put himself first"!3 This had created tensions in the comnunity which
coqu'only be resolved by the intervention of the "area supervisor' - the
TPedS S Tepos There was no need to hide from Gaius the exact
position of individuals (eg Demetrius) nor to avoid the name of Diotrephes.
On the other hand, both individual commendation and censure had to be
avoided in 1 Johﬁf'which was to be read open]y'before the congregation.”
In one sense the First Epistle is not a letter at all; it bears some
resemblance to a spoken address which has been recorded.” Thus it has
no opening according to the reqgular letter pattern of the age, and the
conclusion is far from orthodox. (For all that the personal tone of
the writing is evident, by, inter alia, the repetition of vocatives such

as TEKVIx ) :&y.(ﬂ"rro( and 1Tt S*/x).

With respect to the community'of the writerfssome people had already "gone
out“li these are the "antichrists".z° Verse 10 of the Second Epistle

contains advice for the future treatment of itinerant people with similar
views. The Third Epistle unambiguously names one villain (whose stated
error is that of rejecting discipline, though he may well have been guilty
of doctrinal unorthodoxyz%s well). 3 John also tells Gaius what the

-church should do by way of monetary or other assistance to true missionaries%

6

2

In both 2 and 3 John the writer refers to an impending visit. -The state-
23
ment in 2 John and both statements in 3 John all apply to the same visit.
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24 A further reason for the anonymity of 1 John may perhaps be detected: the

' .above hypothesis does not preclude the sending out of other copies of the

First Epistle to well-known congregations with other accompanying "2" and
"3" Johns appropriate to the local situations concerned.

Such a scheme as that enunciated here, is, Tike so many contemporary re-
constructions of first century events, incapable of anything approaching
final proof. Essentially, however, the hypothesis would seem to be
plausible if a reasonable case can be made for the following points:

(1) That one author wrote the three Johannine Epistles
(2) . That all of the Epistles were written on one occasion

(3) That the nature of the books themselves is best explained
by the hypothesis

(4) That there are already two "fronts" (in the sense of elements
in the heresy) against which the writer directs 1 John, one
of these being the issue in 2 John (the doctrinal controversy)
and the other, the issue in 3 John (the ethical controversy)

(5) That all movements alluded to in all the Epistles fit
naturally into one local Sitz im Leben

(6) That all named or unnamed personages readily find a place in
one local church situation.?$

In succeeding chapters these propositions will be examined seriatim. In
the meantime, and even at this early stage, it may be appropriately asked
what consequences would follow the successful demonstration of the pro-

posed reconstruction.

The primary consequence is that the hypothesis presents a more complete,
more “"multi-dimensional"” view of first century church life than other

views of the Johannine Epistles do?‘

The other great consequence of the acceptance of the hypothesis lies in

the area of church discipline and the refutation of error. A complete
picture of the methods employed in the repudiation of heresy and immorality
by an outstanding first century Christian leader becomes possible.

These preparatory statements will be elaborated at the end of the

following chapter.



FOOTNOTES

Ycain is named in 1 John 3:125-his is the only non-contemporary nanme.

*>The Apocalypse of John is generally excluded in what follows on
the ground that its study is a large subject in itself, and that
it would often be irrelevant to a study of the mutual relation-
ships of the Epistles. 0On the other hand, it would be quite
impossible totally to exclude the Fourth Gospel. It stands in
far too close a relation to at least 1 John and 2 John for this
to be done without seriously damaging the whole picture.

3The acceptance of a Johannine community provides a pre]iminary
signpost to this Tocale, since Reve]at1on 1:9 says "I John.
was on the island called Patmos". :
4 See page 139 re other "2" and "3" Johns.
5 Cf. the New English Bible title for 1 John: “Recall to Fundamentals".
©1In fact, since "anonymous" really means "of unknown authorship"

and not "of unstated authorship", 1 John was anonymous not to the
original readers, but only to distant or later readers.

73 John 9

8Cf. the hypothesis of the dual authorship of the Epistle to the
Hebrews by Aquila and Priscilla, the wife taking the greater
part but being unnamed because of ancient custom not to announce
a woman author. For details see Donald Guthrie: New Testament
Introduction, Hebrews to Revelation, p.22.

92 John 1

19Shown both in the commendatory remarks at the start of 2 John and
also in the way she had been bringing up her children. 2 John 1;4

nhp. Schnackenburg, Die Johannesbriefe, Herder, Freiburg, Base]
Wien, 1970 (4th Edition), p.305

25ee pp. 272  ff
133 John 9
43 John 1, 9, 10; cf. 2 John 1

$See page 167

% See e.g. the triple address T% L 'Tfﬂfiﬁ’“‘ /\:‘u\*/t TKOL
in 1 John 2:12-14: these vocatives are used en1gmat1gd11y, but
clearly all refer to the membership as a whole. ("the threefold
arrangement is probably not much more than a rhetorical figure"
C.H. Dodd, The Johannine Episties in the Moffatt New Testament
Commentary Series, Hodder & Stoughton, London, 1946, p.38) or
to the membership in its various parts (R. Bultmann says "7&Av(x
designates the readers collectiveiy" but in the case of 7T%<r§>aga
v vixVioot "the author addresses the various age groups”

Comm. The Johannine Episties (E.T.) Fortress Press, 1973, p.31)



Tpp. 157
Bpp. 258 ff o
: | S
Moy , 1 Jomn 219, ¢f. 1 John 4
18, 3

207 John 2'°; c¢f 1 John 2 22; 4<; 2 John 7

21Because of their mutually consistent doctrinal teaching, and
‘also because of their fundamental agreement with New Testament
doctrine generally, Schnackenburg does not hesitate to use
the adjective "orthodox" even when discussing the doctrine
of such early books as the Johannine Gospel and Epistles.
Comm. pp. 159 and 322; cf. P.312.

2%23 John 5, 6. One meaning of 1yoo1réﬁxﬁoo is "help
on one's journey with food or money". W. Bauer, A Greek-English
Lexicon of the New Testament and other early (hristian Literature,
translated by W.F. Arndt and F.W. Gingrich, Chicago, 1957,p.716.

23) John 12; 3 John 10 and 14.

241t is very likely that there were other epistles of John. Ps.
Cyprian contains the statement that Christ "instructs and exhorts
us in the letter of his disciple John: 'so see me in you as one
of you sees himself in water or in a mirror'". New Testament
Apocrypha, ed. by R. McL. Wilson, Butterworth, 1965, pp.91-2.
3 John 9 is commonly regarded as indicating a lost letter, though
that is not the view adopted in this hypothesis.

2SFor a diagrammatic representation of the hypothesis see p.252

‘éProbab1y a more manysided view of a church than any other part
of the New Testament, too. See pp. 50 to 52.
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THE JOHANNINE EPISTLES: A SURVEY OF THEORIES OF PROVENANCE AND
' MUTUAL RELATIONS
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Before any particular theory of the interrelationship of the constituent
parts of the Johannine epistolary corpus may be advanced it is necessary
to review relevant theories propounded over the last century or so.

How may the many theories be classified from the point of view of the
relations of the Epistles to each other? It would seem that all theories

. . .1
fall into one or other of eight categories:

1. THOSE WHICH DO NOT RELATE THE EPISTLES SITUATIONALLY, THOUGH THEY
DO SO FROM THE ANGLE OF AUTHORSHIP, TIMING AND GENERAL AREA.

A number of scholars' ideas come in this grouping:

B.F. WESTCOTT

The traditional attitude to introductory questions is expressed in the
commentary of Brooke Foss Westcott "The Epistles of John" published in
]883.ZFBWestcott believed that the Gospel and all three Epistles were
written by one writer, viz. the Apostle John? The aged Apostle probably
wrote the four books in "the last decade of the first century": the
destination was Asiaf 2 and 3 John at least being written probably from
Ephesus.6 As with all writers in the present category, no 1 John/2 John/
3 Jdohn link is proposed. The problem of the address of 2 John "is

7
insoluble with our present knowledge."

A.E. BROOKE
1912 was the year of the publication of Canon Brooke's very comprehensive
and influential commentary on the Johannine Epistles? Brooke contended

that common authorship of the Fourth Gospel and 1 John "remains the most
probable explanation of the facts known to us“? He hesitated to name
the actual author, but believed him to be a pupil of John the Apostle.”
The date of the three Epistles could hardly have been later than AD.110.°
The Epistles were "almost certainly addressed to a definite church or

2.

group of churches" in Ephesus or elsewhere in Asia Minor whose circum-
stances were well known to the writer.’3 Thus they are not "catholic”
" books - not to the church universa]/4 The second letter of John was
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probably to a churchfs Gaius and Diotrephes belonged to the same church
as each other.’® The missive alluded to' in 3 John 9 is not to be
identified with 2 John because (i) there is no mention in 3 John of the

2 John teachers, (ii) Diotrephes does not get a mention in 2 John and
(i11) the attitude to strangers in the two letters is quite differenff7
Brooke concludes: "we should probably therefore add this instance to

the many indications in the Epistlies of the New Testament of a wider
correspondence than has been preserved in the canon". Brooke's judgment
that 3 John 9 does not signify 2 John may be accepted without hesitation,
even though his reasons leave much to be desired.’8

H.A. IRONSIDE

Nearly twenty years after Brooke's commentary, that of Ironside appeared
in the United States/? In commenting on 2 John, Ironside expressed the
belief that the primary recipient was "a Christian matron who, with her
children, adorned the doctrine of Christ" *® The 1ady concerned had
written to ask advice regarding the treatment of false teachers; she had
then received 2 John as an answer. Gaius and Diotrephes belonged to
the same church®' Demetrius had earlier suffered at the hands of that
"self-elected leader", Diotrephes, and had been "ruthlessly barred out"
by him.#* There is a considerable element of speculation both in the
matter of the postulated letter to the Elder and the earlier ejection

of Demetrius; no substantial evidence on either side can be adduced
23

in either instance.

A.H. MCcNEILE / C.S.C. WILLIAMS

The second edition of A.H. McNeile's work "An Introduction to the Study
of the New Testament"Lxés published in 1953.  In that volume the four
Johannine books are again said to have been - in all probability ~ by
the same manfs The error was of a theosophical nature - "the tendencies
of which Cerinthus was a representative“f" A rather unusual feature is
the assertion.not only that Gaius and Diotrephes belonged to one and
“the same church, but that Demetrius was their fellow-member as well.™’

JOHN R.W. STOTT
Stottz?011ows the traditional line of Westcott in matters of authorshipl

-]
and environment of both writer and readers? 2 John was written to a
church 3! Diotrephes and Gaius belonged to the same church as each other,*?
the latter being a member with some undefined but important position:

9
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" - the Elder would hardly have written so outspokenly of Diotrephes

to any but a church 1eader".33 Stott thinks the argument of at least

1 and 2 John directed against Cerinthianism?“ but is very well aware

of the positive aspect of the Epistles: "A number of authors have

argued that the Epistles of John are to be regarded rather as pastoral
than polemical writings. There is some truth in this assertion. John-
exhibits a tender, pastoral care for his readers. His first concern

is not to confound the false teachers, whose activities form the back-
ground of the Epistles, but to protect his readers, his beloved 'little
children' and to establish them in their Christian faith and life".3*®

The pastoral emphasis is of the greatest importance, especially in

regard to the hypothesis advanced in these pages. It helps to explain

in particular the very reason for the existence 'of both 2 John and 3 John,

one of which might seem unnecessary if they were sent to one family.

Why would any writer bother to write separate letters to a husband and
wifela(or,more accurately, to a husband on the one hand and to a wife

and children on the other) at the same time? The answer is to be found
in the pastoral and evangelistic area. The TERVX  of verses 1.and

4 of 2 Jdohn fall into two categories, the believing and the unbelieving.
The last thing that the Elder desires is that the believing be sidetracked
during their tender years by a recital of the machinations of Diotrephes,
who was supposed to be an example, a mature Christian leader; nor perhaps
is it appropriate for them to be told details of the author's modus operandi
as he deals with a disciplinary problem involving adults. As far as the
unconverted children are concerned, the Elder refuses to become guilty of
causing them to stumb1e37by openly displaying before them the shortcomings
of those who ought to exhibit a responsible Christian character%g The
author is far too spiritually sensitive, too pastorally concerned, for

his young converts or potential converts to countenance that! Accordingly,
he writes two short letters, one (setting out the steps which he himself
will take re Diotrephes) to Gaius. 3 John is thus intended for the eyes
of Gaius alone (or perhaps,it may be conjectured, for Gaius plus his wife
but not the children). The other letter - since it would be unthinkable
not to convey warmvgreetings to the whole family - is addressed to the

mother and children.
John Stott has, then, unwittingly indicated the logical answer to the
problem for the hypothesis of the existence of two short letters originating

at the same time and sent to the same home.39



DONALD GUTHRIE

A comprehensive and valuable study of quéstions involved in the Johannine
Epistles appears in Guthrie's New Testament Introduction?° Guthrie argues
that the author of 1 John was definitely an eyewitness of the ministry

of Jesusflthe Apostle John being the most likely writer. The Second and
Third Epistles are likewise assigned to the Apost]ef}z The Fourth Gospel
is dated c90-95, and was probably slightly before 1 John, but "it is
difficult to be certain - "; 43 2 John was soon after 1 John?qénd‘3 John
about the same time as 2 John. Guthrie says "In all probability this
Epistle (3 John) and 2 John were the latest Johannine writings and the
latest of all the New Testament literature - ".%%

Donald Guthrie hovers between seeing 1 John as a letter or as a sermon .
The readers were probably "a group of people,possibly in more than one
Asiatic community, with whom the author was personally acquainted“.“7

A lady and not a church was the probable recipient of 2 John: " - this
would help to account for the reluctance of some of the early Christians

to use the Epistle. A private letter written to a lady would not seem
u g

of sufficient importance to receive canonical status.
Some of the most interesting suggestions naturally arise with respect to
the Third Epistle: Diotrephes is reckoned leader of the church concerned,
whether legitimately or no.“#% Demetrius had no connection (so Guthrie
argues) with earlier missionaries rejected by Diotrephes, since otherwise
no commendation of him to Gaius would have been necessary.5®

If Gaius and Diotrephes belonged to the same church, the Apostle wrote

two Tetters to it - one to the whole membershipgtand the other to his

most trusted friend within it. In Guthrie's view the three Epistles

are very closely linked by virtue of common authorship, by dating, and

by the provincial area concerned, but no co-ordinated single complex

of events at the personal level is proposed - e.g. in discussing the
possibility of 2 John - 3 John situational links, Guthrie says: "in the
absence of any allusion in 3 John to the false teaching of 2 John, it is
better to keep them apart".5? On page 221 it is said to be “unlikely"

that 3 John 9 denotes 2 John, while "It is very improbable that 1 John

is meant because 3 John is obviously intended for a much smaller reader
circ]e,g’and the letter in 3 John 9 would seem to have been concerned

with a specific situation."*%#

The objection to 1 John being indicated is quite unconvincing. The writer
of 3 John 9 says categorically that what he wrote in his other communication
was "to the church", even though 3 John itself was to one man, Gaius.
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Moreoven, the writer of a church letter would be unlikely to raise
simply one harsh criticism in sharp relief, but would probably clothe
what he had to say about inappropriate Christian conduct in a wider
positive presentation with a sufficient grounding in theological truth.ss
It therefore follows that, far from 1 John being excluded by the 3 John
9 reference, it is more appropriate to its requirements than any other
writing known. The vagueness of -the T and the essentially

- similar problems as far as Christian 1iving is concerned of 1 John and
3 John 9 and 10‘gtrongly endorse this judgment.

W.G. KOMMEL

Werner Georg Ktimmel also proposed that one man wrote the Fourth Gospe]
and the Johannine Epistles but that the actual author is unknown A]]
the Epistles can be dated c90-110. 9 In one sense this writer is the
most radical of those whose work is included in the first category o
because he refused to limit the original recipients of 1 John to the
area of the other two Epistles, or indeed, to any specific area:

"1 John ... appears to be a tractate intended for all of Christendom,
an encyclical directed to all fellow believers, a 'manifesto'“."

On page 308 he says again,"1 John is in no way to be understood as a°’
writing for specific readers".

The position advanced here is not convincing; Kdmmel himself says that
various authors have objected to the theory he holds, claiming

(i) that 1 John presupposes a specific historical situation,

(ii) that it contends against the danger of a heretical belief
toward which the readers have already taken up a position,

(ii11) that the author implies a Timited readership and

(iv) that the vocatives used of the addressees ('children',
'beloved') imply an intimate pastoral and fatherly
authority over a spiritual flock.

KUmmel's main point is the lack of what he calls "concrete" and "personal"
relations in 1 John. An eloquent and effective counter to the main thrust
of KUmmel's position is to be found in Robert Law's book "The Tests of
Life", written over 60 years ago. b

Werner Kimmel states that 2 John was addressed to a church,sand that (in .
common with the hypothesis) 2 and 3 John originated at the same time %%
- The congregaticns of the two short Epistles were different, "for the

figure of Diotrephes will not fit into the harmonious picture of 2 John”.é“
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The last point is plainly arguable, especially the use of the strong words
"will not fit". A simp]istic 2 John situation is implied where all the
foes were outside the church and all the saints within. The Third

- Epistle shows that in at least one place there was a "villainous" faction
within, and 2 John itself, while not saying that heretics were inside the
church, at least indicates in the plainest terms that they were knocking
at the very door. It is likely that the Elder is in both letters trying
to arrest the threatening unorthodox tide in one fellowship. His attack
is two-pronged, dealing now with the danger within (3 Johnés), and now
with that without (2 John).

Ktimmel objects to three influential positions:

(i) Harnack's view of 3 John in the context of “the old
" provincial missionary organisation.against the individual
churches which had been consolidated under monarchical
Teadership" 66

(1i) Bauer's claim that Diotrephes was a Gnostic

(iii1)  Kdsemann's idea that the Elder was himself heretical and
: had been excommunicated by Diotrephes.%8

&7

Ktimmel prefers to see “a conflict between a fixed ecclesiastical organisa-
tion and an earlier, freer charismatic s1tuat1on",?but has doubts about
whether the Elder does in fact represent the latter position. Kimme 1
suggests that the Elder is, like Diotrephes, only a congregational ]eader,7°
but that “he enjoys more than local authority".

J.A.T. ROBINSON

John A.T. Robinson's book "Twelve New Testament Studies" devotes some 40
pages’%o Johannine matters, and in particular, to challenging five
commonly-adopted positions regarding the Fourth Gospel (primarily) and
the Johannine Episties. S

The five presuppositions which in 1962 seemed "generally agreed" are

(1) That the Fourth Gospel writer used sources, including
one or more of the Synoptics

(2) That his own background is different from the events

- and teaching he purports to record

(3) That he is a witness to the Christ of faith, but not the
Jesus of history

(4) That he represents the end-term of theological deve]opment
in first century Christianity

(5) That he is not the Apostle John nor an eyewitness.

The first presupposition attracts the judgment that " - the case for

literary dependence (is) quite unproven and indeed quite unproveable",
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a judgment which entirely accords with that of W.F. Howard and C.H. Dodd
'in their later writings. Robinson quotés P. Parker with approval: "It
looks as though, if the author of the Fourth Gospel used documentary
sources, he wrote them all himse]f"7f.. “Indeed he is his own tradition“?
As far as the present hypothesis is concerned, Robinson's remarks contain
a repudiation of the "school" theories of Johannine origins, for not

only is the idea of synoptic sources behind the Johannine Gospel denied,
but also any sources outside the one writer's own observations and exper-
ience and deductions. The Fourth Gospel is said to be too much of a
piece to admit of replanning or editing by different men, even men with
the same general background and characteristics /¥ The stance taken in
dealing with the authorship of the Gospel leads to Robinson's equally
assured denial of the "school" concept when he turns to the Epistles in
relation to the Fourth Gospel and each other: "I am persuaded that the
Gospel and the three Epistlés all came from the same pen and are addressed
to the same community, though in a different situation".7
PreSuppositibns'(Z), (3) and (5) all have to do with the historical
directness of the witness of the Fourth Gospel author.”® The Dead Sea
Scrolls provide a convincing rebuttal of points (2) and (3) (says Robinson)
Presupposition (4) concerns dating, for which early limits are indicated

77

by two statements:

(i) Robinson agrees with E.R. Goodenough that the Fourth Gospel
theology "reached its essential, if not its formal, maturity
by about the same time as St. Paul's, at a date, that is,
before any .of the Synoptic Gospels were written" 7%

(i1) From the way the writer of the Epistles speaks, he "had evidently
been their evangelist and pastor from the earliest days".7¢

In fact the Gospel was probably written first and the Epistles later:

there was " - at least a decade and more probably two, between the teaching

(and perhaps also the writing) of the Gospel and of the Epistles.” go

1, 2 and 3 John were probably, but not necessarily, close together as far

as date of writing was concerned.3°

The raison d'étre of Robinson's whole construction comes from his conviction

that the .readers in all cases (i.e. of the four Johannine books) were

Diaspora Jews.8! It is this that moves him to separate the Gospel and the

Epistles by so long a period. - The readers were the same people in both

bases, but their circumstances had changed.

Robinson favoured Cerinthianism - Cerinthus was a ggy%} as the probable

foe of the writer, though "It would be a mistake to assume that there was

a 1:1 correspondence between the views of Cerinthus and John's opponents”...
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“the'heresy of the Johannine Epistles is better explained by what we know
of Cerinthus than by any other known system".%z

Specifically, 2 John presupposes at least two churches (the "Lady" and

her "sister"), 3 John "probably another one"” plus "a number of Christian

centres visited by travelling missionaries", and 1 John "perhaps" a group

of Johannine churches $#

Robinson's thesis raises a number of questions of great importance for
Johannine studies, though here the destination of the Johannine writings
in the either/or sense of Jews of the Disperson versus various Gentile
Christians is far less vital than the personal mutual relations of the
originaladdressees of the three Epist]es?s In any case, without accepting
the whole Robinsonian position, it is perfectly possible to acknowledge
the force of his contentions regarding authorship and mutual dating?‘ With
respect to destination, the "probably" and "perhaps" of page 1293%re not
substantiated in any way. No case has been made for going é]ong with
Robinson in the Johannine Epistles' interrelationship suggestion. Indeed
in the end Robinson must be assigned to category "1“%%ust because he pro-
vides no personal situational link, though he goes much further than some-
writers in that he makes the 1 John, 2 John and 3 John readers belong to

one ethnic and religious environment .34

WHAT, THEN, OF CATEGORY 1?  FOR WHAT IS IT TO BE COMMENDED?
HOW IS IT INFERIOR TO THE HYPOTHESIS?

It is to be commended for the scholarly caution which is exhibited in the

face of what is, in the last analysis, possibly unproveable. It is
inferior to the hypothesis in that it represents too much caution. Given

common authorship, common heresy, common behavioural problems, possible
common area and possible common dating, besides a scheme which easily

takes account of the individual people and events concerned:7%Mere is

only one element lacking from the point of view of closely co-ordinating

the three Epistles: That is a categorical statement within the books that
the local circumstances are common. That this is lacking cannot be denied,
but for all that, two statements or combinations of statements may be noted

here:

(i) the statements concerning the proposed visit/s of the Elder
in 2 and 3 John%are so similar as to suggest the same occasion;

(i1) there is a real likelihood of 3 John 9 referring to 1 John.
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Neither of these is unambiguous;. they must be interpreted. Thus it is
not possible to assert positively that the situational milieu of 1 John
equals that of 2 John equals that of 3 John. Yet,over all, it is highly
probable that this is so. The absence of unequivocal cross-references
weakens the conclusion to the extent that one must not say "certainly the
same situation", but "very probably the same situation". Conversely,

the scholar is not justified in not suggesting a close life connection in

any comprehensive study of the Johannine Epistles.

2. THOSE WHICH SAY THAT THE EPISTLES CANNOT BE RELATED

The obvious candidate here is RUDOLF BULTMANN.T®

the Johannine Epistles the Fourth Gospe]’gnd 1 John are said to be by’
different authors: " - identity of the authors has often been asserted
and is frequently asserted even today. I cannot agree with this
supposition". 14

Apropos the Epistles, Bultmann says: " so far as the relationship of

the three letters to each other is concerned, complete clarity, in my
opinion, is not possib1e“?5 He goes on,"It can be said with certainty
only that 2 John is dependént upon 1 John, indeeds that 2 John is Qefinitely

a secondary-work".qf It is "a'catholic' letter, which the bearer would
ll?6

In his commentary on

deliver to appropriate congregations from time to time.
The Third Epistle - "a genuine 1etter“7z was also probably dependent on
1 dJohn.  Yet for all of his use of the word "dependent", Bultmann does
not posit common authorship of the Epistles: he implicitly denies it 38
The reasons for so doing are basically that

(i) 2 John was late (later that is, than 3 John, since "the author knew -
3 John 9 ff - ")99

(i1) 2 John 1is a pseudo-epistle which in reality imitates 1 John

(iii) 3 .John was definitely post-1 John, since it reflects that book.
It came from "the period of conflict between the old, specifically
Johannine tradition and the initial development of ecclesiastical
organisation". %9

The crux of Bultmann's position is the second point. It is of course

very difficult to argue that one work is not an imitation of another
similar oneJO'The answer to Bultmann must rest on the twin bases that his
argument is very subjective and the observation that the only support that
he has gained is from convinced followers of his general position regarding

the Johannine literature (e.g. J.L. Houlden).’®*
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What is the strength of category 27

Bultmann's view appears to be a bold new initiative aimed at breaking

the deadlock of having to determine the identity of unnamed and elusive
characters (lady/sister/2 sets of children) and their position in the
Johannine locale. If 2 John is a fiction it would appear on the surface
that Buitmann is right in saying that no co-ordinated personal picture

is possible.

What is the weakness of category 2?

The hypothesis of Bultmann that 2 John is not a real letter bUt a
"fiction"lo#ounders at the very point at which it seems strongest. Even
if it were merely an imitative work (which opinion the vast majority

of scholars deny), it is an imitation of something and for some reason.

The "of" is easy - according to Bultmann it is an imitation of 1 John

and 3 John, the former theologically, the Tatter structurally, and both

to some extent verbally. But what Bultmann fails to answer is the "why".
2 John had to be written for something - what? The answer is that it
instructs Christians to ostracize docetic heretics. But, then, on whose
authority?  The only possible answer is that the readers recognised

the authority, or were tricked into believing that they had done so.

Thus the readers must have been familiar with at least 3 John or 1 John

or the writer of them; had this not been so they would have had a truncated
message and an unaddressedlgﬁd finally unauthorised work. To any readers
but those of 1 John and/or 3 John the'writing would be so enigmatic as

to have little persuading power. Thus there is a personal link at the
readership level, and a real or pretended one at the authorship level,
Therefore, even if 2 John were a fiction, situational personal 1links are
demanded. Bultmann's agnosticism does not lead to a separation of the
1ettérs at a personal situational level, but an affirmation of their

personal interdependence.

How is the hypothesis superidr to category 2?

A satisfactory personal link is easily discernible in the hypothesis
without recourse to a theory of imitation which satisfies very few scholars
and whose emergence on the scene ultimately does nothing to dispel the
mystery of the Johannine epistolary situation. On the contrary, it adds

to its complexity unnecessarily.
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3. THOSE WHICH PARTICULARLY EMPHASIZE A VERY CLOSE 1 JOHN/2 JOHN
LINK. This includes the theories of C.H. Dodd and Neil Alexander.®®

C.H. DODD

One of the two or three most significant commentaries in the English

language on the Johannine Epistles is that of C.H. Dodd in the Moffatt

series of New Testament commentaries, first published in 1946f°6 Dodd

suggested (tentatively) that the three Epistles were by one writer who

was a disciple of the Evangelist. Many of this commentator's conclusions

were based on prolonged studies in the Gospel of John: "The interpretation
..which I offer here has in large measure emerged from studies primarily

directed towards the understanding of the Fourth Gospel in its contemporary

setting."” Poss1b1y the Elder John wrote the Epistles, but if so, he

was not author of the Fourth Gospel as well. ' As far as the writer of

the Third Epistle is concerned, he had high authority in the church:

"He commissioned missionaries and planned for their support, and he

expected to have his directions carried out by the various congregations

in his region. He was in fact...one of the 'elders' or 'presbyters' who

in the sub-apostolic age carried on the tradition of apostolic authority".’®?

He must, then, have been a major personage in the Johannine school.

Dodd conceived of 1 John as a circular epistle, 2 John to a particular
congregation, and 3 John as a private letter to a friend."® In some
enigmatic manner, 2 John is dependent on 1 John. From the point of view
of the Sitz in Leben of the readers, 1 and 2 John are aiso close to each
other; the main difference is that the propagandists were not yet present
in the 2 John situation, while they were in that of 1 Johnf“ No connec-
tion can be established between 2 and 3 John, the latter was perhaps at a
quite different time, and in "an entirely different situation”, which may
have been earlier than the other two Epist]es."1 Several points were

made by Dodd apropos 3 John: (i) the church situation was one of transition
between the"missionary" phase and that
of Tocal episcopacy "3

(i1) Demetrius was perhaps one of the earlier
missionaries, who together with his
colleagues and armed with 3 John was to
“resume (the) interrupted mission" V¥

(iii) there is no hint in 3 John that Diotrephes
was unorthodox /4

(iv) 3 John 9 does not indicate 2 John since the
doctrinal controversy of the latter is absent
from the former. #$
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Generally (Dodd affirms - correctly), the Epistles do not appear to come
from a time of persecution. Although the church is unpopular (1 John 3:13
"Do not wonder, bretheren, if the world Hates you")svisiting missionaries
could perhaps have obtained gifts from pagans had they been so incl{ned

(3 John 7). By taking these facts into consideration, Dodd suggested

that a post-Domitianic date, a period when acute persecution had but
recently ceased, is slightly to be preferred. Thus Dodd reckoned AD.96

to 110 as the approximate period of writing. The place was Asia.”®

Dodd, then, separates 3 John from 1 and 2 John on the grounds of contents,
especially the human situation indicated. [t is not legitimate to do
this - to say that 3 John represents "an entirely different situation" -

because it is linked (i) with 1 John and 2 John by its authorship
according to Dodd himself 47

(11) with 2 John by its structural similarity even
in details 48

(iii1) with 1 John by the close affinity between the
ethical errors condemned in the First Epistle
and exhibited by Diotrephes in the Third Epistle

(iv) with 1 and 2 John by its similar (albeit briefer)
theological references to "truth" Hy

and  (v) with 1 John by the similarity (but not identity)

of statements in 3 John 11 and 1 John 2:29,
3:6, 3:9 and 3:10.

NEIL ALEXANDER _

The Torch Bible commentary entitled "The Epistles of John" was printed

in 1962."° Alexander's opinion is that the Elder John (not the Apostle)
wrote the Fourth Gospel cAD.85 to 95 and the Epistles c.96."*" The readers
of 2 John were not - at the time of writing - embroiled with the 1 John
heretics.”® First John was written to a wide area: the 1 John/2 John
re]ationship is "not unlike that observed between an American Presidential
candidate's nationwide TV 'set' speech and any of his ‘'whistle-stop' five
minute addresses given on campaign tour. Nine-tenths of the substance
of the latter is from the big speech, greatly cut down in volume. It

uses the language and recalls and presupposes knowledge of the main speech.
It has some additional emphasis on the local situation and some 'snap'

. . . 1223
practical advice for local party action." *

Agaihst Alexander it may be said that a careful study of 2 John leads to
the conclusion that it is not in fact more "local" than 1 John -
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both are directed towards a limited number of very well known readerst14
The prohibition - the most distinctiveiy different aspect of 2 John -
would surely have applied anywhere. The impression made on the reader
is that 2 John is essentially more private and individual, but not to
a more geographically circumscribed area. In fact (as is maintained
in the present thesis) 2 John is most suitably considered as an accompany-
ing note sent with 1 John /** Accordingly, 1 John is predictably "more
studied, generalised" while 2 John is the kind of letter written.to one

trusted person/family in confidence.

Alexander does not say definitely either that Gaius and Diotrephes were in

the same church or different (but nearby) ones. No ancient writer thought
G .

that 3 John 9 meant the Second Epist]ét he says.

The strengths of category 3

Due notice is taken of two very pertinent points. The first is the
literary connection between 1 and 2 John, which at least implies a

~ readership connec:tion'.z'7 No Tess than seven verses in 2 John repeat or
echo verses in the First Epistle: viz 2 John 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9 and ]2.'29
Moreover, verses 6 and 7 each correspond fairly closely with two verses
in 1 John and 2 John 5 with three. In other words, 2 John, which has
only 13 verses, has a total of eleven close affinities with 1 John.

In fact, the only verses not repeated or echoed in the larger writing
are either those with an "epistolary" significancé or else those which
prohibit the giving of hospitality to enemies of the Faith.

The second connecting link is in the doctrinal sphere, i.e. in the concept
)

of the "truth",z%he doctrine of God, the understanding regarding evil

powers, the status of Christians, and most of all the common Christology

of 1 and 2 John.'*

The weaknesses of category 3

A probable weakness is that both Dodd and Alexander see 2 John as to a

local church!®' Other problems are (i) the failure adequately to note the
structural links between 2 and 3
John,which are not of such a nature
as to indicate imitation by a
different writer, but are strong
enough to suggest that the plan
and contents of one letter were
still very fresh indeed in the
writer's mind when he wrote the other;
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(i11) the inadequate weight given to the
common authorship /3%

(iii) the relating of the planned visits
of 2 and 3 John (couched in very
similar terms) to each other

(iv) the omission of a clear address if
1 and 2 John were sent without 3 John
(unless an address appeared on the
outside of the works)

= Y

strangers 1in 2 John; sure]y there
were true missionaries about as well?

The superiority of the hypothesis may be expressed with the utmost brevity:
the 'strengths' of category 3 are incorporated and its weaknesses avoided.

4.  THOSE WHICH EXPRESS A COMPOSITE VIEW OF THE 2 AND 3 JOHN SITUATION
BUT MORE OR LESS EXCLUDE 1 JOHN FROM IT.

The views expressed by James Moffatt, Charles Gore, Grenville Lewis and
(possibly) J.P. Love?’come in such a cateqory. Ernst Kasemann has
propounded a radically modified picture of the 2 and 3 John situation
which comes closerto this group than to any other.

JAMES MOFFATT

In his book, An Introduction to the Literature of the New Testament,
published in 19]2?“Moffatt surveyed the then current literature on the
Johannine Epistles in some detail. One conclusion he reached was that
2 and 3 John were probably by the same author (possibly he was author of
Revelation as well) but that the man concerned did not write 1 John or the
Gospel. Since he held such a conviction, Moffatt naturally kept 1 John

"a 'catholic’ homi]y"f’ie]ative]y distinct from 2 and 3 John, though all
five Johannine books were still regarded as having much in common. Moffatt
also related 2 and 3 John closely to each other on account of their being

(he said) directed to the same church.’

CHARLES GORE

Nothing of consequence was added to the understanding of the situation
surrounding the writing of the Episties by the commentary of Gore, at one
time Bishop of Oxford, in 1920. The Apost]e John was reckoned as author
of the Gospel and the Epistles; he lived at Ephesus. ¥ The Second Epistle
was "written to a church personified“fgq The only unusual feature which did
not (and does not) commend itself to most writers was the suggestion that
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the T¢ of 3 John 9 denotes 2 John - an apparently modest but significant

situational connection. =

GREVILLE P. LEWIS

Lewis' relatively short commentar;qhas something to say about most of the
concerns of the present chapter; of greatest interest is the attempted
reconstruction of the background circumstances of 3 John. Briefly, the
author of John and the three Epistles was "a disciple of the Apostie";

he wrote in Asia; the Gospel is to be dated c.85-and the lesser books c.87/%*
The Second Epistle, since it presupposes 1 John,was written after it, the

recipient being a local church.’*?

Lewis states that the two short Epistles were to different churchegfy John
had sent missionaries to evangelize and also to encourage the local churches;
a copy of 2 John was perhaps to be given to each Christian congregationf”‘ |
At Gaius' church all went well, but then Diotrephes called a meeting in his
'own:church; repudiated the Presbyter John's authority, refused hospitality to
the visitors, and possibly rejected 2 John without even reading it. Some
members who were loyal to John received the missionaries and were then
excommunicated. The travellers reported to Gaius before going back to

their base. The Third Epistle was then written and committed to the wideiy-
respected Demetrius, together with a written message to Didtrephes (3 John 9).
This message was to be read at the church meeting and the various earlier
wrongs righted; failing such a Yesponse, the Elder would make a personal

visit and deal with the recalcitrant members. En route to Diotrephes'

church on the second journey 3 qdhn was to be presented to Gaius. That

loyal Christian was to be ready to assist the missionaries on their return
journey to Ephesus should Diotrephes and his followers continue to be

obdurate.

Generally the picture presented by Lewis deserves praise, particularly in
its treatment of the 3 John situation. Yet various objections must be

raised: (i) the theory has no real place for 2 John, which is an after-
thought in the 3 John presentation, and which would appear
to be unnecessary in addition to 1 John. If there had been
a gap between 1 and 2 John with new developments intervening
the relevance of 2 John 10 and 11 could be made out, but it
must be borne in mind that Lewis assigns both to the same
date - c.87./#¢

(i1) the enigmatic address of 2 John is not explained

(i11) Gaius and Diotrephes are unnecessarily placed in different
churches '#7
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" ERNST KASEMANN |
In 1951 the radical ideas of Ernst Kasemann about the Johannine literature

were published in an article entitled Ketzer und Zeuge".‘8 Kdsemann (perhaps
surprisingly) holds to the essential unity of authorship of the Fourth
Gospel and three Epist]eéf’though he does perceive interpolations in the
Fourth Gospe]lgk least as far as ch.21 and 6:51b-58 are concerned. He

did not entirely rule out the possibility of a Johannine "school” of
authorgf'and nor did he reject Bultmann's idea of a "prototype borrowed from
heathen gnosis" for 1 John as well as the Gospe]."2 The.Gospel is dated -
and the Epistles too, apparently - at the end of the first centuhy153 Both
Syria and Ephesus are mentioned as possible places of writing of the Fourth
Gospel and Epistles, though not so much as Kasemann's own views as those
favoured by others: Kdsemann himself says of the Fourth Gospel that both
language and gnostic influence "let one think increasingly of Syria instead

of Asia Minor as the home of the Evange]ist"ff“

' _ ‘ 158
The really revolutionary aspects of Kasemann's thinking in 1951 originated

in a study of 3 John“gnd were prompted by writings of Harnack and W. Bauer,
From Bauer's book "Orthodoxy and Heresy in the most Ancient Christianity"
(published in 1934) Kasemann became convinced that heresy had a great role
in the early church, and that heretical churches were "assimilated only

by a Tong and changeful process.""*’

Bauer believed heresy on the part of Diotrephes to be part of the 3 John
problem, but Kdsemann reversed this. Diotrephes is, for him, unquestion-
ably the sole leader, the monarchica]bishoﬁggf his church, a fact that is
demonstrated by his excommunication of missionaries and of the Elder himée]f?
Diotrephes was doctrinally orthodox'*? By contrast, the Elder was{contrary
to all other known instances in that period)a "lone-wolf" presbyter, who
was unorthodox:‘% character whose Christology lay between that of radical
gnosis of docetic type and the emerging catholicism of the eraf" The Elder
tried ineffectually to reprove Diotrephes, but was on the defensive because
he knew thatuﬂjs own position was weak. However, the distinctive ﬂgftrines
of the Elder, expressed with great originality in the Fourth Gospel and in

1 John, proved in the end to be more durable than some of those of early
64

8

catholicism and eventually displaced them./

Rudolf Schnackenburg's four reasons for rejecting the thesis of Kasemann
appear on pages 299 and 300 of his commentary: of these the most
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persuasive are the first and the last. The former is the objection that
the whole reconstruction founders on the attempt to prove the theology of
the Elder heretical./*® The latter is the objection that 2 John cannot
justifiably be omitted to the extent that it is from the picture presented.

Additional objections which can be advanced include the following:

(1) The excommunication of the Elder is fundamental to Kdsemann's theories
but it is nowhere stated in 3 John.’*® Only those who welcomed the
missionaries were "cast out".’67

(2) Kdsemann says that all the Elder can summon against D1otrephes are
"lTame complaints over evil gossip and greed for power' “*%contending
that such feeble action does not fit the usua] church idea of the
Elder. The obvious objection here is that Kdsemann ignores the
impending visit of the Elder.’®? It is true that 3 John 14 could
1nd1cate a pure]y private visit to Gaius, but 3 Johp 10,with its
g,w é)‘eoo uwc/uwﬁdw LOT0d T Epyx & ﬂ'o(it
cannot be understood in so restricted a sense. It 1nd1cates
public exposure by an authoritative personage.

(3) Kdsemann says that the 3 John writer cannot excommunicate, but
that the 2 John writer can. Since he claims identity of author-.
ship, a conflict emerges here, unless, of course, 2 John is held -
to emanate from an earlier stage before the Elder was excommunicated. 7°

(4) The ignorance and silence of the church concern1ng its greatest
theological son"is a maJor hazard for K8semann, as it is for
exponents of the various "school" theories./7*

FOR WHAT IS CATEGORY 4 TO BE COMMENDED?

The strengths of the group are the same as those of group 3, except that
rather less attention is paid to the 1 John/2 John 1ink from an environ-
mental standpoint, and (as may be expected) correspondingly more to 2 and

3 John relationships.'?

FOR WHAT IS IT TO BE CENSURED?

(i) 2 John is still seen as address d to a church th1s being
expiicitly stated by both Goré™and Lewis./7¢
(i1) 0ddly, 2 John is almost ignored when reconstructions of

the setting are attempted, even by writers who apparently

set out to co-ordinate the characters and movements of

2 and 3 John.'”?” To some extent the tendency is understandable
(the Third_Epistle "is full of personal and circumstantial
detail -")"but it is not justified.

HOW IS THE HYPOTHESIS SUPERIOR TO CATEGORY 47

It combines the strengths of both it and the previous category, while
avoiding their weaknesses, particularly that of the necessarily incomplete

nature of each scheme.
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5. THOSE WHICH ASSERT THAT THE THREE EPISTLES WERE WRITTEN MORE OR
17 :
LESS AT THE SAME TIME, 1 JOHN BEING A CIRCULAR TO AN AREA,?Z JOHN
- TO A SINGLE CHURCH AND 3 JOHN TO AN INDIVIDUAL WITHIN THE 1 JOHN
ORBIT.

The obvious exponent of this idea is Schnackenburg, though A.M. HUNTER
is also to be included. The view is also expressed (prior to Schnackenburg's
adoption of it?) by C.H. Dodd in his commentary on the Epist]es.'e°

RUDOLF SCHNACKENBURG .
The influential commentary of Schnackenburg - Die Johannesbriefe - is
especially noteworthy because of its great attention to detail, its
balance and its scholarly caution in arriving at conclusions. For these
reasons, and also because the latest edition is relatively recent, the
work undoubtedly merits a fuller treatment than other commentaries. In
the pages that follow the main areas which have relevance to the current

investigation are passed in review.

THE AUTHOR AND HIS BACKGROUND

With regard to the authorship of 1 John, a useful statement of Schnackenburg's
position may be located on page 7: "One can think of one born a Jew with
Aramaic as mother tongue, who has adopted the Koing Greek fagLE]ess]y,

yet in other respects kept the Semitic feel of the language". A little
further on it is asserted that TEKV(C and 1rect$(x are "particularly

suitable in the mouth of an elderly man who has prominence and authority".
These words would be readily endorsed by many commentators, but they
represent a conclusion rather than a starting-point. The latter is
discernible in the opening sentence on page 24: "Today there is widespread
agreement that there is no investigétion of Johnluhithout religious
historical inquiry".  Schnackenburg then goes on to reject the either/or
explanations of the Johannine literature based on Jewry or Hellenism
because they are 1nadequatefgv'He says: "Particularly in the more recent .
investigation the question of a comprehensive gnostic intellectual (or
spiritual) stream (Geistesstromung), which drew all culture areas of that
time in its power (or spell - Bann), has been debated. When and wherever
this stream has its origin - not many investigators today adopt a strong
Jewish componen{gf need not be investigated here -"  (though the heretics
resisted in 1 John, (Colossians and the Pastoral Epistles all belong in it).
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Under the heading "The place of Historical Religion" Schnackenburg lists
several religious traditions or movements and discusses their bearing on

the Johannine books' authorship and milieu:

(a) Judaism outside Qumran.lLinguistically "some terms and phrases
are only intelligible in the mouth of a Jew who was acquainted
with the 01d Testament and also had touch with Rabbinism”. /8¢
The same can be said of content: the writer was of Jewish
background, and did not come to Jewish concepts only via
Christianity."This particularly affects the whole circle
of sin and atonement"./$7 '

(b) Qumran. The Qumran texts certainly have "significance"
for the Johannine Epistles, but what this might be - general
Jewish milieu or a more personal Johannine/Apocalypse/Baptist/
Qumran link, or a post-AD.70 Christian/Essene connection -
is in doubt.

(c) Hellenism. The writer uses the current Gr%ek language
"fauTtTessly ... simply, yet not c]umsi]y"? a fact that is
seen particularly from the more informal, Hellenistic letter
style of 2 and 3 John. :

(d) Oriental Syneretism. Some parts of 1 John require reference
to the mystery religions, hermetic mysticism, and the magic
papyri (Magi) for their elucidation. Especially is this
so of "born of God".!%?

(e) Gnostic Movement. 1 and 2 John both demonstrate that "there
1s no doubt as to the contact of the author with Grostic trains
of thought. He does not fully reject the movement..." but

"radically rejects the Gnostic way of salvation, which would
dispense with the Saviour character of the incarnate Son of
God".'®d The Johannine "dualism" "is separated from the
Grostic dualism by a chasm".  Schnackenburg says: "The author
of 1 John knows no metaphysical opposition between Godly and
material world, no two hostile principles of origin.... the
polarity of God's world and 'this' world.... becomes a religio-
ethical division.!9°
(What is asserted of 1 John is true of 3 John as well, e.q.
verse 11). ’
Negatively, there is no "myth" of a "Redeemed Saviour" in the heresy attacked
in 1 John (nor is there,of course, in 2 John or 3 John). The heretical"-

way of salvation without a saviour was central in the opponents' system).

The above material is unspeculative and mostly uncontroversial. It presents
a fair summary of what may be gleaned from the Johannine writings themselves.
It has an important bearing on any Johannine studies in the area of

essential background, and .in a preliminary manner shows the underlying

unity of the three Epistles, since all the statements (a) to (e) above

apply to all the Johannine Epist]es!q' The way is therefore prepared

(but no more) for the possibility of common authorship, common date, common
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Tocation, etc. for the three Epistles, and so for the present hypothesis

itself.

The 11nguistic/stylist{c comparison of 1 John and the Fourth Gospel (which
is in Schnackenburg's commentary bas1ca11y a surmmary of the arguments of
C.H. Dodd versus those of W.F. Howardf leads to the conclusion that "from

this angle the acceptance of a common author has no obstacle in its way". 193

Theological comparisons of the same two books lead éither to an assertion
of identity of authorship, or to the claim that two closely associated
persons wrote John and 1 Johﬁ%%spective]yf’s The 'yield' from this for
the hypothesis is small: if the two books be by one writer, then the Fourth
Gospel may perhaps be employed in the attempt to date the Epistles. If -
both Gospel and Epistles have a common author and there are good grounds
for dating them close together, then the Gospel (which is alluded to more
than the Epistles in the non-biblical early writers) can definitely be |

used in attempts at dating the whole corpus. In fact - according to
Schnackenburg - the Fourth Gospel and 1 John are to be put in the same
very short period.’?®

When he discusses the rr/oedl'e\ST‘éﬂoS question, Schnackenburg con-

tends that no original additional name was later excised, and that
mp f,o’ﬁ()refoos is no fictitious title (as Hirsch had claimed) to
indicate “that here the one great witness of Asia Minor was writing, who

was in a special sense 'the Presbyter'". 97

Schnackenburg seems to grant the existence of the Presbyter of Papias
(separate from the Apostle John), but says that there is nothing to
demonstrate that he and the Presbyter of 2 and 3 John were the same.

He observes that the 2 John writer was known to the reéders:qghd says

of the Third Epistle,"According to 3 John the 'old man' exercises a more
patriarchal than a jurisdictional supervﬁsion over the congv‘egations".”g
In the end, it must be recognised that the o TP €0}56"'§P°5
designation cannot now give the answer to the authorship questionf77
* A11 that can be said is that 2 and 3 John almost certainly have the same
author (both have é ,-rr,OGO’/d’\.')T'G/)Os , they are about the same length,
and they have similar stylistic peculiarities).

The contents of 1 and 2 John connect these books together, just as the
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description of the writer as "Eider" (and other pdints) Tinks 2 and 3
John. It is espec%al]y in 2 John 4-to 9,and then particularly with
regard to love (and its practical realisation in brotherly love) and ‘
faith (and the right christological faith at that) that the close parallel
with 1 John is seen.

A1l in all, one author for all three 1efters "may at least be permitted".*?°
On pages 300 and 301 the commentator asserts that the Johannine author-

ship of the three Epistles cannot be answered “with final certainty,

but .... one must at Teast postulate for the letters a prominent personage
from the 'Johannine circle'..... who represents and truly holds the

'Johannine tradition'".
Thus Schnackenburg appears to hold a type of 'school' theory - viz. one
that allows the possibility of different Fourth Gospel/Epistles author-

ship, but which views the Epistles as from one person.

The Tast point is naturally entirely consonant with the current hypotheéis.

THE DATE AND ORDER OF WRITING
On pages 15 ff Schnackenburg 1ists evidence which he claims indicates

a late first century date for 1 John:

(1) the repeated "from the beginning" of 1 John 2:7,24 and
3:11 (cf 2 John 5)

(i) the crystallising out of the "antichrists" (2:19)
(ii1), the intensive activity of the "false prophets" (4:1)
(iv) the self-asserting struggle of the churches faithful to Christ

(v) the fact that the readers are no longer in direct touch with
the salvation event, but only "hearers" (3:11)

(vi)  the more powerful and clearly defined nature of the Gnostic
movement as compared with Paul's day

(vii)  the nature of the Parousia expectation: there is "a certain
resignation" about it, and "problems do not seem to arise

from it".

A11 of these concerns (we are told) "a]readyvfill a page of church history"
and so lead to a date near AD.100 for 1 John.

. There is a considerable element of subjectivity in criteria of this sort.
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When one thinks of the developments in the church situation which took
place during Paul's years of literary activity - say from AD.49 to 64,
a period of only about 15 years - it may be asserted confidently that the

20

'Johannine picture" could easily represent any point on the fast-changing

ecclesiastical scene from perhaps AD.80 onwards.*®?

So much for the date of 1 John per se. At a later point in his Intro-
duction, Schnackenburg declares that the priority of the Gospe] or the
First Epistle relative to the other cannot be determ1ned but that their

104,108
contents necessitate that they be considered more or less contemporaneous.

Later again, in the Introduction to 2 and 3 John, 2 John is assigned a
date near that of 1 John because of the attack upon the false teachingf°6
In fact, all three letters may have originated at the same time.

No exception need be taken to Schnackenburg's conclusion of contemporaneity
or near-contemporaneity for the four books. That is wholly reasonable.

THE STRUCTURE OF THE EPISTLES

With respect to the structure of 1 John, Schnackenburg notes the suggestion
of Roller that the "pre-Asiatic" form of letter differed from the Hellenistic,
and that it was still in existence, as could be demonstrated from Hebrews
and 1 John.  Schnackenburg says that this can hardly be proyed?°7‘He is,
of course, correct. If this were the explanation of the 1 John form,

why are 2 and 3 John so obviously Hellenistic letters? Schnackenburg
finally contents himself with sayingb"In the last analysis this type of
letter (1 John) remains a riddle to us". That conclusion is not one of
total agnosticism regarding structure, though. He says of the writer

that "He states his purpose at the beginning (1:1-4) to make known the
basic message of Jesus to the world concerning communion with God on the
ground of union with Jesus Christ; but at the same time he allows himself
to be stimulated through the countering of heretics and the concern for

the inner strengthening of the Christian church. So time and again he
adds instructions and admonitions. Thereby certain larger sections
arise, in which one thought calls forth another".  Thus neither unplanned

progress nor the very systematic type of analysis is to be endorsed.
The exegete must (says Schnackenburg) get his analysis from the work, not
fasten it on to it.  Such wise advice is apposite considering the almost
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desperate attempts which have somet1mes been made to impose a rigid ana-
lytical scheme on to 1 John Schnackenburg s concept of structure and
plan is to be welcomed, but not the circular Tetter theory which flows

from it .2°9

The related matter of the unity or otherwise of 1 John is of no direct

relevance to the hypothesis since the final product - 1 John as we have it -
and not a hypothetical intermediate stage, is alone important.”°

Both 2 and 3 John are divided into an Introduction, three sections and a
conclusion.?” The structure (or "lay-out" or "design" - Anlage) is an
element demonstrating that 2 John and 3 John are "actual, not ficfitious,
letters".>* (other elements which lead to the same conclusion are style,
concise treatment of concrete questions, and the naming of individual

persons - in 3 John).

THE OPPOSED HERESY A _
Fair agreement as to the general outlines of the combatted heresy may be
said to exist today. Schnackenburg makes the following po1nts.’"3

(a) The author fights on a single theological front. Even
if the terms "antichrists" and "false prophets" include
a plurality of groups, they agree in their denial of the
Christ of the church.

(b) The heretics represent both a christological "1ie" and false
moral views.?# "The faith heresy and the moral indifference
stem from the same source, and become a united unchristian
attitude" (or "conduct" - Ha]tung)f“

(c) The opposed re11g1o -moral declension from Chr1st1an1ty is
Gnostic in origin. :

(d)' The opponents are to be looked for mainly in heathen Christian
circles. 4

The first two of the four statements (i.e. (a) and (b)) express exactly
the viewpoint of Chapter 4 (following) where it is contended in addition
that there are indications of both the doctrinal and ethical errors of the
heretics in all three Johannine Epistles, as one would expect if the three
books basically reflect one situation (albeit with differing emphases). ‘
The position adopted in this thesis is that one Epistle lTeaves out what

is present in another, e.g. the prohibition in 2 John, the commendation
in 3 John) not because they are addressed to different situations, but
merely because they are comp]ementany?Jb One Epistle carries on where

the other leaves off, the writer selecting what he wants to say (and
omitting what he does not want to §ay) to the immediate recipient/s in
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each case. The particular kind of heresy concerned is to be discussed
217,219

_1n Chapter 4 (fo]]ow1ng)

THE GEOGRAPHICAL AREA CONCERNED ™'

The First Epistle (in Schnackenburg's opinion) "presupposes a Pagan (5:21)

Gnostic-infected region - "**°The area, which would appear to encompass
"a localized circle of Christian congregatioﬁgﬂ,is more likely to have
been Asia Minor than anywhere else.  The evidence favouring that area

and others may be summarised thus:zt'

ASIA MINOR: (i) such was the tradition in ancient times from Irenaeus
onwards

(ii)‘ what Tittle can be deduced internally harmonises with
this, e.g. it was the main area of the early spread
of Gnosticism, 2%

GREECE Gnostic views were traceable in Corinth at an early
period (1 Cor. 6:12, 8:1 ff, 10:23).

SYRIA (i) The 'Syrian' character of the combatted Grosis perhaps
(but not certainly) points to the Levant,223

(i1) The "speech idiom" does the same

PARTHIA The address "ad Parthos" occurs at the top of 2 John in
two late MSS, and is sometimes said to have been “moved

across" from 2 John to 1 John.
The only serious contenders for the 1 John locale are Syria and Asia Minor.
Against Syria, Schnackenburg affirms that the idiomatic type of Greek (if
this is really Semitic) need suggest "nothing else than (that) the author
was a born Pa]estinian".‘que considers "the grounds are not sufficient

to cross over from Asia Minor to Syria."**%

Again, the conclusion offered is perfectly compatible with the hypothesis,
as a Syrian or even Greek milieu would be. '

PERSONALITIES
Something should be said about the persons named in 3 John:zzs
(1) Gaius is described by Schnackenburg as "a befriended Tayman..

obviously the centre of a circle of friends, a pﬁominent

Christian and intimate friend of .the 'Elder’', but no official

church person." 226
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(i) Diotrephes was perhaps a monarchical bishop or a member of
a senior council (or teaching body).**7 Schnackenburg writes:
“all possibilities remain open as to whether it is a matter

of usurpation or misuse of office" (in Diotrephes' case)2*?

(iii) Demetrius is reckoned as possibly leader of the travelling
missionaries; perhaps he was also entrusted with the delivery

of 3 John.**¥He was not previously known to Gaius.**°

Quite possibly Schnackenburg's assessment of the position of Géius is
231 3
too modest and that of Diotrephes too e]evatedt But no dogmatism is

justified here.

THE DESTINATION OF THE THREE EPISTLES

Schnackenburg affirms quite cétegorica]]y that " - 1 John is directed to

a larger circle of communities, 2 John to one single community and 3 John
to a private person" .23 Besides C.H. Dodd two other notable wr1ters -
AM. Hunte#%gnd Floyd V. Filson - advocate a similar set of destinations.
Filson makes the original 1 John readership wider than Schnackenburg does:
"1 John was written as a general letter to be read in many churches;

2 John was sent to a certain church, not now identifiab]e...".‘36

No reasons are given for Schnackenburg's determination of destinations

except (i) that a "circular" (i.e. presumably a circular for
unrestricted d1str1but1dﬁ must have an address,23%
which 1 John has not. Schnackenburg does not even
discuss the opposite possibility that his conception
is not too narrow, but too wide.

(ii) (implicitly only)that, since2 John is regarded as a
church lette®}?1 John must, with its greater detail,
have been intended for a wider readership.

The two related questions concerning the kind of destination intended for
1 John and 2 John respectively are at the very heart of the present
hypothesis, and of course constitute the decisive point of departure
between that and Schnackenburg's conceptions.

It could conceivably be claimed that Schnackenburg's view is in keeping
with the idea that the shorter Epistles were separate covering letters
for the First Epistle, and that this comes close to the hypothesis. If
this were the case, the specific and local nature of both 2 and 3 John
would require the existence of other comparable letters which could be
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240 .
sent with 1 John to centres beyond those of the recipients of our 2 and
3 John.  Such a course of events is possib1€f4but in point of fact
Schnackenburg nowhere explicitly formulates any such theory .2¢2

Various terms are used by Schnackenburg in indicating the extent of the
readership. 1 John is for "a region", "a localized circle of Christian
congregations which found themselves in a similar situation ", and "some

groups) beyond the single congregation." *¥3

Schnackenburg's basis for delimiting 1 John's original readership as he
does is totally inadequate. There is no evidence that the book was a

circular, and not a communication to a single church. In fact various
considerations favour the Tlatter, some of themlstrongly.

Nine reasons for regarding 1 John as to a SINGLE community,to ONE church,
and 2 and 3 John as covering letters for it in that context:

(i) In the one other instance in the New Testament where an Epistle
has no address, lack of an address does not occur where there is
a wide circ]gig? recipients, but a narrow one. That instance of
course is Hebrewgfsa book which is most commonly reckoned as
being a message to a single group of Christians in one place.
The internal evidence that a specific local community was in
" the mind of the author of Hebrews has three aspects:z“‘

(a) The readership "has a definite history". The author refers
to "former days" (10:32),to previous persecutions involving
public exposure to abuse (10:32, 33), to plundering of
property (10:34), and to generosity to others in need (6:10).
He knew the circumstances in which their conversion took
place (2:3) and their past and current position regarding
persecution (12:4) as well as their present attitudes and
frame of mind (5:11 ff, 6:9 ff, 10:25).

(b) The readership "has definite links with the writer".
Besides the evidence adduced under (a) there are various
points of contact visible in 13:18-23.

(c) The readership "was a section of a larger community" 5:12
- Timits the readers to only a part of one congregation because
"the are capable of a teaching ministry, and this could
* hardly apply in general to the rank and file members of
a church". Nor however, are they themselves the leaders,
as 13:7 and 13:24 indicate.

It is plainly legitimate to conclude that the unaddressed Epistle
to the Hebrews was intended for one community or for part of one

community.
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How does 1 John compare with Hebrews?

(a) Again the readership has (to use Guthrie's words) "a
definite historyl In two places the writer refers to

the message which "you (the readers) had from the begin-
ning" (2:7), or "heard from the beginning" (3:11)%%7He
himself knew their spiritual surroundings in terms of the
various "spirits" abroad (4:1). He was well aware of their
most immediate dangers from separatist heretics (2:26, 3:7)
or from "idols" (5:21).%*%% He knew their present spiritual
state, their strengths and victories (2:12-14, 4:4). He
was well aware of their great need of assurance and re-
assurance (3:19, 5:13).

(b) It is almost superfluous to say that the 1 John readership

’ "has definite links with the writer". Robert Law expressed
this with characteristic fluency: "the personal chord is
frequently struck, and with much tenderness and depth of
feeling, the writer alternating between the 'you' of direct
address (1:3-5, 2:1,7,8,12-14,18, etc. 3:5,13 etc.) and
the 'we' in which spontaneous feeling unites him with his
readers (1:6,10, 3:1,2,14,16,18 etc. 4:7,10,11 etc.
5:14, 15, 18-20). Under special stress of emotion his
paternal love, sympathy and solicitude break out in the
affectionate address 'little children' vrsKvék,1n§;$ck), 269
or yet more endearingly 'my little children' (TeKvViX %/400)5

(c) As with Hebrews, no leaders are named, and none are in-
dicated in 1 John unles$ the term Tr&T€pEes 25%e so
interpreted. Anyway,there is no hint that the readership
is more than one community at this point.

Other New Testament letters, whatever the 'breadth' of their

5
intended readership, had.addressesf @hether they were
282 ‘
"Universal" letters - James, 2 Peter, Jude

Letters to several provinces - the Acts 15:23 ff letter, 1 Peter

Letters to several towns - Galatians (whether it was to 'North’
or 'South' Galatia), 2 Corinthians253

) . 8¢ 28§ ) . 25¢
Letters to one or two churches - Colossians, Romans, 1 Corinthians(?)
the letters of Revelation 2 and 3

Letters to one church - 1 and 2 Thessalonians, Philippians

or .
Letters to individual people - Philemon, the Pastorals

What may be deduced from this pattern?

First: the inclusion or exclusion of an address appears to have
no direct connection with either the number or location
of the recipients, at least as far as New Testament

lTetters are concerned.
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Secondly: The lack of an address with a New Testament letter
indicates the lack of a suitable addressee in a
particular congregation.

Thus, the Hebrews group appears to have been 1mmatugé7and leader-

1es§5%or some reason. In a similar way, the lack of a 1 John

address indicates that there was no undisputed leader (or even

council) to which the "letter" could have been addressed. The

writer could not address a hostile demagogue who did not represent
the faithful in that church, and nor could he insert the name of a
minority leader in a church letter because that would offend others.
Thus he wrote without referring to anyone by name so that his

Tetter may (hopefu]f;f enjoy acceptance. Now this situation of

a church divided in this peculiar way and to this degre$630u1d
hardly have obtained in every one of a circle of churches. In

any case, in the only known instance of the (or 'a') Johannine
writer writing to a circle of churches, he stated exactly to whom
he was writing.“'lt would appear inescapable that 1 John was to

one church only.

The precisely stated destination of 3 John, the vaguely-stated

destination of 2 John and the lack of any stated destination in

the case of 1 John strongly indicates a single receiving milieu.

Out of the three Epistles of John that we have, two are not 'properly'
addressed.  Now, if the writer were in the habit of not addressing
letters, considerable confusion could have resulted from careless-
ness or forgetfulness on the part of an envoy. The danger would

be especially great if, as is often conjectured (on the strengfh

of the 3 John picture), the writer sent out many letters to a
number of churches. (In fact this is hardly in the realm of con-
jecture at all - the book of Revelation indicates that either he

or an associate did send péstora] letters to various churches in a
sort of diocesan area). If 1a£ghn had been a 'circular', perhaps
sent at the same time as 2 John was despatched to one particular
congregation, the problem might well be heightened and not relieved,
for why should 2 John be vaguely addressed? Why should it not
have had a specific direct address to compensate for the short-

coming of 1 Jdohn?
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On the other hand, if 3 John were sent with 1 John, it would
not only explain the presence of the larger Epistle and clarify
its objective, but it would also cover its Tack of stated desti-
nation. It seems then, that 3 John is necessary to 1 John.

Moreover, 3 John would do the same for 2 John. The Second
Epistle was either to a church or to an individual person.zcs If
to a church, and if it were sent with 3 John, the problem of the
vague destination would be relieved considerably. If hoWever,
2 John were for a person and that person the wife of Gaius, all

ambiguities would be removed.

A strong case may therefore, be made for 3 John (or an unknown
letter like it) being an introductory letter to 1 John and to
2 John,

Since we have 1, 2 and 3 John which interlock so admirably, and
since we do not have any other epistle which performs the part
of any one of the three, the conclusion that all of them were
sent in one parcel to a particular Christian named Gaius,who was
to read and/or pass on each as the writer required and revealed

in the works themselves, is weighty indeed.

The state of affairs reflected in 1 John makes it unlikely that

1 John is a circular.

Nauck suggests that the antithetic prototype of 1 John was sent

at an earlier date to deal with a church problem. Then, at a
later date, 1 John was sent in its final formfey By that time the
problem was much more acute. The despatch of the Epistle indi- -
cates the depth of the concern of the writer for the people, which
is made more obvious by the repeated terms of endearment and almost

desperate warning.

It is hard to imagine so anxious a spiritual parent allowing the
error to reach a stage where church after church was affected

both within and without before he took steps to correctigge
situation. The writer might have been fatherly and old, but he
was no coward. He was not likely - according to the self-portrait
he gives in 1 John - to delay action. As soon as he heard of
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" the threat of grave error in one church, he acted. If for the

moment the possibility that 2 and 3 John were contemporaneous

with 1 John be allowed, the proposed action is shown more fully.
As soon as he heard of an explosive situation at t227‘other endf“‘
he did two things: he wrote and he planned a visit to deal with
it. It is psychologically impossible to think of a pastor who
was decisive, autocratic, and confidently orthodox, doing anything
else. Besides, in the shorter Epistles he once says that he

has (just?) received information (2 John 4) and twice implies

that he has (3 John 4,9). Far from a situation dragging on for,
é long time in a series of churches, or even in one church, the
reader of the Johannine Epistles gains the impression that the
doughty Presbyter will use a 'short sharp shock'! In 3 John 10
he says as much: " - if I come,I will bring up what he is doing,
prating against me with evil words", and 3 John 13 and 14 betrays

the same spirit.

Thus on the grounds of the state of affairs among the readers and
the psychology of the author, one receiving church is much more
Tikely than a plurality of them.

The polemical tone of many 1 John passages suggests that the
writer's preoccupation is with only ONE awkward church situation

and ONE main foe

From one point of view 1 John 1:6-10 seems as wide as Christendom
in its application, but it is equally easy to see a reference to
the sins of an individual within it. There is no better candidate
in the Johannine Epistles than Diotrephes for the role of villain,
since he was still within a church where he could do harm, and not
outside Tike those who had left the fellowship (2:18,19, 4:1 ff).
Chapter 2, verses 1ff, quite possibly comprises not on]y a genera]
warmng agamst sin, but as the aorist -tense in (Ve(/“") /(“/or7ff—
and &4y Tis o</-°7°fn indicates, may anticipate a particular act
of sin, the future involvement of others in Diotrephes'machinations.
The passage also pinpoints the steps to be taken should an ordinary
believer be sucked into the 'Diotrephesian vortex'. Naturally,
correct behaviour in the face of temptation is the keeping of

TS :‘.VTO)\“*S (2:3), pre-eminently love. That is precisely
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what Diotrephes had failed to do. = The strong language of 2:4 -
‘-(Iidf"'*]s grriv - expresses more-or-less the same idea

as 3 John 10, with its Xo’xms -n'ow]fo'is f)\uc(',o&‘l'

Similarly, 2:6 quite possibly - even probably - implies some hurt

by an individual against the writer. The singular o Xe’wa

of 1 John 2:9 and the © -—/‘“4"?"’ of VII again appears to
indicate one specific opponent as well as enunciating a general
principle. What was there in Diotrephes if not a o’&évsx)\o‘/
(V.10)? A Ao 'Sove(e( also seems a fitting description of the

man. Moffaggstranslates the .term "proud display (of life)”,

J.B. Rotherham "vain grandeur (of life)", and the Twentieth

Century New Testament as “"pretentious (life)". The general idea

of ostentation is very appropriate to the 3 John presentation of
Diotrephes, while undoubtedly it has a more general application

as well. 1 John 2:26 probably includes both the external and

the internal threat: 3:4 speaks of "lawlessness" (:<V°/“'~‘/°<)’

which may be understood in terms either of acts of or contempt of
1aw.1671nsubordination may well have been a subject in the writer's
mind as he wrote TT&S & WOV THY L MUxXPT(XV K THY
Avormiuv TOLEl, Kell ¥ & puupTlx EoTev o &vouda:

it is the central idea of 3 John 9 and 10. 1 John 3:8 ascribes

o0 TMoadv THV .‘(ﬂx/gn{xv to the devil; 1 John 3:10

condemns the unrighteous and the unloving; 3:12 likens the un-
lToving to Cain, while 3:14 says that he abides in death, and v.15 -
that he is a murderer. 1 John 3:17 says 8s §° Xy %/X’a TBV/3‘,°V
ToO Kc:’c]uou-and is perhaps again a reference to Diotrephes, whos:i’¢>
name "Zeus-reared" was to be found only "in noble and ancient families"
who were presumably well-off so far as this world's goods were con-
cerned. The 1ove1esi7§ctions,quite out of keeping with a pro-

fession of love (3:18),seem equally indicative of Diotrephes.

A somewhat bitter note, based on personal experience, is detectable
in 4:6 - those who &KeUet r(,/-ufov know God. The verse hints
that there are those near at hand who habitually do not "hear"zlﬁe
writer. In 4:7,8,11,12 the cry to lové one another is iterated
and reiterated, and nhere it is the situation within the fellowship
which worries the Elder. That situation is retrie\)able; the
situation without perhaps not. The fourteenth verse of the

fourth chapter once more contains a sort of cri de coeur of
apostolic wrath against a (?) theological upstart. The same
themes as occur in earlier parts of the book are repeated in
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chapter 5.‘73

The tone of numerous verses thus seems to signify a personal
opponent of the writer within his readership. Since the tone
is so pervasive, it is logical to suggest that one reader in a
single addressed church is meant.

Identical conclusions may be drawn from 2 John. There is the
same preoccupation with Christians' loving one another and the
concomitant fear that some don't*”¥verse 8 begins with the
warning ﬁ,\é(efe €xuTods ,  which comes before verse 10, and
therefore signifies that the danger is not only from those who
have "gone out" and who might seek ingress again, but from one
or more within the fellowship of the local church, Possibly
there is importance in the emphatic position of the TRs &
wpaéywov in verse 9, viz. that the local 'advanced' theologian

- is to be feared as much as any other,

It may be asked in this context why the self-exiled heretics
were likely to seek some kind of readmission to the church

(2 John 11). A likely answer is that in Doptrephes they saw a
bridgehead they could use. . If that was the case, both‘l and 2
John represent a specially ‘ripe' situation for increased here-
tical penetration, something which the external docetic faction
might not have sought in the same way in other places or circum-

s
stances."7

As far as 3 John is concerned, it can be observed

. Fa
(i)  that Diotrephes does not walk Ev T‘ﬁ 30\‘195“5

(verse 4) and
) v 276
(ii) that the 'letter' of 3 John 9 will not be received by

Diotrephes, not just because it comes from the Elder,
but because Diotrephes can see veiled references to
himself within it.  This understanding makes it
possible to see how 1 John could fit 3 John 9, giving
(as it would) offence to some in the 3 John environment.
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"~ The polemical tone, then, of 1 John, suggests a single church

. . 277
situation.

The use of Tts implies, in some 1 John contexts, a part1cu1ar
278

individual in a part1cu1ar church.

The indefinite pronoun Tt occurs eight times in the Johannine
Epistles. Four of these are quite possibly references to a

specific person.

(a) Both 2:15b and 4:20 begin LV Tis and then go
on to name some_ s1n gV TLS xyeu'ro( -rov KoJ/AOV _
0dk £oTv olYa(‘ﬂ'v} 100 T TpOs Y .wno

and EO(V TS i\ﬂ"] oTL AY"(“‘\) TOV 9£°V K“\ T'UV
'(SE)\¢OV o(U'rou/u.!d'k-, %»‘EUG'T"]S E"'T(V’

(b) 5:16 exhibits the same kind of construction expressed the
other way round: i.e. from the eye of the beho]der - E&V
Tts (Sq TOV - «%e)\fbv «31ed «/Ayﬁwovrd
Wr\xv ) meds OdvuTov, Kl THrer, Kal §Soel
olu-rvo quv—

(c) 2:27, though expressed d1fferent1y,a]so 1nc1udes a -rLs
which may denote an 1nd1v1dua1 person : K?ﬂ gfiils T

Xf"‘f/““" :/\o(/sere -(Tr p(u-rou/u. €vel &v u/u.u/
Kot O )(,oeuw e)(erz (Va( TS ScSa(o'Kk’ u/u.Rs

Now it is interesting that Paul faced a position similar to the
insubordination of Diotrephes, a crisis when he was opposed by
a local church member. In those circumstances, when he too was
writing an epistle to a whole mixed Christian community, he
refrained from naming the offender. In fact he employed the
word Tts in a statement very like the four above that are
found in 1 John.  The verse concerned is 2 Corinthians 2:5:

E? $£ s /\i/\urrr];(iv, OUK €/-4€ )ﬁ:)\érrqxev

X AKX XTTO /ue/oous we(/w') em/go(/ow TAVTXS
u/uc*S
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The context demands that the Ts§ is not a hypothetical person,
but an actual character at Corinth. A number of other verses
in the New Testament employ the word Tts in places where a
particular person or particular persons are indicated??but in
no other instance (besides 2 Corinthians 2:5) is there a very
close parallel so far as the circumstances are concerned with the

Johannine Epistles' situation.

It is, therefore, likely that the Elder has one person in mind when
framing certain 1 John verses. What the writer says is conditioned
by what his opponent has actually stated.zioThat 1 John 1is to one local
church is thereby implied. |

Parallel expressions in 1 John and 3 John may signify that the
one church is in the mind of the writer in each case.

This point will bear comparatively Tittle weight, but it can be

observed in 3 John 11 that the antitheses expressed in both the
imperatives and the indicatives are rooted in persona]ities.za'
That is to say, the evil example to be avoided is that of

Diotrephes, the subject of the preceding verses, and the good

example to be followed is that of ngﬂfﬁiﬂé in the succeedina verse.
The teaching derives, then, in 3 John .11 (at least) from the Sitz
im Leben.*8* It is likely that the same practice obtains in 1 John,
where no examples (good or bad) are named: the parallelism is

drawn basically from the faithful and Diotrephesian factions in

the church addressed. Such‘a conclusion accords with the close
resemblance of content, and, to some extent, verbal expression

between 3 John 11 and 1 John 2:29, 3:6,3:10, and 4:12.

The prohibition enunciated in 2 John 10 and 11 seems to lead to the

conclusion that 1 John and 2 John are to one and the same church.

The argument here proceeds as follows:

(a) 2 John is plainly to one church (the opinion of very nearly
all commentators, many of course further narrowing the
readers to a family within a church).

(b) But the prohibition on hospitality to heretics was surely
necessary everywhere where the evil was present,

(c) The prohibition is not present in 1 John.

(d) Therefore 1 John by itself is in one important respect not
wider, but actually narrower than 2 John.
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(e) Something else, presumably some other writing, must supply
the 1 John deficiency.
(f) 2 John is the only document known that can do so.

(g) Therefore it is logical that 2 John should have been
intended in the first place to go everywhere 1 John did.

(h) Therefore either both 1 John and 2 John were for one
church or both were for a number of churches.

(i) But the opening verse of 2 John indicates the former:

therefore both 1 John and 2 John were written for one
church.

The complementariness of 2 John and 3 John in respect of the denial

or granting of hospitality as the case may be, 1links those two

books in a single church environment. The interlocking of the
two short letters over the subject of the treatment of missionaries
is a powerful point in favour of the hypothesis, and against
Schnackenburg's interpretation of the church destination of the
Second Epistle, John Stott says that "the two letters must be

read together if we are to gain a balanced understanding of the
duties and limits of Christian hosp1ta11ty" 2%3

- At the present time it is wholly reasonable to write thus, but

what of the original circumstances? It is far more likely that
one community should have received both commendation .and encourage¥
ment regarding hospitality and advice regarding the withholding |
of hospitality from the unworthy than that only half the message
should have gone to each of two places. Both the, 'Lady' and

Gaius would need both messages, and the most obvious way for this
to have been achieved would have been for them to have been in

the same church as each other.2%%
{

On a priori grounds, if all the Epistles are linked by possessing
common authorshiﬁfgif all came into existence at about the same
timéféif all were written at and sent to a single area, if the
theology taught, ethical standards advocated, missionary situation
portrayed and envisaged, and errors refuted are of a piece, then
there is at least a fair likelihood that all the letters were
written to one church. (There is nothing conclusive about this,

of course).
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What is the'strength of the nine arguments set out abngt7and how do they
éompare with Schnackenburg's position? The strongest arguments among

the nine are (i), (ii), (iii) and (viii), (vii) is not so strong, {(iv),
(v) and (vi) can bear comparatively little weight, and (ix) is interesting

but Tittle more.

Against these are ranged only two arguments of Schnackenburg's, one plain
(i.e. the 'restricted' circular idea for 1 John based on the absence of
an address), and the other indirect (1 John a circular because 2 John is
believed to have been a church letter and 1 John is thought to be wider

in readership).

The first of Schnackenburg's points is entirely without foundation (as has
been shown). The second is based on a conclusion that is rather less
]ikeLy than its opposite. In brief, Schnackenburg's entire position
regarding the destination of the JohanninevEpist1es arises from his con-
viction that 2 John was written to a whole church. That conviction is

not justifiggirand even if it were the deductions about 1 John would not
qu

necessarily follow at all.

A.M. HUNTER

On most major issues Huhter, in his book 'Introducing the New Testament'f’l
is in agreement with Schnackenburg. Thus the place of writigg for both
the Gospel and the Epistles is "Ephesus or its neighbourhood", the 1 John
readers were "the local churches in the 'diocese' of EpheSUSz!?", 2 John
was to a churchlzzd all the Epistles came into being at about the same
time.*? 1 John is a "pastoral 1etter“f7%2John is the "gist" of 1 John
written to "a particular congregation being badly affected" by false
doctrine. -"This is the relation between 1 and 2 John. 2 John is a
“miniature of 1 John - "% Hunter says of 3 John: "as in Philemon, there
is a local church in the background - perhaps the very one to which II

John was sent”.*7° Diotrephes "held the chief office in the church”,
though Hunter questions Streeter's idea that he could have been a bishop.l"7
Gaius is described as "perhaps the minority ]eader"f’sand Demetrius was

to carry the Elder's letter.

Hunter expresses much greater certainty thaﬁ Schnackenburg does that the
same man wrote the Gospel and the Epistles, tentatively identifying him
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with Papias’ Elder.zq$ The most obvious points of departure from
Schnackenburg, though, concern the structure of 1 John, where Hunter
uncritically adopts the 'three test' pattern of Robert Laﬁ?ﬁgnd the heresy,
which is identified with Cerinthianism, and that without equivocation:

"It is this 'Cerinthian' heresy which John attacks in 1 John 5:6".3°°

No detailed analysis need be given of the merits and demerits of Hunter's

views. On authorship and date he is nearer the present hypothesis than
Schnackenburg is, but on identification of the heresy and the structure
3o/

of 1 John he accepts unsatisfactory ideas.

6. THOSE WHICH PROPOSE A LOOSE RELATIONSHIP SIMPLY ON THE STRENGTH OF
A 'SCHOOL' THEORY, THE ‘SCHOOL' BEING FOUND IN A PARTICULAR AREA
AND DEALING WITH A GIVEN GROUP OF MORE-OR-LESS RELATED PROBLEMS 3°*

Barrett and Brown are important exponents of the 'school' concept, though

Schnackenburg also represents it.>*?

C.K. BARRETT

Professor Barrett's great work on the Fourth Gospel appeared in 1955?04

In the present context the main interest of that book lies in the hypothesis
advanced regarding the authorship of the five canonical Johannine writings?°s
The suggestion is that John the Apostle migrated to Ephesus from Palestine

and there cbmposed various works of an apocalyptic nature. One of his

pupils wrote up the Apostle's productions after his death to form the
canonical Apocalypse (circa AD.96). - A second pupil wrote 1, 2 and 3 John

(or else one person wrote the First Epistle and another 2 and 3 John),

Yet another, "a bolder thinker, and one more widely read both in Judaism

and Hellenism" produced John .1-20, Later the book was edited and the final
chapter of the Gospel was added by the inéorpofation of traditional material.
According to Barrett, therefore, either 5 or 6 writers were responsible for
the Johannine corpus besides those who originally framed the traditional

material.

What may be said on the other side, i.e. against Barrett's admittedly

hypothetical reconstruction?

First, leaving aside the questions surrounding the Johannine Apocalypse,
many other highly competent scholars have argued on the basis of the most
exacting grammatical, syntactical and theological studies that the Gospel
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and Epistles of John are by one man; still more that at least 1, 2, and

3 John are?°‘

Secondly, Barrett's conjectures rest on no ancient tradition except that
the Apostle John was exiled on Patmos (where he wrote the Apocalypse) and

Tived for years in Ephesus?°7

Thirdly, some ancient testimony, particularly that of Irenaeus, is contra-
dicted?°g(0n the other hand it may be claimed that Barrett's complex theory
is supported - algfit to a very modest extent - by the famous ambiguous

?
statement of Papias).

Fourthly, it may be seriously doubted whether the complete anonymity of so
many key figures in the early days of the church has been satisfactorily
explained. This is most relevant with respect to the Evangelist, the
hypothetical writer of John 1-20, described by Barrett as "perhaps the
greatest theologian in all the history of the church". It is difficult
to see how a man of such calibre was "forgotten" so soon; it is scarcely
satisfying merely to be told that "probably he was not popular".

RAYMOND E. BROWN

310
Brown, writing the Anchor Bible Commentary on John's Gospel,carefully

distinguishes between Biblical authors and writers: "The writers run the
gamut from recording secretaries who slavishly copied down the author's
dictation to highly independent collaborators who, working from a sketch
of the authors ideas, gave their own literary style to the final work" 2"
Even on the basis of 'authorship' being "confined to responsibility for
the basic ideas”, a number of different peob]e may have been responsible
for a Biblical book or corpus - Brown cites Isaiah, Solomon and the Wisdom
Literature, David and the Psalms, and Moses and the Pentateuch. Brown
suggests that the Apostle John could have been author of what he calls
Stage I of the Gospel (out of five stages proposed), and an eyewitness

provided he used his materials fairly freely according to his listeners'

needs.

The commentator sees difficulty about ascribing Stages II, III and IV of
the Gospel "where the historical tradition was formed into dramatic and'
polished narratives and into long discourses and finally into a carefully
edited Gospel", to the Apostle. For all that, John's influence was not
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confined to the historical tradition, for the intermediate stages represent
a development - along Tines already Taid down by him - by colleagues and

disciples.

The'Johannine School' idea is of course extended by Brown to cover the

Epistles and Revelation though in his volumes on the Fourth Gospel he
312

barely mentions it in that connection.

The great difficulties in Brown's scheme are

(i) (in relation to the Fourth Gospel) that after several decades
of oral transmission there are no discernible linguistic
differences between the additional material inserted by a new
writeg'%nd'the 2 or 3 times reworked material of the primary
author.?’* This is all the more amazing in the light of the
highly idosyncratic nature of Johannine Greek.

(1) (in relation to the Epistles) that many passages Very closely
resemble verses in the Gospel.s's Out of the fifty or so places
where 1 John comes very close to Fourth Gospel expressions,
thirteen are in portions which Brown assigns to the final
redactor of the Gospe].y‘ This would appear to require either
one truly dominant author/writer in both cases, with other
contributors' work being virtually non-existent?7or else a
similar processlinvolving the same team of author plus writers

for both books. Either of these options is really tantamount
to an assertion of the common authorship of the Gospel and
8

1 John (similarly the Gospel and 2 John and 3 John)?

The essential unity of authorship of the Fourth Gospel and that of the
Epistles possibly provides assistance in the question of dating the Epistles,
and the common unified authorship of the Epistles is a sine qua non of the

present hypothesis.

Brown does not date the Epistles, but favours the period 90 -:100 for the
Gospe].zw

No mention is made of the Epistles.' area of origin, but Brown (like
Schnackenburg) reviews the arguments for an Egyptian, Syrian, or Asian origin
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of the Gospel. He too concludes that "Ephesus still remains the primary
contender"zuzne reason being the obvious links between that book and another
‘Johannine’ composition, viz. Revelation, "for the latter work clearly
belongs to the area of Ephesus"}LD The still closer Gospel/Episties links
make it almost impossible to conceive of Brown placing them anywhere but

in Asia.

For what is category 6 to be commended?

(1) There is a very definite recognition of the common factors in
the Johannine corpus - the theological concerns and priorities
and the distinctives of the language - relative to other parts

of the New Testament.
(i1) Contact is not lost with the very earliest days of the Christian
era, the ministry of Jesus, but (on the contrary) a strong and

continuous link is emphatically maintained.

For what is category 6 to be censured?

(i) Insufficient attention is given to the extraordinary nature of
the literary correspondences and the temperamental and other
coincidences which intrude into the various ‘'Johannine' books >*'

(i1) A whole series of 'great unknowns' is postulated - a speculative

and therefore intrinsically suspect procedure.32'

7. THOSE WHICH IN VARIOUS WAYS CONNECT THE CHARACTERS OF 2 JOHN
AND/OR 3 JOHN WITH NEW TESTAMENT FIGURES NAMED ELSEWHERE.

Views of this sort - held in the past by William Alexander and Dom Chapman
22
and in the present by Mastirfand Filson - are highly speculative and

sometimes downright fanciful.

WILLIAM ALEXANDER

In his commentary of 1901, Alexander agreed with Westcott insofar as
authorship and general milieu of the Epistles were concerned?zs Alexander
suggested that the Ephesian Christians had 1 John first, but because it
was hard to memorise, and perhaps because few copies of it existed, 2 John
was "written as a lTeaflet in a form more calculated for circulation and
remembrance." ¥ Like its longer sister, 2 John sets out the three perils
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of (i) Tlosing the true Christ
(ii) Tlosing love, and
(iii) Tosing the true commandment.

Alexander regarded the recipient of 2 John as an individual person "an
Ephesian-Lady", a widow named Kyria. The Second Epistle was sent to
Ephesus during the Apostle's absence from there (perhaps at the end of his
exﬂe).hS On the grounds of a common hospitable spirit Alexander Tlinked
Paul's host at Corinth (Roﬁans 16:23) with the Gaius of 3 John.  The state of
schism reflected in 1 Clement (Alexander's commentary does not actually name
the book) may be connected with Diptrephes' "aspiring to put forward his
claim at Corinth“?zc (Alexander admits a difficulty in 3 John 10 - the
suggestion of the aged Apostle that he is capable of making the Ephesus-
Corinth sea voyage. He weakens the difficu]ty by making Elv Now

a mere possibility. (see Ch5,p.261 ). The Corinthian destination of

3 John is further suggested by Athanasias' "Synopsis of Holy Scripture",
which puts the writing of the Fourth Gospel at Ephesus, and connects that
book with Gaius of Corinth>*? Alexander further suggests that it is "by

no means improbable" that the silversmith called Demetrius in Acts was the
same as the Christian of that name in 3 John 12.328 However, the craftsman

of Acts 19:24 and 38 was a pagan: his conversion is never recorded.

Alexander's explanations presume far too much. His identifications are

superficially based.

DOM  CHAPMAN

In the Journal of Theological Studﬂi?%Mapman made two quite unconvincing
proposals. He claimed that 2 John, because of the apparent references to
the antiquity of the Christian community of readers (2 John 5) and the
world-wide approval that they enjoyed (2 John 1), was written to Antioch or
Rome. Secondly, Chapman argued for an identification of the Demetrius of
3 John with the Demas of 2 Timothy 4:10 who forsook Paul at Ephesus and

subsequently went to Thessa]oniéa.

J.N. SANDERS / B.A. MASTIN

The commentary begun by Sanders and completed after his death by Mastin was
published in 1968.3%° In the Introduction it is suggested that the 'Beloved
Disciple' was Lazarus, whose reminiscences appear in the later chapters of
John's Gospel. The Beloved Disciple is distinguished from the "other
disciple", who is identified with John Mark, "a Jewish aristocrat 'known
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to the High Priest'?.iﬂ‘ Later a summary is given:*3* "The Fourth Gospel

is the work of John, known in the New Testament as John Mark or Mark, and
to Papias as the Elder". John Mark was exiled to Patmos, where he wrote
Revelation, or at least the seven letters within it He first actually
visited Ephesus in AD.96 or 97, and from there he write the Johannine
Epistles: "2 and 3 John belong to the latest period of John's 1life, when
he was free to travel...... 17John is not an epistle in the same sense as

2 and 3 John, but rather an introduction to the'Fourth Gospe]"?’“ Although
sources were used for the Fourth Gospel (especially for the earlier part),
the work is truly that of John Mark. "Everything in the Fourth Gospel has
been thoroughly assimilated by its author", even though the Gospel and‘
Epistles contain "the paraphrases of the secretaries to whom he dictated

them”.”g The form and structure are his.

Sanders' theory has no direct ancient testimony to support it 1t apparently
involves an over-hasty identification with well-known New Testament characters,
Moreover, the evidence advances does not rule out other views, especially

the traditional one.?37

FLOYD V. FILSON

Filson (as noted above - see page 30 ) maintains a view of the Epistles'
destination 1ike that of Schnackenburg. He assigns the Fourth Gospel and |
the Epistles to one writer, writing "probably several years earlier than
AD.95 - " 33% comparison of statements by Filson on pp. 312 and 371 ff
indicates that the 2 and 3 John 'Elder' is to be identified with the

Beloved Disciple (= Lazarus), who probably wrote at Ephesus.

8. THE VIEW THAT THE THREE EPISTLES ARE ALL CLOSELY RELATED, BEING
WRITTEN AT ONE TIME BY ONE MAN AND SENT TOGETHER TO A LOCAL
CHURCH, A PROMINENT CHRISTIAN MATRON WITHIN IT, AND HER HUSBAND

RESPECTIVELY.

Such a concept is the basis of the present hypothesis. The commentators
who come closest to the latter are Findlay and Hou]den.s37

GEORGE G. FINDLAY

In 1909 Findlay's book 'Fellowship in the Life Eternal' was pub]ished.3“°

In his opinion one author ( the Apostle John) wrote the three Epistles.3«!
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2¢2
2 and 3 John were sent to the same church at the same time: "Now he would
be a very stiff, stereotyped writer, who should echo himself thus precise1y3“3
in two informal letters composed at any distance of time from each other..

nearly simultaneous in their composition.... companion stereoscopic p1ctures"3““
1 John was sent with the shorger Epistles, but had other destinations as we11
it was to a "widely scattered" flock, "not - to any one particular church".?*7

Findlay offers a number of points of contact with the hypothesis, but differs

from it in two main ways:

v %
(i) He visualises 2 John as being addressed to a churchf*and therefore
does not see the full significance of the complementary character

of the two short Epistles.

(i3) 1 John is not limited to the 2 John/3 John church, but happens
to have come down to us with the short Epistles rather than
with any other of the "scores of such 1etters"ug2nned during
the Apostle's "long presidency over the Christian societies

of Asia Minor" %1

J.L. HOULDEN

The recent commentary by Houidegsﬁs noteworthy primarily for its introduction.
There is no expressed conviction that ohe author only was responsible for .
the Epistles (though remarks on pp. 4 and 11 suggest i%?, but there is that

1 John and the Fourth Gospel were by different writeréiza conviction which
predictably serves as a base line for much of what Houlden says about the

Johannine corpus.

The Epistles all belonged to a single type of situation, i.e. they all

faced comparable threats, but not necessarily the same actual situation:

"the Johannine Epistles .... all part of a campaign to put a brake upon

those who would 'gnosticize' the Johannine tradition of Christian teaching" 33
Various evidences perhaps suggest or at least permit a single church desti-

nation for all three Epistles:

35
(1) the "clear links" tetween them
(2) the 1 and 2 John use of the word "antichrists" and the fact
that Diotrephes "qualifies well for the title" 354
(3) the fact that a single situation may be "so fluid that it

could be described in two ways" (i.e. the 1 John and 3 John
ways). 355
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Other points indicate more than one destination ("There is much to be said
for the view that 1 John and 3 John refer to different churches"):’sé

(n the greater "serenity and generality" of 2 John compared
with "the much more fevered" 3 John

(2) the fact that in 1 and 2 John those who refused to hold
"the truth" had gone out, whereas in 3 John they had
themselves expe]]ed others 357

(3) ~ the fact that in 3 John the issue is "not only doctr1na]
it is also political".358 (Significantly, for Houlden the
issue is doctrinal - on the strength of 3 John 4%%- as well
as being practical).

On page 150 the commentator again suggests that the letters were quite
probably addressed to the "same situation, even if at different stages in
its deve]opment‘ - ": at least "it cannot be denied that in reflecting
the presence of schism in the church they are at one, The Third Epistle
has the value of presenting that picture in concrete terms" In one
p]ace 1 John is reckoned as perhaps the fruit of the frustration of the
travel-plan described in 2 John 12. Instead of going to the 'Lady', the

writer penned 1 John.3¢*

In terms of authorship Houlden fairly clearly places the Johannine Epistles
together; in terms of dating he does not really commit himself at all
except to the extent that the Gospel is put 1’1‘rst;3‘3 in terms of the

error faced he is willing to admit the possibility of a two-pronged heresy
in one Tlocal church. A1l of this more-or-less accords with the hypothesis,
but in fairness it must be said that the commentator makes numerous other
suggestions as well as those Tisted. Tentativeness rather than hard

conclusionscharacterises him.

Wherein, then, is it claimed that the hypothesis is superior to the
hypotheses of categor1es 1 to 7 above?

. , ( . 36
First, all the theories fall down over the problem of the mode of address ¢
(i.e. 1 John possessing no address, 2 John having an apparently non-
specific one, and 3 John alone having the name of an individual addressee).

Secondly, most of the theories give either no account or else an inadequate
account of the puzzling difference in'structure of the three Epistles
(2 and 3 John Tetters; 1 John unclassifiable).
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Thirdly, some theories fall down because they are overspeculative.
What justifies the present theory is that it deals most satisfactorily

with the address and structure problems without falling into the snare
of being over-hypothetical. It co-ordinates people, movements and

environments in a meaningful way.

3¢s
Furthermore, it perhaps better explains the fact of the preservation of
two such short and relatively unimportant letters as 2 and 3 John?“they
were part of a corpus. The theory dispenses with any need to postulate
lost letters in the Johannine Epistolary situation?c7 Fina]ly; it provides
a possible explanation for the position of the letters in the New Testament
apropos each other, rather than, for instance, 2 John (said by many to be
a communication to a church) being embedded in Revelation together with

the letters to the Asian Churches.

One very important question remains for this chapter. What consequences
flow from the acceptance of the hypothesis? '

The hypothesis adds a personal dimension to the Epistles relative to other

theories.

When the writer uses vocatives in 1 John uu§f;are not simply Christien-
to-Christian terms aimed at the whole world. The appellations 7’T°<T€/0€$.
vixvirkot , re&vc’x“’, TR =y TTy7ol and ZSengol
take on a new vividness as they are séen to denote members of a congregation
(perhaps a smallish congregation) with which the Elder had often prayed,
wrestled, and perhaps wept. Whatever other congregations he had, this

one was particularly close to his heart. A reason for this is evident

in 1 John 2:7, 2:24, and 3:11 : the writer had known the church for many
years, possibly from its very inception. The comparative age of the
church, coupled with the close relationship that he had enjoyed with his
charges for so long, caused all the more anguish to the writer as he looked
on the deep schism which had (it seems) actually caused the majority to defect?”’

Just as the realisation that 1 John was written to a church and not a cluster
of churches heightens the warmth of the personal references in that book, so
does the awareness that 2 John is to a Christian lady and not to a whole
church > In 2 John verses 5 and 6 the very long and close association of

the writer and ‘lady' is obvious. Not}gg]y.is it plain that the pastoral
Tink had been strong for a very long time (there is a certain poignancy in
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the repeated 77’ 5(/0)(%5 ) but there was a great fear that even so close
a Christian fellowship was_in danger.  Implicit in verses 5 and 6 is the
dread that even the 'lady' may succumb to hereéy. The closeness of the
Elder and the Té;<wx is apparent too in 2 John from the plural pronouggjand
verb§7ﬁsed: that his concern is of a largely pastoral and missionary
character is seen in verse 4. The personal'character of the writer/reader
re]ationship in 3 John needs no stressing. It is either explicit or very

. — 3
near the surface in the majority of verses. 75

376
The hypothesis shows the importance of women and children in the church, an
emphasis which is also much to the fore in the Gospel of Luke?77 tven where

the writer is not necessarily indicating children he still uses terms Tlike

. / .
Trec B (= and TEKV(x in 1 John.

The hypothesis permits, as those which propose different destinations for
2 and 3 John do not, an appreciation of the balanced instruction given in _3

; ?
late New Testament times on the duty and limitations of Christian hospitality.

Hospitality, meaning literally "love of strangers", was often just that,
as 3 John 5 shows. Yet it was theologically conditioned, It was to be
offered freely to the faithful (those who showed their orthodoxy by being
able to testify "before the church" of the E]der).377lt was refused from
the heathen, apparently as a matter of policy (3 John 7). It was pro-
hibited to the heretics (2 John 10,11), who had forfeited all right even
to Christian salutations.

The hypothesis permits an understanding of the total disciplinary procedure
adoptéd by an important Christian leader of the era. In the Johannine
Episties the approach is threefold according to the hypothesis. The twin
problem of doctrinal heresy and ethical sin warrants

(1) a direct confrontation with the chief sinner (3 John 9 and 10),

(i) the enlisting of the help of loyal and mature believers
(Gaius, and perhaps the Elect Lady),

(1ii) a 'letter'of challenge to ‘the church concerning its purity
and edification (basically the thrust of 1 John).

The Johannine writer. then, regarded church discipline as a necessary and
serioﬁigwtter which had to be pursued at all possible levels, whether
public or private. Moreover, it had to be tackled in a constructive,
compassionate spirit. Discipline was intended to Tead to the preservation

and indeed to the increased vigilance of the church. The exercise of
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discipline also provided an occasion for a rehearsal of the fundamental
beliefs and standards of the church.

The hypothesis encourages new insights into the author's character. The
writer does not send a letter here and a letter there to meet some emergent
threat. Rather he assesses the total situation in a church hovering over
the abyss of heresy. He considers the forces available to him, particularly
the orthodox and loyal Gaius and his wife and some of his family. Next,

he writes to the whole church in such a way as to reveal his knowledge of
the position, and showihg his great lTove as well as his concern and anxiety.
He determines to have the '1etter'3%%11vered safely to the church, and so
sends it to Gaius to read to the congregation. To Gaius himself he gives
more details, including encouragement to continue to do all he can for
missionary agents who will help retrieve the situation, and a frank state-
ment of his intended actions regarding the ringleader. Having done all
this he writes a letter to the 'Lady' to ensure as far as he is able that
no further disturbances occur on account of other heretics trying to take

advantage of the situation,

The whole plan reveals the author as a man of fine theological perception,
high ethical standards, deep feelings and a masterly tactician.
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FOOTNOTES

~"Writers whose work falls within each category will be considered
in chronological order, then the strengths and weaknesses of the

category as such assessed.

ZMacMillan, London

3 The recent commentary by F.F. Bruce is in near total agreement
with the points noted above, i.e. re authorship, date and

location of writer and readers. Bruce does, however, suggest
that the 'church' of 2 John 13 was the centre from which 3 John
was sent. In one place he proposes - tentatively - that 2 and

3 John may have been directed to the same church, but then con-
cludes "It is improbable, however, that the same church is in
question".  The Epistles of John, Revell, 01d Tappan, New
Jersey, 1970, pages 13 ff. 15, 17, 134, 136, 149 ff and 154 ff,

% The view has been restated as recently as 1972 in a'post-Johannine
scinool' manner by A. Wind in Novum Testamentum, Volume 14, pp
26 ff. Wind accepts different stages in the writing of the
Fourth Gospel, but regards one writer (and him the Apostle John)
as almost entirely responsible for the books. Leon Morris (who
is also talking in the first place about the Gospel of John),
claims in a recent commentary that modern rejection of the
Johannine apostolic authorship is "due more to the prevailing
climate of opinion of our day than to any new evidence ...
Westcott has not been so much confuted as bypassed".
A rather earlier commentary, "The Epistles of James and John"
by A. Ross (in the New London Comm. series, Marshall, Morgan &
Scott, London & Edinburgh, 1954) agrees with Westcott on
aimost every major issue.

Sp. xxxii
p 1vi

7p.214

®1.C.C., A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Johannine
Epistles, T & T Clark, Edinburgh

4 1bid.p.xviii

191bid pp xviii, 1xii and 1xvii

'ps Harnack had before him. See Brooke p.lxxvii

'z Jviii

13p.xxx. These statements (which obviously fall short of a co- _
ordinated theory for the Johannine events) are the closest
Brooke comes to linking the persons and church/es of the Epistles.
See also Robert Law, The Tests of Life, p.41.

“Brooke p.lxxviii '

15p.1xxxi

1ep. Ixxxii
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T pp.Ixxxiii/iv

13 Both (i) and (ii) are arguments from silence and do not in any
case rule out a connection between the heretics of 2 John and
the villain of 3 John. The third point is easily rebutted
when the respective characters of the 2 and 3 John strangers

" are compared. See also Brooke, p.188

- 4 pddresses on the Epistles of John, New York and Oakland, 1930/1.
wp, 227
21p,233
22p.,235
23Two authors fit chronologically here and belong in this group,
.but very little is added by them to the Johannine Epistles'
picture.  Sir Edwyn Hoskyns, in "the Fourth Gospel" (edited
by Francis Noel Davey, Faber & Faber, London, 1947) claimed that

the Gospel of John and the Epistles were all by one man who was
not the Apostle John (pp.89, 92, 94, 95); both the Fourth Gospel

and 1 John were addressed to "one particular group of Christians...

in a particular place" (p.55). F.B. Clogg (An Introduction to
the New Testament, Hodder & Stoughton, London, 3rd Edition, 1948,
pp.277 ff) likewise proposed one writer - the Elder - for all
four books.

4 Revised by C.S.C. Williams. Clarendon, Oxford

251bid, p.306 ‘

26, 301

27pp.307/8

28 Epistles of John in the Tyndale New Testament Commentaries
series, London, 1964

29He particularly takes issue with the arguments of C.H. Dodd
on the authorship question. Ibid pp.13-40

3epp. 39,46

31 pp.200/201

31p, 224
33p.218
34pp.46/7

35p.41. The commentator then draws attention to 1.John 1:4 "that
your joy may be full"; 1 John 2:1: "that ye sin not" and
1 John 5:13: "that ye may know that ye have eternal life".

36Stott of course, does not say that 2 John is to a woman but to
3 church.  The whole question of the possible interpretation of
EK/\?_KT:) KV p (o\g is considered in Chapter 6.
t
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_ 31Cf. Mark 9:42 and Luke 17:2

38 A distinction exists bétween 2 John and-3 John: Diotrephes
would be known to the children, but those alluded to in 2
John 10 ff. not. ’ ‘

3Stott, too, proposes no direct link between 2 and 3 John, but
he does say "the two letters must be read together if we are
to gain a balanced understanding of the duties and Timits of
Christian hospitality". p.216.

#4°The 'Hebrews to Revelation' volume, Tyndale, London, 1964
(Second Edition)

41pp.187/182;C.H. Dodd, R. Bultmann and H. Conzelmann had disputed
the assertion in various ways. see also pp. 253 ff. '

42pp.212,217

#3p.205

44p.216

4Ssee pp.220/221

4#6p. 195

¥7p.196 cf. Schnackenburg, pp. 301 ff.
48p. 215

49p.218

$0p.219

SIA letter now lost - i.e. that of 3 John 9
52p . 216

$3The comment does not necessarily imply that the 3 John "reader |
circle" is part of the 1 John one. :

54p.221, footnote 1: the views of W. Michaelis are being repeated
by Guthrie. :

55As Paul did so often and so effectively - e.g. in Romans Chapters
12 ff ("I appeal to you therefore, brethren - " where his
appeal rests on the first eleven 'theological' chapters.

$6See below p. 273 note 17
$7see below pp. 214 ff

5%8Introduction to the New Testament E.T. from the 14th Revised
Edition, 1965,S.C.M.,London,pp.315,6. Much useful material is
also incorporated in the various parts of Kidmmel's other book,
The New Testament : The History of the Investigation of its
Problems. The first British edition was published by S.C.M. -
in 1973,

$ntroduction to the New Testament pp. 312, 316
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éoSee above p. 6

"Ibid p.317.  Edwyn Hoskyns supposes that the Fourth Gospel
and 1 John were both "written for all Christians”". A New
Commentary on Holy Scripture, S.P.C.K., London, 1951, p.659

62pp.41-43
“3Introduction: p.313
6¢1bid p.314

6SAnd, of course, in 1 John, where the church as a whole is alerted
to the kind of dangers faced, though in the letter for public
consumption the writer avoids personalities as far as possible.

©Introduction to the New Testament p.314. A useful summary of
Harnack's view is found in Brooke's commentary, pp.Ixxxvii to
Ixxxix. By "the old prov1nc1a1 missionary organisations"
"Harnack meant that the church in Asia up to the time of the
appearance of the Johannine Epistles was what might be called
a "metropolitan-based" i.e. centrally organised, church under
the unique Teadership of the Elder. The Elder had absolute
power over churches and individuals over a wide area as Paul
had had perhaps 30 years previously. Harnack saw 2 and 3 John
as reflecting the birth-~pangs of a new order - the attitude to
travelling evangelists and teachers reflects a relatively new
situation. Diotrephes belonged to the "new" men, setting
himself against the supervisory role of the Elder and persuading
the majority of his church members to take the same line. The
reconstruction Harnack proposed (his views were published in
1897) met with wide acceptance so far as the central concept is
concerned. Nonetheless, two important objections have been
raised. In 1912 Brooke wrote: "its weakest part is the
attitude which it represents the author as having assumed with
regard to the new movement" (p.lxxxix). Brooke readily agreed
with Harnack that the old system was breaking down, but he asked
“Is he (the Elder) struggling against it? Or does he see in
some such change of organisation a way of meeting the danger
which the old system could no Tonger control? Will Caius or

Diotrephes be the first monarchical bishop...?" Kiimmel himself
objected (p.314) that "there is not even a clue to a provincial
missionary organisation or something similar". Strictly, that

is true, but some sort of loose suzerainty by the Elder is
implied for all that in the Epistles. cf. Ernst Haenchen '"Neuere
Literatur zu den Johannesbriefe" in Theologische Rundschau, 26,
1960, pp.1-43, 267-291.

©7See pages 274/5and the pages referred to there,

€For K4semann's views see pp. 21 ff.

9The essential difference between this view and Ado1f von Harnack's
is that the former represents a tightening of what might be ca]]ed
diocesan control, and the latter a |oosen1ng of'it.

7°ktimme1, moreover, implies usurpation of power on Diotrephes' part.
p.314
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Mstudies in Biblical Theology No. 34, S.C.M., 1962 pp.95 ff.
Some of Robinson's views are modified in his recent book
"Redating the New Testament" S.C.M.; London, 1976. Footnotes
in what follows draws attention to important differences.

2p. 97
73p.98

7 "the dominance of a single mind is so powerful that we have the
impression..... that 'la tradition - c'est moi'" (a quotation
from Menoud) p.105 c¢f. Redating the New Testament,page 284

75p.126
7cf. references to 1 John 1:1-3/3:14 on p. 253.

Mrar from the Fourth Gospel being further removed from the
events surrounding Jesus' life than the synoptics, it is the
latter which represents "a progressive apocalypticization"
of Jesus' eschatology, but the Fourth Gospel is shown from
Qumran “never seriously (to have) undergone this process at
all” p.103. See also pp.98/9

7%p.102
19p.127

80pp.129/130. These opinions are repeated in Redating the New
Testament, pp.291 ff.

8/ p.124: "John was commending Christianity to Greek-speaking

. Judaism" (in the Fourth Gospel); p.137. "There is no reason
to suppose that the congregations addressed in the Johannine
Epistles belong to anything but the Hellenistic Jewish community
for which we argued that the Gospel was written- ", cf.pp.132/3.
The congregations were in Asia Minor. See Redating the New
Testament, pp.285 ff and p.291.

$p.135 cf.pp. 216 ff

83p.134 note 2. This conviction has been all but repudiated
in Redating the New Testament. See p.286 note 154.

8129

8SRobinson's contention seems more readily applicable to the Fourth
Gospel than to the Ep1st1es because of, inter alia, the centra]1ty
of the 01d Testament in the fabric of the Gospel.

% He now "provisionally" dates the Epistles "in the early 60's"
with 2 John shortly before 3 John, and 3 John before 1 John
"but in quick succession". Redating the New Testament, pp.287,
288 and 307. -

87see quotationsat top of page 13.

88see above p.6
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84 He does not, e.g. combine 1 and 2 John or 2 and 3 John in a
scheme and omit the other Epistle (even in Redating the New Testament,
though he comes closer to doing so there - see p.288)

1°A11 of these matters to be taken up in the sequel, of course!.

9'2 John 12; 3 John 10 and 14. See below pp.261 ff

921n a much more tentative fashion Donald Guthrie asserts of
2 and 3 John that "it is better to keep them apart! p. 216,

see p. 9.

43The'Gospe1 is placed in Syria by Bultmann: "The Semitic style
of the author and the relationship of the Gospel to the Gnostic
revelation discourses, the letters of Ignatius of Antioch and
the Odes of Solomon, strongly supports the supposition that
the author of the Fourth Gospel originated from the area of
Syria. Above all it must be said that nothing in the Gospel
points to its origin in Egypt or Asia Minor" The Gospel of
John, E.T. by Beasley -Murray, Basil B]ackwe]] Oxford, 1971, p.12.
As for the Fourth Gospel date, Bultmann asserted "composition .
and redactional edition - about 80 - 120 A.D. - the processes
could have been relatively distant from each other". See page 96.

94The Johannine Epistles (E.T.),Fortress Press, Philadelphia, 1973,
(German Edition 1967) p.1: "The decisive argument against this
identification ... is .... the Gospel of John and 1 John are
directed against different fronts'.

(Haenchen has rightly po1nted out that Bultmann's "decisive
argument" need not be in any way determinative. Theologische
Rundschau, 26, 1960, pp.1-43, 267-291).

Since Bultmann's commentary appeared there have been those who
have viewed different stages of the Fourth Gospel itself as re-
flecting diverse controversies. This is true of Wilkens, Nicol
& J. Louis Martyn. see Robert Kysar, The Fourth Evangelist and
his Gospel. Augsburg, Minneapolis, 1975, p.77.

9 1bida. P.1
9%p . 108
97p. 2

810 his 1927 article Analyse des ersten Johannesbriefe (in Festgabe
flir Ado1f Julicher, JCB. Mohr (Paul Siebeck) Tubingen pp. 138-158)
Bultmann gives the impression that the 1 John author (i.e. the man
who used sources for 1 John and then added his own material) was
entirely responsible for 2 and 3 John (p.138). E. Hirsch thought
both 2 and 3 John 'fictions'. See. H. von Campenhausen,
Ecciesiastical Authority and Spiritual Power, London, 1969, p.121,
note 310.

Mp. 108 - see also the 2 John 1/3 John 1 comparison and comment
on P.107

®p. 2 ¢f. p.11

0l Dodd sees some merit in the suggestion but rejects it on two
grounds, viz. its generally 'Johannine' nature and colouring,
and the early acceptance of 2 John before 3 John.  Comm. p.Ixv.
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Schnackenburg rejects the idea that 2 John and 3 John are
“fictitious letters". Elements favouring his position (he
says) are lay-out, style, concise treatment of concrete
questions and the naming of individual persons (in 3 John)

Comm. p.295; cf.p.305, Neil Alexander claims that 2 John cannot
be reckoned a consciously imitative fabrication based on 1 John
because of both the incomprehensibility of such an act and the
extreme ingenuity demanded. The Epistles of John, SCM, London,
1962, p.139.

102 5ee, e.g. Houlden's Commentary, p.140

°3 Commentary p.1

104 . . L2 - ’
i.e. a virtually unaddressed work: EK)\eKTn KU/OU’((.

105 And possibly that of A.M. Hunter, whose views, however, are
better included in Category 5 pp. 23 ff

106 Hodder & Stoughton, London
1°7Quotation from the writer's preface, p.viii

108 The arguments concerned are found on pages x lvii ff in Dodd's
book and worked out in more detail in the article "The First
Epistle of John and the Fourth Gospel" in the Bulletin of the
John Rylands Library, April, 1937. See ch.1 pp. 78 ff
The basic criteria for dividing the authorship of Gospel and
First Epistle are those of style and theology.

09 p. 1xiv

1% See p.1xvi and 1vii; cf. Schnackenburg p.3 and pp 30 ff (above)
Hp vii

"2 pp.1x, Ixvi and Ixvii

"3 p.1x, see pp. 10 and 11 (above)

- M4p.Tix

"$p.161; cf the view and arguments of Braoke, pp. 6 and 7 (above).

"6 See pp.1xviii, 1xix, and Dodd's book, The Interpretation of the
Fourth Gospel, Cambridge, 1953, page 5, footnote 1.

"7 Some would call it merely a product of the same school, but most
scholars hold to a single author for the three books, if not for
the Gospel and the Epistles.

"see pp. 164 ff and especially p. 186 ff

"9Certainly in 3 John 4, and possibly in 3 John 1 as well (but see
the views of Bergmeier, who makes allegedly different conceptions
of "truth" the touchstone for a denial that 2 and 3 John (con-
sidered together) can be by the same writer as 1 Johny pp. 195 ff.
Schnackenburg (p.299) says "it is unjustified to shift the contrast
between the Presbyter and Diotrephes from the practical-disciplinary
to the dogmatic-doctrinal-area". The "shift" (which Kasemann
attempted) is unjustified but that is not the same as saying that
some theologically orientated statements are made in 3 John,
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and that these reflect those of 1 John.  Schnackenburg himself
says as much on p.319: "this letter (i.e. 3 John) - which

according to language & theological ideas belongs closely
together with 1 and-2 John™,

/20 S C.M., London

120 See pp.26, 27, 139, 140 and 143
122 cf, Dodd (Comm.) p.lvii

23 p 147

It% See, for instance, Robert Law, The Tests of Life, T & T Clark,
Edinburgh, 1909, pp.41, 42 and R. Schnackenburg, p.1.

it§See pp. 2  ff and Chapter 3
126p 166

1277 judgment which is not vitiated even by the acceptance of
R Bultmann's estimate of 2 John.

128 The table on p.1xxiv of Brooke's commentary may be usefully
consulted.

29 But see R. Bergmeier, Zum Verfasserproblem des II and III
Johannesbriefes, Zeitschrift fur die neutestamentliche
Wissenschaft und die Kunde der d1teren Kirche, Vol. 57,
1966, pp.93 - 100. Also pp. 95 ff

130 See pp. 88 ff

13/ The point is debated in Chapter 6.

13:The same 'Elder' could have written on widely separated occasions
but most writers (including Alexander) think otherwise.

123 See note 140 (below)
31 & T Clark, Edinburgh
135 1bid, p.584 |

136 "3 John ... addressed to Gaius ... a member of the same community
or house-church as that to which 2 John had been written". Ibid p.477

137 The Epistles of John, John Mufray, London

13% See pp. 15, 16, 27, 40, 43, 221, 222, 231

139pp.222, 224

140 p.233. The Tittle commentary of J.P. Love (I, II, II John, Jude,
Revelation - Layman's Bible Commentaries, S.C.M., London, 1960)
suggests that 2 John is possibly the object of the allusion in
3 John 9. See p.29 and also pp.12 and 27 for further references
to the situation of the Epistles.

14/ The Johannine Epistles, Epworth, London, 1961

M421bid pp.1 - 3~
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743 p.127
/4% For this and what follows, see Lewis pp.133,4

I450n p.127, when discussing 2 John, the writer four times states
simply that one local church is involved.

146 1bid p.3
'47See Chapter 6 pp. 272 ff
487eitschrift fur Theologie und Kirche, Vol.48,.1951, pp.292-311

9 The actual author is unknown to Kdsemann, but it could not :
have been the Apostle John. Ibid p.298, and cf. E. Kdsemann's
book, The Testament of Jesus, S.C.M., London (ET.1968), p.1:
"Historical criticism has demolished the traditional opinion
that the Fourth Gospel was written by John, the son of Zebedee".

150 To a much lesser extent than his predecessor, Rudolf Bultmann:
see The Testament of Jesus, p.32 and p.14: "since ch.21 does
testify to a redactional revision of this Gospel, the possible
presence of interpolations within the rest of John cannot
simply be excluded".

51 In 19513 in 1966 he inclined more in the direction of accepting
a "school" theory. Testament of Jesus, p.60 :

$2Ketzer and Zeuge p. 306, note 2

153 This is implied in the ecclesiastical situation envisaged, as
well as by the statement on p.310 that the Presbyter was "a
simple elder of the third Christian generation". Twice in
The Testament of Jesus (pp.29/30 and p.36) the expression "at
the end of the first century" is used of 'John' or the Fourth
Gospel, though further on in the book the reader is informed
that a little later the Fourth Gospel "could no longer be
located in time and space".

5% p.293, see also The Testament of Jesus, p.36

/ss Reiterated rather than retracted in 1966 even after almost
universal condemnation. Testament of Jesus, p.xi.

asecf. J.L. Houlden, A Commentary on the Johannine-Epistles,
Black ‘s New Testament Commentaries, 1973, p.7

1§71 p.392

158p.298

159 p.297

t6o "undoubtedly a Christian Gnostic" - even, by standards of
"normal theology, a heretic". p.310. According to G.W.H.
Lampe, the Presbyter's emissaries were quite possibly false
teachers. Art. "Church discipline and the Epistles to the
Corinthians” in Christian History and Interpretation: Studies
presented to John Knox, C.U.P., 1967, p.361.

! p 310
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162 For details see p.302
'63Perhaps edited by the church - p.302

% In fact, by the Eldér's time, both he and his "orthodox" opponents
were involved in "digression from the oldest church". p.310

'€SCf. Houlden, p.10: "like 2 John, 1 John as it stands hardly
presents its author as an opponent of traditional doctrines".

/66 "there is no suggestion .... that the Presbyter was excommunicated.

How could he otherwise hope to reproach Diotrephes in the
gathered assembly?" .Ernst Haenchen, Theo]og1sche Rundschau,
26, 1960, pp.1-43, 267-291.

/67 3 John 10: it is not certain that formal excommunication is meant
by €xA%Me( anyway. Bultmann is adamant that it does have
that meaning (Commentary p. 101), but Dodd allows that a 'conative'
sense - " he is for excommunicating them - or a literal physical
sense is also possible. ;

168p 301

l69Barrett says - quite rightly - that "the Elder, it seems, intends
to reply in the same vein". Article, 'Conversion & Conformity'
in 'Christ and Spirit in the New Testament', C.U.P., 1973, p.376.
Se also F.F. Bruce, The Epistles of John, Reve]] 1970, pp.17,153.

797 position which is not explicitly stated by Kdsemann, but which
is implicit in his theory (e.g. on p.301). Houlden explains the
discrepancy not on the basis of a different time of writing for:
2 and 3 John, but different destinations. A Commentary on the.
Johannine Epistles, Adam & Charles Black, London, 1973, p.9.

"1 The author of the Fourth Gospel is described by JUlicher as "perha

ps

the greatest thinker of the Christianity of the time" (i.e. ¢.100).
See W. Klmmel, The New Testament - The History of the Investigation

of its Prob]ems, S.C.M. (First British Edition 1973), p.177.
'*See pp. 96 ff ;
N3The observation is less true of Kgsemann, whose whole point of T

reference is 3 John, ‘
'14See ch.6
15p.222,224
176p.127
'710nce again, the remark is not so apt for Kasemann (see note 17?
""!Houlden, Commentary, p.2
Mconceived of as, say, provincial dimensions
$05.1xvi. Why then, is Dodd's scheme not dealt with at this point?

There are two primary reasons: (i) C.H. Dodd separates 3 John

from 1 and 2 John chronologically and (ii) he emphasizes the
1 John/2 John link more than any other. _

above)
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% Herder, Freiburg , Basel, Wien, 1970 (4th Edition)
82 Cf Kysar's judgment re Fourth Gospel studies: "one clue is
crystal clear, namely, that contemporary research favours a
Palestinian, 01d Testament, Jewish setting for the thought of
the Gospel". The Fourth Evangelist and his Gospel, p.144. Less
orthodox forms of Jewish thought are also elements in the author's
background, of course.

%3 The next sentence shows that the Johannine corpus and not mere]y
the Fourth Gospel is under discussion. ,

%350 also Cullmann, Barrett & Kysar. see pp. 101 ff

/85 There may not have been "a strong Jewish component" in the origin
of the postulated Geistessrdmung, and nor may the Jewish element
have been widespread at first, but there obviously was a con-
siderable Jewish influence in particular Gnostic movements on
the fringes of Christianity in the first century and 2nd century.
R.M. Grant (Gnosticism and Early Christianity, Columbia, University
Press, New York & London, 2nd Edition, 1966) seeks to demonstrate
that "Gnosticism .... originated in a crisis in Jewish apocalyptic
thought in the first two centuries of our era" (p.2.). As long
as Grant uses the term "Gnosticism" basically of the 2nd century
systems (plus "Simon Magus" and others somewhat before that time),
the case is easily sustained. Thus, for instance, Hegesippus
regarded Gnosticism as having its roots in an amalgam of Jewish
Christianity and Jewish sectarian teaching. (Grant, pp.13, 14).
Irenaeus claimed that the oldest Gnostic systems were those of
Simon Magus, Menander, and Saturninus (Adv. Haer, 1-23,24).
According to Grant the Gnostic system of the Book Baruch is
"an example of gnosis almost purely Jewish" (p.19). In short,
as one reviewer of Grant's book has written,"he has succeeded in
establishing a real link between Jewish apocalyptic and Gnosticism"
(J.T.S, review quoted on the dust-jacket of Gnosticism and Early

Christianity).
Naturally, other sources must not be overlooked nor deprec1ated
(cf. Grant, p.2). In a seminar .on Gnosticism in Cambridge in

1973, R. McL. Wilson contended that there was a Jewish element |
in all Gnosticism. At the same seminar James Robinson claimed
that it is impossible to distinguish Jewish and non-Jewish
origins. That was surely going much too far, but it is signifi-
cant that present studies of Gnosticism generally deal with lower
criticism more than higher criticism, leaving ultimate questions
aside because of their complexity and present unanswerability.

ISQp'26

%7 See the whole paragraph in Schnackenburg, pp.26,27
% pp.29,30

189p.30. Neither T E p U nor EVVEW occurs in either 2
John or 3 John; the former is found in 1 John 3:9, and the
latter ten times in that book.

19p.31
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9! Some qualification is required re (a) and (d) for neither
2 John nor 3 John méntions atonement or the idea of being
born of God (see the remainder of Schnackenburg's sections
in which these subjects appear, however: in general the
judgment in the text (above) is accuratxg The omission
is scarcely on the grounds that the writer of the shorter
Epistles was a different person from the author of 1 John :
and one who disapproved of these themes, since (in particular)
the defended Christology is indistinguishable. The "omissions !
are doubtless motivated by a desire for brev1ty,not disagreement.

1% see chapter 1 pp.78 ff
193 Schnackenburg pp. 34 and 35

% 1n his Fourth Gospel Commentary, Schnackenburg distinguishes
between a Fourth Gospel signs source and the Evangelist's
own theological statement. The Gospel according to St. John,
Herder & Herder, New York, 1968, Vol. 1, pp.64-67. cf. Kysar,
The Fourth Evangelist and his Gospe], especia]]y pp.33 ff.

195 One author of both the Fourth Gospel ahd 1 John is apparently
Taken for granted by Schnackenburg on p.231 of his commentary:
verses are quoted from both books, and then a reference is made
to "this early Christian theologian”. .

feSee Schnackenburg p.42 and pp. 93 ff re 2 and 3 John's having [
the same author as the Gospel and 1 John. See Chapter 2 1
regarding dating.

'"97Schnackenburg p.296
1%5.298
Mp. 297

29°p 298, on pages 320 and 331 2 and 3 John are definitely assigned
to the same writer. Remarks on p.330 strongly support an identity
of authorship in respect of 1 John and 3 John,

2°/perhaps a 1ittle longer. See Guthrie, New Testament Introduction,
Pauline Epistles, pp. 278,9. The maximum period possible was E

“roughly 18 years.

~ I
202p 1) 80 would still a11ow about 15 years from the probab]e time |
of Paul's death. Further discussion on dating and the Johann1n

writings occurs in ch.2 .
035,39
204p 42; the Gospel is, of course, being considered in its final form.

20SYet pp.51, 256, 263 and 274 all contain statements which suggest
that the commentator has come close to accepting that all or part
(e.g. the Prologue) of the Fourth Gospel predates 1 John.

°bp. 301: the point is first made on p.3 of Die Johannesbriefe.

207

p.2
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20800 chapter 3

209 gpe pp. 30 ff , . \

210Schnackenburg has little enthusiasm for the editorial additions L
proposed by Rudolf Bultmann (see Schnackenburg pp.11-15), whose °
efforts (especially in their final form) "awaken little confidence".
Nor does he endorse the two-source theory of Windisch or the
two-strands - but-one-author idea of Nauck (p.13;see below p.154 )
Schnackenburg concludes: "after all one will hold on to the unity
of the writing".

35 John: Prescript VV1-3, section 1 VV4-6, section 2 VV7-9,
section 3VV10 and 11 and conclusion VV12 and 13.

3 John: Prescript VI, section 1 VV2-8, section 2 VV9 and 10,
Section 3 verses 11 & 12 and conclusion VV13-15.  See pp.305-331,
the article of Robert W. Funk, "The Form and Structure of Ii and
111John" (J.B.L. 86, 1967, pp.424-430) and pp. 164  ff,

212pp.295/6. Papyrus discoveries make the vartificial letter" idea
of Bultmann untenable today, says Schnackenburg. !

|
\
|
|

235p.16 ff; cf. ch.4
L4 peferences - 1:5 to 2:11; 3:4-24; 4:20 to 5:3

215 Schnackenburg says that the heretics are not libertines but
advocates of "moral indifferentism". For Schnackenburg this
falls some way short of the "A11 things are permitted to me"
of 1 Cor. 6:12.

216 Thus, as shall ‘appear in the sequel, thé hypothesis represents
not so much a denial of Schnackenburg's general position regarding
inter-Epistle relationships, but a refinement and development of
it. The current hypothesis was developed before Schnackenburg's
work became available to the present writer.

2/7See pp. 191 ff

218Schnackenburg writes: "After everything we must assert that the -
repulsed heresy in 1 and 2 John does not allow itself to be
equated with any of the heretical forms.... of that time known
to us, but indeed show forth... more than one related characteristic.
Common to all those heretics is the depreciation of the historical
person of Jesus.." (p.22). 1

219The subject is taken up again (more generally - not just from
Schnackenburg's standpoint) on p. 255 ff

ZZOp.3
221p.39 ff

222 Fytra-Johannine New Testament evidence is forthcoming from
Colossians, Ephesians, 1 Timothy 4:1 ff, 6:20, and 2 Timothy
2:16,34, 4:4 (see p.39)

223 Floyd V. Filson observes that the main reason for placing the Fourth
Gospel in Palestine or Syria by C.F. Burney and C.C. Torrey is the
belief that Aramaic was the original language of the Gospel. A New
Testament History, S.C.M., London, 1965 (first British Edition) p.311

|
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_“4pAO
25No contemporary person is named in 1 or 2 John, of course.

226pp.319, 320. see pp. 273 ff for a discussion of the position of
Gaius in his church.

227p.329

228p.327 see pp. 274 ff

229 p.330

30p.331

2 In the light of his functions; see pp. 272 ff

232pp. . 273 ff

233 p.301; the point is first made on p.3 of Die Johannesbriefe.

3

234 Commentary, P.1xvi and p. 16 (above)

235 5ee p. 23

236 A New Testament History, S.C.M., London, (first British Edition.
1965) p.312 _

237 "Universality” is denied 1 John from another angle; 1 John is
not a "covering letter" for the Fourth Gospel - if it were "it
must disclose this more clearly. It presents itself as an
independent document".  Schnackenburg, p.3 (of course J.A.T.
Robinson and others would deny that the Fourth Gospel is itself

universally intended).
23% schnackenburg, p.3
239 1bid pp.3, 301, 304
24%0p "that"

24 Cf. p3

*420n p.39 he says: "1 John was directed to a number of congregations
in-a defined area", and he seems to regard 2 and 3 John as
belonging to the same area of receiving churches.

243 Wolfgang Nauck also calls 1-John "an official open letter to a
circle of readers". Die Tradition und der Charakter des ersten

“Johannesbriefes J.C.B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck) Tiubingen, 1957, p.126

%44j . e. several to a number of churches: Schnackenburg (as has been
noted above on p. 30 ) regards a circular with an unrestricted

target area as requiring an address.
245Though it has a conclusion.

24tThe material which follows is a synopsis of pages 25-29 in Donald
Guthrie's New Testament Introduction, Hebrews to Revelation,

Tyndale, 2nd Edition, 1964.
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247 cf. 2 John 5,6
2#485ee pp. 215 ff
24 The Tests of Life, T & T Clark, Edinburgh, 1909, p.4] |

#%99.13,14 see p. 4 note 16

b

35/ Ephesians may appear to be an exception since 3% ’E?‘Ed‘?
was missing in p46,8,8,424c, 1739, Marcion, Tertullian
Origen, Ephraem and Basil (see U.B.S. margin). It has been
conjectured that Tychicus was instructed to fill in the names
of churches as he visited them (see D. Guthrie, New Testament
Introduction, Pauline Epistles, Tyndale, 1964, pp.128/130).
This is unproveable. What is demonstrable is that (i) the
majority of ancient texts have an address (ii) that address
is Ephesus in every text where there is a name at all, (iii) there
is no parallel with 1 John anyway, for 1 John certainly has no
provision for the insertion of any address within the body of
the book.

. , /
252 o, universal so far as the church was concerned; not
geographically restricted

283500 2 Cor. 1:2 "the whole of Achaia”,

254500 Col. 4:15 £

2551f ch.16 be original - see 16:5; cf 16:10,15
25506 1 Cor. 1:11 ff
*THebrews 5:12-14
253iebrews 13:7

259¢cfF. 3 John 9!

28oCo-ordinating the 1 John and 3 John situation as proposed in
the hypothesis.

26/i o, the seven churches of Revelation 2 and 3

262 possibility readily admitted by Lewis, N. Alexander, Schnackenburg
and Hunter, '

2635ee ch.6

264|jo1fgang Nauck, Die Tradition und der Charakter des ersten
Johannesbriefes, J.C.B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck), Tubingen, 1957,
pp.125 and 133

2655ee chapter 1 pp. 109 ff

2667 John 4 ff; 7ff; 9ff; 3 John 3 - 14

267500 chapter 5 pp. . 261 ff
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zégThe Emphasized New Testament

29 ¢ . Bullinger, A Critical Lexicon and Concordance to the
English and Greek Testament, Bagster, 9th Edition, 1969, P.443

27°5ee John Stott's commentary (Tyndale Series) P.225

2Mcf, 3:23
2121 ¢ the present may be allowed the element of continuity here.

23e.g. love and obedience in 5:2; believing and disbelieving
christological truth in 5:10.

2%52 John 1, 5, 6.
215cf. 1 John 2:18,19, 4:1 ff
27¢Here regarded as 1 John, of course.

277 The point scarcely needs arguing with respect to either 2 John
or 3 John, though Clerment of Alexandria said "significat autem
electionem ecclesiae sanctae" (see Brooke, P.169)}, and Bultmann
suggested something similar of 2 John (Commentary p.108).

278 The point is closely related to the previous one.

479 The point is certain in John 5:2, and at least arguable in all of
the following - Rom.3:3, 1 Cor. 5:11, 2 Cor. 11:20(ter),
Gal. 1:9, Gal. 6:3, Phil. 3:4, Col 3:13, 2 Thess. 3:10,
2 Thess. 3:14, 1 Tim. 3:5, 1 Tim.5:8, and 1 Tim. 6:3.  Other
passages again (eg. Mt. 21:3 and other Gospel passages) may be
quite specific so far as the speaker is concerned, though the
opinion of scholars will here depend on the view taken of the
Person of Christ and the extent of His knowledge while in the
flesh,

2gon. the rhetorical questions of Romans 3:1 ff and 11:1 ff, where
the Apostle Paul answers questions which had certainly often
been put to him by critics. Paul introduces these as part of
a closely reasoned theological discourse, but the Johannine
writer gives the impression of dealing with individual questions
by an individual piecemeal. - \ N

29 )AYO(TI‘V'T'E,’/“-}', /4«/«.00 TO Kx Kdv AN TO
.3()',( 6dv. é ,’4)/«90170(«:)\/ tKk Tod O20d Eomiv: 6

~ : . 7/

Ko K oTrotwy oﬁ;x %tﬁ/’xksv TOov O<cov,

282 Cf. the implied distinctions in 3 John 2,3,and 4.

233Commentary, p.216.

2% 1In a somewhat similar way 2 John and 3 John appear to represent the
"inside' of a situation and 1 John the 'outside’of a Tlocal situation.
The larger letter illustrates the necessary steps to be taken at
the church level before the public gaze, and 3 John and 2 John. the
private advice and consultations of the careful Pastor to and with
the loyal Christian family. :
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2% See Ch.1, pp. 88 ff (below)

2% See Ch.2. (below)

237pp. 31 to 41

238 See p. 30 for both

2395ee Chapter 6, pp. 278 ff (below)

29°Wo1fgang Nauck is undecided about the destination of 1 John:

"~ this community - or communities - to which 1 John is directed".

Die Tradition und der Charakper des ersten Johannesbriefes,
J.C.B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck) Tubingen, 1957, p.125. John Painter

simply says "the congregation (singular) to which this letter was -

addressed". John: Witness and Theologian, S.P.C.K., London,
1975, p.115.  Earlier - in 1950 - Elwyn E. Tilden Jnr. wrote

of 1 John: "If... it was originally a circular letter, the writer

has remarkably concealed the fact." Article, 'The First Epistle
of John', Interpretation, 4, 1950, p.195.

29! Third Revised Edition, S.C.M., 1972

292,179

293,182

294which was in "the Tast decades of the first century" (p.179):
they were later than the Fourth Gospel. The date of the
Gospel "may have been ...80 or even earlier" but the tradition
there preserved "goes back to Palestine before the outbreak
of the war with Rome in AD.66" (p.63).

295p.178 '

296p,183

237"Did this kind of bishop exist as early as the last decades of
the first century? Is it not as likely that Diotrephes was a
presbyter...?" (p.183).

29%pp.64, 178, 179

2§7p.180

3909179 |

3elgee below, chapter 4, pp. 216 ff, and Chapter 3, pp. 148 ff

3°2The Johannine 'school' concept is not necessarily the same as
the Johannine ‘community' concept. See below, pp. 96 ff

393The difference between Schnackenburg and Barrett in the matter |
is that the former holds to one author at least for all the ‘
Epistles, while Barrett suggests a multiplicity of authors for .
the corpus. The 'school' idea is expressed succinctly by :
Norman Perrin, The New Testament, An Introduction, pp.249, 250.:

3%The Gospel According to St. John, S.P.C.K., London

305 5. 113,114
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396 5ee especially W.F. Howard, The Fourth Gospel in Recent Criticism
and Interpretation, Epworth, London, 1945, pp.109 ff and pp.252 ff;
the article 'The Common Authorship of the Johannine Gospel and
Epistles' by the same writer in J.7.5.48, 1947, pp.12-25 and the
article by W.G. Wilson in J.T.S. x1ix, 1948, pp.147-156. See also
Chapter 1 (below).

37 5o Eusebius' H.E., Book 3, chapter 23 and elsewhere.

3°%Passages in which Irenaeus ascribes 'Johannine' New Testament
books to the Apostle include Adv. Haer 1:8,5, I:16,3, III:1,1,
and I11:16,8. (The Ante-Nicene Fathers, The Christian Literature
Publishing Company, Buffalo, 1885, Vol. 1. On pages 83 ff in his
commentary Barrett gives corresponding passages in Eusebius' H.E.).
It is very difficult to accept the claim that Irenaeus was con-
fused over the identity of John, i.e. that he wrongly regarded
the 'Elder John' as the Apostle. Since Polycarp died about the
year 167 at the age of 86+, he was born perhaps c.81. According
to Irenaeus "John" remained at Ephesus "until the times of Trajan"
(Adv. Haer, III:3,4). This means that the lives of 'John' and
Polycarp overlapped by nearly 20 years. Irenaeus himself was
apparently born about 120, and so his 1ife overlapped that of
Polycarp by over 45 years. Considering these facts together with
(1) the obvious frequency of inter-church visits in the second
century :
(2) the proximity of Smyrna and Ephesus
(3) Irenaeus' obviously superior intellect compared with that of
Papias (a man "very weak of intellect"; this"is evident from
his discourses" - Eusebius HE.3,39.
The earlier passage where Papias is described as "a man well
skilled in all manner of learning, and well acquainted with the
scriptures" -~ HE.3,36 - is present in some M.S.S. only), and
(4) the intense desire to learn everything possible about one's
notable predecessors in the Faith (so very evident in the
- ~fragments preserved from the writings of Papias),
the suspicion of confusion must surely be directed towards Papias
and not Irenaeus.
Over the last 15 years or so a new degree of confidence has been
placed in Irenaeus' general accuracy in reporting his opponents'
views. R. McL. Wilson says of the Nag Hammadi texts: "some of
them indeed fit neatly into the accounts of the Gnostic systems
provided by Irenaeus." (Gnosis and the New Testament, Basil
Blackwell, Oxford, 1968, p.29). In another passage, Wilson
says "the texts so far published serve to confirm the conclusions
reached through the researches of Foerster and Sagnard as to the
essential reliability of Irenaeus - " (Ibid, p.86). A still
stronger statement occurs on page 16: "The general reliability
of Irenaeus, our earliest major witness, has been abundantly
vindicated by the researches of Foerster and Sagnard - " R.M. Grant
also supports the general accuracy of Irenaeus in at least one
crucial issue - see Gnosticism and Early Christianity, Columbia
University Press, 1966, p.89. In an earlier book the same writer
introduces a section on Marcosian worship with the statement
that Irenaeus "is describing, apparently from eye-witness accounts,
what went on in the meetings of the Marcosians - ". (Gnosticism:
An Anthology, Collins, 1961, p.191). W.F. Albright had an article
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published in 1964 in which he said (when discussing the Nag Hammadi
discoveries): "It is already certain that the accounts of ...
Hippolytus and 1renaeus; are much more accurate than they have been
supposed to be by many recent writers." (Article entitled 'Recent
Discoveries in Palestine and the Gospel of St. John', in the book
'The Background of the New Testament and its Eschatology, C.U.P.,
1964, p.162). See also Dale Moody, The Letters of John, Waco,
Texas, Word, 1970, p.14. Any man with the ability to portray clearly
systems such as those of the Simonians and the Marcosians should have
been well able to verify such simple statements as those in which he
mentions the Apostle John and the Fourth Gospel and Epistles. (He
had years in which to do so.)

#99Exposition of the Oracles of the Lord, found in Eusebius' H.E.3,39.
. The quotation is also printed in Barrett's Commentary, p.89.

310 The Gospél According to John (in 2 volumes), Geoffrey Chapman, London,1966.

3 For what follows, see pp. XCVIII ff.

3rpp. XXXV, CVII and CVIII. For more details regarding the Epistles see
Brown's article 'Epistles of St. John', in the New Catholic Encyclopedia,

McGraw-Hill, New York, 1967, Vol.7, pages 1078 - 1080.

33Cf. W.F. Howard, The Fourth Gospel in Recent Criticism and Interpre-
tation, Epworth, London, 1945, pp.109 ff, especially p.121.

34 See Brown, p.XXXIV: " We posit five stages in the composition of the
Gospel. These, we velieve, are the minimal steps, for we suspect that
the full details of the Gospel's prehistory are far too complicated

to reconstruct."

35 See below, Chapter 1, pp. 78 ff

3 i.e. they come from 3:31-36, 6:51-55, 11, 12, and 15-17. See
Brown, pp.XXXVI ff, ’

31 21:24 and perhaps little else. .

38 See below. Chapter 1 . The whole question of the validity of
'school’ theories is raised again in Chapter 1. ‘

39 p . LXXXVI

320 CIII

3 Eor further details, see Chapter 1, (below).
322 Does he endorse Sanders on the issues?

323The Epistles of John volume of the Expositor's Bible, Hodder & Stoughton,
London, pp.5 ff, 11, 291 ff, 301.

3%1bid, pp.288,289. Guthrie suggests that the peculiarities of 1 John
make it easy to memorise. New Testament Introduction, Hebrews to

Revelation, p.198.
325 pp . 283-5

326 0n p.304 the comment is made that “Diotrephes in all probability was
a bishop". ~
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311301

3281n 1905 Bartlet made the same identification. See Brooke, p.lxxxvi.

391904; pp.357 ff and 517 ff

330p commentary on the Gospel According to St. John, A.& C.Black, London.

31 p.45

3320n pp.50,51

33 pp.46,7. Earlier (in 1943) Sanders asserted that Charles' analysis of
the Fourth Gospel and Apocalypse "appears to furnish decisive evidence
against their being works of the same author or even of the same
school".  The Fourth Gospel in the Early Church, Cambridge, p.5.

33¢ p.47. On page 11 of 'The Fourth Gospel in the Early Church', Sanders
had concluded that the Gospel and Epistles were by different authors
(cf. Ibid, p.86): indeed this was for him almost the sine qua non
for placing the Gospel's point of origin outside Asia Minor,

335 p.47
336 As he admits; p.49.
337 See, e.g., p.30

338 p.312

339 See also the article 'The Message of the Epistles, The Letters of the
Presbyter' (Expository Times, Vol.45, 1933,34, pp.486-490), by J.G.
Simpson, who comes closer still.  Three interesting claims are:
(1) that the Johannine Epistles are "a series of letters addressed

to a community, to a family group, and to an individual",

(2) that all three letters are to one church (though Gaius and the
'Lady' are placed in different families within it),

(3) that the 3 John 9 writing is 1 John. Robert Grant suggests
that 2 and 3 John were perhaps "addressed to members of one
church at one time", 2 John is therefore (for him) the letter
of 3 John 9. A Historical Introduction to the New Testament,

Fontana Edition, 1971, pp.233,234.
¥ odder & Stoughton, London

3 pp.3 and 4

3y pp.8-10. Findlay argued that the church was that of Pergamum (See
pp.30,31 and 37). o

33p.7: the conclusionsto the two letters are particularly in view here.
¥4 pp.7, 9, 10

345p.10

36 p.59

341p.70
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'34’pp.5, 6, and 23-32
%43

350 Commentary on the Johannine Epistles, A.& C.Black, London, 1973.

3% He also writes concerning the Epistles: "their writer or writers -
the Johannine guardians - ",

352 p.38 and pp.11 ff. The Gospel is reckoned more speculative, more
theologically daring than 1 John in respect of Christology and
eschatology, though the former does retain the primitive Christian
teaching on the Last Day, the resurrection of believers, and
enigmatic references to Jesus' true humanity. 1 John, then, represents
a retrenchment on the part of its author; by contrast the heretics
had adopted the adventurous spirit of the Fourth Gospel and gone
further - too far for the Elder and his associates. The supposed
character of the 1 John author is further indicated by the description
on p.3: " ~ tenacious and inflexible insistence on a small number
of points which he hammers again and again."

353, 18
3%¢p.11; cf.p.4
3%$p.8; cf.p.14
3s6p.8
3%7p.8
35357

3%9pp.7 and 8. See below, p. 275, note 33.
Unquestionably Houlden is more perceptive than N. Alexander or Lewis
“in the matter.

3°p 11 also expresses doubts about timing: "whether at roughly the same
time or over a period". The Epistles as a whole are dated after
the Gospel of John (p.18); they are testimony to a Johannine
"rearguard action" (p.19).

361 p.140

321t can just as easily be maintained that the visit did come about and
that both 2 John and 1 John (as well as the Third Epistle) were aimed
at preparing for it - the shorter Epistles for one Toyal family and
1 John for the local church as a whole.

363p.38

3%Even those of Schnackenburg, Dodd & Hunter - see above pp.
23 , and 30 ff.
365 i.e. the present hypothesis
31t may of course be argued that 2 and 3 John were preserved because
God wanted them preserved. Very well, but He usually uses means.

3""’7Espec1'a11'y that of 3 John 9, but also other hypothetical companion
letters of various kinds. See above, p. 30.

e above, p. 10 (W.G. Klmmel's view)
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%91V occurs five times in 1 John, but not as a vocative.
37 Cf. 3 John 9
37/See below, Chapter 6, pp. 278 ff

37 3 A.T. Robinson says that the Epistles' writer “had evidently been
their evangelist and pastor from the earliest days". See above
p. 12. :

33 1n 2 John 8, 10, and 12
37'“In 2 John 6, 8,'and 10

3y 1 -6, 11, 12, 14, 15
37€ 1n common of course with other views that take a stand on the
individuality of the 'Lady', and which regard the T€kvel as real
children and not just as spiritual progeny.

317See Donald Guthrie, New Testament Introduction, Gospels & Acts,
p.85: "Luke, as a Gentile, would know much of the degradation of
women and would be concerned to emphasize all he had heard of the
attitude of the Lord towards them," :

378 2 and 3 John almost certainly anticipate 1 Clement and provide a!

norm for it and other later writings on the subject. See below)
p.260 and notes there,

39¢f. 1 John 25 18, 19 |

3%0i.e. public so far as the church body was concerned, and public élso
so far as Christian principles but not perhaps persona] deta11s were
concerned.

1 John : ’ |
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CHAPTER ONE

THE AUTHORSHIP OF THE JOHANNINE GOSPEL AND EPISTLES

o - e D SR e MR R AR N T e e e e e e e E e e B N MR A A G G e e - G A e o an

It was stated in the Introduction that six points had to be demonstrated
before the validity of the hypothesis could be accepted. The first
requirement was 'That one author wrote the three Johannine Epistles’:

The present chapter deals with this question.  Strictly, only the
Epistles are relevant to the discussion, yet it is necessary to relate
them not only to each other, but to the Fourth Gospel in terms of author-
ship on account of some succeeding chapters. If it be demonstrable that
the Gospel and Epistles were written by one person, then consideration of
this information is an essential pre-requisite in assessing the date of
the Epistles. One reason is that common authorship would reduce the
writing of the four books to a maximum period of probably 2 or 3 (perhaps
even 4) decades, i.e. the likely duration of literary activity for one
man. A second (and connected) reason is that there is much more material
in the Fourth Gospel than 16 the Epistles, and so a likelihood of a more
precise date based on the internal evidence. Thirdly, there are more
extant references in early church writings to the Gospel than the Epistles.
Thus the Gospel may brove to be of great importance in establishing the
probable period of writing for the Epistles.

The question of common authorship,therefore, leads on to the question of
dating, though,of course, common authorship may not by any means finally
determine the date within narrow Timits. The conclusion reached regarding
the date of the Epistles, moreover, interacts with that of the errok attacked

and resisted in them.

In addition to the study.of the relation between the Fourth Gospel anﬂ

the Epistles' authorship in regard to date and heresy, the structure of
2

the Gospel may prove important in assessing the classification of 1 John

into some literary genre or other.

For all these reasons, the Fourth Gospel demands inclusion here in Chapter 1.

It must be emphasized however, that the actual authorship is not the prime
question, but the matter of common or different authorship (as the case may
be) is. It is possible to assess authorship in terms of either internal
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or external evidence. Of the two, the internal evidence is the more

satisfactory criterion,and it will receive more attention.

In recent years it has been Tess usual to debate whether one man wrote the
Gospel and another (or others) the various Epistles. The debate has moved
rather to a third option, viz. that a 'school' of closely associated
authors or writers stood behind the Johannine books (sometimes but not

always including Revelation)

Accordingly, a survey of the (mainly) internal evidences for and against
common authorship is followed in this chapter by a discussion of the theory
that the Johannine books are the product of some combination of scholars

I

in a 'Johannine School'.

The five canonical books which share the superscription "John" differ
greatly in the statements they contain apropos their authorship. Tﬁe
Fourth Gospel is very enigmatic?' The Apocalypse in 1:1 and 1:4 refers

to "John" and a few verses further on says "I John, your brother -"sw1thout
saying explicitly which John.  The First Epistle does not name or ihdicate
its author except by its introductory section, which reads most naturally
as a claim to personal involvement in the events of the earthly ministry

of Christ.® Only 2 and 3 John share any kind of common formulation.

As one wgu1d expect from wr1t1ngs which unequivocally follow a letter
pattern a designation — o Tp02473urrg/os — appears in the first verse

of each,

/
The identity of this _n—/agrﬂ&frapos has,of course, been dis-
cussed frequently. ' In his commentary ® Rudo1f Schnackenburg summarises

the position as-follows:

(a) There was never a name in the text which accompanied
the title TPEFBOTEPOS,” and nor is this
terminology a kind of pseudepigraphy.

(b) . A case of the "same pregnant formulation without
mentioning a name" is found in a Papias fragment
preserved by Eusebius.'® ’

(c) Opinion is divided as to whether "this 'old man'" |
(of Eusebius, not 2 and 3 John!) is the Apostle John |
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or another. Distinguished investigators take up
positions on either side; but "The more recent investi--

gation inclines ever more to the second assumption”.

(d) The evidence for the existence of a “Presbyter John" \
apart from the Apostle John rests entirely on the i
Papias fragment, all other references being based on |
this.  Nevertheless (says Schnackenburg), the Papias
evidence may carry the day in favour of the existence
of the Presbyter.’? '

(e) There is nothing to prove any identity of the 1p05179ufrgpos
of 2 John and 3 John and the "Presbyter John" of
Papias, though a similar function of presbyters as
"bearers of the apostolic tradition, above all

disciples of the apostles" is quite possible.
!

Bultmann shows his agreement with Schnackenburg's summary by saying ﬂwho
this 'elder' is, is completely uncertain”. Both of these writers
observe that the comparative force of W/OEO‘/Z d—re(oos need
not be retained,”’®and so it is possible to translate the Greek as

"der Alte", "the old man".

Little comment is necessary on Schnackenburg's summary except to note that
(as he says 1n'(d)), the Papias fragment stands alone in supporting the
independent existence of an 'Elder John' distinct from the-qustle.
Furthermore, this support stems from one possible interpretation of the
evidence. It may well be that the time is ripe for a re-appraisal here |
in the light of renewed confidence in the essential reliability of Irenaeus

1

as a heresiologist.®

Whatever the decision taken about whether or not Papias' Elder enjoyed
independent existence, Schnackenburg is of course correct when he avers:’
"There is nothing that can be inferred from the transmitted Papias -
citations on this question (i.e. a possible identification of the 2 and
3 John and Papias 'Elders'), because the two small Johannine letters are

7

nowhere mentioned".’8

Still less can the Fourth Gospel be attributed to the independent e]der
of Papias with any degree of confidence at all. ‘
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FOURTH GOSPEL / 1 JOHN AND OTHER INTER-JOHANNINE RELATIONSHIPS
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(A) THE GOSPEL and 1 JOMN

Schnackenburg says that "The early much dealt with enquiry after the
relationship of the Gospel of John and 1 John has lost its interest today,
but is still important for judging the author - fl%n the past the various
arguments for and against the unity of authorship of the Fourth Gospel

and 1 John (in particular) were set out by a number of writersf’notab]y
by W.F. Howard‘gnd C.H. DoddL?erectively. The total arguments may be

summed up as follows:

FOR  COMMON AUTHORSHIP

(1) There is a close similarity between about 50 verses in 1 John
~(out of a total of only 105 verses) and verses in the Fourth

Gospe].za

(2) Identical verses are fairly rare. In only 16 versegsare.
there three successive words or more which are exactly
duplicated in the Gospel. This "suggests a writer who
varies his own phréses, rather than a mere copyist!®#

(3) In both books the vocabulary is severely limited.?®

(4) There is a great overlap in Vocabu]ary in the two books,
the words concerned being "either exceptionally frequent in

these writings, or peculiar to them" 2¢

(5) . Pairs of synonyms: "an interchange of synonyms in the same
) 27 .
sentence, or in the same context" appears in both books.

(6) The demonstrative pronoun € KT(VoS 1is used of Christ
2 . . 29
“almost as a proper name". ¢ The designation occurs elsewhere,

but is predominantly Johannine.

(7). Parallelism and antagonism are very common in both the
Gospel and the Epistle.

. ) ) 0 3o
(8) Asyndeton. Brooke gives examples from both books - his Tist
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could easily be lerigthéned.

(9) Uses of (ve : (a) the word 1is found much more frequently
in the Fourth Gospel and the Johannine
Epistles than it is in the New Testament
generally.3

(b) “I vet plus the subjunctive is used
. very often "where the idea of purpose is
not even latent", 3%

> 4 .
(c) in particular oAX’ (v is
used e111pt1ca11y seven times (six in the
Gospel and once in 1 John®*) as against

only one other such use in the New Testament34
(d) it is to be found after demonstratives where
the New Testament writers generally prefer
an accusative and infinitive construction.3s
(10)  Uses of the relative pronoun.* A Johannine pecularity is the
collective use of TXV é{ three times in the Gospel
(and & once) where TTXVTES would have been expected.37

In 1 Jdohn 5:4 TT&AI‘TéV' is used in a similar manner. Howard

calls these expressions "collective masculines" -~ i.e. they are

grammatically neuter but masculine plural in sense 3%

(11) Tas & with the present participle. The use of this
in the Johannine books is not startling, but the frequency is.’?

(12)  The thoughg‘of the Gospel and 1 John.

(a) Eschatology . "The two conceptions of eschatology, partly as
FEETHseH'already, partly as still a future event, are both
nresent in the mind of the Evangelist".#° The First Epistle
is not in conflict with this (says Howard) but stresses
the future event of the Parousia more on account of the
current crisis: in-any case "The Parousia" was nevertheless
a spiritual fact rather than an apocalyptic display".4

]

(b) The Death of Christ? Howard concedes that “The metaphors
indeed are different (in John which refers to the "Lamb
of God" who is to "take away the sin of the wor]d',and
1 John with its (Aexaaads terminology) but is not the
underlying conception the same?"42

(c) The Doctrine of the Holy Spirit. This doctrine also is
conditioned by the deadly heresy threatening the church.
The Epistle's teaching,whi]e rather different from that of
the Gospel, "is in full harmony with it. and serves to
" elucidate and define it."¢3

(d) The two books and Gnosticism. Both the Fourth Gospe] and
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1 John oppose gnosticism: "In the Epistle the writer
goes further in the use of technical terms which the
seceders may well have borrowed from the religious
vocabulary of the Gnostics. But in the words of Dr.
Dodd himself, he was 'using the weapons of the heretics
against themselves'". Thus there is nothjng strange in
the appearance of CTTEL N T,

and "God is Tight" in 1 John, but not in the Gospe].**

AGAINST COMMON AUTHORSHIP

1 Jdohn has "no fewer than thirty-nine words or expressions which
are not to be found in the Gospel".*s Because of the length of
the Fourth Gospel and the narrowness of the vocabulary, this is
of more significance than the same kind of finding with respect

to the Pauline Episties.

There are 33 terms which are frequent and also of great theological
significance in the Gdspe], yet which are entirely absent from

the First Epistle. Most of these words are soteriological,
eschatological, christological or e?se they relate to the 01d

Testament.
Grammatical words and particles. There are more different
prepositions, conjunctive particles etc.in the Gospel than

in 1 John,and many more adverbial partic]es.“‘

The use of the relative pronoun is commoner in the Gospel.%#7

'Compound verbs occur 11 times in 1 John, but 105 times in the

Gospel.%?

Aramaisms. There would appear to be no doubt about the presence
of some Aramaisms in the Fourth Gospe]??but none in 1 John -

"unless one should regard as Aramaism the use of asyndeton and
w S

. Q . .
paratax1Sf and the somewhat excessive use of personal pronouns'.

Idioms and rhetorical figures. Important points are

(a) the use of Tr<s with the articular participle -
this is approximately 10 times as common in 1 John
as in the Fourth Gospel.
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(b) the rhetorical question octiirs four times in 1 John®*

(c)

but not at all in the Gospel.

the conditional sentence - which is very common in
both books - is several times employed in 1 John

in a "freer or looser way than is to be found in the
Gospel"”.$3 In several of these instances the apodosis
is not really contingent upon the protasis.

The thought of the Gospel and 1 John,

(a)

(c)

John's Gospel has a lot of 01d Testament allusions and
quotations as well as some arguments "which presuppose
Rabbinical interpretations of the 01d Testament" ;%1 John
contains but one 01d Testament allusion.55

Eschato]ogy.“ Dodd says that it is generally recognised
that the Fourth Gospel represents the mostvradica1 New
Testament transformation of the eschatology "inherited...
from Judaism". In contrast to that, the eschato1ogy

of 1 John is "fully alive" and popu1ar : ﬂ/ygﬁpx 1775

Kplrens (4:17), TxpoLed, and the term @guveomw O vl

(2:28 - used with future signification) are all used in
the Epistle but not the Fourth Gospel. Two important
elements of 1 John eschatology which are not present in
the Gospel are the transfiguration of believers at the
second Advent57 and the relating of the coming Advent
to Antichrist's coming.ss

The Death of Christ is interpreted in 1 John as an ka37463
for the sin of the world, "much as Paul describes it as
tAxoTprov.”  Dodd says that {A«<am8s connected
with verbs which in a pagan context mean "to propitiate

or p]acate probably means "'expiation’, i.e. a means of
removing guilt,or of forg1veness" 59 In the Gospe] Christ's
death is the means of His being "glorified" or "exalted";

the means of His "drawing"” all men into eternal 1ife.

His death is a sacrifice, but "not a sacrifice for the
expiation of sin".

Dodd claims that the Holy Spirit is viewed in a "neuter
and impersonal sense”éein much of the 01d Testament and
generally in the New Testament and early church. By
contrast,"in the closing discourses of the Fourth Gospel
the Spirit is more unequivocally personal than anywhere
else in the New Testament. He is, so to speak, Christ's
alter egof° s pronouns used of H1m are often masculine.

The First Epistle uses . T MJ<varos of Christ
alone, and uses TVEOMX in the 'popular' way

of Paul and Acts. Dodd says "In Johf'iv 1-6 there is no
suggestion of personality in the Spirit."é%

Gnosticism.  Four passages or terms in 1 John stand closer
than anything in the Gospel to the "gnosticism" (broad
sense!) against which both are directed. These are the
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statement that "God is 11ght" the claim that the act of
seeing Christ makes Christians like Him,é4 the indwelling
divine " o1l x - which guarantees sinlessness" ¢S
and the X’ ug»ud , which term was (or became) a gnostic one
having to'do with gnostic initiation.

(9) General Impression. Dodd wrote: "There is surely to be felt in
the Fourth Gospel a richness, a subtlety, a penetrating quality
of style to which the (First) Epistle cannot pretend .... in the
Epistle regularity often descends to monotony ... the Epistle..
does not suggest the pen of a ready writer". e

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE ABOVE ARGUMENTS MAY NOW BE MADL:

NEGLIBLE OR WEAK POINTS

The 39 terms in 1 John which are not present in the Gospel are to be placed
here. Dodd himself is hesitant about the criterion, and in-fact lists no

more than four examples. He says: "Inc]ud1nq the phrases TTVEOAme ToO
©¢00, y]/,q,i/po( -rr\s K,oco'ews o/v.oAOszv a‘(/»w(/OTLo(s OV(}M.OLT( TeTED:
where, though the constituent words are found in the Gospel, their combi-

nation forms a distinct locution which is not found there". ¢7

The Aramaisms are also to be included under this head. Concerning them
Howard says: "The éxp1anation may be that the sources and Palestinian
traditions largely account for the greater prom1nence of these locutions

6
in a Palestinian narrative." §.61

Idiosyncrasies and Frequencies

Idiosyncrasies shared by the Fourth Gospel and 1 John number no less than
eight]oof which some,e.g. limited vocabulary and parallelism/antagonism,
are clearly very important. The characteristic "pairing" of synonyms is
also such an unexpected phenomenon that it binds the books together too.

</
The same can be said for some of the peculiar uses of (VX and for
(¥4

MTAV Q.

Idiosyncrasies not shared by the two books,but evident in the First Epistle
only,include rhetorical questions and 'incomplete' conditional sentences. !
With regard to the former, the four rhetorical questions, two verses are

part of the framework of definition and 1dentif1catioﬁ7ﬁhich understandab]y

‘has no parallel in the Sitz im Leben of the Gospel. The unusual conditional
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sentences represent the most weighty evidence Dodd has adduced in this area
for dividing the authorship?3 A third idiosyncrasy in this group is the
wider use df prepositions and particles in the Gospe]?“ This appears one
of the strongest weapons mustered by Dodd,but the most impressive category,
the adverbial particles, is lessened in its impact because a number of the
words concerned have a merely temporal or local sense in the Gospel which

would be inappropriate in the 1 John situation.’®

In 1948 W.G. Wilson crossed swords with C.H. Dodd in his article "An
Examination.of the Linquistic Evidence Adduced against the Unity of
Authdrship of the First Epistle of John and the Fourth Gospe]“?‘ Wilson's
study extended over the whole New Testament so far as prepositions were
concerned, but surprisingly he omitted the Pastorals, Hebrews, James, the
Petrine Epistles, Jude and Revelation from all the other tables he con-
structed (i.e. adverbial particles, conjunctive particles, and compound

verbs).

Bearing in mind the iength of book and the nature of book (Gospel, Epistle
and so on) Wilson said "the difference between them (Fourth Gospel and

1 John) in the number of different prepositions used is proportionally less
than exists between the Lucan writings", or between pairs of Epistles
reckoned as Pauline - e.g. 2 Corinthians, Colossians, 2 Thessé]onians and

Philippians. Wilson's case is unanswerable at this point.

The numbers of different adverbial particles in the 18 New Testament books
considered is much more variable than the numbers of different prepositions.
Regarding the frequency of adverbial particles, the Johannine Episties are
among the lowest of the New Testament books listed, and the Gospel the second
highest (after Galatians). However, since a similar range is discoverable
within the Pauline corpus, the evidence supports Dodd and Wilson about

equally here.

The number of different conjunctive particles and their frequency in the
Fourth Gospel and 1 John (again allowing for the inadequacy of Wilson's

18 - book list) is about what would be expected from one writer in two

books of such different Tength. There is,in fact, a much greater variation
between pairs of Pauline Epistles than between the Fourth Gospel and 1 John.

In the above areas - viz. different particles and their frequency, Wilson

definitely has a better case than Dodd.
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' 77
The use of peculiar expressions is undoubtedly a better criterion of style
than an assessment based on the comparative frequencies of various words.
Thus the arguments for and against common authorship on the grounds of

. . . . . .78
similar or dissimilar ratios of certain words are not by any means decisive.

The primary linguistic argument on Dodd's side, and possibly the most im-
portant of all his arguments, is the existence of 33 theologically vital
Fourth Gospel terms which do not once appear in the First Epistle. Howard
has no great difficulty in reducing this list dramatically by observing:

(a) The distribution of these concepts in the Gospel

(b) The relevance of such words to the subject matter in
each case

(c) The longer process of composition in the case of the
Gospel

(d) The richer subject matter of the Gospel

(e) That written and oral sources were used for the Gospel but-
not for the Epistle '

(f) That the Epistle was less subject to Jewish influences

(Aramaic sources and the 1ike) than the Epistle, which
was written 'straight off' in Greek.79

The only words which are still relevant here after appropriate weight

has been given to the above are 'K/-’\/V%W (19 times) K/Ot/d‘ts 1y,
30’§o< (18) kOptos (Howard leaves only 10 of its 41 Fourth Gospel
references to Christ), du’)’Sg(v (6 plus c‘wrr]/l‘c’ot once) and BT  (of

divine necessity - 8).

Howard thus concludes,in effect, that only eight of Dodd's 33 words con-
stitute real support for the latter's position.

The argument which many have found decisive for common authorship is that
“imposing list of over 50 phrases"sget out in Brooke's commentary.

Howard rightly affirms: "In its impressiveness it overwhelms the examples
of contrast which have just been examined" #° (i.e. Dodd's arguments based
on styie and language). Dodd himself is moved to say "That the two works
are, at any rate, very closely related is obvious." 8

When then, is left of Dodd's case considered from the linguistic point
of view? There are only two real effective criteria - the unusual use
of conditional sentences in the First Epistle, and the (fairly) frequent
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appearance of eight important terms in the Gospel but not in the Epistle
(where they might have been expected).  Compared with the weight of
contrary evidence, these are (to use Schnackenburg's description) "un-
important".  Schnackenburg concludes: "Against the discrepancies pointed
out by the critics, the agreements of both writings in vocabulary, phrase-
ology and style are so significant, that from this angle the acceptance of

a common author has no obstacle in its way."%z

It is now necessary to turn to an assessment of the thought, especially the

theology, of the Fourth Gospel and 1 John.

FIRST, the "Jewishness" of the Fourth Gospel may be partly explained (as
' Dodd himself admits) "by the fact that the Gospel purports to
transmit the teaching of Jesus, which has a Jewish context".gs
- Howard mentions the same fact in passindf*but Barrett is far
from satisfied with it.% The matter remains something of a
problem for those who advocate common authorship of the Gospel
and Epistles (2 and 3 John are of course to be bracketed with

1 John and not the Gospel here).

SECONDLY, the more satisfactory judgment in matters of eschatology is
that of Howard, viz. that there is no conflict between the
Gospel and 1 John. Long ago Robert Law asserted that "the
fundamental similarities between the eschatology of the Epistle
and that of the Gospel are vastly more obvious than the differences"?
That is true. = Both books teach a future presence of Christ
perceptible to the senses.®’ Regarding the personal transfor-
mation of the believer, the Fourth Gospel asserts that
(1) the believer's knowledge is not what it will be (16:13)

(i1) his abode is not what it will be (John 14:2,3)

(iii) his relationships are not what they will be (John 13:35)

(iv)

his 'ontological' unity with others is not what it will be
(John T7:11,2T)8¢

(v) his'mystical union' with Christ is not what it will be
(John 15:1 ff, 17:21(b)®*9).

These passages all show that 'the best is yet to be'. Since
that is so, is 1 John incompatible with the Fourth Gospel when
it describes Christians as finally being Guotor VTS

(1 John 3:2)? 1° ‘
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THIRDLY, though the Fourth Gospel does not contain any term like (Axazmds,
various statements are obviously compatible with the concept.
These include sinbearing (John 1:29), Christ as "Saviour of
the world" (John 4:42), God's outgoing love towards a world
in need of salvation (John 3:16), and the use of Svrgp
"which expresses the thought of the vicarious atonement-offering
of Christ" (John 6:51, 10:11,15, 11:50 ff, 15:13, 17:19 and
18:14).7 |

FOURTHLY, the differences in pneumatology in the two books are not
significant. Dodd denies the full personality of the Holy
Spirit in 1 John because (as Schnackenburg says) he denies the
part played by the Holy Spirit in connection with spiritual
rebirth (1 John 3:9) and does not interpret the X70?37°°°<
of 1 John 2:20,27 (who performs a function similar to that of
the Paraclete in John 16:13) as the Holy Spirit. The passages
in 1 JohﬁZWhich ascribe witnessing in some form to the Spirit

are also compromised and weak_ened."3

FIFTHLY, the assertion that 1 John stands closer than the Gospel to
Gnosticism in the sense that it indicates a more sympathetic
view of it, is not justified.ﬁ“ SchnackenburJﬂwas answered Dodd
with typical thoroughness, but something may be added to his
treatment in one area. Dodd writes that both Philo and the
Fourth Gospel writer describe the Logos as light, but in the
Fourth Gospel “"God the Father is never described as 1Tght".7‘
Yet, true as that‘may be, certain verses in the Gospel,taken
together, seem completely to dispose of 0odd's argument (see
John 10:30, 14:9 -8 €uaoxrdos Eat £lpxkev rov maTérs;
1:1, 17:11).  If the son is "light; and the Father and Son
are gv , then the Father is also "light", even if not
explicitly so described in the Fourth Gospel.

A further theological point was raised by M. de Jongg7in 1970, viz, the
manner in which the word Xp.oeTds  is used in the Johannine Epistles
and Gospel. In the Epist1és the word is unequivocally a Christian term,
“which has Tived its own life in the Christian church,and especially in
the Christian communities to which the epistles were addreSsegﬁ'>%016ﬂ—5s
is not the most important term applied to Jesus; that is "Son of God"

(or "His son", "The Son",and so on) which occurs 22 times in 1 John and

twice in 2 John.
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Jn‘the Fourth Gospel Xvo‘afd% is used twice in the double expression
’Ir,ao?)s X(ourfo's "in the same way as in the epistles, i.e. without
reference to the Jewish background of the word/xptafés and in a
context which presupposes the unity of Father and Son".q8 de Jonge goes
on: "in all other instances (in the Gospel) where )ﬂo¢¢163 occurs
(14 altogether!) this term is used in the Jewish (Samaritan) sense of the

word or with a Christian meaning presupposing or correcting Jewish usage".77

Generally, then, the claim is made that the Epistles and the Fourth Gospel
differ to some extent, but it is "a difference on the basis of a fundamental
agreement".’®® The Epistles' use is a development or an interpretation,

not a contradiction, of the commoner Fourth Gospel use.

The findings of de Jonge are essentially neutral regarding authorship, since
his position is compatible with either one author (facing two sets of
problems) or two authors who both occupy a basically 'Johannine" theological

position.

Schnackenburg summarises the positions taken by recent scholars with respect
to the theological content of John and 1 John’® He‘begins by saying:

"every judge is compelled to speak of a particular Johannine theology"
(because of the same "atmosphere" and "main concepts” in the two books).
Using Howard's arguments, Schnackenburg demonstrates that there is nothing
of a theological nature to prohibit common authorshipfoz Nor is "another
author for the large letter who indeed must have stood in very close touch
with the evangelist" ruled out, Though Schnackenburg does not give a

categorical answer here, the tone he adopts seems to indicate a degree of
03

preference for identity of author. '

The assessment of the general impression made upon the reader by the Fourth
Gospel and 1 John respectively is necessarily a somewhat subjective exercise.
Dodd's judgment that the Epistle.ié more monotonous than John's Gospel

has been supported quite recently by J.L. Houlden, who calls the Gospel

"the finest literary fruit" of the Johannine group, and describes the

1 John -author as "less penetrating and vigorous in mind" than the Evangelist./°%

In complete opposition to C.H. Dodd, G.D. Kilpatrick has a very low opinion
of the literary prowess of the Fourth Gospel writer himself.’®S He judges
'John' to be a poor man from a poor province, a man of Patestinian origins
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who is not "bookish".

The view of Dodd was of course opposed by Howard, who said:"The pastoral
disquisition has a beauty of its own, but it is not the splendour of the
Incarnate Glory - the theme of the Gospe]"!os Dodd's position is adequately
countered abovéogy material drawn from Howard's presentation of his case.

Schnackenburg also has no doubts about the great ability of the 1 John

writer - e.g. he speaks of the Epistle as "an incomparable accomp]ishment"f°g
A little later, in his discussion of the Proemium, Schnackenburg says that
the early verses of 1 John "betray a writer who controls his style medium |

w1th innate certainty". °9

M. de Jonge has véryvrecently given his judgment against Hou]den"%nd Dodd.
De Jonge asserts : "The Epistles are at least as subtle in thought and
wording as the Gospel and as careful in their balancing of the various
elements of Christology and ethics. Their scope is limited to the

crisis situation at stake (whereas the Gospel serves more than one purpose)
but that does not mean that their author/s is/are less gifted theologians
than his/their predecessor/s."

CONCLUSION TO FOURTH GOSPEL/1 JOHN COMPARISON

Dodd produced enough evidence for his point of view to be considered
seriously, but in no major area does that evidence come near to upsetting
the traditional view of common authorship.m

(B) 1 AND 2 JOHN

FOR COMMON AUTHORSHIP

. oy - = . = o -

(1) The verbal agreement between the two books is startling.

No less than seven verses in 2 John repeat or echo verses in the
First Epistle-viz. 2 John 2, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9 and 12."* Moreover,
verses 6 and 7 each correspond fairly closely with two verses in

1 John,and 2 John 5 with three. In other words, 2 John, which
has only 13 verses, has a tota] of eleven c]osezaff1n1t1es with

1 John. In fact the only verses not repeated or echoed in the
larger writing are either those with an "epistolary" significance,
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or else those which prohibit the giving of hospitality to
enemies of the Faith.

Schnackenburg highlights four significant characteristics found
particularly in 2 John 4-9 and in 1 Johnt¥

(i) Love, and its practical realisation in brotherly love

(i1) Faith - i.e .the right Christological faith

(iii1) The rejection of the heresy as innovation, almost the -
same confession formula being used in 2 John 7 as in
1 John 4:2
8/

(iv) The use of ©tov odk gyst in 2 John 9 and
1 John 2:23 "forms a strong clamp between both letters".

ns
Another instance of significant verbal agreement is the formula
/omeiu/ &v . land2 John and the Fourth Gospel use it quite
excessively compared with the rest of the New Testament.

(2) Vocabulary: A few words are employed with unusual frequency
in 1 and 2 John comparedwith the New Testament as a whole:

Fourth Rest of p
1 John 2 John 3 Johp~ Gospel Apocalypse New Testament

AN Bertet 9 5 6 25 65
Zvriypietos 4 1

PXY 8 2 8 3 35

LITh 10 2 7 1 53

> /

EVTOoO AN 14 4 1M 2 37

/

K 0g MOS5 22 1 76 3 80

PR AT 23 3 40 1 50

4 A / -~ /e
CmoAOpew 5 1 4 1 15

(3) Apparent dependence of passages in one book on paésages in the other,

whether this phenomenon be viewed as a process of abbreviation or
expansiodl?depending on which book is conceived to have been written
earlier). Examples: 2 John 7 and 1 John 1:1-4, 2:18ff, 4:1ff
' 2 John 9 and 1 John 2:22ff, 5:1-6
2 John 12 and ‘1 John 1:4

(4) The acceptance of 2 John into the canon via 1 John (so to speak)
”8 .o

may be evidence of common authorship.



(2)

AGAINST
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(2)

(3)

)

(5)
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The undeniable theological agreement makes common authorship probable 9

COMMON  AUTHORSHIP

Two arguments have been advanced on the basis of the contents of
1 John and 2 John: First, that 2 John is so clearly dependent on
1 John and 3 John that it must be an imitation by a different
author;'mand secondly, that the prohibition of hospitality to
heretics, which is noted in most commentaries as being the only

subject in 2 John not treated in 1 John, may be viewed as intro-
121

ducing a note contrary to the injunction to love in 1 John.

Expressions: two formulae - /3/\{fri1'£ exTO0S and

/vud‘eov Tr)\*]/olf) — are said to be more in harmony with the
22

Synoptics than John.'

Vocabulary. The total number of words in 2 John is 245; there
are 94 different words /*? Of these 31 are extremely common and
have no particular theological or other special significance.
Among the remaining 63 words KU/O(o( and xof/o‘fhs
('papyrus' or 'paper') are pecuh’ar to 2 John. The f’o]]owing
are absent from] John : . TP/ OTe00S, iK)\iK'ros X°</0
Frcos, u,oan Xa(t/ooo Ay, auloca'Koo TT‘/\D(VOS,
/@,\irruo o(Tl’O)\)\U/A.L,i }""SC’/""“L’/"“"Q“ -n-)\r)/oy)s
xwoz\«/mﬂx\/w -rr/ooxxw S«.Socxv] ,679“3 ol k(X ,
Kocvwviw,ﬁou/\%m,g)\ﬂggw TTé s, xarrxSo/.«au,
and a(Sf.)\¢ 7,128

"Out of the 63 relatively common words in 2 John,then, 27 are

not found in 1 John. considering significant words alone, this
means that almost 43 per cent of the words in the shorter Epistle -
a very impressive proportion - are absent from 1 John, a book
which is at many points similar in content.

Both 1 John and 2 John appear to be letters,yet their structural

. . . . 126
resemblance to each other is minimal.?

There were some objections to the acceptance of 2 John into the
Canon at first, and these indicate reservations about whether the
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author of 1 John wrote 2 John also. The relevant evidence

comprises (i) Origen's comments about "a second and a third
(epistle of John) .... all do not hold these
to be genuine" 127

. - 128
(i1) Eusebius' similar remarks

(ii1) A1l pre-Philoxenian Syriac translations, which
omit 2 John (as well as the other minor catholic
Epistles and Revelation)!*%

(iv) Remarks by Amphilocius. , Bishop of Iconium from
cAD.373, who wrote in his Iambi ad Seleucum:
"0f the Catholic Epistles some say that seven,
others that only three, ought to be received,
one of James, one of Peter and one of John.
And some receive the three (of John) ...."13¢

An assessment of the strength of the various arguments follows:

A weak point is that based on the appearance of the two formulae /9A€RT2TE.
$LTeds and /u«a‘eév 'rr)w)//ow] in 2 John 8.'3' The first

of these occurs in one other New Testament versgfzand can therefore scarcely
be labelled typically synoptic (or anything else!) MrOoV 'T"_)“'/]/O")
appears nowhere else in the New Testament.

Ambiguous points

The argument about verses in 2 John which more-or-less correspond with the
(generaliy larger) 1 John versegsproves nothing about authorship, because
either one writer could be referring to another work of his own, or else

a second writer could be alluding to the epistle of the first, Perhaps

the former possibility is the more likely, since the other view necessitates
accessibility to the original as well as unacknowledged allusions to it.
According to the hypothesis advanced in these pages, no acknowledgment is
necessary because the writer is merely echoing his own work.  Moreover,

he is doing so while the other composition is quite fresh in his mind;
perhaps it was even lying in front of him. '

The arguments surrounding the entry of 2 John into the Canon are also
. . . 134

ambiguous.  Against the four points made above may be arrayed a con-

siderable 1list of quotations or references which apparently indicate

entire acceptance of 2 John as a canonical book.’3®



- 92 -

A third ambiguous matter is that of the differing structures of 1 and 2
John.”® The phenomenon cannot count against common authorship unless the
purpose of the two Epistles is similar - i.e. unless, for instance, they
are both intended as regular contemporary letters. If they have an
“interlocking" purpose (as maintained in the hypothesis) the difference
in structure not only does not tell against common authorship, but is

peculiarly comprehensible in the light of it.

The argument against common authorship based on the alleged imitation of
1 John by the 2 John wr1t§?7(a different man) is also difficult to answer
unequivocally. If 2 John were an imitation, it is hard to see the reason
for it. '3 A further psychological improbability in that case is the Tack

of a specific writher's name!/3?

Stronger points

140

Mi/vi(\/ év (or év.../«{vs,(v ) is obviously an idiosyncracy which
is almost exclusively 'Johannine' in the New Testament. It is used in a
theological sense (thé indwelling of Christ in the believer and similar
concepts as distinct from geographical senses) in 18 places in the Fourth
Gospel, 21 places in 1 John, 3 times in 2 John, and only 5 times in all the
rest of the New Testament. Similarly, all of the eight wordg+ﬁhich are
especially common in 1 John and 2 John (and the Fourth Gospel) except fonq
are of unquestioned theological significance. They all appear in the

doctrinal heart of 2 John.

[t is right here that the strongest argument of all against common author-
ship - the 27 words absent from 1 John but present in 2 Johﬁ‘f'reveals its

essential weakness. Qut of the 27, twelve are what might be called
"epistolary" terms which have no counterpart in 1 John since that book _
lacks some of the distinctive features of ordinary epistles. 0f the other

15 words, six are everyday words with no technical significance./*?

4 .
The remaining 9 words ?six of them used but once) are less important as a

>_group than the theological terms shared by 2 John and 1 John.

The theology of 2 John is to be compared with that of 1 John in a later

‘chapter.’45 2 John does not disagree with 1 John. Either the two say
essentially the same thing in matfers of theology, or else a theo1ogica]
topic is found in 1 John only. Even the question of the boycott of the
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heretics is not at variance with such a judgment. It is a natural corollary
to the intense concern of fhe»writer bf the First Epistle for his converts
and follows straight on from his assertions that those who "went out from

us .... were not of us", and that "many false prophets have gone out into

the world",and his injunction "Do not love the world" /%4 an undying love

for his converts corresponds to a fierce jealousy for their spiritual

welfare.

Finally, the 'for' argument based on the 2 John/1 John overlap carries
quite exceptional weight. Eleven close parallels in thirteen verses
cannot be set aside. They are virtually determinative for commen author-

ship.

CONCLUSION TO 2 JOHN/1 JOHN COMPARISON

e o e e = . e = e A e P e R S e e W e - -

Internal evidence, consisting primarily of impressive theological and verbal
agreement, practically demands the acceptance of common authorship.

(C) 2 JOHN AND JOHN'S GOSPEL

Ten references in 2 John (in verses 1, 2(bis), 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9 and 12)
are parallel to substantial portions of fifteen verseé“?n the Gospel.

On examination, it is evident that five of these 2 John passages have no
para]]ei in 1 John. This strong1y suggests a more direct 2 John/Fourth
Gospel Tink than one merely mediated through the First Epistle.

There are twelve worééaﬁﬁ%d in 2 John but not in the Fourth Gospel. When
the Epistle is compared on the one hand with the Gospel, and on the other
hand with the New Testament Epistles generally, it emerges that half the
words concerned could be called "epistolary" vocabulary -~ i.e. they fit
naturally into the context of correspondence whoever the writer be rather
than into a Gospel. Thus meaningful differencesbetween the vocabulary
of 2 John and the Fourth Gospefsgre relatively few.

Common authorship is extremely 1ike1y;

!
(D) 2 JOHN and 3 JOHN

[t is probably scarcely necessary to examine 2 and 3 John very closely to
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see whether they came from the pen of one writer or not. No modern writer
whose works were examined actually repudiates common authorsh1p, though
Bultmann and Houlden (presumably following Bultmann) cast various doubts on

2 John's antiquity and/or authenticity.

Briefly, the points of similarity are

(1) the same designation for the sender

(2) almost identical endings

(3) - very nearly equal length

(4) a very similar structure, * and

(5) a discerning policy in matters concerning hospitality.

Such differences as there are are éxp]ained readily enough by the difference

in recipients and circumstances.'®3

The one jarring note in the 2 John/3 John comparison is vocabulary.’s¢
Examination reveals that 36 of 2 John's 63 significant words are absent
from 3 John, while 46 of the Third Epistle's noteworthy words are not in

2 John. Thét these proportions are very high cannot be denied. However,
as noted above, the contents of the two works must be compared. If, as
is maintained in this thesis, the letters are complementary, being sent

to a husband and wife on one occasion, but dealing with different aspects
of one larger problem, a considerably different vocabulary is to be
anticipated. Actually a count reveals that 22 of 3 John's 46 significant
words (i.e. the 46 absent from 2 John) are directly related to the spécia]
circumstances calling forth the Third Epistle, (i.e. those circumstances

in the total situation which particularly concern Gaius).

Furthermore, it is apposite to observe the comparatively unusual words

which are common to 2 and 3 John. Ten of theéiﬁo not even appear in 1 John.
Some would be quite unexpected if different authors were responsible;
especially is this so with TT/O?-‘T/?UT"—/OS » NiwV (on]y 12 times
in the entire New Testament), "'T'O/"'-"( and the rare word/ﬁ—i/\aﬁ/os-

There is necessarily a certain air of unreality about the whole subject of
terms in such short books as 2 and 3 John. When it is recalled that
Shakespeare is said to have used about 24 000 different words, Milton 7 000,
and a reasonably capable matriculation student of the present day 3 000,
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the perspective on the vocabulary and usages in the minute works under
consideration perhaps needs correction. One thing is clear, viz. that
the inclusion of the unusual becomes a much more persuasive criterion than
the exclusion of the usual. Quite rightly, therefore, many have accepted
common authorship for 2 and 3 John on various weighty grounds even though

156
the vocabulary employed differs considerably in some important respects.

(E) BERGMEIER'S ARGUMENTS AGAINST COMMON AUTHORSHIP

Roland Bergmeier wrote an article in 1966 entitled Zum Verfasserproblem

des Il und 111 Johannesbriefe§ﬁ7in which he commented upon the indecisive
results for the authorship controversy obtained by linguistic methods. As
a 'new' approach, he proposed a comparison of the theology of the Fourth
Gospel and 1 John on the one side and 2 and 3 John on the other.”*® In his
article the whole emphasis is on two interrelated concepts -

(1) the Johannine-type dualism; the same type of dualism is found
in the Qumran scrolls and the Gospel and First Epistle of John.’?

(ii) the Johannine view of ;()\VTQUOK as one pole of the dualism.’®

Now, with respect to 2 John and 3 John, Bergmeier finds

(i) that the dualism of the longer Johannine books is missing:
"It is chiefly noticeable that in 11 John the antithesis
of o’()\rsgilx and thEOSOS or 'TT/\"(/VP, is missing,
although from the content of the letter it would be highly
significan_t“."" ‘

(ii) that "The i)uﬁ@i(o( - concept" merely "presents a 'Johannine'
coloured word for that which can be described just the same '
as Ec%oc)(\vl 700 Keiorol. /s
He continues:" TTEpuTaTEV &V &/\qei(ﬁt( ~ I1/111 John 4
therefore means nothing else than 'to abide by the teaching of
Christ' i.e. by that which Christ has entrusted to the church.
In other words: o>()\’59i(o( here implies not the divine

reality, but the orthodox teaching".’é3

Bergmeier concludes that there is, theologically speaking, a certain
(smallish) gap between the Gospel and 1 John, and a larger gap between these
two books and the shorter Epistles. Situationally, the implied conclusion
is that 2 and 3 John belong together at a later period than the two Tonger
Johannine b'ookslf‘fwhich may themselves belong together. At least two
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authors are therefore implied.

The thesis of Bergmeier is suspect because

(1) It is not entirely correct to label the dualistic elements as
"missing” in 2 John. A )\Vieilx appears five times and (on
the other side) AT AKVOS /65 tyice and &VT(,X/’“TT'OS once.
It is merely that the ideas are not in juxtaposition in 2 John.

(2) The base is too narrow. A single term, albeit a key one, has
been chosen.  Thus Houlden says that "a whole galaxy of
doctrinally weighty Johannine terms, 'know', ‘'dwell', 'love'’

and 'walk',speak against Bergmeier's view".'®®

(3) - Bultmann has pointed out that "truth" and "doctrine" are not
always used in either 2 or 3 John in identical ways.'67

Bergmeier's decision to divide the authorship of the four books must be

rejected, then, because too much is based on too little.

‘SCHOOL' THEORIES OF THE AUTHORSHIP OF THE JOHANNINE BOOKS

A number of 'school'theories have already been considered.®® There are many
others.“7 The essence of such theories is the idea that various members of

a particular group or community in the early church each made a contribution
to the production of the Johannine writings. Usually the Titerary activity’?
is conceived of as having taken place in successive stages. Thus Barrett
conjectures that there were five or six contributors working - for the most
part - at different times and finally producing the complete Johannine
corpus of five books. R.E. Brown believes that the Fourth Gospel itself
went through a minimum of five fairly clearly defined stages.’”’ Rudolf
Bultmann suggested something different - viz. a radical revision by an
ecclesiastical redactor. The revision is stated not to be a sympathetic
expansion of the original Gospel, but to incorporate direct counters to

its Gnostic orientation.’7*

The reason for the development of school theories is to be found in the

belief that a generally consistent background and outiook is discernible
throughout the Johannine literature, but that at the same time there are
great obstacles to the acceptance of a single author.



- 97 -

As far as the Fourth Gospel itself is concerned, R.E. Brown agrees with
Teeple that "difficulties have been created by not respecting the intention
of the author, and complicated hypotheses have been constructed where
simple explanations are avai1ab1e":Z%ut he still sees three major problems.

First, there are stylistic differences between chapter 21 and the rest
of the Gospel and between the Prologue and the rest of the Gospel,

Secondly, there are breaks in sequence,'7¥
Thirdly, there are repetitions and insertions.7#
. K3 - - '7Sl
School theories seem to provide a via media, a new approach between the
traditional 'same author or different author' positions./7®

It is not necessary here to evaluate each of the numerous and very different
school theories. What is essential is an answer to the more fundamental
question: Is the school theory concept itself capable of providing a
satisfactory answer to the problems of the origin and nature of the

Johannine books?

Perhaps the best way to deal with this basic query is to frame and answer
two separate questions, the first of which is preparatory in relation to

the second:

. 177
(1) Was there a "Johannine Circle" within orthodox Christianity but

relatively independent of first century 'mainline’ Christianity?

(2) Could different members of such a group have been responsible
for major contributions to the Johannine books?

These two investigations are obviously distinct from each other. In
particular an affirmative answer to the first does not demand an affirma-

tive answer to the second.

(A) THE JOHANNINE COMMUNITY

Four recent and significant articles or books merit special attention here:
articles by Meeks and Moody Smith respectively, and books by Cullmann and

Barrett.”8

The existence of a distinct Johannine community is taken for granted by
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Wayne A. Meeks’.77 He visualises it as an isolated group of people ("probably
a cluster of small congregations"ysoset over against two other groups, viz.
“the sect of John the Baptist" and "a rather strong Jewish community". 18

The group existed in a state of tension with these other bodies, and,

partly as a result of this, "suffered defections, conflicts of leadership,
and schisms"'® Evidence of internal schisms is most obvious in the Johannine
lTetters, which (it is implied) belong to a iater time than the Gospel of
John.  The Epistles depict "tighter internal discipline, mofe hostility
towards 'the world' and everything 'in the world'", “and “schism occasioned

by a docetic group - nl§2 Even before this an increasing theological
difference from Jewry, most of all of course in the realm of Christological
claims, resulted in alienation and finally expulsion from the synagogue.

In the end the group perhaps became proto-Valentinians: in the Fourth Gospel
and in the isolationist anti-worldly sect which developed with it "all the
forces were present for the production of a myth of the Valentinian type." '83

It cannot be stressed too strongly that the basis of Meeds' theory of a
separate group is theological and social, So far as theology is concerned,
the focal point is Jesus conceived of as literally unique. He is above

all the One who "descends” then "ascends". Meeks says: "The descent

and ascent of the Son of Man - becomes not only the key to his identity

and identification, but the primary content of his esoteric knowledge which
distinguishes him from the men who belong to 'this world'"./® It is this
that separates Jesus from all earthly menisihough "the future ascent of

the disciples is promised.""‘Socia]]y, the community is a group of
“insiders" something like the Qumran community or the Na7areaﬁg7“that
ev1dent1y pers1sted with some consistent identity over a considerable span
of t1me", and was Targely negative or "counter-cultural" 1% outlook.

There is no reason to doubt Meeds' basic conviction that a distinct
Johannine group existed. However, two serious flaws are present in his
reconstruction. First, he makes the Johannine group too prominent - that
is to say, it occupies the whole Christian stage, being the great foe of
Jewry, and leaving no place for 'synoptic' or Pauline Christianity,
Secondly, there is a conflict in identifications. In some places the
disciples of Jesus (Pete#?oThomgg() are the enlightened and blessed, while
in most other places it is the members of the Johannine community who

are. Are these the same? Is all early Christianity Johannine? It

would almost seem so from what Meeks says. 9
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D. Moody Smith Jr begins his article ”Johaqggne Christianity: Some
Reflections on its Character and Delineation" by distinguishing Johannine
Christianity from the concept of the Church in the Johannine writings.
The two may be closely related, but one must not be confused with the
other.  The Johannine writings betray the existence of a particular
"sectarian consciousness, a sense of exclusiveness, a sharp delineation
of the community from the world" which is "sharper in 1 John than in the

Gospel." 7%

- Smith offers six main "Evidences of the Existence of a Johannine Community
n /98

in the Johannine Literature and Elsewhere". Foremost among these are
the arguments based on form critical considerations. The arguments are:
1. Since the Fourth Gospel narrative tradition is often widely

divergent from the synoptic narrative tradition, its existence
is "prima facie evidence, on form-critical grounds, for the

existence of a traditioning commun1’ty".’76

2. It is possible (but in this case not so obvious) that there
may also have been "a Johannine tradition of dominical
97, . . .
sayings" which would enable a similar inference to be made.

3. The Johannine Epistles - whether or not they were by the
Gospel author/s - "presuppose the existence of - a Johannine
orbit“.'qe

4. A similar conclusion (though it engenders less confidence)

is to be derived from the Book of Revelation, which shares
inter alia charismatic or prophetic utterance with the
other Johannine booksf77

5. John 21 is later and not by the original writer; it "attests
the existence of a constituency for which the Gospel was
published ... The most obvious implication of 21:20-23 is

that such a constituency exists".>®®

6. The figure of the Beloved Disciple appears to be historical
and no fabrication. If that be so, his appearance implies
"the probability that the Johannine circles (not oniy existed
but) held and cultivated the belief that their tradition

extended back to Jesus himself." 2°!
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The development and shape of the Johannine group can perhaps be elucidated
(according to Moody Smitﬁszby comparison of the 'Gospel of Signs' in the

Fourth Gospel with the characteristicsof Paul's Jewish-Christian opponents

at Corinth. Connections of a more cerEgln sort can be seen with "less

orthodox forms of Jewish Tife and thought”, viz. Qumran, John the Baptist,

the Odes of Solomon, Samaritan religion, and the Mandean sources. In a

word, "sectarian Judaism was the germinal ground of the Johannine tradition". rol
Summarily, then, in Smith's view, Johannine Christianity and the growth

of its tradition owe their origin to processes centring on Judaism and
Jewish Christianity. It was, it would seem, a close-knit society.‘°$

Oscar Cullmann is quite convinced of the existence of what he calls "the
Johannine Circ?e“%ﬁfthe first century Church. This comprised a group

of Christians distinct from the main body of believers (whose tradition

and theological position - exemp]1f1ed by Peter and the rest of the Twelve -
can be described as synopt1c ) The Johannine Circle or Transjordanian
Circle, was not at first so discrete as a 'church' or 'sect'2°¥ In part

it owed its origins to 'marginal' Judaism, bringing various strands

together from it. The marginal forms of Judaism differed significantly
from the official Jewish position and were close in outlook to the Hellenist
movement in early Christianity.  The 'Circle' was in existence in the

very earliest days of the church, going back to the Beloved Disciple

(not the Apostle John) and to Jesus Himself. ’Its members were 'orthodox',
yet they had their own distinctive theological emphases. They apparently
maintained quite good relations with -other Christiangyobut for all that

preserved their separate identity.z“ The Johannine writings are products
1 ZIJ_ '

of the ‘circle

The evidence advanced by Cullmann for the existence of a distinct Johannine

community comprises:

(M) John 21:24 "This is the disciple who is bearing witness to these
things, and who has written these things; and we know that his
testimony is true." This and the following verse "suggest that
one or more disciples of the author published the Gospel after
his death, and are therefore already an indication of the

. . 2/
existence of a Johannine 'circle'". 3
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Affinities of varying closeness between John and more-or-less

contemporary non-Christian sources. In chapter 5 Cullmann

explores the first century Jewish milieu of Palestine and some
of its neighbours. In describing the religious environment of
John (as he sees it) reference is made to the older clear-cut
'Hellenism or Judaism?' choice of backgrounglgnd the later
‘Palestinian Judaisnr%} Diaspora Judaism?' options proposed by
.26
syncretism is all to obvious in first century Palestine itself.
(Previously Cullmann had called such Judaistic syncretism
"esoteric" or even "gnostic", but now he prefers "non-conformist",

"heterodox" or "marginal Judaism").*'?

(a) Qumran definitely provides "a backgroynd for certain
Titurgical ideas in the Gospel of John" in respect of
ritual ablutions, sacred meals, and criticism of the
Temple and priesthood in Jerusalem. (Cullmann thinks
that the Johannine circle may have been influenced
by Qumran via John the Baptist).

(b) Mandaean writings: "the Gospel of John is in contact with
at Teast a kindred world of ideas".2'?

(c) The Odes of Solomon represent "a common cultural milieu"fz°
but they are probably independent of the Fourth Gospel.

(d) The Revelations of Hermes Trismegistos were probably
"revised in a Christian direction”, but "here too the
similarities (e.g. logos, second birth) suggest a
common sphere" . 22°

(e) The Pseudo-Clementines and Coptic works from Nag Hammadi
may be dependent inpart on the Fourth Gospel, but some
of the Coptic documents may be pre-Christian, making
the dependence the other way round.z2e

(f) Samaritan religion, preserved in the Samaritan Pentateuch,
the chronicles, the Titurgy, and the work Memar of the
fourth century, has been under-rated so far as its bearing
on Fourth Gospel origins is concerned (says Cullmann).

None of the above directly proves the existence of a Johannine
circle, of course; it merely shows that people holding some

‘Johannine'-type ideas existed, probably in considerable numbers,

in and near first century Palestine.2!

Direct New Testament Evidence

(a) The existence of the Johannine Epistles, not necessarily
by the same writer as the Fourth Gospel*!’presupposes a
‘community'. %23
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(b) The 'Hellenists’ of Acts 6:1 ff (contrasted with the
“Hebraists" - RSV "Hebrews") constitute "a special
group which was more open to foreign influences and
adopted a freer attitude to the Jewish law and the 22
temple cult than the other members of the early church". ¥
These Hellenists, says Luke, belonged to the church
from the very beginning. Their leaders were the
Seven, whose authority seems to have been similar to
that exercised by the Twelve, but at a secondary level.
Cullmann says that the evangelizing work of the
Hellenists was regarded with a degree of mistrust by
the Twelve since Apostles or their representatives
were sent to consolidate and impart recognition to
pioneer work done by Stephen and Philip and their
followers.225The near-certain identification of the
Hellenists in Jerusalem with the Johannine group rests
on three considerations:22¢

(i) theological conceptions, including Christology
and Titurgy ("above all the setting of worsh1p )

(ii) an interest in the mission to Samaria (Acts 8
and John 4:31 ff)

(ii1) dependence on heterodox Judaism ("above all -
Samaritan theology")227

A11 three points characterise both Hellenists and John's
Gospel.*2¥?

(c) The Book of Revelation provides important evidence for
the existence of a 'Johannine' circle because of certain
"images" such as the designation of Christ as "lamb",
"shepherd", and "living water" and concepts 11ke,~a»907“ﬁﬁt%
“which are significant for it as well as the Fourth Gospel.**?

(d) There is some doubt about the value of the Epistle to the

Hebrews as additional testimony to the 'circle'. The
possibility "must be considered very seriously", however,
because of
' (i) the anti-Temple attitude (and pro-tabernacle
bias)

(ii) 1iturgy

(ii1) Christological views.**®

(4) The tone and contents of later writings such as the heretical Jewish
Christian Kerygmata Petrou and the 'orthodox' letters of Ignatius
of Antioch strongly suggest not only the existence of a 'circle’
but jts continuance into the second century.**® |

Did a distinct Johannine circle (in Cullmann's sense) exist, then? It/
seems that the answer should be affirmative, though acceptance of this
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iconc]usion does not by any means necessitate total acceptance of the picture
Culimann presents. For one thing, the links with non-Christian sources

are unsatisfyingly tenuous. At best the contact between them and the
Johannine community has been shown to have been in the realm of thought

and literary derivation and not direct.

In his review of The Johannine Circ]g?%Stephen Smalley questions Cullmann's
tendency to overseparate the Synoptic and Johannine traditioné?zpresumably
he is also criticising the separateness of the alleged synoptic and '
~Johannine communities. Diversity existed even in the Person of Jesus;

why not, then, in a single large Christian community? The answer here

is that Cullmann does not conceive of the Johannine circle as separated

at firsi?gbut only as recognisably distinct from the main body of Christians.
He goes to some lengths to show the generally high level of co-operative
effort between the two groupin;?ﬁuithin the church%gc

239
In his recent book 'The Gospel of John and Judaism', C.K. Barrett comes
fairly close to Cullmann's position. The latter speaks of a two-fold
influence of "heretical marginal Judaism on the Gospel of John":23%

(1) that on the community at the very beginning, accepted to
a considerable extent, and
(i1) that later which was resisted in a polemical fashion.

Bafrett writes of "a simﬁ]arity between John and the Judaism of his

time .... and a dissimilarity between John and contemporary Christianity"?sq
However, Barrett does not equate regular Judaism with the Johannine
community teaching any more than Cullmann does, for his conclusion is that
“the Gospel is found to contain 'Judaism, non-Judaism and anti-Judaism’'.
John is both Jewish and anti-Jewish... similarly it ‘combines Gnosis and
anti-Gnosis'" *° Barrett and his reviewer explain this phenomenon more
fully: " - the mutual interpenetration of Judaism and Gnosis which is
found in the Gospel is not the writer's own invention, but something he
found already in existence in his environment and which he used as a |
medium for expressing his view of the Christian faith".*%/

There is no doubt whatever about Barrett's acceptance of the existence of

a distinct Johannine community.
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Obsiously there are many differences in the positions advanced by the four
writers, Méeks, Moody Smith, Cullmann and Barrett. However, there is

an impressive fundamental agreement. Their conclusion that a distinct
Johannine circle, sect, or communit;4gﬁd exist in the first century is
plain and unequivocal. It need not be contestgaf but can be accepted as
having been demonstrated in an essentially satisfactory manner.24%

To assume from the conclusion that a Johannine community existed, that a
number of individual persons within that community each played a significant
part in the production of the Johannine writings is, however, unwarranted.

The reasons are numerous and weighty:

(B) ARGUMENTS AGAINST THE 'JOHANNINE SCHOOL' CONCEPT OF AUTHORSHIP
OF THE GOSPEL AND EPISTLES 4§

(1) In the first place, school proposals are unnecessary. Certain
of the issues which have led to such theories have been answered
satisfactorily. An example of this is the plausible view of
‘Pierson Parker that significant "disjunctures" have come about as
a result of the original writer (of the Fourth Gospel) adding
material in a rather careless manner to a shorter Gospel which
he himself had carefully compiled at an earlier datef“‘ A further
example concerns the repudiation of the idea of Bultmann and
Haenchen that the Fourth Gospel and 1 John must be by different
(but associated) authors because they "are directed against
different fronts." %7 A difference of objective certainly does
not necessitate a different author. Other problemngre probably
as answerable. However, these need not be considered in detail.
Common authorship can be established without answering ail
Johannine problems one by one provided the positive evidence
for it is great enough. The arguments which follow appear to
demonstrate that that is in fact the case.

(2) Secondly, the 'school' concept has no ancient SUpportf“q
(3) Thirdly, school theories commonly involve the total disappearance

of a number of the Church’s greatest theologians and teachers
from the pages of history.*°This is not entirely true in all

cases, of course, since the Apostle John is accorded a position
251

of some prominence in some schemes.
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Fourthly, the complete lack of agreement among modern writers

as to the number of contributors to the Johannine Tliterature,
and the extent and nature of their various contributions,
engenders serious doubt about the whole procedure.  Cullmann,
referring to the alleged revision of the Gospel alone, speaks of
"countless solutions ..... but the most striking thing about

them is their dissimilarity".***

The four points noted so far are primarily negative, though not in any
way negligible on that account. Those which follow are positive:

(5)

Fifthly, there is a sense in which the total impact of the four
Johannine books is so much of a piece that even some of the most
ardent advocates of school theories unwittingly speak of 'John' 253
or 'the author' in passage after passage. It seems to require
a deliberate effort not to do so. Thus Barrett gives the
impression again and again that there is only one writer of the
Fourth Gospel. On pages 70 and 7lzﬁﬁssages from chapters

5,8, 9, 10, 15, 16, 18 and 19 are quoted as if by a single man 2
It is true that Barrett carefully says "the author, or the author
of one of the sources, or the editor who put the sources together”

5S

on page 20, and on page 90“ﬁé comes back to a possible "ecclesias-
tical redactor" as one explanation for the occurrence of the 'Last
day' passages. Yet even Here he does not really accept this
answer, at least not for every such passage. Numerous highly

' personal judgments are attributed to "John" on pages 73 to 75.

These persist to the very last sentencé of the book. Cullmann?%7?

and even Bultmaﬁ#‘speak in like terms.  Such thoughts bring to
mind the clear-cut affirmations of earlier writers : Adolf von
Harnack said "During the two generations after Paul there was but
one theologian .... that one was John }s{.and still earlier Alfred
Loisy wrote: "the Fourth Gospel .... from beginning to end bears
the mark of the great genius who created jtn 26026l

Sixthly. the uniformity of language and theology throughout the
Fourth Gosnel and the Epistles is quite at variance with school

. theories.  Since these topics have already been explored com-

prehensively in the first part of the current chapter, nothing
need be added. Parker (in discussing the Gospel alone, though

he might just as readily have included the Epistles in themselves
or in relation to the Gospel) sums up admirably: "every attempt to
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analyse the Gospel into sources breaks down under the linguistic
Egé}}zgzUn1ike the various parts of Matthew & Luke, the writings
supposedly to underlie John exhibit the same theology and the same
language and style throughout."zLBThe linguistic argument con-

stitutes very strong anti-school evidence.

Seventhly, the all-pervasive air of authority in the Gospel

and Epistles strongly indicates that they are the'work of one

man and not a school.

There is no equivocation at all in any part of the four books.

The writer in each case is utterly assured of his understanding
of the Gospel and of his 'Divine right' to proclaim it. Nowhere
is this more plain in the Fourth Gospel than in the Pro]ogue,zeq
where with measured confident tread he sets forth the doctrine

of the eternal /\6\/05 and the mysteries of the Incarnation.

The same characteristic is seen in the claims within the book

to historicity.iGsCullmann is obviously impressed by the air

of authority of the Fourth Evangelist. In 'The Johannine Circle'
he uses the phrase "a strong personality" (or an expansion of it)
at least six times?®® Once he refers to the "towering personality"2¢7
of the Evangelist, and twice he remarks on the "sovereign manner"
in which even Jesus' speeches are dealt with in the Fourth

Gospel compared with the Synoptics.

The Fourth Epistle does,if anything. reveal the writer's aware-
ness of authority and "holy indignation” against all that would
oppose the Faith even more clearly. So obvious is this that
illustration is almost superf]uous.‘égThe most pertinent fact re-
garding 1 John is the anonymity of the book - not the anonymity

~of the insignificant, but that of the unquestioned leader, the

authority. one who - inter -alia - was there when the Gospel
events took p]ace.ze? When the public reader of the missive
disclosed its contents to the local cdngregation, he did not
have to justify the authority of the writer - his acknowledged
identity and office was indeiibly stamped on every line.

The organisational (as distinct from the merely spiritual)
authority of the writer is most explicit in 2 and 3 John. In
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J
both the title -TTPE 0'/>)<5T6,Oos is used, presumably
carrying with it not only the dignity of age and respect, but
also a reference to a recognised important official position%7°
At least this is strongly implied in both books. In 2 John 10
an explicit practical instruction is given without either
hesitation or embarrassment: "If any one comes to you and does
not bring this doctrine, do not receive him into the house or

give him any greeting." It would not be éasy to find a more
assured statement encompassing both theological truth and personal
conviction in the whole Johannine corpus than 2 John 9: “Any one

who goes ahead and does not abide in the doctrine of Christ does
not have God; he who abides in the doctrine has both the Father

and the Son." %7

The Third Epistle is permeated with awareness of authority also.*?%

~The very tone of verse 2b?73"1 know that it is well with your
soul” is that of a dignified leader. Versus 2 and 3 in fact
prepare the present-day reader for the revelation that the writer
is the spiritual father of Gaius (verse 4), In verse 11 the
unfaltering doctrinal conviction which is to characteristic of
the other Johannine books appears once more: "Beloved, do not
imitate evil but imitate good. He who does good is of God;

he who does evil has not seen God." .

3 John 9 ff, far from showing that Diotrephes has any real authority
(as Kdsemann suggestzﬁs, does the opposite. The import of the
passage is that the Elder is settled in his position as the
recognised church leader in the area. So established is he

that he is pained that-someone (and someone, in particular, who

is exhibiting an evil unchristlike spirit) should "not acknowledge
my authority". The writer - the legitimate authority - may find

——— e e

it necessary to come and contend with a man whose insubordination
is both verbal and practical.?’®

The crux, then, in the matter of the writer's air of authority

is this: to divide the authorship of the corpus among two or

more different writers is not really to imply a master/disciple
relationship, but to imply that several people, the details of
whose doctrine and practice and circumstances so closely correspond
as to virtually force the scholar to place them in one small area,

are all undisputed masters. It is a far more natural hypothesis
276

to postulate a single writer.
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Eighthly, the intellectual capacity exhibited in the various writings

is uniform, a fact which is at variance with school theories. To
be sure, some have denied the poin%j’but usually as a corollary

to the largely-abandoned belief that the theology itself is markedly
different *7% '

In the first place, it may be stated that the high 1nte1]igénce
of the author of the Fourth Gospel is almost universally affirmed.
Secondly, the writer/s of the Epistles is/are close enough to the
Fourth Gospel in style and doctrine to make even scholars oppbsed
to common authorship acknowledge the marked simﬂam’ty."go There
is, for example, no such gulf in approach, method, and sheer
intellectual grasp as there is between, say, 'Barnabas' and Hebre@gt
Yet the writer of the Epistles is not creative, i.e. he is not

279

creative, relative to the Fourth Gospel. In neither ideas nor
diction s there obvious development or real difference. He
182

repeats distinctive Johannine concepts, doing so sometimes in the
phraseology of the Gospel, but often in subtly varied ways.

This phenomenon was described by A.E. Brookéfswho demonstrated

his contention that "the similarity (between the Gospel and 1 John)

is not confined to actual phrases used, but extends to common

types, in which the same outline is variously filled up".

It seems inconceivable that an imitator with a truly creative

mind would have employed so subtle and yet so narrow a type of
2

dependenc%ff he would surely have shown more basic originality.

The combination of high intellectual capacity and achievement in
the Epistles with Tittle originality (from the angle of a compari-
son with the Fourth Gospel) finds its most natural explanation in
the conclusion that one writer wrote all the books, a writer who
is theologically and conceptually self-consistent, but who employs
his tricks of diction in somewhat varied ways.

Another point indicating a type of mentality - a mental quirk -
rather than ability or lack of it, may be mentioned here. The
writer/s of the various Johannine books show a propensity for
either omitting his/their name/s altogether, or else of taking
it for granted that the simp]e;gsgignature will sufficefﬁé In
this connection it is not only that 1 John lacks any author's
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name and that 2 and 3 John have only a de51gnat1on but no name.

The shorter books differ from all other New Testament 1etter:71n
that the latter contain both a name and a biographical note of the
type "Paul, a servant of Jesus Christ, called to be an apostle - ";
James, a servant of God and of the Lord Jesus Christ.- "; "Peter,

an apostle of Jesus Christ - "; “Jude, a servant of Jesus Christ
n 298

and brother of James -

There is perhaps nothing really noteworthy in this, but it is
an element in the total picture of a single writer with his own

distinctive habits.

Ninthly, there are passages in the books (and to some extent
testimony in ancient extra-biblical works) which show that the

writer was a man of advanced years. If this be exhibited
consistently throughout the corpus, it makes school theories
improbable, since the centre of those views is usually the
belief that the literary part of the community consisted of an
older theologian and younger disciple/s. The evidence:

(1) The Fourth Gospel is often said to have gone
‘ through a long process of composition, "the

result of a life-time of thought and enquiry
While th1s opinion must be treated with some
reserve®®it must be admitted that external
corroboration is provided by Clement of
Alexandria's and Eusebius' oft-quoted remarks
about the Fourth Gospel being written subse-
quently to, and with a view to supplementing,
the Synoptic Gospels.?2q!

" 13?

(i) If John 21 be accepted as an integral part of
the Fourth Gospel}'then 21:23 indicates the
passage of considerable time because, first,

a particular idea had had an opportunity to
"spread abroad among the brethren", and
secondly, the Tongevity of the disciple (= the
author?) was apparently the occasion of puzzle-
ment among Christians.

3
(111) Both 1 John and 2 John speak of the heritaQZ’of
the readers which they "have" or "have heard"
XTT ° &pex»s . This phrase,

"from (the)beginning”, indicates a longish
Christian history on the part of the recipients.

In all the verses concerned the writer always

uses the second person plural - "you have - "

etc. but far from deliberately dissociating himself
from the earliest days of the Church, he uses,
similar but still more explicit statements when
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he includes himself. He 1s presented as a
foundational witness of 0 Jv &m> XpxAs 214 ;

he emp]oys an impressive bu11d -up 0 no fewer
than six first person plural perfect or aorist
verb$%o underline the true historicity of what
he describes, and his own part as an observer
of the earthly life of Christ.29é

The picture presented, then, is that of readers
who had been Christians for a considerable period,
but for all that they were not among the original
followers of Jesus. The writer was: he was
therefore a man of fairly advanced years when
writing 1 and 2 John.

(iv) The title nPecBoTELOS in 2 and 3
John probably also indicates an older person,297
as does

(v) the fatherlg spirit portrayed in terms like
ot S (a8 re kvl 299 and  TEKVK 300

in the three Epistles. In fact this usage surely
has to do not only with age, but with a distinctive
psycholog1ca1 frame of mind as well. 3oy

(vi) In 1 John 2:12-14 there is the doub]e tmg«
injunctions to TERVIS /'n'ut Ty MXTELES,

and veavioTrot . It is perhaps possible
to discern here an indirect allusion to all the
phases that the writer has himself passed through
during his long Christian pilgrimage - i.e. he
enjoins others in the light of his own experience.

An apparently consistent social and racial background reflected in

the Gospel and Epistles tells against the validity of the school
concept. The allusions in the Fourth Gospel are notoriously
difficult to reconcile comp]éte]y%o%he Epistles give no details
of a direct nature about the author's background. Once again,
therefore, any comparison must be based on criteria of subjects
and treatment of them. Now, there is no moregigcially telling
criterion than habits of speech (as Peter found:!). The point
has been made often enough in different contexts in the foregoing
that the 11tefary style of the four writings is essentially
1ndivisib1e.3°this at least points towards a single writer for
the entire corpus. Two other observations are apposite:

(i) The Greek of the Johannine books, though simple,
is "correct".3°S

(ii) The obvious Semitisms of the Fourth Gospel (two
doubtful examples in the Ep1st1e§T seem to belong
rather to the original speakers and milieu than
to the writer of the Gospel. Additionally,
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however, there is (according to Barrett) a Semitic
flavour to the whole Fourth Gospel.3°7If such be
the case with the Gospel, it is also the case with
the Epistles.3®®A11 of this is compatible with the
'marginal Judaism’ background advocated by Cullmann
and Barrett.

~The fact that the Gospel and the Epistles all reflect an apparently identical
combination of Greek and Jewish elements entirely fits the concept of a
single author, and is correspondingly more difficult to reconcile with the

school concept.

(C) ~ CONCLUSION TO ‘'SCHOOL' DISCUSSION

The choice for the present-day student of the Johannine literature is
between postulating a plurality of authors who all had an air of authority,
a fatherly pastoral spiri%??who were probably e]der]jﬁowho enjoyed a

similar social standing, who lived at about the same time in the same
province, whose educational background coincided, whose intellectual
ability, theology, and linguistic style down to the smallest details were
apparently identical, and who were all actually in positions of considerable
(diocesan?) authority, or simply accepting the simplest and most natural
hypothesis, viz.- that one author penned the four books.3" To conceive of

two different men who corresponded to each other so closely is difficult,
three almost impossible, and four frankly incredible. To choose even

two in preference to recognising only one author appears to be accepting

a more difficult and unlikely hypothesis and rejecting the natural, obvious,

and logical one.

(D) . THE 'ONE AUTHOR' CONCEPT

. = - . — - - -

What is meant by saying that the four Johannine books had just one author?
Cullmann begins his treatment of "The problem" of Johannine authorship

by asking several questions: "Of which author are we speaking? 0Of the
author of the original Gospel? Of the final redactor? Of intermediary
redactors? Of the author of a particularly important source? 0Of a man
revered in the Johannine circle who could have been regarded by tradition
as the author of the Gospel, because his testimony stood behind the real
authof, although he himself had not composed the Gospel?" 3!2

Cullmann then goes on to speak of three phases in the completion of the
Fourth Gospel - oral tradition (perhaps it also existed in part in writing),
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written Gospel (“who]e outline and basic theological aim") and complete

revision by a redactor or redactors.

Now, the view of the present writer is not out of accord with these stages.
The point being made, however, is that, whatever sources were used, how-
ever the work progressed, and whatever subsequent revisions took place,3/3
one writer wrote all (or nearly all) of the Fourth Gospel and the Epistles
exercising a very tight personal control over all his material. Nothing
else will suffice to explain the astounding uniformity between and within
the Gospel and Epistles.  Whether the Christian concerned be called
‘author' or "evangelist" is immaterial. He was both.

The position advocated here, then, is compatible in its essentials with

that described in the Muratorian Canon.y¢

Various sources or traditions must have been usedzkgince the Gospel and
Episties of John do not constitute a denial of basic 'Synoptic’ or
'Pauline’ Christianityimbut only a peculiar view or emphasis within or
alongside others. No Johannine book is a rock in the first century

Christian sky, an entity which 1ike Melchizedek "is without father

or mother or geneology." 37

g ‘ .
Moreover, consultations must surely have taken p]ace(as the Muratorian

Canon suggests).

Finally, revisions there may have been, but these were by the same writer

as the original.3¥9

As with the Gospel, so with the Epistles: the hypothesis strongly suggests
one writer for the whole of 1 John (as do Nauck and Schnackenburg in

different ways).310

2 John and 3 John are also entirely the work of one author, and he is the
same person as the author of the Fourth Gospel and 1 John.
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FOOTNOTES :

I'p. 3 (above)
2See below, pp. 143 ff,

3 In modern times the Johannine ‘school’ theory of authorship can
be traced back to Johannes Weiss, whose book Die Offenbarung
des Johannes (1204) was discussed by W.F. Howard in 'Christianity
According to St. John', Duckworth, London, 1943, pp.14 and 15.
"Johannes Weiss" (says Howard) "made one significant remark.
These writings all came from the same circle, in the same region
of the church, about the same time". R.H. Strachan, in his
article on the Fourth Gospel in Hastings' Dictionary of Christ
and the Gospels (1906) favoured the testimony of a group of
eyewitnesses with John the Apostle as "the guiding mind".

% John 1314, 19335, 20330,31, 21324.

§$Rev. 1:9. See also 22:8: "I John am he who heard and saw these
things". ' :

©See pp. 253 ff
7See below, pp. 164 ff.

2Rudolf Bultmann expressed the opinion that "the letter form (of
2 John) should probably be taken as a fiction". Commentary, p.1.
Houlden suggests that 2 John might be a genuine Tetter; he thinks
that it could perhaps have served as a brief initial sketch of the
material which later comprised 1 John. (Commentary, p.140). C.H.
Dodd saw some merit in the suggestion of Bultmann, but rejected
it on two grounds, viz. 2 John's generally Johannine nature and
colouring, and the early acceptance of 2 John before 3 John
(Commentary, p.1xv). Neil Alexander claims that 2 John cannot
be reckoned a consciously imitative fabrication based on 1 John
both because of the incomprehensibility of such an act and the
extreme ingenuity which would have been involved (Commentary, p.139).
Schnackenburg rejects the idea that either 2 John or 3 John is a
fictitious letter. Elements favouring his position (he says)
are lay-out, style, concise treatment of concrete questions, and
the naming of individual persons (in 3 John): Commentary, p.295;
cf. p.305. Bultmann's claim cannot be regarded as totally dis-
proven, but for all the above reasons it is neither necessary nor
Tikely. (See also p.15 above).

9Significant treatments include those of W.F. Howard in 1945,
C.K. Barrett in 1955, Dondald Guthrie in 1965, Raymond E. Brown

in 1966, and Sanders/Mastin in 1968.

opp.295 ff

' See also Bultmann's commentary, p.107, note 1,

121bid, p.296. The reference is to Eusebius, HE III 39:15.

31renaeus, plainly alluding to 1 Cor. 1:29, calls the Apostle Paul
a Presbyter: "The Scripture has thus sufficiently reproved him
(Solomon}, as the presbyter remarked, in order that no flesh may

glory in the sight of the Lord". Ante-Nicene Fathers (American
‘reprint), Buffalo, 1885, p.499. Why, then, should Papias not

.« T kY
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. so describe the Apostle John?  (cf. 1 Peter 5:1, where the
Apostle Peter called himself g UpmTe E%()ri/oos).

4p.95 - Bultmann's Commentary.

: /
'S In the Pericope Adulterae TR ET/FUTELLOV s used
as a superlative (John 8:9).

/6 See pp. 70 and 71 above. It is interesting, for instance,
that C.K. Barrett postulates no fewer than three groups between
Jesus and Papias. This puts the lTatter at a greater distance
from the former in terms of the number of intervening witnesses
than is the case with Irenaeus (even though he Tived later). As
far as Irenaeus was concerned the only intermediaries between
Jesus and himself were the Apostles and Polycarp. In Adv. Haer, 3:3,4
Irenaeus explicitly says: "Polycarp also was not only instructed
by Apostles, and conversed with many who had seen Christ, but was
also, by Apostles in Asia, appointed bishop of the church in
Smyrna, whom [ also saw in my early youth - ". It has, moreover,
often been observed that Eusebius had a special reason for
postulating the existence of Z 'Johns'. He wished to assign
the Apocalypse to a different John from the author of the Gospel
(HE 3:39,6); accordingly, "his interpretation may not have been
impartial." (Donald Guthrie, New Testament Introduction,

Gospels and Acts, Tyndale, 1965, p.243). Lastly, it is worth
noting the verbs in the quotation from Papias by Eusebius:

" - if ever any man came who had been a follower of the elders,

I would enquire about the sayings of the elders; what Andrew

said, or Peter, or Philip, or Thomas, or James, or John, or

Matthew, or any other of the disciples; and what Aristion says,

and John the Elder, who are disciples of the Lord". (The Quotation
is taken from H. Bettenson, Documents of the Christian Church,

2nd Edition, Oxford, 1963, p;3§) _The key verbs "said" and "says"
are translations of «{trev and Afyouacv respectively in the

- Greek text used by J.B. Lightfoot, The Apostolic Fathers, :
MacMillan, London, 1891, p.516). The distinctive tenses

employed appear to indicate a difference between the apostles

who had died and John the one apostle who had not. Guthrie,

on this basis, disagrees with Schnackenburg: "It seems on the

whole a more intelligible understanding of Papias' words is obtained
if it be assumed that the two Johns are to be identified and that
Papias is distinguishing between what John had said in the past

and what at the time of his enquiry he was still saying". (Ibid, p.242).
It is quite impossible to prove either that Papias meant to indicate
one John the apostle or two prominent Johns. The evidence is
insufficient. Nevertheless, Irenaeus deserves to be taken very
seriously. Raymond Brown writes: "There are some valid points
in the objections raised to this tradition (of Irenaeus), but
Irenaeus' statement is far from having been disproved". The
Gospel according to John, Vol. 1, p.XCII

/7See (e) on p. 77
'% Commentary, p.297
“1bid, p.34
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20 The Fourth Gospel in Recent Criticism and Interpretation, Epworth,
London, 1945, pp.118 and 252 ff. Also the article by the same
writer in The Journal of Theological Studies, 48, 1947, pp.12 ff.

*/ The Johannine Epistles, pp.xIviiff, and (especially) the article
“The First Epistle of John and the Fourth Gospel" in The Bulletin
of the John Rylands Library, 1937, pp.129 ff.

2lSee Brooke, pp.ii ff

“3Brooke shows only 12, but Law included another 4; The Tests
of Life, pp.342,3.

**Brooke, p.V

2$See the lists in Brooke, pp.229 ff. "The Gospel of John contains
15 240 words, only 1 011 of them different....In proportion to
its size, the Gospel employs the smallest vocabulary in the New
Testament". Robert Grant, a Historical Introduction to the New
Testament, Fontana, 1971, p.149.

Ze\estcott, pp.x1, x1i

*7Howard, p.120. , Of seven such pairs listed, two occur in the
Epistles: xiTEwO[peT&w — John 16:23, 24, 26 and 1 John 5:16;
Yiviookw[olfa — John 14:7. (Actually y(vdekw twice
in the U.B.S. text; cf. the margin. 8:19 has ©i®= thrice)
and 1 John 2:29. Actually the matter of Johannine 'synonyms'
may not be so simple as Howard implies.  In discussing the various
Johannine words for sending ( XZMOETLARRD [T MTTo
and seeing (@t wedS/EACw [BAE€Tw ) C.C. Tarelli came to
the concTusion:that the criteria of their use was not "difference
of meaning, but difference of tense or mood, - a preference for
one verb in certain of its grammatical forms, and for the other

in other forms.” In the case of «(iT€w/£0cOTX "It seems
as though the difference of subject determines the difference in
verbs."  Article, 'Johannine Synonyms", Journal of Theological

Studies, 47, 48, 1946/7, pages 175-177. See also Robert Grant,
Ibid, pp.150,151.

28 Brooke, p.iv

24 Fourth Gospel - 10 times; 1 John - 5; the Apocalypse - 5; rest
of New Testament - 5. :

30p.vi

31 See Moulton & Geden, A Concorddnce to the Greek Testament,
T.& T.Clark, Edinburgh, 1897, pp.489-494,

3tHoward, p.119. Cf. Barnabas Lindars, The Gospel of John, p.45.

es
33There are about eight other non-elliptical uses of &AM > ove
in the New Testament.

34 The non-Johannine text concerned is Mark 14:49, which has to do
~with the fulfilment of 01d Testament Scripture, as have John 13:18
and 15:25. .
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A 35The distribution is: Fourth Gospel - 7 instances; 1 John - 6;
2 John - 1; 3 John - 1.

36 Brooke asserts (p.V) that the relative is used infrequently.
This is true of the Epistles, but Moulton & Geden show s
etc. to be about as common in John as in other parts of the
New Testament.

37John 6:37,39; 17:2; and 17:24

38Dodd (Rylands article, p.136) calls TIAV E; a possible
Aramaism, or at Teast an example of a class of "peculiar
idioms - characteristic of the style of the Fourth Gospel."
He ignores 1 John 5:4, which is parallel to Fourth Gospel use,
and not opposed to it.

39 Howard, p.120: John - 13 times; 1 John 5 13; 2 John - 1, but
Matthew only 5 and Luke 5.

#0 Howard, The Common Authorship of the Johannine Gospel and
Epistles, pp.21 ff.

4/1bid, p.23 (Howard borrowed the words from Brooke).

“bid, p.24

4& quotation Howard uses from E.F. Scott, and which he himself
approves. lbid, p.23. Howard himself says "the writer of the

#1bid, p.24
4$Dodd (Rylands Bulletin article) pp.138,9.

4"’Ibid, pp.131,2. Dodd gives the appropriate figures for different
particles, but not so much about the disproportionate frequency
of a few particles. He notes that &t is twice as common
in 1 John as in the Gospel. Strangely, however, he dismissed
y=e  with the statement " y« , which is frequent in the
Gospel, occurs only twice in the Epistle.” In fact the word
occurs 3 times in 1 John, once in 2 Jdohn, and once in 3 John
(1 John 2:19, 4:20, 5:3; 2 John 11; 3 John 3), By contrast,
it is found 66 times in the Fourth Gospel (more or less the
usual New Testament frequency). De  is not mentioned by Dodd
(except in his Tist on p.132), though it appears 212 times in
John and only 9 in 1 John. Qv is still more surprising;
it occurs in 3 John 8 and nowhere else in the Epistles. In
John it appears far more than in any other New Testament book,
though it is to be observed that all these occurrences are found
in narrative parts of the Gospel.

+7 See above, note 36.
4%Dodd (Rylands article), p.132

#41bid., pp.136,7. See also Barrett's commentary on the Fourth
Gospel, pp.8-11,
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%0 j.e. the placing of clauses one after another without words to
indicate co-ordination and subordination.

51 It is probably on the basis of the latter that H.P.V. Nunn said
that the Greek of 1 John "has an obvious Aramaic tone." Article,
‘The First Epistle of St. John', Evangelical Quarterly, 17, 1945,
p.296.  So also Ralph Russell, '1, 2, and 3 John' in A New
Catholic Commentary on Holy Scripture, edited by R.C. Fuller,
Nelson, London, 1969, p.1257.

s2 1 John 2:22, 3:12, 3:17, and 5:5

§3 Ibid, p.135

$41bid, p.141

$Sthat of 1 John 3:12

SéChronologically, of course, this and the succeeding points
preceded Howard's observations noted above, pp. 79 and 80.

51 John 3:2

582:18. Dodd says that in the Fourth Gospel Satan is already
Jjudged. Ibid, p.144.

/s
$3Yet he also admits that the designation of Christ as me¢ox KAV TOS
meds 1oV TexTEex  in close proximity with tAwam0S
could just possibly indicate"propitiation" as traditionally
understood by the Reformers. See below, p.196 note 38.

¢° 1bid, p.146
°A misprint for 1 John iv -
“21bid, p.147

€2 John 1:5. Dodd calls this not a New Testament concept, but
"a commonplace of current Hellenistic religious thought, deriving
. from an amalgam of Platonism and Zoroastrianism. Ibid, p.149

€41 John 3:2
€S1bid, p.350

“podd (Commentary), p.xlix. Baur had referred to 1 John as
"a weak imitation of the Gospel", and had complained of its
“poverty of thought - tautology - lack of logical energy.”
See Robert Law, The Tests of Life, p.339.

“’Dodd (Rylands article) pp.138.9. See above, p.80, point (1).
“Boward (J.T.S. article), p.16

*1c k. Barrett, whose general concern is more with Semitic nuances
than easily recognisable instances, objects to Howard's assessment:
“That would indeed be a convenient explanation, but the Semitic
colouring is a trait of the uniform style of the entire Gospel."
The Gospel of John and Judaism, SPCK, London, 1975, p.59.

Earlier Barrett has a useful passage (based in part on the work
of C.F. Burney), where he defines an Aramaism as "a grammatical
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or syhtactica] construction which, although unusual in Greek,

is normal in Aramaic." He stresses the importance of "the
distinction between actual and virtual translation (from, say,
a Semitic to Greek milTieu). “Actual translation needs no

definition; virtual translation occurs when an author, although
composing freely, introduces Semitic constructions because he
naturally thinks in Semitic forms of expression". Ibid, p.21.
However it is not merely the background (Palestinian as far as
the Fourth Gospel events are concerned), but the foreground (the
wider - mostly pagan - world as far as 1 John is concerned),
which would influence a bilingual writer.

7 points (3), (5), (7)» (8), (9)(b), (9)(c), (9)(d), and (10) on
pages 78 to 80 above.

7 points (7)(b) and (c) on p. 81 above.

72500 1 John 2:22: “Who is the liar - ?" Also 1 John 5:5:
"Who is it that overcomes - 7"

73Howard's reply is that "we should expect these rhetorical devices
in an epistle which conform to the style of the Diatribe rather
than in the narrative or the polemical discourses of the Gospel".
J.T.S. artlcle, p.16. Howard is less than convincing here.

7p. 80 above, point (3).

7¥5ee Howard (J.T.S. article), p.15

7éJ.T.S. Volume 49, pp.147-156.

7TSee pade 82 and the corresponding earlier sections.

see (6),(9)(a) and (17) on pages 78 and 79 and points
(4), (5), and (7L(a) on page 80.. The first three

considerations (the 'fors') are about balanced by the last
three (the 'againsts'). A few remarks are, however, called for:
with respect to compound verbs.. Dodd notes only eleven different
coupound verbs in 1 John, but no fewer than 96 in John. He
states that the use of a variety of such verbs provides "a sig-
nificant indication of the character of a writer's style". If
this be the case, it is surprising indeed to find five compound
verbs in 2 John, and seven in 3 John. Since the tentative
conclusion Dodd offers is that the three Epistles are from one
hand (Commentary, p.Ilxvi), it seems that there is a conflict of
evidence at this point. 1f the Gospel is "richer, more varied,
and more flexible" than 1 John according to this criterion, are
the shorter Epistles richer than either? ~See also Howard
(J.7T.5. article), p.I5. W.G. WiTson came to the interesting
conclusion that compound verbs appear "more suitable for narratives
(i.e. the Gospels and Acts) than for discourses or epistolary
writings." 1Ibid, p.154.

79See Schnackenburg (Commentary), p.35, as well as Howard (J.T.S.
article), p.17. W.G. Wilson took up the question of the in-
clusion or exclusion of similar important words in connection
with the ten more generally acknowledged Pauline works. At the
end he said: "Thus it would appear that the number of important
terms used in any particular book varies according to the length
and subject-matter of the book."
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%°Howard (J.T.S. article), p.16. See p. 78 point (1).

s’Ry]ands article, p.129. He says very much more to the same effect.

gzCommentary, p.35. Cf. Robert Grant, A Historical Introduction
to the New Testament, Fontana, 1971, p.231, and John Painter,
John: Witness & Theologian, SPCK, London, 1975. Cf. H.P.V.Nunn:
“The coincidence in language and thought between the two books is as
close as it can possibly be". ‘The First Epistle of John',
Evangelical Quarterly, 17, 1945, p.296.

8 Rylands article, p.142

8% J.7.5. article, p.16

35 See above, p. 117 note 69

86 The Tests of Life, T.& T.Clark, Edinburgh, 1909, p.353

87 John 5:28: «Kouaouo'tv L % OToO 3 1 John 2:28
and 3:2: awi,oweu, 3 »(Oe meq y‘lecent studies amply confirm
this: " - Rica & Blank each ma1nta1n that the evange11st Tooks
toward a future resurrection and that resurrection is not to be
understood as demythologized or spiritualized by the evangelist.
The advancement of contemporary scholarship on this point is found
in the fact that there is no appeal to a post-Johannine redactor
theory in order to account for the presence of future resurrection
texts in the Gospel." Robert Kysar, p.213. John Painter also
disagrees with Dodd and with Bultmann (who says that the future
eschatological emphasis in the Fourth Gospel is due to a redactor).
Painter adds: "What is more, the element of realization is not
absent from the Epistle (2:8; 5:20)". John: Witness and
Theologian, p.106. See also F.F. Bruce, The Epistles of John,
Revell, New Jersey, 1970, p.31.

\
388oth verses use the neuter %v » which is employed in the Fourth
Gospel to express the essential Father/Son relationship, as, e.g.
in 10:30 iro Kl © 1TKTqﬁ A% ng&V

%7The same thought appears to be present whether the VU. B.S. text A )
LOTOL %2V v Qo or margin (o(uTm £V " Y, EV WOV
be adopted. q/K /“

9°The compatibility of Fourth Gospel and 1 John eschatology (to put
it no higher) is defended by C.F.D. Moule in his article "The
Individualism of the Fourth Gospel" in Novum Testamentum, Vol.5,
1962, p.180. Moule writes that, while there are no explicit.
references to Christ's coming again in the Fourth Gospel (Cf.
1 John 2:28, 3:2), the Ascension "in the 'Lucan' manner”, i.e.
visibly and non-mystically, implies a return. Cf. Moule's
article "A Neglected Factor in the Interpretation of Johannine
Eschatology" in the supplementary volume to Novum Testamentum
Vo. XXIV, pp.155 ff. Moule's contention is that another criterion
besides the 'linear or realised' choice must be introduced,
"namely, the difference between individualistic and collective
eschatologies". An individual person may be in the realm of

.realised escatology, but "one cannot say of the whole society
that, for it, the kingdom of God has come, or that it has passed
from death to 1ife." Moule's main point is that the Johannine
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message is an individual one. Having found this principle in
the Fourth Gospel, he finds no difficulty at all in discerning it
in 1 John also; realised eschatology is by no means absent

there (2:8b, 3:14, 3:24, 4:16b), but it once again relates

to the individual. Moule thus finds the same principle in the
Gospel and 1 John, "and I find no difficulty in believing the
Epistle to be by the same author as the Gospel."

1" For these concepts and the appropriate 1 John parallels, see
Schnackenburg, p.37 and p.38. Cf. Painter, Ibid, pp.107,108.

123.24, 4:13, 5:6-8

2 Two passages require special mention. It was noted above (on
p. 8l ) that Dodd disclaimed any reference to the personality
of the Spirit in 1 John 4:1-6. His statement is not wholly true.
1 John 4 does use neuter articles to denote the different
mveO MmxTK, but says va TV O S bumoloy<lT in
verse 2 and &V Tvedme & S ol oyei in verse 3.
The verb here is more appropriate to spirits conceived as
personal (including To MVeOama 100 ©£00 ) than to
what Dodd calls mere "prophetic inspiration”. With regard to
1 John 5:6-8 Dodd says that the 1TveOAMx must somehow be
"external and objective" 1ike the other two witnesses. This
is not necessari]y so just because strict grammatical consistency
seems to require it. In fact Dodd h1mse1f notes the masculine
gender of the statement TP¢ls gilowv of a©@TUEOOVTLS,
He says "if this is a personifying of the spirit, it also personifies
the water and the blood." Aga1nst this it may be said that all
three words ( mveomax, T oo and KL ) are
grammatically neuter, and that tgzre is nothing in the last two

to justify the masculine, but there is in Trveds« s
which, therefore, as the initial and key term, is responsible

for the all-embracing masculine plural. The masculine terms are
present, therefore, just because the Holy Spirit is referred to

in the passage, and in personal terms at that. See also Painter,
pp. 106,107,

9¢ Cf. Painter (p.104): “"Contrary to Dodd, the Epistle is more
consciously anti-Gnostic than the Gospel. In the Gospel terms
are used without explanation which could only be used in the -
Epistle with careful clarification."

95 pp.30 ff
%€ Rylands article, p.149

97 "The use of the word XP\ZT(SZ in the Johannine Epistles" - an
article in Studies in John, E.J. Brill, Leiden, 1970, pp.66 ff.

98 Ibid, p.71

99Cf. Kysar, p.112: "Studies of the use of the title CHRISTOS in
the Fourth Gospel have tended to confirm the hypothesis that the
- evangelist presupposed the Jewish use of the term arising out
of 01d Testament interpretation."

Joe 1Ibid, p.74
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't bp.35-37

121 For a contrary view, see Norman Perrin, The New Testament, An
Introduction, Harcourt Brace Jovanovich, New York etc., 1974,
p.223.

103 Schnackenburg is opposed to theories which deny the unity of
1 John, or which advocate an extensive ed1t1ng Thus he says
on p.13: "the thought-world of 1 John - is to be understood as
a uhity. One must follow the original methodically, and only
go over to such hypotheses (as those of Preisker and Windisch)
when a unified explanation of the work proves to be impossible",
and on p.15 he says that the 'prototype' and 'double revision'
theory of Bultmann "awakens little confidence". In his recent
book, John: Witness and Theologian, SPCK, London, 1975, John
Painter supports Schnackenburg: "The author was responsible for
the whole composition." (p.117).

¢ Commentary, pp.18 and 19
105 The judgment is basednot on impressions (as Dodd's is at this

point), but on stylistic criteria, e.g. the use or absence of
the optative, future participle, future infinitive, cUv, TS,

etc (9 criteria in all). On this basis the "Jowest 11ngu1st1c
stratum" in the New Testament includes Mark, John, Revelation,
and the Pastorals. The highest stratum comprises the Lucan

books, Paul, and Hebrews. (Matthew, Ephesians, James, and 1 Peter
are placed in between, and the remaining New Testament books

are ignored). A little later Kilpatrick repeats that “the :
raw material of John's Greek was of the lowest level in the New
Testament"; one reason given for this is the astonishingly
frequent occurrence of edV : "Hermas, another writer whose

level of style is low, has many instances of it." The above
information comes from the article "What John Tells Us about
John" in the book Studies in John, a supplement to Novum
Testamentum, Vol. XXIV, pp.75 ff. Kilpatrick's conclusions

are interesting but narrowly based; e.g. he -admits to using &

to % words only in comparing John's Gospel with the LXX, Philo,
Josephus, and the Hermetica (pp.77-79). He is radically opposed
by W.F. Albright, who subscribes unreservedly to the conclusions
of J.A. Montgomery: " - the Gospel of St. John is the composition
of a well-informed Jew ... excellence of the historical data

and the philological phenomena of the book." "Recent Discoveries
in Palestine and the Gospel of St. John" - an article in The
Background of the New Testament and its Eschatology, C.U.P.,
1964, p.162

106 Howard (J.7.S. article), p.25
°7points (c) to (f) on page 84
’°QCommentary..p.34

9 p.50

¢ Yhose commentary he reviewed in The Scottish Journal of Theology,
Vol.28, 1975, p.83.

"' More will be said later about the 'school' theories of authorship.
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- M The table on p.lxxiv of Brooke's commentary may be usefully con-
sulted here. Cf. Charles C. Ryrie: "The arguments for the
common authorship of the Gospel and the Epistle are conclusive.”
The Wycliffe Bible Commentary, edited by C.F. Pfeiffer and E.F.
Harrison, Moody Press, 1962, p.1464. Cf. I.H. Marshall,article
"John, Epistles of' in the New Bible Dictionary, IVF, London,
1962, p.644.

113 Some such word must of course be used, though strictly its use
appears to prejudge the order of writing.

% Commentary, p.297; the first two are mentioned on p 26 above.

“S points (i) to (iv) involve verbal agreement, but
more than that - viz. theological agreement as well.

e The following are also to be noted (though they do not occur in
2 John): \
Muproplin g - 1 139 8
o({OTL)/O{tA) ~ b , T 4 33 4 29
Additionally, €t{va( gk 1is found once in 3 John and 16 times
in 1 John; half of the remaining New Testament occurrences are
in the Fourth Gospel.

HT The 2 John reference is the shorter in every instance except
the last, where they are of equal length.

"% 0r at least a very widespread belief in common authorship. See
Schnackenburg, p.303.

"9 For details see chapter 4 (below), especially pp. 209 ff
and above, p. 89 points (i) to (iv)

120 Byltmann does not actually say this: he states that "complete

clarity (regarding the mutual relations of the Johannine

. Epistles) is not possible". Yet he says (a) that "2 John is
definitely a secondary work" (p.1.), (b) that the first three
verses of 2 John show "dependence on tradition formulations (which)
may be an indication that 2 John came from a relatively later
period of Christian Titerature". (p.109), (c) that 2 John 12
is “"obviously copied" from 1 John 1:4 (p.115).

Iz So Alexander says "These... verses - sound thoroughly uncharitable.
They suggest an exclusivism and spiritual arrogance more typical
of Gnosticism than healthy Christianity". Commentary, p.155.
Superficially, this might seem to support the thesis of E. Kdsemann,
but that thesis cannot be accepted for a number of very satisfying
reasons (see above, pp. 21 and 22).

#2500 Schnackenburg, p.298

123 Dodd (Commentary, p.Txi) says that the total is 84. In the above
count the U.B.S. text, which of course was not available to Dodd,
was used.

124]renaeus later described his Gnostic opponents as "those who
imagine that they have hit upon something more beyond the truth".
Book 5:20,1 (American Edition of the Ante-Nicene Fathers, p.548).
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/25 Byt sixteen of these are found in the Fourth Gospel: ﬂyoioygcfriyoos,
)(o</0LS, u/ov\w},xoa/ow EU/oLG'KLJ BT, o<1To/\)\U/M Z/O)MSO/MU

PYRN 1 M),O(MK ouA #( i)ﬂl W JTQ%&“’
AR 33 s gl sodhom ’

and
12¢ See chapter 3 below.

/27 Fysebius, H.E., 6:25. The implication is probably that Origen
himself accepted all three.

28 4 £, 3:25

129 Bruce M. Metzger, The Text of the New Testament, Clarendon,
Oxford (2nd Edition), 1968, pp.70,71.

130 For this quotation and further details on the above evidences, see
A.H. McNeile/C.S.C. Williams. An Introduction to the Study of
the New Testament, Oxford, 1953, pp.369 ff.

I3t See p. 90 (2)

3z Mark 13:9

133p. 89 (3)

B¢p. 91 |

135 McNeile/Williams (2nd Edition, 1953) pp.353-370, Donald Guthrie
(New Testament Introduction, Hebrews to Revelation), pp.207,8,
and Schnackenburg, pp.202,3 list a total of 19 quotations,
references, canonical lists, etc. before AD.400 which involve
2 John. Additionally, Tertullian may perhaps be counted (see
A.E. Brooke's Commentary, p.lviii).

B¢ p. 90 (4) '

31 n.90 (1)

138 Perhaps "in order to give the Johannine writings a personal
stamp" ? Schnackenburg, p.295

39 Bultmann says: "The often repeated conjecture concerning 2 John
and 3 Join, that the proper name has disappeared or been expunged,
may be put down as fanciful". Commentary, p.107

/gep. 89

““p. 83 (2)

42p. 90 (3)

,42}\(001 iulow'p(c,\) ﬁ)\iﬂ'(«) i/o)/o(SO/VW((, ¢{ w, O(KL'X

A]though not in 1 Jdohn, all of these except the rare word YN,
are common in the Fourth Gospe]

MWX“VOW ITA&LVOS, dWOAAgﬁM /utJQCS TTAq/qS
MWO%W‘deVQD,TQOONY°3 S(den and  Ko(veovew.

“SSee pp. 206 ff: See also p. 89 (Sthnackenburg's contribution -
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to the discussion of the 1 John/2 John comparison in the area of
theology), and pp. 96 and 926 (Bergmeier).

6 John 2:18, 4:1, 2:15 £f.

%7 )ohn 8:32; 14:16,17; 5:38; 15:7; 10:18; 13:34; 15:12;
14:15; 1:14; 4 36; 8: 31 15:11; 16:24.
ngkkikTos t%QOS xtxv ﬂAxVOS xﬁngﬁxﬁwio quxyu%

KOV wV ELS, o(dmxgo/uvu kool «vTcX/OcO‘TOS Xo(/orqs,
and//ubi,)°<v05 But see p. 123 note 125.

"Ipnother, wPETRA8TEPOS , s found in the Pericope Adulterae
only, and is used as a superlative in that passage.

150pAnd the theology too; this scarcely merits a specific analysis
here (see however, pp. 95 and 96 on the views of Roland Bergmeier).

'5%ch]eiermacher and Clemen supposed that 2 and 3 John were by

different hands. Moffatt, Introduction to the Literature of the
New Testament, T.& T:Clark, Edinburgh, 1912, p.480.

S1More similar than is sometimes realised - see below pp. 18 ff note 211.

/$3Schnackenburg (p.297) says " - the different concerns which
motivated the author in the church Tetter 2 John and the private

Tetter 3 John™.

I CF. p.90
1S53 e. Tr/ozoygurz,oos iu/w)\/r) Xo«/ow Alxv, z,oyeego/wx(

ﬂoux\o/wwt,iArr(Sw T8, o<o"rr°<‘50/ow<t and
/LQ&AU(\/OC.

156 How far the same thinking applies to the (still very short) First
Epistle compared with the other books is a moot point.  Perhaps
the very intensity of New Testament studies relative to the study
of any other body of literature generates its own pitfalls, throw-
ing up criteria which would be regarded as capable of bearing less
weight had they occurred in other contexts.

S77eitschrift fur die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft und die Kunde
der dlteren Kirche, Vol. 57, 1966, pp.93-100.

ISBp division of the authorship of the Epistles in this way was
regarded as possible by Origen and other ancient writers. (see
p. 91 above) and by C.K. Barrett in his Fourth Gospel Commentary

(p-113).

*1For Bergmeier it is a radical "existence dualism" in both cases,
though developed in its "believing and not believing" aspect in
the Fourth Gospel and in the direction of "true and false confession
towards Jesus Christ" in 1 John, pp.94,5. Kysar surveys some
modern treatments of two central questions relating to the dualism
of the Fourth Gospel: (1) the kind of dualism in the Gospel: "Is
it a radical, cosmic, even physical dualism
of the gnostic kind; or is it an ethical
and eschatological type of dualism typical
of first century Jewish thought; or is it
a modification of one or both of these?"
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(2) the kind of relationship between John
and Qumran.

On the first matter, Stemberger; Bocher, and Schnackenburg
all refuse to identify Fourth Gospel dualism with radical cosmic
dualism; all three writers link John's concept with Judaism in
some form or another. For Stemberger, John's ethical dualism
arises from Isaiah, the Jewish wisdom literature, and Jewish
apocalyptic and sectarian thought. By contrast with ethical -
dualism, the Fourth Gospel dualism of servitude and freedom
appears to have been influenced, inter alia, by Stoicism.
BGcher traces Johannine dualism back to 01d Testament thought
which has been reshaped under Iranian influence.  Schnackenburg
grants some Syrian-type gnostic influence as a contributing
factor to the Johannine concepts of 'truth' and 'life', but the
influence "was conditioned by extra-biblical Jewish thought".
By contrast with Stemberger, Bocher, and Schnackenburg, Schultz
maintains that in the Fourth Gospel the world is set over against
God, the dualism concerned being thoroughly cosmic and physical.
The fact that Schnackenburg's concept of Johannine dualism is
much more limited than that of Bergmeier is also very evident
in The Moral Teaching of the New Testament, Burns and Oates,
London, (E.T.) 1965, p.310.
On the second question - the Fourth Gospel/Qumran relationship -
four recent and important writers agree: “"Raymond Brown, Leon
Morris, James Price, and James Chariesworth have all argqued that
the similarities between Qumran and the Fourth Gospel on the matter
of dualism necessitate that one establish some association of the
two, but that the influence of the former on the latter must
be regarded as indirect rather than direct".
Robert Kysar, The Fourth Evangelist and his Gospel, Augsburg,
Minneapolis, 1975, pages 131 to 137. Much important additional
material is included by Kysar under the heading 'The Johannine
Dualism', Ibid, pages 215 to 221.

/0 e. in the Fourth Gospel and 1 John o<)\V)9€ tX represents
"the divine reality"; in one place it is described as "dualistically
- metaphysically or1entated." (p.96).

/61p.96

1627 john 9, It is here that Bergmeier finds his starting point.
763p.96. Bergmeier sees a parallel theological shift in the use
of wlrris in the Pastorals relative to the genera]]y acknow]edged
Pauline Epistles; in the Pastoral Epistles T(eT(S , and in the
shorter Johannine Epistles x 4 O < , both stand for sound
doctrine concerning Christ (p.100).

/64 Because of the theological development from a basically dynam1c
emphasis to that of the Faith seen as orthodoxy.

%SBut not TTA&vwy , which in any case is found only once even in
1 John, and not at all in the Fourth Gospel.

’

’”Commentary, p.143
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167 Commentary, pp. 108,9, footnote 8: " - in what follows upon VI (of
2 John) 'truth' is the object of knowledge, and this cannot be
said of doctrine. Also (re 3 John 3 ff), one cannot very well
speak of 'walking in the doctrine', as he can of ‘walking in the

truth'."

/6% See above, p. 14 (Bultmann); pp. 16 and 17 (Dodd), p. 23
(Schnackenburg); p. 42 (Barrett); p. 43 (Brown); p.48 (Houlden).

69 Three more are involved in the discussion of the Johannine
Community in pp. 97  ff (below).

71° Sometimes the contributions are regarded as being merely verbal
and not written. See Oscar Cullmann, The Johannine Circle (E.T.)
S.C.M., London, 1976, page 5. Ancient justification for this idea
appears in the famous passage in the Muratorian Canon about the

consultations between the Apostle John and his colleagues: "'Fast
with me for three days from today, and then -let us relate to each
other whatever may be revealed to each of us.' On the same night

it was revealed to Andrew, one of the Apostles, that John should
narrate all things in his own name as they remembered them...."
Henry Bettenson (Ed.), Documents of the Christian Church, 0.U.P.,
London, 1963, p.40.

17! More than one by the Evangelist, Commentary, p.xxxvi. Barnabas
Lindars® scheme is like that of Brown in certain respects - e.qg.
they both conjecture that there were two or more editions of the
Fourth. Gospel, but Lindars removes the earliest and latest stages

from the ‘'Johannine' environment, while Brown does not. See
Barnabas Lindars, Behind the Fourth Gospel, SPCK, London, 1971,
chapter 4. The importance of "the homilies of John" {regarded

as "large self-contained pieces“ which form the basis of the
Fourth Gospel) to Lindars is evident on pp. 51, 52 and 59 of his
commentary, The Gospel of John, Oliphants, London, 1972. Robert
Kysar gives synopses of Brown's and Lindars' proposed stages in
the development of the Fourth Gospel on p.49 of 'The Fourth
Evangelist and his Gospel'.  Kysar quite rightly regards both
Brown's and Lindars' developmental theories as "provocative and
imaginative but essentially unproveable". Ibid, p.53.

/7% Das Evangelium des Johannes, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht in G8ttingen,
1968.  For a very brief statement of Bultmann's view of the
Fourth Gospel as comprising contributions from (i) three sources;
(ii) the evangelist; (iii) a later redactor; see Kysar, pp.14 ff.
See the similar process alleged for 1 John in Bultmann's commentary .
on the Episties, page 2.
3 Commentary, p.xxiv. An example of a plausible "simple explanation"
is the theory of Pierson Parker, who claimed in 1956 that John 21
and 6, probably 4 and possibly 2:1-12 were later additions to an
earlier shorter Gospel by the same author. J.B.L., 1956, pp.303-14.

/7%The same point has been made regarding 1 John, most of all perhaps
by Bultmann. See The Johannine Epistles, especially p.30 (re the
position of 2:12-14 and 2:15-17); p.43 (re the apparent conclu-
sions at 2:27 and 3:24); and p.83 (re the effective conclusion

at 5:12).
115 But see above, p. 113 note 3

7845t h respect either to different parts of the Fourth Gospel and



1 John, or the Johannine Epistle books severally.
"17The expression belongs to Oscar Cullmann: His book, ' The
Johannine Circle’ (see p. 126 note 170 ) is of very great

importance in the ‘school' discussion. Cf. E.R. Goodenough,
‘John a Primitive Gospel', J.B.L., 1945, p.160.

7% peference should also be made to Ernst Kisemann's views: see
pp. 21 and 22 (above).

I79The Man from Heaven in Johannine Sectarianism, J.B.L. Vol. 91,
1972, pp.44 - 72.  Terms such as "Johannine Christians", and
"the group" appear about a dozen times.

82 p.49, note 16

181 p.49

1%2p.7]

183p .72

1%%pp.60,61

LT in every instance (where the descent/ascent portrayal appears
in John) the motif points to contrast, foreignness, division,

judgment" (p.67). Briefly, Jesus is depicted "as the Stranger
par excellence". (p.50).

mgp, 65

/87pp.69,70. Cf. D. Moody Smith Jr., 'Johannine Christianity',
N.T.S., 21, 1974, p.223.

188 5. 49
%9 p.71
/9°p .64
191p.65

/420scar Cullmann's treatment is much more satisfactory. See
pop.160 to 103 (above).

93 New Testament Studies, 21, 1974, pp.222-248

1%p.224

"Spp.228-238

76p.230

/97Seen in the Johannine form of John the Baptist's utterances, and
in the peculiar Johannine statements about the seed falling into
the earth, saving one's life and losing it, following Jesus
(12:24-26), and in the love commandment of John, 1 John, and
2 Johnsy p.230. .

9%, 234
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99 pp.234,5

2605235, John 13 to 16 (6r 13 to 17) and-6:51-58 have a similar
evidential value for Smith.

20 236
Z°tye js following Fortna here - see p.239.
2055 240
2°4p.243

261t is 1ikely ... that the Johannine community was coterminous
with specific Christian congregations who Tived both in it and
from it.... distinctly Johannine communities, rather than
communities in which the Johannine option was one of several."
p.237.

20k 5ee the book by that name, p.ix

2°71hid, p.7 |

202 On page 15 Cullmann says that he finds Kisemann's description
of "an 'ecclesiola in ecclesia'" apt (though of course he does
not subscribe to that writer's very original views).

9p.41. J.A.T. Robinson says of the Johannine tradition that "there
is a real continuity, not merely in the memory of one old man,
but in the 1ife of an on-going community, with the earliest days
of Christianity." Twelve New Testament Studies, S.C.M., 1962,
p.106; Cf. p.102. See also p. 99 point (6) (above),

20 p. 15; cf.p.42, and especially pp.55 and 56.

41 Kysar sUggests that it is Tikely that "the Johannine community
was excluded from the 'normal' development of institutionalisation
in the church". The Fourth Evangelist and his Gospel, p.247;
cf.pp.261, 275, 276.

212 5 53, Cullmann's primary concern is the Fourth Gospel.

213 1bid, p.2.

2/4Cf. C.K. Barrett, John and Judaism, S.P.C.K., 1975, p.35,.

215 i.e. a Judaism believed to consist simply of the Pharasaic and
Sadducean factions presented in the Synoptic Gospels.

2t6 Cf . Kysar, pp.103,4.
217 p.32
218 p.33
219 p.35

220y 36,37
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221 cylImann claims no more. He says of Mandaism: "it is impossible

to establish a direct historical derivation ... (but) the Gospel
of John is in contact with at least a kindred world of ideas"
p.35.

232yt a1l Epistles are by one writer - see p.17.
223 pp.17,40; cf. p.5h3.

% p.41

25p.42

226pp.43 ff; cf.p.53.

227Some of the primary points indicating Samaritan influence on

Stephen are "the interest in Joseph - quotations from the Samaritan
Pentateuch (in his speech) ... the significance of Schechem as the
place where the patriarchs were buried... the rfle of Joshua..
tabernacle ... christo]ogy based on Deut. 18:15 - designation of
the temple as a 'place' (topos)”. . For further details see p.50
Cullmann's ideas are summed up in his ”tr1angu1ar relationship"
(p.52):

Heterodox Judaism (Samaritan religion prominent)

Stephen's speech "~ Fourth Gospel
(these two aspects closest)

2288yt J.A.T. Robinson is quite unconvinced by them: Redating the
New Testament, p.295.

229p.54. The evidence is not vitiated by the difference in eschatological
emphasis: the eschatology of Revelation is primarily (not so]e]y)
orientated towards the future, while the position is reversed in the
case of the Gospel.

23ep.54. - Stephen's speech, the Fourth Gospel, Hebrews and Qumran are
interconnected in various ways.

23/ pp.59 ff. Moody Smith says that a 'Johannine' line of development
cannot be followed from the first to the second century or vice
versa. Article 'Johannine Christianity'. p.225.

232 The Expository times, October 1976, p.30.

233 "Are the synoptic and Johannine traditions in fact so unre]ated
theologically?"

2¥Though it is after the death of Stephen.  Cullmann gives an
unfortunate impression at this point (p.42). He implies that the
Hellenists were expelled and the Hebraists not, whereas Acts 8:1
actually says that "they were all scattered (i.e. the whole church
in Jerusalem) except the apostles."
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235 He never shows how the third stream, Pauline Christianity (pp.39 and 62),
relates to the other.two.

236 Though at a later stage "we may term the 'Johannine' circle' a
church.... The group certainly had the structure of a community
at the time when the Gospel of John and the Johannine Epistles
were written". p.86.

2375.p.C.K., London, 1975.

23t pp.58,59

239pp.45,6. The criteria are the non-apocalyptic attitude and the
individualism of the Fourth Gospel and Judaism (in the late first

century) in contrast to Synoptic Christianity. Cf. J.A.T.
Robinson, Twelve New Testament Studies, SC.M., 1962, p.103.

97 quotation taken from the review in the Expository Times, January,
1976. p.98. Cf. Barrett,pp.71 and 72.

2¢# The Gospel of John and Judaism p.35 and the Expository Times
review, p.97.

142Probably with Jewish antecedents - Cf. Kysar, pp.80, 270, 271,
278, 279.

#3The validity or otherwise of particular points need not be
debated here.

2N most equally impressive is the consensus about the origins of
some of the group's beliefs (and perhaps the people within the
group) within the confines of sectarian Judaism.

S once again the Apocalypse is not included. Cf.p. 4 above.

2¢eTwo Editions of John, J.B.L., Vol. 75, 1956, pp.303 ff. Parker
does not answer all problems of the kind in this way, but for
all that his article is impressive.

Z#/gultmann, The Johannine Epistles, p.1, see above, p. 58 note 94,
2¢8cylImann, the Johannine Circle, p.2.

¥9\with the dubious exception of the Muratorian Canon, which ascribes
all the actual writing to one man, but not the consultations
which preceded the writing. See above, p. 126 note 170,

25Cf, p. 45 above. Leon Morris (in defending apostolic author-
ship) complains of school theories that: "The big weakness in
all views_of this type is what we might call 'the disappearance
of the hero'... He is a great and honoured figure. Why then
should he be 1gnored S0 comp]ete]y that h1s name is not so much as
mentioned even once?".

25l e.g. those of R.E. Brown, R. Schnackenburg, and F.M. Braun, who
see the Apostle as the authority behind the fourth Gospel, though
they do not regard him as the actual author. See Cullmann, The
Johannine Circle, p.64.

2521bid, p.3. Cf. Robert Kysar, The Fourth Evangelist and his Gospe]
Augsburg, Minneapolis, 1975, p.14. -
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253 1t is hard to do otherwise, perhaps, biit-the point here is not that
C.K. Barrett, e.g., calls the author John, but that he calls
the author John - i.e. one dominant person. Cf. Barnabas Lindars,
The Gospel of John, Oliphants, London, 1972, p.34.

25%The Gospel of John and Judaism

255 See also pp.13. 14, 17, 35, 36, and 38.

2 Note 44

257Especially pp. 8 and‘9, but in many other places as well.
2$%Theo1ogy of the New Testament (E.T. New York and London, 1955),

p.13: "the author's background .... it was not out of an orthodox
but out of a gnosticising Judaism that he came."

259 Quoted on p.358 of W. Kimmel's book, The Hew Testament - The History
of the Investigation of its Problems, S.C.M.(first British
Translation), 1973.

26° 1hid, p.299

2icr, Kysar's summary of recently expressed views of the authorship
of the Fourth Gospel: "scholars have recently converged on the
view of the evangelist as a 'creative redactor' ... He shaped -
traditional material in a new way, allowing it to come to
expression in his document but harnessing it as a vehicle of his
own theological views." The Fourth Evangelist and his Gospel, ’
p.80. Post-form- and redaction criticism studies do not - in
one sense- greatly affect the issues. See Kysar, pp.87/8.

3§2Cf. Lindars, The Gospel of John, Oliphants., 1972, pp.45,6;
2633 B.L. article. Two Editions of John, Vol. 75, 1956,p.304.

z(“*Practicaﬂy all scholars regard either a significant part of the
Prologue or else all of it as by the Fourth Evangelist himself.
See the Article by J.S. King in the Expository Times, Vol. 86,
NO.12 (September 1975), pp.372-5.

26519:35 in particular; cf. 20:30,31 and 21:24.
2bpp.4, 5, 7.9, 40, and 63.
%7510

26%¢ g. every verse of 1 John 1 breathes this spirit. See also
2:1,2.8,23; 3:6.9; 4:8,16,18; 5:12,18 ff, and especially 4:6.
Bultmann notes that the plural of the first verses of 1 John
(e.q. ikpgfxiA/ in 14) soon cnanges to the singular (e.g. in
2:1ff); this,” and terms like TeKv{x , shows that "the author
of this Epistle is conscious of himself as having a personal
authority". Comm., p.11. On p.118 of his commentary on the
Epistles Schnackenburg notes the single occurrence of X% £>\¢c(
{and then/in a special context) compared with the frequent use
of Tekv{X : this is perhaps "connected with the position of

authority of the author”.
2897 John 1:1-3; 4:14; cf. 3:5 (see chapter 5, below, p. 253 ff)

1
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27° The last point is virtually denied by Bultmann, but affirmed by
Haenchen (The Johannine Epistles, p.95). Schnackenburg says
that the term quioﬁ3ur§pos had lost its original comparative
meaning. Commentary, p.305. See the article in S.J.T. (Vol.27,
1974) on ‘'the RGle of the Presbyter: fn Investigation into the
Adversus Haereses of Saint Irenaeus", by Jeffrey Sobosan.
Sobosan speaks first of Jewish and Greek 1ﬂ98073uﬂ‘€/30t , who
are "the 'notables', whose age, dignity of 1ife, fortune, family
ascendance, clothe them with a natural authority, and impose
upon them the respect of the other members of the community".
(p.133). In both Jewry and the church "Presbyter (with a
capital 'P',as it were) was a title of honour applied to certain
distinguished and especially authoritative teachers (e.g.Gamaliel
the Presbyter). This use of the term is found in 1 John, 1 Peter,
as well as Irenaeus." Sobosan is (i) distinguishing presbyters
from £m(okomol , who are functionaries, supervisors, Or overseers -
and who are genera]]y to be found only in the later New Testament
period - and (ii) is reckoning both Peter and John as Elders, above
bishops - on p.138 he writes: " - Saint John, near the end of his
life, gave 'Bishops' to the cities in the region of Ephesus".
Presumably Sobosan is basing his statement mainly on 3 John and

Eusebius' H.E.3:23. It is of course unfortunate that Sobosan
names only 1 John in connection with the Presbyter, but ignores
2 and 3 John, where the appellation actually occurs. Alan

Richardson agrees with Sobosan about the importance of the

,OiJ73uT90°31n New Testament times; even an apostle can
"fittingly" be so described. An Introduction to the Theology of
the New Testament, S.C.M.,1958, ppn.325-9.

-

27! The emphatic €=~ in 2 John 3 breathes the same spirit. In
discussing epistolary addresses of the period, Dodd says regarding
verse 3: "Instead of expressing a wish that God would grant grace,
mercy, and peace to his correspondents, the writer turns it to a
promise or assurance of these divine blessings to all Christians:

Grace, mercy, peace, will be with us - ", Commentary, p.147.

272Significantly, after some discussion of the position and activity
of the author of 3 John, Dodd says: "such a figure can hardly be
identified with a subordinate figure of a Johannine school™.
Commentary, p.Txiv.

273And verses 3, 5ff, and 11. N
27¢See above, pp. 21 ff
275 \erse 10

276 1f 2 and 3 John were written by a different person from 1 John,
a usurpation of authority by the Elder seems to be implied, since
he has taken over the pastoral functions of the 1 John writer
without explanation. Nor does he explain his theological
dependence on the First Epistle. Some sort of explanation
would be expected even if 1 John were to a wider area and 2 John
(by another writer) to a single church within it.

277 Dodd (Commentary), pp.xlvii; Bultmann, Haechen.

2785ee Schnackenburg, pp.35 ff, for details.
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279 5ee, for instance, Dodd {Commentary), p.xlix and Houlden, p.19.
For a dissenting opinion see p. 87  above

2%¢, o.q., Dodd (Rylands) pp. 129,130.

28! One frequently reads remarks of the type "If Barnabas wrote
Hebrews, he could not have written the epistle which bears his
name". Guthrie, New Testament Introduction, Hebrews to
Revelation, p.18. That this is a sound conclusion is immediately
apparent; so is the contrast with the Fourth Gospel/Johannine
Epistles comparison.

2%2e.g9. of Eschatology, the Atonement, the representation of the
Holy Spirit. Schnackenburg, pp.35 ff.

2pp.ii ff, especially p.v

2%A person of limited intelligence (like Houlden's "pedestrian"
writer of 1 John) could scarcely have done it consistently.

2%5and to the modern reader, ambiguous.

2% Hence -rr,oed/iérz/oos ; cf. "the disciple whom Jesus loved"
(John 21:20; 13:23) and "another disciple"” (John 18:15-16) -
if in fact these refer to the author - and the unadorned "John"
in Revelation 1:4 etc.

z537‘except 1 and 2 Thessalonians, and, of course, Hebfews.
288Romans 1:1, and the first verse of James, 1 Peter, and Jude.
289 4.F. Howard (J.T.S. article), p.13.

29°See chapter 2, below. The book might have been written as early
as the 60's. '

29/ H.E. 3:23,24; 6:14

#92That very careful scholar, W.F. Howard, originally thought the
final chapter by a different hand, but "to his surprise" a study
of the stylistic characteristics of it and the rest of the
Fourth Gospel convinced him that all (except perhaps 21:24 and 25)
is by one author. The Fourth Gospel in Recent Criticism and
Interpretation, 1945, p.121.  Parker was equally adamant in
1956 when he wrote "John 21 was written by the same hand that
wrote the Greek text of 1 - 20". J.B.L., article, p.306.

2131.e. commandments, doctrine, or promises: 1 John 2:7; 2:24(bis);
3:11; 2 John 5.6.

494 1f this means the beginning of the Gospel events and not the
beginning of all things.

4 ~ ~
295 Plus the dramatic statement Kx\c X Xit/%s r)(/»uo\/

>

i\))q}xofgﬁqd'ocv. .
296Cf. chapter 5, pp. 253 ff, below, regarding Bultmann's idea that

the “'we’ ... are the 'eschatological' contemporaries of Jesus".

297See note 270 on p.132
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29%1 John 2:13,18; 3:7.
91 John 2:1, 12, 28; 3:7,18; 4:4; 5:21.

3091 John 3:1,2,10(bis); 5:2; 2 John 1, 4, 13; 3 John 4.

3%Thys there are two "temperamental" criteria which are ubiquitous
in the Epistles; an authoritative air (see above), and a fatherly
attitude towards the church flock. Schnackenburg refers to .
"the genial, God-illumined religious personality of the author.
Commentary, p.34; cf. p.304. It has sometimes been claimed
that the Elder was a kind of 'archbishop' (e.g.. by F.B. Clogg,
An Introduction to the New Testament, Hodder & Stoughton, London,
Third Edition, 1948, p.284), but Schnackenburg seems to reflect
the situation portrayed in the Epistles more accurately when he
says of 3 John, "the '0O1d Man' exercises a more patriarchal than
jurisdictional supervision over the congregations.”™ Commentary,
p.299. (1 and 2 John 1mply nothing different).

302They include the references cited above (p.133 note286) as well
as that to "the sons of Zebedee" in John 21:2. The primary
emphasis in this section is on the characteristics of the author,
and in the whole chapter on the question of common authorship, not
on the identity of the author.

303 Matthew 26:73 :

3e4For instance, on pp. vi and vii Brooke noted "small points .
worth noticing in view of the assertion that the similarities of
style and expression are mostly in the case of obvious p01nts,
which are easily imitated."

S5Even Houlden, who has a low regard for the 1 John writer, says that
the Epistle "never aspires to literary heights -", but also admits
that never again (after 1 John 1:1-4) "does it lapse into gramma-
tical impossibilities." p.45.

3%t Howard (J.T.S. article), p.l6.

3071t is, he says, too "convenient" an explanation to say that the
Semitic colouring is limited to Jesus and John - it "is a trait
of the uniform style of the entire Gospel". The Gospel of John
and Judaism, p.59.

3983ee, e.g. footnote 304 (above)

3¢9 "A man at once kindly and fatherly,and yet most sensitive to evil
and quick to rebuke it. Is not such a character a reflection
of the Divine Character itself, as revealed in Scripture as a
whole?" G.T. Manley, The New Bible Handbook, I.V.F., London, 1950,p.405.

3o Byt see p. 132 note 270

31l 1t has been claimed here that 'school' theories are unnecessary.
That is the opinion of the present writer. The demonstration of
even .a more modest view, viz. that the Epistles alone were by one
author,would be sufficient for present purposes. School theories
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are only decisively against the hypothesis when they either
separate the Epistles from each other, or when they subdivide
an Epistle (in practice almost invariabTy 1 John). More will
be said about the Epistles' structure in chapter 3.

32The Johannine Circle, p.64

¥3n _ the dominance of a single mind is so powerful that we have
the impression ... that 'la tradition - c'est moi'". (A quotation
from Menoud in J.A.T. Robinson's 'Twelve New Testament Studies',
S.C.M., 62, p.105).

¥4 See above, p. 126 note 170;it is to be noted, however, that the
point being argued in these pages is not the identity of the
author (the Apostle John as far as the Muratorian Canon 1s
concerned) but the identity of the authorship of the four books
(cf. p. 75 and p. 134 note 302).

315 See Kysar, The Fourth Evangelist and His Gospel, especially pp.267-9.
3"e.g._in relation to christology, pneumatology, or even eschatology.

317 Hebrews 7:3

3Neither the use of traditions nor the holding of consultations
is a denial that one person is to be called 'author' without
equivocation. After all, any writer makes use of memories or
records of previous events and conversations he has had without
thereby forfeiting the right to call a work his own.

370ne of the greatest obstacles - indeed a fatal obstacle - to a
scheme such as that of R.E. Brown is that the vocabulary and
style of the passages inserted by the final redactor are of a
piece with the rest of the book. That so little change should
have taken place that the work of different writers over a period
are inseparable on linguistic grounds is incredible. (cf. pp.

above). Cf. Barnabas Lindars, The Gospel of John,
-0liphants, London, 1972, p.45.

3350e chapter 3 below, pp. 154 ff
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CHAPTER THO

THE DATING OF THE JOHANNINE BOOKS

v e A . T o e e = e e e v e e ED G v A -

The second of the six basic points'to be examined concerns the dating, or
(more accuratelxl the timing of the Johannine books in relation to each
other. Were the four - or at least the three Epistles - written on one
occasion, or at more-or-less widely separated times? Obviously common
dating of the Epistles is crucial for the hypothesis. If they were not
contemporaneous the whole hypothesis is impossible in its present form.*

In theory it should be possible to date each book of the corpus with the
aid of internal and external criteria, and then to compare the results
gained for the different books. In practice of course a procedure of

this sort is utterly out of the question on account of the paucity of

data available. Numerous attempts have nonetheless been made to estab-
lish the period of writing. Over the last century and a half, for
-instance, the date assigned to the Fourth Gospel has varied from the
middle of the second century or even 1ater3down to dates prior to A.D.70.%
Indeed, one writer suggested that the evangelist may have made notes of
Jesus' discourses shortly after hearing themf and that these formed the
basis of the Fourth Gospel. The range of dates assigned to the Gospel has
thus varied within a period of nearly 140 years, though the higher dates
have long since been abandonedf and a date of AD.90-100 generally accepted,
even by scholars who adhere to very different ideas respecting the

R . 7
Johannine literature.

In the case of the Epistles the dates proposed have not fluctuated so widely,
One major controlling factor has of course been the existence of a number of
echoes or quotations from themsor references to them from the earlier part
of the second century? and, in one or two instances, perhaps even from

the end of the first centunyf° As in the case of the Fourth Gospel, the
commonly assigned date for the Epist]es at the present time is AD.90-100.”
Few writers would go so far as to commit themselves more exactly with

respect to any'of the four books./*

Zones of even that magnitude are far too wide to be of any significancé in
answering the question 'Were the Johannine writings completed at the same
time as each other?' and the related question, 'Do the three Epistles

reflect the same situation?’
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There has, of course, been considerable discussion concerning the order

of writing, with or without attention being paid to the actual date.

No consensus exists here.”® Many place the Gospel first, most persuasively
on the ground that the briefer statement of doctrine presupposes the
longer rather than vice versa/* Similar reasoning results in 1 John

more usually being dated slightly before the shorter Epistles rather

than slightly after them.’”s The debate about priority does not really

come any closer to providing an answer to the primary question of this
chapter than attempts to assign actual dates do.

The investigator is left, then, with no external evidence of any kind on

which to base a judgment. So far as internal evidence is concerned,
there is nothing specific, which in so many words says that the books
were or were not contemporaneous. What, then? Is evidence entirely

lacking? No; there are four fairly strong arguments favouring common
dating, the first binding all four Johannine books together, and the
others each connecting two of the Epistles. In addition, two less
impressive arguments involving the Epistles are to be hoted:

(1) The extraordinary closeness in thought and particularly in
expression noted above between the Fourth Gospel and 1 John,’®
the Fourth Gospel and 2 Johnc71 John and 2 John:gand 2 John
and 3 dohn“@irtua]]y demands not only common authorship, but
also very close dating indeed.?®

(2) The astounding structural similarit;'of 2 John and 3 John
appears to indicate that those Epistles were written in quick
succession?®i.e. that one was very fresh in the writer's mind
when he wrote the other, or even that it was on the table

before him.

(3) The probability that the verses 2 John 12, 3 John 10, and
*3 John 14 refer to one and the same visitlztrongly supports
the contention that 2 and 3 John were compiled within ( at
most) a few days of each other.

(4) An indication of a relatively narrow time-zone is evident in
a comparison of 1 John 4:1 - TTOAAoO( $£U$0ﬂf0¢ﬁT%L
eSEAASOxay gls TOV KSgmov
and 2 John 7- ToAAol TrALvol £§5A00v <is
TOV KEgmov—**
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The action described - as well as the wording used and the
error-alluded tés; seems to suggest one particularly critical

period.
The weaker arguments are :

26 :
(5) The common subject of hospitality in 2 and 3 John possibly
Tinks the Epistles chronologically, but does not necessarily

do so.

(6). The position of opponents within the church is probab]y
indicated by 1 John 2:26 - TMUTO( E)/(Oou}w( U/M.L\/
TEPC TV TAxv OV Ty O/K.o(s -

and in 3:7 - Timna’/quUS‘ﬂAxv%T§>\%MQQ

Certainly that is where opponents are to be found according to
3 John 9 ff. If the same people are intended, a short-lived
crucial transitional period seems to be in evidence in both
the 1 John and 3 John situations. That these situations are
one and the same appears more than likely.

The most satisfactory explanation of the chronological relationships
would seem to be that the Gospel was completed first, in its present
form being perhaps the product of a life-time of reflection, instruction,
and pastoral ministry.zs Within a short time of its completion - perhaps
a mere matter of days or weeks - the First Epistle was written. Next,
while the thoughts (and a number of the phrases) still came readily

to mind, the Elder wrote 2 John to the Elect Lady. Last of all, while
the first two Epistles lay before him, the author wrote his final

missive of the seriesfqthe short eXp]icit note to Gaius.3®

By way of summary and conclusion it must be asserted that any argument
. . - . . s 31
from actual dates is hopelessly inconclusive regarding common timing or

otherwise. On the basis of internal data no cast-iron case can be
made out either. Nonetheless, the indications are in the direction
of common timing. Certainly nothing is against it.32
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FOOTNOTES:
/Page 3 above

2 Modified schemes would not necessarily be ruled out: e.g. 1 John
could perhaps have been written first and sent to a church with
other introductory epistles, or with 2 John only, or with 3
John only. It must be observed, though, that if only 1 John
and 2 John were despatched together, the address would have been
vague and apparently unsatisfactory. Had 1 and 3 John been
sent together without 2 John the relationship between them would
have been puzzling to the recipients. IT¥ copies of 1 John were
sent out more than once, both the hypothesis and certain modified
schemes would be theoretically possible. See above, page 3
Dale Moody says "It is altogether possible that II, III John were

covering letters sent forth with copies of I John. I John was
a general Jetter". The Letters of John, Waco, Texas, Word, 1970,
page 16.

3 F.C. Baur 160-170; Volkmar 155, Zeller and Scholten 150;
Hilgenfeld 130-140; Keim 130; Schenkel 115-120; Reus, Nicolas,
Renan, Sabatier and Hase 110-125. See Wiiliam Hendriksen,

John, Banner of Truth, 1954, p.27, note 5. _ R.E. Brown has a
most useful discussion on ‘the lafest plausible date' and 'the

earliest plausible date' for the Fourth Gospel in his commentary,
pp.LXXX - LXXXVI.

% So E.R. Goodenough, 'John a Primitive Gospel', J.B.L., 1945, pp.145-
182, especially pp.147 and 150 note 12; W.F. Albright, article 'Recent
Discoveries in Palestine and the Gospel”of St. John', pp. 153 ff
in "The Background of the New Testament and its Eschatology",
C.U.P., 1964; F. Lamar Cribbs, 'A Reassessment of the Date of
Origin and the Destination of the Gospel of John' J.B.L., Vol. 89, 1970,
pp.38-55. Robert M. Grant, A Historical Introduction to the New
Testament, Fontana Edition, 1971, pp.159,160; Leon Morris, The
Gospel According to John, Eerdmans,Grand Rapids, 1971, p.34;
and J.A.T. Robinson, Redating the New Testament, S.C.M., London,
pp.254-311. Robinson names about 20 scholars who over the years
have placed the completed Fourth Gospel before the fall of
Jerusalem, and others who have thought it not long after that event,
though ‘they have not till very recently been backed by any sub-
stantial arguments". (pp.307,8). Robert Kysar lists seven reasons
which have been advanced for a pre-AD.70 date. These are:

(1) Since the evangelist did not know the synoptic gospels

he must have written first.

(2) He used the present tense in referring to geographical sites.

(3) The evangelist has affinities with the Qumran movement
which terminated in AD.70.

(4) The powerful Jewish offensive against Christianity wit-
nessed in the Gospel is probably pre-70 "when Christianity
was still part of the Jewish faith."

(5) The Fourth Gospel has general Palestinian characteristics
such as anticipation of the advent of the "Prophet like
Moses". A

(6) It possesses primitive traits - e.g.>90t0T€3is not used as
a name for Jesus.

(7) 1t contains emphases such as the polemic against John the
Baptist which best fit the period 40-70.
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Kysar affirms that these arguments have only minority support
among Johannine scholars, but concludes that they are not
negligible. pp.167,8.

5 Donald Guthrie, New Testament Introduction, Gospels and Acts,
p.261. Guthrie is in that context discussing V. Burch's
theory that "John's original contents and structure must be
dated near to the date of the crucifixion and its final editing
before AD.70".

6The death-knell to excessively late dates consists of the
discovery and reasonably agreed dating of two papyri, Rylands
Papyrus 457 and Papyrus Egerton 2. The former was discovered
in 1920. It contains a fragment of John 18, i.e. verses
31 to 33, 37 and 38 (see Barrett's Commentary, p.92). A.M.
Hunter says the papyrus "proves that the Gospel was circulating
in Egypt about AD.130". The Gospel According to John, C.U.P.,
1965, page 1. In the New Testament Apocrypha, J. Jeremias
dates Egerton 2 "before 150" (Vol. I, pp.94 ff). Some scholars
at least would concede that there is satisfactory evidence for
a still Tower Fourth Gospel dating in the parallels between
the letters of Ignatius and the Gospel.(See R.E. Brown,
Commentary, P.LXXXI, and C.K. Barrett's Commentary, p.93. In
addition to instances cited by Barrett, 'Ephesians' 5:1 and
John 17:23 and ‘Romans' 7:3 and John 6:54,55 should be noted).
Whether the parallels indicate dependence is debatable, though
Ignatius' passages could easily be read in that 1ight (so J.A.T.
Robinson, Redating the New Testament, p.260). More significant
for the dating of the Johanning books, however, is the growing
awareness of affinities between them and first century and even
pre-Christian writings, particularly the Qumran scrolls and
Samaritan religious works (see above, pp. 101 ff).

7Robinson, Redating the New Testament, p.254; Kysar, The Fourth
Evangelist and his Gospel, p.167.

® or from a source behind both them and the Epistles?

7 Papias is credited by Eusebius with making use of "testimonies
from the First Epistle of John" ( &md THs ’Teoxvvod
Mo oTe xS €M ETOARS ) H.E.3:39:17.  Eusebius'
corment does not indicate whether Papias knew of other Epistles
of John, or even if Papias regarded this letter as Johannine.
Ignatius, in his letter to the Ephesian church, speaks of "God
having become in flesh" 'Ephesians' 7:2; cf. 1 John 4:2,3.
Polycarp 7:1 reads: "For whoever does not confess that Jesus
Christ has come in the flesh is antichrist - ". There can
scarcely be any doubt that Polycarp was referring to 1 John 2:18, -
2:22, 3:8, and more-or-less quoting 1 John 4:2 and 3 and 2 John 7.
Hermas M 3:1 possibly reflects 1 John 2:27 (see J.B. Lightfoot,
The Apostolic Fathers, MacMillan, London, and New York, 1891,
p.423), and Barnabas 6:2 should also be mentioned. That verse
has been alleged to echo 2 John 7 as well as certain verses in
1 John, but as Dodd says, the context in Barnabas militates
against dependence. C.H. Dodd, The Johannine Epistles, 1946,

p.149. The Didach& 10 bears some resemblance to 1 John 4:18.




-~ 141 -

® 1 Clement 49:5 and 50:3: neither of these coincides very exactly:
with any Johannine Epistles verse, but Clement's statements "There
is nothing base, nothing arrogant in love" and "made perfect
in love" remind the reader of 1 John 4:18. The Ante-Nicene Fathers,
American Edition, 1885, Vol.1, p.18. Though few would agree with
him, J.H. Charlesworth reckons the Udes of Solomon very early;
"the earliest Christian hymn-book". (The Odes of Solomon,
edited and translated by J.H. Charlesworth, Clarendon Press,
Oxford, 1973). If this judgment be correct, the work is highly
significant for Johannine dating since the best New Testament
parallel to Ode 3:3 is 1 John 4:19, and the second best is verse
10 of the same chapter. There may be a reference to 2 John 5
(together with other Johannine verses) in Ode 41:6. It must
be borne in mind, however, that no verse in the Odes is very
like any New.Testament verse, though parallels of a sort are
fairly numerous.

"Robinson, Redating the New Testament, p.254.

12Though Greville Lewis says c.85 for the Fourth Gospel and c¢.87
for the Epistles (see above, p. 20 ). Alexander is equally
precise. He says "about AD.96" for both the Fourth Gospel and
the Epistles. Commentary, pp.27 and 143.

3 With respect to John and 1 John, Schnackenburg says that the
question “permits of no answer". Die Johannesbriefe, p.39.
Cf. Sir Edwyn Hoskyns' Commentary on the Johannine Epistles in
‘A New Commentary on Holy Scripture', edited by Charles Gore
et al, S.P.C.K., 1951, page 659. See also F.F. Bruce, The
Epistles of John, Revell, New Jersey, 1970, page 3.

/4 See Robert Law, The Tests of Life, pp.359-363; A.E. Brooke,
pp.xxii ff; Dodd (Rylands Article), pp.154,5; McNeile/Williams,
pp.304,5; J.A.T. Robinson, Twelve New Testament Studies, S.C.M.,

1962, page 128.

- #8550, e.g. N. Alexander: "- all in all, II John is better described
as a 'cut-down' I John than is 1 John as a 'blown-up' II John."
Commentary, p.140. For a contrary view see Wilhelm Bousset ,
Kyrios Christos (translation by John E. Steely), Abingdon,

New York, p.378.

f6pp. 78 ff. Sanders/Mastin make the Fourth Gospel and 1 John
practically contemporaneous, claiming that the latter is an
introduction to the former. Commentary, p.47. B.W. Bacon
suggested all three Epistles served as an introduction to the
Fourth GospeT. Making the New Testament, Williams & Norgate
London, p.217. That is unlikeiy. Cf. Schnackenburg, p.3.

Mp. 93
1%p. 88
Mpp. ©°3 ff

20pProviding deliberate imitation is ruled out, as in fact it is by
almost all scholars.

2 Yhich in both cases differs from conventional contemporary patterns
(see below, pp 164 ff)
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2256 above, p. 48 |

**See Chapter 5, pp. 261 ff

24 Point '4’' on pp. 252 and 258 ff.

25 See Chapter 4, pp. 206 ff below.

262 and 3 John are complementary in this respect.

2TThe R.S.V. unjustifiably translates: "I write this to you about
those who would deceive you - " . There is no reason to import
the word "would" into a translation of the participle wAxvedvTeov
in 2:26: its use largely obscures - for the English reader -
the closeness of 2:26 to 3:7 and 3 John 9 ff. Cf. Chapter 6,
pp. 284 ff below. '

28 Cf, Eusebius' H.E. 3:24: "John, who during all this time was
proclaiming the gospel without writing, at length proceeded to
write it."

¥Mef. p. 5 note 24

ocf, pp. 286/7 below

3'In the exact sense required by the hypothesis.

32C,H. Dodd asserts that the chronology of the Epistles cannot be

determined, "But in any case the difference of time cannot be
great". Commentary, p.lIxvii,
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CHAPTER THREE

1
e e — e — e ———————— [

The object of this chapter is to investigate the stfuctura] peculiarities
of the Johannine Epistles in order to determine whether they are most
satisfactorily accounted for by the hypothesisf

|

The procedure adopted involves giving a sketch of the more significant
types of theory of the structure of the Fourth Gospel, 1 John, 2 John,
and 3 John, focussing attention on the literary genre of the Epistles,
and reviewing individual verses or short passages in them which are

relevant to the hypothesis.

THE STRUCTURE OF THE JOHANNINE GOSPEL AND EPiSTLES

In the present context the analysis of the Gospel a% a whole is of
comparatively minor importanceﬁ' 1 John demands a m@ch fuller treatment
because of the special problems it presents, and thé shorter Epistles
require some attention before individual clauses and cbncepts are

studied.

(A)  ANALYSIS OF THE FOURTH GOSPEL

B.F. Westcott may be taken as an example of a typical "traditionalist":
he divided the book (excluding the prologue) into two main parts: |
"The self-revelation of Christ to the world" and "The self-revelation
of Christ to the church". (Chapters 1 to 12 and 13}21 respective]y)?

C.H. Dodd's analysis is, on the sdrface, similar to the above, "The
Book of Signs" (2:1 - 12:50) preceding "The Book oﬁ the Passion".
However, with Dodd, as with most Twentieth Century writers, the whole
outworking of his Fourth Gospel studies is conditioned more by theology
than by the historical sequence of events claimed by the Evangelist.%

Another very influential analysis is that of Rudolf Bultmann: ,
Die Offenbarung der iégo( vor der Welt (fChapters 2 to 12)
and Die Offenbarung der Sé'go( vor der Gemeinde (Chapters 13 to 20)

s
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Bultmann's scheme of course échoes hi$ concept of a Signs Source and a
Revelation Discourse (Offenbarungs Reden) within the Fourth Gospel.‘ :

A novel analysis was suggested in 1968 by David Deeksz who noted that
attempts had been made to subdivide Revelation and 1 John on a numerical
basis? Deeks postulated an arrangement "told in terms of three, four,
and seven" in John's Gospel: the whole book (except Chapter 21) consists
of four sections. The first of these is the prologue, which itself has
four subsections corresponding (in subject matter) with the four main
sections: section A, then,turns out to have 4 parts, B (1:19 to 4:54)

3 plus 4, C (5:1 to 12:50) 4 plus 3, and section D (13:1 to 20:31) 3.7

One conception of the Fourth Gospel development and structure deserves
special mention. That is what Barnabas Lindars calls "the homiletic
view".'® Lindars is very critical of theories of multiple sources.” In

the first place, he believes, the writer had "short written collections
ciosely parallel to'%he sources of the Synoptic Gospe]s“!’and also access
to oral traditions. Using these, "the Gospel had its genesis in homilies
preached by John, which he used as the basis for his work".* The

homilies were “"large, self-contained pieces", which were sometimes broken -
up in the formation of the Gospe]f‘ Other new material was specifically
composed for the Gospel.® The second edition included more new matter,
viz., the Prologue, Chapter 6, the Lazarus story and Chapters 15 to 17.
Later again, post-Jdohannine additions (the Pericope Adulterae, Chépter

21, and 19:35)“here incorporated, perhaps not all at the same time.

The interest of the 'homiletic' theory of the Fourth Gospel's development
lies (for present purposes) in the similarities J.L. Houlden proposes
between that hypothetical process and the development of 1 John.

Houlden suggests, tentative]j? that 1 John may have been formed "as the
result of putting together a number of discrete sections" and not be

the product of a "single act of wnriting."’8 The suggested discrete
sections correspond with the original separate "episodes“ postulated for
the Fourth Gospel. The alleged difference is that the 1 John material
is more interwoven "with a whole web of reflective or homiletic
theological material”. Houlden favours the view that one person alone

was basically responsible for 1 John !
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, 20 ’
Houlden's view - which has considerable merit - adds weight to the view
that there was only oné author, one “"towering personality" behind the

two books.“

The same result is reached on the basis of the ideas of Norman Perrin.
He holds that the Fourth Gospel and 1 John share a lack of structure
in the sense that they do not simply deal with points successively:
“The Gospel and letters of John give the impression of carefu]]y.com-
posed wholes, of being a response to the internal dynamics of the
genius and vision of the author rather than to the external dynamics
of a concrete historical situation and need." % This does not mean a
lack of‘ggxstructurefsbut the absence of a mere sequential pattern.
Perrin quotes Fuller with approval: "The author states a thought,
contemplates it from every angle, and apparently finishes up where he
started. VYet, there is a slight but perceptible movement to another

thought, and the process is repeated.” x4

Although Perrin holds to such close Fourth Gospel/1 John correspondences,

he does not advocate an identity of authorshiﬁ, as one might well have
expected him to do. Instead of that, the 1 John writer is considered

as being responsible for some theological 1nsertion:51n the Gospel.
Uncertainty surrounds 2 and 3 John in relation to the Fourth Gospel and

1 John authors: "the most we can say is that probably at least two

authors are involved in the Gospel and letters of John, and perhaps three." *°
A further contribution asserting close Fourth Gospel/1 John structural
correspondences appeared in 1973. André Feui]]etzzlaimed that both
books followed a four-fold pattern beginning with a prologue and closing
with an epilogue. In each book, too, there is (he says) a later
additional note:

FOURTH GOSPEL

1. Prologue - 1:1-18 -

2 The Preparation of the Hour of Jesus 1:19-12:50
3. The Hour of Jesus 13:1 - 20:29
4 Epilogue : ' 20:30,31

(Chapter 21 a later appendix)
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FIRST EPISTLE

1 Prologue ’ 1:1-4
2. The Demands of the Fellowship with God who is Light 1:5-2:28 (or 2:29
3. The Demands of the Fellowship with God, or the
conduct of the Authentic Children of God 3:1 - 5:12
4. Epilogue 5:13
_ (A long additional note ; 5:14-21)
Feuillet says that it is the "structure of Christian life .... which

essentially governs the literary structure of the epistle."

The structural similarity just noted has very little bearing on the present
chapter's concerns, but rather - if its validity can be acceptedzi it
furnishes some additioﬁa] evidence for the case made out for common author-
ship in Chapter 1. It is a very different matter with a second point

of Fourth Gospel/1 John comparison, viz. the Prologues. The conclusion
which is reached in this area is important for the hypothesis at this

stage.

(B)  THE FOURTH GOSPEL AND 1 JOHN PROLOGUES

There is plainly a resemblance between the first four verses of 1 John
and the first 18 verses of the Gospe]fqﬂOSchnackgnburg, in his commentary
on the Epistles,says: “To understand this proem (of 1 John) one must put
it closely a]ongside3%he Prologue of John.  Already the initial avoiding
of the name of Jesus Christ, the same starting point from the &/3xvf.
the central position of the logos concept, the importance of the qu’
declarations, lead on to the same level. But more important is the
common root thought that the logos, who bears in Himself the fulness

of the divine life, ‘became flesh' (John 1:14) in an historical hour,

or 'was manifested' (1 John 1:2), and reveals Himself in His being to

the éyés of faith ( Eeixo’az/uzgx John 1:14; ?c_‘o/aa{h:«/u.zv
1 dohn 1:2). = Verse 2 of the letter's proem sounds like a summary of the
Gospel pro]ogue."'sl (As well as appreciating the similarities between

the two prologues, Schnackenburg of course is aware of the differences.
Thus he says that the Prologue of John is "a comprehensive hymn on the
Log?gt“" while the writer is in 1 John "more strongly filled with the
regard for his own time, for his Christian readers" who are being

assailed by their foes).
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Long ago Westcott noted that the Gospel Prologue deals successive1y with
(i) the Word of God (1:1-5),  ther -
(i1) the historical manifestation of the Word (1:6-13), and then
(iii)  the personal apprehension of the Word (1:14-18). The Epistle's
Preface is remarkably close to this in style and content: '
(1) the message of the Gospel as this is witnessed to by the
apostles (1:1), then
(i1) the historical manifestation of the Gospel (1:2), and then
(ii1)  the personal results of this manifestation (1:3).3¢

Westcott was, of course, accepting each Prologue as a single composition.
Now-a-days very many Johannine specialists have divided the Fourth Gospel
Prologue on the basis of original portions plus additions, the former
often being conceived of as metrical and the latter as prose. In 1975
J.S. King wrote a brief review of the analyses provided by different
scho]ars?‘ He named fourteen scho]arg7who divide the Prologue into its
alleged elements; no two of them expouse exactly the same pattern.
‘Nonetheless, several very able scho]arsy%ccept the Fourth Gospel Prologue

as it stands.

In point of fact, as one -attempts to evaluate the closeness of the two
Prologues to each other, the existence or non-existence of an underlying
source of the Fourth Gospel Pro]ogugqis seen to be irrelevant (for present
purposes) because it is the resultant Prologue in each case that matters,

not the process by which it came about.

Another important observation is that in both books an intimate connection
© can be seen between the teaching of the Prologue and the rest of the book
concerned.*® The structural and theological resemblances between the Fourth
Gospel and 1 John, and the major correspondence in each case between the
Prologue and the remainder of the book, illustrates the method of the

writer when compiling anything of a formal or semi-formal nature ¥/ His
method is to state his main themes in a preliminary manner before turning
them round and viewing them from different angles. A hint is provided,

therefore, as to the nature of the First Epistle by comparing it with the

Gospel.

This leads to an important conclusion, the first major conclusion of
this chapter, viz: It demonstrates that 1 John never had any other
beginning.%* In particular, it never had an address which has been lost.%3
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(C) ANALYSIS OF 1 JOHN

A11 commentators agree on the extraordinary difficulty of analysing 1
John neat]yf”' Dodd, for instance, says: "The argument is not closely
articulated. There is little direct progression."s The writer 'thinks
around' a succession of related topics“f* Three decades earlier Brooke
declared pessimistically: " - perhaps the attempt to analyse the Epistle
should be abandoned as useless." %’ Nearly 30 years earlier still Alfred
Plummer had expressed a similar conviction superbly. He wrote: "That
S. John had a plan, and a very carefully arranged plan, in writing his
Gospel, those who have studied its structure will scarcely be able to
doubt. It is far otherwise with the Epistle. Here we may reasonably
- doubt whether the Apostle had any systematic arrangement of his thoughts
in his mind when he wrote the letter. Indeed some commentators have
regarded it as the rambling prattle of an old man, 'an unmethodised
effusion of pious sentiments and reflections'. Others, without going
quite these lengths, have concluded that the contemplative and undialec-
tical temper of S. Jdohn has caused him to pour forth his thoughts in a
series of aphorisms without much sequence or logical connexioq.““a'“q

From the many different plans suggested, three types emerge:

(1) AN EXQUISITE CONSTRUCTION BY A SINGLE WRITER BASED ON THE
SYSTEMATIC RECURRENCE OF TWO OR THREE THEMES.

A threefold pattern found favour with both von Soden and Robert
Law; according to the latter the most adequate description which
can be applied to tgs 1 Jdohn author‘szanner of thinking and
writing is "spiral" or "contrapuntal".  Three leading themes
provide the necessary clue to the understanding of the whole
book; the idea is eloquently set out in the sentence: "As some
masterbuilder of music takes two or three melodious phrases
and, introducing them in due order, repeating them, inverting
them, skilfully interlacing them in diverse modes and keys,
rears up from them an edifice of statelv harmonies; so the
Apostle weaves together a few leading ideas into a majestic
fugue in which unity of material and variety of tone and

effect are wonderfully blended." ** The three terms are right-
eousness, love, and belief. These are related and amplified
by the use of some sixty other themes. Law regarded 1

John as a series of 'tests' or criteria by which the réaders
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may be assured that they are "born of God" 53 He observed a three-
fold statement of the tests, and application of them. The “three-
theme/three-test" theory is vitiated in two ways:
First, the system is nowhere near as regular and symmetr1ca1 as
the reader is led to expect, and
Secondly, (as C.H. Dodd has shown) there are not really three
themes at all, but only two. The concept of "love" is clear
in 1 John, and so is "belief", but "righteousness" is not; it

is almost equivalent to "love".5S

The "two-theme" theory of structure was elaborated by Theodor
Hiring and adopted by A.E. Brooke ¢ Haring also traced a pattern
of cycles in 1 John: "He finds in the Epistle a triple presenta-
tion of two leading ideas, which may be called an ethical and

a Christological Thesis."

Apart from the Introduction (1:1-4) and the Conclusion (5:12-31),
Hdring divided the book into six main sections. The "ethical”
parts are 1:5 to 2:17, 2:28 to 3:24 and 4:7-21; the "“Christological"
sections comprise 2:18-27, 4:1-6, and 5:1-12.57 The first four
sections fit into the scheme fairly well, but in the latter part of
1 Jdohn the system breaks down - with regard to 4:7 to 5:12 Brooke
admits that the two theses "are so intertwined that it is difficult,
if not impossible, to separate them." A further criticism applies
to Brooke's references to the passages 1:8-10 and 2:1(b)-2 as
"subordinate". While there may be some syntactic warrant for thﬁs
conclusion, the passages themse]Ves are surely of paramount theo-
logical significance. H&ring & Brooke both ignored the "lies"
implied in 1:8 and 10. For some writers the lies indicated in
vv.6, 8, and 10 are so significant as to form part of the essential
structure of the whole book.%® The second "subordinate” passage
(1ike the first) is an expression of the writer's view of the
Atonement. The Incarnation, whose reality is stressed by the
introduction, is also forcefully asserted in 1:7. It is nothing
less than the prior fact making foa}u,o’s (2:2) and XPeoCS
(see 1:9) possible.  Schnackenburg concedes that the alternation
of ethical and Christological themes may expresssshe "lTiterary
feel" of the author, but not his formal divisions, in fact clear
turning points (especially that at 3:24) are not heeded in the
scheme. On this basis Schnackenburg says the "whole construction

totters."
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I't must be admitted that both_nging and Law63evised ingenious
systems.  These are (as has been shown) reasonably coherent in
the first two-thirds of 1 John, but then both founder with respect
to the end of the Epistle. It has to be concluded either that
the author lost his way in working according to his pre-arranged
plan, or else that the modern writers have imposed their scheme

on the writing. The evidence suggests that the Tatter is the

case.

A recent pattern, which differs greatly from the above, but which
also embodies the belief that 1 John is a superbly conceived

work, is that of J. Smit Sibinga.h' Sibinga begins his hypothesis
with the study of Melito of Sardis and his homily mget To0
‘ﬂléer. - "a rather impressive specimen of the'Asianic' rhetorical
style, appears to conform to a scheme of syllables in such a way,

~ that the length of smaller and larger sections amounts to a

certain, often round number of syllables, and, presumably, was
determined by the author according to this criterion."

Sibinga's analysis on a numerical basis according to the number

of syllables in different sections and subsections seems arbitrary;
there is scarcely any dup]icatign of a number (the most impressive
exception to this is the two 1450's for the parts of 1 John which
are called 'A' and 'C'. Even here it is not possible to discern
any obvious ratio between these figures and the 1370.1in the middle
section 'B'). As in the work of J.C. O'Nei]]fzno attempt is

made to explain the 1 John/Fourth Gospel relationship or the

1 Jdohn/2 John/3 John interconnections. Are such links still to
be demonstrated, or do they not exist for this writer?

The judgment of John Painter that "the pattern tends to be imposed
rather than discovered" is entirely apt so far as all the above

. L6
theories are concerned.®®

A CONSTRUCTION BASED ON "LAYERS" OR (perhaps better) "STRIPES"

OF MATERIAL DERIVING FROM DIFFERENT TIMES AND DIFFERENT AUTHORS

Near the start of the present century von Dobschlitz found four
antithetical and parallel pairs of statements in 1 John 2:29-3:10
whose content is similar, but "which have been filled oUt by other
matter, less Semitic and more rhetorical in form, less ethical
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. . . i 6
in content and more concerned with the nature of existence". ¢

In 1927 Rudolf Bultmann wrote an article entit]ed"Ana1yse des
ersten Johannesbriefes' in'Festgabe fur Adolf JU]icher'fsA prior
written source (Vorlage) was postulated behind the present text
of 1 John*® The underlying document consisted of 26 antithetical
couplets or triplets of an aphoristic character "in the first
person plural throughout - sententious, apodictic.”g7 Each section
of the prototype is introduced by a definite article plus present
participle or s plus present participle, or by Y
p]ds a subjunctive construction. The source Bultman believed to
be from a pre-Christian pagan Gnostic mﬂieu.‘8 The editor of
1 John enlarged the sourée by adding the proem and by interspersing
hortatory material, the purpose of which was to correct extreme
Gnosticism. |

_ ¢
Bultmann's system was complicated in 1951, when he attempted "to
demonstrate that the text of 1 John was reworked to bring it into
conformity with ecclesiastical tradition." 7° The longest passage
belonging to the final redaction is the section 5:14-21."" Other
“redactional glosses" are the three 'traditional' eschatological ,
statements - 2:28, 3:2, and 4:17 - and the a(cf/vtd and (AX A0S
~passages (1:7, 2:2, and 4:10).

A third stage in Bultmann's thinking appears in his commentary on
the Epistles, and is occasioned because "none of the attempts

to demonstrate unity and a sequence of thought is satisfactory“."1
Accordingly, Bultmann suggested that "the Epistle could have been
conciuded with 2:27.... 1:5 to 2:2773 originally.... an independent
writing, or... a rough draft."7*

Bultmann's end product is extremely complex, not to say confusing,
because he held the view expressed in the commentary in addition to

his earlier schemes.?

One criticism is, of course, the subjectivity of Bultmann's work:
Schnackenburg says that Bultmann himself often found it difficult
to judge the extent of the didactic-polemical and the homiletic-
paranetic passages in 1 John?s The same commentator raises further
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queries: _

First, the doubtful nature of alleged connections between the
1 Jdohn 'Vorlage' and the 'Revelation words' of the
‘Fourth Gospel7®

Secondly, other constructions (or at least another construction)
can be put on the duality of elements in 1 John./?

Thirdly,the resolution of theological tensions, e.g. with respect
to Christ and sin, on the ground of separate sources is
“"questionable".

"~ Finally, "Above all the ‘Proposal' would be a very original structure:
-a tiring succession of antitheses, stereotyped g v sentences,
or substantivated participles." Moreover, it would be without
parallel in either late Jewish literature or Gnostic texts

In his 1ittle book, The Puzzle of 1 Johgf\JAL 0'Neill approved

von Dobschlitz' theory that two styles - a pithy teaching style and
an admonitory style - can be discerned in 1 John. 0'Neill assigned
the teaching style to the source, and the other to the editor.
According to 0'Neill "the author of 1 John belonged to a Jewish
sectarian movement, the bulk of whose members had become Christians
by confessing that Jesus was the Messiah." 77 This is linked with
the belijef that the Epistle is directed, not against Gnostics but
;ggd§9°5'The Jews addressed are the unconverted members of the
compact community concerned. 0'Neill says: “The Epistle he wrote
consists of twelve poetic admonitiongzbelonging to the traditional
writings of the Jewish movement; each of these he has enlarged

in order to bring out the fact that it has reached its true

fulfilment in the coming of Jesus." 8

The 'pre-Christian admonitions' within the sections "fall naturally
into poetic lines, and display a marked symmetry of structure."
Each section of the completed Epistle has one theme, and is
complete in 1tse1f;g“"the themes.are all related to one another

and express a consistent Christian theology." Almost every

theme can be paralleled in late Jewish sources, especially those
from Qumran and the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs.

0'Neill's 'scheme is lucidly and persuasively expressed, but it is

open to serious objections:
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(a) A11 the 'Jewish' documents are hypothetica] there
being no direct evidence that even one of them ever
existed as an independent unit.8%

(b) The vital matter of the relationship between 1 John
and the Fourth Gospel and 2 and 3 John is left
unanswered.?

(c) There are a number of ideas in 0'Neill's 'sources'

which fit naturally enough into the environment of
Christian teaching, but which seem to be injected
arbitrarily into a Jewish context by him. 872,88

(d) The patterns 0'Neill descries have a certain impreséive-
ness, but the stanzas are sometimes arbitrary.®

(e) It may readily be conceded that, if the specifically
- Christian teaching of 1 John be excised, what is left
has a significant Jewish flavour, as this writer
claims. What is so surprising about that? It would
be hard to name a New Testament booki%here such an
observation would be untrue.

(f) “The pre-Christian source includes the corrections
as well as the false claims (e.g. the antitheses of
1:6, 8, 10; 2:4,9). What is the point of the
corrections if they belong to the heretical source?” !
The verdict on 0'Neill's work must coincide with that passed on
‘earlier theories - not lacking in ingenuity, but finally un-

convincing.

(3) A SINGLE AUTHOR'S WORK, RELATIVELY UNDIFFERENTIATED,
BUT WITH MORE THAN ONE OBJECTIVE AND METHOD

As early as 1929 (only two Years after the publication of Bultmann's
original analysis of 1 John) F. Blschel provided contemporary

Jewish eVidence of an alternation between aphoristic and homiletic
writing 1n the same work to support his contention that 1 John is
not to be subdivided at all on a source-plus-editing basis.

In his commentary in the Moffatt series C.H. Dodd adopted the

- word “spiral" to describe the pattern of 1 John. That word had
earlier been used by Robert Law in his elaborate scheme, but it

is at once apparent that Dodd's conception of the First Epistle

differed vastly from that of Law: “The movement of thought has

not inaptly been described as ‘spiral', for the development of a
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theme often brings us back almost to the starting-point; almost,
but not quite, for there is a slight shift which provides a transition

to a fresh theme.... striking aphorisms.... come in flashes, and
their connection with the genera1v11ne'of thought is sometimes only
hinted at. Any attempt to divide the work into orderly’

v ot

paragraphs and sections must be largely arbitrary."

The German writer Wolfgang Nauck believes that 1 John is “én
official circular to a circle of readers"?thich was completed in
two steps, both by the same writer.% The author had placed the
“antithetical prototype" before the congregation at an early and
particularly critical time when the heretics were promoting their
errors unchecked.¥® The prototype was not a letter: the work became
one only at the second stage 7when the author, seeing a cont1nu1ng
danger to his flock, took up his pen again and reframed his earlier

writing.98

The strengths of Nauck's position are

(1) that he distinguishes clearly between the Christians and
the non-Christians whom the writer had in view, or,
as Schnackenburg would say, he clearly appreciates "the
double concern of the writing",Mand

(ii) he holds to one author.

Nevertheless, the potent criticism which Schnackenburg levelled

at Bultmann's analysis - that it suggests an extraordinary original
document'29cannot be evaded. Nor, of course, is there any textual
evidence for two literary stages.'®

W.G. Kinmel Tikewise affirms that "The Epistle has no clearly
recognisable plan, but presents frequent variations on two themes:
right faith in Christ and the necessary connection between faith
and proper conduct". KUimme1 maintains his point of view by -
(after the Prologue) employing the peculiar terminology “the First
(or 'Second' or 'Third) course of thought.“'°3

-
Rudolf Schnackenburg quoted appreciatively from Hauck, who com-
pared 1 John with “the play of the waves of the sea®. Schnackenburg
says that "The author does not want to offer a systematic presentation,
such as Paul in Romans or Galatians." The message is précised at
the start of 1 John, being in effect "communion with God on the
ground of union with-'Jesus Christ,"” then (Schnackenburg continues)
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the author is stimulated through opposing the heretics and

concern for the inner strengthening of the Christian Church, so
that "time and again he adds instructionsand admonitions". In
this process longer sections emerge which contain internally
connected material.  Schnackenburg writes: “Clear breaks are -
before 2:18 and 4:1, each time occasioned by consciously directing

attention to the 'antichrists' or 'false prophets'. The plan is
| v

not strictly logical or predetermingé, but nor is it "an unplanned

sailing thither." The progression follows the individual bent of

the writer, which is essentially advance by association of jdeas.*®

_ . , 107
Although a scheme for the work is not consciously planned, however,
a fairly clearly-defined pattern emerges in the course of the
author's writing, and this is discernible in retrospect.

It is worth setting out an English translation of the scheme (see

Schnackenburg(Commenfanﬂ, pp.vii, viii for the German):

'Thé Proem _ - 1:1-4

First Main Section: Communion with God as walking in the light
and its realisation in the world 215 - 217
1 Communion with God, and sin 1:6 - 2:2
11 Knowledge of God and keeping the commandments 2:3-11

IT1 Application to the readers 2:12-17

Second Main Section: The present situation of the Christian churches:
their resistance - struggle against the 'antichrists, their
expectation of salvation, and their religio-moral duty. 2:18 - 3:24

I The 'last hour'. The false teachers as anti-

christs, their separation and their repulsion

by the Church of the believers in Christ 2:18-27
IT The expectation of the salvation of the

Christians . 2:28 - 3:3
ITI The religio-moral duty of the present 3:4-24

Third Main Section.” The separation of those who belong to God '\
from the 'world' in the true faith in Christ and in love. 4:1-5,12

I - Discernment of spirits through the orthodox

confession of Christ and separation from the

'world' 4:1-6 .
11 Love as the distinctive mark of those born

of God; its nature and fulfilment in brotherly
love 4:7 - 5:4

III  The true faith of Christ as the 'world:
overcoming power 5:5-12

The Conclusion of the letter. 5:13-21
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Séhnackenbﬂrg, then, does not deny strands of a sort in 1 John,

but he avers that "The clearly noticeable style change in 1 John’

is positively explained by the double concern of the writing: by

the instructional-polemical in regard to the false teachers, and

by the homiletical- paranet1ca]$1n regard to the church." By
"demonstrating that in certain passages the 'source' and 'editing'
are really inseparable, Schnackenburg strongly reinforces his case.”®

Another fact which is near-fatal to Bultmann's conceptions and
which very powerfully supports Schnackenburg's, is that the anti-
‘thetic parallelism of 1 John, far from belonging to a non-Johannine
source, is "typically Johannine“. (A.E. Brooke sufficiently
demonstrated this when he compiled his extensive list of Fourth

Gospel/1 John parallels).

By these means, together with his ‘two-purposes' idea, and'against
the background of the manifest inadequacies of the artistic con-
structions, Schnackenburg has presented a most attractive scheme.

Nor has he given only a guide to analysis: as an extremely important
corollary, his judgment that "after all one will hold on to the unity
of the writing" must be treated with the utmost seriousness.

John Painter's book, 'John: Witness and Theo1ogian‘:"has introduced
a new concept of the structure of 1 John. He writes: "The affir-
mations of the heretics are indicated by a stylistic device and
they, with the denials and antitheses, provide the author with the

basic structure of the letter". There are seven such affirmations
ha
in all: a threefold use of "if we say", a threefold use of "he who
3 . . .
says":‘and one use of "if anyone says“'.'4 Painter continues: "The

position of the heretics is also to be seen in the conflicts and
antitheses of another three groups of sayings where the author sets
out his position in onposition to the heretics -", viz. statements
which begin with "he who -" plus a particip]é?.statements introduced
by "everyone who -" followed by a particip]é"%nd statements commen-
cing in various ways which have to do with the apostolic confession
that “"Jesus Christ has come in the flesh".””?

Both the confession of faith in the incarnate Christ and the
necessity of active love for the brother were rejected by the
heretics; all their affirmations and the writer's responses and
assertions are related to one or other aspect of this dual error.
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Painter emphasises that his approach is not a source theory. "The
author was responsible for the whole composition." His view then
seems to be an amalgam of Haring's and Schnackenburg's views, in that
it has something of the two-theme aspect of the formeggand it embodies
the ‘two-purpose' element in Schnackenburg's understanding of 1 John."

The unity of 1 John (advocated by Nauck, Schnackenburg, Houlden and
Painter)m$s adopted in this hypothesis, though it is hard to decide
between the two best argued schemes which champion it, viz. those of
Schnackenburg and Painter. It is doubtful whether one is in any
real sense opposed to the other, anyway. Painter's scheme seems

to be a development and refinement of Schnackenburg's, for whose

. . . . 2
commentary on the Epistles Painter expresses admiration.”

The second important conclusion of this chapter jis, therefore, that

1 John is a single éomposition. One author was responsible for the

whole book.

LITERARY TYPE OF 1 JOHN

1 John is not only enigmatic from the point of view of its internal
structure. It is also hard to fit it neatly into a literary

category when it is considered in toto.

Whatever its origin and literary history, what is it now? Is

it a letter, an epistle, a sermon, a homily, a diatribe, a manifesto,
or a treatise or tract(ate)? These questions are crucial to the.
present study. It was suggested at the outset that "1 John was wr1tten
to a local church, %ind was intended to be read publicly before its
members®, and conjectured that the anonymity of the book is to be
explained by its inclusion in a common “parcé]“ with 2 and 3 John,
the latter books (especially 3 John) containing the necessary intro-
ductions and conclusion. If such a view of the First Epistle is to
be sustained, it is to be expected that, negatively, the writing
cannot be assigned to any recognised literary genre, and positively,
that it can be so assigned if the personal elements are /so to speak)
"added on" to our 1 John. To put it in other words: the uniqueness
of 1 John is to be attributed to its special circumstances. It
would be a rare occurrence for a communication to a church to be
introduced and explained by means of highly confidential private
letters like 2 John and (particularly) 3 John.
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(1) IS 1 JOHN A LETTER?
Originally §1TL¢11:).rf and epistula denoted a letter of

any kind, whether personal or official. However, even in

the time of Isocrates and P]atdl?ﬁe letter form was being

used to reach a wider audience than those immediately addressed '
Subsequently the epistolary form became commonly used for
philosophical, scientific, and literary productions.

Adol1f Deissmann distinguished sharply between letters and
egist]es(zeA letter is  non-literary, direct, confidential, and
personal. It was "not unfairiy" described as "the half of a
conversation" in antiquity by Artemon, the editor of Aristotle's
letters. Negatively, “"neither contents, form, nor formula can
be decisive in determining the characteristic nature of a
letter" (as opposed to an epistle)

Now, as regards form, letters in the New Testament period
followed a stereotyped pattern:

I Address (usually the formula "A to B greeting")

I Greeting (in secular writings Xxt(pPeV
but in the New Testament‘ sually )(“iOLS

plus if/OV)vv] ).
II1 Thanksgiving and/or Prayer for Good Health

IV Main Body of the Writing

v Conclusion (salutation plus ’i//O/O'—OO’O
or some Christian formula)

VI Address {on the verso)./2%

The First Epistle of John plainly lacks all these parts except
IV and v.'292"%°

Schnackenburg pointed out that the omission of an opening or
(regular) closing is very striking, especially as the common
tendency was just the opposite - the illegitimate inclusion of
an authoritative name (pseudonymity).

Roller suggested that the “pre-Asiatic" form of letter differed
from the Hellenistic and still exists in Hebrews and 1 John.
This is speculative because there is no proof that the ancient
eastern verbal message was ever crystallised in a form like
that of 1 John. Moreover, Roller's viewpoint completely fails
to do justice to the existence of the regular letter-form on the

companion letters 2 and 3 John.

Yet even such obvious omissions fail to dispel the conviction

of many that 1 John is a letter. The reason given is that the
tone and contents positively affirm it.  The writer calls himself
“I", his readers "you", and employs the word "we" frequently.
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The 'direct' and 'personal' criteria which Deissmann maintained
belonged pre-eminently to 1etter§hhre eloquently summarised by

Law: "Under special stress of emotion his paternal love, sympathy,
and solicitude break out in the affectionate address 'little
children' ( Tekyin , TrXebix ), or, yet more endearingly,
'‘my little children' ( Texyv(x g’/wos ). Or, again,
the prefactory 'Beloved' ( Xy«T¥rTol ) gives proof how

deeply he is stirred by the sublimity of his theme and by the
u /33

. . . . : 34
Law lists five respects in which the author knows his readers;

he is well aware of their religious environméﬁ%, dange#gf attain-
ment"s?,7 achievement’s”and needs’®? Alexander sums up the position
of Lawsuccinctly when he says "It is a true letter, name or no
names" . /4#©s 4!

Perhaps the best way to answer the questﬁon "Is 1 John a letter?"”
is to say "not as it stands, but it is like a letter... if it
started and finished 'properly' it would be a letter." /4=

IS 1 JOHN AN EPISTLE?

. Deissmann wrote that an epistle "is an artistic literary form,

a species of literature, just like the dialogue, the oration,

or the drama".#® It resembles the letter in form only; the exter-
nalities which make it look like a letter are "mere external
adornment." Epistles are deliberately addressed to the public,
and remain intelligible even if the author and supposed addressee/s
is/are not known to a later reader. The mind and intention of
the epistolographer is mgch more plainly apparent than that of

the letter-writer: in short, "The letter is a piece of Tlife,

the epistle a product of literary art." A further element is
added to Deissmann's definition by the Shorter Oxford Dictionary's
monograph on 'Epistle’'. The latter is the title "chiefly applied

to those letters written in ancient times which rank as literature..
TR {7% "

a letter from an apostle -
The New Testament'Apocryphé“gimilar]y labels an epistle "literature
which has made choice of the letter form in the interest of a
definite purpose -", i.e. it is to be publicly disseminated as
propoganda of some sort. From these definitions it may be

briefly said that an epistle resembles a- letter in one main

respect - form - and differs from it in two respects: it is an
artistic literary product and it is addressed to the public.

Most of what has been said about the deficiencies of 1 John
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considered as a letter applies equally to it when it is studied
in relation to the epistolary genre. There is one area, though,
in which the book has perhaps a greater claim to epistolary
status. No living human being is nameﬁt‘this being contrary

to a11.expectation in a letter. 1 John does, however, as might
easily be anticipated in an epistle, use various vocatives to
address the recipients. Six times the readers are referred to
as &ydﬂqfo(’:nseven times as Tewkvix, % tyice as
Tr< (S L& 4 5nd once as & Sengpol./F%F!

If an epistle is to address Christian readers directly at all
and yet avoid the familiarity (or multiplicity?) of names, some
such device is obviously unavoidable. The query about 1 John's
being a formal literary product raises again all that has been
said earlier about style and structure.

Logically, writers like Hdring and Brooke, von Soden and Law,
should have concluded that the First Epistle is an epistle,
though Law in fact called it a letter. The lack of a closely
articulated patterﬁfzthe view accepted above - makes ‘“epistle"
less appropriate than "letter" with respect to literary character-
istics.

The other element that makes an epistle what it is - a general
rather than a private destination - is of course a very elusive
criterion. It is, on the one hand, &lear enough that a writing
such as the'letter to the Laodiceans' is “"no letter but an
epist]e“!‘“The writer of this (hopefully) wanted his effort
disseminated as widely as possible. On the other hand, it is
not at all easy to decide how far Paul's extant works were.
intended to be ‘'epistles' (in Deissmann's sense). Deissmann
himself was quite adamant: "The letters of Paul are not literary;
they are real letters, not epistles; they were written by Paul
not for the public and posterity, but for the persons to whom
they were addressed."’sﬁhis affirmation requires some qualification

(i) In one of his writings Paul specifically instructs
his .original readers to pass on their missive and
- to read that addressed to their neighbours.’*® It is
hard to discern much difference between this and
a circular letter.

(ii) Deissman called the Petrine writings, James and
Jude "epistles" because (inter alia) "A glance
at the 'addressees' shows that they are not real
letters.’*7 Impossible demands are made of the
‘bearer' if we are to imagine one."’$8The
difference between the instruction in Colossians
and the address at the top of 1 Peter (particularly)
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is only one of degree. It is little wonder that

C.H. Dodd described 1 John as "a circular letter,

Tike 1 Peter and (probably) Ephesians" even though

he claimed that 1 John was to "a particular circle."’sy
It is best to conclude that most New Testament "epistles"
were neither strictly private nor strictly public; théy
were public property so far as the Church was concerned
even when addressed to part of the Church in a given
locality or set of circumstances.
Two final comments may be made at this stage. First,
Bultmann supposed that 1:1-4 and 5:13 "imitate" epistolary
address and conclusion respective{;? a theory which Kimmel
correctly pronounced "not at all convincing"f" Secondly,
in the fourth century the title "To the Parthians" appeared

in a few unimportant manuscripts. Dodd referred to the
o 162

title as "a curiosity of criticism.
Mainly because of the comparative lack of artist;§3and
the limited circle of primary recipients, 1 John can less
plausibly be classed as an 'epist]e'lzﬁan as a 'letter'.

IS 1 JOHN A SERMON? /¢S

. less it be the Prologue to the Fourth Gospel.  Such a

A sermon is, as its derivation reveals, basically a talk.

In the religious sense it means "a discourse, usually

delivered from a pulpit, and based upon a text of scripture,

for the purpose of religious instruction or exhortation."¢*

Though a sermon may in certain circumstances relate to a

written or published work, this is not usual. Leaving

aside the modern nuances of the above definition, it can

be asserted that the normal essential elements appear to

be that it is (i) a discourse ‘
(ii) narrowly based
(ii1) didactic or horatory;

1 John is not a discow&ie; Schnackenburg says that the

frequent 'Apostrophen' “may arise from the custom of the

preacher", but that 1 John is not itself a sermon. The

thirteen uses of Y/aoiqsuv make it very difficult to

believe that 1 John was originally a spoken address./¢7

Secondly, 1 John is not narrowly based - it is not an ex-

position of a single text nor of an extended passage, un-

167

suggestion, however, is unconvincing; as Schnackenburg
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says in a somewhat different connection, if 1 John were
based on the Fourth Gospel "it must disclose this more
clearly."

Finally, 1 John is in pakt didactic, and in part horatonfzq
but it is also a'proc]amation of the FaitH7énd a defence

of the Faith!?* It is too many-sided, too obviously written
with several purposes in mind, to be a sermon in the proper

sense of the word.

IS 1 JOHN A HOMILY?

The term ‘homily' comes from é;AA\.Xtﬁx , converse
or discourse addressed to a group of people (= 5;&9()\05 ).
It is "a religious discourse addressed to a congregation;
especially a practical discourse with a view to edificatigﬁ.
The homily is like a sermon in that both are verba];
sometimes more restricted in scope because of its greater

H

concentration on the practical, and generally less formal
than a sermon. Since 1 John overflows the definition of
a 'sermon' it will be broader still than a homily. The
positive value of the homily idea in the present context

is that the 'Epistle' is addressed to a relatively small
grouﬁvznd that it contains, inter alia, practical material.

But it is not a homily.

IS 1 JOHN A DIATRIBE?

Ado1f Deissmann considered that Hebrews could pekhaps be
called a diatribe; he said of 1 John "The Tittle work ...

is best described as a religious diatribe.“”sThe word
'diatribe', which is derived from 8‘°‘17°543“f

'a wearing away', originally meant a discourse or dis-
quisitioﬁ?‘but later came to mean a dissertation directed.
against some person or work, a bitter and violent criticism.
The older sense is no more applicable to 1 John than 'sermon'
or 'homily', while the positive elements in the book

fatally undermine the application of the name to 1 John

in the later sense.

IS 1 JOHN A MANIFESTO?
No, it is not, although the description has been favoured
by a number of scholars./”? The Shorter Oxford Dictionary
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gives as a definition of 'manifesto' "A public declaration
by a sovereign prince or state, or by an individual or
body of individuals whose proceedings are of public |
importance, making known past actions and explaining the
motives for actions announced as forthcoming." Once =~
the political aspect has been ignored as irrelevant, the
definition actually seems to fit 2 John - and even more
particularly, 3 John - better than 1 John. The only
element which is more appropriate for 1 John is the stress
on the 'public’' nature of the declaration and actions

concerned.

(7) IS 1 JOHN A TREATISE OR TRACT(ATE)?
There is little or no difference between a treatise and a
tractate. Both terms indicate "a book or writing which
treats of some particular subject.... a methodical djg;
cussion or exposition of the principles of the subject."
An imperfect biblical example is the Epistle to the
Romans, with its concentration on the righteousness of
-God. A better example is the Epistle to the Hebrews,
which systematically discusses the superiority of Christ
as compared with precursors and types; Hebrews is more
like a treatise than Romans because it is not nearly so
directly addressed to its readersf” There are three
objections to the use of the category 'treatise' in

describing 1 John:
(i) It does not deal systematically with a single topicf?o
(ii) It is too personal.’®?'%* |

(ii1) A particular concrete situation is addressed.

In the Tight of these criticisms, it is not possible to
concur with the judgment of Houlden that 1 John "is - not

~a letter, it is a theological tract." /8% '8¢

The third important conclusion of this chapter must now be stated.
In answer to the question, 'What is 1 John?'lgge most satisfactory
answer seems to be that it is a genuine letter or informal written
message to a congregatioﬁf but a writing which lacks the regular
letter address, greeting, thanksgiving and/or prayer for good
health and conclusion.%” It is neither a written nor spoken com-
position which fits into any other recognised literary cétegory.




(E)

- 164 -

THE NATURE OF 2 JOHN

The structure of 2 John is perfectly obvious. It is a letter '™

which more or less follows the conventions of private corres-
pondence of the day.'%%'7°

There are three main sections:

Verses 1 - 3 Introduction and Salutation

Verses 4 - 11 Counsel and Warning

Verses 12 & 13 Conclusion’?

2 John differs from regular first century letters in three primary

ways: first, its (relative) anonymity; cecondly, its rather

prolix opening; thirdly, its substitution of Xdéocs ,'grace',
for x«t//oiw s ‘greeting'“.’q"(The full greeting in 2 John
is three-fold -~ #aTet /4.29’ -fl/w:)v )(aé/o:.s ¥ A¢os
zf/oﬁw] TTxox ©%00 -n-aa-r/oo's :<,‘r'./)\,"'3

After the address (verses 1 and 2) and the greeting (verse 3), the
writer begins his message proper on a note of rejoicing - viz.
>E_x,{/oy)v AV  KTA. Significant]y/, the only
other New Testament book using the expression is 3 John?“though_

secular works contain it.'?®

Another feature binding 2 John to other contemporary letters is the

petition. Terence Mullins -said that "the characteristic form

of the petition is: background; petition, introduced by one of
four characteristic verbs; address in the vocative; courtesy
phrase; desired action." (There is considerable variation -
sometimes an element is omitted). One of the four petition verbs
is 'E’/ONTLQV. “Il John 5 is thus a petition: é'/dm’r‘(:) a‘e/
Ku,o(q R o ,a?}/o(—rréi/«iv o’()*)wj/\o us,

i.e. it exhibits the petition verb, the address, and the desired

action." /96

2 John, then, differs from both other 'Johannine' letters (3 John
and the 7 letters of Revelation 2 and 3) and contemporary secular
letters in only one really significant respect: the fourth
important conclusion of this chapter is that 2 John is atypical

in that it is inadequately addressed, and in fact names—Bo one.
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THE _NATURE OF 3 JOHN

The structure of 3 John at first glance presents no problems,
either. It can be regarded as revolving aroung the three key
personalities Gaius (VV.1 to 8), Diotrephes (W.9, 10), and
Demetrius-(vv.ll,]2)776r it can be analysed from the point of
view of the three o%lﬁgur subjects covered. Funk, however,
descries seven parts in 3 John, of which two are the introduction
(VV.1,2) and the conclusion VV.13 ff).  After observing that

3 John is more complex than 2 John, he continues: “Breaks are
marked by the vocative, e&y/d1Tv]Ti. at Vsé 2, 5, 11. An
expanded (in comparison with II John 4) 2X°</°")\/ e,

period occupies Vss. 3-4, following the conventional health wish
(2). Other breaks in thought occur at Vs. 9 and Vs. 12.  There
are thus five parts to the body of the letter, excluding the
health wish."

Funk's scheme, then, comprises

(Introduction)

Parts 1 and 2 - the author's basic request and its relevant
background (3 - 8).

Part 3 - the recalcitrance of D1otrephes and the Presbyter s
v proposed action (9-10).

Part 4 - a brief parenetical summary (11).

Part 5 - - a recommendation for Demetrius (12)

(Conclusion)

A Tittle later Robert Funk advances what he calls the "structural
outline" of "the interior" of 3 John, which is a restatement of
the above except that Part 1 is now separated and seen to be
“thanksgiving, which forms the general background for the request
(3-4)" and Part 2 consisfs of "body proper, with its request (5-8)".
Funk's analysis is more detailed than othersbut it is uncontro-
versial. It is universally agreed that 3 John follows contemporary
200,2.0¢

letter-writing conventions more closely than does 2 John.

202
Barclay gives as a pattern a letter from a ship's captain named
Irenaeus. This and 3 John both (he says) contain four main

parts: the greeting, the prayer for good health, the central
section with its news, and the final greetingsby name. Twice
in his comments on verse 2 Brooke used the word "conventional"

to describe the opening of the Third Epistle. Brooke also
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illustrated the epistolary use of €00¢ 0'36'90(&’; "to

n / )
prosper", and of c‘aywuvic‘v, “to be of sound health" (or
“doctrine") from both the New Testament and other early sources o3

Funk has drawn attention to the fact that the i/(e’f/oq\/ A& v
formulation of 3 John 3 is not followed by an %./‘w'r‘a'zv petition,
but by a vocative ({ :(Yx'n’tqfi/ ) and ITioTOV TTOLETS

( V.5), which is apparently a Christian counterpart of the common
idion  KxARs Trocd ogis

Another common feature is the recommendation of third parties - .
20
“In III Jdohn 12 there is just such a recommendation for Demetrius".

: ' 2/
The usual ending of letters - E/o PAY- N ('farewell')
? -~ >/
or i,cfo feba o€ i.u)(o/uut (literally: "I pray you
to enjoy good health") - is replaced by the Christianised Jewish

6 . ..
greeting &’(/oa{vr] croclo. »e7 3 John is less formal in its

. final words than 2 John.  The mystery surrounding the personalities

of 2 John is entirely absent, "friends" being referred to 208
’ /
unambiguously and "“individually": &aTroQSou ToUs ?U\OUSA
_ ) >/ 209
KX T O\/D/VLD(‘
The appropriate stage has now been reached for the statement of
the fifth important conclusion of the present chapter : 3 John

is a typical letter of its period save that it exhibits formulae

which have been modified in a Christian direction.*®*"

A SYNTHESIS

The five major conclusions reached in the chapter may be summarised:

[ ]
(1) 1 John is complete - as the writer intended it - as it stands.
(2) 1 John is the work of but one author.??

(3) 1 John is a genuine letter though it has no conventional
beginning or conclusion.*%
215

(4) 2 John is a genuine letter though no person is named in it.
(5) 3 John is a typical letter of its period (but one con-
taining Christianised elements).?/¢

How are these facts to be reconciled with each other and with the

~fact of common authorship?

First of all, it may be asked why did 1 John never have-all the
usual features of letters?  Schnackenburg can only say of the
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writer, "Perhaps he deliberately wanted to give his.writing,

which has a kerugmatic éharacter, a form other than simp1y that

of a letter. In the last analysis, this type (of letter) remains
a riddle to us." 7 |
M. Meinertz regarded the First Epistle as a covering letter for
the Gospel, and believed that "the absence of a literary beginning

and conclusion can be explained only on the assumption that the

readers knew the author to be an outstanding apostolic persona]ity"?

The covering letter idea is not satisfactony?"

It appears, therefore, that Schnackenburg is left with a riddle,
and Meinertz (and Ro]]erfﬁsfth a totally inadequate theory. What
possibility is left? Only, it would seem, the view expressed

in this hypothesis, viz. that 1 John is not exactly a letter, but

(in the words of 3 John) “something to the church®?*!

Each facet of 1 John - its structure, its nature - supports the
hypothesis that 1 John is not a letter so much as a writing sent to
a congregation with a']etter, or with letters.*** The personal
details so puzzlingly absent from the First Epistle are supplied

by the others.**3 When 3 and 2 John had been perused by their

respective recipients (Gaius and his wife), the larger writing
was to be presented tothe assembled congregation. 1 John was
calculated to win people to the truth and to keep them in it

-wihtout antagonising - to explain what it ii-to be a Christian,

and to show why heretics must be opposed .... this 'anonymous'

2 . . L
1etter,zﬁéming neither friend nor foe, but working on the principle
"if the cap fits, wear it" was the best way to deal with the

. . ¥ 3
s1tuat1on? s

ADDITIONAL EVIDENCE BASED ON THE NATURE OF THE EPISTLES WHICH
SUPPORTS THE HYPOTHESIS:

(a) Mandatory statements and prohibitions.
Much of 1 John consists of horatory material, but in
the great majority of verses which contain it the writer
urges his readers by indirect rather than direct
imperatives. In the whole of 1 John there are only
eleven instances of a verb in the imperative mood.ZIG
Contrariwise, there are just over fifty places where an

indirect statement which is virtually equivalent to an

18
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imperative or horétory statement is pr‘esentfn'7 These

include

. 2N

(i) the conditional €« constructions. When
the writer says, e. -g. e,w —n‘z/a(rrocr«b '..v(] 7)

or #xv o/««o}\or eV (1:9), He, is enjoining
walkmg or con ess1on when he says ixv TXS
aVTOXxs L OT0O

he is urging the keeping ofthe commandments, etc.
Similarly, when he uses the expression gxv €41 /u-iv
(1:6,8,10), he is, inter alia, surely issuing a
proh1b1t1on on his readers with respect to the

error he is repudiating.

(ii) the articular participle serves a similar purpose
both positively and negativeiy: in Chapter 2 there
are seven instances in verses 9 to 29 inclusive.
When the writer says o &an-&sv Tov
XBLANFOV xOT0D . ..
he means "lTove your brother", in the fo]]owmg
verse & $% _«gdV ToV XBENPSV V10D
of course has an identificatory purpose (assisting
recognition of the unorthodox) but it is also an
implicit injunction, viz. “Do not hate your brother".

(iii) the TTrxXs o and participle construction
which is very similar.2*8
¢

(iv) tvx expressions, wh1ch are often obvious
exhortations; e.g. 3:11 ... V& &)< ALV
X AA Aoos and 3: 23 & I /%
MIETLC TN T ovo/««acn. |

(v) lastly, the use of the verb 6¢u’)\c«> plus

an infinitive (as in 2:6, 3:16, and 4:11).

The characteristic of 1 John then is that its exhontations
are extremely frequent (on average more than one in every
two verses), but that they are couched in more or less
indirect language in five cases out of every six.

Now,with 2 and 3 John the picture is different.

Typically indirect '1 John-type' statements still appear,
but they no longer dominate. The Second Epistle
contains four direct instructions (in verses 5, 8, and 10
(bis)), and four indirect ones (verses 5, 6, and 9 (bis)).
3 John has two direct and three indirect exhortations

(all in verses 8 and 11).

It is apparent, then, that the injunctions of the shorter
epistles are about as common (i.e.very roughly one in two
verses) as in 1 John, but a much higher proportion are
direct imperatives. It would seem that the writer was
being more circumspect, more sermonic, in the longer
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writing. Is it not plausible to conclude that in 1 John
he was addressing a "mixed multitude" whose reaction would
be varied, and that in 2 and 3 John he was writing to
individuals, to members of a family with whom he had es-
tablished a real rapport? |

Tone

The conclusion reached on the basis of the frequency of
different methods of exhorting the reader/s is unquestion-
ably confirmed when the contents of the exhortations are
considered. There is an undeniably general tone and
emphas1s in 1 John: 7for instance, the wr1ter says "Do

not ]ove the world or the th1ngs 1n the wor]d " "Abide
1n-H1m“, and “Test the sp1r1ts“. * The writer is more
frank, more explicit, in 2 and 3 John.. An example can

be seen in a comparison between 1 John 1:6 ff with its
repeated JEXY s_x’/rn,,_\,/wi_v .+.. and 3 John 9 and
10.  The writer shuns conditional constructions in the
latter verses, saying categorically, specifically, and

with utter frankness that Diotrephes repudiates his

(the writer's) authority, “prates"";;gainst him "with evil
words", "refuses .... to welcome the brethren", stops
others doing so, and casts some out of the church. It

is to be expected that 3 John, which is so obvious]yAa
personal ]ette?i“wou]d use such forthright language, but
the tone of 2 John (often said to be a writing intended

not for an individual but a congregation?sﬂs scarcely less
forthright. The urgent words of verse 8, BA4mTeTe
fxuTods, have no close parallel in 1 John, while the
whole of verses 10 and 11 have a pointed directness which
is actually foreign to any part of 1 John: "If any one
comes to you and does not bring this doctrine, do not
receive him into the house or give him any greeting; for he
who greets him shares his wicked work".

In short,] John says what to do - "love." "believe!" etc.;
2 and 3 John say how this is to work out in practice

within the confines of a single household. The difference
is that between a writing with a congregational destinatio#fé
and those with a truly personal destination.
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The inclusion of personal material at the beginning
and ending of 2 and 3 John and its exclusion from 1 John
greatly enhances the above conclusion, which itself has
to do only with the body of the respective epistles.
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FOOTNOTES:

See p. 3 above

2 But see pp. 144  ff above, regarding the 'homiletic' view of
Fourth Gospel and 1 John structure,

3cr. Gthrie, who still adheres to a similar analysis except
that, in his case, 1:19 to 2:12 is entitled “Introductory
events". New Testament Introduction, Gospels and Acts, pp.300,301.

4" - 1 regard the Fourth Gospel as being in its essential character
a theological work rather than a history”. The Interpretation
of the Fourth Gospel, C.U.P., 1953, p.444.

§ Das Evangelium des Johannes, G8ttingen, Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht,
1968, pp.5 ff. ,

6 A view opposed by Sir Edwyn Hoskyns, who says "The Fourth
Gospel is, as it stands, a literary unity." The Fourth Gospel,
Hoskyns/Davey, Faber & Faber, 1947, pp.68,9. In a memorable
sentence C.H. Dodd criticises the 'German' method of analysis:
"T conceive it to be the duty of an interpreter at least to see
what can be done with the document as it has come down to us
before attempting to improve upon it." The Interpretation of
the Fourth Gospel, p.29.

7 New Testament Studies, Vol. 15, pp.107 ff.
8 In the case of 1 John that of J.C. 0'Neill (see below pp. 152 ff)

9 Deeks' scheme is not particularly convincing, though perhaps it is
illustrative of Barrett'ssuccinct observation that the structure
of the Fourth Gospel is "simple in outline, complicated in detail"!
See Barrett, Conmentary, p.11.

0 Commentary, pp.51 ff. Lindars names Barrett, Braun, Brown,
Schnackenburg and Sanders as scholars sympathetic to his type of
scheme. ‘

e.q. on p.45 he says: "the distribution of linguistic traits
covers the whole Gospel. This weakens the theory of multiple
written sources, some of which might have been in Aramaic, and
rather suggests that the writing, editing, and reshaping are all
the work of one man". In 1972 Lindars produced convincing argu-
ments for his rejection of Bultmann's theory of a "Signs source"
and a "Revelation discourse"”. He claimed that (1) it is impossible
to imagine John incorporating these sources almost intact into a
Gospel, and (2) the 'sources' are not credible as separate units.
Behind the Fourth Gospel, pages 31 ff. Not only are theories of
multiple written sources behind the Fourth Gospel generally rejected
by English-speaking scholars, but the more complicated theories of
dislocation and/or "layers" after the "German" pattern are repudiated

by influential writers. Dodd was generally opposed to such ideas
(see above 3 note 6 ). C.F. Evans wrote regarding Bultmann's
theory of dislocations: "the end result of his analysis must be

pronounced unconvincing”. (Review in Scottish Journal of Theology,
Vol. 26, 1973, p.347). See also C.F. Evans' remarks in the
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‘Hibbert Journal, Vol. 56 (1957-8), p.398. With respect to
"layers" in the Fourth Gospel, the careful scholar Kummel said

that "The more far-reaching hypotheses ... according to which

John arose through extensive expansion of a 'Grundschrift' can

only be designated as arbitrary and undemonstrable". Introduction
to the New Testament, p.150.

2 but not identical with

13 Ibid, p.47
»’4 Ibid, p.46

'S Ibid, p.5]

/6 or part of it. Ibid, p.51

I7 On the basis of the Gospel According to John by R.E. Brown as
well as Lindars' two books, The Gospel of John, Oliphants, London,
1972, and Behind the Fourth Gospel, S.P.C.K., London, 1971.

133 L. Houlden, A Commentary on the Johannine Epistles, pp.24,25.

" "In this commentary we have preferred to see a man caught in an
unresolved dichotomy of thought and purpose rather than the use
of two sources." Ibid, p.29; cf. pp.55,6.

22 Though exception may-still be taken to a number of points in
Lindars' theory. Moreover, though in one sense Houlden's view
of separate acts of writing may be valid, in another that would
appear not to be the case. 1 Jdohn may be the product of years
of reflection (and perhaps incorporate earlier written reflections
and addresses) but at the same time it gives every indication of
having been written in toto in the month X in the year Y to meet
situation Z. Cf. p. 135 note 318.

* See above, p. 106
22but not by him
23The New Testament, An Introduction, pp.221,2.

24 Ibid, p.221. From the days of Robert Law the larger Johannine
books have been compared with musical compositions on account of
the sensitive artistry alleged to be evident within them.  See
above, pp. 148 ff.

25The subject of these being the future parousia hope and the
sacraments. It is, then, the unconvincing theological points
and not those other more convincing theological and structural
ones which guide Perrin in determining the degree of Fourth v
Gospel/1 John overlap in authorship. This is strange: the result
is the tentative denial of common authorship (except for brief
passages) instead of the assertion of it.

2 5 223, 224; cf. p.247

27Article 'The Structure of First John. Comparison with the Fourth
Gospel. The Pattern of Christian Life', in Biblical Theology
Bulletin, Vol.III, June 1973, No. 2, pp.194-216.
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28 p. 171 note 10 , and aboveQ pp. 153 ff.
29 and, indeed, between either of these and Revelation 1:1-3.

3 J.A.T. Robinson, for instance, says "the opening of the first
epistle - shows a number of obvious similarities with it (the
Fourth Gospel Prologue) and reads indeed as if it could be a
first draft for it." Redating the New Testament, p.Z283.

In partial contrast, R. Schnackenburg says that "The opening of
1 John - renders freely the thought of the Prologue (of John),
and may be read as the oldest commentary on it." The Gospel
According to St. John, Burns and Oates, London, 1968, p.233.

‘3 [iterally, "lean it closely to -

32 pje Johannesbriefe, p.51. The Fourth Gospé]/! John comparative
table of Greek phrases on the same page is valuable.

33 Cf. Barrett, The Gospel of John and Judaism, p.35.

31t is interesting that Dobschlitz dated the Kerygma Petrou between
80 and 140, and that Fragment 1 of that work refers to the Lord
as "Law and Word (Logos)". New Testament Apocrypha II, p.99.
It is therefore just possible that Christian use of the term
/\6yo$ was general, predating the specifically Johannine use
of 1t. '

35The Epistles of John, MacMillan, London, 1883, p.3.
3¢ The Expository Times, September 1975, pp.372-375.

37Bernard, BU]tmann, de Ausejo, Gaechter, Green, Haenchen, Kasemann,
Schnackenburg, Brown, Lindars, Jeremias, Burney, Weiss, & 0'Neill.

3% Dodd, Hoskyns and Davey, Lightfoot, Marsh, Morris, and Sanders and
Mastin. Ibid, pp.372,373.

39C.K. Barrett has recently re-examined the question of Aramaic
sources behind the Fourth Gospel, and concluded "There is no
syntactical support for the view that the evangelist drew upon
Aramaic sources in the Prologue." John and Judaism, pp.22-28.

“°Schnackenburg says of the Fourth Gospel Prologue : "In its present
form, it is indissolubly linked with the Gospel itself". The
Gospel According to St. John, Burns & Qates, London, 1968, p.221.
See also Robert Grant, A Historical Introduction to the New
Testament (Fontana edition 1971), p.159. A rough guide is to
be found in the reference column in the R.S.V.; approximately ten
Fourth Gospel Prologue statements are restated or elaborated
elsewhere in the book. Two key instances are the affirmation of
ontological unity between the Father and the Son (1:1; cf.10:30 etc)
and the identification of the Son with life and light (1:4,5,9 - cf.
6:35 ff, 14:6 ff, 8:12 ff). Another great emphasis (this time
in both Prologues) is the powerful statement of the reality of
the Incarnation (1 John 1:1-3 cf.Jdohn 1: 14 etc). As far as
1 John is concerned, the theme is renewed in 1 John 4:9,10,14
(the Father 'sending' the Son) and in 4:2, 5:6, and 5:20 (the
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Son ‘coming' in the flesh). Cf.‘§chnackenburg, p.57. A vital

1 John theme is that of Kowvw v : " - the Proem of
1 John strikes a fundamental chord, which sounds again and again
in this writing..... communion with God through faith in the One

who appeared in history and the true Son of God, Jesus Christ -
Ibid, pp.64,65. Numerous other verses in the First Epistle re-
jterate those statements found in its prologue.

&iContrast 2 and 3 John
#2for which there is no textual evidence anyway.

3The title "ad Parthos", which was common in the West from
Augustine's time, is obviously not original. See Brooke,
Commentary, pp.Xxxx/xxxi. '

“but all make the attempt!

#pierson Parker, in his article 'Two Editions of John' (J.B.L.,
Vol. 75, 1956, p.303) goes a good deal further. He says “Indeed
1 John makes almost as good sense when read backwards, sentence

LR

by sentence."”.
The Johannine Epistles, p.xxi. See above, p. 153
“47The Johannine Epistles, p.xxxii.
#8p1umer, The Epistles of St. John, C.U.P., 1886, p.1ii1.

“Ccf. Wilder/Hoon in the Interpreter's Bible, p.210: its course
is like that of “the river Meander, which flowed through the
province of Asia." , :

‘bVon Campenhausen has (more recently) favoured this term:
Ecclesiastical Authority and Spiritual Power, London, 1969, p.186.

S1A musical term signifying the adding of melodies to a given melody
- according to fixed rules.

521bid, p.5. It is very interesting to see that C.H. Dodd has
(unconsciously?) used language very like that with which Law
describes 1 John to summarise what he calls the 'Book of Signs'
(i.e. John 2-12). Dodd, Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel,
p.383. Dodd here says concerning (part of) the Fourth Gospel
what Law said of the First Epistle even though he did not agree
with Law's precise analysis of the Epistle. (See Dodd, Commen-
tary, pp.xxi, xxii). Even if the 'precise’ view were adopted
in each ‘case, however, there would still be one significant
difference: in the Book of Signs "The themes have all been
brought into a unified presentation... a single dominant theme."
Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel, pp.383,4.

531 John 3:9, 4:7, 5:4, 5:18: Cf.2:29

$#The first two cycles work out neatly, dealing with the same tests
in the same order, but the third cycle breaks the pattern. In
the first place it has two sections, not one. Secondly, the
first section of the Third Cycle has three paragraphs (1ike cycles
1 and 2), but these are all based on one test - love. Finally,
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the second section of the Third Cycle has only two paragraphs;
~ these are both concerned with the belief test.

5 See Dodd, The Bible and the Greeks, Hodder & Stoughton, London,
(3rd Impression 1964), pp. 44 ff. In discussing the range of
meaning of PTX and Scka((ad'l)v') Dodd says: . '
"the fact that - ,s'j(;ﬁs always related to God and His law, rather
than to social customs and institutions as such, or to abstract
principles, gives a different colour to its use; and in general
it would probably be true to say that for the Hebrew righteousness
tends to be more inward, more humane, and more inclusive than for
the Greek."™ On page 45 Dodd quotes Skinner, who says that for

the prophets at least "“the idea (of PT¥ ) is far broader
than what we usually mean by right or justice; it includes a
large-hearted construction of the claims of humanity; it is, as
has been said, the humanitarian virtue par excellence." It can
hardly be denied that in T John 19, for example, the forensic
idea of righteousness is not wholly adequate to convey the force
of $'K«tos . In his commentary on the Epistles Dodd again
says in effect that in those books obedience and love are
identical. (p.123). Schnackenburg says, "Faith and love sum

up for John all the demands imposed on the disciple of Christ."
The Gospel According to St. John, p.559.

§6 Commentary, p.xxxiv

S7Brooke omits to mention that the Introduction is also Christological.

§3¢.qg. John Painter, John: Witness and Theo]og1an, S.P.C.K., London,
. pp.117ff. See above, pp. 156 ff.

59 Commentary, p.10

60Stott and Alexander have followed the general scheme devised by
Law in their commentaries.

Cf. A.M. Hunter, Introducing the New Testament, S.C.M., London,
1957, pp.176,7, and Edward Malatesta, The Epistles of St. John,
Pontifical Gregorian University, Rome, 1973. Variations on Law's
scheme, both involving alleged displacements of material within

1 John,were proposed by C. Clare Oke ('The Plan of the First
Epistle of John,' Expository Times, 51, 1939/40, pp.347-350) and
Kozue Tomoi ('The Plan of the Fir 2t Ep1st]e of John, Expository
Times, 52, 1940/41, pp.117-119). ® In his article, A Study in

1 John, in the 'Stud1es in John supplement to Novum Testamentun,

Vol. XXIV, pp.194 ff.
é25ee above, pp. 152 ff.

€31pid, p.110. In context, the remark is directed at the analyses

‘of Hdring, Brooke, and Bultmann. It could also have reference to
Bengel, who claimed for 1 John "an elaborate contextual plan on a
basis mainly Trinitarian.” See S.D.fF. Salmond, 'Epistles of John

in A Dictionary of the Bible, edited by James Hastings, 1902-4,
Vol.II, page 733.

64 See Houlden, p.26. Dobschlitz' work appeared in Z.N.W.VIII
(1907), pp.1-8. :
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‘STdb1ngen J.C.B. Mohr (Paul S1ebeck) pp.138-158.

6‘The same "collection of sayings" as the "revelation sayings"
source behind the Fourth Gospel. Ibid, p.138. Dwight Moody
Smith Jr. has discerned one notable difference in Bultmann's
Fourth Gospel and 1 John sources: "Apart from 2:23, 5:10,12 (2 John 9),
where Father and Son are mentioned, there is 11tt1e suggestion of
revealer or redeemer myth in the source of 1 John" The Compo-
sition and Order of the Fourth Gospel, Yale Un1vers1ty Press, 1965,
p.17, note.

¢ 1bid, p.141

.‘9Bultmann, like Hans Jonas (and the religionsgeschichtliche school
generally) discerned 'Gnosticism' in many places - in Philo, in
the Odes of Solomon, the Hermetica, and in the New Testament.
‘Gnosticism' for him,of course, is to be understood in what may be
described as a 'broad' or 'German' sense, the sense for which

R. McL. Wilson prefers to employ the word 'Gnosis' as distinct
from the narrower term 'Gnosticism' which Wilson (in keeping with
proposals at the congress in Messina in 1966) reserved for the
developed ., mainly anti-Christian heresies of the 2nd century.
Wilson, Gnosis and the New Testament, Blackwell, Oxford, 1968,
pp.4, 5, 12. See also Wilson's earlier book, The Gnostic
Problem, Mowbray, London, 1958, pp.65 ff, and Edwin Yamauchi,
Pre-Christian Gnosticism, Tyndale, London, 1973, pp.17,18.

In 'John and Judaism', C.K. Barrett differentiates between the
definitions of Gnosticism of C.H. Dodd and Rudolf Bultmann.

Pp.3, 7. See also John Painter, John: Witness and Theologian, p.15.

¢91n his essay Die Kirchliche Redaktion des ersten Johannesbriefes
in the volume 'In Memoriam Ernst Lohmeyer', edited by Werner
Schmauch, Stuttgart, pp.189-201. ‘

°1bid, p.189. A summary occurs in Bultmann's Commentary on the
Epistles, page 2.

7’ The reasons for regarding 5:13 as the end of the book were

(1) that 5:13 is a clear letter conclusion;

(2) that 5:14-21 breaks the christological/exhortatory pattern
of the earlier part of the book;

(3) that sins are differentiated into those oS oLvurov
and others in 5:14-21, but this distinction does not
appear (it is in fact incompatible with teaching) in
1 John up to 5:13; :

(4) that 5:18-20 merely summarises the main thoughts of the book

proper.
2 page 2

73 "Attempts to find a train of thought in 2:28-5:12 are futile.
The whole section 2:28-5:12 is obviously not a coherent organic
composition, but rather a compendium of various fragements
collected as a supplement to 1:5-2:27". Commentary, pp.43,44.

74Summarily, then: ‘
Ist stage - 1:1-2:27 (the result of the author working with his

source)
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the very distinctive statement o ©g€bs xy<m £oTULY
(1 John 4:8,16); the statement has "no known (Jewish
parallels." Ibid, p.53. Nor is there any very close

parallel to the idea of love casting out fear: 1 John 4:18; cf.
John 13:34,35), and the assertions that God's children are

ag A V103 lgtyiv\ry,-ro(( (2:29) and shall be

Siocot KLKOT {3:2; ‘neither of these concepts has any
distinct Jewish parallel). Some parallels are noted to the

notion of God's TTxwouwda(x (pp.31-33), but it is much more
natural to understard the word as referring to Christ. Finally,
with respect to 2:18-27 (the fifth of the "twelve admonitions"),
0'Neill calls the XxpPCToarx "the most pervasive" theme,

yet has to admit that "no later Jewish document ... gives any clear
indication that the community as a whole was regarded as anointed",
(page 23; see 1 John 2:20,27).

ggM.,de Jonge says categorically "There is no indication that the
controversy within the 'Johannine' Christian communities was
influenced by Christian-Jewish controversies concerning the

messiahship of Jesus". Moreover, the word xfour‘r‘és in the
Johannine Epistles "is used as a Christian term, which has lived
out its own life in the Christian church - ". ‘'Antichrist' is

not a Jewish term either. Article, 'The Use of the Word Xpetords
in the Johannine Epistles' in the volume Studies in John, a supple-
ment to Novum Testamentum, Vol. XXIV, pp.66 ff. Schnackenburg
argues similarly on pp.156, 7 with regard to the easy transition

by the writer from )901r7n5 in 2:22a to TovV L(dV in 2:22b
and 2:23.

%9 For instance, 2:18-27 is described as three poems of four lines
each plus Christian additions of irregular length, yet a case
could be made out for calling vv. 22 and 23 another verse of 4
lines; after all, "the Christian additions are also capable of
division into lines." (p.28).

9 Philemon, perhaps.

9 This point, which is so damaging to the theories of both Bultmann
and 0'Neill, is quoted from John Painter, John: Witness and
Theologian, S.P.C.K., London, 1975, page 112.

92 Instances are quoted in Houlden's Commentary - see pp.28,29.

PBCommentary, pp.xxi/xxii.

9% Der Tradition und der Charagter des ersten Johannesbriefes,
J.C.B. Mohr (Paul Siebeck), Tlubingen, 1957, p.126.

9% "Behind the prototype and behind the letter stands the same author.
(p.74; cf. pp.73, 123, 126, and 141). The closing verses of
1 John "partly explain" earlier statements, and so belong to the
writer of the rest of the book. (p.141). Even the passage
5:16 ff fits into the same picture "without being forced" (p.142).
Plainly Nauck diverges sharply from Rudolf Bultmann on this
issue. See above, pp. 151 ff.

%p.125

97and even then was "not a letter in the true sense." p.126.
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P10 the process the original “"antithesis rows" remained almost
unchanged. p.66. '

-

9 Commentary, p.12

1°¢ See p. 152 above. Nauck emphatically disagrees with Bultmann
over the position of the (original) author: he was "not an
oddity" whose letter had to be straightened out by an ecclesiastical
redactor, but was acquainted with both late Jewish and early
Christian tradition. p.133.

9" Nauck is tempted to view the triple 53105‘ x of 1 John 2:14
as relating to “the antitheses rows sent to the church" but this
~1s not satisfactory, since his basic theory seems invalid. Ibid,

p.125, note 2; cf. below P- 183 note 168.

102 1ntroduction to the New Testament, (E.T.) S.C.M., 1966, pp.306,307.

193 The portions of the book assigned to the 'courses of thought' are
1:5-2:27, 2:28-4:6, and 4:7 to 5:13; the three are followed by
“concluding thoughts" (5:14-21).

/% Commentary, pp.10 ff.

195 Though in one place Schnackenburg argues that "certain fixed
formulations" must have been prepared in advance (Commentary, p.167).
961 1:5 to 2:17, for example, there is an "obviously chain-Tlike
sequence of smaller thought units”(with breaks at the end of -
2:2 and 2:12). Commentary, p.73. Later, on p.273, Schnackenburg
remarks on “the peculiar thought-production of the author,who
lets himself be led from one thought associatively to the other".
The remark is made apropos 5:13-21, whose basis is the verb
oldx eV, and which is divided into seven parts.

197 Cf. N, Alexander's judgment that 1 John is some kind of produc-
tion "thought out pen in hand". Commentary, p.30.

0% 1bid, p.12

199 e.g. in 2:29-3:4, 3:6-9, and 3:19 ff.

10 Houlden agrees; he says "there is a considerable degree of over]ap.
And this very fact confirms the belief that we are dealing with a
single work". Ibid, p.29.

s p.C.K., London, 1975, pp.117-119.

1"21:6,8,10

1132:4,6,9

4420

"$3:7,8,10,14 ff; 4:8

”92:29, 3:4,6,2,10. This and the previous group stress the fulfilment
of righteousness in the context of brotherly love.

"75.6,10,12,19
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ne Without its ciose]y articulated structure!
N9 Cf. p. 156 above
120yfinmel is forced to the same conclusion: Ibid, p.309.

21 5 112; cf. p.145

23And not a community of churches - see above, pp 2] ff.
Painter, who follows Schnackenburg in a number of respects,
appears to diverge from him here: he speaks of "the congregation
to which this letter (1 John) was addressed." John: Witness
and Theologian, p.115. '

12¢The two were contemporaries.

1255ee, e.g. Plato's Seventh Letter of ¢.345 B.C., which is a
refutation of popular misconceptions about his thought and conduct.

126) jght from the Ancient East, Hodder & Stoughton, London, 1910,
pp.218-221.

’Z7Excépt for Acts 15:23; 23:26; James 1:1.

123 Three typical letters, spanning more than three centures, but
remarkably similar to each other in form, are printed on pages
27 to 29 of C.K. Barrett's 'The New Testament Background:
Selected Documents’, S.P.C.K., London, 1961. See also Wilder/
Hoon, Interpreter's Bible, page 308.

129 The second person plural imperative "little children, keep

~ yourselves from idols" is a conclusion of a sort: Bultmann calls
5:13 an imitation of "the usual epistolary conclusion." The
same writer says that "The Proemium of 1 John imitates the usual

- prescript of a letter and thus suggests that 1 John really is a
Jetter". Commentary, p.2. Cf. Wilder/Hoon, Interpreter's
Bible, p.216. Earlier, the point had been argued more fully
in Die Kirchliche Redaktion des ersten Johannesbriefes, pages 189,
190: “Now as the writer of (a) letter names himself in the
prescript of the letter and directs himself to the addressees,
so in 1 John 1:1-4 the writer and those addressed are distinguished -
only that everything concrete/individual is done away with; the
anonymous author does not speak as an individual person but in
the 'we' of ear and eye witnesses, and likewise the addressees
appear only as the ‘you', i.e. as the Christian church, the
receiver of the tradition mediated by the 'we' The conclusion
of the proem1um imitates the good wish of the prescr1pt of the
letter, in that the customary formulation - )(KfJLs K= vo )yy\
is recast into the spe31f1ca]]y JohanQ1ne{term1noloq1 ( K= 7?X\J1L<

v Oaly ) Uy ARV R IT ST A 2 e S vy "

g;ﬁgBer ard We1s§TAA Manual o#q1n¥r duanJn to the‘New Tes€BAé // /
Hodder & Stoughton, London, 1896, p.174.

130 And so Schnackenburg states at the very start of his commentary
that it is "no formal letter after the Greek kind." Such is the
genera]]y accepted judgment, but it was challenged by Fred O.
Francis in 1970 (article 'The Form and Function of the Open1ng
and Closing Paragraphs of James and 1 John', Zeitschrift fir die
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neutestamentliche Wissenschaft und die Kunde der alteren Kirche,
61, 1970, pp.110-126.  Francis examined contemporary Hellenistic
letters and found a "convention of double opening statements",
which he claimed was also in evidence in the prologue of 1 John,
i.e. 1 John 1:1,2 was reckoned to be the first half of the double
form, and 1:3. the second.  So much for the beginning of 1 Johnj
so far as the end is concerned, "Many Hellenistic letters of
all types have no closing formulas whatever; theyjust stop".
(Examples are found in Josephus' Antiquities 8:50-54 and 1 tlacc.
10:25 ff). Francis concludes: "Scholarship must reassess the
literary character of the Epistles of James and 1 John in the
1ight of what appear to be carefully styled opening thematic
statements, a recognisable epistolary close, and the rather
substantial literary-thematic coherence of the episties as a whole.
James and 1 John may be understood as episties from start to
finish".  Two points must be made:
(a) Francis' contention that 1 John has a true epistolary
- beginning and ending has not been supported in more

recent studies and commentaries.
(b) He said that the characteristics described belong to

"secondary letters", by which he meant letters which

Tack situational immediacy". That assessment of |

John - directly opposed in the present thesis - is a

dubious one.

13! Hebrews does close with greetings and a benediction.

13256e p. 158  above

135 Law, The Tests of Life, p.41.

13¢And thereby anticipates Kumme1's objection that 1 John is "a
tractate intended for all of Christendomn". Introduction to
the New Testament, p.307.

1351 John 2:19, 4:1

1362:26, 3:7, 5:21

1372:12-14,2

I334:4 i

#9319, 5:13

/40 Commentary, p.23

W Guthrie is less careful than usual when he says: "it is only
occasionally (my italics) that words occur that remind us that
this is not an address but a letter.” Introduction to New

Testament, Hebrews to Revelation, p.195. r?o’t c}sa(v occurs
thirteen times in this book of only 105 verses.

/421t is denied in the Oxford Annotated Bible (p.1482) that 1 John
is a letter: " - in form and content it resembles a theological
treatise or sermon, written with obvious affection and concern
tor the spiritual welfare of those to whom it is addressed."

The first part of this statement is not satisfactory - see above

pp. 163 161.
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5 Light from the Ancient East, p.220.

1#4This must-not be interpreted as "any letter from an apostle",
however. o

%S Vol. 11, pp.88 ff. The passage concerned is the work of
W. Schneemelcher.

MWbCain, of course, is alluded to in 3:12.

14127, 3:2,21, 4:1,7,11. 3 John uses ci)/“rfq7“{ in verses
- 2, 5, and 11, but that is in addition to proper names.

487.1,12,28, 3:17,18, 4:4, 5:2]
%92:14,18
1$93:13

. P
15! TS Kve occurs five times in 1 John, three times in.
2 John, and once in 3 John, but never as a vocative.

IS2 See above, pp. 154 ff

83 New Testament Apocrypha, Vol. II, pages 131,2.

S1bid, p.88

155 ight from the Ancient East, p.225

56001, 4:15,16

157 Perrin, speaking of the same group of books plus the Pastorals,

says that 1 Peter is a letter, James a homily, and the others
~are all manifestos. The New Testament, An Introduction, p.271.

58 ight from the Ancient East, p.235
59 conmentary, p.21
/69See above, p.158

%! 1ntroduction to the New Testament, p.307, referring to Bultmann's
. commentary, p.2.

"zCommentary, p.XV

“‘It is, for instance, instructive to compare 1 John with Hebrews
on this score.

%10 'The Literary Study of the Bible' (Heath, Boston, 1899, pp.512,
328 and 329) Richard G. Mouton called 1 John 'A Wisdom Epistle’
similar in type to James: 1 John includes "a series of independent
sayings", and James, like Proverbs and Ecclesiasticus, has the
form of "a miscellany - a series of independent essays."

165 See William Barclay, The Letters of John and Jude, The Saint
Andrew Press, Edinburgh, 1960: "a loving and anxious sermon"
(p.3; but see p.15)
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166 1sermon’ in the Shorter Oxford Dictionary.

/67Cf. the use of Psalm 110:4 in Hebrews. F.F. Bruce (The Epistle
to the Hebrews, Marshall, Morgan and Scott, London, 1964) calls
the verse "our author's 01d Testament text." For Deissmann
Hebrews was. an epistle or an oration, or a diatribe.

6% i e, appellations; vocatives; titles. Commentary, p.2.

/69 Some passages where y7m1¢1cv occurs (especially 2:12 ff) are
very puzzling. C.F.D. Moule suggests four possible interpretations
which can be put upon the threefold o> followed by the
threefold €Y= Qo< , but concludes: "No really convincing
explanation is known to me." An Idiom Book of New Testament
Gree, C.U.P., 1953, p.12.  Rudolf Bultmann regards every instance
of yoddw or tyogaysx in 1 and 2 John as nol referring
to "what was said before but precisely to what is now being
said". Analyse des ersten Johannesbriefes, p.144 (and note on
that page).

1799.15-17, 3:11-24, 4:7-12, 4:19-5:3
71:1-3
24.4-6, 5:11,12

173 Shorter Oxford Dictionary. In England the name was applied in
particular to the individual works in the 'Book of Homilies'
produced for use in parish churches in 1547 and 1563.

T+ See pp. 31 ff. above
15| ight from the Ancient East, p.237.

IT6Gilbert Murray, Five Stages of Greek Religion, Clarendon, Oxford,
1925, page 116, says that Antisthenes began the $ScxTo (34
literary genre, but does not distinguish it from the homily or
sermon.

17T Klmmel specifically lists Knopf, Windisch, Jllicher-Fascher,
Riddle-Hutson, Klijn, Lohmeyer, Bultmann, and Boismard (Intro-
duction p.307); Cf. Perrin, The New Testament; An Introduction,
p.271. Early in the twentieth century James Moffat described
1 John as an "encyclical or pastoral manifesto-". Introduction
to the Literature of the New Testament, T. & T.Clark, Edinburgh,
1912, p.583.

"¥Shorter Oxford Dictionary. James Moffatt gives the title "A
Johannine Tract" to the section dealing with 1 John in his book
'Introduction to the Literature of the New Testament', T.& T,
Clark, Edinburgh, 1912, p.582.

’Wo’(Yo(rr»l-ro( does occur once - in 6:9.

180Schnackenburg (Commentary, p.1) compares it unfavourably here
with ‘Hebrews, Barnabas and 1 Clement "in their main section”.
Cf. J. Painter, p.113.

%) More so than Hebrews, though both books do appear to be local
and temporal in address.
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192 A number of writers debate the possibility of the Epistle being
'a complete fiction' in thé sense that, whatever its literary form,
all personal touches have been added for effect (cf. theories
that the "cloak" and "parchments" and other personal references
of 2 Timothy 4:9 ff were added to give credibility to Pauline
authorship of that book: See Donald Guthrie, New Testament Intro-
duction, The Pauline Epistles, p.204. Schnackenburg is convinced
that 1 John is “not... an artificial literary product in the form
of a letter in which one unknown person maintained communication
with unknown readers". Commentary, p.1. Bultmann does not
hint in any way that 1 John is to be included with 2 John when
he labels that work "secondary". Commentary, p.l.

193 Commentary, p.31. On page 54 Houlden calls 1 John “"a hortatory
treatise”.  Dodd: "a somewhat informal tract or homily" -
.Commentary, p.xxi.

I8¢ ' Tract' is apparently an abbreviation of ‘tractate’, which itself
comes from the Latin tractatus, a written work treating of some
particular topic.

9 Cf. Painter, p.112. See also the article by C.F. Evans, 'The New
Testament in the Making' 1in the Cambridge History of the Bible,
C.U.P., 1970, Vol.1, pp.277,278.

186500 above, pp. 31 ff

187Cf. Haenchen: 1 John “"often approaches the form of a letter,
without actually being such." Theologische Rundschau, 26, 1960,
pages 1 - 43 and 267 - 291.

188 4 J. Gibbins wrote that "the truest description of 2 John is to
call it a 'prophetic epistle' like that of Jeremiah 29." 'The
Second Epistle of John', Expositor, 6th series, 6, 1902, pages
228-236. Cf. page 294 below, note 78.

1%y Dodd (amongst others) would say that it purports tg be a private
Tetter, but "This form - seems to be a thin disguise for a
pastoral epistle addressed to a Christian congregation.”
Commentary, p.lvii. See chapter 6 below, pp. 278 ff.

19° Noyman Perrin asserts that "The letters have no formal structure"
(i.e. 2 and 3 John). The New Testament, An Introduction, Harcourt
Brace Jovanovich, New York, 1974, p.248. Perrin is less perceptive
than Robert Funk. See above, pp. 164 ff.

19" So A.E. Brooke in his commentary. Some other commentators
subdivide VV.4-11; e.g. Edward Malatesta, who entitles 4 - 6
'The Commandment of Charity', and 7-11 'Contrast between
Antichrist and Believers'. The Epistles of St. John, Pontifical
Gregorian University, Rome, 1973, page 49.

92 This "Christianised" formula occurs in most New Testament epistles
(cf.p. , note ). Hebcews and 1 John have no greeting; Jude
omits Y=<c¢PELV and  x&0cs but has the three words
4 > / > / 113
€heos , €£odhva, and Ly Ty . The usual Pauline
formula 1nc1udgs Xépcs and iaoufvr).
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"5 John 3

10 verse 3,"5’6, .{ v was common in rephes dumng the
Hellenistic-Roman period; the formula ¢x<omv  Aixv
is para]]e]ed by P. Geiss 21 (second century) >\(0(V ¢ ,</0,7\/
o(Kouﬂ”o(d"O( Sre \ .écoed“o(( I_&o« ,,f\ £>\¢ﬂ 0”00
pLs ("I rejoited exceed1ng1y when [ heard that your
s1sté? Soeris, was also well"). Polycarp's ]etter to the

Ph1]1pp1ans begins rather s1m11ar1y - zUVg o( z)«)\ws
(not  Adxv )s  KTA (" I reJo1ce orea?ly w1th you ="

and in the same letter 4:10 says \/ Ds v xkuolw
AZ & s ST¢ ("I rejoice in the ng atly that - ). ‘Robert

Funk, The Form and Structure of 2 and 3 John, J B.L., Vol. 86,
1967 p.425. Funk says that iX«/O»—)v Aixy is a conventional
"opem‘ng gambit". p.427.

98 Funk, The Form and Structure of 2 and 3 John, 0.426.

1497 Dodd, for instance, does this. So does Stott, and, more recently,
Edward Malatesta. Ibid, p.55.

148 and F.F. Bruce eight. = His subdivisions are identical with those
of Funk save that the conclusion is divided into 'personal notes'
(13,14), and "final greeting" (15). The Epistles of John,
Revell, New Jersey, 1970, p.146.

19 1bid, p.429

oo Except that 3 John lacks "the usual greeting (or wish)" while 2
“John does not. See 2 John 3 and Bultmann's commentary, pp.95 and 107.
Funk observes that "The benedictory greeting of II John 2, customary
in the Pauline and other Christian letter, is replaced in III John 3
with a conventional health wish." [Ibid, pp.424,5. On page 430 he
says: "The conventional health wish in III John 2 marks this letter
as the most secularized in the New Testament".  Cf.p.425.

Donald Guthrie believes that 3 John is nearer "the form of a genuine
private letter" than 2 John. New Testament Introduction, Hebrews
to Revelation, page 217; «cf. F.F. Bruce, p.146. The merest glance
at the three letters on pages 27 to 29 in C.K. Barrett's book, The
New Testament Background: Selected Documents, confirms the truth of
this. (C.H. Dodd quotes 2 other regular Tetters of the time:
Commentary on pages 58,9). The extreme brevity of the prescript
approaches more nearly to Graeco-Roman letters than any other

. Christian letter (so Schnackenburg, p.319). Moreover, there is

no "Christian enlargement” to the final greeting of V.15
(Schnackenburg, p.332). Interestingly, Schnackenburg observes

that "the peace greeting (of 3 John 15) no doubt betrays the born
Semite) cf. 2 John 3)".

2.0

2oty Barclay, The Letters of John, p.169

203 Commentary, p.182

2%"The idiom K&ARDS Trocoets is - very commonly used
in the papyri in polite forms of petition, and is to be translated
there as 'please' or 'I beg you'". (cf. Phil. 4:14, James 2:1,19,

Acts 10:33). Funk, p.427
© 205 Ihid, p.428
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206 The slightly earlier statement in 3 John, " - I would rather not
write with pen and ink - ", and the corresponding passage in .
2 John (" - I would rather not use paper and ink -") find an echo in
one of the letters purporting to be written by Paul to Seneca:
"I may not express myself with pen and ink". A. Kurfess, the
editor of this spurious correspondence, debates whether it
originated in the third century or fourth century. New Testament
Apocrypha, Vol.II, pp.133 ff, especially 133 and 137.

27¢f. €LYy Samiv in John 20:19 and 26. Nigel Turner, in
his article '"Jewish and Christian Influence on New Testament
Vocabulary' (Novum Testamentum, Vol.16, 1974, pp:149 ff) says:
"In the New Testament et0sy ...15 no longer the absence of
strife (secular language), but'has the full meaning of shaldm,
a state of security and well-being, through its use in the LXX".
The use of the singular e« in 3 John 15 itself seems to
demonstrate the correctness of Turner's judgment with respect to
the Third Epistle (and so, presumably, the other Johannine books
where it occurs, viz. the Fourth Gospel, 2 John, and Revelation).

208 Alan Richardson conjectures that this word perhaps became a technical
term for Christians on the strength of John 11:11, 15:14, and
3 John 14; cf. James -2:23. An Introduction to the Theology of the
New Testament, S.C.M., 1958, p.306.

*1V.15. Cf the sentence "Many salutations to your wife and to
Serenus and to all who love you, kx1’dletw ", in B.G.U.27
(C.K. Barrett, New Testament Background, p.29. The same expression
occurs in the third century letter Rev. Eg. 1919, quoted on p.38
of the same book: "I send my salutations to all our folk, each
by name".) C.H. Dodd contends that in 3 John (as in other early
Tetters) the writer is not -really assigning a name to each
recipient, but that his intention "is simply to individualize for
the recipients a courtesy which in writing must needs be general".
Commentary, p.168; cf. C.H. Dodd, Historical Tradition in the
Fourth Gospel, C.U.P., 1965, p.384, note 4.

219 | ess modified than any other New Testament letter - see above
p.185 note 201.

2lione further matter must be noted here - viz, the bearing of the
structure of 2 and 3 John considered from the point of view of
contents on the question of their common authorship (cf. pp 93
to 95 above). Alfred Plummer's subdivision of the books on
the basis of subject matter (The Epistles of St. John, C.U.P.,
1886) was as follows:

3 JOHN 2 JOHN
1. Address 1-3 Address and Greeting
2-12 Main Body of the Epistle 4-11 Main Body of the Epistle
(1) Personal good wishes and (1) Occasion of the letter
sentiments (2-4) (2) Exhortation to love and
(2) Gaius commended for his obedience (5,6)
hospitality (5-8) (3) Warnings against false
(3) Diotrephes condemned for doctrine (7-9) '
his hostility (9,10) (4) Warnings against false charity
(4) The Moral (11,12) (10,17)

13,14 Conclusion 12,13 Conclusion
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Such a'common pattern deserves attention not because of the primary

analysis.
analyses.
the main body of the two writings.

After all, that is not very different from many other
What is important here is the close parallel even in

The resemblance is even

closer than Plummer's titles indicate. Both subsections '(1)'
speak of the great rejoicing of the writer because of "children

following the truth".

Both subsections '(2)' are based on love:

in 2 John the section may be relabelled "love issuing in obedience"

and in 3 John "love issuing in hospitality". The third sub-
sections could be entitled "warnings against heresy" (2 John)
and "warnings against hostility" (3 John). The fourth subsection

in 3 John could appropriately be "encouragement to true goodness".
Thus, by combining the analyses offered by Plummer with the altera-
tions suggested, the result is:

- 3 JOHN

1. .
2-12 Main Body of Epistle

Address

(1) Personal good wishes and
sentiments (2-4)
(2) Love issuing in hospital-

ity (5-8)
(3) Warnings against hostility
(9,10)

(4) Encouragements to true
goodness (11,12)

13,14 Conclusion

2_J0HN
1-3 Address and Greeting
4-11 Main body of the Epistle
(1) "Qualified"(in the sense
that only "some" enjoy
the writer's approval)
good wishes and sentiments (4)
(2) Love issuing in obedience (5,6)
(3) Warnings against heresy (7-9)
(4) Warnings against false charity
(10,11)
12,13 Conclusion

The extraordinarily similar analysis and the complementary nature of
the successive subjects is a powerful argument for common authorship.
(Malatesta's generally similar schematic treatment of all three
Epistles witnesses - in somewhat the same kind of way - to his
belief in common authorship).

212,
u3p.
zu{p.
s p.

216 p,

147
157
163
164
166

2!7Commentary, p.2

28Guthrie, New Téstament Introduction, Hebrews to Revelation, p.196,
note 1.

29 See Schnackenburg, Commentary, p.3.

For one thina, 1 John Tacks

what is most necessary, i.e, details of time, place, and exact

circumstances of writing.
made to the Fourth Gospel.

introduction outside itself.

220500 above, p. 158

For another, no direct reference is
Thirdly, the Fourth Gospel needs no
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"3 gohn 9. Blichsel suggests that in 3 John 9 an earlier communi-
cation is referred to because Gaius was elsewhere when it arrived.
Schnackenburg (p.326) rejects this, as well as the view that
Diotrephes suppressed it, in favour of the theory that the writer
speaks of it in order to bring Diotrephes' wilful opposition more
into the open. A fourth view is that expressed in the text (above),
that the writing concerned is 1 John, and that it is here intro--
duced in order to allude to its purpose. [ts probable reception
(still future) is implied in 3 John 9. J.H.A. Ebrard said that
the wording ”Ey,Ooc «fé - does not indicate that the writing
was an insignificant one, a view which fits 1 John more readily
than 2 John. The Epistles of John (translated by W.B. Pope),

T.& T.Clark, London, 1860, page 403.

222 1t is often said (e.g. by Donald Guthrie, New Testament Introduction,
Hebrews to Revelation, p.206) that 2 and 3 John would each occupy
roughly the space available on a single sheet of papyrus. 1 John
is approximately 83} times as long as either short epistle. Thus
the idea of their serving - inter alia - as covering letters for
the longer work appears perfectly reasonable.

223pre-eminently by 3 John, of course.

2% In commenting on 3 John 11, Schnackenburg says that the Elder uses

the neuter TO KXKOV ==== T& &y«OS8V because
of reluctance "to describe Diotrephes directly as a bad person”.
(p.330). This reluctance is much more pronounced in 1 John,

where the opponents are not named at all.

2:$payl employed a similar method in 1 and 2 Corinthians: he did not
name the foe in a public letter, lest the enemy be permanently
branded and/or ostracised long after the crisis had passed.
3 John, just because it was intended as a strictly private letter,
could be far more specific.

2bTneeleven instances are 2:15, 2:24, 2:27, 2:28, 3:7, 3:13,
3:18, 4:1(bis), 4:7, and 5:21.  Since repet1t1on occurs, on]y
‘seven different verbs - ZyaTmdd  (ter), Soki ,( W, edu/bhlgub /ugv:o
(ter), TTearTedw, Trixy &) and ¢u)\o(d*d/‘ ¥ are employed.

2271.6, 1:7, 1:8, 1:9, 1:10, 2:3, 2:5, 2:6, 2:9, 2:10, 2:11, 2:15,
2:17, 2:22, 2:23, 2:24, 2:29, 3:3, 3:4, 3:6(bis), 3:7, 3:8, 3:9,
3: 10(bis), 3:11, 3:12, 3:14, 3:15, 3:16, 3:17, 3:23, 3:24, 4:7,
4:8, 4:11, 4:12, 4:15, 4:16, 4:18, 4:20, 4:21, 5:1(bis), 5:3; 5:5,
5:10(bis), 5:12(bis), 5:14, 5:15.

228500, o.g., the two instances in 5:)

#295ee the eleven imperatives of note 226 abaove,

1391 John 2:15 |

2332.27,28

#3244

2334 \ Ux 0 PASVE

234" - this document is a genuine letter, which one particular person
addressed to another". Rudolf Bultmann, Commentary, pp.1,2.
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B5 See Chapter 6 below, pp. 278 ff

2% . B.W..Bacon, The Making of the New Testament, Williams and
Norgate, London, p.219: "The epistle was certainly intended to
be read before entire congregations."

24hen 2 John is called a "personal" letter, it will be objected by

some that this takes no account of the “predominance of the second
person plural" (Guthrie, New Testament Introduction, Hebrews to
Revelation, p.214) in verses 8, 10, and 12 particularly. The

~ usage need occasion no surprise if a lady, her husband, and her
children are addressed. Verses 8 ff then apply to a household as
a whole, warning the faithful members not to follow the example of
those who had not been true (see 2 John 4). In fact, another
1ink which binds the Johannine Epistles together is just this,
the emphasis upon children. The Tanguage of course - on the face
of it - often embraces children (i.€. Truc S » TERVX etc),
but much could be said for the view that actual children figured
prominently among the Elder's readers. In the first place, there
is the enigmatic distinction of 2:12 ff, which has two categories
for the young and only one for the older readers. Secondly,
the simple Greek of the books,possibly supports the idea:
accordingly, perhaps, in 1 John 1:1-4 the writer was "finding the
level" of his readers: subsequently he was more successful (see
Houlden's remarks about the complex opening of 1 John - Commentary,
pp.45 ff). Thirdly, there is practically no reference to
specifically adult sins - e.g. sexual sins or monetary sins.
Sins connected with property are scarcely mentioned (but see 3:17).
Possibly both the simplicity and the repetition appear because the
. Tetters encompass a large number of young people (3 John - to
Gaius - is slightly more complex in its vocabulary). To these
even basic Christian standards of life have to be explained (3:7,
3:18, etc.), and the reason for the hostile attitude of the world
spelled out (3:13 ff). Might it not be not the "senility" of
the writer (see Dodd, Commentary, p.lv), but the capacity of the
readers which is determinative when assessing the nature of the
Johannine letters? (An instructive contrast may be made with the
closely reasoned argument of Hebrews or Romans).
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“CHAPTER FOUR

‘The fourth area of investigation is that of the heresy combatted by the
writer of the Epistles. Can it be demonstrated "That there are already
two 'fronts' (in the sense of elements in the heresy) against which the
writer directs 1 John, one of these being the issue in 2 John (the
doctrinal controversy) and the other the issue in 3 John (the ethical i

»2

!
controversy)"?

Plainly, no answer to the question could have been attempted earlier, since
the subject can be dealt with effective1y only after the matters of common
authorship and the integrity of the Epistles (especially 1 John) have been
settled. There are, of course, two different kinds of material in 1 Johnf
the best explanation of whose presence and relationship to each other is
that of Rudolf Schnackenburg. His contention is that the one author
directed his attention alternately at opposing the heretics and at con-
solidating the church fellowship/s to which he wrote. *

Now, however, the conclusion that one writer is working towards these two
objectives requires amplification. One objective - that of buttressing
the church - is important and manysided in its treatment, yet it is in-
controversial. No reader of 1 John (or 2 John or 3 John) is likely to
doubt that the writer is concerned to do his utmost to assist the readers
to develop to spiritual maturity as he sees it.$

The second cbjective is more enigmatic. In the first place, in 1 John
there arises the question, what is the error confronted? Secondly, has
the error more than one aspect? If so, thirdly, what is the relation

between them?

Of the three questions the second is far the easiest to answer, and may
be disposed of at once. There are, quite obviously, two primary aspects
to the error. One is essentially doctrinal, while the other can be
described as practical or ethical or relational. Thus C.H. Dodd says:
"The author's purpose, then, is to promote - fellowship in the face of
disruptive tendencies. False teaching and bitter antagonisms threaten

a dissolution of a partnership in the cormon faith and a breach of the
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. . 4
_common bond of charity.”

The importance of this answer and those subsequently given to the other
questions can hardly be exaggerated because of their bearing on the

. whole situation reflected in the Epistles. It is often said, for instance,
that the error contested in 2 John is essentially doctrinal, while that

in 3 John consists of rejecting authority? Now, if that be the whole
story, the 2 and 3 John milieux apparently have little point of contact.

If, on the other hand, the distinctive doctrinal error mirrored in 2 John

is found to be essentially that of 1 John, and the disciplinary problems

of 3 John are found to be reflected in other parts of 1 John, the probability
is that one complex situation is being faced,that this is elaborated most
fully in 1 John, and that the two shorter epistles are concentrating
(mainly) on the same problem seen from different perspectives.

In the present chapter the evidence is to be sifted to see whether this is
the case - whether in fact 1 and 2 John 'share the same ‘christological
thesis' and 1 and 3 John the same 'ethical thesis'? Accordingly, the

questions to be answered are:

(A) What is the doctrinal error opposed in 1 John?

(B) Does the doctrinal error implied in 2 John differ from that opposed
in 1 John? '

(C). Are the practical problems of 3 John to be identified with the
behavioural concerns of 1 John?

An attempt is made in the succeeding pages to work from first principles,

from the text itself, rather than simply adopting the conclusion of others.

After that a synthesis of the writer's doctrine (in various key areas)

together with the heretical aberration of it is to be outlined.

(A) WHAT IS THE DOCTRINAL ERROR OPPOSED IN 1 JOHN?

. o WD - A = = . Mmoo o T G %R e = e W e YR T e S Y e e e - S M e e A e e e .

“Three criteria present themselves apropos the pinpointing of the theological
errors which concern the writer. FEirst, there are statements which are -
phrased in a peculiarly emphatic manner; secondly, there are oft-repeated
statements; thirdly, there are what can be called "sign-posted" statements,
where the writer says, e.g. "If we say - ", then follows such an opening
with a denial of its legitimacy.

(1) EMPHATIC STATEMENTS?

(a) The inclusion of personal pronouns not needed for the sense.
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There are twenty-five instances where nominative personal

pronouns are used in 1 John. A number of the occurrences

may merely indicate contrast;'o others botﬁ contrast and a

degree of emphasis.! Sometimes there is not a contrast
expressed in so many words but it plainly exists in the
writer's mind for all that.'”* The theologically significant

verses whose main thrust (from the point of view of personal

ronouns) is to sise iter em re:
to emphasise the writer's statements are

REFERENCE SUBJECT

1:7 God ( ®xdvds ) "in the opponents lived impure
light- " Tives '3

/

2:2 Christ ( A TSs )t)““)“ﬁs opponents denied that Christ
for sins ‘ is this (or needs to be)

2:20,27  the readers ( Qmels ) the opponents' ‘°
have a XpPer ™ was false, and erefore

, their "knowledge' was, too

2:24 the historical testimony the testimony disputed
which "you ( Uam€CS) by the opponents
have heard"; a continuing
acceptance of this a con-
dition of continuing to abide
in Son and Father

2:25 Christ (or God? - OTOs ) Christ a disputed
the giver of eternal life authority?

3:14 the status of the true - lovelessness (a sure sign
"we ( {arets ) know" of still being in death)
not death but Qe - a mark of the heretics/4

3:24 Christ ( ot OT9s ) in the a denial that Christ's
believer who keeps the indwelling and obedience
commandments to Him are correlatives

4:4,6 the writer, etc (~§/Aif$/ the heretics' denial that
vaeds ) "of God" since holding 'orthodox'
they are Christologically Christology and belonging
'orthodox' to God are interdependent

4:10,19 God ( X OTOS ) loved the heretics denied that

- and gave His Son God Toved first, gave, and,
that the Son is a LA«%OS.

4:13 abiding a know fact be- the heretics had no
cause God ( X TOS ) ‘assurance', since they
has given the Spirit were without the indwelling

Spirit
< ~
4:14 the writer etc ( NMaA+€ls ) the heretics lacked an

witnesses of the Incar-
nation

IMPLICATION

objective basis for their
tenets
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4:15,16  Christological con- none of these properly
fession ( «OTOS / - belonged to the heretics

aa/thts ), knowledge and
Tove interrelated

The inclusion of ,chf{v where it is not strictly required.

The verb "to be" is used in the indicative form nearly 90
times in 1 John: this - especially in the case of the third
person singular, %ArT(V - greatly exceeds the normal New

_ Testamentvfrequency. Nothing 'theological' can be deduted

from such usage except perhaps that the writer is always writing
emphatically: certainly many occurrences are not really

'necessary’.

' s
The reduplication of the article with adjectives or possessive
pronouns . -

' /6
This device indicates stress (according to Abbott).  There

are five uses in 1 John:
1:2 (and 2:25) -rqv go\w,\/ rq\/ xcwwov

1:3 r, K OLVRV (% Si n *)/Wi"'i/’"‘
2:7 ») ‘iVTO)\V' »] .4
2:8 7-0 ¢M)S -rv vx)\qetVOV

A1l of these phrases except that in 1:3 are so typically
Johannine that they almost certainly fall into the category of
the writer's verbal habits. The reference to Kbc\/w\/l/ﬂ,
on the other hand, has no Fourth Gospel verbal parallel.

It might indicate in a small way the preoccupation of the
writer as he witnesses the difference between true and false

Christian feHowship.'8 :

The placing of adverbs or adverbial phrases at the beginning
of a statement.

This practice is a peculiarly Johannine method of emphasis/?
The formu]ae concerned are &Aq@cfbs v -roé'rat) (2:5),
N, Tou—n,o (2:5, 3:19, 4:2, 4:17, 5:2), TLhev  (2:8),

60 sv (2:18), KL VOV (2:18,28, 4:3), kul KxOOS
(2:18,27), $¢x T0OTO (3:1, 4:5), Kl odrd(3:2),

KxBss (3:7,23, 4:17), sis ToOr® (3:8), 00 KxBs
(3:12), and %}Anpoaew * S T00 (3:19).
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The construction is used in varied contexts (including both
'theological' and hortatory passages). It seems true to say -
that the overuse of the device vitiates its usefulness in
determining the cruciality of particular passages for the

. =0
writer's argument.

The precedent possessive pronoun,

Abbott says: "Where there is no antithesis we are generally
safe in taking the precedent possessive as unemphatic ....
but antithesis and chiasmuszlprobabw give it emphasis - "

(in certain 1'nstances).zz However, thé emphasis in 1 John 2:4
and 5 is on the nouns, the commandments and the word of Christ:

"He who says .... but disobeys His commandments (TXs £vToAXS

X GToO /u,;} -r'q/o«:)\/ ) is a liar.... but whoever keeps
: €\ y 3 - > ~ N :
His word ( o8 &'&v THen %OVTOU ToOV Adyov )
in him truly love for God is perfected." 23 The theological
implication is surely that Christ is not simply to be con-

: : 24
templated as a person, but that He is to be obeyed. His
ZvToAXs and )\<§Yov are weighty.

The possessive genitive between article and noun.

Where the genitive possessive pronoun does not precede the
article and noun (see previous point), but intervenes between
them, the emphasis is thrown on to the pronoun This is
very important with respect to 2:27 ‘TO o<UTou
Xplar S<So<<ff<zc M XS TTE/oc TTownov-

It is the (Tax of God (probably God the Son) and - no
Xptormx  of bod and no

one else that achieves the desired objective.

The demonstrative pronoun followed by the verb "to be".

G /
The thirteen places in 1 John where ovwTOS, cuc)'r'», or
>
T0OTO together with g add weight to an
assertion may be grouped in two categories:

(i) Emphasising a person already mentioned - 1 John 4:3, 5:6.

(ii) Referring to what follows, and employing &t 1:5, 5:9,11,14;

or (v 3:11, 3:23, 53 or a noun ; 2:22, 225
5:4, 5:20.
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Eleven references are of direct theological mOmentf7no fewer

than six coming under the head “christo]ogy":sthree under
"soterio]ogy"f7and the remaining two having some relation

to the Fatherhood of God3° Interestingly, the two most

emphatic of the statements, "Emphasising a person already
mentioned 'this (very) one' "are both christological: Kt

1T XV WVQQ/ax e /4% <@uokorii Tov

’I.,)o*oo ik 700 Beol 0dk foT(V' Kxl T0oUTE €oT(V
70 T0O oLVT(X/DwTou-(lL:B), and ’Iv)cfoas soriv & wids
703 Beed: 001Ss formv 6 2ANOY $§¢° (SxTos

KX ou/»\o(ros—‘(-5-5a6)-
Obviously, then, confession of Jesus and asseveration of the

reality of the Incarnation are subjects which the author
strongly endorses. They are being contested.

> -
(h) The use of g€kgives as if it were "almost a proper name"32
for Christ. '

The term is so used ten times in the Fourth Gospel, six times
in 1 Johnthwice in the Apocalypse, and only five times in
all the rest of the New Testament.

REPETITION

Three concepts merit special attention because of their unexpected

frequency.

(a) The Love of God
.God's Tove is a constant theme in the th1nk1ng of the wr1ter3$
The quality is first of a]] conce1ved of as be1ng quite
independent of men. Barth summarised the New Testament
position generally and the Johannine teaching in particular
as follows: "God is love, before He loves us and without His
loving us. He is Love as He 1is everything that He is, as
the triune God in Himself. Even without us and'the world

and its reconciliation He would suffer in Himself no lack of
H 36

love.
However, when that has been said, it is obviously basic to
the thought of the 1 John writer that love in God becomes

soteriological in relation to man. Long ago J. Orr wrote:
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" - love, in other words, becomes substitutionary,and in
the case of Christ propitiatory.”37 C.H. Dodd would, of
course, disagree with the use of the word-'propitiatory'
in the context of 1 John 2:2 and 4:1038but would readily affirm
that God's love is revealed to man in the person of Christ,
and most particularly in the context of soterio1ogy.37

What bearing has this on the heretics? It can be deduced
that they are not only showed a lack of love for others #°
but implicitly denied that God is 1ove“§ince they held to a
false idea of love.#* Faulty theology destroyed their

humaneness, or their inhumanity their theology.

The'Fatherhood of God.

The Fatherhood of God, that is, the relation of the Father to-
the Son, is asserted with varying degrees of clarity in a
total of 14 places in 1 John #3 The 1 John passages are
entirely in keeping'with the Fourth Gospel: in John 20:17°
Jesus is recorded as distinguishing sharp]y-between His

and His disciples' relationship to God, and in John 5:17,18
the personal pronouns reveal the same kiniugf distinction.
The faithful enjoy a true sonship with God but this is
mediated through the Son.¥® ‘

A comparison of 5:1, 4:2 ff, and 2:18 demonstrates that a
major failure of the heretics lay in a defective Christology;
the 1 John writer exhibits not the slightest doubt that if
that be érroneous there is no true mediation between God and
man and consequently no hope of man's belonging to the ’
family of God.

The concept of "Abiding".

It cannot be an accident that ,/44f{VuJ occurs 23 times
in 1 John, that it is used in a number of closely linked
but subtly varied verbal combinations, and that it has a
dozen different 'angles' to its use. The latter are:

(i) The believer in Christ“®

(ii) The believer in the Father %7

(iii) The one who loves his brother abiding iin L1'gh't4c
(iv) The believer abiding in love 47

(v) Christ abiding in the believers$®
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vi) The Father in the believer ¥
vii) God's oTEgmn in the believer®
viii)  The xpe{grm in the believerss

ix) The Adyos 100 @e00 5% or message of
Christ®in the believer

&

Negatively,

(x) He who does not love abides in death®®

(xi) God's love does not abide in the hardhearted®?
(xii) "no murderer has eternal life abiding'in himeS®:59

Rudolf Schnackenburg has an excellent excursus on communion
with God in 1 gkﬂwf%n which he collects the various relevant
Johannine expressions ('having fellowship with the Father',
'being in God', 'being in God and He in us', ‘'having God',
'knowing God', and 'the child relationship with God'), and-
contrasts them with the concepts of other extra-New Testament
presentations. Schnackenburg's survey of Johannine
"immanence formulae" embraces the following:

(a) communion with God is a very intimate relationship
61 .

(b) it is a mutual indwelling and so is more than
a moral relationship

(c) the personality of God and man remain untouched
(i.e. uncompromised)

(d) the way to communion with the Father is only through
the Son

-6

(e) the communion with God is not a matter of a moment,z
but a permanent possession

(f). conditions (’Eofv ) and criteria ( v "r'oé‘rup

. 63,6
thu/bd‘&:?,ui\/) are important.’® *

From all that is said about "abiding" the reader can only
conclude that the Elder regarded an arid intellectualism, a
merely theoretical theology, as the particular bane of his
opponents. They were right neither in their standing (i.e.)
they did not "abide" in -the Father nor the Son), nor in their
practical living (i.e. they did not "abide in Tove" or Tove
the household of God).%5

Other instances of repetition.

, ‘ €6
Longer passages where verbal repetition is almost exact are
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2:2 f)wo/u,os FrTCV 77'2/« Ty o(/»«o(pnoav (/«oov
and 1:16 ckxv/wo\l Trioc foo\/ o(/AO([OT(UQV r]/qc..)\/ 5
2:13 Y/oo( ) u/uav 'n'otfi/o'as orc S)/VMKacri mv &1’ u(/o}(r')‘s
and 2:14 iYﬁﬁkPM K..T: A,

2:13 )’/”‘?5"‘ u/uw,vs_o(\/(o"/(oc ST Vivuo,K.(rz TV 'rrow)/oov
and

2:14 zy/ow[)x U/(ALV Vixv{Txo(.... k<l VSV(K»7’;<n<ri KTA.
3:9 Tfxs © yi}'i\l\/*‘)/kivos ik T0O ©500 = /47,01"(»(\/ o TToce(:

é
and 5:18 1T=s o }’QY{‘VVV) M'EVOS i’& ‘rou 600 ouX yﬂio'hx\/i(?

The first of the above couplets has to do with the restoration
of a right relationship with God by virtue of His dealing with
human sin through His Sonésthe second and third pairs of
clauses are énigmatic, the reasons for the naming of the three
categories of reader:znm the almost perfect duplication being
e]usive?oand the fourth pair shows once more the preoccupation
of the Elder with palingenesis and its practical experiential
consequences. The very fact of repetition in at least the
first and last instances provides an important clue as to the

way in which the author viewed the current theological situation -

i.e. the heretics denied the need for a (L>\°<d}%°$7' , as well

as the Qrthodox claim that Jesus fulfils the rdle. Significantly,

too, 3:9 and 5:18 also mention sinning, though this time in the
context of spiritual rebirth. These last two verses are
indicative of a light view of sin on the part of the heretics.

'SIGN-POSTED' STATEMENTS

A considerable number of assertions vappea’; under this heading, all
2

- of them in some way depicting or implying an undesirable theological

or behavioural stance. Often the writer states a position only
to refute it : it is then apparent that he is using set formulae
to depict the actual errors he is conf'ronting.-’3 His favourite

openings are Esv ??‘/;Tbo/«iv (in.chapter 1)7" o plus a present

participle, and 77<s & with a participle:

N >/ 75 -4
1:6 XV ey 6T koYY yemiy
AtT? 010l KU £V TY  CkETEC TTEOTTE MV,

P N > ~ ~ > / 76
Wev So/uiQ« Kt ©00 TrotoQmev TV «AHBtixy.
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B IV 2iTedsy 8TC SuqpoTlav odk Y ornev,
EXUTODS TIAKV O Qe

/

10 XV im‘w,wav oT! ou)( »,/(&«/O'rr)Kay&iv.

xPiUO"T'P)\/ TI"OLOU/‘Ai\/ X OTOV.

c : y) ‘
4 O /\z’xuov 6Tt "EyvaKx «KUTSV, KxX( TXS

TVTOAXS «JT6( /u:, -rr’/o«iw, yiiéd'rqs gorv...

:6 0 >\i wy %V otum //Li,\/iu/ o;éefAit KxBs

i.Ki(\/OS Tri/oca‘rrx'n«) TEV KL o(uv‘os ‘rrs/ocrr‘«"ric.v.

L3 /4

o AZ oo\f v 'rao 73th zcvm K"(( TV

15 €V Tus o(y'o(‘n‘°( TOV Ko/«ov ouK ad"r(v

>

»; v(ro(ﬂ'sz To s 7T°<T/OOS gy o(u‘r'w

:ngtfs écrr(v 5 LPE_UO"TD)S i( /44.17 o o</o\/ou/u£\/os

7
éT’L T ¢ous ouK foriv S X/ow”'ros 0JToS
EO’T(V O O(VTLXP(O“TOS

23 TTX'S o o’(,ovodjmgvos ToV Llov o0d5% TB\_/

TTXTEOX X8 & S oloydV...

.29 eow ic%rrr& o~r< S(Keu.os zo--m/ y(vmo«m

7"
o1 ( K0<L MRS S 1mocldy v %(Ka«ocrév:?v
ig x 3Tl }/s_}/iVVP)‘T'O(( -

-4 Tro(s o Trou.ov T'V)V &/‘»\070‘7‘(«\/ K ol '7'77\/

< <

a(vo/u,uz\/ o s, K el 1 as/‘/»‘yOT(.o( TV n
o{VO/A/ 77

6 wRs S Ev TR ,uus_voav ou)( o?/««/O’rf«vu-

TS © oc/«o(,orfxvugv ouX im/oxkt:\/ <OV
Ou‘éi inuK&:v <313V,

>
/s 2TTW,,,

-8 0 oLV -r;:)\/ &/AW/OT‘-/NV ék T00

3 /
gcqﬂéxou CoTTV. .,
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3:9 TT&Xs © yiyivvr),v&i\/os tk To0 Ol
o(/Ah(/OT'(o(\/ ) rrocu

n - /
3:10 TXs o /*4\‘ oLV DLKxloTJIVNnY odK ,
foeTv £k TOoO ©£%00..
€ > ~ 73 7/ ?
3:14 0 ) XYXTTWV t2VEL £v Tco Bx\/x-roo

L4 Li

~ < ~ ' N . . -
3:15 TRS O LTV TovV o’(ﬁz)\gﬂov * ITo ()
re 7 >
&\ B o ToK TEvVos soTiv ...

e\ s\ >/ \

3:17 0SB’y Efn TOV /g’tov 00 Kod‘/u.ou Kt
eiwpq 'rov o<%$.>\¢ov KO T00 X/°"=‘°<V
iXoxmx KL K)\zcow, T chr)\o(vao( %3100
°<Tr *}UT00, TS A oq/o(TrV) To0 Gaou/uzvu
gV XOTCY 5 .

13 Kl Ry Tvelpax & udy Smodopel™ Ty

’Iﬁo"ouvs' $k ToO ©s00 oUK za-rcw

A > b4 ~ . -~
4:6 OS OUK SoTV §f< ToO B Lo odk o’(KOU"é(

P§/b\,&:JV.
4:8 & /t/u-, xyo('rrbov OUI( gyv««) Tov Gs_ov Sre
Os s x‘}/o('rrk) s o1iv.

Qn

2/ / /
4:20 &Y TS EZTTV) oT( Ayx1rdy TovV Bedv,

KU TV o(SzA;éov xOTo0 RIS PedeTys
za‘ﬂ\/..

5:6 Q0 OToS £aTV & EAG«)\/ $C S IxTos  Kel
o(f;*«oc'ros' ’IV)G’OC)S X/og a—ro/s...

5:10 © /wq Trca'rs,uuov T 01 gps.ud‘rr)v
'rTE.TTOty‘KiV «JTAV , 87‘( ol Tmem(TrTeoKEY

£ls TP)\/ /«/Lx/OT‘U/ou(v r,\/ /«,syu.-(/o‘ru/ov,Kiv_

[d
0 ©O<dbs -rri/m 700 Uiod «OT00.

5:12 O c u)\/ ‘TOV ULO\/ Z/{i( T‘l«)v S"""]V 0/4;7
g)(w\/ oV uldv Tod B¢od -rv,\/ Sw:—)v ol K
zxa( :

The above 1ist comprises 26 verses. Since the present concern

-is with theology, it would be tempting to try to separate the

théo]ogica’l from the ethical and/or practical passages. When
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the attempt is made, however, a startling fact emerges not even
one quotation is, so to speak, exclusively 'ethical's 3] :8, 2:22,
2:23, 4:3, 4:6, 5:6, 5:10, and 5:12 are all purely theological,
having to do with theological truth and its apprehension and
appropriation or denial. The key words are "confess", "deny",
“know", "hear", and "have".®¥ The remaining eighteen quotations

are all both theological and ethica]/practical.gs They are all by
implication (if not explicitly) conditional sentences of the general
form "If we say that (theological assertion) ... but do (practise
sin) ... then our claim is false".

Rather than take up the verses in the list one by one, it seems
preferable at this stage to recap right across the field - to gather
together the substance of the direct statementgznuiinsinuations

of the writer in order to show the theological scope of the heresy
as he saw 1't.gg [t is difficult to give a comprehensive picture

because, as Nauck says (i) we see the heretics "only in the mirror
of the struggle by the author of 1 John",

and

(ii) the author "understands the heretics as
exponents of the satanic power of darkness
and their teachings as expressions of the
anti-God behaviour of the spirit of

~deception, and therewith draws them into
(= 'expresses their views in'?) traditional
eschatological concept forms." ¥9
Moreover, the Elder's affirmations, hints and nuances are many and
subtly varied. Nonetheless, the attempt must be made to re-
construct the heretical system.  Perhaps the author's conception
of his opponents' views can be fairly summarised in the propositions

which follow.

TRUE AND FALSE DOCTRINE

(a) The heretics had a false view of God's character.
The author asserts God's eternity and strongly implies His
aseity. 1’ He is o %A O(wos ©sbos (the "real™
God).9" God is persona]l omn1sc1ent9 1nv1s1b1e?¢ He is "light"
(i.e. pure, ma3est1c)? He is 1ovez He is Father with respect

: 8
to the Son?7and to the faithful among mankind? with whom He
99

ever deals Justly
The heretics did not appreciate that God 1is uniquely 'rea]“foo
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"the one eternal Reality of whom the mystics'ta]k"f°’ Nor
did they perceive that God is "light". A further failing
was that of not realising that God is both ontologically and

practically the fons et origo of love. Thus the view of
God was both diluted and distorted in relation to the Judaeo-
Christian tradition. It was sub-biblical.

The heretics had a false view of Christ.

As far as the Elder was concerned, the eternal Word became
1ncarnate as Jesus Chr1s'gl"°3Jesus is the Christl,“the Son of
God, and is to be honoured as the Father 1s'°‘ Jesus Christ
came to be sin- bearertb,q voluntarily laying down His life uﬂi,p
,AA»ka A He is "saviour of the wor]d“ e He is Himself
sinless.™ Jesus Christ is the 1ra</oo< K)\")TOS whom
the erring believer has Tr/oBS oV 'rf'o(‘l'i/oo( and his
example. 3
John Painter says that two distinct Christological positions
appear to have been adopted by the heretics¥4 First, a direct

relationship with God was claimed without any reference to

Christ. Such is the implication in 1:6, 1:8, 1:10,

(possibly) 2:9, and 4:20.“5 The same argument is advanced by
Herbert Braun - perhaps more clearly - on the basis of

1 John 2:22,23, 4:2, 3:15, and 5:1"® Secondly, the heavenly
Christ was allowed some significance, but the heretics refused

"to acknowledge the authority of the apostolic witness to the

historical Jesus".”7 Painter continues: " - it is not the

Jesus of history who is on v1;ew.”‘8 It is the heavenly Christ,

the Christ of experience. Hence they disregarded the historical

revelation in which a commandment is laid on those who would
know Jesus (3:23)".”7

Von Herbert Braun takes the two sections 2:18-27 and 4:1-6
for his assessment of the heretical Christology; he regards
the two passages as being directed against the same heretics

in consequence of the same terminology in both sections:

a(VTLX(OLO"T'OS ...... tAAO L gpt’:)OSOS/

gpzuSon-/oo?Sy)-ry)s 71-)\0(\/4«\/77)\0(\/;7 Braun says
that the heretics deny that Jesus came in the flesh (4:2):
"Thereby they do away with Jesus - w12 A 1ittle Tater he
modifies this position to a degree: " - they have much rather
denied the man Jesus the Christ dignity‘%ﬁd the Sonship of
God"."*3Braun therefore hes much in common with Painter,
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except that the former needlessly harmonises the evidence to
fit his view that one group of heretics was in view and the
latter does not. Braun believes that the heretics made

Jesus and the heavenly Christ very distinct, though the Christ
did descend on Jesus.*%

The\theohy of a two-fold Christological error is entirely
reasonable. If this conclusion be accepted.there is no need
to suggest confusion on the part of the hereticgf since
different groups could well have been involved. After all,

“many false prophets have gone out into the WOr1d"{“ The

standpoint is obvioué]y compatible with the present hypotheéis.
127
Some heretics were within and some without.

The heretics were entirely ignorant of the Spirit of God'zg
and His operations. :

An examination of the pneumatological passages in 1 John
reveals that most of the references to the Spirit are

functional rather than defining, though 5:6 (in the U.B.S.

text; 5:7 in the R.S.V.) does say T‘Oﬂ'vea/uuf Torey J‘, a’<)\v§95<o<,
God has given the Spirit to the faithful (4:13). 1 John

also says that the Spirit has been bestowed by Christ (3:24)!17
The Spirit bears witness to Jesus Christ (5:7), being one

of three persons or entities that does so (5:8). The
legitimacy of His witness is discernible in the content of

His testimony, viz. "that Jesus Christ has come in the flesh"
(4:2). The Holy Spirit is "the Spirit of truth" (4:6).'3°

Now the heretics actually confessed a spirit as coming from

God when this was not the case.! The "spirit of~errorJ3$é
apparently a false )((o?d/'«o(’“whose fruit is lack of
spiritual understanding.’* Moreover, since God's Spirit
givenbto the faithful is the Agent responsib]eefor Christian

/138

13
certitude regarding mutual God/man indwelling, the heretics'

confidence was baseless.’37

The heretics had fé1se soteriological conceptions.

1 John exhibits a surprising rangé of soteriological expressions:
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(1 The Son, who 1‘,5 "Saviour of the world", has been sent
by the Father'®§nd has come to “destroy the works of
the devil".’39

(2) Jesus Christ is described as (Awgands’®?,

' Tri/oz TV o<(/v\.a(/oruf>v If)/‘wt(:)\/ he
(3) He was manifested that He might "take away" sins /4%
(4) Christ laid down His 1ife "for us" - oncem-z and

His blood continues To cleanse ( koOapei¥et )
from all sin, /44

(5) ~  Being born of God is closely related to belief that
Jesus is the Christ,’#® is contingent upon the
implantation of the oTE€pumxX of God"¥and is a
precondition of not going on sinning%®of doing
righteousness®fand of the faithful loving one
another, ’s° '

(6) - Those who "love the brethren" are characterised as
"having passed out of death into life".!s!
(7) Even the youngest converts (?) know forgiveness,/5%
which is based on confession of sin.!s3
- ) - /
(8) The faithful have yotgM« .... X1 Tod o'waU

which guarantees correct spiritual apprehension
of the truth.’®¥ The X @ {gaw indwells and
teaches members of the Church, particularly with
respect to dwelling continually in Christ.”5%

2
(9) The motif of "abiding in" ( sEved + &v
in some combination) is rich and varied.’sé

It appears that the heretics denied - or some of them did -
(57 '

that they had sinned; as Christians they claimed already to

be sinless beings'.‘% Consequently they apparently denied that

s
they had need of a Saviour and that Jesus is a Saviour,?a
/60 s — _
U\Nd‘/«o’s for human sin, the giver of eternal h'fe.'"

They also denied that Jesus Christ need be obeyed, at least

in respect of loving one another’.6z Being "born of God"ldas
considered spiritually necessary; but the rfiu1ts of such
alleged rebirth showed it to be counterfeit {says the author).
They claimed to 'walk in 1ightdbgnd to have seen and known
Godf‘but their sin?7the1r walking in darknes;fgemonstrated
the falsity of the claim. They held that they could "have"
the Father while denying the Son.  Thus the opponents of the
writer misunderstood the nature of Christian salvation, and
laid claim to experience which they did not possess. Their
whole theology, and particularly their soteriology, was
"egocentric", a judgment whose soundness can -be substantiated
from the evidence of 1 John 2:4 ff: "The heretics' claim

to abide in Christ is ... understood in terms of mystical

169
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abiding, ignoring the historical events of Jesus' life"!”®

The heretics did not realise their real relationship to
evil powers.

Four specific designations for evil beings occur in 1 John:

(i) The "devil" ( ScdBoAos ). He sins o(ﬂ' ’ C]S
the sinner (and the heretic!) is €k T0G B ou.’
The writer asserts that not continuing in s1n"72-
constitutes tangible evidence that a particu]ar
person 1s a chﬂd of God, while those who do sin
are T TékVH Tod S(xX/BENo0U773
Their sin is shown in that they do not love their
brother.’73

. 17
(i) The "evil one"!”“In 5:19 the world (including, by

impTication, the heretics)’?€ is seen to lie in
his power, but the wvexvtioKoc( have been
successful in overcoming him./76

(i11) The "spirit of error" is contrasted with the "spirit
of truth™ in 4:6.777s"% [xperimentally, this
sp1r1t 1s evidenced by the unwillingness of some
peop1e 7to listen to the writer and his faithful
colleagues and readers.

(iv) The antichrist/s.’” The &vﬂ’ vo1os does not

confess Jesus'#’but rather denies that He is the Christ.

The, Father is also denied.’®* The antichrist comes

( §poxeree ) at the "last hour"./® In its plural
?4form at least the title apparently applies to human

purveyors of error, 183 The 1mphcat1on of 1 John is

that both 6 RvT{Xpieres and of RvT )X ptorol

will be judged and condemned {cf 2:18 and 4:17).

The heretics did not perceive the eschatological consequences
of their faulty Christology.

Nauck writes that the 1 John author saw the teaching of his
opponents from within a 'traditional eschatological' environ-

ment.'“ Four formulae are used in this area in 1 John:
146 /
(1) The "last hour" ( £ex&Ty S« )
is referred to twice in one verse, and is there
intimately connected with both the antichrist
and antichrists in general.’?37

(i1) "Eternal Life" (‘rr)\/ v ThHv «Kidviov 73
and similar formulae) has been promised by the Son /%9
and is being announced by the writer. /9° 1t has already
been g1ven ( iSooxtv ) by God, and 1is descr1bed
as being &y T i «dTed ‘¥ "Having"

Son is the condition of" presently having ‘Sw,s 7.3

71
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such possession is equivalent to, or at least
closely co- ord1nated with, be11ef in the name

of the Son of God ' “and ab1d1ng in both Father

and Son./95 The be11ever was formerly in the realm
of "death" but has since passed over to life./f¢
Negatively, the one who does not "have" the Son
does not have life!lbne type of person in this
category is the murderer.,q;

(iid) The Parousia: the actua] word Trdfoouaﬁk occurs
But once in 1 Johil?® (and nowhere else in the
Johannine books), but the idea inherent in it is
supplemented by one’of the nine occasions when
the word ows,oooo is employed - i,e, in 3:2,
where it has a future significance. Having
e 20 oy at Christ's Tamouddx rests
upon a ?onscious abiding in Him now.?8 At his
coming the Christian, and, of course, only the
Christian, will closely resemble the Son, a result
which is connected intimately with a clear vision
of Him, 2eo v

(iv) The Day of Judgment is referred to in 4:17, as
elsewhere (only in different words) in the
Fourth Gospe] and Revelation. zol Only the one
KA O LS iKELVos ZITIV... 2V TR KSgmy TodTuy
(4:17)*%1d who "abides in 1ove and so in ‘God
(4 16) will have 0 y)a—uxv eV -r;j

/«f,/ox TAs KPTELss.

(B) DOES THE DOCTRINAL ERROR IMPLIED IN 2 JOHN DIFFER FROM

THAT OPPOSED IN 1 JOHN? |
Again - as was the case with 1 John - the best approach to the question
would appear to be to enumerate those points in 2 John which the author
highlights by his use of 1anguage, then to summarise the picture presented
of the author's own theology and that of his opponents. Lastly, the
theological pattern which emerges is to be compared with that of 1 John,
(The Third Epistle says nothing about theological error as such, and does
not say much about theology itself, either. Where a significant point
is added to the 2 John presentation, this is normally indicated in foot-

notes in what fol]owg.

(1) EMPHATIC STATEMENTS

(a) The inclusion of personal pronouns not needed for the sense.
Verse 1 contains the statement 065 ;;y_g Kyo(ﬂ‘w iv
o()«qé‘flo( Probably here emphasis and not contrast is intended,
though Bultmann supposes that no personal tie need have been

present.msSchnackenburg sees o’dw)eic:( (in this instance)

204
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as meaning ”uprjghtnees and honesty" - i.e. the term is
used in an 01d Testament sense. If this be so, no theo-
logical point at all is being made. If, on the other

" hand, the opinion of most exegetes is fo]]oweéféthe writer
already in the first sentence of his letter is referring
to the divine revelation brought to the world by Jesus,
T $3s 1700 kdgmou. *7 (33000 1 is a
virtual repetition of 2 John 1; cd in verse 3
probably carries some emphasis also as well as an implicit
contrast between the spheres in which Gaius and the heretics

live).

(b) The reduplication of the article with an adjective. The
. . - ~ 2/
one example in 2 John (in verse 11) - kowvwWdvE( TV E/)/O'S
A OTOO ToS rrov»uoofs- is not directly 'theological' 2ot

(c) The placing of an adverbial phrase at the beginning of a
statement is to be found once, again in a practical context:

ZO?

(d) The demonstrative pronoun followed by the verb "to be".

The three instances in 2 John are: <
o(L/T'P) toTiv Y xYo(rrtq A7, S

o(UTV) V) i,\/‘r‘o)u/, id‘T(V (’vo( .....

(both from verse 6), and
00Tds EeT(V o ITAXVOS Kol ©

dVTLXﬁchOS(v7)
Once again, as was the case with 1 John, the last kind of state-
ment, the strongest, stressing a Tink between a previously
indicated person or persons and the present subject, is

Christological.

‘' (2)  REPETITION

The only noteworthy terms are o’()w{g‘éw( and /"L?,-V'A}-

The latter is present in three places in 2 John, which is
proportionately much the same as the 23 in 1 John 2 A)\ ,9€(0<
was not mentioned under "Repetition" in 1 John, Eecause it is used
relatively less than in 2 and 3 John, though still considerably
more than in any non-Johannine New Testament book. Thus the

three Epistles are closely tied together from a doctrinal ang]e’"'3
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(provided Bergmeier's arguments be rejected).z“‘

The "truth" of the Epistles seems to indicate much more than
mere factual correctness - rather the sphere in which something
takes p]acéesor an objective entity ¢ It can "abide" in
Christian;f7be witﬁJ%hem, and is eternal (v.2). "Truth" is

a personal possession of the faithful be]iever?%which should
shine out of him*** AAjBecx  may indicate "the divine life-
bringing revelation" and "the moral holiness stemming from
God's nature".*™ It denotes "divine reality .... something
objective, coming from God, and works in people 1ike 'an inner
principle, which .... forms the inner life of people'".2%*
Schnackenburg distinguishes "truth" in various literary tradifion;?S

(1) _ In Greek thought the basic idea is that of
harmony or 1ogica1ity.

(2) In 01d Testament thought, to say that God is
truth suggests "constancy, faithfulness".2™¥

(3) In the Qumranic works "'truth' is a centra] and
comprehensive concept which can characterise
the whole faith-and-salvation-possession of the
'sons of truth' ... the 'truth' designates that
which belongs to God, in difference from 'deceit'
of men - ", 225

(4) In Johannine thought truth is divine being, which
is self-revealing and communicating.??®¢ He who
is the "truth" and "life" is the "way" to the
Father.227

(5) In Gnostic thought "truth" is hypostasised
(Schnackenburg quotes one of the Odes of Solomon
and the Mandaic Ginza here : Valentinus and
various other second century sources could readily.
be added}.

The Johannine concept is further from the Gnostic than at first

228
appearst and is actually fairly close to the 01d Testament-

Jewish idea 2?1

(3)  'SIGN-POSTED' STATEMENTS

The major types of construction found- in 1 John are present in
the shorter Epistle as well:
V.7 0&Tos 3oTV 6 mrh&yos k=t © OZVT(X/O(G‘TQS‘
V.9a T&s o rr[oouYLoV Kol Pt /uz\/w\/ tv 7‘*7
s
S Sy ToO KXPrTod Ogoyv olk 3 <’
X /° X
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< 230
V.9b o . PELVIRYY, iy 1—,7 gg&x)(v’, ou*ros K TOV

TT'o(thoo( Keu T"\O\/ u(ov zxi(

C

V.11 o )\{)/wv ro\/o o<\’)—ru:0 XXOELV KovWVET
Tols %//0 0(s V100 TocCs -rrovr;/oors, '

The verse 9 clauses are both Christological (and so is that of

v.7) whether r‘j ‘ScSex)(r’) 700 X/OM"T’OC) be a subjective

or objective genitive. Thus once more the theological teaching

which the writer most wants to emphasize is in the realm of
Christology, important as many other things are to him.

TRUE AND FALSE DOCTRINE

(a) God the Father is ]ovzés,, He is gooézzHe (together with the
"~ Son) is author of Xu(’/oxs, Eheos and Eif’*)/v’q.z”
He it is who 'e]ects';sze has the right to issue commands

to His subjectgz,sand it is implied that He is a God of

order, delegating authority as He will. 236

(b) Christology

. ) ~ < -~ -~ 4 137
Jesus Christ is ToU ©ioV TOOU TTKRTEOS :

possessing the samé characteri:}ics and begtowinq the

same gifts as the Father does. He too Lommands 7It

is in His teaching that believers are to ab1de doing

so is the condition of "having" ( ixw ) Father
“and Son (S1gn1f1cant1y, perhaps, all of this Chr1sto1og1ca1
teaching is derived from 2 John, not 3 John.* The latter
has its own distinctive raison d'@tre, its own facet of a
wider problem. It is not a repetition or imitation of

2 John).

(c) Evil Powers
Only two terms occur - Tr/\aZVos in the plural then
the singular, and iVT(,XftO”TOS.z.q-3A]n]OSt certainly the
plural, TrA&vot , is a description of the heretics 2%
The singular forms are something of a puzzle, but they may
be the predicate of which o S—ros is the subject.
If this be so, the definite articles indicate "one or

two known figures of the time of the end".***
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Status and description of Christians.

. '3
The faithful are elected by Godf¢ they are those in whom
the truth abides and with whom it will be present gis
N >~ ‘2-“‘7 . qu
Tov otitdVoel . They are those who "walk in truth", and do
49 . . .
not "go ahead" in matters of doctrine, especially Chris-
to]ogyf5°V1gi1ance and hard work characterise themfg'They
possess Father and Son25% They keep themselves aloof from
purveyors of evil doctrines%‘3(3 John adds little to the
. 254 . .
picture except for a reference to prayer, which is plainly

a regular Christian activity).

§Xgﬁhesis

In the Tight of the foregoing it is apparent that,broadly
speaking, not oh]y the author's theology, but the way of
expressing it in 2 John is extremely close to that of
1 John %%, It would be entirely unreasonable to expect a
book of 13 verses - almost half of them epistolary intro-
duction and conclusion - to touch on all the subjects of
a book of 105.verses. For all fhat, 2 John comes fairly
close to doing so. The most important theological omissions
in the shorter book are |
(1) certain statements about the Father: e.g. that

He is invisible as far as human sight is con-

cerned*$nd that He is 1ight.257 A1l other 1 John
assertions are at least implicit in 2 John 1-3.

s
(i) the affirmations thatzgesus is sinbeare# ﬁho
gave His life for men,%nm that He is the ‘
believer's =o€ xX\qTos with the Father2®®

(iii)  the Holy Spirit: no more important subject in
the First Epistle is left aside in the Second.

(iv) certain degignations for evil persons or powers,
viz. S(«BoAos, o -rrovr)/Oo’s and T®

mvedmn THs TrAdvys,

(v) various soteriological expressionszg e.g. the
cleansing efficacy of Christ's blood and the
dwelling of God's dvrégﬁt* within the Christian.

(vi). direct eschatological references, though 2 John 8
implies a strongly developed eschatological aware-
ness and (in a vaguer way) 2 John 7 does as well
because of its apparent connection with 1 John 2:18,19.



- 211 -

As a corollary of these observations regarding the theo-
logical emphases and contents of 2 John and 1 John, it
may be confidently asserted that the implied heresy is the

same.
It is nevertheless true that several ideas can be discerned

in 2 John which are either terminologically different from
their 1 John counterparts, or which are altogether absent
from 1 John.

Ideas expressed differently in 2 John and 1 John

i e
1 Two uses of Fved occur in 2 John but in spite
(1) e Cur in ¢ ( P

of the great variety there) not in_1 John

TRV «xqeuow mv/wzwucrxv 2V q/uw
(v.2) and}wrz | VeV SV Tr, Sc%cx)(p‘ 09 )§oco~rod

(v9).

Most commentators (Bultmann excepted) prefer a sub-
jective genitive interpretation of T0O x,otd'T'OC)
in verse 9 because such is more in keeping with the
general usage of the New Testament?és Bultmann
favours the objective genitive because "the author
hangs everything upon his ngjfs_to]ogy, i.e., on

the doctrine about Christ." Whether or not Bultmann
is correct, the idea expressed in 2 John 9 is to

be distinguished from the majority of places in which
'thel/¢4€3mo concept occurs in 1 John.  Four times

in 1 John the believer is characterised as abiding

in Christ but never (in so many words) as abiding

in the teaching He gave or in the teaching about Him,
(Occasionally the reverse is said - that the }\OYOS
700 €9i.ocJ 26 or message of Chr1st dwe]]s in the
believer). In general /x4,tv«3_comes in what may be
existential contexts in 1 John and in an intellectual
context in 2 John. The real difference is minimal.

(2) In writing about the Incarnation, 2 John 7 says that
the content of genume confess1on should be ’Iy, eolV
XpcoTov £/G)(o/w$;\/ov TV a‘x/ox(
while 1 John 4:2 says ’Ir, coOv X(O(O'T'O\/ gV cfx/aK(
i,)\v])\ué ST Why the difference in tense?
Windisch suggested that a "doctrinal formulation

could have been responsible.  Schnackenburg says

w26%
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"The present participle is perhaps also influenced

in part by the expressions in the Gospel of John,
which describe Jesus as an i(ox <§/u£v<as

in many (:onnections"?‘8 Schnackenburg thus sees no
theological difference in the use of different tenses.
He particularly rules out any reference to a future
coming of Christ here: "By no means can the Parousia-
Christ be meant; for He comes according to ear]y
Chr1st1an manner of speech not iv 0'°</Ol<‘

but  Ev Sog ".  Dodd obser_ves that the
present part1C1p1e ‘in any good Greek writer" should
have a future connotation, but also concludes that

in 2 John 7 only the historical past Incarnation will
suffice in contextzéq Brooke had some regard for the
view that the future 1T39°C“J€¢N~1s tgg subject of
verse 7 on the ground of Barnabas 6:9 and (presumably)
the Resurrection and Ascension passages in the Gospels
and'Acts?7' Gore says that only the future coming of
Christ can be intended. After the Resurrection, now,
and when He returns from heaven, Christ's body "is
still the same body“‘z7zBu1tmann sees the present
participle as expressive of "a timeless characteristic
of Jesus" as the One sent by God into the world.

For Stott the two participles are complementary :

"The two natures, manhood and Godhead, were united
already at His birth, never to be divided. The use
of perfect and present tenses emphasises this per-
manent union of natures in the One Person."*7%

0f the variods explanations, Schnackenburg's is most
generally satisfying, though Gore's has some New
Testament support}74

It is of some importance to decide whether 2 John
implies one or two viewpoints regarding Christo]ogiéa]
heresy 275 In fact 2 John 9 perhaps exhibits the "no
need of Christ at all"” factioﬁzéand 2 John 7 the

"no incarnate Christ" e1ement; Unfortunately there
is no means of checking the possibilities here: if
there were, the case for an identical destination

(or separate destinations) for 1 and 2 John could be
greatly strengthened.  Anyway, at root the issue is
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the same in 2 John as in 1 John: the 'orthodox'
believed in a true union of the Divine Word with
oot and the heretics (whether they were self-

consistent or not) did not.

Ideas in 2 John but not in 1 John

Election, probably divine election (v.1)

The granting of X°<//°('s s YN<cos and i(’/Orfvy)
by Father and Son (v.3; c¢f.3 John 15).

The concept of a reward or wage (/u.c 0'90/3 )
for the discerning and persevering, and the loss
of it by the theologically wayward and the lazy.
(v.8).

The claim of the errorists to "go ahead"

( n'(ooo'fyw ). In its intransitive meaning
the verb signifies "going before", "leading the
way", "preceding" > usually ih a physica] sensgz7as

in Mark 10:32: —r)v Tr(OOo{Yl«oV o(\)ToUS I.rlo'oos—,
In Polycarp's Epistie to the Ph111pp1ans a figura-
tive sense similar to that of 2 John 9 appears:
meoxyobons  TAs Xy<TAns,

"Tove leads the way". The word was chosen by the
Elder because the heretics did not "abide" in the
Féith in the various senses in which the idea is
expressed in 1 and 2 Johﬁ{’and, as a corollary,
because they regarded themselves as intellectually
superior, dynamic, and progressive. To the writer
they were really behind the faithful; he appears

to use the heretical claim 1ron1ca11y'28° |
No theological difference between 2 John and 1 John
exists here. 2 John 9 simply shows the reverse

side of orthodox "ab1d1ng"zgl

The reference to hospitality (cf 3 John), which would
appear to be merely a practical outworking of the
love frequently enjoined in 1 John,

No point in the list suggests any conflict in the theology of

1 and 2

John, nor in the manner in which the author views the

error/s, nor in his treatment of it/them.
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There is thus no aspect of any consequence in which the
doctrinal error implied in 2 John differs from that opposed
in 1 John. The major distinguishing feature of the treat-
ment in the two books is that 1 John has a relatively complete
treatment of the heretical position. The very imcompleteness
of 2 John practically demands a fuller treatment - verbal or
written - elsewhere. If 1 John is the "elsewhere", the
omission of any reference to it is explained most readily if
1 and 2 John were presented to the same people simultaneously.
If 1 John had been sent to the same people earlier the writer
would have been expected to have said something like : "you
remember that in my earlier letter [ wrote - "?szAs it is,
the vaguest description will suffice, and that does not
appear in 2 John at all, but in the other covering note

forwarded to the house of Gaius.283

(C) ARE" THE PRACTICAL PROBLEMS OF 3 JOHN TO BE IDENTIFIED
WITH THE BEHAVIOURAL CONCERNS OF 1 JOHN?

e et e e g S e n B N e e e WR e W e P e S - A e e e e - e e - G W YR e e e e = e =

The first and obvious observation is that the statements alluding to sin
in 1 John often exhibit a strange non-specificitngg“'rhe writer frequently
employs such all-embracing words as the noun J9440701*£%(' ( 16 times)
or the verb ol %o TRV (10 times).2®S

Secondly, very little indeed is said about some sins which are the bane

of many a society: nothing is written about gluttony or drunkenness or

theft, or about particular sexual sins. In fact all sexual sin is. 297,298

accorded a total of just four words 1—-%;) "iﬂ'(eu/wfo( ‘rﬁs Tx/O K\OS

Significantly, Schnackeaburg asserts "Nowhere does 1 John touch on sexual
axcesses and similar gross sins, concerning which the later history of

Gnostic heresies is full. 2%¢

Particular sins which are engaged in by or which are attractive to the

heretics and their followers are:

LYING: weoSemeBux (1:6), ‘peérrv,s (2:4, 2:23, 4:20),

t.riOSos (2:21,27). '

BLASPHEMY : g’;gdd“rb’)\l TromG/uLz\/ o(f)-r\ov (1:105 5:10 uses the
. same vocabulary).

DECEPTION: TT)\NV(:)/(A_iv (1:8, cf.2:26, 3:7)
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LOVELESSNESS/HATRES&q'(4:8 etc; /Ailire§;> in 2:9,11,13,15 and 4:20)
@@@F“a¢&§m_3wam9) 2 v B LOTTOKTSVOS (3:15(bis))
LUST: 4 i'ﬂ‘(@%(.o( 4s o“o</01<057(2 :16)

ENVY: 45 ane%mm\nm/o¢ex%/wov (2:16)
VA@;y 5 %Axgovelx To0 B0 (2:16) *9°
LOVE OF THE WORLD:*97 (2:15)" :
UNBELIEF: sroTZws  (See 3:23 etc)

JEALOUSY AND SELFISHNESS: (3:17)

IDOLATRY: (5:21).*78

294

0f these 12 specific sins, most have to do with attitude or manner of

speech. Only three, viz. murder, lust and idolatry, are what can be called
'physical' sins 197] John contains no extended 'Tist' of sins as do other

3
canonical and extra-canonical works°° Nor are there Tlengthy passages

23303
dealing with one sin or problem area3°®’

There is the same generalising spirit in 3 John as there is in 1 John:

Geius is urged: "Beloved, do not imitate evil but imitate good. He who
does good is of God; he who does evil has not seen God".3°¢However,'an‘
examination of the terminology used for the specific sins named or implied
indicates a difference between the two books. The special vocabulary
employed in 1 John ( \pius/wx( and cognates, £TT¢ QU/MU’< d'¢°<§°°
and a’<v9/°oo1r0ﬂ<7'<§v05, and M/\d%O\/i(.&( ) is entirely absent>®* For
all that, many of the 1 John sins are readily discernible in 3 John 9 to 11.
If anything, the errors are more sharply drawn in the shorter book as the

1 John anonymity eurround1ng the offender/s is stripped aside. Diotrephes
is o 75 )\orr,oz»)T umv he is.-vain, selfish, one who "prates (¢/\u=70«»3\/)
against us with evil words". He is inhospitable - i.e. 1ove1ess, and
ungenerous. He tries to exclude true brethren. Murder, lust agg71gg;atry
are the only 1 John sins which are not apparent in the Third Epistle (and
the first of these is absent from 1 John - it would seem - save for the

reference to Cain).

The discussion need not be prolonged nor these matters Taboured. There.
is no conflict at all between the ethical situation encountered when 1 John
was written, and that which can be deduced from the simple robust lanquage

of 3 John 9 to 11.

The practical problems of 3 John are to be identified with the behavioural

concerns of 1 John.
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(D) CONCLUSION

It has been demonstrated that Neil Alexander's judgment that 1 and 2 John
deal with doctrine and 3 John with discipline is no more than a half
truth 3%9 It is much more accurate to say that 2 and 3 John together
constitute a synopsis of 1 John, which conclusion is entire1y in keeping
with the hypothesis. 2 John indicates some problem areas, and 3 John

others, and all are expressed (albeit more anonymoﬂ§1y) in 1 John.3t

Before this chapter is concluded, some attention could perhaps be directed
to the possibility of identifying the error before the Elder, even though
this is secondary in the present context.

“(E) ATTEMPTS AT IDENTIFYING THE HERESY

Wolfgang Nauck has spoken of the difficulty of gaining an exact picture
of the heretics, since we see them "only in the mirror of the struggle.
by the author of 1 John".3'2 O0f all the heresiarchs or groups who figure
in early church writings, only two appear as likely contenders for the

position of opponents of the Elder.}'®***

(1) CERINTHUS

It has become common to link the errors of Cerintﬁﬁgsx3th those
_perturbing the writer of the -Johannine Epist]es.“7 A few writers
make a fairly positive identification;yaothers more cautiously
nominate the traditional opponent of the Apostle John 3/103%°
Irenaeuéureports two central theological viewpoints belonging

to Cerinthus:

(a) He claimed that the world was made, not by the Primary God
but by "a certain Power far separated from Him".  This
secondary God was ignorant of the supreme being.?*%

(b) He claimed that Jesus was not born of a virgin, but of
Joseph and Mary. Jesus was nevertheless rather superior
to other men. After his baptism 'Christ' descended upon
him from the Supreme God, and then Jesus was able both to
proclaim the unknown Father and to perform miracles. Both
the Crucifixion and the Resurrection were affirmed by
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Cerinthus, but only the man Jesus suffered such things,
the spiritual impassible Christ having already departed.®?*3
Two further observations about the error of Cerinthus

appear in Eusebius' History:**¢

(c) An ecclesiastical writer named Cauis described the heretic

as "an enemy to the divine Scriptures - " (Irenaeus in
the Ephesian baths story called Cerinthus "that enemy of the
truth”).

(d) Both Cauis and Dionysius, bishop of A]exandrié, had trans-
mitted details of an alleged sensual earthly millenium
described by Cerinthus.B‘sDionysius wrote: "For one of the
doctrines that he taught was, that Christ would have an
earthly kingdom. And as he was a voluptuary, and altogether
sensual, he conjectured that it would consist in those things
that he craved in the gratification of appetite and lust;

i.e. in eating, drinking, and marrying, or in such things
whereby he supposed these sensual pleasures might be presented
in more decent expressions: viz. in festivals, sacrifices

and the slaying of victims"

An assessment follows:

Regarding (a), not so much as a word in 1 John or 2 John or 3 John
suggests that the opponents postulated a superior God and an

inferior Creator.326

It is (b) which embraces the theological core of the identification
.37

question. Schnackenburg quotes the four statements:

qunuoz erﬁv o X Lfrés (2:22,5:1) o

’qubgm toTy © Uibs Tod Brol  (4:15, 5:5, etc) |

I,,]crogv X/om'Tov‘ g\/ d'oglox( L)\r))\ueo‘r« (4:2; cf 2 John 7)

ou«ros Poriv 6 EAOY $0 JhaTos k(i d/uo(T’OS Toody
(OLO'TO) KT H(5:6)

In these verses the messiahship is clearly central,but these
"opposing Christological confession rules" by themsemves do not
so much elucidate the heretical position as create a certain
tension. Is the primary defence (1) over the fact that Jesus
is the Christ? or (2) against docetic tendencies?32 If'(Z)C is
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the problem area the Incarnation or the Crucifixion?  Furthermore,
the title 'Christ' adds a new element, for it denotes "the Bringer
of salvation". The last two of the four statements imply pre-

existence.

Besides the above "confession rules" Schnackenburg adds other
statements which combine the Christology "most strictly" with
the soteriology. He goes on, "From this can be inferred that
the false teachers totally rejected a salvation image in the
Christian sense and that they specifically denied Jesus this
significance."  Schnackenburg concludes "There is no proof that
they spoke of a CHRISTUS SPIRITUALIS and only connécted him for
a time with Jesus."

These observations, which are closely dependent on the text of 1
{and 2)>John at every point, can hardly be gainsaid so long as the
integrity of 1 John is admitted.>*? The difference between the
Elder's opposition and Cerinthianism even where the case seems
strongest - i.e. in the realm of the Incarnation question - is

Nothing very much can be said about (c); certainly the doctrines
attributed to Cerinthus conflict with both 01d and New Testament
teaching, but of course he enjoyed no monopoly in that direction.

A more serious matter is the substance of (d), two assertions
(independently of each other?) that Cerinthus' vaunted millenium
was to be a - slightly muted - orgy of sin. He is himself con-
demned as "altogether sensual” by Dionysius. When it is remembered
that the Johannine Epistles say nothing at all about gluttony or
drunkenness and very little about sexual sin, it becomes harder
than ever to accept that Cerinthianism is the target of the

Elder's writings.?¥? '

. ; .3 .
While, then, the heresy is definitely of a docetic typefsthere is

hothing to prove that the foe is Cerinthianism, and a good deal
334,338

to indicate that it was not.

IGNATIUS' ASIAN OPPONENTS

The errors assailed by Ignatius comprise
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(a) Docetism

Docetism is very evident, particularly at Smyrna, Ephesus
and Tralles (or at least it is most specifically refuted

in the letters to those centres).ssglgnatius contends on

a much narrower front in Christological doctrine than the
writer of the Johannine Epistles. The whole focus here

is the question whether Christ is to be viewed as Spirit
only or as flesh and Spirit3€7and the soteriological conse-
quences.sssso sharply does the enemy stand out on the
skyline, that Ignatius (or a predecessor) has compiled
formal credal-type formulations to deal with the heresy.37
In various passages the word "truly" is used again and again

in refutation.3%®

(b) Judaism

At one point it almost looks as if Judaism and docetism con-
. . 341 .
stituted some kind of amalgam, but other chapters are obviously

aimed at Judaism per se.3%2

The inclusion of Judaism in this way indicates a difference
from the Johannine milieu, where it is not in evidence 343

(c) Sin
Named sins include false witness ('Eph. 7 and 16 and Trall.é6),
blasphemy, (Smyr.5), unbelief (Tral1.10), division (Philad.8 etc)
and hardheartedness (Smyr.6)34* Most of these are also in
evidence in the Johannine Epistles; the group of sins in

Smyr. 6 doubtless stems from lovelessness, which is so often

condemned in 1 John.

Several smaller points of contact with the Johannine writings
appear in Ignatius. One is reminded of the condemnation of false
missionaries in 2 John by parts of 'Ephes.' and Smyr.  Some
‘missionaries' are condemned for purveying false doétrines;sfs
others - those who "carry about the name"sf‘for leading unworthy

lives. Like the Elder, the Bishop does not name heretics in a
public letter.3%7

34.¢
R.M. Grant has analysed the position taken by Ignatius' opponentgf
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He says, "These people are Judaizing docetists, and at least

some of them arefgenti]es". (Based on Philad.6:1). Four

characteristics follow:

(1) They appeal to the 01d Testament "but apparently they
treat it in a haggadic manner and provide non-Christian

exegesis of the prophets".349

(2) They say that Jesus did not "bear flesh" and claim that

. p: s 350
He merely seemed to undergo crucifixion3®

(3) "They seem to be concerned with 'heavenly matters' such
n 381

as 'angelic Tocations' and 'archontic conjunctions".
(4) They repudiate the Eucharist, denying that it is the flesh
of Jesus.¥2

These four points (which are legitimately derived from Ignatius'
epistles) specifically overlap with the Johannine writer's opponents
only at point (2). Admittedly the other matters are only absent .
from the Johannine Epistles, and in no way repudiated: neverthe-
less one point of correspondenac? (even a major one) is in no way
sufficient for an identification of two tendencies or movements
which were perhaps a quarter of a century apart. Simply equating
the parties is not possible. Even on the most central issue
Schnackenburg says "they (Ignatius' opponents) cannot be equated
with the Christological 'liars' in 1 John"3%%

Neither Cerinthianism nor the position adopted by the anti-
Ignatian docetists, then, is to be neatly identified with that

of the Elder's adversaries.

An examination of other early heresies whose habit was "the
depreciation of the historica] person of Jesus as the only and

- actual saviour and the denial of the way of salvation through His
flesh and b]ood“3ﬁ$oves that no other unorthodox theology approaches

3 sy
that of the Johannine adversaries so closely as do the two above.

As already stated, the attempt at identifying the heresy is not
the main issue. In this chapter the primary problem was never
identification. It was to demonstrate that, on the basis of
theology and ethics, the error faced is essentially the same
throughout the Johannine Epist]es.’sq That objective has been

substantially achieved.
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FOOTNOTES:

!See above, page 3

2See above, especially pp. 202 ff for the view that the doctrinal
issue is itself of a dual nature.

3the aphoristic and hortatory parts respectively.
#See above. pp. 154 ff.

S Even Kdsemann's "inverted" theory of the 3 John picture
constitutes no denial of this statement.

‘Comm., p.8

7N. Alexander, e.g. asks the question: "Why was III John written?"
and replies "In its concern III John stands quite apart from the
other two. Its issue is authority, not doctrine." Commentary,
p.141. Greville P. Lewis similarly says: "This Epistle (3 John)
differs greatly from 1 and 2 John in subject matter ... concerned
with discipline rather than with doctrine." The Johannine
Epistles, Epworth, London, 1961, p.133.

% 7o use the terminology of Theodor Hring.

9A temptation to insert Fourth Gospel parallel references all
through this chapter has been resisted. The references may
of course be found in any Greek concordance of the New Testament.

/Owhich Edwin A. Abbott says is the main reason for the Fourth
Gospel containing about as many personal pronouns as ail the
Synoptics together. Johannine Grammar, A & C Black, London,
1906, page 295 (section 2399). John H. Dobson's contention
is that "emphatic personal pronouns in the New Testament are
almost always used where there is either an explicit or implied
contrast with another person or another group of people". Article
'"Emphatic Personal Pronouns in the New Testament', Bible Translator,
22, 1971, pages 58-60,

! Examples: 3:16, 4:10, 4:11; ‘/pLzTS in each instance.

'2See the use of tixcif% in 1:4, 4:14, and 4:16, and kpﬁkits
in 2:20, 2:24(bis), and 2:27.

I3see above, pp. 214 ff.
“4See above, pp. 214 ff, on the practical aspects of the heresy.
/Sincluding possessive adjectives.

61t is much commoner in the Fourth Gospel than in the Synoptics.
See Abbott, Johannine Grammar, pp.63 ff.

’7Schnackenburg says that the form of this phrase "exalts the
uniqueness of this personified divine 1ife in d1st1nct1on from
every other 'life'-" (Commentary, p.63). In 5:11 ‘S‘-qu «tlviov
has no definite article, but is emphasised by its pos1t1on in
the sentence.
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BCf. 2:19, 421
"4 Abbott, Johannine Grammar, p.15, section 1902.
20| jke the use of 25/4( : see above, p. 193.

i Inversion in a second phrase of the order followed in the first,
as "I cannot dig, to beg I am ashamed."

2Zpbbott, pp.424 and 425, sections 2568 and 2569.

ZAnother instance in the Johannine Epistles appears in 3 John 9,10:
the writer, when he comes,will call to remembrance not the

pretensions of D1otrephes, but his works uﬂ'%v;’)d‘b\) KLUITOD T E/o/zog

#35ti11 less as a person considered in a theologically inadequate
way (so 2:22, 5:1).

25 Schnackenburg, p.153: "whether 'Holy One' refers to God or
Christ is hard to decide. Yet the latter is more probable".

3610 1 John 1:5 the order is reversed: ZoT(V 06\3/7"’)
37i.e. all except 3:11 and 5:14

287:22, 3:23, 4:3, 5:6, 5:9 and 5:20(?).

#92.25, 5:4, 5:11

31:5 and 5:3

3Bauer, Lexicon, p.601

32Brooke, p.iv, cf.- - Schnackenburg, p.75. Bultmann says that Jesus
is always designated as EJ(tk\JOS in 1 John (so far as pronouns
are concerned); the & 1Tds of 2:2 refers to God. Commentary,
p.24, note 2. In fact «&r€s refers to Christ in 2:2 and
2:28, a truth that Bultmann sidesteps by (unnecessarily) attri-
buting the verses to the ecclesiastical redactor.

331 John 2:6, 3:3,5,7,16, 4:17 " - it is so remarkable in John
(and in 1 John!) in contrast to the rest of the New Testament
(only Mark 14:49 (?))that it must be considered a personal
characteristic, probably due to a Semitic way of thinking."
Schnackenburg, The Gospel according to St. John, p.252, note 110.

%3.1,17, 4:7,8,9,10,11,19
See also above, p. 201 ff

35i.e. first in the sense of theological pr1or1ty, not in order of
treatment in 1 John.

% irchliche Dogmatik, 1/2, E.T. 1956, p.379

374.D.B. Vol.111,1900, p.155 _

%See The Bible and the Greeks, Hodder & Stoughton, London, 1954,
chapter 5, especially pp.94,95. Dodd -arques that the LXX
translators did not regard ‘)E)S "as conveying the sense of
propitiating the Deity", and that (A& okzer®a( and its

.
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cognates are therefore "inappropriate to the religion of Israe]".
He considers that the New Testament writers use the ¢ C Ao ALSS
terminology in the same way as the LXX translators, though he is
somewhat less confident that such is the case with 1 John than
with Paul or Hebrews. Evidence which runs counter to Dodd's
position would seem to include parts of the Shepherd of Hermas.

In one passage the author says &€ (A o(/a"o/u,xL v ©O<dV

("I propitiate God"), and in another "God 7.. is propitiated."
Lightfoot, The Apostolic Fathers, MacMillan, London, 1891, pp.
298, 406, and 476. Irenaeus says of Jesus Christ: "For he did
not make void, but fulfilled the law, by performing the offices

of the . high priest, propitiating God for men, and cleansing the
lepers, healing the sick, and HimseTf suffering death - " (Ante-
Nicene Fathers, p.471). Alan Richardson practically equates
‘propitiation' and 'expiation'; he seems prepared to retain
‘propitiation’ in New Testament exegesis provided it is definitely
understood that it is God, not man, who propitiates. (He adds that
God does not need propitiating before He can forgive). An
Introduction to the Theology of the New Testament, S.C.M., London,
1958, pp.223-4; cf. p.78. See also A.G. James' article 'Jesus our
Advocate' in the Expository Times, Vol. 39, 1928, pages 473-475,
George Johnston's section on the Epistles of John in Peake's
Commentary on the Bible (edited by Matthew Black, Nelson, 1962,
page 1036), and F.F. Bruce, The Epistles of John, p.50. Houlden
(Commentary, p.62) does not wholly agree with Dodd: "Hilasmos,
which we have translated by the general term 'sacrificial offering'
may well carry the more specific idea of 'propitiation' and its
association with the term parak]etos in v.1 (i.e. 2:1) confirms
the presence of that idea here" (in 2:2). David Hill says that,
in spite of Dodd's rejection of the traditional rendering of
(Axsm85 by propitiation in 1 John 2:2 and 4:10, "there are
signs that the meaning propitiation should be retained". See
Greek Words and Hebrew Meanings, C.U.P.,1967, pages 36-38.

%4¢.H. Dodd (Commentary) p.27.  Similarly, W.F. Howard begins with
"The crowning revelation made in Jesus Christ ....that God is Love."
Because God loved, He gave ( gSng\/ ; John 3 16) The Divine
initiative is fo l]owed by the human response: ‘"we love, because

He first loved us" (4 19), which response is to be practical,
not merely verbal (] John 3:18).  Christianity According to St.

John, pp.62,63.
“°See especially 3:11 ff and 4:7 ff
#la:8, 4:16
“24.20, cf. 4:10

1.3, 2:22,23,24, 3:8, 4:9,14,15, 5:5,10,11,12,13,20.  With
respect .to 4:9 F.F. Bruce observes: "As in the Gospel, the adjective
'only begotten' (/u.ovoyiwﬁs ) is used in a sense which com-
bines the ideas of 'only begotten' and 'well loved'". Commentary,
p.108.

“See, e.g. 3:2 and 5:1 and the various references to being "born
of God".

455:1 is very explicit and 3:1 scarcely less so.



- 224 -

#2:6, 2:24, 3: 6, 3:24. The express1on "in Christ" is peculiarly
Pau]1ne though it is common in the Johannine literature and
found a]so in Acts, 1 Peter, 1 Clement, and some epistles of
Ignatius. Alan Richardson, An Introduction to the Theology of
the New Testament, S.C.M., 1958, p.250. Richardson says that
the concept originated not with Paul, but with Jesus Himself.

¥72:24, 4:13, 4:16

%10

“4:16

593124, 4:4(?)

$14:12,13,15,16

523;9

$32:27

%2:14

$52:24

563:14

513:17

583:15

1n discussing the s1gn1f1cance of the word sv 1n such passages
as John 14:11 (.-z PSR AY, *n«\ rrovr,oc Kol O 7r4-rr)/> tv
Dodd makes the interesting g commént that "the relation . is con-
ceived as a dynam1c and not as a static relation; it consists in
an activity = * The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel, Oxford,
1953, pp.194,195.

6oCommentary, pp.66 ff

6Byt is no "pantheising, deifying mysticism." In contrast with the
Thirteenth Hermetic tract, e.g. "the Johannine utterances never
obliterate the boundary between man and God. He who is elevated
into the divine life sphere, who is ‘born of God', never becomes
God himself, he only becomes really united with Him, attains a
share in His 1ife, His love, His possessions". Commentary, p.71.

b21ike ecstatic mysticism
‘3Commentary, pp.66,67
%0n pages 105 ff Schnackenburg groups the 'immanence formulae'

under four headings, of which the first is entit]ed “Indwelling
of divine attr1butes and vital energies in man" The 11st

ol )

includes XA Becx, Adyos, )S{oco' rr-sfo/uo(anq xy«n-w) To0 9200

this category is the most closely para]]e]ed elsewhere (e.g. in
Philo and the Mandaic wr1t1ngs THe second heading is

“"Indwelling of God Himself in man“, whose nearest extra-biblical
connection is apparently with Philo. The third heading is "Abiding
in God and His domain" (or the anti-God domain): phrases here are
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from 1 John 3:14 (abiding in death), 2:10 (abiding in light),
2:11(being in darkness), 2:5, 5:20 (being in God), and 2:24,27,28,
3:6 (abiding in Christ). Finally, Schnackenburg notes the
"Reciprocal Formulae", which are the "most original" expressions:
"it has not been possible to produce parallels to them from the
non-Christian literature". The four instances are

(1) 3:24 o ™ AV Tﬁis 2;V1’C>X¢KS & 3100 v CK\ITi3 /0t€\/€(

K { a(u-ros Y o(uruo
(2) 4:13 ’Ev ToOTL Yt\/t,.)(fko/uiv ST Ev xdT /46\/0/42\'
xurbs zv ATV
(3) 4:15 65 iotv o oA ory’ /:; STt ’IquUS id‘T’(V o Y(os ™0
0 416 6tos, oetbs vixiart A EVEL Kol 2k 3TOS &y TR O,
(4) 4:16 & anfveov v T dydimhn Ev D 62D iy k=i & O3

TV LOTH e fveg, ¢
(There is a k1nd of reciprocity also between the widely separated

verses 2 John 2 - the "truth" ab1d1ng in Christians ~ and 2 John 9 -
Christians abiding in the SCEa T3 XpcorTo0).

With respect to the fourth category but surely 1n connection with
the others as well) Schnackenburg says "The purpose of all these
formulae is to express the fact of fellowship with God" (p.108).
Later on (pp.281 ff; especially p.287), Schnackenburg argues that
the verb s fvely permits a satisfactory marriage of the 1 John
series of texts which declare categorically that a Christian does
not sin (the indicatives) and the ethical commands (the imperatives)
that indicate that he should not sin. The Christian is still living
on earth and is still subject ot sin, but he abides in God, and

in this context is a foreigner to sjn. RudoTf BuTtmann remarks

on the negative implication of ,teVvVe«vy :"do not yield, do not
leave, stay where you are".  Two stages in the development of

the meaning of /44,5\/5(v are noted by him: (a) in the oldest
Greek usage it meant remaining at a certain place for a determined
time, then (b) it came to signify "persisting in a personal
affiliation”, or, more simply, "faithfulness". Commentary, p.19,
note 9. '

€54.16, 2:19

€ There is no passage which is exatt]y repeated: the nearest examples
are in 2:12-14,

é7¢¢, 3:6, .a partial duplicate of 5:18,

GsFor a discussion of the meaning of LAG*‘/&LOS see above, pages
196 and 222 ff.

67August1ne c1a1med that the three groups - Til(V(o(/Tro(( &, TrthpiS
and vtav{skot—represented three different stages in sp1r1tua1
development. Erik Peterson debated whether the viaviokot
implied "a youth club of the municipal type." See Bultmann
(Commentary, page 32, note 12. Bent Noack allows the possibility
that 1 John (or at least 1 John 2:12-14) is addressed to, inter
alia, actual children. Article 'On 1 John 2:12-14", New Testament
Studies 6, 1959/60, pages 236-241. Cf. p. note above.
Other writers regard the breakdown into groups as mere rhetoric,
since as Dodd says, “"All the privileges mentioned belong to all
Christians." Commentary, p.383 cf. R.R. Williams, The Letters
of John and James, The Cambridge Bible Commentary on the N.E.B.,
C.U.P., 1965, page 26.
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" 7%Law theorised that the author was interrupted at the end of

v.13 and then, when he resumed writing, repeated what he had
just written, changing the present tense to aorist. Gore rather
tentatively took the same line. The Epistles of John, John
Murray, London, 1920, p.102.

71:8,10
e g. the 6 ToLdv ..... statement of 3:7 implies its opposite
(cf 2:29,3:9 and see 5:6). ‘
%0ne is reminded of Paul in the Epistle to the Romans. Paul often
-writes as if an opponent were before him contending with him as
he writes.  The most obvious passage, is Romans 2; in verses

. ) /
1 and 3 he even uses a vocative, w xvBpowTTE, to address the
adversary.

7%CF, d&V Tis e“"rv] in 4:2
: L
7S¢f. Schnackenburg, p.73
T%The reference to "doing the truth " in 1 John 1:6, and John 3:21

is unusual, but is found in Tobit 4:6: "For if thou doest the
truth, thy doings shall prosperously succeed to thee, and to

all them that do righteousness." (R.V.)

778yl tmann says "the KVO (K naturally stands for the highest

wickedness, as godlessness". Analyse des ersten Johannesbriefes,
p.147. J. Alex. Clapperton said that the 'sin' of 1 John 3:4
"amounts to anostasy ". He based this on the definite articles -
"The sin is lTawlessness". Expository Times, Vol. 47, 1935/1936,
pages 92,93. : '
1he lTonger readings .’(Yo(-rr&\/ TOV &Si)\qﬁ'o’v andéY*Tl‘boV
TOV 82APdv X OT060 are to be rejected because (i) they

have inferior textual support; (ii) they 'complete' an awkward
expression which lacks an object; (iii) they represent an
assimilation to the first part of the verse.

7?ysed in what may be called a 'spatial' sense here - cf. Schnackenburg, .
The Gogpel according to St, John, pp.451, and 567.

#The surprising inclusion of Adec in place of &) SumolopsC
has practically no support except in a few versions and patristic
citations, Metzger writes: "Although several scholars (including
Zahn, Harnack, Buchsel (in Kittel), Preisker) have argued that Adet
is the original reading, the Committee preferred /u?«] c°>/¢~°)\°y€?
because of overwhelming external support. The origin of AJe«
is probably to be sought in second century polemic against Gnostics
who made a distinction between the earthly Jesus and the heavenly
Christ.” A Textual Commentary, p.714. Schnackenburg also dis-
agrees with the U.B.S. committee; he says that 6 )\gi( "its of -
such a special nature as againstthe simple negation &' A% SoAoyel
that it must count as the original."  Schnackenburg, p.222 (cf
Von Herbert Braun, Literar-Analyse und theologische Schichtung im
ersten Johannesbrief, p.262) and J.N. Birdsall, article, 'The
New Testament Text', in the Cambridge History of the Bible,

C.U.P. 1970, p.349. A survey of the opposing arguments would
seem to establish the U.B.S. text as the earlier form.
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1 -

Hrdy )IV)G‘OUV (supported by important Alexandrian and Western texts)
is preferable to the various longer renderings which obviously duplicate
important parts of the previous verse. ( & alone incorporates
the word kGecov into a longer formulation.)

8250hn Painter's book, John: Witness and Theologian, was read after
this thesis was drafted. He too regards many of the stylistically
distinctive verses as providing the basis for an assessment of the
nature of the heresy (as well as providing a clue to the analysis
of 1 John). One fault in Painter's scheme is that he omits
several verses which he should have included (see p.118).

g3The nearest approach is 3:4, but even here the writer refers to the

practice of sin ( J/uoz,o-r(o( generally means both the action

itself - [ mZoThots] - as well as the result L{m&o Ty mu]
though in its Johannine usage it is a condition or quality opposed

to &A9Og(x (W. Bauer's Lexicon, page 42)), and then

immediately equates it with &vo/vu’q , which in 3:4 is a theo-
logical concept: lawlessness means a frame of mind or actual deed
which 1s opposed to God.

| ?#-5/«.0 )‘o)’{"‘}' &(o \/{o/,uxc-, r(\/gérf(w, x koG, é;‘m )

BSDodd is correct, then, when in speaking of 1 John he says,
"relition and ethics interpenetrate ... real religion is ethical
religion". Commentary, p.xliv.

Q"Very frequently couched in the third person, of course.
g7whether ‘emphatic', 'oft-repeated' or 'sign-posted'.

Bhe point made in the last sentence of section (b) on page 193
is confirmed when it is realised that in this chapter so far
86 verses out of the 105 in 1 John have been mentioned specifically.

®9Der Tradition und der Charakter des ersten Johannesbriefes,
pp.123,124.

qOSee especially 2:13,14: "you know Him who is from the beginning”.
(Cf. 1:1, 5:20).

95:20. The title might refer to "Tnrob Rocered named earlier
in the veirse). ‘

%:3; 3:22 and 23 (particularly): " - we receive from Him whatever
we ask, because we keep His commandments and do what pleases Him.
And this is His commandment, that we should believe in the name
of His Son Jesus Christ and love one another, just as He has
commanded us".

3.20
M4.12, cf. 4:20

951:5; cf. 2:8 ff. The symbolism.of light is used of God absolutely
and not simply in relation to man (so Schnackenburg, p.76): "the
reality of God ....not in the sense of revelation, but of the
divine fulness of being and moral holiness." Cf. Painter,

John: Witness and Theologian, pp.105,6. Stott also stresses what
may be called the 'subjective' sense - the truth, the purity,and

",
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the righteousness which reside in God Himself. Stott shows
that such 1s the general biblical significance of light (Commentary,
pp.70-72), a conclusion with which Bultmann largely agrees in

his sentence "In the 01d Testament ... in Judaism... Hellenism...
Gnosis, 'light' is used to designate God, God's nature and the
sphere of the divine". Yet Bultmann (against Schnackenburg and

Stott) asserts that "light" in 1 John 1:5 is used in what can be
described as an '‘objective' sense: ‘0 O2ds ¢35 EfaTV

does not define "the nature of God as He is in Himself ... It
rather expresses what God means for man ... 'light' can in

general be a designation of salvation, especially of eschatological
salvation." (Commentary p.16). Wilhelm Bousset says: "In 01d
Testament usage, so far as I can see, the designation of God as
Tight is not common. The concept of light is frequently associated
with God. He is the creator of the light, but also of the
darkness (Isa. 45:7), he clothes himself in light (Ps.104:2),

is a lamp to the way of the righteous (Ps.119:105); the source

of life is in him, and in his light we see light (Ps.36:10). But
the simple formula that God in his essence, in the absolute sense,
is light is not found there." Kyrios Christos, (transiated by
John E. Steely), Abingdon, New York, 1970, page 232. Philo
anticipated 1 John 1:5: "God is light, and not 1light onTy, but

the archetype of every other 1light, or rather more ancient and
higher than any archetype". 'On Dreams' 1:75.

96See the earlier section gn the subject - pages 195 and 196.
Alan Richardson defines &y <Tr especially in 1 John 3 and 4,
as "essentially the divine love of Christ and the Father manifested
in terms of Church unity". An Introduction to the Theology of the
New Testament, S.C.M., 1958, p.287. Schnackenburg writes "That
God is love according to His deepest nature the author recognises
from God's doings, and indeed from the one act, that He sent
His Son into this death-cosmos in order to give 1ife to men"
(p.232). Basically, with respect to "the love of God" in 1 John
and other ancient works, in the first God's love is universal and
historically based. It looks back to an historical salvation-
event (1 John 2:2; cf. John 3:T6), and forward to the consummation.
In the second the love of God is limited to an elite, and confined
to the present. See Schnackenburg, pp.231 ff,

97See above, p. 196
9%2.13, 3:1,2,10; 5:1,2.
.9

1005.20

L]

/0l Dodd (Commentary), p.140.  The implied compromise in 5:20 might
have been in the direction of "idols" (cf. 5:21), or else in
that of acknowledging some sort of'pleroma'~ i.e. the error
could have been a crude precursor of Valentinianism in this respect.

/°21.1-3, 4:2,3. The debate about whether the phrase 77‘2/0\( ToO )\c{you
T?js Q wAas (1:1) means the person or the subject’matter
doés not a]gzr the basic thrust of the passage, since "subject
matter and person are identical". See Bultmann (Commentary),
p.8...and the article by J. Emmette Weir in the Expository Times
of January 1975 (pp.118-120). Bultmann equates the relevant
phrase with the Gospel; Weir with Christ as in the Fourth Gospel
Prologque.
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5 6 is also 1ncarnat1ona] -this being so whether the textual reading
So&‘ros o o(c/««—ros (U.B.S. and Nestle-Aland) or the

various readings which add —rvedicuros before or after .,u/oxu-ros

be }Jreferred The variant which has -rrV?,u/o(,.(ros in place of
LLpaxTos  must be rejected, since it has Tittle ancient support

and is readily -explained as an assimilation to John 3:5. See

Bruce M. Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament,

1971, pages 715, 716.

103 Schnackenburg r1ght1y approves the phrase of Athanasius £is
&0 Kex ,‘ioq § yevev as being equivalent to Johannine (i.e.
Fourth Gospe John and 2 John) formulae. The Gospel according
to St. John, p.266.

04 1:3, 5:1. On the other hand Paul S. Minear claims that "in the
flesh" in 4:2 (the decisive 'incarnational' verse in 1 John) does
not mean "as a man", nor "refer to a human mode of existence".
The phrase is really parallel to "he who is in you is greater than
he who is in the world" (4:4). Minear's point is that the author
in 4:1-6 is distinguishing "two competing spirits - two indwelling
persons .... the experienced actuality of tEe indwelling of Christ
in the believer and in the Church." Article 'The Idea of Incarnation
in First John: Interpretation, 24, 1970, pages 291-302.

0§ 5.5 5:20, In fact in 4:9 Christ is designated TOv uU(dv « UToO
OV _ovo tv", an expression also used of Him in John 1:14,18,

and 3:16,18, nowhere else in the New Testament, though it
occurs three t1mes in Luke and once in Hebrews in a non- theo]ogica]
sense,

106592 23 cf. 5:9 ff
'673:5 .

198414 says that the Father &r€arochcsv the Son.

129316
"04.14; cf. John 4:42 ' .
"a.1, 3:5,7

"#2:1. 1In_the Fourth Gospel He is also designated TTN/ONK)\ HTes.
in one place, since in John 14:6 the Spirit is named as XAdov

TT'O(/ONK)\V)T'OV . In the Gospel the Sp1r1t is described
as Jesus' coming advocate upon the earth; in 1 John Jesus

Christ is the Christian's advocate in heaven. See John 14:26,
15:26, and 16:7.

"37 John 2:6, 3:16, and 4:17
“#John: Witness and Theologian, pp.115-127.
"$1bid, especially pages 119 to 121.

76 | iterar-Analyse und theologische Schichtung im ersten Johannesbrief,
p.289.
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"7 painter, p.119. The evidence is forthcoming from 1:7-9, 2:1 ff,
2:4, and 2:6. Contrary to the assertion of Bultmann, Painter
identifies the «Jd18v of 2:4 with Christ, an identification
which 2:2 and 3 "make clear" (p.120).

"3 'he (the writer) fights against such as do not take seriously
the Incarnation of Christ." Nauck, p.150, cf.123 ff.

"91bid, p.120
20 1bid, pp.288,9

21 289
1222.22. 5:]
1234.15, 5:5

24p,289: Schnackenburg disagrees: "There is no proof that they
spoke of a Chr1stus Spiritualis and connected him only for a t1me
with Jesus. Commentary, p.19.

128Though that is possible, of course. The 1 John Christology can
thus in theory (1) be harmonised, or (2) indicate more than
one group, or (3) indicate confused heretics.

1261 John 4:2.  Painter (p.125) says : "The response to the heretics
was made at two levels, partly because they were divided into two
groups"

'27See pages 234 and 285 below.

28Nowhere in 1 John is the Sp1r1t called the Holy Sp1r1t The
Comma Johanneum does of course contain the words % A&Ycov TTve S aax,
but that passage is obviously spurious. It appears only in four
Greek manuscripts (all late - manuscript 61 of the sixteenth
century, manuscript 88 of the twelfth century, manuscript 629 of
the fourteenth or fifteenth century and manuscript 635 of the
~eleventh century ) which are apparently re-translations from a
lTate recension of the Latin Vulgate. Metzger says: " - these
words are spurious and have no r1ght/to stand in the New{Testament
1 John 5:6 contains the rendering &(AM&TOS Ko TV LOAARTOS <
in manuscript 326, but that twelfth century document is of V1rtua11y
no textual s1gn1f1cance

*fliow the Spirit acts within the Christian, neither 3:24 nor 4:13
discloses. Schnackenburg suggests that "inward revelations of
the Spirit and not external charismatic activities" (which latter
are not even hinted at in 1 John except perhaps in 3:18 and 4:1)
were probably in the writer's thoughts: "with John the main
function of the Holy Spirit is His revealing activity -".
Commentary, pp.208-210; cf The Moral Teaching of the New Testament,
p.176. .

130Bpice has a helpful two-fold view of the Spirit of Truth concept:
"First, it identifies the Spirit and consequently the Paraclete
with God and with Christ, since the essential nature of each is
'truth': second, it denotes the truth-giving function of the
Paraclete; it is he who delivers the truth." J.M. Boice, Witness
and Revelation in the Gospel of John, Zondervan, Grand Rapids,
1970, page 152.

ou
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131 4.3

3.6, The expressions "spirit of truth" and "spirit of error"
(and indeed the whole section in which they occur) seem to be
the closest point of contact between the Johannine Epistles and
the writings of the Qumran community. The "two spirits" appear
in the Community Rule: "- the God of Knowledge ... has created
man to govern the world, and has appointed for him two spirits
in which to walk until the time of His visitation: the spirits
of truth and falsehood. Those born of truth spring from a
fountain of Tight, but those born of falsehood spring from a
source of darkness. All the children of righteousness are ruled
by the Prince of Light and walk in the ways of light, but all the
children of falsehood are ruled by the Angel of Darkness and walk
in the ways of darkness". G. Vermes, The Dead Sea Scrolls in
English (Pelican Paperback), 1968, pp.75,76. Further passages
from the Rule are summarised in Allegro's sentence "Both (spirits)
are under the supreme rule of God who will eventually give the
victory to Good, but only after a prolonged cosmic battle."
John Allegro, The Dead Sea Scrolls, a Reappraisal, (Pelican Paper-
back), Second Edition, 1964, p.139. Schnackenburg agrees that
the Qumran Scrolls throw light on 1 John 4:1-6, but adds that
they do not anticipate the 1 John certainty "that the Christians,
those born of God, have already received the Spirit", Commentary,
pp.211,212.  The War Rule of Qumran sharply contrasts "the Prince
of Light" and "Satan, the Angel of Melevolence". Vermes, p.141;
cf Hymn 1 on page 151, and Hymn 21 on p.192: "For Thou has divided
men into good and evil in accordance with the spirits of their lot",
The vast majority of the Qumran Scrolls and fragments must be
dated between 150 BC and AD50 according to W.F. Albright (in his
article Recent Discoveries in Palestine and the Gospel of St.
John, in The Background of the New Testament and its Eschatology,
C.U.P., 1964, pp.163,4). Yigael Yadin, working on the basis of
military descriptions in the Var Rule, placed the work in Roman
times - "in the latter half of the first pre-Christian century".
(See the Hibbert Journal, Volume 56, 1957-8, pp.194,195, where Paul
Winter reviewed Yadin's book "The Message of the Scrolls").
Edwin Yamauchi notes the views of scholars who seek to relate the
"two spirits' doctrine of Qumran back to Zurvanism (the more mono-
theistic form of Zoroastrianism): "Zurvan was the Zoroastrian
god of time, and according to some sources the father of the twin
spirits of Ahura-Mazda (Ormazd) and Ahriman.”  Pre-Christian
Gnosticism, Tyndale, London, 1973, page 78.
The doctrine appears again in the Apocryphon of John, whose
'"Grundschrift' is dated c.100-150 by Henri-Charles Peuch (New
Testament Apocrypha, Vol.1, pp.325, 326 and 330).
The two terms TrA&vh and a()\V]Qt.ux are also used by the
Hermetist (together with a number of other antithetical terms) to
describe the two ways of life and death. C.H, Dodd, The Bible and
the Greeks, p.183. On pp.183-185 Dodd gives similar instances
from the Wisdom of Solomon and the Testaments of the Twelve
Patriarchs, e.g. T. Jud. 141 é olvos 8(«0'1-{93& T3V VOOV

&TO ™s o<)‘39ua<s Kt 6 8n el s TAKvny Tods
O¢e°()\/ﬂA.OUS
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In T. Dan 2:4 a "spirit (of anger)" is associated with "error"
in a way rather reminiscent of 1 John 4:6: nz/m/soi)\)\i'rou Y&f‘
7/

> N ~ -~ ~ Vd ~
L OTOV TO TVEJMR ToU Bumol Td S{KTUOV THS TTAXVAS.

In the Fifth Mandate of Hermas the Holy Spirit and an "evil spirit"
are contemplated as both seeking to possess a man. The 'Holy
Spirit' of Hermas is "delicate" (TrDngﬁifoch' ) and apparently
rather helpless. He cannot abide in a person together with an
evil spirit; if both are there, he departs. (The Apostolic
Fathers, edited by J.B. Lightfoot, MacMillan & Co., London, 1891,
pp.426, 427). Hermas says a little further on that "There

are two angels with a man, one of righteousness and one of wicked-
ness" (Ibid, p.428), and (on pp.434-436) two kinds of prophet

are described, being inspired by either the Holy Spirit or by "the
earthly and empty spirit". Hermas, however, does what the Elder
never does - he confuses the Holy Spirit and the Son of God: " - the
Holy Spirit ... that Spirit is the Son of God." (p.460).

13Td Y Plg MN of course means an anointing, but on the strength
of 2:27b (which asserts that the xetqm« "teaches") Schnacken-
burg says "no doubt the Holy Spirit is meant in a figurative form".
Commentary, p.152; cf. pp.150, 161, 190, and 210, and The Moral
Teaching of the New Testament, pp.194, 176, and 341 (note 29), and
F.F. Bruce's article 'The Spirit in the Apocalypse' in the book
'Christ and the Spirit in the New Testament',C.U.Q.,v]g73, page
337.  Schnackenburg also equates emT€Lma &OT6S  in 3:9
with the Holy Spirit: both terms are metaphorical (Commentary,
pp.190,191).
A.E. Brooke, speaking of 01d Testament anointing, says "Those
who were so consecrated were regarded as thereby endued with the
Holy Spirit and with divine gifts" (p.56). Other commentators
interpret similarly - a God-directed anointing is the occasion
of the Spirit's entering a person: "In both 01d Testament and
New Testament, oil is a symbol of the Holy Spirit." (A. Ross,
The Epistles of John, Marshall, Morgan & Scott, London, 1954,
p.170. Bultmann reminds his readers that Gnostics were not
without a yxmpteae : he says "That the author mentions
"anointing' rather than 'spirit' probably owes to the fact that
'anointing' played an important r8le in Gnosticism, viz. as the
sacrament of anointing." Commentary,p.37. Bultmann sees an
allusion to baptism in 2:20, but can find no supporting evidence
before the fourth century. R. McL. Wilson believes the use of
the word X@tgrvax may be a turning of the opponents' vocabulary
against them, since the word occurs but thrice in the New Testament
(1 John 2:20 and 2:27(bis)), and is popular later in the Gospel
of Truth and the Gospel of Philip.(The latter actually rates the
chrism above baptism). Gnosis and the New Testament, Blackwell,
Oxford, 1968, pp.40,97.
Robert Grant notes the Naassene claim that "we alone of all men
.are Christians, who complete the mystery at the third gate, and
are anointed there with speechless chrism". A Historical
Introduction to the New Testament, page 233. In Ignatius' letter
to the Ephesians, chrism is associated with doctrine (Ch.17).

3¢ 2:20,27 N

13§ ToO Trvié/uxres KOTou - 4:13

1365.7.8

B7%.13
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1373:8

/4°5ee above, pages 196 and 222

“12:2; cf. 4:10. In the former He is (AXTES  for "the
whole world".  Schnackenburg regards 2:1,2 as fitting the

preceding context and not as an extraneous addition (p.74; con-
trast Bultmann, p.23).

/433:5. The verb is wimw as in John 1:29,
423:16 - the verb is aorist indicative, %.’9‘1 KEV.
1.7, 1:9 |

'453’€vv§k>

%651 - cf.3:23

473 .9

4%3.9, 5:18

1492:29, 3:10

'$94:7. The concept of being chiidren of God (see, e.g. 3:2)
is plainly connected with being born of God.

3 14. Life and death are two domains: "The perfect/wi.r’dﬁiﬁb) K"(/MEV'

111ustrates this and "expresses the finality of this step of
salvation." Schnackenburg, p.197 (cf.5:11).

15212

%319

1$42.20.  The origin of the variant TrévTat ,» Which has
approximately the same textual support as wévTEs, is
probably to be traced to the w1sf; of some early copyist to have
an accusative after the verb otSxTe . The textual issue

os best decided according to the principle of J.A. Bengel,
proclivi scriptioni praestat ardua ("the difficult is to be
preferred to the easy reading".) Metzger, The Text of the
New Testament, p.112: i.e. TretvTeS is to be preferred.

55 2.27
156See above, pages 196 ff

/571:8. Brooke (Commentary, p.17) distinguishes the idea of a 'sin
principle' from actual sinning. Schnackenburg implies that
such a distinction cannot be maintained between v.8 and v.10,
and Bultmann also takes 1:8a and 1:10a as synonymous.

158 See Dodd (Commentary) p.21. Schnackenburg suggests that the
underlying meaning in 1:8,10 is connected with the characteristic
Gnostic attitude to matter: " - the deeper ground of their

presumptuous assertion is still indeed the gnostic view that
the pneumatic is 'by nature' quite incapable of polluting himself
with matter". (p.84). .
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514:14. As far as the 1 John writer is concerned, his statements

are accurately reflected by Schnackenburg: "Not the metaphysical
being of the Son, but His coming for the salvation of the world
claims all attention. The Johannine Christology nowhere denies

its direction towards soteriology; it is soteriologically orientated
and thereby has a 'functional' character." (page 256). Schnackenburg
goes on to say, however, that the Christology is not purely
functional, but that the "metaphysical God-sonship of Christ"

the founda t1on of the predominantly functional emphasis in the
Epistle.

*92:2, 4:10

%éIHence the emphaticet&?%s in 2:25. The heretics denied that
'possession’ of ,50n means possession of eternal Tife. Bu]tmann
explains that " €xec«v ... does not differ materially from yivebexew

('know'), since the latter does not denote a theoretical knowledge,
but that relationship in which the one knowing is determined
existentialiy by the one who is the object of knowledge."
Commentary, p.39.

423.93

%3The idea of being "born of God" occurs 5 times in 1 John as wel]
as in the Fourth Gospel. The technical term Tre A Yf.vt.d'(e(
does not appear in the Johannine writings, but is a fair description
of Johannine teaching. Dodd discusses
(1) "Apparent allusions to the idea in Jewish sources", which are
not very close to the other occurrences (see below) in meaning,
and are probably independent of them.
(2) Philonic uses, which refer to either (a) resurrection from
the dead, or (b) "the Stoic sense of the renewal of the
Universe after a periodic cataclysm."
(3) Some mystery religions (no details given).
(4) Corpus Hermeticum XIII, e.qg. 2,3: "He who is born (again)
will be another person", and the assertion of the initiate
that "I am now not what I was before".
Dodd says that the antecedents of the idea of regeneration lie in
Hellenistic thought (such as the mystery religions and what he
calls "the higher paganism” of the Hermetic literature), and that
the Fourth Evangelist "adopts" the idea. The Bible and the
Greeks, p.240, and The Johannine Epistles, pp.68 and 69, It must
be added that the Johannine writings - the Fourth Gospel and
1 John - are not alone in the New Testament in expounding the
doctrine of the new birth. James 1:18 reads : "Of His own will
He brought us forth ( &Wexdnaosey ) by the word of
truth that we should be a kind of first fruits of His creatures",
while 1 Peter 1:3, 1:22,23, and 2:1 and 2 also allude to it.
Titus 3:5 actually uses the word Troc)uyyivscrc’.( : " - He
saved us ... by the washing of regeneration and renewal in the
Holy Spirit -" (Cf. Mt.19:28, the only other place in the New
Testament where  Trx A x¥) s\/zﬂo( is found). W.F. Howard
considers regeneration in both the New Testament and its antecedents.
In contrast to Rabbinical teaching, the moral renewal of the New
Testament belongs to the present (as well as to the future), and
in contrast to parallels drawn from the mystery religions, the
"new Tife in the spirit" is not "a short-lived ecstacy", but
something "which endures without a repeatedly renewed regeneration”.
Christianity according to St. John, pp.197-201.
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1645.59, 3.9, 4:7, 5:1, 5:18
/651:7

“‘Schnackenburg discusses the concept of "knowing God" in Christian
understanding and in heretical gnosis respectively (pp.95-101).
The 1 John concept is, says Schnackenburg (p.99), "fully purged
from every unchristian content."  Schnackenburg explains that
(a) "By 'knowing God' he (the 1 John writer) does not seek any

self-understanding of men but actual knowledge of God,
which turns into fellowship with God".

(b) "This knowledge of God rests on a revelation, which differs
essentially from every Gnostic revelation" in that it is
"passed on by messengers of the faith neither in a secret
initiation nor in an elevated trance, but by listening
believingly to the message of God".

(c) "The revelation leading to the know]edge and fellowship with
God is mediated by the one incarnate Son of God Jesus Christ,
who thereby assumes the unalterable rble of mediator of
salvation".

(d) In Christianity, unlike Gnosticism, "He who wants to 'know'
God and to attain fellowship with Him, must keep His
commandments." ,

" Christianity is a religion of deeds, not escapist speculation.
The idea of 'knowing' is of course worked out in two directions
in 1 John: the knowledge of God is in the perfect tense, but
knowledge of commandments or religious rules is in the present
tense. (Schnackenburg p.101).

13.6

/68] ‘6

"see p. 202,

!7°See Painter, John : Witness and Theologian, pp.119-121,

3.8

/7‘,(‘/«o</or(ocv od Trotel - 3:9

733:10

‘7¢In the accusafive form ToOV ﬂ'ovnp/ .and therefore clearly

masculine in 2:13 and 14.  The personal force of this pred1sposes
~ the reader to understand the dative T movneod in 5: ]9 in a
personal sense also (cf. John 17:15). The descr1pt1on é 1TroVh 00
 (used in this way) occurs in various New Testament books, especially
Matthew (e.g. 6:13, 13:19, 13:38). The reader is never told in
1 John that Cain or any other unbeliever is "'of ‘the evil one' in
a biological sense, as though he were the fruit of the tempter's
seduction of Eve sexually understood - an idea current in some

Jewish circles around this time." See F.F. Bruce, The Epistles
of John, pp.94 and 101, and 4 Macc. 18:8 (on which the remark
is based).

/75 Cf. 1 John 4:1
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176213, cf. 2:14
/77See above, p. 203

I78As To rrvi,CJ/ucx has a personal signification in one part
of the verse, so it has in the other. (But see Schnackenburg,
p.226).

MUnder the influence of the @evBomPOPTA( who think of
themselves as the true "mouthpiecesof God." = 1 John 4:1,3,6;
see Schnackenburg, p.213.

’82ith respect to the term °>‘VT‘/X toros |, Houlden says
"Usage in the case of comparable words (antitheos, ‘'anti-god';
anti-strategos, 'anti-general') suggests that they are seen
less as opponents than as usurpers and deceivers." Commentary,
p.77. According to W. Bauer the term &v—r()((otd’ros means
"an adversary of Christ" rather than "a false Christ" (Lexicon,
p.75). So also G.T. Purves, Westminster Dictionary of the Bible
(article 'Antichrist'), and J. Edgar Bruns' article 'A Note on
John 16:33 and 1 John 2:13-14" Journal of Biblical Literature,
86, 1967, pages 451-453, and Rudolf Pesch (Article, 'Antichrist’
in Encyclopedia of Theology, edited by Karl Rahner, Burns and
Oates, London, 1975). : o
Westcott (in his note on 2:18 in his commentary) combined the
two ideas: "one who assuming the guise of Christ opposes Christ".
Whatever the intention of the heretics, the consequence of their
view was, in the eyes of the author, a round denial of Christ’s
true nature. Bacon contended that 2 John and 1 John employ
the idea in a new and surprising way relative to Revelation,

2 Thess. 2, and Mark 13: viz, for the first time a foe within
was indicated and not "the persecuting power of Rome."  Bacon
said, "To declare that the heretical teachers were themselves
antichrists was to call the attention of the church back from
outward opposition to inward disloyalty as the greater peril".
The Making of the New Testament, Willjams and Norgate, London,
pp.217,8. So also F.F. Bruce, The Epistles of John, p.68, and
E. Kauder, article 'Antichrist’ in The New International Dictionary
of New Testament Theology, Vol.1, pages 124-126. Cf. D.H. Dodd
(Cormentary), p.48.

Irenaeus later described the Gnostic Marcus, who was a sleight-
of-hand expert, as demon-possessed: "it appears as if he really
were the precursor of Antichrist."” Ante-Nicene Fathers
(American Reprint), Buffalo, 1885, Vol. 1, p.334

1843
825,90
185218

’“‘Schnackenburg explains the presence of the singular word é’cv'r'()(pcd"ros
by saying that the writer intends it to stand in sharp contrast
with' ¢or1rds , though there are "a number of deniers."
Commentary, p.157. When considering 4:3, Schnackenburg expresses
doubt whether the 1 John author himself envisaged a single concrete
personality as the antichrist even if his ‘parishioners' did.
Ibid, p.223. Bacon explained the singular thus: "In 2nd John 7
it is the heresy itself as a phenomenon which constitutes the
antichrist." The Making of the New Testament, p.218.
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'$5 See above, p. 201

’“Schnackenburg describes the "hour" as "the soteriological time
before the 'end'"; it is synonymous with time itself. He sees
no conflict between the eschatological hour and the future hour
of consummation as far as John is concerned. Commentary, pp.142,3.

'*72.18
/881.2 etc.
"oy perhaps the Father - see 2:24,25.

°present tense - o 7o yri/_}\ko/wi,\/ - in 1:2.
5.1 |
’7‘7’.’,(&\/

$5:12. Obviously the ¥ud4 of verse 12 is coterminous with the
Qe R alBvies  of verse 11,

'7"’5 :13
195520

Iy/u.t'ro(ﬂ, Zﬂ;«lkd/b(,i\/ i.K 700 90(\/«‘!‘00 £Ls -rD)v ‘Soobs\/—
3:14

97315

'182.28. 0'Neill relates the Pa-rousia of this verse to God, not
the Son, but Schnackenburg categorically states the reverse.
0'Neill, pp. 31,32; Schnackenburg, p.62.

99F c. Synge - by a change in punctuation - makes both occurrences
of Paveoded in 3:2 refer to Christ. This has the merit of
g1v1ng the verb a personal sense throughout this verse as it has
in ten other verses in John and 1 John., Article ‘1 John 3:2 ',
Journal of Theological Studies, N.S. 3, 1952, page 79.

2°°3:2; cf. 2 Cor. 3:18. Interestingly, no details at all are given
about the resurrection body. See Schnackenburg, p.170.

*®John 3:16-21, 5:22-28, Revelation 20:12 ff.

**3The famous, crux interpretum Ko(ews iKuvos STV Kl
r),«txs ioywzv t A" ‘rbo Kod‘/um TroldTw
quite possibly (even probably)has &n incarnational and anti-docetic
significance. The meaning appears to be that Christians have a
nature 1like that of Christ, who, though in heaven, preserve "the
traits of the earthly". Schnackenburg, p.?47, cf. Luke 24:36-43.

203 In a writing as short as 2 John the mention of a theological point
at all shows that it is important. This is particularly apparent
if so_ so_short a lTetter is a preliminary to a personal visit and
téte-a-téte (see v. 12).  Anything of a secondary nature would in

~ those circumstances simply be put aside until it could be raised
‘verbally. Nonetheless, literary points which denote stress and
emphasis may be distinguished with some profit since they are
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a pointer to the writér's theological preoccupations.
20450e Abbott, page 295

2S5 Commentary, p.108

206And it seems that it should be - see the comments of Stott (e.q.
p.202), which are more persuasive than those of Schnackenburg.

*°7John 8:12

2%The same clause indicates emphasis by the position of eOTeO.
See page 194 point (f).
29kt v OV AyaTdmev xANSAous (2 John 5)

Z950e page 194 point (g)

2lsee pages 196  ff.

2121ts use was, however, noted in chapter 1, pageé 95 and 96.

213So Houlden says: "Whether the conflict is confined to one dependent

church or not, it is impossible to be sure. But the dispute over
"the truth' is the heart of the matter." Commentary, p.I151,

2/435ee above, pp.95 and 96.

2/5yhether Joving (v.1), working (3 John 8), or 'walking'(v.4):
the latter is in response to a command of the Father. -)l\{érr
is used in a parallel way in verse 3. The opening ver
3 John has the same anarthrous expression as that of 2 John 1:
'g’y:}e X YT £V o()\ 99,(«:« ; in these opening verses (but
not subsequently) gv &A dsux apparently almost equals
&Aqe&s . See Schnatkenburg, pp.307,320.

206 1t was defined as "The revealed reality lying at the basis of,
and agreeing with, an appearance” by E.W. Bullinger, A Critical
Lexicon and Concordance to the English and Greek New Testament,
Bagster, London (9th Edition 1969), page 823. Similarly,
Bultmann says that "truth" and "doing the truth" are even more
basic than conduct; they refer rather to "mode of life", "“the
authentic reality." Conversely, "'lie' ( (ptuSos ) is
the inauthentic, the unreal, nothingness, basically even death."
Commentary, p.19.  Accordingly, the Gospel of Truth 17:9 ff
says:"The works of Error ... are as nothing, whereas the truth
is unalterabTe, unshakeable, and of a beauty which cannot be
improved upon™. New Testament Apq cry/pha, Vol. I. pp.523, 524.
.C.H. Dodd d1st1ngu1shes between ou\ Ot - "fundamentally
an intellectual category" - and 71 >_-_p & - "a moral category"”.
Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel, Oxford, 1953, p.173,

W.F. Howard expressed the same view in different words on p.183
of 'Christianity according to St. John', Duckworth, London, 1943.

27 év v;/u?\/
7.(8/429 ? Pcl/u.t:‘ov

93 John 3
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2320

3 John 12. See Stott,, p.229
2Uschnackenburg, p.81
**4hid, p.84; also Brooke, page 19.

23Commentary, pp.84, 85

24P yseful treatment.of TV 8\? and & NA Bt occurs on
pp.93 ff of "On Paul and John*, T.W. Manson, S.C.M. 1963.

*5).85

2:6Thys John 1:14 says, " - the Word became flesh and dwelt among us,
full of grace and xAnOedxs ".

2 30hn 14:6. Schnackenburg sums up admirably: " - "truth', which
covers everything that belongs to God, is totally opposed to the
'1ie', the falsehood and wickedness which comes from the devil".
The Gospel according to St. John, p.407; cf. pp.253,254. ’

So Schnackenburg,presumab1y on the basis of the de ree of
hypostasization in each case, though he says V1A XL is
"almost personified" in 3 John 8. ( Commentary, p.307, cf. p.311 -

re 3 John 12).

29Kysar approves the making out of a case "for the solidly 01d
Testament - early Jewish character of the Johannine concept of ..
the truth", which is "the positive pole of the Johann1ne dualism.'

pp.221 and 220.

230 The ancient authorities which include «OT0O or T0O X(oua-roﬁ
after Sc%ot)m betray scribal assimilation to the beginning of

the verse,

231 1f God is the subject of T& 0LY°(TT°0 in 3 John 1 (no direct
2 John reference). If the E]der were subject the next words
would be tautological, though it is possible that other acquain-
tances of Gaius could be meant.

2323 John 11

2332 John 3, 3 John 15

2342 John 1, 13. The concept bf election here is surely basically

theological, though it may have other significations. It is
unlikely to be a name: see Schnackenburg, p.306, and chapter 6
below.

2352 John 4

2363 John 9

237whereas Christians are described in the Fourth Gospel and 1 John
as TX TEiKVe T00O O200, J.A.T. Robinson, article 'The
Use of the Fourth Gospel for Christo]ogy Today' in 'Christ and
Spirit in the New Testament', C.U.P., 1973, p.74. The same point
is made in Robinson's book, The Human Face of God, S.C.M., London,
1972, p.174. Robinson there adds: "Paul:uses 'sons' of Christians,
but makes it clear that their sonship is by 'adoption' into that

of Christ".

1

‘-1‘

B v
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2335 john 3

4

239 0bviously implied in 2 John 5, which refers back to the words of Jesus
in John 13:34,35.

2402 John 7
242 John 9

#*Nlone among New Testament books, 3 John does not contain the name
‘Christ' at all (but see 3 John 7).

#431renaeus apparently had no definite articles in his copy of 2 John.
The Ante-Nicene Fathers text reads: "This is a deceiver and an
antichrist". (American Reprint, Buffalo, 1885, pp.443; the —
chapter concerned shows that Irenaeus regarded the Fourth Gospel,

1 John and 2 John as all by the Apostle John). In IIIl 23:7

Irenaeus calls Antichrist "the lion", and in III 6:5 and elsewhere

he equates Antichrist and "the man of lawlessness"of 2 Thess.2:3,4.

Cf. Schnackenburg, pp.145, and 186: he equates the "Abomination

of desolation" (Dan.8:12 and other texts) with the "man of lawless-
ness" of 2 Thess 2 and with the Antichrist. Schnackenburg thinks

the main antichrist ideas so far as the church is concerned do

not stem from Jewish mythoTogy, but (T) from Mark T3, and (2) possibly
from purely oral accounts of Jesus' teaching. (Commentary, p.148).

442 John 7; .cf. 1 John 2:18

2455ee Schnackenburg, p.313.  There can be Tittle doubt that only
one person is meant: the initial description of the Antichrist
‘as TrA&vos was suggested to the writer by the antecedent
TTOAAGL  TTA&VOL . Schnackenburg says "No ground exists
for thinking of two eschatological figures." (But see p. 236
note 184  above).

26500 above, p. 239 note 234

2472 John 2. 1 John nowhere says anything quite like this; contrast
2 John 2 and 1 John 2:17.

24% John 4

249y .9: Tl’/oovf)/w;cf. the use of 'Tf/°°<"i<olfr'r't¢v in 2 Tim. 2:16, 3:9,
and 3:13 ' :

lS'oV.7
251y g '
Z.SZV'g
253yy.10,11. Warnings of a like nature occur in Mt. 10:14, Luke
10:10 ff,and Ignatius' letters to Ephesus (7:1; cf 8:1, 9:1) and

Smyrna (4:1, 7:2; cf.5:1); cf. 1 Cor. 3:17 and Jude 4. See
Schnackenburg, p.316. '
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¥4 3 John 2

255 So reinforcing the argument for common authorship; cf. Chapter 1,
pp. 88 ff ‘

#5671 John 4:12.

2571 John 1:5

 #¥3:5; cf. John 1:29

2593:16

260 2:]

269 John 1:7

262500 above, pages 196 ff

2636 q. John 7:16, 18:19

264Commentary, p.113

255.6, 2:24, 3:6, 3:24

2462.]4

26739

ZégSee Schnackenburg, p.313

29 Commentary, p.149

219 Commentary, p.175 (note)

271see especially Luke 24:42 and Acts 1:11

27 Commentary, p.228

213 Commentary, pp.209,210
4 > / 3 ’

2MWhen Schnackenburg contrasts €v deoK{  and €V Sogln
he is referring to New Testament habits of speech. The corres-
ponding reality may well - in the understanding of the New
Testament writers - include both.

275 See pages 202 and 203  above.

3%provided 19 S(Say) Tod XPwrol s understood
objectively - see p. 21t above.

‘2770f the 20 occurrences of TPOKyLd  in the New Testament, that
in 2 John 9 is the only metaphorical one.

"783 :3

2%9Summed up in abiding "in the doctrine of Christ".
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~23° "They had indeed 'gone ahead'. They had advanced so far that
they had left God behind them!" Stott, p.211

2% The slight adjustment in thought may indicate that 2 John was
written (just) after 1 John.

2820¢. 1 Cor. 5:9 ff and 2 Thess.2:5
2o {0°‘yhi T - 3 John 9 (A1l the alternative variants are
st11]l more indefinite).

3%see chapter 3, especially pages 169 ff

285The positive side of morality is also stated generally - at least
on the surface. It also seems extremely simple. Schnackenburg
expresses it thus: "After reading Paul, who in his letters decides
moral problems of the most varied kinds, the Johannine message
seems simple and uniform: faith and love, and that is all. But
we have seen that the reduction of all requirements to these two
fundamental attitudes is deliberate and has its ground in the
Christological focus. Belief in Jesus the Messias and Son of
God is the only means and the only possible way to attain life;
love, however, especially active, fraternal love, is the necessary
consequence of adherence to Jesus in faith. St. John does once,
in fact, summarize the 'commandment of God' in the words 'that
we should believe in the name of his Son Jesus Christ, and love
one another' (1 John 3:23)". - The Moral Teaching of the New
Testament, Burns and Oates, London (E.T. 1965), pp.316, 317.
Put otherwise, this belief and love may be expressed as "walking
in the Tight" (1:7, cf. 2:8); 'walking', or conducting oneself,
-"in the same way in which He walked" (2:6). The opposing attitude
is allegiance to the world and love of it (1 John 2: 15), ‘'world’
being used in the sense of "men and th1ngs that have not been
brought by Christ into the divine domain". Ibid, p.284.

28 Byt see Schnackenburg, pp.129,130. Unlike most commentators he
links the second sin of 1 John 2:16 (as well as the first) with,
inter alia, sexual sin, '

287516

2%%Robert Grant, in A Historical Introduction to the New Testament
(Fontana Library edition 1971), p.150, notes what he calls
"sociological words" which do not occur in the Fourth Gospel,
though they are fairly common in the Synoptics. The list
includes "adultery", and "divorce". "Marry" is not found in
John either. '

2%9 Schnackenburg, p.83. See above, pp. 216 ff, on the possibility
of identifying the Elder's heretical opponents with known individuals

or movements.

29°"John ... is thinking of one fundamental lie ... to John the lie
par excellence is that which refuses to see the Godhead shine in
the human life and death of Jesus, that which drives a wedge
between 'the Christ' and the man Jesus ... In the teaching of
Zoroaster 'The Lie' (Aveston druj) denotes the whole system of
evil". F.F. Bruce, The Epistles of John, pp.73,83.
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29
%It does not appear that charity plays any considerable part in
theethical ideas of Gnosticism, pagan or Christian. That type
of piety went along with an individualism which usually had
Tittle sense of social obligations." Dodd (Commentary) p.xx.
Much the same thing is said by Dodd concerning the religion of
the Hermetic literature in the Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel,
- Oxford, 1953, p.13, and by R. Schnackenburg, The Moral Teaching
of the New Testament, p.326. The lovelessness of the heretics
is demonstrated in two ways - (1) "their arrogance and contempt
for the 'unenlightened'", and (2) their neglect of their duty
to support the needy. See Dodd, Commentary, p.36. Conversely,
brotherly love, "a genuine, selfless, ready-for- action love",
does three things: (1) "it alone unites perfectly and permanently
with God" (4:12,16), (2) it "gives hope in the final salvation
in the judgment" (4:17), and (3) it drives away fear - 4:18 .
Schnackenburg, p.227. Schnackenburg explains the constant
recurrence of the theme of brotherly love in 1 John as being
attributable to the monotony of the style of the age, but also
to the supremely important issue of repulsing the heretics outside
and admonishing the people inside the church (Commentary, pp.114,115).
Dioptrephes would seem to be a bridge (in an undesirable sense)

between the two.

292 Included for the sake of completeness : there is no hint that any
heretic murdered his opponents! Rather 'murder' is the frame of
mind engendered by hatred, as in the Sermon on the Mount (Mt.5:21,22).
So Schnackenburg, The Gospel according to St. John, p.395:

“the hatred that is equivalent to murder". (So also F.F. Bruce,
The Epistles of John, p.96). Wilder/Hoon (in the Interpreter's
Bible, Abingdon, New York, 1957, p.261) say: " ~ morally, if

not literally, 'any one who hates his brother is a murderer’.
Hatred issuing in actual murder differs from incipient hatred,
felt but restrained, only as a mild attack differs from a virulent

attack of the same malady.”

293
7 n E.TT(GU/M.U’L TRV 866 DV may also have a
sexual connotation (cf. 2 Peter 2:14), but such need not be the
case here, F.F. Bruce, The Epistles of John, pp.61,81,

29¢The spirit of envy and greed belonging to the writer's opponents
contrastssharply with the sp1r1t of the true mlss1onar1es of 3 John 7
who "set out for His sake (UTTi . ToQ ovo/u«‘ros ) and
have accepted nothing from the heathen"

295 Dodd expresses the sins of 1 John 2:16 as "sensuality, superficiality
and pretentiousness". George Eldon Ladd paraphrases "the lust
of the flesh" as "the pursuit of the satisfaction of gross sensual
pleasures", "the lust of the eyes" as "a materialistic view of life
and values", and "the pride of life" as "self glorification”.
A Theology of the New Testament, Eerdmans, Grand Rap1ds, 1974,
AN ‘govux could well be rendered "ostentation"

29¢ The heretics were not Toveless, but "Their love was morally per-
verted and misdirected.™ Painter, p.122.

297 The "world" is aptly described by Schnackenburg as "the powerhouse
of evil strivings". p.217, see also pp.133-136. v
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299

~ However this is to be interpreted. Dodd has a succinct para-
phrase of 5:21: "have nothing to do with unreal substitutes
for God". Commentary p.xxvi; see also p.141: "avoid any
contact with paganism".  Bultmann says that 5:21 seems to be
a maxim, and suggests that gi%coh= means the heresy or (possibly)
the koCicos . Die Kirchliche Redaktion des ersten
Johannesbriefes, p.196. Braun sees 5:21 as referring back to

the heresy, since it is improbable that here alone in 1 John

"a community of the second and third generation should have been
warned against a relapse into heathendom".

Braun is undecided whether "idols" means participating in meals
associated with sacrifice to idols, or whether "they represent a
stereotyped reproduction of specifically 01d Testament heresy".
Literar-Analyse und Theologische Schichtung im ersten Johannesbrief,
page 288.

Schnackenburg quotes W. Nauck with approval; the latter brings
the concepts of 'idols' and 'sin' as a satanic power very closely
together: "The closing admonition says nothing else but this:
'Keep yourselves from sin'",  Schnackenburg, p.292, cf p.28.

299 And, in context, the first is theoretical and the last is ambiguous.

3005ee Mt. 5:19, Rom. 1:29 ff, 1 Cor. 5:10,11, 6:9,10, 2 Cor. 12:20,21,
Ga. 5:19-21, Col. 3:5-8, 1 Tim 1:9 ff, 2 Tim.3:2-5, 1 Clement 35:5
says "casting off ... all unrighteousness and iniquity, coveteous-
ness, strifes, malignities and deceits, whisperings and backbitings,
hatred of God, pride and arrogance, vainglory and inhospitality".
(Lightfoot's translation).

3ol 1 John 2:16 is the nearest the writer comes to this.

¥2Cf, e.g. Jesus' discussion regarding divorce, or Paul's treatment
of marriage, idolatry and its ramifications, etc.

303 The great sin which seems to epitomise all sin is unbelief
Teven though «moT(x  occurs howhere in the Johannine writings).
Thus Schnackenburg says "Unbelief in regard to Jesus Christ is and
remains a dark, terrible enigma, a mystery of iniquity, in which
the essence of sin is manifest." The Moral Teaching of the New
Testament, 1965, page 315.

3043 John 11

308 )\’ . .
» TTAXVOS does occur in 2 John, It is of course quite as much
a theological as an ethical evil.

3% Byt see page 243 note 296
307 011 three are named only briefly in 1 John itself.

>°%3 John does not throw any light on the enigmatic passage on prayer
and its relationship to venial and mortal sins, either (1 John 5:16,17),

3°9See page 221, note 7. Hoskyns (The Fourth Gospel, page 486) had
no doubts, apparently,about the Gnosticism of Diotrephes. He
connected "private and secret revelations and inspirations" with
"pride and hatred and immorality", and then gave references from
all three Epistles (including III 9 to 11) to illustrate the point.
Cf. A.N. Wilder/P.W. Hoon, 'The First, Second, and Third Epistles
of John' in The Interpreter's Bible, pp.209, 210, and 311.
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. 30The unwillingness of the writer to name any opponent is particularly
apparent in 1 John 5:16. His field of view seems to change in
mid-sentence from one person to a number ( TOV o’(St)\¢ v
..... TOlS X aroo THVoO L LV ), but in spite of
the resultant awkwardness of expression he does not take the easy
way out, i.e. naming the wrongdoer/s.

3 eor example, 1 John 4:4 and 5:5 deal with the struggle primarily from
the side of theology and faith; in 2:13 ff the moral angle is
uppermost. The connection between the two aspects of the error
is obvious enough: " - it is evident how the moral heresy is in
intimate association with the Christological (3:23). Because the
heretics regard themselves as free from sin or attribute no
significance to 'sin' (in the Christian sense) for their higher
(pneumatic) existence, therefore they do not need Jesus and His
redemption in His blood (5:6) at all". Schnackenburg, p.83.

Later Schnackenburg says : "Heresy and immorality are only
different manifestations of the same ungodly nature - " (p.157).
Again (on p.253) Schnackenburg says that for the 1 John writer
"there is only one struggle against everything that is hostile to
God; immorality and unbelief are for him 'cosmos', and behind
both stands for him simply the enemy of God, the 'evil one'".
(Commentary on 1 John 5:4). See also Floyd V. Filson, A New
Tes tament History, S.C.M., London, 1965, p.312.
The major weapons against the two aspects of the error are
(T} The instruction of the Holy Spirit - against false doctrine
(2:20 ff,24, 27).
(2) God and the things of His salvation - against the moral
element (3:1-3). _
Schnackenburg, p.167. Moral action is based on the child-relationship
to God, according to the early verses of 1 John 3. Moreover,
"The relationship is not just a legal one (adoption) or a moral one
(1ove between father and child) but one of being ( k<t Zaoufv
- 3:1)". Schnackenburg, p.175.

3125ee page 201 above
313 Cf. Schnackenburg, pp.19 ff.

3/4 Robert Grant has proposed Menander of Antioch, who claimed that
he was himself saviour, and that "his own special rite of baptism
resulted in immediate and permanent immortality." A Historical
Introduction to the New Testament, p.233. Unfortunately Grant's
proposal rests on little but one possible interpretation of
1 John 5:6. 1 John says nothing about an unknown primary Power,
nothing about creating angels who were themselves produced by
Ennoea, and nothing about magic (see Adv. Haer, I 23:5; cf J.A.T.
Robinson, Twelve New Testament Studies, S.C.M., 1962, page 133).
Thus - providing Irenaeus' account is to be trusted - Grant's
guess has no substantial base at all. Basilides, Saturninus,
and Valentinus are all named as possible opponents of the Elder
in Brooke's Commentary (p.xxxviii). H.P.V. Nunn said that the
Christology of 1 John "may even be aimed at the beginnings of the
heresy of Marcion." The First Epistle of St. John, Evangelical

Quarterly, 17,1945, page 297.

- 315 But see E.R. Goodenough's article, 'John a Primitive'Gospel'
(J.B.L., 1945, pp.145-182). That writer denied that Cerinthianism
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in particular or docetism in general was the error occasioning

the writing of 1 John: "Actually nothing indicates any concern
with the problem of docetism at all, that is with the reality of
Jesus' flesh, or with the relation of the incarnate 'Christ' to
‘Jesus'. ‘Jesus Christ is come in the flesh' is an early
statement by a man unaware that a distinction would ever be made
between 'Jesus' and 'Christ', or that it would be proposed that
'Christ' took up his temporary abode in 'Jesus' only to leave
"Jesus' before the crucifixion, since divinity could not suffer.
The question simply was: 'Was Jesus the Son of God, or Logos
incarnate?'  To read anything more into these statements violates
their primitive Tooseness.” For a discussion of the Christological
heresy see above, pages 202 ff.

3/t There was probably no such book as the so-called'Gospel of
Cerinthus': " ~ the gospel used by Cerinthus, and also by Corpocrates,
was in fact identical with that of the Ebjonites and apparently
only a truncated version of Matthew." (This is Peuch's
judgment based upon Epiphanius; New Testament Apocrypha, Vol.l,
p.346. Peuch debates whether there were two men called Cerinthus,
one a Jewish Christian and the other the notorious Gnostic).

Edwin Yamauchi discusses and rejects the claims of the Dutch writer
Quispel, who regarded Cerinthus as a Jewish Christian holding
Magharian doctrines. The major problem for Quispel's position

is that there is no evidence that Magharians existed in the pre-
Christian era or that they lived in Palestine. The descriptions
of the movement actually date from the 10th to the 12th centuries!
Pre-Christian Gnosticism, Tyndale, London, 1973, pp.158,159.
Epiphanius said that the Alogi ascribed both the Apocalypse and

the Fourth Gospel to Cerinthus. Pan Haer, 51:2,3.

317 Possibly the earliest attack directed against Cerinthus by name
is that of the Epistula Apostolorum, which twice repudiates him
and Simon as "false apostles" or "enemies". H. Duensing dates
the work ¢.100-150. New Testament Apocrypha, Vol. 1, pp.189-194,
(M.Hornschuh also dates the work in the first half of the second
century, but Hans von Campenhausen is adamant that it must be
later. Campenhausen, The Formation of the Christian Bible
(translated by J.A. Baker), A.& C. Black, London, 1972, page 217).
Interestingly, John is named first in a list of Jesus' disciples.
Ibid, p.192.

¥850 S.0.F. Salmond (Hastings' Dictionary of the Bible, 1902-4,
Vol.1l, page 737), James Moffatt (Introduction to the Literature of
the New Testament, T. & T.Clark, Edinburgh, 1912, pp.586, 588),
Alexander Ross (Epistles of James and John, Marshall, Morgan &
Scott, London, 1954, page 114), A.M. Hunter (Introducing the New
Testament, S.C.M., London,1957, pp.175-179), William Barclay
(The Letters of John and Jude, The Saint Andrew Press, Edinburgh,
1960, pp.9,10), Leo G. Cox (The Wesleyan Bible Commentary, Eerdmans,
Grand Rapids, 1966, page 316), R.R. Williams (The Cambridge Bible :
Commentary on the New English Bible, C.U.P., 1965, page 10),

Floyd V. Filson ('First John: Purpose and Message', Interpretation,
23, 1969, p.269), Stott and James D.G. Dunn ('Jesus and the Spirit’',
S.C.M., London, 1975, page 420, note 177). J.A.T. Robinson said
“Cerinthianism" in 1962, but changed his mind by 1976 (see above,
pp. 11 ff, and Redating the New Testament, S.C.M., London,page

286, note 154),

319Both Lewis and Houlden find Cerinthus as likely a candidate as
any: Lewis, pp.69 and 116; Houlden, pp.36, 37. Houlden considers,
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inter alia, that an anti-Cerinthus apologetic best explains the
crux interpretum of 5:5: 007T8s $aTiv & EABv &
JexT0s Kol LMmxTOS —

Commentary, pages 125-127. See also Benjamin W. Bacon (The Making
of the New Testament, Williams and Norgate, London, pages 126 and 219),
Claude M. Blagden (The Epistles of Peter, John, and Jude, C.U.P.,
1929, page 53), W.F. Howard (Christianity according to St. John,
Duckworth, London, 1943, page 55), Wolfgang Nauck (Die Tradition
und der Charakter des ersten Johannesbriefes, 1957, page 150),
George B. Caird (article, 'John, Letters of', in The Interpreter's
Dictionary of the Bible, edited by G.A. Buttrick, Abingdon,
Nashville, 1962, page 947), Harold A. Guy (The Gospel and Letters .
of John, MacMillan, London, 1963, page 111), and F.F. Bruce (The
Epistles of John, Revell, pages 17, 73, 105 and 118).

The famous baths story appears in Eusebius' H.E., Book III, chapter
28, and Book IV, chapter 14,

Adv. Haer, I: 26:1

Hans Jonas calls Cerinthianism a "“quasi-monotheistic development"
as far as Gnosticism in its cosmic aspect is concerned. The
reason for the description is that "the fiqgure of one world-god
entirely absorbs the plurality of angels or archons and becomes,
as he is represented in the Bible, the sole symbol of the creation
and its law, so that the whole issue of salvation is narrowed

down to one between him and the unknown God beyond." The Gnostic
Religion, Beacon Press Paperback, Boston, 1963, page 136. Other
examples of this development are Cerdon (Irenaeus 1:27,1) and
Marcion; all three systems come within Jonas' "Syrian and
Alexandrian gnosis" category, which differs from "Iranian gnosis"
in that the latter begins with a radical pre-existence dualism

but in the former "the dualism of existing reality is derived from
an inner process within the one divinity itself", (Jonas, p.105).
Two further points of difference are (1) The original disturbance
in the Iranian type of gnosticism "lies in the depthand not in the
height" (ibid, p.212), and (2) the dualistic state of affairs is
irrevocable and irredeemable in ‘the Iranian gnosis, but in the
other "It is ... a derivative state, therefore revocable - "
(ibid, p.175). The Syrian and Alexandrian Gnostic type is capable
of more speculative modifications; its culmination is represented
by Valentinus and his school (p.174).

323 A summary of Cerinthus' doctrine appears in R.M. Grant's book,

Gnosticism and Early Christianity, Columbia, New York and London,
Second Edition, 1966, p.98.

32¢For what follows see Book 111:28 and Book VII:25. Some information

about the Caius concerned is to be found in H.E.II1:25.

525 Grant describes Cerinthus' millenarian doctrine as “"Jewish". Ibid.

326The heretical error included an inadequate conception of God,

but certainly not a dualistic one (so far as we know). See p. 201
ff.

321see Schnackenburg, pp.17 ff.

38y, part the present discussion overlaps with that of p. 202 ff.
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329 gae chapter 3, above.

3305chnackenburg is well worth quoting again: "The rejection of the
Incarnation, in which Cerinthus and the heretics meet, takes place
with Cerinthus because with him in particular the virgin birth
appears impossible, with the heretics of 1 John from general
Christological-soteriological grounds". Ibid, p.20.

331 Nauck agrees with Schnackenburg on the Cerinthian question. Ibid,p.150.

332 The last argument is basically one e silentio, but that does not
vitiate its relevance: the silence is almost deafening.

333 "The opposed religio-moral declension from Christianity -is
gnostic in origin.” Schnackenburg, p.16.

334 Even with that anti-docetic verse 1 John 5:6, Schnackenburg says:
"one must not be in too great a hurry to interpret 1 John 5:6 in
a Cerinthian sense." Ibid, p.20.

335 Irenaeus attributed characteristics similar to those of Cerinthus -
but even more heterodox - to Cargocrates. (Adv. Haer, Book I,
ch. 25). Carpocrates differed from Cerinthus in making evil
angels (plural!) responsible for creation. Like Cerinthus,
Carpocrates claimed that Jesus was the son of Joseph; he was
1ike other men except that "his soul was steadfast and pure".
Because of this a special "power" descended upon him from the
'Father', enabling him to escape upwards from the creators of
the world. Adherents of the movement could have even greater
powers than Jesus and his apostles (it was claimed). Some other
Carpocratian characteristics were pride, spiritism, magic,
licentiousness, and transmigration of souls. Salvation is
achieved through indulging 1n every sin; until this be
accomplished, reincarnation goes on. Some adherents actually
branded themselves, and possessed painted and other images.

(The last point calls 1 John 5:21 to mind).

Adoption of the man Jesus by the heavenly Christ was, of course,
a feature of other heretical systems as well: e.g. Irenaeus
ascribed the doctrine to the Ophites and Sethians (Adv, Haer,
Book 1, Ch.30). Such developed systems were considerably later
than currently accepted dates for the Johannine Epistles, and so
cannot have been the heresy (or heresies) opposed there.
(Irenaeus - correctly? - says that the opinions of the Ophites and
Sethians were "generated from the school of Valentinus", though
he asserts more than once that all the heretics may be traced
back to Simon Magus).

336 See especially Smyr. 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 12; 'Ephes.' 18,203 Tral1.9,10.

33750 Ignatius in dozens of places asserts the true humanity of
Jesus Christ more or less directly. Sometimes he is so eager
to do this that he inserts references to His "flesh" or "blood"
in the most unexpected places, e.g. Philad. 5: "I flee to the
Gospel as to the flesh of Jesus". Likewise Trall.8: " - be ye
renewed in faith, that is the flesh of the Lord, and in love,
that is the blood of Jesus Christ".

323 g. Trall, 2: "Jesus Christ died for us, in order, by believing
in His death, yet may escape from death". See also the whole
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of Trall.%, and 'Romans' 7 {which, in its references to eating
the flesh of Jesus Christ and drinking His blood closely
resembles John 6). Cf. Smyr.7.

339 "Jesus Christ - descended from David, and was also of Mary; who
was truly born, and did eat and drink. He was truly persecuted
under Pontius Pilate; He was truly crucified, and (truly)
died, in the sight of beings in heaven and on earth, and under
the earth. He was also truly raised from the dead, His Father

- quickening Him, even as after the same manner His Father will
so raise up us who believe in Him by Christ Jesus, apart from
whom we do not possess the true Tife." Trall. 9; Ch.10 goes
straight on with references to the docetic error of the enemy:
cf. 'Ephes.® 18 and 20, and Smyr. 1. In Smyr. 3 the reality
of the flesh of Jesus is strongly affirmed not only in relation
to the Incarnation, but in a post-Resurrection and even a heavenly
sense.

340 Smyr. 1 and 2; Trall.9.

34! They are in juxtaposition in Mag. 10 and 11. Cf. C.K. Barrett
(John and Judaism, pp.54,55), who says that, provided Ignatius
"speaks of only one group of opponents rather than two ... It
may be supposed that in Asia Christianity, Judaism, and Gnosis
existed a]ongs1de one another and that they became 1nterm1ng]ed
with one another.'

342pPhilad. 6 says: "But if anyone preach the Jewish law unto you,

listen not to him. Two chapters later Ignatius writes: " - 1
heard some saying, 'If I do not find it in the ancient scriptures,
I will not believe the Gospel'". Similarly Mag.8: " - if we still

live according to the Jewish law, we acknowledge that we have
not received grace"

342 pace 0'Neill!  See above, pp. 152 ff. The Johannine Epistles
do not refer to Judaism or the 01d Testament at all save in
1 John 3:12.

3“""They have no regard for love; no care for the widow, or the
orphan, or the oppressed; of the bond, or of the free; of the
hungry , or of the thirsty".

34SSmyr. 4: " - those beasts in the shape of men, whom you must not
only not receive, but, if it be possible, not even meet with;
only you must pray to God for them - ", Cf. Smyr.7.

3“"Ephes,' 7

3¢7Cf. Smyr.5 with 1 John

343Gnosticism and Early Christianity, Columbia, New York and London,
Second Edition, 1966, pp.178, 179.

39philad. 8:2
35°Smyr.5:2, 2:1
351Trall. 5:2; Smyr. 6:1

357‘Smyr.7:1
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353 i.e. one point of theological correspondence; the practical problem
also seems similar to that faced by thé Elder: "- noticeable in
the letter to the Smyrnaeans is the adjacency of Christological
docetism (2-5) and failing Tove (6,2)". Von Herbert Braun,
Ibid, p.291.

38¢ p. 20
358 Schnackenburg, page 22

356 The Epistle of Barnabas (dated between AD.70 and 100 in the
Oxford Dictionary of the Christian Church) contains a number
of anti-docetic statements, especially in_chapters 5, 6, and 7.
Examples are: (a) "He endured to suffer at the hand of men"
(b) " - it was necessary that He should suffer on
the tree"

(c) “"fasten my flesh with nails"

(d) " - He was to be manifested in the flesh, and
to sojourn among us" :

(e) " - the Son of God ... suffered”

(f) " - He whom we once despised, -and pierced,

and mocked, and crucified -
The difference between "Barnabas'" Epistle and the Jdhannine
and Ignatian Epistles is that no specific opponents are in view
in the former. The author states his views strongly, but that
is all. His method is assertive, but not apologetic. 7
Accordingly no reconstruction of an unorthodox stand is really
possible with the Epistle of Barnabas. (Quotations from the
Ante-Nicene Fathers - American Reprint - Buffalo, 1885, pp.139-141).

37 Cf. Von Herbert Braun, Ibid. p.290

358 cf. Benjamin W. Bacon, The Making of the New Testament, Williams
and Norgate, London (no date given), pp.213,214.
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CHAPTER FIVE

- . e an .. e e G0 M e T e e e e Y e e A T e e e s b T e e e ) e . - —

The intention in Chapter 5 is to investigate the journeys and visits
inferred from, or referred to in, the Johannine Epistles in order to
demonstrate that all fit neatTy into the picture presented by the
hypothesis. It is no longer necessary to examine opposing views in
detai1 since (i) that was done in the Preparatory Chapter, and

(i1) very few writers attempt a 1, 2, and 3 John synthesis
of recorded movements anyway.

A list of visits and other important events follows. It is plainly
impossible to give precise datesﬁ though events from (4) onwards must
have been separated by quite short intervals. Relatively unconnected
events - e.g. the visits of various missionaries to Gaius' church (6)
and the journey of the “sister's children" to the diocesan city (7)"
could easily have taken place the other way round, or both could have

taken place in stages.

Such refinements are of very little significance from the point of view
of the main chronological sequencé. ~ What is significant is the manner
in which the dual theory that the Epistles were written on one occasion
and to a single church environment provides not only a simpler but a
more satisfactory explanation than alternative views,which frequently
exhibit their authors' despair regarding the Episties' inter-

relationships *
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Time(in
relation
to writ-
ing of
pistles) PERSON/S MILIEU EVENT REFERENCES
1 | ELDER PALESTINE [WITNESSING 1:2,3,5(cf.5:7,8);
’ JESUS'MINISTRY 4:14, John 1:14 etc
PALESTINE/ 3
ELDER 'DIOCESAN' BASE | JOURNEY (see below)
.
m ELDER BASE/EPISTOLARY [VISIT; FOUNDING ‘
DESTINATION OF CHURCH, or 2 John 6
"EPISCOPAL'
| CALL/S
= CENTRAL (and
2 | HERETICS perhaps other) The "going out” (5;]2319 2 John 7)
CHURCH/ES e -
ELDER BASE/EPISTOLARY |THE FINDING OF
DESTINATION 'some' 'children'] 2 John 4
FAITHFUL
VARIOUS TRUE  {BASE/EPISTOLARY | ITINERANT
MISSIONARIES | DESTINATION/BASE {MISSIONARY WORK; 3 John 3-8,10
: WELCOME AND '
REJECTION
SISTER'S EPISTOLARY JOURNEY; CONTACT
CHILDREN DESTINATION to MADE WITH ‘ 2 John 13
'‘DIOCESAN' CITY ELDER
b2 .
=
™ | ELDER BASE THE WRITING OF
A 1, 2, and 3
— JOHN
1; DEMETRIUS BASE/EPISTOLARY |JOURNEY; DELIVERY
o DESTINATION OF 1, 2, and 3 { 3 John 12
= { JOHN : .
. -
=3 ELDER BASE/EPISTOLARY |PROJECTED VISIT _
fa DESTINATION FOR DISCIPLINE 2 John 12,
l ‘and-INSTRUCTION_ 3 John 10,14
E% HERETICS 'DIOCESAN' CITY/ | PROBABLE VISITS
S EPISTOLARY | for PROSELYTI- 2 John 10
m DESTINATION (and{ ZATION o
elsewhere?)
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The assertion that the author of 1 John was a Tliteral eyeW1tness
of Jesus' earthly m1n1stry has been challenged, by, for example,
Rudolf Bultmann.

Bultmann admits (a) that "The clauses_ o\ o(KV\Ko EV.... ¢

\

eaow‘as/«eébc Kodl ¢ Xitpes A v icpv])«x?&»)ﬂ(\/
refer ... to the historical appearance of the
Logos of John 1:]".‘

(b) that the verbs ( & Ko and the rest)
denote "sense perception” and not "spiritual

. 7,8
perception...* "’

(c) that the verbs denoting sense perception "give
the impression that the 'we' are the ear and the
eyewitnesses of the historical Jesus."

So much is generally agreed.. It is at this point, however, that
Bultmann becomes critical of the traditional belief:

(1)

He says that the same assertions}cou]d have been made by
Jesus' contemporary foes, and so the verbs must mean
something more, viz., "perception on the part of believing
eyes ... the 'we' therefore, are the ‘'eschatological’
contemporaries of Jesus". In answer to this it can be

said that Jesus' opposition did not have anything like

the same opportunities for hearing and observing Him as

did the Twelve and other'close followers, Perhaps the
perfect tenses convey something of this sense of continuity?
Then the word "we" is to be understood as indicating Jesus'

regular earthly associates (perhaps a group roughly

coterminous with the '120' of Acts 1:15).°

He says that (following Schnackenburg) "1-John ... was
written at such a late period that it is scarcely possible
that a rather large circle of ear-and eyewitnesses was
still alive". If the early extra-biblical traditions

can be believed, the writer - as an old man - is probably .
re1terat1ng assertions he has made verba]]y (and perhaps
in writing) to this particular congregation from a time
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when there were many living eyewitnesses of Jesus' ministry.

(iii)  Bultmann very‘briefiy considers an objection which is of
far greater contextual significance - the author's lack
of interest in history per se.’* Schnackenburé’provides
a much more comprehensive treatment. That commentator
writes that "the author was not concerned with the
historical as such, but with the Divine clothed in earthly
garb."  Two or three sentences later the statement is
amplified a 1ittle: "A predominantly historical interest in
eye-witnesses and persona1 associates of Jesus is not
present in 1 John; much rather a religious interest".
Put in other words, this amounts to saying that the
basal difference is between historicity and_gndsticizingv
fantasy, not the contrast between saying that "we“,
Christians a, b, and c, have seen and heard, but 'you',
Christians x, y, and z, have not". The author, we are
told, "expresses a prophetic self-consciousness in which

he takes over the authority of the actual eye-and ear-
n “I'

witnesses,

Finally, "In the Incarnation the far-reaching difference between

the Christian way of salvation and that of the Gnostics, as com-
batted in 1 John, becomes most clearly evident to the author. The
Gnostic way is completely separated from the historical happenings
and from an historical mediator - personality; the Gnostic be]ieves
he can attain salvation through direct perception and beholding of
God. But the true Christian believer sees before himself a quite
different way to sa]vafion, and indeed the only one; he cannot
achieve the divine life and the communion of God directly, but only
on and through the historical Son of God come in the flesh. (5:11 ff;
cf. John 6:57). He is therefore Himself 'the way', the Way
'absolutely (John 14:6). Against the direct 'grasping-after-God'

of the Gnostics, the Christian faith proclaims the 'becoming
apprehendable' of the Eternal-Divine in a once-only human form."'®
Schnackenburg's suggestion has the great merit of being contextually
fitting; it immediately links the Exordium with the most vital
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theological insights and convictions of the orthodox Christians.

For all that, it is very hard indeed to hold it exclusively.

After a long discussion Dodd still says "this kind of language

would be very natural from the Apostle John, or the Presbyter John ...
or some other eyewitness to whom the authorship of the epistle

might be ascribed."’® No equivocation is found in Brooke's Commentary:
from the very beginning he writes, "The terms used in this preface

can only be interpreted naturally as a claim on the writer's part

to have been an actual eyewitness of the earthly life of Jesus

Christ".?

It is not at all easy to see what more the writer could have said
to make it clear to his readers that he was himself an actual

witness of Jesus' ministry.

SUMMARY ~ AND CONCLUSTONS

(1) The 'natural' interpretation of A.E. Brooke is the obvious
one.
(i) The 'collective Christian testimony' concept of

Schnackenburg chimes in with the 1 John author's
. . NN
theological position.

(iii)  There is nothing to prohibit the acceptance of both
(i) and (ii) in a harmonising solution. If (i) be
accepted, either alone or in concert with (ii), the
original location of the writer in Pa]estine"presents
no problem to most scholars. The Apostle John, John
Mark, and 'John of Jerusalem' all were, or are conjectured
to have been, in Palestine. 'John the Presbyter' (if he
existed) might or might not have been. The acceptance
of (i) does not necessarily affect the present hypothesis
except insofar as it provides a firmer anchorage for
the 'epistolary events' which follow.

The Tocation of the 'diocesan base' to which the writer journeyed,
and near which he appears to have remained at Teast until the time

of writ%ng of the Epistles, cannot be determined =®

Four different areaglhave been suggested for the location of
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writer and primary readers (almost always placed in the same locale

as each other).

(a)

(ii) the apparent connection between Ignatius and John.

The least likely is PARTHIA; the theory stems from the
title 'ad Parthos' borne by all three Epistles in
Cassiodorus' 'antiqua translatio'. The superscription
became widely known through Augustine, and may have been
used by Clement of Alexandria. Westcott, Brooke, Guthrie,
and Schnackenburg all consider the Parthian address to be

a late and by now untraceable error.

PALESTINE has been proposed -.at least for the Johannine

tradition per se - since the Qumran discoveries and in
the light of growing belief that Samar1tan influence can
be detected in the Johannine wr1t1ngs

SYRIA has enjoyed a certain popularity in recent times™>

for four main reasons:

(i) "the marked parallels in subject matter with the .
'Odes of Solomon', which supposedly belong to Syria".

24325

(ii1i) the language suggests 'a Greek-speaking author in

a Semitic environment" .24

(iv) the conceptual environment shows contact with

Gnosticizing circles close to Judaism.2¢

The first of these considerations is a little more persua-
sive than the others, but their combined weight is small.

It is to be noted that the Syrian theory relates basically
to the Gospel of John, and only derivatively to the Epistles.

EPHESUS s advocated by the supporteré of the ecclesiastical

tradition: Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, and Eusebius
all link the Gospel and 1 John to Asia via the Apostle John;’
"and the Asian provenance of Revelation can be taken to
support this view, although it is far from decisive."*¥®
With respect to the Fourth Gospel, Barrett believes that

an Ephesian origin best explains the tradition in Irenaeus,



- 257 -

and Aland accepted Ephesus because of the Montanists'
appeals to Jotin 27 Schnackenburg favours Asia Minor on the
grounds -of the monarchical episcopate evident in the
Ignatian Epistles, and, to a lesser extent, in the
Johannine Epist]es§°

Sanders actually advocated an Asian location for the
Johannine Epistles even though he claimed an Alexandrian
origin for the Fourth Gospel. He was,of course, more
readily able to hold these views because he separated the
authorship of Gospel and Epist]es;s'neverthe]ess, his
suggestion that there were different points of origin
caused him some misqivings 3%

Plainly, though none of the options is finally demonstrable, the
Ephesian (or at least Asian) theory is the one of choice for the
Epistles.®

: 3
The third stage in the scheme set out aboveqrevolves around the
Second Epistle. There can be no reasonable doubt that the recipients
normally resided inan areamore or less adjacent to the 'diocesan

base'.

The question naturally arises: When was the first contact between
the Elder and the people concerned?

In attempting an answer one is immediately in the realm of conjec-

ture, The only direct statements about earlier days are those of

verse 5: oc.’))( WS .%VT‘O)\-\/)\/ y/00'1¢v~3V got K°<l\/>)v
KANR _%v iftxgju.sv 1T’ &p}(ﬁs -3

_ and verse 6:
0™ § EVTOM, €oTiv, kaBBs AkodoxTe AT’

The former is ambiguous; it may mean that the "we" of the imperfect

tense 923(9/«5A/ signifies the readers plus the writer, or the_
writer and other early witnesses (apostolic or otherwise), or the
Christian Church worldwide. Verse 6 provides more exact:informa-
tion - at some time designated "the beginning" the 2 John readers®?
"heard" the commandment. There is no way of telling whether the
occasion concerned relates to the earlier ministry of the Elder in
the area, or to missionary work before that again, the most obvious
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38
possibility being the Third Missionary Journey of Paul (or perhaps
the Second Journey)?q

Further hints that the recipients of 2 John had been Christians

for a considerable period occur in verses 1 and 8. The first verse
of the book states that rivTes ol fvaKc{Ti_S -rP]v 3(/\/) 23T,
Tove the "lady" and her "children"; this surely necessitates a well-
established work and sufficient‘time for that work to have become
appreciated. Verse 8 is a warning lest ;z\ i(,/orb(/d'!’(d' Bs

be vitiated. The whole tone suggests prolonged and hard Tabour

in the Christian sphere. None of the four verses quoted demonstrates
that the Elder was in the vicinity from the earliest days, but the
wording and tone of 2 John suggest a close working relationship
between him and his readers. The degree of familiarity between

the two parties would seem to demand at least one lengthy visit or
frequent visits, or a visit and fairly frequent correspondence.

A relatively recent occurrence at the time of the writing of 1 John

was the "going out"”gglthe heretics which is recorded in 1 John 2:18,19:
"Children, it is the last hour; and as you have heard that antichrist
is coming, so now many antichrists have come; therefore we know that

it is the last hour. They went out from us; for if they had been

of us, they would have continued with us; but they went out, that

it might be plain that they all are not of us." The event was fresh
enough in the minds of the readers for it to cause them (it would

seem) both puzzlement and pain?‘““

Now, 2 John 10 épeaks of hereticgswho had not yet come, but who might
be expected to arrive and to seek to perpetrate their evil doctrines
at any time.* On account of the backward glance of 1 John 2:19 and
the forward look of 2 John 10, it has been suggested that the two
Epistles were written at different times (i.e. 2 John earlier) or
that they were to difference places (i.e. 2 John to a more isolated

 destination not yet reached by the heretics).“’ Neither of these

proposals is at all necessary. Of particular significance is the
fact that it is the readers who betray puzz]emeht, not the writer#
He knows what is going on. He has the answers which they lack.

It is a much more fitting solution to say that those who had "gone
out" had done so from the standpoint of the Elder - i.e. from the

?
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central church at Ephesus. The "us" in the expression £% V;/woov
Eg&‘))\ Oo v at the begmmng of 2:19 means the Christians there,
in the 'diocesan centre'. The heretics had not "gone out" at

all from the standpoint of the recipients of 1, 2, and 3 John, but
were in danger of coming in, of seeking hospitality while attempting
to subvert in a new area which they had not entered before. It

is because the Elder's readers cannot fathom the stories of schism
which have reached them that the Elder wrote the words "they were
not of us; for if they had been of us, they would have continued
with us -". Nor can they decide how to treat visitors from either
side of the disputezqqhence the advice and warnings contained in

2 and 3 John apropos hospitality. This would also seem to be part
of the explanation of the assertions in the two short books that

the writer has much to sayf°ahd.the assurances that if his hopes

are realised ‘and he is able to come soon, he will provide full

answers to much that puzzles on a verba] basis: - 0'T9/4°< TVOCJS
51 §2

o6

(5) It is scarcely possible for controversy to arise over the fifth point
in the scheme on page 252. In theory any one of several 1nterpre-
Eaié;onf is in keepmg with the statement ’E)(M/OV,\/ ARV Eri EU/OV) e
K TWV TEKVwY Tou TrePmaTolvTys NS o<)\y,9ua< —
in 2 John 4, The Elder could have "found" the "children" 54’
concerned faithful when visiting them in another part of the'diocesan
city' subsequently to their journeying there, and be conveying in-
formation about them to their parents' home (or to their home church).
Again, he could have been informed of their encouraging spiritual
development by itinerant m1ss1onar1es‘s Thirdly, and more probably,
he is pieasurably recalling the situation he found when he Tast
visited these 'children's' home area. The close study of the

c 7 56 . . .
verb EOPLTRW does not favour one interpretation above another 57

Walter Bauer lists and illustrates three different uses of the term,’g
any one of which could fit the 2 John 4 sentence. It can mean
, . .
(i) (after seeking) to find, discover, or come upon,7 or
(i3) to find or come upon without seeking, as Paul "found"

the altar "To an unknown god™ at Athens,®° or

(iii)  (in a figurative sense) to discover something by
intellectual activity - reflection, examination or
investigation.
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Thus Paul writes in Romans 7:21, "- I find it to be a law -".

However, the general impression coupled with a consideration of

the Elder's past contacts with the recipients of 2 John combine to
suggest that the writer deliberately journeyed and found, inter alia,
this encouraging situation in his readers' own home. Furthermd;e,
the 'finding' must be recent if the remark is to be meaningful.

Once more, there is nothing very controversial here, providing the
exact order of points (5) to (7) is not insisted upon. However,
it is most reasonable to regard the missionaries' last journey to
Gaius as having taken place very shortly before the writing of

3 John.  So short, indeed, was the interval that the return of

the missionaries seems to provide part of the raison d'€tre of

3 John: the Elder praises Gaius for 'correct' behaviour towards
"the brethren” concerned, yet sees it necessary to labour the point
about supporting them. He writes: " - it is a loyal thing you do -",
"You will do well to send them on their journey as befits God's
service", and, "So we ought to support such men".“ Not only was
there a Diotrephes in the churchtzbut a generalvuncertainty about

whom to support and how.

’Ao*rrai‘gi-r«x( 7 TX TEKNK THS X BeNPhs ocov

'T'F]S AN iKTﬁS . So runs the final verse of 2 John,

The identity of the "elect sister" is not the most vital point at this
stage: the majority of writers affirm that she represents a church,
while others prefer to regard her as an individual Christian.%?
Whatever the correct answer might be, the "children" must surely be
understood as individual Christians who had been in contact with
the Elder in the recent past. People do not send greetings as a
rule from a date months or years before they can be passed on: if

a considerable time had elapsed in this case, some comment to that
effect would sure]y'have been made by the Elder. Moreover, no
mertion of a trip to or a visit from the sister's children is made.
Possibly, therefore, they lived with the Elder or at least under
his pastoral eye.e“ No explanation is then required as to how he -
is able so matter-of-factly to convey salutations. It is taken
for granted that he can do so. All in all, the placing of the
contact between the Elder and the sister's children immediately
prior to the writing of 2 John and even after the return of the .
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missionaries would seem to be entirely justified.

In Chapter 2 (above) it was concluded that it cannot be proved
that the three Epistles were written on one occasion, but that

there are significant pointers to such having been the case. ¢

Since the three Johannine letters collectively provide answers

to one complex problem, since they all appear to be by one writer,
and since they all seem to have been penned at approximately the
same time, it is perhaps more probable than otherwise that they
were delivered together. The oft-repeated suggestion that
Demetrius wgf,the bearer of 3 John (and perhaps the leader of the
missionaries) is in no degree surprising. An instructive compari-
son can be made with Phoebe and Romaﬁ?, Titus and 2 Corinthiansf’
Epaphras and Colossians’ and (possibly) Silvanus and 1 Peter? In
none of these instances is the modern reader told that the named
person is the bearer of the letter, but such a conclusion probably
follows from the terms and tone of the commendation. Very
significantly for the current hypothesis, the only Johannine com-
mendation of this sort occurs in the Third Epistle, the only one
which is addressed to a named recipient, and, incidentally, the only
one which is unequivocally to a man (important in the ancient world).

‘It seems logical to suppose that the one named and commended

Christian was sent as courier to the one named recipient, bear1ng
the three letters 7z

Both 2 John and 3 John contain references to the plans of the Elder
to meet the rec1p1ents' In 2 John 12 the writer says i;\TT( Szaa
YiVZo‘Qo(( fr/oés u/w:<s—1n 3 John 10 XV EAHwd —, and in
3 John 14 €>\rr(‘§m S% £00Ce rE (Delv —.

The three references may indicate either one visit or two, since that
of 3 John 10 is to be equated with that of 3 John 14, but that of
2 John 12 may or may not coincide with the other. A third
possibility, of course, is the view of Bultmann, viz., that the
journey of 2 John is imaginary because 2 John is a merely imitative
(and relatively late) epistle. Bultmann's claim rests (at this
point) upon thgqpe1ief that in 2 John 12 "we have only a variation
in expression” relative to the conclusion of 3 John.  Against
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that commentator it can be asserted

(1) that the terms of 2 John 12 and 3 John 14 are not identical,
and so they may simply demonstrate the natural fluctuations
in expression of one writer whose mind runs in fairly

predictable patterns.

(2) that (and this is important) the verses exhibit different
degrees of certainty about the coming visit/s.

However, though point (2) may be used legitimately against Bultmann,

it could well be contended that it is an argument in favour of

two visits, or at least two planned visits, the 2 John 12 one being

a possible trip, and-that of 3 John certain. As with other

questions in the Johannine Epistles, it is best to begin an attempted .

resolution with 3 John.

3 John 10 is drawn out by the bad behaviour of Diotrephes. On the
face of it, the crucial Statement is tentative, since the writer uses
an Ee{v plus subjunctive construction.”® But, in the light of
other uses of the same form in the Epist]egf such a conclusion is

not justified. Schnackenburg has no doubts: he calls the 3 John 10
visit "an early planned visit"? Similarly, Moffatt (and the TEV)
renders the sentence, "when I come - ". In 3 John 14 the writer
shows that he has reached the point where he not only plans to see
Gaius, but to see him €3OO Fcys.  Now, this word is translated
“shortly" in the A.V., "soon" in. Moffatt and the R.S.V., "before
long" in Phillips, and "very soon" in the N.E.B. In fact the word
carries more sense of urgency than any of these: Bauer renders

it "at once", "immediately", and in no other way.”®

In 2 John the terminology betrays less sense of haste. Accordingly,
Brooke writes: "The 28)9&',/@5 may possibly suggest that the
intended journey is nearer than when 2 John was written. The action
of Diotrephes, and perhaps of others in other places, may have brought
matters to a crisis".”’ Brooke, then, makes the tentative proposal
“that 2 John was written some time before 3 John. His idea might

have carried some weight but for one consideration, viz., that

there is a more precipitate attitude in 3 John 14 than in.3 John 10.
That is to say, the writer appears to have become more and more con-
vinced of the need of an immediate visit%gven as he was writing.
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It may very well be, therefore, that 2 John was written mafgina]1y
earlier (perhaps only an hour or two).%‘ Then, as the author took
up his pen to write to Gaius, he considered again the disturbing
machinations of Diotrephes. As he thought about the evils per-
petrated by that opponent, he had a growing sense of anxiety, and
by the time he reached his last paragraph the inevitability of a
personal visit (and one in the immediate future at'that) to the
local church had come home to him®2 Hence the &6 &wos.
Diagramatically, the rapidly developing situation in the Elder's
mind as he wrote can be represented thus:

STAGE 1IN I 2 John 12 A possible visit
THE WRITER'S IT 3 John 10 A definite visit
THINKING ITT 3 John 14 An immediate visit

P]ainiy, there is a question mark over the order of points (10) and
(11).  The modern reader may perhaps be permitted to console

himself with the knowledge that the author himself did not know which
would take place first at the time when he wrote! - and we have

no other subsequent source of information. Certainly the heretics?®®
are likely to come and try to convert Gaius, the elect lady, and
those of like mind to their own way of thinking. =~ At the time of
writing Diotrephes is still within the fe]]owshipﬁ¢but seems

inclined to accept the heretics in preference to true missionaries .

CONCLUSION

I[f the eleven points above are not to be contemplated merely as a series
of single, more or less isolated events, but as an integrated complex,

it is essential to concentrate some attention on the "cross-over points",
the places where two or more Epistles coincide in the matter of journeys

and visits.

FIRST, -1 John 4:1 and 2 John 7 look very much as if they refer to
the same event.?‘

SECONDLY, the treatment of itinerant missionaries advised in the

two short letters is wholly complementary (see points (6)
and (11).
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the visits of the Elder contemplated in 2 and 3 John
co-ordinate well. Indeed the absence of any reference

to a visit in 1 John is also of some evidential value.

It is highly unlikely that the Elder would tell the whole
congregation - including an apparently implacable foe - the
details of his campaign. Those details are to be reserved
for the faithful Gaius and the'lady"alone. |

3 John 9 refers to an opponent within the church, and both
1 John 2:26 and 3:7 appear to do the same.’’

No indisputable proof has been offered (or could be offered on the basis
of extant material) for the contention that the events of the Johannine
Epistles took place in a single environment, i.e. along an Ephesus/
Single-Epistolary-Destination axis, and that the Epistles were written
and delivered concurrently, but it has at least been shown just how

easily this could have been the case.
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FOOTNOTES :

'even relative dates in a number of instances.

Z2e.qg. Bultmann says: "so far as the relationship of the three
letters to each other is concerned, complete clarity, in my

" opinion, is not possible". Commentary, p.1. For further
details regarding this and other views see the Preparatory
Chapter (above).

3The internal evidence for this non-Palestinian base is the lack
of 01d Testament references or Jewish flavour in the Epistles.
(save 1 John 3:12).

“4"It should - be noted that the author of the First Epistle claims
to be one of the original disciples who saw and handled the word
of Tife ... the note of authority which underlies the epistle
rests upon this claim."” Edwyn Hoskyns, A New Commentary on
Holy Scripture, S.C.M., (edited by Gore, etc), 1951, pp.659,
660~ cf. p.671.

$ The Gnostic writer of the Gospel of Thomas adds the words "and
which hand has not touched" to the Pauline verse 1 Cor. 2:9.
Perhaps the writer had 1 John 1:1 - with which he disagreed -
in mind. See 'Thomas and the Evangelists' by H.E.W. Turner
and Hugh Montifiore (S.C.M., London, 1962, page 88).

®Commentary, p.8 (see the whole section). Alan Richardson
underscores this point very heavily. An Introduction to the
Theology of the New Testament, S.C.M., 1958, pp.332, 333, cf.
p.162. ‘ '

? Bultmann refers particularly to the Stoic pantheistic notion,
and quotes a vivid - but spiritual - expression from Corp. Herm V:

/\4/3,:0'9«1 KOTRLS TS Xi/oo"t/%

8 Cf. Dodd (Commentary, p.13): "He (the author) could not have made
it clearer that he is speaking of sensible experience and not of
spiritual vision." See also Schnackenburg, p.54.

9 Bultmann claims that the perfect/aorist vacillation in 1 John is
"without significance", but in some of the instances he adduces
the point is certainly arguable.

°Dodd (Commentary, p.13) asserts that "The 'I' of the Psalms for example,
seems to expand and contract between the indjvidual, a group, and

the entire nation." Yet he is not very ready to admit a far more
logical point, viz. that the first person plural in the Johannine
Epistles can Tikewise expand and contract. Regarding 4:14 (" - we

have seen and testify that the Father has sent His Son as the

Saviour of the world") Dodd states "This generalising 'we' persists
throughout the whole context, 4:7-19, which contains some of the

most important general propositions about the Christian life. At

no point should we for a moment suspect any restriction of the

scope of 'we', except in the phrase 'we have seen'. It is difficult
to accept a sudden shift of meaning so radical that whereas all
through the passage 'we' has meant Christians in general, it now means
~a group of eyewitnesses sharply distinguished from Christians in
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general”. Why should it be so difficult? Having made his
categorical statement on page 12, three pages later Dodd

turns to the Exordium and says that "we" in these verses can
vary in its range. T

Eusebius, H.E. 3:23 and 24

-

2Commentary, p.11
SFor what follows, see Schnackenburg, pp.53 - 58.

"“This is not what Schnackenburg says in The Gospel according to
- St. John, (E.T.) Burns and Oates, London, 1968, p.270 (re
John 1:14): "The evangelist undoubtedly voices here - as in
1 John 1:1-3 - his own experience as a believer, based on immediate
fellowship with the incarnate Logos". Cf Eduard Schweizer,
Church Order in the New Testament, (E.T.) S.C.M., London, 1961,
p.196 and p.177, note 642, and F.F. Bruce, The Epistles of
John, Revell, pp.35 - 38.
» Commentary, pp.57,8. teCommentary, p.16
Commentary, page 2. John Painter (John: Witness and Theologian,
S.P.C.K., London, 1975, p.105) argues convincingly that John 1:14,
19:35, 21:24 "and especially 1 John 1:1 ff" refer to personal
seeing: "In the Gospel, seeing Jesus is certainly not equated
with believing nor is believing seeing". Cf. Floyd V. Filson,
article, 'First John: Purpose and Message', Interpretation, 23,
1969, pages 264-266, and Ralph Russell, who speaks of “the author's
solemn insistence that he was an eyewitness". '1, 2, and 3 John'
in A New Catholic Commentary on Holy Scripture, edited by R.C,
Fuller, Nelson, London, 1969, page 1257.
E. Schweizer appears to admit that 1 John 4:14 refers to actual .
eyewitnesses, but suggests that 1 John 1:1 ff means "witnesses
of later generations". Article 'The Concept of the Church in
the Gospel and Epistles of St. John', in Studies in Memory of
T.W. Manson, Manchester University Press, 1959, page 238.

/Particularly his position oh soteriology
'7See above, pages 252 ff.

2050, e.g., Kimmel's remark: "Concerning the place of writing (of
1 John) we know nothing". = Introduction to the New Testament,

p.312.

4The possibilities are Hiscussed from Schnackenburg's point of
view on page 29‘ (above); Greece is perhaps implied as a
fifth possible place of origin of the Epistles.

325ee above, p. 101 and also A. Wind, Article 'Destination and
Purpose of the Gospel of John' in Novum Testamentum, Vol. 14,
pp.26 ff,

23Advocated by Julicher-Fascher, Burney, Bauer, Schweizer, Haenchen,
and said to be "probably the best conjecture" by Kimmel for the
Fourth Gospel and so perhaps for the First Epistle. Kdmmel,
pp.175 and 312. See also Schnackenburg, p.40. Among ancient
writers Ephrem Syrus alone claimed that the Gospel was written

“at Antioch. M.F. Wiles, The Spiritual Gospel, Cambridge, p.8.
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24 klimmel, p.175

" The point is still valid even if Sanders' view of a "common
Christian tradition" behind both Ignatius' Epistles and the
Johannine writings is preferred to the dependence of the former
on the latter. Sanders, The Fourth Gospel in the Early Church,
.page 13.

26 Another point may be appended to this list. There are significant
points of contact between 1 John and passages in Matthew which
are peculiar to that Gospel. [f Matthew was Antiochene (?),
then it could perhaps be claimed that 1 John was as well. See
T.W. Manson, article 'Entry into Membership of the Early Church',
Journal of Theological Studies, 48, 1947, pages 31 and 32, and the
pages in Dodd's commentary on the Johannine Epistles referred to
there. Cf. H.P.V. Nunn, 'The First Epistle of St. John',
Evangelical Quarterly, 17, 1945, page 298.

27H.E. 3:25 and 5:8

28D, Moody Smith, Jr. 'Johannine Christianity : Some Reflections
on its Character and Delineation', N.T.S.21, 1974, p.237. Cf.
Lindars, The Gospel of John, pp. 43 and 44. -

29See Kimmel, p.175
3Commentary, p.301

3 "1f then the Gospel and Epistles are not by the same author, it
follows that the 'Presbyter' who wrote the Epistles did not write
the Gospel, and also that it is no longer necessary to hold that
the Gospel was written in Asia Minor, a conclusion which it would
be hard to avoid if the Gospel was the work of the writer of the
Epistles, whom it is reasonable to identify with the Asian John".
The Fourth Gospel in the Early Church, page 11.

32 "The greatest difficulty involved in the Alexandrian hypothesis
is that it leaves unexplained the close affinity there is between
the Gospel and the Johannine Epistles,which seem fairly certainly
to have been written in Asia Minor". Ibid, p.86.

3 ) ' > 7
3The 11th century minuscule 465 actually adds €v ’6756019 to
2 John 13. _ _

%p. 252

35Cf. 1 John 2:7

> k] -~
%Cf 1 John 2:24. ATT’ oy s occurs eight times in 1 John.
It usually refers to the doctrine of Christ (2:7, 2:24(bis), 3:11)
which, being original, is contrasted with heretical novelties, but
also to Christ Himself (1:1, 2:13,14) in whom personally the
readers must abide (2:27, 3:6). See Schnackenburg, p.58.

’ 37P1ura1; v;KO Jd‘u«rg.
pcts 19:1 ff. ' : .
39
Acts 18:19-21
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- #°Cf. the Elder/Gaius and Elder/1 John readers relationship.

41Dodd explains that the "going out” may be taken (1) as a demon-
stration of dissatisfaction with the orthodox on the part of
the heretics, or (more probably) (2) as a fulfilment of God's
purposes.  Commentary, pp.52,3. Schnackenburg (p.219) says
that there is no need to allegorise the move, nor to regard
it as anything but a physical departure of the heretical element
from the orthodox fellowship on the ground of incompatibility
of doctrine (cf. Wolfgang Nauck, p.125).

42The parallel verse 2 John 7 - "many deceivers have gone out into

the world - " seems to be loosely quoted in the Apocalypse of
Peter: "this is the deceiver who must come into the world - ".
This is possibly the earliest known guotation or paraphrase of

2 John (providing the dating given by Ch. Maurer, viz. c.135,
can be accepted, and providing Polycarp's Epistle refers in 7:1
to 1 John 4:2,3 and not 2 John 7). New Testament Apocrypha,
Vol. II, pages 669 and 664.

43The recent nature of the schism is also apparent in that the
heretics seem not to have formed a group, "a unified private
sect” at the time of writing, even though the ancient world was
noteworthy for its "urge to religious group formation"
Schnackenburg, p.119.  Against this, however, may be set the
statement of Schnackenburg that the deceivers "are many { TTOAAGL)
and everywhere ( kdégar0s )". (p.312). Yet the number of
heretics need not necessarily have any bearing on the time of
the schism, while the mention of kdguos may indicate the
sphere of their propoganda rather than their ubiquity (cf.1 John 4:2,5).

# There is no hint that the church had any part in the exclusion
recorded in 1 John 2:19; this stands -in contrast to the attitude
of Diotrephes (3 John 10).

#$The word1ng is actually singular, but general - i( TS §p9(273<(

Tﬁﬂ9<>$ L;Auxa<s K.T.\.

~ #5The prohibition in 2 John 10,11 is very c1ose1y paralleled (so
far as content is concerned) by a passage in the Didach€: "Who-
soever then shall come and teach you all these things aforesaid,
receive him. But if the teacher himself be perverted and teach
a different doctrine to the undoing thereof, hear him not; yet
if he teaches to the increase of righteousness and the knowledge
of the Lord, receive him as the Lord". (11:1,2).

41 "- Whereas I John's readers seem already embroiled in conflict
with the heretics, II John's church appears to have been so far
without first-hand experience of the seceding heretics. Is II
John, then, a prelude to I John? Does it reflect an early
stage in the heretical trouble which, when it later spread and
raged at its fiercest, occasioned I John at a diocesan Tevel?"
N. Alexander, page 140. See also Schnackenburg, p.301.

41 John 2:19 is definitely explanatory in tone.

#see below, pp273ff re Diotrephes and the missionaries; the
internal situation in the receiving church greatly complicated
matters.
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€02 John 12; 3 John 13

§12 John 12; 3 John 14, Neither 2 John 12 nor 3 John 13 actually
says what the content of the planned conversations is to be,
but the above construction seems wholly reasonable.

521 Cor. 13:12 employs the expression TT/ngooTrov Tr/o}n Tr ooy
and Numbers12:18 057X i1 (cf the French 'bouche 3 bouche).

SThe partitive £k , sometimes without T{S or the like, is part
of the Johannine style, due no doubt to Semitic idiom". Schnacken-
burg, The Gospel according to St. John, p.292; cf. p.109. See
John 7:40, 16:17, and 18:17,25.

$4Whether 13ﬂ<\/x~ represents actual sons and daughters or church
members: see Chapter 6.

$5See 3 John 3 - 8 and point 6 on page 252 above.  Presumably
missionaries went more than once to each centre: the express1on
in 3 John 5 is in the present tense- Ayu(ﬂ" T‘£ T oroV TTolEls .
It is equally possible that points (5) and (6 are to be reversed.

¢ The verb is found nowhere in the Johannine Epistles except in
2 John 4,

$7S0 also Bultmann, Commentary, p.110, note 7.

$8A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament and other Early
Christian Literature, Chicago Press, 1957, page 325.

$11ustrated - in the passive voice - in Rev. 20:15.

pcts 17:23

“Part of the support was monetary, and part of 1t the offering of
hospitality (cf. 2 John T0) (i 51qoorrg/4 s (3 John 6) implies not
onTy good wishes but material support". ilder/Hoon, The Interpreter's
Bible, Abingdon, New York, 1957, p.310. (ii) Hospitality was
generally rated very highly in the ancient world. In the Eighth
Parable of the Shepherd of Hermas, those whose willow rods were
"withered, yet with a very small part green ... never separated

from God, but bore the Name gladly, and gladly received into

their housesthe servants of God." Later, bishops are described

as "hospitable persons { ¢Ao££v0<_ ), who gladly received
into their houses at all times the servants of God without hypocrisy”.
(The Apostolic Fathers, J.B. Lightfoot, MacMiTlan, London, 1891,
pp.459 and 477).
. Ignatius expresses the same view as 2 John 10 and 11 in Smyr. 4

(cf. Smyr.7): "I guard you beforehand from those beasts in the

shape of men, whom you must not only not receive, but if it be
possible, not even meet with - " (The Ante-Nicene Fathers,

Buffalo, 1885, Vol. 1, pp.87,88).

Hospitality is one of fourteen essential virtues in the Acts of
Peter, dated c¢.180-190 by W. Schneemelcher , New Testament
Apocrypha, Vol.II, pp.281,275. Later (c.400?) the Apocalypse

of Paul relates that Paul met Abraham, Isaac, Jacob, Lot, Job

and others, and indeed "all those who have given hospitality to
strangers" at the heavenly "river of wine". New Testament
 Apocrypha, II, pp.776, 777.
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2500 below, pp. 272 ff

©2Her identity is of course bound up with that of the "elect lady"
See below, pp. 278 ff.

€4In 1886 A. Plummer suggested that "The Lady's nephews may be
engaged in business at Ephesus under S. John's Apostolic care:
their mother may be living elsewhere, or be dead". Commentary,
p.142. The idea appealed to A. Ross also. Commentary, p.232.

%point (6) - see pp. 252 and 260 ff. (above.

%see above, pp. 137 ff

€7e.g. Dodd and Schnackenburg both make both points: Bultmann
the former. _

¢3Romans 16:1,2
9 Cor. 8:16 ff. especially verse 23
7°Col. 1:7, but see 4:12.

71 Peter 5:12

72Guthrie in fact barely hints at something like this, and then
passes on to other matters. New Testament Introduction,
Hebrews to Revelation, pp. 220,221.

' v

PlreveobBet in the sense of 'come' is frequent both inside
and outside the Johannine corpus. See Schnackenburg, The Gospel
according to St. John, p.277.

74Commentary,»p.115

Thus Greville P. Lewis thinks that there is doubt about the coming
of the Elder: it will take place (he believes) only if Diotrephes
does not revert to previously agreed policy regarding the enter-
tainment of missionaries. Commentary, p.139.

%5See 1 John 2:28,29; in the first of two instances in these
verses, XY is equivalent to "when", and in the second it may
be accurately rendered as "since". When commenting on 2:28,
Bruce says: "Neither here nor in the repetition of the clause in
3:2 does "if' suggest any uncertainty; it is the equivalent of

when" Commentany, pages 78 and 79. Bauer in his Lexicon says

"RY t1mes the mean1ng of £Lv approaches closely to that of

OTXV ‘'whenever' or 'when'. He quotes 1 John 2:28 as an example.
(p.210). ’

MMp.327; cf. p.331
78Alexander Ross appreciates this point: Commentary, p.239.

7ICommentary, p.194 (cf. Schnackenburg, p.332). Brooke thinks
that there m1ght possibly be a d1fference between the meaning of
yE€VEarBot in 2 John 12 and the é)\aav of 3 John 10.
Modern writers discount this - see Bultmann, Commentary, p.115,
note 2, and Walter Bauer's Lexicon.
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8o One purpose of the hoped for journey to the lady and her fam11ya

was (Vo X < DY TrETTA ) ?,VV)
(v.12) - in sp1te dﬂgthe ckVCZBt problems. ggg)Dodd Commentary,

p.153.

%iThe order of writing may be reflected in the order in which the
Epistles have come down to us.

_ /

82y, Bauer (in his Lexicon, p.334) says that X5V with the
infinitive - as in both 2 John 12 and 3 John 13 - means "to have
to do something"” not under coercion, but by an inner compulsion.

8 A singular construction in 2 John 9, 10, and 11.
B¥Cf. 1 John 2:18,19, and point (4) above.
85 See below, pages 284 £f.

8Cf. above, page 258 point (4). The Epistles as a whole,
in respect of their pervasive anti-error slant,supplement each
other.

%7Plural in 1 John, and probably so in 3 John, though Diotrephes
alone is named. See above, page 260 , point (6), and below
pages 284  ff. ' :
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1

CHAPTER SIX

e e R el . T

The central question of this final chapter is: Do the personal details
of the Johannine Epistles indicate only one local church situation,

or more than one?

The investigation may be prosecuted along four separate lines:

- Do Gaius and Diotrephes belong to the same church?

- Is the "Lady" an individual person or a local church?

- Do the "Elect Lady" (if she is an individual)and Gaius
belong to the same church?

- Does 1 John fit or conflict with the situation mirrored
in 2 and 3 John in respect of the people involved?

GATIUS AND DIOTREPHES

Five men in the New Testamenti'gs well as one other known Christian
in the early church®are named "Gaius". T[eki0S is the Greek
form*of the Latin Gaius ("rejoiced”, "(I am) glad") - it is "one

of the eighteen names from which Roman parents could choose a
praenomen for one of their sons"$ Plummer speculated that it

was "perhaps the most common of all names in the Roman Empire".6
Accordingly, it is wholly profitless to try to equate the recipient

of 3 John with any other Gaius known from the ancient 1iterature.

Several facts concerning Gaius emerge from the Third Epistle: he
is described as &xq‘rrw)'r637 (vv.1 and 5), he is living a
healthy Christian life - or perhaps is now fully recovered from
some illness.? He is a convert of the Elder's? or at least a
member of his spiritual flock (v.4), he is well spoken of by the

- missionaries because of his adherence to the :<)\w’) 9?.(0(

(v.3; cf. vv.5 and 8). He has in fact already been host to
itinerant Christian workers, so that even strangers have téstified

to his love (vv.5, 6).

Not so much as a word in 3 John ascribes any sort of title to
Gaius.’® A1l theories as to his exact r8le, therefore, enter the

- realm of speculation. Brooke rightly expressed some impatience

u,
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with the many positions proposed on Gaius' behalf, saying that "there

. . . R "
is a time to keep silence."

From the point of view of function in the church, only two certain
things can be said about Gaius: one, that he is a regular host to
missionaries, and two, that he is a confidant of the Elder, and
apparently a worthwhile ally to him.”

What, then, of Diotrephes? Abbott-SmitHsdescribes the name as a
compound of zeds and 'r/offqh.o , and the meaning is therefore
"cherished by Zeus". L. Foster“@ives a similar rendering:
“Nourished by Zeus", or "foster-child of Zeus". The name, which
of course occurs onTy once in the New Testament, was current more

than four centuries before Christ/¢

The Third Epistle devotes two verses - 9 and 10 - to the activities
and, implicitly, the character of Diotrephes. '

In the first place, a writing is referred to. This can hardly

be 2 John, since that book does not seem relevant to the 3 John
sequel, which deals with insubordination and its consequences.

A lost work could be indicated, but, as has been argued above /*

the peculiarly vague description Tt {(and the even vaguer textual
a1ternatives)lﬁs a fitting way to indicate 1 John. It is not

clear what the relationship between Diotrephes and the writing is,

but one thing is certain, viz., that Diotrephes can be counted on

to oppose its contents. Diotrephes wishes to be firstgshe repudiates
the authority of the Elder, talking nonsense about him (or bringing
unjustified charges against him - 9&)\uo</0€fu~> ), refuses
hospitality to the Elder's missionary colleagues, and even puts

those who would receive them out of the churchf’ Schnackenburg sums
up Diotrephes' evil in four points:

(1) the unfounded reproaches directed against the Elder,

(2) the sin against the duty of hospitality towards the missionaries*®

(3) hindering the church members who would make good his own sins
of omission

(4) thrusting those who oppose him out of the church.*’

Diotrephes, like Gaius, has no named position within the church of
which he is a member. That he enjoys considerable influence -
~whether by legitimate appointment or no - is unarguable in the
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light of verses 9 and 10. Much debate has of course gone on about
Diotrephes' actual statu;f but a universally acceptable answer is
impossible because the material available is so very slight. It
is probably true to say that all suggestions fall into one or other
of three categories: Diotrephes appears to have been
(i) a monarchical bishop "the first monarchical bishop we know" 2
In fact this opinion seems too definite, suggesting a fixity"
of office not implied in the New Testament period **“Dodd
says of Asia, "the churches of this region are represented in
the Acts of the Apostles and the Pastoral Epistles as governed
by a board of presbyters, who might also be called bishops
(Acts 20:17,28; Titus 1:5-9). In the Ignatian Epistles
(about AD.115) they are governed by bishops, assisted by a
* board of presbyters".?® It seems that the 3 John situation
is much nearer to that of Acts than that in Ignatius' day,
since no remote parallels to Ighatius’ statements about the
bishopz%an be found in 3 John or in its companion epistles,

. 28 2
(i) A "member of a senior council’, i.e. a presbyter or deacon’¥

in the church. There is no special difficulty about such a’
theory, which accords very satisfactorily with the conscious !
striving of Diotrephes to gain {or perhaps to retain) a
position of privilege. If Diotrephes was a presbyter in

this sense, and if it may be assumed for the moment that

they were members of the same churchioan explanation is more
readily available for Gaius' apparent immunity from expu1sioﬁv
Furthermore, the difficulty of accepting that the Elder ever
appointed such a man as Diotrephes to a bishopric is removed.

or
(iii) A demagogue, a popular (?) local leader who had built up

his own party and who enjoyed unofficial support in his

church: "a Tlayman, who had usurped quasi-episcopal functions" 32

C.H. Dodd says that as far as the Presbyter (i.e. the author)

is concerned, Diotrephes is "Nothing but an ambitious demagogue.

From his point of view at least, Diotrephes was no bishop".31
Other theories regarding the position of Diotrephes have of course
been advanced: these are usually modifications of the above, often
with extra points added. W. Bauer, for instance, regards Diotrephes
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as a Gnostic%swhi]e Kasemann reverses the picture by making the

author of the Epistles an unorthodox figure, a disaffected and ex-
communicated member of Diotrephes' church. Many writers conceive
of "a conflict between a fixed ecclesiastical organisation and an

earlier, freer charismatic situation." %

Any possible conclusion regarding Diotrephes' position in his church
is intertwined with the basic question of this section, viz., were
Gaius and Diotrephes in the same church or not? If two churches

were involved, then Diotrephes could perhaps‘have been an 'embryonic'
monarchical bishop; if .one, the two men were probably members of the
same presbytery. Predicfab]y, the commentators are divided. Brooke
favoured one church in which Diotrephes had gained the ascendancy. -
Greville Lewis prefers two neighbouring churche%ﬁ Dodd tw&f’Stott
oneisand Houlden two separate gatherings which represent the frag-
ments of a single original fe110wship?’

THE EVIDENCE FOR ONE CHURCH

40
(1) Only one church is mentioned in verses 9 and 10;E Y/ou \Palﬁ
Tt L £ EKAN (X (v.9) and ¢ k. T™ns %ngv?n’xs
T —1 L¢
»’:Kﬁ()\xm. ~(v.10).

(2) The Elder not only mentions but one church so far as the
epistolary destination is concerned, but he does not name
the church to which he wrote/is writing 'Tt'. Dodd (who
advocates two nearby churches) says "Gaius will know at
once whiéh church- is meant - ", It is possible to accept
this statement, but not so convincing to be informed that
the subject of the "something" is one which "Gaius will
readily divine without being told."3?

/
(3) The Elder says fxv tAOw - "if (when) I come"
(3 John 10). The more natural understanding is that the

Elder will come to the church where both Diotrephes and
Gaius are members, and is informing his friend of the fact
ahd purpose of his impending visit in order that he {(Gaius)
may be better prepared to take advantage of the situation.
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(4) The Elder needs the hospita]ity that Gaius can provide gll
the more because Diotrephes is withholding his - hence the
great stress on the value of hospitality and the way it has

been and will be appreciated.

(5) The "them that would" ( ToUS ﬁod )\o/VLZ/VOUS- v.10)

* are loyal to the Elder's view of hospitality. It is likely,
then, that they resent Diotrephes' ideas.and methods in other
respects as well, and are faithful to the Elder there, too. |
If, on the other hand (as, for example, Houlden would have it)
an original group split into two, a new split of so great
importance that it involves a second schism is seemingly
necessitated. Such fragmentation is perfectly possible,
but surely less likely than the 'one church - two groups'

(led by Gaius and Diotrephes respectively) theory.“'

- THE EVIDENCE FOR TWO CHURCHES

(1) Gaius and Diotrephes have their spheres of influence which seem
not to impinge on each othe?z(cf. v.10 with vv.5 ff).

(2) The Elder has to inform Gaius of what Diotrephes is doing in
the church to which the latter belongs. This appears in-
credible if the Elder is far away (even if informed by
missionaries of the local situation) and Gaius is right in

the church concerned.“’

AN ASSESSMENT

A1l the 'one church' arguments are reasonably weighty, but even
collectively they do not constitute a proof. On the other hand,

the first 'two-church' argument is of no great consequence, since

it could easily have been the case that the two men were simply
opposing leaders within one congregation. A very much stronger
plank in the 'two-church' platform is the argument based upon the
ignorance of Gaius. Yet the problem is not insuperable. It is
quite possible that Gaius had been sick - hence the wish for “health"
for him that is included in the greetingfw' If the sickness had been
‘prolonged Gaius might well not have known what Diotrephes was up
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to in the church. It may even be that Diotrephes never exercised
power in the church until that time, and then, at the first taste

of it, he became 'drunk with power'. In particular, it is possible
that Diotrephes was never considered as a host until Gaius was out

of action. Then, because of ignorance or an ungenerous spirit, he
abused his privilege and both turned missionaries away and put

people out of the church. Because Gaius had been sick he had heard
neither this nor of Diotrephes' denigration of the Elder. Thus the
Elder makes much of the hospitable spirit and record of Gaius, hoping
that he will continue the work (or rather take it up again) and at
the same time he criticises Diotrephes' 'effort'.

On balance, the best answer to the question "What is the relationship
between Gaius and Diotrephes?" is that they are leading members of

one churchtsthat they both have positions of less than total
responsibi]ityf‘but that they are opposed in the depth of their
Christian experience and maturity, their love, and their allegiances.
Diotrephes' problem is apparently desiring what he has not (i.e. the
influence of the Elder; perhaps also that of Gaius and others) and not
desiring merely to retain what he has. He has no pre-eminent
position, but dearly wishes that he had. This accords with the
tantrums he seems to be having as a result of his frustrations.
Although no direct reference is made to false doctrine on his par't,"7
he is quite possibly the enemy within, the Trojan Horse that
sympathizes with the docetic heretics, even though he and his
followers have not yet left the fe]lowshid%&eqlf it can be shown -

or accepted as reasonable - that 2 and 3 John are to the same church®®
it is a warrantable assumption that Diotrephes rejected true mission-
aries(from the Elder) but accepted false missionaries (from the

heretics). Hence the warning of 2 John 10.

The affirmative answer to the first question of this chapter, viz.
"Do Gaius and Diotrephes belong to the same church?“gédds another
brick to the hypothesis. Had Gaius and Diotrephes belonged to
different churches, 3 John and the "something" of 3 John 9 would
have been to different churches.
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THE 'LADY' : INDIVIDUAL OR CHURCH?

At the outset, it is necessary to discuss the enigmatic appellation
?_K)\S,K-rﬁ “KL?O (/u(( concerning whose translation {but not .
interpretation) there now seems to be a fairly well established
consensus.  Guthrie sums up adequately: "The fact is that his words
( ’,:K)\q,/(-rf) Ku/o(_/ez( ) have been construed in five different
ways: 'the Elect Lady', 'an Elect Lady', 'Electa the Lady', 'the
elect Kyria', 'Electa Kyria!"al Guthrie eliminates the last three
at once, since Electa does not occur elsewhere as the name of a
lady, and in any case it is "incredible" that two sisters should
have the same (otherwise unknown) name (cf. v.13 with v.1). Kyria,
moreover, is very rare in this sense.$® The combination of these two
words, both as proper names, would lTikewise be extremely unlikely.
Strictly, of course, the better of the remaining possibilities from
a grammatical point of view is "an elect lady" because there is no
definite article. Guthrie, however, prefers "the elect lady ...

since the address is evidently intended to be specific", %

Many arguments have of course been assembled in attempts to demonstrate
either the individuality or corporateness of the 'lady'. ’

> -~ .
"The view that EK)\iKTI«] Ku/o-é,o( signifies a church or
r 7 A\

Christian group of some sort.

(1) Neither lady nor children nor sister nor nephews (and/or
nieces) is mentioned by name - "which detracts from the
personal character of the letter",“ Westcott makes the
remark "it is not easy to suppose that the letter was
addressed to an unnamed person."$? Significantly; however,
Dodd says that the: names of writer and recipients normd]]y
"appeared on the outside of the postal packet“ng The
puzzling lack of specificity is wholly explained by the
hypothesis, If - as is generally accepted - 'Electa' and
'Kyria' are not proper names, but a descriptio#? 2 John's
destination would be unmistakable as sooh as Gaius opened.
his 'parcel'. So easily is the problem confronting Guthrie
- "The anonymous character of the personal allusions are as

perplexing for either view -" solved.
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Some ancient writers regarded 2 John as having a church

destination: Clement of Alexandria even suggested in one

place that the whole Church was intended.”*'Both Clément

and Augustine indicated (in different ways) that the Tékve >
of the Epistle were Parthians.®? That the whole world-wide
Church cannot be meant by the writer is proved by the

most casual glance at verse 13.

\ ? ~ ) '
The use of  OWUS (ixbo °,<Y°‘ﬂ-"°§ has been claimed
as evidence that a church is addressed, but this is "very
3
precarious". ¥ Not only does the word exhibit the natural

~construction Kare ooveaty , but it applies

no better to a church than to a matron plus a number of
male (and female?) offspring.

Bultmann says that TEKVeA - "can only be members of
the congregation”. S Such an identification is possible, but
it is not the only one.® If the children be grown up, the
reference can just as easily denote members of an actual

physical family.

It is said by certain writers that the fact that "some"
children are walking in the truth (v.4) "points to a community,
not a fami]y";‘7verses 1 and 13 also direct attention to a
“large and scattered family".‘s Again the options (church
versus family) are fairTy evenly balanced.

The substance of verses 6, 8, 10, and 12 is "clearly not
addressed to children".®? The assertion is true enough
provided the children were young at the time of writing.
That need not have been the case. In any event, it may
be the matron herself (as an adult) who is primarily
addressed throughout the letter.

The pfedominance of the second person plural "suggests a
composite understanding of the addressee".7%As far as the.
addressees are concerned the plural occurs about twice as

~often as the singular). Once more, the alternative possibilities
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of plurality of church members or individuals within a
family have about equal weight; perhaps the scales tip
slightly in favour of the former.

The statement that the 'lady' is loved by "all who know the
truth" (v.1) better fits a church.” Possibly the statement
is marginally more appropriate if understood in that manner,
though a woman of the calibre of Priscilla, or Lydia, or
Dorcas, or any one of the daughters of Philip the evangelist
might well merit the description.’?

The personification of the church in feminine terms in the
73
New Testament (not to mention 01d Testament passages where
. L L . 75 76
Israel is portrayed as virgin, married woman, mother, or
8
wido@? is a common deviééf77 Nonetheless, it must surely be
conceded on a priori basis that it is more likely that a
lady be called a lady than that a church be so described!

The greeting of v.13 is more natural from one church to
another "than from one group of people to their aunt by
means of a third party"# The issue here is finely balanced.

The "children" of the lady are spiritual, not physical
children, just as is the case with the Elder's "children" 3!
The Second Epistle is therefore intended for "a concrete,
particular church" ® Clearly the argument makes sense, but
it must not be forgotten that in 1 John 3:11 ff the writer -
in his use of &Si)wPO’S - alternates between natural
and spiritual relationships .

The "new commandment" of verse 5 is better understood as
addressed to a community. John Stott says: "John's language
is not approp}iate to a real person, either in his statement
of Tove (1:2) or in his exhortation to love (5). The elder
could hardly refer to his personal love for a lady and her
children as a 'commandment..... which we had from the beginnin
The crucial words in the quotation are "commandment" and
"personal”.  The very fact that the Elder uses "commandment"
sufficiently demonstrates that he is not talking of love -
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human Tove - in a merely "personal" sense. To put it in
other words, when Dodd writes " - the expression, 'whom I
lTove in the truth' probably conveys the idea that the love
which the Presbyter has for members of the church is not
merely the natural affection of ordinary human friendship,

but that divine charity, which, as it is God's gift to us

in Christ, is also the proper relation of Christians one to

.85 . . . . .
another" = his judgment is sound, but it applies in either

case; i.e. the Elder may have been thinking more pastorally
than personally whether he was writing to a church or a family.

It has to be agreed that more writers favour the idea of a

26 -
church destination than a family ones.h" What, then can be

said on the other side?

The view that ‘tkrekTh  kupld signifies an individual
1 [ 3

Christian Lady

(1)

—_
ny
~—

This is "the most obvious understanding".eq

The 'family destination’ theory more readily accounts for
the reluctance of early Christians to use the Epistle.
Guthrie writes: "A private letter written to a Tady would
not seem of sufficient importance to receive canonical

status".?®

If 2 John was written to a church, why was it not specifi-
cally addressed? The addressee is (to the modern reader

at least) referred to vaguely enough if an individual person
be signified, but if a whole church be the recipient, the
"title' is practically meaningless. It is true that
Bultmann claimed that 2 John was conceived of by its

writer as "a 'catholic' 1etter"?lbut the idea has not

gained general approval.

Allegory was not only common in the ancient wof]d, but,
among New Testament books, it is to be discerned particularly
in the Johannine corpus. "But (as Ross says) is a sustained
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allegory of this kind likely in the case of so slight a
letter?" ’zThere seems to be no real reason for it.93

(5) Bultmann says "whom I Tove in the truth" need not designate
a personal tie: by so saying he implies that it can do so.
Similarly, Dodd said “the love which the Presbyter has ...
is not merely natural affection. % 1t was suggested above

that the Elder was speaking more pastorally than personally

at this point, but such a statement doés not exclude a

personal reference, indicating the warmth of friendship and

that affinity which comes from long years as colleagues in

Christian work.

(6) If the ‘lTady’ is a church, the distinction between her and
her children wou]d vanish.  The writer _says EKASKTQ
Kuplo KLU Tols Tékvols X OTHs
no one would normally say "To the church at X and 1ts members" . .
On this ground, v.13 T8¢ TE€KVK TAs. 0(5'8)\9“75 oou THs |
iK)\iKT'P)S could probably apply to a church without being
at all forced, but verse 1 could not. 95

'(7) The reference to children in verse 4 and the general tone
of the Tetter are quite intelligible provided the children
were in their late teens or older at the time of Writing."
In the same way the reference to Ti?cv%( in verse 13 may
be taken Tliterally.

(8) The very preservation of 2 John may stem from its personal
destination. It may owe its survival (humanly speaking)
to the fact that it belonged from the beginning to the little
Titerary corpus in the hands of Gaius. Indirectly - and
probably unwiilingly - Houlden bears eloquent testimony to
such a possibility: " - the Second Epistle of John is a
shadowy, faceless Tittle work, and if it were necessary to
declare redundant one item in the New Testament canon, it

would be highly eligible". 7

Assessment of the above points is difficult. There is an elusiveness
“about many of them, and all (or nearly all) can be answered from the
opposing benches. One sympathises with the judgment of Westcott,
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that "no interpretation can be accepted as wholly satisfactory".’g
The strongest 'pro-church' arguments would appear to be those
that 2 John is not to chi]dren!’that the addressee is composite,'°

and that the "new commandment" best fits a church'® The most

impressive 'pro-individual' arguments are the natural meaning of
verses 1 and 13:°%he omission of any church naﬁg? the awkwardness
of the 'church'/'members’ reiteration in verse 1’°%nd perhaps the
unnecessary nature of the alleged allegory concerning a hypotheti-
cal 2 John church.’®s ’ ‘

A11 in all, these opposing arguments almost exactly cancel one

another out. In the end the simplest point of all - viz. that the
writer states that he is writing to a lady - must carry the day.eé .
As a corollary to this it is apparent that two or three points

made in the foregoing are explained much more adequately by the
present hypothesis than in other ways, a conclusion that is justified

in respect of the lack of names, lack of an address, and the
7

survival of the Epjst]ef°

THE 'LADY' AND GAIUS

It ds beyond the power of man (with presently known documents.)
to say whether or not the lady and Gaius belonged to the same church,
and, more particularly, whether they were wife and husband., A
few matters do point to the very real possibility of this being

the case, however:

(1) They are both what Ross calls "noble" people: "If in the
recipient of 2 John we have a noble example of Christian
womanhood in the first century, in this letter (3 John)
we are introduced to a first century gent]eman of kindred
spirit." o8 A

(2) The two letters 'fit together' in that they are addressed
in complementary fashion: i.e. 2 John is to a mother plus
children but not to a father; 3 John is specifically to
a householder but not to a wife or children.'®? '

(3) The letters are complementary regarding contents; it is
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as if the writer reserved something for each - he could
have said to Gaius what he says in 2 John about true
doctrine and prohibiting false teachers on the strength of
it, or to the Elect Lady what he said to Gaius by way of

commendation.

Taken together, the above facts plus those that the Tetters are by
the same authgg and written (probably) on the one occasiog'indigate

 that there is a considerable possibility (at least) that they were

sent to husband and wife, If that be so, few would quarrel with
the claim that they belonged to the same church: |

SOME  PERSONAGES OF 1, 2, and 3 JOHN

It certainly cannot be proved that any of the persons discussed or
addressed in any one of the Johannine Epistles is to be identified
with those in any other of the books. Nor, however, can the
possibility be discarded " The indications are as follows:

(1) Unnamed characters in 1 John

These fall into two definite groups - (a) the readers,

(b) those who held heretical views and who had left the
fe]]owshi;)?3 they are also called "false prophets".”#

It is quite probable that a third group, doctrinally
identifiable with the heretics but not at the time of
writing physically separated from the orthodox, is
indicated by 2:26. The verse reads T« Tot %’y/o&x P
MV TTEpL TN TAxvAVTWY Guls,

("I have written these things to you about those who are
deceiving you"). With this may be compared Houlden's
translation, "those who are leading you astray":‘ Von
Herbert Braun's statement "There are people, in great
numbers, who deceive the be]ievers":'gnd the A.V. rendering
"concerning them that seduce you". The R.S.V. bbscurés
the present tense by saying "those who ﬂgglg deceive you".
The Greek implies one of two things: either that those

who had already Teft the fellowship are now leading the
faithful astray (by example or proselytization) or that
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people within the fellowship are actually now leading them
astray. The latter is more probable. It may be a veiled
reference to Diotrephes and his convinced followers. (G.W.H.
Lampe, in commenting on false prophets referred to or
described in the Synoptics, Acts, 1 Cor., 1 Thess., 2 Peter
and 1 John, says that they may have acted "as a kind of
'fifth column' within the community")."”

Chapter 3, verse 7, with its injunction/«,qsz\w W)‘.(v,.{flo L}ua?s
may be simply prospective (as 2 John 10 is), or it may just

as easily be understood as referring to people still within

the fe]]owship."’ The same can be said of the sinner/s
characterised so sharply in 3:4, 3:8, and 3:10, verses

which contain what Blchsel called "the weightiest and boldest
thoughts of the entire letter", #9320

(2) Unnamed characters in 2 John /%!

These are (a) the readers (called TEKVA  in sdme'p1aces,
in both 2 John and 1 John)?* (b) other (unbelieving) members
of the same family',zs (c) the "many deceivers"nmo "have
gone out into the world"*%2 John 10" resumably refers to
the same people as verse 7, though the former simply says

WS ).

4 .
(3) The two group;7in the 3 John environment

(a) the pro-Elder group led (it would seem) by Gaius,
(b) the anti-Elder group led by Diotrephes. ‘

In the three Epistles as a whole, then, there are at least two anti--
Elder factions. One group (indicated in 1 and 2 John) departed
from the church (2:18,19, 4:1, 2 John 7). Another group was
apparently still wreaking havoc within it in the 1 John situation ‘
(2:263 cf.3:7). In the 3 John picture an insubordinate group led
by Diotrephes was definitely within the local church. Is it not
easily possible, therefore, to identify the 1 thn 2:26/3:7 group

with Diotrephes and his followers? 1 John fits the situation -
28

mirrored in 2 and 3 John,




- 286 -

A hypothetical reconstruction, based on a co-ordinated view of

all three books follows:

The central ('diocesan') church, presided over by the Elder, had
experienced doctrinal deviation and practical immorality in certain
parts of its membership. As a result of the ensuing strife a

number of the unorthodox had left the fellowship. Before long

the Gaius/Diotrephes church had heard of the schism: the Gaius
faction advocated theological and moral purity, while the Diotrephes
party had stood for theological 'toleration'. He disagreed with

the Elder's handling of the situation which had led to the split.

He thought that the Elder had unnecessarily alienated his opponents,
he himself not recognising the need for separation from the world- |
nor the centrality in the Faith of true Christb]ogica] belief and
Tove. Under the banner of "broad-mindedness", then, Diotrephes,

a member of the Tocal church council and an ambitious man, sought
local ecclesiastical autonomy. He felt strongly that by being

so narrow, so tradition-bound, the Elder had lost members from his "
own church. Had he been a bit more accommodating, more 'advanced'
(Diotrephes contended), the tragedy might never have happened.

The Elder, not very hopeful (on the basis of past experience) of
winning Diotrephes round, had written 1 John to the local church

in the ‘'epistolary destination'., He explained in that book to

- the congregation (as he had presumably explained to Diotrephes
before) that popular though 'advanced' (i.e. docetic) Christology
might be (4:2; 2 John 7), it is not true (so 1 John 1:1-3; 4:14).

Diotrephes had lost patience with the reactionary spirit of his
senior. Feeding his own ambition and rejecting the Elder's strictures
and advice, he boldly sent off the 'official’ missfonaries, and
rounded on orthodox people within his own church. Diotrephes'

future policy was to proclaim a 'unilateral declaration of inde-
pendence', going even to the extent of welcoming docetic heretics
excluded from the central and other churches (2 John 10).

In all this he was assisted by some temporary illness bf Gaius, who
could be counted on to adhere loyally to the orthodox pro-Eider line.
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The Elder's reaction was to strengthen what remained by writing to

!
the church (1 John)f’Gaius (3 John), and Gaius' wife (the 'elect
lTady'). Both of the latter he encourages and commends warmly.

Thus the simplest explanation, and one which appears to accord with all

the facts of the three Episties, is that all the personal details

indicate that there was only ONE receiving church for all the Epistlesf’°




- 288 -

FOOTNOTES:

I'Or perhaps four if the Gaius of Romans 16:23 is to be identified
with the church member at Corinth (1 Cor. 1:14). See the next
footnote.

(1) Gaius of Macedonia, a companion of Paul at Ephesus (Acts 19:29)

(2) Gaius from Derbe (Acts 20:4). If the variant reading -
AovBioios for Agp/3xtos - were correct, this
Gaius could be equated with the former (i.e. the man of
‘Acts 19:29). See Metzger, A Textual Commentary on the
Greek New Testament, U.B.S., London and New York, 1971,
pages 475, 476.  An unimportant fourth century work, the
Apostolic Constitutions (7:46,9), names Gaius of Derbe as
the person to whom 3 John was sent, and the one appointed
as the first Bishop of Pergamum by John, Interestingly,
Clement of Alexandria relates how the Apostle John returned
from Patmos to Ephesus and carried on a wide-ranging ministry:
" - in some places to establish bishops, in others to organise
whole churches, in others to ordain to the clergy some one of
those indicated by the Spirit", Eusebius, H.E. II1:23.

(3) Gaius of Corinth, who was baptized by Paul (1 Cor.1:14).
Origen (Commentary on Romans 10:41) says that by tradition
this Gaius was the first bishop of Thessalonica.

(4) Gaius the host of Paul when Rom.16:23 was written.
(5) The addressee of 3 John,

2 The copyist of the Martyrdom of Polycarp. M.Pol.22:2.

¢ The Greek form "bore a somewhat Plebian stamp - " G.G. Findlay,
Fellowship in the Life Eternal, Hodder & Stoughton, London,
1909, page 36.

SF.F. Bruce, Commentary, p.147.

¢Commentary, p.144; cf. Moffatt, An Introduction to the L1terature
. of the New Testament p.477.

7i.e. highly respected in the Christian community.

[4 ’
8walter Bauer (Lexicon, p.839) gives as the meaning of Vytet(Vwd
"be in good health", "be healthy (or) sound"., The word may be

used in any of three contexts: :

(i) of physical health, as in Mt. 8:13

(ii) as a formula in an epistolary greeting

(iii) f1gurat1ve1y with reference to Christian teaching.

The second meaning is appos1te in 3 John 2, and some writers

see Gycaveo solely in such terms in the present context - e.g.

Schnackenburg (p.321) says " - the Elder particularly wishes health,
and indeed out of courtesy, not because Gaius suffered from an
illness”.  The comment is interpretative: Greville Lewis has

every right to add, "John also prays that his (Gaius') physical
health will continue - or does he mean 'improve'? Has Gaius
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been overtaxina his strength in the Master's service?" Commentary,
p.135. See also Westcott, p.236, Brooke p.182, and the discussion
on p.486 of Hoskyns' The Fourth Gospel: ,

7Bultmann, Commentary, p.95.

°Far from claiming any official position for Gaius, Schnackenburg
denies it to him: "a befriended layman" (p. 312) "a prominent
Christian and 1nt1mate friend of the 'Elder’', but no official
church person" (p.320). No reasons are given for the assessment.

fl For all that it may be legitimate to conjecture that Gaius had a
position of some importance in the church, since the provision of
hospitality was often the privilege of leaders - see 1 Tim.3:2,
Titus 1:8, and Hermas 59:27 (J.B. Lightfoot, The Apostolic
Fathers, MacMillan, London, 1891, p.477). Stott says: " - the
Elder would hardly have written so outspokenly of Diotrephes to
any but a church leader". Commentary, p.218. At the very least
Gaius is to be conceived of as "a leader of his party" (Houlden,
p.151; cf. Bultmann, Commentary, p.95. _

'2Though Bultmann sees an admonition directed against Gaius in verses
5 and 6. Commentary, p.98.

3Manual Greek Lexicon of the New Testament, T.& T.Clark, Edinburgh,
1937. |

“Article 'Diotrephes' in the Zondervan Pictorial Encyclopedia of
the Bible, Grand Rapids, 1975, Vol. II, p.129.

Walter Bauer records its appearance in the writings of Thucydides:
Lexicon, p.198. According to G.G. Findlay the name was found
only "in noble and ancient families", and so Diotrephes "belonged
to the Greek aristocracy of the old royal city" (Pergamum).
Fellowship in the Life Eternal, Hodder & Stoughton, 1909, p.41,

6 n.167

"
'72 o WX o(V, £ o< o(V T, eyrOoOx o( XUT‘
£Pa< o . Nggzpofszhese except the rg;der1ng in the te:% of

the u. reek Testament ( & ©Ox P& Ty ) or the first marginal
reading has very weighty support. Metzger says: "The read1ng that
best exp1a1ns the origin of the others appears to be K & T,
read by 2" A (B) 048 1241 1739 (Cop.sas bo) arm. Ih order to
prevent the reader from draw1ng,the conc]us1on that an apostolic
letter was lost, the reading typCPX &v (I would have -
written....') was introduced into X€ 33 81 181 614 vg al,
Other copyists, to avoid undue deprecation of apostolic authority,
omitted ¢ ". A Textual Commentary on the Greek New Testament,

page 723.

7’

BPAOTTPLSTELOW . The word is known only in Christian

literature, though cognates appear in pagan writings. Bauer,

Lexicon, page 868. See also W. Bauer, Orthodoxy ana Heresy in

Earliest Christianity, S.C.M., London, 1972, page 133. Houlden

states that "power-hungry seeks to convey the distinctly

perjorative flavour". Commentary, p.153. The word does not

resolve the problem about whether Diotrephes is usurping or
‘misusing office (Schnackenburg, p.327).

hil
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" \hether or not €KA&AAEL means formal excommunication cannot
be determined. The verb may have a 'conative ' sense - "he is
for excommunicating them" - or it can be understood with strict
lTiteralness: "he throws them out of the church". Dodd (Commentary,
p.162) favours the sense of a real excommunication in preference
to either of these options, believing Diotrephes "either possessed
or arrogated tg himself" the required authority. Cf. G. Bornkamm's
article Tro€srBoS in the Theological Dictionary of the New
Testament, Eerdmans, Grand Rapids, Michigan, 1964 -.

29According to 1 Clement, he who is to gain God's rewards must cast
aside "all unrighteousness and iniquity ... all hatred of God,
pride and haughtiness, vainglory, and ambition." The Ante-Nicene
Fathers, Buffalo, 1885, Vol.1, p.14. A footnote against the word
"ambition" says "The reading is doubtful: some have &cp(/\o'giv(-w,
‘'want of a hospitable spirit'". The passage might almost have

been written for Diotrephes!
3 Commentary, pp.327 - 329.

#2Sometimes, but not often, Gaius is accorded a higher position than
Diotrephes: Hoskyns says that it is not at alTl clear "that Gaius
is not of equal, if not of greater, importance than Diotrephes".

A New Commentary on Holy Scripture, S.P.C.K., London, 1951, page
672.

23The quotation comes from Harnack, and is seconded by Bultmann
and Eduard Schweizer (Church Order in the New Testament, S.C.M.,
London, (E.T.) 1961, pages 127, 128). Schnackenburg treats the
suggestion as a serious possibility, and Guthrie says "it is
reasonable to suppose that he occupied the position of leader of
this church". New Testament Introduction, Hebrews to Revelation,
p.218. Floyd V. Filson, without discussion, expresses the same
belief. A New Testament History, page 312. G.W.H. Lampe calls
Diotrephes "the chief person in a local church ... quite possibly
.... an early monarchical bishop." (Article - 'Church Discipline
and the Epistles to the Corinthians' in Christian History and
Interpretation, C.U.P., 1967, pages 360, 361). Gore called Dio-
trephes a bishop who was installed by John himself. Commentary,
pp.231, 232. Houlden regards Diotrephes as a legitimate bishop
making a stand for "congregational independence”. Commentary,
pp.7,8. Greville Lewis agrees (Commentary, p.138), and expresses
views similar to those of J.G. Simpson, who said that Diotrephes
"was becoming something of a little tin god". The Message of the
Epistles, article in the Expository Times, Vol. 45, 1933/4, pp.486 -
490. :

241 Clement possibly refers to the office of the episcopate, if that
is what 100 bvd e-Tos 1'1;‘,5 ETT (0 KOTTHS
means. The Ante-Nicene Fathers, Buffalo, 1885, p.17, and Light-
foot, The Apostolic Fathers, MacMillan, London, Part I, Vol.II,
pp.131,132. '

2Byt see E. Schweizer, who makes the claim that, in the Johannine -
milieu, "There are no 'offices' except among Jesus' enemies -
the Jews, Judas (John 12:6), Diotrephes(3 John 9)". Article,
'The Concept of the Church in the Gospel and Epistles of St.
John', in Studies in Memory of T.W. Manson, Manchester University
Press, 1959, page 237.
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“28Commentary, p.162.

*7Ignatius teaches (a) that the bishop is entirely in harmony with
the cdmmandments of God (Philad.1), (b) that Christians must
reverence the bishop and be in subjection to him ('Ephes.'2,
Magnes. 3, Smyr. 9, and Polycarp 6), (c) that nothing is to be
done in the churches apart from the bishop (Magnes.7, Trall.7,
Smyr. 8), (d) that the sacraments in particular must be
administered by the bishop (Smyr.8).

2%The expression is Schnackenburg's.

%45.D.F. Salmond, article 'Diotrephes’' in H.D.B., T.& T.Clark,
Edinburgh, 1900.

3°The point which is to be proved! See above page 272 and
pages 275 ff. : -

313 John 5-8,10

31Dodd, Commentary, pp.162,163. Kimmel says almost the same thing:
"according to the opinion of the 'elder', Diotrephes has
usurped an exclusive r8le, to which he has no right, in spite of
his de facto rdle of leadership”. Introduction, page 314. Bruce
concurs: "The language suggests a self-promoted demagogue rather
than a constitutional presbyteros or episkopos”. Commentary, p.152.

3BA position taken above (pp. 191 ff, 207 and 214  ff).
McNeile/Williams say "Diotrephes may have had Gnostic tendencies
which easily fostered spiritual pride", Introduction, p.308.
Houlden, on the strength of 3 John 3 and 4, classifies Diotrephes
with the heretics of 1 John and 2 John.  Commentary, pp.7, 8.

3¢Klmme1, Introduction, p.314.
3§

Commentary, p.lxxxii
Commentary, p.133
3Commentary, p.161
”Commentary, p.224
NCommentary, p.153

2
s Kk Ao (S in 3 John 6 must mean the church to which the
missionaries returned; it is irrelevant to the present issue.

4'Interestingly, Bultmann discerns two groups of differing spiritual
status in 1 John. He says (of 5:13): "Those addressed are the -
readers as believers, not the congregation as such - ".
Commentary, p.83. '

“Dodd credits Diotrephes with majority support. Commentary,pp.162,163.
Significantly, Houlden says that the dissidents in 2 John may have
been in a majority (because of the tone of 2 John 4). Commentary,
p.143. If such be the case, theories that 2 John is later and/or
to a more remote place than 1 John obviously lose much of their
force.

#3See Dodd, Commentary, p.161, and Wilder/Hoon (Interpreter's Bible

L
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Vol.12) pp.209, 310, and 311.

[

MUYLo((ViLV (v.2) see above, p.288, note 8 and Dale Moody,
The Letters of John, Word, Waco, Texas, 1970, page 127: (re Gaius)
- “"His spiritual health is better than his physical condition ...
This may indicate some physical frailty or temporary illness".

4SMmoffatt held this view, but in his case because the Tt of
3 John 9 was equated with 2 John. Introduction to the Literature
of the New Testament, p.477. B.W. Bacon appears to have held
the same view for the same reason. The Making of the New Testament,
Williams and Norgate, London, pp.215, 217 (no date given). So
also A.M. Hunter, Introducing the New Testament, S.C.M, London,
1957, p.180.

#6 Whatever may be said about Gaius, the limits of Diotrephes'
influence are hinted at in the last verse of 3 John: " - V.15
probably shows that there were followers of the elder, or at least
his line of thinking, in the congregation".  Bultmann, Commentary,
pp.101,103; cf. Schnackenburg p.332.

47See page 291 note 33 and the references there. Houlden very
correctly affirms: "doctrinal elements are not as lacking in 3
John as may at first sight appear". That commentator goes on to
remark on the six occurrences of "truth® in 3 John. Commentary,
p.150. The quite disproportionate frequency of FENE LA L
relative to the New Testament generally and its greater frequency
in 3 John even than in 1 John and 2 John seems to indicate the

“writer's concern about the theological situation even as he wrote
this book.

48yith reference to 1 John 2:20.ff, 2:27, and 4:1-3, Schnackenburg
says, "the former rebel 'brothers’ recruit around the faltering
church members in order to expand their own circle".  Commentary,
p.119. In another place he says of the church (i.e. at least of
the 1 John church) that "the front passes directly through its
own ranks". (p.151). The lines were apparently not clearly
drawn at the time of writing. '

#9See above concerning the connection with "those who deceive" in
1 John, p. 284 ff.

sop. 272 above, and pp.283  ff above.

St Schnackenburg reaches the same conclusion even without resolving
the issue of Gaius' ignorance of Diotrephes' activities: "Gaius -
.. must according to the whole situation belong to the same
church". '

$2fjew Testament Introduction, Hebrews to Revelation, pp.212, 213.

53‘Ku{o(x - means a mistress, especially the mistress or lady
of the house (cf the Latin Domina). Kw,edx¢ was sometimes
used of various feminine gods - Artemis, etc.

5¢Bultmann affirms that, as far as he js aware, all commentators
insert the article; he then says "JUlicher translates correctly
as 'to an elect lady'". Commentary, p.107.
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- 55 tarlier, Brooke had generally anticipated Guthrie's judgment:
"If the theory of individual address is maintained, it is
certainly better to assume that the name is not given".
Commentary, p.168.

$éGuthrie, p.213
$7Commentary, p.214
‘BCommentary, p.145
$9Perhaps even a nickname!

boAs did Jerome - Moffatt, Introduction - pp.476, 477. See the
discussions in the commentaries of Brooke (p.169) and Schnacken-
burg, (p.302).

$’and/or "virgins" - See Dodd, Commentary, p.xiii. In the Pistis
Sophia the Apostle John is called ﬂu,oefvos ! New Testament
Apocrypha, Vol.I, p.256.

2> John uses neither Tt $(x (3 times in 1 John) nor TeKV X
(7 times in 1 John)., Bultmann says that Christians are called
TEkve, in other places in the New Testament and in Jewish
writings (Commentary, p.108, note 5), but in the three Pauline
verses he quotes and in 3 John 4 the people concerned are T¥xve
of the apostle or Elder, i.e. of a father in the faith. By
contrast, in 2 John, the +<kwv< are children of someone else,

viz. the %.thx-n—,“ KUl .
$Moffatt, ibid, p.476, note.
¢3rooke, p.170
‘5Commentary, p.108

6tAgainst Bultmann it can be said that if some "children" were not
following "the truth", it seems. that some heretics are nonetheless
called "children". This does not accord with 1 John 2:19 ff
or-5:21 (where deviationists are reckoned to be pagans). However,
if 2 John is to an actual mother rather than a church, the problem
of non-Christians still being designated "children" is solved.

70 .H. McNeile/C.S.C. Williams, An Introduction to the Study of the
New Testament, Oxford, 1952, p.307.

€| ewis, Commentary, p.127.

¢9See Brooke, p.169. McNeile/Williams also say that the subject-
matter, e.qg., inter alia, the warning against faise teachers, is
more suitable to a community.

°Guthrie, p.214
"Dodd, Commentary, pp.143, 144,
12See below , page 296 note 107 re Mary and Martha.

732 Cor.11:2 ff, 1 Peter 5:13 (both referring to a local church,
Eph.5:29 ff, Rev. 2:19 (the universal church).
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- MEzek. 15:7; cf. 1s.52:2

s

Is. 62:4,5; Jer. 2:2

%Is. 54:1 ff - cf Gal.d:26

Ms. 54:43 Lam.1:1

7In two articles published in 1902 and 1905 respectively, H.J. Gibbins

argued for a church destination for 2 John. He showed that it is
common in Isaiah 54 and 55 and in Baruch 4 and 5 for Israel to be
represented symbolically by a mother and children or a mother only
or children only. The same kind of thinking (he said) Ties behind
the use of EXNEKTO(S and cuvekAE kT in the opening and
closing sections of 1 Peter and %.K\tx-rr{ and Ku,o(x
in the salutations of 2 John. The obvious difference from the
Jewish books is that "in 2 John as in 1 Peter the prophetic figure of
a woman to represent a community has been transferred to a Christian
Church". 'The Problem of the Second Epistle of St. John', Expositor,
6th Series, 12 (1905), pages 412 - 424, and the somewhat less im-
portant earlier article, 'The Second Epistle of St. John', Expositor,
6th Series, 6 (1902), pages 228 - 236.
The obvious questions go unanswered: (a) Why so obscure a method
of writing for so slight a book as 2 John?

(b) Why 2 John only, and not
the other 'Johannine' books {(viz. 1 John, 3 John, and the seven

~letters of Revelation 2 and 3)?

1

“'Lady' has'also been proved as a honorary designation of a
political community (Kuria Patris), and appears to have gone

over from the profane sphere to the church." Schnackenburg, p.306.
F.F. Bruce comments on 2 John 1: "Cf. also the disconsolate female
figure 'Captive Judaea' on Roman coins ‘celebrating the fall of
Jerusalem and suppression of the Jewish revolt". The Epistles

of John, page 145.

$9Guthrie, p.214

23 John 4

B2k imme1, p.313

©There is uncertainty over whether <% etA@SV in 5:16 means

a spiritual or physical brother, but in that passage there is
no alternation; one or the other is meant throughout. See Stott,

pp.189,190.

8¢ Stott, p.201. Obviously it is very inappropriate to go further

and to consider (as J. Rendel Harris did in the 'Expositor' of
1901) that 2 John was "virtually a love-letter".

8 Commentary, p.146

8Thus Lightfoot (St. Pauls Epistles to the Colossians and to

Philemon, Zondervan, 1970, page 305), Westcott, Bernard Weiss
(A Manual of Introduction to the New Testament, Hodder & Stoughton,
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London, 1896, p.199), Brooke, Gore, R.W. Stewart ("1 - 2 Timothy,
Titus, 1-3 John" in the Speaker's Bible, edited by Edward Hastings,
Aberdeen, 1942, page 119), G.T. Purves/H.S. Gehman (The Westminster
Dictionary of the Bible, Collins, 1944, pages 320,321), Blagden

(The Epistles of Peter, John, and Jude, C.U.P., 1929, pages 56 and
75), T.W. Manson (A Companion to the Bible, T.& T.Clark, Edinburgh,
1939, page 124), Dodd, Clogg (An Introduction to the New Testament,
Hodder & Stoughton, 1948), Hoskyns (2 John in A New Commentary on
Holy Scripture, edited by Gore, Goudge, and Guillaume, S.P.C.K.,
1951, page 671), McNeile/Williams, Wilder/Hoon (Interpreter's Bib]e%
E. Schweizer (article 'The Concept of the Church in the Gospel and
Epistles of St. John', in Studies in Memory of T.W. Manson,
Manchester University Press, 1959, pages 244, 245), Love (I, II, III
John, Jude, Revelation, Layman's Bible Commentaries,S.C.M., 1960),
William Barclay (The Letters of John and Jude, The Saint Andrew
Press, Edinburgh, 1960, pages 161,162), Ernst Haenchen, Lewis,
George B. Caird ('John, Letters of', The Interpreter's Dictionary
of the Bible, edited by G.A. Buttrick, Abingdon, Nashville, 1962,2,
pages 947 and 949), F.C. Grant (The Epistles of John, Nelson's

Bible Commentary, Nelson, New York, 1962), William Neil (One Volume
Bible Commentary, Hodder & Stoughton, London, 1962, page 531),

I.H. Marshall (article, 'John, Epistles of', New Bible Dictionary,
I[.V.F., London, 1962, page 644), Schnackenburg, Stott, R.R, Williams
(The Cambridge Bible Commentary on the New English Bible, C.U.P.,
1965, pages 12 and 63), Kimmel, R.E. Brown ('Epistles of John'

entry in New Catholic Encyclopedia, McGraw-Hill, New York, 1967,
Vol.7, pages 1078-1080), Bultmann, Filson ('First John: Purpose

and Message', Interpretation, 23, 1969, pages 259 - 276), Ralph
Russell (1, 2, and 3 John in A New Catholic Commentary on Holy
Scripture, edited by R.C. Fuller, Nelson, London, 1969, page 1261),
Bruce, Dale Moody (The Letters of John, Word, Waco, Texas, 1970,
pages 15, 16, and 119), Houlden, and Drumwright (article 'Elect
Lady' in Zondervan Pictorial Encyclopedia, 1975). Sometimes the
‘church' is reckoned to be that of Pergamum - see George Johnston,
"I, IT, and IIT John' in Peake's Commentary on the Bible, edited
by M. Black, Nelson, 1962, page 1039,

%7Henry & Scott (A Commentary on the Holy Bible, Romans to Revelation,
Religious Tract Society, London, 1835, page 573), F.D. Maurice
(The Epistles of John, MacMillan, London and New York, 1893},
WilTiam Alexander (The Expositor's Bible, The Epistles of John,
1901), S.D.F. Salmond (Hastings' Dictionary of the Bible, 1902-4,
Vol.I1, page 741), H.A. Ironside (Addresses on the Epistles of
John, Lcizeaux Brothers, New York, 1930,1), J.G. Simpson
(Expository Times, Vol. 45, 1933/4, pages 486-490), G.T. Manley
(The New Bible Handbook, I.V.P., London, 1950,page 404), Ross,
Charles C. Ryrie (Johannine Epistles entry in the Wycliffe Bible
Commentary, edited by C.F. Pfeiffer and E.F. Harrison, Moody Press,
1962, page 1479), Donald Guthrie, Leo G. Cox (The Wesleyan Bible
Commentary, Eerdmans, Grand Rapids, 1966, page 315) and Leon
Morris (New Bible Commentary Revised, edited by D. Guthrie &
J.A. Motyer, 1.V.P., 1970, pages 1270/1).

8 4. von Campenhausen takes a ‘'via media' regarding the 'lady':
"A small group of spiritual elect within the congregation".
Ecclesiastical Authority and Spiritual Power, London, 1969,p.140.
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89 Guthrie, page 213. Ross agrees: "The first impression made on us
by that form of address and by the whole tone of the letter is
undoubtedly this, that it was written to an individual, to some
outstanding lady of Asia Minor." Commentary, page 129.

9°p 215. Earlier, on pp. 206 ff,Guthrie summarises the growing
use and acceptance of 2 John by the early church.

9 Commentary, p.108

f2Cormentary, p.129

935ti11 less is there a reason if 1, 2, and 3 John belong together.
Moreover, the fact that 3 John is addressed to an individual
perhaps suggests that 2 John 1s also.

M¥Commentary, p.146, see above p. 281

¥See the discussion in Ross's Commentary, pp.129,130.

7Cf. point (4) on page 279

9Commentary, p.139

9®Commentary, p.214

f1Point (6) on page 279

1%°point (7) on page 279

®ipgint (12) on page 280

192(1) on page 28]

93(3) on page 281

1°%(6) on page 282

/1°5(4) on page 281

650 J.G. Simpson, after discussing the possibility of a church
destination for 2 John: " - it seems to me far more natural to
suppose that the obvious suggestion of the letter itself, that
it was addressed to a household, is correct -". The Message of
the Epistles, Expository Times, Vol.45, 1933/4, p.486.

/°TTheories that the 'lady' is Méry the mother of Jesus because of
her supposed residence in Asia on the strength of John 19:27, or

Martha (Aramaic for 'lady') are unprofitable conjecture.

8 Commentary, p.130. See also the identiggl terms“emploxed\in
the greetings of 2 John 1 and 3 John 1 Bus (oVv ) Ty

-~ >
Ryam> tv xAqBele,
°9See p.8

l1°See Chapter 1, above

See Chapter 2, above.
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"2 Though fanciful "identifications” involving other New Testament
books must be discarded; see pp. 45 ff above.

#3; e. the "antichrists", 2:18,19

“$1 John 4:1 ff. "The false teachers are now called 'pseudo-prophets’
no doubt because 'prophet' is a person who speaks in the Spirit of
God, and these deceivers falsely represent themselves as Spirit-
filled". Schnackenburg, p.219. Dodd says that the false prophets.
had a wider hearing than the orthodox Commentary, pp xv111,
XiX. In particular 1 John 4:5 ( o Kod‘/u.os o UTV o(kous()
supports Dodd's judgment.

WS Commentary, p.75

" | iterar- -Analyse und theologische Schichtung im ersten Johannesbrief,
p.287.

"7pArticle 'Church Discipline in the Epistles to the Corinthians',
- in Christian History and Interpretation C.U.P., 1967, p.360.

"8 Schnackenburg is convinced (on linguistic grounds) that "actual
opponents and seducers are envisaged" in 1 John 3:7. Commentary,
p.184.

""9See Schnackenburg, p.184

201t would be difficult to find a more exact description of Diotrephes
and his frame of mind than that of Schnackenburg when he 1s com-
menting on 1 John 4:17 : The writer "denies ... that the X &
6€o0  can abide in a Christian who turns away his needy brother
from the door-step of his heart". p.200.

2Strictly, of course, the Elder is not named either.
M2Five times in 1 John, 3 times in 2 John, and once in 3 John,

"3See 2 John 4. It should be noted however, that the implied "some"
could conceivably be connected with £ Sj0m KX rather than
"following the truth". Bruce, Commentary, p.139.

4 The word TrALves may rean a wanderer, vagabond, juggler,
deceiver, or impostor. Probably the last two meanings (a
deceiver teaches wrongly; an impostor masquerades) are both apt
in 2 John 7. E.W. Bullinger, A Critical Lexicon and Concordance,
Bagster, London, 9th Edition,. 1969, p.210. Braun says that the
TTARVEY word-group "“carries on eschatological accent”,
Literar Analyse - p.Z288.

/23Such people probably left the church finally, but they may have
been .aping true Christians as the latter followed the commission
of Christ to go out as missionaries. Stott, p.208.

126The verse says that the heretics are not to be received " eis
oLk XV - into the house church perhaps, or given hospitality
in a Christian's home". C.K. Barrett, article 'Conversion and
Conformity: the Freedom of the Spirit and the Institutional Church'
in Christ and Spirit in the New Testament, C.U.P., 1973, p.375.
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1pdditionally, (1) unnamed €@vikel Gentile individuals, are
referred to in 3 John 7. The term is quite
general, and does not denote any particular group
(cf. Mt.18:17). J.A.T. Robinson says that
“in III Jdohn 7 - the word is used in its typically
Jewish contemptuous sense of 'the heathen'.
Twelve New Testament Studies, Studies in Biblical
Theology, No. 34, S.C.M., 1962, p.132.

(2) Demetrius and other itinerant missionaries, plainly
'pro~-Elder’, must be included: "Demetrius is
presumably an active figure.in one of the deputa-
tions in view - ". Wilder/Hoon, Interpreter's
Bible, 1957, page 312.

h85ee p.272
’I!Hence 3 John 9
B°One receiving church; there was also the 'diocesan' church, and

- possibly others in the area with similar prob]ems, though perhaps ‘
not so acute, as they had no Diotrephes.



- 299 -

FINAL SUMMARY "AND CONCLUSION

The hypothesis advanced in the opening pages of this study amounted in
essence to the claim that the Johannine Epistles were complementary

writings, that all were written at one time'by one writer’and to one
place dealing with one main problem. The problem had the two aspects
of doctrinal error and sub-Christian behaviour: the treatment in the
Epistles is refutation combined with a many-sided positive presentation

of Christian life as it should be.

While the questions posed by the Epistles can never be answered with
absolute certainty, an examination seems to support the various aspects
of the thesis with a varying degree of historical probability: the
‘single author' contention of chapter 1 is strong, and so are the claims
based on structuréland the nature of the error.3 Common dating is un-
proveab]éf but fairly likely. The pattern of events® and position and
status of persons‘fit the hypothesis admirably, but they do not exclude
other possibilities. '

While enjoying less than proof, then, the hypothesis has opened up a
fascinating field for further enquiry, particularly in the areas of

the richness and manysidedness of first century church 11fé71n the
'Johannine’ environment. It co-ordinates the previously unco-ordinated,

poorly co-ordinated, or allegedly unco-ordinatable.

It constitutes what Aristotle might have called a 'probable-possible’.
FOOTNOTES:: ‘

!The Fourth Gospel was included at these points; the study of its
structure was also important. See above, Chapters 2, 1, and 3
respectively.

%Chapter 3
3Chapter 4
#Chapter 2
$Chapter 5

‘Chapter 6

Tespecially personal relations and church discipline. For more
details of the conseguences of the hypothesis, see above, pages
3 and 50 to 52
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