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ABSTRACT 

 

 

It is often claimed that John the Evangelist, the putative author of the Fourth Gospel, 

was identified in ecclesiastical sources with John the son of Zebedee from the latter part 

of the second century or earlier. In contrast, this study will argue that John the 

Evangelist was variously identified with at least three figures, John the Elder, John/Mark 

and John the son of Zebedee, and that diverse, sometimes conflicting narratives were 

attributed to him before the contours of the traditional narrative took shape under 

Eusebius of Caesarea in the early fourth century. 

The first section of this study will argue that the earliest sources likely identified 

the Evangelist with a secondary John referred to by Papias in the early second century or 

earlier as John the Elder. It will further maintain that as the Evangelist and Apostle came 

to be identified from the third century onward, the previously separate traditions 

associated with these two figures were conflated, creating new narratives and 

introducing variations with respect to the chronological placement of John’s banishment 

and the time and manner of his death. This process, it will be concluded, culminated 

with Eusebius’ construction of a revised Johannine narrative which came to form the 

standard narrative for subsequent writers.  

In the second section of this study, an examination of early and medieval sources 

will suggest that the Evangelist/Beloved Disciple might have sometimes been identified 

with the John also known as Mark. Evidence for this will include the depiction of 

John/Mark in Markan sources as a Johannine figure, if not the Beloved Disciple; the 

reduplication of Markan traditions under the name of John in western sources; the 

attribution to Mark of a Johannine-type Gospel; and the correlation in extant sources of 

the basic geographical and chronological contours of their lives.   
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INTRODUCTION 

 

 

It is often held that John the Evangelist, the putative author of the Fourth Gospel, was 

identified with the Apostle John, the son of Zebedee, in early Christian sources. This 

study, however, will challenge this claim, arguing instead that the earliest sources 

presupposed an identification of the Evangelist with Papias’ second John, the Elder, 

and/or with John/Mark, the assistant of Barnabas and Paul spoken of in the Acts of the 

Apostles and the Pauline corpus.  

After introducing the two Johns spoken of by Papias, the Apostle and the Elder, 

the first section of this study will examine ecclesiastical writings up to the time of 

Eusebius in the early fourth century in order to determine which of these Johns, if either, 

was most likely identified as the Evangelist in early sources. It will be argued that the 

evidence is best explained on the supposition that before the third century, the Evangelist 

was identified with the Elder, since this identification not only better describes the 

Evangelist of the earliest sources but is also able to account for the subsequent 

development of the Johannine narrative in this period.  

The second section of this study will examine ancient and medieval sources that 

are suggestive of an early identification of John the Evangelist with John/Mark, and will 

draw on material (archaeological) evidence and local oral traditions in addition to 

written sources. The hypothesis that this identification was made in early sources will be 

posited in order to explain the four generally unaccounted-for features of this evidence: 

the “Johannine” portrayal of Mark found in mostly Coptic sources, in which Mark is 

placed in narrative contexts derived from the Fourth Gospel, sometimes in roles 

otherwise associated with the Beloved Disciple; the reduplicated traditions shared 

largely by the Mark of Coptic sources and the John of western sources; the description 

of Mark’s Gospel in ways better suited to the Fourth Gospel; and the unintended 

complementarity of the lives and movements of the two figures in widely-divergent and 

sometimes very early (first and second-century) sources.    
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Methodology 

 

 

While the technical language of historiography will be avoided in this study, it will 

nevertheless be assumed in evaluating the question of the identity of John the Evangelist 

that standard historiographical criteria apply. The preferred hypothesis will be the one 

that: (1) explains the most amount of evidence (explanatory scope), (2) is more likely to 

have given rise to the evidence, that is, the one that makes the evidence more probable 

(explanatory power), and (3) better adheres to the law of parsimony, that is, that requires 

less recourse to ad hoc suppositions, or suppositions contrived solely to support the 

hypothesis.  

 

 

Terminology 

 

 

“John the Evangelist” will be used to refer to the John whom early tradition held to have 

written the Gospel and to have lived in Ephesus, irrespective of whether he is to be 

identified with John the Elder, John the son of Zebedee or anyone else. The “Apostle 

John” will denote John the son of Zebedee, one of the twelve apostles. The “Beloved 

Disciple” will indicate “the disciple whom Jesus loved” spoken of in the Fourth Gospel 

and unanimously identified with John the Evangelist in early Christian sources. The 

word “apostle” will be capitalized when referring to the twelve apostles or Paul but will 

be kept in lowercase when used of the wider circle of Jesus’ eyewitness disciples.   

When discussing the John who was also named Mark, the form “John/Mark” will 

be used as better representing his Hebrew-Latin double name found in Acts (12:12), since 

“John Mark” might wrongly suggest to an English reader that the name of Mark was 

analogous to a modern surname.1 Rather, it was an alternative name to John: he was called 

John (יוחנן [Yoḥanan], his Hebrew name), but he was also named Mark (Marcus, his Latin 

name).  

                                                 
1 Cf. Alfred Plummer, The Gospel according to St Mark (CGTSC; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 

1914) ix; Richard Bauckham, Jesus and the Eyewitnesses: The Gospels as Eyewitness Testimony (Grand Rapids: 

Eerdmans, 2006) 69. 
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SECTION 1: PRIMARY WITNESSES TO THE JOHANNINE NARRATIVE 

 

 

The first section of the study will evaluate written sources from primarily the first four 

centuries of the common era. It will be argued that the identification of the Evangelist 

with John the Elder was likely assumed by a succession of Asian writers including 

Papias, Irenaeus and Polycrates, and that the identification of the Evangelist with the 

Apostle was later and secondary.  

It will further be argued that the identification of the Evangelist and the Apostle, 

from the early third century or earlier, initiated a process of revision and reinterpretation 

of the Johannine story, as the previously separate traditions relating to the two figures 

came to be conflated and combined into a single narrative. This process, it will be 

concluded, culminated in a new synthesis of the Johannine narratives on the part of 

Eusebius, resulting in the “traditional” Johannine narrative.   
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CHAPTER 1 

PAPIAS IN DIALOGUE WITH EARLY CHRISTIAN SOURCES 

 

 

In a fragment of his largely lost work entitled Explanation (or Account) of the Dominical 

Logia (Λογίων κυριακῶν ἐξηγήσεως1), Papias, bishop of Hierapolis (on dating see 

below), gives the name of John twice in his list of personal disciples of Jesus, naming 

John (the son of Zebedee) and the Elder. However, there is disagreement as to whether 

he spoke of two separate figures of the same name or whether he listed the same John 

twice. An identification on his part of two persons named John would raise the question 

of which, if any, he identified as the Evangelist.  

In this chapter, the various issues related to the question of whether Papias spoke 

of one disciple named John or two will be raised. After arguing that Papias almost 

certainly did speak of two separate figures, attention will be given to delineating the 

information he provides concerning each figure. This will then be correlated with what 

later readers (or likely readers) of Papias and other early ecclesiastical sources said 

concerning John the Evangelist. It will be concluded that the Evangelist of early sources 

best correlates with Papias’ Elder rather than his Apostle, hinting at their possible 

identification.       

 

 

Papias’ Lost Work 

 

 

Only a limited number of fragments and allusions to Papias’ lost work have been 

identified (with varying degrees of confidence2), and editors have adopted slightly 

different parameters for what constitutes a Papian fragment. The Lightfoot-Harmer-

                                                 
1 For discussion of ἐξηγησις see William R. Schoedel, The Apostolic Fathers, vol. 5, Polycarp, Martyrdom 

of Polycarp, Fragments of Papias (Camden, N.J.: Nelson, 1967) 96–97; for a discussion of the meaning of λογίων, 

see Josef Kürzinger, Papias von Hierapolis und die Evangelien des Neuen Testaments (Regensburg: Pustet, 1983) 24–

26; Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 214. 

2 Cf. the discussion in Ulrich H. J. Körtner, Papias von Hierapolis: Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte des frühren 

Christentums (FRLANT 133; Göttingen, 1983) 25–43.  
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Holmes edition, used for this study, is the most extensive, containing twenty-six 

fragments, which include both citations and second-hand summaries.  

According to Eusebius, Papias’ work consisted of five books (Hist. eccl. 3.39.1). 

Agapius, a tenth-century Melkite bishop of Hierapolis in Syria (not Asia Minor), 

mentions a “prominent teacher” in Hierapolis who wrote five treatises on the Gospel, 

and he notes that the last of these was concerned with the Gospel of John (Fragment 23).  

Fragments of the work may suggest that it contained commentary on the 

Gospels.3 Andrew of Caesarea provides a summary of Papias’ exposition of the fall of 

Satan, possibly in explanation of Luke 10:18 which Andrew cites in the context 

(Fragment 24=Andrew of Caesarea, Commentary on Revelation, on Rev 12:7–9).4 In 

providing an exposition of Matt 26:29 (cf. Mark 14:25), which speaks of Christ’s 

drinking of the vine in his coming kingdom, Irenaeus, writing c. 180, cites a tradition 

from Papias’ fourth book concerning the great abundance of vines and wheat during the 

eschatological days of the kingdom (Irenaeus, Haer. 5.33.3–4 = Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 

5.33.1, 3–4).5 Papias is also said by George the Sinner (or Georgios Hamartolos) (c. 

840) to have related in his second book that John, the son of Zebedee, was killed by the 

Jews, which was possibly part of an exposition of Mark 10:39–40, Christ’s prediction of 

the martyrdom of the Zebedee brothers, which George goes on to cite.6 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
3 Armin Daniel Baum argues that Papias’ work would primarily have provided commentary on the sayings 

of the Lord (“Papias als Kommentator evangelischer Aussprüche Jesu: Erwägungen zur Art seines Werkes,” NovT 38 

[1996] 257–276), but Bauckham disagrees (Eyewitnesses, 214). 

4 The fragments of Papias are numbered according to the edition of Michael William Holmes, The Apostolic 

Fathers: Greek Texts and English Translations (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1999).  

5 Cf. Schoedel, Polycarp, 94; Alistair Stewart-Sykes (now Alistair C. Stewart), From Prophecy to 

Preaching: A Search for the Origins of the Christian Homily (Leiden: Brill, 2001) 211–212; Oskar Skarsaune, 

“Fragments of Jewish Christian Literature Quoted in Some Greek and Latin Fathers,” in Jewish Believers in the Jesus: 

The Early Centuries, ed. Oskar Skarsaune and Reidar Hvalvik (Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2007) 329–331; Dennis 

R. MacDonald, Two Shipwrecked Gospels: The Logoi of Jesus and Papias’s Exposition of Logia about the Lord 

(Atlanta: SBL, 2012) 5. 

6 See, e.g., MacDonald, Two Shipwrecked Gospels, 5. 



6 

 

The Date of Papias’ Writings 

 

 

Papias’ work was once widely held to have been written in the second half of the second 

century, on account of the seventh-century Chronicon Paschale which speaks of Papias’ 

martyrdom in the year 164. However, this work likely confused Papias with Papylas, an 

otherwise unknown martyr who is mentioned by Eusebius in a passage from which the 

Chronicon Paschale derived its information (cf. Hist. eccl. 4.15).7 Photius (ninth 

century) distinguished a certain Methodius from Papias by stating that he won the crown 

of martyrdom (Fragment 22), suggesting that Papias was not martyred.8  

Furthermore, according to the Coptic Harris fragments of an otherwise lost 

account of Polycarp’s life, which Weidmann suggests was written in Greek in the third 

century or later,9 Polycarp (who was likely martyred between 155 and 168)10 is depicted 

as the last surviving disciple of the apostles,11 suggesting that he outlived Papias.12  

Many favour a date for Papias’ work in Hadrian’s reign (117–138)13 on the basis 

of a statement in the epitome of the fifth-century Greek Ecclesiastical History of Philip 

of Sidé (Philip Sidetes). After summarizing Eusebius’ views concerning Papias’ two 

Johns and his millennialism (see Chapter 5), Philip goes on to cite Papias’ second book 

in connection with the martyrdom of John the Apostle (see below), adding (presumably 

still from Papias14): “Concerning those resurrected from the dead by Christ: he says that 

                                                 
7 Joseph B. Lightfoot, Essays on Supernatural Religion (2nd ed.; London: Macmillan, 1893) 147–149; 

Robert W. Yarbrough, “The Date of Papias: A Reassessment,” JETS 26 (1983) 182. 

8 Photius elsewhere (Fragment 17) refers to Papias as a “bishop and μάρτυς”; possibly μάρτυς was being 

used in the sense of “witness”; possibly Photius was there following a different source.   

9 Frederick W. Weidmann, Polycarp and John: The Harris Fragments and Their Challenge to the Literary 

Traditions (Notre Dame, Ind.: University of Notre Dame Press, 1999) 11. 

10 Paul Hartog, Polycarp's Epistle to the Philippians and the Martyrdom of Polycarp: Introduction, Text, 

and Commentary (OAF; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013) 192.  

11 Weidmann, Polycarp and John, 44.  

12 Many writers who were likely dependent upon Papias (including Irenaeus) refer to Papias as the disciple 

of John the Evangelist (see Chapter 5). 

13 Martin Hengel places it 125–135 (The Johannine Question, trans. John Bowden [London: SCM Press, 

1989] 16); R. Alan Culpepper around 130 (John, the Son of Zebedee: The Life of a Legend [Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 

2000] 109); Enrico Norelli in 120–130 (Papia di Hierapolis, Esposizione degli Oracoli del Signore: I frammenti 

[Milan: Paoline, 2005]) 54. 

14 William Sanday has suggested the epitome here introduces a new statement, not connected to the 

previous remarks taken from Papias (The Criticism of the Fourth Gospel [Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1905] 150 n. 2). 
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they were living until Hadrian” (Fragment 5). This is not a secure basis for dating 

Papias’ work, however, since Eusebius attributes the statement concerning those who 

lived until Hadrian’s reign to the apologist Quadratus, not to Papias, whom he mentions 

immediately before Quadratus. Philip (or perhaps his epitomist) likely mistakenly 

attributed to Papias what had originally been related concerning Quadratus.15  

Eusebius discusses Papias at the end of the third book of his Ecclesiastical History, 

which narrates events from the deaths of Peter and Paul to the end of the bishopric of 

Evarestos of Rome (c. 109), which suggests that he placed Papias’ writing in this period.16 

Furthermore, after mentioning the appointment of Evarestos in the third year of Trajan 

(100/101) and the martyrdom of Simeon, bishop of Jerusalem, he relates that at that time, 

Papias “became well known” (ἐγνωρίζετο) (possibly on account of his writings), along 

with Ignatius, who was martyred around the year 107 (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.34.1–

3.36.3). Many consequently favour a date of 110 C.E. or earlier for Papias’ work.17  

 

 

The Apostle and the Elder John 

 

 

In the lost preface to his work, Papias lists the name of John twice in the context of 

mentioning the disciples of the Lord:   

 

And if by chance someone who had been a follower of the elders should come 

my way, I inquired about the words of the elders—what Andrew or Peter said, or 

Philip, or Thomas or James, or John or Matthew or any other of the Lord’s 

disciples, and whatever Aristion and the elder John (ὁ πρεσβύτερος Ἰωάννης), 

the Lord’s disciples, were saying. For I did not think that information from books 

                                                 
15 Schoedel, Polycarp, 119–120; Robert H. Gundry, The Old is Better: New Testament Essays in Support of 

Traditional Interpretations (WUNT 178; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2005) 51; Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 13; 

MacDonald, Two Shipwrecked Gospels, 47. 

16 John B. Orchard, “Some Guidelines for the Interpretation of Eusebius’ Hist. Eccl. 3.34–39,” in The New 

Testament Age: Essays in Honor of Bo Reicke, ed. William C. Weinrich, vol. 2 (Macon, Ga.; Mercer University Press, 

1984) 394. 

17 So, e.g., Vernon Bartlet, “Papias’s ‘Exposition’: Its Date and Contents,” in Amicitiae Corolla, ed. H. G. 

Wood (London: University of London Press, 1933) 16–17, 20–22; Schoedel, Polycarp, 91–92; Körtner, Papias von 

Hierapolis, 89–94, 167–172, 225–226; Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 13–14; MacDonald, Two Shipwrecked Gospels, 47. 
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would profit me as much as information from a living and abiding voice. 

(Fragment 3.4 = Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.4 [Holmes])  

 

According to Papias, it was his custom to question those who had followed the 

elders concerning their knowledge of the “words of the elders”. Probably those whom he 

questioned were travelling through his city of Hierapolis, which was located at an 

important crossroads, with one road connecting Syrian Antioch to Ephesus and the other 

connecting Attalia in Pamphylia to Smyrna.18  

Opinion is divided as to whether the “elders” whose words Papias enquired after 

were the disciples of the Lord (Andrew, Peter, etc.)19 or whether they were only 

reporting the words of the disciples of the Lord;20 that is, whether Papias should be 

rendered with, “the words of the elders, that is, what [the elders] Andrew or Peter said, 

etc.”, or, “the words of the elders, what [according to the elders] Andrew or Peter said, 

etc.”21 The context favours a distinction between the elders and apostles; while Papias 

might have reasonably expected random travellers to have had some familiarity with the 

words of a respected group of teachers who then resided in Asia, he probably would not 

have expected them to have heard the words of a past generation of apostles.  

Gundry objects that the passage contains no indications of any distinction,22 but 

this assumes that the identity of the elders was not already known to Papias’ readers, or 

                                                 
18 Bartlet, “Papias’s ‘Exposition,’ ” 17; Schoedel, Polycarp, 91. 

19 Bernard Orchard and Harold Riley, The Order of the Synoptics: Why Three Synoptic Gospels? (Macon, 

Ga.: Mercer University Press, 1987) 176; D. A. Carson, The Gospel According to John (PNTC; Grand Rapids: 

Eerdmans, 1991) 70; Stephen Smalley, John, Evangelist and Interpreter (2nd ed.; London: Paternoster, 1997) 81; 

Gundry, The Old is Better, 52–53. 

20 John Chapman, John the Presbyter and the Fourth Gospel (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1911) 9–27; 

Körtner, Papias von Hierapolis, 114–122; Martin Hengel, Die johanneische Frage: Ein Lösungsversuch (WUNT 67; 

Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1993) 79; Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 15–16. Schoedel considers this reading “more likely” 

(William R. Schoedel, “Papias,” in ABD 5:141).  

21 Cf. Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 15–16. 

22 Gundry, The Old is Better, 53. His other objections (pp. 53–54) mostly require understanding “John the 

Elder” in the sense of “John, the aforementioned elder”, which is only possible on the view that Gundry is attempting 

to argue for (concerning which, see below).  

Gundry also notes that according to Papias, he received the words of the apostles from those who followed 

them, and he concludes from this that there were no intermediaries between those travellers Papias questioned and the 

apostles, necessitating that the apostles were the elders whose words the travellers reported (p. 54). However, this 
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that Papias himself had not previously provided this information. In fact, two of Papias’ 

readers, Irenaeus and Eusebius, did distinguish the two groups. Irenaeus (c. 120–c. 202), 

bishop of Lyon in Gaul, who was familiar with Papias’ work (Haer. 5.33.4), speaks of 

the elders as a group who associated with John in the province of Asia, and he 

distinguishes them from the apostles by stating that some of them had also seen other 

apostles besides John (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.23.3 = Irenaeus, Haer. 2.22.5).23 

Likewise, in another place he distinguishes them, speaking of, “the elders who were 

before us, who also accompanied the apostles” (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 5.20.4).  

Similarly, Eusebius (c. 260–c. 340), bishop of Caesarea in Palestine, interprets 

Papias’ claim to have learned carefully from the elders (Hist. eccl. 3.39.3) to mean that 

Papias had received the words of the apostles from those who had followed them 

(3.39.7).24 The chain of witnesses presupposed by Irenaeus and Eusebius was: Papias—

travellers—the elders—the apostles, not: Papias—travellers—the elders/apostles. 

 

 

The Apostle and the Elder 

 

 

The identification of the elders with the apostles allows the possibility that Papias spoke 

of only one John, whom he referred to twice, rather than of two separate figures25 

(though it does not necessitate this view26). Carson thus argues that by speaking of John 

as “the Elder”, Papias was referring to him as “the (aforementioned) elder [i.e. apostle]”, 

                                                 
argument assumes that the followers of the apostles referred to by Papias were also the travellers whom Papias 

questioned, rather than the elders.    

23 Evidence that Irenaeus was quoting Papias here will be provided in Chapter 7. 

24 Cf. Chapman, John the Presbyter, 17. 

25 Carson, John, 70; John R. W. Stott, The Letters of John: An Introduction and Commentary (TNTC; 

Downers Grove, Ill.: IVP, 1988) 38–43; Smalley, John, Evangelist and Interpreter, 81; Armin Daniel Baum, “Papias 

und der Presbyter Johannes: Martin Hengel und die johanneische Frage,” JETh 9 (1995) esp. 27–31; Andreas J. 

Köstenberger and Stephen O. Stout, “ ‘The Disciple Jesus Loved’: Witness, Author, Apostle—A Response to Richard 

Bauckham’s Jesus and the Eyewitnesses,” BBR 18 (2008) 219; Monte A. Shanks, Papias and the New Testament 

(Eugene: Wipf and Stock, 2013) 19–21. 

26 So, e.g., Brooke Foss Westcott, who identifies the apostles and elders yet distinguishes the two Johns (A 

General Survey of the History of the Canon of the New Testament During the First Four Centuries [Cambridge: 

Macmillan, 1855] 76 n. 3).  



10 

 

that is, to John the Apostle, using an anaphoric article to refer back to someone 

previously mentioned in the context.27  

Baum likewise holds that Papias referred to the same John twice, though he 

rejects the interpretation that the article is anaphoric, arguing that this would require a 

previous mention of a single elder.28 Consequently, he takes it instead to mean, “der 

bekannte Presbyter”,29 which, on the basis of his identification of the elders and 

apostles, he subsequently argues would refer to “the well-known apostle” (i.e., the son 

of Zebedee).  

Those who interpret Papias as having spoken of one John sometimes claim that 

Eusebius created the second John by misinterpreting Papias’ words.30 However, this 

fails to take into account the fact that Irenaeus, like Eusebius, differentiated the apostles 

from Papias’ elders, contrary to any interpretation that would identify the two Johns, 

making it unlikely that Irenaeus would have identified them either. 

Rather than speaking of John as “the aforementioned elder” or “the famous 

elder”, both of which require an identification on Papias’ part of the apostles and elders, 

Papias seems to have used “the Elder” as a distinctive title, unrelated to those “elders” of 

whom he enquired. Baum allows that a title prefixed to a name could be employed to 

distinguish that person from his namesake.31 In this case, this John would not have been 

the same as the one whom he had previously mentioned. This title is used, presumably 

for John, elsewhere by Papias, who relates what “the Elder was saying” (Hist. eccl. 

3.39.15).32 Perhaps it belonged to this John on account of his revered status in old age.33  

                                                 
27 Carson, John, 70.  

28 Baum, “Papias und der Presbyter Johannes,” 30. Cf. Shanks, who seems to have misunderstood the Greek 

text of Papias to all but require that the definite article take this meaning (Papias and the New Testament, 19–21), 

claiming that it “defies explanation” that scholars trained in Greek could conclude otherwise (21). 

29 Baum, “Papias und der Presbyter Johannes,” 30. 

30 E.g., Baum, “Papias und der Presbyter Johannes,” 24; Stott, The Letters of John, 38–41; Donald Guthrie, 

New Testament Introduction (4th rev. ed.; Downers Grove, Ill.: IVP, 1996) 280; Shanks, Papias and the New 

Testament, 19. 

31 Baum, “Papias und der Presbyter Johannes,” 29. 

32 Burnett Hillman Streeter, The Four Gospels: A Study of Origins (London: Macmillan, 1964) 434; 

Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 421.  

33 Hengel, The Johannine Question, 28; Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 422–423. 
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Papias’ Elder is possibly also to be identified with “the Elder” who claimed 

authorship of the second and third letters of John (2 John 1; 3 John 1):34 both are 

referred to as “the Elder” without any need of further clarification and both are 

associated with the name of John; furthermore, as von Wahlde notes with respect to the 

author of 2 and 3 John, “Papias’ ‘John the Elder’ is the only individual figure identified 

as ‘the Elder’ in the first two centuries of the Christian era.”35 Nevertheless, while 

Papias is said to have made citations “from John’s former letter” (ἀπὸ τῆς Ἰωάννου 

προτέρας ἐπιστολῆς), that is, from 1 John (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.17), his 

familiarity with 2 and 3 John cannot be demonstrated.36  

Furthermore, many scholars consider it unlikely that Papias would have repeated 

the name of John twice in his list, had he only had one John in mind.37 According to 

Charles, Papias “carefully distinguishes” the two.38 Munck says it would be “unnatural” 

for Papias to refer to the same John twice in this way, with barely more than a line’s 

interval between them.39 Barclay similarly considers it “barely conceivable and highly 

improbable” that Papias spoke only of one John,40 and Schoedel views it as “very 

doubtful”.41 Cullmann, affirms that “there is certainly a distinction here between two 

Johns”,42 while Hengel states that the two Johns are for Papias, “zwei verschiedene 

                                                 
34 Charles, Revelation, vol. 1, xliii; Georg Strecker, The Johannine Letters: A Commentary on 1, 2, and 3 

John, trans. Linda M. Maloney (Hermeneia; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1996) xxxviii; Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 422; 

Urban C. von Wahlde, The Gospel and Letters of John, vol. 3 (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2010) 434. This is rejected 

by John Painter, 1, 2, and 3 John (SP 18; Collegeville, Minn.: Michael Glazier, 2008) 339. 

35 Von Wahlde, The Gospel and Letters of John, vol. 3, 434. 

36 The words “former letter”, which presupposes at least one other Johannine letter, may have been 

Eusebius’ rather than Papias’. The Muratorian Canon, which many consider to be dependent upon Papias (see Chapter 

7) does speak of John’s “letters” (l. 20). 

37 See, I. Howard Marshall, The Epistles of John (NICNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1978) 44. 

38 Robert Henry Charles, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Revelation of St. John, vol. 1 (ICC; 

New York: Scribner, 1920) xliii. 

39 Johannes Munck, “Presbyters and Disciples of the Lord in Papias,” HTR 52 (1959) 238. 

40 William Barclay, Introduction to John and the Acts of the Apostles (Philadelphia: Westminster, 1976) 89. 

41 Schoedel, “Papias,” in ABD 5:141. 

42 Oscar Cullmann, The Johannine Circle, trans. John Bowden (London: SCM, 1976) 69. 
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Personen”.43 For Ratzinger, the Elder is “evidently not the same as the Apostle”44, and 

Gathercole accepts that Papias’ distinction “is on the surface fairly clear”.45  

Even some scholars favourable to the traditional view have conceded that Papias 

spoke of two Johns. Westcott, the textual critic and staunch defender of the Zebedean 

authorship of the Fourth Gospel, referred to it as “the natural interpretation” of Papias’ 

words.46 According to Lightfoot, “We must accept the distinction” between the two, 

despite its inconvenience.47 Beckwith is similarly emphatic: “We are compelled to 

accept” the separate historical existence of the second John.48 Brown concedes that 

attempts to identify Papias’ two Johns as the same person “seem forced”,49 while Bruce, 

who views the question as an open one, nevertheless admits that interpreting Papias as 

speaking of only one John requires that he was “expressing himself clumsily”.50  

Baum likewise concedes that it could initially (“zunächst”) be conceivable that 

Papias used the title of “the Elder” to distinguish the two named John, which he 

disregards only on the basis of his identification of Papias’ elders with the apostles, 

arguing that since the first John was also an elder (according to his interpretation), the 

title would fail as a distinguishing attribute.51  

Thus, the view that Papias spoke of only one John requires both an identification 

of the elders with the apostles which was unknown to two early readers of Papias, and 

an unlikely construction of Papias’ words, which even some proponents of the 

traditional view have rejected as improbable.   

                                                 
43 Hengel, Die johanneische Frage, 79. 

44 Joseph Ratzinger, Jesus of Nazareth: The Infancy Narratives, trans. Philip J. Whitmore (New York: 

Doubleday, 2007) 226. 

45 Simon Gathercole, “E pluribus unum? Apostolic Unity and Early Christian Literature,” in The Enduring 

Authority of the Christian Scriptures, ed. D. A. Carson (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2016) 436. 

46 Westcott, Canon of the New Testament, 76 n. 3. 

47 Lightfoot, Supernatural Religion, 144. 

48 Isbon Thaddeus Beckwith, The Apocalypse of John (New York: Macmillan, 1919) 366. 

49 Raymond E. Brown, The Gospel According to John (I–XII): Introduction, Translation, and Notes (AB 29; 

New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 2008) xci.  

50 F. F. Bruce, “St John at Ephesus,” BJRL, 60 (1978) 350.  

51 Baum, “Papias und der Presbyter Johannes,” 29. Baum’s other objections against interpreting Papias of 

two Johns are applicable only to Eusebius’ particular interpretation of the passage (discussed in Chapter 5 of this 

study). Eusebius, identifying the Evangelist with the first John, denied an eyewitness status to the second John and 

suggested that both figures lived in Ephesus, to which Baum rightly objects (“Papias und der Presbyter Johannes,” 

26–27). 
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Papias and the Elder 

 

 

According to Eusebius, Papias had claimed to have been a hearer of Ariston and John 

the Elder. He adds: “In fact (γοῦν)52, mentioning them by name frequently, he puts their 

traditions in his writing” (Hist. eccl. 3.39.7). As Hengel observes, the fact that Papias 

had mentioned the Elder more frequently than others and even heard him himself 

personally is best explained on the supposition that the Elder taught in Asia Minor.53  

This would likewise account for how travellers to Hierapolis had reported on his words. 

Whether Eusebius had any specific information concerning the Elder’s place of 

residence is unknown, though he does associate him with Ephesus by suggesting that he 

was buried at one of two memorials in the city associated with the name of John (Hist. 

eccl. 3.39.5–6).   

 

 

Correlating Papias’ Johns with the Evangelist 

 

 

Papias distinguishes what Andrew, Peter and the rest had said (εἶπεν), and what Aristion 

and John the Elder were saying (λέγουσιν) at the time of his enquiries. This change in 

tense suggests that he divided the disciples into those who were dead at the time of these 

enquiries and those who were still alive.54 However, if the prominent apostles had 

already died, he could not have made his enquiries much earlier than the last quarter of 

the first century. On the other hand, if two eyewitness disciples of Jesus were still alive, 

                                                 
52 For the translation of γοῦν in Eusebius as “in fact” rather than “at least”, see Chapman, John the 

Presbyter, 28–30; cf. Hengel, The Johannine Question, 22; Paul Trebilco, The Early Christians in Ephesus from Paul 

to Ignatius (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2007) 250–251. 

53 Hengel, The Johannine Question, 22; Die johanneische Frage, 92. 

54 Barclay, Introduction to John, 44; C. K. Barrett, The Gospel According to St. John (2nd ed.; Philadelphia: 

Westminster, 1978) 107–108; Marshall, The Epistles of John, 43; Hengel, The Johannine Question, 27; Carson, John, 

70; Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee, 110; C. Clifton Black, Mark: Images of an Apostolic Interpreter 

(Minneapolis: Fortress, 2001) 87; Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 17; Brown, John, xci. 
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he could not have made them much later than the end of the first century.55 Probably 

Papias made his enquiries sometime in the period 75–100 C.E. Agreeable to this is 

Papias’ claim that he had personally known the daughters of the Apostle Philip, who 

were said to have resided with their father in Hierapolis (Fragment 3.9 = apud Eusebius, 

Hist. eccl. 3.39.8–9). As Körtner notes, this could not have occurred much later than the 

early second century.56  

These chronological markers pertaining to the Apostle and the Elder correlate 

with those of the Apostle and the Evangelist of other sources. Thus, Clement (c. 150 – c. 

215), bishop of Alexandria recorded that the ministry of the apostles (he seems to refer 

to the Twelve and Paul) had been accomplished in the time of Nero (r. 54–68 C.E) 

(Strom. 7.17). Presumably he held that the twelve apostles, including John, had died 

before 68.57 He made the Evangelist, however, to have lived past Nero’s death (Quis div. 

42). 

Similarly, Chrysostom (c. 346–407), bishop of Constantinople, related that the 

Jewish war against the Romans (66–70 C.E.) occurred “after the death of the apostles” 

(τελευτησάντων τῶν ἀποστόλων) (Hom. Act. 11:19).58 Elsewhere, however, he makes 

the Evangelist John to have lived after the destruction of Jerusalem (Hom. Matt. 24:16–

18). As was common by the end of the fourth century, Chrysostom identified the 

Evangelist with the son of Zebedee (Hom. Matt. 24:16–18); he may have been unaware 

of these inconsistencies or confused by them (cf. Chrysostom’s apparent uncertainty as 

to whether John/Mark was John the Evangelist, discussed in Chapter 9). 

Papias’ probable placement of the Elder’s activities in the late first century 

agrees with the chronological notices concerning John the Evangelist made by Irenaeus 

and Eusebius. Thus, Irenaeus placed John’s death in Trajan’s reign (98–117) (apud 

Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.23.4 = Irenaeus, Haer. 2.22.5), and Eusebius, in his Chronicle, 

placed the Evangelist’s death in the third year of Trajan (c. 100).59  

                                                 
55 Cf. Charles Fox Burney, The Aramaic Origin of the Fourth Gospel (Oxford: Clarendon, 1922) 135; 

Körtner, Papias von Hierapolis, 225. MacDonald places the terminus ante quem for their deaths at 90 C.E. (Two 

Shipwrecked Gospels, 47). 

56 Körtner, Papias von Hierapolis, 225. 

57 This is the view of Charles (Revelation, vol.1, xlvi). 

58 Translated by the author from PG 60:194. 

59 August Helm, Die Chronik des Hieronymus (Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1956) 193. Eusebius later changes 

his mind about Papias being a hearer of John (see Chapter 5). 
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These chronological observations are consistent with an identification of the 

Elder and the Evangelist but throw doubt on the supposition that the Apostle was 

identified with the Evangelist in early Christian sources.   

 

 

The Deaths of the Apostle and the Evangelist 

 

 

Correlations with respect to the deaths of the Apostle and Evangelist point in the same 

direction. Irenaeus states that John remained alive until the reign of Trajan (Irenaeus, 

Haer. 2.22.5; apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.23.4), and John’s longevity, together with 

Irenaeus’ silence concerning a martyrdom, are usually taken as reasonable indications 

that Irenaeus held the Ephesian John to have died peacefully.60 A clearer tradition of the 

Evangelist’s peaceful death informs the second- or third-century61 Acts of John (§§ 111–

115) and the late fourth- or early-fifth century62 Monarchian Prologue to John, which 

both relate how John lay himself in his grave near Ephesus and expired.  

Another early source of the Evangelist’s peaceful death is found in the possibly 

third-century Harris fragments, in which John is depicted as contrasting his peaceful 

death with Polycarp’s martyrdom: “Since the Lord granted to me [i.e. John] that I die| on 

my bed, it is necessary that you [i.e. Polycarp]| die by the law||[co]urt, so that an 

equilibrium might| [---]|.”63 

While early sources seem to have assumed that John the Evangelist died 

peacefully in his old age, around the turn of the second century, statements attributed to 

Papias claim that John the Apostle was martyred. These statements are contained in two 

fragments published during the nineteenth century. The first, from the Chronicle of 

George the Sinner, is found in Codex Coislinianus 305, possibly from the ninth 

                                                 
60 Barrett, St. John, 104; W. D. Davies and D. C. Allison, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the 

Gospel according to Saint Matthew, vol. 3 (ICC; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1997) 91; cf. Baum, “Papias und der 

Presbyter Johannes,” 35. 

61 See Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 463. 

62 So, e.g., Orchard and Riley, The Order of the Synoptics, 208; Geoffrey M. Hahneman, The Muratorian 

Fragment and the Development of the Canon (OThM; Oxford: Clarendon, 1992) 107. H. A. G. Houghton places them 

in the late fourth century (The Latin New Testament: A Guide to its Early History, Texts, and Manuscripts [New 

York: Oxford University Press, 2016] 157). 

63 Weidmann, Polycarp and John, 47; cf. 74. 
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century.64 The twenty-six or so other copies of Hamartolos’ Chronicle relate John’s 

death as follows: 

 

And after Domitian, Nerva reigned one year, who, having recalled John from the 

island, released him to dwell in Ephesus. He alone then remained alive of the 

twelve disciples, and, having written his Gospel, he fell asleep in peace (ἐν 

εἰρήνῃ ἀνεπαύσατο).65  

 

Instead of, “he fell asleep in peace”, Coislinianus 305 reads, “he was deemed 

worthy of martyrdom” (μαρτυρίου κατηξίωται), and continues: 

 

For Papias, the bishop of Hierapolis, having been an eyewitness of him [i.e. 

John], says in the second book of his Dominical Sayings that he was killed by the 

Jews, having clearly fulfilled, along with his brother, Christ’s prediction 

concerning them and their own confession and assent concerning this. For after 

the Lord said to them, “Are you able to drink the cup that I am drinking?”, and 

after they readily assented and agreed, he says: “You will drink my cup and be 

baptized with the baptism that I am being baptized with.” And reasonably so, for 

God cannot lie. And so also the much-learned Origen confirms in his 

interpretation of the Gospel according to Matthew, how that John was martyred 

(μεμαρτύρηκεν), indicating that he had learned it from the successors of the 

apostles. And indeed the very-learned Eusebius in his Ecclesiastical History also 

says: “Thomas obtained Parthia by lot, but John Asia, and having spent his life 

there, he died in Ephesus” (Fragment 6).66 

 

In this longer account, Hamartolos, who takes the Apostle and Evangelist to be 

one and the same person, attempts to reconcile Papias’ martyrdom tradition with that of 

the Evangelist’s long life by placing it during John’s old age.67  

                                                 
64 See F. F. Bruce, The Book of the Acts (NICNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1988) 233. 

65 Translated from PG 14:1532. 

66 Author’s translation. 

67 Cf. Schoedel, Polycarp, 120–121. Charles E. Hill similarly suggests the possibility of reconciling 

Irenaeus and Papias in this way (From the Lost Teaching of Polycarp [Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2006] 175–176). 
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Morris discounts the evidence of this fragment by objecting that someone other 

than Hamartolos might have written it,68 but it is unclear how this would invalidate the 

citation. In any case, Baum thinks that Coislinianus 305 is likely the oldest manuscript 

of Hamartolos’ work,69 and Dmitry Afinogenov, who specializes in Byzantine literature, 

has suggested this manuscript may even represent the “first and genuine version” of 

Hamartolos’ chronicle.70 Barclay, who rejects the tradition of John’s early martyrdom, 

admits that “it is the best manuscript”, and he suggests that copyists were puzzled by the 

reference to his martyrdom and edited the text.71  

 

 

Philip of Sidé 

 

 

The second fragment, from a seventh- or eight-century epitome of Philip of Sidé’s 

History (published in thirty-six volumes between 434 and 43972) relates the following:  

 

Papias says in his second book that John the Theologian and James his brother 

were killed by the Jews. The aforesaid Papias recorded, on the authority of the 

daughters of Philip, that Barsabbas, who was also called Justus, drank the poison 

of a snake in the name of Christ when put to the test by the unbelievers and was 

protected from all harm. He also records other amazing things, in particular one 

about Manaim’s mother, who was raised from the dead. As for those who were 

raised from the dead by Christ, he states that they survived until the time of 

Hadrian (Fragment 5 [Holmes]). 

 

                                                 
68 Leon Morris, Studies in the Fourth Gospel (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1969) 281. 

69 Baum, “Papias und der Presbyter Johannes,” 36. 

70 Dmitry Afinogenov, “The Story of the Patriarch Constantine II of Constantinople in Theophanes and 

George the Monk: Transformations of a Narrative,” in History as Literature in Byzantium: Papers from the Fortieth 

Spring Symposium of Byzantine Studies, University of Birmingham, April 2007, ed. Ruth Macrides (SPBS 15; 

Farnham, UK: Ashland, 2010) 208. 

71 Barclay, Introduction to John, 35. 

72 Hengel, The Johannine Question, 158 n. 121. 



18 

 

A textual relationship between the two fragments is suggested by their shared 

features: both have ἐν τῷ δευτέρῳ λόγῳ, using λόγος rather than βιβλίον; both refer to 

Papias’ book as κυριακὰ λόγια rather than λογίων κυριακῶν ἐξηγήσεις;73 and both have 

ὑπό Ἰουδαίων ἀνῃρέθησαν, or ἀνῃρέθη.74 Possibly Hamartolos was reliant upon Philip’s 

History;75 possibly he shares with it a common source.76  

In the passage, Philip alludes to Eusebius’ statement that the millennial views of 

Irenaeus and others were derived from Papias (cf. Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.13), but he 

seems to have supplemented the account by drawing independently from a Papian 

source,77 specifically citing Papias’ second book (which Eusebius does not do) and 

recording additional details not found in Eusebius, such as the name of the person said 

by Philip’s daughters to have been raised from the dead.  

The worth of Philip’s account has sometimes been called into question. Lightfoot 

thus speaks of him as a “careless writer”, noting that he makes Pantaenus the pupil of 

Clement and claims that Athenagoras’ Apology was addressed to Hadrian and Antoninus 

rather than Aurelius and Commodus.78 Beckwith claims, on the basis of the later reports 

of the historians Socrates of Constantinople (“Scholasticus”) (c. 380–after 439) and 

Photius (c. 810–c. 893), that he was “notoriously inaccurate”.79 Schoedel calls him a 

“blunderer” because he mixed up Papias and Quadratus (concerning which, see above) 

and on the basis of Photius’ estimation.80 But Shanks notes that while Photius was 

uncomplimentary in his critique of Philip, he criticized him “for being verbose, pedantic, 

diffuse, disorganized, and boring” rather than for being inaccurate,81 and Socrates 

criticized him for elucidating on too many fields instead of focusing on church history.82  

                                                 
73 Beckwith, The Apocalypse of John, 382; Schoedel, Polycarp, 120. 

74 Beckwith, The Apocalypse of John, 382. 

75 Beckwith, The Apocalypse of John, 382; M.-É. Boismard, Le martyre de Jean l'apôtre (CRB 35; Paris, 

Gabalda, 1996) 56. 

76 Schoedel notes both possibilities (Polycarp, 120). 

77 Ulrich Huttner, Early Christianity in the Lycus Valley, trans. David Green (AJEC 85; Leiden: Brill, 2013) 

206. 

78 Joseph B. Lightfoot, Biblical Essays (London: Macmillan, 1893) 95. 

79 Beckwith, The Apocalypse of John, 384. 

80 Schoedel, Polycarp, 119–120. 

81 Shanks, Papias and the New Testament, 217, citing Photius, Bibliothèque, 1.20–21.  

82 Shanks, Papias and the New Testament, 217, citing NPNF 2 2.168. 
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Oberweis on the other hand has noted the accuracy of Philip’s quotations from 

Chrysostom, Theodore of Alexandria and Pierius.83 Indeed, Kelhoffer argues that 

Philip’s account may preserve Papias’ words more closely than Eusebius’, noting that 

where Eusebius records that Barsabbas drank “a noxious drug” (Hist. eccl. 3.39.9), 

Philip claims that Barsabbas ingested snake poison; he suggests that Eusebius, knowing 

that snake poisons are only lethal if delivered into the blood stream by a bite and not 

ingestion, clarified the account to preserve the miraculous element.84  

While many accept that Papias spoke of John’s martyrdom,85 others have 

questioned it on the basis that Eusebius would not have ignored John’s martyrdom had it 

been found in Papias.86 However, Eusebius was not averse to passing over evidence 

irreconcilable with his own historical reconstructions.87 He could hardly have not been 

aware of the tradition, which was well-represented in the sources before him 

(concerning which, see below); he presumably did not draw any attention to it because 

he identified the Apostle and Evangelist and privileged the tradition of John’s peaceful 

death in old age for his narrative (see Chapter 5). Indeed, he demonstrates his familiarity 

with Clement of Alexandria’s Stromata (Hist. eccl. 3.29–30), in which Clement claimed 

that the ministry of the apostles (Paul and the Twelve) ended with Nero (Strom. 7.17; 

see above), yet he makes no mention of this. He likely regarded the martyrdom tradition 

as nothing more than one of Papias’ mythical tales (Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.12).88  

 

                                                 
83 Michael Oberweis, “Das Papias-Zeugnis vom Tode des Johannes Zebedäi,” NovT 38 (1996) 283; cf. 

Boismard, Le Martyre, 57. 

84 James A. Kelhoffer, Miracle and Mission: The Authentication of Missionaries and Their Message in the 

Longer Ending of Mark (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2000) 437–443. 

85 John J. Gunther, “The Elder John: Author of Revelation,” JSNT 11 (1981) 178–179; Ernst Haenchen, 

John: A Commentary on the Gospel of John, Chapters 1–6, trans. Robert W. Funk (Hermeneia; Philadelphia: Fortress 

Press, 1984) 10; Hengel, The Johannine Question, 21; 158 n. 121b; James H. Charlesworth, The Beloved Disciple: 

Whose Witness Validates the Gospel of John? (Valley Forge, Penn.: Trinity Press, 1995) 240; Boismard, Le Martyre, 

57; Strecker, The Johannine Letters, 14 n. 30. 

86 J. H. Bernard, “The Traditions as to the Death of John,” ICQ 1 (1908) 57; Baum, “Papias und der 

Presbyter Johannes,” 35; Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee, 155.  

87 Hengel, The Johannine Question, 21; Richard Bauckham, The Testimony of the Beloved Disciple: 

Narrative, History, and Theology in the Gospel of John (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2007) 57–58; Eugenia Scarvelis 

Constantinou, Guiding to a Blessed End: Andrew of Caesarea and His Apocalypse Commentary in the Ancient 

Church (Washington, DC: Catholic University of America Press, 2013) 29–30. 

88 H. Latimer Jackson, The Problem of the Fourth Gospel (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1918) 

145 n. 3. 
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The Martyrdom Tradition in Other Early Writings 

 

 

The Apostle’s martyrdom is widely attested in early sources. According to the Gospels 

of Matthew and Mark, Jesus prophesied to the sons of Zebedee that they would drink his 

cup and be baptized with his baptism (Matt 20:23; Mark 10:39). This is often understood 

as a reference to martyrdom.89 Baptism was considered a metaphor of death, a picture of 

being buried (cf. Rom 6:4; Col 2:12–13), and the Markan passage was utilized by Cyril 

of Jerusalem (fourth century) in support of the belief that someone confessing the faith 

as a martyr could be considered baptized, even if this person had not yet received water 

baptism.90 Thus, quoting Mark 10:38, Cyril states, “for the Savior calls martyrdom a 

baptism” (cat. 3.10).91 

The metaphor of drinking the cup is used elsewhere in the Gospels specifically 

of Jesus’ death (Matt 26:39, 42; Mark 14:36; Luke 22:42; John 18:11; Luke 12:50). The 

association of the cup with death is also found in the Martyrdom of Isaiah, in a section 

probably dating to the first century C.E. or earlier, in which Isaiah, who is about to be 

cut in half, is depicted as warning the prophets to flee in order that they may not share 

his fate: “Go to the district of Tyre and Sidon, because for me alone the LORD has mixed 

the cup” (Mart. Isa. 5.13, trans. OTP 1:164). The perhaps fourth-century Targum Neofiti 

similarly speaks of “the sons of man who die and taste the cup of death” (Tg Neof. Deut 

32:1).92 Possibly the prophecy of Jesus is alluded to in the third-century Martyrdom of 

Polycarp, in which Polycarp is recorded as saying: “I bless you that you have made me 

worthy of this day and hour, to receive a part among the number of the martyrs in the 

cup of Christ (ἐν τῷ ποτηρίῳ τοῦ Χριστοῦ)” (Mart. Pol. 14.2).93  

                                                 
89 See, e.g., Francis Pritchett Badham, “The Martyrdom of St. John,” AJT 3 (1899) 731; Charles, Revelation, 

vol. 1, xlv; Haenchen, John: A Commentary, 10; Boismard, Le Martyre, 9–10, 78; Ulrich Luz, Matthew 8–20, trans. 

James E. Crouch (Hermeneia; Minneapolis: Fortress, 2001) 543; Sean McDowell, “A Historical Evaluation of the 

Evidence for the Death of the Apostles as Martyrs for their Faith,” (Ph.D. dissertation, Southern Baptist Theological 

Seminary, 2014) 246–251, esp. 248–249. 

90 Henry Barclay Swete, ed., The Gospel according to St. Mark: The Greek Text with Introduction, Notes 

and Indices (London: Macmillan, 1898) 237–238. 

91 Translated by the author from the Greek text in Swete, The Gospel according to St. Mark, 237. 

92 Martin McNamara, Targum Neofiti 1: Deuteronomy (ArBib 5; Collegeville, Minn.: The Liturgical Press, 

1997) 147. 

93 Translated by the author from the Greek text in Holmes, The Apostolic Fathers, 238. 
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 Jesus’ words were also understood as a literal prediction of martyrdom by some 

early interpreters. The North African work, De rebaptismate, traditionally attributed to 

Cyprian, thus records (c. 250): 

 

He said to the sons of Zebedee: “Are you able?” For he knew the men had to be 

baptized, not only in water, but in their own blood (De Rebapt. 13).94 

 

Likewise, the late fourth-century patriarch Chrysostom, discussing Matt 20:23, wrote:  

 

He prophesied many good things for them; that is, “you will be counted worthy 

of martyrdom, and suffer those things that I suffer: you shall end your life (τὴν 

ζωὴν καταλύσετε) in a violent death (βιαίῳ θανάτῳ), and share with me in those 

things. (Hom. Matt. 20:23)95 

 

Aphrahat, the patriarch of Nineveh, also spoke of John’s literal martyrdom in a homily 

delivered around 344: 

 

Great and excellent is the martyrdom of Jesus. … After Him was the faithful 

martyr Stephen, whom the Jews stoned. Simon also and Paul were perfect 

martyrs. And James and John walked in the footsteps of their Master Christ. … 

Also others of the apostles thereafter in diverse places confessed and proved 

themselves true martyrs (Aphrahat, Dem. 21.23).96 

 

Those favouring the traditional narrative, which maintains the tradition of John’s 

peaceful death in old age, often interpret Jesus’ prophecy non-literally, as amounting to 

nothing more than a prediction of suffering.97. This approach is already found in Jerome 

                                                 
94 See Charles, Revelation, vol. 1, xlviii; cf. Robert Eisler, The Enigma of the Fourth Gospel (London: 

Methuen, 1938) 64; Barclay, Introduction to John, 31. 

95 Translated from PG 58:620; cf. Charles, Revelation, vol.1, xlvii; Boismard, Le Martyre, 51. 

96 Cited by Charles, Revelation, vol.1, xlviii; cf. Eisler, Enigma, 64; Jean Colson, L’énigme du Disciple que 

Jésus aimait (ThH 10; Paris: Beauchesne, 1969) 74–75; Boismard, Le Martyre, 52. 

97 Davies and Allison, Matthew, 89; Guthrie, New Testament Introduction, 273; R. T. France, The Gospel of 

Mark: A Commentary on the Greek Text (NIGTC; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2002) 416; cf. Günther Zuntz, “Papiana,” 

ZNW 82 (1991) 242–245. 
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(347–420), who argued that John “did not lack the spirit of martyrdom” since he was 

said to have been placed in a vat of burning oil and thereafter sent to the island of 

Patmos.98 Morris goes so far as to dismiss any argument for John’s martyrdom from 

Jesus’ words as “worthless”,99 while McDowell, who favours the dominant tradition of 

John’s peaceful death, nevertheless acknowledges that “the natural reading of this 

passage” is as a prediction of martyrdom.100 

According to others, the martyrdom tradition arose exegetically from the 

prophecy.101 This argument (which concedes that the prophecy is naturally understood 

of literal martyrdom) does not account for Papias’ claim that John was killed by the 

Jews, or for the placement of the martyrdom in Jerusalem in some of the martyrologies 

(see below). 

 

 

Heracleon 

 

 

A fragment from the Valentinian teacher Heracleon (c. 170) preserved by Clement of 

Alexandria in his Stromata, mentioned above, states: “Matthew, Philip, Thomas, Levi 

and many others” escaped public confession of Christ (Strom. 4.9).102 As Charles notes, 

the name of John is conspicuous by its absence.103 Morris objects that Heracleon was 

writing of those who confessed before authorities, irrespective of whether they were 

consequently martyred,104 but this is incorrect, as Heracleon speaks of those who 

“confessed the confession of the voice and departed (ἐξῆλθον).”105 

                                                 
98 Jerome, Comm. Matt. 20.23; Latin text in D. Hurst and M. Adriaen, eds., Commentariorum in 

Matheum libri IV (CCSL 77; Turnhout, 1969) 178. 

99 Morris, Studies, 282. 

100 McDowell, “A Historical Evaluation,” 251. 

101 Brown, John, lxxxix; Barrett, St. John, 104; Davies and Allison, Matthew, 91 n. 39. 

102 Translated from the Greek text in Otto Stählin, ed., Clemens Alexandrinus, vol. 2: Stromata 1–6 

(GCS; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1906), and so hereafter. 

103 Charles, Revelation, vol.1, 47; cf. Badham, “The Martyrdom of St. John,” 731.  

104 Morris, Studies, 282. 

105 Cf. Edwin A. Abbott, The Fourfold Gospel: Introduction (Cambridge: University Press, 1913) 168 n. 1. 

The ANF translation inexplicably fails to translate this passage correctly, turning Heracleon’s statement that “not all 

those being saved confessed by the mouth and departed, of whom are Matthew, etc” (οὐ γὰρ πάντες οἱ σῳζόμενοι 
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The Acts of Andrew 

 

 

In the Acts of Andrew, perhaps written c. 200, Peter and John (who is not further 

identified) are depicted as appearing to Andrew in a vision (§ 20). In the account, Peter 

had already died, suggesting that the same was probably also true of John, who appears 

in the vision alongside Peter. This text consequently seems to represent a tradition 

according to which John was outlived by at least one other apostle. 

 

 

The Ecclesiastical Calendars 

 

 

The ancient ecclesiastical calendars or martyrologies widely attest the Apostle John’s 

martyrdom. “James and John, the Sons of Thunder” are remembered on 28 December in 

an Armenian martyrology from perhaps as early as the third century,106 and “John the 

Apostle” is recorded for 27 December in a fragment of the Spanish Martyrology of 

Carmona (fifth or sixth century), which is inscribed on a marble column at the church 

Sancta Maria la Mayor.107  

The Syriac martyrology of Edessa, which dates from 411 and is based upon an 

earlier Greek work compiled in Nicomedia, probably in the period 360–375,108 reads for 

27 December:  

 

The first confessor at Jerusalem, Stephen the Apostle, the chief of the confessors. 

John and Jacob, the Apostles, at Jerusalem. In the city of Rome, Paul the 

Apostle, and Simon Cephas, the chief of the Apostles of our Lord. Hermes the 

exorcist became a confessor in the city of Bononia.109  

                                                 
ὡμολόγησαν τὴν διὰ τῆς φωνῆς ὁμολογίαν καὶ ἐξῆλθον, ἐξ ὧν Ματθαῖος, κτλ), to, “for all the saved have confessed 

with the confession made by the voice, and departed. Of whom are Matthew, etc” (ANF 2.422). 

106 See Davies and Allison, Matthew, 91 n. 39; cf. Eisler, Enigma, 60. 

107 Boismard, Le Martyre, 36; cf. Eisler, Enigma, 61.  

108 Boismard, Le Martyre, 21–22. 

109 Translation in William Wright, “An Ancient Syrian Martyrology,” JSL 8 (1866) 423; cf. Boismard, Le 

Martyre, 22. 
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The reference to Jerusalem may situate the place where James and John were 

martyred, as it does with Stephen, and as the reference to Rome does with Paul and 

Peter.110 A ninth-century Sacramentary of Senlis in northern France associates the 

remembrance of John’s martyrdom with the Mount of Olives, possibly reflecting an 

early association of the site with his death or burial: “the sixth kalends (i.e. 27 

December) in the basilica of the Mount of Olives, on the day of birth (natale) of saint 

John, apostle and evangelist”.111 Similarly, the tenth-century Georgian calendar of 

Iovane Zosime remembers John and James on 29 December and refers to a synaxis (a 

liturgy often held the day after the feast day of a saint who is commemorated) on the 

Mount of Olives on the following day.112   

It is sometimes claimed that apostles were commemorated irrespective of 

whether they were martyred,113 but the heading of the entry in the Syriac martyrology 

speaks of the day as that on which they received their crowns.114 Similarly, the Missale 

Gothicum, which is said to have derived much of its practice from Eastern sources, 

specifically speaks of the day of the death (Latin, natal) of the apostles John and James 

as 27 December.115  

The calendar of Carthage (c. 505) may exhibit an attempt at reconciling the 

martyrdom tradition with that of John’s peaceful death in old age. Instead of referring to 

John the Apostle, it reads for 27 December: “of St. John the Baptist, and of James the 

Apostle, whom (singular, Latin quem) Herod killed.”116 The same martyrology 

remembers John the Baptist on 24 June,117 suggesting that the entry for 27 December 

originally pertained to John the Apostle, as in the other martyrologies.118  

                                                 
110 Boismard, Le Martyre, 27. 

111 Translated by the author from the Latin text as given by C. L. Feltoe, “St John and St James in Western 

‘Non-Roman’ Kalendars,” JTS 40 (1909) 591. 

112 Gérard Garitte, ed., Le calendrier palestino-géorgien du Sinaiticus 34 (Xe siècle) (SH 30; Brussels: 

Société des Bollandistes, 1958) 420–421. Thanks to Dr Daniel Galadza for drawing my attention to this work in 

private correspondence.  

113 J. H. Bernard, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Gospel According to St. John, vol. 1 (ICC; 

New York: Scribner, 1929) xliii; Morris, Studies, 281. 

114 Wright, “An Ancient Syrian Martyrology,” 423. 

115 Feltoe, “St John and St James,” 590. 

116 Translated from the Latin text in Eisler, Enigma, 60; Boismard, Le Martyre, 28. 

117 Eisler, Enigma, 60. 

118 So, Barrett, St. John, 104; contra Guthrie, New Testament Introduction, 274. 
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The sixth-century Hieronymian Martyrology, which was compiled in the sixth 

century from earlier sources,119 removes any reference to the martyrdoms of both John 

and James, reading for 27 December: “The assumption” (assumptio) of John the 

Evangelist; and the ordination of James, brother of the Lord, as bishop”.120  

 

 

Summary 

 

 

The martyrdom tradition, which Morris characterizes as not “very impressive”,121  is far 

from negligible, consisting as it does of Synoptic texts, ecclesiastical calendars and 

important early writings, including Papias. Indeed, it is probably better attested in the 

period before Eusebius than the tradition of the Evangelist’s natural death in old age at 

Ephesus, which has largely been inferred (no doubt correctly) from Irenaeus. 

 

 

The Reception of the Martyrdom Tradition within Scholarship 

 

 

The martyrdom tradition has elicited polarized responses within scholarship. On the one 

hand, Charles considers John’s martyrdom to be a “reasonably established facts of 

history”122 and Boismard thinks it “impossible de douter”.123 In Hengel’s view, the 

tradition seems, “vertrauenswürdiger zu sein, als gemeinhin angenommen wird”,124 

while Charlesworth concludes from the evidence that John was martyred.125 On the 

                                                 
119 Boismard thinks that its principal source was the Greek martyrology used for the Syriac martyrology of 

Edessa (Le Martyre de Jean, 22). 

120 Translated by the author from the Latin text in Bernard, “The Traditions,” 62. The Celtic calendars are 

said to have followed the same reading (Feltoe, “St John and St James,” 592). 

121 Morris, Studies, 280. 

122 Charles, Revelation, vol.1, xlix.   

123 Boismard, Le Martyre, 13. 

124 Hengel, Die johanneische Frage, 88; idem, The Johannine Question, 21; cf. 158–159. 

125 Charlesworth, The Beloved Disciple, 241. 



26 

 

other hand, Bernard dismisses the martyrdom tradition as “completely untrustworthy”126 

and Guthrie as “purely legendary”.127  

Scepticism towards the martyrdom tradition often seems to have more to do with 

the presuppositions carried into the discussion than with the actual weakness of the 

evidence. The existence of two traditions of the death of John, pertaining to the Apostle 

and Evangelist respectively, is not in itself problematic, and it is only the identification 

of the two Johns that necessitates that a choice be made between the two traditions,128 

usually in favour of the tradition of the Evangelist’s peaceful death.129 Thus, Chapman 

dismisses all of the evidence on the basis that “Papias could not possibly have” related 

John’s martyrdom as it would contradict the tradition of his peaceful death130; Barrett 

feels compelled to choose between “the veracity of Irenaeus and Eusebius on the one 

hand, and the intelligence and accuracy of Philip and George on the other.”131 David and 

Allison reject the tradition on the basis that it would “over throw the testimony of 

Irenaeus”,132 and Zuntz similarly objects against the tradition of the early martyrdom 

that the Gospel of John regards the author “als überaus langlebig” and Irenaeus records 

that he lived until Trajan’s time.133  

Another assumption is that John’s martyrdom requires Schwartz’s view that the 

Zebedee brothers’ martyrdom took place at the same time,134 which both Guthrie and 

Crossley raise as an objection, arguing that the Apostle John was still alive several years 

                                                 
126 Bernard, “The Traditions,” 52. 

127 Guthrie, New Testament Introduction, 274. 

128 Thus, Francis J. Moloney accounts for the differing traditions by positing that the Apostle and Evangelist 

were originally distinguished (The Gospel of John [SP 4; Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, 1998] 8). 

129 Interestingly, Boismard affirms the martyrdom tradition and calls the evidence of Irenaeus into question 

(Le Martyre, 77). 

130 Chapman, John the Presbyter, 78. 

131 Barrett, St. John, 104. 

132 Davies and Allison, Matthew, 90–91. 

133 Zuntz, “Papiana,” 246. 

134 Eduard Schwartz,“Über den Tod der Söhne Zebedäi. Ein Beitrag zur Geschichte des 

Johannesevangeliums” (GS 5; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1963) 48–123. 
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after James’ martyrdom (citing Gal 2:9) and that the account of James’ martyrdom (in 

Acts 12:2) does not mention that of John.135 However, this assumption is unnecessary.136  

 

 

Conclusion 

 

 

Papias is probably best understood as speaking of two Johns, the Apostle and the Elder, 

both of whom had been personal disciples of Jesus. While one of these, the Apostle, had 

died before Papias’ time, the other, the Elder, had lived on as Papias’ contemporary. 

Papias’ chronological placement of these two figures corresponds respectively with the 

placement in other sources of the Apostle’s death before 70 C.E. and the Evangelist’s 

activities in the late first century, suggesting the possibility of an identification of the 

Evangelist with Papias’ Elder.  

The view that there was only one famous person named John requires a number 

of strained interpretations of the evidence. First, it must identify Papias’ elders with his 

apostles, contrary to the interpretation of Papias found in two of his earliest readers. 

From this, it must posit that Papias spoken of the same John twice, though it is 

acknowledged that this is not the most natural reading of his words. It must also explain 

away Papias’ statement concerning the Apostle John’s martyrdom. On the other hand, 

the data can be harmonized with little difficulty by positing that the two Johannine 

narratives reflect two separate figures known by the name of John, in accordance with a 

natural reading of Papias’ report.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
135 Guthrie, New Testament Introduction, 274; James G. Crossley, The Date of Mark’s Gospel: Insight from 

the Law in Earliest Christianity (London: T. & T. Clark, 2004) 57. 

136 Hengel, The Johannine Question, 159 n. 121. Hill, noting this, portrays it as something Hengel only 

reluctantly “concedes” (From the Lost Teaching of Polycarp, 175), which is not the case.  
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CHAPTER 2 

APOSTLE, ELDER AND EVANGELIST 

 

 

Within New Testament scholarship, it is generally held that John the Evangelist was 

identified with the Apostle John in early sources. Some claim that this identification 

informs even the earliest sources,1 whereas others hold that the Evangelist came to be 

identified with the Apostle in the second half of the second century,2 possibly for 

apologetic reasons, with the name of the Zebedean John being attached to the Fourth 

Gospel to afford it greater credence.3  

Other scholars, however, have pointed out that early writings do not explicitly 

identify this John as the son of Zebedee, adding that their descriptions often better suit 

an identification of the Evangelist with another John, such as Papias’ John the Elder.4 

This chapter will raise the question of whether Christian sources in the period 

from Papias until the eastern Hippolytus in the early third century likely identified the 

Evangelist with the Apostle John. The evidence for this identification will be seen 

largely to consist of references to the Evangelist as an apostle, which is in itself, it will 

be argued, too ambiguous a basis on which to draw this conclusion. Instead, it will be 

concluded that the evidence in this period is either inconclusive or is more naturally 

understood as presupposing another John, such as Papias’ Elder, as the Evangelist.  

 

 

 

                                                 
1 E.g., John A. T. Robinson, The Priority of John (London: SCM, 1985) 122; Carson, John, 28, 68; Leon 

Morris, The Gospel According to John (NICNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995) 555; Andreas J. Köstenberger, A 

Theology of John’s Gospel and Letters: The Word, the Christ, the Son of God (BTNT; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 

2009) 72, 74. 

2 E.g., Bernard, St. John, vol. 1, xlvi; Barrett, St. John, 124; Haenchen, John: A Commentary, 14, 23; Theo 

K. Heckel, Vom Evangelium des Markus zum viergestaltigen Evangelium (WUNT 120; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 

1999) 247; Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee, 123, 131; George R. Beasley-Murray, John (2nd ed.; WBC 36; 

Dallas: Word, 2002) lxvii, lxviii. 

3 John J. Gunther, “Early Identifications of the Author of the Johannine Writings,” JEH 31 (1980) 413; 

Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee, 131; Francis Watson, Gospel Writing: A Canonical Perspective (Grand Rapids: 

Eerdmans, 2013) 464. 

4 Burney, The Aramaic Origin, 134–141; Colson, L’énigme, 29–63; Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 412–468; 

Trebilco, The Early Christians, 242–258.  
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Papias 

 

 

In comparing the names of the first six disciples (Andrew, Peter, Philip, Thomas, James 

and John) listed by Papias (Fragment 3) with the lists of disciples given in John’s 

Gospel (John 1:35–51; 21:2), Steitz has noted that the order of Papias’ first disciples 

corresponds with the order in which they are introduced in the Fourth Gospel.5 This is 

probably not coincidental,6 and suggests that Papias had John’s Gospel before him.7 The 

only difference is that Nathanael’s name is not given by Papias, possibly because he was 

not one of the Twelve,8 whereas Matthew is mentioned.  

As Bauckham points out, the Apostle John is at the end of the list, corresponding 

to the mention of the Zebedee brothers at the end of John’s Gospel (John 21:2) rather 

than to the earlier mention of the disciple whom Jesus loved (John 13:23), who is later 

identified as the author (John 20:20, 24).9 This suggests that Papias viewed the Apostle 

John as being first introduced only at the end of John’s Gospel, and that he consequently 

did not identify him as the author.10 Bauckham cautions, however, that Papias might 

have combined the lists of disciples in John 1:35–51 and 21:2, with no implications for 

the identity of the Beloved Disciple.11 It has also been suggested that Papias may have 

identified Aristion and John the Elder with the two unnamed disciples of John 21:2.12  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
5 G. E. Steitz, “Die Tradition von der Wirksamkeit des- Apostels Johannes in Ephesus,” TSK 3 (1868) 497. 

6 E.g., Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 417. Jake O’Connell calculates that the chances of this order being 

attributable to chance are at least 720:1 (“A Note on Papias’s Use of the Fourth Gospel,” JBL 129 [2010] 794). 

MacDonald disputes this (Two Shipwrecked Gospels, 17 n. 26). 

7 Cf. Hengel, The Johannine Question, 17–21; Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee, 111–112; Bauckham, 

Eyewitnesses, 417–418. 

8 Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 417 n. 11. 

9 Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 418. 

10 Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 418. 

11 Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 418. 

12 Hengel, The Johannine Question, 19 and Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 419. 
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Ignatius of Antioch 

 

 

Ignatius, bishop of Antioch, wrote letters to seven churches while being led to his 

execution in Rome, c. 107. In the commonly accepted shorter Greek version of his letter 

to the Christians at Ephesus, Ignatius mentions their relationship to Paul (12.2) but says 

nothing about John, even though later writers placed John’s residence in the city. By 

contrast, Ignatius mentions both Peter and Paul in his letter to the Romans (4.3). On 

account of this silence, some have argued that the tradition of John’s Ephesian residence 

is unlikely to have been known to Ignatius.13  

It is difficult to evaluate this argument, since even Paul, whose residence in 

Ephesus is not in doubt, is mentioned only once in the letter, and only then within a 

martyrdom context which might not have been applicable to the John of the Asian 

tradition (Ign. Eph. 12.2).14 Ignatius’ silence may also be mitigated by the possibility 

that it was a secondary John who was associated with the city, such as Papias’ Elder.15 

Perhaps even this John lived under the shadow of Paul’s reputation in the region.  

It is clear from the letter that there was disunity in the church at Ephesus, 

involving polarized views towards the bishop, Onesimus, whose authority was rejected 

by some (Eph. 5.1–3). Trebilco notes that Paul’s memory would have had a unifying 

effect on the church.16 If the tradition of John’s Ephesian residence is reliable, then at 

least one party in the dispute would likely have been claiming his legacy, and such a 

situation might have suggested to Ignatius the expediency of mentioning Paul alone. 

Without knowing more about the situation, it is difficult to evaluate the significance of 

Ignatius’ silence, though in any case it is problematic on the assumption that John the 

Apostle was associated with the city. 

 

 

 

                                                 
13 Barrett, St. John, 102. 

14 Cf. Bernard, St. John, vol. 1, lxxii; Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee, 109; Trebilco, The Early 

Christians, 677–678. 

15 Théodor Keim, Geschichte Jesu von Nazara in ihrer Verkettung mit dem Gesamtleben seines Volkes, vol. 

1 (Zurich: Orell, 1867) 161–164; Streeter, The Four Gospels, 435; Trebilco, The Early Christians, 676. 

16 Trebilco, The Early Christians, 677. 
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Polycarp 

 

 

Polycarp (d. c. 155/6 or 167) was bishop of Smyrna, which was located about thirty-five 

miles north of Ephesus. While nothing has directly survived from him concerning John 

the Evangelist, anecdotes attributed to him have been preserved by Irenaeus, who claims 

to have attended his lectures as a young man. Thus, in his letter to Florinus, an old 

acquaintance who had also lived in Asia in Irenaeus’ youth and who now belonged to 

the Valentinians, Irenaeus recounts his memories of those former times: 

 

For while I was still a boy I knew you in lower Asia in Polycarp’s house when 

you were a man of rank in the royal hall (τῇ βασιλικῇ αὐλῇ) and endeavouring to 

stand well with him. I remember the events of those days more clearly than those 

which happened recently, for what we learn as children grows up with the soul 

and is united to it, so that I can speak even of the place in which the blessed 

Polycarp sat and disputed, how he came in and went out, the character of his life, 

the appearance of his body, the discourses which he made to the people, how he 

reported his intercourse with John and with the others who had seen the Lord, 

how he remembered their words, and what  were the things concerning the Lord 

which he had heard from them, and about their miracles, and about their 

teaching, and how Polycarp had received them from the eyewitnesses of the 

word of life, and reported all things in agreement with the Scriptures (apud 

Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 5.20.6 [Lake, LCL]). 

 

In writing to Florinus, Irenaeus appeals to their joint memory of earlier days 

spent together in Asia Minor. The apologetic nature of this appeal suggests the 

historicity of the account.17 Lightfoot proposes that the royal hall mentioned by Irenaeus 

was the court of Titus Aurelius Fulvus (who later became the emperor Antoninus Pius), 

the proconsul of Asia around the year 136.18 Irenaeus succeeded Pothinus as bishop of 

                                                 
17 Cf. Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee, 126; Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 35, 296. 

18 Lightfoot, Supernatural Religion, 98. For further discussion on this and other possibilities, see Hill, From 

the Lost Teaching of Polycarp, 18–21.  
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Lyon in about 178 and wrote to Victor, bishop of Rome, c. 190,19 so he was likely not 

born much before 120 at the earliest, rendering this a possibility. 

According to Irenaeus, the John known to Polycarp had “seen the Lord”. He also 

records how Polycarp had claimed to have declared all things as one who had received 

them from the eyewitnesses of the word of life (ὡς παρὰ τῶν αὐτοπτῶν τῆς ζωῆς τοῦ 

λόγου παρειληφὼς), where the ὡς plus participle expresses the alleged viewpoint of the 

subject (Polycarp) rather than the writer (Irenaeus). The allusion seems to be to 1 John 

1:1, where the author speaks of himself as one who had heard, seen and touched the 

word of life.20 Polycarp’s familiarity with this letter is attested elsewhere (Pol. Phil 7.1, 

quoting 1 John 4:2–3; 3:8, and possibly 2 John 7).21  

Polycarp had therefore claimed an association with some who had personally 

known Jesus, including John. In agreement with this, Irenaeus states that Polycarp had 

been ordained by apostles in Asia, citing the authority of both the Asian churches and 

Polycarp’s successors (Haer. 3.3.4). He also elsewhere repeats Polycarp’s anecdote of 

having once accompanied John to the baths at Ephesus, where John caught sight of the 

false teacher Cerinthus (Haer. 3.3.4). This further shows that Polycarp had placed his 

association with John in Ephesus: John’s connection with the city was not a later 

deduction from the book of Revelation, as Watson claims,22 but was attested by one who 

had associated with him there (cf. Polycrates’ placement of John’s tomb in the city, 

discussed below).  

Polycarp may have known Aristion also. The late fourth-century Apostolic 

Constitutions (7.46) places a certain Ariston—probably the same as Aristion—in Asia, 

identifying him as the first bishop of Smyrna,23 the city in which Polycarp later became 

bishop.  

Little is known concerning the chronology of Polycarp’s life. According to the 

third-century Martyrdom of Polycarp, Polycarp claimed immediately before his 

                                                 
19 William A. Jurgens, ed., The Faith of the Early Fathers, vol. 1 (Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, 

1970) 84. 

20 Charles E. Hill, The Johannine Corpus in the Early Church (New York: Oxford University Press, 2004) 

109. 

21 Hill discusses other indications suggesting that Polycarp was likely familiar with 2 John 10 (see, The 

Johannine Corpus, 354–355).  

22 Watson, Gospel Writing, 464. 

23 See Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 18. 
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martyrdom to have served Christ for eighty-six years. The value of this for determining 

when Polycarp was born is diminished by the uncertain date of his martyrdom, which is 

variously placed between 155 and 167,24 and by the question of whether Polycarp was 

referring to his age or the number of years from his baptism (the time of which is 

unknown).25 The Life of Polycarp by Ps.-Pionius, written in the third or fourth century, 

relates that Polycarp was adopted as a child and instructed in the Christian faith, but 

nothing is related concerning the time of his baptism. Polycarp consequently may have 

been older than eighty-six at the time of his death.  

The only ancient attestation of Polycarp’s age at death is provided by the Coptic 

Harris fragments, which make him to have been one hundred and four at the time (line 

10).26 While rare in the Roman Empire, centenarians are attested by Pliny (Nat. 7.49), 

though it is questionable whether such ages were recorded or remembered accurately.27 

Nevertheless, the fragments allow the possibility, at least, that Polycarp was born as 

early as the middle of the first century, allowing the further possibility that he had 

known the Evangelist.  

 

 

Justin Martyr 

 

 

Justin Martyr (c. 100–c. 165) was a native of Palestine who seems to have converted to 

Christianity at Ephesus.28 According to Eusebius, he engaged in a discussion in the city 

with a Jew named Trypho (Hist. eccl. 4.18.6), an account of which he later published (c. 

160) while living in Rome. In this work, he attributes the book of Revelation to “an 

apostle of Christ” named John: 

                                                 
24 Hartog, Polycarp's Epistle, 192.  

25 Bart Ehrman, The Apostolic Fathers, vol. 1 (2 vols.; LCL; Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 

2003) 362; Hartog, Polycarp's Epistle, 9–10.  

26 Weidmann, Polycarp and John, 44. 

27 Gardner and Weidemann note the exaggerated number of centenarians represented in Vespasian’s census 

of 72–74 C.E.; see Jane F. Gardner, Thomas Weidemann, The Roman Household: A Sourcebook (Abingdon: 

Routledge, 1991) 86.  

28 See Mikael Tellbe, Christ-Believers in Ephesus: A Textual Analysis of Early Christian Identity (WUNT 

242; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2009) 118 n. 258. 
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A certain man among us (παρʼ ἡμῖν ἀνήρ τις), whose name was John (ᾧ ὄνομα 

Ἰωάννης), one of the apostles of Christ (εἷς τῶν ἀποστόλων τοῦ χριστοῦ), 

prophesied in a revelation given to him that those believing in our Christ would 

accomplish a thousand years in Jerusalem (Dial. 81).29 

 

Justin’s reference to this John as being “among us” (παρʼ ἡμῖν) may suggest that 

he also had resided in Ephesus.30 Justin speaks of him as “a certain man” named John, 

whom he also refers to as “one of the apostles of Christ”. Many have concluded from 

this brief description that Justin was referring to John the son of Zebedee.31 However, he 

does not speak of “the Apostle John” but rather of “a certain man” whose name was 

John. The only limiting factor for identifying this John is that he is said to have been 

“one of the apostles of Christ”, which raises the question of how Justin understood the 

word “apostle”. 

It cannot be demonstrated that Justin limited the word “apostle” to the Twelve.32 

The particular expression, “apostle of Christ”, occurs twice in Paul’s writings, and in 

neither case does it refer to members of the Twelve (1 Thess 2:6 cf. 2 Cor 11:13), 

though it is unclear whether this usage influenced Justin’s terminology. Other writings 

of the era could use the word “apostle” to describe any eyewitness disciple of Jesus. The 

Apostle Paul thus used it of the wider number of eyewitnesses of Jesus (1 Cor. 15:4, 7). 

Barnabas and Paul are spoken of as “apostles” in the book of Acts, though neither were 

of the Twelve (Acts 14:14; cf. 1 Cor. 9:5–6). The book of Revelation, to which Justin 

refers in the context, speaks of the “twelve apostles of the lamb” (Rev 21:14) but also 

seems to assume the existence of apostles in a wider sense (Rev 18:2033; cf. 2:2). The 

Didache (11.4–5) and the Shepherd of Hermas (Sim. 9.15.4) also seem to use the word 

                                                 
29 Translated by the author from Greek text found in Iustini martyris Dialogus cum Tryphone, ed. 

Miroslav Marcovich (PTS 47; Berlin: de Gruyter, 1997) 211. 

30 Brown, John, lxxxix; Tellbe, Christ-Believers in Ephesus, 234. 

31 E.g., Robert H. Mounce, The Book of Revelation (NICNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997) 11; David E. 

Aune, Revelation 1–5 (WBC 52A; Dallas: Word, 1998) li; Ian Boxall, The Revelation of Saint John (BNTC; London: 

Continuum, 2006) 5; Craig R. Koester, Revelation: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (AB 38A; 

New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 2014) 66. 

32 Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 466. 

33 J. Massyngberde Ford, Revelation: Introduction, Translation, and Commentary (AB 38; New Haven, 

Conn.: Yale University Press, 2008) 299. 
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“apostle” in an extended sense. Furthermore, Tertullian (Marc. 4.24) and possibly 

Irenaeus (Haer. 2.21.1)34 employ the word of the seventy disciples sent out by Jesus, 

and a Syriac source quoted by Eusebius similarly speaks of “Thaddeus, an apostle, one 

of the Seventy” (Hist. eccl. 1.13.11, [Lake]).  

Clement uses the word both of the Twelve in particular and in a wider sense, in 

one place referring to Barnabas as an apostle (Strom. 2.6) and in another limiting the 

word to Paul and the Twelve (Strom. 7.17). He elsewhere (Strom. 4.17) refers to 

Clement of Rome as “the Apostle Clement” (ὁ ἀπόστολος Κλήμης); possibly he 

considered him to have been an eyewitness of Jesus’ ministry.  

Since the word “apostle” often has an extended meaning in other sources of the 

time, it is doubtful whether Justin’s reference to “a certain John” as “one of the apostles 

of Christ” can justify the conclusion that the reference must have been to one of the 

Twelve. 

 

 

Melito 

 

 

According to Eusebius, Melito, bishop of Sardis (c. 161–180), wrote a commentary on 

“the Revelation of John” (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 4.26.2), which is no longer extant. 

No further information concerning the identity of the John in question is provided, and 

there are insufficient grounds for listing Melito as a witness to the Zebedean authorship 

of Revelation.35    

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
34 Lorne Zelyck (“Irenaeus and the Authorship of the Fourth Gospel,” in The Origins of the Fourth Gospel, 

ed. Stanley Porter and Hughson T. Ong [Leiden: Brill, 2016] 248–249) argues that Irenaeus does not actually refer to 

the Seventy as apostles. Irenaeus can probably be read either way.   

35 This is done by Mounce, Revelation, 11 n. 54. 
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Theophilus of Antioch 

 

 

Theophilus, bishop of Antioch (c. 169–c. 183), wrote a number of commentaries and 

apologetic works, only one of which, his Apology to Autolycus, has survived. In this 

work, he quotes from the opening words of the Fourth Gospel, attributing them to 

“John”, whom he includes among “all the bearers of the Spirit” (πάντες οἱ 

πνευματόφοροι)” (Autol. 2.22).36  

According to Eusebius, Theophilus also made use of “the Apocalypse of John” 

in his now lost Against the Heresy of Hermogenes” (Hist. eccl. 4.24.1). While this slim 

evidence does not require that Theophilus intended the son of Zebedee as the author of 

Revelation,37 some have nevertheless claimed Theophilus for the traditional view.38   

 

 

Irenaeus 

 

 

Irenaeus was a native of Asia Minor who later settled in Lyon in Gaul, where he wrote 

his monumental work, Against Heresies (c. 185). He was both familiar with Papias’ 

writings (Haer. 5.33.4) and had listened attentively to Polycarp’s lectures as a young 

man in Asia Minor (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 5.20.6). He is also the first extant writer 

to speak of John’s residence in Ephesus (Haer. 3.1.1) and death during the reign of 

Trajan (Haer 3.3.4; apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.23.4; cf. Irenaeus, Haer. 2.22.5; apud 

Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.23.4). 

Irenaeus refers to the Evangelist simply as “John” 34 times, as “John, the 

disciple of the Lord” 19 times and as “the disciple of the Lord” 3 times.39 He also speaks 

of this John as “John, the disciple of the Lord, who also leaned upon his chest” (Haer. 

3.1.1; apud. Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 5.8.4), in reference to the Beloved Disciple of John’s 

                                                 
36 Translated from PG 6:1088. 

37 So, e.g., McDowell, “A Historical Evaluation,” 230. 

38 Carson, John, 26; Mounce, Revelation, 23. 

39 Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 469. 
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Gospel. He elsewhere attributes the Gospel (Haer. 2.2.5), 1 John (Haer. 3.16.5), 2 John 

(Haer. 1.16.3) and Revelation (Haer. 4.20.11) to this John.  

While many claim that Irenaeus identified John the Evangelist with the 

Apostle,40 he does not refer to him as the son of Zebedee or by any other designation 

that would have clearly indicated an identification with the John of the Synoptic 

Gospels.41 Conversely, he mentions John the son of Zebedee five times in connection 

with narratives in the Gospels and Acts (Haer. 2.24.4; 3.12.3 (twice); 3.12.5; 3.15), 

without any allusion to him as the famous Evangelist.42 This undermines the supposition 

that Irenaeus identified the two and throws into doubt Watson’s claim that Irenaeus 

constructed this authorship to lend the Apostle’s authority to the Fourth Gospel.43  

John is referred to as “the apostle” twice, both times in a section of Irenaeus’ 

work in which he refutes the interpretations of the Fourth Gospel found in Ptolemy (fl. c. 

160), a Gnostic teacher and disciple of Valentinus (Haer. 1.9.2, 3). This unique 

designation may reflect Ptolemy’s terminology.44  

Elsewhere in his work, Irenaeus does place John among the apostles, speaking in 

one place of those elders who “saw not only John but other apostles (non solum 

Iohannem, sed et alios apostolos viderunt45)” (Haer. 2.22.5; cf. 3.21.3; 3.5.1; 3.11.9; 

3.3.4). Watson views this as evidence that Irenaeus identified him with the Zebedean 

John, claiming that Irenaeus “barely deviates” from a conception according to which 

there are twelve apostles plus Paul.46 However, Irenaeus did likely speak of the seventy 

disciples as apostles (Haer. 2.21.1). Furthermore, the unlikelihood that Irenaeus so 

confined the meaning of “apostle” is shown by his statement elsewhere that Polycarp 

was instructed by apostles and ordained by them in Asia (Haer. 3.3.4). It is improbable 

                                                 
40 See, e.g., Bernard, St. John, vol. 1, xlviii; Barrett, St. John, 101; Körtner, Papias von Hierapolis, 128; 

Charlesworth, The Beloved Disciple, x; Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee, 124; Craig L. Blomberg, The Historical 

Reliability of John's Gospel: Issues & Commentary (Downers Grove, Ill.: IVP, 2001) 25; Donald A. Carson and 

Douglas J. Moo, An Introduction to the New Testament (2nd ed.; Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2005) 230; Paul N. 

Anderson, The Riddles of the Fourth Gospel: An Introduction to John (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2011) 153–155; 

Watson, Gospel Writing, 464. 

41 Cf. Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 458. 

42 Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 458–459.   

43 Watson, Gospel Writing, 464. 

44 See Hengel, The Johannine Question, 4; Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 461–462. 

45 The Latin and (where extant) Greek text is from S. Irenaei Libros quinque Adversus Haereses, ed. W. 

Wigan Harvey, 2 vols. (Cambridge: Typis Academicis, 1857). 

46 Watson, Gospel Writing, 464 n. 48. 
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that Irenaeus would have believed that Polycarp, who lived past the middle of the 

second century, was instructed by several members of the Twelve and ordained by them 

in Asia, but he might have understood Polycarp to have been ordained by those who 

were apostles in a secondary sense.  

Also arguing against Irenaeus’ identification of the Evangelist with the Apostle 

is his failure to ever refer to him as “John the Apostle”, as might have been expected had 

he identified him as one of the Twelve.47 Indeed, in Irenaeus’ discussion of the four 

Gospels, he speaks of Matthew as “Matthew the Apostle” (3.9.1), of Luke as a “follower 

and disciple of the apostles” (3.10.1) and of Mark as “Peter’s interpreter and follower” 

(3.10.5), clearly differentiating each one; he goes on to speak of “Peter the Apostle” 

(3.12.1) and “Paul the Apostle” (e.g., 3.11.9).48 However, he speaks of John as “the 

disciple of the Lord” (3.11.1). 

Burney suggests that just as Irenaeus’ description of Mark as “Peter’s interpreter 

and follower” (Haer. 3.1.1) was likely dependent on Papias (cf. Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 

3.39.15), so also was his description of John as “the disciple of the Lord”, originating 

with Papias’ reference to “the disciples of the Lord” whose words he enquired after 

(Fragment 1). While the seven disciples mentioned earlier in Papias’ list were also 

referred to as “the disciples of the Lord”, Burney suggests that the title would have 

distinctively designated Aristion and John the Elder, since they were not of the Twelve 

and therefore could not have been referred to as Apostles in the same sense as the others 

on the list.49  By referring to his John as “the disciple of the Lord” rather than as an 

Apostle, Burney concludes that Irenaeus was specifically identifying him with the 

second John, the Elder, and not with the Apostle.50 For this reason, he adds, John is 

never referred to as “John the Apostle” by Irenaeus.51  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
47 Burney, The Aramaic Origin, 140; Bauckham, Testimony, 70; Trebilco, The Early Christians, 253. 

48 Cf. Burney, The Aramaic Origin, 139. 

49 Burney, The Aramaic Origin, 141. 

50 Burney, The Aramaic Origin, 141. 

51 Burney, The Aramaic Origin, 139.  
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John the Elder 

 

 

The suggestion that Irenaeus’ John was Papias’ Elder has been made within 

scholarship.52 While Irenaeus does not explicitly identify the two, he does identify the 

Evangelist as the author of 2 John (Haer. 1.16.3), who introduces himself as “the Elder” 

(2 John 1). Possibly Irenaeus’ failure to use the title of “the Elder” for his John is 

explicable according to Bauckham’s suggestion that this title fell out of use in order to 

maintain the differentiation between John and the second generation of Christian leaders 

in Asia known as “the elders”.53 

Irenaeus’ identification of the Evangelist with the Elder is further suggested by a 

comparison of Irenaeus and Papias. Papias places the Apostle in a previous generation to 

his own and makes himself contemporary with the Elder (Fragment 1), whose “hearer” 

he claimed to be (αὐτήκοος) (Hist. eccl. 3.39.7). According to Irenaeus, however, Papias 

was the “hearer” (ἀκουστής) of John the Evangelist (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.1, 

13 = Irenaeus, Haer. 5.33.4). If Irenaeus, the reader of Papias, made Papias a hearer of 

the Evangelist, while Papias himself claimed only to have been a hearer of John the 

Elder, the simplest conclusion is that Irenaeus identified Papias’ John (the Elder) with 

the Evangelist.54 Nevertheless, to maintain the traditional interpretation, not a few 

scholars have asserted that Irenaeus must have mistakenly made Papias a disciple of 

John.55  

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
52 Colson, L’énigme, 29–34; Gunther, “Early Identifications,” 418–419; Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 458–463; 

Trebilco, The Early Christians, 252–258. 

53 Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 460. 

54 The author later found the same argument in Burney, The Aramaic Origin, 141–142; Rupert Annand, 

“Papias and the Four Gospels,” SJT 9 (1956) 47; A. C. Perumalil, “Papias,” ExpT 85 (1974) 362, 366. 

55 Barrett, St. John, 105; Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee, 109; Hill, From the Lost Teaching of 

Polycarp, 11 n. 24; Watson, Gospel Writing, 465 n. 50.   
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Polycrates 

 

 

In around 190, Polycrates, bishop of Ephesus, wrote to Victor, bishop of Rome, 

concerning a dispute which had arisen between the Christians of Rome and Asia Minor56 

over the correct date for the keeping of Easter: 

 

Therefore, we keep the day without interfering, neither adding or subtracting, for 

in Asia great luminaries (στοιχεῖα) have fallen asleep, who will rise in the day of 

the coming of the Lord, in which he comes with glory from heaven to seek out 

all the holy ones: Philip, of the twelve apostles, who fell asleep in Hierapolis; 

and two of his daughters, who grew old as virgins; and his other daughter who 

rests in Ephesus, having conducted her life in the Holy Spirit; still yet there is 

also John, who reclined on the Lord’s bosom, who was a priest wearing the 

sacerdotal plate (τὸ πέταλον), and a witness (μάρτυς) and teacher. He sleeps in 

Ephesus. There is also Polycarp in Smyrna, both a bishop and a martyr (μάρτυς), 

and Thaseus, both a bishop and martyr (μάρτυς), from Eumenaea, who sleeps in 

Smyrna (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 5.24.2–5).57 

 

Polycrates appealed in support of the Asian practice to the custom of prominent 

Christians who had died in Asia and had kept the feast on the fourteenth of Nisan. The 

reference to their resting places in Hierapolis, Ephesus and Smyrna may have countered 

a claim on Victor’s part that Rome possessed the tombs of Peter and Paul.58  

                                                 
56 The dispute probably involved Asian Christians living in Rome (see Alistair Stewart-Sykes [now Alistair 

C. Stewart], Melito of Sardis: On Pascha [Crestwood, N.Y.: St Vladimir’s Seminary Press, 2001] 85–86). This would 

explain Irenaeus’ statement that previous presbyters had sent the Eucharist to the Asian parishes (apud Eusebius, Hist. 

eccl. 5.24.15), where it is unlikely that it had been sent across the sea. Perhaps Polycrates himself was a bishop of one 

of these parishes in or near Rome, explaining his statement that he was not afraid of Victor’s threats and accounting 

for why he had been commanded to summon all the bishops (i.e. of the Asian churches in and around Rome) (apud 

Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 5.24.7–8). Eusebius states that he was bishop of Ephesus (Hist. eccl. 5.22.1), though this could 

have been mistakenly inferred on the basis that Polycrates acted as the representative of the Asian Christians. 

57 Translated by the author. 

58 So, e.g., Colson, L’énigme, 35; Haenchen, John: A Commentary, 14; Hengel, The Johannine Question, 7. 
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Polycrates speaks of only one famous John at Ephesus; had two lived there, he 

would no doubt have mentioned it. Bernard argues that Polycrates must have had the 

Zebedean John in mind, but this would raise the question of why Polycrates did not also 

mention of John the Elder among the “great lights” who had lived in Asia, which 

Bernard dismisses as an argument based on silence.59  

Polycrates bolsters the reputation of this figure by describing him as having 

leaned on the Lord’s bosom and as a priest wearing the priestly plate, but he does not 

identify him with the Zebedean John. Indeed, while Polycrates refers to Philip as one “of 

the twelve apostles”, he refers to John only as a witness (μάρτυς) and teacher.60 Possibly 

he did not draw attention to John’s status as one of the foremost of the twelve apostles, 

even though it would have been in his apologetic interests to do so, because he did not 

so identify him.61 He also lists Philip of Hierapolis before John, possibly because Philip 

was one of the Twelve, whereas John was not.62  

Hengel notes that the Zebedean John is always named before Philip in the 

Gospels, likewise suggesting that Polycrates’ John was a different one.63 Hill counters 

that Polycrates might have named Philip and John chronologically, with John placed 

second because he died last;64 while possible, the apologetic intent of the letter would 

probably suggest that the most authoritative figure was mentioned first.     

 

 

The Priest Wearing the Πέταλον 

 

 

Polycrates is the first extant writer to describe John as a priest, though there is no hint in 

the New Testament that the Apostle John served in this capacity. Blomberg, who holds 

the traditional identification, admits the difficulty and tries to mitigate it by speculating 

                                                 
59 Bernard (St. John, vol. 1, li) adduces in support the absence of any mention of Apollinaris of Hierapolis, 

who defended the Quartodeciman practice, but as he himself acknowledges, Polycrates spoke of those who had fallen 

asleep in Asia, and Apollinaris might have still been alive at the time (li–lii).  

60 Hengel, The Johannine Question, 7. 

61 Heinrich Karl Hugo Delff, Das vierte Evangelium: ein authentischer Bericht über Jesus von Nazret 

(Husum: Delff, 1890) 8; cf. Smith, The Fourth Gospel, 13. 

62 Burney, The Aramaic Origin, 134; Colson, L’énigme, 36; cf. Hengel, The Johannine Question, 7. 

63 Hengel, The Johannine Question, 7. 

64 Hill, The Johannine Corpus, 119; cf. Bauckham, Testimony, 41.   
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that perhaps Polycrates mistakenly confused the Evangelist with another John.65 

Wenham, on the other hand, tries accommodating Polycrates’ statement to the 

traditional view by suggesting that there is “more than a possibility” that this John 

served as a priest in the temple.66 His basis for this, however, is weak: he notes the 

possibility that Salome, who might have been John’s mother, might also have had some 

Aaronic blood in her veins,67 and he argues that if Zebedee had been a priest, this would 

have made her a suitable wife.68  

The πέταλον seems to refer to the “golden plate” (χρυσοῦν πέταλον) worn by the 

high priest on the Day of Atonement (Exod 28:36, LXX). Bruce understands it 

figuratively, as a reference to John’s apostolic authority,69 and Braun similarly suggests 

it was a rhetorical way of signifying that John was head of the Asian churches.70 Eisler 

on the other hand understood the reference literally, arguing for his identification with 

the high priest Theophilus ben Ananus (37–41).71 Delff, citing the Mishnah, suggested 

that John might have functioned as a temporary high priest on the Day of Atonement, 

for which allowances were made if the actual high priest were unable to perform his 

duties.72 Others have suggested that the plate was worn by ordinary priests73 or by those 

within the priestly aristocracy,74 or perhaps even by members of the high-priestly family 

on solemn occasions.75 

More recently, Bauckham has explained it as an exegetical inference drawn from 

Acts 4:6, where someone named John is mentioned along with other members of the 

                                                 
65 Blomberg, The Historical Reliability, 25–26. 

66 John Wenham, Easter Enigma: Are the Resurrection Accounts in Conflict? (2nd ed., Grand Rapids: 

Baker, 1992) 41. 

67 Wenham reaches this conclusion by identifying Salome (cf. Mark 15:40) as the mother of John and sister 

of Mary the mother of Jesus (Easter Enigma, 34–35). He consequently claims that since Mary was the cousin of 

Elisabeth, a daughter of Aaron (Luke 1:5, 36), Salome might have had some Aaronic connection also (Easter Enigma, 

41). 

68 Wenham, Easter Enigma, 41.   

69 Bruce, “St John at Ephesus,” 343. 

70 François-Marie Braun, Jean le Théologien et son évangile dans l'Église ancienne, vol. 1 (EtB; Paris: 

Gabalda, 1959) 340. 

71 Eisler, Enigma, 39.  

72 Delff, Das vierte Evangelium, 9–10. 

73 Bernard, St. John, vol. 2, 595–596. 

74 Colson, L’énigme, 37.  

75 Sanday, The Criticism of the Fourth Gospel, 103. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/w/index.php?title=Jonathan_ben_Ananus&action=edit
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family of the high priest.76 However, the passage does not identify this John as a high 

priest as such, or refer to the priestly plate. Furthermore, Polycrates likely had an 

apologetic purpose in speaking of the πέταλον: as high priest, John ought to have been 

able to rightly determine the correct observation of the Paschal feast.77 His argument 

would have carried little weight unless he was appealing to a tradition that was known 

and accepted at Rome. A tenuous exegetical inference whose chain of deduction was 

unfamiliar to his readers would probably not have constituted a persuasive argument.  

Whatever the origin of the πέταλον motif (and it will be discussed at length in 

chapter 11), the description of John as a priest seems unlikely (though not impossible) 

for the Zebedean John. 

 

 

John as Witness 

 

 

Lastly, Polycrates speaks of John as a “witness and teacher” (μάρτυς καὶ διδάσκαλος). 

The word μάρτυς may signify either a martyr or a witness; Polycrates’ use is often taken 

in the latter sense78 though some express uncertainty.79 Bauckham, in arguing for the 

meaning of “witness”, notes that Polycarp, along with two other bishops, was referred to 

as ἐπίσκοπος καὶ μάρτυς, with μάρτυς “appropriately placed second in the pair”, 

whereas John is called “ἱερεὺς ... καὶ μάρτυς καὶ διδάσκαλος, where μάρτυς, if it 

referred to his death, would be oddly sandwiched between ἱερεὺς and διδάσκαλος.”80  

Some have seen in this a reference to John’s suffering as a “witness” on the 

island of Patmos81 or to the testimony of the Beloved Disciple in John’s Gospel (John 

21:24).82 B. W. Bacon, however, has suggested that the combination of priest, witness 

                                                 
76 Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 451; Testimony, 50. 

77 So, e.g., Daniel Stökl Ben Ezra, The Impact of Yom Kippur on Early Christianity (WUNT 163; Tübingen: 

Mohr Siebeck, 2003) 256–257. 

78 Colson, L’énigme, 42; Hengel, The Johannine Question, 144 n. 29; Trebilco, The Early Christians, 244 

79 Jackson, The Problem of the Fourth Gospel, 26; Charlesworth, The Beloved Disciple, 240. 

80 Bauckham, Testimony, 40. 

81 Braun, Jean le Théologien, vol. 1, 339. 

82 Bauckham, Testimony, 40.  
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and teacher may recall the work of the Palestinian chronicler Hegesippus,83 who 

published his Memoirs (Ὑπομνήματα), now lost, at Rome, probably sometime in the 

period from 150 C.E. to 180 C.E.,84 or a few decades or so before Polycrates wrote.   

According to Hegesippus, the descendants of Jude presided over the churches as 

“witnesses” and relatives of the Lord until the reign of Trajan (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 

3.20.6), where “witnesses” possibly refers to them as eyewitnesses of Jesus’s ministry. 

Hegesippus also spoke of “false teachers” who became active at that time (apud 

Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.32.8), and he attributed priestly functions to James (apud 

Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 2.23. 5–8).85 Dependence upon Hegesippus would account for 

Polycrates’ apparent expectation that his readers at Rome would be familiar with these 

epithets.   

 

 

Apollonius 

 

 

Apollonius of Ephesus (fl. c. 180–c. 210) is said to have made use of the Revelation of 

John and to have related a tradition that John restored a dead man to life in Ephesus in 

his work (now lost) directed against the Montanists (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 5.18.1, 

14). The extant fragments of Apollonius’ work do not further identify this John. 

 

 

The Muratorian Canon 

 

 

The Muratorian Canon is a list of New Testament canonical books which is partially 

preserved in a manuscript dating from the late seventh or the eighth century, containing 

                                                 
83 Benjamin Wisner Bacon, The Fourth Gospel in Research and Debate: A Series of Essays on Problems 

Concerning the Origin and Value of the Anonymous Writings Attributed to the Apostle John (New York: Moffat, 

1910) 263–264.   

84 John Painter, Just James: The Brother of Jesus in History and Tradition (Edinburgh: Fortress, 1999) 180. 

85 Bacon, The Fourth Gospel, 263–264.   
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a Latin text of poor quality.86 The work was probably originally written in Greek,87 

sometime in the late second or early third century.88 It describes how John came to write 

the Fourth Gospel as follows: 

 

Of the fourth of the Gospels, (the one) of John, one of the disciples (ex 

discipulis). Having been urged by his fellow disciples and bishops, he said, “Fast 

with me today for three days, and if anything is revealed to anyone, let us reveal 

it to each other. On the same night it was revealed to Andrew, one of the apostles 

(ex apostolis), that with everyone reviewing, John should write down all things 

in his own name (ll. 9–16).89 

 

The text goes on to quote from 1 John 1:1, attributing the words to the same John 

and noting from them that he had been an eyewitness of Jesus’ ministry (ll. 26–34).  

Some identify the John of the Muratorian Canon with the Apostle John, the son 

of Zebedee,90 but this has been challenged on the basis of the text’s apparent contrast 

between John as “one of the disciples” (ex discipulis) and Andrew as “one of the 

apostles” (ex apostolis).91 Bauckham suggests that the reference to John as a disciple 

represents Papias’ terminology, who spoke of the eyewitness followers of Jesus as the 

“disciples of the Lord,” and that the text distinguishes John from the Twelve by not 

referring to him as an apostle, as it does with Andrew.92 These claims will be discussed 

in subsequent chapters, and partial support given to Bauckham’s view.93 

                                                 
86 Joseph Verheyden, “The Canon Muratori: A Matter of Dispute,” in The Biblical Canons, ed. J.-M. 

Auwers and H. J. de Jonge (BETL 163; Leuven: Peeters, 2003) 487.  

87 See the discussion in Verheyden, “The Canon Muratori,” 492–493. 

88 For discussion and partial bibliography, see Graham N. Stanton, “The Fourfold Gospel,” NTS 43 (1997) 

321–323; Verheyden, “The Canon Muratori,” 491; Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 425–426. 

89 Translated and numbered according to the corrected Latin text in Alexander Souter, The Text and Canon 

of the New Testament (New York: Scribner, 1913) 208–211, and so hereafter.  

90 Haenchen, John: A Commentary, 14; Culpepper, John, The Son of Zebedee, 129;  

91 Colson, L’énigme, 43; Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 428–429; Trebilco, The Early Christians, 249; 

Ilaria Ramelli, “John the Evangelist's Work: An Overlooked Redaktionsgeschichtliche Theory from the Patristic 

Age,” in The Origins of John’s Gospel, ed. Porter and Ong (Leiden: Brill, 2016) 48. 

92 Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 429.   

93 While it is agreed that the Muratorian Canon’s source (excluding the Andrew anecdote) was Papias (cf. 

Chapter 7) and that Papias distinguished his John from the twelve apostles by referring to him as a disciple, it is not 

agreed that the Muratorian Canon itself, by designating Andrew as an apostle, intended this distinction. On the 
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Tertullian 

 

 

Tertullian (c. 200) refers to the Gospel of John, 1 John, and Revelation as having been 

written by the “apostle John” (apostolus Ioannes) (Marc. 3.8, 14; 4.2, 5; 5.16).94 This is 

often viewed as conclusive evidence that Tertullian identified this John with the 

Zebedean one.95 However, Tertullian did not limit the apostles to the Twelve, referring 

to Jude, the brother of Jesus, as the “apostle Jude” (Iudas apostolos96) (Cult. fem. 1.3).  

Elsewhere, Tertullian speaks of John as the Lord’s most beloved disciple who 

leaned on his chest, the one to whom the Lord pointed out Judas as the traitor and the 

one who was given to Mary as a son in the Lord’s place (Praescr. 22); as with Irenaeus, 

these descriptions are drawn exclusively from John’s Gospel, so that it is difficult to 

determine whether he identified this John with the son of Zebedee.  

Tertullian also associates this John with Asian Minor, making him the founder of 

the episcopal successions of the Asian churches: 

 

We also have John’s foster (alumnas) churches. For even if Marcion rejects his 

Apocalypse, nevertheless the order of the bishops when reckoned to its origin 

will stand on John as the founder (Tertullian, Marc. 4.5).97 

He seems to have had in mind actual episcopal succession records preserved by 

the churches, which even his opponents could verify for themselves, for in another work 

he claims that a written record of Polycarp’s ordination as bishop of Smyrna by John 

still existed in the church’s archives (Praescr. 32). 

                                                 
contrary, Chapter 4 will argue that the Muratorian Canon likely presupposed the identification of the Apostle and 

Evangelist, even if one of its sources (and consequently, some of its terminology) did not. 

94 For the Latin text, see Ernest Evans, ed. and trans., Tertullian: Adversus Marcionem, vol. 1 (Oxford: The 

Clarendon Press, 1972) 246. 

95 So, e.g., Mounce, Revelation, 11; Hill, The Johannine Corpus, 145–146; Ian Boxall, Patmos in the 

Reception History of the Apocalypse (OTRM; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013) 32. 

96 For the Latin text, see Marie Turcan, ed., La toilette des femmes: Introduction, texte critique, traduction, 

et commentaire (SC 173; Paris: Cerf, 1971).  

97 Translated from the Latin text in Aemilianus Kroymann, ed., Tertullianus: Opera I (CCSL 1; Turnhout: 

Brepols, 1954) 551. 
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Tertullian mentions Johns exile (the first extant writer to do so), claiming that 

John, after emerging unharmed from a vat of burning oil at Rome, “is banished to an 

island” (in insulam relegatur)” (Praescr. 36).98 Sanders thinks that Tertullian, with his 

legal training, was aware of the distinction between relegatio and deportatio when he 

wrote relegatur.99 Unlike deportatio, relegatio was generally reserved for the 

honestiores or ruling classes100 and did not involve a forfeiture of property and rights 

(including Roman citizenship).101 Sanders infers from this that John must have been a 

member of the Jewish aristocracy.102 Possibly this is related to Polycrates’ description of 

John as a priest, though in any event, it is not suggestive of the Apostle John.  

Interestingly, William Ramsay draws the “unavoidable conclusion” that 

Tertullian must have been mistaken, and that John must have been sent to the mines 

rather than into banishment, precisely because relegatio “was reserved for persons of 

good standing and some wealth”, adding that it is “utterly impossible” for John (i.e. the 

son of Zebedee) to have been such a person.103 Perhaps, however, it is the assumption 

that this John was the Zebedean one that is mistaken.   

 

 

Clement of Alexandria 

 

 

Clement of Alexandria (c. 150 – c. 215), who studied under the learned Pantaenus in the 

city, credited to “John” quotations from John’s Gospel (Strom. 5.12), 1 John (Paed. 

3.11, 12; Quis div. 37; Strom. 4.16) and Revelation (Strom 6.13). He refers to 1 John as 

                                                 
98 Translated from the Latin text in Kroymann, ed., Tertullianus. 

99 Sanders, “St John on Patmos,” 76.  

100 Joseph N. Sanders, “St John on Patmos,” NTS 9 (1962/1963) 76–77; John Anthony Crook, Law and Life 

of Rome: 90 B.C.-A.D. 212 (London, Thames & Hudson, 1967) 272–273; Leonard L. Thompson, “Ordinary Lives: 

John and his First Readers,” in Reading the Book of Revelation: A Resource for Students, ed. David L. Barr (Atlanta: 

SBL, 2003) 33; Daniel Washburn, Banishment in the Later Roman Empire, 284–476 CE (New York: Routledge, 

2013) 17, 107. 

101 Craig S. Keener, The IVP Bible Background Commentary: New Testament (2nd ed.; Downers Grove, Ill.: 

IVP, 2014) 729; Aune, Revelation 1–5, 79. 

102 Sanders, “St John on Patmos,” 76–77. 

103 William Ramsay, The Letters to the Seven Churches of Asia (2nd ed.; London: Hodder & Stoughton, 

1906) 84–85. 
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John’s “larger letter” (Strom. 2.15), suggesting that he knew of at least one smaller letter 

attributed to the same author.104 Since both 2 and 3 John claim authorship by “the 

Elder”, Clement almost certainly identified the author of the Johannine works as a John 

of this title.  

Clement relates a story “about the apostle John (Ἰωάννης ὁ ἀπόστολος)” which 

tells of the Evangelist’s recovery of a robber captain who had fallen away from the faith 

(Quis div. 42). The designation of John as an apostle is probably insufficient grounds for 

concluding that Clement identified this John with the son of Zebedee, since Clement 

does not limit the title of apostle to the Twelve, as illustrated by his reference to Clement 

of Rome as “the apostle Clement” (ὁ ἀπόστολος Κλήμης) (Strom. 4.17).105   

On the other hand, chronological information provided by Clement may also be 

suggestive of Clement’s distinction of the Evangelist and the Zebedean John. In relating 

the story, Clement told how John came over to Ephesus following his return from 

Patmos, “after the death of the tyrant”, and how he appointed bishops in the 

neighbouring areas (Quis div. 42). The name of the tyrant is not given, though such a 

description would have been applicable to Nero or Domitian,106 which in either case 

would place the story after Nero’s death (68 C.E.). Elsewhere, however, Clement seems 

to end the teaching ministry of the Twelve in the reign of Nero: 

 

For the teaching of the Lord at his coming (Ἡ μὲν γὰρ τοῦ Κυρίου κατὰ τὴν 

παρουσίαν διδασκαλία), beginning (ἀρξαμένη) from Augustus and Tiberius 

Caesar, is finished (τελειοῦται) in the midst of the times of Tiberius.107 However, 

the teaching of his apostles, encompassing the ministry of Paul, is finished in the 

time of Nero (ἡ δὲ τῶν ἀποστόλων αὐτοῦ μέχρι γε τῆς Παύλου λειτουργίας ἐπὶ 

Νέρωνος τελειοῦται) (Strom. 7.17). 

 

                                                 
104 Cf. Hahneman, The Muratorian Fragment, 15. 

105 Cf. Colson, L’énigme, 44–45; Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 466–467. 

106 Cf. Jack Finegan, The Archeology of the New Testament: The Mediterranean World of the Early 

Christian Apostles (Boulder: Westview Press, 1981) 43; John A. T. Robinson, Redating the New Testament (London: 

SCM, 1976) 223. 

107 Here the emendation, Τιβερίου, suggested by Migne, has been followed. The manuscripts read 

Αὐγούστου. 
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As Charles notes, Clement’s words “presuppose the death of all the apostles 

before 70 A.D.”108
 This has not escaped the notice of those favourable to the traditional 

view. Badham thus remarks that Clement “is inconsistent on the point” of whether John 

early or late.109 McDowell acknowledges the “seeming contradiction”110 and Barclay 

claims that Clement “seems to be on both sides” of the question of whether John died 

early or late.111 Nolloth dismisses it as an “obscure remark”,112 whereas Allison and 

Davies deny that Clement’s ending of the teaching ministry with Nero, “registers the 

date of John’s death”,113 though they make no attempt at otherwise explaining the 

meaning. Kenneth L. Gentry interprets Clement as only limiting “apostolic revelation” 

to the period before Nero,114 not later ministry, but the passage speaks of their teaching, 

not revelation. Hill suggests that Clement “simply slipped, momentarily forgetting about 

John” when he spoke of the apostles, or that he was “speaking in general terms.”115 The 

former is possible, but requires attributing, as with other writers, a mistake to Clement in 

order to maintain the traditional view. The latter, however, seems unlikely, considering 

Clement’s specific inclusion of the Apostle Paul among those apostles.  

A straightforward reading of Clement’s words suggests the likelihood that 

Clement dated the Apostle’s death before the year 68 while he placed the Evangelist’s 

activities at a later time, as Charles claims. The simplest explanation for this would be 

that he distinguished the Apostle and Evangelist.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
108 Charles, Revelation, vol.1, xlvii. 

109 Francis Pritchett Badham, “The Martyrdom of John the Apostle,” AJT 8 (1904) 540. 
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The Eastern Hippolytus 

 

 

Sometime in the early third century a writer named Hippolytus, who may have been an 

eastern writer distinct from Hippolytus of Rome,116 composed his Treatise on Christ and 

Antichrist. John is mentioned only briefly: 

 

For this one [i.e. John], being on the island of Patmos, saw a revelation of 

mysteries to be shuddered at. Tell me, blessed John, apostle and disciple of the 

Lord, what did you see and hear about Babylon? Be alert and tell it, for she also 

banished you (Antichr. 36).117 

 

While Hippolytus refers to John as an apostle, it is unclear if he had the 

Zebedean John in mind. The reference to Babylon may allude to Rome and be reflective 

of the tradition, found in Tertullian (Praescr. 36), that John was sent into banishment 

from that city. 

 

 

The Identification of the Evangelist and Apostle 

 

 

The Evangelist came to be identified with the son of Zebedee from at least the third 

century. Perhaps the first work to make the identification is the Acts of John, which 

identifies the Beloved Disciple with John the brother of James (§§ 88–91).118 Eusebius 

mentions the work as one of a number of books written by heretics in the name of 

apostles (Hist. eccl. 3.25.6). It is variously dated from as early as the second quarter of 

                                                 
116 See J. A. Cerrato, Hippolytus Between East and West: The Commentaries and the Provenance of the 

Corpus (OThM; Oxford: University Press, 2002) esp. 4–5; 121–123; 255. 

117 Translated from PG 10:756. 

118 Cf. Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 463. 
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the second century to the first half of the third.119 Although its provenance is unknown, 

many scholars favour Egypt, though Syria and Asia Minor have also been proposed.120  

The great biblical scholar Origen (c. 185–c. 254) identifies John the son of 

Zebedee as the author of the Gospel of John (Comm. John 2.4) and Revelation (Comm. 

John 1.14; cf. Comm. in Matt. 16.6). Origen’s pupil Dionysius of Alexandria, who 

served as bishop of the city from 248 to 264 (Hist. eccl. 7.25.7), also identified the 

Evangelist with the son of Zebedee, though he had reservations about Revelation and 

suggested that another John wrote it (Hist. eccl. 7.25.7–26). Later writers, including 

Chrysostom (c. 346–407),121 Jerome (347–420)122 and Hilary of Poitiers (c. 300–367),123 

explicitly identified the Evangelist with the Galilean fisherman of the Synoptics.  

Jerome’s John, however, seems to be a conflated figure, sharing the aristocratic 

status of Polycrates and Tertullian’s John. Arguing that those who are contemptuous of 

status (nobilitas) and wealth are worthy of greater glory, he claims that it was for this 

reason that John was loved the most by the Lord. He then explains that John had been 

born to wealth and status, adding that he,  

 

was known to the high priest (cf. John 18:15) on account of the nobility 

(nobilitatem) of his birth and did not fear the plots of the Jews, to such an extent 

that he led Peter into the reception area [of the high priest’s palace], and stood, 

alone of the apostles, before the cross, and received the Saviour’s mother into his 

own home (Epist. 127.5).124  

 

The reference to John’s noble birth and aristocratic status is clearly discordant 

with the Galilean fisherman of the Synoptics. At the same time, Jerome effortlessly 

employs this status in elucidation of the role of the Beloved Disciple in the Johannine 

narrative. Presumably Jerome drew from a source which knew a non-Zebedean 

                                                 
119 See Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 463. E. Junod and J.-D. Kaestli date it between 150–200 (Acta Iohannis, 

vol. 2 [CCSA; Turnhout: Brepols, 1983] 695). 

120 See Trebilco, The Early Christians, 259; Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 363. 

121 Chrysostom, Hom. John. 2. 1, 4. 

122 Jerome, Vir. 9. 

123 Hilary of Poitiers, On the Trinity, 2.13. 

124 Translated from the Latin text in I. Hilberg, ed., Sancti Eusebii Hieronymi Epistulae (CSEL 56; Vienna: 

1918) 149–150. The standard translation in NPNF 2.6:255 does not make explicit, as the Latin does, the connection 

between John’s his noble birth and his not fearing the plots of the Jews.  
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depiction of the Beloved Disciple as a Jerusalemite of noble birth, and which explained 

certain features of the Johannine narrative on this basis.  

 

 

Conclusion 

 

 

The principal early witnesses to the Johannine tradition do not provide any unambiguous 

indications that they identified John the Evangelist as the John of the Synoptic Gospels. 

The suggestion that they did so, furthermore, often involves imputing errors or 

momentary slips to the most important sources, that is, to Polycrates (said to have 

confused two Johns), Irenaeus (said to have mistakenly made Papias a disciple of John), 

Tertullian (said to have mistakenly described John’s exile as relegatio) and Clement 

(said to have contradicted himself) (cf. the claim that Papias wrote “clumsily”, similarly 

employed in order to maintain the traditional view).  

The strongest argument in favour of the view that early sources identified the 

Evangelist with the Zebedean John is undoubtedly found in the handful of references to 

the Evangelist as an apostle. However, in light of the ambiguity of the word, this is 

probably an insecure basis upon which to draw this conclusion. Indeed, the subdued use 

of the title with respect to the Evangelist by Irenaeus and its avoidance by Polycrates 

would be consistent with the proposal that John, while an eyewitness, was not 

considered one of the Twelve.  

The hypothesis that the Evangelist was identified with another John, such as 

Papias’ Elder, avoids the difficulties associated with the traditional view. It is not 

challenged by Polycrates’ description of John as a priest or by Tertullian’s claim that he 

received the sentence of relegatio. It can account for Irenaeus’ depiction of Papias as a 

hearer of John, and can resolve Clement’s otherwise contradictory statements that made 

the ministry of the Twelve to have ended with Nero while making the Evangelist 

continue his ministry past his reign.   
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CHAPTER 3 

GAIUS AND THE ALOGOI 

 

 

It is generally agreed that in the early third century, a dispute arose in Rome over the 

Gospel and Revelation of John: on one side was Gaius, who rejected these works and 

attributed them to a heretical teacher named Cerinthus, and on the other was Hippolytus 

of Rome,1 who defended these works and attributed them to the Apostle John.2  

  The presence of reticence or suspicion towards the Fourth Gospel raises doubts 

concerning the thesis that the Johannine works were associated with the last surviving of 

the twelve apostles by early Christians. Indeed, the involvement of such a revered figure 

in their publication would no doubt have assured their speedy and widespread 

acceptance. Yet they seem to have been regarded as secondary works which were 

tolerated rather than warmly received, at least among some in Rome.  

 This chapter will begin by noting evidence of reticence or suspicion towards the 

Johannine writings within orthodox3 circles in the period leading up to the debate. 

Gaius’ attitude towards Revelation, as indicated by Eusebius and Dionysius of 

Alexandria, will then be discussed, before attention is turned to Epiphanius’ Alogoi, a 

group that rejected the Gospel and Revelation of John and which may have had some 

connection with Gaius. Lastly, evidence will be provided suggesting that Origen and 

Epiphanius were also interacting with the debate in their discussion of the Johannine 

chronology.    

 

 

 

                                                 
1 Cerrato, in this author’s opinion, makes too much of the silence of Eusebius in denying the historical 

existence of a Hippolytus at Rome (Hippolytus Between East and West, 253). 

2 Walter Bauer, Orthodoxy and Heresy in Earliest Christianity, ed. Robert A. Kraft and Gerhard Kroedel, 

trans. Paul J. Achtemeier (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1971) 209—10; A. F. J. Klijn and G. J. Reinink, Patristic Evidence 

for Jewish-Christian Sects (NovTSup 3; Leiden: Brill, 1973) 6; F. F. Bruce, The Canon of Scripture (Downers Grove, 

Ill.: IVP, 1988) 168–169, 257; Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee, 121; Hengel, The Johannine Question, 5–6, 183; 

Daniel R. Streett, They Went Out from Us: The Identity of the Opponents in First John (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2011) 59–

60; Constantinou, Guiding to a Blessed End, 23; Watson, Gospel Writing, 477–489. 

3 This terminology, despite its problems, is used only to distinguish the dominant (or “catholic”) 

Christianity of the time from other less-established forms. See Hill, The Johannine Corpus, 3–10. 
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The Status of the Fourth Gospel 

 

 

Culpepper notes the dearth of citations from John’s Gospel in the period before 

Irenaeus.4 This is especially noticeable in Justin, who lived at Rome during the mid-

second century, since his works are marked by a distinctive Logos theology and yet he 

clearly alludes to the Fourth Gospel no more than half a dozen times while referring to 

the Synoptic Gospels hundreds of times.5 As Bauer observes, Justin “seeks laboriously 

to press the synoptics into the service” of proving the pre-existence of Christ,6 so that, 

“[t]he miraculous birth or the confession of Peter must bear the brunt of providing a 

proof which John could have given with no difficulty.”7 J. N. Sanders concludes that 

Justin did not regard John’s Gospel as scripture or as apostolic,8 while Culpepper 

accounts for Justin’s tentative use by suggesting either the Gospel’s “origin was suspect 

or because it had not gained widespread recognition as an apostolic writing.”9  

Irenaeus in the late second century specifically refers to a group who rejected the 

Fourth Gospel (Haer. 3.11.9).10 Some suggest that this group can be identified with 

Gaius11 or with Epiphanius’ Alogoi12 (see below). Smith, who thinks that Irenaeus was 

referring to Gaius, suggests that Irenaeus did not identify the group by name as Gaius 

was orthodox, and it would have consequently been inappropriate to mention his name 

in a gnostic heresiology.13  

                                                 
4 Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee, 108. 

5 Streeter, The Four Gospels, 441. 

6 Bauer, Orthodoxy, 206. 

7 Bauer, Orthodoxy, 206. 

8 Joseph N. Sanders, The Fourth Gospel in the Early Church (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 

1943) 31. 

9 Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee, 113; Hill’s response to Culpepper does not directly address this 

objection, but instead frames the discussion only in terms of whether Justin knew the Fourth Gospel (The Johannine 

Corpus, 313–314). 

10 For a thorough discussion of the various complex issues involved in this determination, see Joseph D. 

Smith, “Gaius and the Controversy over the Johannine Literature” [PhD dissertation, Yale University, 1979] 141–168.  

11 Smith, “Gaius,” 167–168; Hengel, The Johannine Question, 5; Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee, 121. 

12 Haenchen, John: A Commentary, 23, Hahneman, The Muratorian Fragment, 102; Carson and Moo, 

Introduction, 232. 

13 Smith, “Gaius,” 168. Hill considers it “unsupportable” that Irenaeus would have mentioned an orthodox 

opponent in a heresiology (The Johannine Corpus, 191), but Irenaeus’ language seems to assume that they were 
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The Muratorian Canon (c. 200) possibly also indicates the existence of 

controversy over John’s Gospel in the Roman church. While it devotes just seven lines 

to the Gospel of Luke, it takes up twenty-five lines discussing the Gospel of John, which 

perhaps indicating some apologetic intent.14 Culpepper suggests that it was responding 

to Gaius’ criticisms.15    

 

 

Gaius 

 

 

Gaius, who became prominent in the Roman church during the bishopric of Zephyrinus 

(c. 198–217) (Hist. eccl. 2.25.5; 6.20.3), is described by Eusebius as “very learned” 

(λογιωτάτου) (Hist. eccl. 6.20.3) and as “a man of the church” (ἐκκλησιαστικὸς ἀνήρ) 

(2.25.6), perhaps indicating that he held an ecclesiastical office. He adds that he opposed 

the Montanists and held a disputation with their leader Proclus, an account of which, 

entitled the Dialogue of Gaius, was available to Eusebius at the library in Jerusalem 

(Hist. eccl. 6.20.1, 3). Photius adds that Gaius was a presbyter in the Roman church 

during the episcopates of Victor and Zephyrinus, and he claims that he was ordained 

“bishop of the nations” (ἐθνῶν ἐπίσκοπον),16 possibly meaning that he was the overseer 

of the Asian churches in Rome.  

In one of the two quotations from Gaius’ Dialogue with Proclus found in 

Eusebius, Gaius claims that he can point out the tombs of Peter and Paul at Rome (apud 

Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 2.25.7). He likely asserted this to bolster the claims to orthodoxy on 

the part of the Roman church against the innovations of the Asian Christians of the city.  

In the second quotation, in what is generally understood as a reference to the 

canonical book of Revelation,17 Gaius attributes to Cerinthus spurious revelations: 

                                                 
attached to the church, for he accuses them of rejecting the “prophetic grace” (charisma) from the church and of 

separating from their brethren. 

14 Streeter, The Four Gospels, 439–440; Arnold Ehrhardt, The Framework of the New Testament Stories 

(Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1964) 18; Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee, 129. 

15 Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee, 129; cf. Hill, The Johannine Corpus, 199. 

16 Photius of Constantinople, Bibliotheca 48, cited by Hill, The Johannine Corpus, 178. 

17 See, e.g., Klijn and Reinink, Patristic Evidence, 5; Aune, Revelation 1–5, iii; William C. Weinrich, ed., 

Revelation (ACCSNT 12; Downers Grove, Ill.: IVP, 2005) xviii; Wilfrid J. Harrington, Revelation, ed. Daniel J. 
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But Cerinthus too, through revelations which he claims were written by a great 

apostle, introduces marvellous tales, speaking falsely, claiming they were shown 

to him [the apostle] through angels, saying that after the resurrection the 

kingdom of Christ is to be on earth (μετὰ τὴν ἀνάστασιν ἐπίγειον εἶναι τὸ 

βασίλειον τοῦ Χριστοῦ) and that the flesh, living in Jerusalem, would again 

serve desires and pleasures. And being an enemy of the scriptures of God, he 

says, wishing to deceive, that there will be a numbering of a thousand years for a 

wedding festival (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.28.2). 

 

Immediately after quoting Gaius, Eusebius discusses a similar account found in a 

treatise entitled Concerning Promises, written by Dionysius, bishop of Alexandria (248–

265), which Dionysius is said to have penned in reply to the work of an Egyptian bishop 

and chiliast named Nepos entitled Refutation of the Allegorists (Hist. eccl. 3.28.3; 

7.24.1–3). In his account, for which he was dependent upon “an earlier tradition”, 

Dionysius claimed that Cerinthus employed Revelation “to attach a trustworthy 

(ἀξιόπιστον) name to his own fiction (πλάσματι)” (Hist. eccl. 3.28.3–4). Dionysius’ 

“earlier tradition” echoes Gaius’ words: like Gaius (Hist. eccl. 3.28.2), Dionysius’ 

source makes Cerinthus to have claimed that “the kingdom of Christ” would be “on the 

earth” (ἐπίγειον) (Hist. eccl. 3.28.5). Cerinthus added, according to Dionysius’ source, 

that this would be accompanied by “food and drink and weddings” (σιτίοις καὶ πότοις 

καὶ γάμοις) (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.28.5), whereas according to Gaius, he added 

that there would be a wedding feast of a thousand years following the resurrection, with 

people once again serving desires and pleasures (ἐπιθυμίαις καὶ ἡδοναῖς) (apud 

Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.28.2). In light of these similarities, there is some likelihood that 

Gaius was Dionysius’ source.18 

Eusebius elsewhere provides a more extensive summary of Dionysius’ treatise, 

recording how Dionysius spoke of those before him who had gone over the canonical 

                                                 
Harrington (SP 16; Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, 2008) 8; Watson, Gospel Writing, 479; Koester, Revelation, 

67.  

However, Smith argues that Gaius is to be understood as saying that Cerinthus, like the Montanists, also 

appeals to Revelation in support of his doctrines, not that Gaius attributed Revelation to Cerinthus (“Gaius,” 331). 

18 Raymond E. Brown thinks that either Dionysius depended on Gaius or both depended on a common 

source (The Epistles of John: Translated, with Introduction, Notes, and Commentary [AB 30; New Haven, Conn.: 

Yale University Press, 2008] 769). 
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book of Revelation chapter by chapter (καθʼ ἕκαστον κεφάλαιον) and had thoroughly 

rejected it. He adds that they had declared it to be “unknowable and illogical” 

(ἄγνωστόν τε καὶ ἀσυλλόγιστον), claiming that it was not written by John or by an 

apostle, or even by someone belonging to the church (showing that those opposing it 

were in the church), but was a work of Cerinthus (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 7.25.1–2).  

Those before him also attributed to Cerinthus the claim that “the kingdom of Christ was 

to be on the earth”, just as Dionysius’ “earlier tradition” had (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 

7.25.3; cf. 3.28.3–5), suggesting that he was referring to the same source in both cases.  

 

 

Dionysius’ Opinion of Revelation 

 

 

While Dionysius refrains from fully endorsing these criticisms of Revelation, he does so 

only to avoid giving offence to the many brothers who esteemed it (apud Eusebius, Hist. 

eccl. 7.25.4).19 While he does not attribute Revelation to Cerinthus, as his source does, 

he does reject authorship by the Evangelist (whom he identifies with the son of 

Zebedee), and he suggests instead that another John wrote it (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 

7.25.7). He notes in support that there were two monuments (μνήματα) associated with 

the name of John in Ephesus, from which he infers that there had been two Johns in Asia 

(apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 7.25.16). He was unable to cite any authority for this 

supposition, however, and earlier sources only associated one famous John with the city.  

The existence of the two memorials may not be significant. According to 

Jerome, many claimed that both belonged to John the Evangelist (Vir. 9).20 Eisler notes 

that one manuscript of the Acts of John seems to betray knowledge of the removal of 

John’s remains from their original resting place to a church, which may correspond to 

the two memorials.21 This church is probably the site of the basilica referred to by the 

Byzantine historian Procopius of Caesarea (c. 500 – c. 554), which was built over a 

church that had been set up “in early times” and dedicated to the Apostle John, but 

which “was small and in a ruined condition because of its great age” (Procopius, De 

                                                 
19 See, e.g., Constantinou, Guiding to a Blessed End, 27, especially n. 44. 

20 Cf. Gundry, The Old is Better, 67. 

21 Eisler, Enigma, 125–126. 
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Aedificis 5.1.5–6 [Dewing and Downey, LCL]). Eisler observes that before their 

expulsion in 1920, the Greeks of Ephesus would honour what they believed to have been 

the original resting place of John at a cave near the ancient stadium of the city, rather 

than at the Church of St. John near the ruins of the ancient basilica.22  

Eusebius’ excerpts refer only to Gaius’ rejection of Revelation, but other 

sources, including Epiphanius, the Hippolytus statue and Dionysius bar Salibi, suggest 

that Gaius might have also rejected John’s Gospel, which Eusebius may have glossed 

over so as not to undermine his use of Gaius’ criticisms of Revelation.23   

 

 

Epiphanius 

 

 

In his Panarion, Epiphanius (c. 315–403), bishop of Salamis in Cyprus, discusses a 

group who rejected the Johannine writings, whom he calls the Alogoi, in a section of his 

work generally held to have been derived from Hippolytus.24 According to Epiphanius, 

the Alogoi rejected the books of John and attributed them to Cerinthus (Pan. 51.3.6), 

echoing the claims of Gaius and those referred to by Dionysius concerning Revelation. 

Furthermore, Epiphanius’ Alogoi claimed that neither the Gospel nor Revelation had 

any rightful place in the church (Pan. 51.3.6), which presupposes that those making the 

criticism were themselves members of the church, just as those referred to by Dionysius 

evidently were.25 Indeed, Epiphanius does not accuse them of any heresy beyond the 

rejection of John’s books but concedes, “they seem to believe the same things as us”, 

                                                 
22 Eisler, Enigma, 126–127. 

23 Cf. Constantinou, Guiding to a Blessed End, 29–30. 

24 Adolph von Harnack, History of Dogma, vol. 3, trans. Neil Buchanan (Boston: Little, Brown, and 

Company, 1907) 14; Benjamin Wisner Bacon, “The Elder John, Papias, Irenaeus, Eusebius and the Syriac 

Translator,” JBL 27 (1908) 2 n. 6; Bernard, St. John, vol. 1, lxxiv; Smith, “Gaius,” 259; Guthrie, New Testament 

Introduction, 956; Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee, 122; Mark A. Matson, In Dialogue with Another Gospel? 

The Influence of the Fourth Gospel on the Passion Narrative of the Gospel of Luke (Atlanta: SBL, 2001) 203; 

Watson, Gospel Writing, 488. 

25 Cf. the similar comment concerning Gaius in Hengel, The Johannine Question, 6; Die johanneische 

Frage, 27. 
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other than that they do not hold those things revealed “through the preaching of saint 

John” (Pan. 51.4.3).26 

The historicity of the Alogoi as a distinct group within “the church” has at times 

been questioned.27 Brent contends that Epiphanius “makes it clear that he is constructing 

a heresy”,28 adding that Epiphanius also “makes it clear” that the title is a generic one 

for anyone who rejects the Johannine books, so that Epiphanius even includes Porphyry 

and Celsus as members of the Alogoi.29 However, this is a misinterpretation of the text: 

Porphyry and Celsus, two early critics of Christianity, are mentioned, not because they 

are Alogoi, but because they alleged discrepancies between Matthew and Luke, just as 

the Alogoi alleged discrepancies between John and the Synoptics.30  

Epiphanius’ concession that the Alogoi believed as he did (Pan. 51.4.3) excludes 

the possibility that the title was a convenient label attachable to any group rejecting the 

Johannine books, “orthodox” or not, as Brent maintains. Furthermore, Epiphanius 

provided indications that he considered the Alogoi to have had a real historical existence 

as a distinct group by placing their rise chronologically after the Phrygians (i.e. 

Montanists), Quintillianists31 and Quartodecimans (Pan. 51.1.1), that is, in the late 

second or early third century, or about the time of Gaius and Hippolytus.  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
26 Translated by the author from the Greek text in Karl Holl, ed., Epiphanius (Ancoratus und Panarion), vol. 

2, Panarion haer. 34–64 (GCS 31; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1922), and so hereafter. 

27 According to Luthardt, this view was first proposed by Volkmar (Christoph Ernst Luthardt, St. John the 

Author of the Fourth Gospel, rev. and trans. Caspar Rene Gregory [Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1875] 9). 

28 Allen Brent, Hippolytus and the Roman Church in the Third Century: Communities in Tension Before the 

Emergence of a Monarch-Bishop (Leiden: Brill, 1995) 140. This argument is repeated in T. Scott Manor, 

“Epiphanius’ Alogi and the Question of Early Ecclesiastical Opposition to the Johannine Corpus” (Ph.D. dissertation, 

University of Edinburgh, 2012) 19; cf. 59. 

29 Brent, Hippolytus, 143; this view is also preferred by Michael J. Kruger, “The Reception of the Book of 

Revelation in the Early Church,” in Book of Seven Seals: The Peculiarity of Revelation, its Manuscripts, Attestation 

and Transmission, ed. Thomas J. Kraus and Michael Sommer (WUNT 363; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2016) 171. 

30 See Watson, Gospel Writing, 486. 

31 Possibly a subgroup within the Montanist movement: see Christine Trevett, Montanism: Gender, 

Authority and the New Prophecy (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1996) 168.  
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The Title, “Alogoi” 

 

 

The nickname Alogoi was coined as a pun on the Greek word λόγος, referring both to 

the (divine) Word spoken of in John 1:1 and to “reason” generally. Thus, the Alogoi 

were accused of being both “Anti-Logosites” and “Irrationalists”.32 Epiphanius might 

have coined it himself, since he states, “this is the nickname I put on them” (Pan. 

51.3.1), though it is also possible that he is reproducing Hippolytus’ text here;33 

Lightfoot points out that Epiphanius does quote his authorities verbatim at times, 

without always modifying or adapting their words to his own context.34 Thus, in one 

place he, “refers back to ‘the catalogue’ in which the name of Anicetus had been 

mentioned already … But no catalogue has been given previously.”35 Another wordplay 

clearly belonged to Epiphanius’ source: 

 

But they are called Merinthians too, I am told. Whether the same Cerinthus was 

also called Merinthus I have no idea; or whether there was someone else named 

Merinthus, a colleague of his, God knows! (Pan. 28.8.1)36 

 

As Lightfoot points out, Μήρινθος means “noose,” making this another probable 

example of Hippolytus’ play on words, this time on the name of Cerinthus.37 But as 

                                                 
32 Streeter, The Four Gospels, 436 n. 141. 

33 Lightfoot, Biblical Essays, 119. Epiphanius’ verbatim use of a source is possibly indicated by his 

qualification of the name Alogoi: “for from now on they will be called in this way” (ἀπὸ γὰρ τῆς δεῦρο ούτως 

κληθῇσονται) (Pan. 51.3; italics added). While far from conclusive, his words may suggest that the group had been 

discussed previously, though not under this epithet. Epiphanius, however, is introducing the sect and had not yet 

discussed anything concerning them. 

34 Joseph B. Lightfoot, The Apostolic Fathers: Clement, Ignatius, and Polycarp, part 1, vol. 2 (London: 

Macmillan, 1890) 332.   

35 Lightfoot, The Apostolic Fathers, part 1, vol. 1, 332. 

36 Frank Williams, trans., The Panarion of Epiphanius of Salamis, vol. 1: Book I (Sects. 1–46) (2nd rev. ed.; 

NHMS 63; Leiden: Brill, 2009) 122. 

37 Lightfoot, Biblical Essays, 119. See also Chapter 4 for the likely Hippolytan origin of Epiphanius’ 

account of Cerinthus. 
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Harris observes, “Epiphanius has failed to see the Hippolytean joke”, since he wonders 

whether Merinthus was a separate person.38  

Hippolytus was fond of caricaturing his opponents with plays on their names. He 

speaks of Noetus (Νοητός), meaning “mentally perceptible,” or “intelligible,” as the one 

“not perceiving (νοῶν) the truth” (Noet. 8), where the related verb is used.39 Speaking of 

the Docetists, Hippolytus “plays upon the words δοκεῖν ‘to seem’ and δοκός ‘a beam,’ 

contending that they are so named, not because they ‘seemed to be of importance’, but 

because of ‘the beam in their eye’ (Ref. 8.11).”40 The likely propensity of Hippolytus for 

such wordplays allows the possibility that he was also responsible for the appellation of 

“Alogoi”41 though it is possible that Epiphanius was imitating Hippolytus. 

 Interestingly, Hill infers a connection of this appellation with the criticism of 

those spoken of by Dionysius of Alexandria, that Revelation was “unknowable and 

impenetrable” (the alpha privatives, ἄγνωστος and ἀσυλλόγιστος) (apud Eusebius, Hist. 

eccl. 7.25.1). He suggests that the term Alogoi (another alpha privative) was coined (he 

says by Epiphanius, but perhaps by Hippolytus) in response to these assertions.42 

 

 

The Ligorio Statue 

 

 

Further evidence of a dispute over the Johannine writings at Rome was provided by a 

statue discovered by Pirro Ligorio at Rome in 1551. Inscribed on the plinth of this 

headless figure (originally reconstructed as Hippolytus, but later discovered to have 

been female) is a list of books containing titles often associated with Hippolytus.43 This 

inscription probably dates to the early 220s, since the paschal calculations inscribed on 

                                                 
38 J. Rendel Harris, Hermas in Arcadia and the Rest of the Words of Baruch (Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press, 1896) 52. 

39 Lightfoot, Biblical Essays, 119. Cf. Smith, “Gaius,” 220. See also the important observations of Harris, 

Hermas in Arcadia, 50–52. 

40 Lightfoot, Biblical Essays, 119.   

41 Contra Manor, “Epiphanius’ Alogi,” 56–57.  

42 Hill, The Johannine Corpus, 187. 

43 Possibly some of these titles belong to other Roman authors of that period. See the discussion in M. 

David Litwa, Refutation of All Heresies: Text, Translation, and Notes (WGRW 40; Atlanta: SBL, 2015) xxxvi–xxxix.  
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the plinth would have commenced in 222 C.E. and would have become inaccurate after 

235.44  

One of the works listed on the statue is entitled [τ]ὰ ὑπὲρ τοῦ κατὰ Ἰωάννην 

εὐαγγελίου καὶ ἀποκαλύψεως;45 Brent, noting that ὑπὲρ can mean “concerning”, 

translates this as, “matters concerning the Gospel according to John… etc.”, thus 

depriving the title of any apologetic intent.46 But while ὑπὲρ followed by a genitive can 

function as the equivalent of περί (“concerning”), it more often has the nuance of “in 

defence of” or “on behalf of”47, which would render the title, “The things in defence of 

the Gospel and Revelation of John”.48  

Additional evidence for this connotation is provided by a Syriac listing of 

biblical and ecclesiastical books written by Ebed-Jesu in 1298, which lists among works 

attributed to Hippolytus one entitled Chapters against Gaius and another called Defence 

of the Revelation and Gospel of John, Apostle and Evangelist.49 As Watson notes, the 

Syriac title suggests an original ἀπολογία ὑπέρ which has been abbreviated to ὑπέρ on 

the statue.50  

 

 

Bar Salibi 

 

 

In the late nineteenth century, fragments were published from a commentary on 

Revelation written by the Jacobite bishop of Amid, Dionysius bar Salibi (d. 1171), 

                                                 
44 Cerrato, Hippolytus Between East and West, 11. 

45 Brent, Hippolytus, 172.  

46 Brent, Hippolytus, 172. 

47 LSJ 1857; BDAG 1030–1031. 

48 Cf. Lightfoot, The Apostolic Fathers, part 1, vol. 2, 394; Streeter, The Four Gospels, 437; W. Brian 

Shelton, Martyrdom from Exegesis in Hippolytus: An Early Church Presbyter's Commentary on Daniel (SCHT; 

Eugene: Wipf and Stock, 2008) 72. 

49 The Syriac text is given in Lightfoot, The Apostolic Fathers, part 1, vol. 2, 350; cf. Watson, Gospel 

Writing, 480–481. Since Ebed-Jesu only separates the two titles by the word “and” (waw), Smith argues that he was 

referring to only one work (Smith, “Gaius,” 224–227). 

50 Watson, Gospel Writing, 481 
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containing answers to Gaius attributed to Hippolytus of Rome.51 Bar Salibi records 

Hippolytus as stating that Gaius “used to claim that the Gospel was not of John, nor 

Revelation, but that they were the work of Cerinthus the heretic.”52 He thus attributed to 

Gaius what Epiphanius attributed to the Alogoi. While Brent dismisses the fragments as 

a “pseudepigraphic dialogue”,53 they are nevertheless generally regarded as genuine.54  

The observations to follow are supportive of this conclusion.  

 

 

The Debate over the Johannine Chronology 

 

 

A comparison of Epiphanius’ Alogoi with the Gaius of bar Salibi’s Hippolytus suggests 

their likely identification. Where the Alogoi faulted the Gospel for passing over the 

period from Jesus’ baptism by John to the wedding of Cana, without any mention of the 

forty days’ temptation of Jesus in the wilderness (Pan. 51.4.5–12), “Gaius the heretic55 

criticized John because he did not agree with his fellow evangelists in that he says that 

after the baptism he went to Galilee and performed the miracle of the wine at Cana.”56 

Hence, both the Alogoi and Gaius assume that the Johannine account is in error because 

it depicts Jesus as going to Galilee soon after the encounter with the Baptist, omitting 

the forty days. Both evidently interpreted the day on which Jesus came to John and was 

declared by him to be the Lamb of God (John 1:9–34) as the day of Jesus’ baptism. This 

created a contradiction with the Synoptics which place a forty-day period of temptation 

                                                 
51  CSCO, Scriptores Syri, 2.101.10–11; cf. John Gwynn, “Hippolytus and his ‘Heads against Caius,’ ” 

Herm 6 (1888) 397–418; further fragments were published by Pierre Prigent and Ralph Stehly, “Les fragments du De 

Apocalypsi d’Hippolyte,” TZ 29 (1973) 313–333. 

52 Translated by the author from CSCO, Scriptores Syri, 2.101.1–2. 

53 Brent, Hippolytus, 175.  

54 See, e.g., Klijn and Reinink, Patristic Evidence, 5; Pierre Prigent, Commentary on the Apocalypse of St. 

John, trans. Wendy Pradels (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2004) 553–554; Weinrich, Revelation, xxi, Boxall, Patmos, 34; 

Constantinou, Guiding to a Blessed End, 24 n. 38; Watson, Gospel Writing, 489. 

55 The original Latin text reads quidam, which has been corrected to Gaius. However, Smith says that an 

unpublished Syriac manuscript reads “Gaius” here (Harris, Hermas in Arcadia, 48–49; Smith, “Gaius,” 36–37; 201 

n2).  

56 Translated by Smith, “Gaius,” 591, from the unpublished Syriac manuscript Cod. Paris. syr. 67. A Latin 

translation can be found in Harris Hermas in Arcadia, 48. 
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after the baptism, whereas the Johannine account has Jesus journeying to Cana of 

Galilee within days of this encounter with the Baptist (John 2:1–2).  

Bar Salibi’s Hippolytus attempted to answer Gaius’ objection by inserting the 

forty days within the Johannine narrative. He thus claimed that the Pharisees from 

Jerusalem came to the Baptist on the first day and that Jesus was baptized by John on the 

second day (cf. John 1:19–28), after which he went into the wilderness for forty days; 

the “next day” in the account (John 1:29) was identified as the day following Jesus’ 

return from the desert, when John saw him and declared him as the Lamb of God.57 It 

was presumably from this day that Hippolytus calculated the “third day” on which Jesus 

journeyed to Cana in Galilee.58 Hippolytus finds support for this scheme in the words, 

“behold the lamb of God” (cf. John 1:36), inferring from them that John was pointing 

out Jesus to those who had been searching for him for the forty days, during which time 

he could not be found as he was hidden in the wilderness.59    

In his Commentary on John, Origen also discusses the apparent discrepancy 

between the Synoptics, which depict Jesus as going to Galilee following his temptation 

by the devil, and John’s Gospel, which makes him journey to Cana of Galilee 

immediately following his encounter with the Baptist (Comm. John 10.1). Like Gaius, 

Origen identifies the Johannine account of Jesus’ coming to the Baptist as the occasion 

of his baptism, and he likewise claims that the narrative contradicts the Synoptic 

accounts, suggesting Origen’s familiarity with the controversy.60 However, only a 

summary of Origen’s discussion is preserved, as the full account was given in an earlier 

section of his work which is no longer extant (cf. Origen’s references in book 10 to what 

had been discussed “above”).   

While Origen accepts the Gospel of John, he agrees with Gaius that it contradicts 

the Synoptic accounts. This seeming inconsistency on his part enables him to employ his 

allegorizing hermeneutic to resolve the difficulty. Thus, he claims that the Johannine 

narrative must be understood “in an anagogical sense” (διὰ τῆς ἀναγωγῆς), or as 

allegory, and not “in the outward letters” (ἐν τοῖς σωματικοῖς χαρακτῆρσιν), or as a 

                                                 
57 See Smith, “Gaius,” 591; cf. Harris, Hermas in Arcadia, 48. 

58 In the Latin text transcribed by Roger Pearse, from an unpublished manuscript prepared by Dudley 

Loftus: http://www.tertullian.org/fathers/dionysius_syrus_revelation_01.htm (accessed 2 February, 2017).  

59 Smith, “Gaius,” 59; cf. Harris, Hermas in Arcadia, 48. 

60 So Schwartz, “Über den Tod,” 44–45; Smith, “Gaius,” 195–196; contra Manor, “Epiphanius’ Alogi,” 13. 
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historical account (Comm. John 10.2).61 He was not refuting Gaius’ claim that the 

Gospels contradict each other;62 in fact, Gaius’ arguments were quite useful for him for 

the promotion of his hermeneutical interests.63 

Origen apparently also knows of attempts at meeting the difficulties on a 

historical and literal level, for he refers to those who receive the four Gospels but are 

unable to resolve the chronological difficulty (Comm. John 10.2). He challenges those 

defending a historical interpretation of John’s Gospel to explain the difficulty, which he 

said he had raised before (in the section that is not extant), concerning the forty days of 

temptation,64 claiming that no room “at all” (οὐδαμῶς) could be found for this period in 

the Johannine narrative (παρὰ τῷ Ἰωάννῃ) (Comm. John 10.2). Origen may have been 

addressing Hippolytus’ attempt (according to bar Salibi) at inserting the forty days into 

the passage, discussed above.  

The objection to John’s chronology, common to Gaius, the Alogoi and Origen, 

was predicated on a mistaken correlation between events in the Synoptics and the Fourth 

Gospel. This correlation may have resulted from a misunderstanding of Luke 4:14, 

which could be read as making Jesus’ Galilean ministry commence immediately after 

the forty days, though it does not necessitate it (cf. Matt 4:12 and Mark 1:14). A better 

correlation with the Synoptic accounts of the Galilean ministry could instead be 

provided by the return of Jesus to Galilee following the imprisonment of John, later in 

the narrative (John 2:11–13; 3:22–24).   

Epiphanius, in his response to the Alogoi, also assumes that Jesus went 

immediately to Galilee following the temptation, and he seems to identify the initial 

journey to Galilee (Cana) with the beginning of Jesus’ Galilean ministry proper. 

However, he avoids Hippolytus’ attempt at inserting the forty days between the two 

clearly consecutive days of John’s narrative by constructing a tortuous relation of events 

                                                 
61 Translated by the author from the Greek text in Erwin Preusche, ed., Origenes Werke, ed. vol. 4 (GCS 10; 

Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1903), and so hereafter. Chapter references, however, are given according to the English version in 

ANF 8.297–408.  

62 Contra Smith, “Gaius,” 195–196, following the opinion of Schwartz, “Über den Tod,” 44–45.  

63 Dwight Moody Smith, The Fourth Gospel in Four Dimensions: Judaism and Jesus, the Gospels and 

Scripture (Columbia, S.C.: University of South Carolina Press, 2008) 166; cf. Robert M. Grant, who noted that Gaius’ 

rejection of John “exercised considerable influence on the thought of Origen.” (The Earliest Lives of Jesus [New 

York: Harper & Row, 1961] 29). 

64 Cf. Smith, The Fourth Gospel, 166: Origen “goaded the ‘conservative’ church exegetes who were 

attempting to assimilate John to the synoptics on the historical level.”  
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involving multiple movements between Judea, Nazareth and Capernaum (Pan. 51. 15.4–

7; 17.4–8; 21.19).65 Epiphanius was not simply reproducing Hippolytus’ answers to 

Gaius (as found in bar Salibi); possibly he was taking into account Origen’s refutation.  

In arguing that multiple Passovers are presupposed by the Synoptics (Pan. 

51.31.1–3), Epiphanius may also have been responding to Origen’s objection that 

whereas the Synoptics relate Jesus’ cleansing of the temple within the context of Jesus’ 

final visit to Jerusalem, John places it at an earlier Passover, thus spreading the same 

events over the course of two Passovers (Comm. John 10.15).66  

Manor provides additional evidence that Epiphanius was responding to Origen. 

He notes that Origen had discussed his preference for the reading of “Bethabara” in John 

1:28 over “Bethany”, found “in nearly all of the other copies” (σχεδὸν ἐν πᾶσι τοῖς 

ἀντιγράφοις) (Comm. John 6.24), and he observes that Epiphanius (Haer. 51.13.1) 

likewise prefers the reading “Bethabara”, speaking of “Bethany” as the reading found 

“in the other copies” (ἐν δὲ ἄλλοις ἀντιγράφοις).67 Epiphanius also remarks, like Origen, 

that Cana means “the bride” (Haer. 51.30.10; cf. Comm. John 13.62).68  

Bar Salibi’s Hippolytus repeats the same objections against John’s chronology 

known to Origen and Epiphanius, but his refutation is in a form that does not anticipate 

the objections of Origen, as Epiphanius’ apparently does. Bar Salibi’s Hippolytus thus 

seems to represent an earlier stage of the debate, which likely excludes the possibility 

that bar Salibi adapted his Hippolytean material from Epiphanius, as Hill suggests.69 

These sources thus present a web of evidences arguing for the authenticity of the bar 

Salibi fragments and for the identity of the Gaius party with the Alogoi.  

 

 

 

 

                                                 
65 His order of events is as follows: the baptism of Jesus, his temptation, his residence in Nazareth, his 

return to the Baptist to be pointed out, his journey to Cana, his journey to Capernaum where he healed Peter’s mother-

in-law, a return to Nazareth, where he reads from the scroll of Isaiah in the synagogue, and finally, after John’s 

imprisonment, a return to Capernaum. 

66 Cf. Hill, The Johannine Corpus, 190.  

67 Manor, “Epiphanius’ Alogi,” 126–127. 

68 Manor, “Epiphanius’ Alogi,” 127. 

69 Hill, The Johannine Corpus, 179: “Either Epiphanius too had Hippolytus’ work, and thus the ‘Alogi’ may 

in fact be identified with Gaius himself, or, could bar Salibi simply have adapted this from Epiphanius’ work?”  
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Gaius and the Alogoi on Revelation 

 

 

Both Epiphanius and bar Salibi also record objections against Revelation, and once 

again there are a number of correspondences between them, though, as Watson points 

out, where Gaius and the Alogoi overlap, bar Salibi provides a more detailed account, 

suggesting that he is independently drawing from a Hippolytan source.70 Thus, bar 

Salibi records Gaius’ objection that Rev 9:15, which speaks of the four angels being 

released to kill a third of mankind, portrays angels as making war, whereas scripture say 

nations make war (cf. Matt 24:7). Hippolytus answers by identifying the four angels as 

four nations which arise from the region of the Euphrates.71 Epiphanius, however, does 

not record the objection, but simply says, “If he [John] speaks of the four angels who are 

seated at the Euphrates, it is to show the different nations there, residing at the 

Euphrates, who are the Assyrians, Babylonians, Medes and Persians” (Pan. 51.34.3).72 

Bar Salibi thus provides that which must be inferred from Epiphanius. 

Interestingly, Epiphanius employs the singular pronoun “me” in one of these 

objections: “What good does John’s Revelation do me by telling me about seven angels 

and seven trumpets?” (Pan. 51. 32. 1–2).73 Possibly the “me” was Gaius himself.74 

The objections of Gaius recorded by bar Salibi may be those spoken of by 

Dionysius, who related that some before him had “set aside and demolished (ἠθέτησαν 

καὶ ἀνεσκεύασαν) the book entirely, correcting it chapter by chapter (καθʼ ἕκαστον 

κεφάλαιον) (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 7.25.1). Indeed, this “chapter by chapter” approach 

may have inspired the title of Hippolytus’ Chapters against Gaius, listed by Ebed-Jesu.  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
70 Watson, Gospel Writing, 489. 

71 CSCO, Scriptores Syri, 2.101.10. 

72 Translated by the author from the Greek text in Holl. 

73 The English translation of Frank Williams, The Panarion of Epiphanius of Salamis, vol. 2, Books II and 

III. De Fide (2nd rev. ed.; NHMS 79; Leiden: Brill, 2013) 65. 

74 E.g., Smith, “Gaius,” 238–239.    
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Conclusion 

 

 

The evidence suggests that Culpepper was correct to observe that “the authority of John 

and its apostolic authorship were not so firmly established” in the Roman church “that it 

could not be challenged by one of the scholars of the church”.75 The question of why 

this authority was not firmly established is perhaps answerable on the supposition that a 

secondary John was associated with the works, whose writings failed to command assent 

at Rome, paving the way for their later outright rejection as the work of a forger.   

 The defence of the works fell to Hippolytus, and evidence presented in the 

following chapter will suggest that in this defence, he attributed the authorship of the 

Johannine works to John the son of Zebedee, presumably to lend them the apostle’s 

authority.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
75 Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee, 121. 
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CHAPTER 4 

THE CLAUDIAN DATING OF JOHN’S BANISHMENT 

 

 

Two major innovative retellings of the Johannine narrative seem to have been made in 

the third and fourth centuries respectively. The first is the placement of John’s Patmos 

banishment in the reign of Claudius (41–54), to be discussed in this chapter; the second 

is Eusebius’ placement of John’s banishment in the reign of Domitian, which will be 

discussed in the following chapter.  

In this chapter, a number of sources which seem to place John’s banishment in 

Claudius’ reign, or which otherwise seem to preserve vestiges of this narrative, will be 

examined. Some of these sources are also suggestive of a tradition that associated John’s 

martyrdom with the Claudian banishment. It will be posited that the Claudian narrative 

arose as a result of a conflation of the Apostle and the Evangelist which maintained the 

tradition of the Apostle’s early martyrdom, thus necessitating an early dating for John’s 

exile.1  

The likely originator or disseminator of this narrative, it will be argued, was 

Hippolytus of Rome, who perhaps identified the two Johns as part of his defence of the 

Fourth Gospel. Nevertheless, while the theory of a conflated narrative provides further 

evidence for the existence of two different early Johannine traditions, and while it 

provides a plausible explanation for the Claudian banishment tradition, its acceptance is 

not essential to the overall thesis of this work.   

 

 

Epiphanius 

 

 

The first unequivocal reference to John’s Claudian banishment is found in the Panarion 

of Epiphanius (c. 315-403). He writes: “the Holy Spirit compelled John to issue the 

                                                 
1 Cf. the similar theory of Oberweis (“Das Papias-Zeugnis,” 287), according to which it was the 

identification of the Seer, not the Evangelist, with the Apostle, which necessitated the placement of the writing of 

Revelation in Claudius’ reign. The author laid out the argument of this chapter before becoming aware of Oberweis’s 

work. 
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Gospel in his old age when he was past ninety, after his return from Patmos under 

Claudius Caesar, and several years of his residence in Asia” (Pan. 51.12.2).2 Later on, 

speaking of the church of Thyatira’s defection to Montanism, Epiphanius writes:  

 

He [the Holy Spirit] foretold it prophetically by the mouth of St. John, who 

prophesied before his falling asleep, during the time of Claudius Caesar and 

earlier, when he was on the isle of Patmos (Pan. 51.33.9).3  

 

Both references to the Claudian banishment are provided within the context of 

Epiphanius’ discussion of the Alogoi, for which it is generally accepted that he was 

drawing from Hippolytus (see Chapter 3), making Hippolytus a likely source of the 

Claudian tradition also.4  

Some suggest the possibility that Epiphanius confused Claudius with Nero, who 

was called Nero Claudius Caesar,5 but other sources of the Claudian tradition seem to 

place John’s banishment chronologically in the period corresponding to Claudius’ reign, 

not Nero’s (see below), suggesting that the mention of Claudius was not mistaken.6   

While Epiphanius places John’s death after his return from Patmos, he also 

places John’s prophesying at Patmos in temporal proximity to his death, stating that he 

prophesied, “before his falling asleep”.7 This perhaps betrays a source which ended 

                                                 
2 Williams, Panarion, vol. 2, 36. 

3 Williams, Panarion, vol. 2, 65–66. 

4 Cf. Fenton J. A. Hort, The Apocalypse of St. John 1–3: The Greek Text with Introduction, Commentary, 

and Additional Notes (London: Macmillan, 1908) xviii. Eisler objects that according to bar Salibi, Hippolytus and 

Irenaeus placed John’s exile in Domitian’s reign (Enigma, 92). However, bar Salibi was citing Hippolytus of Bosra 

(in Theodore H. Robinson, “The Authorship of the Muratorian Canon,” Exp 7 [1906] 486), not Hippolytus of Rome, 

whom he goes on to quote afterwards. Bar Salibi’s likely source was either Hippolytus’ On Christ and Antichrist, 

which speaks of John’s banishment by Rome but does not mention Domitian, or Ps.-Hippolytus, De LXX Apostolis, 3. 

5 Hort, The Apocalypse, xviii; Robinson, Redating, 224; Aune, Revelation 1–5, 78; Boxall, Patmos, 40.  

6 This is not to say that there was no confusion between the names of Nero and Claudius; it is to say that it 

was not merely a mistake; John was placed chronologically in Claudius’ time, though it might have been an early 

Neronian exile tradition (cf. Chapter 6) that suggested the possibility that John was banished instead during the reign 

of the other Claudius. 

7 So, Jan Stolt, “Om dateringen af Apokalypsen,” DTT 40 (1977) 203. 
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John’s life at Patmos, though Epiphanius seems to have combined this with the tradition 

that John wrote his Gospel at Ephesus in his old age.8  

 

 

The Muratorian Canon 

 

 

The earlier Muratorian Canon (c. 200) also seems to presuppose an early, likely 

Claudian, exile, by placing the writing of Revelation before the penning of Paul’s letters. 

Referring to John’s seven letters to the Asian churches of Revelation (cf. ll. 57–59), it 

states: “the blessed apostle Paul, following (sequens) the order of his predecessor 

(prodecessoris,9 or rather precessoris10) John, writes to only seven churches by name” 

(l. 47–50).  

If Paul was “following” (sequens) the order of John when he wrote to seven 

churches, then John must have been conceived of as having composed Revelation before 

Paul wrote his letters. The earliest of these letters is thought to date from the late 40s and 

the latest from the late 50s or early 60s,11 though the Muratorian Canon seems to 

identify 1 Corinthians (c. 53–55) as Paul’s first letter. The text probably suggests that 

Revelation was written before the earliest of Paul’s letters,12 which would place the 

                                                 
8 Cf. William. H. Simcox, The Revelation of S. John the Divine (CGTSC; Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press, 1893) xlv. 

9 Souter, The Text and Canon, 209. 

10 The excerpts of the Muratorian Canon found in a Prologue to Paul’s Epistles (found in three eleventh-

century and one twelfth-century manuscript) attest the reading precessoris, which is adopted by Harnack and 

Hahneman (see Hahneman, The Muratorian Fragment, 9). The meaning is the same in either case. 

11 Mark L. Hitchcock following William Milligan (The Revelation of St. John [London: Macmillan, 1886] 

309), denies in his defence of the Domitianic dating of Revelation that the Muratorian Canon places Revelation before 

Paul’s letters, contending that prodecessoris only means that John was an apostle before Paul (“A Defense of the 

Domitianic Date of the Book of Revelation” [Ph.D. dissertation, Dallas Theological Seminary, 2005] 52). But this 

would still not explain how Paul could be “following” (sequens) the example of John in writing to seven churches, 

unless John was conceived of as having written before Paul.  

12 Streeter, The Four Gospels, 452; Barclay, Introduction to John, 32; Oberweis, “Das Papias-Zeugnis,” 

287; Ramelli, “John the Evangelist's Work,” 48. 
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composition of Revelation (and therefore John’s residence in Patmos) no later than the 

40s or 50s,13 and most likely during the reign of Claudius (41–54).14  

The peculiar nature of the Muratorian Canon’s claim is often noted. Streeter calls 

it an “extraordinary suggestion”15 and William Barclay an “astonishing statement”.16 

Walter Bauer refers to the Canon’s “merkwürdiger Gedanken”17 and John T. Fitzgerald 

observes that “Paul is strangely” said to have written before his predecessor John.18 

However, the statement would lose its exceptional character if it represented a conflation 

of the Evangelist’ Patmos exile with the Apostle’s early martyrdom, as Oberweis has 

suggested.19 Charles has also noted the possibility that the Canon’s claim represents “the 

survival of the older tradition” of John’s early death.20  

A similar statement to that found in the Canon is attributed to Hippolytus by Bar 

Salibi: “Hippolytus says: in writing to seven churches, he [John] has written just as Paul 

has written his thirteen letters to seven churches.”21 This possibly points to the 

Hippolytan origin of the statement found in the Muratorian Canon.22 Bar Salibi adds that 

Hippolytus did not judge Hebrews to be Paul’s,23 a statement also attributed to 

Hippolytus by Photius.24 The Muratorian Canon, which is silent with respect to 

Hebrews, attributes only thirteen letters to Paul.25   

                                                 
13 So, e.g., Lee Martin McDonald, The Formation of the Biblical Canon, vol. 2, The New Testament: Its 

Authority and Canonicity (London: Bloomsbury, 2017) 284. 

14 Cf. Wilhelm Hartke, Vier urchristliche Parteien und ihre Vereinigung zur apostolischen Kirche, vol. 1 

(Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1961) 135; Stolt, “Om dateringen,” 204; Oberweis, “Das Papias-Zeugnis,” 287. 

15 Streeter, The Four Gospels, 452. 

16 Barclay, Introduction to John, 32. 

17 Cited by Oberweis, “Das Papias Zeugnis,” 287. 

18 John T. Fitzgerald, “Theodore of Mopsuestia on Paul’s Letter to Philemon,” in Philemon in Perspective: 

Interpreting a Pauline Letter, ed. D. Francois Tolmie (Berlin: de Gruyter, 2010) 345 n.67. 

19 Cf. Oberweis, “Das Papias Zeugnis,” 287. 

20 Charles, Revelation, vol.1, xlviii. 

21 Translated by the author from CSCO, Scriptores Syri, 2.101.2. 

22 Robinson, “The Authorship,” 488. Verheyden disagrees on the basis that bar Salibi’s summary of 

Hippolytus does not mention the distinction between Paul’s writing to churches and individuals (“The Canon 

Muratori,” 495–496), but this objection does not seem to accept the possibility that bar Salibi has only loosely 

summarized Hippolytus. 

23 CSCO, Scriptores Syri, 2.101.2–3. 

24 PG 103:1103. 

25 Robinson, “The Authorship,” 489. 
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There is no consensus on the question of the authorship of the Muratorian 

Canon, though Hippolytus has often been proposed.26 Among recent studies, Jurgens 

allows that there is a “greater possibility” for him than for other proposed authors,27 

though Campenhausen maintains that the “wirren Dinge” of the Canon are unlikely to 

have been the work of a man like Hippolytus.28 According to Verheyden, “a more 

substantial case has been made for Hippolytus” than for other suggestions,29 though he 

suggests that Hippolytus might instead have had access to the Muratorian Canon.30 

Brent on the other hand has defended the thesis that Hippolytus contributed to the 

writing or editing of the Canon.31 In any case, both  Hippolytus and the Muratorian 

Canon appear to have held to a Claudian banishment narrative and likely shared some 

literary relationship. 

 

 

Victorinus 

 

 

Victorinus (d. 303 or 304), of Pettau in Ponnonia (modern day Slovenia), wrote a 

commentary on Revelation for which he may have drawn from both Irenaeus and 

Hippolytus.32 Commenting on the words that John must again prophesy to many nations 

(Comm. Apoc. 10:11), he writes:   

 

When John saw this revelation, he was on the island of Patmos, having been 

condemned to the mines by Caesar Domitian. There, it seems, John wrote the 

Revelation, and when he had already become aged [et cum iam seniorem], he 

thought that he would be received [into bliss] after his suffering. However, when 

Domitian was killed, all of his decrees were made null and void. John was, 

                                                 
26 See Hahneman, The Muratorian Fragment, 30–31; cf.; Orchard and Riley, The Order of the Synoptics, 

138. 

27 Jurgens, The Faith of the Early Fathers, vol. 1, 107. 

28 Hans Freiherr von Campenhausen, Die Entstehung der christlichen Bibel (BHTh 39; Tübingen: Mohr 

Siebeck, 2003) 284 n. 198. 

29 Verheyden, “The Canon Muratori,” 490–491. 

30 Verheyden, “The Canon Muratori,” 495–496. 

31 Brent, Hippolytus, 341–343. 

32 Weinrich, Revelation, xxii; Constantinou, Guiding to a Blessed End, 2–3. 
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therefore, released from the mines, and afterward he disseminated the revelation 

that he had received from the Lord.”33 

Victorinus is the first writer to unequivocally place John’s banishment in 

Domitian’s reign, but he may betray knowledge of a source which held to the Claudian 

narrative. Indeed, some hold that he was familiar with the Muratorian Canon,34 or even 

that he authored it.35 The latter is unlikely, however, since the Muratorian Canon seems 

to presuppose John’s Claudian, not Domitianic, exile, but dependence on either the 

Muratorian Canon or a shared source is possible. Thus, earlier in his work, Victorinus 

argues that “John calls seven churches by name (nominatim)” and composes letters to 

them because, “what John speaks to one, he speaks to all” (Comm. Apoc. 1.7),36 echoing 

the statement in the Muratorian Canon which claims that Paul, “writes to seven churches 

by name (nominatim)”, just as his predecessor John did, and that, “although John writes 

to the seven churches, he speaks to all” (ll. 57–59).37  

Furthermore, whereas the Muratorian Canon states that Paul was following the 

order of his predecessor John in writing to seven churches, Victorinus alleges that Paul, 

“did not go beyond the number of seven churches that he (himself) also might preserve 

this very thing (ut servaret <ipse> et ipsum)”, where the et (“he also might preserve”) 

may presuppose John’s former writing to seven churches (as in the Muratorian Canon), 

a number which Paul “also” (i.e., like John before him) preserved. If so, it would betray 

Victorinus’ use of a source that placed the writing of John’s seven letters prior to Paul’s.  

Victorinus depicts John as “already aged” towards the end of his exile. Ellis 

thinks that the “already” (iam) implies he had grown old on Patmos and had therefore 

been there for many years.38 Possibly Victorinus held John to have been banished early 

in Domitian’s reign.   

                                                 
33 Trans., Weinrich, Revelation, 153. The Latin text is from Johannes Haussleiter, ed. Victorini Episcopi 

Petavionensis Opera (CSEL 49. Vienna: Tempsky, 1916), and so hereafter. 

34 Harnack, “Über den Verfasser,” 11–12; Martine Dulaey, Victorin de Poetovio, Premier Exégète Latin, 

vol. 1 (2 vols.; EAA 139/140; Paris: Institut d’Études Augustiniennes, 1993) 36. 

35 Jonathan J. Armstrong, “Victorinus of Pettau as the Author of the Canon Muratori,” VC 62 (2008) 1–34. 

However, the Muratorian Canon, as discussed above, seems to place John’s exile in Claudius’ reign, whereas 

Victorinus places it in Domitian’s (cf. McDonald, The New Testament, 284). 

36 Translated by the author from the Latin text in Haussleiter.  

37 Cf. Verheyden, “The Canon Muratori,” 495. 

38 E. Earle Ellis, The Making of the New Testament Documents (Leiden: Brill, 2002) 211. Cf. the translation 

in ANF 3.417 (“and when at length grown old”). 
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While Victorinus’ John does not die during his exile, as seems to have been the 

case in other sources of the Claudian tradition (cf. the Muratorian Canon, and other 

sources discussed below), his thoughts are nevertheless on death: “he had thought he 

could be received after his suffering” (se putasset post passionem recipi posse). This 

allusion to death perhaps reflects a source which did bring John’s life to an end on 

Patmos. But Victorinus may have modified this narrative to bring it into better 

conformity with Irenaeus, who placed John’s death in his old age at Ephesus under 

Trajan (Haer 3.3.4; apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.23.4).   

Another indication that Victorinus was working with a tradition which placed 

John’s death on Patmos is his claim that John was sent ad metalla, or “to the mines”, 

which is also found in a number of other sources related to the Claudian exile tradition 

(see below). Unlike the relatively mild sentence of relegatio, ad metalla was considered 

second only to execution in severity,39 and was conceived of as “a deferred death 

sentence.”40 Mattingly speaks of one particular mine in Phaino, “where even a 

condemned murderer is hardly able to live a few days.”41  

There is no evidence of mines on Patmos,42 and had John been sent to the mines, 

he would have had no leisure to write and little chance of survival.43 But the ad metalla 

narrative may have been constructed as a way of providing a historical context for 

John’s early martyrdom within the framework of the Patmos banishment, in accordance 

with the theory proposed here of the conflation of Johannine narratives.    

Christians were sentenced ad metalla from at least the end of the second century, 

or about the time when Hippolytus, the proposed originator of the Claudian tradition, 

was active. Hippolytus himself related how a Christian named Callistus was banished to 

the mines of Sardinia during the bishopric of Victor, in the late second century (Haer. 

9.7). According to the Liberian Catalogue (c. 354), Pontianus the bishop of Rome and a 

                                                 
39 Miriam J. Groen-Vallinga and Laurens E. Tacoma, “Contextualising Condemnation to Hard Labour in the 

Roman Empire,” in Global Convict Labour, ed. Christian Giuseppe De Vito and Alex Lichtenstein (Leiden: Brill, 

2015) 60, 63. 

40 David J. Mattingly, Imperialism, Power, and Identity: Experiencing the Roman Empire (Princeton: 

Princeton University Press, 2011) 187. Cf. Nancy H. Ramage and Andrew Ramage, Ancient Rome (London: British 

Museum, 2008) 66; Crook, Law and Life of Rome, 273. 

41 Mattingly, Imperialism, Power, and Identity, 187, quoting Athanasius, Orations against the Arians, 

60.765–766. 

42 Sanders, “St John on Patmos,” 76; Thompson, “Ordinary Lives,” 33. 

43 Sanders, “St John on Patmos,” 76.   
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Roman presbyter named Hippolytus (probably Hippolytus of Rome) were exiled to 

Sardinia (presumably to the mines44) in c. 235.45 The conditions for those exiled to this 

region were often deadly,46 and Pontianus and Hippolytus likely died there within a few 

years of their arrival.47 Their remains were later deposited in Rome on the same day: 

Pontianus’ in the cemetery of Callistus and Hippolytus’ on the Via Tiburtina (where the 

Ligorio Statue was later discovered).48 

 

 

Apringius 

 

 

Apringius, bishop of Pax in Portugal (or possibly of the town of the same name in 

Spain), places John’s exile in the reign of Claudius in his Tractate on the Apocalypse, 

written during the reign of the Visigoth king Thendis (531–548): 

 

The ecclesiastical writers have taught that at the time of Claudius Caesar, when 

that famine which the prophet Agabus had announced in the Acts of the Apostles 

would come in ten years [sic] time was at its height, that during that difficulty 

this same Caesar, impelled by his usual vanity, had instituted a persecution of the 

churches. It was during this time that he ordered John, the apostle of our Lord, 

Jesus Christ, to be transported into exile (exilio), and he was taken (deportatum) 

to the island of Patmos, and while there confirmed this writing [i.e. 

Revelation].49  

                                                 
44 Brent, Hippolytus, 36; Henry Chadwick, The Church in Ancient Society: From Galilee to Gregory the 

Great (Oxford: University Press, 2001) 132; Covan Concannon, “Sibling Rivalries: On the Reception of 1 Clement in 

Corinth,” in One in Christ: Essays on Early Christianity and “All that Jazz,” in Honor of S. Scott Bartchy, ed. David 

L. Matson and K.C. Richardson (Eugene: Wipf and Stock, 2014) 281 n.25. 

45 Theodor Mommsen, ed. Chronica Minora, vol. 1 (MGH; Berlin: 1892) 74–75; cf. Shelton, Martyrdom, 

24. 

46 Brent, Hippolytus, 36; Chadwick, The Church, 145. 

47 Brent, Hippolytus, 36; Chadwick, The Church, 132; Concannon, “Sibling Rivalries,” 281 n.25. 

48 Mommsen, Chronica Minora, vol. 1, 72; 74–75. 

49 Apringius of Beja, Tractate on the Apocalypse 1.9, trans. Weinrich, Revelation, 7. Cf. Eisler, Enigma, 90. 

Cf. Boxall, Patmos, 59; Francis X. Gumerlock, Revelation and the First Century: Preterist Interpretations of the 

Apocalypse in Early Christianity (Powder Springs: American Vision, 2012) 30.  
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Apringius, citing unidentified “ecclesiastical writers”, uniquely locates a 

historical context for John’s exile in a Claudian persecution of the churches, which is 

said to have occurred at the time of the famine mentioned in Acts 11:28. This 

persecution may have been mistakenly inferred by Apringius’ sources from the notice of 

the Roman historian Suetonius (c. 70–c. 130) that Claudius banished Jews from Rome 

on account of “disturbances at the instigation of Christ (Chrestus)” (Claud. 25),50 which 

is sometimes understood as a reference to a dispute within the Jewish community at 

Rome over the new religion of Christianity.51 An expulsion of the Jews from Rome by 

Claudius is also mentioned in Acts 18:2, and John’s banishment might have been 

associated with it.  

If deportatus was being used in the legal sense of the sentence of deportatio, 

then John’s sentence would have been permanent and would have involved a loss of 

property.52 However, Pontianus and Hippolytus “were brought” (sunt deportati) to 

Sardinia, 53 where they were sentenced to the mines (ad metalla) and likely died,54 so 

Apringius’ account is not necessarily in conflict with the ad metalla tradition.  

 

 

Primasius 

 

 

The North African bishop Primasius (527–565) also mentions the ad metalla tradition in 

his commentary on Revelation: 

 

These things, however, he merited seeing at that time, for which reason, having 

been sent into exile to the island of Patmos by Domitian Caesar on account of 

                                                 
The Latin text is taken from Roger Gryson, ed. Variorum Auctorum Commentaria Minora in Apocalypsin 

Johannis (CCSL 107; Turnhout: Brepols, 2003) 39. 

50 Latin text in J. C. Rolfe, ed. and trans., Suetonius, vol. 2 (LCL; London: Heinamann, 1914). 

51 See, e.g., James D. G. Dunn, Romans 1–8 (WBC 38A; Dallas: Word, 1998) xlviii–xlix; ODCC 1565; 

Joseph A. Fitzmyer, The Acts of the Apostles: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (AB 31; New 

Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 2008) 619. 

52 Washburn, Banishment, 17. 

53 Mommsen, Chronica Minora, vol. 1, 72; 74–75. 

54 Brent, Hippolytus, 36; Chadwick, The Church, 132; Concannon, “Sibling Rivalries,” 281 n.25. 
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Christ and having been condemned to the mines, he was confined, imprisoned by 

these boundaries.55  

 

Primasius places the banishment in Domitian’s reign, probably reflecting the 

later dominance of that tradition following Eusebius’ adoption of it (see Chapter 5). He 

adds: 

 

So then, generic good things belonging to the universal church are indeed 

revealed to one, but profitable things are foretold for all. The things which he 

indeed alone saw, he sent written to the seven churches, so that each one might 

pay attention to unity, and not only for themselves, but that each furthermore 

might show themselves to have laboured for all. 

 

As in Hippolytus, Muratorian Canon and Victorinus, Primasius speaks of the universal 

application of John’s writing to seven churches, suggesting a literary relationship with 

the Muratorian Canon.   

 

 

Commentary on the Revelation of the Apostle John 

 

 

The suspicion that the ad metalla tradition was originally contextualized within a 

Claudian setting receives support from a western source entitled the Commentary on the 

Revelation of the Apostle John, written by an unknown author between the sixth and 

eighth centuries.  

 

When on account of the word of the Lord he [John] had been thrown into the 

burning oil by his persecutors, and the Lord had led him out of there unharmed, 

                                                 
55 Translated by the author from the Latin text in A. W. Adams, ed., Primasius Episcopus Hadrumetinus, 

Commentarius in Apocalypsin (CCSL 92; Turnhout, 1985) 6–7. 
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they sent him there [Patmos], with his feet bound, for the iron mines (ligatis 

pedibus metallis ferreis illuc transmiserunt).56 

This account, which also knows the tradition of the immersion in oil, exhibits a possible 

attempt at correcting the Claudian ad metalla tradition in order to bring it into 

conformity with the later dominant Domitianic dating of John’s exile, for it claims that 

Revelation “was written in the twenty-third year after the suffering of the Lord” (XXIII 

anno post passionem domini scriptum est), which could correspond to the end of 

Claudius’ reign (52/53 C.E.), while also placing this writing in the time of Domitian. 

While Gryson considers the reading XXIII a mistake for LXIII,57 the sixty-third year, it 

is also possible that the name of Claudius has been replaced with Domitian’s while the 

date has been left uncorrected, possibly because the chronology of the first century 

emperors was unknown to the corrector.58 

 

 

Severus’ Homily 

 

 

Severus, bishop of Nastaruwa (mid-ninth century), in a Coptic homily preserved in an 

Arabic translation,59 discusses Paul’s being forbidden to preach in Asia by the Holy 

Spirit (Acts 16:6), explaining that the apostle had wanted to preach in the region as he 

had learned that John was in exile on Patmos. The Spirit forbade him, however, as Asia 

was John’s heritage, and because John was still alive. It was only after the death of John 

the son of Zebedee, it adds, that Paul began his work in Ephesus.60 Severus must, 

therefore, have placed John’s death before Paul’s Ephesian ministry (Acts 19:1–20).   

Severus’ narrative differs markedly from that known to Irenaeus and Clement 

(see Chapter 2), who located John’s ministry in Asia Minor in the latter part of the first 

century, and from that known to Tertullian, who spoke of the Pauline churches in Asia 

                                                 
56 Translated by the author from the Latin text in Gryson, Variorum Auctorum, 193, and so hereafter. 

57 Gryson, Variorum Auctorum, 183. 

58 Cf. Gumerlock, Revelation and the First Century, 31 

59 Jean Joseph Léandre Bargès, trans., Homélie sur St Marc, Apôtre et Évangéliste par Anba Sévère, Évêque 

de Nestéraweh (Paris: Leroux, 1877) 17. 

60 Bargès, Homélie sur St Marc, 31. 
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as John’s “foster churches” (Tertullian, Marc. 4.5). However, it complements the 

narrative presupposed by the Muratorian Canon at two key points. First, Severus places 

John’s banishment and death in Claudius’ reign, as the Muratorian Canon likely did; 

secondly, where Severus makes Paul to have succeeded John in the Asian ministry, the 

Muratorian Canon makes John to have been Paul’s precessoris.   

Epiphanius might also have placed John’s Asian preaching during Claudius’ 

reign, as Severus does. In one place, he writes that John “is instructed (ἐπιτρέπεται) by 

the Holy Spirit to preach” in Asia in his old age to oppose the influence of Ebion and 

Cerinthus who were teaching in the region (Pan. 51.2.3–4). Possibly Epiphanius 

intended to contrast this command for John to preach in Asia with Paul’s being 

forbidden to preach there by the Holy Spirit (Acts 16:6), referred to by Severus. While 

Epiphanius claims that Cerinthus commenced his preaching in Asia (Pan. 28.1.4), he 

evidently placed Cerinthus’ activities in Claudius’ reign, for he makes him to have 

stirred up the controversy over circumcision at Jerusalem at the time when Peter 

returned to Jerusalem following the conversion of Cornelius (Pan. 28.4.1; cf. Acts 11:2–

3), and to have criticized Paul because Titus was not circumcised (Pan. 28.4.1–2; cf. Gal 

2:3–5). Bar Salibi attributes the same anecdotes concerning Cerinthus’ role in Jerusalem 

to Hippolytus (intro. Comm. Apoc),61 Epiphanius’ likely source. In contrast to this, 

Irenaeus placed the activities of Cerinthus towards the end of the first century (Haer. 

3.11.1; cf. 3.3.4). 

Epiphanius’ claim that John was instructed to oppose Cerinthus in his old age 

likely was also found in the same source which placed Cerinthus’ activities at around the 

time of Claudius’ reign. This source might also have been the basis for Victorinus’ claim 

that John was “now aged” during his exile. Indeed, it might have been the mention of 

John’s old age at this time that prompted Victorinus to move the exile to Domitian’s 

reign, in accordance with Irenaeus’ statement that John had died in his old age during 

Trajan’s reign (cf. the possibility of interpreting Irenaeus as having placed John’s 

banishment in Domitian’s reign, discussed in Chapter 5).    

 

 

 

                                                 
61 Translated by the author from CSCO, Scriptores Syri, 2.101.2; cf. Smith, “Gaius,” 590; Robinson, “The 

Authorship,” 487.  
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Origen 

 

 

Origen possibly associated John’s death with his exile on Patmos. While he only refers 

to John’s banishment once in his extant works, he does so in connection with Jesus’ 

prophecy of the martyrdom of the Zebedee brothers:  

 

 

And the sons of Zebedee drank the cup and were baptized with the baptism, 

when Herod killed James, the brother of John, with the sword, and when the king 

of the Romans (Ῥωμαίων βασιλεύς), as tradition teaches, condemned John, 

witnessing on account of the word of truth, to the island of Patmos (κατεδίκασε 

τὸν Ἰωάννην μαρτυροῦντα διὰ τὸν τῆς ἀληθείας λόγον εἰς Πάτμον τὴν νῆσον). 

John teaches the circumstances of his testimony (or “martyrdom”) (τὰ περὶ τοῦ 

μαρτυρίου αὐτοῦ), not recounting who condemned him, saying in Revelation 

these things: “I, John, your brother, and fellow partaker of the tribulation and 

kingdom and patience of Jesus, was in the island called Patmos on account of the 

word of God”, etc. And he seems (ἔοικε) to have seen the apocalyptic vision on 

the island (Origen, Comm. in Matt. 16.6).62 

 

Origen’s statement that John “seems” (ἔοικε) to have seen the vision on Patmos 

is probably related to the statement of Victorinus that “there [Patmos], therefore, John 

seems (videtur) to have written the Apocalypse” (Comm. Apoc. 10:11), which Jerome 

corrects to, “there, therefore, he saw Revelation” (ibi ergo vidit apocalypsin). This may 

suggest that both writers used a common source or that Victorinus borrowed from 

Origen. According to Jerome, Victorinus did use Origen’s explanations of the Scriptures 

(Epist. 71.2); he may have known Origen’s lost twelve homilies on the Apocalypse.  

There is some ambiguity in Origen’s statement that John was μαρτυροῦντα “on 

account of (διά) the word of God”, since the verb μαρτυρέω can refer to testifying either 

by proclamation or by suffering. Thus, Origen could be saying that John was testifying 

                                                 
62 Translated by the author from the Greek text in Erich Klostermann and Ernst Benz, eds., Origenes Werke, 

vol. 10 (GCS 40; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1935). 
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on account of the word of truth,63 or that he was suffering (as a martyr or otherwise) on 

account of the word of truth.64 It is unlikely that he was claiming that John was 

condemned to Patmos on account of his testifying to the word of truth, which would 

likely have been rendered with, μαρτυροῦντα [ἐπὶ] τῷ λόγῳ τῆς ἀληθείας (cf. Acts 

14:3).65  

The noun μαρτύριον used by Origen shares the ambiguities of its related verb 

and can refer to testimony in general (e.g., Matt. 24:14) as well as to martyrdom in 

particular (e.g., Origen, Comm. John 2.28). In the apocalyptic passage from which 

Origen draws (Rev 1:9), the related word μαρτυρία, which shares this ambiguity, is used 

unambiguously in the sense of spoken “testimony”. Origen’s employment of the 

alternative μαρτύριον may suggest he had the other meaning in mind, as would the 

martyrdom context of the very passage on which he is commenting (Matt 20:22).  

John is said to have taught the circumstances of his μαρτύριον when he 

explained that he was on Patmos on account of the word of God. This shows that for 

Origen, John’s sentence to Patmos represented the circumstances of his μαρτύριον. This 

need not rule out a literal understanding of martyrdom, since Origen may have been 

interacting with the ad metalla tradition, which, as shown above, was often a de facto 

capital sentence. Origen could have held that John taught the circumstances of his 

martyrdom if he had understood John to have met his death in the mines of Patmos. 

Indeed, the Roman bishop Pontianus was considered a martyr because he had died in 

exile in Sardinia.66  

Further evidence that Origen spoke of John’s martyrdom is found in the Latin 

Vetus Interpretatio of Origen’s Commentary on Matthew, in a passage not extant in the 

Greek:  

 

                                                 
63 So, Boxall, Patmos, 36. 

64 Simcox (Revelation, xlv) allows both possibilities.  

65 Contra Hill’s translation, that the Roman emperor condemned him, “for testifying to the word of truth” 

(The Johannine Corpus, 869). 

66 Mommsen, Chronica Minora, vol. 1, 72; 74–75; cf. Shelton, Martyrdom, 24. 
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Christ did not answer “You are indeed able to drink my cup”, but looking to their 

future perfection (perfectionem), he says: “you will indeed drink of my cup, and 

be baptized with my baptism.”67 

 

The word “perfection” in this context shows that literal martyrdom is intended 

(cf. Ignatius, Eph. 3.1; Clement, Strom. 4.4). Possibly this represents Origen’s original 

reading, which might have been removed from the Greek text in order to conform the 

passage to the tradition of John’s peaceful death.   

 

 

The Recycling of Origen’s Narrative 

 

 

Two later texts seem to know a version of Origen’s account which identified Origen’s 

king of the Romans as Trajan. While both make subtle changes to Origen’s wording in 

order to remove any reference to John’s martyrdom, they both do so in different ways, 

suggesting that that they shared a common source, based on Origen, in which it was 

John’s martyrdom that was associated with Trajan’s reign.  

Ps.-Dorotheus (sixth century) relates that John “is exiled (ἐξορίζεται) by Trajan 

the king (ὑπὸ Τραϊανοῦ τοῦ βασιλέως) to the island of Patmos (εἰς Πάτμον τὴν νῆσον) 

on account of the word of Christ (διὰ τὸν λόγον τοῦ Χριστοῦ).”68 This echoes Origen’s 

statement that “the king of the Romans” (Ῥωμαίων βασιλεύς) “condemned” 

(κατεδίκασε; cf. Theophylact) John, bearing witness on account of the word of truth (διὰ 

τὸν τῆς ἀληθείας λόγον), to the island of Patmos (εἰς Πάτμον τὴν νῆσον)”, though 

John’s martyrdom on account of the word of truth is replaced with exile on account of 

the word of Christ (cf. Rev 1:2; 9).  

                                                 
67 Origen, Commentary on Matthew according to the Vetus Interpretatio, 16.5; translated by the author from 

the Latin text in PG 13:1381–1382. 

68 Translated by the author from the Greek text in Theodor Schermann, ed., Prophetarum Vitae Fabulosae 

Indices Apostolorum Discipulorumque Domini (Leipzig: Teubner 1907) 154. There is significant variation within the 

manuscript tradition (see John Granger Cook, Roman Attitudes Toward the Christians: From Claudius to Hadrian 

[WUNT 261; Tubingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2010] 248–249). 
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Theophylact of Ochrid in Macedonia (d. c. 1107), in his Explanation of Matthew 

(apud Matt 20:23), writes: “for on the one hand, Herod killed (ἀπέκτεινεν) James; on the 

other hand, Trajan condemned (κατεδίκασε) John, witnessing (μαρτυροῦντα) to the 

word of truth (τῷ λόγῳ τῆς ἀληθείας).”69  

Theophylact’s dependence on Origen for his account is especially evident.70 As 

with Origen and Ps.-Dorotheus, he mentions the fates of James and John and associates 

both fates with the personal agency of a ruler; like Origen, he employs the verb 

ἀπέκτεινεν in relation to the death of James, rather than the ἀνειλεν used in Acts 12:2 

(cf. Ps.- Dorotheus, who states that James ἀναιρεῖται μαχαίρᾳ ὑπὸ Ἡρώδου); also like 

Origen, he also uses the verb κατεδίκασε and the present participle μαρτυροῦντα, as 

well as the expression, “the word of truth,” which is characteristic of Origen.71  

While Ps.- Dorotheus has maintained that John was punished “on account of the 

word of Christ”, he has qualified the punishment as exile while removing Origen’s 

reference to John’s μαρτυροῦντα. Theophylact on the other hand has maintained the 

reference to John’s μαρτυροῦντα but has amended the text so that John is witnessing to 

the word of truth (τῷ λόγῳ τῆς ἀληθείας), not suffering martyrdom on account of the 

word of truth (διὰ τὸν τῆς ἀληθείας λόγον), as in Origen. Both presuppose a source 

which identified Origen’s king with Trajan, and both demonstrate, by their alternative 

corrections, knowledge of an original martyrdom context for the account. Such a version 

of Origen’s narrative may also inform the claim found in the Chronography of Gregory 

Abul Faraj, or Bar Hebraeus (1226-1286), that John was martyred in a persecution 

stirred up by Trajan.72   

Another writer, Hamartolos, discussed in Chapter 1, also provides indications 

that he had a source which knew Origen’s account and which associated John’s 

martyrdom with Trajan’s reign. According to this writer, John returned to Ephesus from 

exile in Nerva’s reign (September 96 to January 98) and was martyred there after 

writing his Gospel (presumably in Trajan’s reign) (Fragment 6). He cites in this 

connection Origen’s commentary on Matthew which, he claims, spoke of John’s 

martyrdom.  

                                                 
69 Translated by the author from PG 123:364. 

70 Cf. Swete, The Apocalypse, xcvi. 

71 See, e.g., Origen, Comm. Matt. 10.8; 10.10; 12.4; 12:33. 

72 E. A. Wallis Budge, ed. and trans., The Chronography of Gregory Abû'l Faraj, the Son of Aaron, the 

Hebrew Physician Commonly Known as Bar Hebraeus, (London: Oxford University Press, 1932) 51. 
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Evidence was presented in Chapter 1 pointing to Hamartolos’ use of Philip of 

Sidé for his account, and Philip may also have been the source used by Ps.- Dorotheus 

and Theophylact. Had Philip understood Origen as speaking of martyrdom (as 

Hamartolos does), he might have identified the “king of the Romans” with Trajan owing 

to Irenaeus’ statement that John died in his reign (Irenaeus, Haer. 2.22.5 = apud 

Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.23.4), since Philip would have been familiar with this statement 

from his knowledge of Eusebius.73  

 

 

Summary 

 

 

The possibility that Origen was working with the ad metalla tradition would explain the 

martyrdom context of Origen’s comments and account for the Latin version of the 

passage. It would explain why John is μαρτυροῦντα “on account of the word of truth” 

(διὰ τὸν τῆς ἀληθείας λόγον) rather than “to the word of truth” ([ἐπὶ] τῷ λόγῳ τῆς 

ἀληθείας), and would also account for the later placement of both John’s martyrdom and 

exile in Trajan’s reign. Perhaps Hamartolos, whose reliability is sometimes questioned 

on account of his interpreting Origen of literal martyrdom,74 was not mistaken after all. 

 

 

 

Dionysius of Alexandria 

 

 

Dionysius of Alexandria, Origen’s student, may also have been working within the 

chronological framework of John’s Claudian banishment. In his discussion of the 

authorship of Revelation, he is unable to suggest a potential alternative to John the son 

of Zebedee, with whom he identified the Evangelist (Hist. eccl. 7.25.7), but he dismisses 

                                                 
73 See, e.g., the fragments of Philip in G. C. Hansen, ed., Theodoros Anagnostes Kirchengeschichte (GCS 

54; Berlin: 1971) 160. 

74 See, e.g., Bernard, “The Traditions,” 56; Beckwith, The Apocalypse of John, 381; Barclay, Introduction to 

John, 34; Baum, “Papias und der Presbyter Johannes,” 36–37. 
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the possibility of authorship by John/Mark on the basis that Acts 13:13 records that this 

John returned to Jerusalem rather than following Paul and Barnabas into Asia (Hist. 

eccl. 7.25.15). Dionysius thus has his eye specifically on the Acts narrative in his quest 

for a potential author. He is apparently not interested in the fact that two letters 

attributed to Paul do place John/Mark in the region of Asia: Colossians associates Mark 

with Paul’s co-workers and prepares the churches in the Lycus Valley for a possible 

visit from Mark (Col 4:10), and 2 Timothy depicts Paul as summoning to himself both 

Timothy and Mark from Asia Minor (cf. 2 Tim 4:11–13; cf. 1:18; 1 Tim 1:3). 

Bruns refers to this omission on Dionysius’ part as “very curious”, adding, 

“Dionysius seems not to have realised that John Mark was the Mark of Col. 4:10 and 2 

Tim. 4:11.”75 But the omission would be expected if he chronologically placed the 

writing of Revelation during the time in which Acts records John/Mark’s movements, 

that is, during Claudius’ reign, rendering John/Mark’s later movements during the 

Neronian period, as represented by the Pauline letters, irrelevant for his purposes.  

 

 

The Death of John 

 

 

An Arabic introduction to the Death of St. John, found in a manuscript of probably the 

fourteenth century76 and based on a lost Coptic text,77 knows a tradition of John’s death 

on Patmos on the fourth day of the month Tuba78 (roughly corresponding to 12 

January79). In an Ethiopic translation of the introduction, John’s departure from this 

world is also located on Patmos but is placed instead on the fourth day of the month Ter, 

or 30 December,80 which is close to that of the traditional feast day of John the son of 

                                                 
75 J. Edgar Bruns, “John Mark: A Riddle within the Johannine Enigma,” Scr 15 (1963) 91. 

76 Agnes Smith Lewis, The Mythological Acts of the Apostles (HSem 4; London: Clay, 1904) viii. 

77 Lewis, The Mythological Acts, xv. 

78 Lewis, The Mythological Acts, 54. 

79 Boxall, Patmos, 122. 

80 E. A. Wallis Budge, ed. and trans., The Contendings of the Apostles: Being the Histories and the Lives 

and Martyrdoms and Deaths of the Twelve Apostles and Evangelists, vol. 2: The English Translation (Oxford: Oxford 

University Press, 1901) 253. Cf. Boxall, Patmos, 123. 
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Zebedee in other church calendars (see Chapter 1), offering perhaps more evidence that 

the tradition of John’s early martyrdom has reshaped the Patmos narrative.   

 

 

The Original Form of the Claudian Martyrdom Tradition 

 

 

The martyrologies join the names of John and James together, as Papias does, and some 

place their deaths in Jerusalem (see Chapter 1). Since there is evidence that John’s 

martyrdom was understood as having occurred late in Claudius’ reign, the possibility is 

raised that the James associated with John in Papias and the martyrologies may have 

been the son of Alphaeus, one of the twelve apostles, whose martyrdom is also placed in 

Jerusalem at the end of Claudius’ reign.    

According to the epitome of Philip’s History, Papias spoke of the martyrdom of 

both “John the Theologian and James his brother” (Fragment 5), but the reference to 

James as John’s brother (i.e. as the Zebedean James) may be a later anachronistic 

redaction, as the mention of John as “the Theologian” appears to be. Interestingly, 

Hamartolos, citing Papias, only states that John was killed by the Jews, and although he 

relates that this was in fulfilment of the prophecy given to both the Zebedee brothers by 

Jesus, he does not say that the Zebedean James was killed by the Jews.  

Also suggestive that Papias did not refer to the martyrdom of the Zebedean 

James is the fact that this James was put to death by Herod (cf. Acts 12:2), not by 

Jews.81 Baum also points out that the order of John and James cannot agree with the 

historical order of the deaths of the Zebedee brothers, as James was martyred first.82 

Indeed, the Zebedean James’ name is always placed before that of John in the Synoptics 

and in Acts (e.g. Matt 4:21; 17:1; Mark 1:29; 9:2; 10:35; 14:33 Luke 6:14; 9:54; Acts 

1:13), an order that Papias himself maintains when speaking of them (Fragment 3).  

The martyrdom of James, the son of Alphaeus, is spoken of in a number of 

sources. According to the Contendings of the Apostles, preserved only in an Ethiopic 

                                                 
81 Bernard (“The Traditions,” 58) and Zuntz (“Papiana,” 248) raise this point as evidence against the 

authenticity of Philip’s Papian fragment.  

82 Baum (“Papias und der Presbyter Johannes,” 35) also raises this objection as evidence that Papias likely 

spoke of the martyrdom of John the Baptist rather than of the Apostle.   
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translation but based upon works perhaps composed in Coptic as early as the sixth 

century,83 he was brought before “Claudius the king” by the multitudes in Jerusalem on 

account of his preaching. Claudius then ordered him to be stoned, and he was buried 

near the temple.84 The probably fifth-century Latin Incomplete Commentary on 

Matthew, relates: “[the Jews] stoned Stephen; they rejoiced in the death of James; again 

they stoned James, the son of Alpheus. Because of all these things, Jerusalem was 

destroyed by the Romans.”85 Likewise, the work, On the Twelve Apostles, wrongly 

attributed to Hippolytus, claims that James the son of Alphaeus was stoned to death by 

the Jews while preaching in Jerusalem and that he was buried on the spot, by the temple. 

This James is mentioned, alongside the name of John, in the eighth-century 

calendar (i.e. martyrology) of Reichenau, which reads: “in the basilica of the Mount of 

Olives, the birthday of John the Evangelist and of James the son of Alphaeus, the 

brother of the Lord”.86 The mention of this more insignificant James rather than one of 

the two more prominent ones (James the son of Zebedee or James the Just) found in 

other martyrologies may reflect an earlier form of the tradition. 

James the son of Alphaeus was often mistakenly identified in sources with James 

the Just, Jesus’ brother,87 and already in the second-century Hegesippus seems to have 

conflated their martyrdoms into a single account. He relates that James was thrown from 

a tower in the temple and then stoned by bystanders; while this was happening, he was 

given a fatal blow with a fuller’s club (Hist. eccl. 2.23.16–17). He was then buried near 

the temple, where his memorial was still said to still remain (Hist. eccl. 2.23.18). As 

Martin observes, the “[m]ultiple attempts at killing James (a fall, stoning, being beaten 

over the head) suggest that this is a legendary combination of motifs.”88 This is perhaps 

related to Jerome’s description of Hegesippus’ work as “weaving together (texens) all 

the histories of ecclesiastical deeds from the passion of the Lord until his own time” 

                                                 
83 Budge, Contendings, viii. 

84 Budge, Contendings, 265–266. 

85 Homily 41 on Matt 22, in James Kellerman, trans., Thomas C. Oden, ed., Incomplete Commentary on 

Matthew (Opus Imperfectum), vol. 2 (Downers Grove, Ill.: IVP, 2010) 328. 

86 Boismard, Le Martyre, 25; cf. Feltoe, “St John and St James,” 591. 

87 Roelof van den Broek, Pseudo-Cyril of Jerusalem On the Life and the Passion of Christ: A Coptic 

Apocryphon (VCSup 118; Leiden, Brill, 2012) 18; 28. 

88 Ralph P. Martin, James (WBC 48; Dallas: Word, 1998) lii; so also, Painter, Just James, 119. 



89 

 

(Vir. 22.1),89 where the “weaving” may indicate an uncritical combining of sources into 

a single conflated narrative.  

Supportive of this is the observation that in Clement of Alexandria’s account of 

James the Just’s martyrdom, he is only recorded as having been thrown from the temple 

and beaten with a club (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 2.1.5): there is no mention of the 

stoning or of his being buried near the temple, associated in other sources with the son 

of Alphaeus.  

The Contendings of the Apostles differentiates both James the son of Alphaeus 

and James the Just, attributing (as noted above) James’ stoning and burial near the 

temple to the son of Alphaeus,90 and James’ being thrown from a pinnacle of the temple 

and beaten with a fuller’s club to James the Just (as in Clement).91 It adds that James the 

Just was buried in a synagogue,92 possibly referring to the Zion church in Jerusalem.93 

The tradition that James was buried on the mount of Olives (near the temple), found in 

Gregory of Tours (gloria mart. 26),94 may represent the tradition pertaining to the son of 

Alphaeus. 

That Hegesippus conflated two separate accounts would explain the two 

conflicting dates for James’ martyrdom given by Epiphanius, whose account of James 

was likely dependent upon him.95 He thus relates that it took place twenty-four years 

after the ascension, which could correspond to the end of the reign of Claudius (who 

died in October 54) and immediately before the siege of Jerusalem (70 C.E.) (Pan. 

78.14.5). Since Hegesippus records that Simeon, the cousin of Jesus, was ordained 

bishop in James the Just’s place following the return of the Jerusalem Christians to the 

city after the Jewish War (Hist. eccl. 3.11.1), it can be inferred that in the earlier strata of 

                                                 
89 Translated from the Latin text in Cécile Lanéry, Ambroise de Milan hagiographe (Institut d’Études 

Augustiniennes, 2008) 471 n. 22, citing K. Siamake, ed., Ἰερωνυμοῦ, De viris Illustribus (Thessalonica, 1992). Cf. PL 

23:674. 

90 Budge, Contendings, 265–266. 

91 Budge, Contendings, 88–89. 

92 Budge, Contendings, 89. 

93 This church was associated with James (see Chapter 10) and was likely referred to as a synagogue (see 

Jerome Murphy-O’Connor, “The Cenacle—Setting for Acts 2:44–45,” in The Book of Acts in its Palestinian Setting, 

ed. Richard Bauckham [BAFCS 4; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995]) 309). 

94 Cited in Els Rose, Ritual Memory: The Apocryphal Acts and Liturgical Commemoration in the Early 

Medieval West (c. 500-1215) (Leiden: Brill, 2009) 133. 

95 See, e.g., Lightfoot, The Apostolic Fathers, part 1, vol. 1, 328–330; James H. Ropes, A Critical and 

Exegetical Commentary on the Epistle of St. James (ICC; New York: Scribner, 1916) 66; Chapter 11. 

https://www.google.com/search?tbo=p&tbm=bks&q=inauthor:%22C%C3%A9cile+Lan%C3%A9ry%22
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the traditions, it was Jesus’ brother, the bishop of Jerusalem, who died before the siege, 

and consequently the son of Alphaeus who died during Claudius’ reign, as in the 

Contendings of the Apostles.96 

Both Clement of Alexandria and the Contendings have preserved an unconflated 

version of the account, making it unlikely that they were dependent on Hegesippus for 

their knowledge of it. However, Hegesippus’ conflated account was written in the 

second century, meaning that Clement and the Contendings must have used sources 

stretching back into at least the second century. Interestingly, on quite independent 

grounds Budge suggested that the Contendings reflects traditions that date back possibly 

as far as the second century.97 He adds that such sources would have been written in a 

Semitic dialect (he suggests Hebrew or Syriac),98 which is consistent with Eusebius’ 

statement that Hegesippus used Syriac and Hebrew documents (Hist. eccl. 4.22.8).  

Probably in the original form of the tradition, the martyrdoms of both the 

Apostle John and James the son of Alphaeus were placed in Jerusalem, late in Claudius’ 

reign. This was later variously reinterpreted of John the Evangelist, John the Baptist, 

James the son of Zebedee and James the Just (see Chapter 1), and, in the case of John, 

conflated with the Patmos narrative.  

 

                                                 
96 This tradition has been further complicated by Eusebius’ merging of his account of James’ martyrdom 

with Josephus’ narrative of a probably unrelated James who was sentenced along with others, in 62 C.E., to stoning 

by the Sanhedrin at the instigation of Ananus the high priest, on the charge that he had broken the law (Hist. eccl. 

2.23.20; cf. Josephus, Ant. 20.9.1 § 200–201); see, e.g., Nathaniel Lardner, The Works of Nathaniel Lardner, vol. 3 

(London: Thomas Hamilton, 1815) 377; Homersham Cox, The First Century of Christianity (London: Longmans, 

1886) 88; see also the recent restatement of this view by Richard Carrier, “Origen, Eusebius, and the Accidental 

Interpolation in Josephus, Jewish Antiquities 20.200,” JECS 20 (2012) 489–514.  

In Josephus’ account, James is sentenced to stoning, along with others, by the Sanhedrin; in Hegesippus and 

Clement, James is thrown down from the temple in an act of momentary rage directed at him alone; in Josephus, he 

dies in C.E. 62, in the James the Just tradition, he dies immediately before the siege of Jerusalem. It also seems 

inconceivable that the early Jerusalem Christians would have waited until after the destruction of Jerusalem before 

appointing a bishop to replace James, had he died as early as 62 C.E. Furthermore, James’ martyrdom was 

remembered as occurring after that of Peter in the Clementine literature, and in the first year of Vespasian according 

to the Chronicon Paschale. Josephus and Hegesippus were often confused (see, e.g., Rainer Riesner, Paul's Early 

Period: Chronology, Mission Strategy, Theology, trans. Doug Stott [Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1998] 185–186), and 

this confusion may be related to the misattribution of the death of an otherwise unknown James in Josephus to James 

the Just, whose martyrdom was related by Hegesippus.  

97 Budge, Contendings, viii. 

98 Budge, Contendings, viii. 
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Conclusion 

 

 

The Claudian exile narrative, when it is noted, is often met with bewilderment or 

dismissed as a mistake. However, this narrative can be plausibly explained on the basis 

that as the Apostle and Evangelist came to be identified, the widespread tradition of 

John’s early martyrdom necessitated the early placement of the Patmos narrative. The ad 

metalla tradition was likely a convenient way of harmonizing these two traditions by 

effecting John’s martyrdom on Patmos.  

The identification of the Apostle and the Evangelist consequently seems to have 

resulted in the first major revision of the Johannine narrative. The likely role of 

Hippolytus of Rome in constructing the narrative would suggest that this identification 

was an important element of his rebuttal against Gaius. This would subsequently explain 

why Origen and Dionysius, who were likely interacting with the Claudian tradition, are 

among the earliest extant writers to identify the Evangelist with the Apostle (Origen, 

Comm. John 2.4; Dionysius, apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 7.25.7–26). 
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CHAPTER 5 

THE DOMITIANIC DATING OF JOHN’S BANISHMENT 

 

 

Eusebius in his Ecclesiastical History (c. 324) identified the Apostle and Evangelist, as 

Hippolytus likely did before him, but his reconstruction differed in privileging Irenaeus’ 

tradition of John’s peaceful death in the reign of Trajan over the martyrdom tradition. 

Furthermore, while Eusebius maintained the tradition of John’s exile on Patmos, which 

he contextualized in a persecution late in the reign of Domitian (r. 81–96 C.E.), he also 

favoured the suggestion of Dionysius of Alexandria that the book of Revelation itself 

had been written by another John, probably because he shared with Dionysius doubts 

concerning Revelation’s canonicity.  

In this chapter, it will be argued that Eusebius’ construction of the Domitianic 

narrative was not unrelated to his doubts concerning Revelation, since the Domitianic 

dating placed the exile as close as possible to the time of John the Elder, Papias’ 

contemporary, furnishing Eusebius with an alternative candidate for Revelation’s 

authorship. Furthermore, because Papias placed the Apostle John’s activities in a period 

previous to his own, Eusebius’ placement of the Apostle’s death in Trajan’s reign 

pushed the activities of Papias further into the second century, which in turn made it 

chronologically untenable for John the Elder, his contemporary, to have been an 

eyewitness of Jesus, thus removing apostolic authorship from Revelation.  

Lastly, it will be concluded from an analysis of Eusebius’ use of sources that 

Eusebius himself constructed the Domitianic dating by misinterpreting statements made 

by Irenaeus and Clement of Alexandria and by conflating evidence from Roman 

historians, who described Domitian’s persecution of the Roman nobility towards the end 

of his reign, with that of ecclesiastical writers, who spoke of a short-lived persecution of 

the descendants of David by Domitian shortly after the fall of Jerusalem.   
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Eusebius on the Authorship of Revelation 

 

 

While Gaius’ rejection of the Johannine works failed to persuade his contemporaries, his 

criticisms of Revelation influenced Dionysius of Alexandria (Hist. eccl. 7.25.1–3), who 

suggested that the work had been written by a secondary John (Hist. eccl. 7.25.12–16). 

Dionysius’ criticisms were in turn rehearsed by Eusebius (Hist. eccl. 7.24–25), who 

seems to have quietly shared his scepticism.1 By repeating these criticisms under the 

name of Dionysius, however, Eusebius could cast doubt on the work without directly 

challenging it himself.2 While he might not have overtly rejected Revelation, as Gaius 

did, it is clear that he did not embrace its apostolic origin or canonical status.3  

Constantinou sees evidence for Eusebius’ bias against Revelation in his 

repeating of  Gaius’ disavowal of Revelation while failing to mention that Gaius also 

rejected John’s Gospel (Hist. eccl. 3.28.1–2),4 and in his exceptional placement of 

Revelation among both the “acknowledged” (ὁμολογούμενα) books of the canon and the 

“spurious” books (νόθα), rather than among the “disputed” books (ἀντιλεγόμονα) (Hist. 

eccl. 3.25.1–4).5 She argues that if opinion were truly divided, Eusebius would have 

included it among the disputed books, and that his dual placement likely implies that 

Revelation was not generally questioned at the time.6 The placement of Revelation in 

the “spurious” category probably represents the unique attribution of the work to the 

heretical Cerinthus; other works, even if not universally regarded as canonical, were 

generally regarded as productions of the “orthodox” community.   

Eusebius promises to provide the various opinions on the book later in his work, 

though elsewhere he only mentions Gaius and Dionysius as rejecting or questioning it 

                                                 
1 Bruce, The Canon of Scripture, 199; Hengel, The Johannine Question, 21; Carson and Moo, Introduction, 

717; ODCC 1402; Constantinou, Guiding to a Blessed End, 30–31. 

2 Cf. Constantinou, Guiding to a Blessed End, 29–30. 

3 Kruger’s ambiguous claim that Eusebius “does not count himself amongst those who reject it” (“The 

Reception of the Book of Revelation,” 170) is true in the sense that he did not lend his support to the view that 

Cerinthus wrote it, but it is also misleading, for Eusebius does not embrace its apostolic authorship either and thus 

does reject it, however indirectly, as a canonical work. 

4 Hengel, The Johannine Question, 21; Constantinou, Guiding to a Blessed End, 30.  

5 Constantinou, Guiding to a Blessed End, 31–32.  

6 Constantinou, Guiding to a Blessed End, 31–32.  
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(Hist. eccl. 3.28.3; cf. 7.24.1–3).7 Probably Gaius’ party represents his sole grounds for 

claiming some placed it among the spurious books.8 He does indicate in other places, 

however, that Revelation was received by Justin Martyr (Hist. eccl. 4.18.8; cf. Justin, 

Dial. 81), Melito of Sardis (Hist. eccl. 4.26.1–2), Theophilus of Antioch (Hist. eccl. 

4.24.1), Irenaeus (Hist. eccl. 3.18.2–3 = Irenaeus, Haer. 5.30.3) and Origen (Hist. eccl. 

6.25.9; cf. Origen, Comm. John 14), though he does not mention a number of other 

significant writers who accepted it, including Papias (Fragment 10), Tertullian (Marc. 

4.2), Hippolytus of Rome (according to the bar Salibi fragments discussed in Chapter 3), 

the eastern Hippolytus (Antichr. 36) and Methodius of Olympus (d. 311) (Symposium 

8.5). 

Although Dionysius rejected authorship of Revelation by the Apostle (that is, the 

Evangelist), he was unable to suggest another John as the author, possibly because he 

placed the exile in Claudius’ reign, which would have limited any potential candidates 

(see Chapter 4). Eusebius, however, by favouring Irenaeus’ placement of John’s death in 

the reign of Trajan (Hist. eccl. 3.23.3), was free to posit a later dating of Revelation and 

consequently to find a potential author in the person of Papias’ John the Elder, whose 

activities Eusebius likely placed in the early second century (concerning which, see 

below). This resulted in his innovative correlation of Papias’ two Johns with the two 

tombs of John in Ephesus mentioned by Dionysius (Hist. eccl. 3.39.6; cf. Chapter 3).    

 

 

The Marginalization of John the Elder and Papias 

 

 

Eusebius had, no doubt correctly, understood Papias as disclaiming any personal 

knowledge of his first unenumerated disciples of the Lord, including the Apostle John 

(Hist. eccl. 3.39.4; cf. Chapter 1). But by identifying this John, the Apostle, as the one 

who died at Ephesus in Trajan’s reign, Eusebius effectively pushed Papias’ activities, 

which took place after the death of the Apostle, further into the second century. This in 

turn would likely have moved the activities of John the Elder, Papias’ contemporary, 

                                                 
7 Cf. Orchard, “Some Guidelines,” 394. 

8 Eusebius indicates that opinion was “still divided” in his day (Hist. eccl. 3.24.18). Presumably Gaius’ view 

still had advocates in Eusebius’ day.  
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into the second century also, diminishing any likelihood that he could have been an 

eyewitness disciple of Jesus. Thus, it is not that Eusebius undermined the credibility of 

Revelation by creating a second John out of a misreading Papias’ words (cf. Chapter 1) 

but that he diminished the status of the secondary John whom Papias did mention.    

Eusebius does not explicitly deny the eyewitness status of the Elder, though this 

was likely the meaning of his claim that Papias placed him and Aristion outside of the 

circle of the apostles (Hist. eccl. 3.39.5). The Syriac version and Rufinus’ Latin 

translation of Eusebius seem to have understood him this way, since they omit reference 

to Aristion and the Elder as “disciples of the Lord” (Hist. eccl. 3.39.5).9 However, that 

Papias did hold them to have been personal disciples of Jesus receives partial 

confirmation from the Roman Martyrology, which specifically attributes to Papias the 

claim that Aristion was one of the seventy-two disciples of Jesus.10  

The historian further diminishes the Elder’s status by omitting the definite article 

in his title, claiming that Papias not only “clearly” (σαφῶς) placed this John outside the 

number of the apostles, but that he also “clearly calls him an elder” (σαφῶς τε αὐτὸν 

πρεσβύτερον ὀνομάζει) (Hist. eccl. 3.39.5). Possibly Eusebius identified him as one of 

the Asian elders, that second generation of revered figures who had known apostles; 

possibly he was only identifying him as a congregational elder. Having stripped the 

Elder of any importance, Eusebius concludes, “it is likely” (εἰκός) that the second John 

saw the apocalyptic vision, if not the Apostle (Hist. eccl. 3.39.6).  

Eusebius next proceeds to diminish Papias’ trustworthiness as a source of 

apostolic traditions. After relating some of Papias’ anecdotes concerning Justus and the 

daughters of Philip (Hist. eccl. 3.39.7–9), he goes on to claim that Papias also related 

“some more fanciful things” (μυθικώτερα), namely the millennium after the resurrection 

(Hist. eccl. 3.39.12). He then denigrates Papias’ intellectual abilities, adding: “for let me 

tell you, he was of very little intelligence” (σφόδρα γάρ τοι σμικρὸς ὢν τὸν νοῦν) (Hist. 

eccl. 3.39.13).11 Eusebius’ message to his readers was clear: Papias and the Elder were 

late witnesses who were not to be trusted as reliable bearers of ecclesiastical tradition.  

                                                 
9 Cf. Barrett, St. John, 108.  

10 The Roman Martyrology, ed. Benedict XIV (Baltimore: Murphy, 1916) 55. 

11 John Chapman thinks that Papias himself, in a statement preserved in Victorinus’ On the Creation of the 

World 9 (“Papias on the Age of Our Lord,” JTS 9 [1908] 48–63, esp. 53; cf. Schoedel, Polycarp, 104) wrote, in the 

words of Victorinus, “Nevertheless, as my small mind will be able, I will try to show it” (tamen ut mens parva poterit, 

conabor ostendere), where mens parva corresponds to σμικρὸς νοῦς (“Papias on the Age of Our Lord,” 53). Chapman 
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Difficulties with Eusebius’ Reconstruction 

 

 

While Eusebius denied that Papias had known John the Evangelist, Irenaeus, whose 

evidence he follows for his dating of John’s death in Trajan’s reign, had made Papias a 

hearer of the Evangelist (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.1 = Irenaeus, Haer. 5.33.4), a 

view which Eusebius himself had accepted in his earlier Chronicle.12 The identification 

of the Apostle with the Evangelist thus brought the statements of Irenaeus and Papias 

into conflict with each other.  

To meet this difficulty, Eusebius portrayed Irenaeus’ claim as contradictory to 

the words of Papias himself, who disclaimed having known the Apostle (Hist. eccl. 

3.39.2–7). This argument, which presupposes the identification of the Evangelist with 

the Apostle, was very effective. Indeed, it continues to find echoes within scholarship.13 

Barrett thus argues that Irenaeus’ claim, “as Eusebius himself shows, is contradicted by 

the content of Papias’ own work”,14 while Watson states that it “is incompatible with 

Papias’ own statements”.15 The possibility that the solution lies instead in the distinction 

of the Apostle and Evangelist seems to have been only rarely noted.16  

It is unlikely that Irenaeus would have made a mistake of this kind. Not only did 

he grow up in Asia Minor, where he would have become familiar with the early oral 

tradition, but he had also read Papias. Indeed, he was not the only reader of Papias to 

conclude that Papias had been a hearer or disciple of the Evangelist. Jerome makes 

Papias a hearer of John, despite his awareness of Eusebius’ work (Fragment 9 = Jerome, 

Letter 75.3), and Apollinarius of Laodicea (fourth century) speaks of Papias as “John’s 

disciple” (Fragment 18)17 while relating traditions concerning Judas’ death, taken from 

Papias’ fourth book. Philip of Sidé in his History (439 or earlier) refers to Papias as “the 

                                                 
suggests that Eusebius “seizes upon an expression used by Papias of himself in quite commonplace humility, and 

brutally declares that it is just. the epithet which suits him” (“Papias on the Age of Our Lord,” 53). 

12 Helm, Die Chronik, 193–194. 

13 Bacon, “The Elder John,” 2; Barclay, Introduction to John, 45–48; Körtner, Papias von Hierapolis, 128; 

Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee, 109; Hill, From the Lost Teaching of Polycarp, 11 n. 24.  

14 Barrett, St. John, 105. 

15 Watson, Gospel Writing, 465 n. 50. 

16 Burney, The Aramaic Origin, 141–142; Annand, “Papias and the Four Gospels,” 47; Perumalil, “Papias,” 

362, 366. 

17 See, also, Haenchen, John: A Commentary, 11. 
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disciple of John the Theologian” when quoting Papias’ second book for the tradition of 

John’s martyrdom (Fragment 5), and the Anti-Marcionite prologue to John (written 

between the fourth and sixth century18) refers to Papias as “the dear disciple of John” 

(Fragment 19). Another writer, possibly to be identified as Anastasius of Sinai (d. c. 

700), refers to Papias as “a disciple of the Bosom-Friend” while alluding to his 

exposition of the six days of Genesis (Fragment 12, [Holmes]). These writers cite 

different books of Papias’ work, suggesting their independent familiarity with it, yet 

they all agree in making Papias a hearer or disciple of John.  

Furthermore, the chronology of Eusebius’ earlier Chronicle had made Papias 

contemporary with John the Evangelist, placing the activities of Papias around the turn 

of the second century and the death of John the Evangelist in the third year of Trajan (c. 

100).19 While he is chronologically vague with respect to Papias in his Ecclesiastical 

History, his framework still seems to presuppose that he was active in the early second 

century, for he discusses Papias at the end of his third book, alongside Ignatius and 

Clement of Rome, before opening his fourth book with events beginning in the twelfth 

year of Trajan (c. 110).20  

 

 

Domitian’s Persecution of the Roman Nobility 

 

 

Eusebius locates John’s exile in the context of Domitian’s persecution of the Roman 

aristocracy in the 90s, spoken of by Roman historians.21 He may have favoured this 

historical context in order to place the exile as close as possible to the time of John the 

Elder, his proposed author of Revelation. Possibly he was also influenced by the 

tradition, first extant in Tertullian, that John was sent into exile from Rome (Praescr. 36; 

cf. Chapter 2).22 Nevertheless, the Roman historians do not mention John, and Eusebius 

                                                 
18 Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee, 130.  

19 Helm, Die Chronik, 193. 

20 Bartlet, “Papias’s ‘Exposition,’ ” 21–22; cf. Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 13–14. 

21 Eusebius had already developed the Domitianic banishment of John in his Chronicle (see Robinson, 

Redating, 222).  

22 Cf. Eusebius, Demonstr. evang. 3.5, which does not mention the immersion in oil but otherwise follows 

Tertullian, Praescr. 36. Eusebius’ familiarity with this passage, which claims that John relegatur, perhaps throws light 
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is unable to cite any unambiguous ecclesiastical source which placed John’s exile at this 

time.23  

Eusebius begins his account of John’s Domitianic exile by noting that Domitian 

had put a great number of distinguished citizens to death in Rome and had exiled and 

confiscated the property of multitudes of others; he then adds that Domitian became the 

second after Nero to institute persecution against the Christians (Hist. eccl. 3.17.1). He 

adds that secular historians referred to this persecution, noting that they indicated the 

time it happened by telling how Flavia Domitilla, the niece of the consul Flavius 

Clemens, was banished with many others to the island of Pontia, on account of her 

testimony to Christ, in the fifteenth year of Domitian (c. 96) (Hist. eccl. 3.18.4). He 

concludes by relating that according to the Roman historians, the Roman Senate restored 

the exiles following Domitian’s death, at which time he places John’s return from exile 

(Hist. eccl. 3.20.8–9). This is no doubt related to the statement of the historian Dio 

Cassius (c. 155–235), that Nerva, Domitian’s successor, reversed Domitian’s acts and 

restored his exiles (Roman History, 68.1–2). 

The placement of John’s exile in this context is problematic. While Roman 

historians did claim that Domitian persecuted the Roman nobility, they do not speak of a 

persecution of Christians as such, as Eusebius seems to imply.24 According to Suetonius, 

who lived through Domitian’s reign, Domitian began confiscating estates of rich 

Romans upon any pretext to maintain his armies, after bringing the imperial finances to 

ruin by his elaborate building projects and public entertainments (Domit. 12.1–2).  

Suetonius later mentions the execution in 95 C.E. of Domitian’s cousin and 

consul Titus Flavius Clemens, on the basis of some “very weak suspicion” (Domit. 

15.1). Dio Cassius provides more information, relating that the consul Flavius Clemens 

was executed on the charge of “atheism” (ἀθεότητος),25 and that Flavia Domitilla, his 

                                                 
on his placement of John’s exile in the context of Domitian’s persecution of the Roman nobility, since relegatio, as 

discussed in Chapter 2, was reserved for the ruling classes. Tertullian, however, seems to have placed this event in 

Nero’s reign (see Chapter 6). 

23 Victorinus’ placement of John’s exile in Domitian’s reign, had he been aware of it, would not have 

offered support for Eusebius, if he is correctly understood as making John to have grown old on Patmos, as Ellis 

argues (New Testament Documents, 211), as this would require that John was sent into exile early in Domitian’s reign, 

not late, as in Eusebius. 

24 Thompson, “Ordinary Lives,” 31. 

25 The Greek text is taken from Earnest Cary, trans., Dio Cassius, Roman History, vol. 8, books 61–70 (LCL 

176; Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1925). 
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wife (not niece, as in Eusebius) and a relative of the emperor (Hist. Rom. 67.14.1–2), 

was charged with the same offence, though she was only exiled to Pandateria (not to 

Pontia, as in Eusebius, which was also off the western coast of Italy) (Hist. Rom. 

67.14.3). On account of the differences between the accounts of Dio and Eusebius, some 

posit that Eusebius’ Domitilla was a different one from Dio’s,26 but others hold that they 

were the same person, and instead maintain that Eusebius’ account is corrupted.27 

Dio also notes that many others who “were making shipwreck on the customs of 

the Jews” (ἐς τὰ τῶν Ἰουδαίων ἔθη ἐξοκέλλοντες)28 were also charged with “atheism”, 

and were either executed or had their possessions confiscated (Hist. Rom. 67.14.2). Dio 

spoke of these things in the context of demonstrating Domitian’s erratic behaviour 

towards the end of his reign, noting how he became increasingly suspicious and 

paranoid, accusing nobles of all manner of crimes (Hist. Rom. 67.13–14). The charge of 

atheism seems to have been just one convenient pretext among many.29  

While some hold that only Jews would have been included among those charged 

with atheism by Domitian,30 others maintain that the accusation may have been levelled 

against Christians as well,31 and Sordi thinks that all those so accused from among the 

Roman nobility were likely Christians.32 Domitilla was certainly understood to have 

been a Christian by Brutius (possibly to be identified as the consul and friend of Pliny 

                                                 
26 Paul Keresztes, “The Jews, the Christians, and Emperor Domitian,” VC 27 (1973) 15–20; Marta Sordi, 

The Christians and the Roman Empire, trans. Annabel Bedini (London: Routledge, 1994) 49. 

27 Lightfoot, The Apostolic Fathers, part 1, vol. 1, 42–50; Stephen Spence, The Parting of the Ways: The 

Roman Church as a Case Study (Leuven: Peeters, 2004) 167–168. 

28 Author’s translation. 

29 Cf. Spence, The Parting of the Ways, 165. 

30 Keresztes, “The Jews,”7–15; E. Mary Smallwood, The Jews under Roman Rule from Pompey to 

Diocletian. A Study in Political Relations (Leiden: Brill, 2001) 376–384; Spence, The Parting of the Ways, 165; Cook, 

Roman Attitudes, 130–131; Koester, Revelation, 77. 

31 See, e.g., Leslie William Barnard, “Clement of Rome and the Persecution of Domitian,” NTS 10 (1963) 

259; Christopher Rowland, The Open Heaven: A Study of Apocalyptic in Judaism and Early Christianity (London: 

SPCK, 1982) 408; Sordi, The Christians, 44; G. K. Beale, The Book of Revelation: A Commentary on the Greek Text 

(NIGTC; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1999) 7–9; Peter Lampe, Christians at Rome in the First Two Centuries: From 

Paul to Valentinus (London: Continuum, 2003) 198–203; Marius Heemstra, The Fiscus Judaicus and the Parting of 

the Ways (WUNT 277; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2010) 117–118; Stephen P. Kershaw, A Brief History of the Roman 

Empire (London: Robinson, 2013) 169.  

32 Sordi, The Christians, 38–53. 
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the Younger, Gaius Bruttius Praesens33), whom Eusebius quotes (possibly from a 

garbled Christian source34) in his Chronicle.35 But scholars generally deny that Domitian 

was ever associated with any systematic or empire-wide persecution of Christians,36 

though most would probably accept that sporadic persecution of Christians did take 

place during his reign, even if not to any unusual extent.37  

Domitian’s persecution of the Roman nobility seems like an unlikely setting for 

John’s exile, for even if Domitian did specifically target Christians from among the 

nobility, John did not belong to Rome’s wealthy aristocratic families. Eusebius’ use of 

the Roman historians as evidence for John’s exile at this time seems tenuous at best.  

 

 

Hegesippus, Tertullian and the Unnamed Source 

 

 

Eusebius goes on to claim that “an account holds it” (κατέχει λόγος) that John’s 

banishment occurred at that time (Hist. eccl. 3.18.1), but the source of this statement is 

not specified. Lawlor noted that when Eusebius writes λόγος κατέχει, the source is 

usually referred to in the immediate context or in writers mentioned in the preceding 

                                                 
33 So, e.g., Lightfoot, The Apostolic Fathers, part 1, vol. 1, 46–49; George Edmundson, The Church in 

Rome in the First Century (London: Longmans, 1913) 230 n. 1; cf. Andrew Cain, ed. and trans., Jerome's Epitaph on 

Paula: A Commentary on the Epitaphium Sanctae Paulae (OECT; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2013) 196. 

34 Cook, Roman Attitudes, 118. Possibly it was found in Africanus’ Chronology: see Lightfoot, The 

Apostolic Fathers, part 1, vol. 1, 48. 

35 The Latin text can be found in Lightfoot, The Apostolic Fathers, part 1, vol. 1, 108; and Cook, Roman 

Attitudes, 117.  

36 Barnard, “Clement of Rome,” 254; Prigent, Apocalypse, 71; Rowland, The Open Heaven, 408; Spence, 

The Parting of the Ways, 138–156; Cook, Roman Attitudes, 248; Candida R. Moss, The Other Christs: Imitating Jesus 

in Ancient Christian Ideologies of Martyrdom (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2010) 38; Koester, Revelation, 77; 

Kershaw, A Brief History, 169. An exception is Sordi, who claims that Domitian’s persecution of Christians among 

the Roman nobility “affected not only Rome but the whole Roman empire” (The Christians, 53).  

37 For a discussion of the evidence often used for this persecution (1 Clement, Suetonius, Melito of Sardis), 

but not mentioned by Eusebius, see J. Christian Wilson, “The Problem of the Domitianic Date of Revelation,” NTS 39 

(1993) 587–606. On the evidence of Pliny the Younger, see William L. Schutter, Hermeneutic and Composition in I 

Peter (WUNT 2.30; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1989) 13; Cook, Roman Attitudes, 135–136. Loren L. James views 

Pliny’s letter as evidence of “local episodic persecutions based on allegiance to the imperial cult”: Lamb Christology 

of the Apocalypse of John: An Investigation into Its Origins and Rhetorical Force (WUNT 167; Tübingen: Mohr 

Siebeck, 2003) 121. 
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accounts, and he suggests that the source was Hegesippus, who is cited a number of 

times in this section of the work.38 Another possibility is Irenaeus, whom Eusebius cites 

immediately afterwards to the effect that Revelation was seen at the end of Domitian’s 

reign (Hist. eccl. 3.18.2–3; see the discussion below).39  

Eusebius goes on to relate how Domitian summoned the grandsons of Jude to 

appear before him, since they belonged to the lineage of David and were related to 

Christ. Specifically citing the Memoirs of Hegesippus, Eusebius recalls how they 

explained to Domitian that they lived a simple life as farmers and how Domitian 

dismissed them and brought a cessation to the persecution of the church (Hist. eccl. 

3.19.1–3.20.6). There is nothing in this account that would suggest an association with 

the persecution of the Roman aristocracy related by the Roman historians.40 Indeed, 

where Hegesippus concluded Domitian’s persecution with the dismissal of Jude’s 

grandchildren, the Roman historians brought Domitian’s persecution of the Roman 

nobility to an end by his death. Eusebius, however, either does not notice the 

contradiction41 or is untroubled by it.42  

Bauckham furthermore points out that the grandsons of Jude were accused of 

being descendants of David, not Christians. He adds that this fits well with the context 

supplied by Hegesippus, who related that after the war, Vespasian sought out the 

                                                 
38 Hugh Jackson Lawlor, Eusebiana: Essays on the Ecclesiastical History of Eusebius Pamphili, c. 264–349 

(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1912) 22–23. 

Lawlor also appeals in support to a fragment of Philip of Sidé which mentions both John’s banishment in 

the time of Domitian and the persecution of the grandsons of Jude, along with other facts garnered directly from 

Hegesippus (Eusebiana, 41–42; cf. Hill, The Johannine Corpus, 88–89; Tobias Nicklas, “Probleme der 

Apokalypserezeption im 2. Jahrhundert Eine Diskussion mit Charles E. Hill,” in Ancient Christian Interpretations of 

“Violent Texts” in the Apocalypse, ed. Joseph Verheyden, Andreas Merkt, Tobias Nicklas [NTOA 92; Göttingen: 

Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2011] 42–44). However, as Lawlor later admits (Eusebiana, 48), Philip summarized this 

account from Eusebius while adding additional details from Hegesippus (i.e.., the names of Jude’s descendants; cf. 

Lawlor, Eusebiana, 42). 

While Lawlor assigned “a reasonable degree of probability” to his argument (Eusebiana, 48), Hitchcock has 

been unrestrained in his claim, based on Lawlor’s work, that Hegesippus was “the first witness for the late date of 

Revelation” (“A Defense,” 16). 

39 Philip Sellew, “Eusebius and the Gospels,” in Eusebius, Christianity, and Judaism, ed. Harold Attridge 

and Gohei Hata (Detroit: Wayne State University Press, 1992) 119; Thompson, “Ordinary Lives,” 32. 

40 Cf. Richard Bauckham, Jude and the Relatives of Jesus in the Early Church (London: T. & T. Clark, 

2004) 100. 

41 Robert M. Grant, Eusebius as Church Historian (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1980) 65–66. 

42 Thompson, “Ordinary Lives,” 32. 
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Davidic royal family, and that as a consequence, a great persecution was brought upon 

the Jews (not the Christians) (Hist. eccl. 3.12.1).43 Thus Bauckham concludes that any 

connection of this account with Domitian’s persecution of the nobility “seems 

historically gratuitous”.44  

Hegesippus had probably gone from relating the martyrdom of James, the 

brother of the Lord (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 2.23.4–18) to the gathering of the 

disciples of the Lord following the destruction of the city to elect Simeon, a descendant 

of David and cousin of Jesus, as James’ replacement (Hist. eccl. 3.11.1; 4:22:4).45 He 

then likely proceeded to the law of Vespasian against the descendants of David’s line 

(Hist. eccl. 3.12.1), in which context the accusation brought against the grandchildren of 

Jude was recounted, followed by their subsequent summons to Domitian. The account 

would have concluded with their acquittal and the end of the persecution of the relatives 

of the Lord (Hist. eccl. 3.20.5).  

Domitian is not recorded as ever having set foot in Judea,46 and it is improbable 

that Judean peasants would have been summoned to appear before Domitian in faraway 

Rome.47 Sordi attempts to salvage a historical nucleus for the story by suggesting that 

the name of Domitian in Hegesippus is a mistake for his brother Titus, who left 

Palestine in 71, or his father Vespasian, who left in 69.48 She suggests that the relatives 

of David might have been sought out by Titus, who remained in Jerusalem after the war, 

because Messianic (Davidic) apocalyptic fervour had fuelled the Jewish revolt.49  

Tertullian, whom Eusebius next quotes, seems to share Hegesippus’ conception 

of Domitian’s persecution as one that was short-lived: 

 

Domitian also once tried to do the same as he, for he was a Nero in cruelty, but, I 

believe, inasmuch as he had some sense, he stopped at once and recalled those 

whom he had banished (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.20.7 = Tertullian, Apol. 5.4 

[Lake, LCL]). 

                                                 
43 Bauckham, Jude, 100. 

44 Bauckham, Jude, 100. 

45 Cf. Bauckham, Jude, 84. 

46 Cook, Roman Attitudes, 118 n. 40. 

47 Bauckham, Jude, 104; Cook, Roman Attitudes, 118 n. 40. 

48 Sordi, The Christians, 39–42. 

49 Sordi, The Christians, 39–40. 
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The account is again inconsistent with Domitian’s persecution of the Roman nobility. As 

in Hegesippus, Domitian himself brings an end to the persecution. Furthermore, while 

Tertullian mentions exiles in his account, Domitian himself restores them, unlike those 

exiles mentioned by the Roman historians who were restored after Domitian’s death. 

Possibly Tertullian was following Hegesippus’ account of the persecution of the 

relatives of Jesus.50 

 

 

Irenaeus and Clement 

 

 

After relating from the Roman historians that Domitian’s exiles were restored by the 

Roman Senate following Nerva’s accession (Hist. eccl. 3.20.8), Eusebius goes on to 

claim that according to “an ancient Christian tradition”, it was at this time that John took 

up residence in Ephesus following his banishment (Hist. eccl. 3.20.9), though again he 

does not specify his source.  

After briefly relating some details concerning the accession of Trajan and the 

then-serving bishops of Alexandria, Rome and Antioch (Hist. eccl. 3.21–22), Eusebius 

claims that John was still alive in Asia at this time, at the end of the first century (Hist. 

eccl. 3.23.1), only here he appeals to Irenaeus and Clement in support (Hist. eccl. 

3.23.2). His apologetic tone, however, is evident, for he points out that his claim is 

confirmed (πιστώσασθαι) by these two witnesses, who “should be trustworthy (πιστοὶ δʼ 

ἂν εἶεν) since they maintained the orthodoxy of the church” (Hist. eccl. 3.23.2). He thus 

unintentionally hints that his readers might have had reasons to question this claim of 

John’s longevity. Possibly he was attempting to counteract a well-established tradition 

of John’s early death.  

Eusebius first provides two quotations from Irenaeus according to which John 

lived in Asia and Ephesus until the reign of Trajan (Hist. eccl. 3.23.3–4 = Irenaeus, 

Haer. 2.22.5; 3.3.4). He goes on to quote a lengthier extract from Clement, to the effect 

                                                 
50 Sordi, The Christians, 40; cf. Ekkehard W. Stegemann and Wolfgang Stegemann, The Jesus Movement: A 

Social History of its First Century, trans. O. C. Dean (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1999) 453–454; Ramelli, “John the 

Evangelist's Work,” 43.   
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that John governed the churches for some time following his return from exile, which 

took place after the death of “the tyrant” (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.23.6–19 = 

Clement, Quis div. 42). Eusebius assumes that the tyrant was Domitian, and is thereby 

able to allege Clement in support for his statement that John was still alive in the late 

first century, but Clement himself does not name the tyrant. Possibly Eusebius inferred 

this identification by correlating John’s return from Patmos with the restoration of 

Domitian’s exiles during the reign of Nerva.  

Eusebius employment of Clement’s ambiguous statement suggests that Irenaeus 

was the only unambiguous source at his disposal supportive of John’s long life in Asia. 

It would have been problematic to rely solely on this writer, however, as Eusebius had 

already impugned his reliability in order to deny that Papias had known the Evangelist. 

He is nevertheless obliged to maintain the tradition of John’s long life, as it provides a 

basis for his marginalization of Papias’ Elder and because it facilitates his dating of 

John’s exile close to the time of the Elder.   

In citing Clement, Eusebius once again provides evidence of his willingness to 

pass over mention of evidence irreconcilable with his own reconstructions. In Clement’s 

Stromata, a work with which Eusebius was familiar (Hist. eccl. 5.11.2), Clement makes 

the ministry of the twelve apostles (among whom Eusebius included John the 

Evangelist) to have been completed by the end of Nero’s reign (Strom. 7.17); Eusebius 

is either ignorant of this or is untroubled by the inconsistency, just as he seems 

unperturbed by the inconsistencies his reconstruction created between Irenaeus and 

Papias, and between Hegesippus and the Roman historians.  

 

 

Irenaeus on the Date of Revelation 

 

 

As noted above, Eusebius had earlier quoted Irenaeus to the effect that Revelation was 

seen at the end of Domitian’s reign (Hist. eccl. 3.18.3). The quotation itself is introduced 

with the qualifying particle τοι (Hist. eccl. 3.18.2), which gives emphasis to the 

reliability of a statement,51 and thus also hints that Eusebius is consciously arguing 

against a rival narrative.    

                                                 
51 BDAG 1009. 
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In the larger context of the passage, which is preserved in a Latin translation, 

Irenaeus defends the reading of 666 in Rev 13:18 against the variant of 616 contained in 

some copies, arguing that it was found in the ancient copies of Revelation, was attested 

by those men who saw John face to face and was in accordance with a calculation of the 

name in Greek letters (Haer. 5.30.1).  

Irenaeus does not identify those who saw John and attested the number 666, but 

since he appealed to their authority, he no doubt expected his readers to be familiar with 

their identity. Later in his work he relates from Papias an eschatological tradition of “the 

elders who saw John, the disciple of the Lord” (Haer. 5.33.3), where he is almost 

certainly referring to the same group:52 in both cases the group concerned had seen John 

and had exhibited an interest in John’s eschatological teachings.  

Irenaeus then addresses the question of the meaning of 666, the number of the 

antichrist, arguing that its meaning would only be known when the time of its fulfilment 

drew near. It is at this point that Eusebius takes up the quotation:   

 

For if it were necessary for his [the antichrist’s] name to be openly proclaimed at 

the present time (τῷ νῦν καιρῷ), by that one it would have been declared, who 

also saw the apocalyptic vision (δι᾿ ἐκείνου ἂν ἐρρέθη τοῦ καὶ τὴν ἀποκάλυψιν 

ἑορακότος), for (γὰρ) it [or “he”] was not seen (ἑωράθη) a long time ago, but 

almost in our generation (σχεδὸν ἐπὶ τῆς ἡμετέρας γενεᾶς), at the end of 

Domitian’s reign (πρὸς τῷ τέλει τῆς Δομετιανοῦ ἀρχῆς) (apud Eusebius, Hist. 

eccl. 3.18.3 = Irenaeus, Haer. 5.30.3). 

 

As with Clement, there is some ambiguity in this passage, since the subject of 

the verb ἑωράθη is not expressed by Irenaeus. Eusebius identified the apocalyptic vision 

as that which was seen late in Domitian’s reign, and scholars generally concur with 

                                                 
52 So, e.g., Lightfoot, Supernatural Religion, 218; Theodor Zahn, Introduction to the New Testament, trans. 

John Moore Trout et al., vol. 2 (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1909) 192; Holmes, Apostolic Fathers, 592–595 

[Fragments 3 and 4 of “The Traditions of the Elders”], Charles E. Hill, “The Fragments of Papias,” in Paul Foster, ed., 

The Writings of the Apostolic Fathers (London: T. & T. Clark, 2007) 44–45; Skarsaune, “Fragments of Jewish 

Christian Literature,” 334; W. C. van Unnik, “The Authority of the Presbyters in Irenaeus’ Works,” in Sparsa 

Collecta. Part 4: Neotestamentica—Flavius Josephus—Patristica, ed. Cilliers Breytenbach and Pieter W. van der 

Horst (Leiden: Brill, 2014) 342. 
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this,53 but some have argued that Irenaeus intended John as the subject, so that he, rather 

than the apocalyptic vision, was seen late in Domitian’s reign.54 It is noted that Irenaeus 

does apply the same verb to John at the beginning of the chapter, speaking of those who 

testified to the reading of 666 as those “who saw (ἑορακότων) John face to face (κατʼ 

ὄψιν)” (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 5.8.5 = Irenaeus, Haer. 5.30.1), and it is consequently 

suggested that ἑωράθη refers back to this prior reference to John being seen face to face 

rather than to the immediate reference to John having seen the apocalyptic vision.55  

Furthermore, it has been pointed out that the subject of the passage is the 

unknowability of the name of the antichrist in Irenaeus’ own time. Irenaeus’ argument is 

that John, who saw the apocalyptic vision, would have declared the meaning to those 

who saw him face to face, had its fulfilment been imminent. However, since John, who 

lived almost in Irenaeus’ own day, did not declare the meaning, Irenaeus concluded that 

its fulfilment was not imminent and that consequently the name was not meant to be 

known at that time.56 This argument is thus predicated on the lateness of John’s non-

announcement of the name to those who saw him, rather than on the lateness of his 

having seen the apocalyptic vision. Irenaeus’ reasoning, their argument goes, is that 

John would have declared the name to them at the end of Domitian’s reign, had it been 

imminent, because that is when he discussed the matter with the elders (i.e. when he was 

                                                 
53 See, e.g., Guthrie, New Testament Introduction, 956; Mounce, Revelation, 16; Aune, Revelation 1–5, lix; 

Beale, The Book of Revelation, 19; Carson and Moo, Introduction, 717; Trebilco, The Early Christians, 294; ODCC 

1239; Boxall, The Revelation of Saint John, 7–8; Harrington, Revelation, 9; Koester, Revelation, 74. 

54 Johannes J. Wetstein, Nouum Testamentum Graecum, vol. 2 (1751) 746; Eduard Böhme, Über Verfasser 

und Abfassungszeit der Johanneischen Apokalypse und zur biblischen Typik (Halle: 1855) 30–32; James Madison 

MacDonald, The Life and Writings of St. John (2nd ed.; London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1880) 168–171; F. H. Chase, 

“The Date of the Apocalypse: The Evidence of Irenaeus,” JTS 8 (1907) 431–435; Edmundson, The Church in Rome, 

164–165; Ellis, New Testament Documents, 210; Stolt, “Om dateringen,” 204–205; Martin Karrer, Die 

Johannesoffenbarung als Brief: Brief: Studien zu ihrem literarischen, historischen und theologischen Ort (Göttingen: 

Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1986) 18 n. 6; Gentry, Before Jerusalem Fell, 48–57. Boxall acknowledges the ambiguity 

in his translation of the passage (Patmos, 39). 

55 MacDonald, The Life and Writings of St. John, 169; Chase, “The Date of the Apocalypse,” 432; 

Edmundson, The Church in Rome, 165 n. 1. 

56 J. Bovon, “L’Hypothèse de M. Vischer Sur l’Origine de l’Apocalypse,” RTP (1887), from an extract in 

Hort, The Apocalypse, 41. 
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seen by them), not because that is when the apocalyptic vision was seen.57 The force of 

this argument has been acknowledged by scholars favourable to the standard view.58  

Chase also notes in support of John as the subject that John is emphatically 

marked in the sentence, both by the demonstrative ἐκείνου (“of that one”) and by its 

emphatic position in the sentence. The Greek thus reads, δι᾿ ἐκείνου ἂν ἐρρέθη τοῦ καὶ 

τὴν ἀποκάλυψιν ἑορακότος (“through that one it would have been declared, who also 

saw the apocalyptic vision”), not ἐρρέθη ἂν διὰ τοῦ καὶ τὴν ἀποκάλυψιν ἑορακότος (“it 

would have been declared through him who also saw the apocalyptic vision”).59 The 

emphasis is on that one, on the seer,60 and the words τοῦ καὶ61 τὴν ἀποκάλυψιν 

ἑορακότος only parenthetically define ἐκείνου.62 

 

 

Objections 

 

 

The interpretation of John as the subject of the verb has been challenged on the basis 

that if the lateness of John’s ability to expound on the name were informing Irenaeus’ 

argument, then he would have brought this ability as close to his own time as possible, 

that is, down to the time of Trajan, in whose reign John died.63 Hort and Robinson, 

though supportive of an earlier dating of Revelation, give weight to this objection.64  

Chase attempted to mitigate the difficulty by suggesting that John later withdrew 

from public sight, so that in this way he was no longer seen after the end of Domitian’s 

reign.65 Böhme made a similar suggestion, attributing John’s withdrawal to the 

                                                 
57 Böhme, Über Verfasser, 30–31; Bovon, “L’Hypothèse,” in Hort, The Apocalypse, 41; Chase, “The Date 

of the Apocalypse,” 431; Edmundson, The Church in Rome, 165; Stolt, “Om dateringen,” 204.   

58 Hort, The Apocalypse, 42; Robinson, Redating, 221 n. 5. 

59 Translated from the Greek given in Chase, “The Date of the Apocalypse,” 432; cf. Böhme, 

Über Verfasser, 30–31.  

60 Chase, “The Date of the Apocalypse,” 432. Chase advises reading aloud the words in Greek for a sense of 

the emphatic placement of John in the sentence. 

61 The καί is often untranslated. See, e.g., ANF 1.569. Contrast this with the Latin, which reads qui et 

apocalypsim viderat (“who also had seen the apocalyptic vision”).  

62 Chase, “The Date of the Apocalypse,” 434. 

63 Hitchcock, “A Defense,” 27; cf. Bovon, “L’Hypothèse,” in Hort, The Apocalypse, 41. 

64 Hort, The Apocalypse, 42; Robinson, Redating, 221–222 n. 5. 

65 Chase, “The Date of the Apocalypse,” 435. 
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weakness (“Altersschwäche”) of his old age.66 This understands John’s being seen in 

terms of a general visibility in public life, but this sense is unlikely, for the subject is 

said to have been seen, not generally over decades, which could have been rendered 

with, “until (μέχρι) the end of Domitian’s reign”, but rather “at the end (πρὸς τῷ τέλει) 

of Domitian’s reign”, where a specific time seems to be intended. Chase seeks to meet 

this objection by cautioning that πρός with a dative in a temporal sense, “does not seem 

to express quite so sharply as the English preposition ‘at’ the notion of a point in 

time”.67 This may be so, but πρός would still encompass a specific period at the end of 

Domitian’s reign,68 rather than a continuous period antedating and leading up to the end 

of his reign, which could have been indicated with μέχρι.  

Furthermore, the verb ἑωράθη is aorist rather than the imperfect ἑωρᾶτο which 

might have been expected, had Irenaeus intended habitual association over many years 

or decades. As Aune notes, ἑωράθη “does not appear to be the most appropriate way to 

describe the length of a person’s life”.69 Certainly, as Chase notes, the aorist can 

comprehend the imperfect aspect,70 but the aorist does not necessarily comprehend it, as 

the imperfect does. The employment of both the aorist and πρός together indicates a 

specific period or occasion at the end of the Domitian’s reign; it is, “John was seen at 

the end of Domitian’s reign”, not, “John was habitually seen (ἑωρᾶτο) up until (μέχρι) 

the end of Domitian’s reign”. 

However, the objections raised against the view that John was the subject of the 

verb would not be applicable if Irenaeus was speaking of a specific occasion on which 

John was seen face to face. Indeed, this would be in agreement with the widely-

disseminated tradition of the Asian elders gathering to John in his old age, at which time 

they urged him to write his Gospel, attested in the Muratorian Canon, Clement of 

Alexandria, Victorinus, Jerome and Theodore of Mopsuestia (see chapters 7 and 8).  

                                                 
66 Böhme, Über Verfasser, 31. 

67 Chase, “The Date of the Apocalypse,” 434. 

68 The words πρὸς τῷ τέλει are used of being near death (Lucian, Vit. Phil. 4.42), of the final phase of an 

illness (Hippocrates, Aph. 2.32), of the things that will be repeated at the end of a speech (Plato, Leges 957b) and of 

being in the final stages of victory (Josephus, Bell. 6.28).    

69 Aune, Revelation 1–5, lix. 

70 Chase, “The Date of the Apocalypse,” 434. 
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Irenaeus himself may know this tradition, for he speaks of all the elders who 

conferred or met with John in Asia, to whom John delivered a tradition (Haer. 2.22.5).71 

He then adds that John remained (παρέμεινεν) with the elders until (μέχρι) the time of 

Trajan (Haer. 2.22.5= Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.23.3), suggesting that was thinking of a 

time late in Domitian’s reign. That John’s association with the elders took place late in 

his life is suggested by their status as a second generation of Christian leaders, only 

some of whom had known other apostles besides John (Haer. 2.22.5).  

 

 

The Latin Translation 

 

 

Support for John as the subject of the verb and for the proposal that Irenaeus alludes to 

the well-known narrative of the elders gathering to John is provided by the Latin 

translation of the text, which is preserved in nine manuscripts, not all complete, dating 

from the ninth century and later.72 The time and place of the original translation remains 

unknown, though Africa and Gaul have both been suggested, as have dates ranging from 

the late second century to the fourth century.73  

Two features of the Latin text are important to note. First, where the Greek 

speaks of the elders who conferred with John (συμβεβληκότες, from συμβάλλω74), the 

Latin speaks of the elders who “have convened or assembled” to him, translating 

συμβεβληκότες with convenerunt,75 suggesting that the translator had in mind a 

particular occasion on which the elders came to John. The same verb, convenerunt, is 

used by Victorinus in his version of the narrative of the Asian bishops assembling to 

John and imploring him to write his Gospel (see Chapter 7).  

                                                 
71 Eusebius (Hist. eccl. 3.23.3) understood the Gospel as the thing Irenaeus spoke of as delivered by John to 

the elders (cf. Chapter 7). 

72 Dominic J. Unger, trans., St. Irenaeus of Lyons Against the Heresies, Book 1 (ACW 55; New York: 

Newman Press, 1992) 12–13. 

73 Unger, St. Irenaeus of Lyons, 14–15. 

74 BDAG 956. The perfect tense may reflect a written source contemporaneous with the elders (see Chapter 

7). 

75 For the definition of convenio, see OLD 438. 
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Secondly, ἑωράθη is rendered with visum est, which excludes the apocalyptic 

vision as the subject, since apocalypsis is feminine in Latin (as is the Greek 

ἀποκάλυψις), which would have required visa est.76  

It is usually taken for granted that visum is a neuter participle and therefore could 

not be referring to John as the subject of ἑωράθη either, since this would have been 

rendered with visus est.77 Consequently, sometimes the neuter noun nomen (“name”) is 

suggested as the Latin translator’s intended subject,78 but this is unlikely, as it would 

require that the translator passed over two close antecedents. 

Another possibility is that visum represents a copyist error for visus.79 While this 

has been characterized as a weak argument,80 copyists did sometimes omit the final –m 

in accusative nouns. As Adam Ledgeway notes, “the addition and omission of final –M 

is notoriously unsystematic and cannot be consistently interpreted as reliable evidence 

for the accusative status of the subject”.81 He mentions in support an example from the 

work of Gregory of Tours (c. 538–594), a learned writer, in which the accusative 

causam is in apposition with the nominative haec: eice, eice haec a te, o sacerdos, ne 

faciat scandalum haec causam (“Get rid of these things, bishop, get rid of them for fear 

that the matter may cause a scandal”).82  

This variation in endings might not have always been due to scribal carelessness. 

Some linguists posit an extended use of the accusative in later Latin, whereby “the 

accusative may occur in subject function”, and this is said to be attested “roughly by the 

4th–5th century A.D, with earlier attestations by the 2nd–3rd century A.D. from African 

                                                 
76 Robinson, Redating, 222 n. 5; Beale is mistaken when he asserts that the Latin translation supports the 

apocalyptic vision as the subject (The Book of Revelation, 20).   

Robinson rightly notes that the use of the neuter is against understanding the subject as a person, but Gentry 

(Before Jerusalem Fell, 54), followed by Hitchcock (“A Defense,” 26), has wrongly inferred from this that physical 

objects in Latin are neuter in gender, and consequently suggests that the subject is “book” (liber), which is masculine.  

77 Thomas Witulski, Die Johannesoffenbarung und Kaiser Hadrian: Studien zur Datierung der 

Neutestementlichen Apokalypse (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 2007) 31. 

78 Robinson, Redating, 222 n. 5; cf. Aune, Revelation 1–5, lix; Boxall, Patmos, 32 n. 14. 

79 Or could visum have been attracted to the case of ipsum which it was modifying? The Latin text reads, 

per ipsum utique dictum fuisset qui et apocalypsim viderat: neque enim ante multum temporis visum est sed pene sub 

nostro saeculo ad finem Domitiani Imperii.   

80 Robinson, Redating, 222 n. 5; Beale, The Book of Revelation, 20.  

81 Adam Ledgeway, From Latin to Romance: Morphosyntactic Typology and Change (OSDHL; Oxford: 

Oxford University Press, 2012) 329. 

82 Ledgeway, From Latin to Romance, 329–330. 
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Latin”.83 The extended accusative is attested in Italy, Spain, and Gaul “in texts from 

various periods, spanning from the 4th to the 8th–11th century”.84 

This usage was particularly found “in clauses involving passive or intransitive 

verbs”,85 as in Irenaeus’ passage. Thus, the fourth-century Latin translation of the vita 

Antonii reads Nam et usque ad reges famam Antonii, “For the fame of Antony even 

reached as far as kings” (Vit. Ant. 81.1).86 The Mulomedicana Chironis, in the second 

half of the fourth century reads: catulum lactentem vivum in aqua fervente coctum . . . 

conditur eodem modo (“The live suckling kitten, cooked in boiling water . . . is 

flavoured in the same way”),87 and Anthimus, an early sixth-century Byzantine 

physician, writes qualis omnes cibos comedantur (“that all the food be eaten”).88  

There is thus the possibility that Irenaeus’ visum est represents the masculine 

accusative acting as the subject of a passive verb. In any case, while visum est may be 

either a corruption of visus est or a deliberate subject accusative, it cannot be a 

corruption of an original visa est. Of the two near possible antecedents, the Latin could 

only potentially refer to John as the subject. 

 

 

Irenaeus and his Readers 

 

 

Without knowing the assumptions Irenaeus would have made concerning his readers’ 

familiarity with the Johannine narrative, his meaning cannot be determined with 

certainty. Had they been aware of a specific gathering of the elders to John late in his 

life, then Irenaeus’ prior notice of those who saw John, together with the emphatic 

placement of John in the sentence and the development of the argument itself, might 

have reasonably signalled to his readers that John was the intended subject of ἑωράθη.  

                                                 
83 Michela Cennamo, “Argument structure and alignment variations and changes in late Latin”, in The Role 

of Semantic, Pragmatic, and Discourse Factors in the Development of Case, ed. Jóhanna Barðdal and Shobhana 

Lakshmi Chelliah (Amsterdam: John Benjamins, 2009) 315. 

84 Cennamo, “Argument Structure,” 317. 

85 Alison Goddard Elliott, Medieval Latin, ed. K. P. Harrington and Joseph Pucci (Chicago: University of 

Chicago Press, 1997) 19.  

86 Cited and translated by Elliott, Medieval Latin, 19. 

87 Chiron, 199, cited by Cennamo, “Argument Structure,” 318. 

88 Anthimus 1, cited by Cennamo, “Argument Structure,” 318. 
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There would have been little room for misconstruing his meaning had John’s 

exile been generally understood as having happened at an earlier time. Indeed, there is 

no independent attestation of a late Domitianic exile from this period, and this view 

seems to have been the construct of Eusebius, who was unable to offer any unambiguous 

evidence for it from earlier ecclesiastical writers. On the other hand, there is evidence 

suggesting that writers of this period, including Tertullian, Clement and possibly 

Irenaeus himself, placed John’s Revelation within a Neronian context (see Chapter 6). 

There would conversely have been little chance for misunderstanding if the 

gathering of the elders to John had been known to have specifically occurred late in 

Domitian’s reign: the very reference to being seen late in Domitian’s reign would have 

indicated that John was the subject. Indeed, a few sources are extant which may indicate 

that this convocation was held to have taken place at that time (see Chapter 8).  

For Irenaeus’ readers, therefore, the passage might have been read as follows: 

“John himself expounded concerning the beast to the elders, when, as you know, they 

gathered to him and saw him face to face in his old age. Nevertheless, he did not provide 

the meaning of the name to them at that time. This being the case, we should also be 

cautious in trying to deduce the meaning. In fact, the meaning will only be important 

when the fulfilment is imminent, and it cannot be imminent now, for if it were, then it 

would have been explained by that one who himself also saw the apocalyptic vision, for, 

as you know, he was seen face to face by the elders nearly in our generation, at the end 

of Domitian’s reign, but they received no such information.”   

 

 

Conclusion 

 

 

Eusebius, assuming the identification of the Apostle and Evangelist, consciously set 

about constructing a revised Johannine narrative which maintained the Asian template of 

John’s long life at the expense of the martyrdom tradition. Probably this was not 

unrelated to his doubts concerning Revelation, since John’s long life provided Eusebius 

with a potential non-apostolic author of Revelation in Papias’ John the Elder.  

Nevertheless, sources that explicitly attested John’s long life were limited. To 

supplement the statement of Irenaeus that John remained alive until the reign of Trajan, 



113 

 

Eusebius constructed a historical setting for John’s exile in the implausible context of 

the persecution of the Roman nobility towards the end of Domitian’s reign, which he 

then conflated with an earlier and probably historically-mistaken reference to 

Domitian’s attempt at apprehending potential Messianic agitators in Judea, ignoring the 

obvious inconsistencies of the two narratives in the process.  

To further support his Domitianic dating of John’s exile, he employed Clement’s 

ambiguous reference to John’s return from exile after the death of “the tyrant”, whom he 

interpreted of Domitian, as well as a second ambiguous quotation from Irenaeus, which 

he interpreted as placing John’s apocalyptic vision late in Domitian’s reign. Presumably 

sources unequivocally placing John’s exile at that time were unavailable to him.  

Eusebius thus created a pastiche of ill-fitting sources, held together by the thread 

of misinterpreted statements from Clement and Irenaeus, to construct the fiction of the 

Domitianic banishment of John. Nevertheless, he was remarkably successful in 

persuading his readers that the old authorities were to be discounted and that his own 

retelling of the Johannine narrative reflected a critical use of historical sources. Papias’ 

Elder was consequently transformed into an obscure and unknown figure and Papias 

was largely dismissed as a fabricator of legends who lacked intelligence; even Irenaeus’ 

testimony concerning Papias’ knowledge of John was successfully discounted.  

While the traditional retelling of the Johannine narrative would generally go on 

to reject Eusebius’ theory of the separate authorship of John’s Gospel and Revelation, 

the innovations Eusebius introduced to accommodate his theory of a secondary John 

were to form the substance of the “traditional” narrative that would endure largely 

unchallenged until the advent of critical study. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



114 

 

CHAPTER 6 

THE NERONIAN DATING OF JOHN’S BANISHMENT 

 

 

While many scholars hold that early ecclesiastical writers placed John’s exile in the 

reign of Domitian,1 evidence will be discussed in this chapter suggestive of a pre-

Eusebian association of John’s exile to Patmos with the reign of Nero. The starting point 

will be a survey of sources indicative of a Neronian (or, in cases of ambiguity, non-

Domitianic) historical contextualization for John’s banishment, including Irenaeus, 

Clement and Tertullian. Evidence will then be presented suggesting that the Neronian 

narrative continued to influence and shape Johannine narratives, even after the 

publication of Eusebius’ highly influential Ecclesiastical History which promoted the 

Domitianic banishment. It will be concluded that the earliest writers likely placed John’s 

exile in Nero’s reign, and that the Domitianic exile tradition was not widely adopted 

before Eusebius. 

 

 

Irenaeus 

 

 

The key text of Irenaeus, which has done so much to persuade scholars that Irenaeus 

placed John’s apocalyptic vision, and hence his banishment, late in Domitian’s reign,2 

was discussed at length in the previous chapter. Undiscussed thus far in scholarship (to 

the author’s knowledge) is a passage elsewhere in Irenaeus’ Against Heresies which is 

suggestive of an earlier context for John’s exile. There Irenaeus related that John wrote 

his Gospel, “to carry away that error which had been sown among men by Cerinthus, 

and a long time previously by those called Nicolaitans”, whom he then describes as a 

Gnostic sect (Haer. 3.11.1). He adds that John refuted their error by asserting in his 

Gospel that there was one God who made all things through his Word (Haer. 3.11.1).  

                                                 
1 See, e.g., Charles, Revelation, vol. 1, xcii; Aune, Revelation 1–5, lvii; Beale, The Book of Revelation, 19; 

Mounce, Revelation, 16; Carson and Moo, Introduction, 707–708; Andreas J. Köstenberger, L. Scott Kellum, and 

Charles L. Quarles, The Cradle, the Cross, and the Crown: An Introduction to the New Testament (Nashville: B&H, 

2009) 822.  

2 Irenaeus, apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.18.3 = Irenaeus, Haer. 5.30.3. 
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Irenaeus thus distinguishes Cerinthus and the Nicolaitans chronologically; while 

Cerinthus was disseminating his doctrines at the time John wrote his Gospel, the 

Nicolaitans had been active “a long time previously”, where the words multo prius (the 

ablative of degree of difference) likely indicate a period of decades.3 According to 

Eusebius, the Nicolaitans “subsisted for a very short time” (ἐπὶ σμικρότατον συνέστη 

χρόνον) (Hist. eccl. 3.29.1).4 They were apparently no longer active at the time when the 

Cerinthians were growing in influence, but Irenaeus presumably mentioned them 

because they had taught some of the same doctrines which the followers of Cerinthus 

were disseminating in that region.  

While Irenaeus places a considerable interval between the activities of the 

Nicolaitans and the writing of John’s Gospel, he does elsewhere note that this group was 

active at the time of the writing of Revelation, in which their practices (adultery and 

eating foods sacrificed to idols) were condemned (Rev. 2:6) (Haer. 1.26.3). Irenaeus 

therefore presumably considered Revelation, written at a time when the Nicolaitans 

were active, to have also been written “a long time before” the writing of John’s Gospel. 

In agreement with this, Hippolytus claimed that the Hymenaeus and Philetus 

mentioned in 2 Timothy were following the were following the teaching of Nicolas, the 

founder of the sect (De resurr. fr. 1).5These two are said to have taught that the 

resurrection had already occurred and are made to have been active in Asia Minor 

towards the end of Paul’s life, or in Nero’s reign (cf. 2 Tim 2:17–18). 

 

 

Clement of Alexandria 

 

 

In the late second century, Clement related the story, which had been preserved orally, 

of a young man who fell away from the faith and was restored to repentance by John 

(Quis div. 42). The context of the account is that of John’s travels to various 

neighbouring regions following his return to Ephesus from exile, during which time he 

                                                 
3 Cf. Irenaeus, Haer. 3.16.2, where the Latin text states that God promised David the same thing he had 

“much earlier” (multo prius) promised Abraham, where it signifies centuries.  

4 Cf.  Heikki Räisänen, Challenges to Biblical Interpretation: Collected Essays, 1991–2000 (Leiden: Brill, 

2001) 164–165. 

5 An English translation of the passage can be found in Lightfoot, The Apostolic Fathers, part 1, vol. 2, 397. 
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ordained bishops and ordered the churches. While Clement places John’s return “after 

the death of the tyrant”, he does not name the tyrant in question, perhaps because he 

expected his readers to be aware of his identity.6 Many scholars, influenced by 

Eusebius’ identification of this tyrant (see Chapter 5), have assumed that Clement 

intended Domitian,7 but this assumption has not gone unchallenged.8     

Clement’s characterization of the emperor as a “tyrant” could potentially have 

described Nero or Domitian.9 Thus, Apollonius of Tyana (c. 15–c. 100), after likening 

tyrants to beasts with many heads, adds that even beasts do not devour their mothers as 

Nero had done (Philostratus, Vit. Apoll. 4.38).10 A later writer, Lactantius (c. 260–330), 

speaks of Nero as a tyrant and a wild beast (Mort. pers. 2). On the other hand, 

Domitian’s tyrannical actions were described by Dio, who relates among other things 

that he executed a sophist for, ironically, speaking against tyrants in a speech (Dio, Hist. 

Rom. 67.12.5). His tyranny is likewise spoken of by Suetonius (Dom. 1.3).  

While both emperors might have been described as tyrants, they died nearly 

thirty years apart: Nero took his life in June, 68, while Domitian was murdered in 

September, 96. Consequently the identity of the particular tyrant intended by Clement 

has important implications for understanding his Johannine chronology.  

Clues pointing to the identity of Clement’s intended tyrant may be provided by 

the narrative itself. In his account of John’s travels, Clement relates an occasion on 

which John came to a city not far from Ephesus (the name of which was said to have 

been related by some, but is not given), and committed a young man to the pastoral care 

of the bishop of the church there. This bishop, it is said, “reared him” (ἔτρεφεν) in the 

faith, “kept him and finally (τὸ τελευταῖον) enlightened [i.e. baptized] him”. At this 

point, the bishop relaxed his care, and the young man began attending extravagant feasts 

with youths his own age; they later began to take him on night-time robberies and 

thereafter urged him on to greater crimes. He became accustomed to this way of living 

                                                 
6 Boxall, Patmos, 32. 

7 See, e.g., Charles, Revelation, vol. 1, xciii; Mounce, Revelation, 16; Carson and Moo, Introduction, 707–

708; Hitchcock, “A Defense,” 53; Watson, Gospel Writing, 468. 

8 E.g., Hort, The Apocalypse, xv; Edmundson, The Church in Rome, 166; Robinson, Redating, 222–223; 

Gentry, Before Jerusalem Fell, 69. 

9 Cf. Finegan, The Mediterranean World, 43; Robinson, Redating, 223. 

10 Cf. Robinson, Redating, 235–236. 
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until he finally renounced salvation; casting aside all restraint, Clement continues, he 

went on to form his own band of robbers. 

After what may have been a considerable interval (χρόνος ἐν μέσῳ),11 John 

returned to the city on account of some business and enquired after the young man. 

Upon learning of what had transpired, he called for a horse and made his way to the 

robbers’ outpost in order to be taken into custody and brought to the leader. Upon 

recognizing John, the young man is said to have turned and fled rather than face him. 

John, “forgetful of his age (ἡλικία), rigorously (ἀνὰ κράτος) pursued him, shouting out, 

‘why do you flee from me, child, from your own father, from this unarmed old man 

(γέρων)?’.” John is said to have successfully entreated him to return to the faith and to 

have brought him back to the church, joining with him in continual fasting. Clement 

concludes by relating that John did not leave him until he had restored him to the church 

(Quis div. 42). 

It is not known when Clement dated John’s death, though he did make him an 

eyewitness disciple of Jesus and consequently probably did not place it much later than 

the end of the first century. Had Clement identified the tyrant with Domitian, he would 

have condensed the entire narrative of the young man’s instruction, baptism, gradual 

falling away and restoration to the faith into the brief few years following Domitian’s 

assassination in 96 and John’s death a little later, which is unlikely.12 Indeed, 

Chrysostom—whether as an inference from Clement or from independent knowledge of 

the tradition—states that the young man “first became a disciple of John, but later was a 

chief of robbers for a long time (ἐπὶ πολὺν χρόνον)” (ad Theod. 1. 17),13 where the 

reference is only to the period in which he presided over his own band of robbers.  

In Clement’s account, John refers to himself as an old man (γέρων). According 

to a tradition attributed to Pythagoras, a γέρων was someone aged between sixty and 

eighty (Diog. Laer. 8. 10).14 For (Ps.-) Hippocrates, as cited by Philo, it referred to 

anyone 57 or older (Opif. 105). John was thus likely already a γέρων by the time of 

Nero’s death in 68. Some argue, however, that the expression, “forgetful of his age”, 

would lose its force unless John were in his advanced old age, and they consequently 

                                                 
11 Cf. Hort, The Apocalypse, xv. 

12 Cf. Hort, The Apocalypse, xv; Robinson, Redating, 223. 

13 Translated by the author from PG 47:305. 

14 Cf. BDAG 195.  
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conclude that the account favours Domitian as the tyrant.15 This objection, however, 

mistakenly assumes that these events had to have unfolded immediately upon John’s 

return to Ephesus,16 but it is only the Domitianic view that must require their immediate 

commencement, in order to condense the account into the brief space of time between 

John’s return from exile and his death. If Nero was the intended tyrant, the story could 

have been understood as having occurred in the 70s or 80s, at a time when John might 

still have been able to run after the young man “strenuously” (ἀνὰ κράτος) but before 

the onset of his extreme old age.17 Thus the account comfortably fits a Neronian 

identification of the tyrant but is problematic on the supposition of a Domitianic one.  

 

 

The Acts of John 

 

 

The Acts of John, which is variously dated from as early as the second quarter of the 

second century to the first half of the third,18 relates various events purported to have 

taken place during John’s long residence in Asia Minor, one of which is the story of how 

John raised a dead man to life in Ephesus (§§ 45–47), which is possibly related to the 

similar tradition mentioned by Apollonius (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 5.18.14).  

At the beginning of the extant account, John travels from Miletus to Ephesus (§ 

18), where he remains a “long time” (πολὺν χρόνον) (§ 37). John is then called upon to 

journey to Smyrna, which he promises to do after he has confirmed those at Ephesus in 

the faith (§ 45). One manuscript of the work relates that after the miracle of the raising 

from the dead, John resided in the region of Smyrna for four years, during which time he 

ordained Polycarp.19 

The account of John’s journeys between his departure from Smyrna and his later 

return to Ephesus is no longer extant, but the account does record that John returned to 

                                                 
15 Milligan, The Revelation of St. John, 305; Hitchcock, “A Defense,” 44–45. 

16 Cf. Hort, The Apocalypse, xv.  

17 Simcox, Revelation, xliv; Robinson, Redating, 223. Cf. the tradition known to Jerome, that John had to be 

carried into the meetings in his extreme old age as he could no longer walk (Jerome, Comm. Gal. 6.10). 

18 See Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 463. 

19 Montague Rhodes James, The Apocryphal New Testament: Being the Apocryphal Gospels, Acts, Epistles, 

and Apocalypses (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1924) 239. 
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Ephesus after a long time, and it has him journey back to Ephesus from Laodicea (§ 58). 

John had thus travelled from Ephesus to Smyrna, and had ended his travels at Laodicea 

before returning to Ephesus. It may not be coincidental that Ephesus, Smyrna and 

Laodicea are the first, second and last churches addressed in Revelation, and some have 

suggested that the lost sections of the work depicted John visiting all the seven churches 

of Revelation in order.20 

While the account concludes with John’s death in Ephesus, there is no mention 

in the extant text of John’s banishment to Patmos, leading Lalleman to propose that it 

had been narrated at the lost beginning of the work, noting that the extant text begins in 

Miletus, which would have been a natural stopping point between Patmos and 

Ephesus.21 This would agree with a context for John’s Asian ministry after his return 

from exile, as found in Clement, who related that John travelled from place to place, 

appointing bishops, upon his return.  

Indeed, since the travels and events related in the Acts of John were likely 

conceived of as having transpired over the course of a decade or more (as noted above, 

one manuscript of the Acts of John places John’s stay in Smyrna alone at four years), 

this reconstruction would also agree with the interpretation of Clement’s account 

proposed above, according to which Clement placed John’s travelling ministry in the 

last decades of the first century, rather than in the short space of time after the death of 

Domitian and the end of the first century.22 

 

 

Tertullian 

 

 

Tertullian (c. 200) is the first extant writer to relate the tradition that John was plunged 

into boiling oil and emerged unscathed, which he associates with John’s banishment. He 

                                                 
20 See, e.g., Hengel, Die johanneische Frage, 53. This is doubted by Pieter J. Lalleman, The Acts of John: A 

Two-stage Initiation into Johannine Gnosticism (Leuven: Peeters, 1998) 18–19. 

21 Lalleman, The Acts of John, 16. 

22 Cf. the suggestion of Theodor Zahn (Forschungen zur Geschichte des neutestamentlichen Kanons und 

der altkirchlichen Literatur, vol. 6: Apostel und Apostelschuler in der Provinz Asien [Leipzig: Deichert, 1900] 16–

17), that the Acts of John were Clement’s main source for the story of the robber captain who repents, hence his 

reference to “the μῦθος which is not a μῦθος but an actual account” (apud Eusebius, Eccl. Hist. 3.23.6).  



120 

 

thus speaks of Rome as the place, “where Peter attains to the suffering of the Lord, 

where Paul is crowned with the departure of John, where the apostle John, after he was 

plunged into boiling oil, having suffered nothing, is exiled to an island” (Praescr. 36).  

Jerome, who accepted Eusebius’ narrative of John’s Domitianic banishment (Vir. 

9.6–7), attributed to Tertullian a Neronian setting for this tradition: “moreover, 

Tertullian relates that, having been thrown into a terracotta jar of burning oil by Nero (a 

Nerone missus in ferventis olei dolium), he came out cleaner and more vigorous than 

when he entered” (Jov. 1.26).23 According to Robinson, Jerome inferred the tradition’s 

Neronian context from Tertullian’s statement in Praescr. 36, in which Tertullian speaks 

of John’s oil immersion in the same context as the martyrdoms of Peter and Paul, which 

took place in Nero’s reign.24 However, Tertullian does not mention the terracotta jar 

(dolium)25 or record anything about John emerging from the oil cleaner and more 

vigorous, suggesting that Jerome had another source at his disposal. He may have read 

this version of the story in one of Tertullian’s lost works, with which he is known to 

have been familiar.26  

Interestingly, the view that the mention of Nero was only an inference on 

Jerome’s part led to the amending of the reading a Nerone (“by Nero”), found in the 

codices, with Romae (“at Rome”),27 which is first found in the 1564 printed edition of 

Vittori and which was subsequently adopted for Migne’s edition.28 Vittori thus corrected 

Jerome’s text on the basis that Tertullian himself associated the oil immersion with 

John’s exile, and “this happened in the time of Domitian, not Nero.”29  

In another place, where Jerome refers to the same tradition of the boiling oil, he 

cites “ecclesiastical histories” as relating that John was sent “immediately” (statim) to 

                                                 
23 Latin text given by Ramelli, “John the Evangelist's Work,” 43. See also, Gumerlock, Revelation in the 

First Century, 42 n. 17. 

24 Robinson, Redating, 223–224. 

25 Cf. Ramelli, “John the Evangelist's Work,” 42–43. 

26 Simcox, Revelation, xliv. 

27 NPNF 2.6.366 states that John was sent “to Rome”, as though the Latin read Romam.  

28 Gumerlock, Revelation in the First Century, 42, citing Henry Dominique Saffrey, “Le témoignage de 

pères sur le martyre de S. Jean l’Evangéliste,” RSPT 69 (1985) 267–268; cf. Hort, The Apocalypse, xvii; 

Ramelli, “John the Evangelist's Work,” 43. Migne’s text can be found in PL 23:259. 

29 Translated by the author from the Latin notes of Vittori, cited by Saffrey, “Le témoignage,” 268: see also 

Gumerlock, Revelation in the First Century, 42. 
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Patmos following the oil immersion (Comm. Matt. 20.23).30 While this could have been 

inferred from Tertullian’s statement that John was sent to Patmos after being plunged in 

oil, Ramelli points out that Tertullian was likely not Jerome’s source as his Prescription 

Against Heretics was not an ecclesiastical history.31  

The plunging in oil thus seems to have been associated both with Nero’s reign 

and with John’s banishment to Patmos by sources which are no longer extant but which 

were known to Jerome.32 Possibly both Tertullian and Jerome were dependent upon 

Hegesippus for this tradition, as Ramelli suggests,33 noting that Hegesippus seems to 

have been the source for Tertullian’s statement that Domitian initiated and brought an 

end to a persecution of the Christians (Apol. 5.4; cf. Chapter 5).34  

 

 

The Syriac Tradition 

 

 

Two Syriac versions of Revelation, dating from perhaps as early as the fourth century, 

state that John was banished during Nero’s reign.35 A Neronian banishment is also 

attested in the Syriac apocryphal work entitled the History of John, preserved in two 

manuscripts from the sixth and ninth century respectively, and probably to be dated to 

no later than the end of the fourth century.36 This work relates that John’s preaching and 

work in Ephesus came to the notice of Nero, “the unclean and impure and wicked king”, 

who ordered him to be exiled.37  

 

 

                                                 
30 CCSL 77: 178.  

31 Ramelli, “John the Evangelist's Work,” 43. 

32 Cf. the banishment by Nero in c. 65 C.E. of Musonius from Rome to Gyaros, which, like Patmos, 

belonged to the Sporades island chain; Philostratus, Vit. Apoll. 8.5. 

33 Ramelli, “John the Evangelist's Work,” 43.  

34 Ramelli, “John the Evangelist's Work,” 43; cf. Stegemann and Stegemann, The Jesus Movement, 653–

654; Sordi, The Christians, 40. 

35 Koester, Revelation, 72. 

36 Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee, 223. 

37 William Wright, Apocryphal Acts of the Apostles: Edited from Syriac Manuscripts in the British Museum 

and Other Libraries, vol. 2 (London: Williams and Norgate, 1871) 55. 
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Tyconius 

 

 

Tyconius of Carthage, who wrote his Exposition of the Apocalypse in the late fourth 

century, interpreted Rev 17:10 (“there are seven kings; five have fallen, one is, one has 

not yet come”) in terms of the seven emperors of Rome, beginning with Julius Caesar and 

concluding with Otho (69 C.E.), whom he identified as the king who is said to have “not 

yet come” at the time of John’s writing.38 Furthermore, Nero is identified as the sixth king, 

of whom Revelation states, “one is”,  using the present tense, making John to have seen 

the vision in Nero’s reign.39     

 

 

The Acts of John by Prochorus 

 

 

The probably fifth-century40 Acts of John by Prochorus has John arriving in Ephesus at 

the age of fifty; he remains in the city for nine years and is exiled to Patmos for fifteen 

years. He then resides in Ephesus until his death at the age of a hundred, twenty-six 

years later.41 This work thus places John’s exile forty or so years before his death, likely 

corresponding with the late 50s or early 60s, during Nero’s reign.   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
38 See Francis X. Gumerlock, review of Tyconii Afri Expositio Apocalypseos, ed. Roger Gryson, CCSL 

107A (Turnhout: Brepols, 2011) WTJ 74 (2012) 470. 

39 See Gumerlock, review of Tyconii, 470. 

40 Junod and Kaestli, Acta Iohannis, vol. 2, 748–749. 

41 Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee, 221.  
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The Acts of John in Rome 

 

 

Gentry sees evidence of a tradition of the Neronian banishment of John in the sixth-

century42 Acts of John in Rome,43 a work which originated independently of the Acts of 

John.44 In this account, news reaches Domitian in Rome that a certain Hebrew in 

Ephesus, named John, “is making it known” (διαφημίζει)45 that the seat of the Roman 

Empire would be removed and given to another (§ 5.1–5). He summons John to Rome, 

from whence he banishes him to Patmos. Noting the reference to the apocalyptic 

preaching of John in Ephesus, Gentry points out that “the rationale for the exile is 

suggestive of a prior publication of Revelation.”46 This work may therefore betray 

knowledge of a Neronian exile.47  

The narrative itself seems to have been modelled on Hegesippus’ account of 

Domitian’s persecution of the relatives of Jesus.48 John’s apocalyptic preaching seems to 

have been employed in the narrative as a device to bring John’s loyalty to the empire 

into question so that he can be summoned before Domitian. In Hegesippus, the 

descendants of the royal Davidic line are similarly brought before the emperor as a 

potential threat to the throne (Hist. eccl. 3.19.1). 

Furthermore, the story depicts Domitian as intending to expel (ἐκβάλλειν49) the 

Jews from “the city of the Romans” (§ 2.6–7). The Jews, however, inform the emperor 

of those called Christians who proclaim Jesus as the Son of God, whose family was 

                                                 
42 Keith Elliott, The Apocryphal New Testament: A Collection of Apocryphal Christian Literature in an 

English Translation (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 193) 347. Junod and Kaestli think 545 a likely terminus ad quem (Acta 

Iohannis, vol. 2, 857). 

43 It is titled “The Acts of the Holy Apostle and Evangelist John the Theologian” in ANF 8.560–564. 

Elliott’s title (The Apocryphal New Testament, 347) is followed here. Gentry erroneously refers to it as the “Acts of 

John” and confuses it with the work which usually goes under that name and which was mentioned by Augustine and 

Photius (Before Jerusalem Fell, 100–101; cf. ANF 8.357; Lalleman, The Acts of John, 26). Hitchcock likewise 

confuses this work with the Acts of John and the Acts of John by Prochorus (“A Defense,” 67–68).  

44 Junod and Kaestli, Acta Iohannis, vol. 2, 841–842; Lalleman, The Acts of John, 9–10. 

45 CCSA 2.865. 

46 Gentry, Before Jerusalem Fell, 100.  

47 Gentry assigns too much significance to this document when he implausibly suggests that John could 

have been banished both under Nero and under Domitian (Before Jerusalem Fell, 100). 

48 Cf. Junod and Kaestli, Acta Iohannis, vol. 2, 853–854. 

49 CCSA 2.865. 
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connected with the Hebrews (§ 3). These accusers probably correspond to those of the 

Jewish-Christian sects (cf. apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 4.22.4–5) who were said by 

Hegesippus to have brought accusations against the grandsons of Jude (apud Hist. eccl. 

3.19.1)50 and against Simeon (Hist. eccl. 3.32.3),51 who were referred to as the relatives 

of the Lord by Hegesippus (Hist. eccl. 3.11.1; 3.19.1). The passing mention of Jesus’ 

Hebrew relatives within the context of the accusation brought against the Christians in 

the Acts of John in Rome (§ 3.13–15) may also point in the direction of some reworking 

of Hegesippus’ narrative.   

The summoning of John before Domitian to account for his proclamation of the 

coming removal of the seat of the Roman Empire, along with the resulting dialogue, 

similarly seems to be modelled after Hegesippus’ account of the summoning of the 

grandsons of Jude. Whereas it is the grandsons’ Davidic lineage that challenges the 

empire in Hegesippus, it is John’s subversive preaching in this work. In Hegesippus, the 

grandsons assure Domitian that the kingdom they believe in is a spiritual one that will 

appear at the end of the world (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.20). Here, John tells 

Domitian that the coming king he proclaims is eternal and will come from heaven as a 

judge, putting down all earthly rule (§ 8.5–12). John also assures the king that his rule 

would continue for many years and that many others would rule after him (§8.4–5), 

pointing to a setting early in Domitian’s reign. 

Lastly, in Hegesippus, Domitian brings an end of the persecution with the 

summoning of Jude’s grandsons, while in this account, a similar effect is produced by 

having Domitian reluctantly banish John to Patmos that he might be seen to uphold the 

decrees of the Senate (§ 12) (cf. the story of Daniel in the lion’s den).  

The document may provide further evidence for Sordi’s theory that Hegesippus 

confounded Domitian (r. 81-96) with Titus (r. 79-81), for it opens with a reference to the 

destruction of Jerusalem under Vespasian (70 C.E.)  and then shifts its focus to 

Domitian, who was reigning, “after Vespasian was dead” (Οὐεσπεσιανοῦ δὲ 

ἀποθανόντος52) (§ 2.1). Historically, Titus took control of the operation in Judea 

following Vespasian’s departure, and began reigning after his death in 79.  

 

                                                 
50 Cf. Bauckham, Jude, 96–97. 

51 Cf. Bauckham, Jude and the Relative of the Lord, 82. 

52 CCSA 2.865. 
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Later Writers 

 

 

Andrew (or Andreas), bishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia, noted in his commentary on 

Revelation, which was possibly written during the late sixth or early seventh century,53 

that there were those before him who had interpreted some of the apocalyptic visions as 

references to the fall of Jerusalem in 70 C.E. (Comm. Apoc. 6:12–13; 7:1). He evidently 

refers to Oecumenius, who suggested that the sealing of the 144,000 referred to those 

sealed and protected during the Jewish War.54 Oecumenius himself held to the 

Domitianic dating (Oecumenius, Comm. Apoc. 1),55 but he may have been repeating 

older exegetical material that assigned an earlier historical setting to John’s apocalyptic 

vision.   

Arethas of Caesarea in Cappadocia (c.850–944), who closely followed Andrew’s 

exegesis,56 likewise interprets the 144,000 of the believing Jews who did not perish in 

the destruction of Jerusalem in 70 C.E. However, he also specifically places John’s 

receiving of the apocalyptic visions before the destruction of the city, stating that, “the 

destruction by the Romans had not yet overtaken the Jews, when the Evangelist 

prophesied these things”.57  

The eighth-century writer Hippolytus of Thebes in his Chronicle (Chron. 9a; 9b; 

9c)58 and the Byzantine exegete Theophylact of Ochrid in his Commentary on John 

claimed that John the Seer was in Patmos thirty-two years after the ascension (pref.),59 

placing his stay there in Nero’s reign. 

 

 

                                                 
53 Weinrich, Greek Commentaries on Revelation (ACT; Downers Grove, Ill.: IVP, 2011) xxxiii–xxxiv. 

Constantinou argues for 611 as the date of composition (Andrew of Caesarea, Commentary on the Apocalypse [FC 

123; Washington DC: Catholic University of America Press, 2011] 68–71). 

54 Constantinou, Commentary on the Apocalypse, 102. 

55 Weinrich, Greek Commentaries, 17. 

56 Constantinou, Guiding to a Blessed End, 298. 

57 Translated from the Greek text in PG 106:605. However, this testimony might not be of much value; see 

the discussion in Chapter 12. 

58 Greek text and translations are taken from Franz Diekamp, ed., Hippolytos von Theben: Texte und 

Untersuchungen (Münster, 1898), and so hereafter. 

59 PG 123:1133. 
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Conclusion 

 

 

The principal writers of the pre-Eusebian period are often understood as being 

supportive of John’s late Domitianic exile, but dissenters from this view have pointed 

out reasons for supposing that Tertullian and Clement of Alexandria might be better 

understood as presupposing a Neronian exile. Here, corroborating evidence for 

interpreting Clement’s tyrant as Nero was presented from the Acts of John, and further 

evidence for a pre-Domitianic exile, which has not been previously brought into the 

discussion, was provided from Irenaeus. Lastly, attention was drawn to the persistence 

of the Neronian tradition, even after the Domitianic dating became dominant.  
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CHAPTER 7 

PAPIAS AND THE GOSPEL OF JOHN 

  

 

The question of whether Papias related anything concerning John’s Gospel is disputed. 

While Eusebius recorded traditions from Papias (or rather his Elder, usually identified 

with Papias’ John the Elder1) concerning the Gospels of Matthew and Mark (apud 

Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.15–16), he is silent concerning John (and Luke), and some 

have interpreted this silence as evidence that he did not record anything concerning it.2  

Others, however, argue that Papias might have related traditions concerning 

John, which Eusebius chose not to record. Lightfoot thinks that Eusebius was only 

relating “curious facts” concerning the Gospels, and he did not mention John’s because 

the circumstances relating to its publication were already well known.3 Gregory suggests 

that  Eusebius might have only had access to Papian excerpts that did not include 

accounts of Luke and John.4 According to Bauckham, Eusebius did not discuss these 

Gospels because he found Papias’ account problematic: possibly Papias recorded 

nothing of significance concerning Luke’s Gospel; possibly he “distanced Luke further 

from eyewitness testimony than Eusebius would have liked”.5 Concerning John’s 

Gospel, he suggests that Papias had identified the Evangelist with the Elder, which 

                                                 
1 E.g., Black, Apostolic Interpreter, 202; Gunther, “The Elder John,” 4; John H. Elliott, 1 Peter: a New 

Translation with Introduction and Commentary (AB 37B; New York: Doubleday, 2000) 144; Martin Hengel, Saint 

Peter: The Underestimated Apostle, trans. Thomas H. Trapp (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2010) 46. Others consider the 

identification at least likely; e.g., Benjamin Wisner Bacon, Is Mark a Roman Gospel? (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard 

University Press, 1919) 13; Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 35; 204. 

2 Schoedel, Polycarp, 106; Bauer, Orthodoxy, 185–191; P. Vielhauer, Geschichte der urchristlichen 

Literatur (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1975) 457; Körtner, Papias von Hierapolis, 197; Zuntz, “Papiana,” 261; Painter, 1, 2, 

and 3 John, 48. 

3 Joseph B. Lightfoot, The Gospel of John: A Newly Discovered Commentary, ed. Ben Witherington III, 

Todd D. Still and Jeanette M. Hagen (Downers Grove, Ill.: IVP Academic, 2015) 222 n. 26; cf. Lightfoot, 

Supernatural Religion, 32–58; Andrew Gregory, The Reception of Luke and Acts in the Period Before Irenaeus 

(WUNT 2.169; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2003) 34.  

4 Cf. Gregory, Reception, 34. 

5  Bauckham, Testimony, 57. 
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Eusebius found objectionable,6 and that Eusebius did not approve of Papias’ privileging 

of John’s chronology over that of the Synoptics.7  

A number of scholars have claimed that Papias not only recorded traditions 

concerning the John’s Gospel but that his material has been partially preserved in later 

texts, including the Muratorian Canon,8 Irenaeus,9 Clement of Alexandria,10 Origen11 

and Victorinus.12 It has also been argued that Eusebius himself elsewhere paraphrases 

Papias’ account of the Gospel of John, though without attribution.13  

This chapter will evaluate the evidence for these sources as possible repositories 

of Papian traditions on John’s Gospel. Where possible, their implications for the 

question of Papias’ identification of the Evangelist will also be discussed. Eusebius’ 

unattributed fragment will be discussed at length in the following chapter.  

 

 

Proposed Papian Sources 

 

 

A limited number of texts suggest that Papias discussed the Fourth Gospel. Thus, 

according to the Anti-Marcionite prologue to John, Papias recorded that John wrote his 

Gospel “while still in a body” (see discussion below). Papias was likely referred to by 

the Melkite bishop Agapius, who speaks in his World History (c. 942) of a “prominent 

teacher” in Hierapolis who wrote five treatises on the Gospel, the last of which was on 

John’s Gospel (Fragment 23 [Holmes]).14 Other sources attribute to “the elders” 

traditions concerning John’s Gospel, which may also have been found in the work of 

                                                 
6 Bauckham, Testimony, 57; cf. Hengel, The Johannine Question, 21; Die johanneische Frage, 88; Gregory, 

Reception, 34–35.  

7 Bauckham, Testimony, 57–58.  

8 Lightfoot, Supernatural Religion, 205–207; Ehrhardt, Framework, 13; Bauckham, Testimony, 59–60. 

9 Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 430–431; Watson, Gospel Writing, 128. 

10 Ehrhardt, Framework, 20; Charles Hill, “What Papias Said about John (and Luke): A ‘New’ Papian 

Fragment,” JTS 49 (1998) 586.  

11 Hill, “What Papias Said,” 583.  

12 Adolf von Harnack, “Über den Verfasser und den literarischen Charakter des Muratorischen Fragments,” 

ZNW 24 (1925) 9–10. 

13 Bartlet, “Papias’s ‘Exposition,’ ” 26; Hill, “What Papias Said”; cf. Gregory, Reception, 34–35. 

14 A transliteration of the Arabic text is given in Kürzinger, Papias, 126.  
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Papias, who recorded the traditions of the elders (see discussion below). A third set of 

sources, while not mentioning Papias or the elders discuss John or John’s Gospel within 

the context of recognizably Papian material or employ Papian terminology. 

 

 

Irenaeus 

 

 

Irenaeus was familiar with Papias’ work (Haer. 5.33.4) and echoes Papias’ statements 

on Matthew and Mark, alleging that Matthew wrote for Hebrews and in their dialect and 

that Mark was Peter’s interpreter (Haer. 3.1.1). In another place, he specifically 

mentions “the elders” in connection with John’s Gospel, in a reference that some think 

may have originated with Papias (see below):  

 

However, from the fortieth and fiftieth year [a man] declines to old age, at which 

age our Lord was teaching (quam habens dominus noster docebat), just as the 

Gospel and all the elders, who have conferred (συμβεβληκότες/convenerunt) 

with John the disciple of the Lord in Asia, are testifying (μαρτυροῦσιν/testantur), 

[saying] that John delivered (παραδεδωκέναι/tradidisse) it to them. For he also 

remained with them until the times of Trajan. (Haer. 2.22.5, partially quoted in 

Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.23.3). 

 

The reference to “all the elders” (πάντες οἱ πρεσβύτεροι) may refer to a written 

source that collected together their testimonies,15 and Papias, who recorded the traditions 

of the elders (Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.4), would represent a possible if not probable 

written source for them.16 

Irenaeus’ use of a written source is suggested by the repetition of the phrase, “for 

he remained with them until the times of Trajan” (παρέμεινεν γὰρ αὐτοῖς μέχρι τῶν 

Τραϊανοῦ χρόνων; cf. Ἰωάννου δὲ παραμείναντος αὐτοῖς μέχρι τῶν Τραϊανοῦ χρόνων, in 

                                                 
15 Adolf von Harnack, Die Chronologie der altchristlichen Litteratur bis Eusebius, vol. 1 (Leipzig: 

Hinrichs, 1897) 334 n. 2. 

16 Harnack, Die Chronologie, 334–335 n. 2; Chapman, “Papias on the Age of Our Lord,” 57–58; Culpepper, 

John, the Son of Zebedee, 124; Hill, The Johannine Corpus, 406–407; Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 430–431. 
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Haer. 3.3.4, apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.23.4).17 Continued testimony through writing 

may also be suggested by the use of the present tense μαρτυροῦσιν18 (cf. Haer. 5.33.419).  

Within this context, Irenaeus makes the problematic claim that Jesus lived to be 

about fifty. Possibly it was the Gospel itself which the elders testified had been delivered 

by John, which Irenaeus held to have contained this teaching (cf. John 8:57).20 This 

would then allude to the epilogue (John 21:24), in which those identifying themselves 

by the pronoun “we” bear witness to the truth of the eyewitness’s testimony, which 

would indicate that Irenaeus identified the “we” as the elders.21 

 

 

Clement of Alexandria 

 

 

According to Eusebius, Clement of Alexandria provided an account of the origins of the 

Gospels of Mark and John in his lost work, the Hypotyposes, which provided 

commentary upon scriptural material:  

 

Again in his books he has inserted a tradition of those who were elders from the 

first concerning the arrangement of the Gospels (περὶ τῆς τάξεως), in this way: 

he [i.e. Clement] was saying that the Gospels containing the genealogies were 

first written (προγεγράφθαι)22, but that the Gospel according to Mark came about 

                                                 
17 Chapman, “Papias on the Age of Our Lord,” 57 n. 1.  

18 Harnack, Die Chronologie, vol. 1, 334 n. 2; Bacon, “The Elder John,” 5. 

19 After relating the traditions of the elders, Irenaeus states“ Papias, an ancient man, the hearer of John and 

companion of Polycarp, also witnesses to these things in in writing” (ταῦτα δὲ καὶ Παπίας, Ἰωάννου μὲν ἀκουστής, 

Πολυκάρπου δὲ ἑταῖρος γεγονώς, ἀρχαῖος ἀνήρ, ἐγγράφως ἐπιμαρτυρεῖ) 

20 Lightfoot, Biblical Essays, 58 n. 1; cf. Harnack, Die Chronologie, vol. 1, 334 n. 2; Bauckham 

Eyewitnesses, 430–431; idem, Testimony, 63. 

21 Bauckham Eyewitnesses, 430–431; idem, Testimony, 63. But see Chapman, “Papias on the Age of Our 

Lord,” 48–63, esp. 53–63, for evidence that Irenaeus is drawing his arguments from the ages of Jesus’ life from a 

probably misinterpreted statement of Papias which Chapman argues is preserved in Victorinus.  

22 Or perhaps “set forth publicly” or “published openly” in contrast to an initially private circulation; see 

Stephen C. Carlson, “Clement of Alexandria on the ‘Order’ of the Gospels,” NTS 47 (2001) 118–125. In a parallel 

passage, in which Eusebius also draws from Clement (discussed below), Peter later confirmed Mark’s writing for use 

in the churches, after an initial private circulation (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 2.15.1–2).   
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as follows: that when Peter preached publicly (δημοσίᾳ) in Rome and 

proclaimed the Gospel by the Spirit, those present, being many, called upon 

Mark (παρακαλέσαι τὸν Μάρκον) to write up the things said, as one who had 

followed him for a long time (ὡς ἂν ἀκολουθήσαντα αὐτῷ πόρρωθεν) and had 

remembered those things that were told. And that, having done this, he shared it 

with those who were asking him, [and] that that Peter, having discovered this, 

neither hindered it nor urged it forward. However, [he said] that John, the last 

(τὸν μέντοι Ἰωάννην ἔσχατον), comprehending that the corporeal (σωματικά) 

things were shown in the Gospels, and urged by his acquaintances (προτραπέντα 

ὑπο τῶν γνωρίμων), and borne along by the Spirit, composed a spiritual Gospel 

(πνεύματι θεοφορηθέντα πνευματικὸν ποιῆσαι εὐαγγέλιον) (apud Eusebius, Hist. 

eccl. 6.14.5–7). 

Clement’s account of the writing of John’s Gospel, as given by Eusebius, is 

brief: John is said to have written at the urging of others (just as Mark did) and to have 

composed “a spiritual gospel”.  

Significantly, Clement is said to have related these things from “the elders” who 

were speaking concerning the “arrangement” (τάξις) of the Gospels. Clement is likely 

referring to the traditions of the elders recorded by Papias (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 

3.39.4), just as Irenaeus apparently does (Haer. 5.33.3–4). Indeed, the theme of 

“arrangement” or τάξις is also found in Papias’ account of Mark’s Gospel, as is the 

tradition of Mark as the follower of Peter who wrote down what he had heard from him 

(Papias, apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.15).   

Elsewhere, Eusebius provides a fuller account of the origin of Mark’s Gospel, 

likewise taken from Clement’s Hypotyposes, and this could have important implications 

for the question of whether Papias spoke of John’s Gospel: 

 

Such a light of piety shone on the minds of Peter’s hearers that they were not 

content with one hearing or with the unwritten instruction in the divine 

preaching, but entreated Mark, whose Gospel is extant (οὗ τὸ εὐαγγέλιον 

φέρεται), since he was a follower of Peter, with all kinds of exhortations 

                                                 
Francis Watson objects to Carlson’s suggestion, but his objections require that τάξις in the passage refers, 

contra Carlson, to chronological ordering (concerning which, see Chapter 8) and that the Markan anecdote was an 

insertion that disrupted this supposed original emphasis on order (Gospel Writing, 432).  
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(παρακλήσεσιν δὲ παντοίαις) that he might also leave for them in writing a 

record (ὑπόμνημα) of the teaching delivered to them by word; nor did they give 

up until they convinced the man, and in this way they became the causes of the 

writing called the Gospel according to Mark. They say that the apostle, when the 

deed had been revealed to him by the Spirit (γνόντα δὲ τὸ πραχθέν φασι τὸν 

ἀπόστολον ἀποκαλύψαντος αὐτῷ τοῦ πνεύματος), was pleased with the zeal of 

the men and confirmed the writing for study in the churches (κυρῶσαί τε τὴν 

γραφὴν εἰς ἔντευξιν ταῖς ἐκκλησίαις). Clement provides this story in the sixth 

book of his Hypotyposes (Κλήμης ἐν ἕκτῳ τῶν Ὑποτυπώσεων παρατέθειται τὴν 

ἱστορίαν). The bishop of Hierapolis, Papias by name, also attests the same as him 

(συνεπιμαρτυρεῖ δὲ αὐτῷ). He (Clement) also says that Peter mentions Mark in 

his first letter, which, it is said, was composed in Rome itself, which he (Peter) 

himself indicates, speaking figuratively of the city in these words: she who is in 

Babylon, chosen with you, greets you, and so does Mark my son [1 Pet 5:13] 

(apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 2.15.1–2). 

Both accounts seem to tell the same story; in both, Mark is said to have been a 

follower of Peter, and Peter’s hearers are said to have exhorted Mark to write. The 

accounts also seem to presuppose each other; in one, the Gospel is circulated privately to 

those requesting it from Mark; in the other, Peter, upon learning of it, approves it for 

public use. In the former passage, Peter is somewhat ambivalent towards the Gospel; in 

the latter, Peter is said to have been pleased with the zeal of those who had written, 

rather than with the writing itself, suggesting that he was more pleased with their good 

intentions than with the finished product.  

Significantly, in this passage, which does not mention John’s Gospel, Eusebius 

explicitly states that the account was also found in the writings of Papias.23 This adds yet 

more weight to the suggestion that the tradition of the elders on the τάξις of the Gospels 

(which included John’s Gospel) was also taken from Papias. 

                                                 
23 While Michael J. Kok considers Papias a likely source for Clement on Mark, he also suggests that 

Eusebius might only have meant that Papias and Clement agree with respect to the relationship of Mark and Peter 

(“The Gospel on the Margins: The Ideological Function of the Patristic Tradition on the Evangelist Mark” [Ph.D. 

dissertation, University of Sheffield, 2013] 103–104). However, Eusebius is specifically referring to “the story” (τὴν 

ἱστορίαν) of Peter’s confirmation of Mark’s Gospel for use in the churches, to which Papias also testifies in agreement 

to Clement (συνεπιμαρτυρεῖ αὐτῷ). 
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The fact that Eusebius cites this second passage from Clement, even though he 

acknowledges that it was also found in Papias, may suggest that he only knows Papias’ 

work through Clement, as Gustafsson has suggested.24 Gustafsson notes in support that 

Eusebius does not specifically cite the volume of Papias’ work from which the 

information was drawn, contrary to his usual practice.25 He also observes that when 

Eusebius provides quotations from earlier authors found in secondary sources, he often 

does so as though he were citing the primary authors themselves.26   

 

 

Origen 

 

 

According to Eusebius, Origen had provided an account of the origins of the four Gospels 

in his only partially-preserved commentary on Matthew. Origen’s comments on the 

Gospels of Matthew and Mark, as preserved by Eusebius, contain familiar Papian 

elements: Matthew is said to have written in Hebrew, and Mark is said to have written, 

“as Peter led the way for him” (ὡς Πέτρος ὑφηγήσατο αὐτῷ). Origen then refers to 1 Pet 

5:13 in connection with Mark’s relationship to Peter (Hist. eccl. 6.25.4), just as Clement 

does in the passage drawn from Papias (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 2.15.2). Origen adds 

that Luke was the follower of Paul (Hist. eccl. 6.25.6), possibly echoing the claim found 

in the Muratorian Canon (concerning which, see below) that Luke was Paul’s travelling 

companion (ll.  3–5). Eusebius records from Origen only that John’s Gospel came “after 

all the others” (ἐπὶ πᾶσιν) (Hist. eccl. 6.25.6), though this agrees with Clement’s 

statement, drawn from the tradition of the elders that John was the last to write.  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
24 B. Gustafsson, “Eusebius’s Principles in Handling His Sources, as Found in His Church History, Books I 

to VIII,” StP 4 (1961) 432; cf. Black, Apostolic Interpreter, 85. 

25 Gustafsson, “Eusebius’s Principles,” 432; cf. Black, Apostolic Interpreter, 85. 

26 Gustafsson, “Eusebius’s Principles,” 429–432; cf. Philip Sellew, “Eusebius and the Gospels,” 136 n. 21. 
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The Muratorian Canon 

 

 

The beginning of the text of the Muratorian Canon is not extant. The first complete 

description of a Gospel is concerning Luke’s, of whom it states, “However, neither did 

he see the Lord in the flesh” (dominum tamen nec ipse vidit in carne) (l.7), which 

presupposes that the previously-discussed Evangelist had also not seen the Lord.27 This 

is generally considered to be a reference to Mark.28 It may reflect Papias’ statement that 

Mark had neither heard nor followed the Lord (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.15).29  

Only a few words survive concerning the evangelist mentioned before Luke: 

“nevertheless, he was present at these and thus he set them down [sc. in writing]” 

(quibus tamen interfuit et ita posuit) (l.1). Although the evangelist was not an 

eyewitness, he was evidently present at something that afforded him the opportunity to 

write things down. Some have seen in this a reference to the Papian tradition of Mark 

being present at Peter’s preaching.30   

A lengthier account is provided concerning John’s Gospel: 

 

Of the fourth of the Gospels, (the one) of John, one of the disciples. Having been 

urged by his fellow disciples and bishops (cohortantibus condiscipulis et 

episcopis suis), he said, “Fast with me today for three days, and if anything is 

revealed to anyone, let us reveal it to each other. On the same night, it was 

revealed to Andrew, one of the apostles, that with everyone reviewing (or 

“certifying”) (recognoscentibus cunctis), John should write down all things in his 

own name. And therefore, although different beginnings (principia) may be 

taught in the individual books of the Gospels, nevertheless nothing differs with 

respect to the faith of those believing, since all things have been declared in them 

                                                 
27 Cf. Lightfoot, Biblical Essays, 98; Schwartz, “Über den Tod,” 81–82; Ehrhardt, Framework, 13; 

Hahneman, The Muratorian Fragment, 183–184. 

28 Lightfoot, Biblical Essays, 98; Schwartz, “Über den Tod,” 82; Ehrhardt, Framework, 13; Orchard and 

Riley, The Order of the Synoptics, 138; Hahneman, The Muratorian Fragment, 183–184; Black, Apostolic Interpreter, 

98; Verheyden, “The Canon Muratori,” 490; Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 284; David E. Aune, Jesus, Gospel Tradition 

and Paul in the Context of Greco-Roman Antiquity (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2013) 22.  

29 Cf. Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 427. 

30 Lightfoot, Supernatural Religion, 205–206; Jurgens, The Faith of the Early Fathers, vol. 1, 107; 

Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 235 n.100, 427. 
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all, by the one principal Spirit, concerning his birth, his suffering, his 

resurrection, his interaction with his disciples, and concerning his double 

coming, the first when he was despised in humility, which has been, the second 

in royal power, illustrious, which is to be. What wonder is it therefore, if John so 

continually brings forward singular points (singula) in his letters, saying of 

himself, “What things we have seen with our eyes and heard with our ears, and 

that our hands have touched, these things we have written to you.” For thus he 

professes himself to be, not only an eyewitness and hearer, but also a writer of all 

the wonders of the Lord in an orderly way (scriptorem omnium mirabilium 

Domini per ordinem) (ll. 9–34). 

The motif of John being exhorted to write is also found in Clement’s passage 

quoted above (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 6.14.7).31 Here, though, there is the additional 

detail that he was exhorted to write, “with all of them certifying” (recognoscentibus 

cunctis) (ll. 14–15), in possible allusion to the epilogue of John’s Gospel in which a 

collective “we” testifies to the validity of John’s testimony (John 21:24).32  

A Papian source is also consistent with the citation from 1 John 1:1, 4 in relation 

to John’s Gospel, since Papias is said to have cited 1 John and 1 Peter (apud Eusebius, 

Hist. eccl. 3.39.16). Papias might have quoted 1 Peter in the corollary context of his 

account of the writing of Mark’s Gospel,33 as Eusebius (quoting 1 Pet 5:13) does after 

mentioning Papias’ name in connection with the Gospel of Mark (Hist. eccl. 2.15.2).  

Origen refers to the same text in his account of Mark’s Gospel (see above).  

The Muratorian Canon’s account of John’s Gospel also possesses literary 

parallels with Papias. As Hill observes, whereas Mark is said to have written 

“some/several things” (ἔνια) in Papias (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.15), John is said 

to have written “individual/several things” (singula) in the Muratorian Canon (l.28).34 

According to Papias, Mark wrote accurately “though not indeed with arrangement” (οὐ 

μέντοι τάξει) (Hist. eccl. 3.39.15); Papias adds in explanation that Mark had not heard or 

followed the Lord, but had been a follower of Peter. The Muratorian Canon on the other 

hand emphasizes that John was an eyewitness and hearer of the Lord, and adds that he 

                                                 
31 Cf. Ehrhardt, Framework, 20.   

32 Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 431. 

33 Lightfoot, Supernatural Religion, 206. 

34 Hill, “What Papias Said,” 586. 
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was “a writer of all the wonders of the Lord in an orderly way” (scriptorem omnium 

mirabilium Domini per ordinem) (l.33), where the Latin per ordinem corresponds to the 

Greek τάξει.35 Thus the description of John seems to complement Papias’ account of 

Mark and uses similar terminology. 

 

 

The Role of Andrew 

 

 

The Muratorian Canon accords special importance to the apostle Andrew, to whom it is 

revealed that John should write. Ehrhardt notes that this narrative is defective, for 

although it speaks of a three days’ fast, “the decisive vision was seen by St. Andrew 

already in the first night, i.e. right at the beginning of the fast.”36 Other sources make 

mention of a fast without inserting the Andrew narrative. According to Jerome, citing 

“church histories” (ecclesiastica historia), John was “compelled to write by his 

brothers” (cum a fratribus cogeretur ut scriberet); John answered that he would do it, “if 

everyone together would implore God in an appointed fast” (si indicto ieiunio in 

commune omnes Deum precarentur) (Comm. Matt. pref.).37  

Specific mention of a three-day fast is found in the famous Golden Legend of 

Jacobus de Voragine (c. 1230–1298), Archbishop of Genoa, who stated that it was the 

bishops of the country of Ephesus who came to John, urging him to write his Gospel, 

and that he instructed them to pray and fast for him for three days that he might truly 

write his account,38 not to determine who would write, as in the Muratorian Canon. 

Once again, Andrew is not mentioned. The three-day fast thus seems to represent the 

original tradition, into which the Andrew narrative was later inserted.39 For this reason, 

probably no significance should be attached to the contrast between John as “one of the 

                                                 
35 Cf. Hill, “What Papias Said,” 586–587. 

36 Ehrhardt, Framework, 19. 

37 Latin text from CCSL 77:3. 

38 Jacobus de Voragine, The Golden Legend, or, Lives of the Saints, trans. William Caxton, ed. F. S. Ellis, 

vol. 2 (London: Dent, 1900) 173.  

39 Cf. Ehrhardt, Framework, 24.  
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disciples” and Andrew as “one of the apostles”.40 The terminology concerning John as a 

disciple probably represents Papias’ (cf. Fragment 3.3–4) rather than that of the 

compiler of the Muratorian Canon. 

 

 

Victorinus 

 

 

Victorinus (d. 303 or 304) speaks of neighbouring bishops gathering to John and 

compelling him to write his Gospel in response to the growth of heresies: 

 

For when Valentinus, and Cerinthus, and Ebion, and the remaining school [of 

Satan] were dispersed throughout the world, all the bishops gathered to him from 

the neighbouring cities and compelled him to write his testimony (convenerunt 

ad illum de finitimis civitatibus episcopi et compulerunt eum, ut ipse 

testimonium conscriberet) (Comm. Apoc. 11.1).41 

Harnack suggests that Victorinus was dependent upon Papias,42 noting in support 

the similarity of Victorinus’ episcopi de finitimis civitatibus who compel him to write 

with the episcopis suis of the Muratorian Canon who urge him to write.43 

Papias has also been suggested as the source for Victorinus’ account of Mark’s 

Gospel.44 Thus Mark is said to have written, “but not in order” (sed non ordine)45 

(Comm. Apoc. 4.4), reflecting Papias’ claim that Mark did not write “with arrangement” 

(τάξει) (cf. the Muratorian Canon’s reference to John writing all things per ordinem).  

                                                 
40 This distinction is seen as possible evidence that the Muratorian Canon did not identify its John, the 

Evangelist, with John the son of Zebedee. See Colson, L’énigme, 43; Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 428–429; Trebilco, 

The Early Christians, 249. 

41 Translated from the Latin text of Johannes Haussleiter, ed., Victorini Episcopi Petavionensis Opera 

(CCSL 49; Vienna: Tempsky, 1916). 

42 Harnack, “Über den Verfasser,” 9–10. 

43 Harnack, “Über den Verfasser,” 10. 

44 Zahn, Introduction, vol. 2, 451; Chapman, “Papias on the Age of Our Lord,” 48–49; Schoedel, Polycarp, 

92. 

45 Chapman, “Papias on the Age of Our Lord,” 48.  



138 

 

Furthermore, in the same work, Victorinus makes the twenty-four elders of 

Revelation refer to the twenty-four books of the Old Testament, and this exegesis is 

attributed in a catalogue (the Cheltenham list) to “the elders” (seniores), possibly to be 

identified with Papias’ elders.46 Other examples of Victorinus’ probable dependence on 

Papias are provided by Chapman47 and Schoedel.48  

 

 

Chromatius 

 

 

Chromatius of Aquileia (d. 406 or 407), Rufinus and Jerome’s literary patron, seems to 

have either used the Muratorian Canon49 or to have drawn from a common source50 for 

his own discussion of the Gospels (Tract. in Matt. prolog. 1–3). Thus, as Lemarié points 

out,51 while the Muratorian Canon says of Luke, “nevertheless, neither did he see the 

Lord in the flesh” (Dominum tamen nec ipse vidit in carne) (ll. 6–7), Chromatius52 

states: “Luke also did not see the Lord in the flesh” (Lucas quoque Dominum in carne 

non vidit) (ll. 27–28). Both similarly state that Luke was Paul’s companion and wrote in 

his own name;53 the Muratorian Canon reports that Paul took Luke with him, “as one 

studied in law” (quasi ut iuris studiosum) (l.4) while Chromatius describes Luke as 

“most learned in the law” (eruditissimus legis) (l.28).54 Whereas the Muratorian Canon 

speaks of John as recording “all the wonders of the Lord in order (per ordinem)” (ll. 33–

34), Chromatius depicts Luke as “describing the whole order of things (omnem ordinem 

rerum) from the beginning (primordio)” (ll. 31–32). 

                                                 
46 Chapman, “Papias on the Age of Our Lord,” 48. 

47 Chapman, “Papias on the Age of Our Lord,” 48–63. 

48 Schoedel, Polycarp, 94, 96, 104, 115–116, 125, 126–127. 

49 So Joseph Lemarié, “Saint Chromace d’Aquilée témoin du Canon de Muratori,” REAug, 24 (1978) 101–

102; Verheyden, “The Canon Muratori,” 552–553.  

50 Travis B. Williams, Persecution in 1 Peter (Leiden: Brill, 2012) 139 n. 17; cf. Christoph Markschies, 

Kaiserzeitliche christliche Theologie und ihre Institutionen (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008) 230. Possibly he derived 

his material from Victorinus’ lost commentaries on the Gospels (cf. Verheyden, “The Muratorian Canon,” 552).  

51 Lemarié, “Saint Chromace,” 101. 

52 Translated by the author from the Latin text in Étaix, R., and J. Lemarié, eds., Chromatii Aquileiensis 

Opera (CCSL 9A; Turnhout: Brepols, 1974)185–186.  

53 Lemarié, “Saint Chromace,” 101. 

54 Cf. Lemarié, “Saint Chromace,” 102; Williams, Persecution in 1 Peter, 139 n. 17. 
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Like the Muratorian Canon (ll. 29–31), Chromatius quotes 1 John 1:1, 4 in 

reference to John’s Gospel (ll. 23–25). Both texts also speak of the “different beginnings 

in the various books of the Gospels” (varia singulis euangeliorum libris principia in 

both) (Muratorian Canon, ll. 16–17; Chromatius, l. 37), while maintaining that they 

agree, in the words of the Muratorian Canon, “concerning the nativity, the passion, the 

resurrection and also concerning his twin advent” (de nativitate, de passione, de 

resurrectione, de conversatione cum discipulis suis ac de gemino eius adventu) (ll. 20–

23); or, in the words of Chromatius, “concerning the nativity, the passion, the 

resurrection and also concerning his twin advent” (de navititate, de passione, de 

resurrectione, de gemino quoque eius adventus) (ll. 39–40).55  

Chromatius’ comments on Mark’s Gospel are preserved and he does state that it 

was Mark who had “not seen the Lord in the flesh” (Dominum in carne non vidit) (ll. 

25–26), lending support to the view that the Muratorian Canon had stated similarly. In 

Chromatius’ account, ass in the traditions of the elders and Papias preserved by 

Clement, Mark is portrayed as “the disciple and interpreter of Peter” (discipulus et 

interpres Petri) (l.25). Finally, echoing the words of Clement’s elders, Chromatius states 

that John wrote “last of all” (novissime omnium) (l. 12).  

 

 

Jerome 

 

 

In the preface to Jerome’s commentary on Matthew, he records that John was the “last” 

(ultimus) to write, and that he “was compelled (coactus est) to write more loftily of the 

Saviour’s divinity (de divinitate Salvatoris) by almost all the then bishops of Asia and 

embassies from many churches”,56 in common with other proposed sources. In 

agreement with Irenaeus (Haer. 3.11.1) and Victorinus (Comm. Apoc. 11.1), Jerome 

states that John wrote on account of heretics, referring to “Cerinthus, Ebion and others 

who denied that Christ had come in the flesh.”  

As in Papias and other proposed Papian sources, Jerome relates that Matthew 

handed down his Gospel in the Hebrew language (Iudaea sermone). He describes Mark 

                                                 
55 Cf. Lemarié, “Saint Chromace,” 101. 

56 Jerome’s preface, here and hereafter, is translated by the author from the Latin text in CCSL 77:2–3. 
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as “the interpreter of Peter” and relates that “he himself indeed did not see the Lord, the 

Saviour”; he is also said to have related the account “more according to the faithfulness 

of the events than according to order (quam ordinem)”. As in the Muratorian Canon and 

Chromatius, Luke is said to have been a physician and a follower of Paul.  

 

 

The Anti-Marcionite Prologue 

 

 

The Latin (“Anti-Marcionite”) Prologue to John, found in a number of medieval copies 

of the Vulgate, survives in a shorter and longer recension, the latter of which was likely 

expanded using material from Jerome’s Lives.57 It was possibly originally written in 

Greek,58 as early as the second century;59 recent studies have tended to date it between 

the fourth and sixth century,60 though this would not rule out its use of earlier material.61 

The prologue cites Papias as its source for its account of John’s Gospel: 

 

The Gospel of John was made known and given to the churches by John, still in 

a body, as the Hierapolitan named Papias, the dear disciple of John, related in the 

exoteric, that is, in the last section in his five books (in exotericis, id est in 

extremis, quinque libris). He indeed transcribed the Gospel correctly, as John 

dictated (Descripsit vero evangelium dictante Iohanne recte). Truly Marcion the 

heretic, when he had been rejected by him (ab eo) because he was holding 

contrary opinions, was thrust out by John (abiectus est a Iohanne). Certainly, he 

                                                 
57 So Eisler, Enigma, 13; Gutwenger, “The Anti-Marcionite Prologues,” 399. 

58 Lightfoot, Supernatural Religion, 213; Schoedel, Polycarp, 121; F. F. Bruce, The Gospel of John: 

Introduction, Exposition, Notes (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1983) 9. This is disputed by Engelbert Gutwenger, “The 

Anti-Marcionite Prologues,” TS 7 (1946) 408. 

59 Donatien de Bruyne, “Les plus anciens prologues latins des Évangiles,” RevBén 40 (1928) 193–214; W. 

F. Howard, “The Anti-marcionite prologues to the Gospels,” ExpT 47 (1936) 534–538. 

60 Cf. Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee, 130. Hahneman thinks the Prologue to John was written in the 

fourth or fifth century (The Muratorian Fragment, 108).  

61 Orchard and Riley, The Order of the Synoptics, 141. 
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had carried writings or letters sent to him from the brothers who were in Pontus 

(Fragment 19).62 

This account is problematic since it depicts Marcion being thrust out by John, 

making them contemporaries,63 and some have consequently dismissed the account 

altogether.64 Orchard and Riley attempt to salvage it by pointing out that Marcion was a 

contemporary of Polycarp and could have been born as early as the 70s, which would 

allow him to have met John in his early 20s.65  

Another possibility is that a scribe has mistaken the antecedent of an original 

“was thrust out by him” as John rather than Papias.66 Annand has maintained the present 

text, but has suggested a different punctuation, placing the full stop after abiectus est,67 

so that “he had carried writings or letters from John, sent to him from the brothers who 

were in Pontus”, though Schoedel notes that this is “a rather strange word order”.68 

The account is also questioned because it identifies Papias as John’s 

amanuensis.69 Some argue that Eusebius would have recorded any such tradition had it 

been related by Papias,70 but Orchard and Riley counter that Eusebius might not have 

recorded this tradition because he denied that Papias knew the Evangelist.71 Lightfoot 

thought that the statement might have arisen based upon a misunderstanding of an 

original Greek reading, “they were writing down” in the imperfect, which was wrongly 

understood as “I was writing down” and attributed to the author, Papias.72 Bruce also 

                                                 
62 Translated by the author from Latin text in de Bruyne, “anciens prologues,” 198. De Bruyne also notes 

important textual variants (199). 

63 E.g., de Bruyne, “anciens prologues,” 208–209; Braun, Jean le Théologien, vol. 1, 349; Regul, Die 

antimarcionitischen Evangelienprologe, 100–101. 

64 E.g., Chapman, John the Presbyter, 101; Schoedel, Polycarp, 121–122; Smalley, John, Evangelist and 

Interpreter, 77. 

65 Orchard and Riley, The Order of the Synoptics, 153–154. 

66 Cf. de Bruyne, “anciens prologues,” 208 ; Bruce, “St John at Ephesus,” 346. 

67 Annand, “Papias and the Four Gospels,” 60. 

68 Schoedel, Polycarp, 122. 

69 E.g., Chapman, John the Presbyter, 101; Schoedel, Polycarp, 122; Smalley, John, Evangelist and 

Interpreter, 77; Bauckham, Testimony, 51 n. 68. Bruce, however, says that “this is chronologically possible and 

nothing that we know for certain rules it out of court” (“St John at Ephesus,” 346). 

70 Schoedel, Polycarp, 123; Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee, 130. 

71 Orchard and Riley, The Order of the Synoptics, 154–155. 

72 Lightfoot, Supernatural Religion, 214; cf. Schoedel, Polycarp, 122. 
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noted that the final ν of the aorist third person plural was sometimes dropped, making it 

indistinguishable from the first person singular.73 

A similar account of John dictating to Papias is found in an anonymous comment 

of unknown date contained in a Greek catena on the Gospel of John, which was 

extracted from various Greek fathers: 

 

For the last of these, John, surnamed “the Son of Thunder,” when he was a very 

old man (as Irenaeus and Eusebius and a succession of other trustworthy 

historians have handed it down to us) and about the time when terrible heresies 

had cropped up, dictated the Gospel to his own disciple, the virtuous Papias of 

Hierapolis, to complete the message of those before him who had preached [or 

possibly to fill out what was lacking in those before him who had preached the 

Word.74] to the peoples of the whole world (Fragment 20 [Holmes]).75 

Here, as in the prologue, it is stated that John was very old at the time of writing, 

and that he dictated his Gospel to Papias, who is called his disciple. John is also said to 

have completed or filled out the message of those who preached before him, in possible 

allusion to the Gospel of John as a work that included details omitted by the other Gospels 

(see Chapter 8).  

 

 

Conclusion 

 

 

A broad away of writings survive which seem to demonstrate some literary relationship 

through the use of shared motifs and terminology, and which know a tradition of John 

writing his Gospel. In many cases (Irenaeus, Clement of Alexandria, the Anti-

Marcionite prologue to John) these writings explicitly cite either Papias or the elders as 

their source. It is therefore reasonable to conclude that Papias likely did relate 

information concerning the origin of John’s Gospel, notwithstanding Eusebius’ silence 

                                                 
73 Bruce, “St John at Ephesus,” 346 n. 3; The Gospel of John, 9–10; cf. Schoedel, Polycarp, 122. 

74 The alternative translation is suggested by Holmes.  

75 Holmes follows the Greek edition of B. Corder or Corderius, Catena patrum Graecorum in sanctum 

Ioannem (Antwerp, 1630). Cf. Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee, 112. 
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on the matter, and that this material came to be disseminated in a broad array of later 

writings.   
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CHAPTER 8 

EUSEBIUS’ UNATTRIBUTED PASSAGE1 

 

 

Bartlet and Hill have argued that Papias not only wrote an account of John’s Gospel, but 

that Eusebius summarized this account, without attribution, in his Ecclesiastical 

History.2 Hill saw this attribution as having important implications for the question of 

the identity of the Evangelist, maintaining that it may provide “the ultimate proof”3 that 

Papias did not identify the Evangelist with John the Elder.  

This chapter will examine the arguments made in favour of the claim that 

Eusebius summarized Papias on John’s Gospel, as well as objections raised against this 

thesis by Bauckham.4 Potential new evidence supportive of this thesis will be introduced 

from Theodore of Mopsuestia, the Martyrdom of Timothy, Epiphanius and an 

anonymous preface to Augustine’s tractates on John.  

It will be concluded that Eusebius summarized Papias, but that he did so without 

attribution so as not to draw attention to the obvious parallels between the Evangelist of 

this passage and Papias’ Elder, which are suggestive of Papias’ identification of the two.   

 

 

The Unattributed Passage 

 

 

In a passage addressing the differences between John and the Synoptic Gospels (Hist. 

eccl. 3.24.5–13), Eusebius relates that although “the twelve apostles, the seventy 

disciples, and besides these countless others” were not ignorant of Christ’s works, only 

two, Matthew and John, left written records (ὑπομνήματα), and only, as “an account 

holds it” (κατέχει λόγος), due to necessity (Hist. eccl. 3.24.5). Matthew, Eusebius 

                                                 
1 A shorter and slightly modified version of this chapter was previously published by the author as, 

“Theodore of Mopsuestia: New Evidence for the Proposed Papian Fragment in Hist. eccl. 3.24.5-13,” JSNT 39 (2016) 

209–229. 

2 Bartlet, “Papias’s ‘Exposition,’ ” 26; Hill, “What Papias Said”. 

3 Hill, “What Papias Said,” 613. 

4 Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 433–437. 
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continues, put his Gospel into writing in order to compensate for his departure to preach 

to other people (Hist. eccl. 3.24.6). He then explains how John came to write: 

 

(7) When Mark and Luke had already made the publication (τὴν ἔκδοσιν) of 

their Gospels, they say (φασί) that John preached the whole time without writing, 

but that he finally came to write for the following reason: with the three that 

were formerly written having been distributed to all, and to him, it is said that he 

approved them, bearing witness to their truth on the one hand, saying only on the 

other hand that there was missing to the writing the narrative (τὴν διήγησιν) 

concerning the things done (πεπραγμένων) by Christ at first and at the beginning 

of his preaching (κατʼ ἀρχὴν τοῦ κηρύγματος). (8) And this account is true (καὶ 

ἀληθής γε ὁ λόγος). 

 

There then follows some parenthetical comments: 

 

In fact (γοῦν), it is possible to see that the three Gospels recorded only the things 

done by the Saviour which took place for one year after the confinement of John 

the Baptizer in prison, and that they indicated this at the beginning of their 

narrative. (9) In fact (γοῦν), Matthew makes clear the period after the forty-day 

fast and the temptation which followed, saying, “having heard that John had 

been delivered up, he withdrew from Judea into Galilee” [Matt. 14:12]; (10) and 

Mark in like manner says, “after the delivering up of John, Jesus came into 

Galilee” [Mark 1:14]; and Luke observes almost the same thing before he makes 

a beginning (ἄρξασθαι) of the deeds of Jesus, saying that Herod, adding to the 

wicked deeds which he had done, “shut up John in prison” [Luke 3:20].  

 

Eusebius resumes the account as follows: 

 

(11) They say (φασί) therefore that the apostle John, exhorted (παρακληθέντα) 

on account of these things, delivered (παραδοῦναι) in his own gospel [an account 

of] the period which was passed over in silence (παρασιωπηθέντα χρόνον) by the 

former evangelists and [an account of] the things done by the Saviour during it 

(those were the things done before the confinement of John); and that he 
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indicated the same thing, saying thereafter (τότε), “this beginning of marvels did 

Jesus” (ταύτην ἀρχὴν ἐποίησεν τῶν παραδόξων ὁ Ἰησοῦς) [John 2:11], and then 

by having made mention of the Baptizer within [his account of] the deeds of 

Jesus as still at that time baptizing in Aenon near Salem [John 3:23], and that he 

clearly shows the same thing in saying, “for John was not yet thrown into prison” 

[John 3:24].  

 

He proceeds to draw some conclusions, providing a few additional details as he does so: 

 

(12) John then, in the writing which is his Gospel, hands down the things done 

with reference to Christ when John had not yet been thrown into prison, but the 

other three make mention of the things done after the confinement of the 

Baptizer in prison. (13) For the one paying attention to these things (or ‘to them’, 

i.e. ‘the Gospels’), it would no longer seem that the Gospels disagree with each 

other, in that the one according to John encompasses the first of the deeds of 

Christ, while the others encompass the narrative of what was done by him at the 

end of the period. With respect to the genealogy of the flesh of our Saviour, 

therefore, John reasonably maintained silence (ἀποσιωπῆσαι), seeing that it was 

already written out by Matthew and Luke, and he began with the teaching of the 

divinity (τῆς δὲ θεολογίας), as though it were reserved for him as their 

better/superior from the divine Spirit (Hist. eccl. 3.24.5–13). 

Hill draws attention to the conclusion of Lawlor that in the majority of cases in 

which Eusebius introduces an account with the words κατέχει λόγος, as he does here 

(Hist. eccl. 3.24.5), a written source is being referred to; in other cases, a written source 

is not excluded.5  

Lawlor thinks that the written source might have been used only for the account 

of the writing of Matthew’s Gospel, noting that the section that introduces the account of 

John’s Gospel begins with φασί instead.6 But as Hill counters, Eusebius records that this 

λόγος related how both Matthew and John came to write out of necessity, and Eusebius 

goes on to record details concerning both, presumably from this λόγος.7  

                                                 
5 Hill, “What Papias Said,” 589–590; cf. Lawlor, Eusebiana, 22; Chapter 5 above.  

6 Lawlor, Eusebiana, 22. 

7 Hill, “What Papias Said,” 591. 
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Furthermore, as Hill shows, after relating how both of these Gospels came to be 

written, Eusebius affirms in line 8 that “this account (λόγος) is true”, with “the λόγος 

here naturally referring to the preceding one”8 and concluding the account begun in line 

5. The accounts of both Matthew and John thus seem to stem from the same written 

account.9 Eusebius’ use of φασί does not militate against this, for he employs the same 

word in his account of the writing of Mark’s Gospel, taken from Clement, who was 

reliant upon the oral tradition of the elders (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 2.15.1–2).  

Hill suggests that lines 8 to 10 represent either Eusebius’ own conclusions or 

those of his source.10 Bauckham, in his list of qualifications for Hill’s identification of 

the passage as Papian (see below), probably rightly thinks that these lines represent 

“Eusebius’s own explanatory comment.”11 The source is resumed again in line 11, 

which Eusebius again introduces it with φασί, followed by Eusebius’ own concluding 

remarks in lines 12–13. 

   

 

Hill’s Argument for Papian Dependency 

 

 

According to Bartlet, the account of John’s Gospel is “almost certainly” paraphrased 

from Papias.12 Hill has argued for Bartlet’s position at length, presenting a number of 

lines of evidence. First, he highlights correspondences between Papias’ statements on 

Mark and Matthew and the statements concerning John’s Gospel found in proposed 

Papian sources such as Irenaeus, Clement, Origen, Victorinus and the Muratorian 

Canon.13 Some of his points have already been discussed in Chapter 7.  

Secondly, he points to literary affinities between these proposed Papian sources 

and the unattributed fragment. Thus, Clement refers to Mark’s Gospel as a “record” 

(ὑπόμνημα) of Peter’s preaching (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 2.15.1), while Eusebius’ 

                                                 
8 Hill, “What Papias Said,” 592. 

9 Gregory finds this Hill’s “strongest argument” for the Papian dependency of the passage (Reception, 36). 

10 Hill, “What Papias Said,” 593–594. 

11 Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 433. 

12 Bartlet, “Papias’s ‘Exposition,’ ” 26. 

13 Hill, “What Papias Said,” 583–588. 
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passages states that only Matthew and John have left written records (ὑπομνήματα).14 

He notes that in the unattributed fragment, Matthew and John write out of necessity. 

John is exhorted to write (παρακληθέντα) in the unattributed fragment just as Mark is 

exhorted (παρακλήσεσιν) by Peter’s hearers in Clement’s account (apud Eusebius, Hist. 

eccl. 2.15.1).15 This points to a “thematic unity” having the purpose of “showing that 

each writer did not take it upon himself to initiate the process”.16 He further observes 

that John is also urged to write in other proposed Papian sources, including Clement 

(προτραπέντα) (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 6.14.6–7), the Muratorian Canon 

(cohortantibus) (l.10) and Victorinus (compulerunt) (Comm. Apoc. 11.1).17 

Hill suggests that the “unconventional” citation of John 2:11 in the unattributed 

fragment also points to a possible Papian origin.18 Rather than speaking of the miracle at 

Cana as the beginning of Jesus’ “signs” (τῶν σημείων), as in John’s Gospel, it speaks of 

the beginning of his “marvels” (τῶν παραδόξων),19 and Hill suggests a connection 

between this and the Muratorian Canon’s description of John as a writer of “all the 

wonders of the Lord in order” (omnium mirabilium Domini per ordinem).20  

Lastly, Hill draws attention to the use of shared verbal forms found in the 

unattributed fragment and Papias. He notes that the verb ποιεῖν is used three times in the 

middle voice in Papias’ short excerpt (Hist. eccl. 3.39.15) and once in the unattributed 

fragment (Hist. eccl. 3.24.7).21 Similarly, while Papias’ Elder describes Mark as 

recording “the things said or done by the Lord” (Hist. eccl. 3.39.15) using the passive 

aorist participle πραχθέντα, the unattributed fragment uses the passive aorist or perfect 

participle of the same verb four times in similar contexts (in Hist. eccl. 3.24.7, 8, 11).22 

Hill thus shows on the one hand that Eusebius likely used a written source, and 

on the other that Papias, proposed Papian fragments and the unattributed fragment all 

exhibit some form of shared use of material. 

                                                 
14 Hill, “What Papias Said,” 593. 

15 Hill, “What Papias Said,” 592. 

16 Hill, “What Papias Said,” 592. 

17 Hill, “What Papias Said,” 596. 

18 Hill, “What Papias Said,” 597. 

19 Hill, “What Papias Said,” 597. 

20 Hill, “What Papias Said,” 597–598. 

21 Hill, “What Papias Said,” 595. 

22 Hill, “What Papias Said,” 595. 
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Hill draws some important implications from these observations. Referring to the 

similarities between the unattributed fragment and the words attributed to the Elder 

concerning the Gospels of Matthew and Mark in Hist. eccl. 3.39.15–16, he deduces that 

Papias’ source for the account of the writing of John’s Gospel was probably the Elder 

also.23 But if Eusebius was paraphrasing the reports of “the Elder” on John’s Gospel, 

then the Elder must have discussed how the Evangelist came to write, which would, 

according to Hill, represent “the ultimate proof” that Papias did not identify the two, 

since the Elder “describes John, obviously, as a person distinct from himself.”24  

 

 

Bauckham’s Objections 

 

 

Bauckham raises a number of qualifications and/or objections against Hill’s 

identification,25 of varying strength and relevancy.26 In one objection, he argues that 

Papias and Eusebius’ source could not both have spoken of Matthew’s Gospel in the 

same context, since Papias speaks of Matthew making an orderly arrangement 

(συνετάξατο) of Jesus’ logia in Hebrew, while the fragment speaks of Matthew writing 

from compulsion. He claims: “Papias is concerned with the issue of order in the 

Gospels,” whereas the unattributed fragment “is explaining how it was that Matthew 

was obliged to write his Gospel.”27 From this he concludes: “The two statements cannot 

be combined into a single account from the same context in Papias”.28 

This objection is problematic, since Papias’ statement consists of a single short 

sentence, and this seems far too brief to warrant the conclusion that these statements 

could not have been combined, for it cannot be assumed that Papias’ statement on 

Matthew represents his main point rather than a subsidiary one. Both statements might 

                                                 
23 Hill, “What Papias Said,” 613. 

24 Hill, “What Papias Said,” 613. 

25 Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 433–437. 

26 See Charles Hill’s response, “The ‘Orthodox Gospel’: The Reception of John in the Great Church prior to 

Irenaeus,” in Legacy of John: Second-Century Reception of the Fourth Gospel, ed. Tuomas Rasimus (Leiden: Brill 

(2009) 288–294. 

27 Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 435. 

28 Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 435; cf. Hill, “The ‘Orthodox Gospel,’ ” 289–290. 
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also have been spoken of by Papias in different contexts. Indeed, Papias, spoke of 

Mark’s “order” (Hist. eccl. 3.39.15), and in a passage of Clement which Bauckham 

acknowledges was derived from Papias,29 Mark is spoken of as having been urged to 

write (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 6.14.6–7; cf. Hist. eccl. 2.15.1–2).30 If Papias made 

both statements about Mark, as Bauckham acknowledges, there is no reason to assume 

he could not have made them about Matthew also.  

More significantly, Bauckham objects that while both Papias and the 

unattributed fragment are concerned with the problem of the varying “order” (τάξις) of 

the Gospels, their proposed solutions are different, ruling out the possibility that 

Eusebius’ account was a summary of Papias.31 As Bauckham notes, Papias states that 

Mark lacked τάξις, but excuses this on the basis that he had not heard the Lord but was a 

follower of Peter, “who framed his teaching according to the needs of his hearers (or, ‘in 

anecdotal form’) (ὃς πρὸς τὰς χρείας ἐποιεῖτο τὰς διδασκαλίας), but not as intending to 

make a complete arrangement (σύνταξιν) of the words of the Lord” (apud Eusebius, 

Hist. eccl. 3.39.15). The unattributed fragment on the other hand denies that there is any 

chronological variance between the Gospels by placing the beginning of John’s narrative 

before the Galilean ministry.32 Thus according to Bauckham, the fact that Papias 

excuses the lack of order while the fragment denies it argues against the fragment’s 

reliance upon Papias.33  

It must first be noted that Bauckham’s claim that the unattributed fragment is 

concerned with resolving the chronological variances between the Gospels is drawn 

from Eusebius’ statement in lines 12 and 13, where he states that the Gospels will be 

shown by the preceding observations not to be at variance with each other. However, as 

Bauckham himself notes in another of his qualifications, this statement belongs to 

Eusebius, not his source.34 The fragment itself does not address the problem of 

chronological variance, and only states that John’s Gospel records the deeds done by 

Christ at the beginning of Jesus’ ministry, before John was thrown in prison, which were 

omitted by the others.  

                                                 
29 See Bauckham, Testimony, 65; cf. Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 433–434. 

30 See Bauckham, Testimony, 65. 

31 Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 435–436. 

32 Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 435–436.  

33 Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 435. 

34 Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 433. 
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Eusebius’ purpose in utilizing this source is evidently connected with a claim 

that the Gospels could not be harmonized historically, evoking the debate which 

engaged the minds of Gaius, Hippolytus, Origen and Epiphanius (see Chapter 3).35 He 

seems to have found in this source the key to resolving the difficulty: the Synoptics 

proceeded from the baptism of Jesus to the one-year Galilean ministry following the 

imprisonment of John, whereas John’s Gospel recorded those events that took place 

between the baptism of Jesus and John’s imprisonment. But the statements of the source 

itself might only reflect a Papian framework which excused Mark for his lack of order 

while drawing attention to John’s fuller chronological framework.  

The matter might be left there with no loss to the argument. However, it is useful 

to point out that in making this objection, Bauckham is understanding the word τάξις in 

a chronological sense, so that he equates Eusebius’ concern over the chronological 

variance of the Gospels with Papias’ concern for correct τάξις.  

There is, however, some disagreement as to whether Papias is using τάξις of 

chronological36 or literary arrangement.37 Bauckham himself accepts that the word does 

not refer to “chronological sequence as such, but to the orderly arrangement of material 

in a literary composition”;38 though he adds that chronological order is not excluded as a 

meaning. He adds that Papias clearly used τάξις in the chronological sense since Mark’s 

absence at the events he narrates would not have prevented him from applying topical 

arrangement to the narrative, whereas it would have hindered him from placing it in 

chronological order.39 

Bauckham does not, however, provide any evidence for such a usage of the 

word.40 Indeed, Stewart denies that any Greek historian uses τάξις of the order of events, 

noting that when Philostratus speaks of Apollonius’ account as chronologically accurate, 

                                                 
35 Manor has suggested that Eusebius is answering Origen (“Papias, Origen, and Eusebius: The Criticisms 

and Defense of the Gospel of John,” VC 67 (2013). In particular, he notes: “in those places where Eusebius’ testimony 

appears to stray from Papias’ account, there are noticeable parallels with the criticisms of Origen” (p. 13).  

36 E.g., Martin Hengel, Studies in the Gospel of Mark (Eugene: Wipf and Stock, 2003) 154. 

37 E.g., F. H. Colson, “Τάξει in Papias (The Gospels and the Rhetorical Schools),” JTS 14 (1912) 62–69; 

Schoedel, Polycarp, 106; Kürzinger, Papias, 49–50.  

38 Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 220. 

39 Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 221. 

40 Hengel, Studies, 154, cites Lucian (de Cons. Hist. 6) and Josephus (Ant. 1.17) as evidence for a 

chronological definition, but as Stewart-Sykes (now Stewart) notes, in each case “a reference to chronology has to be 

inferred” (“ΤΆΞΕΙ in Papias: Again,” JECS 3 [1995] 490).  
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he expresses it as accurate, “with respect to times” (τοῖς δὲ χρόνοις) (Vita Apoll. 1.2).41 

Thus Hill, while accepting that τάξις can have a chronological aspect, nevertheless 

insists that it rather emphasizes literary arrangement, including the omission of 

material,42 particularly at the beginning of an account.43 

Furthermore, Mark’s absence from the events and reliance upon Peter could have 

prevented him from adding the kind of literary arrangement spoken of by the Greek 

rhetorician Dionysius of Halicarnassus, who criticizes Thucydides for his lack of order 

(τάξις) in omitting the beginning and ending of the narrative.44 Dionysius thus writes: 

 

Some critics also find fault with his order (αἰτιῶνται δὲ καὶ τὴν τάξιν αὐτοῦ 

τινες), claiming that he has neither made a proper beginning nor brought it to a 

suitable close. These people say that the most important feature of a good 

arrangement (οἰκονομίας) is to adopt as a starting-point something that is not 

preceded by anything else (ἀρχήν τε λαβεῖν, ἧς οὐκ ἂν εἴη τι πρότερον), and to 

bring the treatise to such a close that it will seem to be really complete and lack 

nothing (καὶ τέλει περιλαβεῖν τὴν πραγματείαν, ᾧ δόξει μηδὲν ἐνδεῖν), but 

Thucydides has not properly attended to either of these two matters (Thuc.10). 45 

This use of τάξις, which is concerned with the appropriateness of the beginning 

and end of the narrative, would be applicable to Mark’s Gospel, which opens abruptly 

by introducing the narrative at the baptism of John, with only vague references to time 

and place and without any explanation as to who John was.46 Papias could have excused 

Mark on the basis that he only gave an account of the things he had heard from Peter, 

who did not intend to provide a “complete arrangement” (σύνταξις) of events and 

consequently did not provide an account of the things which took place before the 

baptism. Mark would therefore have been limited by his source, and this could have 

                                                 
41 Stewart-Sykes, “ΤΆΞΕΙ in Papias,” 489. 

42 Hill, “The ‘Orthodox Gospel,’ ” 291. 

43 Hill, “What Papias Said,” 599. 

44 Abbott, Fourfold Gospel, 82–83. 

45 William K. Pritchett, Dionysius of Halicarnassus: On Thucydides (Berkeley: University of California 

Press, 1975) 6. Greek text from Dionysii Halicarnasei Quae Exstant, ed. Hermann Usener, vol. 5 (Leipzig: Teubner, 

1899) 338. 

46 Abbott, Fourfold Gospel, 84–85. Dionysius’ criticism would also be pertinent if the Gospel originally 

ended at 16:3 with the words, “for they were afraid” (ἐφοβοῦντο γάρ); cf. Abbott, Fourfold Gospel, 84. 
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been reflected in his lack of a suitable introduction. Papias need not have used τάξις in 

the sense of chronological order (assuming that is even a possible meaning), as 

Bauckham insists.  

The problem of inadequate introductions in histories is also raised by Lucian, 

while discussing errors “of arrangement” (διατάξεως). Some historians, he complains, 

write long and elevated introductions while the body of writing is short and base, which 

he likens to placing a colossal head on the body of a dwarf (de Cons. Hist. 23–24).47 

Echoing Dionysius of Halicarnassus, he states that others produce headless bodies by 

commencing the narrative without first providing an introduction (de Cons. Hist. 23).  

Lucian also mentions τάξις earlier in his work, likewise in the context of 

beginnings and literary arrangement, writing that the historian must consider, 

 

what kind of beginning (ἀρχή) it is to commence with, what arrangement (τάξις) 

is suitable for the deeds, the proportion (μέτρον) of each part; which things must 

be passed over in silence (σιωπητέον) and which things should be dwelt upon; 

what things it is better to hurry through; and how to explain and combine these 

things (de Cons. Hist. 6).48 

From this, however, it is evident that an appropriate beginning was only part of 

what constituted a good historical narrative: the deeds themselves also required good 

τάξις, which apparently involved giving the appropriate emphasis to material and rightly 

relating it to the rest of the work. Quintilian similarly states that those works lacking 

“arrangement” (ordo) “will lack cohesion” and “fall into countless repetitions and 

omissions”; they will have no “fixed purpose”, and will be without either a “starting-

point or goal” (Inst. Or. 7.3).49 Here, as in Lucian, the concerns include omission and, 

transition; the suitableness of the beginning and end constitutes only one aspect of this.  

Josephus similarly discusses the inclusion and omission of material with respect 

to τάξις, stating that in his work he would indicate the things in the Scriptures 

                                                 
47 Translated by the author from the Greek text of Lucian, vol. 6, trans. K. Kilburn (LCL; Cambridge, 

Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1959) 32, 34. 

48 Translated by the author from the Greek text of Lucian, LCL, vol. 6, 8. 

49 Cf. Hill, “The ‘Orthodox Gospel,’ ” 291; Schoedel, Polycarp, 106; Bauckham Eyewitnesses, 219. The 

Latin text and translation is taken from Quintilian, Institutio Oratoria, vol. 3, trans. H. E. Butler (Cambridge, Mass.: 

Harvard University Press, 1921) 4–5. 
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“according to their proper order” (κατὰ τὴν οἰκείαν τάξιν) without either adding or 

taking away anything (οὐδὲν προσθεὶς οὐδ ̓ αὖ παραλιπών) (Ant. 1.17), where the 

emphasis is upon the appropriate inclusion of material rather than the chronological 

ordering of it.  

This understanding of τάξις would harmonize both with Papias’ argument and 

that of the unattributed fragment, the interest of which is in the respective beginnings of 

the Gospels and the omission of events (particularly the Synoptic omission of Jesus’ first 

miracles and his divine origin).  

These conclusions are consistent with two other proposed Papian sources. 

Clement, discussing the Papian traditions on Mark and John, is said by Eusebius to have 

related them from the primitive elders who were speaking “concerning the arrangement 

(περὶ τῆς τάξεως) of the Gospels” (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 6.14.5). This suggests that 

Papias did indeed discuss the τάξις of the four Gospels. That this related to their 

beginnings is suggested by another proposed Papian source, the Muratorian Canon, 

which exhibits an interest in the “various beginnings (principia) in the separate books of 

the Gospels” (ll. 16–17) and states that Luke “began” (incepit) with the birth of John 

(l.8). 

 

 

John the Elder 

 

 

Hill’s definition of τάξις may, however, also undermine his claim that the unattributed 

fragment provides evidence that Papias did not identify John the Evangelist with John 

the Elder. Hill’s argument, as he acknowledges, requires that the direct speech of John 

the Elder concerning the four Gospels is being recorded, so that the Elder must have 

spoken of the Evangelist in the third person.50 He would therefore reconstruct Papias as 

having written something along the lines of: “The Elder said that John wrote for the 

following reason: when the Gospels were brought to him, he approved them, etc.”  

However, the mention of the three Gospels in the unattributed fragment is 

subordinated to the account of the writing of John’s Gospel. Thus, the Synoptics are said 

to have been brought to John, who then evaluated them, before writing his own account. 

                                                 
50 Hill, “What Papias Said,” 613. 
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This allows that Papias was quoting the Evangelist’s evaluation of the three Synoptics, 

provided within the account of the writing of John’s Gospel, when he recounted the 

Elder’s statements concerning Matthew and Mark.  

Indeed, in Eusebius’ account, the Evangelist evaluates the Synoptics in terms of 

their beginnings and the inclusion and omission of events, that is, with respect to their 

τάξις, using Hill’s definition,51 just as Papias’ Elder commented on the τάξις of Matthew 

and Mark. Consequently, both the Evangelist and the Elder provide qualified approval to 

the Synoptics and to Mark respectively, while criticizing their lack of τάξις. Thus, the 

Elder is quoted as doing the very thing which the unattributed fragments attributes to the 

Evangelist, which would suggest (if the thesis of the Papian derivation of the 

unattributed fragment is correct) that Papias’ Elder was the Evangelist. 

 

 

Theodore of Mopsuestia and the Unattributed Fragment 

 

 

Theodore of Mopsuestia (c. 350—c. 428), who gives a detailed account of the writing of 

John’s Gospel in the preface to his commentary on John, may provide further support 

both for Hill’s understanding of the use of τάξις in Papias and for the thesis of the 

unattributed fragment’s dependence upon Papias. After mentioning Peter’s journey to 

Rome, he continues:52 

 

So the blessed John also dwells at Ephesus, visiting all of Asia and supplying 

much help to those there through his words [or ‘through his suitable words’: διὰ 

τῶν οἰκείων λόγων]. In these times therefore the publication (ἔκδοσις) by the 

other Evangelists takes place, Matthew’s and Mark’s, still yet Luke’s, these 

having written their own Gospels; and it was distributed (διεδόθη) in a short time 

                                                 
51 Hill, “What Papias Said,” 599; “The ‘Orthodox Gospel,’ ” 291. 

52 Translated by the author from the Greek text of Robert Devreesse, Essai sur Théodore de Mopsueste (StT 

141; Vatican City: Bibloteca Apostolica Vatican, 1948) 305–307. George Kalantzis, trans., Theodore of Mopsuestia: 

Commentary on the Gospel of John (ECS 7; Strathfield: St Pauls Publications, 2004), also contains a translation of the 

Greek text. There is a longer, Syriac version extant, of which an English translation is available: Theodore of 

Mopsuestia, Commentary on the Gospel of John, trans. Marco Conti (ACT; Downers Grove, Ill.: IVP, 2010). 
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over the whole inhabited world; and it was zealously pursued by all the faithful 

with, as is reasonable, great disposition of mind. 

 

But judging the blessed John to be more trustworthy (ἀξιοπιστότερον) than the 

rest regarding his testimony of the Gospel, as one who associated with the Lord 

himself from the beginning and that before Matthew, and as one who enjoyed 

(ἀπολαύσαντα) more of his grace on account of his love, the faithful in the 

region of Asia brought the books to him, wishing to learn from him which was of 

good reputation concerning these matters (μαθεῖν ἥντινα περὶ αὐτῶν ἔχει τὴν 

δόξαν παρʼ αὐτοῦ βουλόμενοι).  

 

He indeed praised the writers for their truth (ἐπῄνεσε μὲν τῆς ἀληθείας τοὺς 

γεγραφότας) but said that brief things had been omitted (βραχέα παραλελεῖφθαι) 

by them, and especially of some miracles (θαυμάτων) needing to be recounted 

(λεχθῆναι), and that all the teachings were only of a little extent (τὰ διδασκαλικὰ 

ἅπαντα μικροῦ).  

 

Next, he said it was needful for those discussing concerning the coming of Christ 

in the flesh (τοὺς περὶ τῆς ἐν σαρκί τοῦ Χριστοῦ παρουσίας διαλεγομένους) not 

to pass over the accounts concerning his divinity either (μηδὲ τοὺς περὶ θεότητος 

λόγους παραλιπεῖν), so that, in the passing of time, people would not become 

accustomed by these words to think of him only in the way in which he appeared 

(τοῦτο μόνον αὐτὸν νομίζειν ὅπερ ἐφαίνετο). 

 

On account of these things a request (παράκλησις) came from the brothers to 

write with speed those things which he judged on the one hand as most necessary 

for the purpose of teaching, and which on the other hand he perceived to have 

been left out by the others (ταῦτα ἃ μάλιστα ἀναγκαῖα μὲν κρίνει πρὸς 

διδασκαλίαν, παραλελειμμένα δὲ ὁρᾷ τοῖς λοιποῖς), which thing he then also did. 

For which reason, he also made examination right from the beginning (ἐξ ἀρχῆς) 

concerning the teachings of the divinity (περὶ τῶν τῆς θεότητος ἐφιλοσόφησε 

δογμάτων), judging it necessary for this to be the beginning (τὴν ἀρχήν) of the 

Gospel.  
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And thus turning to the incarnation (ἠ οἰκονομία), it was at that point that he 

[John] himself also came to the baptism of John, knowing that there was not any 

other truest beginning (ἀληθεστάτην ἀρχήν) of the things said (λεχθέντων) or 

done (γεγονότων) by the Lord in the flesh than that one. But also, coming to this 

point, he rather made it a point of honour to speak the things left out by the 

others.  

 

But he also took thought to add a certain proper arrangement to the narrative 

(τὰξιν τινὰ ἐπιθεῖναι τῇ διηγήσει), and has spoken of the things as they took 

place on the first day, as well as the place, just as, “in Bethara across the Jordan” 

[John 1:28]. And he has spoken of the things which took place on the second 

day, and then of the disciples who followed (ἀκολουθήσαντας) thereafter. In 

short, anyone investigating it will find him accurately (ἀκριβῶς) calling to mind 

(μνημονεύοντα) as many things as orderly progression (ἀκολουθία) requires and 

which he judged as necessary not to be left out.  

 

And he joins together successively (ἐφεξῆς) the things left out by the others; of 

which he alone makes mention, clearly declaring with respect to the wedding 

that it was the beginning of signs (ἀρχὴν σημείων) [cf. John 2:11]. He makes 

mention of all the teachings a little, of which none of the others make mention, 

and likewise of the wonders (θαυμάτων). And if perhaps he makes mention of a 

sign recounted by the others, he makes mention of it no doubt on account of 

some need (χρείαν), as with the account of the loaves, mentioned by the others. 

He has inserted it on account of the necessity of bringing together the teaching, 

in which he also touched on the words related to the mysteries [i.e. the 

Eucharist]. For the miracle (θαῦμα) was the occasion of these things, and it is not 

possible to make mention of the words without touching on the causes of the 

word.  

The similarities between this passage and the unattributed fragment may be 

suggestive of some literary relationship (on which see further below).53 In the 

                                                 
53 The author later discovered that the similarities with the unattributed fragment were also noticed by 

Kalantzis (Theodore of Mopsuestia, 42 n. 3). 
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unattributed fragment John spends his time preaching and does not write. Following the 

“publication” (ἔκδοσις) of the Synoptic Gospels, they are “distributed (διαδεδομένων) to 

all, and to him”; he is said to have praised the writers for their truth while pointing out 

that they passed over the miracles done by Jesus at the beginning of his ministry. John 

was exhorted to write his own Gospel, which is said to have reasonably maintained 

silence concerning the genealogy of Jesus and to have begun his account with the 

teaching of the divinity, as though this were reserved for him.  

In Theodore, John is providing help to the disciples in Asia through his words. A 

publication (ἔκδοσις) is made of the Gospels, each of which are said to have been 

distributed (διεδόθη) over the whole world; finally, the Asian faithful bring these 

Gospels to John; he praises the writers for their truth but states that they left out certain 

miracles that needed to be related, and he adds that their teaching was lacking. Mention 

is made of the Fourth Gospel’s inclusion of the things left out by the others at the time 

of the baptism of John. Like Eusebius, Theodore cites John 2:11.  

 

 

Rhetorical Concerns in Theodore 

 

 

While both passages are similar, the rhetorical concerns are made clearer in Theodore’s 

account. Thus, Theodore addresses the necessity of a correct beginning, seen in the 

mention of the baptism of John as the “truest beginning” (ἀληθεστάτην ἀρχήν) of the 

narrative of Jesus’ teaching and ministry, agreeing with Dionysius of Halicarnassus’ 

observation that the starting point ought to be “something that is not preceded by 

anything else” (Thuc.10),54 and with Lucian’s that the historian must consider “what 

kind of beginning (ἀρχήν τε οἵαν) it is to commence with” (de Cons. Hist. 6). 

The teaching in the Synoptics is said to be of little extent, that is, it is not in due 

proportion to the place it ought to occupy (cf. μέτρον in Lucian, de Cons. Hist. 6). The 

issue of the Synoptic omission of things that needed to be told is also raised, with John 

said to have supplied those things omitted by the others prior to the baptism of John (cf. 

Quintilian’s reference to “omissions” in Inst. Or. 7.3). 

                                                 
54 Pritchett, Dionysius of Halicarnassus, 6. 
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John is said to have taken thought to add “arrangement to the narrative”, where 

his τὰξιν τινὰ ἐπιθεῖναι τῇ διηγήσει echoes Lucian’s statement that after making a note 

(ὑπόμνημα) of all the facts, a literary body (σῶμα) of material, the historian, “having 

added arrangement” (ἐπιθεὶς τὴν τάξιν), is to stylistically enhance the work (de Cons. 

Hist. 48).55 The adding of τάξις to the narrative in Theodore concerns the inclusion of 

material and orderly progression: John accomplished these by providing geographical 

details, chronological sequence, a suitable beginning and appropriate teaching.  

The inclusion of material also found in the Synoptic accounts is justified on the 

basis that John only repeated something if there was a need to supply something left out 

by the others (cf. Quintilian’s reference to “countless repetitions” marking a work 

deficient in ordo in Inst. Or. 7.3). 

 

 

The Literary Relationship of the Two Passages 

 

 

While it can be posited that Theodore summarized and expanded Eusebius’ account, a 

number of indications may suggest that both were independently reliant upon a common 

source. First, even though Theodore’s is the broader account, he fails to demonstrate any 

knowledge of lines 8–10 of the unattributed fragment, which Bauckham recognizes as 

an editorial comment by Eusebius,56 suggesting that Theodore was not reliant upon 

Eusebius for his own account. Similarly, Theodore does not claim that the Gospels are at 

variance with each other, as Eusebius does (line 13). 

Secondly, Theodore provides the identity of those who brought the Gospels to 

John, saying that “a request (παράκλησις) arose from the brothers” in Asia, whereas the 

unattributed fragment states only that John was “exhorted (παρακληθέντα) on account of 

these things”.  

Thirdly, he states that John “associated with the Lord from the beginning and 

that before Matthew”. This is also not found in Eusebius but may have been mentioned 

by Papias in order to account for Matthew’s omission of the beginning of Jesus’ 

                                                 
55 Translated by the author from the Greek text of Lucian, LCL, vol. 6, 60. 

56 Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 433; cf. Hill, “What Papias Said,” 593–594; “The ‘Orthodox Gospel,’ ” 288.  
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ministry. Matthew’s beginning was clearly superior to Mark’s, but it was inferior to 

John’s, who recorded those miracles done at the time of the baptism of John.  

Furthermore, the concern with literary arrangement or τάξις is integral to 

Theodore’s account but is not shared by Eusebius, who does not use the word τάξις. It is 

difficult to account for why Theodore would have woven this theme into the account 

had he been dependent upon Eusebius. Rather, it is Eusebius who has likely separated 

the account from its original rhetorical context and subordinated it to his interest in the 

question of the harmonization of the Gospel accounts.   

 

 

Theodore and the Source of Eusebius’ Fragment 

 

 

The thesis that the unattributed fragment’s source was Papias receives corroboration 

from Theodore’s closely-related passage, since the Theodore contains additional 

affinities with Papias not found in the fragment. Thus, despite the brevity of the extant 

fragment of Papias on Mark’s Gospel, the words τάξις, χρεία, διδασκαλία, παραλείπω, 

the passive aorist of λέγω, a form of the verb ἀκολουθέω and the use of ἀκριβῶς with 

the verb μνημονεύω are common to Papias (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.15) and 

Theodore but are not found in Eusebius’ unattributed fragment.57  

In both Theodore and Papias, χρεία and διδασκαλία are related. In Theodore, 

John only refers to the miracle of the loaves on account of some “need” (χρεία) with 

respect to teaching (τὴν διδασκαλίαν); according to Papias, Peter “framed his teachings 

(τὰς διδασκαλίας) according to the needs (πρὸς τὰς χρείας)”.58 

                                                 
57 Eusebius does use the related λείπεσθαι (Hist. eccl. 3.24.7) and παρακληθέντα (Hist. eccl. 3.24.11). He 

also uses σύνταξις of Luke’s Gospel in Hist. eccl. 3.24.15, but it does not appear in Eusebius’ account of John’s 

Gospel. 

58 Papias is often understood as claiming that Peter framed his teachings according to the needs of his 

hearers (Morna D. Hooker, The Gospel According to Saint Mark [BNTC; London: Continuum, 1991] 5; Crossley, The 

Date of Mark’s Gospel, 12; Davies and Allison, Matthew, 15–16. Cf. χρεία, ας, ἡ, in BDAG, 1088).  

More recently some have proposed that the word was used by Papias in the sense of “anecdotes” 

(Kürzinger, Papias, 50–56; R. O. P. Taylor, The Groundwork of the Gospels [Oxford: Blackwell, 1946] 76; Stewart-

Sykes, “ΤΆΞΕΙ in Papias,” 487–492; Gundry, The Old is Better, 63–64; Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 214–217). If 

Theodore is drawing from Papias, he lends support to the traditional reading.   
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Both writers use the adverb ἀκριβῶς with a form of the subordinator ὅσος and 

the verb μνημονεύω. In Theodore, John is accurately calling to mind as many things as 

orderly progression requires (ἀκριβῶς … μνημονεύοντα ὅσων ἥ τε ἀκολουθία 

κατεπείγει); according to Papias, Mark “wrote accurately whatever he called to mind” 

(ὅσα ἐμνημόνευσεν, ἀκριβῶς ἔγραψεν) (Hist. eccl. 3.39.15).  

Both Theodore and Papias employ the verb παραλείπω with respect to material 

included or omitted from the Gospels. Theodore says that John, “joins together 

successively the things left out (τὰ παραλελειμμένα) by the others”; Papias states that 

Mark was careful not to omit (παραλιπεῖν) anything of the things he had heard.  

Papias, like Theodore, also uses the passive aorist of λέγω in relation to the 

teachings of Jesus. Theodosius speaks of “the things said or brought about by the Lord 

in the flesh” (τῶν ἐν σαρκὶ παρὰ τοῦ Κυρίου ἢ λεχθέντων ἢ γεγονότων), whereas Papias 

speaks of Mark writing “the things said and done by the Lord” (τὰ ὑπὸ τοῦ κυρίου ἢ 

λεχθέντα ἢ πραχθέντα).  

Lastly, both use a form of the verb ἀκολουθέω. According to Theodore, John 

spoke of the disciples who followed (ἀκολουθήσαντας) Jesus after the second day of the 

narrative; Papias says that Mark “did not hear or follow him” (οὔτε γὰρ ἢκουσεν τοῦ 

κυρίου οὔτε παρηκολούθησεν αὐτῷ), but wrote as one who had followed (ὡς ἂν 

ἀκολουθήσαντα) Peter.  

All of these points of contact with Papias’ brief account of Mark’s Gospel are 

independent of Eusebius’ passage. Theodore seems to have either expanded upon 

Eusebius’ account using Papian material, framing his version around the theme of τάξις, 

or he has independently and more closely followed a common Papian source. 

 

 

The Things on the Outside 

 

 

One last possible point of contact with Papian material comes at the conclusion of 

Theodore’s commentary, where he relates that the words of John’s epilogue were “not 

the Evangelist’s” but were inserted “outside (ἔξωθεν) by some hardworking person (or 

“scholar”59) (ὑπό τινος φιλοπόνου).” This may have some correspondence with the Latin 

                                                 
59 So Kalantzis, Theodore of Mopsuestia, 146 n. 180. 
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prologue (cf. Chapter 7), which claims that John delivered his Gospel to the churches 

“while still in a body”, as Papias “related in his exoteric, that is, in the last section in his 

five books” (in exotericis suis, id est in extremis, quinque libris retulit).” The word 

exotericus is from the Greek word ἐξωτερικός,60 meaning “that which is outside”.61 

Orchard and Riley suggest that the clause beginning with id est is a later gloss which 

mistakenly attempted to explain the meaning of the obscure exotericis.62 The original 

source, they say, would only have claimed that Papias recorded these things in his 

exotericis, which they suggest (apparently without any awareness of Theodore’s 

statement) originally referred to the epilogue to John’s Gospel, which was thus 

attributed to Papias.63 It may be that Theodore’s reference to the hardworking person 

who wrote the epilogue “on the outside” represents the same tradition.  

 

 

Eusebius’ Version of the Account 

 

 

If Eusebius has summarized Papias, it may not be accidental that his version fails to cite 

Papias and lacks the correlations in wording with Papias that are found in Theodore. 

Possibly he wished to obscure the obvious resemblances between Papias’ Elder and 

Evangelist so as not to draw attention to Papias’ identification of the two. Indeed, his 

account sometimes appears to have been deliberately rephrased for this reason. Thus, 

where Theodore speaks of the Asian brothers bringing the Gospels to John (evoking 

Papias’ Asian elders), Eusebius casts the narrative into the passive voice, and avoids 

identifying those who came to John. Where Theodore wrote that John “took thought to 

add a certain proper arrangement to the narrative” (τὰξιν τινὰ ἐπιθεῖναι τῇ διηγήσει) by 

relating what happened on the “first” and “second” day and where these things took 

place (John 1:19–34), the unattributed fragment lacks any mention of τάξις, reading: 

“there was missing to the writing [of the Synoptics] the narrative (τὴν διήγησιν) 

                                                 
60 Cf. OLD 647. 

61 Cf. Orchard and Riley, The Order of the Synoptics, 153. 

62 Orchard and Riley, The Order of the Synoptics, 153; cf. Annand, “Papias and the Four Gospels,” 58–59. 

63 Orchard and Riley, The Order of the Synoptics, 153. 
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concerning the things done (πεπραγμένων) by Christ at first and at the beginning of his 

preaching (κατʼ ἀρχὴν τοῦ κηρύγματος).”      

 

 

The Martyrdom of Timothy 

 

 

Another source which preserves a tradition, howbeit in a more garbled form, of John 

addressing the “order” of the Synoptics, is found in an extant fragment of the 

Martyrdom of Timothy, preserved by Photius.64 It reads: 

 

At that time he received papyrus rolls [τοὺς τόμους], from people who kept 

bringing them to him. These papyri recorded, in different languages [διαφόροις 

γλώσσαις], the salvific Passion of the Lord and his miracles and teachings [καὶ 

θαυματα καὶ διδάγματα]. He put them in order [διέταξε], articulated them into a 

structure, and attributed them the name of one of the three evangelists.65 

The word translated “miracles”, θαύματα (“wonders”), is not used in the Gospel, 

but is found in Theodore. Papias possibly used it too: Philip of Sidé reports that Papias 

recorded “other wonders” (ἄλλα θαύματα) (Fragment 5).  

Ramelli is no doubt correct to take the mention of “different languages” as a 

reference to Greek and Hebrew/Aramaic gospels (the latter is attested, for Matthew at 

least, by Papias).66 She thinks the reference to papyrus scrolls indicates an ancient 

source.67 As in Theodore, the motif of arrangement is present. 

 

The parallel passage in the Acts of Timothy (probably fifth century68) relates:  

                                                 
64 Ramelli, “John the Evangelist's Work,” 40. 

65 Translation and Greek text in Ramelli, “John the Evangelist's Work,” 44 (italics in original). Square 

brackets are the author’s; Greek text given separately by Ramelli. 

66 Ramelli, “John the Evangelist's Work,” 44. 

67 Ramelli, “John the Evangelist's Work,” 44. 

68 Cavan W. Concannon, “The Acts of Timothy: A New Translation and Introduction,” in New Testament 

Apocrypha: More Noncanonical Scriptures, vol. 1, ed. Tony Burke and Brent Landau (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 

2016) 396–397. 
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For indeed, the ones who followed the disciples of our Lord Jesus Christ did not 

know how to organize (συνθεῖναι) the papyrus rolls (or “papyri sheets”; χάρται) 

that were with them, which had been put together randomly [i.e. the disciples], in 

various languages (διαφόροις γλώσσαις), and which had been composed 

concerning the wonderful works (θαυματουργήματα) of Jesus Christ our Lord 

which took place in their time. They came to the city of the Ephesians and by 

common consent brought them to the all-praiseworthy John the Theologian. He 

considered all things and was stirred up by them. Having put into arrangement 

(ἐνθεὶς κατὰ τάξιν) the things said by them in the three Gospels, he entitled 

them,69 (Gospel) of Matthew, of Mark and of Luke, having placed on the 

Gospels their descriptive titles. But finding them tracing out the genealogies 

concerning the economy of the incarnation, he theologized concerning the things 

not spoken by the others, inasmuch as he had been impressed of them from the 

divine breast, having also filled out the divine wonderful works 

(θαυματουργήματα) omitted from being spoken by them.70 

Once again, as in Theodore, the Synoptics are brought to John, and once again 

the issue of “arrangement” is raised. Here it is those who followed the disciples who 

brought them; in Theodore, it is the elders. As with the unattributed passage and 

Theodore, the passage relates that John supplied an account of the miracles left out by 

the others and hints at John’s inclusion of material that pertained to things beyond that 

of Jesus’ earthly birth.    

 

 

Epiphanius 

 

 

In his discussion of the various beginnings of the Synoptic Gospels (cf. the Muratorian 

Canon and Theodore), Epiphanius seems to exhibit the same interest in τάξις (though he 

                                                 
69 Here I am following the translation of ἀπεγράψατο given by J. H. Crehan, “The Fourfold Character of the 

Gospel,” StE 1 (TU 73; Berlin, Akademie-Verlag, 1959) 5.   

70 Translated by the author from the Greek text in Hermann Usener, ed., Acta S. Timothei (Bonn: Caroli 

Georgi Universitas, 1877) 9–10. 
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does not use this word) as Theodore, and his account also contains some important 

parallels with both the unattributed fragment and Theodore.  

Thus, Epiphanius points out that Matthew, “does not start from the beginning 

(ἀπ’ ἀρχῆς), but sets out the genealogy from Abraham” (Pan. 51.5.3). He observes that 

Mark begins his account from the events at the Jordan (Pan. 51.6.4), and that Luke 

began his account before Matthew (Pan. 51.7.7), with the events leading up to Jesus’ 

conception and birth (Pan. 51.7.8).  

In Theodore’s discussion, he notes that John was “accurately (ἀκριβῶς) calling 

to mind (μνημονεύοντα) as many things as orderly progression (ἀκολουθία) requires and 

which he judged as necessary not to be left out”, adding that he included things omitted 

by the others. In Epiphanius, all of these concerns—accuracy, orderly progression, and 

the issue of things omitted in other accounts—are likewise discussed. Thus, after 

mentioning that Luke carries back the matter to Christ’s generation (τὴν γέννησιν), 

Epiphanius describes Luke as “going through the whole matter in minute detail 

(λεπτομερῶς τὴν πᾶσαν πραγματείαν διέξεισι) for the sake of accuracy” (τὴν 

ἀκρίβειαν)” (Pan. 51.7.2). He adds that some of the contextual details supplied by Luke 

and not found in the other Gospels, including the birth in Bethlehem, the circumcision, 

the offering at the end of forty days, the residence at Nazareth and the annual return to 

Jerusalem, “not one of which things is discussed by Matthew or Mark, nor indeed by 

John” (ὧν οὐδὲν τῷ Ματθαίῳ ἐπείργασται οὐδὲ τῷ Μάρκῳ ἀλλὰ μὴν οὐδὲ τῷ Ἰωάννῃ) 

(Pan. 51.7.9).  

Whereas in Theodore, the Synoptic writers passed over the period between 

Jesus’ baptism and John’s imprisonment, in Epiphanius, Matthew skipped over 

(ἀπεπήδησεν) the events from Jesus’ birth to those of two years later, with the visit of 

the Magi (Pan. 51.9.3; cf. Matt 2:1–16). For Epiphanius, it was no accident that some 

Gospels contained material left out by others; rather, the Holy Spirit compels 

(ἀναγκάζει) and goads (ἐπινύττει) Luke “to contribute in turn the things left out by the 

others” (τὰ ὑπὸ τῶν ἄλλων καταλειφθέντα αὖθις ἐπιβάλλεσθαι) (Pan. 51.7.1). Indeed, 

he states that “the orderly progression and the teaching” (ἡ ἀκολουθία καὶ ἡ διδασκαλία) 

of the Gospels come from the Holy Spirit (Pan. 51.4.11). Elsewhere he explains:  

 

Did not God allot (ἐμέρισεν) to each one, so that the four evangelists, who are 

debtors to the preaching of the gospel, might each find in what they should 
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labour, and might preach some things in unison (συμφώνως) and alike (ἴσως), 

that they might show that they have gushed forth from the same fountain, and 

that another might describe the things left out (παραλειφθέντα) to each of the 

others, as he received his proportionate share (μέρος τῆς ἀναλογίας) from the 

Spirit?” (Pan. 51.6.2). 

Later, Epiphanius writes that the Spirit “bestowed (ἐδωρήσατο) on each of the 

evangelists for them to describe (διηγεῖσθαι) the things fulfilled in truth (τὰ ἐν ἀληθείᾳ 

πληρωθέντα) of each time and season (ἑκάστου χρόνου καὶ καιροῦ)” (Pan. 51.9.1).  

Epiphanius thus believed that even the particular time periods dealt with by the 

individual Evangelists were assigned to them; possibly this is related to Eusebius’ 

statement that the Synoptics “passed over in silence the time” (παρασιωπηθέντα χρόνον) 

before the imprisonment of John, whereas John “reasonably” (εἰκότως) maintained 

silence with respect to Jesus’ genealogy, seeing that it was already written out by 

Matthew and Luke, adding that he began with the teaching of the divinity (τῆς δὲ 

θεολογίας), as something closely guarded (παραπεφυλαγμένης, from παραφυλαάσσω) 

by the divine Spirit for him.  

Also in common with Papias and Theodore is the interest in the disciples who 

followed Jesus (using the verb ἀκολουθέω): Jesus is said to have told Philip, “Follow 

me” (Pan. 51.4.8; cf. John 1:43), and Matthew is said to have left the tax booth and to 

have followed Jesus (Pan. 51.5.1; cf. Matt 9:9).  

 

 

Epiphanius’ Source 

 

 

Epiphanius’ discussion of the Synoptics is reminiscent of the discussion of the Fourth 

Gospel in the unattributed fragment and Theodore. He thus draws attention to the Synoptic 

beginnings while accounting for their respective inclusion and omission of material, 

raising the possibility that he also utilized Papian material. That Papias did discuss the 

τάξις of the Synoptics is raised by Clement’s claim (related from Papias, as argued in 

Chapter 7) that those “who were elders from the first” had passed down a tradition 

concerning “the arrangement (τάξις) of the Gospels” (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.4).  
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Epiphanius’ primary interest, however, was not rhetorical, and he does not employ 

the word τάξις. Rather, his interest was in refuting the Alogoi, who had drawn attention 

to the variances between John and the Synoptics in order to discredit it. He answered them 

by demonstrating that the Synoptics had similar variances between themselves as they 

were alleging between John and the Synoptics.   

 Since Epiphanius was dependent upon Hippolytus for his chapter against the 

Alogoi, in which this discussion occurs (see Chapter 3), it is likely that his discussion of 

the variances of the Gospels was also taken from Hippolytus. A possible indication of 

Hippolytus’ employment of Papian material for his defence of John’s Gospel against 

Gaius is perhaps found in the bar Salibi fragments, which record Hippolytus speaking of 

“the first day” and “the second day” when discussing the Johannine narrative of the 

Baptist (cf. Chapter 3). While this phraseology is not found in John’s Gospel, which 

speaks of “the next day” (twice) and “the third day”, it is found in Theodore’s passage, 

which likewise speaks of “the first day” and “the second day”, possibly indicating their 

use of a common source.  

Both Gaius and Hippolytus identified the Johannine narrative of Jesus’ encounter 

with the Baptist as the occasion of his baptism (see Chapter 3). This misinterpretation of 

the narrative might have originated in a misreading of Papias, since, according to 

Theodore’s passage (which, as argued here, likely reflects Papias), John’s Gospel goes 

from describing the incarnation to relating the baptism of John, since this was the truest 

beginning of the things done by Jesus in the flesh. While the passage seems to be 

speaking only of the general baptizing activity of John the Baptist, a reader might have 

inferred from it a specific reference to Jesus’ baptism in the Fourth Gospel, leading to 

the error found in Gaius and Hippolytus that John’s Gospel has Jesus go immediately to 

Cana in Galilee following his baptism, omitting the forty days (see Chapter 3).  

Papias’ discussion of the various inclusions and omissions of events in the 

Gospels would likely have then suggested to Hippolytus that John had omitted mention 

of the forty days in the baptism narrative because it had been related by the other 

Gospels, resulting in his attempt at reinserting them within the sequence of days related 

in the Fourth Gospel (see Chapter 3). Epiphanius, however, abandoned Hippolytus’ 

proposed solution and constructed his own harmonization of the Synoptic and Johannine 

chronologies which took into account Origen’s objections (see Chapter 3).  
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Eusebius seems to have been the first to have avoided the mistake of his 

predecessors of correlating the Johannine narrative of the Baptist with Jesus’ baptism, 

for he states that the Galilean ministry of the Synoptics took place after the 

imprisonment of the Baptist (Hist. eccl. 3.24.11; cf. John 3:24), thus relieving him of 

any need to correlate the journey to Cana with the Galilean ministry. Eusebius, however, 

was apparently too cryptic for Epiphanius, who continued to belabour under the 

misconception of Hippolytus that the Johannine journey to Cana was to be correlated 

with the beginning of the Synoptic Galilean ministry (Pan. 51.21.1–2).  

 

 

The Anonymous Preface 

 

 

Another early source which has some affinities with Eusebius’ unattributed passage and 

which may be based upon a common Papian source is an anonymous preface to 

Augustine’s tractates on John, of an unknown date.71 

 

Now, among the writers of the Gospels, John stands out for his profundity in 

regard to the divine mysteries. For sixty-five years, from the time of the Lord’s 

ascension down to the final days of Domitian (usque ad ultima Domitiani 

tempora), he preached the word of the Lord, orally, with no writing to assist him. 

But after the murder of Domitian, when, with Nerva’s permission, he had 

returned to Ephesus from exile, at the insistent urging of the bishops of Asia, he 

wrote about the coeternal divinity of Christ with the Father in opposition to the 

heretics who, in his absence, had invaded his churches and were denying that 

Christ had existed before Mary.72  

 

As in the unattributed passage, John is urged to write, and those urging him are 

identified as the bishops of Asia, in common with the Muratorian Canon, Victorinus and 

                                                 
71 John W. Rettig thinks some of the material might come from Augustine, but that in any case it was used 

by Bede and thus antedates that writer. See Rettig, Augustine, Tractates on the Gospel of John 1–10 (FC 78; 

Washington DC: Catholic University of America, 1988) 37. 

72 Rettig, trans., Tractates, 37. Latin text in PL 35:1577. 
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Jerome. As in Irenaeus, Victorinus and Jerome, John is urged to write in response to the 

growth of heresies. In common with the unattributed passage (Hist. eccl. 3.24.7) and 

Theodore, John is said to have preached orally before committing his Gospel to writing, 

and John’s Gospel is said to contain the doctrine of Christ’s divinity (Hist. eccl. 

3.24.13).  

While the unattributed passage and Theodore both mention John’s oral 

preaching, they do not indicate how long it lasted. In the anonymous preface, however, 

the period is said to have been sixty-five years, to the final days of Domitian. This is 

probably best understood as implying that John’s exclusive oral preaching concluded in 

Domitian’s last days (that is, the year 95 or 96) because he published his Gospel at this 

time. Eusebius may have omitted mention of the sixty-five years as it conflicted with his 

placement of John on Patmos at the end of Domitian’s reign, a chronology which 

Theodore possibly also adopted.   

The preface, however, probably in an attempt to reconcile the sixty-five years 

with Eusebius’ narrative of John’s Domitianic exile, which it follows, seems to have 

moved the writing of John’s Gospel to after the last days of Domitian rather than during 

them, that is, following his assassination in September, 96, and the subsequent accession 

of Nerva, who reigned in the years 96 to 98.  

The preface also seems to know the tradition that John wrote in response to the 

growth of heresies (Chapter 7), which it has accommodated to the new chronology by 

means of the contrived explanation that the heretics had invaded the churches during 

John’s absence, necessitating the Gospel’s immediate writing upon his return.73 

There may be some corroborating evidence that the tradition of the writing of 

John’s Gospel at the end of the first century originated with Papias. The Latin (Anti-

Marcionite) prologue to John states, citing Papias, that the Gospel was made manifest and 

given to the churches while John was “still in a body” (adhuc in corpore constituto). 

Perhaps Bruns has captured the sense when he translates it as “still possessed of a 

functioning body”.74 This seems to presuppose that his body ceased functioning normally 

in his extreme old age, and may be related to the anecdote told by Jerome that in John’s 

extreme old age he had to be carried into the meetings as he was unable to walk (Jerome, 

                                                 
73 In the preface, the bishops urge John to write upon his return from exile. According to Clement, bishops 

were not ordained by John until after his return (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.23.6–19). 

74 J. Edgar Bruns, The Art and Thought of John (New York: Herder & Herder, 1969) 39. 
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Comm. Gal. 6.10). John’s Gospel was apparently written, according to the prologue’s 

source, just prior to this time, or late in John’s life. A similar account found in a Greek 

catena on the Gospel of John relates that John wrote, “when he was a very old man” (πάνυ 

γηραλέου αὐτοῦ γενομένου) (Fragment 20 [Holmes]).” 

According to Jacobus de Voragine, John wrote his Gospel in the sixty-sixth year 

after the crucifixion,75 which may also have placed it late in Domitian’s reign (c. 95). 

The source for this tradition is unknown, though, as noted in Chapter 7, this author also 

knew the tradition, attested (in a modified form) in the Muratorian Canon, of the three 

day fast associated with the writing of John’s Gospel.  

As discussed in Chapter 5, Irenaeus likely placed the gathering of the Asian 

elders to John, which he associates with the publication of the John’s Gospel, late in the 

first century. It was further argued that Irenaeus specifically made John (and not the 

apocalyptic vision) to have been seen, by the elders, “towards the end of Domitian’s 

reign” (πρὸς τῷ τέλει τῆς Δομετιανοῦ ἀρχῆς), and that he was likely dependent for this 

tradition upon Papias. It may or may not be coincidental that this corresponds with the 

period of the sixty-five years of John’s oral preaching, down to “the final times of 

Domitian” (ultima Domitiani tempora), found in the anonymous preface. 

Other sources may betray knowledge of the same tradition by evidencing 

attempts at harmonizing it with Eusebius’ chronology. Thus, a number of sources, 

including the fifth-century Acts of John by Prochorus,76 the sixth-century Ps.-Dorotheus 

(Indices Apost.),77 the seventh-century Sophronius (Vita Johannis),78 the eighth-century 

Hippolytus of Thebes (Chron. 9b; 9c), the Menologium Graecorum (written in 

Constantinople c. 980)79 and the Armenian History of James and John,80 depict John as 

writing his Gospel on Patmos. This would reconcile the tradition of John writing his 

Gospel at the end of Domitian’s reign with the Eusebian placement of John in Patmos 

during this time.  

                                                 
75 Caxton, Golden Legend, vol. 2, 173. 

76 Junod and Kaestli, Acta Iohannis, vol. 2, 748–749. 

77 Schermann, Vitae Fabulosae, 155. 

78 In Theophylact’s Comm. John, PG 123:1128. 

79 Cited by Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee, 235. 

80 See Boxall, Patmos, 124, citing Histoire de Jacques et Jean 4, ed. Leloir, 412–413. Boxall does not 

provide a date for this work. 
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The Patmos narrative created a conflict with the tradition of John writing at 

Ephesus, however. An undated synopsis found among the works of Athanasius seems to 

have tried solving the difficulty by having John only dictate his Gospel on Patmos, while 

later publishing it in Ephesus.81 According to Chromatius, when John was still on 

Patmos after he had written Revelation, it was revealed to him that he would write a 

Gospel on account of the heresies that were sprouting up, which he consequently wrote 

immediately upon his return to Ephesus, following Domitian’s death (Tract. in Matt. 

prolog. 1).82 The fact that John had already written Revelation indicates that he was 

shown his future writing of the Gospel at the end of his stay on Patmos, or towards the 

end of Domitian’s reign, probably again reflecting an earlier tradition of John writing his 

Gospel at this time. A Latin version of the Acts of John by Prochorus (thirteenth 

century) maintains the writing of John’s Gospel at Patmos, but depicts the local 

inhabitants urging him to write his Gospel in view of his departure to Ephesus,83 

reflecting the Papian tradition of John being urged to write in Ephesus by the elders. 

The mention of the sixty-five years of oral preaching thus provides an indication 

of the Papian provenance of the narrative reflected in Eusebius’ unattributed fragment.  

 

Conclusion 

 

 

Hill has made the case that Eusebius’ unattributed fragment derives from Papias, 

drawing attention to both literary parallels between the passage and Papias and between 

the passage and proposed Papian sources. Bauckham responds by arguing that the 

passage cannot be dependent upon Papias as it denies that there is any chronological 

variance between the Gospels whereas Papias acknowledges Mark’s lack of 

chronological ordering (τάξις). It was pointed out, however, that it is Eusebius who 

denies the chronological variance of the Gospels in an editorial comment, not his source. 

Furthermore, it was also pointed out that Bauckham is reliant for his argument upon a 

                                                 
81 The Greek text is given in Johann Heinrich August Ebrard, Wissenschaftliche Kritik der evangelischen 

Geschichte, vol. 1 (Frankfurt: Zimmer, 1842) 1042–1043. 

82 CCSL 9A:185. 

83 See, Annette Volfing, John the Evangelist and Medieval German Writing: Imitating the Inimitable (New 

York: Oxford University Press, 2001) 19–20. 
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likely mistaken definition of τάξις, which he understands here in the sense of 

chronological ordering.  

Further evidence for Hill’s identification was found in a passage of Theodore of 

Mopsuestia which discusses τάξις as the omission and inclusion of events in the 

Gospels, just as Hill has argued, and which exhibits literary affinities with both the 

unattributed passage and with the Papian fragment on Mark, suggestive of a common 

Papian source for both the unattributed fragment and Theodore.  

While Theodore offers substantiating evidence for both Hill’s Papian 

identification of the unattributed fragment and for his reconstruction of Papias’ 

argument concerning the τάξις of John’s Gospel, he does not lend support to Hill’s 

thesis that John the Elder spoke of the Evangelist in the third person and that he was 

consequently not identified as the Evangelist by Papias. Rather, the Evangelist’s 

criticism of the τάξις of the Synoptics echoes the Elder’s assessment of Matthew and 

Mark, suggesting that the words which Papias attributed to the Elder may have 

originally been recorded within the context of the Evangelist’s evaluation of the 

Synoptic Gospels, and that Papias consequently identified the Elder with the Evangelist.  

Further echoes of the tradition seen in the unattributed fragment and/or Theodore 

were discussed from the Martyrdom of Timothy and the Acts of Timothy. Epiphanius, 

who likely derived his account from Hippolytus, also seems to have used Papian 

material within the context of the debates over the Johannine chronology. One last 

potential Papian source with possible affinities to Eusebius’ unattributed fragment was 

identified in the anonymous preface to Augustine’s tractates on John. This source seems 

to merge together various Papian traditions and possesses affinities with the unattributed 

passage, including a specific mention of John’s oral preaching for sixty-five years, 

leading up to the publication of John’s Gospel. Reasons were provided suggesting that 

this represented the original Papian tradition, known to Irenaeus and others, with respect 

to the dating of John’s Gospel.   

While Eusebius seems to have preserved the substance of Papias’ account 

concerning John’s Gospel, he did so without attribution. Elsewhere he provides only 

scattered allusions to the tradition of the Asian elders coming to John and imploring him 

to write a gospel. This study identified two possible factors that may account for this. 

Foremost was that Papias, in his account, likely identified the John who wrote the 

Fourth Gospel with the Elder; secondly, Papias seems to have placed the publication of 
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John’s Gospel late in the reign of Domitian, which would have been untenable for 

Eusebius, whose construction of the Johannine narrative placed the Domitianic exile at 

its epicentre.   
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SECTION 1 

CONCLUSION 

 

 

There are several reasons for questioning the identification of John the Evangelist with 

the Apostle John in early Christians sources. First, Papias, who wrote in the early second 

century or earlier, spoke of two important figures named John from among the disciples 

of Jesus—John the Apostle and John the Elder—allowing the possibility that the “John” 

known to early sources was the second one.  

Secondly, there appears to have been separate traditions concerning the Apostle 

and Evangelist in the early centuries. Thus, while the Apostle John’s death is placed 

prior to the end of Nero’s reign, the Evangelist is said to have lived until around the turn 

of the second century. While the Apostle’s death is associated with martyrdom in 

Jerusalem, the Evangelist is said to have died in old age at Ephesus.  

Thirdly, the earliest sources (e.g., Justin, Polycarp, Polycrates, Irenaeus, 

Tertullian, Clement of Alexandria) never explicitly identify John the Evangelist with the 

John of the Synoptic Gospels, and the assumption that they did identify the two often 

necessitates attributing errors to these writers. Furthermore, some of their statements 

regarding the Evangelist seem incongruent with the Synoptic John, such as descriptions 

of John as a priest or aristocratic Jerusalemite. Fourthly there is evidence during the 

third and fourth centuries of attempts at conflating what had presumably previously been 

separate narratives belonging to the Apostle and Evangelist. Thus, Hippolytus of Rome 

seems to have sought to harmonize the tradition of the Evangelist’s exile to Patmos with 

the Apostle John’s early martyrdom by situating John’s death in the context of an exile 

during the latter part of Claudius’ reign (41–54).  

A number of factors seem to have facilitated the identification of the two Johns. 

First is the probable loss of the title of “the Elder” for the second John in favour of the 

designation, “the disciple of the Lord”, possibly to distinguish him from the Asian 

elders. Second is the infrequent yet significant references to the Evangelist as an apostle, 

which can suggest an identification with the son of Zebedee, who was one of the twelve 

apostles. Third is the ambiguity of the sources, which never explicitly state that the two 

figures were separate persons. Fourth, the authority of the Apostle John no doubt loaned 
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authority to the Fourth Gospel for those who defended it against the accusations of 

Gaius.  

Evidence suggests that Eusebius initiated a new retelling of the Johannine 

narrative which privileged the tradition of John’s long life over that of the early 

martyrdom. This enabled him both to follow the suggestion of Dionysius that there had 

been two Johns at Ephesus and to identify the late first century Evangelist with Papias’ 

Apostle. In so doing, he was also able to identify a potential second John as the author of 

Revelation in the person of John the Elder, who by reason of Eusebius’ chronological 

revision was no longer considered an eyewitness disciple of Jesus.  

In order to give added weight to the tradition of John’s late death in Ephesus, 

presumably to counter the martyrdom tradition, Eusebius situated John’s exile within the 

unlikely context of the persecution of the Roman nobility late in Domitian’s reign. There 

are indications that in so doing, he displaced an earlier tradition that had placed John’s 

exile in Nero’s reign and the writing of John’s Gospel late in Domitian’s.  

While nothing is preserved from Papias concerning the Fourth Gospel by 

Eusebius, evidence from a number of early sources suggests that Papias did record an 

account of John’s writing his Gospel at the instigation of the Asian elders, and that in 

this account, he identified the Evangelist with John the Elder.  
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SECTION 2 

JOHN, WHO WAS ALSO CALLED MARK 

 

 

Section 2 will examine sources which are suggestive of an early identification of John 

the Evangelist with John/Mark, the assistant of Barnabas and Paul spoken of in the book 

of Acts. The starting point of the study will be the work of J. Edgar Bruns, who brought 

to the attention of scholarship two peculiar features found in sources of Johannine and 

Markan traditions from antiquity: the placement of John/Mark in Johannine settings or 

in roles usually associated with the Beloved Disciple, found in largely Coptic sources,1 

and the reduplication in largely Latin and Coptic sources of the same traditions under 

the different names of John and Mark respectively.2  

Bruns himself accounted for these features only generally, suggesting that there 

had been some confusion between John the Apostle and John/Mark in antiquity on 

account of the residence of both in Ephesus.3 In this study, these features will be 

accounted for by positing that John/Mark was identified with John the Evangelist in 

some early Christian sources, so that the shared traditions were subsumed into the 

person of Mark of Alexandria (who came to be identified with John/Mark) in Egypt and 

into the person of John the Apostle (who came to be identified with the Evangelist) in 

the West.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1 J. Edgar Bruns, “The Confusion between John and John Mark in Antiquity,” Scr 17 (1965) 23. 

2 Bruns, “Confusion,” 23. 

3 Bruns, “John Mark,” 88–92; idem, “Confusion,” 23–26. Bruns does not distinguish between John the 

Apostle and John the Evangelist.  
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CHAPTER 9 

TWO MARKAN NARRATIVES 

 

 

Evidence exists for two separate Markan narratives in the early church and beyond, 

pertaining respectively to John/Mark and Mark the Evangelist. It is often thought that 

these two figures were generally identified in the early period,1 but others have 

challenged this view.2 In this chapter, the claim that the two Marks were identified will 

be evaluated against the principal evidence, beginning with potential references to 

John/Mark in the New Testament and continuing through an examination of early 

sources, primarily up to the fourth century, with attention given to the question of 

whether these early sources identified the Evangelist with John/Mark. It will conclude 

that the two only came to be conflated from around the turn of the fourth century, and 

that they were conceived of as separate figures prior to this. This will pave the way for a 

discussion of the possible early identifications of John/Mark with John the Evangelist in 

subsequent chapters.  

 

 

John/Mark in the New Testament 

 

 

In the New Testament, a figure referred to both by the name of Mark and by the 

alternative name of John is mentioned four times in the Acts of the Apostles (12:12, 25; 

15:37). A person named “Mark” is mentioned four times in the Pauline corpus (Col 

4:10; Phlm 24; 2 Tim. 4:11) and once in 1 Peter (5:13). These references will be 

examined in turn, beginning with the “John/Mark” of the book of Acts. 

 

 

 

                                                 
1 E.g., Robert A. Guelich, Mark 1–8:26 (WBC 34A; Dallas: Word, 1998) xxviii; Carson and Moo, 

Introduction, 174; Keener, New Testament, 126. 

2 E.g., Robert A. Guelich, Mark 1–8:26 (WBC 34A; Dallas: Word, 1998) xxviii; Carson and Moo, 

Introduction, 174; Keener, New Testament, 126. 
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The Acts of the Apostles 

 

 

In the book of Acts, John/Mark is indirectly introduced midway through the narrative, 

when Peter, newly freed from prison, is said to have made his way to “the house of 

Mary the mother of John, the one also called Mark” (Acts 12:12). He is referred to as 

“John who is also called Mark” twice more (12:12, 25, 15:37), and twice he is spoken of 

as “John” (13:5, 13). The last mention of him in Acts speaks of him as “the Mark 

already mentioned” (τὸν Μᾶρκον with an anaphoric article) (15:39).  

The omission of any mention of Mary’s husband may suggest that she was a 

widow.3 Mary’s house was used as a Christian meeting place (Acts 12:12–13), and the 

mention of the outer gate and the servant girl possibly connote wealth.4 The Latin 

praenomen Mark (Marcus), which is otherwise unattested among Palestinian Jews,5 may 

indicate that John/Mark belonged to the wealthy upper echelon of society whose 

position depended upon Roman power.6 As Keener observes, “the use of the name 

hardly indicates antipathy toward Rome or its interests in Jerusalem”.7  

John/Mark himself is introduced a little later in the narrative, where he is seen 

accompanying Barnabas and Saul, first to Antioch (Acts 12:25) and then to Cyprus, 

where he is said to have functioned as their assistant (ὑπηρέτης) (Acts 13:1–5). The 

word ὑπηρέτης may suggest that he was responsible for the catechetical instruction of 

new converts,8 or that he took care of the more menial responsibilities like making travel 

arrangement or baptizing new converts.9 

                                                 
3 Ben Witherington III, The Acts of the Apostles: A Socio-Rhetorical Commentary (Grand Rapids: 

Eerdmans, 1998) 386; cf. C. K. Barrett (A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Acts of the Apostles, vol. 1 

(ICC; Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1994) 583. 

4 Parker, “John and John Mark,” 98; Black, Apostolic Interpreter, 27; Keener, New Testament, 356.  

5 M. H. Williams, “Palestinian Jewish Personal Names in Acts,” in The Book of Acts in its Palestinian 

Setting, ed. Richard Bauckham (BAFCS 4; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995) 105. 

6 Cf. Keener, New Testament, 356. 

7 Keener, New Testament, 356. 

8 R. O. P. Taylor, “The Ministry of Mark,” ExT 54 (1942–1943) 136; cf. Rainer Riesner, “Once More: 

Luke-Acts and the Pastoral Epistles,” in History and Exegesis: New Testament Essays in Honor of Dr. E. Earle Ellis 

for his 80th Birthday, ed. Sang-Won (Aaron) Son (London: T. & T. Clark, 2006) 255; Kok, “The Gospel on the 

Margins,” 138–139. 

9 Swete, The Gospel according to St. Mark, xvi. 
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In the Acts narrative, Barnabas and Paul sailed to Pamphylia in Asia Minor from 

Cyprus, at which point John/Mark abandons them and travels back to Jerusalem, for 

reasons which are not given (Acts 13:13). Black provides “scraps of circumstantial 

evidence” that indicate he might have been offended at Paul’s preaching of the gospel to 

Gentiles: John was clearly a Jerusalemite; his departure occurs following the conversion 

of a Gentile proconsul; and his re-entry into the narrative follows the endorsement of the 

Gentile mission by the apostles at Jerusalem.10 To these may be added one more: it is 

following John’s return to Jerusalem that a law-observant party said to be from James 

visits Antioch, from whence Paul’s mission originated (cf. Acts 12:12, 17). Possibly it 

was John/Mark’s report of Paul’s preaching that prompted this visit.  

Following the Jerusalem Council, Barnabas proposed to Paul that they revisit the 

cities of their missionary work, taking John/Mark with them (Acts 15:36–37). Barnabas 

may have assumed that this would be acceptable to Paul, since disagreements over the 

Jewish law had been settled in Jerusalem. This was not the case and Paul and Barnabas 

go their separate ways, with Barnabas travelling with Mark (now known by his Roman 

name, possibly indicating that he now accepted a role in the Gentile mission) to Cyprus 

(Acts 15:37–41).  

 

Mark in the Pauline Epistles 

 

 

A figure named “Mark” is spoken of in Philemon as one of Paul’s co-workers who were 

with him at the time of writing (Phlm 24). Mark is mentioned in Colossians along with 

four other co-workers who are also mentioned alongside Mark in Philemon: Epaphras, 

Aristarchus, Luke and Demas (Phlm 23–24; Col 4:10–17). This Mark is said to have 

been a Jew (Col 4:10–11) and the cousin (ἀνεψιός) of Barnabas (Col 4:10), and he is 

widely believed to be the same John/Mark mentioned in Acts.11 This Mark was 

                                                 
10 Black, Apostolic Interpreter, 40–41.  

11 Jac J. Müller, The Epistles of Paul to the Philippians and to Philemon (NICNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 

1955) 192; Markus Barth and Helmut Blanke, Colossians: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary, 

trans. Astrid B. Beck (AB 34B; New York: Doubleday, 1994) 479; James D. G. Dunn, The Epistles to the Colossians 

and to Philemon: A Commentary on the Greek Text (NICNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1996) 276; Margaret Y. 

MacDonald, Colossians and Ephesians (SP 17; Collegeville, Minn.: The Liturgical Press, 2000) 180; Joseph A. 
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apparently active in Asia Minor, for Paul asks those whom he addresses in the Lycus 

Valley to receive him, should he come to them (Col 4:10). The exhortation to receive 

Mark may presuppose the previous break between Paul and John/Mark (cf. Acts 15:37–

39), though this is disputed.12  

A figure named “Mark” is also spoken of in 2 Tim 4:11 as a co-worker of Paul 

who was in relatively close proximity to Timothy in Asia Minor (2 Tim 1:15–16; 4:13). 

As in Philemon and Colossians, Demas and Luke are mentioned in the context (4:10–

11). In this letter, Paul tells Timothy to come to him, bringing Mark with him (4:9, 11), 

presumably to Rome.13 Paul describes this Mark as “useful for the purpose of ministry” 

(εὔχρηστος εἰς διακονίαν) (2 Tim. 4:11), which is possibly related to the reference in 

Acts to Mark as a ὑπηρέτης.14  

 

 

Mark in 1 Peter 

 

 

The final mention of a Mark in the New Testament is in 1 Pet 5:13. Some identify this 

Mark with John/Mark,15 though others consider this doubtful.16 Peter’s reference to this 

Mark as his son likely either implies that he was his convert17 though it may stress only 

the bond that united them in their work.18 John/Mark is unlikely to have been Peter’s 

convert, since his cousin, Barnabas, was a prominent leader among the early Christians 

who was said to have personally witnessed the risen Lord (1 Cor 9:1, 5, 6).  

                                                 
Fitzmyer, The Letter to Philemon: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary (AB 34C; New Haven, 

Conn.: Yale University Press, 2008) 124. 

12 Barth and Blanke, Colossians, 480. 

13 Knight, The Pastoral Epistles, 6; William D. Mounce, Pastoral Epistles WBC 46; Dallas: Word, 2000) 

590; Luke Timothy Johnson, The First and Second Letters to Timothy: A New Translation with Introduction and 

Commentary (AB 35A; New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 2008) 65. 

14 Cf. Riesner, “Once More,” 255. 

15 J. Ramsey Michaels, 1 Peter (WBC 49; Dallas: Word, 1998) 311–312. 

16 Paul J. Achtemeier, 1 Peter: A Commentary on First Peter (Hermeneia; Minneapolis: Fortress, 1996) 

355; Joseph B. Lightfoot, The Acts of the Apostles: A Newly Discovered Commentary, ed. Ben Witherington III, Todd 

D. Still and Jeanette M. Hagen (Downers Grove, Ill.: IVP Academic, 2014) 208. 

17 Cf. Achtemeier, 1 Peter, 355 (with reservations); Michaels, 1 Peter, 312.  

18 Elliott, 1 Peter, 887, considers either meaning possible.  
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Peter is said to be writing from “Babylon”, a likely reference to Rome.19 Neither 

this Mark’s association with Peter nor with the city of Rome suggest an identification of 

him with the John/Mark of Acts (or the Mark of the Pauline corpus), though they do not 

exclude it. 

 

 

Other Early Christian Sources 

 

 

Early Christian sources are almost exclusively concerned with Mark the Evangelist, 

which has led many to deduce that the Mark prominently spoken of in early sources 

must have been the John/Mark mentioned in the New Testament.20 However, this 

feature may be attributable to the fact that references to Mark are almost always 

provided within the context of discussion of Mark’s Gospel, and thus of necessity refer 

to the Evangelist. 

 

 

Papias 

 

 

Papias, the earliest writer, speaks (quoting the Elder) of Mark the Evangelist as the 

interpreter of Peter who wrote down his Gospel based on the things he had heard from 

Peter, as he had neither heard nor followed the Lord himself (Fragment 3 = Eusebius, Hist. 

eccl. 3.39.15). Some have claimed that only John/Mark could have been spoken of as just 

“Mark” without any further qualification, as Papias speaks of the Evangelist.21 However, 

the qualification is that Papias is speaking of the Mark who was the author of Mark’s 

Gospel, and not necessarily of any other. In any case, the evidence is fragmentary, and it 

cannot be assumed that Mark was introduced without qualification. He may have been 

introduced by Papias as a convert of Peter and/or resident of Italy rather than simply as 

“Mark”, as the objection assumes.  

                                                 
19 So, e.g., Elliott, 1 Peter, 882–887; cf. Achtemeier, 1 Peter, 353–354; Michaels, 1 Peter, 311. 

20 So, e.g., France, The Gospel of Mark, 37. 

21 France, The Gospel of Mark, 37; Carson and Moo, Introduction, 174. 
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There are, on the other hand, some features in Papias’ description of Mark which 

are inconsistent with the hypothesis that he identified this Mark with John/Mark. Papias 

claims that Mark had not heard or followed Jesus, and he instead makes him to have 

been reliant for his information about Jesus’ life upon Peter’s preaching (presumably in 

Italy) (Fragment 3 = Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.39.15). It is unlikely, however, that Papias 

would have described John/Mark as solely dependent on Peter for his information, since 

this Mark lived in Jerusalem and was closely acquainted with Barnabas, one of the 

foremost eyewitnesses among the early Christians, if not with other eyewitnesses. If 

Papias knew of the John/Mark of Acts, he does not seem to have identified him with 

Mark the Evangelist.   

Elsewhere, Eusebius relates from Clement of Alexandria the story of how Mark 

came to write, and Eusebius adds that Papias confirms him (Hist. eccl. 2.14.4–2.15.1). 

The Claudian (41–54) context of Clement’s narrative is inconsistent with John/Mark, 

who is presented in Acts as having been active in Jerusalem, Antioch and Cyprus during 

much of this period, rather than in Rome.  

Furthermore, while Clement (and likely Papias) identifies the Evangelist with the 

Mark whom Peter refers to as “my son” in 1 Pet 5:13 (Hist. eccl. 2.15.2), he does not 

associate him with the Mark of any other New Testament passage. While Clement refers 

to Mark’s association with Peter, he does not mention any association of this Mark with 

Paul or Barnabas.22  

 

 

Irenaeus 

 

 

According to Irenaeus, Matthew published his Gospel while Peter and Paul were 

preaching at Rome. Then, after their “departure” (ἔξοδος), Mark, “Peter’s disciple and 

interpreter”, handed down in writing the things being preached (κηρυσσόμενα) by Peter 

(apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 5.8.2 = Irenaeus, Haer. 3.1.1). The apostles’ “departure” has 

often been interpreted as a reference to their death, requiring that Irenaeus placed 

                                                 
22 Cf. Black, Apostolic Interpreter, 93. 
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Mark’s writing in the mid-60s, when Peter and Paul’s deaths are usually dated.23 Yet 

Irenaeus seems to have otherwise followed the Papian tradition, according to which 

Pater later learned of the existence of Mark’s Gospel and approved it (apud Eusebius, 

Hist. eccl. 2.15.1–2; cf. 6.14.6–7). Eusebius, perhaps also following Papias, places this 

approval on Peter’s part in Claudius’ reign, during the time in which Simon the Sorcerer 

was in the city (Hist. eccl. 2.14.6–5.2; cf. Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 6.14.5–7; Justin, Apol. 

1.26; Irenaeus, Haer. 1.23).  

It is sometimes argued on account of this discrepancy between Irenaeus and the 

Papian tradition that Irenaeus could not have been dependent upon Papias here.24 

However, another possibility is that Irenaeus used the word ἔξοδος of physical departure 

rather than death.25 Suggestive of this is Irenaeus’ use of the present participle 

κηρυσσόμενος, which implies that Peter was still alive at the time “the things being 

preached by Peter” were written down by Mark.26 

The fourth-century Syriac deacon Ephrem in his commentary on the Diatessaron 

seems to know a version of the same tradition spoken of by Irenaeus, and he does speak 

of geographical departure rather than death:27 

 

Matthew wrote it [i.e. his Gospel] in Hebrew, and it was then translated into 

Greek. Mark, however, was following Simon Peter. When he had departed to 

Rome (cum abiisset Romam), they [the faithful] persuaded him [i.e. Mark], that 

they might recall the tradition, and lest it might fall into oblivion after a long 

duration of time, and he wrote that which he had comprehended.28  

                                                 
23 T. W. Manson, Studies in the Gospels and Epistles (Philadelphia; Westminster, 1962) 38; France, The 

Gospel of Mark, 37; Crossley, The Date of Mark’s Gospel, 6; cf. Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 2.22.2; 3.1.2. 

24 Adam Winn, The Purpose of Mark's Gospel: An Early Christian Response to Roman Imperial 

Propaganda (WUNT 2.245; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008) 49. 

25 Manson, Studies, 37–40; Robinson, Redating, 111; Ellis, New Testament Documents, 362 n. 28; France, 

The Gospel of Mark, 37; Crossley, The Date of Mark’s Gospel, 6–9. 

26 See Ramelli, “John the Evangelist's Work,” 33. 

27 France, The Gospel of Mark, 37.  

28 Translated from the Latin text in Kurt Aland, ed., Synopsis Quattuor Evangeliorum: Locis parallelis 

evangeliorum apocryphorum et patrum adhibitis edidit (15th ed.; Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 2001) 560; cf. 

Saint Éphrem, Commentaire de l'Évangile concordant, texte syriaque (Manuscrit Chester Beatty 709), ed. Louis 

Leloir (CBM 8. Dublin: Hodges Figgis, 1963) 251. 
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Ephrem speaks only of Peter, rather than of both Peter and Paul (it is abiisset not 

abiissent), and Peter alone is also spoken of in the version of the narrative known to the 

Anti-Marcionite Prologue, which states: “He [Mark] was Peter’s interpreter. After the 

death/departure (post excessionem)29 of Peter he wrote down (descripsit) this same 

gospel in the regions of Italy.”30 Possibly this represents the earlier form of the 

tradition;31 the addition of Paul’s name to the text is easily accounted for, since the 

words τούτων and τούτου in Greek were often confused by copyists.32 If Irenaeus’ 

original τούτου was transformed into τούτων, then a scribe, taking ἔξοδος as a reference 

to death, might have supplied the name of the other apostle who was known to have 

been martyred at Rome at around the same time.  

 

 

An Unidentified Roman Bishop 

 

 

An early third-century Roman bishop, often (perhaps wrongly) identified as Hippolytus 

of Rome,33 briefly mentions Mark the Evangelist when writing against the Marcionites, 

referring to him as the “stump-fingered” (ὁ κολοβοδάκτυλος) (Refut. 7.30.1).34 The 

casual way in which Mark is described and the lack of any explanation may suggest that 

                                                 
29 The words post excessionem could refer either to Peter’s death or physical departure (see, e.g., Guthrie, 

New Testament Introduction, 86; Black, Apostolic Interpreter, 119). Hengel (Studies, 3) and Winn (The Purpose of 

Mark's Gospel, 47) hold the former sense, whereas Manson (Studies, 40), Robinson (Redating, 111) Ellis (New 

Testament Documents, 362); France, The Gospel of Mark, 37) and Crossley (The Date of Mark’s Gospel, 8–9) argue 

for the latter.  

30 Translation in Crossley, The Date of Mark’s Gospel, 8.   

31 Even if Irenaeus predates the prologue, as Jürgen Regul argues (Die antimarcionitischen 

Evangelienprologe [VL 6; Freiburg: Verlag Herder, 1969] 98), it could still be posited that the prologue has preserved 

the original tradition found in Irenaeus. This author however thinks both go back to a common source (i.e. Papias).  

32 E.g., Acts 25:20 where the Majority Text is divided, or Mark 10:10 where Aleph reads τούτων against the 

τούτου of Codices Vaticanus, Alexandrinus, and Ephraemi; cf. LXX Exod 30:23; Num 35:5; Deut 21:6; Ezra 5:17; 

Neh 5:16; Dan 11:4, 12:8; 2 Macc 10:3; 3 Macc 4:19; Tob 8:6; Josephus, Ant. 4.206, 229, 293; 5.318; 8.17; 9.266; 

10.255; 11.99; 12.388; idem, Wars 1.141; Mart. Pol. 23:3. 

33 See the discussion of the issue of authorship in Litwa, Refutation of All Heresies, xxxii–xlii. 

34 Greek text in Litwa, Refutation of All Heresies, 556.  
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the epithet was already familiar to the author’s Roman readers.35 There are no 

indications as to whether or not the author identified this Mark with John/Mark. 

 

 

Dionysius of Alexandria 

 

 

Dionysius, bishop of Alexandria, discusses John/Mark as the possible author of 

Revelation, but doubts this on the basis that Acts records him travelling back to 

Jerusalem rather than accompanying Paul into Asia (Acts 13:13) (apud Eusebius, Hist. 

eccl. 7.25.14). He does not say anything concerning Mark being in Rome (or Egypt; see 

below) during this period, as the Papian and Eusebian traditions seem to require of the 

Evangelist.   

 

 

Eusebius of Caesarea 

 

 

After describing Peter’s preaching in Rome and Mark’s writing of his Gospel (Hist. eccl. 

2.14.6–15.1), Eusebius records, possibly still following Papias,36 that Mark the 

Evangelist was the first to establish churches in Alexandria (Hist. eccl. 2.16.1).37 He 

then mistakenly conflates Mark’s early converts with the sect of the Therapeutae in 

Egypt spoken of by Philo (Hist. Eccl. 2.16.2). Since Philo died c. 50, Eusebius must 

have dated Mark’s initial work in Alexandria prior to this time.38 He adds that Mark’s 

successor in the city was ordained in the eighth year of Nero (c. 62) (Hist. eccl. 2.24), a 

date which Jerome accepts as that of Mark’s death (Vir. 8). Eusebius thus placed Mark 

the Evangelist in Alexandria during the time in which the John/Mark of Acts was in 

                                                 
35 Black, Apostolic Interpreter, 117–118; Winn, The Purpose of Mark's Gospel, 50; Kok, “The Gospel on 

the Margins,” 194. 

36 So, e.g., Ramelli, “John the Evangelist's Work,” 31–32. 

37 Mark is also placed in Alexandria by Secret Mark; however, on account of the questions regarding the 

authenticity of this work, it will not be discussed in this study.  

38 According to the Latin version of Eusebius’ Chronicle, Peter arrived in the imperial city in the second 

year of Claudius (42). See Crossley, The Date of Mark’s Gospel, 11. 
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Jerusalem, Syria and Cyprus, and about the time when the Mark of the pastoral epistles 

was in Asia Minor and Rome. Unless Eusebius was unaware of the discrepancies, he 

likely did not identify the two Marks.  

 

 

Chrysostom 

 

 

Chrysostom, after citing Acts 12:12 and discussing how Peter came to the house of 

Mary, raises the question of which John this John/Mark was. He answers, “perhaps the 

one who was always with them” (ἴσως ἐκεῖνος ὁ ἀεὶ αὐτοῖς συνῶν39) (Hom. Act. 26). 

Bruns takes this as an evident reference to John the Evangelist, noting in support that 

two later authors, Oecumenius (tenth century) and Theophylact (eleventh century), seem 

to have understood him this way as well,40 since they both correct the text. The former 

writes, “he speaks that he might show that it is not the mother of the John who was 

always with them” (ἵνα δείξῃ ὅτι οὐ τοῦ ἀεὶ συνόντος αὐτοῖς Ἰωάννου τὴν μητέρα φησὶ, 

καὶ τὸ παράσημον αὐτοῦ τέθηκε).41 The latter, paraphrasing Chrysostom, writes: “not 

that [John] who was perhaps always with them” (Ἰωάννης δὲ οὐκ ἐκεῖνος ἦν ἴσως, ὁ ἀεὶ 

αὐτοῖς συνῶν),42 retaining, as Bruns observes, a now redundant “perhaps”.43 While 

Chrysostom might have suspected John/Mark as being John the Evangelist, he does not 

suggest that he was Mark the Evangelist.  

 

 

John/Mark as Mark the Evangelist 

 

 

One of the earliest identifications of John/Mark with Mark the Evangelist is found in the 

work of Ephrem, in the fourth century:  

                                                 
39 PG 60:201. 

40 Bruns, “John Mark,” 91. Brown (John, xc) and Culpepper (John, the Son of Zebedee, 87 n. 34) likewise 

suppose that the reference in Chrysostom is to John/Mark.  

41 Bruns, “John Mark,” 91, citing PG 118:197–198. 

42 Bruns, “John Mark,” 91, citing PG 125:683–684. 

43 Bruns, “John Mark,” 91.  
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Saul and Barnabas, who carried food for the saints in Jerusalem, returned with 

John who was called Mark and so did Luke of Cyrene. But both these are 

evangelists and wrote before the discipleship of Paul, and therefore he used to 

repeat everywhere from their Gospel.44  

 

Here John/Mark and Lucius of Cyrene are identified with the evangelists Mark 

and Luke respectively. Lucius was an early Judean-based disciple first mentioned in 

Acts 13:1, where he is found in Antioch with those who had been dispersed from 

Jerusalem on account of the persecution which followed Stephen’s death (Acts 8:1). He 

is said to have been from Cyrene; perhaps he was one of those Hellenistic evangelists 

from Cyrene and Cyprus (cf. Acts 11:20) who brought the gospel to Antioch.  

The identification of Luke with Lucius may have been presupposed already in 

the so-called Western Text of Acts which is probably to be dated to the mid-second 

century.45 In Acts 11:28 of this text, the first person plural pronoun “we”, denoting the 

introduction of the purported author, Luke, into the narrative is introduced far earlier 

than in other texts:    

 

Now in these days there came down prophets from Jerusalem to Antioch. And 

there was much rejoicing; and when we were gathered together one of them 

named Agabus stood up and spoke, signifying by the Spirit that there should be a 

great famine over all the world; which came to pass in the days of Claudius.46  

                                                 
44 Ephrem Syrus, Commentary on Acts, F. C. Conybeare’s translation, quoted by Henry J. Cadbury, “Lucius 

of Cyrene,” in The Acts of the Apostles, vol. 5, ed. F. J. Foakes Jackson and Kirsopp Lake (Grand Rapids: Baker, 

1979) 494.  

45 Bruce Metzger and Bart Ehrman, The Text of the New Testament: Its Transmission, Corruption, and 

Restoration (4th edition; Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2005) 308. 

46 Translation taken, with minor changes, from J. M. Wilson, The Western Text of the Acts of the Apostles, 

translated from Codex Bezae (London: SPCK, 1923) 65; cf. Claus-Jürgen Thornton, Der Zeuge des Zeugen: Lukas als 

Historiker der Paulusreisen (WUNT 56; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1991) 271.  
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Since Lucius was at Antioch (Acts 13:1), the probability is good that the pronoun 

was added on account of the identification of Lucius with Luke.47 Jerome evidently 

followed this reading as he speaks of Luke as a physician of Antioch, claiming that his 

writings indicate this (Vir. 7).  

While Lucius appears to have been Jewish, the natural inference from Colossians 

is that the author (whether Paul or not) considered Luke a Gentile, since he mentions him 

only after first naming those of Paul’s co-workers who were “of the circumcision” (Col 

4:10–14).48 Perhaps the idea that Luke had been a proselyte to Judaism before his 

conversion, which Jerome states was held by some (Qu. hebr. Gen. Gen 46:27), represents 

an attempt at harmonizing the identification of the Gentile Luke with the Jewish Lucius.     

 

 

The Seventy-Two Disciples 

 

 

The identification of Mark and Luke with John/Mark and Lucius of Cyrene may be 

responsible for the placement of the Evangelists among the seventy-two (or seventy) 

disciples of Jesus (cf. Luke 10:1), found as early as the Dialogue of Adamantius, written 

by an otherwise unknown Syrian author at around the turn of the fourth century. This 

work records the objection of a Marcionite that Mark and Luke were not named in the 

lists of Christ’s disciples given in the Gospel (presumably he means Luke’s) (Adam. 5); 

Adamantius replies that Christ’s disciples were not limited to the twelve apostles since 

there were seventy-two others also (cf. Luke 10:1), among whom he goes on to 

enumerate both Mark and Luke (Adam. 5).49  

A little later, Epiphanius (c. 325–403) likewise counts Mark and Luke among the 

seventy (Pan. 20.4.4). Mark, identified as John/Mark, is also placed among the Seventy 

in a number of later sources of Coptic origin, including a Coptic homily on Mark 

(preserved in Arabic) by Severus, the ninth-century bishop of Nastrawa (cf. Chapter 

                                                 
47 H. Conzelmann, Die Apostelgeschichte (HNT 7; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1963) 68; Thornton, Der 

Zeuge des Zeugen, 271; Markus Öhler, Barnabas (WUNT 156; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2003) 230. Barrett (Acts, 

vol. 1, 564), however, is not convinced.  

48 So, e.g., F. F. Bruce, The Epistles to the Colossians, to Philemon, and to the Ephesians (NICNT; Grand 

Rapids: Eerdmans, 1984) 181. 

49 An English translation is provided in Black, Apostolic Interpreter, 149–150. 
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4),50 by the Arabic History of the Patriarchs of the Coptic Church of Alexandria 

(published at the end of the eleventh century) written by Mawhub the Alexandrian 

deacon,51 and by the Arabic History of the Fathers, the Patriarchs,52 attributed to the 

thirteenth-century bishop of Fuwwah named Yusab but actually representing a 

seventeenth-century compilation of earlier sources, including Yusab’s work.53  

Mark and Luke could not have belonged to the seventy-two disciples. According 

to Papias, Mark had neither heard nor followed Jesus (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 

3.39.15), and the preface to Luke’s Gospel (1:2) seems to exclude the possibility that 

Luke had been an eyewitness disciple also. According to the Muratorian Canon, neither 

Mark nor Luke had seen Jesus (ll. 6–7). Irenaeus seems to presuppose that Luke was not 

an eyewitness, speaking of him only as “the disciple and follower of the apostles” 

(Haer. 1.23.1, cf. 3.10.1), and making him dependent for his material on the apostles 

(Haer. 3.14.2).  

The placement of Mark and Luke among the seventy-two may, however, have 

arisen as a result of their identification with John/Mark and Lucius, two early Judean 

disciples who may have been associated with this group. Possible indication of this is 

provided by the thirteenth-century Syriac Book of the Bee, which places both “Lucius 

the Cyrenian” and “John called Mark” among the seventy disciples while distinguishing 

them from Mark and Luke.  

These identifications were partially harmonized with Papias in a number of 

ways. Epiphanius identifies the seventy-two disciples with those who were offended and 

“had been dispersed because of the Lord’s saying account of Jesus’ saying, ‘Unless a 

                                                 
50 Bargès, Homélie sur St Marc, 17. 

51 This work has been ascribed to Sawirus ibn al-Muqaffa, or Severus, bishop of Ashmunein, but modern 

scholarship has suggested that the work was compiled and translated under the direction of an eleventh century 

Alexandrian deacon named Mawhub ibn Mansur ibn Mufarrij. See Johannes den Heijer, “Réflexions sur la 

composition de l'Histoire des Patriarches d’Alexandrie: les auteurs des sources coptes,” in Coptic Studies, Acts of the 

Third International Congress of Coptic Studies, ed. W. Godlewski (Warsaw 1990) 107–113; cf. L. I. Conrad, “Ibn 

Mufarrig.” Encyclopedia of Arabic Literature, vol.1, ed. Julie Scott Meisami and Paul Starkey (London and New 

York: Routledge, 1998) 351. But contra, see Thomas C. Oden, African Memory of Mark: Reassessing Early Church 

Tradition (Downers Grove, Ill.: IVP, 2011) 69–70. 

52 Ṣamuʾil al-Suryani and Nabih K. Dawud, eds., Ta’rikh al-abaʾ al-baṭarika li-l-anba Yusab usquf Fuwwa 

(Cairo: 1987) 11. Dr Adel Sidarus, Emeritus Professor of the University of Évora kindly provided me his private 

French translation of the relevant section. 

53 Samuel Moawad, “Yusab of Fuwwa,” CMR 4, 488–489; cf. Mark N. Swanson, The Coptic Papacy in 

Islamic Egypt (641–1517) (Cairo: The American University in Cairo Press, 2010) 67. 
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man eat my flesh and drink my blood, he is not worthy of me’ ” (Pan. 51.6.11; cf. John 

6:51–66);54 this exegetical manoeuvre enabled him to claim that Mark was restored to 

repentance by Peter and Luke by Paul (Pan. 51.6.11; 51.11.6), thus preserving some 

semblance of the Papian tradition of Mark as Peter’s convert and Luke as Paul’s 

follower, while maintaining the view that they had been Judean disciples of Jesus. 

The Book of the Bee mentioned above, also seems to attempted to harmonize the 

traditions. While identifying Lucius and John/Mark as original members of the seventy 

disciples, it makes the separate figures of “Mark the Evangelist” and “Luke the physician” 

later honorary members (along with figures such as Apollos), who replaced previous 

members who had been disqualified on account of heresy (Liber Apis 49). In this way, 

Luke and Mark could be members of the seventy without having been disciples of Jesus. 

 

 

Jerome and Beyond 

 

 

The first extant identification of John/Mark with Mark the Evangelist after Ephrem 

seems to have been made by Jerome, who offers it as his opinion, speaking of Mark, 

“whom I think (puto) is the author of the Gospel” (Comm. Phlm. 24).55 A little later, the 

fifth-century writer Victor of Antioch conflates the two in his Prologue to the Gospel of 

Mark, in which he appends the tradition of Mark in Rome, citing 1 Peter, to an account 

of John/Mark drawn from the New Testament.56  

Besides the Syriac Book of the Bee, mentioned above, the two Marks continued 

to be distinguished by Ps.-Dorotheus, who identifies John/Mark as the bishop of Byblos 

in Phoenicia (not Alexandria).57 The pseudonymous list of the seventy disciples of 

Christ attributed to Hippolytus distinguishes three Marks: the bishops of Alexandria, 

Byblos and Apollonia. It identifies only the bishop of Byblos with John/Mark (Ps.-

                                                 
54 Williams, Panarion, vol. 2, 32. 

55 Translated by the author from PL 26:618. 

56 The Greek text is given by Johannes Weiss, Das älteste Evangelium: ein Beitrag zum Verständnis des 

Markus-Evangeliums und der ältestenevangelischen Überlieferung (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1903) 

404–405. 

57 Ps.-Dorotheus, On the Seventy Disciples, in Schermann, Vitae Fabulosae, 142 (cf. 136). 
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Hippolytus, De LXX Apostolis, 14, 56, 65).58 Theophylact, citing Acts 12:12, states only 

that John/Mark was “perhaps (τάχα)” Mark the Evangelist.59  

 

 

Conclusion 

 

 

John/Mark is portrayed in the New Testament as a wealthy inhabitant of Jerusalem with 

Levitical kin and connections to Cyprus. He is a relatively important figure in the early 

Christian community, whose house functioned as a meeting place for the early 

Jerusalem Christians, and whose travels took him to Syria, Cyprus and Asia Minor. He 

is presented as a relative of Barnabas and an associate of figures such as Paul, Luke and 

Timothy.  

Mark the Evangelist on the other hand is portrayed as a follower of Peter who 

wrote his Gospel in Italy in the reign of Claudius. It is said that he had neither heard nor 

followed the Lord, and that he was reliant for his information upon Peter’s preaching. 

This Mark is also associated with the founding of the churches of Egypt.  

While the identification of John/Mark with Mark appears to have been made 

relatively early, evidence of their conflation exists in the placement of Mark the 

Evangelist among the seventy-two disciples and the resultant attempts at harmonizing 

this with the Papian tradition.   

Establishing the likelihood that these two figures were conflated will be important 

as the study proceeds, as it is the figure of John/Mark, not Mark the Evangelist, who seems 

to be depicted in ways reminiscent of the Beloved Disciple of the Fourth Gospel in 

medieval documents, opening up the possibility that the John/Mark stratum of the Markan 

tradition was originally associated with the figure of John the Evangelist. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
58 Cf. ANF 5.256.  

59 Weiss, Das älteste Evangelium, 405, citing PG 125:684. 
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CHAPTER 10 

THE CONFUSION OF JOHN AND MARK IN ANTIQUITY 

 

 

Theodor Zahn was one of the earliest scholars to draw attention to the apparent 

confusion between John/Mark and John the Evangelist, which he noted with respect to 

ecclesiastical sources concerning the young man who fled naked and the site of the Zion 

church in Jerusalem (see below).1 Francis Pritchett Badham also suggested some 

“confluence of personality” between the two on account of depictions of both as priests 

wearing the priestly plate (Chapter 11).2  

The most extensive work has been carried out by J. Edgar Bruns, who argued for 

some confusion of the two figures in antiquity3 by pointing out  two features found in 

sources: the placement, found in mostly Coptic sources, of John/Mark in narrative 

contexts derived from the Fourth Gospel, sometimes in roles associated with the 

Beloved Disciple (i.e. a Johannine Mark), and the reduplication of Markan traditions 

under the name of John (i.e. a Markan John), found in mostly western sources.4  

Bruns’ work has not garnered a great deal of attention, though his observations 

have persuaded a number of important Johannine scholars, including Kysar, Culpepper 

and Attridge, that John/Mark was probably sometimes confused with John the Apostle.5 

C. Clifton Black has gone so far as to suggest that “some writers of Christian antiquity 

were inclined to identify John Mark with the apostle [i.e. Evangelist] John”.6  

The sources mentioned by Bruns will be discussed in this chapter, as well as 

other sources to which he did not draw attention. The first part of the chapter will 

                                                 
1 Zahn, Introduction, vol. 2, 447 n. 6. 

2 Badham, “The Martyrdom of John,” 544; similarly, Pierson Parker, “John and John Mark,” JBL 79 (1960) 

98 n. 4. 

3 Bruns, “John Mark,” 88–92; idem, “Confusion,” 23–26. 

4 Bruns, “John Mark”; idem, “Confusion,”. 

5 Robert Kysar, The Fourth Evangelist and his Gospel: an Examination of Contemporary Scholarship 

(Minneapolis: Augsburg, 1975) 96; Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee, 78, Harold W. Attridge, “The Restless 

Quest for the Beloved Disciple,” in Early Christian Voices in Texts, Traditions, and Symbols: Essays in Honor of 

François Bovon, ed. David H. Warren, Ann Graham Brock, and David W. Pao (BIS 66; Leiden: Brill, 2003) 71–80; 

here 73 n. 17. 

6 Black, Apostolic Interpreter, 174 n. 29. Black holds that the identification was made with John the son of 

Zebedee who came to be identified with the Fourth Evangelist, whereas this study will argue that the identification 

was rather with the Fourth Evangelist, who came to be identified with the son of Zebedee.  



193 

 

examine documents exhibiting the placement of John/Mark in Johannine narratives, and 

the second will examine documents which exhibit the reduplication of traditions 

pertaining to Mark and John.  

The two features will be accounted for on the basis that John/Mark was 

sometimes identified in early sources with the Beloved Disciple/John the Evangelist. As 

a result, Johannine traditions common to these figures were preserved under the names 

of both Mark (who came to be identified with both John/Mark and Mark the Evangelist) 

and John (who came to be identified with both John the Evangelist and the Apostle 

John).   

 

 

I. Mark in Johannine Narratives 

 

 

The first feature to be discussed is that of the placement of Mark in distinctively 

Johannine narratives, sometimes in a role associated with the Beloved Disciple.   

 

 

The Baptist’s Disciples (John 1) 

 

 

The fifth-century7 Egyptian work, the Witness of Holy John the Precursor and Baptist, 

mentioned by Bruns, claims to have been written by “John Mark his [John the Baptist’s] 

disciple”.8 At the end of a Paris copy of the work, it reads:  

 

I have written this, brother, I, Mark, the first disciple of the holy precursor and 

baptist John. After having following him and having learned from him to believe 

                                                 
7 So Bruns, “Confusion,” 23–24; John J. Gunther, “The Association of Mark and Barnabas 

with Egyptian Christianity (Part I),” EvQ 54 (1982) 233 n. 78. 

8 Bruns, “Confusion,” 24, citing PO 4:526 ff. 
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in Our Lord Jesus Christ who will deliver us from the wrath to come, I then 

attached myself to the holy leader of the Apostles, to Peter9 

 

Bruns notes that this narrative seems to identify Mark as one of the two disciples 

of the Baptist who, according to the Fourth Gospel, followed Jesus after the Baptist 

pointed him out (John 1:35–42), thus placing Mark in the Johannine narrative.10  

This identification of Mark with the unnamed disciple is more clearly indicated 

in the Greek Acts, Miracles, and Passion of Mark, which is preserved in a single 

thirteenth-century codex discovered in a monastery on Mount Athos.11 It relates that 

Mark was a disciple of John the Baptist and that he followed Jesus when he went from 

Jerusalem into Galilee (Acta Marci 5). The reference is unmistakably Johannine, 

referring to Jesus’ departure from Judea to attend the wedding at Cana in Galilee, 

immediately after the unnamed disciple of John 1:35 began following Jesus (John 1:43; 

2:1–2). This work thus seems to connect the traditions found in the Witness of Holy John 

the Precursor and Baptist to the Coptic sources which place John/Mark at the wedding 

of Cana (concerning which, see below). 

Many, including Bruns,12 would identify the unnamed disciple who followed the 

Baptist as the Beloved Disciple, or would at least consider the identification probable.13 

Bruns also notes that “the identification of this disciple with the Evangelist was current 

in Chrysostom’s time” (citing Chrysostom, Hom. John 18.3).14 He concludes that by 

being identified with this disciple, John/Mark was either confused with John or “at least 

assigned a role that traditionally belongs” to him.15  

                                                 
9 Bruns, “Confusion,” 24, citing PO 4:540. The mention of Peter probably reflects a conflation of the Papian 

tradition of Mark as Peter’s interpreter.  

10 Bruns, “Confusion,” 23. 

11 François Halkin, “Actes inédits de saint Marc,” AnBoll 87 (1969) 343. 

12 Bruns, “Confusion,” 23. 

13 E.g., Cullmann, Johannine Circle, 72–73; Brown, John, 73; Carson, John, 154; Morris, John, 136; Brian 

J. Capper, “ ‘With the Oldest Monks . . .’ Light from Essene History on the Career of the Beloved Disciple?” JTS 49 

(1998) 6–8; Beasley-Murray, John, 26; Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 127; Daniel F. Stramara, “The Chiastic Key to the 

Identity of the Beloved Disciple,” SVTQ 53 (2009) 5–27. 

14 Bruns, “Confusion,” 23 n. 7, citing Chrysostom, Hom. John 18.3. Chrysostom specifically refers to some 

who identified the unnamed disciple with the “author” of John’s Gospel.  

15 Bruns, “Confusion,” 24. He speaks here of the possibility of John the son of Zebedee being confused with 

Mark, but in light of the evidence he clearly intends by this the Evangelist.  
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The Wedding at Cana (John 2) 

 

 

A number of Coptic church historians associate Mark with the narrative of the wedding 

of Cana. He is thus identified as one of the servants who poured out the water which was 

changed to wine at the wedding by the eleventh-century Egyptian historian Mawhub 

(HP 1.1 cf. John 2:1–11),16 by Severus of Nastrawa (ninth century)17 and by Ps.-Yusab 

(seventeenth century).18  

The Coptic priest Ibn Kabar (thirteenth-century) in his Arabic work entitled The 

Lamp of Darkness19 identifies Mark as one of the followers at the wedding “who drank 

from the water that was transformed to wine”,20 though he does not identify him as one 

of the servants. He further identifies Simon the Canaanite as the “bridegroom of the 

wedding”.21 A similar legend is found in a Greek work entitled The Names of the Twelve 

Apostles and their Parents, in which a certain Simon is called “the noble inviter 

(ἀριστοκλήτωρ) of the Lord to the wedding”.22 This work probably originated no earlier 

than the eighth or ninth century and contains other affinities with Ps.-Cyril of Jerusalem, 

Ps.-Chrysostom, and Ibn Kabar.23 This tradition will be discussed again below, in 

connection with the site of the Last Supper. 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
16 Cf. Bruns, “Confusion,” 23. Bruns, however, refers to Mawhub as “Severus,” reflecting the traditional 

attribution of the work. 

17 Bargès, Homélie sur St Marc, 78. 

18 Al-Suryani and Dawud, eds., Tarikh, 11. 

19 A complete scholarly edition of this work does not exist. Most of section 4 was translated into German, 

however, by George Graf in Felix Haase, ed., Apostel und Evangelisten in den orientalischen Uberlieferungen (NTA 

9; Münster: Aschendorff, 1922) 295–300. 

20 Ibn Kabar, The Lamp that Lit the Darkness, trans. William A. Hanna (St Louis: 2000) 77. Hanna has been 

followed where sections of Ibn Kabar was not translated by Graf. Cf. Broek, Pseudo-Cyril, 15 n. 22.  

21 See the German translation of Graf, Apostel und Evangelisten, 299. 

22 The Greek text is cited and translated in Broek, Pseudo-Cyril, 30. 

23 Broek, Pseudo-Cyril, 14–15. 
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The Healing at the Pool of Bethesda (John 5) 

 

 

As noted by Bruns, the probably sixth-century24 Encomium of Barnabas by the Cypriot 

writer Alexander the Monk depicts Barnabas bringing Jesus to the home of Mary, the 

mother of John/Mark, at the time of the healing of the man at the pool of Bethesda (cf. 

John 5:1–9)25 (cf. Encomium 192–195).26 Alexander goes on to relate that Jesus 

subsequently lodged at that house when visiting the city (Encomium 217–219).27 Bruns 

concludes that in Alexander’s account, “the house of John Mark becomes the 

background of the fourth gospel’s narrative of the Jerusalem ministry.”28 There is a 

related tradition in the Acts, Miracles, and Passion of Mark, according to which Mary 

invited Jesus to go to her house when she saw the crowds gathering to him in the 

vicinity of Jerusalem (§ 4). 

According to the Fourth Gospel, Jesus stayed in Bethany beyond the Jordan prior 

to the healing at the pool of Bethesda (John 1:28, 38–39) and did not return again to this 

region until towards the end of his ministry, following the winter feast prior to his 

crucifixion (John 10:40). This tradition thus fills in the gaps found in the Johannine 

narrative concerning where Jesus lodged between his recorded stays in Bethesda. 

 

 

The Passover (cf. John 13) 

 

 

Alexander the Monk relates that Jesus also ate the final Passover (not called such in 

John’s Gospel) at the house of Mary, the mother of John/Mark (Encomium 229–230). 

The Coptic homily of Ps.-Cyril, On the Life and the Passion of Christ, probably written 

in the first half of the ninth century,29 agrees with Alexander in locating the site of the 

                                                 
24 Peter van Deun, ed., Hagiographica Cypria (CCSG 26; Turnhout and Leuven, 1993) 21.  

25 Bruns, “John Mark,” 91. 

26 The Greek text of Deun, Hagiographica Cypria, 83–122, has been followed, and so hereafter. 

27 Cf. Bruns, “John Mark,” 91.  

28 Bruns, “John Mark,” 91. 

29 Broek, Pseudo-Cyril, 70. 
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Last Supper at John/Mark’s house.30 The Greek Acts, Miracles, and Passion of Mark 

goes further, making Mark the one who heard the words, evidently based on Matt 26:18, 

“Christ who sent us is keeping the Passover (ποιεῖ τὸ πάσχα)31 at your place (πρὸς σέ)”32 

(§ 6). This suggests that John/Mark was identified as “the master of the house” (ὁ 

οἰκοδεσπότης) whom the disciples addressed (Mark 14:14; cf. Matt 26:18). As with the 

unnamed disciple of the Baptist who later followed Jesus, so also the host at the Last 

Supper is sometimes identified as the Beloved Disciple within scholarship, based on the 

position he occupied in the seating arrangement at the table (cf. John 13:23),33 though 

many identify Jesus as the host.34  

 

 

The Servant with the Jar of Water 

 

 

Mawhub (HP 1.1),35 Severus of Nastrawa36 and Ps. Yusab37 make Mark the servant who 

was carrying the jar of water at the time of the Last Supper (Mark 14:13; Luke 22:10); 

these writers also identify the house in which the meal was eaten as that of Simon the 

Cyrenian. The house was similarly identified as that of Simon the Leper in the Syriac 

Didascalia Apostolorum (Didasc. 21), written in the first half of the third century.38 

Alexander the Monk (Encomium 220–225) and the Acts, Miracles, and Passion of Mark 

                                                 
30 Broek, Pseudo-Cyril, 9. 

31 ποιεῖ τὸ πάσχα is idiomatic, meaning “to keep the Passover”; John Nolland cites Heb. 11:28 as another 

example of this usage (The Gospel of Matthew: A Commentary on the Greek Text [NIGTC; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 

2005] 1063).  

32 For a brief discussion of this rendering of Πρὸς σέ, see Nolland, The Gospel of Matthew, 1063. 

33 Lewis Johnson, “Who was the Beloved Disciple?” ExpT 77 (1966) 157–158; D. E. H. Whiteley, “Was 

John Written by a Sadducee?” ANWR 2.25.3 (Berlin: de Gruyter, 1985) 2481–2505; J. K. Thornecroft, “The Redactor 

and the ‘Beloved’ in John,” ExpT 98 (1986–1987) 135–139; Capper, “ ‘With the Oldest Monks . . .’ ” 5, 13–15; 

Bauckham, Testimony, 15; Ben Witherington III, “What’s in a Name? Rethinking the Historical Figure of the Beloved 

Disciple in the Fourth Gospel,” in John, Jesus, and History, vol. 2, Aspects of Historicity in the Fourth Gospel, 

ed.  Paul N. Anderson, Felix Just, Tom Thatcher (Atlanta: SBL, 2009) 208. 

34 See, e.g., Beasley-Murray, John, 237–238; Ratzinger, Jesus of Nazareth, 66; Köstenberger, A Theology, 

77. This is disputed by Capper, “ ‘With the Oldest Monks . . .’ ” 14. 

35 Evetts, History, 139. 

36 Bargès, Homélie sur St Marc, 78. 

37 Al-Suryani and Dawud, eds., Tarikh, 11. 

38 See Broek, Pseudo-Cyril, 39. 
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(§ 6) also identify Mark as the servant carrying the jar of water, though they identity the 

house as Mark’s and do not mention Simon.  

Mark as a servant, the jar of water and a host named Simon are mentioned with 

respect to both the wedding at Cana and the Last Supper, and it is likely that there has 

been some conflation of material. A number of indications suggest that these motifs 

originally belonged within the context of the Cana traditions and were later mistakenly 

transferred to a Last Supper. Thus, the identification of Simon as the host of the Last 

Supper competes with the alternative view that John/Mark hosted it. The tradition of 

John/Mark as the servant conflicts with that of John/Mark as the host and with the notice 

that he had inherited great wealth from his forefathers, found in the Acts, Miracles, and 

Passion of Mark (§ 3; cf. see below). Furthermore, this servant is described as bringing 

forth (ἐπιφερόμενος) the jar of water (§ 6), but there is no verb corresponding to 

ἐπιφέρω in the Synoptic accounts of the servant carrying the water, whereas in the 

Johannine Cana narrative the servants are commanded to draw the water and “carry it to 

the chief steward” (φέρετε τῷ ἀρχιτρικλίνῳ) (John 2:8).  

It is therefore likely that John/Mark was first identified as one of the servants 

who drew water at the wedding of Cana (possibly this is related to the designation of 

John/Mark as a “young man”, discussed below, where the word νεανίσκος can also carry 

the meaning of servant, as can the Aramaic עולימא), and that this has somehow led to his 

identification with the servant carrying the jar of water and a consequent recasting of 

some of the associated motifs.   

 

 

The Disciple at the Cross (John 19) 

 

 

In Coptic tradition, Mark is spoken of as a witness of Christ’s crucifixion. Thus, in the 

Acts of Peter, written by Peter, bishop of Alexandria, possibly in the early fourth 

century, Peter speaks of Mark as follows: “you evangelist of the only-begotten Saviour, 

you witness of his suffering.”39 Likewise, a manuscript of Severus of Nastrawa’s Homily 

on Mark which was not used for Bargès’ edition refers to Mark as “the martyr and the 

                                                 
39 Translated from the Latin translation in PG 18:461; cf. Gunther, “The Association of Mark 

and Barnabas,” 233 n. 78. 
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witness of the suffering of Christ.”40 Indeed, Mark is still referred to as “the witness to 

the passion” in a Coptic Doxology.41 In the Fourth Gospel, it is the Beloved Disciple 

who stands by Jesus at the cross (John 19:25–27), thus showing that once again, Mark is 

assigned a role otherwise associated with the Beloved Disciple.  

 

 

Thomas’ Doubting (John 20) 

 

 

In another example of John/Mark’s house functioning as the background for the 

Johannine story, Alexander the Monk identified Mark’s house as the place where 

Thomas doubted Jesus’ post-resurrection appearances (cf. John 20:19–27) (Encomium 

230–231). Severus of Nastaruwa42 and Mawhub (HP 1.1)43 likewise records that the 

apostles stayed in his house between the resurrection and Pentecost, noting that this was 

the house into which Jesus entered when the “doors were shut” (cf. John 20:19). 

 

 

The Evangelical Doctrine of the Divinity (cf. John 21) 

 

 

Lastly, the Acts, Miracles, and Passion of Mark introduces Mark as “the great herald 

(μέγιστος κήρυξ)”—presumably in an exceptional way—“of the evangelical teaching 

concerning the divinity44 (τῆς εὐαγγελικῆς θεολογίας)” (§ 2). This seems ill-fitting for 

the author of Mark’s Gospel, but would describe the author of the Fourth Gospel. 

Indeed, Eusebius described John’s Gospel as beginning with “the doctrine of the divinity 

(τῆς θεολογίας)” (Hist. eccl. 3.24.13).  

                                                 
40 Youhanna Nessim Youssef, “The homily of Severus of Nastrāwa on saint Mark,” BSAC 49 (2010) 147. 

41 The Holy Psalmody (Lynnwood, Wash.: Saint Mary’s Coptic Orthodox Church, 1997) 109. 

42 Bargès, Homélie sur St Marc, 78–79. 

43 Evetts, History, 139–140. 

44 The noun θεολογία generally refers to teaching about the divinity (cf. PGL 627). See, e.g., Eusebius (Hist. 

eccl. 1.1.8), Athanasius (Contra Arianos, 1.18), Gregory Nazianzus (Orat. 38.8) and John of Damascus (Exp. Fid. 

1.4). 
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The attribution of a Johannine-type Gospel to Mark again seems to give to Mark 

a role associated with the Beloved Disciple, who is identified in the narrative as the 

author of the Fourth Gospel (John 21:24). Mark’s association with the Johannine 

narrative may therefore have commenced with the first chapter of the Fourth Gospel and 

concluded with the epilogue. 

 

 

II. Reduplicated Traditions 

 

 

The second feature to which Bruns drew attention is that of the reduplicated traditions, 

or traditions shared by both Mark and John. 

 

 

A Levite, the Son of Aristobulus 

 

 

According to the Greek Acts, Miracles, and Passion of Mark, Mark was descended from 

the Levitical tribe and had his residence in Jerusalem (§ 2). Mawhub, while not 

mentioning his Levitical descent, nevertheless makes Mark the son of a certain 

Aristobulus, the brother of Barnabas (a Levite; cf. Acts 4:36) and cousin of Peter’s wife 

(HP 1.1).45 Similarly, Ps.-Yusab’s History of the Fathers, the Patriarchs (seventeenth 

century) claims that Barnabas was the brother of Mark’s father,46 whose name is not 

given. Aristobulus and Peter’s wife are mentioned, however, as Mark’s relatives.47 The 

name of Aristobulus is also given by the eighteenth-century Cypriot Archbishop 

Kyprianos, who makes Mary, Mark’s mother, the daughter of Aristobulus.48  

In Severus, bishop of Nastrawa (ninth century), however, Mark is directly 

descended from an Egyptian named Agathon, and no mention is made of Barnabas.49 

Possibly this represents a tradition originally associated with Mark of Alexandria.  

                                                 
45 Evetts, History, 135; cf. Bruns, “Confusion,” 23.  

46 Al-Suryani and Dawud, eds., Tarikh, 11. 

47 Al-Suryani and Dawud, eds., Tarikh, 11. 

48 John Hackett, A History of the Orthodox Church of Cyprus (London: Methuen, 1901) 397. 

49 Bargès, Homélie sur St Marc, 14–22, 30. 
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The name of Mark’s mother, as given by Severus, was Hannah,50 and Bargès, 

who holds (as here) that Mark the Evangelist and John/Mark came to be conflated, 

suggests that the name originally belonged to the Evangelist’s mother.51 However, 

Hannah is said to have been of Levitical descent,52 suggesting an association with 

John/Mark instead.53 Severus in any event creates a contrived explanation for why 

Mark’s mother is also called Mary: John (i.e. John/Mark) and his mother Hannah are 

baptized by John the Evangelist at the request of Mary the mother of Jesus, and the two 

are subsequently renamed Mark and Mary.54 

Reduplication of the tradition is seen in the identification of the Apostle John’s 

father as Aristobulus in the writings of two or three learned Spanish ecclesiastical 

leaders in the seventh and ninth centuries:55 Julian Peter (642–690), Archdeacon of 

Toledo, Heleca, bishop of Saragossa (fl. 890) and possibly Braulio of Saragossa (590–

651).56 However, Heleca seem to have conflated this Aristobulus with a missionary to 

Britain of the same name57 spoken of in a number of sources.58 The Greek Synaxarium 

Constantinopolitanum, a collection of hagiographies, also identifies Zebedee with 

Aristobulus, on the authority of Sophronius of Jerusalem (seventh century).59  

The fact that the Johannine form of the tradition has maintained Aristobulus’ 

kinship with Barnabas favours the supposition that the tradition originally pertained to 

John/Mark (the cousin of Barnabas) and was later assimilated to the Apostle John.  

Also suggestive that Aristobulus, the Levitical Jerusalemite, was first associated 

with John/Mark and not with either Mark the Evangelist or John the Apostle is that these 

                                                 
50 Bargès, Homélie sur St. Marc, 23–24. 

51 So Bargès, Homélie sur St. Marc, 24 n.1.  

52 Cf. Bargès, Homélie sur St Marc, 10, 14. 

53 If John/Mark was identified as the Beloved Disciple, Mary might have been the name of his adoptive 

mother, the mother of Jesus (cf. John 19:26–27), not his birth mother. 

54 Bargès, Homélie sur St Marc, 23–24. 

55 Bruns, “Confusion,” 24–25; Bruns mentions three clerics, but Jean Bolland (Acta Sanctorum Martii, vol. 

2, XV Martiis [Paris and Rome: Victorem Palme, 1865] 369) notes that the quotation attributed to Braulio by Bivarius 

was handed down under the name of Heleca. It is thus attributed to Heleca by James Ussher (The Whole Works of the 

Most Rev. James Ussher, D.D., ed. Charles Richard Elrington, vol. 5 [Dublin: Hodges, Smith, and Co., 1864] 21. 

56 Bolland, Acta Sanctorum Martii, vol. 2, 369; cf. Bruns, “Confusion,” 24.  

57 Ussher, Works, vol. 5, 21. 

58 See, Ussher, Works, vol. 5, 20–21. The Aristobulus known as the bishop of Britain may have instead been 

a missionary to Britonia (modern Mondonedo), in Spain; see ODC 103. 

59 Bruns, “Confusion,” 24–25. 
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latter two have their own named fathers, Agathon the Egyptian and Zebedee the 

Galilean fisherman respectively. Furthermore, the fifth-century Acts of John by 

Prochorus depicts Zebedee as a priest serving in Jerusalem before settling in 

Capernaum,60 which likely represents a conflation of the two figures. 

 

 

A Jerusalemite of Noble Birth 

 

 

The Acts, Miracles, and Passion of Mark relates that Mark “was allotted great wealth 

from his ancestors” (§ 3),61 and the Egyptian Severus of Nastrawa similarly refers to 

Mark’s Levitical decent and noble birth.62 This is consistent with what is known from 

Acts concerning John/Mark (see Chapter 9).  

However, as discussed in Chapter 2, Jerome claimed that John was known to the 

high priest (John 18:15) “on account of the nobility (nobilitatem) of his birth” (Epist. 

127.5).63 This depiction of John the Evangelist, while hardly describing the Synoptic 

John, is consistent with the descriptions of the John who was also called Mark, as given 

in other sources. 

 

 

The Servant with the Jar of Water 

 

 

As noted above, a number of sources identify Mark as the servant who carried the jar of 

water at the time of the Last Supper (Mark 14:13; Luke 22:10). The apparent 

reduplication of this tradition within a Johannine context is seen in the Life of the Virgin 

                                                 
60 Culpepper John, the Son of Zebedee, 23 n. 4. 

61 My appreciation to Dr. Mark A. House for forwarding me his unpublished translation of the Acts, 

Miracles, and Passion of Mark used here and afterwards unless otherwise stated. The Greek text can be found in 

Halkin, “Actes,” 343–371. 

62 Bargès, Homélie sur St Marc, 30. 

63 Translated from the Latin text in I. Hilberg, ed., Sancti Eusebii Hieronymi Epistulae (CSEL 56; Vienna: 

1918) 149–150. The standard translation in NPNF 2.6:255 does not make explicit, as the Latin does, the connection 

between John’s his noble birth and his not fearing the plots of the Jews.  
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(c. 1015) by Epiphanius the Monk, of Constantinople, which identifies the servant with 

the jar of water as the Apostle John (Vit. Virg. 20).64 This is unlikely to have arisen 

exegetically, since John, along with Peter, was sent to follow the servant carrying the 

water back to the house in which the Supper was to be held (Luke 22:8–12); it can be 

explained, however, on the supposition that it is a vestige of an earlier identification of 

the Beloved Disciple with John/Mark, who was sometimes identified with the servant. 

 

 

The Young Man Who Fled Naked 

 

 

Mark’s Gospel describes how, after the Last Supper, Jesus resorted to the Garden of 

Gethsemane with his disciples. A group of soldiers later arrive and arrest Jesus; 

meanwhile, a “certain young man” followed Jesus for an unspecified time, as did Peter, 

while the others “all forsook him, and fled” (Mark 14:50–51, 54). At some point, 

officers attempt to apprehend this anonymous figure, but he flees, leaving his garment in 

their hands (Mark 14:51).  

The identity of the young man is not given. Victor of Antioch (c. 425), according 

to a catena, claimed that the young man was, “perhaps from that house in which they ate 

the Passover, and not a guest (ξένον).”65  An Arabic marginal note in a Coptic 

manuscript dated to 1208 reports that the young man was identified variously as James 

the son of Joseph and Mark the Evangelist (who was identified with John/Mark).66 A 

Greek catena of an unknown date,67 which was preserved in the medieval manuscript 

Tolosanus, similarly states that while some hold that James the Just was the young man, 

others say, “it was the evangelist who was present, and for this reason he purposefully 

                                                 
64 PG 120:209. 

65 Translated by the author from the Greek text in Pierre Poussines (Petrus Possinus), ed., Catena 

Graecorum Patrum in Evangelium Secundum Marcum (Rome, 1673) 328; cf. Zahn, Introduction, vol. 2, 447 n. 6. The 

same view is found in Theophylact (Enarrat. Mark 14, in PG 123:657). Possibly this is related to the identification of 

the servant with the jar of water as John/Mark. 

66 Rupert Allen, “Mark 14, 51–52 and Coptic Hagiography,” Bib 89 (2008) 267.  

67 This seems to have contained the twelfth-century history of Nikephorus Bryennios, but the manuscript is 

now lost. See Leonora Neville, Heroes and Romans in Twelfth-Century Byzantium: The Material for History of 

Nikephorus Bryennios (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2012) 7–8. 
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passed over the name in silence.”68 The identification with James probably originates 

with Epiphanius, who identified the youth with James the Just, the brother of Jesus (Pan. 

78.13.3; see Chapter 11).69 

Among Latin writers, the young man is usually identified as John the Evangelist. 

Ambrose in the fourth century thus speaks of the John who left his father’s nets as the 

“young man, wrapped about with a linen garment, who was following the Lord at the 

time of his suffering” (Enarrat. Ps. 36, 53).70 Peter Chrysologus (c. 406–450), bishop of 

Ravenna, speaks of “Peter who had denied, Thomas who had doubted, John who had 

fled” (Sermo, 78; cf. 150, 170).71 Gregory the Great likewise identified this person with 

John, stating that he returned to Jesus at the crucifixion (Mor. 14.57),72 a tradition which 

Bede also accepts (In Marci Evang. Exp. 14).73  

The identification with John is not one that could have been derived exegetically 

from the text of Mark’s Gospel.74 Possibly it resulted from an identification of the young 

man with the “other disciple” (i.e. the Beloved Disciple) in John’s account, who 

followed Jesus to the courtyard of the high priest (John 18:15). This identification is 

found in Bede (In Marci Evang. Exp. 14), who seeks to reconcile the accounts by having 

the young man flee shortly after Jesus’ arrest and before he gained entrance to Caiaphas’ 

palace (In Marci Evang. Exp. 14).75  

Epiphanius’ identification of James with the young man will be examined in 

Chapter 11. The traditions associated with the other two figures, John/Mark and John the 

Evangelist, may be further examples of the pattern of reduplication discussed in this 

chapter, raising the possibility that the identification of the young man with John arose 

                                                 
68 Greek text in Poussines, Catena, 328; cf. Weiss, Das älteste Evangelium, 406. 

69 Theophylact (PG 123:657) and Euthymius (PG 129:693) also mention this view, probably based on 

Epiphanius (cf. Zahn, Introduction, vol. 2, 447 n. 6). 

70 PL 14:1040.  

71 PL 52:421; cf. 600, 645. Cf. Zahn, Introduction, vol. 2, 446 n.6; Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee, 

170. 

72 Anonymous, Morals on the Book of Job by S. Gregory the Great, the First Pope of that Name, 

Translated, with Notes and Indices, vol. 2 (Oxford: John Henry Parker, 1845) 154. 

73 PL 92:279. 

74 So Zahn, Introduction, vol. 2, 447 n. 6. 

75 PL 92:279. 
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as a result of his prior identification with John/Mark, who was associated with the house 

in which the Last Supper was held.76 

 

 

The Virgin 

 

 

Severus of Nastrawa speaks of Mark as the “virgin, holy Mark, apostle and 

evangelist”.77 There is wider attested tradition that John was a virgin. Tertullian, one of 

the earliest writers to speak of John’s virginity, describes him as, “John, a certain eunuch 

(spado) of Christ” (De. mon. 17).78 John’s virginity is also noted in the Acts of John (§ 

113). The Coptic Harris fragments similarly record that John had been an example of 

virginity79 and Ephrem the Syrian in his Hymns on Virginity speaks of John as “the 

virgin young man” (ܛܠܝܐ ܒܬܘܐܠ) (Virg. 15.4).80 According to Methodius of Patra, the 

fourth-century martyr, John was said to have given his body to “purity” (ἀγνεία) (De 

res. 1.59.6).81  

Jerome gives the Evangelist’s virginity as the reason he was the most beloved of 

Jesus and leaned upon his bosom at the Supper (Jov. 1.26).82 Epiphanius claims that 

Jesus entrusted his mother to John, and not to any other apostle, for the same reason 

(Pan. 78.10.10). The same tradition is also found in Ps.-Isidore of Seville (De ortu et 

obitu patrum),83 writing in perhaps the mid eighth century.84  

The Latin (Monarchian) prologue to John, usually dated to the fourth or fifth 

century, states that John was both beloved above the others and entrusted with Mary on 

                                                 
76 This was already suggested by Zahn, Introduction, vol. 2, 447 n. 6. 

77 Bargès, Homélie sur St Marc, 3 ; cf. 57.  

78 Translated from the Latin text in P. Borleffs, ed. Quinti Septimi Florentis Tertulliani Opera Pars IV 

(CSEL 76; Vienna: Tempsky, 1957) 76. 

79 See Weidmann, Polycarp and John, 43, for the reconstruction. 

80 Translated from the Latin text in CSCO 224.52; cf. Eric Junod, “La virginité de l’apôtre Jean: recherché 

sur les origines scripturaires et patristique de cette tradition,” CBP 1 (Strasbourg, 1987) 119. 

81 Cited by Junod, “La virginité,” 116. 

82 PL 23:258. 

83 PL 83:1288; cf. Volfing, John the Evangelist, 39–40. 

84 So, R. E. McNally, “Christus in the Pseudo-Isidorean ‘Liber de ortu et obitu patriarchum,’ ” Trad 21 

(1965) 168.  
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account of his virginity,85 while the pious monk and cardinal Peter Damian (c. 1007–

1072) makes John’s virginity the reason why he did not undergo martyrdom, “but 

passed on gently and quietly, as though in his sleep” (De perfectione monachorum 7).86  

At some point, John’s virginity was also given as the reason for the epithet of 

“son of thunder”, which belonged to both the Zebedee brothers (Mark 3:17). 

Consequently, the virginity motif came to be applied to John’s brother James also, as 

found in Proclus of Constantinople (d. 446), who stated that the virginity of the two sons 

of Zebedee made them worthy of the appellation (Hom. 4.5).87 Epiphanius also identifies 

both John and James as celibates (Pan. 58.4.6). The Latin writer known as 

Ambrosiaster, who wrote between 366 and 384, perhaps represents an earlier tradition 

when he maintained that all the apostles were married except John and Paul.88 

 

 

The Skilled Exegete 

 

 

The Acts, Miracles, and Passion of Mark portrays Mark as a skilled interpreter of the 

scriptures who was widely renowned: 

 

Consulting (ἐντυγχάνων) the prophetic books and devoting himself to their 

reading, and initiated (μυούμενος) with respect to the hidden and hard-to-

understand exposition of the God-inspired predictions by divine illumination, he 

harmoniously explained the interpretations of those elevated divine discourses 

(θεηγορέων) with very great beauty and virtue, making them evident to 

everyone. From this, therefore, and also from his virtuous way of life, the people 

would call him the “speaker of mysteries” (μυστόλεκτην) and “religious herald” 

(ἱεροκήρυκα), as those reaping great benefit from his teaching (Acta Marci 2).89 

 

                                                 
85 See Aland, Synopsis, 555. 

86 Cited and translated by Volfing, John the Evangelist, 54. 

87 PG 65:729. 

88 PL 17:320. 

89 Author’s translation. 
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Mark is later referred to in the same work as θεορρήµων (“divinely speaking”) (§ 

9), which Soliman approximates to θεολόγος,90 the title given to John by many patristic 

writers91 and found in the inscriptio of the majority of the cursive manuscripts of 

Revelation.92 Soliman obviously feels the description’s lack of aptness for Mark the 

Evangelist, for he goes on to concede: “Mark was far from being a theologian in the 

same meaning and level of John the Evangelist”.93   

 

 

The Zion Church 

 

 

The Zion Church (the Cenacle), located on Zion Hill in Jerusalem, was variously 

identified as the site both of the house of Mark and of John. The earliest extant 

identification of the church as the site of Mark’s house is made by the pilgrim 

Theodosius (c. 500) (de Situ Terrae Sanctae 43).94 Alexander the Monk likewise locates 

Mark’s house on the site of the Zion church, referring to it as the house in which Jesus 

appeared to the disciples and Thomas (cf. John 20:19–26) and in which the Spirit was 

given on the day of Pentecost (Encomium 230–237; cf. Acts 2:1–13).  

However, the pilgrim Egeria, who visited Palestine and Egypt in the period 381–

384, does not state anything concerning the identity of the house’s owner, though she 

does record that the Zion church was the site of the house where the apostles were 

gathered, “when the doors were shut” (Egeria’s Travels 39.5; cf. John 20:19), that is, as 

the place where Jesus appeared to the disciples and later to Thomas. 

Archaeological work was carried out in the vicinity of the Cenacle, in Jerusalem’s 

Upper City, by Magen Broshi in 1971. He found houses decorated with mosaics and 

                                                 
90 Sameh Farouk Soliman, “Two Epithets of Mark the Evangelist: Coptic ⲑⲉⲱⲣⲓⲙⲟⲥ and Byzantine Greek 

θεόπτης,” GRBS 54 (2014) 499–500. 

91 See, PGL 728.   

92 Charles, Revelation, vol.1, xlvi n. 1. 

93 Soliman, “Two Epithets,” 501. 

94 Translated from the Latin text in Johann Gildermeister, Theodosius de situ Terrae Sanctae im ächten Text 

und der Brevarius de Hierosolyma vervollstäandigt (Bonn: Adolph Marcus, 1882) 20. 
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frescos depicting images of birds, trees, wreaths and buildings,95 and noted that these 

excavations “leave no doubt that this quarter was occupied by the more affluent residents 

of Jerusalem”.96 This may have been where the priestly aristocracy of the city resided.97 

Indeed, Taylor disputes the Zion site’s authenticity on the basis that the early Christians 

would not have been based in such an affluent part of the city.98 It is, on the contrary, in 

agreement with the descriptions of John/Mark’s house in Acts (see Chapter 9) and with 

the aristocratic portrayal of him found in the Acts, Miracles, and Passion of Mark (§ 3). 

The Zion church was identified as the location of the Apostle John’s house by 

the eighth-century writer Hippolytus of Thebes (Chron. 4). His account otherwise 

largely follows the familiar notices found in older sources, such as the Encomium of 

Barnabas, with the exception that the name of “John” is found instead that of “Mark”. 

Thus, he explains that it was here where the apostles took refuge on account of their fear 

of the Jews and where the Lord appeared to the disciples after his resurrection, “when 

the doors were shut”, and where he later appeared to Thomas (Chron. 4). He also makes 

this the house where the Passover meal was prepared (Chron. 4) and where the apostles 

ordained James the Lord’s brother as the first bishop of Jerusalem (Chron. 4).  

Hippolytus then accounts for how John came to acquire the property: Zebedee, 

he says, was one of the leading men of Galilee; following his death, John sold his 

inheritance and used it to buy the house at Zion; in this way, it continues, John became 

known to the high priest (Chron. 5). The account notes that John received the God-

bearer (i.e. Mary) at his house in Zion until her taking away (Chron. 5). It then again 

mentions James, the Lord’s brother, and his ordination, and provides some additional 

details concerning the relatives of the Lord (Chron. 5). Possibly his material derives 

from Hegesippus, who is known to have related traditions concerning both the episcopal 

succession at Jerusalem and Jesus’ relatives (e.g., Hist. eccl. 3.11.1–12.1).    

John’s association with the Cenacle did not end the association of Mark with the 

Zion traditions. Instead, another site, St. Mark’s Monastery in the northern section of 

                                                 
95 Joan Taylor, Christians and the Holy Places: The Myth of Jewish-Christian Origins (Oxford: Oxford 

University Press, 1993) 208. 

96 M. Broshi, “Excavations on Mount Zion, 1971–72. Preliminary Report,” IEJ 26 (1976) 86, cited by 

Murphy-O’Connor, “The Cenacle,” 319. 

97 Taylor, Christians and the Holy Places, 208; Lee I. Levine, Jerusalem: Portrait of the City in the Second 

Temple Period (538 B.C.E.–70 C.E.) (Philadelphia: The Jewish Publication Society, 2002) 326–329. 

98 Taylor, Christians and the Holy Places, 208, 219. 
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Zion, came to be identified as the Zion church and the house of Mark, as it still is today 

within the Coptic and Syrian Orthodox Churches.99 Both St. Mark’s and the Cenacle 

identify themselves as the same Zion church of earlier sources; both thus claim to be the 

site where the Passover was kept and where Jesus appeared, “when the doors were 

shut”.100 Similarly, a Syriac inscription at St. Mark’s likewise claims that the building is 

the site of the church of Zion that was erected in 73 C.E. “in the name of the Mother of 

God”, though the inscription was likely not made until the 1470s, after the purchase of 

the building from the Copts by the Jacobites.101  

Possibly the identification of the Zion Church as the location of the death of 

Mary, Jesus’ mother, drew the name of the Apostle John into the traditions. The 

association of Mary’s death with Zion is already found in the Ethiopic Liber Requiei, 

which contains a narrative that dates to the fourth century at the latest.102 In this work, 

an angel reveals to Mary that the death of her body was approaching and commands her 

to go from where she is, in the midst of Jerusalem, to the Mount of Olives, in order to 

hear the angel’s name (Liber Requiei 1–2).103 Mary is thus assumed to be living in 

Jerusalem at the time.104 Mary’s death is later said to have taken place at her home in 

Jerusalem (Liber Requiei 51, 66, 70), and Shoemaker thinks that the directions given for 

Mary’s funeral procession seem to locate her death in the vicinity of Zion.105 He also 

notes that similar narratives survive from the late fifth and early sixth centuries.106  

Elsewhere Shoemaker mentions a Georgian fragment, possibly from the sixth 

century, which locates her death at Zion.107 Her death is also associated with the Zion 

                                                 
99 Pope Shenouda III, The Beholder of God: Mark the Evangelist, Saint and Martyr, trans. Samir F. Mikhail 

and Maged S. Mikhail from the 4th ed. (Santa Monica: 1995) 119–120. 

100 Cf. Shenouda III, The Beholder of God: Mark, 119–120. 

101 Denys Pringle, The Churches of the Crusader Kingdom of Jerusalem: A Corpus, vol. 3, The City of 

Jerusalem (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2010) 322. 

102 Shoemaker, The Ancient Traditions, 46. 

103 The English translation of these sections of the work can be found in Stephen J. Shoemaker, The Ancient 

Traditions of the Virgin Mary’s Dormition and Assumption (Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2006) 290–291. 

104 Cf. Mary Clayton, The Apocryphal Gospels of Mary in Anglo-Saxon England (Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press, 1998) 40 (discussing the parallel Syriac Obsequies). 

105 Shoemaker, The Ancient Traditions 128 n. 129. 

106 Shoemaker, The Ancient Traditions, 128. 

107 Shoemaker, The Ancient Traditions, 67. However, Shoemaker dates this fragment to no earlier than the 

late sixth century on the very basis that it states that Mary died at Zion, which he holds to have been a later tradition, 

despite his acknowledgement that the Liber Requiei dates to the fourth century or earlier. 
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church in later sources, including Modestus, bishop of Jerusalem (632–634) 

(Encomium in dorm. Virg. 3),108 John of Damascus (c. 700)109 and Bernard the Monk (c. 

870).110  

The Zion church was also identified as the site of the Last Supper, beginning 

with Hesychius of Jerusalem (d. after 451),111 though the tradition is perhaps 

presupposed already by Origen, who writes that after the disciples had taken the bread 

and the cup at the feast, Christ taught them to sing a hymn and “to go across from a 

height to a height (de alto transire ad altum), because the faithful one is never able to do 

anything in the valley; therefore, they went up to the Mount of Olives” (Comm. Matt. 

86).112 Finegan thinks the mention of the mount on which the disciples sang after the 

Last Supper is an “unmistakable” reference to Mount Zion.113 Epiphanius may also be 

interacting with the same tradition when he relates, “Jesus went out to the mountain 

(ἐξῆλθεν εἰς τὸ ὄρος)” to eat the Passover (Pan. 51.27.2).114 

Epiphanius identified the Zion church with the upper room (ὑπερῷον) in which 

the disciples were said to have stayed following the ascension (cf. Acts 1:12–13). He thus 

records that when Hadrian visited Jerusalem (c. 130 C.E.), he found the city in ruins,  

 

except for a few houses, and the little church of God on the spot where the 

disciples went to the upper room on their return from the Mount of Olives after 

the Ascension of the Redeemer. It was built there, namely on Zion, which 

escaped the destruction, and the houses around Zion and seven synagogues 

which remained isolated in Zion like huts, one of which survived into the time of 

                                                 
108 PG 86:3288. 

109 Bargil Pixner, Paths of the Messiah and Sites of the Early Christian Church from Galilee to Jerusalem 

(San Francisco: Ignatius Press, 2010) 401, citing Homilia in dormitionem, PG 96:729. 

110 Bernard the Monk, A Journey to the Holy Places and Babylon, 316.12, in John Wilkinson, Jerusalem 

Pilgrims before the Crusades (Warminster, UK: Aris and Phillips 1977) 144. 

111 PG 93:1480. 

112 Translated from the Latin text of Erich Klostermann and Ernst Benz, eds., Origenes Werke, vol. 11 (GCS 

38; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1933) 199 (ll. 29–30)-200 (l.1).  

113 Jack Finegan, The Archeology of the New Testament: The Life of Jesus and the Beginning of the Early 

Church (rev. ed.; Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1992) 234; see also Bellarmino Bagatti, The Church from the 

Gentiles in Palestine, trans. Eugene Hoade (PSBFMi 4; Jerusalem: Franciscan Printing Press, 1971) 25; Pixner, Paths 

of the Messiah, 339–340. 

114Pixner argues that τὸ ὄρος, with the definite article, can only point to Zion, which was the higher west hill 

of Jerusalem (Paths of the Messiah, 251).  
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bishop Maximos and of the emperor Constantine, like a shanty in a vineyard, as 

the Scripture says (cf. Isa 1:8) (De mens. et pond. 14).115  

 

Archaeological evidence perhaps adds some veracity to the traditions. According 

to Murphy-O’Connor, it would have been difficult for the Christians to have taken 

possession of the Zion site after the first century, since a Roman legion was stationed in 

the adjoining valley in the late first century, separating the location from the city of 

Jerusalem.116 Epiphanius must have had an early source for his account, and he may 

have known it from Hegesippus, who would likely have been in Palestine at the time 

and who was a source on early Jerusalem Christianity.117  

Eusebius similarly held that the Christians met on Zion Hill following the 

destruction of Jerusalem in 70 C.E.118 Speaking of the desolate state of Jerusalem after 

the war, and alluding to the same prophecy of Isaiah referred to by Epiphanius, he states 

that “the daughter of Zion, that is, the religious service accomplished upon the mountain 

named Zion (αὕτη δὲ ἦν ἡ ἐπὶ ὄρους τοῦ καλουμένου Σιὼν ἐπιτελουμένη θρησκεία) is 

left as a tent in a vineyard and as a shanty in a cucumber garden (Isa 1:8) from the time 

of the coming of our Saviour Jesus” (Demonst. evang. 2.36).119  

According to the Annals of Eutychius (896–940), bishop of Alexandria, the 

Christians escaped the destruction of Jerusalem and fled across the Jordan, returning to 

the city after the war, in the fourth year of Vespasian (72/73), at which time they built a 

church and ordained Simeon, the son of Joseph’s brother Clopas, as bishop.120 The same 

tradition seems to have been known to Hegesippus, who is said to have spoken both of 

Clopas’ relationship to Joseph and of the ordination of Simeon the son of Clopas 

following the destruction of Jerusalem (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 3.11.1). While 

Eutychius relates that the Jerusalem Christians fled across the Jordan, Eusebius (Hist. 

eccl. 3.5.3) and Epiphanius (De mens. et pond. 15; Pan. 29.7.8; 30.2.7) more specifically 

                                                 
115 Translated by Murphy-O’Connor, “The Cenacle,” 307; cf. PG 43:261. 

116 Murphy-O’Connor, “The Cenacle,” 314–315. 

117 Cf. Capper, “ ‘With the Oldest Monks . . .’ ” 38; cf. Brian J. Capper, “The Palestinian Cultural Context 

of Earliest Christian Community of Goods,” in The Book of Acts in its Palestinian Setting, ed. Richard Bauckham 

(BAFCS 4; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995) 346.  

118 Contra Taylor, Christians and the Holy Places, 212. 

119 Greek text in PG 22:128. 

120 PG 111:985; Capper, “The Palestinian Cultural Context,” 347; Pixner, Paths of the Messiah, 335–336. 
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relate that they settled in the Transjordan city of Pella, and some have suggested that this 

was derived from Hegesippus,121 though others disagree.122  

 

 

The Death of John and Mark 

 

 

The death of John/Mark is remembered by both the Greeks and Latins on 27 

September,123 whereas in the Eastern Church, the repose of John the Evangelist is 

remembered the day before, on 26 September.124 Furthermore, 27 September was 

observed in the Ethiopic tradition as the feast day of the sons of Zebedee,125 and as the 

feast day of John’s exile in ’s-Hertogenbosch in the Netherlands.126 Thus even the day 

on which these figures are commemorated seems to evidence some form of confusion or 

reduplication of traditions. 

 

 

III. The Origins of the Reduplicated Traditions 

 

 

The evidence has shown both that John/Mark was sometimes depicted as a Johannine 

figure and that there was a reduplication of traditions related to Mark and John. The 

correlations between the two figures in the reduplicated traditions suggest some kind of 

literary relationship between them and militates against any likelihood that they arose 

through independent creative exegesis. The priority of the traditions, however, clearly 

                                                 
121 Lawlor, Eusebiana, 28–30; Capper, “ ‘With the Oldest Monks . . .’ ” 37. 

122 See the discussion in Jonathan Bourgel, “The Jewish-Christian’s Move from Jerusalem as a Pragmatic 

Choice,” in Studies in Rabbinic Judaism and Early Christianity: Text and Context, ed. Dan Jaffé (Leiden: Brill, 2010) 

109–113. 

123 Antoine Augustin Calmet, Dictionnaire historique, critique, chronologique, géographique et littéral de 

la Bible, vol. 2 (2nd ed.; Geneva: Bousquet, 1730) 661. 

124 Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee, 172; Francis X. Gumerlock, “Chromatius of Aquileia on John 

21:22 and Rev. 10:11,” in The Book of Revelation and Its Interpreters: Short Studies and an Annotated Bibliography, 

ed. Ian Boxall and Richard M. Tresley (London: Rowman, 2016) 62 n. 2; cf. Eisler, Enigma, 126. 

125 Eisler, Enigma, 61. 

126  Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee, 173. 
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belongs to John/Mark, whose kinship with Barnabas, Levitical ties and likely wealth are 

already suggested in the book of Acts.   

Direct borrowing from the Markan traditions for the Johannine ones is unlikely 

for several reasons. First, Egypt and the West were ecclesiastically, politically and 

linguistically separated, rendering any such borrowing problematic. Secondly, sources 

of Johannine traditions seem to assume that those traditions belonged to John, without 

any hint or suspicion that they were also associated with another figure.  

The duplication of these traditions and the unlikelihood of direct borrowing in 

turn suggest that they share a common source, in which John/Mark was (as especially 

suggested by the first feature) identified as the Beloved Disciple. It was the subsequent 

identification of John/Mark with Mark the Evangelist which assimilated these traditions 

to the latter, and which, in turn, both obscured the earlier identification of John/Mark 

with the Beloved Disciple and displaced the Papian tradition of Mark the Evangelist as 

one who had not been an eyewitness disciple of Christ.127 

 Similarly, in the West, Markan traditions associated with the Beloved Disciple 

continued to be known under the name of John, even after the Evangelist’s identification 

with the Apostle. However, the place of the Apostle John in the canonical Gospels 

ensured that the Zebedean narrative would remain dominant. 

  

 

Possible Sources of the Reduplicated Tradition 

 

 

The Palestinian subject matter and largely western provenance of the reduplicated 

traditions may point to Hegesippus as one potential source of the traditions in the West. 

His Memoirs, which he published in Rome sometime between 150 and 180,128 related 

traditions pertaining to the early Jerusalem church, including traditions concerning 

James, the brother of Jesus, and his ordination as first bishop of Jerusalem (apud 

Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 2.23.3–18), the relatives of the Lord (3.20.1), Simeon, the second 

                                                 
127 Cf. Coptic patriarch Shenouda III, who dismisses Papias as contradicting “the Fathers and the Saints” 

(The Beholder of God: Mark, 112). 

128 Martin, James, xlix; Painter, Just James, 113. 
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bishop of the Jerusalem church (4.22.4–6), the Jewish sects (4.22.7) and other unwritten 

Jewish traditions (4.22.8).  

 Markan traditions, found primarily in Coptic writings but also extant in Greek 

and Syriac texts, were possibly also dependent on Hegesippus or upon a common 

source.129 The lost Chronography (c. 221) of the learned Julius Africanus has been 

suggested as a source for some of Mawhub’s material,130 and this may have been the 

source for the other John/Mark traditions also. According to Eusebius, Africanus related 

traditions which had been handed down in Palestine by the relatives of the Lord (the 

Desposyni) (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 1.7.14). He was also possibly a native of 

Jerusalem,131 or was at least well-travelled in Judea, possessing strong ties with the town 

of Emmaus.132 He knew at least some Hebrew, and may have been fluent; it is likely he 

also knew some Syriac, since he served at one time at the court of King Abgar VIII in 

Edessa.133 The Chronography’s place of writing is unknown, though Alexandria has 

been suggested,134 and this would account for the Coptic provenance of much of the 

John/Mark material.  

While Africanus may have been dependent for his material upon Hegesippus,135 

this possibility is diminished by a number of factors: first, Eusebius seems to think that 

Africanus knew Palestinian traditions independently; secondly, the traditions are 

uniformly attributed to Mark in Coptic sources, rather than to John, as in the western 

sources likely dependent upon Hegesippus; thirdly, the Contendings of the Apostles, 

which was dependent on Coptic sources, maintains the distinction of James the son of 

                                                 
129 The possibility that Hegesippus’ sources may have survived independently of Hegesippus is accepted by 

Painter (Just James, 121–122). 

130 Witold Witakowski, “Coptic and Ethiopic Historical Writing,” in The Oxford History of Historical 

Writing, ed. Sarah Foot and Chase F. Robinson, vol. 2 (Oxford: University Press, 2012) 141. Mawhub himself 

claimed to have used Greek and Coptic sources (HP 1.1) which he found in monasteries and in the possession of 

individual Christians (HP pref. 1, 4). 

131 Martin Wallraff, ed., Iulius Africanus, Chronographiae: The extant fragments, trans. William Adler 

(GCS NF 15; Berlin: de Gruyter, 2007) xv–xvi. 

132 Wallraff, ed., Iulius Africanus, xiv––xv. According to the early fourteenth-century ecclesiastical 

historian, Nicephorus Callistus Xanthopulus of Constantinople, Africanus was from Emmaus (see excerpt T2c in 

Wallraff, ed., Iulius Africanus, 6). 

133 Wallraff, ed., Iulius Africanus, xiv–xv. 

134 Alexandria is given as the place of writing by Richard W. Burgess with Witold Witakowski, Studies in 

Eusebian and Post-Eusebian Chronography (Hist. Einzelschr. 135; Stuttgart: Steiner, 1999) 80. 

135 Riesner, Paul's Early Period, 185.  
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Alphaeus and James the Just, whereas Hegesippus conflates them, suggestive that at 

least some Coptic sources derived material independently of him. 

 

 

Conclusion 

 

 

Two features of the John/Mark tradition have been surveyed. The first was the 

placement of John/Mark in narrative contexts associated with the Fourth Gospel. He 

thus seems to have been identified as one of the disciples who followed John the Baptist 

(cf. John 1:35–37) and is placed at the wedding of Cana (cf. John 2:1–10). He was 

identified as the host of the Last Supper and possibly as the “other disciple” who 

followed Jesus to the palace of the high priest (John 18:15). This Mark is made a witness 

of the crucifixion, as is the Beloved Disciple (cf. John 19:25–27), and is honoured as 

“the great herald of the evangelical teaching of the divinity”, which may reflect an 

association of Mark with the authorship of the Fourth Gospel (cf. John 21:24).  

John/Mark’s house is identified as Jesus’ lodging following the healing at the 

pool of Bethesda (cf. John 5:1–8) and is made the location in which Jesus appeared to 

the disciples after the resurrection (cf. John 20:24–29). The Johannine tradition of the 

Beloved Disciple’s receiving of Jesus’ mother into his own home (John 19:26–27) 

seems to be reflected in the traditions pertaining to John/Mark’s house on Zion Hill.  

The second feature was that of traditions common to Mark and John, who are 

both said to have been of noble birth and to have had a father named Aristobulus, a 

relative of Barnabas. Both were also associated with the house on Zion Hill, with the 

young man carrying the jar of water and with the youth who fled naked. Both were 

virgins and both were commemorated at the same time.   

In many cases, the traditions seem to have first been associated with John/Mark 

and only later with John. Thus, an original John/Mark context for the Aristobulus 

tradition is seen in the maintenance of his kinship with Barnabas, a close relative of 

John/Mark, even in the Johannine tradition. Jerome’s attribution of a noble birth and 

aristocratic status to John probably also represents an original John/Mark context for the 

tradition. Likewise, the Zion church seems to have first been associated with Mark and 
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only later with John, which in turn gave rise to contrived explanations as to how John 

came to own a house in Jerusalem.   

It was lastly suggested that the traditions likely share common source material in 

which John/Mark was identified with the Beloved Disciple. Hegesippus and Africanus 

were suggested as possible conduits of these traditions in the West and Egypt 

respectively.   
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CHAPTER 11 

THE PRIEST WEARING THE ΠΈΤΑΛΟΝ 

 

 

In another possible example of reduplication, both Mark and John are described as 

priests wearing the priestly plate. A third figure, James the brother of Jesus, is also 

described in this way in a passage of Epiphanius for which he is thought by many to 

have been dependent on Hegesippus. Here, evidence will be presented suggesting that 

all three portrayals might have originated with a depiction of a Johannine figure found in 

Hegesippus’ lost Memoirs.  

 This chapter will be divided into three sections. In the first section, attention will 

be given to the depictions of Mark as a priest found in the lost Passion of Mark and the 

Monarchian Prologue. Particular attention will be given to the apparently Johannine 

allusions found in these accounts of Mark as evidence that the Markan priestly motif 

may have originated in a Johannine context.  

In the second section, the question of the possible Hegesippean origin of 

Epiphanius’ account of James will be examined. This will include discussion of 

Benjamin Wisner Bacon’s theory that Epiphanius conflated his account of James with a 

description of John,1 since this theory would allow the possibility that in Epiphanius’ 

source (possibly Hegesippus), it was John, not James, who was described as a priest 

wearing the priestly plate, accounting for Polycrates’ description of John. 

In the final section, it will be suggested that the motif itself may have been 

derived, probably by Hegesippus, from the Syriac Odes of Solomon, which seem to 

depict an apparently Johannine figure wearing a priestly crown. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
1 Bacon, The Fourth Gospel, 148–149. 
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I. The Markan Priestly Motif 

 

 

Mark is described as a priest wearing the priestly plate in a fragment from a lost work 

entitled the Passion of Mark, which was quoted by Henri de Valois (1603–1676) in a 

marginal note to his edition of Eusebius’ History (5.24).2 It reads:  

 

The histories (syngraphae) of famous men have declared blessed Mark, 

according to the rite of the carnal sacrifice, to have borne the plate of the high-

priestly crown (pontificalis apicis petalum) among the Jewish people: from 

which it is manifestly given to understand that he was of Levitical descent, 

indeed that he had Aaron for the origin of his sacred priestly succession.3 

 

The source for this tradition is given only as the “histories of famous men”, 

though the presence of two Greek loanwords, petalum (πέταλον) and syngraphae 

(συγγραφαί), suggests a Greek derivation for the account.  

The late second-century bishop of Ephesus, Polycrates, similarly describes John 

as “a priest wearing the πέταλον, and a witness and teacher” (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 

3.31.3), and the possibility of some literary relationship between Polycrates and the 

Valois fragment has been noted by Badham, who draws attention to the “curious 

coincidence” of the two statements; anticipating the work of Bruns, he adds that it is 

“somewhat suggestive of a confluence of personality” between John and Mark in the 

tradition.4   

While not mentioning the πέταλον, the Monarchian Prologue to Mark describes 

Mark as a priest. This prologue, written in Latin, is thought to have been composed in 

Spain, possibly within Priscillianist circles during the second half of the fourth or the 

early fifth century,5 though it may reflect late second-century tradition.6 It states: 

                                                 
2 See Eusebius, The History of the Church from our Lord’s Incarnation to the Twelfth Year of the Emperour 

Mauricius Tiberius, or the Year of Christ 594, ed. Henricus Valesius, trans. anon (Cambridge, 1683) 87. 

3 Translated from the Latin text in Badham, “The Martyrdom of John,” 544 n.16. Cf. PG 5:1360. 

4 Badham, “The Martyrdom of John,” 544. 

5 So, e.g., Orchard and Riley, The Order of the Synoptics, 208; Hahneman, The Muratorian Fragment, 107; 

Houghton, The Latin New Testament, 197. 

6 Hahneman, The Muratorian Fragment, 108. 
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Mark, the evangelist of God, and the son of the blessed apostle Peter by baptism, 

and his disciple in the divine word, exercising the priesthood in Israel, a Levite 

according to the flesh, being converted to the faith of Christ, wrote his Gospel in 

Italy, showing in it what he owed to his descent and what to Christ … he was 

bishop of Alexandria … 7 

 

It adds that Mark “is said to have amputated his thumb after his faith so that he might be 

held as rejected from the priesthood” (cf. Lev 21:18; 2 Kgs 4:12).  

Mark is also depicted as a priest in two Hiberno-Latin manuscripts of the mid-

ninth century (with a text possibly written a century earlier), containing biblical 

commentary.8 The first reads:  

 

Mark, of the tribe of Levi, was a priest in Jerusalem. Mark means exalted one 

(Marcus interpretatur excelsus),9 he who first proclaimed the gospel of Christ in 

Alexandria.10 

 

The second text, like the Monarchian prologue, relates the story of the amputation: 

 

He was of Jewish descent, a Levite. And he had cut off the thumb of his right 

hand in order not to undertake his office (principatum).11 

 

                                                 
7 Translated from the Latin text in Aland, Synopsis, 555, and so hereafter. 

8 Robert E. McNally, “Two Hiberno-Latin Texts on the Gospels,” Trad 15 (1959) 387–401; cf. J. L. North, 

“ΜΑΡΚΟΣ Ο ΚΟΛΟΒΟΔΑΚΤΥΛΟΣ: Hippolytus, Elenchus, VII. 30,” JTS 28 (1977) 500. 

9 The name of Mark was often held to have been derived from a Hebrew word. See Tjitze Baarda, “The 

Etymology of the Name of the Evangelist Mark in the Legenda Aurea of Jacobus a Voragine,” NAKG 72 (1992) 1–12. 

Jerome interprets the name as excelsus mandato (“exalted by the commandment” likewise early Greek onomastica 

interpreted his name as ὑψηλὸς ἐντολῇ (cited by Baarda, “The Etymology,” 3) and hence excelsus is translated as 

“exalted” here. 

10 Translated from the Latin text in McNally, “Two Hiberno-Latin Texts,” 391. 

11 Translated from the Latin text in McNally, “Two Hiberno-Latin Texts,” 396; North, “ΜΑΡΚΟΣ Ο 

ΚΟΛΟΒΟΔΑΚΤΥΛΟΣ,” 500. 
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The mention of Mark’s amputation may be related to the epithet of Mark as “the 

stump-fingered” (ὁ κολοβοδάκτυλος) found in the Refutation of all Heresies (7.30.1), an 

epithet Hengel suggests may have been derived from Papias or Hegesippus.12  

The word κολοβός from which κολοβοδάκτυλος is derived can refer to both 

stunted growth and mutilation,13 which is consistent with the tradition found in the 

Monarchian Prologue and may presuppose it. However, it is also consistent with the 

tradition found in the earlier so-called Anti-Marcionite Prologue to Mark, which, though 

only extant in Latin, was probably composed in Greek,14 perhaps as early as the second 

century.15 According to this work, Mark was called the colobodactylus because his 

fingers were short in proportion to the rest of his body;16 there is no reference to Mark as 

a priest or to the mutilation of his thumb. Possibly this explanation represents an earlier 

stage in the development of the Markan tradition than that reflected in the Monarchian 

Prologue (which does not use the word colobodactylus).17 If so, the title may have later 

been reinterpreted in light of the tradition of Mark as a priest. It is also possible that 

priestly explanation is older, and that the Anti-Marcionite prologue has attempted to 

conform the title of colobodactylus to Papias’ depiction of Mark as a convert of Peter 

who resided in Italy and had probably spent little if any time in Palestine (as suggested 

by the fact that Papias makes him to have been solely reliant upon Peter for his 

information, which would not have been the case had he had access to other 

eyewitnesses in Palestine).   

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
12 Martin Hengel, Die vier Evangelien und das eine Evangelium von Jesus Christus: Studien zu ihrer 

Sammlung und Entstehung (WUNT 224, Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2008) 144 n. 415. 

13 Swete, The Gospel according to St. Mark, xxvii. 

14 Hengel, Studies, 3. 

15 Guelich, Mark 1–8:26, xxvi. 

16 The Latin text is in Aland, Synopsis, 548. 

17 So e.g., de Bruyne, “anciens prologues,” 201–202; Black, Apostolic Interpreter, 118–125; Kok, “The 

Gospel on the Margins,” 197–198. Regul thinks that both traditions are later attempts at explaining the epithet 

colobodactylus, the meaning of which had become lost (Die antimarcionitischen Evangelienprologe, 95–96). 
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The Johannine Gospel of Mark 

 

 

The Monarchian Prologue speaks of Mark as a priest within the context of a description 

of his Gospel which seems to be referring to the Logos Christology of John’s preface, 

suggestive of the origin of the motif in a description of Mark as the author of the Fourth 

Gospel. The account engages in a tortuous exegesis of the prologue of the Second 

Gospel in order to conform it to this Johannine terminology, so that Mark’s reference to 

“the voice of one crying” (Mark 1:3) ends up bearing the weight of the Logos 

Christology. Thus, the text attempts to read its Logos doctrine into Mark’s account of 

the voice from heaven and the descent of the Spirit on Jesus (Mark 1:10–11) by claiming 

that it shows, “that the body of the Lord was animated in all things by the word of the 

divine voice.”  

  The account thus claims that Mark shows in the beginning (initio) of his Gospel 

that the Word was made flesh (verbum caro factum), and it speaks of “the dwelling of 

the God coming in flesh” (dei advenientis habitaculum caro). It adds that Mark’s work 

was “to understand the divine nature of the Lord (divinam domini) in the flesh”. This 

echoes the unattributed Papian fragment’s statement (see Chapter 8) that it was reserved 

to John by the Spirit to declare the doctrine of his divine nature (Hist. eccl. 3.24.13). 

The account remarks that Mark wrote these things so that the reader, “might find 

in himself the word of the voice (verbum vocis) which had been lost in the consonants”. 

The Irish monk Sedulius Scottus (ninth century) suggested that the consonants were the 

other Gospels (Expositio in Argumentum Evang. Marci).18 Possibly this play on words 

drew from the description of John as a spiritual Gospel which taught the divinity in 

contrast to those which had only the outward facts (σωματικά), found in Clement and 

perhaps originating with Papias (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 6.14.7; cf. Chapter 7). It may 

also be related to Origen’s statement that the Gospel of John should not be understood 

according to “the outward letters” (τοῖς σωματικοῖς χαρακτῆρσιν) (Comm. John 10.3).  

                                                 
18 In PL 103:283. This view is rejected by John Chapman, Notes on the Early History of the Vulgate 

Gospels (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1908) 234. 
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The prologue adds that Mark began with the baptism of Jesus as, “he did not 

labour to tell of the nativity of the flesh, which he had seen in prior ones (prioribus)”.19 

The two claims made by the prologue, that Mark’s Gospel shows in its beginning that 

the Word was made flesh, and that Mark began with the baptism, echo Theodore’s 

discussion of John’s Gospel, which similarly made the baptism of John the beginning of 

the account of the things said and done by Jesus, following the true beginning of the 

Gospel with the doctrine of the divinity.  

If the refence to the “consonants” is to the former Gospels, then the “prior ones” 

likely refers to them as well. Sedulius Scottus thus interpreted prioribus of, “the prior 

evangelists, that is, Matthew and Luke”.20 An Arabic translation of the Monarchian 

Prologue dated to 946 similarly understood prioribus as a reference to what the “other 

apostles” had written.21 The Monarchian Prologue thus seems to be claiming that Mark 

had before him the Gospels with the birth narratives (i.e. Matthew and Luke) when he 

wrote. Orchard and Riley characterize this as the “[m]ost remarkable” aspect of the 

prologue,22 but it would not be so remarkable if the prologue was originally speaking of 

the Johannine Gospel, which was written last according to the Papian tradition. Indeed, 

it echoes Eusebius’ claim, in the unattributed fragment, that John reasonably maintained 

silence concerning the genealogy of the Lord, since it had been written out already by 

Matthew and Luke (Hist. eccl. 3.24.3).  

The prologue continues by stating that instead of the birth narratives, Mark wrote 

the details concerning the temptation in the wilderness, “joining together the singular 

points in brief, so as not to diminish the authority of the work that was done” (singula in 

brevi conpingens nec auctoritatem factae rei demeret), where the reference to the work 

that was previously done again likely points to the previous Gospels.    

 

 

                                                 
19 The words “had seen” (viderat) reflect the reading of edited texts and sizeable number of manuscripts, 

though the majority read vicerat (“had conquered”); see Regul, Die antimarcionitischen Evangelienprologe, 49. 

Chapman retains vicerat and interprets prioribus of the opening paragraphs, so that Mark did not labour to 

tell the birth of the flesh which he had conquered in his opening paragraphs by making the divine voice the beginning 

of the Gospel, though he admits this is “a strange expression”. See Chapman, Notes, 234. 

20 PL 103:283. This view is shared by Orchard and Riley, The Order of the Synoptics, 209. 

21 K. Vollers and E. Von Dobschutz, “Ein spanisch-arabisches Evangelien-fragment,” ZDMG 56 (1902) 

640. 

22 Orchard and Riley, The Order of the Synoptics, 209. 
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Other “Johannine” Descriptions of Mark’s Gospel 

 

 

Other writings also seem to describe Mark’s Gospel in ways that are better suited to the 

John’s. Thus, the Acts, Miracles, and Passion of Mark (of unknown date, but preserved 

in a single thirteenth-century codex), which speaks of Mark as being of Levitical descent 

(§ 2), attributes the doctrine of the divinity to Mark’s Gospel. It thus relates how the 

“divinely-speaking” (θεορρήµων) Mark “began to explain (ἤρξατο ἐκτίθεσθαι), through 

a prose exposition (λογογραφικῆς ἀποδείξεως), the Spirit-moved and God-breathed 

oracles of the evangelical teaching concerning the divinity (τῆς εὐαγγελικῆς 

θεολογίας23)” (§ 9).  

As noted in the discussion of this work in Chapter 10, Eusebius in the 

unattributed passage had described John’s Gospel similarly, stating that John had begun 

with “the doctrine of the divinity (τῆς θεολογίας)” (Hist. eccl. 3.24.13; cf. the 

Monarchian Prologue to Mark).24 The account otherwise seems to echo Papias’ report 

concerning how Mark’s Gospel was written at Rome and approved of by Peter, though 

rather than Mark writing down what Peter said, it has Mark collaborating with Peter in 

the writing of the Gospel (§ 9).  

A bishop of a Roman church (often identified, probably wrongly, with 

Hippolytus) also hints at a Johannine depiction of Mark’s Gospel. In the context of his 

reference to Mark as the κολοβοδάκτυλος, the writer accuses Marcion, who identified 

the God of the Old Testament as an evil demiurge, of borrowing his teachings from the 

philosopher Empedocles, stating that “neither the apostle Paul nor Mark the stump-

fingered announced them” (Refut. 7.30.1). The writer goes on to explain that Marcion 

employed the theories of Empedocles to argue that the Logos had descended to the earth 

independently of birth (Refut. 7.30.5–6). As Black observes, “Hippolytus [sic] suggests 

that Marcion coated Paul’s letters and Mark’s Gospel with a thick veneer of plagiarized 

Greek philosophy”, yet the idea that Marcion could put the Gospel of Mark to such a use 

is, as Black notes, “puzzling”.25 It would not be as puzzling, however, if the reference 

                                                 
23 See the discussion concerning this word in Chapter 10. 

24 Cf. the proposed Papian fragment in Hist. eccl. 3.24.13. 

25 Black, Apostolic Interpreter, 93. 
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was to John’s Gospel, with its doctrine of the descent of the Logos to earth.26 Probably 

the author, or his source, was claiming that  the teachings of John/Mark (i.e. John) and 

Paul refuted Marcion’s Logos doctrine. 

A claim that Mark’s prologue addressed errors concerning Christ’s divinity is 

found in Chromatius’ commentary on Matthew (late fourth or early fifth century): 

 

Those, however, who dared to blaspheme the true divinity of the Son of God and 

the unbounded nature of his eternity, denying specifically that he was born from 

the Father and is true God, and that he was always with the Father, saint John 

and Mark nevertheless immediately resist, condemning the faithlessness of their 

blasphemy, testifying in the beginning of their Gospel that the only begotten Son 

of God is God (in evangelii sui principio unigenitum Dei Filium Deum esse 

testantes) (Comm. Matt. prolog. 6).27  

 

Thus, according to Chromatius Mark’s (and John’s) prologue teaches that the 

“one and only Son” is God, which is unique to John’s Gospel (John 1:1; 18).28 Perhaps 

there is also a relationship here to the description of Mark as the evangelist of the “only 

begotten” in the earlier Acts of Peter, noted in the previous chapter. 

Thomas Aquinas similarly claims that the beginning of Mark’s Gospel refuted 

errors concerning the divinity: 

 

For Mark and John primarily have destroyed those errors, which are concerning 

the divinity. Whence John in the beginning said: “in the beginning was the 

Word.” And Mark commenced thus: “The beginning of the gospel of Jesus 

Christ, the Son of God.” He did not say, “the son of Abraham.” 29 

 

                                                 
26 According to the Marcionite view, Christ was the archon who made the world and descended from the 

invisible Father (Epiphanius, Pan. 42.4.1–2). 

27 Translated from the Latin text in CCSL 9A:188. 

28 This reading reflects the text of the Latin Vulgate, some earlier Latin writers and the majority of medieval 

Greek manuscripts (ὁ μονογενὴς υἱός) rather than μονογενὴς θεὸς of critical texts.  

29 Translated from the Latin text in Thomas Aquinas, In Evangelia S. Matthaei et S. Ionnis Commentaria, 

vol. 1: Evangelium Secundum Matthaeum (Turin: Typographia Pontificia, 1893) 7.   
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While Mark’s prologue does speak of Jesus as the Son of God,30 this title is not 

exceptional to Mark or to the Synoptics generally, and the prologue, unlike John’s, does 

not especially address Jesus’ divinity.  

Chromatius, Aquinas and the Monarchian Prologue have probably each 

variously attempted to correct a tradition which attributed to Mark’s Gospel a refutation 

of errors concerning the divinity while drawing on the Logos terminology of the Fourth 

Gospel (cf. the claims of Irenaeus, Victorinus and Jerome, discussed in Chapter 7, that 

John wrote to refute those who denied the divinity). Chromatius, while mentioning John 

alongside Mark, has nevertheless left intact the claim that Mark’s prologue testifies to 

the Son of God as God. Aquinas on the other hand seems to have expanded the account 

by quoting Marks’ prologue in addition to John’s. Lastly, the Monarchian Prologue has 

attempted to exegetically derive a Logos theology from Mark’s prologue.  

 

 

The Four Living Creatures 

 

 

Chromatius’ claim that Mark refutes heresies concerning the divinity is made within the 

context of his interaction with the exegetical tradition which viewed the four living 

creatures of Revelation, who were like a lion, a calf, a man and an eagle respectively 

(Rev 4:7), as symbolic of the four Gospels. This interpretation is first found in Irenaeus 

(c. 185) (Haer. 3.11.8), who interprets them of the Gospels of John, Luke, Matthew and 

Mark; the same correlation is found in Juvencus31 (c. 330) (Evangelicae Historiae, 

pref.), Victorinus (d. 303 or 304) (Comm. Apoc. 4:7–1032), (Comm. Matt. prolog.5), 

Andrew of Caesarea33 and Theophylact34 (d. c. 1107) (Comm. Mark). 

While Chromatius maintains this correlation of creatures with the Gospels, he 

describes Mark’s Gospel (symbolized by the eagle) in Johannine terms. In the writings 

                                                 
30 Possibly the textual variant, υἱοῦ θεοῦ, was added to Mark 1:1 on account of the claim that Mark’s 

Gospel teaches the divinity. 

31 In PL 19:55. 

32 Weinrich, Revelation, 63–64. The correlations were changed in Jerome’s version of Victorinus. 

33 Weinrich, Revelation, 63 n. 55. 

34 The Explanation by the Blessed Theophylact of the Holy Gospel According to St. Mark, trans. Christopher 

Stade (House Springs: Chrysostom Press, 1993) 9–10.  
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of his contemporary, Ambrose of Milan (c. 390), however, who similarly describes 

Mark’s Gospel in ways that are possibly evocative of John’s prologue, the Johannine 

lion symbolism is also applied to Mark. His discussion, which follows the order of the 

faces of the living creatures in Ezek 1:10 (man, lion, calf, eagle) rather than of the living 

creatures in Revelation, first speaks of Matthew as corresponding to the face of the man. 

Ambrose goes on to speak of the second Gospel (the lion) as follows: “another [Gospel] 

began from the expression of the divine power (potentiae divinae); because he has 

scorned death with lively courage (vivida mortem virtute contemserit), being king from 

king, powerful one from powerful one, true one from true one (ex rege rex, fortis ex 

forti, verus ex vero)” (Comm. Luc. pref. 8).35  

Ambrose does not name the second Gospel, though he has often been understood 

as speaking of Mark.36 Watson, however, following Zahn, suggests instead that he is 

speaking of John’s Gospel, which begins with Christ’s divinity (John 1:1–3) and the 

statement that the life is the light that overcomes darkness (John 1:4–5), and he notes 

that “the ex- formulations” are “reminiscent of the Nicene Creed (deum verum de deo 

vero)”.37 He thinks that Ambrose, in placing this description second, was following the 

so-called Western Order of the Gospels (Matthew, John, Luke and Mark).38 While 

plausible, Ambrose had spoken earlier in his preface of Matthew, Mark and Luke, in that 

order (Comm. Luc. pref. 3–4), suggesting the possibility that this instead represents 

another Johannine description of Mark’s Gospel. 

 Ambrose may illustrate how the Johannine lion imagery came to be identified 

with Mark. The lion imagery is also applied to Mark by Epiphanius (De mens. et pond. 

35) and Jerome (Comm. Matt. pref.), and then by most later writers.39 This revised order 

likely suggested to Augustine a further refinement of the imagery, for he exchanges the 

symbolism of Mark (the lion) and Matthew (the man).40   

 

                                                 
35 Translated by the author from the Latin text in CSEL 32/4. 

36 So most older scholarship. See, e.g., Richard Chenevix Trench, The Hulsean Lectures for 1845 and 1846 

(London: Macmillan, 1880) 39 n. 1; George Salmon, A Historical Introduction to the Study of the Books of the New 

Testament (London: John Murray, 1899) 33.  

37 Watson, Gospel Writing, 560 n. 18. 

38 Watson, Gospel Writing, 560 n. 18. 

39 Kenneth Stevenson, “Animal Rites: The Four Living Creatures in Patristic Exegesis and Liturgy,” StP 34 

(2001) 478–480. 

40 See, e.g., Watson, Gospel Writing, 24, and n. 44.  
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II. Hegesippus as the Source of the Πέταλον Tradition 

 

 

The sources which depict Mark as a priest also present evidence suggestive of the 

motif’s Johannine origin by attributing to him a Gospel described in ways which would 

naturally be applicable to the Fourth Gospel. Furthermore, one source speaks of Mark as 

a priest who wore the priestly plate, which is how Polycrates, in the late second century, 

spoke of John. This raises the question of whether the Markan description is related to 

Polycrates, and if so, whether they both share a common (and very old) source.  

Polycrates himself was writing to the church of Rome, and expected his readers 

to be familiar with the motif of John as a priest wearing the πέταλον, for he invokes it as 

part of his argument for the Asian keeping of Easter. In Chapter 2, attention was drawn 

to Bacon’s suggestion that the combination of priest, witness and teacher in Polycrates’ 

description of John may recall the traditions of Hegesippus.41  This receives some 

corroboration from Epiphanius, who describes James, Jesus’ brother, as a priest wearing 

the πέταλον (Pan. 78.13.5–14.1) in a section of his work for which many think he was 

dependent upon Hegesippus. He describes “James the Lord’s brother” as follows: 

 

He died, being ninety-six, a virgin, on whose head no razor came, who did not 

use the baths, who did not eat anything living, who did not put on a second tunic 

and wore only a linen cloak, just as it says in the Gospel: “the young man fled, 

and discarded the linen garment with which he was clothed” [Mark 14:52]. For 

John and James and James, these three all had the same way of life (ταύτην τὴν 

πολιτείαν ἐσχήκασιν), the two sons of Zebedee on the one hand, and James the 

child of Joseph on the other, the brother of the Lord because he lived with him, 

and was brought up with him, and had the status of a brother … Only to this 

James was it permitted to enter once a year into the holy of holies (τὰ ἅγια τῶν 

ἁγίων), because he was a Nazirite (Ναζιραῖον), and belonged to the priesthood 

(τῇ ἱερωσύνῃ) (Pan. 78.13.2–5).42 

 

                                                 
41 Bacon, The Fourth Gospel, 263–264.   

42 Translated from the Greek text in Karl Holl, ed., Epiphanius (Ancoratus und Panarion), vol. 3: Panarion 

haer. 65–80 (GCS 37; Leipzig: Hinrichs, 1933). 
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Epiphanius adds that James “wore a πέταλον on his head” and once lifted up his 

hands to heaven during a drought and prayed with the result that it immediately rained 

(Pan. 78.14.1). Furthermore, “he never wore a woollen garment; his knees hardened like 

camels, from his always kneeling before the Lord on account of his reverence.” Because 

of these things, he continues, he was called “the Just”. He adds that he never used the 

public baths and did not eat meat or wear sandals (Pan. 78.14.1–2). 

Eusebius preserves a parallel account, which he claims to have found in 

Hegesippus’ Memoirs (Hist. eccl. 2.23.4–7): 

 

The charge of the Church passed to James the brother of the Lord, together with 

the Apostles. [4] He was called the ‘Just’ by all men from the Lord’s time to 

ours, since many are called James, but he was holy from his mother’s womb. [5] 

He drank no wine or strong drink, nor did he eat flesh; no razor went upon his 

head; he did not anoint himself with oil, and he did not go to the baths. [6] He 

alone was allowed to enter into the sanctuary, for he did not wear wool but linen, 

and he used to enter alone into the temple and be found kneeling and praying for 

forgiveness for the people, so that his knees grew hard like a camel’s because of 

his constant worship of God, kneeling and asking forgiveness for the people. [7] 

So from his excessive righteousness he was called the Just and Oblias, that is in 

Greek, ‘Rampart of the people and righteousness,’ as the prophets declare 

concerning him (Lake [LCL]). 

 

While it is clear that Epiphanius and Eusebius preserve interrelated accounts, and 

that Eusebius’ version at least is said to have come from Hegesippus, opinion on the 

question of which more closely follows Hegesippus is divided. Pratscher favours 

Eusebius as likely better represents Hegesippus’ original text,43 whereas Ropes and 

Colson are both more cautious, allowing the possibility that Epiphanius’ reference to the 

πέταλον may have belonged to either Hegesippus or Epiphanius.44 Bauckham, however, 

characterizes Epiphanius’ version as an “interpretative rewriting”,45 and Lambers-Petry 

                                                 
43 Wilhelm Pratscher, Der Herrenbruder Jakobus und die Jakobustraditionen (FRLANT 139; Göttingen: 

Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1987) 103–104. 

44 Ropes, St. James, 72; Colson, L’énigme, 37. 

45 Bauckham, Testimony of the Beloved Disciple, 46.  
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similarly attributes Epiphanius’ depiction of James to his “pious enthusiasm”.46 Lawlor 

on the other hand has argued at length that Epiphanius better reflects Hegesippus’ 

original text.47 Eisler proposes instead that Epiphanius faithfully reproduces Eusebius’ 

original text,48 and that the latter’s text was later edited, noting in support that the Syriac 

and Latin versions of Eusebius depict James as entering the holy of holies, as in 

Epiphanius.49 This is unlikely, however, as these sources do not record that James wore 

the πέταλον.  

Light is perhaps thrown on the question by the observations of Daniel Stökl Ben 

Ezra, who notes that both Epiphanius and Eusebius independently demonstrate 

knowledge of ancient Jewish customs, so that they include in their accounts differing yet 

complementary details.50 He attributes this to their likely independent use of the same 

account of James (i.e. in Hegesippus).51 Thus, he notes that the ascetic practices 

attributed to James by both writers seem to presuppose familiarity with the list of six 

prohibitions for the Day of Atonement found in the Mishnah.52 These are as follows: 

“On the Day of Atonement it is forbidden to (1) eat, (2) drink, (3) bathe, (4) put on any 

sort of oil, (5) put on a sandal, (6) or engage in sexual relations” (m. Kippurim 8:1 A).53 

As Stökl Ben Ezra notes, the prohibition on drinking is mentioned by Eusebius and not 

by Epiphanius, whereas the prohibition on wearing sandals is mentioned by Epiphanius 

and not by Eusebius.54  

Furthermore, it is Epiphanius, not Eusebius, who associates James’ intercession 

with the coming of rain during a drought, and—as Stökl Ben Ezra notes—one of the 

duties of the high priest on the Day of Atonement according to a Babylonian tradition 

                                                 
46 Doris Lambers-Petry, “How to become a Christian Martyr: Reflections on the Death of James as 

Described by Josephus and in Early Christian Literature,” in Internationales Josephus-Kolloquium Paris 2001, ed. 

Folker Siegert, Jürgen U. Kalms (MJS 12; Münster, 2002) 113 n. 47. 

47 Lawlor, Eusebiana, 4–9. 

48 Robert Eisler, The Messiah Jesus and John the Baptist, trans. Alexander Haggerty Krappe (London: 

Methuen, 1931) 541. 

49 Eisler, The Messiah Jesus, 541; cf. Stökl Ben Ezra, The Impact of Yom Kippur, 247. 

50 Stökl Ben Ezra, The Impact of Yom Kippur, 249. 

51 Stökl Ben Ezra, The Impact of Yom Kippur, 249. 

52 Stökl Ben Ezra, The Impact of Yom Kippur, 249.  

53 Jacob Neusner, trans., The Mishnah: A New Translation (New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 

1988) 277. 

54 Stökl Ben Ezra, The Impact of Yom Kippur, 249. 
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was to pray for rain for the coming year.55 With respect to James’ abstinence from 

bathing (mentioned by both writers), Stökl Ben Ezra points out that a prohibition on 

frequenting public bathhouses is mentioned elsewhere in the Mishnah in connection 

with days of mourning.56  

In light of these observations, it is interesting to note Eusebius’ claim that 

Hegesippus was familiar with unwritten Jewish traditions and quoted Hebrew (possibly 

Aramaic) and Syriac documents (Hist. eccl. 4.22.8).57 Probably both Epiphanius and 

Eusebius drew from Hegesippus independently.  

Epiphanius apparently did not have direct access to Hegesippus’ work, for he 

names his sources for the depiction of James as the writings of “Eusebius, Clement, and 

others” (Pan. 29.4.4). He adds that they spoke of James wearing the πέταλον “in the 

memoirs by them” (ἐν τοῖς ὑπʼ αὐτῶν ὑπομνηματισμοῖς)” (Pan. 29.4.4),58 though this is 

not related by Eusebius in connection with James. Presumably Epiphanius used 

Eusebius’ work but gleaned additional details from other writers.  

 

 

Rearrangement of Material in Epiphanius’ Account 

 

 

The arrangement of material in Eusebius’ account differs from Epiphanius’. The fact 

that Eusebius has taken his account directly from Hegesippus while Epiphanius has 

derived it indirectly from several sources favours Eusebius’ version as most closely 

representing Hegesippus’ form of the passage.  

In Hegesippus’ account, as found in Eusebius, James is introduced with the 

statement that he “succeeds to the government (διαδέχεται) of the church, together with 

the apostles” (Hist. eccl. 2.23.4). The account goes on to explain that he was called the 

                                                 
55 Stökl Ben Ezra, The Impact of Yom Kippur, 248, citing bYom 53b, bTaan24b.  

56 Stökl Ben Ezra, The Impact of Yom Kippur, 249, citing mTa‘an 1:6. 

57 W. Telfer’s widely referenced article (“Was Hegesippus a Jew?,” HTR 53 [1960] 143–153) seems to 

argue that since Eusebius was not competent to ascertain Hegesippus’ competence in Aramaic, that Eusebius’ 

testimony on this point ought to be dismissed. But Eusebius could have ascertained that Hegesippus referenced 

Hebrew and Syriac documents without having to have known the languages himself.  

58 This is taken as a reference to Hegesippus’ Memoirs (Ὑπομνήματα) by Lightfoot (The Apostolic Fathers, 

part 1, vol. 1) 330. 
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Just and that he was holy from birth, before relating that he had never drunk strong 

drink, eaten meat, used a razor, anointed himself with oil, or bathed. It then relates that 

he alone was allowed to enter the sanctuary as he wore linen and not wool.  

Epiphanius introduces the account within the context of a discussion of who was 

not at the crucifixion. After introducing Joseph and James as being absent from the 

cross, Epiphanius adds, “he died, being ninety-six, a virgin”, which is not found in 

Eusebius. Only then does he relate that no razor came on his head and that he did not use 

the baths or eat anything living, which are included among the ascetic practices related 

of James by Eusebius. He adds that James did not wear a second tunic but only a linen 

coat; Eusebius does not mention the second tunic or a linen cloak, though he does state 

that James was allowed to enter the sanctuary because he wore linen and not wool. 

However, Epiphanius uses the mention of the linen cloak to introduce the story of the 

young man dressed in linen who fled naked, which is not mentioned by Eusebius.  

The passages converge again with the account of James being permitted to enter 

the temple, though in each case the explanations for this differ. As noted above, 

according to Eusebius, James alone was allowed to enter into the holy place because he 

wore linen and not wool. In Epiphanius, however, who has already mentioned James’ 

wearing of linen at the end of the list of ascetic practices, it is explained that James was 

allowed to enter the holy of holies (not holy place, as in Eusebius) on the basis that he 

was a Nazirite and a member of the priesthood. Epiphanius does mention that James did 

not wear wool a little later on, inserting his comment between his account of James’ 

prayers for rain and the note that his knees grew calloused through constant prayer.  

It is in this temple context that Epiphanius related that James wore the πέταλον, 

which is not mentioned by Eusebius. While both Eusebius and Epiphanius relate that 

James’ knees grew calloused on account of his constant prayers, Epiphanius does not 

mention that James prayed for the people and Eusebius does not mention the prayers for 

rain. Both accounts go on to relate that James was known as “the Just”. Eusebius, 

however, adds the explanation, “as the prophets reveal concerning him”, which is not 

found in Epiphanius.59 Epiphanius, therefore, seems to have conflated at least two 

separate passages, including Eusebius’.  

                                                 
59 Possibly this is related to Hegesippus’ account of James’ martyrdom, in which he states that James’ 

murderers fulfilled the prophecy of Isaiah (cf. Isa 3:10; 51:1), “Let us take away the just one, for he is unmanageable 

for us” (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 2.23.15).   
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The Johannine Depiction of James 

 

 

With Eusebius’ material removed, Epiphanius’ account would read as follows: 

 

Mary Magdalene stood by the cross, and Mary the wife of Clopas, and Mary the 

mother of Rufus, and the other Mary, and Salome and other women. And it did 

not say Joseph was there, or James the Lord’s brother. He died, being ninety-six, 

a virgin, who did not put on a second tunic and wore only a linen cloak, just as it 

says in the Gospel: “the young man fled, and discarded the linen garment with 

which he was clothed” [Mark 14:52]. For John and James and James, these three 

all had the same way of life (Pan. 78.13.2–4a). 

 

Epiphanius also adds some details to the description of James’ entering the temple that 

are not found in Eusebius, portraying him as a Nazirite and a priest wearing the πέταλον. 

Bacon noted that the features unique to Epiphanius’ description of James are 

elsewhere associated with the Johannine tradition.60 John the Evangelist’s virginity is 

attested already in Tertullian (De. mon. 17) and the Acts of John (§ 113), and his old age 

is spoken of by Irenaeus (Haer. 2.22.5) and Jerome (Comm. Gal. 6.10), if not Papias 

(Fragment 19). There is likewise a tradition in the West, found in Ambrose and Peter 

Chrysologus, that identifies John as the young man who fled naked (see Chapter 10). 

John is also described as a priest who wore the πέταλον by Polycrates (apud Eusebius, 

Hist. eccl. 3.31.3). 

Some of the associations are problematic in relation to James. The priestly motif, 

if it belonged to any James, might have belonged to the son of Alphaeus,61 but it could 

not have belonged to the brother of Jesus, who was not a Levite. Furthermore, while 

Epiphanius’ James is depicted as a virgin, other sources make John to have uniquely 

been a virgin among Jesus’ close followers (see Chapter 10). That this otherwise 

Johannine material appears only in the description of James that is unique to Epiphanius 

                                                 
60 Cf. Bacon, The Fourth Gospel, 148. 

61 It has been in inferred by some that this James was a Levite, on the basis of his apparent relation to 

Matthew/Levi as a brother. See, e.g., Joel Marcus, Mark 1–8: A New Translation with Introduction and Commentary 

(AB 27; New Haven, Conn.: Yale University Press, 2008) 225. 
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raises the possibility that there has been some conflation of John and James on his part, 

as Bacon argues.62  

Epiphanius’ mention of Joseph and James as not being at the cross forms part of 

an argument for Mary’s perpetual virginity that he had introduced earlier (Pan. 

78.10.10), in which John and Mary had been the subject, not James, and in which he had 

claimed that Mary was entrusted to John and not the apostles because he was a virgin 

(cf. the same tradition in the Monarchian Prologue). This suggests that his source related 

both that Jesus committed his mother to John because he was a virgin, and that neither 

Joseph or James were at the cross. This in turn would open up the possibility that 

Epiphanius may have mistakenly understood the reference to the virgin who died aged 

ninety-six as referring to James, the nearest possible antecedent, rather than to John, the 

subject of the passage. Such an error might have been suggested to Epiphanius by a 

description, in the same source, of the virgin as a priest wearing the πέταλον, since this 

might have evoked in his mind the description, found in Eusebius, of James as a quasi -

priestly ascetic who used to enter the temple.   

Such a conflation of James and John on Epiphanius’ part, however it might have 

occurred, would explain why the western sources only identify the young man with 

John, and not James as in Epiphanius, and would account both for the description of 

James as a virgin who lived to old age and as a priest who wore the πέταλον.  

 

 

III. The Possible Origins of the Πέταλον Motif 

 

 

It has often been understood that Polycrates, by speaking of John as a priest wearing the 

πέταλον (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 5.24.3), was identifying him as a high-priestly 

figure,63 since the word πέταλον is employed in other writings in reference to the golden 

plate of the high priest. The Septuagint renders the high priest’s “golden plate” ( ציץ זהב ) 

in Exod 28:36 and other texts with χρυσοῦν πέταλον. The Letter of Aristeas (98) and 

                                                 
62 Cf. Bacon, The Fourth Gospel, 149.  

63 Delff, Das vierte Evangelium, 8; Jackson, The Problem of the Fourth Gospel, 26; Hengel, The Johannine 

Question, 144 n. 29; Blomberg, The Historical Reliability, 25; Stökl Ben Ezra, The Impact of Yom Kippur, 256; 

Bauckham, Testimony, 49; J. Ramsey Michaels, The Gospel of John (NICNT; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2010) 9.  
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Philo show the same usage (Migr. 103; Moses 2.114), though Josephus translates ציץ 

with κάλυξ, referring to it as “a calyx of gold” (Ant. 3.172). Thus, Jerome states in his 

summary of Polycrates that John was Jesus’ “high priest” (pontifex) and that he wore 

“the golden plate (aurea lamina) on his brow” (de script. eccl. 45).64 Rufinus similarly 

writes that John was “a high priest” (summus sacerdos) who wore “the high-priestly 

plate” (pontificale petalum) (Eusebius-Rufinus, Hist. eccl. 5.24.3–4).65 

The likely Hegesippean origin of the motif may allow for the possibility that it 

did not originate in a high-priestly context. According to Eusebius, Hegesippus made 

use of Aramaic (or Hebrew) and Syriac sources for his Greek Memoirs (Hist. eccl. 

4.22.8), and in those languages, the word πέταλον is rendered by the Aramaic כלילא and 

the Syriac ܟܠܝܐܠ (klila in both cases). While the Aramaic and Syriac word is used of the 

high-priestly crown, it is also used with the meaning of wreath (Greek, στέφανος), and 

evidence that Hegesippus misinterpreted the word as speaking of a crown rather than a 

wreath will be presented below.  

The use of the word כלילא to refer to the high priest’s crown is found in Targum 

Onkelos (Exod 29:6), where the LXX has τὸ πέταλον. It is also used for the golden plate 

upon which the holy name was inscribed (Targ. Onk. Exod 39:30; this text is not part of 

the LXX). Similarly, the Syriac Peshitta, which was translated from the Hebrew, 

perhaps as early as the first or second century,66 renders the Hebrew word for “crown” 

with 67,ܟܠܝܐܠ and employs it to translate the golden ציץ of the high-priestly crown: “make 

a ܟܠܝܐܠ of pure gold” (Exod 28:36), where the Septuagint renders the same Hebrew word 

with πέταλον.  

The use of the word כלילא to denote a wreath is also found in Targum Pseudo-

Jonathan. Thus, where the Hebrew Bible has, “you shall be for me a holy nation and a 

kingdom of priests” (Exod 19:6), Targum Pseudo-Jonathan reads: “You shall be before 

me as kings knotted with the wreath (כלילא)”.68 This text likely presupposes the use of 

                                                 
64 Translated from the Latin text in Martin Joseph Routh, Reliquiae Sacrae, sive, Auctorum fere iam 

Perditorum Secundi Tertiique Saeculi post Christum Natum quae Supersunt, vol. 1(Oxford: Cooke, 1814) 381. Cf. 

Bernard, St. John, vol. 2, 596. 

65 Translated from the Latin text in Routh, Reliquiae Sacrae, vol. 1, 381. 

66 S. P. Brock, “Versions, Ancient: Syriac Versions,” in ABD 6:794. 

67 E.g., 2 Kgdms 1:10; 4 Kgdms 11:12; Ps 20:4; Zech 6:11; 1 Macc 13:37; 2 Macc 14:4; Rev 14:14. 

68 Translated by the author from the Aramaic text in the Targum Pseudo-Jonathan to the Pentateuch 

(CALP; Hebrew Union College, 2005) Exod 19:6.  

http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=pe%2Ftalon&la=greek&can=pe%2Ftalon0&prior=eu)d%5daimoni/as
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wreaths among the Israelite priesthood. Indeed, according to the Roman historian Tacitus 

in his Histories (5.5), the Israelite priests were bound with (wreaths of) ivy (hedera).69  

Daniélou thinks that the priestly use of wreaths may have been associated with the 

feast of tabernacles.70 He draws attention to an image of a priest within the setting of the 

feast of tabernacles whose hair is decorated with what appears to be leaves or flowers, 

found among the Dura Europos synagogue frescoes.71 He also suggests that this imagery 

informs a passage in the Shepherd of Hermas which speaks of “wreaths, as made of palm-

leaves” (στέφανοι ὡσεὶ ἐκ φοινίκων γεγονότες) being brought for the people at the 

command of the Lord’s angel (Hermas, Sim. 68).72  

The Syriac ܟܠܝܐܠ is likewise used of wreaths in the Peshitta.73 Thus, Paul’s 

reference to the athlete’s crown (στέφανος) (1 Cor 9:25) is translated by the Peshitta 

with ܟܠܝܐܠ. In the Martyrdom of Ignatius, the martyr is similarly said to have striven for 

the στέφανος in Greek74 but for the ܟܠܝܐܠ in the Syriac version (Mart. Ign. 5).75  

A translator would therefore have had two options in rendering the Syriac and/or 

Aramaic word into Greek within a priestly context: it could have been rendered with 

πέταλον if the reference was understood as being to the high-priestly crown, or with 

στέφανος if the priestly wreath was understood. Possibly Hegesippus knew a depiction 

of John as a priest wearing כלילא or ܟܠܝܐܠ which he wrongly rendered with πέταλον 

rather than στέφανος (concerning which, see below).  

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
69 Cf. Jean Daniélou, Primitive Christian Symbols, trans. Donald Attwater (Baltimore: Helicon Press, 1964) 

15. 

70 Daniélou, Primitive Christian Symbols, 14–23. 

71 Daniélou, Primitive Christian Symbols, 16, citing C. H. Kraeling, The Excavations of Dura-Europos: 

Final Report, VIII, I (New Haven, Conn.: 1956) 114.  

72 Greek text from Ehrman, The Apostolic Fathers, vol. 2, 360. 

73 E.g., the Peshitta of Jdt 15:13; 3 Macc 4:8; 4 Macc 9:6; 1 Cor 9:25 

74 Ignatius of Antioch, Corpus Ignatianum: A Complete Collection of the Ignatian Epistles, Genuine, 

Interpolated, and Spurious, ed. William Cureton (Berlin: Asher, 1849) 193. 

75 William Wright, “Syriac Remains of S. Ignatius,” in The Apostolic Fathers, Part II: S. Ignatius, S. 

Polycarp: Revised Texts, vol. 3 (2nd ed.; London: Macmillan, 1889) 120. 

http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=pe%2Ftalon&la=greek&can=pe%2Ftalon0&prior=eu)d%5daimoni/as
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The High-Priestly Interpretation of the Episcopal Office 

 

 

The possible Hegesippean origin of the motif might explain the employment of πέταλον 

rather than στέφανος, for there are indications of an interest on Hegesippus’ part in 

interpreting the episcopal office in high-priestly terms. This is seen in Epiphanius, who 

provides a high-priestly-interpretation of the Christian episcopacy within the context of 

his discussion of James the Just, which was likely dependent upon Hegesippus (see 

discussion above). Epiphanius thus relates that Christ’s kingdom has both a kingly and 

priestly aspect to it: kingly, because,  

 

“he in himself is a greater king, from eternity, according to his divine nature 

(κατὰ τὴν θεότητα)”, and priestly, because Christ “is the high priest, and leader 

of high priests (ἀρχιερέων πρύτανις), with James being appointed the first 

bishop, who is called the brother of Jesus and an apostle” (Pan. 29.3.8–9).  

 

Epiphanius or his source might have been answering an objection, raised from 

Jer 33:17–18, that the Levitical priesthood was to be perpetual and that there would 

always be a king upon the throne of David.76 If so, the objection would have been 

answered by elevating Christ’s kingship into a heavenly one, and by interpreting the 

continuance of the priesthood in terms of Christ’s high priestly office, as represented in 

the succession of bishops in the church, beginning with James.  

The mention of James’ ordination in this context is suggestive of Epiphanius’ 

use of Hegesippus, who discussed James and related that he “receives the government of 

the church, along with the apostles” (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 2.23.4). Such an 

exegetical interest on Hegesippus’ part might also explain his interest in drawing up 

episcopal succession records (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 4.22.3). 

This exegetical framework is possibly related to the conception of James as chief 

bishop of the church which underlies the Clementine literature and other second-century 

works.77 It may also inform the high-priestly interpretation of the episcopal office 

                                                 
76 This passage does not occur in the LXX.  

77 For discussion of the conception of James in this period, see Martin Hengel, “Jakobus der Herrenbruder – 

der erste ‘Papst’?,” in Glaube und Eschatologie: Festschrift für Werner Georg Kümmel zum 80. Geburtstag, ed. Erich 

http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=pe%2Ftalon&la=greek&can=pe%2Ftalon0&prior=eu)d%5daimoni/as
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employed from around the turn of the third century. Thus, Tertullian states that the right 

of giving baptism belongs, “to the high priest (summus sacerdos), who is the bishop”.78 

The author of the Refutation of All Heresies, written in Rome in the early third century 

(c. 225), likewise claims that, “we, being the successors (διάδοχοι)” of the apostles, 

share “in the same grace of high priesthood (ἀρχιερατεία) and teaching” (Refut. 1, pref. 

6). The Apostolic Tradition (third century), sometimes ascribed to Hippolytus, speaks of 

the bishop “exercising the high-priestly office (ἀρχιερατεύειν)” in “your sanctuary” (Ap. 

Trad. 3.2,3) and interprets this exercise in terms of his “ministering night and day 

without ceasing, to placate your face and to offer to you the gifts of your holy church” 

(Ap. Trad. 3.3–4). It adds, perhaps reflecting something of the depiction of James 

interceding for the people in the temple, that the bishop is “to have authority to forgive 

sins by the high-priestly spirit (τῷ πνεύματι τῷ ἀρχιερατικῷ)” (Ap. Trad. 3.5; cf. John’s 

promise to pray and find forgiveness for the robber captain in Quis div. 42).79  

In a fragment from a lost work entitled Odes on all the Scriptures, Hippolytus 

refers to John as “the Ephesian high priest” (ἀρχιερεὺς Ἐφέσιος),80 echoing Polycrates’ 

description of John as a priest wearing the πέταλον. Bauckham thinks that Hippolytus’ 

reference was “certainly” dependent upon Polycrates’ description of John.81 However, 

unlike Polycrates, Hippolytus localizes John’s high-priestly status at Ephesus, 

presumably in reference to John’s episcopal office, agreeing with Epiphanius’ claim that 

Christ was the head of an episcopal line of high priests. Probably both Polycrates and 

Hippolytus were interacting with a high-priestly interpretation of the episcopal office.  

While Hegesippus likely described the episcopacy in high-priestly terms, 

Epiphanius seems to have misunderstood his exegesis by transforming James into a 

literal high priest who entered the holy of holies every year. Presumably, this idea was 

evoked by the depiction of James (in Hegesippus/Eusebius) as being alone allowed to 

enter the holy place. Indeed, scholars still read high-priestly language into Eusebius’ 

                                                 
Grässer, Otto Merk (Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1985) 71–104; cf. J. Scott, “James the Relative of Jesus and the 

Expectation of an Eschatological Priest,” JETS 25.3 (1982); Skarsaune, “Fragments of Jewish Christian Literature,” 

347. 

78 Translated from the Latin text in Allen Brent, “Tertullian on the Role of the Bishop,” in Tertullian and 

Paul, ed. Todd D. Still and David E. Wilhite (New York: Bloomsbury, 2013) 176. 

79 Translated by the author from the Greek text given in Brent, Hippolytus, 373. 

80 Eisler, Enigma, 55, citing the Parisian Codex Coislin 195. 

81 Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 448 n. 38. 
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account for this reason.82 Hegesippus’ meaning, however, might have only been that 

James, alone of the disciples, had permission to enter the temple on account of his 

priestly office, a tradition which might have belonged to James the son of Alphaeus, but 

which Hegesippus likely appropriated in support of his theory of James the Just’s 

episcopal primacy.  

  

 

A Possible Syriac Source for the Πέταλον Motif 

 

 

As discussed in Chapter 2, Bauckham has argued that Polycrates may have exegetically 

derived his depiction of John as a priest wearing the πέταλον from Acts 4:6, in which a 

certain John is mentioned as part of the high priest’s family.83 This passage, however, 

while mentioning the name of John in a high-priestly context, does not identify this John 

as the Evangelist or associate him with the high-priestly crown.  

Harris and Mingana on the other hand have posited that the depiction may have 

been deduced from a passage in the Odes of Solomon (Ode 20.1–7).84 Unlike Acts 4:6, 

this Ode does portray a priest wearing a priestly crown (ܟܠܝܐܠ), and the Odes 

furthermore depict the Odist in ways that might have suggested an identification with 

John the Evangelist to an ancient reader (see below). 

                                                 
82 Painter thus states that, “The stress on the exclusive role of James implies that the sanctuary alluded to is 

the Holy of Holies” (Just James, 126; similarly, Skarsaune, “Fragments of Jewish Christian Literature,” 140–141). 

Stökl Ben Ezra also argues that James was originally depicted as a high-priestly figure (The Impact of Yom Kippur, 

246). This view is rejected by E. Zuckschwerdt, “Das Naziraat des Herrenbruders Jakobus nach Hegesippus,” ZNW 68 

(1977) 276–287, who perhaps goes too far in denying any priestly allusion, arguing that the Nazarite aspect of the 

portrayal is an anti-priestly motif. However, as Painter points out, the two aspects are not necessarily contradictory 

(Just James, 126).  

83 Bauckham, Eyewitnesses, 451; Testimony, 50. 

84 Rendel Harris and Alfonse Mingana, The Odes and Psalms of Solomon, vol. 2, Translation with 

Introduction and Notes (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1920) 318–319. The author arrived at this view 

independently, though not from first reading the Odes, as Harris and Mingana did, but rather from having come to the 

view that Hegesippus was likely the source and that therefore the solution was likely to be found in the equivalent 

Syriac word. 

http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=pe%2Ftalon&la=greek&can=pe%2Ftalon0&prior=eu)d%5daimoni/as
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The Odes were written early enough to have been available to both Polycrates 

and Hegesippus, and are usually dated between 100 and 125 C.E.85 Charlesworth places 

the Odes in the late first to early second century86 and Aune between the last quarter of 

the first century and first quarter of the second.87 Lattke, though preferring a later range, 

dates them to the early second century,88 and Dunn similarly places them in the first 

quarter of the second century.89  

The Odes were a very important work within early Christianity, and were widely 

disseminated. Indeed, fragments have been found in Syriac, Greek, Coptic and Latin.90 

They may have been considered canonical in some places; Lactantius, at least, in the 

early fourth century, quoted Ode 19 as a canonical work which he attributed to Solomon 

(Epit. 39.2; cf. Div. inst. 4.12).91 Possibly the name of Solomon was attached to the 

Odes as a result of their placement alongside the earlier Psalms of Solomon in early 

collections. The inclusion of the name of Solomon in the title might not have been 

known to Montanus in the second half of the second century, who cited a passage 

simply as “from the Odes” (ἐκ τῶν ᾠδῶν).92  

Though their provenance is unknown, the Odes are usually thought to have 

originated in Syria,93 perhaps in Antioch or Edessa.94 Scholarship favours either a 

                                                 
85 Lee Martin McDonald, “The Odes of Solomon in Ancient Christianity: Reflections on Scripture and 

Canon,” in Sacra Scriptura: How “Non-Canonical” Texts Functioned in Early Judaism and Early Christianity, ed. 

James H. Charlesworth and Lee Martin McDonald (London: Bloomsbury, 2012) 119; cf. Simon Gathercole, The 

Composition of the Gospel of Thomas: Original Language and Influences (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 

2012) 38.  

86 James H. Charlesworth, “Odes of Solomon,” OTP 2:725. 

87 David E. Aune, “The Odes of Solomon and Early Christian Prophecy,” NTS 28 (1982) 436. 

88 Michael Lattke, The Odes of Solomon: A Commentary, trans. Marianne Ehrhardt (Hermeneia; 

Minneapolis: Fortress, 2009) 7–10; 

89 James D. G. Dunn, Neither Jew nor Greek, vol. 3: Christianity in the Making (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 

2015) 129. 

90 Cf. Lattke, The Odes, 11. 

91 Cf. Lattke, The Odes, 2. 

92 See Lattke, The Odes, 8. 

93 Lattke argues that the links between the Odes and the epistles of Ignatius “strongly suggest Syria” (The 

Odes, 11). 

94 Aune, “The Odes of Solomon,” 436; McDonald, “The Odes of Solomon,” 119. Dunn thinks they were 

“most probably” written in or near Antioch (Christianity in the Making, 129 n. 102).  
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Syriac95 or Greek96 original, though Qumran Hebrew has also been suggested.97 

Whatever the case, they could have been familiar to Hegesippus, who wrote in Greek 

and is said by Eusebius to have used Hebrew (or Aramaic) and Syriac works (Hist. eccl. 

4.22.8). 

 

 

The Interpretation of the Odist as John 

 

 

Harris and Mingana suggested that the twentieth Ode, which depicts a priestly figure 

wearing a ܟܠܝܐܠ, might have been the source of Polycrates’ reference to John as a priest 

wearing the πέταλον.98 It reads:  

 

I am a priest of the Lord,99 

and to him I serve as a priest;  

. . . 

But put on the grace of the Lord generously,  

and come into his Paradise,  

and make for yourself a crown (ܟܠܝܐܠ) from his tree (Ode 20.1, 7; trans. OTP 

2:753). 

 

A similar depiction of a priestly figure wearing a crown is found in the extant 

Coptic fragment of the first Ode, which was not available at the time Harris and 

Mingana wrote, in which the Odist declares: “The Lord is on my head like a crown [or 

“wreath”]” (trans. OTP 2:734).100  

                                                 
95 See, e.g., A. Vööbus, “Neues Licht zur Frage der Originalsprache der Oden Salomos,” Mus 75 (1962) 

275–290; J. A. Emerton, “Some Problems of Text and Language in the Odes of Solomon,” JTS 18 (1967) 372–406; 

Aune, “The Odes of Solomon,” 456 n. 5; Charlesworth, “Odes of Solomon,” 726. 

96 Lattke, The Odes, 10–11. 

97 Jean Carmignac, “Les Affinités qumrâniennes de la onzième Ode de Salomon,” RevQ 3 (1961) 71–102. 

98 Harris and Mingana, The Odes, vol. 2, 318–319. 

99 Harris and Mingana (The Odes, vol. 2, 319) suggest that Jerome’s pontifex eius (“his high priest”), if 

representative of Polycrates’ original text, would “make an excellent parallel” to the Odist’s words here. 

100 The Coptic text is given in Majella Franzmann, The Odes of Solomon: An Analysis of the Poetical 

Structure and Form (NTOA 20; Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1991) 15. 
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The editors begin by acknowledging the difficulties involved in interpreting the 

twentieth Ode, which they suggest speaks of spiritual priesthood.101 They tentatively 

suggest the possibility that this figure was John, who, they note, is actually said to have 

worn the high-priestly mitre on his head.102 However, they caution that even if 

Polycrates’ depiction of John did originate with the Odes, it would not follow that “John 

is himself the Odist, or the person of whom the Odist is thinking.” Rather, “Polycrates 

might have applied the language of the Odes about ‘priesthood’ and πέταλον to his great 

predecessor.”103 

While little is known concerning how the Odist might have been identified by 

ancient readers, the possibility of a Johannine interpretation may be suggested by the 

Odes’ allusions to the Johannine works and by the Odist’s potential self-identification as 

a Johannine figure.  

The Johannine flavour of the Odes has long been recognized within scholarship, 

to the extent that authorship has often been sought within the context of the Johannine 

community,104 or even by a disciple of John.105 In fact, the Orientalist James 

Montgomery, who belonged to the first generation of scholars who discussed the Odes, 

went so far as to suggest that “this Johannine atmosphere with its unique terminology” 

may have sprung from “out of the Beloved Disciple’s experience”.106 Possibly an 

ancient reader thought so too. 

Johannine features in the Odes include a play on the words wind and spirit in 

Ode 6.1–2 (cf. John 3:8)107 and possible allusions of John’s Gospel in the call to the 

thirsty to drink living waters (Ode 30.1–2; cf. John 7:2, 37). Robinson points out that the 

stretching out of hands as a representation of crucifixion occurs in John’s Gospel (21:18) 

                                                 
101 Harris and Mingana, The Odes, vol. 2, 318. 

102 Harris and Mingana, The Odes, vol. 2, 318–319. 

103 Harris and Mingana, The Odes, vol. 2, 319. 

104 Carmignac, “Les affinités qumrâniennes,” 98; Titus Nagel, Die Rezeption des Johannesevangeliums im 

2. Jahrhundert: Studien zur  vorirenäischen Aneignung und Auslegung des vierten Evangeliums in christlicher und 

christlich-gnostischer Literatur (Leipzig: Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, 2000) 190; James H. Charlesworth, “A Study 

in Shared Symbolism and Usage: The Qumran Community and the Johannine Community,” in The Bible and the 

Dead Sea Scrolls, vol. 3: The Scrolls and Christian Origins, ed. James H. Charlesworth (Waco, Tex.: Baylor 

University Press, 2006) 150; Dunn, Christianity in the Making, 128. 

105 McDonald, “The Odes of Solomon,” 109. 

106 James A. Montgomery, “The recently discovered Odes of Solomon,” BW 36 (1910) 99. 

107 So, e.g., Aune, “The Odes of Solomon,” 437. 



242 

 

and the Odes (27.1–3; 41.1–3).108 Some have noted that the third Ode shares the theme 

of love with the Gospel and 1 John: “He loves me. For I should not have known how to 

love the Lord, if He had not continuously loved me” (Ode 3.3; trans. OTP 2:735; cf. 

John 14:21; 15:16 and 1 John 4:10, 19).109 

The Odes also contain a pronounced Logos doctrine, which Pollard refers to as 

its “key Christological concept”.110 As he notes,111 the Odes present the Logos as the 

mediator of creation, echoing the Johannine doctrine of the Logos who was in the 

beginning, through whom the worlds were made (Ode 16.18–19; John 1:2). The twelfth 

Ode similarly echoes the Johannine prologue, stating: “the dwelling place of the Word is 

man” (Ode 12.12, trans. OTP 2:747; cf., John 1:14). But perhaps the most elevated 

expression of this Logos doctrine comes in Ode 41, in which Christ speaks of the Father 

who “possessed me from the beginning” (Ode 41.9, trans. OTP 2:770; cf. Prov 8:22), 

adding, “For his riches begat me” (Ode 41.10, trans. OTP 2:770 cf. Prov 8:23). It further 

equates the “Word that was before time in him” (Ode 41.14, trans. OTP 2:770) with 

“The Man who humbled himself” and was raised (Ode 41.11–12; trans. OTP 2:770; cf. 

Phil 2:6–11). 

An association with John might have also been suggested by the Odist’s claims 

to experiences of paradise, with its trees, fruits and river (11.16), as well as of heaven 

(36.1–2), evocative of the experience of the apocalyptic seer. Both the Odes and 

Revelation speak of a crown and of being inscribed in a book (Ode 9:11; Rev 3:5, 11; 

2:10),112 and both mention a dragon with seven heads (Ode 22:5; Rev 13:1).113  

Ode 29 may have been understood as identifying the Odist as an apostle and as 

John. First, the Odist speaks of taking the rod of the Messiah’s power to rule over the 

thoughts of the Gentiles, indicating some early Christian leader involved in the 

expansion of Christianity to the nations. Indeed, Spitta goes so far as to argue that lines 

                                                 
108 Robinson, The Priority of John, 71 n. 164. 

109 Cf. J. H. Charlesworth and R. A. Culpepper, “The Odes of Solomon and the Gospel of John,” CBQ 35 

(1973) 300. 

110 T. E. Pollard, Johannine Christology and the Early Church (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 

1970) 34. 

111 Pollard, Johannine Christology, 34.  

112 Prigent, Apocalypse, 194; cf. Aune, Revelation 1–5, 223. 

113 Cf. Preserved Smith, “The Disciples of John and the Odes of Solomon,” Mon 25 (1915) 174. 
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7–9 can only refer to “an apostle of Christ” (whom he identifies with Paul, the apostle to 

the Gentiles).114  

A little later, the Odist writes: “And I gave praise to the Most High, because he 

has magnified his servant and the son of his maidservant” (Ode 29.11; trans. OTP 

2:761). The speaker is likely describing himself as the son of God’s handmaid.115 It 

seems to be an allusion to the psalmist, who refers to himself as a servant and as the son 

of God’s maidservant (Ps 86:16; 116:16),116 unless it is an allusion to a similar passage 

in the Wisdom of Solomon (Wis 9:5).117 But there may also be an allusion to Luke’s 

prologue (1:38),118 in which God is referred to as “Most High” (cf. Luke 1:35), and 

Mary as God’s handmaid,119 whose lowly state God had looked upon (Luke 1:48; cf. 

1:52). In the latter case, the Odist would be claiming to be the son of Mary, which could 

have been interpreted of the Beloved Disciple, to whom Jesus’ mother was entrusted 

after the crucifixion (John 19:26–27).  

These things suggest the possibility that the priestly figure wearing the ܟܠܝܐܠ 

could have been interpreted as John by an ancient reader. If Hegesippus did originate the 

high-priestly conception of the episcopal office, he could have found convenient support 

for it in the Odist’s portrayal of a possibly Johannine figure as a priest wearing the ܟܠܝܐܠ, 

which he evidently took as a (probably spiritual) reference to the high-priestly crown, 

resulting in the mistranslation of the word with πέταλον. Στέφανος would clearly be the 

correct translation:120 the Odist is described as a priest, not the high priest, and the 

adjectival qualification “golden” is not employed as it usually is when the high-priestly 

                                                 
114 Cited by Lattke, The Odes, 403. 

115 Lattke, The Odes, 413. 

116 Lattke, The Odes, 413–414. 

117 Harris and Mingana, The Odes, vol. 2, 70; cf. Lattke, The Odes, 414. 

118 So, e.g., Craig A. Evans, Word and Glory: On the Exegetical and Theological Background of John's 

Prologue (JSNTSup 89; Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press, 1993) 71. 

119 Lattke claims that ܐܡܬܐ does not represent δούλη, used of Mary in Luke’s prologue, but παιδίσκης, 

citing Ps 85:16 (LXX) and Wis 9:5 (The Odes, 414). However, the Peshitta of Luke 1:38 does employ ܐܡܬܐ of 

Mary, representing the Greek δούλη. 

120 Cf. Lattke, The Odes, 294–295. 
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plate is introduced.121 Furthermore, the crown in question is said in one place to have 

been taken from a tree (Ode 20.7).122 

 

 

John/Mark’s Hymns to the Divine Christ 

 

 

There is a possible vestige of a Johannine identification of the Odist in the Acts, 

Miracles and Passion of Mark, according to which Mark would gather the brothers 

together at the Jerusalem temple over the course of a number of days for the purpose of 

“laudatory hymn singing (δοξολογικὴν ὑμνῳδίαν) to the master of all things, to Christ 

the God (τῷ δεσπότῃ τῶν ὅλων Χριστῷ τῷ θεῷ)” (§ 6). Thus, where the Odist is a 

priestly figure who sings of Christ, the divine Word, the Acts, Miracles and Passion of 

Mark depicts Mark (a Levite; cf. § 1) as leading the brothers in hymns to the divine 

Christ in the temple.  

The material in the Acts, Miracles and Passion of Mark may have some ancient 

antecedents. The reference to singing hymns “to Christ the God” is possibly related to 

the statement of the anonymous writer (c. 230)123 quoted by Eusebius, who spoke of 

those “psalms and odes” (ψαλμοὶ … καὶ ᾠδαὶ) written by brothers “from the beginning”, 

which were “praising Christ, the Word of God, as God124” (τὸν λόγον τοῦ θεοῦ τὸν 

Χριστὸν ὑμνοῦσι θεολογοῦντες)” (apud Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 5.28.6).125 Perhaps the 

Odes, with their Logos theology and antiphonal responses in the words of Christ,126 

were such a collection of hymns as those spoken of by the anonymous writer, as some 

                                                 
121 E.g., Exod 28:36; Lev 8:9; Philo, Migr. 103, Mos 2.22 (an exception, 1 En. 21.9 and the identical text in 

T. Levi 8.1, speaks of the “πέταλον of faithfulness” in its list of high-priestly items). 

122 Cf. Daniélou, Primitive Christian Symbols, 17. 

123 Lightfoot states that this writer has, for “excellent reasons”, been identified with Hippolytus, though he 

does not elaborate (The Apostolic Fathers, part 1, vol. 2, 407). 

124 To the author’s knowledge, all the standard translations of Eusebius understand θεολογοῦντες in the 

sense that they were ascribing divinity to Christ. For various uses of the verb, see PGL 626–627.  

125 Preserved Smith suggests a connection between the statement of the anonymous writer and the Odes 

(“The Disciples of John,” 181). 

126 Cf. David E. Aune, Prophecy in Early Christianity and the Ancient Mediterranean World (Grand 

Rapids: Eerdmans, 1983) 296. 

http://www.perseus.tufts.edu/hopper/morph?l=pe%2Ftalon&la=greek&can=pe%2Ftalon0&prior=eu)d%5daimoni/as
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have suggested.127 Pliny the Younger in his letter to Trajan (c. 111 C.E.) similarly 

speaks of the Christians rising early “to sing antiphonally a hymn to Christ as to a god 

(Christo quasi Deo)” (Epp. 10.96).128 These sources thus attest the existence of early 

Christian hymns which praised Christ as a divine being. While the anonymous writer 

associates such hymns with “brothers” who were active in the early days of Christianity, 

another, the Acts, Miracles and Passion of Mark, associates them with John/Mark.  

 

 

Conclusion 

 

 

It has been argued that the depictions of both Mark and James as priests wearing the 

priestly plate may have originated in a Johannine setting. Polycrates’ familiarity with 

such a Johannine tradition suggests that the motif already existed in the second century. 

Separate considerations from Epiphanius suggested that James’ depiction may have 

originated with Hegesippus.  

The solution to the meaning of the πέταλον in Polycrates’ description of John is 

possibly to be found in the corresponding Syriac word ܟܠܝܐܠ, which is used both of a 

priestly wreath and of the high-priestly plate. Evidence was provided for suspecting that 

Hegesippus might have been motivated to render ܟܠܝܐܠ with πέταλον on account of an 

exegetical interest in interpreting the Christian episcopacy in high-priestly categories.  

A potential Syriac source for the motif was identified in the Odes of Solomon, in 

which a Johannine-type figure is depicted as a priest wearing the ܟܠܝܐܠ. Evidence that 

the Odist might have been understood as John was found in the Odes’ allusions to 

Johannine literature and in the potential identification of the Odist as an apostle and son 

of Mary.  

The motif of Mark as a priest wearing the priestly plate is absent from Coptic 

sources and found mostly in western sources. While this may be coincidental, it may 

also be accounted for on the supposition that Hegesippus was the originator of the 

πέταλον motif and that the Coptic tradition is independent of Hegesippus.  

                                                 
127 Preserved Smith, “The Disciples of John,” 181; Bernard, St. John, vol. 1, cxlvi. 

128 Latin text in Betty Radice, ed., Pliny. Letters and Panegyricus, 2 vols. (LCL; Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard 

University Press, 1969). 
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CHAPTER 12 

JOHN AND MARK: PARALLEL LIVES 

 

 

Bruns’ two features of the evidence have already been examined: the portrayal of Mark 

as a Johannine figure and the reduplication of Markan traditions under the name of John. 

This chapter will examine the often-unintended correlation of the travels of John/Mark 

and John the Evangelist in extant sources, and will thus complement that of Chapter 9, 

which compared the narratives of John/Mark and Mark of Alexandria.  

An attempt will first be made to reconstruct the general contours of the life of 

John/Mark. A similar reconstruction of John’s life will ensue, with attention drawn to 

possible correlations with the John/Mark narrative. This will be followed by a survey of 

sources demonstrating various attempts at conflating the John/Mark narrative with that 

of the Alexandrian Mark. It will be concluded that the correlations between the 

narratives of John/Mark and John the Evangelist are suggestive that the two figures 

might once have shared a single story.   

  

 

I. The Journeys of John/Mark 

 

 

The Greek Acts, Miracles, and Passion of Mark provides one of the most extensive 

accounts of Mark’s early travels. It begins by relating that Mark had resided in 

Jerusalem, having inherited great wealth from his ancestors (§ 3). Following the 

ascension of Christ, he is said to have accompanied Barnabas into Antioch, where they 

preached the Gospel (§ 6). From there, Mark travelled to the nearby town of Seleucia, 

where he was imprisoned (§ 6). Following his release, he was directed to return south to 

Caesarea in Palestine, where he converted many to the knowledge of God (§ 6). From 

there, he sailed to Cyprus, preaching and healing the sick, before reaching Pamphylia on 

the southern coast of Asia Minor (§ 7). He had planned from there to go to “the western 

lands of the Gauls” (ἑσπερίους τόπους τῶν Γάλλων) (Galatians?), but was turned aside 

by a divine revelation, and having heard that Paul was staying in Antioch with Barnabas, 

he made his way to that city (§ 8; cf. Acts 11:22–26). He stayed in Antioch for “not a 
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short time” and then returned to Jerusalem with Simeon, named Niger (cf. Acts 11:27; 

13:1).  

Possibly Mark’s travels to Antioch, Seleucia, Caesarea, Cyprus and Asia Minor 

were correlated with the travels of the Jerusalem Christians “as far as Phoenicia, Cyprus 

and Antioch” (Acts 11:19), which took place following the persecution that came in the 

wake of Stephen’s martyrdom (cf. Acts 8:1). Some place Stephen’s death in late 36 or 

early 37 C.E., following Pilate’s deposition,1 though others consider the evidence too 

inconclusive for dating purposes.2 Ancient views are discussed by Riesner,3 including 

the tradition, found in Hippolytus of Thebes (Chron. 3) and the fourteenth-century 

historian Nicephorus Callistus (who attributes it to Evodius) (Hist. eccl. 2.3), that the 

stoning took place seven years after the resurrection and ascension, though this may 

have been based on the symbolism of the number seven.4 Manuscript B of the 

Chronographer of 354 places the stoning of Stephen in the sixth year after the 

crucifixion, or (according to its chronology of the crucifixion) in 34 C.E.5   

The Acts, Miracles, and Passion of Mark also relates that John/Mark made his 

way back to Antioch when he heard that Paul was there, and Acts places Paul’s sojourn 

in the city prior to the famine visit to Jerusalem (cf. Acts 11:27–30), which likely took 

place c. 45 C.E.6  Thus, this work likely envisioned these journeys of John/Mark as 

taking place in the period from c. 35 to c. 45 C.E. 

Prominent among those Jerusalem Christians who were scattered were “Cypriot 

and Cyrenian men” (ἄνδρες Κύπριοι καὶ Κυρηναῖοι) (Acts 11:20), and Cypriot tradition 

is said to have located the birthplace of both Barnabas and Mark at Salamis on the 

                                                 
1 See, e.g., Bo Reicke, The New Testament Era: The World of the Bible from 500 B.C. to A.D. 100, trans. 

David E. Green (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1968) 141; Finegan, The Mediterranean World, 12 

2 Raymond E. Brown, The Death of the Messiah form Gethsemane to the Grave: A Commentary on the 

Passion Narratives in the Four Gospels, vol. 1 (New York: Yale University Press, 1994) 370. 

3 Riesner, Paul’s Early Period, 59–60. 

4 Cf. Riesner, Paul’s Early Period, 60. 

5 Riesner, Paul’s Early Period, 59, citing ASGW 1 (1850) 659. 

6 Riesner, Paul’s Early Period, 136; cf. Martin Hengel and Anna Maria Schwemer, Paul between Damascus 

and Antioch: The Unknown Years (Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox, 1997) 243, who place it in 44/45. 
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island7 (cf. Acts 4:36, which makes Barnabas, Mark’s relative, to have been from 

Cyprus). Possibly Mark was counted among those who were scattered.8 

While the Cyrenian men are usually identified with Cyrene in North Africa, there 

is a possibility that the account referred to men from the city of Kyrenia (modern day 

Girne) in Cyprus.9 F. F. Bishop, in support of this, draws attention, among other things, 

to spelling variations of Kyrenia in historical works and variations of “Cyrene” and 

“Cyrenian” in pre-modern versions of the bible,10 as well as to local traditions which 

regard Kyrenia as the birthplace of Simon the Cyrenian.11 This would make the καὶ here 

epexegetical: “Cypriot, that is Cyrenian men”.  

Mark’s association with Syria is also mentioned by the medieval Islamic scholar 

Ibn Hazm of Cordoba (994–1064), who claims that Mark wrote his Gospel in Greek at 

Antioch, twenty-two years after the ascension, or in the early fifties.12 Another text 

which places Mark in the Syrian region is the East Syriac work entitled the Garden of 

Delights (Gannat Bussame):  

 

Some people report that Mark himself translated the Old Testament from 

Hebrew into Syriac, and that he presented his translation to James, the brother of 

our Lord, and to the Apostles, who appended their approbation to it and gave it 

to the inhabitants of Syria.13  

 

                                                 
7 Hackett, A History, 379. 

8 Pierson Parker suggested that Mark was involved in this missionary expansion; see “The Posteriority of 

Mark,” in New Synoptic Studies: The Cambridge Gospel Conference and Beyond, ed. William R. Famer (Macon, Ga.: 

Mercer University Press, 1983) 132. 

9 F. F. Bishop, “Simon and Lucius: Where did they come from? A Plea for Cyprus,” ExpT 51 (1939–1940) 

148–153. 

10 Bishop, “Simon and Lucius,” 150–151. 

11 Bishop, “Simon and Lucius,” 150. 

12 Muhammad Abu Laylah, The Qur’an and the Gospels: A Comparative Study (Cairo: El-Falah, 2005) 89, 

citing Ibn Hazm, Al-Faisal, vol. 2 (Cairo, Subayh, 1964) 20.  

13 Alphonso Mingana, The Book of Religion and Empire (Manchester: Manchester University Press, 1922) 

xx-xxi; cf. Michael Weitzman, The Syriac Version of the Old Testament (UCOP 56; Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press, 2005) 248. 
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The attribution of the Peshitta to Mark was common in Syriac tradition,14 and is of 

unknown derivation.  

The mention of James and the apostles is also consistent with a setting for 

Mark’s Syrian activities during the initial expansion of Christianity into that region, 

following the martyrdom of Stephen and the ensuing persecution (cf. Acts 8:1; 11:19. 

According to Acts, those who were dispersed remained under the oversight of the 

Jerusalem church (cf. Acts 11:22), and during this time, the apostles were still said to 

have been resident in Jerusalem (cf. Acts 8:14).  

 

 

The Further Travels of John/Mark 

 

 

In the Acts narrative, Mark accompanies Barnabas and Paul on the first part of their 

missionary journey, which took them from Antioch to Cyprus and then to Perga in 

southern Asia Minor (Acts 13:1–13). He probably joined Barnabas and Paul in 

Jerusalem (cf. Acts 12:25) when they brought famine relief to the Jerusalem Christians 

(Acts 11:27–30), in about the year 45 C.E.  

Upon the arrival of Paul and Barnabas at Perga in Pamphylia, John/Mark decides 

to abandon the mission and to return to Jerusalem (Acts 13:13). He is said to have later 

returned to Cyprus, with Barnabas, following the Jerusalem Council, probably in the late 

40s (Acts 15:39), at which point he disappears from the Acts narrative.  

He reappears again in the Pauline corpus, where he is found in nearby Asia 

Minor. In the letter to the Colossians, the imprisoned Paul expects Mark’s travels to take 

him into the heart of the Lycus Valley where the Colossians and nearby Laodiceans 

were situated. The letter to Philemon, an undisputed Pauline letter,15 also refers to an 

imprisonment (Phlm 24). Traditionally these letters have been held to have been sent 

from Rome, c. 62, during Paul’s final Roman imprisonment.16 Some now argue that 

                                                 
14 Weitzman, The Syriac Version, 248. 

15 M. Eugene Boring, An Introduction to the New Testament: History, Literature, Theology (Louisville, Ky.: 

Westminster John Knox, 2012) 230. 

16 A useful discussion supportive of this view is provided by Barth and Blanke, Colossians, 126–133. For 

discussion and bibliography on this issue, see Werner George Kümmel, Introduction to the New Testament, rev. ed., 

trans. Howard Clark Lee (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1973) 324–332; Trebilco, The Early Christians, 83–87.  
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Philemon (and possibly Colossians) was written from Ephesus, c. 54, during Paul’s 

three-year ministry in the Asian city.17 A minor third position is that Paul wrote from 

Caesarea during his imprisonment there (Acts 24:31–35).18 The Ephesian hypothesis 

seems to have been known in ancient times: according to the Marcionite Prologue to 

Colossians, Paul, “already bound, therefore writes to them from Ephesus” (ergo 

apostolus iam ligatus scribit eis ab Epheso).19 The prologues to the Philippians and 

Ephesians, which exhibit the traditional Roman imprisonment view, may be later and 

secondary.20  

The last mention of Mark in the Pauline corpus is in 2 Tim 4:11,21 which is 

contextualized during Paul’s final Roman imprisonment. The apostle exhorts Timothy, 

who is in Asia Minor (2 Tim 1:15–16), to bring Mark with him on his journey to Rome 

(2 Tim 4:11). It can be deduced that Mark was held to have arrived in Rome, from Asia 

Minor, during the reign of Nero, probably in the early to mid-60s.  

Little is known about John/Mark after this time. Calmet mentions that the tomb 

of John/Mark (whom he distinguishes from Mark the Evangelist) was located in 

Ephesus,22 which he perhaps learned from the Greek oral tradition he mentions in the 

context.  

 

 

 

 

                                                 
17 For a useful summary of the evidence in favour of view that both Philemon and Philippians (which are 

generally regarded as having been written around the same time) were written from Ephesus, see Boring, An 

Introduction, 220–223; 232–232. 

18 Cf. Robinson, Redating, 65–67. Ellis holds that Ephesians-Colossians-Philemon were written at Caesarea 

and Philippians at Rome (New Testament Documents, 271–272). 

19 The Latin text is taken from Souter, The Text and Canon, 205–206. 

20 Concerning the secondary nature of the prologue on Philippians, see John Knox, Marcion and the New 

Testament: An Essay in the Early History of the Canon (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1942) 43–44; Boring, 

An Introduction, 221; for Ephesians, see Judith M. Lieu, Marcion and the Marking of a Heretic: God and Scripture in 

the Second Century (Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2015) 239; for Philemon, see John J. Clabeaux, 

“Marcionite Prologues to Paul,” in ABD 4:520. 

21 P. N. Harrison included this verse as one of his proposed genuine fragments of Paul (The Problem of the 

Pastoral Epistles [London: Oxford University Press, 1921] 115–135); in any case, it reflects early tradition 

concerning the movements of Paul and Mark.  

22 Calmet, Dictionnaire historique, vol. 2, 661. 
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II. The Journeys of John 

 

 

Early sources of the Johannine tradition primarily address John’s later Ephesian ministry 

and relate very little concerning his life and travels prior to that time. A number of 

narratives, however, do relate a tradition of John preaching in Antioch. Thus, at the end 

of the Armenian translation (fifth century) of the otherwise lost commentary on the 

Diatessaron by Ephrem the Syrian (306–373), found in a manuscript dated to 1195, a 

note (translated from Syriac) reads:23 “John wrote that [Gospel] in Greek, at Antioch, for 

he remained in the land until the time of Trajan.”24  

 Similarly, in an appendix to the fifth book of the Chronicle of the Jacobite cleric 

Michael of Antioch (twelfth century), the Jacobite bishop Dionysius bar Salibi (twelfth-

century) claims that John first preached in Antioch before journeying to Ephesus:  

 

John preached at Antioch; he went away to Ephesus and the mother of our Lord 

accompanied him. Immediately, they were exiled to the island of Patmos. On 

returning from exile, he preached at Ephesus and built a church. Ignatius and 

Polycarp served him. He buried the blessed Mary. He lived 73 years and died 

after all the other apostles; he was buried at Ephesus.25 

 

The reference to John’s “immediate” exile and his accompaniment by Mary will be 

discussed below.  

 In a variation of the narrative, found in an East Syrian (“Nestorian”) manuscript 

of the Peshitta (Mingana Syriac 540, dated to 1749), possibly copied from an exemplar 

written around 750 C.E.,26 the Antioch narrative is not mentioned but John’s Ephesian 

residence is placed in the reign of Tiberius: 

                                                 
23 For information on the manuscript, see, Fred C. Conybeare, “Ein Zeugnis Ephräms über das Fehlen von c. 

1 und 2 im Texte des Lucas,” ZNW 3 (1902) 192. 

24  Translated by the author from the Latin translation of the text given in Conybeare, “Ein 

Zeugnis Ephräms,” 193.  

25 Translated in Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee, 235. 

26 Alphonse Mingana, “The Authorship of the Fourth Gospel,” BJRL 14 (1930) 333–339. Other Syriacists, 

however, do not necessarily share the confidence in the precision with which Mingana dated manuscripts; see J. F. 

Coakley, “A Catalogue of the Syriac Manuscripts in the John Rylands Library,” BJRL 75 (1993) 115 n. 27. 
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[John] preached in Asia at first, and afterwards was banished by Tiberius Caesar 

to the isle of Patmos. Then he went to Ephesus and built up the church in it. 

Three of his disciples went thither with him, and there he died and was buried. 

[These three were] Ignatius, who was afterwards bishop in Antioch and was 

thrown to the beasts at Rome; Polycarp, who was afterwards bishop in Smyrna 

and was crowned [as a martyr] in the fire; John, to whom he committed the 

priesthood and the episcopal see after him.27 

 

This account clearly shares some relationship to the narrative found in bar Salibi, 

relating like him that John built up the church in Ephesus, that he had his disciples with 

him, and that he was buried in the city. Whereas bar Salibi mentions only Ignatius and 

Polycarp as John’s disciples, Mingana 540 adds a third, named as “his disciple John”, 

whom it goes on to associate with the second memorial to John in Ephesus and with the 

authorship of Revelation.28 This information was no doubt derived from Eusebius.29 

Unlike bar Salibi, Mingana 540 does not mention Mary (concerning which, see below).   

Mingana 540 specifically places the exile in the reign of Tiberius (r. 14-37 C.E.). 

While bar Salibi does not mention Tiberius, his statement that John founded the church 

at Ephesus presupposes that John was in the city prior to Paul, and thus points to an 

early date. 

The Tiberian dating of John’s residence in Ephesus is found as early as the fifth-

century in the Acts of John by Prochorus. This work contains the common motif of the 

twelve apostles gathering in Jerusalem and being allotted their labours, which is found 

in many accounts of apostles’ lives, but in this Johannine version the gathering of the 

apostles is specifically placed after the resurrection.30 It then relates that after John’s lot 

fell to Asia,31 all of the apostles, including John, departed for their allotted regions, with 

John travelling to Ephesus.32  

                                                 
27 Translated by Bruce, “St John at Ephesus,” 356–357. 

28 Bruce, “St John at Ephesus,” 357. 

29 Bruce, “St John at Ephesus,” 357 

30 Greek text in Theodore Zahn, ed., Acta Joannis unter Benutzung von C. v. Tischendorf’s 

Nachlass (Erlangen: Verlag von Andreas Deichert, 1880) 3–5. 

31 Zahn, Acta Joannis, 5 l. 13. 

32 Zahn, Acta Joannis, 7 ll. 1–4. 
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Possibly the tradition of John being allotted Asia arose as a result of the 

identification of the Apostle John with the Evangelist associated with Ephesus. This is 

consistent with another version of the story found in the Martyrdom of Andrew, 

according to which John (along with James) was allotted the east (τὴν ἀνατολὴν), not 

Asia, and Philip was allotted the cities of Samaria and Asia.33 The association of John 

with the east may represent an earlier stratum of the allotment tradition, before the 

identification of the Apostle with the Evangelist drew Asia into the narrative. 

The early placement of John’s residence in Ephesus has likely in turn suggested 

John’s early exile (in Mingana 540) on the basis of the tradition, spoken of by Eusebius 

(Hist. eccl. 3.23.6), that John took up residence in Ephesus after his release from 

Patmos.  

 A Geez commentary, written by a Jacobite, perhaps from Egypt or Jerusalem, no 

earlier than the late thirteenth century (Cowley suggests it was written in the late 

sixteenth century)34 may also be interacting with a tradition of John’s preaching in 

Antioch. It first attributes the founding of the churches in Asia to John, claiming that he 

was the one who turned them away from the worship of Artemis,35 and then recounts the 

story of the apostles being allocated their fields of labour. It records that John, whose lot 

was Asia, travelled to Ephesus and proceeded to appoint bishops in Ephesus, Smyrna 

and Pergamon.36 After this time, it claims, John left Asia to go to Antioch, though he is 

shipwrecked en route near the Syrian coast (see below). The shipwreck is placed in the 

second year of Claudius (c. 42), consistent with an early and/or Tiberian residence of 

John in Ephesus (see below). 

While bar Salibi inserted the Antioch narrative before John’s preaching in 

Ephesus, the Geez commentary has John travel to Antioch following his Ephesian 

ministry. The variation in the placement of the Antioch narrative vis-à-vis the Ephesian 

one in these texts suggests that they may represent different attempts at reconciling an 

Antioch narrative with the Ephesian one. Perhaps the allotment narrative found in the 

Acts of John by Prochorus, which required John’s early Ephesian residence, displaced 

an alternative Antioch narrative. 

                                                 
33 The Greek text is given in Jackson, The Problem of the Fourth Gospel, 146. 

34 Roger W. Cowley, The Traditional Interpretation of the Apocalypse of St John in the Ethiopian Orthodox 

Church (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1983) 73–74. 

35 Cowley, The Traditional Interpretation, 79. 

36 Cowley, The Traditional Interpretation, 81. 
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Seleucia and the Apocalyptic Vision 

 

 

The Geez commentary relates that “he left that country [Asia] in order to go to the 

country of Antioch”, and was shipwrecked on the way in Fəṭmo (cf. Patmos), “one of 

the islands of Sälagya of Antioch”, for forty days, where he sees the apocalyptic 

vision.37 Sälagya is probably rightly identified as Seleucia, a port city of Syrian 

Antioch.38  

This narrative is clearly related to the Acts of John by Prochorus, which also 

speaks of John’s shipwreck near Seleucia39 and which also contains the allotment 

tradition. According to the version of the story in this work, John sailed for Ephesus 

from Joppa, accompanied by Prochorus his assistant, after being allotted the land of 

Asia.40 He then suffers shipwrecked off the coast of Seleucia near Antioch; while 

Prochorus is washed ashore in Seleucia with the rest of the crew,41 John is later washed 

ashore at Marmareon in Asia Minor, near Ephesus, where he was again reunited with 

Prochorus. The two of them then journeyed by road to Ephesus.42  

Unlike the version in the Acts of John by Prochorus, however, the Geez 

commentary associates the shipwreck with John’s apocalyptic vision, which he was said 

to have seen on one of the islands of Sälagya named Fəṭmo. The placement of John’s 

exile near Syria is also attested in the West. According to Richard of St. Victor (c. 

1150), Patmos was located “in the Syrian sea” (in mari syrico).43  

The Apocalypse Andəmta, based on oral traditions and written in Amharic, also 

places Patmos in the sea of Seleucia and associates John’s stay there with the shipwreck. 

Furthermore, this work knows the tradition of John preaching in Antioch. It reconciles 

these various narratives by means of a contrived and geographically-mistaken account of 

John sailing back and forth, “to Syria having taught in Antioch, and to Antioch having 

                                                 
37 Cowley, The Traditional Interpretation, 81. 

38 Boxall, Patmos, 125–126. 

39 cf. Boxall, Patmos, 126. 

40 Zahn, Acta Joannis, 7 ll. 5–10. 

41 Zahn, Acta Joannis, 9 ll. 5–7. 

42 Zahn, Acta Joannis, 9–14. 

43 Boxall, Patmos, 76; cf. PL 196:684. 
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taught in Syria”.44 On one of these occasions, according to this work, his ship was 

caught in a storm for forty days, before suffering shipwreck. John and Prochorus, it 

adds, were carried by wreckage and entered Patmos.45  

While the Acts of John by Prochorus places John’s shipwreck shortly after the 

resurrection (presumably in Tiberius’ reign) and before John’s Ephesian residence, the 

Geez commentary places it after John’s Ephesian residence and dates it to the ninth year 

after the ascension and to the second year of “Claudius, the son of Tiberius” (c. 42),46 

though one recension simultaneously places it in the second year after Stephen’s death.47 

Interestingly, the Geez commentary also notes that according to some, John was exiled 

in the ninth year of Domitian, to the island of “Bäṭmus”,48 which is distinguished from 

Fəṭmo and presumably refers to the Aegean Patmos.49 The Apocalypse Andəmta 

similarly dates the writing of Revelation, again associated with Seleucia, to the ninth 

year after the ascension.50  

The problem of how the shipwreck at Seleucia came to be identified with John’s 

stay on Patmos, and why it (and possibly the exile) was transferred from Tiberius’ reign 

to Claudius’, is possibly solved by the John/Mark narrative. In previous chapters, it was 

posited that John/Mark and John the Evangelist were identified in some early sources, 

and this thesis might also suggest the possibility that the two Antioch narratives were 

also both originally related to the same person. Indeed, both are associated with the city 

(though this is also true of Barnabas, Peter and Paul and is nothing exceptional in itself) 

and both are said to have written their Gospel there. 

According to the Greek Acts, Miracles, and Passion of Mark, discussed above, 

John/Mark went to Antioch with Barnabas after receiving the teachings of the apostles 

in Jerusalem (§ 6), possibly following the martyrdom of Stephen (c. 35), late in 

Tiberius’ reign. John/Mark’s preaching in the city thus seems to correspond to the 

general time when John was likely held to have been in the city in the tradition known to 

bar Salibi and the Apocalypse Andəmta.  

                                                 
44 Cowley, The Traditional Interpretation, 177. 

45 Cowley, The Traditional Interpretation, 177. 

46 Cowley, The Traditional Interpretation, 81. 

47 Cowley, The Traditional Interpretation, 81. 

48 Cowley, The Traditional Interpretation, 82. 

49 Boxall, Patmos, 126. 

50 Cowley, The Traditional Interpretation, 178. 
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The account continues by relating that after spending some time in Antioch, 

John/Mark journeyed to Seleucia, where he is said to have been imprisoned (§ 6). If the 

Markan and Johannine Antioch narratives are related, then the Geez commentary may 

represent a conflation of the imprisonment in Seleucia with the Patmos tradition, 

resulting in John’s confinement to an island of Fəṭmo near Seleucia. Possibly it was 

John/Mark’s imprisonment in Seleucia that was dated to the second year of Claudius. 

This would, at least, account for why the shipwreck was apparently moved to a later date 

in the Geez commentary and the Apocalypse Andəmta.   

 

 

The Death of Mary 

 

 

Early traditions relate that John lived in Jerusalem until Mary’s death, which was 

usually placed between ten and fifteen years after the ascension.51 Thus, the Coptic 

homily on the dormition by Ps.-Cyril, which may have been written in the early ninth 

century, relates that Mary shared a house with John in Jerusalem until the time of her 

death, ten (or, according to some texts, fifteen) years after the resurrection, a tradition 

attributed to Josephus and Irenaeus (On the Virgin Mary 39).52 The mention of Irenaeus 

is clearly erroneous, but the name of Josephus may have been a mistake for Hegesippus, 

since the two names were sometimes confused.53 According to Ps.-Cyril, Josephus and 

Irenaeus also related information on Mary’s genealogy (including the name of her 

father, Joachim, and mother, Anna, also given in the Protevangelium of James).54 

Hippolytus of Thebes (eighth century) placed Mary’s death eleven years after the 

crucifixion (Chron. 3), and situated it at John’s house on Zion Hill (Chron. 4). After her 

                                                 
51 Later variations in Latin sources places it between two and twenty-two years after the ascension. See 

Clayton, The Apocryphal Gospels, 89–90, who discusses their secondary nature. 

52 James, The Apocryphal New Testament, 197; Broek, Pseudo-Cyril, 94. 

53 See, e.g., Lake Kirsopp, ed. and trans., Eusebius: The Ecclesiastical History, vol. 1 (LCL; London: 

Heinemann; 1926) xlvi; Herbert J. Bardsley, Reconstructions of Early Christian Documents, vol. 1 (London: SPCK, 

1935) 216–217; Riesner, Paul's Early Period, 185–186. The likelihood of the confusion of the names is also raised by 

G. W. H. Lampe, “A.D. 70 in Christian Reflection,” in Jesus and the Politics of his Day, ed. E. Bammel and C. F. D. 

Moule (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1984) 168, and by Daniel C. Harlow, The Greek Apocalypse of 

Baruch (3 Baruch) in Hellenistic Judaism and Early Christianity (SVTP 7; Leiden: Brill, 1996) 107 n. 105. 

54 Broek, Pseudo-Cyril, 94, 118. 
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death, John is said to have preached in Ephesus in Asia (Chron. 5).55 The same things 

are related by Nicephorus Callistus (fourteenth century), and attributed to Evodius, a late 

writer who was identified with a much earlier bishop who was Ignatius’ predecessor at 

Antioch (Hist. eccl. 2.3).56  

Similarly, according to the tenth-century Byzantine exegete Arethas of Caesarea, 

John the Evangelist remained in Jerusalem with the mother of the Lord for fourteen 

years after the crucifixion; he adds that following her death, he did not remain any 

longer in Judea but moved to Ephesus, and that near there, in Ionia, he was given the 

prophecies of Revelation concerning the destruction of Jerusalem by the Romans.57  

These journeys correspond well with John/Mark’s presumably final departure 

from Jerusalem at the time of his journey to Antioch in the company of Barnabas and 

Paul (cf. Acts 12:25), which likely took place in the period shortly after that in which 

sources place Mary’s death, or around 45 C.E. (see above). While John/Mark did not go 

immediately to Ephesus, as Arethas says of John, he was later found in the region of 

Ephesus, by the 60s if not 50s.  

The tradition associating John with Marys dormition in Jerusalem, ten to fifteen 

years after the ascension, conflicted with that of John’s Tiberian residence in Ephesus. 

Later versions of the Syrian narrative resolve the difficulty by having Mary accompany 

John to Asia so that she can be buried by him in Ephesus instead of Jerusalem. This is 

seen in bar Salibi’s quotation above, offering further substantiating evidence that he, like 

Mingana 540, likely placed John’s Ephesian residence in Tiberius’ reign or soon after. 

This narrative is also attested much earlier, by Moses Bar Kepha (c. 815–c. 903), 

who became the Jacobite bishop of Mosul, Beth Raman and Beth Kiyonaya in 868. He 

relates that, “John left Jerusalem and took with him the mother of God … She went up 

with him in Asia, and Ignatius of Antioch and Polycarp of Smyrna served them, and 

when she died, John buried her …”.58 Likewise, the Jacobite bishop Bar Hebraeus 

(thirteenth century), relates that John, “went down from Jerusalem, and Mary the mother 

of the Lord, with him, and together they were banished to the island of Patmos.” It adds 

that after his return he preached in Asia and founded a church in Ephesus, and that “he 

                                                 
55 Some versions only refer to Asia. 

56 PG 145:757–761. 

57 PG 106:605.  

58 Filbert de la Chaise, “A l’origine des récits apocryphes du ‘Transitus Mariae.’ ” EphMariol 29 (1979) 81. 
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buried the blessed Mary”,59 suggesting an early setting for the narrative by speaking, as 

in bar Salibi, of John, not Paul, as founding the church in Ephesus. Particualrly 

suggestive that narrative of Mary’s dormition has interacted with that of John’s Asian 

residence in Tiberius’ reign to produce the story of Mary’s travels to Asia is provided by 

a notice of unknown derivation, found in a medieval Syriac manuscript. As in the other 

texts, it speaks of Mary being exiled with John and of her being buried by him in 

Ephesus, but it adds the detail that Mary remained with John for seventeen years.60 

A quite separate attempt at harmonizing the dormition tradition with John’s 

preaching in Ephesus during Tiberius’ reign is illustrated by Ps.-Melito’s Departure of 

Mary (sixth or seventh century61), which places its account of the death of Mary in the 

second year following Christ’s ascension (Transitus Mariae 2), after the apostles had 

gone out into the world preaching, according to their lots (Transitus Mariae 1). On 

account of John’s departure from Jerusalem, Mary is said to have resided at the house of 

his parents, adjacent to the Mount of Olives (Transitus Mariae 1).62 As John was 

preaching in Ephesus, however, he was taken in a cloud and miraculously transported to 

Jerusalem to witness Mary’s death (Transitus Mariae 3).63  

 

 

Ephesus and Beyond 

 

 

According to the Acts of John by Prochorus64 and one recension of Ps.-Dorotheus,65 

John was fifty years old and seven months when he settled in Ephesus, though dates are 

not given. Presumably this would have placed him in the city in the fifties.  

                                                 
59 Eardley W. Carr, ed. and trans., Gregory Abu'l Faraj Commonly Called Bar-Hebraeus: Commentary on 

the Gospels from the Horreum Mysteriorum (London: SPCK, 1925) 27. 

60 Chaise, “A l’origine des récits apocryphes,” 82. 

61 Clayton, The Apocryphal Gospels, 85. 

62 The Latin text is in Clayton, The Apocryphal Gospels, 334–343.   

63 The account’s apparent conflation of the narrative known to the Acts of John by Prochorus with that of 

John’s residence in Jerusalem at the time of Mary’s death would undermine the dating of this to the fifth century on 

the basis of its supposed priority to the Zion tradition, as argued by Shoemaker and others (see Shoemaker, The 

Ancient Traditions, 35).   

64 Culpepper, John, the Son of Zebedee, 221. 

65 Schermann, Vitae Fabulosae, 154. 
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The Syriac History of John makes John to have settled in Ephesus (following an earlier 

stay in the city) from Jerusalem during the reign of Nero,66 though he is described as a 

youth at the time.67 Revelation may provide evidence of this also (assuming a Neronian 

context; cf. Chapter 6), since it seems to presuppose John’s personal familiarity with the 

seven churches of Asia, which he addresses as their familiar brother (Rev 1:9).68 The 

conjecture that John settled in Ephesus at the time of the Jewish War is without any 

ancient support.69 

 The earliest traditions nevertheless make John to have been exiled to Patmos 

from Rome (e.g., Tertullian, Praescr. 36; Hippolytus, Antichr. 36), though he is said to 

have resided in Ephesus following his release, where he died in his old age (Haer. 

3.3.4). 

This information correlates well with John/Mark, whose movements in Ephesus 

and the Lycus Valley are attested in the Pauline corpus and in later texts. John/Mark 

would have been in Asia Minor as early as the 50s on the basis of the Ephesian 

imprisonment hypothesis (cf.), or in the 60s based on the traditional Roman hypothesis. 

Furthermore, according to 2 Tim 4:11, John/Mark was summoned from Asia Minor to 

Rome by the apostle Paul in the early 60s, correlating with the tradition of John’s 

banishment from the city in Nero’s reign. Lastly, as noted above, Calmet knew a 

tradition of John/Mark’s tomb in Ephesus, in agreement with the tradition known to 

Irenaeus concerning John. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
66 Wright, Apocryphal Acts, vol. 2, 9. 

67 Wright, Apocryphal Acts, vol. 2, 10. 

68 So, e.g., Robert G. Bratcher and Howard Hatton, A Handbook on the Revelation to John (New York: 

UBS, 1993) 316; Carson and Moo, Introduction, 702; David Arthur deSilva, Seeing Things John's Way: The Rhetoric 

of the Book of Revelation (Louisville, Ky.: Westminster John Knox, 2009) 32. 

69 Carson and Moo (Introduction, 254) and Köstenberger (A Theology, 83) both cite Eusebius, Hist. eccl. 

3.1.1–3, in support of this view, but this passage does not place John’s moving to Ephesus after the Jewish War any 

more than it places Peter’s sojourn in Rome or Paul’s ministry in Illyricum, also mentioned in the context, at that 

time. Rather, it speaks generally of the movements of the apostles after the ascension.  
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III. The Conflation of Markan Narratives 

 

 

The correlation of the lives of John and Mark is obscured somewhat by the various 

attempts at conforming the John/Mark narrative to that of the Alexandrian Mark. 

Generally speaking, the earlier texts maintain more of the Acts narrative, which 

culminates with Mark travelling to Cyprus with Barnabas (Acts 15:39), and find a place 

for John/Mark’s later activities in Asia Minor, whereas later ones tend to displace these 

narratives with the Papian account of Mark at Rome and/or with the tradition of his later 

residence in Alexandria.   

The Cypriot work entitled the Life of Auxibios, which may date from the early 

seventh century,70 maintains both the Acts narrative and John/Mark’s later activities in 

Asia Minor. It conflates John/Mark and the Alexandrian Mark by omitting mention of 

the Papian narrative of Mark as Peter’s follower in Rome and by inserting Mark’s 

preaching in Alexandria between Barnabas’ martyrdom in Cyprus (Vita Auxibii 8)71 and 

Mark’s return to Paul in Ephesus (Vita Auxibii 12). The account indicates that he later 

travelled with Timothy to Paul in Rome, citing 2 Tim 4:11, adding that Mark remained 

with Paul until the latter’s death (Vita Auxibii 12).  

In the sixth-century Cypriot work of Alexander the Monk entitled the Encomium 

of Barnabas, the Acts narrative is again maintained, along with John/Mark’s subsequent 

activities in Asia Minor. It thus records that following Barnabas’ martyrdom in Cyprus, 

Mark sailed away to Ephesus where he found Paul (Encomium 550–557). However, 

instead of having Mark later travel with Timothy to Paul in Rome, as in 2 Tim 4:11, the 

text conflates the account with the Papian tradition by having Peter take Mark to Rome, 

where Mark writes his Gospel. Mark is afterwards sent to Alexandria, where he taught 

the faith of God for nine years until his martyrdom (Encomium 557–569).  

Another variation of the narrative is found in Cypriot oral tradition, according to 

which Mark journeyed to Apollonia in Samaria upon Barnabas’ death, where he became 

bishop of the city and was later martyred.72 However, Ps.-Hippolytus distinguished 

Mark, bishop of Apollonia, from both the Alexandrian Mark and John/Mark (De LXX 

                                                 
70 Jaques Noret, ed., Hagiographica Cypria (CCSG 26; Turnhout: Leuven University Press, 1993) 158. 

71 Greek text in Noret, Hagiographica Cypria, 177–202. 

72 Hackett, A History, 379. 
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Apostolis, 56; cf. 14; 65). This oral tradition may conflate John/Mark with a Mark of 

Apollonia, just as other sources conflate him with Mark the Evangelist.  

The possibly fifth-century73 Acts of Barnabas likewise maintains the Acts 

narrative, but it has Mark sail directly to Alexandria from Cyprus following Barnabas’ 

martyrdom on the island,74 omitting altogether the Pauline tradition of the later activities 

of John/Mark in Asia Minor and the Papian tradition of Mark as Peter’s follower at 

Rome. This Mark is presented as a pagan convert from Iconium who is baptized by Paul 

and Barnabas on their first missionary journey.75 Possibly a local tradition of another 

Mark (the bishop of Apollonia mentioned by Ps.-Hippolytus?) has been conflated into 

the account. 

Severus of Nastrawa (tenth century) brings Mark to Cyprus with Barnabas, in 

accordance with the Acts narrative (cf. Acts 15:39), but has Mark later join Peter in 

Rome,76 omitting John/Mark’s travels in Asia Minor. Mark is later given a vision in 

which he is directed to preach in Egypt, after first returning to Jerusalem to receive a last 

blessing from his mother Mary before her death77 (cf. the Marian dormition tradition 

associated with John).  

The sixth-century Coptic Encomium on Mark the Evangelist by John of Shmun 

(Ashmunein), which is extant only in fragments which Orlandi published with an 

accompanying Latin translation,78 follows the Acts narrative concerning Mark as far as 

the separation of Paul and Barnabas over whether Mark should be allowed to 

accompany them (cf. Acts 15:36–39), omitting Mark’s later accompaniment of Barnabas 

to Cyprus.79 It instead shifts to the Papian narrative of the Evangelist, relating that Mark 

thereafter went to Peter who received him joyfully and made him his disciple, quoting 1 

Pet 5:13 and adding that Mark became Peter’s interpreter. Hearing of this, Paul’s 

attitude is said to have been softened towards Mark so that he writes to the Colossian 

                                                 
73  For bibliography, see István Czachesz, Commission Narratives: A Comparative Study of the Canonical 

and Apocryphal Acts (Leuven: Peeters, 2007) 184. 

74 ANF 8.496.  

75 ANF 8.493. 

76 Bargès, Homélie sur St Marc, 29. 

77 Bargès, Homélie sur St Marc, 39–42. 

78 Tito Orlandi, ed., Studi Copti. 1. Un encomio di Marco Evangelista. 2. Le fonti copte della Storia dei 

Patriarchi di Alessandria. 3. La leggenda di S. Mercurio (TDSA 22; Milan: Cisalpino, 1968). 

79 From the Latin text in Orlandi, “Un encomio,” and so hereafter.  
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church to receive him, should he come (cf. Col 4:10). Mark is then said to have taken 

the gospel to the city of Alexandria.  

The Acts, Miracles, and Passion of Mark similarly only partially follows the 

Acts narrative, likewise omitting Mark’s journey to Cyprus with Barnabas (§ 8). Instead, 

Mark accompanies Peter to Rome, where he writes his Gospel (§ 9) before sailing to 

Alexandria (§ 10). 

The eleventh-century History of the Patriarchs of Alexandria bypasses the Acts 

narrative altogether. Instead, it has Mark accompany Peter first to the area around 

Bethany80 and then to Rome. Mark then travels to Alexandria in the fifteenth year after 

the ascension (c. 44/45), and the account concludes with his martyrdom in the city. Ibn 

Kabar (thirteenth century) similarly passes over mention of the Acts narrative, 

commencing Mark's ministry in Egypt in the ninth year of Claudius (49/50 C.E.).81  

Most of the extant sources follow the narrative of Mark the Evangelist’s 

martyrdom in Alexandria. However, a synopsis attributed to Dorotheus, based on a 

fourth-century Acts of Mark, while situating Mark’s martyrdom in Alexandria, places his 

death during the reign of Trajan.82 The Chronicon Paschale (seventh century) likewise 

places the martyrdom of “Mark, the evangelist and bishop of Alexandria” during 

Trajan’s reign.83 While this may be an unrelated and coincidental mistake, it may also 

represent conflation with the tradition of John’s death in the reign of Trajan.84 

These sources have thus attempted to synthesize the narratives of John/Mark and 

Mark the Evangelist, and indicate that the narrative of John/Mark came to be 

increasingly displaced in favour of the Alexandrian narrative.  

 

 

 

                                                 
80 Bethany near Jerusalem is an important village in John’s Gospel, and the home of Lazarus, Mary and 

Martha (John 11:1; 18; 12:1); another Bethany, beyond the Jordan, is also mentioned (John 1:28; 10:40).  

81 Hanna, The Lamp, 77. 

82 See Hengel, Studies in the Gospel of Mark, 121–122 n. 39, Gumerlock, “Chromatius of Aquileia,” 62 n. 

2.  

83 Greek text in Joseph B. Lightfoot, The Apostolic Fathers: Ignatius, and Polycarp, part 2, vol. 1 (London: 

Macmillan, 1889) 65. 

84 Cf. Benjamin Wisner Bacon, The Beginnings of Gospel Story: A Historical-Critical Inquiry into the 

Sources and Structure of the Gospel According to Mark, With Expository Notes Upon the Text, For English Readers 

(New Haven, Conn.; Yale University Press, 1909) 120 n.1. 
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Conclusion 

 

 

While the evidence is fragmentary, the movements of John (Jerusalem-Antioch-Asia 

Minor-Rome-Patmos-Ephesus) show a number of correlations with those of John/Mark, 

once separated from the Papian narrative (Jerusalem-Antioch-Cyprus-Asia Minor-

Rome-Ephesus). In each case, the narrative begins in Jerusalem, at the house of a Mary, 

and includes preaching in Antioch in the late 30s and/or early 40s, followed by journeys 

to Ephesus and Asia in the 50s or early 60s, and concluding with a journey to Rome in 

the early 60s.  

While some of this may be coincidental, due to the simple fact of the variations 

normally found in traditions, the extent of the correlations for John and Mark are 

untypical for different figures, and is perhaps otherwise unattested. This unintended 

complementarity may suggest that the two were confused, or possibly even sometimes 

identified, in ancient sources.  

Two different processes seem to have converged to obscure this 

complementarity. First, the narrative of John’s Antioch ministry seems to have been 

largely displaced by that of his Asian residence in Tiberius’ reign. On the other hand, 

while John/Mark’s journeys to Antioch have been largely preserved, no doubt on 

account of their inclusion in Acts, his later journeys to Asia Minor and Rome have often 

been displaced in favour of the Alexandrian narrative, despite their notices in canonical 

texts. The later journeys of John/Mark after the period attested in canonical texts has 

been virtually erased apart from a few possible vestiges of his death in Trajan’s reign 

and burial in Ephesus.  
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CONCLUSION TO THE STUDY 

 

 

In this study, it has been concluded that there were at least two and probably three 

important identifications of John the Evangelist in early Christian sources. The principal 

authors of the second and early third century are best interpreted as identifying the 

Evangelist with the John known as the Elder. John/Mark also seems to have been 

understood as a Johannine figure, possibly as the Beloved Disciple himself, in some 

sources with roots extending back to Hegesippus or earlier. These two identifications are 

not necessarily mutually exclusive, though they are inconsistent with the identification 

of John with the Galilean son of Zebedee, which seems to have gained ground from the 

early third century onwards.  

At the beginning of this study, it was stated that the better hypothesis would be 

the one that best fulfils standard historiographical criteria. The traditional view has been 

seen to qualify or reject the evidence of some of the most important and earliest sources: 

it suggests that Papias’ carelessly expressed himself by speaking of one John in a way 

that naturally suggested that he had intended two, and that he had defined his “elders” 

contrary to that of his earliest readers. It can avoid these problems by maintaining a 

plain reading of Papias that accepts that he spoke of two Johns, but only at the expense 

of dismissing the testimony of one of the foremost witnesses of the Asian tradition, 

Irenaeus, who made Papias a hearer of the Evangelist while Papias himself claimed to 

have been a contemporary only of the Elder.  

Its explanatory impotence is repeatedly demonstrated. It attempts to explain 

away the evidence of the martyrdom of the Apostle John, found in Papias and the church 

calendars, if not Heracleon, and to reinterpret Jesus’ prophecy concerning the Zebedee 

brothers contrary to its natural meaning. It fails to account adequately for the evidence 

of John’s early death; it notes the Muratorian Canon’s reference to John as Paul’s 

predecessor with bewilderment and can only offer for Clement of Alexandria’s claim 

that the teaching ministry of the twelve had ended by Nero’s death the possibility that he 

made a slip or was imprecise.   

It has little to say concerning Polycrates’ reference to John as a priest other than 

the bare possibility that he confused the Evangelist with a priest of the same name; or 

that perhaps John really was a priest and the Synoptics simply failed to mention it. 
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Likewise, it struggles to account for Tertullian’s claim that John underwent relegatio, 

reserved for the ruling classes, or for Jerome’s claim that John was born to wealth and 

aristocratic status. 

It has failed to account for the existence of reticence and outright suspicion with 

respect to the Johannine writings, which would be incomprehensible had they been 

associated with one of the foremost of the twelve apostles, though there have been 

attempts at mitigating the problem by suggesting that the Alogoi were a fictional 

construct that had no real existence, contrary to a straightforward reading of Epiphanius’ 

account.  

Furthermore, it is unable to offer any hypothesis as to why John’s banishment 

was placed in Claudius’ reign beyond the conjecture that Claudius was intended as a 

reference to Nero, and has failed to address the Johannine depictions of John/Mark in 

Coptic sources and the reduplication of Markan traditions in western descriptions of 

John.  

In contrast, the identifications made here are able to account for a wide range of 

chronologically, linguistically and geographically diverse data (i.e., it’s explanatory 

scope is strong). They possess explanatory power, plausibly accounting for otherwise 

puzzling features of the evidence, and they harmonize the most amount of evidence with 

the least recourse to ad hoc suppositions, that is, they meet the criteria of parsimony. 

Even the most conjectural proposals offered here (e.g., the Johannine origin of the 

unique material in Epiphanius’ description of James and the derivation of the priestly 

plate motif in the Odes of Solomon), precedents often exist within responsible 

scholarship, independent of the hypothesis advanced here, demonstrating that they are 

not simply ad hoc.    

 

 

Implications for Future Research 

 

 

This study has necessarily limited itself to the question of how early sources 

conceptualized John and the Johannine narrative, rather than addressing the question of 

the historicity of these narratives. Nevertheless, the conclusions reached here might have 
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implications for the question of the identity of the Beloved Disciple and for the dating 

and authorship of the Johannine writings, which should be explored in future research. 

Indeed, a number of scholars, seeing the difficulties with the traditional 

identification of the Beloved Disciple with the Zebedean John, have already suggested 

that this disciple might be better identified with Papias’ John the Elder.85 Likewise, noting 

the correlations of the John/Mark of the New Testament with the Beloved Disciple 

(Jerusalemite, educated, aristocratic, Levitical), some have suggested that the Fourth 

Gospel intended to identify John/Mark as the Beloved Disciple.86 These suggestions 

warrant fresh consideration in light of the probable precedents for these identifications in 

early sources.   

  While scholars evaluate both internal and external data when making 

determinations concerning questions of dating and authorship of New Testament 

writings, this study has suggested that assumptions about the external evidence, such as 

that early sources unanimously identified the author of the Johannine writings with the 

Apostle John or that they overwhelmingly placed the date of Revelation at the end of 

Domitian’s reign, need to be re-evaluated. In turn, reconsideration also should be given 

to the internal evidence, independently of assumptions previously made concerning the 

external evidence. 

An identification of the aristocratic, educated and Levitical John/Mark as the 

author of John’s Gospel might account on a historical level for the author’s apparent 

                                                 
85 Charles Foster Kent, The Life and Teaching of Jesus: According to the Earliest Records (New York: 

Scribner’s, 1913) 33; Burney, The Aramaic Origin, 141; Colson, L’énigme, 51–56; Hengel, The Johannine Question, 

30–31; Bauckham, Testimony, 33–72; Trebilco, The Early Christians, 249–250; Von Wahlde, The Gospel and Letters 

of John, vol. 3, 434. 

86 See, e.g., Daniel Völter, Mater Dolorosa und der Lieblingsjünger des Johannesevangelium (Strasburg: 

Heitz, 1907) 16; idem, Die Offenbarung Johannis (2nd ed.; Strasburg: Heitz, 1911) 56; Julius Wellhausen, Das 

Evangelium Johannis (Berlin: Reimer, 1908) 87–88; Johannes Weiss, Earliest Christianity: A History of the Period 

A.D. 30–150, trans. Frederick Grant, vol. 2 (New York: Harper, 1959) 788; Parker, “John and John Mark,” 97–110; 

idem, “John the Son of Zebedee and the Fourth Gospel,” JBL 81 (1962) 35–43; John Marsh, The Gospel of St. John 

(Philadelphia: Westminster, 1978) 24–25; cf. Annand, “Papias and the Four Gospels,” 59. 

Oscar Cullmann, while rejecting the traditional Zebedean view, views John/Mark as a possibility (The 

Johannine Circle, 76–77); Stephen Smalley remains similarly unconvinced, though he concedes that the view “has 

much to commend it” (John: Evangelist and Interpreter, 85). Culpepper similarly notes that the view “has much to 

commend it” (John, the Son of Zebedee, 77).  
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familiarity with the diverse exegetical currents (rabbinic,87 qumranic,88 Hellenistic,89 

targumic90) of the day. Indeed, it was the difficulty of supposing that a Galilean fisherman 

was familiar with the Logos doctrine known to Philo which first suggested to critical 

scholars that the work was pseudonymous,91 leading to the setting aside of the Fourth 

Gospel as a source for the historical Jesus92 (a process which has in part been reversed by 

archaeological and textual discoveries93).  

There are also possible implications for the question of the authorship of 

Revelation, whose author shared a conceptual world with apocalyptic,94 qumranic,95 

                                                 
87 Adolf Schlatter, Die Spracher und Heimat das vierten Evangelisten (BFCT 6; Gütersloh: Bertelsmann, 

1902); Israel Abrahams, Studies in Pharisaism and the Gospels, vol. 1 (Cambridge: University Press, 1917); Burney, 

The Aramaic Origin, 1922, 127; C. H. Dodd, The Interpretation of the Fourth Gospel (Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press, 1953) 74–96; Brown, John, lxi–lxii. 

88 Günther Baumbach, Qumran und das Johannes-Evangelium (AVTRW 6; Berlin: Evangelische 

Verlagsanstalt, 1957); Brown, John, lxiii; J. H. Charlesworth, ed., John and Qumran (London: Chapman, 1972); 

Charlesworth, J. H., “Reinterpreting John: How the Dead Sea Scrolls Have Revolutionized Our Understanding of 

John,” BRev 9 (1993) 18–25, 53–54; Beasley-Murray, John, lxi–lxiii; J. A. Fitzmyer, “Qumran Literature and the 

Johannine Writings,” Life in Abundance: Studies of John’s Gospel in Tribute to Raymond E. Brown, ed. J. R. 

Donahue (Collegeville, Minn.: Liturgical Press, 2005) 117–133. 

89 Brown, John, lvii–lix; Larry W. Hurtado, “Does Philo Help Explain Early Christianity?,” in Roland 

Deines and Karl-Wilhelm Niebuhr, Philo und das Neue Testament: Wechselseitige Wahrnehmungen, I. 

Internationales Symposium zum Corpus Judaeo-Hellenisticum (WUNT 172; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2004) 78; 

Elizabeth Harris, Prologue and Gospel: The Theology of the Fourth Evangelist (London: T. & T. Clark, 2004) 199–

200. 

90 P. Borgen, “Observations on the Targumic Character of the Prologue of John,” NTS 16 (1970) 288–295; 

Otfried Hofius, “Struktur und Gedankengang des Logos-Hymnus in Joh 1.1–18,” ZNW 78 (1987) 1–25; Evans, Word 

and Glory, 100–114; John L. Ronning, “The Targum of Isaiah and the Johannine Literature,” WTJ 69 (2007) 247–

278; Martin McNamara, Targum and Testament Revisited: Aramaic Paraphrases of the Hebrew Bible: A Light on the 

New Testament (2nd ed., Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 2010) esp., 154–166. 

91 Edward Evanson, The Dissonance of the Four Generally Received Evangelists and the Evidence of Their 

Authenticity Examined (Ipswich, 1792) 226. 

92 Charlesworth, “Reinterpreting John,” 19. 

93 Charlesworth, “Reinterpreting John,” 14–15; Brown, John, xxi. 

94 See the discussion in Richard Bauckham, The Climax of Prophecy: Studies on the Book of Revelation 

(Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1993) 38–91.  

95 David Aune, “Qumran and the Book of Revelation,” in The Dead Sea Scrolls after 50 Years: A 

Comprehensive Assessment, ed. Peter Flint and James VanderKam, vol. 2 (2 vols.; Leiden: Brill, 1998–1999) 622–

644; Torleif Elgvin, “Priests on Earth as in Heaven: Jewish Light on the Book of Revelation,” in Echoes from the 

Caves: Qumran and the New Testament (ed. F. Garcia Martinez; STDJ 60; Leiden: Brill, 2009) 257–278; idem, 

“Lines from the Bible and Qumran to Hebrews and Revelation,” in The World of Jesus and the Early Church: Identity 

and Interpretation in the Early Communities of Faith, ed. Craig A. Evans (Peabody, Mass.: Hendrickson, 2011) 23–

36; cf. Bauckham, The Climax of Prophecy.  
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targumic96 and mystic (e.g., Merkavah and Hekhalot)97 writings and who seems to have 

been familiar with the temple ritual.98 Indeed, Völter suggested John/Mark as the author 

of Revelation on the basis of his education, wealth, Jerusalem residence and later ministry 

in Asia Minor alongside Paul.99  

According to the thesis here, a learned Jerusalemite of aristocratic extraction was 

identified as the author of both the Gospel and Revelation. In light of the likelihood that 

in each case, a priestly figure thoroughly familiar with the intellectual currents and ritual 

practices of pre-destruction Jerusalem stands behind both the Gospel and Revelation, 

perhaps a revisiting of the thorny question of the joint authorship is in order.100  

While the joint authorship of these writings is sometimes dismissed on the basis 

of the supposed “bad” Greek of the Apocalypse,101 there was not likely an abundance of 

potential writers who might have been able to compose either of these works. Nor is it 

easy to dismiss the testimony of Papias, a disciple of John, or of other historical 

witnesses who lived within living memory of John, all of whom attributed both works to 

the same author. The different genre of each work, the possibility of a deliberate Semitic 

style for Revelation, the possible use of an amanuensis for John’s Gospel and the more 

                                                 
96 Martin McNamara, The New Testament and the Palestinian Targum to the Pentateuch (Rome: Pontifical 

Biblical Institute, 1966) 97–125, 189–217; cf. Bauckham, The Climax of Prophecy.  

97 Gruenwald, Apocalyptic and Merkavah Mysticism (AGAJU 14; Leiden: Brill, 1980); Laszlo Gallusz, The 

Throne Motif in the Book of Revelation (London: T. & T. Clark, 2014); cf. Bauckham, The Climax of Prophecy.  

98 See e.g., Alfred Edersheim, The Temple, Its Ministry and Services as They Were at the Time of Jesus 

Christ, (London: Religious Tract Society, 1874) 11; J. A. Draper, “The Heavenly Feast of Tabernacles: Revelation 7: 

l–17,” JSNT  19 (1983) 133–147; M. D. Goulder, “The Apocalypse as an Annual Cycle of Prophecies,” NTS  27 

(1981) 342–367; Jon Paulien, “The Role of the Hebrew Cultus, Sanctuary and Temple in the plot and Structure of the 

Book of Revelation,” AUSS 33 (1995) 245–262; Edwin Reynolds, “The Feast of Tabernacles and the Book of 

Revelation”, AUSS 38 (2000) 245–268. 

99 Völter, Die Offenbarung Johannis, 54–55. 

100 So already Adolf von Harnack suggested joint authorship of all the Johannine works for these reasons 

(The Mission and Expansion of Christianity in the First Three Centuries, vol. 1, ed. and trans. James Moffatt [2nd rev. 

ed.; TTL; London: Williams and Norgate, 1908] 81). 

101 The author breaks the rules consciously and deliberately, not randomly or unconsciously, usually to 

effect a feature of Semitic style. See, e.g., G. B. Winer, trans. W. F. Moulton, A Treatise of the Grammar of New 

Testament Greek (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1870) 227; Milligan, The Revelation of St. John, 250–259; Beckwith, 

The Apocalypse of John, 355; Burney, The Aramaic Origin, 16; E. Lohmeyer, Die Offenbarung des Johannes (2nd 

ed.; HNT; Tübingen: Mohr Siebeck, 1953) 198–199; G. B. Caird, A Commentary on the Revelation of St. John the 

Divine (BNTC; London: Black, 1966) 5; J. N. Sanders, A Commentary on the Gospel according to St. John, ed. and 

completed by B. A. Mastin. (New York: Harper & Row, 1968) 28; Bauckham, Climax of Prophecy, 286; J Ford, 

Revelation, 376; Beale, The Book of Revelation, 96.  
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than three decades separating the works, might more than accommodate any legitimate 

objections to their joint authorship.  
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