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SCOPE AND CONTENTS

The present study is an attempt to contribute to two areas of
inquiry in New Testament studies. The first is the debate on orthodoxy
and heresy in early Christianity. The second is the interpretation of
the Fourth Gospel.

With reference to the orthodoxy/heresy theme, the effort of the
dissertation is to propose and justify a question new to the contemporary
debate; namely, whether, and in what terms, a Christian theologian of
the New Testament era consciously intended to make his work cohere with
Divine Revelation conceived as truth. In the present study the
theologian in question is "the decisive redactor" of the Fourth Gospel.
The dissertation argues that in elaborating themes such as those
bearing on the "Spirit of truth" and '"the disciple whom Jesus loved"
the Evangelist has rooted a deep and pervasive concern for orthodoxy
in the thematic core of Johannine theology: especially in the themes
of "truth" and of Jesus as himself the truth (Jn. 14:6).

The main thrust of the study is exegetical. But, although
limited to the understanding of one universe of discourse -- Johannine
theology -- it has wider implications and belongs ultimately to a
larger context: the understanding of early Christianity and its

commnitment to truth.
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PREFACE

The exegesis of the Shepherd and the Vine (pp. 142-153)

has been accepted for publication in the Evangelical Quarterly.

Chapter Two is an expansion of a paper delivered at the Fifth
International Biblical Congress in Oxford, 1973. The section on
the Beloved Disciple (pp. 170-200) is to be read as a paper at
the annual meeting of the Canadian Society for Biblical Studies
in Toronto, 1974.

Where an English translation of a foreign work is available
(and is indicated to be so in the footnote), I have used it for the
purposes of quotation. Other quotations from works not available
in English I have translated myself. I wish to express my

gratitude to Dr. Meyer for his help in translating various works.
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INTRODUCTION

The principal aim of the present study is to determine whether
a concern for "orthodoxy'" figures in the theology of the Fourth Gospel,
and, if so, how. This principal objective is, however, related to a
larger constellation of concerns, for a satisfactory resolution of
this primary problem will contribute positively to the understanding
of early Christian faith and theology. In other words, the delineation
of the specific contours of the Johannine world of discourse contri-
butes to the larger task of correlating the several universes of dis-
course which mark and partly constitute the history of early Christian
faith. Our attempt to focus on one universe of discourse -- Johannine
theology -- therefore represents a single effort belonging ultimately
to a larger context: the history of the early Christian commitment to
truth. In the present study we wish simply to illuminate an aspect of
the intentions of the Johannine redaction relevant to this study.

To say that our object is '"'the concern for orthodoxy'" in '"the
theology of the Fourth Gospel'" requires a clarification both of
"orthodoxy'" and 'the theology of the Fourth Gospel'.

We take our definition of "orthodoxy" from the history of
Christian thought. In this history "orthodoxy'" is conceived of as
right belief, belief which responds to and is grounded in Divine

Revelation. It thus contrasts with "heresy', i.e., false or defective
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belief. In this conception orthodoxy and heresy constitute a binomial;
moreover, they are defined by reference to each other. Nevertheless,
orthodoxy is logically prior to heresy, for one cannot have heretical
belief without a norm against which it is judged defective or false.
As such, orthodoxy usually reaches formal definition with the appearance
of heresy.

This observation perhaps throws light on the suppositions of
the so-called Eusebian view of history, which conceives of orthodoxy

as historically prior to heresy. The Eusebian view of history was

criticized by Walter Bauer in his book, Rechtglgubigkeit und Ketzerei

" 1
im altesten Christentum. Bauer was specifically concerned with

refuting the Eusebian view of early Christianity: he found no
historical justification for the claim that orthodoxy was historically
prior to heresy. In fact he concluded that what was labelled "heresy"
in third and fourth century Christianity was in fact first in many
areas.

The only detailed reply to Bauer has been given by H. E. W.

Turner, The Pattern of Christian Truth.2 Turner conceded that the

Eusebian view of early Christian history would not stand. At some

points he sought to correct Bauer's view on purely historical grounds;

1Tubingen: Mohr/Siebeck, 1934. See below, pp. 1 ff.

2London: Mowbray, 1954. See below, pp. 13 ff.
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but, more fundamentally, he insisted on the relatively undifferentiated
character of the theologies of various groups in early Christianity.
Thus, between orthodoxy and heresy Turner posited a '"penumbra" rather
than a sharply drawn distinction in earliest times. The divisions, he
maintained, were not nearly as clear as either Bauer or Eusebius had
averred.

Our own inquiry turns on whether there was a 'concern for
orthodoxy" in the theology of the Fourth Gospel, and, if so, what
particular shape it took. The question focuses on an unknown which
has not been thematically treated in the orthodoxy/heresy debate.
Bauer's question was: Is Eusebius right in affirming that orthodoxy
was present at the very beginning of early Christianity? By '"orthodoxy"
Bauer meant what '"one usually and customarily”3 understands by the
word and his model was the views reigning in ecclesiastical Christianity
of the third and fourth centuries. Turner's work added a new dimension
to the inquiry, for it contained the more fundamental insights that
orthodoxy and heresy were relatively undifferentiated in early
Christianity, and that the direction the Church took in defining
orthodoxy was grounded in its commitment to the faith data which
animated it and sustained its life. Turner's position is, in fact,

a mediating position between Bauer's and our own.

The orthodoxy/heresy debate since Bauer and Turner has tended

3See below, pp. 57 ff.
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to take its point of departure from Bauer's question. The unknown-to-
be-known in the work of Schmithals, Koester and others is ''the
diversification'" to be found in early Christianity.4 As such, their
strategy of inquiry is different from ours. The strategy of the present
inquiry is designed to offer a new orientation, or at least a new
perspective, to the ongoing debate.

The Christians of antiquity conceived of orthodoxy as that
which rightly responds to and is grounded in Divine Revelation.
Revelation itself was the major presupposition of orthodoxy. The
Fourth Gospel is clearly concerned with the theme of revelation. The
question is whether the Gospel is also concerned with its preservation
against error in the Christian community.

Much of the present study is thus exegetical in character, as
is required if we are in fact to determine whether the concern for
orthodoxy figures in the theology of the Fourth Evangelist. '"Theology"
we take to be a relatively systematic and distinctive conception of
the faith heritage. By '"Evangelist" we mean the 'decisive redactor',
i.e., that writer who more than any other has given the Gospel its
peculiar thrust and present form.

Our study will proceed along the following lines. In Chapter
One we shall describe briefly the work of some of the participants in

orthodoxy/heresy debate. In Chapter Two we shall endeavour to ground

4See below, especially pp. 20 ff.



our suppositions and choice of unknowns by an emphasis on the notion

of development. Finally, Chapters Three and Four will deal specifically
with the Fourth Gospel. Chapter Three will be devoted mainly to
Einleitung questions, while Chapter Four will deal with the contours

the concern for orthodoxy takes on in the Fourth Gospel.
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CHAPTER ONE

THE ORTHODOXY/HERESY DEBATE

(1) The Thesis of Walter Bauer

In this opening chapter we shall examine briefly the contribu-
tions of some of the participants in the debate on orthodoxy and heresy
in early Christianity. Our purpose is to indicate the objects and
strategies of inquiry employed in the debate so far, and so to say
what contribution to our knowledge of the history of early Christianity
such inquiries have made. This, we hope, will silhouette more clearly
our own object and strategy of inquiry and the sort of contribution we
would like to make to the discussion.

The initiators of the debate were Walter Bauer and H. E. W.
Turner. We shall examine their work in some detail, for Bauer's book
has given a particular direction to the discussion of orthodoxy and
heresy in the New Testament era, while Turner's response to Bauer has
influenced our own inquiry. Treatment of these two writers will be
followed by a survey of recent attempts to carry on the orthodoxy/heresy
debate in the framework of New Testament studies.

The classical view of the pattern of early Christian development
runs unbelief, right belief, deviations into wrong belief. That is to
say, unbelievers are first converted into orthodox Christian believers,

and only later are there deviations from the norm with the rise of



heresies. The pure Christian doctrine was revealed by Christ to his
Apostles, who were commissioned to take this unadulterated gospel1 to
the portions of the world allotted to them. It was only after the
death of the Apostles that heresy crept into the Church.

This schematization of the development of early Christianity

was criticized by Walter Bauer in his book Rechtglgubigkeit und Ketzerei

. n R 2
im altesten Christentum. Neglected for almost a quarter of a century,

this book has now become the focal point of a growing and important
debate.3 The discussion which has so belatedly ensued in the wake of
Bauer's work focuses attention not only on the problem of orthodoxy and

heresy in early Christianity, but by implication in modern theology.

lFor example, the apostolic authorship of the Apostles' Creed
is first found in a letter of the Synod of Milan (390 A.D.) and assumed
by Tyrannius Rufinus in his commentary on the Creed (404 A.D.); see J.
N. D. Kelly, Early Christian Doctrines (London: Adam & Charles Black,
19602), p. 44.

2T{;bingen: Mohr/Siebeck, 1934. A second edition, edited by
Georg Strecker and with the addition of two appendices, was published
in 1963. All references will be to the English translation, Orthodoxy
and Heresy in Earliest Christianity (Philadelphia: Fortress Press,
1971), eds. R. A. Kraft and G. Krodel.

3See the second appendix, Orthodoxy and Heresy, pp. 286-316.

Some of the key issues are indicated in H.-D. Betz, '"Orthodoxy and
Heresy in Primitive Christianity: Some Critical Remarks on Georg
Strqcker s Republication of Walter Bauer's Rechtglaublgkelt und Ketzerei
im altesten Christentum'; Interpretation 19 (1965), 299-311; C. Clarke
‘Chapman, ''Some Theologlcal Reflections on Walter Bauer's Rechrglau51gke1t

und Ketzerei im altesten Christentum: A Review Article", Journal of
Ecumenical Studies 7 (1970), 564-574. 1In the present chapter we shall
discuss most (though not all) of the literature.




Although J. M. Robinson describes Bauer's book itself as "in the older
tradition of purely historical-critical scholarship",4 the polemic in-
duced by the book has often been passionate and occasionally bitter.5
Bultmann himself endorsed Bauer's view6 and Bauer's thesis has
been implicitly accepted by many Bultmannians. For example, Kasemann
posed the question: '"Does the New Testament canon establish the unity
of the Church?" He answers that it rather establishes the 'plurality
of confessions".7 Koester, in acclaiming the work of Bauer, describes

Christianity as "a religious movement which is syncretistic in appear-

ance and conspicuously marked by diversification from the very beginning".

4"Basic Shifts in German Theology', Interpretation 16 (1962),

5Note the remark of Kgsemann, Jesu letzter Wille nach Johannes
17 (Tﬁbingen: Mohr/Siebeck, 1966), pp. 133 f.; ET: The Testament of
Jesus: A Study of the Gospel of John in the Light of Chapter 17
(London: S.C.M., 1968), p. 75, n. 1. See also the attack of J. Munck,
"The New Testament and Gnosticism'", StTh 15 (1961), p. 187, on Walter
Schmithals. Moreover, one should remember that H. Schlier's eventHal
conversion to the Catholic Church was anticipated in his article ''Uber
das Hauptanliegen des 1. Briefes an die Korinther: Eine Abschlussvorle-
sung'', EvTh 9 (1949), 462-473, inasmuch as he associates Bultmann with
Paul's adversaries.

"
6Theologie des Neuen Testaments (Tubingen: Mohr/Siebeck, 1954),
pp. 489 f.; ET: Theology of the New Testament (New York: Scribner's,
1951=55)5 IIs; p. 137

7"Begr3ndet der neutestamentliche Kanon die Einheit der Kirche?"
Exegetische Versuche und Besinnungen 1 (thtingen: Vandenhoeck und
Ruprecht, 1960), 214-225; ET: '"The Canon of the New Testament and the
unity of the Church', in Essays on New Testament Themes, SBT 41 (London:
S.C.M., 1965), pp. 95-107.

8"GNOMAI DIAPHORAI: The Origin and Nature of Diversification
in Early Christianity', HarvThR 58 (1965), 279-318, 281.



In an article in the Bultmann Festschrift he further argues in
Bultmannian categories for a distinction between orthodoxy and heresy
to be guided by the existential paradox of the cross.9

Bauer's pioneering study is important because of the crucial
issues it raises. He has given renewed impetus to viewing Christian
origins from the standpoint of diversity. Specifically, Bauer's work
raises the following problems: Can the terms "orthodoxy'" and 'heresy"
be applied correctly to earliest Christianity? Is "orthodoxy' to be
seen as no more than that which gained acceptance by the Church at
large? Does Bauer's work contradict the claim of the Church to be
in direct historical continuity with the apostles? Again, Bauer used

' without reference to the claims

the terms "orthodoxy'" and "heresy'
of the "orthodox" and 'heretical' parties themselves; that is, he did
not judge the claims or condemnations of either party. Eusebius used
the terms "orthodoxy" and "heresy'" with the claim that the assertions
of the "orthodox'" are true and those of the "heretics'" false. Is

there an alternative way of using these terms?

Such churchmen as Eusebius viewed history providentially. The

view which won out is true because of the work of the Holy Spirit.
Bauer insisted on a ''scientific" approach to history. Are these two

views mutually exclusive? Has the orthodoxy/heresy debate reached

9"ngetiker im Urchristentum als Theologisches Problem', in
Zeit und Geschichte, Dankesgabe an Rudolf Bultmann zum 80. Geburtstag,
im Auftrage der Alten Marburger und in Zusammenarbeit mit Hartwig
Thyen, ed. E. Dinkler (Tubingen: Mohr/Siebeck, 1964), pp. 61-76; ET:
"The Theological Aspects of Primitive Christian Heresy'", in The Future
of our Religious Past, ed. J. M. Robinson (New York, Evanston, San
Francisco and London: Harper & Row, 1971), pp. 65-83.




an impasse at this point?
These, then, are some of the questions raised by Bauer's work.
Bearing them in mind, we will now examine in some detail Bauer's thesis.
In the introduction to the book Bauer gives a programmatic
sketch of intention. He intends to use the scientific approach to

; ; S : ; 10
history, in the spirit of the dictum audiatur et altera pars. Hence,

in his discussion of orthodoxy and heresy he consciously avoids allowing
his judgement to be swayed by one party:

that party which perhaps as much through favourable

circumstances as by its own merit eventually was

thrust into the foreground, and which possibly has

at its disposal today the more powerful, and thus

the more prevalent voice, only because the chorus

of the others has been muted...ll
Orthodoxy and heresy are not to be discussed by the church,12 but by
history (xxiii).

The ecclesiastical position has four main suppositions. Firstly,
that Jesus ''revealed the pure doctrine to his apostles, partly before his
death, and partly in the forty days before his ascension" (xxiii).
Secondly, after Jesus' death the apostles took the unadulterated gospel

to the portions of the world allotted to them. Thirdly, after the death

of the apostles false doctrine crept in at the instigation of Satan. The

10"Let the other side also be heard".

llOrthodoxy and Heresy, p. xxi.

2 g
Throughout the discussion of Bauer's book we follow the
convention of the English translation in not capitalizing this word.



pattern of development in earliest Christianity is thus envisaged as
running unbelief, right belief, deviations into wrong belief. Bauer
is disconcerted by the fact that there is scarcely 'the faintest
notion anywhere that unbelief might be changed directly into what the
church calls false belief". TFourthly, there is the supposition that
right belief is invincible.

It is these suppositions that Bauer intends to examine. As

an historian he refuses to employ the correlatives '"true'" and '

'untrue'',
"good" and '"bad'. He is not easily convinced of the moral inferiority
usually attributed to the heretics. Neither is it self-evident that
heresies are a deviation from the genuine.

Having thus announced his intention, Bauer applies himself to
his task. He begins with an examination of the region of Edessa in
the post-apostolic age. Was there in the second century in Mesopotamia
a large body of ecclesiastically organized Christians? After a lengthy
and somewhat intricate discussion of the evidence, Bauer concludes that
this is not the case. The orthodox13 arrive so late on the scene that
they cannot even claim for themselves the title of Christians, for such

a designation does not distinguish them from the Marcionites. Further-

more, Bauer finds evidence of subterfuge and deceit by the orthodox:

3Here we follow Bauer's convention in the use of this term.
It is worth noting, however, that Bauer seems to equate "orthodoxy"
with ecclesiastical Christianity. What exactly he meant by this term
has caused considerable resultant confusion. Moffatt, Ehrhardt, Turner
and Koester all redefine the term in a way which makes nonsense of
Bauer's supposition that it can be used in its customary and usual
way, see Orthodoxy and Heresy, p. 314, n. 30.




Kune stands accused of fabricating the Abgar legend which Eusebius

reproduces in his Ecclesiastical History. In such a way Kune hoped

to deal the death blow to the heretics by showing that the position
he represented stood in direct continuity with the apostles. For Bauer
there is no doubt: the foundation of Christianity in Edessa rests on
an unmistakably heretical basis. Orthodoxy comes to prevail only ''very
gradually and with great difficulty' (43).

Next Bauer turns his attention to Egypt. He notes the almost
total silence14 with regard to Christianity in Egypt and Alexandria
in the first two centuries. This makes him very suspicious, for
Christianity obviously came to Egypt very early. Why do we know so
little of Christian origins in that country? Because the situation
there was something of an embarrassment for later orthodoxy -- '"even
into the third century, no separation between orthodoxy and heresy was
accomplished in Egypt and the two types of Christianity were not yet
clearly differentiated from each other" (59).

As for Ignatius of Antioch, he is less concerned with depicting
the actual situation than with portraying an ideal. Although it is

true that the majority of Christians in the churches of Asia Minor at

1 . .
4The extensive use of the argument from silence has been one

of the most frequent criticisms of Bauer's work, ibid., pp. 290 f. It
is surely a valid criticism. For example, he says 'Were I not fearful
of misusing the argument from silence, I would have to raise the
question as to why we hear nothing at all about the community in
neighbouring Thessalonica in this connection?" He then goes on to
discuss that very question! Ibid., pp. 74 ff.



Ephesus, Magnesia, Tralles and Philadelphia held to a form of Christianity
which Ignatius could condone, we must beware of extending this judgement
to cover the whole of Asia Minor, or merely only its Western part. For
"the surviving clues concerning Antioch, Philippi, and Polycarp's Smyrna
should at least urge us to be cautious, if not frighten us away from
such a generalization'" (77).

Ignatius knows of '"difficulties'" in Ephesus. Moreover, we can
infer from I Timothy -- with its opposition to a Jewish type of
gnosticism —-- that there existed there

a gnostic Jewish Christianity large and powerful
enough to evoke opposition, so that one could
not simply classify the Jewish Christianity of
this region as being on the side of ecclesiasti-
cal orthodoxy without further examination. Thus
Jewish Christianity would be divided, just as
gentile Christianity was divided, into orthodox
and heretical types.l5

For Bauer, that which triumphs as ''orthodox" is the Christianity
of Rome. Why did Roman Christianity come to dominate the whole of
Christendom? Bauer finds a number of reasons, not the least of which
is the affluence of the Roman church:

If we ask to what degree donations of money
should be of importance in the warfare of the
spirits, our imagination would have no diffi-
culty in suggesting all kinds of ways....The
encomium of Eusebius teaches us that Rome
viewed it as an altogether legitimate practice
in religious controversies to tip the scales

with golden weights...16

Apart from material advantage, the Roman church was endowed

Brid,, p. 85,

160p1d., pp. 122 E.



with "a shrewdness, energy and communal unity" (123) engendered by the
experiences of persecution. The Roman church was essentially unanimous
in the faith and in the standards of Christian living; after it had rid
itself of the Marcionites it was never endangered by serious heresy.

By the end of the second century, being meticulously organized and
methodically governed by the monarchical bishop, the Roman church was
ready to flex its muscles and extend its power.

Not unexpectedly, Bauer is somewhat cynical about the Roman
church's claim to be in direct continuity with Peter. He finds specific
ecclesiastical requirement more operative here than historical memory.
Bauer notes that although Peter was linked originally with Paul at
Rome, he is later singled out and elevated above the apostle to the
gentiles because he alone provides the close tie to Jesus which
guarantees the purity of church teaching (114).

In his treatment of the use of literature in the conflict Bauer
focuses on the work of Eusebius. (After all, it is Euéebius who wished
to show that the general rejection of false belief could be found in
the very earliest Christian literature.l7) Eusebius does not fare well

: 18 . ’ : p £
under Bauer's scrutiny. He is simply inaccurate in depicting an

17 , : : _
"It is a matter of concern to him [Eusebius] to assert that

there is in existence a body of ecclesiastical literature, as old as
possible and as extensive as possible, but also treasured as much as
possible in the present, and just as widely dispersed. He wants to
show that the general rejection of false belief can also be found from
earliest times in Christian literature'. Ibid., p. 150.

8Bauer protests at one point that it was not his intention
to be so critical of Eusebius, but the evidence drives him to the
conclusion that Eusebius is "unreliable as an historian'. Ibid., p.
165, 1. 33
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abundance of orthodox literature extant in the first centuries.

Bauer adduces evidence of much chicanery in the use of literature.
Opponents' views were distorted, their characters maligned, and their
documents tampered with and falsified. Once the orthodox party gained
the upper hand, they suppressed (where possible) all heretical literature.
Hence we cannot hope to gain a true picture of the circumstances preva-
lent in the first few centuries by taking on face value the content of
the literature.

Moreover, the canonical writings must be scrutinized, for they
themselves are the end product of the struggle.between orthodoxy and
heresy. They are chosen by the orthodox. (The 0ld Testament is of
no help either. It served a limited usefulness in cpposing heretics,
for it was subject to differing interpretations even within the ranks
of the orthodox.) The Gospel of John began its course as a heretical
Gospel. Paul also enjoyed the favour of the heretics.19 The pastoral
epistles represent the attempt of the church to enlist Paul unambiguously
as part of the fight against the heretics.20 It was they who made
Paul's letters ecclesiastically viable. I John, with its anti-heretical

tone, performed a similar service for John.

19"Marcion simply represents a high point and is by no means a

unique case". Ibid., p. 224.

20Paul could hardly be excluded from the church's list of

protagonists, as he had been appealed to too often. The tradition
that he was a martyr and apostle of Rome was too strong.
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Bauer sums up his position thus:

The form of Christian belief and life which was
successful was that supported by the strongest
organization -- that form which was the most
uniform and best suited for mass consumption--
in spite of the fact that, in my judgement,

for a long time after the close of the post-—
apostolic age the sum total of consciously
orthodox and anti-heretical Christians was

. . . " . 1" 21
numerically inferior to that of the "heretics'.

Furthermore:

[I]t appears no less self-evident that the
Roman government finally came to recognize
that the Christianity ecclesiastically or-
ganized from Rome was flesh of its flesh,
came to unite with it, and thereby actually
enabled it to achieve ultimate victory over
unbelievers and heretics.?22

With respect to the New Testament itself, the conclusions of
2
Bauer are no less far-reaching. Paul himself scarcely knew a heretic, 4
and he had "calm confidence' that the Christian religion would eliminate

from itself what was alien to it.24 At this juncture, Bauer deftly

Slonsa. . p. 231,

221p1d., p. 232.

23"That is, 'heretic' in the sense concerning whom one is con-
vinced that his divergent stance with regard to the faith bars him from
the path of salvation''. 1Ibid., pp. 234 f.

4Bauer acknowledges that at least Galatians cannot be said to
exude calm confidence: 'On one occasion, to be sure, we see him flare
up indignantly and hear him hurl his anathema against a divergent
view —- this is in Galatians, where it is a matter of preventing a
gentile Christian community from falling back into Judaism. But even
here it is not the overt Jewish Christianity as advocated, for example,
by the "pillar' James that is considered heresy and the object of
Pau