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Thesıs

Wıth the assumption voliced Dy SOMC, that {1I1 John contaıns clear
reference LO {{ John, the problem of the chronology of the Johannıne
pıstles, at least far ASs I1 and 1{1 John arc concerned, tO be solved_
That there dIic number of problems 1s also noticed Dy C Schnelle,“ who
1S the startıng pomt here. He acknowledges, that sorne3 have hought 11 John
8 be letter of recommendatıon for SO-Calle: Wandermissionare sulnt the
kınd of letter eferred In 1{1{1 John Clearly, {{ John does not tıt thıs
CategorYy. CcCNnnelle for example, objects that in 111 John 9, the pres  er 1s
nNnOot al al] referring to travelıng MmMiss1iONaArTIES (Wandermissionare), but

probably most recently: Schnelle, Einleitung 48 / .„Be1l den kleiımnen ohannes-
briefen kommt dem 2Joh ıe zeıitliche Priorität ZU, denn offensıichtlich verweıst 3 Joh

auf den 7 Joh.“ Schnelle finds support the by more recently)
Strecker, Johannesbriefe 357-358.36£7: Vogler, Briefe 2 however much IHNOTC
careful than Schnelle: „Macht nach cdieser Erklärung keıine Schwierigkeıt, in dem

erwähnten rief des Johannes y dıe Gemeiminde‘ sogar den
Johannesbrief sehen ogler does not refer certamty, ven lıkely
possıbılıty, he only notes that there need be problem; Hengel, rage z ouga,
Johannesbriefe 16-19, CS {{ John Was not wriıtten the communıty of 111 John,
but 1S the letter referred In 111 John 93 Tayston, Epistles 160; ct. Schnelle,
Eıinleitung AT n31 For Schnelle’s 1eW the Johannıne school, ci. Schnelle,
Schule 198-217

Schnelle, Eıileitung 45 /
The objections DUuL forward Dy Dodd, Epıistles Ixv1.161 ıth arguments,

which aIc NOr than valıd today. Further Schnackenburg, Johannesbriefe 326; ult-
In Johannesbriefe 10; Wengst, ref 248, refers Schnackenburg, Johannes-
briefe 326, the objection 1S the OTNC referred Dy Schnelle: Schunack, Briefe 120 On
the Schnackenburg ‘5 cf. Brown, Epıstles 716 Lieu, Epistles EIO= }S; does
NOTt disSCcuss the problem. Further discussıon 1S found In Klauck, Johannesbrieftf Y'/-
100:; Kruse, Letters 225-226; Edwards, Epistles 110-203, CSD 151 (erroneously refer-
nng 111 John rather than 111 John 9) Beutler, Johannesbriefe 180, referring
Klauck, rejects the connection the basıs of the dıfferent theologıcal CONTtEeNTS of
and 111 John Westcott, Epistles 240, sımply notes that the letter referred {11 John

has been Ost. He NOTtfESs ell that the usc of {1 denote ‘somethıing of impor-
tance‘’ 1S unknown In the New Testament.
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1imself: he W ds NOT rece1ved by Diotrephes” the basıs of his theological
posıtıon dASs expounded In I1 John That there dIiICcC quıte few other problems
and assumptions involved. DFOCS unnoticed by the reader.

In the followıng, 111 outlıne SOTIIC of the assumptıons underlyıng thıs
thesıs regardıng the chronology of I1 and 111 John, In order cShow that thıs
thes1ıs cshould be voılced INOTE hesıtantly than AaDPCAISs C In Schnelle’s
Einführung, and that hence the relatıonshıp between {{ and 111 John 1S much
INOTEC ODAQUC than OMNC WOU 1ın In the first place

The Implied Assumptions
The thesıs mentioned above mplies the Lollowıng assumptions:

Both etters (1 and {17 John) d wrıtten DYy the SAdalLllc author.
Both etters (1 and {{{ H addressed the Sdadillc communıty.
Dıiotrephes 1s ONC al those holdıng dıfferent theologıcal posıtıon
from the presbyter d presented ın I1 John OT at least the problems of
the communıty in I11 John Must be the SaJmne In 1{1 John

The of thıs contrıbution 111 only OW for 1ımıted amount of
discuss1on, but at least it 111 become clear that all three assumptions dIC NOTt
all that certaın, especılally 1O:  N and 3C 1C 111 ead the conclusıon
that the hypothesıs that { 11 John refers {{ John Cannot be sustalned.

Authorshıp
It 1S tirue that both etters have been handed assumıng that they WeTC

wriıtten by ONC author, namely John Iso the iıdentificatıon of the author ın
the etters 1S sımılar, CIr TPEOßBLTEPOC. 1s questionable, however, whether
thıs MUStT ımply the a’ıme author, OT merely sımılar OT  @ COUuU the tıtle OT

des1ignatıon ofer presbyter be laımed only by ONC PCISON In the oNnan-
nıne “SC  O]° Dy more? Key evidence for presbyter Johannes 1S the 1C-
ference Dy Papıas OTINCONEC of that Name, carryıng the des1gnatıon
TOEOßÜTEPOC.” However, In the body of the letters, the author emaıns y-
INOUS, 1C 15 commonly taken 1MpILYy that the desıgnatıon presbyter
COU. only refer o ON PCISON. ONC of the foremost eaders of the early
Johannıne communıty: ıt WOU have been well-known who thıs er WAas,
ıf nNOT, the use of the tıtle wıthout Namne WOUuU not make sense.6 That thıs
pres  er Was used to wrıting etters (at least [WO of them. PE ONC takes 111

Taeger, Rebell 275-277, for extensive discussıion of the PDCISON of Dıiotrephes.
FEusebius { 11 39,4
Taeger, Rebell 280, ıt does nNnOot eed further diıscussion ere
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John Aas composed Dy hım, together wıth the reference another letter in 111
John 9, and al MOST four of them, I’ H: and 111 John counting John AdS

jetter. and takıng the reference In 111 John ASs reference OU! Jetter.
NO lost, dIiC known us), 1S clear from 88l John do nNnOot SCC compel-
lıng TCason identify Papıas’ pres  er John wıth the author of these
letters. It remaılns rather uncertaın inference. One ar  u that m1g be
put forward, 1s that John IS the only ON who 1S called presbyter by Papıas,
that 1S Sa y the ole of authorıties mentioned 1S identified dASs

of authorıtıies, but only John, NOLT Arıstion 1S called ‘pres  er
The moOost lıkely explanatıon 1881  n however, that ıt W as ıimportant
Papıas discern between John the iscıple and John the presbyter, nNOL

phasızıng John’s sStatus A4Ss pres  er. CANneille and others Call claım that
there 1S nothiıng that speaks agaınst the identificatıion of the pres  er of 1{
and {11 John and Papıas’ pres  er John, but there 1S nOot much that speaks
ıIn favor OT: ıt eıther: the 1ISSsuUeEe m1g be slıghtly LLLOTIC speculatıve than ONC

WOU hink ©
However, by probıng these walers, nothiıng 1S Sa1d about the authorshıp

of 1{1 and {111 John d such. Thıs 111 have LO be educed from the cContent of
the etters. Fırst, ıt should be noted, that both letters have orıginated In quıte
dıfferent s1ıtuations: ın 111 John, ıt 1S the DUIDOSC of the presbyter re)gaın
ACCEOSS the communıty of1 (Jalus 1S member and Diotrephes the
leader, (L al least V domınant member. In {{ John, the pres  er a1ms al
preventing ‘heretics’ from entering nto certaın communıty, the letter 1S
addressed tOo thıs Ole communıty ASs well, AS opposed 1{1 John,1 15

letter from man man Thıs makes the contextualıty of both letters evıdent,
and the amount of agreement ONC IA y eXpeCL from them

One VC. clear formal feature stands out the openıing and concludıng
ormulas of both letters ATIC virtually identical, IC suggests ONC SOUTCEC of
authorshıp. Af the SdlI11C tıme, however, 1Xe: ormulas m1g pomt towards

communıty ell dSs towards single author. ven in the first CadsSc thıs
WOU strongly uggest al least ONC °communal’ hand iın authoring the
letters. Furthermore., the vocabulary of the [WO etters sShows host of
similarities.” Thıs 1Ssue needs therefore further discuss1o0n: it Caln safely
be assumed that the [WO etters have author, al least stemmıing Irom the

Schnelle, Schule A
auC) Johannesbrief 22.

Thıs 1$ opınıon held by Man Y, ci. Wengst, Probleme 3755
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Samne communıty, and MOST lıkely CVCNMN eıng the SaJmne PCISON. Who he
rather than she) WAas, however, remaıns 1ISSsue of discussion. ©

Addressees!' and Theologica TODblems
COTINIMNON author MaYy be assumed. but the Cadse for COIMNMON addres-

SCC 111 o be dıifficult indeed I 111 John does indeed refer 08 I1
John, ONC 111 need tO dSSurmne that both etters WOIC addressed (problems
In) the SdIL1C communıty d ell For thıs 111 have focus the
problems caused Dy Diotrephes.

urveyıng I88| John, OTMNC 111 SCC SOOoN enough that nothıng much Can be
sa1d about al Y theologica dıfferences eadıng 118 Dıiotrephes’ refusal 18 host

BVn the presbyter In the cCommunıty of 1C he 1S dominant
member. ven from the few hınts {17 John offers us he does nNnOoT ecelve
people from the resbyter’s Darty (I John O: ETLÖEYOMAL), he 1S sa1d
be fond of rulıng (III John 9, @ OLÄAOTPWTELWV), and he 1S sayıng bad thıngs
about the presbyter and his party (II John 10 TOLEL AOYOLC TMOVNPOLC
DAUKPOV NWAC), Cannot earn anythıng NCTeTe As the texti 1S clearly
polemical, ON 111 have o be areful credıt the pres  er wıth honesty ASs
he attrıbutes al] these epıthets tO Diotrephes, ASs Diotrephes WOU probably
be sayıng the SaJImInle thıngs about the pres  eT, dSs (NC WOU CXPDECIS in
[  < iıke thıs Thıs Can be substantıiated Dy the fact that I11 John IS clearly
aımıng al (re-Jestablishing the presbyter’s influence In certaın communıty
where thıs IS (no onger) the Casec (OLAOTPWTEDOW, {{{ John 9, at least
that Diotrephes 1S taırly successful! and the evidence from I1{ John NX
where the presbyter advıces (another”) communıty nNOot o host adversarıles,
ICSD. those disagreeing wıth (at least) the presbyter’s eology. ere has, of
COUTSC, been host of sophısticated suggest1ons about the COTEC of the

| () Klauck, Johannesbrief 19-22: Kruse, Letters 7‘7 Beutler, Johannesbriefe 3
Wengst, Brief 26-30:; Schnackenburg, Johannesbriefe 2975referring the
eschatological at the end of and {17 John
One thıng about the [WO etters whıch 1S seldom noticed thematiıc sımılarıty
15 the following: the a1ım of both etters Can be deseribed dıfferent, have
one above, but, al another level, it 1S exactly the SaIine In IT1 John. the presbyter
WAants reach the opposıte of the 0al he Wants reach in 111 John preventing
hospitality In the ONC aAsc stands in CONTtras ıth the attempt gaın ACCEOSS ICSD
hospitality ıIn the other The dynamıcs of hospitalıty ave een at the
OTC of the Johannıne dıspute here, be ıt nNnot the COonftent, but rather the torm
of the conflıet.
Schnelle, Einleitung 494
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confliet, but L1LONC of them Can be educed from the text of 111 John alone,
and reach hıgher VE than that of speculatıon. One INaY, however.
A4dSSumne ınk between Diotrephes’ efusal host the Darty of the pres  er
(and the pres  er hımself) and hıs objections thıs party The background
Öf: thıs 1S, dSs stated above, relatıvely unclear. Whether thıs has only tOo do
wıth church authorıity, ICSD. the authorıty of the presbyter, “ whether there
AIfec other theologica 1SSuUeS al stake, has remaın OPDCH here. Both m1g be
the Casec indications for conflıcting (personal) authorities SCCIN be hınted
al by the fact that the pres  er claıms that OT1IC of the 1SSUES behind
Dıiotrephes’ inhospitalıty 1s rulıng In the communıty (H1 John 9 and that
another ONEC 1S that of sayıngz bad thıngs what eve has remaın OPDCH
(personal ethıical, doctrinal) agaınst OT about the presbyter and hIis party
(IHI1 John 10) Dıiotrephes does nNOot SCCIN LO be inhospıtable In princıple, but
clearly has something agalnst the author of I1{ John and hıs recent
lex1icographical contribution 18} the discussion by Miıtchel reinforces thıs
pomt: ETLÖEYETAL should, both In I11 John and 10. be taken in the of
'rece1ving,’ ‘hosting,’ rather than “accepting someone’s S  authority, the
latter has been suggested As the meanıng of EMLÖEYETAL 1n {11 John 9, but
WOU have been the only instance where ETLÖEYOMOL carrıes thıs meanıng.
Not rece1ving members of the resbyter’s party, the presbyter ımself,
poss1ıbly carryıng etters wıth them (HI John 9)16 SOTINC of the brothers
(probably cCarryıng letters ASs well, cf. I1{ John 10) WOU
amount cutting dıplomatıc tıes. Something 1s al stake, what exactly 1S
unclear, 1sıble 1S, however, that Dıiotrephes 1s o1ng everythıng he Call

keep the presbyter and hıs Darty Out of hIis communıty, maybe because of
hıs wısh remaın independent, maybe because he WAants hıs communıty to
remaın rthodox (1n the technıcal of the WOT! Another conclusıon
that Can be drawn from thıs FreVIeW 1S that, ookıng al the of E8|
John, there 1s WaY of assumıng that thıs letter 1S addressed the Samne

communıty ASs John, ASs there 1s WaYy of getting know Diotrephes
anythıng prec1ıse about theological problems wıth the presbyter, as al]
Can SCC IS that he 1S ryıng o keep hım AWaY.

Schnelle, Einleitung 496-498; cf. IsSo Miıtchell, Diotrephes 299 Fr ell
Wengst, Probleme for OvervIiews of the problem and its possıble
solutions.
Taeger, Rebell, arg UCS In favour of 1ssue of authorıty, suggesting the basıs of
John. that the presbyter 1S tryıng strengthen hıs posıtıon In order safeguard
tradıtion.

| 5

16
Miıtchel, Diotrephes passım.

Letters WEeTITC commonly Ssent thıs WAdY, cf. Whıte, Lıght 214-216, CSD TT Further-
INOTE Funk, Form); Brown, Epistles 788-790
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More recently Hengel has also made CAdSC for reference In BE John
I1 John theologıca. eveln 17 but it 1S hard SCC how his argumen Call

rse above the eve of speculatıon. Heu that Dıiotrephes m1g have
been OITende by the presbyter’s call ın I1 John not tOo er the ‘heretical’
teachers anı Y hospitalıty ASs Was the early Church However, thıs 1S VC
dıfficult fınd ın allıy of the letters. Indeed, CVCMN f ıt 1S lıkely that
Diotrephes WOU be OTIIende by thıs, ıt does Dy INCcAan that ıt W ds

exactly thıs that made hım OPPOSC the pres  er ıt COUuU have been
anythıng else. Especı1ally ds Diotrephes be Dayıng back the
pres  er In exactly the Samne WaYy ds the pres  er 1S treatıng hıis adver-
Sarles. Assuming that Dıiotrephes W dsS OIfende: Dy precısely thıs. ıt WOU
be surprisıng fınd that Dıiotrephes 1S actually Copyıng the presbyter’s
behavıor he Oun: offensıve.

Thıs Case m1g be strengthened DYy glance al the Content of 11 John,
where the theologıca problem, d In John, 15 much clearer. Central 1S
John Y where the pres  er refers ırectly the ‘heresy’ f hıs opponents,
apparently MmMiss1cNaAarıes attempting to gaın ACCESS the communıty
16 the letter 1s addressed (the opposıte of the sıtuation In 111 ohn), OL U
OMOAOYOÜVTEC InooUV XpLOTOV ENXOMEVOV EVU OXPKL. Thıs 1S theme COMD-
letely mI1ssıng In {11 John, and, arguıng irom sılence. ONC wonders why the
pres  er who had apparently problems callıng thıngs by theır Namle ın
11 John, WOU nNnOT have done In {11 John AaSs well, letter 1C has
approximately the SAdI11lCc length d John. ®

In thıs context, the objection quoted earlhıer fto nNnOot identifyıng I{
John wıth the t1 In 111 John by rejecting the relevance of the claım that
Jo  S WOU have had refer travelıng miss1i0ONarıles (whıch ıt does not),
by pomting Oout that ın 111 John nNnOTt Wandermissionare but the pres  er 1$
VIeEW, who does indeed In 11 John B hıs future visıt, and by
pressing further that there 1S Dy CO  u  CC objection identifyıng the
‘somethıng‘ In 1{1 John wıth {1 John, does nNOot cem o be enough. Of
COUISC, CVEOIN ıf the pres  er 1S nNOoTt Wandermissionar, 1 1s quıte
lıkely, he Cal ST1 send letters, normally transferred Dy letter carrıers,
Wandermissionare OT nOT, IC Cal be efused together wıth theır carrlers
Dy Dıotrephes. However, by thıs ONC Cannot» nNnOot CVCRn from sılence,
that 111 John refers 1{1 John, CVCNMN ıts likelihood.? ven 1n MY
VIEW visıt 1S mentioned In 11 John, indeed, eXCEpPL for the
concludıng ftormula 1C fits nto standard closıng ormulas of ancıent
letters; the dıfference between the conclusıions of John (v 12) and I11

I

| X
Hengel, rage 132

John 79 Klauck, ohannesbrief SA 8
Schnelle, Eınleitung ANT
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John (v 13-1 the ON hand, and 1LI1 John 10 the other 15 clear: the
DIOUS wısh in closıng ormular for visıt does nNOTt have LOO INCAall that
much, {11 John 10 be INOTC d far dSs visıts dIiIC concerened.
The CasSc of 11 John also ıffers from 111 John dASs far daSs the a1m letter 1S
concerned, whereas suggested above that In I1{ John the presbyter
keep people Out of certaın communıty, by of {1I1 John he WAants o
gel Demetr10s nto communıty CII John 12) But CVON ıf thıs OMNC

objection the poss1bılıty that I 11 John refers I1 John, ıt does not
the opposıte either.

One last observatıon the eve of {1I1 John, already made Dy Westcott,
1S that the UsSCcC of 54 o refer to somethıing of importance, dSs letter of
recommendatıon certamly WOU have been, 1S rather unusual in the New
Testament “

Iwo, LNOTEC speculatıve, observatıons 111 strengthen the Casc that nNnOoTt
only I1{ John does nNnOot refer I1 John, but that the etters AIc addressed
[WO dıfferent communities.

{1 John 1S wrıtten o communıty OVCI IC the presbyter exerc1lses
certaın amount of authorıty, the eOrYy 1Cc dSSUuT1Cc$Ss that 0)81°% communıty
1S the addressee of both jetters. 111 have AdSSUuTlle that thıngs changed In
thıs communıty VC ulckly indeed., dSs both the resbyter’s first letter 1S
suppose O be remembered, and the alance ofV has have shıfted
tundamentally.

If ONC 4aSSUTINECS that {{ and {{{ John AaTrec wrıtten to the SaJmle communıty,
OTIC AaSSUuM1esSs furthermore., 1Cc 1S NnOT al all, that the presbyter
W as OCcCupyıng imself mostly wıth OMNC OT [tWO communıiıtıes (depending
the evaluatıon of ohn), rather than dealıng ıth larger number. Or Was
thıs ONC communıty important that only part of the correspondence wıth
thıs OMNC has been preserved”

In allıy Cadadsc uUp untıl NO ONC does nNnOot have enough addıtional evidence
8 I11 John and the Sa”mne authorshıp Justify supplementing the ack of
ınformatıon gel from {11 John about the communıty 1C ıt W das

addressed wıth ınformatıon firom {{ John

Conclusions

The Relationshıp between {17 and 111 John
On the basıs of the evidence presented above, WOU suggest that there

15 x00d 1CASOTN A4SSUTmNe that {11 John refers o {17 John Thıs 15 neıther

Westcott, Epıistles 240)
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1OT lıkely, both extual basıs and the basıs of the eology
SIE theologıca problems addressed both letters

As 1T 15 VC hard know anythıng DICCISC about the theologıca DTO-
ems involved the UnıLy 16 111 John addressed and the
actual textual basıs of the ınk wıth 11{ John 15 shown be rather weak
exactly the eve of the problem of the hospitalıty {{{ John OHNC 111
have refraın irom inferring 1SSUCS irom 11 John INTO the diıscussıon of 111
John E ere 15 the basıs of 111 John WdYy of owıng whether the
[WO OommMuUNıtES WETIC the Samıe OT NOL. The question of the order TE
1{1 and L11 John WEeIC wrıtten, 111 have LO TeEINAaln OPCH LO be Jjudged Dy
dıfferent eriteria.““

Summary
In the the thes1ıs that the relatıonshıp between 11 and 111 John Call be

decıded the basıs of I88| John whıch CoNntaıns reference earlıer letter
examıned concludıng that the reference { 11 John OO DU allow fOor aı y
conclusıons regardıng letter referred ere For thıs 1[CASOIN ONE should refraın TOmM
inferring informatıon TOM I1 John 1NtO the of { 11 John

Zusammenfassung
In 3Joh wıird auf C111 firüheres Schreiben des Presbyters hingewı1esen In der

Forschung wırd gelegentliıch ANSCHOMUNC: dass dieses eIwas (11.) mıiıt 2Joh
identifizıeren WAaTc In diıesem Beıtrag wıird auf diese Annahme CIn  (0 und
WaTr mıt der Schlussfolgerung, ass 1es nıcht AdUus dem abzuleıten 1Sst W das K ONSse-
JUCNZCN hat für die Argumentatıon bezüglıch der Reıihenfolge der Johannesbriefe
und für das UusSsmass dem Informationen des den anderen Brief hınelin-
gelesen werden dürfen
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