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the question is, What is the meaning of 8 Zidovavod . . . éypaa ? Is
Silvanus the carrier or the scribe (and therefore by extension the
writer) of the letter? It would be safe to say that he is in any case
envisaged as delivering the letter and is commended to the churches
for this purpose. But did he also write it at Peter’s dictation or behest?

On the analogy of the opening verses of I and II Thessalonians, one
might expect Silvanus to have shared in the address if he was part-
author, or to have added his own greeting, like Tertius in Rom. 16.22,
if he was the amanuensis, though obviously these parallels cannot be
pressed. The bearer of Romans is evidently Phoebe, who is similarly
commended to the congregation (16.1f.), and it is significant that
the subscription added to later manuscripts describes the epistle as
eypddn dmd Koplvov 8i& Poifys. It was her activity, not that of Tertius,
that the scribes thought was properly described by the preposition &ud.
This is one of a number of parallels given by Chase in a careful note
on the subject!38 which seems to have been conspicuously ignored (or
misinterpreted) by those who have not agreed with its conclusion.
The only other example in the New Testament (also as it happens
associated with Silvanus) is in Acts 15.23 where ypdiavres 8id yetpos
adr@v must in the context (cf.15.22, 27) refer to the sending of the
apostolic letter, viz Judas Barsabbas and Silas, and mean, as the NEB
rightly renders it, ‘gave them the letter to deliver’. The same applies
to the Epistle of Polycarp 14, ‘I write these things to you by (per)
Crescens, whom I commended to you recently and now commend to
youw’, and to the only unambiguous instance in the letters of Ignatius:
‘I write these things to you from Smyrna by the hand of () the
Ephesians who are worthy of all felicitation’ (Rom. 10.1).13% On the
other side only two parallels, as far as I know, have been cited. One is
the letter from Dionysius of Corinth4® to the Romans, where he
describes I Clement as having been written from the Roman church
816 KMpevros. But this means not that Clement was the amanuensis
of some other author, but the representative of his church. Similarly
in the Martyrdom of Polycarp 20 the church in Smyrna writes to the
church in Philomelium and elsewhere ‘through our brother Marci-
anus’, and he is distinguished from Euarestus who ‘wrote the letter’
and, like Tertius in this capacity, sends his own greeting. Marcianus
again is evidently the spokesman of the church and thus corresponds
to Peter rather than Silvanus: he is no one’s secretary. So Kiimmel

138 DB 1L, 7g0.

139 For discussion of this and the other instances (Philad.11.2; Smyrn.12.1)
see Chase.

140 Eusebius, HE 4.23.11.
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seems to be right in saying that ‘no one has yet proved that ypddw did
Twos can mean to authorize someone else to compose a piece of
writing’, 141

Until this can be shown, then to rely upon Silvanus as the real
composer of the Greek is extremely hazardous.!42 It could be so. Yet
Peter as the author (as the very personal address of 5.1ff. would sug-
gest) must really be prepared to stand on his own feet. The doubts and
difficulties will remain, and it seems impossible that they could ever
be finally resolved either way. In the last resort I can only say that I
find nothing decisive to outweigh the many other considerations to
suggest that, whoever actually penned it, the epistle comes from Peter’s
lifetime and that he is in the fullest sense ‘behind’ it. I see therefore
no reason from the evidence of the authorship to go back on the
previous assessment of a date for the dispatch of the letter somewhere
around the end of April 65.

Il PETER AND JUDE

Turning to IT Peter, we move into a much more complex set of
problems and an area of the New Testament that from every point of
view, including that of chronology, is a good deal murkier. We cannot
expect it to shed much light on anything else; it is a question of what
light other things can shed on it. IT Peter cannot be considered except
in conjunction with the epistle of Jude, with which, all would agree,
it has a literary connection of some kind. What that is, and what is the
relationship between them and I Peter, and whether either Jude or
IT Peter can sustain the claim to be written by the persons in whose
name they stand, raise acutely debated issues which may not be
burked. But with dating as our primary concern it may be helpful to
to come at the matter from a different angle from that which has led
to the concentration of the debate on the issue of pseudepigraphy.

Let us begin by leaving on one side for the time being the questions
of authorship and literary dependence and look at the documents for
the clues they afford which are relevant to placing them in ‘period’.
I deliberately put it that way, because neither II Peter nor Jude
contains any positive indication of absolute dating. It is a question of
where they belong in relation to other comparable literature, and
more than usually therefore the arguments are in danger of being

141 IN'T, 424.

142 Selwyn’s attempt, I Pefer, 36975, to show Silvanus to be the common
literary factor between I Peter, I and I Thessalonians, and the decree of Acts 15.29,
cannot be said to have succeeded. Cf, the telling criticisms of the whole ‘Silvanus
hypothesis’ by Beare, I Peter, 188-g2.
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circular. If this other literature itself is dated late, then these epistles
will follow; if early, then the same will be true. Yet II Peter has
continued to remain an exception to almost every chronological
scheme; and exceptions have value in proving a rule. Ifit is an excep-
tion, to what is it an exception, and why?

In asking what these two documents may have to tell us about
dating, without prejudice to their interrelationship, we must begin
with one or the other. Since the majority of scholars give priority to
Jude over II Peter, let us start with the epistle of Jude, though keeping
an open mind on the question.

Jude follows James, whose brother he claims to be (and there is
general agreement that it is of this James that the claim is made), in
calling himself simply a ‘servant of Jesus Christ’ (1.13 cf. James1.1,
‘servant of God and the Lord Jesus Christ’) and in giving no other
details either about himself or of those with him, or of the place of
origin or destination of the letter. In fact it is even less informative.
While there are clues in James that point, as we saw, to a Palestinian
milieu, there is nothing in Jude that affords any hint of where the
author is living. And while James at least indicates that the destina-
tion of his epistle is not a single locality, Jude appears to be addressing
a particular group of Christians but gives absolutely no indication of
where they might be. ,

The one thing that is clear is the occasion of the epistle, which was
of sufficient urgency to make him turn aside from other more leisurely
literary activity:

My friends, I was fully engaged in writing to you about our salvation — which is

yours no less than ours — when it became urgently necessary to write at once and

appeal to you to join the struggle in defence of the faith, the faith which God
entrusted to his people once and for all, It is in danger from certain persons who
have wormed their way in (3£.).

The whole of the rest of the epistle, up to the notable doxology in 24f.,
is given over to an attack on these anonymous persons, referred to
constantly as ‘these men’. Almost all that can be said about them is

summarized in the opening description:

They are the enemies of religion (doeBeis) ; they pervert the free favour of our
God into licentiousness {doékyeav), disowning (dpvoduevor) Jesus Christ, our only
Master and Lord (4).

Their menace, in other words, is religious, moral and doctrinal. It is
also clear from the terms in which they are condemned and the warn-
ings given from the past, that both they and the writer and presumably
those to whom he is writing belong to a dominantly, ifnot exclusively,
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Jewish-Christian milieu within: the Hellenistic world. Yet we are a
long way from the ‘primitive’ atmosphere of the epistle of James

whe.rc no Problems of heresy or schism have seriously arisen. Here wé
are in a silver-age situation, where reversion and perversion are the
daz'lgers_ and where purity of doctrine and discipline are imperilled.
It is _ev1den.t too that the menace arises from a sort of gnosticizing
Judazsm. let? those in Corinth with whom Paul had to deal, these
men ‘draw a line between spiritual and unspiritual persons’, de;pising
others: as uyucol (19; cf. T Cor.2.6-3.4; 8.1-3). Like them too, they
take hbprty for licence (4; cf. I Cor.6.12; 10.23) and end up sla,vcs of
sensuality (8, 10, 16, 23; cf. I Cor.6.9~20; II Cor. 12.21). Like them

they ‘eat and drink without reverence’ at the Christian love-feast (IQi
cf. I Cor. 11.17-43). Like them again, they flout the authority of thosé
set over them in the Lord (8, r1; cf. I Cor.4.8-13; 9.1-12) and
themselves claim leadership (cf. IT Cor.11.13; 12.11). As ‘shepherds
who take care only of themselves’ (12) they earn the condemnation of
Israel’s self-styled leaders (cf. Ezek. 34.8).

Yet though there are these reflections of the situation in Corinth in
the mid-5os, things are evidently far further gone. In Pauline terms
the parallels are more with the Pastoral Epistles, where we have thé
same falling back upon the authorized deposit of ‘the faith’ (3, 20;
¢f. I Tim.1.3; 4.6; 11 Tim. 1.13f.; 2.2; Titus 1.9) — though even this
was for Paul by no means a wholly new emphasis (cf. Rom.6.17; 10.8;
16.17; I Cor.11.2; Gal.1.23; 6.10; Eph. 4.5; Phil. 1.2y 1 Thess’.'z.xg3
IT Thess.2.15; 3.6). The danger from false brethren who insinuaté
themselve.s .(3) , though again not new (cf. Gal.2.4), is especially
characteristic of the later apostolic age (Acts 20.30; Phil. 3.2; 1I Tim.
3.6; I John 2.18f; 4.1; IT John f.; Rev.2.20f ; cf. Ignatius, Eph.7.1;
‘gg .I) ;(an? thet:‘th;ge to be dealt with both firmly and with d,iécrimina:
ton, (22f.; cf. or.5; II Thess.g.14f.; 1 . 1-0; —11;
and Did.2.7; Ignatiuf, Smyrn.4.1§). 43 1 John 4163 L John 7-x1;

Yetifwe ask.what precisely these heretics taught it is impossible to
form any clear impression. We read that they ‘deny Jesus Christ, our
only Master and Lord’ (4). But whether this was by faithlessness’ like
those referred to in Heb. 6.6 and 10.29 or I Tim. 2.12f. (cf. Titus ;.16'
Rev.2.13), or by doctrinal error, like those attacked in Col. 2.8 anci
IJohn 2.22f. and 5.6-12, or by dishonouring conduct, it is impossible
to tell. But there is no reference to theoretical speculation and nothing
to suggest any of the gnostic systems of the second century.143 To
infer from the' phrases ‘our only Master and Lord’ (4) and ‘the only
God our Saviour’ (25) that they believed in other mediators or a

143 Kiimmel, INT, 426, concurs.
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second God or Demiurge is eisegesis rather than exegesis. Their.threat
seems to have been far more moral and religious than theological. If
there is a parallel with other known sectarian groups it is not (as many
earlier commentators tended to argue without our present knowledge
of the gnostic texts) with the later forms of heresy li§t?q by Irenaeus
such as the Carpocratians,4¢ but with those gnosticizing libertines
attacked in the letters to the seven churches of the Apocalypse who
‘hold to the teaching of Balaam’ (Rev.2.14; cf. Jude 11) and ‘pollute
their clothing’ with immorality (Rev. 3.4; cf. Jude 23).

There are no other distinctive characteristics of second-cen‘gury
Christianity. There is no stress on the authority of the or'gamz_ed
ministry, or even reference to it (in marked contrast at this point with
the Pastoral Epistles), and the agape or love-feast still appears to be
one with the eucharistic assembly. There are those!45 who have foqnd
in Jude 5 a reference to the destruction of Jerusalem: ‘Let me remind
you how the Lord, having once delivered the p§ople of Israc.:l o’ut of
Egypt, next time destroyed those who were g_uﬂty of unbe.hef. But
the natural interpretation in the contexté is to ref.er this to the
destruction of faithless Israel in the wilderness, as in the closely
parallel warning of I Cor.10.5-10. Aga_in, to interpret wdAat
mpoyeypappévor in Jude 4 of long past Christian writings147 is \:vho‘lly
arbitrary: it evidently refers to the warnings that .follow from ‘scrip-
ture’ (as the NeB rightly translates). The referencesin v. g, apparently,
to the Assumption of Moses and in v. 14, certainly, to I Enoch carry
in themselves no implication for a late date, since both these docu-
ments were in existence well before the middle of the first century ~
though the free use made of them indicates that they had not come
under the later suspicion of apocrypha felt by the .chur.ch.l‘“

The only passage which suggests a post-apostolic situation is that
in 17f.: ‘

But you, my friends, should remember the predictions made by the apostles of

our Lord Jesus Christ. This was the warning they gave you: ‘In the final age;
there will be men who pour scorn on religion, and follow their own godless lusts,

This could indeed imply that the apostolic age was now closed, but
it cannot be said that it necessarily does so. From one who rr}akes 1o
claim to be an apostle (or indeed to kinship with Jesus, which later

144 For the differences here, cf. already Zahn, INT II, 2gef.

15 B.g, Zahn, INT I, 252-5. .

148 So J. B. Mayor, The Epistle of St Fude and the Second Epistle of St Peter, 1907,
ad loc.

147 Again with Zahn, INT, 251f.

u8 Cf. Jerome, De vir. ill. 4.
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interest in the person of Jude would surely have exploited),49 it could
refer to the sort of warnings of which the later apostolic age is full
(Acts 20.20f; I Tim.4.1; II Tim.3.1-5; 4.3; I John 2.18f, — leaving
out of account for the moment IT Peter 2.1-3; 3.3). The &eyov spiv

would most naturally refer to oral teaching, as in the parallel warning
of Phil. 3.18f.:

As T have often told you (&\eyov $uiv), and now tell you with tears in my eyes,
there are many whose way oflife makes them enemies of the cross of Christ. They

are heading for destruction, appetite is their god, and they glory in their shame
(cf.Rom. 16.18).

But even if reference were to written warnings, none of these other
documents (leaving aside the Johannine epistles whose date we have
yet to consider), excludes a dating in the 60s. Indeed as a provisional

conclusion, on the scanty evidence of the epistle itself, I would concur
with the estimate of Chase:150

The general tone of the Epistle harmonizes best with a date somewhat late in
the apostolic age. We shall not be far wrong if we suppose that it was written
within a year or two of the Pastoral Epistles {assuming their genuineness), the

Apocalypse (assuming the earlier date),!5? the First Epistle of St Peter, and the
. Epistle to the Hebrews.

Beyond that we cannot go until we have taken into account the link
with IT Peter, to which we must now turn.

IT Peter affords as little direct information about its origin and
destination as Jude, and its occasion is less specific. It purports to be
“from Simeon Peter, servant and apostle of Jesus Christ, to those who
through the justice of our God and Saviour Jesus Christ share our
faith and enjoy equal privilege with ourselves’ (1.1). To the signifi-
cance of ‘Simeon Peter’, in contrast with ‘Peter’ in I Peter 1.1 , we
must return. But on the face of it the form looks, or is intended to look,
both Jewish and primitive. ‘Servant and apostle’ brings together the
‘servant’ of James 1.1. and Jude 1 and the ‘apostle’ of I Peter 1.1, but
in itself is a typical apostolic greeting (Rom. 1.1; Titus 1.1) without
significance for dating. There are no indications, in contrast with I

Peter, of where the epistle was written to or from. The distinction

implied in ‘those who . . . enjoy equal privilege with ourselves’
appears to be between readers and apostle, as in I John 1.3 (‘so-that
you and we together may share in a common life’), rather than

149 Cf. the story from Hegesippus quoted by Fusebius, HE 3.19f., whose point
lies in this link,

150 HDB 11, 804.

161 Le., a date from the Neronian rather than the Domitianic persecution, For a
discussion of this, cf. ch. viiz below.
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s and Gentiles, as in Acts 11.17; Col. 1.25-9; .E}')h.Q.I -
g.eg.w]?;gge?iwit is impossible to be certgin whether the rcglplinlgs tar<;,
Jewish or Gentile Christians, though (in contrast agam'wnh L cter
the dominant atmosphere (as in Jude) appears to be_]ew1’sh—0f 1r18t1m;
In 2.20 the words, “They had once escaped the world’s d(?.l (,arr;en
through the knowledge of our Lord and SaYIO}lr Jesus Ch.ns"c" , ﬁavee
been taken to mean that the converts (or is it th‘e heretics?) _ av-
come from what the NEB paraphrases in 2‘.18. as a heathen.tlznvnzzp
ment’. But the language no more necessrftrlly implies 2 Gentile Orlblr}
than when Paul says of his fellow-Jews in Eph.2.3, We too wilretlo
their number: we all lived our lives in ‘sens’uahty, and- }?bey§t :)c}
promptings of our own instincts and notions’, or \A.lhen‘t g wrl ?I‘the
I John speaks to his predominantly Jew'lsh—Ghrlstlan rea er )
evil world and its blandishments from whlcl} thf?y have pas;e P oral

The prevailing atmosphere, as in Jud'e, is still that ’of t g ,as’orm
Epistles, reflecting the same usage of wlonis and cwrip an euoeﬁ;nci
with particular stress on true insight .and knowledge (emvamls i
waas) (1.2f, 5f, 8; 2.20; 3.18)-, which characterizes nolt) otn g fhe
Pastorals (I Tim.2.4; 6.20; 11 T1fn.2.25; 3.7; T.1tus 1.1) du.n v%rbs
sians (1.9f.; 2.2f.; 3.10) and Ephe51aps(1.17; 3.19; 4.13) an 1,11 verbs
rather than nouns, the Johannine epistles ( passim but. especxady_ Jo "
2.20f.). The epistle’s most distinctive phl“as? in th}s regali) 1S'tp}?as
takers of the divine nature’ (felas xowewvol <[>uce:.ug). in 1.4, ut i s
been shown that this, like the whole so:called Asian’ style in whic
11 Peter is written, in no way lies outside the range of ‘ﬁrit:centux:y
Hellenistic Judaism.152 Indeed, like the languaitge of 79 Yla{opwga. I1ln
Col. 1.19 and 2.19 or onéppa feod in .I‘]ohn 3.9, it may well be bel tig-
taken over and given Christian meamng.lf: 8 In.content itisnot eszertlhe
ally different from the Christian’s Kowawvia .w1th the ].?athex}‘) arIl "
Son and his transformation into .the divine hke-ness clamiled y djloter;
(1.3; 8.2). And this goal is achieved not, as in Platonism a;x n?on
gnosticism, by escaping from matter as ev1l,' but .by Tl?rﬁ 1ut ha;
having escaped (dmoguydvres) from ‘the corruption V\'Ilth which lus t
infected the world’. The dualism, as in the Johannine writings, 1s no

i i i he Decree of Stratonicea in
152 Cf, e.g. Philo and Josephus and in particular t of
Caria to theeghonour of Zeus and Hecate, dated Ap 22 (Ca'rpus Imcnptz.onum Grfzeco%z%t
11, 2715). For the references and discussion, cf. A, Df.lssmann, Bible St.ugzek/[ .
Ec’linburgh 1901, 360-8; Mayor, Jude and II Peter, cXsvii-CXxx and ad chi{ . M. S.
Green, II Peter Reconsidered, 1961, 23; II Peter ang’ ‘lj’ua'e, 1968, 16-19; Reicke, James,
d Fude, 146f., 184; Kelly, Peter and Jude, ad loc. , )
Petelgg’?[{zzye’P;}ter ,and4j”ude, 304, quotes C. H. Dodd’s co.rr.lmcnt: Y?ze ]ohqume
Epistles, 194’6, on I Johng.2, that the writer ‘is naturalizing within Christian
’ . ., Y
theology a widely diffused mystical tradition’.

THE PETRINE EPISTLES AND JUDE 175
material and metaphysical but moral and eschatological.?54 The use
of ‘the world’ is the same as that in John (e.g. I John 2.15-1%) and
does not imply any depreciation of the flesh per se. In fact neither in
Jude nor in IT Peter is there any sign of the ascetical denial of the
flesh as evil (in contrast to its indulgence as indifferent) such as we
find in Col. 2.18f. and I Tim. 4.3f,,1 or of the docetic denial of matter
as unreal of the Johannine epistles (I John 4.2; II John %). In this
again the persons attacked in II Peter as in Jude stand nearer to the
libertines of Corinth: they promise freedom but the result is sensual
slavery (2.19f.). In fact apart from their questioning of the parousia
(345 cf.1.16), there is nothing that suggests that the heretics in II
Peter were any different from those in Jude or more ‘advanced’ in
their teaching. The ‘artfully spun tales’ (ufor) abjured in 1.16 recall
the ‘myths’ attacked in I Tim.1.4; 4.7; II Tim. 4.4; and Titus 1.14,
which are linked with an interest in genealogies and angelology, and
in the last passage specifically called ‘Jewish’. As in Jude, we are in
the sphere of a gnosticizing Judaism, countered by warning examples

from Israel’s history (2.1-16). We are not dealing with the developed

systems of second-century Christian heresies. Summing up the teach-

ing common to both epistles, Zahn concluded ;156

While there were numerous parties and sects representing libertinistic theories
and practices in the second and third centuries, there is none that so closely
resembles the seducers described in II Peter and Jude as the libertinistic move-

ment with which we become acquainted in I Corinthians, and as the Nicolaitans
of whom we learn hints in Revelation,157 .

So far then there would be nothing to cause us to date II Peter any
later than Jude. It is, however, in the distinctive material of the

epistle, particularly in three passages, 1.12-18; 3.1-4; and 3.15f, that
the doubts arise.

18 This point is made strongly and correctly by Green, II Peter Reconsidered,
14~21, and II Peter and Fude, 24f., against Kisemann, ‘An Apologia for Primitive
Christian Eschatology’, Essays on New Testament Themes, 169~95, and especially
such a remark as: ‘It would be hard to find in the whole New Testament a sentence
which, in its expression, its individual motifs and its whole trend, more clearly
marks the relapse of Christianity into Hellenistic dualism’ (179f).

155 How near the two apparently opposite extremes are is illustrated by the
story Eusebius, HE .29, quotes from Clement of Alexandria about the founder
of the Nicolaitans, who offered his young and lovely wife to others ‘to renounce his
passion’: ‘It was self-control . , . that taught him to say “abuse the flesh” .’

156 JNT 11, 283. '

157 Rev. 2.6, 15. They are evidently closely associated with those who hold to the
teaching of Balaam (2.14; cf. II Petera.1 5f.; Jude 11) and with others who falsely
claim both to be Jews (2.9; 3.9) and to be apostles of the church (2.2; cf. Jude 12).
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1. Taken at its face value, the first passage actually contains nothing
that would in itself require us to put the writing after the death of
Peter. Yet it is the passage which has given greatest ground for
suspicion that a forger is at work, inserting biographical detail for the
sake of specious verisimilitude. Whether or not he is doing so cannot
be decided except in relation to the whole question of authorship and
pseudepigraphy from which at the moment we are prescinding. But
let us examine the details without prejudgment.

I will not hesitate to remind you of this again and again, although you know it
and are well grounded in the truth that has already reached you. Yet I think
it right to keep refreshing your memory so long as I still lodge in this body. 1
know that very soon I must leave it; indeed our Lord Jesus Christ has told me
so0. But I will see to it that after I am gone you will have means of remembering
these things at all times.

1t was not on tales artfully spun that we relied when we told you of the power
of our Lord Jesus Christ and his coming; we saw him with our own eyes in
majesty, when at the hands of God the Father he was invested with honour and
glory, and there came to him from the sublime Presence a voice which said:
“This is my Son, my Beloved, on whom my favour rests’. This voice from heaven
we ourselves heard; when it came, we were with him on the sacred mountain

(1.12-18).
Peter (it would be otiose to keep putting the name in inverted

commas — any more than Jude or John) here uses the metaphor of the -

body as a tent (already found in Wisd.9.15 and Philo, and of course
widely in pagan literature) which Paul uses in II Cor.5.1-4, and,
like Paul, he combines it with that of taking off clothes. In his case,
he knows, this putting off is to be rayws (swift), which could be
interpreted to mean either ‘soon’ or ‘sudden’. Zahnl58 argued strongly
that it here refers to a sudden end, and this is supported by the only
other occurrence of the word in the epistle (2.1) and indeed in the
New Testament. The intimation upon which it is based, ‘as our Lord
Jesus Christ has shown me’, appears (whether factually or fictionally)

to be that alluded to in John 21.18f., where Jesus foretells that Peter -

will die an unchosen death when he has grown old (érav yypdoys). By
the seventh decade of the century this latter condition could already
be said to obtain, but the concern to leave a record of his teaching
behind him might be prompted by the expectation of an unprepared
as much as by that of an imminent death. All we can say is that these
are the words of 2 man for whom death is much in mind, and this
would fit the 6os as the period when they were either written or sup-
posed to be written. What he had in mind to leave, so that ‘after I
am gone you will have means of remembering these things’, is equally

158 INT1I, 212~14.
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unclear. Some?5® have seen in this a ref;
ar. / erence to St Mark’s gospel
(tihe m:;)gm of the Paplas legend). But the gospel of Mark carg1 hlz;rcll(;r1 I;C;
escribed as a reminder of ‘these things’, that is, the teaching of the
: F)resent epistle (cf.1.12). It would appear too to demand a wr?ting b
Geter (?s the later pseu.depigrapha like the Preaching of Peter and ‘chz:f
?spe of Peter suppl%ed). .Kellylﬁo thinks that ‘almost certainly the
re exée,nce is to thfa epistle itself’, though he admits that the future
ovroulglaw (according to the most probable reading), is difficult I;
wou . naturally suggest a further document. For our purposes.we
may be content to suspend judgment, noting only that if a forger is at
onrk hg has laid some very elusive clues.
n the descriptive passage that follows i ‘
tive p the transfiguration is re-
garded as an anticipation and pledge of t};e parousia, in the way that
Wf':dar%ued it was, fa,r less explicitly, in I Peter 5.1. It has also been
;a;) ett at the word éndnra, ?y?witnesses, echoes the éronredovres of
1 er 2.12 anc‘l 3.2; t.mt this is very doubtful, since there it simpiy
efers to pagans 9bservmg’ the conduct of Christians, If the word has
zgg (ZI/ertclm'es, it }s r}l:oxl‘:: likely to take up the language of the mysteries
1¢ claims of the heretics that in their visions (cf. th
: . the dream
gzgct(azfofl'i] ude 8))th}<33y had direct experience of the deep thingz (t));‘
« . Rev.2.24). But its immediate reference is to apostoli
: ic eye-
Kxfness, to xﬁrhmh I John 1.1-3 also appeals in similar cil%jcumstanc};s.
: 15 generally accepted that the wording of the account of the trans-
; Iigu-ra.txon is 1nflepend.ent of any of our gospel texts. The omission of
th e L;Irg;rsxctloéx Ellxsa; him’, common to them all, and of any reference
and Liyjah or to the three tents (osenpai), whi
have thought irresistible after L g e ol
ave the oxqudparos of 1.14, tells heavil
fltian}lls; the use of: tl,le syl}optists by a later hand. The ox?fy other totyc:hy
Sitee (fg f :vn}?ulrit?}lln R v.vhfchfls said to betray veneration of the sacreci
( ich there 1s in fact no evidence till much later), is hardl
;irf:;ilve for dating. 'As regularly with Zion or Sinai in the )C,)ld 'Ifstay
an m . 3 . . - -
s ‘floly?i ountain with which theophany is associated is for the
A Thf:1 really significant parallel for dating purposes is that with the
ofli;)lca ypse of Peter.16) This document is usually put in the first half
o € secor}d century, per}_laps ¢.135. Itis quite palpably dependent on
€ synoptic gospels, particularly Matthew.162 This is true too of its

19 E.g. Bigg, Peter and .
160 Prgy an%i%udi,g; :'5" Jude, ad loc.; Mayor, Jude and IT Peter, cxlii and ad loc.

161 For the full text, see Hennecke, N T Apoc. 11, 668-83,

162 : 4
was seih:s thtilopenmg verse contains clear echoes of Matt.24.3: ‘“And when he
ed on the Mount of Olives, his own came unto him, and we entreated and
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section on the transfiguration (15-1%), which includes a highly
elaborated account of the vision of the appearances of Moses ar}d
Elijah and quotes Peter’s comment verbatim from the version in
Matt. 17.4: ‘My Lord, wilt thou that I make here three tabel:nacles,
one for thee, one for Moses and one for Elias?’. By contrast its only
verbal contact with the account in II Peter is the reference (and tha:t
in the Ethiopic version only) to ‘the holy mountain’. If there is
dependence either way, it seems quite clear that the Apoca.lypse is the
later document. How Harnack can have thought otherw1se.153 must
be counted as one of those aberrations of scholarship which fresh
discoveries induce,164 and it has long since been abandoned even by
those who view II Peter as a second-century document.1% That even
conservative scholars like W. Sanday68 can have thought that the
two came from the same pen, or like Chase!6? from t'he same school
at approximately the same date, is incredible. Indeed if this is the sort
of thing that was being produced in the first half. of the second century
it is the strongest possible argument for no¢ placing ;I Peter there. A’s
the writer of the article on the Apocalypse of Peter in The Interpreter’s
Dictionary of the Bible says,+68 ‘one short sample will indicate the nature
of the whole’, and he quotes:
And some there were there hanging by their tongues: and these were tlzey that
blasphemed the way of righteousness, and under them was laic.l fire ﬂaml.ng and
tormenting them. And there was a great lake full of flaming mire, wherein were
certain men that turned away from righteousness; and angels,_tormento_rs, were
set over them. And there were also others, women, hanged by their hair above
that mire which boiled up; and these were they which adorned themselves for
adultery.

He comments:

That this writing, in all likelihood in no small part s'ugges.ted by the can'onical
Revelation, and the product of perfervid imagination, aided by Orphic and

implored him severally and besought him, saying unto him, “Make known unto us
what are the signs of thy Parousia and of the end of the world.” * The contrast with
11 Peter is at once evident,

163 Chron., 470-2. He dated the Apocalypse ¢. 12040 (or 110-60) and II Peter
¢. 160 (or 150~175). ) '

164 (At tl?e time he only had the Akhmim fragment in Greek to go on, dISCOVCre‘d
in 1886, though this includes most of the relevant parallels. The complete text, in
Ethiopic translation, was found in 1910, For a modern assessment, cf. C. Maurer in
Hennecke, NT Apoc. 11, 663-8. _

185 Moffatt, ILN'T, 367, was a strange exception.

166 W, Sanday, Inspiration, Oxford 1893, 347. .

167 HDB 111, 815f. He is followed by McNeile-Williams, INT, 247.

168 M, S, Enslin, IDBI11, 758.

THE PETRINE EPISTLES AND JUDE 179

Pythagorean accounts of the future, is not later than the middle of the second
century is universally admitted.

He agreesin fact that it is probably earlier than the Gospel of Peter ~
but interestingly never even mentions II Peter. Yet the same Dictioriary’s
article on IT Peterl6? continues to date this epistle ¢. 150 Ap.! On the
basis of this passage of II Peter alone some rethinking of critical pre-
suppositions appears to be called for.

2. The second passage, IT Peter g.1-4, raises more difficulties. The
writer starts with a reference, apparently, to I Peter:

This is now my second letter to you, my friends. In both of them I have been
recalling to you what you already know, to rouse you to honest thought.
Remember the predictions made by God’s own prophets, and the commands
given by the Lord and Saviour through your apostles (3.1£.).

The relation to I Peter must engage us later. At this stage one need
only say that if the writer is a Christian from a subsequent age then
the reference must be to I Peter, since this is the only other Petrine
letter of which there is any record in the tradition. Vet it is very far
from obvious that the content of the two epistles is the same, and, if the
allusion here is to I Peter 1.10-12 (the only likely passage), then the
content of the prophecies there is the sufferings of Christ, not, as in
the verses that follow in II Peter, the state of affairs at the end of the
world. Again the pseudepigrapher does not lay his trail at all obviously.

The phrase in v.2, ‘your apostles’, certainly reads oddly (quite
apart from the tortuous grammar of the Greek) from one claiming
himself to be an apostle, and it has seemed to most commentators to
reflect the post-apostolic age. Yet we may say this with certainty only
if it is agreed that Eph.2.20 and g.5 (where the apostles are also
described as ‘holy’) could not have come from Paul, writing as an
‘apostle of Christ Jesus’ (Eph. 1.1). But, as we have seen, it is impos-
sible to be so dogmatic. Moreover ‘your apostles’ need not, though it
probably does, mean more than ‘your missionaries’ (cf. I Peter 1.12),
and Paul (Rom.16.7; II Cor.8.23; Phil.2.25), like Acts(14.14) and
the Didache (11.3), continues to use the word in a wider sense. But
assuming that it means those of the apostles particularly associated
with you, this need not imply the end of the apostolic age, any more
than when Paul says to the Corinthians, ‘If I am not an apostle to
others, at least I am to you’ (I Cor.g.2). In I Clem. 44.1 we have a
similar usage of ‘our apostles’ (i.e., in Rome, Peter and Paul; cf. 5.3).
All one can say is that the phrase itself is compatible with an apostolic
or with a post-apostolic date. What is significant is that the apostles are

169 J, C, Beker, IDB 111, 469.
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not contrasted in any way with a subsequent ordering of Christian
ministry, as in I Clem. 44 (which speaks of their successors) or in the
epistles of Ignatius (especially Rom. 4.3: ‘I do not enjoin you as Peter
and Paul did. They were apostles’). There is no more concern than
in Jude with ministerial authority or its perpetuation.

But more serious as an objection to apostolic dating is the state of
affairs reflected in the words of the scoffers that follow:

In the last day there will come men who scoff at religion and live self-indulgent
lives, and they will say: “Where is now the promise of his coming? Our fathers
(o warépes) have been laid to their rest, but still everything continues exactly as
it always has been since the world began.’

I cannot believe that it will do to say with Bigg?® and Green"! that
‘the fathers’ here means the ancestors of Israel. The context demands
the sensel?2 that ever since the first generation of Christians died things
have continued as they always have been, whereas the specific promise
had been given: “This generation shall not pass away until all these
things happen’ (Mark 13.30 and pars.). It is true that elsewhere in
the New Testament ‘the fathers’ refers to the Israelites. But in I John
2.13f. we have the usage of ‘fathers’ in contrast with the second and
third generation of Christians, which stresses their special relationship
as the founder-generation to the dpy7, in the way that in Acts 21.16
Mnason as one of the ‘originals’ is called an dpyatos pabymis. The death
of Christians had always been a problem, as we know from Thessa-
lonians and Corinthians, but the real crisis for the church must have
come as that first promised generation was dying out and still
nothing had happened. By the 6os a whole generation /ad elapsed.
Naturally the difficulty did not then disappear.178 But this is when
the question must have been at its most acute, and there is no neces-
sary reason to look to a later age. The theme of the master’s delay,
reflected in the church’s adaptation of the parables, is already to be
found in the ‘Q’ material of Matt.24.28 = Luke 12.45, and also in
Matt. 25.5, whose final editing we have seen no reason to place much
after 6o,

The details that follow in 8.5-13 of the parousia teaching do not in
themselves require a late date. The notion of the destruction of the

170 Peter and Fude, ad loc.

171 JT Peter Reconsidered, 29f.; 11 Peter and Fude, ad loc.

172 So Mayor, fude and II Peier, ad loc., strongly.

173 Cf, T Clem. 23.3, quoting what it calls ‘scripture’: “These things we did hear
in the days of our fathers also, and behold we have grown old, and none of these
things hath befallen us’ (cf.II Clem. 11.2). But for the date of I Clement, cf. pp. 327-

34 below,
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world by fire, going back a long way in pagan literat i

paralleled graphically in the Qumra}zll Psaltjlrrgls (I&?Ia t?l,l.rzcg;—l;5§1(1)x
I];/Iorcov?r Greer} is justified in pointing out!? that the reference. to
1 $-90.4 15 not given a chiliast interpretation (that the world would
ast for as many thousand years as there were days in creation) such
as 1t regularly receives in later literature (e.g. Ep. Barn. 15.4, Justin
Dial.81.3f., and Irenaeus, Ady. haer.5.28.2; 28.3). As he s;tys; ’ ’

‘I:; (tj!;spljé);:fl:h hatd. z)etlzn writtt)en in the second century, when this doctrine was so
at 1t almost became a touchstone of Christi is i
likely that the author could h i King mny sl oo it
ave refrained from making any allusio i

. M t
whatever when quoting the very verse which gave it birth ? g- Y o

With the rest of II Peter’s eschatolo , including the comi

day of the Lord as a thief (3.10 ; cf. lg};v. 3.3; 16.g15) the rlrg.lylﬁgo t}‘);l;:
of the earth a}nd all that is in it (3.10; cf. Rev.6.12~’17' 16.20; etc.)

and t}%e creation of new heavens and a new earth (3.13; ,cf. l.{ev, 21 I—’
4), this theme finds its nearest parallel in the book ,of Reve'lati.on
(20.1-6), ratper than in the extravagances of subsequent apocalypses

whether Jewish or Christian (including the Apocalypse of Peter)?’p ’

. Itis the thi
i ﬁ?iculﬁes ot;‘ al;x;d passage (3.15f), however, that presents the greatest

{I.S'r;a:r dm rgxlr:d that our Lord’s patience with us is our salvation, as Paul, our
f (Iil an rot}}cr, said when he wrote to you with his inspired wisdom. A1’1d s0
e does in all his other letters, wherever he speaks of this subject, though they

contain some obscure passages, whi i
) c , which the ignorant and unstable misi
their own ruin, as they do the other scriptures, mterpretto

We need not spend time at this hour refutin the Tiibi i
that the gem.li_ne Peter could never have spoken %f Paul 111111) ltréiii:; (t)};ﬁséj
than of hos.nhty.l""6 It is however relevant to ask whether 2 second-
century writer would not have adopted an attitude either of attack
or ac'lul:atlon (rather than bewildered affection). Typical of later
:icscnptlons are ‘the blessed Paul’ (I Clem. 47.1; Ep. Polyc. 11 ) or
Fhe. blessed an'd glorious Paul’ (Ep. Polyc.3.2). ‘Dear brotilex';sand
f.m.ular cxpressions are confined elsewhere in the New Testament to
}:ymg fe_llow-workers (e.g. Eph.6.o1; Col. 4.7, 9; Philem. 16) and Paul

imselfis so addressed by Jamesin Acts21.20. The expression therefore
sounds as if it comes from a contemporary, whether it does or not
Indeed Mayor, who himself argues for pseudepigraphy, says:177 '

174 The passage is quoted in full b i
y Reicke, James, Peter and Jude, 176
78 IT Peter and ' often, following Bigy (P
ap) eter and Fude, ad loc. He is here, as often, following Bigg (Peter and Fude,
178 Cf. Munck, Paul and the Salvation of Manks, -
177 Fude and 11 }’eter, ad loc, f Mankind,ch..
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There are many difficulties in the way of accepting the genuineness of this
epistle; but the manner in which St Paul is spoken of seems to me just what we
should have expected from his brother Apostle.

Again, the reference to the wisdom given to him implies not more
than what Paul claimed for himself (e.g. I Cor.2.6f.; 3.10; Gal.2.9;
Eph.g.1-10). The contrast is striking with the self-depreciatory tone
of the second century: ‘Neither am I, nor is any other like unto me,
able to follow the wisdom of the blessed and glorious Paul’ (Ep.
Polyc.3.2). Moreover, whereas there can be no doubt that when
Polycarp refers in the same passage to ‘the letter he wrote to you’ he
means the epistle to the Philippians, the expression in II Peter 3.15
has baffled all the commentators. There is no obvious identification,
unless indeed the reference to the Lord’s patience with us being
our salvation is meant to recall Rom.2.4: ‘Or do you think lightly
of his wealth of kindness, of tolerance, and of patience, without
recognizing that God’s kindness is meant to lead you to a change of
heart?’178 In fact on this narrow basis alone Mayor argues for a
Roman destination.1?® Yet there is no other hint that the epistle was
written to Rome or from it. Either a genuine letter of Paul’s has been
lost or the imitator again is laying baffling or careless clues.

But the real problems start with the following phrase, ds Kai év
mdoas émorodais. It is legitimate, with Zahn,180 to point out that it is
not (on the most likely reading) & wdows rals émorolals. This would
imply “in every letter he wrote’, whereas without the article the phrase
could mean little more than et passim ~ though how much reliance
should be placed on the presence or absence of the article in this writer
is very doubtful.181 It is not in any case implied that the readers knew
all Paul’s epistles, nor that these already formed a collection, let alone
a canon. Talk here of ‘the Pauline corpus’ is premature. The present
tense, ‘whenever he speaks’, is not of itself decisive, since Ignatius uses
closely parallel language in Eph.12.2, ‘who in every letter makes
mention of you in Christ Jesus’, though Ignatius combines this with
phrases that make it clear that Paul is long since dead: ‘who was
sanctified, who obtained a good report, who is worthy of all felicita-
tion’. IT Peter, in contrast, whether genuinely or fictionally, clearly

178 But thisis, of course, a Jewish commonplace; cf. e.g. Wisd. 11.23.

179 Fude and II Petor, cxxxvii and ad loc.

180 JN'T'11, 290.

181 Of, Mayor, Jude and II Peter, xxx: ‘I think we must recognize a failure to
appreciate the refinements of the Greek article on the part of those whose mother
tongue was not Greek and who may have also been influenced by the fact that
Latin had no article.’ Interestingly he does not even discuss this passage, following
the longer reading (with the article) without demur.
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1mp1ie§ that Paulis still alive. The misinterpretation of Paul’s position

of which he speaks, in a gnosticizing, antinomian direction is ‘o;'

course plentifully attested in his lifetime (I Cor. 10.23; Rom. 3.8; 6.1;

qtc.), and, despite Paul’s disclaimer, we may surmi,se betweer,L t.he’

lines of IT Cor. 1.13f. that his readers did find parts of his epistleé hard

(tio ;understand. So far therefore there is nothing that demands a later
ate. '

‘Tf‘xe crucial difficulty is the interpretation of the following phrase
kal 7ds dorwds ypadds, which certainly suggests that the Pauline epistle;
were already being viewed as ‘scripture’. In view of the parallels for
ypags) and ypagal in the New Testament,182 it is impossible, I believe
to arguel8? that the books of the Old Testament are nos ilere bein '
'bracketed with the letters of Paul. The sole issue is whether the word%
imply that ‘.the writings’ in question are seen as part of a canon
whether Jewish or Christian. This appears to be much more doubtful’
an.d I would concur with the judgment of Mayor (who nevertheles;
thinks IT Peter very late) when he says:18¢

I incline to think that ypadal is here used t

1at o denote any book read in the -
gogue or congregation, including the letters of the Apostles (Col.4.16;5 1 'lfl};:;
5.27) as well as the lessons from the Old Testament. ’ .

Certainly this would include the kind of apocryphal writings alluded
to by Jude, one of which is described as a work of ‘prophecy’ (14)

Tl}e wox:k already referred to which is cited in I Clem. 23.3 (‘thesc;
things dl-d we hear in the days of our fathers also . . . and none of
.these. thmgs_ have befallen us’) and which Lightfoot tentativel

{dentlﬁed with Eldad and Modad,285 is introduced with the word};
ozypaqh‘y Mye, and the same passage is designated in II Clem.11.2
é Tpf):ﬁnrufo‘s‘ 2dyos. Certainly too if the quotations in James 4.5 .(‘tl;e
spirit which God implanted in man turns towards envious desires’)
apd,john 7.38 (‘§treams of living water shall flow out from within
him’), each described as % ypa¢s, are literal quotations, they do not
come from the canonical Old Testament. Moreover texts from what
appear to be the Old and New Testaments are already combined as
citations of ‘scripture’ in I Tim.5.18;186 Ep, Barn. 13.7; I Clem.g6;
Ep. Polyc.12.1; etc. This does not by any means di’spose of. thé

182 They are fully set out by Mayor, ad loc,

183 With Z .
HDB IIIi 8m.ahn, INT II, 2771, 2gof. His arguments are countered by Chase,

184 Fude and II Peter, 168.
185 AF L2, 80f.; cf. Hermas, Vis. 2.3.4.

188 “The labourer is worthy of his hire’ )
! y of his hire’ could well howeve i
saying, not a quotation from Jesus, ¢ be a proverbiel
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difficulty. Yet Green at least puts up a good case when he argues:187

For the writer of IT Peter, the term 4 ypaddj denotes writings of men in touch
with God, dnd mvedparos dylov depdpeva (1.21). He constantly correlates apostles
and prophets ~ both are led by the Holy Spirit. In chapter 1 the apostolic
testimony to the divine voice, and the divine voice through the Old Testament
scriptures, are regarded in the same light. In chapter 2.1ff. the false teachers
are accused of wresting the Old Testament; in chapter 3 of wresting Paul,

Most will probably not feel that this is a complete answer. But I
am not at this stage attempting to come to a decision one way or the
other. Having, however, started with the conviction that the so-called
anachronisms in the epistle were almost certainly insuperable, I have
been impressed, working through them, how open the verdict has
constantly to remain. These passages certainly do not prove a first-
century date: but they do not prove a second-century date either.
Moreover they leave unresolved the question of authorship — for the
absence of demonstrable anachronisms could merely indicate the
skill of the imitator. Nor of themselves do they determine the epistle’s
relationship to I Peter or to Jude. To these wider issues we must now
turn. For only then shall we be in a position to resolve more closely
the question of dating.

The one thing on which virtually everyone is agreed is that I and
11 Peter cannot be written by the same hand. Even those who accept
the apostolic authorship of both concede, with Jerome, that the
difference of style demands an amanuensis with great liberty of
expression for the composition of one if not of each ~ though a
difficulty of this theory is that the greatest evidence for Petrine
colouring in theology and expression comes in the epistle that might
refer to an amanuensis (Silvanus), whereas the other mentions none.

Attempts have been made to minimize the differences between the
two. Thus Green!88 quotes, sia Mayor, B. Weiss’ judgment that ‘the
Second Epistle of Peter is allied to no New Testament writing more
closely than to his first’189 (he presumably did not count Jude!). Yet
this is also true of the book of Revelation and the gospel of John, but
the differences of style and cast of mind have convinced most critics
that they cannot be by the same man. Apparently impressive com-
parisons of word-counts have a habit of breaking down and tend
simply to prove how variously statistics can be presented.1?0 One is

187 [T Peter Reconsidered, 31. 188 Thid., 12.

180 4 Manual of Introduction to the New Testament, ET 1887, 11, 165.

190 Thus Green adduces the findings of A. E. Simms, ‘Second Peter and the
Apocalypse of Peter’, The Expositor, 5th series, 8, 1898, 460-71, that I and II Peter
are as close on word-score as I Timothy and Titus, where few would question
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inclinec.l to apply Kelly’s comment!® on A. Q.. Morton’s disclosure, 192
aIs_o seized on by Green,193 that the computer reveals the t;wo
epistles to be linguistically indistinguishable: “Most readers of Greek
would agree that this conclusion illustrates the limitations of the
method.’194 '

) Qf course there are similarities of diction19 — it would be astonish-
ing if there were not — but, with the exception of the opening saluta-
tion ‘grace and truth be multiplied to you® (I Peter 1.2; II Peter 1.2)

most of them are fairly inexact or of the kind that might be founci
almost anywhere in the New Testament,196 They certainly do not
add up to what Green calls ‘the extreme similarity in turn of phrase
fmd allusion’,197 Zahn, surveying the same evidence, concludes that
the agreements in thought and language’ are ‘very few’.198 Since
Green cites Mayor’s comment that in grammar and style ‘there is not
that ch?.sm between them which some would try to make out’,199 it is
only fair to give the full conclusion of his exhaustive examina;ion:200

Qn the wh_ole I should say that the difference of style is less marked than the
difference in vocabulary, and that again less marked than the difference in

matter, while above all stands the great difference i i
) _ n thought, feel
character, in one word of personality. ght, focling, and

unity of authorship: I Timothy has 537 words and Titus with 1611 ;
I P?ter has 543 words and II Peter 399, with 153 in com?r?r?r’l. It soundlsnixcr?;?zs(;gé
until we look at the figures which Green does not quote from Mayor (Ixix-Ixxiv)
that show that in the vocabulary of I and IT Peter ‘the number of agreements is 100
as opp?sed to 599 disagreements, i.e., the latter are just six times as many as the
former’ (Ixxiv). It looks as if both sets of figures cannot be right (they may not be
as far as I know: I have not counted). Yet though the former is for the total number
of word§ and the latter for each individual word (however often it is used), Simms’
proportion of 153 shared words out of a combined total for both epistles of 91}2 is still
only a proportion of about 1:6 (indeed slightly less).

191 Peter and Fude, 235.

192 A, Q. Morton, ‘Statistical Analysis and New Testament Problems’, in T#e

xﬁi:ft:horshzj) and Integrity of the New Testament (SPCR Theological Collections 4), 1965,

183 II Peter and Fude, 1.
194 On th . . » . . 3 AV R)
BIRLgh (1936 S’zxgg 7a_nBc1 ‘hmxtatxons of the computer in biblical criticism, cf, Bruce,
i95 For a detailed list, see Mayor, Jude and IT Peter, Ixix.
. 9 Tl'te’ next nearest parallel is between dudipov xal donfdov in I Peter 1.19 and
domidot wal dpdpnror in 11 Peter 3.14. But, apart from the fact that one refers to Christ
a:.nc’i the cher to Christians, the words (in reverse order) are not even the same
dpdpyros is a hapax legomenon in the New Testament and suggests a different hand.
‘The nearest true parallels for II Peter 3. 14 are Col. 1.22; Eph. 1.4; I Tim.6.1 '
197 I Potor and Jude, 13, 198 INTIL, ay1. ’ S
199 Fude and II Peter, civ. 200 Tbid., cv.
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T have laboured this because I wish to go on to support Green in
his critique of pseudonymity. But that the two epistles can in any
immediate sense be the product of the same mind, let alone of the
same pen, seems to me highly improbable. Chase, to whom Mayor20t
paid the deserved tribute of saying, ‘I have found . . . his articles on
Peter and Jude in Hastings’ Dictionary of the Bible by far the best
introduction known to me’, assessed the matter thus:202

The difference between the two Epistles [viz., I and II Peter] in literary style
and tone and teaching are, as it appears to the present writer, 5o numerous and
so fundamental that no difference of amanuenses or ‘interpreters’ can account
for them unless we are prepared to admit that, in the case of either one or both
of these letters, the substance and the language alike were left absolutely in the
hands of the apostle’s companion,

So what is the alternative? There would appear only to be one.
‘Scarcely anyone nowadays doubts that 1I Peter is pseudonymous’,
says Kelly;203 ‘though it must be admitted’, he goes on, ‘of the few
who do that they defend their case with an impressive combination
of learning and ingenuity.’ Now if ‘their case’ is confined to doubting
pseudonymity (as opposed to asserting identity of authorship), I
believe indeed that there are points to answer which the proponents
of pseudonymity pass over too hastily. ‘

There is an appetite for pseudonymity that grows by what it feeds
on. Thus M. Rist,2¢ believing that possibly two-thirds of the New
Testament writings are pseudonymous,®05 says, “This, alone, [sic]
shows the influence of pseudepigraphy in the early church.’208 If you
believe it is everywhere, you cease to have to argue for it anywhere.
Perrin writes: ‘Pseudonymity is almost a way of life in the world of
the New Testament and also in the New Testament itself.’207
Certainly it is among New Testament scholars! There is also a
tendency to lump together very different categories of pseudepi-

201 Ihid,, ix. 202 HDB 111, 813f. 203 Peter and Fude, 235.

204 ‘Pseudepigraphy and the Early Christians’ in Aune, Studies in the NT and
Early Christian Literature, 75-91 (89).

205 As we have seen, van Manen went further and said of the Pauline epistles:
“They are all, without distinction, pseudepigrapha’ (EB I11, 3625).

208 Op, cit., 89, Similarly Ninecham, in Cross, Studies in Ephesians, 22, appeals
to the ‘very common . . . practice of pseudepigraphy’, citing infer alia, from the
New Testament, the book of Revelation (but this makes no claim to be by John the
Apostle) and, from outside the New Testament, IT Clement and the Epistle of
Barnabas. But these latter are anonymous, and do not themselves purport to be by
the writers to whom tradition has ascribed them: in this they are comparable with
Hebrews, rather than Ephesians or I and II Peter.

207 NT1, 119,
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graphy.208 Thus Jude, for instance, readily accepts, at any rate for
the sake of the argument, that what we call I Enoch was written by
‘Enoch, the seventh from Adam’ (14). The convention of ascribing
apocalypses to patriarchs, like psalms to David or wisdom to Solomon
or prophecies to Daniel, was of course fully established. Indeed the
novelty about the New Testament Apocalypse is that it is neither
anonymous nor pseudonymous. Later, too, not only apocalypses but
gospels, acts and epistles were freely ascribed to long dead apostles
(and to no one less than Peter). But there is no firm evidence for this
until the mid-second century. In heretical circles too there were
documents claiming to be by apostles (like the gospels of Thomas and
Philip), but these were never accepted as such by the church. If we
ask what is the evidence for orthodox epistles being composed in the
name of apostles within a generation or two of their lifetime, and for
this being an acceptable literary convention within the church, the
answer is nil — unless Ephesians, the Pastorals, I and IT Peter, Jude,
and any other canonical books one cares to add, are their own
evidence. In each instance we have examined so far the case cannot
be said to have been made. It really is necessary to have at least one
hard example established on its own merits before relying on the
cumulative argument. II Peter could well be that example and it is
certainly the most promising. But, as Green20® and Guthrie?!0 quite
legitimately argue, it would go against the stream of such evidence as
we have rather than with it.

There is no doubt of what Paul thought of those who circulated
letters claiming to come from him (II Thess.2.2; 8.17): ¢ knew of no
harmless literary convention. Later Green quotes two instances which
elucidate the church’s attitude at the end of the second century.
First, Tertullian21® tells us that the author of the Acts of Paul and
Thecla was deposed from the presbyterate for the sole reason that he
had tried to pass this work off under Paul’s name.

The author of these Acts, like the author of II Peter, was orthodox; he, like the
author of II Peter, made strenuous efforts after verisimilitude. He was, further-

208 Even Mayor, usually so discriminating, is guilty at this point.

209 IT Peter Reconsidered, 52—7: II Petor and Jude, 30-5; cf. earlier Zahn, INT II,
270~3.

210 D, Guthrie, ‘Epistolatory Pseudepigraphy’, in NT7, 671-84; “The Develop-
ment of the Idea of Canonical Pseudepigrapha in New Testament Criticism’, VE1,
1962, 43~50, reprinted in The Authorship and Integrity of the New Testament, 14-39.
The latter article is a reply to K. Aland, “The Problem of Anonymity and
Pseudonymity in Christian Literature of the First Two Centuries’, 778 n.s. 12, 1961,
39-49, also reprinted in Authorship and Integrity, 1-13.

211 De bapt. 17,
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more, inflamed with the noblest piefas, love of Paul, and it was with the best of
intentions that he wrote. Yet he was deposed — for forgery.212

Secondly, Serapion, Bishop of Antioch, wrote a book Concerning the
So-called Gospel of Peter, from which Eusebius quotes:?13

Tor our part, brethren, we receive both Peter and the other apostles as Christ,
but the writings which falsely bear their names (hevdemtypage) we reject, as men
of experience (fumeipor), knowing that such were not handed down to us.

Though the motive of his condemnation of it was the docetic heresy
that he heard it was spreading, the criterion of his judgment, to
which he brought the expertise in these matters that he claimed, was
its genuineness as the work of the apostle. And this was the criterion
employed a little later by Origen in relation both to II Peter and to
I1 and III John.24 He is doubtful of their genuineness; but there is
no suggestion that if they had been pseudepigraphs, or he had known
them to be such, it would have made no difference. Nor does he or
any other Christian writer hint that there had earlier been any such
convention. The fathers may have been uncritical (though hardly
Origen) and been deceived, but there is no evidence that they were
willingly deceived. In view of the significance usually attached to the
lack of external testimony for individual books of the New Testament,
it is surely much more significant that at no point is there the slightest
external testimony to the collusion in innocent falsification to which

appeal is so constantly made for documents like Ephesians, the

Pastorals, James and I Peter. IT Peter and Jude may still be the
exceptions, but they have to be demonstrated as such.

Moving then from the general presumption to the particular
evidence, what is to be said ?

The very weakness of the external attestation for IT Peter (albeit
far stronger than that for any rejected writing)?!% suggests that
Origen was not unjustified in doubting its genuineness — though these
doubts are the most powerful evidence that the issue was not one that
was not thought to matter. Certainly the epistle could be an attempt
to silence latter-day scoffers and heretics in the name and authority
of the chief of the apostles — although why anyone should resort for

 this purpose to the mantle of Jude is far from clear.16 But it is fair

212 JT Peter Reconsidered, 34. 213 HE 6.12.3.

214 Fusebius, HE 6.25.7-10.

215 For the evidence, cf. the full surveys in Chase, HDB 111, 799-807, and Mayor,
Fude and II Peter, xcv—cxxiv, Eusebius, HE 3.3.1f.,, while placing I Peter among
avrdeydpeva, or disputed books, has no hesitation in classing the Acts, Gospel,
Preaching, and Apocalypse of Peter among the spurious (rd véde).

218 Cf, Streeter, PC, 179f.: ‘Jude is a person so obscure that no one, desiring to
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- comment that no other proven pseudepigraphs have this and no

other motive. All, including the other pseudo-Petrine literature, had
other axes to grind: ’

They attempted to claim apostolic authority for heretical teaching, or to
embody the secret tradition of the apostle concerned, or else to prc’wide a
romance, a sort of religious novel, or, perhaps, to answer some of the questions
posed by a third generation’s insatiable curiosity.217

II Pgter does none of these things. Moreover, there are relevant
questions to ask of this particular case. Why, for instance, does the
aut_hor mcr}tion Paul in such brotherly terms and yet appear to be
entirely uninfluenced by his theology ~ in marked contrast apparently
with .the author of I Peter? One would have expected him (like
Ignatius a1'r1d Polycarp) to quote or echo something from all those
;etter.s of his he claimed to know. As we have seen, he does not even
1dex}tlﬁl the letter to the church to which he is writing ~ in contrast
again to .Gler-nent, who when writing to Corinth reminds his readers
of I Gormth.lans (I Clem.47. 1-4) and echoes its teaching (49.5).
Were the epistle genuine, 3.15 could indeed allude to a lost letter, as
might the reference in 8.1 to his previous epistle (on the analogy (’)f I
Cor. 59) But neither of these options is open to a pseudepigrapher, if
he w1§hcs to carry conviction. He must in the latter case have be’en
referring to I Peter. Why then did he make so little use of it?
Boobyer218 makes a strenuous effort to show how he did use it ~ anc.l
on the hypothesis of pseudepigraphy this has to be done. But he
himself quotes R. Knopf?!? and Windisch?20 for the judgment that
the. two epistles have little or nothing in common; and the connections
which he finds are strained. Nor, as we have seen, does the author of

IT Peter make it clear to what other document he might be referring

in 1.15 — u.nless he proposed to compose one himself and never did.
To drop hints for the purpose of identification which merely baffle

give weight to his own views by publishing them under an authoritati

would ever have thought of him, until andgunless he had used up :liattlll‘;eg?:;?:;
ﬁgufcs. of the Apostolic Age. The epistle must therefore be the authentic work of a
Chrlsfxanlead?r actually named Judas.’ He identifies him with a bishop of Jerusalem
early.m the reign of Trajan, regarding the words ‘brother of James® as a marginal
note 11}c9rporated into the text, There is of course no evidence for this, but as a last
resortit is perhaps less incredible than pseudepigraphy. ’

2: grcen, IT Peter Reconsidered, 37.
. H. Boobyer, “The Indebted {1 * in Higgi
Tistamant oy o, ness of IT Peter to I Peter’ in Higgins, New
218 R, Knopf, Die Brigfz Petri und Fudi (KEKNT 1 5tti
1opf ? 2), Géttingen 121912 .
*20 H. Windisch, Die katholischen Briefe (ANT 15), T’ﬁbingeng"lgg, I ,999.’ wo



190 REDATING THE NEW TESTAMENT

is scarcely a convincing procedure. The argument that the personal
references in II Peter are too blatant to be credible (or, conversely,
that in I Peter they are too obscure) is inevitably subjective. More-
over, one would expect clues to be laid both of place and personalia
which would help to add verisimilitude (like the many such details in
the Pastorals or the reference to Tychicus in Eph.6.21£.). But there is
nothing — except the curious form of the name ‘Simeon Peter’ in 1.1,
which corresponds neither to the address of I Peter, the natural model
for a copyist (as in the salutation of 1.2), nor to that of any later
Petrine pseudepigraph. In particular, the absence of any reference
to Rome, the obvious place of origin to claim on both historical and
ecclesiastical grounds, is puzzling.

It is relevant too to ask about the circumstances in which such a
pseudepigraph might be composed. We have already noted a number
of points which make a second-century date look unlikely (the con-
trast with the Apocalypse of Peter and later gnostic systems, the lack
of reference to chiliasm, and the absence of any concern for organiza-
tion and the ministry). It is noticeable in fact that in recent com-
mentaries the date is steadily dropping. Kelly?2! opts for 100-110,
Reicke?22 for ¢, go. The latter’s choice of the reign of Domitian is this
time neither because of references to persecution (of which there are
none), nor because of the break between the church and the synagogue
(of which again there is no sign — or, for that matter, of any post-70
situation), but ironically because in his reign prior to 95 the church
had peace! IT Peter and Jude, he thinks, are concerned to preserve a
positive attitude to the state against those who would foment rebellion.

Obviously their authors wish to oppose certain propaganda for political
freedom, propaganda which they regard as hostile to the social order, and to
which the Christians have been exposed by the magnates and their parties.
This fits especially well into the latter half of Domitian’s reign, during which
the -aristocrats and the senators of the empire fought with desperation against
Domitian’s tyranny (Suetonius, Vit Dom. 10).223

Yet it is not at all ‘obvious’ that the persons under attack in these
epistles were concerned for political freedom. The only evidence is that
they ‘flout authority’ (xkvpidryra) and ‘insult celestial beings (8¢éas)’
(Jude 8; II Peter 2.10). Political disaffection could no doubt be so
described on the spiritual level, but there is no suggestion that this in

231 Peter and Jude, 236f. 222 Fames, Peter and Fude, 1445

223 Thid., 145. He adds that the epistle of James ‘seems to reflect the same
political situation’. Yet it would scarcely be possible to find two documents which
on the face of it are much more dissimilar in the conditions they presuppose.
However Reicke now tells me that he would like to reconsider all these datings.
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fact is what is in mind. On the contrary, it is the spiritual authority
of the church they are challenging. They have ‘rebelled like Korah’
(Jude 11), that is, against the ordinances of God and the leaders of
his people (Num. 16).22¢ This is what xvpidrys means in Did. 4.1, and
the rejection of it there is linked with schism (4.8) — as in the split
created by the insubordination of Diotrephes in III John gf. who
‘does not accept our authority’. Neither II Peter nor IIT John is to
be dated by reference to the political scene.

Yet the further back II Peter is pushed into the first century (where
all the parallels suggest it belongs), the harder it is, as with the
Pastorals, to satisfy the basic condition of pseudepigraphy, namely,
that the readers should, willingly or unwillingly, accept the decep-
tion. Indeed a comparison with the problem of the Pastorals is
instructive. There we argued for the important difference between
pseudepigraphy proper and the view that the letters or charges were
composed for Paul in his name and with his authority. Under the
former hypothesis the persons of Timothy and Titus and all the
details of news and travel plans are part of the fiction (or genuine
fragments incorporated to enhance the fiction). Under the latter
hypothesis the persons and situations are entirely genuine but, for
whatever reason, Paul may have got someone else to write the letters
on his behalf, though probably dictating the personal messages. It
has been suggested — I believe improbably — that this agent might be
Luke. But it is the relationship that matters, and this relationship is
not that of pseudepigraphy, nor is it the role of an amanuensis
played by Tertius in Romans (16.22). Transferring the analogy
from the Pastorals to II Peter, the distinction is not so clear, because
there are no details by which to assess the genuineness of the situation,
as distinct from the identity of the writer. But it is an analogy that I
believe it is profitable to pursue. For it seems to have been assumed
without question that there is no third term between Petrine author-
ship (whether through an amanuensis or not) and pseudepigraphy.
And both of these alternatives, I believe, are open to almost equal
objection — though if faced with the choice I think I should have,
with even such conservative scholars as Chase, Mayor and Hort,225
to plump for pseudonymity.

224 Cf, the ‘murmurers’ (yoyyvoral) of Jude 16 with Num.16.11 (and I Cor.
10.10).

225 Cf. the characteristic remark of Hort’s quoted by Sanday, Inspiration, 347,
and cited by Mayor, Fude and II Peter, xxii, that, ‘if he were asked he should say
that the balance of argument was against the epistle; and the moment he had done
50 he should begin to think that he might be wrong.’
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But at this point I should like to return to the relatiopshi_p 1_oetwef:n
II Peter and Jude. That there is some liferary connection 1s.1ndub1t-
able, if only because all the parallels between the two epx:stles a_rﬁ
virtually in the same order, as a glance at any reference.Blble wil
show. Three main explanations have been advan.cedi (1) Jude is
using II Peter (Spitta,?28 Zahn, Bigg); (ii) I'I Pe.ter is using Jude (the
vast majority of other scholars); (iii) Each is using a common soufrce
(E. 1. Robson, 227 Reicke, Green?28). 'I:he claims for priority can often
be argued either way, as in the synoptic gospel§ (e.g. is smoot_hl_nes; ?or
roughness, expansion or condensation, more hk(;ly to be original?).
But it would seem that, on the assumption of .dl.recF dependence, I1
Peter is likely to be secondary, if only.becaus_e it is difficult to see any
good reason for writing Jude at all with so little fresh matter to add.
The hypothesis of 2 common source, ‘a sermon pattern _formulated‘ tc:
resist the seducers of the church’,22? is attractive, but like that of ‘Q’
it is defensible only if it is necessary. There would appear to be no
other evidence for such a document as, it is claimed, }%here is for
catechetical summaries, scriptural testimonia, apocalyptic flysheets,
or such a moral tract as seems to underlie the ‘two ways’ mate.rlal of
the Epistle of Barnabasand the Didache.230 Moreover, wlr}at again w.ai
the point of producing the epistle of Jude if there was so little materia
in it independent of its source ? :

It should also be observed that, though the order of the common
matter is the same, the degree of verbal correspondence is a good
deal smaller than in those sections of Matthew and Luke that demand
a literary and not just an oral connectiog. The rel(ivant passages are
conveniently set out in parallel columns in Moffatt’s Introduction to the
Literature of the New Testament.?31 It will be seen at once tt'lat, thqugh
the themes and many of the words are t}le. same, there is no direct
copying. As Guthrie, who supplies the statistics,232 says,

If IT Peter is the borrower he has changed 0% of Jude’s language and added

more of his own, Whereas if Jude borrowed from‘II .Pctcr, th.e percentage of
alteration is slightly higher, combined with a reduction in quantity.

The relationship is much more like that of Ephesians and Colossians.

220 ¥, Spitta, Die zweite Brief des Petrus und der Brief des ]uda:c, Halle 1885.

227 E, 1. Robson, Studies in the Second Epistle of Peler, Cambridge 1915.

228 Especially in his later book, II Peter and Jude, 53-5.

229 Reicke, Fames, Peter and Jude, 190,

230 Cf. pp. 323f. below.

231 Op.p gt?’, 348-50; also, in translation, in Leaney,.Pcter and Jude, 101—4. The
complete Greek texts of Jude and II Peter are printed in parallel by Mayor, Fude
and II Peter, 1-15.

232 NTT, g26f.
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It is the relationship not of a wooden imitator but of a creative re-
shaper of the themes ~ or it represents a single mind writing at much
the same time in a somewhat different context. It was the latter
alternative that commended itself there, and I am astonished that it
has apparently suggested itself to no one here. Let me then propose a
hypothesis. ' :
Jude begins by saying that he was fully engaged in writing to his
readers about their common salvation when he was forced to break
off to send them an urgent appeal to close ranks against the danger
of false teachers from within (3f.). I suggest that what he was compos-
ing, in the name of the apostle, was II Peter. This was to be a general
letter and testament, a ‘recall to fundamentals’ as the NEB styles I John.
But, corresponding to the briefer IT John to a more specific and
somewhat less advanced situation, Jude also first wrote off a hurried
letter on his own authority to counter the immediate menace of the
new heretics. This he then incorporated (for the most part in a single
block in ch. 2) in the more studied style of the formal encyclical. This
would explain the fact that there is no discernible difference in the
situation between the two epistles. Both are written to predominantly
Jewish Christians in danger of ‘losing their safe foothold’ (IT Peter
3.17), though not from persecution but from error. This similarity
was noted by Mayor:238

The moral corruption described in the two epistles is the same even in its
minutest points; the cause of the corruption is the same, the misinterpretation
and misuse of Paul’s doctrine of God’s free grace (Jude 4; II Peter 2.19; 3.16;

cf. Rom. 3.5-8). The agents use the same methods and are described in the same
terms.

He proceeds to detail them. Yet it does not appear to him to require
explanation how or why the situations are identical at an interval, on
his reckoning, of at least fifty years.28 Moreover, apart from the less
spontaneous and more pretentious level of writing in II Peter which
often overreaches itself, the vocabulary and style are indistinguish-
able.235 Mayor again in an exhaustive study of the ‘grammar and
style of Jude and IT Peter’236 observes no point at which the usage of
the two epistles diverges. This is surely very remarkable, especially
when compared with the strained eflorts to show the similarities

233 Fude and 11 Peter, clxxiv.

#3 He dates Jude ‘nearer 8o than 40’ (cxlv), II Peter in ‘the second quarter
of the second century’ (cxxvii).

235 An equivalent might perhaps be the difference in formality between
Galatians and Ephesians.

2308 Fude and II Peter, xxvi-Ixvii.
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between I and II Peter. The only difference is the format in which
the message is couched. When writing in his own name Jude says,
‘Remember the predictions made by the apostles of our Lord Jesus
Christ’ (Jude17); when writing with Peter’s apostolic authority he
says, ‘Remember the predictions made by God’s own prophets’ (I1
Peter3.2). Jude is representing Peter rather than impersonating him.
But he leaves his own signature. For he calls him what ke called him
— Simeon. The only other person who is recorded as retaining this
Hebraic use is his brother James (Acts 15.14) : it was in the family.

In one sense this hypothesis is merely taking further the alternative
at which Chase hinted when he said that no difference of amanuensis
would be a sufficient explanation unless ‘the substance and the
language alike were left absolutely in the hands of the apostle’s com-
‘panion’ (italics mine). In other words, he would not be an amanuensis
but an agent. The relationship perhaps was best described by
Origen,237 who saw this as a possible (though we should think need-
less) way of holding that the anonymous epistle to the Hebrews
could still be Pauline: :

I should say that the thoughts are the apostle’s, but that the style and composi-

tion belong to one who called to mind the apostle’s teachings and, as it were,

made short notes of what his master said, If any church, therefore, holds this

epistle as Paul’s, let it be commended for this also. For not without reason have
the men of old time handed it down as Paul’s. But who wrote the epistle, in

truth God knows,

He then goes on to record suggested guesses of who the agent might
be - Clement of Rome and (again!) Luke.

Now if such a solution is possible to the problem of the Pastorals,
whether or not it is necessary, it cannot be ruled out for IT Peter. And
in this case one may produce the identity of the agent with a good
deal more plausibility. For with Jude the glove fits precisely — even
when he is wearing a different hat. Whether Silvanus also stood in
the same relationship to I Peter it is impossible to be sure, for we have
nothing which comes solely from his pen by which to test it. But it is
improbable. For in I Peter 5.12 the ‘I’ of the writer is clearly dis-
tinguished from that of the amanuensis (if indeed this is what 8id
means). The relationship is subtly but fundamentally different. Aswe
have seen, the amanuensis can insert his own greeting (Rom. 16.22;
Mart. Polyc. 20.2). But, like the political speech-writer or composer of
an episcopal charge, the apostolic delegate must submerge his
identity.

The hypothesis would also help to explain the doubts and hesita-

237 Apud Euseb. HE 6.25.13f.
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tions over II Peter in the church - in striking contrast with the
rezparkably good attestation of the minor and apparently less authori-
tative cpistle of Jude.238 For the latter authenticated itself — and
.there r.eally is no case here for pseudonymity, unless again the Greek
is, arb_ltrarily, deemed to be beyond a brother of the Lord. But II
Peter is vef‘y.puzzling. Try to fit it into the style or the situation of I’
Peter and it is bound to appear doubtful. Indeed, unless it is written
by an agent, it must be written by a pretender — and for that, as we
have seen, there is precious little motivation or plausible setting.
What then may we say is the setting of II Peter? I believe that
Zahn was correct in refusing to see in 3.1 a reference to I Peter
(though I think he was incorrect in dating Jude so much later). For
tpe contents of I and II Peter are patently different, whereas the
situation presupposed by Jude and II Peter is the same. The latter
epistles are addressed to predominantly Jewish Christians in acute
danger not from persecution but heresy; whereas I Peter is addressed
to pre.dormnantly Gentile Christians in acute danger from persecution
but with no mention of heresy nor whiff of a gnosticizing menace. To
what.then is the allusion in II Peter 3.1, where the epistle is described
as }?elng the ‘second letter’ to the same persons on the same subject? I
believe two explanations are possible. Either it will refer to a lost
letter, for which indeed there is sufficient precedent in Paul’s extended
correspondence with the church at Corinth, Or — and this is a
solution I commend for serious consideration — it refers to the epistle
of _]’ugle, which would certainly qualify as far as description of con-
tents Is concerned. 239 If then it is asked how the earlier letter could be
described as one which the same ‘I’ sent to the same readers, we
§hou1(.i remember that in Jude g the author said ‘J was fully eng;ged
In writing fo yow’ what on this hypothesis is II Peter. The references
are merely reversed. The principal and his agent are as one man.
'I“hlS may seem strange to us — though is it really so unusual in
htera?y or official circles today? But it was established Jewish
doctru}e that, as the Mishnah puts it, ‘a man’s agent is as himself®.240
Whichever alternative is adopted, the necessity is removed, as
Zahn saw, for having to find a setting for II Peter affer I Peter. "I‘he
most notable difference between Jude and II Peter on the one hand

238 Cf. Streeter, PC, 179: ‘So far as external evidence is concerned Jude is one
of the best authenticated of the catholic epistles.’ " ’

239 Another possibility that has been canvassed is that II Peter is composite
chfz. 1-2 or 2 constituting the previous letter. But for such a division there is nt;
ev1denc.e, either in the manuscript tradition or even, as at I Peter4.12, in the
suggestion of a fresh start after a closure. o

240 Ber, 5.5,
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and the book of Revelation on the other is that, while they all speak
of a similar danger from gnosticizing Judaism, the former two breathe
no air of persecution. In this they stand much nearer to the attitude
to the civic authorities in the Pastorals (cf. I Tim.2.1f) and the
closing chapters of Acts. Indeed the atmosphere of II Peter, with the
apostle’s warning of danger from error and perversion ‘after my
departure’, is closer than anything else to Paul’s speech in Acts 20.20f.
and to IT Tim. 4.6-8. Though in their contexts both perd mjv éuip éodov
in II Peter 1.15 and perd 79w dguly pov in Acts 20.29 must carry allu-
sion to the apostles’ deaths, there is no reason why they should not
also mean at the literal level ‘after I have left you’. The same applies
to ‘the time of my departure’ (¢ kapds rfjs dvadoedss pov) in IT Tim.
4.6. II Peter 1.14 has been taken to imply that Peter is writing (or is
purporting to write) on the point of death, though, as we have seen,
this is by no means necessarily the implication of raxw. In any case,
we have argued that the similar language of IT Tim. 4.6-8 (reflected
also in Acts 20.24f.) came from 58 — a number of years before Paul’s
death, May it not be that II Peter also represents that apostle’s
parting testimony to the Christians of Asia before he leaves for Rome?
For there is absolutely no suggestion that II Peter comes from Rome,
unlike I Peter. Where he was at the time of its writing or why he had
an occasion to use an agent (unless he was on a missionary tour,
whereas later he was settled in the capital) it is useless to speculate.
Unfortunately, unlike Paul, he had no Boswell in Luke. Yet it seems
highly improbable that neither Acts nor Paul’s Caesarean correspon-
dence would have mentioned his presence in Jerusalem in 57-9 had
he been there. Nor could he credibly have been in Rome in 57 without
the exhaustive greetings of Rom. 16 including him. Moreover Acts
28.15-31 could scarcely have been written as it is, especially when the
Jews say in 21f,, “We have had no communication from Judaea, nor
has any countryman of ours arrived with any report or gossip to your
discredit’, if Peter was there preaching to ‘the circumcision’ (cf.
Gal.2.9) either on Paul’s arrival in 60, or, in all probability, during
the two years following.

If we ask to what area the internal evidence points for the epistle’s
destination, the only parallels we have for the kind of gnosticizing
tendencies found in II Peter and Jude are either in Corinth (I and II
Corinthians) or Asia Minor (Acts 20, Colossians, I and II Timothy,
I and II John, Revelation 1-3). We may be fairly sure that Peter had
been in Corinth in the early 50s (I Cor. 1.12; g.22), and the reference
in I Cor.9.5 to him and the Lord’s brothers, as examples familiar to
the Corinthians of missionaries who had brought their wives, could

O
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suggest that even then he had had with him Jude, the only one of the
brothers whom we know to have been married.24! For all along Peter -
seems to have been particularly closely associated with the Lord’s
brothex:s (Acts 1.138f; 12.17; 15; Gal.1.18f; 2.9, 11f.; and cf, Mark
16.7_ with Matt.28.10; John 20.1%). Corinth therefore is a perfectly
possible destination for II Peter and Jude — in which case ‘your
apostles’ will be Paul and Silvanus and Timothy (II Cor.1.19), and
Peter’s disavowal of ‘artfully spun tales’ in his preaching to them will
parallel Paul’s disclaimer of ‘the language of worldly wisdom’ in I
Cor.1.17; 2.1. Nevertheless it scems improbable that Peter would
ha'we addressed so distinctive (and divided) a church as Corinth
without any hint or mention of it {contrast again I Clement). For II
Peter and Jude share the same anonymity of audience as the Johan-
nine epistles and appear to reflect more scattered communities. In
_date too the emergence, as far as our evidence goes, of such gnosticiz-
ing tendencies in Asia Minor in the latter 50s and early 6os better fits
the period we are looking for, and the ‘Asian’ style which II Peter in
particular affects?42 points in the same direction. :
Let us then surmise that Peter and Jude, wherever they may be
(together or apart), are addressing a final word of apostolic testament
to Jewish Christians in Asia Minor prior to Peter’s departure for
Rome for the last time. Can we put any date to this? We have
already seen reason to think that he cannot have gone to Rome before
6o gand probably 62). There is ground too for believing that Jude is
:mhkcly to be writing after 62. For he introduces himself simply as
brothe}* of James’. This in itself give no indication of whether
James is alive or dead. But if he had already suffered martyrdom
at the hands of the Sanhedrin, an event to whose impact on the
Jews even Josephus testifies, 43 quite apart from its traumatic effect
on Christians,?4 it would seem incredible that no hint of the tensions
it created or of any posthumous epithet, such as paxdpros (as in I
Clem. 47.1) or dyafés (as in I Clem.5.3) or, particularly in his case
8L’Kattfs‘,245 should have crept into a letter written to Jewish Christian;
by his own brother. Indeed, as I have said, the most notable ahsence
from these epistles is any reference to persecution, or for that matter
241 Cf, again Eusebius, HE 3.19f.; 3.32. i i
242 Cf, Dgeissmann, Bible Stu?ﬁz’gfeﬁfé—a{i 5 uoting Hegesippus.
243 4nt,20. 200-3.
HEzz 2Gsf again Hegesippus, and the space Eusebius devotes to his testimony in
245 Cf. Hegesippus, apud Euseb. HE 2.23.4: ‘He received the name of “the

Just” from all men, from the time of the Lord even to our own; for there were
many called James.’
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any echo of the Jewish war, let alone the fall of Jerusalem. If these
facts are taken into account, then 62 becomes a ferminus ad quem, and
we may date Jude and II Peter in fairly close succession (as Jude3
indicates)246 between 60 and 62. Since Peter is about to leave, we
may put them nearer to the end of that period than the beginning, let
us say in 61-2.

Now this is precisely the period to which IT Peter was assigned by
independent reasoning by Zahn.2? 1 confess that when I first read
him T was incredulous. I expected when I began this chapter that I1
Peter would either remain a pseudonymous exception (and have to
be slotted somewhere into the late first century) or would belong to
the gap (if any) between I Peter and the apostle’s death. So early a
dating will still probably seem incredible to many. Indeed, if the
Pastoral Epistles are placed, as Zahn placed them,248 in the mid-60s
(let alone much later), it is implausible. But if, as we have argued,
these come from 56-8, then there is nothing improbable about putting
IT Peter some five years later. Yet all this is likely to carry conviction
only if, as we have also argued, the gospels and Acts too come from
before this date, and if the other comparable documents to which we
have been referring, the Johannine epistles and Revelation, are not
~much later. The dating of Peter and Jude is, as I warned at the

beginning, bound, on any chronology, to reflect that of other docu-
ments. Yet I believe they have more light of their own to shed than
their unpromising matter might at first suggest.

To sum up, then, we may say that Jude and II Peter were written,
in that order, to predominantly Jewish-Christian. congregations in
Asia Minor ¢. 61-2. Whether Peter then set out for Rome as he hoped
or was delayed in Jerusalem to assist, as Eusebius suggests,24? ‘with
all the surviving apostles and disciples of the Lord’ in finding a suc-
cessor to James, we cannot say. But there is nothing improbable about
that. By 64~5 at any rate he was evidently in the capital, from where,
we have argued, he adapted preaching material, prepared for the
church in Rome under the urgent shadow of the Neronian persecu-
tion in the spring of 65, for dispatch as an encyclical to different and
more mixed congregations in northern Asia Minor, which there is no

248 So Bigg, Peter and Jude, 315-17: “Jude is practically contemporancous with
II Peter.’ But then he has to say, quite arbitrarily, that ‘the two Epistles were
addressed to different Ghurches’.

207 INT 11, 210. He actually says 60-3, but then he dated Paul’s arrival in
Rome in 61. He ignores the relevance of the death of James, regarding Jude as

written quite separately as late as 75.
218 JN'T I1, 67. He dated them in 65-6.
249 HE3.11.
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firm evidence to sug
m e ggest that he had ever visited.2s® T i
;};;srt:e(s)fﬂ;zi:f?rt} ft‘hrovcs; 130 further light on the cl.osing llileorIl):Igncl):
: § life and do nothing to modify th isi
clusions which previousl bether ho ot bl co
hic y we reached. But whether he
?gpea:s )unlg{ely to have been martyred by the timgrc}:‘a?l,Pchg; :
- 3.13) and may well have been out of Rome at the time (possibly

in Spain), perished soon afterwards will have some bearin

dating of the remaini g on the
sidered. aining books of the New Testament yet to be con-

250 Eusebius® statement i
: tin HE g.1.2 that ¢
and. Galatia and Bithynia, ot
derived from I Peter1.1.

1 : it seems, preached in Pontus
in Cappadocia and Asia’, is obviously only a guess



