PREFACE.

———

I SEND this laborious volume to the press with a clear sense
of its limitations. But on this subject no more need be said ;
the shortcomings of the work will be at least as evident to
others as to myself.

The books that I have used most for the purpose of the
commentary are those of Alford, Kiihl, and von Soden, that
of Dr. Hort for part of the First Epistle of St. Peter, that of
Spitta for 2 Peter and Jude! Of Introductions I know at
first hand only those of Salmon, B. Weiss, Westcott, Jiilicher,
and Zahn, the excellent articles of Dr. Chase in Hastings’
Dictionary of the Bible, and Harnack’s Ckronologie. No one
can write of the early Church without feeling how greatly he
has been helped in an infinity of directions by the eminent
scholar last named.

But the apparatus of a commentator on the New Testa-
ment ought to be much wider than it usually is. The Anti-
nomians with whom we meet in 2 Peter and Jude cannot be
understood from the New Testament alone. To see what
they were we must turn not merely to Corinthians, Thessa-
lonians, or the Apocalypse, but to the lives of Luther and
Wesley, to the times of Eckhart, Tauler and Ruysbroek, or
to such books as Barclay's /nner Life of the Religious Societies
of the Commonwealth. Every great religious upheaval repro-

! Valuable summaries of the Literature are found—for 1 and 2 Peter,
Hastings’ D. of the B., vol. iii. pp. 817, 818 ; for Jude, vol. ii. pp. 805, 806,
and Smith’s D. of the B., vol. i. p. 1839, ed. 1893.



vi PREFACE

duces the same phenomena. There can be no doubt that
they existed also in apostolic times. The Gnostics again,
with whom these Antinomians have been confounded, cannot
be understood without some acquaintance with the magic
and devil-worship which reigned throughout the Greco-
Roman world. For this we must go to Plutarch, Apuleius,
Lucian, the Neo-Platonists, or the papyri. Deissmann, in
his Bibelstudien, gives some specimens of magical formule,
and the Pistis Sophia will show how the sacred names of the
Bible and of the heathen mythology were mixed up together.

At this moment in Hayti there are Gnostics who blend
Vaudoux, or snake-worship, with Roman Catholicism, and
it is probable that the same kind of “syncretism” is known
to missionaries in other quarters. The Gnosticism of the
Greeks and Orientals was probably not quite so sinister as
that of the Haytian negroes, but it belonged to the same
family.

A point which gives the commentator much trouble is
the nature of the Greek with which he has to deal. It is
Vulgar Greek, but this is a most indefinite term. There is
(1) the Greek that was written by men of education, by
Epictetus, Plutarch, Dio Chrysostom, Lucian, Clemeat of
Alexandria. In this there are many new words and expres-
sions, and the niceties of Attic grammar are relaxed; at the
same time the old classics exercise a strong influence over
the writer's mind. (2) Again there is colloquial Greek,
which, as it was spoken in Egypt, we see fresh from the
source in the Oxyrhynchus Papyri, published by Grenfell and
Hunt. (3) There is, again, the colloquial Greek as written
by Jews, whose grammar and phraseology were more or less
influenced by the Septuagint and the genius of the Hebrew
tongue. (4) Again we have to take into account the force
of Christian usage, which coined many new terms of its own.
(5) Finally, there are perceptible differences in the linguistic
habits of the New Testament writers themselves. Con-
stantly we have to ask whether any inference can be drawn
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from the presence or absence of the article, what sense is to
be attached to a w4 or an &, whether such a phrase as xpioig
Braspnuias is Hebrew or Greek, whether iv Xpiory is Pauline
or liturgical. Much has been done in later years to simplify
these questions. The admirable Concordance of Hatch and
Redpath is often the best of commentaries. Field has done
much good service, and books like Deissmann’s Bzbe/studien
(of which an English translation has recently been published
by Messrs. T. & T. Clark) are of great use. Finally, Dr.
Blass has earned the gratitude of all commentators by his
Grammar. It is the work of one who with a profound
knowledge of classical Greek combines a large and accurate
acquaintance with the language of the New Testament, and
no book shows so clearly, what we want especially to know,
the difference between the two.

Some of my readers may be startled, or even shocked, by
the view taken in this volume of the relation between the
two great apostles, St. Peter and St. Paul. It has not been
adopted hastily, nor is it, I trust, irreverent. But it will not
be accepted by anyone who regards the Didacke as belong-
ing to the first or even to the second century. My own
conviction is that it belongs to the fourth. According as
the reader accepts one view or the other, his conception of
the early history of the Church will be fundamentally
different.

As regards the relation between St. Peter and St. Paul
again, there is need of a wider historical sense than is usually
brought to bear upon the question. The difference between
the two apostles was, as I believe, practically that which
divided Hooker from Cartwright. 1 say practically, as
. meaning that a strictly Pauline Church would, in the details
of worship and discipline, approximate very closely to the
ideal of the Puritans. It would be built upon the theory of
direct and personal inspiration, not upon that of indirect
and corporate inspiration. These two theories produce
very different results in the way of organisation, as, in fact,
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everybody knows. I have called St. Paul a Mystic and St.
Peter a Disciplinarian, not because the latter was not truly
inspired, but because his inspiration was of a different type,
of that type which is on amicable terms with reason, edu-
cation, and law.

People often tell one that the more Mysticism is explained
the more obscure it becomes. It is a natural difficulty, be-
cause up to a certain point all Christians are Mystics, as
indeed are many who are not Christians at all. I may refer
all those who wish for light upon this perplexing question to
the excellent Bampton Lectures of my friend Mr. Inge. Or
they may consider the difference between Law’s Serious Call
and his Spirit of Prayer. Or they may read the Sermons
of Tauler, or that most instructive book the Journal of
George Fox. Or they may ask themselves that question, on
the answer to which everything turns, what they mean by
the right of private judgment, on what it rests, and how far
it extends.

No man may presume to ask whether St. Peter or St.
Paul was the greater saint. Nor can we ask whether the
Pauline or the Petrine spirit is the more profitable for our
times, for this, too, God alone knows. But, as we read the
second chapter of Galatians, we cannot fail to be struck by
the remarkable fact that St. Peter made no reply, nor can we
well avoid the attempt to see what he might have said for
himself, if he had thought it wise to take up the glove.
Further, every Christian ought to ask which of these great
apostles speaks more directly to his own soul. If it be Paul,
let us be sure that we know what Freedom means, where it
meets and where it parts from Law. If it be Peter, let us be
sure that we know where Discipline begins and where it
ends, lest for others, and indeed for ourselves, it become a
yoke too heavy to be borne.

Like all brethren of the guild of students, I owe more
than I can tell, to more people than I can name. It has
been my desire to acknowledge all debts. But the great
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libraries are not easy of access to a dweller in the country,
and often, from lack of intercourse with fellow-labourers, one
does not even hear of good books. In this way, not only is
much valuable information missed, but it becomes impossible
to render the due tribute of respect and appreciation to
those who have tilled the same ground beforehand. If there
is any scholar who may think that 1 have been vending his
wares without his trade-mark, I trust he will accept this
imperfect apology. But I must tender special thanks to the
Rev. Dr. Plummer, Master of University College, Durham,
who has revised all the proofs with laborious care, and whose
learning and judgment have been exceedingly helpful at
many points; and to those eminent and most courteous
scholars, the Rev. Dr. Sanday and the Rev. Dr. Driver, who
have been most kind in answering questions as to which I
was very much in the dark.

With these words of explanation and gratitude the book
must go forth to face the world. Whatever be its fate, it is
a sincere and humble endeavour to promote the interests of
scholarship, edification, and peace.

CHARLES BIGG.

FenNy COMPTON, Jusec 29, 1901.



PREFACE TO SECOND EDITION.

As the Publishers inform me that a new issue of this volume
is called for, I trust that it has been found useful.

The modern custom of stereotyping does not allow a
writer much freedom in revision. I have corrected a great
number of small errors, pointed out to me not by crabbed
reviewers, but by accurate and most benevolent readers,
whose wounds are the faithful wounds of a friend, and to
whom I tender my grateful thanks.

Also, I have added on the pages immediately following a
handful of adderda et corrigenda, which could not be inserted
in the body of the book.

CHARLES BIGG.

CHrisT C¥ RCH, OXFORD,
Nove: ier 4, 1902.



ADDENDA ET CORRIGENDA.

—_——

To the Zestimonia for First Peter may be added—

Barn. xi. 11, «al 7peis pév xareBalvopev els 70 dwp yépnovres
dpapridv kal purov, cf. 1 Pet. iii. 21.

Ep. ad Diognetum, xii., k\jpor owvdyovras, cf. 1 Pet. v. 3.

Sarapion of Antioch, in Eus. A. E£. v. 19. 3, waos wéan 1j) &
xéopy ddehpomre, cf. 1 Pet. v. 9.

Page 56, line 3.—Add Julian, Zp. 63, to the other references to
the Decree of Jerusalem.

Page 100.—A remark should be added to the note upon rerpy-
pémy eis Spds (i. 4). With the addition of én xaf, and in connexion
with verbs distinctly expressive of survival, eis Juds might mean
‘“until your time,” cf. Herod. i. 92, & xai é éue v mepiedvra, and,
for a late instance, Julian, ad S.P.Q.R. Atken. 269 D (ed. Span-
heim), 0u’»£emc 8¢ & éxu'vou kai eis Ypds &re s TOV wpoydvwv dperys
Gowep éumipevpd T o‘p.a.xpov But these phrases are not parallel.
In Acts xxv. 21; 2 Pet. ii. 4, 9, iil. 7; Jude 6, mpeiv eis means
‘ to reserve for,” not *“to preserve until.

Page 111, note on viv dryyyéAy.—Yet compare Dionysius of
Alexandria, in Eus. A. E. vii. 5. 2, ols viv éreoreihare, “to whom
you wrote the other day.” Dr. Hort insists that the aorist must
here keep its proper sense.

Page 124, line 40.—My friend Mr. Plummer of C. C. C. observes
that Gospel is not good spell, but news about God ; but it is not
possible to rearrange the text of the passage where this error occurs.

Page 134, note on ras dperds.—In ecclesiastical Latin usrtutes
constantly means “miracles.” See Tertullian, Apolog. 21, de
praesc. haer. 30, 44 ; Silvia, Peregr. 20 (ed. Geyer, p. 66), ut et
uirtutes faciant multas ; Paul. Nol. cerm. xix. 291, uirtutes ut eas
idem celebraret humatus; Sid. Ap. Zp. vii. 16, sed confessorem

uirtutum signa sequuntur.
o
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Page 140, line 2.—Mr. Plummer notes that, in the East, the
title Bacideds came to be so exclusively confined to the Emperor,
that, when the Byzantine historians speak of any other prince, they
call him ppé (rex). See the Glossary to Georgius Cedrenus in the
Corp. Script. Hist. Byzantinae, Bonn, 1839.

Page 150, line 8.—It should be observed that Clement does
not quote the words of Isaiah as they are rendered by the LXX.,
3w Tols dpyovrds cov év elpryvy kal Tovs émaxdmovs oo év Sikatoovvy.
See Lightfoot’s note upon the passage in Clement, and Swete, /zntro-
duction to the O.T. in Greek, p. 469.

Page 165, note on pvmos. — St. Peter’s use of the word may
be illustrated from Marcus Antoninus, vii. 47, dmwoxafaipovor yap
ai Tovrwy ¢avracia: ToV pimov xapai Biov.

Page 163, line 31.—* érepwrav is not used of prayer to God.”
'Eweputdy 7ov @edv, &v 14 Ocd, & Kuplw, did 70ov Oeod, &id 7ob
Kvuplov are common phrases in the LXX., but signify not “to
pray to God,” but “to ask God a question,” “to ask Him for an
oracle.” See Isa. xxx. 2, Ixv. 1 (quoted by St. Paul in Rom. x. 20) ;
Jer. xxi. 2; Ez. xx. 1. 'Emepurdv codiav in Prov. xvil. 28 is
probably “to consult or question wisdom,” not “ to pray for wisdom.”
’Epwrav is used in the New Testament of prayer by St. John,
xiv. 16, xvi. 26, xvil. 9, 15, 20; 1 John v. 16 (see Bishop West-
cott’s note on this last passage). But it means strictly not * pray,”
but “ask.”

Page 168, line 23.—The verb olvopAvyeiv is found in Deut. xxi.
20, not the noun olvogpAvyia.

Page 184, line 30.—For “high priest’s family” read *high-
priestly families.” There seem to have been about four families
from which the high-priest was selected.

Page 189, line 1.—The reader’s attention should here have been
drawn to the just remark of Professor Ramsay (C. R. E., p. 367),
that corporate or collegiate responsibility did not exist in the ancient
polity. “Each individual possessed the full powers of the whole
body. The act of one was authoritative as the act of all; each
could thwart the power of his colleagues ; no idea of acting by vote
of the majority existed.” Dr. Hatch’s view introduces a strictly
modern conception into a quite alien state of things.

To the Zestimonia for Second Peter may perhaps be added—

Dionysius of Alexandria, in Eus. . E. vii. 7. 2, cvpdipesfa
r¢ s wovyplas avrdv Bopfopy.
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Novatian, De Regula Fidei, 8, siue quoniam ad igneum diem
iudicii mundus iste festinat, where Jackson discerns an allusion to
2 Pet. iil

Page 264, line 32.—Mvijuyy moreicfar, “to remember,” is com-
monly used in the sense of “ to mention,” see for instance Herod.
i 15, "Apdvos 8¢ Tod I'yew pera Diynpy Baolevoavros pviuny moul
copar. With the addition of the article it means “to call to
remembrance,” see Thuc. ii. 54, mpds & éraayov Ty pvijuny érowoivro,
“they called (the oracular verse) to their remembrance in the shape
that agreed with their sufferings”; they maintained that Aowuds was
the right reading. Mwjuy is not found elsewhere in the New
Testament. Apparently it had been almost pushed out of colloquial
use by uvela, see Bekker's Anecdota, 107. 25. Thus we find wdvres
gov Siawavros pvelav wowovpevoy, in a papyrus of 172 B.c. (Deissmann,
Bibelstudien, p. 210); cf. Philemon 4; 1 Thess.i. 2; Rom. i 9;
Eph. i. 16. In all these passages it would be difficult to say
whether the precise meaning is *“ mention by name,” or “call to
remembrance.” The phrase “to remember in prayer” includes
both senses. It may be noticed that P and some cursives have
pveiav here.

Page 277, note on redpooas.—In the fourth century Silvia was
shown the ruins of the Five Cities. See Peregr. 12 (ed. Geyer,
P- 54), quae tamen Segor sola de illis quinque in hodie constat.
Nam et memoriale ibi est, de ceteris autem illis ciuitatibus nichil
aliud apparet nisi subuersio ruinarum, quemadmodum in cinerem
conuersae sunt.

Page 283, line 15.—For édxaramadorovs, Lachmann and W H
read dxaramwdorows, following the strong combination of AB. See
W H, Introduction, p. 170. ‘Axarawdorovs might, without great
difficulty, be regarded as a vulgar form of dxaramavorous, since the
verb radw in later Greek shows a tendency to drop the v; thus we
find éwdyv, matjoopar, dvamdecfe (reading of D in Mark xiv. 41),
&8¢ dvamaeras in @ Roman epitaph (C. 7. G. 6595), and évarapds for
dvdravows. But W H prefer to regard the word as meaning *in-
satiable,” and as derived from the poetic verb mwaréopar. ¢ After
pointing out that in Homer this verb means no more than to taste,
Athenaeus adds in contrast (i. 43. p. 244), ol 8¢ vedrepor xal émi Tod
rAnpubivar Tiféact 10 mdoacfu.” That is to say, in later Greek,
mdoacfa. meant “to eat heartily,” or * to repletion,” not merely “to
taste.” "Awacros means “fasting,” or, not having tasted, but it is
just possible that éxardmraoroes, if the word could be shown to exist,
might mean “ hungry” or “greedy.” The word might more easily
be derived from karardoow. Thus it might be used of diseased eyes
* oot anointed ” with collyrium (Epict. ii. ax1. 2o, iil. 21. 21), or with
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clay (John xix. 6). Icannot find that xarawdoow is employed in this
medical sense, but in Tobit xi. 11 we read, xal mpooérace T xoAyy
emi rovs pfakpods Tob warpos adrod. In this way dkardracTos might
mean “purblind.” But it is safer to stand by the reading of the
Sinaitic MS., opfalpovs exovres peorovs potxalias kat akaramavoTovs
apapriats Sedealovres Yuxas aomypicrovs. The erroneous form
povxalias may easily be explained (see p. 212). “Apapriass will go
with dehedfovres, which can hardly stand without a dative to express
the nature of the bait employed, and dxaramradorovs is an apt epithet
for roving licentious eyes. Translate ¢ Having eyes full of adultery
and restless, catching unstable souls with the bait of sin.”

Page 310.—Add to the list of dmaf Aeydueva, in Jude, éxmopredew!
and dmréxent,

Page 336.—The word pepyipowpos occurs in Epictetus, iii. 2. 14.
Other references are given in Liddell and Scott.

Page 344, note on udvy @ed.—It should be observed that, in
using the phrase, “ the only God,” of the Father, Jude is in agree-
ment with St. John (xvii. 3), St. Paul (Eph. iv. 6), all the early
Fathers (Hermas, Mand. 1; Irenaeus (Stieren), i. 9. 2, 3, L. 10. 1,
and passim ; Tertullian, ad. Prax. 2, de praescr. haer. 36, de uirg.
uel. 1; Novatian, de Reg. Fidei, g ; Justin, Dial. 126 ; Clem. Alex.
Protrep. x. 103 ; Cyprian, guod idola dis non sint, 8—11; Origen,
in Joann. i. 22 and passim), and the Nicene Creed itself, which,
in accordance with earlier creeds and theology, begins with the
words mwrevouev els &va ®edv warépa mavrokpdropa. The Father
was held to be the one ultimate author of all that exists in heaven
or on earth. This view was not thought to be inconsistent with
belief in the true divinity of the Son, though it led to the use of
guarded expressions (Ignatius, 6 ®@eos judv ; Cyprian, Deus noster ;
Justin, @eds, not 6 Geos).
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EPISTLES OF PETER AND JUDE.

——

INTRODUCTION TO THE FIRST EPISTLE OF
ST. PETER.

§ 1. THE CATHOLIC EPISTLES,

Tue group of Epistles in which 1 Peter occupies a place is variously
known as Catkolic, Canonic, or Apostolic.

The title Catholic is used by the Council of Laodicea, Chry-
sostom, Johannes Damascenus, Ebed Jesu, Cyril of Jerusalem,
Epiphanius, the Alexandrine Codex, Athanasius, Gregory Nazianzen,
Amphilochius, Leontius, Nicephorus.

Canonic is used by Junilius, Gelasius (according to two MSS.),
John of Salisbury, Hugo of St. Victor, and by the Liber Pontificalis
(see Duchesne).

Apostalic is used by Gelasius (according to the reading pre-
ferred by Bishop Westcott), and perhaps also by Ebed Jesu.

The title Catholic appears to be understood by Ebed Jesu as
signifying the universal acceptance of the Epistles. His words are:
“ Tres etiam Epistolae quae inscribuntur

Apostolis in omni codice et lingua,

Jacobo scilicet et Petro et Joanni;
Et Catholicae nuncupantur,”

But Leontius explains it differently: xafohial 8¢ éxhifnoay éredy
ob mpos & &vos dypddnoar, ds ai Tob IMavdov, dANL xaBddov mpds
wdvra. This, however, can hardly be the true explanation, for
James, 1 and 2 Peter, 2 and 3 John, all have a limited address,
and there can be little doubt that 1 John and Jude are also intended
for a definite circle of readers.

Canonic is understood by Junilius to mean “ containing the rule
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of faith”: Qui libri ad simplicem doctrinam pertinent? Canonici
septemdecim. . . . Quae sunt perfectae auctoritatis? Quae canonica
in singulis speciebus absolute numeravimus,

The references for this section will be found in Westcott,
On the Canon of the New Testament, Appendix D.

Canonic appears to be the Western title, Caz%olic the Eastern.
The two words probably mean the same thing, “included in the
Canon,” “universally received,” ‘ orthodox.”

The order of the books in the New Testament varies greatly in
different authorities.

In the Greek MSS. it is usually Gospels, Acts, Catholic Epistles,
Pauline Epistles, Apaocalypse.

In the Sinaitic MS. and Peshito Version it is Gospels, Pauline
Epistles, Acts, Catholic Epistles, Apocalypse.

In the Canones Apostolici, the Memphitic and Sahidic Versions,
it is Gospels, Pauline Epistles, Catholic Epistles, Acts, Apocalypse.

In the Muratorian I'ragment the order is apparently (see third
section) Gospels, Acts, Pauline Epistles, Catholic Epistles, Apoca-
lypse. This is the prevalent usage in the West. There are
numerous variations of minor importance. (See Gregory and
Abbot, p. 132 sqq.)

Since the fourth century the generally received order of the
Catholic Epistles has been James, Peter, John, Jude, but there are
many ancient variations which will be found in Gregory and Abbot,
PP. 138, 139.

§ 2. VOCABULARY AND STYLE OF THE FIRST EPISTLE
OF ST. PETER.

The vocabulary of the Epistle is remarkable as containing a
large number of words which are not used by any other of the New
Testament writers. The list of them is as follows:

dyaforoila, dyabomwoidst, ddedpdryst, ddikws!, ddolos, aloxpoxepdivs,
d\\orpioerioromos, dpapdvrivos, dudpavrosl, dvayevdr!, dvaykaoris,
dvaldvwvolall, dvdyvos, dvexAdAnros, dvrilodopelv, dmoyiveatfar?,
drovéuew!, drpoowrolimrws, dperall, dpriyépros, dpxemoipuny?, Biowwt,
yuvaikeios), éyxouBoioar (éykodmwoicbar), éumroxy, &duais!, éfayyél-
Aet, epevvart, émepornual, émudAvupal, érilowrost, émypaprupeint,
&rorredew?, lepdrevpal, kAéosl, xAijpot, xpavaidsl, xricrys!, pdiwyl,
olvoplvyia, Sudppwr, 6mAileofai?, warporapddoros, replfeaisd, mérosl,
wpobfipas!, mpopapripeabar, wréyaisl, piros!, olevolv, omwopdl, cupma-
645, ocupmpeaBiTepos, auvekhextds, ouvowketv), rarewvidpwrl, Telelwsl,
Ywoypapudsl, Srolpmwdvew, Pilddeddosl, Ppihdppwr (2.4 in iii. 8),
dpieabarl,

They number in all sixty-two. Words marked () are found in
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the Septuagint. Words marked (2) are found in one of the other
Greek versions of the Old Testament.

*Avayevvybels occurs only as a doubtful variant for wapayembeis
in the preface to Sirach. Some MSS. appear to have read this word
in John iii. 3, 5, but here it is possibly borrowed from St. Peter.

What observations are necessary on these words will be found
in the Notes. Here we may remark that the language and the
thoughts of the author are deeply tinged by the influence of the
Greek Old Testament. He appears to have had a special predilec-
tion for Maccabees, with which he has many words in common
(xaraBoly}, Saomwopd, duiavros, Sofat, avao'rpoqbn, 7rapo;m.a, tepdrevpa,
ﬂptéxw, dperai, vwoypappds, wrénas, a1rove,ueu/, cv/ura s, Eevifew,
«riorys, ddedddrys), and for Wisdom (dpbapros, dulavros, dudpavros).
His vocabulary is marked by a certain dignity and elevation. It
shows no trace of the Atticist affectation which was common in the
second century, but is such as might have been employed by a well-
read Jew of good social standing in the first.

The Hebraisms which occur are neither many nor harsh. We
find Awllew éxi (. 13); Téxva imaxois (1 14); Tas doddas Tis
Swavolas (l 13); &rpoo-wwo)\nmms @i 17); pipa Kvau (i. 25); Aacs
els mepurolnow (il. 9) ; axebos (iii. 7) ; wopeveabar év (iv. 3), and soon;
but there is nothing to suggest that the writer habitually spoke or
thought in Hebrew, or that he was translating from a Hebrew original.
There are no Latinisms.

What may be called the new Christian vocabulary appears, of
course. We find Xpioriavds, Bdmw‘p,a., dyar&v, wioTs, et’:ayye)\l{av,
d\0eia, éxhextds, fw\ov, Tpoyvwots, dyiagpuds, Tepacpds, mwvedua,
mpea Burepos, Tamwewds, kAijpot, and other words might be added.
But we do not meet with vouos, émiokomos, Sidkovos, ékxAnoia.
There is no mention of the Christian Prophet, or of Widows or
Orphans. Nor do we find any of those words which belong especi-
ally to the circle of St. Paul’s ideas (8wkaiolv and its family: dxpo-
Buotia, wepirops): éXhoyetv: dvakepalatotobar: viofeoio: mAjpwpa:
pvoripiov : dppafuv: wapdmwrwpa, wapdBacis, mapafdrys: wpobeats,
wpoopilew : kavxdofar: xarapyelv: oravpds, aravpotv: popdr): {ipn:
ypdppa, and so forth).

What grammarians note as vulgarisms or colloquialisms of later
Greek are present, but not in any striking degree  There are a few
words of late coinage, like xafds, fnro)upmivew. The termin:«itions
-pa. and -pos are confused; thus we have tmoypappuds for imé-
ypoppua, and some words, e.g. mpopapripesbar, Soxiuiov, seem to
be incorrectly used. But, generally speaking, the orthography
and grammar are not bad. In some points, indeed, there is
remarkable correctness in the writer’s use.

Thus the particle pév occurs six times, and is always followed
by dé. But two of these instances (ii. 14, iv. 14) are dubious.
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The article is employed in more classical style than by any other
writer of the New Testament. Take, for mstance, the quite
Thucydldean clause in 111 3 6 éwbev dumhoxijs Tpi Gy Kal mepiféoens
xpvolwy 1) &dioews § iparivy kéopos, and elght times he uses the nice
arrangement exemplified in the phrase rév rijs mapowias Sudv xpdvov
(i. 17, iii. 1, 3, 20, iv. 14, V. 1 445, 4). Iniv. 3 he has 76 BovAqua
rav éviv, the collocation which in the rest of the New Testament is
almost universal.

Still more striking is the refined accuracy of his use of &s in
i. 19, &s a;wov ap.w;l.ov kai dorilov Xpurrou il. 16, uy os emka)\vp./.ul
exowts‘ Tijs xaxias T éXevfepiay : iii. 7, ds aaeeveo*repw oxede TG yuvar-
kelp. In the first passage Xpiorod ds duvod dudpov kai domilov would
be Greek, but the masters of style prefer the arrangement followed
by Peter; for instance, Plato, Laws, gog B, ds & karémrpois alrdv
rats wpdéeaw, compare Diognetus, vi. 6, karéyovrar s év Ppovpd 7@
kéopp: Josephus, Ant. xviii. g. 5, ds vwo kpelrrovos kaxod Tis
émbuplas vikwpévov. This subtlety was a stumbling-block in later
Greek (see Cobet, Variae Lectiones, pp. 163, 532). I find no other
instance of this nicety in the New Testament except in Hebrews,
xil. 7, s viols Juiv mpoagéperar 6 ®eds. Peter himself follows the
other, to us more natural, order in il 12, xeraladotow Vudv os
KaKowoLV,

On the other hand, Peter constantly omits the article altogether,
especially in the case .of a noun used with another noun in the
attributive genitive,—c’v dyaopd I'Ivn?p.aros, els povriopdv aiparos,
i2;8 ava.a"ra.a'ems‘ ’I'r]a'oﬁ Xpurfo?;, i. 3; é&v aroxa)\m\l/a "Inyoov Xpiorod,
L 7; owrnplay Yoxv, l 9; & jpépy emowomys, il Iz,—but also with
smgle nouns, 1rvevp.a. a.'yl.ov, . I2 @eos‘, pas.s‘lm 3 é&v Ka.l.pw ea’xa’rw,

5; ypagbr], . 6; 'yvvau(es, ill, 1; a-y'ye)\ot, i 125 vexpuw, i 3;
{wv-ra.s kal vexpovs, iv. §; mowkiAys xa.p:.-ros, iv. 10; Adya, iv. 11;
mpeaBurépovs, v. 1. Some of these may be instances of that dropping
of the article before familiar words or in current phrases which is
common in all Greek writers ; in some again there may be a doubt
whether the absence of the article does not give the noun a qualita-
tive force, whether, for instance, dyyeloi, in i. 12, means *the
angels,” or “even angels,” “such wonderful beings as angels.”
But there are cases where no reason can be found, and where the
attempt to find one only leads to mistranslation.

As elsewhere in the New Testament, wj is used with the
participle where classic usage would exact od; see i. 8, iv. 4; but
we have otk ddvres, 1. 8.

It is doubtful whether any distinction is made between the
present and the aorist imperative in ii. 17.

“Iva is followed once by the fut. ind. (iii. 1) ; elsewhere invariably
by the subjunctive, whatever the tense of the pnncxpal verb.

Very few connecting particles are employed. “Apa, ye, émei,
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¢rady, re, &, mov, mws, do not occur. Nor is dv to be found in the
Epistle. This fact alone is sufficient to show that the writer was
not a Greek.

The writer of the Epistle was probably unable to produce such
work as we see in the highly finished preface to St. Luke’s Gospel.
Nevertheless he was quite awake to the difference between good
Greek and bad, and used the language with freedom and a not
inconsiderable degree of correctness. It follows almost necessarily
that St. Peter cannot have written the Epistle himself. The
apostle could not speak even his own native tongue with refined
precision, but was easily recognised by dialect or accent as a
Galilaean (Matt. xxvi. 73; Mark xiv. 70; Luke xxii. 59). He
struck his own countrymen as an unlearned and ignorant man
(Acts iv. 13), and it is not probable that he ever acquired an easy
mastery of Greek, for primitive tradition represents him as making
use of Mark as interpreter (Papias in Eus. A. E. iii. 39. 15;
Irenaeus, iii. 1. 1; 10. 6). Basilides the Gnostic pretended to have
learned some part of his doctrine from Glaucias, “the interpreter of
Peter” (Clem. Al Strom. vii. 17. 106); and though this is fiction, it
testifies to the prevalent belief of the early Church that St. Peter
shrank from the effort of literary composition in Greek. On the
other hand, the Epistle shows no trace of translation, and we may
dismiss with confidence Jerome’s view (Epist. ad Hedid. 150) that
it was originally written in Aramaic.

It is highly probable that the Epistle as it stands is the work of
an “interpreter,” and this was the general view held by scholars of
the last generation (Semler, Eichhorn, Ewald, W. Grimm, Renan,
Weisse; in recent times Kiihl). Opinions differ as to who the
interpreter was. Many have fixed upon St. Mark, guided by the
old tradition which makes him the épunveds of Peter. But the
evangelist was probably not the only friend who helped the apostle
in literary composition, and the style of the Epistle is very unlike
that of the second Gospel. It is more probable tha: the interpreter
was Silvanus; indeed this may very well be the meaning of the
words 8ia Zthovavod duiv ypaya (v. 12). Kiihl insists that 8ud can
only denote the bearer, not the draughtsman of the Epistle. But
he is certainly mistaken in thus limiting the sense of the pre-
position. Dionysius of Corinth (in Eus. A. E. iv. 23. 11) speaks of
the Epistle of Clement as futv 8id KXrjuevros ypageiocav, meaning
clearly that Clement was the mouthpiece or interpreter of the
Church of Rome. It is quite possible that St. Peter’s phrase is to
be understood in the same way. At the same time, Silvanus might
be, and probably was, the bearer as well as the draughtsman of the
Epistle.

pNeither is it certain what was the precise function of the
“interpreter.” He would be more than an amanuensis (¥roypadevs,
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raxvypdeos), such as was employed by St. Paul, Origen, and indeed
most ancient writers; but how much more we cannot say. We
might suppose that the apostle dictated in Aramaic, and that
Silvanus expressed the substance in his own Greek. In this sense
King Oswald served Aidan as inferpres uerbi caelestis (Bede, H. E.
ili. 3; see Mr. Plummer’s note). Or the apostle may have dictated
in Greek—St. Peter must have been able to speak the language in
some degree——and the interpreter may have altered and corrected
his expressions more or less, as was necessary. Thus Josephus
(contra Apion. i. 9) availed himself of the assistance of Greek
scholars to polish and correct the style of his writings. There is
yet a third possibility, that the interpreter received only general
mnstructions, and was allowed a free hand as to the manner in
which they should be carried out, subject to the revision and
approval of the author. This seems to have been the position of
Clement of Rome. But Clement, though the servant of the Church,
was yet its leading member, and we can hardly suppose that the
liberty allowed to St. Peter’s assistant would be so wide as this.

If an interpreter, in any of these senses, was employed, it
follows that the actual words of the Epistle are not altogether those
of the apostle himself; and this consequence must be borne in
mind when we come, as we shall come later on, to discuss the
relation of 1 Peter to other documents in the New Testament.
But there is nothing to prevent us from supposing that the points
handled, the manner in which they are developed, the general tone
of thought, are those of St. Peter himself. There are certain
striking characteristics which undoubtedly are the property of the
author: the constant allusions to the Old Testament ; the strong
sense of an unbroken continuity between the Law, the Prophets,
and the Gospel ; the absence of anything that can be called specula-
tion ; the fatherly pastoral temper, and constant preference of the
concrete to the abstract ; the imagination which, though never lofty
or soaring, is yet tender and picturesque ; and, lastly, the connexion
of ideas, which is conversational, like that of a good old man
talking to his children. There is no definite plan or logical
evolution of a train of thought. One idea haunts the whole
Epistle ; to the author, as to the patriarch Jacob, life is a pilgrim-
age: it is essentially an old man's view. Out of this central
sentiment (which differs from that of the Epistle to the Hebrews,
inasmuch as there the pilgrimage is that of the world, here that of
the individual soul) spring the sister thoughts of suffering, patience,
humility. These constantly return, each time with some new
application ; the apostle travels round and round his beloved spot,
and at each recurring halt some fresh feature in the view presents
itself. Even the words repeat themselves, always in a different
connexion ; the repeated word appears to suggest the thought
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which follows (see a list of instances in the Prolegomena to 2 Peter,
§ 4). This habit of verbal iteration deserves more notice than may
at first sight appear, because it meets us again in 2 Peter, and is a
point of some importance in the discussion of the authenticity of
the later Epistle.

§ 3. TESTIMONIA VETERUM,

Eusebius (H. E. iii. 25. 2) places the First Epistle of Peter
among the ‘Opoloyodueva, or books which were accepted by the
whole Church without any feeling of doubt. There is no book in
the New Testament which has earlier, better, or stronger attestation,
though Irenaeus is the first to quote it by name.

The Second Epistle of St. Feter.

“The earliest attestation to Peter’s First Epistle is that given in
the Second (iii. 1); for those who deny this Second Epistle to be
the work of Peter acknowledge that it is a very early document”
(Salmon, /ntrod. pp. 457, 458). This reference in 2 Peter would
prove not only that 1 Peter existed, but that it bore the name of
Peter. But it should be observed that Spitta, Zahn, and others
consider that 2 Pet. iii. 1 refers not to 1 Peter, but to a lost Epistle,
and that 2 Peter is the older of the two.

Tte Epistie of St. James,

This also may be cited as an attesting witness ; see next section.

Barnabas.

The date of the Epistle of Barnabas is 70-79, Lightfoot;
30-130, probably towards the end of this period, Harnack, Chrono-
logie, p. 421.

Barn. i. 5, {wijs éAwls, dpxy xal Téhos wloTews, cf. 1 Pet. i g,
xopu{opevor To TéNos Tijs wioTEws Tpudv.

Barn. iv. 12, 6 Kipios dmpoocwmoliumrrws kptvet Tov kéopov
écaoros xabos émoinoev xouweirar, cf. 1 Pet. i. 17, xal e mwarépa
tmricolelofe Tov dmpoowrolimrTws kpivovta kata 76 éxdoTov Epyov.

Barn. v. 1, va 7} dpéoe Tdv dpapridv dyviobapey, § ot & @
aipate 70 pavrioparos avrod, cf. 1 Pet. i 2, v dyraoud Ilveiparos,
els Ymakony kai pavrioudv aiparos "Inood Xpiorod (but see also Heb.
xil. 24, where aipart pavriopod occurs, though without mention of
sanctification).

Barn. v. 6, ol wpodijrar, dr’ atrob Exovres Ty xdpiv, els abdrdv
émpognjrevoay, cf. 1 Pet. i. 11, mpodfirar . . . épawvivres els Tlva §
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wotov kawpov éjAov 76 & abrots Mvetua Xpw"rou mwpopaprupduevov Td
eis Xpiorov 1ra977p.a1'a.

Barn. xvi. 10, mvevparikds vads, cf. 1 Pet. ii. 5, olkos mve
uaTiKds.

Clement of Rome.

About g5, Lightfoot; 93—95, hardly so late as 96 or 97,
Harnack, Chronologie, p. 255. .

Bishop Lightfoot gives a list of twelve parallelisms between
1 Peter and Clement; Harnack in his edition numbers twenty.
The following points may be selected :

Clement has a considerable number of words from the vocabu-
lary of 1 Peter :—dyafomoieiv!, dyafomoiia, ddehpdrys, duwpos', dvri-
ruwov!, dmpocwrodljuntws, dpkerds!, domosl, wapouxial, Yroypaupuds.
These words, with the exception of those marked (1), and even these
are rare, are not found in the New Testament except in 1 Peter.

The salutation of Clement’s Epistle appears to be suggested by
that of 1 Peter: xdpis dutv kai elpjvy dwo mavroxpdropos @eol Sia
"Inoov Xpiorod mAnfuvbelny. This resemblance is peculiarly important
in view of Harnack’s suggestion that the Address of 1 Peter is a
later addition.

Clem. vii. 4, drevicwper els 70 alpa 70D Xpiorol kai yvduer bs
éorw Tipeov 16 Uarpl adrod, cf. 1 Pet. 1. 19.

Clem. ix. 4, Nfbs'mcrt‘)s‘ evpeleis dua s Xarovp‘yfas‘ adrod maley-
yeveo'w.v xoo',up exqpvfev, xal Siécwoev 8¢ alrod 6 SerwéTys Ta eloedfdvra
év 6 ouovo:.q. {da els Ty xeBuwrdy, which is apparently a reminiscence of
1 Pet. iii. 20.

Clem. xxxvi. 2, els 76 Oavpacrév adrod ¢ds (the words Gavpaorov
abrob are omitted by Clement of Alexandria in quoting this passage) :
lix. 2, 'Inood Xpiorod, 8’ ol éxdlerev fuds dwo oxdrovs eis Ppbs, cf.
1 Pet. ii. 9.

Clement has also in common with 1 Peter two quotations.

Clem. xxx. 2, ®eos ydp, pnoiv, wepnddvois dvrirdooerat, Tamevors
8¢ 8Buwa xdpw, cf. 1 Pet. v. 53 Jas. iv. 6.  Both have ®eds, while
the LXX. (Prov. iii. 34) has xvpios.

Clem. xlix. §, dydmry xadimre rk’qgos ap.apnwv, 5o 1 Pet.iv. 8:
here the LXX. (Prov. x. 12) has wdvras 8¢ rovs p3) ¢lovexolvras
xaAvrrel ¢piAia

Testamenta X1/, Patriarcharum.

Mr. Sinker thinks that the date of this book is to be placed in
& period ranging from late in the first century to the revolt of Bar
Cochba. Professor Harnack ( Chronologie, p. 569 sqq.) distinguishes
between a Hebrew original and a Christian edition ; the latter, he
thinks, was known to Origen, and possibly but doubtfully to Irenaeus.
The book offers certain similarities to 1 Peter which are deserv
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ing of notice, the words dyufloroiia, Jo. 18; dyalomworetv, Benj. s ;
peaouds, Benj. 8: and certain phrases, NVepht. 4, xata 76 moAd adrod
é\eos, cf. 1 Pet. i. 3; fo. 19, duvés dpwpos, cf. 1 Pet. i. 19; Gad 6,
dyamare olv dANjAovs dwd kapdias, cf. 1 Pet. i. 22; Benj. 8, dva-
raveral & adre 70 mveipa Tod Oeod, cf. ‘1 Pet. iv. 14 ; Aser 4, o Gére
npépav dyabiy ideiv (from Ps. xxxili. 13?), cf. 1 Pet. iii. 10; and in
Zevi 4 there is mention of the Harrowing of Hell, To} ¢dov oxv
Aevopévov éri 7@ wdbew 1o HyrioTov.

Hermas.

The Pastor was probably published about 140, and written at
various times between 110 and that date; Harnack, Chronologie,
pp. 266, 267.

Vis. iii. 5, the account of the stones in the Tower may have
been suggested by the Aifoc Zwv-res of 1 Pet. ii. 5.

Vis. 1v. 3. 4, domep yap 16 xpvoiov Soxipdlerar 8ia Tob wupds,
cf. 1 Pet. i. 7.

Sim. ix. 28. 5, Jpeis 82 ol wdoxovres &vexev Tob Svdparos Sofdlew
dpelhere Tov Bcov, cf. 1 Pet. iv. 14.

Mand. viii. 10, in the list of Christian virtues, several Petrine
words occur close together: ¢irdfevos, ovxios, ddekpdrys, dyabo-
moinois (= dyabfomoria).

Stm. ix. 16. 5. obrot ol dmwdorolot kai of Siddokalol of knpvlavres
70 dvopa Tob viod Tod Oeod, xoyunlévres év Suvduer kai mioTel Tob viod Tob
Ocot éxripvéav kal 7ois wpoxexoiunuévos, kal adroi &wxav abrois Ty
odpayida Tod xnpiyparos: these words are probably an expansion
and explanation of 1 Pet. iv. 6 ; just before them comes the Petrine
word {wormrotetv.

Polycarp.

He died a martyr in 155, ~Eus. H. E. iv. 14. 9, 6 yé Tou TIoAv-
xapmwos & T 377)«00&0‘” 1rpos <I>f)\um-na'wvs' avrov ypa.drg Pepouéry eis
devpo, kéxpyral Tiow papruplats dmwd tijs Mérpov mporeépas émiarorijs.

In Polycarp we find not merely similarities, but actual quotations
—i.3=1Pet. i 8;il. 1=1 Pet.i.13,21; il. 2=1 Pet. iil. 9; v. 3=
1 Pet. ii. 11; vil. 2=1 Pet. iv. 7; viii. 1=1 Pet. ii. 24, 22; x. 2=
1 Pet. ii. 12. Polycarp does not name St. Peter; hence Professor
Harnack thinks that though he knew the Eplstle, he did not know
it as Peter's. St. Paul is mentioned four times, and twice quoted
by name, xi. 2, 3; but there is a special reason for this, because St.
Paul also had written to the Philippians, and Polycarp writes to
remind them of the fact. Otherwise, though his epistle abounds in
quotations, it is not his habit to name his authority. On this point
see Dr. Chase’s article on Peter, First Epistle, in Hastings’ Dictionary
of the Bible, vol. iii. pp. 780, 781.
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Papias.

He wrote between 130-140 or even later ; Lightfoot.
Eus. A.E. iii. 39. 17, kéxpyras & airos paprvpiais drd rijs "Twdvvou
mporépas émaTorfs kai dwd s Mérpov dpolws.

Justin Martyr.

His death has been placed as late as 163-165, but Dr. Hon
(Journal of Philology, iii. 155, On the Date of Justin Marivr) sets it
as early as 148. The later date is more probable.

Apol. i. 61 we find the word dvayewav: Trypho, 110, domidos, is
used as an epithet of Christ ; it is so used in the New Testament only
in1 Pet. i. 19 ; Tryp}zo, 35, &';Lw;ws, of Christ (1 Pet. i. 19 or Heb. ix.
14); Trypho, 114, Tob axporyww.cuov }\Leov, of Chrlst (I Pet. ii. 6 or
Isa. xxviii. 16), r;yp/w 116, -n)s Tupdoews, Hv 1rvpovo-¢v Npds S 7e
-udBoos xai oi abrob immpérar wdvres. The word wdpwars in this
sense is pecullar to 1 Pet. iv. 12, Jbid., &pxl.epaﬂxov L) uy,e.vov
yévos éopev n,u.us, cf. 1 Pet. ii. 9; Tryp/w, 119, 7fjpeis 8 ob pdvov
Aads, GAAG xai Aads dyeds éopev, cf. 1 Pet. ii. 10 (but Justin is here
referring to Isa. Ixii. 12); Z7ypho, 138, the story of Noah is com-
mented upon in a manner that seems to imply a knowledge of 1 Pet.
ili. 18-21. Noah is a type of Baptism, the eight persons are
dwelt upon, and we find close together dvayevdr, Sicadify, &
vbaros.

Justin speaks also of the descent of our Lord into Hell, to preach
the gospel to the dead (Z7yp4o, 72); but he appeals to an apocryphal
quotation which he ascribes to Jeremiah. The same quotation is
used by Irenaeus.

It is probable, but not certain, that Justin knew 1 Peter.

Melito of Sardss.

His Apology, the latest of his writings, is assigned by ancient
authorities to the year 169 or 170.

Apology (Otto, vol. ix. p. 432), “haec cum didiceris, Antonine
Caesar, et filii quoque tui tecum, trades iis haereditatem aeternam
quae non perit”; cf. 1 Pet. i. 4. The authenticity of this A4gology,
which exists only in Syriac, has been impugned. Bishop Westcott
(Canon, p. 222) thinks that “though, if it be entire, it is not the 4pology
with which Eusebius was acquainted, the general character of the
writing leads to the belief that it is a genuine book of Melito of
Sardis.” But Professor Harnack (Ckronologie, p. 522 sqq.) main-
tains that the piece is of Syrian origin, and belongs to the beginning
of the third century.
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Theophilus of Antiock.

He died probably 183-185; Lightfoot.

Ad Autol, ii. 34, raldpevor Soypaow paralors dua wAdims warpo
rapadirov ywduns dovvéroy, cf. 1 Pet. i..18.

1bid., dméxeafar dmrd s dfeuirov eldwhodarpeaas, cf. 1 Pet. iv. 3.

Letter of the Churches of Vienna and Lugdunum.
The date is 177.

Eus. A. E. v. 2. 5, é&rowelvovv éavrovs md Tiv Kparadv xeipa,
cf. 1 Pet. v. 6. -

Jbid. v. 1. 32, we find the Petrine word d8ehdpdrys.

15id. v. 2. 6, iva dmomvixfels 6 Gip, obs mpdrepov dero rarawemw-
xévay, {dvras éepéoy, cf. 1 Pet. v. 8.

Acts of the Scillitan Martyrs.

The date is 180. See Texts and Studtes, vol. i. No. 2, ed. J. A.
Robinson, p. 114, “ Donata dixit: Honorem Caesari quasi Caesari ;
timorem autem Deo”; cf. 1 Pet. ii. 17, Tov ®edv ¢pofeiohe: Tov
Pachéa Tipdre.

Irenaeus.

Harvey thinks that he was born in 130. This Father is the
first to quote 1 Peter by name ; seeiv. 9. 2 ; 16. §; V. 7. 2.

Earlier than Irenaeus himself is the Presbyter “qui audierat ab
his qui apostolos uiderant.” From him come the words, iv. 27. 2,
“et propter hoc Dominum in ea quae sunt sub terra descendisse,
euangelizantem et illis aduentum suum; remissione peccatorum
exsistente his qui credunt in eum.” Irenaeus appeals to the same
apocryphal quotation as Justin, ascribing it in one place (iii. zo. 4)
to Isaiah, in another (iv. 22. 1) to Jeremiah. It may be suspected
that this apocryphon is itself shaped on the words of 1 Pet. iv. 6,
vexpols elnyyyehioOn.

Tertullian.

Bomn, 150-160; died, 220~240.

Scorpiace, xii., “ Petrus quidem ad Ponticos, Quanta enim, inquit,
gloria est,” etc. ; cf. 1 Pet. ii. 20 sqq. )

Ibid., “et rursus; Dilecti ne epauescatis ustionem,” etc. ; cf.
1 Pet. iv. 12 sqq.

Adu. judacos, x., * Christus, qui dolum de ore suo locutus non
est”; cf. 1 Pet ii. 22.
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Adu. Marconem, iv. 13, “sed et cur Petrum? . . . An quia et
petra et lapis Christus? Siquidem et legimus positum eum in
lapidem offendiculi et in petram scandali”; cf. 1 Pet. ii. 8. This
reference Bishop Westcott considers very doubtful. The same
phrase is found also Rom. ix. 33, but it is used by Tertullian to
explain the name Peter, and is therefore probably taken from the
Petrine Epistle.

De Oratione, xv., *de modestia quidem cultus et ornatus aperta
praescriptio est etiam Petri, cohibentis eodem ore, quia eodem et
spiritu quo Paulus, et uestium gloriam -et auri superbiam et crinium
lenoniam operositatem ; cf. 1 Pet. iii. 3; 1 Tim. ii. 9.

Bishop Westcott (Canon, p. 263, note 3) thinks that both the
Scorpiace and the aduersus Judacos are *“ more or less open to sus-
picion.” But Jerome mentions the Scorpracum (ad Vigil. viil.) as a
work of Tertullian’s, and quotes the 4d. Judacos (Com. in Dan. ix.
24; v. 691, Vall.). See Geschichte der altchristlichen Litteratur,
p. 681.

Epistula ad Diognetum.

Harnack thinks that for the present the Epistle must be assigned
to the end of the second or beginning of the third century (Ckrono-
logie, p. 515).

Ad Diogn. ix., 76v 8ikawov dmép Tév ddixkwy, cf. 1 Pet. iil. 18.

71b4d., ras dpaprias kaddyjas, cf. 1 Pet. iv. 8 (?).

Clement of Alexandria.

Died about 213, probably.

Clement quotes very freely from every chapter of the Epistle;
it is needless to set out the references. He commented on 1 Peter
in his Hypotyposes, and a Latin version or abstract of the Com-
mentary is extant. See the text in Zahn's Forschungen, iii. p. 79 sqq.,
and Zahn’s remarks, p. 133 sqq.

The First Epistle of Peter was known to several of the Gnostic
writers.

Bastlides.

Zahn (Kanongesch. i. p. 763) dates his commentary on the Gospels
120-125 ; Professor Harnack, soon after 133 (Chronologie, p. 291);
Basilides professed to be a pupil of Glaucias, “the interpreter of
Peter” (Clem. Alex. Strom. vii. 17. 106). )

Clém. Strom. iv. 2. 81, iva p3) karddikor &l kakois Spoloyoupévors
wdbwat, unde Aowdopovpevor Gs & powxds 4 6 Poveds, dAN" o1t Xpioriavol
reduxdres, cf. 1 Pet. iv. 15, 16.
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The Valentinians.

Clem. Excerpta ex Theod. 12, eis & émbupodow ol dyyelor mapa-
«ar, 0 Hérpos ¢pnalv (the same passage is quoted again in 86),
cf. 1 Pet. i. 12.

1bid. 12, kard 7ov dmdorodov Tysly xal dudug xal domwile alpan
Avrpdbnuer, cf. 1 Pet. i. 18, 19,

1bid. 41, 881t mpod karafolijs kdopov elkdrws Aéyerar 1) &xAnoia
&hehéxbar, cf. 1 Pet. i. 20 (7).

The Marcosians.

Irenaeus, i 18. 3, xai Ty Tijs xiBuwrod 82 olxovopiav & 7 xara-
hvoud, év ) okrd dvfpwmor Sieodbnoay pavepdrard ¢act Ty cwripioy
oydodba pyview. Bishop Westcott thinks that these words have a
marked similarity to 1 Pet. iii. 2z0. The correspondence becomes
more striking if we compare Justin, Z7yp/o, 138 (referred to above),
and if we add

Marcion.

Theod. Haer. Fab. i. 24 (cf. Irenaeus, i. 27. 3), o¥ros Tov piv
Kdw xai Tods Zodoplras kai Tovs dvooefeis dmavras cwrplas épnoev
drolehavkévar mpore\nAvldras év 76 g8y 18 cwript Xpiord Kkal els Ty
Bacireiay dvalyepfijvar. Marcion goes on to say that Abel, Enoch,
Noak, the Patriarchs, prophets, and just were not saved, because
they refused to come to Christ. Marcion did not accept, and is
here giving one of the reasons why he did not accept, 1 Peter. Just
Noah was not saved, because our Lord said, “I came not to call
the just.”

The First Epistle of Peter is found in the Syriac Peshito, and in
the Egyptian, Aethiopic, Armenian, and Arabic versions. See West-
cott and Hort, Introduction, p. 84 sqq.; Gregory, Prolegomena,
pPp- 814-929. _ . .

There is, however, an ancient Syriac tradition represented by the
Doctrine of Addas and the Homilies of Aphraates, which ignores the
Catholic Epistles altogether; see Dr. Sanday’s article in Studia
Biblica, vol. iii. p. 245 sqq.

It existed also in the Fefus Latina, though conly fragments are
now extant, 1 Pet. i. 1-12 in s (Gregory, p. 966); 1 Pet. i. 8-19,
ii. 20~iii. 7, iv. 10 to end in ¢ (Gregory, pp. y67, 968). But Westcott
and Hort (p. 83) consider that ¢ exhibits “a later (? Italian) text,”
and that “the palimpsest fragments of 1 Peter accompanying s of
the Acts are apparently Vulgate only.”

The First Epistle of Peter is found in all the catalogues of the
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New Testament given by Bishop Westcott in Appendix D of his
Canon, and also in the Cheltenham List (see Dr. Sanday, Stxdia
Biblica, vol. iii. p. 217). No one of these catalogues is older in its
present shape than the fourth century.

On the other hand, it is not to be found in the Muratorianum,
which probably belongs to the end of the second century (see Light-
foot, Clement of Rome, ii. p. 405 sqq.; Westcott, Canon, p. 521;
Geschichte der altch. Litteratur, p. 646). -

The Muratorianum is mutilated both at the beginning (where
the notice of Matthew and Mark has perished) and at the end. It
treats in succession of the Gospels of Luke and John, the Johannine
Epistles, Acts, Pauline Epistles, Gnostic forgeries, Jude, two
Epistles of John, Wisdom, the Apocalypse of John, the Apocalypse of
Peter, Hermas, other Gnostic and Montanist vé6a. In the existing
text there is no mention of Hebrews, 1 and 2z Peter, James, 3 John.

There is at least- one lacuna in the text. The notice of Acts
ends with the words sicute et semote passione petri euidenter deciarat.
sed profectioné pauls ab urbes ad spania proficescentis. ** The passion
of Peter” may refer to John xxi. 18, 19, or to 2 Pet. i. 14; the
journey of Paul to Spain is mentioned only in Rom. xv. 24. It is
clear that some words, we cannot guess how many, have dropped
out here.

Again, the three Catholic Epistles are introduced in a very
peculiar way, in the midst of a list of vdfa and évrideydueva.  After
speaking of Marcionite documents, which are to be rejected, be-
cause “gall must not be mingled with honey,” the text proceeds:
epistola sane iude et superscrictio tohannis duas in catholica habentur.
The apologetic sane, *“it is true that,” seems to imply, what we
gather from the general run of the passage, that the three Epistles
named here had all been challenged. The Epistles of John had
already been mentioned immediately after the Gospel, but it is not
stated there how many they were. Now, if for the corrupt super
scrictio we take Dr. Westcott’s emendation superscripti, “of the
before-named John,” it may very well be the case that the Mura-
torianum is here defending 2 and 3 John and Jude. It is possible,
however, though less probable, that the right reading is superscriptae ;
and if so, only two Johannine Epistles are recognised.

It seems highly improbable that 1 Peter should have been passed
over in silence by one who accepted the Apocalypse of Peter. Two
explanations may be hazarded—(1) the Petrine Epistle, or indeed
Epistles, may have been noticed after the Gospel of St. Mark, as
those of St. John are after the Gospel of St. John; or (2) the
Catholic Epistles may have been placed after Acts; this is a
position which they frequently occupy. The words sicute et semote,
etc., “as also (Scripture ?) expressly mentions in separate places, in
passages which do not come quite where we should expect them,
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the passion of Peter and Paul’s journey to Spain,” seem to imply
that other information about the apostles not to be found in Acts
has just been given. Such might very well be the connexion of
James with the Diaspora and of Peter with Asia Minor. The
author of the Fragment, whoever he was, may have regarded James,
1 and possibly 2 Peter, 1 John as undisputed, and have recurred to
Jude, 2 and 3 John in his list of spurious or doubtful works,
because he knew that some authorities viewed them with suspicion.

But conjecture more or less plausible is all that we can attain to
on this point.

Some of the Zestimonia adduced in this section may be
challenged, but the chain as a whole is strong, and the evidence of
Clement of Rome is very remarkable.

§ 4 THE RELATION OF THE FIRST EPISTLE OF PETER
TO THE REST OF THE NEW TESTAMENT.

The facts collected in the foregoing section prove that the First
Epistle of Peter was regarded as canonical from the time when
“canonical” first began to have a meaning. They may be held to
show that the Epistle is older than that of Clement of Rome,
probably older than that of Barnabas. We now proceed to inquire
to what books of the New Testament 1 Peter bears any resem-
blance, and what is the extent and nature of the resemblance;
whether, in so far as it exists, it is such as may be accounted for by
the general similarity of all Christian writers, or wbether it goes
beyond this, and can only be explained by actual documentary
use. We must bear in mind that the actual words of 1 Peter
may very probably be the creation not of the apostle, but of his
interpreter.

There can be little doubt that St. Peter had read several of
St. Paul’s Epistles. In the Second Epistle (iii. 16) he tells us so;
and even if the Second Epistle is regarded as a forgery, it lies in
the nature of things that each apostle would desire to know what
the other was doing, and would take pains to keep himself inform.ed.
But what we want to ascertain is whether there is anything like
positive proof that St. Peter had any of the Pauline writings, or
indeed any book of the New Testament, in his mind as he wrote or
dictated ; whether his words, ideas, beliefs were in any degree
shaped or given to him by anybody else.

It should hardly be necessary to guard the reader against the
presupposition that St. Paul invented either the doctrines or the
terminology of the Church. In certain directions he modified both.
But there 1s no reason why we should not here apply the common-
sense rule, that what is peculiar to a writer belongs to himself, and
what is not is the property of the society of which he is a member.
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Only, if we are to use this rule with profit, we must look more
narrowly into differences between the sacred writers than theologians
are generally willing to do.

With what books, then, in the New Testament does St. Peter
display an acquaintance in his First Epistle? The extraordinary
variety of the answers to this question shows the uncertainty of the
ground. Early in the century Daniel Schulze maintained that the
Petrine Epistle was little more than a cento of reminiscences of the
Epistles of St. Paul; and in recent times Holtzmann and Jiilicher
think it can be proved that our author was acquainted with nearly
the whole of the New Testament. On the other hand, Rauch,
Jachmann, B. Briickner regard Peter as wholly independent. Be—
tween these extreme views lie others of a more moderate character.
Von Soden finds a definite literary connexion between 1 Peter,
Romans, Galatians, 1 Timothy, and Titus. Bishop nghtfoot
(Clement, ii. p. 499) judged that “with two Epistles of St. Paul
more especially the writer shows a familiar acquaintance—the
Epistle to the Romans_aud the Epistle to the Ephesians.” Dr.
Hort entertained the same view. Sieffert even maintained the
amazing proposition that Ephesians and 1 Peter were written by
the same hand. The elder and younger Weiss, with Kiihl, admit a
connexion between 1 Peter, Romans, and Ephesians, but assign
the priority to 1 Peter.

We will take the Pauline Epistles first and begin with Ephesians.
The parallelisms most commonly cited are the following :

Eph. i. 1-3=1 Pet. i. 1-3. There is no special similarity in the
Address. In both there follows a benediction of Hebrew type.
This appears to have been a common form in the letters of devout
Jews. See the letter of Suron (Hiram), king of Tyre, given by the
historian Eupolemus of Alexandria (m Eus. Praep. Euang ix. 34)
Eovav Eolop.ww. ﬁao-u\c:. peydho xaipew. Edloyyros 6 @eds, 8s Tov
odpavdv kai Ty yijy &rwoev. On the form of the Petrine Address,
see note.

Eph. i. 4=1 Pet. i. 20, mpé karaBolijs kéopov. The phrase is
quite common ; found in the Synoptists, Hebrews, and the Assump-
tion of Moses.

Eph. i. 14, els dmodirpwow Tijs wepurovjoews=1 Pet. ii. 9, Aads
els wepuroimow (from Mal. iii. 17).

y Eph. i. 14, eis &rawov rijs ddéns adrov =1 Pet. i. 7, eis érawov xal
ddéav.

Eph. i. 21, xai kaficas & 8efid adrod & 7Tois émovpavios Yrepdva
waons dpxis kai éfovaias kai Suvdpews kai kupiéTyros =1 Pet. iii. 22,
‘Incob Xpiorol, 8s éorw & Bebig Tob @eod, mopevbeis eis obpavdy, vmo-
rayévrov adrd dyyéhwv kai éfovoidv kai Suvdpewv. Here we have a
remarkable similarity, yet it may be based upon a common formula
attached to the common doctrine of the Session at the Right Hand.
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The names of angels are found elsewhere; see note, and add
Test. XII. Patr., Levi, 3, Opdvor, éfovaiar.

Eph. ii. 21, 22=1 Pet. ii. 5, the brotherhood form a spiritual
temple ; the same thought is expressed in quite different terms.

Eph. v. 22-24=1 Pet. iii. 1-6. Instructions to Wives. One
phrase, ai yuvaikes ois iiows dvdpdoty &s TG xupip = yuvaikes Imoracad-
pevar rois idlots dv8pdow, is nearly identical, but the treatment of the
subject is altogether different. Paul is mystical ; the husband is
the head of the wife as Christ is the head of the Church; Peter is
very simple and practical.

Eph. v. 25-33=1 Pet.iii. 7. Instructions to Husbands. Here,
again, the treatment is wholly different. In Ephesians marriage is
a type of the union between Christ and the Church. Peter bids
the husband honour the wife as the weaker vessel, because she is
fellow-heir of the grace of life.

Eph. vi. 1-4. Instructions to Children. Not in Peter.

Eph. vi. 5-9. Instructions to Slaves and Masters=1 Pet. ii.
18-25. Instructions to Slaves alone. Quite different in detail.

Similar addresses to the members of families may very well
have been a commonplace.

The Epistle to the Ephesians abounds in strong words and
striking thoughts of which there is no trace in 1 Peter—e.g. viofeoia,
deats, pvoripioy, dvaxedpalatioacbar, dppafuv, oixovoula, whijpwua,
mpogiirar (of Christian prophets), wpoapopd, Tékva pige Spyijs, Téxva
¢puwrds, mavorAia. Some of these must have been found in 1 Peter,
if the writer was familiar with Ephesians. Not one of the re-
semblances cited above turns upon a phrase of any significance,
except the Benediction of God; if this is struck off the list, very
little remains.

Dr. Hort says that ‘“the connexion (between 1 Peter and
Ephesians) though very close does not lie on the surface. Itis
shown more by identities of thought, and similarity in the structure
of the two Epistles as wholes, than by identities of phrase.” But
others will fail to detect these subtle affinities. Indeed the two
Epistles may seem to illustrate two wholly different types of mind,
that of the mystic and that of the simple pastor.

The majority of critics regard the two Epistles as connected,
and many believe that Ephesians is the later of the two. Von
Soden decides that it is possible, but not certain, that the one author
had seen the work of the other. But a doubt may be expressed
whether the evidence carries us even so far as this.

As regards Romans, the passages generally cited are as follows :

Rom. iv. 24, 8 fuds, ols pé\hew Aoyileafar, Tois morchovaw ém
Tov éyelpavra ‘Inagotv Tov Kipiov fudv ék vexply =1 Pet. i. 21, &' vpds
ToUs O atrod maTovs els edv Tov éyelpavra alrov éx vexphv., Here the
specially Pauline word Xoyi{eoba. is not in Peter; the phrase
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morovs els Oedv in the latter is unique (see note); the other words
are probably common property.

Rom. vi. 7, & y&p dwobavdy Sedikaiwrar dwd s dpaprias=1 Pet.
iv. 1, 6 mafbv oapxi wémavrar dpaprias. Neither language nor
meaning is the same.

Rom. vi. 11, odrw kal Jpels Aoyilleafe éavrovs vekpods pév elvac
dpaprig Lovras 8¢ 1@ @i &v Xpord "Inood =1 Pet. ii. 24, va 7als
dpepriais droyevépevor T dikatoovvy Ojowpev. In Peter dwoyevdpevor
does not mean “ having died”; Peter again uses dixatog¥vy in a sense
which is not that of St. Paul, and duapria has in the one passage a
meaning which it does not possess in the other.

Rom. viii. 18, wpos Ty pé\ovoav 86fav droxkalvdBijvar els fuds =
1 Pet. v. 1, 6 xal Tijs pel\odos dmoxadvmreafar 86&ys xowvwyds,

Rom. viil. 34, Xpiords "Inools . . . 8s éomy & Sefid Tob Peod=
1 Pet. iil. 22, 'Incob Xpiorod, s éorww &v 8ebid Tob @eod. Probably a
common form.

Rom. xii. 1, wapacrijoar & odpare Sudv Gvoiav {doav, dylav,
ebdpeorov 74 ®ed = 1 Pet. ii. 5, els iepdrevpa dyiov, avevéyxar mvevparikis
Ovolas elmpoodékrovs ®ed.  This is one of the most original passages
in Peter.

Rom. xii. 2=1 Pet. i. 14. Both have ovoympari{eafas, which is
not Jound elsewhere in the New Testament.

Rom. xii. 3-8 =1 Pet. iv. 10, 11. Both inculcate the duty of
diligence in the use of the diverse gifts of grace. The mode in
which the subject is treated is similar, but there is little resemblance
in phrase. St. Paul dwells upon the figure of the One Body, and
mentions prophecy ; both these points are missing in Peter.

Rom. xii. 9, 10, 5§ dydwy dvvmdkpires. dmwooTuyoivTes TO TOVYPLY,
koM dpevor 76 dyafd, T Phadedpia els dAMjlovs ¢hdoropyor=
1 Pet. 1. 22, Tas Yuxas Dudv jyvikéres év T vmaxo Tijs dAnbelas els
Phaderdplay dvvmdkpirov &k kapdlas dAAjAovs dyamrioare éxrevis.
There is little resemblance except in the word avvmdxpiros, which
is found also in Jas. iii. 17. Little importance can be attached to
Pthaderpia. _

Rom. xii. 14-19, ebAoyeire Tovs Sudkovras Tuds® edhoyeire xkai wi)
katapiofe . . . 70 adrd els dANjAovs Ppovodvres . . . pundevi kaxov
dvrt kaxod dwodiddvres . . . elpyveovres=1 Pet. iil. 8-12, Sudppoves

... py Gmwodidbvres kakdv dvrl kakod, %) Aowoplav dvrli Aodoplus,
Totvavriov 8¢ ebloyolvres . . . {ymyodre epjrmy kal Swfdro avriv.
In Peter ““seek peace, and ensue it,” is quoted from a Psalm ; but
there is a strong resemblance between the two passages.

Rom. xiii. 1-4=1 Pet. ii. 13-15. Duty of Obedience to
Magistrates. Here there is a considerable similarity, not so much in
expression as in the general idea. Like the sections on the Family
Duties in Ephesians, the passage may be a recognised commonplace.

There remains for consideration the remarkable similarity
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between Rom. ix. 33 and 1 Pet. ii. 6, 7. Here we find a peculiar
combination of quotations from the Old Testament which can hardly
have been made independently by two different writers. For the sake
of clearness the text may be broken up into its component clauses.

Rom. ix. 33, kabos yéyparrar.

(L) Bod Tibnpue ¢ & S, Isa.. xxviii 16a.

(ii.) )uoov rpoaxop,po.fos Kai 1re-rpuv oxav8dlov, Isa. viii. 14.

(iil.) xal 6 moTedwy ér ad7§ ob katawywiijoeras, Isa. xxviil. 164.

1 Pet. ii. 6, 7, 867 'rrepl.exa & 'ypudrn

(l. iii.) L30v 'nemu. & Etwv Aéfov dxpoywyialov, éxhextdv, &ripov-
xai 6 moTelwy ér’ alTd ob p) xa'ra.wxwa-g, Isa. xxviil. 16a 4.

piv odv 4 ‘rqu) Tois moTElovaw dmaTova 8¢

(1v) Meos bv dmedoxipaoav ol oixodopolvres, olros éyenify els
xedpalny 'ymwa.s, Ps. cxvn (cxvm) 22,

(ii.) xai Aifos mpookdpparos kal wérpa oxavddov, Isa. viil. 14.

In (i) there i is a remarkable departure from the original. The
LXX. has i8od éyd éuBdMo eis 1a ee#ez\ta Siwdv, which is a fair trans-
lation of the Hebrew (Behold, I lay in Zion for a foundation, R.V.).
In both writers this has been altered, in Peter we might suppose
because the Aiflos dxpoywriaios is regarded as the “head of the
comner,” in Romans because the stone is immediately spoken of as
Adfos wpookdppatos, a loose stone which could not be a foundation.

In (n ), agam, both writers abandon the text of the LXX,, whxch
has kai oby &s Abov wpookdppart cwavmjoesle, odde &s wérpas
mrdpare.  * The LXX. translators shrank from the plain sense, and
boldly substituted a loose paraphrase containing a negative which
inverts Isaiah’s drift” (Hort). Theodotion and Symmachus have
els Aifov mpookdpparos kal els mérpav wraparos: Aquila, els Aifov
wpookdpparos xai els orepedv okavdilov (Field, Hexapla). Both
St. Peter and St. Paul here represent the Hebrew original, but it is
not necessary to suppose that either invented the phrase Aiflos mpoo-
kOppatos kai wérpa oxavddiov. Von Soden thinks it probable that
both writers used a Greek Bible, the text of which differed from
that of the LXX (see Swete, [ntrod. to O.1. in Greek, pp. 47,
403).

But how are we to explain the peculiar combination of passages
which, as most critics have felt, can hardly be independent? Kiihl
argues positively that St. Paul has borrowed from St. Peter, because
(1) the words moredwy x.7.A. belong to the “chief corner stone elect
precious ” with which they are rightly connected in 1 Peter, while
their connexion with Aifos mpookdpparos in Romans 1s so harsh
that St. Paul could hardly have written as he does unless he had
somewhere seen the two passages of Isaiah brought into juxta-
position ; (2) the whole run of the passage in 1 Peter is easier
and more natural. Peter begins (ii. 4) by an allusion to Ps. cxviii

rand Isa. xxviiil, and proceeds in his habitual fashion to develop
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the allusion by quoting the two passages, and adding to them
Isa. viii. One word suggests another—Aifos &riyos, moreiwy,
T, dmorodvres, dmedoxipacav, Aifos wpookduparos. St Peter, it
may be added, elsewhere (Acts iv. 11) makes use of Ps. cxviii.,, but
St. Paul nowhere does so. There is some force in this argument
of Kuhl’s, though Dr. Hort dismisses it as a paradox. Yet the
facts admit of a different explanation. Volkmar (die a/ttestamentl.
Citate bei Paulus, p. 41) thinks that the early Christians may have
possessed anthologies of Messianic prophecies, and it is noticeable
that in Lk. xx. 17 the quotation from Ps. cxviii. is followed by
words (wds 6 meocwv ér’ éxeivov rov Alfov) which may be, or may
have been thought to be, an allusion to Isa. viii. 14. It is possible,
therefore, that St. Peter and St. Paul may both have drawn from a
common source (see Swete, pp. 394, 397)-

In the case of Romans as in that of Ephesians the resemblances
to 1 Peter are quite superficial, attaching only to current common-
places. As Ephesians is the most mystic, so Romans is the most
scholastic of the Pauline Epistles ; but not one of its salient features
in words, in imagery, in argument reappears in 1 Peter. If the author
of the latter Epistle was really familiar with the great 4pologia of St.
Paul, it is most singular that he should never draw any distinction
between Grace and Works, Spirit and Letter, Law and Promise ; that
he should omit the figure of the One Body in passages which were,
as some think, actually before his eyes ; that he should never touch
upon the rejection of Israel, or that he should speak of pre-
destination as he does (ii. 8) without a hint that any difficulty on
that subject had ever been suggested to him. In truth, the two
Epistles are as different as they can be, except that they have a few
not very remarkable phrases, and a couple of obvious practical
topics in common. It may be argued with some force that this
peculiar combination of agreement in the commonplace, and dis-
agreement in the remarkable, tends to prove the originality of St.
Peter. St. Paul might very easily have borrowed any of the phrases
quoted above. But if St. Peter was the borrower, it is surely a very
curious fact that he should carefully have avoided every one of that
large family of words, images, and ideas that St. Paul delights in.
We can, however, sufficiently explain the phenomena of the case
by supposing that the draughtsman of 1 Peter was one who had
often heard St. Paul preach. Or, again, all the resemblances may
very well be covered by what we may call the pulpit formule of
the time.

As regards Galatians, Von Soden rests his judgment on Gal
iii. 23,iv. 7=1 Pet. i. 4 sqq.; Gal. v. 13=1 Pet. 1. 16; Gal iv.
24=1 Pet. iii. 16. None of these points seems serious. But,
if a writer calling himself Pecter had read Galatians, it is hard to
believe that he would not have made some distinct allusion to the
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second chapter of that Epistle. The fact that no such allusion is
to be found in 1 Peter may be regarded as a strong indirect
argument in favour of its authenticity. If the author wrote before
the publication of Galatians, his silence is natural ; but, if he wrote
after that date, he must have possessed great strength of mind or
great dignity of position.

The Epistles to Timothy present little that is germane to our
present purpose, but the relation between Titus and 1 Peter
deserves closer consideration.

In the Address we find the word “elect” (Tit. i. 1=1 Pet. i 1),
The readers are “a peculiar people” (Aads wepiovoros, Tit. ii. 14=
Aads els wepuroinotw, 1 Pet. il 9), who are saved by the washing of
regeneration (Aovrpdv maliyyeveoias, Tit. iii. §=dvayervay, 1 Pet.i. 3;
owle Bdrriopa, 1 Pet. iii. 21). They are heirs according to hope
of eternal life (Tit. iil. 7=1 Pet. iil. 7, i. 3, 4), and throughout
this Pastoral Epistle hope is brought to the front as in 1 Peter and
Hebrews (L. 2, il. 13). The readers are redeemed (Avrpovofar,
Tit. ii. 14, here only is the verb used by St. Paul, =1 Pet. i. 18).
They are to deny worldly lusts (Tit. ii. 12=1 Pet. ii. r1), and
emphasis is laid on the necessity of good works (Tit. L 16,
iii. 1, 8, 14) and sound doctrine (Tit. i. g, ii. 1). Titus is “mine
own child,” ywmjotov Téxvov (Tit. i. 4), as Mark is Peter’s vids. The
authority of the Elder is rated very high, and Elder is here an
official title, though Bishop may be used as an alternative designa-
tion (Tit. i. 5, 7). St. Paul still maintains his own doctrinal
position (Tit. 1ii. 5), and is still vexed by those of the circumcision
(Tit. i 10). .

In Titus we also find another edition of the family duties (old
men and women, wives, young men, servants), and the special
phrases vworacoduevas Tois Wios dvBpdow—dpxats, éfovaias tmorda-
ogeofac: but these commonplaces occur also in Romans and
Ephesians.

Upon the whole, the resemblance between Titus and 1 Peter
lies not in mere words, as is the case in regard to the other Pauline
Epistles, but in ideas; and these ideas seem to imply a certain
change in St. Paul’s mental attitude towards discipline and ordi-
nances. But in this St. Paul was drawing perceptibly nearer to a
type of Church life older and stronger than that depicted in his
Epistles of the first and second groups—in other words, he was
approximating to the Petrine view, and the inference that 1 Peter is
older than the Pastoral Epistles has much to recommend it.

The affinity between 1 Peter and Hebrews is of a more intimate
kind. Let us take the facts as they are given by Von Soden with
some slight modification. The two documents employ in common a
considerable number of words and phrases not found elsewhere in
the New Testament, or not in the same sense and connexion, e.g.
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dvrlrvmos, wapemidyuos, yww&m, olxos (of the Church), Adyos Lav,
ew\oycav xAnpovouety, mouurjv (of Christ; but so also in John x.),
dvagpépewv (of sacrifice ; so also Jas. ii. 21) Other resemblances of
diction are to be found ; e.g. the Doxology (1 Pet. iv. 11 = Heb. xiii.
21); the final prayer (1 Pet. v. 10=Heb. xiii. 21); elpijyyv Sudrew
(1 Pet. iii. 11=Heb. xii. 14); the reproach of Christ (1 Pet. iv.
14=Heb. xi. 26, xili. 13); ér' éoxdrov 7dv Huepdv Or Tdv Xxpovey
(1 Pet. i. 20=Heb. i. 2). There is an affinity between the terms
used of the work of Redemption, duwpos of Christ (1 Pet. i. 19=
Heb. ix. 14), mmé (1 Pet. iii. 18=Heb. ix. 28), the phrases
ava¢e’p€w dpaprias (1 Pet. il. 24 =Heb. ix. 28) and pavriopuds (1 Pet.
i. 2=Heb. xii. 24). Faith is nearly identified with énis;, and
the object of Faith is the invisible (1 Pet. i 8=Heb. xi. 1). It
is the habit of both writers to clothe their admonitions in Old
Testament words, to use Old Testament personages as examples,
and transfer Old Testament predicates to the Christian Church.
Patience under suffering is enforced by the example of our Lord
(1 Pet. ii. 2123, iii. 17, 18 =Heb. xii. 1-3). Both Epistles describe
themselves as short exhortations (1 Pet. v. 12 =Heb. xiii. 22) ; both
authors are bracing their readers to endure persecution which is
impending, and is a sign of the end (1 Pet. iv. 7, 17-19=Heb. x

Von Soden himself considers that these resemblances are
sufficiently accounted for by the supposition that the authors
were contemporaries, and breathed the same spiritual atmosphere.
The affinities, however, are very close, and the two Epistles may
be said to belong to the same school of thought, which is neither
Johannine nor Pauline; on the great question of the relation of
the Law to the Gospel they seem to be in complete accord. Their
resemblances should be borne in mind when we come to compare
the Petrine and Pauline theologies.

The points of contact between 1 Peter and the Apocalypse are
that Christians are called 8otAo. ®eod (1 Pet. ii. 16 = Apoc. i. 1), and
priests (1 Pet. ii. 9=Apoc. i. 6, v. 10); that Christ is Shepherd
(1 Pet. ii. 25, v. 4=Apoc. vii. 17), and Lamb (1 Pet.i. 19, dpuvds=
Apoc. v. 6, dpviov). There is a doxology to Christ (1 Pet. iv. 11=
Apoc. i 6), Rome is called Babylon (1 Pet. v. 13=Apoc. xiv. 8
and five other passages). There is a certain similarity between
arédavos Tis 86¢ns (1 Pet. v. 4) and orédavos rijs {wijs (Apoc. ii. 10),
and tue metaphor of gold tried in the fire is employed in both (1 Pet.
1. 7=Apoc. iii. 18). For our purpose the most important of these
points is the use of Babylon for Rome. There is a certain affinity
between the minds of the two authors; the imagination of both is
concrete not abstract, and it was not without some fitness that an
Apocalypse was composed in the name of Peter. But there is nothing
to show that the one book was known to the author of the other.
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But there can be little doubt that a positive literary connexion
exists between James and 1 Peter. The student may compare
especially 1 Pet. i. 1=7Jas, i. 1 (the Diaspora); 1 Pet. i. 6, 7=
Jas. i 2, 3 (Soxipmeov); 1 Pet. i 23-il. 2=Jas. 1. 10, 11, 18-22;
1 Pet. v. 5—9=]Jas. iv. 6, 7, 10. The general opinion is that the
one writer was acquainted with the work of the other; and Von
Soden agrees with Grimm, Holtzmann, Briickner, Weiss, Usteri,
that St. James was the borrower. Intrinsic probability is in favour
of this view. We can sometimes explain St. Peter’s phrases by
showing how he came to form them (see notes on 8oxiuiov and on
dydmy koAvmres wAfifos dpaprmidv: this last instance seems very
strong), while the corresponding phrase in the Epistle of St. James
seems to have been picked up ready made. Dr. Hort, however,
is of opinion that the Epistle of St. James was used by St. Peter ;
and the same view is held by Dr. Mayor (article on Epistle of James
in Hastings’ Dictionary of the Bible).

Von Soden thinks that in 1 Peter we cannot fail to observe a
large number of allusions to the Gospels in some pre-canonical
shape. This is a point of great importance, for it may be main-
tained that St. Peter stands appreciably nearer to the Synoptical
Gospels than any other apostolical writer.

The use of the leading facts in our Lord’s history is much the
same as we find elsewhere. Here we have Father, Son, and Spirit ;
the Passion, Crucifixion, Resurrection, and Ascension; the Second
Advent; the sacrament of Baptism. A peculiar feature of the
Epistle is the Preaching of Christ in Hades, to which we have an
allusion in Matt. xxvii. 51-53. But besides these, there are a
number of phrases which may well be regarded as reminiscences
of the Gospel story. We may take as the general standard of
reference the Gospel of St. Luke, to which 1 Peter shows upon
the whole the nearest resemblance—1 Pet. i. 10=Luke x. 24, 25;
1 Pet. i. 11, 21 =Luke xxiv. 26 ; 1 Pet. i. 13=Luke xii. 35; 1 Pet.
i. 17=Luke xi. 2; 1 Pet. i. 23=Luke viii. 12; 1 Pet. ii. 7=Luke
xx. 17, 18 ; 1 Pet. iii. g =Luke vi. 28 ; 1 Pet. iv. 10=Luke xii. 42;
1 Pet ii. 1z=Matt. v. 16; 1 Pet. iii. 14=Matt. v. 0. We may
add certain points of resemblance between 1 Peter and the Gospel
of St. John—r1 Pet. i. 3=John iii. 3; 1 Pet. i. 23=John i. 13;
1 Pet. i. 19=John i. 29; 1 Pet. ii. 25=John x. 11; 1 Pet. v. 2=
John xxi. 16. Any single one of these allusions may be disputed,
but much will remain. Von Soden remarks that we do not find in
1 Peter certain ideas or phrases which are familiar in the Synoptical
Gospels, especially Kingdom of God and Son of Man. We have
an allusion to the kingdom in the Bagilewov iepdrevpa of ii. 9, and
our Lord never appears to have been called Son of Man except by
St. Stephen.

Our Epistle has certain words in common with Acts—arapoiwia,
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mpdyvaas, éxrevijs, ékreviss, xaxoty, evilew (to astonish), Xpioriavds,
dyaAdv (in Gospels and Apoc.), dyvoa (in Eph.), d&',u.wos‘, &[J.V(;S
(in John’s Gospel), awez)\ew, Swaodlev (in Matt. and Luke), Tyepdy
(in Gospels), rxarakvpievew (in Matt and Mark), wsptexew (of the
conter;ts of a document), ovvrpéxew (in Mark), govels (in Matt. and
Apoc

A few other parallelisms may be noted we may divide them
into phrases connected in Acts—(i.) with St. Peter, (ii.) with St. Paul.

(i.) Petrine. God is no respecter of persons, 1 Pet. i 17=
Acts x. 34; the soul is purified through faith, 1 Pet. i. 22 =Acts
xv. 9; Ps. cxviil. quoted, 1 Pet. ii. 4=Acts iv. 11; the Christian
rejoices in shame, 1 Pet. iv. 13, 16 =Acts v. 41; the qualification
of an apostle is that he is a “witness,” 1 Pet. v. 1=Acts i. §, 22,
V. 32, X. 39. (ii.) Pauline. Heathenism is ignorance, 1 Pet. i. 14
=Acts xvii. 30; God has called the Christian out of darkness into
light, t Pet. ii. 9= Acts xxvi. 18; feed the flock, 1 Pet. v. 2=
Acts xx. 28 (or John xxi. 15).

The evidence of style, vocabulary, phraseology does not appear
to afford any conclusive evidence of either the absolute or relative
date of 1 Peter. It has been dated after Ephesians, or after 62 ;
between Ephesians and Romans, between 62 and 58; or before
Romans. For each of these opinions plausible grounds may be
alleged. Such uncertainty attaches from the nature of things to all
arguments drawn from language or ideas, unless the marks of
derivation are strong and clear. In the present case, if it be
granted that there is a connexion, direct or indirect, between
Romans and 1 Peter, we cannot cut the knot by the round asser-
tion that St. Paul could not have borrowed from St. Peter. On
the contrary, the supposition in itself is probable enough. We
must therefore look round and consider what other means we have
at our disposal for fixing the relative dates of the documents in
question.

§ 5. ON THE ALLUSIONS TO PERSECUTION IN I PETER.

The date of our Epistle will depend in part on the exact signi-
ficance: of those allusions to the sufferings of Christians in which
it abounds. It will therefore be necessary to survey the history of
Jersecution during the period in question ; and we cannot well stop
short of the Rescript of Trajan, for it has been held that the
language of the Epistle is such as could not have been employed
till after the issue of the famous directions to Pliny. We may
take in order the state of things depicted in Acts, in the Epistles,
in the Apocalypse, and in profane history. After this review, it
will be possible, perhaps, to attach a definite value to the phrase:
ology of St. Peter.
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In the Book of Acts the treatment of the rising Church within
the limits of Judaea proper depends mainly on the attitude of the
Sanhedrin, though the reign of Herod Agrippa 1. comes in as an
interlude. Even under Roman rule the Sanhedrin, the Court of
the Seventy-one, enjoyed very considerable power. Theoretically,
its authority did not exist outside of the eleven toparchies which
made up Judaea proper ; Galilee and Samaria were exempt from its
jurisdiction ; but wherever a synagogue of Jews was to be found,
its orders were executed so far as the secular authorities would
sanction or connive. Within Judaea the Sanhedrin could order
arrests (Matt. xxvi. 47 ; Mark xiv. 43; Acts iv. 3, v. 17, 18), and
could finally dispose of any case which did not involve the death
penalty (Acts iv. §~23, v. 21-40). It could even pronounce sen-
tence of death, though all judgments of this nature were invalid
until ratified by the procurator (John xviii. 31). The procurator
was not compelled to guide himself by the Jewish law, but he was
at liberty to take this course, and often did so. Indeed, in one
most remarkable case, the Roman governor appears to have had no
option. If any one, who was not a Jew, intruded into the inner
court of the temple, he was put to death, and even the privilege
of Roman citizenship did not save the offender from his doom
(see Schiirer, The Jewish Pegple in the Time of Christ, English
trans. 1I. i. 184 sqq.).

Thus in the Book of Acts we find the Sanhedrin arresting,
imprisoning, flogging, and menacing the apostles. Shortly after-
wards the rapid increase in the number of the brethren led to the
stoning of St. Stephen. It is most likely that this bloody deed was
in excess of jurisdiction ; still it was the act of the Sanhedrin; its
method was in strict accordance with Jewish law; and it shows at
least what extravagances might be and were tolerated by the Roman
government. The death of St. Stephen was followed by a short
reign of terror. Pushed on probably by the fiery energy of Saul,
the Sanhedrin ordered domiciliary visitation.  Many were cast
into prison, and many fled from Jerusalem. At the same time
it seems to have been possible for Peter and John to remain
unharmed in the sacred city. But Saul even went so far as to
set out for Damascus, armed with a warrant, which he had per-
suaded the high priest to grant, empowering him to arrest
Christians, man or woman, and bring them away in chains to
Jerusalem for trial. Such a warrant would, of course, need endorse-
ment, but Saul does not appear to have felt the slightest doubt
that he would obtain the exeguatur of the civil authority. Who
this was is not quite certain; but Aretas, who within three years
was SO anxious to apprehend Saul himself on the same charge of
Christianity, was possibly already master of the city.

That Saul was the prime mover and instigator of this violent
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measure appears from the fact that from the moment of his con-
version the persecution ceased. Not only in Samaria and Galilee
but in Judaea, the legitimate sphere of the Sanhedrin’s power, the
Churches had rest and were edified. From this time the anger of
the Jewish powers seems to have concentrated itself with undying
animosity on the head of him whom they regarded as the great
renegade and traitor, and the chief enemy of the sacred law.
When Saul revisited Jerusalem for the first time after his conversion,
we read that the Jews “went about to slay him.” Some years
later, Herod Agrippa, perhaps taking occasion of discontent excited
by the famine in the reign of Claudius, vexed certain of the Church,
beheaded St. James, and imprisoned St. Peter. Peter was released
by an angel, and “went into another place,”—fled for refuge, prob-
ably, to some spot outside Herod’s jurisdiction. But the king died
shortly afterwards, the persecution did not outlive him, and as
" far as we can gather from Acts, the Christians in Judaea lived a
quiet life till Paul, no longer Saul, reappeared upon the scene, after
the end of his third mission journey. On this occasion, again, the
fury of the Jews seems to have bent itself entirely against the
Apostle of the Gentiles, whom they would undoubtedly have killed,
if they had not been prevented by the Roman government.

St. Luke, however, tells us little of the condition of the Church
in Jerusalem from the time when St. Paul began his mission labours.
There are some words in the First Epistle to the Thessalonians
which may point to troubles of which we do not read in the Book
of Acts—* For ye, brethren, became followers of the Churches of
God which in Judaea are in Christ Jesus: for ye also have suffered
like thmgs of your own countrymen, even as they have of the
Jews” (I ii. 14). There was probably many a scourging and many
an imprisonment of which we have no record. Even without these
penalties a people like the Jews, in which the Church is identical
with the nation, has the power of inflicting, by excommunication
and social outlawry, sufferings of a very poignant kind. No doubt
this power was used then, as it is now in India.

In the countries which St. Paul traversed as a missionary he wasg
far away from the domains of the Sanhedrin, yet even here his
enemies were able to reach him. They drove him out of Antioch
and Iconium, and stoned him at Lystra. Even in Europe, at
Thessalonica, Beroea, and Corinth, they were strong enough to
occasion dangerous tumults. But in Greece the Jewish law was
held in scanty reverence. Any disturbance came immediately
before a Gentile magistrate, whose sole care was for the maintenance
of order. A high official, like Gallio, would not at this time dream
of going into points of theology, the only question he would ask
would be, who began the brawl, and the answer might be anything
but satisfactory to the ruler of the synagogue. But at Philippi, and
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again at Ephesus, we catch sight of one result of the new faith
which led instantly to serious trouble, and was fraught with evil
consequences in the future. Nearly every way in which a man
gained his living in the Greco-Roman world was connected with
idolatry, but the law insisted that every man should be allowed to
gain his living without interference. At Philippi, Paul and Silas
were flogged and imprisoned for stopping the trade of some men
who kept a slave-girl to tell fortunes, and it is curious to notice that
these rogues were the first to formulate the real crime of the Christian
missionary. They charged the apostles not with disloyalty to Caesar,
but with “teaching customs which it is not lawful for us to receive,
neither to observe, being Romans.” They had seen at a glance,
with the keen eye of a disappointed tradesman, that heathenism
and Christianity were two incompatible lives. Later on the same
cause brought the apostle into collision with the silversmiths of
Ephesus, who drove a profitable trade in silver images of Artemis.
These men also found their receipts falling off, and at once appealed
to mob-law. We read no more of these incidents, but it is evident
that we have here a cause of hostility which would be immediately
and universally operative. In every town and village where Chris-
tianity struck root the local tradesman would find his custom
diminished, and his shop placed under what we have learned to
call a boycott. He would protest against this, and the magistrate
would be quite ready to help him with a strong hand.

The references to persecution in the Epistles of St. Paul are in
the same key as those in the Pauline chapters of the Book of Acts.
In Thessalonians we read of afflictions, persecutions, and tribulations
(11 6,ii. 2, 14,iii. 3; IT i. 4). The apostle is afraid that his novices
may be “moved” by these trials; but the phrases he employs
and the tone in which he speaks are such as might be employed of
the sufferings, for instance, of a Hindu convert in British India.
In Galatians we find only the words “did ye suffer so much in
vain?” In Romans we read how Priscilla and Aquila had laid
down their own necks for the apostle’s life; in order to save
St. Paul they had brought themselves into some real danger of
death either at Corinth (Acts xviii. 12) or at Ephesus (Acts xix. 23),
and there is a passing allusion to the sword (Rom. viii. 35), which
is perhaps not to be interpreted literally. In Corinthians, St. Paul
appeals repeatedly to his own sufferings as the seal of his commission
(Iiv. 9, xv. 32; II iv. g, vi. 5, xi. 23). Some of these passages
show that the narrative of St. Luke gives a very inadequate idea
of the apostle’s persecutions. It may well be that the Jews were
fiercer against St. Paul than against the other apostles, and that
he had really more to bear; certainly he claims this distinction
(II xi. 23); and again his words may be used to show how much
pain was endured by the early believers in silence. But the
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apostle does not speak as if the Corinthians themselves had much
to fear.

In the Epistles of the Captivity and the Pastoral Epistles we
perceive the same tone. The apostle speaks naturally of his own
chain and his own fears. He exhorts the Philippians (i. 28-30)
not only to believe on Christ, but also to suffer for His sake ; but
the exhortation is not specially pressing or urgent. Even in his
second captivity he speaks of his own death as imminent (z Tim.
iv. 6), but gives no indication of any special peril hanging over the
heads of the brethren. They dared not stand by him at his first
answer (#6:d. 16); but the apostle would hardly have blamed their
timidity, if Nero’s fury against the Church had already declared
itself.

So far it would seem as if the ordinary Christian, though he had
much to bear, was not confronted by any perils, except such as a
sincere and resolute believer might be expected to overcome. In
the Epistle to the Hebrews we come upon an entirely different state
of things. The Epistle comes from a Church where many were in
bonds, and many were bearing great sufferings (xaxovxodpevor), and
its language is marked by that stern solemnity which betokens the
imminence of the supreme moment. The Hebrews are warned
against apostasy, as a quite possible and yet absolutely unforgivable
offence, worse than any death (vi. 6, x. 26-39). So far they had
done well ; they had taken joyfully the spoiling of their goods. But a
worse and more fearful trial was at hand. And at last we come to
the decisive words: “ Ye have not yet resisted unto blood.”

Here we have a new language. The time has arrived when
Christians saw their property confiscated by process of law, and
when not apostles only, but everybody must make up his mind
whether he was or was not ready to shed his blood for the Name’s
sake. The State has drawn the sword. What is the particular
persecution referred to we cannot say, but it was clearly widely
spread. It was in full action in the Church from which the letter
came, and it had begun in the Church to which the letter is
addressed. It may very well have been the persecution of Nero.

The Apocalypse was, no doubt, written later. Many had been
slain for the word of God (vi. g), one of them, Antipas, at Pergamos,
(ii. 13). - Rome was drunken with the blood of the saints, and with
the blood of the martyrs of Jesus (xvil. 6, xvili:.24). We need not
ask whether this language refers to the time of Nero or of Domitian.
The point is that it is quite different from the language of Acts or of
the Pauline Epistles. Christian blood had been shed deliberately,
not by Jews, but by the pagan government. The fact caused an
indescribable shock of horror, alarm, and execration. After this no
Christian could speak of tribulation or persecution in the same tone
as before.
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What kind of language, then, is used on this subject in the First
Epistle of St. Peter? ‘

Christians were spoken against as evil-doers (ii. 12). So they
were in the time of Nero (Tac. Aun. xv. 44), and so they had been
by the masters of the Philippian slave-girl. They suffered reproach
for the name of Christ (iv. 14). So also did the apostles in the
very first days of the Church (Acts v. 41). They were to be ready
to give an answer to every man that asked a reason of their hope
(iii. 15), and even to suffer for righteousness’ sake (iii. 14 ; compare
Matt. v. 10~12). Suffering in St. Peter’s mind does not by any
means necessarily extend to death, even when it is spoken of in
immediate connexion with the death of Christ. Thus we read:
¢ Forasmuch then as Christ hath suffered for us in the flesh, arm
yourselves likewise with the same mind : for he that hath suffered
in the flesh hath ceased from sin ; that he no longer should live the
rest of his time in the flesh to the lusts of men, but to the will of
God” (iv. 1, 2). There is but one passage that seems to go beyond
these: “ Let none of you suffer as a murderer, or a thief, or an evil-
doer, or as a meddler in strange matters (dA\Morproemioromos; see
note on the passage) ; but if as a Christian, let him not be ashamed ;
but let him glorify God in this name.” Itis urged that murderers
were put to death by process of law, and that, therefore, the Chris-
tian who is coupled with them must have been in the same danger.
But thieves were not put to death, not to speak of “busybodies ”
(or whatever the word so translated may mean). And suffering. as
has already been pointed out, need not by any means imply loss of
life. The passage is, beyond a doubt, ambiguous, to say the least,
and St. Peter could not have spoken ambiguously, if both himself
and those whom he addresses were in imminent peril of the death
sentence. If we recall the language of the Epistle to the Hebrews
and of the Apocalypse, it seems quite clear that Christian blood
had not been shed in any formal systematic way by the Roman
government at the time when St. Peter wrote.

Professor Ramsay, in his Churck in the Roman Empire, maintains
that not only is State persecution referred to in the Epistle, but that
this persecution had already entered on a later and more formidable
stage. He holds that “Nero introduced the principle of punishing
the Christians ” on the ground that * certain acts which all Christians
were regularly guilty of were worthy of death” (p. 244); in other
words, that at first Christians were executed for what Pliny calls the
fagitia cohaerentia nomini, the crimes and moral offences which
were popularly believed to be practised in secret by all members of
the Church. But between 75 and 8o A.D., under the reign of the
Flavian emperors, a new form of process was adopted. Henceforth
the Christian was condemned propter nomen ipsum. No charge of
crime or immorality was brought against him ; he was simply asked,
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“Are you a Christian?” Further, the Christian was placed in the
same class as the sacrilege, latrones, plagiarii, fures, who were to be
hunted out by the Roman governors in pursuance of their standing
instructions (Digest, i. 18. 13); and in whose case no definite accuser
was needed. Trajan by his famous Rescript adopted in the main
the Flavian policy, but ameliorated the position of the Church in
so far as he forbade the governors to seek out Christians, and
required proceedings against them to be set on foot by an informer
who should give his name and take responsibility for his action.
Thus the Rescript “marks the end of the old system of uncom-
promising hostility.” In conclusion, Mr. Ramsay thinks that the
First Epistle of St. Peter was written “soon after Vespasian’s
resumption of the Neronian policy in a more precise and definite
form,” probably about 8o A.D. (see Church in Roman Empire,
p. 196 5qq.).’

But this elaborate argument is really baseless. There is no
evidence whatever that a new form of procedure against Christianity
was adopted by the Flavians. Mr. Ramsay builds his view almost
entirely on the words of St. Peter, “If ye be reproached for the
name of Christ” (iv. 14), which he regards as substantially identical
with the phrase of Pliny, propter ipsum nomen, * for the name alone,”
and takes as meaning that Christians at this time were punished as
such, and not as evil-doers. But St. Peter tells us that Christians
were regarded as evil-doers (ii. 12), and he says, ¢ for the name,” not
“for the name alone.” It is surely obvious that, whatever the
pagan might say, the Christian would from the first regard the
sufferings entailed by his profession as borne ‘“for the name” and
for no other cause, however the true issue might be disguised by
the malice or prejudice of his adversaries. Nor, again, can Mr.
Ramsay be right in maintaining that Pliny followed a mode of pro-
cedure marked out for him by the Flavian cognitiones. Pliny
expressly says that he did not know anything about the method
which had been pursued in these cases. He invented a method for
himself, and the object of his despatch is to obtain from Trajan
a sanction for what he had done, and a clear direction for his future
guidance in a matter which had proved much more serious than he
anticipated. Certain persons had been definitely informed against
as Christians (deferebantur). These he simply asked, three times
over, whether they were Christians, warning them at the same time
of the consequences of their reply. Those who persisted in their
faith he ordered for immediate execution (duci iussi), except some
who were Roman citizens ; these he directed to be sent to Rome
for trial there. Here we have an instance of the regular three
summonses, disobedience to which constituted the offence of con-
tumacia (Digest, xlii. 1. 53). Pliny possessed the undefined and
formidable power of coercitio. He simply ordered these unfortunate
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people to give up their faith, and, on their refusal, dealt with them as
rebels. Later on, an anonymous accuser posted up or sent to Pliny
a list of many names of persons who were liable to the same charge.
These Pliny examined ; clearly he had taken alarm at the magnitude
of the task before him. Some denied that they were or ever had
been Christians ; these he ordered to worship the gods and Caesar,
and especially to “curse Christ,” and, on their compliance, dis-
missed. Others asserted that, though they had been Christians,
they had ceased to be so. When these also had justified themselves
by the same tests, Pliny proceeded to find out from them, what one
would think he might have tried to learn at an earlier stage of the
proceedings, what Christianity really was. They told him that it
was not a conspiracy but a religion, that it consisted in the worship
of Christ as God, that there were no flagitsa at all, and that the
reason why they had left the Church was, that the religious practices
of Christians conflicted with the law against clubs or guilds
(%etaeriae). Pliny obtained corroboration of this statement by
putting to the torture two slave-women, who were possibly deacon-
esses (guae ministrae dicebantur). Upon the whole, he came to the
conclusion that Christianity was nothing worse than a debased
and extravagant superstition. And so he turns to the emperor and
asks whether he had done right; whether he is to punish Christianity
as such (nomen ipsum), or only wicked and criminal Christians
(fagitia cohaerentia nomini); whether Christianity is a crime like
.murder, for which repentance is no atonement, or a merely religious
offence, which change of mind wipes out; and, lastly, whether it
admits of degrees and distinctions, or whether all offenders, man
and woman, young and old, are to be treated with the same
severity.

Trajan replies that Pliny has acted rightly, and proceeds to state
certain rules for his future guidance. Christianity is not a crime
like others, and no definite formula can be laid down. Christians
are not to be hunted out, like notorious malefactors, by the police,
1he contumacious are to be put to death ; those who recant may be
discharged. But anonymous accusations are on no account to be
reccived. They are bad in themselves, and the spirit of the age
condemns them.

In these last words the emperor administers a severe and well-
merited rebuke to Pliny. But Pliny’s despatch throughout is as
silly and helpless a production as was ever penned. First he puts
men to death without inquiry, then he inquires, and then he does
not know what to do. We can gather little from him for our
present purpose beyond the fact that cogmitiones had been held
upon Christians in Rome, probably not long before and not
infrequently.

The precise effect of Trajan’s Rescript has been much debated.
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Some have held that it altered the position of the Christian for the
better, some for the worse. It may be maintained that it made no
difference at all. “So far as I can see,” says Professor Harnack,
“Tertullian is the only independent witness for the Rescript in
ecclesiastical literature.” It is not mentioned in the Rescript of
Hadrian. In the Vienna persecution the proconsul acted without
any reference to it ; “sought out” Christians ; listened to charges of
“ Thyestean banquets and Oedipodean incest” ; ; tortured Blandina,
Sanctus, Biblias, Pothinus, to ascertain the truth of these horrid
stories, just as Pliny had done; finally, wrote to Rome for instruc-
tions, and received much the same answer as Pliny (Eus. A, £. v. 1.
14, 19, 20, 25, 29, 44, 47, 52). It is not clear what was the force
of a Rescript in the time of Trajan. Gaius, writing under Marcus
Aurelius, says that it has never been doubted that a Rescript has
the force of law ; yet again he tells us that a letter from the emperor
had not always a general application (Gaius, i. 2, §, 73, in Huschke,
Turisprudentiae anteiustinianae quae supersunt, pp. 171, 189g—the text
in the last passage is uncertain). Before the time of Hadrian there
are very few traces of general rescripts (see the /ndex Fontium at the
end of Huschke), and they seem to be unknown to Tacitus. The
Emperor Macrinus, who was an accomplished lawyer (see his Life in
Hist. Aug. chap. 13), at one time thought of repealing all the
rescripts of his predecessors, “saying it was monstrous that the will
of Commodus and Caracallus and other ignorant men should be
counted law, when Trajan never answered petitions (cum Traianus
numgquam libellis responderit)” Macrinus was thinking, perhaps,
rather of favours or exemptions granted by rescript; but he could
hardly have said what he did if Trajan’s rescripts laid down general
rules, modified accepted methods of procedure, and formed a new
law to be followed in all similar cases.

At any rate it seems clear that Trajan’s Rescript was not pub-
lished, or was not included in the directions given to provincial
governors. It was not known at Vienna; just as another rescript
referred to by Tertullian (ad Scapulam, 4), by which Christians were
ordered to be beheaded, not burnt alive, was not known, or not
obeyed, in his province.

Yet Trajan’s words clearly dictate a sterner line of conduct than
Pliny would probably have followed if left to himself. What the
emperor approves is Pliny’s treatment of his first batch of prisoners.
Pliny had inquired into the fagit/a. But Trajan tells him that this
is mere waste of time ; the offence is the nomen fpsum. Gradually,
as the issues of the struggle between paganism and the Church
became clearer, this rule prevailed. The Christian was not allowed
to plead his loyalty or his moral innocence. His mouth was shut,
and his trial resolved itself into a plain yes or no. Hence the bitter
complaints of the Apologists that the Christian, unlike all other
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offenders, was punished for a mere name (Justin, 4pol. i 4;
Athenagoras, Swppl. 2; Tatian, Oratio ad Graecos, 27; Theo-
philus Antioch. i. 1; Tertullian, 4po/l. 1). The best illustration of
the justice of these complaints may be found in the Acts of the
Scillitan Martyrs (the date is A.D. 180 ; see the text in Zexts and
Studies, edit. J. A. Robinson, p. 112 sqq., Cambridge, 1891).

We have been wandering rather far afield in the latter part of
this discussion. But the reader who will consider the Rescript
of Trajan, the way in which Tacitus speaks of the Neronian per-
secution (Annals, xv. 44), the language of the Apocalypse and even
of the Epistle to the Hebrews, will feel that the First Epistle of
St: Peter must come in point of date before them all. At the time
when it was written Babylon had not yet unmasked all its terrors,
and the ordinary Christian was not in immediate danger of the
tuntca ardens, or the red-hot iron chair, or the wild beasts, or the
stake.

§ 6. DOCTRINE, DISCIPLINE, AND ORGANISATION
IN I PETER.

It has been argued in preceding sections that r Peter was
probably not composed by the hand of the apostle himself—that,
though the ideas of the Epistle are those of St. Peter, the words, to
a degree which cannot be precisely ascertained, belong to his
draughtsman—that the resemblances of expression between 1 Peter
and the Pauline Epistles turn upon phrases and topics of a
commonplace kind, do not include any of the favourite words,
ideas, or metaphors of St. Paul, and generally are not such as to
prove a literary use of any of the Pauline Epistles by the author
or composer of 1 Peter, and that the language of 1 Peter on the
subject of Christian suffering is such as to lead to the conclusion
that our Epistle was written before the outbreak of the Neronian
persecution. We may now turn to another topic, the realisation of
the Christian idea as it is presented to us in 1 Peter. The question
is of some interest as regards the date, but may be called vital as
regards the authenticity of the Epistle. Does 1 Peter represent, as
has been said, “a step in the process by which Pauline ideas passed
into the consciousness of the Church”? If so, the author may have
been a very good man, but he was certainly not St. Peter, though
he decked himself with the apostle’s name. This opinion is, how-
ever, widely entertained by scholars of great authority. Professor
Hamack (Chronologie, p. 452) holds that “the author of 1 Peter is
thoroughly imbued with the spirit of Pauline Christianity,” and
many other scholars use terms implying that he was a docile but
not very intelligent disciple of the one great apostle. Indeed, many
go further still, and regard St. Paul as having given such a stamp,
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such a direction and impulse to Christianity, that he might without
impropriety be called its founder. It must be of importance to get
clear ideas upon this point.

Let us endeavour, then, to see what is the agreement, and what is
the disagreement, between St. Paul and St. Peter. It will be argued
in the following pages that in what we may call dogma the two
apostles are substantially in accord ; that in the practical sphere St.
Peter differs widely from St. Paul, not as one who misunderstands a
teacher, but as one who looks at things from a different point of
view. It will be argued also, and this is a point that is usually
passed over, that, where the two differ, St. Peter stands perceptibly
nearer to the evangelists and to the Book of Acts. We may
venture to assume here that Acts is a genuine history, written by
St. Luke, an educated, intelligent, sincere man, who had personal
knowledge of much that he relates, and took pains to inform
himself about the rest.

It is of the highest importance that we should study the
differences between the sacred writers. As yet this task has hardly
been attempted except by Baur and Ritschl with their respective
followers. Baur was a Hegelian, and the Hegelian theory of
history, with its perpetual thesis and antithesis, led him to -imagine
that there were great differences in dogma between the Twelve and
St. Paul. Yet Hegelianism has the great merit of giving to Art,
Knowledge, and Discipline their true value as means of education.
Ritschl was a Kantian, and Kantism may be called the philosophy
of Lutheranism. From the Kantian point of view Art, Knowledge,
and Discipline have no religious worth, and the one thing necessary
is Faith. Hence the disciplinary system of 1 Pcter is to be
regarded as a degradation or misapprehension of the Pauline view
of freedom. On the other hand, theologians as a rule have refused
to see any differences at all. One school has interpreted the whole
of the New Testament in terms of St. Peter, another in terms of
St. Paul. Since the time of Mr. Maurice there has been a strong
tendency in England to make St. John the norm. But the duty of -
the critic is neither to separate things which are the same, nor to
confuse things which are different. Harmonising, as it is wrongly
called, is the more pressing danger of the two. Out of it flow all
our mutual excommunications, and by it we impoverish the rich
variety of the Christian life.

There are, as is well known, grave practical differences between
eminent and sincere Christians. Is it absurd to maintain that these
differences have always existed, that they are to be found in the
Gospels, that they correspond to the ancient and inevitable distinc-
tion between the Realist and the Nominalist, that they caused as
much heat in primitive times as in our own, that they brought even
apostles into sharp antagonisms, that in effect St. Peter was the first
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great High Churchman, and St. Paul the first great Low Church-
man? At any rate we may look at matters from this point of view,
and endeavour to ascertain how far it is in agreement with facts.

That the dogmatic teaching of the two apostles was identical we
know on indisputable authority, that of St. Paul himself. In the
Conference at Jerusalem the apostles “added nothing to him,” in
other words they approved his creed, there was no dispute about
the essential points of the truth of the gospel (Gal. ii. 6). And at
a moment when St. Paul’s feelings were warmly excited, and he was
the less likely to minimise differences, he based his rebuke of St.
Peter on the very fact that in theology they occupied common
ground: “We, who are Jews by nature, and not sinners of the
Gentiles, knowing that a man is not justified by the works of the
law, but by the faith of Jesus Christ” (Gal. ii. 15, 16). Such words
could not possibly have been uttered and written down, after time
for reflexion had intervened, if St. Paul had been divided from St.
Peter by such a gulf as Baur imagined.

Let us endeavour to see how the matter stands. It will be well
to begin by considering how far the theology of the Epistle agrees
with the doctrine of St. Peter, as he is depicted by St. Luke in the
Book of Acts. The following points call for notice. In Acts (ii.
22) St Peter calls the Saviour 'Incoliv 7ov Nalwpaiov. In the
Epistle the name Jesus is not used by itself, and the nickname
“ Nazoraean” has given way to the other nickname ¢ Christian”
(see note on 1 Pet. iv. 16). In the Epistle we do not find the
phrase mats @eod (Acts iii. 13) ; but the passage of Isaiah, from which
the phrase is taken, is constantly before the writer's eyes. Much
significance has been found in two expressions that are used by St.
Peter in Acts—dyvdpa dmodedeiypévov dmd Tod @eov (ii. 22), and Kipiov
alrov kal Xpiorov 6 @eds éroinae (ii. 36)—which have been thought to
involve what was afterwards known as the Adoptianist view. But
they do not necessarily involve it, and language of precisely the
same character is found in the Epistle to the Hebrews, the author
of which was certainly not an Adoptianist (i. 2, 8v &yxe kAnpovdéuor
wdvrav, 8 ol kal émoinoe Tols aldvas: 4, kpelrrov yevduevos TV
dyyéwv: iil. 2, 'Inoolv motov Svra 76 woujoavre adrdv). The
relation between the divine and human natures of our Lord is not
expressed in the New Testament with the precision insisted upon
by later theology. Even St. John writes that “the Word became
fiesh ” (i. 14), and in the Zestaments of the Twelve Patriarcks we
find phrases that might seem to involve psilanthropism side by side
with others that might be interpreted as Sabellianism (see Sinker's
Introduction, p. 91 sqq.). But the broad similarity between the
Peter of the Acts and the Peter of the Epistle is so strong that it far
outweighs these verbal differences. In Acts, as in the Epistle, Jesus
was crucified by the foreknowledge of God (Acts ii. 23); God hath
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raised Him up, and now He is exalted at the right hand of God (ii
32, 33), to return once more at the restitution of all things and
judge both quick and dead (x. 42). Even the most striking pecu-
liarity of the Epistle, the Descent into Hell, is implicitly contained
in the quotation from Ps. xvi. (Acts ii. 25 sqq.), which is not applied
to our Lord elsewhere in the New Testament. To Christ, again, all
the prophets give witness (x. 43); He is Lord of all (x. 36), and for
His Name the disciples suffer shame (v. 41).

The last two passages are of the greatest importance. In the
Epistle “the word of the living God” is “the word of the Lord”
(i. 23, 25), and also the word of the spirit of Christ which spoke in
the prophets (i. 11). Again, the Lord of the Psalmist is Christ
(ii. 3). Thus the Name of Christ for which the Christian suffers
reproach (iv. 14), is that same Name of the Lord on which whoso-
ever calleth shall be saved, the only Name given under heaven
among men whereby they can be saved (Acts ii. 21, iv. 12). Itis
St. Paul's “Name that is above every name” (Eph. i. 21; Phil
il. g), and it is identified in many places with the Divine Name in
the Old Testament.

There is, in fact, no theological difference of any moment
between the Peter of the Epistle and the Peter of Acts, nor, on the
other hand, between St. Peter and St. Paul. Our Epistle opens with
the Three Names of the Trinity, and assigns to each a distinct
part in the redemption of mankind. God is the God and Father of
our Lord Jesus Christ, as in Eph. i. 3 and in the Gospel of St.
John xx. 17. He is also our Father (i. 17), as Creator (iv. 19), and
Regenerator (i. 3). To Him belong foreknowledge and election
(i. 2), judgment (i. 17), great mercy (i. 3), our calling (v. 10) and
stablishing because He is the giver of all grace. The Son is Lord
(i. 3), in such a sense that passages used in the Old Testament of
Jehovah may without fear be applied to Him (ii. 3). To Him a
doxology is addressed (iv. 11). He it was that inspired the
prophets (i. 11). He was the spotless Lamb by whose blood we
are redeemed (i. 19). He suffered for us, the just for the unjust
(ili. 18). He was our sin-offering and expiation (ii. 24, iii. 18), and
is our Pattern (ii. z1), Shepherd (ii. 25), and Overseer. He de-
scended into Hades to preach to the dead (iii. 19, iv. 6), ascended
into heaven, is on the right hand of God (iii. 22), and shall come
again in the Revelation of Glory to bestow the amaranthine crown
(v. 4) The Spirit is one of the Three (i. 2), and a Person, for
mvedpa in our Epistle means a personality (see below), who was
“sent” from heaven to forward the preaching of the gospel (i. 12).
He sanctifies (i. 2), and rests upon the Christian (iv. 14), as the
Spirit of glory and of God.

Two points only are peculiar to St. Peter—the preaching in
Hades, which is probably alluded to in Matt. xxvii. 51, 52, and
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possibly in Eph. iv. 9; and the inspiration of prophecy by Christ,
which may be found without great difficulty in 2 Cor. iil. 7 sqq.
We can therefore easily understand the appeal made by St. Paul to
St. Peter at Antioch on the ground of their common belief. The
creed was the same, though the manner in which it expressed itself
in conduct might be very different.

For all those terms that we use in theology may be employed in
two senses, the Mystic and the Disciplinarian. These two words
denote not a difference in the thing believed, but a difference in the
way of believing it. Let us try to make this clear without going too
far into metaphysics.

A Disciplinarian is one who hears God speaking to him; a
Mystic is one who feels the presence of God within. - The former
says, “Christ is my Saviour, Shepherd, Friend, my Judge, my
Rewarder ” ; the latter says, ‘“Not I live, but Christ liveth in me.”
The former sedulously distinguishes the human personality from the
divine ; the latter desires to sink his own personality in the divine.
Hence the leading Disciplinarian ideas are Grace considered as a
gift, Law, Learning, Continuity, Godly Fear—in all these human
responsibility is kept steadily in view. But the leading Mystic ideas
are Grace as an indwelling power, Freedom, the Inner Light,
Discontinuity (Law and Gospel, Flesh and Spirit, World and God),
and Love. Nothing is more difficult than to define these two
tendencies in the abstract, because they run into one another in
shapes of manifold diversity. Yet it is easy in practice to see the
difference between, for instance, William Laud and George Fox.
A great part of the difficulty of discrimination arises from the fact
that many people use mystic language, though they are really and
truly disciplinarians.

Now this is just the difference of which we are sensible in
reading the Pauline and the Petrine Epistles. Let us compare
the two theologies from this point of view.

In 1 Peter, God though full of mercy (i. 3), and the giver of all
grace (v. 10), is above all holy (i. 15), and mighty (v. 6); our
chastening Father, who sends suffering for our good (iv. 19, v.
5 5qq.); the just Judge (i. 17); and on all these accounts He is to
be feared with godly fear (i. 17, ii. 17). St. Peter does not speak
of loving God, though Christians love Christ with joy unspeakable
(i. 8). Throughout the Epistle the attitude is one of profound
awe and reverence. Bishop Butler was a true disciple of St.
Peter.

On the other hand, St. Paul’s thought tends rather to the love
of God, to joy in God (Rom. v. 8, viii. 39); and God is not merely
Judge, Rewarder, Father, but that infinite and eternal Spirit who
shall one day fill all things, and in whom all things shall find
perfect rest (1 Cor. xv. 28). St. Peter teaches that after this life
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we shall meet God, and that this must be an awful thought even
to the righteous (iv. 18). St. Paul rejoices in the expectation of
knowing even as we are known, and seeing face to face (1 Cor. xiii.
12, 13). It is sufficient briefly to refer to those many passages
where St. Paul dwells on the unity of the believer with God in
Christ (1 Cor. vi. 17).

Both these views of the spiritual life have been taken by great
saints, and both are to be found in the Gospels. What we are to
observe is that St. Paul's view is the more mystical, and that St.
Peter's view is the more disciplinarian. It will be remembered
with what sympathy St. Paul quoted upon the Areopagus the words
of the Greek mystic—*“For in Him we live, and move, and have
our being; as certain also of your own poets have said, For we are
also His offspring.”

This general difference of intention makes itself felt at every
point. We may select by way of illustration a few striking instances.

Take wioris. St. Paul uses this word in more than one shade
of meaning, and nowhere exactly defines it. Yet we may say that
to him it signifies much more than loving trust. It is the comfort-
able sense of the Lord’s presence in the heart, whereby the believer
is able to say, “Yet I live; and yet no longer I, but Christ liveth
in me: and that life which now I live in the flesh I live in faith,
the faith which is in the Son of God, who loved me, and gave
Himself up for me” (Gal. ii. 20). It is because of this mystic sense
of faith as producing a real unifying contact between the soul and
Christ, that St. Paul is able to speak of the believer as justified by
faith and not by works of law. He is so justified because he has
within him the Source of life and righteousness, because by faith
he is one with the Risen Lord.

Now, compare the language of St. Paul with that of St. James,
“By works a man is justified, and not by faith only.” St. James
has been harmonised with St. Paul, but only by force. Itis palpable
that the two use “faith” and “‘justify” in different senses. St.
Peter says that good conduct is thankworthy (ii. 19), that the
righteous man is hardly saved (iv. 18); and these phrases imply a
similar conception to that of St. James. Conduct is something ;
it springs from the motive, and receives its value from the motive ;
yet at the same time it reacts upon the motive. In the view of
St. Paul, action is merely the sign of the inspiration within, and has
no other value; in that of St. Peter and St. James it is not merely
the sign of faith, but the necessary condition of a higher and stronger
faith. Neither St. Peter nor St. James would have denied that the
Christian is saved by faith, though probably they would not have
said that he is justified by faith (cf. 1 Pet. i 5, 9 with Gal. ii. 16).
But to them faith is not so much the presence of God in the heart,
as the steadfast will to follow God through all the trials of life. The
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practical difference between these two conceptions of the same
thing is very great indeed, as we know from history.

St. Peter does not define Faith, but he uses the word in the
same sense as the author of the Epistle to the Hebrews. * Faith
is the substance of things hoped for, the evidence of things not
seen . . . he that cometh unto God must believe that He 1s, and
that He is a rewarder of them that diligently seek Him ” (Heb.
xi. 1, 6). It is not merely belief, which may be non-moral or
even immoral (Jas. ii. 19), but strong conviction, carrying with it
trustful obedience in the midst of trials which we do not under-
stand, godly fear, and the love of Christ. It is not salvation, but
it is the way to salvation (1 Pet. i. g); it destroys sin, but only
through patience under suffering (1 Pet. iv. 1). Strong conviction
is its beginning, but the blessing of God rests upon the disposition
which it produces, on the conduct in which it finds expression. St.
Peter’s conception of faith we may say is simpler, more Hebrew,
more evangelical, than that of St. Paul. His Faith is that which
we find expressed in Ps. cxix.

Or take again the word xdpis. From the mystical Pauline point
of view Faith and Grace are really the same thing; they differ only
in so far as the divine immanence, the unity between God and man,
must have an earthward as well as a heavenward side. Faith is
Grace, the inner life, the divine life manifesting itself in man ; and
the gifts of Grace (xapiopara) are those spiritual supernatural
infusions which testify to the immediate presence of the Holy
Ghost (Rom. i. 11, vi. 23; 1 Cor. xii.; even in Rom. xii. 6 the
idea is the same). In St. Peter, Grace is not the life, but anything
that conduces to the life, any gift of the personal God to the
personal man, any good thing whatever that comes down to us
from the merciful Father—the gospel (i. 10), the promised joy of
heaven (i. 13), or life (iii. 7), or money and the power of dispensing
hospitality (iv. 9, 10). Grace is the bounty, or mercy, or favour
of God. Here again St. Peter is more evangelical, more Jewish.
God is the good Father who bestows; the Christian is the good
child, the faithful servant, who receives, and receives more in pro-
portion to the faithfulness of his service. God’s gifts are free, of
course, but this thought does not trouble St. Peter. He does not
speculate about it, nor go out of his way to ask why some men
receive and some do not. God is free, but He is good, and not
arbitrary, and this suffices for the apostle’s simple creed.

One striking consequence of this theological attitude is, that
in the mind of St. Peter the future outweighs the present to a much
greater degree than in that of St. Paul, St. John, or the mystics
generally. Faith has, indeed, a present assurance in the Spirit of
glory and of God which “rests upon” the Christian, as the
Shechinah rested on the tabernacle (iv. 14), and causes joy un-
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speakable and full of glory (i. 8); but it is closely allied, indeed
it is almost the same thing with Hope, as it is also in the Epistle
to the Hebrews. Here, again, Peter is more evangelical; and his
sober patience is just what we should expect in a personal companion
of Christ’s after the day of Ascension. His frame of mind is that
which is suggested by the later parables in St. Matthew’s Gospel.
The kingdom of heaven is as a man travelling into a far country.
Soon He will return bringing His reward with Him. Meanwhile
His servants dwell as strangers, as pilgrims, in a world of trouble.
They are kept through faith unto salvation ready to be revealed
§i. 5); they are to hope perfectly for the grace that is to be brought
i. 13); they are to look for the return of the Chief Shepherd with
the amaranthine crown (v. 4). The Christian has joy, peace, good
days (iii. 10), but his lot here is one of temptation; and tempta-
tion is not the bitter strife against evil within, but the crushing
load of sorrow from without (i. 6, 7). What we mean by temptation
in our modern phraseology is called by St. Paul duapria, by St.
Peter émbupia. The same sense of the inadequacy of the present
life is to be found, of course, in St. Paul (1 Cor. xv. 19); but St.
Paul had felt a deeper mental anguish, and risen to a more
triumphant sense of victory than St. Peter. Hence, though he
prizes hope, he is less oppressed by the deferring of the hope.

A few words may be added here on the psychological and
ethical terminology -of St. Peter, which is entirely unlike that of
St. Paul. IIvedue, as applied to man, denotes his soul as a whole,
considered as immaterial and immortal. It is used of disembodied
spirits (iil. 19), and is opposed to odp{ as mind to body. In one
place (iii. 4, Jovxiov mvedparos) it signifies merely disposition or
temper. But St. Peter never employs it, as St. Paul frequently
does, to denote inspiration, or the faculty through which man is
capable of inspiration. He does not distinguish it from uxsj (cf.
1 Thess. v. 23; 1 Cor. xv. 45, 46) or from vois (cf. 1 Cor. xiv.
14, 15). Two very important points are here involved. One has
already been noticed, that, as applied to the Holy Spirit, 7veiua must
certainly in 1 Peter mean Ghost or Personality. The other is that
St. Peter could not say, as St. Paul does, “the spiritual man judgeth
all things.” Both the phrase and the idea are foreign to him. He
points no antithesis between mvelpa and ypdupua, nor, in an ethical
sense, between mvetua and odpé. Indeed, in the First Epistle odpé
has no moral significance at all ; it means simply the body (cf., how-
ever, 2 Pet. ii. 10, 18), though the desires belong to the flesh (ii. 11).
Kdopos also is simply the world (i. 20, v. 9), not the evil world.
Yuxrj, again, denotes the whole inner nature of man, the principle
of life, the personality (see i. 9, 22, ii. 25, iii. 20, iv. 19). It does
not bear the sense of the lower life of sense or carnal understand-
‘ng, opposed to the higher life of reason or intelligence ; hence such
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phrases as Yuyxwos dvfpomos (1 Cor. ii. 14), odua Yuywdy (ibid.
xv. 44), do not, and indeed could not, occur. ¥uyi is, in fact, the
very word which St. Peter uses throughout of the soul in relation
to the religious life. Besides these words, we have 8iudvowa (i. 13),
&wow (iv. 1), émbuplar (i. 14, ii. 11, iv. 2, 3), and the Hebraistic
kapdia (i. 22, iil. 4, 15). It is a simple, slender, rather archaic list
of words, just sufficient for the author’s purpose, taken from common
usage, and clearly untinged by speculation.

It has been pointed out in the foregoing paragraphs that the
Petrine theology regards God as the object of Christian thought,
aspiration, worship, rather than of experience, possession, inner
realisation ; that it dwells on the transcendental nature and majesty
of God, rather than on the mystic union between God and the
believer. St. Peter does not, indeed, fail to do justice to the
experimental side of the religious life; his people have * tasted
that the Lord is good” (ii. 3). Still, his view is predominantly
objective ; and this is at all times the attitude of the disciplinarian.
He gives very few details of the religious life as it existed among
his readers; this was not his object. But there are in the Epistle
a certain number of ideas and words belonging to the sphere of
practical theology; and these all point in the same direction.
Everything is simple, easy, stamped by plain, pastoral common
sense ; everything again is conservative ; the Church has advanced
from its old Hebrew resting-place, but no further than is necessary.

The first great point that we notice is, that the corruption of man
is still regarded in the same light as in the Old Testament and the
Gospels. There is, at any rate, no trace of the Pauline doctrine of
inherited sin, and duapria always means the concrete act, “a sin,”
as in the Synoptic Gospels, not “sinfulness,” as in the mystics St.
Paul and St. John. Even when he is speaking of the saving power
of Baptism, St. Peter calls moral evil “the filth of the flesh,” and
appears to mean simply that sin is the yielding to those desires
which have their root in the body. We cannot absolutely infer
from his silence that he did not know, or did not approve, the
doctrine of St. Paul, but he certainly is silent. To another very
important Pauline doctrine, that of Imputation, he makes not the
slightest allusion, and we may gather with confidence that he would
not have admitted it without reservation, for he speaks of “the
righteous man” in exactly the same way as the Psalmist or the
Book of Proverbs (iv. 18).

Equally important is the absence of the word Law. There is no
sign of any difficulty or dispute, noris any difference whatever made,
between Jew and Gentile. Both appear to be living in peace, side
by side under the same authoritative supervision. We may account
for this remarkable fact in different ways. We may suppose that
the whole Church was violently agitated by the circumcision dispute,
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and did not settle down in quiet for some years; and this is the
view which has been derived from too exclusive a use of the
Epistles of St. Paul. Or we may suppose that the heat was
generated by a handful of fanatics, that it was a mere crackling of
thorns, which never received any support from the Twelve, and died
away at once; and this is the view which we should gather from the
Book of Acts. What St. Paul wrote about the Law, except in
Galatians, is not directly polemical—it is simply the free expression
of his mystic belief that all external authority disappeared with the
advent of the Spirit. That St. Peter did not share this belief is
abundantly evident ; but why should we expect him to write against
it? Orif he was writing against it, how could he do so more properly
than by such an Epistle as the present?

The truth appears to be that, in the mind of St. Peter, Chris-
tianity itself is a Law, the will of God (ii. 15), the Law fulfilled,
transfigured, re-established on a surer foundation by Jesus Christ,
yet still in its eternal elements, in its essential nature as Law, lying
at the root of all moral life. Hence in St. Peter we find that same
sense of the continuity of history which is so nobly expressed in
Hebrews. There has been no rejection of the Jew; he has simply
been called like everybody else to move on to a higher plane. There
is no antithesis between Law and Promise. Thetitles of the chosen
people are transferred without hesitation to the Christian community.
The Christians are priests, kings, a holy nation, the people that God
always had in view; they are the Diaspora, pilgrims like Abraham ;
and all good women are daughters of Sarah. There is no trace of
bitterness against the Jews. In a word, history flows on from the
far past to the present in a widening but continuous stream.

Closely allied to the continuity of the faith is its authority. In
the view of St. Paul there is no authority except that of the inner
light ; the spiritual man judgeth all things, and is judged of none.
Freedom is emancipation from all external control; it is based on
that conscious union with God which lifts a man above all precepts
and ordinances.

But there is another view that Grace (as John Wesley said) is
not necessarily Light, and that, at the outset of the spiritual life,
men must do, not because they understand and love, but in order
that they may understand and love.

Here, again, we may test the difference between the apostles ar
many significant points. In the eyes of St. Peter all Christians are
“babes” (ii. 2); it is their natural estate in this life, and to the end
of their earthly probation they need to be fed with tke “ milk” of
God’s word. The author of the Epistle to the Hebrews, influenced,
perhaps, by some writer of the same school as Philo, speaks of the
Catechism as “ milk ” for babes, and contrasts it with the “strong
meat,” the deeper and wider belief of the grown-up Christian. Still
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he seems to mean that the lower belief of obedience is a natural
preparation for the higher belief of intelligence, that as a regular
thing men do rise through the state of Law to the state of Freedom,
This attitude we may call that of disciplinary mysticism (Heb. v. 12,
13). But to the mind of St. Paul the evil of this lower stage is
more obvious than its good. “Milk ” is the food of the carnal, of
the weak brother who sets great store by externals, and is always
ready to quarrel about them. To him the “babe” is not the
Christian, as to St. Peter, nor the novice, as to the author of
Hebrews, but the formalist, the disciplinarian (1 Cor. iii. 1). Ob-
viously St. Peter would restrict within reasonable limits that right
of private judgment which St. Paul bestows without reserve on
all Christians. Notice again the use of the word woipaiveww and
moyujy in St. Peter (ii. 25, v. 2, 4). St. Paul hardly uses this
appropriate metaphor of the Christian pastor (Acts xx. 28; Eph.
iv. 11), and never applies it to Christ. Another important word is
dyws, which in St. Paul is often a noun—all Christians are saints ;
but in St. Peter is only an adjective—all Christians ought to become
saints. Or observe how St. Peter directs his people to speak like
the oracles of God (iv. 11). Scripture is the external norm or
pattern for all our words. Or, again, how St. Paul relaxes the gospel
rule of marriage, to this extent at least, that in the case of mixed
marriages, if the heathen partner desires a separation, the Christian
partner is not under bondage (1 Cor. vii. 15). “For,” the apostle
adds, “what knowest thou, O wife, whether thou shalt save thy
husband? or what knowest thou, O man, whether thou shalt save
thy wife?” But St. Peter appears to know of no such liberty, and
exhorts all wives to be in subjection to their own husbands, “that
if any obey not the word, they also may without the word be won
by the conversation of the wives” (iii. 1).

But more important than all is the entire absence in 1 Peter of
any allusion to Christian prophecy. The point is of such conse-
‘quence that it may be permissible to deal with it at some little
ength.

In the Gospels of St. Matthew and St. Luke (not in St. Mark or
St. John) our Lord speaks of sending prophets to the Church
(Matt. x. 41; Luke xi. 49). They are distinguished from “wise
men and scribes ” (Matt. xxiii. 34). Prophecy is a miraculous gift,
analogous to the power of casting out devils, and might be bestowed
on or assumed by people whose conduct was not good (Matt.
vii. 22). These are false prophets (Matt. vii. 15); and we gather
that the false prophet specially concerned himself with that topic
on which Christians are forbidden to speculate (Matt. xxiv. 36),
the day and hour of the Second Advent (Matt. xxiv. 11, 23, 24).

At the beginning of the Book of Acts we read of the outpouring
of the spirit of prophecy on the day of Pentecost, and on several
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occasions we find the same gift bestowed on the newly baptized.
We may suppose this form of prophecy to have been an ecstatic
outburst of thanksgiving and adoration ; but this particular form of
the grace does not appear to have been universal or permanent,
nor did it make its recipient a prophet in the regular acceptation
of the word.

But we meet also with persons who were recognised as prophets
and of the same family as the prophets of old, because in their case
inspiration was not, indeed, habitual,—this it never was,—but at
any rate frequently recurrent. We find them at Jerusalem (xi. 27),
at Antioch (xiii. 1), at Tyre (xxi. 4), at Caesarea (xxi. g), but not
elsewhere: Some of them were men, some were “virgins.” They
read the secrets of men’s hearts (v. 3), or predicted future events
(xi. 28, xxi. 11), or delivered special mandates from the Holy Spirit
to the Church (xiii. 2). - Some of them were also teachers (xiii. 1);
and two, Judas and Silas, exhorted the brethren at Antioch with
many words (xv. 32), explaining to them the circumcision dispute,
and pressing upon them the acceptance of the Jerusalem Decree.

One passage in the Book of Acts relating to prophecy is so
important that it calls for special comment. Originally there were
at Antioch two Churches, one of Jews and one of Greeks, and even
at the time described in the thirteenth chapter it is not clear to
what extent the two had been amalgamated. The Gentile Church
was founded by men of Cyrene, and Lucius of Cyrene was one of
the prophets and teachers by whom Barnabas and Saul were set
apart for their mission (xi. 19, 20, xiii. 1). The selection or
ordination of the two evangelists may possibly have been the act
of the Greek Church alone. Nor is it certain what it was that the
prophets and teachers actually did. We may, however, suppose
with great probability that the plan of a missionary campaign had
already been discussed and approved, and that the whole Church
was gathered together, fasting and praying for some definite word
from the Holy Ghost, telling them whither to go and whom to
send. All eyes and hearts would be fixed upon the five prophets
through whom the heavenly voice had so often made itself heard
before. At last the mandate comes and the mouthpiece speaks :
“Separate me Barnabas and Saul.” A very similar account of the
method of prophecy is given by Hermas, who knew it well. ¢ When
the man who hath the divine spirit cometh into a congregation of
righteous men who have the faith of the divine spirit, and inter-
cession of the congregation of those men is made to God, then the
angel of the prophetic spirit, who is attached to him, fills the man,
and the man being filled with the Holy Ghost speaketh to the
assembly as the Lord willeth” (Mand. xi. g). What we find
described here is not the ordinary meeting for public worship, but
a special assembly of intercession for a definite object.
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+ Elsewhere also (1 Tim. i. 18, iv. 14) we find the prophet playing
the same part in the selection of God’s ministers. Timothy, how-
ever, though marked out by the prophets, was commissioned and,
as we should say, ordained by the laying on of the hands of the
presbytery. St. Luke does not expressly say that the presbyters laid
hands on Barnabas and Saul, but this is probably what he means.

Generally speaking, from the Book of Acts we should infer
that the gift of prophecy, in the proper sense of the word, was not
commonly bestowed, that its form was that of direct inspiration,
that its expression was occasional and limited. In 1 Peter, James,
Jude, Hebrews, we read of no prophets at all. In z Peter (ii. 1)
mention is made of false prophets. John knows both of false
prophets and of true (1 John iv. 1; Apoc. xi. 18, xix. 20). If
we take the Pauline Epistles, we find little or no trace of the
existence of prophets at Ephesus (see, however, Eph. iv. 11), or
Philippi, or Colossae, or in Galatia, or at Rome. Prophecy is,
indeed, mentioned in the Epistle to the Romans (xii. 6) ; but when
the apostle tells us that he longed to impart unto that Church some
spiritual gift (i. 1), we are probably to understand that he hoped
to stir up a grace which as yet had not been bestowed upon it.
But in two Churches, at Thessalonica and at Corinth, we find a
very different state of things. Both were new Churches, composed
probably in the main of Gentiles, who but a few months before had
been idolaters. Yet in both these communities prophets were very
numerous, and the apostle gave them great encouragement (1 Thess.
v. 19; 1 Cor. xiv. 39).

At Thessalonica the prophets were busily doing exactly what
our Lord forbade, they were proclaiming that the day of Christ
was imminent (évéomey, ii. 2) ; and for this error they were rebuked
by St. Paul. Even in this town, prophetism appears to have been
very active and, on the whole, mischievous. There were those who
regarded it with disfavour, and wished to suppress it altogether, or,
at any rate, to bring it under control by the imposition of restraints
which St. Paul thought too rigorous. * Quench not the Spirit,” he
says; “despise not prophesyings” (1 Thess. v. 19, 20). At the
same time he adds a needful word of warning: “ Prove all things;
hold fast that which is good.” i

But at Corinth the state of affairs was really extraordinary.
The number of those who laid claim to the spiritual gifts of speak-
ing with tongues and of prophecy must have been very large. But
these miraculous endowments, instead of leading to meekness and
unity, caused much angry rivalry, which turned even the public
worship of the Church into a scene of disorder. These were not
good fruits ; indeed, to speak quite plainly, they are the contra-
diction of anything that we can reasonably attribute to the Spirit of
God. St. Paul treats these extravagances with great wisdom. He
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asserts his own authority, both as apostle and as prophet, with
explicit resolution. But he deals only with the symptoms, with the
disorders. He does not name the offenders, nor does he charge
them with self-deceit, nor does he expressly point out in what way
their notion of prOphecy,” of “liberty,” was connected with those
moral and doctrinal extravagances which he condemns. But he
lays down firmly the rule of decency and order, the great principles
of Charity and Unity, and points out clearly the besetting danger of
what in the eighteenth century was called Enthusiasm. “Know-
ledge puffeth up.” Knowledge, the knowledge of mysteries, is -
very closely related to prophecy. A close parallel to the conduct
of St. Paul is to be found in that of George Fox towards the
Bristol fanatics. Fox was in the same position as the apostle.
He, too, had fostered and encouraged prophecy, and, when the
behaviour of Naylor opened his eyes to the gulf at his feet, he acted
in the same way as St. Paul, not denying his own prmcxples, but
building the necessary fence along the edge of the precxplce with
authority, discretion, and reserve.

From Fox’s own account we could hardly guess the nature and
the peril of the Bristol crisis, and we can do little more than guess
at the inner history of the Corinthian Church. But in the time of
Fox, and afterwards of Wesley, Bristol, a seaport and a great seat
of the slave trade, was not unlike Connth in some pertinent features.
Corinth had never borne a good reputation, nor had Greeks ever
been patient of discipline in any shape. It is in such places that
the leaven of Christianity produces the most violent fermentation.
Sudden conversions are common ; and the sudden conversion of an
undisciplined character is always strongly mystical. It is not sur-
prising, therefore, to find many prophets in the town, nor is it difficult
to conjecture what would be the results.

At Corinth, as elsewhere, prophecy bore its usual and proper
form of “revelation” (1 Cor. xiv. 26), that is to say, of immediate
communication from the Holy Spirit. Revelation always implies

. Ecstasy (Acts x. 10, xi. 5, xxii. 17), that state which is also called
“being in the Spirit” (Apoc. 1. 10), and is described by St. Paul
himself (2 Cor. xii. 2) as a condition in which the man knew not
whether he were in the body or out of it. It was, in fact, a trance,
in which sense was suspended, but intelligence, though not active,
was quickened into a condition of high receptivity. The prophet
understood what he saw or heard, and when he spoke, spoke intelli-
gible words. Hence he might be said to edify, comfort, console
(1 Cor. xiv. 3). He read the secrets of men’s hearts (:6/d. 24, 25),
and the hearers might learn from his prophecies (#6/d. 31). Both
the prophet and the speaker with tongues were allowed to “give
thanks ” after Communion (#67d. 16). But the Prophet is expressly
distinguished from the Teacher (1 Cor. xii. 28). The distinction
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rests not so much on the matter of prophecy as on its form.
Prophecy was ecstatic (those later writers who denied this only
meant that Christian ecstasy differed from Pagan); it was a direct
communication from the Spirit, a revelation, not, like Teaching, an
exposition of other men’s revelations. For this rcason the Prophet
took rank before the Teacher; indeed before every member of the
Church except the apostles. Yet, of course, the same man might
be at once Apostle, Prophet, and Teacher. The Prophet was an
ornament, but not an officer of the Church; and the manifestation
of his gift was so occasional that he cannot have been intrusted, at
any rate in his capacity of Prophet, with any regular ministrations.
Indeed this is self-evident from the fact that there were women who
prophesied as well as men.

When we come to ask what were the precise subjects of Corin-
thian prophecy, we find ourselves on uncertain ground. Yet, when
we consider the topics dwelt upon by the apostle, and compare them
with what we know to have been the themes of prophecy elsewhere,
we can arrive at a tenable conclusion.

At Thessalonica, the favourite subject was the Second Advent,
a question which involved that of the condition of the faithful dead
(1 Thess. iv. 14 sqq.). Beyond a doubt this would be the pre-
dominant burden of speculation at Corinth also, as it always has
been everywhere. Hence St. Paul addresses to that Church the
noblest of all his prophecies on this very point (x Cor. xv.). There
were many ways in which the prophet might speak of Eschatology
without infringing our Lord’s prohibition. He might have a vision
of the angelic hierarchy, like Ignatius, or of the state of the soul
after death, like Perpetua, or of heaven and hell, like the author
of the Apocalypse of Feter, or of the signs that precede the Second
Advent, like the author of the Didacke. Even this alluring theme
was full of peril. It was forbidden to fix a date for the Second
Advent, and this command was often forgotten. But there were
some at Corinth who denied the resurrection of the dead. If
St. Paul means that they denied the resurrection of the body, there
were Gnostic prophets who did the same thing.

Again, there were those who defended the act of the man who
had married his father’s wife (1 Cor. v. 1, 2). St. Paul tells them
that they are “puffed up.” Butitis knowledge which “puffeth up ”
(vii. 1), and knowledge is practically identical with prophecy (xiii. 2).
Sexual irregularity has, in fact, often been justified by pretenders to
the inner light, and cannot be justified in any other way.

Another subject which exercised the minds of the prophets was
that of Church discipline. Ignatius gives us the text of one of his
own prophecies, in which occur the words, “Do nothing without
the bishop ” (P4l vii.). Hermas also touches on the relation of
the prophet to the presbyter ( 77s. iii. 1. 8, 9), and Montanism was
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largely concerned with this point. If there were prophecies on the
one side, there would be prophecies also on the other, and certainly
the Corinthian prophets, numerous and self-assertive, and claiming
some authority in the regulation of public worship, would not
tamely submit to the direction of officials. Indeed, in the Corin-
thian Church we cannot affirm with confidence that there were any
officials at all.

To some extent the Corinthians must have been self-deluded.
The genuine spirit of prophecy has never been given to masses of
men ; nor can it often have been bestowed upon those who, but the
other day, were worshipping stocks and stones, and contaminated
by the vices of such a city as Corinth. But St. Paul could not
absolutely forbid this outbreak of fanaticism. He was himself the
most remarkable of Christian prophets, full of the Holy Ghost, and
longing unspeakably to see others like himself. He would believe
the best. After all, among the tares would be blades of wheat, and
he would not dare to run the risk of plucking up these. But the
consequences are very clearly to be discerned. The Church of
Corinth was full of the most shocking disorders, both in faith (1 Cor.
xv. 12) and in morals. If there was any control there, we cannot
see where it resided, or what was its good. It is not too much to
say, that if this form of prophetism had not disappeared, the Church
could not possibly have endured.

Prophetism sums up in one word the difference between St. Paul
the mystic and St. Peter the disciplinarian. Where a body of
prophets has assumed the direction of affairs, discipline is impos-
sible. Butit is evident that the confusion which reigned at Carinth,
and possibly in a lower degree at Thessalonica, was abnormal. The
vast majority of the Churches were, as they had been from the first,
carefully instructed and diligently supervised ; and what is true of a
couple of Greek communities in Europe is by no means true of
Asiatic Christianity. How things were ordered in the Eastern
Churches we can gather with confidence from the notices in the
Book of Acts, from 1 Peter, from Hebrews, and from the Letters
to the Seven Churches in the Apocalypse. Indeed, the Pastoral
Epistles of St. Paul tell the same tale.

The communities addressed in 1 Peter were clearly under strict
and sober government ; but their organisation, as far as we are able
to descry it, was of a very simple, primitive kind. In the first place,
the writer does not use the word “ Church,” a peculiarity which he
shares with Hebrews, for in that Epistle also, *Church,” though
it twice occurs (ii. 12, in quotation from O.T., xii. 23), does not
bear its familiar technical sense. He calls himself “an apostle
of Jesus Christ ” (i. 1), or, what is the same thing, “a witness of the
sufferings of Christ” (v. 1) ; but he writes with the greatest modesty
in a tone of exhortation, not of command, exhorting, not rebuking,
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calling himself a brother of the presbyters. Nothing in the Epistle
is more authoritative than the brief emphatic phrase in which he
commends the faithfulness of so eminent a man as Silvanus.
Clearly he expected to be heard with deference ; but the tone is just
what we should have expected in St. Peter, and just what we should
not have expected in anyone masquerading under his name. He
addresses his readers as the Dispersion, the brethren or brotherhood
(“the brethren” is a familiar phrase in Acts), and uses the word
“Christian.” If there were any widows or orphans receiving
regular assistance from the common fund, at any rate they are not
mentioned. The Deacon possibly did not exist, certainly is not
named. There was no Bishop; the noun ériokomoes is used of
Christ (ii. 25), and the verb émokomeiv of thé Presbyters (v. 2), in a
manner which shows us how the title came into being as a synonym
for Shepherd ; but it has not as yet definitely assumed an official
sense. On the other hand, the Presbyter who, as we know from
Acts, was the original rector and pastor of the Church, wields great
authority, which he is strongly admonished to exert with willingness,
uprightness, and sobriety. Of the Sacraments, Baptism is spoken of
as having a saving power (iii. 21); the Eucharist is not mentioned.

Thus the organisation also appears to be marked by the same
primitive simplicity that we have noticed as characteristic of the
Epistle in other points. If we attach any historical value to Acts
—and how can we help doing this?—the polity of the Petrine
Churches is more conservative than that depicted in or suggested by
any of the Pauline Epistles.

But, now, if the relation between the Petrine and Pauline
Epistles is as it has here been described, if in dogma they agree
and in practice they differ, and if, when they differ, the Petrine
Epistle is more primitive, as it proved to be more enduring, how
are we to explain these singular facts?

We may say that the sub-apostolic Church, with all its reverence
for St. Paul, failed to understand his idea of Fieedom, that his pure
and noble mysticism was too hard for them (8voveyrov, 2 Pet. iii. 16),.
that the time for it was not yet come, and that God sent His people
back again into the wilderness after a first glimpse of the Promised
Land. '

But, then, how are we to account for the fact that where the
Petrine writer falls away from St. Paul he is falling back upon
the Synoptic Gospels? If his Christianity had been derived from
that of St. Paul he could not have taken this line. Those who
started from a misunderstanding of the mysticism of St. Paul became
Antinomians ; this is what actually happened to many of the Gnostics,
and to many sects in later times. If the Petrine writer fell back, he
must have had something to fall back upon. There must have
been some other stamp of Christianity, some other method of
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working out in detail the truth of the Resurrection, than that
described in the Pauline Epistles. That there actually was one—
indeed that there were several—we learn not only from the Gospels
and the rest of the New Testament, but from St. Paul’s own
testimony.

But if this is the case, why should the Petrine writer be thought
to have fallen back at all? Why should not his Epistle be just
what it professes to be, the work of St. Peter himself?

Note on Post-Apostolic Propkecy.

Ignatius describes one subject of his prophetic visions in Z¥rall.
v., Sivapar voelv Td érovpdyia kal Tas Tomoleaias Tas dyyekixds xai Tas
ouoTdoes Tas dpxovTikds, dpaté Te kai ddpata.

In another very remarkable passage, P/ vii., he gives the actual
text of one of his prophecies, 76 8¢ Ilvetpa éxijpvoaer Aéyov Tdde
Xwpis ToU émoxémov undev woweite TV odpka Judv ds vadv @eod
mpeite Ty &wow dyamdre Tods peptopots devyere pmpnral yiveole
Inoot Xpworod, ds kal adrds Tod Iarpds avrod.

Here it is to be observed that the subject-matteris the same as
that of the Teacher, but that the form is entirely different from that
of Teaching. The admonitions are given as a direct communica-
tion from the Holy Spirit, hence in style they are ejaculatory and
dogmatic, not discursive.

Ignatius exhorted Polycarp to pray for the same gift.

Polycarp, 1., airod ovveaw TAelova s Ixets.

Dbid. i, 7a 8¢ ddpata airer va gou pavepwdp, va undevds Aelmy
xal Tavtds xaploparos wepLoTelys.

Polycarp acknowledges that he himself did not possess the gift
of prophecy.

Ad Plil. xii., *“confido enim uos bene exercitatos esse in sacris
literis, et nihil uos latet ; mihi autem non est concessum.” It was
enough for him to follow humbly in the footsteps of St. Paul,
thid. iii.

Here we see that a great and recognised and most authoritative
Teacher might yet not be a prophet. But before Polycarp’s death
this grace was vouchsafed to him. Martyrium Polyc. v., 8l ue
{ovra xatakajvar. With him as with all prophets the gift took the
form of a vision or voice.

The prophecies of Montanus, Prisca, Maximilla, and others of
the same sect, will be found collected in Bonwetsch, Montanismus,
p. 197 sqq.

Tertullian says of them, de exkort. cast. 10, “ uisiones uident et
ponentes faciem deorsum etiam uoces audiunt manifestas tam
salutares quam occultas.”

Salutares means moral or disciplinary, as in the second passage
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from Ignatius. Occultas means pertaining to heavenly mysteries,
as in the first. Oehler does not explain the words ponentes jaciem
deorsum ; apparently the prophet bent his head downwards in the
attitude of listening to a voice from above.

Of Ecstasy, Tertullian says, adu. Marc. iv. 22, “gratiae extasis
amentia. In spiritu enim homo constitutus, praesertim cum gloriam
Dei conspicit, uel cum per eum Deus loquitur, necesse est excidat
sensu, obumbratus scilicet uirtute diuina.” This agrees very well
with the language of St. Paul.

Alcibiades (or Miltiades), Eus. A. Z. v. 17. 1, wrote a treatise
against the Montanists entitled wepi 700 un d€iv &v éxordoe Aaelv :
but he was certainly using the word é&oraois’ in a peculiar sense,
for it is used of true Christian prophecy, Acts x. 10, Xi. §, xxii. 17,
and “to speak in ecstasy” means neither more nor less than “to
speak in the Spirit.” And the author to whom we owe our know-
ledge of this treatise of Alcibiades (or Miltiades) goes on to say that
the mark of the false prophet is not ecstasy but parecstasy—that is
to say, debased ecstasy. 6 yevdompodrirys év mapexordae, ¢ Emerar
ddea kai dpofla, dpxopevos pev €€ éxovaiov dpalias, karaorpéduy 8¢
els dxovorov paviav Yuxys. The false prophet was culpably ignorant
—that is to say, he was one so far deficient in morals, or instruction,
or both, that the brethren could not regard him as a likely organ
for the prophetic spirit, and his trance was * a madness.” Madness
will mean frenzied utterance or gesticulation and * possession.”
The last, in particular, was a most serious point. Simon Magus
“gave out that he himself was some great one ” (Acts viii. 9); and
Montanus said, “I am the Lord God Almighty coming down in
man ” (Epiph. Haer. xi. p. 437),—a phrase which is strictly analogous
to that of the demoniac, “ My name is Legion” (Mark v. 9). The
idea that the spirit, good or bad, takes possession of the man,
replaces his personality, and speaks with his own voice, is wholly
alien to Biblical prophecy, and belongs to demonology or heathen
vaticination. But ignorance was quite serious enough. It would
be shown by demanding payment or expecting reward as a prophet
(Eus. A. E. v. 18 ; Hermas, Mand. xi.) ; by doctrinal unsoundness
(1 Johniv. 1, 2); and in the eyes of a loyal Churchman by inter-
ference with the wholesome and apostolic discipline of the Church.

Professor Harnack (ZLekre der zwolf Apostel, p. 126) is inclined
to regard all these tests as invented by the later Church for the
purpose of condemning the Montanists. But they are obvious
deductions from eternal common sense. Except non-fulfilment of
predictions, for which the existing brotherhood might have to wait
in vain, the one and only test of genuine prophecy is that of con-
formity to the teaching and practice of undoubted prophets, of
Christ and His apostles ; and this test all Christians were bound to
apply at all times under very serious penalties.
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A careful review of the facts seems to show two things very
distinctly : (1) that the condition of the Corinthian Church is not te
be regarded as the normal state of a Christian community in the
time of the apostles ; (2) that the Prophet is not, and cannot be, the
same thing as the Teacher. The two functions might, no doubt, be
combined, but in themselves they are radically different.

§ 7. ST. PETER AND ST. PAUL IN THE NEW TESTAMENT.

We may proceed to compare, in the next place, the characters
and histories of St. Paul and St. Peter. To some extent, at any-
rate, the investigation will throw further light upon the conclusions
arrived at in the preceding chapter.

When St. Stephen was stoned to death the witnesses laid down
their clothes at the feet of a young man whose name was Saul
(Acts vii. 58). He was of the tribe of Benjamin, a Hebrew of
Hebrews, and a Pharisee (Phil. iii. 5), born in Tarsus of Cilicia, but
brought up in Jerusalem, where he sat at the feet of the famous
Gamaliel (Acts xxii. 3). He was a Roman citizen, and son of a
Roman citizen (Acts xxii. 28), spoke and wrote Greek, used the
Greek Bible, and had some acquaintance with Greek literature
(Acts xvii. 28; 1 Cor. xv. 33; Tit. i. 12).

We are not told at what age he left Tarsus, but he was probably
verging on man’s estate at the time, for he had already been intro-
duced to the study of the Greek poets, and he continued to regard
the city as his home and natural place of shelter (Acts ix. 30). He
was no cosmopolitan, and though he passed his early years under
the shadow of a Greek university, remained a strict Jew. Yet
Tarsus was a Stoic stronghold, and St. Paul had read and admired
at least one Stoic poet. He was aware then that there was current
among educated heathen a view of God as the great indwelling
Spirit which is antagonistic to any shape of formalism. But doubt-
less he had imbibed this belief from Scripture, and from the
struggles of his own spiritual experience—if we may regard Rom.
vii. 9 sqq. as referring to a time preceding that of his conversion,
We may suppose that he was a Pharisaic Mystic of the same type
as St. James. But we first see him at Jerusalem, approving of
Stephen’s death, leading and goading on the party of persecution.

So far he appears to us as well-born, probably wealthy, well-
educated, still young, full of fiery conviction and prompt resolution,
a natural leader of men in times of great excitement. He was
unmarried and childless, and seems to have owed his power
entirely to the vigour of his character, for he does not appear to
have been a member of the Sanhedrin.

Not content with oppressing the disciples in Jerusalem, he
extorted from the high priest a despatch authorising the extermina-
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tion of the heretics at Damascus, and was on his way to that city,
“Dbreathing threatenings and slaughter,” when he was struck down
to the earth by that Jesus whom he was persecuting. Thus in one
moment he became a Christian.

All attempts to account for his conversion by natural agencies
are vain. No doubt the way for this astounding change had been
prepared. St. Paul was familiar with many thoughts of many
minds ; he must have been familiar also with that lurking sense of
disappointment which always besets those who set their hopes on
anything lower than the highest, and he had seen St. Stephen die.
But the final blow was struck from above with overwhelming force
and instantaneous effect.

His change was not from immorality to morality, but from one
principle of action to another, from moralism to mysticism. It was
analogous, not to the conversion of St. Augustine, but to that of
Luther, or Wesley, or Law. But the point is, that these sudden
changes always leave a-mark. A swift uplifting, because it is so
immediately divine, gives great nobility of mind. It carries the
man up at once into a sphere from which all forms, props,
mechanisms, seem very little things, and it imparts great peace,
confidence, and joy. At the same time it makes a breach between
the present and the past. The converted man looks back upon his
old struggles with fear, pain, and horror. For him the hopeful
promise of discipline and obedience ended only in cruel defeat.
Of what value, then, can they be to others?

The Vision on the road to Damascus is enough to stamp St.
Paul as a prophet ; but throughout his life he continued to receive
immediate manifestations of God’s presence and care. His revela-
tions, conveyed sometimes in trance, sometimes in dream ; bringing
sometimes directions, sometimes prohibitions ; sometimes unfolding
mysteries, sometimes displaying the formless glory of things un-
speakable—were very numerous (Acts xvi. 6, g, xviil. 9, 10, xixX. 21,
XX. 23, 29, Xxil. 17, xxvil. 23, 24; Gal ii. 2; 2 Cor. xii. 1-7).
The sense of direct inspiration seems never to have failed him,
except perhaps when discipline was in question (1 Cor. vii. 12).
Much of his knowledge in the faith was imparted to him through
the same channel (Eph. iii. 3; Gal. i. 12 sqq., ii. 6 ; 1 Cor. xv. 3).
But here we are perhaps justified in making a distinction. Even
though he never saw Christ in the flesh, he would know, from
hearsay or from reading, the general facts of the Gospel history, and
he must surely have learned from ordinary sources the saying of our
Lord’s which he quoted in his speech at Miletus (Acts xx. 35).
What he means is probably, that the one fact of the Resurrection
and the inner meaning of all the facts, his whole theology, came to
him direct by way of revelation. We find unmistakable fruits of
his prophetic gift in Thessalonians and in 1 Cor. xv.
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Such were the salient features in the character and history of St.
Paul. St. Peter on every point forms a strong contrast. He was a
poor Galilean fisherman, a labouring man, uneducated, rough in
speech and manner (Matt. xxvi. 73 ; Luke xxii. 59; Acts iv. 13), a
husband, and, according to ancient tradition, a father, and he had
lived in close intimacy with the Saviour upon earth. He was a
simple pious Jew, if not actually a disciple of John the Baptist at
any rate the brother of one who was (John i 40),—that is to say, he
was open-minded and docile, a son of Abraham who did not pre-
sume upon that privilege (Luke iii. 8), but was well aware of the
need of repentance, and was looking for the kingdom of heaven
and the advent of Messiah.

He was a married, uneducated labourer. Such men always bear
the stamp of their class. In England, and presumably elsewhere,
they are tender-hearted, but slow. They have seen too much of the
hard realities of life to be greatly elated or greatly depressed. But
they make fine soldiers, who will follow their captain to the last,
and fall where he has placed them.

St. Peter is often spoken of as ardent and impulsive, but our
Lord called him Cephas, “ Rock,” and the fiery apostles were James
and John. He was often the first to speak, because he was the
leader and mouthpiece of the Twelve. The quietest of men, when
driven past endurance, are often fiercest ; and as Moses, the meek,
once smote an Egyptian, so Peter struck a hasty blow in the Garden
of Gethsemane. In an hour of utter despair and extreme alarm, he
denied his Lord. The Gospels paint him as a man of slow under-
standing, but strong conviction, of tender, but not demonstiative
feeling, with an exquisitely delicate conscience, and a deep sense of
the majesty of God. It was he who made the great confession,
“Thou art the Christ,” and yet would have saved Christ from
suffering and the Cross (Matt. xvi. 16, 22), just as the disciples
besought St. Paul not to go up to Jerusalem where he was to be
delivered to the Gentiles (Acts xxi. 12); it was he who at the Last
Supper beckoned to St. John to ask the question which he dared
not ask himself (John xiii. 24); it was he, again, who said, * Depart
from me; for I am a sinful man, O Lord” (Luke v. 8); who went
out and wept bitterly when the Saviour turned and looked upon
him (Luke xxii. 62), and whose repentance and forgiveness are
described with magical power in the last chapter of St. John’s
Gospel. The Lord loved John better, but He trusted Peter more
(Luke xxii. 31, 32).

We may imagine Peter as a shy, timid, embarrassed man, apt
on a sudden emergency to say and do the wrong thing, not because
he was Lasty, but because he was not quick. He was one of those
who become leaders because they have been called and appointed,
not because nature seems to have marked them out for command
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His defect had been want of readiness and decision. When this
was cured, he was all the better fitted to be a guide and pastor by
reason of the weakness which the Holy Spirit redressed. *Be ye
ready,” he says in his Epistle (1 Pet. iii. 15), “always to give an
answer to every man that asketh for a reason of the hope that is in
you, with meekness and fear.” He was meek and fearful, and he
knew well the danger of unreadiness.

St. Peter had been instructed, trained, disciplined by our Lord
Himself, and led on in smooth and unbroken progress from the
law to the gospel. He was a prophet, but hardly a visionary. He
had witnessed the Transfiguration, he had seen the risen Saviour,
he had received admonition in his trance at Joppa, and an angel
had been sent to deliver him from prison. The Holy Ghost had
come down upon him at Pentecost. But we do not read that he
enjoyed the same kind, or the same frequency, of communion with
the unseen world which was given to St. Paul or St. John. There
is the same shade of difference that we observe in the Old Testa-
ment between Moses and Jacob. Further, it is evident that to St.
Peter the past would not wear the same colour as to St. Paul.
He would look back with affection and regret to days spent in
company with our Lord on earth, and he would look forward with
intense longing to the time when the Chief Shepherd should reappear.
The interval would appear to him as a period of loss, of hope
deferred ; and this is exactly what we find in the Epistle. St. Paul’s
past was one of shame; there was no brightness in it; and his
heart swells with a rapture of gratitude when he thinks of his
deliverance from the city of confusion and house of bondage.

We need not here dwell minutely on the history of St. Peter
as it is given in the first twelve chapters of the Book of Acts. There
he appears for some ten or twelve years as spokesman, judge, leader
of the disciples at Jerusalem. As occasion served, and the frontier
of the Church was pushed forward, he made excursions to other
places. We see him at Samaria, passing through all quarters to
Lydda and Joppa, and again at Caesarea. After this we read of
the visit of Barnabas and Saul to Jerusalem, of Herod’s persecution,
of Peter’s imprisonment, deliverance, and departure ‘“to another
place.” From this point St. Luke’s thoughts are occupied almost
exclusively with the history of St. Paul. But on three occasions
we find the two great apostles in actual personal contact. Here,
then, it becomes necessary to compare the narrative given in the
Book of Acts with that of the Epistle to the Galatians (Gal. i
15-24, il. 1-10, 11 sqq.). But let us first grasp firmly the key
to all the difficulties which may arise. St. Luke is writing as a
historian ; his object is summa sequi fastigia rerum ; his interest lies
in the permanent, and specially in the Decree of the Council of
Jerusalem, which was the first monument of Canon Law, and was
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unquestionably accepted and obeyed by the Church (Acts xxi. 25;
Apoc. ii. 14, 2z0; Eus. A. E. v. 1. 26; Tert. de Idol. x. ; Apol. ix. ;
Clem. Alex. Paed. ii. 1. 8; Didacke vi.—I quote this as a fourth
century authority. The Decree was falling into desuetude in the
West in St. Augustine’s time, confra Faust. xxxii. 13). St. Paul’s
intention, on the other hand, is polemical, autobiographical, and
apologetic. He wrote in the midst of a very heated dispute which
touched him particularly. His first object is to show that the
Gentile Christian ought not to accept circumcision ; and, in order
to establish this first point, he goes on to maintain a second, that
his own authority is equal, and even superior, to that of St. Peter.

In St. Paul’s account of his first meeting with St. Peter there is
very little difficulty (Gal. i. 15-24 compared with Acts ix. 19-30).
St. Luke says that immediately after his conversion St. Paul
preached Christ in the synagogues at Damascus, and does not
mention his retirement into Arabia. But we do not know how
long that retirement lasted, and it was certainly devoid of external
incident. It was of deep significance in the eyes of the apostle
himself. When he says “immediately I conferred not with flesh
and blood” (Gal. i. 16), what he means is that he did confer with
the Holy Spirit, and did not apply for instruction to the Twelve.
He looks back upon that time, as St. Augustine remembered
the days that immediately followed his own conversion, as a period
of rapid growth and great joy; but he uses it in the Epistle as
the proof of his independence. It is natural enough that it
should be passed over in Acts; nor is there any stumbling-block
in St. Luke’s statement that St. Paul “immediately” preached
Christ. The -very day after his baptism the apostle may have
given “in the synagogues” some explanation of his sudden change ;
he was a fearless man, and would not shrink from the ordeal of
publicly resigning his commission from the high priest. We may
suppose that he did this, and then withdrew for a brief space of
recollection, before he felt able definitely to advocate his new faith.
But, in any case, if the retirement to Arabia lasted but a few weeks,
the word “immediately” may very well pass. A proof of the
general accuracy of St. Luke’s information is to be found in his
notice of the manner of St. Paul’s escape from Damascus, when he
was let down from the wall in a basket. St. Paul does not mention
the fact in Galatians, but in another Epistle he incidentally confirms
what St. Luke tells us (2 Cor. xi. 32).

After “ many days,” the narrative in Acts proceeds (and by the
vague Hebrew phrase a period of three years is here covered), St.
Paul went up to Jerusalem, and endeavoured to join himself to the
disciples. The phrase is a little singular, and seems to imply that
he did not address himself to the recognised leaders of the Church.
His advances were met with great and not unnatural suspicion ; but
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the good Barnabas, who was always merciful and charitable, took
him by the hand, brought him to the apostles, and acted as his
sponsor, defending Paul against those whom he had persecuted, as
he afterwards defended Mark and Peter against Paul himself. We
learn from Galatians that the particular apostles in question were
Peter and James the Lord’s brother. In Acts we read that St.
Paul spent some time in Jerusalem, disputing against the Hellenists.
St. Paul himself says simply that he abode with Peter fifteen days.
We are to understand, either that he spent a fortnight in Peter’s
house, or that at the end of this fortnight Peter was called away from
Jerusalem; for Paul’s object here is siniply to show that his
personal contact with Peter had been very slender. For the same
reason he omits to mention the attempt upon his life and his flight
from Jerusalem (Acts ix. 29, 30), simply informing us that he went
away to Syria and Cilicia. St. Luke says that he went home to
Tarsus. The difference in the form of expression may possibly
imply that Paul used Tarsus as a centre for single-handed missionary
excursions in the neighbouring regions. It is difficult to suppose
that he would be idle, and he would hardly have been invited to
Antioch unless he had continued to display both zeal and capacity.
From the time of his flight from Jerusalem, St. Paul tells us he
remained unknown by face (junv dyvooiueves 7§ mpoodmwe, Gal. i
22) unto the Churches of Judaea which were in Christ. In other
words, he saw them no more till his next visit eleven years later ; for
we give the more natural meaning to his “fourteen years,” if we
suppose that here also he is dating from his spiritual birthday.

So far all is pretty clear. St. Paul had seen but little of St.
Peter, but what intercourse there had been was not unfriendly, at
any rate after the first approach. As regards the second meeting
(Gal. ii. 1-6 compared with Acts xv.) there is much perplexity,
which we can only resolve by making large allowance for the
difference of intention which underlies the two narratives.

The visit to Jerusalem, which St. Paul describes in the second
chapter of Galatians, has been identified with that incidentally
mentioned in Acts (xi. 30); but there are many objections to this.
In the first place, we should be compelled to leave a blank space
of ten years at least in the apostle’s working life. But it does not
seem at all probable that Barnabas, having once taken St. Paul by
the hand, would leave him unemployed for so long a time. Again,
there was at the time no trace of the circumcision dispute ; and,
moreover, we still read of “ Barnabas and Saul” at that date. Saul
was as yet known only as a preacher who was doing good work at
Antioch, and had by no means that standing which is implied in
the narrative of Galatians. It is far easier to suppose that St. Paul
does not mention his second visit to Jerusalem ; and an adequate
reason for his silence is to be found in the words of St. Luke, who
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tells us that Barnabas and Saul visited the elders, but does not
mention the apostles. It was “about that time” (Acts xii. 1) that
Herod’s persecution was in progress, and we can readily imagine
that the two Antiochene envoys did not on this occasion meet
any of the Twelve. But, if so, this visit was perfectly immaterial to
the argument of Galatians, for the object of St. Paul there is to
reckon up the number of occasions on which he had seer and
discoursed with St. Peter.

We shall be on safe ground if we follow Bishop Lightfoot rather
than Professor Ramsay, and conclude that what we find in the
second chapter of Galatians is that occasion on which “Paul and
Barnabas” (no longer “Barnabas and Saul”) were sent up by the
Church of Antioch to attend the Council at Jerusalem. With them
went certain others; and their journey was a triumphal progress
through Phenice and Samaria (Acts xv. 3). The question to be
decided was that of the continued obligation of circumcision, which
had been causing great trouble. The question had been pushed
forward not by any of the apostles, but by “certain men which
came down from Judaea” to Antioch, “certain of the sect of the
Pharisees which believed” (Acts xv. 1, 5), by the Hotspurs among
the Jewish Christians. These extreme ritualists probably looked
to James as their leader (Gal. ii. 12). They would be, as often
happens in such cases, a sore trouble to their nominal chief, whose
opinions they exaggerated and caricatured. At the same time,
James would be extremely anxious to retain his hold upon them,
and not to see them driven into open revolt. Such a position of
things is always fruitful of grave misunderstandings between the
leaders themselves. They want to keep together men who are
pulling in different directions, and they lay themselves open to the
charges of tergiversation and of disloyalty to first principles.

According to St. Luke, the two envoys went up to Jerusalem
by commission from the Church of Antioch; St. Paul tells us that
he was directed or permitted to go by ‘“revelation,” by an imme-
diate communication from the Holy Spirit. The two modes of
expression are easily reconcilable. A commission from the Church
of Antioch implied a revelation (Acts xiii. 1); but we may observe
that here again St. Paul is striking the note of independence He
was received with all the respect due to his character, services, and
position. And yet the tone of his narrative seems to say that there
was something wanting, something which he does not quite know how
to express. The main point had been established, yet not quite
by himself. He had been met by agreement where perhaps he did
not quite expect it, and he had been obliged to make concessions of
which he did not quite approve; hence he manifests a certain
uneasiness lest his authority should have suffered disparagement
in the opinion of his more immediate followers. For there wera
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jealous eyes and bitter spirits on the watch to magnify and distort
every point that could be made against him.

What had really happened we may gather with tolerable clear-
ness by piecing together the accounts given in Galatians and in
Acts. There can be little doubt that the main business of the
Council of Jerusalem, like that of all other councils, was transacted
in committee. St. Paul tells us of the committee ; St. Luke, of the
general assembly in which formal speeches were delivered and the
decree was solemnly adopted.

It seems evident that in this committee St. Paul had been in
some sense put upon his trial before the twelve apostles. “I com-
municated unto them,” he says, ¢ that gospel which I preach among
the Gentiles ; but privately to them which were of reputation, lest
by any means I should run or had run in vain.” He had been
called upon to state his position before the supreme tribunal of
the Church, and had received their sanction and approval.

This seems to be the fact which St. Paul expresses by the
singular phrase *“they added nothing to me,” that is to say, “they
had nothing to teach me.” There is an embarrassment, there is even
a touch of anger in St. Paul’s language here (Gal. ii. 6), which seems
to spring from a mortifying sense that after all he cannot make
his position quite clear. He had gone to Jerusalem to dictate
terms, and those from whom he expected opposition had offered
none. He had gone as the equal of the apostles, and his enemies
might say that the apostles had tried and acquitted him. There
had been agreement as to the burning question of circumcision,
and yet he had been made to feel that between himself and the
Twelve there existed that difference of principle which, though it
can hardly be defined, often divides men like a river.

One of the most difficult sentences in St. Paul’s narrative is that
in which he describes the result of the conference: ¢ James,
Cephas, and John, who were reputed to be pillars ” (here again the
note of irony is heard), “gave to me and Barnabas the right hand
of fellowship; that we should go unto the Gentiles, and they unto
the circumcision.” There was a compact, St. Paul says. The field
of labour was divided. Each party was to take its own way, but
within its own sphere.

But how is this to be understood? St. Paul himself constantly
preached to Jews after this date, and, in fact, never ceased to do so.
At Corinth he turned away in despair from blaspheming Jews (Acts
xviii. 6) ; yet at Ephesus, again, he preached in the synagogue (Acts
xix. 8), and almost his first act on arriving in Rome was to call
together the chief of the Jews (Acts xxviii. 17). St. Peter, on the
other hand, visited Antioch; and though St. Paul blamed the
conduct, he made no complaint of the presence of his brother
apostle. St. Peter again, if he had not actually preached in Corinth
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which is far from unlikely, had friends there, and a party known
by his name; yet here, again, St. Paul does not assert that any
compact had been broken. The brethren of the Lord again were
known at Corinth; and St. John, perhaps in St. Paul’s lifetime,
exercised authority over the Seven Churches of Asia. Other
apostles again are connected by strong tradition with Gentile
Churches. Nor, in the case of Peter and John, can we see any
reason for such a positive delimitation of the sphere of work as
seems to be here indicated. Neither of them taught the universal
necessity of circumcision ; both allowed the rite in the case of
Jewish Christians; St. John (in the Apocalypse), and probably St.
Peter, admitted a certain precedence of Jew Christian over Gentile
Christian, and this was in all respects the position of St. Paul
himself (Acts xi. 2 sqq., xv. 21; Apoc. vii. 4, 9; 1 Cor. vii. 18;
Rom. iii. 1). It was the position of St. James also. But within
this general agreement in principle there might be, and no doubt
were, considerable differences in practice. St. Paul obeyed the
ceremonial Law on occasion (1 Cor. ix. 20; Acts xxi. 26), but on
occasion also held himself perfectly at liberty to disregard it. St.
James, on the other hand, maintained that the Law was always and
everywhere binding upon a born Jew (Acts xxi. 2o, xv. 21). It
followed that, in the opinion of St. James, when Jew and Gentile
met, they could not eat at the same table. St. Paul held very
strongly that in such cases the Jew ought to give way. St. Peter
held that in such cases the Jew might very well give way, but was
not compelled to do so. This appears to have been the whole
extent of the difference among the apostles themselves.

The dispute about the Law was local, transient, and insignifi-
cant. The feeling out of which it sprang hardly existed except at
Jerusalem ; and even there the body of the Church was contented
with the tolerant Judaism of St. James. They were “zealous of
the Law,” and regarded St. Paul with suspicion, not on account
of his treatment of Gentile converts, but because they had been
informed that he taught Jews to forsake Moses (Acts xxi. 20, 21).
There was, however, a party at Jerusalem who insisted that every
Christian ought to become a Jew. It existed still in the days of
Justin Martyr (Z7ypho, 47), and for a short time maintained an
active propaganda at Antioch and in Galatia ; but their efforts were
discountenanced by the authorities of the Church, and must have
quickly died away. Nevertheless Jerusalem was clearly a place
which required special treatment. The community there was
almost entirely Jewish, the slightest indiscretion might have caused
a rupture, and St. Paul was regarded there with jealousy or positive
dislike. Under these circumstances the most politic course would
be to make some sort of compact by which Paul and Barnabas
bound-themselves not to preach in Judaea, while James agreed not
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to preach elsewhere. To this Cephas and John would be assenting
parties, though the terms did not limit their own personal activity,
nor, indeed, that of the other apostles. This appears to be the only
tenable interpretation of the words ‘“that we should go unto the
heathen, and they unto the circumcision.” A necessary article in
such a treaty would be that Paul and Barnabas should “remember
the poor.” The Jew Christians at Jerusalem would lose all share
in the distribution of the temple funds, and, if they were not to
send out collectors of their own, it was imperative that Paul and
Barnabas should undertake to make good .the deficiency. They
agreed to do so, and subsequent references to the great collection in
the Pauline Epistles show that their promise was loyally carried out.

Here St. Paul’s narrative breaks off, and to the actual session
of the Council he makes no allusion. We should know the reason
of his silence if we knew exactly what had been said against him
in Galatia, Clearly he is defending himself, not striking at random,
but replying to particular accusations, or, we should rather say, to
particular scoffs and insinuations. In regard to the Council itself,
his enemies had found nothing that they could turn against him,
and therefore he passes it over. It is not necessary to suppose
that at this time he felt any difficulty in speaking about the Decree.
Yet this may have been a further reason for his silence. That
St. Paul never can have approved of the Decree, that he could
not on principle regard this, or any other ecclesiastical canon, as
binding upon the conscience, is certain. At first he appears from
Acts to have accepted it ; though St. Luke nowhere tells us that he
personally recommended it. But he ate the meal set before him by
the jailer at Philippi (Acts xvi. 34) without question, and at Corinth
he treated the eating of things offered unto idols as a matter which
the individual must decide entirely for himself (x Cor. viii.). St.
Paul’s language on this subject cannot have been regarded with
favour either by the Twelve or by those who in the Gentile com-
munities still looked upon the Twelve as the princes of the Church.
It is highly probable that it created a new and formidable stumbling:
block in St. Paul's path. The Petrine party at Corinth would
certainly ask how St. Paul, who was not in the strict-sense of the
word an apostle at all, could thus treat an apostolic decree as a
mere matter of opinion. That they did so seems probable from
St. Paul’s own words (1 Cor. ix. 1~4), “Am I not free? am I not
an apostle? . . . have we not authority to eat and drink ?” where
the meaning is, “Because I am an apostle I too can legislate.”
But we can understand how men’s minds would be perplexed by
these conflicting views of duty. We may take as a strictly analogous
case the rule of fasting communion which makes much trouble in
our own times. Some regard it as an ecclesiastical rule ; some as
merely an ecclesiastical rule. St. Peter would probably have taken
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the former view, St. Paul the latter. The distinction is one of those
that are small to great minds and great to small minds, and will
serve to show the difference between St. Peter and St. Paul on the
one hand, and their followers on the other.

A third meeting between St. Peter and St. Paul is recorded
in Galatians (ii. 11 sqq.). We may assume with certainty that it
happened after that which we have just been considering, though
this has been questioned. It is true that in one place the order
of St. Paul’s narrative is not the order of time (z Cor. xi. 23-33),
but there is no reason for doubting that in Galatians events are
described in their proper sequence.

Not long probably after the Council, St. Peter visited Antioch,
stayed there some time, and was present on more than one occasion
at the Agape. The Church there was still divided, and separate
tables were laid, possibly in separate buildings, for Gentiles and
Jews. At first Peter took his seat among the Gentiles. This was
what he had done in the house of Cornelius; and it is not easy to
see how his conduct involved any breach of the recent Decree.
Shortly afterwards, certain emissaries of St. James came down to
Antioch, and ‘learning what had occurred, remonstrated with St.
Peter on his conduct. Their point probably was that the Decree
was intended only for Gentile Christians, that under it unclean
meat, for instance swine’s flesh, might be set upon the table, and
that therefore no Jew could be present at the Gentile Agape
without violating the spirit, if not the letter, of the Decree. Upon
this St. Peter “withdrew himself” and took his place at the table
of the Jews, Barnabas and the other Jews following his example.
This led to a stormy scene. St. Paul reprimanded St. Peter in
public and in very strong language, charging him with an attempt
“to compel the Gentiles to live as do the Jews,” and with
‘“hypocrisy,” by which we are to understand not merely vacillation,
but dereliction of the principles of the gospel.

Unfortunately we have no other account of this incident, and we
are left to construct St. Peter’s apology as best we can from the
Book of Acts. But it is evident that there is much more to be said
in his defence than is allowed even by Bishop Lightfoot (Ga’atians,
“St. Paul and the Three”). In the first place, St. Peter was not
compelling the Gentiles to live as do the Jews; the question at
issue was whether Jews ought to be compelled to live as do the
Gentiles. St. Peter did not endeavour to force one law upon every-
body; on the contrary, he allowed a difference of ritual. He
shaped his own conduct first by the one ritual and then by the
other, and this tolerance may be regarded as criminal inconsist-
ency by zealots on either side. Nor is St. Paul himself less incon-
sistent. He crcumcised Timothy not because he was obliged on
orinciple to do so, but for the sake of expedience (Acts xvi. 3); he
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tells the Galatians (v. 1-3) that circumcision carries with it the
obligation to fulfil the whole law; yet he certainly did not regard
Timothy as bound to observe the law of clean and unclean meats
(1 Tim. iv. 4). Nor can it reasonably be doubted that St. Peter
held the doctrine of the Atonement in the same sense as St. Paul
(Acts xi. 17; Gal. ii. 16), or that he regarded his conduct at Antioch
as not involving any disloyalty to the gospel. Nor, again, can we
imagine that Barnabas felt that he had done wrong in following the
example of St. Peter. On the contrary, we may connect this sharp
altercation at Antioch with another which occurred probably im-
mediately afterwards at the same place, and led to a temporary
estrangement between Paul and Barnabas (Adts xv. 37-39). If we
suppose that Mark had openly espoused the cause of his cousin
in the matter of the Agape, we find at once very serious reason for
this division.

It would seem that St. Paul in the heat of the moment did not
make the necessary distinction between St. Peter and St. James, or
between these two apostles and that extreme party whom they were
anxious to conciliate, and against whom he himself had so much
reason for legitimate indignation. Even at Antioch his position was
not secure; there was a Jew as well as a Gentile party. The
question of the hour was not really one of principle but of com-
promise, of policy, of comprehension. The Council of Jerusalem
had decided that there should be a compromise, with the usual
result that neither party was satisfied. It is true that beneath this
question of the hour there lay a question of principle, of mysticism
or disciplinarianism, of the kind and degree of respect due to
ecclesiastical regulations. We have not settled this question yet,
and it was not even formulated by the primitive Church. All we
can say is, that St. Paul was pulling in the one direction and St.
Peter in the other; that St. Peter was silent and St. Paul protested ;
that St. Paul was right in one sense and St. Peter in another; that
compromise is necessary to unity, and that, whenever the terms of a
compromise are called in question, heats and misunderstandings are
certain to arise. .

St. Paul does not record any other meeting between himself and
St. Peter.  Yet, directly or indirectly, the two apostles came into
collision at Corinth also. Whether St. Peter had actually visited
that city we cannot say with certainty. Yet, not Peter only, but his
wife also were well known there, and there is ground for thinking
that both had received pecuniary assistance from the common fund
of the Church (1 Cor. ix. 5). By the time when he wrote to the
Corinthians, St. Paul had quite made up his mind about the Jeru-
salem Decree, and laid down clearly his two great principles, that
“ the spiritual man judgeth all things,” and that * meat commendeth
us not to God.” Those who observed precepts and insisted upon
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rules appeared to him as cherishing needless scruples, as the weaker
brethren, as the carnal agents of strife and division. Whatever may
have been the party of Christ (it was most probably composed of the
advocates of antinomian freedom), we may suppose that that called
by the name of Apollos, the Alexandrine, was allegorical, and held
opinions in which mysticism and discipline were combined as they
are in the Epistle to the Hebrews. The Petrine party we may well
suppose to have observed the Decree of Jerusalem, and to have
doubted St. Paul’s claim to the title of apostle. Certainly there
were at Corinth Christians of whom these statements may be made
with confidence.

Here we can hardly avoid the question, when St. Paul was first
recognised as an apostle. We need not ask when he first became
an apostle. The answer to the question in this shape is given in
the history of his conversion (Acts ix. 15), and his selection by the
Church of Antioch was only a confirmation of his original divine
commission. But by what steps did he come to be regarded by the
Church as an apostle and as equal to the Twelve? Obviously he
won his way by degrees. Saul does not fill the same place in the eyes
of men as Paul. Obviously, also, there were for many years those
who denied his right to be called an apostle ; and it is not necessary
to suppose that these were in all cases bitter and fanatical opponents.

‘““ Apostle” is one of a large class of words which, having origin-
ally been no more than temporary appellatives or descriptions,
begin in time to denote a fixed rank and authority. All titles
belong to the same class—duke, count, minister, elder, bishop.
What is true of one is true of all. They have come to be titles,
and there are cases in which it is hard to decide whether they have
as yet become definitely titles or not.

The way in which the title apostle first came into being is given
by Matthew (x. 5), Mark (vi. 30), and Luke (ix. 10). Jesus sent forth
His twelve disciples, and thus they became His envoys, emis-
saries, or missionaries. Matthew and Mark do not use the word
apostle except on this occasion. John, in his Gospel, exhibits it
only once, and then in the loose popular sense (xiii. 16). But in
Luke’s Gospel it occurs several times, and in Acts it is the regular
official designation of the Twelve. It was even thought necessary
to maintain the exact number of the college by the election of
Matthias. In fact, after the Resurrection, Envoy has become a
definite title ; it denotes no longer a temporary occupation, but a
special office. The Twelve are no longer envoys, but The Envoys ;
and there are neither more nor less than twelve, corresponding to
the number of the tribes of Israel (Apoc. xxi. 14). We have here
what we may call the official view. At the same time, the looser use
of the word continued. There were those who “said that they were
apostles ” in the titular sense, though they were apostles only in the
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occasional sense, and the author of the Apocalypse severely blames
this misuse of language (ii. 2).

In the First Epistle to the Thessalonians, the earliest of his
Epistles, written during his second journey, soon after his arrival in
Corinth, St. Paul speaks of himself, Silvanus, and Timotheus, not
in the address, but in the body of the Epistle (ii. 6), as “apostles of
Christ.” Here, apparently, the word is still used in its general
sense ; we might substitute ‘‘ambassadors ” for “apostles ” without
altering the meaning. Neither Silvanus nor Timothy is elsewhere
called an apostle; and there are passages in which it is pretty
clearly implied that Timothy was not one (2 Cor. 1. 1; Col. i 1;
2 Tim. iv. 5). In all his later Epistles, except Philippians and
Philemon, St. Paul distinctly claims the style and title of apostle
for himself in the address. He applies the title also to the Twelve,
and probably, not quite certainly, to James the Lord’s brother
(Gal. i. 19). Some think that he speaks of Andronicus and Junias
(Rom. xvi. 7) as apostles, but the second name is more probably
Junia, and the sense is uncertain. In Acts (xiv. 4, 14), Paul and
Barnabas are called apostles after their commission by the Church of
Antixch. At an earlier date, St. Luke distinguishes Barnabas (ix. 27),
and, at a later date, in the account of the Council, both Barnabas and
Paul from the apostles (Acts xv.). Nor does St. Paul himself ever
expressly call Barnabas an apostle (not even in 1 Cor. ix. 6). Upon
the whole, it may be said that the title apostle, in the full official sense,
is not given in the New Testament to anyone except the Twelve.

But in Galatians and Corinthians, St. Paul unmistakably claims
the title, maintaining his right in the face of all opposition with
great resolution and not a little warmth. In Galatians he uses
of the Twelve language which, however measured, is certainly lan-
guage of disparagement. The Twelve are ‘“those who seemed to
be somewhat,” *those who seemed to be pillars” (ii. 6, 9); and in
Corinthians there are even stronger expressions (oi tmepAiay éwdo-
Tolot, Yevdamdarorot, 2 Cor. xi. 5, 13), which, if they are not directly
aimed at the Twelve, certainly glance very near them. - In the later
Epistles, though the old lion is still vexed by opposition (Phil.
i. 15), the warmth has passed away; his position is adequate to
his purpose, and there is no more need of self-assertion.

It seems clear that the period at which Galatians and Corin-
thians were written marks a great change in the attitude of St. Paul.
Then, for the first time, as he looked round on the success with
which God had blessed his ministry, he felt the need of openly
asserting his authority and thus consolidating his work. If we
could pretend to fix more precisely the date at which he first openly
asserted his equality with the Twelve, we might place it at that
moment when he ceased to baptize with his own hands (1 Cor.
i. 14-16). St. Peter does not appear to have baptized anybody
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(Acts x. 48), following in this the precedent set by our Lord Him-
self (John iv. 2). It may be that one of the marks by which
an apostle was distinguished from, for instance, the deacon (Acts
viii. 38) was that the former did not personally administer the rite of
baptism, and that by ceasing to do so St. Paul intended to declare
his assumption of the apostolic dignity.

We, who look back upon the history of St. Paul in the light of
its glorious completion, and whose knowledge of the primitive
Church is so largely derived from his writings, can hardly grasp the
fact that, great as he was, there were other figures which in the eyes
of the first Christians seemed even greater. They were not prolific
writers ; probably they were not eloquent speakers ; very likely they
were not what we should call profound thinkers or ready debaters.
When St. Peter met Simon Magus, he did not argue with him,
because he had neither the learning nor the logic for such an
attempt. All he could find to say was, “Thy heart is not right
in the sight of God” (Acts viii. 21). The Twelve, with the excep-
tion of St. John, were not intellectual, and even St. John was not
cultivated ; they found and wished for no biographer; their names
are written on the foundations of the New Jerusalem, but their
portion has been oblivion, or, at best, a vague and impersonal
respect among men. Yet the Lord meant them to be, and no
doubt they were, the great builders of the Church.

If we had lived in Corinth, if we had been taught to obey the
Decree of the Council of Jerusalem, and to regard St. Peter with
the greatest reverence,—and if then we had looked round upon that
wild sea of spiritual anarchy—for this is not too strong a phrase for
the condition of that unhappy Church,—what should we have
thought? No good Christian could be blind to the nobleness of
St. Paul’s character, or would seek to extenuate his magnificent
services. But might we not have asked in much perplexity what
precisely were the nature and the reach of his commission? He had
“seen the Lord ” ; yet not in the same sense as the Twelve. And five
hundred brethren at once had also seen the Lord without on that
account claiming to be apostles. His visions, which are now
recorded in Scripture, lay at that time between himself and God ;
yet he was manifestly not working in perfect harmony with the
Twelve, and he was not upon the Church roll. St. Paul’s conduct
in this last respect was nobly disinterested ; yet it might be inter-
preted as implying an unwillingness to come under control, and
range himself frankly on the side of authority. We cannot imagine
that all those Corinthians who called themselves followers of Peter
or of Apollos, were simply dogging the footsteps of St. Paul with the
malignant intention of making mischief.

Even to fair-minded men the only positive credential that St.
Paul could produce was the rich harvest that had followed his
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labours. Upon this he himself falls back—* The seal of mine
apostleship are ye in the Lord” (1 Cor. ix. 2z). But this proof
would have very different cogency at different times; it would be
one thing at Tarsus, another at Antioch, another at Jerusalem,
and another at Rome. It is certain that St. Paul’s claim to rank
on an equality with the Twelve met at first with much opposition,
down, at any rate, to the date of Corinthians ; it is probable that
even the Twelve at the time of the Council regarded him with a
certain uneasiness and coolness. Time alone could heal these feel-
ings. It is possible that St. Paul was not generally regarded as an
apostle, in the eminent sense of the word, till his imprisonment marked
him out as the most conspicuous sufferer for the Name. Finally,
bis martyr death placed him once for all on his deserved pinnacle.

Some conclusions of importance may be drawn from this review.
We have seen that in the earlier chapters of Acts, St. Peter is repre-
sented as constantly on the move. He certainly spent some time
in Antioch, most likely not very long after the Council. It is
possible, even probable, that he had been in Corinth, and in Galatia
he was well known, at any rate by repute. St. Paul had treated
him with great rigour at Antioch, and was not on easy terms with
him even at the date of Corinthians. There is no evidence that St.
Peter ever retaliated. In 1 Peter St. Paul is not alluded to, and
the personal relations of the two apostles do not assist us in fixing a
date. In 2 Peter he is mentioned with affection and great respect,
yet with a certain reserve.

It is clear that there was a difference between St. Peter and St.
Paul, which we may call little or great according to the point of
view. It was little, because it turned not on dogma but on
conduct ; it was great, because it was a party question. An attempt
has been made in the foregoing pages to ascertain as exactly as
possible what was its real nature, and the result appears to confirm
in substance the conclusions arrived at in the last chapter from a
comparison of the Petrine and Pauline Epistles.

§ 8. THE DIASPORA, BABYLON, AND THE ELECT LADY.

The First Epistle of St. Peter is directed to the elect, that-is to
say Christian, sojourners of the Diaspora, or Dispersion, in Pontus,
Galatia, Cappadocia, Asia, and Bithynia. Are we to take these
district names in their official or in their popular sense? Four of
them are names of Roman provinces, but Pontus is not ; and all of
them except Cappadocia mean one thing in the usage of the
Roman government, another in the mouths of the people, who
still remembered the old kingdoms out of which the provinces had
been carved. Let us see what the difference was.
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Pontus was the ancient kingdom of Mithridates. The seca-
coast of Paphlagonia, as far as a point a little east of the bay of
Amisos, belonged in the first century A.D. to the province of
Bithynia, which, according to Professor Ramsay (Crhurch in the
Roman Empzre, p. 15), was officially known as Bithynia Pontus.
The rest of Paphlagonia was given to the province of Galatia, and
the other regions of Pontus (Pontus Galaticus, Polemoniacus) as they
fell into Roman possession were assigned in A.D. 63 to Galatia, in
A.D. 99 to Cappadocia.

Galatia, another ancient kingdom, was formed into a province in
B.C. 25. In the first century after Christ the province included a
great part of Phrygia, Pisidia, Lycaonia, and Isauria; in aA.D. 63
it was enlarged by the addition of the Pontine districts already
mentioned ; and from the time of Galba to that of Vespasian it
embraced also Lycia and Pamphylia. The province of Galatia,
therefore, was very much wider than the country of the Galatae or
Gallograeci from which it took its name.

Cappadocia became a province in A.D. 17, and in the first
century there appears to be no noteworthy difference between the
name of the province and that of the old kingdom, though in A.D. 78
the province was united to that of Galatia, continuing nevertheless
to retain a separate administrative existence (Ramsay, C. R. E. p. 15).

Asia was bequeathed to the Romans by its last sovereign,
Attalus 11, in B.C.-133. The province included western Asia
Minor as far as Bithynia on the north and Lycia on the south.
Eastwards it included a large part of Phrygia, as far as the frontiers
of the province of Galatia. The name Asia had also a popular use
in which it embraced the coast lands of the Aegean, but not any
part of Phrygia (Ramsay, C. R. E. p. 150). The reader may
consult with advantage the maps which he will find in Mr.
Ramsay’s book, or in Mommsen, die Provinzen, vol. v. of his
Roman History. See also Dr. Hort’s Excursus on Zke Provinces of
Asia Minor included in St. Feter's Address; and Zahn, Einleitung.

The question arises, then, whether the geographical names are
to be taken in their stricter official or in their looser popular sense.
On the first hypothesis, which is maintained by Professor Hort and
Professor Ramsay, we are confronted by the fact that Pontus was
never by itself a distinct province, and that the Pontine districts
already referred to were not included in the province of Galatia till
A.D. 63. On the second, Phrygia, the great central district of Asia
Minor, might seem to be excluded ; and this can hardly be intended,
for the bearer of the Epistle could not pass from Cappadocia to
As:a without traversing Phrygia, where, as we know, there were
many Christians (Acts xviii. 23). But the point is, for our present
purpose, hardly worth debating, though it may be observed that
Galatia, coming as it does between Pontus and Cappadocia, must
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certainly include N.-W. Galatia. Whether St. Peter is thinking of
the Roman provinces or of the ancient kingdoms, his list of names
embraces the whole of Asia Minor except the south coast. Lycia,
Pamphylia, the kingdom of Antiochus and Cilicia seem clearly to
be omitted ; though, as has been observed, Lycia and Pamphylia
belonged for a time and in a sense to the province of Galatia.

We have here distinct evidence of a bold and extensive mission,
larger in scale than any of the journeys of St. Paul. It was not a
voyage of discovery or conquest, but belonged rather to the
secondary stage .of missionary enterprise. There were Christian
communities scattered all over Asia Minor—we do not know how
many, or at what intervals, or how large. Silvanus is to visit them
all, in person or by deputy, and to send copies of the Epistle every-
where. The object was to establish and confirm the Churches, to
bring them into touch, consolidate, comfort them, and so pave the
way for a further advance. For such a purpose no better Epistle
could have been written, and it would be largely supplemented by
word of mouth.

Another question that has been much discussed is that arising
from the order in which the countries are named. The list begins
in a surprising way at Pontus, takes a circular sweep from left to
right through Asia Minor, and ends where it began. Dr. Hort
describes, with every appearance of probability, the route intended.
It would run from some Pontic seaport, through Galatia proper to
Ancyra, thence to Cappadocian Caesarea. Here the traveller would
strike the great highroad leading westward through Phrygia by way
of Apamea and Laodicea to Ephesus in Asia. Hence another
great route would take him northward past Smyrna and Pergamos
to Cyzicus in Mysia on the shore of the Propontis, and from this
town a short voyage would carry him to some Bithynian harbour.
Or from Pergamos he might strike off to the east up the valley of
the Caicus, and so reach Bithynia by land. The only difficulty
lies in the fact that Pontus is selected as the point of departure.
If St. Peter was writing from Babylon proper, it seems incredible
that Pontus should have been the first region in Asia Minor to
occur to his mind ; and even if he was writing from Rome, which is
by far the more probable supposition, it is not easy to see why he
did not direct his envoy to start from Ephesus. There must have
been some good grounds for this peculiar arrangement. Dr. Hort
thought that Silvanus may have found it more convenient to carry
the Epistle from Rome by sea, and that circumstances unknown to
us, the opportunity of a good ship or some other reason, may have
induced him to go first to Sinope, on the Euxine coast. Another
likely port would be Amisos, from which the merchandise of Central
Asia was carried to Rome (Ramsay, C. R. E. p. 10). But the
personal convenience of the envoy would hardly determine the
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choice of route. There must have been some further reason,
though we can only guess what it was. But, if a great mission was
in contemplation, the movement must have originated in some
particular Church. The first mission of St. Paul was planned by the
Church of Antioch, and it is permissible to think that the Holy
Spirit may have put a similar purpose in the heart of the Pontic
Christians. If so, they might very naturally apply to St. Peter for
his sanction and guidance; and, as the scheme was their own, the
envoy would certainly go first to them.

The Epistle clearly implies that there were Christian com-
. munities dotted all over Asia Minor. What would be their nature
and composition? They are regarded as belonging to the Dia-
spora, a word which in its proper sense denotes those Jews who for
one reason or another were domiciled in foreign countries. They
abounded in Asia Minor from an early date. Even in the fourth
century before Christ, Aristotle had met there a Jew who was
“ Hellenic, not in language only, but in soul.” Antiochus the Great
settled two thousand Jewish families from Mesopotamia and Baby-
lonia in Phrygia and Lydia (Jos. 472 xii. 3. 4). In B.Cc. 138 the
Roman Senate wrote on behalf of the Jews to the kings of Per-
gamos and Cappadocia (1 Macc. xv. 16-24). Agrippa in his letter
to Caligula (Philo, Legatio ad Caium, 36, Mangey, ii. 587) asserts
that there were numerous Jewish settlements in Pamphylia, Cilicia,
and the greater part of Asia as far as Bithynia and the recesses of
Pontus. Petronius (s6¢d. 33, Mangey, ii. 582) says that Jews
abound in every city of Asia and Syna (see Schiirer, Jewisk People
in the Time of Jesus Christ, Eng. trans. il. 2. 221 sqq.).

It is possible that around these Asiatic Jewish communities the
same state of things may have existed as in the Crimea. We have
a number of inscriptions from Tanais (belonging probably to the
second or third century A.n.), emanating from Greek religious
societies, who worshipped exclusively the Most High God (®eos
woros). The authors describe themselves as “adopted brethren
worshlppmg the Most High God” (elomouyroi ddedgpol oefBipevor
®edv Wnorov),—they must have been some kind of proselytes,-—and
as havmg glven in their names to a presbyter (&ypdyavres éavrav
7& dvépate wepl mwpeoBirepov)—obviously for the purpose of instruc-
tion. Professor Schiirer thinks that they were not exactly Jewish
proselytes, because the communities are distinctly Greek, and
identify the Highest God with Zeus. It may be that we have
in these inscriptions merely one of many symptoms of that inclina-
tion to a kind of monotheism which we know to have existed among
the heathen in imperial times; but as Judaism was strong in
Panticapaeum and Gorgippia, and had been so for a long time
before, Schiirer considers that they are very possibly an indirect
fruit of Jewish propaganda (Latyschev, nscriptiones antiquae orae
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septentrionalis Ponti Euxini gracecae et latinae ; vol. ii., inscriptiones
regni Bosporani, Petropoli, 1890 ; Schiirer in Z#eologische Litera-
turzeitung, No. g, 1 Mai, 1897).

If we may transfer these ideas from the Crimea to Asia, and
suppose them to have been current.in the first century, we may
imagine the Jews of the Diaspora and their proselytes to have
been surrounded by a number of hybrid societies, who watched
their ways and copied their belief and practice without definitely
breaking loose from heathenism. Indeed, we know that *prose-
lyte” was a term of very loose application. The formal distinction
between the proselyte of righteousness and the proselyte of the gate
is later than apostolic times. But even in the first century the
Jewish propaganda was active and widely spread. It desired to
make of every convert a strict observer of the Law ; but it con-
tented itself with accepting from every man as much as he was
willing to give. There were proselytes who were circumcised and
obeyed the whole Law. Others kept the Sabbath, fasted on the
appointed days, burned the Sabbath lights, and observed the
precepts respecting clean and unclean meats (Josephus, Agion. ii.
39). Others, again, were united to the synagogue by a still looser
tie. In Antioch the Jews persuaded a large number of Greeks to
attend their religious services, and treated them as, in a certain
sense, a part of themselves (Josephus, de Bell. Jud. vii. 3. 3).
In this the synagogue resembled the church; the doors stood
open, and heathen were not only permitted but encouraged to
attend certain portions of the public worship. Thus every Jewish
community became the nucleus of a large group of adherents, of
whom some were converts in the strict sense of the word ; others, in
various shades and degrees, were partial conformists, allies, interested
spectators, well-wishers (see Schiirer, ii. 2. 305 sqq.).

Some synagogues probably went over to Christianity in a body ;
in other cases a part would secede, and this part would exhibit a
vertical section of the parent group from top to bottom. It would
include proper Jews, half Jews, and a number of persons who,
though attracted by Judaism, had never definitely adopted its
tenets or its practices, but hovered on its outskirts. There would
be no difficulty about the Law. Anyone who chose still to observe
it in its integrity could no doubt do so, just as anyone was at
liberty to lead an ascetic life, provided that he did not interfere
with the liberty of others. But even the proper Jews of the
Diaspora were thought lax by the Pharisees of Jerusalem, and
many of their converts and adherents never had professed to keep
the whole body of the Mosaic ordinances. Baptism would readily
take the place of that bath which was common in the case of
proselytes ; the Eucharist represented the Passover; the *blood
which was sprinkled” for the proselyte was no longer necessary,
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because all Christians have been sprinkled once for all with the
blood of Christ (1 Pet. i. 2), and the strict law of meats was
replaced by the Jerusalem Decree (see Schiirer, ii. 2. 319 sqq.).
Hence (as has been already observed in § vi.) the Church
appears to St. Peter as a continuous entity ; God’s purpose seems
to have grown and widened without any breach of sequence, and
all the titles, which in old times He bestowed upon the chosen
people, have passed on in the natural course of things to the
Christian brotherhood, just as in the history of our own race the
name Englishman survived the absorption of Danes and Normans
into the great national family.

It hardly seems probable that many of the primitive Churches
were exclusively Gentile, composed, that is to say, wholly of
brethren who, up to the time of their conversion, had no know-
ledge, direct or indirect, of the Old Testament. On the other
hand, scarcely any can have been exclusively Jewish, excepting,
perhaps, that of Jerusalem. In some large towns where Jews
were numerous, there may have been for a time a double Church,
as at Antioch. But it is not at all likely that this often happened,
or that it long endured when it did happen. Generally speaking,
we must ask not whether a Church was Jewish or Gentile, but what
proportion the Jews, with their proselytes and allies, bore to the
rest of the congregation, or, in other words, who set the tone of the
new .religious life at the outset. Even in this shape we cannot
answer the question with any great degree of precision.

At what date may we suppose Christianity to have first gained
a footing in the regions addressed by St. Peter? It is not easy to
say. We know from Pliny’s despatch to Trajan that there were
many Christians at Amisos, in the extreme north of Asia Minor,
on the coast of the Black Sea, about a.p. 87. But long before this,
on the day of Pentecost, we read that among St. Peter’s audience
were people from Cappadocia, Pontus, Asia, Phrygia, and Pam-
phylia (Acts ii. 9, 10). St. Luke can hardly have given this list
of countries without an ulterior reason; it is probable that he knew
the work of evangelisation to have begun immediately afterwards in
all of them. At any rate, among the three thousand souls who
received baptism at the time of that great outpouring of the Spirit,
there must have been many who went home and preached their
new faith. Very much good work must have been done by obscure
missionaries of whom we have no record at all. By unknown hands
Christianity had been planted in Rome before a.p. 58, and no
reason can be given why it should not have taken root in Pontas
quite as early. Even in N.-W. Galatia, though the region may very
possibly not have been visited by St. Paul himself, there would be
no lack of voices to spread the good tidings. Pilgrims, chapmen,
and traders of all kinds, soldiers, subordinate officials, played a part
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in the dissemination of the gospel, and there was probably no
corner of the empire where Chnistianity had not been heard of
within a very few years.

It has been thought surprising that St. Peter should address his
Epistle to Churches connected, in part at any rate, with the name
of St. Paul. But we must consider in the first place how small a
portion of Asia Minor was visited by St. Paul. In Lycia, Caria,
Mysia, Bithynia, Pontus, and Cappadocia he never set foot. Of
Galatia and Phrygia, if Mr. Ramsay is right, he touched but the
southern fringe ; and, if Mr. Ramsay is wrong, we do not know at
all what was the extent of his voyagings. In Asia, of the Seven
Churches mentioned in the Apocalypse, Ephesus alone is known to
have enjoyed his presence, though he wrote to Laodicea. We do
not hear of his working at Miletus, and at Troas he stayed but
seven days. There are, indeed, large gaps in our information about
St. Paul. We do not know by what road he travelled from Syria
to Ephesus at the end of his second journey (Acts xviii. 18, 19),
or how much is covered by such expressions as “ the upper coasts,”
or “all they which dwelt in Asia” (Acts xix. 1, 10). Yet much
must have been left for other hands to do; and there is no reason
for supposing that it was undertaken exclusively by personal
adherents of St. Paul, or that the communities were of a specially
Pauline type. Indeed, even Ephesus was governed, as we know,
by presbyters; but we could not affirm this fact with confidence of
Thessalonica or of Corinth.

And here may be expressed a suspicion that there is more in a
conjecture of Weiss than has generally been allowed. Why was
St. Paul forbidden by the Holy Ghost to preach the word in Asia
and Bithynia on his second expedition ? (Acts xvi. 6, 7). The Holy
Ghost is Wisdom, and there must have been some reason for this
prohibition. It may have been merely that the providence of God
was calling St. Paul onwards, to carry the war straight into the
enemy’s country, and advance boldly upon his western strongholds.
But it may also have been, as Weiss thinks, that other preachers
were already at work in the forbidden regions, and that it was
neither necessary nor desirable that St. Paul should direct his
energies thitherwards. The apostle passed by Mysia, where not
long afterwards, if the earlier date of the Apocalypse is correct, we
find the Church of Pergamos. It may have been in process of
formation at this very time. Nay, if conjecture be permissible, we
might venture a step further. Even cn his first journey, St. Paul
hurried through Pamphylia without stopping, and did not preach
in the country, except once at Perga, on his return (Acts xiv. 25),
though Pamphylians had ueen present in Jerusalem on the day of
Pentecost, and the ground was therefore to some extent prepared
for the seed. Again, it was immediately after entering Pamphylia
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that Mark parted from St. Paul. The two facts, the hasty advance
and the return of St. Mark, may possibly be connected, and, if they
are, we must ask what explanation will fit them both. Considera
tions of health might conceivably, as Mr. Ramsay urges, determine
the apostle to press on and leave Pamphylia unworked ; but this
reason, which might have been expressed in two words, is not given
by St. Luke, and still we are left to wonder why Mark went back,
why Paul resented his conduct, and why Barnabas excused it. It
is possible to suppose that evangelists were already at work in
Pamphylia; that Mark did not think it desirable to interfere with
them ; that, being a young man, he pressed his opinion in a manner
that might give offence; that Barnabas agreed with Mark in sub-
stance though not in expression, and that Paul yielded and moved
on to Antioch without delay.

Upon the whole, it seems tolerably certain, not only that
Christianity advanced with great rapidity in Asia Minor, but that
there were many Churches which were not founded by the direct
personal initiative of St. Paul. It is clear also that the apostle’s
hold upon Asiatic Christianity was neither deep nor lasting. At the
time when he wrote the Second Epistle to Timothy (i. 15), all the
Churches of Asia—the province of Asia—had turned away from
him, though he had still a footing in Ephesus, where Onesiphorus
remained true. There may have been signs of defection in Galatia
also, whither Crescens is despatched (iv. 10). Yet this cannot have
been the precise date of 1 Peter, because Mark was in Asia, not in
Rome, and was in close personal relations with St. Paul (iv. 11).
What conclusions are we to draw? We can but grope our way
through the dim light. There were probably at a very early date
Churches dotted all over Asia Minor. Some of them were Pauline,
some were of another type, which we may loosely call Petrine.
There was agitation among them, and some passed from the one
side to the other. To our modern eyes the difference between the
Mystic and the Disciplinarian seems very great, because it has been
embittered by the fierce controversies of the last five centuries.
To St. Paul also it seemed very great. Law, in his eyes, was
incompatible with mystic freedom, and he united in a very high
degree speculative keenness and masterful enthusiasm. But did
it seem equally great to the other apostles, or even to St. Paul's
own attached followers? The difference as yet existed only in
germ ; its consequences had not developed themselves. Can we
not imagine that Mark or Silvanus may have been equally ready
to take their orders either from St. Peter or from St. Paul.

Is there any real reason why, if the Pontic Christians had
planned a great mission or visitation of the Churches, St. Peter
should not have been asked to write a circular letter which should
give an authoritative basis to the enterprise? or why Silvanus, if
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he was not at the time in actual personal attendance upon St. Paul,
should not have been the envoy? or why St. Mark, if he was at
the time with St. Peter, should not have been mentioned affec-
tionately in the Epistle? A

Whence was St. Peter writing, and what is the exact place which
he calls Babylon? Three answers have been given to this question ;
for we may leave Joppa and Jerusalem on one side, though both
towns have found advocates. Down to the Reformation, Babylon
was generally understood as here signifying Rome. Since that date
many commentators, following the lead of Erasmus and Calvin,
have argued that the name must be taken in its natural sense, and
that the Assyrian Babylon is intended. Others again, notably
Bishop Pearson, have advocated the claims of the Egyptian
Babylon or Old Cairo. We may consider these three views in
the reverse order.

Strabo the geographer, who was writing as late as a.p. 18, tells
us (xvii. p. 8o07) that the Egyptian Babylon is a strong fortress,
founded with the permission of the Pharaoh of the time by certain
refugees from the Assyrian Babylon. * At present,” he adds, “it is
the camp of one of the three corps which form the garrison of
Egypt.” Near it, or round it, grew up a town which is of consider-
able interest in the history of the Coptic Church, of the Arab
invasion, and of the Crusades. But in the first century it appears
to have been merely a great military station, the last place where
we should expect to find St. Peter and his friends (see A. J. Butler,
The Ancient Coptic Churches of Egypt; Evetts, The Churches and
Monasteries of Egypt; Amélinean, La Géographie de I' Egypte).

According to the letter of Agrippa to the Emperor Caius (in
Philo, Legatio ad Caium, 36, Mangey, ii. 588), there were at that
date many Jews in Babylon of Assyria. Persons from this region
had been present in Jerusalem on the day of Pentecost, and it is
possible that evangelists were at work there not long afterwards.
But towards the end of the reign of Caius great disasters fell upon
the Babylonian Jews. Many were massacred; many fled to
Seleucia and thence to Ctesiphon (Josephus, 4#z. xviii. g). If St.
Peter ever went to the East, it is rather in the last-named city than
in Babylon that we should expect to find him. Again, tradition
associates with Parthia the name, not of Peter, but of Thomas,; and
considerable weight may be attached to this fact. Besides, the
regions beyond Euphrates lay in another world. It is hardly
credible that one and the same person should have taken an active
part in evangelising the far Orient, and yet have kept up a close
connexion with Greek-speaking communities in Asia Minor. The
earliest Syriac tradition connects St. Peter with Rome, and does not
mention Babylon (Dr. Chase, article on Peter, in Hastings’ Dictionary
of the Bible). Nor have we the least reason for supposing that
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Mark and Silvanus ever visited Assyria; indeed, all the probabili.
ties are heavily against it.

There remains only the third explanation, that by Babylon St.
Peter means Rome. Down to the time of the Reformation this
view was universal. It was rejected by the Reformed divines, partly,
perhaps, because it appeared to favour the Papal claims. But
among modern commentators it is still the predominant opinion.

That Rome was commonly spoken of as Babylon by Jewish
writers of an apocalyptic tinge i1s beyond question. No one doubts
what is meant by Babylon in the Book of the Apocalypse. There
is, indeed, some difficulty in ascertaining the precise date at which
this metaphor came into vogue.

Bishop Lightfoot (Sz. Clement of Rome, vol. ii. p. 492) refers toa
passage in the Sidylline Oracles (v. 158): xai PpAéfer mwovrov Babiv
atrijy Te BaBuliva 'Irakias yaiav 6 s elvexa moAdol Ghovro ‘Efpalwy
dyror moTol kal vads dAnbis. But these particular lines in which there
is a reference to the destruction of the temple must have been written
after the time of Vespasian. The same observation will apply to
a passage in the Apocalypse of Baruch (xi. 1, ed. R. H. Charles,
1896), “ Moreover, I, Baruch, say this against thee, Babylon: If thou
hadst prospered and Zion had dwelt in her glory, it would have been
a great grief to us that thou shouldest be equal to Zion. But now,
lo, the grief is infinite, and the lamentation measureless, for, lo, thou
art prospered and Zion desolate.” This passage also Mr. Charles,
the learned editor, assigns to a date after A.D. 70 and before A.D. go.
It is obvious that the sack of Jerusalem would bring the name
of Vespasian into close proximity to that of Nebuchadnezzar, and
suggest at once the parallel between Rome and Babylon. But
there is no remson why this comparison should not have been
vividly present to the minds both of Jews and Christians long
before the final catastrophe. In the Apocalypse, which was most
probably written before the fall of Jerusalem, Rome is Babylon,
not because she has destroyed the Holy City, but because she is
the mother of harlots and abominations, drunken with the blood of
the saints (xvii. 5, 6). Such metaphors, or applications of prophecy,
seem to have been not uncommon among the first Christians ; and
even Jerusalem, “the great city where our Lord was crucified,” was
spoken of “ spiritually ” as Sodom or Egypt (Apoc. xi. 8). St. Paul
had called the Holy City “Sinai” (Gal. iv. 25). Such turns of
speech are very natural, and present little or no difficulty. The
moment a pious Jew set his foot in the Transtiberine Ghetto, and
saw with his own eyes the splendour and the vices of the capital, or
heard of the influence of the “Chaldaean” astrologers, or of the
blasphemous follies of Caligula, he might very well bethink him of
Isaiah, and say to himself, *“ Surely this is Babylon, not Rome.”

It has been urged that to use such a metaphor in the actual
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dating of an official letter might cause uncertainty and confusion
But there is little force in this objection. The letter did not drop
from the sky, nor even go through the post. It was carried by
Siivanus, who had come from the place, whatever it was, where the
author was residing. It is quite possible that there is another
metaphor in the same verse (1 Pet. v. 13). For, although the
Sinaitic MS. and other ancient authorities insert the word éxxAnoia
before cuvexAexmj, we may maintain with confidence that the right
translation of what St. Peter wrote is not * the fellow-elect Church,”
but “the fellow-elect Lady in -Babylon greeteth you.” But this,
again, may be a metaphor, for many hold with Bishop Lightfoot
that we must see in the phrase a personification of the Church in
which the apostle was resident at the time. Bishop Lightfoot
compares the (probably not parallel) use of xvpla, 2 John i. 5; see
Clement of Rome, ii. 491 ; we may add the Lady of Hermas.

But it is not necessary to treat the lady also as a figure of
speech. The sister-wife whom St. Peter led about with him must
have been a well-known and well-loved personage in many places.
Clement of Alexandria had heard that she died a martyr death
before her husband (Strom. vii. 11. 63). There is no reason for
doubting his story ; and, if it is true, it implies that she had been
not only the companion, but the active assistant of her husband.
She was one of the heroines of the primitive Church, and would

- hold a far higher position in the eyes of men than Phoebe, or
Priscilla, or Euodia, or Syntyche, or those other good women who
laboured with St. Paul. She may very well have desired to add a
brief message of Christian affection to her great husband’s Epistle.
Peter, again, was not only a husband but a father (Clem. Alex.
Strom. ni. 6. 52; BEus. A, E. iii. 30. 1); he never mentions
divorce; he does not appear to have attached any merit to
celibacy ; he seems to have been a typical Hebrew, who looked
upon married life as the best, happiest, and most blessed condition ;
the Lord Jesus had deigned to visit his wife, and had been good to
his wife’s mother. He would speak of his wife, as Synesius in a
later age spoke of his, with affection that was not ashamed, and
knew no reason why it should be ashamed, of expressing itself.

If we take the word “lady” in a metaphorical sense, we are
probably sacrificing to mere prudery a noble and distinctive feature
of St. Peter’s character, and losing a touch of nature which speaks
strongly in favour of the genuineness of the Epistle. “ My wife and
my son Marcus, two persons who are very near and dear to me,
join in my greeting to you”—this is surely what St. Peter means.
We must add that the word “lady” is not found in the Greek text.
Kvpla may, indeed, be used in a figure of the Church, but what
St. Peter actually says is “she who is fellow-elect” We may
supply yw1), if we please, and even more easily than xvpla. Thus,
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even if «xvpla in 2 John meant a Church, the case would not be
parallel. Twj could hardly be used in a metaphorical sense.

Nothing has been said in the foregoing paragraphs as to the
authenticity of the address and concluding verses of the Epistle
which has lately been impugned by Professor Harnack (C/ronologie,
p- 451 sqq.). A few words on the subject will not be inappropriate
here.

Dr. Harnack thinks that the Epistle does not profess to be the
work of a personal disciple of Jesus, pdprvs in v. 1 meaning, not
an apostle, but merely one who has suffered after the pattern of
Christ ; that it is so saturated with Pauline ideas that it might
conceivably have been written by St. Paul himself ; that it displays
no personal acquaintance with the life of Jesus, and hardly a trace
of any knowledge of the gospel; that it describes the state of the
Church and its afflictions in such a manner that the date may be
fixed between 83 and 93, but possibly as early as 73 or 63 A.D. ;
that it is the production of some distinguished teacher and con-
fessor ; that it was known to Clement of Rome, Polycarp, Papias,
and the author of the so-called Second Epistle of Clement, but
not under the name of Peter ; that Babylon means possibly Rome,
but more probably Jerusalem; that it floated about in an anony-
mous condition, till between A.p. 150 and 170 it was seized upon
by the writer who forged the Second Epistle of Peter and furnished
with a head- and tail-piece.

Dr. Harnack admits that the general state of things described
in the Epistle is such that the date might be fixed without absurdity
as early as A.D. 63, before the outbreak of the Neronian persecution,
and within the lifetime of St. Peter. But he maintains that it
cannot be the work of St. Peter himself, because of its Paulinism,
of its impersonality, and of the vagueness of its references to the
Gospels. Hence it becomes necessary & priori to regard the
address and subscription as forged ; but Dr. Harnack also finds
these passages full of difficulty.

As to the general character of the Epistle, much has already
been said in the course of this Introduction, and more will be
added in the Notes. Paulinism is not to be found in the Epistle,
except in that sense in which Paulinism is identical with Chris-
tianity ; the Gospel allusions are more numerous than Dr. Harnack
is disposed to admit; in a circular letter, written at a very early
date, there was neither room nor occasion for precise quotation or
detailed information ; and for the note of personality, we should
look naturally to the beginning and end, which the hypothesis
requires us to regard as spurious. There are difficulties and
obscurities, no doubt, but the worst conceivable method of hand-
ling them is to regard them as traces of interpolation or forgery.
The forger's object is to make things as clear and natural as
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possible ; why, then, should anyone, writing as late as A.p. 160, with
the Pauline Epistles, if not the Book of Acts, before him, have
pitched upon Silvanus and Mark, of all people in the world, as
likely to be in attendance upon St. Peter? The mention of these
two names causes great perplexity in modern times, and certainly
could not have caused less in ancient. Further, it is not easy,
though it is not impossible, to suppose that some unscrupulous
person first concocted an epistle in the name of Peter, and then
seized upon a well-known but anonymous ancient document, and
affixed to it the name of Peter, in order to give some sort of support
to his own fabrication. If 2 Peter is to be regarded as a forgery, it
is much more likely that what happened was just the reverse ; that
the forger found 1 Peter in existence as we have it, and used it,
address, subscription and all, as a pattern for his own concoction.
But, indeed, forgery is even a more dangerous word than interpola-
tion. It is our bounden moral duty to require cogent evidence
before we charge one who is presumably an honest and sensible
man with deliberate falsification. For that harmless masquerading
which we find later on in the Judicium Petri, the Clementine
Homilies, the Constitutions of the Apostles, or Dionysius the Areopa-
gite, is in the present instance quite out of the question.

In style, the address and subscription are indistinguishable from
the body of the Epistle. The language of the address (Swxomopd,
mapenidnpot, Gytaouds, Sraxoy, pavriouds) paves the way with great
propriety for the admonitions which follow, and contains a sort of
abstract or premonition of all that was in the writer’s mind. St.
Clement of Rome, writing about A.D. g5, not only makes use of
the body of the Epistle, but moulds his own address very closely
on the address of the Epistle (xdpts Suilv xal eipjyn émwd mavroxpdropos
Ocod dud "Inood Xpiorod wAnbuvbely : see Lightfoot’s note). Dr. Har-
nack’s view involves the extremely improbable supposition that this
form of address was the invention of Clement ; that at a somewhat
later date it was loosely imitated by Jude ; that half a century after-
wards the forger of 2 Peter, writing with both Clement and Jude
before him, copied more accurately the Clementine address, and
prefixed it not only to his own concoction, but to an ancient Epistle
which he found floating about without a name. It is true that St.
Clement does not quote St. Peter by name, but it is equally true
that though, according to Dr. Harnack’s /ndex Locorum, he quotes
or alludes to twenty-two of the New Testament documents, he no-
where gives the name of his authority. Yet, though he quotes St.
Paul without naming him, he knew quite well that St. Paul was the
author of the Epistles from which he quotes (xlvii. 1, dvardBere v
émoroly Tob paxapiov Iavdov Tob dmoorélov), and we may con-
fidently infer that he had the same knowledge in the case of St. Peter.

There is therefore some internal and strong external evidence én
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favour of the authenticity of the address. But if the address is
genuine, no one will care to dispute the genuineness of the subscrip-
tion. The difficulties involved in the latter passage are not of a
kind that can. be regarded as insuperable.

For the later evidence on the subject of St. Peter’s sojourn in
Rome, the reader may consult the article by Dr. Chase, who has
marshalled all the statements with great care and lucidity. There
also will be found references to the literature of the question. The
only addition which I can make to Dr. Chase’s quotations is one
from Clement of Alexandria, taken from a note in the Codex
Marcianus (text in Zahn, Forschungen, iii. 70): “Petrus et Paulus
Romae sepulti sunt . . . Clemens in quinto libro hypotyposeon id
est informationum.” Zahn -expresses a doubt whether this state-
ment is really derived from Clement, but gives no reason. It may
very well be genuine. The fifth book of the Aypotyposes certainly
contained information about the apostles, as we know from Eus.
H E.i 12,

§ 9. MARK AND SILVANUS.,

When St. Peter despatched his Epistle, Mark and Silvanus were
in his company.

Mark is called by St. Paul (Col. iv. 10) the cousin of Barnabas.
We may therefore with confidence identify him with the John Mark
of whom we read in Acts (xii. 12). It can hardly be doubted that
this is the same Mark who was with St. Peter.

Mark was the son of a woman named Mary, who lived in
Jerusalem, and whose house was a meeting-place for the brethren.
Like his cousin Barnabas, he was probably a Levite. St. Peter was
well acquainted with Mark’s mother, for it was to her house that he
turned his steps on his deliverance from prison. He knew Mark,
therefore, before St. Paul did; and when he calls him his son, he
may mean that he induced Mark to accept baptism, or at any rate
was instrumental in bringing him to Christ. But the term may
denote nothing more than close and affectionate familiarity. .

Barnabas and Saul took John Mark with them on what is
known as the First Mission Journey (Acts xii. 25), as their
“ minister ¥ (Ymmpérys, Acts xiil. 5. E has here eis Suaxoviav,
evidently wishing to get rid of an ambiguous word). It is not
quite clear what we are to understand by the word ‘minister.”
Sometimes, but rarely, it means “a minister of the word ” (so Luke
i. 2, 1 Cor. iv. 1; Acts xxvi. 16 : in this last passage it is applied
by Jesus to St. Paul), but more commonly it is used in the New
Testament of menials or subordinate officers of an inferior class.
Possibly Mark went as personal attendant on the apostles, as their
courier or dragoman ; but for this purpose they would naturally
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select a fellow-believer who had a gift of exposition, and could help
in other ways, besides ministering to their comfort, arranging routes,
and managing business generally. With Barnabas and Saul, Mark
traversed Cyprus—a country which may have been known to him,
for it was the native land of Barnabas. But at Perga in Pamphylia
“John departing from them returned to Jerusalem” (Acts xiil. 13).
P'aul resented his conduct, and when Barnabas proposed to take
John Mark with them on their second journey (Acts xv. 37),
objected so strongly that there was a sharp contention between him
and Barnabas. Finally, the two great friends departed asunder,
Paul taking for his companion the prophet Silas, while  Barnabas
went with Mark to Cyprus.

Two questions suggest themselves here. The first is, What was
the age of Mark at this time? A worthless tradition, which is
directly contradicted by the Elder of Papias (Eus. A. £. iii. 39. 15),
represents him as having been one of the Seventy. Some com:
mentators in recent times have identified him with the young man
mentioned in his Gospel (Mark xiv. 51). This, again, is somewhat
unsubstantial conjecture. But the word “minister” seems to imply
that he was a novice to mission work, and that he was a young man.
Though he was cousin, not “sister’s son,” of Barnabas, he may
have been many years younger than that apostolic man.

Again, why did he leave the apostles so abruptly? St. Luke
makes no comment, and we are thrown back on hypothesis. Yet
it is clear that the breach was not between Mark and Barnabas, but
between Mark and Paul. Barnabas defended him with great
warmth. The reason for Mark’s departure, therefore, can hardly .
have been that his courage failed, or that his health broke down, or
that he proved incompetent for his office. But if these causes are
inadequate, what can we suppose but that there was some difference
of opinion between Paul and Mark which Paul regarded as un-
fitting him for the purpose in hand, while Barnabas, who inclined
to the party of Peter (Gal. ii. 13), did not. It is not easy to suppose
that Barnabas, however strong his family affection may have been,
would have selected again for his helpmate one who could not be
trusted on an emergency. Nor would Mark himself have been
willing to renew an adventure of which he knew that he was
incapable. He ended by going with Barnabas to Cyprus, where
possibly the dangers were less ; but he appears to have been quite
willing to plunge into Asia Minor, though he must have heard all
about the sufferings of the previous expedition. Nor is it easy
to suppose that St. Paul would have still been embittered by a
failure of courage of which Mark had so evidently repented. It
seems far more likely that Mark had taken alarm at St. Paul’s
views ; that during the interval, probably under the persuasion of
Barnabas, he had come to regard the difference as unimportant;
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and that St. Paul felt rightly, though with some sense of personal
vexation, that, however slight the grounds of disagreement might
look to others, they would prevent him from working successfully
with one who was disposed to criticise and disapprove. Some
slight confirmation of this view may be found in the fact that the
companion chosen by St. Paul was Silas, a prophet, and in the
previous connexion between Mark and St. Peter. Mark is not
again mentioned in the Book of Acts.

At a later date, when the apostle’s own views were much milder
and more tolerant than they had been, we find Mark with St. Paul
in Rome (Col. iv. 10), and contemplating a journey to Colossae.
Possibly he was not personally known to the Colossians, for the
apostle adds, “if he come unto you, receive him.” It may be that
St. Paul is here giving Mark an introduction, but we should hardly
be justified in pressing this sense upon the words. At a later
date (2 Tim. iv. 11) Mark was somewhere in Asia Minor, and
Timothy is desired to bring him to Rome; for, says the apostle,
“he is useful to me for ministry ” (eJxpnoros els uaxoviav). And in
the Epistle to Philemon (24) we find him in Rome with Epaphras,
Aristarchus, Demas, and Lucas, the fellow-labourers of St. Paul.
But we do not know when or how St. Mark first set foot in the
capital.

Ancient tradition connected St. Mark very closely with St. Peter.
Papias stated, on the authority of the Elder (Eus. 4. Z. iii. 39. 15),
that Mark had never been a follower of the Lord Himself, but had
served Peter as interpreter, and .that his Gospel represents the
occasional discourses of St. Peter, which Mark reproduced accurately
from memory. The Elder, as reported by Papias, does not actually
mention Rome, and does not say expressly that the Gospel was
composed after Peter’s death, though this is probably implied in
his statement that Mark wrote from memory.

Irenaeus, after telling us (iii. 1. 1) that Matthew wrote while
Peter and Paul were preaching the gospel in Rome and founding
the Church, proceeds, “ After their death (éo8ov) Mark also, the
disciple and interpreter of Peter, delivered to us in writing the
substance of Peter’s preaching.” Clement of Alexandria (in Eus.
H. E. ii. 15) affirms that Mark wrote his Gospel to satisfy the
importunities of the brethren, and without the apostle’s knowledge,
before the death of Peter, and submitted it when complete to the
apostle’s judgment. Origen (Lomm. vol. iii. p. r; Eus. A. E. vi.
235. 5) says that Mark wrote as Peter dictated to him (&s Iérpos
S¢pnyricaro atrg). These four accounts, while they differ in details
and may be independent, agree in bringing Mark into close per-
sonal relations with Peter. Not one of them says in so many
words that his Gospel was written in Rome, but the language of
Trenaeus seems clearly to imply this, and it was probably the belief
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of the other three also. Clement certainly thought that the First
Epistle of Peter was written from Rome.

Tradition also taught that, after publishing his Gospel, Mark
went to Egypt, there preached the faith, and became first Bishop
of Alexandria (Eus. A. E. ii. 16. 1; Epiph. Haer. li. 6; Jerome,
de Vir. Zll. 8). Here in later days his tomb was shown in the
great church of Baucalis, which stood near the harbour. There
was, however, an ancient opinion, which has been preserved in the
heterodox Clementine Homilies (i. 8), that the Church of Egypt
owed its origin to Barnabas, not to Mark.

The Silvanus of Peter has been generally identified with the
Silas of Acts, the Silvanus of the Pauline Epistles. Like St. Paul,
he was a Roman citizen (Acts xvi. 37, 38). A foreign burgess
would have a Roman name borrowed from the personage from
whom he or his ancestor had received the franchise. Silvanus is
a well-known cognomen borne by many distinguished families, the
Ceionii, Granii, Pomponii, and others. See Hoole, Z%¢ Classical
Element in the N.T., p. 61.

In Orelli there is a long inscription (No. 750) in honour of Ti.
Plautius Silvanus Aelianus, who was consul suffect in A.p. 45. He
was a meritorious officer, who stood high in the favour of Ves-
pasian, and had been proconsul of Asia, as Wilmanns thinks, just
before or just after Silanus, who held the same office in A.D. 54.
M. Plautius Silvanus (Orelli, No. 622) was consul in B.C. 2, and re-
ceived the triumphal ornaments for service in Illyricum. L. Flavius
Silvanus (Wilmanns, Jnscriptiones Latinae, No. 285) was consul in
a.D. 81. )

The name Silvanus was also borne by persons of lower station,
freedmen or dependants of the great houses. Thus (Orelli, No. 695)
we find a funeral inscription to Silvania Maria, which is dated
duobus Geminis ; this, according to Tertullian, was the year of our
Lord’s crucifixion. Another epitaph (C. Z L. vol. vi. No. 4073) in
the columbarium of the servants of Livia Augusta runs thus:

M. Livivs. SiLvanvs. DecvR. THYMELE. SILVANL

This Silvanus was decurion, or head, of one of the numerous
bodies of officials or servants in the Imperial household. Thy-
mele was probably his wife. Again (#0/d. No. 4316) we read:
A. SiLvanio.

The name Silvanus or Silvanius was not uncommonly borne by
persons of the same class to which we may suppose the companion
of the apostles to have belonged ; and from the name Maria, which
in one instance we find associated with it, we many infer that some
of them were of Jewish parentage. It is particularly interesting to
find a Silvanus actually employed in the family of the Caesars.
Here we may possibly discein one of the little links by which
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Christianity attached itself from the very first to the Imperial court.
Our Silvanus had certainly namesakes, possibly relatives, among
that vast body of servants, clerks, readers, physicians, librarians,
civil and domestic officials, who surrounded the emperor and
served him in all sorts of capacities, from that of cook to some-
thing very like what we should call a Secretary of State.. And it is
in no way surprising to find him in Rome.

There can be little doubt that the Silas of Acts is the Silvanus
of the Pauline and Petrine Epistles, but the relation between his
two names is not quite clear. The vulgar abbreviation of Silvanus
would naturally be Z:\Bas or Silovds. Hence it has been main-
tained that the real name of this apostolic man was the Aramaic
Sili, which by the addition of a common Greek termination be-
comes Silas ; and that Silvanus is not a lengthened form of Silas, but
a Gentile by-name adopted merely because it was similar in sound
to the original (compare Joshua, Jason. See Zahn, Einleitung, i.
p- 23; Deissmann, Bibelstudien, p. 184). If this view is correct,
the name of Silvanus ceases to have any particular meaning. But
Zahn does not quite solve the problem. If Silvanus is equivalent
to Silvas, not to Silas, why, we may ask, did Silas call himself
Silvanus and not rather Silanus? The same difficulty recurs in
either case. Again, though Silvas is actually used for Silvanus
(Zahn cites a ®Aaovios ZeABas from Josephus, Bell. Jud. vii. 8. 1),
it is not safe to assert that the same rule was always observed. In
these vulgar abbreviations the final -as represents a large variety of
terminations ; thus we have Hermas for Hermogenes, Epaphras for
Epaphroditus, Nymphas for Nymphodorus, and so on. Popular
usage follows very loose rules, as we know from the analogy of
English pet names. Finally, there is the probability that Silas and
Silvanus only accidentally resemble one another, that the first was
the name given to the man by his Hebrew parents, the second his
name as a Roman burgess and client of a noble Roman house.
We are left to make the same choice of alternatives in the case of
a more famous pair of names, Saul and Paul.

It is probable then that Silvanus or one of his ancestors had
been manumitted by one or other of the Roman Silvani. He
appears first as one of the leading men among the brethren at
Jerusalem, and was one of the delegates appointed to carmry to
Antioch, Syria, and Cilicia the Decree of the Council. He must,
therefore, have been heartily in accord with the substance of the
Decree. He was a prophet, meeting St. Paul on this side, and at
Antioch he exhorted the brethren, probably the Gentile brethren,
with many words and confirmed them. From Antioch he appears
to have returned to Jerusalem (Acts xv. 34 is to be omitted), but
shortly afterwards he was chosen by St. Paul to accompany him on
his Second Mission Journey. We hear of him for the last time 1n
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the Book of Acts at Corinth (Acts xviii. 5; compare 2 Cor. i. 19),
where again, as at Antioch, he appears as a preacher. Silvanus
also, like Mark, dwelt at first in Jerusalem, and must have been
well known to St. Peter before he became acquainted with St. Paul.

This account of Mark and Silvanus enables us to fix with cer-
tainty a prior limit of date for the First Epistle of St. Peter. Mark
was probably a novice when first we read of him, and attended
St. Paul on the First Journey. Silvanus went with the apostle on
the Second. Hence 1 Peter cannot possibly have been written
before the end of the Second Journey. The date of the apostle’s
fourth visit to Jerusalem, with which this journey terminated (Acts
xviil. 22), is very variously computed from a.D. 49 (Bengel) or a.p.
51 (Schrader) or A.p. 52 (Turner) to A.p. 56 (Eichhorn and Ideler).
The date most in favour is A.D. 54. (See the table in Farrar's Life of
St. Paul, vol. ii. p. 624.) But all calculations of time for the Book
of Acts are inferential, and this is probably some few years too late.

As to the posterior limit of date, there is not the same certainty.
Reasons have been assigned in a previous section for believing that
the Epistle was written before the outbreak of the Neronian per-
secution in A.p. 64, but many eminent authorities dispute this
conclusion.

Are there any other considerations that will enable us to come
to a more definite result?

It has been thought that Mark and Silvanus could not possibly
have been in Rome, and in attendance on St. Peter, till after the
death of St. Paul. But, in the first place, there is no reason for
supposing that St. Peter outlived St. Paul by any considerable
length of time. Dionysius of Corinth, our earliest authority (Jerome,
de Vir. lll. 27, places him under M. Aurelius and Commodus),
says that the apostles perished ‘“about the same time” (xara 7ov
airov xapdv, Bus. H. E. ii. 25. 8; Routh, vol. i. p. 180); and the
natural inference from these words is, that though the apostles may
not have ended their lives on the same day, their deaths were not
far separated. But it is surely incredible that, if the Neronian per-
secution were actually raging at the time, and St. Paul himself had
been slain with the sword not long before, the language of St. Peter’s
Epistle should be what it is.

Nor can it reasonably be supposed that Mark and Silvanus were
adherents of St. Paul in such a sense that they could not at any
time have written and carried a letter for St. Peter, and joined him
in sending a greeting to the Asiatic Churches. On the contrary, the
difficulty is to understand how either Mark or Silvanus can ever
have been thoroughgoing advocates of the distinctively Pauline
teaching. Let it be remembered that Mark parted from St. Paul
under painful circumstances at the very outset of the First Journey,
and that Silas was the chosen advocate of the Jerusalem Decree.
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The natural inference from such facts as we have is that, till the
dispute about the law which St. Paul presses so vehemently in
Galatians and Romans had died down, neither Mark nor Silvanus
can have been in quite unclouded relations with the outspoken
champion of Faith against Works.

There are long blank spaces to be filled up in the history of
both men. What was Mark doing after he went with Barnabas to
Cyprus, during St. Paul’s Second and Third Journeys, or during the
imprisonment at Caesarea? Even after this date we catch but a
few flying glimpses of him; and of Silvanus we know absolutely
nothing from the time of his arrival in Corinth.

Thus we are driven back upon the question of the literary inter-
dependence of the Pauline and Petrine Epistles. According to most
scholars, the Petrine Epistle is later than Romans (a.p. 58) or
Ephesians (A.D. 63). In the view of others it is later than any of
the Pauline Epistles; indeed it has been supposed to borrow from
almost every book in the New Testament.

The evidence, both linguistic and doctrinal, has been considered
in previous sections, and it does not appear to point to any definite
conclusion.

Mark and Silvanus may very well have been together in Rome
at any time after the Second Mission Journey. But at what
date can we suppose St. Peter to have been in the city with
them?

This is a question which cannot be answered with certainty.
Lipsius maintained that St. Peter never visited Rome at all. Of
late it has been generally allowed that the evidence on the other
side is too strong to be rejected. But the tendency is to place St.
Peter’s arrival in the capital as late as possible, towards the end of
St. Paul’s first imprisonment, at the end of aA.p. 63 (Dr. Chase) or
in the beginning of A.p. 64 (Bishop Lightfoot).

Both these dates rest upon the assumption that, if St. Peter had
visited Rome at any earlier time, the fact must have been mentioned
in the Book of Acts or in the Pauline Epistles. But it can hardly
be said that the silence of either of these authorities amounts to
negative proof. In Acts, St. Peter disappears from the scene alto-
gether after the Council of Jerusalem. St. Luke must have known
much about the apostle’s later movements, but for some reason or
another he did not see fit to say a single word upon the subject.
The silence of St. Paul affords an extremely difficult problem. St
Peter had certainly visited Antioch, but St. Paul only mentions the
fact incidentally, and with a polemical object. Dr. Harnack thinks
it highly probable (Ckronologie, p. 244, note) that he had also been
in Corinth ; but we cannot gather this with certainty from the words
of St. Paul. He may have preached in Galatia also ; but this again
we can only suspect. As to the origin of the Church in Rome we
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are left to grope in the dark ; but questions arise to which we must
not too readily assume an answer.

A Church had been founded there many years before (Rom. xv.
22), not by St. Paul, and had attained some considerable dimen-
sions. Whom would these believers be so anxious to see as Peter,
whose name must have been familiar to them from the day of their
conversion? Who was that “other man” upon whose foundation
the Roman Church was built? (Rom. xv. 20). Why, again, does St.
Paul, writing to a Church that he had never seen, enter so fully and
controversially into questions which had probably never been heard
of in Rome? for the Jews of Rome, when he came there as a prisoner
five or six years later, knew “no harm ” about him (Acts xxviii. 21) ;
and, though these Jews were not Christians, they could hardly have
spoken thus, if the Pauline view of Law had been debated among
their compatriots in the city. Or what was that spiritual gift which
St. Paul desired to impart at Rome (Rom. i. 11), if not prophecy,
the essential mark of difference between Pauline and Petrine Chris-
tianity? The Epistle to the Romans is, in fact, an 4pologia, and
seems to imply the pre-existence of that form of doctrine which we
find in the First Epistle of St. Peter. And this mode of opinion
continued to be actively taught in Rome during St. Paul’s first
imprisonment, as we may gather from Philippians (i. 15-18). Pro-
fessor Harnack thinks it not impossible that St. Peter may have
paid a visit to Rome even under the reign of Claudius, that is to
say, before A.D. 54 (Chronologie, p. 244, note); and certainly this
opinion is not untenable.

In any case, if we place the end of Acts and of the first im-
prisonment of St. Paul in A.D. 58,—the opinion of Eusebius, which
has of late received the powerful support of Blass and Harnack,—
there is a space of some six years before the outbreak of the Neronian
persecution, in A.D. 64, during which we know nothing of Mark and
Silvanus, and very little of St. Paul. There is no reason against our
assigning the First Epistle of St. Peter to this interval of time. If
the Epistle does after all, as many think, display an acquaintance
with Romans and Ephesians, the fact would be thus accounted for.
If Mark made his first acquaintance with Asia Minor immediately
after the date of Colossians, we should be able to explain how he
comes to be mentioned. Time would be allowed for the growth of
the numerous Christian communities implied in the address of the
Epistle, and also for the wakening of hostility among the Gentiles,
who, though not yet quite prepared for measures of bloody repres-
sion, were evidently fast moving in that direction.

On the whole, therefore, it seems the most likely supposition
that the First Epistle of St. Peter was written between A.n. 58 and
A.D. 64.



NOTES ON THE FIRST EPISTLE OF
ST. PETER.

The Title. In the oldest MSS. the Epistle is headed Hérpov 4+ (B),
or Ilérpov émorody @ (R A C). In Greek cursives we find Iérpov
xafolwcy) mwpwry émarols) (Or émoroly) wpdy) : Tob dylov dwoaTdlov
Ilérpov émorody @: L has émorody) xafodwxy & 7od dylov kai
mavevgijpov droorédov Mérpov. The Codex Amiatinus gives epistula
Petri prima; the Codex Fuldensis, Petri epistula ad gentes, so
Junilius and Cassiodorus (in Westcott, Canon, Appendix D);
Tertullian, Scorpiace 12, quotes the Epistle as Petrs ad FPonticos.

I. 1, 2. The Address. The ordinary type of the address of
a Greek letter is that found in Acts xxil. 26, KAavdwos Avoias
7 kpatiory fyepdnt Pihwe xaipew : cf. 1 Mace. x. 18, 25, xi. 30,
xit. 6. Xaipeww was felt to be objectionable by some of the religious
heathen ; thus the author of the third Platonic Epistle prefers eb
mpdrrew, on the ground that joy or pleasure befits neither man nor
God. But the old heathen formula was at first used even in
apostolic letters. We have an instance in the address of the letter
which enclosed the Decree of the Council of Jerusalem (Acts
xv. 23), and another in that of the Epistle of St. James.

To the name of the writer is naturally added his title. In 2 and
3 John we find simply 6 mpeaBvrepos: in James, ‘IdkwBos ®eod «al
Kuplov "Inaot Xpiorod Sodlos: in 1 Peter, Ilérpos dwdororos “Inood
Xpwrrob: in 2 Peter, Siuwv IIérpos Soblos kal dmdorolros Ingod
Xporod: in Jude, "Inood Xpiorod dodhos ddedpos 88 "lakdBov. The
usage of St. Paul varies. In 1 and 2 Thessalonians the names only
are given ; in the polemical Epistles, Romans and Galatians, he
defends and explains his right to the title of apostle; in 1 and
2 Corinthians, Ephesians, Colossians, 2 Timothy the words 3w
feljpuaros @eov are added with the same purpose; in 1 Tim. we
have kar’ émirayyy @eotv added ; in Philippians he calls himself 8otAos
Xpiorod "Inood (like James, Jude); in Titus, Romans, both dotAos
and dmdorolos (like 2 Peter); in the pathetic Epistle to Philemon
the phrase he selects is 8éopios Xpiorod "Inaot.

The name of the addressees is sometimes given quite simply, as
by James, by St. Paul in Philemon, Galatians; but generally a few

words descriptive of their Christian character are added, and these
88
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are often very significant of the leading thoughts in the writer's
mind (raperidnuor in 1 Pet.; xAnrol dyror in Rom., 1 Cor.; dyior
xal morol in Col. ; dyawd, dAvjfea, 2 and 3 John).

The heathen xaipeww becomes the Christian xdpis. To this is
naturally added the Jewish Peace (1 and 2 Pet., 2 John, all the
Pauline Epistles), and often Mercy (2 John, 1 and 2 Tim., Tit.), or
Love (Jude has mercy, peace, and love).

We are not to suppose that St. Paul set the pattern for all these
addresses; this is extremely improbable. No one man creates
epistolary forms.

Ignatius still uses the old heathen yalpew, except in Phkilad. ;
and Barnabas begins his Epistle with xaipere.

Nérpos. The apostle’s name was Simon (properly Simeon).
Our Lord gave him the surname of Cephas (John i. 42), which
signifies a rock or a stone. What our Lord meant was no doubt
“rock ” not stone, firmness not mere hardness (Matt. xvi. 18); but
the Greek noun wérpa is feminine, and when used as the name for
a man necessarily takes the shape of Iérpos. Our Lord always
addresses the apostle as Simon except Luke xxii. 34, where Peter
seems to be used with reference to the meaning of the name (in
ver. 31 we find “Simon, Simon”; in Matt. xvi. 18, again, Peter is
an appellative, not the mere name). The apostle is called Simon
(Symeon) also by his brother apostle St. James, Acts xv. 14, and
by Mark and Luke before the Mission of the Twelve. John calls
him indifferently Simon Peter or Peter. Simon Peter is found
also Matt. xvi. 16 ; Luke v. 8; 2 Pet. i. 1; “Simon who is called
Peter” occurs in Matt. iv. 18, x. 2, and four times in Acts (x. s,
18, 32, xi. 13); all these last occur in the story of Cornelius;
possibly in his Hebrew original St. Luke found the name Simon
and added the other words. Even in the Gospels, Peter is the
name generally used, and in Acts it is employed throughout with
the few exceptions that have been noted. St. Paul generally speaks
of “Cephas,” 1 Cor. i. 12, iii. 22, ix. 5, xv. §; Gal. i. 18,1i. g, 11, 14
(though he uses Peter in ii. 7, 8), and we may infer that this title
was current in the Church of Jerusalem where St. Paul first met the
apostle. Some have supposed that St. Paul uses Cephas with a
polemical intention, to remind his readers of the compact referred
to Gal ii. g; but probably it was his habit. The older Syriac
versions of the New Testament, the Curetonian (with the recently
discovered Sinaitic of the Gospels) and the Peshito, render Peter
sometimes Kepha, sometimes Simon Kepha, and sometimes Simon.
Peter is found Actsi. 13; 1 Pet.i. 1. Evidently Simon and Kepha
were the common usage in the second century in the Aramaic
countries. Elsewhere Simon went rapidly out of use, and Cephas
was preserved only by the same archaeological interest which clung
to Talitha cumi, as the exact words used by our Lord. See Hort;
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Zahn, Einleitung, i. 21, ii. 6o; Chase on “Peter” in Hastings’
Dictionary of the Bible, vol. iii. p. 756 ; Plummer on Luke vi. 14.

éxhextots wapemdipors diaomopds. ““To the elect sojourners of
the Dispersion ”: the omission of the article appears here to have no
significance. See Introduction, § 2. There is no verb tc govern the
dative, cf. Rom. i. 7; 2z John 1-3. It is better to take é\exrots as
an adjective, though the R.V. appears to render it as a substantive.
Those to whom the apostle writes are chosen by God, elect (yévos
échextdy, ii. 9, from Isa. xliii. 20). St. Peter does not use the
Pauline xAynroi, nor does he expressly distinguish xaleiv from
éxAéyeafar.  Election does not carry with it the final salvation of
the individual (iv. 15-19). God must guard them (i. 5); but, if
they resist the devil and remain solid in the faith, He will make
them perfect and establish them (v. 9 sqq.). There has been no
change in the counsels of God. Israel has not been rejected. The
Church is still the Church of old ; but the vision of the prophets has
been realised, and whosoever will may enter in.

Elect, in fact, means simply Christian. What the apostle is
thinking of is corporate citizenship among the elect people; the
individual elements of the new life are faith and obedience.

In St. Matthew (xxii.) all are “ called,” but many do not accept
the invitation ; some accept, but have no wedding garment ; many
are called, but few are elect (cf. Matt. xxiv. 22, 24, 31; Mark xii1
20, 22, 27; Luke xviii. 7). John does not use xa\elv in this sense,
nor kAyrds, nor éxAexrds in his Gospel, but in the Apoc. xvii. 14 we
have «Anrol kai éxhextol kal morol as different names for the same
thing. In the Synoptical Gospels, the Pauline Epistles, and the
Apoc. elect denotes personal, not corporate election. It is true, as
Dr. Hort remarks, that “ the preliminary election to membership of
an elect race does not exclude individual election,” and we cannot
reconstruct St. Peter’s theology with precision from two short
Epistles. Nevertheless, so far as he has explained himself, he
appears to mean that the individual is called into the elect society.
Certainly he attaches more value to the corporate life, as regards
both growth in knowledge or faith and the efficiency of sacraments
(odfew Bdwrriopa, ii. 21), than St. Paul does.

The word mapemidyuos occurs twice in the LXX. Gen. xxiii. 4,
wdpowkos kal maperidnuos éyd elput pef Spdv: Ps. xxxviil. (xxxix.) 13,
61 wdpoikos éyd el év T Y xai mapemidypos xabbs wdvres ol
marépes pov. These two passages were before St. Peter’s mind both
here and i. 17, ii. 11. In the former, Abraham speaks of himself to
the sons of Heth as a stranger and sojourner among them ; in the
latter, the same figure is used of man who has on earth no abiding
city, like the patriarch who sojourned in the land of promise as in
a strange country, dwelling in tabernacles (Heb. xi. g). Heis an
exile from heaven, his true home. We must not take the word
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here in its secular political sense, though this would be very applica-
able to the Jews of the Diaspora, who were exiles from Jerusalem,
dwellers in a foreign land. For an mstance of this use see Justin,
Apol. 67 (Otto, p. x88), Tots mapemdipos odor Eévois, of strangers
who are stopping in a town but do not possess a permanent
domicile there, and examples from the papyri are given by Deiss-
mann, Bibelstudien, p. 146, Eng. trans. p. 149.

The Christian is chosen and called by God (the choosing pre-
cedes the calling) to leave his earthly father’s home. The call
makes him a pilgrim; henceforth he journeys by slow stages,
through many dangers, towards the far-off promised rest. The
pilgrim is sustained by faith in the unseen, by hope, godly fear, and
the love of Christ; he is always a babe (ii. 2); he tastes of joy,
but only as the wanderer drinks of the brook by the way. It is
the same conception of the Christian life that we find in Hebrews.

In this tone of hope deferred we may find a characteristic note.
St. Peter had walked with the Lord on earth in close personal
union, and must have felt the Ascension as a bereavement. St.
Paul had never known the Lord in the flesh, but after the Ascension
had been delivered by a vision from bitter spiritual struggles. To
him naturally the sense of joy and freedom, of being here and now
actually in the Kingdom, was far more than to St. Peter.

On the Diaspora and the local names, see Introduction, § 8. In
the address of the Epistle of St. James the Diaspora seems to
include Christian Jews only. Here it embraces alike Gentiles or
Jews. There is no difference at all ; all titles and prerogatives pass
on from the Church of the fathers to the Church of Christ. There
has been evolution, but no breach of continuity.

katd wpdyvwowv . . . 'Incod Xptorol. The three clauses are strictly
co-ordinate in the construction, but the order of the whole sentence
is loose, and the precise connexion of these words has been
disputed.

The general and preferable arrangement is to take them with
éxhexrois—* Elect according to foreknowledge,” etc.; this gives
perfectly good sense; the only difficulty is that we should have
expected éxAexrots to be placed after Bifwias. The Greek com-
mentators Cyril, Theophylact, and Oecumenius take them with
dmwéarodos. This increases the difficulty arising out of the order of
the words, and is open to a further objection, that, whereas St.
Paul feels it necessary to justify his claim to the title of apostle, no
such necessity would be felt by St. Peter. Hence we should not
suffer ourselves to be influenced by the supposed analogy of the
Pauline addresses.

The three clauses give the three Names and three functions of
the Trinity (the arrangement of the Names is not significant). Kara
wpéyvwow: the Father (Father of our Lord Jesus Christ, i. 3;
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our Father, i. 17) has the attribute of foreknowledge; on this
election depends. Foreknowledge includes foreordaining (i. 2o,
ii. 8), but St. Peter does not use the words mpoopileww or mwpofears.
He speaks quite simply as a devout Jew, and the metaphysical
difficulty does not affect him at all. The problem of predestination
is suggested in St. John’s Gospel and discussed by St. Paul; in
both cases it arises out of the rejection of the gospel by the mass
of the Jews. It may be that St. Peter had had good success among
his countrymen, or that he wrote before it became evident that as a
nation they would prove refractory. See note on ii. 8.

& dyraopd Nvedpatos. ““In (or by) sanctification of the Spirit.”
Compare 2 Thess. il 13, 7t elketo tuds 6 @cds dn” dpxijs els cwryplav
& ayaopd Ivedpatos kai wiore dAnlelas. It has been supposed,
without reason, that St. Paul means *“sanctification of your spirit.”
In any case the collocation of the three Names, Father, Spirit,
Jesus Christ, shows that this cannot be the meaning here. Further,
St. Peter does not use wvedpa in the sense of the spiritual faculty of
man, as distinct from his reason or emotions. See Introduction,
p- 49, and note on iii. 4.

Foreknowledge is the condition, Sanctification is the atmo-
sphere, or perhaps rather the instrument, of the elect life. We may
translate év either “ in” or “ by means of ” ; the latter, Hebraistic,
use of the preposition is very common in the New Testament. See
Blass, p. 130. Holiness is the attribute of God in whom is no
stain of evil, either in thought or in deed : the Spirit, by the act of
sanctification or hallowing, imparts this divine attribute to the
Christian society, consecrating it, setting it apart, calling it out of
the world, devoting it to God, and furnishing it with divine gifts
and powers.

Sanctification leads to, results in (eis) obedience, and sprinkling
with the blood of Jesus Christ.

Obedience is obedience to the law of God, faithful service,
righteousness, by virtue of which men are just. In the address
of Romans (i. 5), St. Paul speaks of ¥waxey wiorews, but in quite a
different sense. What is meant there is ‘“obedience to faith,”
acceptance of the gospel of Free Grace (cf. Rom. xvi. 26).

pavriopdv. “ Sprinkling ” is a sacrificial word, and, as the result
of Sanctification and Obedience, can here mean nothing but the
means by which we are brought into real spiritual conformity to
the Death of Christ; it conveys to the believer those divine gifts
which are the fruit of that Death. What this conformity and these
gifts were in the mind of St. Peter we shall gather from later
passages.

pavrifew occurs Heb. ix. 13, 19, 21, x. 22 ; pavriopds, Heb.
xii. 24. It is by *“sprinkling” that the merits of Christ’s Death
are transferred to the “brother.” The idea is foreign to St. Paul,
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but recurs in Barnabas viii., of pavrifovres maides of edayyehioduevor
Nty Ty dpeow Tav dpapridv kai TOv dyviouov Tis kapdlas—the
waides, it is added, are the twelve apostles.

St. Peter is here alluding to some passage or passages of the Old
Testament, but to which ?

Dr. Hort insists that the reference must be to a passage in
which the sprinkling of gersons with blood is combined with the
distinct mention of obedience. The only passage which fulfils
these conditions is “the sprinkling which formed the ratification of
the covenant between Jehovah and His people through the media-
tor Moses, as described in Ex. xxiv. 3-8.” This, however, is too
logical. A reference to the passages in Hebrews will show that
many different sprinklings were in the mind of the writer of that
Epistle, and the same is no doubt the case with St. Peter. If we
consider the use which our author makes of Isa. liii. we may even
find here an allusion also to Isa. lii. 15, where Aquila and Theodo-
tion have “sprinkle many nations” (favmiet). See Cheyne’s note
on this passage.

The obedient are *sprinkled with the Blood of Jesus Christ.”

_ If we are to lay stress upon the order of words, * sprinkling ” cannot
here mean Forgiveness or Reconciliation, which is the effect of the
Blood in Rom. v. 8-10. Here the *“sprinkling,” following obedi-
ence, seems to impart the spirit of readiness, not so much to do
God’s will as to suffer for Christ’s sake. This is the highest stage
in the progress of the Christian life on earth.

Throughout this Epistle the writer dwells so constantly upon the
sacrifice of the Cross that the Blood of Christ can mean nothing
else than His Death and Passion. Bishop Westcott will not allow
this (Z%e Gospel of Creation : Additional notes on 1 John i. 7 and
on Heb. ix. 12). “The Blood (Hebrews, p. 294) represents the
energy of the physical earthly life as itis. . . . The Blood poured
out is the energy of present human life made available for others.’
Death (p. 298) ““was the condition under the actual circumstances
of fallen man, whereby alone the life of the Son of Man could be
made available for therace . . . Thus Blood and Death correspond
generally with the two sides of Christ’s work, the fulfilment of the
destiny of man as created, and the fulfilment of this destiny though
man has fallen. The first would have been necessary even though
sin had not interrupted the due course of man’s progress and
relation to God.”

The question whether the Incarnation was contingent or neces-
sary was first expressly raised in the twelfth century by Ruprecht of
Deutz (see R. L. Ottley, /ncarnation, ii. p. 202 ; Dorner, ii. 1. 322,
366), but it does not arise here.  Nor will any Christian deny that
Christ gives Life, or that the Life is intimately connected with His
human and divine personality. The points which arise from the
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text of 1 Peter are: (1) what is the meaning of the words “the
Blood of Jesus Christ”; and (2) whether the apostle finds any
distinct value in the Passion, considered as Death and not as Life.

(1) Much importance has of late been attached to Gen. ix. 4, 5,
Deut. xii. 23, where the blood is regarded as the seat or ground of
animal life in man or in the brutes, and on that account might not
be drunk. The reason of this prohibition may have been that the
nature of the brute was supposed to pass into him who drank its
blood, or rather that blood was the favourite beverage of demons
and false gods (Ps. xvi. 4, see Dr. Cheyne’s note ; the “hard gods ”
of the Greeks were blood-drinkers, Aesch. Choeph. 577, Epwis

. « dxpatov alua wierat). Demons and ghosts were supposed to
derive physical vigour from the blood which they lapped (Hom. Od.
xi. 36, 95, 152, 232).

Whether in ancient Hebrew belief the blood-soul possessed
moral and intellectual as well as merely physical faculties, it would
be hard to say. The prohibition of the drinking of blood seems to
imply a purely physical conception. But it comes from a time
when the immortality of the soul was not clearly believed, and
psychology did not exist. Dr. Liddon remarks (Epistle to the
Romans, p. 76) that in Scripture, though blood and soul are com-
bined, blood and spirit never are. Indeed, the blood-soul is hardly
compatible with the image and likeness of God (Gen. i. 26), or with
the breath of God which makes the soul live (Gen. ii. 7). In early
Greek psychology Empedocles invested the Homeric blood-soul
with the power of thought (alua yap dvfpdmois wepixdpdidv éore
vénpa, in Stob. Zcl. Phys.i. 1026 ; see Ritter and Preller, § 177);
but this fancy, though it was not forgotten (Arist. de Anima, 2;
Bekker, p. 4056 ; Cic. Tusc. Quaest.i. 9. 19 ; Virg. Georg. ii. 484), did
not find favour with philosophers or with religious men. Strangely
enough it was adopted by the materialist Tertullian (de Anima, 15;
see Oehler’s note). But it was not seriously taken by the heathen
world, nor is it of any moment except for the archaeology of the
Bible. By the Rabbis the blood-soul, the Nephesh, was dis-
tinguished from Ruach and Neshamah as odp§, Yuxy}, mveipa
are distinguished by Philo (see Gfrorer, jakriundert des Heils, ii.
58 sqq. ; and Siegfried, Pkilo, p. 240).

The Blood then appears to signify the Life only, or mainly, in a
peculiar and limited sense. But the common phrase the blood of
Abel, of Naboth, of the saints, unquestionably denotes the death of
the persons indicated.

In the New Testament if we take Apoc. v. 9 éopdyns «al
n-yopa.cras o ®ew & 7o atp.wn. oov: Acts xx. 28, exxkn(nav TOD
Kvpl.ov (®€ov) nv wrptevroma’a-ro S Tob a.w.a.-ros TV L&ov Col. i. 20,
elpyvomrovjoas Sia Tov aiparos Tob oravpod airov: or Rom. v. 8-10,
where Xpiords dméfavev answers to dixaiwbijvar €v 1@ alpars adrod, or
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xatalayijvar 8i& Tob favdrov adrod, while 5 {wy adroi corresponds to
cuwbijvas dwo vijs Spyis, it seems evident that where Ransom, Pur-
chase, or Reconciliation are in question, the Blood of Christ means
His Passion. In other connexions than that of the Atonement
there can be no doubt that alua means death and not life. See
Matt. xxvii. 24, 25; Acts v. 28 (where the Blood of Christ is
spoken of by Pilate or the Jews); Matt. xxiii. 35; Luke xi. 51;
Acts xviii. 6, xx. 26 ; Apoc. vi. 10.

As regards the Eucharist, Christ’s Blood is called the Blood of
the New Covenant, Luke xxii. 20; 1 Cor. xi. 25, 26; and here
again the phrase is explained of the Death by St. Paul and in
Heb. ix. 16, 17.

One aspect of the Eucharist is that of a feast upon a Sacrifice
(John vi., probably; 1 Cor. v. 7, x. 20, 21; Heb. xiii. 10). -Here
Christ becomes our Food, filling us with new life, and for this
purpose commands us to do what the old worshippers were forbidden
to do. Here not the Blood alone, but the Body and the Blood, are
a symbol of life, in so far as they are a symbol of the Incarnation.
Yet the two are separate as in Death ; the remembrance of a Death,
and of a particular kind of violent Death, is forced upon us as of
primary significance. The Death is more than an accident of
Christ’s Humanity ; it makes the Christian life, let us not say
available, but possible.

(2) The material cause of Atonement under the law was the
blood-soul : Lev. xvii. 11, “ For the life of the soul is in the blood ;
and I have given it to you upon the altar to make atonement for
your soul ; for it is the blood that maketh atonement by reason of
the soul.” The blood-soul of the victim was destroyed in sacrifice.
What made atonement for the worshipper was not the abiding life,
but the innocent death and unmerited suffering of the victim. That
the Blood of Christ was united to a perfect human and divine con-
sciousness seems to make no difference as regards this particular
point, though the fact vastly enhances the efficacy of the Cross in
other respects. We can hardly understand 1 Peter without attri-
buting to the author the belief that suffering is distinct from
obedience, and that innocent, cheerful suffering has in itself a
power for good, for ourselves and for others. In other words, that
it is an expiation, and moves the mind both of God and of man.
But this will appear more clearly as we come to the passages in
question. '

These three clauses are expanded in the following verses
(mpéyvwas, 3—-12; dyaopds, 13-17 ; and the alpa Xpworod, inter-
woven with dywaoués and vmaxo, 18-25). Indeed, the whole
Epistle is a commentary upon them. It is exceedingly difficult to
see any foundation for Dr. Harnack’s suspicion that the Address is
a later addition to the Epistle.
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xdpis. Seei. 10, 13, ii. 19, iii. 7, iv. 10, and Introduction, p. 39.

eipiv. For the use of this word in the address of a letter, see
2 Esdr. iv. 17, xai dréoredev 6 Baoikels mpds Peovu . . . elprpmyr.
In the addresses of the letter of Nebuchadnezzar and Darius, Dan.
iii. 31, vi. 25, we have elpjvy dptv mAnfwlely. The same verb is
added in 2 Peter and Jude ; in Clem. Rom. i. ; Polycarp, 1 ; Mart.
Polye. 1; Const. Apost. i. 1. The expression is borrowed from
Daniel, but 1 Peter is probably the original of all the other uses.

8. edhoyntéds. The blessing of God immediately after the
address appears to have been a regular formula in Jewish letters;
see Introduction, p. 16. There is therefore no sufficient reason for
supposing that St. Peter is here imitating 2 Cor. or Eph. Dr.
Hort notices that *thanksgiving (ebxapord, in 2 Tim. xdpw &xw)
stands for blessing in the corresponding place of St. Paul’s other
Epistles, except Gal.,, 1 Tim., Titus.” Similar blessings are found
in the Old Testament, especially in the Psalms (Gen. ix. 26 ; Dan.
iti. 28; Ps. Ixvii. (Ixviil.) zo; cf. Luke i. 68). They are of essen-
tially Hebraistic type ; instances of their use in the temple worship
are given in Lightfoot’s Horae Hebraicae on Matt. vi. 13, and they
are very common in Jewish prayer-books (see F. H. Chase, T%e
Lord's Prayer in the Early Churck). The form is rare in the
liturgical portions of early Christian literature ; but see the Liturgies
of Clement, St. James, and St. Chrysostom (Brightman, ZLsturgies
Eastern ana' Western, pp. 19, 32, 341). Dr. Hort observes that
in the LXX. ebAoynrés is nearly always used of God, ebhoynuévos
nearly always of men, adding that the distinction exists only in
the Greek Version, the same Hebrew word being found in all
cases. Edloynrds means rather “worthy of blessing” than blessed,
benedicendus rather than denedictus ; but the distinction is late and
artificial, and has not been preserved in Latin or in any modern
Western language. Indeed, what the Septuagint translators wanted
to bring out, the difference between the natural excellence of God
and the derived excellence of man, is hardly capable of expression -
in a single word. God is always blessed, because He is perfect,
and all creation praises Him ; if man were dumb the stones would
cry out. Man is only condmonally blessed, by God or by his
fellow-men. But, as blessing is an act and as such contingent, we
may raise the question whether blessedness is an attribute or an
accident of the divine perfection, and upon this depends the
further question whether we are here to supply éoriv or ely.

8 ®eos kai mamip. “The God and Father of our Lord Jesus
Christ.” See 2 Cor. i. 3, xi. 31; Eph. i. 3; Rom. xv. 6. For the
phrase God of ]esus, cf. Matt. xxvii. 46 ; John xx. 17; Eph. i. 17;
Heb. i 9; Apoc. i. 6, iil. 2z, 12. It wxll be observed that the
phrase is found in the same Gospel in which we read “the Word
was God.” It may be explained by reference to “the days of His
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flesh,” Heb. v. 7 (where the writer is thinking of our Lord’s prayer to
the Father in the Garden of Gethsemane ; see Westcott’s note there),
but St. Peter does not feel it necessary to give any explanation.

vod Kupiou #pdv is a translation of the Aramaic Maran (1 Cor.
xvi. 22) or Marana. The title is one of great interest and import-
ance, but its history involves much difficulty. The «ipie by which
the disciples addressed Christ in His lifetime appears generally to
stand for Rabbi or Rabboni (the Ribbon of the Targums); these
words actually occur in Matt. xxiii. 8, xxvi. 25, 49; Mark x. 51;
John xx. 16. Rabbi (=my great one) does not mean teacher,
though, as an expression of extraordinary respect, it was given to
teachers of great eminence; but the evangelists use 8ddoxakos as
its equivalent (Luke six times renders it by émwordmms, Matthew
once by kalnyyris, xxiii. 10). By what title the disciples generally
spoke of Christ to other people, or to one another, is less clear; but
if we compare Matt. xxi. 3, 6 Kdpios abrdv xpeiav éxer, with Matt.
xxvi. 18, 6 8uddokahos Aéye, this also may have been Rabbi.
Dalman, however, thinks that Maran was used in these cases. Of
the evangelists, Matthew never calls Jesus 6 Kdpwos; Mark never,
except in the disputed last verses, xvi. 19, 20; Luke eleven times
(see Plummer, p. xxxi, and on v. 17); John five times, iv. 1, vi. 23,
xi. 2, XX. 20, Xxi. I2.

Maran could hardly have come into general use after the Resur-
rection, unless it had been employed on occasion before that date ;
and in the Gospels we can distinguish several groups of instances
where it is more likely to be the word represented by xvpios than
Rabbi. The first is to be found in what we may call the Hymns
of the Nativity in St. Luke’s Gospel, i. 43, % pifrnp 708 Kuplov pov :
ii. 11, cwryp &s éore Xpioros Kipos. The second is connected with
the mission of John the Bap:ist: Matt. xi. 10; Mark i. 2; Luke
vil. 27, we read ’I8oY, éyd dmooTéAAw Tov dyyeAdv pov wpd mpoodmov
oov (Mal. iii. 1 has mpé mposdmov pov). The Lord, therefore, before
whose face John the Baptist was sent, is identified with Christ, cf.
Luke i. 76 ; and probably the words of Isaiah, *“Prepare ye the
- way of the Lord,” Matt. iii. 3; Mark i. 3; Lukeiii. 4; John i 23,
are understood by the evangelists in the same sense. A third meets
us in the accounts of the miracles in St. Matthew, Kipie, vié¢ A3,
xv. 22, xx. 30; or in Luke v. 12, Kipe, éav Oélys, Svacal pe
xabaploar: v. 8, &ehbe am’ &uod, Sr dwyp dpaprwdds elut, Kipee
(this passage in which' “Lord” is contrasted with “sinner” is
particularly noticeable); again, in Mark vii. 28, where it may be
observed that the vocative Kvpie does not occur elsewhere in Mark’s
Gospel, except as a variant in ix. 24, in the account of another
miracle. A fourth is found in the parables of Judgment, Matt.
xxiv. 42, Xxv. 11, 37; in the last passage He who is addressed as
xvpie, had just been described as Bacihevs. A fifth, again, after the
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Resurrection, Matt. xxviii. 6, {dere rov témov dmov éxetro 6 Kipios
(words of the angels): Luke xxiv. 3, 76 odpa 10b Kvplov ‘Ingod : 34,
dvros dryépby & Kipos: John xx. 28, & Kipids pov xal 6 ®eds pov:
xxi. 7, 12.

Mari (my Lord) or Maran (our Lord) is a title of high dignity.
It is applied in Daniel to Nebuchadnezzar and to God. In the
Syriac versions of the Old Testament it represents the Hebrew
Adon or Adonai, and is used of Abraham, of the king, or of God.
In the Syriac of the New Testament it is used of Pontius Pilate,
Matt. xxvii. 63, and of Christ wherever xvpos occurs in the Greek.
Immediately after the Resurrection it appears to have been in
general use among those Christians who spoke Aramaic; and there
1s little doubt that the title was addressed to, and accepted by,
Christ in His lifetime. Dalman says that after the Resurrection
Christ declined the Rabboni of Mary and approved the & Kipios
xai 6 @eds of Thomas; and this was probably the sentiment of the
Church. Maran has a considerable range of meaning. If we
suppose it to have been the word actually employed in the third
and fourth groups, it is connected with deep moral awe, super-
natural power, and the quality of Judge; the last meaning attaches
to it also in 1 Cor. xvi. 22. That it was so employed is rendered
probable by the fact that in the Sermon on the Mount (Matt. vii.
21, 22) Christ not only accepts the title Kipios, but connects it
with the power of the Name, in particular with prophecy and with
the casting out of evil spirits. Compare Matt. x. 24 sqq.; John
xiil. 13, where also He accepts the title, and distinguishes it from
3ddoxalos or Rabbi. In the first and second groups it comes very
near to Jehovah. The Hymns of the Nativity appear to be taken
from a Hebrew document which is probably the oldest source of
St. Luke’s Gospel. St. Luke regarded them as contemporaneous
and authentic, Professor Blass (Philology of the Gospels, p. 57)
thinks that the Gospel was written before the spring of 59; and it
may be surmised that these Hymns were in existence before the
Crucifixion, for they still speak of Messiah as a conquering Prince
(Luke i. 71, 74). At any rate, the identification of Christ with the
Lord before whose face John Baptist was sent, appears to have been
made by Jews, and, probably, by Jews of Jerusalem.

From the Gospels we may infer that Maran was often used even
before the Resurrection, that it was sanctioned by Christ Himself,
that it carried with it certain superhuman associations, and that it
was connected with the power of ‘“the Name.” It would bear
different senses to different persons at different times, and its full
force is not reached before John xx. 28. In Acts *the name of
the Lord,” “the name of Jesus,” “Lord,” “the Lord,” are hardly
distinguishable ; and here we are still among Hebrew Jews, so that
heathen usages can have had little or no influence. The same thing
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is true of the Epistles of the Hebrew St. Paul, who goes so far as
to say that there is “one Lord” (1 Cor. viii. 6; Eph. iv. 5). We
are not to suppose that the apostles identified Christ with Jehovah;
there were passages which made this impossible, for instance, Ps.
cx. 1; Mal iii. 1, and, in later writers, Gen. xix. 24. It was God
who gave Jesus ‘“the Name which is above every name” (Phil
ii. 9), who “made” (not “hath made,” as R.V.) Jesus Lord (Acts
ii. 36). In both places the human appellation * Jesus” is used of
Him who was thus exalted. But passages which belong to Jehovah
are frequently interpreted of Christ. “The Father” always and
“God ” generally retain a distinct meaning, but “Lord ” has practi-
cally ceased to do so. The early Church, in fact, interpreted strictly
the words of Christ. The Son reveals the Father, and to Him
belongs all Revelation, whether of the New Testament or of the
Old. It is easy to see how Sabellianism arose out of the New
Testament, though the present passage, among many others, forbids
that mode of interpretation. See for this subject Dalman’s Die
Waorte Jesu.

&eos. The God and Father, in accordance with His abounding
mercy, begat us anew, regenerated us, became for a second time ow7
God and Father. In St. Paul’s eyes also the admission of the
Gentiles (Rom. xi. 30-32, xv. g), and of Jews and Gentiles alike
(Eph. ii. 4, 5), into the Church is due to the rich mercy of God.
But there is a difference to be observed. In the Pauline passages
God has mercy upon the infirmity of the human will, which cannot
satisfy the law of works. Hence He provides a better way, the
gospel of free grace. St. Peter's meaning is that God has compas-
sion on our misery. Hence He gives us a gospel, which tells us
that suffering is the road to glory. The mercy is the simple human
sympathy of Christ, who would not send the multitude away fasting,
because He had compassion on them (Matt. xv. 32).

dvayewioas. The verb occurs us a doubtful variant in Sirach,
prol. 2o, dvayennleis kar Aiyvrrov (A B have mapayemfeis els).
*Avayéwnois is found in Philo, de incorr. mundi, 3 (ii. 490), of the
rebirth of the physical world. Later the term remafus is used of
those who have received the baptism of blood in the Taurobolium
(Hort refers to Orelli-Henzen, 2352, 6041), or have been initiated
in the mysteries of Isis, Apuleius, Mefam. xi. 26. It was probably
borrowed by the New Paganism from Christianity. In John iii. 3
many ancient authorities take dvwfer to mean ‘“again,” and Dr.
Westcott thinks this the correct translation. Irenaeus, referring to
John iii. 5, uses dvayevyfy for yawmly (Stieren, i. p. 846), possibly
only by a slip of memory ; but the Old Latin and Vulgate have
renatus fuerit. See Tischendorf’s note. There is no good reason for
thinking that dvayenmbj was found in any Greek MSS. of John.
In later times dvayewviy is commonly used of baptism (Justin, Apo/
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i §51; Clem. Hom. xi. 26 ; see Suicer, s.v. "Avayéwnois), and we need
not doubt that the word is taken from 1 Peter. But it was suggested
to St. Peter by the saying of our Lord recorded by St. John, and
goes to show that dvwlev really does mean “again,” and not *from
above.”

els \mida Ldoav. The first result of the new birth and the first
characteristic of the new pilgrim life is Hope (the anchor of the soul,
Heb. vi. 19). Hope is living (cf. i. 23, ii. 4, 5), not merely because
it is active ((Gv yap 6 Adéyos Tod @eod xal évepyrjs, Heb. iv. 12), nor
merely because it is a hope of life, but because it is divine and
eternal, given through the Resurrection of Jesus from the dead, and
bound up with His eternal life. Cf. John iv. 10, vi. 51; Acts vii
38; Apoc. vii. 17, and the fine lines of Sophocles, 4nt 456 sq., od
ydp 1o viv-ye kdxOés, dAN’ del wore {f) Tadra xoddels oldev & Grov ‘pdiy.

4. els xAqpovopiav. The pilgrim’s hope is further defined by its
object, the inheritance, or rather the paternal estate, the patri-
monsum, not the Aereditas. Dr. Hort notes that the Hebrew words
chiefly represented by xAnpovopda in the Old Testament denote, not
hereditary succession, but “sanctioned and settled possesswn," and
is inclined to doubt whether any idea of futurity is implied in St.
Peter’s phrase. Even in Greek sAnpovopia means a property already
received as well as one that is expected. But in the present passage
the xAnpovopia is kept for the believer, not on earth, but in heaven,
and is another name for that salvation which is ready to be revealed.

The_patrimony, the kingdom, may be spoken of in different
ways. In part it is already present, in fulness it is yet to come.
To some the present joy seems far more than to others, as to St.
Paul (Col. i. 13; 2 Cor. iii. 18), or to St. John (iii. 36) ; but even
the most enthusiastic spirits feel at times as a heavy burden the
‘imperfection of the present, and in St. Peter this is the dominant
key. We must therefore hold firmly to the future sense here. The
pilgrim, stranger, sojourner, sees in hope the Promised Land, but
sees it afar off, and his prayer is “ Thy Kingdom come.”

The patrimony is d¢bapros, duiavros, dudpavros. "A¢lapros
means incorruptible, immaterial, spiritual, eternal. ‘Apflovros (in
Hebrews, James, Wisdom, 2z Macc.), incapable of pollution. Cf
Apoc. xxi. 27 for the sense; for the word, Lev. xviii. 27, éudvfy %
yi—the land was defiled by the abominations of the Canaanites.
"Apdpavros (in Wisd. vi. 12; here only in New Testament), of a
flower that never fades. Dr. Hort thinks that d¢fapros means
“never ravaged by a foe,” but gives no instance of this use of the
word.

rempypémr.  “Which hath been (and is) kept in heaven for
you” (els duds = duiv: cf. Luke xv. 22, dwodjpara els Tovs mddas).
Those who regard the xAzpovoula as present in fruition (as Dr. Hort
and von Soden) must transiate ‘“until you” — kept until your
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appearance but now bestowed. But this sense appears to be
foreign to our passage, and “until you,” for “until your days,” is
a very smgular, if not impossible use of the preposition. Oipavols,
“In heaven”: the plural has no more significance here than in the
Lord’s Prayer, Matt. vi. g. There may be a reminiscence here of
the Book of Enoch xlviii. 7, ““And the wisdom of the Lord of
spirits hath revealed him to the holy and righteous, for he pre-
serveth the lot of the righteous”: lviii. 5, * And after that it will be
said to the holy that they should seek in heaven the secrets of right-
eousness, the heritage of faith” (see notes in Mr. Charles’ edition).

5. Tods & duvdper Oeol ppoupoupévous Bid wiorews. “Who in (or
by) the power of God are guarded by faith.” ®povpelv means “to
keep a city safe with a garrison.” Here faith is the garrison which
keeps the soul (or the Church) safe till its Lord comes and raises
the siege. Cf. Phil. iv. 7, where the heart is guarded or garrisoned
by “the peace of God.”

On St. Peter’s conception of faith, and its difference frum that of
St. Paul, see Introduction, § 6. There is no word as to which it is
more important not to read the thought of the one apostle into the
language of the other. Faith here, as in Heb. xi,, is the power by
which we grasp the unseen realities, the conviction that God is,
that He is a Rewarder, and that His reward far exceeds the troubles
of this life. It is “firm trust in God in spite of suffering: the
salvation of his soul the Christian will receive only as 7é\os s
wiorens” (Kihl, von Soden). It produces ‘endurance to the
end,” unshaken by offences, false prophets, or lawlessness, Matt.
xxiv. 10-13; by it we resist the devil, and the 1ra01]/.l.a.1'a which he
brings against us (1 Pet. v. o). There are several points of import-
ance. In St. Peter's mind faith is not the faith of Abraham only,
but of Moses; it does not justify or save, but is the condition of
righteousness and salvation (see especially iv. 17-19); it is not so
intimately connected, as by St. Paul, with love and knowledge,
carrying with it only the germ of both, and hence it lends itself
more easily to the notions of authority and discipline. Its object
is God, but God is seen without rather than felt within. This has
been called an attenuation (Entleerung) of faith; and certainly it
differs widely from the Pauline idea, leading to a different practical
shaping of the Christian society, as was seen, though not quite
distinctly, by Clement of Alexandria and Origen. But when it is
called an attenuation, it is implied that it is not an evangelical view
of faith ; and this is highly questionable. It will be observed that
much of the element of futurity attaches to faith itself ; it is largely
faith in the distant and as yet unknown; hence it is intimately
related, as in Hebrews, to hope.

cwumnpiav. Salvation or rather Deliverance, another aspect of
that patrimony which is the object of Hope; in Heb. i. 14 we read
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ToUs péAdovras kAnpovouely cwrnpiav. Salvation itself is here re-
garded as future, and this is the general sense (cwmpia is not used
by St. John exceptiv. 22 and in Apoc.). In the Gospels odfew means
to deliver (a) from danger, Matt. viii. 25; John xii. 27; () from
disease, Matt. ix. 21 ; John xi. 12; (¢) from the condemnation of
God, Matt. x. 22, xxiv. 13; (4) from the disease or danger of sin,
Matt. i. 21 ; and one or other of these senses attaches to the verb
wherever it recurs. In the present passage it is used of the great
final deliverance, not from the wrath of God (Rom. v. g; cf. also
1 Pet. iv. 18), but from the siege of Satan, from persecution and
SOTTOW.

The Deliverance is ready to be revealed in the day when Jesus
Christ Himself will be revealed (i. 7, 13). The epithet “ready”
introduces a consoling thought, reminding them how short a time
these sufferings will endure (the End is not far off, iv. 7), and that
the Deliverer stands waiting for them.

&v kapd doxdrg. “In the last time.” The exact phrase xatpos
eaxa-ros 1s not elsewhere found. In St. John’s Gospel we ﬁnd & Ly
e(rxa.r” 7pépe (Vi. 39, and in five other places): in Acts, év -ran.s pépats
wxamu; (ii. 17, from Joeliii. 1): in Jas. v. 3 and 2 Tim. iii. 1, év Npépass
éoxdras (from Joel, or, as Dr. Hort thinks, from Prov. xxix. 44) in
Heb. i. 2, éx’ éoxdrov Tdv fuepdv: in 2 Pet.iii. 3, &' éoxdrwv Tdv fuepby:
in Jude 18, ér' éoxdrov xpdvov: in 1 John ii. 18, éoxdry dpa. The
Last Day is the Day of Judgment ; the Last Days, Time, Hour are
either the age of the Christian dispensation or that portion of it
which lies nearest to the End, when the signs of the Parousia are
beginning to show themselves. Either the first or the last of these
meanings must be that of St. Peter. He may mean “in the last
time,” that is to say, in the Day of the Parousia. Katpds means
not “time” but “ #4e time,” the fit or appointed time or season for
some particular thing, whether it be a period or a moment. It
might be used quite correctly of the Day of Judgment, and this is
not an impossible explanation here. Many commentators, however,
regard the phrase as meaning “in the last days,” in the time of
darkness and suffering. The Parousia puts an end to the suffering,
but, coming suddenly, may be said to come in the midst of it all.
Upon the whole this appears to be the best explanation. Dr. Hort
translates “in a season of extremity,” é érxatos xatpds being used
in Polybius and Plutarch for “the direst peril.” But in all the
analogous New Testament phrases érxaros means simply “last in
order of time, and the absence of the article cannot be pressed.

8. év § dyal\idode . . . mepaopois. “In which ye exult, though
just now for a little while ye were grieved, if need were, by mamfold
trials.” ’Ev must here be temporal, as in iv. 13 below ; cf. Ps. cxvii.
(cxviii.) 24. 'AyaAMdofar & in the sense of to exult a? or over is

not found in the New Testament (in John v. 35, dyadAacOijvar &
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rd ¢uwrl, the preposition has its local sense “sn the light,” and the
same observation applies to the reading of D in Luke x. 21 and to
iv. 13 below), though it must be admitted that xaipew év is some-
times used for “to rejoice at,” Luke x. 20; Phil. i. 18; Col. i. 24 ;
see Blass, p. 118. The antecedent is best found in xawpd éoxdre.
“In the last days” the brethren exult because their sufferings are
so nearly at an end, and deliverance and glory are so near. Com-
pare Luke xxi. 28, dpyopévwv 8¢ Tovrwv yiverfar (when the troubles
that precede the end show themselves) dvaxijare xal émdpare ras
kepakas Ypdv: Sidre dyyile ) dmodvTpwos dpwv: Matt. v. 11, 12, padprol
dore, frav Svadicwow dpds kai Sidfwow . . . xaipere xal dyadlidofe
8re 6 puobds Judv molvs &v Tois ovpavois. These latter words may
have been in St. Peter’s mind, if we consider how immediately the
phrase rernpnuévny év odpavois has preceded, and look also at iil. 13,
€ xat wdoyoire 8ta SikatooVimy paxdpo.  There is no real contradic-
tion between this verse and iv. 13, xaipere, iva kai év 77} droxaXide
hs 30&ns atrod xapire dyaAhidpevor. ‘AyoAAiaois belongs to the
Revelation of glory, but living hope makes it present even in the
midst of suffering. The aorist Avrfévres is to be taken, not of the
pain, but of the mental distress caused by persecution. The pain
still endures, but the grief, the perplexity, the sense of abandonment
are gone for those who understand what these wafjuara mean.
Kiihl and von Soden take é § as neuter, and find the antecedent in
the contents of the preceding clause, “in which assurance ye do
rejoice.” Dr. Hort makes the relative masculine, and refers it to
@eds or ‘Inoods Xpworrds. In either case we must give év a sense
which it can hardly bear.

el 8éov. “If need was”; if it was God’s will. This is probably
the right reading (so & B, c*7, Clem. Alex. Strom. iv. z0. 129):
el 8éov éori has good authority (A C K L P, Origen), but is very
difficult grammatically ; we should certainly have expected el déov
éori Avrodpevor.

v wowcilois werpacpols. In manifold trials,” in different kinds
of trial. This sense of wowilos is found in the New Testament, in
Maccabees, and in Aelian (V. A. ¢8), but is almost unknown in
classical Greek (Hort). Iepaopdés here means not the inner
wrestling with evil inclination, but undeserved suffering from with-
out. This is the general sense of the word in the Old Testament
and even in the New. See Hatch, Essays in Biblical Greek, p.
71 sqq. What we mean by * temptation,” as distinct from ¢ trial,”
is in the language of St. Paul expressed by dpapria or émbupia,
in that of St. Peter by the latter word alone.

7. va introduces the divine purpose of Avfévres.

78 Boxipwov. The substantive doximov or Soxipeiov means “a
test,” that is to say, a thing used for testing; and in Jas. i. 3
manifold trials are perhaps called the test or touchstone of faith;
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but the meaning may be “the testing” of your faith worketh
patience. In Prov. xxvii. 21, Soxipiov dpyvply kai xpvod mipuats,
the word seems to mean “testing ” rather than “test,” for mipwats
denotes a method, not a thing. But in Ps. xi. (xii.) 6, 7& Adywa
xupiov Abya dyvd, dpyvpiov memvpwpévor, Soxipov T 7, xexabopiopévoy
émrramhacivs, the word is evidently an adjective. St. Peter was
probably thinking of one or the other or both of these passages
(see mipwais below, iv. 12). “Test” is here a quite impossible
rendering ; the means by which faith is tested is suffering, and
suffering cannot be called more precious than gold, nor is it
“found” in the Last Day. “The testing of your faith,” for the
same reasons, is hardly, if at all, less impossible. We are driven,
therefore, to take Soximov here as adjectival, and to translate
“the tested residue of your faith,” that faith which remains when
all impure alloy has been burnt away. There is a variant 8¢xyuov
found in a few cursives, which Dr. Hort is inclined to accept as the
right reading. Otherwise, the passage above quoted from Psalms
may justify us in regarding doxiutos as a vulgar by-form of 8ckepuos.

If St. Peter’s expression here was suggested by a passage, or by
a combination of two passages from the Old Testament, it becomes
probable that the phrase of St. James is borrowed from that found
in our Epistle.

xpuoiov. “Than gold that perisheth, yet is always tested,
refined, by fire.” What we might have expected is xpvolov &
mupds dedoxipaopdvov : but the wrter has complicated his expression
by the sudden introduction of dwoAAvpévov, implying a reason for
molvriypdrepor, or a contrast to the following elpefj. Faith is
eternal, gold is perishable and temporal. Faith is far more
precious than gold, yet even gold must be refined by fire; much
more your faith.

edpebyy. “ May be found,” may endure when other things pass
away, and appear when they disappear. Compare the use of the
word in Phil. iii. 9; Heb. xi. 5, from Gen. v. 24, and possibly
2 Pet. iii. 10. It means much more than “may prove to be,” or
““ may result in ”; it is not man, but God who *finds.”

eis &mawor. The praise is, “ Well done, thou good and faithful
servant,” Matt. xxv. 21. Praise is spoken of as bestowed by God
upon man, 4 Macc. xiii. 3; Rom. ii. 29; 1 Cor. iv. 5. The
phrase is quite as simple and natural in the mouth of St. Peter,
who speaks of good conduct as xdpis mapa ®ei (below, it 20), as it
is in the Gospel.

86fav kai mpdr. Heb. i 3; Ps. vili. 6, 3¢y xal mipufj éore
$pdvwoas airév. Glory and honour belong to God (Job xl §5;
1 Tim. i. 17), but He bestows them on man (Rom. ii. 7, 10).

&v dmokaldper ‘Imool Xpiorod. Cf i 13, iv. 13; the phrase is
suggested by Luke xvii. 30, 1j 7pépe 6 vids 70d dvfpdmov dmwoxalvm-
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rerar, and is used also by St. Paul, 1 Cor. 1. 7; 2 Thess. i. 7. Inall
these passages it denotes the revelation of Christ in His majesty
as Judge and Rewarder. Here it appears to repeat and define the
idea involved in the words eis owrqplav érofuny dmoxalvdpbivar év
xatp@ eoxdre.

8. 8v olx idévres . . . Sedofaopdiy. “Whom, though ye never
saw Him, ye love; in whom believing, though now ye see Him
not, ye rejoice with joy unutterable and glorified.” A KL P, Clem.
Alex. and some other Fathers with the Coptic version have oix
elddres, “ though ye never knew Him ”; for this use of ol8a cf. Matt.
xxv. 12, Luke xxii. 57. Els v belongs in construction to mores
ovres only, so that épdvres is left without an object.. A similar
irregularity is found in ii. 12; see note there. M is used with
opivres, though, according to classical usage, od would be required.
Attempts have been made to distinguish the negatives in this
passage. In modern Greek dx: (= odx{) with participle is adversa-
tive, while w3 is causal (Geldart, Guide to Modern Greek, p. 73).
Hence Mr. W. H. Simcox would translate here “though ye have
not seen,” “because ye do not see” (Language of the New Testa-
ment, p. 187). But the participles here are both adversative. The
nice classical rules for the use of od and i} were not understood
even by Lucian, and in the vulgar Greek of the New Testament the
use of ob with the participle has almost disappeared. There are but
about thirteen instances of it altogether, and if we take the Gospel
of St. Matthew, uyj with the participle occurs sixteen times, o once
(xxii. 11) ; in St. Luke, ov once. See Blass, p. 253. For the contrast
of faith and sight, cf. John xx. 29 ; 2 Cor. v. 7; Heb. xi. 1.

The whole passage (6-9) has caused much trouble, because from
the whole tone of the Epistle it seems strange that St. Peter should
tell his readers that they actually do “exult” in the midst of all
their sufferings. Such language appears to contradict the very
object with which he wrote. That this difficulty is not merely
fanciful, is shown by the number and character of the commentators
who have felt it. Yet others have not felt it ; for instance, Leighton,
who says, “ Even in the midst of heaviness itself, such is this joy
that it can maintain itself in the midst of sorrow ; this oil of glad-
ness still swims above, and cannot be drowned by all the floods of
affliction, yea, it is often most sweet in the greatest distress.” We
can understand a pastor exhorting his flock to stand fast in trouble,
and at the same time reminding them that they have a wellspring
of joy and even of exultation in their living hope. The alternative
to the explanation given above seems to be to take é xawpd éoxdry
of the Last Day and make the first dyaAAidofle imperative. But
the second dyaA\i@ofe must be indicative (for dyamare certainly is
s0), and thus we should only stave off the difficulty for a moment.
Theophylact, Oecumenius, Erasmus, Luther, and others, including
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Alford, take dyaAMdofe as present indicative, but regard it as bear-
ing a future sense in both places ; but this is harsh, even if possible,
and again dyaware stands in the way. The text of the passage is not
free from doubt. In ver. 6 there is some evidence for dyadAidoeabe,
Avmpfivac (see Tischendorf), and in ver. 8 dyaAdre has good
authonty Polycarp, Prkil 1, quotes ver. 8 in an abbrev1ated form,
els Ov olk dGvres morelere xapd dvexhaljro xai Sedofacpuéry
Irenaeus, iv. 9. 2, V. 7. 2, has guem quum non uideritis diligitis; in
quem nunc quogue non uidentes credztx:, credentes autem exsultabitis
gaudto menarrabzlz (8v odx i8vres dyamdre, eis bv dpri m) opidvres
moTelere, mareiovres 8¢ dyaldoeofe). The same reading is found
in the old Latin version of Polycarp. Augustine, Pecc. Mer. 1, has
quem ignorabalis; in quem modo non uidentes creditis; quem cum
mderms exsultabitis (v odx elbdres, els v dpre py) Spdvres moTeere
ov 8ovres dyadhdoeobe). Origen, the Vulgate, Peshito, and the
Armenian appear to have read dyeA\doerfe, and it would certainly
remove a difficulty if the future could be established.

dvexhaMjtw. “Unutterable.” The word is found here only in
the Bible, but recurs in Ignatius, £pA. xix. 2, and in Polycarp in
his quotation of this passage. ’AAdAyros is used by St. Paul, Rom.
viii. 26. The Christian joy is unutterable because it is spiritual,
heavenly, passing all human speech and understanding, like the
peace of God (Phil. iv. 7); but also because it is so paradoxical :
it is a joy in the midst of sorrow.

SeSoga.apém ¢ Glorified.” Glory in its fulness is bestowed when
suffering is over (ra mabijpara xkai ras perd TaiTa dofas) ; but even
here and now, in the midst of trials, the joy of the Christian sufferer
is irradiated by that glory which will be given in the Revelation.
The Spirit who rests upon him is the Spirit of glory (iv. 14); hence
he can glorify God by meek endurance (iv. 16), and teach others
also to glorify Him (ji. 12).

O. xopifdpevor. “ Receiving the end of your faith, the deliver-
ance of your souls.” The absence of the articles w1th O'wf'qpmv
Yuxdv appears to have no significance. The participle “receiving”
is to be taken as meaning “because ye receive.” Deliverance is
the ground of the joy, as in Apoc. v. g and elsewhere. Dr. Hort,
however, makes the participle co-ordinate with the verb—*“ye
rejoice and also receive —on the ground that “exultation in Jesus
-Christ cannot be a mere joy about the saving of their own souls.”
But this thought would hardly have occurred to St. Peter. The
deliverance delivers from all pain and sorrow, and is open to all.
Kiihl points out that xoui{ecfa: is used in the New Testament of
receiving that which has been promised, that which men have
earned by their conduct (see references in Bruder). Deliverance
is the end of your faith (or of faith, or perhaps of 7% faith; B and
many Fathers omit dudv). Itis the great promise involved in the
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name of Jesus, the object of belief, the end of the life of pilgrimage,
the entry into the Promised Land. It is described as future (i. s,
13, V. 4); but even in this life of trial there are “good days”
(iii. 10). Besides, the gospel #s deliverance. Hence we are said
to receive now, in a foretaste, the reward which will be fully be-
stowed in the Revelation. Wuxyj in St. Peter's usage denotes the
whole inner nature of man, as in Greek philosophy, in common
Greek parlance, in the Gospels and Acts, and is never opposed, as
it is by St. Paul, to wveipa or vols. See Introduction, p. 40.

10. wept #is owmnplas. St. Peter lingers upon the word owrypla,
at each repetition finding something new to say about it. Here the
word is practically an equivalent for the gospel, which was revealed
to the prophets by the Spirit of Christ, and of which the main
substance is the sufferings of Christ and the glory for Himself and
others (36£at, plural), in which those sufferings result.

éelvymmoar kai &npadmoar. The phrase is perhaps a reminis-
cence of 1 Macc. ix. 26. In the New Testament the form épavvdw
is to be preferred to the classic épewdw. See Blass, p. 21.

wpodijtar. Again the omission of the article appears to be
insignificant ; the word is adequately defined by the following clause,
and it is quite needless to translate (with Kiihl and Hort) “even
prophets,” so as to get the sense “even men so highly favoured as
prophets saw these great things dimly and afar off” (see note on
ver. 17 below).

wepl Tis els dpds xdpiros. “ About the grace intended for you,
which should be given unto you,” cf. eis Jpds above, ver. 4. Xdpis
here is not ‘““grace,” but ‘““a grace,” a favour or gift of grace, and in
1 Peter the word usually bears this meaning.

11. épavvdvres . . . défas. ““Searching for what time or for what
manner of time the Spirit of Christ, which was in them, did declare
and testify beforehand the sufferings appointed for Christ, and the
glories that should follow them.” The best construction for éjAov
is found by taking it as governing & mafjuara in conjunction with
mpopapTupdpevor (so most of the German commentators and Hort).
Anlodv eis kawpdy, “to point to a season,” appears to be quite unex-
ampled ; but this is the translation of the A.V., Alford, and many
others. Nevertheless, els xawdv has a certain connexion with
é3ov: the Spirit pointed out the sufferings for a particular time.
Kiihl and others regard é8Aov as standing without any object ; but
it is difficult to see how the word is to be rendered here at all on
this supposition. TIpopaprvpduevor (the word is not attested else-
where till after St. Peter's time) ought to mean “calling to witness
beforehand” (see Dr. Hort’s note). If this sense is to be kept
here, we must translate ‘“the Spirit of Christ pointed out the
sufferings that should come upon Christ, calling God for a witness
of the truth.” But though papripouar may be used without an
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object (=1I protest, I appeal; see references in Liddell and Scott),
there is always something in the context to show that an appeal
is made, and to whom it is made. And this is not the case
here. In Acts xx. 23, 24, Stapapripecfac means “to bear clear
witness ” (cf. Luke xvi. 28; Acts ii. 40, viil. 25, x. 42, xviii. 5; Heb,
ii. 6) ; indeed, this word constantly has the meaning of “to affirm
solemnly,” “attest,” though it is used with an indistinct reminis-
cence of its proper sense in 1 Tim. v. 21; 2 Tim. ii. 14, iv. 1.
The Greek of the New Testament is not correct, even as correctness
was understood by Epictetus or Plutarch ; we have observed already
that it does not clearly retain the distinction between ot and 7,
and it is not surprising that it should confuse papripesfa: with
paprupelv.  See note on doxiutov above.

The prophets knew what they prophesied ; they knew not, and
sought to understand, at what appointed date, or in what stage of
the world’s history, in what kind of time (wotov xatpdv), the prophecy
would be fulfilled. Alford quotes Justiniani: “non modo guod . . .
sed etiam guale . . . pacisne an belli tempore, seruitutis an liber-
tatis, quo denique reipublicae statu . . . Et quidem Dauid Orietur,
ait, 1n diebus etus fustitia et abundantia pacs (Ps. Ixxi. 7, Vulgate):
et in eandem sententiam Esaias conflabunt gladios suos in uomeres”
(ii. 4). Some not unnatural difficulty has been found in the words
elprmoav, émpatimoar, épavivres, which all express study and
reflexion, and seem to be inconsistent with the notion of inspira-
tion. Yet the difficulty is only apparent. The great revelation of
suffering and glory awakes an eager desire to know when and how
these things shall be, and this is answered by a further revelation
(ols dmexaAigbn). “ Knock, and it shall be opened unto you,”
was in some sense true, even of the prophets. So St. Paul prayed
for the removal of his oxdloy, and at last an answer came ; not the
answer that he hoped for (2 Cor. xii. 7-9). The revelation described
in Acts xiili. 2 was also probably a reply to much anxious thought.
Both in the Old Testament and .in the New, God often answers
questions. The connexion between study and inspiration, search
and discovery, is a great mystery, and revelation may be much
more common than we suppose. How does one investigator
discover what others do not? Philo thought (de migr. Abr. 7,
i. 441) that philosophic truth was given by inspiration—*“I was
suddenly filled with thoughts showered upon me from above like
snowflakes or seed”—and this may apply to all truth; for it is
certainly not attained by the mere use of logical machinery. - Nor
does this thought detract from the dignity of spiritual revelation,
which, though the noblest in kind, may yet have its analogies.

The words 76 év alrois mveipa Xporod must be accepted quite
frankly. Christ was in the prophets, and from Him came their
inspiration. Barnabas (v.) understood St. Peter in this sense, ol
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npodijras, dx' adrov Ixovres Ty xdpw, els abrov Empodijrevoav: on
which Harnack notes, *Christum Veteris Testamenti prophetas
inspirasse et ab iis uisum esse ad unum omnmes priscae ecclesiae
scriptores confitentur”; cf. 2 Clem. xvii. 4 ; Ignatius, Mayg. viii. 2;
Justin, Apol. i. 31-33; Dial. Wi. sq.; Iren. iv. 20. 4; Frag. Mur.
44 sq., “Romanis autem ordine (ordinem?) scripturarum, sed et
principium earum Christum esse intimans ” (Westcott, Canon, p. 536).
These passages are sufficient to show the belief of the later Church.
Note also the use of pijua Kupioy, 1 Pet. i. 25, comparing Acts xi. 16,
where words of Christ are called by St. Peter pijua Kvplov. In
Matt. vii. 22 we read, Kipie, Kipe, o0 7§ 0@ Svépar. mpoedn
reloapey: xxiil. 34, dod éyd dmooTé\w mpds Uuds mwpodijras. Some
difficulty attaches to the latter citation, because St. Luke, in the
parallel passage (xi. 49), has 3id Totro «kal 3 ocopia Tob Ocod elrer:
Amooredd els abrovs mpogijras, and the words have been supposed to
be a reference to 2z Chron. xxiv. 18-22. But in the Sermon on the
Mount false Christian prophets claim to be inspired by Christ;
and in the other passage of Matthew our Lord sends (inspires)
true Christian prophets. No distinction of kind can be drawn
between Jewish and Christian prophecy, and thus we have in the
first Gospel a clear foundation for St. Peter’s words. We must take
into consideration also those passages of the Gospels where Christ
is described as the Revealer, Matt. xi. 27; John i. 18, xvi. 14, 15.
In Acts again (ii. 33), in the speech of St. Peter, Christ sheds forth
the spirit of prophecy. It can hardly be thought but that St. Paul
held the same view as to the source of Christian prophecy (1 Cor.
xii. 3), as also does the Apocalypse (xix. 10), whether we translate
1 paprvpia ‘Inood, “the testimony given by Jesus,” or * the testimony
borne to Jesus”; compare also 1 John iv. 2, 3. As to the Hebrew
prophets, St. Paul does not explicitly declare his opinion, but in
2 Cor. iil. 12 sqq. the glory on the face of Moses which he covered
with a veil, is the glory of Christ, who is the Lord, the Spirit.

Nvelpa Xpiorod probably means that Spirit which is Christ
(2 Cor. iil. 17, 18, 6 8¢ Kipios 70 Ivedud éorw . . . dwd Kupiov
Ivedparos) ; but it may conceivably signify the Holy Spirit of Christ,
sent by Christ. Often prophecy is attributed to the Holy Ghost
(Acts L. 16; 2 Pet. i. 21, and elsewhere), and the sending of the
Spirit is the work of Christ (Acts ii. 33).

Certainly the repeated “Christ” in this verse must be taken
each time in exactly the same sense, of the really existing Christ
who was manifested in history. Kiihl, in an exceedingly com-
plicated note, takes the first of the ideal Christ, who existed only
in the foreknowledge of God, and the second of the historical
Christ, and makes wvebpa Xpiorod mean “a Christlike spirit,”
because he thinks that St. Peter is not so much affected by theo-
logical reflexions as the rabbinically educated St. Paul, and there-
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fore cannot have personified the ideal. But the distinction between
person and idea is itself philosophical. Dr. Hort appears to hold
the same view ; the Spirit of Christ is that Spirit of the Lord which
afterwards came upon Christ, a Spirit of divine anointing, or Christ-
hood, or prophethood. Here, again, we may repeat, that in 1 Peter
Spirit means not an influence, but a personality. There is no need
to speak of Rabbinism or Jewish Platonism at all. St Peter’s
view rests upon a perfectly unscholastic interpretation of Scripture.
The Lord spoke to the Prophets; Christ is the Lord; therefore
Christ spoke to the Prophets.

There is no difference upon this point between St. Peter and
St. Paul. Both held the same belief, though they express it in
different language.

In 76 eis Xpiorov mabijpara xal tés perd radra défas it is quite
possible that we have a reference to the words recorded by St. Luke
xxiv. 26, 27, obxi Tatra &e walbev Tov Xpuordy, xail eicerbetv els v
d6¢av adrov; xai dpfdpevos dmd Mwaéws kai dmd wdvrwy ToV mpodmriv
Siepprivevoey adrots év wdoats Tals ypadals T mepi davrod. Adfar, not
commonly used in the plural (but see 2 Macc. iv. 15), may refer
to the successive manifestations of Christ’s glory—Resurrection,
Ascension, Pentecost, Miracles (Acts iii. 13), Judgment—or to the
glory of Christ, and the glory that shall be bestowed on His faithful.
To St. Peter, the essence of the gospel seems to lie in suffering and
glory; to St. Paul, in free grace and deliverance from law. Hence
the former sees a just and permanent picture of the Christian life
in Isa. liii., while the latter looks back, not to the prophets (except
Hab. ii. 4), but to Abraham. Hence, to St. Peter, the admission
of the Gentiles is no great mystery; the Church is continuous.
Further, in St. Peter’s view (as in the Gospels), the great obstacle
to Christianity is the suffering of Christ; and so, in fact, it always
has been to Jew (Justin’s Z7ypko) and Greek (the Zrue Word of
Celsus), and in modern times, because His suffering involves our
acceptance of the law of suffering. But, in the view of St. Paul,
the great obstacle is the tendency of men to rely upon their own
merits, which is a common and serious defect, but applies, as regards
Christianity and Judaism, rather to the professor than to the faith ; it
could not fairly be charged against the best Jews of old, and modern
Jews would not plead guilty to it. See Mr. Montefiore’s Hibbert
Lectures for 1892, especially chap. ix., ““the Law and its Influence.”

12. ofs dmexalidfy. It was revealed to them that the realisa-
tion of their prophetic vision was not for their own time. ‘The
reference may be to distinct passages, such as Num. xxiv. 17; Deut.
xviil. 15, or rather to the general indeterminate futurity of all pro-
phecy. The prophets saw Messiah, and St. Peter evidently means
that they saw Him with great clearness and accuracy in the broad
outlines ; but when they strove to know when these things should
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be, an answer came, ‘“ Not yet. The promise is for others, not for
you. Inquire no further.” Juiv 8¢ is the reading of the great bulk
of MSS., though #uiv 8¢ has the support of K and some versions.
“For you Christians” (we need not here press the fact that they
were Asiatics), or “for us Christians”; either way there is no
substantial difference in the sense.

adrd. The substance of their vision, ra wafjuara xai rés pera
ratra 8cfas. Niv dvyyyé\n: dwmjyyedrar would be more strictly
correct, but the aorist is used for the perfect, as in ii. 25 below.
See Blass, p. 199.

3 Tdv edayyehwapévwy Opds. The phrase in itself neither
includes nor excludes the apostle himself.

& Nredpart ‘Ayiw. Dr. Hort omits év on the authority of A B,
a few cursives, the Vulgate, and some Fathers; see Tischendorf’s
note. “In (or by) the Holy Spirit sent from heaven.” The omission
of the article with Hvedua *Aytov is very common (John xx. 22 and
many other passages), and is of no significance (cf. Acts viii. 15, 18).
Here the Holy Ghost who was “sent from heaven” on the day of
Pentecost, and inspired the preachers of the gospel, is introduced as
a guarantee that the gospel cannot contradict the message of the
prophets who were inspired by the Ivetpa Xpwwrod. Von Soden
and Dr. Hort translate “by a holy spirit”; but there can hardly be
any doubt that the same Spirit is meant here as in ver. z above,
where also there is no article. EfamooréMw is used of the sending
of the Spirit in Luke xxiv. 49; in John xiv. 26, xv. 26, xvi. 7, the
verb is wéuro,

els & émbupolory dyyehor mapakipar. *“ Upon which even angels
desire to look”; here the omission of the article must certainly have
its proper force. Ilapaxiwrew properly means “to take a shy sidelong
glance,” as when one peeps out of a window or door at a person
passing in the street, and 1s perhaps so used in Luke xxiv. 12 ; John
xx. §, 11. Even in Jas. i. 25 the meaning may be “he who has
once cast a glance upon the perfect law of liberty”; the slightest
look upon the law is sufficient to show the folly of those who hear
and do not. On the other hand, James may mean * He who has
gazed steadily upon the law.” If we give mapaximrew its classical
sense here, a not inconsiderable difficulty arises. The angels are
‘‘all ministering spirits, sent forth to do service for the sake of them
that shall inherit salvation” (Heb. i. 14), and they must long for
much more than a casual glance upon the Church and its gospel of
suffering and glory. 'Eyximrew eis means “to pore over,” “study
intently” (Clem. Rom. xl. 1 and elsewhere; see Harnack’s note);
and it may be thought that wapaxvrrev els is used, not quite cor-
rectly, by St. Peter and St. James, in the same sense. The use of
mapaxvrrev may have been suggested here by Enoch ix. 1, xai
dxovgavres of Téooapes peydlor dpxdyyehot MixanA xai OdpuajA xai



112 NOTES ON THE FIRST EPISTLE OF ST. PETER

Paann:\ xal TaBpijh mapékvpay ért Ty yijv & 1év dylwv Tov odpavod
(quoted by Hort). Above, on ver. 4, was noticed another possible
reference to Enoch, and others may be detected. They should be
borne in mind, because, when we come to consider the relation of
Jude to 2 Peter, it will appear that while in 1 and 2 Peter there are
allusions to apocryphal books, these allusions are developed by Jude
into actual quotations.

18. 88. “ Wherefore”; the reference is to the general contents
of vers. 3-12, which were suggested by the third Name of ver. 2.
From thls point to ii. 1o the author develops the meaning of
dytaopds.

dvalwodpevor. - “ Having girded up the loins of your mind”; the
verb is used of gathering or tucking up long skirts by means of a
belt so as to be ready for energetic action. Cf. Prov. xxix. 35,
dvalwoapéry loxvpds Ty dopdv airis, of the brave woman. Here,
where wjgporres immediately follows, St. Peter is probably thinking
of our Lord’s words, Luke xii. 35, 46. The word used by Luke is
wepielwopévar (taken probably from the account of the Passover,
Ex. xii. 11). Ava{dvvofac is not common in classical Greek,
though it was used by Didymus the grammarian (4#ken. 1 39d),
but succings is well known in Latin. The word recalls the dmaxo
of ver. 2. Those who have girded up their loins are ready for
instant obedience.

Swavolas. For this word cf. Matt. xxii. 37, dyamjoes Kipiov ov
®@edv oov . . . & SAy 7 dwavoig gov (from Deut. vi. 5). St. Paul
uses the word in his later Epistles (Eph. ii. 3, iv. 18; Col i 21),
but always in a bad sense, of the mere logical faculty which sets
itself against the truth. But what precisely is. meant by “girding
up the mind”? Girding brings the mind into what Carlyle calls
“a compact frame,” cutting off vague loosely flowing thoughts and
speculations that lead nowhither, and only hamper obedience.
Hence it is followed immediately by wijporres. Sobriety guards
men against the “intoxication” of false prophets, against false
views of é\evfepla, against moral and doctrinal caprices such as are
denounced in 2 Peter. The Girdle is Law or Truth (Eph. vi. 14).

tehelws is best taken with wijporres, * being perfectly sober”
(most modern commentators take this view). Down to Dean
Alford’s time it was generally connected with é\m{sare. In this
case we must translate ““ hope with a perfect hope,” not ‘ hope unto
the end.” The idea of final perseverance is involved, but not ex-
pressed in the perfectlon of hope.

A\wioare éml . . . xdpw. “Hope for the grace that is bemg
brought unto you in the revelation of Jesus Christ.” ‘EArxifav émi
followed by the accusative is found only here and 1 Tim. v. 5;
but the construction (it is a Hebraism) is common in the LXX.
A question has been raised whether ér{ introduces the ground or
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the object of the hope ; Dr. Hort takes the former, Kiihl the latter
view (see their notes on this passage). The points are that there
is no Hebrew verb which exactly answers to é\mi{ew ; that the five
Hebrew verbs represented in the LXX. by é\ri{ew mean some
““to trust upon,” some ‘“to wait for”; that in Ps. li. (lii.) 10,
éAmilew &mi 76 Eeos Tov @eod, the Hebrew original means to “trust
upon the mercy of God,” while in Ps. xxxii. (xxxiii.) 18 the same
Greek words represent what in the Hebrew signifies to “wait for
the mercy.” Upon the whole it seems better to regard é\nilew émi
here as equivalent to é\wi{ew eis (John v. 45; 2 Cor. i. 10; 1 Pet.
iil. g), and to take the following accusative as denoting the object
towards which the hope is directed. It is a‘subtle question, and
has no direct bearing upon the sense.

v depopémy Spiv xdpw. Xdpww is the gracious gift of deliver-
ance, which is being brought, and ere long will surely be given,
in the Revelation (see vers. 5, 7 above). Many commentators
(Erasmus, Luther, Calovius, Bengel, Steiger, Hort) take “grace” in
the Pauline sense, and regard “the revelation” as meaning the
continuing and progressive unveiling of Christ in the Christian’s
soul (cf. Rom. i. 17) ; but there can be little doubt what St. Peter
means here by the Revelation.

The editions generally place a full stop after Xpworod, as also
after i. 21, ii. 17. In all these places a colon might be used so as
to allow the preceding imperative to run on; but after ii. 25, iii. 6,
iii, 7 the full stop is clearly right. The style is loose and conversa-
tional, not so strictly bound by grammatical fetters as that of
practised writers.

14. &s Téxva dmaxofis. “Children of” is a Hebraism; réxva
drwleias, Isa. lvii. 4 ; vids Oavdrov, 2 Sam. xii. 5. In the New Testa-
ment we have réxva dpyis, Eph. ii. 3; vécva puwrds, Eph. v. 8; réxva
xardpas, 2 Pet. il. 14 ; vioi s drefelas, Eph. ii. 2, v. 6; Col. iii. 6;
viol pwros kai fuépas, 1 Thess. v. 5; vids elprjrys, Luke x. 6; & vids
tfis dmwlelas, 2 Thess. ii. 3; John xvii. 12, There is no more
reason for supposing that réwva twaxofjs was suggested by vioi rijs
dreldelas than there is for supposing that St. John borrowed rékva
®eot from St. Paul ; indeed there is not so much. On the contrary,
the phrase recurs quite naturally to the Ymraxoy of ver. 2. Children
of obedience are those whose mother is obedience, in whom is the
spirit of obedience, who are obedient, not ¢ obedient children.”

ph ovoxnpardépevor Tals mpérepor év Tfj dyvoig pdv émbuplas.
“Not conforming yourselves to the lusts which formerly ruled you
in your ignorance.” The not uncommon verb cvoxnpari{eafa (see
Liddell and Scott) is found also Rom. xii. 2, 3 ovoxyparileate ¢
aidve Tovry. In respect to Rom. xii. there is somewhat better
reason for suspecting a direct or indirect connexion between St.
Peter and St. Paul than elsewhere, but we cannot safely build any
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inference on this particular word. See pp. 18, 20. "Ayvota is
perhaps more applicable to those of St. Peter’s readers who had
been Gentiles than to those who had been Jews. St. Paul speaks
of Gentile ignorance, Acts xvil. 30; Eph. iv. 18; see Abbott’s
note ; but St. Peter attributes the crucifixion to the dyvowa of the
Jews, Acts iil. 17. It is not easy to say whether St. Peter here is
thinking of ignorance of God and His Law, or more particularly of
ignorance of Christ. If the latter, his words will apply equally to
Jews and Gentiles. All alike had sat in darkness, Matt. iv. 16;
Lukei. 79; Johni. s, 10, 11. "Emfupiar again seems to point rathex
to Gentiles, whose lives were generally more licentious than those
of Jews. But there were many wicked Jews, Rom. ii. 17 sqq.; Eph.
it. 3; and our Lord was speaking to Jews when He insisted upon
the sinfulness of lust, Matt. v. 28. But the readers of the Epistle
were neither all Gentiles nor all Jews. See Introduction, p. 71.

16. 4A\& katd TOv kaNéoavta Opds &ywov. ¢ But after the  pattern
of that Holy One who called you.” It is best to take dywov as
substantival ; it is hardly possible to make it an adjectival pre-
dicate and translate with von Soden, “after the pattern of Him who
called you, who is holy.” This use of xard (which is quite classicai
and common; see instances in Liddell and Scott) is found Gal. iv.
28, kard ‘Ioadk, like Isaac, Xaleiv is a word that belongs to the
vocabulary of Christendom, and St. Peter uses it several times,—
God called us out of darkness unto light, ii. 9 ; called us unto His
eternal glory in Christ, v. 10; the call makes the pilgrim, above,
ver. 1 ;—but he uses it in a simpler and less technical manner than
St. Paul; he does not speculate on its difference from other verbs
(cf. Rom. viii. 28 $qq.); nor does he appear to distinguish xAzrds
from éxAexrds in the same way as St. Paul (ver. 1 above). St. Peter
does not use kAyrds, nor xAfjous, except in the Second Epistle, i.
10, where A has ﬂ'apo.x)t'qo'ls, and ékdoy} is added apparently as
1dent1cal or at any rate as giving another aspect of the same thing.
In the Gospels xaAetv has many senses, of which the chief are illus-
trated by Matt. ii. 15, “out of Egypt did I call My Son”; v. 9,
“they shall be called sons of God” (from Hos. ii. 1); ix. 13, “to
call sinners ” unto repentance ; xxii. 9, “call to the - wedding ” ; xx. 8,
“call the labourers” into my vineyard. It has, in fact, four chief
meanings—(a) of calling out of a lower state, Egypt or sin ; () of
inviting to a feast; (¢) of summoning to a duty; (d) of giving a
name correspondmg to a character. It seldom seems to imply
selection ; all are called alike. In Hebrews it is used of the call
of Abraham (xi. 8, as in @) ; of the new name, “in Isaac shall thy
seed be called” (xi. 18, from Gen. xxi. 12; cf. ii. 11, as in 4); of
those who are invited into the Covenant (ix. 15, as in &) ; of the call
of Aaron to the priesthood (v. 4, as in ¢ but with the notion of
personal selection). In Peter the typical call appears to be that of
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Abraham, though the Patriarch is not named in this connexion,
the Christian is a homeless wanderer, called out of the darkness of
the past into the light of the gospel, travelling towards glory or an
inheritance or a crown, called especially to suffer with Christ (ii. 21).
The new name (Christian, iv. 16) is a name of suffering. St. Paul
alludes to the new calling or name, quoting Gen. xxi. 12 (Rom.
. 7)and Hos. ii. 1 (Rom. ix. 26). He does not connect the Call with
any Old Testament type. The Call is from the Covenant of Works
to the Covenant of Grace, and Abraham exemplifies not obedience
to a summons or command, but belief in a promise; two things
which, though closely combined, yet represent different sides of the
same action, and are in theory very distinct. If we throw the
whole stress upon belief, three difficulties at once arise: why do
some believe while others do not? what is the value of partial belief?
how can belief which causes action be itself in any degree the
effect of action? All these perplexities were acutely felt by St.
Paul. St. John also felt the difficulty, but found an answer in his
. conception of Love which grows by familiarity and obedience. The
" Synoptic evangelists, St. Peter, the sub-apostolic Fathers, hardly
" touch the problem. Many modern scholars regard Peter as a later
writer, who was perfectly familiar with the Pauline Epistles, but
failed to grasp their meaning. But the fact to be explained is
that, instead of misapprehending or perverting the distinctive
Pauline thoughts, he leaves them altogether on one side.

dywr. St. Peter's idea of Holiness must be considered in
relation to the terms in which he speaks of God. Christ is the
object of Love (ver. 8). God, though Father, of fear; the justice,
might, majesty of God are predominant thoughts in this Epistle.
In the present passage we are referred to Lev. xi. 44, xix. 2, xx. 7.
In all these passages the Israelites are commanded to keep them-
selves from uncleanness, because God is holy. The Hebrew
Qadesh comes from a root which means to divide. God is holy,
because He is separate from all uncleanness. No defilement can
approach Him under penalty of being consumed (Heb. xii. 29);
He is dwelpacros kaxdv, Jas. 1. 13; ¢bs oikdv dmwpdairov, 1 Tim. vi.
16. Justice is the positive idea most usually connected in the New
Testament with holiness, John xvii. 11, 25 ; Luke i. 75; Rom. vii.
12 (the law is holy and just and good). In the present passage the
holy God is also the just Judge. Justice is more nearly connected
with holiness than is goodness. The epithet is applied to Christ,
Luke i. 35, iv. 34; John vi. 69 ; 7ov dywov kai 8lkawov, Acts iii. 14 ;
iv. 27, 30; Apoc.iii. 7, possibly also vi. 1o, always with reference to
His purity or majesty.  St. Paul uses the epithet only of the Holy
Ghost, holy things, or holy men.

There 1s an important point involved, because Albrecht Ritschl
maintained that “the conception of the holiness of God is for the
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religion of the New Testament abolished (aufgetoden), at any rate is
in no respect essential ” (Rechtf. und Vers. ii. 12, 13; see Mielke,
das System Albrecht Ritschl's, p. 23), on the ground that aloofness
and transcendent majesty involve mystery in doctrine, and fear as
in some degree an allowable motive for Christians. Ritschl’s view
is an application of Kant’s theory; nothing can be known except
relations ; nothing can have any religious value except God’s relation
to us ; this has been perfectly revealed in Christ as a relation of love.
It is interesting chiefly as showing the impossibility of squaring any
philosophical theory with the Bible, or with any book in the Bible.
Mystery and Fear cannot possibly be eliminated from Religion.

kai adrol . . . yerifyre. “Do ye also become holy in every
manner of conversation.” The aorist of the imperative is con-
stantly used in this Epistle, when, according to the ordinary rule,
we should have expected the present: see i 13, 17, 22, ii. 2, 13,
17, iii. 10, 11, 14, 15,iv. 7, V. 2, 5, 6, 8, g. Blass (p. 194 sqq.)
hardly seems to recognise adequately the looseness of New Testa-
ment grammar on this point. Closely parallel in sense are the words
quoted by St. Paul from Isa hi 11, efa\Oere éx p.eo'ov adrdv «kal
d¢opw'917-re, Aéye Kupws, xal axa.9ap-rou ,n) drrecfe xaym ewSeEo;uu
'U[LGS’ Kal EG'O/MJ.L ‘U’.LI.V EIS WG.TSPE, Kal 'U[LG(S GO’EG’GE mot GIS ULOUS Ka.l.
Bvyarépas, Aéyer Kipios mavroxpdrwp, 2 Cor. vi. 17. It should be
noticed that St. Peter does not address those to whom he writes as
dywor, saints, though they belong to the &fvos dyiov, ii. 9, or what
Clem. Rom. calls the dylov pepls, xxx. 1. "Avaorpods) (a favourite
word of St. Peter’s), which in Aeschylus and Aristotle means “a
repair,” *“ haunt,” or “ abode,” in Polybius is used of “a manner of
life,” literally “a turning to and fro,” *“a walking up and down.”
The exact Latin equivalent is conuersatio (see Liddell and Scott, and
Facciolati). It is greatly to be regretted that the fine word “con-
versation ” has been rejected by the Revised Version to the
impoverishment of the English language. ¢ Different kinds of
dvaorpogy are to be spoken of further on in the Epistle: here at
the outset St. Peter lays down what is true for them all ” (Hort).

16. “Ayior &oeofe. Lev. xi. 44, xix. 2, xx. 7; the future is here
equivalent to an imperative; cf. Matt. v. 48.

17. xai el marépa dmxakelobe . . . dvaoTpdpnre. ““ And if ye call
on him as Father, who without respect of persons judgeth according
to each man’s work, pass the time of your sojourning in fear” (R.V.).
This is the common and, according to classic usage, the better
translation. But that of the A.V., “if ye call on the Father who,”
etc., may be defended. Iamjp is one of those words which easily
dispense with the article (cf. ver. 2 above), and the article is
omitted, where a defining clause follows, without any perceptible
alteration of the sense ; cf. wpogijras of mpodyredioavres, ver. 10 above ;
els vépov Téerov Tov Tijs Eevlfeplas, Jas. i. 25 ; waidiows Tols & dyopd
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xafnpévos, Luke vii. 32 ; dyalvovor Adyois Tois Tov Kuplov, 1 Tim.
vi. 3. In any case the stress falls here upon the definition, *If the
Father, to whom you pray, is also the righteous Judge, see that ye
fear Him.” The Father “giveth good things to them that ask
Him ” (Matt. vii. 11) ; but He is not merely, as the heathen thought,
a durip édwv. He chastises His children (Heb. xii. 5, 6), and He
judges. He is Haryp dytos, dikaos (John xvii. 11, 25). Kiihl
remarks that in Peter's view the Old Testament motive (Holiness,
Fear) is not abolished, but rather strengthened by the new relation
of sonship. The point became of importahce in the controversy
with the Gnostics, who maintained that God was Love simply and
solely. Fear, of course, means such fear as may be felt towards a
good father, not slavish, superstitious dread. It is a lower motive
than love, yet is not to be regarded as merely negative ; it is the
safeguard of holiness, and it prompts obedience in things which we
do not as yet understand,—and there are always things which we do
not understand. Even St. Paul uses occasionally the same language
as St. Peter, see 2 Cor. v. 10, 11.  St. John (I iv. 18) writes that
“ perfect love casteth out fear” ; but his words do not apply to those
whose love is not yet perfect. Qur Lord says at one time, “ Thou
shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy heart” (Matt. xxii. 37), at
another, “ Yea, I say unto you, Fear Him ” (Luke xii. 5).

In the words Ilarépa émikaletafe there is a possible allusion to
the Lord’s Prayer (so Weiss, Huther, Kiihl, Hort), but it is not
certain ; the words may be suggested by Ps. Ixxxviii. (loxxix.) 27.

émpocwmoMipmrws. Neither the adverb nor the adjective from
which it is formed occurs elsewhere in the New Testament, but
we have the phrases AaufBdvew, BAérew els, favudlew mpéowmov.
They all denote the righteous Judge, who makes no distinction
between high and low, rich or poor, Jew or Gentile, in the eye of
whose holy law all men are equal. It is interesting to compare the
words of St. Peter (Acts x. 34), &r° d\nfelas xaralapBdvopar dri odx
éore mpoowwoliwrys 6 Peds dAN’ & wavtl dve 6 poBovuevos adrov xal
dpyalépevos Sikatoatimy dextés atrd éom. Cf. also Rom. ii. 10, 11.
Dr. Hort thinks that these passages are based on Deut. x. 17, but
the thought and expression must have been not uncommon among
pious Jews ; thus we find in the Book of Jubilees (ed. Charles, p. 73),
“quia Deus uiuens est et sanctus et fidelis et iustus ex omnibus ; et
non est apud eum accipere personam, ut accipiat munera, quoniam
Deus iustus est et iudicium exercens in omnibus qui transgrediuntur
sermones eius et qui contemnunt testimonium eius.” Cf. Ep.
Barn. iv. 12.

Tov Tis wapowias dpdv xpévor. The collocation is common in
Peter but rare elsewhere in the New Testament ; cf. 1 Cor. xv. 40;
2 Cor. viii. 8, and see Introduction, p. 4. Iapowia. See note on
waper{Syuos above. Iapoweiv is found Luke xxiv. 18 ; Heb xi. 9;
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wdpowos, Acts vii. 6, 29 ; wapowia, Acts xiii. 17. St. Paul will not
use mdpowcos of Christians ; they are already ovumolirat 7év iylwy,
Eph. ii. 19. The word mapowcia has a very interesting history ; the
* pilgrims” or *“sojourners” in a district or town formed the diocese
or “parish.” See Suicer, s.9. wapowia, Dict. of Christian Antigui-
ties, s.0. Parish ; Bede, ed. Plummer, vol. ii. p. 212 sq.

18. eiddres 6. The Holiness and Justice of God are the
ground of Fear, which is strengthened by another thought, that of the
high cost of Redemption. The same cast of thought finds expression
in Heb. vi. 5 sqq., and Clem. Rom. xxi., 7év Kvpiov judv "Incoiv
Xpiordv, ob 76 alpa vmep Hudy 866y, &rparbuev. Further on Clement
speaks of the fear of God as xalos kai péyas xal odlwv wdvras Tovs
& abrd dolus dvaorpeopévous &v kalapg Suavolg. This fine passage
affords an admirable illustration of what we may call * Petrinism,”
the mingled severity and tenderness of the Christian disciplinarian.

ob ¢$Baprols . . . warpomapadorov. “ That not with corruptible
things, silver or gold, were ye redeemed from your vain conversa-
tion handed down from your fathers.” Silver and gold (which are
dmoA\vueva, ver. 7, or ¢baprd) are dross compared with the price
that was paid for you. Advrpov is the ransom paid for slaves, Matt.
xx. 28; Mark x. 45; 1 Tim. ii. 6 we have dvrilvrpov ; Avrpoiafas
is used Luke xiv. 21; Tit. ii. 14; Adrpwos, Luke i. 68, ii. 38;
Heb. ix. 12; Avrpurifs, Acts vii. 35 of Moses. The Ransom is
here the Blood of Christ; in Matt. xx. 28 the i} of Christ. We
are redeemed from our enemies and from the hand of all that hate
us, Luke i. 68 sqq. ; from dvoula, Tit. ii. 14; here from vain con-
versation : the historical type suggested in all these passages is that
of the great deliverance from the house of bondage in Egypt (cf.
Ex. vi. 6). The Bible does not attempt to say to whom the
Ransom is paid, a question on which, in later times, there was much
unfortunate speculation. The question ought never to have been
asked, because it does not admit of an answer, except in some sense
which is bardly compatible with the metaphor of Ransom. A
money ransom is paid to him who holds the slave, but this is not
true of a spiritual ransom. To take an analogous case, the Algerian
slaves were redeemed by the blood and suffering of English sailors,
but to whom was this ransom paid ?

Closely connected, though not identical, with the idea of Ransom
is that of Buying. By one and the same act God redeemed us
from captivity and bought us for His own slaves, Acts xx. 28
(mepemovjoaro) ; in 1 Cor. vi. zo, vil. 23; 2 Pet. il. 1; Apoc. v. 9,
Xiv. 3, 4, the verb used is dyopd{ew, and in all these passages the
price expressed or intended is the Blood of Christ.

St. Luke uses the word dmoAdrpwots of final deliverance at the
Last Day, xxi. 28; and St. Paul, who does not use the simple
Avrpwots, has the compound in the same future sense, Rom. viii. 23 ;
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Eph. i. 14, iv. 30; such is probably the meaning also in Rom. iii.
24; BEph. i 7; Col. i. 14 ; in Heb. xi. 35 droAirpwots is equivalent
to Avrpwots ; so also in ix. 15. See Abbott on Eph. i. 7.

1ra‘rpo1ra.pa.86‘rou. This phrase again might seem to be aimed
rather at Gentiles than at Jews. From the Apologists we may see
how reluctant the Gentiles were to cast off the “ manner of life ” of
their ancestors, and by so doing to pronounce condemnation upon
their parents, philosophers, statesmen. See Clem. Alex. Protr. x. ;
Min. Felix, Oct. vi. The strength of this sentiment is powerfully
exemplified in Mr. Dill's Roman Society in the Last Century of tke
Roman Empire. Races like the English, whose past history was less
glorious, did not feel the difference so keenly ; see Bede, 4. £.1ii. 13.
“Vain ” again is constantly used of idolatry (Acts xiv. 15). Yet
Jews also had a wapddoats, Matt. xv. 2 sqq., which came from their
fathers, Gal. i. 14, and was in some points against the law of God
and vain.

19. &\\a Tipio aipate . . . Xpiorol. * But with precious blood of
Christ as of a lamb unblemished and spotless.” On the collocation
of the words, see Introduction, p. 4. On the Blood of Christ see
note on ver. 2 above. Here, no doubt, the absence of the article
before ripuie aipar is not without meaning. “Ye were redeemed
not with corruptible gold, but with precious blood”; both the
adjectives and the substantives are in strong contrast, "Apwpos,
which in classic Greek means blameless, is used by the LXX. of
victims which' have no physical blemish. Hence the name of the
puwpoakdros, an official whose business it was to ascertain this fact,
Philo, de Agric. 29 (i. 320); Clem. Alex. Strom. iv. 18. 117. *The
translators having to express the Hebrew mum, a blemish, apparently
caught at the sound of the Greek pdpos, and employed it for their
purpose ” (Hort). It should, however, be observed that in the Old
Testament the ceremonial and the moral are not easily kept apart,
and that duwpos is used of moral integrity, Ps. xiv. (xv.) 2, and else-
where. "Agmidos, ‘“spotless,” is metaphorical, but is rather moral
than ceremonial ; it is found in the version of Symmachus, Job xv.
15, but not in the LXX. "Apwpos is used of Christ ina passage very
similar to this, Heb. ix. 14. The physical perfection of the victim
is regarded as typical of the sinlessness of Christ, which makes His
Blood riov.

Christ is called duvés by the Baptist, John i. 29, 36; in
Apoc. v. 6 and elsewhere the word used is dpviov. The Paschal
Lamb or Kid is called wpdfatov -re)mov, Ex. xn 5; m Isa. lm 7 we
read, os 1rpo,3a-rov ért a'¢a'y'qv 1;)(917, Kkai &5 duvos évavriov Tod kelpovros
dpuvos ovrws olx dvolye. 16 orépa. Here the sheep is slain, the
lamb is only shorn, and it has been questioned whether the
prophet in this particular verse is thinking of the Paschal Lamb
or, indeed, of any sacrifice at all (see Dr. Cheyne’s note). The
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chapter, however, is full of sacrificial imagery, and the Suffering
Servant is depicted both as an Atoner (ras duaprias fudv ¢éper),
and as a Redeemer (v pdAwm abrod suels idfnuev); indeed the
ideas of Atonement and of Redemption are blended through-
out. The Isaianic passage was very early applied to our Lord,
Acts viii. 32.

There can be little doubt that Isa. liii. was in the mind of St
Peter here. Just before we have had an allusion to Isa. lii. 3, od
perd dpyvplov Avrpwbijoeafe, and references to Isaiah, and to chap.
liii. in particular, abound in the Epistle. But the “blood of the
Lamb” does not come from this source. It is found most easily
in Ex. xii.: the difference of the words mpdBarov and duvds is a
merely superficial difficulty, and ré\ewov is equivalent to duwpov kal
domAov. We really do not know what words St. Peter himself
used. But in the case of such allusions there is danger in the
attempt to bind an author down to fixed passages. St. Peter may
have meant quite generally the lamb of sacrifice. See note on
pavriouds, ver. 2 above.

The question has been raised whether the blood of the Paschal
Lamb was really a ransom, but it is difficult to understand the
point of view from which the question is framed. In one sense, of
course, it was not, as the Epistle to the Hebrews teaches us. But
in another, as a shadow, it was both an Atonement and a Ransom ;
it covered the houses of the Israelites from the destroying Angel, it
redeemed the firstborn, and was a condition of the deliverance of
the whole people from the house of bondage.

Dr. Hort quotes the Midrash on Ex. xii. 22, *“With two bloods
were the Israelites delivered from Egypt, with the blood of the
paschal lamb and with the blood of circumcision.”

20, mpoeyvwopévou. The foreknowledge of God does not neces-
sarily imply the pre-existence of the thing or person foreknown
(see ver. 2 above ; Acts xv. 18 ; Rom. xi. 2), but does not exclude it.

mpd xataPoliis kéopou. Matt. xiil. 35 (here, perhaps, xéopov
should be omitted), xxv. 34 ; the phrase is used also by Luke,
Jobn, Paul, and in Hebrews: Apoc. xiii. 8, the Lamb was slain
from the foundation of the world. It is found also in the Assump-
tion of Moses, and is quoted therefrom in the Acta Syn. MNie.
(Gelasius Cyzic. ii. 18, p. 28), xal wpoefedoard pe & ®eds mpd raTa-
BoAijs xéopov, elval pe s Siabirns adrod peoirgy (Moses is speaking
to Joshua). This passage of the Assumption was possibly alluded
to by St. Paul, Gal. iii. 19, and may have suggested the language of
St. Peter here. The word xaraBo)d is used 2 Macc. ii. 29 of the
foundation or ground-plan of a house. Dr. Hort quotes also
Plut. Moralia, ii. 956 A, 16 & dpxis kai dua 77 wpdry karaBolfj Tdv
dvfporwv.

$avepwdéyros. Cf. John i. 3r; 1 Tim. iii. 16; 1 John iii. 5, 8.
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“Taken by itself the word suggests a previous hidden existence,
and it was not likely to be chosen except in this implied sense”
Hort).

( én'? éoxdrou Tdv xpévwv, “In the last of the times,” in the last
epoch of the world’s history ; or “at the end of the times” (éoxdrou
being taken as neuter and substantival, as in the phrase ér’ éoxdrov
Tov Huepdv, Heb. i. 2).

8 dpas. The purport of this verse is still further to deepen the
reader’s sense of the need of holiness and godly fear. Not only is
the blood precious, but the sacrifice of Christ was purposed by God
before creation, and all for you.

21. Tods 8¢’ adrod moTods eis @edv. IMioredovras is supported by
the authority of 8 C K L P, a number of other MSS., and the Syriac
Versions ; but the great textual critics prefer miorols, the reading of
A B, a good cursive, and the Vulgate, on the ground that morel-
ovras is an obvious correction designed to get rid of the otherwise
unexampled phrase miorovs els @edv. ILords in the active sense
(=believing) is rare even in the New Testament, and except in
this passage is always used absolutely. See Dr. Hort’s elaborate
note. Nevertheless els is used after mwredw, and there is no
obvious reason why mwrds in the active sense should not be
followed by the same preposition. We must translate “who
through Him do believe in God.” No other meaning will suit the
context, and eis after mords in its passive meaning (=trusted,
trustworthy) appears to be not only unexampled, but impossible.
For 8’ adrod cf. Acts iii. 16, ) wioris % 8 adrod (the words of St.
Peter). Above, ver. 8, Christ is Himself the immediate object of
Faith; here by Him, by the historical Christ, 8 dvacrdoews é
vekpv (ver. 3), by the wafijpara and 86fas (ver. 11), in a word, by
the gospel, we come to believe in God, who raised Him from the
dead and gave Him glory. It is to be observed that here the
brethren believe in God, not because the Son has revealed the
Father (Matt. xi. 27), but because the Father has revealed the Son.
The two propositions are reciprocal and interchangeable ; hence it
is clear that we believe in God through Christ not in the same
sense as that in which we believe through Apollos or Paul, who
were Sudxovor (1 Cor. iii. 5). Here, again, it is impossible to say
whether St. Peter is addressing himself to Jews or to Gentiles ; the
peculiar attribute ascribed to God was equally new to both.

Tdv éyelparta . . . 3dfar. The Resurrection and Exaltation are
appealed to just as in St. Peter’s speech on Pentecost, and indeed
in the Book of Acts throughout. Here the Resurrection is a
revelation of God and His abounding mercy; it is also the means
(or one means) of the dvayéwmows (ver. 3), and gives efficacy to
Baptism (iii. 21). But there is no trace in our Epistle of the
favourite Pauline thought that the Christian is risen with Christ or
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has died with Christ. The substance of St. Peter’s teaching is the
same, but the expression is not. A

God gave Jesus Christ glory in the eyes of unbelievers (Acts
ili. 13) and of the Church, bestowing upon Him of grace “#%e
Name which is above every name” (Phil. ii. 9; see Lightfoots
note). Cf. Apoc. i. 17, 18, Thus we can understand John xvii. 5.

dore My wiorw pdv kal éAwida elvar els @edv. * So that your
faith and hope is towards God.” Faith in Christ (ver. 8) is also
faith in God, who gave Christ glory, whose mercy is the ultimate
source of the resurrection, the regeneration, and the gospel gener-
ally. Kiih], with a number of German commentators, translates
‘““so that your faith is also hope towards God.” In this way we
should get the sense “so that your faith is transformed into hope,”
and thus escape the apparent tautology between miorods eis ®edv,
wiorw els ®cov. There is no other substantial argument in favour
of this artificial rendering (it is rightly rejected by Dr. Hort).
Tautology is a characteristic of St. Peter’s style ; see Introduction,
p. 6. Further, faith and hope are so closely connected in St.
Peter’s mind that they are merely two aspects of the same thing;
the one involves the other so completely that it is difficult to see
how he could say that the one becomes the other.

At this point ends what we may call the doctrinal section of the
Epistle. St. Peter has been explaining the three Names, their
three attributes, and their several relations. Here he passes to the
practical Christian life, catching up and expounding the words
dywaopds, dvayeviv. The word suggests the thought, doctrine
and exhortation are blended in easy natural flow, and there are
constant recurrences and developments of ideas already expressed.

23, 23. ‘Hywxdres carries us back to vers. 2, 15; vwaxoes to
vers. 2, 14; the following dvayeyevyuévow to ver. 3; but something
new is added to each word. The order of conception seems to be
truth, regeneration, obedience, purity, love of the brethren. Truth
is explained by the words 8ia Adyov {Bvros @cod kai pévovros. It is
the word uttered by the Spirit of Christ through the prophets
(vers. 10-12); through this truth comes the New Birth. The
Truth must be obeyed, carried out in action as a law even before
we understand it, in order that we may understand it (as in John
vii. 17); see note on ver. 2. Obedience leads to purity of soul.
Ayvds in classical Greek is mainly a moral word (sanctus not sacer ;
but these, like dyios, dyvds, are connected in etymology); it is used
especially of virginity ; but the verb is generally used of ceremonial
purification. In the New Testament dyvés always has the moral
sense ; dyvilew is used of ceremonial cleansing in John xi. 55 and
Acts xxi. 24, 26, xxiv. 18, but in Jas. iv. 8, 1 John iii. 3, as
here, of spiritual cleansing. We may compare the phrase dyidlewv
& dAnlelg, John xvii. 17, 19. Purity from evil inclinations, especi-
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ally from rancour and malice, leads to love of the brethren (not
“brotherly love”). The word ¢iladeAdia in secular Greek and in
4 Macc. xiii. 21, 23, 26, xiv. 1, means the mutual love of brothers
by birth; but in 2 Macc. xv. 14 Jeremiah is called 6 ¢hdBeddpos
ol7os because of his love for all Jews (Hort). In the New Testa-
ment it is used (Rom. xii. 10; 1 Thess. iv. g ; Heb. xiii. 1; 2 Pet.
i 7) in what is really a new sense, of love for those who are
brethren by virtue of the dvayéwnois. Love of the Christian
brotherhood must be (1) dvvréxpiros (Rom. xii. 9; 2z Cor. vi. 6),
not affected, Pharisaic, formal, mechanical, but sincere and from
the heart. (2) éxrenfs, “fervent”; the word seems to convey the
idea of straining intensity, but some regard it as meaning ¢ steady,”
“unintermittent.” The adverb éxrevds occurs only in later Greek,
and was regarded as a vulgarism ; see Lobeck’s Phrynickus, p. 311;
Dr. Rutherford, New Phrynichus, p. 365, thinks that even the
adjective is not Attic.

omopd is fixed to the sense of *“seed” (semen not satio) by the
epithets. Many modern German commentators and Alford under-
stand the meaning to be “born again not of a human father” (cf.
John i. 13, iii. 4); but a better explanation is found in the parable
of the Sower ; cf. Luke viii. 11, é owdpos éoriv 6 Aoyos Tod @eob.

In 818 Ndyou Ldvros Oeod kai pévovros the article is again omitted.
The epithets are best taken with Adyov. As Adyov is antithetical to
omwopds, SO are {ovros xai pévorros to ov ¢plaprijs dAAa ddldprov ; again
we have Adyos {av in Heb. iv. 12, and éAnis {Goa in ver. 3 above;
and finally Adyov pévovros is caught up and illustrated by the words
70 8¢ pfjpa Kuplov péves in the following quotation. This is the con-
struction adopted by A.V., R.V. (text), Alford, Kiihl, von Soden,
and most modern commentators. Dr. Hort follows the Vulgate
and many, especially of the older scholars, in coupling the epithet
with @eob (cf. Dan. vi. 26, adrds ydp éorwv @eds pévwv xal {av els
yeveds yeveav &ws Tob allvos). Adyos is identified by St. Peter
himself with pfjua, and this again with the gospel which his readers
had heard (76 elayyeldiofiv els Juds: cf. &z Tév edayyedwapévwr
vpds, ver. 12 above), virtually with the mafjpara xai 8«5{1

24. S is used by St. Peter to introduce quotations from the
Old Testament, i. 16, ii. 6, and here. In iii. 10 ydp is used
(Hort).

- mdoa odpf. From Isa. xl. 6-8. St. Peter departs from the LXX.
in inserting &s before xdpros, and in substituting adrijs for avfpdmror
and Kuplov for Tot ®eob 5juav, but follows it in omitting two clauses
of the Hebrew (“because the spirit of the Lord bloweth upon it;
surely the people is grass ”) after éférecev. Dr. Hort observes that
St. Peter possibly found all these changes already made in the text
of the LXX. which he used.

¢Enpdvin and ééémeoe are gnomic aorists which may be rendered
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in English by the present. Dr. Hort illustrates the dvfos xdprov by
reference to Sinai and Palestine, p. 139, where Dean Stanley de-
scribes the blazing scarlet of anemones, tulips, and poppies among
the thin, shortlived grass of spring in the Levant, and points out
the fine comparison of this 8éfa of nature to the ‘conversation”
inherited by the Greeks from their fathers, which, “vain” as it was,
was also so brilliant and attractive. But the main point of the
quotation is the contrast between the shortness of earthly Leauty
and the eternity of the word of God. St. James manifestly alludes
to this passage of Isaiah (i. 10, 11) in a different context; he is
disparaging wealth, and omits all reference to the word of God. If
there is any literary connexion here between the two Epistles, the
right of priority seems to belong to St. Peter, who introduces the
quotation with far greater ease, appropriateness, and power. See
note on doxiuov, ver. 7 above.

25. Kupiov stands, as already observed, for the ot ®cod Hudv of
the LXX. and Hebrew. Dr. Hort observes that * Kvpiov without
the article must be taken, as in most cases, for Jehovah, the God of
Israel, our God.” But the noticeable point is that in a matter of
such grave import there should be any exceptions at all: and the
fact seems to be that if we exclude direct quotations from the Old
Testament, and such phrases as dyyelos, punij, xelp, Tvebpua Kuplov,
which are taken from the Old Testament and stereotyped by usage,
it is hardly possible in the New Testament to make any distinction
between Kipios and 6 Kvpios. Even in the Old Testament 6 Kipios
stands not infrequently for Jehovah (passages quoted Matt. xxii. 44 ;
Lukeii. 23 ; Actsii. 25) ; and in the New Testament Kvptos, without
the article, is constantly used of Christ (Luke ii. 11 ; Acts x. 36;
in Rom. xiv. 5-9 Kvpun and 73 Kupiy are used quite indifferently ;
xvi. 2 5qQ., & Kuply, this is a common phrase ; 1 Cor. vil. 17-39,
X. 21, 22, xvi. 11; 2 Cor. iii. 16-18; Phil iii. 20; 2 Thess. i
1, 2, 12). We have seen that in St. Peter’s view the Spirit of Christ
was in the prophets, and it is not possible to say that in the present
passage he intends to draw any absolute distinction between Kuvpiov
and Xpworod.

eis opds.  “ Unto you,” is equivalent to vuiv, as in ver. 4 above.
Dr. Hort would give the preposition its sense of motion, *which
was preached (reaching even) to you.” The R.V. translates, “And
this is the word of good tidings which was preached unto you” ; and
it should not be forgotten that in the times of the apostle edayyé\wov
still preserved distinctly the meaning of “good spell” or tidings,
which we are so apt to forget when we use the abbreviated
“ gospel.”

II. 1. Here begins a new passage of exhortation suggested by
the word 4 avayequp.evo:.. It extends to the end of ver. 10.

dwolépevor ofv.  “ Therefore,” since ye are born again, since ye
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have become babes, lay aside all kinds of wickedness, and desire
the milk which Christ will give you. Milk causes growth; the
growth will fit them for their place in the spiritual house, the royal
priesthood. Here again the Christian is addressed as member of a
corporation, Awoféofa is to be taken rather in the sense of cleans-
ing defilements (iii. 21, od oapxds dwéfeais pimov) than in that of
putting off clothing (as in Rom. xiii. 12; Eph. iv. 22; Col. iii.
5 sqq.). The sins named are such as are specially destructive of
¢haderdpla. Kaxia in the classics means either vice generally, as
opposed to dperyj, or specially cowardice. Suicer distinguishes three
ecclesiastical uses of the word : (1) Evil, misery, trouble ; Matt, vi.
34, dprerdv 1) Hpépe % xaxia abris. (2) Vice; the word is com-
monly so used by the Fathers, and Theophylact gives it this sense
in Rom. i. 29 (ad Rom. chap. iii.) ; but it is very doubtful whether
he is right. (3) Malice; 1 Cor. xiv. 20, 7j xaxig vymidere, where
Theophylact notes wymdle vf) xaxipg 6 pndéva xaxowoidv AN damwep
wijmov dkaxos. Cf. Col iii. 8; Tit. iii. 3. Dr. Hort maintains
that in the Pauline Epistles xaxiz always bears this sense. In the
present passage the A.V. has ‘“malice,” the R.V. “wickedness.”
The addition of wdoay, * every kind or form of,” suits * wickedness ”
better than the more determinate ¢ malice,” and the same remark
applies to ov wdoy xaxig, Eph. iv. 31. In ii. 16 below xaxia
seems clearly to mean *wickedness.” Upon the whole it seems
best to regard xaxia as the general term which is defined by the
following special vices. In Jas. i. 21, 8t dwoféuevor rioav pumraplay
xal wepiroelav xaxlas, the general sense * wickedness ” seems to suit
better. It may be observed that James appears to combine 1 Pet.
ii. 1, iii. 21, so that here, too, he is more naturally regarded as the
borrower.

dmoxpioets. So & A C K L P, the Vulgate, Philoxenian Syriac, and
Armenian ; B, the Peshito, Coptic, and Aethiopic have tméxpiow.
For the sense see dvumdérpiros above. St. Peter is probably thinking
of our Lord’s denunciations of the Pharisaic hypocrisy, which was
strict in outward observances but cold at heart, setting its rules and
forms above charity. The plural may mean 4izds of hypocrisy or
acts of hypocrisy ; as dperal in classical Greek means “ virtues” or
“ virtuous deeds.”

xatakahuds. ¢ All backbitings.” The verb xarala)elv is used
by Aristophanes, Ranae, 752, of a slave who “ blabs ” his master’s
secrets ; it is quoted also from the lost I'jpas, Bekker, Anecd. i. 102.
In later Greek it bears the sense of talking or railing against. The
adjective kardiados (Rom. i. 30) and substantive xaradai« (2 Cor.
xii. 20) are found only in the New Testament.

2. s dpriyévmra Bpédn.  ““ As newborn babes.” “’Apriyéiyros
is a late and rare word, replacing veoyvds. This is the only place
where Bpédy is used figuratively, vijmior being commonly so used ”
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(Hort). The simile, which is very appropriate for those who are
dvayeyevvnuévoy, recalls Matt. xviil. 3. In St. Peter’s view Christians
are always babes, and therefore also always recently born. This is
in substance the explanation of Dr. Hort and von Soden. Kiihl
insists that dpriyévyra must mean that the readers had been quite
recently converted, and finds in the word a confirmation of his view
that the readers of the Epistle did not belong to Churches founded
by St. Paul, and that the Epistle was written before Romans. But
this is too large a conclusion from so slender a premiss. Even if
the readers had heen converted by St. Paul, their Christianity was
still young. But in respect of Eternity, as von Soden well says, the
beginning of the new life must always seem a thing of yesterday.

émmobioare . . . cwmpiav. “Desire the sincere milk of the
word that ye may grow thereby ” (A.V.). “Long for the spiritual
milk, which is without guile, that ye may grow thereby unto salva-
tion” (R.V.). The words eis cwrqpiav are undoubtedly genuine ;
see Tischendorf’s note. Aoywdv ydAa is understood by the great
majority of commentators, as by the A.V., to mean “milk of the
word,” on the grounds that St. Peter is recalling the Adyos of i. 23
(just as in d8olov he recalls the 86Mov of the preceding verse), and
that Adyos in the New Testament always means * word.” Of those
who thus translate the phrase, some regard “ milk of the word ” as
meaning “the milk which is the word ” (* Jac uerdi est periphrasis
uerbi ipsius,” Bengel) ; others, “the milk which is contained in the
word,” that is to say, specially Christ (so Kiihl, Weiss, Keil, von
Soden). This latter point seems unimportant, if we consider what
St. Peter has said touching the relation of Christ to Scripture.

Dr. Hort insists that Aoywxds in the Stoic writers (even ih Aris-
totle ; see Bonitz, /ndex), in later Greek, and commonly in Philo,
means rational, and can mean nothing else; further, that in Rom.
xii. 1 (the only other passage in the Greek Bible where the word is
found) it bears this sense, and that Eusebius uses the word with the
same meaning. It may be observed, however, that St. Paul does
not use the phrase Aoywdv ydAa, and that his Aoyuy Aarpela corre-
sponds to St. Peter’s mvevparicas fvaias ; that the usage of St. Paul can
never be compared with that of St. Peter without great caution and
reserve ; that Adyos, in the sense of the word of God, or scripture, is
unknown to secular Greek; and that loywds, “ belonging to the
word,” is at any rate strictly analogous to Aoyuwkds, ¢ belonging to the
human reason.”  Finally, as it is certainly the habit of St. Peter to
pick up and repeat his words, it would seem that the balance of
argument is in favour of the translation of the A.V. “Adolos does
not mean ‘“unadulterated,” nor exactly ‘veracious,” as in Aesch.
Ag. 95, xpiparos dyvod parakals d8dAotar wapryopiass, but * guileless,”
as the pattern of sincerity, and as forbidding all 86Aos, cf. ii. 22.
I'dAa is probably a reminiscence of Isa. lv. 1; if so, there is an
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additional reason for taking Aoywdv as above. In any case the
word is suggested to St. Peter quite simply by dvayeyervyuévor and
Bpépy. The passage marks better than any other the difference
between St. Peter, the Epistle to the Hebrews, and St. Paul. In
St. Peter’s eyes the Christian is always a babe, always in need of
mother’s milk, always growing, not to perfection, but to deliverance.
In Heb. v. 12, vi 2, milk is the catechism, the rudiments of the
faith, including repentance, faith, baptisms, laying on of hands,
resurrection, judgment, and is contrasted with “the solid meat ” of
the perfect, who have a formed character (8ua v &w), can judge for
themselves, and do not need a guide. This is an adaptation of the
teaching of Philo (de migr. Abr. 9 (i. 443), érepos vymwivv kai Erepos
relelwv xGpds éorww : 6 (I. 440), év Tadry ) xdpg xal yévos éorigow 76
atropabés, 76 adrodidaxrov, T vymias kai yakaxrddovs Tpogis duéroxov :
but Philo probably borrowed it from the Stoics ; cf. Epictetus, ii.
16. 39, ob Oékeis 78y, bs Ta wadla, dwoyalaxriobijvar kai drreofac
Tpogijs oTepewrépas; It takes up the old philosophic distinction
between the Blos wpaxrixds and fewpyricds, and regards the Christian
as moving up naturally and properly through instruction, obedi-
ence, law, discipline, into knowledge and freedom. This was the
view adopted by Clement of Alexandria and Origen, and indeed by
the whole of the later Church. It represents a via media between
St. Peter and St. Paul. The latter draws the same distinction as
Hebrews between ydla and Bpdpa (1 Cor. iii. 1, 2), but regards the
“babes in Christ ” as od mvevparwol, adpxwor, or capkikoi. Here also
the distinction is probably based, if not on Philo, on some cognate
Rabbinical teaching. St. Paul is vexed with ‘“the babe,” who is in
fact the weaker brother, the formalist, and needs not to be carried
further along the same line, but to be put upon a different line.
Neither to St. Paul nor to Hebrews is “ milk ” the biblical milk of
Isaiah, nor is “the babe ” the little child of the Gospels. St. Peter
not only differs from them both, but he differs as being more
scriptural and evangelical. This point, which is in many ways of
the gravest importance, has not received the attention it deserves.
8. el éyedoacle dtv xpnotds 6 Kipuos. “If ye have tasted that
the Lord is good.” “Milk” suggests a quotation from Ps. xxxiii.
(xxxiv.) 9, yedoacfe kai i8ere 67 xpnords 6 Kipios. The words «xai
ere are omitted as not quite suiting the milk. A.V., R.V. translate
‘that the Lord is gracious,” but we need an adjective that will suit
the figure of speech. * In the Psalm 6 Kipuos stands for Jehovah,
as it very often does, the LXX. inserting and omitting the article
with Kvpios on no apparent principle. On the other hand, the next
verse shows St. Peter to have used é Kipeos in its commonest, though
not universal, N.T. sense of Christ. It would be rash, however, to
conclude that he meant to identity Jehovah with Christ. No such
identification can be clearly made out in the N.T.” (Hort). But
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the point, as already observed, is that the writers of the New
Testament take no trouble to guard their readers against misappre-
hension on a subject of such consequence. See p. 124, above.

4. wpds dv wpooepxSpevor. “ Coming unto whom.” The phrase is
suggested, as Dr. Hort thinks, by ver. 6 of the Psalm just quoted,
mpooélare mpos adrov kai purichyre. Indeed the whole Psalm was
present to St. Peter’s mind throughout the Epistle; cf. ver. 10,
pofrifnre Tov Kipiov wdvres oi dyior abrod, with i. 15-17; ver. 5,
ék magdv TOV Tapoudyv pov épploard pe, with i. 17; vers. 13~17 are
quoted below, iii. 10-12; in ver. 23 we have the word Avrpdoera,
and ver. 20, moMlai ai OAiyes Tév dwkalwy, kal éx macdv adrdv
pioerar adrovs 6 Kipuos, gives in little the main theme of the Epistle.
The present participle is used because stones keep coming one after
another ; but it may, as Kiihl thinks, denote the perpetual lifelong
drawing nigh of the soul to its Redeemer. The idea of stones
“coming” is not very natural, and it is therefore all the more
probable that Hermas was influenced by St. Peter when he speaks
of stones ‘“coming up” (dvaBaivew) to be built into the tower
(Sim. ix. 3. 4).

AiBov Ldvra. ‘A living stone.” Cf. \nila {Boav, 1. 3; Adyos (v,
i. 23 ; the phrase means much more than “an animated stone”:
that “lives” in St. Peter’s sense which is spiritual, divine, eternal.
The apostle here brings in a new metaphor, the stones, the house,
in order to reiterate with fresh force the necessity of holiness ; the
keyword is the &ywv of ver. 5. But he has already in view the
quotations which he is about to introduce in ver. 6 sqq. The
word Aifos, once used, draws him on to say more about it. This
artless conversational method 1s highly original; and it will be
observed that the hints or suggestions which guide the thought are
usually words or phrases of Scripture. This is a consideration
which ought to be allowed weight in discussing the relation between
vers. 6-8 and the parallel passage in Romans.

5. xai adrol . . . wrevparikés. “Be ye also as living stones built
up a spiritual house.”

It seems best to take oixodoueiofe as imperative, the last link of
the chain of imperatives extending from i. 13 onwards. Dr. Hort
regards it as indicative, and translates ‘“ye are being builded.”
Here again St. Peter keeps distinctly in view the corporate idea of
the Christian life ; the house or temple is the community as in
Eph. ii. 21, 22, not the individual soul as in 1 Cor. iii. 16, vi. 19.
The word olkos is used here probably because it means both
“house” and ‘“household,” and thus suits both the preceding
olkodopetofe and the following iepdrevpa. TIvevparixds, “spiritual,”
“immaterial,” or perhaps ‘“reasonable.” Philo has the adjective
wvevparos (de mundi opificio 22, i. 15). In his psychology
wvebua, the breath of life, which makes the animal soul *live”
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(Gen. ii. 7), is synonymous with the Greek vois (quod detur potiori
insid. 22, i. 207. See Siegfried, p. 240, and Hatch, Essays in
Biblical Greek, p. 126).

els iepdtevpa dywov. “To be a holy priesthood.” The AV,
follows K L P, the Vulgate, and Peshito in omitting els. Here again
St. Peter is looking forward to a passage of Scripture which he
means to quote more precisely ; in Ex. xix. 6, dywov is the epithet
of &vos not of iepdrevua. The living stones, when they are built
into the house, become also the body of priests who minister in the
house, and the priests must be holy. The word dyos is repeated
here with emphasis from i. 15, and resumes all that has been said
from that point.

dvevéyrar . . . Xpiorod. * To offer up spiritual sacrifices accept-
able to God through Jesus Christ.” ’Ava¢épew is thus used, not in
classical Greek, nor by St. Paul, but commonly in the LXX. (e.g. Gen.
xxii, 2, 13, of the sacrifice of Isaac), by James (ii. 21), and in Heb.
(vil. 27, xiii. 15). St. Peter does not define the sacrifices further
than by saying that they are spiritual, as befits the spiritual house
and the holy priesthood. The epithet mvevparixds distinguishes
them from the offerings of the Law; they are not shadows and
symbols, but realities, such as spirit offers to spirit, and a holy priest-
hood to a holy God. It would, however, be pressing the word too
far to regard it as excluding all connexion with material objects ; for
a gift of money is spoken of as a fveia (Phil. iv. 18 ; cf. Acts x. 4;
Heb. xiii. 16). Purely spiritual acts of self-dedication, praise, faith,
are also spoken of as sacrifices (Rom. xii. 1; Phil ii. 17; Eph. v.
1, 2) ; and no doubt no sacrifice is wvevparucj without the act of self-
surrender. Here, where the sacrifices are those of the community,
it seems impossible so to restrict them as to make them merely
another name for ¢hadeddia, or for the putting away of all malice
or wickedness. The praise and prayers of the assembly of brethren
are no doubt meant, but their gifts are not excluded.

edmpoodékTous @ep Bud ’Inool Xpiorol.  “ Acceptable to God
through Jesus Christ.” ¢ Edmpdodexros is not used in the LXX. or
Apocrypha (the simple 8extds being preferred in this sense), but
it was known to Greek religion (Schol. on Arist. Pax, 1054),
and also to ordinary Greek language (Plutarch, Praec. Ger. Resp.
8o1 C)” {Hort). Commentators appear to be very evenly divided
on the (uestion whether 8.d is to be taken with dvevéyxar or with
edmpoodixrous. Heb. xiii. 15 favours the former construction ; the
order of words, the latter. There is a difference in the sense. In
the former case we offer through Jesus spiritual sacrifices which
are acceptable because spiritual; in the second, we offer spiritual
sacrifices, which are acceptable because offered through Him,
deriving all their worth from Him who presents them to God, and
with whose one sacrifice they are bound up.
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8. dibre wepiéxer & ypadfi. ““Because it contains in Scripture.”
Tpa¢j drops the article here just as * Scripture” does in English.
Iepiéyew is absolute and impersonal, as in Josephus, 4#z. xi. 4. 7,
Bovhopar yiveobar wdvra xabbs &v adry wepiéyer. The same use of the
word is found in Origen and in Adamantius (see Hort). In other
passages, though the verb has ceased to be transitive, it is followed
by an adverb or adverbial phrase ; thus we find émworrorai mepiéyovor
T0v Tpdmov Tovrov, Josephus, Ant. xii. 4. 11 ; émoTolds mepiexovoas
ovrws, 2 Macc. ix. 18, xi. 22, Tlepox;j is used for a table of
contents or summary of a book (see Facciolati, Persocka), or for a
paragraph or passage, Cic. ad A xiii. 25. 3; Acts viii. 32.

In the passage which follows we have a cento of quotations
from the Old Testament. '1301‘1 rliqpe . . . katatoxwly is from Isa.
xxviii. 16; Alflos . . . ywvias from Ps. cxvil. (cxviil.) 22 Alfos. ..
oxavddlov from Isa. vili. 14; yévos ékhexrév from Isa. xliii. 20;
Baci\ewov lepdrevpa, évos dywov from Ex. xix. 6 Aads els 1repuron;¢nv
.+« éayyeldyre from Isa. xliii. 21 (Aadv pov Sv wepremorpodpmy Tis
dperds pov Supyetofac). Ol word ob Aads . . . e\enbévres is a clause
made up of phrases taken from Hos. i. ii.

The relation between 1 Pet. ii. 6-8 and Rom. ix. 33 is discussed
in the Introduction, p. 18 sqq. St. Peter is catching up, reiterating,
justifying from Scripture, words which he has used immediately
before, in vers. 4 and 5 ; but some of them have been present in
his thoughts from the first; thus éxhexrds, i. 1; Tywj, Téueos, i. 7,
19 ; dyios, i. 153 Adyoes, i. 23, ii. 2; and we may add od Aads com-
pared with dvayeyavnuévoy, i. 23. The passage which occurred to
him first was Ps. cxvii. (cxviil.) 22, from which comes the
dmodedoxipaopévor of ver. 4; this word started the train of asso-
ciation which suggested the other quotations. This particular
quotation is used elsewhere by St. Peter, Acts iv. 11, and in the
Gospels (Luke xx. 17 with parallels), but nowhere else. These
features seem to be strongly in favour of St. Peter’s originality here ;
but Dr. Hort and many other high authorities think it morally
certain that St. Peter borrowed the common part of his quotation
from St. Paul.

80, Tifnpe . . . xaTawoxavdf  “Behold, I lay in Sion a chief
corner stone, elect, honoured; and he that believeth on him
shall not be put to shame.” The LXX. version of Isa. xxviii. 16 is
dod &yd ep.ﬁa)b\w els Td Gc;u)\l.a Ezwv )u.ﬂov wo)tvrekq éK)LtK-rov
dxpoyuviaiov &riov, els 18 Oepéhia avms xal 6 mo“revwv o p)
xaraioxuvfph  St. Peter omits molvre)y), ‘‘ precious” ; évryuov might
bear the same meaning, but he clearly takes it to mean “held in
honour,” which is the more usual sense of the word.

e’ afrd after moredwy is found in most MSS. of the LXX., and
was inserted, as Dr. Hort thinks, before the Christian era. The
Hebrew text as translated by the R.V. is *“ Behold, I lay in Zion for
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a foundation a stone, a tried stone, a precious corner stone of
sure foundation: he that believeth shall not make haste.” The
Stone is Jehovah Himself (Cheyne), or the Messianic King (Hort).
“Shall not make haste,” shall not flee in terror, is not in itself
badly represented by od p3) karaioxuvffj: but these words are here
understood, “shall not be ashamed, but shall come to honour.”
"Axpoywviaiov makes of the stone not a foundation, but the “head
of the corner”; and this mistranslation probably accounts for the
substitution of rifnus & for éuBdAlw els 7d fepéda. In Rom. ix.
33, 1000, 7ifnue & v Mfov mpoakdpparos, a different but equally
cogent reason can be assigned for the same substitution ; it was not
possible for St. Paul to speak of “the stone of stumbling,” a loose
stone lying in the road, as a foundation. Both apostles there-
fore may have made the same change independently, but it is
quite possible that they found it already made in some common
source.

Nworedev here has quite the same sense as in Isaiah. St. Paul
finds in it a proof of the difference between the righteousness of
faith and that of works.

7. Opiv odv ¥} Tipd) Tots moredouorr. “For you therefore which be-
lieve is the honour.” The words are an explanation of 6 morelwy
&' adr ob pa) xararoxwbdjj and of the preceding &rpov. Cf. i 7,
els mawov kai 88fav xal Tyujv. In the following sentence the con-
trasted dishonour is explained by mpogxémrovar, the honour itself by
the lofty titles which are given to those who are built upon the
stone. The translation of the A.V. “unto you therefore which
believe he is precious” (it comes from Erasmus, Luther, Calvin, and
Bengel, and found its way into the English Bible through Tyndale),
is objectionable grammatically, for % iy} is subject not predicate.
The R.V. has, “For you therefore which believe is the precious-
ness.” “It is you that are concerned in the preciousness of which
Isaiah speaks ; for you that stone is before God of great price; the
benefit of its high prerogatives accruesto you” (Hort). But this ex-
planation is based upon the omitted woAvrels), assigns no meaning
to & moredwv ér’ alTd ob wy karawrywlpj, and gives to Tuyus) a sense
which it cannot bear. T means “a price” (Matt. xxvii. 6), or
“honour,” but is hardly used of intrinsic worth, and never of that
value in affection which we call “preciousness.” :

&morodon 8¢ “But to such as disbelieve,” “to anybody who
disbelieves.” The article is occasionally omitted before the
participle when the persons denoted are left quite indeterminate.
So Plato, Rep. x. 595 C, moAAd Toi éfvrepov Blemdvrov dufBAvrepov
Spavres mpdrepov €ldov, “short-sighted men often catch sight of
things before men of keener vision.”

Nbos . . . ywvias. From Ps. cxvii. (cxviii.) 22 quite literally
exeept that the LXX. has Aifov (attracted to the case of év). The
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verse is quoted by our Saviour (Matt. xxi. 42 ; Mark xii. 10; Luke
xx. 17), and by St. Peter (Acts iv. t1), but not elsewhere.

8. \ifos mpookdpparos kai mérpa oxavddlov is from Isa. viii. 14.
The Hebrew text is translated in the R.V. “for a stone of stumbling
and for a rock of offence.” ‘The LXX. translators apparently
shrank from the plain sense, and boldly substituted a loose para-
phrase containing a negative which inverts Isaiah’s drift, xai oty &s
Aifov mpookdupart owavrioesfe (adrd) obdé &s wérpas mwropar”
(Hort). Theodotion and Symmachus have els Aiflov mpooképparos
kal els wérpav wrdparos. Aquila, els Aifov mpookdpparos xal els
orepedv axavdddov (Field’s Hexapla). St. Paul (Rom. ix. 33), Afov
mwpoakdppartos kai wérpav oxavddlov. It would seem that the LXX.
translation was known to be faulty, and that it had been corrected
into a shape very similar to that given by St. Peter and St. Paul.
Indeed there is reason for supposing that the exact shape was
in use. Adlfos mpoardppatos is given by Aquila, and wérpa axavdddov
seems to underlie the words of our Saviour (Matt. xvi. 23), 6 8¢
orpageis elre 7§ Mérpy: "Ymaye dwiocw pov, Sarava: axdvlalov el épod,
At any rate this speech would very readily suggest to Christian
minds the slight final correction that was needed. It should be
noticed, moreover, that these three prophecies were naturally much
used by Christians, and that they recur in combination. In the
Gospels, Ps. cxvil. (cxviii.) 22 is followed by words (wds 6 mecav én’
éxetvov 70v Aifov ouvfAagbijoerar, Luke xx. 18) which appear to be
suggested by Isa. viii. 14. In Rom. ix. 33 and here in Peter we
have all three; and in Barnabas vi,, érei &s Alfos loxvpos érély
els quvrpeBijy- "I80b 2uBadd els Ta Oeuéia Siudv, a quotation of Isa.
xxviil. 16 is preceded by words (éréfy eis ovvrpBijv) which seem to
be a reminiscence of 7ifnue év Sudv and of Alfos mpooxdpuaros. 1t
is therefore quite unnecessary to suppose that St. Peter’s version of
Isaiah is derived from that of St. Paul,

ol wpooxdmroust 7§ Adyw dmebobrres. “Who stumble on the
word through disobedience.” The proper meaning of drefeiv is
“disobey,” and of drebhjs “disobedient.” “Disobey” is not the
same thing as “disbelieve,” but the two are closely connected and
here practically equivalent, because disobedience is the outward
expression of disbelief. T@ Adyw is better taken both with mpoo«dar-
7ovor and with dreifolvres, but the German commentators generally
incline to take it with dreflovvres alone: “who stumble through
disobeying the word.” The chief reason given by Kiihl for this
construction is that 7§ Adye could not without some explanation
be put for 7@ Alfy, because such a substitution involves a nearer
approach to the Johannine use of “word” than we can find in
Peter. This, however, is needless refinement. The unbelievers
stumble on the word of prophecy, the word which makes Christ the
chief corner stone. The participle appears to have its usual adverbial
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force, they stumble “because they disobey,” so that disobedience,
rebellion, causes the stumbling. We cannot take dweifotvres as
co-ordinate with rpooxérrovot, *‘ they stumble and disobey,” because
of the parallelism with dmoroio. éyanjfny Aifos mpoordppuaros.

els 8 xai éréfnoav. “Whereunto also they were appointed”
by the ordinance of God; cf. els 8 é&réfpy é&yd wkijpvé, 1 Tim. ii. 7;
2 Tim. i. 11; John xv. 16; Acts xiii. 47. The antecedent to eis 3
is the main verb mpooxémrovor: this follows as a necessary conse-
quence from the subordination of the participle. Hence those who
(like Calvin and Beza) make the relative refer to dweifoivres, and
those who find the antecedent in both wpogkérrovot and drefoivres,
are no doubt mistaken. The sense, therefore, is ““ they disobey, and
for that reason stumble” ; ‘because they disobey, God ordains that
they shall stumble.” Their disobedience is not ordained, the
penalty of their disobedience is. An illustration may be found
in the Book of Exodus (v. 2): “And Pharaoh said, Who is the
Lord, that I should obey His voice to let Israel go? I know not
the Lord, neither will I let Israel go.” Therefore “the Lord
hardened Pharaoh’s heart” (vii. 3), and brought him to ruin. The
words may be taken as meaning that disbelief, disobedience, come
first and entail “hardening,” judicial blindness, wilful rebellion, and
destruction as their consequence ; and this, which may be supported
from other passages of Scripture, and is, indeed, the teaching of
experience, appears to be the view of St. Peter. We may, if we
please, add the further question, Whence comes disbelief? Does
not this imply a preliminary hardening? This question is raised by
St. Paul (Rom. ix. 17, 18) in the anguish of his desire to find some
hope for Israel as a people, and to vindicate what he still regarded
as a universal promise of God. But the question ought never to be
asked, because it can never receive an answer. The only logical
answers are Universalism and Reprobation, of which the former
contradicts both Scripture and experience, while the latter is irre-
concilable with the idea of God. The Platonic school held, the
Bible generally and St. Peter here imply, that man has, by virtue
of his divine creation, a certain knowledge of God, a certain love of
goodness ; that, if he holds fast and obeys this rudimentary faith,
he is carried forward towards fuller light; that, if he will not
follow, he becomes ‘hard,” ignorant, impenitent, and openly
rebellious. The New Testament teaches that the remedy for
hardness is not instruction, which the hard man despises, nor
chastisement, against which he rebels, but the vicarious suffering
of Christ above all, and of good and innocent men in their several
places and functions, the priest for his people, the mother for her
child, the teacher for his pupils, and so on. This is the law which
we see at work in all the world, both physical and moral ; why it
should be the law we are not to inquire.
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9. Opeis 8¢ . . . wepimoinow. ““But ye are an elect race, a royal
priesthood, a holy nation, a people for a peculiar possession.” In
these words is explained the ruuj of ver. 7. All the titles are
corporate, and all are transferred from Israel to the brotherhood.
Israel has been purged, not rejected. Tévos éxhexrdy is from
Isa. xliii. 20; the word yéves denoting blood-relation is applied to
the Christians as members of one family through the new birth;
cf i. 23. From its use here possibly comes the expression 'rpl.'rov
yévos, applied to Christians (see Aristides, Apol ii., ‘rpta -yev-q eloly
dvfpdmwy: xv., oi Xpioriavol yevealoyotvrar dmd tov Kuplov ‘Incod
Xpiorod). The phrase was also used derisively by the heathen, as if
this ‘“third race” was not wanted and ought not to exist, Tert.
ad Nat. i. 8. zo. Bacileov iepdrevpa, &évos dywv are from Ex.
xix. 6. The same passage is referred to in Apoc i. 6, éroinoer
Huds Bacihelav, iepeis 76 @ed kal marpi adrod: v. 10, éroinoas alrovs
76 Ol Hudv Baothelav kal lepels, xal Bacideboovow éri s yijs: here
there 1s a closer approximation to the Hebrew, which has “a kingdom
of priests,” or possibly “a kingdom, priests” (see Dr. Hort’s note).
It is barely possible that in the LXX. Baciletov is a substantive
(= kingdom), but in Peter it is certainly an adjective. 'Ieparevp.a is
explained in ver. 5; the Christians are a body of iepeis, because
they offer spiritual sacrifices; the Ltpafw,u.a is royal because it
belongs to the King, who has chosen it as His own possession,
and because, therefore, it shares in His glory; not because the
{epels are themselves kings, and shall reign upon earth (as in the
Apoc.). The titleis applied in Exodus to the people of Israel, who,
in a sense, were all iepets, yet possessed a specially consecrated
body of iepeis. Here also, therefore, it affords no presumption
against the existence in the Christian community of a class of
spiritual officials. But the spiritual official is mpeaSBirepos, not { :.epevs.
"Efvos is generally a secular word, but it is used of God’s “nation”
(x Esdr L4 Oepamevere 16 Evos atrod "TopasfA : Ps. cv. (cvi.) 5). The
nation is dywov because separated from other nations and consecrated
to the service of God (sacrwum not sanctum). The consecration
implies an obligation to personal inward holiness, but does not
exclude the necessity of such an exhortation as we find in i 15.
The following title is taken from Isa. xliii. 21, Aadv pov, dv mepremrory:
oduny tas dperds pov Supyeicfar, but the phrase eis wepurolpow is
suggested by Mal iii. 17. In Ex xix. 5; Deut. vil. 6, xiv. 2,
xxvi. 18, we find Xads weprovoros. The figure was familiar to St.
Paul also (Acts xx. 28 ; Eph. i. 14).

dnws ras dperds . . . ¢ds. ““That ye may proclaim the excel-
lences of Him who called you out of darkness into His marvellous
light.” ‘Apers in the Bible never signifies moral virtue, except in
Phil. iv. 8 (see Vincent’s note); 2 Pet. i. 3, 5, and the Apocrypha.
Here it is used in its proper Greek sense of any shining or eminent
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guality, such as makes a man noble in himself and glorious in the
eyes of others. The Hebrew word represented in Isaiah by ras dperds
means ‘“my praise.” Here the sense is very nearly that of peyaleia
100 @eod (Acts ii. 11, the Vulgate has magnalia Dei). The Christian
is to show forth in word and life, not merely the goodness of God,
but His glory, His greatness, all His noble attributes, wisdom,
justice, strength. In the current Greek of St Peter’s time the
miracles wrought by a god were called his dperai: see Deissmann,
Bibelstudien, p. 91, Eng. trans. p. 95 ; but this special limitation of
the word must not be attributed to Isaiah, St. Peter, or their readers.

10. of mote od Aads . . . é\enbérres. Hos. ii. 23. St. Peter
appears to follow the reading of A, xai éAejow v odx Jenuévyy kai
épp 76 o¥ Aad pov Aads pov el o¥. St. Paul, Rom. ix. 25, combines
Hos. ii. 23 with the second half of i. 10 and follows the text of B,
kaAéow 1OV ob Aadv pov Aadv pov kal Ty olx Fyamyuévyy Yyaapévyy.
kai éoras &v 13 Témy ob épprify atrols” OV Aads pov Vpels, éxel kAnbrioov-
Tai viol @eov {dvros. St. Paul applies the words to the admission
of the Gentiles. Hosea was speaking of the conversion of the Jews
themselves, and St. Peter uses his phrases here in such a way that
they are equally applicable to all readers of the Epistle, whether
Jews or Gentiles. It is quite needless to suppose that he was here
following a lead given by Romans.

11. éyamqrol . . . Yuxfis. Here we might say begins a fresh
exhortation, the former extending to this point from i. 22. But it
is extremely difficult to divide the Epistle into sections, or, if we
make a new section here, to say precisely where it ends. If we
regard the subject as being the duty of Christians in their several
positions and vocations, we may make the next break after iii. 7;
but the same subject recurs iv. 7—11, and the duty of Presbyters
is treated later on, v. 1 sqq. It is better not to be too systematic.

“Beloved, I beseech you as sojourners and pilgrims, abstain from
the desires of the flesh, which war against the soul.” NBK and the
Vulgate read dréxecfa: A CL P, the Syriac, Coptic, and Aethiopic,
dréxeafe. The balance of authority rather inclines in favour of the
imperative, and is turned definitely in this direction by the absence
of tpds and by the following &ovres. Dr. Hort, upon the whole,
prefers the infinitive, on the ground that St. Peter shows a very
strong preference for the aorist in imperatives ; but just below we
have three presents imperative. _

The words “strangers and pilgrims” carry us back to i. 1-17;
there is still more instruction to be gathered from these words.
Here they suggest, not heaven from which the Christian is an exile,
but the lawless heathen among whom he dwells for a time. Yet,
because he dwells among them, he has a duty towards them ; they
are not kindly, yet they may become even as he,

altwves = guippe guae, introduces a reason, ‘“abstain, for they



136 NOTES ON THE FIRST EPISTLE OF ST. PETER

war.” ‘Améxeafac émBumdv is a classical phrase. Dr. Hort quotes
Plato, Pkaedo, 82 C, oi 8pfis pihogopoivres dméxovrar Tdv kard T3
vopa émbyudv draciv. The ethical use of odpé in the Epistles
may have come from Epicurus (see Ritter and Preller, p. 424) and
the StOICS—EplctetuS, ii. 23. 20, Taperfoioa 7 iy )&eye*rw, Kpu.'rw‘rov
elvar TOv Svrwv Ty odpka : Marcus Anton. ii. 2, TGV p&v gapkiwy
xaradpévnaov : Plutarch, Consolatio ad Apoll. 13 (Moralia, 107 F),
70 yap ddovAwrov T O'apx?. xal Tols Tavrys wdfeor didyew, I’ dv kata-
ordpevos 6 vovs s Ovyrijs dvamiurdarar ¢Avaplas, eldaiudv T xal
paxdpiov. But the question is complex. A large number of New
Testament words are found in Epictetus, 8éyua, kavdv, owleabac,
dwoAAvefar, dpaprdvew, knpiooew (=to preach, iv. 6. 23), ras évrolas
100 @cod (iv. 7. 17), xakelv (of God, il. 1. 39), dmoria (ii. 14. 8),
paprus (il 24. 113), dyyedos (ill. 22. 23), xvpie & @eds (il. 16. 13),
Kipie é\énaov (ii. 7. 12). The Stoics were closely connected with
the East; one of their strongholds was Tarsus, and their vocabulary
may well have been modified by Jewish influence. It is possible
even to think that Epictetus had some acquaintance with Christian
terminology. New words and ideas spread quite as rapidly under
the Empire as they do now. But some Christian words come from
Stoicism, such as wpokomj, Phil. i. 25; xardpfwpa, which some
MSS. have in Acts xxiv. 2; &, Heb. v. 14 (though the Stoics
distinguished this word from &dfeais); Scdvoia, 1 Pet. i. 13; pious
Ocla, 2 Pet. i. 4. No doubt there was a certain amount of give and
take. In the present passage the seat of desire is the adp§, which
St. Paul opposes to vobs (Rom. vii. 23) in the same way as Plutarch,
though he generally finds the antithesis in #vetua. Here St. Peter
contrasts odpé with Yy, the soul, the whole immaterial nature of
man; we may compare the phrase quoted by Antoninus from
Epictetus, yvxdpiov el Baordlov vexpdv. * Wuxr here, in opposition
to adpé, is the higher spiritual part of man, in which the higher
spiritual religious life develops itself, to which the final Deliverance
belongs (i. 9),” Kithl. In iii. 18, St. Peter contrasts odpé with
wvedpa as flesh with spirit or ghost. See note there.

12. vy dvaoTpodhy dpdv &v Tois Eveow Exovres kxakhv.  Hav-
ing your conversation honest among the Gentiles” (A.V.). KaAip
(which is marked as predicate by the position of the article)
is the Latin Aonestus, gracious, dignified, commanding admiration.
Unfortunately the English Zonest has almost lost its original sense,
but we ought by all means to rescue it from further degradation.

iva év @ xatahahotory vpdv s kakowodv. “In order that
in that very matter in which they speak against you as evil-
doers.” °'Ev ¢, which must be taken with both xaralareiow
and dofdowor, cannot here be temporal, because dofdows: is
future in sense, and must therefore be regarded as equivalent
to & 76 dvacrpépecfar.  Now they vilify your conduct (vilify
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you in your conduct); one day they will glorify God for it
(in it). Koxowouds just below, ii. 14, and again in iv. 15, means
not merely an evil-doer in the general sense of a wicked man, but
one who does evil in such a way that he is liable to punishment
from the magistrate. Cf. John xviii. 30, el p3) v odros kaxomouds,
oix dv oou mapeddrapev abrév. The word, therefore, naturally
reminded the Tibingen critics of Suetonius, NVero, 16, “afflicti sup-
pliciis Christiani genus hominum superstitionis nouae ac maleficae ” ;
Tac. Ann. xv. 44, “ quos per flagitia inuisos uulgus Christianos appel-
labat”; Pliny, Zp. x. ¢6, *“flagitia cohaerentia nomini.” We must
observe, however, that St. Peter does not hint at the existence of
those accusations of cannibalism and incest which were levelled
against the Christians in the second century, Eus. 2. E. v. 1. 14, 26;
and that the molestation of the brotherhood by their pagan neigh-
bours does not appear to have advanced substantially beyond
calumny (karaladovow). The state of things is that described in
Acts, and all that is said would apply very well to the persecution in
England of the early Quakers or Methodists. Then also there were
calumnies, tumults, and the law was invoked, not directly for the
punishment and suppression of religious opinion, but indirectly and
occasionally for the punishment of actions arising out of the opinicn.
Calumnies of a very formidable kind would arise immediately in
that. pagan society, which, with all its cultivation, was exceedingly
savage. Charges of “ boycotting” or interference with trade (Acts
xvi. 16, xix. 23), of setting slaves against masters (Philemon),
children against parents, and wives against husbands, would be
made instantly ; that of disloyalty to Caesar in some vague and
general way was also immediate (John xix. 12) and inevitable.
Beyond this kind of calumny the language of St. Peter does not go.
Yet we cannot doubt that the viler accusations would instantly
occur to any pagan who heard of the new religion. Jews were
regarded as haters of the human race (Mayor’s Notes on Juvenal,
xiv. 96 sqq.), and the Christians were a kind of Jews, only worse
(Celsus, Zrue Word). Cicero charges Vatinius quite incidentally
and in the coolest way with sacrificing boys (i# Vat. vi, “cum
puerorum extis Deos Manes mactare soleas ”), and Horace (Epodes,
v.) makes the same charge against Canidia. What was a jest to the
light-hearted poet would be deadly earnest to the vulgar. Public
prostitution again was connected with niany Eastern rites, even with
those of Cybele (Juvenal, ix. 22 sqq.), and accusations of this kind
would lie near at hand. It should not be forgotten that, in spite
of the fine language of the philosophers, the really popular religions
in Greece and Rome were forms of devil-worship, intimately blended
with magic in all its grades. Hence it is evident what the baser
sort of men might think and say about Christianity from the very
first. From the way in which Cicero and Horace talk it is alsa
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evident that they might say the most abominable things without any
intention of putting Christians to death on this account. Yet we
can zlso understand that, where men are savage enough to entertain
such suspicions, they will sooner or later act upon them ; the mob
will cry out, and there will be a Nero. .

€x TOv kakdv Epywv . . . émokomys. “ From your honest actions
as they behold them, they may glorify God in the day of visitation ”
éx 1oV KaAdv épywv émomredovtes (avrd), The grammar is slightly
embarrassed by the introduction of a participle which requires a
construction different from that of the main verb. Cf. i. 8, eis
Sv dpre pi) pdvres (at'rr?w) morevorres 8, and in the classics, Hom.
I, vii. 303, 8ike Elpos ap'yvp&qkov Ev roked Te Ppépwv: Soph. 0 C.
475, oilds vedpous veowdky paAld Mﬁwv. El 47, GyyeMe & opxq)
ﬂpoo*rtael.'s Arist. Aues. 56 Aiby Képov Mﬁwv Thuc. vi. 34, el r@
'rax'wavrown xovpicavres rpoaﬁa)tomv iil. 59, pelcacbar . . . oi'x-rq)
owdpovt Aafévras: in all these places the object of the participle
must be supplied from an adverbial phrase (dative or preposition
with noun) attached to the main verb. ’Emomreovres (cf. iii. 2)
merely means beholding. The verb is used by Symmachus in his
version of Ps. ix. 35 (x. 14), xxxii. (xxxiii.) 13, but does not occur
in the LXX. In the vocabulary of the Greek mysteries the Epopt
was one who had reached-the highest grade of initiation, and was
admitted to gaze upon the sacred things ; and Clement of Alexandria,
who is fond of mystic Neoplatonic terms, employs the phrase éromrrel
ew Tov @edv (Strom. iv. 23. 152); but we must not attempt to apply
this non-biblical usage here. Von Soden, Kiihl, Weiss, Uster,
Hort, observe with justice that in the words of St. Peter there is an
unmlstakable echo of Matt. v 16, omus LSmcrw Vpdv Ta xa)\.a. dpya, xai
Sofdowot Tov maTépa Yudv Tov év Tois ovpavols. "Ev Huépe émoxomis,
a current biblical phrase, from Isa. x. 3, dispenses with the articles.
God “ visits” sometimes with comfort or deliverance (Ex, iii. 16 ;
1 Sam. ii. 21; Job x. 12), sometimes to punish (Ex. xxxii. 34; Ps.
Iviii. (lix.) 6; Job xxix. 4), sometimes for the purpose of judicial
investigation (Ps. xvi. (xvii.) 3). In Luke xix. 44, olx &vus Tov
xaipdv Tijs émokomijs aov, the sense appears to be this last ; Jerusa-
lem had not made herself ready for the coming, the * visitation,” of
her judge. Indeed, this is the general idea which seems to underlie
all the passages referred to. God “ visits ” as judge, and rewards or
punishes as He finds occasion. The question here is whether St.
Peter is speaking of the supreme and final visitation, in other words,
of the Day of Judgment, or of an intermediate visitation, when the
truth of the gospel is brought home to the heart, so that we might
express it in paraphrase “in the day of their conversion.” Kiihl
and most modern commentators take the latter view, von Soden
and Schott the former, thus making yuépa émoxomys refer to that
droxdAwfis which occupies so large a place in St. Peter’s thoughts
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This seems to be the better explanation. The sense is little dif-
ferent in either case ; the heathen could not be said to glorify God
in the Revelation, unless they had already been converted.

18. With the following sections compare Rom. xiii. 1-6 ; Eph.
v. 21-vi. 9; Tit. ii.; Col. iii. 18-iv. 1. We need not suppose
that there was any direct borrowing on either side ; a few expres-
sions are very similar, but there are also considerable differences.
The topic is a missionary’s commonplace, as we see from its repeti-
tion in the Pauline Epistles. There was great and obvious danger
of incurring the suspicion of disloyalty or of interference with the
family bond, especially in the case of slaves. All Christian
preachers must have received definite instructions as to the attitude
they were to maintain, and the language they were to employ on
these highly delicate questions.

18. wdoy &vBpuwivy kricer.  To every human institution.”
Kriows in Rom. i. 20 means ‘ the act of creation ” ; $5/4. viii. 19~21,
the whole assemblage of created things, “ creation ” in the concrete
sense ; 7bid. vili. 39, ¢ a creature.” In secular Greek the word
usually signifies * the foundation of a city,” but krlew is used in the
sense of founding or instituting (éoprjv or Bwpdv in Pindar), or
creating, inventing (xaAwdy, Soph. O. C. 715). It is by this secular
use that we must explain St. Peter’s phrase ; rdca dvfpwrivy xriows
is ** every foundation,” or * institution of man.” If we attempt to
give x7{ous the sense of “ divine ordinance,” we being the substantive
into direct contradiction with its epithet, dvfpwmivy, which can only
mean “ human.” The idea involved is that, while order is a divine
command, all special forms of civil government by consuls or kings,
republican or monarchical, are mere means of carrying out God’s
design for the welfare of society, depend upon the will of man, and
are in themselves indifferent. Both in expression and in point of
view St. Peter differs very widely here from St. Paul, who speaks of
Caesar as holding his authority from God, not from the people
(Rom. xiii. x). A doctrine of divine right could be built upon the
words of St. Paul, but not upon those of St. Peter. In the early
days of the Empire it was still seriously debated whether the
government was a Republic or a Monarchy (see Dion Cassius,
liii. 17). St. Peter takes the former view, St. Paul the latter.

818 1dv Képrov.  “For the Lord’s sake.” Not because the: Lord
ordained Caesar, but because the Lord’s life was one of obedi-
ence, because He Himself showed respect to Pilate, and because
He commanded His people to obey, Matt. xxii. 21. Many com-
mentators (Hofmann, Keil, Usteri, von Soden) understand the
words to mean “so as not to bring dishonour on the name of
Christ ” by unruly behaviour.

14. €lre Baohel ds dmepéyortt.  * Whether to the King as above
all.” Baoweis was the regular title for Caesar in the Greek-speaking
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parts of the Empire (cf. Apoc. xvii. 10-12), though the Romans
always refused to call him rex.

eire Yyepdow ds 8¢ adrod wepmopdrois. “Or to governours as
sent by him.” “‘Hyeudv was specially applied about this time te
governours of provinces, whether /legat Augusts, or proconsuls, o1
anything else” (Hort). Ileumopévois is present, because they are
sent one by one, from time to time (cf. mpooepxdpevoy, ii. 4). They
are commissioned by Caesar, not by God. Aud (generally, not
always ; see Blass, p. 132) expresses the intermediate agent, and Dr
Hort regards the preposition as indicating that Caesar is the channel
through which divine authority is comeyed to the governour. But
if Caesar himself was an depunrwn xtigis, so assuredly was the pro-
consul. Order, the State, is divine, and the Emperor’s authority is
derived from the State, not 1mmed1ately from God. St. Paul calls
the magistrate idxovos @eod : St. Peter does not go so far as this.
What he says is that the magistrate is to be obeyed because Cacsar
sends him; and that Caesar, though a human institution, is to be
obeyed, because order is God’s will. The passage is full of interest,
and its meaning ought not to be missed. St. Peter throughout his
Epistle maintains that vdpos wdvrwv Lacideds: God is King, but
rules through Law. His frame of mind is constitutional. St. Paul,
the Roman citizen, is Imperialist both in politics and in theology ;
the grace of God is as supreme in the one department as the grace
of Caesar in the other.

els &diknow kaxomody Emawov B¢ &yaOo-rrotﬁv. “For punish-
ment of evil-doers and praise of well-doers.” In these words St.
Peter comes very close to St. Paul (Rom xiii. 3, 0:)\«9 8¢ py
¢oﬂew€a¢ Ty éfovolav ; TO &-ya.ﬁov 1ro:.s¢, xal Z&v; &racvov ¢ adris 4
Ocod yap didrovds doriv, &dixos els dpyy 7@ T Kaxdy mpdaoovri), and it
is not impossible that there may be a connexion between the two
passages, though it is not necessary to suppose that it was direct or
documentary. 'Exdixetv, ékdixnois are common late words for aveng-
ing or punishing. It may be noticed that though the individual
Christian is forbidden to take the law into his own hands and avenge
his own injuries (Matt. v. 39), vet it is the duty of the civil power to
avenge them for him ; and unless this duty is firmly discharged the
State cannot exist. Kaxowoudv. See note above. But it should
be added that Roman law made no sharp distinction between
“immoral ” and “ criminal.” The governour was father as well as
magistrate, and his power extended to every action that was contra
bonos mores. Thus he was specially directed to take care that
children obeyed their parents and freedmen their patrons. Digest
i. 16. 9, * De plano autem proconsul potest expedire haec : ut obse-
quium parentibus et patronis liberisque patronorum exhiberi iubeat ;
comminari etiam et terrere filium a patre oblatum, qui non ut
oportet conuersari dicatur, poterit de plano: similiter et libertum
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non obsequentem emendare aut uerbis aut fustium castigatione.”
A Christian son, or freedman, might very well be thought non ut?
oportet conuersari, his dvaorpognj would be far from xads in the
sight of a heathen father, or patron, or patron’s family. Owing to
this paternal jurisdiction &rawes was much more directly and fre-
quently the function of the ancient ‘magistrate than of his modern
counterpart. Yet we still speak of the sovereign as * the fountain of
honour,” and of late years the scriptural belief that it is the duty of
the State not only to repress evil but to encourage good, has taken
practical shape

15. 37w odtws . . . dyvwolav. “For this is the will of God,
that by well-doing we should muzzle the ignorance of foolish men.”
Bupotv (X reads ¢rpoiy, and Westcott and Hort retain this vulgar
form; Introduction, § 410, Appendix, p. 166) is used because
the ignorance expressed itself in speech (xaralalofow), which can
be muzzled. The general sense of the verse is clear, but the con-
struction is open to doubt. We may regard é¢ obrws as referring
back to dmordynre—* Be subject, for this is the will of God,”—in
this case the following words, dyafomotoivras . . . &vamav, must
be regarded as a loose explanatory afterthought. Or we may take
the whole verse as a parenthesis refemng to the words é&rawor
dyaforodv. If we adopt this view odrws anticipates the infinitive
—*“For this is the will of God, namely, that we should muzzle.”
"Ayvwoiav : “ ignorationem de Christianorum probitate. Hoc uerbo
continetur ratio cur Christiani debeant miserationem ethnicis,”
Bengel.

16. xai pf) ds &mxdhuppa Exovres Tis kakins T E\evbepiav.
“ And not as men who hold liberty a cloak for vice.” The nega-
tive uj and the nominative &yovres are both determined by the
imperative dmwordynre. Here again in the position of &s we have
the same refinement as in i. 19; see Introduction, p. 4. The
Christian é\evfepla might easily be interpreted to mean emancipa-
tion from moral restraint, and repeated warnings were necessary ;
cf. Gal. v. 13; 2 Pet. ii. 19. Itis just possible that émixdAvppa s
xaxlas is a reminiscence of Menander, Boeotia, whovros 8¢ moAAdv
émudupy’ éoriv kaxdv (Stobaeus, Flor. xci. 19 ; Meineke, iv. p. 94 ;
Kock, iii. 2. 28, No. go). Greek poets are quoted by St. Paul,
Acts xvii. 28 ; 1 Cor. xv. 33; Tit. 1. 12: and Apoc. v. 8, ¢udras
Xpuads yepovoas Gupapdrov, reminds us of Soph. O. 7. 4, wé\ss &
opob piv Gupapdrov yéued

Bo0hot @eol. Cf. Matt. vi. 24; 1 Thess. i. 9; Tit. i. 1. But St.
Paul prefers the phrase dodAos Xpirrod, Rom. L 1, xiv. 18, xvi. 18,
and elsewhere.

17. wévras mpioate. All men are to be honoured, but not
with the same honour. “Alieniores ciuiliter tractandi : patres
familiariter,” Bengel. The wise Christian will know what degree or
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kind of observance is due to Caesar, to a master, a husband, or a
wife. We might have expected rdre, as the command is not
special but general. But the aorist is repeatedly used in the same
way, i. 13-22, and it seems clear that St. Peter does not dis-
criminate the tenses. See note on i, 15. Tévr @edv ofeiobe.
The slaves of God must fear God; cf. i. 17, v. 6. Kiihl rightly
notes that St. Peter still speaks the language of the Old Testament,
and regards Fear as the natural and proper attitude (die Grund-
bestimmung) of the Christian soul towards God. It is probable
that the apostle is here alluding to Prov. xxiv. 21, ¢ofov Tov ®edv,
vlé, kai Bacidéa.

18. oi oixérar Smoracodpevor. “Ye domestics being subject.”
This and the three following paragraphs (iii. 1, 7, 8) begin with
participles, which the writer probably connected in his own mind
with one of the preceding imperatives. We may compare this
paragraph with Eph. vi. 5-7; Col. iii. 22-25; 1 Tim. vi. 1, 2;
Tit. 1i. 9, 1o. St. Peter's treatment of the subject seems to be
quite independent. Oixéms means any member of a household,
and includes wife and children. Here, as usually, it is restricted to
the slaves: yet denotes them not as slaves, but as belonging to the
Jamilia or olxes, like the Latin famuli, or our domestic. Some of
their masters would be good and émweweis, equitable, reasonable.
The latter word is defined by Aristotle, Etkica Nic. v. 14, xai éorw
adry 1§ Plous Tob émewols, émavdplupa vépov ) EMhelrer Sia 1O
xaférov. Law is the hard and fast rule which equity modifies
according to circumstances. St. Paul speaks of the “reasonable-
ness of Christ,” 2 Cor. x. 1 ; the bishop should be émieujs, 1 Tim.
ifi. 3, and in Jas. iii. 17 the wisdom which cometh from above is
wplrov pdv Ay, frara elpyuiky, émiews, ebmelbifs, peory éNéovs kai
kapwov dyabdv, &didkpiros, dvvmokpiros; this is a string of golden
words. Some, again, would Dbe crooked, perverse (oxoliol). All
alike are to be obeyed é&v mavri ¢poBe. The fear is not fear of man
(as in Eph. vi. 5), but fear of God ; this is evident from the follow-
ing &:& guveldnow ®eod. Three dangers would beset the Christian
slave. If his master were a Christian, he might fancy that because
all men are equal in the Church they are therefore equal in all
things: this point is touched by St. Paul (1 Tim. vi. 2). Or he
might rebel against the injustice of his servile condition and set
his heart on emancipation (x Cor. vii. z1). Lastly, if the master
were a harsh man, the newly learned doctrines of justice and mercy
might make the slave more inclined to resist. This is the danger
that occurs to St. Peter; he meets it by reminding the slave that
innocent suffering is the lot of ali Christians. It is instructive to
notice how completely both apostles abstain from casuistry.
Neither makes any allusion to the scruples of conscience that
would suggest themselves so easily to the Christian slave of a
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heathen master. At every turn he must have been called upon to
bow his head in the house of Rimmon, to fetch the incense for his
master to burn, to dress the door with branches on pagan festivals,
to wear clothing embroidered with idolatrous emblems. A very
liberal measure of outward compliance must have been tolerated at
this time.

19. ToiTo ydp xdpis el 818 ouveidnow Beob dmodéper Tis Nimas wdoywv
&dikws. *“For this is thankworthy, if for consciousness of God one
endures griefs, suffering unjustly.” R.V. has in text “this is accept-
able,” in margin *“this is grace.” Both A.V. and R.V. have “for
conscience towards God.” ‘“ Acceptable” is elwpdodexrov, and if
we render xdpis by this word we disguise, and indeed pervert, a
remarkable saying in order to force the teaching of St. Peter into
harmony with that of St. Paul. It is singular that the Revisers
should here have departed from their general rule of translating, as
far as posslble, the same Greek word by the same English word. In
Tovro xdpts, wotov K)Leos', Tou7o xdpis it is very probable that St. Peter
has in his mind the saying of our Lord recorded in Luke vi. 32~-34,
where the repeated woia duiv xdpis éori; is rightly translated by the
Revisers “what thank have ye?” Indeed, no other translation is
possible. In the parallel passage, Matt. v. 46, the phrase used is
tiva pofov éxere.  Matthew and Mark do not use the word Xdpis at
all. Luke has it in vi. 32-34 and again xvii. 9, uy xdpw &e 7¢
8odAg, in the common Greek sense of a favour done by one person
to another, or of the gratitude called forth by a favour. In Luke
i. 30, ii. 40, 52, where the evangelist is using Hebrew documents,
the word has its Old Testament sense, “favour,” “goodwill,” felt
by God to man, or by men to one another. But this Hebrew sense
is familiar in Greek also; the “goodwill ” has a reason in the char-
acter and conduct of the person towa.rds whom it is entertamed, as
Sophocles says, Ajax, 522, Xépis xdpw ydp éorw % 7Tikrovo” del
“Words of grace,” Luke iv. 22, may mean “words of beauty,”
which would agam be a Greek sense, or words inspired by the
divine favour.” In John i 14, 17, xdpss is apparently deﬁned by
dMjfea: it is the special gift of truth: in i 16, xdpis dvri xdpiros
may mean “one gift or blessing after another,” or more easily,
“God’s goodwill towards us in return for our goodwill towards
God.” 1In the Gospel of St. John the word is only found in the
first chapter; in the Johannine Epistles and the Apocalypse it
occurs only in the benedictions, 2 John 3; Apoc. i 4, xxii. 2r1.
In Acts xdpis becomes suddenly much more common. It is used
(1) in the secular Greek sense, xxiv. 27, xxv. 3, 9; (2) of favour
or goodwill in the eyes of man or God, ii. 47, vii. 46; (3) of the
favour, in the special sense of the protectlon, of God, xiv. 26
XV, 40; (4) of special divine gifts, xdpis xal coia, vii. 10; xdpis
xai 8vva;us, vi. 8; (5) of the word of grace, i.c. the gospel, xiv. 3,
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XX. 24, 32; cf. xiii. 43, 1rpoa';l.€vew 'r'” xapl.ﬂ T0b @ecop, to stand fast
by the gospel; xv. 11, dua 'n]s Xaptros Incrov Xpiorov moTedopey
owbiyvar: xviil. 27, ol wemoTevkéres Sia Tijs xdpiros: (6) of a large
outpouring of divine love on the dlsc1p1es at Jerusalem, iv. 33 ; at
Antioch, xi. 23. We may say that xdpts is hardly an evangehcal
word at all. Only on two occasions is it put in our Saviour’s
mouth, and then only in its Greek sense. Even in Acts the
metaphysical difficulty arising from the freedom of God’s gifts is
no more to be found than in the Old Testament. To some limited
extent the antithesis between the divine favour and the merits of
man may be found in those passages where ““the grace ” means the
gospel, but it is as yet latent. This applies also to the use of xdpis
in Hebrews and in James. In the present passage St. Peter speaks
of good conduct without the slightest embarrassment as thank-
worthy, a glory, a favour in the eyes of God. Those who are
willing to suffer innocently do what God desires and * find favour.”
Awx o'uva'&)mv ®cot, ““ For consciousness of God”; *propter Dei
conscientiam,” Vulg. C reads here 8id ouveldnow dyanv A has
a conflate text, & oweidnow @ecod dyabv. The reading of C is
not without support (see Tischendorf), but is probably a mere
correction designed to bring the passage into harmony with others
where “a good conscience” is spoken of (Acts xxiil. 1; 1 Tim.
i. 5, 19, 1 Pet. iii. 16), and to get rid of a difficult expression.
zvmsmm ®eot is without parallel ; in 1 Cor. viii. 7 there is a variant
) owadjoe Tov elddlov, but the best MSS. have 3 owyfeiq
Svveidnois 1s a word of late and vulgar formation meaning “con-
sciousness,” or, specially, “ conscience.” Its coinage was facilitated
by the common use of odvoda in such phrases as ovvoda éuavrd
dyvowav. Probably the Greek word was invented to represent the
Latin conscientia, which has the same two meanings, consciousness
and “conscience”; for the latter, see Cicero, pro Milone, 23,
‘““magna uis est conscientiae in utramque partem.” In the New
Testament owveldnows occurs frequently, and, except in Heb.
X. 2, means “conscience,” moral and self-judging consciousness.
The A.V. and R.V. render “for conscience towards God,” keeping
the general sense of ouveidnois, but giving the genitive 70% ®eod a
sense which it cannot bear. We must translate “for consciousness
of God.” Consciousness of God is, as Alford says, the realisa-
tion in a man’s inner being of God’s presence and relation to
himself. “Conscientia Dei, dum quis non hominum sed Dei
respectu officio suo fungitur” (Calvin). “The consciousness that
it is God’s will, and that God helps, gives strength to bear” (von
Soden).

4dtrws. The Christian writer does not hesitate to say that a
master may be “unjust” to his slave. Aristotle teaches that
justice, in the proper sense of the word, does not exist between a
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man and his chattels, his children or slaves, Etk. Nic. v. 10. 8, o¥
ydp éorwv d8ikla wpds T& adrod dwAds, 76 8¢ kripa xal 70 Téxvov, us
dv § mAikov kol py xwpold), domep pépos adrod, avrov & oifeis
mpoatpeirar BAdrrev: 810 odk Eorv ddikia mpds adrov.

20. wolov yap khéos, el dpaprdvorres kal kohadiiduevor dmopevette ;
“For what glory is it, if, when ye sin and are buffeted for it, ye shall
endure it patiently?” KAéos, which in the classics is mainly a
poetical word, is found in Job xxviii. 22, xxx. 8. There may be a
question whether duaprdvovres should be translated “when ye do
wrong,” “for your faults,” as by A.V., or “when ye sin,” as by
R.V. In favour of the first view it may be argued that the master
would strike the slave, not for sin against God, but for neglect of
duty towards himself. On the other hand, the «Aéos comes from
God, in whose eyes the neglect of earthly duty is sin. Further,
dpaprdvovres is balanced against dyafomowotvres in the following
clause. Hence it should retain its usual sense here.

&N\’ el dyaBomorodrres xal wdoyorres. ““But if, when ye do well,
and suffer for it.” The words repeat wdoywv ddixws, and are anti-
thetical to duaprdvovres xai xohade{dpevor.

21. els ToiTo ydp éxMifnre. “ For unto this were ye called:
because Christ also suffered for you.” Eis rotro = els 76 dyafo-
wotodvras kal wdoyovras vmouévev. For dwép A has mwép. “Ywép is
constantly thus used of Christ’s death; see for a good instance
John xi. so-52. Tepi is employed in the same connexion, 1 Cor.
L. 13, éoravpwln mepi dpdv: cf. Matt. xxvi. 28. The difference
appears to be that while Jwép means “on behalf of,” wep{ conveys
an allusion to the sin-offering, the wepi duaprias, and thus acquires a
significance which does not attach to this rather colourless preposi-
tion in itself. The MSS. often vary between the two, Mark xiv. 24 ;
1 Cor. i. 13; Gal. 1. 4; Heb. v. 3; 1 Pet. iii. 18. When the apostle
says that Christ also suffered on behalf of you, he means that the
believer profits morally and spiritually by the pains of Christ in
some way which he does not here define. In ver. 12 above we are
taught that unbelievers also profit by the sight of the patient
endurance of the brethren under undeserved suffering ; the disciple’s
cross ¢ draws” as does that of his Master ; the sacrifice is the same
in its degree, and so are the results. In the present passage St.
Peter begins with the simple object of inculcating patience; hence
in the opening words he speaks of Christ as the great Example.
But he proceeds quite naturally to enlarge and deepen the thought,
and in the following verses Christ is set before us also as Sacrifice,
as the Giver of the New Life, and as Shepherd.

dmohpmwdvw is a late form for molefrw, ‘Arolpmrdvw, kara-
Awpmdve are also found in secular authors. ‘“Ywoypauuds is used,
2 Macc. ii. 28, of the “ outiines ” of a sketch which the artist fills in
with details. But in Clem. Alex. Strom. v. 8. 49 the word means
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‘“a copyhead” in a child’s exercise book, a perfect piece of writ-
ing which the child is to imitate as exactly as it can. So here
Christ is spoken of as the Pattern which we are to reproduce in
every stroke of every letter, till our writing is a facsimile of the
Master’s.

22. 8s dpapriav odx émolnoev, o08e edpéin 8dNos &v 1o ordpar adrol.
From Isa. liii. g, érc dvoplay odx émolyoev, odd¢ d6Aov & 7@ ordpart
abvrod. St. Peter has duapriav for dvoulav, but his 028 Sohos edpéfn
appears to be nearer the Hebrew than the od8¢ 8\ov of the LXX.
The R.V. has, “ Although he had done no violence, neither was any
deceit in his mouth.” The first clause Professor Cheyne translates,
‘“although he had done no injustice.” The verse is a good illustra-
tion of St. Peter's method of composition, or manner of talking.
Constantly there are reminiscences of Scripture, which at first are
obscure, but are picked up again and made explicit. The sinless-
ness of Christ we have had in the duvod dudpov kal doridov of i. 19.
Ad)os, ddolos, in ii. 1, 2, point forward to Isaiah, and also to the
quotation from the Psalms given in iii. 10.

28. 8 AowBopodpevos ol dvrehoddper. 'Avridodopeiv is not found
elsewhere in the Greek Bible. It is a natural and correct formative,
but is quoted in the lexicon only from late writers. The language
is a loose adaptation of Isa. liii. 7, &s duvds évavriov T0b kelpovres
dpuwvos, odrws olx dvolye 70 ordpa. This verse has already been
alluded to in the duvds of i. 19. From Acts viil. 32 we see that it
was a favourite passage with the first Christians. The imperfect
tenses, expressing habit, bring out the lesson of {mropory.

wdoxwy odx fweikee may be illustrated by a passage in the
Passio S. Perpetuae (Texts and Studies, ed. J. A. Robinson, 1891,
p. 89). Some of the martyrs found it difficult to abstain from
menacing words. As they left the court “ Perpetua sang psalms, but
Reuocatus, Saturnilus, and Saturus addressed the crowd of by-
standers, and, as they passed before Hilarianus, pointed their
finger at him and said, Thou judgest us, but God will judge
thee.”

wapedidou. “Committed Himself.” The verb is commonly
used of handing persons over to a judge (see Liddell and Scott), but
requires an accusative. The omission of the object has occasioned
some difficulty. Generally speaking, mapadi8dva: rwa ¢ Sdikaomypip
means “ to deliver up a maiefactor for punishment,” and St. Peter’s
words have been understood to mean that Christ handed over His
persecutors to the judgment of God. But the whole drift of the
passage forbids this interpretation, and there is nothing in the word
mapadidévas itself to imply that the person handed over is guilty.
It is better therefore to render “ committed Himself.” A.V., R.V.
have in the margin “committed His cause,” but in judicial phrases
the object of the verb seems to be always personal.
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1 xplvornt Bukaiws. Compare 7év dmpocwmolimrws plvovra,
i 17.

724. 8s rds Gpaprias . . . éml 70 fGhov. “Who Himself carried
up our sins in His own body on to the tree.” From Isa. liii.
12, xkal abdros dpaprias woAAGv anjveyxe, combined with Deut. xxi.
23, Ort kexarmpapévos Pwd @eod wis kpepduevos émi &idov. The
verse of Deuteronomy is quoted by St. Paul (Gal. iii. 13), and
alluded to in those passages of Acts where St. Peter (v. 30, x. 39)
and St. Paul (xiii. 29) speak of the Cross as 76 {idov. ‘Avadépev
is commonly used in the LXX. of bringing a sacrifice and laying it
upon the altar, and the phrase dvagépev éri 76 &iAov bears an
unquestionable similarity to the common dvadépewv émt 70 Gvoiac-
Tjpwov, Jas. ii. 21; Lev. xiv. 20; 2 Chron. xxxv. 16; Bar. i. 10;
1 Macc. iv. §3. Here St. Peter puts the Cross in the place of the
altar. The addition of &ri 76 {&iAov was, no doubt, suggested by the
use of avjveyxe in Isa. liii. 12. But the use of the verb in this
verse appears to be due to the LXX. translators ; in ver. 4 we have
ros dpaprias yudv ¢épe, and the Hebrew word is the same in both
places. Isaiah is alluding in both verses to the sin-offering. Pro-
fessor Cheyne notes on ver. 4, “ The meaning is first of all that the
consequences of the sins of his people fell upon him the innocent ;
but next and chiefly that he bore his undeserved sufferings as a
sacrifice on behalf of his people,” and adds that * this is the first of
twelve distinct assertions in this one chapter of the vicarious
character of the sufferings of the Servant.” But the turn which St.
Peter has given to the words represents Christ as not only the sin-
offering, who bore the consequences of the sins of His people on
the Cross of shame (fjveyxev éri rob {vAov), but as the priest who took
the sins, or the sin-offering (4} duapria = 7& wepi ijs duaprias, Lev.
vi. 26), and laid the sacrifice on the altar of the Cross (dnjveyxev
ért 76 &Aov). Thus Alford appears to be right in giving dvagépew
here a double meaning ; but the two meanings “ bear ” and “carry”
both belong to the one Greek word, and St. Peter has done his
best to cure the ambiguity by expanding Isaiah’s adrds into the
highly emphatic atrds év ¢ owpare adrod, which, reinforced as they
are by the following udAwm, clearly mean * He Himself, by His own
personal suffering, carried the sins up”; in other words, the Priest
was also the Victim.

Kiihl will not allow the analogy between dvagépev éri 76 &ilov
and dvapépew émi 16 Guaraormipioy, nor will he admit any reference to
sacrifice on the grounds (1) that the cross is never regarded as an
altar (he should have said not elsewhere, and even this is doubtful,
if we remember Heb. xiii. 10); (2) that nowhere are sins spoken of
as the actual sacrifice (but see Lev. vi. 26 referred to above) ; (3)
that in the Old Testament the body of the victim is never burnt
upon the altar (this seems quite beside the point : the sin-offering is
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certainly said dvadépeafar, and Isaac was actually laid upon the
altar émrdve tév &Awy, Gen. xxil. g); (4) that, above all, we con-
tradict the Qld Testament idea of sacrifice, if we think of sin as
laid upon the victim and brought with the victim to the altar, for
nothing but what is pure can come to the altar before the sight of
God (but the essence of sacrifice lies in the idea that the innocent
victim is not polluted by the load of guilt which it carries). Ta
£vdov he takes to mean simply “die bei Sklaven iibliche Todes-
strafe.” But in the apostle’s time 76 &Mov is not “a gibbet” but
“the stocks,” Acts xvi. 24. Finally, he translates, * He carried our
sins up on to the tree and thereby took them from us,” adding by way
of explanation, * because He bore our sins, in their consequences, in
form of sufferings, as evils, in His body, so that, with the life of His
body, our sins and their consequences were destroyed.” But the
real difficulty of the passage lies in the number of allusions which
St. Peter has crowded into one short phrase, and Kiihl’s explanation
leaves it untouched.

va tals dpapriars dwoyerdpevor T Bikatoolim Ifowper. “That
having been loosed unto (from) sins we might live unto righteous-
ness.” ‘Amoylyvesfar occurs only here in the New Testament, and
is not found in the LXX. ; but Theodotion has it in Dan. ii. 1, in the
sense of “to depart from.” In Herodotus and Thucydides it is
" put where droflavelv might have been employed, perhaps by way of
euphemism ; but this use does not appear to attach to the verb
elsewhere. Schwartz notices three instances of its use in imperial
times, Tatian, ad Graecos, vi., ody &s oi Zrwiol Soyparifover xard
Twvas kikAwv weptddovs, ywopédvov del kal dwoywouévwy: Galen, Hist.
Phil. xxii. p. 612, 15, Ty 8¢ ¢pfopav drav &£ Gvrwv mpds TO pi) evar
xafiarijrar kabdwep émi Tdv dwoyyvopévov {gov: Plut. Consol. ad
Apoll. xv. (Moralia, p. 109 F), dAXN" olee oV Swapopiv elvar uy
yevéolay, §) yevépevov dmroyevéobar; All these passages are philoso-
phical, and balance yiyveocfar against dmoylyveobar, “coming ta
be ” against * ceasing to be.” It seems highly doubtful whether
dwoylyveafar could ever have been used as a direct antithesis to
¢&hv, and almost certain that it could not in St. Peter’s time. Hence
it is better to translate not ‘“having died unto sins,” but *“having
fallen away ” or “ having been loosed unto sins.” Grotius renders
longefacti a peccatis ; von Soden, los von den Sinden. Beck takes
the same view, and apparently Bengel, though his language is not
quite clear. There remains the difficulty of the dative ; but this is
no greater than in Rom. vi. 20, éXevfepor fire 7 Sixatoodvy. Here,
as there, the case is determined by the antithesis. Thus St. Peter
speaks here of the death of Christ as having for a distinct purpose
that the believer should be set free from sin and brought into the
new life of righteousness ; but the Pauline images of death or burial
with Christ do not cross his mind. In this particular clause he is
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speaking only of that aspect of our Lord’s death which is technically
called Redemption, chap. i. 18 above.

ob 7% polwm iddnre. From Isa. liil. 5, ¢ pddwme adrod uets
id0puev. Here R L P and many cursives have o 7§ pddwm
airod, the airod of the LXX. having been reinserted by a careless
scribe. MaoAwy (*uibex, frequens in corpore setuili,” Bengel) is not
found elsewhere in the New Testament. The weals are those left
by the scourging, John xix. 1; Matt. xxvii. 26 ; Mark xv. 15. “VYe
were healed by His scars” is a strong expression of that belief in
the value of vicarious suffering which recurs in an even stronger
form in iii. 18.

25. fire yop ds wpdéBara mhavdpevor. ¢ For ye were as sheep
going astray.” C K L P have wAavdpueva, * as sheep that go astray,”
a needless attempt to simplify the grammar. The words are taken
from Isa. liii. 6, wdvres bs mpdfara érhavifnuey.

8NN’ émeotpddnTe viv émi O moupéva xal emlokomov TGV Yuxdv
dudv. “But are now returned to the Shepherd and Overseer of
your souls.” The aorist émeorpdpyre is here clearly equivalent to
the perfect. Cf. i. 12. 'EmwoTpéderv means properly only “ to turn
towards,” but is used by Lucian and Plutarch of *turning back
from error.” It is a favourite word with Plotinus to express what
we call “conversion.” When a man forgets God he * turns away ”;
when he remembers his Father he “turns back” (émorpéderar).
See Enn. v. 1. 1. The word is used in the same sense in the New
Testament ; hence we may translate it “ returns,” not simply * turns.”

Iowusjv, Shepherd, and here Shepherd of souls (for yvxév cf. i. ¢
above), is a word that includes all that Christ does for our souls,
loving care, feeding, instruction, guidance, government. It brings
out the general ignorance and helplessness of man, who, without aid
from above, can only go astray like sheep without a shepherd. In
the Old Testament we have this figure in Ps. xxiii. ; Zech. xiii. 7 ; Isa.
xl. 11 ; Ezek. xxxiv. 23, xxxvii. 24. In the Gospels we read of the
sheep, Matt. x. 6, xxv. 33; Mark vi. 34; Luke xv. 4. Christ is
Shepherd, Matt. ix. 36; Mark vi. 34; John x.; Heb. xiii. 2o.
Xowpalvew is used of Christ, Matt. ii. 6 ; Apoc. ii. 27, vi. 17, xii
5, xix. 15 in the sense of ‘‘govern”; and of Christian ministers,
John xxi. 16; Acts xx. 28 ; 1 Pet. v. 2. Tlofuvy is used of the
Christian flock, Matt. xxvi. 31 ; John x. 16 ; moiuviov, Luke xii. 32 ;
Acts xx. 28; 1 Pet. v. 2, 3. It is curious that St. Paul never uses
the metaphor, except of the Christian minister, and that but twice
(Acts xx. 28; Eph. iv. 11). On the other hand, wouwiv is never
used of the Christian minister, except in this last passage from
Ephesians. John x. shows clearly that it is an error to restrict
shepherding to government, though this idea is, no doubt, always
included ; and St. Peter’s phrase, Shepherd of souls (“souls”
including in his usage the whole of man’s spiritual nature), implies
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that 'tllll.e Lord gives us all that is needful for intelligence, emotions,
or wi

"Ewioxomos is here a description, not a title. It is nearly equiva-
lent to moyujy : cf. Ezek. xxxiv. 11, oV éyd é{ymjow T& mpéPard
pov, xal émoxéfopar adrd: though it is more general. Philo, de
Som. i. 15 (i 634), calls God 6 rdv SAwy éxioxomos. The ecclesiasti-
cal use of the word comes from Ps. cviii. (cix.) 8, quoted in Acts i.
20 ; in part also from Isa. 1x. 17, karaorjow Tovs émordmovs adriv év
Suxazoaivy, xai Tods Siaxdvovs abriv & wiore, as quoted by Clement of
Rome, xlii. 5. In Acts xx. 28 (* the flock wherein the Holy Ghost
made you overseers”) érloxomos is used by St. Paul very much as
St. Peter uses the word here, as a description, and in much the
same sense as wouwjv. In the later Pauline Epistles (Phil. i. 1;
1 Tim. iii. 2; Tit. i. 7), but not elsewhere in the New Testament,
we find an official entitled "Emloxomos, who in the two Pastoral
Epistles appears to be also entitled Presbyter.

It would seem that the ecclesiastical érioxomos was taken from
the Old Testament and carried with itits Jewish associations. The
word was in common use among the Greeks, as Overseer is among
ourselves, to denote kinds of supervision that were purely secular (see
Hatch, Bampton Lectures, ed. 1882, p. 36 sqq.) ; but the ecclesiasti-
cal use can be explained quite easily from the Old Testament, and
there is no reason for attempting to derive it from other sources.
Why St. Paul altered the recognised title of the Christian official we
can only guess, but he may have been influenced by the words of
Isaiah, in which the mention of diatoaivy and wioris as the divinely
given qualifications of overseers and ministers fits in so aptly with
his own views. See note in Addenda.

"Ewioxomos contains an idea of eminence and authority which
wpeaBirepos in itself does not, and it had also, as we have seen,
a loose connexion with the Apostolate. Hence, we may suppose,
as one Elder came to be invested with special functions, he came
also to be distinguished as "Emioxomos, which word then became a
title, Bishop, no longer Overseer.

1. 1. The Duty of Wives is inculcated also, Eph. v. 22 ; Col.
iii. 18 ; Tit. ii. 4.

dpolws may be taken closely with Sroracadpevar : slaves are to
be subject, so likewise wives. But it is best taken as referring to ii.
17. Slaves are to show honour to masters, likewise wives to husbands.
For the construction of troragoduevas, see note on ii. 18. The same
phrase, imroracaduevar Tois idiois dvdpdaw, is found in Ephesians and
Titus, and with the omission of i8{ots in Colossians also. See Intro-
duction, p. 17. I8/ strengthens the article rols, which by itself is
possessive and means “ your.” It gives the same sense that we find
in the English, “your own husbands”; you belong to them in a
special way, and your duty to them is very near and clear. Further,
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it softens the rule of subjection. It is not obedience to a stranger
that is required.

va . . . xepdybioorrar.  “ That if any obey not the word, they
may without the word be won by the conversation of their wives.”
The use of the future indicative after the final va belongs to late
and vulgar Greek (Cobet, Variae Lectiones, p. 508 ; Blass, p. 208);
instances occur in Mark xv. 20; Luke xx. 10; 1 Cor. xiil. 3; Gal
il. 4; Apoc. iil. 9, and elsewhere.

2. émowredoarres. See note on ii. 12 above. In dvev Adyov the
absence of the article is probably immaterial, and we may translate
“ without the word,” without any direct appeal to the teaching of
Christ, which, in the eyes of an unbelieving husband, would have no
authority. Otherwise the meaning will be ¢ without a word” ; the
wife need not argue at all, the mere sight of her conduct will suffice.
For the sense of xep&x(vew, cf. Matt. xviii. 15; 1 Cor. ix. 19-21. Itisa
fine Christian expression, on which Leighton dwells with unction: “A
soul converted is gained to itself, gained to the pastor, or friend, or
wife, or husband who sought it, and gained to Jesus Christ ; added
to His treasury, who thought not His own precious blood too dear
to lay out for this gain.” A striking instance of the *“ gaining” of
the heathen husband by the Christian wife will be found in the
account of Monnica in Augustine’s Confessions. But, though
Monnica did not, to use a common expression, *“preach” to her
husband, she owed her influence over him largely to wise words.
The patient well-doing of the wife has power for the salvation of
others ; cf. ii, 12 above. St. Peter, it will be observed, admits no
questioning about the indissolubility of marriage in cases of religious
disparity. At Corinth the question had been raised, and St. Paul
expresses his personal opinion (I, not the Lord, 1 Cor. vii. 12) to
the effect that the Christian partner should not seek divorce or
separation, but that, if the heathen husband or wife choose to dis-
solve the tie, it may be done. He adds, “ For what knowest thou,
O wife, whether thou shalt save thy husband ?”

-r},v &v $6By dyAv dvaoTpodrv. * Your conversation chaste in
fear.” “Your chaste conversation coupled with fear” (A.V., R.V.)
hardly brings out with sufficient force the close collocation of &
¢Sy dywmjv. The conversation is chaste, because it moves in the
fear of God (cf. ii. 18 above). Here again St. Peter does not mean
“fear of your husband,” though in Eph. v. 33 we read % && yuwy
va ¢offjrar Tov dvdpa

8. &v &orw ol & &wlev . . . wdopos. On the use of the article
in this passage, see Introduction, p. 4. The translation of A.V.,
““whose adorning let it not be that outward adorning,” is not
strictly accurate, as & kéopos is not repeated. What St. Peter says is
“whose must be, not the outward adornment of plaiting hair and
putting round of jewels or putting on of robes, but the hidden man
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of the heart.” Kdopos is in antithesis to dvfpwros, visible ornaments
to the invisible soul. It is possible that there is a play on the two
meanings of xéopos, * ornaments,” and the ““ world,” or * multitude
of men”; at any rate this supposition would help to explain the
antithesis. As xdopos is used in classical Greek, so mundus is used
in classical Latin for all kinds of embellishments. Livy, xxxiv. 7,
“munditia et ornatus et cultus, haec feminarum insignia sunt : hunc
mundum muliebrem appellarunt maiores nostri.” Tertullian (de
habitu mul. 4) makes a distinction between cu/tus, jewellery and dress,
and ornatus, the personal beautification of the toilet, and confines
mundus to the former. “ Cultum dicimus, quem mundum muliebrem
uocant ; ornatum, quem immundum muliebrem conuenit dici.
Ille in auro et argento et gemmis et uestibus deputatur ; iste in cura
capilli et cutis et earum partium corporis quae oculos trahunt.”

dpmhoxis.  Cf. 1 Tim. il. 9g-13. The two passages are very
similar, but our Marriage Service rightly prefers that of St. Peter.
On plaiting of hair, see Ovid, de arte am. ili. 136 sqq. It was an art
highly cultivated by Greek and Roman ladies.

wepiféoews. Ornaments of gold were worn round the hair (in
the shape of goiden nets), round the finger, arm, or ankle.

4. & xpuntos Tis kapdlas dvlpumes. *‘ The hidden person of the
heart, clothed in the incorruptible of the meek and quiet spirit,
which is in the sight of God of great price.” °‘Evis used asin Jas.
il. 2, dvp xpvoodaxTidios & éobire Aapumpd. With 76 dpbaprov con-
trast xpvoiov 6 dmol\Jpevov of 1. 7. The neuter adjective forms a
substantive, and no substantive is to be supplied ; but the sense is as
given by the R.V., “the incorruptible apparel.” The incorruptible
or heavenly raiment and jewellery of the hidden person is the meek
and quiet spirit which befits Christians ; whether the exact ante-
cedent to § is 76 dpBaprov or mvedpua, it is impossible to decide, but
the question does not affect the sense. Iveipa is here spirit, dis-
position, temper, a sense which is not borne by the word elsewhere in
the New Testament. In this Epistle nvebua, as applied to man,
does not denote a distinct faculty, but is nearly equivalent to vy}
In iii. 18, 19, iv. 6 it means the whole of the inner nature of man
as opposed to adpf, the body. Man is made up of body and Yy,
or body and mvelpa. Ivetpa denotes the inner nature as immatenal,
invisible, impalpable, but this nature in its relation to God is yvy.
Hence in i. 2 it is impossible to translate & dytaopd Hvevparos, *“in
sanctification of your spirit” ; if this had been St. Peter's meaning
he would have said & dyaopd Yuxis: cf. 1. 22, Tas guxds dudv
syvicdres.  Hence again, as applied to the Holy Spirit, nvetpa means
“the Immaterial Being,” not a special influence or gift of God. It
will help to make the matter clear if we observe that, in phrases
which approach the one under consideration, St. Paul always defines
mvelpa by a substantival genitive ; thus we find mvebpa SovAeias,
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Sethlas, oodlas, wpgéryros (1 Cor. iv. 21 ; Gal. vi. 1).  All these are
modelled upon the Hebrew nveipa xaraviéews (Rom. xi. 8 from Isa.
xxix. 10), and imply that the frame of mind spoken of is breathed
into the man by God, as the mvetua T0b xdopov (1 Cor. ii. 12)is
inspired into him by the spirit of evil.

St. Paul uses “man” in much the same way as St. Peter, dis-
tinguishing 6 &w from 6 éow dvBpwmros (Rom. vii. 22 ; 2 Cor. iv. 16 ;
Eph. iii. 16), and the “old” from the “new” man (Eph. iv. 22, 24;
Col. iii. g). The commentators throw no light on this peculiar
use of dvfpwmos for personality ; it seems to be Hebrew, and there
are many phrases in the Old Testament that might suggest it,
man of God, man whom the Lord doth choose, man of earth, and
50 on.

5. olrw ydp more. “For in this manner in days of old the holy
women also, who hoped in God, used to adorn themselves.” For
els ®cdv R reads éml rov @edv. In its Biblical meaning (“I have
hope ) é\rifw is followed by eis (2 Cor. i. 10): éx{ with dative
(1 Tim. iv. 10): ér{ with accusative (1 Pet. i. 13; 1 Tim. v. 5).
‘Ev Xpiorg, Kvply, wifw occur 1 Cor. xv. 19; Phil ii. 19; but
this is not to be counted among the constructions of éAri{w, because
é& Xpworg may be added to any verb, and does not belong to one
more than to another. Ior “in the days of old.” The saintly
women of the Old Testament are cited as a model for Christian
matrons. Here we find another instance of St. Peter’s strong sense
of the continuity of the religious life. There may be a hidden
reference to Isaiah’s denunciation of women'’s trinkery (iii. 16 sqq.);
but St. Peter speaks not of what good women of old did not wear,
but of what they did wear. They adorned themselves with a meek
spirit by subjection, or because they were subject.

6. xipiov adtdv xakeioa. Gen. xviii. 12. Here again Monnica
illustrates the language of St. Peter. When other matrons came
to her and complained of their husbands, she would “blame their
tongues, telling them that when once they had heard the marriage
lines read over to them, they ought to have looked upon them as
indentures by which they were made handmaids; they ought there-
fore to remember their condition, and not rebel against their lords
and masters” (Conf. ix. 9. z).

fis éyenidnre vékva.  “ Whose daughters ye are, as long as ye do
well,” A'V. “Whose children ye now are, if ye do well,” R.V.
These translations are substantially identical, and both give the aorist
éyenibyre the sense of the perfect yeydvare, There is no strong
objection to this; cf. dwyyé\y, i. 12: érearpddnre, ii. 25. There
is, however, no sufficient reason why we should not keep the propet
meaning of the aorist, and render “whose children ye became by
doing good.” It is true that in this case a certain difficulty arises
out of the participles. ’Ayafomoioioas xai pi poBovpevar seems to be
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clearly an exhortation; and the force of the exhortation may be
thought to be somewhat blunted, if the apostle is taken to say that
they have been doing good ever since they became children of
Sarah, and even before that time. Yet this difficulty is rather
artificial ; the meaning may very well be “Ye became children of
Sarah by doing good; continue so to do, or ye will cease to be
her children.” Bengel regards the words &s 2dppa . . . Téara as
forming a parenthesis. On this view, imoragodpevar dyabororotoas
¢oBovpevar all belong to éxdopowv. Bengel’s expedient is allowed
a place in the margin of the R.V., but it is unnecessary and awk
ward.

réxvo. Tijs Sdppa is a phrase of much the same meaning as rékva
trakofjs (i. 14). Those who exhibit the same character as Sarah
may be called in a figure her children. The words are as applic-
able to matrons of Jewish as of heathen origin.

xal pi) doBodpevar pndeplar wrénow. From Prov. iii. 25, xai od
pofnbioy wrénow érerboioay otde opuis doeBdv emepyopévas. This
again is one of St. Peter’s favourite chapters; it is quoted again
v. 5 below. Xrdnous (quite a classical word) means fluttering,
excitement, perturbation of spirit, caused by any passion, but more
especially by fear. If the word retains its proper sense here, we
must take it as a cognate accusative, and translate “are not afraid
witk any alarm.” But in Proverbs the epithet émeAfovrav and the
parallelism with épuds give it a concrete meaning, and it is better
to render “are not afraid of any alarm.” St. Peter may be thinking,
in the first place, of alarms caused by the ill-temper of a bad
husband (it is probable that doeBdv dpuds was in his mind). Vet
his words have a wider scope. Alarms about children, about
servants, about the fortunes of the family, about the growing ill-
will of heathen neighbours—the Christian matron who hopes on
God will face them all unperturbed.

7. Spolws. Here, where there is no duty of subjection to be
enforced, the “likewise” seems clearly to refer to ii. 17. Honour
is due to all; honour therefore your wives. For the construction
of cuvowoivres, see ii. 18, iii. 1.

xatd yrdow. *According to knowledge,” like wise and sensible
men who understand the due gradations of honour. The Pauline
sense of ywdaus, in which it signifies the understanding of spiritual
mysteries, is quite foreign to St. Peter. In the following words we
observe the same elegant classicism as in i. 19. The sense is
precisely the same as if the author had written 7§ yvvaikely oxede
&s dofeveorépy. The husband is to pay honour to the wife as to the
weaker vessel ; such honour as is due to the weaker, that is to say,
consideration, wise guidance, marital helpfulness. ‘Qs here has its
common limiting force, and gives, not the reason for the honour, but
a qualification of the command. Z«etos means—(1) a chattel, o



CHAP. III. VER. 7 15§

piece of furniture, Matt. xii. 29 ; Mark iii. 27; Luke viii. 16 ; oxely
in the same house differ in value and purpose, Rom. ix. 21-23;
{2) an implement or instrument adapted to a particular end; thus
we have oxelos ékhoyijs, an elect instrument, Acts ix. 15; (3) a
vessel which contains things, John xix. 29; (4) in 1 Thess v. 4
oxelos may mean “wife,” a peculiar sense which the word bears
sometimes in Rabbinical Hebrew; see Alford’s note. Here, how-
ever, this meaning is excluded by the comparative dofeveorépe, which
clearly implies that husband and wife are both vessels. As there
is here no reference to purpose or contents, we must take oxelos to
mean simply “chattel.” Husband and wife are both parts of the
furniture of God’s house, though one is weaker and the other
stronger. In the passage quoted from 1 Thess. some commentators
give oxelos the sense of “body.” But it is doubtful whether the
word ever has this sense. In 2 Cor. iv. 7, éxopev Tov fnoavpdv Tovrov
év Sarpaxivois oxedeawy, the apostle does not mean in “ earthy bodies,”
but uses a metaphor from money stored, as it often was, “in
earthen jars.” In the present passage we can hardly suppose St.
Peter to be thinking only of the bodily weakness of the wife. Many
modern commentators, 1t should be noticed, connect the dative not
with dwovéuovres, but with ovwowcotvres. This leaves the honour
without any restriction or limitation, which can hardly have been
the apostle’s intention.

ds xal ovykhqpovdpor xdpiros lufis. “As being (not only
husbands, but) also fellow-heirs of the grace of life.” B, the
Vulgate, Armenian, and some cursives have ovyxAnpovépos. The
first &s gives the limitation of the honour, the second its reason.
The wife must not forget the duty of subjection ; the husband must
remember that she, whom nature and the law make his inferior, is
his equal, and may be his superior, in the eyes of God. Xdpts
{wis (the article again is dropped before a familiar phrase) is rightly
understood by Alford to mean God’s gracious gift of life eternal ;
for xAnpovopia compare i. 4; for xdpis, i. 13. Desire to make St.
Peter speak the same language as St. Paul led Erasmus and Grotius
to paraphrase the words by xdpis {boa or {womowica. A, and
some other authorities, including Jerome, read mwowiys xdptros L‘ams-
but the epithet has been inserted from iv. 10, where 1t is natural
and appropriate.

éyxémrecfar.  “Hindered”; KL and other authorities have
éxxdmreabar, “cut off,” a stronger expression. Hofmann seems
to be right in taking Sudv as referring to the husbands alone ; the
sighs of the injured wife come between the husband’s prayer and
God’s hearing: so St. James speaks of the complaints of the
oppressed as frustrating prayer (v. 4). Others regard Judv as
including both husbands and wives. The two cannot join in
prayer, as they ought to do, for a blessing on their married life,
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if there is injustice between them. Such prayers are “hindered,®
because the two are not agreed, and the one voice protests against
the other.

8. The imperatives still run on, and the section begins with
adjectives and participles. To 8¢ 7é\os, “finally,” is adverbial
Télos 8¢ is more usual in the classics, but 76 8¢ ré\os is found in
Plato, Laws, 740 E. With the word “finally ” St. Peter turns from
special to general admonitions. “‘Oudppoves mente, ovumafels
affectu, in rebus secundis et adversis,” Bengel. ‘Ouddpwrv (nut
found elsewhere in the New Testament) is used by the Greek
poets, as Homer, /. xxii. 263, dudppova Guusv &ovres. The word
expresses rather likeness of sentiment or disposition than of opinion,
but includes community of faith and hope. Cf. Rom. xii. 16,
xv. 5; Phil. iii. 16. Swvumabis (another dmraé Aeyduevov) is found in
Aristotle, and denotes community of wdfy, in the broad Greek sense,
of all feelings whether of pleasure or of pain. For ¢hddedor, see
note on ¢phaderdia, i. 22. Edomhayyvia in Eur. Rhesus, 192, means
courage. But in Hebraistic Greek orAdyxva are the seat of mercy,
hence edorAayyvos here, and Eph. iv. 32, means tender-hearted,
pitiful. For ramewdppoves, “ humble-minded,” K P have ¢iédpoves,
“courteous.” L, the Vulgate, and some other authorities exhibit
both adjectives. Tamewdppwy is found in Prov. xxix. 23, and forms
one of St. Peter’s many allusions to that book.

9. pYy dwodiddrres kakdy dvrl kaxol. In Prov. xvii. 13 we read
8s dmodidwoe kaxdk dvri dyafdv, od kunbijoerar kaxd éx Tob oixov
atrod. St. Paul, Rom. xii. 17, has the same phrase as St. Peter,
pndevi xaxdv dvri xaxol dmodidévres: cf. also 1 Thess. v. 15. The
words Aowdopiav dvri Aodoplas look back to ii. 23. Els rovro may
refer to the preceding words (cf. ii. 21 above), or to those which
follow. It is just possible to render, “Contrariwise blessing (for
hereunto were ye called) in order that ye may inherit blessing”;
but the parenthesis is awkward, and the construction appears to be
the same as in iv. 6, els 7obr0 . . . iva kpfdow. It is better then
to translate with R.V. ¢contrariwise blessing: for hereunto were ye
called that ye should inherit blessing” or “a blessing” The
Christian hope is also the Christian rule. * Bless, and ye shall be
blessed,” is strictly parallel to ‘ Forgive, and ye shall be forgiven.”

10. ydp. The “for” introduces a reason for the whole admoni-
tion contained in vers. 8, 9, not merely for eldoyovres. The
passage which St. Peter proceeds to cite treats not only of the
tongue and its government, but of righteous conduct generally,
The words which follow are quoted werdatim from Ps. xxxiil. (xxxiv.)
13-17, except that in the first verse the LXX. has (s éorw dvfpwmos
5 0wy funjv, dyamdv fuépas 8elv ayafds; The Hebrew is translated
in the R.V. “What man is he that desireth life, and loveth many
days, that he may see good?” St. Peter has, “ He that willeth to
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love life and see good days.” Possibly his interpreter, who wrote
better Greek than the LXX. as a rule, may have been influenced by
the feeling that 6 0éAwy {wijv could carry no meaning to Greek ears.
*Ayardv ideiv again is not Greek: dyawdv {wnjv, though unusual,
may be defended by 2 Tim. iv. 10, dyamjoas 7ov viv aitva. Else-
where the object of the verb is nearly always personal.

fwh means this present earthly life (though de Wette and some
few others have taken it of life eternal). * He that willeth ” can in
spite of all sorrow and unjust usage make his life lovely and his
days good. The words may be taken in connexion with i. 6-19,
but the tenor is different. There the Christian has a joy arising out
of persecution itself, the joy of the soldier who looks forward to
victory ; here life in itself may be made sweet and delectable by
righteousness. The passage illustrates the essentially Hebrew
character of St. Peter’s mind ; it serves as a relief to his profound
sense of the insufficiency of this life ; it shows that persecution was
as yet no more than a not intolerable vexation, while to such of his
readers as were Gentiles it would convey in a very persuasive
manner what is meant by * good days.”

12. éni Swalovs. The eyes of the Lord are upon righteous men
for their good, and His ears are turned towards their prayer.
Aikaios is quoted from the Old Testament, in the sense which there
it bears; cf. 2 Pet. ii. 7, dikawov Adr. But the face of the Lord is
upon men who do evil, not for their good. For the omission of the
article with wototvras, cf. ii. 7.

13. «ai 7is 6 xaxdowv dpds; “ Who is he that can harm you?”
Who is able to do you any real hurt? The words are taken from
Isa. L g, ¥8od Kvpios Bonbijoer pot, rés xaxdoe pe; The R.V. has
““ Who 1s he that will harm you? ” that is to say, Who will wish to do
you any hurt? This rendering might be defended by the words of
the Didacke, i. 3, Sueis 8¢ dyawdre Tods puoolvras Duds xai ody Eere
&x0pdv, where possibly we have a reminiscence and attempted
explanation of St. Peter’s words. But the apostle clearly thought
that suffering is the lot of Christians, and there could be no wdoyew
ddlkws without ddwcolvres. ZyAwrai, “zealous ardent lovers”: the
word, which is quite classical, is similarly used in 1 Cor. xiv. 12;
Tit. ii. 14.

14. &M\’ €l xal wdoxore. “ But if ye should even suffer.” Ei
el generally introduces a supposition which is more or less improb-
able. The optative is rarely used in hypothetical sentences in the
New Testament ; indeed the mood was becoming obsolete in vulgar
Greek. See Blass, pp. 37, 220. St. Peter here seems to have had
in his mind the words of our Lord, Matt. v. 10, paxdpioc oi
Sediwypévor &vekev dwcaroovvys. It will be observed that he uses
Sikatoodvy in the old Hebrew sense, as did our Lord Himself (cf.
Swaiovs above), and that he gives paxdpios that full sense in
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which it is used in the Gospels, in Jas. i. 12, 25, and in the Apoc
xiv. 13 (and six other passages). St. Paul uses it in the same way
three times in quotations, Acts xx. 35 (in a saying of our Lord’s),
Rom. iv. 7, 8 (from the Old Testament) ; in 1 Tim. i. 11, vi. 15 he
applies it to God ; in Tit. ii. 13 to blessed hope; but, when he uses
it of man, gives the word a lower sense (= happy), Acts xxvi. 2 ;
1 Cor. vii. 40; perhaps even in Rom. xiv. 22.

Tov Bé ¢6ﬁov adtdv pi) dofiifnre. * Be not afraid of their terror.”
Do not fear their threats. ®B0s has here a concrete sense, like
-n-rév;o-cs in iii. 6. The words are from Isa. viii. 12, 13, n‘w 8¢ pdfov
atrot ob pi pofybdire otde uy rapaxfijre: Kipiov adrov dyidoare. The
passage runs, “ Say ye not, a conspiracy, concerning all whereof this
people shall say a conspiracy ; neither fear ye their fear, nor be in
dread thereof” 1In the LXX. the meaning is “do not be afraid as
they are,” and ¢éBov is a cognate accusative. To this extent St.
Peter has changed the sense of the original. For the meaning here
can hardly be, “ Do not be afraid, as your heathen neighbours are,
of mere earthly misfortunes.”

16. Képiov 8¢ tov Xpiordv dyudoare. “But sanctify the Lord,
that is to say, the Christ.” The words rov Xpiordv are substituted
for adrdv in the text of Isaiah to make the meaning clear. Some of
the early readers of the Epistle were alarmed by this change ; hence
in KL P and some other authorities we find a variant rov ®eov for
7ov Xpwordv. The R.V. has, ““But sanctify in your hearts Christ as
Lord,” taking Kvpwov as predicate by reason of the absence of the
article. This translation might stand, if we took the words by them-
selves and out of connexion with the Isaianic text, but not other-
wise. The absence of the article before Kipios has no significance.
In any case the Christological import of the passage is not affected.
‘Ayudoare is sufficiently explained by the words which follow in
Isaiah, “ Let Him be your fear, and let Him be your dread.”

lfor.p.ot del mpdg &moloylav. ¢ Always ready for an answer to
every man that asketh you a reason concemmg the hope that is in
you.” We might have expected wepi Tijs & duiv wiorews, but in St.
Peter’s mind the two words are very nearly identical. ’Amoloyia
(followed by a dative, as in 1 Cor. ix. 3) means any kind of answer
or self-justification, whether formal before a Judge, or informal.
Here mavri fixes the word to the latter sense. Adyov airetv is a
classical phrase. Every cultivated sensible man was expected by
the Greeks to be prepared Adyov 8:ddvar e kal 8é€aofay, to discuss
questions of opinion or conduct mtelhgently and temperately, to
give and receive a reason. The phrase Adyov dmodiddvas, below, iv.
5, is quite different. ®¢Bov (cf. i1. 18, iii. z) is fear of God, not of
man. It is surely not fanciful to see here an allusion to St. Peter’s
own experience. When the critical moment came upon him, he
was not ready with his answer, and so denied his Lord. Further, it
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was through want of meekness and fear that he denied ; of meek
ness because he had fancied that he loved the Lord “more than
these ”; and of fear, because though he feared man, the Lord at the
moment was not his dread.

18. ouvelBnaw Eovtes dyabyy . . . dvactpoddr. * Having a good
conscience ; in order that, wherein ye are spoken against, those who
revile your conversation, which is good in Christ, may be ashamed.”
For oweldpow, see ii. 19. ‘Ev ¢ xaralalelofe, the very thing
wherein ye are spoken against, is the dvaorpogyj: cf. ii. 12,
dvaorpodiyy Exovres kalhjy, va, & ¢ karadaloiow. Constantly the
apostle repeats his phrases with new significance and in a new light.
In the former passage he speaks of the righteousness of the
Christian as likely to promote the conversion of the heathen, here
simply as stopping the mouths of his defamers. Ty dyafyv é&
Xpuord are to be taken together; cf. Ty é& ¢poBw dyviy dvaoTpodjy,
iii. 2, Three times (here and v. 10, 14) St. Peter uses the phrase
& Xpior@, which in the Pauline Epistles is very common (there are
thirteen instances in Romans). Elsewhere it is not found ; but the
idea that all is in Christ constantly recurs in John’s Gospel, i. 4, vi.
56, xiv. 20, xv. 1-5, xvi. 33, xvii. 21. The phrase & Xpior$ is
mystical, and this is why St. Paul loves it. But it is not necessary
to suppose that he invented it. ‘Emped{ovres is generally regarded
as governing dvaorpodiy, which is a possible construction (see Luke
vi. 28). But in good Greek the verb is not transitive, and is
followed by a dative or preposition. Here it would be quite
possible to take dvactpogijy with kerawoywlidow, ¢ that those who
revile you may be abashed by your good conversation” ; nor is the
position of Sudv a conclusive argument against this rendering.

17. xpeittov ydp. A further reason for patient endurance. Not
only will it silence calumny, but it is Christlike, and it has a value
for others. Here again recurs the thought involved in ii. 12, and in
the dmép dpdv of ii. 21.  There is a parallelism between the suffer-
ings of Christ and those of the Christian, but it is not quite clear
how far it is meant to be carried. Ei fé\ot 16 GéAnpua, “if the will
of God should will,” is a rugged emphatic pleonasm, similar in sense
to the el 8éov of i. 6. For the optative, see note on ver. 14 above.

18. 37 xal Xpiords dwaf wepl dpapmdv éméfave. It is better
“ because Christ also once for all died for sins.” ‘Awéfover, 8 AC,
and all the Versions ; B K L P have érafe. "Awaf, asin Heb. ix. 28,
distinguishes the one sacrifice of Christ from the repested deaths of
victims under the Law. Iepi duaprias is the regular phrase for the
sin-offering, Lev. v. 7, vi. 30 ; Ps. xxxix. (xL.) 7 ; Ezek. xliii. 21. “Ywép
dpaprias occurs in Ezek. xliii. 23, xliv. 29, xlv. 17, xlvi. z0. The sin-
offering was propitiatory, Lev. v. 6, xai é§ildoerac wept adrod & iepevs
wepl s duaprias alrod s fuapre, xal dpebijoerar adrd 1jj dpapria, and
is called ilaouds, Ezek. xliv. 27. Christ suffered not for particular
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offences, but for all sins of all men; hence in the New Testament
we frequently find wepl or imép dpapridv, Heb. v. 1, 3, x. 26;
1 Johnii. 2; 1 Cor. xv. 3; Gal. i. 4. He died as the one true sin-
offering, 8ikaios Umép ddikwy, just on behalf of unjust. In i 19 we
read that the sinlessness of Christ gave His Blood its value. What
we see in the world is that the unjust man is saved, or made
better, by the sufferings of the just, who not only sets an attractive
example, but actually bears the punishment of the unjust. The
consequence of moral evil is moral insensibility ; the pain of wrong-
doing is felt, at any rate in the first instance, by the innocent person
who desires to amend the offender; take, for example, the anguish
of a mother over a theft committed by her child. In the police
courts a different rule prevails; there rudex damnatur cum nocens
absoluitur. Owing to a confusion between these two forms of
justice, the human and the divine, St. Peter's words, 8{xatos Vmép
48kwy, have often given great offence. Plotinus, one of the best and
ablest of men, says, probably with reference to Christianity, KaKxovs
8¢ 7evopcvov9 a{,‘ww aMovs adrdv cwripas lvar éavrods mpoepévovs od
Oeperov evyay morovpévuy, “for men who have become evil to demand
that others should be their saviours by sacrifice of themselves is not
lawful even in prayer,” Enn. iii. 2. 9. The Neoplatonist admitted
that my suffering makes me better, but thought it absurd to suppose
that the suffering of another could do so. The same difficulty lay
at the root of Socinianism (see Ritschl, Ckristian Doctrine of Justifi-
cation and Reconciliation, Eng. trans. p. 299 sqq.).

Wva \pds mpooaydyn o ©ed.  “ That He might bring us to God.”
As to the mood of mpocaydyy, it may be noticed that the optative is
never found in the New Testament in final clauses ; see Blass, pp.
211, 220. The meaning of mposdyeww has been much debated. It
is used of the priests, Aaron and his sons, whom Moses “ brings
before God,” and who may be regarded as sacrificial gifts. Thus in
Ex. xxix. 4, Kail Aapu.w kai Tovs viovs atrob mpoodfes éri 'ms' Gipas s
crm;w;q Tod ,J.apwptov cf. ver. 1o of the same chapter, kal mwpoodfes
Tov pdoxov émi Tas Glpas ijs axnvis Tob paprvplov. Hence Kiihl
understands the meaning to be “that He might make us priests to
God.” But there does not appear to be any reference here to the
priesthood of the Christian; and in the passages quoted, as von
Soden points out, mpoodyew merely means “to bring near.” Others
have supposed the phrase to signify ‘that He might make us a
sacrifice to God” ; mpoodyerv being frequently used of the victim,
Lev. iii. 12, iv. 4, viii. 14. But this sense is inapplicable here ; for,
in the words immediately preceding, Christ is spoken of as being
Himself the Victim. If, therefore, mpocdyew possesses here any
sacrificial sense at all, it is merely in a distant and indirect way.
We shall find the best explanation in Eph. ii. 18, iii. 12; Heb.
iv. 16, vil. 25, x. 22, xii. 22, where, as von Soden says, the free
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access of Christians to the Father corresponds to the priestly
wpoodyew of Christ. The sin-offering opens the door and leads us
through it.

Bavatwlels, fwomonfels. *“Being put to death in flesh, but
quickened in spirit.” The participles are not antecedent in point
of time to dwéfave, but there is no difficulty in this; they are
eq livalent to 8s éfavardly, é{womonify. The datives sapxi, mvedpars
are antithetical ; Christ died in body, and was quickened in soul or
spirit.  St. Peter does not mean that the spirit had died. The
divine spirit of Christ which was in the prophets (i. 11) cannot have
been subject to dissolution; and we can hardly suppose the
meaning to be that His human spirit was first destroyed and then
re-created, for there is no trace of such an idea elsewhere in the
Bible, and the next verse shows that in St. Peter’s view the spirits
of the antediluvians were alive. We may explain woronfels
perhaps by the xdpis {wijs of iii. 7. The life of heaven is not
unnaturally distinguished from that of earth as a new life, a second
dvayévmots, a fresh grace of God, though the two are continuous
and not disparate. Or we may compare John x. 18, “I have
power to lay down My life, and I have power to take it again,”
where the life is spoken of as ending and beginning again, yet the
“1” continues through the change. All phrases which apply to the
point of transition from the old life to the new are necessarily vague,
and the speculations which may be built upon them are endless.

How far are we to suppose the parallelism between the Passion
of Christ and that of the Christian to extend? If we read dnébaver
for &rafev one point of similarity is greatly attenuated, for nowhere
in the Epistle does St. Peter regard the sufferings of the brethren as
likely to culminate in a violent death. A great number of modern
commentators have found a parallel in draf. “He suffered once;
His sufferings are summed up and passed away ; He shall suffer no
more. And we are suffering dwef; it shall soon be so thought of
and looked back upon” (Alford). But this interpretation also
would vanish with &rafey, and is in any case rather artificial.
Nothing, then, seems to remain except mwepi dpapridv, Sikaios, va
wpooaydyy, and gapxi. He died as the innocent sin-offering, and
our innocent sufferings have in their degree a similar value ; He
brought us near to God, and we may bring others. But these
lessons are only allusively conveyed, and do not lie on the surface.
The apostle makes clear his chief point in iv. 1 sqq.: Christ
suffered in the flesh, and in the flesh we also must suffer.

19, 20. & ¢ ... 8 Baves. “In which also He went and
preached unto the spirits in prison ; which aforetime were disobe-
dient, when the longsuffering of God was waiting in the days of
Noah, while the ark was a preparing, whereunto few, that is, eight
souls escaped through water.”
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19. This and the following verse seem to be primarily intended
as a proof of {woromfeis. After our Lord’s Death He still lived and
ministered. The order of time is dnéfave, wopevdels éxjpuvtev, S5
éorwv & Sebig Tob @eod mopevfels eis odpavév. There can be no doubt
that the event referred to is placed between the Crucifixion and the
Ascension. We must therefore dismiss the explanation of Augus-
tine, Bede, Aquinas, and others, that Christ was in Noah when
Noah preached repentance to the people of his time. On this view
o7e dmefedéyero is taken with éxjpufer, not with drebrjoacy, and Tois
é& ¢vlaxy is understood to mean “those who were then in the
prison of sin,” or ¢ those who are now in the prison of Hades, but
were then alive.”

What St. Peter says is that Christ not only ministered to men
upon earth, but also (xa) went as a spirit to preach to spirits in
prison. Of these spirits we are told that they had been disobedient
in the days of Noah.

But who were the spirits? The context seems to imply that
they were those of the men who refused to listen to Noah.
Mvedpara may be used of men after death (Heb. xii. 23), and the
vexpots of iv. 6 fixes this as the right sense.

The elnyyerioty, again, of iv. 6 must be taken to prove that in
St. Peter’s view our Lord preached the gospel to these spirits, and
offered them a place of repentance. Under the influence of later
theological ideas many commentators have been unwilling to admit
this, maintaining (1) that Christ must have preached to them not
hope, but condemnation ; or (2) that He preached only to those
that were righteous ; or (3) only to those who, though disobedient,
repented in the hour of death; or (4) that He preached the gospel
to those who had been just, and condemnation to those who had
disobeyed. But all these afterthoughts are excluded by the text.
St. Peter clearly means that all the men of the time except eight
souls were disobedient.

Again, these explanations are all needless. The thought which
underlies St. Peter’s words is that there can be no salvation without
repentance, and that there is no fair chance of repentance without
the hearing of the gospel. Those who lived before the Advent of
our Lord could not hear, and therefore God’s mercy would not
condemn them finally till they had listened to this last appeal. So
Clement of Alexandria says (Strom. vi. 6. 48) that it would have
been wAeoveflas ob Tis Tuxovoys Epyov, ¢ extremely unfair,” to con-
demn men for not knowing what they could not know. Clement is
referring to this very passage, though he does not actually quete it.
Thus St. Peter does not here contemplate the case of those who
have actually heard the gospel and refused it (on this point
see ii. 6-8).

1t is probable that St. Peter is here expressing in a modified form
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a belief which was current in the Jewish schools. In the Book of
Enock (ed. Charles, chaps. Ix. 5, 25, Ixiv., Ixix. 26) will be found
obscure and mutilated passages which may be taken to mean that
the antediluvian sinners, the giants, and the men whom they
deluded, have a time of repentance allowed them between the first
judgment (the Deluge) and the final judgment at the end of the
world. In the last passage referred to we read that there was great
joy among them ‘because the name of the Son of Man was
revealed unto them.” Weber (quoted by Kiihl) cites two passages
from the Bereschit Rabba, ¢ But when they that are bound, they that
are in Gehinnom, saw the light of the Messiah, they rejoiced to
receive Him ” ; and again, *“ This is that which stands written: We
shall rejoice and exult in Thee. When? When the captives climb
up out of hell and the Shechinah at their head.” See also Gfrérer,
Jakrkundert des Heils, ii. p. 77 sqq. St. Peter limits this Jewish
doctrine to the special case of those who have not heard the gospel
on earth. It will be observed also that he alludes to Jewish tradi-
tion without expressly quoting it.

In the second century we find references to a passage which is
quoted as from the Old Testament (Irenaeus, iii. 2o. 4, ascribes it to
Isaiah, iv. 22. 1 to Jeremiah ; Justin, Z7ypko, 72, ascribesit to Jere-
miah, but adds that the Jews had recently cut it out of the Bible),
dujaln 8¢ Kipios 6 @eds dytos Topanh tdv vexpov alrob, Thv kexoyuy-
pévov es yijv xduaros, kal karéfn mpds adrols elayyedicacbar adrois
70 cwrjpiov avrod. The source of this passage is unknown, but it
probably comes from some Jewish apocalypse.

It will be observed that what St. Peter affirms here is not simply
the Descensus ad Inferos, which is already contained in his Pente-
costal sermon, Acts 1i. 27, in Luke xxiii. 43, possibly in Eph. iv g,
but a special form of the Descensus, the Harrowing of Hell. Pos-
sibly this belief underlies Matt. xxvii. 52, §3; it is connected with
this passage of the Gospel in the Zestamenta XII. Patriarcharum,
Levi, 4, oxvhevopévov Tov glov émi 7§ wdfer Tob tfloTov. See also
Hermas, Sim. ix. 16. 5—7 ; Iren. iv. 33. 1, 12, V. 31. 1 ; the Presbyter
in Irenaeus, iv. 27. 2 ; Marcion in Irenaeus, i. 27. 2 ; the Fragment of
the Gospel of Peter, 41 ; Tert. de Anima, 55 ; Origen, Celsus, ii. 43 ;
in Lucam, Hom. iv. (Lomm. v. 99) ; in_joan. ii. 30 (Lomm. i. 158) ;
Acta Thaddaei in Eus. H. E. i. 13. 20; Ignatius, Magn. ix. 3.

20. S\iyo. may imply a reminiscence of the question—Are there
few that be saved? Luke xiii. 23.

Sktd Yuxal Gen. vii. 7, vili. 18. Wuxai, of living men, Acts
ii. 41, xxvii. 37; Rom. xiil. 1 ; Apoc. xvi. 3, and elsewhere.

Sicodfnoav. Cf. Thuc. i. 110, kal éAéyor dmd woMAGv mopevd-
pevos 8 s ABims & Kvppvyy doobyoar: iv. 113, Siacdlovrar és mjy
Avjxvlov. Arerdfnoav Sid must mean “escaped through ” ; the water
already surrounded them when they fled into the ark.



164 NOTES ON THE FIRST EPISTLE OF ST. PETER

Many commentators here give 3id its instrumental force, * were
saved by water.,” This not only gives the preposition a sense
different from that which it bears in the compound verb, and neces-
sitates our translating eis %v *in which,” but produces an impossible
sense. The very object of the ark was to save Noah from the
water.

The difficulty which suggested this false translation arises from
arguing back, on a mistaken analogy, from the antitype to the type.
St. Peter has been thought to mean that in Baptism we are saved
by water, and that therefore Noah was saved in the same way. But
St. Peter, on the contrary, says here, in this particular figure, that
we pass through the water of Baptism into safety, as Noah passed
through the Flood into the ark. Similar language is used elsewhere
of Baptism. “Our fathers all passed through the sea, and were all
baptized unto Moses in the cloud and in the sea,” 1 Cor. x. 1, 2.
Here also the figure is substantially the same, that of escape through
water. In Rom. vi. 3, again, the water represents the Death of
Christ, through which we pass to the Resurrection. In all these
figures the stress is laid, not on the water, but on the going into or
under the water, and the rising from it and leaving it. The water
expresses, not the instrument through which we receive the grace,
but rather the evil life which we leave behind. Of course the water,
being tied to the sacrament by divine command, is a condition of
the grace ; but this particular point is not directly involved in the
figure of the ark. To bring out this point other figures are needed,
such as that of washing, to which an allusion immediately follows.

21. “Which, in an antitype, Baptism, not the putting away of
filth of flesh, but a question of a good conscience, brings you also
safe to God.” R, the Coptic, and Aethiopic omit § : Erasmus, follow-
ing some cursives, read ¢, a mere device to make the construction
easier.’ The antecedent to § is either Jdwp or 76 Suacwbijvar &’
vdaros: but St. Peter suddenly changes his figure, introducing two
new metaphors ; hence arises the embarrassment of the grammar.
The mention of Noah had led him to speak of Baptism, which at
first strikes him as analogous to the Flood, inasmuch as it is a
deliverance from drowning in the waters of sin. But here he is
struck by the thought that this is not an adequate account of Bap-
tism, or that there are other aspects of the sacrament which are
equally valuable. It has an outward and an inward part; it is a
washing, a question which brings you safe to God. No trace of the
parallel which he set out to draw remains except in eis @edv = eis T3
xtBurdy, and 8¢ dvaordoews =08 ¥8aros. The word dvrirvmov is used
also Heb. ix. 24 (see Bishop Westcott’s note there). Properly
speaking, the type is the seal of which the antitype is the impres-
sion, or the original document (o adferrkdv) of which the antitype
is the copy. In Hebrews the earthly temple is antitype of the
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eternal. This is the general use; cf. 2 Clem. xiv. (see Bishop
Lightfoot’s note) Const. App. V. 14. 4, vi. 30. 1, where the Flesh of
Christ is the antitype of His Spirit, or the bread and wine of His
Body and Blood. But St. Peter uses dvrirvmov of the nobler
member of the pair of relatives, of that to which the rvros points
and in which it finds its fulfilment, of the seal not of the
copy.

p?ro')gu Bdwriwopa is a strong phrase. Cf. Mark xvi. 16, 6 moredoas
xal Bamrroleis ocobioerac: Tit. iil. 5, dowoev Huds &a Aovrpod
malyyeveaias kai dvakawdoews Hveiparos ‘Aylov. But St. Peter’s
phrase goes beyond either of these. For éwdfeoes see dmobéuevor,
ii. 1 ; both this word and pvros are draf Aeydpeva. For owweldnous
dyafy cf. ii. 19, iii. 16. Baptism is not merely an outward and
visible form, but an inward and spiritual grace ; not merely a
cleansing of the body, but a cleansing of the soul. But instead of
writing o gapxds dmofeots pumov &M Yuxis, St. Peter substitutes for
Yuxis the difficult words owedijocws dyabijs émepdrmua. "Emepwrav
means to ask a question, or, in later Greek, to ask for a thing.
"Emepdrypa accordingly means either “a question” or “a demand.”

Commentators almost universally couple els ®edv with cwve-
Sjoews dyadijs émepdrmue, and understand the meaning to be prayer
to God of (proceeding from) a good conscience, or prayer to God
for 2 good conscience, or inquiry of a good conscience after God.
The last version (Alford’s) is based upon 2 Kings xi. 7, xal émrypd-
™o Aavid es elpjymy “TwdB: “ David asked about the peace, or
health, of Joab.” But it requires émepdryois: and though this
is perhaps not an insuperable difficulty, yet *inquiry after God”
applies to one who is just turning towards the light, not to one who
has made up his mind and is actually being baptized. To the other
two renderings it is a fatal objection that érepwrév signifies to ask
men for favours, Ps. cxxxvi. (cxxxvii.) 3; Matt. xvi. 1, but is not
used of prayer to God. Lastly, none of these explanations gives
the sense required. What we want is a version which will not only
express the inner reality of baptism, but express it in a shape which
forms an antithesis to oapxds dmdfeats pomov,

The best way seems to be to take eis @edv with ode, so as to
form an antithesis to Scecdfyoav els Ty xiBurdy, and to understand
érepornpa of the Baptismal “question” or “demand.” Faith and
repentance are the antecedent conditions of baptism ; they may be
said to make “a good conscience,” and to be the real “putting
off of the filth of the soul.” The candidate must always have been
asked, in the form of words familiar in later times, or in some other,
whether he possessed these qualifications. We may translate
“question of” or “concerning,” or “demand for, a good con-
science,” the question, “Dost thou believe?” the demand, * Wilt
thou renounce ?” * Wilt thou obey ?”
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8’ dvaordoews ‘Inood Xpiotol. “Through the resurrection of
Jesus Christ.” The words are formally parallel to & ¥8ares. They
are connected grammatically with ¢d{e.: and baptism saves us
through, in the sense of &y the virtue of the Resurrection. Here
again, then, the mixture of metaphors causes a slight difficulty ; but
this is met by using the word “through,” which, like the Greek &ud,
means both ¢ passing through” and ““by means of.”

Regeneration is connected with the Resurrection above, i. 3.

22, 8s éomwv & Befg. Christ is spoken of here as “being” at
the right hand of God, cf. Rom. viii. 34. The phrase “sitting”
comes from Ps. cx. (Matt. xxii. 44), but was used by our Lord
Himself, Matt. xxvi. 64; Mark xiv. 62; Luke xxii. 69; cf. Eph.
i. 20; Heb. i 13, x. 12, xii. 2; Mark xvi. 19; Acts il 34 (where
Ps. cx. is quoted by St. Peter). St. Stephen (Acts vii. 55, 56) saw
the Son of Man “standing” at the right hand of God, as if He had
risen from the throne to succour His dying servant; with this
compare the story of Carpus in Zp. 8 of Dionysius the Areopagite.
See also Dr. Milligan, Z%e Ascension of our Lord, p. §8.

mopeulels els odpavév. The Resurrection is distinguished from
the Ascension, though the interval of time is not stated.

dmorayévrwy alrd dyyélhwv xal éfovoidv kai Suvdpewrv. * Angels
and authorities and powers having been made subject unto Him.”
Cf. Rom. viii. 38, olre dyyeloi, olre dpxai, ovre éveorrira, ovre
pé\ovra, olre Suvduets, otre Vwpa, odre Bdfos, odre Tis kriois érépa :
Eph. i. 21, Swepdve mdoms dpxijs kai éfovaias xai Swdpews kal xuptd-
m™ros . . . xai wdvra Imérafev xTA.: Col. ii. 10, xkedpaly) wdans dpxiis
xal éfovaias. For the verb dmordooev cf. also 1 Cor. xv. 27;
Heb. ii. 8: its use was suggested by Ps. vili. 7, wdvra imwérafas
tmoxdrw Tdv woddv abrod. See the Book of Enock (ed. Charles,
Ixi. 10; the passage comes just before one of the Noachic frag-
ments which St. Peter may possibly have had in view in the
preceding verses), “ And He will call on all the host of the heavens,
and all the holy ones above, and the host of God, the Cherubim,
Seraphim, and Ophanim, and all the angels of power, and all the
angels of principalities.” This part of Enoch, Mr. Charles thinks,
was written between B.c. 94-79, or more precisely between B.c.
70-64. From some such source are derived the angelic divisions
as they are given both by St. Peter and St. Paul. Enoch’s phrase
opens a question whether we ought not, in the present - passage, to
translate “angels both of authorities and of powers.” The
“authorities and powers” probably mean the departments of
nature over which the several angelic orders bear sway. In the
Book of Jubilees (ed. Charles, p. 5), the highest angels are those
that stand before the Face, next come the angels of Glory, then
angels of Winds, of Clouds and Darkness, of Snow, Hail, Frost,
and so on.



CHAP. IV. VERS. I-3 167

IV. 1. Xpwioid obv wabdérros . . . dpaprias. Here also & has
érofavdvros tmép vudv: AKLP add dwep fudv after wafdvros:
BC have wafdévros only. For duaprios B has dpapriass, and this
appears to be the reading of the Aethiopic, Vulgate, and Peshito.

odv introduces the main lesson to be drawn from iii. 18-22.
‘OnAl{ecbor (one of St. Peter's dra¢ Aeydpeva) is used here in its
classical poetical sense; cf. Soph. E/L 995, dwAi{ecfar fpdoos.
*Evvowa (Heb. iv. 12) is an idea, design, or resolve, that of suffering
with patience. Here, again, Christus Patiens is our Ymoypaupds.
He suffered in the flesh and so must we ; of course, dyafomoiotvres
or &1 dikatoovvyy is implied. But St. Peter goes on to add a very
remarkable statement about this bodily suffering. It is not only
xdpis wapd @ed (ii. 20), or xpetrrov (iii. 17), but it also makes the man
better. “For he who hath suffered in the flesh hath ceased from
sin.” "Om gives the reason for émAicacfe. Ilémavra is middle, not
passive ; the meaning is, “he hath ceased to do evil,” not “he hath
been delivered from the power or guilt of sin.” ‘Apapria in 1 Peter
always means “a sinful act.” He that in meekness and fear hath
endured persecution rather than join in the wicked ways of the
heathen, can be trusted to do right; temptation has manifestly
no power over him. St. Peter does not say that our guilt is taken
away by our sufferings, or that Christ did not suffer for us all, or
that our sufferings can do us any good, except in so far as they are
borne for the love of Christ. These points do not here arise. The
passage is not to be compared with Rom. vi. 7, 6 yap dwofaviw
dedikaiwrar dmwd 75 duaprias.

2, els 10 pnrén . . . xpdrov. “So that he lives the rest of his
time in the flesh no longer by the lusts of men, but by the will of
God.” Eis 76 gives the result of wémavrac duaprias, cf. Rom. i. 20,
iv. 18, and other passages. If we take eis 76 as ‘““in order that” (cf.
iii. 7 above), we must couple it with éwAizacfe, and translate as
R.V. “ Arm yourselves with the same mind, that ye no longer should
live.” The article is used with the same easy correctness as in
ili. 3. Buboar (used in LXX,, not elsewhere in N.T.) is a classical
verb, but the first aorist (familiar in the proverb Adfe Bidaas) is
late ; the Attic form is Budvar, see Cobet, Nouae Lectiones, p. 576.
The datives émifupias, fehjpar. express the rule by which the man
shapes his life. From this verse it is evident that wafeiv cap«i, as
applied to the Christian, rather excludes than suggests the idea
of death. The prospect of martyrdom is clearly not immediately
preseat to the writer’s mind.

8. dprerds ydp . . . kavetpydofai. ‘“For the time past may
suffice to have wrought the wish of the Gentiles.” After ydp
CKLP have #juiv: R, the Coptic, and Aethiopic, suiv. For the
construction of dpkerds cf. Anthol. Graeca, ix. 749, dpkerdv olvg
alfeofar kpadiny' pi) mupl wip éraye. But a Greek would probably



168 NOTES ON THE FIRST EPISTLE OF ST. PETER

have written dpxerds & rapekn)&v@ws‘ xp(fvos‘, S, .. xa'rezpywo«
cf. Isocrates, Paneg 75D, ixavds yap 6 mapehqhvbis (xpvos), & & =i
1oy Sewdv od yéyovey ; Bov)w,p.a is used, Rom. ix. 19, of the will of
God ; here, in contrast to that will, it means the wish of heathen
neighbours who would gladly see ‘the Christians living the same
kind of life as themselves. To BovAnpa 7dv éfviv is one of the
phrases relied upon to show that the readers of the Epistle were
themselves of Gentile birth, but this is not a necessary inference
from the words. Lax Jews might, and very frequently did, adopt
the evil ways of the heathen. Possibly St. Peter is thinking of
passages such as 4 Kings xvii. 8, xal éropeifnoav 7ois Sixardpaot 7dv
¢éfvav. St. Paul uses language which implies that the general
morality of the Jews was little higher than that of the Gentiles,
Rom. ii. 21-24, ili. g-18; Eph. ii. 1-3; and ready to hand lie the
instances of the Herods, Bernice, Drusilla, and the sons of Sceva,
a chief priest (Acts xix. 14). There is a possibility again that jutv
really belongs to the text; and if it does, the writer is certainly not
addressing Gentile Christians only.

memopeupévovs &v is a Hebraism. The tense of the participle is
adapted to that of xareipydofar, cf. Gavarwlels, Cmowouyﬂas in iii. 18,
"Acélyean in classical Greek means brutality, but is used by later
writers specially of lasciviousness. The plural means either kinds
or acts of lasciviousness. OlvogpAvyla is found in the LXX. Deut.
xxi. 20, but not elsewhere in the New Testament. K&potr (Rom.
xiii. 13; Gal. v. 21) were revels, carousals, merry-makings, some-
times private, sometimes public and religious. Plato regarded them
with disapproval, as tending to foster the tyrannical licentious
character, qu. 573 D, To ,uer&. Tabra c'opra?. ‘y:.'yvovra.l. wap’ adrois
mu xdpor xati fdrean xai e-ra.tpal. kal T& ‘rozav'ra. wdvra, v dv "Epws
TUpavvos evSov olkdv Scaxvﬁepvqt 78 ijs yYvxis dwovra: Theaet. 173 D,
déimva kal oVv addyrploe xdpor. At such revels the talk seems to
have turned largely upon “Love,” which is the theme of conversa-
tion in the Symposium. By philosophers and poets such a subject
might be handled as it is by Socrates and his friends; in other
cases “Love” would signify wdvdyuos *A¢podiry. Even the excel-
lent Plutarch thought that it was absurd to be squeamish over wine,
and that it was not only excusable, but a religious duty, to let
tongues go ; the gods required this compliment to their mythological
characters Quaest. Conuzu vii. 7, Et -yap dXore p.a.Mo"ra 817 wou
1rapa. wérov wpoomarréov éori ToUTols kal Soréov els Tadra T O
T Yuxjv. Among the Romans comissari, comissator, comissatio
are words which imply debauchery, and carry with them a strong
moral disapproval (see references in Facciolati). Except in so far
as they were corrupted by Greek ideas, and this in Imperial times
is a large exception, the Romans did not regard lust and drunken-
ness as acts of religious observance.
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d0epirors eldwlolarpelais. ““Unlawful idolatries.” In Acts x.
28, the only other place where &0éuiros occurs in the New Testament,
it is used by St. Peter of that which is forbidden by the law of
Moses; and this is probably the meaning here. In classical Greek
it means “forbidden by @éus,” by the natural law of reason and
conscience. This is the sense adopted by R.V., which translates
“abominable idolatries.” The question is of importance, because,
if the meaning is * unlawful,” St. Peter would seem to be addressing
Jews, if “abominable,” then Gentiles. Many Jews fell into idolatry,
like Alexander, the nephew of Philo; and many more would be
contaminated by conniving at it. See, for a striking example of
this fact, the magical formula given by Deissmann, Bibelstudien,
p- 26 sqq., Eng. trans. p. 274, which must have been composed by a
Jew. Nor need St. Peter be taken to mean that all his readers had
joined in idol worship. The phrase forms the chief argument of
those who maintain that the Epistle was directed to Gentile readers.
But, upon the whole, the most natural supposition is that among the
Asiatic Christians were both Gentiles and Jews, and that St. Peter
uses words that touch sometimes one, sometimes the other, some-
times all alike.

4. & ¢ fevilovras . . . Phaodnpobrres. Wherein they are
amazed that ye run not with them into the same pool of reckless-
ness, blaspheming.” ‘Ev ¢, “in which thing,” “in which manner
of life” (& doedyelms xtA.), should be taken with cwrpexdvror.
The reason of the amazement is given by the genitive absolute, and
fevi{eofar é&v Twl is hardly a possible construction. Just below,
iv. 12, the verb is followed by the simple dative. Bevilew, which
properly means “to entertain a guest,” is used in later Greek in the
sense of ‘“‘to astonish”; cf. Acts xvii. 20. This “amazement” was
a fruitful source of persecution. The Christians were compelled to
stand aloof from all the social pleasures of the world, and the
Gentiles bitterly resented their puritanism, regarding them as the
enemies of all joy, and therefore of the human race. An instructive
passage will be found in Minucius Felix, xii.

Zurrpéyew expresses the blind haste of the wicked man who rushes
headlong on his pleasure; cf. Rom. iii. 15, *their feet are swift to
shed blood.” ‘Acwria (Eph. v. 18; Tit. i. 6) in Aristotle (£74. Ni.
iv. 1. 3) is opposed to ¢edd, and signifies the utter recklessness in
expenditure of the dxéAaoros, who has lost all self-control. A good
instance is to be found in the Prodigal Son. ‘Avdxvois (not found
elsewhere in the Greek Bible) means “a pouring out,” “effusion”;
hence any broadening of water, such as an estuary or a marsh, caused
by the overflow of a river. In Virg. Aen. vi. 107, “tenebrosa palus
Acheronte refuso,” Heyne explains refuso by dvayvférros. Kiihl
refers to Aelian, de an. xvi. 15, and Script. graec. apud Luper. in
Harpocr. Suidas, however, gives Blaxela, &Avois as synonyms, as
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if the word had taken a physical meaning, of the pouring out or
loosening of fibre, hence of *dissoluteness.”

Bragdnpotrres, *“blasphemers that they are,” comes with great
force at the end of the clause, so as to form a strong basis for the
following words. BMaodnuev in classical Greek has a weaker and
a stronger use, of calumniating man or God ; the difference lies, not
in the verb itself, but in the object. In Tit. iii. 2 it means merely
“to calumniate,” but it is always a stronger word than karala)ew
or Aowdopeiv, and brings out the wickedness of calumny (cf. Rom.
iii. 8; 1 Cor. iv. 13, x 30; 1 Tim. i. 20). It is used of the Jews
who reviled our Lord (Matt. xxvii. 39), and in many passages means
what we call “blasphemy,” contumely against God (Matt. ix. 3,
xxvi. 65). In the present passage the run of the sense shows that
it bears this stronger meaning. The charges made by the heathen
were not only false, but turned the Christian faith into impiety, the
Christian virtue into vice, and involved a different and blasphemous
idea of God.

6. ot amoSwoouaw Adyor. ““But they shall give account to Him
that is ready to judge quick and dead.” For the sudden vehement
use of of, compare Rom. iii. 8, &v 76 xpipa &duxdy éor. "Amodidévar
Adyov, “to render an account to a master or judge,” “to stand
trial,” generally with the implication that defence is not easy (Matt.
xil. 36 Luke xvi. 2; Acts xix. 40; Heb. xiii. 17), is to be dis-
tinguished from Adyov airelv or 8uSdvas (iii. 15 above). ‘Erofpows:
the Judge is ready; cf. cwmplay éroipny dmoxaAvpfivas, i. 5, and
yywe just below. The Judge is not here named. Above, i. 17,
He is the Father; but St. Peter connects the judgment with the
Revelation of Jesus Christ, i. 13, and with the appearance of the
Chief Shepherd, v. 4.

6. els ToiTo ydp Kkal vexpois elnyyeiofn. *For this is the
reason why the gospel was preached (not only to living, but) also
to dead, that, after they had been judged like men in flesh, they
should live like God in spirit.” T'dp introduces an explanation of
the words immediately preceding. He is ready to judge quick and
dead ; for soon the living will have heard, and the dead have already
heard the gospel. “Paratus est Judex ; nam euangelio praedicato
nil nisi finis restat,” Bengel. Nexpois must be taken in the obvious
sense of the word ; they were dead at the time when the announce-
ment was made. Further, it must have the same sense as in {dvras
xai vexpovs, that is to say, it must include all the dead, not merely
those who perished in the Flood. Einyyekiofy is impersonal ; but,
if St. Peter had meant that the agent was any other than Christ,
he must have said so expressly. The difference of tense in xpifdas,
oo, makes the former verb. antecedent in time to the latter, and
the sense is the same as if St. Peter had written {va xpifévres (Do
Judgment in the flesh is death (cf. the passage from Enoch, quoted
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on iii. 19 above, where the Deluge is spoken of as a first judgment
to be followed by a second, “when the name of the Son of Man
will be revealed unto them”). Death is that penalty which all
men alike must pay. Kard has the same force as in i. 15. Thus
we get a complete antithesis, xpifdoe answering to {doy, xara
dvbpdmovs to xard @edv, gapri to mvelpare. Life like God in spirit
is blessed life ; the object of the preaching was the salvation of the
dead ; but St. Peter does not say, and probably does not mean, that
the object was in all cases attained. The idea seems to be that
God will not judge any man finally till the whole truth has been
revealed to him. If this interpretation is right, the *preaching”
is the same that was spoken of in iii. 19, but the audience here
includes all those who had died before the Descent into Hell,
whether saints or sinners; for, if those who jmelfyoav before the
Deluge heard the Word, those who were disobedient afterwards
cannot have been shut out.

The meaning of the passage has been much debated. Augustine,
Cyril, Bede, Erasmus, Luther, and others took wexpo{ to mean
“those who were dead in trespasses and sins,” the spiritually dead,
or more especially the Gentiles (Matt. viii. 22; Eph. ii. 1; Col
il. 13); but it is impossible to suppose that St. Peter used the same
word twice, almost in the same breath, in two different senses.
Bengel explained vexpol of those first Christians who were dead in
St. Peter’s time, giving the word the sense of ““those who are now
dead.” This explanation was suggested by his belief that it was im-
possible for Christ to have preached to the dead. * Quum corpus in
morte exuitur, anima uel in malam uel in bonam partem plane figitur.
Euangelium nulli post mortem praedicatur.” But the same sense
has been given to vexpol by a number of modern commentators.
Von Soden thinks that ver. 6 is intended as a comfort, and that
St. Peter is replying to a difficulty indirectly suggested by his words
in the preceding sentence. God will soon judge both quick and
dead. “Yes,” the Christian reader might say, “the blasphemer will
have his recompense. But how will this avail our friends who have
died in the midst of suffering?” Even for them, the apostle answers,
the thought of the judgment is full of consolation; for this is the
very reason why the gospel was preached to our departed brethren,
that after death they might have eternal life. This explanation
makes our passage nearly parallel in sense to 1 Thess. iv. 13-18,
but a glance at St. Paul's words in that place will show how differ-
ently St. Peter must have expressed himself, if this had been his
meaning. Further, on this hypothesis he would surely have written
Tols Tefvnxdae Or Tols kexoiumuévols, not vexpols. Hofmann gives
vexpois the same signification, but regards the verse as a word of
menace, making ydp refer to Blacgnpoivres oi dmodugovor Adyov.
In this case the sense will be, “Let not the blasphemer think that,
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if he escapes punishment in this life, he has escaped altogether.
For this is why the gospel was preached to those who are now dead
in order that (if they listened) they might have eternal life (but if
they refused to listen, might heap up to themselves further con-
demnation).” But here we have to make a large and arbitrary
parenthesis to get the sense which Hofmann desires, and the
objections to this meaning of vexpols remain.

In very early times the elyyyeXioOn of iv. 6 was distinguished
from the éxjpvéer of iii. 19 and ascribed not to Christ, but to the
apostles ; see Hermas, Sim. ix. 16. 5-7; Clem. Alex. Strom. vi 6.
45, 46. This view was only rendered possible by the impersonality
of ew)yye)chv;, and is quite fanciful. Further, Hermas, Clement,
Irenaeus (iv. 22. 1, 2), and Ignatius (Magn. ix. 3) restrict the
preaching to the just, guided probably by the mention of the
“saints” in Matt. xxvil. 52. But, as noticed above, the use of
drebjoacw in ili. 20 seems clearly to imply that in St. Peter’s
belief the offer was made to all, though some might reject the
light in Hades, as many do reject it in this world.

7. wdvrav 8¢ 70 Téhos fyywev. “But the end of all things has
drawn near.” The “but” introduces a new train of thought
suggested by the mention of the judgment. It has drawn near,
and there is increased need for watchfulness and prayer. The day
is near (érofuny, 1. §; oAiyov dpry, 1. 6; 76 sroty.ws‘ éxovre, iv. 5; cf.
Jas. v. 8; Phil. iv. 5; Apoc. xxii. xz) It 1s nearer than it was
(Rom. xm.u), but it is not imminent (o?x évéorker, 2 Thess. ii. 2) ;
it will not come without warning; men are not to neglect their
duties,.or fall into panic terror. There is a close similarity here
between St. Peter, Mark xiv. 38 (yp'qyopaﬂ xal rpoacvxca’&), and
Luke xxi. 36 (dypvrveire 8¢ & mavri Katp@ dedpevor). For vijare cf.
i 13, v. 8; 1 Thess. v. 6; Luke xxi. 34. It may be noticed that
St. Peter says nothing about the signs of the end. Even in 2 Peter,
where the Parousia is so immediately in question, this subject is not
touched except in so far as the Mockers (2 Pet. iii. 3) belong to the
Last Days. Neither the apostle nor his readers can have felt any
interest in these speculations. They were rife at Thessalonica.
From the second century onwards, there were repeated attempts to
fix a date for the end of the world; see Alexandre, Oracwla Stbyliina,
ii. p. 485 sqq. .

8. Ty eis &avrods dydmmy éxterij &xovres. “Cherishing love
which is fervent towards one another.” "Exren is marked as predi-
cate by the position of the article. * Amor iam praesupponitur, ut
sit uehemens praecipitur,” Bengel; cf. i. 22, d\\jAovs dyamijoare
éxtevids. Both there and here Kiihl would give éxremjs the sense of
“ persistent.” The easy rapid connexion of the following sentences
with the imperative by participle and adjective &xovres, ptAdéevor,
dwaxovoivres is found also ii. 18-iii. 8 above. ’‘Aydmy els davrovs (to
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yourselves = to one another ; for this use of the reflexive, which is
not unclassical, see Blass, p. 169) is the ¢puhadeddpia of L. 22.

dydm xu)\umc m\jlos dpapridv. Charity covers,” or atones
for a multltude of sms ? In Prov. x. 12 the LXX. has uioos éyeipec
veixos, mdvras 8¢ Tods py Pplovewoivras xalvrree ¢ukia. The sense
of the Hebrew is, * Hatred stirreth up strifes, but love covereth all
transgressions.”  St. Peter’s version is nearer to the Hebrew than
that of the LXX. The meaning of the Hebrew is that, while hatred
stirs up strife by dragging the faults of others to light, charity covers
them up and hides them. This, however, can hardly be the sense
here, and certainly cannot be in Jas. v. 20, 6 émarpéfas duaprwAov
& wAdvys 880b airod odoe Yuxyy éx favdrov, kal xalter wAijfos
dpapriév. In this latter passage * cover” must signify “cover from
the sight of God,” ‘make atonement for,”—a sense suggested by
Ps. xxxi. (xxxil.) 1, paxdpiot &v dpéfnoav ai dvoplas xai &v érexalv-
¢bOqaav al dpapriar, and other passages where the verb Xipper is used
(see Cheyne, Jsaiak, ii. p. 210, n.) ; and this appears to be the meaning
of St. Peter also. The love of Christ covers sins (Luke vii. 47) ;
and love of the brethren, flowing as it does from the love of Christ,
may be regarded as a kind of secondary atonement. Brother
becomes a Christ to brother, and, in so far as he renews the great
Sacrifice, becomes a partaker in its effects and a channel through
which the effects are made operative for others. If there is any
connexion here between St. James and St. Peter, it is clear that the
former is the borrower, for the connexion of his phrase with the
verse of Proverbs can only be made clear by taking the phrase of
the latter as a help. If St. Peter had not first written dydmy kaAdmre
wAfifos duapridv, St. James never could have said that he who con
verteth a sinner xaAviyec wAijfos duapridv.

9. ¢uldtevor. By hospitality is not meant the giving of feasts
but the reception, entertainment, and relief of travellers. Inns
were rare and little used, though we read of them in two passages
of St. Luke’s Gospel, ii. 7, x. 34. The entertainment of strangers
was specially enjoined by our Lord (Matt. xxv. 35). It was to be
practised without asking questions, for thus angels might be enter-
tained unawares (Heb. xiii. 2); but became a stringent obligation
in the case of brethren, especially if they were travelling on the
affairs of the Church (Acts x. 6, xxi. 16), and_injunctions to hospi-
tality are frequent (Rom. xii. 13; 1 Tim. iii. 2, v. 10; Tit. i. 8;
3 John 5). Indeed, without a liberal practice of this virtue, the
missions of the Church would have been impossible.

10. éxacros xabbs &\afe xdpwp.a. “As each hath received a
gift mlmstenng it to one another.” St. Peter does not speak of
miraculous xapiopata, of healings, or miracles, or prophecy, or
discerning of spirits, or tongues, or interpretations (1 Cor. xii. g, 10).
Throughout the Epistle he lets fall no word to show that these
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extraordinary gifts of the Spirit existed among the Diaspora, or that
he himself attached any importance to them. Here, where the
injunction to hospitality so closely precedes, it would seem that
money, the means of hospitality, is regarded as a xdpiopa.

oixovépor. St. Paul uses “steward” of himself (1 Cor. iv. 1),
and of the Bishop (Tit. i. 7). Here every Christian is a steward.
There may be a reference to Matt. xxiv. 45, where, as here, the
mention of the good steward follows immediately on that of the
Second Coming. For wowlns see note on i. 6. Xdpis is here
the bounty of God, of which the xapiopara are the comporent

11 el 7is haket, &s ANdyia @eod. “If any man speak, speaking as
the oracles of God.” The article is omitted, as with ypa¢, il. 6 ;
but, if it be thought necessary to mark the omission, we may
translate “as oracles of God speak,” that is to say, “as Scripture
speaks,” with sincerity and gravity. The Christian’s talk is to be
modelled on the Bible. The verb Aa\etv might be used of speaking
with tongues or of prophecy (1 Cor. xiv. 2, 4), but not without a
defining addition. Words reveal the character, and should always
be “words of grace,” whether addressed to the heathen (the éroloyla
of iil. 15) or to the brethren. We may compare Jas. iii. ; Matt.
xii. 37. Adyia means Scripture. The word originally signifies
“oracles,” and was borrowed from Greek heathenism by Jews and
Christians. Ta& Adywa sometimes means specially the Ten Com-
mandments (Aristeas in Eus. Praep. Eu. viii. 9. 27; Acts vii. 38 ;
Philo in Eus. A. E. ii. 18. 5; Basil, e S. S. xili. 30). Philo, how-
ever, uses Adywa or xpnopol of all the writings of Moses, the only
portion of Scripture of which he expressly treats. Oix dyvod pév
odv, &s wdvra elol xpnopol, doa & rais lepals PiBlois yéypawrar,
xpnobéres 8 adroi—immediately after this he employs the word
Adyw, Vita Mosts, iii. 23 (ii. 163). In the De Praemiis et Poents, 1
(ii. 408), he says that there were three species of “the Adéywa given
by the prophet Moses,” the cosmogonical, the historical, and the
legislative. When he speaks of “the Ady:a given by the prophet
Moses,” he implies that there were other Adywa given by other
prophets, and as he expressly applies the word “oracles” to the
narrative portions of Scripture, it would seem that the Adywa in his
view include the whole Hebrew Bible. Though he deals at large
only with the Mosaic books, he quotes freely from the historical
books, from Job, Psalms, Proverbs, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Hosea, Jonah,
Zechariah. In Rom. iii. 2 ; Heb. v. 12, 7& Adyia means the Hebrew
Bible. As Christian writings gained currency and authority the
same title was extended to them ; see Clem. Rom. xiii., xix., liii.,
Ixii., and 2 Clem. xili. When Polycarp speaks of ra Adywa Tod Kvpiov
as including the history of the Resurrection (Phil. vi.), he means
the Gospels, and embraces under the term not only the words of
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our Lord, but the narrative; and there can be little doubt that
Adywa Kupuaxd was used in the same sense by Papias (Eus. 4. E. iii.

39. 1, 16). Ephrem Syrus, according to Photius, dxvxded the New
Testament into Kvpuaxa Adyie and dmoorolixa xqpv-yp.a.'ra and it is
probable that all the earher writers restricted Adywa to the Gospels.
Eusebius, however, uses 75 Adywor of a historical passage in Acts
(#. E.ii. 10. 1), and in his time the word denotes all Holy Scripture,
Jewish or Christian. Socrates (A. £. iii. 20) calls the prophecy
that not one stone of the temple should be left upon another 76
r0d Swrfipos Adywov, the “oracle,” or “prediction” of Christ. This
is an unusual but quite proper use of the word. The meaning of
Adywa has been much disputed: the reader may consult Heinichen’s
note on Eus. A. E. iii. 19. 15; Lightfoot, Essays on Supernatural
Religion, p. 172 sqq. ; Salmon, Jntroduction to the New ITestament,
p. 98 sqq. ; Weiss, Lehrbuck der Einlestung, pp. 486 sqq., 492 sqq.,
and the Introductions generally.

The R.V. translates our passage, “If any man speak, speaking
as it were oracles of God,” taking Adywa as accusative ; and many
commentators follow Bengel in this mode of explaining the words.
There are, however, serious objections to this rendering. In the
first place, we must give different senses to &s after Saxovoivres and
after Aalei: in the former case it will represent w7, in the latter
guasi or fanguam. But, further, what tolerable sense can be
gathered from the words “as it were oracles of God”? Dean
Alford, who follows the same construction as R.V.,, thinks that the
admonition is addressed to the prophet, and that what St. Peter
means is that' the prophet “is to speak what he does speak as
God’s sayings (oracles), not as his own.” But AaAeiv alone cannot
signify Aeletv & wvedpare, and who would exhort a prophet to speak
as if his utterances were not his own, when this is the very essence
of all prophecy? Or, if it be supposed that the teacher is meant,
how could he be recommended to speak quasi-oracles? It is the
very thing that a teacher ought to avoid.

€l ns Biakovel. All Christians are “ ministers,” as was the Son
of Man (Matt. xx. 28, xxiii. 11). They are to render their services
not by way of patronage, with any show or feeling of superiority,
but “as of strength which God supplies,” with humble acknow-
ledgment that all their power of doing good is given by God. s is
in Attic attraction ; other instances will be found in Bruder.

va &v wéor Sofdqum 6 @eds Sud * inood Xpworot. On the apostohc
doxologies (Gal. i. 5; Rom. xi. 36, xvi. 27 ; Phil iv. 20; Eph. iii.
21; 1 Tim. i 17, vi. 16; 2 Tim. iv. 18; Heb. xiiil. 21; 1 Pet. iv.
11, v. 11; 2 Pet. iii 18 Jude 25; Apoc. i. 6, v. 13, vii. 12) see
Westcott, Hebrews, p. 464, Bingham, xiv. 2. t; Hooker, Eccl. Pol.
v. 42. 7. Glory is given to God “through Christ ” in three (Rom.
xvi. 27; 1 Pet. iv. 11; Jude 25; so also in Clem. Rom. lviii.). In
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later times this became an Arian watchword ; see Basil, 2 S. S. i. 3;
Socrates, i. 21 ; Theodoret, ii. 23.

&éorir ) 888a. The collocation of the words is rightly considered
by Hofmann and von Soden to show that the doxology is addressed
to Christ, as are those in 2 Tim. iv. 18 ; 2 Pet. iii. 18 ; Apoc. i 6.
It is hardly to be supposed that any serious writer would lay himself
open to misunderstanding on so grave a point, when by merely
throwing back the words &:a "Iygob Xpiorod he could have prevented
all possibility of mistake. The same remark will apply to Heb. xiii.
20, 21. The Christian doxologies, except that in 2 Pet. iii. 18 (for
the Jewish form see i. 3), end with Amen. Our Lord used this
word, in a manner peculiar to Himself, to affirm His own utterances,
not those of another person; and this usage was adopted by the
Church. See Dalman, Worte Jesu, p. 185. Dr. Chase says that
the addition of Amen marks the formula as liturgical, Zhe Lord’s
Prayer in the Early Church, p. 170.

12. p3) fevileoBe . . . Gs £évou Opiv oupBaivorros. *“Be not
amazed by the fiery trial in your midst, since it is sent to prove
you, as though some amazing thing were happening to you.”
Ovpwois is used Apoc. xviii. 9, 18, of the conflagration which
devours Babylon. Here, however, the allusion is to the fire by
which gold is tested, and the word is probably taken from Prov.
xxvil. 21, Soxiptov dpyvply xal xpuord wipwaws: cf. Ps. xvi. (xvil) 3,
¢mipwoas. See i. 7 above. What St. Peter desires to bring out is
not so much the fierceness of the heat and the pain, as the refining
power of fire. “Trial by fire ” would perhaps be a better transla-
tion than “fiery trial” On {evilecfac see iv. 4. The participle
ywopévy without article is adverbial.

18. xaipere. Even now the Christian may rejoice in the thought
that he is a partaker in the sufferings of his Master ; but dyaA\iaosts,
exultation, rapture, is reserved for the Revelation. Compare i. 6—9.
“Partake in suffering” is a phrase which seems to imply that the
Christian not only suffers like Christ, but that his sufferings produce
in their degree the same result as Christ’s. The same thought, as
von Soden points out, is involved in the section iii. 17-iv. 6.

14. et dvedileofe &v dvépars Xpiorod paxdpion. “If ye are re-
proached in (in the matter of, for, or, possibly, by) the Name of
Christ, blessed are ye.” There is a striking resemblance here to
Matt. v. 11, 12, pakdpiol éore Srav dveldiowar Tuds kai Sidéwot, xai
€rwo  xdv wopdv xal’ Spdv Yevdopevor &vexev éuod. Xalpere xal
dyalMidofe. For paxdpior see note on iii. 14. This is the only
passage in the New Testament where dvopa Xpiorod occurs. Else-
where we find dvopa Kuplov, ‘Inaod, ‘Incod Xpiarod, ov Kvplov Inood
Xpiorov, Tod Kupiov "Inaod, Tod Kuplov fudv "Incod Xporov. St. Peter
constantly uses “Christ” alone; but there is a special reason for
his doing so here, where he is leading up to “ Chnstian.” Suffering



CHAP. IV. VER, I} 177

for the Name is a common phrase, cf. Matt. xix. 29; Acts v. 41,
ix, 16, xxi. 13. The most serious and pressing form of suffering as
yet is reproach, not imprisonment or death, cf. ii. 12.

O7u 10 Tijs 86éys . . . dvamaletar. *“ Because the Spirit of glory
and of God resteth upon you.” The phrase is from Is. xi. 2, xai
dvamraverar ém’ atrov mrvedpa Tod @eod. The article is repeated with
great emphasis, “ the Spirit of glory, yes, the Spirit of God.” He
is the Spirit who enables us to glorify God through suffering. He
rests upon the Christian as the Shechinah rested on the tabernacle,
and brings a foretaste (cf. xapd 8edofaopévy, i. 8) of that glory which
is fully given at the Revelation. The Spirit of glory is a spirit of
power ; through this power the conduct of, the Christian puts his
adversaries to shame (iii. 16), and his words are unanswerable.
Adfa is here selected as the attribute of the Spirit, because of the
preceding dveidilecfe: the Spirit turns reproach into glory. St
Peter cannot mean “ the temper of glory and of God” ; see note on
ili. 4. Here, as elsewhere, by Spirit he means spiritual being or ghost.
How he would, if challenged on the point, have distinguished the
Ghost (i. 2), the Ghost of Christ (i. 11), the Ghost of God, is not
easy to say, but we must allow the chain of later belief its due
weight.

15. &5 doveds, §) xhéwms, % kakomouds, § ds &\Norploemioxomos.
*“As a murderer, or a thief, or an evil-doer, or as meddling with
things forbidden.” Tdoxew is simply “to suffer”; the verb does
not define the nature of the suffering, nor the manner, whether by
legal process or otherwise, in which it is inflicted. ®ovels, a
murderer, in the ordinary sense of the word. We are not to dis-
cern here an allusion to the charges of child-slaying and canni-
balism brought against Christians at a later date. A Christian
might quite well be guilty of murder. The times were wild, and
conversions must often have been imperfect. According to
Apollonius, one Alexander, a Montanist, was condemned for
brigandage (Eus. A. E. v. 18. 9). Clement of Alexandria tells of
a favourite disciple of St. John who became captain of a band of
robbers; Mjorapxos #v Praidraros, parpovdraros, xalewdraros,
Q. D. S. 42. There were men in the Apostolic Church who had
been xAémras, and were still in danger of falling back into evil ways,
see 1 Cor. vi. 10; Eph. iv. 28. For xaxomoiés see note on ii. 12.

dAorproerrioromos is a word not found elsewhere, and probably
coined by St. Peter. How easily it could be formed is shown by
the passage quoted by Zahn from Epictetus, iii. 22. 97, of ydp ra
dAAdrpia wolvmpaypover (6 kuvikds), 6rav T dvpdmwa émoxony. The
exact meaning is not certain, but, as the compound must signify
“one who busies himself about ra éA\Aérpia,” we can classify and
compare the different senses which are possible.

1. d&MAdrpios may mean “that which belongs to another,” and
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has been supposed to refer (@) to other people’s money,—hence
the Vulgate has alienorum appetstor ; Calvin and Beza, alient cupidus.
But émiororos can hardly mean “one who covets,”—(4) to other
people’s affairs generally. Thus in Tertullian, Scorpiace, 12, the
old Latin version has alient speculator ; A.V. “a busybody”; R.V.
‘“a meddler in other men’s matters.” In this way we get a tenable
sense for érioxomos, but meddlesomeness seems a trivial offence to
be ranked in such a list as that given here. Yet moAvmpaypooivy
was regarded as a high social misdemeanour, and a Christian might
give great offence by ill-timed protests against common social
customs, such as the use of garlands, or of “meat offered to idols ”
at dinner parties. The word might even be so understood as to
convey a reproof of all needless defiance of paganism, such as that
of the Christian who would strike with his stick the statue of a god
in the open market-place ; see Origen, contra Celsum, vii. 36, 62,
vili. 35, 38, 39, 41; Minucius Felix, 8; Tert. de Jdol. 11; ad
uxorem, ii. 5 ; Prudentius, wepi ored. iii. 130. The Church always
discouraged these extravagances of zeal.

2. dA\Adrpros may also mean that which is “foreign to a man’s
character,” and from this point of view, again, two different explana-
tions are possible. (a) The Christian may here be warned against
conduct which “does not befit him as a citizen.” AM\orpiompayety
(see Liddell and Scott) was used like wolvmrpaypoveiv in a political
sense ( = nouas res moliri). It is just possible that St. Peter is here
admonishing his readers against sedition, and repeating in another
form the advice given above, ii. 13.

Under this head will fall the explanation given by Professor
Ramsay (Church in the Roman Empire, pp. 293 nofe, 348 note),
who thinks ‘“that the word refers to the charge of tampering with
family relationships, causing disunion and discord, rousing discon-
tent and disobedience, and so on.”

(6) But it seems best to understand d\Aérpios as referring to
things ““ which do not befit a Christian.” The word is constantly
used in the LXX. for “outlandish,” “unlawful,” *“heathen,” thus
we have @ecol dAAdrpior frequently ; wop d\Aérpiov, Lev. x. 1; Num.
iii. 4 ; édéopara dAAdrpua, Sir. xl. 29; cf. Justin, Z7ypho, 30, d éorwv
dMorpia Tijs GeooefBeias 7ob @eod. There were many trades which
the heathen themselves regarded as disgraceful, those of the /anista,
the Jeno, the kistrio, and so on. Almost all trades were intimately
allied with heathenism ; every object might be adorned with images
of gods (Tert. de Zdol. 3). A Christian might even be a matke-
maticus (Tert. de Idol. 9): indeed there were innumerable ways in
which he might be drawn into the gravest inconsistencies, and
many so-called Christians lived half-heathen lives, as we learn
from Hermas and Tertullian. Such conformity to heathen customs
would bring upon the Christian the charge of hypocrisy or cowardice,
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and this charge carries with it penalties which the pagans would
take delight in making as severe as possible.

It will be observed that the meanings given under (2) are not
mutually exclusive and may possibly all be right. The repetition
of &s before dA\orpioemioxoros seems to show that St. Peter is not
adding another offence, but summing up all possible offences in a
comprehensive e# cetera.  * Neither as murderer, nor thief, nor evil-
doer generally, nor, in a word, as a bad Christian.” The movement
of thought is from particular to general, from special crimes to all
lawlessness and immorality, and from this again to all actions for-
bidden by the still wider rule of the faith.

16. ei 3¢ ds Xpomiavds. *‘But if he suffers as a Christian, let
him not be ashamed.” « has xpnoravds, B xpetoriavds. Possibly
we might translate “as a Christite,” or ““as a Chrestian,” for it may
be that St. Peter uses the word here as a nickname given to the
“brethren” by Gentile scorn. If it had been in common use
among the members of the Church, St. Paul could hardly have
avoided some reference to the fact in 1 Cor. i. 13. The name
Christian was first given to the brethren at Antioch (Acts xi. 26),
probably at the time when St. Luke notices its emergence, during
the year which St. Paul spent in that city (about a.p. 43). A
Gentile Church had been formed there by Barnabas and Paul; this
new development would excite attention, and the word was coined
probably by the Gentile Antiochenes who were notorious for their
factions, biting tongues, and ingenuity in framing party epithets.
The Jewish nickname for the disciples of Christ was Na{wpafo
(Acts xxiv. 5). The word Christian is of Latin formation; it is
made upon the analogy of many party names which appeared
during the civil wars, Sullani, Mariani, Caesariani, Pompeiani, and
so on. But this Roman fashion had been caught up by the
Greeks ; thus in the Gospels we find ‘Hpwdiavel.  St. Luke’s words,
“the disciples were first called Christians at Antioch,” imply that
the name rapidly became current, and it was used by Agrippa
(Acts xxvi. 28). By A.D. 64 it was in the mouth of the populace in
Rome (Tac. Ann. xv. 44 ; Suet. Nero, 16), and possibly it is to be
found among some mutilated and obscure words scribbled on a
wall in Pompeii before a.D. 79 (a facsimile of them will be found
in Aubé, Histoire de I Eglise, i. p. 41 7). By the time of Ignatius
it had been completely accepted by the Church (Eph. xi. z;
Rom. iii. ; Polycarp, vii.). Either it had lost its original reproach,
as has been the case with many other nicknames, such as Whig
and Tory, or it was embraced for the very reason that it had not
lost it.

The true original form of the nickname is doubtful. Professor
Blass, following the authority of the Sinaitic MS. (which gives the
same spelling in both passages of Acts and here), thinks that it
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was Chrestianus. Chrestus (Good) was a proper name familiar to
Gentile ears (it is found thirteen times in the Corpus Inscriptionum
Atticarum, and in Suetonius, Claudius, 25, we find “impulsore
Chresto™), while Christus was an unknown word. Chrestianus was
certainly in common use among the Gentiles (Justin, 4pol. i. 55;
Tert. Apol. 3), but Tertullian implies that this form was not
universal. Lactantius (/. 0. i. 4) ascribes it to ignorance, but this
does not touch the point. It is very possible that Professor Blass is
right; at the same time it should be observed that the difference of
sound between Xpioriavds, Xpyoriavds, and Xpewariavds (the reading
of B) would be imperceptible, and that the two latter spellings may
be merely instances of Etacism. Theories have been built upon
this interesting word affecting both the date of 1 Peter and the
historical character of Acts. It has been found possible to main-
tain that the term * Christian” originated in Rome not before the
time of Trajan. The reader will find the literature on the subject
given in the article on Christian in Hastings’ Dictionary of the Bible.

pd) aloxurvéobu. If St. Peter had been preparing his readers for
martyrdom he must have used much stronger language; cf. Heb.
x. 38, 39, xi. 35-37, xii. 4. The sufferings which a Christian
may have to undergo do not, as a rule, extend beyond reproach
and insult (dvedileafar), or cause any worse trial than false shame
and moral cowardice, which, though grave sins, do not need to be
dwelt upon,

Sofatérw 8¢ Tdv Gedv &v TH dvépam Todre. “But let him glorify
God in this name (the name of Christian).” K L P, other later MSS.,
and Theophylact have & 7§ péper Tovre (cf. 2 Cor. iii. 10, ix. 3).
Hence A.V. and some commentators translate “on this behalf.”
But the true reading is no doubt évéuari, and dvopa can only be
rendered “name.” In Mark ix. 41 the R.V. translates év évipar
dr. Xpiorod éore, “because ye are Christ'’s,” but the A.V. correctly
has “in my name because ye belong to Christ.” There is no other
passage in the New Testament where dvopa can mean “ reason” or
“account,” nor does the word appear to possess this sense in
Greek. In Latin koc nomine (a phrase derived from the names or
headings in a ledger) sometimes means “ on this account”; but we
must not confuse the idioms of the two languages without authority.

dofalérw is in strong antithesis to aloxvéofw as 86fa to dvedos
just above. It is for this purpose that the Spirit of glory rests upon
the Christian. For the union of glory and suffering cf. i. r1.

17. 31. 8 kapds. “For it is the time appointed for the judg-
ment to begin with the household of God.” It is best to supply
simply éori: after the neuter verb the article may be used with a
definite predicate, cf. Matt. xxvi. 63, e oV € &6 Xpiords, 6 vids 7oV
®co?, and Mark xiii. 33, odx oiare yap more 6 xaipds éorw. Kpipa
is used here in the sense of «piots, cf. Acts xxiv. 25 ; Heb. vi. 2
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Apoc. xx. 4. Verbals in -pa and -ots not infrequently interchange
meanings, for instance dyis and §, Spapa, The olkos @eod is not quite
the same as the olkos mvevuarikds of ii. 5. What St. Peter means
here is the household or family, Christians considered not as Lving
stones, but as stewards, ministers, servants. But why does he say
that judgment begins with or from the household of God?
Perhaps he is thinking of the parable of the Pounds (Luke xix.),
where, after the good and bad servants have been dealt with,
sentence is pronounced upon “the enemies.” There is no
apparent reference to a First and Second Resurrection (1 Thess.
iv. 17; 1 Cor. xv. 23; Apoc. xx. 4, 5). Alford finds a reference
to Jer. xxv. 15 sqq.; Zeph. i ii, and other passages where the
prophet sees the day of the Lord coming first to Jerusalem, and
then passing on in a widening circle to the whole earth. But none
of these passages expresses distinctly the idea that the chosen people
will be judged first and the heathen afterwards. The meaning
appears to be that the sufferings of the Christians are the actual
beginning of the final judgment ; so Bengel says, “ Unum idemque
est iudicium a tempore euangelii per apostolos praedicati usque ad
iudicium extremum.” Thus the én with which the verse begins
seems to introduce a second reason for steadfastness. The first lies
in dofalérw: the second is that this wJpwois is the immediate pre-
liminary to salvation or deliverance. Hence they may commit
their souls to God in unshaken confidence. Thus the words of
menace are parenthetical and secondary. Kiihl thinks that the
dmefoivres, here and in ii. 8, are the Jews whom the apostle judges
more severely than the heathen, supposing that ii. 11, 12, iil
14~16 refer espec1ally to the latter. But we have a similar flash
of denunciation in ¢l droddaover Adyov, iv. 5, which certainly is
pointed at the heathen.

18. el & Bikawos. See iii. 12, 14. To St. Peter as to Clement
of Alexandria, Strom. vi. 6. 47, 8ixaios dikalov xafo Sikaids éorw ob
Suapéper. Christian righteousness *exceeds” that of Jews (Matt.
v. 20), but is essentially of the same character. The righteous is
“hardly saved ” because he “ comes out of much tribulation,” Apoc.
vii. 14. If they have been safely led through this ordeal the final
judgment brings not dread but dyaAAiaots (iv. 13). The words are
from the LXX. version of Prov. xi. 31. The Hebrew original is,
“ Behold, the righteous shall be recompensed in the earth: how
much more the wicked and the sinner.”

19. @ote xai. The words pick up the thread ot consolation,
which has been tangled for a moment by the sudden thought of the
sinners and their doom. There is some question whether the xal
should be taken with oi wdoxovres or with mapariféofuoay, but the
latter course seems the better. Translate, ¢ Wherefore also let them
that suffer commit.” The imperative introduces a new injunction.
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Let them not only glorify, but also trust God. For xara 75 6éAnpa
108 @eod, cf. {ii. 17. IIword xriory, “to a faithful Creator,” may be a
reminiscence of the prayer of Jonathan in 2z Macc. i. 24, which
begins, Kvpte, Kdpie 6 @eds, 6 wdvrwv xriocrys. The epithet miords is
selected, because of the trust implied in mwaparfésfuwoay, the title
Creator, because it involves power which is able, and love which is
willing to guard His creatures. That St. Peter, speaking to
Christians, should have here given this name to God, instead of
Father or Saviour, shows in a striking way how deeply the Old
Testament affected his thoughts. The word «riomys does not occur
elsewhere in the New Testament, but is used of God, not only by
Philo, de Somn. i. 16 (i. 634), but by Clement of Rome, xix. 2;
Aristides, Apology, xv., xvil. ; and Clement of Alexandria, Dindorf,
vol. iii. p. 507. The love of God displayed in creation is used by
St. Paul as an argument in addresses to heathen, Acts xiv. 15,
xvil. 25 ; cf. also Rom. i. 20; but the nearest parallel to St. Peter’s
phrase will be found in the Sermon on the Mount, Matt. vi. 26 sqq.

mapariféobuoar. ““Let them commit their souls, or rather
“ deposit them in safe keeping.” Cf. Ps. xxx. (xxxx) 5, els xeipds gov
wapathjoopat 70 mvelpd pov: Luke xxiii. 46. aparifecbar is used in
the classics of giving one’s money into the safe keeping of a friend.
In days when there were no banks this was constantly done by
people going on a long journey, and such a deposit (wapabijxy,
wapaxarabiixny) was regarded as entailing a peculiarly sacred obliga-
tion, which none could violate or think of violating without the
deepest guilt. See the story of Glaucus, son of Epicydes, Herod.
vi. 86. The use of the verb is illustrated by Acts xiv. 23, mapéferro
abrovs ¢ Kuply els dv werw'rsuxewav XX 32, waparifepar vpuds 1
Oe: 1 Tim. i. 18, Tavry rqv vapayya\tav maparifepal ooe: 2 Tim.
ii. 2, Tabra rapaaov -rrw'roc.s dvfpamois: in the last passage the de-
positaries are to be mworol, “ trusty,” and probably in the first els
ov memoreikagarv is “on whom they had trusted.” The noun
mapabiry is found 1 Tim. vi. 20; 2 Tim. i. 12, 14; in all these
places wapakarafijxn occurs as a variant.

& &yafomoila. Well-doing, diligent obedience in the midst of
suffering is the sign of trust. St. Peter does not seem to be
thinking of Quietism, but his words form a barrier against that form
of error.

V. 1. mpeoBurépous obv & dpiv wapaxald. “The presbyters
therefore among you I exhort.” The reading here given is that of
A B, which is followed by the great textual critics; KL P and
other authorities omit odv: X has mpeoBurépovs odv Tovs & Uuiv:
K L P, the bulk of the later MSS., the Vulgate, Coptic, and Syriac,
and some Fathers have wpeoBuvrépovs Tovs & duiv. It seems highly
doubtful whether we should read olv, or Tovds, or odv tovs. Odv
introduces some special applications of the general exhortation just
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given. The omission of the article appears to have no significance.
If it is to be insisted upon, the translation will be “I exhort
presbyters,” “such as are presbyters.” It has been so pressed as to
give the meaning * presbyters, if there are any”; and so to imply a
doubt in St. Peter’s mind whether these officials existed in all the
Churches addressed; but this, as von Soden points out, is im-
possible in view of iii. 1, where ywvaixes cannot mean “wives, if
there are any.” It seems evident from the words which follow that
these personages possessed considerable authority, and were in the
proper sense of the word officials. Age is still a general qualifica-
tion for the office ; the original sense of elder is not quite extinct.
But mpeoBirepos is distinctly used not only as an official designation,
but as a personal title (here and in 2 and 3 John), and it is better to
mark this fact by translating it presbyter or priest, just as it is
better to render érioxomos by bishop in Philippians or the Pastoral
Epistles, but by overseer in Acts and 1 Peter.

We read of presbyters at Jerusalem, Acts xi. 3o0; they were
ordained xar’ éxkAnolav by Paul and Barnabas on the First Mission
Journey, Acts xiv. 23; and they existed at Ephesus, Acts xx. 17,
Presbyters receive the money brought from Antioch to Jerusalem
by Barnabas and Saul, Acts xi. 30; apostles, presbyters, and
brethren form the Council of Jerusalem, Acts xv. 23; the
presbyters form so important a part of the Council that the Decree
was attributed to apostles and presbyters alone, Acts xvi. 4.
Presbyters of Ephesus were summoned to Miletus by St. Paul as
representatives of their Church, Acts xx. 17; they knew the
apostle’s doctrine, #6id. 21 ; were his natural defenders, :d. 26,
34 ; had been made “ overseers ” over the flock by the Holy Ghost
to “ shepherd ” the Church, #6d. 28 ; with a special view to keeping
out erroneous doctrines; the “shepherd” is to resist the “ wolf,”
ibid. 29.

Ingthese passages the presbyter appears as treasurer, member of
the Church parliament, ambassador, shepherd ; as teacher, as exer-
cising some kind of authority in faith and discipline, as deriving
his power from the Holy Ghost, as ordained (xeporovev) by the
apostles; and we gather also that there were as a rule many
presbyters in each Church.

On the other hand, in the Gentile Church of Antioch, about the
year 45 A.D., prophets and teachers (it has been supposed on the
msufficient ground of the repeated re that Barnabas, Symeon, and
Lucius belong to the former class, Manaen and Saul to the latter)
minister (Aectovpyoiod) to the Lord, and receive a special mandate
from the Holy Ghost to set apart (d¢opifewv) Barnabas and Saul for
mission work, Acts xiii. 1-3. But neither this passage (see Intro-
duction, p. 44) nor Acts xv. 32 forms an exception to the statement
that in Acts the prophet is one who sees visions, utters predictions,
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or delivers to the Church special revealed and occasional mandates,
and whose province is entirely distinct from that of the presbyter.

In James, 1 Peter, the Johannine Epistles, and the Apocalypse
the presbyter appears to hold the same position as in Acts. In
James he is called in by the sick that he may pray over them and
anoint them, v. 14; in the Apocalypse four and twenty presbyters
sit round the throne, as in later times we find them sitting in a
semicircle round the altar. In the Pauline Epistles the presbyter
is not mentioned except in 1 Timothy and Titus, when he is
identified with the bishop, and teaching is one of his functions,
1 Tim. iii. z; Tit. i. 9. The bishop appears also with the deacon
in the address of Philippians, but the presbyter is not mentioned in
that Epistle,

IpeoBirepos is a familiar official designation among the Jews,
and denotes a member of the local BovA# or ewédpiov which ad-
ministered the local affairs of towns or villages, and acted in
particular as a judicial body (Deut. xix. 12; Judg. viii. 14 ; Matt.
x. 17). Such local courts existed throughout the country of the
Jews, and consisted usually of at least seven elders with two
Levites to act as officers. Some of the seven were priests (Schiirer,
Jewisk People in Time of Jesus Christ, Eng. trans. ii. 1, p. 150 5qq.).
Smaller owédpia were subordinate to larger, and after the Greek
period (it is doubtful to what extent before) all were subject to the
great Sanhedrin of Jerusalem, which consisted of seventy-one
members, elected by co-optation, and admitted to office by the
laying on of hands. The designation elder belonged in a general
way to every member (r Macc. vii. 33) as one of the yepovsia
(z Macc. i. 10), but a distinction is made between dpxepets,
vypaupateis, and mpeoBirepor (Gospels and Acts passim). Those who
were neither members of the high priest’s family nor professional
lawyers were simply elders, under which name both priests and
laymen might be included (Schiirer, ii. 1. 165sgq.).

The Elders of the loca! Sanhedrin were also elders of the
synagogue (Schiirer, ii. 2. §8). As such they had exclusive direction
of all religious matters, and possessed the power of excommunica-
tion. But they did not in their official capacity take any part in
public worship. In the synagogue no special officer was appointed
to preach, pray, or read the Scriptures. The lessons were fixed, and
the prayers were written, but any member of the congregation might
officiate with the permission of the dpyiworvvdywyos, who as a rule
was an elder.

Schiirer notices (ii. 2. 249) that in inscriptions belonging to the
Diaspora, though we find yepovaudpyns and dpxwv used as personal
titles, wpeaBurepos is never so employed. For pagan usage, see
Deissmann, s.2.

The designation elder or presbyter, which, uniess Acts is a
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romance, is certainly many years older than bishop, is generally
supposed with sufficient reason to have passed over from the
synagogue to the Church. It does not follow that the offices were
identical in the Church and in the synagogue. Indeed the passages
cited above show that the Christian presbyter was not only an
administrative, but also a spiritual officer. The circumstances of
the Church would make this change inevitable. The new congrega-
tions would require to be instructed not only in the gospel, but in
the whole Bible, and this duty would need to be assigned to mworrot
dvfpwmor.  Further, instruction was the preliminary to baptism,
that is to say, to admission into the community ; here there was a
most important difference between synagogue and church, and
none but a highly trusted person could be allowed to confer the
Christian franchise. We are not directly informed whether the
presbyter actually officiated in public worship. Since the publica-
tion of the Doctrine of the Twelve Apostles in 1883, there has been
a tendency to suppose that this was the function of the prophet.
But, on the other hand, it may be urged (2) that this cannot be
gathered from the New Testament itself ; (5) that the term prophet
is limited to one ‘“who has a revelation ” (1 Cor. xiv. 30); (¢) that
the condition of the Church of Corinth was quite abnormal ; (&) that
prophetesses, who were common, could not have led the service
even in a Pauline church; (¢) that even in the Doctrine the function
of the prophet is confined to prophecy and to extemporary inspired
outbursts of thanksgiving at the Eucharist ; (f) that the Doctrine
is probably not older than the fourth century, and that its character
is exceedingly doubtful; (g) that in the majority of churches it is
dubious whether there were any prophets at all. In the Apocalypse
(v. 8, 9) the presbyters offer to the Lamb the prayers of saints and
sing the new song. This passage is strongly in favour of the tradi-
tional view, and 1 Peter may be held to make in the same direction.
Nevertheless it must be admitted that the Pauline Epistles (exclud-
ing the Pastorals) are extraordinarily silent about the presbyter.
Not only is the name not used, but there is hardly a trace of the
existence of the authority under this or any other title; and from
this fact and from the use of bishop in Philippians it might be
inferred that the Churches of Macedonia and Achaia had, at any
rate at first, an organisation unlike that of other communities.
From the Pastoral Epistles, Clement of Rome, and Polycarp,
bishop and presbyter appear to have been used for a time as
alternative names for the same personage. We might suppose
that, towards the end of his ministry, St. Paul brought his special
adherents into line with the rest of the Church, and that the fusion
of the two titles was a consequence of this reunion. It is worth
notice that the peculiar Isaianic nomenclature of the Epistle to the
Philippians had a long life. There were, in the time of Constantine,
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Novatians and Montanists who had bishops and deacons, but
apparently no presbyters (Sozomen, vii. 19). The same usage was
to be found in Arabia and Cyprus, and existed also in the Churches
for which the Doctrine was compiled. It would be vain, in the
absence of definite information, to ask whether these communities
were survivors of a distinct Pauline Church, whether they had
attempted at a later date to revive the Pauline organisation, or
whether, owing to the smallness of their settlements and from reasons
of convenience, they had simply allowed the presbyterate to drop.

There has been much discussion on these topics, and many
different opinions are held. The reader may consult Lightfoot’s
Excursus in his edition of Prkilippians ; Hatch, Bampton Lectures;
Gore, Christian Ministry ; the editions of the Didacke, especially
that of Harnack; the articles of Dr. Sanday, Dr. Harnack, and
others in vols. v. and vi. of the third series of the Expositor ; Pro-
fessor Gwatkin's articles on Biskop and Church Government in
Hastings’ Dictionary of the Bible ; Hort, Christian Ecclesta.

8 oupmpeoBirepos. Not a fellow-presbyter, but #z4e fellow-
presbyter whom you know so well. For the word ovpmpeoBirepos
(not found elsewhere in the New Testament) see Eus. Z. E. v.
16. s, vn 5 6, 11. 3. 20; Chrys. Hom. i. in Ep Phil. 1 (x1 194B),
oaev xkai viv wollol O'U,u.'rrpeaﬂv‘repm émiokomor ypadovot xal

“ owdiaxdve.” The first title which St. Peter gives himself involves
a claim to their affection ; the second, to their reverence.

pdprus. The term is best taken here of “an eye-witness,” as
in Acts i. 8, 22, 1i. 32, iil. 15, v. 32, x. 39, 41. In this sense pdprvs
is practically equivalent to dmdarohos. St. Paul claims the title for
himself as given by revelation, Acts xxii. 15, éoy pdprvs abrd wpds
wdvras dvfpdmovs dv édpakas kal fxoveas. His vision had made
him an eye-witness. When he says in 1 Cor. xv. 15, éuaprupijoaper
ket 700 @eoV S7t fyerpev Tov Xpiordy, he does not mean merely
that he had preached the Resurrection, but that he had testified to
it as a fact of which he was assured by the evidence of his own
senses. Kiihl and others understand “witness” here to mean no
more than “preacher,” on the ground that, as St. Peter by the use
of the word aguumrpesBirepos has just put himself on a level with the
other presbyters, he cannot intend in his next words to exalt him-
self above them, but there is no force in this objection ; the climax
is quite natural, and the author calls himself dwdorodos in the
address. Further, if he meant only *fellow-preacher,” the word
auppdprus lay ready to his hand. If Kihl is right, the three epithets
are all brotherly: *fellow-presbyter, fellow-preacher, fellow-heir of
glory.” Professor Harnack (Ckronologie, p. 452) takes the meaning
to be that the author is a witness of the sufferings of Christ by
reason of the sufferings which he had himself endured for the
Name. Luther and Calvin held this view. But a witness witnesses
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to truth or fact. A witness of the sufferings of Christ is one who is
in a position to certify that the sufferings actually occurred. There
are special and appropriate phrases for those who imitate the
patience of their Master ; they are said to partake in the sufferings
of Christ (1 Pet. iv. 13), to be conformed to Christ’s: death (Phil.
iii. 10), and so on. In the Apocalypse (ii. 13) pdprus is used in its
familiar later sense of one who suffers even unto death for the truth ;
but it would be extremely difficult to introduce this meaning into
the phrase pdprvs tév wafnudrov. Jilicher (Einleitung in das
Neue Testament, p. 134) remarks on theword pdprvs, that no one
who had really known Jesus in the flesh could have written an
Epistle which tells so little about the life of our Lord. The remark
applies equally to Acts and to the Epistles of James and John. It
was not the object of any of these writings to add to the knowledge
given in the Gospels, or to supplement the regular teaching of the
disciples. Attention has been drawn in preceding notes to the fact
that our Epistle contains a remarkably large number of allusions to
the Gospels, which are all the more striking because they are not
quotations. What looks like one of them is found in the next verse.
Each such allusion may be disputed, but it is hardly possible that
all are fallacious. Vet it is a singular fact that the early Christians
seem to have felt very little curiosity about the details of our Lord’s
earthly life—His features, tones, gestures, daily habits, and so on.
The thirst for anecdote and minutiae begins with Papias and the
Gnostics, who pretended to possess portraits of Jesus drawn by
Pilate (Iren. i. z5. 6). & xai Tijs peAdolons dmokadvmreafar 86¢7s :
“The partaker also of the glory that shall be revealed.” The ¢ xat
seems to mark this as the apostle’s third and highest claim, and as
something peculiar to himself. Hence it is probably right to see
here an allusion to a definite promise made to the apostle by our
Lord ; we may find it either in John xiii. 36, or better in Matt.
xix. 28, drav kaflop o vids Tob dvlpimov émt Opdvov 8fnys airod,
xaficeafe rai Jpueis éwl dddexa Gpdvovs. In this case the meaning is
that he is to share with Christ in His glory. Otherwise we must
understand “your partner in the glory.” But if this had been St.
Peter’s meaning he would probably have written ovyxowwvds.
With s pellodoys dmokalvmreabar 8déns, cf. iv. 13, & 7 dmoxa-
Miper s 8déys adrod, and i 5, 13. St. Peter’s phrase is found
also Rom. viii. 18; in Gal. iii. 23 we have mjy pé\lovoav wiorw
dwoxkalvpbijvar. These resemblances are not so striking as might
at first appear; in the New Testament wéllw is often a mere
auxiliary gee Blass, p. 204).

2. moipdvate 70 év Uptv wolpriov Toi @col. ““‘Tend the flock of
God which is among you.” For the metaphor of the Shepherd
and the sheep, see note on ii. 25. Von Soden remarks that, used
as it is in 1 Peter, both of the presbyter and of Christ, the idea
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conveyed is that of pastoral, spiritual, not administrative, duty
There is very probably a reference to John xxi. 16; cf. also Acts
xx. 28. Calvin translated o év Suiv “as far as in you lies,” but the
run of the words is decidedly against this; Bengel and Luther,
“ which depends upon you,” ‘“is entrusted to you ” ; but this gives év
a sense which it cannot bear without the addition of xeluevov. The
preposition must be local. “The flock which is among you” may
be taken to mean “the flock in your town or village.” The flock
is God’s, therefore they are to tend it, not because they must,
(dvayraards), but with a willing mind (éxovoiws) ; not like hirelings
for the sake of pay (aioypokepdis), but gladly and eagerly (wpobipws).
"Emokomoivres (the word is omitted by & B) is equivalent to moiuai-
vovtes, see note on ii. 25. "Avayxaords gives the idea of a definite
burden of duty, which men may be inclined to rebel against as
excessive. After éxovoiws ® A P add xera ®edv: Westcott and
Hort omit the words, Tischendorf inserts them. If we keep them
and translate in the most natural way “willingly like God,” we
make God the Shepherd. God is the owner of the flock, but there
can hardly be a doubt that by the Chief Shepherd of ver. 4 Christ
is meant. Thus we should be brought very near to the inference
that St. Peter uses ®eds and Xpworos interchangeably; nor need
i. 3 be taken to forbid this conclusion; see note there. Possibly
Rom. viil. 27; 2 Cor. vii. 10 might justify us in giving xerd a
looser sense, “according to God’s will,” “in godly fashion.” Aloxpo-
kepdds implies that the presbyter was in receipt of a stipend ; other-
wise it would have been impossible for him to take the hireling’s
view.

8. pd’ ds katakupreborres Tdv kMpwv. “ Neither as lording it
over the lots.” Kafjpor (plural), except in the sense of “dice,” is
not found elsewhere in the Greek Bible. KAfjpos in Matt. xxvii. 35
is a die; in Acts i. 17, 25 (?), an allotment or office allotted by the
dice ; in Acts viii. 21, a share or portion ; so also in Acts xxvi. 18 ;
in Col. i. 12, els Ty pepida Tod KMijpov 1@V dylwv &v Puri, it is used
of the lot, inheritance, or estate of the saints (xAgpovopia). In
secular Greek «Afjpos constantly means an estate. In Deut. ix. 29
the people of Israel is called the xAfjpos of God, His portion or
estate, distinguished from the portions of other gods. Possibly
this verse may have been in St. Peter's mind, for it contains the
phrase & 7 xepl oov T xparaid, which is employed just below.

xAfjpor then must have one of two meanings, “offices” or
“estates,” and of these the first will not suit the context. The
presbyters are not to lord it over their lots or estates, the estates
are the people committed to them, and the people (to this extent
we may bring in the passage of Deuteronomy) belong to the estate
of God. Tav kAjpwv is most naturally taken to imply that each of
these presbyters had a separate cure. Dr. Hatch thought (Bampton
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Lectures, p. 77) that the office of the presbyter was *essentially
collegiate,” and that only at a later time was a presbyter thought
competent to act alone. But from the first there may have been
small isolated congregations in which there was but one presbyter.
In cities particular presbyters may have had charge of a particular
house church, while for certain purposes all the presbyters met in
council. In xaraxvpievovres the preposition gives the notion of
hostiiity or oppression, but xuvpiedw by itself denotes behaviour
forbidden to a Christian pastor, Luke xxii. 25, 26. Here again
there may be a reminiscence of the gospel. Discipline in those
days might be exercised in very rough fashion, especially towards
converted slaves ; hence St. Paul warns the bishop that he is to be
“no striker” (1 Tim. iii. 3, cf. Tit. i. 7). Or again, the precise
sense in which domineering was not unlikely may be found in
aioxpoxepdids. But the word is wide enough to include every de-
scription of arrogance or tyranny. Domineering is a personal
fault, and this again seems more applicable to individuals than to
colleges.

TimoL ywépevor. * Becoming, making yourselves, examples.” Yet
it is doubtful whether ywduevor means much more than dvres, cf.
Matt. x. 16; Luke xx. 33; Johni. 6; Acts v. 24.

4. ¢avepuwbévros is used of the First Advent of Christ, 1 Pet.
i. 20; 1 Tim. iii. 16; of the Second, Col. iii. 4; 1 John ii. 28.
"Apxuroipny is not found elsewhere in the New Testament; cf.
é oy & péyas, Heb. xiil. 20, and ii. 25 above.

Tov dpapdrrivov Tiis 3éfns orépavev. ’Apapdvrvos (here only in
New Testament) is a derivative not from the adjective (i. 4), but
from the substantive dudpavros, and means, not “that fadeth
not away ” (A.V., R.V.), but “made of amaranth,” “amaranthine,”
not “immortal,” but “made of immortelles.” For the ‘“crown”
cf. 1 Cor. ix. 25, dpfaprov orépavorv: 2 Tim. iv. 8, & Tijs Sixatoavvys
orépavos: Jas. i 12, Tov orépavov vijs lwils, v émyyyellato 7ols
dyardow abrdv: Apoc. ii. 10, Tov orépavov Tis lwis: iil. 11, ToV
arépavdy gov: iv. 4, oreddvovs xpvaovs. Cf. the word BpafBeiov,
1 Cor. ix. 24 ; Phil. iii. 14. ‘ Amaranthine” is most applicable to
a crown of leaves and flowers. The question has been raised
whether St. Peter means us to think of a crown of victory, or of a
festive crown, such as was not uncommonly used by Gentiles, and
is said to have been used by Jews also, on occasions of rejoicing ;
but the idea of victory is certainly that which is attached to the
crown in St. Paul, St. James, and the Apocalypse; and St. Peter
can hardly have any other meaning. The word “crown” is used
in the Gospels only of the Crown of Thorns (but Heb. ii. 9 Jesus
is 86&y xal Tuuf) éotepavwpévov). But some of the phrases referred
to above, ‘““the crown,” “the crown which He promised,” are very
definite, and may come from some unrecorded saying of our Lord's
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B. dpoiws, vedTepor, Omordynte mpeoPurépos. *Likewise, ye
younger, submit yourselves to the elder. ‘Opolws (as in iii. 1, 7)
denotes that there is a similarity in principle, though the details are
different. The same rule of unselfishness applies both to shepherd
and to sheep. IpeaSirepos has two senses, the official, in which it
has been employed in the preceding verses, and the non-official or
natural. St. Paul passes from one of these senses to the other in
1 Tim. v. 1, 17, *“ Rebuke not an elder, but exhort him as a father;
the younger men as brethren; the elder women as mothers; the
younger as sisters. . . . Let the elders that rule well be counted
worthy of double honour.” But here we have an absolute antithesis
between wperBirepor and vedrepoi: and what is inculcated must be
respect not to office, but to age (so Huther, Keil, Hofmann, Usteri).
Alford, Kiihl, von Soden give mpeaSBirepor the same sense as in ver. 1,
on the ground that the elder by office was also elder in years. This,
however, was not universally the case, as we see from the instance
of Timothy (1 Tim. iv. 12) ; and, though a certain age was no doubt a
requisite in the bishop or presbyter, there is no reason to suppose
that it was such as would distinguish him from the bulk of the
congregation as older than all of them, or even as older than the
average. The elder was a man of staid and sober age, but not
necessarily advanced in years or grey-headed. Indeed, the title
was taken by the Church from the synagogue, and among the Jews
it did not imply actual superiority in age. It is, therefore, hardly
possible to take vewrepor as meaning all Christians who are not
presbyters (as Alford following Bede). Others (Kiihl, Weiss,
Schott, Briickner) create an antithesis to mpeofBvrepor by taking
vedrepo to denote some kind of inferior official, in whom is to be
detected the germ of the later deacon, and find the same sense in
the vedrepor Or veavioxor of Acts v. 6, 1o. But in this passage of
Acts the “young men” are simply those members of the congrega-
tion who, being best fitted for the purpose by their physical strength,
would naturally volunteer to carry out the corpses of Ananias and
Sapphira.

wévres 8¢ &AMjhows T Tamewodpooivny éykopBdoacfe.  “ And
all of you towards one another apparel yourselves with humility.”
After dA\jAois KLP and many other MSS. insert dmoracodpuevor
So A.V. Beza, Lachmann, Buttmann, Hofmann, Huther place the
full stop after dA\\jlots, so as to bring the dative into connexion
with dmordyyre: and no strong reason can be alleged against this
punctuation, to which R.V. gives a place in the margin. But
the dative may, without difficulty, be taken with éykopBdrac(e.
For this rare verb some few authorities have éyxoAwizacfe or éyko:
wooaofe, which the Vulgate renders snusinuate, “take into your
bosoms.” “EyxopBoicfas is derived from xéufBos, which, according
to the glossaries, means “a knot,” or “anything tied on with a
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knot.” Hence éyxéuBopa is used of a garment tied on over others.
Pollux, Onomasticon, iv. 18, describes one form of it as iparididv
devkdv 7)) Tdv Sovhwr uwpide mwpooxeiuevov, a little white garment,
which slaves wore over their éfwuis: and from Longus, Pastoralia,
ii. 60, we learn that it was of such a nature that a shepherd, who
wanted to run his fastest, would cast it offi. The éwuls was a
sleeveless tunic, and from the definition which Suidas gives of
x6pPBos—05 xdufos Tov 8o xewpidiwv, Srav Tis Sjoy émi Tov {Sov
Tpdxnhov—we may infer that this form of éyxéuBwpa was a pair
of sleeves, which were fastened and held in place by a knot behind
the neck. But xéuBos might also mean the knot of a girdle ; hence
xopRoldrys, according to Hesychius, is synonymous with Balavrio-
réuos, “a cutpurse,” purses being carried on the girdle. In another
place, s.2. xoooUufBy, Hesychius uses éyxduBuup as equivalent to
wepi{wpa Alyvmrriov, a kind of apron such as that used by black-
smiths, It would seem that any article of dress, that was attached
by laces, might be called éyxépSwpa. The verb was used by
Epicharmus (Fragment 4 in Ahrens, de dialecto Dorica, p. 435).
The words of the fragment are €l ye uév dr¢ kexdpBuwrar kalds: but
Ahrens notes on the authority of Photius, Zp#st. 156, that the right
reading is éykexépPwrar. The meaning is, “If, indeed, because she
is bravely apparelled.” Hesychius makes kopBdoacfar equivalent
to orolicacfar, and éykexdpSBuwrar to évelAyrar, as if they were used
of putting on garments of a certain amplitude and dignity. This is
probably St. Peter’s meaning. Humility, like “a meek and quiet
spirit,” 1s an ornament of price, a beautiful robe. The R.V. has
“gird yourselves with humility,” as if the metaphor were derived
from tying an apron round the waist, so as to be ready for service
(cf. John xiii. 4). But, upon the whole, the facts given above
appear to make against this rendering. See Suicer, s.2. "EyxouBdouac.

8t & @ebs . . . xdpw. Prov. iil. 34, Kipios dmepyipdrows dvre-
rdogerar, ramewois 8¢ 8/8woe ydpw. The same quotation is found
also in Jas. iv. 6, with the same substitution of 6 ®eds for Kvpeos.
See iv. 8 above. The passage in the Epistle of St. James offers
other resemblances to this part of 1 Peter, dwordynre 7¢ ®@cq, dvri-
ompre ¢ dafdly, Wdoe uds. There is probably a connexion
between the two passages, and there are some apparent reasons
why we should assign the priority to St. Peter: (1) in James the
mention of humility is sudden and unexpected ; (2) though he gives
the quotation from Prov. iii. 34 in the same shape as St. Peter, he
writes, in ver. 10, Tamewdlyre évomov 1ot Kuplov, as if he were
aware that 6 @eds was not quite correct: we may infer perhaps that
he had somewhere seen the quotation in its altered shape; (3) the
mention of the devil in 1 Peter is not only more natural but
more original ; (4) in ver. 8, St. James has dyvicare xapdias, which
may be suggested by 7as Yuxas Yudv fyvicéres of 1 Pet. i 22:
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if this is so, St. James is combining different parts of the Petrine
Epistle.

6. imd v kpatadv yelpa. B K LP read xetpav. On this
vulgar form see Westcott and Hort, [ntroduction, p. 157; Blass,
p- 26. “The mighty hand of God” is generally connected in the
Old Testament with the deliverance from Egypt, Ex. iii. 19 ; Deut.
iii. 24, iv. 34, ix. 29 ; Dan. ix. 15; or deliverance generally, 2 Chron.
vi. 32, but in Ezek. xx. 34 the phrase is used, as here, to denote
the dread power of the great Judge.

év kapd. “In the due or appointed time.” AP, many curs-
ives, and some versions add émwoxomijs (from ii. 12). Compare
Matt. xxiv. 45, 700 ddévar adrois Ty Tpodyy & ratpg: and, for the
exaltation of the humble, Luke xiv. 11.

7. émppifarres. Ps. liv. (Iv.) 23, émippwpor émi Kipiov v
pépipvdy oov, kai adrds oe duafpéfer. The pépiuva is here the alarm
of the persecuted Christian. God will care for him; see Luke xxi. 18.

8. viyare, ypnyopicare. The Christian may cast the whole
burden of his anxiety upon God, yet is not thereby absolved from
the duty of vigilance ; cf. iv. 19 above. For wjjare see i. 13, iv. 7.
He is to be sober and wakeful, because his enemy is always at
hand: a train of thought which brings us very close to Matt. xxiv.
42, 43, 49. Much the same combination of words is found
I Thess. v. 6, but in a different connexion ; there the Christian is
enjoined to watch and be sober, because he is a child of the day.

é dvridikos . . . Twd xaTamev. A has tiva xarawiy, “seeking
whom he may devour”: B has <aramelv without rwd, “seeking to
devour” ; R K L P rwa karamiety, “seeking some one to devour” (L P
wrongly accentuate riva). 'Avr{dikos is an adversary in a lawsuit.
AwdBolos (almost a personal name, and therefore without article),
“the slanderer,” is a Greek rendering of the Hebrew Satan. 'Qpv
suevos is probably taken from Ps. xxi. (xxii.) 14, &s Aéwv 6 dpmdlwy
«ai dpudpevos: mepurarer, probably from Job i 7, wepiedOov Ty yijy
«al éumepirariocas ™y Um odpavév wdpeyu. The imagery of the
sentence is mixed, derived partly from the prowling lion of the
Psalm, partly from the Accuser of Job, who walks up and down
the earth to spy out the weakness of God's servants. Satan’s
“slander” is that Job ‘“doth not fear God for nought,” and God
allows him to test the truth of this charge by trying Job, first with
loss of property and children, afterwards with personal suffering.
So here the Devil is the author of persecution. Compare the
Epistle from the Churches of Vienna and Lugdunum, Eus. A. £.
V. 1. §, &véoxppev 6 dvrikeipevos, In the same epistle, v. 2. 6, those
who denied the faith are said to have been swallowed by the Beast,
va dromvixfeis & Oip, obs wpdrepov ero karamewwkévas, {Gvras
&epéoy. It seems clear that the writers had this passage of 1 Peter
in view. Throughout his Epistle, St. Peter seems by ¢suffering”
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to mean the adventitious pain of deliberate persecution. This was
katd 0 Oé\npa Tob @eod (iv. 19), but possibly in the same sense as
Job's trials, as permitted but not exactly purposed by God. The
natural tendency of righteousness is to produce “good days”
(iii. 10); any other result seems to be regarded as surprising and
occasional. It will be observed that St. Peter does not use xdopos
as the name of a hostile, irreligious power. Here, again, we may
perhaps detect the Hebraistic cast of the apostle’s mind.

9. orepeoi T mioter. In its proper physxcal sense o-repcos means
hard or solid. The word occurs 2 Tim. ii. 19, orepeds Oepéhios, a
solid foundation; Heb. v. 12, 14, OTepea -rpoql»y, solid food, opposed
to liquid milk: the verb orepeoiv in Acts iii. 7, 16, is to make sohd
or strong; the substantive is found in Col. ii. §, 76 orepéwua Tis
els Xpiarov wiorews vuav, the strong wall or foundation of your faith
in Christ. When transferred to a moral quality in the classics,
arepeds inclines to a bad sense, hard, harsh, brutal. In the present
passage its meaning appears to be solid, strong, impenetrable, like
a wall, rather than steadfast or brave. The adjective will affect the
translation of vjj wlore. ‘H wiomis is sometimes “faith ” ; the article
before the abstract noun being constantly used in Greek as in
French, where the English idiom rejects it, to mark off the virtue
in question from other kindred virtues, for instance, % dydmy in
1 Cor. xiil.; sometimes “the faith,” that is to say, the Christian
belief as distmguished from other beliefs. Thus we have in 2 Cor.
i 24, 7jj ydp mioTer éomikare for it is by faith that yes stand ; and,
on the other hand, in Acts vi. 7, woAds Sx\os 7dv {epéwv Tmixovov
™) wioTer, “a great ‘multitude of the priests became obedient to the
faith ”—in other words, changed their convictions and became Chris-
tians. “The faith” is a phrase that does not appear in Romans or
Corinthians, but Gal. i. 23 we find elayyerilerar Ty wiorw Fv wore
émdpbe: Eph. iv. s, ,ua wigris, one faith distinguished from all
others ; Phil. i. 27, wg Yuvxi) ovvablolvres 7f) miorer 100 ebayyeAiov,
the faith in which all agree, which is defined in the gospel; Col.
i. 23, ) wiorer Tefepeliwpévoy, the faith is that definite hope of the
gospel from which the Church is not to be moved; 1 Tim. i. 19,
wepl Tv wigTw &vavdynoav, some have suffered shipwreck as regards
the faith by fa.llmg into erroneous doctrmes iil. 9, 70 pvoripoy
mjs wiorews: iv. I, a.'ll'OO'T’)]O'OVTaL Twes s wioTews: V. 8, Vi. 10, 21 ;
2 Tim. iv. 7; Tit. i. 13, ii. 2. The notion of “the faith” as a body of
sound doctrine naturally became more important in St. Paul’s eyes
from the time of his imprisonment, as contact with one error o1
another awakened him to the fact that there might be semi-Christian
types of opinion of a misleading nature. In Heb. xi. 1 faith is
not merely lovmg trust in God, but strong conviction, which admits
of definition by its sub)ect-matter, by the particular things hoped
for and not seen. In the present passage the use of the word
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orepeol inclines the balance in favour of “the faith.” Solidity
applies rather to convictions, which are well-grounded, firmly con-
nected, and therefore impenetrable, than to trust, which is ardent
or confident, but not solid.

€iddres . . . émrelelobar. “ Knowing that the same sufferings
are being accomplished in your brotherhood which is in the world,”
is the translation generally given. If this is correct, the words must
be regarded as a consolation. You are not alone in your suffer-
ings ; all Christians have the same burden to bear. But almost
every word of this rendering is open to serious objection. Eiduws
followed by an infinitive means “knowing how” to do a thing, cf.
Luke xii. 56; Phil. iv. 12; nger’s Greek Grammar, vi. 7, 9;
Blass, p. 227; “knowing that” is eidds 6re. Ta adrd rdv mabyudrov,
if it means “the same sufferings,” is quite unparalleled ; the passages
quoted by Alford, =6 apsm@e‘rov 'n)s' ﬁov)n)s, Heb. vi. 17 ; 70 dmepéxor
mjs yvdoews, Phil. iil. 8; 70 morov rijs wohirelas, Thuc. i 68, in
which the neuter adjective or participle represents an abstract
substantive, do not help in the least. It is impossible to see why
St. Peter did not write ta adré mefijuara, if these words would
convey his meaning. He was not a scholar, but there are some
errors of expression which no man could make. Tj ddelpdryre
Yudv, again, is a singular phrase; we should have expected 7 d8eA-
¢éryr alone or 7ots ddehots Sudv. The dative is more naturally
construed with 7d aird than with émireleéicfar, with which it can
only be taken loosely as a dativus incommodi. Finally, the meaning
of émrelelv is uncertain ; it may be “to accomplish,” “bring to an
end,” or possibly *“bring towards an end,” or, again, “to pay in full.”
Liddell and Scott are mistaken in giving the verb the sense of “to
lay a penalty upon a pérson.” In the passage referred to, Plato,
Laws, x. p. 910D, mipy rijs daeBelas dluqy Tovros émredovvrov, the
meaning is “let them carry to a finish the prosecution for impiety
against these men.” The only commentator who has really grappled
with the text is Hofmann, who translates * knowing how to pay the
same tax of suffering as your brethren in the world.” Compare Xen.
Mem. iv. 8. 8, Ta Tov yijpws émreleiofar, “to pay the tax of old age,”
in loss of sight, hearing, memory, and so on. This version meets
most of the difficulties ; but 7a atré Tdv mabyudrwv for “the same
tax of suffering,” is, to say the least, an unusual phrase, and 7 ddeX-
¢éms Sudv remains a stumbling-block. Yet neither phrase falls
outside the limit of toleration. -

10. § @eds wdons xdpiros. “The God of every grace.” From
I1im comes every good and perfect gift (Jas. i. 17). See note on
nukidy xdpts, iv. 10. Many commentators couple é& Xpiwor with
xalégas, and we might understand this in a variety of ways. (1)
God was in Christ who called you; or (2) God called you by
Christ as His instrument (cf. Gal. i. 6, 15, Tob keléravros Guds &
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xdprri—8d Tis xdpiros); or (3) év Xpworg may be used in that
vague sense in which everything is said to be in the Lord (cf. 1 Cor.
vii. 22, 6 & Kuplp xAnfeis Soddos), Christ being, as it were, the
atmosphere of all Christian life. But Hofmann may be right in
joining 8dfav év Xpwor@. The glory which is here attributed to God
is closely related to Christ in i. 7, 21, iv. 11, 13, v. 1, 4. For
SAéyov walfdvras, “after ye have suffered a little,” or “for a little
while,” compare i. 6. Karaprice, *“shall correct” or “amend.”
So Mark i. 19, xaraprilew ra dixtva: Gal. vi. 1, xaraprifere Tov
Towovrov (where Lightfoot notes that karaprilew is used as a surgical
term of setting a broken bone): 1 Thess. iii. 10, xaraprilew ra
Yorepipara: 1 Cor. i. 10, fre 8¢ xarypriouévor (the apostle is speaking
of the healing of schisms). God will amend them through suffer-
ing, which is the cure of sin ; compare iv. 1, 6 mafov capxi mémravrar
dpaprias. Srypife, ‘“shall stablish,” so that you shall not be
shaken by alarms ; compare iv. 12, u3) fevi{ecfe. Zfevdce is one of
St. Peter's dmaé Aeydpeva. N K L P, all later MSS., the Syriac,
Coptic, and Armenian versions, Theophylact and Oecumenius have
Oepehidoe: after afevdoe: the word is omitted by A B, the Vulgate,
and Aethiopicc. Many of the later MSS. exhibit the optative,
xaraprioar, k.7.\., for the future indicative.

11, ad73 73 kpdros. “His (God’s) is (or, be) the might.” God
has power to do all if you humble yourselves under His ‘‘ mighty
hand.” St. Peter dwells, and wishes his readers to dwell, on the
majesty and power of God, which to the Jew was always a most
comfortable thought, and is not less so to the Christian. It is
perhaps worth observing that xpdros occurs in only one of the eight
Pauline doxologies, that of 1 Tim. vi. 16.

12. The words which follow were possibly added by the hand
of St. Peter himself (this is the opinion of Blass, Grammar, p. 123),
just as St. Paul concludes 2z Thess. and Galatians with a few lines
of autograph. A« may denote either the bearer or the draughts-
man of the Epistle, or both; on this point and on Silvanus see
Introduction. Tob morol ddedgpot, “ the (well-known) trusty brother.”
Similar forms of commendation occur 1 Cor. iv. 17; Eph. vi. 21
Col. i. 7. 'Qs Aoyilopar, “as I reckon,” in the sense of “as I
think,” cf. 1 Cor. iv. 1; Rom. viil. 18. There is no éyd, and the
“1” is therefore not emphatic. St. Peter does not mean “I think
him trusty, though others do not.” The Epistle is short (8.’ éA{ywr,
cf. Heb. xiii. 22), not so much in itself, as in comparison with all
that was in the apostle’s heart, and all that he would have liked to
say. Silvanus would supplement it largely by word of mouth, and
it is natural that St. Peter should here speak of him as *trusty,” one
who knew the apostle’s mind and could expound it faithfully. But
Silvanus was an eminent man, and only one who was still more
eminent could venture to praise him for so simple a virtue
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"Eypaya, “I write,” is the epistolary aorist; instances occur in
Philem. 19, 21; Rom. xv. 15; 1 Cor. v. 11, ix. 15; Gal vi. 11;
1 Macc. xv. 19; 2 Macc. ii. 16 ; Plato, £pist. vii. ad jinem, dvayxaiov
&ofé po. pybjvac.

wapakahdy kal émpaprupdy tadtnv elvar GAn8q xdpw To5 ©eod.
¢ Exhorting and testifying that this is the true grace of God.” The
article is omitted before dAnfy xdpw. ‘Empaprvpeiv is to * bear
witness to” a fact, not to ‘ bear new, or fresh, testimony.” ¢ This”
refers to the whole of the contents of the Epistle, whether doctrine
or exhortation. The apostle’s words here have a strongly emo-
tional tinge, but not more so than we expect from a pastor who is
deeply interested in the spiritual welfare of his flock in a time
which was no doubt one of stress. We need not suppose that
there was any great danger of apostasy. Still less need we suppose
that by laying emphasis on the “truth” of his Epistle the apostle is
here reflecting upon other teachers. The gospel is constantly
spoken of as “the truth,” in opposition to the imperfect light of
Judaism, or the errors of heathenism, John i 17, % xdpis xai 4
dMjfea: Col. i. 6, éméyvwre Ty xdpw Tov @cod &v dAybela: 1 Pet.
1. 22, & 7y Umaxofj Tis dAnlelas, means ‘“by obedience to the
gospel.” But Gal ii. 5, 5 dMjfea Tod edayyeriov, is “the right
conception of the gospel,” as of grace not of works, truth, that is
to say, as opposed to the errors of other Christian teachers. So
again 2 Pet. il. 1, “the way of truth” is set against the delusions of
Yevdompodijrar and YPevdodiédokalor, who were, no doubt, professedly
Christian. It has been supposed that here also é\nfis is used of
orthodox belief.

Kihl thinks that the communities addressed had not been
evangelised by any apostle, and that St. Peter is here giving the
official seal to the instruction which they had received. The
Tibingen school, on the other hand, holding that the author (not
St. Peter) is writing to Pauline Churches, consider that he is ex-
pressing his approval of the doctrine of St. Paul. But all that he
means is, “ What I have made Silvanus write, this gospel of bearing
the cross with patience, is God’s truth. See that ye stand fast
in it.”

Usterd, pressing the absence of the article before dAn6j xdpw,
would translate “this (this persecution) is a real grace of God.
Stand ye fast to meet it.” But there is nothing in the text to
justify such a narrowing of the sense of “this,” and persecution, in
itself, is regarded as the work of the Devil.

eis fiv orire.  ““Wherein stand fast.” & A B and many cursives
bave the imperative; K L P and the mass of inferior MSS. read
éomixare. Eis is probably used as in 6 eis Tov dypdv, Mark xiii. 16,
as a mere equivalent for év; see Blass, p. 122. Von Soden, how-
ever, quoting i 13, v ¢epoudmy dpiv xdpw, thinks that here also
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the xdpis is regarded as future, and would translate *whereunto
stand fast.”

18. 4 & BaPuldn ourvexhexm. “The fellow-elect woman in
Babylon.” & after BaBulév adds ékxAyoia: the Vulgate has
“ecclesia quae est in Babylone,” and the same addition is found in
the Peshito, in the Armenian, in Theophylact, and Oecumenius.
A catena explains that by Babylon is meant Rome ; Syncellus says
that some took it to mean Rome, others Joppa. St. Peter’s words
have been the subject of much speculation from an early date. We
are not to supply ékxAyaia, nor any other word. ‘H & BaSuléw is
a complete phrase, and means “the woman in Babylon.” This
may be understood either literally or metaphorically. Bengel,
Mayerhoff, Jachmann, Alford, and some few others take the words
literally, and understand the apostle to mean his own wife. On the
other hand, the great majority of commentators take them meta-
phorically of the Church in Babylon, but are divided on the question
whether Babylon itself is metaphorical or not. The latter point
may be treated independently of the former. Both phrases may be
literal, one may be figurative, or both.

Against the literal interpretation of # may be urged (1) ttat St.
Peter would have spoken of his wife in plain terms and by name ;
(2) that % é BaBulaw is a singular phrase for an ordinary woman
residing or sojourning in Babylon. Both these objections are con-
siderably weakened, if St. Peter’s wife was a very well-known person-
age; and there can be no doubt that she was. St. Paul tells us
that she accompanied her husband (x Cor. ix. §), and tradition
could not have regarded her as a martyr (Clem. Alex. Strom. vii. 11.
63), unless she had done something to earn martyrdom—unless,
that is to say, she had taken an active part in her husband’s labours.

Against the metaphorical interpretation it may be argued that
% év BaBuAdwiis an unprecedented and perhaps impossible phrase for
“the Church in Babylon.” In the Old Testament we have “the
daughter of Zion” (Isa. xxxvii. 22); in the New Testament it is
possible that St. John speaks of a Church as «xvpia, and of another
Church as her d8eA¢j (2 Johni. 5, 13); the meaning of the Woman
in the Apocalypse is open to doubt. In Hermas (Vis. i 1. 4, 5)
the Church appears to the prophet as ywj, and is addressed hy
him as «xvpla. But in all these cases the metaphor is far more
obvious than it is in the present passage. Again, what is easy and
natural to imaginative writers like Isaiah, John, or Hermas, is not
so to St. Peter. Lastly, *“the Church and Marcus my son ” strikes
one as a somewhat more difficult combination than “my wife and
Marcus my son ” (see Introduction, § 8). On Marcus and Babylon,
see Introduction, § 9.

14. & $Mjpor dydms. Compare Rom. xvi. 16 ; 1 Cor. xvi. 20;
2 Cor. xiii. 12 ; 1 Thess. v. 26. St. Paul’s phrase is ¢iAgua dywov.
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The kiss is one of the most ancient of ritual usages. Justin, Aol
i 65, dAjlovs Phjuart domaldpefa mwavaduevor Tév edydv, the kiss
came after certain edyal and before the ebyal of communion ; Tert.
de Orat. 14, *quae oratio cum diuortio sancti osculi integra?” In
Cyril of Jerusalem, Cat. Myst. v. 3, the kiss is placed before the
Sursum Corda ; he adds, oqpetov Tolvuv &ori 70 pilnua 7ob dvaxpa-
Oijvas Tas Yuxas kal wacav éfopilew pvnowkaxiav. See also Const.
App. ii. 57, vili. 11; Brightman, Liturgies Eastern and Western ;
Palmer, Or. Liit. ii. 1oz; Suicer, s.o. ¢idqua; Ducange, s.o.
Osculum ; Bingham ; Probst, Zizurgie ; Duchesne, Origines du culte
chrétien.

eipfyn. In this final benediction St. Peter uses the Hebrew and
evangelical “ Peace” (cf. Luke xxiv. 36 ; John xx. 19, 21, 26) instead
of the later “grace,” which we find in the corresponding passages
of the Pauline Epistles, Hebrews, and the Apocalypse. ¢ Peace”
carries us back to the Address; the Epistle begins and ends with
peace. The phrase 7ols é&v Xpiord  can hardly signify the mystical
\ife-communion (die mystische Lebensgemeinschaft) of Paul, of which
there is no trace in the Epistle, but is merely another name
for Christians, and conveys the last warning not to forsake this
ccrmanity of Christians ” (von Soden)



INTRODUCTION TO THE SECOND EPISTLE
OF ST. PETER

§ 1. TESTIMONIA VETERUM

IT will be most convenient to begin the Introduction to 2 Peter hy
a discussion of the external attestation of the Epistle.

Jerome.

Born about 346 ; died, 420.

In the Epistle fo Paulinus, prefixed to editions of the Vulgate,
Jerome accepts all the seven Catholic Epistles without reserve :

$ Jacobus, Petrus, Joannes, Judas Apostoli, septem epistolas
ediderunt tam mysticas quam succinctas, et breues pariter ac
longas : breues in uerbis, longas in sententiis ; ut rarus sit, qui non
in earum lectione caecutiat.” Here the word caecutiat seems to be
taken from 2 Pet. i. 9.

In the extracts from the Catalogus Scriptorum Ecclesiasticorum,
which also are printed in editions of the Vulgate, he notices that
there was some considerable doubt as to the authenticity of
2 Peter, and tells us that the doubt rested on the style of the
Epistle :

“Scripsit duas Epistolas, quae Catholicae nominantur : quarum
secunda a plerisque eius esse negatur, propter stili cum priore
dissonantiam.”

In the Epistle to Hedibia, 120, Quaest. xi., he suggests that this
difference of style might be accounted for by the supposition that
St. Peter employed two different interpreters :

“ Habebat ergo (Paulus) Titum interpretem, sicut et beatus
Petrus Marcum, cuius euangelium Petro narrante et eo scribente
compositum est. Denique et duae epistolae quae feruntur Petri
stilo inter se et charactere discrepant structuraque uerborum. Ex
quo intelligimus pro necessitate rerum diuersis eum usum inter-
pretibus.”

Jerome thus records, explains, and perpetuates the doubt, yet
his great authority practically laid g: to sleep in the Greek and Latin

1
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Churches. But in or about the time of Jerome there were several
eminent Fathers who either rejected 2 Peter or regarded it with
grave suspicion. ‘“Among the innumerable quotations from and
allusions to Scripture found in the writings of Chrysostom, Theo-
dore, and Theodoret, there does not appear to be one reference to
2 Peter” (Dr. Chase in Hastings’ Dictionary of the Bible, iii. p. 805 ;
as regards Chrysostom this statement is to some extent modified by
the note). Amphilochius of Iconium (Westcott, Canon, p. 557%)
says that some accepted seven Catholic Epistles, some only three.
Didymus of Alexandria accepted 2 Peter as authentic, and wrote a
commentary upon it ; yet at the close of this work the reader is
startled by the words (only preserved in a Latin translation), “ non
est igitur ignorandum praesentem epistolam esse falsatam, quae, licet
publicetur, non tamen in canone est.” Mr. Warfield (Soutiern
Presbyterian Review, Jan. 1882) suggests that Didymus here ex-
presses a view which he afterwards rejected. At a later date
Junilius of Africa (about 550 A.D.; Westcott, Canon, p. 545) places
2 Peter among the books whlch he calls mediae, those which,
though not absolutely undoubted, are yet accepted by very many
(quam plurimi). Junilius, though African by birth, lived in Con-
stantinople, and derived his Syrian theology directly or indirectly
from Theodore of Mopsuestia (see Dr. Salmon’s article in the
Dictionary of Christian Biography). The doubt as to the authen-
ticity of 2 Peter appears to have been most strongly felt in the
Antiochene Church, and rested largely on the absence of the Epistle
from the Peshito, which recognised only three of the Catholic
Epistles, James, 1 Peter, 1 John; indeed there is some doubt
whether the Syriac version originally included even these; see
Introduction to 1 Peter, p. 13.

Eusebius.

The date of his History is about 324.

H. E.iil. 3. 1, 4, Hérpov ptv odv émoroly) pla % Aeyopévn adrod
mporépa dvopoldynrar Tavry O¢ xai ol wdlar wpeaBirepor bs dvaupe-
Mkt & Tols oPdv adrdv karaxéxpyvrar ovyypdppacw THv O¢
depopémy devrépay obx &vdidbyrov pév elvar wapadijdapev, Spws 8¢
roMoTs‘ xpﬁo‘tp.os daveica perd TV &')\)tuw e’mrovb‘ofoﬂ'q ypaddv . . .
dA\a 7o [.l.ﬂ' Svopaldpeva Mérpov, &v plav -yvno'w.v éyvwv émioTolyy
xal wapd Tots wdla rpeanrepocs ép.o)\oy?w.emyv 'roo-avra

A E. iii 25, 3, TOv & avn)xc‘yop.evwv, yl'wpl.p.wv 8’ odv o;ms‘
Tots mwoANols, 1) Aeyouévy lakdBov Péperar kal 7 lovda, 7 Te Mérpov
Sevrépa émorold]. He then goes on to speak about the vé6a.

We gather that ol moA)oi, the majority of the Church, accepted
2 Peter as authentic; that Eusebius himself doubted, but did not
absolutely deny, its authenticity; that his doubt rested on twe
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grounds, namely, that writers, whose opinion he respected, regarded
2 Peter as uncanonical (rape\jpaper) ; and that, so far as he knew,
the Epistle was not quoted by ‘the ancient presbyters ”—by those
older writers, that is to say, whose works were to be found in the
library of Jerusalem (A. E. v. zo. 1), and he probably means ¢ not
quoted by name.” It is to be regretted that Eusebius does not
state from whom he had received his opinion, or who were included
among the ol moMol. The seven Catholic Epistles existed in the
library of Caesarea, and there is some reason for thinking that they
were all accepted as genuine by Pamphilus (Westcott, Canon,

P- 393 5Q.)-
Methodius,

Martyred in the Diocletian persecution.

In a fragment of his treatise, de Resurrectione (Pitra, Anal. Sacra,
iil. p. 611, quoted by Dr. Chase), we find an express citation of
2 Pet. iii. 8, xiha 8¢ & mijs Packelas dvdpacev oV dmépavrov
aidva 8ua s xdos SyAdv, yéypader ydp 6 dmdaroros [lérpos ot
pla Hpépa wapa Kvplo bs xiha ém kal xilwa & bs juépa pia.

We may notice also in the same treatise (ed. Jahn, p. 78) the
words ékrvpwbijoerar pév yip mpds xdfapow kai dvakawioudy karu-
Baciy mis xaraxAv{bpevos 6 xdopos wupl, ob piv els dmdleaay
\edoerar mavTedij xai plopdyv . . . 8id dvdyxn &) kal Ty Yy adbis
Kal Tov obpavdv perd Ty ékpAdywory dreobfar wdvrwy kai Tov Spacudv.
Here the mdp xarafBdowov is taken from Wisdom x. 6; but the run
of the passage reminds the reader strongly of 2 Pet. iii. g~13, and
Methodius, as the first quotation shows, was acquainted with the
Epistle.

Origen,

Died, 253.

In joann. Comm. v. 3 (Lomm. i. 165); see also Eus. H. E. vi.
25. 8, Ilérpos 8¢, é¢’ & olxodopeirar % Xpiorod éxxAnoia, s midar AlBov
ob karioxuTovat, play émaTody Spoloyovudmy karalélourey, értw 8¢
xal Sevrépay: dudeSdAXerac ydp.

Origen does not express himself so positively as Eusebius; he
records the doubt, yet is not unwilling to accept the Epistle. He
does not tell us on what arguments the doubt rested, nor by whom
1t was entertained. In particular, he says nothing about the style of
2 Peter, though he was a keen critic, as may be seen from his
remarks on the Epistle to the Hebrews (Eus. A. E. vi. 25. 11). In
the works of Origen are found six quotations from, and two clear
allusions to 2 Peter. Dr. Chase, however, notices that they all
occur in those treatises which exist only in the Latin version of
Rufinus, and it must be admitted that this fact renders it somewhat
doubtful whether they can be ascribed to Origen himself.
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Clement of Alexandria.

Died about 213,

Eus. A. E. vi. 14. 1, & 8¢ 7ais 'Y-lronm'wa'em, Sweldvra elmeiy,
7ra.o'17g mis &vdabijrov ypadis emrerp,n/uvas 1re-rro:.1rrm. &mcrag, i
78S aw:.)\eyo,u.evas‘ wapeXfuv, ‘mv Tovda Aéyw kai Tas Aouras xaBoAukds
émorolds, Tjv 7€ Bapvdfa xal mv Iérpov Aeyouévmy aroxa)\m[/w

Nothing can be clearer than this statement, which is con-
firmed by Photius (Biblioth. 109). It is in no degree invalidated
by the confused utterances of Cassiodorus, who, writing aiter an
interval of more than three hundred years, says, first, that Clement
expounded the whole of the Bible; then that he had commented
upon 1 Peter, 1 and 2 John, and James, but not on the other three
canonic Epistles ; and, finally, made a loose and untrustworthy trans-
fation (for the Adumbrationes is supposed to be his version of this
part of the Hypotyposes) of Clement’s notes upon 1 Peter, 1 and 2
John, and Jude, not James.

Dr. Chase does not allow that Clement ever quotes 2 Peter. But
in Protrep. x. 106 we have the phrase my 63ov 7ijs dAnfeias, which
is found in 2 Pet. ii. 2 and not elsewhere in the New Testament.
Sapxds a1r00ea'l.s, Strom. 1. 19. 94, may be drawn from 2z Pet. i 14
(éwdbears is peculiar to 1 and 2 Peter). In Ed. Proph. 20, 1 Pet.
i 19 is combined with 2 Pet. ii. 1 (see note). See again note on

13 for another possnble reference. In Paed. iii. 8. 43, 0
EOSO’LLT(.I)V wagos KPI.O'IS P.€V GSLKY'O'WC, watSa‘yaryLa. 86 (lKO'UO'(lO'l., ls
taken not from Jude, as Dindorf thinks, but from 2 Peter, who
mentions Lot, while Jude does not (see also Paed. iii. 8. 44, where
the same remark holds good, though Clement immediately goes on
to quote Jude 5, 6 by name). From the same verse, 2 Pet. ii. 8,
comes a phrase which is found in Strom. ii. 12. 55, Bacavilwy 8¢ é¢’
ols Ypapre v éavrod Yy dyafoepyel. Again, in Strom. vii. 14. 88,
Clement speaks of the moral law as % &ro)ldy, in the singular.
Cf. 2 Pet. ii. 21. Probably many other borrowings might be
detected by anyone who would carefully read Clement through
with an eye to this point. It is true that Clement does not quote
2 Peter by name, and some of the phrases here noticed may not be
conscious quotations at all. “The way of truth ” is found also in
Clement of Rome, “the putting off of the flesh” may have been a
common expression among Christians. But if they are ultimately
derived from 2 Peter, as is probably the case, the fact that these
phrases had become a regular part of the parlance of the Church
seems greatly to increase the strength of the evidence in favour of
the authenticity of the Epistle.

It should be remembered that Clement was the successor and
pupil of another learned man, Pantaenus, who was head of the
catechetical school perhaps as early as 180. In that year those
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who advocate the late date of 2 Peter suppose that the Epistle had
not existed more than five, or at the outside more than twenty or
thirty years. Pantaenus could hardly have been imposed upon by a
forgery so recently perpetrated, as Harnack and Dr. Chase suppose,
in Alexandria. And, if Pantaenus did not know the Epistle, or
rejected it, how came Clement, the heir of his erudition, to
accept it?
Cyprian.

Died, 257.

This Father displays no acquaintance with 2 Peter, yet this fact
serves only to show the precariousness of the argument from
silence. For a clear allusion to the Epistle is found in a letter
addressed to Cyprian by

Firmilian,
Bishop of Caesarea in Cappadocia (Cyprian, Epp. Ixxv. 6), “Ste-
phanus . . . adhuc etiam infamans Petrum et Paulum beatos
apostolos, . . . qui in epistolis suis haereticos exsecrati sunt et

ut eos euitemus monuerunt.” Cyprian must have known to what
Epistle of St. Peter Firmilian was appealing.

Hippolytus,

Died about the end of the first Quarter of the thu-d  century.

Refut. Omn, Haer. ix. 6, per ob wold 8¢ éwl Tov adrdv BépPopov
dvexvriovro, cf. z Pet. ii. 22. The expression is, as Dr. Chase
says, of the nature of a proverb, but it is not a common proverb.
See note on the [passage.

1bid. X. 33 7a 88 wdvra Siowkel & Aoyos 6 ®coi), 6 mpuriyovos marpds
wals, 9 wpd éwoddpov Pwoddpos pury, cf. 2 Pet. i. 19, and see note
on the passage.

Boid. x. 34, ex¢evfeo'9e émepxopévmy 1rupos' xpw’cm dreyy xal

Taprdpov Lopepod § Sppa &d)wﬂm’ov, cf. 2 Pet. ii. R iti. 7.

In Dan, ili. 22, ¢ yap dv ms morayf Tovry xal Sedovdwray cf.
2 Pet. ii. 10.

25id. iv. 10, € yip xal viv Ppadiver mpd kaipod, i Gélwy Tip:
Kkplow TG kOO e‘n'eve'yxiw, cf. 2 Pet. ii. s, iiL 9.

Tbid. xxiii. 24, pépa 8 Kuplov x\ia &y,

The Clementine Literature.

Passages bearing a more or less close resemblance to 2 Peter
have been detected in the Recognitions, the Homilies, the Actus
Petys cum Simone. On this point the reader may consult the
observations of Dr. Chase, and of Dr. Salmon, JZnfroduction
(p. 520, ed. 1888).
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Theopkilus of Antiock.

Died, 183-185

il. 13, 6 Adyos adrob, palvwy domep Aixvos &v olkfuare owexopéve,
{poTiocey Ty vn odpavd, cf. 2 Pet. i. 19. In 4 Esdr. xii. 42 we
read, “ Tu enim nobis superes solus ex omnibus populis . . . sicut
lucerna in loco obscuro ”; and the word of God is a Adxwos in Ps.
cxix. 105. Yet it seems most likely that Theophilus had St. Peter
in mind.

il. 9, ol 8¢ rod @eod dvfpwmor wvevparopdpor mvespaTos dylov xai
npodiiTar yevouevo,, cf. 2 Pet. i. 21. Dr. Chase points out that
the word mvevparopdpos is found in Hos. ix. 7; Zeph. iil. 4. It
can hardly be maintained that either of these passages is conclusive,
but they deserve some weight.

Zatian.

Date of Oratio, 150-170.

Or. ad Graecos, 15 (Otto, vi. p. 70) rowodrov 8¢ u3) Ovros tod
axqvdpares. This sense of the word oxijrwpa (body) is borrowed
from 2 Pet.i. 13. Immediately before, in the single word vads, we
have an allusion to 1 Cor. iii. 16. Sxjvepa is so used by Eus.
H. E. ii. 25. 6, who possibly found it in Gaius.

The Muratorianum.

P. 106, line 6 (in Westcott’s Canon) ‘‘ Sicute et semote passioné
petri euidenter declarat.” These words must refer either to the
Gospel of St. John or to 2 Peter. They can hardly refer to the
Gospel, which had been fully noticed. See on this point Introduc-
tion to 1 Peter, p. 14.

Aristides.

His Apology was presented to Hadrian in 129-130, or, as Mr.
Rendel Harris thinks, to Antoninus Pius, in the early years of his
reign.

gnApol. xvi., % 680s mhjs dAnbelas fmis Tos Sdelovras admyy els v
aldviov xewpaywyel PBactheiav, cf. 2 Pet. i. 11, ii. 2. This seems
a clear case. Canon Armitage Robinson considers that the Greek
text of the Apgology “as a rule gives us the actual words of
Aristides.”

Polycarp.
Martyred in 155.
Phil. iii., Tf) coplg Tad paxaplov kai &vdéfov Tavdov, 8s . o . piv
éypayev émoTolds, cf. 2 Pet. iii. 15.
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Martyrium Polycarpi.

XX. 2, els Ty aldviov adrod Booiheiav. So Harnack. Lightfoot
has émrovpdviov, but aidviov is the reading of two MSS. out of three.

Justin Martyr,
Harnack puts the date of the Dialogue, 155-160.

Dial. 51, kai &v 7§ peradd tijs wapovoias adrod xpdve, bs mpoédyy,
yevijoeobar aipéres xal YevSompodojras émi 1@ Svépare adrod wpo-
eujruoe.  Otto refers to Matt. vii. 15, xxiv. 5; 1 Cor. xi. 19. But
there would seem to be here a reminiscence of 2 Pet. ii. 1, where
Yevdorpodijrar and aipéoers are mentioned in conjunction. In
Dial. 82, again, Justin uses the word Yevdodiddoralo, which though,
as Dr. Chase remarks, a word of easy formation, is peculiar to
2 Peter.

Dial. 81, cvviikauev kal 16 elpnpévov St “‘Hpépa Kuplov bs xiAia
&m.  Otto notes, “Sic Tanchuma, fol. 335 A, Dies dei est mille
annorum.” Here, again, doubt is legitimate. But we have seen
above that Methodius quoted this phrase by name from 2 Pet. iii. 8.

Apol. 1. 28, kal yap 7 émpovy) T0b pndérw Todro wpafar Tov Dedv
8 10 dvbpdmwov yévos yeyévyrar mpoywdoke ydp Twas ék peravolas
cwbijoeabar, cf. 2 Pet. iii. 9.

Melito.

He flourished in the third quarter of the second century.

Apology (in Otto, vol. ix. p. 432), “Etenim aliquando fuit
diluuium uenti, et selecti (ad id) homines occisi sunt aquilone
uehementi, et relicti sunt iusti ad demonstrationem ueritatis.
Rursus alio tempore fuit dilunium aquarum, et perierunt omnes
homines et bestiae in multitudine aquarum, et seruati sunt iusti in
arca lignea iussu dei. Atque ita ultimo tempore erit diluuium
ignis, et ardebit terra cum montibus suis, et ardebunt homines
cum simulacris quae fecerunt et cum operibus sculptilibus quae
adorauerunt, et ardebit mare cum insulis suis, et seruabuntur
iusti ab ira, sicut socii eorum seruati sunt in arca ab aquis diluuii.”

On the date of this Syriac version of Melito’s Apology, see
Introduction to 1 Peter, p. 10. Dr. Chase takes the deluge of
wind to refer to the destruction of the Tower of Babel, which is
mentioned in the Sidylline Oracles iii. 97sqq., in connexion with
the destruction of the world by fire, and is inclined to think
that Melito is following the Sidy/ rather than 2 Peter. There is,
however, a different explanation of the Flood of Wind ; see Otto’s
note on the passage, vol. ix. p. 476. But it will be necessary to con-
sider the origin of the belief in the approaching destruction of the
world by fire more fully in a later section.
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Irenacus.

Died, 202 or 203.

This Father introduces a quotation from 1 Peter with the words
Petrus ait in epistola sua (iv. 9. 2) ; but this phrase does not neces-
sarily imply that he knew only one Petrine letter. Irenaeus
certainly knew 2 John, which he quotes explicitly and by name
(i. 16. 3, 1ii. 16. 8); yet, says Mr. Warfield, he quotes 1 John (iii. 16.
5, 8) just as he quotes 1 Peter, with the words 7 sua epistola, é&v 1)
émorodjl.  Two passages call for notice.

ill. 1. 1, perd 88 v Tovrwv éolov Mdpros & pabyrys xal éppy-
vevrijs Iérpov kai adrds & Imd érpov kqpvoodueva éyypddus quiv
Tapadédwxe,

There can be little doubt that &odos here means *“death.” It
is so used Wisd. iii. 2, vii. 6; Luke ix. 31; 2 Pet.i. 15. In
secular writers it never, so far as I know, bears this sense by itself,
though it is commonly used in later Greek in combination with a
genitive, éfodos 10% Blov e# simm. There is some slight presump-
tion, therefore, that here the word may be a reminiscence of the
Petrine passage. But, further, there were two traditions as to the
date at which Mark composed his Gospel. According to the one
he wrote before, according to the other after, the death of Peter.
It is a most natural and probable supposition that the latter view
was connected with 2 Pet. i. 15. Irenaeus does not tell us whence
he derived this account of St. Mark’s Gospel, but he no doubt
borrowed it from some earlier writer, most probably Papias. Thus
it may be argued with some confidence that 2 Peter was known to
and accepted by men who lived before Irenaeus, and whose
opinions Irenaeus followed. It might, of course, be replied that
the writer of 2 Peter was himself following the author or authors
of this tradition, but this would hardly be reasonable.

v. 23. 2, “Dies domini sicut mille anni”; v. 28. 3, 9 yap Huépa
Kupiov ds xiAa &, '

Irenaeus does not tell us where he found these words which so
strongly resemble those of 2 Pet. iii. 8. In both places he con-
nects them with Chiliasm ; the world was created in six days, and
will last six thousand years. It has been supposed that he borrowed
this adaptation of Ps. xc. 4 from Justin, or from Barnabas, or from
the Rabbis. But this point also will require to be further con-
sidered in a later section.

Epistle of the Churches of Lyons and Vienne.
177-179. .
Eus. A, E. v. 1. 36, 55 ; 2. 3, &odos is used absolutely of *“ death.”
LBid. v. 1. 45, & 8 &id péoov kaipds odx dpyds atrols oldt dxapmos
&ivero, cf. 2 Pet. i. &
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The Epistle, then, was known, if not to Irenaeus, to those with
whom he was very closely connected.

Let us notice another phrase in this letter—v. 1. 48, & 74
dvaoTpodils avrdv BAacdypolvres Tov 680y, TovréoTw of viol Ths
drwhelas. Here we seem to find a combination of vers. 2 and 22
of the Fragment of the Apocalypse of Peter, which is therefore
older than the Viennese letter.

Apocalypse of Peter.

110-160, Oor more nearly 120—140; Harnack. The use of the
work by the Viennese Church warns us that the date can hardly be
placed after 140.

1, ool & adriv oovrar Yevdompodijrar kai 6dovs Kal Séypara
wowila s drwlelas 8ddfovow, cf. 2 Pet. 1i. 1.

1, 7as Yuxas éavrdv Soxepdlovras, cf. 2 Pet. ii. 8.

21, Téwov adyxunpdy, cf. 2z Pet. i. 19,

22, 28, BAacdyuoivres T 68ov Tis Sikatoovvys, cf. 2 Pet. ii. 2, 21.

30, 1 évroAy), cf. 2 Pet. ii. 21, iii. 2.

In his edition of the Fragment, Professor Harnack ( Bruckstiicke,
p. 71) says that the Apocalypse and 2 Peter are blutsverwandt,
but does not pronounce upon the question of priority. In the
Chronologie, p. 471, he decides that the author of 2 Peter borrows
from the Apocalypse. But I find it quite impossible to accept this
view. Before the Apocalypse was written there had been violent
persecution (oi Sidfavres Tovs dikalovs kal mwapadivres adrods, 27 ; the
verb myyavi{opevo, 34, belongs to the times of persecution; the
word is used in the Viennese letter, Eus. 4. Z. v. 1. 38), of which
there is no indication whatever in 2z Peter. Again, the description
of hell, suggested as it is by Plato, Aristophanes, Homer, and
especially Virgil, certainly points to a later date than the Epistle.
Jilicher thinks it not improbable that 2 Peter made use of the
Apocalypse ; and Kiihl goes so far as to suppose that 2 Pet. ii. may
have been written by the same author as the 4pocalypse. The
three reasons given by Dr. Chase in the Dictionary of the Bible for
thinking it impossible that the author of the Apocalypse should
have borrowed from 2 Peter, appear to be wholly unsubstantial.
I have suggested in the notes that the whole of the later Petrine
literature owes its origin to 2z Pet. i. 15; these words gave the busy
army of inventors the suggestion and the name for their works of
imagination. If this view is tenable, we have here again a remark-
able proof of the authority of our Epistle in very early times.

It has been said above that the Apocalypse of Peter bears
traces of the influence of Virgil and Homer. The general idea which
underlies the vision, that our pleasant vices are made the whips to
scourge us, may be found in Wisd. xi. 16, 8 &v 7is duaprdves 8id Tovrwy
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xo\d{eras, but in its concrete, pictorial development belongs to the
Greek and Roman mythology. But even in details the Apocalypse
closely resembles the Aeneid. Cf. the following passages :—

Apoc. 3, 7o pév yap cdpara adrdv v Aevkdrepa mwdans xuvos xai
¢pvfpdrepa mavros podov, cuvexékparo 8¢ 76 pubpov adrdv TG Aevkd, Kai
amAds ob Sdvapar éényicacbar 76 xdA\Aos abrdv® § Te yap kdun adrdv
otAy v kai dvfnpd kai émmpémovoa abrdv T$ Te mpocdmy kai Tots
dpots, domepel orédavos ék vapdoordyvos memAeymévos kai mowkilwy
avliv, 5 domep lpis év dépy, TowaiTy v adrdv 4 edmpérea

Virg. Aen. i. 402:

¢ Dixit, et auertens rosea ceruice refulsit,
Ambrosuaeque comae diuinum uertice odorem
Spirauere.’

For the contrast of white and rose in the complexion of beauty,
see the description of Euryalus, den. ix. 431-437, or of Aeneas,
Aen. i. §88-593. OUAy xdun xai dvfnpd is a reminiscence also of
Hom. Od. vi. 230, xad 8¢ xdpyros OdAas ijxe xdpas vaxwbivey dvle
Spolas.

Apoc. 5, péytarov xdpov éxtds TovTov TOD KMoV Uméphapmpov TH
pwrl, kal Tov dépa TOV éxel-drTiow HAlov xaTalapmduevor, kal Ty Yy
abdriy avfovoav dpapdvrors dvleot

Virg. den. vi. 638:

¢¢ Deuenere locos laetos, et amoena uireta
Fortunatorum nemorum, sedesque beatas,

Largior hic campos aether et lumine uestit
Purpureo, solemque suum, sua sidera norunt,”

We may remember also the dododedés Aewudv of Hom. Od. xi. 539.
Apoc. 6, the phrase Témos avyumpds, of the place of punishment,
is taken from 2 Peter, but, used as it is in the Apocalypse, it calls to
mind the words of Virgil,
Aen. vi. 534

¢ Ut tristis sine sole domos, loca turbida, adires.”

Apoc. 8, 9, 16, the region of torment is full of boiling mud.
Cf. den. vi. 296, “Turbidus hic coeno uastaque uoragine gurges
Aestuat ”; 416, “Informi limo”; the boiling mud is that of Phlege-
thon.

Apoc. 6, oi xohdlovres dyyelot ororewdv elyov atrdv TO &dvpa
xatd TOv dépa ToU TémOV.

Virg. Aen. vi. 555:

‘* Tisiphone . . . palla succincta cruenta.”

Apoc. 10, ToVs ¢ovets éBAemov . . . BeBAnuévovs & T Témw
TebAppévo kal memdnpopévy éprerdy wovnpdv, kai wAnTTopévovs Tmo
&y Onplwy Exelvor,
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Virg. Aden. vi. 570:

¢ Continuo sontes ultrix accincta flagello
Tisiphone quatit insultans, toruosque sinistra
Intentans angues uocat agmina saeua sororum.”

Apoc. 11, moldoi maibes olrives dwpor érixrovro (text of Canon
Armitage Robinson) xafvjpevor &Aacov.
Virg. den. vi. 427:

“ Infantumque animae flentes in limine primo.”

It may be strongly suspected that the author of the Apocalypse
was a Western, who had read Virgil. The book first comes before
our notice at Vienna, and in the Roman Muratorianum ; and these
facts point in the same direction. Further, the Clementina mani-
fest so strong an interest in Rome that we may look for their origin,
at any rate for that of their Grundschrift, in the same locality. Prob-
ably a good deal of the pseudo-Petrine literature came from Rome.
But that the whole tone and conception of the dpocalypse is later
than 2 Peter seems to me to be beyond a doubt.

The so-called Second Epistle of Clement.

130-170.

xVi., ywdoxere 82 & Epxerar 70y i fHuépa s xploews bs xA{Bavos
cadpevos kai takijoovrar al duwvdpes Tdv olpavdv xal wiga ) vy ds
pOABBos &ri wupl Tyxdpevos xai Tére Pavioerar T xpidia xal pavepd
épya 1év dvbpdmov.

The author here quotes Mal. iv. 1 ; Isa. xxxiv. 4, but his view of
the world-fire is that of St. Peter. Dr. Salmon (/ntroduction, p. 521)
suggests that gamjoerar is an attempt to make sense out of the
corrupt eVpefrjoeras of 2 Pet. iii. 10. Add that fjuépa xpioews in the
New Testament is only found in Matthew’s Gospel, in 1 John, and
in 2 Peter.

Ignatius.

10§-117.

Eph., Preface, “Inaod Xpiorot 1ob @eot Hudv: see Lightfoot’s
note ; the same phrase recurs Eph. xviii. ; Rom. iiL ; Polye. viii.,
cof. 2 Pet. i. 1.

Eph. xii, Havdov . . . 8 & wdoy émorodf, cf. 2 Pet. iii
15, 16.

Trall. xiii. 3, & ¢ ebpefelnuev dpopor, cf. 2 Pet. iii. 14

Magn. ix., 5 {w) jpiv évéredey, cf. 2 Pet. i. 19.

No one of these phrases can be regarded as conclusive; yet
they are worth noticing as probably echoes of 2 Peter.
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Barnabas.

70~79, Lightfoot ; 130 or 131, Harnack.

XV. 4, mpooéxere, Téxva, i Aéyer 76 Suveréecev & & Tpépast
yotro Aéyer O & éfaxioyhios reow owredéoe Kipios 7& odpmavra.
H yip jpépa map’ adrd xiha &m* adrds 8¢ poi paprvpel Aéywr® "I80d
ajpepov Hpépa dorar bs xhw &y,

See remarks on Irenaeus above; but here the 7ap’ a¥rd comes
very close to Peter’s maps Kuply. Hilgenfeld here quotes Lepto-
genests, 4, “Und (Adam) lebte 70 Jahre weniger als 1000 Jahre,
denn 1000 Jahre sind wie Ein Tag nach dem himmlischen Zeug-
niss. Desswegen ist geschrieben iiber den Baum des Erkenntnisses :
An dem Tage da ihr davon esset, werdet ihr sterben. Darum hat
er die Jahre dieses Tages nicht vollendet, sondern er starb an
demselben.”

Hermas.

110-140, Harnack.

In the Pastor there are a few words and phrases which may
conceivably have been suggested by z Peter; V. iii. 7. 1, v 686w
v dAnlonjy : Sim. v. 7. 2, paopds: Sim. vi. 2. 5, BAéppa, but in a
different sense: Sim. ix. 14. 4, dvovdyros: Sim. ix. 22. 1, false
teachers are adfddes.

Clement of Rome.

93-95, hardly as late as 97, Harnack.

Here again we find several phrases which in the New Testament
are pecular to 2 Peter; such are 6 mpognrixds Adyos, xi. 2: &rdmwrys
(but it is here used of God), lix. 3: pdpos, Ixiii. 1: peyakompemis,
i. 2. In vii. 6 we read Noe éxfpvéev perdvoiav, which not unnaturally
suggests 2 Pet. ii. 5, N@e 8wcatooivys mjpvka. Bishop Lightfoot in-
geniously suggested that Clement may have borrowed his phrase
from a lost passage of the pre-Christian third Sibylline book. See
his note.

Jude.

The Epistle of St. Jude may, I believe, be confidently regarded
as the earliest attestation of 2 Peter. But the point must be dis-
cussed at length in a separate section.

§ 2. OBSERVATIONS ON THE TESTIMONIA

The Second Epistle of St. Peter is very short; its subject, the
disorders of a particular section of the Church, is of limited in-
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terest, and is treated in a vague and general way, very unlike that
in which the same topic is handled in the First Epistle to the
Corinthians, and conveying little information about the persons
and circumstances in view; and it contains very few quotable
phrases. It is probably very seldom quoted even in the present
day. Yet its attestation is strong; if we accept the evidence of
the Apocalypse of Peter, very strong; and if we accept that of
Jude, overwhelming.

Its authenticity was doubted by many in Jerome’s time, because
its style was supposed to differ from that of the First Epistle.
Eusebius believed that it was not the work of St. Peter, chiefly
because he could find no clear instance of its use by the “ancient
presbyters.” Origen knew that it was regarded with doubt, but
gives no reason for the doubt, and was himself rather inclined to
accept the Epistle. Of Clement we are expressly informed that
he gave it a place in his Bible. Before the time of Clement, if we
put aside the Apocalypse and Jude, we can only detect scattered
phrases and words, which are found in 2 Peter, and of which several
are not found elsewhere in the New Testament.

Even scattered words and phrases, such as 68os mijs dAyfelas,
otk dpyds obdé dkapmos, aiwvios Baoilela, & mpodnrikds Adyos, Suo-
véyros, have a certain weight. Phrases have histories. Even in
our own time how many turns of expression are in vogue which,
though apparently quite casual, have yet a definite origin, and mark
the date of the document in which they occur. Not to speak of
really great coinages, such as “evolution ” or * survival of the fittest,”
let us take such trivial instances as “ within a measurable distance of
practical politics,” “grand old man,” “lost leader,” “honest doubt,”
“sweetness and light.” Every one of these current insignificant
phrases belongs to a definite period. But they have become current,
that is to say, they are constantly used by people who have not the
siightest idea where they come from. The same fate may have
befallen 2 Peter; the Church of Vienna, for example, may have
quoted one of its phrases, and yet never have read the Epistle
itself. Indeed, there is reason for thinking that the Epistle did
not enjoy a wide circulation. Otherwise it would be difficult to
account for the extremely bad state of the text.

To this point attention has been drawn in the notes; but it will
be of service to collect here those passages in which the best attested
readings of the MSS. are either certainly or very probably wrong,
or in which variants existed at an extremely early date.

i. 2, 70D ®cov xai ‘Inood Tod Kvplov Hudv.

The right reading here is very probably rot Kuplov Hudv. See
note.

ii. 4, aipots.

This is probably the right reading. But K L P have oepats, and
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this seems to have been what Jude found in his copy of the Epistle,
and paraphrased by 3eopols didioss.

it. 1 3 a.&xovp,evot /.ua'aov dduwias.

This is the reading of & B P, the Bodleian Syriac, and the
Armenian; it is adopted by Westcott and Hort; Tregelles gives
it a place in the margin ; and Tischendorf, though he reads xopwot-
pevor, remarks in his note, d8wovueror si aptum sensum praebere
iudicabitur omnino praeferendum erit.”

A CK L, all other MSS., the Vulgate, m”, Jerome, the Sahidic,
Coptic, Aethiopic, Ephraem, Theophylact, Oecumenius have or
translate xoptovuevor.

Syr? has a word which Tischendorf translates ementes.

It is surely vain to try to get sense out of ddikovuevor. Perhaps
it is worth while to notice that in the Sinaitic MS. ddwovuevor comes
at the end of a line, while the next line ends with d8ixias. It is just
possible that a hasty scribe may have taken the d8wk- from the latter
word.

Kopwodpevor will make sense, but not good sense. A few verses
below pofos ddicias means the temporal gain of unrighteousness,
and the phrase can hardly have any other sense in the former place.
What we appear to want is a participle which should give the sense
of “seeking after.” Ementes might suggest ovovpevor. Koptovpevor
has the look of a mere conjectural emendation.

il 13, dmdrass,

dydwats is the right reading, though it is supported only by B,
the Versions, and Jude.

il. 14, powxaliSos.

So BCK L P: ®A and three cursives have powyaiias.

MowxaAis means “adulterous” (Matt. xii. 39, xvi. 4), or “an
adulteress” (Rom. vii. 3; Jas. iv. 4). “Eyes full of an adulteress”
is certainly nonsense. Mouxak(s is not a classical word, but occurs
in later Greek; see Lobeck’s Phrynichus, p. 452, note. Motxalia
apparently does not exist, and is indeed an impossible formation,
as there is no verb powxalelw, nor noun poixaros. It may be
observed that in ii. 18 the Sinaitic has pafyraémros for paradryros.
The scribe had the word pafyris in his head, and did not perceive
his error till he had written the first two syllables. So here some
still earlier scribe may have meant to write pocxias, but poryaris
occurred to him, and he inserted a wrong syllable. Hence came
the unmeaning potxaAias, which some well-intentioned copyist cor-
rected into potxaAidos. This error is older than any of the existing
MSS.

ii. 15, Tob Boodp.

So ACKLP. Bhas 10b Bewp polov ddixias jydmmoav. R has
700 Bewopadp mafov ddixias frydmyoev. Probably in the original of
the Sinaitic the words ot Bewp 35 were illegible, and the scribe did
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the best he could with them. The name Bosor does not exist. It
will be observed that no single MS. has the right reading 7ot
Bedp 5.

ii. 16, wapappoviav.

This, again, is a vox nikili, but it is the reading of all the great
MSS. Six cursives have wapagpooivyy, three wapavoplav: the
latter is the better conjecture, as it is Peter’s habit to repeat words,
and mapavoplas occurs immediately before,

ill. 3, éumarypovi.

So XA B CP and many cursives. But this word also did not
exist, and therefore cannot have been used by St. Peter.

ill. 10, karaxarjoerac

So A L and some of the Versions ; C has d¢aviofioovrac: RBK P
and some Versions edpefrjoeras: the Sahidic and Bodleian Syriac
translate non inuenientur; am fu harl omit the clause. Kara
xarjoerat, dpavichioovrar, seem to be mere corrections; the right
reading is probably ody elpefrjrerar. But here again we find an
error which is older than any of the MSS,

A document which exhibits so many serious textual corruptions
can hardly have been very generally read, or very carefully guarded
during the first stages of its existence. Yet there is some reason
for thinking that 2 Peter exerted a considerable and widespread
influence in very early times. Four points call for notice.

One is the tradition preserved by Irenaeus, that the Gospel of
St. Mark was written after the death of St. Peter. It may, of course,
be said that St. Peter does not allude to St. Mark’s Gospel in i 1s.
But it may also be thought that he does ; and certainly his words
may have been so understood. It is a fair conclusion that the
statement given by Irenaeus was built by earlier writers on the
Petrine passage.

The idea that a day of the Lord was a thousand years, existed
among the Rabbis. But it was by no means the only idea. Some
held that the ‘“day” was 365 years; some that it was 60o. There
was also great variety among the opinions held as to the duration of
Messiah’s reign ; the Rabbis leave us to choose between 40, 60, 9o,
365, 400, 1000, 2000, and 7000 years. Elieser and some others
fixed upon 1000 years, and defended this number by combining
Isa. Ixili. 4 with Ps. xc. 4 (see Gfrorer, Jakrkundert des Heils, ii.
p.- 252 sqq.). This is the opinion which underlies Apoc. xx. 4.
In the Christian writers quoted above this peculiar explanation of
the “day” is always connected with the millenary reign of Christ.
It cannot be maintained that they all based their Chiliasm on our
Epistle ; yet Methodiwus expressly quotes 2 Peter, and the words of
Barnabas bear a very close resemblance to the Petrine passage.

It may be asked how the Fathers came to adopt one par‘icular
Rabbinic view as to the duration of a day of the Lord, and one
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particular verse of the Old Testament as a proof of this view, unless
they were guided by a Christian document to which they attached
high authority.

But the most remarkable fact is that St. Peter does not give his
adaptation of Ps. xc. 4 any chiliastic turn at all. He employs
it simply to prove the long-suffering of God, and to account for the
delay of the Parousia. This is surely a sign of great antiquity.
From the time of the Apocalypse and Barnabas to that of the
Alexandrines, Chiliasm was practically the universal belief of the
Church (see Justin, Z7ypho, 80-82), and it is extremely difficult to
suppose that the author of 2 Peter, dealing as he is with the very
verse out of which Chiliasm arose, could have refrained from some
allusion to that opinion, if he had been writing at any date in the
second century, or even late in the first. It may be observed here
that he says not one word about the signs of the End. Clearly he
felt strongly bound by the Lord’s command not to speculate on
the day or hour of the Parousia. This command was soon for-
gotten, and its observance ought to count largely in favour of our
author.

Another interesting point is the belief in the destruction of the
world by fire. This also became the predominant opinion.

Writing about the middle of the second century, Celsus says
that Christians generally believed in a world-conflagration (Origen,
contra Celsum, iv. 11, 79), and treats the belief as arising from a
misunderstanding of the teaching of Greek philosophers, that éx-
mupwoes and émwAvoas alternate in the history of the world. Origen,
in answer, refers to Josephus, At i. 2. 3; to Deut. iv. 24 ; Dan.
vil. 10; Mal. iii. 2; 1 Cor. iii. 12, but not to 2z Peter, and insists
that the office of the fire, as described in Scripture, is to purify and
not to destroy. It may be suspected that here we have a glimpse
of one of Origen’s reasons for his doubts about 2 Peter.

In Clement, Strom. v. 14. 121, 122, we find an iambic passage,
which is quoted also in the de monarchia (Otto, vol. iii. p. 136), and
there attributed to Sophocles. The verses speak, not only of the
world-fire, but of the Two Ways, and may be later than Barnabas.
But the words dravra Tariyaa «ai perdpoia PAéfer pavets come very
close to 2 Pet. iii. 10.

Justin, Apol i 20, appeals to the Sibyl and Hystaspes as
authorities for the belief in the world-fire. The first reference is to
Orac. Sib. iv. 172—-177; this book is supposed to have been com-
posed in the time of Titus or Domitian. The prophecies of
Hystaspes were Christian; as to their age, Clement (Strom. vi.
5. 43) appears to say that they were quoted in the Iérpov
xfjpuypa, the date of which is not later than A.p. 140-150 (Chron-
ologie, p. 472). It may be suspected that both Hystaspes and the
fourth book of the Oracles belong to the same family as the pseudo
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Petrine literature. Justin’s words explain the opening lines of the
famous hymn :
% Dies irae, dies illa

Soluet saeclum in fauilla,
Teste Dauid cum Sibylla”;

where the testimony of the Sibyl is coupled with that of the Psalms
(probably Ps. xcvii. 3).

But whence did the Sibyl and Hystaspes derive their opinion
that the world would be destroyed by fire? It was held by
the Valentinians, who may have borrowed it from the Stoics; but
it was opposed by Irenaeus (i. 7. 1), whose own belief was that the
world would be transformed by fire, but not destroyed (v. 36. 1).
It is not to be found precisely in the Old Testament, though
there are passages such as Ps. xcvii. 3, “A fire goeth before
Him, and burneth up His adversaries round about” (cf. Isa.
xxxiv. 4, li. 6, Ixvi. 15, 16, 22; Mal iv. 1, quoted by 2 Clement
xvi.), where the fire of the Lord’s presence, the refiner’s fire, is
described as burning up all evil, and so making a new heaven
and earth. The general language of the New Testament does
not go beyond this (Heb. xii 29; 1 Cor. iii. 13, vii. 31; 2 Thess.
i. 8; Apoc. xxi. 1). Origen referred to Josephus, 4nZ i. 2. 3, wpo-
elpyxev "Aap ddpaviopdv Tdv SAwv reobar, Tov pév xar" loydv mupds,
Tov &repov 8¢ kard Slav xai wAnfiv Hdaros : but this Adamic prophecy
puts the world-fire before the Deluge, and this order is not merely
accidental, as appears from the account of Seth and his two pillars,
which immediately follows. We should infer from the words of
Josephus that Adam foretold a catastrophe either by fire or by
water; or again, if Josephus is quoting loosely, and we are not to
insist upon the sequence of events, we may suppose that he spoke
of the Deluge, and of the overthrow of Sodom. It is certain that
the destruction of the world by fire was not an article of faith
among the Jews, for Philo argues strongly against it (de inc. Munds).

Here again we may ask how a doctrine which was regarded
with much suspicion, as belonging to Stoicism and as preached by
heretics, came, nevertheless, to be widely held, unless it was sup-
ported by some apostolic document.

The Second Epistle of St. Peter must have been written before
the persecution of Nero, and therefore must be older than the
fourth book of the Sidylline Oracles. It is, then, quite a tenable
opinion that the belief in the world-fire arose ultimately out of
this Epistle.

Lastly, it is not improbable that the whole prolific family of
pseudo-Petrine literature springs from the hint given in 2 Pet. i. 15,
The apostle had promised something more, and the temptation to
supply it was irresistible.
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§ 3. RELATION OF 2 PETER TO JUDE.

Of these two writers one borrowed from the other ; this is quite
certain.

The priority of 2 Peter was affirmed with confidence by Luther.
No one, he says, can deny it. But since the time of Eichhorn the
opposite view has gained ground, and is maintained with confidence
quite as great. Holtzmann writes, “It is not necessary again to
refute this hypothesis (of the priority of 2 Peter), which at the
present day 1s practically abandoned.” Weiss says that *there
can be no question ” as to the priority of Jude. Professor Harnack,
Reuss, Jiilicher, von Soden, Dr. Salmon, are of the same opinion.

Yet Luther’s judgment has not been left without supporters. It
has been defended in recent times by Dr. Lumby (in the Speaker’s
Commentary), Mansel, Plummer (in Ellicott’s Commentary), Spitta,
and Zahn.

An intermediate position is held by Kiih], who thinks that 2 Pet.
ii. 1-iii. 2 is an interpolation ; that the original Epistle was used by
Jude ; that the interpolation was taken from Jude. This peculiar
view appears to rest mainly on two supports—(1) that Jude 17, 18
is a quotation from 2 Pet. iil. 3; (2) that the Libertines of the
second chapter have nothing to do with the Mockers of the third.
The weakness of the latter argument is palpable. The theory of
interpolation is always a last and desperate expedient. We shall
see as we go on that the style of the Epistle is uniform, and that
the second chapter has natural links of connexion with the first
and with the third. Nor is there any mark of dislocation at the
beginning or end of the passage which Kiihl supposes to have
been thrust into the original text.

When two writers, whose date cannot be precisely ascertained,
are clearly in the position of borrower and lender, the question of
priority must turn to a great degree on points of style, and these
will always strike different minds in different ways. If the arrange-
ment of the one writer is more logical, and his expression clearer,
than those of the other, it may be thought either that the first has
improved upon the second, or that the second has spoiled the first.
The criterion is of necessity highly subjective, and no very positive
result will be attained unless we can show that the one has mis-
understood the other, that the one uses words which are not only
not used by the other, but belong to a different school of thought,
or that the one has definitely quoted the other. There are passages
in our Epistles which furnish us with these means of decision.

(a) 2 Pet. ii. 4, oewpots {épov Taprapdoas: Jude 6, Searuols didlots.

Jude’s words are most probably to be explained as a paraphrase
of the ancient variant cewpais. It is just possible to find both the
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¢ pits” and the “chains” in Enoch (see notes), but it is not easy to
think that the two writers are here drawing independently from the
same well,

2 Pet. ii. 11, od Pépovor xat’ alrdv waps Kuply BAdodyuov
xplow: Jude 9, odx ¢réAunce xplow dreveyxely Lhaodnuias. St
Peter says that the angels do not bring against 8dfac (the Fallen
Angels) “a railing accusation in the presence of the Lord ” (see
note on the passage). This gives a perfectly good sense; the
Angels are not like the False Teachers who do bring railing,
scandalous, passionate charges against 84fa:, the leaders of the
Church, and commit this sin in the presence and hearing of the
Lord. But here Jude inserts his reference to the Assumption of
Moses. The devil claimed the body of Moses on the ground that he
was a murderer (because Moses had slain the Egyptian). Michael
does not “charge the devil with blasphemy,” as he might have
done, but contents himself with saying, “The Lord rebuke thee.”
(See the Assumption of Moses in Hilgenfeld, Nouum Testamentum
extra Canonem receptum ; the passage in question does not exist in
the large fragment which survives in a Latin translation, but is
sufficiently attested.) The correct sense of kplow éreveyxetv BAao-
¢npias is given by Origen, Ep. ad Alexandrinos, Lomm. xvii. p. §,
where, after referring to the words of Jude, he proceeds, “quidam
eorum qui libenter contentiones reperiunt, adscribunt nobis et
nostrae doctrinae blasphemiam,” “they impute blasphemy to me
and my doctrine.” The passage exists only in a Latin translation, but
the meaning is quite clear. Jude has, of course, omitted wapi Kvpiw,
because the dispute between Michael and Satan did not occur in
the presence of the Lord. But he has altered and spoiled St. Peter’s
point, and quite destroyed the parallel. The False Teachers did
bring railing accusations, but did not bring accusations of blasphemy.

(8) Jude has certain words, which may be called Pauline, and are
certainly not Petrine. KAy7ds, 1; &ytos (in the sense of “Christians ),
3 ; wvedpa, in the sense of “indwelling spirit,” and yuxiwds, 19. Per-
haps we cannot lay great stress on the first of these words, but the
second most probably, and the third and fourth certainly, are alien
from the Petrine vocabulary. To St. Peter yux?} means the soul, the
seat of the religious life, and he could not possibly use yruxixds in the
sense of carnal. Now it is surely far more natural to suppose that
Jude was in the habit of using Pauline language, and slipped these
words in without any sense of incongruity, than that 2 Peter, while
following Jude slavishly elsewhere, cut out these words on doctrinal
grounds. Anyhow, Jude mixes up the psychology of St. Peter with
that of St. Paul, and this fact seems to tell heavily against him.

(¢) 2 Pet. iii. 3, 4, Tobro wpdrov ywdokovres ot eedoovrar én'
doxdrov Tdv fpepdy év dumarypov)) éumaikrar katd Tds {dias émibuplas
alrdv mopevdpevor, kal Aéyovres, Ilob éorev ) émayyelia Tijs mapovaias
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abrod; Jude 17, 18, Ypels 88 a'yaﬂ'm'ot, p.w;tr@vrre oy pypdrov 'rwv
wpoetpn;;evmv o Tév a.n'oo"roz\wv 70V Kvpzov n,uwv Ino'ov Xpw'rov, ort
b\eyov \IIM-V, .E‘ﬂ" éa’xa.‘rov XPOVOU ((TOWaL (‘LWGLKTGL Ka'ra ‘TOS ea.vraw
émbuplas mopevdpevor Tiv doefeadv. St. Peter gives the warning as
his own, introducing it just as he does the other wammg about the
interpretation of prophecy, with the words, ToUTO TPATOV YWHTKOVTES
(i. 20), and the Hebraxsm, év éurarypov]) éumaiktar, is quite in his
style (see note on ii. 12). Jude gives the words as a quotation, but as
an apostolic commonplace. We cannot lay stress on the verb éeyov
when we remember the familiar phrase 5 ypady Aéyer. But prob
ably Jude means that he could find the substance of the warning
in the teaching of more than one of the apostles. No doubt he
could have done so; we may refer to Acts xx. 29, or to the Chris
tian prophecy recorded by St. Paul, 1 Tim. iv. 1. Jude may very
well be thinking of St. Paul as well as of St. Peter. But the point
is, that this particular form of the prophecy is found only in 2 Peter.
There is certainly strong reason for thinking that Jude is here
quoting 2 Peter. The reader may consult the remarks of Kiihl,
Spitta, Zahn (Einlestung, § 43, part ii. p. 81 of the second edition)
on the one side, and of Jiilicher (E¢nleitung, p. 187) on the other.
See also the notes on the passages in 2 Peter and Jude.

It may be thought that the passages and words that have been
adduced are such in kind and gravity as to form a presumption,
perhaps it may be said a strong presumption, in favour of z Peter.
But if so, this presumption ought not to be set aside unless it can
be rebutted by weightier evidence on the other part. No such
evidence can be adduced. The rest of the argument depends upon
points of arrangement and style, which can establish nothing beyond
a more or less vague opinion. Yet it will be worth while to run
through the two Epistles, and note how far the conclusion already
suggested is strengthened or weakened by considerations of a more
general order.

The Salutation of 2 Peter ends with the words xdpis Spuiv xai
elpyjym mAnfufein. The formula agrees verbally with that of the First
Epistle. It is a salutation of simple archaic type, combining the
Christian equivalent for the current heathen xmpew w1th the ordinary
Hebrew Peace. Jude has &\eos Upiv ai elpijvy «ai dydmy wAnbuy-
Oein. The verb is the same as in 1 Peter; the nouns remind us
of St. Paul’s xdpis &eos elpijry, 1 Tim, i. 2z; 2 Tim. i. 2; Tit. i. 4;
see also 2 John 3. It should be observed that immediately before
these words we find the Pauline xAyrols. St. Jude’s formula is
conflate and later. Some critics believe that 2 Peter is earlier than
1 Peter. But if it is later, and if the author was a forger, it is
remarkable that he should have quoted the First Epistle here and
here only. On the other hand, if the author was St. Peter himself,
it is most natural that he should use his ordinary form of address,
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and not surprising that every other part of the Second Epistle
should differ from the First.

The rest of the first chapter of 2z Peter forms an exordium. The
author does not dash into his subject, but circles round it, dwelling
upon thoughts of which we do not quite see the application till they
are finally brought to a point. This method is characteristic also
of the First Epistle, in which the special lesson of patient endur-
ance under persecution is slowly and gradually approached. In the
Second Epistle the object is to guard the readers against the seduc-
tions of the False Teachers and Mockers. With this view the
writer dwells first upon the fulness and completeness of the apos-
tolic teaching (ver. 3); next, upon its unique power; in this way
alone we become partakers of the divine nature Fver. 4) ; next, upon
the consequent necessity of moral and spiritual growth (vers. 5-10),
which is the condition of entrance into the kingdom (ver. 11). From
this he proceeds to the authority of the apostolic teaching. It
rests, not on ingenious speculation, but on the witness of facts,
especially of the Transfiguration (vers. 16-18), and is confirmed by
Prophecy (ver. 19); but Prophecy must be rightly understood.

This exordium is quite appropriate, and contains nothing to
arouse suspicion, unless we are convinced that the Transfiguration
is itself a myth. It abounds in thoughts and phrases which anti-
cipate not only the second, but the third chapter (dpersj, eloéBeia,
Ymoponi), Pplopd, Sivauts xal mapovoie, érdyyelua).

Some of the phrases employed have been thought to belong
to the second century; but without any reason. Deissmann (Bide/-
studien, p. 277, Eng. trans. p. 360) prints a portion of an inscription
from Stratonicea in Caria. It contains the preface to a decree of the
town council, and is supposed to belong to the year A.D. 22 or there-
abouts. It uses not only the phrase wdoav oroudiy elodpépeafar (2 Pet.
i. 5), but also fefa S¥vaps (2 Pet. i. 3). This latter expression was
familiar to town authorities and citizens. It may be observed that
ioéripos (2 Pet. 1. 1) is also a political word. It is quite possible
that St. Peter's amanuensis was a Roman citizen, whether Silvanus
or another, who had often seen inscriptions like that of Stratonicea,
and was familiar with the language current among the officials by
whom they were composed. @eias rowvwvol ¢icews (2 Pet. i. 4)
belongs rather to philosophy, but would be quite intelligible to
any fairly educated man in St. Peter’s time.

St. Jude’s opening consists of an address in two verses, and
an introduction in one. He tells his people that he had been
intending to write to them ‘“about our common salvation,” an
ordinary pastoral letter, but “found it necessary to write and exhort
you to do battle for the faith once for all delivered to the saints.”
Spitta thinks that his words, ) dwaé wapadoleloy rois dyioes
wiore,, were suggested by ris wapadofeions airois dylas évrodis
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(2 Pet. ii. 21). This may be the case; and, if so, it is a strong
point in favour of the priority of 2 Peter, But, in any case, St.
Jude here again uses a Pauline expression, 7ois dyiois. Clearly,
also, he was writing in a hurry. He had meant to do one thing
and found himself obliged to do another. It is not difficult to
suppose either that St. Peter’s letter had reached him and opened
his eyes to the mischief that was going on, or that sudden informa-
tion had been brought to him that Antinomian teachers were at
work in his district, that time pressed, and that he copied out, with
no very great alteration, as much of St. Peter’s letter as he thought
necessary. There would be nothing at all extraordinary in this.
St. Jude’s people were not the same as St. Peter’s.

We may notice here another phrase of St. Jude’s, which comes
a little lower down (ver. s5), “I wish to remind you, though once for
all ye know all things,” of the instances of God’s judgment in similar
cases. Itis a hasty phrase. What Christians knew once for all, is
the faith once for all delivered. The term does not apply very
easily even to particular facts recorded in Old Testament history,
still less does it apply to the doom of the fallen angels, or to the
dispute between Michael and Satan. The words of Jude bear a
close resemblance to those of St. Peter (i. 12), “Wherefore I will
always remind you of these things (the promises, the need of
growth in virtue), though ye know them.” It can hardly be
denied that the two passages are connected, or that St. Peter’s
phrase is much more natural and intelligible than St. Jude’s.

The second chapter of the Petrine Epistle follows easily and
without any kind of dislocation from the first. Prophecy witnesses
to the truth of the apostles’ doctrine, but it must be rightly under-
stood. There were, as we know, those who did not interpret
prophecy in the same sense as St. Peter. Further, even in Israel
there were false prophets. “So among you there will be false
teachers.” There is some difficulty here about the future tense.
St. Peter speaks of these false teachers partly in the future, partly
in the present, and it is not quite certain whether he means that
they are already at work in other districts and will soon invade the
Churches to which he is writing, or whether we are to regard the
future as meaning * there must be,” ““there are and always will be.”
St. Peter does not say expressly that the false teachers claimed to be
prophets, but there can be little doubt that they did so, for they
could hardly justify their doctrine except by an appeal to revelation.
At any rate the analogy between false teacher and false prophet
is so close that what is true of the one is in the main true of the
other also. The point is, that it does not follow that every one
who claims to be prophet or teacher is really what he professes
to be. There must be a test. These teachers are false, because
they introduce ‘heresies” (see note on this word), because they
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deny the Lord who bought them, because they are immoral. They
deceive men with lying words; they will gain much success, and
bring reproach on the way of truth, but their doom is destruction.

With this passage (2 Pet. ii. 1-3) the reader must compare
Jude 4. St. Jude does not call his antagonists either teachers or
prophets, though the word éwmvwalduevoy, in ver. 8, may imply
that they claimed prophetic inspiration. *Certain men,” he says,
“have slipped in.” They are already at work. If we may take
St. Peter’s future, “there will be false teachers,” as practically a
present, St. Jude’s letter may have been written very shortly after-
wards. On the other hand, St. Jude’s language has been taken to
imply a not inconsiderable interval of time. He goes on to say
of these men that they are oi wdAat mpoyeypauuévor eis TovTo 70
kpipa. Spitta finds here a reference to 2 Peter; but it is much
easier to take mdlar to mean ‘““in the ancient Scriptures,” “in the
Old Testament.” But what is the meaning of tobro 76 kplua? Nc
judgment has been mentioned. For an explanation we must go to
2 Pet. ii. 3, where, after the description of the false teachers, we
find the words ofs 76 kpipa &malar odx dpyet.  St. Jude goes on to
say of these men that they are impious, that they change the grace
of “our God” into licentiousness, and that they deny our only
Master and Lord Jesus Christ. “Our God” is from 2 Pet. i. 1:
the concluding phrase is surely an exaggeration of St. Peter’s rov
dyopdoavra atrovs deomoryy dpvoipevor. Nay, St. Jude not only
exaggerates, but rather spoils the phrase. St. Peter had more than
one good reason for inserting dyopdoavra before Seamiryy.

Here follow in both writers the instances of God’s judgments on
the impious. It will be convenient to arrange the two lists side by
side—

2 PETER. Jupe.
) Israel in the Wilderness.
. The Fallen Angels. The Fallen Angels.

1

2

3. The Flood (Noah).

4. The Cities of the Plain (Lot). The Cities of the Plain (Lot
is not mentioned).

5 Cain.
6. Balaam. Balaam.
7. Korah.

It will be observed that St. Peter’s instances are arranged in strictly
chronological order, while Jude’s are not. This fact has been
counted by some in St. Peter’s favour; by others, against him. St.
Peter again twice couples an instance of mercy with an instance of
judgment ; this fact again has been reckoned both on the one side
and on the other. We may notice that St. Peter, with his mind
fixed on false teachers, naturally begins with the fallen angels, who,
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according to Jewish tradition, taught men all kinds of wickedness.
There is no particular point in St. Jude’s first instance, but it may, of
course, be said that St. Peter saw this, and accordingly left it out.
The Flood St. Peter mentioned probably because Noah was a
preacher of righteousness, a *dignity ” who was blasphemed by man
but approved by God. But the instance has a further value for
him, because he is going to argue in the third chapter that as the
world was once destroyed by water, so it will again be destroyed by
fire. Here it may be said that St. Peter had a definite reason for
adding. Nor is it conclusive, if we say that St. Peter is of a more
merciful and pastoral spirit than St. Jude, and that his mentica of
Noah and Lot points towards the beautiful saying (iii. 9) that God’s
will is that all men should come to repentance. It is true that
there is a certain exaggeration and passion, and a fiery zeal for
orthodoxy about St. Jude. He describes the sin of the Cities of
the Plain (dmelfoicar émicw aapkds érépas) in such a way that it
ceases to be parallel to that of the false teachers, and his view of the
proper treatment of penitents (vers. 22, 23) is couched in language
of great severity. Again, Cain, the murderer, is rather a fierce
parallel. Some have indeed supposed that we have here Philo’s
whimsical allegorism, in which Cain is the type of the sceptic; but
this is not at all in St. Jude’s manner. The same fierce note sounds
in the instance of Korah, who rebelled against the priests. St. Jude
was evidently a zealot, and it may, of course, be said that the author
of 2 Peter did not quite like this fire and fury, and did what he
could to soften it down. But it seems more probable that the case
was the reverse of this, that St. Jude did not think 2 Peter quite
strong enough.

Much has been written in Germany about what is called the
Apokryphenscheu of 2 Peter. St. Jude makes free use of apocryphal
authorities : he specifies the sin of the fallen angels, mentions the
dispute between Michael and Satan, and quotes Enoch by name.
The comparative reticence of 2 Peter is supposed to point to a date
late in the second century, about A.p. 170, when the idea of a canon
of Scripture was taking shape, and men were beginning to look with
suspicion on all books that were not included in the authorised
lists. Hence, it is said, we must infer that 2 Peter abbreviated
and expurgated Jude. But there is nothing in this argument.
Enoch was not absolutely rejected before the fourth century (see
the introduction in Mr. Charles’ edition), and the use made of
Jewish tradition in 2 Peter is very similar to that which we find in
1 Peter, or in Paul, who probably refers to the Assumption of Moses
in Gal iii. 19, and certainly adopts a Rabbinical fancy in 1 Cor
x. 4. Further, what I venture to think a conclusive reason fot
regarding the passage about Michael as an addition made by Jude
has been given above, p. 217.
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It may be asserted that Peter’s mind is clearer and more intelli-
gent than that of Jude. In addition to the two instances cited (xaimep
€lddras, and the choice and arrangement of the historical examples),
the reader should take note of the extraordinary haste and con-
fusion of Jude’s censure on the people of the Cities of the Plain.
He not only brings out that feature of their wickedness which is
not applicable, but goes on to charge them in particular with ¢ blas-
pheming dignities ” (ver. 8). St. Peter does not fall into this error.
What he says (ii. 10, 11) is that the false teachers blaspheme dignities,
while the angels do not. Certainly St. Peter is the more intelligent
of the two. On the other hand, he drops at times into awkward and
confused expressions, and here Jude corrects him. One instance
of this is to be found in 2 Pet. ii. 13, a badly constructed sentence
which Jude (ver 10) has straightened out, dropping the vulgar
Hebraism (é&v v ¢bopd ¢0ap110'ovra(.), and making things much
smoother. Another occurs in 2 Pet. ii. 17, where the metaphors
are mixed up in the style of a Hebrew prophet ; fountains and mists
are punished with darkness. Here, again, Jude has laid his finger
on the artistic defect. Fountains cannot be sent into darkness, he
said to himself; no, but dorépes whavfirar can (ver. 12). To some
this will seem an obvious emendation in the style of Bentley; to
others, again, the prettiness will appear to be a mark of originality.

Of the concluding section of 2 Peter, of the Parousia section,
there is only one distinct trace in Jude. Peter introduces it with
the warning that “in the last days there shall come mockers, say-
ing, Where is the promise of His coming?” Jude quoted the first
clause as apostolic (see above), but omitted the second clause, in
which the nature of the mock is defined. Now, if Peter, on the
word “mockers,” shut up his copy of Jude and plunged into
original composition, it must be admitted that he has disguised
the seam with phenomenal skill. On the other hand, if we read
over Jude 16-19, it will be seen that vers. 17, 18 can be cut out with-
out damage either to the grammar or to the sense. Further, Jude
has inserted the genitive rdv doeBedv, which is not wanted, and
appears to be suggested by the quotation from Enoch, which he
had inserted just before. It is possible that dpduovs, Jude 24,
may have been suggested by duwmwirovs, 2 Pet. iii. 14, and wpoo-
Sexduevor, Jude 21, by mpoodoxdyres, 2 Pet. iil. 14.

If we are to ask why St. Jude omitted St. Peter’s argument
about the Parousia and the final section of 2 Peter generally, many
answers may be suggested. It may be that he could not quite
adopt St. Peter’s reasoning. It may be that he thought that his
quotation from Enoch was a sufficient proof of the Second Advent.
It may be that among his flock Antinomianism was a burning ques-
tion, while the Parousia was not. It may be, again, that he did
not quite like the way in which St. Peter speaks of St. Paul, for
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Jude uses Pauline language, and clearly did not think that there
was anything Svovéyrov in the epithet Yuyicds. Or it may be simply
that he felt that he had said quite enough, and had no time to spare.
Sometimes there is a reason for an omission ; thus Marcion intention-
ally left out parts of St. Luke’s Gospel : sometimes there is none; thus
in the Apostolical Church Ordinance the Way of Death is not given.
Nothing has been said in this section about the argument from
the vocabulary of the two Epistles. This point has been worked
out with great elaboration by Spitta. It is difficult to see how the
question can be posed in such a manner as to admit of a definite
answer. Yet there are two points on which it is possible to lay
some weight. Jude undoubtedly borrows from a vocabulary which
is not St. Peter’s; and it is noticeable that these peculiar words
occur before and after the description of the Antinomian teachers,
in those introductory and concluding verses which are, in the main,
St. Jude’s own property. Again, the style of 2 Peter is uniform
throughout, and its most distinctive feature, the habit of repeating
words, marks all three chapters alike. But we must deal with this
subject, which is of great importance, in the following section.

§ 4. VOCABULARY, GRAMMAR, AND STYLE OF 2 PETER.

The following words are found in 2 Peter, but not elsewhere in
the New Testament :

*Abeopos?, nixaﬂivravwoe (v.l. dxa.rci'lrawoc), Awaest, duabis,
dmopevyert, dpyewl, a pl.x'ros‘, a.vx,mpos, BAéppa, ﬁap,&;posl ﬂpa-
S6rifs, Savydlew, Svovénros, e-yxa.focxew, éxmaday, 2)«7&:1 ep.mvyp.om,
&rpugpart, éfaxolovlenr), éfépapa, ewayyc)\p.a, émémrryst, lodryuos, kara-
xAvlew!, kavaodabar, kihiopa, Mjbyl, peyalompemisl, péyioros), plaopnal,
p.zuo-y.és‘l, priunt, pvordfey, p.«?:p.osl, SAiyuws (ﬂ.l. dvrws), 6;u’x)a71, mapa-
¢povia (9.l mapavoplia), 1rapaa'a'ytw, waperpépew, whaords, porlndiv,
gepbs (0.0, cepd), ornprypds, orouxeiovt, (in sense of physical elements),
¢r~-rpr:ﬁ)«ow1 Taprapodv, Taxwisl, Teppody, Tikeahail, Tododel, ToAunmis,

5!, pwodipos, Yevdodiddoxaros, émidvoust,

' Words marked (?) are found in the Greek versions of the Old
Testament. See Hatch and Redpath.

"Epmavypovy), mapagpovia are probably due to corruption of
the text. See above, p. 213. On BMéppa, xavoolaba:, see note.
"Emémrys is used in the Old Testament only of God, Esth. v. 1;
2 Macc. iil. 39; 3 Macc. il. 21.

Leusden counts one thousand six hundred and eighty-six éraé
Aeydpeva in the New Testament. As there are twenty-seven docu-
ments, this would give them about sixty-two apiece. In 2 Peter
there are fifty-five, which, considering the brevity of the Epistle,
is a very high number.
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The vocabulary of 1 Peter is dignified ; that of 2 Peter inclines to
the grandiose (éépapa, émémrys, poulndv, Taprapotv, redpoiv).

By the help of Bruder we may make a list of about three hundred
and sixty-one words which are found in 1 Peter but notin 2 Peter.
Among words which, in spite of the great difference of subject, we
mlght have expected to find in the latter Eplstle, are the following:

Aym{ew, a-ymcryos‘, a.yw.{ew, dyvds, dvayerviy, droxdAufus, dofdlew,
é)\eew, éeos, E\wrilew, <)url.9, émkdAvppa, evayyedifew, Ka.0a.pos, xAnpo-
vo,uew, x)\npovo;.u.a, paxaptog, vnqbew, owoq&)\uyw. (w1th kpot, wdror),
dvopa, wapowkia, WAEPOIKOS, 7roq1.awsw, 1rot,u.7]v, woipviov, mwpeoBiTepos,
ardvdalov, axol\ils, ovveldyots, trakorp, tmdkpiots.

In 2 Peter there are about two hundred and thirty-one words which
are not found in 1 Peter, and some of these, again, are remarkable :

¥Axkapmos, avo;w;, apyos, an)tel.a, &rrolij, émayyelia, émayyé\-
)\wﬁac eﬂaWGI\lm, emywwcrxew, cmva(rls, ebaefs, eboéBea, Oeios,
cwtip, Vrouuviokw, Yréuryats, mrop.ovn.

On the other hand, there are certain points of similarity. Zahn
(Einleitung, part ii. p. 108) gives the following list :

*Avaorpogj, &vaa'fpe'¢oea'0al., dmdfeors (this word is peculiar to
I and 2 Peter), dpery) of God (but probably in a different sense),
érémrrac (cf éromredew, I il. 12, iii. 2), doripikros and a‘mptwuk
(cf. ompllew, I V. 10), owilot xal ,u.w/.LOL and ao"m)\os Kai ay.wp.'qros
(cf. domiros xal duwpos, I L 19), draramradorovs duaprias (cf. wéravrar
dpaprias, I iv. 1), doélyea, Yuxi (in sense of “soul”). B. Weiss
(Einleitung, p. 445) considerably extends this list ; the most notice-
able fact that he adds to it is the fondness of both 1 and 2 Peter
for the plural of abstract nouns.

In 2 Peter there are even fewer particles than in 1 Peter. The
author never uses uév. He employs very few Hebralsms there are
a couple of reduplications é& ¢bopg ¢0ap1)o'ov'rat, il. 12; & dumay-
,u.ovv qurm.x'ra.l., iil. 3 3 in ii. 10 we have 7ods o1rurm a'a.pxos TOPEVO-
pévovs: in ii. 1, aipéoes drolelas: in il. 14, xardpas récva. The
article he uses much m the same way as 1 Peter; sometimes
omlttmg it, as with dpyalov xéopoy, ii. 5; sometimes again employ-
ing it w1th unexpected freedom and elega.nce, for instance i. 4, s
& 16 xdopy & embupia $lopas: iil. 17, T Tdv dféopwy whdvy:
cf. i. 8, 16, il. 7, 10, 22, iil. 5, 12. The expression in the first
chapter is easy and clear; in the later chapters it becomes at times
laboured, turgid, involved, and obscure, especially in two passages,
ii. 12-14, iil. 5-7. Some allowance must be made here for passion,
for the writer was clearly deeply moved by his subject. It should
be noticed also that the writer of 1 Peter is extremely embarrassed
at times ; see iil. 20, 21, iv. 3-6.

Two features of the style call for special notice. One is the
habit of repeatmg words. The following instances may be given:

i 5, 11, émxopyyev: i. 10, 19, BéBatos: i. 12, 13, 15, iii. 1,
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imopupnjokew, & vropviae, pvijpny -rro:.el.a'otu i 17, 18, tvexoturqe
évexfeioav : L 10, 15, iil. 14, mrovb‘a{ew i . 4 il 18 20, anc[mryew
l .20, 21, mpodyrela: 1. 20, iil, 3, Tovro ‘n'parrov 'ywwowov'rcs" i 1. 3

A 16 drdraa: ii. 4, 5, épelcaro: 11. 4, 9, 17, iii. A TPy :
i, xo, 11, 12, BAdodrpos, BAacnpueiv : ii. 2, 15, 21, 68s: ii. 14, 18,
dehedfewv : ii. 16, 18, ¢féyyeobar: i. 16, il ez, 15, efaxo)tovﬂew.
il 1 3, 15, p.wﬂos aSua,as . 21, iil. 2, &roly: ii. 4, 17, {ocpos :
il. g, 1i. 7, 'r]p.epa. xploews: iii. 12, 13, 14, wpoodoxdv: iil. 10, 12,
oToixeia xavo-ovp.eva i 3, 20, ii. 16, 22, iil. 3, 16, 17, Wiwos: L 16,
iil. 4, 12, rapovela. This list mlght be con51derably extended.

Three reflexions may be made upon this peculiarity :

(1) The repetitions extend throughout the Epistle, and form a
strong guarantee of its unity against Kiihl’s theory of interpolation.

(2) Some of the repetitions disappear in the parallel passages of
Jude, who has, for instance, only the single uofob (ver. 11) for the
duplicated juofds ddwins of Peter, and corrects the Hebraisms &
$opd POeipeabar, & éumarypovy éumatkrar.  Jude avoids repetmons ;
thus in the verse just quoted we have 600s Tob Kaly, wAdvy Tob
Ba\adp, dvridoyla 1o Kopé, and three different verbs are em-
ployed. .He has a certain skill in devising synonyms. If we
take his opening and concluding passages, where he is most
independent, we find the phrase xara 7ds éavriv émibuplas wopevs-
pevor used twice, 16, 18; wiors occurs twice, 3, z0; dmaf twice,
3» 53 é\eos twice, 2, 21; éAeclv twice in 22 and 23 (though this
is doubtful ; see note). But he has more style than Peter, and
is not given to the needless iteration of insignificant words. It is
therefore important to observe that in the parallel passage he does
repeat several of the words wlnch are repeated in 2 Peter, mpeiy,
6 (bzs), 13, 21 ; {6¢os, 6, 13; Kpiots, 6, 9, 15; BracPnueiv, Brao-
¢nuia, 8, 9, 10. Now, on these facts it seems far more natural to
suppose that Jude pruned down, but could not wholly eradicate,
the repetitions of Peter, than that Peter copied and exaggerated a
not very marked feature of Jude’s style. Indeed, we should have
to suppose that Peter was so captivated by Jude’s tautology that
he introduced the same trick freely into his own first and third
chapters, where he was writing his own thoughts in his own way.

(3) Itis to be observed that the same habit of repeating words
is noticeable also in 1 Peter. The following instances may be given:
i. 7, 8, 86faw, dedofaopévy : i 3, il 21, 8 a a.vaa-rwews "Inaob Xpw"rou :
i7 13 lv. 13, V. I, aroxa)&m/us‘ l. 9, 10, curypia: i 15, 16, a.'ytos‘
(guater) i 15, 17, 18, u 12, iil. 1, 2 16, avmpsqbwaa., dvao-
Tpodij: i 2, 14, 22, Ymaxoy: i. 3, 23, dvayewidr: i 25 piipe. (bis):
il 4 5 Alfos Lav, mvevparikds: ii. 4, 6, éxAextdy, &vripov: u. 5 9y
lepdrevpa: ii. 9, Io, Aads (fer): i 1, ii. 11, mapem{dypos: 1. 17
il. 11, mapowio, mdpowkos: ii. 12, 14, iil. 16, iv. 15, xaxowouds: ji
14, 15, 20, iil. 6, iv. 19, o.-yaOovrocos, “wotely, -woula: il 19, 20, 23,



VOCABULARY, GRAMMAR, AND STYLE OF 2 PETER 227

and nine other places mdoyew: il 13 and six other places vmordo-
veofar: iil. 16, 21, ovweldyows: iil. 18, 19, mvetpa: iv. 1, malbiw
oapxl (bis): i 13, v. 7: v. 8, vijpew: V. §, 6, Tamewds, Tarewoiy.
This list also might be extended.

The habit of verbal repetition is therefore quite as strongly
marked in the First Epistle as in the Second. This is a matter of
very high importance. It forms a striking link between the two
Epistles ; and, further, if we suppose St. Peter to have employed an
amanuensis, and to have allowed him considerable freedom, it is
yet just in such a point as this that we should expect the mental
habit of the real author to be visible through the disguise.

Another curious feature of the style of 2 Peter is its tendency
to fall into iambic rhythm. Many sentences can be turned into
tragic senarii with very little alteration ; thus:

1. 1, 7ov dyopdoavra Seawérny dpvovpevor.

il. 3, TAacrolow Yuds éuropevgovrar Adyos,

il. 4, @eos odx épelcar’ dANG oepolot {Spov

éraprdpuaev els dixny mpovpévous.

In i 19 the cadence and the colour of the words are the same, and
in the third chapter again there is a perceptible approach to the
movement of blank verse in the sonorous futures passive, and in the
character and metrical value of the language, as, for instance, in
aroixela 8¢ xavoovueva Avbioeras or obpavol mupovuevor Avbjoovrar.

The Attic tragedians were diligently studied and imitated by
Jewish poetasters in Alexandria ; for instance by Ezekiel, of whom
some fragments have been preserved by Eusebius (Prep. Euang.
ix. 28 sqq.). Our knowledge of this interesting man 1s derived
through Eusebius and Clement of Alexandria from Alexander
Polyhistor, a contemporary of Sulla. Ezekiel, probably with the
special view of introducing the Bible to the knowledge of cultivated
Greeks, dramatised Exodus in iambic trimeters, and possessed a
tolerable, though not immaculate, command of the metre. In his
Exodus he described a wonderful bird which appears to be the
pheenix, and this may be the source of the reference to the pheenix
in the epistle of Clement of Rome.

There were many of these Jewish iambic writers. Some of them
seem to have palmed off their compositions under the names of the
famous classic dramatists ; thus in the Stromata of Clement (v. 14.
113 sqq.) we find passages ascribed to Sophocles, Menander,
Diphilus, which are certainly of Jewish manufacture. Such extracts
were collected in anthologies, and were probably widely known
among educated Christians at a very early date. Some of the first
Christians had even read the classic dramatists; thus St. Paul
quotes (1 Cor. xv. 33) a verse of Menander, and even in the Apoc-
alypse is found a phrase yeuoboras Ovuiapdrwv (v. 8), which may
possibly be derived from Sophocles, O. 7. 4. A possible reminis-
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cence of Menander has been pointed out in the note on 1 Pet. ii.
16. The habit of iambic composition passed over into the Church,
and Irenaeus (i. 15. 6) gives some verses of this kind written by
6 Geios mpeaSimys kai xfjpvé Tis dAnfelas on the heretic Marcus.

In Clem. Alex. Protrept. vi. 68 ; Strom. v. 11. 75, will be found
some lines attributed to Euripides. One of these passages, which
runs thus:

wolos 8 &v olkos Texrévwy whaolels fro
8éuas 70 Oeiov mwepiBdlor Tolxwy wruyxals,

is clearly taken from 1 Kings viii. z7. Here the author is treating
of Solomon, at any rate he is representing the words of Solomon,
and it is possible that Proverbs had been wholly or in part versified
by one or another of these Jewish paraphrasts. It may be per-
missible to suspect that the mapowuia given by 2 Pet. ii. 22 comes
in its actual shape from such a source as this. Certainly it falls
very readily into iambics :

éx’ l&uw étdpap’ émiorpépes xbwr,

ds 7° & xt\opa BopBbpov )‘e)\owtévq.

We should thus be able to account, not only for the combina-
tion of the biblical proverb about the dog with the non-biblical
proverb about the sow, but for the use of the remarkable words
é¢épapa and xdlopa. (See note on this passage; and for further
information on the subject of Jewish Alexandrine poetry, refer to the
Fragments of Alexander Polyhistor in Miiller, Fragmenta Histor-
icorum Graecorum ; Schiirer, Jewish People in the time of Christ.)

If the iambic writers really did exercise a certain influence on
the style of 2 Peter, two questions arise. Is the fact consistent
with an early date? and again, Is it possible to suppose, in view
of this peculiarity of style, that the two Epistles of Peter were
written by the same hand ?

To the first question it may be answered, that the marked
features of literary style in the second century are Homerism in
vocabulary and Platonism in thought. Of the former there are
possibly some faint traces in 2 Peter (see notes on ii. 14, 17),
though not more than we can well account for in a contemporary
of Philo’s ; of the latter there are none.

To the second question, again, there is an answer. Many writers
who compose, as a rule, in pure prose, fall at times, corsciously or
unconsciously, into metre. We have a familiar instance of this peculi-
arity ready to hand in the case of Charles Dickens. Take the follow-
ing passage, which has often been quoted, from Martin Chusslewit:

¢ If there be fluids, as we know there are,
Which conscious of a coming wind, or rain,
Or frost, will shrink and strive to hide themselves
In their glass arteries;
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May not that subtle liquor of the blood
Perceive by properties within itself,

That hands are raised to waste and spill it;
And in the veins of men run cold and dull
As his did in that hour!”

Dickens was familiar with the grave cadences of the stage, and
here the solemnity of his theme, the mysterious sense of impending
disaster, shapes his imagination so that his thoughts naturally fall
into the appropriate vehicle of tragic metre. It is by no means diffi-
cult to suppose that the author of 2 Peter was uplifted in the same
way. He sees men bringing blasphemy on the way of Truth, and
defying the terrors of God’s judgment. Possibly he knew some-
thing of the Greek tragedians, certainly the swelling and sometimes
turbid imagery of Wisdom and of the Hebrew prophets would
recur to his mind. His imagination rises above the region in
which it habitually dwells; but it rises heavily, and with effort.
He is no Isaiah, nor even Malachi; yet for once he is treading
the same heights, and endeavouring to speak as they would have
spoken. There is a certain dignity in the style of 1 Peter, which,
under stress of excitement, might easily become grandiose, and
even a little incoherent. Both these traits may be discerned in
2 Peter, though they have been absurdly exaggerated.

Jerome noticed a diversity of style between the two Epistles,
but it does not appear that Eusebius, Origen, or Clement, who, on
such a point, were much better authorities, had raised this objec-
tion. Even greater differences of style were observed by ancient
critics in the works of Aristotle and Plotinus. They may be
detected in the undoubtedly genuine works of Thomas Carlyle,
or in those of Wordsworth, or of Burns. It is a common remark
that artists have an earlier and a later manner, or that their inspira-
tion and gift of expression vary with their theme. Unless we can
say of two writings that they exhibit a different personality and
tone of mind, a different way of regarding the same objects, it is
extremely difficult to say at what point formal unlikeness amounts
to incompatibility.

Another distinction which has been pointed out between the
manners of 1 and 2 Peter is the comparative paucity in the latter
of allusions to the Old Testament or to the gospel.

1 Peter sometimes refers to the Old Testament, as when he
speaks of Noah and Sarah, repeatedly quotes it, and constantly
uses words and phrases which easily remind the reader of their
biblical origin. On the other hand, though 2 Peter often refers
to the Old Testament, appealing to it for the instances of judgment
and the method of creation, he can hardly be said to quote it, and
his allusions are not so numerous. The passages specially marked
by the use of large type in Westcott and Hort’s text are five:
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il. 2=Tsa lii. 5; ii. 22=Prov. xxvi. 11; iii. 8=Ps. xc. (Ixxxix.) 4;
il xz=Isa XXXiv. 4 ; iii. 13=1Isa. lxv. 17; Ixvi. 22, We may add
elpiivy 7r)n]9vv9em, Dan. iii 313, aiwvios ,Bao't)\e[a, iil. 33; xara-
K/\vop.ov eﬂayew, Gen. vi, 175 £1r co‘xafwv 'rwv Njepv, ]Osh XXiv.
27; & 7@ dyly bpe, Ps. il. 6; juépav & Nuépas, Gen. xxxix. 10;
Esth. iii. 7; Isa. lviil. 2; 068ds, ebfeta 680s are biblical phrases;
é¢fakohovfeiv 683 is found in Isa. lvi. 11 and elsewhere; olde Kvpios
cboeBeis éx weapaopod piecfar is a reminiscence of Ezek. xiii. 21 or
some similar passage; mopeveofar émicw (only here and once i
Luke) is found in Deut. viil. 19 ; p3) BovAdpevds Twas droréobfar dANG
wdvras els perdvoiav xwpijoar is a paraphrase of Ezek. xxxiil. 1.
Further, we must take account of a number of detached words—
kafapiopds, karaorpod), karamoveiclai, orijvwpa, vvordlew, pdpos:
others are noticed in the catalogue of dmaf Aeydpeva given at the
beginning of this section. Objection may be taken to some of the
instances here cited (see Dr. Chase, Dictionary of the Bible, p. 807) ;
but, however carefully the list is sifted, enough will remain to show
that the author of 2 Peter knew his Greek Bible well, and applied
its thoughts and speech with facility.

It must be allowed that 2 Peter is not so saturated with the
Old Testament as 1 Peter. But on this point great allowance must
be made for the difference of subject. If a clergyman were to write
two sermons, one on patience in affliction, another on a peculiar
form of Antinomian agnosticism, he would find fifty texts applicable
to the former subject for one that lent itself to the latter. And if
2 Peter's use of Hebrew scripture differs from that of 1 Peter to
some extent in degree, it yet agrees with it in one remarkable point,
the manner in which scripture is blended with tradition. In this
respect the two Epistles are very similar, and both differ from Jude.

In 1 Peter, again, there are numerous allusions to words or
facts which are to be found in the Gospels. In 2 Peter only
three unquestionable instances have been pointed out. We find
the phrase yéyover airois va &oxara xefpova Tdv mpdrwy, ii. 20, cf.
Matt. xii. 45; Luke xi. 26; a reference to a prophecy made by
Christ of the “speedy ” or *sudden” death of the author, i. 14, cf.
John xxi. 18, and an account of the Transfiguration. To these
we may add Tov dyopdoavra adrovs Seomwdryy dpvovpevor, i 1, cf.
Matt. x. 33; a possible reminiscence of Luke xiii. 7, 8 in odx
dpyovs obde dxdpmous, i. 8 ; and 4 érayyella Tis mapovoias adrod, iii. 4,
cf. Matt. xxiv. It has been objected that we should have expected
to find much more than this. But there is nothing in the Gospels
so directly applicable to the particular subject of Christian anti-
nomianism as the words of our Lord in Matt. xii. 45 ; the quotation
is, at any rate, extremely apt. Again, St. Paul deals with the same
error, the misinterpretation of Christian freedom, in the same way
as St. Peter, relying upon general Christian principles, but never
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even once quoting the words of Christ. Yet, again, the objection is
like the Delphic knife; it cuts with two edges. If it is difficult to
understand why St. Peter does not quote the words of our Lord,
it is far more difficult to explain why a forger, late in the second
century, does not. The apostles, as all their letters show, did not
feel bound to be constantly quoting. This habit begins with St
Clement of Rome.

Spitta finds another reference to the gospel history in the words
rob xahéoavros #pds (1. 3). Christ in person called the apostles.
The interpretation of the pronouns in the first chapter is much dis-
puted, but Spitta is very possibly right. On this point the reader
may consult the notes.

That the reference in i. 14 is to the prophecy of our Lord,
recorded in the last chapter of St. John’s Gospel, may be regarded
as certain, in spite of Spitta’s objections (see the answer of Dr.
Chase in the Dictionary of the Bible) ; and that the incident described
in i. 16 sqq. is the Transfiguration, has been doubted only by Hof-
mann. The details of these two passages will be found in the
notes ; here two points only need be considered.

It has been asked why St. Peter, when he is undertaking to
prove the truth of the Second Advent, should select for his purpose
the Transfiguration rather than the Ascension. It may seem a
curious choice, when we remember the words of the angels in Acts
i. 11. Yet reasons may be found. It is possible, indeed most
probable, that those who denied the Parousia denied also the
Resurrection ; and, if this was so, it was useless for St. Peter to meet
them by blankly affirming the fact of the Ascension. Nor could he
well quote the promise of our Lord Himself (Matt. xxiv. 30), for
this also they denied. But if all the rest of the gospel history was
accepted by his opponents, the story of the Transfiguration was
common ground. It may be noticed that St. Peter does not use
the Transfiguration to prove the Parousia, but to prove the credibility
of the apostles who had preached the Parousia. For this purpose
the incident was admirably suited. The apostles had on that
occasion not only beheld the majesty of the Lord, but had heard a
voice from heaven; they had come into direct communication with
God, and this fact was a strong guarantee of the general truth of
their teaching. May we not also think that the Transfiguration
may have been directly suggested to St. Peter's mind by the pre-
ceding pera Ty &uyv &odov? The word éfodos occurs in St. Luke’s
account of the Transfiguration (ix. 31); but this is not the point.
St. Peter has just been saying that he will take care that even after
his own death his readers shall be reminded of the truth of his
doctrine. In Matt. xvii. 9 we read, “Tell the vision to no man
till the Son of Man have risen from the dead,” that is to say, “ till
after My death.” It is just possible that the similarity of phrase
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may have led St. Peter to think of the Transfiguration. This would
be quite in the manner of 1 Peter, where the following thought is
often dictated by the preceding word.

But it has also been thought that the Transfiguration was selected
because St. Peter was one of the three who were present on that
occasion, and that this shows too keen an anxiety on the writer'’s
part to identify himself with St. Peter. The same difficulty has been
raised with regard to the preceding allusion to the prophecy recorded
in John xxi. The argument is one of those over which men may
dispute without end. The reader must put himself, as best he can,
in the writer’s place, and ask himself how an apostle might have
been expected to speak in the circumstances, how a forger would
probably have expressed himself. If a writer declares his identity
in the Address only of an Epistle, as is the case in 1 Peter, tne
Address is treated as a forged addition. If he hints in an unmis-
takable way who he is, as is the case in the Gospel of St. John, his
words are regarded as so suspicious, and even indecent, that he
must be a forger. If he does both, as is the case in 2 Peter, the
evidence against him is often treated as irrefutable. Obviously this
method of procedure leads to no conclusion. As regards what an
author says about himself, we can ask only whether, having regard
to his known character and position, it is possible or impossible.
Now no man can affirm that what St. Peter tells us about himself,
in the Second Epistle, is inappropriate ; the objection, indeed, is that
it is much too appropriate. But no document was ever condemned
as a forgery upon this ground.

The facts which seem to emerge from this review are partly
favourable, partly unfavourable, to the view that 2 Peter was written
by the same hand as 1 Peter. Chief among the former are (1) the
habit of verbal repetition, (2) the use of Apocrypha. Among the
latter we have observed (1) that the style of the two Epistles is
different, but not openly incompatible, in expression, and in formal
use of Scripture; (2) that the favourite phrases of the one Epistle
are not those of the other: this point is more than verbal, and calls
for further elucidation.

It has been also pointed out that the vocabulary and style con-
tain no elements which were not in existence in the apostolic age.

So far we may agree with Weiss, that no document in the New
Testament is so like 1 Peter as 2 Peter.

§ 5. ORGANISATION AND DOCTRINE IN 2 PETER.
Exceedingly little information on the subject of Church organisa.

tion is to be gathered from the Epistle. Even the presbyter, who
in 1 Peter occupies a conspicuous position, is not mentioned. Ob
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the other hand, great stress is laid in the first chapter on the
authority of the apostles ; and in the final paragraph St. Paul, though
he is not expressly called an apostle, is spoken of as one whose
words carry great weight; whose Epistles, if not actually scripture,
may at least be named in the same breath with scripture ; and whose
doctrine, though capable of perversion, is in substantial accord with
that of the Twelve, It has been supposed that in iii. 2 the phrase
“your apostles” involves a wider use of the title apostles, similar
to that found in 1 Thess. ii. 6, where St. Paul calls Silvanus and
Timotheus apostles. If this point could be established, it would
afford a strong argument for placing the Epistle at an extremely
early date. But enough has been said in the Introduction to 1 Peter
on the use of the title apostle. There is no sufficient reason for
thinking that in 2 Peter it is applied to any but the Twelve.

Some importance may be attached to the absence of all allusion
to Church officials in 2 Peter. It has been maintained that the
Epistle was written in the second century, and directed against some
form of Gnosticism. Now the Gnostic controversy greatly strength-
ened the position of the hierarchy, and it is hard to believe that, if
this debate had actually been raging at the time, the Epistle could
have failed to contain some reference to bishops and presbyters.
It may be replied that the forger was too clever to betray himself
by such an anachronism. But a forger of the second century would
not have known that it was an anachronism. In the Apostolical
Church Ordinance, which is quoted by Clement of Alexandria, we
find St. Peter presiding over a highly developed hierarchy. The
pseudonymous writers of the early Church, from the nature of
things, were never either intelligent or critical. They did not
attempt to qualify themselves for their task by an accurate study of
the past; indeed, it would not have been possible for them to do
so. There is hardly a single instance of a really good pseudo-
antique except the Platonic Letters, the work of an otiose scholar,
who had thoroughly studied his exemplar, and could reproduce his
style and circumstances to a nicety. But what was difficult for an
Athenian professor with a library at his command was quite beyond
the capabilities of an uneducated Christian. Such a man does not
comprehend even the simplest rules of the forger'’s art. We may
apply to him the words of Persius, “ Digitum exsere, peccas.”

The doctrine of the Epistle will be most conveniently considered
under the two headings of practical and speculative.

As regards practical doctrine, the Second Epistle agrees very
closely with the first. It is disciplinarian, not mystic. Pauline
terminology and ideas are absent, and not only absent, but foreign
to the writer’s point of view. This is seen at once from the crucial
words &ikatos (ii. 7, 8) and ywxij (ii. 8, 14). 'Ewayyelia (iii. 4, 9)
is not the promise of salvation by faith, but that of new heavens
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and earth. Ilvelua does not occur except of the Holy Spirit (i. 21).
Christian prophecy is not mentioned, but the False Teachers (ii. 1)
probably claimed authority as prophets. The prophecies of the
Old Testament were inspired by the Holy Ghost (i. 21), but they
need an interpreter. This is the view expressed in 1 Pet. i. 10-12;
it was held both in the primitive Church (Acts viii. 31) and in later
times. Christ has “bought” or ransomed the believer (ii. 1), bind-
ing him thereby to a life of moral purity. In baptism men are
cleansed from their old sins; and he who lives like a barren tree
has forgotten this cleansing (i. 9; cf. 1 Pet. i 18, 19, iii. 21).
Faith is given by God (i. 1), but is developed by human action,
through virtue and knowledge into love (i. 5~8). Thus “calling”
and “election” are made sure (i. 10); and this growth in practical
Christian excellences forms the passport, the right of *“entrance”
into the eternal kingdom of Christ, which will be given by God
(i. 11). Life is progress conditioned by obedience, and the ful-
ness of the reward is future. And for this progress the Christian
needs constant admonition and instruction from those who know
better than he does himself (i. 12-18). It is easy to see why the
author speaks of moral obligation as “a command ” (dvro)y), ii. 21),
as the Way of Truth, the Straight Way, the Way of Righteousness
(ii. 2, 15, 21). Throughout the Epistle great stress is laid upon
Fear, and the thought of the Day of Judgment. Sin (dunepria) is
not an inner malign power, but the wicked act proceeding from
“desire” (i. 4). It is corruption (¢fopd, i. 4, ii. 19), the pollution
of the world (ii. 20); but, as in 1 Peter, there is no indication of a
belief in the hereditary transmission of evil. In this connexion the
use of the secular word é&permj (i. 3, 5) deserves a passing notice.
Wherever “virtue ” is a familiar term, the disciplinary view prevails.

In ii. 13 there is a reference to the Agape in the word ovrevar
xovpevo; but we may go further, and take dydwass to be the right
reading. No special information is given about the Agape, unless
we may infer from the text that it was celebrated 1n the daytime.
But here again, in this very tempting place, there is no trace of
anachronism. Here again, if the author was a forger, he has dis-
played remarkable skill, and carefully avoided words and ideas
which were familiar in the second century.

So far everything is in precise accordance with the teaching of
1 Peter. Our author was well acquainted with the doctrines of St.
Paul, but he does not agree with them, and, if he had so chosen,
could have given reasons for his dissent (iii. 16). Certainly in these
important practical points, in the general view of the Christian life,
Weiss is right in saying that no book in the New Testament is so
like 1 Peter as 2 Peter. Yet there is something to be said on the
other side. It has been noticed that the favourite phrases of the
one Epistle are not those of the other. For instance, the word
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&ris is not found in 2z Peter. Nor does he speak of the Christian
as a pilgrim (wdpotxos, rapemr@npos), nor of his reward a3 a patrimony
(xAqpovopia). The End of all things again is not “the Revelation ”
of Jesus Christ, but the Day of Judgment. Again, a fzvourite word
in 2 Peter is &riyvuais (i. 2, 3, 8, ii. 20; it is not a specially Pauline
word, though often used by St. Paul). All these differences may
admit of explanation from the difference of subject. The theme of
1 Peter is that Hope of the promised land which sustains the
pilgrim’s heart in his toilsome march through the desert. And to
the eye of Hope the Last Day appears as a manifestation of the
Lord’s glory. On the other hand, the object of 2 Peter is to fortify
his readers against the seductions of false freedom and speculative
error. For him, therefore, leading thoughts are the knowledge of
the Lord and the terrors of the Day of Judgment. Further, while
the tone of the First Epistle is fatherly and pastoral, that of the
Second is, though with marked exceptions, authoritative and
denunciatory. It can hardly be said that the differences just noted
are greater than can be accounted for by these considerations.

Let us pass on to the speculative theology of 2 Peter.

As in the First Epistle the Three Names are used.

God is Father of Christ (i. 17). That He is not actually called
Father of the Christian is probably a mere accident ; yet it must be
noticed that this idea is not prominent in 1 Peter. But a striking
feature of the Epistle is the use of reverential periphrases—
peyalompemis 86¢a, i. 17 ; 7 Oela Slvapus, 1. 3 ; Oela Pious, 1. 4. Here
we shall observe a remarkable similarity of devotional attitude (in
both Epistles the predominant feeling towards God is one of
intense awe) combined with an equally remarkable dissimilarity of
expression.

The Holy Ghost is only mentioned as the inspirer of the
Hebrew prophets (i. 21).

The Christology of the Epistle is its most distinctive point.
Christ is “our God” (i. 1). If Spitta is right, as he probably is, in
preferring the shorter reading in the next verse, it is to Christ in
particular that the words fela Sivams and feia ¢vots belong. He is
our decwdrys (ii. 1), and it is His évroAs) that we are to obey (iii. z;.
His is the aldvios Paokefa (i. 11; cf. Luke i. 33; Apoc. xi. 15
There is the usual difficulty in iii. 8, 9, 10, to decide whether Kvptos,
6 Kvpios, mean specially Christ or God ; but it is here evident that
the question is immaterial. Finally, Christ is the giver of grace
and knowledge (iii. 18), as He is the object of érlyvwos (i. 8), and
to Him alone the concluding doxology is addressed. Yet He is
distinct from, and in some sense subordinate to His Father, from
whom He received honour and glory (i. 17).

The subject of the Epistle: is, no doubt, the cause of the pro-
minence assigned to our Lord. What the Mockers denied was His
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Parousia ; what the False Teachers broke was His command. They
did not probably deny the divine origin of the Decalogue; what
they asserted was that Christ had abrogated it ; and St. Peter insists
that Christ had not only preached, but authoritatively enacted the
moral law of the Church, that in His “I say unto you ” the Way of
Righteousness received divine sanction. But what we are to ask is,
whether the Christology of 2 Peter differs from that of 1 Peter?
The answer is, that if we attenuate 1 Peter on the points in question
—the pre-existence of Christ, the use of * Lord,” the “ Name,” the
doxology—and at the same time interpret strictly or slightly harden
the language of 2 Peter, it is possible to make a distinction
between the two Epistles. But if we apply the same rule to both,
there is really no difference at all.

Yet here again in expression, though not in idea, there is a
difference between the two. The author of the Second Epistle is
fond of the word * Saviour,” which he applies to Christ ﬁve tlmes,
not smgly by itself, but in solemn formulas (i 1, T0b @cob Hudv Kai
Twrijpos. 'L X.: 1 11, 70D Kvau Npudv kai cwripos 'L X. : cf. il. 20,
iii. 2, iii. 18). Elsewhere in the New Testament, though not so
commonly as we might have expected, cwrip is used to describe
the work of Christ, as a predicate (Luke ii. 11; John iv. 42; Acts
v. 31, xiii. 23; Phil. iii. 20). Even in the Pastorals, where the
word is more frequent, it seems still to retain a distinctly predicative
force ; see 2 Tim. i. 10; Tit. i. 4, where we may translate * Christ
Jesus who is our Saviour”; so also Tit. ii. 13, iii. 6. Nowhere in
the New Testament is “the Saviour” used as a synonym for Jesus
Christ. But in 2 Peter, especially in iii. 2, “our Lord and Saviour,”
cwrip appears as a title and almost a name. In 1 Peter cwrijp does
not occur.

We can hardly say with confidence that this mode of expression
is later in date. Quite conceivably also the same man might use it
in one Epistle and not in another. But again we cannot see why
the difference in the subject of the two Epistles should cause this
particular variation of language. Further, devotional phrases like
this have often a personal character. Origen, for instance, con-
stantly speaks of “My Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ,” while
Clement of Alexandria never does so. Here again the thought is
precisely the same as that of 1 Peter, where redemption is dwelt
upon with great iteration, but the form of expression is not the same.

Other points falling under the head of doctrine, the author’s
belief as to the fall of the angels, or the creation and destruction .of
the world, are explained in the notes ; the subject of the world-fire
has been discussed also in a previous section. It is sufficient to
say here that they afford no indication of date, and that, in so far
as they presume a certain use of Apocrypha, they are quite in
keeping with 1 Peter.
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§ 6. TO WHOM AND AGAINST WHOM WAS 2 PETER WRITTEN ?

The words which we find in iii. 1, “this second Epistle I write
unto you,” have generally been taken to mean that z Peter was
addressed to the same Churches as the first. Some critics, notably
Spitta and Zahn, deny this, chiefly on the ground that the former
letter here referred to does not appear to have dealt with the same
topics as 1 Peter. But this is not a conclusive reason. Jude (3, 4)
may be taken to show that the disorders complained of had broken
out suddenly and unexpectedly ; and, even if we are to explain the
future tenses of 2 Peter with grammatical rigour, we get the same
idea —a new and unlooked for danger had suddenly become
imminent. It follows that a previous letter addressed to the same
Churches could not have resembled the later letter either in subject
or in tone. The former letter, if mentioned at all, could only be
described in general terms as making against Antinomianism and
the denial of the Parousia quite as conclusively though not so
explicitly as the later (see notes on the passage).

The point has some bearing on the question of authenticity. If
2 Peter was written late in the second century, why did the forger
refer in this ambiguous way to a former letter? and why did he say
nothing about the Diaspora in the Address? People say that he
was transparently anxious to identify himself with St. Peter. Why
then did he not do so in those places where it was so obvious and
so easy? Certainly the obscurity is rather in favour of the authen-
ticity of the Epistle. A genuine author, who is -quite sure of
himself, may be excused a little carelessness. Shall we say that the
forger was so clever, that he was afraid to show his hand too openly ?
But this is just what he is charged with doing ; and yet again he is
supposed to be so stupid, that, having called himself an apostle in
the Address, he tells us plainly that he was not an apostle in iii. 2.
He is a very shadowy and inconsistent personage.

There is no reason why the apostle, having written to the
Diaspora such an Epistle as 1 Peter, should not within a very short
time have written to the same people one just like 2 Peter. We
often do send very dissimilar letters to the same person within a
week. We write to a friend at a distance under the impression that
he is quite prosperous; in a few days we are sending fresh messages
full of alarm, or warning, or indignation. We have received dis-
quieting news in the interval. Probably, if St. Paul had written to
the Galatians three days before he did, he would have selected very
different topics. And yet we might say, “I have always told you
the same thing. Look back at what I wrote in the past, and you
will see that you were forewarned.”

There is nothing in the body ot the Epistle to show that the
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recipients of 2 Peter were not the same as those of 1 Peter. The
pronoun 7uiv in i. 1 has been taken to mean that the writer belonged
to a Jewish Church and that he was addressing Gentiles ; and the fact
that St. Paul had written to them has been interpreted in the same
way ; but neither of these reasons is good for much. On the other
hand, it has been maintained that the Epistle is directed to Jewish
Christians. The phrase aroguvydvres T& pudopara T0b xéopov is as
applicable to one as to the other. What is true of 1 Peter is true
also of 2 Peter; the author makes no distinction at all between Jew
and Gentile converts ; in his eyes both are Christians, all Christians
are alike, and the life of the patriarchs exhibits the same faith and
obedience that are required of all Christians. In this important
point he is Petrine and not Pauline, He does not say expressly
that he had himself preached the gospel to his readers ; we cannot
so press the éyvwploaper of i. 16; nor is it necessary to suppose
that any of the Twelve had ministered among them (see note on
iii. 2). The language of the Epistle only means that the people
addressed knew quite well the doctrine of the apostles, and that it
was diametrically opposed to that of the false teachers. How long
these Churches had existed we cannot say ; neither i. 12 nor iii. 4
justifies the inference that they were of old standing.

If 2 Peter was not directed to the Churches of Asia Minor, we
do not know what was its destination; though we may feel quite
certain that, like all other Epistles, it was addressed to the Christian
community of some particular district and not to the Church at
large. Beyond a doubt this is the impression which the author
wishes to convey. These people had received a particular letter
from St. Paul, a particular letter from St. Peter, and were exposed
at the time to a particular danger. In this district there had been,
or seemed likely in the near future to be, an attempt to propagate
Antinomian doctrines, and to discredit the belief in the Second
Advent. Who were these false teachers and mockers? And first,
were they in part or in whole the same people or not?

In Germany there has been a strong tendency to distinguish
them, and Kiihl goes so far as to say that it is wholly uncritical to
ignore the difference. But this view rests solely upon the belief
in the priority of Jude, and is not confirmed by anything in the
text of 2 Peter. Indeed, if we look at the matter in the light of
common sense, it is quite certain that an Antinomian could not
accept the doctrine of the Second Advent as it was held by the
Apostolic Church. It is possible to reject the belief in judgment
after death without impugning the moral law, but it is certain that
among the adherents of this view there will be many who regard it
as emancipating them from all restraint. There is therefore no
difficulty in identifying the false teachers with the mockers. There
may have been shades of difference between them ; some, perhaps,
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had a philosophy and some had not; but in the eyes of a Christian
preacher, judging the party as a whole by its practical results, they
would all seem to wear the same livery.

At what date may we suppose these sceptical Antinomians to
have appeared? Schenkel, Mangold, Voélter, and Holtzmann (see
Spitta, p. 503) think that they were the Carpocratians; but this
view is historically impossible. The second chapter of 2 Peter is
either older than Jude or copied from Jude, and Jude is older than
Carpocrates (see on this point the Introduction to Jude). Professor
Harnack thinks that 2 Peter appeared between 150 (or more prob-
ably 160) and 175, in the midst of the Gnostic controversy ; that
Jude was written between 100 and 130; and that the author of Jude
was aiming, not at the Carpocratians, but at the older forms of
Gnosticism, “ Archontics, Phibionites, Kainites, Severians, Nicolai-
tans ” (Chronologie, p. 466). But all these sects, so far as we are
acquainted with them (of the Archontics our knowledge is slender
and late; of the Nicolaitans we know nothing except what we read
in the New Testament ; and the Severians did not misinterpret Paul,
but rejected his Epistles altogether, Eus. A. E. iv. 29. 5), exhibit
the fundamental Gnostic trait of dualism, to which there is not the
slightest allusion in Jude or in 2 Peter. Yet the latter Epistle must
surely have said something on the point when dealing with the
subject of creation. Again, the Gnostic principle of the evil nature
of matter led equally to immorality and to extreme asceticism ; but
to this latter feature again we find no allusion in Jude or 2 Peter.
Nor do we meet with any reference to the “ genealogies,” or to the
general Gnostic view of the Old Testament as the work of the
Demiurge. In some shape or another Gnosticism existed in the
East at a very early time ; one of its sources is Zoroastrianism, and
serpent worship is exceedingly ancient. But it cannot be denied
that Colossians and the Pastoral Epistles are much more anti-
Gnostic than 2 Peter or Jude.

Every feature in the description of the false teachers and
mockers is to be found in the apostolic age. If they had “eyes
full of adultery,” there were those at Corinth who defended incest.
If they * blasphemed dignities,” there were those who spoke evil of
St. Paul. They profaned the Agape, so did the Corinthians. They
mocked at the Parousia, and some of the Corinthians denied that
there was any resurrection. They used wAaoroi Adyot, and some of
the Corinthians relied upon “a knowledge which puffeth up.”
Every point is common, except the charge of pecuniary extortion,
which is repeatedly made in 2 Peter. But it is a necessity of the
case that a false teacher should live by the contributions of his
credulous adherents, and in the eyes of an apostle this would be
extortion. It has been thought that the doubt about the Parousia
could not be felt in the primitive Church; but it certainly was.
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Some denied the Resurrection (1 Cor. xv. 12), and were warned by
St. Paul that they might as well say, “Let us eat and drink; for
to-morrow we die.” What they denied was clearly the future life,
not merely the Resurrection of the flesh; for belief in a purely
spiritual after-life does not involve moral indifference. Whether
their scepticism came from Sadduceeism or from philosophy, we
cannot say. Others again, at Thessalonica (1 Thess. iv. 13-18),
were sadly perplexed by difficulties of another kind. Those who
were alive at Christ’s coming would enter into His kingdom, but
what would be the fate of those who had died beforehand? This
doubt would arise over the grave of the first Christian ; we have an
interesting and most pathetical case in point in the anguish of
Irving over the loss of his son, who was taken away before the dawn
of that millennium which the father thought to be so near. Others
again, at Corinth, appear to have urged the familiar arguments
against the resurrection of the flesh. We do not gather from
2 Peter the exact nature of the denial of the Parousia which is
there denounced. But it appears to have been supported by a
novel argument, derived from the unchanging order of the world.
In this is probably involved a belief in the eternity of creation,
which was widely held in the apostolic age (see Philo, de Jnc.
Munds ; and Ocellus Lucanus is probably pre-Christian).

It is evident that these false teachers were acquainted with the
writings of St. Paul, and found in them expressions which, with a
little manipulation, would serve their purpose. Here two questions
arise. At what date may the Pauline Epistles have been used as a
basis for Antinomianism? At what date may they have been
spoken of in the terms used by 2 Peter?

To the first we may answer, that the words, if not the writings of
the apostle, were already misinterpreted in this way at Corinth, and
probably at Thessalonica. The second question is more difficult ;
it forms, indeed, the one argument in favour of the later date which
has been assigned to 2 Peter.

Yet this argument is not convincing. St. Paul’s letters were
read in church from the very first, side by side with Moses and the
Prophets. There can be no higher testimony to the veneration in
which they were held than the fact that even in the apostle’s life-
time men forged Pauline Epistles (2 Thess. ii. 2), careful as the
apostle was to guard against fraud by an autograph subscription
(1 Cor. xvi. 21; Gal. vi. 11; 2 Thess. iii. 17). Letters directed to
one Church were sent on to another (Col. 1v. 16), and there read
publicly. Clearly the apostolic missives were treated with very
high respect and scrutinised with great care. There is no difficulty
in believing that they were also collected. Cicero’s letters were
kept together; why not those of Paul? What sort of conception
are we to form of the early Church, if we are to imagine that St
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Peter had not read Galatians, in which he was personally attacked,
or Corinthians, in which such an extraordinary state of things is
described? It is not necessary to think of St. Peter as settled in
Rome, holding in his hands all the strings of a great organisation,
and receiving constant reports from his lieutenants. But is it
possible to believe that one apostle knew nothing about another,
or that he did not care what his brethren were doing or saying?
There was nothing to prevent his getting every epistle that circulated
in the Church within a month or two of its publication. If he
agreed with his brother apostle, he would desire to be comforted
and edified by some token of his activity and success ; if he did not
quite agree with him, as was the case between St. Peter and St. Paul,
he would be all the more anxious to know what the difference was,
and how it showed itself in practical results.

It is quite possible that the author of 2 Peter regarded the
Pauline Epistles as scripture ; but even this is not conclusive proof
that he lived in the second century. The Jews did not place all
scripture on the same footing. St. Paul claims to be directly in-
spired by the Holy Spirit, the author of all scripture, and cannot
have made any distinction of kind between Hebrew and Christian
prophecy. St. Peter could hardly treat St. Paul as a false prophet ;
but, if he was a prophet, his Epistles are prophecies, and what is
prophecy but scripture ?

Certainly Clement of Rome had a collection of Pauline Epistles
(Harnack in the Index of his edition gives references to eleven), and
so had Ignatius (év wdop émwortolp, Eph. xii), while Barnabas
(iv. 14) quotes St. Matthew’s Gospel as scripture. *Sed caueas,”
Professor Harnack adds in his note on the passage, “ne temere e
véyparras illo conicias Barnabam nostrum scripta euangelica tanti
aestimasse quanti Veteris Testamenti libros.” The caution may
perhaps be admitted, but it does not affect the point as regards
2 Peter. He, too, may have treated the Pauline Epistles as
scripture without setting them on an equality with the books of
Moses. See Plummer on 2z Pet. iii. 15, 16 in Ellicott’s Commentary.

Thus we have no need to go down to the time of the Scillitan
Martyrs to find some kind of parallel for the language of 2 Peter.
Even this much disputed passage, then, does not really prove
anything against the authenticity of 2 Peter. Indeed it may be
thought that a forger writing late in the second century, when St.
Paul had been canonised, would not, unless he was amazingly
clever, have spoken of that great apostle as * our beloved brother,”
nor would he have adopted a discreetly critical attitude towards
him, and gently objected to his Svovénra. The last stroke in
particular, if not simple nature, is the acme of art. It is easier to
regard it as nature.
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§ 7. DATE, AUTHENTICITY, AND OCCASION OF 2 PETER.

The preceding review seems to show (1) that 2 Peter is older
than Jude; (2) that it belongs to the same school of ecclesiastical
thought as 1 Peter ; (3)that it contains no word, idea, or fact which
does not belong to the apostolic age ; (4) that traces of the second
century are absent at those points where they might have been
confidently expected to occur ; (5) that the style differs from that of
1 Peter in.some respects, but in others, notably in verbal iteration
and in the discreet use of Apocrypha, resembles it.

These facts are best explained by the theory that the Epistle is
really the work of St. Peter, but that a different amanuensis was
employed.

On the other hand, those who hold (1) that 2z Peter borrows
from the Apocalypse of Peter; (2) that there is no clear trace of its
existence before Clement of Alexandria; (3) that it is later than
Jude ; (4) that it is directed against Gnosticism ; (5) that it implies
the existence of a Canon of the New Testament, will follow the
opinion upheld by Dr. Chase and many other eminent scholars, and
assign to the Epistle a date between 150 and 175.

In this case the Epistle is neither more nor less than a forgery.
A good history of ancient forgeries would form a most useful book.
Pseudonymous composition seems to have begun in the centuries
immediately preceding the Christian era. Its earliest productions,
letters of Plato, Aristotle, Phalaris, and so forth, were mere jeux
desprit, like Landor's Jmaginary Conversations; but the flood of
Orphic and Pythagorean fictions enumerated by Zeller had a serious
object, that of recommending peculiar doctrines under shelter of
an’ ancient and venerable name. Alexandrian Jews, as has been
noticed above, practised the same dishonest art, in order to persuade
cultivated Greeks that the doctrines of the Bible were “ stolen” by
the classic poets, or that “Plato was an Attic Moses.” The early
Sibylline Oracles belong to the same class. In the Church we find
the manufacture of Pauline Epistles carried on in the lifetime of the -
apostle. In the second century Gnostics are accused of tampering -
with the text of scripture. They retorted that scripture, as read by
the Catholics, was spurious or interpolated. From this time
onward we find a great mass of pseudonymous writings. Some of
them are forgeries in the worst sense of the word, teaching non-
Christian or unecclesiastical doctrines in the name of our Lord and
His apostles, and unquestionably intended to deceive. Such are
the Gnostic Gospels and Acts, and perhaps we may add the
Clementine Homilies. Others, like the Acts of Paul and Thecla, are
merely edifying romances of the same family as the modern religious
novel. Others again, such as the Adpostolical Constitutions or the
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Apostolical Church Ordinance, descnibe the Church as it existed in
the author’s place and time, within a slender imaginative framework,
in which the apostles are introduced as still alive. Books of this
kind were probably not meant to delude, though they were certain
to create delusion. Yet another class sprang from the insatiable
craving to know more about the great personages of the early
Church than we are told in the genuine books of the New
Testament. Hence came a large crop of false Gospels and Acts.

It is difficult to see under which of these classes we can place
2 Peter. The Epistle is not unorthodox, it is not a romance, it
contains no anachronism, at any rate none that if indisputable, and it
tells us nothing new about St. Peter himself. The Gospe! of Feter
is heterodox, and altered the cry from the Cross, £/, E/i, lama
sabackthani, in such a way as to prove that the Divinity of Jesus left
Him before He died (% dvvauls pov, 4§ Svvapus karéreupds pe: where
Sdvapus represents énAi, found in L: cf. Clem. Alex. Excerpta ex
Theod. i. 61). The Apocalypse of Peter professes to add to our know-
ledge of the future life, and draws its imagery from the heathen poets.
The Praedicatio Petri tells us that Christ commanded His apostles
not to leave Jerusalem for twelve years after the Ascension, prob-
ably quotes the Gospel of the Hebrews, opposes Docetism (non
sum daemonium tncorporeum), teaches communism (upjoacfe
lodtyra Oeod, kai obdels éorar wéys), is familiar with the later form of
the polemic against Greeks and Jews, and generally exhibited such
a character that Origen says, ‘It was written neither by Peter nor
by anyone else who was inspired by the Spirit of God” (see the
Fragments in Gesckichte der altchristlichen Litteratur). In the Iepiodo
I érpov mention was made of Peter’s wife and daughter, and a piece
of information was given about the apostle’s personal appearance ;
he was said to have been bald (GA4Z, p. 134). Similarly, the
Acts of Paul and Thecla give a portrait of St. Paul (see Conybeare,
Monuments of Early Christianity, p. 62), and some Gnostics had a
portrait of Christ said to have been drawn by Pilate (Iren. i. 25. 6).
Some of these Petrine pseudepigrapha were more or less orthodox,
some, like the Clementina, are quite the reverse; but they were all
peculiar, and all, as far as we have the means of judging, extremely
unlike 2 Peter. We have to consider, then, the possibility of a
forgery without any object, without any of the ordinary maiks,
without any resemblance to undoubted forgeries bearing the name
of the same ‘apostle. (See on this point some good remarks of
Zahn, Einleitung, ii. 9s.)

As to the place from which the Epistle was written we have no
information. Professor Harnack, who holds that it is a forgery,
thinks that it emanated from Egypt (Ckhronologie, p. 469). Dr.
Chase holds the same opinion, on the grounds that the dpocalypse of
Peter was probably written in Egypt, that 2 Peter makes use of the
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Apocalypse, and, further, that the Epistle has some resemblance in
phrase and thought to Philo and Clement. But the Apocalvpse
was read in Gaul (see above, pp. 207-209), in Rome (see the Mura-
torianum), and probably in many other places, at an early date ; if
it was copied, 1t might have been copied anywhere; there is no
trace of Philonism in 2 Peter, and Clement was only accidentally
and for a time connected with Alexandria. Jilicher (Zinleitung,
p. 187) suggests Egypt or Palestine as the birthplace of the Epistle.
The reason for selecting Palestine is that if the false teachers are to
be called Gnostics, they must be referred to one of those earlier and
less known sects which had their domicile in that district or in the
neighbouring regions of Syria. The truth appears to be that,
unless the Epistle is what it professes to be, it is entirely in the air;
we can say nothing, except that the forgery must have been old
enough to impose upon Clement of Alexandria, and probably upon
Pantaenus also.

There are difficulties on either hand. But, if we pay due
attention to the number and gravity of these disturbing phenomena,
if we put steadily aside all prepossessions and compare the book
impartially with the rest of the New Testament, it seems far easier
to place 2 Peter in the first century than in the second. If we
consider, again, the absence of any allusion to persecution, or to the
fall of Jerusalem, it is far easier to place it early in the first century
than late. But is not this the same thing as saying that it is
authentic? If it was written in St. Peter’'s name and lifetime, we
may well think that it was written by his direction and urder his
supervision.

We may feel certain that z Peter is later than 1 Corinthians.
The more probable inference from iil. 1 is that it is also later than
1 Peter. The interval of time may have been very short. There
were in Corinth false teachers, probably claiming to be prophets,
to whom the description of the false teachers in 2 Peter would
apply in every feature (see Zahn, ii. p. 101). These men would be
well known to St. Peter, who had adherents in Corinth, if he had
not visited the town himself. There are, then, two possibilities. If
we think that the former Epistle referred to in iii. 1 is non-existent,
it is within the bounds of credibility that 2 Peter was written before
1 Peter, and directed to the party of Cephas in Corinth itself. We
might then discover in the rather obscure phrase, oi dwdorodor dudv
(iii. 2), an answer to St. Paul’s ol fmephiav dwdoroda: (2 Cor. xi. s,
xii. 11). “Your apostles” may very well mean the Twelve.
Again, the Epistles of St. Paul to the Corinthians were probably at
least three in number (see 1 Cor. v. 9), and thus we should get a
good explanation of the words év wdoais émorolals, which have
caused so much trouble. Further, if we are to suppose that the
Epistle was from the first regarded with suspicion by a certain party
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in the Church, the fact would thus be easily accounted for. St. Paul
himself would consider the Epistle as an intrusion, and his friends
would endeavour to prevent its circulation. Yet upon the whole
this tempting view is not the more probable. It is easier to suppose
that not all the Corinthian prophets were reduced to order by St
Paul, that some of them were making their way towards Asia Minoz,
or had already begun work in one of the towns in that country.
Nicolaitans, who were men of the same stamp, existed in the seven
Churches at the date of the Apocalypse, and our Epistle may have
been called forth by the first outbreak of that heresy. If we adopt
this view we can retain the current explanation of 2 Pet. iii. 1, and
at the same time account for the intermingling of the future and
present tenses in the description of the false teachers. They were
already preaching in some places, and might shortly be expected in
others also. See Mansel, Gnostic Herestes, pp. 69, 70.

In this case again, though the Epistle would not cause so much
offence as if it had been actually directed to a party at Corinth, it
might still excite the suspicions of the editors of the Peshito. In
the second century there were in the East many sects, the Severians
(these have been noticed above), the Ebionites (Eus. &. £. iii. 27. 4;
Iren. i 26. 2), the Elkesaites (Origen in Eus. A. E. vi 38), who
rejected St. Paul, and spoke against him in very violent terms.
Every book which seemed to incline in this direction would be
regarded with unfriendly eyes by the orthodox party. It is notice-
able that three of the books which were omitted from the Peshito
are open more or less to this objection, the Epistle of St. James,
the Second Epistle of St. Peter, and the Apocalypse. Spitta
observes with perfect truth that the reasons for which documents
were accepted or rejected by the early Church were not what we
understand by the word “critical.” Men guided their judgment
largely by what we may call the pedigree of the document in
question, but still more by its relation to the orthodoxy of the time.
The ZEpistolarium of the New Testament was almost wholly
Pauline, and Paulinism shaped the norm of apostolicity. It is true
that the men of the second century were not Pauline, but they
thought they were, and hence arose the curious inconsistency that
those very men who agreed at bottom with St. Peter and St. James
could not bear to think that these two apostles had ever uttered a
word in their own defence against the sharp sayings of St. Paul.
They explained the differences away, or they left out of their canon
pieces which struck them as anti-Pauline. They admitted Galatians
and doubted 2z Peter. Fortunately there were some who took a
different view. Otherwise we should hardly have known that in the
primitive Church there existed, not only the radicalism of St. Paul
and the stubborn conservatism of the Judaising section, but also
the great central party represented by the Twelve Apostles. The
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cardinal error of Baur and his followers, an error which vitiated
their many great services to Christian scholarship, was that they
arranged these Church divisions in chronological order, as if we
could suppose that in England or any other country the Tories
produced the Whigs, and, finally, that the fusion of these two gave
birth to the men of moderation and common sense. What history
teaches us is that, both in secular and religious affairs, the broad
catholic party, the party which has no name, always exists and is
always powerful. It is Reason, flanked on both wings by Emotion,
on the left by eagerness for the Future, on the right by strong
affection for the Past. Both Emotions belong to Reason, and
Reason knows how to use them in time and in measure. It shapes
that view of Christianity which we find in the Synoptic Gospels,
in the Book of Acts, and in the Epistles of Peter. It is a disciplin-
ary and logical view ; it regards the Bible as a continuous revelation,
and it limits the right of private judgment. The “Judaisers” never
found a place in the Canon, though James sheltered them as far as
he could. On the other wing, the author of Hebrews leans towards
St. John, the Catholic Mystic, and, finally, in St. Paul we find the
Protestant Mystic.

Thus we gain an intelligible view of the early Church, and thus
we see the value of 2 Peter. Value is not the same as authenticity.
Yet, if it has been shown that the Epistle fills a definite place,
represents a definite party, and expresses views that were really held
by St. Peter, something not inconsiderable has been effected towards
the removal of hostile preoccupations.

The conclusion at which Dr. Zahn arrives, after an elaborate
discussion of all the points involved, is that 2 Peter was written
before 1 Peter by the apostle’s own hand, not as the former Epistle
by an amanuensis or representative (thus the difference of style is
accounted for); that it was sent probably from Antioch shortly
before the time when St. Peter went to Rome (60-63), to Jewish
Churches in Palestine ; and that it was called forth by the Corinthian
disorders, which, as the apostle feared, might shortly attack his own
special flock.

Zahn’s views rest on so strong a support of learning and good
sense that they must be treated with great respect. The weak point
in his final verdict appears to me, if I may venture to say so, to be
the characterisation of the recipients of the Epistle as Jews. The
conclusion involved, that St. Paul had written an Epistle to a Jewish
Church, is not impossible, for it is extremely difficult to see what
precisely is meant by Gal ii. g ; still it is not probable. On the
other side, Zahn himself allows that 1 Peter was written, if not by the
hand, yet by the direction of St. Peter to Gentile communities ; and
there can be little doubt that St. Peter had close relations with
Gentile Christians in Corinth, Galatia, and Rome. St. Peter again
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makes no distinction between Jewish and Gentile Christians, and
‘there is nothing in 2 Peter to differentiate its first readers from those
of 1 Peter.

If Dr. Zahn is right in thinking that the former Epistle referred
to in iii. 1 is lost, the easiest inference is that 2 Peter was directed
to Corinth not long after the date of the Pauline Epistles, from
whatever place happened to be St. Peter’s residence at the time.
The difference of style may be explained as by Dr. Zahn ; but here
again it is more natural to suppose that, if St. Peter availed himself
of the services of a draughtsman or secretary, for one Epistle, this
was his rule. That he would be assisted at one time by one brother
at another time by another, is not only possible, but certain, from
the nature of things.



NOTES ON THE SECOND EPISTLE OF
ST. PETER.

The Title. XA B have Hérpov B: C, Iérpov &moroly B: K and
many cursives, IIérpov émoroly) Sevrépa: other cursives, ITérpov
émoroly) xabohikn Sevrépa: L, émarody xubfohucy Sevrépa Tob dylov
dmooréhov Iérpov: the Codex Amiatinus, fncipit epistula petrs
apostols, ii. : the Codex Fuldensis, incipit epistula sci. petri secunda.

I 1. “Symeon (Simon) Peter, a slave and apostle of Jesus
Christ, to those who have obtained a faith of equal honour with
us in the righteousness of our God and Saviour Jesus Christ.”

RAKLP, other inferior MS. authorities, and Theophylact
have Svuedv: and this reading was known also to Oecumenius. So
Tischendorf. B, many cursives, and the Versions have Z{uwv. So
WH (giving Supedv in the margin).

For the names of the apostle see note on 1 Pet. i. 1.

The original Hebrew form, Symeon, is found elsewhere only in
Acts xv. 14, where it is used by the Apostle St. James. Theophylact
says, Tob Svuewv 70 Sipwv vmoxopiouds éorw, regarding the latter as
a home-grown Hebrew diminutive of the former. In 1 Macc. ii
3, 65, Simon and Symeon are used indifferently of the same son
of Mattathias. It is, however, possible that the shorter form was
shaped by Gentile influence, Simon or Simo (from simus) being
familiar to Latins and Greeks, as we see from Plautus and Terence.
See Zahn, Einleitung, i. p. 21.

Hofmann, Huther, Schott, Kiihl, Zahn, Spitta, accept Symeon
as the correct reading. Some think that this form of the name is
here used to emphasise the Hebrew character of the writer, and
consequently that also of the recipients of the letter; but it is diffi-
cult to build such an inference on so slender a basis. The First
Epistle makes no distinction between Jew and Gentile, nor does
the Second. But, if the reading is correct, it is an argument for the
early date of the Epistle, as the form Symeon was not in use in the
second century. Simon is found in Z%e Gospel according to the
Hebrews, in the Gospel of Peter, in the fragments of the Ebionite
Gospel (in Hilgenfeld), in the Apostolic Church Order (Duae Viae,
in Hilgenfeld), in the letters of Peter and Clement to James, pre-
fixed to the Homilies, and regx;l;rly in the Homilies themselves
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No instance of Symeon is quoted. If the use of the Hebrew form
here is an archaism, it is very dexterous. For the collocation, Simon
Peter, see note already referred to.

Bolhos kai dmdorolos ‘Imaod Xpiorod. Cf. Rom. i. 1, Madlos
Sothos “Inood Xpiuorob xAnros dmdorodos: Phil. i 1, Hadlos xal
Twudfeos Sotror Xpiorod 'Ingod: Tit. i. 1, ladthos dothos @eod dmdo-
Tohos 8¢ ‘Inood Xpiorov: Jas. i 1, 'TdkwBos @cob xai Kuplov 'Inood
Xpiorod Sovdos: Jude 1, Tovdas 'Ingob Xpirrov Sodlos: Apoc. i 1,
76 Sovdy adrod (Xpiorob or ®eod) Twdvwy. AovMos is used of Chris-
tians in general, Acts ii. 18 ; 1 Cor. vii. 22 ; Eph. vi. 6; Col. iv. 12;
2 Tim. ii. 24, and frequently in the Apocalypse. In 1 Pet. ii. 16
we have 8oBAot @eol, but the usual phrase is dotAor Xpiorod. They
are slaves of Christ as Lord ; the correlative of 8ofAos being fre-
quently Kdpios (Matt. xxiv. 50). But a more familiar correlative of
SodAos is Secwdrys, and possibly this is the word that was in St.
Peter’s mind (see below, ii. 1). The question has been raised
whether “slave of Christ” does not here mean the same as apostle.
The phrase is by no means exclusively used of apostles, as will be
seen from the passages quoted. As in 1 Pet. v. 1, so here the
writer uses first an expression which puts him on a level with those
to whom he is speaking before he claims a hearing by right of his
apostleship.

ioéripov (the word is not found elsewhere in the New Testa-
ment) has often been taken to mean “of equal value.” So R.V.
“a like (in margin ‘equally’) precious faith ” ; but the precise sense
is rather “equal in honour,” or “privileges.” Mr. Field, in his
Notes on the Translation of the New Testament, points out that Ty
has the two meanings of value and of honour, and that while moAv-
mipos generally follows the first, udripos and iodryuos always follow
the second. ’Igérimos is specially used of civic equality; thus
Josephus, Ant. xii. 3. 1, & adr) 7§ pyrpomdre Avrioxela molirelas
abrovs élwoe kal Tois dvowobeiow looriuovs dmédeife Maxeddot xai
"EA\qyo: Lucian, Hermot. 24, abrika pdia molirqy Svra Tobrov,
doris &v f, kal lodryuov dmace (other references in Liddell and
Scott). Probably St. Peter has this civic sense of the word in his
mind. Faith makes those to whom he is writing burgesses in the
city of God equally with the apostles.

jptv is equivalent to +fj #pudv. There is much difference of
opinion as to the meaning of this “we.” (1) A large number of
commentators take it of Jewish Christians as opposed to Gentile,
quoting Peter’s words in Acts xi. 17, Ty lonv Swpeav &wkev adrols 6
@eos s kol fpiv. But the Epistle nowhere refers to this dis-
tinction, which, indeed, has nothing to do with the points handled
(2) “We” might be taken to denote the Church from which the
apostle was writing, and with which he identified himself. This
interpretation, however, is barred by ver. 4, from which it is clear
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that “you” stand in the relation of disciples to “us.” (3) “We,”
according to an ordinary Greek usage, might mean St. Peter alone ;
but there is no reason for thus restricting the pronoun here, and
it will be noticed that when the writer speaks of himself alone he
uses the first person singular (i. 12-15). (4) Bengel, followed by
others, including in recent times Keil, Spitta, von Soden, take the
pronoun to refer to the apostles generally. This gives much the
best sense. Throughout this chapter St. Peter is thinking of the
contrast between the doctrine of the apostles and that of the False
Teachers. “Your faith,” he seems to say, “is as honourable as
ours, though you received yours from us and we received ours from
Christ.”

Aaxolow. *Sortitss; non sibi ipsi pararunt,” Bengel. Their
faith was given to them by the mercy of God.

& Bwxacoadry. As in 1 Peter (ii. 24, iii. 12, 14, 18, iv. 18), so in
z Peter (il 5, 7, 8, 21, iii. 13), 8ixaws and Smacoo-vw] bear the same
meaning as in the Old Testament. It is therefore quite impossible
to find here any reference to the Pauline doctrine of justification.
'Ev 8ixawoovvy can hardly be taken with wiorw. Even if, in Rom.
iii. 25, wioris & T3 ailpart adrob meant “faith in His Blood,” which
is exceedingly doubtful, “faith in the justice of God” would be a
remarkable expression. Nor can we take as parallels Eph. i. 15;
Col. i. 4; 1 Tim. iii. 13; 2 Tim. iii. 15, where faith is said to be
in Christ Jesus, for these are merely expressions of the habitual
Pauline thought that the whole life of the believer is in his Lord.
We cannot translate “faith issuing in a righteousness of God” ; for
the preposition will not bear this meaning. Nor, again, can we
translate “faith standing in, or built upon, the (or a) righteousness
of God”; for if we are to give righteousness here its Pauline sense
of forensic or imputed righteousness, this follows faith, and does
not precede it ; while, if we are to give the word its proper Petrine
sense, faith rests, not on the divine justice, but on the divine goodness,
For this last reason it seems impossible to connect é& d&ikaroovvy
with Aaxoboe. The verb Aayxdvew implies a gift of favour, and
favours are not received, strictly speaking, from justlce. It remains,
therefore, to find the determmmg word in ioéryov. God is Just,
and gnves to all Chnstlans equal privileges in His City.

T00 @eoi Mpdv kal cwriipos 'Imood Xpioroi. It has been much
disputed whether Two Persons are here spoken of, or only One.
Among recent commentators, Alford, Wiesinger, Briickner, Steinfass,
Huther take the former view; Spitta and von Soden, the latter;
Kiihl answers the question with a non /iguet. The argument has
two branches, the grammatical and the historical. As regards the
grammar, it may be urged:

1. That the combination of the two substantives under one
article is a very strong reason for regarding the two substantives
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as names of the same person. It is hardly open for anyone to
translate in 1 Pet. i. 3 6 @eds kai maryp by “the God and Father,”
and yet here to decline to translate 6 ®eds xai cwrip by “the God
and Saviour.” This point is rather strengthened than weakened
by the addition of #uév to ®eds. It must be admitted that if the
author intended to distinguish two persons, he has expressed him-
self with singular inaccuracy.

2. If the author had intended to distinguish two persons, it
is exceedingly doubtful whether he could have omitted the article
before cwripos. Zwnjp is used in the New Testament of God
or of Christ twenty-three times. Of these ipstances, two are in
St. Luke’s Gospel; one in the Gospel, one in the Epistles of
St. John; two in Acts; one in Philippians, ten in the Pastoral
Epistles of St. Paul; five in 2 Peter; one in Jude. It is used
eight times of God, 'fourteen times of Christ; one passage, Tit.
ii. 13, is doubted. As used of God, cwrjp has the article five
times, and dispenses with it three times (1 Tim. i 1, iv. 10;
Jude 25). As used of Christ it is anarthrous in Luke ii. 11;
Acts v. 31, xiil. 23; 1 John iv. 14, but in no one of these
passages would the article be in place. In Phil iii. 2o, also,
it is anarthrous, and here possibly the article might have been .
used. Yetin this, the only passage where St. Paul uses cwmip
.outside of the Pastoral Epistles, the meaning may very well be
“we expect,” not e Saviour, but “a Saviour.”

3. But what we have specially to regard is the usage not of
other writers, but of 2 Peter. Five times the author uses corip,
and always in very similar phrases. Here we have 7ot ®eod fuiv xai
Uun-ﬁpos ’I'qtroi} Xpworod: below, i. 11, il. 20, iii. 18, 700 Kvplov #juév
xai o-un-rlpos "Inoob Xpiorod: iii. 2, Tob Kupiov xai cwrijpos. Though
corip is one of his favourite words he never uses it alone, but
always couples it under the same article with another name. There
is-strong reason for thinking that the two names always belong to
the same person; undoubtedly they do so in four cases out of the
five.

Spitta and von Soden, two very keen critics, regard these argu-
ments as decisive. Alford says, *“ Undoubtedly, as in Tit. ii. 13;
in strict grammatical propriety, both ©eod and owmijpes would be
predicates of 'Inood Xpiorol. But here, as there, considerations
interpose, which seem to remove the strict grammatical rendering
out of the range of probable meaning.” Yet the first and sovereign
duty of the commentator is to ascertain, and to guide himself ‘by
the grammatical sense.

" The historical difficulty may be posed in the words of Kiihl
“The immediate transfer of ®eés to Christ might find a parcllel in
Heb. i. 8, and in the doxologies addressed to Christ in Rom. ix. 5 ;
Heb. xiit. 21; on the other hand, the immediate attributive con-
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nexion of ®eés with "Inoods Xpiords is without analogy.” But there
is really nothing startling in the phrase of 2 Peter, if we think of
John i. 1, xx. 28; or the three, possibly five, doxologies addressed
indifferently to Chnst or Jesus Christ (Westcott, Hebrews, p. 464),
one of which forms the conclusion of this Epistle; or the meaning
of “Lord” in 1 Peter; or the language of the Apocalypse. Zwmip
itself is a divine title, transferred without hesitation from Jehovah
to Jesus Christ. But after all, the question is not what other
authors say, but what 2 Peter says.

It may be argued that because z Peter is here speaking of one
person, he belongs to the post-apostolic age—to that of Ignatius,
who speaks of Jesus Christ as 6 ®eos Hudv, £Lph., Preface (see
Lightfoot’s note); but there is no sufficient reason for relegating
this phrase to the second century.

A final strong argument for supposing that St. Pecter is here
speaking of One Person only, is that those who consider him to
be speaking of Two have great difficulty in explaining the word
dukaroovvy.  Granting for the moment that Two Persons are here
intended, is their righteousness the same, or different? Are we to
say with Wiesinger that God is righteous in so far as He ordained
the Atonement, Jesus Christ in so far as He accomplished it? or
must we not think with Spitta, that the Atonement is not here in
question at all ; because it can hardly be meant that, on the ground
of the Atonement, a faith has been given to the readers of the
Epistle which is iodéripos to that of the writer? The righteousness
intended is not that which makes atonement, but that which gives
equally. But, if the righteousness is one and the same, it becomes
exceedingly difficult to keep God and Jesus Christ apart.

2. xdpis Spiv kai eipim whnbuvbein. Cf. 1 Pet. i. 2, where
precisely the same phrase is found. Jude, in his Address (&\eos
Vuiv kat elprvy kai dydwn wAybwbeln), follows the same model, but
loosely.

100 @col Kkai ‘Inoob Toi Kuplov dpév. So BCK, Theophylact
Oecumemus, Lachm. Treg - Tisch.,, WH : R A L, 1od @cod kai ‘Inoob
Xpiorod Tod Kuplov 'qp.wv j= 'rov Kupiov kai @cod judv: P am fu
demid harl corb?, 7ot Kuplov: a** ¢** m¥ m* Syriac, 70v Kupiov
npdv "Inood Xpw-roi}: the Sahidic omits the whole verse. There is
great variety of readings here, and all MSS. of 2 Peter are bad (see
Introduction). Spitta, following Bengel, regards rot Kuplov Hudv
as the original out of which all these variants arose, on the grounds
that (1) the phrase is much more likely to have been expanded
than curtailed ; (2) that the object of yvéois or émiyvwors, in i. 8,
ii. 20, iii. 18, is Christ alone; (3) that the diplomatic evidence of
the shorter readmg is by no means inconsiderable, P, which for
2 Peter has great value, being supported by the Itala, the best MSS.
of the Vulgate, and the Syrac. It should, however, be observed,
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that in regard to 2 Peter, the Syriac is a late and inferior authority
Further, it is to be observed (4) that from the following words, s
Oelas Suvdpews adrod, it may be inferred, with grea* probability, that
only one Divine Person was here mentioned. Upon the whole, it
may be said that internal probability is strongly, if not conclusively,
in favour of the shorter reading. External evidence must be left
to the textual critics, but it is certain that there are passages in
2 Peter where no MS. can be relied upon. Zahn, Einleitung, ii. 61,
takes the same view as Spitta.

év émyvdoer. If we compare vers. 5, 6; 8, there appears to be
a difference intended between yvdais and ériyvwois. The former,
as in 1 Pet. iii. 7, appears to denote good sense, understanding,
practical wisdom ; the latter is used of the knowledge of Christ.
*Eniyvwas is used by Plutarch of scientific knowledge, for instance,
of music; and St. Peter may mean that the knowledge of Christ is
the master-science, the dpyurexrovuc. But, generally speaking, in
the New Testament it is not easy to keep yvdois and émiyvwors
distinct.

8. &5, followed by the genitive absolute, may be rendered
“seeing that.” May grace and peace be multiplied unto you in
the knowledge of Christ (and I pray this with confidence), seeing
that He has granted unto us (His apostles) all things that conduce
to life and godliness, through the knowledge of Him that called us,
by His own glory and virtue.

s Oelas duvdpews adrod. Christ has fela Sdvaps because He is
6 ®cds wpdv, The phrase is found in an inscription belonging to
Stratonicea in Caria, the date of which is about A.D. 22. It is
published in C/G, ii., No. 27158 4; and in part in Deissmann,
Bibelstudien, p. 277, Eng. trans. p. 361. The expression fela Svapus,
therefore, was current in St. Peter’s lifetime. The author of our Epistle
has a tendency to use reverent periphrases for the name of God, as
in ver. 17 below. See Introduction, p. 235. Avvaus is one of the
leading words of the Epistle; note the emphasis with which it
recurs in ver. 16, 8vvams kail mapovaia. The 8ivaps, power and
majesty, of Christ is the sword which St. Peter holds over the head
of the False Teachers. Christ’s divine power has given us apostles
wdvra & mpds {wiv xal eboéBeaav through the knowledge of Him
that called us. When He called us, He gave us the knowledge of
Himself and, through that knowledge as the means, all that fosters
life and Christian conduct.

7ol xaNéoavros vpds. He that called the apostles was Christ.
Compare Matt. ix. 13, where Christ speaks of Himself as calling
sinners. It was He also that called St. Paul, Acts ix. 5. That this
is the right explanation seems clear from ver. 11 below. We are
called by Christ into the kingdom of Christ. Again, ériyvwots is
of Christ, vers. 2, 8. Generally speaking, in the New Testament it
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is God, not Christ, that calls, but in Rom. i. 6 we have x\yroi
"Tyaod Xpiarod.

idla 8dfn ol dperii. So & A C P, the Versions, Tisch., Lachm.,
Treg.; B KL, the bulk of later MSS., WH, read 8ua 8d¢ys «al
dperys.  “By His own glory and virtue,” or “by glory and virtue.”
The divergence of reading is interesting mainly as showing the
uncertainty of the text. Christ’s glory might be called His own,
though He received it from the Father (ver. 17); for what we have
received is our own (1 Pet. iii. 1), and the glory belongs to Him, eis
Apépav aldvos (iii. 18). Von Soden thinks that 8ééa and dpersj
correspond to {w} and eboéBea: and if this view is taken, they may
be regarded as synonymous with feia ¢pias, and opposed to ¢fopd
in the following verse. Glory and virtue are the divine nature.
But, as throughout this introduction St. Peter is paving the way for
chaps. ii. and iii,, and as it is his habit to introduce words which
he means to explain later on (ioéryuos, ériyvwors, Sdvaus), it is
very probable that Spitta is right in regarding 86¢a as an anticipa-
tion of the reference to the Transfiguration in vers. 16-18. ’‘Apers}
means the moral goodness of the 'Auvds dpwpos xal domos: this
is the idea which the apostle immediately proceeds to develop.

It is remarkable that this familiar Greek word is not used in
its familiar sense of human ethical virtue in the New Testament,
except in Phil. iv. 8, here, and in ver. 5 below. * Virtue” is a
secular and disciplinary term which, owing to the influence of St.
Paul, has never made itself quite at home in theology. Readers of
Butler’'s Analogy will know how it links itself on to the doctrine of
habit and the idea of moral desert.

In the present passage the word forms a keynote. Christ has
virtue, His disciples must add virtue to faith, but the False Teachers
reject virtue altogether.

All commentators appear to couple ®ip 3¢y xai dperj with
700 kaAéoavros, yet this construction seems extremely difficult. The
moving cause of the call is not glory, but mercy. In 1 Pet. ii. g,
the issue, not the ground, of our calling is that we should tell
forth the éperal of God. It is much easier to take the datives with
8edwpnuévys: His divine power has given us all things by His glory
and virtue, because the attributes are, in fact, the power which
enables Him to bestow the gift. That this is the right construction
seems clear from the following words, 8 &v (practically equivalent
to als) Sedwpryrac.

If but One Person is spoken of in ver. 1, and if the shorter
reading is adopted in ver. 2, there can be no doubt that airo? and
rov kahéoavros both refer to Christ. But if Two Persons are men
tioned in either place, difficulties arise, which are not very easy of
solution. Thus adrod is understood of God by Bengel, de Wette,
Bruckner, Wiesinger, Keil, and others. But the order of the words
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is against this; and though it is quite natural for the writer, after
calling Jesus Christ “our God,” to speak of His “divine power,”
it does not seem quite natural to speak of “the divine power of
God”; the phrase in this case becomes a mere tautology. Again,
if 868y xai dperj belong here to God, we must give up Spitta’s
explanation of 8fa, which has so much to recommend it, and
deprive dpersj of all direct bearing upon the subject of the Epistle.
As applied to God, dpers) or dperal means *excellence ” (see note
on 1 Pet. ii. g), and is practically equivalent to 86éa (Hab. iii. 3;
Isa. xlii. 8, xliii. z1).

4. 5 dv . . . 3eddpnrar. Here, again, the text is in a very un-
satisfactory condition. There is some evidence for 8 dv or &' s,
and throughout the verse the .chief MSS. differ in minute points,
especially as to the order of the words; see Tischendorf. We may
translate, *“ Whereby He hath granted unto us those precious and
very great promises.” Aeddpyrar is again middle (Dietlein makes it
passive) ; the subject is better found in % Oela dvvaus adrod than in
6 kaléoas. The antecedent to & v is 86fa xai dpemj. For the use
of the superlative péyiore, see Blass, Grammar, p. 33. The éray-
yé\para (the word is peculiar to 2z Peter) are explained in iii. 13
to mean the promise of a new heaven and a new earth, wherein
righteousness dwells. Here, again, we have an instance of St.
Peter’s habit of anticipation, and a link between the introduction and
the third chapter. Already the author is thinking of the doubts
about the Parousia.

Hofmann finds the antecedent to & &v in wdvra: but it is not
easy to see how these necessary aids to life and godliness can be
spoken of as the means by which the promises are given. Rather
they are the means by which the promises are held fast.

tva 84 Todtwv yémabe Oelas kowwvol ¢boews. “In order that
through these (the promises) ye may become partakers of the
divine nature.” Christ has given us the apostles, as first recipients,
custodians, witnesses, these promises, to the intent that you, whose
faith is loéryuos with ours, may escape the corruption of lust, and be
made like God. But the “you” is not so emphatic as to require
the insertion of dueis.

Calvin, de Wette, Briickner, Hofmann, Spitta refer rodrov to
v& mpds {wiy kal eboéBeav: Bengel found the antecedent in 8fa
xal dper): but Tare can hardly sighify anything else than éray-
yé\para, which comes so immediately before it.

The word feios, which is here used for the second time, occurs
elsewhere in the New Testament only in Acts xvii. 29, where St.
Paul, speaking to Athenians, aptly speaks of 76 feiov, the Deity,
using a phrase familiar to cultivated Greeks. Here fela ¢ioes has
a similar ring ; it belongs rather to Hellenism than to the Bible.
We may compare the Stoic phrase, évrds elvar Tijs pioews s felas,
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Stob. Ecl. p. 122 or Philo, de Somn. i. 28 (i. 647), Aoyuwijs xexor
vwvijkaot picews : or Joseph. contr. Ap. 1. 26, Gelas Soxotvri pereoyyréva
Pioews. Pigews dvfpwmivys kowwrey is quoted from an inscription
belonging to the first century before Christ, Deissmann, Bibelstudien,
p. 284, Eng. trans. p. 368. But it should be noticed that St. Peter's
phrase is neither Stoic nor Platonist. What he says Is that the
Christian becomes by grace partaker of the Divine nature. What
the heathen philosopher taught was that all men are so by nature.
Professor Harnack (Ckronologie, p. 469) regards the phrase feias
kowwvol ¢icews as one of the proofs that 2 Peter was not written
before the latter half of the second century. The question has been
discussed in the Introduction. Here it may be said that the author
of 2 Peter uses some half-dozen words that were current among
educated men ; that such words as he uses were familiar in the first
century ; that he shows less acquaintance with Hellenism than St.
Luke or St. Paul; that he is in no sense a philosopher, though this
term might be applied to the author of Hebrews; that he shows no
acquaintance with the Gnostic controversy in chap. ii. ; and, when
he is speaking of the destruction of the world by fire in chap. iii.,
makes no reference either to Stoicism or to Platonism.

@cias rxowawvol ¢iocews means very much the same as St. Paul’s
xowwvia Ilvedparos, 2 Cor. xiii. 14; Phil ii. 1. But St. Peter, who
attaches a very different sense to Ivelua (see notes on First Epistle),
could hardly use the Pauline phrase.

dmoduyévres. They will become partakers of the divine nature,
not by escaping, but after escaping the corruption which is in the
world and resides in desire. ’Amo¢eiyew, which is not used by any
other writer in the New Testament, properly takes the accusative,
as in ii. 20, below. 1 Peter uses only the plural émfvpiac. Here and
in il. 20 xdopos may have an ethical sense which it hardly exhibits
in 1 Peter. We may notice the classical use of the article, as in
1 Pet. iii. 3.

6. xai adrd ToGro 8¢ “Yes, and (xaf ... 8¢) for this very
reason,” because when we have escaped from corruption the pro-
mises, if we hold them fast and follow them, will make us partakers
of the divine nature. Cf. Xen. 4nab. i. 9. 21, xai yap alrd To¥rO
obmep abrds &vexa PpiAwv gero delobar, bs ouvepyols éxon Kal airds
éreiparo ouvepyos Tots Pidows kpdrioros elvar, “For, for the very
same reason for which he himself thought that he needed friends
—that he might have helpers—he on his part endeavoured to be
the best of helpers to his friends.” So in Plato, aira ratra viv
wropev,  That is the very reason why we have come.” This ad-
verbial usage of adrd roiro, which is strictly analogous to that of
7, is quite classical; see Kriiger, Griech. Gram. xlvi. 4 ; Blass, p.
271

mapewodéperv is “to bring in” or “supply besides.” The classical
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phrase is owovdyy moieiofar, but owovdiy elodéperv is quoted from
Josephus, Ant. xx. 9. 2, wicav amovdyy ledéperfar, from the
Stratonicean inscription (Deissmann, Bibelstudien, p. 278, Eng.
trans. p. 361).

¢myopnyetv. In Athens the State found the chorus, the
Choregus provided all that was necessary for its equipment.
Hence xopnyeiv came to mean generally “to furnish with,” “to
supply.” The verb is commonly used by the moral philosophers.
Thus Arist. £tk Nic. i. 10. 15, Tols éxros dyabois ixavds xexopn-
ynuévos, the natural gifts of man require to be equipped with,
supplemented by external gifts of fortune. Cf. also Diog. Laert.
vil. 128, 6 pévror Havairios xai Hogelddvios odx adrdpxn Aéyovar mw
dperiy, A& xpelav elval Ppaoe kal Tyielas kal xopryylas xai loxvos. It
is possible that the word is here used as an ethical term, but it was
commonly employed without any reference to this scholastic applica-
tion, thus Polybius, iii. 68. 8, xopyyelv 70 orpardmedoy rols émirndelos,
and it is found in this general sense in 2 Cor. ix. 10; 1 Pet. iv. 11;
Gal. iii. §; Col. ii. 19. In the compound éruxopnyeiv the preposi-
tion brings out the idea that the equipment is an addition to the
original stock, but is not really wanted. Later Greek is much
addicted to the needless emphasis of compound verbs. We should
not omit to notice the Petrine and evangelical contrast between
what God gives and what man adds to the gift. ‘Confer omnino
parabolam de decem uirginibus, Matth. xxv. Flammula est id
quod nobis absque nostro labore a Deo et ex Deo impertitur: sed
oleum est id quod homo suo studio et fidelitate affundere debet, ut
flammula nutriatur et augeatur. Sic extra parabolam res pro-
ponitur in hoc loco Petrino” (Bengel).

5-7. In the list of excellences which follows we have some-
thing analogous to the Stoic mpoxomy), and it is quite possible that
the writer may have heard of the Stoic doctrine ; the word wpoxdmrrew
was current, and is used by St. Paul in its Stoic sense in Gal. i. 14.
The moral and spiritual life is regarded as a germ which is expanded
by effort, one step leads on to another, and each step is made by
the co-operation of the human will with the divine. The list begins
with miores, practically another name for the divine gift of éréyvwos,
and ends with dydmy. In Hermas, Vis. iii. 8. 1-7, a similar list is
Ilioris, 'Eykpdrea, ‘AwAérys, "Emomipy, "Axaxia, Seuvéms: these are
daughters one of another. In Si. ix. 15, Hermas gives a list of
twelve virtues or virgins which begins and ends in the same way.
Harnack refers to Acta Pauli et Theclae, where we find the sequence
wigris, ¢ofos, yvdows, dydmy. In later times Clement of Alex-
andria built his theory of the Two Lives on these passages.

St. Peter is thinking throughout of the False Teachers, whom he
is about to attack.

Faith is to be supplemented by Virtue. See note on ver. 3



258 NOTES ON THE SECOND EPISTLE OF ST. PETER

Virtue is right conduct under discipline, by which faith, the prin-
ciple or dpxd, is developed, good habits are established, and the
mists of passionate desire (émfupia) are dissipated.

Thus Virtue leads to Knowledge, not of spiritual mysteries as ir
1 Cor. viii. 1, xiil. 2; Col. ii. 2, but of the goodness and reasonable-
ness of the will of God. It is that knowledge which makes the
friend as distinct from the servant, John xv. 13.

Knowledge has been taken to mean practical skill in the details
of Christian duty, “die Firsichtigkeit, die in allen Dingen das
rechte Mass innezuhalten versteht ” (Luther). * Virtus facit alacres,”
says Bengel, *uigilantes, circumspectos, discretos, ut reputemus
quid aliorum causa sit faciendum uel fugiendum, et quomodo, ubi,
quando.”

Knowledge begets Continence, self-mastery, or self-restraint;
the direct opposite of the wAeovefia of the False Teachers.

Continence issues in Patience, which understands that with
God a thousand years are as one day (here St. Peter is looking
forward to chap. iii.)—this in Godliness, a large word (see ver. 3)
summing up the whole of the practical side of the Christian life—
this again in Love of the Brethren (1 Pet. i. 22)—and this again in
"Aydmy, the love of Christ (1 Pet. i. 8), and in Christ of all mankind.

Faith is here conceived of as in Heb. xi. 1, 3, as strong con-
viction, belief which determines action ; this is the heavenly germ,
which, if diligently fostered by obedience, issues in love, the per-
fection of the spiritual life, This is the view of 1 Peter and of the
sub-apostolic Church.

Aristotle, Eth. Vic. i. 9, starts three questions with regard to
what he calls “happiness ”: (1) whether it is palyrév 4 éGiorév:
(2) whether it comes xard riva felav poipav: or (3) whether it is
3w Tvxv. The third is the naturalistic view; the second on the
whole is that of St. Paul; the first on the whole that of St. Peter,
who would say that, given Faith, which comes from God (xard rwva
Oeiav potpav), much depends on the “thankworthy ” obedience of
man. This is the view of Aristotle himself, as it is also that of
Bishop Butler. It is a view which makes ethical philcsophy
possible, because it leaves wide room for human reason and will.
But there is no cause for supposing that St. Peter derived it from
any other source than that of his own Christian experience.

8. Ttabra ydp. “For, if these things belong to you and increase,
they make you not idle nor unfruitful with respect to the knowledge
of our Lord Jesus Christ.” IXeovd{w may mean either *to abound”
or “to increase,” but Spitta seems to be right in thinking that the
latter sense is preferable here. Otherwise there is little difference
between Ywdpyovra and wAeovd{ovra. There has been much dis-
cussion as to the precise meaning of els in this passage ; the point
being whether &riyvwos is to be regarded as the end of the Christian
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progress or as its beginning. On the side of the former view is the
R.V., which translates ‘“unto the knowledge”; so de Wette,
Briickner, Huther, Fronmiiller, Steinfass, Kiihl; on the side of the
second, the A.V. (“in the knowledge”), Bengel, Ewald, Hofmann,
Schott, Weiss, Wiesinger, von Soden, and, substantially, Spitta. The
dispute turns upon the question whether eis is to be taken with the
adjectives or with the verb. Kafiordvar els means “to bring a
person to a place,” and we might conceivably translate *these
things bring you, not being idle nor fruitless, unto the knowledge.”
But kafordvar Twa dpydv means ““ to make a person idle”; and if
we adopt this construction, eis with its case will denote that in
respect of which he is idle. The two constructions and the two
translations must not be blended or confused, as they are in the
R.V. Kafiomow must either mean “bring” or ‘“make.” But
now a glance at vers. 2z and 3 will show that the Christian progress
begins with émiypvwois (&d 7is émyvdoews) and is in éxfyvwoie
‘Ewlyvwos is the germ which makes progress possible, and is de
veloped by the progress, but is not represented here as the goal
to which the progress tends. Here, as often, commentators have
been biassed by the desire to bring the language of St. Peter into
exact accordance with that of St. Paul, in Col. i. 10, & mavri &y
xaprogopoivres kai avfavipevor els Ty émiyvwow 7ot @eod. The two
apostles do not disagree here; for this knowledge, which grows
with our growth, might very well be said to be the issue of all our
strivings. But it is also their root, and this is the point which St.
Peter wishes to bring out.

This verse is quoted in the Epistle of the Churches of Lyons
and Vienne, Eus. A. E. v. 1. 45, & 8¢ did péoov xapds obx apyds
abrols odd¢ dxapmos éyivero,

9. ¢ yop pY) wdpeor Tabra. The words are equivalent in sense
to ¢ yap py twdpxe Talra kai wheovdfer, as TupAds, pvordlwy, iy
Aafdv to dpyos xai dxapros. But the group of epithets in this verse
gives the cause of the barrenness, and forms a second indictment
against the False Teachers. They are not only barren trees (Luke
xiil. 6), but they are blind leaders of the blind (Matt. xv. 14).

tuphds. He is blind because he has lost the light of the
&riyvoais of Christ which was given to him (ver. 3), and thus has
never attained to yvious.

puondfwv. The correct form of this verb appears to be either
pvomidlew (cf. dromdlev), or pvwrew (cf. dévwmeiv). Suidas has in
one place pvwrdfew, in another pvwmidlev. Commentators, follow-
ing Beza and Budaeus, refer to Arist. Problem. xxxi. 16. 25; but
though Aristotle there describes the wdwy, he does not use
pvordlew, nor does the verb appear in the Jndex of Bonitz.

Miwy means “short-sighted” ; uvwrdlew, “to be short-sighted.”
The characteristics of a short-sighted man are that he sees things
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dimly, or that he sees what is close at hand more distinctly than
what is far off. The first gives tolerable sense, but many commen-
tators prefer the second ; the purblind see earth far more clearly
than heaven (Beza, Grotius, Estius, de Wette, Huther), or sees
that he is a member of the Church, and does not see clearly how
and on what conditions he became one (Hofmann).

Wolf, Bochart, Spitta, and von Soden take piwy to mean ““one
who shuts his eyes” and will not see. But piwy never has this
sense, though it is derived from pvw, and means properly “ blinking.”
This explanation is dictated by the wish to find a climax in Tv$Ads,
pvordfwy: but it is not necessary to suppose that St. Peter was a
skilled rhetorician.

The Vulgate translates manu fentans, like a blind man, feeling
his way with outstretched hand. It is difficult to see how this
explanation, which represents the Greek ymAaddv, arose.

P reads pvord{wv, which seems to imply a false derivation from
p¥s and émj (pvomia for “a mouse-hole ” is found). Hence Oecu-
menius says, pvwrdlew 8¢ 76 TvpAdrrew elpyrar, dwd Tdv vwd T yiv
pvdv TupAdv eis dmav Siaredovvrwv, In this way Erasmus explained
the translation of the Vulgate, **manu uiam tentans, deducta a
muribus metaphora, qui parietem, aut tabulam, aut si quid aliud
obuium fuerit, sequi solent, donec cauum nacti fuerint.” See
Suicer, pvwrdiw.

Mjony )\anv “Because he has forgotten”; cf. Josephus, 4ns.
ii. 9. 1, Sca XPOvov pijkos Axjfny )Laﬁowss‘ Athen Xll. 24, P: 523 A,
ol pera TovTovs Aijfqv )\aﬁovres s Kp'q-ruw mepl Tov Blov edroopias,
Thucydides, ii. 49. 5, has Tods 8¢ xai Ajjfy é\duBave, ‘forgetfulness
came upon” the sufferers from the plague. Bengel and von Soden
would translate ““ having chosen to forget,” but the notion of wilful-
ness does not seem to lie in the phrase.

to0 kadapiopold Tév wéhaw adrod dpapridv. “The cleansing from
his old sins” in Baptism. Cf. 1 Pet. iii. 21, cdle Bdmrriopa, ob
oapkds dméfeais fimov dAAE owedijoews dyabijs émepomypa eis Oedv.
The reference to Baptism is made certain by the word wdac: all
previous sins were cleansed at that time. Here as in 1 Peter “sin”
is concrete, and there is no necessary implication of birth-sin. The
cleansing is based upon the sacrificial Death of Christ (1 Pet. i. 18,
ii. 24, ili. 18), and is conditioned by xAfjois kal éxdoyd, and by
the faith and repentance of the cleansed (cuwveldrjoews dyafys
émepdrmpua), but is conveyed by a definite act.

But what is it precisely that the False Teacher has forgotten?
First, no doubt, the fear which attaches to the remembrance of the
price of Redemption (1 Pet. i. 17—-19). But does St. Peter mean also
that the special cleansing of Baptism cannot be repeated? This
sense may be found in Heb. x. 26 and in 2 Pet. ii. 20-22. There
are passages in 1 Peter which seem to mean that the cleansing of
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ordinary sins, such as no Christian can avoid, is to be found in
suffering (1 Pet. il 21, iii. 14, iv. 1, 16). We might say that in
Hebrews, 1 and 2 Peter, Christlike suffering for righteousness’ sake
is the condition of post-baptismal cleansing. Out of these
passages arose the Novatian schism, the question agitated by
Hermas, Clement of Alexandria, Origen, whether perdvoia was
admissible after Baptism, and, if so, how often, and the whole system
of Penance. These consequences could hardly be drawn from the
Pauline Epistles.

10. 86 pdNhov. “ Wherefore the more.” SmovSdoare repeats the
exhortation omovdyy miocav wapeioevéykavres, but two additional
reasons for diligence have been given in vers. 8 and 9 ; hence the
pHaAAov,

omouddoare. Here as above (émyopyyioare, ver. 5) and again
in iii. 14 the aorist imperative, which properly refers to a single
definite action, as in 8ére por Tovro, is wrongly used for the present.
The same grammatical inaccuracy is very common in 1 Peter
(ii. 13, iv. 1~7, v. 8).

motetofar. The middle voice signifies “ to make for yourselves.”
Here again the necessity for the co-operation of the human will is
very strongly expressed. Christ has called and elected the
brethren ; it rests with them to hold fast the gift.

For &hoyy see note on 1 Pet. i. 1. Here as there probably
the corporate sense predominates; it denotes selection for a place
in the yévos éxAexrév. 1deally selection precedes the call or invita-
tion, which must always be addressed to individuals. Men are
called out of darkness into light (1 Pet. ii. 9), out of the Flood into
the Ark, or, like Abraham, out of an earthly home to the pilgrim
life. All Christians have been called and selected, otherwise they
would not be Christians, but they must *work out their own salva-
tion” (Phil. ii. 12). St. Paul adds ®eds ydp éoriv & dvepydv é&v dpiv
kal 16 Oéheww xal T évepyev Umép Tijs ebdoxias. St. Peter does not
add this qualification, though he goes on to remind his hearers that
the reward is a divine gift.

ol pd) wralonté more. ‘Ve shall never stumble.” The apostle
does not mean “ye shall never sin”—for in this sense we all
stumble (Jas. iii. 2). He is thinking of the onward march along the
King’s highway, and the final entry into the kingdom. Ye shall
come safe to the journey’s end. “ Ut quouis tempore, inoffenso
pede, non tanquam ex naufragio uel incendio, sed quasi cum
triumpho intrare possitis ” (Bengel).

11. émyopnynbficerar. The repetition of the verb from ver. §
brings out with great emphasis the response of God’s grace to man’s
faithfulness.

Dietlein, Spitta, von Soden, Kiihl find in the verb an allusion
to the rich ornaments with which the chorus was provided by the
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choregus for its entry upon the stage ; but it is hardly probable that
the ancient significance of xopyyeiv was present to St. Peter’s mind.
M\ovoiws finds its adequate explanation in the manifold graces of
God (1 Pet. iv. 10), the rima xal péyiora érayyéApara of ver. 4.
As man supplements the gift of God by ceaseless endeavour, so
God supplements man’s faithful efforts by a rich and final gift.
Thus (Matt. xxv.) the man travelling into a far country delivers the
talents to his servants, returns to take account, and calls those who
have made due profit into the joy of their Lord. As in 1 Peter, the
thought is purely evangelical; there is no trace of metaphysical
speculation.

The eternal kingdom is that of our Lord and Saviour Jesus
Christ—this the writer says without reserve or qualification. The
expression justifies the view taken above of 6 ®eds Wudv, of fela
dvvapus, and of 6 xaléoas. Christ calls us into the kingdom, because
it is His own. We are reminded especially of Luke i. 33, «ai
Bacihevoer émrl Tov olkov laxwf els Tods aldvas, kai Tis Bacielas
abrod odx &orar véhes. The kingdom of God or of heaven is also
called the kingdom of Christ in Matt. xiii. 41, xvi. 28, xx. 21 ; Luke
xxiii. 42 ; John xviii. 36.. In Luke xxii. 3o the kingdom is given to
the Son by the Father. Cf. Heb. i. 8; Apoc. xix. 16. To none of
these writers does the phrase suggest any difficulty; but on this
point, as on so many others, St. Paul speculates, 1 Cor. xv. 24.

The end of Christian pilgrimage is the crossing of Jordan and
entrance into the Promised Land, the patrimony, the salvation
ready to be revealed (1 Pet. i 4, §), the kingdom of Christ. There
is in 2 Peter the same attitude of expectancy as in 1 Peter.

Obviously the kingdom of Christ does not here mean the Church
upon earth. But the word éxxAnola is not found in either the First:
or the Second Epistle. See Hort, T%e Christian Ecclesia, p. 221.

Even in the Gospels the kingdom is frequently spoken of as
future. Outside of the Gospels it is seldom regarded as realised
upon earth, though we find such passages as Col. i. 13; Apoc. i. 6;
1 Pet. ii. 9. In post-apostolic writers the future sense seems to be
universal ; see Clem. Rom. xlii. 3; 2 Clem. v. s, ix. 6, xi. 7, xii. 1;
Barn. iv. 13, vii. 11 ; Herm., Sim. ix. 12. 3; Ignatius, Zpk. xvi. 1
Polycarp, v. 3; Mart. Polycarpi, xxii. 1.

The phrase aldvios Bacihela does not recur in the New Testa-
wment. It is one of the few salient phrases in this Epistle, and is
yuoted in the Mart, Polycarpi, xx. 2. The word aldvios might be
included in the list of St. Peter’s philosophical terms, for the
distinction between aidv and xpdvos is an important commonplace
in later Platonism. Yet aidvios is a common word in the New
Testament, and it would be absurd to cite it as an indication of
Hellenism, except in so far as Hellenism may mean any degree of
education whether large or small.
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12, 88, Here St. Peter passes to a fresh point which completes
his introduction. The faith of his readers is ioéripos with that of
the apostles, because it embraces all that conduces to life and
godliness ; it must be developed by effort which leads to virtue, not
to licence; without effort none shall enter into the kingdom of
Christ.

From this point to the end of the chapter he insists upon the
truth of this faith. It rests upon the evidence of eye-witnesses, of
whom he himself was one ; and upon that of the Hebrew prophets,
but the prophets must not be misunderstood.

“Wherefore I shall always put you in remembrance.” Mé\\w
with the infinitive in the New Testament is frequently merely used
for the future indicative ; the grammar is breaking up, and there is
a tendency to form tenses by the use of auxiliaries as in low Latin.
The future pel\ijow is found also in Matt. xxiv. 6, where peAlsjoere
dxovew is neither more nor less than dxovoecfe. Suidas, however,
explains peAdjow by orovddow, ¢povricw, and the R.V. translates
“I shall be ready always to put you in remembrance.” The
rendering of the A.V., “I will not be negligent,” represents oix
dpelijoow, a variant supported by K L, the bulk of the later MSS,,
and the Syriac.

The words é&v rff mapovoy dAnfelp are explained by elddras, the
things which they know are the truth which is present to them,
‘Eomprypévovs év is a much stronger phrase than eidéras: “ye not
only know them, but are established in them,” ye know them and
do them. Truth here embraces not only moral truth,—the necessity
of growth from wioris to dydmn,—but historical or doctrinal truth
opposed to gegodiopévor puifor

18. Bixawor fyodpar. “I deem it right”; it is my bounden
duty as an apostle. E¢’ doov, “so long as”; cf. Matt. ix. 15; the
éoov is neuter. Skivopa, “a tent”; this metaphor for the body
suits well with the general conception of life as a pilgrimage,
1 Pet. i 1,ii.. 11.  St. Paul uses o«fjvos in the same sense 2 Cor. v. 1.
The apostles derived the metaphor from the history of the Patriarchs,
but according to Clement of Alexandria, Strom. v. 14. 94, Plato
also called the body y1wov oxijros.

Bieyelpe &v Smopricer.  “To stir you by a reminder ” is a phrase
that recurs iii. 1. The & is probably instrumental (a Hebraistic,
not a Greek use).

14. €idbs O Taxwh ot ¥ &wéleais Tob oxmuvdparés pov.
“ Knowing that the putting off of my tent cometh swiftly.” It has
been disputed whether “swiftly ” here means “ suddenly ” or “soon.”
Either explanation is possible, and either yields good sense. If the
apostle means that he is to die soon, there was great reason why he
should be earnest in admonition. If he means that he is to die
suddenly (s.e. by violence), the necessity for insistence is still the



264 NOTES ON THE SECOND EPISTLE OF ST. PETER

same. “Qui diu aegrotant,” says Bengel, “possunt alios adhuc
pascere. Cruxid Petro non erat permissura.” In John xxi. 18 our
Lord foretold that Peter should die a violent death Srav ympdoys.
If the apostle was yépwv when he wrote this Epistle, he would feel
that this prophecy must soon be accomplished. The point must
be left to the reader’s judgment. ’Amdfeots, *putting off,” is a
word that suits a garment rather than a tent. The two images are
blended in much the same way by St. Paul, 2z Cor. v. 2-3.

xalbs . . . éMAwoé por. The most natural explanation of these
words is to be found in John xxi. 18, 19. An argument has been
raised against the authenticity of 2 Peter on the ground that the
author here quotes the most suspected chapter of a very late gospel,
but all that he does is to refer to a prophecy of our Lord’s, which is
probably that recorded by St. John. Spitta insists that the passage
in the Johannine Gospel is not here in question at all, on the
ground that there our Lord foretold that St. Peter should die in a
particular way, by crucifixion, while in the prophecy here referred to
the apostle had been warned that his death should happen sooz.
Hence Spitta thinks that St. Peter is alluding to some saying of our
Lord’s which has not been preserved elsewhere.

15. omouddow . . . pripny moeiobar. *“And I will take pains
also that as occasion requires ye may be able after my death to call
these things to remembrance.” Swovddow is late Greek for omovdd-
aopai, and &xew should be Srws &ere: see Blass, p. 225. ‘Exdorore,
“at each time,” “whenever the need arises,” as often as similar
errors are propagated. “Efodos, “death,” as in Luke ix. 31 (in the
account of the Transfiguration), and in the Letter of the Churches
of Vienne and Lyons, Eus. & Z. v. 1. 36, 55. The word means
properly “end” or “close,” so Xen. Hell. v. 4. 4, én’ é6dw Tis
dpxijs. Hence it is used by later writers of the end or close of life,
but only with the defining genitive, Josephus, Aanf. iv. 8. 2, &'
68 Tob L.

Is this promise fulfilled by the writing of this present Epistle, to
which the readers would be able to turn, whenever need arose, after
the writer was dead and gone? This is the explanation of Bengel,
Wiesinger, Dietlein, Schott, von Soden, Kiihl; but it is excluded by
the future omovddow, The sense seems clearly to be “I will myself
remind you, so long as I live (as I am doing by this Epistle) ; and
further, I will take care that after my decease you shall constantly
be able to refresh your memory as to my teaching.” What he
promises is something that will show that his teaching did not rest
upon oecodiopévor pvfor, but on historical fact, and this promise
cannot be thought to be wholly redeemed by the brief reference here
made to the Transfiguration.

Huther thought the meaning to be that St. Peter would establish
a succession of teachers, who after his death would keep alive the
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knowledge of the truth. But it seems clear that what is promised
is a document, to which his disciples would be able to turn and
confirm their belief.

In very early times it seems to have been thought that the
words pointed to the Gospel of St. Mark. Irenaeus, iii. 1. 1, pera
3¢ iy rolrwv &odov Mdpkos, 6 pabitys xal épunvevris Mérpov, xai
adrds & vwd Iérpov kmpuvoadueva éyypdduws rapadéduwxe, Here Grabe
cannot possibly be right in taking éodov to mean the departure of
the apostles from Rome. That the statement of Irenaeus rests
upon the present passage appears partly from the use of the word
éodos, and partly from the way in which St. Peters words are
misunderstood. The apostle does not say that the document of
which he is speaking should be written after his death, but that it
should be written so as to be of use after his death. It is possible
that Irenaeus added from 2 Peter the words perd ™y Tovrwv &odov
to information which he gathered from Papias, Eus. A. £. ii. 15. 2,
iii. 39. 15; but probably he found them in Papias.

Certainly no document would redeem the apostle’s promise so
well as a gospel ; and if a gospel is meant, the reference can hardly
be to any other than that of St. Mark.

It seems highly probable that the composition of the later
pseudonymous Petrine literature, the dpocalypse, Gospel of Peter,
Preacking of Peter, and other books, was suggested by these words.
If so, the fact goes to prove that 2 Peter was well known, and
regarded as authentic in very early times. It seems hardly likely
that such extensive liberties would have been taken with the name
of Peter, unless there were a phrase, in a writing generally recognised
as his, which gave plausibility to the forgery. Hence we may see
in the present passage a reason for dating 2 Peter at any rate before
any of the extra-canonical Petrine books.

18. ol ydp oeoodiopévois pibors Efaxohovbioarres . . . wapouaiar,
“For we did not follow cunningly devised fables when we made
known to you the power and coming of our Lord Jesus Christ.”
Mifos by itself might mean merely “fables,” such as the legendary
history of the heathen gods, “false tales,” “fictions” ; and this may
be the meaning of the word where it occurs in the Pastorals, 1 Tim.
i 4,iv. 7; 2 Tim. iv. 4; Tit. i. 14. Yet even there it may, and
here the addition of cecopiopévor shows that it must, bear the later
sense of “a fiction which embodies a truth,” “an allegorism.” The
False Teachers, or some of them, must have maintained that the
Gospel miracles were to be understood in a spiritual sense, and not
regarded as facts. But they differ from the False Teachers alluded
to in the Pastorals, inasmuch as they do not appear to have intro-
duced any “myths” of their own. They were therefore not
Gnostics, as Dietlein and Baur supposed ; their wAaoroi Adyor were
simply allegorical explanations of the gospel ; they denied the literal
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sense, but professed to hold fast the spiritual. It is obvious how
this mode of exegesis might be applied to the Second Advent.

¢yvopicapev. “We made known.” St. Peter does not say
that he himself had taught the readers of the Epistle, nor does his
phrase necessarily imply that any of the Twelve had done so
persorially.  All that he means is that the teaching which these
people had received had come to them mediately or immediately
from apostles.

8évapwv xal wapovoiav are keywords to the second and third
chapters respectively. For &ivams compare ver. 3 above ; and for
the connexion between vvauis and mapovaia, see Matt. xxiv. 3o.

NN’ émdmrar yermBévres Tis xeivou peyaledmros. “ But we had
been eye-witnesses of His majesty,” and that is why we taught you
what we did. 'Ewdwrrys is equivalent to adrémwrys, Luke i 2;
compare the use of émomredw, 1 Pet. ii. 12, 1il. 2. It was unneces-
sary for St. Peter to state that three only of the apostles had
actually been present. Meyareibrns (Luke ix. 43; Acts xix. 27;
peyahein, Luke i. 49; Acts ii. 11) is the majesty of Christ which
directly involves His 8Yvams. For the future Parousia no ocular
testimony could be adduced, but as the Second Coming is the
dmoxdAwyis s 88&ys Xpuwrrod, 1 Pet. iv. 13, no apter confirmation
could be found than the revelation of glory at the Transfiguration.
It is to be observed that St. Peter uses the Transfiguration to prove,
not the mapovola, but the credibility of the apostles who had preached
the mapovola. If we may suppose, what is by no means improbable,
that the False Teachers, while explaining away the Resurrection,
admitted the historical truth of the rest of the Gospel, we can see
a strong reason for St. Peter’s choice of this particular incident.

17. NaBov ydp. “For having received from God the Father
honour and glory, such a voice having been borne to Him by the
magnificent glory, This is My beloved Son, in whom I am well
pleased.” The sentence is anacoluthic, AaBdv having no finite
verb. ®wvi) péperal Tun ¥md is a singular phrase. Meyadompemis
is found Deut. xxxiii. 26; 2 Macc. viii. 1§, xv. 13; 3 Macc. ii. g.
‘H peyadomperys 86¢a is a reverential paraphrase for God; fela
Svaus, ver. 3, Oela Piots, ver. 4, belong to the same class of
expressions of which there are many instances in Jewish apocrypha.
Spitta quotes Test, Levs, 3, & 73 dvwrépw (odpavg) mdvrwv xaralje
7 peydAn 86¢a : Ascensio Iesatae, xi. 32, “et uidi quod sedit'a dextera
illius magnae gloriae ”: Enoch xiv. 18, 20, “ And I looked and saw
therein a lofty throne . . . and the Great Glory sat thereon”; so
also cii. 3, “ And will seek to hide themselves from the presence of
the Great Glory.” Clement of Rome, ix. 2, also has the phrase,
possibly borrowed from 2 Peter, drevicwper els Tovs Tehelws Aerrovpyr-
oavras 1) peyahomperel 86én adrod: but he may have taken it direct
from Enoch; see Lightfoot’s note. The expression again throws
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light upon & ®eds Judv ; the Great Glory is God, whom no man hath
seen ; Christ is our God, God who hath condescended to become
visible.

Wiesinger and Spitta are probably right in identifying peyako
mpemys 86€a with the vepély durewrj (the Shechinah) of Matt. xvii. .

The sentence is anacoluthic. St. Peter has not added the verb
which he intended, and it is not possible to say what it was. The
Heavenly Voice arrests his attention and becomes the main object
of his thought, because it leads him on to speak of the other voice,
that of prophecy. This has led some commentators to accuse him
of having begun by promising acular evidence, and ended by giving
aural The actual vision is described by the words AaBdv Tiuip xai
dd¢av, which represent Qapyev 16 wpdowmov atrod ds & fAos, T& S¢
{pdria adrod éyévero Aevkd s 70 pds. Some, again, have created a
discrepancy with the evangelical narrative by making évexfeioms
come before AafBdv in point of time ; thus St. Peter is made to say
that the voice preceded the Transfiguration, whereas in the Gospels
it follows. This, however, is quite arbitrary ; the temporal relation
of the participles is not to one another, but to the main verb. See,
for instance, Thuc. iv. 133, 6 veds Tijs "Hpas & "Apyer xarexaify,
Xpvoidos Tijs tepelas Aixvov Tiva Oeloms jppuévov wpds T oréupara xai
¢mixaradapfodons. Chrysis did not fall asleep before she set the
lamp near the garlands. Here there is no xa{ between Aefdév and
&vexOeioms, but this makes no difference; the order of the events
denoted by the participle is fixed, not by their tense, but by their
sequence.

The first clause of the Voice is not quite certain. B has 6 vids
pov & dyamyrés pov obrds éorw (so WH, Tisch. vii.): P, olrds éorw
6 vids pov 6 dyamyros obrds éorw: RACKL, olrds éorww 6 vids
pov & dyamyrés. This last reading, though the best attested, may
be due to copyists who remembered the words as given by Matt.
xvii. § and Mark ix. 7. Peter omits dxodere airod, which is
found in all three Synoptists. He omits also the vision of Moses
and Elias. His account appears to be quite independent of the
Gospel text.

18. xal Tadmr . . . dylw. ‘“And this voice we heard borne from
heaven, being with Him in the holy mount.” The mountain was
made holy by the theophany.

19. xai &opev BeBarbrepov . , . xapdlaws Spdv. “And even surer
is the word of prophecy which we have, whereunto ye do well to
take heed, as unto a lamp giving light in a squalid place, till the
day break and the day star arise in your hearts.” The testimony
of the prophets is one, because it all testifies of Christ, His suffer-
ing, and His glory, 1 Pet. i. 10. For xaAds woteire, followed by the
participle, cf. Acts xv. 29. Ev adyunpd tére: the light shows up
the filth, and makes cleansing possible. The Vulgate renders in /oco
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caliginoso, in a dark place ; but adyunpds does not appear to beas
this sense, though Aristotle uses it of dark or dirty-looking colour
(mepi xpwpdrov, iil. p. 793. 11). BeBuidrepov is predicative.

It seems at first sight strange that St. Peter should speak of the
voice of prophecy as even more certain than the voice of God. It
was, however, the same voice, and, for the apostle’s present pur-
pose, it was even more certain and conclusive. The voice at the
Transfiguration was not Avyvos daivev év adyunpd Tére : it conveyed
no moral lesson. What St. Peter desires, in addition, is a word
that strikes directly and conclusively at Libertinism, and this he
finds in Hebrew prophecy.

Augustine took the meaning to be ‘“surer to you.” You were
not on the Mount as we were, and you may not unreasonably
think the word of the old prophets more trusty than ours; in
Jokann. Tract. xxxv. 8; Serm. xxvil., de uerb. Apost. vol. v. p.
149 C. But, if this were the meaning, we should have expected
éxere, as Alford says.

Modern commentators almost universally take the view ex-
pressed in the translation of the R.V. “And we have the word
of prophecy made more sure,” that is to say, the testimony of the
prophets is confirmed by the voice from heaven. But it is very
doubtful whether the Greek will bear this meaning, which could
have been expressed quite easily by xai odrws BeBawovrar. The verb
BeBarotv, or the substantive BeBalwots, bear the sense of “confirm,”
‘“confirmation”; but BéBawos in classical Greek always means
“firm,” “steady,” “sure.” This is its meaning also in the New
Testament ; see 2 Cor. i. 7; Heb. ii. 2, iii. 6, 14, vi. 19; 2 Pet.
i. 10. Even in Rom. iv. 16, BeBaia éwrayyeria, and Heb. ix. 17,
BeBaia Siabijxy, the meaning is *valid,” not “ratified.” The same
is true of the passages quoted by Mr. Field in his Notes on the
Translation of the New Testament, Charit. Aphrod. iil. 9, xdya
BeBatdrepov Eoxov 16 Bappeiv, my courage was firmer; Chaeremon
in Stobaeus, Flor. Ixxix. 31, BeBatorépav &e v Phiav wpos Tovs
yovets, let your love be stronger; Isocrates, ad Demon. p. 10 A,
dore ocor cvpfioerar wapd Te 7@ TAjler palov eddoxiuely kal THY mwag’
ékelvwv elvouav BeBaiorépay Eéew. But in the present passage St.
Peter is not comparing different degrees of certainty in the prophetic
word, but the word of prophecy with the word of the Transfigura-
tion. Again, the apostle could hardly make a point of the con-
firmation of prophecy; it needed no confirmation ; it was fulfilled
by the gospel, but not proved; on the contrary, it was regarded as
a proof of the gospel. The most natural view is that he is here
appealing to a second witness, which, for the purpose of the second
chapter, is even stronger than his first. See Dr. Plummer’s note.

It may seem remarkable that St. Peter does not appeal to the
prophecies of our Lord Himself, though Matt. xxiv. would have
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suited his purpose. But to the apostle the Old Testament is as
much the voice of Christ as the New; and having glanced at the
latter, he turns quite naturally to the former, where a rich store of
instances lay ready to his hand. Further, if the False Teachers
denied the Parousia, they must also have denied that our Lord
foretold it.

Suavydtew occurs in Aquila’s version of Job xxv. 5. St. Peter
is probably thinking of the Song of Songs ii. 17, iv. 6, &ws od
Siarvedoy 9 Yuépu kal xwnbdow ai oxal, The beautiful word ¢puwe-
¢dpos is probably suggested by Ps. cix. (cx.) 3, éx yaorpds mpo
éwopdpov éyémad oe. The words mpd éwoddpov caused a dis-
tinction to be made between éwoddpos and ¢woddpos, which in
Greek poetry are identical. Hence, Hippolytus, Ref. Omn. Haer.
x. 33 (ed. Duncker, p. 540), calls our Lord 7 npé éwapdpov puo-
¢dpos pwry, evidently explaining 2 Peter. Compare also Luke 1. 78,
dvatoly é tyovs. Dr. Plummer refers also to Apoc. xxii. 16.

Why is the Christian to give heed to prophecy till the day star
arise in his heart? St. Peter cannot mean “till you are converted,”
for he is addressing Christians. Some commentators, taking vers.
5-8 as the key, think that the apostle is speaking of the day when
faith is made perfect in love. But it is more probable that the day
of the Parousia is meant. The voice of prophecy, which is the
voice of- Christ, will guide men to the end. The expression “arise
in your hearts” need not be regarded as an objection to this; it
may be taken to denote the dyaAAiagis which the day will bring.

20. toito mpdrov ywdokevres is best regarded as a grammatical
irregularity ; see below, iii. 3, where the phrase recurs without a
finite verb. Here it might, with little difficulty, be connected with
xa\ds TOLELTE wPOTEXOVTES.

wioa mpodnTela ypadfis is to be taken of the Old Testament
prophecies alone. For énilvos, ““interpretation,” compare ém\vew,
Maik iv. 34. Both the noun and verb are common in the Clemen-
tine Homilies (see the Index published by the Lightfoot Trustees) ;
Clem. Alex. Strom. vi. i. 1, émlvréov Ta wpoamopodpeva: pseudo-
Justin, Expos. Rect. Fidei, vos émamopijoes émlvéro. The words
are indeed familiar in later Greek; a classic would use the simple
Aew, Adais. Tiverar cannot possibly be translated, as by Alford,
“comes from,” “springs out of.” The word in the New Testa-
ment constantly means no more than “is”; if here we are to
keep its proper sense, we must render, *does not fall to,” “does not
come under,” private interpretation.

You do well to study the prophets, but first you are to observe
that you must not interpret them just as you like. There is a right
way and a wrong. Jews denied the Christian applications of pro-
phecy, and the False Teachers wrested the Epistles of St. Paul and
“the rest of scripture” (iii. 16) to their own destruction. St. Peter
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warns his people that they may read the Bible amiss, and that
therefore they need a guide. That scripture required to be
“opened ” was the universal belief of the primitive Church. They
were opened by Christ (Luke xxiv. 45; Apoc. v.) or His ministers
—as by Peter, Acts ii.,, or by Philip, Acts viii. 30, or by Apollos,
Acts xviil. 28.

Who were the rightful interpreters of scripture St. Peter does
not say. If he had been asked the question, he might have answered
in the words of William of St. Theoderic (used by a Kempis, De
Imit. i. 5), “Quo enim Spiritu scripturae factae sunt, eo Spiritu ‘egi
desiderant.”

Other explanations of St. Peter’s phrase—that (1) the prophets
themselves could not interpret their own prophecies, or that (2) they
did not, in fact, interpret them—may be set aside without hesitation.

3L ol ydp . . . dvfpumor. It is not of private interpretation.
For, as prophecy was not given by the will of man, so neither can
it be explained by the will of man. God gives both the vision and
the interpretation thereof (Gen. xL 8, xli. 16).

woré. “In the old days,” as A.V.; cf. John ix. 13; Rom. vii. 9,
xi. 30. St. Peter is thinking solely of the Hebrew prophets. R.V.
and many commentators take moré with ol, was never at any time
given; but this is against the order of the words.

fvéxby. “Was borne” (as in ver. 18), came from heaven to man.

depdpevor.  “Carried along by the Holy Ghost,” as a ship by
the wind (Acts xxvii. 15, 17). Here the Spirit is the wind (Acts
ii. 2; John iii. 8). Similar metaphors are used of inspiration by
the heathen writers ; thus Plutarch, de def. Orac. 40, 16 8¢ pavricov

eua kai mvetpa Oeadrardy éore kal bovdratov. But the word
which Plutarch applies to the inspired prophet is xwodpevos. Philo
commonly speaks of the prophet as Geoddpyros: see Quis rerum div.
heres, 52 (i. 510).

A\d\qoav dwd Geod dvBpumor, * Men spoke from God ” ; as mouth-
pieces of God, not by their own will. The reading here is uncertain.
B P, Syriac, Armenian, Coptic, Tisch., WH have dx6 ®eod dvfpwmor:
C, éwd @cod dyior dvfpwmor: R KL, Treg. dywr @eob dvfpuwmor: A,
dywor Tod @eot dvfpwror. Many cursives and Oecumenius insert of
after é\dApoav. The variants are most easily accountéd for by
taking the text of B P as the point of departure; the insertion of
dyw by C is easily explained, holy being a common epithet of the
prophets (Luke i. 70; Acts iii. 21; 2z Pet. iil. 2). AIIO and
ATIOI might easily be confused, the ductus Zitterarum being very
similar ; but the probability lies on the side of dwd, the less tempting
word.  Still, dywe has authority, and Tregelles, Spitta, and von
Soden prefer this word.

There is no difference in the sense in any case. If awd is
omitted and dytos read, the emphasis falls on ¢epopevoy, “holy men
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of God spoke (not by their own will), bit as they were moved.”
On the other hand, the text of BDP reiterates very forcibly the
apostl'es pomt—“men spoke as they were moved, and spoke from
God.’

IL. 1. &yévorro 8¢ xai Yeudompodijrar. There is another caution
to be borne in mind. Not only does all prophecy need interpreta-
tion, but even in-Israel there were false prophets also as well as
true. St. Peter is thinking of Balaam, though he did not prophesy,
strictly speaking, in Israel, and of such passages as Jer. vi. 13; Ezek.
«iii. 9. The run of the sentence seems to imply that the False
Teachers, or some of them, claimed to be prophets. All prophets
were teachers; differing from ordinary teachers in this essential
point; that the teaching of the prophet was imparted to him by
direct inspiration, not by study of scripture, or by any process of
reasoning ; see Introduction to 1 Peter, p. 46. The false teaching
which the apostle proceeds to denounce was certainly doctrinal as
well as moral. All ethical teaching rests upon doctrine, and varies
with its speculative basis. But the only doctrinal error which the
apostle expressly attributes to them, or some of them, is the denial
of the Parousia. How naturally this might be connected with lax
morality is evident.

The False Teachers are spoken of at first in the future ; after-
wards in the past or present (émhawiifnoay, ver. 15: ool elov, ver.
17: dehedfovaw, ver. 18). Cf. 2 Tim. iil. 1-6, perilous times ska//
come, for men skal/ be . . . of this sort are they; and 1 Tim. iv.
1 sqq. St. Peter may mean that he knows these men to be already
at work elsewhere, and that he foresees their speedy appearance in
the Churches to which he is writing. Or the future may be taken
in a more general way. There will, from time to time, as the End
approaches, be false prophets, as our Lord foretold (Matt. xxiv. 11),
and you may see them already busy among you. Here a second
test, besides that of scripture rightly explained, becomes applicable.
These men are False Teachers because they (olrwes) will privily
bring in heresies of destruction.

Tapetcdyewv may mean simply to introduce, to bring in (eis), and
set before (wapa) a person. It may, however, signify to bring in
privily, mapd giving the idea of creeping along under some sort of
cover; see Liddell and Scott on mapeisdivw and other verbs of the
same formation. Cf. wapew-a’movs, Gal. ii. 4

The classic meaning of alpesis is a “school” or “sect” of
philosophy, and the word implies, primarily, difference of opinion;
Cicero Epp. xv. 16. It is so used in Acts of the “schools of
thought ” of the Sadducees, Phansees, and Nazoraea.ns (v. 17, xv. 5,
xxiv. 5). So Acts xxiv. 14, xara T 686y, v Aéyovow alpecw,
“‘according to the Way (the true Christian Way), which they call a
school.” Here the Way is distinguished from all the *“denomina-
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tions” or aipecers of the Jews. In its first use alpeais does not
imply falsehood or separation. You might call either Platonism or
Pharisaism “a heresy,” without meaning that it was wrong, or that
it was an offence against unity. But so soon as men begin to speak
of the Way (the one Truth), afpesis involves both opinion and
conduct, both error and division. Hence oxlopa and alpesis
appear to mean the same thing in 1 Cor. xi. 18, 19 (where possibly
St. Paul is quoting a prophecy of our Lord’s ; cf. Justin, Z7ypho, 35,
p. 253 B, &oovrar oxiopara kal alpéoes). Cf Gal. v. 20, épifetac
dixooraciat aipéoes, where also the words are not technically dis-
tinguished, and aipéoes refers to Judaisers who were schismatics
but not heretics. In Tit. iii. 10 the reference to false opinion is
distinct ; new doctrines, of a kind incompatible with the faith of the
Church, have crept in, and aipeots is changing its meaning with the
change of circumstances. From the time of Ignatius (Z¥a/. vi. 1;
Epk. vi. 2) the word hardens into its later sense, that of denial of
the fundamental articles of the Christian creed.

The use of the word in 2 Peter affords no indication of the
date of the Epistle. It condemns certain errors of belief and
conduct, but the errors are as old as the First Epistle to the
Corinthians.

aipéoes dwwhelas is a Hebralsm, the genitive of the substantwe
taking the place of the Greek adjective, as in Luke xvi. 8, 7dv
olkovdpov s ddixias. See Blass, p. 98. Note the repetition thrice
over of dwdAea. Similar repetitions are characteristic both of
2 Peter and of 1 Peter throughout. :

xal TOv dyopdoavra . . . &ndhetav. “ Even denying the Lord
who bought them, bringing upon themselves swift destruction.”
Dr. Plummer observes that a forger would hardly have made St
Peter speak thus of denying his Lord. For the “denial,” cf. Matt.
x. 33. They were bought by Christ, 1 Cor. vil. 23; Apoc. v. g, and
thereby became His 8otAo. Hence He is here called deomwérys, a
word which elsewhere in the New Testament is used of Him only
by Jude 4 (borrowing from this passage) and in Apoc. vi. 10. See
Clem. Alex. Ecl. Propk. 20, dyopdles fpas 6 Kipos miuley aluare,
x7.A Hence the words riuly aipar are from 1 Peter ; but dyopdle
and Kdipuos, for which lower down 8eomdrys is substituted, point to
the present passage. For the omission of the conjunction between
apvovpevor and érdyovres compare Aafdv, évexfeloms in i. 17, and
the string of unconnected participles in ver. 13 sqq. below.

Because the Lord bought them they are bound to purity of life,
1 Pet. i. 18sqq., ii. 24. But by impurity men practically reject their
Lord’s authority and deny His divaus. For rayxun see note on
i. 14 ; hiere the sense of “sudden” is more appropriate ; for the
thought cf. Prov. i. 27.

Much needless difficulty has been made over these clauses,
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“Even” is a perfectly familiar sense of xaf, and the asyndetic
participles are quite in the manner of 2z Peter. Some commen-
tators, however, take xa{ as conjunction. Alford and von Soden
regard it as connecting YevBo8i8doxalor with dproduevoy, “shall be
false teachers and deniers”; Huther, as connecting rapeirdéovow
with &rdyovres, which he considers to be loosely used for the finite
verb. Both views are untenable.

Spitta would treat &s xal . . . drwlelas as a parenthesis, and
take kal 7ov dyopdoavra . . . drdAeay with éyévovro 8¢ kai Yevdompo-
¢irac &v 7 Aag, partly on the ground of the extraordinary difficulties
that have been manufactured out of the last two clauses of the
verse, partly because he thinks, with Ullmann, that St. Peter was
bound to say something definite about the False Prophets of Israel.
But he only creates fresh and greater difficulties ; the run of the
sentence is against him, and row dyopdoavra Seawéryy dprovpevo. can
hardly apply to any but Christians. It was quite sufficient for St.
Peter here to state the fact that there were of old false prophets
(though, as Ullmann says, “we knew it already”); for he desires
to make two points, that true prophecy may be misinterpreted, and
that there is such a thing as false prophecy. Hence he is content
to say that the False Prophets played the same part as (@s xa{) the
False Teachers.

2. doekyeias. Compare 1 Pet. iv. 3; the plural may denote
either different forms, or repeated habitual acts of lasciviousness.
St. Peter charges these men definitely with disorder at the Agape,
adultery, perversion of the Christian idea of freedom, and gener-
ally with falling back into the udopara of the world. Clearly they
permitted and defended immorality in a very broad sense.

8 ols refers to woAdol. Owing to the licentious ways of their
numerous disciples, the Way of Truth shall be evil spoken of by the
Gentiles, cf. Rom. ii. 24. In Acts we have 3 6835, ix. 2, xxii. 4,
xxiv. 14 ; 686s quryplas, xvi. 17 ; % 686s Tob Kuvplov, xviil. 25. ‘08
a\nfeias is found Gen. xxiv. 48 (but in the sense of *the right
road”); Ps. cxviil. (cxix.) 30; also Pind. PyzA. iii. 184. The Way
is one of 2 Peter’s favourite phrases ; see ii. 15, 21, and Knowling
on Acts ix. 2. In Hermas, Vis. iil. 7. 1, we find =y 6dov T
éAnburjv: and in Aristides, Apol. xvi,, 7 680s Tis dAnbelas, fris
Tovs d8edovras els Ty aldwiov xewpaywyel Bacileiav, we have a direct
quotation, in which the present verse is combined with i. 11.

8. & mheovetla. Cf. ver. 15 ; the false teachers extracted money
from their disciples. Eumopevecfar is to traffic in a thing; cf.
Diog. Laert. vil. 1. 2, wopdipav éumemopevuévos dwd mis Powlkys :
Athen. 569 F, "Acmacia % owxparicy évemopedero whiifn kaldv
yuvawdv: Philo, in Flace. 16 (ii. 536 ad fin.), évewopevero T Aijbyv
rév Sicaordv. From this verb was formed in the fourth century the
word xpworéumopos. The charge of avarice was brought against
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Gnostic teachers, Iren. i 13. 3, and against the Montanists, Eus
H. E.v.18. 2, but the evil existed long before, Tit. i. 11. The
charge might mean merely that the false teacher, not being on the
church roll, accepted direct gifts from his adherents. This would
be thought wrong in any case, but shocking if he demanded or
received money as a prophet. That Antinomian false teachers
should not only demand remuneration but be extortionate in their
demands, is probable enough. Comp. D:idacke xi. 5, 9, 12, xii. §;
Hermas, Mandat. xi.

whaorois Nyors. Herod. i. 68, éx Adyov mhaoroi: Soph. 47. 148,
Adyovs Ynfdpovs wAdoowv. The “forged words,” by which these
men endeavoured to persuade their hearers, must have contained
some kind of reasoning, but the only sample is that given in iii. 4.
See note on i. 16.

ols 7 kpipa Ixwakar . . . wordler. “Whose sentence from of
old is not idle, and their destruction slumbereth not.” Kpipa is the
verdict, sentence, doom. It was pronounced of old in the case of
many similar sinners; it is no dead letter, and will speedily be
executed on these men also. "Exzmalay though not a classical
word, is not uncommon in later Greek; see Lobeck’s Phrynichus,
p. 45sqq.; Blass, p. 65 sq.

4. The First Instance. The Fallen Angels.

el ydp . . . mpoupérous. “For if God spared not angels when
they had sinned, but plunged them in hell, and delivered them to
pits of darkness to be kept unto trial.” The apodosis to e may
be found in old¢ Kvpios, ver. g, if it be thought necessary to make
the sentence strictly grammatical. The absence of the article
before dyyélwv gives the sense of ‘“even angels.” It may be
implied that some of the False Teachers were men of considerable
eminence. Sepds or aipds meant originally a kind of large jar used
for storing grain; Etym. M. p. 714, 21, aipol: 16 émriidetov dyyetov
els amdélfeotv mpdv kai Tdv dAwv dompiwv. The note goes on to say
that the first syllable was commonly pronounced long, but that
Euripides in his Pkrixus made it short. It is short also in an
epigram of Eratosthenes, 4dnzk. A, Appendix, 25. 4. By the time
of Varro the word was commonly used in the provinces for under-
ground pits which served as granaries ; see references in Facciolati,
s.v. sirus.  In Provengal the word became silo, and in this shape it
passed into our own language not many years ago.

X A B C and the Latin Fathers have otpois or aepois: K L P,
the great majority of later MSS., the Greek Fathers, and the Ver-
sions cepals. Jude has decpois didiois. He may have found
oepais.in his copy of 2 Peter and paraphrased it, or oepois and
misunderstood it. The textual critics (Lachmann, Tischendorf,
Tregelles, Westcott, and Hort) are unanimous in favour of oetpots:
and if they are right we have here a strong argument for the priority
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of 2 Peter. If oepats is correct, probability still inclines on the
same side ; for oepd is a rare word, not found in the Greek Biblc
except in Prov. v. 22; Judg. xvi. 13; and “chains of darkness”
is a harsh expression which a paraphrast would be tempted to soften
and improve. See above, pp. 211, 216.

There is, however, another possibility, if we go back to the
Apocrypha, which both writers have in view. ZEnock x. 4 (ed.
Charles), “Bind Azazel hand and foot, and place him in the dark-
ness ; make an opening in the desert, which is in Dudael, and place
him therein” ; x. 12, 13 (here we must give the Greek text), xai érav
xatacdaybow of viol alrdv, kal Bwor Ty dwdlewav TOV dyamyrdv
abrdv, Sjoov adrols éml éBSoprikovra yeveds els Tas vdmas Ths yis,
péxpe Huépas kpioews adrdv, péxpt jpépas Telewboews Tedeopod, &ws
aqwrekeal] xpipa Tob albvos Tdv aidvwv. We may think that this
latter passage was actually in St. Peter’s mind, for here we find in
close proximity drdAea, the distinction between xplows and xpipa,
and the original of his phrase eis kpiow mpeiofa:. Here also we
have the “pits” and “binding.” But we find also Erock liv. 4, 5,
“ And I asked the angel of peace who was with me, saying, These
chain instruments, for whom are they prepared? And he said
unto me, These are prepared for the hosts of Azazel.” Baruch (ed.
Charles) lvi. 12, 13, “ And some of them descended, and mingled
with women. And then those who did so were tormented in chains.”
It is therefore just within the bounds of possibility that Jude derived
his 8eapotl 4/8ior from an independent recollection of the Apocrypha.

Taprapbw, ““to cast into hell” is correctly formed on the analogy
of the classical karamrovréw. It is not found elsewhere in the Greek
Bible, but occurs in a scholiast upon Homer.

It is most probable that St. Peter is here following the Book of
Enoch ; but he does so allusively and with discretion, in the manner
of the First Epistle (see notes there on ifi. 19, iv. 6). St. Jude
expands and adds to the allusions, not always correctly (see notes
on the paraliel passages). St. Peters comparative reserve in the
use of Apocrypha may be interpreted in two ways. If we allow
that the same feature is found in the First Epistle, it becomes an
argument for the priority and authenticity of the Second. But
many commentators regard the discretion (Apokryphenschen) of our
author as a sign that he wrote at a later period when the Apocrypha
were viewed with growing disfavour. See Introduction, p. z2z2.

St. Peter does not specify the sin of the angels. There were
two traditions on the subject among the Jews, one built on Gen. vi.,
the other on Gen. iii. and Deut. xxxii. 8 (see note on Jude 6).
St. Peter is most probably following the former. According to
Ernock vi., the first sin of “the sons of God,” “the watchers,” was
lust ; the second, that they taught their wives and children the use
of magic, of weapons of war, and of articles of luxury. Their
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punishment we have seen in the passages quoted above. This
part of Znock Mr. Charles considers to have been written before
R.c. 170. See Salmond’s note in Schaff’s Commentary.

8. The Second Instance. The Deluge.

xal dpxaiov . . . émdfas. “ And spared not the ancient world,
but kept safe Noah, a preacher of righteousness, with seven others,
when he had brought the deluge on the world of ungodly men.”

It is better, but not necessary, to carry on the el with épeloaro,
karékpiey, éppioare. "Oydoov adrav would be more classic, but the
adrds is sometimes omitted ; Alford quotes Plato, Laws, iii. 695 C,
Aafov T dpxiy €B8opos. Cf. éxrd Yuxai, 1 Pet. iii. 20. This is
the generally received explanation ; but an old scholiast understood
the words to mean “the eighth preacher of righteousness,” érra
yap mpd adrod, "Brds, Kawdv, Makeheg), "Tdped, ‘Evdy, Mabovoda,
Adpey.  The origin of this statement is unknown, and the series of
names (which omits Adam and Seth) is arbitrary. But according
to Gen. iv. Noah was the eighth from Adam. Jude, following
Gen. v., or more immediately the Book of Enoch, makes Enoch
seventh from Adam. But even so, if Methuselah and Lamech, who
were alive in the time of Enoch, and were not apparently regarded
as prophets (Z»ock, chap. vi.) are omitted, Noah may have been tradi-
tionally considered as the eighth preacher. Again, Basil, £p. 260. 5,
counts seven generations from Cain to the Deluge. Thus, again,
Noah may have been regarded as the eighth preacher who preached
to the eighth generation. The absence of the article before x7pvxa
may be significant ; “a preacher,” “ because he was a preacher.”

Awatogvry, dixawos are used, as in 1 Peter, in the Old Testament
sense. In the drebijoace of 1 Pet. iii. 20 it is implied that Noah
preached to the men of his time. This is not stated in Znock, but
may have been found in the Apocalypse of Noak (see Charles, p. 25).
The belief was current in Jewish tradition ; see Josephus, 472 1. 3. 1;
Bereschith Rabba, xxx. 6,  kijpv§ generationis diluuii, id est Noachus
(quoted by Alford from Wetstein) ; so also Or. Sib. i. 128 sq., Noe,
déuas Bdpavvov &dv, Aaoial e maow Kijpvfov perdvorav. The insertion
of this instance of mercy among the instances of wrath is quite natural.
St. Peter wishes to mingle comfort with denunciation. He never
forgets his pastoral office, and the mention of Noah here is in the
same vein as the words which we shall find in iii. g, 17. Further,
it is to be noticed that St. Peter is probably thinking of Wisd. x.,
where judgment and mercy are balanced against one another in the
same manner.

8. Third Instance. The Destruction of the Cities of the Plain.

lere again St. Peter in his rapid narrative does not specify the
sin of the cities, and mentions only Sodom and Gomorrha. St.
Jude’s expands and elaborates.

tedppdoas. * Having reduced the cities of Sodom and Gomorrha
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to ashes, sentenced them to utter destruction.” Tedpoiv is not found
elsewhere in the Greek Bible, but it was known to the lexico-
graphers (Suidas, -re¢>pwaas~ e;l.-lrpnoas‘, aomoddoas: Bekker, Anecdota,
65. 5, Teppubev wlp- dvri Tod Karapapavfév). Karéxpwev Ka.ﬂw'rpoqbn,
“ condemned to destruction”; cf. Matt. xx. 18, karaxpwolow airov
favdry (the construction is not classical). The aorist participle
marks the burning as antecedent to the sentence of overthrow.
Hence Spitta takes xaraorpods} to denote the sinking of the earth
by which the Dead Sea was formed. But it appears to be highly
doubtful whether there ever was any tradition that the cities were
submerged by the Lake. Josephus (de Bell. Jud. iv. 8. 4) speaks
of the traces of the Five Cities as still visible on land. All
references in the Old Testament imply the same belief (Deut.
xxix. 22 ; Isa. xiil. 19; Jer. xlix. 18, L. 40; Ps. cvii. 34 ; Amos iv. 11;
Zeph. ii. 9 ; Wisd. x. 7; 2 Esdr. ii. 9). See article on Sodom in
Smith’s Dictionary of the Bible. Nothing more need be understood
from St. Peter’s expression than that God destroyed the cities by
fire, and sentenced them never to be rebuilt. By this contrast
between the destruction of the Noachic world by water and that of
the cities by fire, he is leading up to chap. iii. 7.

dwéBerypa is a late word for the classic rapddeypa. See Lobeck,
Phrynichus, p. 12. Probably it means “a pattern,” as in Jas. v. 10;
Heb. iv. 11, not “a warning” or *“example,” though it may bear
this sense.

peNNérrar doeBeiv is equivalent to doeBnodvrov (cf. i 12); for
the omission of the article see note on dwm-ovm, 1 Pet. ii. 7.

7. Bixatov as in vers. 5, 8. The mention of “just Lot” here
is suggested by Wisd. x. 6, adm O8lkawv éfamodlvuévev doeBiv
éppioaro pvydvra 7ip xatafBdoiov Mevrawrélews. See note on Noah,
ver. 5. Karamovodpevov (Acts vii. 24), “ wormn down,” “ oppressed.”
"Afeapor (cf. 40éuros, 1 Pet. iv. 3), of rebels against the law not of
Moses, but of nature and conscience. *Av racTpogdn) is a favourite
word in 1 Peter; and in this phrase we see again the correctness
and ease with which the article is at times employed in this Epistle
as in 1 Peter.

8. BAéppati ydp . . . éBagdnlev. “ God delivered righteous Lo,
and why? Because (ydp) by sight and hearing that righteous man,
as he dwelt among them, day by day put his righteous soul to the
touch by lawless deeds.” The sight of the evil round about him
was to Lot a trial or test ; he emerged victorious from the ordeal, and
therefore God delivered him. For olde Kipios eboefeis éx reipacuod
pvecbar. These words give the application. The godly to whom
St. Peter is writing were tempted as Lot had been. Hepacuss is
here another name for Bagaviouds. See note on 1 Pet. i. 7.

It must be allowed that elsewhere in the New Testament
Bacavilw bears its derivative sense, “to put to the question,®
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“rack,” “ torment.” Hence the commentators and R.V. *“he vexed ®
or “tormented his righteous soul” But it may be argued (1) that
Bagavi{w in this sense is far too strong a word to express mental
distress caused by the sight of evil; (2) that, though we could
perhaps understand “his soul was racked,” “he racked his soul” is
a strange expression; (3) that as 1 Peter, weipaopuds means not
inward anguish, but outward suffering. The Lord delivered Lot not
from the fascination of evil or from the anguish of pity for sinners,
but from the constant annoyance of insult and ill-usage. By this
he had been sufficiently tested, and the time had come for his rescue.

The Vulgate has “aspectu enim et auditu iustus erat: habitans
apud eos, qui de die in diem animam iustam iniquis operibus
cruciabant.” This appears to imply the text 8ikatos fv xarowdv év
avrois of . . . éBacdrfov: but Tischendorf gives no trace of any
such reading, except that B omits é before dlkatos. See Wordsworth
and White on Mark ix. 5; Luke ix. 44, xxii. §55; John v. 45,
vi. 12, vii. 25, ix. 38, x. 16. These are cases in which Jerome’s
version represents an unknown text.

The use of BAéupa here has been objected to as a solecism
(Chase, Peter, Second Epistle, in Hastings’ Dictionary of the Bible,
iii. 807 ; Field, Notes on Translation of the New Testament, p. 241)
In the classics ﬂ)\ep.p.a means not “ seemg,” but “the expression of
the eye.” The word occurs in this sense in Hermas, Sim. vi. 2. 5,
76 BAéupa elxe meplmucpov : Test. Ruben, 5, 8id 100 BAéuparos rov
iov &vomelpovor. The verb BAérew in classical Greek is used for
6pav only by poets ; but in the New Testament “to see ” is far more
frequently expressed by BAérew than by 6pav. See Blass, Grammar
of New Testament Greek, pp. 3, 56. Field thought that St. Peter
should have written dpdoer. But in the New Testament Spaots
means either “a vision” or “outward appearance” (Apoc. iv. 3).
*Oyus in means “appearance” (John vii. 24; Apoc. i. 16), or
“face” (John xi. 44). It is rash to assert that St. Peter’s expression
is not in accordance with the vulgar use of his time.

9. ofde Kipios. The words sum up the lesson of the two double-
sided instances, the Flood and the Cities of the Plain. God can de-
liver His servants out of vexation (temptation), and will deliver you.

fApépa Kploews recurs in jii. 7 in connexion with 7ypety, and
forms one of the many little links of connexion between the two
chapters. Jude does not use the phrase. For the * day of judg-
ment” see Matt. x. 1§, xi. 22, 24; I Johniv. 17; Zest. Leui, 3;
and Mr. Charles’ note on Enoch xlv. 2. The phrase is used in
different senses in Enoch ; here it means the final judgment at the
Parousia. Even in the interval the wicked dead are in a state of
suffering (xoAaldpevor), as the fallen angels are in Tartarus till the
xpiais. Compare the parable of Lazarus and Dives.

10. pdhwoTa 8¢ . . . wopevopérous. “‘ But cspecially them that
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walk after the flesh in lust of pollution.” With the word pd\wra
St. Peter turns directly to those libertine heretics who are the
immediate object of his denunciation. ‘Owiow oapxés wopeverfar is
a Hebraism. ‘Emfuvpla paouot may be another (lust of pollution,
meaning “ polluting lust,” as aipéoeis drwlelas means * destructive
heresies”), or uwopol may be taken as the ordinary objective
genitive—* lust for pollution.”

kal kupiémros kartadpovoirras.  “And despise lordship.”
Kvpidrys is used by St. Paul as the name of a particular class in
the angelic hierarchy, Eph. i. 21 ; Col. i. 16; by Hermas, Sim. v.
6. 1, of the lordship of the Son of God ; so also in the Apostolical
Church Order, 12 (whence it is copied in Didacke iv.), 0ev yap %
xuptérys Aakeirar éxet xUpids éorw. The first sense cannot be
adopted here, as it is not possible to suppose that the False
Teachers treated any particular class of Angels with contempt.
We must therefore fall back upon the second. The False Teachers
despised the power and majesty of the Lord. How they did so we
must gather from the following words. The Angels, standing before
the Lord (wapd Kupiy), never forget the awful restraint of that dread
presence. Yet these men, though they too speak wapa xuply, in the
sight and hearing of God, give loose rein to their railing tongues.

ToApyral . . . Phacdnpoivres. * Self-willed reckless ones, they
fear not to rail at dignities.” ToAuyral is a substantive, adfddeis an
adjective. The plural 8éfa: occurs Hos. ix. 11; Wisd. xviil. 24 ;
2 Macc. iv. 15; 1 Pet. i. 11 in the abstract sense. In Ex. xv. 11,
ris Spods aor &v Beots, Kipie, 7is Spowds oor, dedofaopévos & dylos,
Oavpaorés é&v d6fais, it may have been taken to mean, *the glorious
ones.” Here, as in Jude 8, it is certainly concrete, and must mean
personages invested with the 8d¢a of high estate, whether human or
superhuman. With reference to the False Teachers it seems to
denote the rulers of the Church. Jude so understood it ; hence he is
led to speak of Korah (ver. 11) who blasphemed Moses and Aaron.

Every possible diversity is found in the explanation given of
xvpiérys and 86far.  The first is taken to mean God or Christ by
Ritschl, von Soden, Wiesinger, Weiss, Kiihl ; the second, to denote
good angels by Ritschl and von Soden, good and bad angels by
Kiihl, Spitta, Hofmann, Briickner explains both words of good
angels; Schott both of bad angels. Hofmann makes xvpidrys
signify lordship or authority in general.

It is difficult to see how the False Teachers can have blas-
phemed angels of any kind. There were those at Colossae who
exaggerated the respect due to these heavenly beings, but we read
of none who spoke evil of them. Kiihl thinks that the False
Teachers blasphemed angels, because when they were told that
they were servants of the Devil they laughed and denied his power;
Ritschl, that they blasphemed them indirectly because they looked



280 NOTES ON THE SECOND EPISTLE OF ST. PETER

on immorality as a right of those who are 1n the kingdom of God,
and thought that the angels claimed and exercised the same right.
The latter explanation is the more tenable of the two. A “self-
willed reckless ” reader of Gen. vi. (alluded to in ver. 4) might con-
ceivably argue that either all angels are evil, or that lust is angelic.
The same inference might be drawn by impure minds from the
practice of women wearing their veils & 7obs dyyéhovs (1 Cor.
xi. 10), for fear of tempting the angels (cf. Tert. de Virg. Vel. 7 ; de
Orat. 22). But the explanation is far-fetched ; there is no evidence
that this reasoning was employed. Von Soden thinks that the
words refer to the insults offered to the.angels by the Sodomites ;
but St. Peter says nothing about the angels in his allusion to the
fall of Sodom. If we take the explanation given above, there is no
difficulty. The rulers of the Church would naturally rebuke the False
Teachers, and these would naturally reply in unmeasured language.

11. 3mou dyyehor . . . PAdodnpov kpiow. ‘“Whereas angels, though
greater (than the 36{at) in might and power; bring not against them
in presence of the Lord a railing judgment.” The argument is d
fortiori. Angels, also, complain of 86at (in this case the 8¢fac are
other and evil angels) ; but though they are greater than those of
whom they complain, they dare not, in God’s presence, use terms
of condemnatxon or insulit. They are like Christ, of whom it is
said, 1 Pet. ii. 23, mapedibov 7@ xpivovr: Sikalws. Whereas these men,
though they are inferior to their rulers, abstain from no affront. St.
Peter is probably referring to Enoch ix. Men complained of the
evil wrought by the fallen angels and their children. The four
great Archangels—Michae), Uriel, Raphael, and Gabriel—lay their
complaint before the Lord the King, saying, “Thou knowest all
things before they come to pass, and Thou knowest this thing and
everything affecting them, and yet Thou didst not speak to us.
What are we to do in regard to this?” The sentence of God is,
“Bind Azazel hand and foot” (quoted above on ver. 4). Here we
have the Archangels who are “greater in might and power,” a 84¢a,
Azazel, and the careful avoidance of a railing judgment “in the
presence of the Lord.”

At this point Jude has wrongly mserted the dispute between
Michael and Satan, which did not occur wapa Kvptw (See note on
the passage.) Hence he omits the words wapa Kvplp, and hence
again they are omxtted here by A, many cursives, and versions.
The reading maps Kvplov has very slight support, and, though it
finds favour with Spitta, makes no tolerable sense.

12. odrol 8¢ . . . $Oapoorrai. “But these (the False Teachers
and their victims), as animals without reason born of mere nature
to be taken and destroyed, railing in matters whereof they are
ignorant, shall in their destruction surely be destroyed.” ®vouwd is
practically equivalent to dloya: they have physical, but not intel-
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lectual life; they are no better than the brutes that perish. °‘Ev
ols=é 7ovrors & Kal here adds an emphatic asseveration, a not
uncommon use of the word; there is a weak variant, xara¢fapi-
covras for xat ¢pfapioovrar. It is barely possible to take the second
¢bopd of moral corruption, but the comparison to the ¢fopd of
beasts, and the combination with ¢fapijoorrac make it almost cer-
tain that destruction is meant. Jude has rewritten this rugged
sentence, and made it much more correct and much less forcible.
We may observe, as indicating the priority of St. Peter—(1) that
¢bopd is one of his favourite words (it occurs also in i. 4, ii. 19, and,
of the nine places where it is found in the New Testament, four are in
a2 Peter) ; (2) that the repetition of the word is one of his mannerisms ;
(3) that the Hebraism & $bopd Ppfaprjoovrar again is characteristic;
cf. & é;mavyp.ovp éuaraixrad, iii. 3 All these points disappear in Jude.

18. kopiodpevor piofdv édikias. ““ And shall receive the reward of
unrighteousness.” On the text see Introduction, p. 212. If we
accept this reading, peofos d8ixias means that destruction which is the
final reward of injustice; cf. Rom. vi. 23. But immediately below
(ver. 15) the phrase is used of the temporal profit of injustice, and it
is difficult to see how it can bear two different senses almost in the
same breath. What we should have expected here is *they shall
be destroyed because they run, or ran, after unrightcous gain.” As
regards the participle, the better attested reading ddwovpevor makes
no tolerable sense. If we translate with the R.V., “suffering wrong,
as the hire of wrong-doing,” the difficulty about puc6ds ddixias
remains ; and, further, it is impossible to think that St. Peter would
have spoken, even rhetorically, of sinners as “wronged” by God.
If we translate with Tischendorf, “being deceived as to the wages
of unrighteousness,” we get the right sense for uwfss ddwias, but
go to wreck over ddwovpevor. It is probable that neither reading
1s correct, and that in the MS. from which all our texts are derived
the letters before -ovuevor were illegible.  All the following participles
are in the present, and we may suspect that a present participle was
used here also. The Syriac has a word which Tischendorf renders
by ementes. If this represents avovpevor, it is a possible reading,
and gives a barely tolerable sense, ““they pay a high price for the
gain of unrighteousness.” But perhaps we ought to omit the pam—
ciple altogether, and read ¢0apqo'owa.t, p.w@ov ddwxias H8ovipy vpyov-
pevor Tiv & quépg Tpudry, omilor xai pdpo, évrpuddvres, ““they
shall be destroyed because they think pleasure the reward of
unrighteousness ; because, spots and blemishes that they are, they
pursue their daylight revelry,” etc.

#1301y fyodpevor Ty &v Apépa Tpudiv. There are many difficulties
here. ‘Hdovn in the LXX. and in the New Testament means
always sensual gratification, never high or true or spiritual enjoyment.
Tpvep, on the other hand, may be used in a good sense of spiritual
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joy or dehght so in & wapddeigos Tijs Tpuiis, Gen. il. 15, iii. 23, 24 ;
Ezek. xxviil. 13, xxxi. 9, 16, 18; cf. also Ps. xxxv. (xxxvi.) 8; Prov.
iv. 9. The word is used of sensual indulgence or luxury in Luke
vii. 25. The verb &7pudpdv generally denotes wantonness. ‘Ev
imépa cannot mean “daily” (as Oecumenius), but may mean “ by
day,” or “in daylight” (so 3 Macc. v. 11, & wukri xai Ypuépe),
though this use is rare and incorrect. Generally év Jjuépg means
on, or in, a particular day. Revelling and drunkenness in the
daytime were naturally thought worse than similar excess by aight ;
see Facciolati, s.2. tempestiuus, and cf. 1 Thess. v. 7: Assumptio
Mosis vii., “ omni hora diei amantes conuiuia.” On the other hand,
lempestiua conutusa was used also of banquets which began and
ended in good time, that is to say in daylight, not in the night.
Thus the same phrase was used of a drunken orgy, or of a sober
feast, such as Cicero delighted in. See again Facciolati.

We cannot translate “counting their daylight revelry pleasure ” ;
for it was pleasure, and they were right in so countmg it. Nor
again, “ counting daylight revelry true pleasure” ; for 8o} never
has this sense. There seems nothing left then but to understand
St. Peter to mean *counting our sober daylight joy (the Agape)
mere vulgar pleasure.” The Agape was dismissed before dark ;
Canones Hippolyti, 167 (ed. Achelis, p. 106), “missos autem
faciat eos, antequam tenebrae oboriantur.” This explanation may
be strengthened by the remark that St. Peter is here possibly
thinking of the Song of Songs vil 6, =l 48ivlys, dydmy, & rals
Tpvdats oov, words which, though not directly applicable, may have
suggested the language which he here employs of those who turned
the rpugsj of the Agape into %dovif. Clement of Alexandria speaks
of % & Aéyp Tpvdy of the Agape, Paed. ii. 12, and distinguishes
it very carefully from the %8ovs} of mere eating and drinking.

On this view the only difficulty is that rpugs bears a good
sense, while évrpupavres, which immediately follows, must be
taken in a bad sense. This, however, is only an apparent objec-
tion. There is very much the same relation in English between
“joy " and “enjoy.”

onior xal pdpow Cf. duwpos xal dowidos, 1 Pet. i. 19. Swidos
(for the accent see Liddell and Scott; Blass, p. 15), a disfiguring
spot, is found also in Eph. v. 27, udpes, a blemish; this meaning
is given to the word by the L.XX. (Lev. xxi. 17sqq.). See Dr. Hort’s
note on 1 Pet. i. 19. These men were spots and blemishes on
the Agape, which they profaned by their licentious conduct. On
the reading dydrais see Introduction, p. 212 ; it must certainly be
retained here 1n spite of the MSS. ‘Aydmy is not used in the New
Testament, in this sense of the Love Feast or Eucharist, except
here and in Jude 12. On the history of the word see Lightfoot’s
note on Ignatius, Smyrn. viii.
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ouvevwyolpevor dpiv, “while they feast with you.” Eloxia is
applied to the Agape by Clement of Alexandria, Paed. ii. 1. 6.
It would appear that the False Teachers and their followers had
not separated from the Church. The abuses here referred to are
the same as those which existed in the Church of Corinth.

14. powxalidos. Here, again, the MSS. are certainly wrong;
see Introduction, p. 212; the sense absolutely requires poixeias.
The phrase may have been suggested by Job xxiv. 15, xai é¢pfal-
pas pouxod épvrale ardros.

Beledlovres (cf. Jas. i 14; the word is repeated in the Petrine
way in ver. 18 below), “catching with a bait,” is commonly used
in secular Greek in this metaphorical sense: cf. Plato, Z¥maeus,
69 D, ddovi) xaxod déheap. Philo is fond of the verb; see, for
instance, de congr. erud. grat. i. 14 (i. 530), Tois Pprpos TGV
Bepamawiduwv dedeaclévres.

xapdiav yeyupvaopémy mheovebias é'xoms. * Having a heart exer-
cised in, familiar with covetousness.” The construction is found
in Philostratus, Herot. iii. 30, p. 688, Gardrrs omrw yeyvpvaopuévor :
iv. 1, p. 696, Ne(r-ropa woAAGY ro)&ep.wv yeyvpvaopévos : xi. 1, p. 708,
aodlas 18 yeyvpvaouévor, It is semi-poetic, and probably borrowed
from the rhetoricians of the day. In Homer the genitive is fre-
quently so used after participles denoting familiarity with anything,
such as eidds, Sidaordpevos.

kardpas técva. * Children of curse,” * accursed ” (not “accursed
children”). For this Hebraism cf. réxva vmaxofls, 1 Pet. i 14:
réxva dpyis, Eph. ii. 3: Téova qswros, Eph. v. 8. Yids is used in the
same way 2 Thess. u. 3 6 vids Tijs um»kaas Matt. xxiii. 15, vidv
yedvys: Luke x. 6, vids elpivys: Eph. v. 6, viods rijs drelelas.

15, edBeiav 686v. Cf. 1 Kings xii. 23; 2 Esdr. viii. 21; Ps.
xxvi. (xxvii.) 11, cvi. (evil) 7; Acts xiii. 1o, and elsewhere. The
ways of the wicked are oxohwa, Prov. ii. 15. Both 88ds (see ii. 2)
and &axodovfelv (i. 16, ii. 2, not elsewhere in the New Testament)
are among the favourite words of z Peter. The False Teachers
followed the way of Balaam, because, like him, they loved the
wages of unrighteousness—filthy lucre—the gifts of Balak; and
because, agam, they taught uncleanness. Cf. Apoc. ii. 14, mp
&Saxnv Balady, &s éibaoke 7 Bahax Bakeiv axdvdalov &vdmov Tév
viv ‘lopand, dayely eldwléfvra xai mopveloar. Bogdp for Bedp,
the name of Balaam’s father, is probably a mere blunder, though
it has the support of all the MSS. except B and partially 8. See
Introduction, p. 212. Vitringa, however, endeavoured to explain
it either as a Galilaean form of Beor (so also Zahn, Einlestung, ii.
p- 110), or as a paronomasia from W3 “flesh.” Thus, son of
Bosor he thought might mean “son of flesh” (Observ. Sacrae,
i. p. 936 sqq., quoted by Alford). Such plays upon the names
of people, who for one reason or another were hated by them, are
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known to have been not uncommon among the Rabbis. But there
appears to be no trace of this particular scorn-name, Bosor. Other-
wise we might possibly have found here another reference to Jewish
tradition in 2 Peter,

18. eyt The word occurs in Job xxi. 4, xxiil. 2z for the
classical &\eyxos. "I8wos is a mere possessive. In 1 Pet. iii. 1;
z Pet. ii 22 we may render it by “own”; here it is devoid of
emphasis ; see Blass, p. 169.

dwoldyiov in later vulgar Greek means specially “an ass.” It is
so used by the LXX., Theodotion, and Symmachus, in Matt. xxi. s,
in papyri, and here; see Deissmann, Bibelstudien, p. 158, Eng. tr.
p. 160 ; Hatch, Essays in Biblical Greek.

$Oeyfduevor. The verb is especially used of a portentous
prophetic utterance ; so Philo, de conf. ling. 14 (i. 414), introduces
a quotation from Zachariah with the words #xovoa péror kai Tov
Movoéuws éralpuv Twos dmodleyfauévov Toudvde Adyov.  Plutarch
employs it of prophetic or ominous sounds uttered by animals, de
}fytluae oramlz.c, 22 (Moralia, 405), AN mms ¢pw8¢o:.s oldpela kai
'rpoxc)\ots xai kdpads xpfioOa ¢0€)ryop.evots onpaivovra Tov ®edv. Cf,
Herod. ii. 57, éd6xeov 8¢ o dpoiws Spnioe pOéyyeabar, where, how-
ever, it means simply “to make a sound.” Tob mpogjrov: the
instance is peculiarly apt, if the False Teachers claimed to be
prophets.

wapa¢povw is a vox nikili. The derivative from wapa¢pov¢w is
mapappdmas (Zech. xii. 4), from mapddpwy is formed mapappocivy,
which 1s found in a few cursives. A few other cursives have
mapavopia, which is probably the right reading ; the repetition of the
word being in its favour. Here again the great MSS. in a body are
almost certainly wrong. See above, p. 213.

17. myai dvudpor. A Teacher without knowledge is as a well
without water. There is considerable gnomic power in our author;
a quality which is often dissociated from clearness and finish of style.

Spixhar dwd Naikamos é\auvdpevar. * Mists driven by a squall.”
The words are poetical, and perhaps exhibit a trace of that
Homerism which is found in the early Sidy/line Oracles and in
Philo (see Siegfried, p. 37), and became a marked feature in the
style of the second century; see note on ver. 14. The special
quality of a mist is that it baffies the sight. The mist is not borre
(pepopérm, i. 21) by the gentle breath of the Spirit, but driven by
the fierce gusts of ignorance and self-will, as by a demon (é\avveafas,
Luke viii. 29).

olfs & dpos 7ol oxdrous Temfpnrar. “For whom the gloom of
darkness is reserved.” The phrase is extremely rugged ; darkness is
hardly an appropriate word to express the pumshment of wells or
mists. Jude here introduces the dorépes wAavijrar, a great improve-
ment in point of style. Would the writer of z Peter have rejected
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this suitable image? The masculine ols refers, of course, to the
persons ; the velative comes here with great force, ef. 1 Pet. tv. s.

18. dnépoyke ydp pataidémros ¢beyydpevor. “For crying en-
ormous words of vanity.” For ¢fcyydpevor see note on ver. 16
above, and observe the characteristic repetition of this word and of
Sededlerv. “Ymépoyxos (in Deut. xxx. r1) is a classical word, express-
ing that which is overgrown or swollen beyond its natural size; cf.
Plutarch, Luc. xxi., ¢p5v1”1u Tpaytx&v Kal t'nrépoyxov, of a temper
which is inclined to bombast and histrionic ostentation. In the
description of the libertines in the Assumption of Moses, already
referred to in the note on ver. 13, we read e os eorum loguetur
ingentia, which i8 quoted werdatim by Jude 16; see note there.
2 Peter uses quite naturally words which he found in his Bible, and
the verbal repetitions guarantee the originality of his expression.
Jude was clearly familiar with the Assumption, and has worked
quotations in. The ydp here does not give the reason of the
preceding sentence, but adds a new touch to the description.

8\lyws dmodedyovras. The reading is very uncertain. A B, the
bulk of the cursives and versions have éAiyws dmogedyovras: R C,
dvrws dmopedyovras: KL P, 8vrus dmoduydvras: Ephraem (see
Tisch.), 7ols Adyovs dmopeiyovras Tods ebfets xal Tovs & wAdiy
dmoarpepouévous : apparently he found neither dvrws nor éAéyws, but
Adyous: here again there seems to have been an illegible word
in the parent MS. OAIT'Q3 and ONTQS are all but identical in
Greek capitals. The present drodevyovras is clearly better attested
than the aorist &moduydvras, yet the aorist is strongly supported by
the dmoduydvres, ver. zo. We must make our choice between
SAlyws dmopetyovras and dvrws dwoduydvras (cf. Aristoph. Vesp. gg7).

'OMAiyws, a rare word, is found in Aquila’s version of Isa. x. 7.
Tovs & wAdvy dvacrpepopévous (governed by dmopeiyorras) may
denote either the False Teachers or the heathen. The latter is the
better way, because, as Hofmann says, it is a little awkward to take
this accusative as referring to the subject of the sentence, and
because again the words seem to be explained by dwodvydvres ra
pidopara Tob kéopov. The former reading then may be translated,
“those who were just escaping from them that walk in error,” from
Gentile vices, but as yet were not established in Christian virtue
(the Yuxal domjpikro of ver. 14).

The second reading must be turned, “those who had actually
escaped from them that walk in error.” In this case the last phrase
must mean the Gentiles, not the False Teachers.

There is great passion in the words. Grandiose sophistry is the
hook, filthy lust is the bait, with which these men catch those
whom the Lord had delivered or was delivering.

The asyndeton émfupiars doelyelas is a feature of 2 Peter's
style; of. i. 9, 17. With & =Advp dv. cf. Cicero’s in errore versari,
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19. ’E\evleplav . . . ¢Bopds. Promising them freedom while
they themselves are slaves of corruption”; a strong epigram. For
e)\euaepm, cf. 1 Cor. x. 29; 2 Cor. iil. 17; Gal. ii. 4, v. 1, 13. In
Rom. viii. 21 St. Paul contrasts freedom with the slavery of corrup-
tion as St. Peter does here; in Gal. v. 13 he warns the Galatians
that freedom is not to be abused eis ddopuyy ™) oapxi, because
through love we are still slaves to one another. So in 1 Pet. ii. 16
freedom is not to be regarded as émixdAvppa Tijs kaxias. St. James
regards freedom itself as a law (i. 25, il. 12). "EAedfepos is found
Matt. xvil. 26; John viil. 32-36; but neither this word nor its
cognates occur in Acts, Hebrews, the Pastorals, or Apocalypse
(though in this book éAeifepos is used in its literal sense).

Freedom may mean two distinct things—(1) freedom of the spirit
from the flesh, of the intelligence from the desires ; this is the sense
which the word bears in philosophy, in Peter, James, and occasion-
ally in the Pauline Epistles (Rom. vi. 15-22) ; in this sense freedom
implies Law (cf. Ps. cxix. 32, 45): (2) freedom from Law; Law is
an external obligation, and in all its forms is superseded and
abolished for Christians by the inner voice of the Spirit. This is
the general idea of St. Paul. On this last view the Christian con-
science is absolutely supreme, and its aberrations cannot be corrected
by any external standard. Where the Spirit truly is, there will be
no aberrations, and the two theories will in practice coincide. But
the Pauline theory leaves no weapon available against a man who
claims to be a prophet; and it is evident from many passages in the
New Testament that it might be, and was, grossly abused from the
very first. History has often repeated itself on this point. See the
accounts of the Ranters in Fox’s Journal, or Tyerman's Life of
Wesley, i. 519.

Tis $fopds. *Of corruption”; here of moral corruption, cf. i. 4,
s & 7 kéopg & émbupip dbopds. The two senses of corruption
and of destruction are not easy to keep apart; in ii. 12 the word
bears probably the latter meaning.

$ ydp ms firmral ToiTy kal Sedodhwrar, I say slaves of corrup-
tion, * for by what a man is worsted, by the same is he enslaved.”
In classic Greek #rracfac is followed by the genitive or Vo, For
the use of the danve, cf ]osephus, Ant. i 13. 15, Yrrivo 8¢ pqu»
) 1rpos 'nyv ,u.‘q'rspa xal Tovs aSe\#»obs oixtp: Test. Ruben, 5, ai
yvvaikes jrrovrar 1O mvelpart Tis -a'opvew.; For the idea cf. Rom.
vi 16, viii. 21; ]ohn viil. 34. It is quite familiar also to heathen
writers, epecially to the Stoics ; of. Cic. Verr. iil. 22, * cupiditatum
seruos” ; Seneca, Nat. Quaest. iii. pref. 17, “sibi seruire grauissima

est serultus 3. Persius, v. 73549.; Epictetus commonly uses dvdpd-
wodov of the vicious man, ii. 20 3, 22. 3I.

20. el ydp. Here again ydp is loosely used to introduce a new

feature. For placpa see Lev. vil. 8; Jvrd. ix. 2, xiil 16; Ezek
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xxxiil. 31 ; 1 Macc. xiil. §0. It is a classical poetical word. These
deluded victims had escaped the pollutions of the world (hence
dvrws dwoguydvras is probably the better reading in ver. 18) by
means of the knowledge of Christ ; see i. 2, 8. The 8¢ after rovrois
may be understood as referring to a ,ucv which might have been
inserted after dmopuydrres: the dative rodrois belongs to Wrrovrac
’E,m}xaxevrsc, “noosed” or “fettered”: Soph O. T. 1264, wkexrals
éwpats eumemheyuévy : Arist. Thesm. 1032 & Seopotow éumrerheypévn.
In 74 éoxara there is an allusion to the words of our Lord recorded
in Matt. xii. 45. The whole passage is very similar in sense to
Heb. x. 26, éxovolws yap dpapravévrov fudv, peré 76 Aafelv mv
érlyvagw tijs dAnbelas, odrért wepl dpapridv dwolelmerar Quoia. See
note on i. g above.

21. kpeirrov yap #v. ““For it were better for them never to
have known the way of righteousness (which is also the way of
truth, ii. 2, and the straight way, ii. 15), than having known it to
turn back from the holy commandment delivered unto them.”
Better have remained heathen than thus fall into apostasy. For the
omission of dv with the imperfect indicative, see Goodwin, Greck
Mood: and Ten.s‘es, 49. 2, note 2; Blass, p. 206; cf. Matt. xxvi. 24, xaAdv
v atr@: Rom. ix. 3, nixdunv. For the smgular &roly), cf. Deut.
xxvi. 13; Ps. xviil. (xix.) 8, cxviil. (cxix.) 96, 98 ; Prov. ii. 1, vi. 23,
xiii. 13, xix. 16 ; Eccles. viii. 5. In the New Testament the singular
appears elsewhere to mean a particular precept; in Rom. vii. 12, %
&7oAy dyia is the tenth commandment ; possibly 1 Tim. vi. 14 may
be an exception. Here “the holy commandment” is the moral
law which is still regarded as binding upon Christians, and was only
reiterated and deepened in the Sermon on the Mount and in the
teaching of the apostles. Spitta is probably right in thinking that
Jude’s 9 dmaé mwapadofeloca Tois dyloss mioms 1s suggested by this
phrase of 2 Peter: if this is the case, the change of évroly) into mioris
and the insertion of the Pauline dyiocs are significant.

. 23. oupBéBrxerv adTois 1O THs dAnbols waporpias. “ The word of
the true proverb has happened unto them,” has been verified in
them. Alford quotes Lucian, dial. mort. viil. 1, To¥ro éxeivo 16 Tis
mwapoyuias, 6 veSpds Tov Aéovra. The first of the two proverbs may
be found in Prov. xxvi. 11, domep xwyv érav émé\lOy émi Tov éavrot
éuerov. The second is not biblica], and can hardly be derived
from a Hebrew source. ono'ay.cv'r] means “having bathed itself in
mud ”, cf. Anstotle, mepl 74 {Ga lorop. viil. 6 (Bekker, 5954, 31),
ras & 95 kal 76 Aodecbar & myAo (mawet) The sense is, not that
the creature has washed itself clean in water (so apparently the
R.V.), still less that it has been washed clean (as A.V.), and then
returns to the mud ; but that having once bathed in filth it never
ceases to delight in it. This habit of swine was used as a moral
emblem both in Greek—Wetstein quotes Michael Apostolius, 1910,
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Spotov 7§ Kpdryros: s &v Bopfdpy tvordrar: Epictetus, iv. 11. 29,
dwele, kai xolpy Swaléyov, ' év BopBipy py kvAinrar—and in Latin,
Cicero, Verr. iv. 24, “in Verre quem in luto uolutatum totius
corporis uestigiis inuenimus.” Horace has both the dog and the
sow in one line, Zpp. i. 2. 26, * Vixisset canis immundus uel amica
luto sus.” It has been noticed in the Introduction, p. 228, that the
proverbs as given by St. Peter run very easily into iambics ; in the
first é£épapa is substituted for &ueros, and the introductory phrase (6
ijs dAnfods maporpias) seems to show that he does not quote either
of them as scripture. Probably he took them both from some
collection of proverbs. But, as the first is certainly scriptural, we
may guess that this collection was the work of a Jew, most likely an
Alexandrine Jew, who to the Solomonic proverbs added others
derived from Gentile sources.

¢epdw is used in the sense of “to vomit” by the comic poets
(see Liddell and Scott), and by Aquila in his version of Lev.
xviii. 28. KvAiwpa is found in Symmachus’ version of Ezek. x. 13 ;
it ought to mean “something rolled round,” *a cylinder,” but is
here used for kvAiorpa, *a rolling place,” or for xvAwopuds, “rolling ” ;
B C and some cursives have xvAiopdv.

IIL 1. tadmqv 93 . . . Budvorar. “This is now, beloved, the
second letter that I write unto you; in each of which I stir up
your pure mind by putting you in remembrance.” "H3y is to be
taken closely with the numeral, as in Soph. PAé. 312, &ros 768 4y
Séxatov. For deyelperv & vmopvijoe see i. 13. For Sudvoa see
1 Pet. i. 13.  Eluxpwijs, elxplvea occur 1 Cor. v. 8; 2 Cor.
i. 12,1i. 17; Phil i. 10. Ei\xpuys Sudvoia is used by Plato, Phaed.
66 A, of “ pure reason,” such as that which the geometer employs ;
Phaed. 81 C, elicpwis Yuxi is opposed to Yuxy pemacuéry kai
dxdfapros. Here in 2 Peter a “ pure reason” is one which is not
stained or warped by sensuality, that is to say, elxpufs bears the
sense which it has in Plato as an epithet of vy, but not that
which it has as an epithet of 8udvowa. St. Peter has used philosophic
words caught up in conversation and not quite accurately under-
stood.

Commentators generally hold that the former letter here re-
ferred to is our 1 Peter. Spitta, however, maintains that it is not, on
the grounds that (1) 2 Peter is addressed to Jewish Christians,
1 Peter to Gentiles; (2) Peter himself and others of the Twelve
had preached to the recipients of 2 Peter, but apparently not to
those of 1 Peter (cf. 1 Pet. i. 12; 2 Pet. i. 16); (3) the contents of
1 Peter are not accurately here described.

The first and second reasons have little force, if we take
the view that 1 Peter was addressed to a mixed community.
Nor is there anything, not even in ii. 18, to lead us to suppose
that the readers of 2 Peter were all Jew Christians. Nor
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need we force the repeated first person plural of the first
chapter to imply that the apostles had laboured personally in
these Churches. Nothing more need be meant than that the
recipients knew perfectly well what the teaching of the apostles
was.
The third objection is more serious. The language used in
i 12-21 may mean that the object of the apostle in writing to
these Churches had always been the same, that of meeting error
by insisting on the historical truth of the gospel; and here he says
that in the former letter as in this (& als), he had appealed to the
testimony of the prophets and of the apostles. Now 1 Peter is not
directly pointed against false teaching, nor are proofs alleged in
the same way as in 2 Peter. It is highly probable that St. Peter
wrote many Epistles, and quite possible that his first letter to these
particular Churches may have been lost. And in the Address
the word dwaamopd is not used, nor are the names of the provinces
ven,

g We cannot feel absolutely certain that 1 Peter is here referred
to, any more than we say with confidence what particular Epistle
of St. Paul is meant in ili. 15. Yet 1 Peter will satisfy the condi-
tions fairly well. The prophets and evangelists are appealed to
(i. 10-12), the Passion and Ascension of our Lord are laid down
as the historical basis of the gospel, and the Parousia, in particular,
is pointed to repeatedly. The last point is here of great weight.
Upon the whole it may be held that Spitta’s doubts are groundless,
though they are enforced also by Zahn.

2. pmobijvat . . . owtipos. “That ye should remember the
words which were spoken before by the holy prophets, and the com-
mandment of the Lord and Saviour through your apostles” (R.V.).
There appears to be no doubt as to the MS. text; #udv for Sudv
has very slight attestation. The infinitive pvo6ijva: must be taken
to denote purpose, but it is ungrammatical (Alford refers to a
similar breach of rules in Luke i. 72), and is particularly awkward
after the words dieyelpw & Umopmjoe. The author here reverts to
the end of chap. i, and repeats the appeal to his two witnesses, the
prophets and the apostles. Both testified to the dvvapuis xai wapoveia
of Christ. Having exhausted what he had to say about the former
point against those who denied the power of the Lord who bought
them, St. Peter now turns to the second. The two divisions of his
subject are marked by two repeited phrases, Sieyeiperv & dmourijoea
and roiro mpdrov ywwoxovres. The clause s 7év dmoorodwy Sudv
évrolijs Tob Kuplov xai cwrijpos has caused great trouble; the com-
plication of genitives is very harsh. The A.V. reading #udv and
making rob Kvplov depend upon dwoorélwy, translates “the com-
mandment of us the apostles of the Lord and Saviour”; but this
construction is difficult in any case, and becomes quite impossible,



200 NOTES ON THE SECOND EPISTLE OF ST. PETER

if Judv is read. On the other hand, the rendering of the R.V.,
which differentiates the genitives, taking rot Kvplov to mean “of
the Lord,” and 7év dwoaréAwy * through the apostles,” seems even
more objectionable. To some extent, indeed, we might meet the
difficulty by supposing that the words rod Kuvplov xai cwrijpos are
added as an afterthought, and translating, “the command of your
apostles, or rather, I should say, of the Lord”; but it may be sus-
pected that the text is unsound. A good reason may be found
for the use of the possessive, dpadv. *Your apostles” are the men
whom you ought to trust; do not listen to these false teachers,
with whom you have neither part nor lot. It has been supposed
that the forger of the Epistle here allows his mask to slip, and
confesses that he himself was not an apostle; but this is quite a
needless inference. The apostles are the Twelve. Some have
thought that Paul, Silas, and Barnabas are intended, but it is
highly doubtful whether the author would have called Silas and
Barnabas, or even St. Paul, apostles. For éwrold, see ii. aI1.
'EvréAlopac is frequently used of our Lord in the Gospels, Matt.
xvil. 9, xxviii. 20; John xv. 14, 17; cf. Acts L 2, xiii. 47 ; it belongs
to the conception of our Lord as 8ecmérys, 2 Pet. ii. 1. For dylwy
mpopraw, cf. Luke L. 70, and note on i. 21 above.

8. rolito wpidrov ywndoxovres. The phrase is used above, i. 20.
The repetition is quite in the Petrine manner, but in the present
place it is by no means free from difficulty. There can be no
doubt that the accusative is required, and there is no reason why
our author should not have used this case. Probably ywdokovras
ought to be read in spite of all the MSS. The words é\elcovras,
xt.\, form a prophecy of St. Peter’s own, and what he says is,
Remember the words of the prophets.and the command of the’
apostles, “knowing -this first"—taking with you this preliminary
caution- from me—that mockers shall come (for the future see
note on ii. 1).

én’ doxdrov Tdv dpepdr. “In the last days;” in the time of
distress which precedes the end. Cf. Heb. i. 2, & éoydrov v
. Tpepdv todrwv: Jude 18, &’ éoxdrov Tod xpdvov: Jas. v. 3, &
éoxdrats juépats. See note on éx’ éoxdrov Tdv xpdvwy, 1 Pet. i. 20.
"Bv éuratypovy) éumaixrar is a strong Hebraism, cf. & 5 $fopg adrav
kai plapijoovrar, above, il. 12: émbuuly émefiunoa, Luke xxii. 15:
xifapwdov xibapulovrov & Tals xilbdpass adrdv, Apoc. xiv. 2, "Epmailw,
“to mock,” is classical ; éumaikrys is found in the LXX. (in Isa. iii. 4),
so also are éumavypa and éumavyuds (also in Heb. xi. 36). “Epmacy-
poryj is not found elsewhere, and is an impossible formation (if
&umaiypwv existed, éumrarypoovvy wouid be the correct derivative ; cf.
moAvmpdypwy wolvmpayuoaviy, dpdduwy Ppaduoaivy, Buwy idpoaivy).
It is omitted by K L, by many other of the later MSS., and by some
Fathers, because it was seen to be a zox nikili, or because it is
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omitted by Jude. The true reading is probably e'y.m;yp.m. See
note on wapagpovia, ii. 16. For kard Tis idlas adrdv émbuplas
Jude (vers. 16, 18) has xard 7ds abrév or éavrdv émbupias, avoiding
the vulgar use of idlas, for which cf. ii. 16, 22,

With these words St. Peter begins his attack upon the denial of
the Parousia, the doctrinal error which underlay the moral ex-
travagances of the false teachers. He has had the subject in view
from the outset of the Epistle. The érayyépara of 1. 4 are the
érdyyedpa of iil. 13; other connecting links are to be found in
% aidvios Bacihela, 1. 11; mapovoim, i. 16, and the references to
kpiots and Nuépa rploews in the second chapter.

4. woi éorw 1) émayyehia s wapovoias adrod. “Where is the
promise of His Coming?” Mapovola means the Second Advent,
the coming of our Lord to judge, as in Matt. xxiv. 3. Notice
the Hebraistic manner in which denial is expressed by a question,
as in Mal. ii. 17; Ps. xlii. 3, Ixxix. 10; Jer. xvii. 15; Luke viii. 25.
“Where is it? It has come to naught; it is vain.” Von Soden
and Kiihl would restrict the promise to that made by the prophets
of the Old Testament, but we cannot exclude a reference to the
prophecy of our Lord Himself, Matt. xxiv. 34. It is probable,
as Spitta points out, that the denial of the Parousia arose out of
these very words. As the men of “this generation” began to die
away, doubt would immediately arise.

&4’ §s. “Since.” The expression occurs also 1 Macc. i. 11
Acts xxiv. 11; Luke vil. 45. From the last passage we see that it
has become a pure adverb. So, indeed, it is here, as the singular
npépas would not suit the context. “Since the fathers fell asleep
all things remain thus,” as we see them, and as they have been
“from the beginning of creation.” Some understand “ the fathers”
of the fathers and founders of the Christian Church, and find in
the phrase a sign that the Epistle was not written till more than
one generation of believers had passed away. But no forger would
have fallen into so obvious and fatal a blunder. The phrase is to
be explained in the same way as ol marépes in Heb. L. 1; Rom. ix. 5,
or of warépes fudv in Acts iil. 13. The Church is one, as in 1 Peter,
and “the fathers” belong to all Christians.

There must have been a strong Hebraistic colouring in the
minds of the deniers as well as in that of St. Peter. Church and
Scripture are so completely one that the Old Testament can be
used to strengthen doubts as to the Christian shape of the doctrine
of the day of judgment. St. Peter’s answer rests mainly on the
Old Testament, with a brief allusion to the gospel and a passing
appeal to the authority of St. Paul.

Notice, again, the subtle, almost modern, character of the
doubt. At Thessalonica men doubted only whether those Chris-
tians who had died before the Parousia would be permitted to live
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with Jesus in His kingdom (1 Thess. iv. 13 sqq. See also Intro-
duction, p. 239). In the Churches addressed by St. Peter the
doubt rests upon reflexion of a scientific type, the long vista of the
past, the apparent immutability of the world,—thoughts which in
our time have become still more oppressive.

The doubt may have been suggested simply by the broad
stretch of Old Testament history, but it was very possibly con-
nected with the doctrine of the eternity of the world, which had
been adopted from Aristotle by the Platonists and by the Jewish
mystics of the time. This tenet is defended by Philo against the
Stoic belief in the éxmipwots: see de incorr. mundi, 18 sqq. (ii. 505),
and de mundo, 2 (ii. 604), where he rests his position in part on the
everlasting law of the eternal God. Philo in these passages makes
little use of the Old Testament, though he says that Moses taught
that the world was yemrov xai dpbaprov, de mundo, 8. The doc-
trine of the eternity of matter was found by the Rabbis, and possibly
by the LXX. translators, in Gen. i. 1; see Gfrorer, Jakrhundert des
Heils, ii. 9. It is probable that the false teachers were Jews by
birth and Christians by name, who knew more or less about these
scholastic debates. The arguments which they would employ—
they may be gathered from Philo—would sound to St. Peter very
like ‘““mockery.”

8. havfdves ydp abrods Tobro Oé\ovras. “For this they wilfully
fail to see.” ¢“Wilfully,” because they are adfides, ii. 10. The
antecedent to ydp is to be found in the assertion wdira odrw
duapéve—this is untrue, “for scripture tells us that once already the
world has been destroyed by water.”

37 odpavoi . . . ouveotdoa. “That from of old was heaven,
and an earth subsisting out of water and by means of water.” For
émala: see ii. 3. Jewish mystics distinguished seven heavens
(Gfrorer, Jakrhundert des Heils, ii. 37); cf. 2 Cor. xii. z; Eph.
iv. 10. Otpavoi is used in the New Testament frequently by St.
Matthew (as in the Lord’s Prayer, vi. 9), not uncommonly by St.
Mark, rarely by St. Luke, never by St. John (except in Apoc.
xii. 12). In Acts it occurs twice (ii. 34, vil. 56). St. Paul uses the
plural about as often as the singular. St Peter in the First
Epistle has the singular twice (i. 12, iii. 22), the plural once (i. 4);
in the Second, the singular once (i. 18), where he is speaking of
heaven as the abode of God, the plural five times, all in this
passage (iii. §~13), where he is treating of cosmogony. Generally,
the plural seems to be a mere Hebraism, the Hebrew word being
plural in form, and we need not suppose an allusion to the
Rabbinical theory unless the context requires it. Hence here we
ought probably to translate *heaven,” not ‘“heavens.” Some
commentators, however, prefer to keep the plural, and think that
the seven heavens were in St. Peter’s mind.
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Heaven is placed here before earth, as in Gen. i. 1. The order
of creation was variously explained in the Rabbinical Schools.
Shammai, relying on Gen. i. 1, distinguished orepéwpa from
olpavds, and taught that first heaven and then earth were created
on the first day. Hillel, relying on Gen. i. 4, ii. 4, identified
arepéopa with odpavés, and taught that earth was created on the
first day, heaven on the second. Spitta thinks that St. Peter is
here declaring his adhesion to the opinion of Shammai. This,
however, can hardly be inferred from the text. St. Peter says
nothing that a simple Jew could not have gathered from his own
reading of Genesis.

There should be no comma after émalac: the words Jjoav
écwalac apply to earth as well as heaven. Of earth it is said that it
subsists

¢ UBaros xai 8 JBaros. "Ef may be taken to denote the
emerging of the earth from the waters (Gen. i. 9} in which it had
lain buried, and the majority of commentators appear to adopt this
explanation. But, combined as it is here with oweordoa, the
preposition seems rather to express the material out of which the-
earth was made (so Oecumenius, Hofmann, Kiihl, Alford, Salmond).
There appears to be no trace of a Jewish belief that water was the
prime element of which earth was made, except in the later Clemen-
tine Homilies, xi. 24 (quoted by Dr. Plummer) ; yet it is a possible
explanation of Gen. i. 2, where water exists at a time when earth is
dxaraoxevacros. Al Udaros again is very difficult. It can hardly
mean “in the midst of water,” as an island surrounded by the sea,
for the preposition never bears this sense, though it is used of a
mental state, in which we are, or rather through which we are
passing (8¢ fovxias lva ef simm ; cf. & twopovijs Tpéxerv, Heb. xii. 1).
We must render by means of water.” Water is at once the material
and the instrumental cause of the subsistence of the earth. It is
made out of the sea below, and its life depends on the rain from
above. Suveardva:r means both to have been put together or made,
and to subsist or endure ; for the latter sense compare Col. i. 17.

1§ 700 Geol Néyw. By the fiat of God; cf. Heb. xi. 3, prjpar:
@eod. Here again there is no trace of speculation, though the
Rabbis had much to say about the creative word. One type of
theory is to be found in Philo, another refined upon the Ten
Creative Words discovered in Gen. i. (see Gfrorer, Jakrhundert des
Heils, ii. 20).

8. 8 dv. The antecedent may be found in the two waters of
which we have just read; the fountains of the deep spouted up
from below and the rain streamed down from above (Gen. viii. 2),
the matter of the earth was resolved into its original form and
washed away. We may, however, suppose 8¢ dv to refer to vdwp
and \dyos, the two agents of creation co-operating in destruction ;
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and this view finds support in the following words, in which Adyos
and wip appear as the causes of the second catastrophe,

& Tére xéopos. Kdopos may be taken, as by Spitta, to mean the
universe. It is possible that in the view of St. Peter the first
heaven and earth were absolutely destroyed and succeeded by the
present (oi viv olpavoi xai 7 ¥H), as these again will be replaced by a
new heaven and earth (ver. 13 below). The same views may be
found in the Book of Enoch, lxxxiii. 3~5,-where Enoch is describing
his dream of the Flood. “I saw in a vision how the heaven
collapsed and was borne off and fell to the earth . . . and I lifted
up my voice to cry aloud and said, The earth is destroyed.” (See
the passage in Mr. Charles’ translation.) Cf. also Clem. Rom. ix.,
Née . . . maliyyevesiav kdopy éxjpvéer, and Lightfoot’s note there.
Yet, on the other hand, this view, that the whole universe was
resolved into water by the Flood, does not represent the obvious
sense of Scripture, does not square very well with the language of
ii. 5, where xdopos doeBdv seems to mean simply the impious
denizens of earth, and is hardly consistent with the preceding verse.
For, if earth alone subsisted of water and by water, so earth alone,
we might think, could be destroyed by water. Hence Oecu-
menius, Bengel, Hofmann take xdopos here to mean the human
race, or all living things.

We must make allowance for rhetorical colour. The author
presses as far as he can the analogy between two cases which were
not absolutely parallel.

7. ol 3¢ viv olpavel . . . mupl. *But the heavens that now are
and the earth are treasured up by the same word for fire.” TG air
is the reading of A B P, some cursives, the Sahidic, Coptic, Armenian,
and Vulgate ; RCK L, many cursives, the Syriac, and Aethiopian
have 7@ adrod. There is little or no difference in sense. There are
many * words of God ” in the Old Testament in which fire is spoken
of as attending the final judgment, such as Ps. xcvii. 3; Isa. lxvi.
15, 16 ; Dan. vii. 9, 10 ; some of them might well be taken to signify
an actual destruction of the world by fire, especially Isa. xxxiv. 4;
Mic. i. 4. Hence the belief that, as the world had once perished
by water, so it would again perish by fire, was possibly held, though
it was certainly not universal, among the Jews in St Peter’s time.
It may perhaps be found in a book of prophecies attributed to
Adam; see ]osephus, Ant. 1. 2. 3, wpoetp'qmrros a¢avw'y.ov ASG}LOU
v Shov {reatar, Tov p&v xar’ loxiv wupds, Tov Erepov 8¢ kard Blav xai
mAnfiv $daros. But on this subject see Introduction, p. 214.

upi, “for fire,” is the dativus commodi. The R.V. in the
margin gives “stored with fire” as an alternative rendering for
refnoavpopévor mupl.  But Oyaavpilev means *to lay up a treasure,”
and no instance is given of its use with the dative in the sense
required. What St. Peter has to tell us here is, not where the fire
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is, but what it will do. Irenaeus, i 7. 1, attributes to the Valen.
tinians the doctrine that at the End *the fire which lurks in the
world, shining and kindling and destroying all matter, will be burnt
out with the matter and go into nothingness.” The earth is
“stored with fire,” which will one day burst forth and consume
everything. This, however, is purely Stoic doctrine, based upon the
theory of Heraclitus that fire was the prime element. St. Peter
cannot have meant that the post-diluvian world was made of fire, as
the antediluvian world was made of water; no “word of God”
could have led him to think thus. Yet it is possible. that the
Valentinians found a scriptural handle for their tenet in this passage
of 2 Peter.

mpobpevor eis Apépov rpioews. Note again this favourite phrase ;
cf. ii. 4, 9,and 1 Pet. i. 4. ’AmdAewa is another word which 2 Peter
repeats, see ii. 1, 3.

8. & B3¢ Tolro pY) NavBavére Spds. “But do not you fail to see
this one thing.” The dpds forms an emphatic antithesis to airovs
in ver. 5.

8n pla dpépa. “That in the Lord’s sight one day is as a
thousand years, and a thousand Jears as one day The phrase 1s
suggested by Ps. Ixxxix. (x¢.) 4, 67¢ xiMa & & 6pfadpols oov bs 3
rpépa 7 éxbes ijres 8ifjdfe.  St. Peter is not quoting, but drawing an
inference from, the Psalm. The desire of the Psalmist is to
contrast the eternity of God with the short span of human life.
What St. Peter wishes is to contrast the eternity of God with the
impatience of human expectations. As Augustine says, God is
patiens quia aeternus. The day of judgment is at hand (1 Pet. iv. 7).
It may come to-morrow ; but what is to-morrow? What does God
mean by a day? It may be a thousand years.

This verse of z Peter (like i. 15) has a history, which is no
longer easy to trace. From this peculiar adaptation of the words of
the Psalm sprang Chiliasm. On this subject see Introduction, p. z13.

Observe that St. Peter says nothing about signs that should
precede our Lord’s Coming. Cf. the present passage with
2 Thess. ii. St. Paul appeals to his own prophecies on the subject.
Certain events are to happen before the Parousia, and these must
take a considerable time.

We may find here a sign of authenticity, if we remember John
xxi, 18, 19. St. Peter had been warned that he should not live to
see the Parousia (cf. i. 14). He could not therefore feel the
difficulty which troubled the Thessalonians as to what would be the
lot of those who died before the Lord’s return ; nor could he speak,
like St. Paul, of “us which are alive and remain”; nor would he
have any personal interest in the Signs of the End. It may be
doubted whether a forger would have been so reticent.

Again, though this passage is the base, or one of the bases, of
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Chiliasm, St. Peter makes no allusion to that doctrine. Here again
we may discern a sign of great anthulty

9. of Bpadiver & Kipios ris émayyehias. “The Lord is not slow
concerning His promise.” The genitive is perhaps analogous to
that used commonly after verbs of failing, or missing, such as
dpaprive, apd\hopar, Sorepd. Or, possibly, we may compare Soph.
El 317, 700 xaovyvirov 7 dyis; Phil. 439, dvafiov pdv purds éfepif-
vopat, where the genitive alone has the sense of the case accom-
panied by 1r¢p¢ see Blass, p. los. Bengel quotes Sirach xxxn
(xxxv.) 22, xai xpwel. dicalws xal 1rot.710'ec kplow xal & Kvas‘ o uy
Bpadivy odd¢ ui paxpofumioe ér' adrois. The Lord is certainly
Christ ; see ver. 15 below.

ds Twes Ppadurfita fyodvrar. *“As some (the mockers) count
slowness” ; as if delay sprang from impotence or unwillingness to
perform.

ph Boukdpevos. “Not because He wishes that some should
perish, but that all should come to repentance.” Some will perish
(ver. 7 above), but this is not the purpose of God.

10. féev receives emphasis from its position. “It will come,
that day of the Lord.” For sjuépa Kvplov (from Joel iii. 4) see Acts
il. 20; 1 Cor. v. 5; 1 Thess. v. 2; 2 Thess. ii. 2. In Phil ii. 16
we have jpépa Xpiorod, of. Luke xvil. 26, 31. Above, ii. 9, iii. 7,
nuépa kpioews: below, ver. 12, juépa @cod. The day of the Lord,
of God, of Christ, of the Son of Man, are not distinguished.

ds xNérms.  Cf. Matt. xxiv. 43; CKL add & vuxri, from
1 Thess. v. 2. Whenever it comes, soon or late, the day of the
Lord will be sudden and unexpected, like the attack of a thief.
There will be no time for repentance then. This is the essential
point on which the wise teacher will dwell.

porlnddrv.  ‘Poilos, pouféw, and cognates, are used of shrill
rushing sounds, the hissing of a snake, the whirr of a bird’s wings,
the hurtling of an arrow. Here probably the roaring of flame is
meant. The adverb is probably formed from poléw, but it may
come directly from potlos. Lucian, Z¥mon, 3, uses three similar
words, xooxunddv, owpyddy, Terpyddv, all formed from nouns.

otoigela. Srolyos means “a row”; hence ororxela, *things
arranged in a row,” the letters of the alphabet, or the elements of
Nature. In Heb. v. 12, 76 oroyela 7ijs dpxijs 7dv Aoylwy Tod
®cot, are the Christian alphabet, the first rudimentary lessons of the
creed. In Gal. iv. 3, 9, 7& oroixeia Tob kdopov, T& dofevij xal TTXA
orowxeia, are again rudimentary lessons; but these, in St. Paul’s
view, are laws, precepts, rites and ceremomes, distinguished from
gospel freedom. So again, Col. ii. 8, 20, the word is used of
precepts based upon philosophy, vain deceit, and the traditions of
men ; school lessons which are no longer good for enlightened men.

St Peter is clearly speaking of physical elements. He may
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mean—(1) The four elements, earth, air, water, fire (so Bede).
This sense is common in Greek philosophy. The objection that
fire cannot destroy fire is not serious, for earthly sensible fire
might very well be thought of as destroyed by heavenly ideal fire.
But this explanation is too scientific for St. Peter.

(2) The great parts of which the world is composed, sun, moon,
stars, earth, sea. In this sense our passage seems to have been
understood by the author of the second book of the Siby/line Oracies
(ii. 206):

Kal rére xnpevoer aroixeia wpbravra 78 xbouov,
"Adp, vyaia, 0dNaooa, ¢dos, mwolos, fiuara, wixTes.

(3) The heavenly bodies, sun, moon, and stars. In this sense
arorxete is used by Justin, Apol. ii. 5; Trypko, 23 ; Theoph. Ant.
i. 4, 5, 6, il. 15, 35; Athenag. Suppl. 16, and many Greek Fathers.
In the Letter of Polycrates, Eus. H. E. iil. 31. 2, oroixele means
“stars of the Church” ; see note of Valesius in Heinichen. Hence
the Latin Fathers not uncommonly called the stars elementa. Isa.
xxxiv. 4 was quoted by the Rabbis to show that the stars will perish
at the end of the world ; see Gfrorer, Jakrkundert des Heils, ii. 274.
This is the most probable sense here (Bengel, Alford, Plumptre).
The run of the sentence distinguishes the heavens and the elements
(stars) from the earth and the works that are therein.

In Zest. Levt, 4, there is a passage which Spitta. (adoptmg a con-
jectural emendatlon of Schrapp’s) quotes I:hus--—'rov mupos xam-n-n;o-
goyTOoS xa.; ‘Il'aﬂ"f]; KTLO’G(DS KG.VO'W,LGVT'G KG.L 'rwv &OPG.T(UV TVG‘I}’LG.TWV
Tyropévov. Hence Spitta (followed by Kiihl and von Soden) main-
tains that St. Peter means by oroixeia not the stars, but the spirits,
which were regarded as inhabiting and animating them. The same
explanation of arowyeta in Gal. iv. 3, 9; Col. ii. 8, is given by Ritschl,
Everling, Diels (E/ementum, Teubner, 1899 ; reviewed by A. Deiss-
mann in Zkeol. Literatursestung, Jan. 5, 19o1). There was such
a belief (see Znock Ix. 12, Ixix. 22) among both Jews and Gentiles.
But Mr. Sinker’s text of the Zestamenta has xAovovuévys not xavoov-
péms, and that careful scholar notices no variant. Nor, if we put
on one side the disputed passages in the Pauline Epistles, is any
instance of this peculiar use of orouxeiov quoted. It is not possible
to find the star-spirits in the words of 2 Peter, though they may
very well be meant by the ddpara mvejpara of Lewi. Possibly the
words of Lewi may be a reminiscence of the present passage.

xavoodpeva. Kadoos means a peculiar kind of fever, and xav-
oodofar is used by medical writers of those who suffer from that
special complaint. It is obvious that this sense will not suit the
present passage, but xavooiofar does not apj:ear to be used in any
other. It seems highly probable that xavsoiueva does not belong
to xavoobofa: at all, but is merely a vulgarism for xevedueva. In
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later Greek the middle future constantly assurpes the Doric form ;
thus we find vevooduai, mvevootuat, wAevooduar, modual, Tevoviual
In 2 Clem. vil. 5 we have mafodpar. Pevfoipar is commonly used
even by the classics. See Lobeck, Phrynickus, p. 30; Rutherford,
New Phrynickus, p. 91; Moeris, mlopar: Cobet, Nouae Lectiones,
p. 617; Veitch, xaiw.

kataxafjoerar. Here again the text is corrupt. See Introduc
tion, p. 213. :

. &vya are gpera naturae et artis (Bengel). '

11. hvopévwr is used loosely for Avfyoopévwr. See Blass, p. 189,
and compare mixera: just below.

noramods.  ““ What sort of men” Both sense and spelling
belong to later Greek; the classic word is wodawds, which means
“of what country.” See Lobeck, Pkrynichus, p. 56; Rutherford,
New Phrynichus, p. 128,

& Gylas Gvaorpodals xal eboeBelars. In holy behaviours and
pieties” (Alford). Neither word is used in the plural elsewhere in
the New Testament, but in 1 Pet. i. 15 we have é& wdoy dvacrpods,
“in every behaviour,” which is practically a plural. 1 Pet. ii. 1 we
find dmoxpioes pdovovs: ii. 9, dperal: iv. 3, doedyelais olvopAvylas
eldwholarpelats: 2 Pet. ii. 2, doedyelats: ii. 14, mAeoveliars (v.2.). In
both Epistles there is the same tendency to use the abstract noun
in the plural

12. omeddorras. Not ‘““hastening towards the coming”; this
version would require a preposition, and yields no satisfactory sense.
We may translate—(1) * Giving diligence about,” “zealously guard-
ing, the Coming.” So Plato, Profag. 361 A, speaks of a man as
oweidwv abrd édvavria, “fighting for propositions that confute him.”
(2) “Hastening the Coming.” The Church may be said to bring
the day nearer when it prays “Thy Kingdom come.” And not
prayer only, but the * holy behaviours and pieties ” of God’s children,
which promote the repentance of the ungodly (x Pet. ii. 12), are
a condition of the coming of the Kingdom, and prepare the Lord’s
way. It is possible that St. Peter may be referring to the Jewish
belief that the sins of men prevented Messiah from appearing. In
the Talmud it is said, “Si Judaei poenitentiam facerent una die
statim ueniret Messias, filius Dauid ” ; see Gfrorer, jakrhundert des
Heils, ii. p. 224. If we follow this interpretation, we have here
again a view different from St. Paul’s; see 2 Thess. ii. 6, 7, 76
KG.‘I’E’XOV: 6 KO.TE’X(OV.

Tixera.. The present is used for the future. But C P, many
cursives, the Vulgate, Armenian, and Syriac read raxijoerat or Taxij
oovraw. For the verb, cf. Isa. xxxiv. 4, kai Takjoovrar wdoar ai
Swvdpets Tov odpavav: Mic. i 4, xal ai kothdSes Taxijoovrar ds Kkinpods
&7d mpocwmov mupds. The reader will observe the characteristic
repetition of words and phrases in this passage.
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18 xawoﬁs 8¢ oﬁpavobs Kai - Yiv xaw'qv. Cf. Isa. Ixv. 17, &oran
ydp 6 odpavds xawds xai 3 ) xawy: Enock xci. 16, “ And the
first heaven will depart and pass away, and a new heaven will
appear”; Apoc. xxi. 1.

év ols dikatoalim xatokel. * Has its home” (Acts vii. 48 ; Eph.
iil. 17; Col. ii. 9). This beautiful phrase is probably St. Peter’s
own, but. we may compare Enock xlvi. 3, ““the Son of Man, who
hath righteousness, with whom dwelleth righteousness.”

14. mwpoodokdires is repeated from ver. 12; owovidoare from
i 5, 10, 15; domdot kat dpdunror reminds us of 1 Pet. i. 19, dpwpos
xai domdos: 2 Pet. ii. 13, omidot xal pdpor. The dative atrd may
be taken with the adjectives, *“spotless and blameless in His sight,”
or with eipefijvas, “to be found by Him,” as in Isa. Ixv. 1 (quoted
in Rom. x. 20).

15. xkai v 106 Kuplou 4pdv paxpofupiar cumplar fyeiofe. * And
count the long-suffering of our Lord salvation.” *Our Lord ” must
undoubtedly signify Christ, to whom alone the doxology in ver. 18
is addressed. His patience (cf. ver. 9) is not slowness, but salva-
tion; the Lord delays in order that all men may have time to
repent and be saved. Swmypla is used here in an unusual sense,
of that which conduces to salvation. We might be tempted to
regard it as the feminine of the adjective, if it could be shown
that o'wmpws' ever possessed more than two genders.

kafbs xal . . . Iypajer 0p.w. “Even as also our beloved
brother Paul, according to the wisdom given unto him, wrote unto
you.” St. Paul never calls St. Peter “ our beloved brother Cephas.”
He is apparently represented as alive (AaAdv not Aelsjoas in ver. 16 ;
but this 1s not conclusive, because the participle is contemporaneous
with &payev). St. Peter speaks of him with affection and respect,
yet maintains the right to criticise. His words are not perceptibly
stronger than those which he uses of Silvanus, 1 Pet. v. 12. Kara
v dofetoav atr@ ooplav may be understood as a commendation
or as a caution. “Yuiv (see iii. 1) means probably the Asiatic
Christians to whom 1 Peter was addressed, possibly some other
Church or group of Churches. Whoever they were, they had
received a letter (or possibly letters) from St. Paul. The substance
of what St. Paul had written to them is more or less exactly indi-
cated by the words of vers. 14 and 15.

We may suppose St. Peter to lay the main stress on dowio,
dpdpyroy, & elpirp, and to be chiefly anxious for the correction of
the moral disorders described in the second chapter. In this case
any of the Pauline Epistles may be meant. Bengel selected
Hebrews (he held the Pauline authorship of this Epistle); others
have fixed upon Romans (Oecumenius, Grotius, Dietlein; see
esp. Rom. ix. 22); Jachmann decides for 1 Corinthians; Augusti,
for Galatians ; Benson, for Galatians, Ephesians, and Colossians
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{(see Col. i .1 sqq. These three Epistles have the advantage of
being addressed to Asiatics), Von Soden thinks that Ephesians
may be meant (see Eph. i. 4-14, vi. 10-18). Clearly, if St. Peter
only means ‘“St. Paul, who has himself written to you, condemns
licence and disorder as emphatically as I do myself,” it makes little
difference which Epistle we choose. Indeed, St. Peter goes on to
say that all St. Paul’s Epistles teach the same lesson.

If, on the other hand, the stress falls on the words mjv -ob
Kvplov fuidv paxpofupiav ocwrplav iyeiofe, and if we suppose the
reference to be to an Epistle in which moral disorder was connected
with difficulties about the Parousia, none of the existing Pauline
Epistles can be in question except 1 Corinthians (in this Church
there were very similar extravagances, and the Resurrection was by
some denied) and Thessalonians. Alford elects for 1 Thess.,
thinking that St. Peter actually refers to this Epistle in ver. 10
above (but see note there).

The reader must make his choice between more or less uncertain
possibilities. If 2 Peter was not written to Asiatic Christians,
Corinthians (see Introduction, p. 244) or Thessalonians may very
well be meant. If, on the other hand, it was,—and this seems
more probable,—then Galatians, Ephesians, or Colossiaus may con-
ceivably be referred to. But if we judge both that the recipients
of 2 Peter were Asiatics, and that the Pauline letter in question
dealt explicitly with disorders arising out of doubts about the
Parousia, we are forced to conclude that St. Peter is speaking of
a Pauline Epistle which, like that to the Laodiceans, or that to
the Corinthians (1 Cor. v. 9), no longer exists. This is the opinion
maintained on various grounds by Pott, Spitta, Kiihl, and Zahn.

16. d&s xat &v 'n'dcms én'mo).mg This is the readmg of ABC;
X K L P have wdoass rats. “ As also (he writes), in each and every
letter (or in all his letters), speaking about these things.” It is by
no means necessary to see in these words, as some have done, a
reference to a definite canonical body of Pauline Epistles. St.
Peter tells us that he was acquainted with several letters of St
Paul’s, but does not say how many, nor whether they were earlier
or later in date than the letter or letters referred to in &ypayer duiv.
Nor, again, does he expressly say that these other letters were
known to his readers, though this is probably implied in the
following words of caution. In all these letters St. Paul. speaks
about “these things,” the coming of our Lord to judge, and the
need of being found spotless and blameless in peace. The doc-
trine of the two great teachers is for all purposes of the present
Epistle the same.

There is nothing surprising in these words. Under the Empire
epistolary communication was as easy as it is now, though the
speed of conveyance was not quite so great. It is not-6nly possible,
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but probable, that St. Peter received every one of St. Paul’s Epistles
within a month or two of its publication. We cannot imagine that
one apostle should have remained in ignorance of what other
apostles were doing, and it is quite inconceivable that St. Peter
should not have read Galatians and 1 Corinthians. See Intro-
duction, p. 241.

évals. CKLP have & ols.

Svovdyra. In the Pauline Epistles there were passages which
St. Peter regarded as hard to understand, difficult, obscure, capable
of a right interpretation, but capable also of being wrested to a
man’s destruction. Alford reads év ols (“in which matters”), and
follows De Wette in thinking that the reference is specially to St.
Paul’s teaching about the Parousia, in particular to 2z Thess. ii.
I sqq. But what St. Paul says there as to the signs of the End,
though 8vovényrov, could not be so distorted as to endanger the
reader’s salvation. Clearly St. Peter has in view ‘utterances
which could be so twisted that they might serve to justify moral
laxity” (Spitta; so also von Soden, Kiihl, Weiss, Wiesinger).
Such are Rom. iii. zo, 28, iv. 15, V. 20, vil. 7; 1 Cor. xv. 56;
Gal. iii. 10, from which “the ignorant and unsteadfast” could (Rom.
vi. 1), and in fact did, draw the false inference that morality is
indifferent, and that the Christian is “free” from the Ten Com-
mandments. Hofmann, however, is very possibly right in think-
ing that among the Svovdyra are to be reckoned also those passages
where St. Paul speaks of the spiritual resurrection of baptism (Eph.
ii. 5; Col. ii. 12, iii. 1), which Hymenaeus and Philetus (2 Tim.
ii. 17) may have “twisted” into the sense that there is no other
resurrection.  St. Peter expresses himself with wisdom and modera-
tion. St. James is more directly polemical, and comes very near to
making St. Paul responsible for the erroneous interpretation which
some had fixed upon his view of Faith and Freedom.

ot dpabels xai domipikror. For domjpucros of. i 12, ii. 14; 1 Pet.
v. 10. ‘'Apafis (not used elsewhere in the New Testament), bring-
ing out, as it does, the moral value of teaching, of trained habits
of reflexion, of disciplined good sense, is highly characteristic of
St. Peter. By teaching the Christian is established in the way of
truth (ii. 2), and of justice (ii. 21), the straight way (il 15), the way
which is substantially one and the same in the Old Testament and
in the New.

ds xal Tds Aouwds ypadds. “ As they also wrest the other scrip-
tures.” We might translate ‘“the scriptures as well,” or “the
scriptures on the other hand”; cf. Hom. Od. i 132, &rofev
dwv pmomjpwv (see Mr. Merry’s note), where Odysseus is dis-
tinguished from the others, the suitors; Luke xxiii. 32, &repot 8o
kaxovpyot: 1 Thess. iv. 13, where ol Aowrol means not “other
Christians,” but ‘“other people who are not Christians”: Deut.
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vill. 20, xafk xal & Aowrd &y: here again “the other nations”
are contrasted with Israel (this is a common phrase). In this case
the Pauline Epistles are not here included in, but distinguished
from, “the other scriptures.” Yet it is possible that St. Peter
speaks of the writings of his brother apostle as “scripture” in
the full sense of the word. Scripture is the voice of the Spirit
of Christ speaking through man (1 Pet. i. 11), that Spirit which
St. Paul claims as his teacher (1 Cor. ii. 12, 13), and by which
his gopia was given. There can be little doubt that the apostles
were regarded, and regarded themselves, as twé Hvevparos dyilov
pepdpevor.  Writing inspired by the Holy Spirit was “holy writing,”
and was afterwards canonised, because it had from the first been
so considered. The Pauline Epistles were read in church, and
even in churches to which they were not addressed (Col. iv. 16;
1 Thess. v. 27), just as scripture was. See Introduction, p. 240.

St. Peter has already warned his readers (i. 20) that all pro-
phecy may be distorted by ‘private interpretations.” Here he
adds that the Epistles of St. Paul may be garbled in the same
way.

Spitta rejects both the explanations given above, the second,
on the ground that Peter cannot possibly have placed the Pauline
Epistles on a level with the Old Testament; the first, mainly
because the perversion of the Aoural ypadal is mentioned incident-
ally, and, as it were, by-the-way, after that of the Pauline Epistles,
as 1if it were a matter of less consequence. Hence he concludes
that these “ other writings ” were Epistles written by the companions
of St. Paul. But this objection is not serious. St. Peter had
already said that prophecy might be misinterpreted, and he would
hardly have said this unless he meant that the Libertines did
actually misinterpret it. Hence, in the present passage, it is
quite sufficient for him to throw in a passing reminder. “These
men gloze St. Paul, as I have told you that they gloze the scrip-
tures.” Besides, the meaning of ypadai, used in this way without
the name of an author, is so fixed that it cannot here mean any-
thing but scripture.

The most important question arising out of the present passage
is whether, if St. Paul’s Epistles are here spoken of as ypagyj, this
fact implies the existence of a settled Canon of the New Testament.
If so, the date of 2z Peter might be held to fall somewhat late in the
second century ; and many commentators do so place it accordingly.
The point must be taken in connexion with the other indications
of date which are discussed in the Introduction. Here it is suffi-
cient to say that there is nothing in the language of 2 Peter which
implies the existence of a fixed and definite corpus of Pauline
Epistles,—we should infer, rather, that St. Paul was still alive, a.nd
writing,—and that the use of the later technical terms “canon”
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and “canonical” only confuse matters. What we are to ask is
not whether the Pauline Epistles are here treated as * canonical,”
but whether they are regarded as possessing those qualities which
a later generation made the standard of canonicity; whether, in
other words, they are treated as apostolical and inspired. If we
put the question in this shape, there is no reason why St. Peter
should not have believed St. Paul’s utterances to be the word
of the Lord; and it is certain that St. Paul himself held them
so to be. It does not necessarily follow that St. Peter placed
his fellow-apostles on the same level with Moses and the old
prophets; but he may very well have placed them even higher.
St. Paul sets apostles before prophets (Eph. iv. 11); and, though
he is speaking here primarily of Christian prophets, there is no
essential difference between one prophet and another. And it
follows from 1 Pet. i. 12 that the Christian evangelist was superior
to the old prophets, as Christ Himself was greater than Moses.

17. dpeis olv. ““Ye therefore, beloved, since ye know before-
hand, be on your guard; lest, being carried away with the error of
the lawless, ye fall from your own steadfastness (or foundatmn) »
IIpo'ywwO'Kowcs is equivalent to favfa wphrov ysza‘xowes, i 29,
iii. 3; éféopov is repeated from il. 7, wAdvyp from il 18. For
owaraxférres cf. Gal ii. 13. Srnptyuds (antithesis to dorpicror)
is not used elsewhere in the New Testament. Commentators
generally render the word here by *steadfastness,” but it more
probably means “a strong foundation.” Thus Longinus, de Suél.
chap. 40, orpiypols Te Exew mwpds dAAnAa 16 Svdpara xal éfepelopara
rav xpovwv, the words, in a passage of the Anfigpe of Euripides,
do not rush on too fast, but have stays, or supports, or something
that makes a pause in their connexion with one another. The
sense of “a foundation ” belongs, it is true, rather to orjpiypa, but
verbals in -pa and -pos are confused in later Greek ; see kilwpa,
2 Pet il 22, and dpmayuds, Phil. ii. 6. The foundanon is defined
as xdpis kal yvdous, which are at once the solid base on which
the Christian is established, and the root in or from which he is
to grow. ’'I8lov is perhaps more than a mere possessive; you
have your own foundation, which is not that of the Libertines,
who, indeed, have none.

18. adfdvere. The active voice is here employed where classical
usage would require the middle, as is frequently the case in later
Greek. With the whole phrase cf. i. 2, xdpis dpiv . . . TApfulely
& ¢myvdoe. The construction is not certain.  We may translate,
“in grace and in the knowledge of our Lord ”;s in this case Tod
Kuplov belongs as objective genitive to yvdoe alone; or, “in the
grace and knowledge of our Lord,” our Lord bemg regarded as
the giver of both gifts. If we take the first view, yvaais will be
another name for the émiyvwots, cf. i. 2, 8. If the second, yaos
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is to be explained as in i. 5, 6. The latter course is preferable,
because the words appear to mean different things, émiyvoos
meaning that personal acquaintance with the Saviour which is
the beginning and end of the spiritual life, while yvéots is rather
“understanding,” ¢ Christian instruction,” and here forms an anti-
thesis to duafeis. Tvdous is the articulation of érlfyvwos.

adrg # 866a. The doxology is addressed to Christ (see notes
on 1 Pet iv. 11, v. 11), as indeed is natural considering the high
Christology of this Epistle. Eis quépav aibvos, “unto the day of
eternity,” is found only here in the New Testament; but see
Sir. xviil. 9, 10, dpifuds Huepdv dvfpdmov woAld ém éxardyr bs
orayoy vdaros drd Gadoays kai Yiidos dppov, ovrws SAiya & &
nuépg alivos, “the number of man’s days at the most are a
hundred years. As a drop of water from the sea, and as a pebble
from the sand; so are a few years in the day of eternity.” In
Sirach “day of eternity” clearly means * eternity,” in which years
are lost as a drop in the ocean. So here, also, eis juépav aiivos
1s equivalent to eis Tovs albvas Tév aldvov. Mr. Chase, in his
Lord’s Prayer in the Early Church, does not comment on this
remarkable phrase. But eis rols aldvas becomes so immediately
the ruling phrase that this Petrine doxology cannot have been
written after liturgical expressions had become in any degree stereo-
typed. Contrast the doxology of Jude, which offers a strong
resemblance to later forms, and is followed by the ““ Amen,” which
is not genuine here,



INTRODUCTION TO THE EPISTLE OF
ST. JUDE.

§ 1. TESTIMONIA VETERUM.

Jerome.

346-420.

De uir. ill. iv., “]Judas frater Jacobi paruam quae de septem
catholicis est epistolam reliquit. Et quia de libro Enoch, qui
apocryphus est, in ea assumit testimonia a plerisque reiicitur :
tamen auctoritatem uetustate iam et usu meruit et inter sanctas
computatur.”

Euscbius.

260-340.

H. E. i 23. 25, "loréov 8¢ 81 voOeverar pév (he is speaking of
the Epistle of James), od moAot yoiv Tdv wawdv atrijs uvnudvevaay,
&s ovde Tijs Aeyopdvys "Tovda, ds kal adrijs oboys 1OV érrd Aeyopévay
xafohikv, Spws & lopev xai Tavras perd TOv Aowwdv & wAeoras
Sednuocievpévas éxxdyoias

Here Eusebius gives it as his own opinion that Jude was vdfos,
on the ground that few of the ancients mentioned it, that is to say,
quoted it by name. But he admits that some of the ancients had
done so, and that it was regarded as genuine by very many Churches.

H. E.iii. 25. 3. Here Eusebius ranks Jude in the number of
Tév dvrheyopévav yvaplpov 8 olv Spws Tols moMdols, and expressly
distinguishes writings of this class from the véfa.

H. E.vi 13. 6, 14. 1. Clement quoted Jude and commented
upon it in the Hypotyposes.

Didymus of Alexandria.

Died, 394 or 399. L

Comments on Jude, and defends it against those who questioned
the authority of the Epistle on the ground of the use therein made
of apocryphal books. Migne, xxxix. 1811-1818 ; Zahn, Forschungen,

iii. 97.
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Synod of Antioch,

264, or perhaps the second synod held a few years later.

Eus. 11. E. vii. 30 4- The bishops speak of Paul of Samosata
as ‘rov Kkai 1-ov ®eov 7ov éavrod dpvovuévov, kal T 1rf0'1'w, fv kal adros
1rp01-epov elxe, p7) pvAdfavros. Some MSS. insert xal Kipiov before
dpvoupévov: and if this reading could be guaranteed (it is rejected
by Heinichen), we might find here a reference to Jude 4 where
K L P have rov pévov deaméryy ®cov xai Kipiov fjudv "Inoodv Xpiarov
dpvodpevor.  But this reading again is doubtful.

Origen.

In Matth. tom. xvil. 30 (Lomm. iv. 149), after the words el 3¢ kai
i "Tovda mpdoourd Tis emo"ro)nyv, proceeds to quote Jude 6.

1bid. X 17 (Lomm. iii. 46), xai IovSas 3'ypa.t//ev emo"ro)\qv, o)wyo‘
oLV ;a.ev, wew)\npw,u.evnv 8¢ 'm)v s ovpa.w.ov xdpiros éppopéveov
Adywy, Gomis &v 79 mpooply elpnxer ‘lovlas Incov Xpiorod SodAos,
ddeApds 8¢ 'TaxdBov.

Again in Matth. tom. xv. 27 (Lomm. iii. 386); #» Joan. tom.
xiii. 37 (Lomm. ii. 70), he quotes Jude 6 without naming the Epistle.

In the Latin version of Origen, Jude 6 is quoted in ad Rom. iii. 6
(Lomm. vi. 192),v 1 (Lomm. vi. 338, “ quod apostolus Iudas in sua
eplstola dicit”) ; in Ezeck. Hom. iv. 1 (Lomm. xiv. 58), and Jude 8
and ¢ in Eptst ad Alex. (Lomm. xvil. 7, 8); de prine. iil. 2, 1
(Lomm. xxi. 303, “de quo in adscensione M051s, cuius libelli
meminit in epistola sua apostolus Judas ”).

Origen treats Jude much as he treats 2 Peter. He acknow-
ledges that there were doubts, but does not appear to have felt
them himself. He was attracted to the Epistle by that very
feature which repelled others, its angelology. The title apostle is
given to Jude only in the Latin version of Origen.

Clement of Alexandria.

Commented on Jude in his Hypotyposes. The substance of his
commentary is still extant in the Latin 4dumbrationes, which may
be found in the edition of Dindorf or in Zahn’s Forschungen. Dr.
Westcott with justice regards the latter part of this Adumbration,
from smmaculatos autem, as an interpolation due to Cassiodorus, and
in the former part the words “sic etiam peccato Adae subiacemus
secundum peccati similitudinem” can hardly be genuine, but the
rest is not open to suspicion.

In Paed. iii. 8. 44, Clement quotes Jude 5, 6 by name: in the
next section, 45, Jude 11 is quoted, not by name.

In Strom. iii. 2. 11 he quotes by name Jude 8-16, giving, as he
often does, the first and last words of the section.
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Tertullian.

De cultu fem. 1. 3, “ Enoch apud Judam apostolum testimonium
possidet.” “His words seem to imply that the Epistle was known
to his readers, and therefore current in a Latin translation.” “ It
should be added that it has no place among the books contained
in the Latin antigua transiatio referred to by Cassiodorus, de inst.
diu. litt. xiv.” (Dr. Chase, article on Jude in Hastings’ Dictionary
of the Bible). The Epistle is omitted in the Canon Mommsensanus,
an African catalogue of about 350 A.D.; see Introduction to
1 Peter above, p. 14, but is included in the list of canonical
Scriptures set forth by the third Council of Carthage in 397; see
Westcott, Canon, p. 542.

The Muratorianum.

Accepts Jude, but mentions it in a manner which implies that
it was doubted by some ; see Introduction to 1 Peter above, p. 14.

Theophilus of Antioch.
Died, 183-185.
il. 15 ad fin., oi & a¥ peraBalvovres xal pedyovres rémov éx rémov,
ol xai wAdvyres xalovuevor, kai atrol Tiros Tvyxdvovow Tdv ddiarapévwy
dvbpdrwy dmé 10 @eod. Only in Jude (not in Enock) are the
planets a type of fallen man.

Atkenagoras.

About 177 A.D.

Suppl. xxiv. (Otto, pp. 129, 130). The good angels &uewar é'
ols alrols émoinoev kal diérafev 6 Becs, but others vév wepl 10 mpbrov
orepéwpa (these are the planets whose place is the first heaven
Lelow the dwlavis opaipa) fell through lust. They are the angels
dv 86fas o puxpal, xxv. (Otto, p. 136). Here there is a clear refer-
ence to Jude.

Polycarp.

Phil. address. "Eleos piv al eipiyn wAnfuvbein, cf. Jude 2.

Pril. iii. 2, oixodopeigfar eis Ty Sofeicav Juiv wiorw, cf. Jude
3, 20; only here do we find the figure of building on or into the
faith.

Phil. x., “mansuetudinem Domini alterutri praestolantes.” The
Greek text may have been 0 &\eos 1o Kupiov dAAsjAots wpoodexdpevor,
thus we should get the right word for praestolantes, cf. Jude 21 ; see,
however, the notes of Lightfoot and Zahn.

Pril. xi. 4, *“sed sicut passibilia membra et errantia eos reuocate,
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ut omnium uestrum corpus saluetis. Hoc enim agentes uos ipsos
aedificatis.” The same two thoughts are found in juxtaposition in
Jude zo, 23.

Martyrium Polycarpi.
xxi., in doxology, 86fa, Ty, meyalwoiiy, ch. Jude 25.

Second Epistle of Clement.
Xvi. 2, peradqpoueba Tot e\éovs ‘Inood, cf. Jude a1,

Hermas.

Sim. v, 7. 2, paivew Ty odpxa, cf. Jude 8.

Clement of Rome.

XX 12, ¢ 1) 36fa xal % peyalwotvy.

1xv. 2, 8¢fa, Tyu, xpdros, peyalwoivy.

Both these phrases occur in doxologies and may be liturgical.
Sir. xviil. 5 has xpdros peyawodys atrod 7is éaplfmwjoerar, but it
is still possible that the form is suggested by Jude 25.

Barnabas.

il. 10, dxpiBedeatar olv ddpellopev, d8eddol, wepi Ths cwumplas Huav,
va py) 6 movnpds mapeloduow wAdvs woujoas v Guiv éxadevdovioy
ypds dwd s wijs jpav, cf. Jude 3, 4. Hapelodvais does not occur
in the Greek Bible; mapewrdivw is found only in Jude. It is just
possible that Barnabas was thinking of Jude.

There can be little doubt that Athenagoras knew Jude, and the
references to Polycarp will bear some weight. Above that time it
must be allowed that the evidence is scanty and shadowy. There
is less to produce than in the case of 2 Peter, but Jude is less
interesting and much shorter. The testimony of Athenagoras is
sufficient to carry back the date of Jude as high as the early years
of the second century ; if we accept the witness of Polycarp we
must proceed still further, and there is nothing to prevent us from
ascribing the Epistle even to the first century.

The most serious points in the case against Jude are the omis-
sion of the Epistle by the editors of the Peshito, and the fact that
its authenticity was doubted in the time of Origen. It is possible
that the omission and the doubt are connected, and that both may
be accounted for by the same reason, namely, the use made in the
Epistle of apocryphal writings. Certainly this was one reason for
its rejection, as we learn from Jerome and Didymus, and it may
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very well have been the only one. We may consider this point in
some little detail.

It has been maintained by Hofmann, Weisse, Volkmar, and
others that Enock did not exist, at any rate in its complete form,
before the beginning of the second century A.pn., and this contention
has formed one of the main grounds for ascribing a still later date to
the Epistle of Jude. Mr. Charles, however, in his admirable edition,
explains and justifies the conclusion that of the six elements which may
be distinguished in Enock, not one is later than the Christian era.

Enock was used by the author of the Assumption of Moses,
writing about the time of the Christian era, in the Book of Jubilees
(before 70 A.0.), in the Apocalypse of Baruck (not long after 70 A.D.),
in 4 Ezra (between 81 and 96 A.p.), and in the Zestaments of the
Twelve Patriarcks. 1t was known also to many of the writers of
the New Testament. Mr. Charles gives a list of passages which
attest this fact. They abound in the Apocalypse, but they are to be
discovered also in the Pauline Epistles, 1 and 2 Peter, Hebrews,
Acts, and even the Gospels.

Barnabas cites Enock three times, twice as scripture ; and the
book was used also by Justin Martyr, Athenagoras, Tertullian, and
Clement. Irenaeus also knew Enock, but it 1s to be noticed that
on the crucial point he refuses to follow its teaching. The reason
why the angels sinned, he tells us, must be left to God (ii. 28. 7).
They sinned before they fell to earth (iv. 16. 2); hence lust was the
consequence and punishment, not the cause of their fall. Origen
doubted the inspiration of the book, but does not absolutely reject
it; he was attracted towards it by its promise of mysteries, but
he believed that the angels fell through pride. Somewhat later
Anatolius of Laodicea (bishop in 269 ; Eus. A. E. vii. 32. 19) refers
to Enock for an astronomical point. From this time the book fell
into disrepute. Chrysostom treated the account therein given of
the fall of the angels as blasphemy (Hom. in Gen. vi. 1). Jerome
called Enock apocryphal. Augustine pronounced strongly against it
on the ground of its angelology (de Cru. det, xv. 23. 4), and Photius
blames Clement of Alexandria in very severe terms for adopting its
account of the angelic sin (Cod. cix.).

In short, at the time when Bamabas wrote, Enoch was held
to be an inspired book ; it retained this reputation more or less
throughout the second century, and from that date onwards was
more or less empbatically condemned. And the ground of cen-
demnation was its attribution of carnal lust to heavenly beings.

More than one inference may be drawn from these facts. It is
certain that the authors of 2 Peter and of Jude would hold much
the same opinion of Lnock ; both would regard the book with high
respect. Hence it is impossible to fix the relative dates of the two
Epistles by that Apokryphenscheu, or comparative reserve in the use
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of Apocrypha, which some German scholars detect in 2 Peter
Indeed, if it could be admitted that the later of the two was likely
to be more discreet in his use of Enock, the fact would tell in
favour of the priority of 2 Peter, who may be thought to adopt the
objectionable interpretation of Gen. vi., while Jude rather avoids it
(see notes on the respective passages).

Again, the offence of Jude was not so much that he made use of
Enock, as that he actually quoted the book by name. Some, like
Tertullian, would regard this fact as canonising Enock; others,
again, would regard it as condemning Jude. There must have been
many men of authority even in the second century who took the
latter view. For the Enochian account of the fall of the angels was
not only repulsive to devout minds, but lent itself with great facility
to more than one of the Gnostic systems.

Here we may find a very probable reason for the rejection of
Jude by the editors of the Peshito. It is precisely in Syria, where
the extravagances of Jewish angelology were most familiar, that we
should expect to find the strongest reaction against them. (On the
subject of Enock see especially Mr. Charles’ edition, and Schiirer,
History of the Jewish People in the Time of Christ, Eng. trans.,
references in Index).

Jude’s use of the Assumption of Moses also gave great offence,
as we see from Didymus, not because of the source of what he says
about the archangel, but because of its nature.

Finally, it may be said that the use of Jewish apocalypses forms
a bond of relationship between 1 and 2 Peter and Jude. All three
employ them in much the same way, a way that is different from
that in which they are employed in other books of the New Testa-
ment, in order to give concrete details of our Lord’s ministrations in
the world of spirits, or of the history of the angels. If we compare
their utterances with what we know from other sources of Jewish
speculations on topics of this nature, we shall see that all three
exercise great reserve. Jude goes slightly further than the other
two, but there is no considerable difference. This feature may be
taken as an indication that all three documents belong to nearly
the same date, that the authors of all three were Jews who still bore
legible traits of their Jewish education, yet at the same time ex-
hibited that delicacy of spiritual perception which distinguishes the
Church from the sectarians,

§ 2. VOCABULARY AND STYLE.
The words peculiar to Jude are dwodopilew, drraworos?, yoyyvo

Saypa, eréyxew (v.l. in ver. 1 5)l erayww.{co'ﬂa.«, e1ra¢p¢§¢w.
'qupcp.mpos‘, mapewodiew, Thavifrys, omrhds, Pphivorwpivds, Puoikis.
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‘The words marked (!) are found in one or other of the Greek
versions of the Old Testament. “Awrawrros occurs only once in
the LXX,, 3 Macc. vi. 39. Toyyverijs, in Sym. Prov. xxvi. 22;
Isa. xxix. 24 ; Theod. Prov xxvi. 20, but not in the LXX,, though
yoyyblew, yoyyvouds, ydyyvous are there found. MAawjrys is found
Hos. ix. 17 in the sense of “ wanderers, but is not used in the
Greek Bible of * wandering stars.”

The use of the Old Testament in Jude is very similar to that in
2 Peter. Biblical words are used, and the facts of the ancient
history are known, but there is no direct quotation. Dr. Chase
goes too far when he says that the writer is steeped in the language
of the LXX. Of the phrases which he cites, éumralxkrys is borrowed
from 2 Peter, favpdlew mpéowra and Aaheiv imépoyxa are probably
taken from the Assumption of Moses, and évmvidfeobfar is used
without the accusative érviov.

Many of Jude’s phrases have a poetxc ring about them, émagpl-
{ew, om\ds, pbworwpwds, xipare dypa, wpoxelobor Setypa, Slxqy
tméxew. In this also he bears resemblance to 2 Peter.

He is, however, more correct. Thus he has omovdyy moietofos,
ver. 3, for the vulgar owovdiy wapecdépew, 2 Pet. i. 5. The intro-
ductory vers. 3, 4 are well written; this is true also of vers. 11
and 13, and of the concluding passage vers. 20~25, which is finely
expressed. He corrects and s1mp11ﬁes 2 Peter in vers. 10 and 17,
drops his awkward Hebraisms in vers. 10 and 18, and does not
needlessly repeat words ; the only striking instances of repétition
are those of xard 7as émbuplas avrdv wopevdpevor, vers. 16, 18, and
of doeBifs, vers. 15, 18.  Ver. 11 is sufficient to show how greatly
superior he is to 2 Peter in command of language.

The éppupévor Adyor which Origen admired are to be looked for
mainly in the denunciatory passage, where ‘the style is affected by
the model of 2 Peter. But Jude’s own writing is strong, dignified,
and sonorous.

The style and tone of the Epistle set before us a stern and
unbending nature. There is no pathos in Jude, and he inclines
always to a harsh view. See Introduction to z Peter, p. 221 sq.
There is severity approaching to rigour in vers. 3, 22, 23. In this
point 2 Peter bears a close resemblance to 1 Peter, but is very
different from Jude.

Lastly, attention must again be drawn to the use of Pauline
phraseology. In Jude’s vocabulary dyws means “a Christian,” and,
whether accidentally or not, the word does not carry this significance
in either 1 or z Peter. K\zrds belongs to the same family, and the
phrase used in ver. 19, Yruyixol, mveipa py) Egovres, is strongly Pauline,
Peter could hardly have used mvetpa éxewv in this sense, of men who
are guided by the indwelling of the Holy Spirit, and yruxixds, carnal,
is wholly incompatible with the Petrine use of yvy. Jude does not
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employ the other crucial words dxatos or Sikawooivy, and we are
therefore unable to say what signification he attached to them.
But if 8is dmofavdvra, ver. 12, means * dead first in trespasses and sins,
and afterwards in apostasy,” we have here another Pauline thought.

We must suppose either that a Petrine Epistle was recast by a
friend of St. Paul’s, or that a Pauline Epistle was adapted by a
disciple of St. Peter's. The former seems much the easier of the
two alternatives.

§ 3. INDICATIONS OF DATE IN JUDB,

Till recently it was held by many scholars that the Book of
Enoch did not exist before the time of Barcochba. This opinion
has now been generally abandoned, and with it disappears one
strong argument for the late date of the Epistle.

Pfleiderer and others maintained that the false teachers de-
nounced in Jude were the Carpocratians. If this were true, we
should be obliged to place the Epistle somewhere about the middle
of the second century. But it is not really a tenable view.

As to the date of Carpocratianism we only know that the sect
was in existence before the time of Hegesippus (Eus. 4. Z. iv. 22. 5)
and of Irenaeus (i 25, ii. 31-34). Carpocrates is said to have in-
sisted on the unity of God, but to have taught that the world was
made by evil angels. According to this statement of Irenaeus he
was therefore a dualist, like all the Gnostics. It is possible, how-
ever, that Irenaeus did not rightly apprehend the precise form of
his teaching on this point. At any rate the doctrine of his son,
"Epiphanes, was quite different. Epiphanes based his moral system
on the state of nature, which is divine, yet neither chaste nor
honest. *“God,” he said, *“ made the vines in common for all men;
they reject neither the sparrow nor the thief.” The same rule
applies to difference of sex. In all things the divine justice is
kowwvia per’ iodryros. Human law violates this natural equality of
right, makes the thief, and makes the adulterer. Nature is divine,
but law is devilish. In the fragments from the work of Epiphanes
on Justice, preserved by Clement of Alexandria (Strom. iii. z), we
are not told expressly who was supposed to be the author of law,
but it was probably the adversary, the Devil. Our Lord taught us
that we are to “free ourselves from the adversary” (Luke xii. 58).
This is to be done by breaking all his rules, and completing the
cycle of experience which he forbids. Those who have not attained
in this way to perfect emancipation must return again to life in
other bodies till they have found freedom (Iren. i. 25. 4).

It is not difficult to reconcile Epiphanes and Carpocrates, and it
may probably be true that the Carpocratian dualism opposed not
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God and Nature, but Nature and Law. But Irenaeus tells us that
according to Carpocrates the world itself was created by evil beings;
and, though this may be a misconception, it is the view current
among the Christian writers against Gnosticism, and would be that
of Jude himself, if he lived at the time when this heresy was at
work.

Some of the Gnostics did not desire to separate wholly from the
Church, but this can hardly have been the case with the Carpo-
cratians.

Whatever view we take of this extravagant sect, it is impossible
to suppose that Jude had actually seen or heard of them. Carpo-
cratianism was built on Stoicism ({fv xard ¢vow) and on the
Republic of Plato, but Jude says not one word about philosophy.
The sect practised magic to show that they were masters over the
evil spirits, believed in the transmigration of souls, possessed
pictures or statues of Christ and the philosophers, which they
crowned, or, in other words, worshipped, with equal honour. Some
of them marked themselves with a brand on the right ear. They
have nothing whatever in common with the men denounced by
Jude except Antinomianism, and to find this error at work we
have no need to look beyond the apostolic times.

Jiilicher, however, is still unwilling to admit this. The oppo-
nents denounced by Jude, he says (Einleitung, i. 180), “‘are not
simply vicious and characterless Christians, who had perhaps fallen
away in the persecution (Jude 4, 16), or even Jewish revolutionaries,
but Antinomian Gnostics.” They are Gnostics because they call the
catholics “ psychic ” (ver. 19), regard the God of the Old Testament
and His angels either as evil or as far inferior to the true God
(vers. 8, 10), treat the violation of the Decalogue as a duty, and even
practise unnatural vices (vers. 8, 23). Hence we must regard them
as Carpocratians, or as Archontics, or as “a school of Gnostics
which afterwards disappeared.”

Every word of this reasoning is disputable in the highest degree.
But there is a sense in which we may accept the last of Jiilichers
alternative conclusions. These people may be called Gnostics, at
the cost of a slight anachronism, in so far as they set reason (or the
inner light) against Scripture, and “they afterwards disappeared” in
this sense, that these early Antinomian movements, which had in
themselves no principle except a gross misconception of Pauline
freedom, were finally lost in the developed Gnosticism of the second
century.

Jiilicher maintains, further, that the author of Jude is shown to be
aman of late date by his stiff orthodoxy (vers. 3, 20), by his allusion to
the time of the apostles as quite past (ver. 17), by his quotation of a
Christian saying as written long ago (ver. 4), by his use of apocrypha,
whieh is not in the apostolic manner. The general conclusion at
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which he arrives is that Jude must have been written before 18¢
(on the ground of the external attestation), that we cannot fix the
exact date between 100 and 180, but that it must have been rather
early than late between these two limits, because the author evi-
dently regards this outbreak of Gnostic godlessness as a new thing.

Here again every point is highly disputable. Jude’s use of
apocrypha is certainly not later than that of Barnabas, and one of
the reasons for which Harnack and others place 2 Peter after Jude
is that the latter employs apocrypha more courageously, that is to
say, more in the primitive manner, than the former. Again, ver. 17
need not be understood to imply that the apostolic age was quite
past. Jude tells us that he himself was not an apostle ; and this
counts in his favour, for Tertullian gives him the title, and a second
century forger would probably have done the same. The writer of
this Epistle knew that the brother of James was not one of the
Twelve. For the rest he bids his disciples “ remember the words
spoken before by the apostles” (ver. 17). In 2 Peter the apostles
appear as still active. From the words of Jude we may infer one
of two things, either that they (or some of them) were dead, or that
they were dispersed in such a way that their voice could not at the
time be heard by those to whom the Epistle was directed. The
latter supposition, as Dr. Chase thinks, will quite satisfy the require-
ments of the expression. Indeed it is hard to believe that a writer,
who claimed to be the brother of James, yet was clever enough not
to pretend to be an apostle, would betray himself by any very gross
anachronism. Again, there is no reason for thinking that the words
oi wdlas mpoyeypappévoy, in ver. 4, refer to a Christian document ; if
there were, there would be strong grounds for holding, with Spitta
and Zahn, that 2 Peter is the document in question. This Jiilicher
would not allow, and his Christian document is a mere fiction of
the imagination. As to Jude’s orthodoxy, the same objective con-
ception of “the faith” is found elsewhere in the New Testament,
even in the Pauline Epistles (Gal. i. 23, vi. 10; Rom. x. 8); and,
though Jude’s language is stern, his belief in the exclusiveness of
the Christian creed is readily illustrated (Acts iv. 12 ; John iii. 18;
Matt. iii. 12; Apoc. xxi. 8; Rom. x. 9; 1 Cor. xvi. 22 ; Eph. ii. 3;
Heb. x. 29).

Dr. Zahn (Einleitung, ii. 83) infers from ver. g that Jerusalem
had been destroyed at the time when Jude wrote ; but this meaning
can hardly be extracted from the passage. There is no allusion to
persecution ; at the time when the Epistle was written it is probable
that none had occurred. Very little can be gathered as to the
organisation of the Church. The writer clearly regards himself as
responsible for the oversight of a group of communities ; and as in
2 Peter, the 86fac are probably the presbyters who have xvpidrys:
the same officials seem to be alluded to in the phrase woipalvorres
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éavrods. This is the same state of things that we find in the Petrine
Epistles, and it may be said with great confidence that, if Jude had
been writing in the midst of the Gnostic controversy, he would
certainly have said more about the position of the clergy. The
adversaries whom he denounces are the same who appear in
2 Peter, and enough has been said about them in the Introduction
to that Epistle.

Some help towards fixing the date would be gained, if we could
settle the precise relationship of Jude to our Lord. Clement of
Alexandria, following the very ancient tradition embodied in the
Protevangelium of James, regarded him as the son of Joseph by a
previous marriage (Adumb. in Kp. Judae ad initium). If we accept
this view Jude was older than Christ, though possibly not by many
years, as he is named last or last but one of the brethren. And
this view is commended not only by the peculiar form of Jude’s
address,—he seems to shrink from calling himself the Lord’s brother,
—but by the fact that the brethren on more than one occasion
appear to have claimed a certain right to interfere with our Lord’s
freedom of action (Matt. xii. 45; John vil. 3; indeed all the
sassages where the Lord’s brethren are mentioned in the Gospels
are most readily understood in the same way). But if this is so,
and ¥ Jude was born some six or seven years at least before the
Christian era, we could not safely date the Epistle after 65 a.p. or
thereabouts. Those who, while accepting the Epistle as authentic,
would yet place it about 8o or 9o A.D., must face this as well as
other difficulties.

Dismissing the theory that the Epistle is the work of a forger,
we find the posterior limit of time in the probable duration of
Jude’s active powers. The anterior limit is given by 2 Peter. But
there still remains a question as to the interval of time that may be
supposed to have elapsed between the two Epistles.

It is not at all likely that this interval was considerable. In the
first place, the circumstances which called forth the two Epistles
are in all substantial features identical. But Antinomianism, or
anarchism, is perpetually changing its shape. Even in its em-
bryonic stage it is never the same for two moments together. We
need only turn to the life of Luther, and read again the well-known
history of his dealings with Carlstadt and Miinzer for an illustration.
Before very long this void and formless anarchy takes shape,
enunciates definite propositions, forms a school or conventicle.
But neither St. Peter nor St. Jude mentions any distinct persons, or
facts, or doctrines. They do not give so many details about the
errors which they denounce as Colossians, or the Pastoral Epistles,
or the Apocalypse. It is quite certain that they would have done
so, if it had been in their power. If they are vague, it is for the
obvious reason that they are obliged to be vague. They deal with
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this new heresy just as 1 Peter deals with persecution. There is
as yet nothing very definite to lay hold of ; the peril is inchoate,
and their warning is like an alarm in the night; it is only known
that there is an enemy. In five or ten years’ time this state of
things must have undergone a material change. Again, it is
exceedingly difficult to believe that these moral disorders endured
after the outbreak of the Neronian persecution :

“Hi motus animorum atque haec certamina tanta
Sanguinis exigui iactu compressa quiescunt.”

Nor, again, is it easy to understand how St. Jude came to make so
free and yet unacknowledged a use of 2 Peter after a lapse of time.
Can we think that the previous Epistle had been forgotten, that by
some miracle precisely the same state of things had recurred, that
Jude happened to possess a copy of 2 Peter, and adapted it to his
purpose without saying what he had done? This is not a plausible
hypothesis.

The same difficulty recurs whichever Epistle we put first, and
it is greatly aggravated if we regard both as forgeries. Between
such forgeries we could hardly allow a smaller interval than thirty
years. But if we are to date Jude about 125-130 and 2 Peter
about 155-160, how did the latter succeed in imposing upon the
learned Clement ?

By far the easiest and most probable explanation of the facts
is that which has already been propounded, that the errors denounced
in both Epistles took their origin from Corinth, that the disorder
was spreading, that St. Peter took alarm and wrote his Second
Epistle, sending a copy to St. Jude with a warning of the urgency
of the danger, and that St. Jude at once issued a similar letter
to the Churches in which he was personally interested. In fact,
both Epistles may be samples of a circular that was addressed to
many groups of Churches at the same time. In this way we get
a perfectly natural explanation of Jude 3, a most significant verse.
The writer had evidently received a sudden alarm, which had
obliged him to write one thing when he was purposing to write
quite another. The dvdyxy arose from the arrival of 2 Peter.

Thus also we find an intelligible explanation of the resemblance
and of the differende between the two Epistles. In the second
century a number of bishops sent round a circular against Mon-
tanism (Eus. A. E. v. 19), signed with their names. So the
apostles in the early years of the Church sent round a circular
in the matter of the circumcision dispute. Why should not the
Corinthian disorders have called forth a similar manifesto? There
may have been an apostolic meeting on the subject, or, if for any
reason a meeting was not possible, a model epistle might be cir-
culated, which each apostle or apostolic man would be at liberty
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to modify, within reasonable limits, according to his personal
inclination.  This is certainly what would be done now, and
common sense would dictate a very similar course at all times.

Thus we may conclude that Jude is practically contempor-
aneous with 2 Peter. Nor can the difference of tense between
the wopecédvrav of the one and the doovrar Yevdodiddoxalor of
the other be taken as a serious objection to this view. It is the
nature of Jude to put things more forcibly. But the two Epistles
were addressed to different Churches, and the danger which was
imminent in one place may have been present in another.

§ 4. AUTHORSHIP OF THE EPISTLE. WHERE, AND TO
WHOM WAS IT WRITTEN?

In the Address the author styles himself *Jude, the slave of
Jesus Christ, but brother of James.” ‘Slave of Jesus Christ”
means “faithful Christian,” or “labourer in the Lord’s vineyard”
(see note); the second qualification marks him out as brother of
that James who appears in Acts xv. xxi. as president of the Church
at Jerusalem, who is called “the Lord’s brother” by St. Paul, Gal.
i. 1g, and is commonly regarded as the author of the Epistle of
James.

We may identify him with that Jude or Judas of whom we read
in the Gospels as one of the Lord’s Brethren. The list, as given
by Matt. xiii. 55, is James, and Joseph (2.l Joses), and Simon,
and Judas; as given by Mark vi. 3, James, and Joses, and Judas,
and Simon. Both evangelists tell us that there were also sisters,
and place Judas last, or last but one; and as the order which they
follow is not an order of honour, for Joseph or Joses is unknown,
we may probably infer that Jude was third or fourth of the sons in
respect of age. What was the position of the daughters in the
family sequence we cannot ascertain.

Jude is first expressly called “brother of the Lord” by Hege-
sippus, and it is probable that neither he nor James used this title
themselves. But it was freely given to them by the Church, as we
see from 1 Cor. ix. 5. From this passage we gather also two
important facts, that the brethren were well known in Corinth, a
Gentile city, and that more than one of them were married.
Hegesippus tells us that two grandsons of Jude were brought
before Domitian, the authorities having taken alarm at their claim
of descent from David, and of relationship to Christ; but that
when they had showed their horny hands, described the little
farm which they held in common, and explained that the kingdom
which they looked for was not of this world, they were scornfully
dismissed (Eus. A. E. iii. 20). Hege51ppus further related that
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both these descendants of Jude lived on into the reign of 1'rajan,
and seems clearly to imply that they were old men when they died
(Eus. H. E.iii. 32. 5). Beyond this we have no knowledge of Jude,
except what we can gather from the Epistle itself.

It is perhaps possible to draw an important inference from this
narrative. If these grandsons of Jude were middle-aged men in
the time of Domitian, and old men in the time of Trajan, when
was Jude himself born? Suppose that the grandson died in
105 A.D., about the middle of Trajan’s reign, at the age of 70. He
would have been born in 35 A.D.; his father could hardly have
been born after 13 A.D., or his grandfather after g B.c. On the other
hand, if we suppose Jude to have been one of the younger children
of Joseph and Mary, he can hardly have been born before 1 A.D. ;
his son hardly before 24 A.D., or his grandson before 47 A.D. In
this case the elder grandson would only have been 70 in the year
of Trajan’s death, and there would have been nothing surprising,
if he or his younger brother had lived on well into the reign of
Hadrian. If, then, we may regard the narrative of Hegesippus as
based on fact, the natural conclusion seems to be that Jude was older
than our Lord,—in other words, that he was the son of Joseph by
an earlier marriage. Further, Hegesippus clearly believed that
Jude himself was no longer alive in the reign of Domitian, who
assumed the purple in 81 A.p. When Jude died we do not know,
but, if he was born nine or ten years before the Christian era, we
can hardly suppose that he retained the full enjoyment of his
faculties much after 65 A.n. For further information on the com-
plicated problems involved in the term * Brethren of the Lord,”
the reader must be referred to Bishop Lightfoot’s well-known
Excursus, or to the article in Hastings’ Dictionary of the Bible.

It is probable, as has been already said, that Jude did not call
himself “Brother of the Lord.” But, then, why does he call himself
“Brother of James”? James was the special patron of the Jewish
Christians. Now, the Epistle of Jude is not Jewish in any special
sense, either in language or in thought, nor is there any reason for
imagining that the Churches to which it was addressed were com-
posed, to any marked extent, of Jewish converts. The writer,
therefore, can hardly have intended to conciliate his readers by
putting himself, as it were, under the wing of his great brother.
Those to whom the létter was sent must have known perfectly well
who he was, and what was his authority. The true explanation
is probably that suggested long ago by Clement of Alexandria.
Though Jude was not in the habit of calling himself ‘Brother
of the Lord,” he knew that others were, and he deprecates this
usage. “I am Jude,” he says, in effect, “whom you call brother
of Christ. Call me slave of Christ, su# brother of James."
“Brother of the Lord” was not an official designation, and, if



AUTHORSHIP OF THE EPISTLE 319

used by Jude himself, might seem to imply a claim to an authority
above that of an apostle. There is no affectation of humility in
its avoidance.

Most of the commentators, whether they regard the Epistle as
genuine or not, would accept the foregoing explanation of the
Address. There have, however, been other opinions.

Keil and others thought that the writer might be Jude the
Apostle. 'Iovdas "TakwBov, Luke vi. 16; Acts i. 13, may possibly
mean “Judas the brother of James” (Blass, p. 95); and it is
conceivable that if “James, the son of Alphaeus,” was the same
person as “James, the Lord’s brother,” his younger and less
distinguished brother might be known as ¢ James’ Jude.” But this
identification is extremely doubtful ; and if in St. Luke’s list of the
apostles we must translate 'IdxwBov "Algalov, ‘James, son of
Alphaeus,” it is almost or quite certain that Tovdas 'IaxéBov must
mean “Jude, son of James.” Further, it cannot be shown that
any of the Lord’s brethren, even James, was reckoned among the
Twelve. Again, the author of our Epistle does not call himself an
apostle in the Address, and appears clearly to imply in ver. 17 that
he was not one. Tertullian, indeed, calls him so (see above, p. 307),
and he is so called also in the Latin translation of Origen’s works,
but not in Origen’s Greek text, and not by Clement.

Grotius conjectured that 2 Peter was written by Symeon the
second, and Jude by that Judas who, according to Eusebius, was
fifteenth and last of the Jewish line of bishops of Jerusalem.
Before anyone can adopt this view he must persuade himself
either that the words ddeAgpos 8¢ "TaxéBov are an interpolation, or
that they form a standing title borne by all the successors of James
in his episcopal chair; and no reason can be given in support of
either alternative. It may be noticed, however, in passing, that this
Judas, the fifteenth bishop of Jerusalem, is probably a real person-
age. It is true that the list of bishops given by Eusebius (Z. £.
iv. 5. 3) seems to have been unknown to Hegesippus, who says that
Symeon, son of Clopas, the second bishop, lived to a great age,
and suffered martyrdom in the reign of Trajan (Eus. A. £. iii. 11,
32. 1). But in the Codex Marcianus there is a note which professes
to be derived from the fifth book of the Aypotyposes of Clement,
and gives the places of sepulture of certain apostles and apostolic
men (the text will be found in Zahn, Forschungen, iii. 70). Here
we read “Simon Cleophas, qui et Judas, post Jacobum episcopus,
cxx anrorum crucifixus est in Jerusalem Traiano mandante.” It
seems clear that Clement had combined the statement of Hegesippus
with another that made Judas bishop in Trajan’s time. Hence we
may infer that the &ypaga from which Eusebius drew his list of
bishops were older than 200 A.D.

The conjecture of Grotius has been recently revived -vith some
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modification by Jiilicher (quoted by Harnack, Ckronologie, p. 467),
who thought at one time that Judas was probably the real name of
the author of the Epistle, and that “brother of James” meant
nothing more than bishop. But in his Einleitung (1901, i. p. 182)
Jiilicher has abandoned this view, and now thinks it most probable
‘“that the author belonged by birth to that circle in which the
memory of James was held in special honour; that he did not
venture to foist his well-meant work on James himself, but con-
tented himself with a member of his family. Perhaps Judas lived
on after his brother, down to a time at which none of the apostles
of the Lord survived in Palestine, and therefore could most easily
be selected out of the men of the first generation as the announcer
of the appearance of the prophesied abominations.” But there is, as
we have seen, some reason for thinking that Jude did not long
outlive James.

Dr. Harnack thinks (Chronologie, p. 468) that the author was
possibly named Judas, and that the words ddeA¢pos 8¢ "TaxdBov were
inserted in the Address at some date between 150 and 180 A.D. “in
order to set this unknown Judas back into the apostolic time, and
to secure respect for his piece, which, in days when Gnosticism
flourished, must have appeared especially valuable.” He was not
the Bishop of Jerusalem, “for it is difficult, if not impossible, to
suppose that such Jewish-Christian bishops gave anything to the
Church at large.” A bishop, though circumcised, may have been
an eminent man, but the Epistle is certainly not what we should
expect to have been written by gn author of pronouncedly Jewish
tendencies. Harnack’s theory, however, would require us to believe
that the Address was falsified in a very glaring way within the life-
time of Clement of Alexandria.

All these theories rest upon the presupposition that Jude must
have been written in the second century, because it i1s directed
against Gnosticism, and have no value for those who hold the
opposite belief. The sum of the matter is that, if Jude belongs to
Gnostic times, we know nothing whatever about the author, except
that he was not what he calls himself.

The place of composition is unknown. Egypt or specially
Alexandria, Palestine or specially Jerusalem, have been suggested.
There is no reason whatever for selecting Alexandria, beyond the
fact that the Epistle was known to Clement and Origen, who
collected books from every quarter. Of any specially Egyptian or
Alexandrine ideas it exhibits not the faintest trace. The other
locality seems equally improbable. The death of James occurred
probably in 62 A.D., and Jude, if he took any active part in the
affairs of the Church, can hardly have lived in Jerusalem before this
date. Even after his great brother’s martyrdom he was not Bishop
of Jerusalem, and can scarcely have had a fixed abode in tha sacred
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city. Nor should we be inclined to look for him in one of the
smaller towns of Palestine. The brethren of the Lord were known
to the Galatians and to the Corinthians. Who can say where they
were not known, what places they had visited, or where they were
usually to be found? We need not suppose that they stuck like
limpets to the rock of Zion. Such little information as we possess
gives quite a different idea.

Again, as to the Churches to which the Epistle was directed, we
are left absolutely to conjecture. The only points which give us
any kind of hold are the similarity of Jude to 2 Peter, and the
similarity of the evils denounced to those of the Corinthian Church.
But what conclusion can be built upon this slender basis? Corinth
was a seaport town within a short sail of many places. In a limited
number of hours an Antinomian missionary would find himself at
any harbour in the Eastern half of the Mediterranean, at Thessa-
lonica, or on the Asiatic shore, or at Alexandria. People were
constantly going to and fro.

Dr. Chase thinks it probable that the Epistle was sent to the
Syrian Antioch, and possibly to other Churches in that district.
The reader will find his argument in Hastings’ Bibl Dictionary, Dr.
Chase relies chiefly upon three points: that the Christians addressed
were mainly Gentiles, that they were men among whom St. Paul
had worked, and that they had received oral instruction from the
apostles generally, and, therefore, probably lived at no great distance
from Jerusalem. We may say that no better conjecture can be
proposed ; but even this is far from certain. It seems most probable
that the Churches addressed were mainly Gentile, though this is dis-
puted ; that they were acquainted with St. Paul’s form of teaching is
most likely, but St. Paul had laboured in many places ; they knew
the apostles also, but how many of them or in what way is doubtful.
For it is not necessary to understand &eyov, in ver. 18, of oral
instruction alone, and in any case we need not imagine that more
than one or two of the Twelve had visited the district in question.
But there is really no clear light. We might be tempted to infer
from the resemblance between the two Epistles that the Churches
addressed in 2z Peter and in Jude lay in proximity to one another;
but even this is perilous. Jude may have been addressed to almost
any community in which Greek was spoken. The two Epistles
must have been written at nearly the same time, but they may have
been sent in very different directions.

As to the personal characteristics of Jude something has already
been said, and what little remains will be found in the notes.
Compared with 2 Peter he exhibits a certain hastiness and tendency
to take things at their worst, compared with either 1 or 2 Peter a
certain hardness. No document in the New Testament is so
exquisitely tender and pastoral as the First Epistle of St. Peter, and
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even in the Second Epistle, in the midst of the anger and indigna-
tion so naturally excited by the cruel wickedness of the false
teachers, there are still beautiful phrases, steeped in sympathy and
fatherly affection. Jude is undoubtedly stern and unbending. On
the other hand, Jude is in closer intellectual sympathy with St. Paul.
St. Peter commends the Apostle of the Gentiles in high terms, yet
with qualifications. St. Jude speaks Pauline language, and inclines
towards the Pauline mysticism, though to what extent it is impos-
sible to say. The notable word yyuds is used also by his brother
James in the same sense, and, though it belongs to the Pauline
psychology, in which yvxij was sharply distinguished from mveipa or
vovs, does not necessarily involve the Pauline conceptions of law or
of justification. St. James was probably as mystical as St. Paul,
yet he was a strong legalist. Like St. Paul, he held that whoever
breaks one article of the law breaks the law as a whole (Jas. ii. 10;
Gal. iii. 10). This view (it was held also by the Stoics) is highly
metaphysical or mystical, but it led the two apostles to very different
conclusions, the one to the necessity of perfect obedience, the other
to the idea of a righteousness which was not of law at all. It is
possible that Jude also belonged to the same type of Pharisaic
mysticism as his brother. But in any case his ideas and language
differ noticeably from those of St. Peter.

But here we touch upon a question which is unhappily among
the obscurest of all the problems that surround the history of the
early Church. Who can enumerate the countless modes in which
the relation of law and gospel presented itself to the first believers?
Many writers content themselves with the rough and unintelligent
distinction between Jewish and Gentile Christians, but this rests
upon the mere accident of birth. The most Gentile of all teachers,
St. Paul himself, was a Jew, and on either side there are endless
shades and gradations. On the one extreme there are certain sects
which we may call exclusively Jewish, or rather Oriental, but a
Gentile Christian might be anything. Certainly there can be no
greater error than that of using “Pauline” and “Gentile” as if
these words were coextensive.
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1. ON the general form of Jude’s Address see notes on 1 Pet. i. 1 ;
2 Pet. i. 1, and Introductions to 1 and 2 Pet., pp. 79, 219. Jude has,
in common with 2 Peter, "Inood Xpiorot SovAos, a similarly general
description of those to whom the Epistle is directed, the verb
wAnfuvbely, and the word eipijpy, which, however, is here combined
with &eos and dydmy. If we suppose that 2 Peter is here copying
Jude, we must also suppose either that he went back to 1 Peter for
part of his formula, or that (as Professor Harnack thinks) he forged
both addresses, but adopted a simpler and more archaic form than
that of Jude. But the easier inference is that Jude followed Peter ;
indeed, this is a necessary conclusion, if it is allowed that Jude here
uses Pauline phrases.

Five personages of the name of Jude occur in apostolic or
sub-apostolic times. (1) Judas Iscariot. (2) The Apostle 'IovSas
TaxdPBov, Luke vi. 16; Acts i. 13; John xiv. 22; this “son of
James” is commonly identified with Lebbaeus or Thaddaeus. (3)
Judas, the Lord’s brother, brother also of James, Matt. xiii. 55;
Mark vi. 3, where he is named last or last but one. (4) Judas
Barsabbas, Acts xv. 22-33. (5) Judas, the last Jewish bishop of
Jerusalem in the time of Hadrnan, Eus. 4. Z. iv. 5. 3.

The author of our Epistle gives two descriptions of himself-—
(1) 'Inood Xporod Sodhos: (2) ddehpds 8e “TaxdBov. The first does
not mean that he was an apostle (see note on 2 Pet. i. 1), and
ver. 17 is generally understood to mean that he did not so regard
himself. His brother James also was not an apostle. The second
identifies our Jude with the brother of the Lord.

But why does he not call himself the brother of the Lord?
Clement of Alexandria in his commentary, which still exists in a
Latin version, answered the question thus—* Judas, qui catholicam
scripsit epistolam, frater filiorum Joseph exstans ualde religiosus et
cum sciret propinquitatem domini, non tamen dicit se ipsum
fratrem eius esse, sed quid dixit? Judas seruus Jesu Christi, utpote
domini, frater autem Jacobi.” Zahn (Einleitung, ii. p. 84) adopts
this explanation, which is probably correct. The sense is, ¢ Jude,
the slave, I dare not say the brother, of Jesus Christ, but certainly

the brother of James.”
818
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The description, “brother of James,” cannot have been needed
as an introduction or recommendation, for the brethren of the Lord
were all held in high esteem (Acts i. 14). Certainly Jude must
have been well known to the people whom he is addressing. Nor
can the description be taken to show that he is writing to Churches
of Palestine or to Jewish Christians, by whom St. James was held
in special honour. For, apart from the fact that St. James would
not need his help, the brethren of the Lord were known to the
Gentile Churches, for instance, to the Corinthians (x Cor. ix. 5),
and may quite possibly have visited and preached in Corinth.

Tols dv ©@ef matpl . . . k\yrois. “To the Called, which in
God the Father are beloved and kept unto Jesus Christ.” The
Father is our Father. KMAyrots is a substantive, as in Rom. L 6;
1 Cor. 1. 24. The word is not used by Peter in either of his
Epistles, and belongs to the Pauline vocabulary; the same thing is
true of dywor, ver. 3; ywxwol and mvedua, ver. 19. 'Ev can hardly
mean “by,” for the preposition appears to be never used to denote
the agent. Nor is it possible to translate “who in God are beloved
by me and kept unto Jesus Christ,” because both participles must
be referred to the same agent. Vet again, there is no instance of
& @ed being used in that general sense which belongs to év Kupiw
or & Xpworg in the Pauline Epistles (unless 1 Thess. i. 1; 2 Thess.
i. 1 are in point), and, even if there were, the sense required, “ who
in God are beloved by God,” is not obtained without difficulty.
But this seems to be the meaning. In ver. 21 St. Jude has éavros
& dydmy @ecod Typioare. St. Peter does not speak of the love of
God, and here again we may possibly detect the same affinity
between St. Paul and St. Jude that has already appeared in the
word xAyrots.

The variants rots &veocw 7ois & @eg and Tois &v ed warpl
iryaopévors have very little support. The latter was probably sug-
gested by the embarrassment of the text; the former shows that at
an early date the recipients of the Epistle were thought to have been
Gentiles.

The Epistle cannot have been meant for the Church at large.
It is directed to some group of Churches in which St. Jude was
personally interested, and called forth by definite and peculiar cir-
cumstances.

8. &yamqrol . . . wiore. “Beloved, while I was giving all
diligence to write to you about our common salvation, I found it
necessary to write to you exhorting you to do battle for the faith
which was once for all delivered to the saints.” With mdcay crovdyy
wotovpevos compare the language of 2 Pet. i. 5, 1o, 15, iii. 14. These
repeated phrases have caught St. Jude’s ear.

¢maywvileofas is not used elsewhere in the New Testament ; the
preposition merely strengthens the verb, but the simple dywvilesfa
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is as strong a word as could be found. For wopadofeloy cf. Acts
xvi. 4; 1 Cor. xi. 2, xv. 3; 2 Pet. iil. 21; Spitta thinks that the use
of the word here is suggested by this last passage.

dywor. “The saints” is here another name for Christians, as in
Acts ix. 13, 32, 41; Rom. xii. 13; Heb. vi. 10; Apoc. v. 8, but
the word is not used as a substantive by Mark, Luke, John (in
Gospel or Epistles), James, or Peter. See Hort, Christian Ecclesta,
pp- 56, §7. ‘H wiors, in defence of which men are to contend, is
not trust or the inner light, but a body of doctrine, dogmatic and
practical, which is given to them by authority, is fixed and unalter-
able, and well known to all Christians. It is “your most holy
faith,” ver. 20, a foundation on which the readers are to build
themselves up. It combined intellectual and moral truth. See
Sanday and Headlam on Rom. i. 17. It had been attacked by men
who turned the grace of our God into lasciviousness, that is to say,
by Antinomians ; but these men were mockers, ver. 18, and, from
the emphasis with which Jude introduces his quotation from Enoch,
ver. 14, we may presume that they mocked at the Parousia.

Jude’s language about the Faith is highly dogmatic, highly
orthodox, highly zealous. His tone is that of a bishop of the
fourth century. The character may be differently estimated, but
its appearance at this early date, before Montanism and before
Gnosticism, is of great historical significance. Men who used such
phrases believed passionately in a creed.

Lachmann, and some of the older school of commentators,
placed a comma after Uuiv, and took wepi Tijs xowrjs Huiv cwryplas
with ypdyac: but recent scholars generally reject this unnatural
punctuation.

St. Jude says that he had been busy with, or intent upon,
writing to his people wept s xowijs cwmplas, an ordinary pastoral
Epistle dealing with general topics of instruction and exhortation,
but found it necessary to change his'plan and utter this stirring cry
to arms. Evidently he is referring to some definite and unexpected
circumstance. News had been brought to him of the appearance
of the false teachers; possibly he had just received 2 Peter; if so,
we can understand the use which he makes of that Epistle,

De Wette, Briickner, Spitta, Zahn think that the writing referrec
to by the ypdgew was not an ordinary Epistle, but a treatise of some
considerable length; but the age was hardly one of treatises, and
there is nothing in the text to support the idea.

4. maperoéducar ydp. ““For certain men have crept in privily,
who of old were appointed in scripture unto this doom.” Tdp
introduces the reason of dvdykyv éoxov. For mapecédvoav B has
mapewoedimaar, a vulgar form ; see Blass, p. 43. The aorist is here
not distinguishable in sense from the perfect; as to the meaning
of the compound verb, refer to note on wapewwdyew, 2 Pet. ii. 1.
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IIdAa: is most naturally taken to mean in the Old Testament, in
the many denunciations of false prophets. The word, however,
does not always denote a long interval of time; hence Zahn and
Spitta would render, “who were some time ago appointed in a
writing for this doom,” and find here a direct reference to 2 Pet.
ii. 3. But though the Greeks (more especially the poets; see
references in Liddell and Scott) sometimes use wdAat in a loose
colloquial way, just as we use “long ago” of things that happened
quite recently, we must not give the word this sense without good
reason. Jude could hardly have spoken of 2z Peter as written wdAay,
unless he were looking back over a space of twenty or thirty years.
Unless we are to suppose that the two Epistles were separated by
such an interval as this, the explanation of Zahn and Spitta can
hardly be adopted.

Nevertheless we have here a reference to 2 Pet. ii. 3. As used
by Jude, xpina has no meaning, for he has entirely omitted to say
what the doom is. The best explanation of this curious difficulty is
that he was writing in haste, with 2 Peter fresh in his mind, and
that his words are suggested by ols 70 kpiua éralar odx dpyel in the
Petrine passage. If this be so, we have here one of the strongest
proofs of the posteriority of Jude.

Some support for this view may be found in the weakness of the
various explanations which have been found for xpina. Wiesinger,
Hofmann, Schott find the key in wapeioédvoar, they have wickedly
crept in, and this is their judgment. But, we must answer, the
creeping in is their sin, not their punishment. Zahn also (Zin-
lestung, 1i. 80) goes back for his solution to the main verb; they
have crept in, and their appearance is a judgment, not on them, but
on the Church, inasmuch as it will lead to a sifting out of bad
Christians from among the good. Cf. John ix. 39, eis xpiua éyd
els Tov kdopov HAov, va ol py BAémovres BAérwot, kel oi BAémovres
Tvdlol yévwvras: the reader may refer to Westcott’s note upon this
passage. But it seems evident that here the xpiua is one which
hangs over the intruders themselves. Huther found the explanation
of xpipa in the drdAeoev of ver. 5; but this verb stands much too
far off, and does not directly apply to the evildoers in question;
further, if this had been the writer's meaning, we should have
expected ydp, not 8¢ after dmouvijoar. Spitta finds it in the words
doefeis . . . dpvovpevor: their judgment is that they are impious
and deny the Lord. But here again impiety and denial are sins, not
sentences. It may be replied that sin may be regarded as its own
punishment, but this idea certainly does not belong to Jude. Not
one of these views is satisfactory. Each commentator destroys the
opinion of others without establishing his own, and we are really,
driven to suppose that St. Jude, in his hurry, picked out St. Peter’s
word without observing that it required an explanation.
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xdpira. The grace is the wilores, or the gospel (1 Pet. i. 10) ; it pro-
mises a freedom which these impious men turn into lasciviousness.

Tov pévov deométqy xal Kipiov fjpdv ’Inooiv Xpiordv dprodpevot.
Cf. 2 Pet. ii. 1, Tov dyopdoavra ailrovs Seoméryv dpvovpevor. St
Peter’s phrase is certainly the finer, and is probably the original ;
it is marked by his favourite iambic rhythm; the dyopdoavra ex-
plains and limits 8ecméryv, and here, as in other passages to be
noticed as we proceed, Jude has a tendency to exaggerate and
harden the thought of St. Peter. Tév udvov Seaméryv is so strong a
phrase that it has been regarded as impossible. Hence K L P and
several other authorities, followed by the Zextus receptus, insert @edv
after deoméryv: and many commentators, who do not accept this read-
ing, yet translate in the same sense, *the only Master and our Lord
Jesus Christ.” But this misrendering is needless. If Christ may be
called 8eawdrys, He may also be called pdvos 8ecmdrys in distinction
not from the Father, but from all false masters. Cf. note on ver. 25,

B. émoprijoar. Cf. 2 Pet. i 12, dmoppwijoxew: i 15, pwjugy
nwotetodar : 1. 13, ili. I, dieyelpew & Vmwowviioe. See note on
omoudijy, ver. 3. Either Peter has caught up and reiterated certain
unimportant words from Jude, or Jude had read the first chapter
of the Petrine Epistle and adopts from it words which, from their
iteration there, were likely to catch the ear. The latter is the more
probable view. Jude exhibits manifest tokens of haste, abbrevia-
tion, and confusion. A glance back at the preceding Epistle will
show that St. Peter uses “remind” quite naturally, where he is
recalling to the memory of his readers lessons that they had cer-
tainly often been taught. Jude “reminds” his people of the
instances of judgment, none of which belonged to the catechism,
and some of which, at least the story of Michael, may have been
quite new to them. The &¢ also is difficult. Probably we must
find the antithesis in doeBeis and dpvovpevor: they are impious and
deny the Lord, “but” God punishes such men. Certainly the
sense is more clearly unfolded in 2 Peter; and this is a remarkable
fact, because Jude is the more skilful writer of the two.

€ldéras &maé wdvra. “ Though once for all ye know all things.”
But the things which Christians know once for all are those which
are included in “the faith once for all delivered to the saints,” not
historical instances of God’s wrath. Here again we have a confused
reminiscence of xalwep eidéras, 2 Pet. i. 12, where the words are
quite intelligible.

For the comparison between the instances of Judgment as they
are given in the two Epistles, see Introduction to 2 Peter, p. 221.
The first instance, that of the destruction of the sinful Israelites in
the desert, is peculiar to Jude. It reminds us of Heb. iii. 18-iv. z ;
1 Cor. x. §-11. Its introduction here disturbs the strictly chrono-
logical order of the instances given in 2 Peter.
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8r & Kipos. “That the Lord, when He had brought the
people safe out of the land of Egypt, afterwards destroyed them
which believed not.” By “the Lord” is no doubt meant Christ,
cf. 1 Cor. x. 4, 9. With 76 deirepov cf. 8evrepov, 1 Cor. xii. 28;
éx Sevrépov, Heb. ix. 28. Here it marks a strong contrast, and
sharpens the point of the warning. * It is true that the Lord saved
Israel from Egypt; yet notwithstanding He afterwards slew the
faithless. So he has saved you, but so also He may slay you.”

The text of the verse is uncertain. & K L insert a second dpas
after elddras. X, many Fathers, and versions place draf after Kvpios
(®eds). For wmdvra K L and others read rovro. KL and many
others have 6 Kvpios: 8 C Kipwos: AB and many versions with
Didymus and Jerome "Inoois, and there is some inferior authority
for 6 ®ds. The second duds is probably a mere slip; the trans-
position of draé may be due to a desire to provide an antecedent
for 7o detrepov, though, if so, it involves a grammatical error, as
dref cannot mean “firstly.” Tobro for wdvra is again a slip, or an
attempt at emendation. The variants ®eds and "Inoobs for Kipios
are also emendations ; the copyists did not feel quite certain what
Jude meant.

8. dyyfous. The Second Instance; the Fallen Angels.

“And the angels who kept not their own principality, but for-
sook their proper habitation, He hath kept in everlasting bonds
under darkness unto the judgment of the great day.” Jude prob-
ably found oepats in his copy of 2 Peter (see note on the corre-
sponding passage), but it is just possible that he remembered to
have read of “bonds” in Znock. ‘Aldwos (it is an Aristotelian
word, while aidwios is Platonist) occurs also in Rom. i. zo. The
absence of the article with dyyélovs is of no consequence, the par-
ticular angels being defined by the following article and participles,
cf. 1 Pet. i. 10,

The principality of the angels is the special government or
province intrusted to them by God. The passage which lay at the
foundation of Jewish belief on ‘this point is Deut. xxxii. 8, e
Siepépilev 6 Wnaros &vm, bs Siéamepev viovs "Addpu, Eornaey Spia éBviv
kard dpifudy dyyéhwv @cod, xai éyanily uepis Kvpiov Aads airod "Taxa
—where xara dpifuov dyyélwv ®ecob represent Hebrew words which
in AV, and R.V, are rendered “according to the number of the
children of Israel.” The passage was taken to mean that God
assigned the government of the several nations to guardian angels.
Probably this view was older than the Septuagint, for there are
many indications in the Old Testament that the gods of the nations
were regarded as wicked angels. There was also another tradition
that the seven planets were ruled by the seven chiefs of the angels
of service. The planets, wandering stars (see below, ver. 13), were
wicked stars, because they had broken loose from their appointed
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station. Hence their angels were punished. ZEnock xviii. 13 sqq.,
“ And what I saw there was horrible—seven stars like great burning
mountains, and like spirits, which besought me. The Angel said,
This is the place where heaven and earth terminate ; it serves as a
prison for the stars of heaven and the host of heaven. And the
stars which roll over the fire are they which have transgressed
the commandment of God before their rising, because they did not
come forth at the appointed time. And He was wroth with them,
and bound them till the time when their guilt should be consum-
mated in the year of the mystery.” Cf. Enock xxi. 2 sqq. Jude
says that they are bound ‘‘till the judgment of the great day.”
This phrase also is suggested by Znock, where we find éws 74
kploews Tijs peydAzs, péxpis Huépas spioews Tijs peydiys (ed. Charles,
pp. 85, 86. See also Gfrorer, Jakrkundert des Heils, i. 394;
Harnack’s note on Hermas, Sim. viil. 3. 3). According to these
traditions the sin of the fallen angels was pride or disobedience.
This is the view adopted by Origen, in Ezeck. Hom. ix. 2 (Lomm.
i. 121), “Inflatio, superbia, arrogantia, peccatum diaboli est ; et ob
haec delicta ad terras migrauit de coelo.”

By the side of these ran another stream of tradition based on
Gen. vi,, according to which the sin of the fallen angels was lust.
Justin, Apol. ii. 5, combines both, o! 8 dyyelot, mapaBdvres Tivde Ty
Tdéw, yuvawdv plfeow jrrifnoay.

St. Peter does not specify the sin of the fallen angels, but he is
evidently referring to their doéAyaar. St. Jude is not content with
a passing allusion; he develops and confuses it. When he says
that the angels forsook their proper habitation (came down from
heaven to earth), he is thinking of Gen. vi.; when he says that
they kept not their own principality, of Deut. xxxii, 8. Yet after all
he has not made his point clear. For how could either the false
teachers or their victims be said wy rypjoa ™ éavrdv dpxjv ?

7. The Third Instance; the Cities of the Plain.

Jude omits the Deluge, and here does not mention Lot.

s Xédopa kal Mépoppa kai ail wept adrds méheis. The other
cities were Admah and Zeboim, Deut. xxix. 23 ; Hos. xi. 8. There
were five cities of the plain, but Zoar was spared. Tov uotov Tpdmov
Tovrows, ‘“like these fallen angels”; here at last the doé\yaa is
brought out. The compound éxmopvedew is not found elsewhere in
the New Testament, but is used by the LXX. in Gen. xxxviii. 24
and elsewhere. The é- may, as Hofmann thinks, add the notion
of going outside the moral law. In dwrelfodoar éwicw apxos érépas
we have another illustration of the manner in which Jude used
2 Peter. The latter has (ii. 10) Tods éwiow oapxos év émbupla
maopod mopevouévovs.  Jude has caught up this phrase, but by
adding érépas has made it refer to the sin connected with the name
of Sodom,—a sin which, though horribly common in heathen Greece
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and Rome, was never alleged against teachers who could in any
sense be called Christians. The language of 2 Pet. ii. 6, 10 i3
greatly exaggerated here. Further, St. Peter does not fall into the
error of saying that the sin of Sodom was like that of the angels,
for the fallen angels could not be said dreAfetv dniow gapxds érépas.

8etypa (here only in the New Testament) properly means “a
sample” or “specimen”; it is here used in the sense of the
classical rapdSeiypa or the later dméderyua (2 Pet. i, 6), “a pattern,”
or ‘“example,” or “warning.” TIlvpos aiwviov is best taken with
8lxqv: “they are set forth as a warmng, suffering the punishment of
eternal fire.” Jude omits all mention of Lot, fixing his mind only
on the divine vengeance, and here again sharpens and hardens the
words of St. Peter, t'nrésevyya. y.e)\Mrrwv o’w'eﬁc?v Tefetkds.

8. odtoy, the false teachers of ver. 4. 'Evvmnid{ecfar, to dream.”
Their dreams may be those of prophecy; these false teachers
being also false prophets (z Pet. ii. 1), who support their evil
doctrines by pretended revelations; cf. Deut. xiii. 1, 3, 5. This
explanation is favoured by von Soden and Spitta, and is much the
best. Or possibly, as some hold, “dream” may be used in the
sense of “vain imagination.” The difficulty is that, though the
Latin somnium is used in this sense, the Greek é&vmnov 1s not.
Nevertheless this is the interpretation of Clement of Alekandria,
Strom. iil. 2. 11, dvrvialdpevor (8 yap vrap 1 dAnbela érBdllovaw).
'Emi3dA\\ovow most probably means “attack,” and & should be
corrected to ob. So also Adumb. in Ep. Judae, *“hi somniantes, hoc
est, qui somniant imaginatione sua libidines et reprobas cupidi-
tates.” The meaning involved in the “filthy dreamers” of the AV
may be confidently rejected, because, as Alford points out, the
participle belongs not only to odpka maivovor, but equally to
xvpiéTre dferoion and 8éfas Blacdnuoiot.

adpka praivovor. Here Jude is adapting 2 Pet. ii. 10, and the
passages should be carefully compared. Peter says, “the Lord
knows how to deliver the godly out of trial, and keep the unjust
under punishment till the day of judgment, but especially those
who walk after the flesh . . . and" despise lordship. Self-willed
daring ones, they fear not to blaspheme dignities.” He has passed
away from Sodom, and is speaking of the False Teachers ; it is they
who despise lordship and rail at dignities. Jude says that the
false teachers are like the people of the cities of the plain in that
they despise lordship and blaspheme dignities. But it is only by a
great effort of exegesis that we can fasten these two charges on the
people of Sodom. Jude has abbreviated and confused his text.
For xupidms and 86¢a see notes on 2 Peter.

9. 6 8¢ Mixaf\. “But Michael the archangel, when contend-
ing with the devil he disputed about the body of Moses, durst not
bring against him a sentence of blasphemy, but said, May the Lord
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rebuke thee.” That is to say, “may the Lord rebuke thee for thy
blasphemy.” Peter says that the angels will not bring against
dignities “a railing accusation” (BAdepyuov xplow), which is quite
a different thing. See Introduction to 2 Peter, p. 217. Awaxpivesbat
is used here in its proper sense, “to get a dispute decided,”
“contend with an adversary in a court of law.” The dative 8taf86Ae
is governed by Siedéyero. For xpiois see 2 Pet. ii. 11, "Emryujou
is, of course, optative.

The incident is taken by St. Jude from the Assumption of Moses,
as we are informed by Clement of Alexandria (Addumé. in Ep.
[udae), Origen (de Princ iii. 2. 1), and Didymus. The passage as
given, perhaps loosely, by a Scholiast on Jude (text in Hilgenfeld,
Nowuum Testamentum extra Canonem receptum, 1. p. 128) runs
thus: redevmjoavros & 1§ Gpec Movoéws 6 dpxdyyedos Mexaid
drooTé\erar petabijowy T odpa. 6 pév odv SidBolos dvreixe Gélwy
dratioar, AMéywy 61 éuol 76 odpa bs Tis VAys Seamélovry, o S O
mardfar TOv Alybmriov Blaodyuoivros kara Tob dylov xai ¢Povéa
dvayopedaavros i) éveykbw v katd Tod dylov Blacdmuiav 6 dyyeros
Emiriywijoar goe 6 @cds, wpds Tov SudfBolov épy. Here we see from
drooré\erar that the dispute did not occur in the presence of the
Lord ; hence Jude omits St. Peter’s wapa Kuplw : again the meaning
of Blao¢nyuias xplois comes out very clearly. Satan blasphemed
Moses, claiming his body as that of a murderer. Michael would
not tolerate his sin of blasphemy against the saint, yet abstains from
openly charging him with blasphemy. The date of the Assumption
is variously given; but as it was probably used by St. Paul in Gal.
iii. 19, where Moses is called the pecérys of the law (the phrase in
the Assumption as quoted by Gelasius Cyz. Acta Syn. Nicaen.
il. 18, p. 28, is s dwabijxys pealryv: in the existing Latin version
arbiter testamenti), it is also probably considerably older than that
Epistle. Hilgenfeld thinks that it was written after 44 A.D. ; others
place it as early as 2z B.c. It is possible that Jude refers to the
Assumption again in ver. 16.

10. oltor 8¢ . . . $Oeiporrar. “But these rail at whatsoever
things they know not ; and what they understand naturally, like the
creatures without reason, in these things are they destroyed (or
corrupted),” R.V. The things that they know not are xupidrys,
8¢a, and generally the world of spirit to which these conceptions
belong; the things which they understand are fleshly delight.
Jude has made the rough-hewn sentence of 2 Pet. ii. 12 much
smoother and clearer ; see also vers. 13 and 17. In particular he has
corrected the awkward iteration of ¢fopg, Popdv, pleipovrar, which
is so characteristic of 2 Peter.

11. obai adrots. QOutside of the Gospels this phrase is used only
in 1 Cor. ix. 16 and in the Apocalypse. It is rare in later writers,
but occurs in a Fragment of Clement of Alexandria (Dindorf,



332 NOTES ON THE EPISTLE OF ST, JUDE

vol. ifi. p. 492), obail 8¢ Tois &ovor xai & Yroxploe AapBdvovar, which
is quoted in the Didacke.

Jude’s fourth instance is Cain, who is not introduced by Peter,
and whose mention here has caused difficulty. De Wette and
Arnaud thought that Cain here was a type of all wicked men.
Schneckenburger, Spitta, von Soden, and Kiihl (the last with some
hesitation) appeal to the Jerusalem Targum on Gen. iv. 7, where
Cain is represented as the first sceptic and sophist, and as saying,
“Non est iudicium nec iudex, nec est aliud saeculum, nec dabitur
merces bona iustis, nec ultio sumetur de improbis, neque per
miserationem creatus est mundus, neque per miserationem guber-
natur.” The Targum is later than Jude; but the same idea is found
in Philo, from whom it is possibly derived. See references in
Siegfried. This explanation would give tolerable sense, but is much
too artificial. The name Cain, standing as it does without qualifi-
cation, must mean Cain the murderer. See Wisd. x. 3 (a passage
which was probably in Jude’s mind as he wrote ver. 7), where Cain
is “the unrighteous man who fell away from her (Wisdom) in his
anger, and perished himself in the rage wherewith he slew his
brother.” Hence Grotius, Oecumenius, and others rightly account
for his introduction here by supposing Jude to mean that the false
teachers murder men’s souls. *Cain,” says Grotius, ““fratri uitam
caducam ademit; illi fratribus adimunt aeternam.” The same lan-
guage has often been used in later times. We have before noticed the
fiery zeal of Jude, and his tendency to exaggerate ; see vers. 3, 7, 23.

The fifth instance is Balaam, who appears in 2z Peter also.
Jude devotes less space to him, and again darkens the picture.
Peter charges Balaam only with covetousness; Jude says that for
the sake of money (umofod, genitive of price) the false teachers
fling themselves into the wAdvy of Balaam—that is to say, into the
sin of Baal Peor (Num. xxv., xxxi. 8 ; Apoc. ii. 14). Hence the verb
ééexvOnoav, which, like the Latin effundi in, is used of those who
pour themselves out, fling themselves into sensual indulgence.
Jude does not press the charge of greed and extortion so strongly
as 2 Peter; he barely alludes to it here and in ver. 16; in his eyes
the covetousness of the false teachers is as nothing in comparison
with their uncleanness.

The sixth instance is Korah, who is not mentioned in 2 Peter.

Korah *“gainsaid” Moses and Aaron (Num. xvi) because
Moses by God's command had restricted the priesthood to the
family of Aaron. He despised not God’s ordinances generally
(as Huther, Ritschl, Alford, Kiihl think), but this particular
ordinance. Jude must mean that those of whom he is speaking
defied the authorities of the Church, and claimed the right to make
rules for themselves. So he speaks of them just below as agdBuws
éavrods moyalvovres, in other words as making themselves their
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own presbyters; cf. 1 Pet. v. 2. Here we find support for the
explanation of 8¢¢ac given on 2z Pet. ii. 10. The * dignities” whom
these false teachers blaspheme were the rulers of the Church. We
notice in this verse that Jude possesses a certain copia werborum,
three different nouns, 686s, wAdvy, dvriloyla, are coupled with three
different verbs, mopevfijvar, éxxvbijvar, dmolésfac. It is clear that
he was a better writer than 2 Peter, and in particular that he
dislikes needless iteration. See on this point Introduction to
2 Peter, p. 225 sq.

12. obrol elow ot &v Tals dydmwais Spdv omNddes. *These are
they who are spots in your love feasts.” ‘Aydmass is undoubtedly
the right reading, though A C have éwdrass, cf. 2 Pet. ii. 13. Oi
before omhddes is given by A B L, but omitted by 8 K on account
of the difficulty which it creates.

For the meaning of omAds see Orpheus, Lithica, 614 (ed. G.
Hermann), where the agate is described as xardorikros owid-
Sedar, “dappled with spots” (Tyrwhitt thought that this treatise
was composed as late as the reign of Constantius, but there is no
reason for suspecting that the author invented this use of the word) ;
Hesychius, on\ddes: pepiaouévor. Thus the word is merely a
variant for the owilot of 2 Peter.

The R.V. translates ‘““these are they that are hidden rocks,”
following the Etym. Mag., which explains omilddes by Sparot wérpar.
But in the Antkology, xi. 390, the two are expressly distinguished—
dact 8 xal vijeoow dMmAavéeaor xepelovs Tas UpdAovs mérpas TéY
Pavepdy omAddwy, and in Hom. Od. iii. the.omAddes of 298 are
the same as the Awo) aimeid Te eis dha wérpy of 293. The epithet
“hidden” therefore must be struck out, and with it the notion of
a hidden danger. Further, owiAds means a rock, not only in the
sea, or on the beach, but in land, see Soph. Zrac%. 678 ; Theocritus,
Epigr. iv. 6. Thus the word does not include an allusion to ship-
wreck, nor indeed to danger of any kind. Hence the statements
of Suidas, ow\ddes al & vUdaoe kothar mérpar, and of Hesychius,
omlddes” al wepiexdpevar 7)) faldooy wérpar (this he gives as an
alternative explanation), are not strictly accurate. Nor is the note
of Oecumenius, ai omAdles Tols wAéovow 6Aépior, drmpoodorrirus
émywdpevas, to be taken for more than it is worth, as the expres-
sion of his own opinion.

omMds is feminine, hence there is a difficulty in the masculine
article of. We must supply either dvres or xexAnuévoy, and trans-
late ‘“these are the men who are spots,” or ‘these are the men
who fkave been called spots.” The insertion of the article seems to
show that Jude had in his mind some definite passage where
these men or men like them had been actnally spoken of as
“spots.” Thus it becomes probable that he is here directly re.
ferring to 2 Pet. ii. 13. This is the opinion maintained by Spitta.
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Dr. Chase dismisses this view with the remark that this (o¥rol
elow of) is a regular form in .apocalyptic literature.  See for in
stances Zech. i. 10; Apoc. vil. 14, xi. 4, xiv. 4; Enoch xlvi. 3;
Apoc. Petri, 4. 7.9. 14. 15. 16, The remark is true, but does
not meet the point. The form is not specially apocalyptic (see
Matt. iii. 3, 17, and numberless other examples might be given
from writings of all kinds). Either it points a reference to some-
thing that the readers know already, as in Apoc. xi. 4, obrol elow ai
8o éAalar, “these are the two olive trees” that you have read of
in Zech, iv. 3, or it answers the question, Who are these? identify-
ing two known persons or classes of persons. But it does not
convey fresh information about the persons. Thus oiroi eiow ol
Braonuotvres v 680v Tiis Sikatoovvys is “these are the men who
blaspheme the way of righteousness” (olro. is predxcate), while
ovToL BAagdruoia: is “these men blaspheme” (here otrow is sub-
ject). Jude is quite aware of thls dlﬂ'erence, and uses both forms
correctly ; thus we have, ver. 16, obrol elow aral, “these men
are murmurers ” and, on the Other hand, ofrol eiow ol mpoyeypap-
pévo, ver. 4, not oVroi elon wpo'yeypap.pevot. Hence lt ls not
probable that he would write ofro{ elow of omAddes for obrol elow
omMdles. He must mean either “these are the men whom every-
body calls spots,” or “these are the men whom some particular
person has called so.” The latter is the more probable, and
Spitta’s opinion may therefore well be defended. An objection
might be raised on the ground of Apoc. xiv. 4 ovfor. elow ol perd
'yvvau(wv ovx e;l,o)\vv&r]cav, wapfévo ydp eiow: obrow ol dkolovfoivres
78 dpviy mov v Ywdyy, where no question has been distinctly asked ;
but even this case falls under the rule. The meaning is not “ these
men are virgins,” but “these men are the virgins,” whom you knew
in the Church. There may again be a reference to some well-known
phrase, for the second clause contains an apparent allusion to the
familiar words “follow thou me.”

If we adopt the other rendering, *“these are they that are
rocks,” we must still regard the words as an allusion to some well-
known passage. But none can be found. Hepl Ty wioTev &vavd-
moav, T Tim. i. 19, is much too vague.

ouvevwyoipevor, Cf. 2 Pet. ii. 13, omldot xal pdpor, évrpvpdvres
&v Tals Gydwois adrdv cwvevwyxovpevor tuiv. St. Peter means “ while
they share the feast with you.” Jude’s language may bear the
same sense, but he seems rather to give suwevayoiuevo a different
turn, “while they carouse together,” by themselves. We may
possibly infer from d¢dfBuws éavrods mowpaivovres and dmodiopilovres,
ver. 19, that these men drew together at a separate part of the
table, or even that they kept an Agape of their own; and the
words é rais dydmais Judv are not conclusive against ’the latter
hypothesis, for they may mean “in the Agape of your community.”
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Certainly the language of St. Jude leads us to infer that the division
was more clearly marked than we should gather from 2 Peter, and
this point again makes in favour of the priority of the latter.

4¢6Bws éauvtods mopaivortes. “‘ Shepherding themselves without
fear.” ’A¢dfBws must be taken with wowpaivorres not with owevw-
xovpevo, with which it yields no good sense. Howpaivey is the
verb which expresses the whole authority of Christ, or of the priest,
over the flock. The instance of Korah, employed in ver. 11, shows
that Jude is here thinking of the latter. These men defied the
authority of their rulers, made themselves their own shepherds,
and yet feared no harm. If we think of the way in which Balaam
is mentioned in Apoc. ii. 14, it is tempting to suppose that one
way in which they exhibited their lawlessness was by eating =&
€ldwAdfvra at the Agape. Dr. Chase (article on Jude in Hastings’
Dictionary of the Bible) thinks there may be a reference here to
Ezek. xxxiv. 2, uv Bdoxovow moypéves éavrods ;

vepéhar dvudpor Gmd &vépwy mapadepopevar. Peter has mqpyai
dvrudpor kol SulxAar vmd Aaldamos éhawvdpevar.  Jude, using only one
figure, calls his opponents “Clouds which drop no water, and are
blown past by winds.” From teachers we expect the beneficent rain
of doctrine and example : these men are like clouds which give no
rain and only hide the sun; they are blown past and seen no more.
There is a weak variant wepipepduevar, “tossed about,” an image of
instability ; the word is possibly suggested by Eph. iv. 14.

8é48pa dpOwomwpivd. The epithet means more than autumnal.
dfwdrwpov means not autumn, the season of fruit (refalvia dwdpy :
autumnus from augeo), but the “fall of the year,” the season just
before winter, when growth has stopped, and the branches are bare.
We may translate “trees in the fall,” or even “trees in winter.”
‘Axapro. is probably suggested by odk dpyovs ove dxdprrous, 2 Pet. i. 8.
Als dmofavdvra, “ twice dead,” not only fruitless, but actually dead
and incapable of bearing fruit; or not only dead, but uprooted;
or, again, St. Jude may be thinking of these men no longer as
trees, but as Christians ; they were dead once in trespasses and
sins, now again they have died by apostasy. If this last explana-
tion is tenable, St. Jude may have been thinking of 2 Pet. i g, ii. 20,
and strengthening the expression. 'Expilwfévra, they are already
cut off from their root; the root is either the Church (dwodiopi-
{ovres) or Christ.

18. képara . . . aloxdvas. “Wild waves of the sea, foaming
up their own shames.” The language is tinctured by reminiscences
of Greek poetry; cf. Moschus, Zdyll. v. 5, & 8 Odracaa xvprov
éragpily: Euripides, Herc. Fur. 851, Odlacgav dyplav, but the
image is probably suggested by Isa. lvii. 20.

dorépes mhavijrar. See note on ver. 6. We find an allusion
to the sin of the planets also in Isa xiv. 12, where the king of
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Babylon is compared to the Day-star, son of the morning, who fell
through pride. St. Jude here gives a more correct turn to the
imagery than St. Peter, who speaks of springs and mists as punished
by darkness, though at the same time he has departed somewhat
from Enock, who saw the stars of heaven imprisoned in a place of fire.

14 wpoedritevoe B¢ kal Todrors. “But Enoch prophesied to
these men also”; his words strike them as well as others.

éBBopos &md *Addp.  Gen. v.; Enock Ix. 8, xdiii. 3; Book of
Jubilees, vii. The quotation which follows is a combination of
passages from Enock. “And, lo, He comes with ten thousand
of His holy ones to execute judgment upon them; and He will
destroy the ungodly, and will convict all flesh of all that the sinners
and ungodly have wrought and ungodly committed against Him,”
i. 9; “Ye have slanderously spoken proud and hard words with
your impure mouths against His greatness,” v. 4; cf. also xxvii. 2:
the translation here given is that of Mr. Charles.

The earlier Fathers regarded this passage as showing that Enock
was inspired ; Clement of Alexandria, Adumb. in Ep. judae, “his
verbis prophetiam comprobat”; Tertullian, de cultu fem. i. 3, “eo
accedit quod Enoch apud judam apostolum testimonium possidet.”
In the time of Jerome many viewed it as a proof that Jude was not
mspxred, de uir. ill. 4, *“ et quia de libro Enoch, qui apocryphus est,
in ea assumit testimonium a plerisque reiicitur.” Augustine still held
the more ancient and liberal view, de ciuitate dei, xv. 23, *“scripsisse
quidem nonnulla diuina Enoch illum septimum ab Adam negare
non possumus, cum hoc in epistula canonica Judas apostolus dicat.”

After inserting this passage from ZEnock, which speaks so dis-
tinctly of the coming of the Lord to judgment, St. Jude may have
felt that no more remained to be said on this point; and this may
have been the chief reason why he omitted the third chapter of
2 Peter.

16. yoyyvoral. The substantive occurs here only in the New
Testament. In the LXX. yoyyilew and duayoyyilew are used of the
Israelites who complained against God and Moses, Ex. xv. 24, xvilL
3; Num. xiv. 29. So here these false brethren murmur not against
the trials of life, but against their superiors, God and the 8¢fac

pepdipoipos (this word again is dwaé Aeyduevov) means *com-
plaining of one’s lot,” “querulous.” But here again we must
understand, not that the false teachers lacked the spirit of resigna-
tion, but that they were recalcitrant and grumbled against authority.
*Apepupolpyros occurs, apparently in the sense of “uncomplaining,”
in a letter found on a papyrus of the second century B.c.; see
Deissmann, Bt'bektudieﬂ, p. 211 ; omitted in Eng. tr.

kai 76 o'rép.a. adtdv Nakel mépoyxa. Cf. 2 Pet. ii. 18, imrépoyxa
yip paradryros qSBey'yo,usvoc. Jude’s phrase bears resemblance to
Ps. cxliii. (cxliv.) 8, 11, &v 70 o7rdpa éAdAyoe paradmra. But it is
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probable that here again he is quoting from the Assumption of
Moses vil. 21, “ et os eorum loquetur ingentia” (the Greek text is not
extant). @avpdlew mpéowmov (the phrase does not occur elsewhere
in the New Testament, though we find SAéreaw eis mpéowror, Matt.
xxil. 16 : AapBdvew mpéowmrov, Luke xx. 21) may come from Gen.
xix. 21; Lev. xix 15, or from the Assumption of Moses v. 16, * qui
enim magistri sunt doctores eorum illis temporibus erunt mirantes
personas cupiditatum (Fritzsche corrects nobi/itatum) et acceptiones
munerum et peruendent iustitias accipiendo poenas.” It has been
observed that Jude does not attack the covetousness of the false
teachers except here and in the word pwo60d, ver. 11.

17. Spels 8¢ . . . "Imool Xpuorol. ‘“ But ye, beloved, remember
ye the words which were spoken before by the apostles of our Lord
Jesus Christ.” “Ypels is placed in front of the sentence with great
emphasis in opposition to the olroc of ver. 16. A comparison with
2 Pet. iii. 2 will show that either Peter has greatly complicated the
expression of Jude, or Jude has greatly simplified that of Peter.
The latter seems more probable; see ver. 10 above. The sub-
stance of this apostolic warning may be found in 1 Tim. iv. 1
(where the words 76 8¢ Hvedpa pyrds Aéye may introduce a predic-
tion given orally by a Christian prophet); 2 Tim. iii. 1~§; Acts
xx. 29. These passages show that similar admonitions were current.
But the exact form of the prophecy, as it is here expressed, is found
only in 2 Pet. iii. 3, and it is there given by an apostle as his own.
Neither gjua nor the following Aéyw need be taken to show that St.
Jude was referring to mere words, for p7ua is constantly used of
scripture, and the phrase 7 ypagy Aéye is familiar. But, even if the
words are taken in their strict sense, the possibility of a direct
quotation from 2 Peter is not excluded. St. Jude reminds his
readers that the apostles had often said that mockers would come,
and then proceeds to quote an apostolic document in which this
saying was recorded in a particular shape. See Mansel, Grnostic
Heresies, p. 70.

St. Jude here distinctly tells us that he was not an apostle
himself.

18. é&n’ doydrou Xpovou . . . doeBeidv. “In the last time there
shall be mockers walking after their own lusts of ungodlinesses.”
There is considerable authority for the insertion of ér. before éx'
éoxdTov: it makes no difference in the sense, éru in such a case
being merely equivalent to our inverted commas; see Blass, pp.
233, 286. K LP have é& éoxdry (v@) xpdveg. Tév doeBeadv is best
taken as objective genitive after émbuplas, cf. 2 Pet. ii. 10. The
R.V. (text) translates ‘“ungodly lusts,” finding here the same
Hebraism as in aipéres drwlelas, 2 Pet. il 1; but St. Jude does not
use this idiom (xpiow Blac¢nuias, ver. 9, is certainly not an
instance), and it is needless to force it upon him here.
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St. Jude's text differs from that of 2 Peter in the following points :
—(1) He has éx’ &oydrov xpdvov for ér' éoxdrwv 7év Huepov. Cf.
én’ daxdrov Tdv xpdvwy, 1 Pet. i. 20. Jude’s phrase is less Hebraistic
than that of 2 Peter, and better Greek than that of 1 Peter. (2) He
has éumaixrar alone ; here again he corrects the rugged Hebraism, &
éurarypovy) éumaikrar, as he had already corrected & ¢fopg Plapi-
oovrai, 2z Pet. ii. 12; Jude 10. (3) In xara 7as éavriv émbuplas
mopevduevor he corrects another vulgarism; 2 Peter has 8ias. (4)
The genitive 7ov doeBev is redundant, and appears to be suggested
by the doefis, doéBea, doeBeiv of the passage from Enock. 1f we
regard 2 Peter as the later, we must suppose that he first struck out
the quotation from ZEznock, though it suited his purpose admirably
well, and then dropped the doeBedv, because without the Enock
passage it was no longer easily intelligible. But this mode of
procedure is too artificial to be probable. (5) St. Jude has left
épmaicrar without any explanation. In 2 Peter the “mock” is
defined quite easily and naturally by the following words, mo? éorw
7 érayyelia Tjs rapovoias adrod; If 2 Peter is here following Jude,
it must be allowed that he has displayed great skill in his adaptation.
All through this important verse it clearly seems far easier to explain
Jude by 2 Peter than to reverse the process.

Among modern commentators there is a growing tendency to
adopt this view; the reader may consult the arguments of Spitta,
Kiihl, Zahn. But the question is crucial as to the relation between
the two Epistles, and it cannot be denied that a heavy weight of
authority lies in the other scale. Jiilicher settles the question in a
very qff-hand way. It appears to speak in favour of the priority
of 2 Peter, that Jude, ver. 18, quotes something as an apostolical
prophecy which might be derived from 2z Pet. iii. 3, yet at bottom
it is given there also as a generally known prophecy” (Zinleitung,
p. 186). But 2 Peter certainly gives the warning as his own, and,
if we make him the later, we must suppose that he has here made a
very serious alteration in St. Jude’s text.

19. odtol elow ol &modiopifovres. “These are they that make
separations.” ’Awodiopi{ewv is found only here in the New Testa-
ment. C and some other authorities add éavrovs, but the insertion
is needless. Here again Jude uses the article as in vers. 4, 12,
though he omits it when not required, as in ver. 16. He means
‘““these are they of whom you have been told that they make
separations,” or * these are they who, as you see, make separations”;
if we take the former sense we may find here a reference to the
aipéoes of 2 Pet. ii. 1. But in what sense did they separate?
They may, as suggested on ver. 12, have kept a distinct Agape.
Even this would not imply that they had definitely gone out from
the Church. At a later date there were some who celebrated the
Agape “without the bishop,” yet did not regard themselves as
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schismatics, though Ignatius strongly reproves their conduct as
unlawful (Smyrn. viii.). Or they may have kept together at a
separate part of the table. There was probably some visible sign
of exclusiveness. But probably also the division would largely
correspond to distinctions of class. The false teachers of whom
Jude is speaking attached themselves to the rich (vers. 11, 16). But
the rich would be in the main the educated. Thus we may see
here a “separation” caused partly by wealth, displaying itself in
insolent ostentation at the Agape ; partly by social position, rebelling
against the authority of officials who were not always men of much
worldly consideration ; partly by an assumption of intellectual
superiority, of “knowledge.” The same dividing influences were
working at Corinth, and amongst those to whom St. James wrote,
and sprang naturally out of the constitution of the Church, which
was strongly democratic on one side, strongly aristocratic on
another. In early days, before the Church was wealthy or edu-
cated, and before the tradition of her discipline had established
itself, a rich Christian, unless he was a very devout man, must have
found himself in a very trying position. It was out of this state
of things that Gnosticism arose. Gnosticism was the revolt of the
well-to-do half-educated bourgeois class.

Here again we may note a resemblance between Jude and the
Assumption of Moses, which, after the words already quoted, “et
os eorum loquetur ingentia,” proceeds thus, “et super dicent Noli
tu me tangere, ne inquines me in loco in quo uersor” (vii. 21 ; the
text, however, is largely conjectural, and is followed by two or three
lines which are quite illegible ; see Hilgenfeld).

Juxikot, wvedpa p) éxorres.  “Sensual, not having the spirit.”
Wuxikds, opposed to mvevparwkds, is a Pauline phrase resting on the
peculiar Pauline psychology ; see 1 Cor. ii. 14, xv. 44. The word is
found in Jas. iii. 15, but could not be used by St. Peter, in whose
vocabulary Yy means the religious soul (see note on 1 Pet. i. g,
and Introduction, p. 40). Nor is #mvetpa used by St. Peter as it is
here ; to him mveipa differs from Yy merely as ghost from soul.
He speaks of the Holy Ghost as resting on man (1 Pet. iv. 14), but
could hardly have spoken of true Christians as ‘“having spirit,”
because in his view all men are wvejpara. St. Jude has here intro-
duced into 2 Peter an alien vocabulary and an alien psychology ;
see notes on vers. 1, 3.

St. Jude means simply what he says, that these men were
psychic, not spiritual. He has been taken to mean that the people
against whom he is writing called the catholics * psychic,” as did
the Gnostics and Montanists. Thus his words have been twisted
into an argument for the late date of the Epistle. This, however,
is quite gratuitous.

20. érokodopolvres . . . wioter. ‘Eavrols represents Yuds
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adrods : see Matt. iii. g, xvi. 8 ; Blass, p. 35. For the superlative,
dywwrdry, see 2 Pet. 1. 4. Here, as there, it is intensive (“most
holy,” not “holiest”) ; the true superlative being exceedingly rare in
the New Testament; see Blass, p. 33. Iiors is again fides cui
creditur, as in ver. 3. We may translate *building yourselves up
by means of your most holy faith,” or “upon your most holy faith ”;
though, in this latter sense, émrowodopetv is followed by éx{ with
accusative in 1 Cor. iii. 12, and by én{ with dative in Eph. ii. 20.

mpogeuxdpevor is best taken with & dyly Ivejuare: the believer
prays in the Holy Spirit, as the prophet speaks in the Holy Spirit,
1 Cor. xii. 3. It is possible to translate, with Luther, “buxld your-
selves up by (or on) faith, in the Holy Spirit, through prayer.”

21. éaurols &v dydmy eeoﬁ mphoare. God keeps them, ver. 1, yet
they may be said to keep themselves; cf. 1 Tim. v. 22 ; Jas. i. 27.
The “love of God,” coupled as it is here with the mercy of Christ,
almost certainly means the love of God for man ; they are to keep
themselves safe within the covenant by obedience. Some com-
mentators take the words to mean “love for God,” as in 2 Thess.
ili. 5. See note on ver. 1.

70 é\eos. Mercy is ascribed generally to God, as in 1 Pet. i. 3;
in the addresses of 1 and 2 Timothy and of 2 John, to God and
Christ ; here to Christ alone. Here again there is a possible refer-
ence to Enock xxvil. 3, 4, “in the last days . . . the righteous . . .
who have found mercy will bless the Lord of glory, the Eternal
King.” They will bless Him for the mercy in accordance with
which He has assigned them their lot. Eis {wyv aidwov is by many
commentators coupled with mpjoare. In this case, “keep your-
selves unto eternal life” may be thought to correspond to “kept
unto Jesus Christ,” who is Life Eternal, in ver. 1. Others find the
connexion in mpocdexduevor 76 &eos, but it is difficult to find a
satisfactory explanation for eis either with the participle or with the
substantive. With the former, it must be taken to mean “ waiting
until” or “waiting with your eyes fixed upon,” with the latter,
‘““mercy that leads to”; and none of these renderings is easy.

22, 23. The text of this passage is extremely uncertain. Some
of the authorities give only two clauses, some have three, and there
are variations in details. (1) Those which give two clauses are—
(a) Clement of Alexandria, who twice quotes the verses, giving a
different text each time, Strom. vi. 8. 65, xai ots p&v éx wupos
dprdlere, Siaxpivopévovs 8¢ e\ectre: Adumb. in Ep. Judae, *“ Quosdam
autem saluate de igne rapientes, quibusdam uero miseremini in
timore” (xai ois p.cv aolere &k mwupos apvra{owsc, obs 8¢ éAeeire & &
$68w). (6) C, obs piv e\éyxere 8Laxpwopevovs, obs 8¢ awlere éx m)pos
dpmrdfovres &v ¢oﬁw (c) KL P, ofs piv éhecire daxpwipevor, obs 8t
& $p6By awlere éx wupds apvra{owe; Peshito, “et hos quidem miser-
emini resipiscentes (Siakpwopévous), hos autem seruate de igne
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rapientes in timore.” (d) Jerome, Ezek. 18, “et alios quidem de
igne rapite, aliorum uero qui iudicantur miseremini” (ofs pdv é
mupds dpmwdlere, obs 8¢ Saxpwopévous éAecire). (¢) The Bodleian
Syriac, “et quosdam de illis quidem ex igne rapite, cum autem resi-
puerint miseremini super eis in timore” (ols pév éx mvpds dpmrdlere,
diaxpwopévous 8¢ éhecire &v $p3By). Those which make three clauses
are—(a) A, obs ptv E\éyxere Suakpwopdvous, obs 8¢ odlere ék mupds
dpmdlovres, ovs O¢ é\ecite év PpdBy: so the Vulgate, Cassiodorus, and
Theophylact. (8) N, ols utv é\edre Sraxpvopévovs, ols 8 adlere &
mwupds dpmdlovtes, ois 82 éedre & PSBy. Between the two classes
stands B, ols ué&v é\edre Siaxpwopévovs odlere éx mupds dpmdfovres,
obs 8¢ eedare & $6Byp. This text of B cannot be correct. If we
translate “those, whom you pity when they dispute, save and snatch
from the fire, but some pity in fear,” we must give ods pé one
sense and ofs 8¢ another, which must be wrong. It is clear that
the scribe of B has either omitted ofs 8¢ before gwiere, in which
case he agrees with &, or wrengly inserted é\edre Siaxpwopévous.
The confusion is clearly very ancient.

Most of the textual critics and commentators, Lachmann,
Tischendorf, Tregelles, Briickner, Wiesinger, Schott, Keil, Alford,
Spitta, adopt the text of A. Translate, “Some confute when they
dispute, some save snatching them from fire, on some have mercy
in fear.”

In this case we have duaxpwopévovs used in that sense which is
borne by the verb in ver. 9. This is the proper sense of the verb,
and it is hardly likely that Jude used it in any other. Butis it
possible that there were originally three clauses? in other words,
can Jude be recommending three distinct courses of action towards
three distinct classes of people? It is extremely difficult to dis-
tinguish them. Who are the “some who dispute,” who are neither
to be saved nor pitied? Surely but two classes of opponents are
in view. All would dispute, some would recant their error, some
would not. The authority for three clauses is limited to A &, the
Vulgate, Armenian, and Aethiopic.

Some follow the text of ¥, reading é\eetre (éAedre) for e\éyyere,
Thus the R.V. renders, “On some have mercy who are in doubt;
and some save, snatching them out of the fire; and on some have
mercy with fear.” This reading is supported by one MS. only, and
compels us to give Siaxplvesfar a meaning which it bears in Matthew,
Mark, Acts, Romans, James, but not in Jude. Again, the repetition
of &\ecite is not in Jude's manner, and is objectionable in point of
sense. Lastly, the difficulty about the three clauses still remains
unbroker..

The Zextus Reccptus and A.V. follow K L P, translating, with
Luther, “ Of some have compassion making a difference ; and others
save with fear.” But Staxpéuevor cannot possibly have this mean.
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ing. We must certainly correct the nominative, and read Siaxpivo
7
pévovs.

Weiss adopts the text of B, upon which Westcott and Hort
remark with justice that it “involves the incongruity that the first
oJs must be taken as a relative, and the first é\edre as indicative.
Some primitive error evidently affects the passage. Perhaps the
first é\edre, which is not represented in Syr-Bod Clem Hier is
intrusive, and was inserted mechanically from the second clause.”

The knot of the whole difficulty is to be found in B, the text
of which is either conflate or erroneous. The most probable solu-
tion is that the scribe of B, or of B’s archetype, meant to give a
two-clause text, that by accident he wrote down the second clause
first and then corrected himself, but did not delete é\edre diaxpivo-
pévovs, and fell into another slip by omitting the participle in the
second clause. Out of the confused text thus produced arose the
readings of AR.

We may thus believe that there were originally but two clauses,
but the order of these two is doubtful. We are left to choose be-
tween ols pév éAéyxere (E\eeire) Swaxpwopdvovs, obs 8¢ aulere éx mupds
dpwdlovres &v $6Qy, with K L P (corrected) C and the Peshito, and ot
pév ocolere &k mupos dprdlovres, obs 8¢ Sakpivopévous éecite & $hifuw,
which would fairly represent Clement, the Bodleian Syriac, and
Jerome. If the éxéyxere of C is the right reading, the former seems
preferable, for * confutation ” would naturally come first ; otherwise,
the latter, for “pity ” would naturally come last. As é\eetre is upon
the whole the better attested, we may take our stand upon the latter.

Translate then finally, “Some save, plucking them from fire ;
some, who dispute, pity in fear.” ‘Ex mvupds dprd{ovres is probably
suggested by Amos iv. 11, xaréorpefa Yuds xabos xaréorpefev &
®eos Sodopa kal Ddpoppa, xai éyévecle &s Salds éfermaopévos éx
wupds: or by Zech. iii. 2, xal elre Kvpios mpés Tov didBolov "Emre-
pijoar Kipios év aol dudBole, kai émryioar Kipios év ool 6 éxhedpeves
v ‘Tepovaaliju’ otk i8od Toiro s Sakds ¢feamaopuévos éx wupds; The
former passage might well be recalled to St. Jude’s mind by ver. 7,
the latter by ver. 9. 'Ev ¢68¢, ““in fear of contamination.” “ Pity
them, yet fear, lest the same doom overtake yourselves.” The faith
once for all delivered to the saints, ver. 3, most holy, ver. 2o, is the
one way of salvation; those who reject it are rooted out, ver. 12,
and doomed to the fire. Cf. Mark xvi. 16, 6 & dmomjoas (r@
xnpiypart) xaraxpibijoera. We might possibly find here an argu-
ment in favour of the concluding verses of St. Mark’s Gospel, which
were rejected by ancient critics mercly because the words dvaoras
8¢ mpwl wpdry gaBBdrov were thought to contradict those of St.
Matthew, dy¢ 8¢ ocaBBdrwy, 1) émpuwaroioy eis plav cafBBdrov. See
Eusebius, Quaest. ad Marinum, and Victor, quoted by Tischendorf,
eighth edition, p. 405.
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poodvres . . . xitdva. ‘“Hating even the tunic spotted by
the flesh.” St. Jude may be thinking of the garment that 1s infected
with leprosy, Lev. xiii. 47, though the word there used is {pdreov.
The xrdv was worn next to the skin, and therefore peculiarly liable
to contamination. All contact with these moral lepers was to be
avoided. Dr. Chase, however, finds here an allusion to the “ filthy
garments,” ipdria pvwapd, of Joshua the high priest in Zech. iii. 3;
and this explanation would be possible, if we could be sure that
the figure of the brand plucked from the burning is borrowed
from this chapter. It may be questioned whether St. Jude con-
templates only sorrowful avoidance of the company of these men,
or actual excommunication (1 Cor. v. 5; 1 Tim. i. z0), but his
language is very strong.

24. 10 8¢ Suvapdre . . . dyaN\idoer. “Now to him that is able
to guard you without stumbling, and to make you stand before
the presence of His glory without blemish in exceeding joy.” The
dative depends upon the attribution implied in 86¢a, «.7.A., in ver. 25;
but as the attribution refers at once to past, present, and future, it
is not possible to supply any definite verb. The doxology in Rom.
xvi. 25 begins with the same words, ¢ 8¢ Swapévy: cf. also Eph.
iii. 20. *Awralorovs, ‘“surefooted,” is used of a horse which does
not stumble, Xen. Ey. i. 6, and of a good man who does not make
moral stumbles, Epictetus, Frag. 62 ; M. Antoninus, v. 9. The
word is probably suggested here by ob uy wraionré wore, 2 Pet. i. 10.
Srijoca, “to make you stand,” is probably more than “to present,”
though we may compare mapaorijoa tuds dylovs kai duwpovs xai
dveyxhijrovs karevimov abrod, Col. i. 22, or Acts vi. 6, obs éorjoay
&vdmov TOv dmooréAwy. But we seem to have here the notion of
standing in the judgment, cf. Eph. vi. 13. For 3{ys and dyal-
Mdoe, see 1 Pet. iv. 13.

26. KL P and the Zexfus Receptus insert oopd before @ed,
probably from Rom. xvi. 27; the same MSS. make the same
addition in 1 Tim. i. 17. K P and QOecumenius omit s "Inood
Xpiorod Tod Kuplov judv: the clause, though so familiar in the late
doxologies, is found only here, Rom. xvi. 27, and (in substance
though not exactly in form) 1 Pet. iv. 11, and may possibly have
been inserted with cogg from Romans. On the other hand,
Jude may be quoting Romans, or both St. Paul and St. Jude may
be using a current form. K P again omit wpd mwavrés Tob aidvos.
These words remind us of the later “ut erat in principio,” and are
not found in any other apostolic doxology. ®, three cursives,
and the Coptic omit wdvras. L, four cursives, and some Latin
MSS. have aidvas Tév aidvov. Two cursives and Cassiodorus omit
dpiv. The text has clearly been affected by liturgical influence.

péve Oed owriipy Hpév.  Zwmijp is used of God eight times in the
New Testament, Luke i. 47; 1 Tim. i 1, ii. 3, iv. 10; Tit. i. 3,
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il. 10, ili. 4, and here. Of these instances six are in the Pastoral
Epistles. The word is used of Christ in fifteen places, of which
five are in 2 Peter, five in Luke, John and Acts, one in Philippians,
four in the Pastoral Epistles, Both uses are found in the ancient
Hebrew documents used by St. Luke (i. 47, ii. 11). For udvos
®eds see John v. 44, 86fav mapa dAMAwy AapfBdvovres, kai iy Sdfav
v mapa Tod pdvov Beod o {nreire, where, in spite of the antithesis
to wapd dAAjAwy, the words appear to mean “the only God”;
Rom. xvi. 27, péve godd @ef, “to the only wise God”; here the
first attribute qualifies the second, “to God who alone is wise ”;
1 Tim. i. 17, péve @, “the only God,” “who alone is God.” In
the present passage it is open to question whether Jude means “to
the only God,” or “to God alone,” but the commentators seem to
be unanimous in preferring the former rendenng “The only
God” is, as Spitta points out, an expression directed against the
polytheism of the Gentiles. A close parallel in sense is to be
found 1 Tim. vi. 15, 16. We must take such passages in con-
nexion with others such as John i. 1; Rom. ix. 5; 2 Pet.i. 1; Jude
4, 21, or the doxologies addressed to Christ, or the uses of Kdpios
or of Zwrip.

Kiihl, Schott, von Soden, Spitta connect cwrijpt with 8ia "Inood
Xporod, “ God who is our Saviour through Jesus Christ,” but this
construction is unexampled and barely possible; we should have
expected 7¢ odgavrt fjuds. The use of 8ud in the doxologies is
strongly in favour of translating, “Glory to God through Jesus
Christ.”

8éta is ascribed to God or Christ in all the doxologies except
1 Tim. vi. 16: peyadwoivy (a late word which occurs also in Heb.
i. 3, viil. 1, and several times in Enock, v. 4, 9, xil. 3, xiv. 16 ; see
Dr. Chase’s article on Jude in Hastings’ Dictionary of the Bible)
only here ; for xpdros see 1 Tim. vi. 16 ; 1 Pet. iv. 11, v. 11 ; Apoc.
i. 6, v. 13. Compare the doxologies of Clement of Rome and of
the Martyrium Polycarpi given in the Introduction. ‘Efovoia,
which generally signifies subordinate and delegated authonty, is
used of the power of God, Luke xii. 5; Actsi 7. Ipd mavrdés Tob
aldvos. “ Before all eternity” glory was to God through Jesus
Christ, and “now ” is, and “to all the eternities” will be. Words
could hardly express more clearly Jude’s belief in the pre-existence
and eternity of Christ.

4pnv.  See note on 1 Pet. iv. 11,
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I. SUBJECTS AND NAMES.

(The names of modern scholars and commentators are not included.)

Abraham, his significance to St. Peter,
42, 115,
Abstract nouns, plural of, 225,
Acceptable, 143.
Acts, date of, 87,
of Paul and Thecla, 243.
Adam, prophecies of, 215.
Address of 1 Peter; Dr. Harnack’s
view, 78.
Heathen and Christian types of,

Adoptianism, 35.
Advent, Christians forbidden to fix a
date for the Second, 43, 45, 47.
Agape at Antioch, 62.
dismissed before dark, 282.
Aidan assisted by King Oswald as in.
terpreter, 6.
Alexander, & Montanist, condemned
for brigandage, 177.
Alexandria, Jewish poets at, 227.
was Jude written at? 320.
Allegorism, 265.
Alphaeus, 319.
Amen, use of, by our Lord and in
liturgical formulae, 176, 344.
Andronicus and Junia, 65.
Angels, 166, 221, 274, 279, 328.
Anthologies of Messianic prophecy, 20.
of Greek poets, 227.
Antinomians, v, 238, 315.
Antioch, Paul goes up from Antioch to
Jerusalem, 58.
Peter at, 59.
synagogue at, 71.
two churches at, 44, 62.

Antioch, dispute between Peter and
Paul at, 62.
prophets at, 44.

Antiochenes fond of nicknames, 179.

Aorist imperative, 4, 142.
indicative, I11, 153.
participle, 161, 267, 299.
subjunctive, 170.

Apocalypse of John, 22, 28, 76.
of Peter, in Muratorianum, 14.
tinged by reminiscences of Virgi,,

207.
probably composed in the West,
209, 243.
of Baruch, 76.
Apocrypha, Biblical, well known to
Peter, 3.
Apokryphenschen, supposed, in 1 Peter,
222, 275.

Apollos at Corinth, 64.

Apostle, as description and as title, 64.
use of the title in 2 Peter, 290.
Jude not an Apostle, 306, 314.

Apostolic, as title of Epistles, 1, 245.

Aquila, 19, 93, 132, 2

Arabia, St. Paul’s retirement to, 56.
Churches in Arabia which had no

presbyters, 186.

Archangels, 111, 280.

Archontics, 239.

Aristotle, met & Jew in Asia, 0.
on colour, 268.
on habits of swine, 287.
on nature of happiness, 258,
on short-sight, 259.
on value of external goods, 257.
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Ark of Noah, 164.
Article, use of, in 1 and 2 Peter, 4, 225.
omitted with single nouns that
may be regarded almost as
proper names, Kdpwos, 124;
Yypagh, 130.
with noun coupled with another
noun in attribution, dvyaouds
Ivedparos, 92 ; Adyos Oeol, 123 ;
Aoyia Beod, 174.
with noun and adjective, dyiov
Hyelpa, 111 ; wokl\y xdpts, 174 ;
dpxatos xbouos, 225,
fAscension, its significance to St. Peter
and to St. Paul, 55, 91,
Asceticism among Gnostics, 239.
Asia, 60, 68, 73
Jews in Asia Minor, 70.
Christians in Asia Minor, 72, 74.
St. Paul forbidden to preachin, 73.
Antinomians in, 245.
Assumption of Moses, 120, 217, 222,
;g; 285, 306, 3ro0, 311, 331, 337,
Atonement, connected with Blood of
Christ, 93.
with sinlessness of Christ and
Lamb, 119.
with ideas of Ransom and Buying,
118, 234.
of Sin-offering and Example, 145,
147, 159. | . 3
Authority, conception of, in Pauline
and Petrine Epistles, 42.
Authorities, Angels of, 166.
Auxsiliarigs, use of, in vulgar Greek,
187, 263.
Avarice charged against Gnostics and
Montanists, 273.
Atzazel, 275.

Babes, in Peter, Paul, and Hebrews,
42, 125, 127.
Babylon, 22, 75, 197.
Balaam, of covetousness, 283.
of uncleanness, 332. ,
Baptism, in Pastoral Epp., 21.
in 1 Peter, 41, 49.
Apostles did not baptize, 65.
of proselytes, 71.
regeneration in, 99.
different figures for, 164.
in 2 Peter, 234.
repentance after, 260,
Barnabas, §7 sqq., 65, 8o.
Epistle of, guotes St. Matthew’s
Gospel as Scripture, 241.

INDICES

Basilides, ?upil of Glaucias the inter.
preter of Peter, 5, 12.
Baucalis, church of, at Alexandria, 83.
Baur, 34, 246.
Bede, 6.
Benediction of God, 16, 96.
Bereshith Rabba, 163, 276.
Bernice, 168
Bishop, as description and as title, 21,
493'1 islo, [8%] .
ishops of Jerusalem, 319 sq.
Bithynia, gg, 73. %
Blindness, cure of, by vicarious suffer-

ing, 1{33.

Blood of Christ, 93, 119,

Blood-soul, the, 94.

Body, the One, figure not used by
Peter, 18, 20.

Boycotting, against the Roman law,

27, 137.
Brethren of Lord, known at Corinth,
60

older than our Lord, 315, 317.
Bris6t.ol, in Fox’s time like Corinth,
4
Brotherhood, 49.
Butler, Bishop, 37, 254, 258.
Buying, idea of, in doctrine of Atone-
ment, 118, 234, 272.

Caesar, & human institution, 139.
Caesarea, prophets at, 44.
St. Peter at, 55.
Cain, type of murderer not of sceptic,
222, 232.
Cairo, Old, 75.
Calling, 90, 114, 234, 253, 261.
Canon, of N.T., 302.
Canon Law, 55, 61.
Canonic, as title of Epistles, 3.
Cappadocia, 68.
Carlstadt, 315.
Carpocrates, 239.
nature of his doctrine, 312,
Casuistry, not found in N.T., 142.
Catechism, 127.
Catholic Epistles, not addressed to
church at large, 2, 238, 321.
their treatment in the Muratori-
anum, 14.
and in the Peshito, 245,
Cephas, meaning of the name, 54, 89.
Chiliasm, 214, 295.
Christian vocabulary, 3.
origin, form and date of the name,
. 35, 49, 179.
Christology, 35, 109, 158, 235.
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Church, word not used in Peter, 3.
nor in its technical sense in
Hebrews, 48.
Chrysis, 267.
Cicero, 137, 144.
Circumcision, dispute concerning, 41,

57
Cities of Plain, 221, 276, 329,
Collection, the great, 61.
Collections of Epistles, 240.
Commandment, used in the singular
for the whole moral law, 287.
Compromise made by Council of Jeru-
salem, 63.
Conduct, good, 38.
Conscience, 144.
Conservatism of St. Peter, 41, 49.
Constantine, Novatians and Mon-
tanists in reign of, 18s.
Continuity, 37, 42, 153.
Conversion of St. Paul, 53.
character of sudden conversions,

46.
Conviction, its relation to faith, 39.
Corinth, prophecy at, 45.
probably visited by St. Peter, 59.
parties at, 61, 64.
Corrupt text of 2 Peter, 211,
Court, the Imperial, 84.
Crimean Inscriptions, 70,
Criminal, not sharply distinguished
from immoral in Roman law, 140.
Criticism, method of ancient, 245.
Crown, 189.
Ctesiphon, Jews at, 75.
Cyprus, 81,

Day of the Lord, 295 sq.
Rabbinic opinions as to its dura-
tion, 213.
of Judgment, 209, 278, 295, 296.
of Christ, 296.
of Visitation, 138,
great Day, 329.
of Eternity, 304.
Deacon, not mentioned by Peter, 49.
Dead Sea, 277.
Decree of Jerusalem, first monument
of Canon Law, s5.
St.6 Paul’s attitude towards
I.
a c%mpromise‘,‘ 6_;_;. he P
probably mark of the Petrine party
at Corinth, 64, 66.
Deliverance, 102.
Deluge, a type of Baptism, 164.
an instance of judgment, 176,

it,
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| Deluge, does Peter mean that the whole
universe was destroyed ? 293 sq.

Demand, the Baptismal, 165.

Demiurge, the Gnostic, 239.

Demons, delight in blood, 94.

Demoniacal possession, §I.

Deposits, sacredness of, 182.

Descensus ad Inferos, 10, 11, 13, 163,

170.
Devil, author of persecution, 192,
dispute with Michael, 217, 331.
his sin, 329.
Di worship of devils, 137.
i ra, 67 sqq.
Di?:ix;ons, Chars;leg, falls occasionally into
blank verse, 228.
Different types of Christianity, 50.
Disciplinarianism, viii, 37, 43, 74, 234,
and passim.
Divine Right of kings, idea not to be
found in Peter, 139 sq.
Divorce, how treated by St. Peter and
by St. Paul, 43.
Docetism, 243.
Doxology, Hebrew type of, g6.
Chnstian types, 175, 195, 304,

343.
Dualism of Epiphanes, 312.
constant trait of Gnosticism, 239.
Dudael, 275.

Ebionites, 24;.
Ecstasy, the form of prophecy, 46, §1.
Egypt, Babylon in, 75.
tomb of St. Mark, 83.
Barnabas in, 83.
3 Peter thought to have been
written in, 243.
Elder, see Presbyter.
Election, 90, 234, 261.
Element, 293, 296.
Eli, Eli, the cry from the Cross, 243.
Elkesaites, 2485.
Emc}:edocles, 94.
End, 102, 172, 235; see Advent,
Eschatology, Revelation, Signs.
Enoch, the Book of, 111, 163, 166,
294, 299, 309.
Enthusiasm, 46.
Epicharmus, 19r1.
Epictetus, 136, 177.
Epiphanes, 312.
Epistles, collections of, 241, 301.
Eschatology, favourite theme of pro-

phecy, 47.

) Etacism, 180,
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Eternity, day of, 304.
of creation, 240, 292.
Eucharist, 49, 95.
Eupolemus of Alexandria, 16.
Evangelicalism of St. Peter, 39, 40.
Exaltation of Christ, 121,
Expectancy, characteristic trait of St.
Peter, 39, 55, 100.
Exultation in the midst of suffering,
102 sqq.
in the Revelation, 176.
Ezekiel of Alexandria, 227.

Faith, Pauline and Petrine view of, 38.
in 1 Peter, 101, 193,
in 2 Peter, 234, 257.
in Jude, 325.

Father, God and Father of Jesus Christ,

36, 96.
g‘tl.r}?:ther’ ;;?)l father, 54, 243
eter pro afather, 54, 243.
See also '53 5y z6(¥.
Fatherly jurisdiction of Roman magis-
trates, 140,
temper of St. Peter, 6.
Fear, a disciplinarian idea, 37.
of God, 117, 142, 234.

Fire, destruction of the world by, 214.

Flesh, hardly bears an ethical sense in
1 Peter, 40.

ethical sense of the word derived
from the Stoics, 136.

Foreknowledge, 91, 120, 133.

Forgery, beginning and end of 1 Peter
supposed to be a, 79.

difficulty of, 233.

Pauline Epistles forged, 240.

ancient forgeries, 242.

Petrine forgeries, 243.

possibly suggested by 2 Pet. i.
15, 215, 265.

Fox, George, 37, 46, 286.

Freedom, differently understood by
St. Paul, St. Peter, the author of
Hebrews, and the Antinomians, 42,
74, 141, 286.

Gabriel, the archangel, 112, 230.
Galatia, 68. '
Galilaean dialect of St. Peter, 5.
Galilee, not under the jurisdiction of
the Sanhedrin, 25.
Garland, 178, 189,
Gentile churches, 62, 72,
admission of the Gentiles into the
Churchdifferently regarded by St.
Peter and St. Paul, 42, 91, I0I.

INDICES

Ghost, denotes personality, 40,
the Holy G., 109, 152, 233.
ghost of man, 40, 161.
Glaucias, said to have been employed
as interpreter by Peter, §, I2.
Glaucus, son of Epicydes, 182.
Glory, the Spirit of, 39, 177.
Revelation of, 176, 187.
of the Transfiguration, 254, 266.
a paraphrase for God, 266.
glory and suffering, 101, 177,
Gnostics, in Hayti, vi.
belonfed to the bhalf-educated
middle class, 339.
rejected Fear as a motive, 117.
Gnostic controversy strengthened
the hierarchy, 233.
sects of, 239.
tampered with Scripture, 242.
Goodness of God, 115.
Gorgippia, 70
Gospel, relation of I Peter to the
Gos;els, 23, 49, 187
of 2 Peter, 230.
essence of the, 101,
reached to the dead, 162, 170.
t. Paul’s knowledge of, 53.
of St. Mark, 82, 206, 213.
of St. Matthew quoted as Scrip-
ture in Barnabas, 241.
date of St. Luke’s, 8.
of Hebrews, 243.
of Peter, 243, 248.
Grace, different conceptions of, 37, 39.
not same as Light, 42.
use of the word, 143.
Greek, vulgar, vi, 3, 105, 108, ind
notes passim.
poets quoted in N.T., 141, 227.
Growth of Christian excellence, 257.

Harmonising, danger of, 34.

Harrowing of Hell, see Descensus ac
Inferos.

Hayti, Gnosticism in, vi.

Heavens, the seven, 292.

Hebraisms, 3, 112, 113, 168, 223, 338.

Heresy, 271.

Hermas, nature and tests of prophecy
in, 44, 47. .
Hierarchy, strengthened by Gnostic

controversy, 233.
the angelic, 166, 279.
Hippolytus, Canons of, 282.
Hiram of Tyre, 16.
Holiness, Ritschl’s view of, 115,
imparted by the Spirit, g92.
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Holy, epithet of Ghost, 111.
of Christians, 43, 217, 3I1.
of prophets, 270.
Homer, author of dpocalypse of Peter
acquainted with, 207,
Homerism, 228, 283.
Hope, importance of, in 1 Peter, 39,
100,

nbt in 2 Peter, 235.
Horace, 137.
Hospitality, 173.
Humility, a beautiful robe, 191,

Iambic rhythm in 2 Peter, 227.
Idolatry amongst Jews, 169.
Ignatius, a prophet, 47, 50.
Ignorance, 24, 114.
how cured, 133.
Immanence, a mystic idea, 37, 39, 41.
Imputation, doctrine of, not in Peter,
41,
Incarnation, Ruprecht’s view of the,

93.

Inheritance, 100.

Inherited sin, 41, 234.

Inner Light, 37; see Grace, Freedom,
Prophecy.

Inns, little used in apostolic times,

173.
Interpolation, 216.
Interpreter, office of the, §.
t. Peter used an, §.
ssibly more than one, 199, 247.
}f))sephus used Greek scholars to
correct his style, 6.
prophecy needs an, 269.
Intoxication of false prophecy, 112.
Irving, 240.

James, St., 52, 58, 62, 65, 317.
Epistle of, 23, 104, 125, 173, 301.
Jerusalem, destruction of, 76, 314.
bishops of, 319.
Jews, lax mora.hty of, 168,
ldol:gtry not unknown amongst,
169
]ogpa, some su})pose 1 Peter to have
een written from, 7
Josephus used inter reters,
quoted book of Adam, 215
on destruction of the Fwe Cities,

277.

Jubilees, Book of, 117, 166.

Judaisers, 58, 246.

Iudgglent, day of, 209, 235, 278, 295,
296.

Juvenal, 137.
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King, used of Caesar in the East, 139.
Kingdom of God, 23.
of Christ, 262.

Kiss, 197. .
Knowledge, in St. Paul a mystic
phrase, 46, 47.
not so in Peter, 154, 258, 303.
Lamb, 119.

Last time, 102; see Day, End, Perse-
cution,
Laud, William, a disciplinarian, 37.
Law, William, 53.
Latvl:', Pauline and Petrine views of
e, 41.
dispute about the, 60,
doctrine of Epiphanes, 312; see
Freedom.
Legion, my name is, §t.
Leptogenesis, 210.
Letter, not contrasted with spirit by
Peter, 40.
Light, the inner, 37.
grace not light, 42,

{ Livia, the columbarium of, 83.

Lord, use of the title in the N.T., 97.
m I Peter 124, 127, 158.
m 2 Peter, 236.
in Jude, 327, 328, 340
Lord’s Prayer, 117, 208,
Luke, date of his Gospel, 98.

Macrinus, the Emperor, his opinion of
rescripts, 32.
Maran, Man, 97.
Marcion taught that the Patriarchs were
not saved, 13,
Mark, 63, 74, 80; see Gospel.
Marriage, 17, 43, 77
Menander, 141, 227.
Mercy, 99, 340.
Milk, the food of babes, 43, 125.
Mlllenmum, 240; see Chiliasm.
Miltiades, 51.
Mission, the Pontic, 69, 74.
the Antiochene, 44.
Mockers, the, in 2 Peter, 216, 223,
291, 292.
Monnica, 151, 1§3.
Most High God, of Christ, 9.
in Crimean Inscnptxons, 70.
Milinzer, 315.
Muratorianum, 14.
Mystical names for places, 76.
Mysticism, viii, 37.
Myth different “senses of the word,

265.
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Name, Christians persecuted for the, 29.
above every name, 99.
of Christ, 176.

Nazoraean, a Jewish nickname, 35, 179,

271.

Nebuchadnezzar, 76.

Neoplatonism, 138, 160,

Nero, persecution of, 28,

Noah, 10, 13, 229, 276.

Obedience, 39, 92, 113.

Ocellus Lucanus taught eternity of
creation probably before time of
Peter, 240.

Optative mood, 157, 159.

Oracles, the Sibylline, 76, 205, 214,
242, 297.

or My in the sense of “‘Scrip-
ture,” 174.

Order of books in the N.T., 2.

Oswald, King, helped Aidan as inter-
preter, 6.

Our God, 221, 251,

Pamphylia, 69, 73.
Participle, coupled with verb requiring
different construction, 1035, 138.
Paschal Lamb, 119.
Paul, his education, conversion, visions,
52, 53
in Arabia, §6.
his first visit to Jerusalem, 56.
the second, §7 ; the third, 58.
meeting with Peter at Antioch, 62.
when recognised as Apostle ? 64.
extent of his labours in Asia, 73.
Paul and Mark, 81; and Sil-
vanus, 85.
his persecutions, 25.
his encouragement of prophecy, 45.
his difference from Peter not dog-
matic, 35 ; but practical, 37.
mentioned in 2 Peter, 241, 299.
Pauline Epistles, forged in the Apostle’s
own lifetime, 240; regarded as
Scripture, 241 ; collected, 241.
words in Jude, 31I.
Payment of clergy, 188.
of prophets, 51, 274
Perpetua, 47, 146.
Persecution in N, T., 25.
Nero’s, 28.
Trajan’s, 30.
caused by the devil, 192.
Peshito, 13, 245.
Peter probably used an interpreter, 5.
possibly more than one, 199, 247.
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Peter, personal traits in his style, 6.
especially repetition of words, 225.
his life, name, character, training,

54-
agreed with St. Paul in dogma,

35, 67-

differed from him as disciplinarian
from mystic, 37.

more evangelical than St. Paul,
23, 39, 49-

does not speculate, 41, 262, 293.

does not speak of Christian pro-
phecy, 43.

personal relations with St. Paul, 54.

at Antioch, 59.

prgbably visited Corinth, 59, 62,

6.

possibly Galatia, 86.
at Rome, 76, 80, 86.
did not baptize with his own hands,

65.
his swife, 77 ; wife and daughter,
243.
his personal a| rance, 243
nlalgiims withpmk and Silvanus,
8o, 84.
death, 8s.
Petrine party at Corinth, 64.
Pharisaic mystics, 52, 322.
Philo of Alexandria, 94, 127, 128, 240.
Pheenix described by Ezekiel, 227.
Phrases as marks of date, 211.
Pilgrimage, 6, go.
Planets, 307, 311.
Pliny, despatch of, to Trajan, 29.
Plotinus, 149, 160.
Plutarch, 136.
Polycarp, how he became a prophet, so.
Pontus, 68.
Portraits of Christ, 243.
verbal portraits of Peter and of
Paul, 243.
Possession, of heathen prophecy, §I.
Post-apostolic prophecy, §I; see also
Hermas.
Predestination, 133.
Pre-existence of Christ, 109, 120.
Presbyter, 49.
in N.T. generally, 183.
in synagogue, 184.
exelécised spiritual functions, 185,
187.
notsnecessarily a collegiate office,
189.
age only in a limited sense @
qualification, 190,
how related to bishops, 150, 185,
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Priesthooq, sacrificial, of the brother-
hood, 134.
Prophet, in Gospels, 43.
in Acts, 44.
form and themes of prophecy, 45,

50.
not to be confounded with teacher,
47.
tests of false groghets, 5I.
his place in the Church, 184.
Proselytes, 71.
Proverbs, 228, 287.

Rabbi, meaning of the title, 97.
doctrines of the Rabbis, 94, 163,
206, 213, 215, 293, 297, 298.
scorsn-names used by the Rabbis,
283.
Race, Christians a third, 134.
Ransom, 118, 120.
Raphael, the archangel, 112, 280.
Redemption, 118, 120,
Regeneration, 21, 99, 122.
in the Taurobolium and in Isis-
worship, 99.
Repentance after Baptism, 260.
Repetition of words in 1 and 2 Peter,

225,
Republican tendency of Peter, 139.
Rescripts, effect of, 32.
Resurrection, doctrine of the, 47, 121,
181, 240, 301I.
Revgelation, the form of prophecy, 46,
5 of Glory, 176, 187.
of Jesus Christ, 112,
related to study and discovery,
108,
Revels, nature of conversation at, 168,
Rhythm, iambic, in 2 Peter, 227.
Righteousness of God, 115, 250, 252.
of man, 41, 157, 181, 276.
Ritschl, Albrecht, 34, 115.
Rome, meant by Babylon, 76.
St. Peter in, 8o, 87.
Apocalypse of Peter probably
written in, 209.

Sabellianism, 35, 99.

Sacrifice of Christ, 95, 145, 147, 159.
of the Church, 129,

Saints, 43, 325.

Salvation, see Deliverance,

Sanctification, 92.

Sanhedrin, its constitution and juris-

diction, 25, 184.

St. Paul not a member of the, 52.
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Sarah, 229,
Saviour, 236, 25x, 344.
Scillitan martyrs, 33, 241.
Scripture, pattern for Christian con-
versation, 43, 174.
degrees of inspiration in, 241.
needs an interpreter, 270.
Severians, 239.
Shepherd, of Christ, 43, 149.
of Christian pastor, 43, 187.
Signs of the End, 172.
St. Peter not interested in, 295,
Silas, Sili, Silvanus, 84.
Silo, the agricultural term, 274.
Simon Magus, 51, 66.
Sin, inherited, 41.
Sinlessness of Christ, 119.
Sin-offering, 145, 147, 150
Slave of Christ, 249.
Socinianism, 160,
Son of Man, 23.
Soul, 40, 311.
Spirit, 40 ; see Ghost.
Sprinkling, 92.
Stars, 223, 297, 328, 335.
Stoics, 38, 52, 136, 257.
Stratonicean Inscription, 257.
Suetonius, 137.
Suffering and glory the essence of the
gospel, 110,
of Christ, g5, 160.
value of the believer's sufferings
for himself, 167.
for others, 138, 177.
a s1§n that the last time has begun,
181,

work of the devil, 192.
Superlative, use of the, 255, 340.

Tacitus, 137.

Talitha cumi, 89.

Tarsus, §2, 57, 67.

Taurobolium, 99.

Teacher, not to be identified with
prophet, 47.

Temptation, 40, 103, 278.

Ten words of creation, 293.

Theodotion, 19, 93, 132.

Third race, the Christians a, 134.

Thymele, 83.

Trajan, his correspondence with Pliny,
29.

Transcendence of God, a leading
disciplinarian idea, 37, 41.

Transfiguration, 231.

Trinity, the Holy, 91, 235.

Tibingen School, 34, 246.
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Type, 164.
Tyre, prophets at, 44.

Vatinius, 137.
Vaudoux, vi.
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