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GENERAL PREFACE

The original Tyndale Commentaries aimed at providing help for the
general reader of the Bible. They concentrated on the meaning of
the text without going into scholarly technicalities. They sought to
avoid ‘the extremes of being unduly technical or unhelpfully brief ’.
Most who have used the books agree that there has been a fair meas-
ure of success in reaching that aim.

Times, however, change. A series that has served so well for so
long is perhaps not quite as relevant as when it was first launched.
New knowledge has come to light. The discussion of critical ques-
tions has moved on. Bible-reading habits have changed. When the
original series was commenced it could be presumed that most
readers used the Authorized Version and one could make one’s
comments accordingly, but this situation no longer obtains.

The decision to revise and update the whole series was not
reached lightly, but in the end it was thought that this is what is
required in the present situation. There are new needs, and they will
be better served by new books or by a thorough updating of the old
books. The aims of the original series remain. The new commen-
taries are neither minuscule nor unduly long. They are exegetical
rather than homiletic. They do not discuss all the critical questions,
but none is written without an awareness of the problems that
engage the attention of New Testament scholars. Where it is felt that
formal consideration should be given to such questions, they are dis-
cussed in the Introduction and sometimes in Additional notes.

But the main thrust of these commentaries is not critical. These
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  P E T E R A N D J U D E

books are written to help the non-technical reader to understand his
Bible better. They do not presume a knowledge of Greek, and all
Greek words discussed are transliterated; but the authors have
the Greek text before them and their comments are made on the
basis of the originals. The authors are free to choose their own
modern translation, but are asked to bear in mind the variety of
translations in current use.

The new series of Tyndale Commentaries goes forth, as the
former series did, in the hope that God will graciously use these
books to help the general reader to understand as fully and clearly
as possible the meaning of the New Testament.

Leon Morris
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AUTHOR’S PREFACE TO THE FIRST
EDITION

 Peter and Jude are a very obscure corner of the New Testament.
They are hardly ever preached upon; commentaries and articles in
learned journals rarely deal with them. There are not wanting voices,
such as those of Professors Käsemann and Aland, urging their
deletion from the Canon. The question may well be asked, have they
any relevance for today?

The commentary that follows is written in the conviction that
these two Epistles carry a very important message for our times. We
live in days when the contents of the Christian faith are widely ques-
tioned, when new and speculative theologies are widely disseminated,
and when a new morality is being advocated which is capable of
being misunderstood as ‘the old immorality writ large’. Christianity
is presented to us in terms of love, with the content of the faith and
the hope for the future both strangely muted in deference to the con-
temporary intellectual climate. There is, moreover, an intellectualism
about much of our Christianity which is not, perhaps, so far removed
from that attacked in these letters – the knowledge that has little rela-
tion to holy living, growing spirituality and deepening love. We can
hardly maintain that  Peter and Jude, written as they were to meet
problems very like our own, have nothing to teach us. So long as sin
needs to be exposed, so long as man needs to be reminded that per-
sistent wrongdoing ends in ruin, that lust is self-defeating, that intel-
lectualism devoid of love is a barren thing, and that Christian
theology has no right to outrun the ‘faith once delivered to the
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  P E T E R A N D J U D E

saints’, these Epistles will remain uncomfortably, burningly relevant.
This commentary sprang out of my Tyndale Monograph,  Peter

Reconsidered, from which its introductory matter should be supple-
mented, since lack of space has prevented me from dealing as fully
as I would have liked with textual problems. I would like to express
my gratitude to Professor C. F. D. Moule who first interested me in
this part of the New Testament by inviting me to read a paper on
 Peter to his Cambridge New Testament Seminar; to Professor
R. V. G. Tasker, the former General Editor of the series, and
Dr I. H. Marshall of Aberdeen University, both of whom read the
manuscript in its first draft and made many helpful suggestions.

E. M. B. Green
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AUTHOR’S PREFACE TO THE SECOND
EDITION

This Commentary, first published in , and based on the AV, is
here reissued, based on the text of the New International Version
of the Bible. While adhering to the broad positions adopted in the
first edition, I have taken the opportunity afforded by this revision
to make a thorough reappraisal of the text of the Epistles and the
commentary in the light of modern writing. There is a resurgence
of interest in this long-neglected corner of the New Testatment, and
a willingness to consider fresh possibilities. Many of the commen-
taries on  Peter and Jude which emerged since , such as those
of Sidebottom, Kelly and Fuller, have added little to the discussion
and have disappointed. But Spicq, Fornberg, Neyrey, and J. A. T.
Robinson have done much to break new ground and I wish to
express my indebtedness to them.

As will be apparent from the following pages, my biggest debt is
to Dr R. J. Bauckham, who has not only written the fullest and
incomparably the best commentary on  Peter and Jude to appear
in English, but has made available to me a detailed supplementary
bibliography on these letters, an account of recent research, and a
great deal of personal interest and help to one who has exchanged
academic life for the parish. Dr Carsten Thiede has been particularly
helpful as I have set out to revise the commentary. My thanks are also
due to Dr Leon Morris, the present General Editor, for his careful
comments on the manuscript of the revised edition, and to Dr
David Stone who did a superb job on the proofs.
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I am more than ever convinced that these letters have much to
teach the modern church, and that they stress areas (such as sexual
permissiveness, toleration of false teaching, adherence to New Tes-
tament Christianity, and a proper basis for Christian hope together
with an appropriate lifestyle) which greatly need our attention.

Michael Green

  P E T E R A N D J U D E
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AV Authorized Version of the Bible (King James), .
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INTRODUCTION

. The authorship of  Peter

This Epistle has had a very rough passage down the centuries. Its
entry into the Canon was precarious in the extreme. At the Refor-
mation it was deemed second-class Scripture by Luther, rejected by
Erasmus, and regarded with hesitancy by Calvin. The critical ques-
tions which it raises are most perplexing. I have considered them in
some detail in my monograph  Peter Reconsidered. Because of lack
of space, I do not propose to adduce again all the evidence from
patristic and other sources for Petrine authorship which is set out in
the earlier work. All I shall attempt to do here is to indicate the argu-
ment in broad outline.

a. The evidence of the ancient church
The external evidence is inconclusive. No book in the Canon is so

. Tyndale Press, .
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poorly attested among the Fathers, yet  Peter has incomparably
better support for its inclusion than the best attested of the excluded
books. It is not cited by name until Origen, at the beginning of the
third century, who six times quotes it as Scripture. In short ‘Peter blows
on the twin trumpets of his own Epistles’. Yet it was used in Egypt
long before this. Not only was it contained in the Sahidic and Bohairic
versions of the New Testament, dating from (?) the late second and
fourth centuries respectively, but we are told that Clement of Alexan-
dria had it in his Bible and wrote a commentary on it. This takes us
back at least to the middle of the second century. The Apocalypse of
Peter, written somewhere between AD –, makes much use of 
Peter, which throws the date of our Epistle back further still.

Furthermore, there are possible or probable traces of  Peter in
 Clement (AD ),  Clement (AD ), Aristides (AD ), Hermas
(AD ), Valentinus (AD ) and Hippolytus (AD ). Why, then,
was it suspect in the ancient world?

Eusebius and Jerome give the reasons. Eusebius, who places the

  P E T E R A N D J U D E

. Homily on Joshua :.
. The discovery of the early third-century Papyrus , including both

Epistles of Peter and Jude, sheds light on the early use of this letter in
Egypt. The Coptic mother tongue of the scribes concerned, together
with the variant text types embodied in this MS (Alexandrian for  Peter
and a ‘wild’ text for Jude) indicate a considerable history of the use of
these letters in Egypt before the third-century papyrus in which they are
embodied.

. By Eusebius (H.E. vi:. ) and Photius (Cod. ). Traces of  Peter
exist in Clement’s surviving works, and his recently discovered Letter to
Theodorus (if authentic) includes a very probable allusion to  Peter :.

. When the Apocalypse was discovered in , Harnack claimed that it
was one of the sources of  Peter. This view has not been held by any
responsible critic for many years now, since the articles of A. E. Simms
(Expositor, , pp. –) and F. Spitta (ZNTW, , pp. ff.)
convincingly demonstrated the priority of  Peter. See E. Hennecke,
New Testament Apocrypha (E.T. ), vol. II, p. .

. Eusebius,H.E. iii. .,  and iii.. , , Jerome, Script. Eccl. , Ep. ad
Hedib. cxx, ad Paul. liii.
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Epistle in his category of ‘contested’ books, along with James, Jude,
 and  John, seems to have been struck by the lack of ancient tes-
timony to it, as it was not quoted (sc. by name) by any of the
‘ancient presbyters’. He recognizes, however, that it has approved
itself to many who have studied it enthusiastically along with the
other Scriptures, and classes  Peter with James, Jude,  and  John
as ‘disputed, but reckoned authentic by most people’. He then goes
on to speak of the uncanonical books, such as Hermas, Barnabas
and  Clement. Jerome records the doubt, explains it as resting on
the divergence of style from  Peter, and suggests the hypothesis of
a different amanuensis, a view which has subsequently often been
held by those who uphold the authenticity of the Epistle. Two
additional reasons for hesitation in the ancient church were prob-
ably the extent to which Peter’s name was used to gain currency for
unorthodox literature, mostly of a Gnostic nature, and also the fact
that this Epistle was known only in limited areas in the first two
centuries.

It was in Syria that the greatest doubts about  Peter existed. It was
not included in the Peshitta (AD ), which contained only  Peter,
James and  John of the Catholic Epistles. It was not until the
Philoxenian recension (AD ) that the remainder of the Catholic
Epistles, including  Peter, found a secure place. It must be remem-
bered that the early Syrian Canon was muchmore restricted than that
of the Western church; theDiatessaron was used instead of the four
Gospels, and originally, it seems, neither the Catholic Epistles nor the
Apocalypse were regarded as Scripture. There was a particular
reason why  Peter and Jude should have been treated with reserve
in Syria, where the extravagances of Jewish angelology were so
notorious: Jude explicitly, and  Peter implicitly, quote the Assump-
tion of Moses and the Book of Enoch, two apocryphal books which were
steeped in speculation about angels. However,  Peter and Jude
won their way on merit even in Syria, and not only were they

I N T R O D U C T I O N 

. Its restricted attestation and the bad state of the text led Vansittart to
assume that for a time it existed in a single copy only (Journal of Philology,
III, pp. ff.). This, if true, would explain its poor attestation among
the ‘ancient presbyters’.
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included in the Philoxenian recension of the Bible, but there is evi-
dence that men like Ephraem Syrus in the fourth century (see on 
Pet. :, note ) and Theophilus of Antioch (died AD ) used
them freely as Scripture.

By the fourth century, then,  Peter was accepted throughout most
of the world. Its absence from the Muratorian Canon (c. AD ) is
no more remarkable than that of  Peter, which was universally
accepted. Perhaps the mutilated text of that Canon is the reason for
the omissions.  Peter was recognized as canonical by the Councils
of Hippo and Carthage in the fourth century, and this is the more
significant because these Councils rejected theEpistle of Barnabas and
 Clement (long read alongside Scripture in the churches), because
they were not of apostolic origin. Thereafter its position was unchal-
lenged until the Reformation.

Such, broadly speaking, is the external attestation. We have no
positive evidence that it was ever rejected as spurious anywhere in
the church; though unknown in many places, the recognition it
enjoyed was considerable and primitive. It is significant that so care-
ful a critic as Mayor (who himself rejects Petrine authorship on
grounds of dependence on Jude and incompatibility with  Peter)
should conclude his examination of the external evidence with the
admission that, if we had nothing else to go on, we should be
inclined, like the ancients, to accept it.

Indeed, it may be that we shall be forced to do so. That depends

  P E T E R A N D J U D E

. Ad Autol. ii: quotes  Pet. : as the Word of God.
. Other early attestation could be adduced. Irenaeus (A.H. iii:. , v. .

), Justin (Dial : lxxxi, Barnabas (Ep. xv. ), Polycarp (Phil. iii), and
Hermas (Vis. iii.), all allude to  Peter. Indeed its affinities to Hermas
and  and  Clement are marked.

. This holds good despite the fact that Dionysius of Alexandria (d. AD
) regarded it as spurious (though not only did he attest its
widespread use; he even wrote a commentary on it!). Its place in the
Alexandrian Canon was so secure that it could appear in Athanasius’s
Festal Letter, written in AD , which contains the Canon of the New
Testament exactly as we have it today and which marks the close of
controversy about the Canon in Catholic Christendom.
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on the final evaluation of a fascinating discovery in Cave  at
Qumran. The papyrus fragment Q, discovered in this cave which
was sealed in AD , appears to be a part of St Mark’s Gospel, com-
prising verses – of chapter . Papyrologists, including C. H.
Roberts, have dated this fragment to around AD . But Q,
found in the same cave, (a tiny scrap of only  centimetres), has on
it six letters (belonging to two lines) which could come only from 
Peter : if they derive from the New Testament at all. The evi-
dence is highly precarious at this stage, but if Q is indeed part of
Mark’s Gospel, as it may well be, there is no good reason why Q
should not also be a New Testament fragment, and why it should not
come from  Peter. The community at Qumran was voracious for
religious literature of all kinds, and C. P. Thiede has argued, in a fully
documented monograph on Simon Peter, that if this is indeed a frag-
ment of  Peter, it was sent probably as a covering document to
Mark’s Gospel to the Qumran community shortly before the Jewish
War in AD  when the cave was closed.

If this can be substantiated, there will be unimpeachable and very
early evidence for the origin of  Peter before AD .

b. The contrast with  Peter
Is it conceivable that these two Epistles,  Peter and  Peter, should
have come from the same hand? The language is different (strikingly
so in the original), and the thought is also very different. Let us exam-
ine them in turn.

. The language. There is a very great stylistic difference be-
tween these two letters. The Greek of  Peter is polished, cultured,

I N T R O D U C T I O N 

. See JBL, , Supplement, ; Biblica, vol. , , pp. –.
. It is not certain that this is a fragment of  Peter. However, preliminary

textual comparisons so far demonstrate that if it comes anywhere in the
New Testament, this fragment can be a part only of  Peter :.
Details are published by José O’Callaghan, ‘Los papiros griegos de la
cueva  de Qumran’, Madrid, BAC, , pp. –, and plate v.

. Simon Peter – From Galilee to Rome, Exeter, , pp. – and , no.
. Cf. also C. P. Thiede, Die älteste Evangelien-Handschrift?, Wuppertal,
, p. , and his paper in Biblica, op. cit., p. .
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dignified; it is among the best in the New Testament. The Greek of
 Peter is grandiose; it is rather like baroque art, almost vulgar in
its pretentiousness and effusiveness. Pedantic words (such as
rhoize-don) and cumbersome phrases (such as hyperonka… mataiote-tos
phthengomenoi, :) abound. The rich variety of connecting particles,
a feature of  Peter, have almost disappeared. Many of  Peter’s
favourite words (such as hagiazo-, elpis, kle-ronomia) are also missing,
while others (as epakoloutheo-, martys) are replaced by synonyms in 
Peter. When we find that a number of words in  Peter occur else-
where only in Homer, and that the author has a curious tendency
to fall into an iambic rhythm (e.g. :, –), and to use language re-
dolent of the pagan mystery cults (such as so-te-r, epigno-sis, theia physis,
arete-, to look no further than the first few verses), then it is not hard
to sympathize with Jerome’s reluctance to ascribe both Epistles to
the same hand.

Of course, something of the force of these objections can be met
by supposing, with Jerome, that Peter used a different secretary, and
that he allowed him a large say in the form of the composition. This
appears to have been the case with  Peter, where the stylistic polish
may well be due to Silvanus. We are specifically told that not only
Mark but also one Glaucias were among Peter’s other secretarial
assistants, so there is nothing improper in arguing that much of the
stylistic difference may well be due to a change in scribe. This view
is strengthened by several stylistic resemblances between the Epis-
tles which, in their way, are as remarkable as the differences. There
are strong Hebraisms and the striking habit of verbal repetition in
both, and these are features likely to have survived through the
employment of different secretaries. Peculiar, striking words are a
feature of both letters. It is hardly surprising, therefore, to find even

  P E T E R A N D J U D E

. See  Pet. :, where the dia means nothing short of joint authorship,
according to E. G. Selwyn, The First Epistle of St. Peter, , pp. ff.

. By Papias in Eusebius,H.E. iii. , Irenaeus, A.H. iii. , Tertullian, Adv.
Marc. iv. .

. Clement of Alexandria, Strom. vii. .
. See Bigg, pp. –; Mayor, pp. lxviii–cv.
. Of the words which appear in no other Greek author except later
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an opponent of Petrine authorship like Mayor confessing ‘there is
not that chasm between  and  Peter which some would try to make
out’. B. Weiss’s judgment that ‘the Second Epistle of Peter is allied
to no New Testament writing more closely than to his First’ is
justified on a purely linguistic analysis. But we can go further.
Holzmeister showed that  and  Peter are as close linguistically as
 and  Corinthians, while in a fascinating article in the Expositor 

A. E. Simms has shown that  and  Peter stand as close on the score
of words used as  Timothy and Titus, where nobody is inclined to
doubt the unity of authorship. Finally, A. Q. Morton has shown from
cumulative sum analysis on the computer that  and  Peter are indis-
tinguishable linguistically. And yet the conclusion of a common
authorship for the Petrines is most commonly resisted on linguistic
grounds!

One further point must be made on the subject of style. Com-
mentators on  Peter tend to castigate the author for his ‘artificial
rhetoric’ and his attempt to write ‘in a style which is beyond his lit-
erary power’. Few criticisms could be more beside the point, as
some little-known German researches have made clear. So far from
being a hopeless farrago of bad Greek, both the style and the dic-
tion of  Peter belong to a quite deliberate pattern. It is now clear

I N T R O D U C T I O N 

ecclesiastical writers, there are nine in  Peter and five in  Peter.
Twenty-seven words in  Peter, twenty-four in  Peter are not to be
found in any classical author.  Peter has thirty-three rare words in
common with the LXX,  Peter twenty-four. Of the  words in 

Peter, sixty-three are New Testament hapax legomena; of the  words in
 Peter there are fifty-seven hapax legomema.

. Mayor, p. civ.
. Introduction to the New Testament, , ii, p. .
. Biblica, , .
. Expositor, , pp. ff.
. The Authorship and Integrity of the New Testament, S.P.C.K. Theological

Collection no. , , chapter . Since then, he tells me, he has shown
that  Peter is distinguishable from any New Testament book that is
longer, with the sole exception of  Peter.

. E.g. Chase,Hastings’ Dictionary of the Bible, vol. , p. , s.v.  Peter.
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that there was a definite Asiatic style of writing, with a florid, ver-
bose type of diction verging on the bizarre, which was a far cry from
the canons of classical simplicity. Two examples of this style come
from the Decree of Stratonicea in Caria, Asia Minor, and the
grandiose inscription of Antiochus the First of Commagene in
central Asia Minor. Bo Reicke, who has acutely seen the significance
of this inscription for the whole question of the language of  Peter,
gives the following extract: ‘It was as being of all things good not
only a most reliable acquisition, but also – for human beings – a most
pleasant enjoyment that I considered piety; and the same conviction
I held to be the reason for a most successful authority as well as
for a most blessed employment thereof; furthermore, during my
entire lifetime I appeared to all in my monarchy as one who regarded
holiness as both a most trustworthy safeguard and an inimitable
satisfaction.’

Judged by this sort of literary standard, the style of  Peter no
longer seems so remarkable. Indeed, it fits very well the varied emo-
tional thoughts that lie behind this stirring Epistle. Furthermore, it
seems possible that this letter, if genuine, was intended by Peter to
be a sort of last will and testament; the great man says farewell to
his associates, and reminds them of important truths (:–; :–
), gives them salutary warnings (:f.; :–; :) and offers them
earnest exhortations (:ff., –; :, ). Ever since this pattern
emerged in Deuteronomy, where Moses gave his last directions,
warnings and encouragements to Israel, this had become a literary
genre. We find it in the Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, and in the
New Testament itself  Timothy has something of this character.

When, in addition to all this, it is remembered that part of the

  P E T E R A N D J U D E

. Text in Corpus Inscriptionarum Graecarum, ii, ; comment in
A. Deissmann, Bible Studies, , pp. ff. It dates from the first
century AD.

. E. Norden, Die antike Kunstprosa, ; pp. – and J. Waldis, Sprache
und Stil der grossen Inschrift vom Nemrud-Dagh, , pp. –. It dates
from the first century BC.

. Bauckham believes this to be one of the crucial factors in determining
the literary genre of  Peter. See below.
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difficulties in the diction of this Epistle arise from the Aramaic
thought which lies behind it, and the possibility that it may be
dependent upon traditional oral or written material for use against
heretics (see section  below), the language of  Peter need no
longer be a serious stumbling-block to accepting the authenticity of
the letter if it should commend itself on other grounds.

. The thought. Another objection to the authenticity of the Epis-
tle has been raised in modern, though not in ancient times. It is that
the thought of  Peter is too different from that of  Peter for them
both to have come from the same mind. Naturally the subject-
matter of  and  Peter is quite different, for these Epistles are writ-
ten to two entirely different situations. ‘It is too often forgotten that
these early Christian Epistles are missionary letters written to meet
what was often a very urgent need, and not theological treatises
penned with meticulous care in the quiet of the study’.  Peter
envisages Christians facing persecution,  Peter Christians facing
false teaching of a Gnostic flavour. The keynote of  Peter is,
accordingly, hope; of  Peter, true knowledge.  Peter directs the
thoughts of the recipients to the great events of the life of Christ
for their emulation and comfort;  Peter dwells on the great hope of
the return of Christ, so as to warn the false teachers and challenge
the waverers. The difference in tone may, perhaps, be reflected in the
use of different words for the return of Christ, which is a prominent
theme in both Epistles. In  Peter apokalypsis is used, the removal of
the veil which hides from the sight of the faithful the Lord who is
with them all the time. In  Peter parousia is used, the sudden
appearance of the absent king among his disobedient servants. The
one word breathes comfort for the afflicted; the other, warning for
the scoffers.  Peter has much to say about the cross (not least as a

I N T R O D U C T I O N 

. Chaine gives a whole page on the Semitisms of  Peter (Chaine, p. ).
Indeed, so marked are they that it has been suggested by G. Wohlenberg
that the letter might originally have been written in Aramaic and later
translated into Greek! (Der erste und der zweite Petrusbriefe und der Judasbrief,
, p. xxxvi.) The example of Symeo-n Petros (:) may be helpful to
include here – cf.  Peter Reconsidered, p. .

.  Pet. Rec., p. .
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principle to be followed by his hard-pressed readers);  Peter has
much less, for his readers do not need the gentle encouragement to
follow Jesus obediently, even, if need be, to martyrdom; they need the
warning that Christ will come to judge those who deny the Lord who
bought them (:). Thus in the Second Epistle the past judgment of
God in Old Testament days and his future judgment at the parousia
support the strong moral challenge of the letter, where the imitatio
Christi theme of  Peter would have been out of place and ineffec-
tive. The writer’s mind is full of the dangers of false teaching. The
full knowledge of Jesus Christ is the best safeguard against these dan-
gers, and it is this, therefore, which is stressed, in contrast to the hope
which pervades  Peter. Both letters are determined, as far as subject-
matter goes, by the pastoral needs which evoked them, and herein lies
the difference in doctrinal emphasis between them.

Another point at which  Peter is unfavourably contrasted with
 Peter is in references to the life of Jesus and of Peter himself, so
prominent in the First Epistle. This is very surprising in view of the
following allusions:

The reference to the transfiguration (:).
The prophecy of Peter’s own death (:; cf. John :–).
Denial of the Lord (:).
The invasion of false prophets (:ff.; cf. Mark :).
The last state worse than the first (:; cf. Matt. :).
The day of the Lord like a thief in the night (:; cf. Matt.
:).
The predictions of the parousia (see below).
The reference to establishing (ste-rizo-) (:; :; cf.  Pet. : which
seems to go back to the poignant incident culminating in Luke
:) and to fishing (deleazo-, :, , means to ‘catch by a lure’ and
could be an allusion to his trade).

Equally beside the point is the argument that, because  Peter

  P E T E R A N D J U D E

. Hence the emphasis on arete-, ‘virtue’, and eusebeia, ‘godliness’.
. For a detailed examination of the doctrinal affinities between the two

Epistles, see my  Peter Reconsidered, pp. –.
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spoke of the resurrection of Jesus (:; :),  Peter cannot be
genuine because it neglects this and stresses instead the transfig-
uration. The fact of the matter is that the resurrection was being
‘demythologized’ as early as AD  (see  Cor. ) not only in Europe
but in Asia ( Tim. :–). The transfiguration, falling as it did
within the incarnate life of Jesus, could not be thus gainsaid by the
scoffers. Peter insists upon it to back up his claim to a personal
knowledge of the Lord Jesus, whom the false teachers wrongly
claim to know. Further, the transfiguration would have been particu-
larly significant for Jewish readers who would be reminded by ‘the
sacred mountain’ (:) of the revelation on Sinai, and this fits far
better into the context (stressing the solidarity betweenOld andNew
Testaments) than the resurrection possibly could.

Finally, the eschatological teaching is urged as cause for separating
the authorship of the two Epistles. Both speak of it a great deal. Both
teach that it will mean judgment for the wicked ( Pet. :, ;  Pet.
:), and joy for the faithful (Pet. :; Pet. :f.). In both the parou-
sia is made the sanction for holy living ( Pet. :;  Pet. :, ), but
whereas it is hinted in Peter that the comingmay be soon (Pet. :–
; :), it is delayed in  Peter (:). But this is, surely, natural. When
encouraging the persecuted, it is obviously sensible to remind them that
their vindicator is near; when dealingwith thosewho are sceptical about
the parousia it is proper to remind them that, though delayed, it will cer-
tainly come. It is astonishing that so simple a solution should have
escaped that otherwise shrewd critic J. Chaine, who, on almost this point
alone, abandons the Petrine authorship of this Epistle.

But, it may be objected, there is nothing about the destruction of
the world by fire in  Peter. True. But then there is nothing about 
Peter’s story of Jesus preaching to the spirits in prison to be found
either in  Peter or anywhere else in the New Testament. That is no
sufficient reason for rejecting the First Epistle. In this case, it can be
shown both that the doctrine of the destruction of the world in 
Peter :– is consonant with the rest of Scripture, and also that

I N T R O D U C T I O N 

. This is in striking contrast to the macabre and, in places, obscene
obsession displayed by the Apocalypse of Peter (c. AD ) with the
tortures of the damned and the nature of their transgressions. By this

peter and Jude master:Layout 1  27/5/09  16:16  Page 29



this passage is rooted in the eschatological discourse of Jesus. Thus,
apart from the thief metaphor, the dissolution of the heavens (:;
cf. Mark : and parallels), the falling of the stars (implied in
:f.; cf. Mark :–), the permanence of the divine promise
(:; cf. Mark :), the prevalence of unbelief (:; cf. Matt. :–
), and the need for evangelism (:; cf. Matt. :) and watch-
fulness (:; cf. Mark :, , ; see also Matt. :–) are
features in common. And, although expressed in the apocalyptic lan-
guage of Isaiah :; : (cf. Enoch :; Rev. :), the prom-
ise of Jesus about the cosmic regeneration (Matt. :) appears to
lie behind :.

It would seem, in view of all this, that the ancients were not unrea-
sonable in their failure to discern any fatal difference of thought and
teaching between the First and Second Epistles of Peter.

It is unfortunate to find in many commentaries on  Peter a vir-
tual abandonment of the normal criteria used for establishing the
authenticity of any other ancient document – for example, the Let-
ters of Plato. There is a clear methodology among literary critics, and
that is to allow the text to speak for itself. It is then considered
whether the grammar, style, contents, what the letter claims and what
the author says or implies about himself contradict the putative
authorship. If not, the claim is allowed to stand. Nothing has been
demonstrated in the language, style or content of  Peter which fal-
sifies the claim that it is a mid-first-century AD letter, deriving from
Simon Peter.

c. The relationship with Jude
This is a third factor relevant to the authorship of our Epistle. That
there is a dependence either of  Peter on Jude or of Jude on  Peter,
of both on some lost document, or that both share a common

  P E T E R A N D J U D E

time the content of the judgment is stressed to the exclusion of the
New Testament emphasis (so strong in  Peter) that what is important is
the personal return of Jesus and man’s relationship to him. Whereas 

Peter is indebted to the eschatological discourse of Jesus, the Apocalypse
is dependent on Virgil’s description of Hades and the speculation of
Orphic-Pythagorean mystery cults.
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author, is certain. For of the twenty-five verses in Jude no less than
fifteen appear, in whole or in part, in  Peter. Furthermore, many of
the identical ideas, words and phrases occur in parallel in the two
writings, and leave us in no doubt that there is some sort of literary
relationship between them. Which way the dependence lies will be
discussed in section  below. The only problem which concerns us
here is whether apostolic authorship of  Peter must be ruled out
if Jude was written first.

The answer must be in the negative. It is very widely held that bap-
tismal catechesis, even perhaps a baptismal homily, underlies a good
deal of  Peter. It is equally plain that some primitive Christian
household rules are incorporated in that letter. Carrington would
suppose that there is other traditional catechetical material behind
 Peter, and Selwyn postulates, in addition, a tract composed to
encourage the faithful in the face of persecution. If Peter thus took
over and used in his First Epistle a good deal of material composed
by others, why should he not have done so in his Second? It is, as
we shall see in section , very possible that both Jude and  Peter are
indebted to a tract against false teachers, which would, from the
nature of the case, have proved a necessity to the infant church
before very long. But whether Peter drew from this type of ‘fly-sheet’
or directly from Jude makes no difference to the argument. If Paul
was not averse to adapting to his own purposes the writings of
heathen poets, lists of Stoic virtues, fragments of hymns, or the
dubious war-cries of his opponents, is there any reason to suppose
that Peter would have been unwilling to draw from the work of a
brother of his Master, should it prove to be the case that the Epis-
tle of Jude was written first? It is simply naive to say, with Kümmel,
‘Petrine authorship is forbidden by the literary relationship with

I N T R O D U C T I O N 

. See P. Carrington’s The Primitive Christian Catechism, , and Essay  in
E. G. Selwyn’s The First Epistle of St. Peter, , H. Preisker in
Windisch’s Die katholischen Briefe, , pp. ff., and M. E. Boismard in
his monograph Quatre Hymnes Baptismales dans la Première Epître de Pierre,
.

. See, e.g.,  Cor. :; :; :a, a. Phil. :–;  Tim. :;  Cor.
:– are further examples of his use of traditional material.
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Jude.’ Peter could well have taken up and used either a traditional
sermon or tract devised by the early church to meet the ravages
of false teaching, or alternatively the short fiery letter of ‘Jude
the brother of James’, had he deemed it appropriate to his pur-
pose. The ancients had no law of copyright. In short, the ques-
tion of the relationship of  Peter to Jude has no bearing whatever
on the authenticity of  Peter. This has been highlighted, albeit
paradoxically, by J. A. T. Robinson in Redating the New Testament,
pp. –. He argues that if Silvanus was Peter’s amanuensis for
 Peter, Jude penned  Peter for him. Thus Peter, from Rome,
writes (through Jude) to Asian Christians where the heresy was
breaking out. But while preparing the letter the situation becomes
so acute that Jude writes a quick warning letter in his own name (to
which  Peter : refers). This is stylistically attractive and historically
plausible (Peter and the Lord’s brothers are frequently linked in an-
tiquity) but if Jude wrote  Peter to Petrine churches for the
apostle, why did he write his epistle under his own name? Robinson’s
view has not won adherents, but it does at least show that the liter-
ary relation between  Peter and Jude need not affect authenticity
either way.

d. Three indications of a subapostolic date
Let us look at these one by one.

. The ‘Hellenistic’ cast of  Peter. Kümmel advances the following
points under this head which, he thinks, point to a late date. First,
the attribution of ‘goodness’ to God (:). But the same thing is done
in  Peter :, the only other place in the New Testament. Further-
more, both ‘goodness’ and ‘glory’ are qualities of God in Isaiah :,
 (LXX). What Peter is doing is to take this phrase predicated of
Yahweh in the Old Testament and apply it also to Jesus; that is why
God and Jesus are combined under a single article in :.

Secondly, Kümmel complains of the emphasis on knowledge
(:–, , , etc.). But this is no more Hellenistic than the similar pro-
cedure adopted by Paul in Colossians. Peter is simply taking the

  P E T E R A N D J U D E

. Introduction to the New Testament (ET ), p. .
. Ibid.
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language of the opposition, disinfecting it, and using it back on them,
charged with Christian meaning.

A third mark of lateness is the phrase ‘that you may participate
in the divine nature’ (:). This certainly looks startling, but the form
of the expression has now been paralleled by the Decree of
Strationicea to the honour of Zeus and Hecate. Further, contem-
poraries such as Philo, Stobaeus and Josephus use similar language,

which shows that this sort of talk was current coin in the first cen-
tury AD, and as such Peter could have used it for his purpose as read-
ily as the modern preacher talks of the quantum theory without in
the least necessarily understanding all its implications. But is the idea,
of being partaker of the divine nature, too advanced for Peter? It is
intrinsically no different from being born from above (John :; Jas
:;  Pet :), being the temple of the Holy Spirit ( Cor. :),
being in Christ (Rom. :) or being the dwelling-place of the Trin-
ity (John :–). In this whole introductory paragraph of his
Epistle, the writer is putting his Christian doctrine into Greek dress

for the purposes of communication, without in the least committing
himself to the pagan associations of the terms. Indeed, in :– he
makes a frontal assault on Stoic and Platonic presuppositions, who
taught, respectively, that by physis (nature) or nomos (law) a man
became partaker of the divine. No, says our author; it is by grace, by
the gospel promises, that this comes about (:–). Furthermore, the
aorist apophygontes reminds us that we are not moving in the realms
of Platonism but Christianity. We are made partakers of the divine
nature not in escaping from the natural world of time and sense, but
after escaping the ‘world’ in the sense of mankind in rebellion against

I N T R O D U C T I O N 

. See A. Deissmann, Bible Studies, pp. ff.
. For the details, see my  Peter Reconsidered, p. .
. That this is quite deliberate is clear from the Stoic prokope-which he

adapts in :–. What both Käsemann and Kümmel fail to see is that
the Hellenistic flavour of the Letter is matched by the strong strand of
apocalyptic Judaism that runs through it. See Bauckham op.cit. pp. –
, ff. As he observes, drily, ‘whereas scholars have rather often
stressed one-sidedly either the Hellenistic or the Jewish character of
 Peter, it is wiser to recognize both aspects’.
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God. Attention to this point would have saved Käsemann from
some very careless exegesis of this verse.

. The parousia teaching of  Peter. For one thing, the apostles are said
to be spoken of as a past generation (:). But are they? The text
specifically denies this! That an apostle could write in these terms
about his fellow apostles is clear from Ephesians :, where apos-
tles and prophets are again linked as the foundation for the Chris-
tian church. Käsemann sees here the ‘primitive Catholicism’ of a
later generation, when the apostles have become the organs of the
church’s being, and the possession of the ecclesiastical author-
ities. But how natural, and how primitive, for Peter, like Paul, to
stress that the apostles are given to the church for the sake of the
church (cf.  Cor. :ff.), and in that sense are ‘your apostles’. See
further the note on :.

Then again, the reference to the decease of ‘the fathers’ (:) is
thought to imply that the first Christian generation has long passed
away. This is very questionable. Normally in New Testament usage
‘the fathers’ means the Old Testament fathers (Heb. :; Rom. :),
and it seems clear from the context (Genesis and the flood) that
this is what is meant here. Peter’s opponents are claiming that, so far
from there being a sudden parousia, nothing has changed since the
foundation of the world. If they were saying merely that nothing had

  P E T E R A N D J U D E

. ‘It would be hard to find in the whole New Testament a sentence which
… more clearly marks the relapse of Christianity into Hellenistic
dualism’ (Essays on New Testament Themes, pp. f.). Käsemann supposes
that  Peter’s goal is that of the pagans, to escape from the physical (and
corruptible) world to gain a spiritual (and divine) nature. ‘Apotheosis is
his true destiny’ (ibid.). He fails to recognize that this participation in
the divine nature is not the goal but the starting-point of Christian
experience; and the world from which the believer escapes is not the
physical universe but the world in the Johannine sense of man at odds
with his Creator (cf.  John :).

. Käsemann, pp. f. See, however, the powerful refutation of his
position in A. L. Moore, The Parousia in the New Testament, ,
pp. –, and in R. J. Bauckham, op. cit., pp. – and his  Peter:
an account of research, pp. –, and my  Peter Reconsidered, pp. –.

peter and Jude master:Layout 1  27/5/09  16:16  Page 34



happened since the foundation of the church, Peter’s reply, namely
that there was once an interruption (the flood), would have been
irrelevant.

Furthermore, the hope of the second coming has been abandoned
(:). Surely this implies a late date? We must remember that to the
false teachers it was not a hope but a threat; and they were laughing
because it had not been fulfilled. Had the hope not been prominent
in the church in which they worked, they would not have spoken
slightingly of it. It is surprising to find this objection raised to the
authenticity of the Epistle by the very scholars who are constantly
reminding us what a shock to mid-first-century Christians the delay
of the parousia proved to be, how it stimulated the writing of
Gospels and how it influenced Lucan and Johannine theology. So far
from having to wait for  Clement in AD  for the first appearance
of surprise at the delay, the earliest New Testament letters we pos-
sess,  and  Thessalonians, were written primarily to meet this ques-
tion. It would inevitably become a problem as soon as Christian
leaders began to die off, and thus would be a very natural thing to find
in the sixties when Peter must have written, if he was the author. On
the contrary it would have been a very surprising thing to find in the
second century, when there was, both among Apologists and Fathers,
a decay in the hope of a personal return of Christ, and increased
emphasis on eschatology in terms of cold rewards and punishments.

This brings us to another point sometimesmade.Does not ourEpis-
tle share this second-century eschatology? Schelkle, for instance, won-
ders if it does not concentrate on judgment and reward to the exclusion
of the characteristic New Testament hope of a personal return.

I N T R O D U C T I O N 

.  Clem, xxiii. f.
. See  Thess. :–; :– (incidentally quoting the thief analogy also

cited in  Pet. :),  Thess.  and , and  Cor. :, –.
. Käsemann asks rhetorically, and wrongheadedly, ‘What have we to say

about an eschatology which, like that of our epistle, is concerned only
with the hope of the triumphal entry of believers into the eternal
kingdom and with the destruction of the ungodly?’ (Käsemann,
p. ). One wonders whether he read the latter part of  Pet. 

attentively.
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Quite the reverse. For one thing the primitive eschatological tension
between the ‘now’ and the ‘then’, between what we have, and what
we yet await, is strongly present. For another, the parousia hope is
adduced, as in Paul and John, for practical and not for speculative
reasons. The three ethical inferences regularly drawn by New Tes-
tament writers from their confident expectation of Christ’s return,
namely watchfulness, holiness, and Christian service, are all here.

In all these points the second-century church lost contact with the
apostolic message.

But does  Peter not teach the Stoic doctrine of the destruction
of the world by fire? As a matter of fact it does not. What the
Stoics taught was not a once-for-all but a periodic conflagration. The
idea of a fiery doom is to be found in Plato’s Timaeus D, in Per-
sian sources, in the Qumran literature, in Jewish intertestamental

  P E T E R A N D J U D E

. The tension between realized and unrealized eschatology is the very
nerve of the New Testament concept of elpis, hope. Thus Christians are
already partakers of the divine nature, yet they have still to enter the
everlasting kingdom (:, ). Elect already, they must make their
election sure (:). Just because they have escaped the world’s
corruption, they must, for that very reason, add to their faith (:–).
‘What is this if not the typical New Testament tension between the
church and the world, between the present and the future, the ideal and
the phenomenal, faith and works, in fact between the Christian simul
Justus et peccator?’ ( Pet. Rec., p. ).

. :–, ; cf.  John :; :;  Thess. :, , . See also Peter’s hope
of ‘hastening the day of the Lord’ in Acts :–; cf.  Pet. :.

. Dr A. L. Moore (The Parousia in the New Testament, p. ) points out
seven respects in which the parousia teaching of  Pet.  accords
precisely with that of  Thess. :– and Mark :–. ‘Comparison
with the earlier material’, he writes, ‘shows that the Christology is
parallel, the ethics similarly orientated, and the place and status of
eschatology the same.’

. Origen had to answer this accusation, and does so very effectively
(Contra Celsum iv. . ). See on :.

. There is a remarkable parallel in QH iii. –. Also  QS ii. ;
 QM xiv. .
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and apocryphal works and not least in the Old Testament.  Peter
shares the characteristic Jewish tension between believing that the
end is imminent, and wrestling with the problem of delay. In an
important article P. E. Testa has shown the distinctiveness of the
Christian teaching found in  Peter. After examining Persian and
Stoic views, he makes it clear that the Petrine teaching belongs
without question to the Jewish-Christian tradition. Unlike the Per-
sians, Peter stresses the moral purpose of the conflagration, to
punish and purify. Unlike the Stoics, he stresses its uniqueness – it
is not to be repeated and it issues in a new heaven and a new earth,
not, as they believed, in the same old earth and sky in readiness for
the next fire or deluge. Unlike the Old Testament, Peter presents a
unified apocalyptic picture of a single future event. Testa makes the
ingenious suggestion that the impulse for this imagery may have
come from baptismal symbolism, where the flood and the final
conflagration are linked (cf. Matt. :). Be that as it may, the doc-
trine taught in  Peter became widely accepted in Christian circles
in the second century, and Bigg may well be right in tracing this
conviction ultimately to this Epistle. Were it not for the authority
of an apostolic document it is hard to think that a doctrine barely
hinted at in the rest of the New Testament should have gained such
widespread acceptance so soon.

I N T R O D U C T I O N 

. See Ps. Sol. xv. ; Apoc. Abraham xxxi; Enoch xvii. ;  Esdras v. ; Sib. Orac.
iv. ff.; iii. , ; Baruch xxvii. ; lxx. .

. See, e.g., Isa. :f.; Jer. :; Ezek. :; Amos :; Zeph. : (P. E.
Testa pays particular attention to Isa.  – ;  – ;  – ).

. ‘La distruzione del mondo per il fuoco nell  Ep. di Pietro :, , ’ in
Rivista Biblica, , pp. –. Earlier, J. Chaine had come to much
the same conclusion in his article in the Revue Biblique for .

. Independently, D. S. Russell agrees (Method and Message of the Jewish
Apocalyptic, , p. ), and so does R. J. Bauckham, op. cit.,
pp. ff.

. Clement, Strom, v. . , Justin, Apol. ., Sib. Orac. iv. ff., the
prophecies of Hystaspes (Clement, Strom, vi. . ), Origen, Contra
Celsum iv. ,  Clem, xvi, etc.

. Bigg, pp. f.

peter and Jude master:Layout 1  27/5/09  16:16  Page 37



On other difficulties concerning the parousia teaching, see the
Commentary; in particular on : and :.

.  Peter’s teaching about Paul (:f.). This is often held to tell deci-
sively against Petrine authorship. He would not, so many scholars
believe, have called Paul his ‘beloved brother’. He would not have
alluded to the heretical misuse of Paul’s letters, whose publication
as a corpusmust have been long after Peter’s death. And he would not
have ranged them alongside Scripture.

All three points are questionable. Peter could certainly have called
Paul his beloved brother. He espoused his cause at the Council of
Jerusalem (Acts :ff.) and gave him the right hand of fellowship
(Gal. :). It is a great mistake to see Peter and Paul through Tübin-
gen spectacles, and suppose that they were always rivals, simply
because of the disagreement on one occasion at Antioch (Gal.
:ff.).

We do not know when Paul’s letters were published as a corpus –
certainly not in his lifetime. But Peter says nothing about a corpus, or
about publication, for that matter. He simply refers to a recurring
characteristic throughout the Pauline letters, which both he and the
recipients had read. We need not suppose that they had read all the
Paulines. Indeed, if our Epistle was written by a forger, who had the
whole of the Pauline corpus before him, it is very surprising that he
should not have been influenced by it at all. After about AD  the
subapostolic literature is full of allusions to Paul. It would be strange
indeed if a pseudepigrapher, writing to show the unanimity between
the two great apostles, should have entirely neglected the Pauline
corpus to which he drew specific attention.

Of course, the greatest difficulty lies in supposing that Peter

  P E T E R A N D J U D E

. See also my  Peter Reconsidered, where they are dealt with more fully.
. See J. Munck, Paul and the Salvation of Mankind, , chapter .
. There is no real difficulty in supposing Peter to have read most of Paul’s

letters. They were, according to Acts and Paul’s own letters, in close and
frequent contact with each other, and had Mark and Silvanus as
common secretary-colleagues. Further, both Peter and Paul operated in
Asia Minor; it would have been difficult for them not to have known of
each other’s teachings and movements.
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could have classed Paul’s letters with ‘the other Scriptures’, whatever
the precise meaning one gives to ‘other’ (i.e., whether Paul’s letters
are included in or distinguished from the others). But is this such a
difficulty? The apostles were in no doubt that their written words
were as authoritative as their spoken utterances. And they were no
less clear that the Holy Spirit of God who had inspired the prophets
was at work through them. That is precisely the point of  Peter
:–, as it is of  Peter :–. That is why they expected their
letters to be read in church (i.e. alongside the Old Testament; cf. Col.
:; Rev. :). The apostle claimed to have the very mind of Christ,
to teach in words inspired by the Spirit, to proclaim the word of
God, to act as the mouthpiece of God ( Cor. :; :;  Thess.
:;  Pet. :). The apostle is the plenipotentiary representative of
Jesus Christ. That is why he is able to issue commands (:;  Cor.
:), excommunicate ( Cor. :; :, RSV), and make adherence
to his teaching the norm of orthodoxy and the condition of fel-
lowship ( Thess. :;  Tim. :, ;  John ). When this is borne
in mind, is it so remarkable that one apostle should mention
another’s writings in the same breath as the other Scriptures? Why
must we deny the equal applicability of the term ‘scripture’ to
prophetic and apostolic writers when the ultimate authorship of
God’s Spirit is claimed for both ( Pet. :–; :;  Pet. :–)?
Peter, certainly, was not disposed to do so. There is nothing in the

I N T R O D U C T I O N 

. The erudite Lagrange sees no difficulty in this, and draws attention to
some of the verses here quoted. See hisHistoire ancienne du Canon du
Nouveau Testament, , pp. f.

.  Cor. :;  Cor. :;  Thess. :; :.
. His authority is, accordingly, that of his Lord. Hence the finality of Rev.

:f., and the anathema of Gal. :–. This unique position of the
apostles was envisaged by Jesus (John :; :; Matt. :; :,
; John :) and recognized by the subapostolic church (e.g.
Ignatius, Rom. iv, Philad. v, Polycarp, Ep. vi). This unique position of the
apostles is now increasingly widely recognized. See K. H. Rengstorf, s.v.
‘Apostolos’ in Kittel’sWörterbuch ; O. Cullmann, ‘The Tradition’ in The
Early Church, ; N. Geldenhuys, Supreme Authority,  and
B. Gerhardsson,Memory and Manuscript, .
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doctrine of Scripture found in the Second Epistle that could not
have been written by the author of the First.

e. Conclusion
That there is a weighty case against the apostolic authorship of 
Peter it would be idle to deny. Its style, diction, poor attestation, rela-
tionship with Jude, as well as its idiosyncrasies of content might
incline one to assign it to the second century. F. J. A. Hort, when once
asked what his view of  Peter was, replied that if he were asked he
would say that the balance of argument was against the Epistle – and
the moment he had done so he would begin to think that he might
be wrong! The solid worth of  Peter, so manifestly superior to
anything the second century had to offer, the striking contrast it
affords to the undoubted Petrine pseudepigraphs, the absence of any
credible motive for its origin as a pseudepigraph, all make one
pause. What is more, the document does not fit what we know of
the second century. There is no hint of second-century problems like
church leadership, developed Gnosticism, Montanism, or chiliasm.
This consideration, coupled with the material common to Jude and
 Peter, led J. A. T. Robinson to argue (improbably) that Jude
wrote  Peter as Peter’s agent, and then wrote Jude in his own name
on hearing that the troubles persisted. It is, no doubt, possible that
 Peter was produced by a disciple of the apostle, as Reicke, Chaine

  P E T E R A N D J U D E

. W. Sanday, Inspiration, , p. .
. The Apocalypse of Peter professes to add to our knowledge about the

future life. The Gospel of Peter is written in the interests of a docetic
Christology. The Letter of Peter is Ebionite, the Travels of Peter (Periodoi
Petrou) sheer romance. The Kerygmata Petrou was a writing designed to
claim apostolic precedent for heretical tendencies, and the Acts of Peter is
a sort of novel for the entertainment of the faithful who were not
supposed to go to theatres and other pagan entertainments.  Peter has
little in common with any of these undoubted forgeries. It has no
heretical axe to grind. It tells us next to nothing we did not already know
about Peter. It contains no secret tradition claiming Peter for its
fountain-head. As a pseudepigraph it has no satisfactory raison-d’être.

. Redating the New Testament, p. ff.
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and Schelkle suggest. It was customary both in Jewish and pagan cir-
cles to put out a pseudonymous work and attribute it to a great man
in whose honour or style it was composed. Thus in his Life of
Pythagoras Iamblichus, a neo-Platonist writer of the third century AD,
congratulates the school of Pythagoras because they prefix his
name to their writings in a desire to honour him as the source of all
that is true and original in their thought. A great deal of Jewish
pseudepigraphy sprang from the samemotive, perhaps taking its cue
from Deuteronomy. This accounts for writings like the Psalms of
Solomon, the Wisdom of Solomon and a host of others, orthodox and
heterodox. It is suggested that there is nothing immoral in pseud-
epigraphy of this sort; we ought not to think of it as forgery but
rather as creative poetry, saying in the contemporary situation what
the great man would have said had he survived. It was not long before
this type of writing invaded the Christian church. There are plenti-
ful survivals from the second century AD. Why not from the first?

The only a priori argument against such an apparently reasonable
hypothesis is the moral one. How is it that writers who urge the high-
est moral standards in their letters should stoop to deceit of this
type? In this case, the author not only claims to be Peter; he con-
stantly implies it (:, , –; :). It may be that nobody was
taken in by those claims, or that if they were they would have seen
no harm in what was the accepted practice of the day. It may be, but
those who hold this view have scarcely succeeded in demonstrating
it. It seems rather that pseudepigraphy was not so leniently viewed
in Christian circles. Thus Paul inveighed against the practice in the
Thessalonian correspondence ( Thess. :; :). By no stretch of
the imagination could he be regarded as condoning what P. N.
Harrison claims were ‘the very different standards of literary pro-
prietorship which prevailed in those days’. Then in the second cen-
tury, the author of theActs of Paul and Thecla was unfrocked for this
very practice. He protested that he attributed his work to Paul only
in order to increase the latter’s honour; but to no avail. He explained
that he had acted in good faith, and from the highest motives ‘from

I N T R O D U C T I O N 

. The Problem of the Pastoral Epistles, , p. .
. Tertullian, de Baptismo xvii.
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love of Paul’, but it made not the slightest difference. He was
deposed from his office as presbyter and was disgraced. We have
here a valuable insight into the attitude towards pseudepigraphy
adopted in high places in the second century. Precisely the same con-
clusion emerges from the story of Serapion and the Gospel of Peter.
Serapion, bishop of Antioch about AD , heard of the partiality
of a small town in his diocese for the Gospel of Peter.When he had
investigated the matter he forbade its use. He says, ‘For our part,
brethren, we both receive Peter and the other apostles as Christ, but
the writings which falsely bear their names we reject, as men of expe-
rience, knowing that such were not handed down to us.’ It was not
so much its mildly docetic Christology which determined the
bishop’s attitude, as the fact that it was falsely attributed to Peter, and
was not handed down from earlier generations of the church.

It was into a church exercising this sort of discrimination that we
are asked to believe  Peter was surreptitiously inserted. I find it very
hard to believe. It is not as though we were plentifully supplied with
examples of orthodox pseudepigrapha which were cheerfully
accepted by the second-century church and later generations. After
carefully examining the whole problem Guthrie feels obliged to
say, ‘There is no evidence in Christian literature for the idea of a con-
ventional literary device, by which an author as a matter of literary
custom, and with the full approbation of his circle of readers, pub-
lishes his own productions in another’s name. There was always an
ulterior motive.’

It is precisely at this point that we must consider the detailed work
done on this Epistle by Richard Bauckham which leads him to
maintain that he has discovered the very thing Guthrie thinks never

  P E T E R A N D J U D E

. It is true that Tertullian is anxious to attack any who use the example of
Thecla to maintain the right of a woman to baptize, but this is not the
reason he gives for the disgrace of the author. It was not because he
represented a woman baptizing but because he misrepresented himself
as Paul that he was removed from office.

. In Eusebius,H.E. vi. .
. Vox Evangelica, , p. .
.  Peter and Jude, .
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existed – the publication by a disciple of Peter in Rome of this Letter
under the literary convention of a last ‘Testament’. For he believes
that the literary genre to which  Peter belongs made it perfectly evi-
dent to the first readers that it was a pseudepigraph. Accordingly, no
possible question of morality arises.  Peter is both a letter and also
an example of the type of work wemeet in the Testaments of the Twelve
Patriarchs. That is to say, it sets out the supposed message of the
deceased Peter to meet the exigencies of a late-first-century situ-
ation where antinomianism was present, heresy was rife and the
parousia was mocked. The author’s aim was to defend apostolic
Christianity in a subapostolic situation, and this he does, not by
having recourse to his own authority, but by faithfully mirroring
apostolic teaching which he adapts and interprets for his own day.
‘Peter’s testament’ formed the ideal literary vehicle for his plans. Not
only did the Testament genre have a long and honoured history in
Judaism both within and outside the Old Testament; not only do the
two main contents of  Peter (ethical admonitions and revelations
of the future) precisely correspond to those found in most Testa-
ments; but everyone knew these were pseudepigraphs. It went with-
out saying that the same held good of  Peter. Nobody ever imagined
it came from Peter himself. The literary convention of the Testament
was too well known. Such is the theory.

There are three elements in the Testament genre which persuade
Bauckham that  Peter belongs to it. Traditionally the testator gives
the essence of his teaching, reveals that he is about to die, and proph-
esies the future. In :– ‘Peter’ encapsulates his message; in :–
 he knows he is about to die and wants his last warnings to be
heeded; and in :–; :– he predicts the future. The rest of the
Letter is, Bauckham believes, structured round these paragraphs. It
is designed to defend Peter’s teaching against the false teachers who
make the following four objections to Peter’s core message. Firstly,
the preaching of the apostles was a myth (:–). Secondly, Old
Testament prophecy was not inspired (:–). Thirdly, divine
judgment is idle and ineffective (:–). Fourthly, where is the
promise of his coming? (:–). All four objections cut at the
parousia hope and allow freedom to sin as you please since judgment
can be discounted. The author, accordingly, shows the importance
and interdependence of eschatology and ethics (:–), and then

I N T R O D U C T I O N 
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defends his position first by denouncing the ethics of the false
teachers (:–) and then by demonstrating ethics for true dis-
ciples (:–). Within the genre of the Testament, therefore, the
subapostolic author can skilfully counter the errorists of his day, and
make a powerful defence and reassertion of apostolic Christianity.
And everyone would know that this is what he was about.

But might not Peter himself have cast his material into the com-
bined shape of Epistle and Testament? Bauckham thinks not. For
one thing the essence of the Testament genre is that it should be
pseudepigraphical: ‘In Jewish usage the testament was a fictional lit-
erary genre.’ So the readers would not expect it to be from Peter
himself: in any case the evidence for its attribution to the apostle per-
sonally is weak, so it is improbable that Peter, wishing to write his
own testament, adapted the (normally fictional) genre in order to do
so. Moreover, when we come to the predictions of false teachers in
chapters  and  the author alternates between the future and pres-
ent tense thus making the fictional nature of the genre very explicit:
the apostolic ‘prophecies’ are now being fulfilled. ‘Such deliberate
breaches of the fiction of Petrine authorship are possible only if the
fiction was a transparent one.’

Dr Bauckham has written a massive and learned commentary
which will long remain the standard work in English on this Epis-
tle. His view is important and, if correct, removes all moral stigma
from the pseudepigraphal publication of  Peter. It justifies the place
of  Peter in the Canon, for it champions orthodox apostolic Chris-
tianity in contest with false teaching, and probably emerged from the
Petrine circle in Rome somewhere between AD  and . Like the
Gospel of Mark it contained apostolic material penned by a sub-
apostolic man. Therefore from the viewpoint of the ancients there
would be no problem in having it in the Canon. From a modern
viewpoint its inclusion is appropriate, since the main principle of
canonicity is to assert the uniqueness and normativeness of the apos-
tolic message – which is above all what  Peter sets out to do.

If he is right in his thesis, therefore, it is not only possible but

  P E T E R A N D J U D E

. Op. cit. p. .
. Op. cit. p. 
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proper to recognize  Peter as a pseudepigraph which is rightly
included in the Canon, and he has disproved Guthrie’s claim that
‘there is no evidence in Christian literature for the idea of a con-
ventional literary device, by which an author as a matter of literary
custom, and with the full approbation of his circle of readers, pub-
lishes his own production in another’s name’.

But is he right? This is not the place for a full scale examination
of his theory, but a number of questions need to be asked.

In the first place, if it was so evident that  Peter was the fictional
Testament which Bauckham takes it to be, why is it that this has not
been apparent to Christians down the ages until Bauckhamwrote his
book? This is not an unfair ad hominem argument. The position
Bauckham advances depends on the assumption that the literary
genre of a fictional testament was apparent to all.

Secondly, if it was possible for works to be put into the Canon on
the ground of early date and orthodox content, it is hard to see why
Hermas, the Epistle of Diognetus, The Epistle of Barnabas and the
First Epistle of Clement were not included. Yet the very Councils
that accepted  Peter into the Canon decisively rejected Clement,
Barnabas, Diognetus and Hermas. It is not possible to find a closer
analogy to what Bauckham puts forward than Origen’s position on
Hebrews (that the content is Paul’s but who actually penned it prob-
ably God alone will ever know). The analogy is far from com-
pelling: Hebrews, of course, is not pseudepigraphical at all.

Thirdly, it is far from clear that all ‘testaments’ must be fictional.
The final testaments of David or Moses in the Old Testament need
not be fictional. Nor need a later writer, in re-editing them, neces-
sarily adopt the trappings of pseudepigraphy such as the author of
 Peter is supposed to do here. Josephus ‘wrote up’ the Song of
Moses – but he did so in the style of his own day. In any case, the

I N T R O D U C T I O N 

. Much confusion haunts the subject of pseudepigraphy. Fritz
Neugebauer brings some fresh air into the discussion in his paper ‘Zur
Deutung und Bedeutung des  Petrusbriefes’ (NTS, , , pp. –)
where he differentiates three categories: anonymity, onymity and
pseudonymity. Of course, the Hebrews case is anonymity:  Peter, if
Bauckham is right, is pseudonimity, and therefore quite dissimilar.
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farewell address of Moses in Deuteronomy is both prophetic and
strongly ethical in content. Why should not a genuine Testament
from Peter share those same two characteristics?

But, fourthly, one must ask whether Bauckham has not greatly
exaggerated the influence of the testamentary genre on our Epistle.
What grounds are there for supposing that it is a Testament at all,
or that it owes anything substantial to the testamentary tradition?
Whatever grounds there may be have certainly escaped the major-
ity of commentators over the centuries. The basis really must be
sought in :–, and is that passage not explicable as it stands,
embodying the concern of an apostle who knows he may not have
long to live and is passionately concerned for the continuance of a
healthy faith among the next generation?

These considerations put substantial question marks against
Bauckham’s able and well-argued hypothesis.

If, however, it could be conclusively proved that  Peter is that
otherwise unexampled thing, a perfectly orthodox epistolary pseud-
epigraph, I, for one, believe that we should have to accept the fact
that God did employ the literary genre of pseudepigraphy for the
communicating of his revelation. I would accept it as I accept the

  P E T E R A N D J U D E

. Reisner, commenting (in Zukunftserwartung in biblischer Sicht, , p. )
on the testamentary hypothesis, which, as he perceives, is really based
on :–, is forthright in his dismissal. ‘Richtig daran is, dass die
Passage deutlich auf die Todesprophetie anspielt, die der Auferstandene
nach Joh. :,  über Petrus aussprach. Die Annahme, dass  Petrus
eine Situation direkter und unabwendbarer Lebensbedrohung anspiele,
ist dagegen nicht Zwingend. Tachine-  Petr. : dürfte “plötzlichen”
und nicht “baldigen” Tod meinen; Exodos bedeutet nicht unbedingt den
Tod, sondern kann auch einfach die Abreise meinen.’ (‘(The hypothesis)
is correct in that the passage clearly alludes to the prophecy of Peter’s
death spoken by the risen Christ, according to John :–. On the
other hand, the assumption that  Peter alludes to a situation in which
(the writer’s) life is under direct and inescapable threat, is not
convincing. Tachine- in  Pet. : could well refer to “sudden” rather
than “imminent” death; Exodos does not necessarily mean “death”, but
may mean simply “departure”.’)
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history and proverb, the myth and poetry, the apocalyptic and
wisdom literature, and all the other types of literary form which go
to make up Holy Scripture. It is not, therefore, from any obscur-
antism or parti pris that I am advocating the Petrine authorship of this
Epistle. If I part company from the majority of critics on this Epis-
tle, and with Zahn, Falconer, Bigg, Wohlenberg and others am
inclined to maintain its Petrine authorship, it is because I remain
unconvinced by the arguments brought against it, because I have yet
to see a convincing pseudepigraph from the early days of Christian-
ity, and because there are few arguments brought against the
authenticity of  Peter which do not equally militate against the view
that it was the product of a pseudepigrapher. On a more positive
note, I am impressed by the similarities between  Peter and  Peter
both in diction and doctrine, and also to some extent with the
reported Petrine speeches in Acts, though the value of this

I N T R O D U C T I O N 

. Bigg’s comment on this point is worth reproducing. ‘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 an
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’ (Bigg,
p. ).

. E. I. Robson, at the outset of his book Studies in the Second Epistle of Peter,
, says rightly, ‘The arguments of Chase against Petrine authorship
are equally arguments against “forgery” or even capable imitation’ (p. ).

. Thus ‘received’ (:) comes in Acts : and otherwise only twice in the
New Testament. ‘Godliness’, a common word in  Peter, comes in Acts
: and otherwise only in the Pastorals. ‘Lawlessness’ (:) occurs in
Acts : and rarely elsewhere, while the only New Testament passages
that speak of ‘the wages of wickedness’ are  Pet. :,  and Acts
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argument depends, of course, both on Peter’s authorship of the First
Epistle and the substantial reliability of Acts. I am impressed by the
absence of any suggestion of chiliasm in : when quoting the very
verse used by Barnabas, Justin,  Clement, Methodius and Irenaeus
to support it. I find this almost incredible if  Peter did in fact come
from a second-century hand. I am equally impressed at the contrast
between the parousia teaching of  Peter and that of the early
second-century Apocalypse of Peter. I am impressed by the absence
of interest in church organization (one of the main preoccupations
of second-century works like theDidache and theAscension of Isaiah),
by the undeveloped nature of the heresy against which the Epistle
is directed, and by the fact that the delay of the parousia is still a
burning scandal. For these reasons the Commentary which follows
will assume, provisionally, that the author is Simon Peter.

. The occasion and date of  Peter

We are almost completely in the dark about the place of origin of
this letter. If it is a genuine letter of Peter, it was probably written

  P E T E R A N D J U D E

:. The rare ‘punish’ comes in : and Acts :, and, of course, ‘the
day of the Lord’ occurs in : and Acts :. These parallels are merely
verbal, and may be of no significance; they may, on the other hand, be
echoes of one man’s vocabulary.

. This verse, Ps. :, became, in the second century, the main proof-text
of chiliasm, the doctrine that Christ would reign for a thousand years on
earth at the parousia. This belief became almost an article of Christian
orthodoxy from the time of the writing of Revelation to Irenaeus. It
would have been almost impossible for any second-century writer to use
this verse, as  Peter does, without commenting on it at all either in
favour of or against the chiliast hope. This in itself suggests the
antiquity of our Epistle.

. This latter displays, in any case, literary dependence on our Epistle,
which it would hardly do if  Peter, like itself, was second-century
production. For the Apocalypse to allude to it in order to suggest
verisimilitude,  Peter must have enjoyed real prestige as an authentic
production of the apostle. See above, p. , n. .
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