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The Authenticity of 2 Peter: Problems and
Possible Solutions

‘P H. R. van Houwelingen

RESUME

Les spécialistes non évangéliques considérent aujourd’hui
la seconde épitre de Pierre comme pseudonymique. Cet
article considere les sept points problématiques que I'on
allegue a l'appui de cette opinion et tente de montrer
qu‘ils ne sont pas décisifs. 1) Les destinataires sont les
mémes que ceux de la premiére épitre de Pierre : il s'agit
de chrétiens d'Asie Mineure. 2) La lettre se présente
comme un testament spirituel de l'apétre. 3) Lauteur
indique comme son nom personnel symeén. 4) En 2
Pierre, les lettres de Paul sont assimilées aux Ecritures,
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SUMMARY

In contemporary scholarship, 2 Peter is considered a
pseudonymous epistle. However, by evaluating the seven
main problematic points that are usually put forward, this
article aims to show that none of them is insurmounta-
ble. (1) The addressees are the same as in 1 Peter, namely
Christians in Asia Minor. (2) The document wants to be
read as a spiritual testament of Peter. (3) The writer uses
the personal name Zupewv as his signature. (4) Paul’s let-
ters are compared in 2 Peter with ‘the other Scriptures’
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ZUSAMMENFASSUNG

Die gegenwdartige Lehrmeinung hélt den zweiten
Petrusbrief far ein Pseudonym. Dieser Artikel bewertet
die sieben hauptsichlichen, strittigen Punkte, die fir
gewohnlich angefiihrt werden, und will dadurch bewei-
sen, dass keiner von ihnen uniiberwindlich ist. (1) Die
Adressaten sind dieselben wie im ersten Petrusbrief, nam-
lich die Christen in Kleinasien. (2) Das Dokument will
als geistliches Vermachtnis von Petrus gelesen werden.
(3) Der Schreiber benutzt den Eigennamen Zupeqw
als Unterschrift. (4) Die Briefe von Paulus werden im
zweiten Petrusbrief mit ,den anderen Schriften” ver-
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comme Paul le ferait lui-méme. 5) 2 Pierre et Jude
tirent leur origine d’une tradition orale de prédication
apostolique. 6) Le style digne de I'épitre correspond au
caractére d’un testament, tandis que les différences sty-
listiques par rapport & 1 Pierre peuvent s‘expliquer par
la différence de situation dans laquelle chacune de ces
lettres a vu le jour. 7) Les moqueurs ne doutaient pas
spécifiquement d'un retour de Christ imminent, mais
plus largement de l'intervention divine dans I'histoire
humaine. L'auteur conclut que I'épitre est une authen-
tique lettre de I'apétre Pierre.
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like Paul himself would do. (5) Both 2 Peter and Jude
originate from an oral tradition of apostolic preaching.
(6) The dignified style of 2 Peter corresponds with the
testamentary character, while the stylistic difference with
1 Peter can be explained by the different situations in
which these letters originated. (7) The scoffers were not
specifically questioning the immediate Second Coming
of Christ but more broadly the intervention of God in the
history of mankind. In conclusion: 2 Peter is an authentic
letter of which the apostle Peter is the author.

ot * * *

glichen, wie Paulus selbst das getan haben wiirde. (5)
Sowohl der zweite Petrusbrief als auch der Judasbrief
entstammen einer mindlichen Tradition apostolischer
Verkiindigung. (6) Der distinguierte Stil von 2. Petrus
entspricht seinem Charakter als geistliches Vermachtnis,
wobei die stilistischen Unterschiede zu 1. Petrus durch
die unterschiedlichen Situationen zu erkldren sind, in
denen diese Briefe entstanden. (7) Die Spétter stellten
nicht speziell die Parousie des Christus in Frage, sondern
eher allgemein das Eingreifen Gottes in die Geschichte
der Menschheit. Fazit: Der zweite Petrusbrief ist ein
authentisches Schreiben, dessen Autor der Apostel Petrus
selbst ist.

* * * *

EfF-19:2 % 119



* P H. R. vAN HOUWELINGEN *®

The authenticity of 2 Peter is widely disputed. In
fact, the vast majority of contemporary scholars are
convinced that this epistle cannot have been writ-
ten by the apostle Peter himself. 2 Peter is regarded
as a document in which people wanted to formu-
late and to preserve certain authoritative traditions
in the Christian church under the pseudonym of
‘Peter.” Differences of opinion remain only about
the question of how far these traditions actually go
back to the apostle Peter himself.

When, in a sermon about the fall of Jericho, the
Alexandrian church father Origen compared the
city walls to human reasoning, he let the apostles
blow the trumpets. Among them, Origen says,
Peter also blew the two trumpets of his epistles.’
From this statement I borrowed the title for my
dissertation, written in Dutch: De tweede trompet
[The Second Trumpet], published in 1988.! In my
dissertation, I seek to answer these questions: Is
the sound of the second trumpet different from the
first? Is the second trumpet a period instrument?
In regard to the authorship of 2 Peter, I offered
an integrated discussion of the general problems
pertaining to the letter’s authenticity along with
an exegesis of the full text. Two decades later this
article presents a condensed and updated English
version of the main results of my research.?

Various handbooks and commentaries provide
an overview of the debate concerning the authen-
ticity of 2 Peter.®* The new Dutch Bible translation
of 2004 [De Nieuwe Bijbelvertaling] contains a
popularized version of the debate. The translation
presents itself as a standard Bible for all Dutch-
speaking people and is widely distributed. The
introductions to the various Bible books can be
taken as expressing today’s consensus among bibli-
cal scholars. The introduction to 2 Peter lists seven
problematic points regarding its authorship. Fol-
lowing these seven points, I would like to consider
the problems 2 Peter poses and the possible solu-
tions we can find.

1. Second Peter lacks the marks of a
personal letter. The addressees, for
instance, are not specifically mentioned.

2 Peter does not at any point identify the address-
ees. One could take this as an indicator of fiction.
Nevertheless, the letter does start with personal
greetings and a blessing for its readers: “To those
who through the righteousness of our God and
Saviour Jesus Christ have received a faith as pre-
cious as ours: Grace and peace may be yours in
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abundance through the knowledge of God and of
Jesus our Lord’ (2 Pet 1:1b-2).

Are these opening words part of the usual cap-
tatio benevolentine?* That does not seem to be the
case. The author seems rather to identify himself
with the apostles.” Their authority gets pre-emi-
nence. The first personal pronoun plural ‘we’ is
an apostolic plural. The Greek word {ootipoc is
a New Testament hapax. It wants to express: ‘of
equal significance or value’ according to Louw/
Nida.® Therefore, by no means would Peter’s faith
be more valuable than that of his readers. They are
all privileged by having received the same precious
faith due to the righteousness of our God and Sav-
iour Jesus Christ. Peter gives all believers the same
status. In regard to this equality in the Kingdom,
the readers are subsequently addressed as brothers
and sisters (1:10: aderdol).

In 3:1 a reference is made to a previous letter
addressed to the same people: ‘Dear friends, this
is now my second letter to you. I have written
both of them as reminders to stimulate you to
wholesome thinking.” Following the majority of
exegetes, this is to be understood as a reference to
the first letter of Peter.” Though it must be admit-
ted that the subject of remembrance is dealt with
explicitly in 2 Peter only, yet it is also true that 1
Peter is so steeped in the teachings of apostles and
prophets that in each chapter such teaching actu-
ally forms the basis for the call to be sound in doc-
trine and life.® This observation also shows us that
the addressees are actually identified indirectly. Via
the heading of 1 Peter, we are directed to a bond of
churches in Asia Minor.

2 Peter 1:16-18 shows that the readers in Asia
Minor were familiar with the apostolic preach-
ing of Peter and his fellow apostles. The speaker
in this passage witnessed Jesus’ transfiguration
on the mountain. With a few catchwords, he can
remind his readers of the fundamentals of the faith
they have in common. He says: ‘We were eyewit-
nesses of his majesty’ This passage is no literary
construction, for we have sufficient evidence to
consider this brief eyewitness report as authen-
tic.” The proclamation of ‘the power and coming
of our Lord Jesus Christ’ is a trustworthy witness.
Somehow this apostolic preaching of Peter and his
fellow apostles had reached the believers in Asia
Minor, either by means of a visit of Peter himself
or through Silas, whose visit was announced in 1
Peter 5:12 (see point 6).
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2. The letter belongs to the genre of
‘testament’. In Jewish and Christian
circles this genre was popular during the
Greek-Roman era.

As paralle] fictional testaments from Jewish cir-
cles, one usually cites: The Testaments of the Tivelve
Patviavchs, The Testament of Moses, The Testament
of Job as well as parts of other writings, such as I
Enoch, Tobit, 2 Baruch, Jubilees. They often include
the announcement of impending death, the pre-
diction of coming events and an exhortation to a
right walk of life. It is very rare, though, that such
a fictional testament is put in the form of a letter.
However, we can refer to canonical examples such
as Deuteronomy 32 being the spiritual testament
of Moses and Acts 20 being the farewell sermon of
Paul to the elders of Ephesus, the city where he had
worked the most.

The question of genre is related to the ques-
tion of authenticity, but in itself the genre of testa-
ment does not make a text fictional. Ellis rightly
remarks that the reasoning usually followed is an

invalid syllogism such as this: ‘Some Jewish letter-

form testaments are fictional; II Peter is a Jewish
letter-form testament; ergo, II Peter is fictional.” It
is fallacious, he adds, to draw conclusions about a
pamcular ietter from general or typical characteris-
tics of a genre with which it may have some affin-
ity.'* After all, the overarching genre category to
which 2 Peter belongs is the letter (3:1: émiotoAn),
but this particular text was written in the form of
a farewell letter.

Especially in 1:12-15, Peter is focussing on his
‘departure’ (¢£060¢) from life. The tent pegs of his
earthly life will soon be pulled, as Jesus had already
made clear to him (cf. John 21:18-19 where in
a concealed way Peter was made ready for mar-
tyrdom). He writes: For that reason, I will make
every effort to see that after my ‘departure’ you will
always be able to remember the apostolic witness.
So, the second letter of Peter indeed carries a testa-
mentary character. It obviously wants to be read as
the apostle’s spiritual testament.!!

3. Peter is said to be the writer of 2 Peter;
yet many interpreters believe that he is not
the author.

There is a great contrast between the claim in the
text regarding its author on the one hand and the
prevailing opinion about that claim on the other
hand. No one has expressed himself more bluntly

about this contrast than Kiimmel. In his classic
Introduction he says: The letter clearly claims to
have been written by the apostle Peter, yet Peter
cannot have written this epistle’'? This view is
widely held today. Most scholars believe that in
2 Peter we have to do with the literary form of
pseudepigraphy.’® According to them, an unknown
author wrote the letter under a pseudonym, the
name of the apostle Peter. However, the question
why that happened does not receive a unanimous
answer. Let me give three examples of different
answers, those of Meade, Riedl and Smith.

Meade points to a continuation of the norma-
tive tradition. In a new era that tradition met new
challenges. A new time required the actualization
of the thoughts and convictions of leading per-
sons from the past (Vergegenwdrtigung). ‘Attribu-
tion in the pseudonymous Pauline and Petrine
epistles must be regarded primarily as an assertion
of authoritative tradition, not of literary origin.’'*
However, from sources availablc to us, one cannot
prove that readers perceived the fiction of such
writings or that they accepted that a contemporary
author in fact wrote such writings.'

Riedl agrees with Meade in connecting pseude-
pigraphy with the term of ‘anamnesis’. As in the
Jewish tradition one existentially felt connected
with the forefathers by remembrance, so an
unknown author assumed the role of the apostle
Peter by remembrance. He imagined that with the
authority of Peter he could contradict rising heresy
in the Christian church. However, even Riedl him-
self indicates that there is an esscntlal difference
between this kind of anamnesis and 2 Peter: never
before was such remembrance imagined under the
disguise of another person.’®

Smith takes a different approach He believes
that 2 Peter has been written in response to a
Petrine controversy in early Christianity. According
to Smith, the adoption of the Peter- pscudonvm by
the actual author was a result of the opponcnts
attitude towards the apostle. Hence the ascrip-
tion of the letter to Peter formed a part of the
author’s polemic against his adversaries. Because
the author shared some of their Gnostic ideas, 2
Peter is not quite the orthodox document that it is
often believed to be.!” However, this rather bold
assumption of Smith requires a very late dating of
2 Peter, in the second half of the second century.

More and more the question is asked whether
pseudepigraphy is in conflict with canonicity.'* On
the basis of a series of declarations from church
authorities, Baum shows that pseudepigraphy was
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not tolerated in early Christianity where that kind of
writing was perceived as a form of deception. Such
writings were rejected out of hand as falsifications,

even if the content was orthodox.!® As a matter
of fact, copies of falsified apostolic letters hardly
exist.? Wilder shows that in the ancient world,
the concept of literary property regarded it to be
illegitimate to fictitiously ascribe literary works to
a person other than their actual author. Further-
more, in the early Christian church, orthodox
theologians would not knowingly have accepted
such works into the canon. Wilder thinks that if
the author had the aim to mislead, he succeeded
in doing so.”! However, in that case it would have
been consistent to remove 2 Peter from the New
Testament canon just as it had happened to other
pseudepigrapha.*

Therefore, the very fact that 2 Peter was even-
tually accepted as a canonical book presumes that
the early Christians were sure that the apostle Peter
wrote it.”* And one obvious reason why they took
so long to accept this letter can be found in the
abundance of pseudo-Petrine literature circulating
at that time: the Gospel of Peter, the Preaching of
Peter, the Acts of Peter, the Apocalypse of Peter, the
Letter of Peter to Philip.

I am of the opinion that the ‘signature’ in the
heading of 2 Peter, Xupeaw Ilétpog, bears the
stamp of genuineness. Some manuscripts, particu-
larly the old Papyrus 72 and Codex Vaticanus, have
changed Zupewv into Eipwv, the common per-
sonal name. But the more difficult and therefore
probably correct reading must be the Greek tran-
scription of the Hebrew name. So far, falsification
of this signature has appeared impossible for two
main reasons. First, it is not a copy or variation of
the signature above 1 Peter (which would require
Ilétpog or Zupewv Iletpog). Second, the form
Zupewr is not an archaism, because the famous
Bar Kochba and two of his ofﬁccrs also carried that
name.** On the other hand, verification of the sig-
nature is not impossible since the apostles and the
Jerusalem elders presumably used to call each other
by their original names (see Acts 15:14: Zupecv
from the mouth of James!). The form Xupewv is
also an indication that a Palestinian is speaking.
Another person could not have allowed himself
such freedom in spelling this name; only the author
himself could, and perhaps his trusted secretary.®
In his spiritual testament, the apostle Peter could
have spelled his own personal name this way.
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4, In 3:15-16 reference is made to a
collection of Paul’s letters, which indicates
that at that time those letters carried some

authority in the church.

The idea that already in the time of the apostles
the epistles of Paul would have been collected
and placed on the same level as the other books
of Scripture is usually considered anachronistic.
This assumption would betray the pseudonymous
author. In opposition to this thinking it can be
pointed out that the writer of 2 Peter does not hold
an elaborate concept of inspiration. He merely
refers his readers to the wisdom given to Paul.
Moreover, the author also admits that the contents
of Paul’s epistles can actually give rise to a wrong
interpretation.*®

In 3:16 the letters of Paul are compared with ‘the
other Scriptures’. Some scholars think that here we
are not concerned with writings that have ecclesias-
tical authority. At that time the word ypa$ny would
not have been a technical term since the expression
also could be used in quotations from apocryphal
books and unknown sources. Accordmg to this
line of thought, the term yptxdm only points to a
compilation of religious writings.”” However, in 2
Peter the plural ol ypadal is used, the technical
term for the collection of Israel’s Holy Scriptures.
The wisdom of Paul is comparable with that of
the prophets who through the Holy Spirit ‘were
carried along’ (1:20-21). Therefore Paul’s letters
are on a level with the authoritative books of the
Tanakh. These apostolic letters apparently carried
so much authority in the church that certain people
took pains to twist their meaning.

This argument does not mean to say that Peter
and his readers had a complete edition of Paul’s
collected works at their disposal. The text limits its
focus to what Paul wrote to the readers of 2 Peter
(Eypoer Duiv), who lived in Asia Minor. As far
as his aim with his reference to Paul is concerned,
Peter probably did not link Paul’s writings to just
the last words of 3:15a about God’s patience but
to all of what Peter wrote in 3:14-15a. That pas-
sage deals with a holy life in view of the expecta-
tion of God’s kmgdom These considerations make
us think especially of Paul’s letter to the Galatians.
It is also possible to think of the letters to the Eph-
esians and Colossians — the latter is indeed diffi-
cult to interpret.?® Nonetheless, all of Paul’s letters
have an eschatological aspect. Giving due respect
to Paul, Peter can refer to his brother, reinforcing
his wisdom.
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During the process of collecting Paul’s letters,
especially two internal factors would have played
a role. Firstly, the apostolic writings were not pri-
vate property. Submitting oneself to the ambassa-
dors of Christ generally implied acceptance of the
prevailing authority of their letters (2 Cor 13:3).
Secondly, the apostolic letters were not written
just for certain occasions. Believers immediately
observed and acknowledged the divine wisdom of
Paul’s words (1 Thess 2:13). At an carly stage, they
likely would already have kept, collected and bun-
dled his epistles. That process would have started
with the individual congregations. In some cases,
the apostle even gave instructions on how they
had to (publicly) read his letter in the congrega-
tion and to share it with other congregations (Col
4:16; 1 Thess 5:27). Ellis infers, “The reference to
“all Paul’s letters™ as “Scripture” in II Peter 3:16 is
no sign of a post-apostolic date since Paul himself
regards them as the “commandment of the Lord”
and as on par with canonical Scripture, i.e. the Old
Testament.”

5. The affinity between 2 Peter and Jude
is so close, that many often assume the
writer of 2 Peter knew and used the letter
of Jude.

In his report on the CBL (= Colloquium Biblicum
Lovaniense) 2003 Conference Seminar, Thurén
gives the impression that the classic problem of the
relation between 2 Peter and Jude is almost solved.
These specialists on the Catholic Epistles more
or less unequivocally assessed Jude as the prior
document. Though some members of the semi-
nar group wanted to leave the door open to the
hypothesis of a common source, they did not do so
with much enthusiasm.?® Because of the modern
consensus about the priority of Jude, some com-
mentaries deal with Jude before 2 Peter, deviating
from the canonical order.!

Kahmann enumerates the most salient argu-
ments in favour of the priority of Jude. First of
all he observes that the resemblances form a close
unity in Jude while in 2 Peter they are scattered
over three chapters. In the second place Jude does
not speak about Christ’s return while Peter does.
This difference points to a later stage in the devel-
opment of early Christianity. In the third place, 2
Peter 2 lists the examples from history in chron-
ological order but it does not have the examples
from the apocryphal books.??

A closer look at this reasoning proves it to be

faulty. If one, for instance, tries to reverse the order,
this can be done in the following manner. In the
first place, Jude may have compiled the scattered
material from 2 Peter, making it into a compact
unity. In the second place, Jude may have ignored
the eschatological elements from 2 Peter, since at a
later time the delay of Christ’s return was felt less
as a problem than was the case at the beginning of
carly Christianity. In the third place, Jude can have
added all sorts of examples from the Jewish tradi-
tion to what Peter had written, since that would
have been appealing to Jude’s particular address-
ces.®® Therefore the priority of 2 Peter also finds
supporters.**

A clear link between 2 Peter and Jude is the apos-
tolic warning against the coming of ‘scoffers’ (2
Pet 3:2-4; Jude 17-18; the Greek word éumaiktol
only occurs in these two places in the New Tes-
tament). When Jude reminds his readers of the
words of the apostles (a circle of leaders within
which he apparently does not include himself),
he merely gives a literal quote in the wording of
the second letter of the apostle Peter. ‘In the last
times there will be scoffers who will follow their
ungodly desires’ (Jude 18). Besides, he adds his
own explanation to this quote. While the apostles
had warned against people who would follow their
own desires, Jude’s judgment is that those desires
are ungodly desires. Ungodliness evidently is an
important theme in the letter of Jude.®® Jude’s
epistle, then, might be the earliest witness for the
authenticity of 2 Peter.

All the same, it remains remarkable that there
is no literal resemblance whatsoever between 2
Peter and Jude except on the point of that apos-
tolic warning. Both have chosen several examples
from history. Similar examples are developed inde-
pendently and the accents are placed on different
matters. Consequently, Jude can neither be a copy
nor a summary of 2 Peter. Therefore, the most
satisfactory explanation is that both letters have
a common source and at the same time it can be
stated that Jude gives a quote from 2 Peter.

The possibility that this source would have been
a prophetic treatise or an apostolic polemic against
heretics is highly unlikely since no such material
has been preserved.® It is more acceptable to think
of an oral source, as Reicke has demonstrated.?”
2 Peter and Jude both originate from a common
tradition of the apostolic proclamation with fixed
elements. Those fixed elements functioned as
reminders and warnings, with a series of examples
from history at hand for illustration.
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6. The book is written in a polished style,
using many words not found elsewhere in
the New Testament.

When reading 2 Peter in Greek, one will soon
encounter its complexity. Unusual style, syntax and
vocabulary are used.** Kraus, for instance, counted
56 hapaxes in this letter. Half of them do not occur
in the Septuagint either. Half of the remainder
of these words are unknown in Jewish literature.
Three words are not found in any other Greek text
at all.** Because of the method of stylistic refine-
ment, 2 Peter has been classified as an example of
Asian rhetoric (in contrast to Attic rhetoric). This
style has also been characterized as grand Asian. It
is a style that is comparable to the literature of the
Baroque period in Europe. Indeed, it would have
been possible to write in this style anywhere, even
in Rome, by imitating writers like Demosthenes
and Cicero.*!

So, the style of 2 Peter does not need to be
labelled as bombastic. It does not need to be deni-
grated at all. Writing in a refined and dignified way,
the author consciously shows that he is making his
spiritual testament. He writes in this distinguished
style with the aim of stimulating his readers to
strive for growth in doing good, so that they will
be ready for the new heavens and the new earth to
come (3:13-14).

2 Peter’s stylistic discrepancy with 1 Peter 1s usu-
ally taken as an insurmountable objection against
the authenticity of 2 Peter. However, Kenny clearly
shows how difficult it is to determine a difference
in style with absolute standards.* Furthermore, the
question can be asked, Are the differences really so
significant as to exclude common authorship?

A popular solution used to be the secretary
hypothesis, according to which Silas or Silvanus
influenced the style of 1 Peter. Peter mentions his
name at the end of the letter: “With the help of Silas,
whom I regard as a faithful brother, I have written
to you briefly’ (1 Pet 5:12). However, Richards has
convincingly demonstrated that this solution is not
tenable. The Greek expression ‘by means of Silas I
have written’ (8t Zidovawrod ... éypofier) means
that Silas was the carrier of this circular letter to the
regions mentioned in the heading.** He had done
the same with the letter from the Jerusalem coun-
cil: Silas delivered this circular letter and explained
its contents with regard to the concrete situation of
the congregations (Acts 15:22-35). He may have
done the same with Peter’s epistle. It is striking
that Peter stresses the trustworthiness of Silas, not
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in regard to Peter himself but in regard to his read-
ers: ‘for you the trustworthy brother’, as the begm-
ning of verse 12 should be translated (Uiv TOD
mToTod adeAdod).

Let me suggest a better way of explaining the
differences in style between 1 and 2 Peter. They
can be linked to a difference in time and place
between 1 and 2 Peter. In my opinion, the first
cpistle was not written from Rome. Hunzinger
has convincingly demonstrated that Rome was
not characterized as ‘Babylon’ (1 Pet 5:13) before
the destruction of the temple in Jerusalem. True,
Hunzinger concluded that Peter could not be the
author of 1 Peter,* yet it is rather the other way
round: 1 Peter was not written from Rome. Three
arguments will make this clear:

1. Unlike the apocalyptic Book of Revelation, 1
Peter does not work with veiled allusions to
the destructive power of the Roman Empire.
On the contrary, the magistrates deserve all
respect from Christians (1 Pet 2:11-17).

2. At the end of his epistle, the writer mentions
a place of origin 1n an inconspicuous way,
sending greetings from where he lives (just
like Paul does 1n 1 Cor 16:19: “The churches
in Asia send you greetings’). Why would he
have chosen a cipher right at that moment?

3. The use of the name Babylon has the side
effect of evoking associations with the Baby-
lonian exile of Israel. The readers of 1 Peter
would relate to the exile motif, since they
were addressed in the opening of the letter as
elect exiles in the Diaspora.

I suggest that the apostle Peter wrote his first letter
from the geographical Babylon, in Mesopotamia,

the territory around the old city on the Euphrates,

where the Jews formed a pohtlcallv and numeri-
cally important group. Peter can have spent some
time in Babylon as an exile.*® At the end of his life,
perhaps ten years after his first letter, he wrote his
second letter from within the Hellenistic culture of
Rome.* There, Peter would have had the oppor-
tunity to improve his Greek, as Flavius Josephus
did. Both men were already Greek speakers (as
their second language), but they probably had not
read any classical Greek authors before moving to
Rome.* Josephus tells us that after having gained
knowledge of Greek grammar, he laboured strenu-
ously to get a good command of Greek prose and
poetry. His own Jewish people, he adds, did not
favour those persons who refined their style with
smoothness of diction.*® This information reminds
us of the refined and elegant style of 2 Peter. It
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is well possible that Peter, just like Josephus, had
made such a way of writing his own while he
stayed in Rome.

7. In chapter 3 the author reminds his
readers of the gravity of Jesus’ promise
that he will soon come. He wants to
remove any doubt they might have about
his coming.

Fornberg describes the hypothetical situation of 2

Peter 3 as follows:

The adversaries lived in the church. The belief
in a more or less imminent Second Coming was
part of the Christian tradition. In a world that
was to a great extent characterized by a deter-
ministic view of the universe, it was often dif-
ficult to persevere in expectation of the Parousia.
The death of the first generation of Christians
was for many a reason to re-interpret, or pos-
sibly reject, Christian eschatology.*’

Most commentators hold this view. They usually

understand the question posed by scoffers, “‘Where

is this “coming” he promised?’ (3:4), as an expres-
sion of disappointment concerning the Second
Coming. Jesus announced that he would return
soon but he had not come yet. As the scoffers grew
increasingly impatient, they were taken as people
who critically questioned the promise of Jesus’
return. This would indicate a relatively late stage in
the development of the early church.

However, it is striking that the scoffers speak
biblical language, using words like promise,
coming, falling asleep, creation. These words bring
me to the observation that the scoffers called the
old promise of the coming of YHWH into ques-
tion. So, here we are concerned with the promise
made by the Old Testament prophets and not with
Christ’s promise to come again. The only promise
expressly mentioned in the context of 2 Peter 3 is
the one by Isaiah about the new heavens and a new
earth (verse 13, referring to Isa 65:17; 66:22).
The fathers are thus the people who received the
promise. In first century literature, the expres-
sion ‘the fathers’ refers almost without exception
to the Old Testament forefathers.®® The scoffers
lived according to their own lusts, not as a result of
some sort of Christian generation gap but because
they assumed that God would never intervene in
the history of mankind. However, such thinking
contradicted God’s announced judgment over sin-
ners.

Peter wanted to warn his readers of this mis-
conception. Just as the first world had been wiped
away by the Flood, bringing God’s judgment over
ungodly men, so the present heavens and earth
are reserved for fire. That is the ‘day of judgment
and destruction of ungodly men’, as 2 Peter puts it
(3:7). This warning is no evidence for a late date
of the letter. This warning is applicable for readers
of all times. However, God’s final judgment does
not mean the definite end of his creation work.
Through his judgment, God will bring about a
new world according to his old promise: ‘But in
keeping with his promise we look forward to a new
heaven and a new carth, the home of righteous-
ness? (3:13).

Conclusion

The result of my research as presented in my dis-
sertation can be formulated as follows: 2 Peter is
an authentic epistle of which the apostle Peter is the
author. As 1 have attempted to show, the objec-
tions that have been raised against the authen-
ticity of the epistle are understandable but not
insurmountable. The claim of the text itself, to be
written by Zupeav Ilétpog (1:1), can be accepted
without objection. At several points the epistle
shows that the writer is an apostle. He presents
himself as an eye and ear witness (1:16-19). He
stands on a level with the prophets. He is in the
service of Christ (3:2). He defends the Scripture
against private interpretations and against twisting
its words (1:20-21; 3:16). And more than once he
warns against error (2:1-22; 3:3-7).

As far as its content is concerned, this Petrine
epistle forms a unity. It reveals a triangular rela-
tionship between Christology (Chapter 1), ethics
(Chapter 2) and eschatology (Chapter 3). The
knowledge of Jesus Christ is of prime significance.
Anybody who knows him wants to live as a faith-
ful Christian in the expectation of God’s promises.
Thus Christology sets the tone in Peter’s second
epistle. Peter blows his second trumpet especially
in praise to Christ’s majesty!

Dr PH.R. van Houwelingen is professor of NT
at the Theological University of the Reformed
Churches, Kampen, the Netherlands
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