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TIhe Authenticıty of Peter Problems and
Possıble Solutions

DAn Houwelingen

RESUME
MmM Pauıl le ferait ul-meme. Plerre ei ude
tirent leur origine d’une tradition orale de predicationL_es specialistes MMON evangeliques considerent aujourd’hui

Ia seconde (Dr  p  >>  tre de Plerre 198100 pseudonymiIque. Cet apostolique. | e style igne de ’epitre correspond
article considere Ies sept DOoINtS problematiques QuUuE ’on CAaracilöre d’un testament, tandıis UUC les diff&rences
allegue l’appul de cette opinıon eT de mMmontrer listiques Dar apport Pierre peuvent s’expliquer Dar
qu'ils SONLT Dd>S EeCISITS | es destinataires Sont les I9 difference de sıtuation dans laquelle chacune de CEes

memMes UE CEUX de a premiere (Dsy  p  —>>  He de Plerre s’agit lettres le Jour. f LEeS doutailent DdS
de chretiens d’Asie Mineure. a lettre presente specitiquement d’un retfour de Christ iımmiınent, maıs
MM testament spirituel de ’apötre. 3) auteur Dlus largement de |/intervention divine dans l’histoire
indique [MM SO NO personne!| symeÖn. 4) Fn humaine. |‘auteur conclut YUEC ’epitre est UNe authen-
Pierre, les lettres de Paul SONT assimilees dUuX Ecritures, tique lettre de ’apötre Pıerre

UMMARY
lıke Paul imself would do (5 Both eifer and ude

In contemporary scholarship, 'etfer IS considered originate from oral tradition of apostolic preaching.
DseUudonymMOUS epistle. However, DV evaluating the EVE The dignitied style of Peter corresponds ith the
maın problematic DOINtS that dre usually pDut forward, this testamentary character, He the stylistic difference ith
article aıms show that NOTIE of them IS Insurmounta- eier Carnl he explained DY the different siıtuations In
hble (1) The addressees are the Sartie d In eter, namely which these letters originated. The scoffers Were nOoT
Christians ın SIa InNOTFr. (2) The document Wants (O he specifically questionIng the immediate Second Coming

of Christ hut 11N1OTE Droadiy the intervention of God In theread d spiritual testament of elter. (3) The wriıter USEe$S
the persona| Marne ZUMEGU ASs his signature. (4) Paul’s let- history of mankind In conclusion: etier IS authentic
ters Are compared In Peter ith ‘t*he other Scriptures’ letter of 4© the apostle etfer IS the author.

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG glichen, wWIE Paulus selbhst das en würde. (5)
Sowohl der zweiıte Petrusbrief als auch der Judasbrief

DITZ gegenwärtige Lehrmeinung hält den zweıten tIstamme eıner mündlichen Tradition apostolischer
Petrusbrief für eın Pseudonym. [ Dieser Artikel bewertet Verkündigung. (6) | er distinguierte Stil Von Petrus
die sieben hauptsächlichen, strittigen Punkte, die für entspricht seınem Charakter als geistliches Vermächtnis,
gewöhnlich angeführt werden, und WI adurch hbeweil- wobei die stilistischen Unterschiede Petrus Urc
SCH; dass keiner VOo ihnen unüberwindlich Ist. (1) Die die unterschiedlichen Siıtuationen erklären sind, In
Adressaten sind dieselben wWwIıEe Im ersten Petrusbrief, nam- denen diese Briefe entstanden. {} DITS Spötter stellten
lich die rısten ın Kleinasien. (2) |)as Dokument will niıcht spezie die Parousie des FMSTUS ın Frage, sondern
als geistliches Vermächtnis Vo Petrus gelesen werden. eher allgemein das Eingreifen (‚ottes ın die Geschichte

der Menschheit. Fazıt [JDer zweıte Petrusbrief ıst eın(3 |J)er Schreiber benutzt den Eigennamen ZUMEQU
als Unterschri (4) [ Die Briefe Vo  —. Paulus werden Im authentisches Schreiben, dessen Autor der Aposte!l Petrus
zweıten Petrusbrief mMit „den anderen Schriften“ VeT- selbst Ist.
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Ihe authenticıtvy of Peter 15 wıdely dısputed. In abundance through the knowledge of God and of
Tact, the AaSstTt maJjorıty of CONtTEMPOFAFY scholars AIrC Jesus OUr Lord’ (2 DPet 1:1b-2
convınced that thıs epistle CAaNNOL aVe een WwrIt- Are these openıng words Dart of the sual Cap
ten DYy the apostle Peter hımself. Peter 15 regarded Fatı0 benevolentiae?* hat ÜJESs NOL SCCHIMN be the
AS document in whıich people wanted ftormu- CaAaSc Ihe author rather ıdent1ify hımself
late Aan! PFCSCIVC certaın authoritatıve tradıtıons wıth the apostles.° Theır authorıty gets pre-em1-1ın the Chrıiıstian church under the pseudonym of The TSt personal PrONOUN plural We 15
“Peter.? Dıfferences of opınıon remaın onlv about apostolıc plural. The P word LOOTLWOC 15the question of how tar these tradıtıons actually New lestament hapax It CXDTICSS: Olback the apostle Peter hımself. equal sıgnıfıcance value’ accordıng OUW,When, 1ın CIINON about the fal] of Jericho, the Nıda.® THEreiore. Dy would Peter’s faıthAlexandrıan church ftather Orıigen compared the
C1ty walls human reason1ıng, he let the apostles be TMOTC valuable than that of hıs readers. Ihey AL

blow the trumpets 3 Among them, Orıgen SaVS,
al privileged DYy havıng receıved the SaJInlEe PreCIOUS
faıth due the rıghteousness of God an Sav-“Peter also blew the trumpets of hıs CDISUCS. 10ur Jesus Christ. Peter D1VES all beliıevers the SamnıcTOM thıs Statement borrowed the title for

dıssertation, wrıtten in uftfc De tweede LYOMDELT In regard thıs equalıty in the Kıngdom,
L4he Second Irumpet]; publıshed in In the readers dIC subsequently addressed AS brothers

and sisters (1:10 XÖEAOOL).dıssertatiıon, seek A11ISWCTI these questions: Is
In 3: 1 reference 15 made PreviOus letterthe sound of the second IrumpCL dıfferent trom the

first? Is the second IrumpetL per10d instrument? addressed the Samıc people: ‘Dear frıends, thıs
In regard the authorshıp of Peter, offered 15 110 second letter yOu aV wrıtten

integrated dıscussıon of the general problems both of them 4S remınders stimulate yOU
pertaınıng the letter’s authenticıty along, wıth wholesome thınkıng.‘ Followıng the maJorıty of

eXCZESIS of the TCXT. Iwo decades later thıs CLCS, thıs 15 be understood AS reference
artıcle condensed AN! updated Englısh the TSt letter of Peter./ Oug 1T MUST be admıt-
version of the maın results of research * ted that the subject of remembrance 15 dealt wıth

Aar10us handbooks AN! commentarıes provıde explicıtly in DPeter only, yeL IT 15 also S that
OVerVIeW of the debate concerning the authen- Peter 15 steeped iın the teachıngs of apostles aM

t1CIty of Peter ® TIhe L1CW Dutch Rıble translatıon prophets that 1n each chapter such teachıng ACTU-
of 2004 |De Nıeuwe Buybelvertaling | contaıns ally forms the basıs for the call be sound 1ın doc-
popularızed versiıon of the debate. The translatıon trıne anı lıfe .8 hıs observatıon also cshows us thatıtself AS standard Bıble for Dutch-
speakıng people anı 15 wıdely dıstrıbuted. Ihe

the addressees ATC actually ıdentified ındırectly. Vıa
iıntroducti1ons the Varıous Bıble books Can be

the headıng of Peter, ATt dırected bond of
churches in Asıa Mınor.taken 4S expressing today’s CONSCNHNSUS bıblı- Peter 61 shows that the readers 1n Asıacal scholars. Ihe introduction Peter lısts

problematıc pomnts regardıng IfSs authorshıp. Fol- Mınor WEeTIC famılıar wıth the apostolıc preach-
lowıng these poıints, ould Iıke consıder ıng of DPeter aN! hıs fellow apostles. Ihe speaker

ım thıs PaSsSsagıc wıtnessed Jesus’ transfigurationthe problems Deter an the poss1ıble solu- the ountaın. Wıth few catchwords, he Cant10NS Call find
remınd hıs readers of the fundamentals of the faıth
they aVve in COILLLMMON He SayS We WEIC eyewit-Second Peter acks the marks of L1LESSCS of hıs maJestYy. Ihıs PaASSasc 15 lıterarypersonal letter. The addressees, for construction, for aVe sufficıent evıiıdence

instance, ATC NOT specifically mentioned. consıder thıs brief eyewıtness IT 45 authen-
Peter O€es NOL Aat an Yy point ıdentify the address- tic.? The proclamatıon of °*the an comıng

E One could take thıs 4S iındıcator of fiction. of OUr Lord Jesus Christ’ 15 trustworthy wıtness.
Somehow thıs apostolic preachıng of DPeter AaN! hısevertheless, the letter O€es STart wıth personal

greetings AaN! blessing for Its readers: *IS those fellow apostles had reached the beliıevers Asıa
who oug| the rıghteousness of OUr God AaN! Mınor, eıther Dy of VISIt of Peter hımself
Savıour Jesus Christ A rece1ved faıth d PTC- through Sılas, whose VISITt W as announced
CIOUS 4S Urs Grace and INay be VOUTS 1n DPeter 5:1 (see point 6)
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The letter belongs the Nn of about thıs CONLFrAaSTt than Küummel In hıs classıc
Introduction he SayS The letter Clearly claıms*testament). In Jewısh an Christian

circles thısnW as popular duriıng the e een TILLCH DYy the apostle DPeter y€t “Peter
CANNOLT 4VE WTr1ıtLtfen thıs epistle’ hıs 1CW 15Greek-Roman 1TA,. wıdely held today. Most scholars belıeve that

As paralle] Aictional tEeSTAMENTS ftrom Jewısh C(C11- Peter aVE do wıth the ıterary ftorm of
cles ONMNC usually The Testaments0 Tivelve pseudepigraphy According them unknown
Patrıarchs, The Testament f Moses, he Testament author the letter under pseudonym the
0 4S well AS parts of ther such AS amnc of the apostle Peter OWEeVer the
Enoch Tobit Baruch ubıilees They Often iınclude whYy that happened O€s NOL KCHGIVG NanNnımMmOUs
the ANNOUNCEME of iımpending death the PIC ANSWCTLT Let SAIVC three examples of dıfferent
dıctıon of eVENTIS anı exhortatıon ANSWEETIS those of Meade Rıedli an Smuiıth
rıght alk of ıfe It 15 VCLY LAaIc oug that such Meade P011'1t5 CONEUNUALIO of the d-

fictional tesLTaAamentT 15 PUL the ftorm of letter LIvVve tradıtıon In HE CTa that tradıtıon Met F
OWEeEeVer C411 refer canonıcal examples such challenges Hc L1M! requıred the actualızatıon
AS Deuteronomy being the spirıtual FESEATNENT of the thoughts an CO  NS of leadıng PCI-ofMoses AaN! Acts being the arewell SCTTIIOMN of SOMNS from the DPast (Vergegenwärtigung) Attrıbu-
DPaul the elders ofEphesus the CILY where he had LION the pseudonymous Paulıne aM DPetrine
worked the MOST epistles MUST be regarded primarıly 4A5 4A11 ASSErTION

Ihe of 15 related the YQUCS- l4of authoritatıve tradıtıon NOL of lıterary OTNg1N
LION of authenticıty, but ıtself the ofa- OWEeVer trom O GES avaılable usSs HE CANNOL
MmMent Oes NOLT make L[EXT fictional Ellıs rıghtly that readers perce1ved the fict1ıon of such
remarks that the rCasONINS usually tollowed 15 that they accepted that contemporaryiınvalıd syllogısm such A thıs “Some Jewısh letter- author 11 fact such
torm TEeESTAMENFS AdTC fictional I1 Deter Jewısh 1ed] AYTCCS wıth Meade CONNECECLHNS pseude-letter-frorm (EeESTATMMENT EVAO I1 Peter 15 fictional It pıgraphy wıth the FETTIN of 11a11111CcS15 As 111 the
15 tallacıous he adds TAW conclusıons about Jewısh tradıtıon OMNC existentially telt connected
partıcular letter trom general typıcal character1s- wıth the forefathers DYy remembrance
HCS of wıth whıch IT I1LAY AaNE SOMNC afÜın- unknown author assumed the role of the apostlelty 10 After all: the overarchıng S0 Deter Dy remembrance He iımagıned that wıth the
whıich Peter belongs ı15 the letter (S ETLOTOAN), authorıty of Deter he COUuU contradıct MSINS heresybut thıs partıcular TEXT W dS$ TIıLtieEenN the torm of the Chrıiıstian church OWEeVer CVECN Rıedl hım-

arewell letter. Se. iındıcates that there essent1a| dıfference
Especia_ll;/; 1 S15 Peter ı15 focussıng hıs between thıs kınd of 4NAaAIMNNCSIS aM DPeter

"departure’ EE0Ö0C) from ıfe Ihe FEDE PCSS of hıs before W as such remembrance imagıned under the
carthly ıte wıll S()OIN be pulled, A Jesus had already dısgu1se of another PCISONMmade clear hım (ef John 24 where Smıiıth takes dıfferent approach He belıeves

concealed WaY Deter W d made ready tor 111dI- that Peter has een WTrıtten
tyrdom) He WTr1LEeS For that LTCasSOI 111 make DPetrine CONLFOVC ISVY 1 earlv Christianity Accordıng
CVCLIYV effort SC that after "departure YOU wıll Smuith, the adoption of the Peter-pseudonym DYy
always be able remember the apostolıc 1ENess the actual author WAas result of the opponents’
So the second letter of DPeter indeed Carrıics - attıtude towards the apostle. Hence the ASCI1D-
mentary character It obvıiously be read AS LION of the letter DPeter tormed part of the
the apostle spiırıtual testament 11 author polemi1Cc aSaINSE hıs adversarıes Because

the author chared SOTMIC of theır Ginostic ıdeas

Peter saı1d be the wrıter of Peter; DPeter 15 NOLT qu1te the orthodox document that IT 15

often belıeved be OWEVer thıs rather bold
yvet Man y inter pr eters believe that he NOTt assumpnon of Smuith vVC late datıng of

the author. DPeter the second half of the second
There 15 between the claım the More and TMNOTC the 15 asked whether
LeXT regardıng 1CS author the OLC hand aAM the pseudepigraphy 15 conflict wıth CANONICITLV. COn
prevaılıng OD1INION about that claım the other the Dbasıs of SCI1C5 of declaratıons from church
hand No ONC has expressed hımself LNOTC bluntly authorities arııma shows that pseudep1igraphy W ds$
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NOT tolerated ın early Christianıty where that kınd of In 5-16 reference 15 made
wrıting W Aas perce1ved AS torm of deception. Such collection of PauP’s letters, which indicates
wrıtiıngs WEEIC rejected Out of hand 45 falsıfıcations, that that tiıme those letters carrıed SOMNIC
GVn 8 the CONTEHNE W as orthodox. ” As Maner authority in the church.
of fact. copıes of falsıhed apostolıc letters hardly
ex1ist.40 Wılder cshows that in the ancıent world, Ihe ıdea that already ıIn the time of the apostles

the epistles of aul ould aVC eecn collectedthe COI'ICCPt of lıterary propertYy regarded IT be and placed ON the Samıc leve] 45 the other booksıllegıtımate fictiti0usly ascriıbe lıterary works
PCISON other than theır actual author Further-

of Scripture 15 usually consıdered anachroniıstic.
Ihıs assumptıion would betray the pseudonymous

INOIC, in the early Christian church, orthodox author. In opposıtiıon thıs thınkıng IT Cal be
theologıans ould NOLT knowingly aV accepted pointed OULT that the wriıter of Peter O€es NOT hold
such works Into the CAaNnNOon Wılder thınks that ıf
the author had the a1mM mıislead, he succeeded

elaborate COI‘ICCPt of inspıratıon. He merely
refers hıs readers the wısdom given Paul

\88| domg SO  2 However, 1in that CAasec IT would aVC Moreover, the author alsoO admıts that the
een cONsıstent TGELINOVEe DPeter ftrom the New of DPaul’s epistles CAL actually o1Vve rıse
Testament Can Just 4S IT had happened other interpretation.“®pseudepigrapha.““ In 3: 16 the letters of Paul ATC compared wıth °*the

Therefore, the VCLY fact that Deter Was CVE other Scriptures’. "@150[= scholars thınk that ere
tually accepted AS canonıcal book that ATC NOLT concerned wıth wrıtings that 4VE eccles1as-
the carly Chrıistians WEEIC BUE that the apostle DPeter tical authority. Ar that time the word YPAOnN WOLL

it 23 OC obvıous L1CASONMN Wwhy they took NOL aVe een techniıcal term S$INCe the eXpressi1on
Jong, accept thıs letter Caln be found 1n the alsO could be sed 1n quotations from apocryphal

abundance of pseudo-Petrine lıterature cırculatıng books aM unknown (LEG Accordıng, thıs
Iıne of thought, the BFEr YpPaOn only poılntsAT that tiıme: the Gospel of Peter, the Preaching of

Peter, the Acts of Peter, the Abpocalypse OF Peter, the compulatıon of rel1g10Us writings.“” However, iın
Letter of Peter Phalıp. Deter the plural (XL YPahaL 15 used, the techniıcal

of the opınıon that the "sıgnature’ 1n the FEIIN for the collection of Israel’s Holy Scriptures.
The wısdom of DPaul 15 comparable wıth that ofheadıng of Feter. ZUMEGOV IIEtpOc, bears the

of genumeness. Some manuscr1pts, partiıcu- the prophets wh. hrough the Holy Spirıt “‘were
arly the old Papyrus /2 aMıvVatıcanus, aVe carrıed along' 1:20-21). ITherefore Paul’s letters

ATC level wıth the authoritatıve books of thechanged ZUMEGV Into ZLUwV, the COINLMON PCI- Tanakh TIThese apostolıc letters apparently carrıedsonal AF But the 1LLIOTITC dıffhcult an therefore
probably COTTE readıng MUST be the Greek tran- much authorıty in the church that certaın people
scrıption of the ebrew 1110 So far. falsıfhcatıon took paıns tWISt theır meanıng.

hıs argument O€s NOT IL1ICaAIl Sa y that DPeterof thıs sıgnature has appeared ımpossıble for a! hıs readers had complete edıtıon of Paul’smaın Ca4SO111S hırst, It 15 NOT CODY varıatıon of
the sıgnature above DPeter (whıch would requıre collected works AT theır disposal. Ihe L[GXT lımıts Its

IIEtpOC ZULEGV I1ETpOC). Second, the torm focus what DPaul the readers of DPeter
(EYyPaUEV LuLV), who lıved 1n Asıa Mınor. As farZUMEGV 15 NOLT archaısm, because the famous AS hıs a1M wıth hıs reference DPaul 15 concerned,Bar Kochba an of hıs officers also carrıed that

name.“‘+* On the other hand, verıficatıon of the S1g
Peter probably dıd NOT lınk Paull’s wrıtiıngs Just
the last words of 2159 about 0d’s patıence but

15 NOL ımpossıble SINCE the apostles an the all of what DPeter ın 3:14-15a hat PaS-Jerusalem elders presumably sed call each ther SaAYC deals wıth holy ıfe 1n 1eW of the CXPECLA-Dy theır orıgınal (see Acts 15:14 ZUMEGQLU t10N of .Od’s kıngdom. IThese consıderations make
from the mouth of James!). Ihe form ZUMEGV 15 us thınk especıially of Paull’s letter the Galatıans.
also indıcatıon that Palestinian 1S speakıng. It 15 also possible thınk of the letters the Eph-Another PCISON could NOLT aVe allowed hımself es1ans anı Coloss1ans the latter 15 ındeed dıffi-
such reedom spelling thıs NAaAINC; only the author cult interpret.“® Nonetheless, of DPaul’s letters
hımself could, an perhaps hıs trusted secretarYy.“” AaVve eschatological aSPECL. Giving due I'CSPCCt
In hıs spirıtual testament, the apostle Peter could Paul: Peter (a refer hıs brother, reinforcingaVe spelled hıs OW! personal arnnıdc thıs WAdY. hıs wısdom.
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Durıng the PFrOCCSS of collecting Pau[l’s letters, faulty. If one, for instance, trıes EG VCESE the order,
espec1ally L[WO ınternal factors would AVC played thıs Canl be one ın the followıng T, In the

role. Fırstly, the apostolıc wrıtings WCECIC NOLT pr1- rst place, Jude INAYy ave compuled the scattered
VATC property. Submitting oneself the ambassa- mater1al from Peter, makıng ıf Into compact
OFrS of Christ generally ımplied QCCCPIZIIICC f the unıty. In the second place, Jude INaYy N iıgnored
prevaılıng authorıty of theır etters (Z Cor 15:5) the eschatological elements trom Peter. SINCE AT

Secondly, the apostolıc letters WEeTrCcC NOLT wrıtten later time the delay of Christ’s W 4a5 felt less
Just for certaın OCCAaS10ONS. Believers iımmediately AS problem than W as the CdSC Aat the beginnıng of
observed AN! acknowledged the dıyıne wısdom of carly Christianity. In the thırd place, Jude Ca  —; aVe
Paul’s words C4 Thess 15) At carly’ they added all of examples from the Jewısh tradı-
lıkely would already aVC kept, collected and bun- t10on what Peter had wrıtten, siınce that ould
died hıs epistles. hat PTOCCSS ould VE started e CCn appealıng Jude’s partıcular ddress-
wıth the ındıvıdual cCongregations. In SOTMIC C  5} ees .° ITherefore the priorıity of DPeter also finds
the apostle CVen SAVC Instructi1Oons how they supporters.““
had (publıcly) read hıs letter iın the ad- clear ınk between Peter an Jude 15 the aDOS-
t10N AaN! chare ıT wıth other congregations (Col tolıc warnıng agalnst the comıng of ‘scoffers’ Z
4:16; Ihess 5:27°) Ellıs ınfers, “Ihe reference DPet 3:2-4; Jude 1/7-18; the Greek word EUWTALKTAL
“*a1] DPaull’s letters” AS “dcrıpture” I1 DPeter 15 only OCCUTS 1n these places 1n the New les-

tament). When Jude remınds hıs readers of theSIgn of post-apostolıc afe SINCEe aul hımself
regards them AS the “commandment of the 1.6rd” words of the apostles (a cırcle of eaders wıthın
and 45 Par wıth canonıcal Scripture, LE the Old

29
whıch he apparently (07 NOL ınclude hımself),

Tlestament. he merely O1VES ıteral 1ın the wording of
the second letter of the apostle Peter. ‘In the last
tiımes there 11l be scoffers whıi wıll tollow theır'CThe affinity between Peter anı! Jude

15 close, that INa V ften 4SSUNıece the ungodly desıires’ Jude 18) Besıides, he adds hıs

writer of Peter knew and used the letter WI)1 explanatıon thıs Whıle the Ostles
had warned agalnst people who would tollow theırofJude desıres, Jude’s Judgment 15 that those desıres

In hıs IT the ( BL Il Colloquium Bıblıcum ATC ungodly desıres. Ungodlıness evıdently 15
Lovanıense) 2003 Conference Seminar, IThuren ımportant theme in the letter of Jude® Jude’s
IVES the impression that the classıc problem of the epıstle, then, mıght be the earhest WItNeEess for the
relatıon between Peter and Jude 15 almost solved. authenticıty of DPeter.
Ihese specılalısts the Catholıic Epıstles IHNOTC All the SaINlC, IT remaıns remarkable that there
OTr less unequı1vocally assessed Jude 4S the prior 15 ıteral resemblance whatsoever between
document. IThough SOLILIC members of the SeM1- DPeter an Jude CXCCPt the poıint of that ADOS-
11ar wanted leave the OOr OPCH the tolıc warnıng. Both AaVE chosen evera| examples
hypothesıs of COINMOIN SOUTCC, they dıd NOT do from HIStOTY. Sımıilar examples dIC developed inde-
wıth much enthusiasm. .° Because of the modern pendently aM the ACCENTS dIC placed dıfferent
CONSCNSUS about the priority of Jude. SCIEHICG COMN- Mafttfers Consequently, Jude Call neıther be CODY
mentarıes dea|l wıth Jude before Feter, deviatıng OT of Peter. Therefore, the MOST
from the canonıcal order. ©} satısfactory explanatıon 15 that both etters aVE

Kahmann en the MOST salıent argu- COINMMNON SOUTCEC AaN! Al the SAUaJIlıCc time ıT Ca be
in favour of the priority of Jude Fırst of stated that Jude X1VES from Peter.

all he observes that the resemblances form close The poss1ıbilıty that thıs SOUTCC ould Aave Gcn
unıty 1n Jude whıle ın DPeter they ATC scattered prophetic treatıise apostolıc polemic agalınst
VCL three chapters. In the second place Jude Oes heretics 15 hıghly unlıkely SINCEe such materı1a|
NOT speak about Chrıst’s hıle DPeter oes has een preserved.°° It 15 TMOTC acceptable S  nk
hıs dıfference poıints later iın the devel- of ral SOUTICC, ASs Reicke has demonstrated _ >°/
OPMCNLT of early Christianıity. In the thırd place, Peter an Jude both orıgınate from COININMNON
DPeter lısts the examples ftrom hıstory In chron- tradıtıon of the apostolıc proclamatıon wıth fixed
ologıcal order but It O€Ss NOLT ave the examples elements. IThose fixed elements functioned A
from the pocryphal books >< remınders an warnıngs, wıth ser1es of examples

closer ook ar thıs reasonıng PIOVCS 1t be ftrom hıstory ATr hand for ıllustration.>®
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The book 15 wriıtten in polıshe style, 1n regard Peter hımself but in regard hıs read-
usıng Nanı y words nNnOot OUn:! elsewhere in GC1IS or VOUu the trustworthy brother’, 4AS the beg1in-

the New 'Testament. nıng of should be translated (DULD TOU
TLOTOUVU XÖEAOHOV).When readıng Peter ın Greek, OMNC 111

EeNCOUNTET ItSs complexıtYy. Unusual style, ıN: Let A better WaY of explainıng the
differences 1n style between an Deter. Theyvocabulary ATIC used.°” KTAaUS. for INSTANCE., counted
Call be Iınked dıfference in time AN! placehapasxes in thıs letter. Half of them do NOT (ICG1ALTr between An Peter. In Op1nı0n, the YSt1n the Septuagınt either. Half of the remaılınder epıstle W as NOL wriıtten from Rome. Hunzıngerof these words ATC unknown ıIn Jewısh lıterature.

hree words ATC NOL found in other Greek TOCXT
has convıncıngly demonstrated that Rome W as
NOT characterized 4S Babylon’ (1 Det 9:15) before

Aat all Because of the method of stylıstıc refine- the destruction of the temple 1n erusalem. Irue,
MENT, Peter has een classıfned as example of Hunzınger concluded that Peter (I{i NOL be the
Asıan rhetorıc (ın Arttic rhetor1c). 1hıs author of Peter. ” yeL IT 15 rather the other WaVstyle has also een characteriızed AS grand Asıan. It round: Peter WAaS NOTLT wriıitten from Rome. Ihree
15 style that 15 comparable the lıterature of the ar guments wıll make thıs clear:
Baroque per10d ıIn urope Indeed, IT ould aV Unlike the apocalyptic Book of Revelatıon,RCn possıble wrıte in thıs style anywhere, CM Deter O€es NOLT work wıth ve allusıons
in Rome, DYy ımıtatıng wriıters ıke Demosthenes
AN! (icero.4]

the destructive of the Roman Empıre.
On the CONTLFAFV, the magıstrates deserve al

labelled AS bombastıc. It Oces NOT eed be eN1-
So, the style of Deter O€s NOL eed be FreSPECL from Chrıistians (1 Det 1117

At the end of hıs CHIStIE, the wriıter mentIOons
grated AL all Wrıting 1n reined aM dıgnıfied WaV, place of or1gın in INCONSPICUOUS WaV,the author CONsCI0UsIy cshows that he 15 makıng hıs
spırıtual (ES1AINEHNT. He wrıites in thıs dıstiınguished Iıke Paul O€Ss in Cor 16:19 “Che churches

sending, greetings from where he Iıves (Just
style wıth the 2311 of stim.uHatıng hıs readers in Asıa send yYOU greetings‘”). ould he
str1ıve for growth in domg 790d, that thev wıll] an chosen cıpher rıght Ar that MOoMment”
be ready for the 1CW heavens ıIN the LICW earth Ihe UsSCc of the alnıc Babylon has the sıde
COMNIC 5:13-14).

Peter’s stylıstıc dıscrepancy wıth Deter 15 Uusu- lonıan exvıle of Israel. Ihe readers of Peter
effect of evokıng ASSOC1aAt1ONS wıth the Baby-

ally taken 4S all insurmountable objection agalnst would relate the exıle motif, SINCE theythe authenticıty of Peter. However, eNNY clearly WEIC addressed in the openıng of the letter 4S
cshows how dıffhcult 1It 15 determıne dıfference elect exyıles 1in the [ dıas OTa
1n style wıth absolute standards ** Furthermore, the SUSSCSL that the apostle DPeter hıs TSt letter
question Call be asked, Äre the dıfferences really from the geographical Babylon, 1ın Mesopotamıa,sıgnıfıcant 4A5 exclude COILNMNMNNON authorshıp? the terrıtory around the old C1ty the Euphrates,popular solutiıon sed be the where the Jews ftormed polıtıcally XN numer1-
hypothesıs, accordıng whiıch Sılas Sılvyanus cally ımportant DPeter Cal aVve SOINC
iınfÄiuenced the style of Peter. Peter mMentioOonNs hıs time ın Babylon 4A5 exile . 4° At the en of hıs l ife.
d1i1iıc AT the en ofthe letter: “Wırth the help ofSılas, perhaps Ten after hıs YST letter, he hıs
whom regar' A4aSs faıthful brother, AaVEC wriıtten second letter from wıthın the Hellenistıic culture of

VOU briefly” (1 Dert 12) However, Rıchards has Rome.“ ere. Deter ould AVe had therconvincıngly demonstrated that thıs solution 15 NOLT tunıty 1ımMprove hıs Greek, AS Flavıus Josephustenable. Ihe Greek eXpression be of Sılas Both 88188 WEeTC already Greek speakers (as
aVEC wriıtten) (ÖLC XLAÄOULAVOU EYPAWO) theır second language), but they probably had NOL
that Sılas W as the carrıer of thıs cırcular letter the read al Y classıcal Greek authors before MOVINS
reg10ns mentioned in the headıng.* He had Oone Rome * Josephus tells us that after havıng gaıned
the SaJlille wıth the letter from the Jerusalem COU knowledge of Greek STAMMATF, he aboured StTreNu-
cıl Sılas delıvered thıs cırcular letter aAM explaiıned ously CL xo0d command of Greek an
Its wıth regard the Sıtuatiıon of TY. Hıs OW) Jewısh people, he adds, dıd NOL
the congregations (Acts 15:22-35) He IMaYy AVeE favour those PCISONS who refined theır style wıth
one the SAUaINCc wıth Peter’s epistle. It 15 strıkıng smoothness of diction.%® I hıs informatıon remınds
that Peter the rustworthıiness of Sılas, NOT us of the refined AaN! elegant style of Peter. It
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15 ell possıble that Peter, Just ıke Josephus, had Peter wanted WAarnl hıs readers of thıs M1S-
made such WaYV of wrıting h1s z hıle he cConception. Just A the Airst world had en wıped
stayed in Rome. AaWaAY bDy the 00 bringing Od’s Judgment VT

un odly INCH, the present heavens and earth
ATC reserved for ire hat 15 the 'day of judgmentIn chapter the author remıiınds hıs AN! destruction of ungodly men 4S Peter puts 1T

readers of the graVvity of Jesus’ promise
that he wıll SOON COMNIC. He (5:/) hıs warnıng 15 evidence tor late ate

of the letter. hıs warnıng 15 applicable for readers
TEINOVE aD Y OoOu they might have about of all times. However, od’s final Judgment OCSs

hıs cComıing. NOT I11Can the definıte C of hıs creation work.
Fornberg descrıbes the hypothetical sıtuatiıon of Through hıs judgment, God wıll MNg about
Peter 4S tollows: HC world accordıng hıs old promıise: “But ın

Ihe adversarıes Iıved in the church. TIThe belıef keeping wıth hıs promıse o0k forward HIC

heaven and äl CALEn. the OMe of rghteous-1ın LMNOTC CT less immınent Second mıng W dS$S CS (S:15)part of the Chrıistian tradıtiıon. In world that
W as EeXtTENT characterized DY deter-
MINISTIC 1eW of the unıverse, 1ıt W as often dıf- Conclusıion
Acult PCISCVCIC 1ın expectation of the Parousıa. Ihe result of In research 4S presented ın dıs-Ihe death of the rst generation D Chrıstians sertatıon Ca  w be tormulated 4S tollows Peter 15
WAasSs for INally TCASONMN re-ınterpret, DOS- authentıc epistle of whıch the apostle Peter 15 the
sıbly reject, Chrıistian eschatology.“” author. As AVE attempted sShow, the objec-

Most OMMeENTLATLOFrS hold thıs 1eW. Theyv usually t10NS that aVe eecn raised agalnst the authen-
understand the question pOse DY scoffers, “‘Where tICILy of the epistle dIC understandable but NOT
15 thıs “comıing” he promised?” (3  Y AS CXDICS- insurmountable. Ihe claım of the LGXT ıtself, be
S10N of disappointment concerning the Second wriıtten DY ZUMEGOV ITetpOc (4I)S Call be acceptedomıng. Jesus announNced that he ould wıthout objection. At several points the epistle
SOOIMN but he had NOT COMNNC yet As the scoffers FICW cshows that the wriıter 15 apostle. He
increasıngly ımpatıent, they WCIC taken AS people hımself 4S CVC and E wıtness 1:16-19). He
wh. critically questioned the promıse of Jesus’ stands level wıth the prophets. He 15 in the

hıs ould iındıcate relatıvely late 1n servıce of Chrıst (5:2) He defends the Scripturethe development of the carly church. agalınst prıvate interpretations aın agalnst twıstıngHowever, 1It 1s strıkıng that the scoffers speak 1ts words O-21; 3:16) LLIOTC than HTE he
bıblıcal Janguage, usıng words ıke promıise, agalnst Z -ZZ 3:53-/)
comı1ıng, fallıng asleep, creat10n. Ihese words bring As far A Its CONTLENLT 15 concerned, thıs Petrine

the observatıon that the scoffers called the epistle forms UnNIty. E reveals triangular rela-
old promıse of the COomıng of Into QUCS- tionshıp between Chrıistology (Chapter X ethıcs
tion. So, eTE AL concerned wıth the promıse (Chapter 2) aM eschatology (Chapter 3) CThe
made DYy the Old lestament prophets an NOL wıth knowledge of Jesus Chrıiıst 15 of prime sıgnıficance.Christ’s promıse COLLIC agaln. Ihe Oonly promıise Anybody who knows hım Iıve AS taıth-
expressly mentioned in the CONTEXT of Peter 1S Christian ın the expectation of .Od’s promıses.the OLNC DY Isa1ah about the LICW heavens an LIC hus Christology N the TOone in Peter’s second
earth (verse 13, referring Isa OSI 66:22 epistle. DPeter blows hıs second especlallyIhe tathers K, thus the people who receıved the in praise Chrıist’s maJesty!promıse. In rSt lıterature, the CXADICS-
S10N °the tathers’ refers almost wıthout exception IIr PH Vall Houwelingen 15 professor of

the Old Testament forefathers.°® Ihe scoffers al the Theologıcal Universıity of the Reformed
lıved accordıng, theır OW) lusts, NOLT 4S result of Churches, ampen, the Netherlands
SOINC SOTT of Chrıstian generation aD but because
they assumed that God ould intervene in

Otfesthe hıstory of mankınd. However, such thınkıng
contradıcted Od’s announced Judgment VL SiN- PH Houwelıngen, DEe tweede LYOMDET. De
(B authenticıteit DAN de tweede van PEVUS pen
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Kok 1988 Ihe of thıs ampen dıs- suppose have receıved sacred character but 1T

Jakob Van Bruggen Ihe StTatement PO1INTS the COMDALNY Jesus kept wıth hıs apostles
of Orıigen C be OUuUnNn! Homulıae In 10VUM Jesu DYy 1C he had chosen a specıal theır
Nave VII 12 89/) “Petrus T1am duabus E.pIS- rncet1ng place 'IThe words from heaven Arc rCLTOSPCC-
tolarum SUAarunı personat tubıs Although have tively reproduced wıthout the call *I ısten hım!!”

(Mark /)s because thıs order WAas CcCad y Put 1NfOoonly the Latın translatıon of the omıly. both the
order of the 1DI1Ca WTrILers (wıth DPeter ımmediately by the apostles. Ihe Statement “wıth hım
after the four evangelısts) and the typıcal allegorı- ell pleased’ only CCUTS atthew (FZ
cal explanatıon iındıcate that thıs PaSSagc orıginated EUÖOKNOM); DPeter has dıfferent formulatıon
wıth Urigen 1MSse Hıs OPMINMON about Peter C: (ELC EVYW EDOOKNOM) ese three together
be traced back Clement of Alexandrıa, Eusebius pleas favour of the authenticıty of the CYCWIU'1€SS

COrrect remarkıng that Clement SaVC expla- the C156 18
NAatI1ıONS of all canonıcal Scriptures ıncludıng the 10 FEarle Ellıs The Mabkıng New JTestament Doc-
Epıstle of Jude and theSCatholı1c Epistles UMENTS Leıiden Briall 298
(Hıst Eccdl VI ANyWaYy, the canonıcal Cp- 8 In the ecclesijastıcal tradıtıon the theme of C  ng
\8(0)81 of DPeter has be consıdered ıntegral remembrance plays ProOMINE: nt role CC-

part of the collection of the VcCcn Catholı1c Epıistles LION wıth Mark gospel C DPeter
Thought provokıng thıs reSPECL the anO1M1- ATC sa1d be contaıned Accordıng the tradıtıon
cal approac the Catholıc Epıistles Dy Jacques Mark the inter P reter of DPeter Ihat the apostle

hımself took Cal“ of thıs record CcCOouxB perhaps be CON-Schlosser °T_e COTDUS des Epitres catholıques
Schlosser (ed n E a The ATMHOLIC Epistles and the Tradı- cluded from Deter 15 hıch W as already under-
LUOMN Leuven Universıty Press/Peeters 4 | stood referring the Gospel of Mark DYy Irenaeus
See also footnote 18 ECIOW. (Haer T) See for the DPetrinıic PErISPECLIVE
Orıugınally, thıs mater1al WAaS presented Aat the Gospel of Mark Vanl ouwelıngen
the yn ellowshıp Conference "Perspectives Het ONfstaan het evangelıe [1aaTr Marcus
DPeter (Cambrıidge July / eve er (eds 5 Verkenningen EDAUN-

See also Miıchael Kruger “CIhe Authenticıty of gehen pen Kok Voorhoeve
DPeter Journal of the Evangelıca. T heologıcal OCLE chard Bauckham Jesus and the Eyewitnesses The

Gospels Evewitness Lestiumony Grand Rapıds FEerd-645 6/1 Miıchael OUur Reflec-
ON: the Authorshıp of DPeter Evangelıcal I11a1ls 2006 chapter
Omnarterly 73 (2001) 291 309 47 Werner Georg ummel ınleitung das NEeue Tes-
Jerome Neyrey, Peter, Jude (Anchor LAMENT (17 age Heıdelberg ue & Meyer.
New York Doubleday, 147 379 er dıesen TI kann Petrus nıcht
Erıc Fuchs/Pierre Reymond, Ea deux1ıeme E A geschriıeben en |Englısh translatıon ntroduc-
Saınt Piervre; Ept Saıint Jude (Commentaıre LO the New Testament (rev. ed Nashville Abıng
du Nouveau Jlestament; Neuchäatel EeIaCNAUX don 302|]
Nıestle Ihıs mterpretat10n has long- 13 Wolfgang Speyer Die literarısche Fälschung

heidnıschen und CHYISTLUCHEN Altertum Eın Versuchstandıng tradıtıon See Gerald Bray (ed.) AÄAncıent
Chrıstian Commentary Scripture New JTestament ıhrer Deutung (München Beck 19/1 According

James, 27 Peter 5 John, Jude Downers Grove Speyer ant1qu1ty IT legıtımate fe rary
2000 130 form when student publıshe under the 851881° of

Johannes OUW and Eugene ıda (eds.) hıs teacher onetheless somethıng lıke copyrıght
Greek Englısh Lexıcon the New Testament ASE: exvxıisted LOO ıterary work consıdered the

Semantıc Domaıins OUME apc OoOWN author’s property and also the product of hıs
OCI1IE of South AITICA: 589 mınd
OMAas Schreıiner Peter Jude (New Amerı- aVl €eAl Pseudonimt and ( anon 1N-

Commentary; Nashville Broadman olman SCH Mobhr 1ebeck 193
15365 370 Armın anıe Baum Pseudepigraphie und Iiterarısche

Houwelingen PEVUS Judas Jesta- Fälschung frühen COhristentum (Iübıngen Mohbhr
MENT tweevoud (Commentaar het N 1euwe 1les- 1ebeck, 76

Kampen Kok Hermann OSC Rıedl ÄNAMNESE und Abpostolizität
Der ZWEILTE Petrusbrief und das theologısche Problem{hıs CVEWIONESS IT of the transfiguration dıf-

fers three IN} from the Gospels neutestamentlıicher Pseudepugraphie (Frankfurt Lang,
the lıterary form Mahnıy detaıls left OUuUrTt from 2005 229 C Martın Ruf. Daie eılıgen Pro-

the body of the 'Thıs shows that the people pheten, 0. und iıch Metatextuelle Studien
knew about the of the transfiguration IThe ZU' ZWEILLEN Petrusbrief (dıss Utrecht 10)

Elocatıon the holy MOUNLTLALIN does NOT refer erTPeACcEe Smuith Petrine (‚‚ONtVODEVSLES AVÜW V1S-
later 3 when the ImMoOounNntaın of glorıfıcatıon U  D (Tübiıngen Mohbhr (Sıebeck) 100 101
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18 In the ecclesi1astıcal tradıtıon there WAas SOINIC 1ICCT- sıder Peter later fictiıon forgery iımpres-
taınty whether the apostle DPeter 1MSse the S1VE that, Aat first glance, he Was prepared, ıf need DE:
author of Peter. 'Ihıs uncertaintvy ıncreased when Iıve wıth 26-book New JTestament anon
LNOTC pseudepigraphic lıterature W ds$s attached Testament Documents 293-294 wıth footnote 5306)
Peter’s MNainece erTeIOre the question of who 23 Carson Moo. Introductun, 663 See for CanOon1-

Deter W as approached wıth cautıion. bso- cal approac. uth Anne KReese, Peter (Iwo
Iute value ttached the originalıty and the Horızons New JTestament Commentary; rand
apostolıc character of the epiıstles TOom the New les- pı1ds ET  ans

Both rıgen and Eusebius, who themselves Fıtzmyer, “Che Namne Sımon  5 hıs SONS the
had dıffıculty wıth Peter’s authorshıp of Peter, SEema1t1c Background of the New Testament London:
nevertheless mentioned doubts that existed about Chapman, 1971 1052112 CH 1al Ilan, Lexıcon
thıs 1SsuUe. However, famılıarıty wıth thıs epistle ( ewish Names In Ate ntuquby. Part Palestine
be ascertaıned from the second9 especıially 330) BCE-200 (Tübıingen: Mohbhr Sıebeck,

Egypt and Asıa Mınor. Clement of Alexandrıa, 218-235
Irenaeus Justin Martyr NOTLT only o1ve eviıdence 25 de Ru, “DC authenticıteit 11 Petrus:: eder-
of avıng read and used Deter themselves, but nds Theologisch (1969) DE  D
theır startıng pomnt that others also knew the Ihe LCXT SIUMPIV speaks about our dear brother
epistle. IThe uncertainty partıcularly concerned the aul Thıs WaY of referring hım COUuU make ONMNC

authorshıp but the certaınty nat Deter 15 among thınk of the time after the apostolıc peri10d when
°*the Scriptures’ ervades the eccles1i1astıical test1ımonYy DPaul had diıed As CVYreYy puts It °It 15 best, then,
durıng the Airst four centurıes. Moreover, 1n the early read s ın of harmonizıng ten-
lıterature about Feter. Deter authoritatıve dency hıch 15 calculate. PrESCHLt the iımpression
part of the apostolıc JlegaCy; the epistle W as sed of fixed tradıtıon of early Chrıiıstian theology‘ (2
MO first POrtraV and then CXPOSC false Peten,} 250) However, these words TOTC

teachers (Apocalypse of Petenr, Acts of Peter). Fence, al indıcatıon of how the apostles actually worked
apham thı that he has dıscovered Petrine [ra- colleagues the preachıng of the Gospel (the
dıtıon: apham, Peter The Myth, the Man and the first PCISON plur. 15 used; 'OUV brother” pomts the
Yılıngs. UOY of Early Petrine Text and Tradıtion cırcle of apostles). Ihe dısagreement between the
(Sheffield: Academıc Press; See for full dıs- colleagues Antıoch W d>$S NOT definıtıve sphıt,
CUsSsS1ON of the relevant data Van Houwelingen, De only incıdent which dıd NOT essentially affect the
tweede LYOMPDET, 21-35 and 45-48; Kruger, “Authen- relatıonshıp between them rothers
ticıty', 649-656 10) Wırth VIEW the readers in Asıa Mınor, DPeter
Baum, Pseudepigraphie, 99- ] Kruger also lısts the appe the Jomnt authorıty of both apostles
MOST iımportant examples (Authenticıty 646-649). the church
ese examples ATIC taken from The Acts of Paul, The lord Fornberg, An ANVUY Church In Pluralıastıc SOCZ-
Gospel of Peter and from GEMNSHEC of forged etters of E Study of 2 Peter (Lund OCW Gleerup,
DPaul ın the Muratorı1an Fragment 22-23; Anton V ögtle, “Petrus un: Paulus nach dem

Carson Douglas Moo, Introduction In zweıten Petrusbrief”, Offenbarungsgeschehen und
the New Testament Second eal Leicester: Apollos, Wirkungsgeschichte (Freiburg: Herder, 280-

342 CM  er of fact despıite hıs detaıuled 296; Rıchard Bauckham, /ude, Peter Wor Bıb-
research, Schmuidt W as able present decısıve 1cal Commentary; Waco Word, 355
but only tentatıve eviıdence ftor LraNsSparecNt fic 28 Van Houwelingen, De tweede LYOMDELT, 265-2/0;
tional readıng of both DPeter (Kar! Matthıas ıdem, REvyUS Judas, 9-1 Art the end of hıs
Schmidt, Mahnung und Ermnerung Im Maskenspiel. letter the Galatıans, aul emphatıcally WAarnıs

Epistolographie, Rhetorık und Narratıvık der SEUdE- agalnst the abuse of Chrıstian freedom, for whoever
hıgraphen Petrusbrıuefe (Freiburg: Herder, lıves accordıng hıs sınful wıll NOT the

Dl Terry er SE  umL)y, the New Lestament, gdom of God But he who in Chrıst 15 DNCW
and Deceptun. An Ingquıry Into Intentuon and Recep- creat1on wıll experience the growth of the manıtold
un (Lanham University Press of Amerıca, 2004 fruut of the Pır ıt and wıll rece1ve the of the
See also Farle Ellıs, Hıstory and Interpretation kıngdom that 15 comıng (Gal 5:13-6:16; SCC also
In New Testament Perspectiwwe Leiden: Brıll, Eph 1 I2 Col B:22)
17-29 =Chapter II seudonımıty and Canonicıty Ellıs, New Testament Documents 296-297/ ECAUSE
of New lestament Documents |. Pau[l’s diırections a1d claım being rece1ved
CV Porter has suggested delete the Pasto- authoritatıve the congregations, hıs letters WCIC

ral Letters from the New Testament anon (“Paulıne of IMOTC than ocal regional ımportance. Ihat 15
Authorshıp and the Pastoral Epistles Response why Ignatıus later the Ephesı1ans that DPaul

Response‘, Bulletin fOr 1011CA: search had them ın VIEW ın CVECLY letter (Ign Etph }32,2)
3()133-138). FEllıs finds the 1TCASOoON COIN- Laurı1 Thuren, Nne Relationship between DPeter
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Jude ASSI1IC: problem Resolved?’ SpICg, Les Ebhitres Saıint 1EVYVE (Sources Bı-
451 460 See alsoSchlosser AtNOLLC 1stLEs bliques DParıs Gabalda 197 Miıchael Green

i Iuane Fkrederick Watson Inventuon, Ärrangement The Second Epastle General f Peter and the Gen-
and Style etorıcal Criticism and Peter eral %. of Jude JAYA Edıtıon (Iyndale NIC
Atlanta Scholars Press Miıchael Gıil- Leıicester 58

“CIhe best aAssump ı0N that both epiıstles derıveThe Sıgnaficance 0f Faraı hetween Peter and
erAVYW Chrıstian TAterature (Atlanta docıety of from C}  ON tradıtıon 1C May have been
Bıblıcal ] ıterature oral rather than Wwrıitten Very possıbly there W d

31 So tor Nstance ter Grundmann Der rief des SCITI11OIMNN tormulated FeES1IST the seducers
Judas und der ZWEILLTE Brief des Petrus (Theologischer of the hurch thıs would explaın both the sımıları-
Handkommentar AUM Neuen Testament ırd edn LIES and the dıfferences satısfactory ashıon Bo
Rerlın Evangelısche Verlagsanstalt, Anton Reicke The Epastles of James, Peter. and Jude (Anchor
Vögtle Der Judasbrıef ,Der ZWEILLTE trusbrief Evan- New York, Doubleday, 190 Accord-
gelısch Katholischer Kkommetar um Neuen Testa- In Reıicke sımılar tradıtıon forms the basıs
ment of the gospels Bo Reicke The RootsNe  rchen uvn eukırchener Verlag,
1994 Bauckham M Peter Ihe order of the Synoptic Gospels (Phıladelphiıa Fortress Press
actual dıscussıon CONTrFarYy the title 28 Van Houwelıngen DEe tweede Lrompet 47 45 Deter
of the COMM!  TArV: ennıing Paulsen, Der 7veite thıs tradıtıon the iscıple and apostle
Petrusbrief und der Meyers Kritisch-Fxve- of Jesus Chriıst an Jude the brother of James the
getischer Kommentar ber das Neue Jlestament; brother of the Lord Ihe apostolıc WarNıNSs agalınst
Göttingen Vandenhoec UpreC. t talse teachers C  . be traced back the teachıngs of
Neyvrey, Peter Jude DPeter Davıds The Letters of Jesus Christ (Mat 15 23 223 28) Dependent

Peter andJ: (Ihe Pıllar New lestament COM - the CIrCUMSTLANCES these Warhıngs WEeTC specıfi
cally applıed the CTS 2Q9-MENLCALY rand Rapıds Fkerdmans 'Ihıs

Vn the SC wıth Reese Peter &T Jude despite her L: Fn ae 4ıa Zn S 1 John2Z:18
canonıcal approac Laurı IThuren tyle Never Goes Out of Fashıon

272 KA Kahmann “CIhe Second Letter of DPeter and DPeter Re Evaluated’ Porter and
the ] etter of Jude e1Ir Mutual Relationshıip”, T el Rhetorıc, Scripture and eology

-M Sevrıin (ed “a The New Testament ANVVWY ESSaNS from the 1994 Pretor1a Conference
Christuanıty Leuven DPeeters 105 249 Academıiıc Press 279 J IThomas Kraus

22 Van Houwelıngen PEVUS en Judas 5 2 Carson Sprache, Stzl und historıscher des ZWEILLEN EVvUS-
Moo Introduction 655 65 / CcCNolars generally VLEJES (Tübiıngen Mobhr 1ebeck errance

belıeve that the readers of Jude A1C Chrıstian Jews Callan Ihe le of the Second Letter of Peter
(ın CONLTraSst those of Peter: see J. Darv/l arles Bıblıca 21}2224
Vırtue amıdst Vice (Sheffield; Academıc Fress: Ihe three N words that Peter rovıdes A

CS the author ASSUTNNECS famılıarıty wıth EUTIAX LYWLOVUT], WLWOTACELV, TAPAOPOVLA aus,
the (OJld lestament well wıth CWIS. tradıtıons Sprache, Stal und hıstorıscher 2318 360)

4.1and he 1mse the brother of James Callan tyle 223 224 He the sSimılarıtıes
Contra ers Gerdmar Rethinkıng the udaısm- between DPeter and the EMFU: Dagh INSCI1LD-
Hellenısm ıchotomy Historwgraphical (AseE Study L10N from Commagene Northern 5yrıa 1C
of ECONMN: Peter and Jude (Stockho Almgqvıst consıdered be typıcal of the grand Asıan style
ıksell ccordıng Callan thıs INay ımply that Deter

NOT wrıtften Rome but rather somewhere lıkeSo for instance Charles 12g, Cyritical andExegeti-
cal Commentary the Ebpastles of St Peter and St Jude Commagene
(International Orıtıical Commentary; ınburgh thonv Kennv. Stylometrıc UAN New Testa-

ar'! 216 274 Wohlenberg Der INENT (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 19836
EVSTE und Petrusbrief und r  N  rief (Kom- Randolph “Sılvanus NOT Peter’s
mMentfar ZUMM Neuen lestament ırd edn e1pZ1g, SecretarY: Tl'{leologlica.l bıas ıinterpreting ÖL
Erlangen Deichtert xlı-xlıv Schreiner 2ZLOAQVOU ‚ EYPAWA i DPeter } 27OUVNNAU of the
Peter, Jude, 415-419 Evangelıcai T heologıcal OCLE B -4372

35 thou: tor rTC4SONS understand:  le veL be Aaus Hunno Hunzınger Babylon als Deckname
rejected, the words ı Jude LG XOEBELÖV für Rom unı dıe Datiıerung des Petrusbriefes

taken gl0ss Such gloss, however, raf Reventlov (ed - (GJoOttes und Gottes
WONUL. have fitted much better AT the end of Land -W. Hertzberg Öttingen anden-

Contra de waan PEVyUS en Judas Leıden OeC Ruprecht,
45 Van ouwelıngen DEe tweede LYOMPETVan Doesburgh 1909 145

Contra Robson Ud1LESs the Second %. of Accordıng Strabo (Geography 5) and Plıny
St Peter (Cambrıidge Unıiversity Press 572 (Natura Hıstory 171 129) the CIEV ıtself WAasSs
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largely deserted, but Babylon Cal iındıcate both the DEe tweede DAN Petrus; brief DAN Judas (Het
C1ty and the land of TIhe reference Jieuwe lestament vertaald toegelıcht; Boxtel:
15 also ıntended CONNECT the wrıter and the read- Katholıeke Bıbelstichting, According
CTS5 ın theır Ssıtnatıon of exvıle Paul Achtemeıer, ann, the letter would have been wrıtten by A

Peter (Hermeneıa; Miınneapolıs: Fortress Press, Chrıistian author of ewısh-Hellenistıc descent.
354; Karen obes, Peter aker Exeget1- Z Ant -2 COmPp. 1 and Agamnst Abıuon

cal CommentarYy; Tanı pıds Baker Academuıic, 1,50) See for the TE Janguage of Josephus lessa
2005 523) See also PH Houwelingen, Rayak, OSCDMNUS. The 1StOV1aNn and Hıs OCLE ıla-Petrus. Rondzen  A  €} U1t (Commentaar O delphıa: Fortress, 1984 46-64
het Nıeuwe Testament:; Kampen Kok, 2A02 Rajyak makes clear that osephus dıd wrıte hıs OW)
and 190 VIN and Bengel had the Opınıon. works wıth the help of riends acquamntances,From the abylonıan u know that tor whom he SCNT showed Parts of hıs work urıng
AYCS atter the abylonıan exıle iınfuential Jewısh the dıfferent STaAZCS ın Its composıtıon. Therefore,cCommunıty ex1isted Mesopotamıa. In Acts 2 che refutes IThackeray’'s stylıstıc assıstant theoryJews from Mesopotamıa ATC mentioned aAM ON the
audıence of DPeter Aat Pentecost in erusalem Accord- (Rajak, Josephus, 63 and 233-236 Appendix 2)

ornberg, ANW Church, 61-65ıng Acts Z after hıs wonderftul release from 50) John O: SL: /222 Acts 5115  > 13:32; Rom D3 Hebprıson, DPeter Jeft for another place’, whıch 15 NOT 1F For INOTC detaıjled dıscussıon SG Van Hou-be ıdentified Rome, because ero!| Agrıppa
(who had z00d TACTS wıth the Roman author1- welıngen, De tweede LYOMDET, FE FIR Wıth reSPECL
t1es) COUu ATTeSTE hım there AS well 1ın erusalem the COMMON interpretation, Bıggg remarked: “But

forger WOU DA en iInto obvıous and fatalthe other place Babylon in Mesopotamıa, then
DPeter OUuUnN:! imse. outsıde of the Roman mpıre Junder (Commentary 2091 See E.M Green,
He 1VE. the other sıde of the border, iın terr1- ‘D dDer Petrusbrief LICU betreachtet.‘, TIThıede
LO elongiıng the kıngdom of the Parthıans (ed.) DIas Petrusbild In den NEUEVEN orschung (Wup

pertal Brockhaus, 1-50, CSD 52 SımonThıs CON rovıde explanatıon for remarkable
stylıstıc paradox ın DPeter the existence of Hel- Kıstemaker, Peter and (New lestament Com-
lenısms and Semiutisms alongsıde 3C other, 1C. MECNLACY; rand ‚p1ds Baker, 326; Ellıs,
Kahmann pomtedly typıfıed symbı0sıs of New Testament Documents 295-296; Schreıiner, 62
cultures: a Kahmann Dehandschutter, Peten, Jude, 2/3-3/4
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