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Editorial Preface 

The launching of the Word Biblical Commentary brings to fulfillment an enterprise of 

several years‘ planning. The publishers and the members of the editorial board met in 1977 

to explore the possibility of a new commentary on the books of the Bible that would 

incorporate several distinctive features. Prospective readers of these volumes are entitled to 

know what such features were intended to be; whether the aims of the commentary have 

been fully achieved time alone will tell. 



First, we have tried to cast a wide net to include as contributors a number of scholars 

from around the world who not only share our aims, but are in the main engaged in the 

ministry of teaching in university, college, and seminary. They represent a rich diversity of 

denominational allegiance. The broad stance of our contributors can rightly he called 

evangelical, and this term is to be understood in its positive, historic sense of a commitment 

to Scripture as divine revelation, and to the truth and power of the Christian gospel. 

Then, the commentaries in our series are all commissioned and written for the purpose 

of inclusion in the Word Biblical Commentary. Unlike several of our distinguished 

counterparts in the field of commentary writing, there are no translated works, originally 

written in a non-English language. Also, our commentators were asked to prepare their own 

rendering of the original biblical text and to use those languages as the basis of their own 

comments and exegesis. What may be claimed as distinctive with this series is that it is 

based on the biblical languages, yet it seeks to make the technical and scholarly approach to 

a theological understanding of Scripture understandable by—and useful to—the fledgling 

student, the working minister, and colleagues in the guild of professional scholars and 

teachers as well. 

Finally, a word must be said about the format of the series. The layout, in clearly 

defined sections, has been consciously devised to assist readers at different levels. Those 

wishing to learn about the textual witnesses on which the translation is offered are invited 

to consult the section headed Notes. If the readers‘ concern is with the state of modern 

scholarship on any given portion of Scripture, they should turn to the sections on 

Bibliography and Form/Structure/Setting. For a clear exposition of the passage‘s meaning 

and its relevance to the ongoing biblical revelation, the Comment and concluding 

Explanation are designed expressly to meet that need. There is therefore something for 

everyone who may pick up and use these volumes. 

If these aims come anywhere near realization, the intention of the editors will have been 

met, and the labor of our team of contributors rewarded. 

General Editors:   David A. Hubbard 

Glenn W. Barker* 

Old Testament:   John D. W. Watts 

New Testament:   Ralph P. Martin 

Author’s Preface 

No NT books have been more neglected by scholars than Jude and 2 Peter. Most of the 

conventional scholarly opinions about them derive from a past era of NT scholarship. This 

commentary is therefore an attempt to drag the study of these two books into the 1980s. 

Although I am deeply indebted to a few important recent contributions to the understanding 

of Jude and 2 Peter (such as those of Fornberg, Neyrey and Ellis), for the most part I have 

been unable to draw on the mass of recent research in articles and monographs which is 

available to commentators on most other NT books. Consequently I regard this commentary 



as in many respects an exploratory work, opening up lines of thought and investigation 

which I hope others will discuss and pursue further, whether or not they confirm my 

conclusions. 
The general scholarly neglect of these books probably reflects the conventional 

judgments that they are late in date and of little theological value. Yet, even if these 

judgments were correct, Jude and 2 Peter would still be valuable evidence of the early 

history of Christianity. Any Christian document from the first century and a half of 

Christian history is relevant to the investigation of Christian origins and deserves the 

closest study for that reason alone. If my conclusions about the background and character 

of the two works are correct, then their historical interest is considerable: Jude offers a rare 

glimpse into those original Palestinian Christian circles in which Jesus‘ own blood-relations 

were leaders, and 2 Peter documents the way in which one form of early Christianity 

managed the difficult transition from the apostolic to the postapostolic generation. I hope 

this commentary also shows that these two books do not deserve the contempt with which 

scholars have all too often regarded them. Of course they do not have the central 

theological importance of the Gospels or the Pauline letters, but when a serious and patient 

attempt is made to understand them in their own terms, they can be seen to be worthy of 

their place in the canon of Scripture and to make their own distinctive contributions to the 

message of the Word of God even today. The moral imperative of the Gospel still needs to 

be urged in opposition to ethical libertinism, and the Christian eschatological hope still 

needs to be sustained in the face of shallow skepticism. 

Among those who have given me generous assistance, in various ways, during the 

preparation of this commentary, I should like to thank Dr. Loveday Alexander, Dr. Philip 

Alexander, Mr. Malcolm Harrison, Dr. John Kane, Professor C. F. D. Moule, Miss Gillian 

Shepherd, Dr. Terry Smith, and Dr. David Wenham. 

RICHARD BAUCKHAM 

University of Manchester, 

November 1981 

Note: The author has written his commentary using the sequence of books Jude-2 Peter, 

thereby departing from the order in modern editions of the NT. The reason for this change 

lies in his argument that Jude was in fact written first, and that 2 Peter shows signs of 

literary dependence on the earlier work. This explains the sequence followed in the 

subsequent pages. 

All references to the LXX are to A. Rahlfs ed. Septuaginta: Id est Vetus Testamentum 

graece iuxta LXX interpretes. 2 vols. 8th ed(s). Stuttgart: Wurttembergische Bibelanstalt, 

1965. 

Biblical and other translations are the author‘s own unless otherwise indicated. 

The Letter of Jude 



Introduction 
Most introductory issues can really only be settled as a result of detailed exegesis. This 

Introduction is therefore dependent on the discussions of particular verses and passages 

throughout the commentary and gathers together some of their results. Thus wherever its 

statements are supported by reference to verses of Jude, the interpretation of those verses 

argued in the commentary is presupposed. 

FORM AND STRUCTURE 

The letter of Jude is a real letter. Formally, this is shown by the letter-opening (vv 1–2) 

which conforms to the style of the ancient Jewish letter. It was the letter-opening which was 

the really essential formal constituent of the ancient letter. Jude then states the occasion and 

theme of his message in a passage which corresponds formally to the ―body-opening‖ of 

the ancient letter form (vv 3–4). The body of the letter, however, is more like a homily than 

a letter: it consists of a midrash on a series of scriptural references and texts (vv 5–19) and a 

paraenetic section (vv 20–23). The work closes with a doxology (vv 24–25), a conclusion 

more appropriate to a homily than to a letter. 
We might therefore regard the work as an ―epistolary sermon,‖ i.e. a work whose main 

content could have been delivered as a homily if Jude and his readers had been able to 

meet, but which has been cast in letter form so that it can be communicated to readers 

whom Jude could not visit in person. This practice of delivering a sermon at a distance by 

writing it within an epistolary framework was a natural extension of the genre of the letter, 

and was probably already in use before Jude‘s time. The letter from Baruch to the exiles in 

2 Apoc. Bar. 78–86 is a fictional example of the genre, but the fiction presupposes that this 

form of letter could be written in fact. It must therefore have existed in Judaism as well as 

in primitive Christianity. NT letters vary in the extent to which they resemble private letters, 

and in several cases are really written homilies or theological treatises with very little 

epistolary framework (Hebrews, James, 1 John). In Jude‘s case the formal characteristics of 

the letter are quite sufficient to establish its right to belong to the genre of the letter. 

Jude is also a genuine letter in the sense that it was written for and sent to specific 

addressees. The content of the work makes it clear that it is not a tract against heresy in 

general (as Wisse, ―Jude,‖ argues), but a message for a specific situation in which a specific 

group of false teachers were troubling a specific church or group of churches. There is 

therefore no need to regard the occasion for the letter (v 3) as fictional, and, despite the 

generality of the address (v 1), we should not see it as a ―catholic letter‖ addressed to all 

Christians, but as a work written with a specific, localized audience in mind. 

The statement of the theme of the letter (vv 3–4) contains two parts: an appeal to Jude‘s 

readers (―to carry on the fight for the faith‖) and the background to this appeal (v 4: the 

false teachers, their character and their judgment). The two parts of the body of the letter 

correspond to this division. The midrash (vv 5–19) is devoted to the background of the 

appeal: it establishes, by exegesis of types and prophecies, that the false teachers are people 

whose behavior is condemned and whose judgment is prophesied in OT types and in 

prophecy from the time of Enoch to the time of the apostles. Its purpose is to demonstrate 

that the false teachers constitute a serious danger to the church(es). It therefore prepares the 



way for the real purpose of the letter, which is Jude‘s appeal to his readers to fight for the 

faith. This appeal, stated as the theme of the letter in v 3, is spelled out in detail in vv 

20–23. 

Commentators have usually been misled by the length and central position of the 

midrash (vv 5–19) into regarding it as the main content of the letter, but this is a serious 

mistake. The structure of the letter indicates that the midrash, though important, is 

important only as necessary background to the appeal (vv 20–23), which is Jude‘s main 

purpose in writing. The appeal occupies the position it does toward the end of the letter, not 

because it is a kind of postscript or ―closing exhortation,‖ but because it is the climax of the 

letter to which all the rest leads up. Recognizing this is a vital key to the understanding of 

the work as a whole. 

That the section vv 5–19 is in the form of a midrash has been shown by Ellis (Prophecy 

and Hermeneutic), though his detailed analysis will be somewhat modified in this 

commentary. (The word ―midrash‖ is used here in the general sense of an exegesis of 

Scripture which applies it to the contemporary situation, not with the implication that 

Jude‘s midrash bears any close resemblance to the forms of later rabbinic midrashim.) In 

order to demonstrate the statement in v 4, that the character and judgment of the false 

teachers has been prophesied, Jude cites a series of ―texts‖ (vv 5–7, 11, 14–15, 17–18), 

though his ―texts‖ are not always actual quotations. The first two ―texts‖ are summary 

references to two sets of three OT types (vv 5–7, 11); he then quotes a prophecy of Enoch 

(vv 14–15) and a prophecy of the apostles (vv 17–18). Each ―text‖ (indented in the 

translation in this commentary) is followed by a passage of interpretation (vv 8–10, 12–13, 

16, 19) which, by pointing to the character and behavior of the false teachers, identifies 

them as those to whom the type or prophecy applies. In one case, a secondary text (v 9) is 

introduced in the course of a passage of interpretation (vv 8–10); there are also less explicit 

allusions to other texts in other passages of interpretation (vv 12–13, 16). 

Two main stylistic features mark the alternation of ―text‖ and interpretation in the 

midrash. The past tenses (vv 5–6, 9), prophetic aorists (vv 11, 14), and future tenses (v 18) 

of the citations, representing historical types and prophecies, are matched by present tenses 

in all the interpretations, where Jude explains the fulfillment of the prophecies in the 

present. Secondly, although the ―texts‖ are introduced in no consistent way, the passages of 

interpretation are consistently introduced by the words out\oi (―these people‖) or outoiv 
eijsin (―these people are‖), a formula which resembles one sometimes used in exegesis at 

Qumran (see Form/Structure/Setting section in the commentary on vv 5–10). A further 

general stylistic characteristic of Jude‘s midrashic method is his considerable use of 

catchwords to link the exposition to the ―text‖: catchwords in the ―text‖ are picked up in the 

interpretation both before and after the citation of the ―text,‖ and sometimes also link the 

―texts‖ together. Catchwords are not entirely limited to the midrashic section, but they are 

most prominent there. 

Principal examples are ajsebhv"/ ajsrbeìn/ ajsevbeia (vv 4, 15, 18), savrx (vv 7–8, 23), 

blasfhmeìn/ blasfhmiva (vv 8–10), plavnh/ planhvth" (vv 11, 13), lalei`n (vv 15–16), 

kata ta;" wjpiqumiva" poreuovmenoi (vv 16, 18), zovfo" … threìn (vv 6, 13), threìn (vv 

1, 6, 13, 21). 

Jude‘s midrashic method bears some comparison with the pesher exegesis of Qumran. 

There is the same conviction that the ancient texts are eschatological prophecy which the 

interpreter applies to the events of his own time, understood as the time of eschatological 



fulfillment. Whereas the main Qumran pesharim are commentaries on whole passages or 

whole books of the OT (―continuous pesharim‖), there are also ―thematic pesharim‖ (4QFlor, 

11QMelch, 4Q 176, 177, 182, 183) which are commentaries on a collection of texts on one 

theme, in this resembling Jude‘s midrash. (The terms ―pesher continu‖ and ―pesher 

thématique‖ are those of J. Carmignac, ―Le document de Qumran sur Melkisédeq,‖ RevQ 7 

[1969–71] 360–61.) But there are also differences between Jude and Qumran. The Qumran 

pesharim offer no analogies for Jude‘s quotations from apocryphal books (vv 9, 14–15) or 

from oral Christian prophecy (vv 17–18, perhaps v. 11), or for his use of summaries of 

scriptural material instead of an actual quotation from the OT (vv 5–7, 11). Moreover, 

Jude‘s use of typology (vv 5–7, 11) is not really to be found in the Qumran pesharim, which 

are concerned only to interpret the texts as prophecy. Jude applies Scripture to the last days 

not only as prophecy, but also as typology, in which the events of redemptive history are 

seen to foreshadow the eschatological events: this perspective he shares with Jewish 

apocalyptic and with the primitive Church generally. 

Outline of Structure 
1–2 

Address and Greeting 

3–4 

Occasion and Theme of the Letter 

3 

A. The Appeal 

4 

B. The Background to the Appeal 

5–19 

B. The Background to the Appeal: A Midrash on the Prophecies of the Doom of the 

Ungodly 

5–7 

(1) Three OT Types 

8–10 

plus interpretation 

9 

(1a) Michael and the Devil 

  

(2) Three More OT Types 

12–13 

plus interpretation 

14–15 

(3) The Prophecy of Enoch 

16 

 

plus interpretation 

17–18 

(4) The Prophecy of the Apostles 

19 

pius interpretation 

20–23 



A. The Appeal 

24–25 

Clo 

LANGUAGE 

Jude‘s command of the Greek language is best shown in his wide and effectively used 

vocabulary. Considering its brevity, the letter includes a high number of N
T
 hapax 

legomena. There are fourteen words not found elsewhere in the N
T
 (ajpodior ivzein, v 19; 

a[ptaisto", v 24; goggusthv", v 16; dei`gma, v 7; ejpagwnivzesqai, v 3; ejpofrivkẁ", v 13; 

nenYivmoiro", v 16; pareisduvnein, v 4; spilav", v 12; fqinopwrinov", v 12; fusikẁ", v 

10; ejkporneuvein, v 7; planhvth", v 13; uJpevcein, v 7), and of these only four occur in the 

LX
X
 (a[ptaisto", v 24; 3 Macc 6:39; ejkporneuvein, v 7; planhvth", v 13; Hos 9:17; 

uJpevcein, v 7). Moreover, there are three more words which occur elsewhere in the N
T
 only 

in 2 Peter, which borrowed them from Jude (ejnpaivkth", v 18; 2 Pet 3:3; suneuwcri`sqai, 
v 12; 2 Pet 2:13; uJperogko", v 16; 2 Pet 2:18). Of course, some discrimination is needed in 

assessing the significance of this list: some words (dei`gma fusikẁ", uJpevcein,) are 

relatively common words which other N
T
 writers happen not to use; some (spilav", 

fqinopwrinov", planhvth") are rather specialized words which Jude‘s subject matter 

requires; some (goggusthv", ejmpaivkth") are cognate with words (gogguvzein, 

goggusmov", ejmpaivzw, ejmpaigmov") which are found elsewhere in the N
T
 and are 

characteristic of biblical Greek; some (ajpodiorivzein, ejpafrivzein) are rare. More 

important than the statistic is Jude‘s evident ability to vary his vocabulary and choose 

effective and appropriate words (cf
.,
 e.g

.,
 vv 12–13; goggustaiv memYivmoiroi, v 16) and 

expressions from good literary, even poetic, Greek (uJpo; zovfon, v 6; kuvmata a[gria, v 13). 

His command of good Greek idiom is also noticeable (pàsan spoudh;n spoudh;n, v 3; 

poiouvmeno", provkeintai deìgma divkhn uJpevcousai, v 7; krivsin ejpenegkei`n, v 9; ta; 
a[loga zẁ/a, v 10). 

If the vocabulary is rich and varied, the sentence construction is relatively simple, 

though parataxis is largely avoided (but cf
.
 v 11). But sentence construction is handled with 

considerable rhetorical effect. 

Semitisms can be found, but are not very prominent, probably less common than in most Jewish 

Greek. (Those in vv 14–15 result from direct translation from the Aramaic.) Examples are: ejk gh̀" 
Sijguvptou, v 5; oujai; aujtoì", v 11; ejn th̀/ oJdẁ/ tou` Kain ejporeuvqhsan, v 11; qaumavzonte" 
provdwpa, v 16; ojpivsw with the genitive, v 7; perhaps omission of the article before krivsin, v 6, 

and ajgavph/, v 21, through the influence of the construct state. Also to be noticed are the ―prophetic‖ 

aorists in vv 11, 14, the use of synonymous parallelism (v 6) and antithetical parallelism (v 10), the 

chiasmus in v la and perhaps in the structure of the whole letter (see the outline on pages 5 and 6). 

The author‘s fondness for triple expressions is a marked stylistic trait, evident throughout the letter, 

but is not necessarily Jewish (cf
.
 E. von Dobschütz, ―Zwei- und dreigliedrige Formeln,‖ JB

L
 50 

[1931] 117–47): used to this extent, it must be an individual stylistic preference. 

The style is lively and vigorous, and the whole work gives evidence of careful 

composition. Close exegesis soon reveals great economy of expression. Single words, 

phrases, and images are chosen for the associations they carry, and scriptural allusions and 

catchword connections increase the depth of meaning. The section vv 11–13 is perhaps 

especially effective in its use of carefully chosen vocabulary, a series of vivid images 

suggested with almost poetic economy of words, scriptural allusions, catchword 



connections, and the use of climax. The modern reader requires study in order to appreciate 

it. The much praised doxology (vv 24–25) is more readily accessible to modern 

appreciation. 

SOURCES 

Despite his competence in Greek, the author‘s real intellectual background is in the 

literature of Palestinian Judaism. 
It is usually assumed that Jude, like many NT authors, habitually used the OT in its 

Greek version, the LXX, but this assumption is mistaken. Of course, Jude shows himself 

familiar with the usual Greek renderings of certain OT Hebrew expressions, used both in the 

LXX and in later Jewish Greek literature (note especially: ejnupniavzesqai, ―to dream‖ v 8; 

qaumavzein provswpa, ―to show partiality‖ v 16; and cf. goggusthv", ―grumbler‖ v 16), but 

this is unremarkable. Much more significant is the fact that at no point where he alludes to 

specific verses of the OT does he echo the language of the LXX. In two of these cases he 

must depend on the Hebrew text because the Septuagint does not give even the meaning he 

adopts (v 12: Prov 25:14; v 13: Isa 57:20), while in three other cases his vocabulary notably 

fails to correspond to that of the LXX (v 11: Num 26:9; v 12: Ezek 34:2; v 23: Amos 4:11; 

Zech 3:3). This evidence shows conclusively that it was the Hebrew Bible with which Jude 

was really familiar. When he wished to allude to it he did not stop to find the Septuagint 

translation, but made his own translation, in terms appropriate to the context and style of 

his work. 

His use of Jewish apocryphal works is at least as extensive as his use of the OT. He has a 

close familiarity with 1 Enoch (vv 6, 12–16), from which he takes his only formal quotation 

from a written source (vv 14–15). It seems to be the Aramaic text that he uses (vv 6, 14), 

though he probably knew the Greek text (v 15). As for his knowledge of the various parts 

of our 1 Enoch, he certainly knew chaps 1–36 (vv 6, 12–13, 14–16, cf. v 8), probably chap 

80 (vv 12–13), perhaps chaps 83–90 (v 13), but there is no conclusive evidence that he 

knew chaps 37–71, the Parables (cf. vv 4, 14) or chaps 91–107 (perhaps cf. vv 8, 11, 16). 

The other Jewish apocryphal work which he used is the Testament of Moses (hereafter T. 

Mos.), both its extant text (probably, v 16; cf. v 3) and its ending, which is no longer extant 

(v 9). 

In addition to these written sources, Jude was familiar with Jewish paraenetic and haggadic 

traditions which cannot be pinned down to any particular written source (vv 5–7, 11). These 

had probably already been adopted into Jewish Christian instruction. 

There is no convincing case of allusion to a written Christian source, though of course 

Jude is familiar with traditional catechetical (vv 20–23) and liturgical (vv 24–25) material, 

while the purpose of his midrashic section (vv 5–19) is explicitly to remind his readers of 

instruction which they received, in substance at least, from the apostles at the time of the 

founding of their church(es). In v 18 he gives a quotation from the apostles which is 

probably a summary in his own words of the kind of apocalyptic warning which all the 

early Christian missionaries included in their instruction to new converts. It is possible that 

v 11 is a quotation from an oracle of a Christian prophet. There seems to be no allusion to 

gospel traditions, but, given the brevity of the letter, this hardly distinguishes Jude from 

most other NT letters. 



Most commentators repeat the now well-established scholarly tradition that Jude is 

indebted to the ideas and terminology of Paul. But this assertion does not stand up well to 

detailed investigation. It depends on the too ready assumption that ideas and terminology 

which Paul uses are distinctively Pauline, so that other writers who use them must be 

dependent on Paul or ―Paulinism.‖ In fact, of course, as Pauline scholarship has shown and 

as should in any case be expected, Paul took over a great deal from the common traditions 

of primitive Christianity, and great care is needed in distinguishing ideas and terminology 

which are so distinctively Pauline that they must derive from Paul. No alleged case of 

―Paulinism‖ in Jude can really be substantiated. The contacts with Pauline language all 

belong to the common vocabulary of the early church (see commentary on ―called,‖ 

―loved,‖ v 2; ―saints,‖ v 3; ―grace,‖ v 4; Yucikoiv, ―people who follow natural instincts,‖ v 

19; ―build yourselves up,‖ ―pray in the Holy Spirit,‖ v 20; and the doxology, vv 24–25). 

The relationship between Jude and 2 Peter is discussed in the Introduction to 2 Peter, 

where the judgment of most modern scholars, that 2 Peter is dependent on Jude, not vice 

versa, is accepted. 

Allusions to classical Greek literature, which have sometimes been suggested (vv 6, 13), 

are most unlikely. 

CHARACTER OF THE LETTER 

Is it ―Early Catholic‖ or Apocalyptic Jewish Christian? 
Where should the letter of Jude be placed on the map of early Christianity? The usual 

answer to this question is that Jude, along with the Pastoral Epistles, Luke-Acts, 2 Peter and 

perhaps other NT books, should be seen as a product of the developing ―early Catholicism‖ 

of the postapostolic generation of Christians. 

The whole concept of ―early Catholicism‖ as NT scholars have used it to illuminate the 

history of first-century Christianity is ripe for radical reexamination. It has undoubtedly 

promoted too simple a picture of the development of Christianity. Martin Hengel has 

recently stated: ―If we want to, we can find ‗early catholic traits‘ even in Jesus and Paul: the 

phenomena thus denoted are almost entirely a legacy of Judaism‖ (Acts and the History of 

Early Christianity [London: SCM Press, 1979] 122). But even if the usual theory of early 

Catholicism is accepted, Jude‘s right to be included in the category must be seriously 

questioned. 

A recent discussion of early Catholicism in the NT (J. D. G. Dunn, Unity and Diversity 

in the New Testament [London: SCM Press, 1977] chap. XIV) distinguishes three main 

features: (1) the fading of the Parousia hope, (2) increasing institutionalization, (3) 

crystallization of the faith into set forms. None of these three features is evident in Jude: (1) 

The Parousia hope is lively and pervades the letter (vv 1, 14, 21, 24). The whole argument 

of the midrash section (vv 5–19) hinges on the belief that the false teachers are to be judged 

by the Lord at his coming (vv 14–15) and therefore presupposes an imminent Parousia. (2) 

There is no mention of ecclesiastical officials in Jude (see commentary on vv 8, 11, 16), 

and no hint of a tendency to emphasize office and order in reaction to the dangers 

represented by the false teachers. The false teachers themselves were itinerant charismatics 

who claimed prophetic revelations (v 8), and they were evidently accepted as prophets in 

the church(es) to which Jude writes (v 12). Jude denies their claim to be men of the Spirit 



(v 19), but he does not respond by asserting that charismatic activity must be subject to 

properly constituted officials or by stressing that it is the officials who are endowed with 

the Spirit. He does not address himself to elders or bishops who have a special 

responsibility for guarding the faith against heretical deviations. Instead he addresses the 

whole community, who all enjoy the inspiration of the Spirit in charismatic prayer (v 20) 

and are all responsible for upholding the gospel (v 3). His response to the threat from the 

false teachers is quite different from that of Ignatius, with his assertion of episcopal 

authority, or even from that of the Pastorals, with their emphasis on office. (3) The case for 

classifying Jude as ―early Catholic‖ usually rests largely on v 3, understood to refer to a 

fixed body of orthodox doctrine, passed down from the apostles, which only has to be 

asserted against heresy (D. J. Harrington, ―The ‗Early Catholic‘ Writings of the New 

Testament,‖ in R. J. Clifford and G. W. MacRae [eds.], The Word in the World: Essays in 

Honor of Frederick L. Moriarty [Cambridge, Mass.: Weston College Press, 1973] 107; 

Schelkle, ―Spätapostolische Briefe,‖ 226). But this is a misinterpretation of v 3, which 

refers simply to the gospel itself, not to any formalized and unalterable ―rule of faith,‖ and 

which, in opposition to deviant teaching, urges its readers to remain faithful to the gospel 

which they received at their conversion. This is exactly the tactic which Paul used against 

false teaching (Gal 1:6–9; Rom 16:17). The ―early Catholic‖ interpretation of v 3 is 

peculiarly inappropriate since the dispute between Jude and his opponents was not 

concerned with orthodoxy and heresy in belief, but with the relationship between the gospel 

and moral obligation. Whether or not a set form of Christian belief existed in Jude‘s 

churches, he had no occasion to refer to it, since his concern was with the moral 

implications of the gospel, which certainly featured in Christian catechesis from the 

beginning. 

Since the development of ―early Catholicism,‖ with its growing insistence on 

institutional order and on creedal orthodoxy, is usually attributed in large part to the fading 

of the imminent eschatology and to the struggle with heresy, it is clear that Jude does not 

belong to this development at all. The primitive eschatological perspective remains 

dominant, and the response to false teaching is quite different from the ―early Catholic‖ 

response. So there is not just a lack of evidence for Jude‘s ―early Catholicism,‖ there is 

compelling evidence against it. 

Is there a more appropriate category in which Jude can be placed? Most recent 

commentators have recognized the strongly Jewish character of Jude‘s Christianity, but the 

category of Jewish Christianity is a large and flexible one. There are two or three features 

of the letter which perhaps enable us to be a little more specific: 

(1) Jude‘s attitude to the law of Moses can be gathered at all only by reading between 

the lines. Against its rejection by the false teachers, he seems to imply that it remains a 

moral authority for Christians (vv 8–9), but he does not stress the law of Moses in his 

response to antinomianism. He refers rather to the moral authority of Christ (vv 4, 8) and 

the holiness of Christian life on the basis of the gospel (v 20, cf. v 24). No doubt he saw the 

Law fulfilled in the gospel. Perhaps it would be safe to say that his attitude to the Law, 

while perhaps more conservative than Paul‘s, was not the hardline position of the right 

wing of the Jerusalem church. 

(2) As we have already noticed, Jude‘s brief letter is remarkably full of allusions to the 

apocryphal books 1 Enoch and the T. Mos.. This is one feature which sets Jude rather apart 

from most first-century Christian literature, and although 1 Enoch seems to have become 

more popular in second-century Christianity, the T. Mos. was never widely used in 



Christian circles. 1 Enoch and the T. Mos. are Jewish apocalyptic works, and Jude‘s 

evidently high respect for them, along with other aspects of his letter, places him definitely 

within those early Christian circles whose Christianity was of a strongly apocalyptic kind. 

Their Jewish apocalyptic outlook was now reinterpreted and focused on Jesus, and it was 

not unnatural that some of them should have interpreted the Jewish apocalypses in the light 

of Jesus, just as they did the OT. Jude‘s letter gives us a rare glimpse of those circles which 

did this. 

(3) Another indication of the character of Jude is to be found in his argument about the 

false teachers. We have seen that he does not respond to them in an ―early Catholic‖ way, 

insisting on the authority of ecclesiastical office. A common complaint of the 

commentators is that he indulges in ―mere denunciation‖ (V. Taylor, ―The Message of the 

Epistles: Second Peter and Jude,‖ ExpTim 45 [1933–34] 439; cf. Kelly, 223: ―Jude‘s almost 

unrelievedly denunciatory tone‖), but this rests on a failure to enter Jude‘s apocalyptic 

world of thought. Jude does not merely denounce, he engages in a serious argument which, 

though strange to modern readers, carried conviction in its own context. His midrash (vv 

5–19) demonstrates that the false teachers‘ behavior incurs divine judgment, by the 

exposition of eschatological typology and apocalyptic prophecy. Its hermeneutical principle 

is the apocalyptic principle that inspired Scripture speaks of the last days in which the 

interpreter is living. The same principle enabled the Qumran community to see its enemies 

portrayed in Habakkuk and Isaiah. In the NT it is widespread, but the exegetical work is 

often below the surface, presupposed rather than explicit. Jude offers us a sustained 

example of this kind of exegesis. 

Apocalyptic was a very considerable influence on the whole Christian movement from the 

very beginning, and its influence was still strong in secondcentury Christianity in, for 

example, Asia Minor. To say that Jude belongs to apocalyptic Jewish Christianity is not a 

very precise statement, but the dominance of the apocalyptic outlook in Jude and his use of 

the Jewish apocalypses at any rate locates him in circles where apocalyptic was not just one 

influence, but the dominant vehicle through which faith in Jesus found expression. 

Rowston (NTS 21 [1974–75] 561–62; and Setting, 100–19) argues that Jude used 

apocalyptic in a deliberate attempt to counter a developing antinomian Gnosticism. 

Gnosticism developed out of Paulinism and apocalyptic, but away from the apocalyptic 

sources of Paul‘s theology. Jude attempted to reverse this trend, to revive the 

apocalypticism of Paul and the apostolic church against the postapostolic drift toward 

Gnosticism. But this is too subtle a view of Jude‘s strategy. He does not assert apocalyptic 

eschatology against denials of it (as Paul in 1 Cor 15 does, and as 2 Pet 3 does). Jude‘s 

apocalyptic is not at all self-conscious. It is the world-view within which he naturally thinks 

and which he takes it for granted his readers accept. 

THE OPPONENTS 

Jude‘s opponents are a group of itinerant charismatics who have arrived in the 

church(es) to which he writes. Everything else Jude tells us about them is related to their 

antinomianism, which is the target of his attack. They reject all moral authority, whether 

that of the law of Moses (vv 8–10) or that of Christ himself (vv 4, 8), even though they 

claim to be followers of Christ. Evidently they understand the grace of God in Christ (v 4) 



as a deliverance from all external moral constraint, so that the man who possesses the Spirit 

(v 19) becomes the only judge of his own actions (cf. v 9), subject to no other authority. 

When accused of sin by the standard of the law of Moses or of the moral order of creation, 

they speak disparagingly of the angels who gave the Law and administer the moral order of 

the world, alleging that they are motivated by ill will toward men and women (vv 8–10). 

This tactic enables them to detach accepted moral standards from the will of God himself, 

attributing them only to malicious angels, but Jude sees their contempt for the 

commandments as presumptuousness in relation to God himself, rooted in resistance to his 

will: so their complaints about the commandments and their arrogant, insolent words are 

directed against God (v 16), and their characteristic attitude is irreverence (v 12). It is a 

plausible, but not certain, deduction, that they denied the reality of future judgment (this 

depends on the mention of Cain in v 11)—or perhaps they denied that as men of the Spirit 

they themselves would be subject to the judgment. 
In line with their rejection of moral authority, they indulge in immoral behavior, especially 

sexual misconduct (vv 6–8, 10); in this they may be deliberately flouting accepted 

standards of Jewish morality and conforming to the permissiveness of pagan society. For 

their authority to behave in this way they appeal to their charismatic inspiration, manifested 

in prophetic visions (v 8), in which perhaps they receive revelations of the heavenly world 

and of their own exalted status above the angels of the Law. Such visions and similar 

ecstatic phenomena are probably for them the mark of possession of the Spirit (cf. v 19), 

and so they gather their own group of followers in the congregation whose enjoyment of 

ecstatic experience gives them the status of spiritual people, to which more conventional 

Christians have not yet attained (v 19). 

It is clear that Jude‘s opponents are not simply members of the church, but teachers (vv 

11–13). They are present at the church‘s fellowship meals (v 12), where no doubt they 

impart their prophecies and teachings to the rest of the community. Like other itinerant 

teachers in the early church, they are dependent on the hospitality and support of the 

churches, and Jude accuses them of being motivated by greed for the material gain they 

receive from the church or from their particular followers (vv 11–12). Their lax moral 

teaching helps them to ingratiate themselves with their followers, Jude implies (v 16). 

Most of these characteristics can be paralleled from other early Christian literature. 

Itinerant charismatics were frequently a source of trouble in the churches (Matt 7:15; 2 Cor 

10–11; 1 John 4:1; 2 John 10; Did. 11–12), and their reliance on the support of the churches 

was easily abused (Rom 16:18; 1 Tim 6:5; Tit 1:11; Did. 11:5–6, 12). Their claim to 

possess the Spirit in ecstatic experience and the élitist implications of this have parallels in 

1 Corinthians, and the appeal to the authority of private visionary experience is also found 

elsewhere (2 Cor 12:1–3; Col 2:18; cf. Rev 2:24). Again, their antinomianism resembles the 

attitude of the Corinthians (1 Cor 5:1–6; 6:12–20; 10:23) and the prophetic teaching of 

―Jezebel‖ and her followers (Rev 2:14, 20–22). Only the blaspheming of angels seems to 

have no parallel. 

There are some reasons, though not conclusive ones, for thinking that Pauline teaching 

may have had some influence on the false teachers. Not only did Paul recognize and oppose 

the danger of an antinomian distortion of his teaching on Christian freedom (Rom 3:8; 6:1, 

15; Gal 5:13), but also the otherwise unparalleled feature of blaspheming angels is not too 

distant from some of Paul‘s teaching about the angels of the Law and ―the elemental spirits 

of the world‖ (ta; stoixei`a toù kovsmou) (Gal 3:20; 4:3, 8–9; Col 2:8–23; Rom 8:33–39). 



If the exegesis supporting the above sketch of the false teachers is sound they cannot be 

called Gnostics. What is missing from their teaching is the cosmological dualism of true 

Gnosticism. Even though their sense of moral autonomy and spiritual status and their 

attitude to the angels of the Law resemble the views of many later Gnostics, Jude provides 

no evidence that they saw these hostile angels as creators and lords of the material world, 

thereby detaching not only morality but also all other features of this material cosmos from 

the will of the supreme God. Nor do we know that their indulgence in sins of the flesh was 

linked to a disparagement of the body as material. In the absence of cosmological dualism, 

it is misleading even to call their teaching ―incipient Gnosticism.‖ It is better to see their 

antinomianism as simply one of the streams that flowed into later Gnosticism, but which at 

this stage is not distinctively gnostic. 

Many commentators have detected truly gnostic doctrines as the target of some of 

Jude‘s attacks: a docetic Christology (v 4), doctrines of the demiurge and the archons which 

deny the unity of God (vv 4, 8, 25), and the gnostic division of mankind into pneumatics 

and psychics (v 19). On these grounds they have dated Jude as late as the second century, 

when such developed Gnosticism first appeared (so, most recently, Sidebottom). But such 

teachings have to be read into Jude‘s words. It is unlikely that Jude should oppose such 

serious and extensive deviation from common Christian belief with the merest hints of 

disapproval. If his polemic is really aimed against Gnosticism it is singularly inept. Of 

course, it is always possible that Jude was ill-informed about the full extent of his 

opponents‘ heretical teaching, but in that case the modern scholar has no means of knowing 

it. The strength of the view of Jude‘s opponents argued in this commentary is that it both 

provides a coherent picture of the false teachers themselves and accounts for the kind of 

argument which Jude uses against them. 

DATE 

Questions relevant to the date of the letter have already been discussed in previous 

sections. Jude is not dependent on ―Paulinism,‖ nor does the letter display features of the 

―early Catholicism‖ of postapostolic Christianity. The opponents confronted in the letter are 

not second-century Gnostics. Jude belongs to the milieu of apocalyptic Jewish Christianity 

and combats teachers of antinomian libertinism, who may have been influenced by Pauline 

teaching. These features make it unlikely that the letter could be later than the end of the 

first century A.D., but they do not really place it more precisely than in the second half of 

the first century. Comparable antinomianism can be found in Corinth in the 50s, but also (if 

the book of Revelation is rightly dated in the reign of Domitian) in Asia in the 90s. 

Apocalyptic Jewish Christianity remained a strong influence in the church throughout the 

first century. All the same, once one has cast off the spell of the early Catholic and 

antignostic reading of Jude, the letter does give a general impression of primitiveness. Its 

character is such that it might very plausibly be dated in the 50s, and nothing requires a 

later date. 
The relationship to 2 Peter is relevant to the date, but if Jude is prior and 2 Peter is not 

written by the apostle himself (the position argued in the commentary on 2 Peter) it gives 

no very firm indication of the date of Jude. All that can be said is that if 2 Peter belongs to 

the later first century, it favors an earlier rather than a later date for Jude. 



The tendency of modern scholars to prefer a date at the end of the first century or the 

beginning of the second has resulted not only from the early Catholic reading of v 3 and the 

gnostic interpretation of the false teachers, but also from the usual interpretation of v 17, in 

which Jude is thought to be looking back on the apostolic age as an era now past. This is a 

misunderstanding. In v 17, as in vv 3, 5, Jude is recalling his readers to the instruction they 

received at their conversion, from the apostles who founded their church(es). It is not the 

apostles themselves, but their missionary activity in founding these particular churches, 

which belongs to the past. Jude‘s statement is exactly parallel to many of Paul‘s in which 

he refers his readers back to the teaching he gave them when he founded their church (1 

Cor 15:1–3; Gal 1:9; 1 Thess 4:1–2), with the one difference that, since Jude was evidently 

not one of the founding missionaries of the church(es) to which he writes, he speaks of the 

apostles‘ teaching rather than his own (but cf. Rom 6:7; 16:17). In fact vv 17–18 put not a 

lower but an upper limit on the date, for ―they said to you‖ (e[legon uJmi`n, v 18) implies 

that most of the original converts are still living. 

Only one other issue has an important bearing on the date: the authorship (see next 

section). If the letter is pseudonymous it must have been written after the death of Jude the 

Lord‘s brother, if authentic before his death. We shall argue for the second alternative, but 

unfortunately we do not know when Jude died. It could have been as late as A.D. 90 (see 

next section). J. A. T. Robinson (Redating, 197) argues that if James (v 1) were dead he 

would probably be given some epithet such as makavrio" (―blessed‖), ajgaqov" (―good‖), or 

divkaio" (―just‖: his usual epithet: Hegesippus, ap. Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 2.23.4; Gos. Thom. 

21), and so Jude must be dated before James‘s martyrdom in A.D. 62. But this cannot be 

regarded as a very conclusive argument. 

AUTHORSHIP 

The Jude (Judas) named in v 1 is almost certainly Judas the brother of Jesus, and his 

brother James is James ―the Just,‖ leader of the Jerusalem church. (Other suggestions are 

discussed and this conclusion argued in the commentary on v 1.) Most modern 

commentators agree on this, but disagree as to whether the real author was Jude himself or 

someone who used Jude‘s name as a pseudonym. The pseudepigraphal hypothesis has 

prevailed in most recent commentaries (Barnett, Schelkle, Reicke, Sidebottom, Kelly, 

Grundmann; also Rowston, Setting), but largely because the arguments for a late date have 

been held to place the letter outside Jude‘s probable lifetime. These arguments have already 

been shown to have no force. 
Against the pseudepigraphal hypothesis, it has often been asked why anyone should 

adopt as a pseudonym the name of so obscure a figure as Jude. This objection does not hold 

if Jude comes from the milieu of Palestinian Jewish Christianity, that ―dynastic 

Christianity‖ (Rowston) in which the family of Jesus was revered and Jude would be a 

figure of authority. In that case, however, it is inexplicable that the letter does not call Jude 

―the brother of the Lord,‖ the title by which he was always known in such circles and by 

which his authority was indicated. The description of Jude as ―brother of James‖ only (v 1) 

is much more easily explicable on the hypothesis of authenticity than on that of 

pseudepigraphy (see commentary on v 1). 

We know little about Jude the brother of Jesus. One of four brothers of Jesus, probably 



younger than James (Matt 13:55; Mark 6:3), he was presumably, like the other brothers, not 

a follower of Jesus during his ministry (Mark 3:21, 31; John 7:5), but became a believer 

after the resurrection (Acts 1:14). According to 1 Cor 9:5, the brothers of the Lord were 

traveling missionaries; Jude is very likely included here, especially as James probably is 

not. His missionary labors were no doubt among Jews, but not necessarily in Palestine 

only: he could have gone to the Diaspora. Julius Africanus (ap. Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 1.7.14) 

says that the relatives of Jesus, oiJ despovsunoi, spread the gospel throughout Palestine, 

starting from Nazareth and Cochaba (in Transjordan). According to the Acts of Paul (NT 

Apoc. 2, 388), Judas the Lord‘s brother befriended Paul in Damascus, but this is no doubt 

based only on identifying the Judas of Acts 9:11 with the brother of the Lord. 

Hegesippus (ap. Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 3.19.1–20.8) has a story about the grandsons of 

Jude (whose names are given in another fragment as Zoker [i.e. Zechariah] and James: C. 

de Boor, Neue Fragmente des Papias, Hegesippus und Pierius [TU 5/2; Leipzig: J. C. 

Hinrichs, 1889] 169). They were brought before Domitian as belonging to the royal family 

of David and therefore politically dangerous. But when they explained that they were only 

poor farmers, supporting themselves by their own labor, and that the kingdom of Christ 

they expected was eschatological and heavenly, the Emperor dismissed them as harmless 

and ordered the persecution of the church to stop. Hegesippus adds that they became 

leaders of the churches and survived till the reign of Trajan. 

It is remarkable how uncritically most scholars writing on Jude have accepted this story 

from Hegesippus, whose legendary account of the martyrdom of James does not inspire 

confidence in his historical accuracy. The story of the grandsons of Jude has clear 

apologetic features, and historical improbabilities (the investigation before Domitian 

himself; the cessation of persecution as a result). Although there is no doubt some historical 

fact behind it, it would not be wise to put too much trust in the chronological implication 

which commentators on Jude have usually drawn—that Jude had grandsons who were adult 

in the reign of Domitian, when Jude himself was dead. There is even some question 

whether Hegesippus referred to grandsons of Jude, as in the text in Eusebius, or to sons of 

Jude (H. J. Lawlor, Eusebiana [Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1912] 44–45). 

Even if we can trust Hegesippus‘ story, it does not tell us how long Jude lived. It probably 

implies that Jude himself was dead when the incident occurred, but he need have died only 

recently. As Mayor calculated (cxlviii), if Jude, as one of the youngest of Jesus‘ brothers, 

was born in A.D. 10, he could have had grandsons aged thirty in A.D. 90, when he himself 

was eighty. This enables commentators such as Mayor who hold the letter to be authentic, 

still to date it as late as C A.D. 80 (cf. also Zahn, Introduction, 255). But in any case we have 

already seen that the letter itself contains no evidence which requires so late a date. 

The one real difficulty in the way of attributing the letter to the brother of Jesus is the 

language. Although the author was certainly a Semitic speaker, who habitually used the OT 

in Hebrew and probably the book of Enoch in Aramaic (see third section), he also had a 

considerable command of good literary Greek. It is true that many recent studies have 

shown that both the Greek language and Hellenistic culture had penetrated Jewish Palestine 

to a much greater extent than used to be supposed, but it is still surprising that a Galilean 

villager should show such a high degree of competence in the Greek language. On the other 

hand, it must be admitted that our knowledge is insufficient to set limits on the competence 

which the brother of Jesus could have acquired. He was probably still a very young man 

when he became a Christian missionary, and if his missionary travels took him among 



strongly Hellenized Jews there is no reason why he should not have deliberately improved 

his command of Greek to increase his effectiveness as a preacher. A wide vocabulary, 

which Jude has, is easier to acquire than a skill in literary style, where Jude‘s competence is 

less remarkable. The kinds of skills he shows are the rhetorical skills which a Jewish 

preacher in Greek would need. Moreover, the features of good literary Greek, both 

vocabulary and idiom, with which he shows himself familiar, need not have been acquired 

directly from the reading of secular Greek literature; familiarity with Hellenistic Jewish 

literature and much listening to Jewish and Christian sermons would be sufficient to 

account for them. Since there are no other reasons for denying the authenticity of the letter, 

it would be unwise to consider this extremely uncertain question of language an insuperable 

obstacle. 

Finally, we should notice that the general character of the letter, its Jewishness, its debt to 

Palestinian Jewish literature and haggadic traditions, its apocalyptic perspective and 

exegetical methods, its concern for ethical practice more than for doctrinal belief, are all 

entirely consistent with authorship by Jude the brother of Jesus. 

DESTINATION 

Attempts to determine the locality of the church(es) which Jude addresses are largely 

guesswork. Since Jude recalls his readers to the teaching which they received from the 

apostles at their conversion, but not to his own teaching, it is probable that he himself was 

not one of the missionaries who founded those churches, though he may have visited them 

at a later date. It is natural to think of predominantly Jewish Christian churches, both 

because they evidently come within the area of Jude‘s pastoral concern and responsibility, 

and also because of the high degree of familiarity with Jewish literature and traditions 

which Jude‘s allusions presuppose. The latter is not necessarily a decisive argument, since 

such Jewish material was no doubt used in the instruction of Gentile converts and since a 

writer does not always tailor his allusions to the knowledge of his readers. It is usually said 

that the antinomianism of the false teachers argues a Gentile background, but it should be 

noticed that the false teachers are itinerant teachers who have arrived in the church(es) from 

elsewhere (v 4), and also that antinomianism was not unknown even in first-century 

Judaism (Vermes, ―Decalogue‖; and cf. perhaps Matt 7:21–23, for Jewish Christianity). 

Nevertheless the antinomian problem finds its most plausible context in a church in a 

Gentile environment (as in Paul‘s Corinth, and the churches of the book of Revelation). A 

predominantly, but not exclusively, Jewish Christian community in a Gentile society seems 

to account best for what little we can gather about the recipients of Jude‘s letter. 
A destination in Syria has often been suggested and would be appropriate, except for the 

fact that this was the one area of the later church which did not accept Jude as canonical 

(see Chaine, 266–67, for details). Asia Minor, with its large Jewish communities, the 

influence of Paul, and antinomian movements attested by Rev 2:14, 20, is a strong 

possibility, and the contacts between Jude and the Martyrdom of Polycarp (hereafter Mart. 

Pol.) (vv 2, 25; Mart. Pol. inscr., 20:2) could point in this direction. Another possibility is 

Egypt, where Jude was accepted as canonical by the time of Clement of Alexandria, and 

from its use by Clement and Origen seems to have been a popular work. 



ATTESTATION 

Passages from the Didache, 1 Clement, the Epistle of Barnabas, Polycarp, the Mart. 

Pol., Justin, Athenagoras, and Theophilus have often been cited (e.g., Bigg, 307–308; 

Chaine, 261–62) as showing the influence of Jude, but none is a really convincing case of 

dependence. The only clear early witness is 2 Peter, if the priority of Jude to 2 Peter is 

accepted. But that such a brief work should not have left unambiguous marks on the 

Christian literature of the second century is not surprising. More remarkable is the evidence 

that by the end of the second century Jude was widely accepted as canonical: by Tertullian 

in North Africa, Clement and Origen in Alexandria, the Muratorian Canon in Italy (for the 

detailed evidence see Chaine, 263–67). It was only subsequent to this general acceptance 

that doubts about the book, attested by Origen, Eusebius, Didymus, and Jerome, arose 

because of its use of the apocryphal books 1 Enoch and the Assumption of Moses (hereafter 

As. Mos.). (Tertullian, on the other hand, had been able to cite Jude as evidence for the 

authority of 1 Enoch: De cultu fem. 1.3.) These objections do not seem to have had a serious 

effect on the acceptability of Jude except in the Syrian church, where it was not accepted as 

canonical until the sixth century. 

Address and Salutation (Jude 1–2) 

Bibliography 
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Translation 

1
Jude,a a servant of Jesus Christ and brother of James, to those who are called, who 

are lovedb inc God the Father and kept for Jesus Christ.d 
2
May mercy, peace, and love be given you in abundance. 

Notes 

a. ÆIouvda", elsewhere in English versions of the NT rendered ―Judas,‖ has traditionally 

been rendered ―Jude‖ in this one instance. This commentary follows the convention of 

calling the writer ―Jude.‖ 

b. For hjgaphmevnoi", some MS
s have hJgiasmevnoi", ―sanctified‖ (K L P. al). This is 

probably an assimilation to 1 Cor 1:2, prompted by the difficulty of the phrase ejn qeẁ/ 
patri; hjgaphmevnoi". 

c. Westcott and Hort, followed by Mayor (clxxxii–clxxxiii), suggested that the ejn 

originally stood before ÆIhsou`, not before qew`/; the versions give some support to including 

ejn before ÆIhsoù, but not to omitting it before qew`/. The difficulty of the present text is 

better tackled by exegesis. 



a. ÆIhsoù Crstẁ/: dative of advantage. The meaning ―by Jesus Christ‖ is unlikely, since 

God should be the agent implied in both hjgaphmevnoi" and tethrhnevnoi", ―kept,‖ and the 

dative of agent is rare in NT. To take ÆIhsou` Cristw`/ as governed by the ejn which precedes 

qew`/ (Wand) is highly unnatural. 

Form/Structure/Setting 

The opening was the most stereotyped part of the ancient letter, and Jude here follows 

the form of the Jewish letter of his day, in which the opening normally contained (a) a 

parties‘ formula, naming the sender and the recipient(s), and (b) a salutation. 

(a) The parties’ formula (v 1) follows the form ―X to Y‖ (found in the Aramaic and Greek 

letters from , as well as in all the NT letters which have letter-openings). An 

extended Christian theological characterization of the recipients is common in early 

Christian letters (cf. Rom 1:7; 1 Cor 1:2; 1 Thess 1:1; 2 Thess 1:1; 1 Pet 1:2; 2 Pet 1:2; 1 

Clem inscr.; and all the letters of Ignatius), and the binitarian form can also be paralleled (1 

Thess 1:1; 2 Thess 1:1; 1 Clem inscr.; all the letters of Ignatius mention God the Father and 

Jesus Christ in describing the recipients). 

Most early Christian letters specify in the parties‘ formula a destination, a specific 

church or group of churches, to which they are sent. Jude‘s failure to do this has led to the 

view, traditional from an early period, that his letter is a ―catholic letter,‖ addressed to all 

Christians. This view is expressed in the addition of the phrase toi`" e[qnesi (―to the 

Gentiles‖) in v 1 in a few minuscule manuscripts and the Syriac version. Among modern 

scholars it is still held by Plummer (376), Windisch, Reicke, Krodel (92), and Wisse 

(―Jude‖). Most modern commentators, however, have recognized that Jude addresses a 

specific situation in which false teachers of a specific kind were active, and so he must have 

intended his letter for a specific church or group of churches. It is possible that the 

destination was omitted when the letter was copied for wider circulation, perhaps in the 

second century when its relevance to the problem of Gnosticism throughout the church was 

seen. Alternatively, Jude did not include the destination in his parties‘ formula, either 

because his messenger would in any case know where to deliver it, probably with 

additional verbal messages, or perhaps because it was intended for a large group of 

churches which Jude intended the messenger to visit in turn, allowing each church to make 

its own copy. 

(b) The salutation (v 2) is somewhat closer than many other early Christian examples to 

Jewish forms. This kind of salutation originates from blessing formulae (K. Berger, 

―Apostelbrief und apostolische Rede,‖ ZNW 65 [1974] 191–201): the writer desires God to 

bless the recipients. All such salutations wish peace to the recipients, some add mercy 

(e[leo", corresponding to dsj 
). The one extant example in a Jewish letter is 2 Apoc. Bar. 78:2: ―Mercy and peace be 

with you‖ (for the text see P. Bogaert, Apocalypse de Baruch [SC 144–45; Paris: Editions du 

Cerf, 1969] 1, 68, 70; cf. 2, 142), but non-epistolary blessings provide other parallels (Num 

6:25–26; Tob 7:12 a 
; cf. 1 Enoch 5:6; and for ―mercy‖ in blessings, cf. also 2 Sam 2:6; 15:20; Ps 33:22). In 

early Christian letters e[leo" occurs in 1 Tim 1:2; 2 Tim 1:2; 2 John 3; Pol. Phil. inscr.; 

Mart. Pol., inscr. (cf. also Gal 6:16, in a letter-ending): like Jude‘s, these represent a 

continuation of Jewish practice. The third element in Jude‘s salutation, however, is a 



Christian addition to the formula: ajgavph (―love‖) is found in no Jewish example, and in 

only one other early Christian example, the salutation in Mart. Pol. (though cf. also 2 Cor 

13:14; Eph 6:23; ――3 Cor.”‖ 3:40, in letter-endings). Finally, the use of ―increase‖ 

(plhquvnein, Aramaic ag• 
) again derives from blessings formulae (K. Berger, ―Apostelbrief und apostolische 

Rede,‖ ZNW 65 [1974] 195–96 and n.29; and to his references add Herm. Sim. 9:24:3), and 

is found in both Jewish and early Christian letter salutations (G. R. Driver, Aramaic 

Documents of the Fifth Century B.C. [Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1957] nos. I, II, III, XIII; A. 

Cowley, Aramaic Papyri of the Fifth Century B.C. [Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1923] nos. 

38–42; Dan 3:31 [Aram.]; Dan 4:1 Theod. Geeek.; 4:37c LXX; 6:26 [Aram.], Theod. Geeek b. 

Sanh. 11
b
; y. Sanh 18

d
; 1 Pet 1:2; 2 Pet 1:2; 1 Clem inscr.; Pol. Phil. inscr.; Mart. Pol. inscr.; 

Ep. Apost 1). It is used as a ―divine passive‖ to wish that God may give blessings 

abundantly. 

Thus, apart from the addition of ajgavph, Jude‘s salutation follows the form of Jewish 

letters. It should be noted that Jude does not adopt two other Christian adaptations of the 

salutation which are extremely common in early Christian letters. One of these, the use of 

cavri" (―grace‖), is nearly universal: it occurs in all the NT letters which have this kind of 

salutation (all Pauline letters; 1 Pet 1:2; 2 Pet 1:2; 2 John 3; Rev 1:4) and in 1 Clem Among 

early Christian letters which have this kind of salutation, cavri" is lacking only in Jude; Pol. 

Phil.; and Mart. Pol. 

The other common feature of early Christian letter salutations which Jude does not 

adopt is the indication of the source of blessings by a binitarian formula such as ―from God 

our Father and our Lord Jesus Christ‖ (all Pauline letters except Col 1:2, which has ―from 

God our Father,‖ and 1 Thess 1:1; also 2 John 3; Rev 1:4–5; 1 Clem inscr.; Pol. Phil. inscr.; 

Mart. Pol. inscr.; Ps-Clementine Epistle of Peter to James). 

Also unusual is the threefold form of Jude‘s salutation, though three NT letters have the 

formula ―grace, mercy, and peace‖ (1 Tim 1:2, 2 Tim 1:2; 2 John 3), and Jude‘s triad 

―mercy, peace, and love‖ reappears in the Mart. Pol. (cf. also ――3 Cor.”‖; 3:40: ―peace, 

grace, and love‖—a letter-ending). We cannot therefore be sure that Jude himself invented 

his form of salutation by adding ajgavph, but he certainly chose it according to his marked 

stylistic preference for triple expressions. 

The unusual form of Jude‘s salutation is a minor indication that he belongs to 

Jewish-Christian circles somewhat apart from those represented by the bulk of the early 

Christian literature we possess. The closest parallel is the salutation in the Mart. Pol. (―May 

mercy, peace, and love, from God the Father and our Lord Jesus Christ, be given 

abundantly‖), which also, it may be noted, has a doxology (20:2) similar to Jude‘s (vv 

24–25). Whether the Mart. Pol. reflects the influence of Jude, or the influence of the 

tradition to which Jude himself was indebted, it is impossible to tell. 

Comment 

1. ÆIouvda". The name was common among Jews of the first century. The following 

identifications of this Judas (traditionally known in English as Jude) have been made: 

(1) The overwhelming majority of scholars have understood this Judas to be Judas the 

brother of Jesus, who is mentioned in Matt 13:55; Mark 6:3; and Hegesippus (ap. Eusebius, 

Hist. Eccl. 3.19.1–20.6), though they are divided on whether Jude himself wrote the letter 



or a later writer wrote under his name. This view seems to give the best explanation of the 

two phrases by which Jude is described in v 1: ―a servant of Jesus Christ and brother of 

James.‖ The brothers of the Lord were not known as ―apostles‖ in the early Church, and so 

Jude‘s authority to address his readers is expressed by the term ―servant‖ rather than 

―apostle‖ (see below). The second phrase, which distinguishes this Judas from others of the 

same name, does so by mentioning his relationship to the only man in the primitive church 

who could be called simply ―James‖ with no risk of ambiguity (see below). The only 

difficulty in this view is to understand why Jude is not here called ―brother of the Lord‖ or 

―brother of Jesus Christ.‖ It is easier to explain this if the letter is authentic than if it is 

pseudepigraphal. Palestinian Jewish-Christian circles in the early church used the title 

―brother of the Lord‖ not simply to identify the brothers, but as ascribing to them an 

authoritative status, and therefore the brothers themselves, not wishing to claim an authority 

based on mere blood-relationship to Jesus, avoided the term (see below). 

(2) Some older commentators (e.g. Calvin, Matthew Henry) identified the author as the 

apostle ―Judas of James‖ (Luke 6:16; Acts 1:13: ÆIouvda" ÆIakwvbou). But (a) ―Judas of 

James‖ naturally means ―Judas son of James‖ rather than ―Judas brother of James‖ (the 

latter translation, found in A
v, derives from the assumption that this apostle is the same 

person as Judas the Lord‘s brother); (b)Jude does not call himself ―apostle.‖ 

(3) H. Koester (―GNWMAI DIAFOROI,‖ HTR 58 [1965] 297) suggested that Jude is the 

apostle Thomas, who in Syrian Christian tradition was known as Judas Thomas or Judas 

―the twin‖ (Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 1.13.11; Acts Thom.; Gos. Thom.; Thom. Cont. John 14:22 

sy
c
). Since Thomas is almost certainly not a personal name but a surname meaning ―the 

twin,‖ the apostle must have had another name and it is possible that tradition has correctly 

preserved it as Judas. But this does not mean, as Koester thinks, that Judas ―the twin‖ was 

the twin brother of Jesus and therefore identical with Judas the Lord‘s brother. It is true that 

later tradition interpreted the surname ―the twin‖ as meaning Jesus‘ twin (Acts Thom. 31; 

39; Thom. Cont. 138:4–8), but the idea was usually not that he was a blood-brother of Jesus 

but that he bore a close physical resemblance to Jesus (A. F. J. Klijn, ―John xiv 22 and the 

Name Judas Thomas,‖ in Studies in John: presented to Professor Dr J. N. Sevenster 

[NovTSup 24; Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1970] 88–96) or that he was a kind of spiritual twin (cf. J. 

J. Gunther, ―The Meaning and Origin of the Name ‗Judas Thomas,‘ ‖ Mus 93 [1980] 

113–148). Only at a late stage was Judas Thomas, Jesus‘ ―twin,‖ confused with Judas the 

blood-brother of Jesus. 

This suggestion therefore cannot explain ―brother of James,‖ and encounters the same 

difficulty as (2) in explaining why Jude does not call himself ―apostle.‖ 

Sidebottom (69, 79) adopted the same suggestion in arguing that Jude is a 

pseudonymous work of the early second century directed against gnostic heresy. Against 

the objection that Judas the Lord‘s brother was too obscure a figure to be used as a 

pseudonym, Sidebottom points out that Judas Thomas was an important figure in gnostic 

literature (Gos. Thom.; Thom. Cont.). This argument, however, rests, like Koester‘s, on the 

mistaken assumption that Judas Thomas was identified with Judas the Lord‘s brother. 

Second-century Gnostics would not have recognized Judas Thomas under the description 

―Judas … brother of James.‖ 

(4) Several scholars (Selwyn, Christian Prophets, 148; du Plessis, ―Authorship,‖ 

developing an earlier argument by W. J. Fournier; Ellis, ―Jude‖; and cf. Plumptre, 85–86) 

have identified the author with Judas Barsabbas (Acts 15:22, 27, 32). But this Judas might 



be expected to distinguish himself from others of the same name by using his surname 

Barsabbas, rather than ―brother of James,‖ even if this can be taken to refer to spiritual 

fraternity (du Plessis, ―Authorship,‖ 197; for Ellis‘s interpretation of ―brother‖ here, see 

below). 

(5) B. H. Streeter (The Primitive Church [London: Macmillan, 1929] 178–80) thought 

Jude was written by the third bishop of Jerusalem, whom the Apostolic Constitutions 7:46 

called ―Judas of James,‖ and that ―brother‖ is a later addition to the text of Jude 1. This 

enabled him to date the letter in the early second century without regarding it as 

pseudonymous. Much earlier, Grotius had thought the author was Judas, the last Jewish 

bishop of Jerusalem according to Eusebius (Hist. Eccl. 4.5.3) (see Chase, DB(H) 2, 804 n.), 

who was perhaps the same man. These suggestions would be at all plausible only if the 

evidence for so late a date for Jude were compelling, but even then it would be hard to 

understand how the work of such an author could have come to be widely regarded as 

authoritative throughout the church by the end of the second century. 

(6) Moffatt (244–46) thought the author was probably an otherwise unknown Judas, 

brother of an equally unknown James. This fails to take account of the fact that to identify 

oneself by reference to one‘s brother, rather than one‘s father, was extremely unusual and 

requires explanation. (The only theory which does explain it is that which identifies James 

as the James whom everyone knew.) 

The traditional identification (1) remains the best. On whether the letter is an authentic 

writing of the Lord‘s brother, or a pseudepigraphal letter written under his name, see 

Introduction. 

ÆIhsoù Cristoù doùlo", ―a servant of Jesus Christ.‖ The phrase occurs in letter-openings 

at Rom 1:1; Phil 1:1 (plural, of Paul and Timothy); Jas 1:1 (―servant of God and the Lord 

Jesus Christ‖); 2 Pet 1:1. Elsewhere, Paul uses it of himself (Gal 1:10), of Epaphras (Col 

4:12), of Timothy (2 Tim 2:24), and of Christians in general (1 Cor 7:22; Eph 6:6). In the 

background lies the Jewish term ―servant of God,‖ used especially as an honorific title for 

leaders such as Abraham (Ps 105:42), Moses (Neh 9:14: Rev 15:30; Josephus, Ant. 5:39), 

David (Ps 89:3), Daniel (Dan 6:20). The Jewish title was sometimes used of Christians (1 

Pet 2:16; Rev 7:3; 1 Clem 60:2) or the apostles (Tit 1:1), but the more characteristic 

Christian phrase became ―servant of Jesus Christ,‖ suggesting the idea that Christians have 

been bought by Christ from captivity or slavery and now belong to him as his slaves (1 Cor 

7:23). All Christians were therefore ―servants of Jesus Christ,‖ but the phrase could be used 

of those called to special service, Christian workers, not as an indication of privileged rank, 

but, as in the case of the term diavkono" (―servant‖), indicating that the Christian worker 

exemplifies the servant role which all God‘s people are called to play. Probably in this 

context as Jude‘s self-designation, it contains a claim to authority, but an authority based on 

his call to serve the Lord rather than on his family relationship with the Lord. Though the 

term ―servant of Jesus Christ‖ could be used of apostles, it was not in itself equivalent to 

―apostle‖ (cf. Rom 1:1; 2 Pet 1:1), and so we should probably infer that, while Jude 

exercised some kind of leadership role in the church, he was not given the title ―apostle.‖ 

James 1:1 (whether or not the letter is authentic) indicates that ―apostle‖ was not thought an 

appropriate title for his brother either. On the other hand, Jude 17 (see Comment on that v) 

does not necessarily exclude Jude from the category of the apostles. 

Whether Paul included the Lord‘s brothers among the apostles is not quite clear (1 Cor 

9:5; 15:7; Gal 1:19). Paul‘s understanding of the ―apostle‖ as one who had received a 

missionary call from the risen Lord in person might exclude James, who was not a 



missionary; other brothers, probably including Jude, did exercise a missionary role (1 Cor 

9:5), but whether they had seen the risen Christ we do not know (possibly Acts 1:14 

permits a guess that they had). Perhaps what these Pauline texts really indicate is that 

although James and the other brothers of Jesus might be regarded as qualifying for the title 

―apostles,‖ by Paul‘s criteria, they were not usually called ―apostles,‖ simply because their 

usual title was ―the Lord‘s brothers.‖ Their blood-relationship to Jesus put them in a special 

category, in the eyes of the first Christians, and they preferred a title for them which 

indicated this special category, rather than including them in the general category of 

apostles. Hence Paul seems to class them with the apostles, but early Christian literature 

never explicitly calls them ―apostles.‖ Jewish-Christian tradition, represented by 

Hegesippus (ap. Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 2.23.4) and the Pseudo-Clementines, distinguished 

James from the apostles. (Of course, we do not know for certain that Paul‘s understanding 

of apostleship was accepted in the cirles in which Jude moved, and another possibility is 

that the restriction of the title ―apostle‖ to the Twelve is not a late feature in Acts, but a 

characteristic of Palestinian Christianity from the first. In that case, Jude did not see himself 

as an apostle because he was not one of the Twelve.) 

If the brothers of the Lord were not known as ―apostles,‖ it is natural that they should 

not call themselves ―apostles.‖ But from Jude 1 and (if it is authentic) Jas 1:1, it seems that 

they also avoided calling themselves by the title which others used of them: ―brother of the 

Lord.‖ This is not surprising. It is perfectly credible that they should have been more 

conscious than their followers of the fact that mere blood-relationship to Jesus could give 

them no authority (cf. Mark 3:33–35). It is not so much because of modesty, as many 

commentators have suggested, that they refrain from mentioning their relationship to Jesus. 

The point is rather that the self-designation in the letteropening must establish their 

authority to address their readers, as Paul‘s habitual mention of his apostleship in his 

letter-openings does. For this purpose they adopt the designation ―servant of Jesus Christ‖ 

(as Paul and Timothy, who was not an apostle, did in Phil 1:1). 

It seems reasonable, therefore, to see Jude 1 and James 1:1 as reflecting the characteristic 

way in which the brothers described themselves. This is much more plausible than 

attributing the description to later writers, using the pseudonyms of James and Jude at a 

time when, not only were they regularly called ―the Lord‘s brothers,‖ but also Jewish 

Christians increasingly looked to the family of Jesus as authoritative precisely by virtue of 

their kinship to the Lord. It is incredible that Jude should be a pseudepigraphal product of 

this ―dynastic Christianity‖ (as Rowston, NTS 21 [1974–75] 554–63, and Setting, argues), 

and yet not state Jude‘s kinship to Jesus explicitly. There is no evidence for Kelly‘s 

suggestion that growing reverence for the Lord made the claim to blood-relationship seem 

presumptuous. 

ajdelfo;" de; ÆIakwvbou, ―and brother of James.‖ After the death of James the son of 

Zebedee, only one early Christian leader was commonly called simply ―James,‖ without the 

need for further identification (Acts 12:17; 15:13; 21:18; 1 Cor 15:7; Gal 2:9, 12); and only 

one pair of brothers called James and Judas are known from the NT (Mark 6:3). Jude 

therefore uses this phrase to identify himself by reference to his more famous brother. Of 

course, he must have been known to the churches he addresses, but Judas was too common 

a name, even among Christian leaders, to identify him alone (cf. Luke 6:16; John 14:22; 

Acts 15:22). Unlike ÆIhsou` Cristoù doùlo", ―servant of Jesus Christ,‖ this phrase must be 

simply for identification, not to establish Jude‘s authority. If mere kinship to Jesus should 



convey no authority, still less should mere kinship to James. But if Jude could not use his 

usual title ―brother of the Lord‖ to establish his authority, why could he not use it simply to 

identify himself? The answer may be that it was generally understood as conferring 

authoritative status and could not be used without this implication. Moreover, ―servant and 

brother of Jesus Christ‖ may have seemed an incongruous combination. 

Ellis argues that ajdelfov" means not ―blood-brother‖ but ―co-worker‖ (―Jude,‖ 227), 

and this enables him to identify Jude as Judas Barsabbas, one of the ―brothers‖ of the 

Jerusalem church (Acts 15:22). But it is unlikely that ajdelfoiv in Acts ever means more 

than ―Christians‖ (against E. E. Ellis, ―Paul and his Co-Workers,‖ Prophecy and 

Hermeneutic in Early Christianity [WUNT 18; Tübingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1978] 15–17). 

Pauline usage is another matter; sometimes, at least, ajdelfoiv seems to approximate to a 

technical term for Paul‘s fellow-workers in the Christian mission (Ellis, 14–15). But this is 

not a very secure basis for supposing that ajdelfo;" ÆIakwvbou could be easily understood to 

mean ―one of James‘ co-workers.‖ 

ejn qeẁ/ patri; hjgaphmevnoi", ―who are loved in God the Father.‖ It is possible that all 

three terms with which Jude describes his readers derive from the Servant Songs of Isaiah, 

where Israel is described as called, loved and kept by God (called: Isa 41:9; 42:6; 48:12, 15; 

49:1; 54:6; loved: 42:1; 43:4; cf. 44:2 LXX; kept: 42:6; 49:8). Following early Christian 

usage, Jude applies them to the church as the eschatological people of God. According to 

the OT, God‘s love for Israel (cf. Deut 7:7–8; Jer 31:3: Hos 11:1; 14:4; 2 Apoc. Bar. 78:3) is 

shown especially in the salvation-event of the Exodus and in the eschatological 

salvation-event of the new Exodus, which the NT sees fulfilled in Christ. In the LXX, (oJ) 
hjgaphmevno" becomes almost a title for Israel (Deut 32:15; 33:5, 26; 2 Chr 20:7; Ps 28:6; 

Isa 5:1; 44:2; Bar 3:37) and in the prayer in 3 Macc 6:11 the Jews are oiJ hjgaphmevnoi sou, 

―your loved ones.‖ In Pauline usage, hjgaphmevnoi applied to Christians is closely 

associated with other terms transferred from the old Israel to the new (―chosen‖: 1 Thess 

1:4, ejkloghv; 2 Thess 2:13, ei{lato; Col 3:12, ejklektoiv; ―holy‖: Col 3:12, a{gioi), just as 

Jude associates it with tethrhmevnoi (―kept‖) and klhtoiv (―called‖) (cf. also Ign. Trall. 

inscr.). This transference of titles from the old Israel to the church as the eschatological 

Israel was universal in primitive Christianity, and there is no need to see Jude‘s use of 

hjgaphmevnoi as influenced by Paul. 

The perfect participle (hjgaphmevnoi) implies that God‘s love, once bestowed on his 

people, remains (cf. Jer 31:3; Rom 8:39). 

The unexpected phrase ejn qeẁ/ patriv, ―in God the Father,‖ has been much discussed. Since 

it is clear that Jude is speaking not of his own love for his readers, but of God‘s love, it is 

natural to expect a reference to God as agent (cf. 1 Thess 1:4: hjgaphmevnoi uJpo; qeoù; 2 

Thess 2:13: hjgaphmevnoi uJpo; kurivou). But it is unlikely that the instrumental use of ejn can 

be extended, even by a Semitism, to give the meaning ―loved by God‖ (1 Cor 6:2, ejn uJmi`n, 

is not a real parallel because it is a technical for forensic usage), and such uses as ―in the 

sight of‖ (cf. 1 Cor 14:11, ejn ejmoiv), and ―in the department of‖ (Moulton, Grammar, 103) 

give no sense that Jude can have preferred to that of uJpo; qeoù. Most commentators 

therefore try to give meaning to the local sense, ―in God the Father‖: ―by God‖ must be 

implicit in hjgaphmevnoi, and ejn qeẁ/ patriv must convey some further idea. 

The Pauline usage of ejn cristẁ/, ―in Christ,‖ and ejn kurivw/, ―in the Lord,‖ is hardly 

relevant; in the Pauline corpus only 1 Thess 1:1 and 2 Thess 1:1 use ejn qew`/ patriv (adding 

kai; kurivw/ ÆIhsoù Cristw`/) in a (probably) local sense. Johannine usage, however, speaks 



more often of Christians‘ being ―in God,‖ as one side of the reciprocal relationship between 

Christians and God (John 17:21; 1 John 2:24; 3:24; 4:13, 15, 16). This usage seems 

particularly relevant since it is closely related to love: the indwelling is that of an intimate 

love relationship (see especially 1 John 4:16). It should be noted that Jude 21 (―keep 

yourselves in the love of God‖) also approximates to a Johannine idea (John 15:9–10; 1 

John 4:16). Jude may therefore mean that those whom God loves are taken into the intimate 

fellowship of God‘s love, embraced and enfolded by his love. To be in God‘s love is to be 

―in God.‖ 

ÆIhsoù Cristẁ/ tethrhmevnoi", ―kept for Jesus Christ.‖ This phrase has an 

eschatological sense: Christians are kept safe by God for the Parousia of Jesus Christ when 

they will enter into their final salvation in his kingdom. (Perhaps the metaphor is: 

Christians are the property of Jesus Christ, kept safe for him until he comes to claim it; cf. 1 

Pet 1:4, where the inheritance of Christians is kept safe [tethrhmevnhn] for them in heaven 

until, at the Parousia, they can claim it.) For this eschatological sense, cf. 1 Thess 5:23 

(―may your spirit and soul and body be kept [thrhqeivh] sound and blameless at the coming 

of our Lord Jesus Christ‖); 1 Pet 1:5 (―guarded [frouroumevnou"] by God‘s power through 

faith for a salvation ready to be revealed in the last time‖); and Jude 24 (where fulavssein 

has the same sense as threìn, ―to keep,‖ here, cf. John 17:12). The idea that God must keep 

Christians safe (also in John 17:11, 15; Rev 3:20) clearly belongs to no one tradition of 

early Christianity but was widespread (Chaine, 277, thinks it is from the common primitive 

catechesis). It has a special appropriateness at the beginning of Jude‘s letter, with its 

concern that its readers be kept safe from the influence of the false teachers. The 

eschatological orientation also belongs to the letter as a whole (cf. v 21). 

Again the perfect participle (tethrhmevnoi") expresses the secure state of being in God‘s 

safekeeping. 

toì" … klhtoì", ―to those who are called.‖ This is another title transferred to 

Christians from OT Israel, especially from Deutero-Isaiah (41:9; 42:6; 48:12, 15; 49:1; 54:6; 

cf. also Hos 11:1; the Qumran community applied the title to themselves as the faithful of 

Israel: CD 2:9; 4:4). Israel‘s ―calling‖ is closely linked with God‘s ―choice‖ or ―election‖ of 

Israel (Isa 41:8, 9; 42:1; 43:10; 44:1, 2; 49:7; cf. CD 4:4): God‘s choice takes effect in his 

call to Israel to be his servant people. The idea expresses the divine initiative to which man 

must respond in faith, and in the NT kalei`n (―to call‖) becomes a technical term for the 

process of Christian salvation. It refers to God‘s call to men and women, through the 

gospel, to enter his kingdom, to belong to the new people of God. Alongside the OT 

background, there may be the influence of Jesus‘ parables in which the call to enter the 

kingdom is represented by the invitation (kalei`n) to a marriage feast (Matt 22:3–9, 14; 

Luke 14:8, 16–24; Rev 19:9). With the technical use of kalei`n goes also the use of klhtov" 

as a substantive (as here) as a technical term for Christians. Both are characteristic of 

Pauline usage, but by no means confined to Paul. Christians are klhtoiv not only in Rom 

1:6–7; 8:28; 1 Cor 1:2, 24 (as noun: Rom 1:6; 1 Cor 1:24), but also in Matt 22:14; Rev 

17:14; 1 Clem inscr.; Barn. 4:13–14; Sib. Or. 8:92 (as noun: Rev 17:14; 1 Clem inscr.; Sib. 

Or. 8:92; cf. Heb 9:15, oiJ keklhmevnoi). In the parties‘ formula of a letter, klhtoi`" is found 

in Rom 1:7; 1 Cor 1:2; 1 Clem inscr., as well as in Jude 1. 

2. e[leo" uJmi`n kai; eijrhvnh kai; ajgavph plhqunqeivh, ―May mercy, peace, and love be given 

you in abundance.‖ The Jewish greeting, ―Mercy and peace‖ (cf. 2 Apoc. Bar. 78:2), is a 

comprehensive expression of God‘s blessing, which Jude asks God to lavish on his readers. 



―Mercy‖ (OT tsj 
, ―steadfast love‖) is the divine attitude of kindness toward the covenant people, ―peace‖ 

(OT µwl• 
) is the well-being which results. No doubt Jude‘s readers would read the Jewish greeting 

with Christian overtones: God‘s mercy shown in Christ, and Christian salvation in Christ. 

The Christian interpretation is reinforced by the addition of ajgavph, ―love,‖ found in no 

Jewish salutation (though it may be worth noticing that 2 Apoc. Bar. 78:3, following the 

salutation, continues: ―I bear in mind, my brothers, the love of him who created us, who 

loved us from of old …‖). The central Christian perception of the love of God in Christ was 

expressed in the frequent use of this word in primitive Christianity, and this distinctive 

Christian sense of God‘s love accounts for the addition of ajgavph here, even though the 

Jewish greeting already contained the idea of God‘s love in the word e[leo" (―mercy‖). The 

love of God is a favorite theme of Jude (vv 1, 2, 21). 

Explanation 

Jude identifies himself as the brother of James (i.e. James ―the Just‖ of Jerusalem, the 

Lord‘s brother). His authority to address his readers does not rest on his kinship to Jesus, 

which he omits to mention, but on his commission to serve Jesus Christ. Although (as one 

of ―the Lord‘s brothers‖) he was not known in the early church by the title ―apostle,‖ he 

should probably be understood to have exercised a leadership role alongside the apostles, 

which is expressed in the term ―servant of Jesus Christ.‖ 

He addresses his readers in terms drawn from the descriptions of Israel in Isa 40–55, 

applied now to Christians as members of the eschatological people of God. They are those 

whom God has called into his kingdom, who are embraced by God‘s love, and whom God 

is keeping safe through the dangers of their life in this world until Jesus Christ at his 

Parousia claims them for his own. In the light of the rest of the letter, it appears that the 

terms of this description have been carefully chosen. Threatened by the false teachers, these 

Christians are in danger of apostatizing from their calling and incurring the judgment which 

awaits the false teachers at the Parousia. Jude knows that the divine action in calling, 

loving, and keeping safe must be met by a faithful human response, and when he takes up 

the themes of v 1 in v 21 it is to put the other side of the matter: his readers must keep 

themselves in the love of God and faithfully await the salvation which will be theirs at the 

Parousia. The divine action does not annul this human responsibility. But in his final 

doxology Jude will return to the note on which he began: his confidence that the God who 

is their Savior through Jesus Christ can keep them safe until they come to their 

eschatological destiny (v 24). 

The salutation is a Jewish form, invoking divine blessing in abundance, but adapted by the 

addition of ―love‖ to make reference to the blessings of God‘s love in Christ. 

Occasion and Theme (Jude 3–4) 
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Translation 
3
My dear friends, although I am very eager to write to you about our common salvation, I 

finda it necessary to write appealing to you to carry on the fight for the faith which was 

once and for all delivered to the saints. 
4
For certain persons have infiltratedb among you, 

who were long ago designated for this condemnation, as ungodly men, who pervert the 

grace of our God into immorality and deny our only Master and Lord Jesus Christ. 

Notes 

a. e[scon: epistolary aorist, more naturally rendered as a present tense in English. 

(Greek uses a tense appropriate from the standpoint of the readers at the time of reading, 

English a tense appropriate at the time of writing.) 

b. The meaning is the same whether pareiseduvhsan (B) or pareisevdusan (all other MS
s) is 

read. 

Form/Structure/Setting 

These verses correspond to the ―body-opening‖ of the Greek letter, i.e. the introduction to 

the body of the letter. this is ―the point at which the principal occasion for the letter is 

usually indicated‖ (White, Body, 18). 

As in spoken conversation, a starting point common to both parties must be established 

(White, Body, 19), and this may be the formal function of Jude‘s reference to his intended 

letter about ―our common salvation.‖ He then proceeds to indicate the purpose of his actual 

letter, and to do so employs the form of the ―petition,‖ the form in which both official and 

private requests were presented in the literature of the period. T. Y. Mullins (―Petition as a 

Literary Form,‖ NovT 5 [1962] 46–54) does not include Jude 3–4 in his list of NT petitions, 

presumably because parakaleìn (―to appeal‖) is not in the first person, but Jude 3–4 

should be seen as a minor adaptation of the petition form with parakalei`n, which, of the 

four verbs generally used for petitions, was ―the most personal and intense,‖ the favorite 

verb in personal letters (Mullins, ―Petition,‖ 48–49). Mullins analyzes the petition into three 

basic elements: (a) background, (b) petition verb, (c) desired action, with optional 

elaborations including (d) the address. Jude 3–4 has these four elements: (a) v 4, following 

the petition and introduced by gavr, as in 1 Cor 1:11 (cf. White, Body, 74); (b) parakalẁn, 

―appealing‖; (c) ejpagwnivzesqai k.t.l., ―to carry on the fight‖ (v 3); (d) ÆAgaphtoiv, uJmi`n, 

―My dear friends, you‖ (v 3). A close formal parallel, at a comparable point in a NT letter, is 

1 Cor 1:11–12 (cf. also Philem 8–10). 

It is important to notice how vv 3–4 relate to the rest of the letter. The section vv 5–19 

consists of a midrash intended to establish from Scripture (and other prophecies) the 

statement of v 4, namely that the sin and judgment of the false teachers has been 

prophesied. In other words, vv 5–19 really belong to the background of Jude‘s petition, to 

his explanation of the situation which requires his appeal in v 3. The petition itself is not 

further explained until v 20. This means that vv 20–23 are in no sense an appendix to 

Jude‘s homily (―closing exhortations,‖ as commentaries sometimes call them): they are 



actually the section which spells out the content of Jude‘s petition, which v 3 announces as 

the purpose of the letterú Jude‘s appeal to his readers to contend for the faith is contained in 

vv 20–23. 

Thus v 3, the appeal, is the statement of theme for the exhortatory section vv 20–23, 

while v 4, the background, forms a statement of theme for the midrash section, vv 5–19. 

These relationships are reinforced by the catchword connections: in v 3 aJgivoi" pivotei 
with aJgiwtavth/ .. pivstei (v 20); in v 4 krivma … ajsebeì" with krivsin (vv 6, 15), 

ajsebeiv", ajsebeiva", hjsevbhsan, (v 15), ajsebeiwǹ (v 18). 

ÆAgaphtoiv (also in vv 17, 20) is a common address in Christian letters (Rom 12:19; 2 

Cor 7:1; 12:19; Heb 6:9; 1 Pet 2:11; 4:12; 2 Pet 3:1, 8, 14, 17; 1 John 2:7; 3:2, 21; 4:1, 7, 

11; 1 Clem 1:1; 7:1; 12:8; 21:1; 24:1–2; 35:1; 36:1; 50:1; 53:1; cf. 1 Enoch 91:3). 

The marked alliteration of the ―p‖ sound in vv 3–4a is a rhetorical feature. 

If, as is argued in the Comment, despovthn (―Master,‖ v 4) refers to Christ, the end of v 

4 presents a binitarian formula with the two members in parallelism: 

1. th;n toù qeoù hJmwǹ cavrita metatiqevnte" eij" ajsevlgeian 
2. kai; to;n movnon despovthn kai; kuvrion hJmwǹ ÆIhsou`n cristo;n ajrnouvmenoi. 
1. ―Who pervert the grace of our God into immorality‖ 

2. ―and deny our only Master and Lord Jesus Christ.‖ 

Comment 
3. pa`san spoudh;n poiouvmeno", ―although I am very eager.‖ The expression spoudh;n 
poiei`n is good classical Greek, and pa`san spoudh;n poieìn, where pa`san means ―the 

utmost,‖ is frequently found (Chaine, 293; Moulton and Milligan, Vocabulary, 586). The 

phrase means either ―to be very eager to‖ or ―to make every effort to,‖ and so could 

indicate either that Jude was intending to write (RS
v) or that he was already engaged in 

writing (NE
b). The former seems the more usual meaning and makes good sense here. 

pa`san spoudh;n poiouvmeno" gravfein uJmi`n … ajnavgkhn e[scon gravyai, ―although I 

am very eager to write to you … I find it necessary to write.‖ Does Jude here refer to two 

letters or only one? Our translation (rendering the participial phrase ―although …‖) 

embodies the exegesis, adopted by a majority of scholars, according to which Jude had 

been intending to write one letter, a general treatment of the Christian faith, but interrupted 

this plan to write another letter which the urgent necessity of the moment required. Some 

scholars, however (Knopf, Windisch, Reicke; Rowston, Setting, 114–18), adopt a different 

exegesis (with the participial phrase meaning ―when …‖ or ―because …‖) according to 

which Jude refers to only one letter, which he was intending to write and then actually 

wrote. The following are the main considerations in the issue: 

(a) The contrast between the present infinitive gravfein (―to write‖) and the aorist 

infinitive gravyai (cf. 3 John 13; Barn. 4:9; 21:9) is probably not decisive. If it is to be 

pressed, the distinction will be between the general intention of writing (or perhaps the 

process of writing already begun) and the concrete action actually carried out. But this 

distinction could apply either to one letter, intended and then actually written (Reicke), or 

two letters, one intended, the other written. 

(b) Does peri; th̀" koinh`" nJmwǹ swthriva" (―about our common salvation‖) describe 

the letter Jude actually wrote? According to Windisch, it is synonymous with ―the faith 

which was once and for all delivered to the saints.‖ In that case, Jude does not mean that he 

intended to write about the content of ―our common salvation,‖ but an appeal to his readers 



to stand up for it against heresy. This is just possible, but it is easier to take ―about our 

common salvation‖ to refer to an exposition of the content of the Christian gospel, and 

Jude‘s actual letter is clearly not that. 

(c) The view that Jude refers to only one letter ―makes the sentence unnecessarily 

laboured and repetitive‖ (Kelly), in contrast to Jude‘s normally terse style. 

(d) Rowston (Setting, 117) objects to the view that Jude is an emergency letter, dashed 

off in immediate response to the news of the crisis, on the grounds that it is a polished 

literary product. This is true, but the view that Jude refers to two letters need not mean that 

he could not have taken reasonable time and trouble to compose the letter he actually wrote. 

The contrast is simply between the letter he had been planning, probably at considerable 

length, on a general theme, and the short letter to which he turned his attention instead, 

when the news from the church(es) required a letter specifically about the danger from the 

false teachers. 

If, then, Jude refers to a letter he intended to write, but, so far as we know, never in fact 

wrote, there is some force in Zahn‘s contention (Introduction, 269) that this is an indication 

of the authenticity of our letter. Such a reference makes little sense in a pseudepigraphal 

letter; it is very unlikely that there was a well-known work in Jude‘s name (now lost) to 

which the author might be supposed to be referring, but even if there was, one would not 

then expect such a vague reference to Jude‘s intention of writing it. 

Robinson, arguing for the authenticity of Jude, thinks that Jude later fulfilled his 

intention of writing ―about our common salvation,‖ and that the result was 2 Peter, written 

by Jude as Peter‘s agent (Redating, 193–4). The proposed subject matter (―our common 

salvation‖) is somewhat more appropriate to 2 Peter than to Jude, but the difficulties in the 

way of attributing both letters to the same author are insuperable (see Introduction to 2 

Peter). A.-M. Dubarle (―Rédacteur et destinataires de l‘Epître aux Hébreux,‖ RB 48 [1939] 

506–29) suggested that the intended letter is Hebrews, of which Jude was the redactor, 

while the ―word of exhortation‖ mentioned in Heb 13:22 is the letter of Jude; but, apart 

from anything else, the problems of the churches addressed in Hebrews and Jude seem 

wholly different. 

peri; th`" koinh̀" hJmwǹ swthriva", ―about our common salvation.‖ The phrase hJ 
koinh; swthriva was used in secular Greek to mean ―the safety of the state‖ (references in 

BAG, s.v. koinov"): Jude‘s use might be a Christian adaptation of the secular phrase, but 

could be merely coincidental. The term swthriva, ―salvation,‖ had a religious sense in the 

mystery religions, but also in Judaism (LXX Isa 45:17; 46:13; 52:7, 10; Wis 5:2; Pss. Sol. 

16:5) before being quite widely adopted in primitive Christianity to refer to the 

eschatological deliverance, accomplished and to be fulfilled by ―God our Savior‖ (v 25) 

through Jesus Christ. Chase (DB(H) 2, p 805; and in Mayor, 19) thought Jude wrote ―our 

common salvation‖ as a Jewish Christian writing to Gentile Christians; this is possible, but 

it is likely that Jude‘s readers were predominantly Jewish Christians, and the phrase would 

be quite natural in any case. ―It brings out the corporate nature of salvation as understood 

by Judaism, with its consciousness of being the people of God, and even more vividly by 

Christianity, with its conviction of fellowship in Christ‖ (Kelly). But there is no ground for 

Kelly‘s further assertion, that ―salvation‖ here lacks the eschatological aspect it has in Paul 

and in 1 Pet 1:5; on the contrary, in view of v 21, we might expect that Jude‘s intended 

treatise would have stressed the salvation which is coming for the faithful at the Parousia. 

ejpagwnivzesqai th̀/ … pivstei, ―to carry on the fight for the faith.‖ ejpagwnivzesqai 
seems often to be used, in place of the simple ajgwnivzesqai, in the sense of ―to continue the 



struggle‖ or ―to follow up‖ previous contests (examples in Mayor, LPGL; cf. Whitaker, 

ExpTim 29 [1917–18] 425); the dative of advantage is not common with ejpagwnivzesqai 
(but some examples in Mayor, xi, 22; LPGL), but must be the sense here (cf. Phil 1:27: 

sunaqloùnte" th̀/ pivstei toù eujaggelivou, ―striving together for the faith of the 

gospel‖). 

The verb is an example of the common metaphorical use of terms from the athletic contests 

of the Greek games. Such metaphors had been popularized especially by their use in 

Stoicism for life as a moral contest, but their connotations were not necessarily those of 

Stoic moral philosophy. They were widely used in Hellenistic Judaism (V. C. Pfitzner, Paul 

and the Agon Motif [NovTSup 16; Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1967] chap 3) and are found even in 

Palestinian Jewish writings (4 Ezra 7:92, 127–28; 2 Apoc. Bar. 15:7–8). In the primitive 

church they occur especially in the Pauline corpus (Rom 15:30; 1 Cor 9:24–27; Phil 

1:27–30; 4:3; Col 1:29–2:1; 4:12–13; 1 Tim 6:12; 2 Tim 4:7), but also elsewhere (Heb 

10:32; 1 Clem 2:4; 5; 7:1; 35:4; 2 Clem 7; 20:2; Barn. 4:11). We need not therefore see 

Jude‘s usage as influenced by Paul. The metaphor frequently became a very pale metaphor, 

often suggesting little more than striving or exertion, without much hint of its original 

reference to the games (Pfitzner, Paul, 72). To what extent it retains a live metaphorical 

sense in this verse is difficult to tell. 

Pfitzner has shown that Paul does not use the athletic metaphors in the Stoic way to 

refer to life as a moral contest. He uses them primarily to characterize his apostolic mission 

as a struggle for the gospel. They refer to Paul‘s exertions in the cause of the gospel, 

including his struggle against opposition to it. Although the contest is primarily that of Paul 

and his co-workers, the missionaries (Phil 4:3; 1 Tim 6:12), all Christians share in it (Rom 

15:30; Phil 1:27–30). Perhaps the best Pauline parallel to Jude 3 is Phil 1:27–30. Like Paul, 

Jude uses the metaphor for the contest on behalf of the gospel (―the faith,‖ see below). It 

should be noted that, neither for Paul nor for Jude, is this contest simply a defense of the 

gospel; it is offensive, promoting the gospel‘s advance and victory. Nor is the contest 

fought only verbally. For Paul it involves a way of life which is faithful to the gospel (Phil 

1:27; 1 Tim 6:11; cf. Heb 10:32–34), and Jude‘s idea of contending for the faith includes 

the exhortations of vv 20–21. His phrase should not therefore suggest primarily the 

negative task of opposing the false teachers. He appeals to his readers to continue the 

positive exertions of Christian life in the service of the gospel. But to do this they must 

resist the influence of the false teachers, since the latter have betrayed the cause of the 

gospel and given up the struggle by denying the moral implications of the gospel. 

The structure of the letter is most important for establishing what Jude intended his 

readers to do to continue the fight for the faith (see Form/Structure/Setting section). What 

his appeal means he spells out in vv 20–23, which contain entirely positive exhortations. 

The common mistake of supposing that, for Jude, contending for the faith means 

denouncing opponents, arises from a misunderstanding of the significance of vv 5–19. 

Those verses are intended to awaken Jude‘s readers to the dangerous reality of their 

situation which makes Jude‘s appeal necessary, but it is only when he has done this that 

Jude goes on (in vv 20–23) to explain how they must continue the fight for the faith. 

th̀/ a{pax paradoqeivsh/ toì" aJgivoi" pivstei, ―the faith which was once and for all 

delivered to the saints.‖ Since this phrase has often been taken as a mark of ―early 

Catholicism‖ in Jude (e.g. Windisch, Schelkle), it must be examined carefully. It is said to 

reflect the idea of a fixed body of orthodox doctrine, the ―deposit‖ of tradition, unalterable 



and normative, authoritatively transmitted from the past. Clearly it is not difficult to read 

this idea into Jude‘s words, if a late date for the letter is already presupposed, but it is much 

less clear that Jude‘s words demand this interpretation. The contrast set up between Jude 

and the Christianity of the first generation generally results from (1) underestimating the 

role of tradition in Christianity from the first, and (2) exaggerating the extent to which 

Jude‘s language implies a fixed body of formal doctrine. 

The word pivsti" (―faith‖) here refers to the content of what is believed (fides quae 

creditur, not fides qua creditur). This usage can already be found in Paul, most clearly in 

Gal 1:23 (euJaggelivzetai th;n pivstin, ―preaches the faith‖), where pivsti" is equivalent 

to ―the gospel,‖ ―the Christian message.‖ Greek had a well-established ―objective‖ use of 

pivsti" to mean ―a belief, a conviction‖ (e.g. Josephus, C. Apion 2:163), but this is probably 

not the main source of the early Christian usage. In Gal 1:23 th;n pivstin does not mean 

―the Christian faith,‖ as distinguished from other faiths, so much as ―the faith,‖ the 

message which demands faith. It was because the Christian gospel was characteristically a 

message demanding faith (Rom 10:8: ―the word of faith‖) that it could come to be called 

―the faith.‖ Thus ―to obey the faith‖ (Acts 6:7; and perhaps Rom 1:5; 16:26) is equivalent 

to ―to obey the gospel‖ (Rom 10:16; 2 Thess 1:8; 1 Pet 4:17); it means to respond to the 

gospel in faith. (Other instances in Paul where pivsti" may mean ―the gospel‖ or ―the 

Christian religion‖ are 1 Cor 16:13; Gal 3:23, 25; 6:10; Phil 1:25; Col 1:23; cf. Eph 4:5; and 

see Bultmann in TDNT 6, 213.) The objective use of pivsti" (―faith‖) as fides quae creditur 

becomes especially common in the Pastorals (1 Tim 3:9; 4:1, 6; 2 Tim 4:7; other instances 

are less certain) and is occasional in the apostolic Fathers (Ign. Eph. 16:2; Pol. Phil. 3:2?), 

but since it goes back to Paul there is no ground for treating Jude‘s use of it as evidence of a 

late date. Moreover, there is no reason to suppose that Jude means by pivsti" anything 

other than ―the gospel.‖ It need not refer to confessional formulae (Grundmann), though 

such formulae were already known in Paul‘s time, nor does it imply the idea of a defined 

body of orthodox doctrines, which commentators frequently attribute to Jude. Jude‘s 

readers are to contend, not for some particular formulation of Christian belief, but for the 

central Christian message of salvation through Jesus Christ. (In fact this is probably still the 

meaning in the later instances of pivsti" as ―the faith‖ in Ign. Eph. 16:2; Pol. Phil. 3:2.) 

The faith is that which has been ―delivered to the saints.‖ As most commentators 

recognize (against Spitta), ―the saints‖ are not the apostles, who received the gospel from 

Jesus Christ, but the Christians of the church(es) to which Jude writes, who received the 

gospel from the apostles who founded the church(es). (The use of oiJ a{gioi, ―the saints,‖ 

for Christians, though apparently not common to all strands of early Christian tradition, was 

not peculiarly Pauline: cf. Acts 9:13, 32, 41; Heb 6:10; 13:24; Rev 5:8; 8:3; 11:18; 13:7, 10; 

14:12; Herm. Vis. 1:1:9; 1:3:2; Asc. Isa. 4:13, 14, 16; Did. 16:7; Ign. Smyrn. 1:2.) Almost 

certainly it is the apostles who are the agents implied in paradoqeivsh/ (―which was 

delivered‖). The technical use of paradidovnai (―to hand on, deliver‖ a tradition, equivalent 

to Hebrew l rsm 
) with its correlative paralambavnein (―to receive‖ a tradition, equivalent to ÷m lsq 
) was taken over by early Christianity from its use with reference to Jewish tradition: 

―in the Pauline epistles we find the whole Jewish paradosis terminology‖ (O. Cullmann, 

―The Tradition,‖ in The Early Church [London: SCM Press, 1956] 63). Jude‘s idea of the 

tradition of the gospel conforms exactly to the Pauline usage (on which see Cullmann, 

―Tradition,‖ 59–99; P. Fannon, ―The Influence of Tradition in St Paul,‖ SE 4/1 [= TU 102; 



Berlin: Akademie-Verlag, 1968] 292–307; G. E. Ladd, ―Revelation and Tradition in Paul,‖ 

in W. W. Gasque and R. P. Martin (eds.) Apostolic History and the Gospel [F. F. Bruce 

Festschrift; Exeter: Paternoster, 1970] 223–30; and most recently, J. I. H. McDonald, 

Kerygma and Didache [SNTSMS 37; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1980] chap. 

4). Paul uses paradidovnai (―to deliver‖) and paralambavnein (―to receive‖) with 

reference to his initial instruction of the churches he founded: he delivered the traditions to 

the churches and they received them from him (1 Cor 11:2, 23; 15:3; Gal 1:19; Phil 4:9; 

Col 2:6; 1 Thess 2:13; 2 Thess 2:15; 3:6; cf. Rom 6:17). The central content of these 

traditions was the gospel itself (1 Cor 15:1; Gal 1:9), but they also included traditions about 

the life of Jesus (1 Cot 11:23) and instructions on Christian conduct and church practice (1 

Cor 11:2; Phil 4:9; 2 Thess 3:6). Probably these various elements should not be 

distinguished too sharply. Particularly noteworthy are Paul‘s injunctions that his readers 

should ―hold fast‖ or ―maintain‖ (again technical terminology, cf. Mark 7:8) these traditions 

(1 Cor 11:2; 15:2; 2 Thess 2:15), and his appeal to them as a standard by which teaching 

and practice may be judged (2 Cor 11:3–4; Gal 1:8–9; Col 2:6–8; 2 Thess 3:6; implicitly in 

1 Cor 11:2, 17; 2 Thess 2:15). 

Jude‘s appeal to his readers to contend for the gospel they originally received does not 

go beyond these Pauline ideas. The word a{pax (―once and for all‖) emphasizes that 

because the gospel is the message of the ―once and for all‖ salvific action of God in Christ 

(Rom 6:10; Heb 9:12; 9:26–28; 10:10; 1 Pet 3:18) it cannot change, and so it is the gospel 

as they first received it when they became Christians to which Jude‘s readers must remain 

faithful. This emphasis, too, is thoroughly in line with Paul, who similarly, when 

confronted with false teaching, appealed to the gospel as originally received by the 

churches from their founding apostles (Rom 16:17; 2 Cor 11:4; Gal 1:9). Both Paul and 

Jude are reflecting a common principle of the early Christian mission. 

Jude‘s concern is especially with the moral implications of the gospel (not with 

doctrinal orthodoxy; hence the idea that ―the faith‖ means a set of doctrinal formulae is 

quite inappropriate). No doubt he has in mind particularly the instruction in Christian 

conduct which accompanied the gospel in the initial teaching given by the apostles, but he 

refers to the gospel itself, hJ pivsti", because it is the gospel itself for which his readers will 

be fighting when they remain faithful to its moral demand and resist the antinomianism of 

the false teachers. Antinomianism is a perversion of the gospel itself, and so just as Paul in 

Galatians opposes the imposition of circumcision as contrary to the gospel his converts first 

received from him, so Jude opposes antinomianism as contrary to the gospel his readers 

first received from the apostles. 

Two differences between Jude and Paul are sometimes invoked at this point, in support 

of a later date for Jude. In the first place, it is pointed out that in Paul‘s understanding of 

tradition it is not seen as the rigid preservation of fixed formulae, as excluding the 

necessary role of the Spirit in inspiring and interpreting the tradition, or as ruling out the 

kind of theological development to which Paul himself subjects the tradition. All this is 

true, but the corresponding claim that these implications are present in Jude‘s 

understanding of tradition has no basis in the evidence. They cannot be deduced from his 

strong opposition to what he sees as a gross distortion of the gospel, any more than they can 

be deduced from Paul‘s equally strong opposition to what he sees as gross distortions of the 

gospel. 

Secondly, with rather more justification, it is said that Jude does not seek to refute his 

opponents by theological argument, as Paul does. This observation, however, may simply 



tell us that Jude is not Paul, rather than that Jude is later than Paul. Theological argument of 

the Pauline kind is not Jude‘s style, but it was quite probably not the style of many of 

Paul‘s fellow apostles either. In fact Jude offers his own style of theological argument in 

the midrash of vv 5–19. 

A parallel to v 3 has been noticed in T. Mos. 4:8: ―the two tribes shall remain in the faith 

first laid down for them‖ (in the Latin version: permanebunt in praeposita fide sua). Jude 

was acquainted with the T. Mos. (see vv 9, 16) and perhaps the phrase had stuck in his 

mind, but his words are fully explicable on the basis of early Christian usage. 

4. pareiseduvhsan gavr tine" a[nqrwpoi, ―For certain persons have infiltrated among 

you.‖ The verb pareisduv(n)ein, ―to infiltrate‖ (only here in NT; other examples in Mayor, 

xi, 24) need not invariably, but tends to carry the connotation of secrecy or stealth (cf. the 

noun pareivsdusi" used of the activity of the devil in Barn 2:10; 4:9; Paul‘s use of 

pareisavkto" and pareisevrcesqai in Gal 2:10; pareisavgein in 2 Pet 2:1, of heretical 

teachings; pareisporeuvesqai used with lelhqovtw" in 2 Macc 8:1). The use of tine" 

(―certain persons‖) to designate a definite group of people, well-known to the readers, is 

common (Rom 3:8; 1 Cor 4:18; 15:34; 2 Cor 3:1; 10:12; Gal 1:7; 1 Tim 1:3, 19; 2 Pet 3:9; 

Ign. Eph. 7:1; 9:1): it is often used of opponents, with a hint of disparagement. 

Jude‘s language suggests that the troublemakers were itinerant prophets or teachers, 

perhaps with a group of followers. Such wandering teachers were a feature of early 

Christianity, as of the contemporary religious world in general, and frequently occur in 

early Christian literature as the cause of trouble in the churches (Matt 7:15; 2 Cor 10–11; 1 

John 4:1; 2 John 10; Did. 11–12; Ign. Eph. 9:1). Jude is not reflecting a theological claim 

that heretical teaching must come from outside the church (Wisse, ―Jude,‖ 136), because he 

means only that the false teachers have come from outside the particular church(es) to 

which he writes, and vv 5–6 imply that he regards them as apostate believers; he is 

reflecting the reality of the situation. 

oiJ pavlai progegrammevnoi eij" toùto to; krivma, ―who were long ago designated for this 

condemnation.‖ This phrase bristles with difficulties. The adverb pavlai usually means 

―long ago,‖ but can sometimes mean simply ―in the past‖ and refer to the recent past 

(classical examples in Chaine, 296); with the perfect progegrammevnoi it could mean ―for a 

long time.‖ At any rate pavlai seems to indicate that pro in progegrammevnoi should have 

a temporal sense (―written beforehand,‖ as in Acts 1:16; Rom 15:4; Eph 3:3, rather than 

―placarded publicly,‖ as in Gal 3:1, or ―enlisted,‖ as in 1 Macc 10:36), but some have 

pointed to the technical use of progravfein with reference to ―the proscribed,‖ i.e. those 

whose names were entered on a register of outlaws, according to Roman practice (Polybius, 

Hist. 32.5.2; 6.1; Lucian, Tim. 51). For the interpretation of the words oiJ pavlai 
progegrammevnoi there are three main possibilities: 

(1) The false teachers and their condemnation have been recorded in the heavenly 

books (Clement of Alexandria, Windisch, Kelly). (This idea can incorporate the meaning 

―proscribed‖ for progegrammevnoi.) Many of the Jewish texts usually cited in this 

connection are not relevant, since the idea they employ is that the sins of the wicked are 

recorded at the time when they are committed, so that they can be brought in evidence at 

the last judgment (Rev 20:12; 2 Apoc. Bar. 24:1; 1 Enoch 89:61–71; 98:7; 104:7). Rather 

different and less common is the predestinarian idea that the condemnation of the wicked is 

already set down in the heavenly books, before they sin (1 Enoch 108:7—an appendix to 1 

Enoch which Jude is unlikely to have known). This idea really belongs to the deterministic 



notion of the heavenly tablets of destiny, on which the whole of history is set down in 

advance (1 Enoch 81:12; 93:1, 3; 103:2; 106:19; T. Asher 7:5). Jude could have taken up this 

idea of the heavenly tablets of destiny from 1 Enoch, but how did he know what was written 

on them? Had he been granted a special revelation of their contents, like Enoch (1 Enoch 

81:1–2)? The only plausible reply to this is that Jude applied to the false teachers the 

prophecies of judgment on the wicked which he found in 1 Enoch, where they allegedly 

derived from Enoch‘s reading of the heavenly tablets. But in that case it is much simpler to 

suppose that progegrammevnoi refers directly to the prophecies of Enoch, rather than to the 

heavenly books (see interpretation (3) below). 

(2) The false teachers and their condemnation have been prophesied in an apostolic 

prophecy, either 2 Pet 2:1–3:4 (Zahn, Introduction, 249–52), or other prophecies such as 

the one Jude quotes in vv 17–18 (cf. Acts 20:29–30; 1 Tim 4:1–3; 2 Tim 3:13). Zahn‘s case 

depends on his interpretation of toùto to; krivma (―this condemnation‖) as referring back to 

pareiseduvhsan (―infiltrated‖), so that the prophecy is about the infiltration of the false 

teachers in the particular church(es) to which Jude writes. This is unlikely (see below), but 

without it we need a written apostolic prophecy of the condemnation of the false teachers, 

which neither Jude‘s quotation (v 18) nor any other extant apostolic prophecies, except 2 

Peter, seem to supply. This view therefore really depends on the priority of 2 Peter. 

(3) The false teachers and their condemnation have been prophesied in pre-Christian 

prophecy, either in the form of the OT types of vv 5–7, 11 (Maier, BZ 2 [1904] 384–91; 

Grundmann) or in the book of Enoch (Mayor, Chaine, Cantinat). This interpretation gives 

full weight to pavlai, ―long ago,‖ and can make better sense of tou`to to; krivma (―this 

condemnation‖) than (1) or (2) can (see below). 

It also provides a more satisfactory link with the following verses. This structural 

consideration, however, requires a modification of this interpretation, for vv 5–19 are really 

a unity, in which Jude cites a series of types and prophecies to substantiate the claim made 

in v 4, that the false teachers and their doom have been prophesied. Thus the whole section 

vv 5–19 serves as explanation of oiJ pavlai progegrammevnoi eij" toùto to; krivma, and it 

is unnecessary to select only part of vv 5–19 as containing the prophecy Jude has in mind in 

v 4. Not even the apostolic prophecy of v 18 need be excluded from Jude‘s thought in v 4, 

for if it is only one of a series of prophecies referred to in v 4 it need not contain a reference 

to the false teachers‘ condemnation or bear the full weight of pavlai. Nor need the types 

and prophecies of vv 5–19 exhaust the prophecies Jude has in mind in v 4: oiJ pavlai 
progegrammevnoi is a general statement, which Jude backs up by expounding some 

examples, not necessarily an exhaustive list. 

eij" toùto to; krivma, ―for this condemnation.‖ The main difficulty in this phrase is to 

explain toùto (―this‖); the following suggestions have been made: 

(1) toùto refers backward, either to v 3b, which implies the condemnation of the false 

teachers in the defense of orthodoxy (Mayor), or to pareiseduvhsan (―infiltrated,‖ v 4a), 

understood as a judgment on the churches in which the false teachers have appeared (Zahn, 

Introduction, 249). Both these explanations are very unnatural. 

(2) tou`to refers forward to the immediately succeeding words in the rest of v 4, 

understood as the verdict pronounced by prophecy on the false teachers (Spitta). However, 

although krivma (―condemnation‖) does refer to the verdict rather than to the punishment, it 

seems very weak in this context to take it as a mere statement of their sin; it should be the 

judicial sentence pronounced on their sin and leading to punishment. 



(3) toùto refers forward to part or all of vv 5–19 (Clement of Alexandria, Cantinat, 

Grundmann). The difficulty here is that the point of reference is too remote, but the 

difficulty is at least eased by the following considerations: (a) The rest of v 4 (ajsebeì" … 

ajrnouvmenoi) is not simply additional description of tine" a[nqrwpoi (―certain persons‖), 

but should be taken closely with oiJ pavlai progegrammevnoi eij" toùto to; krivma (―who 

were long ago designated for this condemnation‖), not in the sense of constituting the 

condemnation, as in (2) above, but in the sense of specifying the sins for which prophecy 

has said they will be condemned. In other words, it is as ungodly men, who pervert God‘s 

grace into immorality and deny the Lord, that prophecy has designated them for 

condemnation. In the following verses (5–19) Jude substantiates from prophecy both their 

sins and the condemnation which their sins will incur. This makes the separation of toùto 

from its point of reference by v 4b less difficult, since v 4b belongs with toùto to; krivma 

to a statement which as a whole looks forward to vv 5–19. (b) The use of toùto will seem 

more natural once it is seen that v 4 is the announcement of the theme which Jude expounds 

in vv 5–19. (c) This intimate connection with vv 5–19 is strengthened by the observation 

that in v 4 Jude is already using his exegetical method of linking text and exegesis by 

means of catchwords, so that eij" toùto to; krivma, ―for this condemnation,‖ (v 4) links up 

with eij" krivsin (v 6) and krivsin, ―judgment‖ (v 15). The latter link is especially clear 

since ajsebeì" (―ungodly‖), immediately following krivma in v 4, is emphatically linked 

with the double ajsebeì" in Enoch‘s prophecy in v 15. 

Thus toùto to; krivma refers to the condemnation at the Parousia, which is prophesied 

typologically in vv 5–7, 11, and directly in vv 14–15. That Jude uses krivma, referring to the 

sentence of condemnation more than to the punishment, fits his purpose of countering the 

antinomianism of the false teachers. He does not wish to prove simply that they are heading 

for destruction, but that their immoral behavior will incur divine condemnation. 

ajsebei`" (―ungodly‖) ―may be almost said to give the keynote to the Epistle (cf. vv 15, 18) 

as it does to the Book of Enoch‖ (Mayor). Certainly this is the word which sums up Jude‘s 

indictment of the false teachers. His brief letter contains six occurrences of the words in the 

word-group ajseb- (ajsebhv", ajsevbeia, ajsebeìn), which is more than any other writing of 

the NT and the apostolic Fathers (except Barn., which also has six). However, no less than 

four of these occurrences are in the quotation from 1 Enoch (vv 14–15) and Jude has 

probably there followed the vocabulary of the Greek translation. Nevertheless he will have 

selected the quotation partly because of its strong emphasis on the ―ungodliness‖ of those 

who are to be judged. He then picked up the term in his wording of the apostolic prophecy 

(v 18). Here in v 4 ajsebeì" is a catchword, linking this statement forward to the two 

prophecies (vv 14–15, 17–18) which clinch Jude‘s argument for it. 

Jude‘s (and the Greek Enoch’s) use of the ajseb- words must be understood against the 

background of their use, not in secular Greek, but in Jewish Greek, especially the LXX. The 

words are common in the LXX (translating especially [�r 
), and especially in the Wisdom literature, which contrasts the way of life of the 

ajsebei`" with that of the righteous. They are also quite common in the T. 12 Patr., with 

their strong ethical concern (and less common in the Greek of 1 Enoch: only 1:9; 5:6–7; 8:2; 

10:20; 13:2). In this Jewish usage the basic sense of irreverence is given a strong ethical 

direction. Because, for the Jew, God‘s commandments regulate the whole of man‘s 

conduct, the irreverent attitude to God is manifested in unrighteous conduct. All evil deeds 

are ajsevbeiai, ―godlessnesses,‖ and ajsebhv", ―godless‖ is equivalent to aJmartwlov", 



a[diko", or a[nomo". It is not surprising that, as in Jude, the ajseb- words occur frequently in 

the context of the judgment that overtakes such wickedness (1 Enoch 10:20; T. Zeb 10:3; 

Rom 1:18; 1 Pet. 4:18; 2 Pet. 2:6; 3:7; 1 Clem 14:15; 57:7–8; 2 Clem 10:1; 18:1; Barn. 10:5; 

11:7; 15:5; Mart. Pol. 11:2). 

The word is appropriate to Jude‘s purpose because it sums up the antinomianism of the 

false teachers: unrighteous behavior stemming from an irreverent rejection of the moral 

authority of God‘s commandments. It describes, not theoretical atheism, but practical 

godlessness. 

thvn toù qeoù hJmwǹ cavrita metatiqevnte" eij" ajsevlgeian, ―who pervert the grace of 

our God into immorality.‖ The grace of God is that free favor of God which the Christian 

experiences through Jesus Christ, forgiving him and liberating him from sin and the 

condemnation of the Law. (The word cavri" in this sense, though typical of Pauline 

theology, is not a uniquely Pauline term: cf. John 1:14, 16; Heb 4:16; 10:29; 12:15; 1 Pet. 

1:10; 1 Clem 16:17.) Jude complains that the false teachers pervert this grace into 

ajsevlgeia, ―immorality,‖ which in the Greek of this period designates sensual indulgence, 

especially sexual immorality (cf. 1 Pet. 4:3; Rom 13:13; 2 Cor 12:21). In other words, they 

interpret the Christian‘s liberation by God‘s grace as liberation from all moral restraint (cf. 

2 Pet 2:19). They justify immoral behavior by an antinomian doctrine. 

The danger of such a libertine misinterpretation of Christian freedom was recognized in 

primitive Christianity, by Paul (Rom 3:8; 6:1, 15; Gal 5:13) and others (1 Pet 2:16), and 

apparently realized at Corinth in Paul‘s time (1 Cor 5:1–6; 6:12–20; 10:23) and in the 

churches of Asia when Revelation was written (Rev 2:14, 20). The libertinism in Jude‘s 

churches has a good deal in common with that at Corinth (see also v 19), and there is some 

ground for thinking that in both cases it was Paul‘s own teaching on Christian freedom 

from the Law which was exaggerated and distorted. Whether we should postulate a 

―gnostic‖ influence is much less certain: there is no definite evidence of specifically gnostic 

traits in Jude‘s opponents. 

A certain emphasis on sins of the flesh (ajsevlgeia, ―immorality,‖ cf. vv 8, 10; 1 Cor 

6:12–20; Rev 2:14, 20) may reflect, on the one hand, a standard Jewish tendency to view 

the sexual indulgence which was typical of pagan society with particular abhorrence, and, 

on the other hand, the temptations of life in pagan society (if Jude‘s churches were located 

in pagan society) and the libertines‘ determination to demonstrate their freedom by flouting 

the more obvious kinds of conventional morality. It is much less likely that we should 

attribute to them the dualistic belief that the spiritual man transcends the concerns of the 

material body; this would be more definitely an incipient Gnosticism. 

The suggestion that the charges of immorality are merely conventional polemic against 

heretics (Wisse, ―Jude,‖ 137) is unacceptable, since all of Jude‘s charges against the false 

teachers are of teaching and practicing antinomianism. He has not first labeled them 

heretics for some other, purely doctrinal, error, and then concluded that, like all heretics, 

they must lead immoral lives. Their rejection of the moral demands of the gospel is his only 

concern. 

to;n movnon despovthn kai; kuvrion hJmwǹ ÆIhsou`n cristovn, ―our only Master and Lord 

Jesus Christ.‖ Does the whole phrase refer to Jesus Christ, or does to;n movnon despovthn 

(―the only Master‖) refer to God the Father? The absence of the article before kuvrion 

(―Lord‖) cannot decide the issue because the article is often omitted before kuvrio". The 

term despovth" (―Master‖) was widely used of God in Judaism (LXX, Philo, Josephus), and 



the phrase oJ movno" despovth" is found (Josephus, BJ 7:323, 410; Ant. 18:23: in all three 

cases God as the one despovth" is contrasted, not with other gods, but with Roman rule). 

Early Christianity took over this usage, especially in prayer and liturgical formulae, and 

used despovth" almost always of God the Father (Luke 2:29; Acts 4:14; Rev 6:10; 1 Clem 

7:5; 8:2; 9:4; 11:1; 20:8, 11; 24:1, 5; 33:1, 2; 36:2, 4; 40:1; 48:1; 52:1; 56:16; 59:4; 61:1–2; 

Did. 10:3; Barn. 1:7; 4:3; Herm. Vis. 2:2:4–5; Sim. 1:9; Diogn. 8:7; Justin, 1 Apol. 61:3). 

This evidence might seem decisive, and it is not surprising that several manuscripts and the 

Syriac version clarify the text by inserting qeovn (―God‖) after despovthn. There are, 

however, three pieces of evidence which point in the other direction: 

(1) 2 Pet 2:1, which is the only NT text (apart from Jude 4) to use despovth" of Christ, 

evidently understood Jude 4 in that sense. This is not decisive, but it does show that the 

weight of early Christian usage of despovth" did not prevent one early reader of Jude 4 

from taking despovth" to refer to Christ. 

(2) According to Julius Africanus, who lived at Emmaus in the late second century, the 

family of Jesus were known as oiJ despovsunoi (ap. Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 1.7.14). This 

distinctive usage must imply that Jesus was known as oJ despovth", ―the Master,‖ in the 

Palestinian Jewish circles in which his family was known. It therefore brings us 

close—perhaps closer than the other early Christian usage listed above—to the terminology 

current in Jude‘s own milieu. 

(3) The term despovth" is appropriate to the image of Jesus as the Master of his household 

slaves. This is how it is used in 2 Pet 2:1 (―the Master who bought them‖), and it is how the 

equivalent term oijkodespovth", ―the master of the house,‖ is used, figuratively, of Jesus in 

Matt 10:25 and, in parables, in Mark 13:27 Luke 13:25 (where P75
 has despovth"). Of 

course, kuvrio" was used in the same way, but as a Christological title it rapidly acquired 

much broader and more exalted connotations. Perhaps, then, it was in order specifically to 

invoke the image of Christ as the Master of his Christian slaves that despovth" was used in 

(2) above, and this will explain why Jude should add despovth" to kuvrio". For Jude, 

kuvrio" is the title of Jesus‘ divine authority as the one who exercises the divine function of 

judgment (v 14, and perhaps vv 5–6, 9); in v 4 he adds despovth" to convey the thought 

that, as Christians, the false teachers belong to Jesus as his slaves whom he has bought. 

They are both disowning him as Master and flouting his authority as universal Judge. 

A minor issue is the parallel in 1 Enoch 48:10: ―They denied the Lord of Spirits and his 

Messiah‖ (tr. Knibb). Jude has sometimes been thought to have modeled his words on this, 

but it occurs in the Parables of Enoch (1 Enoch 37–71), a section of 1 Enoch which has not 

been found among the Qumran fragments and which is now commonly dated in the late 

first century A.D. It seems unlikely that Jude knew the Parables; there is very little other 

indication in the letter that he did (but v 14, cf. 1 Enoch 60:8). This parallel can therefore 

scarcely be invoked in favor of referring despovthn to God. 

Jude‘s use of movnon, ―only,‖ with despovthn seems at first sight to favor the reference 

to God (cf. v 25: movnw/ qew`/, ―only God‖) but a reference to Christ as the only Master is 

intelligible if Jude is here concerned with the immoral behavior of the false teachers (see 

below, on ajrnouvmenoi). To indulge in such behavior is to serve other masters (cf. Matt 

7:24; Rom 6:12–23; Gal 4:3, 8–9; 2 Pet 2:19). Thus, by their conduct, the false teachers 

disown Christ, the only Master of Christians, and subject themselves to other masters. 

ajrnouvmenoi, ―deny.‖ Does this refer to doctrinal denial or ethical denial? Those who 

think the reference is to doctrinal error usually suppose that some kind of Gnostic belief is 



in view: denying the one God (if despovthn refers to God) by postulating a demiurge as 

creator of the material world, and denying the Lord Jesus by a docetic Christology (cf. 1 

John 4:2–3; 2 John 7). But the rest of the letter provides no evidence of such beliefs, and if 

the false teachers did believe in a gnostic demiurge it is remarkable that Jude accuses them 

only of blaspheming angels (v 8). It is more consistent with the evidence of the letter as a 

whole to take the denial of Christ as a further reference to their libertinism (so Luther, 

Plummer, Chaine, Cantinat, Grundmann, and so on), thus creating a parallelism of meaning 

between the two participial phrases at the end of v 4. The ungodly behavior of the false 

teachers (ajsebeì") is (1) in relation to God the Father, a perversion of his grace, and (2) in 

relation to Christ, a denial of his lordship. 

The idea of denial of God by conduct is attested in Judaism and early Christianity (1 Enoch 

38:2; 41:2; 45:2; 46:7; 48:10; 67:8, 10—but all these examples are from the Parables; Titus 

1:16: ―They profess to know God, but they deny him by their deeds‖). The Rabbis taught 

that to reject one‘s obligation to obey God‘s commandments is to deny God (references in 

E. P. Sanders, Paul and Palestinian Judaism, [London: SCM Press, 1977] 136): a concept 

relevant to Jude‘s libertines. References to denial of Christ by deeds are rarer, but 2 Clem 

17:7 says of the wicked who are punished at the Last Judgment that they ―denied Jesus by 

their words or by their deeds‖ (and cf. 3:1–4), while the thought, though not the 

terminology, is found in Matt 7:21–23. Jude means that by refusing to obey Christ‘s moral 

demands the false teachers are in effect, though not in words, disowning him as Master and 

rejecting his authority as Sovereign and Judge. ―They regard themselves, not Him, as their 

Lord‖ (Luther). 

Explanation 
In this section Jude explains the background and purpose of his letter. It is not the extended 

discussion of Christian salvation which he has been planning to write, but a more ad hoc 

work, called forth by the disturbing news he has received from the church(es) he addresses. 

A group of itinerant prophets has arrived in the church(es). Jude describes them as 

people of irreligious conduct, who pervert the grace of God into an excuse for immorality. 

Evidently, like the Corinthians whose slogan was ―All things are lawful for me‖ (1 Cor 

6:12; 10:23), they take Christian freedom to mean that the really spiritual man is free from 

the restraints of conventional morality. Especially they seem intent on flouting accepted 

standards of sexual ethics, in line with the greater permissiveness of pagan society. 

Although they claim to be followers of Jesus Christ, Jude says that by rejecting his moral 

demands they are in fact disowning him as their Master and repudiating his authority as 

Lord. 

This description of the false teachers, however, is more than empirical observation. For 

just such people, Jude claims, were long ago described in prophecy, which also predicted 

their condemnation by God. This is the claim which Jude will go on to substantiate by 

means of his midrash on a series of types and prophecies in vv 5–19. 

Jude‘s purpose in seeking to demonstrate that the false teachers and their condemnation 

have been prophesied is not to comfort his readers with the assurance that all is happening 

according to God‘s plan—though this may be an incidental effect. Still less is he indulging 

in mere denunciation. The point is to prove that the libertine teaching and practice of these 

people puts them into a class of people who, according to Scripture, incur God‘s wrath and 

condemnation, and that therefore they constitute a severe danger, which Jude‘s readers 



must resist, to the churches. Jude is alerting them to one of the great dangers of the last 

times in which they are living. The method of argument he will adopt is therefore 

appropriately the method of apocalyptic interpretation of OT types and prophecies (vv 

5–19). 

This danger (v 4, substantiated in vv 5–19) is really the presupposition for Jude‘s main 

purpose in writing his letter, stated in the appeal of v 3. He writes to urge his readers to 

continue the fight on behalf of the Christian gospel. In the false teachers‘ attack on the 

moral implications of the gospel, Jude sees the gospel itself (―the faith‖) at stake, and here 

he is at one with all the NT writers. God‘s purpose in the gospel is to save sinners, not to 

promote sin. 

Like other NT writers, Jude identifies the true gospel as the one which the apostles who 

founded the churches preached to the first converts. This appeal to the past, and to a form 

of tradition, is not to be seen as an ―early Catholic‖ fossilization of the faith into fixed 

formulae of orthodox belief. Rather it was present in early Christianity from the start, 

bound up with the notion of the apostolate, and necessarily inherent in a message about 

God‘s saving action in historical events. It excludes neither the living inspiration of the 

Spirit nor legitimate theological development, but requires that they be tested against the 

standard of the original gospel. 

Jude‘s appeal to contend for the faith is not further developed until vv 20–23, in which he 

will explain what it involves. 

Three Old Testament Types (Jude 5–10) 
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Translation 
5
Now I should like to remind you, though you have been informed of all things once and for 

all,a 

that the Lordb 

who saved a people out of the land of Egypt, on the second occasion 

destroyed those who did not believe. 
6
The angels, too, who did not keep their 

own position of authority, but abandoned their proper home, he has kept in 

eternal chains in the nether darknessc until the judgment of the great day. 
7
Similarly Sodom and Gomorrah and the neighboring towns, which 

practiced immorality in the same way as the angels and hankered afterd 

strange flesh, are exhibited as an example by undergoing the punishment of 

eternal fire. 
8
Yet in the same way also these people, on the strength of their dreams, defile the 

flesh, reject the authority of the Lord, and slander the glorious ones. 
9
But when Michael the archangel, in debate with the devil, disputed about 

the body of Moses, he did not presume to condemn him for slander,e but 

said, ―May the Lord rebuke you!‖ 
10

But these people slander whatever they do not understand, while by the things they do 

understand, instinctively, like unreasoning animals, they are destroyed. 

Notes 

a. a{pax is placed by some MS
s (a 

 1739 al) after kuvrio", ―Lord,‖ but this reading (though defended by Mayor and Black, 

―Notes‖) should probably be seen as an attempt to supply a ―first time‖ corresponding to 

the difficult to; deuvteron, ―the second occasion.‖ The opposition to to; deuvteron is 

possible (examples in Mayor, 29), but a{pax strictly means ―once only‖ rather than ―first in 

a series,‖ and v 3 supports the connection with eijdovta", ―having been informed.‖ 



b. Most MS
s read kuvrio" (or oJ kuvrio"), but some important MS

s and versions (A B vg 

copsa, bo
 eth Origen) have ÆIhsoù", a few have oJ qeov", and P72

 has qeov" cristov". Probably 

kuvrio" should be preferred since it could have given rise to the other readings as attempts 

to resolve the ambiguity in kuvrio" (cf. the similar readings at 1 Cor 10:9). It is not likely 

that Jude would have used ÆIhsoù" of the preexistent Christ (despite Hanson, Jesus Christ, 

165–67; F. F. Bruce, This is That [Exeter: Paternoster, 1968] 35–36): other NT examples (2 

Cor 8:9; Phil 2:5–6; and perhaps Heb 2:9) have the Incarnation directly in view. Nor could 

Jude have used ÆIhsoù" for the OT Joshua (as Jerome, In Jovin. 1.21, thought; also Kellett, 

―Note‖; Wikgren, ―Problems,‖ 148–49) since Joshua did not destroy the unbelievers (v 5b) 

or keep the angels in chains (v 6). In the second century, however, the coincidence of 

names between Joshua son of Nun and Jesus Christ was frequently exploited in the interests 

of typology (Barn. 12:8; Justin, Dial. 24.2; 75.1–2; Clement Alex., Paed. 1.60.3), and 

Joshua as a type of Jesus could be said to have led the people out of Egypt (Justin, Dial. 

120.3). This typology could not have been intended by Jude (since it could not apply to v 6, 

which has the same subject), but could have attracted a scribe (who could miss its pitfalls) 

and account for his changing kuvrio" to ÆIhsoù", rather than to Cristov" (which would, as 

Spitta objects, be expected otherwise, and is the corresponding variant in 1 Cor 10:9). 

c. Lucifer and one MS of the Old Latin add ajgivwn ajggevlwn before uJpo; zovfon; 

Clement Alex. adds ajgrivwn (read aJgivwn?) ajggevlwn after uJpo zovfon. It is possible that 

this addition belongs to the original text, and refers to Raphael and Michael, who, in 1 

Enoch 10:4–5, 11–12, are responsible tot chaining the fallen angels (cf. Milik, Enoch, 177), 

but Mees (CDios 181 [1968] 555–6) considers it an explanatory gloss. 

d. lit. ―went after‖ (ajpelqoùsai ojpivsw), cf. the LXX idiom poreuvesqai ojpivsw qewǹ 
eJterẁn ―to go after other gods‖ (Judg 2:12; 3 Kgdms 11:10). 

e. krivsin ejpenegkeìn blasfhmiva". Many translations and commentators take 

blasfhmiva" to be a ―genitive of quality,‖ equivalent to a Semitic adjectival genitive 

(Moule, Idiom Book, 175; Chaine, 276): ―a reviling judgment‖ (RS
v), ―a slanderous 

accusation‖ (NI
v). This appears to fit the context in Jude, and is also in line with 2 Pet 2:11 

(blavsfhmon krivsin, ―a slanderous judgment‖). But the meaning of Jude‘s phrase must be 

determined in the first place by his source, according to which Satan had ―slandered‖ 

(ejblasfhvsei kata;) Moses by accusing him of murder, and Michael, not tolerating this 

slander (blasfhmiva), appealed to God‘s judgment against him (see texts D, M and n. in the 

Excursus). From this context it seems the point is not that Michael refrained from 

slandering the devil, nor even that he refrained from bringing a charge of slander against 

the devil (NE
b Margin: ―to charge him with blasphemy‖), since Michael‘s words virtually 

amount to such a charge. The point is that he refrained from taking it upon himself to 

pronounce judgment on Satan for his slandering of Moses. Only God could judge Satan‘s 

accusation to be false, i.e., slanderous. Thus a krivsin blasfhmiva" would be a 

condemnation of the devil for his slander. 

Form/Structure/Setting 

At the beginning of this section Jude moves from the opening to the main body of his 

letter by means of a version of the stylistic device which White, in his study of the form of 

the Greek letter, calls ―the fuller disclosure formula.‖ The standard form of this is ―I wish 



you to know that …‖ (examples from the papyri in White, Body, 3; some NT examples are 

Rom 1:13; 11:25; 2 Cor 1:8; 8:1; Gal 1:11). Jude‘s version, ―I wish to remind you that …‖ 

is superficially an example of conventional polite style (cf. Rom 15:14–15; 2 Pet 1:12; 1 

Clem 53:1) but also makes a serious point (see Comment). The ―fuller disclosure formula‖ 

signifies a major transition (White, Body, 38), which Jude does not again indicate until he 

uses a similar form at v 17. This supports the exegesis that what Jude wishes to ―remind‖ 

his readers covers not just vv 5–7 but the whole section vv 5–16, which comprises his OT 

prophetic material. 

This section contains, in vv 5–7, the first of Jude‘s four citations of types and 

prophecies of the ungodly people of the last days and their doom, followed by his 

interpretation, in vv 8–10, which establishes the fulfillment in the false teachers now 

troubling the churches to which Jude writes. In this case the citation consists of a summary 

of scriptural material relating to three OT types (the first of two sets of three types, cf. v 11), 

and Jude‘s stylistic preference for triple expressions is evident not only in the selection of 

three types, but also in the three characteristics of the false teachers which he lists in the 

interpretation in v 8 (reinforced, whether intentionally or not, by the rhyme: maivnousin … 

ajqetoùsin … blasfhmou`sin: ―they defile … reject … slander‖). 

Verse 9 is a free quotation (from the T. Mos., see below) which is linked back to v 8 and 

forward to v 10 by the catchword blasfhmoùsin/blasfhmiva", ―they slander‖/―slander.‖ 

But this does not mean that vv 9–10 are an independent section comprising text (v 9) and 

interpretation (v 10). Rather, v 9 is a secondary quotation introduced in the course of the 

interpretation of the types of vv 5–7. This is shown by the fact that v 9 does not supply a 

type or prophecy of the false teachers, but an example with which they are contrasted. 

Moreover, v 10 does not simply interpret v 9 but continues the interpretation begun in v 8. 

Thus v 9 (as the catchword blasfhmiva" indicates) relates to the last clause of v 8, which v 

10 therefore takes up again in its first clause. But v 10 then continues by reverting to the 

subject of the first clause in v 8, and finally (with ejn touvtoi" fqeivfontai) ends the 

exposition of the three types by making explicit what v 8 had not yet mentioned: that the 

antitypes, like the types, have incurred judgment. 

The structure of the section is therefore: citation (vv 5–7), followed by interpretation 

(vv 8, 10), with a secondary quotation (v 9) introduced to help the interpretation. (This 

introduction of a secondary quotation in the course of the exegesis can be found 

occasionally in Qumran pesharim: 4QFlor 1:4, 12–13, 15–17; 4QpIsac;, see M.P. Horgan, 

Pesharim: Qumran Interpretations of Biblical Books [CBQMS 8; Washington, D.C.: 

Catholic Biblical Association of America, 1979] 95.) 

The pattern of citation and interpretation is marked by the change of tense (past tenses in vv 

5–7, except provkeintai, ―are exhibited,‖ and v 9; present tenses in vv 8, 10) and the use of 

out\oi, ―these people,‖ to introduce the interpretation (vv 8, 10). The latter requires some 

discussion. 

JUDE‘S USE OF out\oi 

Each of Jude‘s sections of interpretation, following the reference to types or the citation 

of a prophecy, begins with the word out\oi (―these people‖) which he appears to use as a 

formula, though in somewhat varying forms: oJmoivw" mevntoi kai; outoi and outoi dev 
(followed by verbs, vv 8, 10), outoi eijsin (followed by predicates, v 16), and twice outoi 
eijsin oiJ (followed by participles, vv 12, 19). 



The last three instances in particular have often been compared to the standard formula 

(―This is …,‖ ―These are …‖) used in the interpretation of apocalyptic dreams and visions 

(Dan 5:25–26; Zech 1:10, 19–20; 4:10, 14; Rev 7:14; 11:4; 14:4; 1 Enoch 46:3, and so on). 

Recently Ellis (―Jude,‖ 225) has compared Jude‘s use of out\oi to the use of the similar 

formula sometimes used in the pesher exegesis of Qumran to introduce the interpretation of 

a text (4QpIsab 2:6: ―These are the scoffers who are in Jerusalem‖; 2:10: ―This is the 

congregation of scoffers who are in Jerusalem‖; 4QFlor 1:2: ―This is the house which …‖; 

1:3, 11, 17–18; 2:1; 4QpIsaa 3:9; cf. CD 4:14). Although this formula is rare in the Qumran 

texts, as compared with the more usual formulae including the word ―pesher,‖ it is perhaps 

significant that it occurs especially in the ―thematic pesher‖ 4QFlor, which resembles Jude‘s 

midrash more than the ―continuous pesharim.‖ An example of a similar usage in the NT is 

Gal 4:24 (―These women are …‖). 

In both of these formulae, the apocalyptic formula and the pesher formula, the 

demonstrative pronoun refers to that which is to be interpreted, a figure in the vision or an 

object mentioned in the text. Thus 4QpIsab 2:6–7 means: ―These (people to whom the text 

refers) are the scoffers who are in Jerusalem (in our time)‖ In the two instances where Jude 

uses outoi eijsin oiJ (vv 12, 19), ―these are the ones who …‖ (exactly equivalent to the 

Qumran: … r•a 
 … µh hla 
), he conforms to this usage. In v 12 out\oi refers to the people mentioned in v 11; in v 

19 out\oi are the scoffers of whom the apostles prophesied (v 18). 

But Jude‘s use of the formula is flexible, and in the other cases out\oi does not refer to 

that which is to be interpreted, but to those people to whom the interpretation applies, the 

contemporary fulfillment of the text (so vv 8, 10, 16): it means ―these people we are talking 

about, the people who have infiltrated your churches.‖ Here the formula is used to 

introduce a statement about the false teachers which demonstrates that they are the 

fulfillment of the type or the prophecy, but it does not state the identification directly in the 

way that the more usual use of the formula does. Perhaps this variation results from Jude‘s 

desire, not simply to assert that these types and prophecies refer to the false teachers, but to 

show that the false teachers‘ behavior corresponds to them. 

A partial parallel to this use of out\oi, especially in v 8, can be found in 1 Tim 3:8: ―As 

Jannes and Jambres …, so also these people …‖ (ou{tw" kai; outoi). 
For Jude‘s use of touvtoi" (v 14) in the introduction to a quotation, see on v 14. 

THE BACKGROUND AND SOURCES OF VV 5–7 

For his list of three examples of divine judgment on sinners in vv 5–7, Jude has drawn 

on a traditional schema in which such examples were listed. Other passages which provide 

evidence of this tradition are Sir 16:7–10; CD 2:17–3:12; 3 Macc 2:4–7; T. Napht. 3:4–5; m. 

Sanh. 10:3; 2 Pet 2:4–8 (partially dependent on Jude). Most of these passages are studied by 

Berger, ZNW 61 (1970) 27–36; and Schlosser, RB 80 (1973) 26–34, who demonstrate the 

connections between them; but Berger‘s interpretation of Sir 16:6–10 is corrected by D. 

Lührmann, ―Noah und Lot (Lk 17
26–29

)—ein Nachtrag,‖ ZNW 63 (1972) 131. The variations 

in the examples listed in these passages are clearly variations in a traditional list: 

Sirach 

CD 

3 Macc 



m. Sanh. 

  

Watchers 

  

  

giants 

giants 

giants 

  

  

generation of the 

  

generation of the 

  

Flood 

  

Flood 

  

sons of Noah 

  

generation of the 

  

  

  

dispersion 

Sodom 

  

Sodom 

Sodom 

  

sons of Jacob 

  

  

Canaanites 

Israel in Egypt 

Pharaoh and 

spies 

  

  

Egyptians 

  

generation of the 

Israel at Kadesh 

  

generation of the 

wilderness 

  



  

wilderness 

  

  

  

company of Korah 

Jubilees 

T. Naphtali 

Jude 

2 Peter 

gaints 

Sodom 

generation of the 

Watchers 

Sodom 

Watchers 

wilderness 

generation of the 

  

  

Watchers 

Flood 

  

  

Sodom 

Sodom 

  

Jude‘s three examples in fact form the core of the traditional list. (The Watchers and their 

sons the giants are closely related examples. Israel at Kadesh [the wilderness generation] is 

omitted for good reason in 3 Macc 2, where the historical context has led to the substitution 

of Israel‘s enemies the Egyptians, and in T. Napht. 3 and Jub. 20:5, which are represented as 

spoken before Exodus.) It should be noted that the lists usually follow chronological order: 

only the T. Napht. and Jude diverge from this order. 

The main context of the traditional schema was Jewish paraenesis in which the hearers 

were warned not to follow these examples (cf. especially the contexts in Sir 16:6–14; CD 

2:14–17; T. Napht. 3:1–4; Jub. 20:2–7; but in 3 Macc 2 the tradition is used in the context of 

a prayer for similar divine judgment), and usually the examples follow, as illustrations, a 

general maxim about God‘s punishment of sin (Sir 16:6; CD 2:16; 3 Macc 2:3–4a; cf. T. 

Napht. 3:3). Apart from 3 Macc 2, the emphasis is on sin as apostasy (Sir 16:7, 10: revolt, 

hardness of heart; CD 2:17–3:12: stubbornness of heart, rebelling against and not keeping 

God‘s commandments, choosing their own will; T. Napht. 3:2–5: departure from the 

Godgiven order of their nature), and Jude also reflects this em 

Probably this Jewish schema had been taken up in the paraenesis of the primitive 

church and used in the initial instruction of converts: hence Jude can refer to it as already 

well-known to his readers (v 5a). But the use Jude makes of it is not paralleled in the 

Jewish texts. In Jude the examples are not given as warnings to his readers, but as prophetic 



types of which the false teachers (out\oi, v 8) are the antitypes. So instead of a general 

maxim and paraenetic application of the examples, Jude adds in vv 8–10 an interpretation 

of the three types, applying them to the false teachers. In doing so, he treats his version of 

the tradition practically as a scriptural citation, no doubt because it represents a traditional 

summary of scriptural material. Was Jude‘s use of the tradition as typological prophecy of 

the false teachers his own innovation, or had it already been adapted in this way in the 

Christian tradition with which his readers were familiar? In favor of the latter, it could be 

urged that such use of OT types is found elsewhere in NT writings (1 Tim 3:8–9; Rev 2:14, 

20; cf. CD 5:18–19). 

There are some detailed contacts with the tradition which should be noted. The idea of 

Sodom as an example (dei`gma, v 7) is found in 3 Macc 2:5 (paravdeigma). The stylistic 

link between Jude‘s second and third examples (wJ" … o{moion, v 7), and between the three 

examples and the false teachers (oJmoivw" mevntoi kaiv, v 8), is used in T. Napht. 3:5 to link 

the two examples of Sodom and the Watchers (oJmoivw" de; kaiv; cf. also 4:1); it must have 

been a feature of the tradition as Jude knew it. Moreover, the parallelism between the kinds 

of sin of which Sodom and the Watchers were guilty, which this stylistic link conveys in T. 

Napht., reappears in Jude. 

For the detailed description of his second example, the Watchers, Jude has drawn on the 

account in 1 Enoch (see the passages quoted in the Comment), which he knew well. The 

fact that Jude‘s vocabulary, however, does not reflect that of the Greek version of 1 Enoch, 

while at one point (―the judgment of the great day,‖ see Comment) he seems to depend on a 

phrase as it stands in the Aramaic, but not in the Greek as we have it, may indicate that he 

knew 1 Enoch in its original Aramaic form rather than in its Greek translation. (Much 

stronger evidence for this conclusion will be found in v 14.) 

THE BACKGROUND AND SOURCE OF V 9 

See the detailed discussion in the Excursus, where it is argued that Jude has drawn his 

information from the lost ending of the T. Mos. and the story he found there is 

reconstructed. It belonged to a tradition of stories in which Satan, as the accusing angel, and 

the chief of the angels, acting as the patron of God‘s people, engaged in legal disputes over 

the people of God. This tradition goes back to Zech 3, from which Jude‘s source drew the 

words (―May the Lord rebuke you!‖) with which Michael appeals to God against the devil‘s 

slanderous accusation. 

The story in the T. Mos. about the burial of Moses was one of a number of legends which 

grew up around the death and burial of Moses, stimulated by the account in Deut 34:1–6, in 

which Moses, though debarred by God from entering the Promised Land, was granted the 

unique privilege of burial by God himself, in a grave unknown to man. In line with the 

general tendency of intertestamental literature, the T. Mos. ascribed the burial to Michael, 

acting as God‘s agent. At Moses‘ death on Mount Nebo, the archangel was sent by God to 

remove the body to another place where he was to bury it, but before he could do so he 

encountered the devil, intent on a last attempt to gain power over Moses. The T. Mos. may 

have attributed to him the desire to bring Moses‘ body to the Israelites for them to make it 

an object of worship. He certainly wished to deprive Moses of the honor of burial by the 

archangel. 

The devil therefore engaged in a dispute with Michael for possession of the body. This 

was a legal dispute, in which Satan played his traditional role of accuser, albeit a malicious 



accuser. He endeavored to prove Moses unworthy of honorable burial by charging him with 

murder, on the grounds that he had killed the Egyptian (Exod 2:12). 

The T. Mos., however, described this accusation as slander (blasfhmiva), and related 

how Michael, not tolerating the devil‘s slander, said to him, ―May the Lord rebuke you, 

devil!‖ This was an appeal to God to assert his authority over Satan and dismiss Satan‘s 

case against Moses. The devil was thereby silenced and took flight. Michael was now able 

to take the body away for burial. 

The story functioned primarily to demonstrate that, in spite of the apparent blemishes 

on his record, God vindicated Moses as his servant, worthy of the unique honor of burial by 

his archangel, against Satan‘s attempt to claim him as a sinner. 

In Jude‘s reference to the story the words tw`/ siabovlw/ diakrinovmeno" dielevgeto peri; 
toù Mwu>sevw" swvmato" (―in debate with the devil, disputed about the body of Moses‖) 

are probably quoted from the T. Mos. (cf., in similar stories, 4Q b
 1:10–11: ―disputed 

about me … were carrying on a great contest about me‖; Origen, Hom. 15 on Luke: 

―disputing‖; and text B in the Excursus), as are the words ―May the Lord rebuke you!‖ (texts 
A, E&, M;, n. in the Excursus). 

Comment 

5. ïUpomnh̀sai de; uJma`" bouvlomai, eijdovta" a{pax pavnta, ―Now I should like to 

remind you, though you have been informed of all things once and for all‖ is more than a 

tactful formula, complimenting his readers on their knowledge (such as we find in 1 Clem 

53:1). Like similar NT passages (Rom 15:14–15; 1 Thess 4:9; 1 John 2:21, 27) it has 

theological significance. a{pax (―once and for all‖) recalls v 3. The apostolic faith, in which 

Jude‘s readers were thoroughly instructed at the time of their conversion, is definitive and 

complete; it does not need supplementing. Therefore Jude need not give fresh information, 

as perhaps the false teachers did, but need only remind his readers. 

―Reminding‖ and ―remembering‖ (v 17) are essential to biblical religion as grounded in 

God‘s acts in history (cf. B. S. Childs, Memory and Tradition in Israel [SBT 37; London: 

SCM Press, 1962]). As Jewish writers urged their readers to ―remember‖ the tradition of 

God‘s redemptive acts (especially in Deuteronomy) and commandments (e.g. Num 

15:39–40; Mal 4:4; Jub. 6:22; 2 Apoc. Bar. 84:2, 7–9), so early Christian writers recalled 

their readers to the tradition of the apostolic gospel (Rom 15:15; 1 Cor 11:2; 2 Thess 2:5; 2 

Tim 2:8, 14; 2 Pet 1:12; 3:1–2; Rev 3:3). Though this becomes especially prominent in 

contexts where the faithful preservation of the tradition against heretical deviations needs 

emphasis, there is no need to regard it as a late feature in Jude (against, e.g., Schelkle). Nor 

need such an emphasis imply stale repetition; it is by recalling the gospel that its meaning is 

more deeply understood and its relevance freshly experienced. 

pavnta (―all things‖) could mean simply ―all that I wish to tell you‖ (so Spitta, Mayor 

clxxxiv, Grundmann), but with a{pax, ―once and for all,‖ more naturally means ―all the 

essentials of the faith in which the apostles instructed you at the time of your conversion‖ 

(of. v 17). In this original instruction the specific subjects of Jude‘s reminder here (vv 

5–16) were included. This need not mean that all the detailed content of these verses was 

already familiar to Jude‘s readers, but since his references to OT and apocryphal materials 

are not always self-explanatory, he may be drawing to a considerable extent on traditional 

material. In vv 5–7 his examples, which follow a traditional Jewish list (see 



Form/Structure/Setting section), may have been used in Christian, as in Jewish, paraenesis 

as illustrations of the general maxim that sin, especially apostasy, incurs divine judgment, 

and in that case it is Jude himself who interprets the tradition as typological prophecy of 

the false teachers and their coming judgment. Similarly in vv 11 and 14–15 it may be that 

Jude himself is responsible for the application of traditional material to the false teachers. 

On the other hand, for the comparison of the false teachers of the last days with OT 

prototypes, 2 Tim 3:8–9 and Rev 2:14, 20 provide parallels which suggest that Jude‘s OT 

types may already have been interpreted in this way in the traditions he used. At any rate it 

is certain that his readers‘ original Christian instruction did include the warning that false 

teachers of immoral life were prophesied for the last days, along with their inevitable divine 

judgment (Jude 17). 

kuvrio" (―the Lord‖). In the Notes we have argued for this reading rather than ÆIhsoù", 

but the question remains whether kuvrio" itself refers to God or to the preexistent Christ (as 

Bigg; Hanson, Jesus Christ, 137; Ellis, ―Jude,‖ 232 n.40, argue). The former is the 

interpretation presupposed in 2 Pet 2:4, but this cannot decide the issue. The latter, it should 

be noticed, involves attributing not only the events of the Exodus, but also the 

imprisonment of the angels (v 6) to Christ. 

A decision must involve two considerations: (1) Are references to the activity of the 

preexistent Christ in OT history rare in the NT (John 12:41; 1 Cor 10:4, 9 are the most 

commonly admitted) or very common (as Hanson argues)? Few have found Hanson‘s case 

fully convincing. (2) Does Jude use kuvrio" consistently of Jesus? The evidence may not be 

sufficient to decide this. Jude uses kuvrio" four times with ―Jesus Christ‖ (vv 4, 17, 21, 25), 

once in a quotation from an apocryphal writer (v 9) who certainly meant ―God‖ but could 

have been interpreted by Jude to refer to Jesus, and once as an interpretative gloss in a 

quotation (v 14), where Jude certainly intended a reference to Jesus. Moreover, v 5 follows 

immediately the reference to ―our Lord Jesus Christ‖ in v 4. It is also true that NT writers 

rarely use kuvrio" of God, outside OT quotations, and sometimes (though by no means 

always) interpret the kuvrio" of OT texts (representing the Tetragrammaton) as Jesus (John 

12:41; Rom 10:13; Heb 1:10; cf. 1 Cor 10:9). 

It is difficult to weigh these factors, but it may be that, in view of Jude‘s general usage, he 

has used kuvrio" here of Jesus, not so much because he is concerned to explain the 

preexistent activity of Christ, but rather because in his typological application of these OT 

events to the present it is the Lord Jesus who has saved his people the church and will be 

the Judge of apostates. 

tou;" mh; pisteuvsanta" ajpwvlesen, ―destroyed those who did not believe,‖ refers to 

the account of Num 14, where, discouraged by the report of the majority of the spies 

returning from Canaan, the people of Israel ―murmured,‖ showing lack of faith in God‘s 

promises to give them the land and so refusing to go into Canaan. As a result, God decreed 

that all the Israelites guilty of disbelief, i.e. all aged twenty and over, with the exception of 

Joshua and Caleb, should die in the wilderness. (Num 26:64–65 records the fulfillment.) 

Jude‘s specific reference to disbelief (an act of disbelief indicated by the aorist participle) 

identifies the occasion he has in mind, for disbelief is mentioned in Num 14:11 and in other 

references to the same incident (Deut 1:32; 9:23; Ps 106:24; Bib. Ant. 15:6; Heb 3:19; 4:2); 

it was, of course, disbelief which issued in disobedience (Deut 9:23; Ps 106:25; Heb 3:19; 

4:6, 11). Since virtually the whole generation was guilty of disbelief and died in the 

wilderness, Jude will intend no contrast between the laov" (―people‖) whom the Lord saved 



and the unbelievers whom he destroyed. His point, reinforced also by the participial 

construction, is that precisely those people whom the Lord saved afterward incurred 

judgment (so Maier, BZ 2 [1904] 393–94). 

This apostasy and judgment of Israel in the wilderness was a well-known example of 

sin and judgment, used both in the traditional schema which Jude follows in these verses 

(note especially CD 3:7–9, where it receives special emphasis; Sir 16:10) and elsewhere (Ps 

95:8–11; Heb 3:7–4:11). The rabbis debated whether the wilderness generation would have 

a share in the world to come (m. Sanh. 10:3). Paul in 1 Cor 10:7–11 refers not to this but to 

other examples of sin and judgment in the wilderness, but his comment that these things 

―were written down for our instruction, upon whom the end of the ages has come‖ (10:11 

RS
v), together with the extended use of the example in Heb 3–4, show how Christian 

tradition used the experiences of the people of God in the period of the Exodus as 

instructive for the eschatological people of God in the period of the new Exodus. Jude 

depends on this typological tradition for his own application to the false teachers. 

Probably it was this especially close parallel between Israel and the church which led 

Jude to make this the first of his three types, out of chronological order. It recalls the 

judgment of the very people whom God had saved by the great salvation-event of the 

Exodus, and so was of special relevance to apostate Christians. Jude‘s use of it implies that 

he did consider the false teachers to be apostate Christians. 

to; deuvteron (―on a second occasion‖) is hard to explain with precision. To suggest that a 

second destruction of Israel in A.D. 70 is in mind (Zahn, Introduction, 253–55, 261–62) 

makes Jude‘s point improbably involved. Some (Spitta; Berger, ZNW 61 [1970] 36) suggest 

a second occasion of disbelief, corresponding to a first occasion at the Red Sea (Exod 

14:10–12; Ps 107:7), but (1) there were many other intervening instances of unbelief (Num 

14:22; Ps 78:40–41), and (2) in that case we should expect to; deuvteron to follow touv". It 

is more likely that Jude intends to distinguish a first occasion on which God acted to save 

his people (at the Exodus) and a second occasion on which he acted to judge their disbelief 

(Chaine, Schelkle, Kelly, Cantinat, Grundmann). In that case the point of to; deuvteron is to 

emphasize that this is an act of judgment on apostasy; the people whom the Lord had saved 

were not thereby immune from subsequent judgment. Applied to the antitypes, Jude means 

that the first occasion on which the Lord acted in relation to Christians, to save them, will 

be followed by a second occasion, the Parousia, when he will judge apostate Christians. 

6. ajllevlou" are the angels (known as the Watchers) who, according to Jewish tradition, 

descended from heaven to marry human wives and corrupt the human race in the period 

before the Flood. This was how the account of the ―sons of God‖ in Gen 6:1–4 was 

universally understood (so far as our evidence goes) until the mid-second century A.D. (1 

Enoch 6–19; 21; 86–88; 106:13–15, 17; Jub. 4:15, 22; 5:1; CD 2:17–19; 1QapGen 2:1; Tg. 

Ps.-J. Gen. 6:1–4; T. Reub. 5:6–7; T. Napht. 3:5; 2 Apoc. Bar. 56:10–14), though the 

tradition took several varying forms. From the time of R. Simeon b. Yohai in the 

mid-second century A.D., the traditional exegesis was replaced in Judaism by an insistence 

that the ―sons of God‖ were not angels but men. In Christianity, however, the traditional 

exegesis had a longer life, questioned only in the third century and disappearing in the fifth 

century. 

Originally the fall of the Watchers was a myth of the origin of evil (so 1 Enoch 6–19), 

but by the first century A.D. its importance was already waning as the origin of evil was 

focused rather on the fall of Adam (e.g. Rom 5; 4 Ezra). This is no doubt why there are only 



a few allusions to it in the NT (1 Pet 3:19–20; 2 Pet 2:4; perhaps 1 Cor 11:10; 1 Tim 2:9). 

But it was still widely known and accepted, especially in those Jewish Christian circles 

where the Enoch literature remained popular. Perhaps it was largely owing to the influence 

of those circles and the continuing popularity of the Enoch literature in second-century 

Christianity that the fall of the Watchers retained its place in the Christian tradition longer 

than in Judaism, where the Enoch literature fell out of favor in rabbinic circles. 

Jude‘s reference is directly dependent on 1 Enoch 6–19, which is the earliest extant account 

of the fall of the Watchers (from the early second century B.C. at the latest: Milik, Enoch, 

22–25, 28, 31), and he shows himself closely familiar with those chapters. They tell how, in 

the days of Jared (Gen 5:18), two hundred angels under the leadership of  and 

, filled with lust for the beautiful daughters of men, descended on Mount Hermon 

and took human wives. Their children, the giants, ravaged the earth, and the fallen angels 

taught men forbidden knowledge and all kinds of sin. They were therefore responsible for 

the total corruption of the world on account of which God sent the Flood. The Watchers 

were punished by being bound under the earth until the Day of Judgment, when they will 

be cast into Gehenna. Their children, the giants, were condemned to destroy each other in 

battle (10:9), but their spirits became the evil spirits responsible for all evil in the world 

between the Flood and the Day of Judgment (15:8–16:1). It is clear that for the author of 

these chapters the judgment of the Watchers and men at the time of the Flood prefigured 

the final elimination of all evil at the Last Judgment. The parallel will also have been in 

Jude‘s mind when he used the Watchers as a type of the false teachers of the last days. 

It is unnecessary to suppose that Jude is dependent on the Greek myth of the Titans, 

recounted in Hesiod‘s Theogony. The resemblances between the Greek and Jewish myths is 

probably largely due to their common derivation from ancient Near Eastern myth. The 

Greek myth may have had some minor influence on the Jewish tradition (cf. Glasson, 

Influence, 63–67; Delcor, RHR 190 [1976] 30, 3940, 44) and certainly some Jewish writers 

identified the Titans with the fallen angels or with their sons the giants (see Comment on 2 

Pet 2:4). But Jude‘s use of desmoiv (―chains‖) and zovfo" (―darkness‖), which are also used 

of the Titans chained in the darkness of Tartarus (Hesiod, Theog. 718, 729) is insufficient to 

show that he made this identification or knew Hesiod. 

Older exegetes understood Jude 6 to refer to the fall of Satan and his angels before the 

fall of Adam; but Jude‘s dependence on 1 Enoch is clear from the close parallels in this 

verse (see below) and also from the allusion in v 7 (see below) to the fact that the angels‘ 

sin was sexual intercourse with mortal women. Dubarle (―Péché‖) accepts the allusions to 1 

Enoch in v 6, but suggests that Jude is making primary reference, in terms of the myth of 

the fallen angels, to the spies (ajggevlou" = messengers) in Num 13, who forsook their 

eminent position (ajrchvn) among the people and abandoned the land (oijkhthvrion) which 

God had promised them. But it is hard to see how Jude‘s readers could have detected this 

supposedly primary layer of meaning, and again the allusion in v 7 to the angels‘ 

intercourse with women rules it out. 

ajrchvn here means a position of heavenly power or sphere of dominion, which the 

angels exercised over the world in the service of God (cf. Jub. 2:2; 5:6; 1 Enoch 82:10–20; 

1QM 10:12; 1QH 1:11; Justin, 2 Apol. 5.2). (Cf. ajrcaiv as a rank of angels in T. Levi 3:8; 2 

Enoch 20:1; and as cosmic powers in Rom 8:38; Eph 1:21; 3:10; 6:12; Col 1:16; 2:15.) 

Papias (ap. Andr. Caes., In Apoc. 34:12) says that to some of the angels God ―gave 

dominion (a[rcein) over the affairs of the earth, and ordered them to rule (a[rcein) well … 



But their order (tavxin) ended in nothing.‖ 

ajpolipovnta" to; i[dion oijkhthvrion, ―abandoned their proper home‖: cf. 1 Enoch 12:4; 

15:3: ―you left (Greek: ajpelivpete) the high, holy and eternal heaven‖; 15:7: ―the spirits of 

heaven, in heaven is their dwelling‖ (Greek: hJ katoivkhsi" aùtwǹ). 

The two participial phrases, in synonymous parallelism, stress the apostasy of the 

angels, which Jude intends to compare with that of the false teachers. The fact that sexual 

immorality was also involved in the angels‘ sin will become apparent in v 7. 

eij" krivsin megavlh" hJmevra", ―until the judgment of the great day‖: cf. 1 Enoch 10:12 (= 

IVQE
nb

 1:4:11, Milik, Enoch, 175): Michael is to bind the fallen angels ―for seventy 

generations in the valleys of the earth, until the great day of their judgment.‖ The adjective 

―great,‖ lost in the Greek and Ethiopic versions of 1 Enoch, is now found in the 4Q Aramaic 

fragment (Aramaic: abr amwy d[ 
). The precise phrase ―great day of judgment‖ is unusual, cf. 1 Enoch 22:11; 84:4; Tg. Neof. 

Deut. 32:34; more usual is ―great day of the Lord‖ (Joel 2:11, 31 [= Acts 2:20]; Zeph 1:14; 

Mal 4:5; 2 Enoch 18:6), cf. Rev 6:17 (―great day of their wrath‖); 16:18 (―great day of God 

Almighty‖); 1 Enoch 54:6 (―that great day‖). 

desmoì" aji>divoi" uJpo; zovfon tethvrhken, ―he has kept in eternal chains in the nether 

darkness‘‖ cf. 1 Enoch 10:4–6: ―Bind  hand and foot, and cast him into the darkness 

(Greek: skovto"): and make an opening in the desert, which is in Daddu‘el (see Milik, 

Enoch, 30), and cast him therein. And place upon him rough and jagged rocks, and cover 

him with darkness (skovto"), and let him abide there forever, and cover his face that he 

may not see light. And on the day of the great judgment he shall be cast into the fire.‖ 

Jude‘s language reflects both this judgment on  and the judgment on  and 

the rest of the fallen Watchers in 10:12 (quoted above). His phrase uJpo; zovfon (not in the 

Greek Enoch) is commonly used in Greek poetry for the underworld (Homer, Il. 21:56; 

Odes Sol. 11:57, 155; 20:356; Hesiod, Theog. 729; Aeschylus, Pers. 839; Sib. Or. 4:43). 

The chains, to which Jude refers, are very prominent in the tradition of the fall of the 

Watchers (cf. 1 Enoch 13:1; 14:5; 54:3–5; 56:1–4; 88:1; 4QEnGiantsa 8:14 [Milik, Enoch, 

315]; Jub. 5:6; 2 Apoc. Bar. 56:13; Origen, C. Cels 5.52; Oxford MS. 2340 § 19, quoted 

Milik, Enoch, 332). 

The angels‘ imprisonment is only temporary, until the Day of Judgment when they will 

be transferred to the fire of Gehenna, but the chains are called ―eternal‖ (aji>divo", 

synonymous with aijwnivo" v 7, no doubt chosen for stylistic variation, cf. 4 Macc 10:15). 

Jude‘s terminology seems here to depend on 1 Enoch 10:5, where  is bound ―forever‖ 

(Greek C: eij" tou;" aijẁna"; S: ei;" to;n aijẁna) until the judgment. Here ―forever‖ must 

mean ―for the duration of the world until the Day of Judgment‖ (= the seventy generations 

of 10:12). The same usage appears in 14:5 (= 4QEnc
 1:6:15, Milik, Enoch, 193, 195): ―to 

bind you (the fallen angels) for all the days of eternity‖ (Aramaic: [�[ymwy lwk d[aml 
); Jub. 5:10 (evidently dependent on 1 Enoch 10): ―they were bound in the depths of the 

earth forever, until the day of the great condemnation.‖ (Cf. also Josephus, BJ 6.434, where 

desmoì" aijwnivoi", ―eternal chains,‖ refers to life imprisonment.) 

With tethvrhken, ―kept,‖ cf. 2 Enoch 7:2: the Watchers, imprisoned in the second 

heaven, are ―reserved for and awaiting the eternal judgment‖; 18:4: they are ―kept in great 

darkness‖ in the second heaven, until (18:6) they are ―punished at the great day of the 

Lord.‖ The coincidences of language with Jude are striking, but may reflect only common 



dependence on 1 Enoch (with ―kept‖ as a chance coincidence), or even the influence of Jude 

6 on 2 Enoch cf. also T. Reub. 5:5 (of women such as those who seduced the Watchers): eij" 
kovlasin toù aijẁno" tethvrhtai, ―has been kept for eternal punishment.‖ 

One reason for Jude‘s use of threìn, ―to keep,‖ here is to make a grim play on words 

with mh; thrhvsanta" (―did not keep‖) in the first part of the verse. Since the angels have 

not kept their position, the Lord now keeps them chained. This is an example of the 

common practice of describing a sin and its judgment in corresponding terms, so that the 

punishment fits the crime (lex talionis; cf., e.g., 1 Cor 3:17; Rev 16:6). threìn seems to be 

one of Jude‘s catchwords (cf. vv 1, 13, 21). The angels contrast with faithful Christians who 

should keep their position in God‘s love (v 21) and whom God keeps safe, not for judgment 

but for salvation at the Last Day (v 1). Such plays on the word are not unlikely, since 

threìn, a common word in early Christian (especially Johannine) vocabulary, is similarly 

played on elsewhere (John 17:6, 11–12; Rev 3:10). 

7. Sovdom kai; GoJmorra, ―Sodom and Gomorrah,‖ had long been regarded as the paradigm 

case of divine judgment (Deut 29:23; Isa 1:9; 13:19; Jer 23:14; 49:18; 50:40; Lam 4:6; Hos 

11:8; Amos 4:11; Zeph 2:9; Sir 16:8; 3 Macc 2:5; Jub. 16:6, 9; 20:5; 22:22; 36:10; T. Asher 

7:1; Philo, Quaest. Gen. 4:51; Josephus, BJ 5.566; Matt 10:15; 11:24; Mark 6:11; Luke 

10:12; 17:29). 

aiJ peri; aujta;" povlei", ―and the neighboring towns.‖ The five Cities of the Plain were 

Sodom and Gomorrah, Admah, Zeboiim and Zoar, but Zoar was spared the judgment (Gen 

19:20–22). 
to;n o{moion trovpon touvtoi" ejkporneuvsasai kai; ajpelqoùsai ojpivsw sarko;" 

eJtevra", ―which practiced immorality in the same way as the angels and hankered after 

strange flesh.‖ The second clause explains the first. As the angels fell because of their lust 

for women, so the Sodomites desired sexual relations with angels. The reference is to the 

incident in Gen 19:4–11. sarko;" eJtevra", ―strange flesh,‖ cannot, as many commentators 

and most translations assume, refer to homosexual practice, in which the flesh is not 

―different‖ (eJtevra"); it must mean the flesh of angels. The sin of the Sodomites (not, 

strictly, of the other towns) reached its zenith in this most extravagant of sexual aberrations, 

which would have transgressed the order of creation as shockingly as the fallen angels did. 

The two cases are similarly brought together in T. Napht. 3:4–5. 

In Jewish tradition the sin of Sodom was rarely specified as homosexual practice 

(though Philo, Abr. 135–36 is a notable account of Sodomite homosexuality, and cf. Mos. 

2.58). The incident with the angels is usually treated as a violation of hospitality, and the 

Sodomites are condemned especially for their hatred of strangers (Wis 19:14–15; Josephus, 

Ant. 1:194; Pirqe R. El. 25), their pride and selfish affluence (Ezek 16:49–50; 3 Macc 2:5; 

Josephus, Ant. 1.194; Philo, Abr. 134; Tg. Ps.-J. Gen. 13:13; 18:20), or their sexual 

immorality in general (Jub. 16:5–6; 20:5; T. Levi 14:6; T. Benj. 9:1). So it is not very likely 

that Jude means to accuse the false teachers of homosexual practice (Kelly), and we can 

hardly speculate that they desired sexual relations with angels—even in their ―dreams‖ (v 

8). 

Jude‘s intention in stressing here the peculiar sexual offenses of both the Watchers and the 

Sodomites is probably to highlight the shocking character of the false teachers‘ violation of 

God-given order. This is the emphasis in T. Napht. 3, which belongs to the same tradition as 

Jude uses here (―Sun, moon and stars do not change their order; so should you also not 

change the law of God by the disorderliness of your deeds … that you become not as 



Sodom, which changed the order of her nature [ejngvllaxe tavxin fuvsew" aujth"]. In the 

same way also the Watchers changed the order of their nature …‖; and cf. the same idea of 

sin as violation of the created order in 1 Enoch 2–5). In rejecting the commandments of 

God, the false teachers were rebelling against the divinely established order of things as 

flagrantly as the Watchers and the Sodomites had done. Moreover, in doing so they were 

motivated, like the Watchers and the Sodomites, by sexual lust, and, like the Sodomites, 

insulted angels (v 8). 

provkeintai deìgma, ―are exhibited as an example‖ (cf. Josephus, BJ 6:103: uJpovdeigma 
provkeitai, ―an example is exhibited‖). According to 3 Macc 2:5, God made the Sodomites 

―an example (paravdeigma) to those who should come afterward.‖ deìgma means 

―sample,‖ and so here ―example‖ in the sense of an actual instance of sinners punished (E. 

K. Lee, ―Words denoting ‗Pattern‘ in the New Testament,‖ NTS 8 [1961–62] 167), which 

serves as proof of divine punishment for later generations, who can still view it 

(provkeintai, present tense). The idea is that the site of the cities, in antiquity located on 

the south of the Dead Sea, a scene of sulfurous devastation, provided ever-present evidence 

of the reality of divine judgment. This is partly why the example was so often cited, and 

why the particular features of the judgment of Sodom and Gomorrah (fire and brimstone, 

the smoking, uninhabitable waste) (Gen 19:24–25, 28) became stock imagery of future 

judgment (Deut 29:23; Isa 34:9–10; Jer 49:17–18; Ezek 38:22; Sib. Or. 3:504–7; Rev 

14:10–11; 19:3; 20:10). So, according to Wis 10:7, the wickedness of the Cities of the Plain 

―is still attested by a smoking waste‖ (NE
b); Josephus says that ―vestiges of the divine fire‖ 

can still be seen there (BJ 4.483); and according to Philo, ―even to this day the visible 

tokens of the indescribable disaster are pointed out in Syria—ruins, cinders, brimstone, 

smoke and murky flames which continue to rise from the ground as from a fire still 

smoldering beneath‖ (Mos. 2.56; cf. Abr 141). (It is interesting to note that according to 

another tradition the hot springs and sulfurous nature of the Dead Sea region resulted from 

the fact that the prison of the fallen angels was located beneath it: 1 Enoch 67:413; Origen, 

c. Cels 5.52.) 

puro;" aijwnivou, ―eternal fire‖ (the same phrase is used in 4 Macc 12:12; 1QS 2:8; T. Zeb 

10:3; 3 Apoc. Bar. 4:16; Matt 18:8; 25:41) could be taken with dei`gma or with diJkhn, but 

perhaps better with the latter. Jude means that the still burning site of the cities is a warning 

picture of the eternal fires of hell. 

8. oJmoivw" mevntoi kai; outoi, ―Yet in the same way also these people.‖ The sins of the 

false teachers to be described in this verse correspond to those of their types as described in 

the preceding three verses. But the three sins specified in v 8 cannot be correlated each with 

one of the three types: both the Watchers and the Sodomites defiled the flesh, all three 

types flouted the authority of the Lord, only the Sodomites abused angels. All three sins, it 

should be noted, are attributable to the Sodomites, and it may be that in terms of the sins 

specified in v 8, Jude‘s list of three types was constructed to reach a climax with the third. 

In one sense, as we argued above, Israel in the wilderness was the most forceful analogy for 

Christians and was therefore placed first, but in terms of specific sins it may be the 

Sodomites who most resemble the false teachers. Thus while oJmoivw" mevntoi, ―yet in the 

same way,‖ relates generally to all three types, its immediate relation to the third is 

appropriate. mevntoi (―yet‖) will mean: in spite of these well-known examples of divine 

punishment, and particularly in spite of the fact that Sodom‘s punishment is evident for all 

to see, these people commit the same sins. 



ejnupniazovmenoi, ―on the strength of their dreams.‖ This participle (lit. ―dreaming‖) 

relates to all three main verbs, and so cannot, with oavrka miaivnousin (―defile the flesh‖), 

refer to erotic dreams. Nor does it refer simply to imagination which is not a usual sense of 

eJnupniazevsqai, ―to dream,‖ or to the slumbers of those sunk in the torpor of sin (Calvin, 

Plummer) or ―hypnotized‖ (Reicke). The reference, as most modern commentators agree, is 

to dreams as the medium of prophetic revelation, and Jude will have chosen the term since, 

although it can refer to authentic revelation (Dan 2:1; Joel 2:28 = Acts 2:17; and cf. 1 Enoch 

85:1), it is used rather often in the OT of the dreams of false prophets (ejnupniazevsqai, in 

LXX Deut 13:2, 4, 6; Isa 56:10; Jer 23:25; 36:8; and cf. ejnuvpnia yeudh̀, ―false dreams,‖ Jer 

23:32; Zech 10:2). He may also have remembered 1 Enoch 99:8: the sinners of the last days 

―will sink into impiety because of the folly of their hearts, and their eyes will be blinded 

through the fear of their hearts, and through the visions of their dreams‖ (tr. Knibb). 

(Daniel, Mus 81 [1968] 503–21, thinks ejnupniazovmenoi translates µyzj 
, ―seers,‖ which he takes to be the Essenes‘ name for themselves, but one would expect 

oiJ oJrwǹte", ―the seers,‖ as usually in LXX.) 

This information about the false teachers is not derived from the types in vv 5–7, and 

must indicate that they claimed visionary experiences in which they received revelation (cf. 

2 Cor 12:1–3; Col 2:18). This is the first real hint that Jude‘s opponents were guilty not 

simply of antinomian practice, but also of antinomian teaching, for which they claimed the 

authority of prophetic revelations. Since, however, it is in the next section (vv 11–13) that 

Jude will focus on their character as teachers and corrupters of other people, we should 

probably take the reference to their visions here as indicating primarily the authority they 

claim for their own antinomian practice, rather than the authority they claim in teaching 

others to sin, though no doubt their visions did also serve the latter function. 

Visionary revelations were common to apocalyptic Judaism, primitive Christianity, and 

contemporary paganism, and so we cannot say that this characteristic identifies the false 

teachers as Gnostics. 

The relation of the particle ejnupniazovmenoi to the three main verbs should probably be 

taken to mean, not that they committed these offenses while experiencing visions, but that it 

was the revelations received in their visions which authorized their practices. 

savrka me;n miaivnousin, ―they defile the flesh.‖ 1 Enoch repeatedly refers to the sin of the 

fallen Watchers as ―defiling themselves‖ with women (Greek miaivnesqai, ―to defile 

themselves‖: 1 Enoch 7:1; 9:8; 10:11; 12:4; 15:3, 4; cf. 69:5; IVQEnGiants
c
, Milik, Enoch, 

308; Oxford MS 2340, quoted Milik, Enoch, 331), while according to Jub. 16:5 the 

Sodomites ―defile themselves and commit fornication in their flesh.‖ Jude is therefore 

identifying the sin of the false teachers as corresponding to that of the second and third 

types, and must intend a reference to sexual immorality (for the precise phrase sa;rka 
miaivnein, ―to defile the flesh,‖ cf. Sib. Or. 2:279; Herm. Man. 4:1:9; Sim. 5:7:2; and cf. 

miaivnein to; sẁma, T. Asher 4:4 v.l.; cf. also Apoc. Pet. A 32; E 10; Acts Paul & Thecla 10). 

See Comment on v 4 (ajsevlgeian). 

kuriovthta de; ajqetoùsin, ―reject the authority of the Lord.‖ The word kuriovth" here 

(which is the abstract noun from kuvrio", ―Lord,‖ meaning ―lordship‖) has been interpreted 

in three ways: (1) human authorities, ecclesiastical or civil (Calvin, Luther): but this seems 

out of place in a verse which is applying the types of vv 5–7 to the false teachers, and Jude 

shows no other sign of concern for this issue; (2) the class of angels known as kuriovthte" 

(Col 1:16; Eph 1:21; Greek Legend of Ascension of Isaiah 2:22; cf. 2 Enoch 20:1; and 



angels called kuvrioi in Apocalypse of Zephaniah, quoted Clement Alex., Strom. 5.11.77) 

(so Werdermann, Irrlehrer, 31; Moffatt): but in that case the singular kuriovthta is difficult 

(the variant reading kuriovthta" in a 
 and Origen is an attempt to eliminate the difficulty), and this clause would mean the 

same as the next; (3) the lordship of God (as in Did. 4:1) or of Christ (as in Herm. Sim. 

5:6:1) (so most modern commentators). In view of Jude‘s exegetical method of using 

catchword connections, we should link kuriovthta with kuvrio" (v 5), and ―reject the 

authority of the Lord‖ then becomes equivalent to ―deny our only Master and Lord Jesus 

Christ‖ (v 4). As in v 4, the rejection will probably be practical: the false teachers were not 

teaching Christological heresy, but by their libertine behavior they effectively rejected the 

judicial authority of the Lord who (according to vv 5–7) judges sin. 

dovxa" de; blasfhmoùsin, ―slander the glorious ones.‖ The term dovxai (lit. ―glories‖) 

for angels is attested in the Dead Sea Scrolls (µydbkn 
: 1QH 10:8; and perhaps 11QpPsaZiona

Zion 22:13) and in apocalyptic and Gnostic 

literature (2 Enoch 22:7, 10; Asc. Isa. 9:32; Codex Brucianus, in C. Schmidt and V. 

MacDermot, The Books of Jeu and the Untitled Text in the Bruce Codex [NHS 13; Leiden: 

E. J. Brill, 1978] 248–49, 266–69; Allogenes 50:19; 52:14; 55:17–18, 34; 57:25; probably 

also Exod 15:11 LXX). Probably they are so called because they participate in or embody the 

glory of God (cf. T. Jud. 25:2; T. Levi 18:5; Heb 9:5; Philo, Spec. Leg. 1.8.45). It is true that 

µydbkn 
 can also refer to illustrious men, noblemen (Isa 3:5; 23:8; Nah 3:10; Ps 149:8; 1QpHab 

4:2; 4QpNah 2:9; 3:9; 4:4; 1QM 14:11), but in these cases the Septuagint does not use dovxai, 
and one would expect a more idiomatic Greek rendering if this were Jude‘s meaning. It is 

in any case an unlikely meaning, especially in view of the parallel statement in v 10a. 

Clement of Alexandria already interpreted Jude‘s dovxai as angels. 

The false teachers ―slander‖ (or ―revile, insult‖) the angels. This is unlikely to be 

merely an implication of their antinomian behavior (like rejecting the authority of the 

Lord), but must mean that for some reason they spoke disparagingly of angels. It is 

important, for assessing the character of the false teaching, to notice that while Jude 

apparently cannot accuse the libertines of teaching which is explicitly blasphemous toward 

God or Christ, he does accuse them of slandering angels. This feature appears to be unique 

among the false teachings combated in the NT (except 2 Pet 2:10), a fact which confirms the 

view that Jude confronts a specific and actual case of false teaching, not a generalized 

caricature of heresy. 

Some commentators have thought that the dovxai must be, or at least include, evil angels, 

partly on the grounds that v 9 provides an example of respect for the devil. But this is a 

misinterpretation of v 9 (see below). The term dovxai is not elsewhere used of evil angels, 

and seems intrinsically unsuitable for such a use (Sickenberger, ―Engels,‖ 626–29). It also 

seems most improbable that Jude should have objected so strongly (both here and in v 10a) 

to insults directed at evil angels. There are no parallels to the idea that evil angels should be 

treated with respect (at Qumran there were liturgies for the cursing of Satan and his 

followers: 4Q 280–82, 286–87). While the angels in question may have been regarded as 

evil by the false teachers, Jude must have seen them as angels of God who deserve to be 

honored. This conclusion is reinforced by the close connection between this clause and the 

preceding. It is unthinkable that Jude should, in the same breath, have accused his 

opponents of rejecting the authority of the Lord and slandering the forces of Satan. 



Moreover, if the connection with vv 5–7 is to be preserved, it is relevant that the angels 

insulted by the Sodomites were messengers of God. 

This already eliminates two principal interpretations of the false teachers‘ behavior, 

which regard them as either underestimating the power or denying the existence of the 

supernatural forces of evil. These are: (1) in their confident immorality the false teachers 

are contemptuous of the demonic powers. As free spiritual men they are victorious over the 

forces of Satan, and so if they are accused of falling into their power they mock them as 

powerless and inferior to themselves (Werdermann, Irrlehrer, 33). (2) C. K. Barrett (NTS 11 

[1964–65] 139–40) suggests that the problem of food sacrificed to idols is in view (cf. 1 

Cor 8; Rev 2:14, 20). Like the Corinthians (1 Cor 8:4) the false teachers deny the idols any 

real existence, but in doing so fail to recognize the demonic powers (1 Cor 10:20) who are 

at work in pagan religion. But, apart from the objections above, neither of these 

interpretations adequately explains the word blafhmoùsin, ―they slander.‖ 

Another interpretation (3) explains the false teaching in the light of secondcentury 

Gnosticism, in which the creation of the world was attributed to the angels or archons. In 

this case the angels are the powers of this material world, enemies of the transcendent God 

and of the Gnostic, who reviles them to demonstrate his victory over them (cf. Sidebottom; 

Bultmann, Theology of the New Testament, tr. K. Grobel [London: SCM Press, 1952] 1, 

170). This view has the merit of explaining the angels as good angels in Jude‘s view but 

evil angels in his opponents‘ view. But it depends on a developed gnostic dualism of which 

there is no clear evidence in the NT, and which, if Jude‘s opponents held it, we should 

expect him to oppose much more directly and forcefully. If they were really teaching that 

the material world was created not by God but by inferior powers hostile to God, is it likely 

that Jude should merely hint at this doctrine and combat it so ineffectively? The citation in 

v 9 is a ludicrously weak response to such teaching. 

It is possible (4) that the false teachers‘ contempt for the angels was simply an 

expression of their superiority, as spiritual men who in their visions entered the heavenly 

realms, exalted above the angels (cf. 1 Cor 6:3). Such visionary experience seems, however, 

to have normally promoted excessive reverence for angels (Col 2:18; cf. Rev 19:10; 22:8) 

rather than the opposite. 

Much more plausible is (5) the view that it was the angels as givers and guardians of the 

law of Moses whom the false teachers slandered (Chaine)—and, we may add, the angels as 

guardians of the created order. This view has the advantage of cohering with what we know 

for certain about the false teachers—their antinomianism—and of making the three 

accusations in v 8 a closely connected series. All three are their rejection of the moral order 

over which the angels preside. 

According to Jewish belief, the law of Moses was mediated by angels (Jub. 1:27–29; 

Josephus, Ant. 15.136; Acts 7:38, 53; Heb 2:2) and angels watched over its observance 

(Herm. Sim. 8:3:3). They were also, more generally, the guardians of the created order (the 

office from which the Watchers apostatised, v 6), and (according to the most probable 

interpretation of 1 Cor 11:10) it is to this function of the angels that Paul refers when he 

recommends proper conduct in the Christian assembly ―because of the angels.‖ We can 

well imagine that the false teachers, reproached for conduct which offended the angels as 

the administrators of the moral order, justified themselves by proclaiming their liberation 

from bondage to these angels and speaking slightingly of them. They understood Christian 

freedom to mean freedom from moral authority and therefore from the authority of the 



angels. No doubt they aligned the angels with the forces of evil from whose power the 

Christian was delivered, and accused them of imposing the Law out of envy and malice 

toward men. In other words, their ―slandering‖ of the angels was a way of detaching the 

Law from God and interpreting it simply as an evil. 

It is tempting to suppose that at this point they were taking up Pauline teaching about 

the Law. For Paul, too, was able to use the traditional role of the angels to the disadvantage 

of the Law (Gal 3:19), and in associating the angels of the Law closely with ta; stoiceìa 
toù kovsmou, ―the elemental (powers) of the world‖ (Gal 4:3, 9; cf. Col 2:8–23; Rom 

8:33–39) imply a strongly negative attitude toward them. The Law and its guardians 

belonged to the old era of slavery from which Christ has delivered the Christian (see 

especially B. Reicke, ―The Law and This World According to Paul‖ JBL 70 [1951] 259–76). 

It is quite possible that in this respect the false teachers were closer to Pauline teaching than 

Jude was, though Jude‘s precise attitude to the Law cannot be inferred from his brief letter. 

On the other hand, for Paul the Law is ―holy and just and good‖ (Rom 7:12), its moral 

content is the permanent divine standard of righteousness, and he firmly resisted such 

antinomian conclusions as the false teachers drew. If they were inspired by Paul, they 

represent an exaggerated and seriously distorted Paulinism. Against such antinomianism, 

Jude and Paul are agreed that the Christian is liberated for, not from, righteousness. 

The attitude of Jude‘s opponents to the Law and its angels can be found in later 

Gnosticism (cf. Irenaeus, Adv Haer. 1.23.4, on Simonianism; 1.24.5, on Basilides; Treat. 

Seth 64:1–10; Testim. Truth 29:11–30:17; and on gnostic libertinism, see G. W. MacRae, 

―Why the Church Rejected Gnosticism,‖ in Jewish and Christian Self-Definition, vol. 1, 

ed(s). E. P. Sanders [London: SCM Press, 1980] 128–30), often as an interpretation of Paul 

(Pagels, Paul, 66–67). But in Gnosticism it became part of a much more thorough-going 

dualism in which the creation of the material world was also attributed to the archons. 

Without this cosmological dualism—which Jude‘s opponents lack—we cannot really speak 

of Gnosticism. Perhaps the antinomianism combated in Jude was one of the streams which 

flowed into later Gnosticism, but in itself it is not specifically gnostic. 

Finally on v 8, it is worth noticing that Jude‘s use of mevn… de; … dev has the effect of 

dividing the list of three sins between, on the one hand, savrka me;n miaivnousin (―defile 

the flesh‖), and, on the other hand, kuriovthta de; ajqetou`sin, dovxa" de; blasfhmoùsin, 

(―reject the authority of the Lord and slander the glorious ones‖). The first item of the list is 

the immoral behavior of the false teachers, the latter two items are their rejection of 

authority (of the Lord himself and of his ministers) on which the behavior is based. The 

division corresponds to that, in v 4, between th;n toù qeoù hJmwǹ cavrita metatiqevnte" 
eij" ajsevlgeian (―pervert the grace of our God into immorality‖), and to;n movnon 
despovthn kai; kuvrion hJmwǹ ÆIhsoùn Cristo;n ajrnouvmenoi (―deny our only Master and 

Lord Jesus Christ‖). This supports our view of the significance of dovxa" de; 
blasyhmoùsin (―slander the glorious ones‖). In v 10 the same twofold characterization of 

the false teachers‘ error is found, this time (because v 10 takes up the end of v 8 and v 9) in 

the reverse order. 

9. Micah;l oJ ajrcavggelo", ―Michael the archangel.‖ In Dan 12:1 and rabbinic usage 

(. 12
b
; . 110

a
) Michael is ―the great prince‖ (lwdgh r•h 

; Dan. 12:1 q: oJ a{ecwn oJ mevga": and in Dan 10:13 "one of the chief princes" 

(µyn•arj µyr•h dja 
; q: ei|" twǹ ajrcovtwn twǹ prwvtwn). The Greek ajrcavggelo" (in NT only here and 1 



Thess 4:16) came into use as equivalent to these expressions, usually applied either to the 

four (cf. 1 Enoch 40) or to the seven chief angels (1 Enoch 20:7), otherwise called ―the 

angels of the Presence.‖ In either case Michael is included in the group, and often takes the 

leading role (cf. Asc. Isa. 3:16: ―Michael the chief of the holy angels‖), especially as the 

patron of Israel (Dan 12:1; 1QM 17; probably T. Mos. 10:2) and therefore the opponent of 

Satan (cf. Rev 12:7). He played these roles in the story about the burial of Moses to which 

Jude alludes. In that story, as the T. Mos. told it, Moses was the advocate for God‘s servant 

Moses in a legal dispute with Satan his accuser. 

tw ̀ diabovlw ̀ diakrinovmeno" dielevgeto peri; toù Mwu>sevw" swvmaro", ―in debate 

with the devil, disputed about the body of Moses.‖ The words refer to a legal dispute 

(diakrinovmeno" as in Joel 4:2 LXX). The devil in his ancient role as accuser tried to 

establish Moses‘ guilt, in order to prove him unworthy of honorable burial and to claim the 

body for himself. (See details of the story in Form/Structure/Setting section and the 

Excursus.) 

oujk ejtovlmhsen krivsin ejpenegkeìn blasfhmiva", ―he did not presume to condemn 

him for slander.‖ The translation given is justified (see the Note) from the context of the 

story to which Jude alludes. In that story it was the devil who brought a slanderous 

accusation (blasfhmiva) against Moses. There is no question of Michael slandering the 

devil. The point is rather that Michael, who was the advocate and not the judge, did not take 

it on himself to reject the devil‘s accusation as malicious slander; instead he appealed to the 

Lord‘s judgment. 

Most commentators, however, prefer the translation: ―he did not presume to pronounce 

a reviling judgment upon him‖ (RS
v), on the grounds that it ―fits the context better‖ (Kelly). 

Jude has complained (v 8) that the false teachers speak abusively of Moses, and so (it is 

said) he now contrasts their behavior with that of the archangel Michael himself who 

treated even the devil with respect, not using abusive language against him. If this 

interpretation has the merit of being relatively simple, it also seems an odd way for Jude to 

have made his point. The idea that the devil should not be insulted is an unparalleled idea in 

Jewish and early Christian literature, a questionable principle in itself, and not a necessary 

deduction from Jude‘s text. It is worth asking whether closer attention to the story to which 

Jude refers can make better sense of his reference to it. 

In the first place, we should notice that the connection between blasfhmou`-sin (vv 8, 10) 

and blasfhmiva (v 9) is primarily a catchword connection. It creates a verbal, rather than 

necessarily a strict conceptual, link between the quotation and its application to the false 

teachers. It is therefore not necessary to insist that krivsin blasfhmiva" means ―a 

slanderous judgment‖ on the grounds that the false teachers‘ abuse of the angels must be 

paralleled by Michael‘s not abusing the devil. 

So far as we can tell, the principal characteristic of the false teachers was their claim to 

be free from moral authority. We have argued that they ―slandered‖ the angels (v 8) as the 

givers and guardians of the Law. They held that it was only out of envy and ill-will toward 

men that the angels had imposed the law of Moses. If it was pointed out to them that their 

behavior laid them open to the accusation of sin by the standards of the Law, they rejected 

the accusation as founded only on the malice of the angels who gave the Law. They were 

free men, not subject to the Law, and in rejecting its accusations needed to appeal only to 

their own authority as spiritual men. The authority by which spiritual men will judge angels 

(1 Cor 6:3) is sufficient to reject any accusation made against them by the angels whose 



mouthpiece is the Law. 

To expose the presumption in this attitude, Jude reminds his readers of the story, which 

they presumably knew, of the dispute between Michael and the devil over the body of 

Moses, in which the devil charged Moses with murder, i.e. with sin according to the 

standards of the Law itself. This was a story in which an accusation in the name of the Law 

was made by an angelic accuser (the devil) who was undoubtedly motivated by malice. 

Moreover, it was brought against Moses himself. According to the current Jewish estimate 

of Moses, if anyone was entitled to reject such an accusation as slanderous, it was Moses. 

Yet, as Jude points out, Moses‘ advocate Michael, the archangel himself, did not take it on 

himself to condemn the devil for malicious slander. In countering the devil‘s accusation, he 

could not dismiss it as unjustified, on his own authority. He could only appeal to the Lord‘s 

judgment. 

The point of contrast between the false teachers and Michael is not that Michael treated the 

devil with respect, and the moral is not that we should be polite even to the devil. The point 

of contrast is that Michael could not reject the devil‘s accusation on his own authority. 

Even though the devil was motivated by malice and Michael recognized that his accusation 

was slanderous, he could not himself dismiss the devil‘s case, because he was not the judge. 

All he could do was ask the Lord, who alone is judge, to condemn Satan for his slander. 

The moral is therefore that no one is a law to himself, an autonomous moral authority. Even 

if it were true—as the false teachers alleged—that when the Law accused them of sin it was 

only the malice of the angels which prompted those accusations, they would still not be 

justified in rejecting them on their own authority. Even if they were as righteous as Moses 

and had the authority of an archangel, they would not be above accusations of sin under the 

Law. They remain subject to the moral authority of the Lord. 

This interpretation has several advantages. It makes Jude‘s choice of this text for use 

against his opponents more intelligible. When its reconstructed context in the T. Mos. is 

brought into the picture it can be seen to fit the case of the false teachers much better than if 

considered in isolation. This interpretation also allows Jude to be making a much more 

serious point than the questionable idea that even the devil should not be insulted. It is not a 

question of respect for the devil as such. Jude‘s argument hinges on the devil‘s role of 

accuser, bringing accusations under the Law. Not Michael‘s respect for the devil himself, 

but his response to the devil‘s accusation, is exemplary. Finally, this interpretation exempts 

Jude from the charge that his own polemic against the false teachers is more insulting than 

Michael‘s response to the devil. It is not a question of insulting language. Jude‘s treatment 

of the false teachers is in fact quite consistent with his own principle; he does not condemn 

them on his own authority, as though he were judge over them, but appeals to the coming 

judgment of the Lord (vv. 14–15). 

jEpitimhvsai soi kuvrio", ―May the Lord rebuke you!‖ The words were already quoted 

from Zech 3:2 (LXX: jEpitimhvsai kuvrio" ejn soiv diavbole, ―the Lord rebuke you, O devil‖) 

in the T. Mos. (see Excursus). As Kee has shown, ejpitimàn, as a translation of r[g 
, frequently has a stronger sense than ―reprimand.‖ These words ―carry the connotation 

of divine conflict with the hostile powers, the outcome of which is the utterance of the 

powerful word by which the demonic forces are brought under control‖ (Kee, NTS 14 

[1968] 238): hence they are used for God‘s eschatological subjugation of his enemies (e.g. 

2 Apoc. Bar. 21:23; Asc. Isa. 4:18) and in the accounts of Jesus‘ exorcisms (Mark 1:25 etc.). 

Something of this sense is appropriate in Zech 3:2 and the T. Mos., though there is no 



eschatological reference and we must remember the context of legal dispute in both cases. 

Satan‘s power over men (over Joshua and his people in Zech 3:2, over the body of Moses in 

the T. Mos.) rests on his ability to sustain accusations against them. Thus when the angel 

(reading hwhy ûalm 
 in Zech 3:2) asks God to ―rebuke‖ Satan, he asks him to dismiss Satan‘s accusation 

and thereby assert his authority over Satan (cf. Kee, NTS 14 [1968] 239). 

For Jude, the point of the words is their appeal to God to assert his authority over Satan. 

Our interpretation of Jude‘s intention here (see above) receives some support from . 

81
a–b

 (Str-B 1, 140), which evidently illustrates later rabbinic use of the words, ―May the 

Lord rebuke you.‖ This story tells how Pelimo used to say every day, ―An arrow in Satan‘s 

eyes!‖, i.e. a defiant curse. One day, however, Satan got the better of him, and then asked 

him why he always cursed him in these terms. Pelimo asked Satan what words he ought to 

use in order to repel him. Satan replied, ―You should say, ‗The Merciful rebuke Satan!‘ 

‖The contrast is apparently between Pelimo‘s habitual curse, which was a defiant 

expression of his own ability to overcome Satan, and the words quoted from Zech 3:2, 

which are an appeal to God to overcome Satan. Probably further evidence of this kind of 

understanding of the words from Zech 3:2 in Judaism is provided by Adam and Eve 39:1, in 

which Seth silences the Serpent‘s accusations against Eve with the words, ―God the Lord 

revile thee‖ (tr. in APOT). 

In Zech 3:2 and the T. Mos. kuJrio", of course, referred to God, but it is probable that Jude 

interpreted the term as a reference to Jesus (see Comment on v 5). Jesus had the authority to 

rebuke Satan, both during his ministry (Mark 8:33) and at the Last Day (Asc. Isa. 4:18). 

10. ou;`toi de; o{sa mevn oujk oi{dasin blasfhnoùin, ―But these people slander whatever 

they do not understand.‖ Having illustrated the proper response to accusations under the 

Law, Jude resumes the direct attack on the false teachers. Their attitude to the angelic 

guardians of the Law shows that they have no real understanding of the actual role of the 

angels as the ministers of the divine Lawgiver and Judge. The clause is probably direct 

polemic against the false teachers‘ claims to understanding, for no doubt it was precisely 

the heavenly world of the angels into which, like the apocalyptic and gnostic visionaries, 

they had ascended in their visions and into which they claimed special insight. At the same 

time, the Sodomites‘ treatment of the angels may still be in Jude‘s mind, for T. Asher 7:1 

speaks of ―Sodom which knew not (hjgnovhse) the angels of the Lord, and perished for 

ever.‖ 

o{sa de; fusikw"̀ wJ" ta; a[loga zẁ/a ejpivstantai, ―while by the things they do 

understand, instinctively, like unreasoning animals.‖ This clause corresponds to savrka me;n 
miaivnousin (―defile the flesh‖) in v 8, with fusikw"̀, ―instinctively,‖ corresponding to 

a[loga zẁ/a, ―flesh,‖ and no doubt refers to the sexual indulgence of the false teachers. This 

is what they do understand—on the level of merely instinctual knowledge. Though they 

claim to be guided by special spiritual insight gained in heavenly revelations, they are in 

fact following the sexual instincts which they share with the animals. 

ejpistavntai is a standard phrase (Wis 11:15; 4 Macc 14:14, 18; Josephus, C. Apion 

2.213; Ant. 10.262) for the animals as contrasted with human rationality. (Cf. Xenophon, 

Cyropaed. 2.3.9, quoted by Mayor and Windisch, for a similar comparison between what 

men and beasts know [ejpistavntai] by instinct [fuvsei].) For the comparison of sin with 

the behavior of animals, cf. 4 Ezra; 8:29–30. 

ejn touvtoi" fqeivrontai (―they are destroyed‖): not that by their sexual indulgence they 



contract fatal diseases, but that they incur judgment, as Israel in the wilderness and the 

Cities of the Plain were destroyed (cf. 1 Cor 3:17). (The idea which 2 Pet 2:12 introduces, 

that destruction is the natural fate of unreasoning animals, was probably not in Jude‘s 

mind.) 

Explanation 

To help his readers resist the influence of the false teachers, Jude reminds them that 

their initial instruction by the apostles at their conversion and baptism included teaching 

about God‘s judgment on disbelief and disobedience, and specific warnings of false 

teachers who would incur this judgment. 

To illustrate this, he takes up first a well-known traditional list of OT examples of divine 

judgment: the extermination of the faithless wilderness generation of Israel after the 

Exodus, the punishment of the angels who abandoned their heavenly position for the sake 

of illicit relations with mortal women, and the destruction of the Cities of the Plain. For 

Jude, these are not just warning examples from the past, but also types. In common with 

Jewish apocalyptic and early Christian writers generally, he sees the great acts of God in 

the salvation-history of the past as prefiguring the eschatological events. The examples he 

gives are therefore typological prophecies of the eschatological judgment at the Parousia 

which threatens apostate Christians in these last days. 

The first of the three types, whose significance Jude highlights by placing it first out of 

chronological order, makes especially clear that the Lord‘s own people, who have 

experienced his salvation, are not therefore less but more in danger of judgment if they 

repudiate his lordship. The other two types are probably cited also for the outrageous 

extremes of immorality they illustrate, including the Sodomites‘ insult to the angels. 

In v 8 Jude applies the three types to the false teachers, instancing sins which 

correspond to the types and which therefore put them under threat of divine judgment 

corresponding to that of the types. Like the Watchers and the Sodomites, the false teachers 

indulge in sexual immorality. Like all three types, they reject the Lord‘s authority by 

repudiating his commandments, and like the Sodomites they insult the angels. The last 

accusation probably means that they justify their transgression of the Law by denigrating 

the angels as its authors and guardians. Thus all three sins are aspects of their 

antinomianism. In addition, all three rest, for their pretended religious authority, on 

visionary revelations, which Jude probably intends, by the use of the word ―dreaming,‖ to 

condemn as false prophecy. 

In vv 9–10a Jude takes up, for further treatment, the charge of slandering angels. The 

presumptuousness involved in the false teachers‘ attitude to the angels of the Law is 

highlighted by comparison with the behavior of the archangel Michael in the story about 

the burial of Moses, which Jude and his readers knew from the T. Mos. The devil, in his 

traditional role of malicious accuser, had accused Moses of murder. Michael, disputing 

with the devil as advocate for Moses, knew the accusation to be slander, but did not 

presume to condemn the devil for his slander. Instead he referred the matter to the divine 

Judge who alone has the authority to rule out an accusation brought under the Law. 

Michael‘s behavior contrasts with that of the false teachers when they reject the accusations 

which the angels, as spokesmen for the Law, bring against them. They do so because they 

claim to be above all such accusations, subject to no moral authority. In fact, even if they 

had the status of Moses or Michael, they would remain subject to the divine Lawgiver and 



Judge. Given the context of the allusion, which Jude‘s readers knew, v 9 effectively 

exposes the spiritual conceit of the false teachers, whose attitude to the angels reveals a 

resistance to moral authority which will not even be subject to God. 

In slandering the angels (v 10) they show how little they actually understand the 

heavenly world which they purport to explore in their visions. If they really understood the 

angelic world, they would recognize the angels as the ministers and messengers of God, but 

like the Sodomites they fail to do this. On the other hand, their behavior demonstrates that 

what they understand only too well is how to follow their sexual drives. In doing so, these 

people who claim to be spiritual men, superior to the angels, prove themselves to be living 

only on the subhuman level of the beasts. 

The section concludes, most effectively, with the final respect in which the three types 

correspond to their antitypes, the false teachers. This is the real point of the whole 

comparison. Since the false teachers resemble the types in their sins, they will also 

resemble the types in their destruction. 

Excursus: The Background and Source of 

Jude 9 

Although the source of Jude‘s story of the dispute over the body of Moses is not extant, 

a wealth of material is available from which it should be possible to reconstruct the story 

which Jude knew. Much of this material has been assembled before (Charles, Assumption, 

106–10; James, Apocrypha, 42–51; Denis, Fragmenta, 63–67), but it has not been 

subjected to the kind of critical investigation which is necessary if it is to provide reliable 

access to the content of Jude‘s source. 
The discovery of 4Qm has recently stimulated some fresh discussion of the 

background to Jude 9 (Milik, RB 79 [1972] 77–97; Berger, JSJ 4 [1973] 1–18), and it has 

become clear that the reconstruction of Jude‘s source must take account of the general 

background which is provided by other comparable stories. Awareness of the tradition in 

which Jude‘s story belongs will aid investigation of the evidence for the story itself. We 

shall therefore begin by discussing this general background before turning to the extant 

sources which may preserve the actual story Jude knew. 

I. GENERAL BACKGROUND 

Evidently the words of Michael, quoted in Jude‘s source, derive from Zech 3:2. The 

vision in Zech 3:1–5 is a courtroom scene in which the accusing angel, ―the adversary‖ 

(÷fch 

), and the angel of the Lord confront each other in a legal dispute in which the 

defendant is the high priest Joshua. Evidently Joshua‘s guilt, as representative of Israel, has 

placed him in the power of Satan his accuser. When the angel of the Lord (Jude‘s source 



must have read hwhy ûalm 

 ―the angel of the Lord‖ for MT hwhy 

 ―Lord‖ in Zech 3:2), as the Lord‘s representative, silences Satan with the words, ―May 

the Lord rebuke you, Satan,‖ he dismisses Satan‘s case against Joshua. As Kee observes 

(NTS 14 [1968] 237), the translation ―rebuke‖ is rather weak: r[g 

 here denotes more than a reprimand. It refers to God‘s commanding word which 

asserts his authority over Satan, delivering Joshua and his people from Satan‘s power (cf. 

Pss 9:5; 68:30; Isa 17:13; Mal 3:11; and Kee‘s discussion of r[g 

: NTS 14 [1968] 235–38). 

The idea of a contest between Satan and the angel of the Lord was later applied to other 

episodes in the history of Israel. Jub. 17:15–18:16 tells the story of the sacrifice of Isaac 

within the framework of a heavenly trial of Abraham (cf. Job 1–2), in which the prince of 

the Mastema (equals Satan) again appears as accuser, arguing that Abraham‘s faithfulness 

should be tested. When Abraham proves faithful, it is the angel of the presence who, on 

God‘s behalf, intervenes to save Isaac (cf. Gen 22:11–12), while ―the prince of the Mastema 

was put to shame‖ (Jub. 18:12). (With this account compare the tradition preserved in Yal. 

Rub. 43:3, quoted by Chaine, 311: ―When Isaac was bound, there was a debate between 

Michael and Satan. Michael brought a ram to free Isaac, but Satan wanted to keep him off 

so that Isaac should be sacrificed.‖) 

The book of Jubilees makes further use of the theme of the contest between Satan and the 

angel, especially in chap 48, to illuminate the career of Moses and the Exodus. According 

to 48:2–3, it was the prince of the Mastema (not the Lord, as in Gen 4:24) who tried to kill 

Moses, and it was the angel of the presence who delivered Moses from his power (48:5). 

Though Satan‘s motivation here plainly derives from his enmity toward God and God‘s 

people (48:4), it may be that the author still intends him to be seen in the role of accuser: it 

was Moses‘ failure to circumcise his son (Gen 4:25) which put him into Satan‘s power. 

Then the prince of the Mastema opposed Moses in his confrontation with Pharaoh, and 

aided the Egyptian magicians against him (48:9), while the angels of the presence assisted 

Moses by destroying them (48:11). This particular confrontation is recalled also by the 

Damascus Rule (CD 5:17–18): ―Moses and Aaron arose by the hand of the Prince of lights 

and Satan in his cunning raised up Jannes and his brother‖ (tr. Vermes). However, 

according to Jubilees, the victory over the magicians did not yet result in the ―shaming‖ of 

Satan (48:12) because he took further action: the Egyptians‘ pursuit of Israel (48:12, 

16–17). The angels then delivered Israel from him at the Red Sea (48:13). Again it should 

be noticed that in this account Satan‘s power against Israel seems to rest on his power to 

―accuse them‖ (48:15, 18): as the leader of the forces of evil against the good angels he has 

not entirely lost his legal function of accusation (cf. also Rev 12:10). 

These stories provide the principal background for the story to which Jude 9 alludes. It 

fits readily into the same pattern. At Moses‘ death, Satan makes a last attempt to assert his 

power over him. As we shall see, he does so by accusing Moses of murdering the Egyptian. 

By this accusation he intends to claim Moses‘ body and deprive him of the honor of burial 

by the archangel. Michael, however, silences Satan by his appeal to God to assert his 

authority over Satan (―May the Lord rebuke you!‖), and thereby not only rescues Moses‘ 



body from Satan‘s power, but also vindicates Moses as the servant of God against Satan‘s 

attempt to claim him as a sinner. 

Another text which clearly belongs in broadly the same tradition is IVQVisions of  

(or Testament of ), in which Moses‘ father  relates a dream in which he 

saw two angels engaged in a legal dispute over him. The two angels (of whose names only 

 survives in the text) are the two chief angels, the Prince of light and the Prince 

of darkness, who between them ―have power over all the sons of Adam‖ (1:12). The 

dispute is plainly over whether  is a ―son of light‖ belonging to the Prince of light 

or a ―son of darkness‖ belonging to the Prince of darkness, but the text as it survives gives 

us no reason to suppose that it is a question of  fate after death. (The vision took 

place during  stay in Hebron, after which he returned to Egypt, and so some time 

before his death.) At one point the text is strikingly close to Jude 9: ―behold, two of them of 

them disputed about me and said … and they were carrying on a great contest about me‖ 

(1:10–11). The similarity can scarcely be accidental, but probably we should not, as Milik 

does (RB 79 [1972] 95), conclude that Jude‘s source was inspired by 4Qm. The 

similarity may be sufficiently explained by the broader tradition of contests between the 

devil and the chief of the angels. The idea of the verbal dispute derives from the original 

courtroom context of accusation and defense. 

Berger (JSJ 4 [1973] 1–18) has sought to link both 4Qm and Jude 9 to a tradition in 

which two angels, or two groups of angels, contend for possession of the departed soul at 

death. For this tradition he marshalls a wealth of evidence from later Christian apocalyptic 

texts, and clearly he has identified a very influential form which the tradition of contests 

between the devil and the angel took in relation to the fate of the soul at death. None of his 

texts, however, is as early as Jude 9 (though T. Asher 6:4–6 may be early evidence of his 

tradition; the earliest indisputable evidence is Origen‘s quotation from an apocryphal text 

about the death of Abraham: Hom. 35 on Luke). Berger recognizes that Jude 9, which is not 

about the fate of the soul at death, represents an adaptation of the tradition for a specific 

purpose. It is better, however, to see Jude 9 as a specific instance of the general tradition of 

contests between the devil and the angel, 4Qm as another specific instance of this 

general tradition, and Berger‘s tradition of texts about the fate of the soul at death as a 

particular form which that tradition took, perhaps at a later date than the time of writing of 

Jude‘s source and certainly without any direct relation to Jude‘s source. Again the 

recurrence of the idea of dispute (among Berger‘s texts, note especially: Origen, Hom. 35: 

super Abrahae salute et interitu disceptantes, ―debating about the salvation and death of 

Abraham‖; Syriac Apoc. Paul 11: ―a dispute between those good angels and those bad 

angels‖) derives from the common dependence on the general tradition, rather than from a 

dependence by Jude 9 on the specific tradition identified by Berger. 

II. THE LOST ENDING OF THE TESTAMENT OF MOSES 

There is widespread agreement that Jude‘s source in v 9 was the lost ending of the work 

preserved for us only in Latin translation, in the incomplete and rather poor text of a 

sixth-century manuscript in Milan, a work sometimes known as the As. Mos., but more 

appropriately known as the T. Mos. This work, of Palestinian origin, has commonly been 

dated at the beginning of the first century A.D., though some have argued for its origin in 

the Maccabean period, with some revision in the early first century A.D.. It seems likely that 



Jude in v 16 made use of that part of the work which is now extant (see Comment on v 16), 

and may therefore have used its lost ending in v 9. Moreover, although some have argued 

that Jude‘s story of the dispute over Moses‘ body seems to belong to a different kind of 

literature from what we have of the T. Mos., it could be argued, from our text of the 

Testament, that it must have ended with a story of Moses‘ death and burial, since (1) 

testaments usually end with an account of the subject‘s death and burial (T. 12 Patr.‗, T. 

Abr., T. Job), and (2) T. Mos. 11:6–8‘ raises the question of Moses‘ burial and seems to 

require an account of his burial in an unknown grave. 

Although the ending of the T. Mos. is no longer extant, a number of Christian sources 

seem to have preserved the substance of the story it contained. These require detailed 

discussion in turn: 

A. Palaea Historica 

Of the death of Moses. And Moses said to Jesus the son of Nave, ―Let us go up into 

the mountain.‖ And when they had gone up, Moses saw the land of promise, and he 

said to Jesus, ―Go down to the people and tell them that Moses is dead.‖ And Jesus 

went down to the people, but Moses came to the end of his life. And Samuel (Samouh;l) 

tried to bring his body (skuvnwma) down to the people, so that they might make him (it) 

a god (qeopoihqẁsin aujtovn, v.l. aujtov). But Michael the chief captain 

(ajrcistravthgo") by the command of God came to take him (it) and remove 

(sunsteìlai) him (it), and Samuel resisted (ajnqivstato) him, and they fought 

(diemavconto). So the chief captain was angry and rebuked him, saying, ―May the Lord 

rebuke you, devil!‖ (ejpitimà/ se kuvrio", diavbole). And so the adversary 

(ajntikeivmeno") was defeated and took flight, but the archangel Michael removed the 

body (skuvnwma) of Moses to the place where he was commanded by Christ our God, 

and no one saw the burial-place (or, burial: tafhvn) of Moses. 

(Greek text in A. Vassiliev, Anecdota Graeco-Byzantina [Moscow: Imperial University 

Press, 1893] 257–58. The Palaea is a Byzantine collection of biblical legends. For its 

value in preserving old Jewish traditions, see D. Flusser, ―Palaea Historica: An 

Unknown Source of Biblical Legends,‖ ScrHie 22 [1971] 48–79.) 

This text is almost certainly independent of Jude 9: there is a striking lack of 

coincidence in vocabulary (only diabovlo" and ajrcavggelo"), except in the words of 

rebuke, but even here the words are not quoted from Jude (who has ejpitimhvsai soi 
kuvrio"). If the author drew these words from Jude 9, he also missed Jude‘s point, which is 

that Michael himself did not rebuke the devil, but appealed to the Lord to rebuke him. 

The following features of the text should be noted: 

(1) The death of Moses raises no problem for this tradition. There is no trace of that 

resistance to the idea that Moses should have to submit to the fate of sinful men, which is 

found in so many Jewish traditions about the death of Moses (see especially Loewenstamm, 

―Death of Moses‖). There is no trace of the idea of the bodily assumption of Moses which 

was current in some circles as early as the first century A.D. (reflected, though countered, in 

the accounts of Moses‘ death in Josephus, Ant. 4.326, and Bib. Ant. 19:16; see Haacker and 

Schäfer, ―Traditionen,‖ 155–56; Loewenstamm, ―Death,‖ 197–98; and rabbinic passages in 

Str-B 1, 754–55). Nor is there any trace of the idea of Moses‘ own reluctance to die, and of 

the unwillingness of the angels and the inability of the angel of death to receive his soul, 



which were elaborated in the rabbinic traditions ( 305; Deut. Rab. 11:10; 

). There is not even any question of the ascension of Moses‘ soul to 

heaven. In this account the death of Moses is straightforwardly related, and the interest 

focuses on the question of the burial of his corpse. This is precisely what we should expect 

in a conclusion to the extant text of the T. Mos., in which Moses looks forward to his death 

in a matter-of-fact way, accepting it without argument (1:15; 10:12, 14) and without 

implying that there would be anything remarkable about it. (The word receptione (10:12), 

which may mean ―assumption,‖ has generally been regarded as a loss; see section (III) 

below.) The unique dignity of Moses leads Joshua to expect, not a unique manner of death 

for Moses, but a unique form of burial (11:5–8). Burial by the archangel Michael in an 

unknown grave fulfills this expectation. 

(2) The account begins with Joshua accompanying Moses up the mountain, before 

Moses sends him down again. This feature, which does not derive from the biblical text, is 

rare in the traditions of Moses‘ death (but cf. Josephus, Ant. 4.326). It would, however, have 

followed on well from the text of the Testament of Moses as we know it. There it is Joshua 

whom Moses addresses throughout the book, who is commissioned to succeed Moses 

(10:15), who responds with consternation to the news that Moses must die (11) and has to 

be reassured by Moses (12). 

(3) The name Samouhvl, i.e., , for the devil is known from the Asc. Isa. (where 

in 1:8 he is identified with Malkira, i.e. the  of 4Qm, and in 11:41 with 

Satan) and from rabbinic sources (―the chief of all the satans,‖ Deut. Rab. 11:10). In 

rabbinic traditions of Moses‘ death he appears as the angel of death, commanded by God to 

take Moses‘ soul but unable to do so. A remnant of his dispute with Michael survives in 

these traditions, but transposed from the context of Moses‘ burial to that of his death 

( 11; Deut. Rab. 11:10). 

(4) The removal of Moses‘ body (sunstevllein must here mean ―remove,‖ despite the 

rarity of this meaning)—to be buried elsewhere—corresponds to the tradition found in Tg. 

Ps.-J. Deut 34:6 and Sipre. Deut. 355, in which God or his angels carry the body four miles 

from the place of his death to bury it (see Haacker and Schäfer, ―Traditionen,‖ 165–66). 

This feature is intended to explain Deut 34:6. 

(5) Unlike the rabbinic traditions of Moses‘ burial, however, this account ascribes the burial 

not to God himself but to Michael, carrying out God‘s command. It is typical of the Jewish 

literature of the intertestamental period to introduce angels as God‘s agents, in actions 

which the OT attributes directly to God. In relation to Moses‘ burial (by God, according to 

Deut 34:6 MT) the LXX (―they buried‖) may already intend to introduce angelic agents. The 

later rabbinic traditions, however, lay great stress on the fact that God himself (―none other 

than God,‖ according to } 1:91) buried Moses, in order to enhance the unique dignity of 

Moses (Haacker and Schäfer, ―Traditionen,‖ 165). Our text probably preserves a tradition 

which antedates that tendency. 

(6) Our text is alone in suggesting that Satan tried to take Moses‘ body to the people for 

them to worship it, but the idea that Moses‘ grave was unknown so that idolatrous use 

should not be made of it is a widespread feature of the traditions of Moses‘ burial 

(, cited by Loewenstamm, ―Death,‖ 204; Origen, Selects in Num., PG 

12. 578B; Theodoret of Cyrus, Quaest. in Deut. 32, PG 80. 447C; Armenian History of 

Moses [M. E. Stone, ―Three Armenian Accounts of the Death of Moses,‖ in G. W. E. 

Nickelsburg (ed(s).), Studies on the Testament of Moses (SBLSCS 4; Missoula, MT: Scholars 



Press, 1973) 118–21]; Josephus, Ant. 4.326 hints at the danger of deification, though not in 

relation to the burial of the body). Moreover, it is possible that T. Mos. 11:7 already hints at 

the danger of deification of Moses‘ body. However, when we consider text C below, we 

shall find some grounds for wondering whether this feature of A is secondary: it is hard to 

be sure whether it belonged originally to the story as found in the lost ending of the T. Mos.. 

(7) Alone among the texts to be considered in this section, this account represents the 

contest between the devil and Michael (here in his military capacity as ajrcistravthgo") as 

a physical conflict rather than as a verbal dispute in which Satan brings accusations. This 

makes Michael‘s words, ―May the Lord rebuke you,‖ taken from the context of verbal 

dispute (Zech 3:2), less appropriate. In this respect this account is very probably less 

original than the other texts to be discussed in this section. (It probably reflects the 

increasing militarization of the figure of Michael in the later Christian tradition, 

demonstrated by J. P. Rohland, Der Erzengel Michael, Arzt und Feldherr [BZRGG 19; 

Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1977].) The motif of the devil‘s resistance, which occurs also in texts E, 

M, and N below, derives probably from Dan 10:13. 

Thus, with the exception of point (7), and perhaps also of point (6), this account seems 

to preserve material which can plausibly be attributed to the lost ending of the T. Mos.. 

B. The Slavonic Life of Moses 16 

But at the end of the same year in the twelfth month, on the seventh day (that is, in March), 

Moses the servant of God died and was buffed on the fourth of the month September on a 

certain mountain by the Chief Captain () Michael. For the devil contended 

with the angel, and would not permit his body to be buried, saying, ―Moses is a murderer. 

He slew a man in Egypt and hid him in the sand.‖ Then Michael prayed to God and there 

was thunder and lightning and suddenly the devil disappeared; but Michael buffed him with 

his (own) hands. (Translation in James, Apocrypha, 47–48, from the German translation in 

N. Bonwetsch, ―Die Mosessage in der slavischen kirchlichen Litteratur,‖ NGWG.PH (1908) 

607, but the opening words corrected according to the suggestion of E. Turdeanu, ―La 

Chronique de Moïse en russe,‖ RESL 46 [1967] 55. Turdeanu shows that the Slavonic Life 

of Moses is a [fifteenth-century] version of the medieval Hebrew Chronicle of Moses, 

similar to that in the ; the episode of the dispute over Moses‘ body 

is not found in , and Turdeanu regards it as an interpolation in the original 

Chronicle, but an interpolation made in the Hebrew Chronicle before its translation.) 

This text, again not dependent on Jude 9 and also, it seems, independent of the account in 

the Palaea, is of interest mainly because it preserves the devil‘s accusation against Moses. 

Whereas in text A the idea of a legal dispute has been largely transformed into a physical 

combat, in B the legal context is preserved through the retention of the devil‘s charge. The 

devil retains his ancient role of accuser. This must be an original feature of the tradition, not 

only on the general grounds that Satan retains his accusing role in the general background 

to Jude 9 (section I above), but more specifically because the words of the archangel, ―May 

the Lord rebuke you!‖ which Jude‘s source quoted from Zech 3:2, must originally have 

been a reply to Satan‘s accusation, as they are in Zech 3:1–2. It is an impressive indication 

of the complementary value of the divergent accounts A and B, that A preserves the 

archangel‘s words without the accusation, whereas B preserves the accusation without the 

archangel‘s reply. The accusation from B and the archangel‘s reply from A together form a 

coherent summary of the dispute. We may therefore be confident that the devil‘s charge of 



murder against Moses formed part of the lost ending of the T. Mos. which Jude read. 

On the other hand, the other new feature in B—the thunder and lightning—looks like a 

late embellishment. 

C. Pseudo-Oecumenius, In Jud. 9 

It is said that Michael the archangel served the burial of Moses. For the devil would 

not accept this, but brought an accusation because of the murder of the Egyptian, on the 

grounds that Moses was guilty of it, and because of this would not allow him to receive 

honorable burial. (Greek text in Denis, Fragmenta, 67. The translation ―on the grounds 

that Moses was guilty of it‖ follows the emendation of aujtoù to aijtivou proposed by A. 

Hilgenfeld, ―Die Psalmen Salomo‘s und die Himmelfahrt des Moses, B,‖ ZWT 22 

[1868] 299; the text as it stands is meaningless.) 

D. From Cramer’s Catena 

When Moses died on the mountain, Michael was sent to remove () the body. When 

the devil slandered Moses (kata; tou` Mwu>sevw" blasfhmoùnte") and proclaimed him 

a murderer because he smote the Egyptian, the angel, not tolerating the slander against 

him, said to the devil, ―May God rebuke you!‖ (ejpitimhvsai soi oJ qeov"). (Greek text 

in Cramer, Catenae, 163, lines 18–22; and in Denis, Fragmenta, 67; Charles, 

Assumption, 109–10.) 

Several scholia and anonymous comments in the Catenae are very similar to C and D (see 

Denis, Fragmenta, 67, and texts M and N below). The points of contact with A and B 

should be noticed: D agrees with A that Michael‘s mission was to remove the body (for 

burial elsewhere); both agree with B on the accusation. It is also of interest, for the exegesis 

of Jude 9, that D refers to the devil‘s accusation as blasfhmiva against Moses. 

A point of conflict between C and A is the question of the devil‘s motivation. In A he 

wishes to present the body to the people for use as an idol, whereas in C he simply wishes 

to prevent Moses from receiving the unique dignity of burial by an archangel, arguing that, 

as a murderer, Moses is unworthy of this. The two motives are not necessarily 

incompatible, but if a choice must be made between them, the version in C should be 

preferred as more original, since it belongs to the devil‘s proper role as accuser in a legal 

dispute. The motive in A, although, as we have seen, it draws on an old tradition, may be a 

later introduction into the story, required by the fact that A has lost sight of the devil‘s 

accusing role. On the other hand, it is possible that the original story contained both 

motives of the devil, each fulfilling a different function in the narrative: the motive in C 

serves the story‘s intention by showing that Moses deserved the unique honor of burial by 

the archangel, while the motive in A serves to explain why Michael removed the body and 

buried it in a secret grave (as a precaution against idolatrous reverence for the body). Both 

these general themes are to be found in the Jewish traditions about the death of Moses, and 

it is quite possible that the conclusion of the T. Mos. incorporated both. 

E. Severus of Antioch 

Here [in Deut 34] by means of a bodily image God set forth a mystery which occurs 

concerning the soul. For when the soul separates from the body, after its departure 



hence both good angelic powers and a very evil band of demons come to meet it, so that 

according to the quality of the deeds, evil and good, which it has done, either one group 

or the other may carry it off to the appropriate place, to be guarded until the last day, 

when we shall all be presented for judgment, and led away either to eternal life or to the 

unending flame of fire. God, wishing to show this also to the children of Israel by 

means of a certain bodily image, ordained that at the burial of Moses, at the time of the 

dressing of the body and its customary depositing in the earth, there should appear 

before their eyes the evil demon as it were resisting and opposing, and that Michael, a 

good angel, should encounter and repel him, and should not rebuke him on his own 

authority, but retire from passing judgment against him in favor of the Lord of all, and 

say, ―May the Lord rebuke you!‖, in order that by means of these things those who are 

being instructed might learn that there is a conflict over our souls after their departure 

hence and that it is necessary to prepare oneself by means of good deeds in order to 

secure the angels as allies, when the demons are gibbering jealously and bitterly against 

us. And when this divine image had appeared before their eyes, it seems that then some 

cloud or shining of light came upon that place, obscuring it and walling it off from the 

onlookers, so that they might not know his grave. Therefore also the holy Scripture says 

in Deuteronomy, ―And Moses the servant of the Lord died there in the land of Moab by 

the word of the Lord. And they buried him in the land of Moab near the house of 

Phogor. And no one saw his death (teleuthvn) (or, his grave [tafhvn]) until this day.‖ 

[Deut 34:5–6] … These things, it is said, are found in an apocryphal book which 

contains the more detailed account (leptotevran ajfhvghsin) of the genesis or creation. 

(Greek text in Cramer, Catenae, 161, line 20–162, line 17; and partly in M. R. James, 

The Testament of Abraham [TextsS 2/2; Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 

1892] 17, whose text includes the last sentence, not in Cramer. With this text, cf. also 

Cramer, Catenae, 161, lines 9–18, attributed to Severus in James, , 46; and 

the further quotations from Severus in Cramer, Catenae, 162, lines 17–30; 162, line 

31–163, line 10.) 

This passage contains a number of new features: 

(1) The explicit statement that Michael, in saying, ―May the Lord rebuke you!‖, was 

refraining from giving a judgment on his own authority, looks as though it depends on 

Jude‘s interpretation of his source in Jude 9, rather than on the source itself. It was Jude‘s 

use of the source, rather than the source‘s own interest, which required this point to be 

made explicit. 

(2) In explaining that the contest between Michael and the devil was shown to the people to 

teach them what happens to the soul at death, Severus makes contact with the tradition 

represented by the texts which Berger has assembled (see section I above). It is, however, a 

somewhat unsatisfactory use of the story of the contest, which was over Moses‘ body, not 

his soul, and must be regarded as a secondary, homiletical adaptation of the story. 

(3) The idea of the dazzling cloud which prevented the onlookers from seeing where 

Moses was buried is found in other accounts (Josephus, Ant. 4.326 Memar Marqah 5:3 [tr. 

J. Macdonald, vol. 2 (BZAW 84; Berlin: Töpelmann, 1963) 202]; quotation from ―an 

apocryphal and mystical codex‖ in a catena, quoted Charles, Assumption, xlviii). It was 

evidently a fairly widespread tradition, but in these other accounts the cloud hides Moses 

from view already before he dies. In Severus‘ source it has been transposed to follow the 



dispute between Michael and the devil, since the latter has become a public spectacle. The 

transposition is evident in the quotation from Deut 34:5–6, which is quoted in a form 

designed to show that no one saw Moses die (teleuthvn), but then is glossed according to 

the usual form of the text, to convey the sense that no one saw his burial or grave (tafhvn). 

This is a further indication that the exhibition of the dispute over the body to the people is a 

secondary feature of the tradition. Whether the luminous cloud originally played any part in 

the narrative of Moses‘ death in the T. Mos. it is impossible to tell. 

(4) As James points out (Apocrypha, 46) Severus apparently ascribes his account to the 

book of Jubilees (also known as Leptogenesis). This must be a mistake, but Severus seems 

to have had his information at second-hand, at best. An apocryphon containing an account 

of Moses‘ death could easily have been regarded as a sequel to Jub. and attached to it: this 

may be the cause of the error. But what was this apocryphon? Plainly not the T. Mos., but 

probably a later work which took from the T. Mos. the story of the contest between Michael 

and the devil, but adapted it to illustrate the general principle of the contest for the soul at 

death. If the explanation that Michael refrained from passing judgment on the devil on his 

own authority is to be attributed to Severus‘ source, rather than to Severus himself, then the 

apocryphon was perhaps a Christian work acquainted with Jude 9. In any case, Severus 

provides us with no reliable information about the source which Jude himself used. 

F. From Cramer’s Catena 

Michael, since he lacked the authority, did not bring upon him (the devil) the 

punishment appropriate to blasphemy (th"̀ blasfhmiva"), but left him to the judgment 

of his Master. For when he brought Moses onto the mountain where the Lord was 

transfigured, then the devil said to Michael, ―God lied in bringing Moses into the land 

which he swore he should not enter.‖ (Greek text in Cramer, Catenae, 161, lines 4–8.) 

This text is clearly a Christian attempt to explain Jude 9 without any knowledge of its 

Jewish background. Assuming that the devil‘s blasfhmiva, mentioned in Jude 9, was 

blasphemy against God, the writer tried to explain what such blasphemy, in connection 

with a dispute over the body of Moses, might have been. Not realizing that Jude 9 refers to 

the time of Moses‘ burial, he placed the dispute at the time of the transfiguration of Jesus, 

when Moses‘ appearance on the mountain apparently contradicted God‘s declaration that 

Moses should not enter the promised land. 

Although James (Apocrypha, 47–48), relying on text N below, supposed these words of 

the devil to come from the conclusion of the T. Mos., they cannot do so, because (a) they 

are incomprehensible apart from the Christian story of the transfiguration of Jesus, and (b) 

they do not constitute an accusation against Moses, but an accusation against God, which is 

out of keeping with the devil‘s role in the story of the dispute at the burial of Moses. 

This concludes the review of texts which could provide reliable evidence of the story of the 

dispute over Moses‘ body as Jude knew it, i.e. in the form in which it was told in the lost 

ending of the T. Mos. (Other texts which have been thought to provide such evidence, but in 

fact probably reflect another version of the story, will be discussed in section III below.) 

Discounting texts E and F (which have been shown not to be reliable evidence of the story 

Jude knew), and secondary features of other texts (the physical combat in A, the thunder 

and lightning in B), we may reconstruct the outline of the story as follows: 
Joshua accompanied Moses up Mount Nebo, where God showed Moses the land of 



promise. Moses then sent Joshua back to the people to inform them of Moses‘ death, and 

Moses died. God sent the archangel Michael to remove the body of Moses to another place 

and bury it there, but , the devil, opposed him, disputing Moses‘ right to 

honorable burial. The text may also have said that he wished to take the body to the people 

for them to make it an object of worship. Michael and the devil therefore engaged in a 

dispute over the body. The devil brought against Moses a charge of murder, because he 

smote the Egyptian and hid his body in the sand. But this accusation was no better than 

slander (blasfhmiva) against Moses, and Michael, not tolerating the slander, said to the 

devil, ―May the Lord rebuke you, devil!‖ At that the devil took flight, and Michael removed 

the body to the place commanded by God, where he buried it with his own hands. Thus no 

one saw the burial of Moses. 

Evidently the intention of the story was primarily to dramatize the issue of Moses‘ supreme 

worthiness in God‘s sight. In spite of the apparent blemishes on his record, to be found in 

the biblical account and brought in evidence against him by Satan, Moses was vindicated as 

worthy of the unique honor of burial by God‘s archangel. (That the account of Moses‘ 

killing the Egyptian in Exod 2:12 was something of a problem to Jewish exegetes can be 

seen from Josephus, Ant. 2.254, where the explanation of Moses‘ flight from Egypt omits to 

mention this incident, and from Philo, Mos. 1.44, which justifies Moses‘ action.) If the 

motif of Satan‘s desire to make the body an idol is original, the story had the secondary 

function of explaining why Moses was buried in a secret grave (Deut 34:6). 

III. THE ASSUMPTION OF MOSES 

Before the conclusion reached in section II can be allowed to stand, it is necessary to 

consider the evidence of several of the Fathers who refer to a work called the As. Mos. as 

supplying the source of Jude 9 and ascribe to that work details of a dispute between 

Michael and the devil which seems to diverge from the story given in the texts in section II. 

It will be convenient to list all the relevant texts before discussing them. 

G. Clement of Alexandria, Fragm. in Ep. Jud. 

(On Jude 9:) This corroborates the Assumption of Moses (Assumptionem Moysi). (Latin 

text in Charles, Assumption, 107.) 

H. Didymus the Blind, in ep. Jud. enarr. 

They take exception to the present epistle and object to the Assumption of Moses 

(Moyseos Assumptioni), on account of that place where the archangel‘s word to the 

devil concerning the body of Moses is indicated. (Latin text in Charles, Assumption, 

108.) 

I. Origen, De Princ. 3:2:1 

In Genesis the serpent is described as having deceived Eve, and with regard to this, in 

the Ascension of Moses (in Adscensione Mosis) (a book which the apostle Jude 

mentions in his epistle), Michael the archangel, disputing with the devil about the body 

of Moses, says that the serpent, inspired by the devil, was the cause of the transgression 

of Adam and Eve. (Latin text in Charles, Assumption, 108.) 



J. Gelasius Cyzicenus, Hist. Eccl. 2.17.17 

… as it is written in the book of the Assumption of Moses (ejn bivblw/ ajnalhvyew" 
Mwsevw"), Moses having summoned Jesus the son of Nave and disputing with him, said, 

―And God foresaw me before the foundation of the world to be the mediator of his 

covenant.‖ (Greek and Latin texts in Denis, Fragmenta, 63.) 

  

K. Gelasius Cyzicenus, Hist. Eccl. 2.21.7 

And in the book of the Assumption of Moses, Michael the archangel, disputing 

(dialegovmeno") with the devil, says, ―For from his holy Spirit we were all created.‖ 

And again he says, ―From the face of God his Spirit went forth, and the world was 

made.‖ (Greek text in Denis, Fragmenta, 64.) 

L. From Cramer’s Catena 

For the devil resisted (ajnteìce), wishing to deceive, (saying) ―The body is mine, for I 

am the Master of matter,‖ and was answered by the angel, ―May the Lord rebuke you,‖ 

that is, the Lord of the spirits of all flesh. (Greek text in Cramer,Catenae, 160 line 

29–161 line 1.) 

M. A scholion on Jude 9 

When Moses died on the mountain, the archangel Michael was sent to remove 

(metaqhvsan) the body. But the devil resisted (ajnteìce), wishing to deceive, saying, 

―The body is mine, for I am the Master of matter,‖ or slandering (blasfhmoùnto" 
katav) the holy man, because he smote the Egyptian, and proclaiming him a murderer. 

The angel, not tolerating the slander against the holy man, said to the devil, ―May God 

rebuke you!‖ (Greek text in Denis, Fragmenta, 67; Charles, Assumption, 110.) 

N. A scholion on Jude 9 

For the devil resisted (ajnteìcen) wishing to deceive, saying, ―The body is mine, for I 

am the Master of matter,‖ and was answered by, ―May the Lord rebuke you,‖ that is, the 

Lord who is Master of all the spirits. Others say that God, wishing to show that after our 

departure hence demons oppose our souls on their upward course, permitted this to be 

seen at the burial of Moses. For the devil also slandered (ejblasfhvsei katav) Moses, 

calling him a murderer because he smote the Egyptian. Michael the archangel, not 

tolerating his slander, said to him, ―May the Lord God rebuke you, devil!‖ He also said 

this, that God had lied in bringing Moses into the land which he swore he should not 

enter. (Greek text in James, The Testament of Abraham, [TextsS 2/2; Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press, 1892] 18, from MS. Bodl. Arch. E.5.9; translation adapted 

from James, Apocrypha, 46.) 

Texts L, M and N have been included in this list because it is clear that they supply the 

words of the devil (―The body is mine, for I am the Master of matter‖) to which Michael 

replies in text K, and so must provide information from the same source as text K explicitly 

quotes. Texts M and N, however, are clearly conflated accounts. Text M combines the 

tradition represented by D with the tradition represented by L, while text N has brought 

together material from a whole series of divergent traditions, represented by texts D, E, F 



and L. These conflated versions are not evidence that all these elements derive from a 

single source, but represent the scholiasts‘ attempts to gather together the various versions 

of the story which they found in their sources. The material derived from the traditions 

already discussed in section II can therefore be discounted as evidence of the content of the 

As. Mos.. 

Texts I, K, L, M, and N provide an outline of Michael‘s dispute with the devil which is 

quite distinct from that of the texts in section II. Here the devil claims that the body of 

Moses belongs to him because he is the Master of matter. Michael evidently rejects this 

claim by arguing that the material world, including human bodies, was created by the Holy 

Spirit of God, and therefore belongs to God. The devil is not the rightful Lord of the 

material world, but a rebel who, from the time of Adam and Eve, has tempted God‘s 

creatures to sin against God. Therefore when Michael, with the words, ―May the Lord 

rebuke you!‖, appeals to the judgment of God, he appeals to the one Creator of the world to 

whom Satan, like all other spiritual beings, is subject. 

There have been attempts to combine this dispute with the dispute found in the texts in 

section II (James, Apocrypha, 48–49; Charles, Assumption, 105–7; Loewenstamm, 

―Death,‖ 209–10), but these attempts are mistaken. The two versions of the dispute exist in 

two distinct sets of texts, and are brought together only by the late  (M and N) which 

themselves indicate that they are found in distinct sources. Moreover, the role of the devil 

and the character of the dispute are quite different in the two versions. In the texts in section 

II, the devil remains the malicious accuser of Jewish tradition, trying to prove Moses‘ guilt. 

In the alternative version, the devil has become a kind of gnostic demiurge, claiming to be 

lord of the material world, and Michael‘s refutation of his claim is the anti-gnostic assertion 

that the one God, to whom the devil himself is subject, created the material world. The 

whole concern of the narrative has now become the debate with gnostic dualism. Each 

version provides a coherent account in its own terms, but the attempt to combine them into 

one narrative can only produce incoherence. 

If the story of the dispute over Moses‘ body existed in these two versions, were we 

correct to identify the version in section II with the lost ending of the T. Mos. and the source 

of Jude 9? At first sight, the texts in this section seem to indicate that it was the As. Mos., 

with its anti-gnostic version of the dispute, which Jude read and which included the text 

represented by the Latin manuscript we have called the T. Mos., for (a) texts G, H, and I 

explicitly link Jude 9 with the As. Mos.; and (b) text J quotes from the As. Mos. (evidently 

the same work as is quoted in text K) words which are found in the Latin T. Mos. (1:14). A 

reply to (a) is not difficult. If the Alexandrian Fathers knew only that version of the dispute 

over Moses‘ body which was found in the As. Mos., they would naturally have linked that 

version with Jude 9, especially as both versions seem to have contained the words, ―May 

the Lord rebuke you!‖, which Jude quotes. 

However, the quotations in texts J and K constitute a more serious difficulty. They 

require us to suppose either that the text represented by the extant Latin manuscript was 

concluded by the anti-gnostic version of the dispute over Moses‘ body, and known as the 

As. Mos.; or that the As. Mos. was a revised version of the earlier T. Mos. in which some 

material, including T. Mos. 1:14, remained unchanged. (Laperrousaz, Testament, 60–61, 

simply rejects the testimony of texts J and K as unreliable, since Gelasius‘ account of the 

Council of Nicaea, in which they occur, is widely regarded as historically untrustworthy. 

But this is not an adequate ground for suspecting Gelasius‘ attributions of the quotations to 



the As. Mos.) Of these two alternatives, the second is preferable. It is hard to believe that a 

Palestinian work of the early first century A.D. would have included the kind of refutation 

of dualism which the texts quote from the As. Mos.. It is much more plausible to attribute 

the As. Mos.‘ version of the dispute over Moses‘ body to the concerns of Christian 

anti-gnostic argument in the second century A.D.. 

Of course, if Jude were written against teachers of precisely this kind of gnostic dualism, as 

some have argued, then it might perhaps be thought appropriate that Jude 9 should refer to 

this anti-gnostic version of the dispute over Moses‘ body. In fact, however, there is no 

evidence in the letter that Jude‘s opponents did espouse a developed Gnosticism or believe 

in a demiurge who was lord of the material world. If they did, it is incredible that Jude 

should refer to the story in the As. Mos., but not exploit it as an argument against their 

dualism. For the purposes of his polemic, Jude seems interested only in the fact that 

Michael appealed to the judgment of God against the devil. 

The anti-gnostic version of the dispute over Moses‘ body in the As. Mos. may, however, 

have been connected with Jude 9 in another way. If Jude was not written against developed 

Gnosticism, it must have been used against developed Gnosticism in the second and third 

centuries. (Clement of Alexandria thought Jude wrote prophetically against the 

Carpocratians; Didymus the Blind took his opponents to be the disciples of Simon Magus.) 

Perhaps it was the fact that Jude, understood as an anti-gnostic tract, made polemical use of 

the dispute over the body of Moses, that inspired a second-century Christian to rewrite that 

dispute in the form of a refutation of gnostic dualism. 

We have not yet discussed the title ÆAnavlhyi" Mwsevw", ―Assumption of Moses.‖ It 

might be considered a further sign that the traditions in section II do not derive from this 

work, that they contain no hint of an assumption either of Moses‘ body or of his soul. 

Moreover, the extant section of the T. Mos. contains no expectation of an assumption, 

except perhaps in the word receptione (10:12), which if it does mean ―assumption‖ (see 

below) is so out of keeping with the rest of the work (cf. 1:15; 10:14; 11:4–8) that most 

scholars have considered it a gloss. On the other hand, the texts (given above) which 

explicitly quote the As. Mos. are equally silent about an assumption. There are, however, 

accounts of an assumption of Moses, given without naming their sources by Clement of 

Alexandria and Origen, who knew the As. Mos.. It is a fair conclusion that these derive 

from the As. Mos.. (The accounts are in Clement. Strom. 6.15.2–3; Origen, In lib. Jesu Nave 

Hom. 2:1; cf. also Evodius of Uzala, Epist. ad Aug. 158:6; and a further reference to Moses‘ 

ajnavlhyi" (―assumption‖) in Clement, Strom. 1.23.1: texts printed in Denis, Fragmenta, 

64–66.) The assumption described is one in which Moses was seen in one form ascending 

to heaven with angels, while in another form he was buried in the earth. (On this story, cf. J. 

D. Purvis, ―Samaritan Traditions on the Death of Moses,‖ in G. W. E. Nickelsburg (ed(s).) 

Studies on the Testament of Moses [SBLSCS 4; Cambridge, Mass.: Scholars Press, 1973] 

113–14; Philo, Mos. 2.291; Denis, Introduction, 132. The combination of the burial of the 

body and the assumption of the soul is paralleled in other Hellenistic Jewish testaments: T. 

Job, T. Abr.) It is therefore a kind of assumption which is compatible with the story of the 

dispute over the body of Moses which the As. Mos. contained. Thus we may conclude that 

the fragments of an account of Moses‘ assumption preserved by the Alexandrian Fathers 

derive from the second-century work which they knew as the As. Mos.. 

The word receptione in T. Mos. 10:12 (morte receptionem, usually corrected to morte 

receptione mea, ―my death (and) reception‖) remains to be considered. It has generally 



been taken to be a translation of  (―assumption‖), and in that case constitutes the only hint 

of an assumption of Moses to be found in the extant Latin text of the Testament. 

Laperrousaz (Testament, 41–46) argues that it need describe nothing more than a normal 

death (cf. T. Mos. 11:5: ―What place will receive (recipiet) you?‖, i.e., ―be your grave‖), but 

it remains a plausible translation of ajnavlhyi" (see Laperrousaz, Testament, 42 n. 3, 43) and 

should probably be taken in that sense. If so, it may be a gloss added by a scribe who knew 

the tradition of Moses‘ assumption. Alternatively, it is possible that the revision which 

transformed the Testament into the As. Mos. was almost entirely confined to the concluding 

part of the work, leaving the part covered by the Latin fragment untouched except for this 

gloss (cf. Charles, Assumption, xlix, 44, 89), but this is perhaps less likely. 

Finally, our hypothesis of a T. Mos. which was subsequently rewritten and entitled the As. 

Mos., would explain the presence of two works, a T. Mos. (Diaqhvkh Mwu>sevw") and an As. 

Mos. (ÆAnavlhyi" Mwu>sevw"), in the ancient lists of apocryphal books. Charles‘s argument, 

that the As. Mos. to which the lists refer was a work dealing only with the death and 

assumption of Moses, founders on the length assigned to the As. Mos. in the Stichometry of 

Nicephorus (1400 stichoi, compared with the Testament’s 1100 stichoi): it seems much too 

long for such a work. If the Assumption was a revised version of the Testament, the 

Stichometry’s statement of its length can be more easily believed. 

Three More Old Testament Types (Jude 

11–13) 
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Translation 

11
Woe to them! 

For they walkeda in the wayb of Cain, 

they plungeda into Balaam’s error for profit, 

and through the controversy of Korah they perished. 

12
These are the peoplec who feast with you at your fellowship meals,d without reverence, 



like dangerous reefs. They are shepherds who only look after themselves. They are clouds 

blown along by the wind without giving rain; autumnal trees bearing no fruit, dead twice 

over, uprooted; 
13

wild waves of the sea casting up the foam of their abominations; 

wandering stars for whom the nether gloom of darkness has been reserved for ever. 

Notes 

a. For the translation of these verbs, see Comment section. 

b. For the dative oJdw`/ in this expression, cf. Acts 14:16; Herm. Man. 6:1:2; BDF § 198, 5. 

c. oiJ is omitted by a 

 K al, probably because they connected it with spilavde", ―reefs,‖ which is feminine; in 

fact it relates to quneuwcouvmenoi, ―feasting together,‖ with spolavde" in apposition. 

d. For ajgavpai" uJmwǹ, ―your agapes,‖ A reads ajpavtai" aujtwǹ, ―their deceptions‖: a 

correction because the presence of the false teachers at the agapes seemed too scandalous 

(cf. 2 Pet 2:13). 

Form/Structure/Setting 

Jude 11 is a woe oracle, a form of speech which, although it may have Wisdom origins, 

was used with great frequency by the OT prophets and occurs in the OT almost exclusively 

in the prophetic books (a useful review of recent study of the OT woes is D. E. Garland, The 

Intention of Matthew 23 [NovTSup 52; Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1979] 72–80). It was a flexible 

form, adaptable to different purposes, but within and after the OT (although it could still be 

used primarily as a lament: ―alas!‖: cf. Matt 24:19; Gos. Pet. 7) it developed an increasingly 

imprecatory character, becoming a prophetic pronouncement of judgment on sinners. This, 

for example, is the function of the large number of woes (thirty-two, more than in any other 

ancient Jewish work) in 1 Enoch 92–105 (on which see G. W. E. Nickelsburg, ―The 

apocalyptic message of 1 Enoch 92–105,‖ CBQ 39 [1977] 309–28; R. A. Coughenour, ―The 

Woe-Oracles in Ethiopic Enoch,‖ JSJ 9 [1978] 192–97). Even there, however, a note of 

sadness and lament for the fate of sinners is not excluded (1 Enoch 95:1). 

The form of woe oracles varies. Those in 1 Enoch (also Jdt 16:17; Sir 41:8–9) follow the 

pattern: (1) ―Woe!‖ (frequently with a second person address, ―to you‖); (2) specification of 

the sins of the wicked; (3) pronouncement of judgment. But there are woes which lack (3) 

(Luke 11:42–44), and, very rarely, woes which lack (2) (Barn. 6:2). Frequently a o{ti 
clause, as in Jude, is used, specifying the cause of the exclamation, but this can be either the 

sin (Luke 11:42–44, 46–47, 52) or the coming judgment (Luke 6:25; 1 Enoch 99:16). Jude, 

in the three clauses which follow his o{ti, specifies both the sins and the judgment to which 

they lead, by reference to the OT types. His ―Woe to them!‖ is very unusual (cf. Hos 7:13 

LXX), since the more usual forms are impersonal (―Woe to those who …‖) or direct address 

(―Woe to you!‖), but it is determined by his context and purpose. 

The use of a woe implies prophetic consciousness on the part of the speaker or writer, as 

one authorized to announce divine judgment (Nickelsburg, ―Apocalyptic message,‖ 317), 

and the prophetic character of v 11 is confirmed by the three aorist verbs, representing the 

Semitic use of a ―prophetic perfect.‖ This means either that Jude himself here delivers a 



prophetic oracle, or that he quotes an already existing oracle, presumably of an early 

Christian prophet (as Ellis, ―Jude,‖ 224, suggests). It is scarcely possible to decide between 

these alternatives. It might be argued that just as he cites his first set of types (vv 5–7) 

according to a traditional list, so he cites the second set according to a well-known oracle. 

One rabbinic text (} 4:9, quoted Vermes, ―Balaam,‖ 134) lists Cain, Korah, and Balaam 

as a group of notorious sinners, but this is insufficient evidence to show that they were a 

well-known set of three in established Jewish tradition. At least in the cases of Balaam and 

Korah, however, Jude was not the only early Christian to use these types with reference to 

false teachers in the church (Balaam: Rev 2:14; Korah: an application to false teachers is 

implied in 2 Tim 2:19, quoting Num 16:5; 1 Clem 51:3–4; and cf. the Jewish evidence on 

Korah given in the Comment section), and this may well point to a piece of Christian 

prophetic teaching well-known in the early church (and known to Jude‘s readers according 

to v 5). On the other hand, it is possible that Jude, though taking up an established 

typology, has himself cast his reference to it in the form of a woe oracle. 

In either case, v 11 stands here as equivalent to an OT text, which Jude then applies to 

the false teachers in vv 12–13 (beginning outoiv eijsin, as in vv 16 and 19). This is the only 

case in which Jude‘s ―text‖ appears to refer directly to the false teachers, but it does so only 

in saying that they conform to the types. It is vv 12–13 which actually describe the errors of 

the false teachers in order to show that they do conform to the types. The pattern is 

therefore the same as in the exposition of the first three types in vv 8–10, and just as that 

exposition introduced an additional text (v 9) to help the exposition, so vv 12–13 contain 

allusions to other texts (Ezek 34:2; Prov 25:14; Isa 57:20; 1 Enoch 80:6). The link between 

the original ―text‖ and the exposition is helped by the catchword connection plavnh, ―error‖ 

(v 11)/planh`tai, ―wandering‖ (v 13). Finally, just as the exposition in vv 8–10 concluded 

by inferring the judgment of the false teachers, so does the exposition in vv 12–13. 

The remarkable accumulation of metaphors (six in all) is unusual in Jewish literature, 

but cf. the series of similes in Wis 5:9–12, 14; Ep. Jer; 70–71; and 1QH 3:6–7; the series of 

metaphors for the writer‘s enemies in 1QH 5:6–8; and the accumulated imagery in 4 Macc 

7:1–5; Jas 3:2–8. 

The last four of Jude‘s metaphors comprise a set of four images from nature, probably 

inspired by reflection on 1 Enoch 2:1–5:4; 80:2–8, and selected to represent the four regions 

of the universe (see Comment section). Like much of Jude‘s letter, these verses are 

carefully composed, and the accumulated imagery, culminating in the image of judgment, 

is rhetorically effective. 

Comment 

11. What distinguishes this second set of types (v 11), with their exposition (vv 12–13), 

from the first set (vv 5–7), with their exposition (vv 8–10)? Most commentators assume 

that Jude varies his illustrations, but largely repeats his charges. Having compared the false 

teachers with three notorious groups of sinners, he now compares them with three notorious 

individual sinners from the OT. Closer examination, however, suggests that Jude‘s purpose 

is more precise. Whereas in vv 5–10 he portrayed the false teachers simply as sinners, in vv 

11–13 he portrays them as false teachers who lead other people into sin. This interpretation 

will give a unity of theme to the section vv 11–13, and will enable vv 12–13 to be seen as 

an application of the three types of v 11 to the false teachers, rather than as simply a series 



of loosely connected denunciations. 

It is therefore largely this section which will justify regarding Jude‘s opponents as false 

teachers. They were not simply members of the church guilty of immoral conduct (Chase, 

DB(H); 2, 804; Plummer, 390), but people who taught antinomianism, no doubt on the 

authority of their visions (v 8), and thereby enticed other Christians into sin (cf. the teaching 

of ―Balaam‖ and the prophetess ―Jezebel‖ in Rev 2:14, 20). 

th̀/ oJdw`/ toù Kavi>n ejporeuvqhsan, ―they walked in the way of Cain.‖ In postbiblical Jewish 

tradition, Cain became not simply the first murderer, but the archetypal sinner and the 

instructor of others in sin. Some writers saw him as the prototype of hatred and envy 

toward one‘s brothers (T. Benj. 7:5; 1 John 3:11; 1 Clem 4:7). Josephus (Ant. 1.52–56) 

portrayed him as guilty of greed, violence and lust, and as the great corrupter of mankind 

(―he incited to luxury and pillage all whom he met, and became their instructor in wicked 

practices‖: 1.61, Loeb tr.). For Philo Cain was the archetypal egoist (Det. 32, 78), and the 

leader of others in the ways of sin (Post 38–39). Several of these characteristics, but 

perhaps especially Cain‘s role of enticing others to sin, make him appropriate as a type of 

Jude‘s opponents. 

In addition, however, it is possible that Jude also has in mind a tradition found in the 

Targums, which represented Cain as the first heretic. All the Targums, except Onqelos, 

include at Gen 4:8 a haggadic expansion of the biblical text in which Cain‘s murder of Abel 

is represented as the outcome of an argument about the righteousness of God (see Vermes, 

―Targumic Versions‖; P. Grelot, ―Les Targums du Pentateuque: Etude comparative d‘après 

Genèse, IV, 3–16,‖ Sem. 9 [1959] 59–88). The argument takes place in two stages (though 

the Frg. Tg. combines them into one exchange between the brothers). In the first stage Cain 

complains that God‘s acceptance of Abel‘s offering and rejection of Cain‘s offering is 

unjust; it shows that God does not govern the world justly. Abel replies that the world is 

governed justly, and it was because of the righteousness of Abel‘s deeds that his offering 

was accepted. Only this first stage is given in the Geniza fragment of the Palestinian 

Targum, but Pseudo-Jonathan and Neofiti take the argument into a second stage, in which 

Cain denies that there will be justice in a future life. He says: ―There is no Judgment, there 

is no Judge, there is no other world, there is no gift of good reward for the just and no 

punishment for the wicked‖ (Tg. Ps.-J., Neof., cf. Frg.; tr. in Vermes, ―Targumic Versions,‖ 

97–99). To this Abel replies: ―There is Judgment, there is a Judge, there is another world. 

There is the gift of good reward for the just and punishment for the wicked‖ (Tg(s) Ps.-J., 

Neof., cf. Frg.; tr. in Vermes, ―Targumic Versions,‖ 97, 99; Tg. Neof. adds: ―in the world to 

come‖). Particularly in this second stage of the argument, Cain is represented not only as a 

wicked man, but also as the first heretic: he indulges in wickedness on the strength of 

religious skepticism about the divine righteousness and the reality of future judgment. 

With regard to the dating of this tradition great caution is required. Probably the second 

stage of the argument is a later development than the first stage, but it may still be as early 

as the first century A.D. (Vermes, ―Targumic Versions,‖ 116; but the argument of S. 

Isenberg, ―An Anti-Sadducee Polemic in the Palestinian Targum Tradition,‖ HTR 63 [1970] 

433–44, that it reflects polemic against the Sadducees‘ denial of a future life is not decisive 

evidence of date). If this tradition was familiar to Jude and his readers, the mention of Cain 

would suggest a man who makes denial of future judgment a pretext for wickedness, and 

Jude‘s heretics would thus be followers of Cain not only in their immorality, but also in 

their religious teaching that there will be no future judgment in which God will punish their 



immorality. Though we are never explicitly told that this was part of their teaching, it 

seems a reasonable inference that it was: their freedom from the Law entailed immunity 

from any future judgment. 

The sense of ―walked in the way of Cain‖ is probably that they have followed in Cain‘s 

footsteps by imitating his sin. (For the expression, cf. LXX 3 Kgdms 15:26: ejporeuvqh ejn 
oJdw`/ toù patro;" aujtou`; 15:34; 16:2, 19, 26; 4 Kgdms 8:18, 27; 16:3; 2 Chron 11:17; 

21:6; Ezek 23:31; in all these cases it means to follow someone‘s moral example. 

poreuvesqai, ―to walk,‖ frequently, in Jewish Greek, refers to conduct or manner of life.) 

Boobyer (NTS 5 [1958–59] 45–47), however, argues that all three verbs in this sentence are 

used synonymously to refer to the destruction which the false teachers have incurred on 

account of their sin. poreuvesqai would then be used as a euphemistic expression for going 

to one‘s death (cf. LXX 3 Kgdms 2:2: poreuvomai ejn oJdw`/ pavsh" th̀" gh̀"; 2 Chron 21:20; 

Luke 22:22), equivalent to ajpwvlonto, ―they perished.‖ Boobyer translates: ―they go to 

death in the path of Cain.‖ But: (1) this is not the most natural meaning of the phrase 

(Kelly, 269), and (2) although Cain was sometimes used as an example of judgment (T. 

Benj. 7:5; cf. Wis 10:3; Jub. 4:31), the emphasis was often on the mitigation of his 

punishment (Gen 4:13–15; Josephus, Ant. 1.58; Tg(s) Gen. 4:13, 24), which made him less 

suitable as an example of judgment. It seems best to reject Boobyer‘s suggestion, though it 

is possible that Jude‘s choice of expression contains a hint that to follow in Cain‘s path will 

lead to Cain‘s fate. 

th̀/ plavnh/ toù Balaa;m misqou` ejxecuvqhsan, ―they plunged into Balaam‘s error for 

profit.‖ Again, Jude‘s reference to Balaam is dependent on the development of traditions 

about Balaam in postbiblical Judaism (on which see Vermes, ―Balaam‖; Ginzberg, Legends 

3, 354–82), in which Balaam was almost always portrayed in a bad light, as ―Balaam the 

villain,‖ one of the great enemies of the people of God. The disciples of Balaam are 

contrasted with the disciples of Abraham (… 5:22: the disciples of Balaam have 

―an evil eye, a greedy soul, and a haughty spirit,‖ and ―go down to Gehenna‖). 

Although according to the biblical account Balaam refused to be persuaded to curse Israel 

for the sake of monetary reward (Num 22:18; 24:13; but cf. Deut 23:4; Neh 13:2), Jewish 

traditional exegesis represented him as accepting Balak‘s invitation out of greed for the 

large rewards promised him (Tg(s) Num 22:7; Philo, Mos. 1.266–68; Mig. 114; <AbotRNat; 

1.29; Num. Rab. 20:10). Although Balaam of course failed to curse Israel, he made up for 

the failure, according to haggadic tradition, by advising Balak to entice Israel into sin (cf. 

Num 31:16). Balak‘s advice, in Pseudo-Philo‘s version, was: ―Select the most beautiful 

women among you and in Midian, and set them before them naked, adorned with gold and 

jewels. And it shall come to pass that when they see them, they will sin against the Lord 

their God and they will fall into your hands, for otherwise you cannot overcome them‖ 

(Bib. Ant. 18:13; cf. Tg. Ps.-J. Num 24:14, 25; 31:8; Philo, Mos. 1.295–300; Josephus, Ant. 

4.126–30; y. Sanh 10.28d; and cf. Rev 2:14). In this way Balaam was regarded as 

responsible for the apostasy of Israel recorded in Num 25:1–3, and the resulting divine 

judgment which caused the death of 24,000 Israelites (Num 25:9; cf. Num 31:16, which 

gave rise to this interpretation). The fact that Balaam was with the Midianite kings when 

the Israelites killed him (Num 31:8; Josh 13:21–22) was explained in the exegetical 

tradition by the supposition that Balaam had returned to collect his reward for his 

successful advice: ―What business had Balaam there? R. Jonathan said: He went to receive 

his reward for the 24,000 Israelites whose destruction he had encompassed‖ (b. Sanh. 106a, 



Soncino tr.; cf. Num. Rab. 20:20; 22:5; Sipra Numbers 137). 

Thus, by highlighting and developing certain aspects of the biblical account (especially 

Num 31:16), Jewish tradition remembered Balaam primarily as a man of greed, who for the 

sake of reward led Israel into debauchery and idolatry. The parallel with Jude‘s opponents 

will be that, like Balaam, they were enticing the people of God into sexual immorality 

(idolatry, though mentioned in Rev 2:14, does not appear in Jude), and doing so because 

they received financial rewards for their teaching. It may also be relevant that Balaam was 

in some sense a prophet, who received revelation in dreams and visions; sometimes Jewish 

exegetes saw him as a true prophet who had become a mere soothsayer or interpreter of 

dreams (b. Sanh. 106a; cf. Tg(s) Num 22:5; Bib. Ant. 18:2; Num. Rab. 20:7) 

The precise meaning of th̀/ plavnh/ toù Balaa;m misqou` ejxecuvqhsan, ―they plunged 

into Balaam‘s error for profit,‖ is not easy to determine. Boobyer again argues that the verb 

should be synonymous with ajpwvlonto, and translates, ―they are themselves cast away in 

the error of Balaam‖ (cf. R
v Margin: ―they cast themselves away through the error of 

Balaam‖), but his parallels to this use of the verb are not really convincing. On the other 

hand, this verb (passive of ejkcei`n or ejkcuvnein, ―to pour out‖) can be used in the sense of 

―to abandon oneself to‖ or ―to plunge into‖ (examples in Mayor, and BAG s.v.), occasionally 

with the dative instead of the more usual eij". In that case plavnh/ (equivalent to eij" 
plavnhn) will be that into which the false teachers plunged. 

Although the verb is appropriate to sexual immorality (cf. T. Reub. 1:6) and although 

Jewish tradition sometimes accused Balaam of this (bestiality with his ass: Tg. Ps.-J. Num 

22:30), this sense is ruled out here by misqoù (―for profit‖). The false teachers cannot be 

said to give themselves up to sexual indulgence for the sake of financial gain. Probably 

Jude refers to the idea, found in the Jewish exegesis, that Balaam, enticed by the prospect 

of reward, hurried with great eagerness to go and curse Israel (Num. Rab. 20:12; b. Sanh. 

105b, interpreting Num 22:21); and, by telescoping the story, this would mean that he 

hurried to give the advice that led Israel into immorality. Similarly, the false teachers, 

greedy for money, have rushed to follow his example. 

At the same time, Jude may well intend a hint that to plunge into this error of Balaam‘s 

is to plunge to destruction. For Balaam‘s eagerness, which Jewish exegesis found in Num 

22:21, was connected with the words of God in the preceding verse. This verse was 

understood to mean that because Balaam so much wished to go, God let him have his 

desire, but in doing so sent him to his destruction (―Villain! I have no wish that the wicked 

should perish, but seeing that you are eager to go and to perish out of the world, rise up, 

go!‖: Num. Rab. 20:12, Soncino tr.; cf. Bib. Ant. 18:8). The same interpretation was given to 

Num 22:35 (Philo, Mos. 1.274; Num. Rab. 20:15; cf. Ginzberg, Legends, 3, 367). 

Balaam‘s ―error‖ (plavnh means literally ―wandering‖ from the right path) must refer 

primarily to his advice to Balak which led Israel into sin. It was for this advice that he was 

rewarded. plavnh should therefore be taken in an active sense (as in Matt 27:64; 2 Thess 

2:11): his leading others astray. But the passive sense need not be excluded: in leading 

others astray, he himself went astray (cf. planh`tai, ―wandering stars,‖ v 13: the false 

teachers are themselves stars which have wandered from their courses; and 2 Tim 3:13). 

Again, there may also be a hint of judgment, cf. Num. Rab. 20:9: ―Balaam appeared on the 

scene and led mankind astray into lewdness. And as he led others astray so he was himself 

led astray. By the counsel that he gave he was himself tripped up. And the Holy One, 

blessed be he, led him astray; for so it is in fact written, ‗He causeth the nations to err, and 



destroyeth them‘ (Job 12:23)‖ (Soncino tr.). 

For their antinomian teaching the false teachers take payment (misqou`, cf. Philo, Mig. 

114: ejpi; misqẁ/, referring to the fact that the Moabites ―hired‖ Balaam; LXX Deut 23:5; 

Neh 13:2: ejmisqwvsanto). In the primitive church the traveling missionary‘s or prophet‘s 

right to be supported by the churches (1 Cor 9:4; Did. 13:1) was all too easily abused (Rom 

16:18; 1 Tim 6:5; Titus 1:11; Did. 11:5–6, 12). Hence the concern, which is frequent in the 

NT, to protect the church‘s leaders from any suggestion that they might be making profit out 

of their work (cf. Acts 20:33–34; 1 Thess; 2:9; 2 Thess; 3:8; 1 Tim 3:3, 8; Titus 1:7; 1 Pet 

5:2; Did. 15:1; Pol. Phil. 5:2). 

th̀/ ajntilogiva/ toù Kovre ajpwvlonto, ―through the controversy of Korah they 

perished.‖ Korah, who with Dathan and Abiram led a rebellion against the authority of 

Moses and Aaron (Num 16:1–35; 26:9–10; cf. Ps 106:16–18; Sir 45:18–19), was a 

notorious figure in Jewish tradition. He became the classic example of the antinomian 

heretic. This was partly because, in addition to the material already in the biblical text of 

Num 16, Jewish exegetical tradition, represented by Pseudo-Philo (Bib. Ant. 16:1–2 and Tg. 

Pseudo-Jonathan (to Num 16:1–2), interpreted Korah‘s revolt in connection with the 

immediately preceding account of the law of the fringes (Num 15:37–41). Korah and his 

fellow-conspirators complained that this was an intolerable law (Bib. Ant. 16:1). In 

contravention of it they ―made garments with completely blue fringes, which the Lord had 

not commanded‖ (Tg. Ps.-J. Num 16:2; cf. Num. Rab. 18:3). Korah accused Moses of 

adding his own inventions to the Torah (Num. Rab. 18:3, 12). Later rabbinic tradition 

attributed to Korah the heresy of the Minim that God gave only the Decalogue, and 

represented Korah as claiming, ―The Torah is not from heaven‖ (Vermes, ―Decalogue,‖ 

173; cf. Ginzberg, Legends, 6, 100–101). 

It should also be noticed that the Targums (Neof. Num 16:1; 26:9; Ps.-J. Num. 26:9) say 

that Korah, Dathan and Abiram ―made a schism‖ (literally ―divided,‖ glp 
; perhaps cf. 4QpNah 4:1). This characterization of them as schismatic is also reflected 

in 1 Clem 51:1–4, which compares those ―who set themselves up as leaders of rebellion and 

dissension‖ (stavsew" kai dicostasiva") with Korah and his fellows, who rebelled 

(stasiazovntwn) against Moses (cf. also 1 Clem 4:12). The implication of Num 16:2, that 

Korah, with Dathan, Abiram, and On, was responsible for inciting others to rebel, is 

strengthened by Num. Rab. 18:2, which interprets ―took men‖ to mean that Korah ―drew 

their hearts with persuasive words‖ (cf. Josephus, Ant. 4.15–21). Korah was therefore a 

natural type for heretical teachers, and 2 Tim 2:19 (along with 1 Clem 51:1–4) suggests that 

Jude was not the only early Christian writer to apply this type to false teachers within the 

church. The allusive character of the reference in 2 Tim 2:19 (quoting Num 16:5) suggests 

a well-established tradition. 

Jude‘s use of Korah as a type of the false teachers has often been thought to indicate that he 

accuses them of rebelling against ecclesiastical authorities (Zahn, Introduction, 244–45; 

Werdermann, Irrlehrer, 58; Bigg, Windisch, Barnett, Kelly, Reicke), but this is not 

necessarily the case. Korah‘s rebellion was against God as much as against Moses and 

Aaron (Num 16:11; 26:9), and Jude may have seen Moses in this context as representing 

the Law. It is likely that the real significance of Korah for Jude is as one who denied the 

divine authority of the Law. 

For Korah‘s rebellion, Jude does not use stavsi" (―sedition‖; as in 1 Clem 51:1, 3; 

Josephus, Ant. 4.12–13) or ejpisuvstasi", ―uprising‖ (as in LXX Num 26:9), but ajntilogiva, 



―controversy‖ (used of Korah‘s rebellion in Prot. Jas. 9:2; LXX uses it to translate Meribah 

in Num 20:13; 27:14; Deut 32:51; 33:8; Ps 80:8; 105:32). Although ajntilogiva can, by 

extension, refer to opposition in act (Moulton and Milligan, Vocabulary, s.v.), its root and 

common meaning is verbal opposition, quarrel, dispute. It is appropriate to Korah as a 

heretical leader who advanced antinomian opinions in controversy with Moses (cf. 

… 5:22: ―the controversy [tqljmWe have argued that in the cases of Cain and 

Balaam, Jude has referred primarily to their sins, though perhaps also hinted at their 

judgment. In the case of Korah, however, he refers explicitly to Korah‘s judgment. This (as 

Boobyer rightly points out) is not likely to be because he sees Korah as the most heinous 

sinner of the three. It is more probably because the exceptional character of Korah‘s fate 

made it a much more striking example of divine judgment than those of Cain and Balaam. 

This will also explain why Jude has placed Korah last, out of chronological order (cf. } 

4:19, which lists them in chronological order: Cain, Korah, Balaam). The sequence of three 

clauses reaches a climax in the final word ajpwvlonto (―have perished‖). 

Although Korah was sometimes thought to have been consumed by the fire (Num 

16:35; Josephus, Ant. 4.56), he was usually held to have shared the fate of Dathan and 

Abiram, when the earth swallowed them up and they went down alive to Sheol (Num 

26:10; Bib. Ant. 16:6; Prot. Jas. 9:2; cf. Num. Rab. 18:19). This unique (Num 16:30) fate 

was frequently cited as a warning example of divine judgment (Num 26:10; Ps 106:17; Sir 

45:19; Josephus, BJ 5.566; Bib. Ant. 57:2; 1 Clem 4:12: 51:4; Prot. Jas. 9:2). According to 

Pseudo-Philo, Korah and his company remain alive in Sheol until the Last Day, when they 

will be destroyed without sharing in the resurrection (Bib. Ant. 16:3; cf. . 36:2; 

Num. Rab. 18:13). 

The aorist ajpwvlonto is equivalent to a ―prophetic perfect,‖ i.e. it views the future 

judgment of the false teachers with the certainty of an event which has already occurred. 

This perspective necessarily also puts the sins of the false teachers into the completed past; 

hence the aorist tense of the two preceding verbs. 

12. ejn taì" ajgavpai" uJmw`n, ―in your fellowship meals.‖ This is the earliest occurrence of 

the term ―agape‖ in the sense of the Christian fellowship meal, a usage which afterward 

becomes fairly frequent (2 Pet 2:13 v.l.; Ign. Smyrn. 8:2; Ep. Apost 15; Acts Paul & Thecla 

25; Clement Alex., Paed 2.1.4; Strom. 3.2.10; Tertullian, Apol. 39; De jejun. 17–18). It is 

equivalent to the much less frequent term ―the Lord‘s supper‖ (kuriako;n deìpnon: 1 Cor 

11:20; Hippolytus, Apost. Trad. 26.5; Clement Alex., Paed 2.2, quoting 1 Cor 11:20). 

In the background to the practice lie the common meals of Judaism (e.g. the meals of 

the  and those of the Qumran sect and the Therapeutae) and the communal living of 

the earliest Christian community (Acts 2:44–46), but more especially the meals, including 

the Last Supper, which the disciples of Jesus celebrated with him both before and after his 

resurrection. The agape or Lord‘s Supper was a real meal (1 Cor 11:20–34; Acts 2:46), held 

in the evening (Acts 20:7, 11), and was not, in the NT period, distinct from the Eucharist 

(see M.J. Townsend, ―Exit the Agape?‖ ExpTim 90 [1978–79] 356–61; I. H. Marshall, Last 

Supper and Lord’s Supper [Exeter: Paternoster, 1980] 110–11) for which NT writers have 

no term which distinguishes it from the agape. Probably Ignatius still uses the term 

kuriako;n dei`pnon to include the Eucharist (Smyrn. 8:2), and the close association of agape 

and Eucharist continued well into the second century (Ep. Apost 15), though by the time of 

Justin the two had become separate, at least in some places. The agapes to which Jude 

refers certainly included, as their focal point, the sharing of the loaf and the cup which was 



later distinguished as the Eucharist. Their name must derive from the dominant early 

Christian sense of the love of God reaching men through Jesus Christ and creating a 

fellowship of love among Christians. This fellowship was expressed and enacted in the 

fellowship meal. 

The mention of the agapes here is probably not, as has often been thought, because they 

were subject to particular abuse by the dissolute false teachers (cf. Clement of Alexandria 

on the agapes of the Carpocratians: Strom. 3.2), but because they were the focal point of the 

common life of the Christian community, and so the presence of the false teachers, 

behaving in their usual irreverent manner (ajfovbw"), was there especially dangerous. 

spilavde", ―dangerous reefs.‖ The meaning of spilavde" here has been much 

discussed. 

(1) The majority of the commentators (Spitta, Knopf, Bigg, Windisch, Sidebottom, 

Grundmann, Cantinat; Spicq, Agape., 368–69; and already the Vulgate: maculae) and most 

English translations take spilav" to be here equivalent to spivlo", meaning ―blot, blemish, 

spot.‖ This is supported mainly by 2 Pet 2:13 (spivloi), and Jude‘s own use of the verb 

spiloùn (―to defile‖) in v 23. But this meaning of spilav", which presumably arose by 

confusion with spilav", is extremely rare (apparently only one known instance: the Orphic 

book Lithaca 614, from the fourth century A.D.). In view of Jude‘s good command of Greek 

vocabulary it is not likely that he simply confused the two words. 

(2) A few take spilav" as an adjective, ―dirty‖ or ―polluted,‖ equivalent to 

ejspilwmevno" (v 23), arid so here: ―polluted persons‖ (so apparently Didymus: maculati; 

Hesychius: memiasmevnoi; Zahn, Introduction, 245, 258 n.5; cf. BDF § 45). Jude means that 

the false teachers participate in the fellowship meals ―polluted by their unchastity‖ (Zahn, 

Introduction, 258). This gives a slightly different sense from (1), and accords with Jude‘s 

description of the false teachers in v 8. But the usage is hard to parallel. 

(3) Knox (JTS 14 [1913] 547–49; JTS 16 [1915] 78; cf. Jones, JTS 23 [1922] 282–83) has 

argued that spilav" can mean ―foul wind‖ (adjectival spilav" with a[nemo" understood). 

But even if his evidence for this use is accepted, it gives no good sense in Jude 12, where it 

occurs too early to be connected with the later wind metaphor. 

(4) The usual meaning of spilav" is ―rock,‖ especially at sea or on the shore, and hence 

a reef which can cause shipwreck (examples in Mayor, Spicq, Lexicographie, 809–10, and 

BAG). This interpretation (adopted by Ps.-Oecumenius, Plummer, Mayor, Reicke, Green, 

Kelly) is not only the natural meaning of the word; it also makes excellent sense. In context 

the word should indicate the danger which the false teachers present to Jude‘s readers by 

their close association with them in the fellowship meals. The false teachers, he says, are 

like dangerous reefs; close contact with them will result in shipwreck. (For the metaphor, 

cf. 1 Tim 1:19; Barn. 3:6; and cf. the more common metaphors of the snare and the rock of 

stumbling: of persons, Isa 8:14–15; Matt 13:41; 16:23. It is in keeping with Jude‘s style that 

he substitutes a less common and livelier metaphor.) spilavde" are sometimes said to be 

hidden, submerged rocks (cf. Etymologicum Magnum, quoted Mayor; Kelly, Reicke) but 

this need not be the case (see especially Anth. Pal. 11.390, quoted Bigg; Josephus, BJ 3.420; 

Plummet, 428). They can be visible rocks, jutting out from the seashore, and such rocks are 

also a danger to shipping. Jude certainly does not think the false teachers are in any way 

―hidden‖; they are identifiable by their teaching and scandalous conduct. His point is that 

close proximity to such people is dangerous, and should be avoided, as a sailor keeps his 

ship clear of the rocks. 



It is not impossible, in view of Jude‘s use of catchword connections (cf. plavnh/, ―error‖ 

(v 11) and planh̀tai, ―wandering‖ (v 13) in this section; and the remarks on threìn in the 

Comment on v 6) and his use of spilou`n, ―to defile,‖ in v 23, that Jude intends the pun 

spilavde"/spivloi, ―dangerous reefs/blots.‖ 

oiJ … suneuwcouvmenoi ajfovbw", ―the people who feast with you … without 

reverence.‖ The article oiJ relates not to spilavde", which is feminine, but to 

suneuwcouvmenoi, (cf. the same construction in v 19); spilavde" is in apposition (Chaine, 

Kelly). 

suneuwcouvmenoi could mean simply ―feasting together,‖ by themselves (Spitta, Bigg, RS
v), 

and this could be supported by the following phrase eJautou;" poimaivnonte" (―feeding 

themselves‖), if this refers directly to their behavior at table, and by v 19 (ajpodiorivzonte", 

―making divisions‖): they formed their own group at table (cf. 1 Cor 11:18–21). But 

whether or not they did this, it is not likely to be the point Jude is making. After ejn tai`" 
ajgavpai" uJmwǹ (―in your fellowship meals‖) the natural meaning of sunruwcouvmenoi is 

―feasting with you‖ (thus C and 2 Pet 2:13, which add uJmi`n, are correct interpretations). In 

line with the theme of this section—the false teachers as those who entice others to 

sin—Jude‘s point relates to the danger of such close association with them. 

There is not necessarily anything reprehensible about ―feasting‖ at the agape, but 

coupled with ajfovbw", ―without reverence,‖ there may be the implication that, in 

accordance with their sensuality (v 10), the false teachers treat it as a mere banquet, an 

occasion for gratifying their appetites, rather than for fellowship with the Lord and their 

fellow-Christians (cf. 1 Cor 11:20–22, 33–34). Some take ajfovbw" with the following 

phrase (Zahn, Introduction, 258; Mayor, Bigg), but when understood as ―irreverently‖ (as 

in LXX Prov 15:16) it goes well with suneuwcouvmenoi and supplies the note of 

condemnation which would otherwise be lacking in this phrase. The irreverent attitude 

(also at Corinth: 1 Cor 11:27–29) probably relates to the spiritual arrogance of the false 

teachers, who behave as though they were their own masters, not subject to the Lord. There 

is no reason to think they made the agape an occasion for blatant debauchery. The danger 

Jude sees is from the influence of their general attitude and behavior. We should also 

remember that the agape was probably also a time when prophecy and teaching took place 

(cf. Acts 20:7, 11), so that the false teachers‘ presence exposed the church to their teaching. 

It may be that in this way this opening phrase of v 12 connects fairly directly to the rest of 

vv 12–13, which concern the teaching activity of the false teachers. 

The danger of close association with the false teachers may have been connected in 

Jude‘s mind especially with Korah (v 11), since the account of Korah‘s revolt lays great 

stress on the danger to the rest of Israel from proximity to Korah and his company (Num 

16:24, 26–27, 34; Bib. Ant. 16:7). 

eJautou;" poimaivnonte", ―shepherds who only look after themselves.‖ This phrase has 

often been taken closely with the preceding: they selfishly concentrate on having a good 

meal themselves, like the Corinthians who could not wait for their brothers before starting 

their own meal (1 Cor 11:21) (so Plummer, Moffatt, Kelly). But poimaivnonte", 

―shepherding,‖ is the activity of shepherds, and the metaphor of shepherding for Christian 

leadership was so common in early Christianity (John 21:16; Acts 20:28; 1 Cor 9:7; Eph 

4:11; 1 Pet 5:2; Ign. Phil. 2:1; Ign. Rom. 9:1; cf. CD 13:9–10) that it must be implied here. 

Bigg thinks the phrase refers to the rebelliousness of the false teachers; instead of 

submitting to the pastors of the church, they wish to be their own shepherds. But the more 



natural meaning is that they claim to be leaders in the church, but instead of tending the 

flock they only look after themselves. This meaning becomes certain when it is seen that 

Jude is alluding to Ezek 34:2, which indicts the shepherds (i.e. rulers) of Israel for feeding 

themselves at the expense of the sheep. The sheep provide them with meat and wool, but 

they do not tend the sheep (34:3). Similarly the false teachers are making a good living out 

of the church. (Cf. also Asc. Isa. 3:24: ―many elders will be lawless and violent shepherds to 

their sheep and will become ravagers [of the sheep], since they have no holy shepherds‖: tr. 

in NTApoc. 2, 648.) The phrase connects with the example of Balaam (v 11), the prophet 

who hired out his services for financial gain. 

Jude‘s allusion is evidently to the Hebrew of Ezek 34:2 (LXX has mh; bovskousin 
poimevne" eJautouv"; ―do shepherds feed themselves?‖ cf. Symmachus: oiJ poimaivnonte" 
eJautouv", ―shepherds who only look after themselves‖). 

nefevlai a[nudroi uJpo; ajnevmwn paraferovmenai, ―They are clouds blown along by the 

wind without giving rain.‖ This is the first of four metaphors from nature, all of which 

relate to the false teachers‘ claim to be prophets and teachers. This metaphor probably 

derives from Prov 25:14: ―Like clouds and wind without rain is a man who boasts of a gift 

he does not give‖ (RS
v). (Again Jude must be dependent on the Hebrew text, for the LXX 

completely obscures this sense.) On summer days on the coasts of Palestine and Syria, 

clouds are sometimes seen approaching land, promising rain, but then pass, blown on by 

the wind, without producing any rain. Similarly, the false teachers are all empty promise. 

They make great claims for the value of their teaching, but it provides nothing beneficial at 

all. 

devndra fqinopwrina; a[karpa, ―autumnal trees bearing no fruit.‖ The precise 

significance of fqinopwrino" is disputed: (1) some hold that it refers to a time when the 

trees are bare, after the season when the fruit is harvested (Bigg, Chaine, Kelly); (2) others 

take it to refer to the end of the season of harvest, when any tree‘s fruit, if it has any, should 

be ripe (this view is argued in Mayor‘s long note, 55–59). It seems that evidence can be 

cited for either usage, no doubt because the reckoning of seasons varied. But (1) seems an 

unsatisfactory sense in context; a tree cannot be blamed for bearing no fruit when the 

season for fruit has passed. The second suggestion provides a good parallel with the 

previous phrase; just as the clouds promise rain but give none, so the trees promise fruit but 

yield none. Like the fig tree in the parable (Luke 13:6), these trees are bare when fruit is 

expected. 

The image of a tree and its fruits is common in the biblical literature, with various 

meanings (Ps 1:3; Jer 17:6, 8; Wis 4:3–5; Sir 6:3; Matt 3:10 par. Luke 3:9; Jas 3:12; Herm. 

Sim. 4); of particular relevance is Matt 7:16–20 (cf. Matt 12:33 par. Luke 6:43–44), where 

false prophets are known by their evil fruits. It may be, however, that Jude‘s image was 

primarily inspired by a passage in 1 Enoch which describes how ―in the days of the sinners‖ 

(80:2) the regularity of nature will be interrupted: ―all things on earth will change, and will 

not appear at their proper time‖ (80:2; on the relevance of this passage as a whole to vv 

12–13, see below). One instance of this is that ―the fruits of the trees will be withheld at 

their proper time‖ (80:3, tr. Knibb). In this picture of lawless nature Jude saw a metaphor of 

the lawless men troubling his churches. 

div" ajpoqanovnta ejkrizwqevnta, ―dead twice over, uprooted.‖ The metaphor of the trees 

is an advance on that of the clouds, in that it describes the judgment of the false teachers, 

picturing it, as in v 11, as though already accomplished. This extension of the tree metaphor 



is traditional (trees cut down: Matt 3:10 par. Luke 3:9; Matt 7:19; Luke 13:9; uprooted: Ps 

52:5; Prov 2:22; Wis 4:4; Matt 15:13). It is hard to give ―twice dead‖ a botanical meaning; 

Mayor suggests that they ―may be called doubly dead, when they are not only sapless, but 

are torn up by the root, which would have caused the death even of a living tree.‖ But the 

term has clearly been chosen for its application to the false teachers. Some think it is as 

apostates that they are doubly dead; they have returned to their preconversion condition of 

spiritual death (Mayor, Bigg, Green, Grundmann). More probably Jude refers to the term 

―the second death,‖ by which the fate of the wicked after the Last Judgment was known 

(Rev 2:11; 20:6, 14; 21:8; for ―the second death‖ in the Targums, see I. Abrahams, Studies 

in Pharisaism and the Gospels, 2nd Series [Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1924] 

41–49; McNamara, Targum, 117–25). 

13. kuvmata a{gria qala;ssh" ejpayrivzonta ta;" eJautẁn aijscuvna", ―wild waves of the 

sea casting up the foam of their abominations.‖ This third of the metaphors from nature is 

probably based on Isa 57:20: ―the wicked are like the tossing sea; for it cannot rest, and its 

waters toss up mire and dirt‖ (RS
v). (The last clause is missing in LXX; so again it is clear 

that Jude depends on the Hebrew.) It is noteworthy that this verse of Isaiah is twice echoed 

in the Qumran hymns, to describe the assaults of the wicked on the writer (1QH 2:12–13: 

―they have roared like turbulent seas, and their towering waves have spat out mud and 

slime‖; 1QH 8:15: ―they cast up their slime upon me‖: tr. Vermes; for the wicked as wild 

waves, cf. also 1QH 2:27–28; 6:23). (Note also that T. Jud. 21:9 predicts false prophets like 

storms at sea.) 

In his paraphrase of Isa 57:20, Jude shows his command of good literary Greek (for the 

use of a{grio" for a turbulent sea, and the rare word ejpafrivzein, ―to cause to splash up 

like foam‖; cf. Euripides, Hercules furens 851: qavlassan ajgrivan,  Moschus, Idyll. 5:5: aJ 
de; qavlassa kurto;n ejpafrivzh; Wis 14:1: a{gria kuvmata; Sib. Or. 3:778: a{gria kuvmata 
Povntou, ―wild waves of Pontus‖), but there is no reason to think he depends on any 

particular Greek source. Oleson (NTS 25 [1978–79] 492–503) argues that Jude alludes to the 

myth of Aphrodite‘s birth in Hesiod, Theog 147–206, with a secondary allusion to 

Euripides, Hercules furens 850–52, but there is no verbal contact with the former exceptn 

that Hesiod uses ajfrov", ―foam,‖ while the connection Oleson makes with the passage in 

Euripides is tenuous in the extreme. 

Jude‘s language has broken through his metaphor: the abominations belong to the false 

teachers, not to the waves, but Jude compares them with the filth which the waves cast up 

on the shore. It is not certain whether the ―abominations‖ (lit., ―shames‖) are shameful 

deeds (so most commentators; and cf. the refs. for this usage in BAG) or shameful words 

(Reicke). In either case, the metaphor makes a rather different point from those of the 

clouds and the trees. They produced nothing; the waves produce something, but the product 

is horribly unlike the teaching and conduct of the true Christian prophet. Instead of edifying 

other Christians, it soils them like the dirt thrown up by a stormy sea. 

ajstevre" planh̀tai, ―wandering stars.‖ It is widely agreed that Jude has borrowed this 

image from 1 Enoch. Jewish apocalyptic thought of the heavenly bodies as controlled by 

angels (see, e.g., 1 Enoch 82), and inherited Oriental myths in which the apparently irregular 

movements of the planets were attributed to the disobedience of heavenly beings, and 

probably also such phenomena as comets and meteors were interpreted as heavenly beings 

falling from heaven (cf. Isa 14:12–15; Rev 8:10; 9:1). Thus in 1 Enoch 18:13–16; 21:3–6, 

the Watchers (whose fall from heaven and judgment Jude mentioned in v 6) are represented 



as seven stars ―which transgressed the command of the Lord from the beginning of their 

rising because they did not come out at their proper times‖ (18:15, tr. Knibb; cf. 21:6). This 

imagery is taken up in the later Book of Dreams (1 Enoch 83–90), which in its allegory of 

world history represents the fall of the Watchers as the fall of stars from heaven (86:1–3); 

then, in a passage corresponding to 1 Enoch 10 (which Jude quoted in v 6) the archangels 

cast the stars down into the darkness of the abyss and bind them there (88:1, 3) until their 

judgment at the End, when they will be cast into the abyss of fire (90:24). If Jude is 

alluding to these passages, as many think (Plummer, Mayor, Windisch, Chaine, Kelly; 

Milik, 1 Enoch, 239), then he is once again, as in v 6, comparing the false teachers with the 

fallen angels. His phrase ajstevre" planh̀tai (―wandering stars‖) was normally used of the 

planets (references in TDNT 6, 229 n.7), and was still so used, even though in Jude‘s day 

astronomers were aware that in fact their movements are regular (Cicero, De natura 

deorum 2.51, quoted Mayor). This corresponds to Enoch‘s reference to ―seven stars‖ (1 

Enoch 18:13; 21:3), though the fall of the stars (86:1–3) would perhaps better suit comets or 

meteors. 

A minor criticism of this view would be that in 1 Enoch darkness is the temporary fate of 

the fallen angels (1 Enoch 88:1; cf. 10:4–5), as it is in Jude 6, until at the Last Judgment 

they are thrown into the fire (1 Enoch 90:24; cf. 10:6, 13; 21:7–10). In Jude 13 darkness is 

the eternal destiny of the stars. But this may indicate only that Jude is using his source 

material flexibly. 

There is, however, another passage in 1 Enoch which may have a better claim to have 

been immediately in Jude‘s mind: the passage already mentioned, in 1 Enoch 80, which 

describes the lawlessness of nature in the last days: ―And many heads of the stars in 

command will go astray, and these will change their courses and their activities, and will 

not appear at the times which have been prescribed for them‖ (80:6, tr. Knibb). The 

following verse describes how they thereby lead people astray. These ―wandering stars‖ 

Jude takes as an image of the false teachers who stray from the path of obedience to God in 

order deliberately to entice others into sin. The use of planh`tai, ―wandering,‖ establishes 

a catchword connection with Balaam (v 11), the prophet who went astray in leading others 

astray (plavnh). 

The words plana`n (―to lead astray‖) and plavnh (―error‖) were regularly used to 

describe the activity of the false prophets of the last days (Matt 24:4–5, 11, 24; 1 Tim 4:1; 2 

Tim 3:13; 1 John 4:6; Rev 2:20; 13:14; cf. TDNT 6, 241, 246–49). Clement of Alexandria, 

applying Jude‘s image of the wandering stars to the Carpocratians, correctly perceived its 

force: ―For these are the ‗wandering stars‘ (ajstevre" planh̀tai) referred to in the 

prophecy, who wander (planwvmenoi) from the narrow road of the commandments into a 

boundless abyss of the carnal and bodily sins‖ (Letter to Theodorus 1.6–7, tr. in M. Smith, 

Clement of Alexandria and a Secret Gospel of Mark [Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard 

University Press, 1973] 446). Theophilus of Antioch (Ad Autol. 2.15.17–19), whether or 

not inspired by Jude, saw the fixed stars as images of righteous men who observe God‘s 

laws and the planets as representing men who have strayed from God and abandoned his 

laws. 

oi{" oJzovfo" toù skovtou" eiv" aijẁna tethrhvtai, ―for whom the nether gloom of 

darkness has been reserved for ever.‖ In 1 Enoch the place of final damnation is usually 

represented by fire, but Jewish thought also knew the idea of consignment to eternal 

darkness (Tob 14:10; 1 Enoch 46:6; 63:6; Pss. Sol. 14:9; 15:10; cf. Matt. 8:12; 22:13; 



25:30), and the two images were sometimes combined (1 Enoch 103:8; 108:14; &SibOr; 

4:43; 1QS 2:8; 4:13; 2 Enoch 10:2). Jude will have chosen the image of darkness here 

because it is a more appropriate fate for stars. Unlike the true Christian teachers who are to 

shine like the stars in heaven (Dan 12:3), the misleading light of the false teachers will be 

extinguished in darkness for ever. 

With regard to the whole group of four images from nature, two final observations can be 

made. Firstly, as Reicke points out, it may be significant that Jude has chosen an image 

from each of the four regions of the physical world: clouds in the air, trees on the earth, 

waves in the sea, stars in the heavens. But this observation is really only significant when 

connected with the second (first made by Spitta), that this sequence of metaphors is related 

to 1 Enoch 2:1–5:4 and 80:2–8. The first of these passages follows immediately the verse of 

1 Enoch (1:9) which Jude quotes in vv 14–15, and at 5:4 it returns to the theme of 1:9. It 

forms a kind of comment on 1:9, addressed directly to the wicked whose judgment is 

foretold in 1:9, and it is therefore likely that Jude had reflected on it. 

The theme of the section is that the works of God in nature conform to the laws which 

God has ordained for them, by contrast to the wicked who transgress God‘s law. The 

illustrations of this include the four natural phenomena which Jude takes up: ―Consider the 

summer and the winter, how the whole earth is full of water, and clouds and dew and rain 

rest upon it‖ (2:3, tr. Knibb); ―Contemplate how the trees are covered with green leaves, 

and bear fruit‖ (5:1, tr. Knibb); ―Behold how the seas and rivers likewise accomplish and do 

not alter their tasks from his commandments‖ (5:4, tr. from Greek); ―Contemplate all the 

events in heaven, how the lights in heaven do not change their courses, how each rises and 

sets in order, each at its proper time, and they do not transgress their law‖ (2:1, tr. Knibb). 

But in contrast to these pictures of law-abiding nature, Jude has chosen corresponding 

examples of nature transgressing these laws, not fulfilling its appointed functions. His 

examples from nature are therefore not (as in 1 Enoch) contrasts but parallels to the lawless 

behavior of the wicked. 

Jude will probably also have known a later passage of 1 Enoch (in the ―astronomical‖ 

section) which predicts the last days (―the days of the sinners,‖ 80:2), when nature will no 

longer present a law-abiding contrast to the ways of wicked men, but will itself go astray 

into lawlessness. Here parallels to three of Jude‘s four images may be found: ―the rain will 

be withheld, and heaven will retain it‖ (80:2); ―the fruits of the trees will be withheld at 

their proper time‖ (80:3); ―many heads of the stars in command will go astray‖ (80:6). 

It seems likely that these two passages in 1 Enoch have inspired Jude‘s series of metaphors. 

He represents the lawlessness of nature, prophesied for the last days, by selecting an 

example from each of the four regions of the world, and sees in them figures of the lawless 

teachers who are also prophesied for the last days. He has then filled out this general 

conception by working in allusions to Prov 25:4 and Isa 57:20. 

explanation 

In this section Jude focuses on the false teachers as teachers and corrupters of others, 

and shows that in this capacity, too, they conform to OT types of sin and its judgment. 

Again he uses prophetic types probably already familiar to his readers from the catechetical 

tradition, and he refers to them in the form of a prophetic woe oracle against the false 

teachers, an authoritative pronouncement of judgment, which he either quotes from earlier 



Christian prophecy or utters on his own prophetic authority. 

The oracle compares the false teachers first to Cain, the great prototype of sinners, who 

corrupted the race of Adam, and also (if this tradition can be dated to Jude‘s time) the first 

heretic, who justified his antinomian behavior by denying divine righteousness and 

judgment. Secondly, they are compared to Balaam, the prophet who, in his greed for 

financial gain, hurried eagerly to give the advice which led Israel into the disastrous 

apostasy at Beth-peor. Thirdly, they are compared to Korah, the archetypal schismatic, who 

contested the authority of Moses and disputed the divine origin of certain laws, gathering 

followers around him. The mention of judgment is reserved for this third type, since it is 

the spectacular fate of Korah which illustrates most effectively the doom which awaits 

Jude‘s opponents. 

The detailed application of the oracle to the false teachers (vv 12–13) opens with a 

reference to the church‘s agapes or fellowship meals, which were at this period not 

distinguished from the Eucharist and were the center of the church‘s life of worship and 

fellowship. In these fellowship meals the false teachers participated fully, and with their 

customary lack of reverence, so that the danger which their influence constituted for the 

church as a whole is focused on their presence at the fellowship meals. It is encapsulated in 

the first of six metaphors with which Jude describes them in this section; they are 

dangerous reefs, and if Jude‘s readers come too close to them they risk shipwreck. 

With a reference to Ezek 34:2, the second metaphor describes the way they exploit the 

roles of leadership which they claim in the community, probably by requiring the church to 

support them at a high standard of living. They are shepherds, who instead of tending the 

sheep, look after themselves at the sheep‘s expense. 

The four metaphors which follow are drawn from nature, one from each region of the 

universe (air, earth, water, heavens) and each an example of nature failing to follow the 

laws ordained for her. In this lawlessness of nature, such as apocalyptic writers expected to 

characterize the last days, Jude sees pictures of the lawlessness of the false teachers of the 

last days. 

The first two of these images—the clouds which fail to give rain and the trees which 

fail to provide fruit—make the same point: despite the claims they make for the value of 

their teaching, the false teachers are of no benefit to the church at all. Therefore, just as a 

barren tree is uprooted, they will incur the second death. 

Not only do these teachers have no beneficial effect. Like the turbulent sea which 

throws up filth on the shore, they have an actually harmful effect, corrupting those who 

come under their influence. 

Finally, they are compared to stars which go astray from their God-ordained courses, as 

the planets did in the old astrological myths, misleading those who look to them for 

guidance. The traditional judgment of such disobedient stars is to be extinguished in the 

eternal blackness of the underworld. 

Much of the impact of this passage derives from its imaginative force. Many of Jude‘s 

readers no doubt found the false teachers impressive and persuasive, and part of Jude‘s task 

must be to shift their whole imaginative perception of the false teachers and show the false 

teachers in a wholly different light. With this aim he provides a series of imaginatively 

powerful images which will influence the range of mental associations with which his 

readers perceive the false teachers. 
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Translation 

14
It was also about thesea that Enoch, the seventh in descent from Adam, 

prophesied, saying, 

Behold, the Lord cameb with his tens of thousands of holy ones,c 
15

to execute judgment 

on all, and to convict all the ungodly of all the ungodly deeds which they had committed 

in their ungodliness,d and of all the hard thingse which ungodly sinners had spoken 

against him. 
16

These people are discontented murmurers, who follow their own desires. Their mouths 

utter arrogant words and they show partiality for the sake of gain. 

Notes 

a. This use of the dative touvtoi" is odd, but must bear this meaning. 

b. The aorist h{lqen represents a ‗prophetic perfect.‘ 

c. On the variant readings see Osburn, NTS 23 (1976–77) 337–38. The addition of 

a;ggevlwn, in some manuscripts, including P72
, is probably an explanatory gloss, since a{gioi 

alone, in ordinary Christian usage, came to mean Christians, rather than angels. 

d. This phrase is intended to represent in the English the repetition of the stem ajseb, 

which in the Greek is contained in the verb h;sevbhsan. 

e. The addition of lovgwn (a 
 etc.), as in 1 Enoch 1:9 (C), is probably an explanatory gloss. 

Form/Structure/Setting 

This is the only section of his midrash in which Jude provides a formal quotation from a 

written source as his text, and he indicates this by using a standard formula of introduction 

(cf. 4QpIsab 2:7; 4QFlor 1:16; Acts 2:16; 4:11) in which touvtoi", ―these,‖ identifies the 

false teachers as those to whom the prophecy applies. In accordance with early Christian 



practice he makes certain modifications of the text (see below) which reflect his exegesis of 

it (cf. Osburn, NTS 23 [1976–77] 340–41). 

In the interpretation (v 16) the use of the phrase kata; ta;" ejpiqumiva" aujtwǹ 
poreuovmenoi, ―following their own desires,‖ creates a catchword connection with the next 

quotation (v 18). 

THE TEST OF THE QUOTATION FROM 1 ENOCH 

In these verses Jude quotes 1 Enoch 1:9. For the text of this verse we have a fragment of 

the original Aramaic, from Qumran (IVQEnc 1:1:15–17: Milik, Enoch, 184 and Plate IX), 

the Greek version in Codex Panopolitanus (C) (given in the table from Black‘s edition), the 

Ethiopic version (given in the table in Knibb‘s translation), and a Latin version in 

Pseudo-Cyprian, Ad Novatianum 16 (text in Charles, Enoch, 275), which has been widely 

regarded as derived directly from 1 Enoch rather than from Jude. Comparison of Jude with 

these witnesses to the text of 1 Enoch 1:9 raises two questions: (a) Has Jude followed the 

Greek version (C) or made his own translation from the Aramaic? (b) Has Jude adapted the 

text to meet his own requirements? 

The following points where Jude diverges from C need to be considered: 

(1) ijdouv: here Jude agrees with Ethiopic and Ps.-Cyprian against (C), and almost 

certainly follows the Aramaic text (so vander Kam, VT 23 [1973] 147–48; Black, 

―Maranatha,‖ 195; Osburn, NTS 23 [1976–77] 335–36; against Milik, Enoch, 186). (Both 

ijdouv and C‘s o{ti may derive from an original yra 
 [as Knibb, Enoch, 59, suggests], or perhaps from an original ah yra 
, the phrase with which the Targum renders hnh yk 
 in Mic. 1:3 [a theophany text on which 1 Enoch 1:4–6 depends] where the LXX has 

diocti ijdouv; cf. vander Kam, VT 23 (1973) 147–48.) 

(2) h{lqen: Jude‘s aorist (agreeing with Ps.-Cyprian) represents a Semitic ―prophetic 

perfect,‖ and will be the more literal translation of the Aramaic, whereas C and Ethiopic are 

more idiomatic renderings (vander Kam, VT 23 [1973] 148; Osburn, NTS 23 [1976–77] 337; 

for the Aramaic prophetic perfect, see Black, NTS 18 [1971–72] 10 n.; ―Maranatha,‖ 196). 

(3) kuvrio". In 1 Enoch the subject of the sentence is God, named in 1:4. Jude‘s kuvrio", 

which has no support from the other versions, has no doubt been supplied by him, probably 

as a Christological interpretation, in order to apply the verse to the Parousia of Jesus Christ 

(Black, ―Maranatha,‖ 195; Osburn, NTS 23 [1976–77] 337), but perhaps also by analogy 

with other theophany texts (Isa 40:10; 66:15; Zech 14:5; cf. 1 Enoch 91:7) which were also 

applied to the Parousia in primitive Christianity. 

(4) ejn aJgivai" muriavsin aujtoù: here Jude agrees with the Ethiopic and the Aramaic 

fragment against C. (For an attempt to explain C‘s longer reading, as a Christian 

interpretation of the text, see Bauckham, ―A Note.‖) Even if the expansion of the text in C 

is the result of a secondary gloss or scribal error in the Greek version, the fact that Jude 

uses the Semitism ejn instead of C‘s suvn shows that he is not here following the Greek (cf. 

Zahn, Introduction, 287). 

(5) kai; evlevxai pavnta" tou;" ajsebeì". Comparison of the versions shows that Jude 

has here abbreviated the text. According to the Ethiopic, Ps.-Cyprian and C, there are three 

purposes of God‘s coming: (a) to judge, (b) to destroy, (c) to convict. By combining (b) and 

(c) into one phrase Jude omits the idea of destruction, which one might have expected him 



to retain (cf. vv. 5, 10), but he also omits the original object of (c): ―all flesh.‖ This 

omission has the effect of applying the text exclusively to the ajsebeì", whom Jude wishes 

to identify as the false teachers (cf. Osburn, NTS 23 [1976–77] 338). The omission of 

―destroy,‖ (which comes 

4QEnc
 1:1:15–17 

Ethiopic 

Greek (C) 

Jude 

Ps.-Cyprian 

  

And behold! he 
o{ti 
ijdou; 
Ecce 

  

comes with ten 
e{rcetai su;n 
h{lqen kuvrio" ejn 
venit cum multis 

ta 
[wbrthousand holy ones, 

raì" muriavsin aujtoù 
aJgivai" muriavsin 
milibus nuntiorum 

[yh 
]�eydq 

  
kai; toì" aJgivoi" aujtoù 
aujtou` 
suorum 

  

to execute judgment 
poih̀sai krivsin 
poih̀sai krivsin 
facere iudicium 

  

upon them 

kata; pavntwn, 

kata; pavntwn, 

de omnibus 

  

and to destroy 
kai; ajpolevsei 
kai; evlevgxai 
et perdere 

  



  
pavnta" tou;" 
pavnta" tou;" 
omnes 

  

the impious 
ajsebei`" 
ajsebei`" 
impios 

  

and to contend 
kai; ejlevxei 
  

et arguere 

ar• 
[bwith all flesh 

pa`san savrka 
  

omnem carnem 

l[ 

concerning everything 
peri; pavntwn 
peri; pavntwn tẁn 
de omnibus 

[y 
]dbw[ 

which the 
e{rgwn th̀" 
e{rgwn 
factis 

  

sinners and the 
ajsebeiva" aujtwǹ 
ajsebeiva" aujtwǹ 
impiorum 

  

impious have done 
w|n h;sevbhsan 
w|g h;sevbhsan 
quae fecerunt impie 

÷br 
[brand wrought 

kai; 
kai; peri; pavntwn 
et de omnibus 

÷y•qw 



  
sklhrwǹ w|n 
twǹ sklhrẁn w|n 
verbis impiis quae 

  

  

ejlavlhsan lovgwn, 
ejlavlhsan 
de Deoi locuti sunt 

  

  
kai; peri; pavntwn 
  

  

  

  
w|n katelavlhsan 
  

  

  

against him. 
katj aujtoù 
katj aujtoù 
  

  

  
aJmartwloi; ajsebeì" 
aJmartwloi; aj 
rather oddly before ―convict‖ in 1 Enoch) emphasizes their judicial conviction, which must 

precede their destruction. 

(6) peti; pavntwn tẁn sklhwǹ w|n ejlavlhsan katj ajujtoù. The longer text in C may be 

explained by dittography (Charles, Enoch, 8; Knibb, Enoch, 60), unless Jude has again 

abbreviated the text, as the Ethiopic has certainly done here. Against all the versions, the 

Aramaic fragment has ―great and hard,‖ as in 5:4 (Greek: melavlou" kai; sklhrou;" 
lovgou"; Ethiopic: ―proud and hard words‖). Jude has the sense of this in v 16 (ujpevrogka). 

Jude‘s divergences from C do not seem to be explicable by the supposition that he was 

quoting the Greek version from memory (Chaine, Kelly). At points (3) and (5) he has 

deliberately adapted the text to suit the interpretation he wishes to put on it, but at points 

(1), (2), (4) and perhaps (6) he seems to be closer to the Aramaic original than to C. On the 

other hand, elsewhere his translation coincides closely with C. This coincidence might just 

possibly be accidental, assuming in both cases a literal rendering of the Aramaic (cf. 

Milik‘s reconstruction of the Aramaic), but this is unlikely. 

The simplest explanation is that Jude knew the Greek version, but made his own translation 

from the Aramaic. Other possibilities are that the text in C is a corruption of the Greek 

version which Jude quotes, or that the translator of the Greek version was a Christian who 

knew Jude‘s letter (Zahn, Introduction, 287). 



Comment 

14. jEpfoyhvteusen, ―prophesied.‖ While this word indicates that Jude regarded the 

prophecies in 1 Enoch as inspired by God, it need not imply that he regarded the book as 

canonical Scripture. At Qumran, for example, the Enoch literature and other apocryphal 

works were evidently valued without being included in the canon of Scripture. 

e{bdomo" ajpo; jAdam, ―the seventh in descent from Adam‖: a traditional description of 

Enoch (1 Enoch 60:8; 93:3 = 4QEng
 1:3:23–24; Jub. 7:39; Lev. Rab. 29:11), arrived at by 

reckoning the generations inclusively (Gen. 5:3–19). As the number of perfection, it 

indicates Enoch‘s very special character in the genealogy of the patriarchs, as the man who 

walked with God and was taken up to heaven (Gen 5:24)—the root of all the legends and 

literature about Enoch in intertestamental Judaism. The description here is probably 

intended to stress, not so much Enoch‘s antiquity, as his special status which gives 

authority to his prophecy. 

h`lqen kuvrio", ―the Lord came.‖ kuvrio" (―the Lord‖) is probably Jude‘s interpretative gloss 

on the text (see Form/Structure/Setting section above), by which he applies a prophecy of 

the eschatological coming of God (1 Enoch 1:4) to the Parousia of the Lord Jesus. In doing 

so he follows what seems to have been a widespread practice in primitive Christianity, of 

applying OT theophany texts to the Parousia (e.g. Isa 40:10 [Rev 22:12]; Isa 63:1–6 [Rev 

19:13, 15]; Isa 66:15 [2 Thess 1:7]; Zech 14:5 [1 Thess 3:13; Did. 16:7]). The opening 

section of 1 Enoch is in fact based on a series of such OT texts, especially those which 

depict the coming of the Divine Warrior (see vander Kam, VT 23 [1973] 129–50). 

That early Christians expected the eschatological theophany to take the form of the 

Parousia of the Lord Jesus has considerable importance for the study of the earliest 

Christological developments, for it was one route by which divine language came to be 

used of Christ. Like most early Christology, this was a functional identification of Jesus 

with God; as God‘s representative he will carry out the divine function of eschatological 

judgment (and salvation, see on v 21). Even though Jewish messianic expectation could 

also transfer such functions to the Messiah (4 Ezra; 12:31–33; 13:37–38; 2 Apoc. Bar. 40:1; 

72:2), it is noteworthy that much early Christian thinking about the Parousia did not derive 

from applying OT messianic texts to Jesus but from the direct use of OT texts about the 

coming of God. Jude is clear evidence that this took place in Palestinian Jewish 

Christianity. 

Black (NTS 18 [1971–72] 10–11; ―Maranatha‖) suggests that 1 Enoch 1:9, in the form 

given in Jude 14, is the source of the Maranatha formula, but this presupposes (1) that 1 

Enoch 1:9 was widely used in early Christianity, and (2) that kuvrio" is not Jude‘s own but a 

traditional Christian adaptation of the text. If (1) were acceptable, (2) would be plausible 

enough, but Jude‘s use of 1 Enoch is rather exceptional among NT writers (by contrast with 

second-century Christian writers, who surprisingly allude to 1 Enoch more frequently), and 

we cannot be very confident that 1 Enoch 1:9 was used of the Parousia much outside the 

circles to which Jude belongs. It is of course possible that Jude is one of our very few 

witnesses from precisely those Aramaic-speaking Christian circles in which Maranatha 

originated. But it would be safer to connect the formula more generally with the early 

Christian use of OT texts which refer to the coming of the Lord (Deut 33:2; Ps 68:17; Isa 

40:10; 66:15; Mic 1:3; Zech 14:5). It is with one of these other texts (Isa 40:10) that the 

formula seems to be linked when it is used in Revelation (22:12, 20). 

ejn aJgivai" muriavsin aujtoù, ―with his tens of thousands of holy ones.‖ The author of 1 



Enoch 1:9 derived the phrase from Deut. 33:2 (understanding the text as ―tens of thousands 

of holy ones with him,‖ as in Tg. Onq.; cf. Ps. 68:17, and vander Kam, VT 23 [1973] 

148–50), in accordance with the mention of Sinai in 1 Enoch 1:4. The ―holy ones‖ are 

angels, the heavenly army of the Divine Warrior, as in Zech 14:5, which was probably the 

main source of the early Christian expectation that the Lord at his Parousia would be 

accompanied by a retinue of angels (Matt 16:27; 25:31; Mark 8:38; Luke 9:26; 2 Thess 1:7; 

perhaps 1 Thess 3:13; see Bauckham, ―A Note‖). 

15. poih`sai krivsin kata; pavntwn, ―to execute judgment on all.‖ The phrase refers to 

adverse judgment, condemnation (cf. v 4, krivma), and, especially in Jude‘s adaptation of 

the text, not to all men but to all the ungodly (ajsebeì"). 

ajsebei`", ―the ungodly‖: see Comment on v 4. The quotation is remarkable for its 

repetition of the stem ajseb- (ajsebeì" twice, ajsebeiva", hjsebhsan), and this must be one 

reason why Jude chose it. It is probable that for him this was really the key text which 

demonstrates that the false teachers and their judgment are prophesied, and that v 4 (oiJ 
pavlai progegrammevnoi eij" toùto to; krivma, ajsebei`") points forward, not exclusively, 

but especially, to this quotation. 

peri; pavntwn tẁn sklhrwǹ w| ejlavlhsan karj aujtoù, ―of all the hard things which … 

had spoken against him.‖ The ungodly are to be condemned both for their deeds and (in this 

phrase) for their words. It is on the latter aspect that Jude will concentrate in his 

interpretation (v 16), probably because he has already dealt with the former aspect quite 

fully (vv 5–10) and is now more concerned with the false teachers as teachers. To speak 

―hard things‖ (cf. 1 Enoch 5:4; 27:2; 101:3; also LXX Gen 42:7, 30; 1 Kgdms 20:10; 3 

Kgdms 12:13) is associated in 1 Enoch 5:4 with being ―hard-hearted,‖ and probably in 1 

Enoch means to express stubborn resistance to God‘s will. 

16. goggustaiv, ―murmurers.‖ The connotations of the phrase ―hard things‖ (sklhrwǹ) 

in the quotation from 1 Enoch take Jude‘s mind back to the Israelites in the wilderness (cf. 

Ps 95:8; and for Israel in the wilderness as the classic case of ―hardness of heart,‖ see 

Berger, ZNW 61 [1970] 1–47), whom he has already cited as types in vv 5 and 11. For the 

verbal expressions of Israel‘s stubbornness, her complaints against God and resistance to 

his will, are again and again in the Pentateuch and later literature described as ―murmuring‖ 

(÷wl ÷gr 
; LXX: gogguvzein, diagogguvzein, goggusmov"; and see K. H. Rengstorf in TDNT 1, 

728–37). (Jude‘s goggustaiv is a hapax in LXX and NT, but is found in Symmachus, Prov 

26:22: Isa 29:24; and Theodotion, Prov 26:20.) Israel‘s disbelief at Kadesh, to which Jude 

referred in v 5, was expressed in ―murmuring‖ (Num 14:2, 27, 29, 36; Deut 1:27; Ps 

106:25; CD 3:8), as was Korah‘s revolt (Num 16:11; for other instances of Israel‘s 

murmuring in the wilderness, see Exod 15:24; 16:2, 7–9, 12; 1 Cor 10:10; 4 Ezra 1:15–16). 

Though, of course, the word could be used in other contexts (Sir 10:25; Pss. Sol. 16:11; 1QH 

5:23; 1QS 11:1; Matt 20:11; Luke 5:30; John 6:41, 43, 61; 7:32; Did. 3:6; 3 Apoc. Bar. 8:5; 

13:4), its associations with Israel in the wilderness were so strong that Jude must intend 

them here. 

The reference is not to the false teachers‘ complaints against the church authorities 

(Werdermann, Irrlehrer, 58–59; Zahn, Introduction, 247), because Jude is interpreting the 

―hard things‖ of Enoch‘s prophecy, which the ungodly spoke against the Lord (katj 
aujtou`). Jude means that the false teachers, like Israel in the wilderness, dispute the 

authority of God (or Christ). Instead of accepting his will for them, they resist it and 



complain about it (cf. Num 14:2–3). Jude is again thinking of their antinomianism. No 

doubt the false teachers said that no good came of keeping the commandments of the Law 

and regarded them as a burdensome restriction of human freedom. 

memyivmoiroi, ―discontented.‖ This word (which should probably be taken as an 

adjective with goggustaiv, ―murmurers‖) adds little to the meaning of goggustaiv, but 

strengthens the rhetorical impact. Another NT (and LXX) hapax, it refers to people who are 

discontented with their lot. Philo, Mos. 1.181) uses memyimoireìn of Israel‘s murmuring in 

the wilderness, and Jude may have taken the word from T. Mos. 7:7 (quaeru […], restored 

by Charles, Assumption, as quaerulosi, which in the Vulgate at Jude 16 translates 

memyivmoiroi; but against this view, see Laperrousaz, Testament, 51–52). 

The false teachers are not content with the moral restrictions God has imposed on them, and 

wish to throw off such restraints. 

kata; ta;" ejpiqumiva" aujtwǹ poreuovmenoi, ―following their own desires.‖ The 

corollary of their rejection of God‘s will is that they follow their own will. Although 

ejpiqumiva frequently has the bad sense of sinful desire, Jude‘s point here is not so much 

that they indulge particular sinful desires, whether sexual lust or greed, but that they follow 

their own desires rather than God’s. An illuminating comparison is with the catalogue of 

historical examples of sin and judgment in CD 2:14–3:12 (which is related to Jude‘s list in 

vv. 5–7), where the repeated phrases describing sin are: ―walked in the stubbornness of 

their heart,‖ ―did not keep the commandment(s),‖ and ―chose their own will‖ (cf. also CD 

8:7–8; Jer 18:12). The last is the equivalent of Jude‘s phrase (cf. also Isa 65:2; T. Jud. 13:2; 

2 Tim. 4:3; Aristides, Apol. 7). 

to stovma aujtwǹ laleì uJpevrogka, ―Their mouths utter arrogant words.‖ The Qumran 

Aramaic fragment of 1 Enoch 1:9 (4QEnc
 1:1:17) says that the wicked spoke ―great and hard 

things‖ (÷y•qw ÷br 
[br 
]): if Jude read this text, he omitted ―great‖ in his quotation, but now takes it up in his 

interpretation. In any case, the phrase is repeated in 1 Enoch 5:4 (4QEna
 1:2:13), which 

resumes the theme of 1:9: ―you have spoken great and hard words (Greek: megavlou" kai; 
sklhrou;" lovgou") with your unclean mouth against his majesty.‖ This passage is again 

echoed in 1 Enoch 101:3: ―you speak with your mouth great and hard things (megavla kai; 
sklhrav) against his majesty‖ (cf. also 27:2). Jude may also have recalled the same 

expression in T. Mos. 7:9 (os eorum loquetur ingentia, an exact equivalent of Jude‘s phrase) 

and Dan 7:8, 20 (LXX and €Q: stovma laloùn megavla, ―a mouth uttering great things,‖) (cf. 

also Ps 12:3 [LXX 11:4]; Rev 13:5; 2 Apoc. Bar. 67:7). 

In place of the usual literal Greek rendering megavla (―great‖), Jude uses uJpevrogka (lit. 

―huge‖; elsewhere in NT only at 2 Pet 2:18), which is better Greek idiom, since the word 

can be used of speech and of arrogance (see the quotations from Plutarch in Mayor; 

Theodotion, at Dan 11:36, has lalhvsei uJpevrogka, ―he will speak arrogant words‖). But 

the Semitic idiom must determine Jude‘s meaning, which is not that the false teachers are, 

in the usual sense, boastful (as in RS
v, Jb, NI

v, etc.). Their big words are uttered against God 

(1 Enoch 5:4; 101:3), like those of Nebuchadnezzar (2 Apoc. Bar. 67:7), Antiochus 

Epiphanes (Dan 7:8, 20; 11:36) and the Antichrist (Rev 13:5). They express their arrogant, 

presumptuous attitude toward God, their insolent contempt for his commandments, their 

rejection of his moral authority which amounts to a proud claim to be their own moral 

authority. 



qaumavzonte" provswpa wjfeleiva" cavrin, ―showing partiality for the sake of gain.‖ 

Neither the connection of this phrase with what precedes nor its precise meaning is easy to 

understand. The expression qaumavzein provswpon or provswpa is a common translation of 

the Hebrew idiom µynp a•n 
 (used in LXX: e.g. Deut 10:17; 28:50; 2 Chron 19:7; Job 13:10; 22:8; Prov 18:5; the 

alternative translation in LXX is lambavnein provswpon). It does not always carry a bad 

sense (cf. Gen 19:21; Deut 28:50), but when in the OT it does it usually means to show 

partiality in the administration of justice, and is often linked with perverting justice by 

taking bribes (Deut 10:17; 16:19; 2 Chron 19:7; Prov 28:21; Sir 35:12–13). 

In Jude 16 the term has commonly been translated ―flatter‖ (RS
v, J

b, NI
v), but there is little 

precedent for this meaning (cf. Job 32:21–22). It could mean ―show partiality‖ in a very 

general sense, as in Jas 2:1–9, where the fault is that of showing honor to the rich while 

neglecting the poor. Then, as most commentators argue, Jude means that the false teachers 

curry favor with the rich and influential members of the church. This gives a good sense 

except that it seems very loosely linked to what precedes. 

It may be that the meaning is rather more precise. There are a number of passages in 

which the sin of ―respecting persons‖ is linked to the activity of religious teaching. These 

are closely related to the usual judicial context of the term, since just as the judge may 

pervert the Law to favor the rich and powerful or for the sake of a bribe, so may the teacher 

of the Law adapt his teaching to what his hearers may wish to hear. He may, in his 

teaching, overlook the sins of those on whose favor he depends. So Mal 2:9 denounces the 

priests who show partiality in their teaching of the Law (LXX: ejlambavnete provswpa ejn 
novmw;̀ and cf. Mic 3:11), and the ideal of the Jewish teacher according to Luke 20:21 (cf. 

Matt 22:16; Mark 12:14) is one who shows no partiality (ouj lambavnei" provswpon) but 

truly teaches the way of God. We might also compare the instructions in the early Christian 

catechesis, that when it is necessary to reprove a Christian brother for a fault, it should be 

done without partiality (Did. 4:3; Barn. 19:4; Ep. Apost 46, cf. 38, 42). 

Many commentators think that Jude has T. Mos. 5:5 especially in mind, and if so this 

should settle the meaning. Although the text is somewhat corrupt (see Charles, Assumption, 

72–75), it appears to speak of teachers of the Law (magistri, doctores eorum—not judges, 

who are mentioned later in v 6) who ―respect persons‖ () and pervert 

justice by accepting bribes. (A similar passage from a later passage of Christian apocalyptic 

about the false teachers in the Church in the last days is Ep. Apost 37; and cf. also Asc. Isa. 

3:25.) 

Jude‘s opponents set themselves up as teachers in the church, but instead of faithfully 

presenting God‘s moral demands without fear or favor, they set them aside, because, Jude 

alleges, they hope in this way to make themselves acceptable to those members of the 

community on whose generosity they depend for their living. This interpretation has the 

advantage of providing an intelligible connection with the rest of the verse. The whole 

verse concerns their rejection of the will of God in their teaching. This reflects, says Jude, 

not only their presumptuous arrogance in relation to God (―Their mouths utter arrogant 

words‖), but also their sycophancy toward men. The same teaching in which they utter their 

―big words‖ against God is intended to please their patrons because it offers them freedom 

from moral restraint. 

Explanation 



The quotation from Enoch is probably to be seen as Jude‘s key text in his midrash. 

Interpreted by the addition of the word ―Lord,‖ it speaks of the coming of the Lord Jesus to 

judge the wicked. Its emphatic repetition of the word ―ungodly‖ hammers home the 

message of Jude‘s whole midrash: that those who indulge in ―ungodly‖ conduct, as the 

false teachers do, are those on whom judgment will fall. 

In applying the prophecy to the false teachers, Jude takes up especially its mention of 

the ―hard things‖ which the ungodly have spoken against the Lord, and highlights the 

words of the false teachers as those of men who will not submit to the divine will. Like 

Israel in the wilderness they ―murmur‖ against it, complaining of the restraints which the 

Law imposes on people. In the clash between God‘s will and their own, they reject the 

former to follow the latter. They do this with shameless arrogance, setting themselves up as 

a moral authority competent to set aside the commandments of God. They also do so with 

an eye to the favor of those members of the church on whom they depend for their 

prosperous living, hoping that a doctrine of moral laxity will appeal to these others as much 

as it appeals to themselves. 

The passage adds little to our knowledge of the false teachers, but that is not its purpose. It 

turns entirely on the fact that they are antinomians, and it is only this fact with which Jude 

is really concerned. His efforts are directed to persuading his readers that such antinomian 

teachers belong with the sinners of all ages condemned in Scripture, and especially with the 

sinners of the last days whose judgment at the Parousia is prophesied. The value of the 

prophecy of Enoch was that it made this point very effectively. 

The Prophecy of the Apostles (Jude 17–19) 

Translation 
17

But you, my dear friends, should remember the predictions of the apostles of our 

Lord Jesus Christ, 
18

how they said to you, 

In the final age there will be scoffers, who will follow their own desires for 

ungodliness.a 
19

These people are the ones who create divisions, who follow mere natural instincts,and do 

not possess the Spirit. 

Notes 
a. twǹ ajsebeiẁn could be a genitive of quality, perhaps a Semitism (―ungodly desires‖), or 

an objective genitive (―desires for ungodly deeds‖): the plural makes the latter rather more 

likely. The words are an example of Jude‘s catchword technique, and so should not be 

rejected as a gloss (as Spitta proposes). 

Form/Structure/Setting 



The opening phrase, with the vocative ajgaphroiv, ―my dear friends,‖ indicates a major 

transition (see White, Body, 15–16, 38), in which Jude repeats the thought of the opening 

phrase in v 5. This formal transition indicates the transition from OT types and prophecies 

(vv 5–16) to an apostolic prophecy (vv 17–19). Jude is still recalling his readers to the 

teaching they received at the time of their conversion, but he now moves from the OT 

material in which they were instructed to the prophecies which the apostolic founders of 

their church(es) gave them on their own authority. 

Jude‘s quotation, which has no close parallel except in 2 Pet 3:3, may not be a precise 

quotation from a written or oral source, but a statement in his own words of the general 

sense of some of the prophetic material which was often included in early Christian 

teaching. That the words are his own is suggested by the fact that kata; ta;" eJautẁn 
ejpiqumiva" poreuovmnoi twǹ ajsebeiwǹ (―who will follow their own desires for 

ungodliness‖) echo, in catchword fashion, v 16 and the repeated ajseb- words in the 

quotation from Enoch (v 15). On the other hand, it is also possible that Jude quotes a fixed 

form of words, which he has selected because of its use of the catchword ajsebeiwǹ and in 

v 16 deliberately anticipated its wording. 

Comment 

17. uJmei`" dev, ―But you,‖ indicates a contrast with the false teachers (v 16), but not, as 

many commentators think, a contrast between this section and the preceding verses (5–16). 

It is not that Jude now turns from denouncing the false teachers to exhorting the faithful. In 

this section he is still explaining to his readers that the false teachers are the people of 

whom they were warned in prophecy. But throughout the midrash section his intention has 

been that his readers, heeding these warnings, should no longer be tempted to follow the 

false teachers. 
mnhvsqhte twǹ rJhmavtwn tẁn proeirhmevnwn uJpo; tẁn ajpostovlwn toù kuriJou hJmẁn 

ÆIhsoù Cristoù, o{ti e[legon uJmi`n, ―you should remember the predictions of the apostles 

of our Lord Jesus Christ, how they said to you.‖ The interpretation of this passage is crucial 

for the date and character of the whole letter, since it has often been understood as requiring 

a postapostolic date of writing. It is said to represent the age of the apostles as belonging to 

the past. 

Against this view there are two decisive considerations: (1) The formal connection with 

v 5 (see Form/Structure/Setting section) indicates that Jude is still recalling his readers to 

their original Christian instruction, received at the time of the founding of their church(es). 

Once this is realized, the whole passage can be read naturally in a way which does not at all 

require a postapostolic date. It is not the apostles themselves who belong to the past, but 

simply their instruction of Jude‘s readers at the time of their churchfounding visit to the 

area. (2) This interpretation is supported by the explicit information that it was Jude‘s 

readers themselves (uJmi`n, ―to you‖) whom the apostles taught. This sets the only limit that 

can be gathered from this passage on the length of time which had passed since the 

apostles‘ prophecies were given. It implies that most of the original converts were still 

living when Jude wrote. The word proeirhmevnwn (―spoken beforehand‖) does not require 

that a long period of time had passed; its function is only to indicate that the predictions 

preceded their fulfillment. 

Against this argument that Jude here refers only to his readers‘ initial Christian instruction, 

it might be objected that the imperfect e[legon (―they said‖) implies that the teaching was 



―often repeated‖ (Mayor). But (1) it is doubtful whether in the case of this verb the 

distinction between the imperfect and the aorist can be pressed (see BDF § 329; and cf., e.g., 

Matt 9:34; Mark 3:21–22); (2) even if it could be pressed, the repetition need be only in the 

course of one visit by the apostles. Paul‘s Thessalonian letters provide instructive parallels, 

for he uses three imperfects (proelevgomen, 1 Thess 3:4; e[legon, 2 Thess 2:5; 

parhggevllomen, 2 Thess 3:10) with reference to his teaching during his one initial visit to 

Thessalonica. Moreover, Paul‘s proelevgomen (―we said beforehand‖: 1 Thess 3:4) 

parallels Jude‘s proeirhmevnwn (―spoken beforehand‖) as a reference to an apostolic 

prediction, given only a short time before, but already fulfilled at the time of writing. The 

parallel is closer still if Paul‘s prediction is interpreted as the apocalyptic expectation of the 

time of eschatological tribulation. A further parallel with Jude‘s words is found in 2 Thess 

2:5 (―Do you not remember that when I was still with you I told you [e[legon uJmi`n] these 

things‖): here Paul (if 2 Thessalonians is authentic) recalls his readers to the apocalyptic 

teaching about the coming of Antichrist which he gave them during the missionary visit 

when he founded their church. Unlike Paul, Jude refers in the third person to the apostles, 

because he himself was not one of the founding missionaries of the church(es) to which he 

writes. But his words do not necessarily require any longer interval of time than that 

between Paul‘s visit to Thessalonica and his writing of the Thessalonian letters. 

twǹ rJhmavtwn, lit. ―the words.‖ The plural seems most naturally taken as ―sayings,‖ in 

which case the quotation that follows is only a sample or summary of the apostles‘ 

prophecies. 

twǹ ajpostovlwn toù kurivou hJmwǹ ÆIhsoù Cristoù, ―the apostles of our Lord Jesus 

Christ,‖ are not all the apostles, ―the apostolic college‖ seen through the reverent eyes of a 

later generation (Kelly), but, naturally in the context, those apostles who founded the 

church(es) to which Jude writes. The full expression is not paralleled elsewhere in the NT 

(in the Pauline writings, the usual expression is ―apostle of Christ Jesus‖; but cf. Eph 3:5: 

―his holy apostles‖), but it stresses the authority of the apostles as derived from the Lord, in 

a way which is quite natural from a contemporary of the apostles. 

Almost all commentators think that Jude here excludes himself from the number of the 

apostles, but he need only be excluding himself from the number of those apostles who 

founded the church(es) to which he writes. In fact, as ―the Lord‘s brother,‖ he was probably 

not known as an apostle (see on v 1), but that conclusion cannot be derived from this verse. 

18. ejpÆ ejscavtou toù crovnou, ―in the final age.‖ The OT expression µymyh tyrjab 
 (―in the latter days‖) is rendered in the Septuagint and early Christian literature in a 

wide variety of ways, of which the most common are ejpÆ ejscavtou tẁn hJmerwǹ and ejn 

(taì") ejscavtai" hJmevrai". Sometimes kairov" (―time‖) is used instead of hJmevra (―day‖) 

(1 Tim 4:1; 1 Pet 1:5; Did. 16:2; Ign. Eph. 11:1), but crovno" (―time‖) is used only here and 

in 1 Pet 1:20 (ejpÆ ejscavtou tẁn cronwǹ, ―in the last times‖). Again we have evidence of 

the relatively independent character of Jude‘s translations of Semitic material. The rather 

awkward expression (―improved‖ by those MS
s which omit toù) results from the use of 

ejscavtou as a substantive, equivalent to the Hebrew tyrja 
 (―latter part‖ or ―final part‖), as in the more usual rendering ejpÆ ejscavtou twǹ 

hJmerẁn (LXX Num 24:14; Jer 23:20; 25:19; Dan 10:14; Heb 1:2). 

As used in the OT, the phrase usually refers simply to the future (G. W. Buchanan, 

―Eschatology and the ‗End of Days,‘ ‖ JNES 20 [1961] 188–93), but later, in apocalyptic 

literature and elsewhere, it became a standard expression for the time when the OT 



prophecies would be fulfilled, and hence the ―eschatological‖ future (CD 4:4; 6:11; 1QSa 

1:1; 1QpHab 2:5; 9:6; 2 Apoc. Bar. 6:8; 41:5; 78:5). Early Christian writers, with their sense 

of living already in the time of fulfillment, can use it with reference to the coming of Christ 

in the past (Heb 1:2; 1 Pet 1:20; 2 Clem 14:2; Asc. Isa. 9:13; cf. Heb 9:26) and to their own 

present (Barn. 4:9; Ign. Eph. 11:1; cf. 1 John 2:18), as well as to the still outstanding future 

(Jas 5:3; 1 Pet 1:5; Did. 16:2, 3; Asc. Isa. 3:30). The same writer can use it with reference to 

both past and future (1 Pet 1:5, 20). Hence when Jude represents the apostles as predicting 

events for the last days, he is not denying that they saw themselves as living already in the 

last days. The phrase is a flexible one, which was no doubt used in apostolic predictions of 

the apocalyptic future in the earliest Christian teaching. For its use in contexts similar to 

that of Jude 18, cf. 1QpHab 2:5.–6; 1 Tim 4:1; 2 Tim 3:1; Did. 16:3; Asc. Isa. 3:30. 

ejmpai`ktai, ―scoffers.‖ In the Widsom Literature of the OT the ―scoffer‖ (Ål 
) is the man who despises and ignores religion and morality (Ps 1:1; Prov 1:22; 9:7–8; 

13:1 etc.; and cf. 4 Ezra 7:79, 81), and it is in this general sense that Jude uses the Greek 

equivalent ejmpaivkth". This word and its cognates are typical of Jewish Greek (e[mpaigma, 
ejmpaigmov", ejmpaigmonhv, ejmpaivkth" are found only in LXX and NT, ejmpaivkth" only in 

Isa 3:4; 2 Pet 3:3; Jude 18), but usually in the context of the persecution of the righteous by 

the wicked who mock them (see TDNT 5, 633). They are never used in the Septuagint to 

translate Ål 
. Again Jude‘s Greek is relatively independent of Septuagint usage. (In the Qumran 

texts, ―the scoffer‖ [÷wxlh •ya 
] and ―the scoffers‖ are the sect‘s terms, probably derived from Isa 28:14, for their 

enemies the Wicked Priest and his allies: CD 1:14; 4QpIsab; 2:6, 10.) 

kata; ta;" eJautẁn ejpiqumiva" poreuovmenoi twǹ ajsebeiẁn, ―who will follow their 

own desires for ungodliness.‖ The addition of twǹ ajsebeiẁn (lit. ―for ungodly deeds‖) to 

the phrase which Jude has already used in v 16 gives it a different nuance: not simply their 

own desires, but their desires to indulge in wickedness. (Cf. Herm. Vis. 3:7:3: poreuvontai 
pavlin ojpivsw tẁn ejpiqumiw`n aujtwǹ tẁn ponhrwǹ, ―they go once more after their evil 

desires‖; T. Iss. 6:12; T. Jud. 13:12.) 

Jude has not cited a prophecy explicitly about false prophets or false teachers, although 

such prophecies were common in early Christian eschatological teaching (Matt 7:15; 24:11, 

24; Mark 13:22; Acts 20:29–30; 1 Tim 4:1–3; 2 Tim 4:3–4; 1 John 2:8; 4:1–3; Did. 16:3; 

Apoc. Pet. A 1; Sib. Or. 2:165–6). Probably because he wished to end his series of texts 

with one which again stressed the antinomian character of his opponents, he has cited a 

prophecy on a closely related and equally traditional theme: the apostasy of believers from 

true religion and morality in the last days (2 Tim 3:1–5; Asc. Isa. 3:21, 25–28; cf. Matt 

24:12; Did. 16:3–4). With his conviction that such prophecies were now being fulfilled, cf. 

1 John 2:18; 2 Tim 3:1–9. 

19. ajpodiorivzonte", ―who create divisions.‖ This very rare word (a stronger form of 

diorivzein or ajforivzein) was used by Aristotle (Pol. 4.4) in the sense of ―to define,‖ ―to 

make a distinction‖ in order to classify (see also the later occurrences in Maximus 

Confessor and Severus, quoted by Mayor), and some commentators have thought Jude uses 

it in the same sense: the false teachers make distinctions within the community. This is 

especially suitable for the interpretation of the false teachers as Gnostics; they classify 

themselves as pneumatics and the ordinary Christians as psychics (so Mayor, Windisch, 



Chaine, Kelly, Grundmann, NE
b). But ajpodiorivzein can also (like diorivzein and 

ajforivzein) mean ―to separate,‖ as in Corp. Herm. 3:2a, where it is used of the separation 

of the upper from the lower elements in the creation of the cosmos, and this seems to be a 

more obvious sense in Jude. The false teachers are causing divisions in the church (so 

Spitta, Bigg, Reicke). Since they still participate in the common fellowship-meals (v 12), 

Jude cannot mean that they have gone into complete schism, but that they gather their own 

faction within the church, like Korah (see on v 11). The tendency of their teaching is 

divisive because it creates an élitist group who regard themselves as those who truly 

possess the Spirit (see below). 

The fact that Jude introduces this theme in his interpretation of the apostles‘ prophecy 

(v 18) may indicate that this too was a theme of the eschatological prophecies of the early 

Christian missionaries. Cf. the agraphon, ―There will be divisions and factions‖ (e[sontai 
scivsmata kai; aiJrevsei", Justin, Dial. 35.3; J. Jeremias, Unknown Sayings of Jesus, tr. R. 

H. Fuller [London: S P. C K, 1957] 59–61),and 1 Cor 11:19: ―there must be factions 

(aiJrevqei") among you.‖ Thus one mark which identifies the false teachers as the 

prophesied ―scoffers‖ is the fact that, as prophesied, they create factions. 

M. R. James (xlv) makes the interesting suggestion that Jude took the word 

ajpodiorivzonte" from T. Mos. 7:7, where, immediately before querulosi (= memyivmoipoi, 
―discontented,‖ as in Jude 16), the Latin text has exterminatores, ―destroyers.‖ James 

conjectures that this is a literal rendering of ajpodiorivzonte" (since diorivzein can carry 

the same sense as Latin exterminare), but it is difficult to see what ajpodiorivzonte" could 

have meant in the context (admittedly fragmentary) of T. Mos. 7:7. 

yucikoiv, pneùma mh; e[conte", ―who follow mere natural instincts, and do not possess 

the Spirit.‖ yucikov" (pertaining to yuchv, ―soul‖ or ―life‖) is used in 1 Cor 2:14; 15:44, in a 

contrast with pneumatikoJ" (pertaining to pneu`ma, ―the Spirit‖): it refers to merely 

physical life, the life of this world, without the eschatological gift of the Holy Spirit. In Jas 

3:15 (the only other NT occurrence) yucikoJ" has a similar but even more sharply negative 

sense: the Godgiven wisdom ―from above‖ is contrasted with the wisdom that is ―earthly, 

unspiritual, devilish‖ (ejpivgeio", yucikhv, daimoniwvdh") 

Although Paul‘s use of pneumatikov" and yucikov" in 1 Cor 2:14–15 is widely, though 

not universally, regarded as echoing the terminology of his opponents at Corinth, no fully 

convincing source for this terminology has yet been demonstrated. The second-century 

gnostic use of pneumatikov" and yucikov" (B. A. Pearson, The Pneumatikos-Psychikos 

Terminology in I Corinthians [SBLDS 12; Missoula, MT: Scholars Press, 1973] chap. 6) 

derives from their exegesis of Paul (Pagels, Paul, 59, 163–64). 

Hellenistic-Jewish Wisdom theology is a more promising source (Pearson, 

Pneumatikos-Psychikos), but not only is the terminology pneumatikov" and yucikov" itself 

unattested; there is not even a regular anthropological distinction between pneu`ma 

(―spirit‖) as the higher element and yuchv (―soul‖) as the lower element in man (R. A. 

Horsley, ―Pneumatikos vs. Psychikos,‖ HTR 69 [1976] 270–73, criticizing Pearson). 

Although some Hellenistic anthropology did distinguish the yuchv (―soul‖) as a lower 

element from nou`" (―mind‖) as the higher element, the devaluation of yuchv (―soul‖) by 

comparison with pneu`ma (―Spirit‖) must result from the early Christian belief in the Spirit 

not as a constituent of human nature, but as the gift of God to the believer. 

Since the background to Paul‘s use of pnenmatikov" and yucikov" is so uncertain, we 

cannot draw firm conclusions as to Jude‘s relationship to it: whether that Jude borrowed the 



term yucikov" from Paul, or that Jude‘s opponents borrowed it from Paul, or that Jude‘s 

opponents shared it with Paul‘s opponents. It is safer to interpret Jude‘s words in their own 

context. 

Clearly pneu`ma mh; e[conte" (―not possessing the Spirit‖) explains yucikoiv: the false 

teachers do not possess the Spirit of God, but live purely at the level of natural, earthly life. 

As most commentators recognize, it is likely that Jude here contradicts his opponents‘ 

claim to possess the Spirit. Probably they connected this claim with their visionary 

experience and the revelations they received in their visions (v 8). The Spirit of prophetic 

inspiration inspired them, and as men of the Spirit they claimed to be free from moral 

restraint and superior to moral judgments. Jude‘s denial of this claim rests on their immoral 

behavior, which shows that they cannot be led by the Spirit of God, but merely ―follow 

their own desires for ungodliness‖ (v 18). Such people are merely yucikoiv, devoid of the 

Spirit. Whether yucikoiv was the false teachers‘ own term for other Christians, who did not 

share their charismatic experience and moral freedom, is less certain. It is possible that Jude 

turns the tables on them in this way, but equally possible that yucikoiv is simply his own 

judgment on them. 

If there is a connection with ajpodiorivzonte" (―who create divisions‖), it will be that the 

false teachers are gathering a faction which claims to possess the Spirit by contrast with 

more conventional Christians. Those who see the false teachers as Gnostics find in Jude‘s 

words a reflection of gnostic anthropology; the false teachers and their followers see 

themselves as pneumatics (pneumatikoiv) with a higher knowledge and destiny, while the 

ordinary Christians are psychics (yucikoiv) (Windisch, Moffatt, Barnett, Sidebottom, Kelly, 

Grundmann). This fully gnostic interpretation differs from the view already suggested in 

that it posits not merely an élite (which others may join), but a fixed division of mankind 

into naturally distinct classes. But this theory cannot be shown to have been taught before 

the second century, and even then did not characterize all gnostic groups. There is no need 

to read it into Jude‘s words, which require not a developed heretical system of this kind, but 

an antinomian distortion of common early Christian notions of the Spirit. 

Explanation 
For his final ―text‖ Jude turns to apostolic prophecy, reminding his readers of the 

apocalyptic predictions which were part of the teaching they received from the apostles 

who founded their church(es). The words he quotes are probably his own summary of the 

kind of prophecies the early Christian missionaries gave. They predict that in the final 

period of history there will be enemies of true religion and morality in the church. Jude sees 

this expectation fulfilled in the false teachers, who are now further characterized as people 

who cause divisions in the church. They gather an élitist faction of people who share the 

same kind of prophetic inspiration as they themselves claim. But this claim Jude dismisses. 

Their immoral behavior is for him sufficient evidence that in reality they do not possess the 

Spirit of God, but live purely on the level of natural, unredeemed life. 



The Appeal (Jude 20–23) 
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Translation 

20
But you, my dear friends, build yourselves upa on the foundation of your most holy 

faith,b praya in the Holy Spirit, 
21

keep yourselves in the love of God, waitafor the mercy 

of our Lord Jesus Christ to grant you eternal life. 
22

Snatch some from the fire, 
23

but on those who disputec have mercy with fear,d hating even the clothing that has been 

soiled by the flesh. 

Notes 

a. On the participles in these verses, probably used as imperatives, see 

Form/Structure/Setting section below. 

b. Probably the ejpiv, ―build up,‖ here retains the sense of ―(build) on‖ (as in 1 Cor 3:12; 

Eph 2:20), and the dative th` pivstei, ―the faith,‖ therefore indicates the foundation on 

which the building is erected. This seems preferable to an instrumental dative (suggested by 

Reicke): ―by means of your most holy faith.‖ 

c. For this translation of diakrinomevnou", see Comment. 

d. The translation of vv 22–23a follows the text of P72
: see the note on the text below. 

THE TEXT OF JUDE 22–23A 

It is probably impossible to reach an assured conclusion as to the original text of vv 

22–23a, which is ―undoubtedly one of the most corrupt passages in New Testament 

literature‖ (Osburn, ZNW 63 [1972] 139). The manuscripts and versions present a baffling 

variety of readings, which can, however, be divided into two main groups: a shorter text 

consisting of two clauses and a longer text consisting of three clauses. Scholars have been 

divided, not only in preferring either the shorter or the longer text, but also in selecting 

particular forms of each. The following are the principal readings, together with translations 

which illustrate the diversity of scholarly judgments. 

(A) The Two-Clause Text 

1. <pop t=P.EXP n="P"><sup>
72

</>: ou}" me;n ejk puro;" aJrpavsate 
diakrinomevnou" de; ejleei`te ejn fovbw/. 



This is the text translated above. Also by Moffatt: 

Snatch some from the fire, 

and have mercy on the waverers, trembling as you touch them. 

It is supported by Clement of Alexandria, Strom. 6.8.65: 

ou}" me;n ejk puro;" aJrpavzete 
diakrinomevnou" de; ejleei`te. 

and by the Latin version in the Liber Commicus, the Philoxenian Syriac and Sahidic 

versions, and the Latin version in Jerome, Ez. 18, omitting, like Clement, ejn fovbw/ 
(these texts are given by Osburn, ZNW 63 [1972] 139–40). 

2. C: ou}" me;n ejlevgcete diakrinomevnou" 
ou}" de; swvzete ejk puro;" aJrpavzonte" ejn fovbw/. 

3. <pop t=K.EXP n="K">, <pop t=L.EXP n="L">, P., <pop t=S.EXP rend=i n="S">:
 ou}" me;n ejleeìte diakrinovmenoi 
ou}" de; ejn foJbw/ swvzete ejk puro;" aJrpavzonte". 

Translated by Av: 

And of some have compassion, making a difference: 

and others save with fear, pulling them out of the fire. 

(Also translated by J. B. Phillips, Reicke.) 

4. B: ou}" me;n ejleàte diakrinomevnou" swvzete ejk puro;" aJrpavzonte" 
ou}" de; ejleàte ejn fovbw/. 

Translated by NE
b: 

There are some doubting souls who need your pity; snatch them from the flames 

and save them. 

There are others for whom your pity must be mixed with fear. 

(Also translated by TE
v (1966), Jb Margin, Kelly.) 

(B) The three-clause text 

1. <pop t=ALEPH.EXP lang="heb" n="a">: ou}" me;n ejleàte diakrinomevnou" 
ou}" de; swvzete ejk puro;" aJrpavzonte" 
ou}" de; eJleàte ejn fo;bw/. 

Translated by Rv: 

And on some have mercy who are in doubt (Margin: while they dispute with you); 

and save some, snatching them out of the fire; 

and on some have mercy with fear. 

(Also translated by TE
v/GN

b (1976), NI
v.) 

2. A: ou}" me;n ejlevgcete diakrinomevnou" 



ou}" de; swvzete ejk puro;" aJrpavzonte" 
ou}" de; ejleàte ejn fovbw/. 

Translated by RS
v: 

And convince some, who doubt; 

save some, by snatching them out of the fire; 

on some have mercy with fear. 

(Also translated by Jb, NE
b Margin.) 

In addition to these readings, some scholars have proposed emendations not supported 

by any manuscript: in an attempt to achieve a satisfactory climax in the three-clause text, 

Windisch suggested that ejleàte, ―have mercy,‖ in A be amended to ejkbavlate, ―throw out, 

expel,‖ while Wohlenberg proposed ejlavsate and Bieder (TZ 6 [1950] 75–77) ejàte. But 

such emendations only make it even more difficult to explain the textual confusion. 

A good case for the originality of the shortest reading, in P72
, can be made, on the 

grounds of its attestation, its suitability to the context in Jude, and because it is possible to 

explain the various longer readings as expansions and adaptations of it. Birdsall (JTS 14 

[1963] 394–99) and especially Osburn (ZNW 63 [1972] 139–44) have given plausible 

accounts of how the other readings may have originated. (The reading of P72
 was also 

supported, before P72
 itself became known, by Moffatt [244] and Bigg [340–42, but with 

swvzete … aJrpavzonte"].) 

The first clause in P72
, without the interpretative swvzete, ―save,‖ is in line with the 

conciseness of Jude‘s style and his other terse allusions to Scripture. It would be later 

scribes who would feel the need to explain the metaphor. In this reading diakrinomevnou" 

can be taken in the sense of ―disputing‖ (see Comment), which is how Jude uses the word in 

v 9. Although he could easily have used it in two different senses, he seems to have had v 9 

in mind when he wrote vv 22–23 (the words, ―May the Lord rebuke you,‖ quoted by the T. 

Mos. from Zech 3:2, apparently brought to his mind the passage Zech 3:1–5, to which he 

alludes in vv 22–23), and so there is a possibility that diakrinomevnou" is an echo of his 

earlier use of the word. The distinction of two classes of people is appropriate in the 

situation to which Jude writes (see Comment). Some (e.g. James, xxxviii) argue that the 

threeclause reading is supported by Jude‘s stylistic preference for sets of three, but this 

cannot be pressed against other considerations. Jude would not have manufactured 

artificially a threefold distinction if the situation itself only suggested a twofold one (cf. vv 

20–21, where he gives four, not three, injunctions). Finally, the stylistic device in the P72
 

reading, where the participle diakrinomevnou" takes the place of a second ou}", is good 

Greek style (Birdsall, JTS 14 [1963] 397), but not otherwise attested in the New Testament. 

Mees (CDios 181 [1968] 558) therefore suggests that Jude would not have used it, but this 

is probably to underestimate Jude‘s competence in Greek. 

In the development of the other readings, the following factors may have played a part: 

(1) swvzete is an interpretative gloss to explain the metaphor ejk puro;" aJrpavsate, ―snatch 

from the fire‖ (Osburn, ZNW 63 [1972] 141). (2) diakrinomevnou" can be understood in 

several senses: ―doubting‖ (as often in the NT), ―being judged‖ (hence Jude 22 Vulgate: 

iudicatos), ―making a distinction‖ (hence the A
v translation of diakrinovmenoi in the 

Received Text), or ―disputing.‖ Different interpretations of the word led to rearrangements 

and adaptations of the text (Birdsall, JTS 14 [1963] 398; Osburn, ZNW 63 [1972] 141). (3) 



ejlevgcete, in the sense either of ―convince‖ or ―reprove,‖ was introduced as an appropriate 

treatment of doubters or disputers, and perhaps under the influence of the traditional 

catechesis reflected in Did. 2:7 (see below). (4) Attempts to bring the text into line with the 

disciplinary practices in the churches the scribes knew may have played a part, especially in 

the formation of the three-clause readings. 

Finally, special mention must be made of the relationship to Did. 2:7: 

ouj mishvsei" pavnta a[nqrwpon 
ajlla; ou}" me;n ejlevxei" 
peri; de; wJn proseuvxh/ 
ou}" de; ajgaphvsei" uJpe;r th;n yuchvn sou. 

Thou shalt hate no man; 
but some thou shalt reprove, 

and for some thou shalt pray, 

and some thou shalt love more than thine own life (Loeb trans.). 

Comparison with Barn. 19:3–5 and the Latin Doctrina apostolorum (J. P. Audet, La 

Didachè [Paris: Gabalda, 1958] 142) shows that the second and third clauses were not in 

the ―Two Ways‖ document on which the Didache here depends, but were probably added 

from Christian catechetical tradition, partly in dependence on Lev 19:17–18 LXX. Only if 

the text of C or A (including ejlevgcete) is read in Jude is there any verbal relationship to 

Jude, and so it is unlikely that there is any direct dependence of Jude on the Did. or vice 

versa. It is, however, possible that the Did. preserves a piece of traditional Christian 

teaching which distinguished two classes of sinners (some to be reproved and reclaimed; 

others, more hardened, for whom it was only possible to pray), and that Jude rephrased this 

tradition in his own words (the two-clause text). The final clause in Did. 2:7 (which comes 

from the ―Two Ways‖ document, cf. Barn. 19:5) can hardly refer to a third class of sinner; 

presumably it refers to faithful Christians. It therefore offers no support to the three-clause 

readings in Jude. 

Later scribes evidently tried to bring these two texts into closer correspondence. The 

reading ejlevgcete in Jude in C and A may be influenced either by the Did. itself or by the 

catechetical tradition behind the Did.. Influence in the other direction is evident in Apostolic 

Constitutions 6:4, which reproduces Did. 2:7, but adds another clause, ou}" de; ejlehvsei", 

―and on some thou shalt have mercy,‖ after ou}" me;n ejlevgxei". Perhaps both this and the 

three-clause readings in Jude are attempts to adapt the texts to a three-stage system of 

ecclesiastical discipline (private reproof, public warning, excommunication; cf. Matt 

18:15–17: four stages). 

Form/Structure/Setting 
These verses contain Jude‘s appeal to his readers to fight for the faith, as announced in v 3, 

and are therefore not an appendix to the letter, but its climax (see on vv 3–4, 

Form/Structure/Setting section). The opening phrase, as in v 17, again indicates a major 

transition, and a link with v 3 is established by the catchword connection between th̀/ 
aJgiwtavth uJmwǹ pivstei, ―your most holy faith,‖ in v 20 and toì" aJgivoi" pivstei, ―faith 

… to the saints,‖ at the end of v 3. There are also links beteen v 21 and v 1, both in content 

and by catchwords (v 21: ejn ajgavph qeoù thrhvsate, ―keep yourselves in the love of 

God‖; v 1: ejn qew`/ patri; hjgaphmevnoi" … tethrhmevnoi" ―loved by God the Father … 



kept‖). In vv 22–23, where Jude turns to his readers‘ behavior toward the false teachers and 

their followers, the links are with vv 7–9: purov" (v 22) with purov" (v 7); diakrinomevnou" 

(v 23) with diakrinovmeno" (v 9); ajpo th̀" sarko;" ejspilwmevnon (v 23) with savrka … 

miaivnousin (v 8, cf. also spilavde", v 12); and the allusions to Zech 3:2–4 (see Comment) 

with Michael‘s words (Zech 3:2) in v 9. 

In vv 20–21 Jude selects four injunctions from traditional catechetical material. The 

parallels to these four injunctions elsewhere in the NT (and not only in the Pauline corpus) 

(see Comment) are evidence, not of Jude‘s dependence on other NT authors, but of his 

indebtedness to the common paraenetic tradition of primitive Christianity. It is possible that 

the grammatical form of his exhortations also reflects their traditional nature. He uses three 

participles (ejpoikodomou`nte", ―building yourselves up‖; proseucovmenoi, ―praying‖; 

prosdecovmenoi, ―waiting‖) and one imperative (thrhvsate, ―keep‖). There is no difficulty 

in explaining the construction as normal Greek usage, the participles dependent on the 

imperative. But in view of the fact that elsewhere in the paraenetic sections of NT letters 

(Rom 12:9–19; Eph 4:2–3; Col 3:16–17; Heb 13:5; 1 Pet 2:18; 3:1, 7–9; 4:7–10) a special 

use of participles with an imperatival sense is found, sometimes interspersed with true 

imperatives, it may well be that Jude also follows this usage. The explanation of the usage 

is probably to be found in the theory put forward by D. Daube (―Participle and Imperative 

in I Peter,‖ in E. G. Selwyn, The First Epistle of St Peter (London: Macmillan, 1946) 

467–88) that they reflect a usage found in rabbinic Hebrew, where the participle can be 

used in rules and codes of conduct, though not in direct commands. In that case, the NT 

examples will derive from early codes of Christian conduct, originally formulated in 

Hebrew (or, less probably, Aramaic). (On such codes, see also W. D. Davies, Paul and 

Rabbinic Judaism [London: S P. C K, 1948] 122–45.) (Jude‘s direct address to his readers will 

represent his adaptation of the traditional form, such as Daube postulates in Col 3:16; 1 Pet 

3:7.) 

There are two patterns to be observed in the set of four injunctions. The first, third and 

fourth represent the familiar triad faith, love, hope, which is probably a traditional, 

pre-Pauline, Christian formula (A. M. Hunter, Paul and his Predecessors, 2nd ed(s). 

[London: SCM Press, 1961] 33–35), here expanded into a tetrad by the addition of prayer. 

The second, third and fourth injunctions correspond to a trinitarian formula: Holy Spirit, 

God, Christ. Either or both of these patterns may have guided Jude‘s selection of 

injunctions from traditional material; or perhaps he has expanded a traditional set of three 

injunctions which was constructed according to one of these patterns. 

In vv 22–23 the allusions to Zech 3:2–4 (see Comment) probably indicate that Jude himself 

composed these instructions, but he may have been rephrasing a catechetical tradition 

which is also found in Did. 2:7 (see the note on the text of Jude 22–23a* above) and which 

distinguished the differing treatment to be given to two different classes of sinners. 

Comment 

20. eJpoikodomoùnte" eJautou;", ―build yourselves up.‖ The concept of the Christian 

community as the eschatological temple goes back to the earliest Palestinian Christianity 

(cf. the ―pillar‖ apostles: Gal 2:9) and is therefore found in many strands of early Christian 

tradition (1 Cor 3:9–15; 2 Cor 6:16; Eph 2:19–22; 1 Pet 2:5; Barn. 4:11; 6:15; 16; Herm. 

Vis. 3; Sim. 9; Ign. Eph. 9:1). Probably from this concept derived the image of ―building‖ 



the Christian community, which was used in various ways, especially in the Pauline 

writings (Rom 14:19; 15:2, 20; 1 Cor 3:9–15; 8:1; 10:23; 14:3–5, 12, 17, 26; 2 Cor 10:8; 

12:19; 13:10; Gal 2:18; Eph 2:18; 2:20–22; 4:12, 16; Col 2:7; 1 Thess 5:11) but also 

elsewhere (Matt 16:18; Acts 9:31; 15:16; 20:32; 1 Pet 2:5; Barn. 16:8–10; Ign. Eph. 9:1; 

Pol. Phil. 3:12; 12:2; Odes Sol. 22:12). There is no need to derive all these non-Pauline 

occurrences of the metaphor from Pauline usage. Paul himself will have been dependent on 

common Christian usage, and it is probable that exhortations to ―build up‖ the community 

or to ―edify‖ one‘s Christian brother, both in Paul and elsewhere (Rom 14:19; 15:2; 1 Cor 

14:12, 26; 1 Thess 5:11; 1 Pet 2:5; Jude 20), go back to traditional catechetical material. 

Jude does not mean that each of his readers should build himself up— which would be 

contrary to the ordinary Christian use of the metaphor—but that all should contribute to the 

spiritual growth of the whole community. As with the metaphor of ―fighting‖ in v 3, it is 

difficult to tell how far ―build‖ retains its live metaphorical sense, how far it has become a 

pale metaphor, like the English ―edify.‖ The mention of a foundation, which follows, 

suggests that the picture of erecting a building has not entirely faded. 

The use of the metaphor forms a contrast with the activity of the false teachers in the 

preceding verse: whereas they disrupt the church and tear it apart (ajpodiorivzonte"), 

Jude‘s readers are to construct it. 

th̀/ aJgiwtaJth/ uJmw`n pivstei, ―on the foundation of your most holy faith.‖ pivsti" 

(―faith‖) is here the gospel, as in v 3, and it is holy because it comes from God (for the 

expression ―holy faith,‖ cf. Act. Verc. 8). It is the faith which Jude‘s readers received when 

the gospel was first preached to them (v 3), and therefore ―your faith,‖ distinguished from 

the message of the false teachers. No doubt Jude‘s main thought is that when the church 

lives on the basis of the gospel, its life will be holy, by contrast with the immorality which 

results from the antinomian principles of his opponents. 

Jude‘s view of the gospel as the foundation of the church is a different (though not 

contradictory) perspective from Paul‘s view of Jesus Christ himself as the foundation (1 

Cor 3:11; cf. Eph 2:20). 

ejn pneuvmati aJgivw/ proseucovmenoi, (―pray in the Holy Spirit‖). The phrase ejn (tw`/) 
pneuvmati (―in the Spirit‖) in early Christian literature frequently means ―in the control of 

the Spirit‖ or ―under the inspiration of the Spirit‖ (Matt 22:43; Mark 12:36; Luke 2:27; 4:1; 

Acts 19:21; Rom 8:9; 1 Cor 12:3; Rev 1:10; 4:2; Barn. 9:7; Asc. Isa. 3:19; Polycrates, ap. 

Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 5. 24.2, 5; cf. Did. 11: 7–12), and with reference to prayer indicates 

charismatic prayer in which the words are given by the Spirit (see J. D. G. Dunn, Jesus and 

the Spirit [London: SCM Press, 1975] 239–40). Praying in the Spirit includes, but is not 

restricted to, prayer in tongues (1 Cor 14:15–16; Dunn, Jesus and the Spirit, 245–46: ―A 

reference to charismatic prayer, including glossolalic prayer, may therefore be presumed 

for Jude 20‖). 

Prayer in the Spirit is attested not only in the Pauline writings (Eph 6:18; cf. Rom 

8:15–16, 26–27; Gal 4:6), but also in the Fourth Gospel (John 4:23–24). There is therefore 

no need to see specifically Pauline influence on Jude here, but the close verbal parallel with 

Eph 6:18 (proseucovmenoi ejn panti; kairẁ/ ejn pneuvmati, ―pray at all times in the 

Spirit‖), including perhaps in both cases the imperatival use of the participle (see 

Form/Structure/Setting section), suggests that both reflect traditional paraenetic material. 

Again there is a contrast with the false teachers, who lay claim to prophetic utterance in the 

Spirit, but show by their behavior that they ―do not possess the Spirit‖ (v 19). 



21. eJautou;" ejn ajgavph/ qeoù thrhvsate, ―keep yourselves in the love of God.‖ Most 

commentators take qeoù (―of God‖) as a subjective genitive (God‘s love for you), but a few 

(Chaine, Cantinat) think it must be objective (your love for God), because the imperative 

requires an action on the part of Christians. However, in the parallel in John 15:9, ―remain 

in my love‖ (meivnate ejn th̀/ ajgavph/ th̀/ ejmh̀/), the love is certainly Christ‘s for his 

disciples. They remain in it by obeying his commandments (15:10). Similarly Jude 

probably means that God‘s love for Christians (v 1) requires an appropriate response. 

Without obedience to God‘s will, fellowship with God can be forfeited, and this is the 

danger with which the antinomian doctrine of the false teachers threatens the church. 

The similarity to Johannine passages (John 15:9–10; 1 John 4:16) implies common 

dependence on paraenetic tradition. For the catchword connections of thrhvsate (―keep‖), 

see Comment on v 6. 

prosdecovmenoi to; e[leo" toù kurivou hJmwǹ ÆIhsou` Cristoù, ―wait for the mercy of 

our Lord Jesus Christ.‖ ―Mercy‖ (e[leo") was a traditional term with reference to the 

eschatological hope of God‘s people (2 Macc 2:7 v.l.; Pss. Sol. 7:10; 8:27–28; 10:4, 7; 14:9; 

17:45; 1 Enoch 1:8; 5:6; 27:4; 2 Apoc. Bar. 78:7; 82:2; 4 Ezra 14:34; Matt 5:7; 2 Tim 1:18; 

1 Clem 28:1; Herm. Vis. 3:9:8; Sim. 4:2). Usually, of course, the reference is to God‘s mercy, 

and Jude‘s phrase ―the mercy of our Lord Jesus Christ‖ (cf. 2 Tim 1:18: e[leo" para; 
kurivou, ―mercy from the Lord‖; 2 Clem 16:2: tou` ejlevou" ÆIhsoù, ―the mercy of Jesus‖) 

belongs with his Christological interpretation of 1 Enoch 1:9 in v 14: it is to the Lord Jesus 

that God has committed the final judgment. If Jude‘s readers remain faithful by following 

the previous three exhortations, they can expect not, like the false teachers, condemnation 

at the Parousia, but salvation. But of course, not even the faithful Christian escapes 

condemnation except by the Lord‘s mercy. 

Throughout early Christian literature ―waiting‖ describes the eschatological expectation 

(prosdevcesqai: Mark 15:43; Luke 2:25, 38; 12:36; 23:51; Acts 24:15; Titus 2:13; 2 Clem 

11:2; prosdokàsqai: Matt 11:3; Luke 7:19–20; 2 Pet 3:12–14; 1 Clem 23:5; Ign. Pol. 3:2; 

ejkdevcesqai: Heb 11:10; Barn. 10:11; 2 Clem 12:1; ajpekdevcesqai: Rom 8:23; 1 Cor 1:7; 

Gal 5:5; Phil 3:20; Heb 9:28; ajnamevnein: 1 Thess 1:10; 2 Clem 11:5), though not often in 

exhortations (2 Pet 3:12; 2 Clem 12:1; cf. Hab 2:3; 2 Apoc. Bar. 83:4). (Sir 2:7: ajnameivnate 
to; e[leo" aujtoù, ―wait for his mercy,‖ is not eschatological.) The popularity of the term 

may derive in part from Hab 2:3 (―wait for it‖; LXX: uJpomeivnon aujtovn, ―wait for him‖), 

which had long been a classic text for the eschatological expectation (see A. Strobel, 

Untersuchungen zum eschatologischen Verzögerungsproblem auf Grund der 

spätjüdisch-urchristlichen Geschichte von Habakuk 2, 2 ff. [NovTSup 2; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 

1961] Part 1), and from other prophetic texts which were interpreted eschatologically (Isa 

30:18; 49:23; 51:5; 60:9; 64:4, especially LXX (64:3): uJpomevnousin e[leon, ―(they) wait for 

mercy‖; Dan 12:12; Mic 7:7; Zeph 3:8). It does not, of course, indicate a merely passive 

attitude, but an orientation of the whole life toward the eschatological hope. 

eij" zwh;n aijwvnion, ―to (grant you) eternal life.‖ Eternal lift, i.e. the resurrection life of the 

age to come, is the gift which Christ in his mercy will bestow on the faithful Christians at 

the Parousia. 

22. ou}" me;n ejk puro;" ajrpavsate, ―snatch some from the fire.‖ This is the first of two 

allusions in these verses to the vision in Zech 3:1–5, a passage to which Jude‘s attention 

must have been drawn as a result of his use of the T. Mos. in v 9, where the words, ―May 

the Lord rebuke you,‖ derive ultimately from Zech 3:2. In the same verse the high priest 



Joshua is described as ―a brand plucked from the fire‖ (RS
v); the same phrase occurs in 

Amos 4:11, in connection with a reference to the judgment on Sodom and Gomorrah, but 

since Jude 23 probably alludes to Zech 3:3–4 (see below), it is probable that Zechariah 

rather than Amos was the source of Jude‘s image in v 22. As usual, Jude shows no 

dependence on the LXX translation (Amos 4:11 and Zech 3:2: dalo;" ejxespasmevno" ejk 
purov"). 

The fire is that of final judgment in hell, as in v 7. Jude does not mean that the people to 

whom he refers are already in the fire (Windisch), but that they are on the brink of it and 

can be snatched back before they fall into it. They are sinners who are in imminent danger 

of judgment at the Parousia (cf. vv 14–15). Here the extent to which Jude‘s eschatological 

outlook is governed by the imminent expectation of the primitive church is especially clear. 

Those who are to be snatched from the fire are evidently church members who, under 

the influence of the false teachers, are indulging in sinful behavior, but will repent when 

their error is pointed out to them. It is not necessary for Jude to explain how his readers are 

to snatch them from the fire, because it was understood everywhere in the early church that 

an erring brother must be rebuked and warned in a spirit of brotherly love (Matt 18:15–17; 

Luke 17:3; Gal 6:1; 2 Thess 3:15; 1 Tim 5:20; Titus 3:10; Jas 5:19–20; Did. 2:7; 15:3). 

23. diakrinomevnou" could here mean ―those who are under judgment‖ (Birdsail, JTS 14 

[1963] 398), and would refer to those who, remaining unrepentant when reproved by the 

church, have been excommunicated (cf. 1 Cor 5:3–5). Although this would make good 

sense in the context, there are two considerations which may carry some weight against it: 

(1) It is possible that the false teachers were too dominant in the church(es) for a formal 

procedure of excommunication to be practicable (Bieder, TZ 6 [1950] 75). (2) Jude used the 

same verb in v 9 in the sense of ―dispute,‖ and while that need not determine his use here, it 

should be noticed that v 9 contains the allusion to Zech 3:2 which probably suggested 

Jude‘s allusions to Zech 3:2–4 in vv 22–23. It is therefore quite likely that his earlier use of 

diakrivnesqai was in his mind when he selected it for use here. 

The meaning, ―those who dispute,‖ makes good sense in the context. Jude refers to 

those who will not accept the rebuke of their fellow-Christians, but argue against it, trying 

to justify their behavior by means of the antinomian doctrines which the false teachers were 

propagating. The people in question will be either the false teachers themselves or disciples 

of theirs. Probably the two groups which Jude distinguishes in these verses are 

differentiated not by the degree to which they have been influenced by the false teachers, so 

much as by their response to the reproof. It is not out of the question that some of the false 

teachers themselves could be among the first group, the repentant. 

Another possible meaning of diakrinomevnou" is ―those who doubt‖ or ―hesitate,‖ but 

although this meaning is suitable in variants of the text which use the word to describe the 

first group (see the note on the text above), it is inappropriate in the text we are following, 

where it describes a group of people who must be treated more cautiously than the first 

group. 

ejleeìte ejn fovbw/, ―have mercy with fear.‖ The implication is that those who persist in 

sin and continue to argue in support of their antinomian behavior constitute a serious 

danger to Jude‘s readers. The following phrase will explain that the danger is from 

contamination by their sin. The ―fear‖ may be fear of this contamination, fear of being 

influenced by these people (so most commentators), but more probably it is fear of God 

(Kelly, Green). The motive for avoiding the dangerous influence is fear of God‘s judgment 



on sin, since Jude‘s readers know that antinomian behavior will incur God‘s judgment. In 

that case ejn fovbw/ (―with fear‖) here contrasts with ajfovbw" (―without reverence‖), which 

characterized the attitude of the false teachers in v 12. 

The danger from these people does not, however, mean that Jude‘s readers should not 

continue to love them and to desire their salvation. They are to ―have mercy‖ on them, 

imitating the divine mercy (Luke 6:36) which they themselves have received (v 1) and 

expect (v 23). Jude does not say how this mercy is to be expressed in action, but certainly 

some kind of action, not merely a benevolent attitude, is intended. Perhaps the most likely 

form of action is prayer (cf. Did. 2:7), a resource available even when the danger is such 

that all contact with a person has to be avoided (Ign. Smyrn. 4:1). Whether in this case Jude 

intends his readers to avoid all dealings with the sinners, so that prayer is the only possible 

means of having mercy on them, depends on the interpretation of the next phrase. 

misoùnte" kai; to;n ajpo; th̀" sarko;" ejspilwmevnon citẁna, ―hating even the 

clothing that has been soiled by the flesh.‖ Probably there is an allusion to Zech 3:3–4, 

where Joshua is ―clothed with filthy garments‖ (RS
v). Again Jude shows no dependence on 

the LXX (iJmavtia rJuparav), and Chase (DB(H) 2, 800–1) plausibly suggests that he in fact 

alludes to the associations of the Hebrew word which is translated ―filthy‖ in Zech 3:3–4 

(µyai/xThis word is connected with the words ha;xe 
 and ha;xo 
, which are most often used in the OT to refer to human excrement (Deut 23:14; 2 Kgs 

18:27; Prov 30:12; Isa 36:12; Ezek 4:12; in Isa 28:8 ha;xo 
 refers to drunkards‘ vomit, and in Isa 4:4 is figurative for wickedness). Jude therefore 

interprets the ―filthy garments‖ to mean clothes which have been soiled by the body. The 

citwvn (―tunic‖) was the garment worn next to the skin. 

The picture is therefore a vivid and intentionally unpleasant one, which Jude uses to 

suggest that whatever comes into contact with these people is contaminated by their sins. 

For a somewhat similar use of the image of soiled clothes, cf. Rev 3:4. Jude‘s reference to 

―the flesh‖ does not imply that he regards the physical body as intrinsically sinful, but 

rather that he is thinking primarily of the sins of the flesh in which the false teachers 

indulged (cf. vv 8, 10). 

The phrase suggests that Jude‘s readers, while exercising mercy toward these people, 

must maintain their abhorrence of their sin and everything associated with it, lest they 

themselves be infected by it. Most commentators take it to mean that Jude intends his 

readers to have no contact with them at all, and if his words do not quite require that 

interpretation (Plummer), it is rendered probable by the practice of the early church attested 

elsewhere. Avoiding personal contact with other professed Christians was commonly 

demanded in two cases: those who had been excommunicated for persistence in sin (Matt 

18:17; 1 Cor 5:11; Titus 3:10) and false teachers (2 John 10–11; Ign. Eph. 7:1; Smyrn. 4:1; 

7:2). In the former case this was as much for the offender‘s good as for the church‘s (1 Cor 

5:5), but in the latter case was largely prudential, because the influence of such people was 

dangerous. This seems to be the kind of situation Jude envisages. 

Nevertheless, there is no question of abandoning such people to their fate. That Jude 

continues to hope for their salvation is suggested not only by ejleei`te (―have mercy‖), but 

also by the source of his picture of the soiled garments in Zech 3:3–4. Joshua‘s ―filthy 

garments‖ were removed and replaced by clean ones, as a symbol of God‘s forgiveness 

(3:4–5). Similarly, if Jude‘s opponents will abandon their sin and all that is associated with 



it, forgiveness is available for them. 

Explanation 

In this section Jude comes to the main purpose of his letter, which is to give his readers 

positive instructions about how, in the situation in which they find themselves, they are to 

―carry on the fight for the faith‖ (v 3). 

Four injunctions, probably drawn from traditional catechesis, summarize the duties of 

the Christian life in the Christian community. First, the gospel which they received from 

the apostles is to be the foundation for the church‘s life, and on this foundation they must 

erect the Christian community as the eschatological temple. The church‘s life built on this 

foundation will embody the moral implications of the gospel which the antinomians are 

subverting. Secondly, they must engage in prayer under the inspiration of the Spirit, thereby 

realizing the true charismatic nature of the church, by contrast with the false claims to 

inspiration made by the false teachers. Thirdly, they must maintain their place in God‘s 

love by obeying his will. Finally, they must live with their hope set on the Lord‘s coming, 

when those who remain faithful to him will receive, in his mercy, final salvation. Thus the 

four injunctions set out a path of obedient discipleship leading to eschatological salvation, 

by contrast with the path of ungodliness leading to eschatological judgment, which Jude 

has set out as the way the antinomianism of his opponents is leading them and all who 

come under their influence. To ―fight for the faith‖ against antinomianism is therefore to 

resist its influence and not be deflected from the positive tasks of Christian obedience. 

Jude continues with instructions on how his readers are to behave toward the false teachers 

and those who have been influenced by their teaching. The accepted Christian practice 

toward erring brothers and sisters, pointing out their sin and warning them in a spirit of 

Christian love, will rescue from the impending judgment those who respond with 

repentance. But those who refuse to repent and continue, as the false teachers have done, to 

argue their freedom from accusations of sin, are a serious danger to Jude‘s readers, who 

must exercise Christian mercy toward them only in conjunction with the greatest care to 

avoid being influenced by them. They must fear the judgment of God which they too will 

incur if they are infected by the sins of these sinners. Just as earlier Jude had compared the 

false teachers to rocks, close contact with which causes shipwreck (v 12), so now he uses 

the metaphor of clothes soiled by the body‘s excretions to suggest the contaminating effect 

of their sin on everything around them. Probably his advice is therefore that his readers 

must avoid any dealings with those of the false teachers and their followers who persist in 

their errors. But he does not give up hope of their salvation: his readers are to continue to 

exercise Christian love toward them, even if prayer is now the only practical means of 

doing so. In these instructions Jude combines abhorrence for the sins which the false 

teachers are promoting and a strong belief in God‘s judgment on sin with a genuinely 

Christian concern for the reclamation of even the most obstinate. 



Closing Doxology (Jude 24–25) 
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Translation 
24

Now to the one who is able to keep you from stumbling, and to present you without 

blemish in the presence of his glory, with rejoicing, 
25

to the only God our Savior, through 

Jesus Christ our Lord, belonga glory, majesty, power and authority, before all time, now 

and for evermore. Amen. 

Notes 
a. The verb is understood, and most translations supply ―be,‖ making the doxology a 

prayer. For the indicative meaning presupposed in this translation, see 

Form/Structure/Setting section below. 

Form/Structure/Setting 

The letter concludes with a doxology which no doubt follows a traditional liturgical 

form, though some of its detailed wording may be due to Jude himself. 

The basic form of early Christian doxologies is given by Deichgräber (Gotteshymnus, 

25) as: 

w|//tẁ//aujtw`//soi; hJ dovxa eij" tou;" aijw`na". aJmhvn 
(―To whom/him/you the glory for ever. Amen.‖) 

It divides into four parts: (1) the person praised, usually in the dative; (2) the word of 

praise, usually dovxa (―glory‖); (3) the indication of time; (4) ―Amen‖ is usually added (in 

all NT examples except some manuscripts of 2 Pet 3:18), representing the response with 

which the hearers would make the prayer their own (Deichgräber, Gotteshymnus, 25–27). 

The copula is usually omitted in doxologies, and the question whether an indicative or an 

optative should be supplied has been discussed (see Deichgräber, Gotteshymnus, 30–32). 

Where a verb is given, it is usually indicative (ejstin: Pr Man 15; 1 Pet 4:11; Did. 8:2; 9:4; 

10:5; 1 Clem 58:2), but sometimes optative (Clement of Alexandria, Quis div. salv. 42.20) 

or imperative (1 Clem 32:4). Evidently the users of doxologies could understand them either 

as statements or as prayers, but the former is really more appropriate to their content, and is 

sometimes required by the content of a particular doxology (Deichgräber, Gotteshymnus, 

32). In Jude 24–25 the reference to the past necessitates an indicative meaning. 

The basic form of the doxology is capable of expansion in various ways, and Jude‘s 

doxology is one of the more elaborate examples. (1) is very often, as in the basic form, a 

pronoun only, but can be expanded (e.g. Phil 4:20; 1 Tim 1:17; Rev 5:13; 2 Clem 20:5). 

Jude‘s doxology belongs to a form, of which three other examples are known (Rom 16:25; 

Eph 3:20; Mart. Pol. 20:2), which begins: tw`/ dunamevnw/ (―to him who is able …‖). This 

must reflect a standard liturgical form, though what follows is different in each example 



(Mart. Pol. 20:2 resembles Jude 24 in thought, but not in wording). The expansion has the 

effect of making this part of the doxology effectively, though not in form, a prayer. Jude‘s 

movnẁ qeẁ/ (―to the only God‖) is also paralleled in other doxologies in Rom 16:25; 1 Tim 

1:17; 2 Clem 20:5; cf. 1 Tim 6:15–16; 1 Clem 43:6. (2) Though many doxologies have only 

dovxa, many follow the example of 1 Chr 29:11 in listing several attributes (see Comment 

for parallels to those in Jude). Lists of two, three, four, five, and seven are found 

(Deichgräber, Gotteshymnus, 28). The phrase dia; ÆIhsoù Cristoù (―through Jesus 

Christ‖) is often found in doxologies (Rom 16:27; Did. 9:4; 1 Clem 58:2; 61:3; 64; 65:2; 

Mart. Pol. 14:3; 20:2; cf. 2 Cor 1:20; 1 Pet 4:11), and usually constitutes their only 

specifically Christian feature. It was added to give a Christian character to the inherited 

Jewish forms (Deichgräber, Gotteshymnus, 39–40). Since in almost all instances (but see 2 

Clem 20:5) it is the ascription of glory that is ―through Jesus Christ,‖ this is probably the 

sense to be given to the phrase in Jude (see Comment). (3) The simple eij" tou;" aijẁna" 

(―for ever‖) is frequently expanded into fuller formulae for eternity (Deichgräber, 

Gotteshymnus, 27–28; E. von Dobschütz, ―Zwei- und dreigliedrige Formeln,‖ JBL 50 [1931] 

138). Twofold forms referring to past and future (Tg. Neof. Exod 15:18; 1 Clem 65:2; Mart. 

Pol. 21) or to present and future (2 Pet 3:18; 1 Clem 64; Mart. Pol. 14:3; Acts Pet. 39) are 

found, but Jude‘s threefold reference to past, present and future is unparalleled in Jewish 

and early Christian doxologies. 

Several of these features of Jude‘s doxology Deichgräber regards as marks of a late 

date, but his reasons are not compelling. (a) A tendency for liturgical formulae to become 

fuller in later forms (Gotteshymnus, 28–29) cannot be invoked as a firm principle for 

relative dating, since simple forms certainly survived alongside more elaborate ones. (b) 

Longer lists of attributes are not necessarily later than shorter ones, since 1 Chr 29:11, the 

basic OT model for doxologies, has a list of five attributes. (c) The anarthrous form of the 

attributes (also in 1 Tim 1:17; 6:16; 1 Clem 64; 65:2; Mart. Pol. 14:3; 20:2; 21) cannot be a 

sure sign of late date, since Deichgräber himself (Gotteshymnus, 28 n. 3) has to see Luke 

2:14, which he regards as having a Palestinian Hebrew origin, as an exception. (d) The 

phrase dia; ÆIhsoù Cristoù (―through Jesus Christ‖), Deichgräber claims, occurs only in 

late examples (Gotteshymnus, 40). But, although the authenticity of Rom 16:27 is disputed, 

2 Cor 1:20 is probably evidence of the use of this phrase in doxologies in Paul‘s day (and 

cf. Rom 1:8; 5:11; 7:25; Col 3:17). (e) The fuller formulae for eternity are not necessarily 

later, since they have Jewish precedents (Pss 41:14; 106:48; Tg. Neof. Exod 15:18). Jude‘s 

threefold division of time, though not found in other doxologies, is itself traditional (2 

Apoc. Bar. 21:9; 23:3; Heb 13:8; Rev 1:4; 4:8),  and his use of it can be attributed to his 

preference for threefold forms of expression. 

Deichgräber rightly holds that the doxology must be clearly distinguished from the 

benediction (―Blessed be/is God …‖). Doxologies are rare in tile literature of ancient 

Judaism, but common in early Christianity, whereas benedictions, which are relatively rare 

in early Christian literature (Deichgräber, Gotteshymnus, 40–43), were common in Judaism. 

The reason for this difference is unknown, but there is no doubt that the early Christian 

doxology did derive from Judaism. Deichgräber holds that in the literature of Palestinian 

Judaism the fixed form of the doxology as it appears in early Christian literature is not 

found, but only some steps toward it (1 Chr 29:11; Pss. 22:28; 62:11–12a; Dan 2:20). These 

lack the indication of time, and do not, like the Christian doxologies, occur consistently at 

the end of a prayer or sermon. The fixed form of the doxology, as found in the NT, occurs 



first in the literature of Hellenistic Judaism (4 Macc 18:24; Pr Man 15; and 1 Esd 4:40, a 

doxology to ―truth‖; cf. 1 Esd 4:59; 5:58). Deichgräber therefore argues that the NT 

doxologies derive from the worship of the Hellenistic Jewish synagogues of the Diaspora. 

(Exceptions to this are the untypical forms found in Luke 2:14; 19:38; Rev 7:10; 19:1, 

where the doxology is not a closing formula, but an independent ―Heilsruf‖ or ―Siegesruf.‖) 

The evidence for Jewish doxologies, however, does not really support this sharp 

distinction between Palestinian and Hellenistic Judaism. The eternityformula is found in a 

Palestinian text, Pss. Sol. 17:3, which Deichgräber admits comes close to the Christian 

doxologies in form (Gotteshymnus, 37), in the Targums to Exod 15:18, which are more 

significant for the origins of the doxology than Deichgräber allows (Gotteshymnus, 37 n. 5; 

McNamara, Targum, 204–9, relates them to the doxologies in Revelation), and in Jewish 

benedictions (1 Chr 29:10; Pss 41:14; 72:19; 89:52; 106:48; Dan 2:20) which will easily 

have influenced the form of the doxology. It is by no means certain that the Pr Man is of 

Hellenistic rather than Palestinian Jewish origin (as Deichgräber asserts: Gotteshymnus, 38 

n. 1). Moreover, while Deichgräber admits that the doxologies in the Apocalypse are 

evidence of Palestinian Jewish Christian usage (Gotteshymnus, 38–39), he mentions only 

7:10 and 19:1, which are untypical in form, and omits to mention 1:5–6 and 5:13, which 

have the regular early Christian form. Thus we certainly cannot exclude a Palestinian 

Jewish origin for the doxology, and, in view of the other indications of the Palestinian 

background of Jude‘s letter, we can regard his doxology as his own adaptation of a form in 

liturgical use in Palestinian Jewish Christianity. 

Doxologies were used to conclude prayers (Pr Man 15; Eph 3:20–21) and sermons (2 Clem 

20:5; cf. 1 Esd 4:40). Probably as an extension of the latter use, in early Christianity they 

also conclude letters (Rom 16:25–27; 2 Pet 3:18; 1 Clem 65:2; Mart. Pol. 21; Diogn 12:9) or 

the main part of a letter before the concluding greetings (Phil 4:20; 2 Tim 4:18; Heb 13:21; 

1 Pet 5:11; 1 Clem 64; Mart. Pol. 20:2). The peculiarity of Jude‘s letter-ending is the lack of 

any personal greetings or specifically epistolary conclusion. He ends as he might have 

ended a spoken homily, with a liturgical doxology. 

Comment 

24. fulavxai uJmà" ajptaivstou", ―to keep you from stumbling,‖ is probably an echo of 

a common metaphor in the Psalms, where the psalmist describes the disasters from which 

God preserves him in terms of his feet stumbling or slipping (Pss 38:16; 56:13; 66:9; 73:2; 

91:12; 94; 116:8; 121:3). Perhaps in the background lurk the wicked who try to trip up the 

righteous or lay traps for them to fall into (Pss 140:4–5; 141:9; 142:3). God‘s ability to 

―keep‖ them from stumbling is prominent in Pss 121:3–8; 140:4; 141:9. New Testament 

references to God‘s guarding or keeping Christians are 2 Thess 3:3 (sulavssein, ―to keep‖; 

perhaps there is here a liturgical background, as in Jude); John 17:11, 15; Rev 3:10 

(threìn); 1 Pet 1:5 (froureìn); and see Comment on v 1. a[ptaisto" is a NT hapax 

legomenon (but cf. the metaphorical use of ptaivein in Rom 11:11; Jas 2:10; 3:2; 2 Pet 

1:10), but is used in a rather similar metaphorical way in 3 Macc 6:39 (ajptaivstou" 
aujtou;" ejrruvsato, ―saved them from disaster‖). The general sense is that God will protect 

Jude‘s readers from the dangers of falling into the sinful ways of the false teachers and 

thereby failing to attain to final salvation. 

sth̀sai katenwvpion th̀" dovxh" aujtoù ajmwvmou", ―to present you without blemish in 



the presence of his glory.‖ Comparison with the following passages indicates that there is 

probably a common background in liturgical tradition: 1 Thess 3:13: ―so that he may 

establish your hearts unblamable (ajmevmptou") in holiness before (e[mprosqen) our God 

and Father‖; Col 1:22: ―in order to present (parasth̀sai) you holy and blameless 

(ajmwvmou") and irreproachable before (katenwvpion) him‖; Eph 1:4: ―that we should be 

holy and blameless (ajmwvmou") before (katenwvpion) him‖; Eph 5:27: ―that he might 

present (parasthvsh/) the church to himself in splendor, without spot or wrinkle or any 

such thing, that she might be holy and without blemish (a[mwmo")‖ (RS
v); Pol. Phil. 5:2: 

―likewise must the deacons be blameless (a[memptoi) before (katenwvpion) his 

righteousness‖ (Loeb trans.); (cf. also 1 Cor 1:8; 1 Thess 5:23). Of these, Jude 24; 1 Thess 

3:13; Eph 5:27; and Col 1:22 are eschatological in reference, and all of them use the 

sacrificial metaphor; Christians are to be presented before God as sacrificial victims 

without blemish. (For a[mwmo" of sacrificial animals, see, e.g., Exod 29:38; Lev 1:3; 3:1; 

Heb 9:14; 1 Pet 1:19. For sacrifices presented ―before the Lord,‖ cf. Lev 1:3; 3:1, 12.) The 

word katenwvpion (―in the presence of,‖ ―before‖) is found in early Christian literature only 

in the above four passages: Jude 24; Col 1:22; Eph 1:4; Pol. Phil. 5:2 (and elsewhere only 

in LXX). 

th̀" dovxh" aujtoù, ―his glory‖ is a reverential periphrasis for ―God himself‖ (cf. Tob 12:12, 

15; 1 Enoch 27:2; 63:5; 102:3; 104:1; T. Abr. 4 [Rec. B]): God‘s glory is the radiance of his 

very being. For this eschatological hope of coming into God‘s presence, cf. 4 Ezra 7:98; 

Matt 5:8; Rev 7:15; 22:3–4. 

ejn ajgalliavsei, ―with rejoicing.‖ The word ajgallivasi" is found only in Jewish and 

Christian Greek; the phrase ejn ajgalliavsei occurs in 1 Enoch 5:9; Luke 1:44; Acts 2:46; 

Mart. Pol. 18:3. ―Rejoicing‖ is a traditional eschatological motif: the jubilation of God‘s 

people in the attainment of his purpose (Isa 12:6; 25:9; 60:5; 61:10; Tob 13:13; Bar 4:37; 

5:5; 4 Ezra 7:98; T. Levi 18:14; 1 Enoch 5:9; 103:4; Apoc. Abr. 29; 1 Pet 4:13; Rev 19:7). 

Here, in the context of the cultic picture, the eschatological joy is represented as a cultic 

festival (Schelkle). 

25. movnw/ qeẁ/, ―to the only God.‖ That the God of Israel was the only true God was the 

distinctive Jewish religious confession, and movno" (―only‖) was therefore frequently 

applied to God in Jewish confessional (2 Macc 7:37; 4 Macc 5:24) and liturgical (LXX 4 

Kgdms 19:15, 19; Neh 9:6; Pss 82:19; 85:10; Dan 3:45; 1 Esd 8:25; 2 Macc 1:24–25; cf. 

4QDibHam 5:8–9; Apoc. Abr. 17) contexts (see G. Delling, ―MONOS QEOS,‖ Studien zum 

Neuen Testament und hellenistischen Judentum: Gesammelte Aufsätze 1950–1968 

[Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1970] 396–99). Primitive Christianity continued this 

usage (John 5:44; 17:3; Rev 15:4; cf. E. Stauffer, New Testament Theology, tr. J. Marsh 

[London: SCM Press, 1955] 242–44; Delling, Studien, 399–400), and it is not surprising to 

find movno" qeov" (―the only God‖) in several doxologies, probably following Jewish 

models (Rom 16:27; 1 Tim 1:17; 2 Clem 20:5; cf. 1 Esd 8:25; 1 Tim 6:15–16; 1 Clem 43:6). 

(Jude‘s movnw/ qeẁ/ swth̀ri hJmwǹ, ―to the only God our Savior,‖ comprises two distinct 

phrases and should not be connected with the formula movno" swthvr, ―only savior‖: for this 

formula in Greek religion and in Philo, see Delling, Studien, 392, 397.) It is quite 

unnecessary to see in this phrase opposition to gnostic speculations about the Demiurge 

(Moffatt, Wand, Kelly). 

swthr̀i hJmwǹ, ―our Savior.‖ Again this is a traditional Jewish term for God, translating 

wn[•y yhla 



, ―the God of our salvation‖ (swth;r hJmwǹ occurs in LXX Pss 64:6; 78:9; 94:1; Pss. Sol. 

8:33; 17:3; cf. TDNT 7, pp. 1012–15). Whereas Christ is quite frequently called swth;r 

(―Savior‖) in early Christian literature, God is rarely so called (only Luke 1:47; 1 Tim 1:1; 

2:3; 4:10; Titus 1:3; 2:10; 3:4; 1 Clem 59:3). Here at least the term must be a survival of 

Jewish usage. There is no basis at all for regarding it as peculiarly Hellenistic (Deichgräber, 

Gotteshymnus, 100). 

dia; ÆIhsoù Cristoù tou` kurivou hJmwǹ, ―through Jesus Christ our Lord.‖ It is disputed 

whether this phrase should be taken with swthr̀i hJmwǹ (―our Savior‖) (Spitta, Chaine, 

Grundmann, Green) or with the attributes which follow (Mayor, Bigg, Cantinat, Kelly), i.e., 

whether Christ mediates salvation to us or mediates the glory and authority of God to him. 

In favor of the latter, is the use of the phrase in doxologies elsewhere (Rom 16:27; Did. 9:4; 

1 Clem 58:2; 61:3; 64; 65:2; Mart. Pol. 14:3; cf. 2 Cor 1:20; 1 Pet 4:11), but this may not be 

an entirely conclusive argument, since there is also one, admittedly late, doxology (2 Ciera. 

20:5) where ―through whom‖ (i.e., Christ; diÆ ou) belongs in the expansion of the first part 

of the doxology and refers to God‘s saving work through Christ, while in the doxology in 

Mart. Pol. 20:2, which closely resembles Jude 24–25, the phrase ―through his only child 

Jesus Christ‖ (dia; toù monogenoù" paido;" aujtou` ÆIhsou" Cristou`) has the same 

ambiguity as the phrase in Jude. Also in favor of taking the phrase with what follows, is the 

grammatical awkwardness of attaching it to the noun swthr̀i (―Savior‖). On the other 

hand, it is argued that Christ cannot be regarded as the mediator of glory to God ―before all 

time‖ (Chaine, Green), but 1 Clem 65:2 provides a doxology in which this has to be the 

case. It can be explained either by the preexistence of Christ (Cantinat; see Comment on v 

5) or by the lack of precision in this kind of liturgical language (Kelly). Perhaps it is not 

necessary to choose between the two alternative ways of interpreting the phrase: the phrase 

may be deliberately ambiguous, combining the two thoughts (an abbreviated form of dia; 
ÆIhsoù Cristou`, diÆ ou, ―through Jesus Christ, through whom,‖ which is used in the 

doxology in 1 Clem 58:2; cf. 65:2). If we must choose, the dominant usage in doxologies 

makes the second alternative the more probable. 

dovxa, ―glory,‖ is the attribute found in almost all doxologies (1 Tim 6:16; 1 Pet 5:11 are 

exceptions): it is the essential glory of God‘s being. Even if the doxology is to be 

understood as a prayer (which is unlikely) rather than a statement, there can be no question 

of the worshiper giving God glory which he does not in any case possess. 

megalwsuvnh, ―majesty,‖ occurs in 1 Chr 29:11 (LXX), the basic OT source for the lists of 

attributes in doxologies, and in doxologies in 1 Clem 20:12; 61:3; 64; 65:2; Mart. Pol. 20:2; 

21 (and cf. LXX Deut 32:3; Sir 39:15). It describes God‘s ―awful transcendence‖ (Kelly), is 

used only of God in early Christian literature, and is so characteristic a divine quality as to 

be sometimes, like ―glory,‖ practically a periphrasis for God himself: 1 Enoch 5:4; T. Levi 

3:9; Heb 1:3; 8:1; 1 Clem 27:4; 36:2; 58:1. 

kravto", ―power,‖ is common in doxologies: 1 Tim 6:16; 1 Pet 4:11; 5:11; Rev 1:6; 

5:13; 1 Clem 64; 65:2; Mart. Pol. 20:2 (and cf. Pss. Sol. 17:3). It is frequently used of God‘s 

power (LXX Job 12:16; Ps 61:13; Isa 40:26; Jdt 9:14; 2 Macc 3:34; 11:4; 3 Macc 1:27; Eph 

1:19; etc.). 

ejxousiva, ―authority,‖ is otherwise found in a doxology only in the doxology to ―truth‖ in 1 

Esd 4:40, but is used of God‘s power in LXX Dan 4:17; Sir 10:4; Josephus, Ant. 5.109; often 

in Philo; Luke 12:5; Acts 1:7; Rom 9:21; Rev 16:9; Herm. Man. 4:1:11. Its meaning is close 

to that of kravto", but tends, in biblical usage, to denote the sovereign authority of God as 



Ruler (cf. TDNT 2, 562–74). 

Explanation 

The first part of Jude‘s magnificent doxology is in effect a prayer, though a confident 

prayer, that God will preserve the recipients of the letter from the spiritual disaster with 

which the false teaching threatens them and bring them to the eschatological destiny he 

intends for them. Having in the previous section stressed his readers‘ responsibilities, Jude 

now assures them of the divine support and protection without which all their efforts will 

be fruitless. 

Drawing on traditional liturgical material, he pictures the last day as the eschatological 

festival of worship, in which the achievement of God‘s purposes for his people will take the 

form of his presentation of them as perfect sacrifices in his heavenly sanctuary, offered up 

to the glory of God amid the jubilation of the worshipers. All Jude‘s concerns in the letter, 

to combat the false teaching for the sake of the health of the church and the Christian 

obedience of its members, are finally aimed at this goal: that they should in the end be 

found fit to be a sacrificial offering to God. 

This picture appropriately leads to the doxology proper, in which the church acknowledges 

the greatness of God as he is for all eternity. When the letter was read aloud, the hearers 

would join in the concluding ―Amen.‖ 

Bibliography 

A. COMMENTARIES 

These are referred to throughout the commentary by authors‘ names only. 

Barnett, A. E. ―The Epistle of Jude.‖ The Interpreter’s Bible. vol. 12. New 

York/Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1957. 

Bigg, C. A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Epistles of St. Peter and St. Jude. 

ICC Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1901. 

Boobyer, G. H. ―Jude.‖ Peake’s Commentary on the Bible, ed(s). M. Black and H. H. 

Rowley. London: Thomas Nelson, 1962. 

Calvin, J. Commentaries on the Catholic Epistles. Tr. J. Owen. Edinburgh: Calvin 

Translation Society, 1855. 

Cantinat, J. Les Epîtres de Saint Jacques et de Saint Jude. SB Paris: Gabalda, 1973. 

Chaine, J. Les épîtres catholiques: La seconde épître de saint Pierre, les épîtres de saint 



Jean, l’épître de saint Jude. EBib 2nd ed(s). Paris: Gabalda, 1939. 

Clement of Alexandria. Adumbrationes in epistola Judae catholica. GCS 3, ed(s). O. 

Stählin, 206–9. Leipzig: J. C. Hinrichs, 1909. 

Cranfield, C. E. B. I & II Peter and Jude. TBC London: SCM Press, 1960. 

Green, M. The Second Epistle General of Peter and the General Epistle of Jude. TNTC 

Leicester: Inter-Varsity Press, 1968. 

Grundmann, W. Der Brief des Judas und der zweite Brief des Petrus. THKNT 15. Berlin: 

Evangelische Verlagsanstalt, 1974. 

Hauck, F. Die katholischen Briefe. NTD 10. 3rd ed(s). Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & 

Ruprecht, 1937. 

James, M. R. The Second Epistle General of Peter and the General Epistle of Jude. CGTSC 

Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1912. 

Kelly, J. N. D. A Commentary on the Epistles of Peter and Jude. BNTC London: A. & C. 

Black, 1969. 

Knopf, R. Die Briefe Petri und Judä. MeyerK 12. 7th ed(s). Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & 

Ruprecht, 1912. 

Krodel, G. ―The Letter of Jude.‖ Hebrews, James, 1 and 2 Peter, Jude, Revelation, by R. 

H. Fuller, G. S. Sloyan, G. Krodel, F. W. Danker, E. S. Fiorenza. PC Philadelphia: 

Fortress Press, 1977. 

Kühl, E. Die Briefe Petri und Judae. Meyer K 12.6th ed(s). Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & 

Ruprecht, 1897. 

Lawlor, G. L. Translation and Exposition of the Epistle of Jude. Nutley, N.J.: Presbyterian 

and Reformed Publishing Co., 1976. 

Leaney, A. R. C. The Letters of Peter and Jude. CBC Cambridge: Cambridge University 

Press, 1967. 

Luther, M. ―Sermons on the Epistle of St. Jude.‖ Tr. M. H. Bertram. The Catholic Epistles, 

ed(s). J. Pelikan and W. A. Hansen. Luther‘s Works 30. St Louis, Missouri: Concordia 

Publishing House, 1967. 

Mayor, J. B. The Epistle of St. Jude and the Second Epistle of St. Peter. London: 

Macmillan, 1907. 

Michl, J. Die katholischen Briefe. RNT 8. 2nd ed(s). Regensburg: Verlag Friedrich Pustet, 

1968. 

Moffatt, J. The General Epistles: James, Peter, and Judas. MNTC London: Hodder & 

Stoughton, 1928. 

Pseudo-Oecumenius. Epistula Judae apostoli catholica. PG 119. 703–722. 



Plummer, A. The General Epistles of St James and St Jude. ExpB London: Hodder & 

Stoughton, 1891. 

Plumptre, E. H. The General Epistles of St Peter and St Jude. CBSC Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press, 1892. 

Reicke, B. The Epistles of James, Peter, and Jude. Ab New York: Doubleday, 1964. 

Schelkle, K. H. Die Petrusbriefe, der Judasbrief HTKNT 13/2. Freiburg/ Basel/ Vienna: 

Herder, 1961. 

Schlatter, A. Die Briefe des Petrus, Judas, Jakobus, der Brief an die Hebräer. Stuttgart: 

Calwer Verlag, 1964. 

Schneider, J. Die Briefe des Jakobus, Petrus, Judas und Johannes: Die katholischen 

Briefe. NTD 10. 9th ed(s). Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1961. 

Schrage, W. Die ―katholischen‖ Briefe: Die Briefe des Jakobus, Petrus, Johannes und 

Judas, by H. Balz and W. Schrage. NTD 10. 11 th ed(s). Göttingen: Vandenhoeck & 

Ruprecht, 1973. 

Sidebottom, E. M. James, Jude and 2 Peter. NCB London: Thomas Nelson, 1967. 

Soden, H. von. Hebräerbrief, Briefe des Petrus, Jakobus, Judas. HKNT 3/2. Freiburg i. B.: 

J. C. B. Mohr, 1899. 

Spitta, F. Die zweite Brief des Petrus und der Brief des Judas. Halle a. S.: Verlag der 

Buchhandlung des Waisenhauses, 1885. 

Wand, J. W. C. The General Epistles of St. Peter and St. Jude. WC London: Methuen, 

1934. 

Windisch, H. Die Katholischen Briefe. HNT 15. 3rd ed(s)., ed(s). H. Preisker. Tübingen: J. 

C. B. Mohr, 1951. 

B. OTHER WORKS 

Berger, K. ―Hartherzigkeit und Gottes Gesetz, die Vorgeschichte des anti-jüdischen 

Vorwurfs in Mc 10
5
.‖ ZNW 61 (1970) 1–47. 

Bauer, W., Arndt, W. F., and Gingrich, F. W. A Greek-English Lexicon of the New 

Testament and Other Early Christian Literature. 2nd ed(s)., ed(s). F. W. Gingrich and F. 

W. Danker. Chicago/London: University of Chicago Press, 1979. 

Blass, F., Debrunner, A., Funk, R. W. A Greek Grammar of the New Testament and 

Other Early Christian Literature. Chicago/London: University of Chicago Press, 1961. 

Charles, R. H. ed(s). The Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament. 2 vol(s). 

Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1913. 

Charles, R. H. The Assumption of Moses. London: A. & C. Black, 1897. 



Chase, F. H. ―Jude, Epistle of.‖ DB(H) 2, 799–806. 

du Plessis, P. J. ―The authorship of the Epistle of Jude.‖ Biblical Essays: Proceedings of 

―Die OuTestamentiese Werkgemeenskap in Suid-Afrika,‖ and Proceedings of the 

Second Meeting of ―Die Nuwe-Testamentiese Werkgemeenskap van Suid-Afrika.‖ 

Potchefstroom, S. Africa: Potchefstroom Herald (Edms.) Beperk, 1966. 191–99. 

Ellis, E. E. ―Prophecy and Hermeneutic in Jude.‖ Prophecy and Hermeneutic in Early 

Christianity: New Testament Essays. WUNT 18. Tübingen: J. C. B. Mohr, 1978. 

221–36. 

Eybers, I. H. ―Aspects of the Background of the letter of Jude.‖ Neot 9 (1975) 113–23. 

Ginzberg, L. The Legends of the Jews. Tr. P. Radin. Vols. 3 and 6. Philadelphia: Jewish 

Publication Society of America, 1911, 1928. 

Hastings, J. ed(s). A Dictionary of the Bible. 5 vol(s). Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 

1898–1904. 

Hennecke, E., Schneemelcher, W., and Wilson, R. McL. New Testament Apocrypha. 2 

vol(s). London: Lutterworth Press, 1963, 1965. 

Kittel, G. Theological Dictionary of the New Testament. Tr. G. W. Bromiley. 10 vol(s). 

Grand Rapids, Michigan: Eerdmans, 1964–76. 

Knibb, M. A. The Ethiopic Book of Enoch: A new edition in the light of the Aramaic Dead 

Sea fragments. Vol. 2. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1978. 

Lampe, G. W. H. ed(s). A Patristic Greek Lexicon. Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1961–68. 

Laperrousaz, E. M. Le Testament de Moïse (généalement appelé ―Assomption de 

Moïse‖): Traduction avec introduction et notes. = SCM 19 (1970) 1–140. 

Leconte, R. ―Epître de Jude.‖ DBSup 4, 1288–91. 

McNamara, M. The New Testament and the Palestinian Targum to the Pentateuch. AnBib 

27. Rome: Pontifical Biblical Institute, 1966. (Midrash) 

Freedman, H. and Simon, M. ed(s). Midrash Rabbah. 10 vol(s). London: Soncino Press, 

1939. 

Migne, J. P. ed(s). Patrologiae Cursus Completus. Series Graeca. 162 vol(s). Paris: J. P. 

Migne, 1857–66. 

Milik, J. T. The Books of Enoch: Aramaic Fragments of Qumrân Cave 4. Oxford: 

Clarendon Press, 1976. 

Moule, C. F. D. An Idiom Book of New Testament Greek. 2nd ed(s). Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press, 1959. 

Moulton, J. H. A Grammar of New Testament Greek. Vol. I. Prolegomena. 3rd ed(s). 

Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1908. 



Moulton, J. H. and Milligan, G. The Vocabulary of the Greek Testament illustrated from 

the papyri and other non-literary sources. London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1929. 

Pagels, E. H. The Gnostic Paul: Gnostic Exegesis of the Pauline Letters. Philadelphia: 

Fortress Press, 1975. 

Pirot, L., Cazelles, H., and Feuillet, A. ed(s). Supplément au Dictionnaire de la Bible. 

Paris: Letouzey & Ané, 1928–. 

Reicke, B. Diakonie, Festfreude und Zelos in Verbindung mit der altchristlichen 

Agapenfeier. UUÅ 1951:5. Uppsala: A. B. Lundequistska/ Wiesbaden: O. Harrassowitz, 

1951. 

Robinson, J. A. T. Redating the New Testament. London: SCM Press, 1976. 

Rowston, D. J. ―The Most Neglected Book in the New Testament.‖ NTS 21 (1974–75) 

554–63. 

Rowston, D. J. The Setting of the Letter of Jude. Unpublished doctoral dissertation, 

Southern Baptist Theological Seminary, Louisville, KY. 1971. 

Schelkle, K. H. ―Spätapostolische Briefe als frühkatholisches Zeugnis.‖ Neutestamentliche 

Aufsätze für J. Schmid, ed(s). J. Blinzler, O. Kuss, F. Mussner. Regensburg: Verlag 

Friedrich Pustet, 1963. 225–32. 

Selwyn, E. C. The Christian Prophets and the Prophetic Apocalypse. London: Macmillan, 

1900. 

Spicq, C. Agape in the New Testament. Vol. 2. Tr. M. A. McNamara and M. H. Richter. St 

Louis/ London: Herder, 1965. 

Strack, H. L. and Billerbeck, P. Kommentar zum Neuen Testament aus Talmud und 

Midrasch. 4 vol(s). Münich: Beck, 1922–28. 

(Talmud) Epstein, I. ed(s). The Babylonian Talmud. 35 vol(s). London: Soncino Press, 

1935–52. 

Vermes, G. The Dead Sea Scrolls in English. 3rd ed(s). Harmondsworth, Middx.: Penguin 

Books, 1968. 

Vermes, G. ―The Decalogue and the Minim.‖ Post-Biblical Jewish Studies. SJLA 8. Leiden: 

E. J. Brill, 1975. 169–77. 

Werdermann, H. Die Irrlehrer des Judas- und 2. Petrusbriefes. BFCT 17/6. Gütersloh: C. 

Bertelsmann, 1913. 

White, J. L. The Form and Function of the Body of the Greek Letter. 2nd ed(s). Missoula, 

MT: Scholars Press, 1972. 

Wisse, F. ―The Epistle of Jude in the History of Heresiology.‖ Essays on the Nag Hammadi 

Texts in Honour of Alexander Böhlig, ed(s). M. Krause. NHS 3. Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1972. 

133–43. 



Zahn, T. Introduction to the New Testament. vol. 2. Tr. M. W. Jacobus and others. 

Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1909. 

The Second Letter of Peter 

Introduction 
Like the Introduction to Jude, this Introduction presupposes the exegetical discussion in the 

commentary. 

FORM AND STRUCTURE 

Second Peter belongs to two literary genres, the letter and the testament. It not only 

calls itself a letter (3:1), but it is a real letter, whose letter-opening (1:1–2) conforms to the 

style of the Jewish and early Christian letter. An introductory statement of theme (1:3–11) 

and an explanation of the occasion for the letter (1:12–15) follow. As in many NT letters, 

there is a paraenetic section toward the end (3:11–18a), though, like Jude, 2 Peter closes 

with a doxology alone (3:18b), without any specifically epistolary conclusion or personal 

greetings. However, it was the letter-opening which was the really essential formal 

constituent of the ancient letter. 
Second Peter is also a genuine letter in that it was written and sent to specific 

addressees: a church or group of churches which had been (among) the recipients of 1 Peter 

(3:1) and to which one or more letters of Paul had been addressed (3:15). Thus despite the 

generality of the address (1:1), it is not a ―catholic letter‖ to all Christians, but a work 

written for a specific, localized audience. This is also clear from the apologetic content of 2 

Peter, which is directed against specific objections to Christian teaching and a group of 

false teachers with specific characteristics. 

However, it is equally clear that 2 Peter belongs to the genre of ancient Jewish literature 

known to modern scholars as the ―farewell speech‖ or ―testament.‖ In the intertestamental 

period there was a considerable vogue for accounts of the last words of OT heroes, whether 

as independent works (e.g. T. Mos., T. 12 Patr., T. Job, 1 Enoch 91–104) or as parts of 

historical or pseudo-historical works (e.g. Tob 14:3–11; 4 Ezra 14:28–36; 2 Apoc. Bar.. 

57–86; Jub. 21–22; 35; 36:1–18; Bib. Ant. 19:1–5; 24:1–5; 28:3–4, 5–10; 33; Adam and Eve 

25–29; Josephus, Ant. 4.309–19). Such testaments had two main types of content: (1) 

Ethical admonitions: before his death a patriarch gives to his children or a national leader to 



his people a definitive summary of his ethical and religious instruction which they are to 

follow in the future, often with eschatological sanctions attached. (2) Revelations of the 

future: in accordance with the ancient belief that the last hours of a great man were a time 

when he was endowed with prophetic knowledge of the future, the hero predicts the future 

of his descendants or the destiny of his people, often in the form of apocalyptic revelations 

of the last days, often as a basis for eschatological paraenesis. On these characteristics of 

Jewish testaments, see especially Stauffer, Theology, 344–47; Kolenkow, JSJ 6 (1975) 

57–71; J. Munck, ―Discours d‘adieu dans le Nouveau Testament et dans la littérature 

biblique,‖ in Aux Sources de la Tradition Chrétienne (M. Goguel Festschrift; Neuchâtel: 

Delachaux & Niestlé, 1950) 155–70.The genre of the farewell discourse was rather 

naturally applied in the early church to the apostles (Acts 20:17–34; 2 Timothy; Acts Pet. 

36–39; Acts John 106–7; Acts Thom. 159–60), and 2 Peter has been widely recognized to be 

intended as a ―testament of Peter‖ (Munck, ―Discours,‖ 162; Spicq, 194; Reicke, 146; 

Grundmann, 55–56; Knoch, ―Vermächtnis,‖ 149–54; Neyrey, Polemic, 99–105). 

The following passages identify 2 Peter as belonging to this genre: (1) The passage 

1:3–11 is in form a miniature homily, which follows a pattern used in the farewell speeches 

of Ezra (in 4 Ezra 14:28–36) and John (in Acts John 106–7) (see Form/Structure/Setting 

section on 1:3–11). In the light of the references back to this passage in 1:12, 15, it is 

clearly intended as a definitive summary of Peter‘s ethical and religious teaching, set down 

for the instruction of readers after his death. (2) 1:12–15 is full of language typical of 

farewell speeches (see Comment on those vv) and explicitly describes the occasion for the 

writing of 2 Peter as Peter‘s knowledge of his approaching death and his wish that his 

teaching be remembered after his death. These two features are standard and almost 

universal features of the genre. (3) In two passages (2:1–3a; 3:1–4; cf. 3:17a) Peter predicts 

the rise of false teachers in the churches in the last days following his death (3:4: the death 

of the ―fathers,‖ of whom Peter was one). These four passages, but especially 1:12–15, 

would leave no contemporary reader in doubt that 2 Peter belonged to the genre of 

―testament.‖ Perhaps we should also add, as further testamentary features, the 

Transfiguration as a revelation of the future to Peter (see Form/Structure/Setting section on 

1:16–18), the apocalyptic prophecy of 3:7, 10, and the eschatological paraenesis of 

3:11–15a (see Form/Structure/Setting section on 3:11–16). 

The rest of 2 Peter is structured around the sections which clearly belong to the testament 

genre in the following manner. 1:3–11 provides, as the core of Peter‘s testament, a 

summary of Peter‘s definitive teaching of which it is the purpose of his testament to 

―remind‖ the readers (1:12–15) and which emphasizes ethics and eschatology and the link 

between the two. The two sections of prophecy (2:1–3a; 3:1–4) are Peter‘s predictions of 

false teachers who will undermine Christian ethics and deny the eschatological expectation. 

The rest of the letter defends Peter‘s teaching on ethics and eschatology against the 

objections raised by these false teachers. There are four passages which reply to a series of 

objections to the eschatological expectation (1:16–19; 1:20–21; 2:3b–10a; 3:5–10): in one 

case the false teachers‘ objection is specifically stated in quotation in Peter‘s prophecy (3:4; 

cf. 3:9), in the other three cases it is implicitly contained in the author‘s denial of it (1:16a, 

20b; 2:3b). In addition to these pieces of apologetic argument, there is a long denunciation 

of the false teachers‘ libertine behavior (2:10b–22) and, by way of contrast, a passage of 

eschatological paraenesis which exhorts the readers to holy living on the basis of the 

eschatological expectation (3:11–16). Thus the two traditional characteristics of the 



testament—the definitive summary of Peter‘s ethical and religious message (1:3–11) and 

the revelations of the future (2:1–3a; 3:1–4)—provide a framework around which is built an 

apologetic defense of Peter‘s teaching against the false teachers. 

Two further aspects of the use of the testament genre in 2 Peter remain to be 

considered: its combination with the letter genre, and its pseudepigraphal character. One 

Jewish example of a testament in the form of a letter is 2 Apoc. Bar. 78–86. Baruch, having 

already made his farewell to the people in Judea, responds to their request that he also write 

to the people in exile, and chaps 78–86 are his farewell letter to the nine and a half tribes, 

largely consisting of eschatological paraenesis. This letter within the framework of a 

fictional history is not entirely comparable with 2 Peter, but it highlights the motive for 

putting a testament into letter form: the testator‘s desire to communicate over a distance. In 

most testaments the farewell speech is a homily delivered orally to immediate hearers. The 

speaker himself is not supposed to have written it down and in fact most testaments are not 

in the really strict sense pseudepigrapha, represented as having been written by the hero 

who is making his farewell. They are supposed accounts of oral speeches, reported in 

writing by an anonymous writer within a (frequently minimal) narrative framework. They 

are fictional, rather than strictly pseudepigraphal. But 2 Apoc. Bar. 78–86 reproduces a 

testament supposedly written by Baruch himself, and the reason for this exception is 

Baruch‘s desire to give his last instructions to people who lived far away. (It happens to be 

set within a narrative framework which in this case is itself pseudepigraphal, told in the first 

person by Baruch.) 

The desire to communicate at a distance is of course the reason for almost all genuine 

letters, and the desire to communicate religious instruction at a distance was the reason for 

the apostolic letters of early Christianity. The composition of Peter‘s testament in the form 

of a letter was really an obvious combination of genres if the testament were addressed not 

to the church of Rome, where Peter‘s life ended, but churches elsewhere. But the 

combination of genres in this case created a genre with a unique communicative capacity: a 

testamentary letter could communicate at a distance in space (like all letters) and also at a 

distance in time, for in a written testament it is possible explicitly to address not only those 

who read it immediately but also those who will read it after the testator‘s death (as 

1:12–15 makes very clear). This unique capacity of the testamentary letter would make it 

uniquely serviceable to a pseudepigrapher. If someone wished to write an apostolic 

pseudepigraphon to communicate the teaching of the apostles to Christians living after their 

death, he faced a serious problem of literary genre. In what genre could an apostle be 

represented as addressing a situation which would exist only after his death? In one sense 

the letter was the obvious genre to use, since it was the principal genre in which the 

apostles had written, but letters are naturally addressed to contemporaries. A 

pseudo-apostolic letter could be addressed to fictional readers in the apostle‘s lifetime, but 

then the immediacy of direct address to the real readers is lost. To this dilemma the 

testamentary letter is the ideal solution. It is almost the only plausible way in which an 

apostle could be represented as directly addressing readers after his death, in a specific 

situation which the testament convention of deathbed prophecy allows him to foresee. If 2 

Peter is pseudepigraphal, its author has invented the ideal form for his purpose. But we 

should not neglect the possibility that if Peter himself had really wished to address 

Christians living after his death, it would also have been the ideal form for his purpose. The 

question arises whether the debate over the pseudepigraphal character of 2 Peter can be 

settled on grounds of literary genre alone. 



In Jewish usage the testament was a fictional literary genre (not usually 

pseudepigraphal in the strict sense: see above). The farewell discourses in the 

intertestamental literature were sometimes expansions and elaborations of last words 

recorded in the OT (e.g. T. Mos.), but in most cases they were entirely free invention. It is 

highly probable that they were normally accepted as such. It is very implausible to suppose 

that most Jewish readers were so naïve as to read such speeches as accurate historical 

reports, or that their authors were so naive as to expect them to be so read. The writers of 

haggadic midrash were nowhere so free in their expansions of the OT text as in attributing 

speeches to OT figures. No doubt such speeches were expected to have verisimilitude—to 

be the kind of thing that might well have been said—but anyone who could compare them 

with the OT text itself must have known that they were an exercise in historical imagination. 

Farewell speeches were simply a specially popular form of this practice. 

Second Peter bears so many marks of the testament genre (especially the conventional 

testamentary language in 1:12–15) that readers familiar with the genre must have expected 

it to be fictional, like other examples they knew. If they knew that it came from the Petrine 

circle in Rome (see section on Authorship and Pseudonymity), then they might trust its 

author to have made a good job of reporting the essence of Peter‘s teaching, but they would 

not expect Peter to have written it. At any rate the presumption would be that he had not. 

This presumption might perhaps have to be overruled if there were good evidence for 

genuine Petrine authorship, since it always remains a possibility that someone wishing to 

write his own testament could have adopted the fictional genre in order to do so. (The 

Jewish apocalypse was a pseudepigraphal genre, but John, the author of the NT Apocalypse, 

wrote an apocalypse in his own name.) However, in the case of 2 Peter, the presumption 

that Petrine authorship is fictional is decisively reinforced for us (and would have been for 

the original readers too) by two considerations. One is the evidence for date (see section on 

Date), but the other is an additional literary characteristic of the work, which demonstrates 

that the Petrine authorship was intended to be an entirely transparent fiction. 

Major sections of the apologetic parts of 2 Peter (2:3b–22; 3:5–10, 16b) are not really 

written within the testamentary genre, even though they are closely attached to passages 

which are (2:1–3a; 3:1–4, 15b–16a, 17). They speak of the false teachers and their 

followers in the present tense, as the author‘s contemporaries, not in the future tense, as in 

Peter‘s prophecies which predict their rise after Peter‘s death. In other words, the 

convention of prediction, necessary in a testament, is not maintained, but alternates with 

passages in which it is abandoned. The explanation that this is carelessness on the author‘s 

part is scarcely credible; 2 Peter is not carelessly composed. Nor is it easy to believe that 

the present tenses are intended to depict the future with vividness, as though present. The 

obvious explanation is that the author feels free to break the conventions of the genre he is 

using for the sake of a particular literary effect. Deliberate juxtaposition of Peter‘s 

prophecies of the false teachers with present-tense accounts of them conveys to 2 Peter‘s 

readers the message: these apostolic prophecies are now being fulfilled. It also enables the 

writer to engage in apologetic argument with the false teachers (as in 3:5). But such 

deliberate breaches of the fiction of Petrine authorship are possible only if the fiction was a 

transparent one. 

For further consideration of the author‘s purpose in writing in the form of a testament, 

see section on Authorship and Pseudonymity below. 

Outline of the Structure of 2 Peter 



1:1–2 

Address and Salutation 

1:3–11 

Theme: A Summary of Peter’s Message 

1:12–15 

Occasion: Peter’s Testament 

1:16–18 

Reply to Objection 1: (a) Apostolic Eyewitness 

1:19 

Reply to Objection 1: (b) The Value of OT Prophecy 

1:20–21 

Reply to Objection 2: The Inspiration of OT Prophecy 

2:1–3a 

Peter’s Prediction of False Teachers 

2:3b–10a 

Reply to Objection 3: The Certainty of Judgment 

2:10b–22 

Denunciation of the False Teachers 

3:1–4 

Peter’s Prediction of Scoffers (including Objection 4: v 4) 

3:5–7 

Reply to Objection 4: (a) The Sovereignty of God’s Word 

3:8–10 

Reply to Objection 4: (b) The Forbearance of the Lord 

3:11–16 

Exhortation 

3:17–18 

 

LANGUAGE 

Second Peter has an even higher proportion of N
T
 hapax legomena than Jude, in fact the highest 

proportion of any N
T
 book (for the proportions, see Chaine, 15). There are fifty-seven words not 

found elsewhere in the N
T.
 Of these thirtytwo are not found in the LX

X
 either (ajkatavpasto", 2:14; 

ajmaqhv", 3:16; ajmwvmhto", 3:14; ajsthvrikto", 2:14; 3:16; aujcmhrov", 1:19; blevmma, 2:8; 

braduvthv", 3:9; diaugavzein, 1:19; dusnovhto", 3:16; ejgkatoikei`n, 2:8; eJkavstote, 1:15; e[kpalai, 
2:3; 3:5; ejmpaigmonhv, 3:3; ejxevrama, 2:22; ejpavggelma, 1:4; 3:13; ejpivlusi", 1:20; ijsovtimo", 1:1; 

kausoùsqai, 3:10, 12; kulismov", 2:22; muwpavzein, 1:9; ojlivgw", 2:18; paraqroniva, 2:16; 

pareisavgein, 2:1; pareisfevrein, 1:5; plastov", 2:3; rJoizhdovn, 3:10; sthrigmov", 3:17; 

tartaroùn, 2:4; tefroùn, 2:6; tolmhthv", 2:10; fwsfovro", 1:19; yeudodidavskalo", 2:1; also 

seirov" if this reading is preferred in 2:4), while twenty-five occur in the LX
X
 (where LX

X
 

references are given they are the only LX
X
 occurrences: a[qesmo", 2:17; 3:17; 3 Macc 5:16; 6:26; 

a{lwsi", 2:12; Jer 27:46; ajpofeuvgein, 1:4; 2:18, 20; Sir 22:22; ajrgei`n, 2:3; LX
X
 6 times; 

bovrboro", 2:22; Jer 45:6; e[legxi", 2:16; Job 21:4; 23:2; ejntrufàn, 2:13; ejxakolouqeìn, 1:16; 2:2, 

15; LX
X
 6 times; ejpovpth", 1:16; katakluvzein, 3:6; lhvqh, 1:9; megaloprephv", 1:17; mevgisto", 

1:4; mivasma, 2:20; miasmov", 2:10; Wis 14:26; 1 Macc 4:43; mnhvmh, 1:15; mẁmo", 2:13; oJmivclh, 



2:17; paranomiva, 2:16; seirav, 2:4, unless the reading seirov" is preferred; strebloùn, 3:16; 

tacinov", 1:14; 2:1; LX
X
 6 times; thvkesqai, 3:12; toiovsde, 1:17; 2 Macc 11:27; 15:12; u", 2:22). 

Of the thirty-two biblical hapax legomena, fifteen are found in other Hellenistic Jewish 

writers of the period (Sib. Or
.
, Ep. Arist

.
, Philo, Josephus) (ajmaqhv", ajmwvmhto", blevmma, 

braduvth", diaugavzein, ejgkatoikei`n, e[kpalai, ejpajggelma, ejpivlusi", iJsovtimo", 
pareisavgein, plastov", tefroùn, tolmhthv", fwsfovro"),  and two more in other 

Jewish versions of the O
T
 (kulismov": Prov 2:18 q; ojlivgw": Isa 10:7 Aquila). This may 

begin to suggest that 2 Peter belongs to the sphere of Hellenistic Jewish Greek (like James, 

1 Peter, Hebrews and the Pastorals, according to A. Wifstrand, ―Stylistic Problems in the 

Epistles of James and Peter,‖ S
T
 1 [1948] 170–82). Since the relevant context in early 

Christian literature in which 2 Peter should be placed is not the N
T
 alone, but also the 

Apostolic Fathers, it should also be noted that seventeen of 2 Peter‘s N
T
 hapax legomena 

occur in the Apostolic Fathers, though only four of these are biblical hapax legomena 

(blevmma, Herm. Sim
.
 6:2:5; dusnovhto", Herm. Sim

.
 9:14:4; ejgkatoikeìn, Barn

.
 1:4; 

ejpivlusi", 6 times in Herm. Sim
.
 5–9). One more of the biblical hapax legomena occurs in 

the Greek text of the Apoc. Pet
.
 (aujcmhrov", Apoc. Pet

.
 A 21). 

Despite the large number of rare words in Jude, it is relevant to notice that 2 Peter has, 

in taking over material from Jude, taken over few rare words. Of thirtyeight words in 2 

Peter which occur only once or twice elsewhere in the N
T,;

 only four occur in Jude and these 

are the only four words which are found exclusively in Jude and 2 Peter in the N
T
 (ajsebeìn, 

ejmpaivkth", suneuwceìsqai, uJpevrogko", and of these ajsebeìn is probably not borrowed 

from Jude). This suggests that, despite its dependence on other sources as well as Jude, few 

of 2 Peter‘s rare words are likely to derive from sources. They belong to the author‘s own 

vocabulary. 

Of course, some of the hapax legomena are relatively common words (e.g
.
 ajmaqhv", ajrgei`n, 

braduvth", lhvqh, mevgisto", mivasma, mnhvmh, oJmivclh, paranomiva, u"), but some are very rare, 

including most of the thirteen not yet noted as occurring anywhere outside 2 Peter. There are three 

words not known elsewhere in extant Greek literature: ajkatavpasto", which is the best reading in 

2:14 but must probably be explained as an error for ajkatavpausto", which most MS
s
 have but 

which is itself rare; ejmpaigmonhv, 3:3, perhaps the author‘s own formation from ejmpaivzein (cf
.
 

ejmpaivkth", 3:3; Jude 18; Isa 3:4; ejmpaigmov", Heb 11:36; Ezek 22:4; 2 Macc 7:7; Sir 27:28; Wis 

12:25; Pss. Sol
.
 2:11; e[mpaigma, Ps 37:8; Isa 66:4); parafroniva, 2:16, which is probably used 

instead of parafrosuvnh or parafrovnhsi" (Zech 12:4, very rare) for the sake of the assonance 

with paranomiva. As Mayor suggests (lxii), several of 2 Peter‘s rare forms may be used in 

preference to commoner forms for the sake of euphony and rhythm, to which our author is sensitive. 

This may help to account for the rare kulismov" and ejxevrama (2:22), as well as perhaps for 

tartaroùn (2:4) instead of the only slightly more common katatartaroùn. Other rare words are 

ajsthvrikto" (2:14; 3:16; but this belongs to the sthrivzein word-group, a favorite of our author‘s, 

as does the biblical hapax sthrigmov", 3:17); kausoùsqai (3:10, 12; elsewhere used only of fever 

by medical writers); muwpavzein (1:9 is the first known occurrence); rJoizhdovn (3:10); 

yeudodidavskalo" (2:1 is the first known occurrence; then Justin, Dial
.
 82:1, probably dependent 

on 2 Pet 2:1; cf
.
 yeudodidaskaliva, Pol. Phil

.
 7:2; but it is an obvious formation by analogy with 

other yeudo compounds in early Christian use, such as yeudoprofhvth"). 

The list of hapax legomena includes enough extremely rare words to show that the 

author is widely read, and fond of rather literary and poetic, even obscure words. They do 

not on the whole seem to be used arbitrarily where common words would suffice as well, 

but contribute to the author‘s literary and rhetorical effects. Thus tartaroùn, with its 

mythological background, is highly appropriate in 2:4; kausoùsqai, and the onomatopoeic 

rJoizhdovn contribute to the poetic quality of the apocalyptic imagery in 3:10; the use of 

ejmpaigmonh̀/ with ejmpai`ktai in 3:3 creates, not a genuine Hebraism, but an effective 



Septuagintalism; sthrigmov" and ajsthvrikto" form with sthrivzein a word-group which 

the author uses almost technically; muwpavzein is used (1:9) to form, with tuflov", one of 

the author‘s characteristic pairs of near-synonyms, which he uses for rhetorical effect; 1:19, 

with the three relatively rare terms aujcmhrov", fwsfovro", diaugavzein, is deliberately 

poetic and effectively so; dusnovhto" and strebloùn (3:16) seem exactly the right words. 

There are, however, some instances where nothing but preference for a less common or 

more literary word seems to be operating: ajmwvmhto" (3:14) instead of a[mwmo"; spoudh;n 
pareisfevrein (1:5) instead of the common eijsfevrein. But what writer with literary 

pretensions is not occasionally guilty of this? It cannot really be said that the author misuses 

words (the list of ―solecisms,‖ given by Chase, DB(H
)
 3, pp. 807–8, presupposes too much 

confidence in our knowledge of usage; cf
.
 Mayor, lx–lxi). 

The incidence of rare words is part of a general impression 2 Peter gives of aiming at 

ambitious literary effect (cf
.
 Chase, DB(H

)
 3, p. 808). Moulton speaks of ―an artificial 

dialect of high-sounding words learnt from rhetoricians and books‖; ―the general style is far 

removed from the language of daily life‖ (Grammar 2, pp. 28, 6). The author is certainly 

fond of rather grandiose language (cf
.
 1:3–4, 16–17), and has a highly characteristic stylistic 

habit of using pairs of synonyms or near-synonyms, sometimes as hendiadys, often 

apparently as a rhetorical device to increase the effect (1:3, 4, 8, 9, 10, 16, 17; 2:10, 11, 13; 

3:7, 11, 14, 16). He also has a habit of repeating words. This is quite different in function 

from Jude‘s catchword technique. Sometimes the repeated words are the author‘s 

semitechnical religious terminology (ajsthvrikto", eujsevbeia, threìn, fqorav, 
prosdokàn, ejpivgnwsi", ajpwleiva) and occasionally there is a deliberate echo or 

word-play (misqo;" ajdikiva", 2:13, 15; spoudhvn, 1:5 and spoudavsate, 1:10), but often 

there seems to be no literary intention in the repetition. It is simply that a rather unusual 

word has taken the author‘s fancy and he likes to use it more often than one would normally 

expect (ajpofeuvgein, 1:4; 2:18, 20; ejxakolouqeìn, 1:16; 2:2, 15; deleavzein, 2:14, 18; 

e[kpalai, 2:3; 3:5; dwreìsqai, 1:3–4; ejpicorhgeìn, 1:5, 11; ejpavgein, 2:1, 5; spoudavzein, 

1:10, 15; 3:14; tacinov", 1:14; 2:1; less remarkable examples in Bigg, 225–26; Chase, 

DB(H
)
 3, p. 808). This scarcely implies that his vocabulary is ―poor and inadequate‖ 

(Chase). But it suggests a stylist rather easily captivated by the striking word and in danger 

of overworking it. The habit is found to a small extent in most writers; in 2 Peter it seems 

indulged to excess. 

Second Peter‘s Greek style is not to the taste of many modern readers: ―at times pretentiously 

elaborate‖ (Kelly, 228); ―a striving after the pompous phrase‖ (Turner, in Moulton, Grammar 4, p. 

142); ―a somewhat artificial piece of rhetoric‖ (Chase, DB(H
)
 3, p. 809). Abbott went so far as to 

dub it ―Baboo Greek,‖ comparing it with a ludicrous example of Indian English (Ex
p
 2/3 [1882] 

204–19; and cf
.
 his Contrast), but this was certainly a misconception of the writer‘s literary 

competence. As Reicke points out (146–47), 2 Peter must be related to the ―Asiatic‖ style of Greek 

rhetoric which was coming into fashion in 2 Peter‘s time, and which, with its love of high-sounding 

expressions, florid and verbose language, and elaborate literary effects, was an artificial style which 

Reicke aptly compares with European baroque. If 2 Peter‘s language can seem bombastic and 

pompous to us, it must be judged by the taste of its age and circle, and we should not too quickly 

decide that the writer overreached himself in his literary ambition. In any case, there are 

undoubtedly successful passages, such as 1:19 and 2:12–16 (for the literary devices used there see 

the Form/Structure/Setting section on 2:10b–16), and if the long and complicated sentences are 

sometimes tortuously obscure (1:3–4; 3:5–6), 2:4–10 is in its own way effective. 

According to Moulton the language ―is employed with the uneasy touch of one who has 

acquired the language in later life‖ (Grammar 2, p. 28). It is difficult to judge how far this 

impression results from the author‘s adoption of an artificial literary style, but the poverty 

of connecting particles (Chase, DB(H
)
 3, p. 808), the meager use of prepositions, the 



tendency to ambiguity and obscurity (Turner, in Moulton, Grammar 4, p. 141), and what 

Mayor calls ―an illiterate use of the anarthrous noun‖ (xxxiv), may point in this direction. 

On the other hand. it is not clear whether there are any genuine Semitisms, i.e
.
 usages which 

betray a native Semitic speaker, or only Septuagintalisms which belong to the writer‘s 

deliberate style (cf
.
 genitive of quality in place of adjective: ejpiqumiva/ miasmoù, 2:10; 

uJpevrogka mataiovhto", 2:18; the use of pàsa … ouJ, 1:20, for oujdemiva; ojpivsw sarko;" 
poreuvesqai, 2:10; ejpÆ ejscavtwn tẁn hJmerẁn, 3:3; katavra" tevkna, 2:14; omissions of 

the article with a definite noun before a genitive could reflect the Hebrew construct state 

(Chaine, 18) but the author‘s use of the article is too erratic for this to be certain; ejn 
ejmpaigmouh̀/ ejmpai`ktai, 3:3, is a clear case of an expression which is only an imitation 

Septuagintalism, see Comment; ejn th̀/ fqorà/ … fqarhvsontai, 2:12, is usually cited, but is 

not really even a Septuagintalism, see Comment; among Semitic literary devices, note also 

the synonymous parallelism in 2:3b; the Tobspruch in 2:21; the chiastic structure in 

1:16–2:3; 3:4–10). A native Semitic speaker cannot be ruled out, but another possibility 

which should be considered, and to which the frequent improper use of the anarthrous noun 

might point, is a native Latin speaker (suggested, but not followed up, by Salmon, 

Introduction, 637n
.;
 Reicke, 147). This would suit the probable Roman origin of 2 Peter 

(see Authorship and Pseudonymity). 

LITERARY RELATIONSHIPS 

This section includes a variety of different kinds of literary relationships. In many cases 

there are implications for the date and character of 2 Peter, and these will be pointed out. 

1. OLD TESTAMENT 

Second Peter is not as saturated in OT allusions as Jude is, but neither are they quite as 

sparse as is sometimes claimed. The following are certain or very probable allusions: 

1:17–18 (Ps 2:6–7); 1:19 (Num 24:17); 2:2 (Isa 52:5); 2:5 (Gen 6:17); 2:6 (Gen 19:29); 

2:15–16 (Num 22:21–35); 2:22 (Prov 26:11); 3:5 (Gen 1:1); 3:8 (Ps 90 [LXX 89]:4); 3:9 

(Hab 2:3); 3:10, 12 (Isa 34:4); 3:12 (Isa 60:22); 3:12–14 (Hab 2:3); 3:13 (Isa 65:17). 

Admittedly many of these allusions seem to be drawn by the author from sources he used: 

this is most probably the case in 1:17–18; 2:22; and the whole passage 3:8–13. Allusions 

which are possible, but not certain, are: 1:11 (Dan 7:27); 1:17 (Ps 8:5 [LXX 6]; Dan 7:14); 

1:19 (Cant 2:17). 

Unlike Jude, 2 Peter‘s allusions are habitually to the LXX. The following correspond to 

the language of the LXX: 1:11 (Dan 7:27 q, LXX); 1:17 (Ps 8:6); 1:19 (Num 24:17); 2:2 (Isa 

52:5); 2:5 (Gen 6:17); 2:6 (Gen 19:29); 3:12 (Isa 34:4); 3:13 (Isa 65:17). In the following 

cases the allusion is certainly not to the LXX version: 1:19 (Cant 2:17); 2:22 (Prov 26:11); 

3:9, 12–14 (Hab 2:3); 3:12 (Isa 60:22), but in all except the first of these cases the author 

has probably taken the allusion from an intermediate source. 

As evidence for the author‘s familiarity with the LXX, we should add the use of typically 

LXX phrases (e.g. poreuvesqai ojpivsw, 2:10; ejpÆ evscavtwn tẁn hJmevrwn, 3:3; poù ejstin; 

3:4). 

We may add that the author shows familiarity with extrabiblical Jewish haggadic traditions 

(2:4–5, 7–8, 15–16). 



2. JEWISH PSEUDEPIGRAPHA 

In the Introduction to Jude, we noted his allusions to Jewish apocryphal works as a 

prominent feature of his letter. These allusions are almost entirely absent from 2 Peter. 

Working on the assumption that 2 Peter is dependent on Jude (see section 4), we find that 

Jude‘s verbal echoes of 1 Enoch in Jude 6 have. disappeared in the rewriting in 2 Pet 2:4, 

though the allusion to the story of the Watchers (itself much more widespread than 1 Enoch) 

remains (and if we read seiroì" rather than seiraì", we have to assume that the author 

had independent access to traditions which are found in 1 Enoch). Hardly anything of Jude‘s 

debt to 1 Enoch in Jude 12–13 remains in 2 Pet 2:17, while Jude‘s explicit quotation from 1 

Enoch in Jude 14–15 is wholly absent from 2 Peter. We cannot be quite sure how deliberate 

these omissions are. In 2 Pet 2:4, 17 the author has probably not recognized Jude‘s 

allusions to 1 Enoch and they have been accidentally lost in his rewriting. It is possible that 

he simply found no use for Jude 14–15 (see Form/Structure/Setting section on 3:1–4). But 

in 2 Pet 2:11, Jude 9 has apparently been misunderstood and its point generalized so as to 

eliminate the reference to the story of Michael and the devil in the T. Mos. In this case, at 

least, we can be sure that the author of 2 Peter has deliberately avoided taking over Jude‘s 

reference to apocryphal material. (The claim that 2 Pet 2:3 is dependent on T. Mos. 7:6, and 

2 Pet 2:13 on T. Mos. 7:4, 8, is discussed and rightly rejected by E.-M. Laperrousaz, Le 

Testament de Moïse = Sem. 19 [1970] 63–66.) 

These phenomena have commonly been explained as evidence that the author of 2 Peter 

disapproved of Jude‘s use of apocryphal works, and this is said to reflect 2 Peter‘s 

second-century date: ―II Peter is already reluctant to use this literature, whereas Jude has a 

naïve attitude toward it‖ (Kümmel, Introduction, 431; so also Schelkle, 177, 220–21; Kelly, 

227; Grundmann, 104; Käsemann, ―Apologia,‖ 173). Second Peter is thought to reflect a 

later and stricter view of the canon of Scripture, which makes allusion to non-authoritative 

works such as 1 Enoch and the T. Mos. unsuitable. However, this explanation ignores the 

facts about early Christian use of apocryphal works. Although the T. Mos. seems never to 

have been well-known in Christian circles, in the case of 1 Enoch the evidence shows that, 

whereas there are very few allusions to it in first-century Christian literature, in the second 

century it became one of the most popular books in the Christian church. Second-century 

writers freely allude to it (Barn. 4:3; 16:5–6; Papias, ap. Andr. Caes., In Apoc. 34.12: 

Athenagoras, Apol. 24–26; Justin, 2 Apol. 5; Dial. 79.1; Tatian, Oratio, 8–9, 20; Ap. John 

29:16–30:2; Irenaeus, Adv Haer. 1.10.1; 1.15.6; 4.16.2; 4.36.4; Proof 18; Clem. Alex., 

Eclog. Proph. 2.1; 53.4; Strom. 5.1.10.2; 1.17.81.4; Tertullian, De Idol.; 3, 9, 15; De Cult. 

Fem. 1.2; 2.10; De Orat. 22.5; Adv. Marc. 5:18; De Virgin. Vel. 7–8; cf. H. J. Lawlor, 

―Early Citations from the Book of Enoch,‖ JP 25 (1897) 164–225; A.-M. Denis, 

Introductions aux Pseudépigraphes grecs d’Ancien Testament [SVTP 1; Leiden: E. J. Brill, 

1970] 20–24). No doubts about the authority of 1 Enoch are recorded before Tertullian (De 

Cult. Fem. 1.3) and Origen (C. Cels 5:54; Comm. in. Joh 6.25), and such doubts seem only 

to have become common in the fourth century. If the author of 2 Peter disapproved of 1 

Enoch he is most unlikely to have lived in the second century. 

What the evidence seems to indicate is that until the early second century 1 Enoch was 

not widely known in Christian circles. It circulated only in those Palestinian Christian 

circles which Jude represents, where it was read in Aramaic, and may not yet have been 

translated into Greek. It may be that the production of the Greek version accounts for its 



growing popularity in the second century. 

The probability is that the author of 2 Peter omitted Jude‘s quotation from 1 Enoch and 

his allusion to the T. Mos., not because he disapproved of these works, but because he was 

unfamiliar with them or at least assumed his readers would be unfamiliar with them. 

Without knowledge of these works, the material in Jude 9 and 14–15 would only have been 

puzzling (whereas the main outline of the story of the Watchers, to which 2 Pet 2:4 alludes, 

was well-known to Jews and Christians who had never read 1 Enoch). In relation to 1 

Enoch, this conclusion points to an earlier rather than a later date for 2 Peter, before the 

second-century Christian vogue for 1 Enoch. 

The conclusion that the author of 2 Peter did not disapprove of Jewish apocryphal works on 

principle is confirmed by the probability that he himself employed one as his source in 

3:4–13. In the commentary on those vv we have argued that 2 Peter is there dependent on a 

Jewish apocalypse, from which quotations are probably to be found in 1 Clem 23:3–4; 2 

Clem 11:2–4; 16:3; and perhaps also 1 Clem 23:5; 27:4. This apocalypse was evidently 

popular in the Roman church of that period, and may well have been the Book of Eldad and 

Modad which Hermas quotes (Vis. 2:3:4). It would be useful if this work could be dated. 

We know that it was concerned with the problem of eschatological delay. Since this 

problem became acute in Jewish apocalyptic especially after the fall of Jerusalem in A.D. 

70, and since the argument of 2 Pet 3:9 is paralleled especially in Jewish discussion in the 

post–70 period (see Bauckham, TynBul 31 [1980] 3–36), it is possible that Eldad and 

Modad was one of the Jewish apocalypses produced in the aftermath of the catastrophe of 

A.D. 70. 

3. OTHER JEWISH WRITINGS 

Abbott (Exp 2/3 [1882] 49–63; Contrast, 39–41) argued that 2 Peter was dependent on 

Josephus. Farrar (Exp 2/3 [1882] 401–23; Exp 3/8 [1888] 58–69) thought Abbott had proved 

a literary relationship, but suggested that Josephus might be dependent on 2 Peter. 

However, Abbott‘s case was convincingly refuted by Salmon (Introduction, 638–53; cf. 

also Mayor, cxxvii–cxxix; James, xxv; Fillion, DB(V) 5, col(s). 409–10). Some of the 

resemblances (in Josephus‘ account of Moses‘ last words) belong to the literary 

conventions of the ―testament‖ genre (see commentary on 1:12–15), others to the literary 

Greek of the period and the ideas of Hellenistic Judaism. 

Abbott (Exp 2/3 [1882] 54–56) also argued for 2 Peter‘s dependence on Philo (and cf. 

Mayor, cxxix–cxxx), but again a common background in the literature of Hellenistic 

Judaism is sufficient to explain the resemblances (see especially Comment on 1:20–21). 

However, these resemblances do highlight 2 Peter‘s closeness to Hellenistic Jewish 

literature, as some general resemblances to the Sib. Or. also indicate (see Comment on 2:5; 

3:6–7, 10). That the author had read some of Philo‘s works is not at all improbable, even 

though it cannot be proved. 

4. JUDE 

That some kind of close relationship exists between 2 Peter and Jude is obvious to all 

readers.The resemblances are largely between Jude 4–13, 16–18 and 2 Pet 2:1–18; 3:1–3. 

(These passages are given in parallel at the appropriate points in the Form/Structure/Setting 



sections of the commentary on 2 Peter.) Although various more tenuous points of contact in 

the earlier and later parts of the letters have often been pointed out (cf. e.g. the list in 

Fornberg, Early Church, 34), none of them is very likely to be more than accidental, except 

perhaps Jude 5 and 2 Pet 1:12. Precise verbal correspondence between the two works is 

relatively sparse (much more so than in the ―Q‖ pericopes of Matthew and Luke,e.g.), but it 

is sufficient and sufficiently striking to require an explanation at the level of literary 

relationship (only Reicke, 190, seems to think an oral common source could account for 

them). 

Four explanations have been offered (and logically these are almost the only four 

possible): (1) Jude is dependent on 2 Peter (so Luther and many older commentators; 

Spitta, 381–470, has the fullest argument; Zahn, Introduction, 250–51, 265–67, 285; Bigg, 

216–24; Falconer, Exp 6/6 [1902] 218–24). (2) 2 Peter is dependent on Jude (so most 

modern commentators; full arguments for this position may be found in Mayor, i–xxv; 

Chaine, 18–24; Sidebottom, 65–69; Grundmann, 75–83). (3) Both are dependent on a 

common source. Robson (Studies) held that 2 Peter is a composite work put together from 

various sources, including genuine Petrine fragments and a ―prophetic discourse,‖ of which 

Jude also made use. Reicke (148, 189–90) thought of a common ―sermonic pattern,‖ 

perhaps oral, behind the two works, and Green (50–55) of an anti-heretical tract (cf. also 

Spicq, 197 n. 1). (4) Common authorship is the hypothesis of Robinson (Redating, 192–95; 

his position was anticipated by Leaney in R. Davidson and A. R. C. Leaney, Biblical 

Criticism [PGMT 3; Harmondsworth, Middx.: Penguin Books, 1970] 319), who suggests 

that Jude wrote both works. Guthrie, Introduction, 919–27, is a good summary of the 

arguments for (1), (2) and (3). 

Common authorship is implausible because of the considerable differences of style (see 

section on Language in both Introductions) and background (the Palestinian Jewish 

character of Jude, the Hellenistic character of 2 Peter), and also because it is difficult to 

believe that a writer would have used his own work in the way in which the author of 2 

Peter uses Jude (see, e.g., the Comment on 2 Pet 2:11, 13, 17). 

A common source is a somewhat more attractive possibility. Since Jude‘s midrash (vv 

5–19) is explicitly based on traditional material with which his readers were already 

familiar (v 5), it would have some plausibility if the parallels were limited to Jude‘s 

midrash section. But the undeniable relationship between Jude 4 and 2 Pet 2:1–3 makes this 

view less likely. There is some force in the usual objection to this view, that the common 

source would have had to have covered so much of the content of Jude and Jude‘s own 

contribution would have been so small, that it is hard to see why he bothered. However, this 

argument loses a good deal of its force in the light of the view argued in the commentary on 

Jude, that the most important part of Jude, which fulfills the author‘s main purpose in 

writing, is the appeal (vv 20–23). These vv are precisely those (together with the opening 

vv 1–3 and the closing doxology) which Jude would have added to the hypothetical source. 

This is an intelligible procedure and the possibility of a common source cannot be entirely 

ruled out. 

However, since it is a more complicated hypothesis than that of direct dependence, we 

must have good reason for preferring it to the latter. Its advocates seem to offer no such 

reason. It is a fallacy to suppose that it explains more clearly the differences between Jude 

and 2 Peter in the similar passages. Second Peter‘s style is so consistent that its author must 

in any case have rewritten his source fairly freely; it is as easy to suppose that he rewrote 



Jude as that he rewrote the hypothetical common source. The common source and Jude 

would not have been sufficiently different for the theory of a common source to have any 

advantage over that of 2 Peter‘s dependence on Jude. It could perhaps have advantages over 

the theory of Jude‘s dependence on 2 Peter, since it might be easier to imagine Jude 

borrowing from the common source than borrowing from 2 Peter. But it is likely to prove 

attractive only if there are strong reasons for dating 2 Peter before Jude. 

The most important literary reason for preferring 2 Peter‘s dependence on Jude to the 

opposite hypothesis is that this commentary shows Jude 4–18 to be a piece of writing 

whose detailed structure and wording has been composed with exquisite care, whereas the 

corresponding parts of 2 Peter, while by no means carelessly composed, are by comparison 

more loosely structured. Jude‘s careful midrashic structure is entirely absent from 2 Peter, 

along with most of his many allusions to the OT and to 1 Enoch, and the technique of 

catchword connections. By comparison, 2 Pet 2:3b–10a has a deliberate, though simple, 

literary structure, but 2:10b–18 is fairly formless. There are only a few biblical allusions 

(2:2, 5–6) different from those in Jude. It is reasonably easy to see how, e.g., Jude 6–8 could 

have been rewritten in a new literary form, with a slightly different purpose, in 2 Pet 

2:3b–10a, and how an author who failed to perceive or was not interested in the midrashic 

structure and allusions of Jude 8c–16 could have revised the material in writing a 

straightforward passage of denunciation in 2 Pet 2:10b–18. It is much more difficult to 

imagine Jude constructing his elaborate midrash with 2 Pet 2 before him. It is easy to see 

how the author of 2 Peter could have seen Jude 8c–16 as useful material for composing a 

denunciation of the false teachers‘ sins, but it is difficult to see why it should have occurred 

to Jude to find in 2 Pet 2:10b–18 a quarry for material to use in constructing a midrash 

designed to show that the false teachers and their doom have been predicted in Scripture. 

There are cases where a more complex literary work is based on a simpler one, and a priori 

that might even seem a more likely procedure, but consideration of this particular case 

seems to indicate that it must be one in which the more complex work is prior. But one 

must judge for oneself in reading the commentary. 

Only recently have the insights of redaction criticism been brought to the study of the 

relationship between Jude and 2 Peter (Fornberg, Early Church, chap 3; Neyrey, Polemic, 

chap 3; cf. also Danker, 89–90; Cavallin, NovT 21 [1979] 263–70). The attempts to study the 

details of the parallel passages in order to determine priority have always, at least in a 

rudimentary way, involved considerations of redaction, but usually without sufficient 

awareness of the possibility that an author may be adapting earlier material for a new 

purpose. The common assumptions that both letters were written to combat similar or even 

identical heretics and reflect a similar background have particularly hindered an accurate 

understanding of the differences between the two letters in the parallel passages. Both 

Neyrey and Fornberg are led by redactioncritical investigation to recognize that the two 

letters derive from different situations, oppose different adversaries, and therefore make 

appropriate changes to the material they have in common. Both Neyrey and Fornberg 

assume the priority of Jude as a working hypothesis, and their redaction criticism therefore 

consists in explaining 2 Peter‘s redactional treatment of Jude. The same procedure is 

followed in this commentary. 

Fornberg thinks that by this method he has ―refuted‖ the theory of the priority of 2 Peter 

(Early Church, 58), but this is probably too strong a conclusion. He has shown that 2 

Peter‘s redaction of Jude is intelligible, but not that Jude‘s redaction of 2 Peter is 

unintelligible or less intelligible. Redaction criticism could demonstrate the priority of Jude 



only by considering at each point the relative plausibility of a redaction of Jude by 2 Peter 

and of a redaction of 2 Peter by Jude, and then calculating the overall relative plausibility of 

the two possibilities. But this would be a very complex task, because there is a great deal of 

room for differing interpretations of redactional changes. Neyrey, Fornberg and I disagree 

over the interpretation of many of 2 Peter‘s redactional alterations of Jude. One may 

produce—as I hope this commentary does produce—a convincing interpretation of 2 

Peter‘s use of Jude, but one cannot be quite sure that an equally convincing interpretation of 

Jude‘s use of 2 Peter is impossible. No one since Spitta and Bigg has attempted it, but the 

analogy with Synoptic criticism perhaps suggests that their view may be ripe for revival. 

Despite these qualifications, on present evidence the case for 2 Peter‘s dependence on 

Jude is a good one, and to realize its strength the reader should study the relevant sections 

of the commentary on 2 Peter. Moreover, the case for dating 2 Peter later than Jude does 

not depend on their literary relationship, but is strong on other grounds alone (see section 

on Date in both Introductions). 

Finally, it should be carefully observed that the literary relationship between 2 Peter and 

Jude does not justify the common habit of classing these two works together as similar 

works, deriving from the same background and context, displaying the same theological 

outlook. The reuse of some of the material in one work by the writer of another no more 

proves that in this case than it does in the case of, e.g., Kings and Chronicles, or Mark and 

Luke. One clear result of the exegesis in this commentary is to show that Jude and 2 Peter 

are very different works, from very different historical contexts. 

5. 1 PETER 

The difference in vocabulary and style between 1 and 2 Peter has been observed at least 

since Jerome (Ep. 120.11), whose solution to the problem this raises—that Peter used two 

different ―interpreters‖—has also been the usual resort of those who maintain Peter‘s 

authorship, in some sense, of both letters. 

Mayor‘s attempt—to demonstrate statistically the difference in vocabulary by computing 

the ratio of words the two letters have in common to those they do not (Mayor, 

lxx–lxxiv)—must be judged to be unsuccessful. Holzmeister (Bib 30 [1949] 339–55) 

showed that, of the words used in 2 Peter, 38.6 percent are common to 1 and 2 Peter, 61.4 

percent peculiar to 2 Peter, while of the words used in 1 Peter, 28.4 percent are common to 

1 and 2 Peter, 71.6 percent peculiar to 1 Peter. These percentages do not compare badly 

with those for 1 and 2 Corinthians: of the words used in 1 Corinthians, 40.4 percent are 

common to 1 and 2 Corinthians, 59.6 percent are peculiar to 1 Corinthians; of the words 

used in 2 Corinthians, 49.3 percent are common to 1 and 2 Corinthians, 50.7 percent are 

peculiar to 2 Corinthians. To explain the somewhat lower percentage of words common to 

1 and 2 Peter, Holzmeister appealed to the fact that both letters depend on sources, different 

in each case (Romans, Ephesians, Hebrews and James have influenced 1 Peter, according to 

Holzmeister, while 2 Peter used Jude). It may also be relevant (though not noted by 

Holzmeister) that the two Corinthian letters are considerably longer, and that 1 and 2 Peter 

both have a large number of NT hapax legomena (sixty in 1 Peter, fifty-seven in 2 Peter), 

which indicates that the author(s) commanded a large vocabulary. 

However, these statistics fail to reveal the real differences between the two letters. The 

words common to the two letters are mostly very common words. Of the 154 words used in 

both 1 and 2 Peter, only twenty-six occur less than twenty times in the NT, and only ten 



occur less than ten times. In 2 Peter, there are thirty-eight words which occur only once or 

twice elsewhere in the NT; of these only two (ajpovqesi",) occur in 1 Peter (whereas ten 

occur in Acts, eight in the Pastorals, seven in the rest of the Pauline corpus). Only one word 

(ajpovqesi") is used exclusively in 1 and 2 Peter among the NT writings. As these figures 

partly indicate, there are hardly any words which could be regarded as characteristic of the 

two Petrine letters. One might suggest ajnastrofhv, (six times in 1 Peter, twice in 2 Peter, 

five times elsewhere in NT), a[spilo" (once in 1 Peter, once in 2 Peter, twice elsewhere in 

NT), ajrethv (once in 1 Peter, three times in 2 Peter, once elsewhere in NT; but in very 

different senses in 1 and 2 Peter), filadelfiva (once in 1 Peter, twice in 2 Peter, three 

times elsewhere in NT), but these do not make a very impressive case. (Other alleged 

resemblances in vocabulary, given in Zahn, Introduction, 289 n.9; Bigg, 225; Green, 

Reconsidered, 12–13, are even more flimsy.) None of the really characteristic terminology 

of either epistle reappears in the other. For example, 2 Peter‘s characteristic idea of the 

ejpivgnwsi" (knowl– edge received in conversion) of Christ (1:2, 3, 8; 2:20); the use of 

eujsevBeia and eujseBhv" (1:3, 6; 2:9; 3:11); spoudavzein and spoudhv (1:5, 10, 15; 3:14); 

the oJdov" terminology (2:2, 15, 21); the idea of Christian ―stability‖ (sthrivzein, 

sthrigmov", ajsthvrikto": 1:12; 2:14; 3:14, 17; sthrivzein is used in 1 Pet 5:10, but with a 

different nuance); the title kuvrio" for Christ, and its combination with kuvrio" (1:1, 11; 

2:20; 3:2, 18); the title kuvrio" hJmwǹ for Christ (1:8, 11, 14, 16; 3:18); and the use of qei`o" 

(1:3, 4) are all absent from 1 Peter. None of these examples derives from 2 Peter‘s sources 

or probable sources, and all are relatively independent of the special subject matter of 2 

Peter. One would expect some of them to reappear in other writings by the same author. Of 

instances where the two letters use different terminology for the same idea (Mayor, 

lxxiv–lxxvi), the most striking is that whereas the second coming of Christ is his parousiva 

in 2 Peter (1:16; 3:4; cf. 3:12), in 1 Peter it is his ajpokavluYi" (1:7, 13; 4:13; cf. faneroùn 

in 5:4). 

Of course, both letters are relatively short, are evidently directed to different issues and 

situations, and deal on the whole with different subjects. Even allowing for these 

considerations, however, the facts that common terminology is negligible and that common 

ideas are almost entirely confined to ideas found throughout early Christianity, weigh 

heavily against common authorship. By contrast, the Pauline letters (even those judged by 

many scholars to be inauthentic) share characteristic terminology and characteristic 

recurring themes. It should also be remembered that if both Petrine letters are authentic, 

they cannot be placed very far apart in time. It can safely be said that if 1 and 2 Peter had 

been anonymous documents, no one would have thought of attributing them ton single 

author. 

Differences of terminology and ideas are more striking than differences of grammatical 

usage and style of writing. A. Q. Morton‘s computer analysis (cited by Green, 17 n.8) 

showed 1 and 2 Peter to be linguistically indistinguishable. Mayor, after his detailed 

comparison of the grammar and style of the two letters (lxxxix–civ), concluded that ―there 

is not that chasm between them which some would try to make out‖ (civ). In their use of 

the article, e.g., they are similar (lxxxix–xc). The same habit of repeating words is said to be 

common to both letters (Bigg, 226–27; Mayor, civ), but in fact the phenomenon is much 

less remarkable in 1 Peter than in 2 Peter. 2 Peter‘s very striking stylistic habit of using 

pairs of synonyms or near-synonyms (1:3, 4, 8, 9, 10, 16, 17; 2:10, 11, 13; 3:7, 11, 14, 16), 

while it can be paralleled in 1 Peter (1:19, 23; 2:18, 25; 3:4; 4:7) as in most writers, is a 



much less prominent trait in 1 Peter than in 2 Peter, whereas triplets, not used in 2 Peter, 

occur in 1 Peter (1:4, 7; 3:22; cf. 5:10). Most commentators concur in the view that 1 

Peter‘s style is simpler and more successful, while 2 Peter shows a greater liking for 

grandiose expressions, ambitious literary effects and bookish words. 

Jerome was the first of many who have tried to maintain the common authorship of 1 

and 2 Peter by attributing the differences to Peter‘s use of secretarial assistance, either two 

different secretaries for the two letters (Dillenseger, MFOB 2 [1907] 193; Falconer, Exp 6/6 

[1902] 117–27; Green, 16–17; tentatively, Guthrie, Introduction, 840) or a secretary for one 

and not for the other (Spitta and Bowman, 159–60, attribute 1 Peter largely to Silvanus, 2 

Peter to Peter himself; Robinson, Redating, 166–69, 192–95, inclines to attribute 1 Peter to 

Peter himself, 2 Peter to Jude; Selwyn, Christian Prophets, 157–63, attributes 2 Peter to 

Luke). However, since the most important differences are not those of grammar and style, 

but those of thought, themes, and theological terminology, an adequate secretary hypothesis 

must (as Robinson recognizes) postulate not an amanuensis, but an agent, i.e. a writer who 

had a completely free hand not only with the expression but also with the content of the 

letter. In other words, one or both of the letters was really composed (in the full sense of the 

word) by someone other than Peter, but Peter approved it and allowed it to be sent out 

under his name. If we imagine a circle of Christian leaders in Rome, who regarded Peter as 

their most senior and authoritative member, this hypothesis is not at all implausible. It does 

mean, however, that only an external link between 1 and 2 Peter is preserved. If Peter is the 

―author‖ of one or both letters only in the sense that he approved a letter written by 

someone else, then the relationship between the two letters becomes hardly at all relevant to 

the ―authenticity‖ of 2 Peter, which must be considered on its own merits. 

It should be borne in mind that the possible derivation of both letters from a Petrine 

―circle‖ of Christian leaders in Rome is plausible only if the ―circle‖ is not considered a 

―school.‖ Those scholars who postulate Pauline or Johannine ―schools‖ do so to explain the 

theological and literary resemblances between several writings which they think cannot be 

ascribed to one author. But in the case of 1 and 2 Peter, there are no such resemblances to 

be explained. Their authors cannot both be disciples of Peter who share a common debt to 

Peter‘s teaching. If both letters derive from a Petrine ―circle,‖ the circle cannot be a 

―school‖ with a common theology, but simply a circle of colleagues who worked together 

in the leadership of the Roman church. Some of them, at least, must have been independent 

minds, whose religious thought owed little, if anything, to Peter (Silvanus and Mark, if 1 

Pet 5:12–13, indicates that they belonged to such a Petrine ―circle‖ [as Elliott, ―Peter,‖ 

thinks] would, of course, hardly have been Peter‘s disciples). 

The lack of resemblance between the two letters is such that, not only is common 

authorship very improbable and derivation from a common ―school‖ of Christian teaching 

equally improbable, but also the author of 2 Peter cannot, in his writing of 2 Peter, have 

been influenced by his reading of 1 Peter. In spite of Boobyer‘s attempt to demonstrate 

such influence (―Indebtedness‖; followed by Kelly, 353; Fornberg, Early Church, 12–13), 

there is really no plausible instance of it (see the commentary on 1:1–2 

[Form/Structure/Setting]; 1:3–11 [Form/Structure/Setting]; 1:3; 2:5; 3:9). The only real 

point of contact is between 1 Pet 3:20 and 2 Pet 2:5; 3:9, but since these vv of 2 Peter 

cannot derive solely from 1 Pet 3:20 but must also be independently influenced by Jewish 

traditions, it is simpler to explain the resemblance by common use of fairly well-known 

themes without regarding 1 Pet 3:20 as a source for 2 Peter. The address and salutation of 2 

Peter (1:1–2) is decisive evidence against the view that the author of 2 Peter deliberately 



modeled his work on 1 Peter to give it a Petrine appearance, for the resemblance in the 

salutation (a standard formula) is outweighed by the divergence in Peter‘s self-designation. 

Yet it is probable that 3:1 shows that the author of 2 Peter knew of 1 Peter (for his 

reasons for referring to it in 3:1, see Comment). His relationship to 1 Peter, knowing it yet 

uninfluenced by it, is parallel to his relationship to the Pauline letters (see section 6), but it 

is worth noticing that it is unlike the practice of most second-century writers of apostolic 

pseudepigrapha. In cases where writings attributed to their pseudonyms were extant, these 

writers usually echo such writings in their own pseudonymous productions. The 

pseudo-Pauline Laodiceans is nothing but a patchwork of Pauline phrases; ―3 Corinthians‖ 

is full of Pauline terminology and ideas; though less pervasive, there are clear echoes of 

Paul in the Prayer of the Apostle Paul (CG 1, 1), in the Apoc. Paul, in the speeches of Paul 

in the Acts of Paul, and even in the apocryphal correspondence between Paul and Seneca. 

The Acts John attributes appropriate Johannine terminology to its hero. In the case of the 

Petrine pseudepigrapha (see section 8), the Apoc. Pet. and the speeches of Peter in the Acts 

of Peter certainly echo 2 Peter, and the Acts Pet. probably echoes 1 Peter too. The Ep. Pet. 

Phil. (CG 8, 2) probably echoes 2 Peter and thePetrine speeches in Acts. The Gnostic Apoc. 

Pet. (CG 7, 3) contains no clear echoes of other Petrine writings (but cf. 79:31 with 2 Pet 

2:17), but consists mostly of Christ‘s words to Peter. The Gos. Pet. and the Ker. Pet. do not, 

in the texts we have, allude to 1 or 2 Peter, but we have only fragments and we do not know 

whether their authors knew other Petrine writings. 

It would be hazardous to base too much on this contrast between 2 Peter‘s nonuse of 1 

Peter and the practice of second-century pseudepigraphers, but it may at least point us in a 

plausible direction. The author‘s relationship to Peter may be neither that of a disciple who 

has absorbed and reflects his master‘s teaching, nor that of a second-century 

pseudepigrapher who has carefully studied his pseudonym‘s writings to make his fiction 

plausible, but that of an erstwhile colleague of Peter‘s, who writes Peter‘s testament after 

his death, writing in his own way but able to be confident that he is being faithful to Peter‘s 

essential message. He would not have to study 1 Peter to be confident of this, and if 1 Peter 

itself was written not by Peter but by another colleague in the Petrine circle, whether before 

or after Peter‘s death, he would know this and feel even less need to base his own work on 

it. 

6. PAULINE LETTERS 

The author of 2 Peter knew a collection of Pauline letters, though we cannot tell how large 

a collection, and regarded them as ―scriptures,‖ i.e. inspired, authoritative writings, suitable 

for reading in Christian worship alongside the OT (3:15–16). Yet there is little sign of 

Pauline influence in 2 Peter. Barnett noted that our author‘s use of the Pauline letters ―is 

characterized by extreme reserve‖ (Paul, 222), and the possible allusions he lists are mostly 

very tenuous (Paul, 223–28). Lindemann concludes that 2 Peter is entirely uninfluenced by 

Pauline theology and contains no allusion to the Pauline letters (Paulus, 263). In fact, only 

two allusions to Romans (2:19: Rom 8:21; cf. 6:16; 7:5; and 2 Pet 3:15: Rom 12:3; 15:15) 

and one to 1 Thessalonians (3:10: 1 Thess 5:2) seem even possible, and they are far from 

certain. 

This knowledge of, but nonuse of, Paul is surprising. We cannot really suppose that our 

author himself found Paul too ―hard to understand‖ (3:16). As Lindemann points out 

(Paulus, 262), he can hardly be thought to be putting himself in the same position as his 



opponents, who cannot understand Paul because they are ―uninstructed and unstable‖ 

(3:16). Nor is it likely that he considered Paul too close to heresy and refers to Paul only 

because his opponents made much of him; 3:15–16 assumes Paul‘s orthodoxy as something 

to be taken for granted, and treats Paul as a wholly trustworthy, indeed inspired, authority. 

There is no trace of embarrassment or reserve in the reference to Paul. Lindemann‘s 

suggestion that the author simply did not see Paul‘s letters as relevant to his situation is not, 

as he admits, very satisfactory (Paulus, 262–63), at least as a complete explanation. We 

might not then find deliberate allusions to Paul, but we might still expect his work to show 

that he had absorbed some Pauline influence. Besides, the author himself asserts that Paul 

dealt explicitly with some of his own subject matter (3:15–16). An additional possibility is 

that the author‘s theological thinking and terminology were formed before he had much 

contact with Pauline theology, and that a collection of Paul‘s letters was only just coming 

into use at the time when he wrote. It is quite possible that Pauline letters were already an 

established authority in the churches of Asia Minor, to which he wrote (hence 3:15–16), 

but, apart from Romans, had only recently become known in the church of Rome, from 

which he wrote (see section on Authorship and Pseudonymity). 

Such a situation would suit a date in the late first century, which is also a plausible date at 

which Paul‘s writings might be called grafaiv (―scriptures‖; see Comment on 3:16). In 

general, the later we date 2 Peter, the more surprising the lack of Pauline influence 

becomes. This argument cannot be pressed very far, because there are second-century 

writers (such as Justin) who show little or no trace of Pauline influence, but on the whole 2 

Peter‘s relation to the Pauline letters, often cited in favor of a second-century date, may 

point more in the direction of an earlier, though not too early, date. 

7. GOSPEL TRADITIONS 

Second Peter contains four certain allusions to gospel traditions: 1:14 (a tradition which 

also appears in John 21:18); 1:16–18 (a tradition independent of the Synoptic accounts of 

the Transfiguration, but closer to Matthew than to Mark or Luke); 2:20 (Matt 12:45 par. 

Luke 11:26); 3:10 (probably a phrase from paraenetic tradition, based on the parable in 

Matt 24:43 par. Luke 12:39, cf. 1 Thess 5:2). Other possible echoes of or allusions to gospel 

traditions are: 1:16 (Mark 9:1 par. Matt 16:28, but if so, an independent form of this 

saying); 2:9 (the Lord‘s Prayer in the Matthean or a similar version: Matt 6:13); 2:21 (Mark 

9:42; 14:21 par. 1 Clem 46:8); 3:4 (Mark 9:1 par.; Mark 13:30 par.). It is clear that in some 

cases the author is dependent on gospel materials, oral or written, independent of the 

Gospels we know. It is impossible to tell whether he is dependent on any of our Gospels, 

though of these Matthew is the most likely. Access to extracanonical gospel traditions 

points to an earlier rather than a later date, but was still possible well into the second 

century. It should also be noted (as shown in the Form/Structure/Setting section on 

1:16–18) that the character of 2 Peter‘s Transfiguration tradition is primitive and quite 

unlike the strongly Hellenized second-century accounts. 

8. OTHER PETRINE PSEUDEPIGRAPHA 

If 2 Peter is pseudepigraphical, it is one of a large group of pseudo-Petrine writings. 

Those which date from the late first century and the second century are: 1 Peter (if it is 

pseudepigraphal); the Apoc. Pet., the Gos. Pet., the Ker. Pet. (Preaching of Peter), and the 



Acts Pet., and perhaps (these may date from the third century) the gnostic Apoc. Pet. (CG 7, 

3), the Ep. Pet. Phil. (CG 8, 2), the Acts Pet. (BG, 8502, 4). (Of these, the Acts Pet., the Ep. 

Pet. Phil., the Acts Pet. and perhaps the Ker. Pet. are not pseudepigraphal in the strict sense, 

i.e. they do not purport to be written by Peter.) In view of Peter‘s stature as an apostolic 

figure, the proliferation of Petrine pseudepigrapha is natural enough. Their diversity of 

character shows that a wide variety of Christian groups, gnostic as well as ―orthodox,‖ 

believed they could claim Petrine authority for their views. 

Some of the later Petrine pseudepigrapha are demonstrably dependent on, and some can 

plausibly be thought to be influenced by, the earlier Petrine writings. This is what one 

might expect, but the relationships seem to be relationships of literary influence, and 

provide no convincing evidence of a Petrine ―school‖ or ―tradition.‖ This conclusion is 

confirmed by Smith (Petrine Controversies), who has recently studied the relationships 

between these Petrine writings to trace controversies around the figure of Peter in the early 

church. Evidence of dependence on 2 Peter can certainly be found in the Acts Pet. (Act. 

Verc. 12; cf. 2 Pet 2:16; 1:1; 2:2; Act. Verc. 20: cf. 2 Pet 1:16–18; and perhaps Act. Verc. 2: 

cf. 2 Pet 1:9; Act. Verc. 6: cf. 2 Pet 2:9, 15; Act. Verc. 7: cf. 2 Pet 1:16, 18; 2:15), and 

perhaps also in Ep. Pet. Phil. (132:13–14: cf. 2 Pet 3:15; 132:17–18: cf. 2 Pet 1:11) and the 

gnostic Apoc. Pet. (79:31: cf. 2 Pet 2:17). Smith has suggested that 2 Peter and the gnostic 

Apoc. Pet. might reflect the same controversy, but they are alike only in being strongly 

polemical and attributed to Peter; their theological themes are quite different. 

Only the Apoc. Pet. shows extensive similarities with 2 Peter. In a forthcoming article 

we have shown that these result from literary dependence on 2 Peter. Clearly the writer of 

the Apoc. Pet. had studied 2 Peter carefully. As well as specific cases of verbal dependence, 

he has adopted 2 Peter‘s ―way‖ terminology (2 Pet 2:2, 15, 21: Apoc. Pet. E 7; A 22, 28, 34; 

B), which is also found in the Acts Pet. (Act. Verc. 6, 7, 12), and the idea of the 

eschatological conflagration (though his ideas about this do not all derive from 2 Peter). 

These last points might perhaps suggest, in addition to literary dependence, some kind of 

theological ―tradition,‖ possibly that the writer of the Apoc. Pet. was a disciple of the author 

of 2 Peter, but are not really sufficient evidence for this by themselves. 

The other Petrine pseudepigrapha therefore offer little help in determining the character and 

origin of 2 Peter, except to indicate that it was already accorded authority as a source of 

Petrine tradition when the Apoc. Pet. (probably c 110–40) and the Acts Pet. (c 180) were 

written. 

9. 1 CLEMENT, 2 CLEMENT, HERMAS 

When compared with the other NT documents, 2 Peter is a highly distinctive work. Some of 

its ideas and much of its religious terminology are hard to parallel from other NT writers. Its 

material links with Jude, and largely formal links with 1 Peter and Paul, do not indicate any 

real affinities of thought and language. Second Peter seems to represent a Christian milieu 

and a style of Christian discourse not otherwise represented in the NT. 

However, there is a group of early Christian writings with which 2 Peter shows much 

closer affinities than with any NT books: 1 Clem, 2 Clem and the Shepherd of Hermas. The 

careful reader of this commentary will find that many parallels, in ideas and vocabulary, are 

pointed out throughout the commentary, and the impression will grow that these three 

works are 2 Peter‘s closest relatives in the early church. (In addition to the parallels noted 

throughout the commentary, it is worth noting here that of 2 Peter‘s fifty-seven NT hapax 



legomena, sixteen are found in 1 Clem, 2 Clem and Hermas, and fifteen of these not 

elsewhere in the Apostolic Fathers, while of the thirty-eight words in 2 Peter which occur 

only once or twice elsewhere in the NT, seventeen occur in 1 Clem, 2 Clem and Hermas, ten 

of these not elsewhere in the Apostolic Fathers. But the considerable length of 1 Clem and 

Hermas should be remembered when assessing these figures.) 

The relationships of 2 Peter with these three works are not of the kind which literary 

dependence could explain, nor is common authorship conceivable. The four writers, despite 

the links between them, remain highly individual writers, each with his distinctive traits of 

thought and language. The kind of similarities which this commentary demonstrates are 

those which derive from the use of shared Christian traditions and from belonging to a 

shared Christian language milieu. It cannot be accidental that 1 Clem and Hermas are 

indubitably Roman works; that 2 Clem, whose place of origin is disputed (Rome and 

Corinth are the most likely possibilities), is widely admitted to be closely connected with 1 

Clem in some way; and that 2 Peter can very plausibly be located in Rome (see section on 

Authorship and Pseudonymity). The similarities between the four works most probably 

indicate their commonindebtedness to a tradition of Roman Christianity. (This hypothesis 

ought to be tested by investigation of parallels between the three works 1 Clem, 2 Clem and 

Hermas, to supplement this commentary‘s investigation of the parallels between 2 Peter 

and those three works.) 

Such common indebtedness to a tradition of Roman Christianity need not necessarily 

imply close proximity in date, but since there is no evidence of literary dependence, we 

may expect the chronological span within which the four works were written to be 

relatively short—perhaps no more than twenty years. Unfortunately, although there is still 

wide agreement that 1 Clem should be dated c A.D. 96, there is no scholarly agreement on 

the dates of 2 Clem and Hermas. In spite of recent arguments for an earlier date for 1 Clem 

(Robinson, Redating, 328–34, with references to other literature) there seems no sufficient 

reason to challenge the view that 1 Clem belongs to the 90s. In the case of Hermas, a trend 

of scholarly opinion toward a date c 80–100 can perhaps be discerned (Edmundson, Church 

of Rome, 208–21;J. Daniélou, The Theology of Jewish Christianity, tr. J. A. Baker [London: 

Darton, Longmann & Todd, 1964] 39; Robinson, Redating, 320–22, with references to 

other literature; cf. R.J. Bauckham, ―The Great Tribulation in the Shepherd of Hermas,‖ JTS 

25 [1974] 28–29). Second Clement is still commonly dated well into the second century, 

but the latest full study by Donfried puts it at the end of the first century, partly because he 

sees it as written soon after 1 Clem, but also for more general reasons (Second Clement, 1, 

79–81, 124, 191). A further reason for grouping all three works within a relatively short 

period toward the end of the first century is the evidence in all three that they were written 

at a time when either the generation of the apostles or the generation of the first converts in 

their place of origin had almost or just passed away (1 Clem 23:3; 44:1–3; 2 Clem 11:2; 

Hermas, Vis. 3:5:1; Sim. 9:15:4). A similar criterion can be used to date 2 Peter in the 

sameperiod (section on Date). 

CHARACTER OF THE LETTER 

In a famous essay which contains a full-scale theological attack on 2 Peter, Käsemann 

calls it ―from beginning to end a document expressing an early Catholic viewpoint,‖ and 



―the clearest possible testimony to the onset of early Catholicism‖ (―Apologia,‖ 169, 195). 

Although for Käisemann ―early Catholicism‖ is not so much a historical category as a 

theological accusation, his verdict on 2 Peter‘s ―early Catholic‖ character is endorsed by 

many scholars, not all of whom follow his excessive denigration of the letter: ―the clearest 

example in the Canon of ‗early Catholicism‘‖ (R. H. Fuller, A Critical Introduction to the 

New Testament [2nd ed.; London: Duckworth, 1971] 166), ―a prime example of early 

Catholicism‖ (J. D. G. Dunn, Unity and Diversity in the New Testament [London: SCM 

Press, 1977] 351), ―the classic document of so-called early Catholicism‖ (Schrage, 118; cf. 

also Schelkle, ―Spätapostolische Briefe‖; but Fornberg, Early Church, 3–6, regards early 

Catholicism as ―an artificial category which cannot do justice to a document such as 2 

Peter‖). As in the case of Jude, the usefulness of this categorization of 2 Peter must be 

investigated. 
We may begin by applying the three alleged features of early Catholicism which we used in 

the discussion of Jude: (1) The fading of the Parousia hope. It is a serious misunderstanding 

of 2 Peter to suppose that its author abandons the imminent eschatological expectation of 

primitive Christianity. On the contrary, he assumes it as naturally as other writers do: both 

his opponents and his readers will experience the Parousia (1:19; 2:12; 3:14), and the 

eschatological judgment is coming swiftly on his opponents (2:1). Of course, in his day the 

delay of the Parousia has become a problem, which for his opponents justifies 

thorough-going eschatological skepticism (3:4, 9) and therefore he must give some 

explanation of the delay. But the effect of the arguments he uses is not to postpone the 

Parousia to the distant future; they are traditional Jewish apocalyptic arguments which 

belong in the context of Jewish apocalyptic‘s characteristic tension between the sense of 

eschatological imminence and a wrestling with the problem of delay (besides the 

commentary on chap 3, see Bauckham, TynBul 31 [1980] 3–36). If the Parousia hope has 

become to some extent problematic in our author‘s time, he does not at all allow it to fade, 

but vigorously reasserts it. 

Käsemann has other criticisms of 2 Peter‘s eschatology; that it ―lacks any Christological 

orientation‖ (―Apologia,‖ 178), that (with reference to 1:4) it is a ―relapse into Hellenistic 

dualism‖ (―Apologia,‖ 180), and that it is anthropocentric, concerned only with moral 

retribution (―Apologia,‖ 179–80). It is not clear why these failings are regarded as ―early 

Catholic,‖ and one suspects that ―early Catholic‖ and ―non-Pauline‖ are being equated. This 

may make ―early Catholic‖ a useful term for Käisemann‘s theological-critical purposes, but 

it makes it a useless term for historical investigation. However, to deal briefly with the 

charges, they are not entirely fair to 2 Peter. The first charge neglects (or misunderstands: 

see ―Apologia,‖ 186–87) the appeal to the Transfiguration (1:16–18), which the author sees 

as a basis for the Parousia hope because it was God‘s installation of Jesus as the one who 

will exercise God‘s universal rule. 1:4 (see Comment for detailed discussion of Käemann‘s 

charge) is not the whole of 2 Peter‘s eschatology, and the paradox of its Hellenistic 

language juxtaposed with the apocalyptic perspective of chap 3 must be faced (see below), 

not eliminated. Second Peter‘s eschatology is concerned with retribution and has a 

primarily ethical interest, but this is a concern with God‘s righteousness and is by no means 

purely man-centered. Its emphasis is continuous with that of Jewish apocalyptic 

eschatology, which justifies the use of a Jewish apocalyptic source in chap 3. In summary, 

2 Peter‘s eschatology is apocalyptic for the most part, but is expressed in strongly 

Hellenistic terminology in 1:4. It is not clear that the label ―early Catholic‖ helps us at all to 

understand this combination. 



(2) Increasing institutionalization is the second mark of early Catholicism. Second Peter 

makes no reference at all to ecclesiastical office-holders, unless his reference to his 

opponents as Yeudodidavskaloi (―false teachers,‖ 2:1) counts. On the most probable 

interpretation of 1:20–21, those vv have nothing to do with the exegesis of Scripture, and 

therefore do not insist on an authoritative interpretation of Scripture by officeholders who 

alone possess the Spirit (against Käsemann, ―Apologia,‖ 189–91). 3:16 does allude to the 

misinterpretation of Scripture by the opponents, but noticeably fails to meet the problem by 

restricting interpretation to authorized persons. On the contrary, 3:15 seems to be an appeal 

to the readers‘ own ability to see that the writer‘s view accords with their reading of Paul. 

The fact that 2 Peter does not refer to officeholders in the churches does not of course 

imply that there were none, but it does show that in the author‘s conception of the struggle 

against the false teachers, the role of the officeholders does not occupy the center of the 

stage. (This is recognized by Knoch, ―Vermächtnis,‖ 158–59, who thinks that the 

preservation of apostolic tradition against heretics had not yet become explicitly the task of 

the officeholders, as it has in the Pastorals.) 

(3) The crystallization of the faith into set forms. Second Peter‘s characteristic terms for 

Christianity are (a) the ―way‖ phrases: ―the way of truth‖ (2:1), ―the straight way‖ (2:15), 

and ―the way of righteousness‖ (2:21), which (used deliberately against the opponents‘ 

libertinism) characterize Christianity not as a body of belief but as an ethical way of life; 

(b) ―the holy commandment‖ (2:21) and ―the commandment of the Lord and Savior‖ (3:2), 

which have a similar significance; (c) ―the knowledge (ejpivgnwsi") of Jesus Christ‖ (1:2, 

8), which is not ―orthodox doctrinal tradition‖ (Käsemann, ―Apologia,‖ 193), but the 

essential knowledge, theoretical and personal, gained in Christian conversion; (d) ―the truth 

that you have‖ (1:12), which, like Jude‘s ―the faith‖ (Jude 3), is simply the gospel. It is 

absurd to see in this last phrase the implication that ―revelation is now a piece of property 

which is at the community‘s disposal‖ (Käsemann, ―Apologia,‖ 174). There is no evidence 

here for insistence on formalized creedal orthodoxy. Certainly, 2 Peter is written in defense 

of traditional Christian eschatology and ethics; the author believes that the expectation of 

the Parousia and its ethical implications were essential to the apostolic message and he 

defends them. But he uses no creedal formulae, and his opponents are skeptics and 

libertines (see section on The Opponents), not Gnostics who appealed to personal 

inspiration (Käsemann, ―Apologia,‖ 175) and against whom orthodoxy has to be 

formulated and tied to institutional authority. 

Second Peter‘s response to heresy is not the ―early Catholic‖ response of insistence on 

institutional authority and creedal orthodoxy. Nor does the author respond to the delay of 

the Parousia in the way that ―early Catholicism‖ is supposed to have responded, by 

highlighting Christology or ecclesiology in compensation for the inevitable loss of the 

imminent expectation. On the contrary, he reasserts the primitive eschatological 

perspective. It is plain that the label ―early Catholic‖ is no help in understanding 2 Peter. 

Only in one respect is Käsemann‘s critique really relevant to determining the character 

of 2 Peter. He emphasizes the importance of the conception of the apostles and the 

normative character of apostolic tradition for the author, and connects this with his use of 

pseudepigraphy (―Apologia,‖ 177). If we accept that 2 Peter is a pseudepigraphal 

―testament of Peter,‖ it becomes clear that the author is conscious of living in a period 

when the generation of the apostles has passed, and the ―scoffers‖ whom the apostles had 

predicted would arise after their death, in the critical ―last days,‖ are already on the scene 

(3:4). These ―scoffers‖ consider the apostles‘ teaching, on eschatology and ethics, 



discredited. But for the author it is the norm of Christian belief. It is not, of course, to be 

woodenly or unintelligently repeated. In 1:3–11 he puts Peter‘s message very much into his 

own terms, for his own situation, and to maintain the credibility of the Parousia hope of the 

apostles he uses whatever arguments, new or old, make sense to him. Yet it is Peter‘s 

message—and for him this is simply the apostolic message—which he interprets and 

defends. To deliver the apostolic message in a postapostolic situation: this is the key to the 

author‘s conception of his task. 

This task combines with the particular resources he brings to it to determine the peculiar 

character of the letter. On the one hand, his own background (or at least that of the 

Christian traditions he has made his own) appears to be in Hellenistic Judaism (see 

Language and sections 1, 3 of Literary Relationships), and he is familiar with the literature 

in which Hellenistic Jews had endeavored to express biblical faith in terms appropriate to 

their cultural environment. At least partly from this background in Hellenistic Judaism, as 

well as from his own interaction with the pagan cultural context of his church, derives his 

free use of Hellenistic religious and ethical terminology (especially 1:3–8). From 

Hellenistic Judaism comes also his understanding of scriptural inspiration (1:20–21). 

Second Peter‘s Christianity has acquired at least a glossy veneer of adaptation to a 

Hellenistic cultural context, but it is important to realize that this was in the first place an 

adaptation to a Hellenistic Jewish religious culture which had already adapted to its pagan 

context. As the commentary on 1:3–8 points out, our author uses his Hellenistic 

terminology with some care and skill, so that a Christian content controls it. 

On the other hand, however, his letter reflects his use of Jewish apocalyptic and Jewish 

Christian apocalyptic sources: his tradition of the Transfiguration (1:16–18), Jude (2:1–18; 

3:1–3), and the Jewish apocalypse which underlies 3:4–13. Even if, because of his cultural 

distance from Jude‘s apocalyptic midrash, he has not really understood it in detail, yet its 

broad intention comes through in the insistence on imminent eschatological judgment and 

the use of the typological material in 2:4–9. The Jewish apocalyptic ideas seem faithfully 

reproduced in 3:5–13. The apocalyptic interpretation of the Transfiguration is integral to his 

argument. 

This surprising combination of Hellenism and apocalyptic is precisely the way in which the 

author tries to interpret and defend the apostolic message in a postapostolic generation. 

What appears to come most naturally to him, when he is not following a source, is a 

Hellenistically influenced way of interpreting the apostolic message which makes contact 

with the ideals and aspirations of the church‘s pagan environment (1:3–8). But he faces 

opponents whose Hellenism involves a critical attitude to the apostolic message and leads, 

in his view, to its abandonment. They advocate mere pagan skepticism about eschatology 

and mere compromise with pagan permissive morality. In response he must defend the 

eschatological content and the eschatologically motivated ethical content of the apostolic 

teaching. To aid him in this, he resorts with a sure instinct to sources close to the 

apocalyptic outlook of the primitive church. He sees that this must be reasserted if a 

Hellenized Christianity is not to become a merely paganized Christianity. Commentators 

have often tended to play down either the Hellenism or the apocalyptic in 2 Peter. In reality 

the juxtaposition of the two gives 2 Peter its special character. A similar mixture to a 

greater or lesser extent characterizes 1 Clem, 2 Clem, and Hermas, which belong to the same 

milieu as 2 Peter (section 9 of Literary Relationships). This group of Roman Christian 

leaders faced the church‘s perennial task of retaining the gospel‘s essential content while 

giving it meaningful expression in new cultural contexts. Second Peter‘s contribution to 



that task deserves more appreciation than it has received from modern scholars. 

THE OPPONENTS 

Like Jude, 2 Peter is a polemical document. Its purpose is to counter the influence of a 

group of teachers in the churches to which it is addressed, and to this end it employs not 

only denunciation but also apologetic argument in defense of the eschatological teaching of 

the apostles against their objections. From the objections which the author counters we can 

discern the main thrust of the opponents‘ teaching, at least as he understood it. 
From 2:1–3a, 14, 18 it is clear that the opponents were teachers with disciples. The 

central theme of their teaching was eschatological skepticism. The Parousia of Jesus Christ 

had been expected during the lifetime of the apostles, but the first Christian generation had 

now passed away, and in the view of the false teachers this proved the primitive Christian 

eschatological expectation to have been wholly mistaken (3:4, 9a). There would be no 

eschatological judgment (2:3b), no divine intervention to eliminate evil and establish a 

world of righteousness. No doubt this teaching fed on disillusionment felt by some 

Christians when the last prominent members of the generation of the apostles, in whose 

final years eschatological expectation had run high, passed away and the prophecy of the 

Parousia remained unfulfilled. But it seems also, in the mind of the false teachers, to have 

belonged to a common-sense rationalistic view of the world, according to which the world 

continues on its course without dramatic divine interventions (3:4). Judgments are 

prophesied but never happen (2:3b). 

To support this skepticism they held that the apostles, who undeniably preached the 

Parousia as central to the Christian message, had invented the idea themselves (1:16a), 

perhaps as an instrument of moral control. As for the passages of OT prophecy traditionally 

interpreted with reference to the Parousia, these were not divinely inspired but simply the 

prophets‘ own mistaken attempts to interpret their dreams and visions (1:20–21a). The 

eschatological expectation was not based on divine promise, but on human invention. 

The opponents‘ eschatological skepticism was advanced not simply in the interests of 

intellectual honesty, but in the interests of moral freedom. They claimed to be emancipating 

people from the fear of divine judgment (2:19a). Petty moral restraints could be safely 

ignored. They were not impressed when stricter Christians warned them of judgment to 

come, nor when they warned them of the danger of falling into the power of the forces of 

evil and sharing their fate, eschatological destruction. On the contrary, they laughed at the 

supposed power of the devil and his angels (2:10b). ―Freedom‖ was their catchword, and 

evidently they felt free to indulge in sexual immorality, drunkenness and sensual excesses 

generally (2:2, 10a, 13–14, 18). No doubt the easy compromise with pagan moral standards 

which their teaching allowed was one source of their popularity (2:18). 

Since they apparently still regarded themselves as Christians, they may have sought some 

support for their views in authoritative Christian writings, and, since Paul was a major 

authority in their churches (3:15), they may have appealed to Pauline teaching about 

Christian freedom and justification by faith (cf. 2:19; 3:16). But 3:15–16 may mean that 

they misinterpreted Paul and other authoritative writings in an unfavorable sense, i.e. they 

interpreted passages about the imminence of the Parousia as unfulfilled and therefore false 

prophecy. At any rate, it would go beyond the evidence to speak of a real Pauline influence 

on them, let alone to regard them as radical Paulinists. In spite of the reference to Paul in 



3:15–16, the evidence for a Pauline background to the false teaching in 2 Peter is less 

convincing than in the case of Jude‘s opponents. 

This sketch of the opponents has attempted to stay close to the evidence which 2 Peter 

offers and to do justice to the centrality of the eschatological question in the debate. It 

should also be observed, from the author‘s redaction of Jude, that he omits material in Jude 

relating to Jude‘s opponents‘ claims to possess the Spirit and to be the recipients of 

prophetic revelations (Jude 8: cf. 2 Pet 2:10; Jude 19), and also Jude‘s reference to their 

antinomian perversion of grace (Jude 4: cf. 2 Pet 2:1–3). As far as we can tell, the 

opponents in 2 Peter claimed to be teachers but not prophets (2 Pet 2:1) and set no store by 

charismatic experiences (cf. also Comment on 2:16). Their ethical libertinism had more to 

do with their eschatological skepticism than with an antinomian understanding of grace. 

The angels they mocked were the powers of evil, not angelic guardians of the Law (2 Pet 

2:10–11: cf. Jude 8–9). Thus redaction–critical study reveals the false teachers in 2 Peter to 

be very different from the opponents in Jude. The only certain point of substantial 

resemblance between the two is their ethical libertinism, which is what accounts for 2 

Peter‘s use of Jude. 

The most plausible background to the attitudes of the false teachers in 2 Peter is their pagan 

environment (so Fornberg, Early Church, 65, 104–5, 119–20, 126, 132; note especially 

120: ―the adversaries consisted of theologically unaware Christians who compromised with 

ideas current in the world around them‖). Neyrey (Polemic, chap 4; JBL 99 [ 1980] 407–31) 

has shown the extent to which the eschatological debate in 2 Peter resembles pagan 

Hellenistic controversy over the views of the Epicureans on providence and eschatology, 

and these parallels have been pointed out at relevant points in the commentary. It is also 

important to remember the extent to which eschatology of the Jewish apocalyptic kind was 

alien to Hellenistic thinking, even including much Hellenistic Jewish thinking. The 

opponents‘ charges in 1:16a and 1:20–21a also seem to belong to Hellenistic debate 

(involving Hellenistic Judaism) about prophecy and oracles (see Comment on those vv). 

The opponents‘ ethical practice, in which sexual immorality seems prominent, is plausibly 

seen as accommodation to the permissiveness of pagan society, a perennial temptation in 

the early church, especially when Christian morality impeded participation in the social life 

of the cities. The false teachers may therefore be seen as aiming to disencumber 

Christianity of its eschatology and its ethical rigorism, which seemed to them an 

embarrassment in their cultural environment, especially after the evident failure of the 

Parousia expectation. From a general familiarity with Hellenistic religious debate they were 

able to deploy current skeptical arguments about eschatology and divine revelation. Perhaps 

they saw themselves as rather daring young radicals trying to clear a lot of traditional 

nonsense out of the church. Whether they also had any positive religious teaching our 

evidence does not allow us to say. The analogy with radicals in other generations suggests 

that a largely negative message could have sounded impressive enough (cf. 2:18a). 

The opponents in 2 Peter are not Gnostics. Although the identification of them as 

Gnostics has been the common opinion since Werdermann (Irrlehrer), it has recently been 

rejected by Fornberg (Early Church, passim) and Neyrey (CBQ 42 [1980] 506), both of 

whom have studied the opponents in 2 Peter carefully, without confusing its opponents 

with Jude‘s. The present commentary confirms their conclusion. As in the case of Jude, 

there is no evidence that the false teachers in 2 Peter held the cosmological dualism which 

is the essential mark of true Gnosticism. There is no evidence that their ethical libertinism 



was based on such dualism, or that their eschatological skepticism resulted from a gnostic 

concentration on realized, at the expense of future, eschatology. If they resembled some 

second–century Gnostics in denying the divine inspiration of OT prophecy (1:20–21a), they 

did so by attributing it to a merely human origin, not to the demiurge, as second–century 

Gnostics did. There is no hint in 2 Peter of controversy about bodily resurrection, which 

was usually a main focus of anti–gnostic discussion of eschatology, because of the link 

between this issue and gnostic dualism (cf., e.g., 1 Cor 15; 2 Tim 2:18; 1 Clem 24; 2 Clem 9; 

Pol. Phil. 7:1; ―3 Cor‖—though not all these need be anti–gnostic). Conversely, there is no 

evidence that the delay of the Parousia, so important in 2 Peter, featured in second-century 

Gnostic argument against traditional eschatology. 

Support for identifying the opponents as Gnostics has been sought in the reference to 

―myths‖ (1:16), but this is the opponents‘ charge against the apostles, not the author‘s 

charge against the opponents. When he does turn the charge against the opponents (2:3a), it 

is notable that the word ―myths‖ does not recur: evidently the opponents had false 

(skeptical) arguments, but nothing so positive as ―myths.‖ The use of the ―knowledge‖ 

theme in 2 Peter has also been regarded as aimed against heretical gnosis, but careful study 

shows that in fact ―knowledge‖ in 2 Peter (ejpivgnwsi" and gnws̀i") is free of polemical 

overtones and cannot have been a catchword of the opponents (see especially Comment on 

1:2; 2:12). 

Only insofar as eschatological disillusionment may have contributed to the rise of the 

Gnostic movement can the opponents in 2 Peter be seen even as forerunners of Gnosticism. 

DATE 

No book in the NT has been assigned such a wide range of dates as 2 Peter. Even within 

the last twenty years, commentaries and reference books have placed 2 Peter in almost 

every decade from 60 to 160 A.D. (only the decade 70–80 seems to be unrepresented). This 

suggests that the usual arguments about its date are unusually inconclusive. Fortunately, 

our investigation suggests a wider range of chronological indications, and a relatively new 

perspective on the problem of date. 
The evidence for date from the study of literary relationships can be summarized thus: 

(1) Documents known to 2 Peter 

c. 50–60 

Pauline letters 

(c. 55–59 

Romans) 

c. 50–60 

Jude 

? c. 60–65 or 65–75 

1 Peter 

? c. 70–80 

Jewish apocalypse used in 2 Pet 3. 

(2) Documents roughly contemporary with 2 Peter 

c. 80–100 



 Hermas, The Shepherd 

c. 80–100 

2 Clement 

c. 96 

1 Clement 

(3) Documents dependent on 

2 Peter 

c. 110–140 

Apocalypse of Peter 

c. 180 

Acts of Peter 

  

In addition (from the investigations in Literary Relationships) we should note that the 

author‘s relation to and attitude to a collection of Pauline letters could point to, and is 

certainly consistent with, a late first-century date (section 6; and Comment on 3:16), while 

the use of Gospel traditions is inconclusive with regard to date, but again is consistent with 

a late first-century date (section 7). The nonuse of IEnoch also seems to point to a 

first-century rather than a second-century date 

This evidence, though it is inevitably dependent on other dates which are very much in 

dispute (e.g. those of 1 Peter and Jude), seems to point to a date for 2 Peter in the period 

75–100, though on this evidence an early second-century date cannot be entirely excluded. 

Other features of 2 Peter support a late first-century date. The christology of the letter 

(Comment on 1:1; 3:18) is consistent with such a date. The language of 1:4, sometimes 

held to require a late date, merely shows the influence of Hellenistic Judaism (see 

Comment), possible at any stage of the development of Christianity outside Palestine. The 

―early Catholic‖ response to heresy, which stresses the role of institutional officeholders 

and might point to a relatively late date, is absent from 2 Peter (see Character of the 

Letter). The imminent eschatological expectation remains important (see Character of the 

Letter). The opponents are not second-century Gnostics (see The Opponents). 

This converging evidence is impressive, but 2 Peter contains one further strong clue to 

its date, whose probable significance has not often been seen: 3:4. Significantly, even 

defenders of Petrine authorship do not treat this verse as a real prediction, but as an 

objection which was being raised at the time of the writing of 2 Peter (Spitta, Green; 

Dillenseger, MFOB 2 [1907] 207–9). The fathers who are dead are not the fathers of the 

scoffers, but the first Christian generation, the generation of the apostles. Of course, it is not 

possible to date the death of a generation, but what is required is an estimate of the date at 

which the scoffers could plausibly have claimed that the first Christian generation had died, 

so that the promise of the Parousia within their lifetime was invalidated. The generation of 

the apostles would consist of people born no later than c A.D. 10. Assuming that in the first 

century it was rare to live beyond seventy years, we may suppose that c A.D. 80 was the 

time at which contemporaries with their hopes set on the Parousia in the lifetime of the 

apostolic generation would begin to feel acutely that this generation had virtually died out. 

The scoffers‘ objection in 3:4 becomes plausible in the decade 80–90. 

In the Comment on 3:4 we have argued that this objection belongs in the context of the 

immediate crisis provoked by the passing of the first generation (so also Fornberg, Early 

Church, 65). It appealed to the disillusionment felt immediately after a period of high 



eschatological expectation (cf. especially Asc. Isa. 4:13), and represents a crisis which was 

surmounted and forgotten before long. The death of the first generation was no longer an 

issue in the second century. 

Thus 3:4 alone enables us to date 2 Peter with considerable probability c A.D. 80–90. The 

fact that a wide range of other evidence also points toward a date in the late first century 

gives this conclusion very high probability (other scholars who date 2 Peter c 80 or c 90 are 

Chaine, Spicq, Reicke). Contrary to established scholarly tradition, 2 Peter is probably not 

the latest book in the NT. 

AUTHORSHIP AND PSEUDONYMITY 

The language alone (see Language) makes it improbable that Peter could have written 2 

Peter, while the author‘s preference for Hellenistic terminology (see Character of the 

Letter; cf. section 3, of Literary Relationships) can only implausibly be attributed to Peter. 

It is likely enough that the author of 2 Peter was Jewish, but a strongly Hellenized Jew. No 

doubt it is true that the distinction between Palestinian and Hellenistic Judaism has often 

been exaggerated and misused, but we should not now react against it to the extent of 

missing the obvious difference between the Palestinian Jewish character of Jude and the 

Hellenized character of 2 Peter. The relationship of 1 and 2 Peter is ambiguous in its 

relevance to the question of Petrine authorship, but certainly Peter cannot be the real author 

of both letters (section 5 of Literary Relationships). 
This evidence, however, would be consistent with a secretary hypothesis in which the 

secretary is not Peter‘s amanuensis but his agent. The evidence which really rules out 

composition during Peter’s lifetime is that of literary genre (Form and Structure) and that 

of date (Date). Either of these might be fatal for any degree of Petrine authorship. Together 

they must be regarded as entirely conclusive against Petrine authorship. (Peter‘s death can 

be dated with a high probability in A.D. 64 or 65. See Robinson, Redating, 149, for an 

argument that 65 is more likely.) 

Second Peter is fictionally represented as written shortly before Peter‘s death (1:14) and 

therefore in Rome (for the early tradition of Peter‘s death in Rome, see Apoc. Pet. R; Ign. 

Rom. 4:3; and probably Asc. Isa. 4:3; 1 Clem 5:4). This would not need to imply that it was 

really written in Rome if 2 Peter were not a real letter, but since it is written to specific 

churches (3:15) it is a likely deduction that it was sent to them from the church of Rome. 

This is confirmed by 3:1, which indicates that the churches addressed are those which 1 

Peter addressed from Rome (1 Pet 5:13). A Roman origin is also rendered extremely 

probable by 2 Peter‘s close links with 1 Clem and Hermas, if not also 2 Clem (section 9 of 

Literary Relationships). We know that the leaders of the Roman church in that period 

maintained a strong pastoral interest in churches elsewhere. Not only is 1 Peter addressed to 

a large group of churches, both of Pauline foundation and others, in Asia Minor (1 Pet 1:1), 

but also 1 Clem was sent, on behalf of the Roman church, to the church at Corinth, to sort 

out its difficulties, while Hermas‘ visions were to be sent ―to the cities abroad‖ (Vis. 2:4:3). 

In fact, Clement is said to have been entrusted with the task of sending out the Roman 

church‘s foreign correspondence (Herm. Vis. 2:4:3), which implies that letters to other 

churches were written quite regularly. Ignatius not long afterward congratulated the Roman 

church on having ―taught others‖ (Rom. 3:1). 



Thus 2 Peter can plausibly be set within this context of the Roman church‘s pastoral 

concern for churches elsewhere during the late first century. Like 1 Clem, it is not really the 

letter of an individual so much as of a church, written by an unknown Christian leader on 

behalf of the church of Rome. There is no need to postulate any personal link between its 

author and the churches to which he writes. These churches, either all or some of the 

churches in the area to which 1 Peter was addressed (1 Pet 1:1), certainly included Pauline 

churches (2 Pet 3:15), and 2 Peter therefore refers to Paul‘s letter(s) to them (3:15) as 

naturally as 1 Clem refers to 1 Corinthians when writing to the church of Corinth (1 Clem 

47:1). 

Given a desire to write an apostolic ―testament,‖ the choice of Peter was the natural 

pseudonym in a letter from the church at Rome. Peter and Paul were the two apostles 

associated with Rome (1 Clem 5; Ign. Rom. 4:3), and although we do not know how long 

either spent in Rome, the strength of later tradition can probably be trusted to the extent of 

indicating that, of the two, it was Peter who exercised more of a real leadership role in the 

church in Rome, for however brief a period. Thus, in order to explain our author‘s choice of 

pseudonym, it may not be necessary to look further than Peter‘s status as the most 

prestigious of the leaders of the Roman church. Whether a desire to use the Transfiguration 

tradition (1:16–18) contributed to the choice of pseudonym, or whether the prior choice of 

pseudonym suggested it, we cannot tell. 

Apart from the Transfiguration tradition and other Gospel traditions, there is little material 

in 2 Peter which could plausibly be regarded as specifically Petrine tradition deriving from 

the historical Peter. Insofar as the summary of Peter‘s message in 1:3–11 is a summary of 

common primitive Christian teaching, it is attributable to Peter as much as to any apostle, 

but insofar as there is anything distinctive about it, notably the Hellenistic terminology, it 

must be regarded as our author‘s interpretation of the apostolic message in terms of 

(post-Petrine) Roman theology. The prophecy of the false teachers (2:1–3a) could owe 

something to memories of Peter‘s preaching, but could as well derive from generally 

apostolic, but not specifically Petrine, material. Our author‘s purpose is to defend the 

ethical and eschatological teaching of the apostles, whom he regards as united in preaching 

the same message (see 1:12, 16; 3:15, with Comment). To write Peter‘s testament he really 

only needed to be sure he was representing correctly the message Peter shared with all the 

apostles. He did not need to include peculiarly Petrine material, though in one case 

(1:16–18) he found it useful to do so. He may actually have made more use of the work of 

another apostle, Jude, than of specifically Petrine traditions. 

However, there are some possible hints that the author may have had some personal 

connection with Peter. The use of the name Simeon Peter may indicate an author who 

remembered what Peter was called by colleagues who had known him in Palestine 

(Comment on 1:1). His disregard for 1 Peter, which is mentioned because the readers knew 

it (3:1) but on which, by contrast with later pseudepigraphal practice, the author 

conspicuously fails to model 2 Peter, may indicate a confidence, derived from personal 

knowledge, of his ability to speak on behalf of the dead Peter without recourse to other 

Petrine writings (section 5 of Literary Relationships). In view of the lack of specifically 

Petrine material, he can hardly have been a disciple of Peter who had learned his theology 

from Peter (and this is even less possible if 1 Peter, from which 2 Peter differs so 

completely, be thought to embody Peter‘s teaching to any degree). But he may have been a 

colleague of Peter‘s in the leadership of the Roman church in the 60s. This may be saying 

little more than that, when he wrote 2 Peter in the 80s, he was one of the more senior 



members of the circle of Roman church leaders. (If one had to guess a name or person as a 

candidate for the authorship of 2 Peter, a possibility might be Linus [2 Tim 4:21], whom 

the early Roman bishop lists, deriving from Hegesippus [Irenaeus, Adv Haer. 3.3.3; 

Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 3.13, 21; 5.6.1], list as bishop of Rome after Peter, or Anencletus 

[Cletus] whom the same lists consider Linus‘ successor and Clement‘s predecessor.) 

The idea of a ―Petrine circle‖ of Christian leaders in Rome was mentioned in section 5 

of Literary Relationships. Elliott (―Peter‖) has recently argued that 1 Peter derives, after 

Peter‘s death, from a Petrine group of those who had been close associates of Peter in 

Rome. This group would include Silvanus and Mark (1 Pet 5:12–13) and therefore 

Palestinian traditions would be influential in its ideas and teaching. Elliott envisages it as a 

fairly close-knit group, which shared Peter‘s theology and interests, and which therefore 

had a definite theological identity. One may doubt whether a group which included such 

mature and widely experienced men as Silvanus and Mark could have been quite as 

theologically homogeneous as Elliott seems to suggest. But if such a group does account 

for 1 Peter, it could hardly have included the author of 2 Peter, who in no sense belongs to 

the same theological ―school‖ as the author of 1 Peter (section 5 of Literary Relationships), 

though he could have belonged to the same ―circle,‖ in the loose sense of a group of 

working associates, including a good deal of theological diversity. If Elliott‘s Petrine group 

really existed and produced 1 Peter before or soon after Peter‘s death, we must envisage its 

character changing as it evolved into the late first century group of Roman Christian leaders 

which included Clement and Hermas and the author of 2 Peter. Perhaps in the 60s the 

author of 2 Peter was on the fringe of the Petrine group: he was used to calling Peter by his 

Palestinian name and perhaps first came to know Jude‘s letter from these Palestinian 

colleagues, but he did not learn his theology from them. The sense in which 1 and 2 Peter 

both derive from a ―Petrine circle‖ can only be that both were sent out by the leaders of the 

Roman church who regarded Peter as their most authoritative member, present or past. 

What was implied in the author of 2 Peter‘s adoption of pseudonymity and of the 

―testament‖ genre? Possibly an intention of writing not as an individual but as representing 

the Roman church and therefore under the name of its greatest leader. More certainly, the 

intention of defending the apostolic message in a postapostolic age (see Character of the 

Letter). In the relatively new and largely unexpected situation of the Christian church after 

the death of the apostles, he assures his readers that they are not disadvantaged as Christian 

believers who do not have personal access to the apostolic eyewitnesses (1:1), he provides 

them with a ―reminder‖ of the apostolic message (1:12–15; 3:1–2), and he interprets and 

defends the apostolic message in the light of his contemporary situation and in the face of 

contemporary challenges to the message (cf. especially Zmijewski, BZ 23 [1979] 161–71, on 

the meaning of pseudepigraphy in 2 Peter). By contrast with the false teachers, who were 

claiming to correct the apostles‘ message, our author sets no store by his own authority or 

any message of his own. His authority lies in the faithfulness with which he transmits, and 

interprets for a new situation, the normative teaching of the apostles. ―Peter‘s testament‖ is 

the ideal literary vehicle for these intentions. 

The pseudepigraphal device is therefore not a fraudulent means of claiming apostolic 

authority, but embodies a claim to be a faithful mediator of the apostolic message. 

Recognizing the canonicity of 2 Peter means recognizing the validity of that claim, and it is 

not clear that this is so alien to the early church‘s criteria of canonicity as is sometimes 

alleged. The case of the unfortunate author of the Acts Paul (Tertullian, De Bapt. 17; 

Green, Reconsidered, 33–34) is often referred to in this connection, together with 



Serapion‘s investigation and rejection of the Gos. Pet. (Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 6.12.1–6; 

Green, Reconsidered, 35–36), but, apart from the fact that the Acts Paul is not 

pseudepigraphal, but fictional, both cases involved unorthodox teaching, i.e. the attribution 

of nonapostolic teaching to the apostles (cf. Fornberg, Early Church, 18–19). Somewhat 

more relevant to the case of 2 Peter is Origen‘s comment on Hebrews (ap. Eusebius, Hist. 

Eccl. 6.25.13–14), which he regarded as effectively Paul‘s because ―the thoughts are the 

apostle‘s,‖ though the composition must be attributed to a disciple (cf. also Tertullian, Adv. 

Marc. 4.5.4). 

Of course, the authority of 2 Peter was disputed in the early church, in connection with its 

authorship (cf. Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 3.3.4; 6.25.8; Jerome, Ep. 120.11), and it was no doubt 

as a product of Peter‘s own mind that it was generally accepted as canonical in the end. But 

we must reckon with a Gentile church which no longer understood the conventions of a 

Jewish literary genre, and which had had to sort out the genuinely apostolic from an 

abundance of late and often heretical pseudepigrapha. What the church actually recognized 

in 2 Peter was its apostolic content. That the NT canon should include a work which 

explicitly documents the preservation of the apostolic message through the transition from 

the apostolic age to the postapostolic age may be seen, from a modern perspective at least, 

to be appropriate. There is no reason why 2 Peter should not hold an honorable place in the 

canon of Scripture. 

ATTESTATION 

The weakness of the second-century attestation of 2 Peter has been a major factor in the 

prevailing scholarly view that it must be a second-century, even a late second-century 

work. 
Two questions need to be distinguished: evidence for the existence of 2 Peter and 

evidence for its canonicity. There is better evidence than is sometimes admitted for the fact 

that 2 Peter existed in the second century. A long list of possible allusions can be gathered 

from Hermas, 1 Clem, 2 Clem, Barn., Aristides, Theophilus, the Letter of the churches of 

Lyons and Vienne, Irenaeus, Melito, the Ap. John and others (details in Bigg, 204–10; 

Chase, DB(H) 3, 799–802; Chaine, 1–3; Dillenseger, MFOB 2 [1907] 179–84; A. K. 

Helmbold, The Nag Hammadi Gnostic Texts and the Bible [Grand Rapids: Baker Book 

House, 1967] 91), but many of these are improbable, some are possible, none can be 

regarded as the kind of clear evidence that is required. However, the Apoc. Pet. (c 110–40) 

is very good evidence that at least one early secondcentury writer knew and used 2 Peter, 

and is sufficient to rule out a late date for 2 Peter. However we may account for the neglect 

of 2 Peter in the second century, the reason cannot be that it was not written until the 

second half of the century. The Acts Pet. (c. 180) is a later, but certain, witness of 2 Peter‘s 

existence (section 8 of Literary Relationships). Justin, Dial. 82.1 is a reasonably probable 

allusion to 2 Pet 2:1 (see Form/Structure/Setting section on 2:1–3a). Although Gos. Truth 

18:20 is not a very convincing allusion, 33:15–16 refers to the first half of the proverb in 2 

Pet 2:22. The facts that it isused with reference to apostasy and that the Gos. Truth never 

alludes to the OT make an allusion to Prov 26:11 much less likely than an allusion to 2 Pet 

2:22, though we cannot entirely exclude the possibility that the proverb was already in 

Christian use with reference to apostasy when 2 Peter quoted it. The same slight ambiguity 



attaches to Hippolytus‘ use of the second half of the proverb with reference to heresy (Ref. 

9.7.3: the most convincing of several possible allusions to 2 Peter in Hippolytus). Whether 

Eusebius‘ statsment that Clement of Alexandria commented on all the Catholic Epistles 

(Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 6.14.1) means that he commented on 2 Peter, has been doubted, in 

view of the elusiveness of possible allusions to 2 Peter in Clement‘s extant works (list in 

Bigg, 202), but the newly discovered Letter to Theodorus includes a likely allusion to 2 Pet 

2:19 (see Comment) in company with Clement‘s characteristic use of Jude against the 

Carpocratians, and so the probability that Clement knew 2 Peter is increased. 

Evidently 2 Peter was known throughout the second century, at least in some circles, 

but not widely used. We can only guess at the reason for this. Quite probably the churches 

which originally received it, knowing it not to be Peter‘s own work, would not have granted 

it the same status in their own use as they did, e.g., to the Pauline letters, and would not 

have circulated it to other churches with the same eagerness with which the works of 

apostles were circulated. It is quite possible that during the second century 2 Peter was not 

especially widely known, and that those who knew it tended to put it in the same category 

as works like Barn., 1 Clem and Hermas, which were valued but not as authoritative as the 

works of the apostles themselves. To a work in that category we should expect only 

occasional allusions. A less likely possibility is that 2 Peter suffered by association with 

other pseudo-Petrine works, some of which were of doubtful orthodoxy, and may even 

have been known, as some have suggested, as part of a corpus of Petrine writings. (But the 

Muratorian canon includes the Apoc. Pet., but not 1 or 2 Peter!) 

Whatever the reasons for its lack of wide use in the second century, this seems to have 

contributed to its very slow progress toward general acceptance into the canon (details in 

Chaine, 5–12). It is not included in the Muratorian canon, though nor is 1 Peter. Origen, the 

first to refer to 2 Peter by name, records doubts about its genuineness (ap. Eusebius, Hist. 

Eccl. 6.25.11), though it is not clear how far he shared them himself. Eusebius, who placed 

2 Peter in the Antilegomena, seems to have been impressed by the lack of ancient testimony 

to it (Hist. Eccl. 3.3.1, 4; 3.25.3–4). Jerome had to deal with doubts arising from the 

linguistic differences between 1 and 2 Peter (Ep. 120.11), but his own firm acceptance of 2 

Peter among the Catholic Epistles probably helped considerably to overcome hesitations 

about it. As in the case of Jude, the Syriac speaking churches were the last to accept it. 

Address and Salutation (1:1–2) 
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Translation 

1
From Simeona Peter, servant and apostle of Jesus Christ. 



To those who have received a faith which through the justice of our Godb and 

Savior Jesus Christ is of equal privilege with ours. 
2
May grace and peace be given you abundantly, in the knowledge of God and of Jesus our 

Lord.c 

Notes 

a. Many MS
s have Sivmwn, ―Simon,‖ a 

 A K P. al have Sumewvn, ―Simeon.‖ Probably the latter is original and has been corrected 

to the more usual Sivmwn. 

b. The reading kurivou for qeoù in a 

 is clearly an assimilation to the more usual phrase (cf. 1:11; 2:20; 3:2, 18). 

c. tou` qeoù kai; Æhsoù is omitted by P Y al and this shorter reading is preferred by Spitta, 

Bigg, Chaine, and Zahn (Introduction, 220). But it can be explained as a correction to 

harmonize with (a) the references to a single divine person in vv 1 and 3a, (b) the writer‘s 

normal use of ejpivgnwsi" with Christ alone as the object (1:3, 8; 2:20). The same 

considerations account for the reading in P72
 which also makes the text refer to only one 

divine person, by omitting kaiv Some MS
s add Cristou` after Æhsou`: probably an adaptation 

to the more common expression. 

Form/Structure/Setting 

The opening of 2 Peter conforms to the letter style described in the commentary on Jude 

1–2. 

(a) The parties’ formula (v 1) includes the common theological characterization of the 

recipients. The phrase toi`" ijsovtimon hJmi`n lacou`sin pivstin (―those who have received a 

faith of equal privilege with ours‖) has, besides its specific meaning (see Comment section), 

a formal function, in that an expression establishing a connection between the writer and 

his readers often occurs early in a letter (2 Apoc. Bar. 78:4; Rom 1:6; 1 Cor 1:2; Titus 1:4; 1 

John 1:3; Jude 3; Rev 1:9; cf. Acts John 106, a sermon). 

Like Jude, 2 Peter does not include a destination in its parties‘ formula. If 2 Pet 3:1 

refers to 1 Peter, the recipients must be the churches named in 1 Pet 1:1, unless 1 Peter was 

already so widely known that the author of 2 Peter can think of it as addressed to all 

Christians. Second Peter 3:15–16 (see Comment on those vv), however, provides clear 

evidence that 2 Peter does address a specific church or group of churches, which must 

therefore be either all the churches in the area described in 1 Pet 1:1 or a smaller group of 

churches or single church within that area. This view—that 2 Peter was not written as a 

―catholic letter‖ to all Christians—is supported by the situation of danger from a specific 

kind of false teaching. For possible reasons for the omission of the destination from the 

parties‘ formula, see the commentary on Jude. 

(b) The salutation (v 2) uses the commonest combination of blessings to be found in 

early Christian letter salutations: cavri" kai; eijrhvnh (―grace and peace‖: all Pauline letters 

except 1 and 2 Timothy; also 1 Pet 1:2; Rev 1:4; 1 Clem inscr.). The use of plhquvnein (―to 

increase‖) is also common in Jewish and early Christian letter salutations (references in 



commentary on Jude 1–2). The whole phrase is therefore entirely natural, and the close 

resemblance to Jude 2 and 1 Pet 1:2 will only appear striking to those whose knowledge of 

salutations is limited to canonical examples. No case for 2 Peter‘s dependence on 1 Peter 

can be based on this phrase (against Boobyer, ―Indebtedness,‖ 39; Fornberg, Early Church, 

12–13); on the contrary, if the writer of 2 Peter were deliberately following the earlier letter 

he would surely have modelled his parties‘ formula as well as his salutation on 1 Peter, 

instead of diverging so greatly from the apostle‘s self-designation in 1 Pet 1:1 (―Peter, 

apostle of Jesus Christ‖). The fact that cavri" kai; eijrhvnh plhqunqeivh (―May grace and 

peace be given you abundantly‖) occurs in 1 Peter, 2 Peter and 1 Clem may perhaps point to 

an established convention in the church of Rome. 

Most early Christian letters indicate the source of the blessings by a binitarian formula such 

as ―from God our Father and the Lord Jesus Christ‖ (references in commentary on Jude 

1–2). Instead of using a binitarian formula in that way, the author of 2 Peter has adapted it 

to his particular interest in the ejpivgnwsi" (―knowledge‖) of God and Jesus (see Comment 

section). 

Comment 
1. Sumew;n Pevtro", ―Simeon Peter.‖ The form Sumewvn (―Simeon‖) is the Greek 

transliteration of the Hebrew name ÷w[mv 
. Jews of this period who bore this name normally used the Greek name Sivmwn (―Simon‖) 

as its Greek equivalent. Thus, for example, Simon Maccabeus is normally Sivmwn, but is 

once called Sumewvn (by his father: 1 Macc 2:65). In the NT nine people, apart from Peter, 

are called Sivmwn, and two people, apart from Peter, the patriarch Simeon (Rev 7:7) and an 

ancestor of Jesus (Luke 3:30), are called Sumewvn (Luke 2:25, 34; Acts 13:1). It seems to 

have been the commonest Jewish name in the period 100 B.C.-A.D. 200, no doubt partly 

because it was a patriarchal (and so patriotic) name which was readily assimilated to a 

common Greek name. The apostle Peter is normally called Sivmwn in the NT (and always in 

later Christian literature); evidently this was the name by which Greek-speaking Christians 

knew him, along with the nickname Pevtro" (―Peter‖; the Aramaic form ―Cephas,‖ 

Khfà", is found only in Galatians and 1 Corinthians). He is called Sumewvn only here and 

in Acts 15:14, by James in the Palestinian setting of the council of Jerusalem. The 

combination of the Hebrew form Sumewvn with the Greek form of his nickname, Pevtro", is 

surprising. 

The use of Sumewvn here has been regarded either as a mark of authenticity (Bigg, 

Green; cf. Mayor, James) or as a deliberate archaizing touch by a pseudepigraphal writer 

who tried in this way to make his work look authentic (Barnett, Kelly, Schrage; Fornberg, 

Early Church, 10). It is unlikely that Peter himself wrote the letter (see Introduction on 

Authorship), but against the second alternative it must be said that (a) no other 

pseudepigraphal Petrine writer uses Sumewvn; (b) if the writer aimed at authenticity and if he 

and his readers knew 1 Peter (see 3:1), one would have expected him to copy the wording 

of 1 Pet 1:1; (c) in any case, it is unlikely that he expected his readers to think that Peter 

himself had written the letter (see Introduction, Authorship). J. A. T. Robinson, who thinks 

Jude wrote 2 Peter, sees Sumewvn as a mark of Jude‘s authorship, since it is used by Jude‘s 

brother James in Acts 15:14 (Redating, 194). The theory that Jude wrote 2 Peter is 

untenable, but Robinson may be pointing in the right general direction. The form Sumewvn 

may reflect the fact that the writer was an associate of Peter‘s who belonged to Peter‘s 



circle in Rome. Because that circle included Jewish Christian leaders (such as Mark and 

Silvanus) who had known Peter in Palestine the name Sumewvn which was current in 

Palestinian Christian circles continued to be used in the Roman Petrine circle. 

doùlo" kai; ajpovovstolo" Æhsoù Cristoù, ―servant and apostle of Jesus Christ.‖ Again 

it is clear that the writer is following neither 1 Pet 1:1 (―apostle of Jesus Christ‖) nor Jude 1 

(―servant of Jesus Christ‖); the suggestion that he combines the two is ludicrous. He needed 

no model to produce this natural pair of designations, ―the one drawing attention to his 

ministerial role and the other underlining his authoritative commission‖ (Kelly; cf. Rom 

1:1; Titus 1:1). For the term ―servant,‖ see commentary on Jude 1. 

toì" ijsovtimon hJmi`n lacou`sin pivstin, ―to those who have received a faith which is of 

equal privilege with ours.‖ The faith of the recipients is here compared with ―ours.‖ This 

has been understood either as a comparison between Jewish Christians, of whom Peter is 

one, and the Gentile Christian readers (cf. Peter‘s words in Acts 11:17; 15:9, 11) (so 

Plumptre, Mayor, Boobyer, Leaney; Hanse in TDNT 4, 2), or as a comparison between the 

apostles, of whom Peter is one, and the readers, who are not apostles (so Spitta, Lumby, 

James, Moffatt, Reicke, Spicq; Zahn, Introduction, 206–7; Stählin in TDNT 3, 349). The 

latter is more probable because there is no other trace of the Jewish-Gentile issue in this 

letter, and because in that case the first person plural is being used in the same sense as later 

in the chapter (vv 16–18). There is a further dimension to the comparison: in 1:12–15 Peter 

is represented as writing for readers in the period after his death. The comparison is 

therefore between the apostles and those who live in a postapostolic generation (so 

Schelkle, Sidebottom, Kelly, Schrage). The faith of these later believers is not inferior to 

that of the apostles (cf. John 20:29 for a similar thought from the same period; Ep. Apost 6; 

and perhaps cf. 1 Pet 1:8). This interpretation has the advantage of establishing at the outset 

the major concern of the letter: to communicate the apostles‘ teaching to a postapostolic 

generation. 

ijsovtimon can mean either ―of equal value‖ (so NI
v: ―a faith as precious as ours‖; Av, Rv) 

or ―of equal privilege‖ (so RS
v: ―a faith of equal standing with ours‖; NE

b). In the latter sense 

the word was used for equal status or rank in civil life (TDNT 3, 349). This sense is 

preferable here because it allows a good meaning for ejn dikaiosuvnh/ (―through the justice 

…‖; see below). But in that case pivstin can hardly have the objective sense of fides quae 

creditur (see Jude 3 and commentary) (Schelkle, Kelly, Schrage, Grundmann). It is the 

Christian believer‘s subjective faith—based, it is true, on the objective gospel—which puts 

him in the same privileged position as the apostles (cf. John 20:29). This faith, as the verb 

lagcavnein (―to receive by lot or by divine will‖) indicates, is the free gift of God (see 

Hanse in TDNT 4, 2). 

ejn dikaiosuvnh/, ―through the justice.‖ Some take ―righteousness‖ here to refer to the 

redemptive work of Christ to which Christians owe their faith (Spicq, Stöger), but 

elsewhere in 2 Peter ―righteousness‖ is an ethical quality (1:13; 2:5, 7, 8, 21; 3:13) and 

most commentators therefore rightly connect it with ijsovtimon, taking it to refer to the 

fairness and lack of favoritism which gives equal privilege to all Christians. 

toù qeoù hJmwǹ kai; swthr̀o" ÆIhsoù Cristoù, ―of our God and Savior Jesus Christ.‖ 

Does this phrase refer to two persons (―our God and the Savior Jesus Christ‖) or one (―our 

God and Savior Jesus Christ‖)? The absence of the article before swthr̀o" (―Savior‖) 

favors the latter, but is not decisive (cf. the similar problems in Titus 2:13; Jude 4). Some 

scholars therefore think the phrase intends to distinguish God and Jesus (Plumptre, Mayor, 



Windisch; Käsemann, ―Apologia,‖ 183 n. 2), but a large majority think that qeoù (―God‖) is 

here used of Jesus. The following arguments favor this view: (1) Elsewhere in the letter the 

writer uses the similarly constructed phrase tou` kurivou hJmwǹ kai; swthr̀o" ÆIhsoù 
Cristoù (―our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ‖: 1:11; 3:18; cf. 2:20; 3:2), where there is no 

doubt that the whole phrase refers to Jesus Christ. When, however, this writer wishes to 

distinguish the two persons, in 1:2, the construction is different: tou` qeoù kai; ÆIhsoù 
toùkurivou hJmwǹ (―of God and Jesus our Lord‖). (2) The doxology addressed to Christ in 

3:18 is consistent with a Christology in which qeov" (―God‖) can be used of Christ. (3) 

Perhaps also the usage should be seen as part of the writer‘s use of Hellenistic religious 

language (Fornberg, Early Church, 143). 

The arguments against this view are not convincing: (1) The two persons are 

distinguished in 1:2. But the use of a binitarian formula in the salutation of a Christian letter 

was traditional, whereas in v I the writer is probably composing more freely. (2) Käsemann 

(―Apologia,‖ 183 n. 2) argues that since the stereotyped Christological formula (used in 

1:11; 2:20; 3:2, 18) is ―our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ,‖ the use of qeo`u (―God‖) here 

must be intended to distinguish the persons. But there is no reason why variations on the 

stereotyped formula should not be used. (3) qeov" (―God‖) is rarely used of Jesus in the NT 

There are a small number of certain instances (John 1:1; 20:28; Heb 1:8–9; cf. John 1:18 v 

1.) and a number of texts where qeov" may, with varying degrees of probability, be used of 

Jesus (Titus 2:13; 1 John 5:20; Rom 9:5; 2 Thess 1:12) (on these texts see V. Taylor, ―Does 

the New Testament Call Jesus ‗God‘?‖ in New Testament Essays [London: Epworth, 1970] 

83–89; R. E. Brown, ―Does the New Testament Call Jesus God?‖ in Jesus God and Man 

[London: Geoffrey Chapman, 1968] 1–38; A. W. Wainwright, The Trinity in the New 

Testament [London: S.P.C.K., 1962] 53–74). Although not all of these instances are certain, 

the cumulative effect of their evidence must indicate that in the later decades of the first 

century qeov" (―God‖) was occasionally being used of Jesus. Early extracanonical Christian 

literature shows that by the beginning of the second century the title was not uncommon (1 

Clem 2:1?; Ign. Eph. Scr; 1:1; 7:2; 18:2; 19:3; Trall. 7:1; Rom. 3:3; Smyrn. 10:1; Pol. 8:3; Pol. 

Phil. 12:2; Ep. Apost 3 (Ethiopic); Apoc. Pet. E 16; cf. 2 Clem 1:1). (For Jesus Christ as ―our 

God,‖ as in 2 Pet 1:1 see Ign. Eph. Scr; 18:2; Rom. 3:3; Pol. 8:3.) Thus there is no 

improbability in 2 Peter‘s use of qeov" (―God‖) for Jesus, nor does the usage require a 

second-century date for the letter. 

It is hardly possible to tell whether the author intends precisely to attribute full divinity 

to Jesus or whether the term is used in a looser sense in conformity with pagan usage. It 

will certainly, however, reflect the Christian religious attitude to Jesus, expressed in the 

doxology (3:18), which was a response to the divine functions attributed to Jesus 

throughout early Christianity. 

The other title here given to Jesus, swthvr (―Savior‖), is found only sixteen times as a 

Christological title in the NT (Luke 2:11; John 4:42; Acts 5:31; 13:23; Eph 5:23; Phil 3:20; 

4:14; four times in the Pastorals: 2 Tim 1:10; Titus 1:4; 2:13; 3:6; five times in 2 Peter: 1:1, 

11; 2:20; 3:2, 18). In later writings it becomes rather more frequent (2 Clem 20:5; Ign. Eph. 

1:1; Magn. inscr.; Phld. 9:2; Smyrn. 7:1; Pol. Phil. inscr.; Mart. Pol. 19:2; Gos. Pet. 4:13; 

Pap. Oxy. 840, lines 12, 21, 30; Diogn. 9:6; Ep. Apost 3, 5, 6, 8, 12; Quadratus, Apol., ap. 

Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 4.3.2) and from the mid-second century onward very common. The 

term was used of God in Judaism and occasionally in early Christianity (see Comment on 

Jude 25), and probably its application to Jesus derived originally from this Jewish usage; 



early Christians saw Jesus as the one who exercised the divine function of salvation. Its 

increasing popularity in Christian usage, however, will have been due to its great 

familiarity as a pagan religious term: applied to the Hellenistic savior-gods and divine 

rulers, especially in the cult of the Caesars (TDNT 7, 1004–12). Our author‘s predilection 

for the title may be another sign of his willingness to use the religious vocabulary of his 

Hellenistic environment to communicate the gospel meaningfully to Gentile converts. 

2. ejn ejignwvsei toù qeou` kai; jIhsou` tou` kurivou hJmwǹ, ―in the knowledge of God and 

of Jesus our Lord.‖ The question of a difference of meaning between gnws̀i" and 

ejpivgnwsi" has been much discussed (see Picirelli, EvQ 47 [1975] 85–93, who reviews the 

debate; also Mayor, 171–74). It seems clear that there is no hard-and-fast distinction, and 

like the corresponding verbs ginwvskein and ejpiginwvsken they can be used 

interchangeably. But sometimes, at least, the prefix ejpi< has an ―inceptive force‖ (Picirelli, 

EvQ 47 [1975] 91), i.e. it denotes coming to know. This accounts for what appears to be a 

technical usage of ejpivgnwsi" (and to a lesser extent of ejpiginwvskein) in early Christianity 

as referring to the knowledge gained in conversion (Bultmann in TDNT 1, 707). This usage 

of ejpivgnwsi" is found in Heb 10:26; 1 Tim 2:4; 2 Tim 2:25; 3:7; Titus 1:1 (in all these 

cases, ―knowledge of the truth‖); 1 Clem 59:2 (―knowledge of the glory of his name‖); 

Mart. Pol. 14:1 (knowledge of God); Diogn. 10:1 (―knowledge of the Father‖) (and cf. 

ejpiginwvskein in Herm. Sim. 9:16:7; Ker. Pet. fragm. 2; and ginwvskein in Gal 4:9; 2 Clem 

3:1). Such terminology has its background in Hellenistic Jewish apologetic in which 

Judaism as knowledge of God was contrasted with pagan ignorance of the true God 

(Dupont, Gnosis, 47–49). 

It seems clear that 2 Peter‘s use of ejpivgnwsi" (a favorite term: 1:2, 3, 8; 2:20) 

conforms to this usage: it is ―the decisive knowledge of God which is implied in conversion 

to the Christian religion‖ (Bultmann in TDNT 1, 707). In contrast to gnws̀i", which is used 

in 2 Peter for knowledge which can be acquired and developed in the course of the 

Christian life (1:5, 6; 3:18), ejpignwsi" always refers to that fundamental saving 

knowledge on which the whole of Christian life is based. Similarly ejpiginwvskein (2:21 

bis) refers to the conversion experience of coming to knowledge (whereas ginwvskein has 

an ordinary sense in 1:20; 3:3). 

In this verse the Jewish terminology, ―knowledge of God,‖ has been expanded to refer 

to the more specific knowledge involved in Christian conversion by the addition ―and of 

Jesus our Lord‖ (for the double object, cf. John 17:3). Elsewhere 2 Peter refers more briefly 

to knowledge of Christ (1:2, 3, 8; 2:20; cf. 3:18). The general idea of ―knowing‖ Christ is 

not very common in early Christianity (John 10:14; 14:7; 17:3; 2 Cor 5:16; Eph 4:13; Phil 

3:8, 10; 1 John 2:3–4), and 2 Peter‘s description of the fundamental Christian knowledge as 

of Christ is a special feature of the letter‘s terminology. The closest parallels are Herm. Sim. 

9:16:7 (ejpevgnwsan to; o[noma toù uiJou` toù qeou`, ―came to know the name of the Son of 

God‖), and Ep. Apost 6, which is worth quoting in full because it offers a general parallel to 

several features of 2 Pet 1:1–15: ―And these things our Lord and Savior revealed and 

showed to us [the apostles], and likewise we to you, that you, reflecting upon eternal life, 

may be associates in the grace of the Lord and in our service and in our glory. Be firm, 

without wavering, in the knowledge and investigation of our Lord Jesus Christ, and he will 

prove gracious and will save always and in all never ending eternity‖ (NT Apoc. 1, 194). 

The knowledge in question is no doubt both a theoretical acknowledgment and a 

personal knowledge of God and Jesus Christ, and 2 Peter‘s alternative description of 



Christian conversion as coming to know the way of righteousness (2:21) reminds us that it 

is also a knowledge with strong practical and ethical implications, as will also become clear 

in 1:3–8. The reason for our author‘s emphasis on the fundamental Christian 

conversion-knowledge and its ethical implications is the danger of apostasy through ethical 

libertinism (2:20–21) which his readers faced. 

In this verse the usual binitarian form of Christian letter salutations has been modified 

by the introduction of ejpivgnwsi" (found nowhere else in early Christian letter salutations). 

It is only as Christians, who have come to and not renounced the knowledge of God and 

Jesus, that the readers will experience the blessing of God‘s grace and peace (so Dupont, 

Gnosis, 32). 

Some commentators (Plumptre, Schelkle, Reicke, Green, Kelly) think that ejpivgnwsi" in 2 

Peter has a polemical reference to the false teachers‘ claim to gnws̀i". However, its use 

seems to be sufficiently explained, as above, without reference to specifically ―gnostic‖ 

adversaries. Second Peter never refers directly to any such claim, and, unlike the Pastorals 

where gnws̀i" is used only in a bad sense (1 Tim 6:20), 2 Peter freely uses both gnws̀i" 

(1:5, 6; 3:18) and ejpivgnwsi" in good, but different, senses. 

Explanation 

A former colleague of the apostle Peter, probably a member of a circle of Peter‘s 

associates and disciples in Rome, writes in Peter‘s name to the churches which had 

received 1 Peter. His concern to maintain the apostles‘ teaching in the period after the death 

of most of the apostles already becomes apparent in his description of the recipients. As 

Christian believers of the second generation they are no less privileged than the apostles 

themselves who had seen the Lord, because they still have access to the apostles‘ teaching, 

which remains valid as the basis of their Christian faith and life. 

The distinctive feature of the salutation is the reference to the ―knowledge of God and of 

Jesus our Lord,‖ which refers to the fundamental Christian knowledge gained in conversion 

and which again introduces at once a major purpose of the letter: to warn against apostasy 

in which this knowledge is effectively renounced by moral libertinism. The writer invokes 

God‘s blessing on those who have come to know God and Christ in their conversion to the 

Christian faith. 

Theme: A Summary of Peter’s Message 

(1:3–11) 
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Translation 

3
His divine power has bestowed on us everything necessary for a godly life, through 

the knowledge of him who called us by his own glory and might,a 
4
by means of which he 

has bestowed on usb the very great and preciousc promises, so that through them you 

may escape the corruption that is in the world because of sinful desire and become 

sharers of divine nature. 
5
For this very reason make every effort, by your faith to produce virtue, by virtue 

knowledge, 
6
by knowledge self-control, by self-control steadfastness, by steadfastness 

godliness, 
7
by godliness brotherly affection, and by brotherly affection love. 

8
For if you 

possess these qualities in increasing measure, they keep you from being idle or 

unfruitful in the knowledge of our Lord Jesus Christ. 
9
Anyone who does not have them 

is short-sighted, blind, and has forgotten that he was cleansed from his past sins. 
10

Therefore, my brothers, make all the more effortd to confirm your call and election. 

If you do these things, you will never come to grief. 
11

For in this way entry into the eternal 

kingdom of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ will be richly provided for you. 

Notes 

a. Æijdiva/ dovxh/ kai; a;reth`/ (a 

 A C P. al) is clearly preferable to ia; dovxh" kai; ajrethv" (P72
 B K L al). 

b. Most MS
s have hJmi`n, but A has uJmi`n. Confusion between the two pronouns is easy, 

and it is impossible to be certain which is original: hJmi`n could be influenced by the 

preceding hJma`" or uJmi`n by the following gevnhdqe. 

c. The order of the adjectives varies in the MS
s. Mayor and Chaine prefer tivmia kai; 

mevgista (P72
 a 

 B K L al) on the grounds that normal Greek style would place the superlative second (cf. 

also Metzger, Textual Commentary, 699–700), but this supplies a motive for scribal 

correction, and so the harder reading mevgista kai; tivmia (A C P. Y al) may be original. 

d. The words dia; twǹ kalw`n e[rgwn (a 
 A Vg al) are an explanatory gloss. 

Form/Structure/Setting 

The particle wJ" (―seeing that‖), with which this section begins, has been left 

untranslated in the English translation given above. It is difficult to decide whether it 



indicates a connection with the preceding verse, so that vv 3–4 are an elaboration of the 

salutation, or whether it introduces a new paragraph. In the latter case it is necessary to take 

vv 3–4 as a protasis, to which the corresponding apodosis is found in vv 5–7 (so Knopf, 

Reicke). However, the phrase kai; aujto; toùto dev (―for this very reason,‖ v 5) is so 

awkward an introduction for an apodosis, that we should then have to suppose an 

anacolouthon, with the writer starting a fresh sentence in v 5. This grammatical 

awkwardness has led the majority of commentators to prefer a connection with v 2 (so 

Spitta, Bigg, Windisch, Schelkle, Spicq, Kelly; Zahn, Introduction, 220; Fornberg, Early 

Church, 86). Such an explanation of the salutation is rare, but examples are cited from the 

pseudo-Platonic letters (Spitta, 29) and from the letters of Ignatius (Eph. 1:1; Rom. 1:1; 

Phld. inscr.; Smyrn. 1:1; see Spitta, 27–29). These examples show, not so much that the 

salutation is expanded before the body of the letter begins, as that the opening of the body 

of the letter is linked syntactically to the salutation. The reader is led from the salutation 

into the letter itself without a break. In the case of 2 Peter, although wJ" (―seeing that‖) 

seems intended in this way to create a loose connection between v 2 and v 3, it is also clear 

from v 5a that vv 3–4 are closely connected with what follows. The connection with v 2 is 

largely stylistic, whereas the connection with vv 5–7 is fundamental to the flow of 

argument. We are therefore justified in indicating in the English translation the main break 

between vv 2 and 3, and in treating vv 3–11 as the first main section of the letter. 

These verses appear to follow a scheme which K. Baltzer (The Covenant Formulary, tr. 

D. E. Green [Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1971]) and Donfried (Second Clement, 41–48) have 

shown to be a standard homiletic pattern in Jewish and early Christian literature. (Whether 

Baltzer is correct in deriving this pattern from the OT covenant formulary is unimportant 

here.) The pattern consists of three sections: 

(a) a historical (or theological) section, recalling the acts of God in salvationhistory: vv 3–4. 

(b) ethical exhortations, based on (a) and with (c) in view: vv 5–10. (c) an eschatological 

section, in which salvation is promised or judgment threatened: v 11. 

Two of the best examples of this pattern are to be found in 4 Ezra 14:28–36 ([a]: vv 

29–33; [b]: v 34; [c]: v 35) and Acts John 106–107 (see Baltzer, Covenant Formulary, 

173–75). Both of these are farewell speeches, Ezra‘s before his translation and John‘s 

before his death. Clearly they are intended to encapsulate the essence of each teacher‘s 

message as he intended it to be remembered after his death. The author of 2 Peter evidently 

wishes to present in these verses a similar ―farewell sermon‖ of Peter, a summary of Peter‘s 

definitive teaching as he wished it to be remembered after his death (cf. 1:12–15). 

(Donfried, Second Clement, 46, attempts to apply the homiletic pattern to the whole of 2 

Peter, but to do so he has to regard 1:20–3:2 as interpolated. It is better to see 1:3–11 alone 

as a miniature homily.) The rest of the letter will then be devoted to the defense of this 

teaching against the objections raised by the false teachers. 

Boobyer (―Indebtedness,‖ 40–41) argues that these verses are ―a review and 

amplification‖ of 1 Pet 1:3–9, but the relationship between the two passages is extremely 

vague, and only if there were more definite evidence elsewhere for 1 Peter‘s influence on 2 

Peter would it be plausible here. The author intends to summarize Peter‘s teaching, but does 

not seem to have referred to 1 Peter in order to do so. If he was an associate of Peter‘s he 

would not have had to depend on 1 Peter for his knowledge of Peter‘s teaching. 

Danker (CBQ 40 [1978] 64–82) tries to show that 2 Pet 1, especially vv 1–11, is modeled on 

the form and style of Hellenistic imperial and civic decrees, in which communities recorded 



the generosity of their benefactors. But few of the parallels he adduces to particular phrases 

in 2 Pet 1 are very close or remarkable, and he has to postulate a very considerable 

modification of the decretal form. The theory is not convincing. The most that might be 

said is that the highly rhetorical style of vv 3–11 echoes some of the kind of language used 

in official decrees (cf. also Deissmann, Bible Studies, 360–68). It does not follow that the 

passage is intended to resemble a decree. 

THE CATALOGUE OF VIRTUES (VV 5–7) 

The NT letters contain numerous lists of virtues (on which see Easton, JBL 51 (1932) 

1–12; Vögtle, Tugend- und Lasterkataloge; Wibbing, Tugend- und Lasterkataloge), but 2 

Pet 1:5–7 differs from the others in two important respects: 

(1) In terminology. Wibbing (Tugend- und Lasterkataloge) has shown that, whereas the 

other NT ethical lists (except Phil 4:8) are quite similar in content to the list in 1QS 4, the 

ethical terms in 2 Pet 1:5–7 correspond much more closely to the ethical terminology of 

Stoicism and the Hellenistic popular philosophy. Three terms especially in 2 Peter‘s list are 

markedly Hellenistic in character and occur only once each in other NT lists: ajrethv 
(―virtue‖; Phil 4:8), ejgkravteia (―self-control‖; Gal 5:23), and ;eujsevBeia (―godliness‖; 1 

Tim 6:11). These do, however, appear frequently in non-Christian lists of virtues (Vögtle, 

Tugend- und Lasterkataloge, 91, 124; Wibbing, Tugend- und Lasterkataloge, 104; Dupont, 

Gnosis, 383; A. Deissmann, Light from the Ancient East, tr. L. R. M. Strachan, 2nd ed(s). 

[London: Hodder & Stoughton, 1927], 317–18). Pivsti" occurs in non-Christian lists with 

the meaning ―loyalty‖ (Vögtle, Tugend- und Lasterkataloge, 91), but in 2 Peter means 

―faith‖ as in other Christian lists. gnws̀i" (―knowledge‖) is the only one of 2 Peter‘s terms 

which corresponds to a term in the list in 1QS 4, and it occurs in Pauline lists (2 Cor 6:6; 

8:7), but also frequently in non-Christian Hellenistic lists, which may therefore be the basis 

for its use here (so Dupont, Gnosis, 392–93). 

The Hellenistic ethical terms which occur in 2 Pet 1:5–7 but are rare elsewhere in the 

NT are more frequent in the extracanonical early Christian literature (see Comment section 

for references). Whereas 2 Peter‘s list is the odd man out among NT ethical catalogues, it is 

no longer so unusual when compared with the lists in 1 Clem 1:2; 62:2; 64:1; 2 Clem 4:3; 

Herm. Vis. 3:8:7; Mand. 6:1:1; 8:9; 12:3:1; Sim. 9:15:2; Barn. 2:2–3; Act. Verc. 2; Acts John 

29. As it happens, the list which most overlaps with that in 2 Peter is the one in the Acts Pet. 

(Act. Verc. 2: the Greek original of this Latin text can be reconstructed from the Vita 

Abercii 13: T. Nissen ed(s)., S. Abercii Vita [Leipzig: Teubner, 1912] 12). In this list of 

fourteen virtues, five of the eight virtues in 2 Peter (pivsti" ajgavph gnws̀i" filadefiva) 

are found, probably coincidentally, since although the author of the Acts Pet. knew 2 Peter, 

he based his list on Gal 5:22–23. 

Thus, in its ethical terminology, 2 Peter‘s catalogue of virtues owes more to Hellenistic 

moral philosophy than do the catalogues in the Pauline literature, and in this respect it is 

closer to 1 Clem and Hermas, with their strongly Hellenized ethical terminology, than it is to 

other NT writings. This is not to say that in important respects (see (3) below) it is not a 

deliberately Christian list. 

(2) In form. Unlike the other NT ethical lists (except Rom 5:3–5, see below), 2 Pet 1:5–7 

uses the literary device known as sorites (also called climax or gradatio). The sorites is ―a 

set of statements which proceed, step by step, through the force of logic or reliance upon a 

succession of indisputable facts, to a climactic conclusion, each statement picking up the 



last key word (or key phrase) of the preceding one‖ (Fischel, HUCA 44 [1973] 119). It takes 

the form A … B, B … C, C … D, and so on. It was widely used and recognized in the early 

Christian period. Examples from early Christian literature (apart from the ethical lists 

discussed below) are Rom 10:14–15; 8:29–30; and the apocryphal saying of Jesus in Gos. 

Thom. 2 and Gos. Heb. (ap. Clem. Alex. Strom. 5.14.96). 

One of the distinct types of sorites which Fischel isolates is the ―ethical and 

ethico-metaphysical‖ sorites (HUCA 44 [1973] 132–143). Stoic and other Hellenistic ethical 

writers used chains of virtues in sorites form to provide a memorable summary of their 

view of the good life (Seneca, Ep. Moral 85.2, quoted by Fischel, HUCA 44 [1973] 134; cf. 

Maximus of Tyre 16.3b, quoted in BAG s uJpomonhv), and sometimes also chains of vices to 

illustrate the evil life (Cicero, Pro Roscio Amerino 27.75; Epicharmus, fragm. 148, quoted 

in BDF § 493 (3)). An example from Hellenistic Judaism is Wis 6:17–20: 

The beginning of wisdom is the most sincere desire for instruction, 

and concern for instruction is love of her, 

and love of her is the keeping of her laws, 

and giving heed to her laws is assurance of immortality, 

and immortality brings one near to God; 

so the desire for wisdom leads to a kingdom (RS
v). 

This is not so much a chain of virtues, as a sketch of how the desire for wisdom leads to 

eternal life. A rabbinic example (} 9:15, ascribed to R. Phineas b. Jair, c. A.D. 90) is a 

real chain of virtues, comparable with 2 Pet 1:5–7, but corresponds to Wis 6:17–20 in 

having an eschatological climax: 

Zeal leads to cleanliness, 

and cleanliness leads to purity, 

and purity leads to self-restraint, 

and self-restraint leads to sanctity, 

and sanctity leads to humility, 

and humility leads to the fear of sin, 

and the fear of sin leads to piety, 

and piety leads to the Holy Spirit, 

and the Holy Spirit leads to the resurrection of the dead. 

(translation adapted from D. R. Cartlidge and D. L. Dungan, Documents for the Study of the 

Gospels [London: Collins, 1980] 180; parallel passages in rabbinic literature are listed in 

Fischel, HUCA 44 [1973] 132 n. 38). In this category belongs also Rom 5:3–5, which 

(especially in view of v 2) has an implied eschatological climax. A brief example of a 

sorites with the contrasting theme, how evil desires lead to death, is Jas 1:15. 

The best early Christian examples of ethical sorites comparable with 2 Pet 1:5–7 are in 

Hermas. In Mand. 5:2:4 there is a chain of vices: ―from foolishness is engendered 

(givnetai) bitterness, and from bitterness wrath, and from wrath anger, and from anger 

spite; then spite being composed of all these evil elements becometh (givnetai) a great sin 

and incurable‖ (tr. Lightfoot). The chain of virtues in Vis. 3:8:7 is part of an allegory in 

which the virtues appear as women: ―they follow each other, in the order in which they 

were born. From Faith is born Continence (ejgkravreia), from Continence Simplicity, from 

Simplicity Guilelessness, from Guilelessness Reverence, from Reverence Knowledge 



(ejpisthvmn), from Knowledge Love.‖ The passage continues with an eschatological 

conclusion: ―Whosoever therefore shall serve these women, and shall have strength to 

master their works, shall have his dwelling in the tower with the saints of God‖ (3:8:8, tr. 

Lightfoot). 

In view of these examples, it is clear that 2 Peter follows an established Jewish and 

Christian rhetorical convention, adapted from Hellenistic moral philosophy, in which a 

sorites encapsulates the writer‘s ideal of the good life and the eschatological goal to which 

this way of life will lead. Like Hermas, the author of 2 Peter makes the Christian virtue of 

love the climax of the sorites itself, but seems aware of the traditional eschatological 

climax, since, again like Hermas, he adds this after the sorites (1:11). 

One further feature of the form and terminology of 2 Pet 1:5–7 should be noticed: 

(3) There is some evidence that a catalogue of virtues beginning with pivsti" (―faith‖) 

and ending with ajgavph (―love‖) was an established Christian form (Dupont, Gnosis, 

393–98). As well as 2 Pet 1:5–7 and Herm. Vis. 3:8:7 (quoted above), the form is found in 2 

Cor 8:7. (Herm. Sim. 9:15:2 is really only an apparent example, but the order in which the 

virtues are listed may be influenced by this form.) See also the sorites in Clem. Alex. 

Strom. 7.10.55, where the eschatological climax is added: ―For it is said, ‗to him who has 

shall be given‘: to faith knowledge (gnws̀i"), to knowledge love, to love the [heavenly] 

inheritance.‖ With such lists should be connected the thought of Ign. Eph. 14:1: ―perfect in 

your faith and love toward Jesus Christ, for these are the beginning and end of life—faith is 

the beginning and love is the end‖ (tr. Lightfoot). The chain of virtues beginning with faith 

and ending with love is a specifically Christian form which gives the way of life 

encapsulated a specifically Christian character, founded on faith and culminating in love. 

The rest of the chain between these two fixed points was variable, and evidently each writer 

using the form would make his own choice of ethical terms. 

The close resemblance between 2 Pet 1:5–7 and Herm. Vis. 3:8:7 should be particularly 

noted: in both cases (a) the sorites form is used; (b) the list begins with pivsti" (―faith‖) 

and ends with ajgavph (―love‖); (c) each virtue produces the next; (d) an eschatological 

climax is added after the sorites. It is likely that they are two variations on a form in use in 

the catechesis of the Roman church. Hermas has seven virtues, the obvious choice of 

number. Second Peter has eight. Perhaps the author thinks of faith as the foundation, to 

which seven virtues are added. It is less likely that he has in mind the mystical significance 

of the number eight (Mayor, 192; see Comment on 2:5), which would not be appropriate 

here. 

Comment 

3. hJmi`n, ―on us.‖ All the pronouns in v 3 are problematic. Are ―we‖ the apostles (as in v 

1) or Christians generally, including the readers (as in v 2: ―our Lord‖)? Some (Spitta, 

Bigg, Chaine; Zahn, Introduction, 220) think that the connection with vv 1–2 and the 

change to ―you‖ in v 4 require us to think of the apostles. But (1) if the connection with v 2 

is to be pressed, v 3 must speak of the knowledge which the readers have received. (2) If v 

3a means that ―everything necessary for a godly life‖ has been granted to the apostles, it is 

hard to see why this statement should be made. It could only be relevant if the apostles 

passed these things on to the readers, but it is not stated that they did. (3) The shift from 

―we apostles‖ (v 1) to ―we Christians‖ (v 3) is easily and naturally made, and frequently 

occurs in the Pauline letters. Here the transition is even more natural because of the use of 



―our Lord‖ in v 2. (4) The transition from the first to the second person in v 4 is 

understandable as a transition to the exhortation in v 5 (see below, on v 4). A similar 

movement between ―you‖ and ―we‖ is found in 3:11–14. 

th̀" qeiva" dunavmew" aujtou`, ―his divine power.‖ If the longer reading in v 2b is 

accepted, it is impossible to be sure whether aujtou` (―his‖) refers to God or to Jesus, but the 

latter, as the nearest antecedent, is more probable (so Grundmann; Fornberg, Early Church, 

144). 

The phrase qeiva duvnami" (―divine power‖) was a standard term in Greek literature (see 

references in BAG and Mayor; the decree of Stratonicea, in Deissmann, Bible Studies, 

360–61), taken up in Hellenistic Jewish writers (Ep. Arist. 157; Sib. Or. 5:249; Philo, Det. 

83; Abr 26; Spec. Leg. 2.2; Conf. 115; Josephus, Ant. 19.69) and later Christian writers 

(Justin 1 Apol. 32; Clem. Alex. Strom. 1.98.4; 7.37.4). This is its only occurrence in 

Christian literature before Justin, and is an example of 2 Peter‘s use of Hellenistic religious 

vocabulary. Of course, as Dillenseger (MFOB 2 [1907] 190) points out, the equivalent 

phrase hJ duvnami" toù qeoù (―the power of God‖) is frequent in the NT,; and the idea that 

the power of God is active through Jesus is also frequent (Matt 24:30; Mark 5:30; Luke 

4:14; 5:17; 6:19; Rom 1:4; 1 Cor 5:4; 2 Cor 12:9; Heb 1:3; cf. 1 Cor 1:24). There is nothing 

unusual about the idea expressed in this verse. But it is still significant that 2 Peter 

expresses it in this Hellenistic religious phraseology. 

The adjective qeivo" (―divine‖; also in 1:4) is found elsewhere in the NT only in Paul‘s 

Areopagus speech (Acts 17:29: to; qeivon, ―the divine‖; also Acts 17:27 D). It occurs only 

nine times in the LXX (Exod 31:3; 35:31; Job 27:3; 33:4; Prov 2:17; Sir 6:35; 2 Macc 3:29; 

4:17; 9:11), but is very frequent in the more Hellenized Jewish writers: 4 Maccabees (25 

times), Philo (see C. R. Holladay, Theios Aner in Hellenistic Judaism [SBLDS 40; 

Missoula, MT: Scholars Press, 1977] 177–83) and Josephus (Holladay, , 57–66). 

It entered Christian usage very slowly (1 Clem 40:1; 2 Clem 20:4; Herm. Vis. 3:8:7; 4:1:6; 

Mand. 11:2, 5, 7, 8, 9, 12, 21; Ign. Magn. 8:2; Papias, fragm. 4), probably because its very 

broad usage gave it a polytheistic or pantheistic flavor. It is interesting to note that most of 

the few early Christian occurrences are found in the three (probably closely contemporary) 

Roman documents 2 Peter, 1 Clem, and Hermas, and the closely related 2 Clem 

qeivo" (―divine‖) was a very flexible word, but here it must indicate, not that Christ 

possesses a divine or godlike power of his own, as though he were a second god, but that he 

shares in God‘s own power (Fornberg, Early Church, 144). It is the same power which will 

be manifested at the Parousia of Christ (1:16). 

ta; pavnta … ta; pro;" zqh;n kai; eujdevbeian, ―everything necessary for a godly lift.‖ 

For the expression ta; pro;", ―what is necessary for.…,‖ cf. Judg 17:10 LXX (B: ta; pro;" 
zwhvn sou); Josephus, Ant. 1:6 (paideuqevnte" … ta; pro;" eujsevbeian); Luke 19:42; Acts 

28:10. The author of 2 Peter is fond of pairs of words like zwh;n kai; eujsevbeian (literally 

―life and godliness‖) and they are usually closely related in meaning. Although many 

commentators take zwhvn (―life‖) to mean ―eternal life,‖ we should probably understand the 

whole expression as a hendiadys: ―a life of godliness,‖ ―a godly life‖ (so Reicke; cf. 

Fornberg, Early Church, 90). 

eujsevbeia (―godliness‖), also found in 1:6, 7; 3:11 (cf. eujsebhv", 2:9), is another 

characteristically Hellenistic term. It is found only nine times in the LXX, but is frequent in 

4 Maccabees (47 times), Philo and Josephus. In early Christian literature, outside 2 Peter, it 

is found only in Acts (3:12), the Pastorals (1 Tim 2:2; 3:16; 4:7–8; 6:3, 5–6, 11; Titus 1:1; 



3:5), 1 Clem (11:1; 15:1; 32:4) and 2 Clem (19:1) (cf. also eujsebhv": Acts 10:2, 7; 1 Clem 

2:3; 50:3; 2 Clem 19:4; 20:4). It denotes piety toward the gods, but also, especially in Jewish 

and Christian usage, the respect for God‘s will and the moral way of life which are 

inseparable from the proper religious attitude to God. 

dedwrhmevnh", ―has bestowed.‖ The verb dwrei`sqai (used eight times in LXX; in early 

Christian literature only here and in 1:4; Mark 15:45; Diogn. 11:5) especially denotes royal 

(Esth 8:1; 1 Esdr 1:7; 8:55), official (Mark 15:45) or divine (Gen 30:20; Diogn. 11:5) 

bounty. 

dia; th̀" ejpignwvsew" tou` kalevsanto" hJma`", ―through the knowledge of him who 

called us.‖ As in v 2, ejpivgnwsi" (―knowledge‖) is the fundamental Christian knowledge 

gained in conversion (Dupont, Gnosis, 31–32). This was Christ‘s first gift, by means of 

which he also gave everything necessary for a God-fearing life. 

Since 2 Peter usually speaks of the knowledge of Christ (1:8; 2:20; cf. 1:2), most 

commentators understand ―him who called‖ as Christ rather than God. In the rhetorical 

style of this passage there is no difficulty in referring aujtoù (―his‖) and kalevsanto" (―him 

who called‖) to the same person. In the NT it is usually God, rather than Christ, who is the 

subject of the Christian‘s calling. The only real exceptions are passages which refer to Jesus 

calling of disciples during his ministry (Mark 1:20 etc.; but cf. 2:17 par.). Those who think 

hJmà" (―us‖) are not Christians in general, but the apostles, argue that 2 Peter here refers to 

the call of Peter and the other apostles by Jesus during his ministry (Spitta, Bigg, James, 

Chaine, Barnett, Kelly; Zahn, Introduction, 220). But the idea that Christ called Christians 

is characteristic of 2 Clem (1:8; 2:4, 7; 5:1; 9:5: this usage seems dependent on the saying of 

Jesus in Mark 2:17 par., quoted in 2:4), and is also found in Hermas (Sim. 9:14:5), writings 

which are close to 2 Peter. 2 Clem 5:1 has 2 Peter‘s precise phrase: tou` kalevsanto" hJma`" 

(―him who called us‖). Further confirmation that 2 Peter refers to the calling of Christians 

in general, not apostles in particular, is found in 1:10, which surely takes up the idea of 

calling from v 3. 

ijdiva/ dovxh kai; ajreth̀/, ―by his own glory and might.‖ The dative can hardly give the 

sense ―called to‖ (which would require eij" and the accusative, as in 1 Pet 5:10), but should 

be taken as instrumental. The pair dovxh kai; ajreth̀/ should be understood, like other pairs 

of words in 2 Peter, as closely related in meaning. It is therefore unlikely that ajreth̀/ here 

means ―moral virtue‖ (Bigg, Green; Zahn, Introduction, 220). In fact, dovxa kai; ajrethv was 

already a stock combination in Hellenistic writers, especially Plutarch (examples in 

Wettstein). In this context, ajrethv is virtually synonymous with dovxa, and denotes the 

manifestation of divine power (Deissmann, Bible Studies, 97; TDNT 1, 461). The phrase is a 

rhetorical variation on qeiva duvnami" (―divine power‖) and presumably refers to the 

incarnate life, ministry and resurrection of Christ as a manifestation of divine power by 

means of which he called men and women to be Christians. 

There is no need to see here the influence of 1 Pet 2:9 (where the plural ta;" ajretav" 

refers to the ―miraculous deeds‖ of God, or perhaps to his ―praises,‖ as in Isa 42:12 LXX) or 

1 Pet 5:10 (where God has called Christians to his glory). 

4. diÆ w|n ta; mevgista kai; tivmia hJmi`n ejpaggevlnata dedwvrhtai, ―by means of 

which he has bestowed on us the very great and precious promises.‖ By his saving activity 

Christ gave not only what is requisite for godly life in the present, but also promises for the 

future. ejpaggevlma (―promise‖; in early Christian literature only here and in 3:13) is 

synonymous with ejpaggeliva (3:4, 9), the usual NT word for ―promise.‖ It could mean ―the 



thing promised‖ (as in Philo, Mut. 128), i.e. Christ has granted us the gifts which had 

previously been promised (in OT times?), and some of those who wish to interpret the rest 

of the verse as referring to Christian conversion and baptism interpret ejpaggevlmata in this 

way (Reicke, Spicq). But it is more natural, and in line with the letter‘s general emphasis on 

the promises for the future (3:4, 9, 13; cf. 1:11, 6, 19), to think of promises which Christ 

gave. 

The adjectives no doubt apply to the promises because of the great things that they 

promise. For similar language, cf. 2 Clem 5:5: ―the promise of Christ is great and marvelous 

(megavlh kai; qaumasthv), even the rest of the kingdom that shall be and of life eternal‖ (cf. 

2 Pet. 1:11); and (of God’s promises) 1 Clem 26:1: ―the greatness (megaleìon) of his 

promise‖; 34:7: ―that we may be made partakers of his great and glorious promises‖ (eij" 
to; metovcou" hJma`" genevsqai tẁn megavlwn kai; ejndovxwn ejpaggeliw`n aujtou`). The idea 

of Christ’s promises, very rare in early Christian literature, which usually speaks of God’s 

promises, is another link between 2 Peter and 2 Clem (cf. also Apoc. Pet. R, but this is 

probably dependent on 2 Peter). 

dia; touvtwn, ―through them,‖ most naturally means ―through inheriting the promises,‖ 

―by receiving the fulfillment of the promises,‖ so that what follows describes the content of 

the promises. To explain that the promises for the future kindle faith by which the Christian 

participates in the divine nature in the present (Mayor, Chaine) is to strain the words 

excessively. 

gevnhsqe qeiva" koinwnoiv fuvsew", ―you may become sharers of divine nature.‖ The 

change from the first person to the second person plural occurs either in the previous clause 

(if we read uJmi`n there: see the Note) or in this. In either case it is probably because the 

writer is already thinking of his intention to exhort his readers to moral effort (v 5) so that 

they may be sure of inheriting the promises. If the change comes only in this clause, it is 

also possible that Peter, represented as addressing those who will read his letter after his 

death (1:15), is considered to have already, at death, attained to a share in divine nature. 

In these and the following words our author uses ideas and language which had a long 

history in Greek philosophical and religious thought. In the context of a basic dualism 

which contrasted the divine world and the material world, permanence and immortality 

were regarded as characteristic of the divine world, while transience and mortality 

characterized this material world. But a strong tradition of Greek thought held that the 

superior, spiritual part of man really belongs to the divine world and can recover its true, 

godlike nature and participate in the immortality of the gods. In the mystery religions it was 

through the ritual, through union with the god, and, in some cases, through a life of ascetic 

purification of the soul, that the initiate attained a new, immortal life and expected to live 

with the gods after death. In the Platonic tradition the soul regained its divine state through 

the philosophical contemplation of the realities of the divine world, through detachment 

from the body and through intellectual and moral purification. In the Hermetic literature 

gnosis was the means of divinization. In general the soul‘s attainment of godlike 

immortality, and its liberation from the material world in which it is involved through its 

confinement in the body, were necessarily closely connected. 

The author of 2 Peter was doubtless aware of the currency of these ideas in the 

Hellenistic religious world, but he was probably more immediately dependent on the 

literature of Hellenistic Judaism, which had already adapted the terminology of Greek 

religion and philosophy in order to express its own religious tradition in terms appropriate 



to its Hellenistic environment. In 4 Maccabees and the Wisdom of Solomon, human destiny 

is presented as the soul‘s attainment of immortality and incorruptibility after death, in the 

likeness of God‘s immortality. See, for example, 4 Macc 18:3: the martyrs ―were deemed 

worthy of a divine share‖ (qeiva" merivdo" kathxiwvqhsan); Wis 2:23: ―God created man 

for incorruption (ajfqarsiva) and made him in the image of his own eternity (th`" ijdiva" 
aji>diovthto") (v.l. his own nature, ijdiovthto").‖ Pseudo-Phocylides (103–4) boldly 

combines the Jewish doctrine of physical resurrection with the Greek language of 

divinization: ―For in fact we hope that the remains of the departed will soon come to light 

again out of the earth. And afterwards they become gods (qeoi; televqontai)‖ (tr. P. W. van 

der Horst, The Sentences of Pseudo-Phocylides [SVTP 4; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1978] 185; and 

see discussion in van der Horst, 185–88; H. C. C. Cavallin, Life After Death Part 1 [Lund: 

C. W. K. Gleerup, 1974] 151–55). Above all, Philo makes copious use of the Platonic 

language. In the experience of mystical ecstasy and definitively after death the soul of the 

virtuous man is ―divinized‖ (see especially Quaest. Exod. 2.29), by which Philo means, not 

that it becomes God in the monotheistic sense of the one God, but that, escaping the 

material world, it becomes incorporeal and immortal, one of the divine powers of the 

heavenly world (see Gross, La divinisation, 86–94; C. R. Holladay, Theios Aner in 

Hellenistic Judaism [SBLDS 40; Missoula, MT: Scholars Press, 1977] 155–70). None of 

these Jewish examples envisages any kind of pantheistic absorption into God. They do not 

intend to blur the distinction between God and his creatures, but they do hold that the 

human soul, created in God‘s image, is capable of resembling God in his immortality and 

incorruption. This is ―divinization‖ only in the loose sense of joining the world of ―divine‖ 

beings who are incorporeal and immortal but not uncreated. To become, in this sense, 

―divine‖ is, of course, for these Jewish writers the gift of God‘s grace, not attainable on 

human initiative alone. 

It is not difficult to find parallels, pagan and Jewish, to the phrase qeiva" koinwnoi; 
fuvsew" (―sharers of divine nature‖). Manetho, quoted by Josephus, speaks of a sage who, 

because of his wisdom and knowledge of the future, was thought to share in divine nature 

(qeiva" dokoùnti metaschkevnai fuvsew": c. Apion. 1.232). Plutarch speaks of the most 

virtuous of the daimons sharing fully in divinity (qeiovthto" metevscon: De defectu orac 

10: Mor. 415C). Philo says that the stars and planets share in divine, blessed and happy 

nature (qeiva" kai; makariva" kai; eudaivmono" fuvsew" meteschkovtwn: De cal. 104). 

(For the phrase qeiva fuvsi", see also Josephus, Ant. 8:107; Philo, Abr. 144; Conf. 154; 

Heracleon, ap. Origen, Comm. ad. Joh. 13.25.) Such expressions most commonly use 

metevcein (―to share in‖), but koinwnei`n is used synonymously in parallel expressions: 

fuvsew" koinwnoùte" ajnqrwpiJnh" (inscription from Commagene, first century B.C., 

quoted by Deissmann, Bible studies, 386 n. 2); logikh̀" kekoinwnhkasi fuvsew" (Philo, 

Som. 1.176). 

Second Peter‘s use of this language raises two questions: (1) In what sense do 

Christians become ―divine‖? In view of the background sketched above, it is not very likely 

that participation in God‘s own essence is intended. Not participation in God, but in the 

nature of heavenly, immortal beings, is meant. Such beings, in the concepts of Hellenistic 

Judaism, are like God, in that, by his grace, they reflect his glorious, immortal being, but 

they are ―divine‖ only in the loose sense, inherited from Hellenistic religion, of being god 

like and belonging to the eternal world of ―the gods.‖ To share in divine nature is to become 

immortal and incorruptible. 



In that case this famous text in fact provides less support for a developed doctrine of 

―deification‖—as human participation in the very life and being of God—than does the 

Pauline concept of the Christian‘s participation in the Holy Spirit. The latter is closely 

connected with immortality, in that for Paul the resurrection life will be glorious, immortal 

and incorruptible because the divine Spirit is the principle of life in the risen Christ and in 

risen Christians (Rom 8:11; 1 Cor 15:42–53). This thought could be behind 2 Pet 1:4, but it 

is not required by the Hellenistic language there used. Ignatius is closer to Paul than to 2 

Peter when he says that Christians ―partake of God‖ (qeoù metevchte: Eph. 4:2; cf. also 

Heb 3:14). 

(2) When do Christians become partakers of divine nature? A number of scholars, 

connecting the phrase with concepts such as regeneration, adoption, and the gift of the 

Spirit, and sometimes with sacramental theology, think that participation in divine nature 

begins with Christian conversion and baptism (Chaine, Spicq, Reicke, Green; Dillenseger, 

MFOB 2 [1907] 192–93). Others regard it as an eschatological prospect, to be attained at 

death or at the consummation (Moffatt, Schelkle, Kelly; Gross, La divinisation, 109–10; 

Normann, Teilhabe, 65; Fornberg, Early Church, 85–89). 

In Greek thought divinization was often thought possible to some degree within this 

life. In book 13 of the Corp. Herm., man becomes divine through an experience of 

regeneration (and cf. the Hermetic Pr. Thanks [CG 6,7] 64:17–19: ―We rejoice because while 

we were in the body, thou hast made us divine through thy knowledge‖). Philo thought that 

divinization was anticipated in the experience of mystical ecstasy. But always it was at 

death that the soul definitively attained a godlike, immortal nature. This was necessarily so 

because of the connection between divinization and escape from the material world of 

corruption and mortality to which the body belongs. 

Exegesis of the earlier part of v 4 has already led us to expect reference to a future 

prospect, not a present experience. This will be confirmed by our exegesis of the final part 

of the verse, which follows the usual Hellenistic view in connecting divinization with 

escape from the perishable world. 

The Hellenistic language suggests divinization at death, not at a general resurrection at 

the end of history, of which Hellenistic thought, including most Hellenistic Jewish thought, 

knew nothing. At this point the writer simply adopts the Hellenistic language without 

suggesting any modification of its meaning. It is probable that even the false teachers, who 

rejected future judgment and future cosmic eschatology, would have been happy enough 

with the description of human destiny given in this verse. At this point the writer is content, 

in opposition to them, to insist on the moral qualifications for attaining this destiny (1:5–9), 

but that he did not accept the individualistic Hellenistic eschatology without qualification is 

shown by the fact that he sets alongside it the more traditional Christian eschatological 

language of Christ‘s kingdom (1:11) and by his vigorous defense of future cosmic 

eschatology in chap 3. He may well have thought that Christians attained a provisional 

experience of immortality at death, but the hope of human immortality really belongs in the 

broader context of the hope for a new world in which righteousness dwells (3:13). 

Pseudo-Phocylides, 97–115, shows that it was possible to combine the Hellenistic language 

of immortality with the traditional Jewish language of bodily resurrection, awkward though 

the combination may seem to us. 

ajpofuhovnte" th̀" ejn tẁ/ kovsmw/ ejn ejpiqumiva/ fqora`", ―having escaped the 

corruption that is in the world because of sinful desire.‖ The aorist participle indicates that 

the escape from corruption precedes the participation in divine nature. 



Some commentators interpret fqorà" as moral corruption (Lumby, Chaine, Reicke; 

Neyrey, Polemic, 51), which is a possible meaning of the word (cf Wis 14:12). But the 

context demands the idea of physical corruption: decay, transitoriness, mortality 

(Sidebottom, Kelly, Schrage; Fornberg, Early Church, 88–89; Harder in TDNT 9, 104; 

Köster in TDNT 9, 275). Throughout Hellenistic religious literature is found the contrast 

between the incorruptibility (ajfqarsiva) of divine nature and the corruptibility (fqorav) of 

everything in this material world, including man‘s body (see TDNT 9, 103–04, 254–55; 

Plutarch, Mor. 358E; Wis 2:23; 9:15; Josephus, BJ 2.154; Ant. 10.278; Philo, Spec. Leg. 

4.48; Mos. 2.194; Conf. 154). The same contrast is found in Paul (1 Cor 9:25), who sees the 

whole of this world in bondage to fqorav (―corruption,‖ Rom 8:21) and Christians too 

awaiting the eschatological gift of ajfqarsiva (―incorruptibility,‖ 1 Cor 15:42, 52–54; Gal 

6:8). (Cf. also 1 Pet 1:4, 18, 23; 2 Clem 6:6; Diogn. 6:8.) In 2 Pet 1:4 fqora`" can hardly be 

anything else than the mortality which the Christian believer will escape when, at death or 

at the Parousia, he attains to an immortal form of life. It is in line with Pauline thought that 

this escape is an eschatological expectation, not a present experience, for in this life the 

Christian still participates in decay and mortality. 

However, the Hellenistic dualism is here significantly modified by the phrase ejn 
ejpiqumiva/ (―because of sinful desire‖). Decay and mortality are not due simply to the 

materiality of this world, as in Greek thought, but to sin (cf. Wis 1:16; 2:24; Rom 5:12; 

Herm. Man. 12:1). Two fairly close parallel passages are Eph 4:22; ―the old man which is 

decaying because of deceitful lusts‖ (to;n palaio;n a[nqrwpon to;n fqeirovmenon kata; 
ta;" ejpiqumiva" th̀" ajpavth"); and 1 John 2:17: ―the world and its sinful desire pass 

away‖ (oJ kovsmo" paravgetai kaiv hJ ejpiqumiva aujtou`). It is true that ejpiqumiva is by no 

means out of place in a Hellenistic account of the material world: it is the bodily desires for 

corruptible things which drag man down and entangle him in transitory material existence 

(cf. Käsemann, ―Apologia,‖ 180). But in such an account materiality itself is still the basic 

evil. The author of 2 Peter rejects this account and finds in ejpiqumiva (―sinful desire‖) itself 

the root cause of evil, through which fqorav (―corruptibility‖) has entered the world. fqorav 
has then to be understood as divine judgment on sin, as it is in 2:12. 

Although feuvgein (―to flee‖) is often used in a moral sense, of avoiding sin, and 

although Platonist writers sometimes speak of the soul‘s duty to escape from its corporeal 

entanglements even during this life (Plato, Theaet. 176, quoted by Kelly; Philo, Mig. 9: 

―Depart out of the earthly matter that encompasses you: escape [ejkfugwvn], man, from the 

foul prison-house, your body … and from the jailers, its pleasures and lusts [ejpiqumiva"]‖), 

we should probably take ajpofugovnte" (―having escaped‖) to refer, not to renunciation of 

sin at baptism (Plumptre, Spicq, Kelly) or throughout Christian life, but to the escape from 

mortality that comes only at death or at the Parousia. 

It is true that 2:20 speaks of an escape from the pollutions of the world (ajpofugovnte" 
ta; miavsmata tou` kovsmou) through conversion and baptism, but the difference in the 

wording of the two passages is significant. In becoming a Christian a person renounces sin 

and escapes the world‘s immoral influence, but he does not yet escape the mortality which 

is the result of sin. 

Second Peter has come in for a good deal of criticism for its use of Hellenistic religious 

language, and this verse in particular has been a target of attack. Käsemann writes: ―It 

would be hard to find in the whole New Testament a sentence which, in its expression, its 

individual motifs and its whole trend, more clearly marks the relapse into Hellenistic 



dualism‖ (―Apologia‖ 180). Later in the same essay, again mainly with reference to 1:4, he 

condemns the ―anthropocentric character‖ of 2 Peter‘s eschatology, which is orientated not 

to the sovereignty of God but to the human desire to escape corruption and attain 

apotheosis (―Apologia‖ 184; cf. also Schrage). Käsemann‘s criticism of the letter depends 

on the exegesis of many passages, but with reference to 1:4 the following points may be 

made in response: 

(1) The Greek aspiration for immortality was not simply denied but taken up and critically 

fulfilled by the gospel of the resurrection. 

(2) The task of translating the gospel into terms appropriate to a new cultural milieu 

was (and has always continued to be) essential to the church‘s missionary role. ―The 

interpretation of experiencing salvation in Jesus is not bound up with the language of 

Canaan, as salvation is meant for all, including Greeks. They may relate their experience of 

salvation-in-Jesus in their idiom‖ (E. Schillebeeckx, Christ: The Christian Experience in 

the Modern World, tr. J. Bowden [London: SCM Press, 1980] 304, on this passage). Our 

author, like other NT writers, was able to use the bridges into Hellenistic thought which 

Hellenistic Jewish apologetic had already built. 

(3) Of course, the use of Hellenistic terminology involved risks. The author of 2 Peter 

seeks to minimize these risks by juxtaposing the Hellenistic eschatology of 1:4 with the 

traditional Christian eschatological language of 1:11. Moreover, the danger of an 

anthropocentric eschatology, which would certainly be real if 1:4 stood alone, disappears 

when the eschatology of the rest of the letter is understood: its dominant theme is the 

authentic primitive Christian hope for the triumph of God‘s righteousness. 

(4) Full account should be taken of the fact that 1:4 is probably uncontroversial—the 

false teachers would not have objected to it—whereas every other statement on eschatology 

in the letter is polemical. It is in the polemical passages that we should expect to find the 

author‘s critical assertion of specifically Christian eschatology against Hellenizing 

tendencies. 

(5) Even in 1:4 the Hellenistic dualism is in fact modified by the attribution of 

corruptibility to sin. 

5. kai; aujto; toùto dev, ―for this very reason,‖ probably refers to the whole of vv 3–4 as 

the salvation-historical basis for the exhortation. Moral effort is required because Christ has 

given us (a) everything necessary for godly life (v 3), and (b) the promises of immortality 

(v 4). We cannot expect to escape the mortality which is due to sin (v 4) unless we 

ourselves avoid sin and make moral progress, the spiritual resources for which are available 

to every Christian through the knowledge of Christ he received when he became a Christian 

(v 3). 

spoudh;n pàsan pareisenevgkante", ―make every effort.‖ The verb is a NT hapax 

(and very rare elsewhere), but the meaning of the phrase is no different from that of 

eijsfevrein pàsan spoudhvn, a favorite expression in the Koine (references in BAG s.v. 

spoudhv; Chaine; Spicq, Lexicographie, 668 n. 2, 819 n. 1). The expression is too ordinary 

an idiom for spoudhv here to carry the special moral connotation that spoudaìo" had 

acquired in Hellenistic usage (as Harder in TDNT 7, 567, thinks), but it is an appropriate 

introduction to a list of virtues and may have been part of the traditional form which the 

writer uses. 

ejpicorhghvsate ejn th`/ pivstei uJmwǹ th;n ajrethvn, ―by your faith to produce virtue.‖ This 

verb (also in v 11) means ―to furnish, to provide at one‘s own expense,‖ but is difficult to 



translate here. The meaning of the clause must be: ―by means of your faith supply virtue,‖ 

i.e. each virtue is the means of producing the next. But it is difficult to capture this nuance 

in an English translation which can also reproduce the form of the sorites without 

awkwardness. The usual English rendering, ―add to your faith virtue‖ (A
v) is not what the 

Greek says. 

It is also not easy to see how each virtue is supposed to develop out of the preceding 

one. To some extent the concept is conventional (see Form/Structure/Setting section). In 

Rom 5:3–5, an example of a sorites using the same principle, there is a much more 

intelligible train of thought. In the rabbinic example in } 9:15, the way in which each 

virtue leads to the next is rather more obscure. In Herm. Vis. 3:8:7, an allegory in which 

each of the virtues is the daughter of another, it is as difficult as it is in 2 Pet 1:5–7 to see 

how each ―gives birth‖ to the next. We must conclude that we are dealing with a 

conventional form, based on the notion that the virtues are interconnected so that in the 

virtuous life one develops out of another. In examples like those in Hermas and 2 Peter this 

concept is expressed conventionally, rather than with psychological realism, in that the 

order in which the virtues are listed is largely random. Although some scholars (e.g. Vögtle, 

Tugend- und Lasterkataloge, 48) have attempted to explain the order in 2 Peter, their 

attempts are scarcely convincing. Only two virtues have a clearly intelligible place in the 

list: pivsti" (―faith‖) in first place, and ajgavph (―love‖) in last place. These were the two 

fixed items in the traditional form which 2 Peter follows, whereas the rest of the list was 

variable (see Form/Structure/Setting section). Of the author‘s selection of virtues, other 

than pivoti" and ajgavph we can only say that he has chosen virtues familiar from the Stoic 

and popular philosophical ethics of the Hellenistic world, some of them very general in 

meaning, to give a general impression of the kind of virtuous life which the Christian faith 

should foster. 

pivsti" (―faith‖) occurs in Christian ethical lists (meaning either ―faith‖ or ―faithfulness‖) 

in Gal 5:22; 1 Tim 4:12; 6:11; 2 Tim 2:22; Titus 2:2; Rev 2:19; Herm. Man. 12:3:1; Act. 

Verc. 2; and occupies first place in the lists in 1 Cor 8:7; 2 Tim 3:10; 1 Clem 1:2; 62:2; 64:1; 

Herm. Vis. 3:8:7; Mand. 6:1:1; 8:9; Sim. 9:15:2; Barn. 2:2; Acts John 29; Acts Paul & Thecla 

17. As the beginning point of such Christian lists, it is not the pivsti" (―loyalty‖) which 

appears in some pagan Hellenistic lists of virtues (see Vögtle, Tugend- und Lasterkataloge, 

91, 189), but the specifically Christian ―faith‖ in the gospel which is the basis of all 

Christian life. By representing faith as the root of all the virtues, the writer of 2 Peter is 

illustrating what he said in v 3: that Christ ―has bestowed on us everything necessary for a 

godly life, through the knowledge of‖ himself. That knowledge of Christ is received by 

faith. It should also be noticed that, although the list of virtues includes terms highly 

characteristic of Hellenistic ethics, the whole list is given a specifically Christian character 

by the position of faith at the head of the list. 

ajrethv (―virtue‖) appears in Christian lists of virtues only in Phil 4:8 (a strongly 

Hellenistic catalogue) and Herm. Man. 12:3:1, but is found in pagan catalogues of virtues 

(Vögtle, Tugend- und Lasterkataloge, 91). It was a standard term of Greek moral 

philosophy, in the general sense of ―virtue,‖ and as such was taken up in Hellenistic Jewish 

usage (especially in 4 Maccabees and Philo). Doubtless because of its typically Greek 

connotations—virtue as the achievement of human excellence, rather than as obedience to 

God—it is rarely used in the LXX or in the NT (only here and Phil 4:8 in the moral sense), 

and only slightly more common in the Apostolic Fathers (2 Clem 10:1; Herm. Man. 1:2; 



6:2:3; 12:3:1; Sim. 6:1:4; 6:2:3; 8:10:3). In 2 Clem and Hermas—writings close to 2 

Peter—the word is given a Christian sense, especially by means of its frequent association 

with dikaiosuvnh (―righteousness‖) in Hermas (cf. also Wis 8:7; and, on ajrethv in 2 Clem, 

Donfried, Second Clement, 148–49), and we may assume the same for 2 Peter. Some 

commentators think that the word must have a more specific sense than ―virtue,‖ but the 

only such meaning available is ―valor‖ (2 Macc 10:28), which is not suitable here. It is 

better to allow the word its common, very general meaning of ―moral excellence.‖ 

Catalogues such as this often contain very general terms alongside more specific ones. 

6. gnws̀ei, ―knowledge,‖ may seem out of place in a list of ethical qualities, but it was 

common in Hellenistic catalogues of the virtues (Dupont, Gnosis, 384–92), meaning either 

philosophical knowledge or ―knowledge of God‖ (Corp. Herm. 13.7–9). In Christian lists, it 

occurs in 2 Cor 6:6; 8:7; 1 Clem 1:2; Barn. 2:3; Act. Verc. 2; Acts John 29. It is interesting to 

notice that in the non-Christian lists it was usually first or last in the list. In most Christian 

lists it has been displaced from these positions by ―faith‖ and ―love.‖ gnws̀i" 

(―knowledge‖) is not here that fundamental knowledge of God in Christ which makes a 

persona Christian; for 2 Peter that is ejpivgnwsi". gnẁsi" here is the wisdom and 

discernment which the Christian needs for a virtuous life and which is progressively 

acquired. It is practical rather than purely speculative wisdom (cf. Phil 1:9). 

ejgkravteian, ―self-control,‖ appears in Christian ethical lists in Gal 5:23; 1 Clem 62:2; 

64:1; 2 Clem 4:3; Herm. Vis. 3:8:7; Mand. 6:1:1; Sim. 9:15:2; Barn. 2:2; Act. Verc. 2. Again, 

it is a characteristically Hellenistic virtue, corresponding to the Stoic ideal of the free man 

who is his own master and to the kind of Hellenistic dualism which sought to minimize the 

soul‘s entanglements with material things and therefore valued self-restraint and ascetic 

control of the bodily passions (see TDNT 2, 340–41; Spicq, Lexicographie, 61–63). As such, 

ejgkravteia was highly esteemed by Philo, and occurs in other Hellenistic Jewish writers, 

implying restraint from the excessive indulgence of physical desires (Sir 18:30; Wis 8:21; 4 

Macc 5:34; Ep. Arist. 278; Josephus, BJ 2:120). It was often, but not exclusively, associated 

with sexual restraint. Quite rare in the NT (Gal 5:23; Acts 24:25; cf. ejgkrateuvesqai, ―to 

control oneself‖: 1 Cor 7:9; 9:25; ejgkrosahv", ―self-controlled‖: Titus 1:8), it becomes 

especially popular in the group of writings to which 2 Peter seems closely related (1 Clem 

35:2; 38:2; 62:2; 64:1; 2 Clem 15:1; Herm. Vis. 2:3:2; 3:8:4, 7; Mand. 6:1:1; 8:1; Sim. 

9:15:2; cf. ejgkrateuvesqai: 1 Clem 30:3; Herm. Man. 1:2; 8:1–9, 11–12; Sim. 5:1–5; 

ejgkrathv": 2 Clem 4:3; Herm. Vis. 1:2:4; cf. also Barn. 2:2; Pol. Phil. 4:2; 5:2). It was a 

Hellenistic ideal which Christian writers recognized as a necessary component of Christian 

ethics. The Christian, too, needed to be self-disciplined and not indulge his physical desires 

to excess. It is perhaps worth noticing that in Gal 5:23 it occurs in the context of warning 

against the misuse of Christian freedom in libertinism (Gal 5:13), which is also the problem 

in 2 Peter (2:19) and 2 Clem (Donfried, Second Clement, 116). 

uJpomonhvn, ―steadfastness,‖ occurs in Christian catalogues of virtues in Rom 5:3–4; 1 Tim 

6:11; 2 Tim 3:10; Titus 2:2; Rev 2:19; 1 Clem 62:2; 64:1; Herm. Man. 8:9; Barn. 2:2. The 

word refers to courageous and steadfast endurance in the face of suffering or evil, and as 

such was a recognized virtue in Hellenistic culture. But it was also an important ethical 

quality in Jewish and early Christian teaching, not simply as a borrowing from Hellenism 

but as an integral part of biblical religion. In Jewish and early Christian usage the 

endurance is associated not with personal bravery or Stoic detachment, but with the 

believer‘s trust in God and hope for the fulfillment of God‘s promises. 



eujsebeivan, ―godliness‖: see the Comment on v 3. It occurs in pagan ethical lists 

(Vögtle, Tugend- und Lasterkataloge, 91), and elsewhere in Christian lists only in 1 Tim 

6:11; 1 Clem 1:2. This rarity in Christian lists, like that of ajrethv, may be due not only to its 

Hellenistic quality, but also to its very general meaning. 

7. filadelfivan, ―brotherly affection,‖ occurs in Christian ethical lists elsewhere only 

in 1 Pet 3:8 (filadelfoiv); Act. Verc. 2; Acts John 29 (cf. also ajdelfovth": ―brotherhood,‖ 

Herm. Man. 8:10). In non–Chrostian usage this word bdenoted family affection between 

physical brothers and sisters, but the early Church used it for fellow-believers, brothers and 

sisters in the faith (Rom 12:10; 1 Thess; 4:9; Heb 13:1; 1 Pet 1:22). It is therefore a 

specifically Christian feature of the list in 2 Peter. 

ajgavphn, ―love,‖ occurs in Christian catalogues of virtues in 2 Cor 6:6; Gal 5:22; Eph 

4:2; 1 Tim 4:12; 6:11; 2 Tim 2:22; 3:10; Titus 2:2; Rev 2:19; 1 Clem 62:2; Herm. Sim. 

9:15:2; Act. Verc. 2. It occurs (as here) at the end of a list which began with pivsti" 

(―faith‖) in 1 Cor 8:7; Herm. Vis. 3:8:7 (and cf. 1 Cor 13:13; Col 3:14; Ign. Eph. 14:1). The 

significance of its place at the end of the list is elucidated by the catalogue of vices in Herm. 

Man. 5:2:4. Here (as with the virtues in 2 Peter) each vice produces the next, but of the final 

vice it is said: ―malice (mh`ni") being composed of so many evil elements (ejk tosouvtwn 
kakwǹ sunistamevnh) becomes a great sin and incurable.‖ The final member of the series 

comprises all the others. Similarly, in 2 Peter, love, as the crowning virtue, encompasses all 

the others. The thought is similar to that of Col 3:14, which probably means that love 

coordinates and unites all the other virtues (cf. Dupont, Gnosis, 395–96). 

Easton (JBL 51 [1932] 12) points out a danger in the early Christian method of teaching by 

means of ethical catalogues: ―Jesus‘ ethical achievement was his centering the moral life 

around the supreme virtue of love, from which all other virtues derive their meaning. Hence 

in teaching by means of lists of virtues there was a constant peril of sacrificing this 

principle of unity and so splitting up the moral vision into fragments. In a list everything 

has equal weight, so that ‗love‘ and (for instance) ‗self-control‘ are coordinated. So the 

neophyte, bewildered as term after term was reeled off by his teacher, could very well 

satisfy his conscience by selecting and concentrating on virtues which especially appealed 

to him.‖ This danger is avoided in 2 Peter‘s sorites, because the last, climactic term of a 

sorites is not of equal weight with the others. This most Hellenistic of the NT ethical lists in 

fact preserves very faithfully the place of love in Jesus‘ ethical teaching, as the virtue which 

encompasses, coordinates and perfects the others. The other principal danger in the ethical 

lists which Easton notes—that terms of Stoic origin should continue to convey merely a 

Stoic meaning—is also avoided in this list, where the virtues borrowed from Stoicism are 

not only rooted in Christian faith but also encompassed by Christian love. The borrowings 

testify to the fact that Christian ethics cannot be totally discontinuous with the moral ideals 

of nonChristian society, but the new context in which they are set ensures that they are 

subordinated to and to be interpreted by reference to the central Christian ethical principle 

of love. 

Boobyer (―Indebtedness,‖ 40–41) and Klinger (SVTQ 17 [1973] 162–67) argue that in 

stressing that the virtues must be added to faith, these verses are aimed against the 

exaggerated Paulinism of the false teachers (cf. 3:16), who made Paul‘s doctrine of 

justification by faith an excuse for ethical libertinism. The false teachers may have used 

Paul in this way (but see Comment on 2:19 and 3:16); more certainly, they based their 

libertinism on a denial of future judgment. Second Peter therefore stresses here the need for 



virtuous living if the Christian‘s eschatological goal is to be attained. The passage is not, 

however, explicitly polemical; it is intended as a positive account of the Christian way of 

life which will be defended against objections later in the letter. 

When Klinger further argues that 2 Peter counters the lawlessness of the false teachers 

by reintroducing the Law under the new form of Stoic morality, we must be more cautious. 

The teaching of 2 Peter here is essentially very similar to Paul‘s own way of 

counterbalancing the danger of a libertinistic misinterpretation of his teaching (Gal 

5:13–26), though it must be admitted that the Christological and pneumatological 

grounding of Paul‘s argument are missing in 2 Peter. But, as in Paul, neither the Law nor 

Stoic ethics are introduced except as issuing from Christian faith and summed up in 

Christian love. 

8. oujk ajrgou;" oujde; ajkavrpou" kaqivsthsin, ―they keep you from being idle or 

unfruitful.‖ This phrase (literally, ―they make you neither idle nor unfruitful‖) employs the 

figure of speech litotes: affirming an idea by denying its opposite. It cannot be literally 

reproduced in English. 

ajrgouv" (―idle‖) and ajkavrpou" (―unfruitful‖) are one of 2 Peter‘s pairs of nearly 

synonymous words. The same pair is found, in a quite different context, in the letter of the 

churches of Lyons and Vienne (Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 5:1:45): possibly a reminiscence of 2 

Peter, or evidence that the combination was commonly used. A similar pair is used in 1 

Clem 34:4, with the same meaning as in 2 Pet 1:8: ―to be neither idle nor indolent for every 

good work‖ (mh; ajrgou;" mhde; pareimevnou" ei\nai ejpi; pa`n e[rgon ajgaqovn). Both words 

were used in early Christianity in the context of the need for Christian faith to have ethical 

effects in the Christian‘s life. ajrgov", which means ―idle‖ or ―inactive,‖ describes faith 

without works in Jas 2:20. a[karpo" (―unfruitful‖) depends on the common metaphor of 

fruit for good works or ethical qualities (Prov 19:22 LXX; Matt 3:8, 10; 21:43; Mark 4:20; 

Luke 13:6–9; John 15:2–8; Gal 5:22; Eph 5:9; Col 1:10; Heb 2:11; Jas 3:18; Herm. Sim. 4; 

9:19:2), and is used in Titus 3:14 in a way similar to here (cf. also Herm. Sim. 4:4). It is not 

very likely that 2 Peter here depends on Jude 12 (devndra fqinopwrina; a[karpa, 

―autumnal trees bearing no fruit‖). See also Odes Sol. 11:23: ―For there is abundant room in 

your paradise; and there is nothing in it that is idle [the Greek version has ajrgeì], but 

everything is filled with fruit.‖ 

eij" th;n toù kurivou hJmwǹ ÆIhsou` Cristoù ejpivgnwsin, ―in the knowledge of our 

Lord Jesus Christ.‖ Most commentators take this phrase to refer to the goal or product of 

the virtues: virtuous conduct leads to fuller knowledge of Christ (Plumptre, Mayor, Wand, 

Chaine, Windisch, Schelkle, Reicke, Spicq, Green, Schrage, Grundmann; also Spicq, 

Agape, 376–77). But a few commentators take the knowledge of Christ to be the root from 

which moral progress proceeds (Spitta, Bigg, Kelly; also Dupont, Gnosis, 32–33). The 

latter is possible if eij" has the vague sense ―with reference to,‖ ―in respect to,‖ which is 

possible in the Koine, and is required by 2 Peter‘s use of ejpivgnwsi" for the knowledge 

gained in Christian conversion (see Comment on v 2) as well as by the general sense of this 

passage. Through the knowledge of Christ he has given Christians everything necessary for 

godly life (v 3); if they exercise the virtues, this knowledge will be fruitful. 

9. tuflov" ejstin muwpavzwn, ―is shortsighted, blind.‖ The verb muwpavzein, which 

means ―to be short-sighted,‖ is very rare, and is here a NT hapax. Its use in combination 

with tuflov" (―blind‖) is odd, since it ought to refer to a less severe condition than 

blindness. Some commentators (Spitta, Spicq, Green, Kelly) refer to the word‘s 



etymological meaning, ―to close the eyes,‖ and think that it adds to tuflov" the idea of 

willful blindness, deliberate closing of the eyes (cf. Isa 6:10 LXX: ―they have closed their 

eyes‖). The difficulty with this view is that the etymological sense describes the fact that 

the shortsighted person screws up his eyes in his attempt to see better, not in order to avoid 

seeing (Mayor). We should probably conclude that the writer uses the two words as 

virtually synonymous, as so often he does with pairs of words, supposing that the addition 

of muwpavzwn (―short-sighted‖) would increase the rhetorical effect. Fornberg‘s suggestion 

(Early Church, 53) that muwpavzwn is intended to suggest muvsth", the lower grade of 

initiate in the Eleusinian mysteries, is far-fetched. 

The metaphor of blindness, for inability or refusal to see the truth, is common in early 

Christian literature (Matt 15:14; 23:16, 24; Luke 6:39; John 9:40–41; 12:40; Rom 2:19; 2 

Cor 4:14; Gos. Thom. 28; cf. T. Sim. 2:7; T. Dan 2:4; T. Jud. 18:3, 6; 19:4). Particularly 

relevant are those texts which apply the metaphor to the moral declension of Christians: 1 

John 2:11; Rev 3:17; and 1 Clem 3:4: ―each man has forsaken the fear of the Lord and has 

become dim-sighted (ajmbluwph`sai) in his faith and does not walk according to the laws of 

his commandments.‖ Especially in view of the latter part of v 9, there may be a reference to 

conversion and baptism as illumination, giving sight to the blind (Heb 6:4; 10:32; 2 Clem 

1:6). The ―knowledge of Jesus Christ,‖ received at conversion, came as illumination to 

those who were blind in their pagan ignorance (2 Cor 4:4), but Christians who do not carry 

through the moral implications of this knowledge have effectively become blind to it again. 

lhvqhn labw;n toù kaqarismoù twǹ pavlai aujtou` aJmartiẁn, ―and has forgotten that 

he was cleansed from his past sins.‖ The metaphor of ―cleansing‖ (kaqarismov, 
kaqarivzein) from sin is of OT origin (LXX Lev 16:30; Job 7:21; Ps 50:4; Sir 23:10; 38:10) 

and was quite widely used in early Christianity (Titus 2:14; Heb 1:3; 9:14; 1 John 1:7, 9; 1 

Clem 60:2; Herm. Vis. 2:3:1; 3:2:2; 3:8:11; 4:3:4; Sim. 5:6:2, 3). Here, as almost all 

commentators agree, the reference is to purification at baptism (Acts 22:16; 1 Cor 6:11; 

Eph 5:26; Titus 3:5; Barn. 11:11). For the phrase tẁn pavlai aujtou` aJmartiẁn (―from his 

past sins‖), cf. Rom 3:25; Eph 2:2; 1 Pet 1:14; 4:3; and, with reference to baptism, Herm. 

Man. 4:3:1 (a[fesin aJmartiẁn hJmwǹ twǹ protevrwn, ―remission of our former sins‖); 

Justin, 1 Apol. 61 (ajfevsewv" te aJmartiwǹ uJpe;r w|/ prohmartovmen, ―the remission of sins 

formerly committed‖). The forgiveness received in baptism is a decisive break with the old 

sinful life and should therefore be the beginning of a virtuous life. The Christian who does 

not pursue virtue must have forgotten his baptism, and is in danger of relapsing into his 

preChristian condition (2:22). For this implication of baptism, cf. Rom 6:1–14; 1 Cor 

6:9–11; Herm. Man. 4:3:2 (―he who has received remission of sins in baptism ought no 

longer to sin, but to dwell in purity‖); 2 Clem 6:9 (―with what confidence shall we, if we do 

not keep our baptism pure and undefiled, enter the kingdom of God?‖). 

10. dio; mallo;n, ajdelfoiv, spoudavsate ―Therefore, my brothers, make all the more 

effort.‖ ajdelfoiv (―brothers‖) is a common form of address in early Christian letters. 

spoudavzein (―to be zealous, to make an effort‖) is a natural word for moral effort (Eph 

4:3; Heb 4:11; 2 Clem 10:2; 18:2; Ign. Eph. 10:3) and is something of a favorite word in 2 

Peter (also 1:15; 3:14). Here it echoes spoudhvn (―effort‖) in v 5. The phrase dio; ma`llon 
ejspouvdasa, ―therefore made all the more effort,‖ occurs, in a different context, in Barn. 

21:9. 

bebaivan uJmw`n th;n klh`sin kai; ejklogh;n poiei`sqai, ―to confirm your call and 

election.‖ bevbaio" (along with bebaioùn and bebaivwsi") had acquired a legal sense, 



meaning ―ratified,‖ ―guaranteed‖ (see Deissmann, Bible Studies, 104–7; TDNT 1, 602; 

Spicq, Lexicographie, 182–83). Its use here is not a precise legal metaphor, for it was the 

seller, not the buyer, who ―guaranteed‖ a sale, but the word probably retains a vaguely legal 

sense. Christ has called the Christian into his kingdom (v 3), promising him immortality (v 

4), but an appropriate moral response is required if his final salvation is to be guaranteed. It 

is interesting to compare the sorites in Wis 6:17–20 (see Form/Structure/Setting): ―giving 

heed to [Wisdom‘s] laws is assurance [bebaivwsi"] of immortality‖ (6:18). 

th;n klh̀sin kai; ejkloghvn (―call and election‖), which echoes tou` kalevsanto" (―him 

who called‖) in v 3, is another example of our author‘s predilection for nearly synonymous 

pairs of words. The calling is based on the choice, but there is probably no great distinction 

between the two terms intended here. Cf. Rev 17:14: klhtoiv kai; ejklektoi; kai; pistoiv 
(―called and chosen and faithful‖); Apoc. Pet. R: toì" klhtoì" mou kai; ejklevktoi" mou 

(―my [Christ‘s] called and chosen‖: but this passage is probably dependent on 2 Peter); and 

for the close association of the two concepts, cf. 1 Cor 1:26–27; 1 Pet 2:9. 

This passage does not mean that moral progress provides the Christian with a subjective 

assurance of his election (the sense it was given by Luther and Calvin, and especially in 

seventeenth-century Calvinism), but that the ethical fruits of Christian faith are objectively 

necessary for the attainment of final salvation. Although we should not obscure the variety 

of NT teaching about salvation, this passage is not so obviously in conflict with Paul‘s 

doctrine of justification by faith as is often supposed. (1) The author of 2 Peter is concerned 

with the ethical fruits of faith (1:5) and with moral effort which is only possible through 

grace (1:3: ―his divine power has bestowed on us everything necessary for a godly life‖). 

(2) Paul can also regard the ethical fruits of faith as necessary for salvation, even in 

Galatians (5:21), when countering the dangers of libertinism. (3) If out author seems to 

emphasize man‘s role in his salvation, the context should be remembered (cf. Fornberg, 

Early Church, 27). His readers were in danger of moral apostasy, under the influence of 

teachers who evidently held that immorality incurred no danger of judgment.Apparently in 

the face of a similar danger, the closely related work 2 Clem also emphasizes righteous 

living as necessary to final salvation (cf. 5:5–6; 11:6–7). Cf. also Barn. 4:13: ―lest if we 

relax as those who are called (wJ" klhtoiv) we should fall asleep over out sins and the prince 

of evil receive power against us and thrust us out from the kingdom of the Lord.‖ 

taùta, ―these things,‖ either refers back (like tau`ta in vv 8, 9) to the virtues in vv 5–7 

(Mayor, Chaine, Kelly), or to the effort to confirm the call and election (v 9). But these 

amount to the same thing, and a vague reference to the whole drift of vv 5–9 could be 

intended. 

ptaivshte, ―come to grief,‖ is literally ―stumble.‖ Many commentators think that 

because this metaphor means ―sin‖ in Jas 2:10; 3:2 it must do so here (Chaine, Spicq, 

Schelkle, Schrage; Fornberg, Early Church, 95; Moffatt and Sidebottom restrict it to 

serious sin), but this makes the sentence virtually tautologous: ―if you lead a virtuous life 

(or: if you confirm your calling by leading a virtuous life), you will never sin.‖ The 

metaphor must rather be given the same sense as in Jude 24 (a[ptaisto": see Comment p 

122): it refers to the disaster of not reaching final salvation (so Bigg, James, Kelly, 

Grundmann, Senior). Perhaps the metaphor is closely connected with the following verse, 

and pictures the Christian walking the road which will lead him into the eternal kingdom; if 

he does not stumble oh the road he will reach his destination (Bigg, Grundmann). There 

may even be the further thought that the blind man (v 9) will stumble (cf. 1 John 2:10–11) 



(Mayor). But these suggestions may see too much significance in a pale metaphor. 

11. plousivw" ejpicorhghqhvsetai, ―will be richly provided.‖ The verb is the same as 

that used in v 5, but this author‘s habit of repeating words does not usually have the 

significance of Jude‘s catchword technique. It is possible, but not necessary, to sec the 

principle of the eschatological lex talionis behind the repetition: if you provide the virtues, 

God will provide your entrance into the kingdom (cf. Bigg, Mayor). In combination with 

plousivw" (―richly‖; cf. Rom 10:12; Eph 1:7; 1 Tim 6:17; Titus 3:6; Barn. 1:3) the verb 

here indicates the lavish provision made by the divine generosity. In spite of the emphasis 

oh human participation in the attainment of salvation, the section ends as it began (v 3) with 

an attribution of salvation to God‘s grace. 

hJ ei[sodo", ―entry‖: the article is used because this is the Christian‘s expectation. The 

idea of entering the kingdom derives from the Gospels (Matt 5:20; 7:21; 18:3; 19:23; Mark 

10:23–25; Luke 18:17, 24–25; John 3:5; cf. Gos. Thom. 22, 99) and, outside of the sayings 

of Jesus, is rare in early Christian literature (Acts 14:22; 2 Clem 6:9; 11:7; Herm. Sim. 

9:12:3–8; 9:16:2–4; Apoc. Pet. R). It normally refers to the future eschatological hope. 

eij" th;n aijwvnion basileivan toù kurivou hJmwǹ, ―into the eternal kingdom of our Lord.‖ 

Reference to Christ‘s, rather than God‘s, kingdom, is not very common in early Christian 

literature (Matt 13:41; 16:28; Luke 1:33; 22:29–30; 23:42; John 18:36–37; 1 Cor; 

15:24–25; Col 1:13; 2 Tim 4:1, 18; Heb 1:8; 1 Clem 50:3; 2 Clem 12:2; Barn. 7:11; Apoc. 

Pet. R; Ep. Apost 39 Ethiopic; cf. Eph 5:5; Rev 11:15). Here it is consistent with the 

Christological focus of the whole section 1:3–11. Of course, the kingdom of Christ is not 

here distinguished from God‘s kingdom; hence it is eternal, not the temporary reign of 1 

Cor 15:24–25. 

Surprisingly the phrase aijwvnio" basileiva (―eternal kingdom‖) hardly occurs at all in 

early Christian literature, whether with reference to Christ‘s kingdom or to God‘s kingdom. 

Before Justin, it is found only here and in Apoc. Pet. R (eij" th;n aijwnivan mou basileivan, 

―into my [Christ‘s] eternal kingdom‖), which is dependent on 2 Peter (also Mart. Pol. 20:2 

v.l.; and Aristides, Apol. 16, where the phrase is found in the Greek but not in the Syriac 

version, and is probably not original). Later it occurs occasionally (Justin, Dial. 32.1, 

referring to Dan 7; Dial. 117.3; Melito,  68; and cf. also Philo, Som. 2. 285). Its 

occurrence here may be dependent on Dan 7:27 (cf. 4:3), which one might have expected to 

have had more influence on early Christian phraseology, or perhaps dependent on pagan 

terminology (cf. aijwvnio" ajrchv in the inscription from Stratonicea: Deissmann, Bible 

Studies, 363). The idea of Christ‘s eternal kingdom is found in Luke 1:33 (cf. Rev 11:15). 

In view of the eschatology of chap 3, the eternal kingdom here is not simply ―heaven,‖ 

but looks forward to the cosmic reign of God in righteousness in the new heaven and new 

earth (3:13). This primitive Christian hope is not ―spiritualized‖ here by the Hellenistic 

language of immortality in v 4 (cf. R. Schnackenburg, God’s Rule and Kingdom, tr. J. 

Murray, 2nd ed(s). [London: Burns & Oates, 1968] 325); rather it provides the proper 

setting for it. 

toù kurivou hJmwǹ kai; swthr̀o", ―our Lord and Savior.‖ The author of 2 Peter is fond of 

this combination of Christological titles (also in 3:18; cf. 2:20; 3:2). Elsewhere in early 

Christian literature it seems to occur only in the Ep. Apost (3, 6, 8 Ethiopic; but where the 

Coptic is extant, in chap 8, it has only ―our Savior‖), though Ign. Phil. 9:2 has ―the Savior 

out Lord Jesus Christ‖ (toù swth̀ro" kurivou hJmwǹ ÆIhsoù Cristoù). For ―Savior,‖ see 

Comment on v 1. 



Explanation 
In this passage the author provides a kind of miniature ―farewell sermon‖ of Peter‘s, 

summarizing Peter‘s definitive teaching as he would wish it to be remembered after his 

death. Although the substance of the passage is no doubt faithful to the historical Peter‘s 

message, irs form and terminology must be attributed to the author, whose distinctive way 

of expressing the Christian faith is very evident in these verses. Following the path already 

pioneered by Hellenistic Judaism, he employs Hellenistic religious ideas and language to 

interpret the gospel in terms appropriate to his Hellenistic environment. At the same time 

he gives these borrowings a definitely Christian context which determines their meaning. 

The first section (vv 3–4) establishes the basis for Christian living, in what God in 

Christ has done for us. By the divine power evident in Christ‘s life, death and resurrection 

he has called men and women to be Christians, and when they come to knowledge of Christ 

in Christian conversion they also receive through that knowledge the grace of Christ which 

will enable them to live a life of obedience to God. The basis for Christian living also 

includes the promises which Christ gave, which set before the Christian the eschatological 

goal of escaping mortality and attaining immortality. This goal is the typical aspiration of 

Hellenistic religion and is expressed in strongly Hellenistic language in v 4b. However, the 

author modifies the Hellenistic concept by indicating that the corruptibility and mortality of 

life in this world are due not simply to materiality but to sin. Thus the promise of escape 

from mortality imposes a strong ethical condition (vv 5–10). 

Although v 4b has been a classic prooftext for the Greek patristic and Eastern Orthodox 

doctrine of deification, in its own historical context it does not refer to a participation in the 

life or essence of God himself, but to the gift of ―godlike‖ immortality. 

The second section of the ―farewell sermon‖ (vv 5–10) exhorts Christians to a life of 

moral progress, in the grace of Christ and in hope of their eschatological goal. The list of 

virtues (vv 5–7), although it includes some distinctively Christian items (―brotherly 

affection,‖ ―love‖), is notable for the predominance of ethical terms drawn from Hellenistic 

moral philosophy (―virtue,‖ ―self-control,‖ ―godliness‖). But the whole list is given 

Christian definition by its first and last items—the only terms whose position in the list is 

significant. Christian faith is the root from which all these virtues must grow, and Christian 

love is the crowning virtue to which all the others must contribute. In a list of this kind, the 

last item has a unique significance. It is not just the most important virtue, but also the 

virtue which encompasses all the others. Love is the overriding ethical principle from 

which the other virtues gain their meaning and validity. Thus the author of 2 Peter sees that 

some of the ethical ideals of pagan society should also be Christian ideals, but only if they 

are subordinated to and reinterpreted by the Christian ideal of love. 

The knowledge of Christ received in Christian conversion should have these ethical 

consequences, and such fruits of faith are actually necessary if Christ‘s choice and call of 

Christians is to be made good and his promises to them fulfilled by their attaining final 

salvation. The Christian whose life does not exhibit these qualities is in fact living as 

though he or she had not been converted and baptized a Christian. Since that person does 

not see that the knowledge of Christ received in conversion must lead to virtuous living, he 

or she seems to be still in pagan ignorance and appears to have forgotten that clean break 

with his or her pagan past which the forgiveness of sins in baptism entails. 

The third and final section (v 11) holds out the prospect of entry into Christ‘s kingdom 

for those whose faith is effective in virtuous living. Despite the emphasis oh moral effort in 

the second section, this concluding statement makes it clear that final salvation is not man‘s 



achievement but the gift of God‘s lavish generosity. 

Already in this passage the threat of the false teachers lurks in the background. The 

emphasis on the fact that Christian faith must have ethical results and that Christ‘s promises 

have ethical conditions no doubt has the false teachers‘ indifference to morality in view. 

But this passage is not explicitly apologetic or polemical. The author intends here to present 

a brief positive statement of the apostolic message of which he wishes to remind his readers 

(1:12). He will then devote the rest of his letter to defending this message against the 

objections raised by the false teachers. 

Occasion: Peter’s Testament (1:12–15) 
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Translation 
12

Therefore I am going to bea always reminding you of these things, even though you know 

them and are established in the truth that you have. 
13

I consider it my duty, as long as I am 

in this body, to arouse you with a reminder, 
14

since I know that I must soon be divested of 

my body, as our Lord Jesus Christ also informed me. 
15

But I will also do my best to see that 

after my death you will be able to recall these things at all times. 

Notes 
a. The textual variations at this point have no doubt arisen because of the difficulty of the 

best reading mellhvsw, ―I am going to‖ (sec Comment section). 

Form/Structure/Setting 

This section states the occasion for the letter, namely Peter‘s intention of leaving a 

testament. Its position in the letter at this point is no doubt determined by its function as a 

transition from the positive summary of Peter‘s teaching in 1:3–11, to the apologetic 

defense of this teaching against objections in the rest of the letter. By introducing the idea 

that the letter, as a testament, is intended for the period after Peter‘s death, the author is able 

to begin dealing with objections which are being raised in his own time. 

Two conventions of the testament genre appear in this section: (1) the hero knows that his 

death is approaching (v 14; for references see Comment section); (2) he wishes his teaching 

to be remembered after his death (v 12; for references see Comment section). Parallel ideas 

and phrases are especially to be found in two other examples of the gente: Baruch‘s 

testament in the form of a letter (2 Apoc. Bar. 78–86; see especially 78:5; 84:1, 7–9; 



86:1–2) and Josephus‘ account of Moses‘ last words (Ant. 4.309–19; see especially 315–16, 

318). These parallels doubtless derive from the conventions of the genre, not from literary 

dependence. It is this section in particular which would enable contemporary readers of 2 

Peter to recognize its literary genre, including its pseudepigraphal character. 

Comment 

12. diov, ―therefore,‖ presumably means: because salvation (v 11) depends oh following 

the teaching of vv 3–11 (=touvtwn, ―these things‖). 

mellhvsw ajei; uJmà" uJpomimnhvskein, ―I am going to be always reminding you.‖ The 

future mellhvsw is difficult. There are two possible translations: (a) ―I shall be ready to …‖ 

(R
v), i.e. ―the writer will be ready in the future, as often as necessity arises, to recall to the 

minds of the readers truths with which they are familiar‖ (Zahn, Introduction, 211 n. 3); (b) 

―I shall …‖ i.e. a periphrasis for a simple future (Bigg, Wand). In classical Greek, and 

rarely in the Koine (Acts 11:28; 24:15; 27:10), mevllein with the future infinitive means 

―will certainly‖; in the Koine, mevllein with the present infinitive can serve simply as a 

periphrasis for the future. But there seems to be only one other example (Matt 24:6) of the 

future tense of mevllein, followed by the present infinitive, serving this purpose. The 

difficulty of the text leads Mayor to adopt Field‘s emendation melhvsw, ―I will take care to 

…‖; but the usual construction would be melhvsei moi, ―I will take care to …‖ and 

although there are rare examples of melhvsw (Mayor, cxciii), their rarity is sufficient to cast 

doubt on the emendation. The translation found in some English versions, ―I intend to …‖ 

(RS
v) is not really possible for the future mellhvsw. 

Translation (a) has the effect of excluding a reference to the present letter, and also 

requires that ajeiv (―always‖) be limited to the short time (v 14) before the apostle‘s death. 

Since the purpose of this paragraph seems to be to explain the present letter, it is better to 

adopt translation (b). The writer has adopted an unusual, but possible, periphrasis for 

uJpomnhvsw (―I shall remind‖). 

If the writer intends to refer to the present letter, it is at first sight odd that he uses a future 

tense, and a similar problem arises with spoudavsw (―I will do my best‖) in v 15. Usually in 

Greek letters a writer used the aorist tense to refer to his writing of the letter and the 

occasion which provoked it (e.g. Jude 3); this was the tense appropriate from the standpoint 

of the readers of the letter. He could use the present tense to refer to his intentions as he 

writes the letter (e.g. Jude 5). He could use the future tense to refer to what he is going to do 

in the following section of the letter (e.g. Barn. 1:8). But this use of the future tense cannot 

be our writer‘s use in vv 12 and 15. He cannot mean that in the rest of the letter he intends 

to remind his readers of what he has said in vv 3–11, because this is not what he does in the 

rest of the letter. If he refers to the present letter at all, it must be with primary reference to 

1:3–11, and only secondary reference to the rest of the letter. 

In fact, the use of the future tense with reference to the whole of the present letter, 

though unusual, is quite intelligible here. The apostle is represented as thinking not of the 

activity of writing the letter, but of the function which the letter will perform when he has 

written it. He intends the letter to be a permanent reminder of his teaching, not only to be 

read on one specific occasion, but to be available at all times (1:15). Thus even from the 

standpoint of his readers the letter‘s function of reminding continues into the future. So 

neither the epistolary aorist, which would imply that from the readers‘ standpoint the action 



of reminding is complete, nor the present tense, which would not convey the apostle‘s 

intention of writing for the future, would have been appropriate. 

As the next three verses imply, ajeiv (―always‖) means both up to and after the apostle‘s 

death. By means of his letter, Peter will be able to remind the readers of his essential 

message not only in the brief time before his death, but also after his death. In other words, 

the future tense here, with ajeiv (―always‖), expresses the intention appropriate, not to an 

ordinary letter, but to a testament (so, essentially, Vögtle, ―Schriftwerdung,‖ 298–300). 

Especially as a written form of the farewell discourse, the testament is intended as a 

permanent reminder of the apostle‘s definitive teaching. 

This does not mean, however, that the real writer of 2 Peter, writing in Peter‘s name 

after Peter‘s death, was himself looking very far into the future. He himself was writing, not 

for the future, but for the present circumstances of his readers, which were future from the 

fictitious standpoint in Peter‘s lifetime. He wrote to combat the concrete threat of false 

teaching which threatened his readers at the time when he wrote the letter. Thus ajeiv 
(―always‖) is intended primarily to cover the time up to the real time of writing, and the 

writer wrote Peter‘s ―testament‖ not to preserve Peter‘s teaching for the future in general, 

but to apply it specifically to specific readers at a specific time. Probably, although his 

theological account of the delay of the Parousia (3:8–9) could accommodate an indefinite 

delay, he did not expect the Parousia to be long delayed (cf. 1:19; 3:3, 12, 14), and certainly 

did not write for generations of future Christians. 

The fact that the writer represents Peter as writing a testament by means of which he will be 

able to remind ―you‖ (uJma`") of his teaching even after his death is an important indication 

that the writer is not, like some writers of pseudepigraphal apostolic letters (e.g. ―3 

Corinthians‖), imagining fictitious readers of the letter as part of the whole 

pseudepigraphal device. He has deliberately used a form of pseudepigraphon, the testament, 

by which he can represent Peter as addressing readers after his death. This means that 

―you‖ are specific Christian communities about which the historical Peter knew and which 

he could be represented as having in mind as the recipients of this testament. (3:1 indicates 

that they are the communities to which 1 Peter was addressed.) To press ―you‖ to mean that 

the actual members of the Christian communities addressed must have been alive before 

Peter‘s death, or that most of them had, is probably to take the argument too far (this is not 

implied when Polycarp Phil. 3:2, tells the Philippians that Paul ―came among you‖ and 

―wrote a letter to you‖). 

The ideas of reminding and remembering, stressed both in these verses and in 3:1–2 ( 

1:12: uJpomimnhvskein; 1:13: uJpomnhvsei; 1:15: mnhvmhn poieìsqai; 3:1: uJpomnhvsei; 3:2: 

mnhsqh̀nai) are very important for the writer‘s conception of his purpose in writing 

(Käsemann, ―Apologia,‖ 177). They are naturally appropriate and recurrent themes of 

farewell discourses (Jub. 22:16; 2 Apoc. Bar. 84:7–8; Bib. Ant. 19:5; 24:3; Josephus, Ant. 

4.318; John 14:16; Acts 20:31; 2 Tim 2:8, 14; Act. Verc. 36), a major concern of which is 

often that the speaker‘s teaching be remembered and observed after his death (cf. also T. 

Mos. 10:11; T. Sim. 7:3; T. Dan 6:9). By adopting the literary genre of the testament, the 

writer of 2 Peter shows that be has no intention of presenting new teaching of his own, but 

reproduces only what the apostle Peter had taught and handed on (Zmijewski, BZ 23 [1979] 

166, 169). He writes in Peter‘s name and claims Peter‘s authority because (and to the extent 

that) he transmits Peter‘s message. Of course, this transmission is at the same time an 

interpretation and application of Peter‘s message appropriate to his readers‘ situation at the 



time when he wrote. In 1:3–11 he has exercised the freedom of interpreting Peter‘s message 

in Hellenistic religious vocabulary which the apostle would doubtless not have used, and in 

the rest of the letter (as Neyrey, Polemic, 106, 109–10, stresses) his ―reminding‖ will take 

the form of an apologetic defense of the apostolic message against the false teachers of his 

own time. In these ways he maintains the tradition of Peter‘s teaching in a living, not an 

antiquarian, form, but it is on its claim to be an authentic ―reminder‖ of the apostolic 

message that 2 Peter‘s status as an ―apostolic‖ writing, belonging within the NT canon, must 

be based. 

peri; touvtwn, ―of these things,‖ refers back to vv 3–11, the summary of Peter‘s 

message committed to writing for the benefit of readers after his death. 

kaivper eijdovta", ―even though you know them:‖ see commentary on Jude 5, which 

may lie behind 2 Peter at this point. The content of Peter‘s message is no more than the 

basic Christian instruction which all Christians have received. Since Peter had probably not 

evangelized the communities addressed (see Comment on 3:2), the writer clearly regards 

Peter‘s message, which he transmits, as the common apostolic message. In vv 16–18 he 

will defend this message by appeal to specially Petrine testimony, but the message itself is 

that which all the apostles, including Paul (3:15), preached. There is no need to see this as 

an ―early Catholic‖ trait which idealizes the apostolic age (so Knoch, ―Vermächtnis,‖ 

154–5); despite the tensions between them, the apostles did see themselves as proclaiming 

the same gospel (Gal 2:7). 

ejsthrigmevnou" ejn th̀/ parouvsh/ ajlhqeiva/, ―are established in the truth that you have.‖ 

sthrivzein (―to establish‖), ajsthvrikto" (―unstable‖: 2:14; 3:16) and sthrigmov" 

(―stability‖: 3:17) are a favorite word-group in 2 Peter. The verb is quite common in a 

metaphorical sense in early Christian literature (examples which bear some comparison 

with the use in 2 Peter: Luke 22:32; Acts 18:3; Rom 16:25; 1 Thess 3:2; 1 Pet 5:10; 2 Clem 

2:6). Here it means that the readers are well-grounded in the Christian faith, instructed in it, 

firmly committed to it, and therefore not likely to be easily misled by false teaching. Of 

course, the communities included those who were coming under the influence of the falseq 

teachers and who could therefore be described as ―unstable‖ (2:14), while the whole letter 

shows the writer‘s concern that his readers should not ―lose their stability.‖ So there is 

probably an element of hopefulness in the description of them in this verse. 

A particularly illuminating parallel to out author‘s concern for ―stability‖ in the truth is 

found in the introduction to the Ep. Apost, a writing which is also concerned, at a somewhat 

later date, with the preservation of the authentic apostolic gospel in the face of heresy. The 

letter is said to have been written ―that you may be established and not waver, not be 

shaken and not turn away from the word of the Gospel that you have heard‖ (Ep. Apost 1: 

NTApoc. 1, 191–92). 

th̀/ parouvsh/ ajlhqeiva/, ―the truth that you have,‖ is not the truth which the readers have 

contrasted with further truth which they do not yet have. The phrase simply makes the 

point that they do already have this truth and do not need to be given it for the first time. 

The phrase is 2 Peter‘s equivalent to Jude‘s ―the faith which was once and for all delivered 

to the saints‖ (Jude 3: see Comment), and like that phrase means simply the Christian 

message, as taught to the readers at their conversion. ajlhqeiva (―truth‖) was a widespread 

and frequent designation for the gospel from an early period (Gal 2:5, 14; 5:7; Eph 1:13; 

Col 1:5; 2 Thess 2:12–13; 2 Tim 2:15; Jas 1:18; 2 John 4 etc.): there is no need to read into 

it ―early Catholic‖ overtones of a rigid dogmatic corpus of belief. Here, of course, the 



writer has in mind especially those aspects of the Christian message (moral and 

eschatological) which he has stressed in his summary in vv 3–11, and will defend against 

the false teachers in the rest of the letter. 

13. ejn touvtw/ tẁ/ skhnwvmati, ―in this body.‖ skhnwvma (lit. ―tent‖) was a current Greek 

term for the body, interchangeable with skh̀no" (―tent‖: Wis 9:15; 1 Cor 5:1, 4). Of the 

two, skhnwvma appears to have been rather more popular in the early centuries A.D.. As a 

metaphor it conveys the image of the body as a temporary dwelling-place for the soul, 

folded up and abandoned when the soul leaves it at death. It therefore tends to be used 

especially in contexts which distinguish the soul from its dwelling-place the body (Paral. 

Jer. 6:6–7: skhnwvma as the dwelling-place of the heart, kardiva; Tatian, Oratio 15: 

skhnwvma as the habitation of the spirit: Sentences of Sextus 320: to; skhvnwma th̀" fuch̀" 
sou, ―the dwelling-place of your soul‖), stress the immortal soul‘s temporary dwelling in 

the mortal body (Diogn. 6:8), or refer to death (Apoc. Paul 15: at death the soul leaves its 

skhvnwma). Frequently it refers to corpses, the tents left behind by their departed inhabitants 

(non-Christian references in TDNT 7, 383; Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 2.25.6; 3.31.1–2, of the 

burial of the bodies of Peter and Paul; Palaea historica, quoted in the Excursus on Jude 9, 

of Moses‘ corpse). It is therefore an appropriate term in the context of these verses, where 

Peter contemplates his death. No doubt it carries some connotations of the Hellenistic 

anthropological dualism of soul and body, and is another example of the writer‘s 

Hellenistic terminology. But it should not be overlooked that Paul also adopted the current 

Hellenistic metaphor when he contemplated his death in 2 Cor 5:1–4. The term was too 

common for there to be any likelihood that 2 Peter is here dependent on Paul (who uses 

skh̀no", not skhnwvma); still less is there any reference to Peter‘s offer to build ―three 

tabernacles‖ (skhnav": Mark 9:5 par.) in the Transfiguration narrative (Plumptre, Green). 

With the whole verse, cf. 2 Apoc. Bar. 84:1 (from Baruch‘s ―testamentary‖ letter): ―Behold! 

I have therefore made known unto you these things whilst I live; for I said that ye should 

learn the things that are excellent; for the Mighty One hath commanded to instruct you; and 

I will set before you some of the commandments of his judgment before I die‖ (tr. Charles; 

and cf. 78:5; Bib. Ant.. 19:5; Josephus, Ant. 4. 316, 318). 

14. tacinhv, ―soon.‖ tacinov" means ―quick, swift‖ (Isa 59:7; Wis 13:2; Sir 18:26; 

Herm. Sim. 9:26:6) and hence (like English ―quick‖ in certain contexts) can sometimes 

mean ―coming soon, imminent‖ (Herm. Sim. 8:9:4; 9:26:6). I t has sometimes been argued 

(notably by Zahn, Introduction, 212–14; followed by Plumptre, Green; cf. Boobyer, 

―Indebtedness,‖ 46) that here it must mean ―sudden,‖ in the sense of ―unexpected,‖ i.e. 

Peter anticipates a violent death which might come upon him at any moment. But (1) this is 

not a well-attested meaning (and Zahn‘s NT examples of tacevw" and tacuv meaning 

―sudden‖ are misinterpretations); (2) it need not (in spite of Zahn) be the meaning of 

tacinoJ" in 2 Pet 2:1; (3) it is not the most natural meaning in this context. It is doubtful if 

it would have been suggested if the passage were not being read in the light of John 21:18. 

hJ ajpovqesi", lit. ―the divesting‖: the metaphor is that of taking off clothes (cf. 

ajpotivqenai: 2 Macc 8:35; Acts 7:58), and with skhnwvma (―tent‖) a mixed metaphor 

results, no doubt because both were such standard, and therefore pale, metaphors. For 

ajpovqesi", of death, cf. Clem. Alex. Strom. 1.19 (sarko;" ajpovqesi"); Methodius, Res. 1.29 

(PG 41:1140A); and for the metaphor, cf. Asc. Isa. 9:8; 2 Cor 5:3–4 (where the two 

metaphors are mixed, as here). 

kaqw;" kai; oJ kuvrio" hJmwǹ ÆIhsoù" Cristo;" ejdhvlwsevn moi, ―as our Lord Jesus Christ 



also informed me.‖ All the commentators treat this clause as explaining how Peter knows 

that his death is imminent, but as Vögtle (―Schriftwerdung,‖ 301) points out, this 

interpretation overlooks the kaiv (―also‖). kaqw;" kaiv is quite common in the NT (e.g. Luke 

11:1; Acts 15:8; Rom 1:13; 15:7), but in every case the kaiv, though slightly pleonastic, can 

be translated ―also.‖ It reinforces the comparative sense of kaqwv". In other words, kaqw;" 
kaiv introduces an additional fact which is compared with what precedes. The general sense 

of the passage must be: ―I know that I am going to die soon—and this corresponds to 

Christ‘s prophecy.‖ This would be a very odd way of saying: ―I know that I am going to die 

soon because Christ has told me.‖ The passage must mean that, even apart from Christ‘s 

revelation to him, Peter knows he must die soon. 

It was a common hagiographical motif that the righteous hero received some kind of 

intimation of his approaching death before the event, and for obvious reasons this was one 

of the normal conventions of the testament genre. Sometimes there is no indication of how 

the hero knows he is going to die (Jub. 36:1; T. Napht. 1:3–4; Adam and Eve 45:2; 49:1; 

Acts 10:25; 2 Tim 4:6; Acts John 107), sometimes it is revealed to him by God (Deut 31:2, 

14, 16; T. Levi 1:2; 4 Ezra 14:13–15; 2 Apoc. Bar. 43:2; 76:2; Bib. Ant. 19:6; 21:1; 2 Enoch 

36:1–2; 55:1–2; ), sometimes a dream (Jub. 35:6; T. Abr. 7; Mart. Pol. 5:2) or a vision (Acts 

Paul 10 [PH 7]) is the means of revelation. Probably this conventional motif accounts for the 

statement that Peter knows (eijdwv") he is soon to die. But why should the writer then add 

that this had also been revealed to him by Christ? The only plausible reason is that there 

was a well-known dominical prophecy of Peter‘s death which the readers of 2 Peter would 

know, and so it is natural for the writer to add a reference to this prophecy. Thus, whereas 

the clause eijdw;" o}ti tacinhv ejstin hJ ajpovqesi" toù skhnwvmato" mou (―I know that I 

must soon be divested of my body‖) is a conventional motif of the testament genre, the 

following clause kaqw;" kai; oJ kuvrio" hJmwǹ ÆIhsoù" Cristo;" ejdhvlwsevn moi (―As our 

Lord Jesus Christ also informed me‖) is a piece of specifically Petrine tradition. We may 

compare the fact that in his farewell speech at Miletus Paul knows of his impending death 

(Acts 20:25), but then also Agabus prophesies it (Acts 21:11). The existence of a 

well-known prophecy of Peter‘s death would be sufficient reason for the writer of 2 Peter to 

refer to it. Vögtle‘s suggestion (―Schriftwerdung,‖ 303) that the reference is intended to 

give additional authority to Peter‘s testament is unnecessary. 

What was the prophecy to which 2 Peter refers? The extant literature offers the 

following rive references to prophecies of Peter‘s death by Jesus: 
(1) John 13:36. This looks like a Johannine reflection on Peter‘s words in Matt 26:35; 

Mark 14:31; Luke 23:33, in the light of Peter‘s martyrdom (R. E. Brown, The Gospel 

according to John [A
b
; London: Geoffrey Chapman, 1971] 615–16). We cannot be sure that 

the saying existed in the tradition before John‘s Gospel. Moreover, it contains no indication 

of the time of Peter‘s martyrdom, other than that it will be subsequent to Jesus‘ own death. 

(2) John 21:18 is the saying to which commentators have most often thought 2 Peter 

refers (Plumpre, Bigg, Lumby, Green; Zahn, Introduction, 213–14; Chase, D
B
(H); 3, 

p
 809; 

Vögtle, ―Schriftwerdung,‖ 302). There are two main objections to this view: (a) John 21:18 

does not indicate the time of Peter‘s death; (b) 2 Peter is unlikely to be dependent on the 

Fourth Gospel, both because 2 Peter may be earlier in date than the Fourth Gospel and 

because it is so far removed from the Fourth Gospel in theological character. But (a) John 

21:18 does indicate that Peter‘s martyrdom will occur when he is old (ghravsh/"), and this 

may be sufficient indication of time to satisfy the requirements of 2 Pet 1:14. If our 

exegesis, according to which Peter knows that his death is imminent independently of 



Christ‘s prophecy, is correct, then the prophecy itself need not contain too precise an 

indication of time. (b) John 21:18 is too obscure and ambiguous as a reference to Peter‘s 

martyrdom for it to be a post eventum prophecy (cf
.
 Brown, 1107–8, 1118), and therefore it 

cannot be the creation of the author of John 21. The saying must have been already a 

traditional saying of Jesus to which the author gives a post eventum interpretation in 21:19 

(which probably interprets the prophecy as indicating death by crucifixion). Although some 

scholars have doubted whether the original saying intended a reference to Peter‘s death at 

all, it is difficult to find another meaning which would give the saying any real point or 

account for irs preservation in the tradition. We may therefore assume that John 21:18 is a 

saying of Jesus which was widely known in the early Church, as a prophecy of Peter‘s 

martyrdom, even before Peter‘s death. 

(3) Apoc. Pet. 
R
 (on this passage, see E. Peterson, ―Das Martyrium des hl. Petrus nach der 

Petrus-Apocalypse,‖ in Miscellanea Giulio Belvederi [CACa
t
 23; Vatican City: Società ―Amici 

delle Catacombe,‖ 1954] 181–85). The risen Christ says to Peter: ―Go into the city of the West and 

drink the cup which I have promised you, at the hands of the son of him who is in Hades.‖ This is 

clearly a post eventum prophecy of Peter‘s martyrdom under Nero in Rome. Since it follows a 

passage which seems dependent on 2 Pet 1:3–11, and precedes a passage which is dependent on the 

accounts of the Transfiguration, including 2 Pet 1:16–18, it is probable that the prophecy is inspired 

by 2 Pet 1:14. This need not imply that the author of the Apoc. Pet
.
 knew of no traditional saying of 

Jesus to which 2 Pet 1:14 could refer, for his phrase ―the cup which I have promised you‖ (to; 
pothvrion o} ejphggeilavmhn soi) seems to presuppose an earlier prophecy. Thus it is possible that 

the Apoc. Pet
.
 is evidence that there was a traditional saying of Jesus prophesying Peter‘s death, but 

it provides no reliable evidence of the form of that saying. 

(4) The famous ―Quo Vadis?‖ story in the Acts Pet
.
 (Act. Verc

.
 35) relates how Peter, 

leaving Rome to escape arrest, met Jesus entering the city. In response to Peter‘s query, 

―Lord, whither goest thou here?‖ (kuvrie, poù w|de;), the Lord tells him, ―I am coming to 

Rome to be crucified,‖ and ―I am being crucified again,‖ and so Peter returns to Rome to be 

crucified (NTApoc
.
 2, 317–18). A few scholars (Spitta; cf

.
 Edmundson, Church of Rome, 

151–53) have thought this story has a basis in fact, to which 2 Pet 1:14 refers. It is, 

however, unattested before the Acts Pet
.
 (c

.
 180), and is almost certainly inspired by John 

13:36. It should also be remembered that the author of the Acts Pet
.
 knew 2 Peter. 

(5) The Epistle of Clement to James (prefaced to the Clementine Homilies) chap. 2: 

Peter says: ―Since, as I have been taught (wJ" ejdidavcqhn) by my Lord and Teacher Jesus 

Christ, who sent me, the days of my death have drawn near (aiJ toù qavnatou mou 
hjggivkasin hJmevrai).…‖ These words introduce a speech which is virtually a testament of 

Peter. In such a late document they could be dependent on 2 Per 1:14, or on (2) or (4) 

above, or they could be an independent example of the application to Peter of the 

conventional testament motif. 

In conclusion, the saying of Jesus in John 21:18 seems to be the only likely basis for 2 

Pet 1:14. This conclusion is further supported by the observation that our exegesis favors 

reference to a saying of Jesus from the Gospel traditions rather than to a revelation by the 

exalted Lord shortly before Peter‘s death, since (a) Jesus‘ prophecy is distinguished from 

the testament motif of Peter‘s intimation of his approaching death, and (b) the prophecy 

must have been well-known to 2 Peter‘s readers. 

Boobyer‘s suggestion (―Indebtedness,‖ 44–51) that 2 Pet 1:14 is dependent on 1 Pet 

5:1, read as evidence that the aged Peter expected martyrdom, together with Matt 16:21–27 

or Mark 8:31–38, seems to be a relatively far-fetched explanation, which should hardly be 

preferred when a much simpler explanation is available. 

15. spoudavsw de; kaiv, ―but I will also do my best to see,‖ i.e. not only will I remind you 



during my lifetime (v 13), but I will also see to it that my teaching is available to you after 

my death. The verb spoudavzein is elsewhere used of diligence or eagerness to write a 

letter (Barn. 1:5; 4:9; 21:9; cf. Jude 3) and may be an instance of epistolary style. Especially 

striking is the fact that an equivalent expression is found in 2 Apoc. Bar. 78:5 (Baruch‘s 

―testamentary‖ letter): ―I have been the more careful to leave you the words of this epistle 

before I die‖ (tr. Charles). The future tense spoudavsw is more difficult than the future tense 

in v 12, for whereas the apostle‘s action of reminding can go on after his death through his 

testament, it is more difficult to see how his diligence can do so. If spoudavsw does refer to 

his diligence in writing 2 Peter, it is possible that the writer has used the future loosely 

because, as in v 12, he is thinking primarily of the work‘s future function ―at all times.‖ 

Alternatively, spoudavsw may refer to the apostle‘s efforts to ensure that his testament is 

preserved alter his death. The real writer may be hinting that his own efforts in writing 2 

Peter are faithful to Peter‘s own concern that his teaching be preserved alter his death. 

In spite of the difficulty of the future tense spoudavsw most commentators understand 

the verse as a reference to 2 Peter itself (Knopf, Chaine, Windisch, Schelkle, Kelly, 

Grundmann), but some insist that it must refer to another work which the apostle intends to 

provide in the future, either an otherwise unknown doctrinal writing by Peter (Zahn, 

Introduction, 200–201, 272), or future letters which Peter will write whenever the occasion 

presents itself (McNamara, Scr 12 (1960) 16–19, who takes eJkavstote, ―at all times‖ with 

spoudavsw, and thinks 2 Pet 3 is one of these other letters), or Mark‘s Gospel (Plumptre, 

Bigg, Mayor cxlii–cxliv, Barnett, Green). This last idea depends on the tradition, found as 

early as Papias, that Mark was Peter‘s ―interpreter‖ and wrote his Gospel on the basis of 

Peter‘s preaching. It is even possible (see below) that Irenaeus already interpreted 2 Pet 

1:15 in this way. It should, however, be noted: (a) that none of the early representatives of 

this tradition sees Peter as having himself initiated the writing of the Gospel, and only 

Clement of Alexandria (Hypotyp., ap. Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 2.15.1–2) reports that he 

authorized it; (b) that none of the clear allusions to Gospel traditions in 2 Peter correspond 

to Markan traditions (see Introduction, section of Literary Relationships); (c) that touvtwn 

(―these things‖) in this verse must still refer to the summary of Peter‘s teaching in vv 3–11, 

and the Gospel of Mark cannot easily be seen as embodying Peter‘s teaching described in 

that way. 

A reference to 2 Peter itself in this verse has the advantage of giving the section vv 

12–15 a coherence which it would otherwise lack: the whole section explains Peter‘s 

intention that 2 Peter should be his testament. 

meta; th;n ejmh;n e[xodon ―after my death.‖ The use of the term e[xodo" for death 

probably derives from the meaning ―end‖ (i.e. the end of life: e[xodo" toù bivou) rather than 

from the meaning ―departure‖ (see TDNT 7, 105, 107), though it was possible for some 

writers to give it the sense of ―departure‖ (Wis 7:6; Apoc. Paul 14; Clem. Alex. Exc. Theod. 

41: hJ ejk th̀" sarko;" e[xodo", ―the departure from the flesh‖). Thus it need not here imply 

the soul‘s departure from the body. The term was used both absolutely, as here (Epictetus 

4.4.38; Wis 3:2; T. Napht. 1:1 v.l.; Luke 9:31; Justin, Dial. 105.5; letter of the churches of 

Lyons and Vienne, ap. Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 5.1.36, 55; 5.2.3; Irenaeus, Adv Haer. 3.1.1; 

Apoc. Paul 14), and qualified in some way (tou` zh̀n: Josephus, Ant. 4.189; toù bivou: 

Justin, Dial. 105.3; implied in Wis 7:6; pneuvmato": Sir 38:23). There seems no basis for 

the assertion that the unqualified use of the term was much rarer than the qualified (Green; 

cf. Bigg, 206). In neither form was it very common, but seems to have been becoming more 



common in the second century A.D.. To derive all the Christian instances from the influence 

of its two NT occurrences is implausible. 

There is sufficient evidence of the currency of the terra to make it most unlikely that 

this verse alludes to irs use in Luke 9:31 (Transfiguration narrative). Those who see in such 

an allusion evidence of Peter‘s authorship (Green; cf. Plumptre; Bigg, 231–32) fail to 

realize that it would in fact indicate acquaintance with the Lukan redaction of the 

Transfiguration account. 

There is a somewhat more plausible case for an allusion to 2 Pet 1:15 in Irenaeus, Adv 

Haer. 3.1.1: ―after their deaths (meta; th;n touvtwn e[xodon) (i.e. of Peter and Paul) Mark, 

the disciple and interpreter of Peter, handed on to us in writing what Peter had preached.‖ It 

is possible, though far from proven, that here Irenaeus interprets 2 Pet 1:15 as a reference to 

Mark‘s Gospel (Mayor). 

Explanation 

This section explains the character of 2 Peter as Peter‘s ―testament,‖ preserving Peter‘s 

teaching for Christians who will read it after Peter‘s death. The author therefore represents 

Peter as writing shortly before his death and knowing that his death is approaching. Peter 

knows this both because he has some kind of intimation of it (a standard feature of 

―testaments‖) and because Jesus had predicted his martyrdom (probably an allusion to the 

saying preserved in John 21:18). In view of his imminent death, the apostle is making a 

written record of his teaching—the reference is primarily to the ―farewell sermon‖ in 

1:3–11—so that, although the readers are already familiar with the apostolic message which 

they received when they became Christians, Peter‘s ―testament‖ may serve to remind them 

of it both up to and at all times after his death. 

Owing to the author‘s use of the standard conventions of the ancient ―testament‖ genre, 

contemporary readers would have recognized from this section that 2 Peter belongs to that 

genre and have understood the pseudepigraphal nature of the work. Behind the fictional 

device which made it possible for Peter to be represented as addressing them many years 

after his death, they would have understood the real author‘s intention of providing a 

―reminder‖ and defense of the apostle‘s message for his own time. By writing in Peter‘s 

name the author disclaims any desire to present a new teaching of his own. The literary 

device of the ―testament‖ is a valid vehicle for his message insofar as he wishes only to 

preserve the apostolic message, while interpreting and defending it in terms appropriate to 

his readers‘ situation. 

Reply to Objection 1: (a) Apostolic 

Eyewitness (1:16–18) 
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Translation 
16

For we did not follow cleverly concocted myths when we made known to you the coming 

of our Lord Jesus Christ in power, but we were eyewitnesses of his majesty. 
17

Fora he 

received honor and glory from God the Father, and a voice conveyed to him by the 

Majestic Glory proclaimed, ―This is my Son, my Beloved, on whom I have set my favor.‖b 
18

We ourselves heard this voice from heaven when we were with him oh the holy mountain. 

Notes 

a. There is an anacolouthon in the Greek of vv 17–18. The participial phrases in v 17 

require a main clause of which Jesus is the subject, but v 18 begins a fresh sentence. 

b. The readings of most MS
s in this sentence (the words of the heavenly voice) are best seen 

as assimilations to the Synoptic Gospels (see Blinzler, Berichte, 17), and so the text of P72
 B, 

which show no such assimilation, is here translated. 

Form/Structure/Setting 

Neyrey (Polemic, 18–19, 22, 24) has identified v 16 as cast in the form ouj … ajllav 
(―not … but‖) which the author uses three times (1:16, 21; 3:9) to state and refute the false 

teachers‘ arguments. This identification of an apologetic form must be followed with 

caution, because the ouj … ajllav structure is a very common and natural one, which this 

author in fact uses on some occasions in a purely rhetorical way, not in order to reject an 

objection (2:4–5; 3:9b). This means that the plausibility of an apologetic form must be 

established in each case. In 1:16 it provides the most obvious reading of the passage, and so 

we may regard v 16a as the first objection which the false teachers bring against the 

expectation of the Parousia, while vv 16b–18 are the author‘s first response to this 

objection. 

Neyrey finds interesting parallels to the ouj … ajllav (―not … but‖) form in Philo and 

Diodorus of Sicily (CBQ 42 [1980] 507–9), all in passages defending the veracity of 

scriptures or oracles against the accusation that they are fabricated myths. Again, the form 

is too obvious and natural to allow us to base much on these parallels, but it seems clear 

that in this passage our author and his opponents carry on an argument whose basic pattern 

was familiar in the ancient world, especially in Hellenistic Judaism. Like many an apologist 

for divine revelation, the author of 2 Peter must answer the stock charge that the alleged 

revelation is only a human invention. 



Some examples of the testament genre recount an apocalyptic revelation given to the hero, 

often during a trip to heaven, when revelations of the future are granted which provide the 

basis for the predictions made in the testament (1 Enoch 93; 2 Apoc. Bar. 81:4; T. Levi 2–5, 

8; Adam and Eve 25–29; 2 Enoch 39:2; Bib. Ant. 28:4; cf. Kolenkow, JSJ 6 [1975] 57–71). It 

seems quite likely that the Transfiguration, which the writer of 2 Peter understands as 

eschatological revelation, is intended to supply this conventional feature of the testament. 

RELATIONSHIP TO THE SYNOPTIC GOSPELS 

The account of the Transfiguration in 2 Peter shows notable differences from the three 

accounts in the synoptic Gospels, and the question therefore arises of its relationship to 

these accounts. A number of scholars have concluded that it is independent of the synoptic 

Gospels, and embodies either personal reminiscences of Peter or independent oral tradition 

(see especially Spitta, 493–99; Zahn, Introduction, 217–18; Blinzler, Berichte, 71–72; A. J. 

Maclean, in DAC 2, 611–12). 

The points of divergence, and their significance, are: 

(1) Nothing should be concluded from 2 Peter‘s omission of features of the synoptic 

accounts (details of the transfiguration of Jesus‘ appearance, the presence of Moses and 

Elijah, Peter‘s suggestion), since these are easily explained by our author‘s redactional 

purpose. He refers to the Transfiguration because he sees in it God‘s appointment of Jesus 

as eschatological king and judge, and features not strictly relevant to this point need not be 

mentioned. In particular, he is not interested in features of the synoptic accounts which 

suggest the theophany on Sinai and depict Jesus as the eschatological prophet like Moses. 

Again, it is not significant that 2 Peter does not explicitly limit the experience to the 

three apostles Peter, James and John. The author had no special interest in pointing this 

out—though of course he takes it for granted that Peter himself was one of the 

witnesses—and we cannot tell whether or not his tradition specified a limited group of 

apostles. 

(2) It would also be hazardous to find indications of independent tradition in the distinctive 

terminology of 2 Peter‘s account (th`" ejkeivnou megaleiovthto", ―his majesty‖; timh;n kai; 
dovxan, ―honor and glory‖; fwnh`" ejecqeivsh" aujtw`/ toiàode u;po; th̀" megaloprepoù" 
dovxh", ―a voice conveyed to him by the Majestic Glory‖), since this terminology is 

characteristic of the author‘s style and may only show that the has put the tradition into his 

own words. 

(3) A substantial difference is that whereas in all three synoptic accounts the voice is 

said to come from the cloud, in 2 Peter it is ―conveyed from heaven‖ (ejx oujranoù 
ejnexqeìsan, v 18). Too much importance cannot be attached to this difference. Since the 

cloud in the synoptic accounts is a form of divine presence, both expressions are ways of 

saying that the voice came from God. Since the writer of 2 Peter has had no occasion to 

mention the cloud, he may have preferred an expression which was self-explanatory to one 

which would require him to fill in more detail (Blinzler, Berichte, 75). Alternatively, the 

phrase may be further evidence f assimilation to the account of Jesus‘ baptism (cf. Matt 

3:17; Mark 1:11; Luke 3:22), which some see in the phrase eij" o}n ejgw; eujdovkhsa (―on 

whom I have set my favor‖). On the other hand, (a) the idea of a voice from heaven is an 

apocalyptic commonplace (Dan. 4:31; 1 Enoch 13:8; 65:4; 2 Apoc. Bar. 13:1; 22:1; Rev 

10:4; 11:12; 14:13), which in view of the apocalyptic character of the Transfiguration story 

(see Sabbe, ―La rédaction‖; H. C. Kee, ―The Transfiguration in Mark: Epiphany or 



Apocalyptic Vision?‖ in J. Reumann ed(s)., Understanding the Sacred Text [M. S. Enslin 

Festschrift; Valley Forge, PA: Judson Press, 1972] 137–52) would be entirely at home in a 

traditional version of the Transfiguration, but would be rather less likely to be added by the 

author of 2 Peter, who tends to use apocalyptic language only when he is following a 

source (as in chap 3). A similar point could be made about his other phrase in relation to the 

voice: ujpo; th̀" megalorepoù" dovxh" (―by the Majestic Glory,‖ v 17). The use of the 

word megaloprephv", ―Majestic,‖ is in keeping with our author‘s predilection for such 

terms (1:4: tivmia kai; mevgista, ―precious and very great‖; 1:17: megaleiovthto", 

―majesty‖), but such a periphrasis for God belongs to an apocalyptic context (cf. 1 Enoch 

14:20; Asc. Isa. 9:37; 11:32; T. Levi 3:4; cf. 18:6) rather than to 2 Peter‘s usual Hellenistic 

terminology. Moreover, (b) there are some indications elsewhere of a tradition of the 

Transfiguration story which spoke of the voice as coming from heaven. Clem. Hom. 3:53, 

whose version of the words of the voice may depend on a tradition related to 2 Peter‘s (see 

below), says: ejx oujranẁn (v.l. oujranoù) mavrtu" fwnh; hjkouvsqh (―a witnessing voice was 

heard from heaven‖), while John 12:28, which some scholars think reflects the 

Transfiguration traditions, also speaks of a voice from heaven (fwnh; ejk toù ouranou`). 
(Apoc. Pet. E 17 has ―a voice from heaven,‖ but this is dependent on 2 Peter). There is 

therefore some probability that in speaking of the voice as coming from heaven, 2 Peter 

reflects a tradition independent of the synoptic Gospels, but by itself this evidence is 

insufficient to prove the point. 

(4) The most important evidence for independent tradition consists in 2 Peter‘s version 

of the words of the voice. The texts for comparison are as follows: 

  

  

 

The following observations may be made: 

(a) The omission of ajkouvete aujtoù (―hear him‖) in 2 Peter is easily explicable. The 

words derive from Deut 18:15 and portray Jesus as the eschatological prophet like Moses, 

but this theme is irrelevant to 2 Peter‘s purpose, which is to portray the Transfiguration as 

Jesus‘ appointment as eschatological king and judge. The writer has therefore probably 

deliberately omitted ajkouvete aujtoù (―hear him‖) along with other irrelevant features of 

the Transfiguration narrative. 

(b) One of the writer‘s main interests is in the echo of Ps 2:7 in the heavenly voice (see 

Comment section), and it is possible that the variation in word order, which has the effect of 

bringing oJ uiJov" mou (―my Son‖) to the fore, is intended to emphasize this. It is also 

possible that the writer has introduced ejgwv (―I‖) to stress that it was God who appointed 

Jesus as eschatological judge. But it is noteworthy that the writer has made no attempt to 

extend the reference to Ps 2:7 (cf. Luke 3:22 D; Justin, Dial. 88.8; 103.6), and therefore it 

seems likely that on the whole he has reproduced the words of the voice as he found them 

in tradition. 

(c) Second Peter is alone in having oJ ajgaphtov" mou (―my Beloved‖). The effect of 

this repetition of the pronoun is that, whereas in the other versions oJ ajgaphtov" 

(―beloved‖) qualifies uiJov" (―Son‖) (see especially G. D. Kilpatrick, ―The Order of some 

Noun and Adjective Phrases in the New Testament,‖ NovT 5 [1962] 111–14), in 2 Peter oJ 
ajgaphtov" mou (―my Beloved‖) should constitute a second title (though cf. (ii) below). 



To evaluate this point of divergence from the other versions, it is necessary to consider the 

four different explanations of ajgaphtov" (―beloved‖) in the voices at the Baptism and the 

Transfiguration, which have been proposed: 

(i) ajgaphtov" (―beloved‖) is said to drive rom the Targum to Ps 2:7: ―Beloved (bybj 
) as a son to his father you are to me.‖ This derivation (supported by R. H. Gundry, The 

Use of the Old Testament in St Matthew’s Gospel [NovTSup 18; Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1967] 

30, 37) has the advantage of finding the whole phrase oJ uiJov" mou oJ ajgaphtov" (―my 

beloved Son‖) in a version of Ps 2:7. But in fact the Targum is a clear attempt to play down 

the divine sonship of the Messiah, reducing it to a comparison. It may therefore be a Jewish 

reaction to Christian doctrine (so Lohse in TDNT 8, 362), and in any case is unlikely to be 

the source of a formula which stresses Jesus‘ divine sonship. 

(ii) Bretscher (JBL 87 [1968] 301–11) argues that the original form of the words of the 

voice was based on a literal rendering of Exod 4:22: oJ uiJov" mou oJ prwtovtokov" mou 
ÆIsrahvl (ejstin) (―my son, my firstborn, Israel (is)‖), in which prwtovtoko" (―firstborn‖) 

was paraphrased as ajgaphtov" (―beloved‘) and outov" (―this‖) substituted for ÆIsrahvl 

(―Israel‖). The result of this theory is that 2 Pet 1:17 provides the most original form of the 

words of the voice, both in retaining the second mou (―my‖) and in the word order oJ uiJov" 
mou oJ ajgaphtov" mou ou\tov" ejstin (cf. Brestscher, 306: ―I can conceive of no way to 

account for this version of the heavenly declaration, except by reference to Exod 4:22‖). 

There are, however, difficulties in this view. It is doubtful whether Bretscher has provided 

sufficiently strong reasons why dwkb 
 (―firstborn‖) should have been translated ajgaphtov" (―beloved‖), and although there is 

evidence in the Gospels for the connection between Jesus‘ sonship and Israel‘s sonship, it 

does not seem very likely that the words at the Baptism and the Transfiguration originally 

expressed no more than this. 

(iii) ajgaphtov" (―beloved‖) is equivalent to monogenhv" (―only‖). In this sense it was a 

well-known Greek idiom and was used in the LXX to translate dyjy 
 (Amos 8:10; Jer 6:2; Judg 11:34; Zech 12:10). In particular, the source of oJ uiJo;" mou oJ 
ajgaphtov" (―my beloved Son‖) has been found in Gen. 22:2, 12, 16, where the Hebrew 

Jd]yjiyÒ ònÒBi 
, ―your son, your only one,‖ is rendered in the LXX as to;n uiJovn sou to;n ajgaphtovn, ―your 

beloved son‖ (C. H. Turner, ―O UIOS MOU O AGAHH TOS,‖ JTS 27 [1926] 113–29; 

Vermes, Scripture and Tradition, 233). This view would be more convincing if there were 

more evidence for an Isaac typology in the NT, but it is possible that ajgaphtov" (―beloved‖) 

is used in this sense to define Jesus‘ sonship as unique, but without presupposing an Isaac 

typology (M. D.Hooker, Jesus and the Servant [London: S.P.C.K., 1959] 71). If this view is 

correct, 2 Peter‘s version oJ uivov" mou, oJ ajgaphtov" mou (―my Son, my Beloved‖) can be 

seen as a more literal equivalent to a Hebrew phrase modeled on Gen 22:2, while the 

synoptic version is a rather more idiomatic rendering following the LXX. 

(iv) ajgaphtov" (―beloved‖) is a translation of yryjb 
, ―my chosen,‖ in Isa 42:1 (LXX: oJ ejklektov" mou). This view is held both by those who 

think that the words of the voice at the Baptism are entirely based on Isa 42:1, with uiJov" 
mou as a substitute for pai`" mou (Jeremias in TDNT 5. 701–2; O. Cullmann, Baptism in the 

New Testament, tr. J. K. S. Reid [SBT I; London: SCM Press, 1950] 17; R. H. Fuler, The 

Foundations of New testament Christology [London: Collins, 1969] 170), and by some of 



those who hold that they are a conflation of Ps 2:7 and Isa 42:1 (D. Hill, The Gospel of 

Matthew [NCB; London: Oliphants, 1972] 98). The disadvantage of this view is that it 

depends rather heavily on Matt 12:18 for evidence that oJ ajgaphtov" is a likely translation 

of yryjb 
, whereas the version of Isa 42:1 in Matt 12:18 may well have been deliberately adapted 

to conform to the baptismal voice (Gundry, The Use of the Old testament, 112). The text 

does, however, provide evidence that it was possible for an early Christian writer to see in oJ 
ajgaphtov" an allusion to Isa 42:1. Such an allusion has the advantage of explaining the 

variations in the versions of the voice at this point: oJ ejklelegmevno", ―the chosen one‖ 

(Luke 9:35, where, it should be noted, an allusion to Isa 42:1 is not suggested by the 

following phrase as it is in the Baptism accounts) and oJ ejklektov", ―the chosen one‖ (John 

1:34 v.l.; see Jeremias in TDNT 5, 702) are more literal renderings of yryjb 
 (―my chosen‖) in Isa 42:1 (cf. LXX: oJ ejklektov" mou), while oJ ajgaphtov" mou (2 Pet 

1:17) in retaining the pronoun is closer to yryjb 
 than is the synoptic oJ ajgaphtov", and agrees with the rendering of Isa 42:1 in Matt 

12:18 (oJ ajgaphstov" mou). In that case the various versions of the voice are not all derived 

from Mark‘s two versions and adapted for redactional reasons only, but represent variant 

translations of the Semitic original, current in different churches. The underlying yryjb 
 is more obvious in 2 Pet 1:17 than in the synoptic versions (other than Luke 9:35), in 

that oJ ajgaphtov" mou is clearly a distinct title alongside oJ uiJov" mou, ―my Son,‖ and the 

pronoun is retained. 

It will be seen that if any of views (ii)–(iv) is accepted, 2 Peter‘s phrase oJ ajgaphtov" mou 

has a good claim to be closer to the Semitic basis than the synoptic versions, and must be 

regarded as at least as original as they are. It seems likely that, whatever the original source 

of ajgaphtov" in the voices at the Baptism and the Transfiguration, two interpretations of it 

were current in the early church. In one interpretation it was taken closely with oJ uiJov" mou 

as ―my beloved Son,‖ or ―my only Son‖: this is clear at least from Luke 20:12 (cf. Mark 

12:6; Herm. Sim. 5:2:6; perhaps cf. also Col 1:13; 1 John 4:9). In the other interpretation, it 

was a distinct title, ―my Beloved‖ (Matt 12:18; 2 Pet 1:17; some take oJ ajgaphtov" in Matt 

3:17; 17:5 in this sense). With this should probably be connected the evidence for oJ 
hjgaphmevno", ―the Beloved,‖ as a Christological title in the early church (Eph 1:6; Barn. 

3:6; 4:3, 8; Ign. Smyrn. inscr.; Acts Paul & Thecla 1; cf. Odes Sol. 3:8; and oJ ajgaphtov" 

used throughout Asc. Isa.; cf.. J. A. Robinson, St Paul’s Epistle to the Ephesians, 2nd ed(s). 

[London: Macmillan, 1904] 229–33). If 2 Peter‘s phrase oJ ajgaphtov" mou belongs to this 

second interpretation, that is itself sufficient evidence to regard it as based on a tradition 

independent of the synoptic accounts of the Transtiguration. 

(d) Only Matt 17:5; 2 Pet 1:17; Apoc. Pet. E 17; and Clem. Hom. 3:53 have the clause 

―with whom I am well pleased‖ in the words of the voice at the Transfiguration. It has often 

been held that Matthew has here assimilated the voice at the Transfiguration to the voice at 

the Baptism. Similarly Matt 3:17 has (if this reading is accepted) ou|tov" ejstin (―this is‖) in 

the voice at the Baptism, instead of Mark‘s and Luke‘s su; ei\ (―you are‖), thus assimilating 

the voice at the Baptism to that at the Transfiguration, and Matthew‘s introductions to both 

voices (3:17; 17:5) are similar. Thus it could be argued that 2 Peter must at this point be 

dependent on the Matthean redaction of the Transfiguration narrative. Against this, 

however, it should be noticed: (i) The words ―with whom I am well pleased‖ are widely 

thought to derive from Isa 42:1. If oJ ajgaphtov" (mou) (―(my) beloved‖) was regarded as an 



allusion to Isa 42:1 (see above), an extension of the allusion to include the following phrase 

in Isa 42:1 could easily have occurred independently in different traditions and writers. It 

should also be noticed that Luke 9:35 alludes to Isa 42:1 in a different way, by using oJ 
ejklelegmevno" (―the chosen one‖). Thus a relationship of the voice at the Transfiguration 

to Isa 42:1 is not confined to the Matthean redaction (Gundry, The Use of the Old 

Testament, 37). (ii) Matt 17:5 (like Matt 3:17; Mark 1:11; Luke 3:22) uses the normal 

construction, ejn with the dative of personal object, after eujdokei`n (―to be well pleased‖), 

but 2 Pet 1:17 agrees with Clem. Hom. 3:53 in using eij" with the accusative. This very rare 

construction seems to be known (with a personal object) only in these two texts and in one 

reading in Matt 12:18, though it is used once elsewhere with an impersonal object (T. Jos. 

17:3; see TDNT 2, 739). It is not therefore likely that irs use in 2 Pet 1:17 is a variation due 

to nothing more than a slip of memory. Whether o}n or eij" o}n should be read in Matt 12:18 

is difficult to decide, but probably we should prefer the latter, since the simple accusative 

after eujdokei`n (―to be well pleased‖) is more common, though not usual with a personal 

object, and it is unlikely that eij" o}n results from textual assimilation to 2 Pet 1:17. In that 

case it is possible that the whole phrase oJ ajgaphtov" mou eij" o}n eujdovkhsen hJ yuchv mou 

(―my Beloved with whom my soul is well pleased‖) in Matt 12:18 depends on a tradition of 

the words of the voice different from that used in Matt 3:17; 17:5, but related to the 

tradition in 2 Peter. The agreement between 2 Pet 1:17 and Clem. Hom. 3:53 is at this point 

striking, and combined with the fact that both have the voice ejx oujranoù (―from heaven‖), 

must point to common tradition. The intention of the construction eij" o}n may be to give 

the sense of God‘s good pleasure lighting upon Jesus in election. Perhaps with the same 

intention the Gos. Eb. uses the construction ejfÆ o}n which is also unusual. 

We may conclude that the evidence is strongly in favor of the view that in his account 

of the Transfiguration the author of 2 Peter was not dependent on the synoptic Gospels but 

on independent tradition, which could perhaps be his own knowledge of Peter‘s preaching, 

or else the oral traditions current in the Roman church. 

A more speculative possibility is that the saying Matt 16:28 (par. Mar 9:1 par. Luke 9:27) 

may also have been connected with the Transfiguration in the nonsynoptic tradition known 

to 2 Peter, if it is to this saying that the phrase th;n toù kurivou hJmwǹ ÆIhsoù Cristoù 
duvnamin kai; parousivan (―the coming of out Lord Jesus Christ in power,‖ 1:16) alludes. 

This possibility should be considered in connection with the possibility that the remarks of 

the scoffers (3:4) have in view that saying‘s apparent prediction of the Parousia within the 

first Christian generation. 

A RESURRECTION APPEARANCE? 

The realization that 2 Pet 1:16–18 is not dependent on the synoptic Transfiguration 

narratives has led some scholars to consider the possibility that its setting is not, like the 

Transfiguration in the Synoptics, within the earthly ministry of Jesus but alter the 

Resurrection. Some have argued that it refers to an event quite distinct from the 

Transfiguration recorded in the synoptic Gospels, namely an appearance of the risen Christ 

to Peter (K. G. Goetz, Petrus als Gründer und Oberhaupt der Kirche [UNT 13; Leipzig: J. 

C. Hinrichs, 1927] 89–90; O. Cullmann, Peter: Disciple—Apostle—Martyr, tr. F. V. Filson 

[London: SCM Press, 1953] 61; Baltensweiler, Verklürung, 26–28), while others regard it as 

evidence that the Transfiguration itself was originally a resurrection appearance story, 

which the synoptic Gospels have moved back into the earthly life of Jesus (R. Bultmann, 



The History of the Synoptic Tradition, tr. J. Marsh, 2nd ed(s). [Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 

1968] 259 n. 2; Schmithals, ZTK 69 [1972] 395–97; cf. J. M. Robinson, ―On the Gattung of 

Mark (and John),‖ in Jesus and man’s hope, vol. 1 [Pittsburgh: Pittsburgh Theological 

Seminary, 1970] 117). 

It is not really probable that 2 Pet 1:16–18 refers to a different event from the 

Transfiguration in the Synoptics. Once it is realized that 2 Peter‘s omission of features of 

the synoptic accounts does not necessarily indicate that they were not in the tradition 

behind 2 Peter (see above), then the differences between 2 Peter and the Synoptics are not 

sufficient to require two events. The heavenly voice, the mountain, and the visible majesty 

are enough to identify the event as the same as the Transfiguration in the Synoptics. The 

brevity and allusiveness of the account in 2 Peter presuppose a story well-known to the 

readers; it is easier to identify this story as the Transfiguration known to us from the 

Gospels, than to postulate a story otherwise unknown to us. Moreover, 2 Pet 1:16–18 

cannot refer to the appearance of the risen Christ to Peter (Luke 24:34; 1 Cor; 15:5), 

because although it does not indicate how many apostles were present, itq is clear that Peter 

was not alone. The first person plural in these verses is not an epistolary plural, but a 

deliberate change from the singular of vv 12–15 (Stein, JBL 95 [1976] 93). 

The general theory that the Transfiguration is a misplaced resurrection appearance 

narrative has been refuted by Boobyer (St Mark, 11–16) and especially by Stein (JBL 95 

[1976] 79–95; cf. also J. E. Alsup, The Post-Resurrection Appearance Stories of the Gospel 

Tradition [CThM 5; Stuttgart: Calwer/London: S.P.C.K., 1975] 141–44). If that theory is not 

credible, then the possibility that 2 Pet 1:16–18 refers to a resurrection appearance is 

accordingly diminished. It is true that many of the features of the synoptic Transfiguration 

narratives which do not suit a resurrection appearance (Stein, JBL 95 [1976] 90–94) are 

missing from the account in 2 Peter, partly because it is only a fragmentary reference whose 

larger context is not given. No doubt if we did not know the Transfiguration narratives of 

the Gospels we should assume that 2 Peter referred to a resurrection appearance. But since 

we do know the synoptic Transfiguration as an event located in Jesus‘ earthly ministry even 

according to the pre-Markan tradition, the burden of proof must be with those who think 

that the account in 2 Peter belongs after Easter. There are certainly no features of it which 

require a post-Easter setting. The timh; kai; dovxa (―honor and glory,‖ v 17), which 

Bultmann (History, 259 n. 2, following Hofmann) holds must refer to the resurrection or 

exaltation of Jesus, are entirely appropriate to the Transfiguration as portrayed in the 

Synoptics (Blinzler, Berichte, 30–31; Boobyer, St Mark, 44–45; Stein, JBL 95 [1976] 88; 

and see Comment section). Appeal to the fact that being a witness of the resurrection was 

the basic qualification for apostleship (Robinson, ―On the Gattung,‖ 117) reflects a 

misunderstanding of 2 Peter, which is not attempting to establish Peter‘s apostolic authority 

by reference to this event (see Comment section). 

It has often been thought surprising that to find a basis in the history of Jesus for the 

expectation of the Parousia, the author of 2 Peter goes to the Transfiguration rather than to 

the resurrection. In fact, however, the Gospel traditions as we know them appear to connect 

the Parousia with the Transfiguration (Mark 9:1 par.; and cf. Boobyer‘s argument, St Mark, 

48–87, to the effect that Mark saw the Transfiguration as an anticipation of the Parousia 

much as 2 Peter does), but fail to connect it explicitly with the resurrection (though cf. Acts 

1:11). If, as we suggested above, the connection of the Transfiguration with the saying in 

Mark 9:1 par. was also made in the tradition the writer of 2 Peter knew, then this, together 



with the interpretation of Ps 2 which we shall argue lies behind 2 Pet 1:17–18 (see 

Comment section), may sufficiently explain why the writer chose to refer to the 

Transfiguration. 

Finally, the Apoc. Pet. cannot be used as evidence for reference to a resurrection appearance 

in 2 Pet 1:16–18. The Apoc. Pet. does place the Transfiguration story in a post-resurrection 

setting, or (perhaps more accurately) it uses the Transfiguration traditions to compose an 

account of a revelation of paradise to the disciples by the risen Lord and an Ascension 

story. But since this account is based not only on 2 Peter but also on the Gospel of 

Matthew, it cannot be argued that the author of the Apoc. Pet. understood 2 Pet 1:16–18 as 

a resurrection appearance. On the contrary, he apparently identified it as the same event as 

the Transfiguration in Matthew, but then felt at liberty to reuse material from both these 

sources in the postresurrection setting which was normal for second-century apocryphal 

works, just as in chap 1 of his Apoc. he had transferred material from Matt 24 into a 

postresurrection setting. 

THE CHARACTER OF THE TRANSFIGURATION IN 2 PETER COMPARED WITH OTHER VERSIONS 

Sabbe (―La rédaction‖) and H. C. Kee (―The Transfiguration in Mark: Epiphany or 

Apocalyptic Vision?‖ in J. Reumann ed(s)., Understanding the Sacred Text [M. S. Enslin 

Festschrift; Valley Forge, PA: Judson Press, 1972] 137–52) have shown that the 

Transfiguration in the synoptic Gospels is not to be understood, in Hellenistic style, as an 

epiphany in which Jesus‘ divine essence is disclosed. Rather it is in form and content an 

apocalyptic revelation in which God installs Jesus as his eschatological vicegerent. ―The 

transfiguration scene is not a theophany to, nor an epiphany of, Jesus, but a proleptic vision 

of the exaltation of Jesus as kingly Son of Man granted to the disciples as eschatological 

witnesses‖ (Kee, 149). This understanding of the Transfiguration is preserved in 2 Peter 

(see Comment section). In fact it is clearer in 2 Peter than in the synoptic accounts that the 

Transfiguration itself is not a disclosure of Jesus‘ hidden divine being, but a bestowal of 

glory on him by God (v 17), while it is significant that both in the Synoptics and in 2 Peter 

the climax of the narrative is the heavenly voice, though exegetes of 2 Peter have frequently 

neglected this. 

Thus, although the author of 2 Peter is prone to borrowing Hellenistic religious 

vocabulary, when he wishes to combat the false teachers‘ denial of future eschatology he 

uses material from the apocalyptic eschatological traditions of primitive Christianity. This 

is as true of his Transfiguration account as it is of the material in chaps 2 and 3. The 

significance of 2 Peter‘s understanding of the Transfiguration for the date and character of 

the work will be better appreciated if it is compared with second-century versions of the 

Transfiguration. 

The Apoc. Pet. (E 15–17) is still basically within the apocalyptic eschatological tradition, 

but the Transfiguration material is largely diverted to a new function: the revelation of the 

glory of the redeemed in paradise. Thus it appears that the text does not refer to the 

glorification of Jesus himself, but transfers the Transfiguration language to Moses and 

Elijah, as representatives of the inhabitants of paradise. Even the phrase ―honor and glory,‖ 

from 2 Pet 1:17, is applied, not to Jesus, but to the destiny of Christians (E 16). 

Like the Apoc. Pet., the account of the Transfiguration in the Acts Pet. (Act. Verc. 20) is 

dependent on Matthew and 2 Peter, but it makes very different use of the material. The 

Transfiguration is understood as Christ‘s revelation of his majesty to the disciples. The 



emphasis is on the unbearable glory of Christ‘s true divine being revealed to Peter. Peter 

falls to the ground (cf. Matt 17:6) not in response to the heavenly voice, but overpowered 

by Christ‘s radiant appearance and by Christ‘s own voice. There is no reference to the 

cloud or to the heavenly voice or to God the Father at all. 

Acts Thom. 143 refers to the Transfiguration in a rather similar way, though very 

briefly: ―his appearance we saw transfigured with our eyes, but his heavenly form we could 

not see upon the mount‖ (NTApoc. 2, 518). Presumably this means that they could not bear 

the sight of his divine glory. 

More gnostic accounts appear in Gos. Phil. 26 and Acts John 90, both in contexts which 

describe the diversity of different forms which Jesus assumed on earth. ―Some indeed saw 

him, while they thought they were seeing themselves, but when he appeared to his disciples 

in glory on the mount he was not small. He became great, but he made the disciples great, 

that they might be able to see him in his greatness‖ (Gos. Phil. 26, or 106:3–10, tr. R. McL. 

Wilson, The Gospel of Philip [London: Mowbray, 1962] 91). 

The Gospel fragment from the Strasbourg Coptic papyrus, if it is rightly understood as 

alluding to the Transfiguration, conforms to the general trend of secondcentury 

interpretation. Christ promises to reveal his glory to the apostles, together with their power 

as apostles. ―Our eyes penetrated all places, we beheld the glory of his godhead and all the 

glory of [his] dominion. He clothed [us with] the power [of our] apostle[ship]‖ (NTApoc. 1, 

230). 

Comparison with these plainly Hellenistic versions of the Transfiguration demonstrates 

how far removed the account in 2 Peter is from them and how mistaken is the view (of, e.g., 

Käsemann, ―Apologia,‖ 186) that for 2 Peter the Transfiguration is an epiphany of Jesus‘ 

hidden divinity. 

Comment 

16. sesofismevnoi" muvqoi" ejxakolouqhvsante", ―following cleverly concocted 

myths.‖ Neyrey‘s identification of the ouj … ajllav (―not … but‖) form in which the author 

of 2 Peter refutes objections (see Form/Structure/Setting section) implies that this phrase 

contains the opponents‘ charge that the apostles followed myths (so also Kelly, Green). 

This is a much more straightforward reading of the verse than the alternative view that the 

phrase contains the author‘s charge that his opponents followed myths (Schelkle, 

Grundmann, Schrage): that requires too involved a train of thought. Thus there is no 

question here of gnostic myths or of comparing the usage of the Pastorals, where the 

opponents‘ ―myths‖ are rejected (1 Tim 1:4; 4:7; Titus 1:14; cf.. Ign. Magn. 8:1). There is no 

need to ask what kind of myths the text refers to, for it refers to no myths except the 

apostolic preaching, which the false teachers slandered by calling it ―myths.‖ 

What did they mean by this charge? The connotations of the term mu`qo" in the first century 

A.D. were almost as various as those of the modern English ―myth.‖ The old Greek myths, 

the stories about the gods, could be seen as stories which were not literally true but 

expressed religious, moral or philosophical truth in pictorial form. They could be subjected 

to allegorical interpretation, as by the Stoics. The Hellenistic age was in many respects one 

which showed a ―growing preference for mu`qo" [myth] over lovgo" [rational argument] as a 

means of expressing truth. This preference is characteristic of gnosticism: the saving gnosis 

is often cast in the form of a myth‖ (C. K. Barrett, ―Myth and the New Testament: The 



Greek Word mu`qo",‖ ExpTim 68 [1956–57] 345). On the other hand, there was a strong 

tradition of criticism and repudiation of myths, as morally unedifying, or as childish, 

nonsensical or fabulous. Here mu`qo" can come, like ―myth‖ in much modern English 

usage, to mean a story which is not true, a fable or fairy story (again in the derogatory 

senses). Strabo and Diodorus of Sicily oppose myth to history (Spicq, Lexicographie, 580); 

Plutarch contrasts a myth and a true account ajlhqeì lovgw/: Cam. 22.3; further examples in 

Spicq, Lexicographie, 580–81; H. D. Betz ed(s)., Plutarch’s Ethical Writings and Early 

Christian Literature [SCHNT 4; Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1978] 456); and mùqo" is associated 

with plavsma (―invention‖) and related terms in opposition to ajlhvqeia (―truth‖) (TDNT 4, 

770, 784–85 and n. 139). We should also note the special contempt of the Epicurean school 

for myths of all kinds, including myths of providence and post-mortem punishments for the 

wicked (TDNT 4, 779 and n. 102; Neyrey, Polemic, 185, 194–95; and cf. Justin, 2 Apol. 9). 

Surprisingly, it is characteristic of Philo to distinguish the biblical history from myth, as 

truth from fiction (Spicq, Lexicographie, 581; TDNT 4, 790; Neyrey, CBQ 42 [1980] 507). 

His concern is not only to reject the pagan myths, but to repudiate the suggestion, no doubt 

made by Hellenized Jews as well as by pagans, that the biblical stories were mythical. 

Neyrey notes several occasions where Philo uses the same ouj … ajllav (―not … but‖) form 

as we find in 2 Peter, to oppose the suggestion that a narrative or a prophecy in Scripture is 

a ―myth‖ (CBQ 42 [1980] 507–8). The form itself is too obvious for the parallel to be 

remarkable, but it is interesting to find Philo opposing the same kind of charge as the writer 

of 2 Peter faces, since the two writers to some extent share a similar relationship to a 

Hellenistic environment. 

It has become clear that the charge of ―myths‖ can be leveled not only at stories, but 

also at accounts of the next world (as with the Epicureans) and at prophecies (as with 

Philo‘s defense of prophecies in Genesis: Mut. 152; Som. 1.172). The very general sense in 

which the charge could be leveled at Christianity is evident from 2 Clem 13:3: ―the Gentiles, 

when they hear from our mouth the oracles (lovgia) of God [the Scriptures], marvel at them 

for their beauty and greatness; then, when they discover that our works are not worthy of 

the words which we speak, they turn to blasphemy, saying that it is a myth and a delusion 

(mu`qovn tina kai; plavnhn).‖ There is therefore no difficulty in supposing that it was the 

Christian eschatological teaching about the Parousia which the false teachers rejected as 

―myths.‖ 

sesofismevnoi", ―cleverly concocted,‖ corresponds to the common description of 

myths as plastoiv (―invented, fabricated,‖ cf. 2:3: plastoì" lovgoi", ―fabricated 

arguments‖; see TDNT 7,785 n. 139; and for many examples of Philo‘s association of mu`qo" 

with plavssein and plavsma, see Neyrey, CBQ 42 [1980] 507), but is more expressive in 

incorporating the idea of ―cleverness‖ in a bad sense (for this bad sense of sofivzesqai, cf. 

Barn. 9:4; Pap. Oxy. 840, line 1). The eschatological teaching of the apostles is held to be, 

not prophecy inspired by God, but the fabrication of merely human cleverness, doubtless 

with some unworthy motive. The Epicureans held that the Greek stories of punishment in 

the afterlife were invented as instruments of moral control, to keep men in fear, and the 

false teachers combated in 2 Peter may have said something similar about the Christian 

belief in future judgment. 

The phrase muvqoi`" ejxakolouqhvsante" (―following myths‖) is used by Josephus in 

contrasting Moses, who did not invent fictional stories, with other legislators, who followed 

fables (Ant. 1.22, cf. 15–16). The verb, only used in 2 Peter in the NT, recurs in 2:2, 15, 



where it is turned against the false teachers. 

ejgnwrivsamen uJmi`n, ―we made known to you.‖ The verb is frequently used in the NT for 

imparting revelation. Here it is used of the apostles‘ preaching of the gospel, which 

included the expectation of the Parousia. The first person plural now refers to the apostles 

in general (as in v 1). In view of 3:1 (―your apostles‖), it is unlikely that Peter himself was 

one of the missionaries who founded the churches addressed. Rather, the writer is thinking 

of the apostles in general, some of whom founded the churches to which he is writing, and 

of whom Peter was a prominent representative. This interpretation may appear awkward 

since in the rest of this verse and in vv 17–18 ―we‖ becomes the apostles who witnessed the 

Transfiguration, i.e. Peter, James and John, none of whom is likely to have founded the 

churches to which 2 Peter is addressed, but really this variation is quite natural. Though to 

some extent all the apostles were eyewitnesses, they were not all eyewitnesses of every 

important event in the ministry of Jesus, and so their common message was in part based oh 

the eyewitness testimony of only some of their number. The writer‘s real concern is to 

claim that the common apostolic teaching about the Parousia was based oh eyewitness 

testimony, and this concern overrides the grammatical technicality that ―we‖ is used of two 

mutually exclusive groups of apostles (those who preached to the gospel to the churches 

addressed in the letter, and those who witnessed the Transfiguration). Once again we 

should notice that the writer presupposes that all the apostles preached the same message. 

th;n toù kurivou hJmwǹ ÆIhsoù Cristoù duvnamin kaiv parousivan, ―the coming of out 

Lord Jesus Christ in power.‖ As usually with 2 Peter‘s pairs of words, duvnamin kai; 
parousivan (lit. ―power and coming‖) should be taken closely together, even as a 

hendiadys: ―coming in power‖ (so Reicke; Fornberg, Early Church, 79). parousiva, 

―coming,‖ is the usual term for Christ‘s eschatological coming in glory, in a variety of early 

Christian traditions (Matt 24:3, 27, 37, 39; 1 Cor 15:23; 1 Thess; 3:13; 4:15; Jas 5:7–8; 1 

John 2:28), though not, it should be noted, in 1 Peter, which always uses ajpokavluyi" 

(―revelation‖: 1 Pet; 1:7, 13; 4:13). It is in this usual sense that 2 Peter uses parousiva in 

3:4, 12. It is true that Ignatius (Phld. 9:2) and the Ker. Pet. (ap. Clem. Alex. Strom. 

6.15.128) use it of Christ‘s first coming, in incarnation and resurrection, but otherwise this 

usage is not attested until Justin (who uses parousiva seventeen times of Christ‘s first 

coming, nineteen times of his future coming). These facts of usage suggest that parousiva 

here refers to Christ‘s future coming in glory, and this is confirmed by the whole argument 

of the letter, which implies that it is the eschatological teaching of the apostles which needs 

to be defended against the charge of falsity and invention. Although a few scholars argue 

for a reference to the first coming (Spicq; , EE 50 [1975] 225–26), the vast majority 

sec a reference to the Parousia in the usual sense (Kelly 317–18, and Fornberg, Early 

Church, 79–80, refute Spicq‘s arguments). 

duvnami" (―power‖) is, like dovxa (―glory‖), associated with the Parousia (Matt 24:30; Mark 

9:1; 13:26; Luke 21:27; cf. 2 Clem 17:5: kravto", ―power‖). Although in 1:3 out author has 

spoken of Christ‘s divine power at work in his incarnate life and resurrection, the close 

association of duvnamin here with parousivan (―coming‖) requires us to restrict irs 

reference to the future Parousia (against Zahn, Introduction, 215). It is possible that the 

whole phrase is a reminiscence of Matt 16:28 par. Mark 9:1 (sec Form/Structure/Setting 

section above). The phrase is used by Josephus (Ant. 9:55; 18.284), but in the Hellenistic 

sense of an epiphany of divine power, not with eschatological significance. However much 

our author‘s account of the Transfiguration might resemble such Hellenistic conceptions of 



divine epiphany, his understanding of it is completely unhellenistic in that he sees it as a 

prophetic anticipation of the eschatological future. 

ejpovptai, ―eyewitnesses.‖ The word is a NT hapax. It means ―observer, spectator‖ 

(Aeschylus, Prom. 298–99), and then also ―overseer‖ (Josephus, C. Apion 2.187, of priests). 

In the latter sense it is used of God (LXX Esth 5:1; 2 Macc; 3:39; 7:35; 3 Macc; 2:21; Ep. 

Arist. 16; 1 Clem 59:3; cf. 2 Macc; 9:5). The term was also used technically for the higher 

grade of initiates in the Eleusinian mysteries (TDNT 5, 374; Fornberg, Early Church, 123), 

evidently as those who had seen the vision of the divine mysteries. Most commentators 

think that this technical usage is echoed in 2 Peter. In view of the writer‘s propensity for 

using Hellenistic religious vocabulary, this is quite possible, and it would be quite 

appropriate: the apostles at the Transfiguration witnessed the revelation of Christ‘s divine 

majesty. But it should be noted that the terra did have a quite ordinary use, and that the 

corresponding verb ejpopteuvein, ―to observe,‖ is used in this ordinary sense in 1 Pet; 2:12; 

3:2. We cannot be sure that 2 Peter follows the mystical sense. It is in any case improbable 

that further overtones of a higher esoteric gnosis, accessible only to the select view, are 

intended (against Käsemann, ―Apologia,‖ 186; Klinger, SVTQ 17 [1973] 161; Green). 

It is sometimes said that an emphasis oh eyewitness testimony is characteristic of the 

later NT documents (Nineham, JTS 11 [1960] 254–64; Fornberg, Early Church, 11). What 

the evidence adduced really proves is that a stress on the apostolic eyewitnesses occurs 

when there is a need for apologetic defense of the Christian message in some way by 

reference to its historical basis. This accounts for the early example of this emphasis in 1 

Cor 15:3–8, as well as for the anti-docetic apologetic involved in the adducing of 

eyewitness testimony in the Fourth Gospel (19:35) and 1 John (1:1–3; 4:14), perhaps for 

Luke‘s emphasis on the apostles as eyewitnesses in Acts, as the story of the Christian 

mission, and obviously for later works such as the Gos. Pet. (7:26–27; 14:59–60) which 

have a clear apologetic concern. Second Peter fits this pattern not simply as a relatively late 

document, but as a work concerned to defend one aspect of Christian teaching against 

objections. To do so the author adduces apostolic eyewitness testimony to the 

Transfiguration, which provides a historical basis for the expectation of the Parousia. 

Many comments on this passage and irs stress on the eyewitnesses are beside the point 

because they suppose that its purpose is to base the apostles‘ authority on their presence at 

the Transfiguration (so, e.g., Klein, Die zwölf Apostel, 102–3; Käsemann, ―Apologia,‖ 

185–87). The defense of apostolic authority is not at all the author‘s intention. He wishes 

only to show that one aspect of the apostles‘ teaching, namely the expectation of the 

Parousia, is soundly based on what the apostles witnessed, namely the Transfiguration. This 

means that it is also beside the point to connect the emphasis on eyewitness testimony with 

the pseudepigraphal nature of the letter. The author is not trying to bolster his own authority 

by claiming, falsely, to be an eyewitness of the Transfiguration. He is simply adducing 

Peter‘s testimony as evidence that the event took place as he narrates it, and puts it in the 

first person form because of the literary convention he is following. In another sort of 

literary work he could have reported Peter‘s testimony in the third person, to the same 

effect. 

Of course, it may seem that if the historicity of the Transfiguration is at stake, this 

second- or third-hand report of Peter‘s testimony does not have the value it would have if it 

were really first-hand testimony from Peter‘s own pen. This must be granted. But it is 

unlikely that the writer expected his readers to question the historicity of the 



Transfiguration. They would no doubt already know, in oral or written form, a tradition of 

the Transfiguration account and would accept it with the rest of the Gospel traditions as 

resting on the eyewitness testimony of the apostles. What the author of 2 Peter does is to 

point out to them that this tradition forms a basis for the expectation of the Parousia. His 

argument is that one reason why the apostles were so confident in their teaching about the 

Parousia is that (as the readers know and accept) they witnessed the Transfiguration. Since 

the readers accept this eyewitness testimony to the Transfiguration as reliable, they can also 

rely on the teaching which the apostles based on it: the prophecy of the Parousia. Thus the 

emphasis on eyewitness testimony in this passage is neither an attempt to convince 

otherwise skeptical readers that the Transfiguration happened, nor a spurious attempt to 

give authority to the work. It is an attempt to draw the readers‘ attention to the fact that this 

undisputed evidence is relevant to the matter that is disputed: the Parousia. 

th̀" ejkeivnou megaleiovthto", ―his majesty.‖ This term, though not used exclusively of 

God (LXX Jer 40:9; Dan 7:27; 1 Esdr 1:4; 4:40), was most commonly used of divine 

grandeur and majesty (Josephus, Ant. 1.24; 8.111; C. Apion. 2.168; Luke 9:43; Acts 19:27 

[of Artemis]; 1 Clem 24:5; Ign. Rom. inscr. [of God and Christ]; Diogn. 10:5; cf. to; 
megaleìon, 1 Clem 49:3), sometimes in the first century of the divine majesty of the 

Emperor (Spicq, Lexicographie, 544). Here, as the next verse makes clear, it refers to the 

divine majesty which Jesus received from God. 

17. labw;n gavr para; qeoù patro;" timh;n kai; dovxan, ―for he received honor and glory 

from God the Father.‖ Probably God is called Father here because the sentence goes oh to 

stress Jesus‘ sonship in the words of the heavenly voice. timh;n kai; dovxan (―honor and 

glory‖) are a natural pair (Ps 8:6 LXX, quoted Heb 2:7, 9; 1 Pet 1:7; and often in 

doxologies). Some commentators think the reference is to the glorification of Jesus‘ 

appearance (Bigg, Windisch), some think it refers to the dignity conferred oh Jesus by the 

heavenly voice (Grundmann; Chase, DB(H); 3, p 808; H.-P. Müller, ―Die Verklärung Jesu: 

Eine motivgeschichtliche Studie,‖ ZNW 51 [1960] 57), and many think that timhv (―honor‖) 

refers to the abstract dignity given by the voice, while dovxa (―glory‖) refers to the visible 

transfiguration (Mayor, Wand, Chaine, Schelkle, Green, Kelly). But 2 Peter‘s pairs of 

words are not divisible in this way; so it seems we must choose between the abstract honor 

and the visible glorification. The connection with the following words cannot determine the 

sense: both participles are dependent oh a main verb which, by anacolouthon, is never 

expressed. In favor of a reference to the visible transfiguration is the fact that ejpovptai 
(―eyewitnesses,‖ v 16) requires some mention of what the apostles saw. The meaning of the 

double expression may be that God conferred honor oh Jesus by glorifying his appearance. 

This sense of dovxa permits the inference that at the Transfiguration Jesus received from 

God the glory in which he will be seen by all at the Parousia. dovxa is always in the synoptic 

Gospels (except at Luke 2:9; 9:32) used of the Parousia (Matt 16:27; 19:28; 24:30; 25:31; 

Mark 8:38; 10:37; 13:26; Luke 9:26; 21:27; 24:26), and it is often so used elsewhere (Phil 

3:21; Col 3:4; 2 Thess 1:9; Titus 2:13; 1 Pet 4:13; 5:1; 2 Clem 17:5). It is not used in the 

synoptic accounts of the Transfiguration except at Luke 9:32, but it is an entirely 

appropriate term for the transfiguration they describe, and there is no reason to follow 

Bultmann‘s view that timh;n kai; dovxan (―honor and glory‖) here can only refer to the 

resurrection or exaltation of Jesus (The History of the Synoptic Tradition, tr. J. Marsh, 2nd 

ed(s). [Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1968] 259 n. 2). 

It is important to notice that Jesus receives honor and glory from God. Jesus is here no 



Hellenistic qeìo" ajnhvr (―divine man‖). The Transfiguration is no epiphany of Jesus‘ 

hidden divine nature. Rather, 2 Peter‘s conception of the Transfiguration still belongs to the 

primarily functional and apocalyptic Christology of primitive Christianity. Jesus is invested 

with the divine glory because he is appointed to the task of carrying out God‘s 

eschatological judgment and reign. 

The phrase timh;n kai; dovxan (―honor and glory‖) could derive from Ps 8:6 LXX (where 

the two terms occur in reverse order). If so, the interpretation is different from that in Heb 

2:9, where the honor and glory are given to Jesus at his resurrection, but the author of 2 

Peter would no doubt agree with Heb 2:8 that the subjection of all things to Jesus (Ps 8:7) is 

yet to come, at the Parousia. Thus in the Transfiguration Jesus was given the status of the 

one to whom all things will be subdued when he comes as eschatological judge (cf. 1 Cor 

15:24–28; and Ps 2:8–9, on which see below). At any rate Ps 8:6 shows how appropriate 

timhv and dovxa are in a depiction of the enthronement of God‘s vicegerent. Alternatively, 

there may be a reference to Dan 7:14 (qòhJ timhv, ―the honor‖), where the Son of Man 

receives universal dominion (so Sabbe, ―La rédaction,‖ 76), especially if this OT chap. was 

the source of th;n aijwvnion basileivan toù kuriovu hJmwǹ kai; swth̀ro" (―the eternal 

kingdom of out Lord and Savior‖) in 1:11. 

fwnh̀" ejnecqeivsh" aujtw/ toia`sde uJpo; th̀" megaloprepoù" dovxh", ―a voice conveyed 

to him by the Majestic Glory.‖ The curious expression, ―a voice conveyed to him by‖ God, 

is a way of protecting the transcendence of God by avoiding the idea that God himself 

speaks directly. Although this exact form of expression does not seem to be paralleled, the 

same concern is evident in apocalyptic references to a voice from heaven, which avoid 

directly identifying it as God‘s voice (Dan 4:31; 1 Enoch 13:8; 65:4; 2 Apoc. Bar. 13:1; 

22:1; Rev 4:4, 8; 11:12; 16:1; cf. John 12:28; Acts 10:13–15; 11:7.9; Mart. Pol. 9:1) and in 

the rabbinic idea of the  (cf. TDNT 9, 288–90). ―The Majestic Glory‖ is a periphrasis 

for God; cf. ―the great Glory‖ (1 Enoch 14:20; 102:3; T. Levi 3:4; Asc. Isa. 9:37; 11:32; cf. 

Sir 17:13: megaleìon dovxh"; and Jude 24, with Comment), and ―the Majesty‖ 

(megalwsuvnh: Heb 1:3; 8:1). megaloprephv" (―majestic,‖ only here in NT) and its 

corresponding noun megaloprevpeia (―majesty‖) are frequently used of God and his works 

in the LXX (Deut 33:26; Pss 8:2; 28:4; 67:35; 70:8; 95:6; 110:3; 2 Macc 8:15) and in 1 Clem 

(9:1; 19:2; 60:1; 61:1; 64:1), which shares with 2 Peter a predilection for grandiose terms of 

this kind. We find th;n megaloprevpeian th̀" dovxh" (―the glorious majesty‖) and th;n 
dovxan th̀" megaloprepeiva" (―the majestic glory‖) in Ps 144:5, 12 LXX, and the same 

phrase as 2 Peter‘s used as a periphrasis for God in 1 Clem 9:2 (th`/ megaloprepei` dovxh/ 
aujtou`). It also occurs in later Greek liturgies and may already have been liturgical at the 

time of 2 Peter and 1 Clem (Chase, DB(H); 3, p 799). 

It is possible that this description of God as ―the Majestic Glory‖ is connected with the 

cloud in the synoptic accounts of the Transfiguration. The synoptic accounts are strongly 

influenced by the OT accounts of the Sinai theophany (Sabbe, ―La rédaction,‖ 77–80; B. D. 

Chilton, ―The Transfiguration: Dominical Assurance and Apostolic Vision,‖ NTS 27 

[1980–81] 120–21), in which ―the glory of the Lord‖ comes down onto Mount Sinai in the 

Shekinah cloud (Exod 24:16). But it is unlikely that the author of 2 Peter expects his 

readers to see an allusion to Sinai, for he has dropped all features of the Transfiguration 

tradition which suggest a Moses typology, including (the most clearly deliberate omission) 

the words ―hear him‖ (Deut 18:15) from the divine declaration. He is presenting Jesus as 

eschatological divine vicegerent, not as eschatological prophet. 



It may be noted that although our author reproduces the traditional form of the words of 

the voice in which they are addressed not to Jesus but to the disciples (―This is …‖), he 

says that the voice was conveyed by God to Jesus (aujtẁ/ ―to him‖). If we are correct in 

supposing that he understands the voice to be the divine decree of Ps 2:7 (see below), it is 

relevant that the Lord‘s words there are addressed to the Messiah (LXX: pro;" mev, ―to me‖). 

This point also indicates that the writer of 2 Peter sees the Transfiguration not just as the 

revelation of Jesus‘ kingship to the disciples, but also as his actual appointment by God to 

be the eschatological king. 

oJ uiJov" mou, ―my Son.‖ Although not all scholars agree that this phrase in the words of 

the voice at Jesus‘ baptism and transfiguration was originally seen as an allusion to Ps 2:7 

(see Form/Structure/Setting section above), it is clear that it was interpreted as such from 

quite an early stage (Luke 3:22 D; Gos. Eb.; Justin, Dial. 88.8; 103.6; cf. Heb 1:5; 5:5; 

Bretscher, JBL 87 [1968] 302). That the writer of 2 Peter saw here an allusion to Ps 2:7, and 

in this the principal key to the significance of the Transfiguration, is suggested by the 

phrase ―the holy mountain‖ in v 18 (see below). 

Psalm 2, which was already interpreted in a messianic sense in Judaism (4QFlor 1:18–2:1; 

Pss. Sol. 17:23–24; rabbinic references in E. Lövestam, Son and Saviour: A Study of Acts 

13, 32–37 [ConNT 18; Lund: C. W. K. Gleerup/Copenhagen: E. Munksgaard, 1961] 17–21) 

describes the enthronement of God‘s anointed king oh Mount Zion, in the context of the 

rebellion of the hostile nations against divine rule. The Messiah is appointed by God and 

declared his son (v 7) with immediate reference to his subjugation of the nations and 

universal dominion (vv 8–9). This theme of the royal Messiah‘s conquest of the rebellious 

nations was prominent whenever Ps 2 was given a messianic reference in Jewish 

interpretation (Lövestam, 15–23). There is evidence that this was also the case in early 

Christian application of the psalm to Jesus; Jesus, as God‘s Son, had been designated the 

one who will exercise eschatological judgment and implement God‘s universal dominion at 

his Parousia in glory. The book of Revelation combines reference to Jesus‘ sonship (Ps 2:7) 

and to Jesus‘ judgment of and rule over the nations (Ps 2:9) in this way (2:26–28; 12:5; 

19:15; cf. other allusions to the psalm in 11:15–18). Note especially how Rev 2:27–28 

implies that as the Son of God Jesus has already received from the Father the authority to 

rule the nations which he was to exercise at the Parousia. L. C. Allen (―The Old Testament 

Background of (pro)oJrivzein in the New Testament,‖ NTS 17 [1970–71] 105) also argues 

that the references in Acts 10:42; 17:31 to Jesus‘ appointment (oJrivzein) by God to be the 

eschatological judge are allusions to the divine ―decree‖ (qj 
) of Ps 2:7. 

Probably the most common early Christian application of Ps 2:7 was to the 

Resurrection (Acts 13:33; Rom 1:4; cf. Heb 1:5; 5:5; 7:28), but a connection with the 

Transfiguration could easily be made, because the Transfiguration story was already, in the 

pre-synoptic tradition, understood as an apocalyptic vision in which Jesus‘ enthronement as 

the royal Messiah was proleptically revealed to the disciples. In accordance with this 

general view of the Transfiguration, the tradition on which 2 Peter evidently depends 

interpreted the heavenly voice on the mountain of the Transfiguration as the divine decree 

of Ps 2:7, in which God appointed Jesus the one who was to judge and rule the nations. At 

the same time he invested Jesus with his kingly glory, a participation in the divine majesty 

given to the one who is to exercise the divine rule. The Transfiguration is the basis for the 

Parousia expectation because it is God‘s appointment of Jesus to a roÆle which he has not 



yet exercised but will exercise at his coming in glory. This view of the significance of the 

Transfiguration in 2 Peter also accounts for the great emphasis which these verses place on 

the divine voice, to the exclusion of other aspects of the Transfiguration. 

Although no doubt Ps 2:7 originally meant that the king‘s enthronement was his 

adoption to divine sonship, it is unlikely that the author of 2 Peter understood the heavenly 

voice in that way. Most probably he interpreted it to mean that because Jesus was already 

God‘s Son, he has appointed him to be his vicegerent. 

oJ ajgaphtov" mou, ―my Beloved.‖ Depending on the OT background to the words of the 

voice at this point (see Form/Structure/Setting section above), there are two possible 

interpretations. The phrase may be a literal version of the Hebrew ydyjy 
, ―my only one‖ (cf.. Gen 22:2, 12, 16), in which case it is closely connected with the 

preceding phrase and indicates the uniqueness of Jesus‘ divine sonship. Alternatively it 

may represent yryjb 
, ―my chosen,‖ in Isa 42:1, in which case it should be connected with the following 

phrase and God‘s election of Jesus to messianic office. The special love of God the Father 

for his Son involves a special calling in God‘s purpose. The same thought is no doubt 

behind the use of oJ ajgaphmevno" and oJ ajgaphtov" as a Christological title, ―the Beloved‖ 

(Eph 1:6; Barn. 3:6; 4:3, 8; Ign. Smyrn. inscr.; Acts Paul & Thecla 1; Odes Sol. 3:8; Asc. Isa. 

1:4, 5, 7, 13; 3:13; etc.). 

eij" o}n ejgw; eujdovkhsa, ―on whom I have set my favor.‖ The phrase derives from Isa 

42:1, and carries the special sense of God‘s electing good pleasure (see Schrenk in TDNT 2, 

739–41; and 1 Enoch 37:4; 39:9). The very rare construction eij" o}n (see 

Form/Structure/Setting section) probably carries the sense of God‘s favor selecting Jesus 

by coming to rest on him, while the aorist indicates an act of election. Presumably the 

election is considered as having already occurred, in God‘s eternity; it is now declared at 

the moment of Jesus‘ official appointment to the task for which God has elected him. 

The author of 2 Peter may have added the emphatic ejgwv (―I‖) to the form of the words 

which he knew in the tradition. It stresses that Jesus is the one whom God himself has 

selected to be his vicegerent. Thus the expectation of the Parousia is not a humanly 

contrived myth (v 16), but is firmly grounded in God‘s declared will as the apostles 

themselves heard it spoken. 

Probably the author of 2 Peter sees no further significance in the allusion to Isa 42:1 as 

such, since the role of the Servant in that passage was not connected with the Parousia in 

Christian traditional exegesis. But reference to eschatological judgment could have been 

found in the context (Isa 41:25; 42:4). 

18. ejx ouJranoù, ―from heaven.‖ A voice from heaven is a standard feature of 

apocalyptic visions (Dan 4:31; 1 Enoch 13:8; 65:4; 2 Apoc. Bar. 13:1; 22:1; Rev 10:4, 8; 

11:12; 14:13) and, although the phrase is not used in the synoptic accounts of the 

Transfiguration, it is entirely appropriate to the primitive Christian understanding of the 

Transfiguration as an apocalyptic revelation and may well have belonged to the tradition 2 

Peter here follows (see Form/Structure/Setting section). 

ejn tẁ/ aJgivw/ o}rei, ―on the holy mountain.‖ As a designation for the mountain of the 

Transfiguration the phrase occurs in Apoc. Pet. E 15 and Act. Verc. 20, but these passages 

are dependent on 2 Peter. Of course, there was no veneration of a supposed site of the 

Transfiguration as a holy place until much later, and so 2 Peter‘s expression cannot allude 

to a well-known locality. Some (Bigg, James, Green) think that the phrase is used simply 



because the theophany made the place holy. Many see it as a mark of a late date (Chaine, 

Schelkle, Spicq; Fornberg, Early Church, 146). Those who look in 2 Peter for signs of the 

Transfiguration‘s connection with the Sinai theophany find a symbolic reference to Sinai 

(Sabbe, ―La rédaction,‖ 75). However, although of course the OT implies the holiness of 

Sinai when God is present there (Exod 3:5; 19), Sinai is never called ―the holy mountain‖ 

in the OT (although Philo calls it qeìo", ―divine,‖ in Leg. All. 3.142; Mos. 1.115, and 

iJerwtavto", ―most sacred,‖ in Mos. 2.79; Spec. Leg. 3.125). The phrase ―holy mountain‖ 

(usually, but not always, ―my holy mountain‖) always in the OT designates Zion. The best 

explanation of the phrase here is as a deliberate echo of Ps 2:6 LXX: ―I have been appointed 

king by him on Zion his holy mountain‖ (ejpi; Siwn o[ro" to a}gion aujtoù). Of course, 

there is no intention of locating the Transfiguration historically on Mount Zion; the point is 

to identify the event with the prophecy in Ps 2 to explain its theological significance. The 

apostles, claims 2 Peter, were there with Jesus when God appointed him his king, and they 

themselves heard the divine decree. 

Explanation 
This section begins the author‘s defense of the eschatological teaching of the apostles 

against the attacks of the false teachers, which continues through much of the rest of the 

letter. The first charge to which he replies is that when the apostles preached the 

expectation of the future Parousia of Jesus Christ as judge and king, their message was not 

based on authentic divine revelation but was a mere human invention, a ―myth‖ in the sense 

of a tale which is not true. The opponents may have argued that the apostles deliberately 

invented the notion of eschatological judgment at the Parousia as a means of moral control 

through fear. 

To answer this charge the author first appeals to the apostles‘, especially Peter‘s, own 

eyewitness testimony to the transfiguration of Jesus—an event with which his readers 

would already be familiar through the Gospel traditions. In line with the primitive Christian 

apocalyptic understanding of the Transfiguration, our author sees it as God‘s appointment 

of Jesus as his eschatological vicegerent. In particular, he sees it as the fulfillment of the 

messianic prophecy in Ps 2, where, on the basis of the divine decree (v 7) which was 

echoed by the heavenly voice at the Transfiguration, the Son of God (v 7) is enthroned as 

God‘s anointed king (v 6), on God‘s ―holy mountain‖ (v 6), with the task of subduing the 

rebellious world to divine rule (vv 8–9). On the mountain of the Transfiguration Jesus was 

appointed to this task which he will exercise in the future when he comes in glory as the 

eschatological judge and ruler. The author is therefore pointing out to his readers that the 

Transfiguration, to which the apostles bore witness, is a basis for the expectation of the 

Parousia. 

Thus the author tells how, at the Transfiguration, Jesus received from God the Father a 

share in the divine majesty, because he was appointed to a divine task, and how the apostles 

saw him clothed in this visible glory in which he will be seen by all at the Parousia. They 

also heard, in a voice from heaven, the divine declaration that God‘s Son had been selected 

by God to be his Messiah. The emphasis of the account is that God himself has elected 

Jesus to be his vicegerent, appointed him to the office and invested him with glory for the 

task. If the apostles‘ witness to this is trustworthy, then their message about the Parousia is 

not a human invention, but is based on this divine action and declaration. 



Reply to Objection 1: (b) The Value of Old 

Testament Prophecy (1:19) 

Bibliography 
Boehmer, J. ―Tag und Morgenstern? Zu II Petri 19.‖ ZN

W
 22 (1923) 228–33. Neyrey, J. H. ―The 

Apologetic Use of the Transfiguration in 2 Peter 1:16–21‖ CB
Q
 42 (1980) 504–19. Sibinga, J. S. 

―Une citation du Cantique dans la Secunda Petri.‖ R
B
 73 (1966) 107–18. Spicq,C. Lexicographie, 

953–54. 

Translation 
19

Moreover, we place very firm reliance on the prophetic word, to which you would do well 

to attend, as you would to a lamp shining in a murky place, until the day dawns and the 

morning star rises in your hearts. 

Form/Structure/SettingThis verse contains a second reply to the objection stated in v 16a. 

Comment 

19. kaiv e{comen bebaiovteron to;n profhtiko;n lovgon, ―moreover‘, we place very firm 

reliance on the prophetic word.‖ Commentators have usually given baiovteron its proper 

comparative force, ―more certain, more reliable,‖ but have then been divided as to its 

significance. Some think that prophecy is said to be a more solid argument for the Parousia 

than the Transfiguration is (Plumptre, Bigg, Green). But this would be a rather surprising 

argument in the context, since it appears to relativize the value of the apostolic eyewitness 

testimony which has been so stressed in vv 16–18. It is true that the rabbis held prophetic 

Scripture to be more reliable than a  (Green), but the Transfiguration was more than 

a voice from heaven. It was the visible investiture of Jesus with his kingly glory, the 

beginning of the fulfillment of scriptural prophecy. In view of this, the majority opinion of 

scholars takes this verse to be saying that the Transfiguration has confirmed OT prophecy. 

As an anticipatory fulfillment of prophecy the Transfiguration makes the still awaited 

future fulfillment at the Parousia yet more certain. Hence the translation: ―we have the 

prophetic word‘ made more sure‖ (RS
v). However, this is not a very natural meaning of the 

Greek. The expression e{cein ti bevbaion (Thucydides 1.32; Appian, Bell. Civ. 5.3) 

normally means ―to have a firm hold on something‖; the phrase does not use bevbaio" in 

the legal sense of ―confirmed.‖ In this phrase the comparative bebaiovteron is used either 

as a true comparative (Isocrates, Ad Dem. 36) or, as often in the Koine, with superlative 

(elative) meaning (―very firm‖: Stobaeus, Eccl. 4.25.31). It is best to adopt the latter sense 

here (Reicke; Neyrey, CBQ 42 [1980] 515). No comparison need be intended. 

The phrase to;n profhtiko;n lovgon (―the prophetic word‖) has been held to refer to (1) 

OT messianic prophecy (Bigg, Mayor, Moffatt, Wand, Chaine; Käsemann, ―Apologia,‖ 

187); (2) the whole OT understood as messianic prophecy (Schelkle, Spicq, Kelly, 

Grundmann); (3) one specific OT prophecy (Fornberg, Early Church, 82–83); (4) OT and NT 

prophecies (Plumptre, Sidebottom); (5) 2 Pet 1:20–2:19 (Robson, Studies, 44–48); (6) the 

Transfiguration itself as a prophecy of the Parousia (Neyrey, CBQ 42 [1980] 514–16). 

All other known occurrences of the phrase refer to OT Scripture, except 2 Clem 11:2, 



which refers to an apocryphon which the writer presumably regarded as part of OT Scripture 

(cf. 1 Clem 23:3). Although Fornberg argues that it is always used of specific scriptural 

passsages, this judgment is not accurate. It seems in fact to be interchangeable with the 

term ―Scripture‖ and, like that term, can refer to specific passages (Philo, Leg. All. 3.43; 

Sob. 68; Acts Paul 10 [PH, p. 8]; Justin, Dial. 56.6; 77.2; 110.3; also the plural profhtikoi; 
lovgoi in Justin, Dial. 39.4; 1 Apol. 54), or to several specific passages (Philo, Plant 

117–19), or to the OT generally, with particular passages not specified (Justin, Dial. 128.4). 

Justin, Dial. 129.1, makes it especially clear that the term is virtually synonymous with 

―Scripture.‖ This equivalence came about because in the current Jewish understanding all 

inspired Scripture was prophecy. 

Thus the use of the term favors view (2), though of course the author is thinking of the 

OT prophecies which early Christian exegesis normally applied to the Parousia. He may 

have one or more specific passages in mind (e.g. Ps 2:9; Dan 7:13–14; Num 24:17), but 

since he does not make this clear it is more likely that he is speaking generally. In view of 2 

Pet 3:16, where Paul‘s writings are called grafaiv (―Scriptures‖), it is perhaps not 

impossible that NT writings are included, but against this we should consider: (1) Even 

Justin does not use the term proftiko;" lovgo" (―prophetic word‖) of NT Scripture. (2) Our 

writer is not likely to be representing Peter as saying that he and his fellow-apostles based 

their preaching of the Parousia on apostolic writings. The best sense of the whole passage 

1:16–19 is that the apostles based their eschatological message on (a) their own eyewitness 

testimony (vv 16–18), and (b) OT prophecies (v 19). (3) 2: la, referring to false prophets in 

the OT period, presupposes that the preceding verses are about the OT Scriptures. 

Against Neyrey‘s view (6) that the Transfiguration itself is the profhtiko;n lovgon 

(―prophetic word‖), the normal usage of the term is decisive. Moreover, he is obliged to 

interpret vv 20–21 also as a defense of the Transfiguration as prophecy (CBQ 42 [1980] 

516–19), but this is a most unnatural interpretation of a passage which explicitly discusses 

inspired writings (profhteiva grafh̀"). Finally, on his view, we should expect v 19 to 

begin with some more explicit connection with the preceding passage, such as ―thus‖ or 

―therefore,‖ rather than simply kaiv (―and‖). 

It is commonly thought that the first person plural e{comen (lit. ―we have‖) now (in 

contrast to the preceding verses) includes all Christians. But this is unnecessary. The author 

is still arguing that when the apostles preached the Parousia, they were not following 

myths. On the contrary, they had reliable authorities for their message: the Transfiguration, 

which they witnessed, and the OT, which is inspired by God. 

kalw`" poieìte, ―you would do well,‖ is often equivalent to ―please‖ (Acts 10:33; Phil 

4:14; 3 John 6), but probably has a slightly stronger force here, as elsewhere in paraenesis 

(Acts 15:29; Jas 2:8). 

wJ" luvcvw/ faivnonti ejn aujcmhrẁ/ tovpw/, ―as to a lamp shining in a murky place.‖ The 

comparison of the Word of God to a lamp was common (Ps 119 (118): 105; Wis 18:4; 2 

Apoc. Bar. 17:4; 59:2; 77:16; Bib. Ant. 9:8; 15:6; 19:5; Theophilus, Ad Autol. 2:13). It was 

sometimes extended to those who teach God‘s Word (John 5:35; 2 Apoc. Bar. 77:13, 15; cf. 

Sir 48:1), and so in 4 Ezra 12:42 Ezra is compared to ―a lamp in a dark place.‖ Since the 

purpose of lamps is to shine in darkness (cf. also Job 29:3; 2 Apoc. Bar. 59:2), this 

coincidence with 2 Peter is unremarkable. 

aujcmhrov", a rare word, is used by Aristotle (De Color 3) as the opposite of lamprov" 

(―bright‖) and synonymous with ajlamphv" (―without light‖). It is also used in Apoc. Pet. A 



21, describing hell. 

No doubt the world or, more probably, the human mind, is pictured as dark when it is 

ignorant of God‘s prophetic message and therefore without hope (so Grundmann). Into this 

darkness the prophetic Scripture casts a ray of light by awakening hope. 

e{w" ou| hJmevra diaugavsh/, ―until the day dawns.‖ Sibinga (RB 73 [1966] 107–18) finds 

evidence that Origen knew a Greek version (not LXX) of Cant 2:17 which read: e{w" ou| 
diaugavsh/ hJ hJmevra (―until the day dawns‖). In that case it is possible that 2 Peter here 

alludes to that OT text (which in the Hebrew should refer to the evening, not dawn). The 

Jewish allegorical interpretation of the Song, which found the history and future hope of 

God‘s people portrayed in it, may well go back to the first century A.D.. 

In any case, the day here is a symbol for the eschatological age which will dawn at the 

Parousia. The absence of the article is not very significant in 2 Peter (see Mayor, 

xxx–xxxv) and cannot itself disprove a reference to ―the day of the Lord‖ (cf. 3:10). But 

such a reference is unlikely, except perhaps as a secondary allusion, since it is clear that 

―day‖ is mentioned here as the time of light, in contrast to the preceding darkness. It is 

therefore probably a symbol for the eschatological age as a whole (cf. Rom 13:12; 2 Pet 

3:18: hJmevran aijẁno", ―the day of eternity‖), which is daylight in contrast to the darkness 

of the present time (so Boehmer, ZNW 22 [1923] 228–29). Prophecy‘s function of 

illuminating the darkness of ignorance will be superseded when the full light of 

eschatological revelation floods the hearts of God‘s people. 

kai; fwsfovro" ajnateivlh/, ―and the morning star rises.‖ Some have argued that because 

this clause follows the mention of daybreak, fwsfovro" (lit. ―light-bearer‖) cannot refer to 

the morning star, which rises before dawn, but must refer to the sun (for this sense of 

fwsfovro", cf. F. J. Dölger, Antike und Christenturn 5 [Münster: Aschendorff, 1936] 

10–11). But as a substantive fwsfovro" normally refers to the morning star, Venus (TDNT 

9, 312; Spicq, Lexicographie, 954), which accompanied the first glimmerings of dawn and 

could therefore be thought of as introducing daylight into the world. 

As almost all commentators agree, there is here an allusion to Num 24:17: ―a star shall 

rise out of Jacob‖ (LXX: ajnateleì a[stron ejx Iakwb), which was already interpreted 

messianically in Judaism (T. Levi 18:3; T. Jud. 24:1; 1QM 11:6–7; 4QTestim 9–13; CD 

7:18–20; y. . 68d). It is interesting to notice that in T. Levi 18:3–4; T. Jud. 24:1, the two 

images of the star and the sunrise (with reference to Mal 4:2) are closely associated. 

Probably this association suggested the interpretation of the star as the morning star, which 

is found, applied to Jesus, in Rev 22:16 (oJ ajsth;r oJ lampro;" oJ prwi>nov", ―the bright 

morning star‖; cf. 2:28). (Other suggested allusions to Num 24:17 in the NT are Luke 1:78; 

Matt 4:16; but they are not at all certain, cf. Isa 61:1–2; Mal 4:2.) Thus the writer of 2 Peter 

no doubt follows Christian exegetical tradition, though it is in line with his predilection for 

Hellenistic religious vocabulary that he chooses a term (fwsfovro") which was used of 

Greek divinities and kings (Spicq, Lexicographie, 953). 

Thus the rising of the morning star is a symbol for the Parousia of Christ which 

inaugurates the eschatological age. 

ejn taì" kardivai" uJmwǹ, ―in your hearts.‖ Many have [bund this phrase surprising in a 

reference to the Parousia. Therefore some have denied that the section e{w" ou| hJmevra 
diaugavsh/ kai; fwsfovro" ajnateivlh/ ejn taì" kardivai" uJmwǹ (―until the day dawns and 

the morning star rises in your hearts‖) refers to the Parousia at all, and have interpreted it 

instead as referring to an experience of enlightenment in this life (Plumptre, Mayor, James, 



Spicq, Grundmann; Delling in TDNT 2,953; Käsemann, ―Apologia,‖ 189). Others accept the 

eschatological reference, but find in this phrase evidence that the primitive Christian hope 

is being individualized or ―spiritualized‖ (Schelkle, Kelly, Schrage; cf. Green). 

Neither of these views is justified. The phrase ejn taì" kardivai" uJmwǹ (―in your 

hearts‖) no longer appears surprising, once it is realized that only one specific aspect of the 

Parousia is being discussed, namely the Parousia as the full revelation of God to Christian 

believers (Fornberg, Early Church, 85). The only point being made is that prophecy, as a 

partial revelation pointing forward to the full eschatological revelation, will become 

superfluous when the full revelation arrives. Naturally it will be ―in their hearts‖ that 

Christian believers will receive and perceive this revelation. In a similar argument (1 Cor 

13:8–12) Paul uses equally subjective and individual terms with reference to the age to 

come. Neither in Paul‘s case nor in 2 Peter‘s does this language exclude or replace the 

expectation of the Parousia as an objective and cosmic event (cf. 2 Pet 3:7–13). 

One further point about this reference to the Parousia should be noticed. Like most NT 

writers, the author of 2 Peter writes as if his readers will survive until the Parousia (cf. also 

3:14). Thus his recognition of the delay of the Parousia (3:8–9) does not, as has often been 

thought, imply an indefinite postponement and a loss of the ―imminent expectation.‖ 

Explanation 

To the charge that the apostles preached cleverly invented myths, the author replies, 

secondly, that their eschatological teaching was solidly based on OT prophecy. He takes the 

opportunity briefly to indicate the value of such prophecy for his Christian readers. The 

lamp of prophecy lights up the darkness of this present world‘s hopeless ignorance with a 

bright beam of hope. But just as a lamp is used during the night but becomes superfluous 

when dawn comes, so prophecy‘s role is to give partial illumination to those whom it 

enables to hope for the full eschatological revelation of God. When Christians experience 

that full revelation at the Parousia of Jesus Christ, it will be like the daylight which dispels 

all the darkness of the night, and Jesus Christ himself will be like the morning star whose 

rising signals the dawn. 

Reply to Objection 2: The Inspiration of OT 

Prophecy (1:20–21) 
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Translation 
20

Above all, you must understand that no prophecy of Scripture derives from the prophet’s 

own interpretation, 
21

because prophecy never came by the impulse of man, but men 

impelled by the Holy Spirit spoke from God.a 

Notes 

a. The reading ajpo; qeou` in P72
 B P. al is probably preferable to a{gioi qeou` in a 

 A and most MS
s, and ajpo; qeoù a{gioi in C a{gioi is a conventional epithet for the prophets 

(cf. 3:2) and could easily have resulted from misreading. 

Form/Structure/Setting 

To support his appeal to OT prophecy in v 19, the author must now respond to a second 

objection, against the inspiration of OT prophecy. This objection is closely related to that 

stated in v 16a, but is set out as a distinct thesis to be rejected in v 20 and perhaps also in v 

21a. Neyrey finds the apologetic ouj … ajllav (―not … but‖) form in v 21 (CBQ 42 [1980] 

518), as in v 16, but it is necessary to be cautious about this. It is v 20 which clearly rejects 

an assertion by the opponents, and v 21 is the ground for this rejection. The ouj … ajllav 
form of v 21 is paralleled in some of the similar statements about inspiration quoted below 

in the Comment section (Philo, Mos. 1.281; Hippolytus, Antichr. 2; Justin, 1 Apol. 36) and it 

is not possible to be sure that all of these are polemical. However, it seems quite likely that 

v 21a may be the denial of a statement the false teachers made. 

Both verses use the standard terminology of discussions of prophetic inspiration in 

Hellenistic Judaism and early Christianity (ijdiva", ―own‖; uJpo; pneuvmato" aJgivou 
ferovmenoi, ―impelled by the Holy Spirit‖; ajpo; qeou`, ―from God‖). It is not impossible that 

2 Peter is dependent on Philo (as Abbott, Exp 2/3 [1882] 54–56, argued), but the common 

theological language of Hellenistic Judaism is sufficient to explain the resemblances. 

The introductory phrase toùto prwt̀on ginwvskonte" (―above all understanding this‖) 

recurs in 3:3. (The fact that in 3:3 the participle is ungrammatical shows how formalized 

the phrase is, and that in 1:20 it need not be taken closely with prosevconte" in v 19.) It is 

not necessarily a citation formula (as Robson, Studies, 33–35, argues), but a way of 

marking out the statement it introduces for special attention (cf. similar phrases in Luke 

12:39; Gal 3:7; 2 Tim 3:1; Heb 13:3). 

Comment 
20. pa`sa profhteiva grafh̀" ijdiva" ejpiluvsew" ouj givnetai, ―no prophecy of Scripture 

derives from the prophet‘s own interpretation.‖ If we leave aside some very improbable 

suggestions, two main interpretations of this clause are possible: (1) ―no prophecy of 

Scripture is a matter of one‘s own interpretation‖ (most commentators and translations); (2) 

―no prophecy of Scripture derives from the prophet‘s own interpretation‖ (Calvin, 

Plumptre, Lumby, Green; NI
v). The clause refers either (1) to the interpretation of prophecy 

in the present, or (2) to the origin of prophecy. To decide between these alternatives 

requires careful discussion both of the terminology and of the context and polemical 



intention of the statement. 

TERMINOLOGY 

20. ijdiva". In view of v 21, it is now generally agreed that ijdiva" here means 

―(someone‘s) own‖ as opposed to ―the Spirit‘s‖ (see especially Curran, TS 4 [1943] 362), 

not ―private‖ as opposed to ―general‖ (Mayor) or ―authoritative.‖ The question is whether it 

means ―one‘s own‖ or ―the prophet‘s own,‖ i.e. whether the ejpiluvsi" (―interpretation‖) is 

that of the contemporary exegete or that of the original author of the prophecy (other 

possibilities are rightly ruled out by Curran, TS 4 [1943] 358–59). A reference to the 

prophet‘s own interpretation (supported by Oecumenius, PG 119:592; Theophylact, PG 

125:1264; Bede, PL 93:73) is grammatically awkward, since the prophet has not been 

mentioned, and therefore most modern commentators and translations prefer ―one‘s own.‖ 

However, it is relevant to notice that i[dio" is used in a series of Hellenistic Jewish and 

early Christian statements which deny the human origin of prophecy, and seems to have 

been virtually a technical term in such assertions: 

Philo
,
 Quis. Her

.
 259: ―For a prophet utters (ajpofqevggetai) nothing that is his own 

(i{dion oujdevn), but everything he utters belongs to another (ajllovtria), since another is 

prompting him (uJphcoùnto" eJtevrou).‖ (Abbott, Ex
p
 2/3 [1882] 54–55, thinks 2 Peter is 

actually dependent on this passage.) 
Philo

,
 Mos

.
 1.281: ―I [Balaam] say nothing that is my own (oujde;n i[dion), but only what 

is prompted by the divine uJphchvsh/ to; qeivon.‖ 

Philo
,
 Mos

.
 1.286: ―Nothing which he [Balaam] said was his own (oujde;n i{dion), but being 

possessed and inspired he expressed the things of another (diermhneuvoi ta; eJtevrou).‖ (For this 

sense of diermhneuvein in Philo, see A. C. Thistleton, ―The ―Interpretation‖ of Tongues: a new 

Suggestion in the Light of Greek Usage in Philo and Josephus,‘ JT
S
 30 [1979] 15–36.) 

Philo
,
 Spec. Leg

.
 4.49: ―A prophet declares nothing at all that is his own (oujde;n i{dion 

ajpofaivnetai to; paravpan), but is a spokesman (ejrmhneuv") of another who suggests 

(uJpobavllonto" eJtevrou) everything he utters.‖ 

Philo
,
 Qu. Gen

.
 3.10 ―The prophet seems to say something, but he does not give his 

own oracle but is the interpreter [i.e
.
 ejrmhneuv", ―spokesman‖] of another, who puts things 

into his mind‖ (Loeb tr. from the Armenian). 

Hippolytus, Antichr. 2: ―For they [the prophets] did not speak from their own power (ejx 
i[dia" dunavmew" ejfqeggonto) … nor did they proclaim what they wished, but first they 

were endowed with true wisdom through the Word, and then they were correctly taught 

about the future through visions.‖ 

Pseudo-Justin, Cohortatio 8: The prophets ―taught us nothing from their own 

imagination (mhde;n ajpo; th̀" ijdiva" aujtẁn fantasiva") … [but] they received from God 

the knowledge which they also taught us. … For neither by nature nor by human thought 

(ejnnoiva/) is it possible for men to know such great and divine things.‖ 

Methodius, Convivium 8.10: The Ebionites hold that ―the prophets spoke from their 

own inspiration (ejx ijdiva" kinhvsew").‖ 

Cf
.
 also Jer 23:16 LX

X:
 The false prophets ―speak from their own heart (ajpo; kardiva" 

aujtẁn) and not from the mouth of the Lord.‖ 

Ezek 13:3 LX
X:
 The false prophets ―prophesy from their own heart (ajpo; kardiva" 

aujtẁn).‖ 

Josephus, Ant
.
 4.121: Balaam says, ―For once he [God] has entered, nothing within us is 

any longer our own (hJmeteron)‖ 

Philo
,
 Spec. Leg

.
 1.65: The prophet ―will say nothing that is his own (oijkeìon oujdevn).‖ 



Besides these texts which use i[dio" in discussions of the origin of prophecy, there is 

also one text which uses it with reference to the interpretation of prophecy: Clem. Hom. 

2:22: Simon ―interprets allegorically the things of the law by his own preconception (ijdiva/ 
prolhvyei).‖ 

This evidence cannot determine the meaning of ijdiva" in 2 Pet 1:20, except to make it 

quite certain that the implied opposite of ijdiva" is ajllovtrio" (―another‘s‖), i.e. God‘s or the 

Spirit‘s. If, as many think, the sense of vv 20–21 is that because prophetic Scripture was not 

of human origin (v 21) it is not a matter of human interpretation (v 20), then the author 

could have adopted ijdio" from the standard language about the origin of prophecy and 

applied it to the interpretation of prophecy. On the other hand, if v 20 refers to the origin of 

prophecy and therefore to the prophet’s interpretation, the grammatical awkwardness of 

taking ijdio" to mean ―the prophet‘s own‖ is very much alleviated by the semitechnical 

nature of i[dio" in this context. 

ejpiluvsew". In the interests of referring v 20 to the origin, rather than to the exegesis, of 

prophecy, several scholars have tried to find a meaning other than ―interpretation‖ for 

ejpivlusi": ―revealment‖ (Spence, ExpTim 8 [189697] 285–86), ―setting forth‖ (Boys-Smith, 

ExpTim 8 [1896–97] 331–32), ―prompting‖ (E. R. Andry, JBL 70 [1951] xvii), ―inspiration‖ 

or ―ecstasy‖ (Louw, NedTT 19 [1964–65] 202–12). But these translations have no support 

from the known usage of ejpivlusi" and ejpiluvein. In the relevant metaphorical usage of 

these words (well summarized by Curran, TS 4 [1943] 351–52) they refer to the 

―explanation‖ or ―interpretation‖ of puzzling or mysterious statements, omens, dreams, 

visions, myths, parables. 

This evidence of usage is often thought to support interpretation (1). In fact, although it 

permits that interpretation, it gives it no strong support, since there seems to be no instance 

of ejpivlusi" or ejpiluvein used of the interpretation of Scripture (though cf. Clem. Alex. 

Paed. 2.1.14). Interpretation (2) receives stronger support from the usage of the word. In 

Aquila‘s version ejpivlusi" and ejpiluvein are used of Joseph‘s interpretations of the baker‘s 

and the butler‘s dreams (Gen 40:8; 41:8, 12), which are explicitly said to be Godgiven 

interpretations (Gen 40:8). Probably the Greek version of 4 Ezra 10:43 (Latin absolutio) 

used ejpivlusi" of the interpretation of the seer‘s vision, given him by the angel. Hermas 

(who probably belongs to the same milieu as 2 Peter) constantly uses ejpivlusi" and 

ejpiluvein to refer to the interpretation, given him by the ―shepherd,‖ of his ―parables,‖ 

which are in most cages symbolic visions (Sim. 5:3:1–2; 5:4:2–3; 5:5:1; 5:6:8; 5:7:1; 

8:11:1; 9:10:5; 9:11:9; 9:13:9; 19:16:7). Hermas‘ prophecies are thus the God-given 

interpretations (ejpiluvsei") of his visions. This conforms to a widely accepted view of the 

nature of prophecy, according to which the prophet is given a sign (e.g. Amos 7:1; Jer 1:11, 

13), a dream (e.g. Zech 1:8; Dan 7:2) or a vision (e.g. Dan 8:1), and then its interpretation. 

In true prophecy this interpretation is not the prophet‘s own explanation of his vision, but 

an inspired, God-given interpretation. Thus it is possible that 2 Pet 1:20 counters a view 

which held that the prophets may have received visions, but that their prophecies, found in 

the OT, are only their own interpretation of the visions, mere human guesswork. This was 

one way of denying the divine origin of scriptural prophecy. 

This explanation of v 20 receives support from a striking pagan parallel, in which a 

prophetess‘s unfavorable interpretation of an omen is rejected with the complaint, ―You 

gave the sign your own interpretation‖ (suv seauth̀/ ejpevlusa" to; shmeìon: 

Pseudo-Callisthenes, Historia Alex. Magni 2.1.5, quoted in BAG s.v. ejpivlusi"). This 



parallel is especially noteworthy in view of the probability that the main motivation of the 

false teaching which 2 Peter op-poses was rationalistic skepticism derived from the pagan 

Hellenistic environment. 

givnetai could, of course, mean simply ―is,‖ but the meaning ―arises, comes about, derives 

(from)‖ is common. The interpretation of the verb really depends on the sense of the 

genitive ejpiluvsew". Interpretation (1) sees this as a possessive genitive or genitive of 

pertinence (cf. Heb 12:11), giving the meaning ―belongs to, comes under the scope of, is the 

object of one‘s own interpretation‖ (Mayor, Spicq; Curran, TS 4 [1943] 353–54). 

Interpretation (2) takes ejpiluvsew" as a genitive of origin. This would normally, after 

givnesqai, require the preposition ejk (Rom 1:3; Gal 4:4; 1 Tim 6:4), and this is perhaps the 

weakest point in the case for interpretation (2), but the meaning ―arises from‖ with the 

simple genitive cannot be said to be impossible. On either view, the force of the genitive is 

somewhat unusual. 

CONTEXT AND POLEMICAL INTENTION 

If the terminology is not entirely decisive, the relationship of v 20 to v 21, and the possible 

polemical thrust of the two verses, must help us to decide between the alternative 

interpretations of v 20. Most commentators agree that these two verses must be in some 

way aimed against the writer‘s opponents. The following explanations of the polemical 

intention of v 20 are offered: 

(i) The usual view, following interpretation (1), is that this verse represents the author‘s 

charge against his opponents: they interpret prophecy in an arbitrary fashion, giving it their 

own interpretation, rather than the interpretation accepted in orthodox circles, which is 

assumed to be the Spirit‘s interpretation. This view has strong support from 3:16, according 

to which the opponents twist the Scriptures, but encounters the following difficulties: (a) It 

is difficult to combine it (as, e.g., Molland, Opuscula, 61–77, does) with the view that v 21a 

represents the opponents‘ position, that OT prophecy is of human origin. If they thought it 

was of human origin, they are unlikely to have troubled to interpret it. However, it is not 

necessary to read v 21a as containing the opponents‘ view. (b) The section 1:16–19, with 

which vv 20–21 appear to be closely connected, is, as we have seen, defensive rather than 

offensive, concerned with rebutting charges rather than with making them. It is likely that 

vv 20–21 continue this defense, and that attack begins only in 2:1, where the false teachers 

are explicitly mentioned for the first time. (c) If v 20 is the author‘s rejection of the 

opponents‘ interpretation of Scripture, v 21 must give his basis for this rejection. But the 

basis is extremely weak. The train of thought is usually explained as: Scripture cannot be 

subject to merely human interpretation, because it is inspired by the Spirit and so requires 

an interpretation inspired by the Spirit. This means that the author has left his main 

point—the need for Spirit-inspired interpretation—implicit rather than explicit. But even if 

this is allowed, the cogency of the argument requires a further crucial step: that the 

interpretation followed by the author is inspired by the Spirit, while that proposed by the 

false teachers is not. Surely this point could not have been left unstated if this were the 

argument intended. 

(ii) Neyrey, also following interpretation (1), takes v 20 to be a rejection of the 

opponents‘ charge against the author: that his interpretation of prophecy is idiosyncratic 

(CBQ 42 [1980] 516–19). However, the connection with v 21 tells against this view too. The 

inspiration of Scripture may be a reason why it should not be given an idiosyncratic 

interpretation, but it cannot be a proof that the author‘s interpretation is not an idiosyncratic 



one. 

(iii) Although no commentator seems to have suggested it before, it is possible, again 

following interpretation (1), that v 20 rejects the opponents‘ charge that OT prophecy is 

thoroughly ambiguous, so that anyone can interpret it any way he likes and no one can say 

which way is correct. Then v 21 would imply that, because Scripture is inspired by God, it 

must have the meaning God intended. This view makes quite good sense of the connection 

with v 21, and is probably the only, way in which interpretation (1) can be sustained in 

context. But it requires rather a lot to be read into ijdiva" ejpiluvsew" ouj givnetai. 
(iv) If interpretation (2) is correct, then v 20 rejects the opponents‘ charge that OT 

prophecy is only the prophet‘s own human interpretation of his visions. Against 

interpretation (2) it has sometimes been argued that v 21 is then not a reason for the 

statement in v 20, but only a repetition of it (Kelly). But this is not the case. The reason 

why scriptural prophecy is not simply a product of human interpretation is that its authors 

did not speak of their own volition but under the inspiration of God. The weight of 

emphasis falls on v 21b as the basis for v 20. On this view it is possible (though not 

necessary) to see v 21a also as rejecting a charge made by the opponents: that prophecy is 

of human origin (see below). The two charges would be consistent with each other (contrast 

(i) above). 

Thus (i) and (ii) are unlikely, (iii) is possible, but (iv) seems more probable. This, 

combined with the evidence given in the discussion of ijdiva" and ejpiluvsew" above, tips 

the balance in favor of interpretation (2). 

If interpretation (2) is correct, this verse says nothing about the interpretation of 

Scripture, and therefore nothing about an authoritative teaching office in the Church to 

which all interpretation must be subject (Käsemann, ―Apologia,‖ 189–90) or about the 

charism of teaching (Curran, TS 4 [1943] 36467). Nor is there any implication that there 

were no longer Christian prophets active in the church (Grundmann): the question of 

Christian prophets simply does not arise here. 

21. ouj ga;r qelhvmati ajnqrwvpou hjnevcqh profhteiva potev, ajlla; uJpo; pneuvmato" 
aJgivou ferovmenoi ejlavlhsan ajpo; qeoù a{nqrwpoi, ―because prophecy never came by the 

impulse of man, but men impelled by the Holy Spirit spoke from God.‖ The repetition of 

the verb fevrein in the Greek (hjnevcqh, ferovmenoi) is difficult to render in English; in this 

translation the use of ―impulse‖ (for qelhvmati, lit. ―will‖) and ―impelled‖ (for ferovmenoi) 
is an attempt to provide an equivalent repetition. It should be noted that fevrein (lit. ―to 

bear‖) was also used in vv 17–18 of the heavenly voice. The author‘s concern there to 

stress that the words at the Transfiguration came from God, is comparable with his concern 

here to stress that the words of OT prophecy also came from God. 

The phrase uJpo; pneuvmato" aJgivou ferovmenoi (lit. ―borne by the Holy Spirit‖) recalls 

the pagan Greek use of words such as qeofovro", ―bearing a god‖ (or qeovforo", ―borne by 

a god‖), qeofovrhto", and qeoforeìsqai, to describe prophetic inspiration. The same 

words were used by Philo (and later by Justin); they were part of the technical vocabulary 

of prophetic inspiration in Hellenistic Judaism. Even closer to 2 Peter‘s phrase is the word 

pneumatoforo" (accented pneumatofovro", it means ―bearing pneuma [spirit]‖; accented 

pneumatovforo", it means ―borne by pneuma [spirit]‖), used to describe prophets in LXX 

Hos 9:7; Zeph 3:4, though oddly in those verses it seems to be used in a derogatory sense. 

Theophilus of Antioch used it to describe the inspiration of the OT prophets (Ad Autol. 2:9, 

22; 3:12). 



The extent to which the whole verse is expressed in the standard terminology used in 

discussion of prophetic inspiration in Hellenistic Judaism and early Christianity dependent 

on Hellenistic Judaism can be seen by comparison with the following passages: 

Philo
,
 Spec. Leg

.
 1.65: "A prophet inspired by God (qeofovrhto") will appear and give 

divine oracles (qespieì) and prophesy." 
Justin, 1 Apol. 33: ―Isaiah inspired (qeoforoùmeno") by the prophetic Spirit …‖ 

Justin, 1 Apol. 36: ―But when you hear the utterances of the prophets … you must not 

suppose that they are spoken from the inspired men themselves (ajpŽ aujtw`n tẁn 
ejmpepneusmevnwn) but from the divine Word who moves them (ajpo; toù kinoùnto" 
aujtou;" qeivou lovgou).‖ 

Justin, 1 Apol. 37: ―the things taught through the prophets from God (ajpo; toù qeou`) …‖ 

Theophilus, Ad Autol. 2:9: ―The men of God, who were inspired by a holy Spirit 

pneumatofovroi—or pneumatovforoi—pneuvmato" aJgivou) and became prophets, were 

inspired (ejmpneusqevnte") and given wisdom by God himself.‖ 

In Hellenistic Jewish writers (Philo, Mos. 1.283; Quis Her. 266; Spec. Leg. 1.65; 4.49; 

Som. 1.2; Josephus, Ant. 4.119) such language is often associated with a basically pagan 

understanding of the psychology of prophetic inspiration, as irrational ecstasy in which the 

prophet is a purely passive instrument of the divine Spirit, unconscious of the words the 

Spirit utters through him. But the language of 2 Peter does not in itself require such a 

depreciation of the human role in prophecy. What it says is in conformity with the OT 

prophets‘ own testimony to the nature of prophecy: that the true prophet, unlike the false 

(Jer 14:13; 23:16; 18:21–22, 26; Ezek 13:3), does not speak on his own initiative (cf. Amos 

3:8; Jer 20:9) or proclaim a message which is the product of his own mind, but speaks ―the 

word of the Lord‖ when it comes to him. The only point which the author of 2 Peter is 

concerned to deny is that the prophets themselves were the originating source of their 

message. To counter this view he affirms that the Holy Spirit was the source of their 

prophecy, enabling them to speak as God‘s own spokesmen (cf. also Acts 3:21, attributed to 

Peter). 

Since v 20 is certainly aimed polemically against the opponents‘ charge that prophecy was 

only the prophets‘ own interpretation of their visions, it is quite possible that the negative 

clause in v 21 is also a specific denial of the false teachers‘ assertion that prophecy is of 

human origin. Molland (Opuscula, 64–65) provides evidence that the Ebionites, who 

recognized no prophets after Moses, were accused of holding this: Methodius, Convivium 

8.10 (quoted above, on v 20); Epiphanius, Pan. 30.18.5: ―they say that the prophets are 

prophets of (their own) intelligence (sunevsew") and not of truth.‖ Molland (Opuscula, 

66–77) also finds evidence in the Jewish-Christian material in the Pseudo-Clementines of 

this radical attitude to the OT prophets, as men who did not attain to the truth. This does not 

prove that the opponents in 2 Peter were Ebionite or proto-Ebionite Jewish Christians, 

which is unlikely. Rather it shows that both the author of 2 Peter and the Ebionites carried 

on their discussions in the standard terms of debates about true and false inspiration, of 

which the quotations from Philo, Justin and Hippolytus, given above, are also evidence, and 

which indeed go back to the OT prophets themselves (Jer 14:13; 23:16–22; Ezek 13:1–7). 

Neyrey (Polemic, 196–99) also compares the Epicurean polemic against oracles, and it may 

be that pagan skepticism had more to do with the false teachers‘ attitude to prophecy than 

Jewish-Christian heresy did. In any case, it should be carefully noted that 2 Peter combats 

the view that OT prophecy was of purely human origin, not the typical second-century 



gnostic view that it was inspired by the Demiurge. 

Finally, confirmation of the view that the opponents in 2 Peter rejected the divine 

inspiration of OT prophecy in the interests of denying the expectation of the Parousia, may 

be found in the section of the Asc. Isa. which is in the form of an apocalyptic prophecy of 

the last times (3:21–4:18). This passage dates from the late first century (see 4:13) and is 

therefore contemporary with 2 Peter. Under the guise of prophecy, the author depicts the 

condition of the church in his own time, when there will be ―many heresies‖ (aiJrevsei" 
pollaiv, 3:22), and when ―they will set aside the prophecies of the prophets which were 

before me [Isaiah] and also pay no attention to these my visions, in order to speak (forth 

from the) torrent of their heart‖ (3:31, tr. in NTApoc. 2, 648; cf. also ―3 Cor‖ 1:10). 

Explanation 

The author‘s appeal to the authority of OT prophecy in support of the expectation of the 

Parousia (v 19) must now be defended against a second objection made by the opponents. 

They rejected the authority of OT prophecy by denying its divine origin. They said that 

while it may be true that the prophets received signs and dreams and visions, their 

prophecies were their own human interpretations of these, not God-given interpretations. 

The OT prophecies were therefore just products of the human mind, like the apostolic 

message (v 16a). 

In reply, the author denies this view, and reasserts, in the standard terms used by Hellenistic 

Jewish writers, the divine origin of OT prophecy. No prophecy in the OT Scriptures 

originated from human initiative or imagination. The Holy Spirit of God inspired not only 

the prophets‘ dreams and visions, but also their interpretations of them, so that when they 

spoke the prophecies recorded in Scripture they were spokesmen for God himself. 

Peter’s Prediction of False Teachers 

(2:1–3a) 
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Translation 
1
But there were also false prophets among the people, just as there will be false teachers 

among you, who will insinuate heresies that lead to destruction, who will even deny the 

Master who bought them, and bring swift destruction on themselves. 
2
Many will follow 

their dissolute practices, and because of them the way of truth will be maligned, 
3
In their 

greed they will exploit you with fabricated arguments. 



Form/Structure/Setting 

The author of 2 Peter dislikes abrupt transitions, and his mention of the false prophets 

of OT times (2:1a) is designed to effect a smooth transition from the discussion of OT 

prophecy (1:20–21) to the prediction of the false teachers (2:1b–3a). But the mention of the 

false prophets also has another structural function, because (as Marín, EE 50 [1975] 226, 

points out) the section 1:16–2:3 has a chiastic structure: 

A. apostles (1:16–18) 

B. OT prophets (1:19–21) 

B. OT false prophets (2:1a) 

A. false teachers (2:1b–3) 

This structure may be reinforced by an inclusio formed by sesofismevnoi" muvqoi" 
ejxakolouqhvsante" (―following cleverly concocted myths,‖ 1:16) and ejxakolouqhvsousin 

(―will follow,‖ 2:2), plastoì" lovgoi" (―with fabricated arguments,‖ 2:3). The chiastic 

structure makes possible a correlation and contrast between the apostles and the false 

teachers. 

The transition to the second part of this chiastic structure also marks a transition from 

defense (answering the opponents‘ charges) to attack (making charges against the 

opponents, which predominates in chap. 2, although vv 3b–10a are in part defensive), 

which is possible now that the prediction of the false teachers at last brings them explicitly 

into view. For the purpose of this attack the author now begins to make use of the Letter of 

Jude, on which he is dependent for much of the passage 2:1–3:3. This dependence is never 

slavish. The author takes what he wants from Jude, whether ideas or words, and uses it in a 

composition which is very much his own. In this passage he borrows from Jude 4: 

ajsevlgeian (―immorality‖) … despothJn (―Master‖) … ajrnouvmenoi (―denying‖). He may 

also be dependent on other traditional apocalyptic predictions (see Comment section), and 

in v 2b echoes Isa 52:5 LXX. 

The relation of 2:1 to Justin, Dial
.
 82.1 also calls for comment in this connection. 

Justin, Dial
.
 82.1: o{nper de; trovpon kai; yeudoprofh̀tai ejpi; tw`n parŽ uJmìn 

genomevnwn aJgivwn profhtẁn h\san, kai; parŽ hJmi`n nu`n polloiv eijsi kai; 
yeudodidavskaloi: ou{" fulavssesai proeìpen oJ hJmevtero" kuvrio". ―Just as there were 

false prophets in the time of your [the Jews‘] holy prophets, so there are now many false 

teachers among us, of whom our Lord forewarned us to beware.‖ 

Dillenseger (MFO
B
 2 [1907] 177–79) regards this passage as clearly dependent on 2 Pet 

2:1. Chase (DB(H
)
 3, p. 801) thinks the resemblance is merely coincidental, but this is 

scarcely likely. The comparison of false prophets (yeudoprofh̀tai) in O
T
 Israel and false 

teachers (yeudodidavskaloi) in the church does not seem to appear in early Christian 

literature outside these two passages. Moreover, the word yeudodidavskaloi is found only 

in these two passages in literature up to the time of Justin (yeudodidaskaliva occurs once, 

in Pol
.
 Phil

.
 7:2). Doubtless, as Chase points out, it was an obvious formation by analogy 

with many other yeudo- (―false‖) compounds. But early Christian predictions of the last 

days normally refer to yeudoprofh`tai (―false prophets‖: Matt 24:11, 14; Mark 13:22; 1 

John 4:1; Did
.
 16:3; Apoc. Pet

.
 A 1; Hegesippus, ap

.
 Eusebius, Hist. Eccl

.
 4.22.6), and this is 

what Justin himself normally does, following the prophecies in Matt 7:15; 24:11, 24 (Dial
.
 

35.3; 51:2; 82.2). No doubt these are the prophecies he has in mind when he refers to 

Christ‘s warnings in this passage. Moreover, the context of this passage is Justin‘s assertion 



(82.1) that the prophetic gifts of the O
T
 prophets are now present in the Christian church. 

For all these reasons, we should have expected him to compare yeudoprofh̀tai of O
T
 

Israel with yeudoprofh̀tai, not yeudodidavskaloi, in the Church. Of course, it is possible 

that desire for merely stylistic variation produced yeudodidavskaloi, but if so the 

coincidence with 2 Pet 2:1 is more remarkable than Chase allows. 

Chaine (3) points out that the resemblance could result from common use of traditional catechetical 

material (which is the suggestion that requires its discussion here), and in view of the probability 

that 2 Peter is dependent on traditional material in this passage, this is certainly a possible 

explanation. (Certainly this more probably explains the coincidence of aiJrevsei", ―heresies,‖ in 2 

Pet 2:1 and Justin, Dial
.
 51.2 than Dillenseger‘s suggestion of dependence on 2 Peter by Justin in 

that passage.) Against this, however, it must be said that the comparison of the false prophets of old 

and the Christian false teachers in 2 Pet 2:1 seems to bear every mark of having been created for its 

context. It is designed to link the preceding and succeeding material and create the chiastic structure 

(see above), while the use of yeudodidavskaloi (―false teachers‖) for the Christian heretics is 

explained by the fact that yeudoprofh̀tai (―false prophets‖) would not have been appropriate for 

these teachers who did not claim prophetic inspiration (see Comment section). It is therefore more 

probable (though not certain) that the resemblance results from Justin‘s dependence on 2 Peter, a 

conclusion which would probably have been more widely accepted if the general opinion of the 

date of 2 Peter had not impeded it. 

By writing in Peter‘s name a prediction of the false teachers who will trouble the 

churches after Peter‘s death, the writer is still using the conventions of the testament genre. 

A testament could include predictions of the last times (Tob 14:4–7; T. Mos. 5–10; Jub. 

45:14; T. Levi 1:1; 4:1; 10:1–5; 14:1–18:14; T. Jud. 18:1; 21:6–25:5; T. Iss. 6:1–2; T. Zeb 

9:5–10:3; T. Dan 5:4–13; T. Napht. 4:1–5; 8:1–3; T. Gad 8:2; T. Asher 7:2–7; T. Benj. 9:1–5), 

and in NT examples announcements of false teachers to appear in the churches are the main 

element in such predictions (Acts 20:29–30; 2 Tim 3:1–5; 4:3–4; cf. T. Jud. 21:9). 

Comment 

1. ejgevnonto de; kai; yeudoprofh`tai ejn tẁ law`/, ―But there were also false prophets 

among the people.‖ In addition to the true prophets, the authors of the OT prophecies, 

mentioned in 1:21, Israel also had false prophets. This mention of the false prophets is 

partly a stylistic device (see Form/Structure/Setting section), but it also marks the 

beginning of the author‘s turning from defense to attack, in which the opponents‘ charges 

against the apostles are turned against themselves. The opponents charged the apostles with 

basing their message of the Parousia on prophecies which were only human inventions 

(1:20–21a), i.e. on the words of false prophets. In reply, the author now asserts that it is in 

fact not the apostles but the false teachers who stand in succession to the false prophets of 

Israel. 

The term yeudoprofh̀tai (―false prophets‖) is used of the OT false prophets in LXX, 

Josephus and Luke 6:26. It also occurs quite often in prophecies of the false prophets of the 

last times (T. Jud. 21:9; Matt 24:11, 24; Mark 13:22; 1 John 4:1; Rev 16:13; 19:20; 20:10; 

Did. 16:3; Apoc. Pet. A 1; Hegesippus, ap. Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 4.22.6; Justin, Dial. 35.3; 

51.2: 82.2; cf. Matt 7:15), which makes it even more notable that 2 Peter prophesies not 

yeudoprofh̀tai (―false prophets‖) but yeudodidavskaloi (―false teachers‘‖ see below). 

Since, however, the author does compare the false teachers with the false prophets of 

OT times, it is relevant to note (with Neyrey, Polemic, 39–40) three prominent 

characteristics of the OT false prophets which can also be applied to the opponents in 2 



Peter: (1) unlike the true prophets (1:20–21) they did not speak with divine authority (Deut 

18:20; Jer 14:14; 23:21, 32; Ezek 13:2–7); (2) frequently their message was one of peace 

and security in contrast to the prophecies of future judgment uttered by the true prophets 

(Jer 4:10; 6:14; 14:13, 15; 23:17; 27:9, 16–18; Ezek 13:10; Mic 3:5, 11); (3) they were 

condemned to punishment by God (Jer 14:15; 23:15; 28:16–17; cf. Deut 18:20). 

wJ" kai; ejn uJmi`n e[sontai yeudodidavskaloi, ―just as there will be false teachers among 

you.‖ Early Christian prophecies of the last days more commonly refer to false prophets 

(see above), though the Pastorals refer to teachers of heresy (2 Tim 4:3: didaskavlou"; cf. 1 

Tim 4:1) and Pol. Phil. 7:2 refers to ―false teachings‖ (yeudodidaskaliva") in a context 

which suggests the apostasy of the last days. Of course, it is possible that 2 Peter here uses 

yeudodidavskaloi merely as a stylistic variation after yeudoprofh`tai (―false prophets‖), 

but, unlike the opponents in Jude, the false teachers in 2 Peter do not appear to have 

claimed prophetic inspiration, and so it is probable that the author here deliberately avoids 

calling them yeudoprofh`tai (―false prophets‖). 

Barrett (―Yeudapovstoloi,‖ 382–83) points out that the yeudo- (―false‖) prefix can 

mean either that they falsely claimed for themselves the office of teacher, to which they had 

no right, or that the content of their message was false. Although, as Barrett says 

(―Yeudapovstoloi,‖ 380), it may not be necessary to choose between the two, the author of 

2 Peter is really more interested in the latter. He has not, as we have seen, justified the 

message of the apostles by alleging their authority to teach, but by appealing to the reliable 

basis on which the truth of their message rests. The chiastic structure of 1:16–2:3 (see 

Form/Structure/Setting section) makes the false teachers the counterpart of the apostles, 

teaching a false message of human invention rather than the apostolic message which is 

based on the divine words. 

The future tense is used, of course, because although the author is referring to a reality 

of his own time, he is writing in the person of Peter, and so, as was appropriate in a 

testament (see Form/Structure/Setting section), he represents Peter as prophesying the 

advent of the false teachers after his death. Nor is this sheer fiction; the preaching of the 

apostles certainly did include apocalyptic predictions of the apostasy of the last days (cf. 

Comment Jude 17–18). The author of 2 Peter may know a genuine tradition of Peter‘s 

teaching, which in this chapter he supplements with (equally apostolic) material from Jude, 

to show its fulfillment in his own day. 

oi{tine" pareisavxousin aiJrevsei" ajpwleiva", ―who will insinuate heresies that lead to 

destruction.‖ The verb pareisavgein (only here in NT; but cf. pareivsakto", ―brought in,‖ 

Gal 2:4) means simply ―to bring in‖ and need not have a bad sense, but it is often used with 

the connotation of something underhanded or surreptitious (used of heretics also by 

Hegesippus, ap. Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 4.22.5; Hippolytus, Ref. 5.17; 7.29): ―insinuate‖ 

(Moffatt, J
b) has the right nuance. If the term was suggested to the author by 

pareiseduvhsan (―infiltrated‖) in Jude 4, he has substituted pareisavxousin because he 

did not want to suggest that his false teachers, like Jude‘s, had entered the churches from 

outside, but that they brought in teachings from outside. Probably, therefore, we may 

conclude that the false teachers in 2 Peter are not, like those in Jude, itinerants who have 

arrived in the churches to which 2 Peter is addressed from outside, but members of those 

churches. They have brought their teachings in from outside, in the sense that these 

teachings are contrary to the apostolic message and so do not belong in the church. Perhaps 

the author implies—as appears to have been the case—that the false teachers were 



influenced by pagan skepticism about prophecy and eschatology. 

ai{resi" (―heresy‖) was the term used for a school of thought, whether the Greek 

philosophical schools or, in Hellenistic Jewish usage, the Jewish religious schools (Essenes, 

Sadducees, Pharisees: Josephus, BJ 2.118; Ant. 13.171, 293; Vit. 12; cf. Acts 5:17; 15:5; 

26:5; and in Acts 24:5, 14; 28:22, of Christianity in this sense). It could also designate the 

particular teaching of such a school. In these uses it is a neutral, not a pejorative term. In 

Gal 5:20; 1 Cor 11:18 it is acquiring the pejorative sense of ―faction,‖ but the charge is 

divisiveness rather than heretical teaching. Possibly it could have that sense here, but in the 

context of reference to false teachers it is more natural to understand it of their teachings, 

though the overtone of ―factions‖ may remain. ai{resi" is already used in the sense of 

heretical teaching in Ignatius (Eph. 6.2; Trall. 6:1), but whereas Ignatius can use the word 

alone in a bad sense, in 2 Pet 2:1 the pejorative meaning is not conveyed by the word alone, 

but by the addition of ajpwleiva" (―that lead to destruction‖). The evolution of the word‘s 

meaning may not yet have reached the unequivocally pejorative phase which emerges with 

Ignatius. 

The real difficulty in this v is the use of the plural aiJrevsei". In normal usage the 

singular ai{resi" refers to one school of thought or its distinctive teaching as a single body 

of doctrine, and this is also the way in which later Christian writers use it of the Christian 

heresies (Mart. Pol. epil. Mosq. 1; Theophilus, Ad Autol. 2:14; Hegesippus, ap. Eusebius, 

Hist. Eccl. 4.22.5). It is not normally used to refer to a single doctrine, so that one false 

teacher could teach a whole collection of aiJrevsei". Perhaps this difficulty was felt by the 

author of Apoc. Pet. A 1, which is probably dependent on 2 Pet 2:1, but paraphrases it: 

―they will teach ways and various doctrines of destruction‖ (oJdou;" kai; dovgmata poikivla 
th̀" ajpwleiva" didavxousin). It is hard to believe that the author of 2 Peter means that there 

are several different heretical schools of thought in the churches to which he is writing; 

certainly his response is not adapted to such variety. The explanation of his unusual usage 

may be that in this section of ―prophecy‖ he is deliberately echoing the traditional 

apocalyptic warnings, and in this instance may be alluding to the agraphon, ―There will be 

divisions and heresies‖ (scivsmata kai; aiJrevsei": Justin, Dial. 35.3; J. Jeremias, Unknown 

Sayings of Jesus, tr. R. H. Fuller [London: S. P. C. K., 1957] 59–61; perhaps referred to 

also in 1 Cor 11:18; and cf. Justin, Dial. 51.2: genhvsesqai aiJrevsei" yeudoproqh̀ta" ejpi; 
tw`/ ojnovmati aujtoù, ―heresies and false prophets would arise in his name‖; Asc. Isa. 3:22: 

e{sontai aiJrevsei" pollaiv, ―there will be many heresies‖). 

Their teachings are ―heresies of destruction‖ (aiJrevsei" ajpwleiva") probably in the 

sense that they lead to destruction (Plumptre, Spicq, Chaine, Schelkle, Grundmann), i.e. 

they bring those who follow them under eschatological judgment. As the rest of chap 2 

makes clear, they do this because they encourage immorality. Neyrey (Polemic, 40–41) 

may be right that ajpwleiva" is ironical; the false teachers actually taught freedom from 

destruction (cf. 2:19), they believed there would be no eschatological judgment, but in 

reality their teaching incurs precisely that judgment which they denied. ajpwleiva 

(―destruction‖) is a favorite term in 2 Peter (twice in this v; also 2:3; 3:7, 16; cf. ajpovllunai 
in 3:6, 9) and refers consistently to eschatological judgment (as also in Matt 7:13; John 

17:12; Rom 9:22; Phil 1:28; 2 Thes 2:3; Heb 10:39; Rev 17:8, 11; Apoc. Pet. A 1–2). 

kai; to;n ajgoravsanta aujtou;" despovthn ajrnouvmenoi, ―who will even deny the Master 

who bought them.‖ The very rare use of despovth" (―Master‖) for Christ is borrowed from 

Jude (see Comment on Jude 4), but 2 Peter adds a phrase which is highly appropriate to the 



title. Jesus is the Master of his Christian slaves because he has bought them (at the cost of 

his death, it is implied—the only allusion to the cross in 2 Peter). This image of redemption 

as the transferral of slaves to new ownership was fairly common in early Christianity (1 

Cor 6:20; 7:23; Rev 5:9; 14:3–4, which use ajgoravzein, ―to buy‖; also Acts 20:28; 1 Pet 

1:18; cf. Rom 6:17–18; and on the whole subject, see I. H. Marshall, ―The Development of 

the Concept of Redemption in the New Testament,‖ in R. Banks (ed.), Reconciliation and 

Hope, L. L. Morris Festschrift [Exeter: Paternoster; Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1974] 

153–69); it is one form of the rather variously used idea of ransom or redemption. Thus 2 

Peter does not deny that the false teachers are Christians, but sees them as apostate 

Christians who have disowned their Master. 

What form did their denial take? In Jude 4 the thought is of practical denial by deeds, 

but the meaning in Jude cannot determine the sense here. Heretical views of the person of 

Christ (Moffatt) or obedience to other political masters intent on revolution (Reicke) are 

unlikely explanations. The content of the rest of 2 Peter gives us a choice between (1) 

denial of Christ by denying his Parousia (Chaine), and (2) denial of Christ by teaching and 

practicing immorality (Bigg, Grundmann). The latter is more probable because it suits the 

image of Christ as despovth" (―Master‖): immoral living is flouting his authority as Master 

of his slaves who should obey him. (It is also the sense which denial of Christ has in the 

closely related work 2 Clem: chaps. 3–4.) Moreover, this explanation gives a better link with 

the next phrase; it is immorality, rather than simply doctrinal error, which brings down 

eschatological judgment on its practicers. 

ejpavgonte" eJautoì" tacinh;n ajpwvleian, ―and bring swift destruction upon 

themselves.‖ tacinhvn (see Comment on 1:14) does not mean ―sudden,‖ but ―coming soon, 

imminent.‖ Probably the author has in mind the false teachers‘ jibe that the Lord is slow in 

coming to exercise judgment (3:9), and therefore the sense will be that judgment at the 

Parousia is imminent. Contrary to the usual view of 2 Peter, there is no diminution of the 

sense of eschatological imminence, although an explanation is offered for the fact of delay 

(3:8–9). 

Ironically, the false teachers incur judgment by teaching that there will be no future 

judgment and thereby leading themselves and others into immorality. 

2. kaiJ polloi; ejxakolouqhvsousin aujtwǹ taì" ajselgeivai", ―many will follow their 

dissolute practices.‖ The author is fond of the verb ejxakolouqeìn], ―to follow‖ (1:16; 2:2, 

15; nowhere else in NT); here it means that the false teachers‘ immoral behavior is the 

authority which their adherents obey, perhaps in contrast to Christ the Master (despovth", v 

1) or in contrast to following ―the way of truth.‖ ajselgeiva tends to mean sensual 

indulgence, especially sexual immorality, and the plural (cf. Herm. Vis. 2:2:2) designates 

acts of sensual excess. If the author of 2 Peter has deliberately not reproduced Jude‘s 

assertion that they ―pervert the grace of God into immorality‖ (Jude 4), it may be because 

he associated the immorality of his opponents not so much with an antinomian 

interpretation of grace (as in Jude), but rather with their notion of freedom from future 

judgment. If the hypothesis is correct that the false teachers‘ denial of future eschatology 

was influenced by pagan skepticism, it may be that their immorality also should be seen as 

primarily a relapse into pagan ways. When stricter Christians rebuked their behavior with 

warnings of divine judgment, they defended themselves by mocking the notion of future 

judgment. 

di ou{" hJ oJdo;" th̀" ajlhqeiva" blasfhmhqhvsetai, ―and because of them the way of truth 

will be maligned.‖ A characteristic of 2 Peter‘s terminology is the use of phrases with oJdov" 



(―way‖); equivalent to hJ oJdo;" th̀" ajlhqeiva" (―the way of truth‖) are eujqeìan oJdovn (―the 

straight way,‖ 2:15) and th;n oJdo;n th̀" dikaiosuvnh" ―the way of righteousness,‖ 2:21). 

The use of ―way‖ as a metaphor for ―way of life,‖ ethical behavior, is very common in the 

OT, interestamental literature, and Philo (see TDNT 5, 50–64), and becomes particularly 

specialized in the ―two ways‖ concept, and in the use of ―the way‖ at Qumran to designate 

the sect‘s way of life as obedience to the Law (CD 1:13; 2:6; 1QS 8:13–14; 9:17–18; 

10:20–21; this usage apparently derived from Isa 40:3). 

This absolute use of ―the way‖ for a whole moral and religious way of life reappears in 

the designation of Christianity as ―the way‖ (Acts 9:2; 19:9, 23; 24:14, 22; Letter of the 

churches of Vienne and Lyons, ap. Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 5.1.48; and perhaps Act. Verc. 7), 

which can be further specified as ―the way of the Lord‖ (Acts 18:25), ―the way of God‖ 

(Acts 18:26), and ―this way‖ (Acts 19:9; on the whole subject of this early Christian usage, 

see Repo, Weg). It is clear from the context that 2 Peter uses the phrases ―the way of truth,‖ 

―the way of righteousness,‖ and ―the straight way‖ in a similar manner, to designate the 

Christian way of life, Christianity considered not as a body of doctrine but as a way of life, 

a religious message which takes effect in an ethical life style (cf. Grundmann, 90–91). The 

Apoc. Pet., which may here be continuing a traditional usage rather than simply depending 

on 2 Peter, uses ―the way of righteousness‖ (E 7 = A 22; A 28) and ―the way of God‖ (A 34, B), 

as designations of the Christian way of life considered as the righteous way of life, and, as 

in 2 Pet 2:22, uses ―the commandment of God‖ as virtually synonymous (E 8, A 30, E 10). 

(Cf. also Acts John 22: ―thy (Christ‘s) way‖; Act. Verc. 6: ―the right way which is in Jesus 

Christ.‖) 

The specific phrase used here, ―the way of truth,‖ is used in LXX Ps 118:30; Wis 5:6; 

Jas 5:19 v.l.; 1 Clem 35:5, and in all these cases has the general meaning of the ethical way 

of life which God commands (cf. also the plural in CD 3:15; 1QS 4:2; Tob 1:3; 1 Enoch 

104:13 Greek). As a term specifically for the Christian way of life, it occurs in early 

Christian literature elsewhere only in the Acts Pet. (Act. Verc. 12, ―the ways of the truth of 

Christ‖: viae veritatis Christi), and perhaps in Aristides, Apol. 16 (but its occurrence in the 

Greek text of Aristides is suspect, since the Syriac lacks this passage). (Cf. also Herm. Vis. 

3:7:1: th;n oJdo;n aujtwǹ th;n ajlhqinhvn, ―their true way,‖ but there the metaphor belongs to 

a larger metaphorical context; Gos. Truth 18:19–21: ―He gave them a way and the way is 

the truth which he showed them.‖) In view of its Semitic background, the expression could 

be simply equivalent to ―the true way,‖ the way which God commands, but in 2 Peter‘s 

usage may well mean ―the way which is based on and corresponds to the truth of the 

gospel‖ (cf. 1:12, where ―the truth‖=the gospel). By contrast with the false message of the 

opponents which results in immoral living, the true Christian way is a true message which 

results in an ethical way of life. 

diÆ ou{" … blasqhmhqhvsetai (―because of whom … will be maligned‖) alludes to Isa 52:5 

(LXX: diÆ uJmà" dia; panto;" to; o[nomav mou blasqhmeìtai ejn toì" e[qnesin, ―because of 

you my name is continually maligned among the Gentiles‖). Quotations of and allusions to 

this text were used in two different ways in early Christianity: (1) against the Jews (Rom 

2:24; Justin, Dial. 17.2); (2) in exhortations to Christians not to cause offense to pagans by 

immoral living (Rom 14:16 ?; 1 Tim 6:1; Titus 2:5; 1 Clem 47:7; 2 Clem 13:2; Ign. Trall. 

8:2; Pol. Phil. 10:3). The allusion here depends on the second usage; the adherents of the 

false teachers, by their scandalously immoral behavior, are giving Christianity a bad name 

among their non-Christian neighbors (the closest parallel to this use of Isa 52:5 is Herm. 



Sim. 6:2:3). In such allusions to Isa 52:5 the words to; o{noma mou (―my name‖) are 

frequently replaced by some other term (cf. 1 Tim 6:1; Titus 2:5; Ign. Trall. 8:2; Pol. Phil. 

10:2), as here by ―the way of truth.‖ 

3. kai; ejn pleonexiva/ plastoì" lovgoi" uJma`" ejmporeuvsontai, ―in their greed they 

will exploit you with fabricated arguments.‖ The meaning is that the false teachers make a 

good financial profit out of their followers, who are taken in by their teaching and 

contribute to their support. See Comment on Jude 11. plavttein lovgou", ―to forge words,‖ 

is a classical expression (examples in Bigg, Mayor; T. Reub. 3:5) for deceitful speech, but 

myths were so regularly described as plastoiv (see Comment on 1:16) that we are 

inevitably reminded of the sesofismevnoi" muvqoi" (―cleverly concocted myths‖) of 1:16. 

This correlation is confirmed by the chiastic structure of 1:16–2:3a (see 

Form/Structure/Setting section), in which the apostles in 1:16 find their counterpart in the 

false teachers of 2:lb–3a. It becomes clear that the author is turning the opponents‘ charge 

against the apostles (1:16) back on themselves. It is not the apostles‘ message, but the false 

teachers‘, that is based on sheer invention. 

Explanation 

The apostles had predicted false prophets and apostasy in the last days. Drawing on 

traditions of such apostolic prophecies, the author puts into Peter‘s mouth a ―prediction‖ 

about his own contemporaries, the false teachers in the churches to which he writes, to 

identify these people as among those whom the apostles had predicted. 

The comparison with the false prophets in Israel in OT times serves to link this passage 

with the preceding vv (1:20–21), and is also the first of two occasions in this section when 

the author turns his opponents‘ charges against the apostles back on themselves. In denying 

the inspiration of OT prophecy (1:20–21a) the opponents had accused the apostles of basing 

their eschatological teaching on false prophecy. In the author‘s view, however, it is his 

opponents, not the apostles, who are the true successors to the false prophets of OT times. 

The fact that he does not call his opponents false prophets may be one indication that 

they did not claim prophetic inspiration. But they certainly set themselves up as teachers. 

Ironically, because their teaching that there will be no eschatological judgment encourages 

immorality, it will lead them and their followers to suffer eschatological judgment. They 

disown their Master, who by his death bought them as his slaves; they flout his moral 

authority, and they are bringing on themselves imminent destruction at the Parousia, for all 

that they scoff at its late arrival (3:9). 

The immorality their teaching permitted was, no doubt, largely a relapse into the ways 

of pagan society, always a strong temptation in the early Christian churches. But in a 

society where every opportunity of maligning Christians and Christianity was taken, 

Christians whose moral standards were no higher than their pagan neighbors‘ were a 

scandal. Instead of witnessing to their neighbors, they were bringing discredit on the 

Christian way of life. 

Finally, they succumbed to another common temptation: that of making financial profit out 

of their disciples. But the author ends this section by again throwing back at his opponents 

a charge they made against the apostles: not the apostles‘ message, but theirs, is a mere 

human invention (cf. 1:16a). 



Reply to Objection 3: The Certainty of 

Judgment (2:3b–l0a) 
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Translation 

3bThe condemnation pronounced on them long ago is not idle; their destruction is 

not asleep. 
4
For if God did not spare the angels when they sinned, but cast them into hell and 

committed them to fettersa of nether darkness, there to be keptb until the judgment; 
5
if he did 

not spare the ancient world, but preserved Noah the eighth person, a preacher of 

righteousness, when he brought the deluge on the world of ungodly people; 
6
if he reduced 

the cities of Sodom and Gomorrah to ashes and condemned them to extinction, making 

them an example of what is going to happen to the ungodly,c 
7
and rescued the righteous 

man Lot, who was distressed by the dissolute behavior of the lawless 
8
(for when that 

righteous man was living among them his righteous soul was day after day tormented by 

the sight and sound of their unlawful doingsd), 
9
then the Lord is well ablee to rescue the 

godly from trial,f but to keep the wicked to be punishedg at the day of judgment, 
10

especially 

those who in polluting lusth indulge the flesh and flout the authority of the Lord. 

Notes 

a. It is almost impossible to decide between the two readings seiraì", ―cords, ropes, 

chains‖ (K L P. p72
 vg syr boh al) and seiroì" (=siroi`"), ―pits‖ (a 

 A B C 81&
vid

 copsa
 al). seiraì" is a more unusual word than Jude‘s desmoì" (Jude 6) and 

the author of 2 Peter may have used it in accordance with his habit of substituting more 

elegant and unusual vocabulary for Jude‘s. But a scribe could have corrected seiroì" to 

seiraì" to conform to Jude 6. Pearson (GRBS 10 [1969] 78–80, followed by Fornberg, 

Early Church, 52–53) attempts to show that pagan Greek usage makes sirov" (which often 

means an underground pit for grain storage) a suitable term for the underworld, but his 

argument is not convincing. It is more likely that the reading seiroì", whether original or 

not, derives from the Jewish tradition of the fall of the Watchers: cf. 1 Enoch 10:12 (Greek 

navpa"); 10:4; 18:11; 21:7; 22:2; 88:1, 3; Jub. 5:10. Since 2 Peter shows no other sign of 

direct knowledge of 1 Enoch, it is perhaps more likely that a later scribe familiar with 1 

Enoch (as many second- and third-century Christians were) and perhaps finding the phrase 

seiraì" zovfou difficult, corrected seiraì" to seiroì". The phrase seirai`" zovfou is the 



kind of rhetorical expression we might expect in 2 Peter. But the possibility that seiroì" 

was the original reading certainly cannot be ruled out. 

b. throumevnou" (B C K L P.) should probably be preferred to kolazoumevnou" threìn (a 

 A), which has probably been influenced by v 9. 

c. The reading ajsebeìn, ―to the ungodly‖ (p72
 B P syrph,h

) is preferable to ajsebeìn, ―to act 

ungodly‖ (a 

 A C K). The latter could easily have been suggested by the common construction of 

mellovntwn, followed by the infinitive, whereas the former makes better sense in context 

(Mayor, Chaine, Kelly, NI
v). 

d. It is impossible to translate this sentence quite literally. It makes no good sense to 

take blevmmati kai; ajkoh̀/, ―by sight and sound,‖ with divkaio", ―righteous.‖ 

e. oi\den here means ―knows how to‖ and so ―is able to.‖ 

f. The plural peirasmw`n, ―trials,‖ is very poorly attested. 

g. For the translation of kolazomevnou", ―to be punished,‖ see Comment section. 

h. miasmoù is better taken as a genitive of quality (common in 2 Peter) than as an objective 

genitive (―desire for pollution‖). 

Form/Structure/Setting 

Verse 3b is closely connected by oi|" (―on whom‖) with what precedes, but this should 

not deter us from recognizing a transition in the argument. The transition is signalled by the 

change from the future tense (vv l–3a) to the present tense (v 3b). This could perhaps be 

simply in the interests of vivid personification in v 3b, but in view of the fact that the 

present tense continues in vv 10–22, it much more probably indicates that the author has 

turned from writing prophecy in Peter‘s name to considering the false teachers as his own 

opponents in the present. An exactly similar transition occurs in chap 3, where the future 

tense of the prophecy in v 3 changes to the present tense in v 5. It is noteworthy that in both 

cases the transition occurs when the author begins to answer an objection raised by his 

opponents; direct argument with the opponents cannot easily be conducted in the fictional 

form of prediction ex eventu. But this does not mean, as most commentators think, that the 

author simply lapses into the present tense, forgetting for the moment his pretense of 

writing prophecy. The author of 2 Peter is not so careless a writer as that. He can move 

between future and present tenses because his pseudepigraphal device is not an attempt at 

deceit which must be maintained, but a literary convention which his readers understand. 

Such a convention can be transgressed deliberately for literary effect. By juxtaposing 

passages of prophecy which maintain the convention with passages in the present tense 

which transgress it, the writer is able to indicate that the apostles‘ prophecies of false 

teachers are now being fulfilled. (The same device seems to be used in 2 Tim 3:1–9, in 

another testamentary letter.) 

Verse 3b is probably to be understood as a denial of an assertion made by the opponents 

(see Comment). The rest of this section then provides the basis for that denial. 



Verses 4, 6, 10a are partially dependent on Jude 6–8: 

2 Pet 2 

Jude 

4.eij ga;r oJ qeo;" ajggevlwn 
ajggevlou" te tou;" mh; 
aJmarthsavntwn oujk ejfeivsato, 
thrhvsanta" th;n eJautẁn ajrch;n 
ajlla; seiraì" zovfou 
ajlla; ajpolipovnta" to; i{dion 
tartarwvsa" parevdwken eij" 
oijkhthvrion eij" krivsin megavlh" 
  

krivsin throumevnou",… hjmevra" desmoi`" aji>divoi" uJpo; zovfon tethvrhken· 

6. kai; povlei" Sodovnwn kai; Gouovrra" tefrwvsa" katastrofh̀/ katevkrinen, uJpovdeigma 
mellovntwn ajsebevsin teqeikwv", … 

7. wJ" Sovdoma kai; aiJ heri; aujta;" hovlei", to;n o[moion trovhon touvtoi" ejkhorneuvsasqai 
kai; ajhelqoùsai ojhivsw qarko;" eJtevra", hrovkeintai deìgma huro;" aijwnivou divkhn 
uJhevcousai  
10a. mavlista de; tou;" ojhivsw sarko;" ejn ejhiqumivà miasmoù horeuomevnou" kai; 
kuriovthto" kataqronou`nta" 
8. ïOmoivw" mevnta kai; ou|toi ejnuhniazovmenoi " av rka me;n miaivnousin, kuriovthta se; 
ajqetoùsin, … 

2 Pet 2 

Jude 

4. For if God did not spare the 

6. The angels, too, who did not keep 

angels when they sinned, but cast 

their own position of authority, but 

them into hell and committed them 

abandoned their proper home, he has 

to flitters of nether darkness, 

kept in eternal chains in the nether 

there to be kept until the judgment; 

darkness until the judgment of the great 

  

day. 

6. if he reduced the cities of 

7. Similarly Sodom and Gomorrah and 

Sodom and Gomorrah to ashes and 

the neighbouring towns, which praticed 

condemned them to extinction, making 

immorality in the same way as 

them an example of what is 

the angels and hankered after strange 

going to happen to the 

flesh, are exhibited as an example by 

ungodly, … 



undergoing the punishment of 

  

eternal fire. 

10a. especially those who in 

8. Yet in the same way also these 

polluting lust indulge the flesh 

people, on the strength of their 

and flout the authority of the Lord. 

dreams, defile the flesh, reject the 

  

au 

However, as well as the clear dependence on Jude, there are strong indications that in 

vv 4–9 2 Peter is independently drawing on a paraenetic tradition similar to that which lies 

behind Jude 5–7 (see theForm/Structure/Setting section in the commentar on Jude 5–7). (1) 

oujk ejqeivsaro (―did not spare‖) (vv 4–5) is used in Sir 16:18, in a passage which represents 

a version of the traditional schema on which Jude is dependent. But the expression is 

common (LXX 1 Kgdms 15:3; Ps 77:50; Jer 13:14; 21:7; Lam 2:17; Jonah 4:11; Zech 11:6; 

Acts 20:29; Rom 11:21) and so the coincidence may not be significant. (2) Second Peter‘s 

examples, unlike Jude‘s, are in chronological order, as in other versions of the traditional 

schema. But again this could be coincidental. (3) The general lesson which the examples 

illustrate is stated in vv 910a. Jude, who uses the examples as typological prophecy, not 

illustrations of a general principle, has no such statement. But it is a standard feature of the 

traditional schema (Sir 16:6, 11–14; CD 2:16–17; 3 Macc 2:3–4a; and cf. (8) below). (4) 

Second Peter adds to Jude‘s examples of sinners the example of the generation of the Flood 

(v 5), which is also found in CD 2:20–21; m. Sanh. 10:3 (and Josephus, BJ 5.566). (5) The 

most notable difference from Jude is that 2 Peter adds two counterexamples of righteous 

persons delivered when the ungodly were judged: Noah corresponding to the generation of 

the Flood (and probably also to the angels), Lot corresponding to Sodom and Gomorrah. 

Such counterexamples occur also in CD 3:2–4 (Abraham, Isaac and Jacob); 3 Macc 2:7 (the 

Israelites at the Exodus). Comparison should also be made with Wis 10 (not discussed in 

the commentary on Jude 5–7), which is a catalogue of examples of God‘s (Wisdom‘s) 

deliverance of the righteous (Adam, Noah, Abraham, Lot, Jacob, Joseph, Israel at the 

Exodus), with counterexamples of his punishment of the wicked (Cain, the generation of 

the dispersion, the cities of the Plain, the Egyptians). Moreover, Philo has a passage which 

describes the judgments of the Flood and of Sodom and Gomorrah, and then dwells on the 

fact that God saved one family, Noah‘s, and one man, Lot, from these destructions (Mos. 

2.53–65). (6) ejquvlazen (―preserved,‖ v 5), ejrruvsato (―rescued,‖ v 7) and pJuvesqai (―to 

rescue,‖ v 9) correspond to the verbs used in Wis 10: diaqulavssein (―to preserve,‖ vv 1, 5, 

12) and pJuvesqai (―to rescue,‖ vv 6, 9, 13, 15). (7) The description of Lot as divkaio" 

(―righteous,‖ v 7) also occurs in Wis 10:6. (8) 1 Clem 11:1 seems to belong to the same 

general tradition: the example of Lot‘s deliverance at the time of the judgment of Sodom 

illustrates a general maxim about God‘s deliverance of the righteous and punishment of the 

wicked (cf. 2 Pet 2:9). 

Thus the author of 2 Peter has supplemented the material he drew from Jude with 

material drawn from his independent knowledge of a paraenetic tradition which listed 

examples of God‘s deliverance of the righteous as well as of his punishment of the wicked. 



Wis 10 is not 2 Peter‘s source, but another, distinctive, development of the same tradition. 

Jude‘s echoes of 1 Enoch, with which the author of 2 Peter was probably not familiar, are 

lost in his rewriting of Jude 6 (2 Pet 2:4), while he introduces echoes of the LXX in vv 5 

(Gen 6:17) and 6 (Gen 19:29). Jewish haggadic traditions are reflected in vv 5, 7, and 

probably 8. There may be an echo of the Lord‘s Prayer (Matt 6:13) in v 9 (see Comment). 

Comment 
3. oi|" to; krivma e[khalai oujk ajrgei`, kai; hJ ajhwvleia aujtwǹ ouj nustavxei, ―the 

condemnation pronounced on them long ago is not idle; their destruction is not asleep.‖ 

Neyrey (JBL 99 [1980] 415–16; Polemic, 27–30) is probably correct in seeing v 3b as a 

denial of the opponents‘ mocking claim that divine judgment is ―idle‖ and ―asleep.‖ This is 

shown by comparison with 3:9a, which certainly refutes a similar claim that the Lord is late 

in coming to judgment. No doubt the author has phrased the opponents‘ jibe in his own 

words, and has made his denial of it into a powerful pronouncement of judgment in poetic 

parallelism, almost a prophetic oracle of doom (Windisch). 

The two terms krivma (―condemnation‖) and ajhwvleia (―destruction‖) are personified, 

and so ajrgeì should retain the personal sense ―is idle,‖ though the meaning is that the 

condemnation is not ineffective. Behind the personification of krivma and ajhwvleia lies, of 

course, the personality of God whose judgment they represent. That God is asleep can be a 

skeptical taunt (2 Kgs 18:27); and the psalmist can in faith beg God, when he fails to 

intervene in judgment, to wake out of sleep (Ps 44:23); but the divine Guardian of Israel, it 

is said, will not slumber (nustavxei) nor sleep (Ps 120:4 LXX); and the nations who execute 

God‘s vengeance will not slumber (nustavxousin) nor sleep (Isa 5:27 LXX). These OT 

passages may have influenced the author, but if it was the opponents themselves who 

suggested that God‘s judgment was idle or asleep, it is more relevant to note that these 

ideas were used by pagan skeptics to mock the inactivity of the gods who seem so rarely to 

intervene in the world. An Epicurean opponent of providence asks: ―Why did these deities 

suddenly awake into activity as world-builders after countless ages of slumber (dormierint) 

… Why did your Providence remain idle (cessaverit) all through that extent of time of 

which you speak?‖ (Cicero, De natura deorum 1.21–22, Loeb tr.; cf. also Oenomaus of 

Gadara, ap. Eusebius, Praep. Evan. 5.19.2; Celsus, ap. Origen, C. Cels 6.78). 

e[khalai (―long ago‖; cf. havlai, Jude 4) must mean that the condemnation of the false 

teachers was pronounced long ago, though this is grammatically rather awkward. But the 

author of 2 Peter does not indicate when or where this condemnation was pronounced. It is 

just possible that he regards the OT condemnation of false prophets as a condemnation 

which includes the false teachers of his own time (Mayor, Wand), but this is not very 

likely. Jude saw the condemnation of the false teachers in the whole series of OT types and 

prophecies set out in Jude 5–18 (see Comment on Jude 4), and it may therefore be that the 

author of 2 Peter sees it in the OT examples of sinners judged which he gives in vv 4–6. At 

first sight, it looks as though these examples are not, as in Jude, prophetic types, but only 

illustrations of the general principle that God judges (v 9). But although this impression is 

given by the maxim with which, following the paraenetic tradition (see 

Form/Structure/Setting section), the author concludes, the details of his account of the 

judgments in vv 5–6 makes it clear that he did see those as prototypes of the eschatological 

judgment (see below). Alternatively, he may have simply taken over from Jude the idea of 

condemnation long ago without feeling the need to substantiate the point. 



The condemnation pronounced on the false teachers long ago is not, as they allege, 

ineffective: it will soon take effect. The destruction which is due to them is not, as they say, 

―asleep‖: it will soon overtake them. 

4. eij ga;r oJ qeo;" ajggevlwn aJmarthsavntwn oujk ejqeivsato, ―for if God did not spare 

the angels when they sinned.‖ For the basis of this interpretation of Gen 6:1–4 in 1 Enoch, 

see the commentary on Jude 6. The author of 2 Peter has followed Jude. He may not 

himself have known 1 Enoch and probably in any case could not expect his readers to be 

familiar with it (see Introduction, section 2 of Literary Relationships), but he must have 

known the story of the fall of the Watchers, which was well known in contemporary 

Judaism, Hellenistic as well as Palestinian. In his rewriting of Jude 6 the specific verbal 

echoes of 1 Enoch have mostly been lost (a fact which is most easily explained if Jude is 

prior to 2 Peter), but this is probably accidental rather than a deliberate attempt to avoid 

echoes of 1 Enoch. No significance should be seen in the fact that 2 Peter omits to specify 

the sin of the angels (the sexual aspect of which even Jude only alludes to: Jude 7). Those 

who (later) objected to the idea that angels could have mated with women did not suggest 

that the angels sinned in some other way, but that ―the sons of God‖ in Gen 6:1 were not 

angels at all, but men. If the author of 2 Peter and his readers knew the story of the fall of 

the Watchers at all, they must have known it as an interpretation of Gen 6:1–4 and have 

known that the angels sinned by taking human wives. But instead of specifying the sins of 

each of his three OT examples of sinners in turn, the author has chosen to sum up the sins of 

all three in the words of v 10a, which in fact give a strong emphasis to sexual indulgence. 

ajlla; seiraì" zovqou tartarwvsa" harevswken, ―but cast them into hell and 

committed them to fetters of nether darkness.‖ The verbs tartarou`n and (rather more 

common) katatartarou`n mean ―to cast into Tartarus,‖ and were almost always used with 

reference to the early Greek theogonic myths, in which the ancient giants, the Cyclopes and 

Titans, were imprisoned in Tartarus, the lowest part of the underworld, by Uranos, Kronos 

and Zeus (Pearson, GRBS 10 [1969] 76–78). They are not used in the Greek version of 1 

Enoch,; though tavrtaro" (―Tartarus‖) is used of the place of divine punishment in 1 Enoch 

20:2, as elsewhere in Jewish Greek literature (LXX Job 40:20; 41:24; Prov 30:16; Sib. Or. 

4:186; Philo, Mos. 2.433; praem 152). But Hellenistic Jews were aware that the Greek myth 

of the Titans had some similarity to the fall of the Watchers (though Philo, Gig. 58, rejects 

any comparison). Sometimes the Watchers‘ sons, the giants (the Nephilim), were compared 

with the Titans (Josephus, Ant. 1.73; cf. LXX Ezek 32:27; Sir 16:7) but in Jdt 16:6 (and also 

the Christian passage Sib. Or. 2:231) the Watchers themselves seem to be called titàne" 

(―Titans‖). Thus in using a term reminiscent of the Greek myth of the Titans the author of 2 

Peter follows Hellenistic Jewish practice. 

If seiraì" (―fetters‖) is the correct reading (see the Note), the author has interpreted 

Jude‘s ―chains‖ (desmoi`"; see Comment on Jude 6) metaphorically of the darkness (zovqo" 

is the gloom of the underworld: see Comment on Jude 6) in which the angels are confined. 

In a highly rhetorical description of the Egyptian plague of darkness, Wis 17:16 says that 

the Egyptians ―were bound with one chain of darkness‖ (mia`/ aJluvsei skovtou" ejdevqhsan; 

cf. also 17:2), and it is not impossible that the author of 2 Peter recalled this expression. If, 

however, the correct reading is seiroì" (―pits‖), we must suppose that the author of 2 Peter 

had independent knowledge of the tradition of the fall of the Watchers as it was told in 1 

Enoch, for this reading must refer to the ―valleys‖ (1 Enoch 10:12: navha"; cf. 10:4; Jub. 

5:10) or the abyss (1 Enoch 18:11; 21:7; 88:1, 3) which served as a dungeon for the fallen 



angels. This is by no means impossible, since the author elsewhere augments his 

borrowings from Jude with details independently drawn from Jewish haggadic tradition 

(see vv 5, 7, 16), and may have drawn on independent knowledge of a catechetical tradition 

similar to that which lies behind Jude 5–7 (see Form/ Structure/Setting section). 

eij" krivsin throumevnou", ―to be kept until the judgment.‖ The judgment (krivsin) is 

undoubtedly, as in Jude 6, the (eschatological) judgment (cf. 2:9; 3:7), and threìn (―to 

keep‖), which 2 Peter has adopted from Jude but uses without Jude‘s ironic wordplay, 

always in 2 Peter has reference to eschatological judgment (2:9, 17; 3:7). Throughout this 

section the author emphasizes that the examples of judgment he has chosen prefigure the 

final judgment. 

5. kai; ajrcaivou kovsmou oujk ejqeivsato, ―and did not spare the ancient world.‖ The 

story of the Watchers was closely connected with the Flood (in 1 Enoch the Flood comes as 

a consequence of the activity of the Watchers and their sons), and this connection is found 

in other examples of the traditional paraenetic schema which this passage follows (3 Macc 

2:4; T. Napht. 3:5). This close connection explains why Noah appears in this verse to serve 

as the example of deliverance which is the counterpart to two examples of judgment: the 

angels (v 4) and the ―ancient world‖ (v 5). kovsmo" (―world‖) here means primarily the 

inhabitants of the world (cf.: 1 Clem 9:4: Noah preached ―to the world‖: kovsmw/), but the 

word also emphasizes the universal scope of the Flood and invites comparison with the 

coming eschatological judgment, the second such universal judgment (cf. 3:6–7). The 

author of 2 Peter seems to have thought of three successive worlds: the ancient world 

before the Flood, the present world, and the new world to come (3:13) after the 

eschatological judgment (Chaine). (For ajrcaivou, ―ancient‖: cf. Sir 16:7: ―the ancient 

giants‖; and for the idea, cf. Clem. Hom. 9:2:1: tou` havlai kataklusqevnto" kovsmou, ―the 

ancient world which was deluged.‖) 

o[gsoon, ―Noah the eighth person,‖ is a classical Greek idiom (cf. 2 Macc 5:27; other 

examples in BAG s.v. o[gsoo") and means ―Noah with seven others.‖ The reference is to 

Noah, his wife, his three sons and their wives (Gen 8:18). I have retained a literal 

translation because the author may have seen a special significance in the number eight 

here. Some think the number is mentioned to stress the small number of those who were 

saved (Mayor, Wand, Green; cf. Jub. 5:19; 4 Ezra 3:11), but there seems no particular 

reason why that point should be emphasized here. It is stressed in 1 Pet 3:20 (ojlivgoi, 
―few‖), which also mentions the number eight, but there is no good reason for thinking 2 

Peter is here dependent on that verse (against Dalton, Bib 60 [1979] 551–52): the only real 

point of contact between 1 Pet 3:20 and 2 Pet 2:5 is the number eight, and this probably 

indicates that for some reason Christian tradition was in the habit of specifying that there 

were eight persons who were saved out of the Flood. Noah is also called ―eighth‖ (o[gsoo") 

in Sib. Or. 1:280–81, a passage which may be Jewish (Kurfess in NT Apoc. 2, 707), and the 

number eight is stressed in Theophilus‘ account of the Deluge (Ad Autol. 3.19). 

The reason for this stress is perhaps to be found in the eschatological symbolism of the 

number eight, which represented an eighth day of new creation, following the seven days of 

the old creation‘s history (cf 2 Enoch 33:1–2; Barn. 15:9). Early Christians associated this 

symbolism with Sunday, the ―eighth day‖ (Barn. 15:9: Justin, Dial. 24.1: 41.4; 138.1). 

Sunday was the eighth day because it was the day of Christ‘s resurrection in which the new 

creation was begun, and this symbolism is linked by Justin to the eight people saved in the 

Flood (Dial. 138.1). It would be very appropriate in 2 Pet 2:5, and so may well have been in 



the author‘s mind. 

Noah, preserved from the old world to be the beginning of the new world after the Flood, is 

a type of faithful Christians who will be preserved from the present world to inherit the new 

world after the judgment. 

dikaiosuvnh" khvruka, ―a preacher of righteousness.‖ Noah‘s preaching is not 

mentioned in Genesis, but was well-known in Jewish tradition. It is especially prominent in 

the first book of the Sibylline Oracles, a product of Hellenistic Judaism, in which a long 

sermon of Noah‘s is given (Sib. Or. 1:148–98). Normally Noah was said to have preached 

repentance to his wicked contemporaries (Sib. Or. 1:129: khvruxen metavnoian, ―he 

preached repentance‖; Josephus, Ant. >1.74; Gen. Rab. 30:7: ―one herald arose for me in the 

generation of the flood‖; Eccl. Rab. 9:15; Pirqe R. El. 22; b. Sanh. 108; cf. also Theophilus, 

Ad Autol. 3.19; Methodius, Conviv. 10.3; Apoc. Paul 50: oujk ejhausavmhn … khvrussein, 

Metanoieìte, ―I did not cease to preach, Repent‖; Book of Adam and Eve (ed(s). Malan) 

3:2, 4; Noah‘s preaching of repentance may also be implied in I Pet 3:20: ajheiqhvsasin, 

―did not obey‖). The fact that this tradition appears also in 1 Clement (7:6: ejkhvruxen 
metavnoian, ―he preached repentance‖; cf. 9:4) does not prove that Clement knew 2 Peter; 

on the contrary, his use of metavnoian (―repentance‖) shows that he had independent access 

to the tradition about Noah‘s preaching. But it is one of many signs that the two works 

belong to a common milieu. 

Second Peter no doubt uses dikaiosuvnh" (―righteousness‖), meaning that Noah 

exhorted his contemporaries to righteous living, in order to contrast with ajsebẁn (―ungodly 

people‖). (Some commentators find a parallel in Jub. 7:20, where Noah exhorts to 

righteousness, but this is irrelevant because it refers to Noah‘s instruction of his sons after 

the Flood.) 

Jewish tradition also regarded the period before the Flood as a period in which God 

delayed judgment to give men time for repentance (Tg(s) to Gen 6:3; … 5:2; 

Philo, Quaest. Gen. 2.13; also 1 Pet 3:20) and in view of 3:9 this idea would fit well into 2 

Peter‘s typology. But the fact that the author uses dikaiosuvnh" (―righteousness‖) rather 

than metavnoia" (―repentance,‖ which would create a link with 3:9) seems to indicate that 

he did not have this aspect of the typology in mind here. 

ejquvlaxen (―preserved‖), cf. diaqulavssein, ―to preserve, protect,‖ in Wis 10:1, 5, 12, a 

chapter which, like this section of 2 Peter, gives examples of God‘s protection and rescue 

of the righteous when the wicked are judged. The example of Noah appears in Wis 10:4. 

kataklusmo;n kovsmw/ ajsebẁn ejhavxa", ―when he brought the deluge on the world of 

ungodly people,‖ is an echo of Gen 6:17 LXX (ejhavgw to;n kataklusmo;n u]dwr ejhi; th;n 
gh`n, ―I am bringing the flood of water upon the earth‖; and cf. Sib. Or. 1:189: kovsmo" 
a[ha" ajheiresivwn ajnqrwvhwn, ―the whole world of countless people‖). For the Flood as a 

punitive judgment in Jewish literature, see Schlosser, RB 80 [1973] 15–16. It was sometimes 

seen as a prototype of the eschatological judgment (this is implicit throughout 1 Enoch 

1–16; cf. 93:4: the Flood as ―the first end‖; 1QH 10:35–36; Matt 24:37–39), and our author 

certainly understood it in this way (3:6–7). For ajsebẁn (―ungodly‖; also in 2:6; 3:7) see 

Comment on Jude 4; the word does not have in 2 Peter the catchword significance it has in 

Jude. As in the case of the angels, the sins of the generation of the Flood are not here 

specified, but in view of v 10a, it is relevant to note that Jewish tradition usually held them 

to be guilty of the same series of vices as it attributed to the Sodomites (Schlosser, RB 80 

[1973] 18–25). 



6. hovlei" Sosovmwn kai; Gomovrra" teqrwvsa" katastroqh̀/ katevkrinen, ―he reduced 

the cities of Sodom and Gomorrah to ashes and condemned them to extinction.‖ teqroùn 

(―to reduce to ashes‖), a NT hapax, is used of Sodom and Gomorrah by Philo (Ebr. 223). 

(The smoking ashes were thought to be still in evidence on the site of Sodom and 

Gomorrah: Wis 10:7; Josephus, BJ 4.483; Philo, Mos. 2.56; 4 (5) Ezra 2:9; cf. Strabo 

16.2.44, where the region around the Dead Sea is called gh teqrwvsh", ―land of ash.‖) 

katastroqhv (―extinction, destruction‖) is used of Sodom and Gomorrah in Gen 19:29 LXX, 

where Lot‘s deliverance from the destruction is mentioned. Neyrey (Polemic, 132–33) is 

probably correct in suggesting that the alliteration (katastroqh̀/ katevkrinen, ―he 

condemned to extinction‖) has the effect of reinforcing the parallelism with the preceding 

example of destructive judgment (kataklusmo;n kovsmw/, ―the deluge on the world,‖ v 5). 

uJhovseigma mellovntwn ajsebevsin teqeikwv", ―making them an example of what is 

going to happen to the ungodly.‖ uJhovseigma (on which see E. K. Lee, ―Words denoting 

‗Pattern‘ in the New Testament,‖ NTS 8 [1961–62] 168–69; Spicq, Lexicographie, 907–9) 

means here a warning example; cf. Jude 7 (sei`gma); 3 Macc 2:5 (God made the Sodomites 

―an example to those who should come afterward‖: haravseigma toi`" ejhiginomevnoi"); 

Clem. Hom. 9.2.1 (―you have the example of the ancient world deluged,‖ tou` havlai 
kataklusqevnto" kovsmou to; uJhovseigma). For the judgment of Sodom and Gomorrah as 

an exemplary judgment, see the Comment on Jude 7. It should also be noticed that, as in 2 

Peter, the Flood and the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah were sometimes linked 

together as the two signal examples of divine judgment (Jub. 20:5; T. Napht. 3:4–5; cf. 

Josephus, BJ 5.566; Schlosser, RB 80 [1973] 13–14, 23–24; Lürmann, ZNW 63 [1972] 130), 

sometimes as the two prototypes of eschatological judgment (Luke 17:26–30). In this 

connection it should be noted that together they exemplify the pattern of two destructions 

by water and by fire (Fornberg, Early Church, 41; Neyrey, Polemic, 133–34), which is used 

later in 2 Pet 3:5–7. Undoubtedly the author sees the judgment of Sodom and Gomorrah by 

fire as a pattern for the fiery judgment of the ungodly at the Parousia (3:7). This conclusion 

is strengthened by the words mellovntwn ajsebevsin (―what is going to happen to the 

ungodly‖), which have the ungodly contemporaries of the author, i.e. the false teachers and 

their followers, especially in view. 

The author seems consistently to omit Jude‘s references to the eternity of punishment 

(vv 4, 6, 17; cf. Jude 6, 7, 13). Is this because his attention is focused on preliminary 

punishment in the intermediate state (cf. perhaps 2:9; but see the discussion of this v below) 

or because he prefers to see the fate of the wicked at the day of judgment as annihilation? 

7. divkaion Lwt katahonouvmenon uJho; th̀" twǹ ajqevsmwn ejn ajselgeiva/ ajnastroqh̀" 
ejrruvsato, ―rescued the righteous man Lot, who was distressed by the dissolute behavior of 

the lawless.‖ Genesis does not portray Lot as entirely blameless (see Gen 19:30–38), but 

Jewish tradition interpreted Abraham‘s plea on behalf of the righteous in Sodom (Gen 

18:23–32) as referring to Lot (Pirqe R. El. 25; Gen. Rab. 49:13), and so could speak of him 

as a righteous man (Wis 10:6; 19:17: divkaio"; cf. 1 Clem 11:1: Philo, Mos. 2.58). His 

exemplary deliverance from the fate that overtook his wicked fellow-citizens is mentioned 

in Wis 10:6; Philo, Mos. 2.58; and 1 Clem 11:1, which seem to belong to the same 

paraenetic tradition as 2 Pet 2:4–9 (see Form/Structure/Setting section). ejrruvsato 

(―rescued‖) is used four times in Wis 10 (vv 6, 9, 13, 15), once with reference to Lot (10:6) 

and once in a generalizing summary (10:9) comparable with 2 Pet 2:9a. Note the contrast 

between Lot as divkaion (―righteous‖) and the Sodomites as ajqevsmwn (―lawless‖). 



8. blevmmati ga;r kai; ajkoh̀/ oJ divkaio" ejkatoikwǹ ejn aujtoì" hJmenran ejx hJmevra" 
yuch;n dikaivan ajnovmoi" e[rgoi" ejbasavnizen ―for when that righteous man was living 

among them his righteous soul was day after day tormented by the sight and sound of their 

unlawful doings.‖ The point of this extended description of Lot‘s righteous distress must be 

to heighten the contrast between the righteous whom God delivers and the wicked he 

punishes, and hopefully to echo the feelings of 2 Peter‘s readers in their own situation. It 

may be dependent on haggadic tradition which has not come down to us elsewhere. It must 

refer to Lot‘s inner distress (cf. Herm. Man. 4:2:2, for yuch;n basanivzein), his sense of 

impotent outrage at the evil all around him (cf. Ezek 9:4), not to his outward suffering at the 

hands of the wicked (Bigg). This inner suffering was his peirasmov" (2:9), ―trial‖ in the 

sense of suffering through confrontation with evil, from which God delivered him. 

9. oi\jden kuvrio" eujsebei`" ejk peirasmoù rJuvesqai, ―then the Lord is well able to 

rescue the godly from trial.‖ This v is the apodosis of the long conditional sentence vv 

4–10a. Putting the lesson concerning the righteous first enables the writer to end 

emphatically with the lesson concerning the wicked, applied to his opponents. 

peirasmoù (―trial, test, temptation‖) must be interpreted in the light of the examples of 

Noah and Lot, to which in the first instance it refers. It cannot therefore mean temptation to 

sin, for Noah and Lot are not represented as being attracted by evil, but as reacting against 

it (Chaine). Rather peirasmov" refers to the good man‘s situation in a world in which the 

powers of good and evil confront each other and he is therefore exposed to attack from evil 

(K. G. Kuhn, ―New Light on Temptation, Sin, and Flesh in the New Testament,‖ in K. 

Stendahl (ed(s).), The Scrolls and the New Testament [London: SCM Press, 1958] 108–9). It 

can therefore refer generally to the afflictions which the righteous suffer in an evil world 

(Luke 8:13; Acts 20:19; Jas 1:2; 1 Pet 1:6). Since the reference here is in the first place to 

Noah and Lot the  cannot be simply the ordeal of the last days (Rev 3:10; 1 Pet 4:12), but 

this overtone may be intended so far as the application to 2 Peter‘s readers is concerned. 

Since the Flood and the judgment of Sodom and Gomorrah are prototypes of eschatological 

judgment, the situations of Noah and Lot are typical of the situation of Christians in the 

final evil days before the Parousia. 

There is quite a good parallel in Sir 33:1 (RS
v: ―No evil will befall the man who fears the 

Lord, but in trial (ejk peirasmw`") he will deliver (ejxelei`tai) him again and again‖), as 

well as in Wis 10:9 (RS
v: ―Wisdom rescued (ejrruvsato) from troubles (ejk povnwn) those 

who served her‖). Some have detected an echo of the Lord‘s Prayer (Matt 6:13: mh; 
eijsenevgkh̀" hJma`" eij" peirasmovn, ajlla; rJu`sai hJma`" ajpo; toù ponhroù), and this is 

quite possible, especially in view of the other echoes of Gospel traditions in 2 Peter. Verse 

9a could be a summary of the last two petitions of the Matthean version of the Prayer. But 

since the wording of 2 Peter is quite natural and explicable without such an echo, we cannot 

be sure of it. (With even less certainty can this v be used to help reconstruct a hypothetical 

original version of the last petition of the Prayer, as G. Schwartz, ―Matthäus vi. 9–13/Lukas 

xi. 2–4,‖ NTS 15 [1968–69] 241 n. 3, proposes.) 

ajdivkou" de; eij" hJmevran krivsew" kolazomevnou" threìn, ―but to keep the wicked to 

be punished at the day of judgment.‖ The present participle kolazomevnou" (lit. ―being 

punished‖) should, strictly, describe an action contemporaneous with threi`n (―to keep‖), 

and therefore some commentators, along with most English translators, understand it to 

refer to a preliminary punishment before the last judgment (―to keep the wicked under 

punishment until the last judgment‖: R
v, RS

v, NE
b, NIBC, GN

b; Spitta, Mayor, Wand, Barnett, 



Boobyer, Kelly, Schrage; TDNT 3, 816; Fornberg, Early Church, 45). In favor of this, it can 

be argued: (a) This is the proper grammatical sense. (b) It draws the moral of v 4, where the 

angels are held under punishment in Tartarus awaiting their final doom. (c) Current Jewish 

belief did hold the wicked to be suffering in the intermediate state before the judgment (1 

Enoch 22:10–11; 4 Ezra 7:79–87; Luke 16:23–24). On the other hand, a majority of 

commentators take kalazomevnou" to refer to punishment at the day of judgment (Calvin, 

Chaine, Windisch, Schelkle, Reicke, Spicq, Michl, Green, Grundmann; A
v, J

b). In favor of 

this, it can be argued: (a) In the Greek of this period the future participle is rare, and the 

future passive participle extremely rare (Heb 3:5 contains the only NT example), so that a 

loose use of kolazomevnou" with a future sense is possible. In 3:11 our author uses the 

present participle luomevnwn (lit. ―being dissolved‖) with future sense (other likely NT 

examples of the present participle with future sense are Matt 26:25; Luke 1:35; John 17:20; 

Acts 21:2–3; cf. Moulton, Grammar 3, 87). (b) In v 4 (as in 1 Enoch) the angels are held in 

detention awaiting judgment, and this was also the common Jewish view of the state of the 

wicked dead, whose suffering in the intermediate state (1 Enoch 22:11) can be portrayed as 

that of remorse and anticipation (4 Ezra 7:79–87, cf. 93). kolazomevnou" (―being 

punished‖) seems too strong a term for this detention, while both kolavzein (―to punish‖) 

and kovlasi" (―punishment‖) are elsewhere used of the last judgment and hell after the last 

judgment (kolavzein: 2 Clem 17:7; Apoc. Pet. A 21; Herm. Sim. 9:18:2; kovlasi": Matt 

25:46; 2 Clem 6:7; Apoc. Pet. A 21: Mart. Pol. 2:3; 11:2). (c) While punishment in the 

intermediate state might be appropriate in view of the examples in vv 4–6, it is not relevant 

to the case of the false teachers, whom the author also has in mind (vv 3b, 10a) and whose 

judgment at the imminent Parousia is the point at issue (v 3b). It seems odd that the author 

should emphasize preliminary rather than final punishment. 

It is not easy to decide between the two alternatives, but the second seems somewhat 

preferable. In that case v 9, while drawing the general lesson of vv 4–8, does so with 

special reference to the eschatological deliverance of the righteous at the Parousia and the 

eschatological punishment of the wicked at the Parousia (cf. 3:7). 

The dual conclusion—deliverance and punishment—is the most prominent respect in 

which 2 Peter diverges from Jude 6–8, where the examples are only of punishment. But the 

dual conclusion, and the examples on which it is based, no doubt come from the 

catechetical tradition which our author knew: cf. 1 Clem 11:1, which draws a similar double 

moral from the case of Sodom and Lot; and Philo, Mos. 2.57, where both aspects of the 

Flood and of the ruin of Sodom are brought out (cf. also Sir 16:11–14). Evidently our 

author wished to stress the discriminating character of divine justice. The fact that the 

wicked go unpunished raises the double problem of God‘s justice in judging the wicked 

and the suffering of the righteous while the wicked flourish. Second Peter‘s assertion of 

God‘s intervention in judgment aims to meet this double problem. 

10. mavlista de; tou;" oJpivsw sarko;" ejn ejpiqumiva/ miasmoù poreuomevnou", 

―especially those who in polluting lust indulge the flesh.‖ This phrase seems to echo two 

phrases in Jude: ―went after strange flesh‖ (ajpelqou`sai ojpisw sarko;" eJtevra": Jude 7, of 

the Sodomites), and ―defile the flesh‖ (savrka … miaivnousin: Jude 8, of the false teachers). 

For Jude‘s ajpelqoùsai ojpivsw, ―went after,‖ 2 Peter has substituted the more familiar LXX 

phrase poreuvesqai ojpivsw (LXX Deut 4:3; 6:14; 28:14; 3 Kdgms 11:10; Hos 11:10; for 

contexts comparable to this, cf. Isa 65:2; T. Jud. 13:2; Herm. Vis. 3:7:3), which implies that 

they follow the flesh as a god or a master (cf. v 2). savrx (―flesh‖) here seems to have a less 



neutral sense than in Jude, and means sensuality as an evil power, or at least as a power for 

evil when it is allowed to dominate. 

This phrase and the next are intended to summarize the sins of the three examples in vv 

4–8, in such a way that they also apply to the false teachers. 

kuriovthto" katafronou`nta", ―flout the authority of the Lord,‖ is modeled on 

kuriovthta … ajqetoùsin (―reject the authority of the Lord,‖ Jude 8). We cannot simply 

assume that kuriovth", ―lordship,‖ is intended in the same sense as it bears in Jude (see 

Comment on Jude 8), but in fact it is likely that it is. Human authorities cannot be intended, 

because this summary must be applicable to the examples listed in vv 4–8. As in Jude, the 

class of angels known as kuriovthte" can hardly be meant by the singular kuriovthto". So 

the meaning must be the authority of God or Christ (so Bigg, Chaine, Spicq, Kelly, 

Schrage, Grundmann; Neyrey, Polemic, 44). Since kuvrio", ―Lord,‖ in v 9 presumably (cf. v 

4) refers to God, kuriovthto" could be held to refer more naturally to God‘s than to 

Christ‘s authority; alternatively, the parallel with v 1 (―deny the Master‖) points to Christ‘s 

authority. The author may not have made a clear distinction. 

The reference will be to practical disregard for divine authority by ethical misconduct. 

Those who subject themselves to the flesh cannot be subject to the Lord. Thus v 10a 

specifies the same two sins as vv 1–2 (―deny the Master,‖ ―dissolute practices‖). 

Explanation 
The false teachers mocked the idea of the eschatological judgment, which they claimed 

should have arrived by now if it were coming at all. If there is such a thing as divine 

judgment, they said, it must be taking time off or taking a nap. Our author‘s negation of this 

claim in v 3b amounts to a solemn pronouncement of their doom. The condemnation which 

was long ago pronounced on them in the prophetic Scriptures will not be without effect. 

For the time being the author does not attempt to tackle the problem of the alleged delay 

of the eschatological judgment, but is content to demonstrate its certainty against the claim 

that it is ineffective. He does so by citing three of the best-known examples of divine 

judgment in OT times: the judgment of the angelic Watchers, the Flood, and the destruction 

of Sodom and Gomorrah by fire. These examples show that God is able to punish the 

wicked, and therefore that he will certainly also punish the false teachers and their 

followers who claim impunity and live accordingly. However, the OT examples are more 

than instances which establish the general rule (v 9b) that God punishes the wicked. They 

are also typological prophecies of the eschatological judgment. They foreshadow the doom 

of the wicked of the last days, among whom the false teachers and their followers are 

numbered, and so in their dual character as prophetic instances of judgment they make the 

eschatological judgment certain. If the false teachers doubt the verbal prophecies of 

judgment, they should consider that there have also been acted prophecies. 

The details of the references to the three examples in vv 4–6 bring out their typological 

character. The angels are detained in Tartarus awaiting condemnation and punishment at 

the final universal assize—which is to be the day of reckoning for all the wicked (cf. v 9b). 

The Flood destroyed a whole world of ungodly people, thus prefiguring the only other 

universal judgment which the world is to suffer, the coming eschatological judgment (cf. 

3:6–7). The burning of Sodom and Gomorrah was a warning example of the fate in store 

for the wicked in the future, especially of the cosmic conflagration which threatens the 

ungodly of the last days (cf. 3:7). 



Into this argument about the certainty of punishment for the wicked, the author has 

woven a second theme: the deliverance of the righteous. If, as the false teachers allege, 

there is to be no eschatological judgment, then there will also be no deliverance of the 

righteous from their sufferings in a world where the wicked flourish. But the same 

examples which show the certainty of judgment on the wicked show the certainty of 

deliverance for the righteous. For God did not destroy the godly and ungodly 

indiscriminately. When he bound the angels in hell and destroyed the world in the Flood, he 

rescued Noah and his family, and when Sodom and Gomorrah perished, their single 

righteous inhabitant escaped. 

Just as the OT judgments prefigured the eschatological judgment, so Noah and Lot are 

described in terms which make them types of the faithful Christians who will be delivered 

at the Parousia. Noah was a man who tried to teach his contemporaries righteousness. The 

detail that, with his seven relatives, he was the ―eighth‖ person, evokes the eschatological 

symbolism of the number eight. As the ―eighth‖ person he stands for the new creation 

which will succeed the old, the ―eighth‖ day after the week of creation‘s history. Saved 

from the world of the ungodly in which he alone preached righteousness, he was able to 

enter a new world, in which, for a time, only the righteous lived. Similarly, faithful 

Christians, persisting in righteousness and preaching it in this present world where the 

ungodly flourish, will be delivered from it and enter the new world in which righteousness 

dwells (3:13). 

The description of Lot focuses on the predicament from which he was rescued: the 

mental torment of the conscientious person surrounded by blatant evil and helpless to 

prevent it. This picture of Lot is extremely significant. It goes beyond the common 

apocalyptic theme of the suffering of the righteous at the hands of the wicked and their 

deliverance from this suffering. Lot suffers not because he is a victim of the wicked, but 

because he is a genuinely righteous man, a man who loves righteousness, who longs to see 

righteousness done in the world, and is afflicted by its absence. If 2 Peter‘s readers can 

identify with him, they too may hope for deliverance. 

This assurance of deliverance is no mere consolation for 2 Peter‘s readers. It provides 

the eschatological condition for their persistence in righteousness, just as the false teachers‘ 

denial of eschatology undermines the Christian practice of righteousness. In biblical 

thought adherence to righteousness requires the expectation that in the end God‘s 

righteousness will prevail over all opposition to it. Only such an expectation satisfies the 

love of righteousness and sustains the practice of righteousness. 

If the theme of deliverance is important, the certainty of judgment is the main point of this 

section as a refutation of the false teachers‘ objection to Christian eschatology, and so the 

section ends on that note. The OT examples show that judgment comes especially on those 

who allow themselves to be dominated by sensual desires, and who, in ignoring the Lord‘s 

commandments, treat his moral authority with contempt. Since these are the two categories 

of sin to which vv 1–2 referred, the implication is plain that the false teachers and their 

followers incur the same judgment. 



Denunciation of the False Teachers (a) 

(2:10b–16) 
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Translation 
10bThese reckless and headstrong people are not afraid to insulta the glorious ones, 
11

whereas angels, although they are greater in strength and power, do not use insults when 

pronouncing judgment on them from the Lord.b 
12

But these people are like unreasoning 

animals, which are born creatures of mere instinct, to be caught and destroyed. They are 

ignorant of those whom they insult, but when they are destroyed they themselves will also 

perish in the same destruction, 
13

suffering harmc in reward for the harm they have done.d 

For self-indulgence in broad daylight is their idea of enjoyment. They are spots and 

blemishes, indulging in their deceitful pleasurese while they feast with you. 
14

Their eyes are 

full of adulterous lust and always on the lookoutf for sin. They ensnare unstable people and 

have hearts well trained in greed. They are under God’s curse. 
15

Leaving the straight way 

they have gone astray, and have followed the way of Balaam the son of Bosor,g who loved 

the reward of wrongdoing.h 
16

But he was rebuked for his offense: a dumb ass spoke with a 

human voice and restrained the prophet’s madness. 

Notes 

a. For trevmein, ―to tremble,‖ with the participle, see BDF § 415. 

b. The reading para; kurivou (p
72

 al) must be preferred, as the more difficult reading, to 

the better attested para; kurivw/ (a 

 B C K P. al). To avoid attributing the blavsfhmou krivsin, ―slanderous judgment,‖ to the 

Lord, scribes either changed para; kurivou to para; kurivw/ or omitted the phrase altogether 

(A al). It is true that para; kurivw/ would make good sense: the angels pronounce judgment 

before God‘s judgment seat in the heavenly courtroom. But para; kurivou is explicable as 2 

Peter‘s equivalent of Jude‘s Epitimhvsai soi kuvrio", ―May the Lord rebuke you‖ (Jude 9; 

see Comment section). 

c. ajdikouvmenoi, ―suffering harm‖ (p
72

 a 
*
 B P. al) is preferable to komiouvmenoi, ―receiving‖ (a 



;
c
 A C K al). Scribes will have changed ajdikouvmenoi to komiouvmenoi to obtain a simpler 

construction and avoid the apparent attribution of wrongdoing to God. 

d. The participles which follow seem to be loosely dependent on fqarhvsontai, ―they 

will perish‖ (v 12), presumably as explaining the ajdikiva" (―the harm they have done‖) for 

which they will be destroyed. 

e. aujtwǹ shows that the reading ajpavtai", ―deceitful pleasures‖ (p
72

 a 

; A
*
 C K P. al) is original, and ajgavpai", ―love-feasts‖ (A

c
 B al) is an assimilation to Jude 

12. 

f. On ajkatapavstou" (A B al) see Mayor, cxcvii-cxcviii; the word is unknown and is 

doubtless a mistake for ajkatapauvstou", ―unceasing‖ (most MS
s). 

g. Bosor, ―Bosor,‖ is by far the best attested reading, but since this form of the name of 

Balaam‘s father is not found elsewhere, it has been corrected to the LXX form Bewr, 

―Beor,‖ in a few MS
s and versions. 

h. ―The reward of wrongdoing‖ translates the same phrase (misqo;n ajdikiva") which is 

translated ―reward for the harm they have done‖ in v 13. Unfortunately it is impossible in 

English to translate the phrase in the same way in both vv while also preserving the 

word-play in v 13 and the intentional ambiguity of the phrase in v 15 (see Comment 

section). 

Form/Structure/Setting 

The whole passage 2:10b–22 is a loosely structured series of denunciations of the false 

teachers, which for convenience we can divide after v 16, where there seems to be a slight 

pause in the rapid flow of accusations. 

These vv draw heavily on Jude 8–12: 

2 Pet 2 

Jude 

10b. tolmhtai; aujqavdei", dovxa" ouJ trevmousin blasfhmoùnte" 

8… dovza" de; blasfhmou`sin. 

11. o}pou a[ggeloi ijscuvi> kai; dunavmei meivzone" o[nte" ouj fevrousin katŽ aujtwǹ para; 
kurivou blavsfhmon krivsin 
9. ïO de; Micahl oJ ajrcavggelo", o}te tẁ/ diabovlw/ diakrinovmeno" dielevgeto peri; toù 
Mwu>sevw" swvmato", oujk ej tovlmhsen krivsin ejpenegkeìn blasfhmiva", ajlla; ei\pen, 
ÆEpitimhvsai soi kuvrio". 

12. ou|toi de;, wJ" a[ 
10. ou|toi de; o[sa me;n oujk oi[dasin 
gegennhmevna ousika; eij" a}lwsin 
blasfhmoùsin, o}sa de; fusikẁ" 

kai; fqoravn, ejn oi|" ajgnooùsin 

wJ" ta; a[loga zẁ/a ejpivstantai, 
blasfhmoùnte", ejn th̀/ fqorà/ 
ejn touvtoi" fqeivrontai. 
aujtẁn kai; fqarhvsontai, 



  

13. ajdikouvmenoi miso;n ajdikiva". 

  
hJdonh;n hJgouvmenoi th;n ejn hJmevra. 
  
trufhvn, spiloi kai; mw`moi 
12. Ou|toi eijsin oij ejn tai`" ajgavpai" 
ejntrufwǹte" ejn taì" ajpavtai" 
uJmw`n " pilavde" suneuwcouvmenoi 
aujtẁn suneuwcouvmenoi uJmi`n… 

ajfovbw"… 

15. kataleivponte" eujdeivan oJdo;n 

11. oujai; aujtoì", o}ti th̀/ oJdw`/ toù 
ejplanhvqhsan, ejxakolouqhvsante" 
Kain ejporeuvqhsan, kai; th̀/ plavnh/, 
th̀/ oJdw`/ toù Ballam tou` 
toù Balaam misqoù ejxecuvqhsan 
Bosor, o}" misqo;n ajdikiva" 
kai; th̀/ ajntilogiva/ tou` Kore 
hJgavphsen… 

ajpwvlonto. 

  

2 Pet 2 

Jude 

10b. These reckless and headstrong 

  

people are not afraid to insult the 

8… and slander the 

glorious ones, 

glorious ones. 

11. whereas angels, although 

9. But when Michael the arch angel, 

they are greater in strength and 

in debate with the devil, disputed 

power, do not use insults when 

about the body of Moses, he did 

pronouncing judgment on them 

not presume to condemn him for 

from the Lord. 

slander, but said, ―May the Lord 

rebuke you!‖ 

  

12. But these people are like 

10. But these people slander 

unreasoning animals, which are born 

whatever they do not understand, 

creatures of mere instinct, to be 



while by the things they do 

caught and destroyed. They are 

understand, instinctively, like 

ignorant of those whom they 

unreasoning animals, they are 

insult, but when they are 

destroyed. 

destroyed they themselves will also 

  

perish in the same destruction, 

  

13. suffering harm in reward for the 

  

harm they have done. For self- 

12. These are the people who feast 

indulgence in broad daylight is 

with you at your fellowship meals, 

their idea of enjoyment. They are 

without reverence, like dangerous 

spots and blemishes, indulging in 

reefs… . 

their deceitful pleasures while they 

  

feast with you… . 

  

15. Leaving the straight way they have 

11. Woe to them! For they walked in 

gone astray, and have followed the way 

the way of Cain, they plunged into 

of Balaam the son of Bosor, who loved 

Balaam’s error for profit, and 

the reward of wrongdoing… 

throug 

The author has freely adapted material from Jude to suit his own purposes. He has 

omitted reference to the story of Michael‘s dispute with the devil, probably because he and 

his readers were unfamiliar with the story. He has also omitted Jude‘s references to Cain 

and Korah, to concentrate on the single figure of Balaam. Probably this is because he 

brought in the reference to Balaam to illustrate his opponents‘ greed (v 14). Cain and Korah 

were not relevant to this point. Had he known the Jewish tradition which represented Cain 

as a heretic who denied the reality of eschatological judgment (see Comment on Jude 11), a 

comparison of the false teachers with Cain would have been highly appropriate, but he may 

not have known this tradition. 

It is characteristic of our author‘s use of Jude that he gets an idea from Jude and then 

gives it a fresh twist or development of his own (vv 12, 13, 16). 

In addition to Jude, the author may be dependent on Jewish haggadic tradition about 

Balaam (see Comment on v 16). 

The author‘s ―improvement‖ of Jude includes some ingenious literary devices: the 



word-play (paronomasia) ajdikouvmenoi…ajdikiva" (v 13); spivloi kai; mẁmoi (v 13), 

echoing a[spiloi kai; ajmwvmhtoi (3:14); ajpavtai" (v 13), an ironic pun on ajgavpai"; the 

parechesis paranomiva"…parafronivan (v 16); the paronomasia a[fwnon…fwnh̀/ (v 16). 

Comment 

10. tolmhtai; aujfavdei", ―these reckless and headstrong people.‖ tovlma (―daring, 

audacity‖) and aujfavdeia (―arrogance, willfulness‖) are a natural pair which quite often 

occur together (1 Clem. 30:8, with qravso", ―boldness‖; Spicq, Lexicographie, 160 n. 1). 

tolmhtaiv (lit. ―daring people‖) was suggested to our author by oujk ejtovlmhsen] (―did not 

presume‖) in Jude 9: where the archangel Michael feared to tread, these fools rush in. 

aujqavdh" (cf. especially Titus 1:7; 1 Clem 1:1; Herm. Sim. 9:22:1; Did. 3:6; LXX Prov 21:24) 

means basically ―self-willed,‖ with the implications of presumptuousness, arrogance, and 

obstinacy. 

11b. dovxa" ouj trevmousin blasfhmoùnte", 
11o}pou a[ggeloi ijscuvi> kai; dunavmei 

meivzone" o[nte" ouj fevrousin katŽ aujtwǹ para; kurivou blavsfhmon krivsin, ―are not 

afraid to insult the glorious ones, whereas angels, although they are greater in strength and 

power, do not use insults when pronouncing judgment on them from the Lord.‖ The 

interpretation of this obscure passage hinges on the meaning of dovxa" (lit. ―glories‖) and 

katŽ aujtwǹ (―against them‖). 

The possibility that dovxa" refers to human authorities, ecclesiastical (Bigg, Green) or 

civil (Luther, Calvin, Reicke), can be ruled out at once, for it can make no good sense of v 

11. We must take dovxa", as in Jude 8, to refer to angelic powers. In that case there are two 

possible interpretations. Either (a) dovxa" are evil angels and katÆ aujtwǹ refers to these 

dovxa" (so most commentators); or (b) dovxa" are good angels, identical with the a[ggeloi, 
and katÆ aujtwǹ refers to the false teachers (Sickenberger, ―Engels‖; Wand; also Neyrey, 

Polemic, 138–42, who holds that v 11 gives the false teachers‘ own blasphemous statement 

about the angels). In the first case, the false teachers are accused of insulting 

devils—something which not even the angels do. In the second case, they are accused of 

insulting angels, and this behavior is contrasted with that of the angels toward the false 

teachers. 

In Jude 8, dovxa" (―glories‖) are good angels (see Comment), but this cannot determine the 

meaning of our author, who could have misunderstood or reinterpreted Jude. Since the false 

teachers opposed by Jude are not the same as those opposed in 2 Peter, there is no reason 

why the same accusation should be made in Jude 8–9 and 2 Pet 2:10b–11. The most natural 

reading of v 11 is that the a[ggeloi (―angels‖) are to be distinguished from the dovxai 
(―glories‖), and that katÆ aujtwǹ (―against them‖) refers back to dovxa", which must 

therefore designate evil angels. 

This reading of v 11 is supported by its relationship to Jude 9. The true significance of 

Jude 9 depends on a knowledge of the apocryphal story to which it alludes (see Comment 

on Jude 9). Probably the author of 2 Peter did not know the story, and therefore he 

misunderstood the point of Jude 9, in the same way in which many modern commentators 

have misunderstood it. He thought the story of Michael and the devil must be intended as 

an example of an angel‘s respect for the devil, contrasting with the false teacher‘ disrespect 

for the dovxa" (Jude 8). This implied that the dovxa" were, or at least included, evil angels, 

of whom the devil is one. Not wishing to baffle his readers with Jude‘s obscure allusion to 

the story of Michael and the devil but wishing to retain what he took to be its significance, 



the author of 2 Peter substituted a general reference to the behavior of angels. For Jude‘s oJ 
Micahl oJ ajrcavggelo" (―Michael the archangel‖) he wrote a[ggeloi (―angels‖), and for 

Jude‘s tẁ/ diabovlw/ (―the devil‖) he wrote aujtwǹ (―them‖), referring back to dovxa" (―the 

glorious ones‖). He also took Jude‘s krivsin blasfhmiva", as someone who did not know 

the story most naturally would, to mean ―a reviling judgment,‖ and accordingly wrote 

blavsfhmon krivsin (―a reviling judgment‖). His para; kurivon (―from the Lord‖) replaces 

the words of Michael in Jude 9 (ÆEpitimhvsai soi kuvrio", ―May the Lord rebuke you!‖), 

which he took to indicate that Michael pronounced God‘s judgment on the devil, while 

avoiding insulting language. 

The phrase ijscuvi> kai; dunavmei meivzone" o[nte" (―although they are greater in strength 

and power‖) compares the angels either (a) with the dovxa" (―glorious ones‖), or (b) with 

the false teachers. Either would make good sense: (a) Even the angels, who are more 

powerful than the devils, do not insult them. How foolhardy of the false teachers, who are 

less powerful than the devils, to do so! (b) The false teachers venture to insult the devils, 

whereas even the angels, who are so much more powerful than the false teachers, do not do 

so. It is probably slightly more natural to read the phrase in sense (a) (in which case both 

meivzone" (―greater‖) and aujtwǹ (―them‖) refer back to dovxa"), but the general 

significance is the same in either case. What is important to notice is that this phrase 

implies that the false teachers are being rebuked for ignoring the power of the dovxa" 

(―glorious ones‖). The same implication is to be found in ouj trevmousin (―are not afraid,‖ v 

10b). The dovxai (―glorious ones‖) are powerful beings whom the false teachers ought to be 

afraid of insulting. Since ouj trevmousin (―are not afraid‖) and ijscuvi> kai; dunavmei 
meivzone" o[nte" (―although they are greater in strength and power‖) are not borrowed from 

Jude, but have been added in the author‘s redaction of Jude, it is clear that this was the 

particular point he was intending to make. 

The significance of the false teachers‘ behavior toward the powers of evil is also 

clarified by the two terms (tolmhtai; aujqavdei", ―reckless and headstrong people‖) with 

which the author has so emphatically introduced this sentence. The arrogant audacity of the 

false teachers is seen in the fact that they dare to abuse the powers of evil. 

This accusation must correspond to some real characteristic of 2 Peter‘s opponents. If the 

author had not thought the material in Jude 8c–9 relevant to his polemic against his own 

opponents he could have simply omitted it, as he omitted other parts of Jude. Moreover, he 

has redacted it, not only to eliminate the obscure reference to Michael‘s dispute with the 

devil, but also to emphasize the arrogant audacity of the false teachers. He has clearly 

adapted Jude‘s material deliberately for use in his own attack on his own opponents. 

It is not likely that the false teachers slandered the angelic guardians of the Law (as 

Jude‘s opponents did) or that, as Gnostics, they reviled the demiurge and his angels. In 

these cases the author of 2 Peter would have regarded the dovxai (―glorious ones‖) as good 

angels, whereas in fact he seems to share his opponents‘ view of them as evil angels. The 

most plausible view is that in their confident immorality the false teachers were 

contemptuous of the demonic powers. When they were rebuked for their immoral behavior 

and warned of the danger of falling into the power of the devil and sharing his 

condemnation, they laughed at the idea, denying that the devil could have any power over 

them and speaking of the powers of evil in skeptical, mocking terms. They may have 

doubted the very existence of supernatural powers of evil. This explanation has the 

advantage of accounting for 2 Peter‘s redactional emphasis on the false teachers‘ foolhardy 

disregard for the power and might of the dovxai (―glorious ones‖). It is also consistent with 



the general attitude of skeptical rationalism which seems to characterize the opponents‘ 

stance. 

As an explanation of Jude 8c, this interpretation was rejected in the commentary on 

Jude, because neither dovxai nor blasfhmeìn, ―to slander,‖ are appropriate terms for a 

contemptuous attitude to evil angels. This objection, however, has much less force in the 

case of 2 Pet 2:10b, where the terms have not been used spontaneously but have been taken 

over from Jude. 

12. wJ" a[loga zẁ/a gegennhmevna fusika; eij" a}lwsin kai; fqoravn, ―like unreasoning 

animals, which are born creatures of mere instinct, to be caught and destroyed.‖ The author 

has borrowed a[loga zw`/a…fusikav, ―unreasoning animals…creatures of mere instinct,‖ 

from Jude 10, but has expanded the comparison. The false teachers are like animals not 

only in their irrationality, but also in being destined for destruction. The idea that certain 

animals were born to be slaughtered and eaten was common in the ancient world (Juvenal 

1.141; Pliny, Hist. Nat. 8.81; b. B. . 85a). fqorav here must mean ―destruction‖ (not 

―corruption‖) and this determines the sense of fqorà/…fqarhvsontai, ―destruction…they 

will perish,‖ later in the v. 

ejn oi| ajgnooùsin blasfhmoùnte", lit. ―insulting those of whom they are ignorant.‖ In 

classical Greek blasfhmei`n is followed by eij" (as in Mark 3:29), periv or katav, but in the 

NT usually by the accusative (as in 2 Pet 2:10). However, the Koine sometimes uses ejn for 

eij", and so probably ejn oi|" is here simply the object of the opponents‘ insults. It is usually 

taken to represent ejn touvtoi" a} (―[in] those things which,‖ ―[in] matters which‖), but 

could (with Spitta) be taken to represent ejn touvtoi" ou}" (―those whom‖), with reference to 

the dovxai (v 10; the masculine oi|" is natural in spite of the fact that dovxai is feminine). It is 

true that the underlying phrase in Jude has an indefinite neuter object (o}sa me;n oujk 
oi[dasin blasfhmoùsin), but this is required in Jude for the sake of the parallel with the 

contrasting phrase which follows (o}sa de; fusikw"̀ wJ" ta; a[loga zw`/a ejpivstantai). 
Since the author of 2 Peter has not reproduced this parallelism, he did not need to follow 

Jude in giving blasfhmou`nte" a neuter object. From the context in 2 Peter alone, it seems 

more natural to give ejn oi|" a personal reference, continuing the thought of v 10. If the false 

teachers understood how powerful the evil angels really are, they would not scoff at them. 

There is no need to see ajgnooùsin (―are ignorant‖) as a polemical reference to the 

opponents‘ claim to gnosis. In fact, in rewriting Jude 10, our author has reduced the stress 

on the theme of knowledge, as he would not have done if he were countering Gnostic 

claims. Instead he has put the emphasis on the coming judgment of the false teachers, in 

line with his general apologetic concern to counter their denial of divine retribution. 

ejn th̀/ fqorà/ aujtwǹ kai; fqarhvsontai, ―but when they are destroyed they themselves will 

also perish in the same destruction.‖ This clause has been understood in a variety of ways: 

(1) Reicke takes ejn th`/ fqorà with blasfhmou`nte", and translates from ejn oi|" onward 

as: ―by those whom they do not recognize, but defame in their corruption, they will also be 

destroyed.‖ But a connection between fqorà/ and fqarhvsontai must be intended. 

Furthermore, Reicke‘s translation depends on his view that the dovxai are the civil 

magistrates. 

(2) ―They will quite certainly destroy themselves by their own work of destruction‖ (J
b; 

similarly Rv, Wand). But this active sense of fqora`/ is not the most natural. 

(3) They ―shall utterly perish in their own corruption‖ (A
v; Plumptre). 

(4) In their own destruction they shall be destroyed—i.e., a Hebraism conveying 



emphasis (cf. 3:3: ejn ejmpaigmonh`/ ejmpai`ktai, ―scoffers with scoffing‖) (so James, 

Green). The author of 2 Peter would be familiar with similar phrases in the LXX (e.g. Exod 

18:18: fqorà/ katafqarhvsh/, ―you will be destroyed with destruction‖; Isa 24:3: fqorà/ 
fqarhvsetai, ―it will be destroyed with destruction‖; Mic 2:10: diefqavrhte fqorà/, ―you 

have been destroyed with destruction‖). But in this case aujtwǹ seems redundant. 

Moreover, (2), (3) and (4) are obliged to give kaiv the unnatural sense of ―certainly,‖ rather 

than its expected sense ―also.‖ 

(5) They ―will be destroyed in the same destruction with them,‖ i.e. the animals (RS
v; 

similarly NE
b, NI

v). The majority of modern commentators take aujtẁn to refer to zẁ/a 

(―animals‖). Some of them then interpret the clause as meaning that in the coming 

eschatological destruction of the world animals and ungodly people will perish together, as 

they did in the Flood (Windisch, Schrage). But most interpret it as meaning that the false 

teachers will suffer a destruction similar (in its suddenness and violence, or in its finality) to 

the slaughter of animals by hunters (Bigg, Mayor, Chaine, Schelkle, Sidebottom, Kelly, 

Grundmann; Fornberg, Early Church, 46). 

(6) They will be destroyed together with the evil angels whom they insult (Spitta, 

Senior). oi|" is the nearest antecedent for aujtwǹ and so, if it is correct to take oi|" as 

masculine, referring to the evil angels (see above), this interpretation becomes the most 

natural. The false teachers will share the fate of the powers of evil who will be eliminated at 

the day of judgment. The objection that this interpretation destroys the connection between 

the first fqorav, ―destruction,‖ in this v (that of the animals) and the second (Mayor) is not 

valid. The comparison of the false teachers‘ fate with that of the animals has already been 

made in the first part of the v and does not need to be repeated in the phrase ejn th̀/ fqorà/ 
aujtẁn. This phrase introduces a second comparison, with the fate of the evil angels. 

13. ajdikouvmenoi misqo;n ajdikiva", ―suffering harm in reward for the harm they have 

done.‖ Skehan (Bib 41 [1960] 69–71; followed by Spicq) places a colon after ajdikouvmenoi, 
and takes misqo;n ajdikiva" with hJdonh;n hJgouvmenoi, translating: ―…in their corruption will 

suffer the harm of being corrupted. They, who think that the wages of iniquity is 

pleasure…‖ But (1) if fqarhvsontai means, as it must, ―will be destroyed,‖ it hardly needs 

the addition of ajdikouvmenoi; (2) the play on words, ajdikouvmenoi and ajdikiva", must be 

intentional. 

If ajdikouvmenoi misqo;n ajdikiva" constitutes a phrase, there are two possible 

interpretations: (1) ―being defrauded of the profits of their evil-doing‖ (Wand, Moffatt, 

Reicke, Green; Fornberg, Early Church, 46; Moffatt‘s translation attempts to render the 

play on words: ―done out of the profits of their evildoing‖). The meaning ―defraud‖ for 

ajdikeìn is attested in the papyri (Moulton and Milligan, Vocabulary, s.v.), though not this 

use of the accusative (of respect?) misqovn with it. The advantage of this interpretation is 

that it gives misqo;n ajdikiva" the same sense as it has in v 15, i.e. the profit which the false 

teachers expected to get from their iniquity. However, it may be doubted whether this sense 

is the one which a reader would naturally give the phrase in this context. It is true that Acts 

1:18 uses misqo;" th`" ajdikiva", ―reward of wrongdoing,‖ of the money Judas received for 

his betrayal of Jesus, but this is clear from the context. In Diogn. 9:2, oJ misqo;" aujth̀" (sc. 

th̀" ajdikiva"), ―its (i.e., wrongdoing‘s) reward,‖ and in Barn. 4:12 misqo;" th̀" ponhriva", 

―the reward of wickedness‖ refer to the punishment due to iniquity (cf. also Rev 22:12; 1 

Clem 34:3; Barn. 21:3), and this seems the more obvious sense in 2 Pet 2:13. It may be that 

in v 15 also, while the primary reference must be to the money Balaam expected to be paid 



for his evil-doing, there is a secondary ironic reference to the reward he would receive at 

the hands of divine justice (see below). (2) ―suffering the recompense for their 

wrong-doing‖ (so, essentially, Mayor, Chaine, Schelkle, Kelly, Grundmann). ajdikei`n (―to 

wrong, injure‖) can take two accusatives, of the person injured and the injury done, but the 

latter is normally restricted to ti (Phlm 18), oujdevn (Acts 25:10; Gal 4:12; Mart. Pol. 9:3) 

and ajdivkhma. It is, however, credible that the author should have somewhat strained 

normal usage in order to achieve his play on words, which embodies an example of 

eschatological jus          talionis: the false teachers will suffer wrong (ajdikouvmenoi) in 

recompense for the wrong they have done (ajdikiva"). However, since ajdikei`n can mean 

simply ―to harm‖ (passive in this sense: Wis 14:29; 3 Macc 3:8; Rev 2:11), there is no 

attribution of wrongdoing to God. Unfortunately, in English it is impossible to translate 

ajdikouvmenoi with a morally neutral term and ajdikiva" with a morally pejorative term, 

while retaining the play on words. 

hJdonh;n hJgouvmenoi th;n ejn hJmevra/ trufhvn, ―self-indulgence in broad daylight is their 

idea of enjoyment.‖ trufhv (elsewhere in NT only in Luke 7:25) can have a good sense 

(―delight‖: 2 Clem 10:4; Herm. Sim. 6:5:7), but is frequent in Hermas in the sense of 

―self-indulgence‖ (see especially Sim. 6:5:5 for a definition), and can be associated with 

drunkenness and other forms of sensuality (Herm. Man. 6:2:5; 8:3; 12:2:1). Most 

commentators agree that ejn hJmevra/ is best taken to mean ―in the daylight‖ (cf. 3 Macc 5:11; 

John 11:9b; Rom 13:13). Drinking or feasting in the daytime was a standard mark of 

degeneracy (Eccl 10:16; Isa 5:11; T. Mos. 7:4; Juvenal 1.103). 

It is not clear whether this phrase already refers to the agapes, which are the subject of the 

rest of the verse (as Grundmann holds). The verbal link between trufhvn 

(―self-indulgence‖) and ejntrufwǹte" (―indulging‖) would suggest that it does. But we do 

not know whether the agapes were held in daylight hours at this period (as they were by the 

time of Hippolytus, to avoid scandal: Apost. Trad. 26). 

spivloi kai; mẁmoi, ―spots and blemishes.‖ This phrase is the author‘s substitute for 

Jude‘s spilavde" (―dangerous reefs‖), which perhaps puzzled him as it has puzzled many 

modern commentators. Like some of them he may have thought Jude really meant spivloi 
(―spots‖). His ―improvement‖ of Jude is in its own way very apt, for it is in contrast to his 

own description of what the church must aim to be at the Parousia: a[spiloi kai; ajmwm̀htoi 
(―without spot or blemish‖: 3:14). The latter was probably a fixed liturgical or paraenetic 

phrase (see references in Comment on 3:14) and so the readers of 2 Peter would readily see 

the point of describing the false teachers as ―spots and blemishes‖ in the church. Like the 

blemishes on an animal not fit for sacrifice (Lev 1:3) or on a man not fit for priestly service 

(Lev 21:21), these immoral people were frustrating the church‘s aim of holiness and could 

make the church unfit to be presented as a sacrifice to God. 

ejntrufwǹte" ejn taì" ajpavtai" aujtwǹ sunewcouvmenoi uJmi`n, ―indulging in their 

deceitful pleasures while they feast with you.‖ ejntrufàn e[n tini (in a good sense: LXX Isa 

55:2; Herm. Man. 10:3:1) means ―to delight in, indulge in something.‖ ajpavth (―deceit‖) 

had also come to mean ―pleasure,‖ especially sinful pleasures which entice people with an 

Illusion of enjoyment (Spicq, Lexicographie, 116–18). Hermas often associates trufh̀ and 

ajpavth (Mand. 11:12; Sim. 6:2:1–2, 4; 6:4:4; 6:5:1, 3–4, 6), and trufàn and ajpatàn (Sim. 

6:4:1; 6:5:3), as almost interchangeable terms (see especially Sim. 6:5:6). Thus, especially 

against the background of the Roman Christianity to which both Hermas and 2 Peter 

belong, the phrase ejntrufwǹte" ejn taì" ajpavtai" aujtwǹ (―indulging in their deceitful 



pleasures‖) is a very natural and readily intelligible one. 

However, it must also be noticed that ejn tai`" ajpavtai" aujtwǹ suneuwcouvmenoi uJmi`n 

is evidently based on Jude‘s words ejn taì" ajgavpai" uJmwǹ … suneuwcouvmenoi, ―eating 

with you at your fellowship meals‖ (Jude 12). Although confusion of ajpavtai" and 

ajgavpai" would have been a very easy scribal error, the change of pronouns makes it 

unlikely that the variant reading ajgavpai" in 2 Peter is correct, or that the copy of Jude used 

by the author of 2 Peter already had the corrupt reading ajpavtai". The author of 2 Peter 

must have made a deliberate alteration. It is possible that he wished to exclude any 

reference to the agapes (Schrage), but in that case it is odd that he has done so by 

substituting the similar-sounding ajpavtai" for ajgavpai". The suggestion that he intended a 

deliberate pun is more likely, and he might have expected his readers to see the pun 

(suneuwcouvmenoi uJmi`n, ―while they feast with you,‖ would naturally suggest the agapes) 

even if they were not familiar with Jude‘s letter. The meals which were defiled by the 

gluttonous and riotous behavior of the false teachers could not be called ajgavpai, but they 

might be called ―deceits‖ (the basic meaning of ajpavtai"). 

The aujtwǹ (―their‖) does not imply that the false teachers hosted their own meals 

(Windisch), because ajpavtai" primarily means ―pleasures,‖ and only as a punning overtone 

alludes to the meals. The author had to change Jude‘s uJmw`n (―your‖) to aujtẁn (―their‖) 

when he changed ajgavpai" to ajpavtai", and made it part of the phrase ejntrufẁnte" ejn 
taì" ajpavtai" aujtwǹ (―indulging in their deceitful pleasures‖). But he added uJmi`n (―with 

you,‖ not in Jude) to make it clear that he was talking about the common meals of the 

church. 

14. ojfqalmou;" e[conte" mestou;" moicalivdo", lit. ―They have eyes full of an 

adulteress‖: a vivid expression which means that their eyes are always looking for a woman 

with whom to commit adultery. There was a well-known rhetorical tag according to which 

the shameless man does not have kovra" (―pupils‖ or ―maidens‖—a pun) in his eyes, but 

povrna" (―harlots‖: Plutarch, Mor. 528E; the reverse, of a chaste man, is attributed to 

Timaeus (4th century B.C.); in Pseudo-Longinus, De sub. 4.5). It is possible that our author 

echoes this saying, as he does other well-known sayings (2:19, 22). 

deleavzonte" yuca;" ajsthrivktou", ―they ensnare unstable people.‖ The verb means 

―to entice with a bait,‖ a metaphor from fishing and snaring (used in a similar way by Philo, 

Praem. 25). yucav" (lit. ―souls‖) is here virtually ―people‖ (cf. Acts 2:41; 1 Pet 3:20). The 

―unstable‖ are those not firmly grounded in Christian teaching, who are easily led astray; 

see Comment on 1:12. 

kardivan gegumnasmevnhn pleonexiva" e{conte", ―they have hearts well trained in 

greed.‖ gegumnasmevnhn (lit. ―trained,‖ a metaphor from athletics) contrasts with 

ajsthrivktou" (―unstable‖). Unlike their inexperienced pupils the false teachers are 

experts—in greed! They make disciples in order to make a profit out of them (cf. 2:3a). 

katavra" tevkna, lit. ―children of a curse,‖ is a ―Hebraism,‖ which the author has 

probably formed by analogy with similar phrases in the LXX (Isa 57:4: tevkna ajpwleiva", 

―children of destruction‖; Hos 10:9: tevkna ajdikiva", ―children of wrongdoing‖) and in 

Christian usage (Eph 2:3; 5:8; 1 Pet 1:14; Barn. 7:1; 9:7; 21:9; Ign. Phld. 2:1; and cf. 

Deissmann, Bible Studies, 161–66). It means simply that the false teachers are under God‘s 

curse (cf. Sir 41:9–10). 

It is impossible to tell whether this exclamation is intended to conclude the preceding 

denunciations or to introduce the following. If the idea derives from Deut 11:26, 28 



(Fornberg, Early Church, 102–3), then it connects with v 15a (cf. Deut 11:28). 

15. kataleivponte" eujqei`an oJdo;n ejplanhvqhsan, ―leaving the straight way they have 

gone astray.‖ This idea was suggested by Jude‘s th`/ plavnh/ toù Balaam (―Balaam‘s 

error,‖ Jude 11). For the use of phrases with ―way‖ to designate Christianity in 2 Peter, see 

Comment on 2:2. The metaphorical use of ―straight way‖ for the path of obedience to God 

was common (oJdo;" eujqeiva: LXX 1 Kgdms 12:23; Ps 106:7; Prov 2:16; Isa 33:15; 1 Clem 

7:3; oJdoi; eujqeiaiv: LXX: Prov 2:13; Hos 14:10; Acts 13:10; oJdo;" ojrqhv: Herm. Man. 6:1:2; 

Philo, Det. 22; Agr 101; via recta: Act. Verc. 6; cf. also 2 Enoch 42:10), while ―leaving‖ and 

―going astray‖ were obvious metaphors to use with it (LXX Deut 11:28: planhqh̀te ajpo; 
th̀" oJdoù h|" ajneteilavmen uJmi`n, ―you go astray from the way which I commanded you‖; 

Prov 2:13: oiJ ejgkataleivponte" oJdou;" eujqeiva", ―those who forsake the straight ways‖; 

21:16: planwvmeno" ejx oJdoù dikaiosuvnh", ―going astray from the way of righteousness‖; 

Wis 5:6: ejplanhvqhmen ajpo; oJdou` ajlhqeiva", ―we strayed from the way of truth‖; Philo, 

Det. 22: ―they have gone astray (peplanhmevnoi) because of their inability to see clearly the 

straight way (th;n oJrqh;n oJdo;n )‖; Apoc. Pet. A 34: oij ajfevte" th;n oJdo;n toù qeoù, ―those 

who forsook the way of God‖; cf. also Apoc. Pet. B; 1QS 10:20–21; CD 1:13; 2:6; Jas 

5:19–20; Did. 6:1). 

e;xakoloufhvsante" th̀/ oJdw`/ toù Balaam tou` Bosor, ―they followed the way of Balaam 

the son of Bosor.‖ The idea of Balaam‘s ―way‖ (oJdov") is borrowed from Jude 11, which 

speaks of Cain‘s ―way‖ (th̀/ oJdw`/ toù Kain), but the author of 2 Peter may also have in 

mind the emphasis on Balaam‘s ―way‖ (oJdov"), both literal (Num 22:23 LXX) and 

metaphorical (Num 22:32 LXX), in Num 22:21–35, the passage to which v 16 refers. The 

false teachers are Balaam‘s followers on the road of disobedience to God for the sake of 

financial profit. 

Bosor, ―Bosor,‖ is an otherwise unattested form of the name of Balaam‘s father Beor 

(rw[b 
, LXX Bewr). Zahn (Introduction, 292) suggested that it reflects Peter‘s Galilean 

pronunciation. A more plausible suggestion is that the form reflects a Jewish tradition of a 

play on the name and the word rcb 
 (―flesh‖). Balaam‘s immoral character would be indicated by calling him ―son of 

flesh‖ (so already Luther; Wettstein; Vitringa, cited by Bigg). Although this explanation of 

the name is not known from Jewish sources, a rather similar explanation connected rw[b 
 (―Beor‖) with ry[b 
 (―beasts‖) in order to accuse Balaam of bestiality (b. Sanh; 105a). 

o}" misqo;n ajdikiva" hjgavphsen, ―who loved the reward of wrongdoing.‖ For Balaam‘s 

greed and reward in Jewish tradition, see Comment on Jude 11. To Jude‘s misqoù 

(―reward‖) the author of 2 Peter has added ajdikiva" (of wrongdoing), probably to repeat the 

phrase already used in v 13. Literally, the misqo;n ajdikiva", ―reward of wrongdoing,‖ is the 

money Balaam expected to receive from Balak for cursing Israel and for his evil advice (cf. 

Acts 1:18, where misqò" th̀" ajdikiva" is the money Judas received for betraying Jesus). 

But by using this phrase (cf. Diogn. 9:2; Barn. 4:12) the author probably intends an ironical 

secondary reference to the recompense which Balaam would receive for his iniquity from 

God‘s justice. Jewish exegetes implied a similar irony when they explained that Balaam 

was killed with the Midianite kings (Num 31:8) because he had gone to them to receive his 

reward (b. Sanh. 106a; Num. Rab. 22:5; and especially Sipre. Num. 157: the Israelites 

―killed Balaam son of Beor with the sword. The Israelites paid him his full salary and did 



not deprive him‖; cf. Neyrey, Polemic, 92–93; Philo, Mut. 203). 

16. uJpozuvgion a[fwnon ejn ajnqrwvpou fwnh̀/ fqegxavmenon ejkwvlusen th;n toù profhvtou 
parafronivan,― a dumb ass spoke with a human voice and restrained the prophet‘s 

madness.‖ In the ancient world animals were called mute because they do not speak 

language (Horace, Sat. 1.3.100; Tacitus, Hist. 4.17). The story of the donkey‘s speech is 

told in Num 22:21–35 (and cf. Josephus, Ant. 4.109: fwnhvn ajnqrwpivnhn ajfei`sa, ―cried 

out with a human voice‖). Commentators have often pointed out that there the rebuke is 

really administered by the angel rather than the ass, who merely complains of ill-treatment. 

The author of 2 Peter could simply have cited the story rather freely for the sake of the 

point he wanted to make, but it is likely that he is dependent on Jewish haggadic tradition. 

The Targums to Num 22:30 (Frg. Tg., Tg. Ps.-J., Tg. Neof.) attribute to the donkey a speech 

in which she rebukes Balaam for his foolishness in supposing that he can curse Israel when 

he is unable even to curse his donkey. 

This targumic tradition also accounts for the mention of Balaam‘s parafronivan 

(―madness‖)‘ the ass rebukes Balaam for his foolishness (Tg. Ps.-J. Num 22:30: ―Woe to 

you, Balaam, you fool!‖; Frg. Tg. Num 22:30: ―You have no understanding and there is no 

wisdom in you‖). The idea of Balaam‘s foolishness or madness is quite common in the 

haggadic expansions of the Balaam story (Philo, Mut. 203: Balaam died ―stabbed by his 

own madness [frenoblabeiva"]‖; Mos. 1.293: when Balaam failed to curse Israel, Balak 

called him ―very foolish‖ (ajnohtovtate) and ―mad‖ (frenoblabhv") for sacrificing the 

wealth he could have had as a reward for cursing Israel; cf. also the Aramaic Balaam text 

from Deir  (8th–7th century B.C.), in which it seems that those who reject Balaam‘s 

prophecy accuse him of ―foolishness and silliness‘‖ J. Hoftijzer and G. van der Kooij (eds.), 

 [DMOA 11; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1976] 181, 246–47). It was 

embodied in an explanation of his father‘s name (Tg. Ps.-J. Num 22:5: ―the son of Beor, 

who was insane from the magnitude of his knowledge‖; cf. r[b 
, ―to be brutish, stupid‖), and Philo explained the name ―Balaam‖ as meaning ―foolish 

people‖ (mavtaio" laov": Cher. 32; Conf. 159; Mig. 113; Det. 71; cf. Conf. 66). 

The word parafronivan, (―madness‖) is not found elsewhere in extant Greek literature. 

The author has probably used this form (rather than parafrosuvnh or parafrovnhsi") for 

the sake of its assonance with paranomiva (―offense‖). The two words are closely 

connected, representing two aspects of Balaam‘s behavior in Num 22. His transgression 

was his determination to curse Israel for the sake of financial profit. His madness lay in 

supposing that he would be able to do so. His greed swayed his judgment and made the 

crime seem feasible. 

That Balaam was in some sense a prophet, in spite of himself, is implied in the OT 

account of his prophetic blessings on Israel (Num 23–24) and was widely accepted in 

Jewish tradition (cf. Tg(s) Neof. and Ps.-J. Num 23:7; Frg. Tg. Num 23:1; 24:4; Bib Ant. 

18:12; Philo, Mut. 203; b. Sanh. 106a; Num. Rab. 20:7, 10). It is mentioned here, no doubt, 

to enhance the irony: the prophet who should know God‘s will foolishly failed to perceive 

it, while a mere donkey uttered a prophetic rebuke. Philo (who avoids mention of the ass‘s 

speech) perceives a similar irony in the story: ―The unreasoning animal (ajlovgou zẁ/ou) 

showed a superior power of sight to him who claimed to see not only the world but the 

world‘s Maker‖ (Mos. 1.272, Loeb tr.). 

It is not likely that by calling Balaam profhvtou (―prophet‖) the author intends to 

allude to a claim to prophetic inspiration by his opponents, because in that case he would 



have had to make clear that he saw Balaam as a false prophet. As it stands, his statement 

most naturally reflects the belief that Balaam proved a true prophet against his will. 

Why did our author include v 16 (an addition to Jude‘s reference to Balaam)? Probably 

because he saw the opportunity of taking up a theme already mentioned in v 12: the false 

teachers are like a[loga zw`/a (―unreasoning animals‖). The same point is now made with 

humorous emphasis, by comparing them to Balaam, whose irrational behavior 

(parafronivan) was rebuked by an unreasoning animal speaking in rational speech (cf. 

Philo, Mos. 1.272, quoted above). He was so carried away by his cupidity that even a 

donkey knew better than he. Similarly the false teachers. That the author intended the 

donkey to represent his simple Christian readers (Reicke) is much less certain. 

Explanation 
Having concluded the previous section (v 10a) with a reference to the vices of his 

opponents, the author now begins a more expansive denunciation of their sins. 

He refers first to their arrogant recklessness in speaking contemptuously of the demonic 

powers. They are brazen in their immoral behavior and take no notice of the danger they 

run of falling into the grip of the powers of evil and sharing their fate. When they are 

warned of this danger, they pour scorn on the devil and his forces. The author highlights the 

foolhardiness of this attitude by pointing out that even the angels, when they pronounce 

God‘s judgment on the demons, have a healthy respect for their power and refrain from 

treating them with contempt. They do so in spite of the fact that they have the strength to 

master the demons, which the false teachers certainly do not. 

Their attitude to the powers of evil is gross stupidity and will lead to their downfall. The 

author continues his insistence that, despite their denial of eschatological judgment, they 

are in fact heading for it. He compares them, in their stupidity, with the irrational animals 

whose natural destiny is to be hunted and slaughtered. Similarly the false teachers, who do 

not know what they are talking about when they scoff at the powers of evil, are on the way 

to sharing their fate when all evil is eliminated on the day of judgment. This will be no 

more than justice. 

The author turns to condemn their sensuality. Accustomed to feasting and reveling in 

broad daylight, they evidently turn even the church‘s fellowship meals into occasions for 

self-indulgence. By means of a bitter pun the author implies that in consequence these 

meals are no longer fit to be called ―lovefeasts,‖ but only ―deceits.‖ When he calls the false 

teachers ―spots and blemishes‖ on the church‘s community life, he alludes to the church‘s 

aim of becoming a sacrifice fit for offering to God, ―without spot or blemish‖ (3:14), at the 

Parousia. The immoral behavior of the false teachers is frustrating this aim. After a 

reference to their sexual lust, and the greed with which they lure immature Christians into 

their following to make financial profit out of them, the author pronounces them under 

God‘s curse. 

Their greed prompts comparison with Balaam. Like Balaam the false teachers have 

wandered from the ―straight way‖ of obedience to God‘s commandments in their greed for 

―the reward of wrongdoing.‖ This phrase contains the ironic overtone that, also like 

Balaam, they will in fact receive their just reward. 

Balaam‘s judgment was swayed by his greed so that he actually thought he could succeed 

in his plan of opposing God‘s will. Similarly the false teachers, who deny the reality of 

God‘s judgment, foolishly imagine they can sin with impunity. But in Balaam‘s case even 



his donkey knew better! 

Denunciation of the False Teachers (b) 

(2:17–22) 
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Translation 
17

These people are wells without water, mists driven by a squall. For thema the nether 

gloom of darkness has been reserved. 
18

For by their high-flown empty talk, with lusts of the 

flesh and dissolute practicesb they ensnare people who are only justc escapingd from those 

who live in error. 
19

They promise them freedom, but they themselves are slaves of 

corruption; for ―a man becomes the slave of him who overpowers him.‖ 
20

For if having 

once escaped the pollutions of the world through the knowledge of thee Lord and Savior 

Jesus Christ, they are again entangled in them and overpowered by them, ―their final state 

has become worse than the first.‖ 
21

For it would have been better for them never to have 

come to know the way of righteousness than, having come to know it, to turn back fromfthe 

holy commandment which was delivered to them. 
22

What has happened to them is what the 

true proverb says, ―A dog which returns to its vomit, and a sow which after washing 

returns to wallow in the mire.‖ 

Notes 

a. oi" refers to outoiv, not to phgaiv and oJmivclai. 

b. sarkov" is probably best taken with ejpiqumivai" rather than with ajselgeivai" (cf. Gal 

5:16, 24; Eph 2:3; 1 Pet 2:11; 1 John 2:16; Did. 1:4). ajselgeivai" seems to be, rather 

awkwardly, in apposition to ejpiqumivai". The reading ajselgeiva" (P al) is probably an 

attempt to avoid the awkwardness of the dative here.  

c. ojlivgw", ―just‖ (P72
 A B al) is to be preferred to o[ntw", ―really‖ (a 

 K L P. al) and o[nta": see Metzger, Textual Commentary, 704. Hemmerdinger-Iliadou 

(RB 64 [1957] 399–401) defends the reading tou;" lovgou" ajpofeuvgonta" tou;" eujfei" 
kai; tou;" ejn plavnh/ ajnastrefomevnou", found in the Greek version of Ephraim Syrus, but 

this is not really a superior reading in the context (which deals with apostasy: vv 20–22) 



and is easily explained as an attempt to make sense of a text which had lovgou", ―words,‖ 

by mistake for ojlivgw", ―just.‖ 

d. The present participle ajpofeuvgonta" is better attested than the aorist ajpofuvgonta" 

(K L P.), which could be the result of assimilation to v 20. 

e. It is difficult to know whether or not to read hJmwǹ (after kurivou: P72
 a 

 A C P. and most MS
s). The expression occurs with hJmwǹ in 1:11; 3:18; without hJmwǹ in 

3:2. It could have been omitted by mistake (in B K al) or added from the more familiar form 

of the expression. 

f. uJpostrevyai ejk (P72
 B C P. al) is the best attested reading, but ejpistrevyai (K L al) or eij" 

ta; ojpivsw ajnakavmyai ajpov (a 
 A al), which looks like an explanatory gloss, would make little difference to the meaning. 

Form/Structure/Setting 

In the first part of this section the author continues to draw inspiration from Jude: 

2 Pet 2 

Jude 

17. ou|toi eijsin phgai; a[nudroi 
12. Ou|toiv eijsin … nefevlai 
kai; omivclai uJpo laivlapo" 
a[nudroi uJpo; ajnevmwn 
ejlaunovmenai, 
paraferovmenai, devndra fqinopwrina; 
  
a[karha di;" ajpoqanovnta, 
  
ejkrizwqevnta,  13. kuvmata 

  
a[gria qalavssh" ejpafrivzonta 
  
ta;" eJautwǹ aijscuvna", ajstevre" 
oi| oJ zovfo" toù 
planh̀tai, oi|" oJ zovfo" toù 
skovtou" tethvrhtai 
skovtou" eij" aijẁna tethvrhtai …. 

18. uJpevrogka ga;r mataiovthto" 

16. Ou|toiv eijsin goggustai; 
fqeggovmenoi deleavzousin ejn 
memyivmoiroi, kata; ta;" 
ejpiqumivai" sarko`" ajselgeivai" 
ejpiqumiva" aujtwǹ poreuovmenoi, 
tou;" ojlivgw" ajpofeuvgonta" 
kai; to; stovma aujtw`n lalei` 

tou;" e;n plavnh/ ajnastrefomevou". 

uJpevrogka … . 



  

2 Pet 2 

Jade 

17. These people are wells 

12. These people are … clouds  

without water, mists driven by a 

blown along by the wind without 

squall. 

giving rain; autumnal trees bearing 

  

no fruit, dead twice over, uprooted; 

  

13. wild waves of the sea casting up 

  

the foam of their abominations; 

For them the nether 

wandering stars for whom the nether 

gloom of darkness has been reserved. 

gloom of darkness has been reserved 

18. For by their high-flown, 

for ever … . 

empty talk, with lusts of the flesh 

16. These people are discontented 

and dissolute practices they ensnare 

murmurers, who follow their own 

people who are only just escaping 

desires. Their mouths utter 

from those who live in error. 

arrogant words … . 

  

The omission of the rest of the metaphors in Jude 12–13 is probably because the author 

of 2 Peter, having expanded the first of Jude‘s metaphors into two, felt the rest to be 

redundant. But it leaves the last clause of 2:17 without the special appropriateness it has in 

Jude. Another effect is to eliminate the allusions to 1 Enoch in Jude 12–13, but this must be 

accidental. If the author of 2 Peter objected to allusions to 1 Enoch on principle, he is 

unlikely to have been sufficiently familiar with 1 Enoch to detect the allusions in Jude 

12–13. 

The omission of Jude‘s explicit quotation from 1 Enoch (Jude 14–15) may, however, 

indicate that the author of 2 Peter and/or his readers were not familiar with the book (see 

Introduction, section 2 of Literary Relationships). On the other hand, the author of 2 Peter 

is not in this section concerned with prophecies of the false teachers and their doom, as 

Jude was when he quoted from 1 Enoch 1:9; it is possible that the author of 2 Peter simply 

found the quotati 

After 2:18, he leaves aside Jude until 3:2, probably because he wanted to include a 

fuller and more explicit treatment of the false teachers‘ apostasy than he found in Jude. A 

notable feature of 2:19–22 is its reliance on proverbial material. Verse 19b quotes a current 



proverb (see Comment); v 20b quotes a saying of Jesus, but one with a proverbial ring to it; 

v 21 is cast in the proverbial form of the Tobspruch (a saying expressing the idea ―better … 

than‖: see below), perhaps on the model of sayings of Jesus; and v 22 explicitly quotes a 

proverb (paroimiva"). 

The saying of Jesus quoted in v 20b occurs in identical words in Matt 12:45 and Luke 

11:26, and so it is impossible to tell whether the author is dependent on either of these 

Gospels or on their common source (Q) or on oral tradition. 

The two sayings in v 22, which derive originally from Prov 26:11 and the proverb in 

 8:15/18 (see Comment), seem to be cited as a single proverb and were probably 

already combined in this form in a source on which 2 Peter depends. Since one saying is 

biblical and the other oriental, the source was most likely a Jewish Hellenistic work, 

perhaps a collection of proverbs (so Bigg; cf. Olivier, ―Correction,‖ 147–48). Bigg (228) 

suggests that this work could have been in iambic verse, which might account for the rare 

words ekxevrama (―vomit‖) and kuvlisma (―wallowing‖). However, since the author of 2 

Peter is himself fond of obscure terms and somewhat poetic rhythms and effects, we cannot 

be sure that he has not rewritten his source. 

2:21 is a ―better … than‖ saying. Such sayings (sometimes known as Tobsprüche: see 

G. F. Snyder, ―The Tobspruch in the New Testament,‖ NTS 23 [1976–77] 117–20) are 

found in OT Wisdom literature (e.g. Prov 15:16, 17; Eccl 7:1, 2, 5), but NT examples are 

closer in form and function to those found in rabbinic literature (e.g. b. . 67b: ―It 

would be better for a man to throw himself into a fiery furnace than publicly to put his 

neighbor to shame‖; cf. . 56b). 

The form of the saying in 2 Pet 2:21 corresponds with that of other early Christian 

Tobsprüche: (1) krei`tton is found in 1 Cor 7:9; 1 Pet 3:17; 1 Clem 46:8 (cf. LXX Prov 

16:19, 32); (2) the personal pronoun in the dative is normal (Matt 5:29, 30; 18:6, 8, 9; 

26:24; Mark 9:42; 14:21; 1 Clem 46:8; Ign. Rom. 6:1); (3) the particle h[ is frequently used 

(Matt 18:8, 9; Mark 9:43, 45, 47; 1 Cor 7:9; 1 Pet 3:17; 1 Clem 46:8; 51:3; Ign. Rom. 6:1). 

Though the precise function of NT examples varies, they are often, like rabbinic examples, 

admonitory, designed to emphasize the heinousness of a certain course of action. In 

function, the examples closest to 2 Pet 2:21 are Mark 9:42 (par. Luke 17:2; Matt 18:6) and 

Mark 14:21 (par. Matt 26:14). These two Jesus logia are quoted together and applied to 

those who are creating factions in the Corinthian church in 1 Clem 46:8, which also gives 

them a more complete Tobspruch form (kalo;n hn aujtw`/ … h[ …, ―it were good for him … 

rather than …‖; krei`tton hn aujtw`/ … h[ … ―it were better for him … than …‖) like that 

used in 2 Pet 2:21. It therefore seems possible that the saying in 2 Pet 2:21 was in fact 

modeled on these Jesus logia, either in a tradition on which the author of 2 Peter draws or 

by the author himself. 

Comment 

17. phgai; a[nudroi kai; oJmivclai uJpo; laivlapo" ejlaunovmenai, ―wells without water, 

mists driven by a squall.‖ The author has expanded Jude‘s phrase ―waterless clouds blown 

along by the wind‖ (nefevlai a[nudroi uJpo; ajnevmwn tiaraferovmenai, Jude 12) into two 

distinct images. Perhaps he objected to ―waterless clouds‖ because all clouds in fact carry 

water. Perhaps the feature of Palestinian weather to which Jude refers was less familiar to a 

writer resident in Italy (but cf. Virgil, Georg. 3.197). In any case, he has substituted two 



equally effective metaphors. The dried up spring or well is a ―bitter symbol of 

disillusionment to the thirsty traveller or anxious farmer‖ (Kelly; cf. Jer 14:3). Instead of 

the damp mists which refresh the countryside in hot weather (Sir 43:22), oJmivclai (―mists‖) 

are the haze which heralds dry weather (Aristotle, Meteor. 1.346B; Theophrastus, De signis 

4) and is quickly dispersed by a gust of wind (cf Wis 2:4). 

Probably the significance of both metaphors is the same as that of Jude‘s. They depend 

on the standard use of the image of water for religious teaching, which sustains spiritual life 

as water does natural life (Prov 13:14; Sir 24:25–26; CD 6:4; and for phgai; a[nudroi, 
―wells without water,‖ cf. especially Jer 2:13; Gnostic Apoc. Pet. [CG 7, 3] 79:31). The false 

teachers supply their followers with no such life-giving teaching. 

oi\" oJ zovfo" toù skovtou" tethvrhtai, ―for them the nether gloom of darkness has 

been reserved.‖ This clause comes verbatim from Jude 13, but the omission of ajstevre" 
planh̀tai (―wandering stars‖) deprives it of the metaphorical appropriateness it has in 

Jude. It remains intelligible, however, because darkness was a standard image of the 

eschatological fate of the wicked (see Comment on Jude 13). For the omission of Jude‘s 

phrase eij" aijẁna (―for ever‖), cf. Comment on 2:6. 

18. uJpevrogka ga;r matsuovthto" fqeggovmenoi, ―for by their high-flown, empty 

talk.‖ Although uJpevrogka, ―high-flown,‖ is borrowed from Jude 16, it has probably lost 

the nuance of arrogant speech against God, which it has there. Here its significance is found 

in the contrast with mataiovthto" (―vanity, emptiness, folly‖; for this word and cognates 

used of words, cf. LXX Ps 37:13; 143:8; 1 Tim 1:6; Titus 1:10; Ign. Phil. 1:1; Pol. Phil. 2:1). 

The words of the false teachers sound very impressive, but they are deceptive; in reality, 

they are worthless. Perhaps mataiovthto" was suggested to the author by the traditional 

description of Balaam as mavtaio" (Philo, Cher. 32; Conf. 159; Mig. 113; Det. 71; see 

above, on v 16). Probably gavr (―for‖) introduces an explanation of the previous v. 

deleavzousin ejn ejpiqumiva" sarko;" ajselgeivai", ―with lusts of the flesh and dissolute 

practices they ensnare.‖ See Comment on vv 2 and 10a, and, for deleavzousin (―ensnare‖) 

on v 14. ―Grandiose sophistry is the hook, filthy lust is the bait‖ (Bigg). By removing the 

sanction of eschatological judgment, the false teachers were encouraging their followers to 

return to the morally lax ways of pagan society. 

tou;" ojlivgw" ajpofeuvgonta" tou;" ejn plavnh/ ajnastrefomenou", ―people who are 

only just escaping from those who live in error.‖ ojligw" could mean ―to a small extent‖ 

and indicate that these new converts have not yet completely broken free of the influence of 

pagan society, or (more probably) ―for a short while, recently,‖ indicating that, as recent 

converts, they have not yet become ―established‖ (1:12) in the faith, and so may easily slip 

back into pagan ways. 

―Those who live in error‖ are pagans (for plavnh, ―error,‖ as the condition of 

non-Christians, see Rom 1:27; Titus 3:3; 2 Clem 1:7; Barn. 4:1; 14:5). 

19. ejleuqerivan aujtoì" ejpaggellovmenoi, ―they promise them freedom.‖ This phrase 

continues the explanation of the message with which they entice their followers: they use 

the catchword ―freedom,‖ with all its deep attraction and ambiguity. From what did they 

promise freedom? The following answers have been given: (1) Freedom from moral law 

(Plumptre, James, Windisch, Green, Kelly; Fornberg, Early Church, 106–7): this is the 

common view of those who see 2 Peter‘s opponents as comparable with the Corinthian 

libertines (cf. 1 Cor 8:9; 10:23) or Jude‘s antinomians, or as extreme Paulinists who 

misused Paul‘s doctrine of justification by faith and freedom from the Law. That Christian 



―freedom,‖ as taught by Paul and others, was open to this kind of antinomian abuse, is clear 

enough (Rom 3:8; Gal 5:13; 1 Pet 2:16; and for later Gnostic examples, cf. Irenaeus,  

1.23.4; 1.24.4–5), while 2 Pet 3:16 could mean that the false teachers misused Paul in this 

way. (2) The Gnostic‘s freedom from the archons or the demiurge. The Gnostic saw 

himself as freed through knowledge from the inferior powers who created the world, and as 

subject to no authority whatever, the truly free man (Irenaeus, Adv Haer. 1.23.4; 1.24.4–5; 

1.25.2–3). However, there is no evidence in 2 Peter that the false teachers held the dualistic 

gnostic theory of inferior creators. (3) Freedom from fqorav, ―perishability‖ (Harnisch, 

Existenz, 100; cf. Käsemann, ―Apologia,‖ 171): the ―realised eschatology‖ of the opponents 

taught that Christians were already beyond the power of mortality. This view has the merit 

of finding an explanation within v 19 itself, but it cannot be regarded as certain that the 

author intended ―slaves … to corruption‖ (dou`loi … th̀" fqorà") to imply also ―freedom 

from corruption‖ as the promise the false teachers made. Although it is frequently assumed 

that the false teachers believed in a ―realised eschatology,‖ 2 Peter itself provides no 

evidence of this. It indicates only that they were skeptical of future eschatology. (4) 

Political freedom (Reicke). But Reicke‘s attempt to read the controversy in 2 Peter in 

political terms has no real basis in the text. (5) Freedom from fear of judgment at the 

Parousia (Neyrey, Polemic, 46–49; JBL 99 [1980] 4190–20). The false teachers deny the 

reality of eschatological judgment (see  Comment on 2:3b) and so they and their followers 

escape from moral accountability and punishment. This view has the merit of linking the 

promise of freedom with the eschatological skepticism which we know to have been 

characteristic of the false teachers. View (1) need not be entirely rejected: freedom from 

moral restraint is a consequence of freedom from fear of judgment, and the false teachers 

may indeed have appealed to Paul‘s doctrine of Christian freedom (see Comment on 3:16). 

If ―freedom‖ was one of their catchwords, they could have given it a broad spectrum of 

significance: freedom from judgment, freedom from moral constraint, perhaps also freedom 

from fear of the powers of evil (cf. v 10). But so far as we can tell, freedom from fear of 

eschatological judgment will have been the fundamental freedom. If fqorav is understood 

as God‘s judgment (as in v 12, and see below), then the view (3) that the author implies that 

the false teachers promised freedom from fqorav is also acceptable (so Neyrey, Polemic, 

202). 

Neyrey (JBL 99 [1980] 418–19) compares the controversy between Epicureans and their 

opponents; Epicurus offered freedom from fear of divine retribution in this life and after it, 

and thereby, his opponents held, encouraged immorality (Lactantius, Div. Inst 3.17). 

aujtoi; doùloi uJpavrxoute" th̀" fqorà", ―they themselves are slaves of corruption.‖ 

Many commentators think that fqorà" must mean ―moral corruption,‖ but, although this 

might be a secondary overtone, the word is best given the same basic meaning as it has in 

1:4 (see Comment). It designates that ―corruptibility‖ or ―mortality‖ which is the 

consequence of sinful desire (1:4) and which ends in eschatological destruction (Schelkle, 

Kelly, Schrage). The false teachers are ―slaves of corruption‖ because by yielding to sin 

they put themselves in the power of corruptibility and destruction (fqorav is here 

personified as a power, Destruction). From another point of view, fqorav can be seen as the 

divine judgment on sin (2:12). The false teachers who promise freedom from retributive 

judgment are themselves subject to it. 

The phrase dou`loi … th`" fqora`" (―slaves … of corruption‖) is reminiscent of Rom 

8:21, where also fqorav is personified: ―the creation itself will be set free from its bondage 



to decay (ejleuqerwqhvsetai ajpo; th̀" douleiva" th̀" fqorà" ) and obtain the glorious 

freedom (ejleuqerivan) of the children of God‖ (RS
v). For the general thought of this v, cf. 

also Rom 6:16; 7:5. It is possible that the author of 2 Peter, who is almost entirely 

uninfluenced by Pauline theology, here shows some influence from Paul. It is noteworthy 

that the parallels are from Romans, a letter with which the author must have been 

acquainted if 2 Peter was written from Rome. 

(There is also a striking parallel in the description of the Carpocratians in Clem. Alex., 

Letter to Theodorus [M. Smith, Clement of Alexandria and a Secret Gospel of Mark 

(Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard University Press, 1973)] 1.6–7: kaucwvmenoi ejleuqevro" 
einai, doùloi gegovnasin ajndrapodwvdwn ejpiqumiw`n, ―boasting that they are free, they 

have become slaves of servile lusts.‖ In view of the quotations from Jude 13 in 1.3, 6, this 

may well be an allusion to 2 Pet 2:19.) 

The point of v 19a is that the false teachers promise what they cannot give because they 

themselves do not have it. Neyrey (Polemic, 419) makes the attractive suggestion that in 

using the term ejpaggellovmenoi (―promise‖) the author is turning back on his opponents 

the charge of unfulfilled prophecy. They complain that the ―promise‖ (ejpaggeliva) of the 

Parousia is unfulfilled (3:4, 9), but are themselves guilty of making unfulfilled promises. 

The vocabulary of vv 18–20 seems to echo that of 1:3–4 (ejpignwvsi": 1:3; 2:20; 

ejpiqumiva: 1:4; 2:18; fqorav 1:4; 2:19; ajpofeuvgein: 1:4; 2:18, 20; kovsmo": 1:4; 2:19; 

ejpaggevlma, ejpaggellevsqai: 1:3; 2:19). The resemblance results from the fact that this is 

the vocabulary in which our author expresses the essential content of Christianity. That was 

his subject matter in 1:3–4, his positive exposition of the Christian message, and it recurs 

again in 2:18–20, which deals with apostasy from Christianity. But the correspondence 

between the two passages suggests a contrast between the promises of Christ, through 

which Christians will escape from corruption (1:3–4), and the promises of the false 

teachers, which will only result in slavery to corruption (2:19). 

wJ/ ga;r ti" h{tthtai, touvtw/ dedouvlwtai, ―for a man becomes the slave of him who 

overpowers him.‖ This saying, widely quoted in later centuries was doubtless already a 

common proverb (cf. Hippolytus, In Dan. 3.22.4: wJ/ ga;r a[n ti" uJpotagh̀/ touvtw/ kai; 
dedouvlwtai; Clem. Rec. 5.12; Origen, In Exod. Hom. 12; ―Adamantius,‖ De recta in Deum 

fide 1, calls it oJ e[xwqen lovgo", ―the saying current among non-Christians‖; cf. also Rom 

6:16; John 8:34). It derives from the practice of enslaving enemies overpowered in battle. 

The Greek can mean ―him who overpowers‖ or ―whatever overpowers,‖ an ambiguity 

which allows the metaphor from human activity to be applied to impersonal forces. The 

English translation ―him‖ preserves the metaphor and the implicit personification of fqorav 
(―corruption‖). 

20. eij ga;r ajpofuvgonte" ta; miavsmata toù kovsmou ejn ejpignwvsei tou` kurivou kai; 
swth`/ro" ÆIhsoù Cristou`, ―for if, having once escaped the pollutions of the world through 

the knowledge of the Lord and Savior Jesus Christ.‖ This phrase refers to conversion to 

Christianity: for this significance of ejn ejpignwvsei (―through the knowledge‖) see the 

Comment on 1:2 (and cf. Dupont, Gnosis, 31). With ta; miavsmata tou` kovsmou (―the 

pollutions of the world‖), cf. T. Benj. 8:3: miasmoi`" th̀" gh̀" (―pollutions of the earth‖). 

―They‖ are most naturally understood as the false teachers themselves, rather than their 

followers (so Mayor, Green, Senior, against Spitta, Bigg, Chaine, Kelly; cf. Marshall, Ker. 

Pet. 166). The false teachers are in the state of definite apostasy described in vv 20–22; 

their followers are doubtless in severe danger of joining them in it, and so these vv serve as 



a serious warning to the followers, but the author no doubt hopes that the warning will be 

effective in preventing them from sharing the false teachers‘ doom. Whether he held out 

any hope for the reclamation of the false teachers themselves we do not know, but vv 

20–22 do not rule it out (cf. Comment on 3:9). 

On ―the Lord and Savior,‖ see Comment on 1:11. 

touvtoi" de; pavlin ejmplakevnte" hJttwǹtai, ―they are again entangled in them and 

overpowered by them.‖ For the notion of being ―overpowered‖ by sins, cf. Rom 6:12–19; 

Titus 3:3; Barn. 4:1; 2 Clem 10:1; Herm. Man. 12:2:3; 12:5:1. 

gevgonen aujtoì" tà e[scata ceivrona tẁn prwvtwn, ―their final state has become worse 

than the first.‖ This is a practically verbatim quotation (only substituting aujtoi`" for toù 
ajnqrwvpou ejkeivnou) of the saying of Jesus: givnetai ta; e[scata toù ajnqrwvpou ejkeivnou 
ceivrona tẁn prwt̀wn (―the last state of that man has become worse than the first,‖ Matt 

12:45 = Luke 11:26), which concludes the story of the return of the unclean spirit (Matt 

12:43–45 par. Luke 11:24–26). There seems to be an allusion to this saying in another 

passage about apostasy, Herm. Sim. 9:17:5, and the whole story seems to have inspired 

Herm. Man. 5:2:7; 12:5:4, which also describe the backsliding of Christians into 

immorality. Thus it appears that the author of 2 Peter was familiar with an application of 

this passage of Jesus‘ teaching to apostasy, current in the church of Rome in the late first 

century A.D. 
Herm. Sim

.
 9:17:5–18:2 is worth quoting in full, as a parallel to the thought of 2 Pet 

2:20–21: ―… some of them defiled themselves (ejmivanan eJautouv") and were expelled from 

the people (gevnou") of the righteous, and became again such as they were before, or rather 

even worse (pavlin ejgevnonto oioi provteron hsan, ma`llon de; kai; ceivrone"). ‗Sir,‘ I 

said, ‗how did they become worse, after they had known God? (pw`" … ejgevnonto 
ceivrone", qevon ejpegnwvkote").‘ ‗He that does not know (ginwvskwn ) God,‘ he said, ‗and 

commits wickedness, has a certain punishment for his wickedness. But he who knows 

(ejpignouv") God ought not any longer to commit wickedness, but to do good. So if he who 

ought to do good commits wickedness, does he not seem to do greater wickedness than he 

who does not know (ginwvskonta) God? Therefore those who have not known 

(ejgnwkovte") God and commit wickedness, are condemned to death, but those who have 

known (ejgnwkovte") God and seen his mighty works and (still) commit wickedness, shall 

be doubly punished, and shall die eternally (eij" to;n aijw`na).‖ 

For the seriousness of the state of the apostate, which to the postapostolic generations of 

the early church seemed extreme, cf. also Heb 10:26; Acts John 107; the ―elder‖ quoted by 

Irenaeus, Adv Haer. 4.27.2. To sin in ignorance, as the heathen do, is one thing; to sin 

deliberately when ―the way of righteousness‖ (2:21) is known and to spurn the gift of 

salvation is far more culpable. 

21. ejpegnwkevnai th;n oJdo;n th̀" dikaiosuvnh", ―to have come to know the way of 

righteousness.‖ For ejpegnwkevnai (―to have come to know‖), see Comment on 1:2. For the 

use of phrases with ―way‖ to describe Christianity in 2 Peter, see Comment on 2:2. For ―the 

way of righteousness,‖ see LXX Job 24:13; Prov 21:16, 21; Jub. 23:26; 1 Enoch 82:4; Matt 

21:32; Barn. 1:4; Apoc. Pet. E 7; A 22, 28; Clem. Rec. 2:21:7 (cf. also, plural: LXX Prov 

8:20; 12:28; 16:31; Tob 1:3; 1 Enoch 91:18–19; 94:1; 99:10; 1QS 4:2; ―the righteous way‖: 

LXX Job 24:4, 11; 28:4; Ps 2:12; 2 Clem 5:7; Barn. 12:4), and especially Barn. 5:4: ―a man 

shall justly perish who, having the knowledge of the way of righteousness, holds to the way 

of darkness‖ (and cf. Repo, Weg, especially 204–11). As a designation of Christianity as an 

ethical way of life, ―the way of righteousness‖ is especially appropriate in this context, 



where the apostasy is fundamentally a moral matter (though based on denial of future 

judgment). 

th̀" paradoqeivsh" aujtoì" ajgiva" ejntolh̀", ―the holy commandment which was 

delivered to them.‖ ―The holy commandment‖ is here used in the same way as ―the way of 

righteousness,‖ as a description of Christianity considered as a body of ethical teaching (for 

the use of the singular ―commandment,‖ cf. Rom 7:12, of the OT law; and, with reference to 

Christian ethical teaching, 1 Tim 6:14; Ep. Apost [Ethiopic] 26, 27, 36, 39, 46, 50; the 

plural ―commandments of the Lord‖ is frequent in 2 Clem: 3:4; 4:5; 6:7; 8:4; 17:1, 3, 6). 

―Delivered‖ (paradoqeivsh", perhaps a reminiscence of Jude 3) indicates that this teaching 

was given them in their initial Christian instruction (see Comment on Jude 3). 

22. th̀" ajlhqoù" paroimiva", ―the true proverb.‖ The author probably intends the 

citation which follows as one proverb, not two. Although the two sayings about the dog and 

the sow originally derive from distinct sources (see below), they are so closely parallel as 

given here (especially if ejpistrevyasa, ―returns,‖ is to be understood in the second) that 

the author probably found them together in the form he quotes, no doubt in some 

Hellenistic Jewish collection of proverbs. Dogs and pigs, both dirty and despised animals, 

were often associated in sayings of this kind (Horace, Ep. 1.2.26; 2.2.75; Pap. Oxy. 840, 

lines 33–34; and a similar pair of proverblike sayings in Matt 7:6). 

kuvwn ejpistrevya" ejpi; to; i[dion ejxevrama, ―a dog which returns to its vomit.‖ This is 

from Prov 26:11 (RS
v: ―Like a dog that returns to its vomit is a fool that repeats his folly‖; 

cf. also Gos. Truth 33:15–16, which may be dependent on 2 Peter), but the translation here 

is quite different from LXX. The point of both the sayings is that the animal, having got rid 

of its filth, returns to it. The dog cannot leave its vomit alone but goes back to sniff around 

it. The observation of this habit confirmed the ancient oriental‘s dislike of dogs, which in 

Jewish literature were usually the pariah dogs that roamed the streets scavenging and were 

thought of as dirty and disgusting animals. 

u" lousamrvnh eij" kulismovn borbovrou, ―a sow which after washing returns to wallow 

in the mire.‖ There is no need to make eij" kulismo;n borbovron (―to wallow in the mire‖) 

dependent on lousamevnh (―after washing‖), which would be a very awkward construction 

(―a sow that washes herself by wallowing in the mire,‖ suggested in BAG s. bovrboro"), 

because verbs are often omitted in proverbial expressions, and in any case ejpistrevyasa 

(―which returns‖) can easily be supplied here from the previous phrase.  

In the Hellenistic world there was a well-known saying, deriving at least in one form from 

Heraclitus (see G. S. Kirk (ed.), Heraclitus, The Cosmic Fragments [Cambridge: 

Cambridge University Press, 1954] 76–80), according to which pigs delight to wash in mud 

rather than in pure water (e.g. Sextus Empiricus, Hypot. 1.14.56: suve" … h}dion borbovrw/ 
louvontai … h] u{dati … kaqarẁ/; cf. Clem. Alex., Protr. 10.92.4; Strom. 1.1.2.2; 2.15.68.3; 

and many other references in Aubineau, RSR 33 [1959] 201–4; for versions which use 

kulivein or kulindeìsqai, ―to wallow,‖ and cognates, see 204 ns. 106–7). If 2 Peter‘s 

proverb were simply a version of this saying, we should have to adopt either the translation 

rejected above, or Bigg‘s interpretation, according to which the pig, having once washed in 

the mud, returns to do so again. In neither case would there be any reference to washing 

clean in water. But the parallel with the dog, which gets rid of its filth before returning to it, 

as well as the application of the proverb to the false teachers, seems to demand the usual 

interpretation, according to which the sow first washes itself clean in water but then returns 

to wallowing in the mud. 



This interpretation, more appropriate to the context, can be sustained by referring to 

another proverb, an oriental proverb preserved in the ancient Story of  (whether this 

proverb has any connection with the Hellenistic saying is uncertain: observation of the 

pig‘s love of mud is too universal to make a connection necessary). In the Syriac version 

(8:18) it runs: ―My son, thou hast been to me like the swine that had been to the baths, and 

when it saw a muddy ditch, went down and washed in it, and cried to its companions: come 

and wash.‖ The Arabic version (8:15) is perhaps rather closer to 2 Peter‘s: ―thou hast been 

to me like the pig who went into the hot bath with people of quality, and when it came out 

of the hot bath, it saw a filthy hole and it went down and wallowed in it‖ (APOT 2, p. 772; 

and F. C. Conybeare, J. R. Harris, and A. S. Lewis, The Story of , 2nd ed(s). 

[Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1913] 125, 158, cf. the Armenian version on p. 

54). The point is that pigs do enjoy bathing in water (cf. Pap. Oxy. 840, line 33) and may 

even visit the public baths, but they are so indifferent to cleanliness that they will 

immediately return to the mud. This proverb is undoubtedly the origin of 2 Peter‘s (and 

perhaps we should even translate lousamevnh as ―when it has been to the baths‖: so 

Conybeare, Harris and Lewis, lxviii), even if its Greek translation has employed vocabulary 

familiar from the well-known Hellenistic saying. (It should be noted that the Hellenistic 

saying was never given a moral significance in non-Christian writers: Aubineau, RSR 33 

[1959] 205–6. Most recent commentators, as well as Olivier, ―Correction,‖ 146–48, 

recognize the proverb in  as the original of 2 Peter‘s.) 

Both sayings of course illustrate the false teachers‘ apostasy. Having been ―cleansed 

from their past sins‖ (1:9) in conversion and baptism, they are now reverting to the 

immorality of their pagan past. Many commentators see an allusion to baptism in the sow‘s 

―washing,‖ but this theme is so integral to the pre-Christian proverb that its suggestion of 

baptism can be no more than a happy coincidence. 

This verse is the author‘s final extension of his comparison of the false teachers with a[loga 
zw`/a (―unreasoning animals,‖ 2:12, cf. 16). He sees them now as unclean animals, dogs and 

pigs, which to the Jewish mind symbolized the immorality of Gentile life (cf. Rev 22:15). 

Explanation 
The two metaphors with which this section begins condemn the author‘s opponents as 

people who purport to be religious teachers. Like dry wells which disappoint the thirsty, 

and hazy mists which are blown away without relieving the heat of the atmosphere, these 

people have in reality nothing to offer those who look to them for spiritual sustenance. 

Consequently they are doomed to eschatological judgment. Of course, they do make 

disciples—especially of young Christian converts who have scarcely had time to break with 

pagan ways—but they do so by means of talk which only sounds impressive, and especially 

by denying the need for strict morality. ―Freedom‖ is their promise—freedom from fear of 

divine judgment, and so from moral restraint. But this is a promise which they cannot 

fulfill, for ironically they themselves are not free. By yielding to sin they have subjected 

themselves to the power of corruption and mortality, the consequence of sin and the means 

of God‘s judgment on sin. Unlike Christ who has promised his followers escape from 

mortality and eschatological destruction (1:4) and can fulfill his promise, these people can 

provide no escape from destruction, for they themselves have been overpowered by 

Destruction and become its slaves. The author clinches his point by quoting a common 

proverb. 



The rest of this section concerns the seriousness of the apostasy involved when a 

Christian returns to the immoral ways of his pagan past. This applies primarily to the false 

teachers themselves, but is clearly also a warning to their followers who are also being 

enticed into apostasy. Because moral apostasy involves sinning with full knowledge of 

God‘s moral demands and spurning the grace which is available through Christ for holy 

living, its culpability is much greater than that of the sins committed in ignorance during a 

person‘s pre-Christian life. Like the man in Jesus‘ story to whom the dispossessed demon 

returned with seven companions more evil than itself, the apostate does not simply return to 

his pre-Christian condition, but enters a worse state, in danger of more severe judgment. 

Again the point is clinched with a proverb, which is peculiarly appropriate because it 

continues the animal theme of this chapter (cf. vv 12, 16) and because it concerns animals 

which to the Jewish mind were dirty and disgusting, like the immoral life style of pagan 

society. Christians who return to their former pagan ways are like a dog which vomits, but 

instead of leaving well enough alone goes back to sniff round its vomit, or like a sow, 

which has a good wash in clean water, but cannot resist the urge to wallow in the mud 

again. 

Peter’s Prediction of Scoffers (3:1–4) 
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Translation 
1
My dear friends, this is now my second letter to you, and in this one, as in the first, I am 

arousing your sincere understanding with a reminder, 
2
that you should remember the 

predictions of the holy prophets and the commandment of the Lord and Savior through 

your apostles. 
3
Above all you must understand this, that in the last days scoffers will come, 

scoffing, following their own lusts, 
4
and saying, ―Where is the promise of his coming? For 

since the fathers fell asleep, everything remains just as it has been since the beginning of 

the world.‖ 

Form/Structure/Setting 

Verses 1–2, which mention 1 Peter and echo 1:12–15, are doubtless intended to 

reestablish in the readers‘ minds the fact that it is Peter‘s testament they are reading, after a 

long section in which this has not been evident. In 2:10b–22 the author has been writing 

about the false teachers in the present tense, as his own contemporaries, but he now wishes 



to return to the conventions of the testament genre, in order to provide a second prophecy 

(cf. 2:1–3a) in which Peter foresees the false teachers who are to arise after his death. This 

device enables the author not only to remind his readers that the apostles predicted such 

false teachers as they are now encountering, but also to emphasize that these false teachers 

are a phenomenon of the endtime which was still future from Peter‘s perspective (v 3). For 

the first time in the letter the false teachers‘ objection to the expectation of the Parousia is 

given in explicit quotation (v 4), though doubtless phrased in the author‘s own words (see 

Comment), to prepare for his final and full refutation of it. 

In vv 2–3 the last extensive borrowing from Jude occurs: 

2 Pet 3 

Jude 

1. … ajgaphtoi … 

17. ÆUmei`" dev, ajgaphtoi, 
2. … mnhsqh̀nai tẁn 
mnhvsqhte twǹ rJhmavtwn tẁn 
proeirhmevwn rJhmavtwn uJpo; 
proeirhmevwn uJpo; 
twǹ aJgivwn proqhtẁn kai; th̀" 
  
twǹ ajpostovlwn uJmwǹ ejntolh̀" 
twǹ ajpostovlwn uJmwǹ ejntolh̀" toù 
toù kurivou kai; swth̀ro", 
hJmwǹ ÆIhsou` Cristoù, 
3. toùto prẁton ginwvskonte", o{ti ejleuvsontai ejpÆ ejscavtwn twǹ hJmerwǹ ejn 
ejmpaigmonh`/ ejmpai`ktai katà ta;" ivdiva" ejpiqumiva" aujtẁn poreuovmenoi. 
18. o{ti e[legon uJmi`n, ÆEpÆ ejscavtou toù cronoù e[sontai ejmpai`ktai kata; taJ" eJautẁn 
ejpiqumia" poreuovmenoi tẁn ajsebeiwǹ. 

  

2 Pet 3 

Jude 

1. My dear friends …. 

17. But you, my dear friends, 

2. … you should remember the 

should remember the 

predictions of the holy prophets 

predictions of 

and the commandment of the Lord 

the apostles of our Lord 

and Savior through your apostles. 

Jesus Christ, 

3. Above all you must under- 

18. how they said to you, 

stand this, that in the last days 

―In the final age there will be 

scoffers will come, scoffing, follow- 

scoffers, who will follow their 



ing their 

own desires for ungodliness.‖ 

own lusts.… 

  

  

The following modifications of Jude are especially important: (1) The author of 2 Peter 

introduces the predictions of the prophets (v 2), in line with his stress in 1:19–21 that the 

Christian expectation of the future is based not only on the apostolic witness but also on OT 

prophecies. (2) Whereas Jude quotes a prediction by the apostles, 2 Peter puts the 

prediction directly into Peter‘s mouth, since it is Peter‘s testament. (3) Whereas for Jude 

ejmpai`ktai (―scoffers‖) is a general term for people who despise religion and morality, in 2 

Peter it has in view particularly their mockery of the Parousia-hope, as the continuation in v 

4 shows. The importance of the eschatological issue distinguishes the opponents in 2 Peter 

from those in Jude, and our author‘s concern with it explains why at this point he finds no 

further value in following Jude, but turns to another source in which the problem of 

eschatological delay was explicitly treated. 

In the commentary on the rest of the chapter it will become clear that the writer is rather 

closely dependent on Jewish apocalyptic ideas, and the hypothesis of a written Jewish 

apocalyptic source for parts of the chap. has already been suggested by others (notably by 

von Allmen, RTP 16 [1966] 256–64, who tries to distinguish between the material borrowed 

from a Jewish apocalypse and the author‘s own contributions; cf. also the rather different 

analysis of Marín, EE 50 [1975] 228–34, who distinguishes traditional apocalyptic material 

from the author‘s didactic-exhortatory material). It is possible, however, that this source 

need not remain purely hypothetical, and that our author‘s use of it begins in v 4. 1 Clem 

23:3–4 and 2 Clem 11:2–4 both preserve a fragment of an unknown apocryphal work in 

which the problem of eschatological delay was confronted. The beginning of the fragment 

bears comparison with 2 Pet 3:4: 

1 Clem 23:3 

2 Clem 11:2 

2 Pet 3:4 
povrrw genevsqw ajf¨ hJmwǹ 
levgei ga;r kai; 
  
hJ grafh; au}th, o}pou levgei: 
oJ hrofhtiko;" lovgo: 
  
Talaivpwroiv eiJsin oiJ 
Talaivpwroiv eijsin oiJ 
  
divyucoi, oiJ 
divyucoi, oiv 
  
distavzonte" th;n 
distavzonte" th̀/ 
  
yuchvn, oij levgonte": Tau`ta 
kardiva/, oiJ levgonte": Tau`ta 



kai; levgonte", Poù eJstin hJ 
hjkouvsamen 
pavlai (Ã.1. pavnta) hjkouvsamen 
ejpaggeliva th̀" parousiva" aujtou` 
kai; ejpi; twǹ patevrwn hJmwǹ, 
kai; ejpi; twǹ patevrwn hJmwǹ, 
ajqÆ h|" ga;r oiJ patevre" 
kai; ijdou; 
hJmeì" de; hJmevran e;x hJmevra" 
ejkoimhvqhsan, pavnta ou[tw" 
geghravkamen kai; oujde;n hJmi`n 
prosdecovmenoi oujde;n touvtwn 
divamevnei ajpÆ ajrch"̀ ktivsew": 
touvtwn sunbevbhken 
eJwravkamen 
  
  

1 Clem 23:3 

2 Clem 11:2 

2 Pet 3:4 

Let this scripture be 

For the prophetic word 

  

far from us, where he 

also 

  

says, Wretched are the 

says, Wretched are the 

  

double-minded, who 

double-minded who 

  

doubt in their soul, 

doubt in their heart, 

  

and say, ―These things 

and say, ―These things 

and saying,―Where is 

we heard in the 

we heard of old in the 

the promise of his coming? 

days of our fathers 

days of our fathers 

For since the fathers 

also, and behold we have 

also, yet we have 

fell asleep, everything 



grown old, and none 

waited day after day 

remains just as it has 

of these things has 

and have seen none of 

been since the beginning 

happened to us. 

these things. 

of the world.‖ 

  

The resemblance, which has often been noticed, may not at first sight seem sufficient to suggest 2 

Peter‘s dependence on the apocryphal work quoted in 1 Clement and 2 Clement. But the following 

considerations make such dependence a strong possibility: (1) The close similarities of distinctive 

ideas and terminology between 2 Peter and 1 Clement and 2 Clement, which have been observed 

throughout this commentary, probably indicate that all three works derive from a common milieu: 

the theology of the church of Rome in the late first century. From the manner in which the 

apocryphal work is (independently) quoted in 1 Cle
m

 23:3 (hJ grafh; au{th, ―this scripture‖) and 2 

Cle
m

 11:2 (oJ profhtiko;" lovgo", ―the prophetic word‖: for the meaning of this phrase, see 2 Pet 

1:19, with Comment), it is clear that it was highly esteemed in the church of Rome at that time, and 

must therefore have been known to the author of 2 Peter. (2) Second Pet 3:10, 12 resemble a further 

quotation from an unknown apocalyptic source in 2 Cle
m
 16:3 (see Form/Structure/Setting section 

on 3:8–10). It is an economical hypothesis to attribute 2 Cle
m
 11:2–4 and 2 Cle

m
 16:3 to the same 

Jewish apocalypse, and to account for the resemblance between 2 Pet 3:4 and 2 Cle
m
 11:2, and 

between 2 Pet 3:10, 12 and 2 Cle
m

 16:3, by postulating common dependence on this Jewish 

apocalypse. (3) Second Pet 3:8–9, 12 tackles the problem of eschatological delay by means of 

arguments which were current in Jewish apocalyptic (see Comment on those vv). This suggests that 

2 Pet 3 is indebted to a Jewish apocalypse concerned with the problem of delay. The work quoted in 

1 Cle
m
 23:3–4 and 2 Cle

m
 11:2–4 was an apocalypse, probably Jewish, and very probably known to 

the author of 2 Peter, in which the issue of eschatological delay was explicitly posed. (4) If the 

quotation given above inspired 2 Pet 3:4, clearly our author has not copied his source but rewritten 

it in accordance with the needs of his own work (see Comment section for an explanation of his 

changes). This would be comparable w 

It is therefore a plausible hypothesis that, just as our author has followed Jude in 

2:1–3:3, so in 3:4–13 he follows the Jewish apocalypse quoted in 1 Clem 23:3–4; 2 Clem 

11:2–4. There is much to be said for Lightfoot‘s guess that this work was the Book of Eldad 

and Modad, of which we have only one certainly identified fragment quoted in Herm. Vis. 

2:3:4. But where the text of this work is not attested elsewhere, it will be hazardous to try to 

determine precisely what our author owes to it, just as it would have been impossible to 

determine what parts of 2:1–3:3 derive from Jude if we did not possess Jude‘s letter. 

Comment 

1. tauvthn h[dh, ajgaphtoiv, deutevran uJmi`n gravqw ejpistolhvn, ―my dear friends, this 

is now my second letter to you.‖ To what letter does the author here refer as Peter‘s first 

letter? The following answers have been given: 

(1) An earlier part of 2 Peter. The theory that chap 3 was originally a separate letter, 

first proposed by Grotius, has been revived by McNamara (Scr 12 [1960] 13–19), who 



suggests that chap 1 is the first letter and chap 3 is one of the further letters promised in 

1:15. He points to the abrupt transition between chap 2 and 3:1, and argues that 3:1 would 

more appropriately open a letter than the concluding section of a letter. One major 

difficulty in this view is that the author‘s borrowing from Jude continues up to 3:3. 1:15 is 

better understood as referring to the whole of 2 Peter (see Comment), and 3:1 can be 

adequately explained in its present context following chap 2 (see below). 

(2) Jude. Robinson holds that Jude wrote both the letter of Jude and (as Peter‘s agent) 2 

Peter, which is the longer letter which, according to Jude 3, Jude put aside to write ―the 

letter of Jude.‖ In 2 Pet 3:1 Jude refers to his own previous letter (Redating, 195). As 

suggested by Robinson, this theory presupposes the common authorship of Jude and 2 

Peter: but the author of 2 Peter does not use material from Jude in the way in which a writer 

would use his own material. Smith (Petrine Controversies) also suggests that the first letter 

is Jude, but, unlike Robinson, regards 2 Peter as late and pseudepigraphal. He holds that 

either the author of 2 Peter was also the author of the (pseudepigraphal) letter of Jude, or 

(less probably) referred to the highly respected letter of Jude as a way of authenticating his 

own work. It is, however, extremely unlikely that readers of 2 Peter could have recognized 

a reference to Jude in this v, for 2 Peter is written in Peter‘s name. Probably they 

recognized the pseudepigraphal device as a literary convention, but the convention consists 

in the fact that the ―I‖ of the letter is Peter. Our author does deliberately break the literary 

convention in one respect (when he uses the present tense in 2:10b–22; 3:5, 16), but it is 

most unlikely that he is doing so in 3:1, because the purpose of this v is to introduce a 

prophecy by Peter (3:1–4). In 3:1 he is in fact deliberately reestablishing the fact that he 

writes in Peter‘s name (see below). The first letter must therefore have been a letter written 

in Peter‘s name. 

(3) A lost letter. Spitta, Zahn (Introduction, 197–98) and Green, who all regard 2 Peter 

as written by Peter himself, hold that the reference is to a lost Petrine letter, and urge that 

there must have been many such letters. It is obviously impossible to rule out this 

possibility, though the notion that Peter wrote many letters, now lost, is not perhaps as 

self-evident as these writers assume. But if there is a known document which meets the 

requirements of the reference we should not resort to the hypothesis of a lost document. 

(4) First Peter. The majority of commentators accept that the reference is to the letter 

we know as 1 Peter. Against this, Spitta argued 2 Peter was written to Jewish Christians, 1 

Peter to Gentile Christians and that the readers of 2 Peter were known personally to Peter, 

while those of 1 Peter were not. But neither of these assertions about 2 Peter is justified (for 

the latter, see Comment on 1:16). More commonly it is said that 1 Peter does not answer to 

the description of the contents of the first letter in 3:2 (there is no need to regard 3:3 as 

included in the contents of the first letter). Ladeuse (RB 2 [1905] 544) connects mnhsqh̀nai 
(―that you should remember,‖ v 2) with gravqw (―I am writing,‖ v 1), so that 3:2 describes 

the intention of the second letter only, but it is more natural to connect mnhsqh̀nai (―that 

you should remember‖) with diegevrw (―I am arousing,‖ v 1), so that v 2 describes the 

contents of both letters. But if so, 3:2 is in fact sufficiently appropriate as a description of 1 

Peter, which refers to the predictions of the OT prophets (1:10–12) and largely consists of 

reminders of the ethical implications of the Gospel. If in 3:2 the author of 2 Peter has in 

mind especially the expectation of judgment at the Parousia and the consequent need for 

holy living in the present, these too could be seen as themes of 1 Peter (1:13–17; 4:3–5, 7, 

17; 5:4). It is quite unnecessary to seek any closer similarity between the two letters, 

because the author‘s real purpose in 3:1–2 is (a) to link his own letter to 1 Peter (see 



below), and (b) to describe the intention of his own letter. He wrote 3:2 primarily to 

describe his own purpose in writing 2 Peter, and so it need not describe the first letter as 

accurately as it does the second. 

If the reference is to 1 Peter, why did the author make it? Not because he himself had 

written 1 Peter (see Introduction, section 5 of Literary Relationships), nor because (as 

Boobyer, ―Indebtedness,‖ thinks) he was influenced by 1 Peter and modeled his own letter 

on 1 Peter. Second Peter in fact provides no evidence that its author was influenced by or 

made any use of 1 Peter when writing 2 Peter (see Introduction, section 5 of Literary 

Relationships). He probably had two reasons for referring to 1 Peter: (1) Evidently the 

author was a member of the same Petrine circle in Rome from which 1 Peter derives, 

whether 1 Peter was written, like 2 Peter, after Peter‘s death, or, as seems to me more 

probable, before. Moreover, 2 Peter was probably addressed to the same churches as had 

received 1 Peter (this is implied by 3:1; and see below, Comment on 3:2 and 3:15). The 

reference to 1 Peter is therefore a way of identifying (not the author but) the source of the 

letter for its readers. But this reason is probably only a secondary one. (2) After the long 

passage 2:10b–22, in which the author has abandoned the conventions of the testament 

genre to describe the false teachers in the present tense, he now needs to reestablish the fact 

that he is writing in Peter‘s name. He must do this so that he can cast 3:3–4 in the form of a 

prophecy in the future tense, in which Peter foresees the ―scoffers‖ who will arise after his 

death. 3:1, both by recalling 1:12–15 and by referring to 1 Peter, serves to remind the 

readers that they should be reading this passage as though it were written by Peter. 

ejn ai" diegeivrw uJmwǹ ejn uJpomnhvsei th;n eiJlikrinh̀ diavnoian, ―and in this one, as in 

the first, I am arousing your sincere understanding with a reminder.‖ These words recall 

1:13. For the idea of ―reminding‖ in 2 Peter, and the implication that the teaching is already 

known to the readers, see Comment on 1:12. eijlikrinhv" means ―pure, unmixed, 

uncontaminated,‖ and hence, in a moral sense, ―sincere, honest.‖ It often describes purity or 

sincerity of motive or thought (cf. Plato, Phaedo 66A: eijlikrinei` th̀/ dianoiva/, ―pure 

reason,‖ but in a different sense from 2 Peter‘s; Phaedo 81C: yuch; eijlikrinhv", ―a pure 

soul‖; 2 Clem 9:8: ejx eijlikrinoù" kardiva", ―from a sincere heart‖; Theophilus, Ad Autol. 

2.35: eijlikrineì gnwvmh/, ―with a sincere mind‖; T. Benj. 6:5: ―the good mind (diavnoia) has 

a pure disposition (eijlikrinh̀ … diavqesin)‖; for sincerity of understanding, cf. also 1 Clem 

32:1), and here probably means that the readers‘ understanding is not (or the author hopes it 

will not be) distorted or led astray by immoral desires, as the thinking of the ―scoffers‖ was 

(3:3–4). 

2. twǹ proeirhmevnwn pJhmavtwn uJpo; twǹ aJgivwn proqhtẁn, ―the predictions of the 

holy prophets.‖ For the epithet aJgivwn (―holy‖), cf. Wis 11:1; Luke 1:70; Acts 3:21 (in a 

speech of Peter). In this v the writer appeals to the same two authorities, prophets and 

apostles, whose testimony was invoked to validate the preaching of the Parousia in 

1:16–21. It is therefore certain that the OT prophets are meant, not (as Sidebottom thinks) 

the Christian prophets. 

Vögtle (Zukunft, 125–26) thinks that in view of vv 3–4 the author must be thinking 

primarily of the prophets‘ preaching against scoffers who mock the delayed judgment of 

God (Amos 9:10; Mal 2:17; cf. Ezek 12:22; Zeph 1:12) and their predictions of divine 

judgment on them (Isa 5:18–20; Jer 5:12–24; Amos 9:10). The author‘s use of the pou` 
ejstin (―Where is?‖) formula in v 4 probably indicates that such passages in the prophets 

are in his mind, but there is no need to restrict the meaning of v 2 to predictions of the 



scoffers and their judgment. In v 2 he is still referring to the general purpose and content of 

1 Peter and especially of 2 Peter. The teaching of which 2 Peter is intended to remind the 

readers is the teaching about the Parousia, and about the moral requirements of the gospel, 

which are related to the eschatological expectation. So, as in 1:19, the predictions of the OT 

prophets mentioned here are predictions of the Parousia and eschatological judgment. 

th̀" twǹ ajpostovlwn uJmwǹ ejntolh̀" tou` kurivou kai; swth̀ro", ―the commandment of 

the Lord and Savior through your apostles.‖ The double possessive genitive in this 

expression is awkward. It must mean that the commandment is primarily Christ‘s, but also 

in a secondary sense the apostles‘ because they were the people who preached it to the 

readers. Since most commentators think the apostles here are all the apostles, the apostolic 

―college,‖ and that the readers are all Christians, uJmw`n (―your‖) has caused some difficulty. 

Some think that, from a second-century perspective, all the apostles are seen to belong to 

all Christians (Moffatt, Schelkle, Kelly, Schrage; Zmijewski, BZ 23 [1979] 166)—others 

that ―your‖ distinguishes the true apostles from the false teachers (Bigg, Sidebottom). 

However, the natural meaning of ―your apostles‖ is those apostles who preached the gospel 

and founded the churches in the area to which 2 Peter is addressed, contrasted implicitly 

with the rest of the apostles (so Spitta, Mayor; Zahn, Introduction, 204–5; Fornberg, Early 

Church, 146 n. 22; cf. 1 Pet 1:12; 1 Clem 44:1, where ―our apostles‖ are the apostles who 

founded the Roman church), and this meaning causes no difficulty once it is acknowledged 

that 2 Peter is addressed to specific churches (see Comment on 3:15). Evidently the 

readers‘ apostles included Paul (3:15). 

It is therefore not true that, as has often been asserted, the writer here lapses into an 

expression which Peter himself could not have used. It is not even the case that the phrase 

―your apostles‖ necessarily excludes Peter himself (see Spitta; Zahn, Introduction, 218 n. 7; 

Dillenseger, MFOB 2 [1907] 204–5), but it is perhaps rather more natural if it does so. If the 

churches addressed are those addressed in 1 Pet 1:1, then Peter would be excluded. 

The ―commandment‖ is used here in the same way as in 2:21 (see Comment on that v): 

it emphasizes the ethical aspect of the Christian message because it is on this, along with 

the eschatological expectation, that the author wishes to insist, in opposition to the false 

teachers. 

It is not especially surprising to find the apostolic message set side by side with OT 

prophecy as an authority (3:16, which puts Paul‘s writings on the same level with OT 

Scripture is a little more remarkable), but for similar passages which couple the prophets 

and the apostles, or the prophets and the Gospel, cf. 2 Clem 14:2; Ign. Phil. 5:1–2; 9:1–2; 

Pol. Phil. 6:3; ―3 Cor.‖ 3:36; Act. Verc. 13. 

3. toùto prẁton ginwvskonte", ―above all you must understand this.‖ On this 

expression, see Form/Structure/Setting section on 1:20–21. The nominative case here 

prevents the phrase from being too closely linked with the preceding v, and it is difficult to 

tell whether the author intends the prediction of the scoffers (vv 3–4) to be part of the 

content of the predictions of the prophets and the commandment of the apostles which the 

readers are to remember (v 2). Appropriate passages can be found in the prophets (see 

above) and prophecies of the false teachers of the last days were common in early Christian 

teaching (see Comment on Jude 18). But it appears that whereas Jude 18 quoted the 

teaching of the apostles, the author of 2 Peter has introduced the phrase toùto prẁton 
ginwvskonte" precisely in order to be able to attribute the prophecy directly to Peter. 

ejpÆ ejscavtwn twǹ hJmerwǹ, ―in the last days.‖ The author has substituted the more familiar 



expression (LXX Gen 49:1; Jer 37:24; Ezek 38:16; Dan 2:28; Hos 3:5; Mic 4:1; Q Dan 

10:14; T. Dan 1:1; 2 Clem 14:2; Barn. 12:9; 16:5; Herm. Sim. 9:12:3) for Jude‘s unusual ejpÆ 
ejscavtou toù crovnou, ―at the end of time.‖ For its use with reference to the eschatological 

future, see Comment on Jude 18. The appearance of the ―scoffers‖ is a phenomenon of the 

last days, a period still future from the fictional standpoint in Peter‘s lifetime, but to be 

identified as the present in which the writer and his readers are living. This is important for 

our assessment of the writer‘s eschatological perspective: like Jude, he sees the appearance 

of the false teachers as a sign that the last stage of history before the Parousia has arrived. 

There is also, as Fornberg (Early Church, 61) notes, ―an ironic ring to the passage: The 

adversaries who denied the Parousia were themselves a proof of its imminence.‖ It follows 

that their appearance ought not to disturb the faithful, but rather to confirm their faith in the 

prophecies (Vögtle, Zukunft, 129–30). 

ejn ejmpaigmonh̀/ ejmpai`ktai, lit. ―scoffers with scoffing.‖ Second Peter has borrowed 

the term ejmpai`ktai (―scoffers‖) from Jude 18; for its OT background, see Comment on 

Jude 18. It denotes people who scorn and despise God‘s revelation, both moral and 

prophetic. ejn ejmpaigmonh̀/ (―with scoffing‖), which 2 Peter adds to ejmpai`ktai 
(―scoffers‖), is probably a Septuagintalism, imitating the frequent occurrence in the LXX of 

a cognate noun with a verb (e.g. Gen 31:30; Exod 21:20; Deut 7:26; 13:16; 20:17) as a 

rendering of the Hebrew use of the infinitive absolute for emphasis. The fact that the author 

of 2 Peter uses ejn ejmpaigmonh`/ with a cognate noun (ejmpai`ktai) shows that he is not 

thinking in Hebrew, but merely imitating LXX style. 

kata; ta;` ijdiva" ejpiqumiva" aujtwǹ poreuovmenoi, ―following their own lusts.‖ See 

Comment on Jude 16 and 18. The emphasis is on the fact that they follow their own desires, 

not the will of God (cf. Jude 16), but ejpiqumiva (―desire‖) has a consistently bad sense in 2 

Peter (1:4; 2:10, 18) and so it is probably taken for granted that their desires are for evil, 

even though 2 Peter omits Jude‘s tẁn ajsebeiẁn (Jude 18), which makes this explicit. In 2 

Peter this immoral behavior is to be seen as closely connected with their denial of future 

judgment (v 4). 

It may be that the scoffers are portrayed in vv 3–4 in deliberate antithesis to v 2. 

Whereas the readers are to remember the predictions of the prophets and the apostolic 

commandment, the scoffers reject the commandment by following their own lusts (v 3), 

and the predictions of the prophets by mocking the Parousia hope (v 4). 

4. pou` ejstin hJ ejpaggeliva th̀" parousiva" aujtou`; ―where is the promise of his 

coming?‖ The rhetorical question beginning pou` ejstin … ; (―Where is … ?‖) is a standard 

form in the OT. ―Where is your/their God?‖ is the taunt of the psalmist‘s enemies, when 

God does not intervene to rescue him from trouble (LXX Ps 41:4, 11), or of the Gentile 

nations when God does not intervene on behalf of his people (LXX Pss 78:10; 113:10; Joel 

2:17; Mic 7:10). Especially relevant are Mal 2:17, where those who doubt that God is 

concerned to punish the wicked and reward the good ask cynically, ―Where is the God of 

justice?‖ and Jer 17:15, where Jeremiah‘s enemies scoff at the nonfulfillment of his 

prophecies, with the words, ―Where is the word of the Lord? Let it come true!‖ The form is 

therefore highly appropriate to express the sarcastic rejection of the prophecy of divine 

intervention in judgment at the Parousia of Jesus Christ, on the grounds of its 

nonfulfillment. Although Strobel (Untersuchungen, 96–97 and n. 3) thinks the alliteration 

points to an actual current saying, circulating perhaps in ―enlightened‖ Jewish circles (cf. 

the ―proverb‖ expressing similar skepticism in Ezek 12:22), it is much more likely that the 



author of 2 Peter has himself put his opponents‘ skeptical attitude into this particular form 

of words, following OT models. (Similarly, the Letter of the churches of Lyons and Vienne 

[ap. Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 5.1.60] attributes to pagans, who have watched the Christian 

martyrs die, the jibe, ―Where is their God?‖: pou` oJ qeo;" aujtwǹ;) 

In the Form/Structure/Setting section we have argued that 2 Peter is now partly following a 

Jewish apocalypse, which puts a complaint about the failure of eschatological expectation 

into the mouth of doubters. For other expressions of eschatological skepticism arising from 

the nonfulfillment of prophecy, cf. Ezek 12:22; Sir 16:22; b. Sanh. 97b. 

Of course, the author of 2 Peter has made the specifically Christian expectation of the 

Parousia of Jesus Christ the target of his opponents‘ skepticism. The ―promise‖ 

(ejpaggeliva) may include reference to OT prophecy (cf. v 2), but is likely to refer primarily 

to Jesus‘ own promise, both because of the possible echo of 1:4 (ejpaggevlmata, 

―promises‖) and because the rest of the v seems to have in view especially those sayings of 

Jesus which apparently set a temporal limit on the expectation of the Parousia (see below). 

ajqÆ h" ga;r oiJ patevre" ejkoimhvqhsan, ―for since the fathers fell asleep.‖ ―Sleep‖ was 

an accepted metaphor for death, which did not necessarily imply any particular 

understanding of death or life beyond death (see R. E. Bailey, ―Is ‗Sleep‘ the proper biblical 

term for the Intermediate State?,‖ ZNW 55 [1964] 161–67; G. Rochais, Les récits de 

résurrection des morts dans le Nouveau Testament [SNTSMS 40; Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press, 1981] 193–97, for references and discussion; and add 1 Clem 44:2; Herm. 

Vis. 3:5:1; 3:11:3; Mand. 4:4:1; Sim. 9:15:6; 9:16:5, 7). Those who wish to maintain that 

―the fathers‖ are the OT patriarchs or prophets (Bigg, Lumby, Green) have the weight of 

usage on their side. In early Christian literature, continuing Jewish usage (on which see 

TDNT 5, 976), oiJ patevre" (―the fathers‖) means the OT ―fathers,‖ i.e. the patriarchs or, 

more generally, the righteous men of OT times (John 7:22; Acts 13:32; Rom 9:5; Heb 1:1; 

Barn. 5:7; 14:1; Apoc. Pet. E 16; Ep. Apost [Coptic] 28); apart from our passage, the only 

possible exception is 2 Clem 19:4, which could refer to dead Christians but most probably 

refers to the OT saints (note the parallel with Apoc. Pet. E 16). 

However, in spite of this consistent usage, there are difficulties in the way of supposing 2 

Peter to refer to the OT fathers, and almost all modern commentators understand oiJ 
patevre" (―the fathers‖) to be the first Christian generation. If they are the OT fathers, then 

the argument of the scoffers must be that since the death of those to whom the promise of 

the Parousia of Jesus Christ was first given, in OT times through the OT prophets, everything 

has remained the same. This would be a general argument for the nonfulfillment of 

prophecy over the course of many centuries. Such an argument might be plausible in a 

purely Jewish context (cf. 2 Apoc. Bar. 21:24), but it is an odd argument in an early 

Christian context. Early Christianity constantly argued that many OT prophecies, after 

remaining unfulfilled for centuries, had quite recently been fulfilled in the history of Jesus. 

The fulfillment of eschatological prophecy had begun and would be completed in the future 

with the fulfillment of those OT prophecies which they held to be as yet unfulfilled. From 

this perspective it would not be very relevant to object that these prophecies had remained 

unfulfilled since OT times. Even if the false teachers denied that OT prophecies had been 

fulfilled in the life and work of Jesus, one would expect some reference to this fulfillment 

in 2 Peter‘s response. 

It could be suggested that in 2 Pet 3 the author is following, with minor Christian 

modifications, a Jewish apocalypse, and that in v 4 he has taken over an objection based on 



the nonfulfillment of OT prophecy which really belongs in a Jewish context. However, as 

suggested above in the Form/Structure/ Setting section, it is probable that we have the 

relevant fragment of the Jewish apocalypse which inspired 2 Pet 3, in the quotations in 1 

Clem 23:3 and 2 Clem 11:2. In this fragment the doubters complain that they heard the 

eschatological promises ―in the days of our fathers‖ (ejpi; twǹ patevrwn hJmwǹ) but they 

have not been fulfilled. Here it is clear that ―our fathers‖ (twǹ patevrwn hJmwǹ ) are the 

actual physical fathers, the immediate forebears, of the speakers. If 2 Pet 3:4 is a free 

rewriting of this source, adapted to our author‘s requirements, then he has made two 

important changes: (1) he has changed ―our fathers‖ to ―the fathers‖ (oiJ patevre"); (2) he 

explicitly states, what is only implied in the Jewish apocalypse, that the fathers have died. 

What is the significance of these changes? The first change means that the author of 2 

Peter can hardly be referring to the actual physical fathers of the scoffers, i.e. the first 

generation of Christians in the churches to which he writes (as Spitta thought). oiJ patevre" 

(―the fathers‖), without hJmwǹ (―our‖), would be very unnatural in that sense. But it is 

possible that he deliberately dropped hJmwǹ (―our‖) from his source, so that his reference 

should be, not to the fathers of the scoffers, but to the first Christian generation, the 

generation of the apostles. That generation of the original disciples, the founders of the 

churches, might appropriately be called oiJ patevre", the Christian ―patriarchs,‖ as it were. 

Although this usage is unattested elsewhere, it is a natural one, which perhaps the author of 

2 Peter coined when he changed twǹ patevrwn hJmwǹ (―our fathers‖) in the Jewish 

apocalypse to oiJ patevre" (―the fathers‖) in his own work. 

The reason for this change becomes apparent in connection with his second change, the 

emphasis on the death of the fathers. In a Christian context a special significance attached 

to the death of the generation of the apostles, for there were several well-known sayings of 

Jesus which seemed to predict his Parousia within the lifetime of his contemporaries (Matt 

16:28 par. Mark 9:1 par. Luke 9:27; Matt 24:34 par. Mark 13:30 par. Luke 21:32; John 

21:22–23; cf. Matt 10:23). Thus the critical point for the nonfulfillment of the promise of 

the Parousia came at the time when it could be said that the generation of the apostles had 

died. The objection of the scoffers was not just that a long time had elapsed since the 

promise was given, but that the promise itself had set a time-limit within which it would be 

fulfilled and this time-limit had passed. 

There are two possible problems about this explanation of the words of the scoffers: (1) 

Their objection ought to be, not that nothing has happened since the fathers died, but that 

nothing happened before they died (cf. Vögtle, Zukunft, 130). Since the attempts of Spitta 

and von Allmen (RTP 16 [1966] 258 n. 2) to give a different sense to the scoffers‘ words by 

a strained interpretation of ajfÆ h|", ―since,‖ cannot be allowed (see Zahn, Introduction, 

237–38), in strict logic there is a problem here. But in terms of polemical argument, 2 

Peter‘s wording is quite understandable. The scoffers are saying: ―The Parousia was 

promised before the death of the fathers. Well, the fathers have died and still nothing 

happens.‖ (2) Second Peter does not answer the objection that a specific time-limit has 

passed. The reason for this may be that the author does no more than reproduce the answers 

to the problem of eschatological delay which he found in his Jewish apocalyptic source, 

and these answers were, of course, designed to meet the general problem of eschatological 

delay rather than the specifically Christian problem of nonfulfillment within the lifetime of 

the apostles. In addition, however, it may be said that 3:9, while not mentioning the 

problem of the time-limit, does contain the most adequate response to it that could have 



been made: if God has extended the time-limit, he has done so in his grace, to give people 

the opportunity for repentance (cf. J. Jeremias, New Testament Theology: Part 1, tr. J. 

Bowden [London: SCM Press, 1971] 140). In effect, vv 8–9 raise the issue of eschatological 

delay above the level of calculating dates, and in doing so are faithful to the intentions of 

the sayings of Jesus which posed the problem, since the real concern of these sayings was 

not with a datable time-limit but with the imminence of God‘s judgment (Jeremias, New 

Testament Theology, 139). 

If 2 Pet 3:4 does refer to the death of the first Christian generation, then it is clear that 

the author lived at a time when the first generation could be said to have passed away. He is 

not looking forward to such a time, since v 5 speaks of the ―scoffers‖ in the present tense, 

as his own and his readers‘ contemporaries. But it is not, as many commentators think, a 

blunder on his part to have put a mention of the death of the first Christian generation into 

Peter‘s mouth in v 4. In v 4 he is using the pseudepigraphal device quite correctly, for he 

represents Peter as prophesying that after his death there will be scoffers who speak of the 

death of the fathers. 

Many commentators think that the words ―since the fathers fell asleep‖ indicate that the 

author is writing long after the death of the first generation. Two reasons are given for this: 

(1) ―the use of the term oiJ patevre", [the fathers] in itself implies a considerable lapse of 

time. The founders of a movement are not called ‗the fathers‘ till a later age looks back 

upon their work‖ (Chase, DB(H); 3,812). This argument would be more cogent if other 

examples of the use of the term were given, but in fact 2 Peter seems to be unique in the 

literature of the first two Christian centuries in referring to the first Christian generation as 

―the fathers.‖ Since the apostles had a unique role in Christian history and the second 

Christian generation who lived after their death was very conscious of being the second 

generation (Herm. Sim. 9:15:4; cf. 1 Clem 44:1–3), it would not be unnatural for a writer 

soon after the death of the first generation to call them ―the fathers.‖ 

(2) The words ―since the fathers fell asleep everything remains just as it has been …‖ are 

said to presuppose a considerable lapse of time since the death of the fathers (Chase, DB(H); 

3, p. 812; cf. Kelly). But this is not necessarily so. We must imagine that in the years when 

only a few prominent Christians of the first generation were known to be still alive (cf. Asc. 

Isa. 4:13; Herm. Vis. 3:5:1) eschatological expectation would have reached a high pitch in 

many circles. The Parousia would be expected from year to year, but as year after year 

passed and the few survivors of the first generation passed away, skeptics would have more 

and more reason to call the expectation disproved. In such circumstances each year in 

which the promise remained unfulfilled was a long time, and the words of the scoffers in 2 

Peter would be quite natural as soon as it was widely admitted that the first generation had 

in fact passed away. 

In fact the probability is that the death of the first generation was a temporary problem 

for Christian eschatology for a short period in the late first century when the problem had 

first to be confronted (cf. 1 Clem 23:2–5; 2 Clem 11:1–7; Herm. Vis. 3:4:3; 3:5:1; 3:8:9), but 

once the immediate crisis was surmounted the issue was forgotten and is never mentioned 

in the literature of the second century. The problem of the death of the first generation was 

never, so far as we know, raised as an objection to traditional eschatology by 

second-century Gnostics. Even the more general question of the delay of the Parousia was 

very rarely raised in the second century (cf. L. W. Barnard, ―Justin Martyr‘s Eschatology,‖ 

VC 19 [1965] 86–98). The probability is therefore that 2 Peter dates from the period, late in 



the first century, when the death of the first generation was a fresh and challenging issue. It 

played its part in ensuring that it was not an enduring issue. 

pavnta ou{tw" diamevnei ajpÆ ajrch̀" ktivsew", ―everything remains just as it has been 

since the beginning of the world.‖ The sentence, with its two parallel temporal clauses, is 

rather awkward, but must have the sense given it in this translation, ktivsew" (―creation‖) 

here refers to the created world, not the act of creation, and so is best translated ―world,‖ 

even though this rather obscures the fact that the word ktivsew" prepares for the idea of 

creation in v 5 (Vögtle, Zukunft, 133). 

Many have seen in these words an assertion of the immutability and indestructibility of 

the universe (Bigg, Moffatt, Spicq, Sidebottom, Green; von Allmen, RTP 16 [1966] 257): 

the scoffers deny the eschatological expectation, which involves cosmic dissolution (vv 10, 

12), because the stability of the cosmos makes such a prospect inconceivable. There are, 

however, some difficulties with this interpretation: 

(1) The phrase ajpÆ ajrch`" ktivsew" (―since the beginning of the world‖) is not 

presented as a distinct argument against the expectation of the Parousia, but as part of the 

argument that the Parousia prophecy has failed. The scoffers point out that since the death 

of the fathers everything remains the same. The phrase ajpÆ ajrch`" ktivsew" (―since the 

beginning of the world‖) clarifies this: everything goes on as it has always done. There is 

no assertion that the nature of the universe is such that everything must go on as it has 

always done. 

The force of this objection must be granted. But in vv 5–7 the author treats the phrase ajpÆ 
ajrch̀" ktivsew" (―since the beginning of the world‖) as though it contained an assertion 

which requires refutation. He argues that the world is dependent on the word of God, and 

that it is not in fact true that everything has always continued unchanged. Thus it appears 

that, although the phrase ajpÆ ajrch`" ktivsew" (―since the beginning of the world‖) in v 4 is 

not a separate argument, the author sees in it an unjustified assumption which strengthens 

the scoffers‘ main argument about the nonfulfillment of the Parousia prophecy, and which 

is therefore worth refuting. 

(2) Vögtle (Zukunft, 132–33) argues that the function of ajpÆ ajrch̀" ktivsew" (―since 

the beginning of the world‖) is not to report a view held by the scoffers, but to give the 

author a starting-point for his discussion of the Creation and the Flood in vv 5–7. Of 

course, it does provide such a startingpoint, but if it does not also correspond to anything 

the scoffers actually thought, then the force of vv 5–7 as a reply to the scoffers‘ objection is 

much diminished. Even if they did not explicitly argue that there will be no Parousia 

because nothing ever changes, the author must have attributed to them a general view of the 

world which left the Creation and the Flood out of account. He correctly saw that their 

denial of future eschatology was at home in such a world-view. 

(3) Vögtle (Zukunft, 131–32) also argues that when the scoffers assert that ―everything 

remains just as it has been since the beginning of the world,‖ they are not denying the 

destruction of the physical universe, but the intervention of God in the course of history. 

This objection is partially correct. From 2:3b–10a (see Comment on that section) it has 

already become clear that what the opponents deny and what the author intends is the 

expectation of divine intervention in judgment. It will also become clear that in 3:5–13 the 

author‘s primary concern is with the Parousia as judgment, rather than as cosmic 

dissolution. However, it is also clear that the coming divine intervention in judgment will 

take the form of cosmic catastrophe. The destruction of the physical universe is involved in 

God‘s judgment of its human inhabitants. Just as his judgment of Sodom and Gomorrah 



(2:6) was a physical event, and just as his judgment of the whole human race at the time of 

the Flood was a physical catastrophe of cosmic proportions (2:5; 3:6), so his universal 

judgment at the Parousia is conceived as a cosmic conflagration. Thus, while it is true that 

the scoffers intend to reject divine intervention in history, we cannot, with Vögtle, draw a 

sharp distinction between human history and the physical universe. 

In the light of the above discussion, we must modify the view that the scoffers advanced 

the ―scientific‖ dogma of the indestructibility of the universe as an argument against the 

possibility of the Parousia. The phrase ajpÆ ajrch`" ktivsew" (―since the beginning of the 

world‖) is intended by the author to highlight an assumption the scoffers made, but not 

necessarily an argument they advanced, and it may be too precise to describe this 

assumption as the indestructibility of the universe. The scoffers assumed that God does not 

intervene in the world. The course of the world, i.e. of human history and of the physical 

world in which it is set, has always continued without the catastrophic intervention of 

divine judgment. Obviously this view of the past coheres with the scoffers‘ skepticism 

about future judgment, even though we cannot be sure they used it as an argument against 

future judgment. In challenging their view of the past the author of 2 Peter will be able to 

challenge their skepticism about future judgment. 

It is not necessary to seek the background to the scoffers‘ ideas in the Aristotelian belief in 

the imperishability of the world, which was denied by Epicureans and Stoics. They are not 

influenced by cosmology as much as by a rationalistic skepticism about divine intervention 

in the world, to which the Epicurean denial of providence seems the closest pagan parallel 

(Neyrey, JBL 99 [1980] 420; Polemic, 203–5). 

There is nothing in this v (or elsewhere in 2 Peter) to support the view that the scoffers‘ 

denial of future judgment was based on a Gnostic belief in a wholly realized eschatology. 

On that view, ―their question about the delay of the Parousia, just as their appeal to the 

stability of the universe, is but an argument used to justify a position already held on other 

grounds‖ (Talbert, VC 20 [1966] 143; so also Werdermann, Irrlehrer, 67–68; von Allmen, 

RTP 16 [1966] 265; Harnisch, Existenz, 102). But this is a highly speculative view, which 

requires us to believe that we can know more about our author‘s opponents‘ views than he 

himself tells us. Clearly their denial of the Parousia was not solely motivated by the 

apparent nonfulfillment of the prophecy of the Parousia, since their skepticism about future 

judgment was evidently linked with ethical libertinism. But the delay of the Parousia was 

apparently their central argument (cf. 2:3b; 3:9) and, since our author gives it so much 

attention, the most effective in gaining followers for them. Our author would not have dealt 

so extensively with the issue of the delay of the Parousia, nor would his letter have been 

preserved, if that issue had not been a real source of concern for his contemporaries (cf. 

Fornberg, Early Church, 65). 

Explanation 

The reference to Peter‘s first letter (1 Peter) identifies the present letter as deriving from 

the Petrine circle in Rome, and also marks the author‘s return to the ―testament‖ convention 

of writing in Peter‘s name, in order to prepare for a second Petrine ―prediction‖ (cf. 

2:1–3a). The purpose of 2 Peter, like that of 1 Peter, is to ―remind‖ (cf. 

1:12–15)—specifically, to recall the eschatological prophecies of the OT prophets and the 

ethical implications of the Christian gospel, the two points that need emphasis in opposition 



to the false teachers. The reminder is reinforced with an example of Peter‘s own 

apocalyptic prophecy, in which he predicts the false teachers, this time under the guise of 

―scoffers,‖ i.e. skeptics who mock divine revelation, both moral and prophetic. Thus the 

scoffers are libertines, who follow their own evil desires instead of the commandment of 

Christ, and they scornfully reject the prophecy of the Parousia of Jesus Christ as unfulfilled 

and disproved. 

The prophetic form of vv 3–4 enables the writer to portray his contemporaries, the false 

teachers, as a phenomenon of the last days, which the apostles predicted. The readers need 

not be disturbed by them. On the contrary, the false teachers, who reject eschatological 

prophecy, should in fact be a confirmation of the readers‘ faith in eschatological prophecy, 

since they themselves are a fulfillment of prophecy! 

The quotation from the scoffers in v 4 is the author‘s own formulation of the objection his 

opponents were making to the expectation of the Parousia. The Parousia had been expected 

during the lifetime of the first Christian generation, but that generation had now passed 

away and still nothing had happened. The objection reflects what for a period in the late 

first century was evidently an acute problem for Christian eschatology until it was 

successfully surmounted and forgotten. The false teachers were no doubt able to exploit a 

genuine source of perplexity for 2 Peter‘s readers, as the serious attempt the author makes 

to meet the problem shows. But the last phrase of v 4 reveals a further dimension to the 

skepticism of the false teachers. The failure of the Parousia hope only confirms their 

assumption that divine interventions in history do not happen. The world continues 

unchanged just as it always has done. This rationalistic assumption about the past probably 

contributed as much to their eschatological skepticism as the fact of the delay of the 

Parousia did, and so the author will challenge that assumption first before tackling directly 

the issue of delay. 

Reply to Objection 4: (a) The Sovereignty of 

God’s Word (3:5–7) 
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Translation 
5
For in maintaining this, they overlook the fact that long ago there were heavens and an 

earth, createda out of water and by means of water by the word of God. 
6
By theseb the world 

of that time was deluged with water and destroyed. 
7
But by the same word the heavens and 

the earth which now exist have been held in store for fire, and are being kept until the day 



of judgment and destruction of ungodly people. 

Notes 

a. Since the whole argument of these vv requires a statement that the heavens, as well as 

the earth, were created by the word of God, it is best to take sunestẁsa, ―created,‖ with 

oujranoiv as well as with gh̀ and to explain its feminine singular form by attraction to the 

nearest subject, gh`. 
b. One minuscule (69) has diÆ o}n instead of diÆ w|n and this reading is accepted by Mayor 

(cxcix) and Wand. It gives excellent sense, by contrast with the difficult diÆ wJn, but must 

therefore be regarded as a correction. 

Form/Structure/Setting 
The section 3:4–10 is chiastically structured: vv 5–7 take up the last words of v 4 and then 

vv 8–10 respond to the main statement of v 4. The mention of creation (ktivsew") at the 

end of v 4 provides a starting-point for the author‘s response in v 5, while v 6 is a 

contradiction of the assumption in v 4b that everything has remained the same from the 

beginning of the world. Out of this response to v 4b the author creates an argument for the 

certainty of eschatological judgment (v 7). The present tense in v 5a shows that the author 

has again abandoned the ―testament‖ convention of prophecy, in favor of direct 

present-tense argument with his contemporaries. 

In view of the Jewish apocalyptic parallels to the correlation of the Flood and the 

eschatological conflagration (see Comment section), von Allmen (RTP 16 [1966] 260–61) 

suggests that these vv, apart from the introductory v 5a, are dependent on a Jewish 

apocalyptic source. It is likely that the author is following the source we have already 

postulated for the section 3:4–13, and this suggestion is confirmed by a parallel in 1 Clem 

27:4: ejn lovgw ̀ th̀" megalwsuvnh" aujtoù sunesthvsato ta; pavnta, kai; ejn lovgw/ 
duvnatai aujta; katastrevyai, ―By a word of his majesty he created all things, and by a 

word he can destroy them.‖ The use of sunistavnai (transitive here; contrast the 

intransitive use in 2 Pet 3:5) for God‘s creation of the world is not uncommon (Philo, Leg. 

All.3.10; Josephus, Ant. 12.22; Corp. Herm. 1.31; cf. 1 Enoch 101:6) and of course the idea 

of creation by the word of God is very common, but the parallel between creation by word 

and destruction by word is rare and strikingly similar to 2 Pet 3:5, 7 (cf. also Apoc. Pet. E 4, 

probably dependent on 2 Pet 3:5, 7). This could be just one of the many similarities 

between 1 Clem and 2 Peter, but the v in 1 Clem occurs in a passage defending future 

eschatology (23–27) which began with the quotation from an apocryphal work (23:3–4) 

which resembles 2 Pet 3:4. It is therefore quite likely that 1 Clem 27:4 echoes the same 

Jewish apocalypse on which 2 Pet 3:5–7 is dependent. 

Comment 
5. lanqavnei ga;r aujtou;" toùto qevlonta", ―for in maintaining this they overlook the 

fact.‖ There are two possible translations: ―For they deliberately ignore this fact‖ (cf. Av, Rv, 

RS
v, J

b, GN
b, NI

v; Plumptre, Bigg, Mayor, Moffatt, Spicq), or ―For in maintaining this, they 

overlook the fact‖ (cf. NE
b; Spitta, Windisch, Schelkle, Reicke, Kelly, Schrage). It is 

impossible to be sure which is correct, but the position of toùto (―this‖) makes it rather 

more likely that it should be taken as the object of qevlonta", ―maintaining,‖ as in the latter 



translation (see especially Kelly‘s discussion). The point of gavr (―for‖) will be that the 

scoffers are only able to maintain the views expressed in v 4 because they overlook the 

facts of the Creation and the Flood. 
o{ti oujranoiJ hsan e[kpalai kai; gh` ejx u{dato" kai; diÆ u{dato" sunestws̀a tẁ/ toù 

qeoù lovgw/, ―that long ago there were heavens and an earth, created out of water and by 

means of water by the word of God.‖ This clause contains no implication that the heavens 

were created before the earth (against Spitta), but simply echoes the reference to ―the 

heavens and the earth‖ in Gen 1:1. According to the creation account in Gen 1, and in 

accordance with general Near Eastern myth, the world—sky and earth—merged out of a 

primeval ocean (Gen 1:2, 6–7, 9; cf. Ps 33:7; 136:6; Prov 8:27–29; Sir 39:17; Herm. Vis. 

1:3:4). The world exists because the waters of chaos, which are now above the firmament, 

beneath the earth and surrounding the earth, are held back and can no longer engulf the 

world. The phrase ejx u{dato" (―out of water‖) expresses this mythological concept of the 

world‘s emergence out of the watery chaos, rather than the more ―scientific‖ notion, taught 

by Thales of Miletus, that water is the basic element out of which everything else is made 

(cf. Clem. Hom. 11:24:1). The second phrase diÆ u{dato" (―by means of water‖) is more 

difficult to explain. Since the reference is to the creation of the world, it cannot refer to the 

sustenance of life on earth by rain (Bigg, Green). Some give diav a local sense, ―between, in 

the midst of the waters‖ (R
v, J

b; Mayor, James, Chaine, Wand, Spicq), which accords well 

with the creation account (Gen 1:6–7, 9), but would be an unusual use of the preposition 

(Gen 1:6 LXX expresses this thought by ajna; mevson u{dato" kai; u}dato"), especially as diÆ 
wn in the next v means ―by means of which.‖ So it is best to translate ―by means of water‖ 

(Knopf, Windisch, Kelly; Chaine, RB 46 [1937] 210 n. 3); the writer means that water was, 

in a loose sense, the instrument of creation, since it was by separating and gathering the 

waters that God created the world. This also provides a good parallel with the next v, which 

states that by means of water he afterward destroyed the world. 

Creation by the word of God is a common idea (Gen 1:3–30; Ps 33:6; 148:5; Wis 9:1; 4 

Ezra 6:38, 43; Sib. Or. 3:30; Heb 11:3; 1 Clem 27:4; Herm. Vis. 1:3:4; Ker. Pet. ap. Clem. 

Alex. Strom; 6.5.39.3). Our author is anxious to stress that the world existed only because 

God commanded that it should; by the same word he destroyed it (v 6) and will do so again 

(v 7). 

6. diÆ w|n, lit. ―by means of which.‖ It is by no means obvious what the antecedent of the 

plural relative pronoun is. The following are the main possibilities: 

(1) oujranoiv … kai; gh̀ (―heavens and an earth‖) is proposed by Reicke and Marín (EE 

50 [1975] 232 n. 44). Reicke translates ―because of them,‖ but it is unclear in what sense 

the Flood could be said to have occurred ―because of‖ the heavens and the earth. 

(2) oujranoiv (―heavens‖): James, who proposes this, translates ―by means of which‖ (cf. 

Gen 7:11), but oujranoiv is a remote antecedent, and why the author should have wished to 

say that the world was deluged ―by means of the heavens‖ is obscure. Suggestions (1) and 

(2) both require that oJ tovte kovsmo" (―the world of that time‖) refer to people, not the 

physical universe. 

(3) ejx u[dato" kai; diÆ u[dato" (―out of water and by means of water‖), i.e. two 

different categories of water, the waters above and below the firmament, as in Gen 7:11 

(Plumptre, Spitta, Moffatt, Chaine, Sidebottom). This suggestion depends on the view that 

the repetition of u[dato" (―water‖) in v 5 refers to two different categories of water; but this 

is not very likely (see above). Furthermore, the use of u[dati (―with water‖) in v 6 becomes, 



on this view, wholly redundant. 

(4) u[dato" (―water‖) and tw`/ toù qeoù lovgw (―the word of God‖) are suggested by 

Bigg, Kelly, Green. This is stylistically rather awkward, but seems to give the best sense. 

On this view u[dati (―with water‖) in v 6 is still somewhat redundant, but in view of the 

ambiguity of diÆ w|n (―by means of which‖) less so than in the case of suggestion (3). The 

writer‘s argument seems to require some statement that the word of God, by which the 

world was created (v 5) and which has decreed its eschatological destruction by fire (v 7), 

also accomplished its destruction in the Flood (v 6). 

If diÆ w|n refers to both water and the word of God, there is a neat parallelism in all three vv 

in this section: by his word and by means of water God created the world (v 5); by his word 

and by means of water he destroyed it (v 6); by his word and by means of fire he will 

destroy it in the future (v 7). 

oJ tovte kovsmo", ―the world of that time.‖ Most commentators take this phrase to refer 

to the whole physical universe, heavens and earth, but a few (James; Sasse in TDNT 3, 890; 

Vögtle, Zukunft, 134–36; cf. Green) limit it to the inhabitants of the earth, especially human 

beings. In favor of the former view are the references to the heavens and the earth in vv 5, 

7, and especially the apparent parallelism between oJ tovte kovsmo" and oiJ … nu`n oujranoi; 
kai; hJ gh̀ (―the heavens and the earth which now exist‖) in v 7. Vögtle (Zukunft, 135) 

argues that the parallelism is between oujranoi; … e[kpalai kai; gh̀ (―heavens and an earth 

… long ago‖) in v 5, and oiJ … nu`n oujranoi; kai; hJ gh` (―the heavens and the earth which 

now exist‖) in v 7, but this parallelism itself implies that the Flood marks a break between 

the heavens and the earth which existed before it and those which exist now. In fact the 

argument of vv 5–7 requires a threefold parallelism: God created the heavens and the earth, 

he has destroyed them once by water, he will destroy them again by fire. 

It is true that in 2:5 ajrcaivou kovsmou (―the ancient world‖) is equivalent to kovsmw/ 
ajsebẁn (―the world of ungodly people‖), and refers to the people who perished in the 

Flood. It is also true that, as in 2:5, the author‘s real concern throughout this discussion is 

not with cosmology but with judgment (cf. 3:7, 9, 11–14). We may therefore concede that 

in 3:6 his emphasis is on the Flood as a universal judgment on sinful men and women. But 

he evidently conceives this judgment as having been executed by means of a cosmic 

catastrophe which affected the heavens as well as the earth. 

This idea is not so alien to the Genesis narrative as many commentators allege: 

according to Gen 7:11 the waters of chaos, confined at the creation above the firmament, 

poured through the windows of the firmament to inundate the earth. It is an extension of 

this idea when, in 1 Enoch 83:3 (Enoch‘s vision of the Flood), the heaven is said to collapse 

onto the earth, so that the earth is swallowed up by the waters of the abyss. 

u{dati kataklusqei;" ajpwvleto, ―was deluged with water and destroyed.‖ The verb (a 

NT hapax) is used of the Flood in Wis 10:4; Josephus Ant. 5.566; Clem. Hom. 9.2:1 (cf. also 

Ezek 38:22 LXX; Sib. Or. 3:690). The addition of u{dati (―with water‖) emphasizes that this 

destruction was by water, to make the contrast with the coming destruction by fire (puriv, v 

7). Perhaps there is an allusion to the Jewish tradition of a flood of fire corresponding to the 

flood of water in Noah‘s time (Gen. Rab. 39:6; 49:9; Lev. Rab. 10:1; Mek. Amalek 3:14; cf. 

1QH 3:19–20, 29–33). 

The idea of the destruction of the antediluvian world need not be taken to mean total 

annihilation. Rather, just as it was created by being brought out of the primeval ocean, so it 

was destroyed when it was once again submerged in the primeval ocean. The ordered world 



(kovsmo") reverted to chaos. 

The author of 2 Peter (no doubt following his Jewish apocalyptic source) seems to 

envisage world history in three great periods, divided by two great cataclysms: the world 

before the Flood, the present world which will end in the eschatological conflagration (v 7), 

and the new world to come (v 13). This periodization, with the typological correspondence 

between the Flood and the eschatological judgment which it entails, is also presupposed in 

1 Enoch (cf. especially 10:11–11:2; 93:4) and in the Jewish Sibylline Oracles (cf. Collins, 

Oracles, 102–3). According to Sib. Or. 1:195; 7:11, a ―second age‖ (deuvtero" aijwvn) began 

after the Flood (cf. paliggenesiva, ―regeneration,‖ in Philo, Mos. 2.65; 1 Clem 9:4). 

7. tw`/ aujtw`/ lovgw/, ―by the same word.‖ For a similar thought, cf. 1 Clem 27:4, probably 

dependent on the same Jewish apocalyptic source (see Form/Structure/Setting section) and 

Ker. Pet. (ap. Clem. Alex. Strom. 6.5.39.3): ―there is one God who created the beginning of 

all things and has power to end them.‖ Our author‘s point is that since the world was 

created by God‘s word and has already been destroyed once by God‘s word, we can 

confidently expect the future judgment which has also been decreed by his word. 

teqhsaurismevnoi eijsi;n puriv, ―have been held in store for fire.‖ The choice of verb is 

a little surprising, but may be influenced by the common use of this image, also with the 

sense of preservation until the Day of Judgment, with reference to the rewards of the 

righteous and the punishment of the ungodly ―stored up‖ in heaven (Pss. Sol. 9:5: 4 Ezra 

7:77, 83–84; Frg. Tg. Deut 32:34; Rom 2:5; Clem. Hom. 16:20). The Hellenistic Jewish 

writer PseudoSophocles (ap. Clem. Alex., Strom. 5.14.121.4), writing of the eschatological 

conflagration, says that the air ―will open the storehouse full of fire‖ (puro;" gevmonta 
qhsaurovn; cf. Deut 32:34; Jer 27:25 LXX). 

The idea of an eschatological world conflagration—found only in 2 Peter in the NT—has been 

attributed to Stoic or Iranian influence, but there can be no real doubt that its immediate 

background is to be found in Jewish apocalyptic. The idea of divine judgment by fire is 

frequent in the OT, no doubt partly because the destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah 

provided a paradigm (see e.g. Deut 32:22; Ps 97:3; Isa 30:30; 66:15–16; Ezek 38:22; Amos 

7:4; Zeph 1:18; Mal 3:19 [EVV. 4:1]; full survey and discussion in Mayer, Weltenbrand, 

79–114). In OT texts the function of this fire is to consume the wicked, not to destroy the 

world, but as the idea of a universal, eschatological judgment developed (cf. already Isa 

66:15–16; Mal 3:19) it is not surprising that the idea of judgment by fire should develop 

into the expectation of a universal conflagration, especially when the future universal 

judgment was envisaged by analogy with the Flood as a universal judgment in the past. The 

idea of an eschatological conflagration is not by any means found throughout Jewish 

eschatology in the postbiblical period, but it occurs in sufficient texts, both Palestinian and 

Hellenistic, to show that it was a fairly widespread conception (1QH 3:19–36; Sib. Or. 

3:54–87; 4:173–81; 5:211–13, 531; Pseudo-Sophocles, ap. Clem. Alex., Strom. 5.14.121.4; 

5.14.122.1; Adam and Eve 49:3; Josephus, Ant. 1.70; Mek. Amalek 3:14; and see discussion 

in Mayer, Weltenbrand, 114–25). The author of 2 Peter doubtless found it in the Jewish 

apocalypse on which he is dependent in this chapter (see Form/Structure/Setting section on 

3:8–10). Although it is not found in the NT outside 2 Peter, from the late first century 

onward it became common in Christian writings (2 Clem 16:3; Herm. Vis. 4:3:3; Apoc. Pet. 

E 5; Justin, 1 Apol.. 20.1–2, 4; 60.8; 2 Apol. 7.2–3; Theophilus, Ad Autol. 2.38; Sib. Or. 

2:196–200; Minucius Felix, Oct. 11.1; 34). 

An eschatological conflagration also featured in Iranian (Zoroastrian) religion (Mayer, 



Weltenbrand, 1–79; Collins, Oracles, 104–6), and it is probable that the Iranian ideas 

exercised some influences on Jewish eschatology. Such influence is perhaps especially to 

be found in Christian texts which depict the river of fire through which all people, good and 

bad, must pass to be tested and purified (cf. Apoc. Pet. E 5–6; Sib. Or. 2:196–205, 315; 

James, Apocrypha, 90–91; Lactantius, Div Inst. 7.21). The Iranian eschatology was 

probably known in the Hellenistic world of the first century especially through the Oracle 

of Hystaspes (cf. Justin, 1 Apol. 20:1), but the expectation of a world conflagration was 

even more familiar through the teaching of Stoicism. The Stoics taught that periodically the 

universe was dissolved and renewed by means of a conflagration (ejkpuvrwsi") in which 

everything returned to its most basic element, fire, before reconstituting itself (Diogenes 

Laertes 7.134; Cicero, De Nat. Deorum. 2.118; cf. Collins, Oracles, 102; and other 

literature cited in Spicq). Hellenistic Jewish writers cannot have been unaware of this 

parallel (which Justin fully recognized: 1 Apol. 20; 2 Apol. 7) and it may sometimes have 

influenced their accounts of the eschatological conflagration. However, the essential 

element in most Jewish and Christian references to the eschatological conflagration is the 

destruction of the wicked by the fire of divine judgment; this idea, which differs from the 

Zoroastrian fire of purification and from the Stoic idea of a natural, deterministic cycle of 

destruction and renewal, is fundamentally Jewish and biblical. The author of 2 Peter, who is 

really interested in the conflagration as judgment on the wicked (see below), follows this 

Jewish tradition. If he was aware of the pagan parallels, he is unlikely to have been very 

concerned with them (against Fornberg, Early Church, 66; Neyrey, Polemic, 294–97). 

However, a further series of parallels still requires notice. An ancient idea, found both 

in Plato (Timaeus 22C–E) and in Berossus, the Babylonian writer of the third century B.C. 

(ap. Seneca, Quaest. Nat. 3.29.1), envisaged the world as undergoing recurrent destructions 

by flood and fire alternately (cf. also Seneca, Quaest. Nat. 3.28; Lucretius, De Nat. Rerum. 

5; Origen, c. Cels 4.11–12; see Chaine, RB 46 [1937] 211–14; Collins, Oracles, 101–2). 

This idea may have exercised some influence on the Jewish notion of two universal 

judgments, the Flood and the eschatological conflagration (Josephus, Ant. 1.70–71; Adam 

and Eve 49:3; Mek. Amalek 3:14; the same scheme is applied to the Flood and the 

destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah in Philo, Mos. 2.53; Gen. Rab. 27:3; 39:6; 49:9; Lev. 

Rab. 10:1; cf. also Gos. Eg. 63:6; cf. J. P. Lewis, A Study of the Interpretation of Noah and 

the Flood in Jewish and Christian Literature [Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1968] 169–73). 

Undoubtedly the pattern of destruction by flood and destruction by fire is present in 2 Pet 

3:6–7, but unlike the pagan notion it is a pattern of two divine judgments in a linear, not a 

cyclical, scheme of world history. Its immediate antecedents are therefore Jewish. 

When the author of 2 Peter writes that by the word of God the world ―has been held in 

store for fire,‖ he must mean that the expectation of the eschatological conflagration is 

founded on prophecy which reveals that God has decreed it. Although his immediate source 

is a Jewish apocalypse, the Jewish expectation was an interpretation of OT texts such as 

Deut 32:22 (quoted in this connection by Justin, 1 Apol. 60.8); Isa 34:4 LXX (to which 2 Pet 

3:10, 12 alludes); Mal 3:19 (EVV. 4:1; cf. 2 Clem 16:3); Isa 66:15–16; Zeph 1:18. 

throuvmenoi eij" hJmevran krivsew" kai; ajpwleiva" tẁn ajsebẁn ajnqrwvpwn, ―are being 

kept until the day of judgment and destruction of ungodly people.‖ threi`n (―to keep‖) is 

used as in 2:4, 9. For the phrase hJmevran ajpwleiva" (―day of destruction‖) cf. LXX Deut 

32:35; Job 21:30. For ajsebw`n (―ungodly people,‖ also in 2:5–6) see Comment on Jude 4. 

This emphatic phrase makes it quite clear that the author‘s concern in this section is not 



with cosmology, for its own sake, but with judgment. It is God‘s coming judgment of the 

wicked that the scoffers deny and our author asserts. Taking up current ideas he envisages 

this judgment as occurring by means of a cosmic conflagration. 

Explanation 

The author takes up the rationalistic assumption which he has detected in the scoffers‘ 

objection. They ignore the fact that the continuance of the world as a stable habitation for 

mankind has always depended and continues to depend on the will of God. It was the 

divine decree which first brought the world into existence, separating and gathering the 

waters of chaos to create the sky and the earth. Nor is it true that since the creation the 

world has survived without major disturbance. The word of God which created the world 

has also once destroyed it, when in the Flood it was once again submerged beneath the 

waters of chaos. It is the same word of God which has decreed that the world will in the 

future be destroyed again, this time by fire. The observable stability of the world is 

therefore no guarantee of its continued stability in the future; it is being preserved in 

existence by God only until the time he has appointed for the judgment of the wicked. The 

final phrase reveals that although in this passage the author is certainly concerned with 

catastrophic upheavals in the physical world, which amount to the destruction and creation 

of worlds, he is not concerned with these for the sake of mere cosmology, but with their 

interpretation in a worldview which sees them as occurring by the sovereign decree of God 

as instruments of his judgment on humanity. 

This passage is perhaps the most difficult of several passages in 2 Peter which pose serious 

hermeneutical difficulties for the modern reader. The author clearly uses cosmological 

ideas current in his time which must be regarded as mythological: creation as the 

emergence of the world out of a primeval ocean, the Deluge as a universal cosmic 

catastrophe, the idea that the world is to be subject to two universal destructions, one by 

water (the Flood) and the other by fire (in the future). But the religious belief which is 

conveyed in these mythological forms remains valid, though it is not a belief which can be 

detached, in a purely existential way, from any reference to the physical world. The idea of 

the waters of chaos held back by God‘s creative act to create an environment for human 

life, but released in the Flood to overwhelm and destroy that environment again, is not 

essentially alien to a modern understanding of the universe. We know very well that the 

continuity of an environment in which humanity can survive and flourish is not at all to be 

taken for granted. The forces of nature retain the appalling potential to interrupt and 

obliterate human history. Primitive humanity‘s many experiences of this destructive power 

of nature are perhaps summed up in the story of the Flood. Modern humanity faces the 

additional threat of our newly acquired power to use the forces of nature to destroy 

ourselves. Although the eschatological conflagration to which 2 Peter alludes is an 

apocalyptic image, it is an image which remains powerful today, evoking both the threat of 

nuclear holocaust and the eventual reabsorption of our planet into the expanding sun. The 

world which now permits human life to flourish is far from guaranteed against a destructive 

reversion to chaos. But in the biblical perspective human history is not at the mercy of 

chance and meaningless catastrophe. The God who created the cosmos out of chaos is in 

sovereign control of the forces of destruction. The threat is the threat of God‘s moral 

judgment, and even that judgment is not an end in itself, but for the sake of the new world 

of righteousness which he will once again create out of chaos. 



Reply to Objection 4: (b) The Forbearance 

of the Lord (3:8–10) 
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Translation 
8
My dear friends, do not overlook this one fact, that with the Lord one day is as a thousand 

years and a thousand years are as one day. 
9
The Lord is not late in fulfilling the promise,a 

according to some people’s idea of lateness, but he is forbearing toward you,b because it is 

not his will that any should perish, but that all should come to repentance. 
10

But the day of 

the Lord will come like a thief On that day the heavens will pass away with a roar, the 

heavenly bodies will be dissolved in the heat, and the earth and the works in it will be 

found.c 

Notes 

a. For the genitive th`" eJpaggeliva", unparalleled with braduvnein, ―to be late‖: cf. 

BDF § 180 (5), but it is probably best explained by analogy with the genitive with uJstereìn  

in the temporal sense, meaning ―to be too late for.‖ 

b. eij" uJma`" (P72
 B C P. al) is preferable to diÆ uJma`" (a 

 A al), which may arise from the unusualness of ei;" after makroqumei`n, ―to be 

forbearing,‖ or from the desire to give v 9b a wider application, to all mankind rather than 

all the readers (cf. Justin, 2 Apol. 7). eij" hJmà" (K L al) is poorlyattested. 

c. euJreqhvsetai, ―will be found‖ (a 
 B K P. al) is undoubtedly the best reading, as the lectio difficilior, which allows the other 

readings to be explained as corrections. The other readings are: euJreqhvsetai luovmena, 

―will be found dissolved‖ (P72
); oujc euJreqhvsetai, ―will not be found‖ (sah, one MS of syh

; 



but these may well represent a translator’s correction); ajfanisqhvsontai, ―will vanish‖ 

(C); katakahvsetai, ―will be burned up‖ (A al); omission of the whole clause (y vg al). 

Form/Structure/Setting 

The introductory words (v 8a) correspond to v 5a and indicate that a second line of 

argument against the scoffers’ objection in v 4 begins here. In v 5a the scoffers are accused 

of overlooking one important fact; in v 8a the readers are urged not to overlook one. In 

both cases, of course, the arguments are really addressed to the readers, so that their faith 

may not be shaken by the scoffers’ arguments. 

Verse 9, with its reference to th`" ejpaggeliva" (―the promise,‖ cf. v 4), explicitly takes 

up the main point in v 4, and uses the ouj … ajllav (―not … but‖) form to reject the scoffers’ 

contention (Neyrey, Polemic, 18–19). 

Von Allmen (RTP 16 [1966] 263) thinks that in 2 Peter’s Jewish apocalyptic source v 

10b followed immediately after v 7. He acknowledges that v 8b is a fragment of Jewish 

material (RTP 16 [1966] 261–62) and sees v 9 as the author’s own formulation following 

Jewish ideas (RTP 16 [1966] 260–61), but does not derive them from the apocalyptic source 

which furnished vv 5–7, 10b. However, we have argued (see Form/Structure/Setting section 

on 3:1–4) that 2 Peter’s Jewish apocalyptic source was explicitly concerned with the 

problem of eschatological delay, and since the arguments in vv 8–9 certainly derive from 

Jewish apocalyptic (see Comment), it is plausible to attribute them to the same source as 

the author has followed in vv 4–7. (With the allusion to Hab 2:3 in 2 Pet 3:9, cf. the 

composite quotation of Isa 13:22 and Mal 3:1, in a version differing from the LXX, in 1 

Clem 23:5, immediately following 1 Clem’s quotation from the Jewish apocalypse. This 

quotation may well come from the same apocalypse.) Doubtless the author of 2 Peter has 

rewritten the material, and we have no hope of recovering its original form. 

However, in the case of v 10, it seems likely that a fragment of 2 Peter’s source survives 

in 2 Clem 16:3: 

Mal. 3:19 LXX: 

2 Clem 16:3 

2 Pet. 3:10 

  
Ginwvskete de; o{ti 
  
diovti ijdou; 
  
  
hJmevra kurivou e[rcetai 
e[rcetai h[dh hJ hJmevra th`" 
h{cei de; hJmevra 
  
krivsew" 
kurivou 
kaiomevnh wJ" klivbano" 
wJ" klivbano" kaiovmeno", 
wJ" klevpth" 
Isa. 34:4 LXX (B, Lucian): 



kai; takhvsontaij tine" 
ejn h̀/ oiJ oujranoi; rJoizhdo;n 
kai; takhvsontai pàsai aiJ 
twǹ oujranẁn, 
pareleuvsontai, stoicei`a 
dunavmei" tẁn oujranwǹ 
< 
de; kausouvmena luqhvsetai, 
  
kai; pàsa hJ ghj wJ" movlibo" 
kai; gh̀ 
  
ejpi; puri; thkovmeno", 
  
  
kai; tovte fanhvsetai ta; 
kai; ta; ejn aujth̀/ e[ rga 
  
kruvfia kai; fanera; e[ rga 
euJreqhvsetai 
  
twǹ a;nqrwvpwn, 
  
  

  

2 Pet. 3:12 

  

  
oujranoi; purouvmenoi 
  
  
luqhvsontai kai; stoicei`a 
  
  
kausouvmena thvketai 
  

Mal. 3:19 LXX: 

2 Clem 16:3 

2 Pet 3:10 

For, behold, the 

But you know that the 

But the 

day of the Lord is 

day of Judgment is now 

day of the Lord will 

  

coming burning like 



coming like a burning 

come like a thief. 

an oven. 

oven, and some (?) 

On that day the 

Isa 34:4 LXX: 

of the heavens 

heavens will pass away 

and all the powers of 

will melt, 

with a roar, the 

the heavens will melt. 

  

heavenly bodies will 

  

  

be dissolved in the 

  

and all the earth 

heat, and the earth 

  

[will be] like lead 

  

  

melting in fire, and 

  

  

the the secret and 

  

  

open works of men 

and the works on it 

  

will appear. 

will be found. 

  

  

2 Pet 3:12 

  

  

… the heavens will 

  

  

be dissolved in flames 

  

  

and the heavenly bodies 



  

  

melt in the heat. 

  

The similarity between these passages has been noticed before. Some have thought that 

2 Clem 16:3 is dependent on 2 Pet 3:10, 12 (e.g. Salmon, Introduction, 521; Bigg, 209; 

James, 35), while Donfried (Second Clement, 91–92) suggests they both depend on similar 

traditions, but the hypothesis of a common written source seems not to have been suggested 

before. Yet it is fairly clear that 2 Clem 16:3 is a quotation, and more than a combined 

quotation of Mal 3:19; Isa 34:4 LXX (James, Apocrypha, 88, suggested the quotation came 

from the Apoc. Pet., but it does not correspond at all closely to Apoc. Pet. E 5, while 2 Clem 

is probably earlier in date than the Apoc. Pet.) A likely source is the Jewish apocalypse 

already quoted in 2 Clem 11:2–4. 

The similarity with 2 Pet 3:10, 12 is greater than can be explained by common dependence 

on Isa 34:4 LXX, and it should be noticed that 2 Clem 16:1; 17:1, in the vicinity of the 

quotation, express ideas similar to 2 Pet 3:9b, which may indicate that both writers found 

them in the original context of the quotation. The puzzling final words of 2 Pet 3:10 are 

illuminated if 2 Clem 16:3 represents their source (see Comment). The free adaptation of 

his source by the author of 2 Peter would be comparable with his adaptation of Jude in ch. 

2. For the opening words of the fragment, drawn from Mal 3:19 LXX, he will have 

substituted a grammatically similar phrase from Christian tradition, to stress the 

unexpectedness of the Parousia, which h 

The reference to the thief certainly depends ultimately on Jesus’ parable of the thief 

(Matt 24:43 par. Luke 12:39). Against Harnisch (Existenz, 84–98, 110–11), who thinks 1 

Thess 5:2 and, perhaps independently, 2 Pet 3:10a derive not from Gospel tradition but 

from Jewish apocalyptic usage, the fact that eschatological use of the thief image is found 

frequently but exclusively in early Christian literature shows that it derives from Jesus’ 

parable (Smitmans, ―Dieb‖; R. J. Bauckham, ―Synoptic Parousia Parables and the 

Apocalypse,‖ NTS 23 [1976–77] 162–76). In 1 Thess 5:2; 2 Pet 3:10; Rev 3:3; 16:15 the 

image appears in ―deparabolized‖ form (see Bauckham, ―Synoptic Parousia,‖ 167–69) as 

a simile: wJ" klevpth" (―like a thief‖). In Rev 3:3; 16:15 it is the Lord himself who will 

come wJ" klevpth" (cf. the application of the parable in Matt 24:44 par. Luke 12:40, where 

the Son of Man is compared to the thief), while in 1 Thess 5:2 and 2 Pet 3:10 the simile 

applies to the coming of the Day of the Lord. We must assume that the simile wJ" klevpth", 

though derived from Jesus’ parable, was itself a traditional element of Christian 

eschatological paraenesis (like other allusions to Parousia parables: see Bauckham, 

―Synoptic Parousia‖). This observation lessens the need to suppose that 2 Pet 3:10 is 

dependent on 1 Thess 5:2 (as Smitmans, ―Dieb,‖ 60–61; Fornberg, Early Church, 25, 

think). The close resemblance (1 Thess 5:2: hJmevra kurivou wJ" klevpth" ejn nukti; ou[tw" 
e[rcetai, ―the Day of the Lord comes like a thief in the night‖; 2 Pet 3:10: h[xei de; hJnevra 
kurivou wJ" klevpth" ―the Day of the Lord will come like a thief‖) may only reveal common 

dependence on paraenetic tradition. The introductory formula in 1 Thess 5:2a confirms 

such dependence in Paul’s case, and (against Fornberg, Early Church, 25 n. 5) such oral 

traditions were certainly still current at the time when 2 Peter was written (cf. Did. 16:1). 

Although the author of 2 Peter knew a collection of Pauline letters (3:15–16), he shows so 

little Pauline influence (see Comment on 2:19; 3:15) that direct dependence on 1 Thess 5:2 



seems unlikely, though not impossible. 

Comment 

8. miva hJmevra para; kurivw/ wJ" xivlia e[th kai; civlia e[th wJ" hJmevra miva, ―with the 

Lord one day is as a thousand years and a thousand years are as one day.‖ What this 

statement is intended to prove is disputed. All exegetes recognize that it derives from Ps 

90:4 (LXX 89:4), but then they divide into two groups: (1) those who interpret the statement 

according to parallels in contemporary Jewish and Christian literature, and conclude that 

it is intended to show that ―the Day of Judgment‖ (v 7) will last a thousand years (Spitta; 

Strobel, Untersuchungen, 93–94; von Allmen, RTP 16 [1966] 262); (2) the majority of 

commentators, who infer from the context that v 8 must be intended to meet the problem of 

eschatological delay, and conclude that the author has here produced an original argument 

which has no known precedent or parallel in the literature. 

The first group point to the many Jewish and second-century Christian texts in which an 

eschatological chronology is based on the formula, ―A day of the Lord is a thousand 

years.‖ This formula seems to have been a standard exegetical rule, derived from Ps 90:4 

(RS
v: ―For a thousand years in thy sight are but as yesterday when it is past‖), but existing 

as a relatively independent formulation. The usual procedure is to quote a text in which the 

word ―day‖ occurs; then the exegetical rule, ―A day of the Lord is a thousand years,‖ is 

cited, often with a further literal quotation of Ps 90:4 to support it; the conclusion is 

therefore that where the text says ―day‖ it means, in human terms, a thousand years. 

The exegetical rule was sometimes applied to the Genesis creation narrative, to yield 

the idea that the history of the world is to last six thousand years, six ―days‖ of a thousand 

years each, followed by a millennial Sabbath (Barn. 15:4; Irenaeus, Adv Haer. 5.28.3; cf. b. 

Sanh. 97a): this calculation lies behind the widespread Christian millenarianism of the 

second century. Similarly the rule could be applied to texts which were thought to mention 

the ―day‖ or ―days‖ of the Messiah (Ps 90:15; Isa 62:5; 65:22), yielding one, two or seven 

thousand years of messianic rule (Justin, Dial. 81; b. Sanh. 99a: Midr. Ps. 90:17; Pesiq. R. 

1:7). 

Although it is sometimes said that the rule was only applied to eschatological matters 

(von Allmen, RTP 16 [1966] 262 n. 1; cf. Strobel, Untersuchungen, 93), this delimitation is 

not in fact true. The rule was sometimes used to prove from Prov 8:30 that the Torah 

preceded the creation of the world by two thousand years (Gen. Rab. 8:2; Lev. Rab. 19:1; 

Cant. Rab. 5:11). Moreover, the earliest attested and the commonest use was with reference 

to Gen 2:17, where the ―day,‖ understood as a thousand years, could include the 930 years 

of Adam’s life (Jub. 4:30; Justin, Dial. 81; Irenaeus, Adv Haer. 5.23.2; Midr. Ps. 25:8; Gen. 

Rab. 19:8; 22:1; Num. Rab. 5:4; Pirqe R. El. 18). However, all these applications of the 

exegetical rule are strictly chronological. The point is not, as originally in Ps 90:4, to 

contrast God’s everlasting life with the transience of human life, but simply to yield the 

chronological information that one of God’s days, when Scripture mentions them, is equal 

to a thousand of our years. 

If these parallels are to govern the interpretation of 2 Pet 3:8, then the v must mean 

that ―the day of judgment,‖ mentioned in v 7, will last a thousand years. Verse 8 is then not 

a contribution to the debate about the alleged delay of the Parousia, but an almost 

parenthetical explanation of the eschatological expectation set out in v 7. 



Now it is true that 2 Pet 3:8 appears to cite the current exegetical rule in the first half of 

the saying (―with the Lord one day is as a thousand years‖: this is closer to Ps 90:4 than 

the usual formulation of the rule in the rabbinic writings, but for comparable forms, cf. 

Barn. 15:4; Justin, Dial. 81; Irenaeus, Adv Haer. 5.23.2; 5.28.3), while the second half of 

the saying (―a thousand years are as one day‖) could be understood as a quotation of Ps 

90:4 introduced to back up the rule. However, this distinction between the two halves of the 

saying is not very natural. If the two halves are taken together as complementary, they do 

not readily appear to be an instance of the usual exegetical rule used in chronological 

calculations. Moreover, the proposed exegesis of v 8 is very hard to sustain in context: (1) 

The introductory words of v 8 formally indicate a fresh line of thought (see 

Form/Structure/Setting section), not an explanatory footnote to v 7. (2) If v 8 means that the 

day of judgment will last a thousand years, it contributes nothing to the argument against 

the scoffers. It is hard to believe that in such a brief section the author would have allowed 

himself this quite redundant comment. (3) It is hard to see how a thousand-year-long day of 

judgment could fit into the eschatology of 2 Peter. 

Neyrey (Polemic, 298–300; JBL 99 [1980] 429–300) occupies a midway position 

between the two groups of exegetes. He sees the application of the exegetical rule to Gen 

2:17 as the relevant Jewish parallel, and points out that sometimes this was explained by 

the idea that God in his mercy delayed Adam’s punishment for a thousand years (Gen. Rab. 

22:1). This provides a link with 2 Pet 3:9. But, interesting though this parallel is, it cannot 

explain 2 Pet 3:8 satisfactorily. The application of the exegetical rule to Gen 2:17 is always 

a chronological calculation, interpreting the ―day‖ of the text to mean a thousand years. 

On this analogy, 2 Pet 3:8 could only refer to the delay of the Parousia if the Parousia had 

been promised within ―a day‖ or perhaps ―days.‖ Of course, it had not. 

Must we then conclude, with the majority of commentators, that the author’s use of Ps 

90:4 in this v is entirely unprecedented? In fact there are several instances of the use of this 

v in Jewish literature which the commentators have not previously noticed, but which may 

be more relevant parallels to 2 Pet 3:8 than the material already discussed. 

The first is a piece of rabbinic exegesis (Pirqe R. El. 28; and the same tradition in 

 76) which belongs to the tradition of apocalyptic interpretation of the revelation 

to Abraham in Gen 15. It is ascribed to the early second-century Rabbi Eleazar b. Azariah, 

and although the attestation is late, the fact that it seems closely related to the traditions 

embodied in the Apoc. Abr. (chaps. 28–30; cf. Bauckham, TynBul 31 [1980] 23 n. 42; this 

apocalypse dates from C. A.D. 100) may indicate its antiquity. From the text of Gen 15 it is 

deduced that the period during which Abraham (according to Gen 15:11) drove away the 

birds of prey from the sacrificial carcases was a day, from sunrise to sunset. The birds of 

prey are taken to represent the Gentile oppressors of Israel during the period of the four 

kingdoms. Therefore, R. Eleazar says, ―From this incident thou mayest learn that the rule 

of these four kingdoms will only last one day according to the day of the Holy One‖ (Pirqe 

R. El. 28, tr. Friedlander). The reference to ―the day of the Holy One‖ must be to the 

maxim, ―A day of the Lord is a thousand years.‖ 

The relevance of this text is that, unlike the other rabbinic texts already mentioned, it 

does relate to the delay of the End, for in Jewish apocalyptic the period of the four 

kingdoms is precisely the period of eschatological delay. Moreover, the exegesis is 

probably not intended as a chronological calculation, at any rate primarily, again unlike 

the other texts. The point is that whereas for oppressed Israel the period of the rule of the 



four kingdoms seems very long, from God’s eternal perspective it is extremely short (―only 

one day‖). This reflection therefore has the function of consolation for Israel, in that it 

relativizes the importance of the period of Gentile domination. It thus provides a parallel to 

the thought of 2 Pet 3:8, which is surely that those who complain of the delay have got it 

out of perspective: in the perspective of eternity it is only a short time. 

It is impossible to be quite sure that the material in Pirqe R. El. 28 is of sufficiently early 

date to be relevant to 2 Peter, but there are three other parallels which raise no problems 

of dating. Sir 18:9–11 is not an explicit allusion to Ps 90, but is probably inspired by it: 

―The number of man’s days is great if he reaches a hundred years [cf. Ps 90:10]. Like a 

drop of water from the sea and a grain of sand so are a few years in the day of eternity [cf. 

Ps 90:4]. Therefore the Lord is patient (ejmakroquvmhsen) with them and pours out his 

mercy upon them‖ (RS
v; cf. also 18:26). The context here has no reference to eschatology, 

and although it is tempting to see in the reference to God’s patience in v 11 a parallel to 2 

Pet 3:9 (makroqumeì, ―he is forbearing‖), the thought is rather different in each case. 

Nevertheless, Sir 18:10 is evidence that the original idea in Ps 90:4, the contrast between 

the brevity of human life and God’s eternity, could be well appreciated by a later Jewish 

writer. 

A similar passage, rather more clearly derived from Ps 90:4, is 2 Apoc. Bar. 48:12–13: 

―For in a little time are we born, and in a little time do we return. But with thee the hours 

are as the ages, and the days are as the generations.‖ This contrast between the endless 

existence of God and the transience of human life is the basis for a plea for God’s mercy 

(48:11, 14–19), a similar thought to that of Sir 18:9–11, and probably based on Ps 

90:13–17. Here, however, the context is eschatological. Baruch’s plea for mercy is a plea 

for the eschatological deliverance, and the reference to God’s eternal perspective on the 

passage of time links up with a frequent theme in the Apoc. Bar.: the divine sovereignty over 

the times. Because, unlike man, God surveys the whole course of history and is sovereign 

over all events, determining their times, he alone knows the time of the End which he has 

appointed (48:2–3; and cf. 21:8, 10; 54:1; 56:2). Thus, although the allusion to Ps 90:4 in 

2 Apoc. Bar. 48:13 is not a precise parallel to 2 Pet 3:8, because it is not intended to 

explain the eschatological delay, it does provide a general parallel, in that it contrasts the 

transience of human life and the everlasting life of God, in the context of a concern with the 

time of the End which the everlasting God appoints. 

Finally, Bib. Ant. 19:13a: ―But this age [correcting celum to seculum] will be in my 

sight like a cloud which flies quickly by and like yesterday which passes.‖ This clear 

allusion to Ps 90:4 is addressed by God to Moses at the time of his death. The period which 

will pass so rapidly in God’s sight is the period from Moses’ death to his resurrection at 

the End (19:12, 13b), a period which 19:15b apparently indicates will be about 1500 years 

(accepting the present text and reckoning with C. Perrot and P.-M. Bogaert (eds.), 

PseudoPhilon, Les Antiquités Bibliques, vol. 2 [SC 230; Paris: Editions du Cerf, 1976] 

134–35), or perhaps 4500 years (according to the emendation proposed by L. H. Feldman, 

in M. R. James [ed(s).], The Biblical Antiquities of Philo [2nd ed(s).; New York: Ktav, 

1971], p. CV; and M. Wadsworth, ―The Death of Moses and the Riddle of the End of Time 

in Pseudo-Philo,‖ JJS 28 [1977] 14–15). It is therefore clear that the allusion to Ps 90:4 is 

not intended as a chronological reckoning, but makes the point that, although the period 

until the End may seem long by human standards, in God’s sight it passes rapidly. (This is 

confirmed by 19:15a which, although textually corrupt, certainly means that the lapse of 



time before the End is in reality inconsiderable.) Thus in a Jewish apocalyptic passage 

from the late first century A.D. we find a use of Ps 90:4 very similar to the use of it in Pirqe 

R. El. 28. 

These four parallels establish that in Jewish literature Ps 90:4 was used with reference to 

the contrast between the brevity of human life and God’s eternity, that it was so used in 

apocalyptic contexts, and specifically that it was used with reference to the period of time 

up to the End, to indicate that although this period may seem long by human reckoning, in 

God’s eternal perspective it is short. The thought of 2 Pet 3:8 may plausibly be regarded as 

borrowed from a Jewish apocalypse which made this point. 

The essential meaning of miva hJmevra para; kurivw/ wJ" civlia e[th kai; civlia e[th wJ" 
hJmevra miva (―with the Lord one day is as a thousand years and a thousand years are as 

one day‖) is therefore that in God’s eyes a long period may appear short. Possibly the 

repetition of the statement in reverse is intended to allow also for the opposite contrast (e.g. 

God gives ample time for repentance v 9], but to the unrepentant the End may come all too 

soon), but it may be merely for stylistic effect. The two halves of the sentence could have the 

same meaning (―One-day-before-the-Lord is as a thousand years, and a thousand years 

are as one-day-before-the-Lord‖: so Spitta; Harnisch, Existenz, 106). The fact that 2 Apoc. 

Bar. 48:13 reads ―with thee the hours are as the ages,‖ when the meaning really requires 

―the ages are as the hours,‖ should perhaps caution against too strict an interpretation. 

The intended contrast between man’s perception of time and God’s is not a reference to 

God’s eternity in the sense of atemporality (Luther, Chaine). It does not imply, as 

Käsemann complains, ―a philosophical speculation about the being of God, to which a 

different conception of time is made to apply from that which applies to us‖ (―Apologia,‖ 

194), so that the very idea of the delay of the Parousia becomes meaningless and nothing 

can any longer be said about the time until the Parousia. The point is rather that God’s 

perspective on time is not limited by a human life span. He surveys the whole of history and 

sets the times of events in accordance with his agelong purpose. His perspective is so much 

more comprehensive than that of men and women who, accustomed to short-term 

expectations, are impatient to see the Parousia in their own lifetime. 

Nor does this v imply that the Christian should discard the imminent expectation so 

characteristic of primitive Christianity (against Fornberg, Early Church, 68). Of course, 

the figures used in v 8—a thousand years, one day—are borrowed from Ps 90:4 and its use 

in Jewish apocalyptic; they tell us nothing about the actual length of the period the author 

of 2 Peter expected to elapse before the Parousia (against Windisch). The author in fact 

continues to speak as though his readers will be alive at the Parousia (1:19; 3:14). This is 

not at all surprising. It was characteristic of Jewish and Christian apocalyptic to hold in 

tension the imminent expectation and an acknowledgment of eschatological delay (see 

Bauckham, TynBul 31 [1980] 3–36). Second Peter’s readers may continue to expect the 

Day of the Lord which will come unexpectedly like a thief, but lest they succumb to the 

skepticism of the scoffers, they must also consider that the delay which seems so lengthy to 

us may not be so significant within that total perspective on the total course of history 

which God commands. Because he alone has such a perspective, God retains the date of 

the End in his own knowledge and power, and it cannot be anticipated by any human 

calculation. 

9. ouj Braduvnei kuvriop" th̀" ejpaggeliva" w[" tinr" Braduth̀ta hJgou`ntai, ―the 

Lord is not late in fulfilling the promise, according to some people’s idea of lateness.‖ The 

opening words of this verse are probably dependent on the last words of Hab 2:3, a verse 



which, as Strobel has shown in great detail (Untersuchungen, chaps 1–2), was the locus 

classicus for reflection on the problem of delay in Judaism (Hab 2:3 LXX, Aquila; Isa 

13:22; 51:14 LXX; Sir 32:22 [Hebrew]; 35:19 LXX; 1QpHab 7:5–12; Heb 10:37; 2 Apoc. 

Bar. 20:6; 48:39; b. Sanh. 97b). In Hab 2:3b, LXX and Aquila, the subject is not ―it‖ (the 

vision), as in MT, but ―he,‖ i.e. God in his eschatological coming (Strobel, Untersuchungen, 

53–55; cf. also 2 Apoc. Bar. 48:39; Sir 32:22/35:19). No doubt, in 2 Peter’s apocalyptic 

source, kuvrio" (―Lord‖) was God, but, following normal early Christian practice (cf. Heb 

10:37), our author may take the subject to be Christ. It is difficult to be certain (cf. 2:9, 11; 

3:8, 10, 15). rjay 
 (RS

v: ―delay‖) in Hab 2:3 is translated xronivsh/, ―he will delay‖ in LXX, but 

Braduneì, ―he will be late,‖ in Aquila’s version, which may here represent a traditional 

translation already current in the time of 2 Peter (cf. Strobel, Untersuchungen, 68–69, 90, 

146–47). Some commentators think 2 Peter is dependent, not directly on Hab 2:3, but on 

Sir 35:19 LXX (Schlosser, RB 80 [1973] 34; contra Strobel, Untersuchungen, 89–90), where 

certainly the combination of Braduvnh/ (―will be late‖) and makroqumhvsh/ (―will be 

forbearing‖) is a striking parallel to 2 Pet 3:9. But Braduvnh/ there translates not rjay 
 but hmhmty 
 (cf. Strobel, Untersuchungen, 63), i.e. the delay which Hab 2:3 acknowledges, not the 

delay (lateness) which it denies, while the thought in Sir 35:19 is rather different from that 

of 2 Pet 3:9. Probably both texts reflect a traditional association of Hab 2:3 with the theme 

of God’s makroqumiva (―forbearance‖). th`" ejpaggeliva" (―the promise‖) of course refers 

back to v 4 (―the promise of his coming‖). 

The statement is not meant to rule out any kind of delay, for in his reference to the 

Lord’s forbearance in the second half of this v the author clearly acknowledges a 

deferment of the Parousia, at any rate from the human point of view. What he here denies is 

that the Lord is ―late,‖ in the sense that he has failed to fulfill the promise (so Harnisch, 

Existenz, 107). The meaning is almost (see Note): ―The Lord is not too late to fulfill the 

promise.‖ The scoffers held that the promise had set a time-limit (the lifetime of the 

apostolic generation) which had now passed, and so the promise had not been and would 

not be fulfilled. Our author replies that the Lord may seem late to the scoffers—―according 

to some people’s idea of lateness‖ (for the use of tine" see Comment on Jude 4)—but in v 

8 he has already shown that God cannot be confined to human ideas of lateness. He does 

not explicitly face the issue of the alleged time-limit in the prophecy of the Parousia, but 

simply denies that the delay in fulfillment means that there will be no fulfillment. The Lord 

remains sovereign over the time of the End, and defers it in his own good purpose, as the 

writer will go on to explain. 

As Harnisch points out (Existenz, 108), this rejection of the scoffers’ view has 

something of the character of an authoritative rebuke, in that the author contradicts them 

in the words of the classic text on the subject from the prophetic word: Hab 2:3. However, 

the author does not simply counter the scoffers’ argument with authority; he also produces, 

from the resources of the Jewish apocalyptic tradition, a theological understanding of the 

problem of eschatological delay (vv 8, 9b). 

For this interaction between our author and the scoffers, there is an interesting parallel in 

later rabbinic tradition: ―R. Samuel b. Nahmani [c 260 A.D.] said in the name of R. 

Jonathan [c 220]: Blasted be the bones of those who calculate the end. For they would say, 

since the predetermined time has arrived, and yet he has not come, he will never come‖ (b. 



Sanh. 97b, Soncino tr.). Like 2 Peter, R. Jonathan went on to counter this skepticism by 

citing Hab 2:3. 
ajlla; makroqumeì eij" uJma`" mh; Boulovuenov" tinas" ajpolevsqai ajlla; pavnta" ei\ 

metavnoian cwrhs̀ai, ―but he is forbearing toward you, because it is not his will that any 

should perish, but that all should come to repentance.‖ The idea of God’s ―forbearance‖ 

(―longsuffering, patience‖: makroqumiva) derives from the OT description of God as ―slow 

to anger‖ in Exod 34:6, the central OT revelation of God’s character, and the numerous 

passages which echo that text (Num 14:18; Neh 9:17; Pss 86:15 [LXX 85:15]; 103:8 [LXX 

102:8]; 145:8 [LXX 144:8]; Joel 2:13; Jonah 4:2; Nah 1:3; Wis 15:1: in all these vv the 

LXX translation is makrovqumo" ―forbearing‖; see also CD 2:4; 1QH 16:16; 4 Ezra 7:134). 

It is that quality by which God bears with sinners, holds back his wrath, refrains from 

intervening in judgment as soon as the sinner’s deeds deserve it, though not indefinitely (cf. 

4 Ezra 7:33; Sir 5:4–7). In Jewish theology it has a strongly chronological implication 

(Strobel, Untersuchungen, 31): God’s forbearance creates an interval, a period of respite, 

while judgment is deferred and a last opportunity for repentance is allowed (cf. the 

discussion of God’s forbearance in H. Küng, Justification: The Doctrine of Karl Barth and 

a Catholic Reflection, tr. T. Collins, E. E. Tolk & D. Grandskou [London: Burns & Oates, 

1965] 147–54). 

The divine ―longsuffering‖ was naturally associated with the opportunity for repentance 

(e.g. Joel 2:12–13; Jonah 4:2, cf. 3:10; Rom 2:4; Herm. Sim. 8:11:1; Clem. Hom. 11:7:2; 

cf. Wis 11:23), and also with eschatology: only God’s patience with sinners can account for 

the fact that he does not immediately intervene with eschatological judgment (1 Enoch 

60:5; Ign. Eph. 11:1; Justin, 1 Apol. 28; Clem. Hom. 9:19:1; 16:20). It is an especially 

prominent theme in the Syriac Apoc. Bar., which wrestles with the problem of 

eschatological delay and, like 2 Peter, appeals to the notion of God’s forbearance (11:3; 

12:4; 21:20–21; 24:2; 48:29; 59:6; 85:8). If the author finds God’s tolerance of Israel’s 

enemies incomprehensible, God’s patience with his own people, delaying the final 

judgment to give them the opportunity of repentance, provides at least a partial answer to 

the problem of eschatological delay (see Bauckham, TynBul 31 [1980] 15–19). Evidently 

the idea of divine forbearance belonged to the traditional resources of Jewish apocalyptic 

in the face of the problem of delay (cf. also 4 Ezra 3:30; 7:33, 74; 9:21; 7:134). It 

permitted the appeal to God’s sovereignty over the times to be filled out with some attempt 

to understand God’s purpose in the delay, by relating it to his character as ―slow to 

anger.‖ 

We should note that the association of repentance with the coming and the deferment of 

the End was also traditional. The time up to the eschatological judgment was the time for 

repentance; with the coming of the End opportunity for repentance would cease and 

forbearance give place to justice and wrath (2 Apoc. Bar. 89:12; 4 Ezra 7:33–34, 82; 9:11; 

Acts 17:30–31; 2 Clem 8:2–3; 16:1). Thus it was thought that the End would come only 

after the repentance of God’s people (T. Mos. 1:18; T. Jud. 23:15; T. Dan 6:4; Acts 

3:19–21). A famous debate between R. Eliezer b. Hyrcanus and R. Joshua b. Hananiah, 

which may be authentic and therefore date from the late first century A.D., concerned this 

issue ( 5;  1:1; b. Sanh. 97b–98a; tr. in J. Neusner, 

Eliezer ben Hyrcanus: The Tradition and the Man, vol. 1 [SJLA 3; Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1973] 

477–79; on the debate, see Bauckham, TynBul 31 [1980] 10–14). R. Joshua, maintaining 

the traditional apocalyptic belief in God’s sovereign determination of the time of the End, 



held that it would come at the appointed time, whether or not Israel repented. R. Eliezer, on 

the other hand, made the coming redemption conditional on Israel’s repentance. Probably 

this represents an attempt to understand the delay of redemption in the difficult times 

following the catastrophe of the fall of the second Temple in A.D. 70. 

It is not quite clear whether Eliezer thought that the divinely appointed date for the End 

had actually been postponed because of Israel’s sins (so Strobel, Untersuchungen, 23–26), 

as some later rabbis certainly held (b. Sanh. 97b; . 9a), or that there was no 

fixed date for the End (so E. E. Urbach, The Sages: Their Concepts and Beliefs, tr. I. 

Abrahams, vol. 1 [Jerusalem: Magnes Press, 1975] 669), or that Israel’s repentance was 

itself part of God’s predetermined plan (so Bauckham, TynBul 31 [1980] 13). The same 

ambiguity exists in 2 Peter (cf. the controversy between Strobel, Untersuchungen, 91–92, 

and Harnisch, Existenz, 108–9 n. 59, about whether 2 Peter follows R. Eliezer’s view). 

Does the author mean that lack of repentance on humanity’s part can defer the Parousia 

(3:9), while repentance and good works can hasten its coming (3:12: see Comment), so 

that it is really not God, but humanity, that determines the date of the Parousia? He 

certainly does admit that, from the human point of view, there is a deferment, for the sake 

of human repentance, so that the Parousia comes later than was originally expected. 

Conversely, if there is repentance, it may come sooner than we might otherwise expect, if 

we take account of the divine forbearance. But this does not necessarily detract from the 

divine sovereignty. Not human sin, but divine forbearance, which cannot be constrained, 

determines the delay. It is the sovereign God who graciously grants an interval for 

repentance. From his eternal perspective on the course of history (cf. v 8) he can 

incorporate such an interval into his plan. Our author does not actually suggest that this 

interval can last indefinitely while Christians remain unrepentant. There can be no 

presuming on the Lord’s patience (cf. Rom 2:4). The persistently unrepentant will find that 

judgment comes unexpectedly soon (v 10a). 

tina" (―any‖) does not take up tine" (―some people‖) in v 9a, but contrasts with pavnta" 

(―all‖): God desires all, without exception, to repent and escape damnation. But pavnta" 

(―all‖) is clearly limited by uJma`" (―you‖). There is no thought here of the Christian 

mission (against A. L. Moore, The Parousia in the New Testament [NovTSup 13; Leiden: 

E.J. Brill, 1966] 154). The author remains close to his Jewish source, for in Jewish thought 

it was usually for the sake of the repentance of his own people that God delayed judgment. 

Here it is for the sake of the repentance of 2 Peter’s Christian readers. No doubt 

repentance from those sins into which some of them have been enticed by the false teachers 

(2:14, 18; 3:17) is especially in mind. We need not suppose that the author put the false 

teachers themselves entirely beyond possibility of repentance and salvation, but here he 

addresses his readers, who are distinguished from the false teachers (3:5, 8, 17). 

For the idea of the present respite before the Parousia as granted for Christians to 

repent, cf. especially Hermas (passim; especially Sim. 9; and note 9:14:2; 10:4:4), and the 

emphasis on repentance before the End in 2 Clem (8:1–3; 13:1; 16:1; 17:1; and note that 

16:1 precedes the quotation in 16:3 which corresponds to 2 Pet 3:10). For the thought that 

God does not desire people to perish but to repent, cf. Ezek 18:23, 32; 33:11 (echoed in the 

Letter of the churches of Lyons and Vienne, ap. Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 5.1.46); 1 Tim 2:4; 1 

Clem 8:5 (―he desires all his beloved ones to participate in repentance‖). Of course, the 

principle of 2 Pet 3:9, that the Lord in his forbearance defers the End to give opportunity 

for repentance, can be validly extended, beyond the reference to Christians which it has in 



2 Peter, to God’s desire that all people should repent (cf. Acts 17:30; Justin, 1 Apol. 28). 

Some commentators (Spicq, Kelly) and especially Neyrey (JBL 99 [1980] 415, 425–27) 

point out pagan parallels to the controversy in 3:9, especially in Plutarch’s De sera 

numinis vindicata. Epicurus’ argument against providence appealed to the delay of divine 

judgment (548C, 549B: Braduthv", ―lateness,‖ as in 2 Pet 3:9), and among several 

counter arguments, Plutarch explains that the delay demonstrates God’s ―gentleness and 

magnanimity‖ (praovth" kai; mrgaloYuciva: 551C) and gives opportunity for repentance 

(551D: metavn oian). We have already noted (see Comment on 2:3b) that the false teachers 

may have been influenced by Epicurean polemic against the idea of divine judgment, but it 

is unlikely that our author’s reply to them was indebted to pagan anti-Epicurean polemic. 

The parallels in Jewish literature are closer and, in view of the thoroughly Jewish 

apocalyptic character of 2 Pet 3, much more relevant. 

Strobel (Untersuchungen, 94–96; cf. also Neyrey, JBL 99 [1980] 424–25) sees a Flood 

typology behind 3:9. Jewish tradition (Tg. Ps.-J. and Neof. Gen 6:3; Philo, Quaest. Gen. 

1.91; and cf. J.P. Lewis, A Study of the Interpretation of Noah and the Flood in Jewish and 

Christian Literature [Leiden; E.J. Brill, 1968] 130 n. 8) held that the Flood was delayed 

120 years to give opportunity for repentance, and, following such traditions, 1 Pet 3:20 

says that ―God’s forbearance (makroqumiva) waited in the days of Noah.‖ It would fit into 

the general tradition of a correspondence between the Flood and the End, which 2 Peter 

follows in 2:5; 3:6–7, to see the delay of the Flood as corresponding typologically to the 

delay of the End. But there is no hint of such a typology in 3:9, which is completely 

explicable by reference to Jewish traditions about the delay of the End, without reference to 

traditions about the delay of the Flood. The coincidence with 1 Pet 3:20 (makroqumiva) 

probably derives from independent influence of similar Jewish ideas, about the Flood in 1 

Peter, about the End in 2 Peter. There is insufficient evidence to postulate a Flood typology 

in 2 Pet 3:9. 

10. h[xei de; hJmevra kurivou wJ" klevpth", ―but the day of the Lord will come like a thief.‖ 

h[xri (―will come‖) placed first is emphatic. In contrast (dev is adversative) to any mistaken 

inference from v 9b that God’s forbearance cancels the day of judgment, it is made clear 

that it is only delayed and will certainly come (cf. 2 Apoc. Bar. 12:4). Perhaps the allusion 

to Hab 2:3 (Aquila: ejrcovmeno" h[xei kai; ouj Braduneì, ―he will surely come and will not 

be late‖) in v 9a is here continued. 

Thus God’s forbearance is no reason for sinners to continue in sin without fear of 

judgment (cf. Sir 5:4–7), the more so since the coming of the End is not only certain but 

also unpredictable. It will come with the unexpectedness of a burglar. As with all other NT 

instances of this metaphor (Matt 24:43–44; Luke 12:39–40; 1 Thess 5:2; Rev 3:3; 16:15), 

derived from Jesus’ parable (see Form/Structure/Setting section), it conveys both 

unexpectedness and threat. To those who, in spite of the opportunity which the Lord’s 

forbearance has allowed them, remain unrepentant, the Day of the Lord should be a fearful 

prospect, for it marks the end of that forbearance and the arrival of judgment. 

oiJ oujranoi; rJoixhdo;n pareleuvsontai, ―the heavens will pass away with a roar. 

parevrcesqai, ―to pass away,‖ is used of the passing away of heaven and earth in Gospel 

sayings (Matt 5:18; 24:35; Mark 13:31; Luke 16:17; 21:33; cf. Did. 10:6), whence perhaps 

our author derived it. For the idea, cf. 1 Enoch 91:16; Rev 21:1; Clem. Rec. 2:68:3. The 

more picturesque image of the sky rolled up like a scroll is used in Isa 34:4; Rev 6:14; 

Apoc. Pet. ap. Macarius Magnes, Apocrit. 4.7; Sib. Or. 3:82; 8:414; Gos. Thom. 111. 



rJoizhdovn (―with a roar‖) is an onomatopoeic word, used of hissing, rushing, whizzing, 

crackling sounds, and most commentators (following Pseudo-Oecumenius in PG 119.616) 

refer to the crackle or roar of flames consuming the firmament. There are various parallels 

in passages describing the eschatological conflagration: Sib. Or. 4:175: kovsmo" a[pa" 
muvkhna kai; o[mBrimon h\con ajkouvsei, ―the whole world shall hear a rumbling [of 

thunder] and a mighty roar‖; 1QH 3:32–36, tr. Vermes: ―the deeps of the Abyss shall groan 

amid the roar of heaving mud. The land shall cry out because of the calamity fallen upon 

the world, and all its deeps shall howl.… For God shall sound his mighty voice, and his 

holy abode shall thunder with the truth of his glory. The heavenly hosts shall cry out‖; 

Apoc. El. 3:82: the Lord ―will command (keleuvein) in a great rage, that the heaven and 

the earth produce fire‖; cf. also Apoc. Thom. days 1–6. These suggest that in 2 Peter the 

noise may either be that of the conflagration itself, or it may be the thunder of the divine 

voice (rJoizhma is used of thunder in Lucian, Jup. Trag. 1). The latter is a standard element 

in theophany descriptions: God’s thunderous roar announces his coming as a wrathful 

warrior, and nature quakes and flees before him (Pss 18:13–15 [LXX 17:14–16]; 77:18 

[LXX 76:19]; 104:7 [LXX 103:7]; Amos 1:2; Joel 4:16 [EVV. 3:16]; cf. 4 Ezra 13:4; 1 

Thess 4:16). If this is the meaning here, then rJoizhdovn (―with a roar‖) contributes to a 

description, not simply of cosmic destruction, but of the divine Judge coming to judgment, 

the fire of his wrath consuming all before him. 

stoiceìa de; kausouvmena luqhvsetai, ―the heavenly bodies will be dissolved in the 

heat.‖ The meaning of stoiceìa here is disputed. There are three main possibilities: (1) 

The elements of which all physical things are composed, and of which there were normally 

thought to be four: water, air, fire, earth (this interpretation is adopted by Reicke; Olivier, 

―Correction,‖ 150; Delling, TDNT 7, 686). This was a normal meaning of stoiceìa (TDNT 

7, 672–79; Herm. Vis. 3:13:3; Aristides, Apol. 3–7). If 2 Peter’s description of the 

conflagration is influenced by Stoic ideas, then it is relevant that the Stoics spoke of the 

dissolution of all the elements into the primal element, fire, in the cosmic conflagration. 

This interpretation might also be supported by reference to the descriptions of the 

conflagration in the Sib. Or. According to an obscure statement in Sib. Or. 3:80–81, ―all 

the elements (stoicei`a) of the world will be widowed (chreuvsei)‖; later Sibylline writers 

interpreted these elements as air, earth, sea, light, heaven, days, nights (Sib. Or. 2:206–7; 

8:337–39), a list which suggests not so much the four elements as the various constituent 

Parts of the universe. But a reference either to the four elements or to this Sibylline list of 

elements is not very appropriate in 2 Pet 3:10, between a reference to the heavens and a 

reference to the earth. Moreover, the fact that in v 12, and probably in v 10 too, stoiceìa 

corresponds to pa`sai aiJ dunavmei" (―all the powers of the heavens‖) in Isa 34:4 LXX (see 

below) is decisively against this view. 

(2) The heavenly bodies (sun, moon and stars) is the interpretation favored by most 

commentators. This meaning of stoiceìa is well attested for the second century A.D. (TDNT 

7, 681–82; Theophilus, Ad Autol. 1.4–6; 2.15, 35; Justin, 2 Apol. 5.2; Dial. 23.3; 

Polycrates, ap. Eusebius, Hist. Eccl. 3.31.2; Tatian, Oratio 9–10). In view of the second 

mention of the stoiceìa in v 12, which says that they will ―melt‖ (thvketai), it is clear 

that 2 Peter’s references to the stoiceìa are ultimately dependent on Isa 34:4 LXX (B, 

Lucian): takhvsontai pa`sai aiJ dunavnei" tẁn oujranẁn (―all the powers of the heavens 

will melt‖). In 2 Clem 16:3, which seems to be 2 Peter’s immediate source (see 

Form/Structure/Setting section), this clause appears as: takhvsontai tine" tine" tẁn 



oujranẁn (―some of the heavens will melt‖), but the text is almost certainly corrupt, and 

tine" (―some‖) should be corrected to dunavmei" (―powers‖; so J. B. Lightfoot, The 

Apostolic Fathers Part 1 vol. 2 [London; Macmillan, 1890] 250). Thus, if stoiceìa is our 

author’s substitution for aiJ denavmei" twǹ aujranwǹ (―the powers of the heavens‖), he is 

most likely to have used it in the sense of ―heavenly bodies.‖ He will have made the 

substitution in accordance with his regular preference for Hellenistic religious vocabulary: 

stoiceìa in the sense of ―heavenly bodies‖ or ―zodiacal signs‖ was at home in the 

astrology of the period (TDNT 7, 681–82). It is worth noting that Apoc. Pet. E 5, following 

either 2 Pet 3:12 or Isa 34:4 or both, evidently took the reference to be to stars: ―And the 

stars shall be melted by flames of fire, as if they had not been created, and the fastnesses 

[or, powers] of heaven shall pass away for want of water and become as though they had 

not been created‖ (tr. NTApoc. 2, 671). 

(3) Angelic powers presiding over nature (Spitta, Kühl, von Soden). This suggestion points 

to Paul’s use (according to a common interpretation) of stoicei`a to refer to hostile 

spiritual powers (Gal 4:3; Col 2:8, 20). Second Peter’s dependence on Isa 34:4 may be 

thought to support this meaning, for there ―the host of heaven‖ (µymvh abx 
) are not simply the stars, but astral powers, and it is possible that this v in its LXX version 

was interpreted as a reference to angelic powers in T. Levi 4:1: ―the invisible spirits 

melting away‖ (twǹ ajravtwn pneumavtwn thkomevnwn). Since, both in Jewish and in pagan 

circles, the stars were often thought to be—or to be controlled by—spiritual beings, this 

meaning cannot be ruled out in 2 Peter, though it is really additional rather than an 

alternative to (2) (Schrage). 

kai; gh̀ kai; ta; ejn aujth̀/ e[rga eujreqhvsetai, ―and the earth and the works in it will be 

found.‖ This is a crux interpretum. euJreqhvsetai (―will be found‖) is undoubtedly the best 

reading (see Note), but the majority of exegetes have found it so difficult to give it an 

acceptable sense that they have had to reject it. Interpretations fall broadly into three 

categories: (1) support for variant readings; (2) emendations of the text, not supported by 

MS evidence; (3) ttempts to make sense of the reading euJreqhvsetai. 
(1) Support for variant readings. 

(a) katakahvsetai (―will be burned up‖) has found little support among the 

commentators (von Soden), but more support than it deserves among the English 

translations (A
v, R

v, RS
v, J

b). It cannot be original because it would then be impossible to 

explain the other readings. 

(b) ajfanisqhvsontai (―will vanish‖) is followed by one modern translation (GN
b), but 

must be rejected for the same reason as (a). 

(c) oujc euJreqhvsetai (―will not be found‖) gives excellent sense and is therefore 

preferred by some (Wand, Moffatt, Schrage; Bigg, 213; Fornberg, Early Church, 75–77). 

However, it should properly be considered as an emendation rather than as a variant 

reading. Its two occurrences (in ancient versions, not in Greek MS
s) have no chance of 

preserving the original reading, but they might be correct emendations of the text. As 

Mayor suggests, if oujc (―not‖) had been accidentally omitted in the autograph or in a very 

early copy from which all other MS
s derive, then the other readings could easily be 

explained. 

The expression ―will not be found‖ would be a Hebraism or Septuagintalism deriving 

from the common Hebrew use of axmn 
 (―to be found‖) to mean virtually ―to be, to exist.‖ Thus ―will not be found‖ (oujc 



euJrivskesqai) means ―will not exist‖ or ―will cease to exist‖ in Isa 35:9 LXX; Dan 11:19 Q 

and LXX; Pss. Sol. 14:9; Rev 16:20 (cf. 18:21). All these texts are in eschatological contexts 

readily comparable with 2 Pet 3:10. oujc eujreqhvsetai would be good apocalyptic style. 

As an emendation, the addition of oujc is the simplest proposed, and yields such an 

excellent sense that it must be considered the best solution unless the reading euJreqhvsetai 
can be given a satisfactory interpretation. 

(d) euJreqhvsetai luovmena (―will be found dissolved‖), the reading of P72
, seems not to 

have commended itself to any scholar. In spite of our author’s tendency to repeat words, 

the clumsy repetition of luvesqai three times in vv 10–11 is unlikely. 

It will be observed that all the variant readings (which must be regarded as ancient 

emendations of euJreqhvsetai) derive from the conviction that the context requires a word 

equivalent to ―destroyed.‖ The same conviction informs most of the modern emendations. 

(2) Emendations(a) purwqhvsetai (―will be burned‖) (Vansittart, JP 3 [1871] 

357–59).(b) ejkurwqhvsetai (―will be consumed by conflagration‖): the case for this 

emendation has been argued at length by Olivier (―Correction‖; followed by Windisch). 

ejkuroùsqai was the technical Stoic term used in connection with the cosmic conflagration 

(ejkpuvrwsi"). 

(c) rJuhvsetai or rJeuvsetai (―will flow‖) was suggested by Hort, and ajrqhvsetai (―will 

flow together‖) by Naber (according to Metzger, Textual Commentary, 706; and cf. Mayor, 

cc). 

(d) euJsetai* (―will be taken away‖) was tentatively suggested by Mayor. 

(e) euJsetai (―will be singed‖): F. F. Bruce suggested to me that our author, with his 

fondness for rare words, may have been misled by the Latin uro into thinking this is a more 

general word for burning (cf. Introduction, section on Language, for the suggestion that the 

author may have been a native Latin speaker). 

(f) kriqhvsetai (―will be judged‖) (Nestlé, according to Metzger, Textual Commentary, 

706). 

(g) ijqhvsetai or ejxiaqhvsetai (―will be healed‖) (Chase, according to Mayor, cc). 

Some other emendations emend not euJreqhvsetai but other parts of the clause: 

(h) gh` kai; a} ejn aujth̀/ e[rga euJreqhvsetai (―the earth and the works which are found 

in it‖) (Spitta, following Bultmann). 

(i) lh` kai; ta; ejn aujth̀/ e[rga ajrga; euJreqhvsetai (―the earth and the works in it will be 

found useless‖) (H. Bradshaw, according to James, 1v). 

(j) gh` kai; ta; ejn aujth̀/ ajrga; euJreqhvsetai (―the earth and all that is in it will be 

found as chaos‖) (Stauffer, New Testament Theology, 225, 320 n. 739; cf. 4 Ezra 7:30). 

(k) gh`/ kata; ta; ejn aujth̀/ e[rga euJreqhvsetai (―it shall be found to the earth according 

to the works in it,‖ i.e. ―the earth shall be judged according to the deeds done in it‖). 

Danker (ZNW 53 [1962] 82–86, summarized in Danker, 90–91) proposed this emendation 

by analogy with Pss. Sol. 17:8: kata; ta; aJmarthvmata aujtwǹ ajpodwvsei" aujtoì", oJ 
qeov", eujreqh̀nai aujtoi`" kata; ta; e[rga aujtwǹ ―according to their sins you will 

recompense them, O God, so that it may be found to them according to their works.‖ 

Danker is sometimes cited in support of the reading euJreqhvsetai, understood in a judicial 

sense (see (3)(b) below), but it should be noticed that the specialized judicial sense for 

which Pss. Sol. 17:8 seems to provide a parallel (Sir 16:14, cited by Spicq, is not a parallel, 

for euJrhvsei there probably means ―obtain‖) really requires Danker’s emendation. 

Some of these proposed emendations are more plausible than others, but we should not 



resort to emendation unless euJreqhvsetai proves incapable of a satisfactory sense. 

(3) The reading euJreqhvsetai. 
(a) euJreqhvsetai; (―will they be found?‖). Spicq, Kelly and Marin (EE 50 [1975] 233) 

read the clause as a rhetorical question (as originally suggested by Weiss), and so get the 

same general sense as oujc euJreqhvsetai (―will not be found‖). But this is forced (Prov 

11:31 = 1 Pet 4:18, which has pou`, ―where?‖, is not an adequate parallel). 

(b) euJreqhvsetai (―will be found‖). A minority of scholars (Chaine, Schelkle; Wilson, 

ExpTim 32 [1920–21] 44–45; Bonus, ExpTim 32 [1920–21] 280–81; Roberts, RestQ 6 

[1962] 32–33; Lenhard, ZNW 52 [1961] 128–29; ZNW 69 [1978] 136) argue for this 

reading, along similar lines, giving it the general sense of ―will be made manifest before 

God and his judgment.‖ 

The attempt to find a comparable usage of axm 
 (―to find‖) in the OT and euJrivskein (―to find‖) in the LXX is not wholly successful. 

These verbs are certainly common in contexts concerned with moral and judicial scrutiny, 

but are not used in quite the same way as 2 Pet 3:10 uses euJreqhvsetai. In general, there 

are three relevant categories of usage: (i) ―sin‖ or ―righteousness‖ (or synonyms) is 

―found‖ (e.g. 1 Sam 25:28; 26:18; 1 Kgs 1:52; Ps 17:3 (LXX 16:3); Jer 2:34; 50:20; Ezek 

28:15; Zeph 3:13; Mal 2:6; cf. Luke 23:4; John 18:38; 19:4; Acts 13:28; 23:9; 24:20; Rev 

14:5); (ii) someone is ―tound‖ righteous (or similar adjective) (e.g. Sir 44:17, 20; Dan 

5:27 Q; cf. I Cor 4:2; Rev 5:4; 1 Clem 9:3; 10:1); (iii) a criminal is said to be ―found,‖ 

meaning ―detected, discovered‖ (sometimes ―caught in the act‖) or ―caught‖ (e.g. Exod 

22:8; Deut 22:22, 28; Jer 50:24 (LXX 27:24); Ezra 10:18). None of these categories 

exactly fits 2 Pet 3:10. OT usage does not seem to support the absolute use of euJrivskein 

(―to find‖) meaning ―to subject to judgment,‖ and although Pss. Sol. 17:8 (see above, 

(2)(k)) seems to support some such meaning, the construction is different from that in 2 Pet 

3:10. (Barn. 21:6: poiei`te i}na euJreqh̀te ejn hJmevrà krivsew", ―act so that you may be 

found on the day of judgment,‖ is scarcely a valid parallel, fbr it uses ―to be found‖ in a 

positive sense, presumably as the opposite of ―not to be found‖ in the usage of (1)(c) 

above.) 

However, although the OT usage provides no exact parallel to euJreqhvsetai in 2 Pet 

3:10, it is possible that general familiarity with that usage could have influenced the choice 

of words, either by the author of 2 Peter or by the author of his source. At least it could 

provide the word with generally judicial overtones, and when full weight is given to the 

passive form as a ―divine‖ passive, meaning ―will be discovered by God,‖ a plausible 

sense is obtained which is by no means such a weak climax to the v as the English 

translation suggests, euJreqhvsetai is being used synonymously with fanhvsetai (―will 

appear‖), fanerwqhvsetai (―will be made manifest‖) or fanera; genhvsetai (―will 

become manifest‖), as used in similar contexts (Mark 4:22; Luke 18:17; John 3:21; 1 Cor 

3:13; 14:25; Eph 5:13; 2 Clem 16:3), but with the added connotation that it is God, the 

Judge, who will ―discover‖ the earth and its works. 

Wilson suggests the thought is this: when the intervening heavens are burned away, the 

earth and its works, from the divine point of view, become visible. This provides an ironic 

contrast with the picture of the wicked trying to hide f?om God at his eschatological 

coming to judgment (Isa 2:19; Hos 10:8; Rev 6:15–16). Thus the author ―with a fine sense 

of climax makes the passing away of the heavens and the destruction of the intermediate 

spiritual beings, while terrible in themselves, even more terrible in that they lead up to the 



discovery, naked and unprotected on the earth, of men and all their works by God. The 

Judgment is here represented not so much as a destructive act of’ God, as a revelation of 

him from which none can escape‖ (ExpTim 32 [1920–21) 44–45). Probably this view, that 

the manifestation of the earth is a consequence of the destruction of the heavens, is 

preferable to the view that kaiJ should be given adversative meaning: everything else will 

be destroyed, but the world of mankind and their deeds will remain to face judgment 

(Roberts, RestQ 6 [1962] 32–33; Lenhard, ZNW 52 [1961] 129). 

Further support for this interpretation comes from the context. The section 3:5–10 is by 

no means concerned solely with the Parousia as cosmic dissolution, but is primarily 

concerned with the Parousia as judgment of the wicked. The destruction of the universe is 

of interest to the author only as the means of judgment on men and women. The previous 

reference to the coming conflagration, in v 7, concludes on the same note of judgment as, 

according to the proposed interpretation, v 10 does. In v 10 itself, the introductory 

reference to the thief requires that which follows to describe not simply a dissolution of the 

physical universe, but a judgment which threatens the unrepentant (see above). Similarly 

the succeeding vv (11–14) locus very explicitly on the moral dimension of eschatology. In v 

14 (a[spiloi kai; ajmwvmhtoi aujtw`/ euJreqh̀nai, ―to be found without spot or blemish in his 

sight‖; for this usage of euJrivskein, cf. category (ii) above) there may be a deliberate 

contrast with euJreqhvsetai (―will be found‖) in v 10. In contrast to the wicked whose evil 

deeds will be ―found‖ by God to their condemnation (v 10), 2 Peter’s readers are to strive 

to be ―found‖ innocent (v 14). 

Against this interpretation, two major objections are made: (i) The context demands a 

reference to the annihilation of the earth. This objection has already been largely 

answered: in fact, a reference to the judgment of the wicked is, in context, a more 

appropriate climax to v 10. For the objection that v11a presupposes that the last words of v 

10 refer to dissolution (Kelly; Fornberg, Early Church, 76), see Comment on v 11a. (ii) gh̀ 

(―earth‖), following oiJ oujranoiv (―the heavens‖), must be the physical earth, and therefore 

ta; ejn aujtw`/ e[rga (―the works in/on it‖) must refer to the contents of the earth, as God’s 

creation, not to the (evil) deeds of men and women. It is true that in this context gh` cannot 

be given the sense simply of ―humanity,‖ but it can easily mean the physical earth as the 

scene of human history, the earth as the dwelling-place of humanity (cf. Matt 5:13; 10:34; 

Luke 12:49, 51; 18:8; John 17:4; and especially Rom 9:28). Given that the author is 

thinking, certainly, of a cosmic conflagration, but of a cosmic conflagration as the means of 

judgment on the wicked, this usage is entirely natural. 

Finally, comparison with 2 Clem 16:3, which (as we have argued in the 

Form/Structure/Setting section) may well be a quotation from the actual source which 2 

Peter here follows, supports the proposed interpretation and helps to counter objections to 

it: ―The day of judgment is now coming like a burning oven, and some [the powers?] of the 

heavens will melt, and all the earth (pa`sa hJ gh̀) [will be] like lead melting in fire, and 

then the secret and open works of men will appear (kai; tovte fanhvsetai ta; kruvfia kai; 
fanera; e[rga tẁn ajnqrwvpwn).‖ Since fanhvsetai (―will appear‖) and fanerav (―open, 

apparent‖) are here used rather awkwardly together, it is not impossible that the original 

text of the source quoted in 2 Clem had euJreqhvsetai, which 2 Peter 3:10 reproduces, 

rather than fanhvsetai, and that the author of 2 Clem, though correctly understanding 

euJreqhvsetai, found it a slightly odd usage and substituted the more natural fanhvsetai. If 
2 Clem 16:3 really does represent 2 Peter’s source, then it will be seen that the author of 2 



Peter, by omitting the phrase describing the earth (―like lead melting in fire‖) has made gh` 
(―the earth‖) as well as ta; e[rga (―the works‖) the subject of euJreqhvsetai (―will be 

found‖). No doubt he did this because he wished to move swiftly to the idea of judgment, 

and thought of the earth as the place where the deeds of the wicked were to be found, but 

when it is seen that he is abbreviating his source, then the slight awkwardness of his use of 

gh` (see objection (ii) above), as well as the grammatical incorrectness of the singular 

euJreqhvsetai (―will be found‖), become intelligible (cf. 2:11, 17, where his abbreviation of 

Jude has produced difficulties or infelicities). 

Even if the hypothesis—that 2 Clem 16:3 represents the source of 2 Pet 3:10—is not 

accepted, that v still provides an excellent parallel, which proves that a description of the 

eschatological conflagration which climaxes in the exposure of human deeds to judgment 

need not be thought surprising in 2 Pet 3:10 (against objection (i) above). Furthermore, the 

paraenetic context of 2 Clem 16:3, with its references to repentance (cf. especially 16:1; 

17:1, with 2 Pet 3:9), is comparable with the context in 2 Pet 3:9, 11–14. 

Explanation 

To meet the problem of the delay of the Parousia, the author puts forward two 

arguments, both already traditional in the Jewish apocalyptic’s treatment of the issue of 

eschatological delay. In the first place, God, who determines the time of the Parousia, does 

so from a different perspective on time from that of men and women. He is not limited by a 

human life span, but surveys the whole course of human history, so that, as the psalmist 

observed (Ps 90:4), periods which by human standards are of great length may be from his 

perspective very short. Those who complain of the delay of the Parousia, impatient to see it 

in their own lifetime, are limiting the divine strategy in history to the short-term 

expectations to which transient human beings are accustomed. But God’s purpose 

transcends such expectations. Thus the false teachers’ accusation, that it is now too late for 

the Parousia to be expected, is based on their own evaluation of ―lateness,‖ not necessarily 

on God’s. 

If, from the human perspective, the Parousia seems to be deferred, this delay must have 

its purpose in God’s direction of history. So the author’s second argument, again following 

traditional apocalyptic thinking, explains that the delay is a respite which God has 

graciously granted to his people before his intervention in judgment. It derives from one of 

the fundamental attributes of God, his forbearance, which characterizes God as ―slow to 

anger‖ (Exod 34:6), mercifully deferring his judgment so that sinners may have the 

opportunity to repent and escape condemnation. God delays the Parousia because he is not 

willing that any of his Christian people should perish. From this point of view, the delay of 

the Parousia should not be a matter for complaint. On the contrary, 2 Peter’s readers, 

especially those whom the false teachers have enticed into sin, should take advantage of the 

opportunity to repent. 

Lest anyone should think that sinners can therefore presume on God’s forbearance, 

taking advantage of the delay by not repenting, the author immediately stresses that God 

will not defer his judgment indefinitely. The day of judgment will come upon sinners with 

the unexpectedness of a burglar breaking in while the householder sleeps. 

The apocalyptic imagery which follows depicts not simply the dissolution of the cosmos but, 

more importantly, the eschatological coming of the divine Judge. When the wrathful voice 

of God thunders out of heaven and the fire of his judgment sets the sky ablaze, the 



firmament and the heavenly bodies will be destroyed, and the earth, the scene of human 

wickedness, will be exposed to his wrath. Then it will be impossible for the wicked to hide 

from God’s judicial scrutiny. They and their evil deeds will be discovered by him and 

condemned. 

In this and the preceding sections there is nothing specifically Christian about the 

eschatology. The lack of ―Christological orientation‖ (Käsemann) is such that it is not 

even possible to tell whether ―the Lord‖ is God or Christ. With the exception of the image 

of the thief derived from Jesus’ parable, the whole passage could have been written by a 

Jewish apocalyptist, and in fact it is quite probable that the author has closely followed a 

Jewish apocalyptic Source. This borrowing from Jewish apocalyptic is justified by the 

apologetic purpose of the passage. The objections of the false teachers were aimed against 

the expectation of eschatological judgment against the hope that God will not allow 

wickedness to prevail in his world forever, but will intervene finally to vindicate and to 

establish his righteousness. For this expectation primitive Christianity was indebted to 

Jewish apocalyptic, which was much concerned with this theme and which had also 

wrestled with the theological problem posed by the apparent delay of the eschatological 

judgment. It was therefore appropriate that our author should draw on the resources of 

Jewish apocalyptic tradition to counter his opponents’ objections. Both the apocalyptic 

hope for the triumph of God’s righteousness in the world and the apocalyptic 

understanding of eschatological delay remain valid for Christians, even though the 

specifically Christian interpretation of the eschatological hope with reference to Jesus 

Christ can also provide new perspectives on the judgment and its delay. 

Exhortation (3:11–16) 
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Translation 

11
Since all these things are to be dissolveda in this way,b what sort of people ought 

you to be, holy and godly in all your conduct, 
12

waiting for and hastening the coming of 

the Day of God, because of which the heavens will be dissolved in flames and the 

heavenly bodies melt in the heat. 
13

But according to his promise we are waiting for new 

heavens and a new earth, in which righteousness is at home. 
14

So, my dear friends, since you are waiting for these, strive to be found without spot or 

blemish in his sight, at peace, 
15

and regard the forbearance of our Lord as salvation, just 

as our dear brother Paul wrote to you in accordance with the wisdom given to him, 
16

as he 

does in all his other letters, whenever he speaks of these matters. His letters contain some 

things that are hard to understand, which the uninstructed and unstable people distort, as 



they do the other scriptures, so as to bring about their own destruction. 

Notes 

a. The present participle luomevnwn, lit. ―being dissolved,‖ is used with future sense: see 

Comment on 2:9 (kolazomevnou", ―being punished‖). 

b. It is difficult to decide between ou}tw" (P72
 B C P. al) and ou\n (a 

 A K L al), but since the latter provides a more logical connection with v 10 it may be a 

correction. 

Form/Structure/Setting 

In concluding his letter with a section of eschatological paraenesis, urging the moral 

implications of his eschatological teaching, the author not only rounds off his apologetic 

argument in an appropriate way, but also fulfills the requirements of the two literary genres 

in which he is writing: the apostolic letter and the testament. Eschatological paraenesis is 

not uncommon in the concluding sections of NT letters (cf. 1 Cor 15:58; Gal 5:7–10; Eph 

5:10–16; Phil 4:5; Col 4:5; 1 Tim 6:14; 2 Tim 4:1–5; 1 Pet 5:1–10), while many testaments 

include ethical exhortations with eschatological sanctions (1 Enoch 91:3–19; 94:1–5; Jub. 

36:3–11; 2 Apoc. Bar. 84–85; Bib. Ant. 33:1–3). 

Clearly v 12b, but probably also vv 12a, 13, whose content is thoroughly Jewish (see 

Comment; and cf. von Allmen, RTP 16 [1966] 263–64), derive from the Jewish apocalypse 

which underlies this chapter. It may be significant that the verb prosdoka`n, ―to wait for‖ 

(vv 12, 13, 14), which is not common with reference to eschatological expectation, occurs 

in the quotation in 1 Clem 23:5, which we suggested (see Form/Structure/Setting section on 

3:8–10) may derive from 2 Peter‘s apocalyptic source. 

The author‘s use of the present tense (instead of the future) in v 16b is his most blatant 

breach of the pseudepigraphal fiction, following as it does immediately after his reference, 

in Peter‘s persona, to ―our dear brother Paul,‖ and preceding immediately his resumption of 

the idea of prediction in v 17a (proginwvskonte", ―knowing in advance‖). 

Comment 

11. touvtwn ou}tw" pavntwn luomevnwn, ―since all these things are to be dissolved in this 

way.‖ This opening phrase may seem to contradict our interpretation of the last clause in v 

10, according to which that clause refers not to the dissolution of the earth but to the 

judgment of humanity. It is true that v 10 does not then refer explicitly to the dissolution of 

―all these things‖ (i.e. the heavens and the earth, cf. v 13), but only to the dissolution of the 

heavens. But this is probably because the author has abbreviated a source which made the 

dissolution of the earth explicit (see Comment on v 10), rather than because he wished to 

exclude the dissolution of the earth, which is implied in v 7 as well as in v 13. But why 

does v 11 not take up the thought of the judgment of human works with which, according 

to our interpretation, v 10 ends? The reason is that in vv 11–14 the author wishes to base 

his exhortation to his readers not only on the threat of judgment, but more broadly on the 

eschatological expectation of a new world of righteousness (v 13). Since the present world, 

the scene of human wickedness, is to disappear and be replaced by a new world, the home 

of righteousness, his readers should be the kind of people who will be able to live in that 



new world. Then when they face the judgment of God they will be found to be fit, not to 

perish with the old world, but to enter the new (v 14). Though the author‘s eschatological 

paraenesis, like that of the NT generally, contains a negative warning (the unrepentant will 

perish), its emphasis is positive (the hope for the triumph of God‘s righteousness demands 

righteous living now). 

ejn aJgivai" ajnastrofaì" kai; eujsebeivai", lit. ―in holy forms of behavior and godly 

acts‖: the force of the plurals, indicating many different forms of holy and godly behavior 

(cf. ajselgeivai", ―dissolute practices,‖ 2:2, 18), can only be conveyed in English by 

paraphrase (―holy and godly in all your conduct‖); cf. 1 Pet 1:15. For eujsebeivai", ―godly 

acts,‖ see Comment on 1:3; it is probably our author‘s vocabulary, rather than that of his 

source. 

12. prosdokẁnta", ―waiting for.‖ On eschatological ―waiting‖ in the NT, see Comment on 

Jude 21. The verb prosdokàn (also used of eschatological expectation in 2 Macc 7:14; 

12:44; Matt 11:3; Luke 7:19–20; 1 Clem 23:5; Ign. Pol. 3:2; Justin, Dial. 120.3; cf. Ign. 

Magn. 9:3) is used three times in vv 12–14. In view of the allusion to Hab 2:3 in v 9, it is 

probable that the emphasis on waiting in these vv also derives from that text, whose 

demand for action, in the face of the eschatological delay, is ―wait for it/him‖ (LXX: 

uJpomeivnon aujtovn; Aquila: prosdevcou aujtovn; cf. 1 Clem 23:5; 2 Apoc. Bar. 83:4; b. Sanh. 

97b). 

speuvdonta", ―hastening,‖ could perhaps mean ―striving for‖ (Reicke), but the Jewish 

background is decisive in favor of ―hastening.‖ Isa 60:22b (RS
v: ―in its time I will hasten it‖; 

LXX does not give this meaning) was the basis for a whole series of Jewish texts which 

speak of God hastening the time of the End (Sir 33:8 [36:7] LXX: speu`son kairovn, ―hasten 

the time‖; 2 Apoc. Bar. 20:1–2; 54:1; 83:1; Bib. Ant. 19:13; Barn. 4:3; cf. also Isa 10:23 

LXX). It featured in the debate between R. Eliezer and R. Joshua (see Comment on v 9). R. 

Joshua interpreted it to mean that redemption would come at the appointed time, 

irrespective of repentance, but (in one version of the debate: . €. 1:1) R. Eliezer 

taught that it meant that the Lord would hasten the coming of redemption in response to 

Israel‘s repentance. A similar interpretation is attributed to R. Joshua b. Levi (C A.D. 250): 

―If you have merit, I will hasten it; if not, [it comes] in its time‖ (. €. 1:1; b. Sanh. 

98a; Cant. Rab. 8:14). Usually, as in Isa 60:22, it is God who is said to hasten the coming of 

the End, but R. Eliezer‘s view implies that, since God hastens in response to repentance, 

repentance itself might be said to hasten the End. Later rabbinic texts actually say that 

repentance (a 86b, attributed to the early second-century R. Jose the Galilean; cf. also 

. €. 1:1; b. Sanh. 97b; Acts 3:19) or charity (. 10a, attributed to R. Judah, C 

A.D. 150) brings repentance nearer. An important parallel which demonstrates the influence 

of these Jewish ideas in the Christian milieu from which 2 Peter derives is 2 Clem 12:6: 

―When you do these things [good works, especially sexual purity], he [Jesus] says, the 

kingdom of my Father will come‖ (and cf. the exhortation to immediate repentance in 13:1; 

on this text, see Strobel, Untersuchungen, 126–27). Cf. also Herm. Sim. 10:4:4. 

Clearly this idea of hastening the End is the corollary of the explanation (v 9) that God 

defers the Parousia because he desires Christians to repent. Their repentance and holy 

living may therefore, from the human standpoint, hasten its coming. This does not detract 

from God‘s sovereignty in determining the time of the End (cf. Comment on v 9), but 

means only that his sovereign determination graciously takes human affairs into account. 

th;n parousivan th̀" tou` qeoù hJmevra", ―the coming of the Day of God.‖ Elsewhere in 



early Christian literature parousiva always has a personal subject, and with eschatological 

reference the subject is always Christ (as in 2 Pet 1:16; 3:4). Also very unusual is the 

expression ―the Day of God,‖ in place of the normal ―the Day of the Lord‖ (Apoc. Pet. E4 

has ―the day of God,‖ but is probably dependent on this passage; Rev 16:14 has th̀" 
megavlh" hJmevra" toù qeoù toù pavntokravtoro", ―the great Day of God the Almighty‖; 

cf. 2 Apoc. Bar. 55:6: ―the Day of the Mighty One‖). Whether 2 Peter intends a distinction 

between ―the Day of the Lord‖ (= Christ?) in v 10, and ―the Day of God‖ (= the Father) 

here, is very uncertain. 

diÆ h}n, ―because of which,‖ indicates that the coming of the day of God is the cause of the 

destruction, which will therefore ―not be the result of any natural cyclic process, like the 

periodical conflagration envisaged in Stoic thought, but the direct effect of God‘s 

all-sovereign will‖ (Kelly). 

stoiceìa kausouvmena thvketai, ―the heavenly bodies melt in the heat.‖ This clause 

derives from Isa 34:4 LXX (B, Lucian): takhvsontai pàsai aiJ dunavmei" tẁn oujranẁn 

(―all the powers of the heavens will melt‖): see Comment on v 10. (The verb thvkeoqai, ―to 

melt,‖ here a NT hapax, is also used of the melting of the mountains at the eschatological 

coming of God: LXX Isa 63:19–64:1; Mic 1:4; 1 Enoch 1:6). The description of the 

conflagration is repeated, with slight variations from v 10, in order to prepare for v 13. 

13. kainou;" de; oujranou;" kai; gh̀n kainh;n kata; to; ejpavggelma aujtoù 
prosdokẁmen, ―but according to his promise we are waiting for new heavens and a new 

earth.‖ The hope for a new heaven and a new earth is based on Isa 65:17; 66:22, which 

must be the ―promise‖ to which this v refers, and is found throughout Jewish apocalyptic 

(Jub. 1:29; 1 Enoch 45:4–5; 72:1; 91:16; Sib. Or. 5:212; 2 Apoc. Bar. 32:6; 44:12; 57:2; 4 

Ezra 7:75; Bib. Ant. 3:10; Pseudo-Sophocles, ap. Clem. Alex., Strom. 5.14.122.1; Apoc. El. 

3:98) and was taken up in early Christianity (Matt 19:28; Rom 8:21; Rev 21:1). The cosmic 

dissolution described in vv 10, 12, was a return to the primeval chaos, as in the Flood (3:6), 

so that a new creation may emerge (cf. 4 Ezra 7:30–31). Such passages emphasize the 

radical discontinuity between the old and the new, but it is nevertheless clear that they 

intend to describe a renewal, not an abolition, of creation (cf. 1 Enoch 54:4–5; Rom 8:21). 

ejn oi|" dikaiosuvnh katoikeì, ―in which righteousness is at home.‖ ―Righteousness‖ is 

personified, as in Isa 32:16 (LXX: dikaiosuvnh ejn tẁ/ Karmhvlw/ katoikhvsei, 
―righteousness will dwell in Carmel‖). The only feature of the new world which the writer 

considers relevant is that it will be a world in which God‘s will will be done. In this he is in 

the mainstream of Jewish and Christian eschatology. For the righteousness of the new age, 

cf. Isa 9:7; 11:4–5; Pss. Sol. 17:40; 1 Enoch 5:8–9; 10:16, 20–21; 91:17; 2 Enoch 65:8; 4 

Ezra 7:114; Rom 14:17. 

14. taùta prosdokẁnte", ―since you are waiting for these.‖ ―These‖ are the new 

heavens and the new earth. Because a new world of righteousness is coming, which only 

the righteous can enter, Christians must live righteously now to be fit to enter it. By 

abandoning the hope lot the triumph of righteousness, the false teachers had removed this 

motive for holiness. 

spoudavsate, ―strive‖: see Comment on 1:10. 

a[spiloi kai; ajmwvmhtoi aujtw`/ euJreqh̀nai, ―to be found without spot or blemish in his 

sight.‖ a[spiloi kai; ajmwvmhtoi (―without spot or blemish‖) is an example of our author‘s 

predilection for pairs of synonyms, but in this case he probably follows a traditional phrase. 

The combination ajmwvmou kai; ajspivlou occurs in 1 Pet 1:19, and similar phrases including 



either a[mwmo" or ajspivlo" are common in early Christian literature (a[mwmo" with a 

synonym: Eph 1:4; 5:27; Col 1:22; 1 Clem 1:3; 45:1; Herm. Vis. 4:2:5; ajspivlo" with a 

synonym: 1 Tim 6:14; Herm. Vis. 4:3:5; Sim. 5:6:7; a[mwmo" alone in a comparable context: 

Jude 24, where v.l. adds a[spilou"; 1 Clem 50:2; Ign. Trall.; 13:3; cf. 1 Clem 63:1; and 

comparable pairs of synonyms: Phil 1:10; 2:15; Jas 1:27; 1 Clem 29:1; 2 Clem 6:9; Herm. 

Man. 2:7; cf. 1 Thess 3:13; 5:23). The majority of these parallels are in an eschatological 

context, and many of them refer to the state in which Christians or the church ought to be at 

the Parousia (Eph 1:4; 5:27; Col 1:22; Herm Vis. 4:3:5; Sim. 5:6:7; Jude 24; Ign. Trall. 13:3; 

1 Clem 63:1; Phil 1:10; 2:15; 1 Thess 3:13; 5:23; perhaps 1 Clem 50:2; cf. also 1 Cor 1:8). Of 

these, three use the verb euJrivskein (―to find‖) as in 2 Peter (1 Clem 50:2; Herm Sim. 5:6:7; 

Ign. Trall. 13:3; cf. also Sir 31:8). Clearly the author of 2 Peter here draws on standard 

terminology from liturgical or paraenetic tradition (cf. Comment on 2:13 and Jude 24). It is 

unlikely that he is dependent on Paul (who does not provide the closest parallels; against 

Fornberg, Early Church, 24–25) or on 1 Pet 1:19 (where the context is quite different; 

against Kelly) or on Jude 24. 

ajspivlo", ―without spot,‖ describes sacrificial animals (1 Pet 1:19; pagan usage in 

TDNT 1, 502), though it also came to denote moral purity (Job 15:15 Symmachus; Jas 1:27). 

Instead of a[mwmo" (―without blemish‖), which is the usual LXX term, used of sacrifical 

victims (e.g. Exod 29:38; Lev 1:3; 3:1; Heb 9:14), 2 Peter uses the rarer word ajmwvmhto" 

(―without blemish‖), a biblical hapax (except Phil 2:15 v.l., following LXX Deut 32:5: 

mwmhtav), although the LXX once uses mwmhtov" to mean ―blemished‖ (Deut 32:5). In 

combination with ajspivlo" it is probably intended to continue the sacrificial metaphor, 

although (like a[mwmo", which derives its sacrificial meaning solely from LXX usage) in 

normal Greek usage it referred to moral blamelessness (TDNT 4, 831). The two words 

describe Christians as morally pure, metaphorically an unblemished sacrifice to God. 

Christians are to be so ―found‖ by the Lord at his coming to judgment (cf. Phil 3:9; 1 

Clem 35:4; 57:2; 2 Clem 6:9; Herm. Sim. 5:6:7; 9:13:2; Ign. Trall. 2:2; 13:3; Magn. 9:2). 

Probably there is an echo of 3:10 (see Comment on that v). aujtw`/ probably means ―in his 

sight,‖ rather than ―found by him‖ (or ―at peace with him‖), and probably has a judicial 

sense (―in the eyes of the judge‖) rather than cultic overtones (as in Jude 24). 

ejn eijrhvnh/, ―at peace‖, i.e. ―at peace with God,‖ in the state of reconciliation with God 

which is Christian salvation. Our author, like most early Christian writers, expects his 

readers to be alive when the Lord comes. 

15. th;n toù kurivou hJmwǹ makroqumivan swthrivan hJgei`sqe, ―regard the forbearance 

of our Lord as salvation.‖ In contrast to the false teachers, who interpret the delay of the 

Parousia as ―lateness‖ (3:9), 2 Peter‘s readers can give it a positive interpretation, as an 

opportunity to secure, through repentance, the salvation which they might have missed if 

the Parousia had come sooner (cf. 2 Clem 16:1). 

oJ ajgaphto;" hJmwǹ ajdelfo;" Paùlo", ―our dear brother Paul.‖ The term ajdelfov" 

(―brother‖) is regularly used by Paul as a term for his fellow-workers, his colleagues in the 

service of the gospel (e.g. 2 Cor 2:13; Phil 2:25; 1 Thess 3:2), and 1 Pet 5:12 shows that this 

usage was not confined to Paul but was familiar among the leaders of the church in Rome. 

The term was by no means confined to apostles. Paul uses ajgaphto;" ajdelfov" (―dear 

brother‖) in Eph 6:21; Col 4:7, 9 (cf. Col 1:7; Phlm 1; and for ajgaphtov", ―beloved,‖ alone, 

cf. Acts 15:25; Rom 16:12; 3 John 1), probably indicating that ajgaphtov" is not merely 

conventional, but conveys affection. 



hJmwǹ (―our‖) is not likely to mean simply ―my,‖ though many commentators assume 

this. True epistolary plurals occur rarely, if at all, in the NT. Apparent examples in Paul 

always (or almost always) include Paul‘s colleagues, Timothy and others. When Paul says 

―our brother‖ rather than ―my brother,‖ it is probable that he means the plural literally 

(notice the careful alternation of first person singular and plural in 2 Cor 8:22–23; even in 1 

Thess 3:2 ―our‖ is probably ―Paul‘s and Silvanus‘‖). In 2 Peter, the first person plural in 

1:1, 16–19 means ―we apostles,‖ and the first person singular is used for Peter himself in 

1:12–15; 3:1. Probably, therefore, the first person plural in 3:15 means, not ―we Christians‖ 

(Mayor), but ―we apostles‖ (Schrage). This need not imply that the author excluded Paul 

from the ranks of the apostles, which would be very surprising (cf. 1 Clem 5:3–5), but 

simply means that Paul is considered a fellow-worker with the rest of the apostles. Another 

possibility (less likely because the first person plural would then have a different reference 

from the first person plural in 1:16–18) is that ―we‖ are Peter and his immediate colleagues, 

the Petrine ―circle‖ of Christian leaders in Rome. 

Most commentators remark that this phrase could not have been used by the historical 

Peter, because of the tension between him and Paul (Gal 2:11–14), and that it indicates the 

view of the postapostolic age, which looked back to Peter and Paul as the two great leaders 

of the apostolic church (Acts; 1 Clem 5; Ign. Rom. 4:3; cf. Ep. Apost 31–33). In fact Gal 

1:18; 2:7–9 show that Peter recognized Paul as a fellow-apostle, and it is naïve to suppose 

that their disagreement at Antioch need have prevented Peter from writing of Paul in the 

terms used here. It was only one incident in a long relationship of which we otherwise 

know next to nothing. If Peter had a critical view of Paul, it is odd to find Silvanus in the 

Petrine circle in Rome (1 Pet 5:12). As far as our evidence goes, there is nothing 

implausible in the attitude to Paul here attributed to Peter (so also Mayor, Green; Robinson, 

Redating, 181). Our author, who had probably been a colleague of Peter‘s, may in fact be 

reflecting accurately the historical Peter‘s cordial regard for Paul. 

On the other hand, the fact that postapostolic authors generally refer to Paul in more 

reverential terms (1 Clem 47:1; Ign. Eph. 12:2; Pol. Phil. 3:2; Act. Verc. 3) does not show 

that only Peter himself could have written 2 Pet 3:15 (against Green). In adopting a phrase 

which would be plausible on the lips of the historical Peter, our author follows the practice 

of most pseudepigraphal writers, who were easily able to avoid crass anachronisms like 

―the blessed apostle Paul‖ on the lips of a fellow-apostle (cf. the Ep. Pet. Phil. [CG 8,2] 

132:13–14: ―Philip our beloved brother and our fellow apostle‖). 

Some think the reference to Paul is an only too obvious attempt to bolster the author‘s 

claim to speak as the apostle Peter, but this is a misunderstanding of the pseudepigraphal 

device. The literary fiction of Petrine authorship is carried through with verisimilitude, and 

the manner of referring to Paul is an instance of this, but the fiction is not intended to 

deceive. The need for verisimilitude cannot therefore explain why the author introduced the 

reference to Paul. As in the rather similar case of 1:16–18, the reference to Paul has an 

apologetic purpose. The author wishes to point out that his own teaching (specifically in 

3:14–15a) is in harmony with Paul‘s because Paul was an Important authority for his 

readers. The reason for this is clear: the churches to which he writes (or at least some of 

them) had been founded in the Pauline mission and naturally held in high regard the 

Pauline letters which they preserved and read. The author‘s appeal to Paul‘s letters is 

precisely parallel to the appeal which 1 Clem 47:1 makes to 1 Corinthians. Clement, a 

contemporary of our author, also writing from Rome to a church founded by Paul (Corinth), 



similarly supports his own teaching by referring to the letter Paul had written to his readers. 

kata; th;n doqeìsan aujtw`/ sofivan, ―in accordance with the wisdom given to him,‖ is 

equivalent to pneumatikw"̀ (―under the inspiration of the Spirit‖) in 1 Clem 47:1. In both 

cases the appeal to Paul‘s teaching in his letters is reinforced by reference to the fact that 

the apostle wrote under divine inspiration. doqeìsan (―given‖) is a ―divine‖ passive, with 

God as the implied agent, and Paul‘s ―wisdom‖ is therefore a charismatic gift of God (cf. 

―the utterance of wisdom,‖ lovgo" sofiva": 1 Cor 12:8; and for wisdom as the gift of God, 

cf. Ezra 7:25; Dan 1:19; Wis 7:7; 9:17; Eph 1:17; Col 1:9; Mark 6:2; Jas 1:5; and for 

wisdom associated with the Spirit: Acts 6:3, 10; 1 Cor 2:13). 

Paul himself frequently refers to the ―grace (cavri") given to‖ him (Rom 12:3; 15:15; 

Gal 2:9; 1 Cor 3:10; Eph 3:2, 7; cf. Col 1:25), i.e. his apostolic commission, the divine 

enabling by which he receives and understands the revelation of God‘s purpose in the 

gospel (Eph 3:2–10), and by which he speaks and writes with the authority of one who 

conveys God‘s message (Rom 12:3; 15:15–16). Second Peter‘s reference to his charismatic 

wisdom implies no more and no less than this. The choice of the word sofiva (―wisdom‖), 

rather than the general term cavri" (―grace‖), is appropriate in a reference to Paul‘s 

teaching in his letters (cf. 1 Cor 2:6–13). It was with God-given insight into the truth of the 

gospel, the charisma of wisdom, that Paul wrote his letters. (For wisdom as the gift of an 

inspired writer, cf. Prot. Jas. 25: ―the Lord who gave me wisdom to write this history‖; Pol. 

Phil. 3:2: ―the wisdom of the blessed and glorious Paul,‖ with reference both to his 

preaching and to his writing Philippians.) 

It is possible that the author of 2 Peter deliberately echoes the Pauline ―slogan,‖ ―the 

grace given to me‖ (Conti, RivB 17 [1969] 129, 131–34; Fornberg, Early Church, 26), and it 

may be significant that two of the most appropriate parallels occur in Romans (12:3; 15:15; 

for our author‘s possible familiarity with Romans, see Comment on 2:19). But the phrase is 

too natural for dependence on Paul to be demonstrable. At any rate, the idea of the 

inspiration of Paul‘s letters expressed in this v cannot be branded ―the later ecclesiastical 

idea‖ (Knoch, ―Vermächtnis,‖ 154). It faithfully reflects the apostle‘s own consciousness of 

apostolic authority and charismatic inspiration. 

Conti rightly points out the parallel between this description of Paul‘s inspiration and the 

account of the inspiration of the OT prophets (1:20–21). Like them, Paul did not speak out 

of his own wisdom, but in accordance with the wisdom given him by God. It is this that 

accounts for the treatment of Paul‘s letters, alongside the OT writings, as ―scriptures‖ (v 16). 

Their inspiration gives them normative authority, though not yet canonical status (see 

below). 

e[grayen uJmi`n, ―wrote to you.‖ Some think ―you‖ are all Christians (Moffatt, Spicq, 

Kelly, Sidebottom, Schrage, Senior; Lindemann, Paulus, 92), but this makes the 

comparison between what Paul wrote ―to you‖ and what he wrote in ―all his letters‖ (v 16) 

meaningless. These two verses are only intelligible if ―you‖ are a specific church or 

specific churches which had been the recipients of one or more Pauline letters, and the 

claim that 2 Peter is a ―catholic‖ letter, addressed to all Christians indiscriminately, comes 

to grief especially in the exegesis of these verses. (The idea that Paul‘s letters were 

intentionally written for the whole church, which would be presupposed if ―you‖ were all 

Christians, is not in evidence in this period; cf. 1 Clem 47:1; Pol. Phil. 3:2.) 

To which letter(s) of Paul does this v refer? Most of the letters in the Pauline corpus 

have been suggested: e.g. Romans (Mayor; Selwyn, Christian Prophets, 157–58), 



Ephesians (von Soden), the Thessalonian letters (Plumptre, Reicke), Hebrews (R. P. C. 

Hanson, Tradition in the Early Church [London: SCM Press, 1962] 189; already suggested 

by Bengel), or a lost letter (Spitta; Zahn, Introduction, 198–99). The grounds on which 

these choices have been made are basically two: (1) Destination. If 3:1 indicates that the 

churches addressed are those of 1 Pet 1:1, then Galatians, Colossians and Ephesians are 

possibilities. (2) Subject-matter. If the kaqw;" kaiv (―just as‖) clause relates only to v 15a, 

the letter must be one which treats of divine forbearance (Mayor), and among extant letters 

Romans is then the only plausible candidate (see especially Rom 2:4; cf. also 3:25; 

9:22–23; 11:22–23). But there is no need to limit the subject-matter so narrowly. The 

kaqw;" kaiv clause is naturally taken to relate to the whole of vv 14–15a. In that case the 

subject-matter is the much more general one of eschatological paraenesis, ethical 

exhortation in view of the coming Parousia, a theme which is found in nearly all Paul‘s 

letters (e.g. Rom 13:11–14; 1 Cor 7:27–35; 15:58:2 Cor 7:1; 9:6; Gal 5:21; 6:7–8; Phil 

2:15–16; 3:20; 4:5; Col 3:4–6, 23–25; 1 Thess 5:4–11), though unfortunately it is not easy 

to find in Ephesians (cf. 4:30; 5:5, 16, 27; 6:13), which might otherwise be a very suitable 

candidate. Some take the subjectmatter to be, more broadly, the eschatological discussion 

of chap 3, and therefore suggest the Thessalonian letters as the most appropriate, but it is 

doubtful whether this is justified. 

The attempt to select a letter on grounds of subject-matter is, however, misguided, since 

according to v 16 (where peri; toutẁn, ―of these matters,‖ cannot, as Mayor thinks, refer 

to a broader subject, but continues the reference to vv 14–15a) the same subject is treated 

throughout Paul‘s correspondence. The reason why the letter to 2 Peter‘s readers is singled 

out for special mention in v 15b is not that it treated the subject more explicitly or more 

fully, but simply that it was written to 2 Peter‘s readers. 

The destination of 2 Peter must be decided on other grounds, principally the indication in 

3:1 that the churches addressed are those (or some of those) addressed in 1 Pet 1:1. If the 

reference is to an extant Pauline letter, it must therefore have been Galatians, Colossians or 

Ephesians. There is no way of deciding between these, and perhaps even the author of 2 

Peter did not decide. Since he shows no great familiarity with the Pauline letters, we need 

not suppose that he had in mind much more than that Paul frequently included 

eschatological paraenesis in his letters and that Paul had written letters to some of the 

churches to which his own letter was addressed. 

16. ejn pavsai" ejpistolai`", ―in all his letters,‖ must imply that the author had some 

acquaintance with a number of Pauline letters, and so probably with some kind of 

collection of Pauline letters, however small and informal, in use in his church. But of 

course he refers only to those Pauline letters he knew, and we have no means of knowing 

how many they were. His own work contains no certain allusions to Pauline material, and 

the only possible allusions which are at all plausible are to Romans (in 2:19; 3:15), which if 

he wrote from Rome is not surprising, and to 1 Thessalonians (in 3:10). 

Thus, although this phrase is rather unlikely in a letter written from Rome before 

Peter‘s death, it gives little further help in determining the date of 2 Peter. Pauline letters 

may have begun to circulate to churches other than those to which they were written even 

before Paul‘s death, and small local collections probably preceded the formation of the 

corpus of ten letters (cf. L. Mowry, ―The Early Circulation of Paul‘s Letters,‖ JBL 63 [1944] 

73–86). Clement certainly knew, not only Romans, but also 1 Corinthians (1 Clem 47:1), 

and perhaps other Pauline letters. The author of 2 Clem seems to have known a collection of 



Pauline letters (Donfried, Second Clement, 93–95, 108, 160–65), as Ignatius (Eph. 12:2) 

and Polycarp certainly did. 

dusnovhtav tina a} oiJ ajmaqeì" kai; ajsthvriktoi strebloùsin, ―some things that are 

hard to understand, which the uninstructed and unstable people distort.‖ dusnovhto" (―hard 

to understand‖) is a rare word, used of texts which are difficult to interpret (Diogenes 

Laertes, Vit. Phil. 9.13) and by Hermas of his symbolic visions (Herm. Sim. 9:14:4). It is no 

qualification of Paul‘s ―wisdom‖ (v 15) to admit that Paul‘s writings contain difficult 

passages, since it is only the ajmaqeì" kai; ajsthvriktoi (―uninstructed and unstable 

people‖) who will be liable to misinterpret them, and they also misinterpret the ―other 

scriptures‖ (see below; cf. Lindemann, Paulus, 94). The reference is probably therefore to 

passages which are liable to be misunderstood unless they are interpreted in the light of the 

rest of Paul‘s teaching and of the apostolic teaching generally, rather than to passages 

which are simply obscure. (The point is therefore different from that made by Origen, 

Comm. in. Rom. 6, who attributes the variety of interpretations of Paul to the fact that he 

was unable to express himself clearly.) For the correct interpretation of such passages some 

instruction in Christian teaching is required. 

ajmaqeì" (a fairly common word which happens not to be used elsewhere in early Christian 

literature) means not simply ―ignorant‖ but ―uninstructed.‖ These people have not received 

sufficient instruction in the faith to be able to interpret difficult passages in the Scriptures 

correctly. ajsthvriktoi (―unstable‖) has a similar connotation (cf. Comment on 1:12; 2:14): 

they are easily misled because their understanding and experience of Christianity are 

relatively superficial. There may be an element of condemnation in the description: these 

people are ignorant because they are unwilling to learn, and unstable because they allow 

themselves to be misled. 

The description ―uninstructed and unstable‖ might seem to suit the followers of the 

false teachers, rather than the false teachers themselves. ajsthvriktoi (―unstable‖) is used of 

those who are ―ensnared‖ by the false teachers in 2:14 (yuca;" ajsthrivktou", ―unstable 

people‖), while 2:18 characterizes their victims as recent converts. Yet it is unlikely that 

misuse of the Scriptures would be attributed to the false teachers‘ followers and not to the 

false teachers themselves. Probably we should assume that the author speaks here of both 

(so Zahn, Introduction, 228–29). The false teachers themselves he regards as incompetent 

exegetes because they have never taken the trouble to understand Christian teaching 

thoroughly (for their ignorance, cf. 2:12; 3:5). They and their followers are a case of the 

blind leading the blind. 

streblou`n, ―to twist, torture,‖ is interpreted by Neyrey (Polemic, 56–58) to mean that 

they reject Paul‘s teaching (as they did OT prophecies: 1:20–21), but in combination with 

dusnovhta (―hard to understand‖) it must mean ―distort,‖ in the sense of ―misinterpret.‖ 

This could imply either that they give Paul‘s teaching an unacceptable sense and reject it, or 

that they misinterpret it in such a way as to make it support their own misguided views. In 

the first case, it could be that they interpreted Paul‘s statements about the imminence of the 

Parousia (e.g. Rom 13:11–12; 16:20; 1 Cor 7:29; Phil 4:5; 1 Thess 4:15) in such a way as to 

imply that his expectations were not fulfilled and therefore that his future eschatology must 

be rejected. In the second case, the most likely texts (as most commentators argue) would 

be those which could be held to support antinomianism (e.g. Rom 4:15; 5:20; 8:1; 1 Cor 

6:12; and the doctrine of justification by faith as a whole) and the false teachers‘ offer of 

―freedom‖ (2:19; cf. Rom 8:2; 2 Cor 3:17). Such Pauline texts were so used by 



second-century Gnostics (E. H. Pagels, The Gnostic Paul: Gnostic Exegesis of the Pauline 

Letters [Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1975] 66–67). Some commentators think that 2 

Peter‘s opponents used Pauline texts in the interests of a wholly realized eschatology, 

excluding the future expectation of the Parousia, but this is unlikely, both because such 

texts are much more difficult to find (second-century Gnostics used Pauline texts to support 

a spiritual, rather than a physical, resurrection, but that is an issue to which 2 Peter makes 

no reference), and because 2 Peter offers no evidence that the opponents taught a realized 

eschatology. 

It is difficult to decide between the two possibilities. The first fits well into 2 Peter‘s 

portrait of the false teachers as skeptical about future eschatology. The second could 

correspond to 2:19, and is perhaps a more obvious misuse of Paul, based on a 

misunderstanding of him which he himself had to counter (Rom 3:8; 6:15; Gal 5:13). 

Even if the second possibility is the correct interpretation, it does not really offer much 

support for the common opinion that the opponents were radical Paulinists and that the 

author of 2 Peter refers to Paul because Paul was the major authority for his opponents. He 

refers to Paul primarily because Paul was an important authority for the churches to which 

he writes (see above), and this will also be the reason why the false teachers referred to 

Paul. It was not necessarily because Paul‘s letters were their major inspiration, but because 

Paul‘s letters were a major theological authority in their churches, that the false teachers 

discussed Paul‘s teaching, whether in order to reject it or in order to use it in support of 

their own views. 

Still less justified is the opinion that 2 Pet 3:15–16 is an attempt to rehabilitate Paul in 

―orthodox‖ circles, which had viewed the Pauline letters with suspicion because of the 

gnostic heretics‘ use of them. Lindemann (Paulus, 95–96) points out that there is no 

evidence for a negative attitude to Paul in ―orthodox‖ church circles. Second Peter‘s 

positive picture of Paul as a witness to the authentic apostolic teaching fits into the general 

trend of early Christian attitudes to Paul (Acts, 1 Clem, Ignatius, Polycarp, as well as the 

deutero-Pauline letters if they are pseudepigraphal). 

For heretical misuse of early Christian writings, cf. Pol. Phil. 7:1, which condemns 

anyone who ―perverts (meqodeuh/) the sayings of the Lord to his own lusts (pro;" ta;" 
ijdiva" e;piqumiva")‖; and the Pseudo-Clementine Ep. Pet. James 2:4, where Peter complains 

that some have tried to distort (metaschmativzein) his words to support the abolition of 

the Law. 

ta;" loipa;" grafav", ―the other scriptures.‖ It would make no sense to take grafav" in 

the nontechnical sense of ―writings‖; the definite article requires us to give it its technical 

sense (as always in the NT) of ―inspired, authoritative writings,‖ i.e. ―scriptures.‖ loipav" (lit. 

―remaining‖) must (against Green) imply that Paul‘s letters are included in the category of 

grafaiv. 
To determine the precise implication of this, we should first note that the term grafhv 

(―scripture‖) was not limited to the books of the OT canon, but could be used for apocryphal 

writings (Jas 4:5; Barn. 16:5; 1 Clem 23:3; cf. Herm. Vis. 2:3:4: wJ" gevgraptai, ―as it is 

written‖). It need not therefore imply a canon of Scripture at all. The inclusion of Paul‘s 

letters in this category certainly means they are regarded as inspired, authoritative writings 

(as v 15 in fact says), ranked alongside the OT and probably various other books, including 

other apostolic writings. Probably the implication is that they are suitable for reading in 

Christian worship. But this does not at all require the conclusion that the author of 2 Peter 



knows a NT canon. Apostolic writings must have ranked as authoritative writings, suitable 

for reading in Christian worship, long before there was any fixed NT canon. 

It is hard to tell at what date Paul‘s letters could have begun to be called grafaiv 
(―scriptures‖), but there is no real difficulty in dating 2 Pet 3:16 in the late first century. In 2 

Clem. 14:2 apostolic writings are ranked alongside the OT: ―the books (ta; bibliva, i.e. the 

OT) and the apostles declare‖ (see Donfried, Second Clement, 93–95). Possible early 

instances of NT texts being called grafaiv (―scriptures‖) are 1 Tim 5:18 (perhaps a 

quotation of Matt 10:10, called grafhv along with an OT text); 2 Clem 2:4 (a Gospel saying 

is called eJtevra grafhv, ―another scripture,‖ following an OT quotation); Barn. 4:14 (wJ" 
gevgraptai, ―as it is written,‖ introduces a quotaton from Matt 22:14); Pol. Phil. 12:1 (Ps 

4:5 and Eph 4:26 are called his scripturis, ―these scriptures‖). The fact that in four of these 

instances a NT quotation is placed alongside an OT text is not insignificant. It shows that 

Gospels and apostolic writings were coming to be ranked with the OT Scriptures. There is 

nothing at all surprising in this development. Apostolic writings were regarded as inspired 

and authoritative from the beginning (see above). Once they were being read along with the 

OT in Christian worship, it was quite natural that the term grafhv (―scripture‖) should come 

to be used for them. 

―The other scriptures‖ could have included Gospels, whose predictions of the imminent 

Parousia the false teachers would have interpreted as false prophecy and rejected, as 

perhaps they did Paul‘s. We know (from 1:20–21) that they misinterpreted OT prophecies, 

in that they interpreted them as only the human ideas of the prophets and therefore 

dismissed them. Whether it is also implied that there were OT and non-Pauline apostolic 

writings in which the false teachers claimed to find support for their views it is impossible 

to tell. 

pro;" th;n ijdivan aujtwǹ ajpwvleian, ―so as to bring about their own destruction.‖The 

misuse of the Scriptures by the false teachers and their followers was serious enough to 

imperil their salvation. It was therefore not a question of minor doctrinal errors, but of 

using their misinterpretations to justify immorality, for it is 2 Peter‘s consistent teaching 

that eschatological judgment (ajpwvleia, ―destruction‖) is coming on the false teachers 

because of their ungodly lives. In relation to their misinterpretation of Paul, this is clearly 

the case if they appeal to Paul‘s teaching about Christian freedom to justify libertinism. If 

they misinterpret Paul in order to reject his eschatological expectation, this too is in the 

interests of immorality, since it removes the eschatological motive from Christian ethics. 

The false teachers‘ rejection of eschatology will therefore lead to their judgment, just as 2 

Peter‘s readers‘ proper understanding of eschatology should lead to their salvation (vv 

14–15a). 

The emphatic ijdivan (―own‖) recalls 1:20, and perhaps suggests an irony concealed in this 

phrase. Perhaps the author was going to say that they twist the Scriptures ―to their own 

interpretation‖ (pro;" th;n ijdivan ejpiluvsin, cf. 1:20), turning back on them their own 

accusation against the prophets. Instead he states what this amounts to: ―their own 

destruction‖ (cf. Pol. Phil. 7:1: pro;" ta;" ijdiva" ejpiqumiva", ―to their own lusts‖). 

Explanation 

The false teachers‘ denial of future eschatology was the corollary of their libertine 

behavior. In this section of exhortation the author shows how, by contrast, his readers‘ 



eschatological expectation should have as its corollary a life of active Christian 

righteousness in the present. Eschatology supplies a motive for ethical conduct, not only as 

a negative warning of judgment, but also as a positive hope for a new world in which God‘s 

righteous will shall entirely prevail. The present world in which evil is all too dominant is 

coming to an end and will be replaced by a world in which righteousness is at home. 

Christians, waiting in hope for this new world, should aim to be the sort of people who can 

enter it, rather than the sort of people who must perish with the old world. By repentance 

and righteousness, fulfilling God‘s purpose in his deferment of the Parousia, they can even 

―hasten‖ its arrival. 

The false teachers, who interpreted the Lord‘s forbearance in delaying the Parousia as 

―lateness,‖ made this an excuse for moral laxity which puts them in danger of 

condemnation when the day of judgment does come. By contrast, 2 Peter‘s readers, who 

interpret the Lord‘s forbearance as an opportunity to repent and so be sure of salvation, 

should aim to be, when the Lord does come, reconciled to him and innocent before his 

judgment seat. 

That the expectation of the Parousia should be a motive for Christian righteousness and 

the period up to the Parousia an opportunity for repentance and righteousness had also been 

Paul‘s teaching in his letters. The author makes this point to support his argument with the 

additional authority of Paul, who, as founder of some of the churches to which 2 Peter was 

addressed, was a major theological authority for the readers. Because of the location of 

these churches in Asia Minor (1 Pet 1:1; 2 Pet 3:1), the reference to what Paul had written 

to the readers of 2 Peter is presumably to Galatians, Colossians or Ephesians, or to more 

than one of these letters. Since, as the author himself says, eschatological paraenesis occurs 

throughout Paul‘s extant correspondence, it is impossible to be more specific. 

Paul is said to have written under divine inspiration. The reference to his endowment 

with the gift of wisdom faithfully reflects Paul‘s own consciousness of charismatic 

inspiration and apostolic authority. As inspired, authoritative writings, Paul‘s letters rank 

alongside ―the other scriptures,‖ i.e. the OT and (probably) other apostolic literature. This 

does not imply that the author knows a NT canon, but probably means that some kind of 

collection of Paul‘s letters—we cannot tell how many—was known to the author, and that 

they were read in Christian worship along with the OT Scriptures. This passage belongs to a 

fairly early stage in the process which led to the formal recognition of a canon of apostolic 

writings. 

His reference to Paul gives the author the opportunity for a final attack on the false 

teachers. Since Paul was a theological authority in their churches, the false teachers were 

also obliged to refer to his teaching in his letters, but in the author‘s view their exegesis 

amounted to a serious misinterpretation of passages which were too difficult for the 

―uninstructed and unstable‖ to understand. The correct interpretation of such passages 

required a broad and sound knowledge of apostolic teaching. The author does not intend to 

imply that exegesis of Paul should therefore be limited to the church‘s official teachers: his 

opponents may in fact have held office as teachers in their churches. His argument is that, 

for all their pretensions to be teachers, they have never bothered to acquire sufficient 

knowledge of Christian teaching to be able to understand either Paul or the other Scriptures 

which they also misinterpret. Consequently they easily go astray. But 2 Peter‘s readers, 

whether teachers or not, are evidently expected to be well enough instructed (partly by 2 

Peter) to understand Paul correctly. 

It is impossible to be sure how the false teachers misinterpreted Paul. They may have used 



his teaching about justification by faith and Christian freedom to support their antinomian 

attitude to morality and their offer of ―freedom‖ (2:19). Alternatively, they may have taken 

his statements about the imminence of the Parousia to be prophecies which the delay of the 

Parousia had disproved, with the result that Paul‘s teaching on future eschatology could be 

discarded. Whatever their misinterpretations of Paul and of the ―other scriptures‖ were, 

they used them to justify immorality and so they would lead to their destruction on the Day 

of Judgment. 

Conclusion (3:17–18) 

Translation 
17

So you, my dear friends, since you know this in advance, be on your guard so that 

you may not be carried away by the error of these lawless people and fall from your 

stable position. 
18

But grow in grace and in the knowledge of our Lord and Savior Jesus 

Christ. 

To him belongsa the glory both now and on the day of eternity.b 

Notes 

a. The verb ―to be‖ is understood, and most translations supply ―be,‖ making the 

doxology a prayer. But for the indicative meaning as normal in doxologies, see the 

commentary on Jude 24–25. 

b. Most MS
s add amhn, ―amen,‖ but this is omitted in a few MS

s (including B 1739). Since 

most doxologies conclude with ―Amen‖ and all other NT doxologies do so, it is more likely 

to have been added than to have been omitted here. 

Form/Structure/Setting 

The concluding exhortation (vv 17–18a), while it connects immediately with v 16 (note 

especially ajsthvriktoi, ―unstable,‖ v 16; sthrigmoù, ―stable position,‖ v 17), also serves 

to conclude the whole letter, since it summarizes the overall message of the letter. 

proginwvskonte" (―since you know this in advance‖) evokes the central idea in the 

author‘s use of the testament genre: Peter‘s prediction of the false teachers. The rest of the 

exhortation recalls themes from earlier parts of the letter (plavnh/, ―error‖: cf. 2:15; 

sthrigmoù, ―stable position,‖ cf. 1:12; v 18a, cf. 1:5–7). 

For the form of doxologies, see the commentary on Jude 24–25. Second Peter‘s follows 

simply the most basic form, with the exception of the indication of time and the omission of 

―Amen‖ (see Note). The indication of time is a twofold form referring to present and future 

(as in 1 Clem 64; Mart. Pol. 14:3; cf. 1 Clem 61:3) and is therefore not modeled on Jude 25, 

which has a (unique) threefold form (against Fornberg, Early Church, 92). The use of eij" 



hJmevran aijẁno" (―on the day of eternity‖) in place of the usual eij" tou;" aijẁna" (―for 

ever‖; and expansions of this) is unique and probably a modification of the usual formula 

originated by the author of 2 Peter. 

Doxologies addressed to Christ are unusual in early Christian literature (2 Tim 4:18; 

Rev 1:5–6 are the only other certain examples; less certain examples are Heb 13:21; 1 Pet 

4:11; 1 Clem 20:12; 50:7). 

For doxologies concluding letters, see the commentary on Jude 24–25. Like Jude, but 

unlike most early Christian letters, 2 Peter has no specifically epistolary conclusion and no 

personal greetings. The latter would have involved elaborating the pseudepigraphal fiction 

for its own sake, whereas our author uses it purely functionally, as a device to convey what 

he has to say. 

Comment 

17. uJmei`" ou\n, ajgaphtoiv, proginwvskonte" ―so you, my dear friends, since you know 

this in advance.‖ uJmei`" (―you‖) is emphatic, in contrast to the false teachers and their 

followers who were the subject of the preceding v. proginwvskonte" is not, pace Bigg, 

equivalent to tau`ta prwt̀on ginwvskonte" (―above all understanding‖: 1:20; 3:3), but 

means ―knowing beforehand.‖ The fiction of Peter‘s prophecy is resumed from 2:1–3; 

3:3–4. Peter is represented as having predicted the rise of the false teachers after his death, 

so that his readers, who according to the fiction are supposed to receive the letter before his 

death (1:13), will be forewarned even before they encounter the false teachers. Of course, 

in reality the readers received the letter when the false teachers were already active in their 

churches (hence the present tense even in v 16), but the author wishes to remind them that 

the expectation of such ―scoffers‖ did in fact form part of common apostolic teaching about 

the last days (cf. Jude 17–18). His letter informs them that these eschatological figures 

about whom they had been warned are the very people now teaching in their churches! 

i}na mh; th̀/ tẁn ajqevsmwn plavnh/ sunapacqevnte", ―so that you may not be carried 

away by the error of these lawless people.‖ plavnh/ (―error‖) may combine passive and 

active senses (see Comment on Jude 11): their going astray (cf. 2:15) and their leading 

others astray. ajqevsmwn (―lawless‖) was used in 2:7 of the Sodomites: it characterizes the 

false teachers as people who ignore all moral constraints. sunapavgein (―to carry away‖) is 

similarly used in Gal 2:13. 

ejkpevshte toù ijdivou sthrigmoù, ―fall from your stable position.‖ sthrigmoù (contrast 

ajsthvriktoi, ―unstable‖ in v 16; and for this word-group in 2 Peter, see Comment on 1:12) 

is not to be taken as an abstraction (―steadfastness‖) but as a fixed position (used of the 

―stations‖ of the planets by Plutarch, Mor. 76D; cf. the quotation from Pseudo-Longinus, De 

Sub. 40, in Bigg). The author thinks of experienced and well-instructed Christians as firmly 

established in a fixed position from which they ought not to be swayed. No doubt the verb 

is chosen because of the common use of pivptein, ―to fall‖ (T. Gad 4:3; Rom 11:11, 22; 

14:4; 1 Cor 10:12; Heb 4:11; Rev 2:5; 1 Clem 59:4; 2 Clem 2:6) and compounds 

(ejkpivptein, ―to fall from,‖ Gal 5:4; ajpopivptein: ―to fall from‖: 2 Clem 5:7) for moral 

declension and apostasy. 

18. aujxavnete de; ejn cavriti kai; gnwvsei toù kurivou hJmwǹ kai; swth`ro" ŽIhsoù 
Cristoù, ―but grow in grace and in the knowledge of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ,‖ 

takes up the theme of 1:5–10: the need for progress in the Christian life. The phrase ―of our 



Lord and Savior Jesus Christ‖ could be taken with both cavriti and gnwvsei (―in the grace 

and knowledge of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ‖), but with cavriti it would have to be 

a subjective genitive (―grace given by Jesus Christ‖), whereas with gnwvsei it is most 

natural to take it as an objective genitive (―knowledge of Jesus Christ‖). That the same 

phrase should be taken in both ways is not impossible, but it is awkward (Mayor, Kelly). 

Some do take gnwvsei tou` kurivou hJmwǹ to be knowledge given by Jesus Christ, on the 

grounds that our author preserves a distinction between gnws̀i" and ejpivgnwsi", and 

reserves the latter for knowledge of Jesus Christ (so Bigg, Green). However, the distinction 

between the two terms, as used in 2 Peter, is that ejpivgnwsi" designates the fundamental 

Christian knowledge received in conversion, whereas gnws̀i" is knowledge which can be 

acquired and developed in the course of Christian life (see  Comment on 1:2, 6). Both can 

be knowledge of Jesus Christ. Here gnw`si" is that deepening experience of Christ and 

understanding of the truth of Christ which should continue to increase until the Parousia 

brings a full revelation of him (cf. 1 Cor 13:8–9, 12). There is no allusion to heretical 

gnws̀i", of which 2 Peter is not aware. For the title ―our Lord and Savior,‖ see Comment 

on 1:11. 

aujtẁ/ hJ dovxa ―to him belongs the glory.‖ Although doxologies to Christ are rare in 

early Christian literature (seeForm/Structure/Setting section), there is at least one 

unquestionable example from the first century (Rev 1:5–6) and so there is no need to date 2 

Peter‘s in the second century. Their occasional appearance is in line with other evidence of 

a Christian attitude of worship toward Christ, which corresponded to his function in early 

Christianity (cf. Matt 28:9, 17; John 5:23; Phil 2:10; Heb 1:6; Pliny, Ep. 10.96; and on the 

material in Revelation and the Asc. Isa., see R.J. Bauckham, ―The Worship of Jesus in 

Apocalyptic Christianity,‖ NTS 27 [1980–81] 322–41). For 2 Peter‘s high Christology see 

Comment on 1:1. 

eij" hJmevran aijẁno", ―on the day of eternity.‖ This unique substitution for the phrase eij" 
tou;" aijẁna" (―forever‖), which is usual in doxologies, probably refers to the 

eschatological age as a day which will dawn at the Parousia (1:19) and last forever. The 

notion of the eternal day may derive from Isa 60:19–20: ―Your sun shall no more go down, 

nor your moon withdraw itself; for the Lord will be your everlasting light‖ (RS
v; note the 

proximity to 60:22, echoed in 2 Pet 3:12). The actual phrase hJmevra aijẁno" (―the day of 

eternity‖) occurs elsewhere only in Sir 18:10: ―Like a drop of water from the sea and a 

grain of sand so are a few years in the day of eternity‖ (RS
v). Since that passage is based on 

Ps 90:4 (see Comment on 3:8), it is possible that our author connected the phrase hJmevra 
aijẁno" (―the day of eternity‖) with his reflection of Ps 90:4: the age to come is a day in the 

Lord‘s timescale which cannot be measured in the timescale of this world. 

Explanation 

The message of the letter is summed up in a concluding exhortation. According to the 

fiction of Peter‘s testament, the readers have been forewarned of the false teachers who will 

arise after Paul‘s death, so that they can recognize them as the danger they are, and avoid 

the perils of error and apostasy which they represent. This negative advice to beware of the 

false teachers has as its positive counterpart the theme taken up from 1:3–11: the need for 

progress in the Christian life. 

The concluding doxology addressed to Christ corresponds to the high Christology of 1:1 

(―our God and Savior Jesus Christ‖), and shows the importance which the Christian attitude 



of praise and worship toward Christ had for the recognition of his divine status. The 

author‘s own modification of the standard formula of the doxology reflects the 

eschatological theme of his letter; glory belongs to Christ not simply ―forever‖ (the usual 

word), but throughout the endless day which will dawn when he comes in glory (cf. 1:19). 
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SGVK Milleilungen der schlessischen Gesellschaft für Volkskunde 

e
d(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 

S
D Studies and Documents 

a 
a. a{pax is placed by some MSS (a 

 1739 al) after kuvrio", ―Lord,‖ but this reading (though defended by Mayor and Black, 

―Notes‖) should probably be seen as an attempt to supply a ―first time‖ corresponding to 

the difficult to; deuvteron, ―the second occasion.‖ The opposition to to; deuvteron is 

possible (examples in Mayor, 29), but a{pax strictly means ―once only‖ rather than ―first in 

a series,‖ and v 3 supports the connection with eijdovta", ―having been informed.‖ 
b 
b. Most MSS read kuvrio" (or oJ kuvrio"), but some important MSS and versions (A B vg 

cop
sa, bo

 eth Origen) have ÆIhsoù", a few have oJ qeov", and P
72

 has qeov" cristov". Probably 

kuvrio" should be preferred since it could have given rise to the other readings as attempts 

to resolve the ambiguity in kuvrio" (cf. the similar readings at 1 Cor 10:9). It is not likely 

that Jude would have used ÆIhsoù" of the preexistent Christ (despite Hanson, Jesus Christ, 

165–67; F. F. Bruce, This is That [Exeter: Paternoster, 1968] 35–36): other NT examples (2 



                                                                                                                                                                                 

Cor 8:9; Phil 2:5–6; and perhaps Heb 2:9) have the Incarnation directly in view. Nor could 

Jude have used ÆIhsoù" for the OT Joshua (as Jerome, In Jovin. 1.21, thought; also Kellett, 

―Note‖; Wikgren, ―Problems,‖ 148–49) since Joshua did not destroy the unbelievers (v 5b) 

or keep the angels in chains (v 6). In the second century, however, the coincidence of 

names between Joshua son of Nun and Jesus Christ was frequently exploited in the interests 

of typology (Barn. 12:8; Justin, Dial. 24.2; 75.1–2; Clement Alex., Paed. 1.60.3), and 

Joshua as a type of Jesus could be said to have led the people out of Egypt (Justin, Dial. 

120.3). This typology could not have been intended by Jude (since it could not apply to v 6, 

which has the same subject), but could have attracted a scribe (who could miss its pitfalls) 

and account for his changing kuvrio" to ÆIhsoù", rather than to Cristov" (which would, as 

Spitta objects, be expected otherwise, and is the corresponding variant in 1 Cor 10:9). 
c 
c. Lucifer and one MS of the Old Latin add ajgivwn ajggevlwn before uJpo; zovfon; Clement 

Alex. adds ajgrivwn (read aJgivwn?) ajggevlwn after uJpo zovfon. It is possible that this addition 

belongs to the original text, and refers to Raphael and Michael, who, in 1 Enoch 10:4–5, 

11–12, are responsible tot chaining the fallen angels (cf. Milik, Enoch, 177), but Mees 

(CDios 181 [1968] 555–6) considers it an explanatory gloss. 
d 
d. lit. ―went after‖ (ajpelqoùsai ojpivsw), cf. the LXX idiom poreuvesqai ojpivsw qew`n 

eJterẁn ―to go after other gods‖ (Judg 2:12; 3 Kgdms 11:10). 
e 
e. krivsin ejpenegkeìn blasfhmiva". Many translations and commentators take 

blasfhmiva" to be a ―genitive of quality,‖ equivalent to a Semitic adjectival genitive 

(Moule, Idiom Book, 175; Chaine, 276): ―a reviling judgment‖ (RSV), ―a slanderous 

accusation‖ (NIV). This appears to fit the context in Jude, and is also in line with 2 Pet 2:11 

(blavsfhmon krivsin, ―a slanderous judgment‖). But the meaning of Jude‘s phrase must be 

determined in the first place by his source, according to which Satan had ―slandered‖ 

(ejblasfhvsei kata;) Moses by accusing him of murder, and Michael, not tolerating this 

slander (blasfhmiva), appealed to God‘s judgment against him (see texts D, M and n. in 

the Excursus). From this context it seems the point is not that Michael refrained from 

slandering the devil, nor even that he refrained from bringing a charge of slander against 

the devil (NEB Margin: ―to charge him with blasphemy‖), since Michael‘s words virtually 

amount to such a charge. The point is that he refrained from taking it upon himself to 

pronounce judgment on Satan for his slandering of Moses. Only God could judge Satan‘s 

accusation to be false, i.e., slanderous. Thus a krivsin blasfhmiva" would be a 

condemnation of the devil for his slander. 
m

SS manuscript(s) 
_a 
m

SS manuscript(s) 
m

SS manuscript(s) 
A Codex Alexandrinus 
B Codex Vaticanus 
vg Latin Vulgate (as published in Weber‘s edition) 
cop Coptic versions 
P Pesher (commentary) 
cf. confer, compare 
NT New Testament 
OT Old Testament 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
Dial. Dialogue with Trypho 
Paed. Clement of Alexandria, Paedadodus 
Dial. Dialogue with Trypho 
MS Monograph Series or Manuscript 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
cf. confer, compare 
CDios Ciudad de Dios 
cf. confer, compare 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
r
SV Revised Standard Version (NT 1946, OT 1952, Apoc 1957) 

n
IV The New International Version (1978) 

D Codex Bezae or Deuteronom(ist)ic 
M Mishnah 
n. note 
n
EB The New English Bible 

i.e. id est, that is 
NT New Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
4QFlor Florilegium (or Eschatological Midrashim) from Qumran Cave 4 
4QpIsa Pesharim on Isaiah from Qumran Cave 4 
c 
Pesharim on Isaiah from Qumran Cave 4 

CBQMS Catholic Bible Quarterly—Monograph Series 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
4QpIsa Pesharim on Isaiah from Qumran Cave 4 
b 
Pesharim on Isaiah from Qumran Cave 4 

4QFlor Florilegium (or Eschatological Midrashim) from Qumran Cave 4 
4QpIsa Pesharim on Isaiah from Qumran Cave 4 
a 
Pesharim on Isaiah from Qumran Cave 4 

cf. confer, compare 
CD Cairo (Genizah text of the) Damascus (Document) 
4QFlor Florilegium (or Eschatological Midrashim) from Qumran Cave 4 
NT New Testament 
4QpIsa Pesharim on Isaiah from Qumran Cave 4 
b 
Pesharim on Isaiah from Qumran Cave 4 

CD Cairo (Genizah text of the) Damascus (Document) 
T. Napht. Testament of Naphtali 
m. Sanh. Mishna tractate Sanhedrin 
ZNW Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 
RB Revue biblique 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
ZNW Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 
CD Cairo (Genizah text of the) Damascus (Document) 
m. Sanh. Mishna tractate Sanhedrin 
T. Napht. Testament of Naphtali 
Jub. Jubilees 
T. Napht. Testament of Naphtali 
cf. confer, compare 
CD Cairo (Genizah text of the) Damascus (Document) 
T. Napht. Testament of Naphtali 
Jub. Jubilees 
CD Cairo (Genizah text of the) Damascus (Document) 
cf. confer, compare 
T. Napht. Testament of Naphtali 
CD Cairo (Genizah text of the) Damascus (Document) 
T. Napht. Testament of Naphtali 
OT Old Testament 
NT New Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
CD Cairo (Genizah text of the) Damascus (Document) 
T. Napht. Testament of Naphtali 
cf. confer, compare 
T. Napht. Testament of Naphtali 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
cf. confer, compare 
4Q 4QSam

a
 

Hom. Homiliae (Chrysostom) 
B Codex Vaticanus 
A Codex Alexandrinus 
n. note 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
NT New Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
SBT Studies in Biblical Theology (London/Naperville, IL: SCM/Allenson) 
SCM Student Christian Movement 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
Jub. Jubilees 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
n. note 
OT Old Testament 
NT New Testament 
NT New Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
OT Old Testament 
i.e. id est, that is 
Bib. Ant. Pseudo-Philo, Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum or Biblical Antiquities 
BZ Biblische Zeitschrift 
CD Cairo (Genizah text of the) Damascus (Document) 
m. Sanh. Mishna tractate Sanhedrin 
r
SV Revised Standard Version (NT 1946, OT 1952, Apoc 1957) 

ZNW Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
Jub. Jubilees 
CD Cairo (Genizah text of the) Damascus (Document) 
1QapGen Genesis Apocryphon of Qumran Cave 1 
Tg. Ps.-J. Targum Pseudo-Jonathan 
T. Reub. Testament of Reuben 
T. Napht. Testament of Naphtali 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
NT New Testament 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
cf. confer, compare 
RHR Revue de l’histoire des religions 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
cf. confer, compare 
Jub. Jubilees 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1QM  (War Scroll) from Qumran 
1QH  (Thanksgiving Hymns) from Qumran Cave 1 
Cf. confer, compare 
T. Levi Testament of Levi (from Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs) 
2 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
ap. apud (quoted in) 
Andr. Caes. Andreas Caesariensis (Andrew of Caesarea) 
Apoc. Apocalypse of, apocalyptic or Apocrypha 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
4Q 4QSam

a
 

cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
Tg. Neof. Targum Neofiti I 
2 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
Il. Iliad (Homer) 
Odes Sol. Odes of Solomon 
Pers. Persian 
Sib. Or. Sibylline Oracles 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
4QEn Aramaic fragments of 1 Enoch from Qumran Cave 4 
Jub. Jubilees 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
MS Monograph Series or Manuscript 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
4QEn Aramaic fragments of 1 Enoch from Qumran Cave 4 
Jub. Jubilees 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
Cf. confer, compare 
BJ Bible de Jérusalem 
cf. confer, compare 
2 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
2 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
cf. confer, compare 
T. Reub. Testament of Reuben 
cf. confer, compare 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
cf. confer, compare 
Jub. Jubilees 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
T. Asher Testament of Asher 
Philo, Philo, De Quaestiones et Dolutines in Genesin 
Quaest. Gen. Philo, De Quaestiones et Dolutines in Genesin 
BJ Bible de Jérusalem 
T. Napht. Testament of Naphtali 
Philo, Philo, De Abrahamo 
Abr. Philo, De Abrahamo 
cf. confer, compare 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
Pirqe R. El.  
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
Philo, Philo, De Abrahamo 
Abr. Philo, De Abrahamo 
Tg. Ps.-J. Targum Pseudo-Jonathan 
Jub. Jubilees 
T. Levi Testament of Levi (from Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs) 
T. Benj. Testament of Benjamin, etc. 
T. Napht. Testament of Naphtali 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
cf. confer, compare 
BJ Bible de Jérusalem 
NTS New Testament Studies 
Sib. Or. Sibylline Oracles 
n
EB The New English Bible 

BJ Bible de Jérusalem 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1QS  (Rule of the Community, Manual of Discipline) 
T. Zeb Testament of Zebulun (in T. 12 Patr.) 
3 Apoc. Bar. Greek Apocalypse of Baruch 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
OT Old Testament 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
Mus Le Muséon 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
cf. confer, compare 
MS Monograph Series or Manuscript 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
Jub. Jubilees 
cf. confer, compare 
Sib. Or. Sibylline Oracles 
Herm. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
Man. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
Sim. Similitudes 
cf. confer, compare 
T. Asher Testament of Asher 
v.l. varia lectio, alternative reading 
cf. confer, compare 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
E Elohist (supposed biblical literary source) 
cf. confer, compare 
2 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
Strom. Stromateris (Clement of Alexandria) 
_a 
Did. Didache 
Herm. Sim. Shepherd of Hermas, Similitudes 
1QH  (Thanksgiving Hymns) from Qumran Cave 1 
11QpPs Hymn to Zion in the Psalms Scroll from Qumran Cave 11 
a 
Hymn to Zion in the Psalms Scroll from Qumran Cave 11 

Zion Hymn to Zion in the Psalms Scroll from Qumran Cave 11 
2 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
Asc. Isa. Ascension of Isaiah 
NHS Nag Hammadi Studies 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
cf. confer, compare 
T. Jud. Testament of Judah (in T. 12 Patr.) 
T. Levi Testament of Levi (from Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs) 
Spec. Leg. Philo, De Specialibus Legibus 
1QpHab Pesher on Habakbuk from Qumran Cave 1 
4QpNah Pesher on Nahum from Qumran Cave 4 
1QM  (War Scroll) from Qumran 
NT New Testament 
4Q 4QSam

a
 

NTS New Testament Studies 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
SCM Student Christian Movement 
NT New Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
Jub. Jubilees 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
Herm. Sim. Shepherd of Hermas, Similitudes 
cf. confer, compare 
JBL Journal of Biblical Literature 
cf. confer, compare 
Treat. Seth Second Treatise of the Great Seth 
Testim. Truth Testimony of Truth 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
SCM Student Christian Movement 
NT New Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
cf. confer, compare 
Asc. Isa. Ascension of Isaiah 
1QM  (War Scroll) from Qumran 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
cf. confer, compare 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
r
SV Revised Standard Version (NT 1946, OT 1952, Apoc 1957) 

i.e. id est, that is 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
NTS New Testament Studies 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
Asc. Isa. Ascension of Isaiah 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
cf. confer, compare 
NTS New Testament Studies 
bBabylonian Talmud tractate  
Str-B H. Strack and P. Billerbeck, Kommentar zum Neuen Testament, 4 vols. (Munich: 

Beck‘sche, 1926–28) 
i.e. id est, that is 
APOT R. H. Charles (ed.), Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
Asc. Isa. Ascension of Isaiah 
T. Asher Testament of Asher 
Josephus, Josephus, Contra Apionem 
C. Apion Josephus, Contra Apionem 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
Cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
cf. confer, compare 
OT Old Testament 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
4Q Testament of Amram (Visions of ) from Qumran Cave 4 
>Testament of Amram (Visions of ) from Qumran Cave 4 
RB Revue biblique 
JSJ Journal for the Study of Judaism in the Persian, Hellenistic and Roman Period 
MT The Masoretic Text [of the Old Testament] (as published in BHS) 
NTS New Testament Studies 
cf. confer, compare 
NTS New Testament Studies 
Jub. Jubilees 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
Jub. Jubilees 
Yal. Rub. Yalqut\ Rubemi 
CD Cairo (Genizah text of the) Damascus (Document) 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
cf. confer, compare 
RB Revue biblique 
4Q Testament of Amram (Visions of ) from Qumran Cave 4 
>Testament of Amram (Visions of ) from Qumran Cave 4 
JSJ Journal for the Study of Judaism in the Persian, Hellenistic and Roman Period 
4Q Testament of Amram (Visions of ) from Qumran Cave 4 
>Testament of Amram (Visions of ) from Qumran Cave 4 
T. Asher Testament of Asher 
4Q Testament of Amram (Visions of ) from Qumran Cave 4 
>Testament of Amram (Visions of ) from Qumran Cave 4 
Hom. Homiliae (Chrysostom) 
Apoc. Paul Apocalypse of Paul 
As. Mos. (See T. Mos.) 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
T. 12 Patr. Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs 
T. Abr. Testament of Abraham 
T. Job Testament of Job 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
v.l. varia lectio, alternative reading 
ScrHie Scripta Hierosolymitana 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
Bib. Ant. Pseudo-Philo, Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum or Biblical Antiquities 
Str-B H. Strack and P. Billerbeck, Kommentar zum Neuen Testament, 4 vols. (Munich: 

Beck‘sche, 1926–28) 
Deut. Rab. Deutonomy Rabbah 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
cf. confer, compare 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
i.e. id est, that is 
Asc. Isa. Ascension of Isaiah 
i.e. id est, that is 
4Q Testament of Amram (Visions of ) from Qumran Cave 4 
>Testament of Amram (Visions of ) from Qumran Cave 4 
Deut. Rab. Deutonomy Rabbah 
Deut. Rab. Deutonomy Rabbah 
Tg. Ps.-J. Targum Pseudo-Jonathan 
OT Old Testament 
MT The Masoretic Text [of the Old Testament] (as published in BHS) 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
m. SotMishna tractate  
PG Patrologiae Cursus Completus, Series Graeca, ed. J. P. Migne (Paris, 1857-66, 1894) 
PG Patrologiae Cursus Completus, Series Graeca, ed. J. P. Migne (Paris, 1857-66, 1894) 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
SBLSCS Society of Biblical Literature [SBL] Septuagint and Cognate Studies 
MT The Masoretic Text [of the Old Testament] (as published in BHS) 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
BZRGG Beihefte zur ZRGG 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
NGWG Nachrichten der Gesellschaft der Wissenschaften in Göttingen 
PH Hamburg Papyrus of the Acts of Paul 
RESL Revue des études slaves 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
ZWT Zeitschrift für wissenschaftliche Theologie 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
cf. confer, compare 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
BZAW Beihefte zur Zeitschrift für die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft [ZAW] 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
Jub. Jubilees 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
i.e. id est, that is 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
Philo, Philo, De Vita Mosis 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
Mos. Philo, De Vita Mosis 
As. Mos. (See T. Mos.) 
As. Mos. (See T. Mos.) 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
As. Mos. (See T. Mos.) 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
As. Mos. (See T. Mos.) 
As. Mos. (See T. Mos.) 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
As. Mos. (See T. Mos.) 
As. Mos. (See T. Mos.) 
As. Mos. (See T. Mos.) 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
As. Mos. (See T. Mos.) 
As. Mos. (See T. Mos.) 
As. Mos. (See T. Mos.) 
As. Mos. (See T. Mos.) 
As. Mos. (See T. Mos.) 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
cf. confer, compare 
As. Mos. (See T. Mos.) 
As. Mos. (See T. Mos.) 
As. Mos. (See T. Mos.) 
Strom. Stromateris (Clement of Alexandria) 
cf. confer, compare 
Strom. Stromateris (Clement of Alexandria) 
cf. confer, compare 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
SBLSCS Society of Biblical Literature [SBL] Septuagint and Cognate Studies 
Philo, Philo, De Vita Mosis 
Mos. Philo, De Vita Mosis 
T. Job Testament of Job 
T. Abr. Testament of Abraham 
As. Mos. (See T. Mos.) 
As. Mos. (See T. Mos.) 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
cf. confer, compare 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
i.e. id est, that is 
n. note 
As. Mos. (See T. Mos.) 
cf. confer, compare 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
As. Mos. (See T. Mos.) 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
As. Mos. (See T. Mos.) 
As. Mos. (See T. Mos.) 
As. Mos. (See T. Mos.) 
N
TS New Testament Studies 

J
TS Journal of Theological Studies 

J
TS Journal of Theological Studies 

J
TS Journal of Theological Studies 

N
TS New Testament Studies 

O
BO Orbis biblicus et orientalis (Freiburg [Sw]/Göttingen: 

Universitätsverlag/Vandenhoeck) 
S
PB Studia postbiblica (Leiden: Brill) 

S
JLA Studies in Judaism in Late Antiquity (Leiden: Brill) 

a 
a. For the translation of these verbs, see Comment section. 

b 
b. For the dative oJdw`/ in this expression, cf. Acts 14:16; Herm. Man. 6:1:2; BDF § 198, 5. 

a 
a. For the translation of these verbs, see Comment section. 

c 
c. oiJ is omitted by a 

 K al, probably because they connected it with spilavde", ―reefs,‖ which is feminine; in 

fact it relates to quneuwcouvmenoi, ―feasting together,‖ with spolavde" in apposition. 
d 
d. For ajgavpai" uJmwǹ, ―your agapes,‖ A reads ajpavtai" aujtwǹ, ―their deceptions‖: a 

correction because the presence of the false teachers at the agapes seemed too scandalous 

(cf. 2 Pet 2:13). 
cf. confer, compare 
Herm. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
Man. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
BDF F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk, A Greek Grammar of the New Testament 

(University of Chicago/University of Cambridge, 1961) 
_a 
K Kethib (the written consonantal Hebrew text of OT) 
al Other (alii) codices [MSS] also show this reading. 
cf. confer, compare 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
NovTSup Supplement(s) to Novum Testamentum 
OT Old Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
Gos. Pet. Gospel of Peter 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
CBQ Catholic Biblical Quarterly 
JSJ Journal for the Study of Judaism in the Persian, Hellenistic and Roman Period 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
Jdt Judith 
Barn. Barnabas 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
OT Old Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
t. SoTosephta tractate Sota 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
OT Old Testament 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
cf. confer, compare 
Ep. Epistle(s) 
1QH  (Thanksgiving Hymns) from Qumran Cave 1 
1QH  (Thanksgiving Hymns) from Qumran Cave 1 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
OT Old Testament 
DB Dictionnaire de la Bible ed. F. Vigouroux (Paris: Letouzey & Ané, 1895–1912) 
cf. confer, compare 
T. Benj. Testament of Benjamin, etc. 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
Sem. Semitica or Semitic 
Frg. Tg. Fragmentary Targum 
Tg. Ps.-J. Targum Pseudo-Jonathan 
Neof. Targum Neofiti I 
cf. confer, compare 
Frg. Fragment-Targums 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
Tg(s) Targum(s) 
Ps.-J. Targum Pseudo-Jonathan 
Neof. Targum Neofiti I 
cf. confer, compare 
Frg. Fragment-Targums 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
Tg. Targum 
Neof. Targum Neofiti I 
HTR Harvard Theological Review 
cf. confer, compare 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
NTS New Testament Studies 
cf. confer, compare 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
T. Benj. Testament of Benjamin, etc. 
cf. confer, compare 
Jub. Jubilees 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
Tg(s) Targum(s) 
PSayings of the(Jewsih)Fathers (in the Mishna) 
cf. confer, compare 
Tg(s) Targum(s) 
Philo, Philo, De Vita Mosis 
Mos. Philo, De Vita Mosis 
Num. Rab.  on Numbers 
cf. confer, compare 
Bib. Ant. Pseudo-Philo, Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum or Biblical Antiquities 
cf. confer, compare 
Tg. Ps.-J. Targum Pseudo-Jonathan 
Philo, Philo, De Vita Mosis 
Mos. Philo, De Vita Mosis 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
y. Sanh Jerusalem Talmud tractate Sanhedrin 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
b. Sanh. Babylonian Talmud: tractate Sanhedrin 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
cf. confer, compare 
Num. Rab.  on Numbers 
Sipra  
b. Sanh. Babylonian Talmud: tractate Sanhedrin 
cf. confer, compare 
Tg(s) Targum(s) 
Bib. Ant. Pseudo-Philo, Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum or Biblical Antiquities 
Num. Rab.  on Numbers 
cf. confer, compare 
r
V Revised Version, 1881–85 

BAG W. Bauer, W. F. Gingrich, Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament, (Chicago: 

Chicago U. P., 1979) 
s.v. sub verbo, under the word 
cf. confer, compare 
T. Reub. Testament of Reuben 
Tg. Ps.-J. Targum Pseudo-Jonathan 
Num. Rab.  on Numbers 
b. Sanh. Babylonian Talmud: tractate Sanhedrin 
Num. Rab.  on Numbers 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
cf. confer, compare 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
Bib. Ant. Pseudo-Philo, Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum or Biblical Antiquities 
Philo, Philo, De Vita Mosis 
Mos. Philo, De Vita Mosis 
Num. Rab.  on Numbers 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
Num. Rab.  on Numbers 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
cf. confer, compare 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
Did. Didache 
Did. Didache 
NT New Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
Did. Didache 
Pol. Polycarp to the Philippians 
Phil. Polycarp to the Philippians 
cf. confer, compare 
Bib. Ant. Pseudo-Philo, Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum or Biblical Antiquities 
Tg. Targum 
Bib. Ant. Pseudo-Philo, Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum or Biblical Antiquities 
Tg. Ps.-J. Targum Pseudo-Jonathan 
cf. confer, compare 
Num. Rab.  on Numbers 
Num. Rab.  on Numbers 
cf. confer, compare 
Neof. Targum Neofiti I 
Ps.-J. Targum Pseudo-Jonathan 
cf. confer, compare 
4QpNah Pesher on Nahum from Qumran Cave 4 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Num. Rab.  on Numbers 
cf. confer, compare 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
Prot. Jas. Protevangelium of James 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
cf. confer, compare 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
PSayings of the(Jewsih)Fathers (in the Mishna) 
cf. confer, compare 
t. SotTosephta tractate Sota 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
Bib. Ant. Pseudo-Philo, Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum or Biblical Antiquities 
Prot. Jas. Protevangelium of James 
cf. confer, compare 
Num. Rab.  on Numbers 
BJ Bible de Jérusalem 
Bib. Ant. Pseudo-Philo, Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum or Biblical Antiquities 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Prot. Jas. Protevangelium of James 
Bib. Ant. Pseudo-Philo, Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum or Biblical Antiquities 
cf. confer, compare 
< de Rabbi Nathan 
Num. Rab.  on Numbers 
i.e. id est, that is 
v.l. varia lectio, alternative reading 
Ign. Ignatius, Letter to the Smyrneans 
Smyrn. Ignatius, Letter to the Smyrneans 
Ep. Apost Epistle of the Apostles 
Acts Paul & Thecla Acts of Paul and Thecla 
Strom. Stromateris (Clement of Alexandria) 
Apol. Justin Martyr, Apology 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
NT New Testament 
ExpTim The Expository Times 
NT New Testament 
Smyrn. Ignatius, Letter to the Smyrnaeans 
Ep. Apost Epistle of the Apostles 
cf. confer, compare 
Strom. Stromateris (Clement of Alexandria) 
n. note 
cf. confer, compare 
BDF F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk, A Greek Grammar of the New Testament 

(University of Chicago/University of Cambridge, 1961) 
JTS Journal of Theological Studies 
JTS Journal of Theological Studies 
cf. confer, compare 
JTS Journal of Theological Studies 
BAG W. Bauer, W. F. Gingrich, Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament, (Chicago: 

Chicago U. P., 1979) 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
BJ Bible de Jérusalem 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
r
SV Revised Standard Version (NT 1946, OT 1952, Apoc 1957) 

cf. confer, compare 
C The Cairo Geniza 
cf. confer, compare 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
cf. confer, compare 
Bib. Ant. Pseudo-Philo, Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum or Biblical Antiquities 
Ign. Ignatius, Letter to the Philadelphians 
Phil. Ignatius, Letter to the Philadelphians 
Ign. Ignatius, Letter to the Romans 
Rom. Ignatius, Letter to the Romans 
cf. confer, compare 
CD Cairo (Genizah text of the) Damascus (Document) 
i.e. id est, that is 
Cf. confer, compare 
Asc. Isa. Ascension of Isaiah 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
NTApoc. E. Henecke, W. Schneemelcher, and R. mcL. Wilson ed., New Testament 

Apocrypha 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
cf. confer, compare 
r
SV Revised Standard Version (NT 1946, OT 1952, Apoc 1957) 

LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
Herm. Sim. Shepherd of Hermas, Similitudes 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
r
SV Revised Standard Version (NT 1946, OT 1952, Apoc 1957) 

LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
1QH  (Thanksgiving Hymns) from Qumran Cave 1 
1QH  (Thanksgiving Hymns) from Qumran Cave 1 
cf. confer, compare 
1QH  (Thanksgiving Hymns) from Qumran Cave 1 
T. Jud. Testament of Judah (in T. 12 Patr.) 
cf. confer, compare 
Sib. Or. Sibylline Oracles 
NTS New Testament Studies 
cf. confer, compare 
BAG W. Bauer, W. F. Gingrich, Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament, (Chicago: 

Chicago U. P., 1979) 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
n. note 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
cf. confer, compare 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
Pss. Sol. Psalms of Solomon 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1QS  (Rule of the Community, Manual of Discipline) 
2 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
OT Old Testament 
J
TS Journal of Theological Studies 

e
d(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 

e
d(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 

N
TS New Testament Studies 

e
d(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
e
d(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 

N
TS New Testament Studies 

V
T Vetus Testamentum 

a 
a. This use of the dative touvtoi" is odd, but must bear this meaning. 

b 
b. The aorist h{lqen represents a ‗prophetic perfect.‘ 

c 
c. On the variant readings see Osburn, NTS 23 (1976–77) 337–38. The addition of 

a;ggevlwn, in some manuscripts, including P
72

, is probably an explanatory gloss, since a{gioi 
alone, in ordinary Christian usage, came to mean Christians, rather than angels. 
d 
d. This phrase is intended to represent in the English the repetition of the stem ajseb, 

which in the Greek is contained in the verb h;sevbhsan. 
e 
e. The addition of lovgwn (a 

 etc.), as in 1 Enoch 1:9 (C), is probably an explanatory gloss. 
NTS New Testament Studies 
P Pesher (commentary) 
_a 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
cf. confer, compare 
4QpIsa Pesharim on Isaiah from Qumran Cave 4 
b 
Pesharim on Isaiah from Qumran Cave 4 

4QFlor Florilegium (or Eschatological Midrashim) from Qumran Cave 4 
cf. confer, compare 
NTS New Testament Studies 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
VT Vetus Testamentum 
NTS New Testament Studies 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
cf. confer, compare 
VT Vetus Testamentum 
VT Vetus Testamentum 
NTS New Testament Studies 
NTS New Testament Studies 
n. note 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
NTS New Testament Studies 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
NTS New Testament Studies 
4QEn Aramaic fragments of 1 Enoch from Qumran Cave 4 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
cf. confer, compare 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
4QEn Aramaic fragments of 1 Enoch from Qumran Cave 4 
Jub. Jubilees 
Lev. Rab.  on Leviticus 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
OT Old Testament 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
Did. Didache 
OT Old Testament 
VT Vetus Testamentum 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
NTS New Testament Studies 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
NT New Testament 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
OT Old Testament 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
Tg. Onq. Targum Onqelos 
cf. confer, compare 
VT Vetus Testamentum 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
cf. confer, compare 
ZNW Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
NT New Testament 
CD Cairo (Genizah text of the) Damascus (Document) 
Pss. Sol. Psalms of Solomon 
1QH  (Thanksgiving Hymns) from Qumran Cave 1 
1QS  (Rule of the Community, Manual of Discipline) 
Did. Didache 
3 Apoc. Bar. Greek Apocalypse of Baruch 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
cf. confer, compare 
NT New Testament 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
Philo, Philo, De Vita Mosis 
Mos. Philo, De Vita Mosis 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
CD Cairo (Genizah text of the) Damascus (Document) 
cf. confer, compare 
CD Cairo (Genizah text of the) Damascus (Document) 
cf. confer, compare 
T. Jud. Testament of Judah (in T. 12 Patr.) 
Apol. Justin Martyr, Apology 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
4QEn Aramaic fragments of 1 Enoch from Qumran Cave 4 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
4QEn Aramaic fragments of 1 Enoch from Qumran Cave 4 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
cf. confer, compare 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
 _QTheodotion 
cf. confer, compare 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
Apoc. Bar. Apocalypse of Baruch 
lit. literally 
NT New Testament 
r
SV Revised Standard Version (NT 1946, OT 1952, Apoc 1957) 

j
B A. Jones (ed.), Jerusalem Bible 

n
IV The New International Version (1978) 

1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
cf. confer, compare 
OT Old Testament 
r
SV Revised Standard Version (NT 1946, OT 1952, Apoc 1957) 

j
B A. Jones (ed.), Jerusalem Bible 

n
IV The New International Version (1978) 

cf. confer, compare 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
Did. Didache 
Barn. Barnabas 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
Ep. Apost Epistle of the Apostles 
cf. confer, compare 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
Ep. Apost Epistle of the Apostles 
cf. confer, compare 
Asc. Isa. Ascension of Isaiah 
a 
a. twǹ ajsebeiẁn could be a genitive of quality, perhaps a Semitism (―ungodly desires‖), 

or an objective genitive (―desires for ungodly deeds‖): the plural makes the latter rather 

more likely. The words are an example of Jude‘s catchword technique, and so should not be 

rejected as a gloss (as Spitta proposes). 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
BDF F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk, A Greek Grammar of the New Testament 

(University of Chicago/University of Cambridge, 1961) 
cf. confer, compare 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
lit. literally 
NT New Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
OT Old Testament 
Did. Didache 
Eph. Ignatius, Letter to the Ephesians 
m

SS manuscript(s) 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
OT Old Testament 
JNES Journal of Near Eastern Studies 
OT Old Testament 
CD Cairo (Genizah text of the) Damascus (Document) 
1QSa Appendix A (Rule of the Congregation) to 1QS 
1QpHab Pesher on Habakbuk from Qumran Cave 1 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Asc. Isa. Ascension of Isaiah 
cf. confer, compare 
Barn. Barnabas 
Eph. Ignatius, Letter to the Ephesians 
cf. confer, compare 
Did. Didache 
Asc. Isa. Ascension of Isaiah 
cf. confer, compare 
1QpHab Pesher on Habakbuk from Qumran Cave 1 
Did. Didache 
Asc. Isa. Ascension of Isaiah 
OT Old Testament 
cf. confer, compare 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
NT New Testament 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
CD Cairo (Genizah text of the) Damascus (Document) 
4QpIsa Pesharim on Isaiah from Qumran Cave 4 
b 
Pesharim on Isaiah from Qumran Cave 4 

lit. literally 
Cf. confer, compare 
Herm. Hermas 
Vis. Visions 
T. Iss. Testament of Issachar 
T. Jud. Testament of Judah (in T. 12 Patr.) 
Did. Didache 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
Sib. Or. Sibylline Oracles 
Asc. Isa. Ascension of Isaiah 
cf. confer, compare 
Did. Didache 
cf. confer, compare 
Pol. Ignatius, Letter to the Polycarp 
n
EB The New English Bible 

Corp. Herm. Corpus Hermeticum 
Cf. confer, compare 
Dial. Dialogue with Trypho 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
S Syriac 
C The Cairo Geniza 
K Kethib (the written consonantal Hebrew text of OT) 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
NT New Testament 
SBLDS Society of Biblical Literature [SBL] Dissertation Series 
MT The Masoretic Text [of the Old Testament] (as published in BHS) 
HTR Harvard Theological Review 
T
Z Theologische Zeitschrift (ThZ) 

P
 Pesher (commentary) 

J
TS Journal of Theological Studies 

P
 Pesher (commentary) 

C
Dios Ciudad de Dios 

Z
NW Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 

a 
a. On the participles in these verses, probably used as imperatives, see 

Form/Structure/Setting section below. 
b 
b. Probably the ejpiv, ―build up,‖ here retains the sense of ―(build) on‖ (as in 1 Cor 3:12; 

Eph 2:20), and the dative th̀ pivstei, ―the faith,‖ therefore indicates the foundation on 



                                                                                                                                                                                 

which the building is erected. This seems preferable to an instrumental dative (suggested by 

Reicke): ―by means of your most holy faith.‖ 
a 
a. On the participles in these verses, probably used as imperatives, see 

Form/Structure/Setting section below. 
a 
a. On the participles in these verses, probably used as imperatives, see 

Form/Structure/Setting section below. 
c 
c. For this translation of diakrinomevnou", see Comment. 

d 
d. The translation of vv 22–23a follows the text of P

72
: see the note on the text below. 

P Pesher (commentary) 
ZNW Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 
ZNW Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 
a
V Authorized (King James) Version = KJV 

n
EB The New English Bible 

t
EV Today‘s English Version 

j
B A. Jones (ed.), Jerusalem Bible 

r
V Revised Version, 1881–85 

t
EV Today‘s English Version 

g
NB Good News Bible = Today‘s English Version 

n
IV The New International Version (1978) 

r
SV Revised Standard Version (NT 1946, OT 1952, Apoc 1957) 

j
B A. Jones (ed.), Jerusalem Bible 

n
EB The New English Bible 

A Codex Alexandrinus 
TZ Theologische Zeitschrift (ThZ) 
P Pesher (commentary) 
JTS Journal of Theological Studies 
ZNW Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 
P Pesher (commentary) 
P Pesher (commentary) 
P Pesher (commentary) 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
cf. confer, compare 
P Pesher (commentary) 
JTS Journal of Theological Studies 
CDios Ciudad de Dios 
ZNW Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 
NT New Testament 
a
V Authorized (King James) Version = KJV 

JTS Journal of Theological Studies 
ZNW Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 
Did. Didache 
Did. Didache 
Barn. Barnabas 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
C The Cairo Geniza 
A Codex Alexandrinus 
Did. Didache 
Did. Didache 
Did. Didache 
cf. confer, compare 
Barn. Barnabas 
C The Cairo Geniza 
A Codex Alexandrinus 
Did. Didache 
Did. Didache 
Did. Didache 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
NT New Testament 
NT New Testament 
NT New Testament 
NT New Testament 
S Syriac 
C The Cairo Geniza 
K Kethib (the written consonantal Hebrew text of OT) 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
SCM Student Christian Movement 
Did. Didache 

* The Appeal (Jude 20–23) 
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cf. confer, compare 
Barn. Barnabas 
Herm. Hermas 
Vis. Visions 
Sim. Similitudes 

Ign.  Ignatius, Letter to the Ephesians 
Eph. Ignatius, Letter to the Ephesians 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
Barn. Barnabas 

Ign.  Ignatius, Letter to the Ephesians 
Eph. Ignatius, Letter to the Ephesians 
Pol. Polycarp to the Philippians 
Phil. Polycarp to the Philippians 
Odes Sol. Odes of Solomon 
cf. confer, compare 
Act. Verc. Actus Vercellenses (Latin version of the Acts of Peter) 
cf. confer, compare 
Barn. Barnabas 
Asc. Isa. Ascension of Isaiah 
ap. apud (quoted in) 
Hist. Eccl. Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 
cf. confer, compare 
Did. Didache 
SCM Student Christian Movement 
cf. confer, compare 
v.l. varia lectio, alternative reading 
Pss. Sol. Psalms of Solomon 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Herm. Hermas 
Vis. Visions 
Sim. Similitudes 
cf. confer, compare 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Ign. Ignatius, Letter to the Polycarp 
Pol. Ignatius, Letter to the Polycarp 
Barn. Barnabas 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
NovTSup Supplement(s) to Novum Testamentum 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
i.e. id est, that is 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
r
SV Revised Standard Version (NT 1946, OT 1952, Apoc 1957) 

LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
cf. confer, compare 
Did. Didache 
JTS Journal of Theological Studies 
cf. confer, compare 
TZ Theologische Zeitschrift (ThZ) 
cf. confer, compare 
Did. Didache 
Smyrn. Ignatius, Letter to the Smyrnaeans 
r
SV Revised Standard Version (NT 1946, OT 1952, Apoc 1957) 

LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
DB(H) J. Hastings ed., Dictionary of the Bible 
OT Old Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 

Ign.  Ignatius, Letter to the Ephesians 
Eph. Ignatius, Letter to the Ephesians 
Smyrn. Ignatius, Letter to the Smyrnaeans 
S
UNT Studien zur Umwelt des Neuen Testaments (Göttingen: Vandenhoeck) 

a 
a. The verb is understood, and most translations supply ―be,‖ making the doxology a 

prayer. For the indicative meaning presupposed in this translation, see 

Form/Structure/Setting section below. 
NT New Testament 
Did. Didache 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Mart. Pol. Martyrdom of Polycarp 
Mart. Pol. Martyrdom of Polycarp 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Did. Didache 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Mart. Pol. Martyrdom of Polycarp 
cf. confer, compare 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
JBL Journal of Biblical Literature 
Tg. Neof. Targum Neofiti I 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Mart. Pol. Martyrdom of Polycarp 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Mart. Pol. Martyrdom of Polycarp 
Acts Pet. Acts of Peter 
OT Old Testament 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Mart. Pol. Martyrdom of Polycarp 
n. note 
cf. confer, compare 
Tg. Neof. Targum Neofiti I 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
NT New Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
NT New Testament 
Pss. Sol. Psalms of Solomon 
n. note 
n. note 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Mart. Pol. Martyrdom of Polycarp 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Mart. Pol. Martyrdom of Polycarp 
NT New Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
r
SV Revised Standard Version (NT 1946, OT 1952, Apoc 1957) 

Phil. Ignatius, Letter to the Philadelphians 
cf. confer, compare 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
cf. confer, compare 
Phil. Ignatius, Letter to the Philadelphians 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
T. Abr. Testament of Abraham 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
Mart. Pol. Martyrdom of Polycarp 
T. Levi Testament of Levi (from Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs) 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
Apoc. Abr. Apocalypse of Abraham (1st to 2nd cent. A.D.) 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
cf. confer, compare 
4QDibHam Words of the heavenly Lights from Qumran Cave 4 
Apoc. Abr. Apocalypse of Abraham (1st to 2nd cent. A.D.) 
cf. confer, compare 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
SCM Student Christian Movement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
Pss. Sol. Psalms of Solomon 
cf. confer, compare 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
i.e. id est, that is 
Did. Didache 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Mart. Pol. Martyrdom of Polycarp 
cf. confer, compare 
i.e. id est, that is 
Mart. Pol. Martyrdom of Polycarp 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
OT Old Testament 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Mart. Pol. Martyrdom of Polycarp 
cf. confer, compare 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
T. Levi Testament of Levi (from Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs) 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Mart. Pol. Martyrdom of Polycarp 
cf. confer, compare 
Pss. Sol. Psalms of Solomon 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
Herm. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
Man. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
cf. confer, compare 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
ICC International Critical Commentary (Edinburgh/New York: Clark/Scribner‘s) 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
Tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
SB Sources bibliques 
EBib Etudes bibliques 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
GCS Griechischen christlichen Schriftsteller 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
TBC Torch Bible Commentaries 
SCM Student Christian Movement 
TNTC Tyndale New Testament Commentaries 
THKNT Theologischer Handkommentar zum Neuen Testament 
NTD Das Neue Testament Deutsch 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
CGTSC Cambridge Greek Testament for Schools and Colleges 
BNTC Black‘s New Testament Commentaries 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
PC Proclamation Commentaries 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
CBC Cambridge Bible Commentary 
Tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
RNT Regensburger Neues Testament 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
MNTC Moffatt NT Commentary 
PG Patrologiae Cursus Completus, Series Graeca, ed. J. P. Migne (Paris, 1857-66, 1894) 
ExpB Expositor‘s Bible 
CBSC Cambridge Bible for Schools and Colleges 
a
B Anchor Bible (New York: Doubleday) 

HTKNT Herders theologischer Kommentar zum Neuen Testament 
NTD Das Neue Testament Deutsch 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
NTD Das Neue Testament Deutsch 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
NCB New Century Bible [Commentary] (new ed.) 
HKNT Handkommentar zum Neuen Testament 
WC Westminster Commentary 
HNT Handbuch zum Neuen Testament 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
ZNW Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
vol(s). volume(s) 
DB(H) J. Hastings ed., Dictionary of the Bible 
WUNT Wissenschaftliche Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament (Tübingen: Mohr) 
Tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
vol(s). volume(s) 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
vol(s). volume(s) 
Tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
vol(s). volume(s) 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
SCM Student Christian Movement 
DBSup Dictionnaire de la Bible, Supplément 
AnBib Analecta biblica (Rome: PBI) 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
vol(s). volume(s) 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
vol(s). volume(s) 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
UUÅ Uppsala universitetsårsskrift 
SCM Student Christian Movement 
NTS New Testament Studies 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
Tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
vol(s). volume(s) 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
vol(s). volume(s) 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
SJLA Studies in Judaism in Late Antiquity (Leiden: Brill) 
BFCT Beiträge zur Förderung christlicher Theologie 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
MT The Masoretic Text [of the Old Testament] (as published in BHS) 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
NHS Nag Hammadi Studies 
Tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
NT New Testament 
OT Old Testament 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
T. 12 Patr. Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs 
T. Job Testament of Job 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
Jub. Jubilees 
Bib. Ant. Pseudo-Philo, Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum or Biblical Antiquities 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
JSJ Journal for the Study of Judaism in the Persian, Hellenistic and Roman Period 
Acts Pet. Acts of Peter 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
Acts John Acts of John 
Acts Thom. Acts of Thomas 
Acts John Acts of John 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
OT Old Testament 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
NT New Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
N
T New Testament 

N
T New Testament 

NT
 New Testament 

L
XX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 

L
XX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 

L
XX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 

L
XX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 

L
XX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 

L
XX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 

L
XX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 

S
ib. Or. Sibylline Oracles 

E
p. Arist. Epistle of Aristeas 

O
T Old Testament 

S
T Studia theologica 

N
T New Testament 

N
T New Testament 

H
erm. Sim. Shepherd of Hermas, Similitudes 

H
erm. Sim. Shepherd of Hermas, Similitudes 

B
arn. Barnabas 

H
erm. Sim. Shepherd of Hermas, Similitudes 

A
poc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 

A
poc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 

NT New Testament 
N
T New Testament 

e
.g. exempli gratia, for example 

m
SS manuscript(s) 

c
f. confer, compare 

P
ss. Sol. Psalms of Solomon 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
D
ial. Dialogue with Trypho 

c
f. confer, compare 

P
hil. Ignatius, Letter to the Philadelphians 

D
B(H) J. Hastings ed., Dictionary of the Bible 

c
f. confer, compare 

c
f. confer, compare 

D
B(H) J. Hastings ed., Dictionary of the Bible 

c
f. confer, compare 

D
B(H) J. Hastings ed., Dictionary of the Bible 

D
B(H) J. Hastings ed., Dictionary of the Bible 

E
xp The Expositor 

c
f. confer, compare 

D
B(H) J. Hastings ed., Dictionary of the Bible 

i
.e. id est, that is 
c
f. confer, compare 

n.
 note 

OT Old Testament 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
Sem. Semitica or Semitic 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
Barn. Barnabas 
ap. apud (quoted in) 
Andr. Caes. Andreas Caesariensis (Andrew of Caesarea) 
Apoc. Apocalypse of, apocalyptic or Apocrypha 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
Apol. Justin Martyr, Apology 
Dial. Dialogue with Trypho 
Ap. John Apocryphon of John 
Clem. Alex. Clement of Alexandria 
Strom. Stromateris (Clement of Alexandria) 
cf. confer, compare 
JP Journal of Philology 
SVTP Studia in Veteris Testamenti pseudepigrapha 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Vis. Visions 
TynBul Tyndale Bulletin 
Exp The Expositor 
Exp The Expositor 
Exp The Expositor 
cf. confer, compare 
DB(V) F. Vigoroux and l. Pirot ed., Dictionnaire de la Bible 
col(s). column(s) 
Exp The Expositor 
cf. confer, compare 
Sib. Or. Sibylline Oracles 
cf. confer, compare 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
Exp The Expositor 
cf. confer, compare 
n. note 
PGMT Pelican Guide to Modern Theology 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
OT Old Testament 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
cf. confer, compare 
NovT Novum Testamentum 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
Ep. Epistle(s) 
Bib Biblica 
NT New Testament 
NT New Testament 
NT New Testament 
NT New Testament 
NT New Testament 
NT New Testament 
NT New Testament 
NT New Testament 
n. note 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
n. note 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
cf. confer, compare 
MFOB Mélanges de la faculté orientale de l’uniersité Saint Joseph 
Exp The Expositor 
i.e. id est, that is 
CG Nag Hammadi Gnostic Codices 
Apoc. Paul Apocalypse of Paul 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
Acts Pet. Acts of Peter 
Ep. Pet. Phil. Letter of Peter to Philip 
CG Nag Hammadi Gnostic Codices 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
CG Nag Hammadi Gnostic Codices 
cf. confer, compare 
Gos. Pet. Gospel of Peter 
Ker. Pet. Kerygma Petrou 
i.e. id est, that is 
OT Old Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
Gos. Pet. Gospel of Peter 
Ker. Pet. Kerygma Petrou 
Acts Pet. Acts of Peter 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
CG Nag Hammadi Gnostic Codices 
Ep. Pet. Phil. Letter of Peter to Philip 
CG Nag Hammadi Gnostic Codices 
Acts Pet. Acts of Peter 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
BG Berlin Gnostic Codex 
Acts Pet. Acts of Peter 
Ep. Pet. Phil. Letter of Peter to Philip 
Acts Pet. Acts of Peter 
Ker. Pet. Kerygma Petrou 
i.e. id est, that is 
Acts Pet. Acts of Peter 
Act. Verc. Actus Vercellenses (Latin version of the Acts of Peter) 
cf. confer, compare 
Act. Verc. Actus Vercellenses (Latin version of the Acts of Peter) 
cf. confer, compare 
Act. Verc. Actus Vercellenses (Latin version of the Acts of Peter) 
cf. confer, compare 
Act. Verc. Actus Vercellenses (Latin version of the Acts of Peter) 
cf. confer, compare 
Act. Verc. Actus Vercellenses (Latin version of the Acts of Peter) 
cf. confer, compare 
Ep. Pet. Phil. Letter of Peter to Philip 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
cf. confer, compare 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
Acts Pet. Acts of Peter 
Act. Verc. Actus Vercellenses (Latin version of the Acts of Peter) 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
c common or correction by a later hand 

1
 first corrector 

2
 second corrector 

Acts Pet. Acts of Peter 
c common or correction by a later hand 

1
 first corrector 

2
 second corrector 

NT New Testament 
NT New Testament 
NT New Testament 
NT New Testament 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
NT New Testament 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
NT New Testament 
1 Clem 1 Clement 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
c common or correction by a later hand 

1
 first corrector 

2
 second corrector 

2 Clem 2 Clement 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
c common or correction by a later hand 

1
 first corrector 

2
 second corrector 

tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
cf. confer, compare 
JTS Journal of Theological Studies 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Vis. Visions 
Sim. Similitudes 
cf. confer, compare 
TynBul Tyndale Bulletin 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
OT Old Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
i.e. id est, that is 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
JBL Journal of Biblical Literature 
cf. confer, compare 
CBQ Catholic Biblical Quarterly 
OT Old Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Pol. Polycarp to the Philippians 
Phil. Polycarp to the Philippians 
NT New Testament 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
MFOB Mélanges de la faculté orientale de l’uniersité Saint Joseph 
c common or correction by a later hand 

1
 first corrector 

2
 second corrector 

c common or correction by a later hand 
1
 first corrector 

2
 second corrector 

cf. confer, compare 
Asc. Isa. Ascension of Isaiah 
c common or correction by a later hand 

1
 first corrector 

2
 second corrector 

c common or correction by a later hand 
1
 first corrector 

2
 second corrector 

c common or correction by a later hand 
1
 first corrector 

2
 second corrector 

NT New Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
Ign. Ignatius, Letter to the Romans 
Rom. Ignatius, Letter to the Romans 
Asc. Isa. Ascension of Isaiah 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Vis. Visions 
Herm. Hermas 
Vis. Visions 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Hist. Eccl. Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 
cf. confer, compare 
BZ Biblische Zeitschrift 
Gos. Pet. Gospel of Peter 
Hist. Eccl. Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 
i.e. id est, that is 
cf. confer, compare 
ap. apud (quoted in) 
Hist. Eccl. Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 
cf. confer, compare 
Adv. Marc. Adversus Marcionem (Tertullian) 
cf. confer, compare 
Hist. Eccl. Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 
Ep. Epistle(s) 
NT New Testament 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Barn. Barnabas 
Ap. John Apocryphon of John 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
DB(H) J. Hastings ed., Dictionary of the Bible 
MFOB Mélanges de la faculté orientale de l’uniersité Saint Joseph 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
c common or correction by a later hand 

1
 first corrector 

2
 second corrector 

Acts Pet. Acts of Peter 
c. circa (about, approximately) 
Dial. Dialogue with Trypho 
Gos. Truth Gospel of Truth 
Gos. Truth Gospel of Truth 
OT Old Testament 
Hist. Eccl. Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
Barn. Barnabas 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
ap. apud (quoted in) 
Hist. Eccl. Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 
Hist. Eccl. Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 
Ep. Epistle(s) 
H
TR Harvard Theological Review 

E
vQ The Evangelical Quarterly 

a 
a. Many MSS have Sivmwn, ―Simon,‖ a 

 A K P. al have Sumewvn, ―Simeon.‖ Probably the latter is original and has been corrected 

to the more usual Sivmwn. 
b 
b. The reading kurivou for qeoù in a 

 is clearly an assimilation to the more usual phrase (cf. 1:11; 2:20; 3:2, 18). 
c 
c. toù qeoù kai; Æhsoù is omitted by P Y al and this shorter reading is preferred by Spitta, 

Bigg, Chaine, and Zahn (Introduction, 220). But it can be explained as a correction to 

harmonize with (a) the references to a single divine person in vv 1 and 3a, (b) the writer‘s 

normal use of ejpivgnwsi" with Christ alone as the object (1:3, 8; 2:20). The same 

considerations account for the reading in P
72

 which also makes the text refer to only one 

divine person, by omitting kaiv Some MSS add Cristou` after Æhsoù: probably an adaptation 

to the more common expression. 
m

SS manuscript(s) 
_a 
A Codex Alexandrinus 
K Kethib (the written consonantal Hebrew text of OT) 
al Other (alii) codices [MSS] also show this reading. 
_a 
cf. confer, compare 
P Pesher (commentary) 
al Other (alii) codices [MSS] also show this reading. 
P Pesher (commentary) 
m

SS manuscript(s) 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
NT New Testament 
NT New Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
cf. confer, compare 
Ep. Apost Epistle of the Apostles 
cf. confer, compare 
n
IV The New International Version (1978) 

a
V Authorized (King James) Version = KJV 

r
V Revised Version, 1881–85 

r
SV Revised Standard Version (NT 1946, OT 1952, Apoc 1957) 

n
EB The New English Bible 

TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
cf. confer, compare 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
cf. confer, compare 
n. note 
cf. confer, compare 
n. note 
NT New Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 

Ign.  Ignatius, Letter to the Ephesians 
Eph. Ignatius, Letter to the Ephesians 
Scr Scripture 
Trall. Ignatius, Letter to the Trallians 
Rom. Ignatius, Letter to the Romans 
Smyrn. Ignatius, Letter to the Smyrnaeans 
Pol. Ignatius, Letter to the Polycarp 
Pol. Polycarp to the Philippians 
Phil. Polycarp to the Philippians 
Ep. Apost Epistle of the Apostles 
Apoc. Pet. E Apocalypse of Peter: Ethiopic version 
cf. confer, compare 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
2 Clem 2 Clement 

Ign.  Ignatius, Letter to the Ephesians 
Eph. Ignatius, Letter to the Ephesians 
Scr Scripture 
Rom. Ignatius, Letter to the Romans 
Pol. Ignatius, Letter to the Polycarp 
NT New Testament 
2 Clem 2 Clement 

Ign.  Ignatius, Letter to the Ephesians 
Eph. Ignatius, Letter to the Ephesians 
Phld. Ignatius, Letter to the Philadelphians 
Smyrn. Ignatius, Letter to the Smyrnaeans 
Pol. Polycarp to the Philippians 
Phil. Polycarp to the Philippians 
Mart. Pol. Martyrdom of Polycarp 
Gos. Pet. Gospel of Peter 
Pap. Oxy. Oxyrhynchus Papyrus 
Diogn. Diognetus 
Ep. Apost Epistle of the Apostles 
ap. apud (quoted in) 
Hist. Eccl. Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
EvQ The Evangelical Quarterly 
EvQ The Evangelical Quarterly 
i.e. id est, that is 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Mart. Pol. Martyrdom of Polycarp 
Diogn. Diognetus 
cf. confer, compare 
Herm. Sim. Shepherd of Hermas, Similitudes 
Ker. Pet. Kerygma Petrou 
fragm. fragments 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
Herm. Sim. Shepherd of Hermas, Similitudes 
Ep. Apost Epistle of the Apostles 
NT Novum Testamentum 
Apoc. Apocalypse of, apocalyptic or Apocrypha 
C
BQ Catholic Biblical Quarterly 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
J
BL Journal of Biblical Literature 

H
UCA Hebrew Union College Annual 

M
BTh Münsterische Beiträge zur Theologie 

T
r. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 

N
TAbh Neutestamentliche Abhandlungen 

B
ZNW Beihefte zur Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft [ZNW] 

a 
a. Æijdiva/ dovxh/ kai; a;reth`/ (a 

 A C P. al) is clearly preferable to ia; dovxh" kai; ajrethv" (P
72

 B K L al). 
b 
b. Most MSS have hJmi`n, but A has uJmi`n. Confusion between the two pronouns is easy, and 

it is impossible to be certain which is original: hJmi`n could be influenced by the preceding 

hJmà" or uJmi`n by the following gevnhdqe. 
c 
c. The order of the adjectives varies in the MSS. Mayor and Chaine prefer tivmia kai; 

mevgista (P
72

 a 
 B K L al) on the grounds that normal Greek style would place the superlative second (cf. 

also Metzger, Textual Commentary, 699–700), but this supplies a motive for scribal 

correction, and so the harder reading mevgista kai; tivmia (A C P. Y al) may be original. 
d 
d. The words dia; twǹ kalw`n e[rgwn (a 

 A Vg al) are an explanatory gloss. 
_a 
A Codex Alexandrinus 
C The Cairo Geniza 
al Other (alii) codices [MSS] also show this reading. 
P Pesher (commentary) 
B Codex Vaticanus 
K Kethib (the written consonantal Hebrew text of OT) 
L Leningrad Codes of MT (as published in BHS) or , B19a 
al Other (alii) codices [MSS] also show this reading. 
m

SS manuscript(s) 
A Codex Alexandrinus 
m

SS manuscript(s) 
P Pesher (commentary) 
_a 
B Codex Vaticanus 
K Kethib (the written consonantal Hebrew text of OT) 
L Leningrad Codes of MT (as published in BHS) or , B19a 
al Other (alii) codices [MSS] also show this reading. 
cf. confer, compare 
A Codex Alexandrinus 
C The Cairo Geniza 
al Other (alii) codices [MSS] also show this reading. 
_a 
A Codex Alexandrinus 
Vg Latin Vulgate (as published in Weber‘s edition) 
al Other (alii) codices [MSS] also show this reading. 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
Eph. Ignatius, Letter to the Ephesians 
Rom. Ignatius, Letter to the Romans 
Phld. Ignatius, Letter to the Philadelphians 
Smyrn. Ignatius, Letter to the Smyrnaeans 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
OT Old Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
CBQ Catholic Biblical Quarterly 
cf. confer, compare 
NT New Testament 
JBL Journal of Biblical Literature 
NT New Testament 
1QS  (Rule of the Community, Manual of Discipline) 
NT New Testament 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
1QS  (Rule of the Community, Manual of Discipline) 
NT New Testament 
NT New Testament 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Herm. Hermas 
Vis. Visions 
Sim. Similitudes 
Barn. Barnabas 
Act. Verc. Actus Vercellenses (Latin version of the Acts of Peter) 
Acts John Acts of John 
Acts Pet. Acts of Peter 
Act. Verc. Actus Vercellenses (Latin version of the Acts of Peter) 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
Acts Pet. Acts of Peter 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
NT New Testament 
NT New Testament 
HUCA Hebrew Union College Annual 
Gos. Thom. Gospel of Thomas 
Gos. Heb. Gospel of the Hebrews 
ap. apud (quoted in) 
Clem. Alex. Clement of Alexandria 
Strom. Stromateris (Clement of Alexandria) 
HUCA Hebrew Union College Annual 
HUCA Hebrew Union College Annual 
cf. confer, compare 
BAG W. Bauer, W. F. Gingrich, Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament, (Chicago: 

Chicago U. P., 1979) 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
s singular or under 
fragm. fragments 
BDF F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk, A Greek Grammar of the New Testament 

(University of Chicago/University of Cambridge, 1961) 
r
SV Revised Standard Version (NT 1946, OT 1952, Apoc 1957) 

m. SotMishna tractate  
c. circa (about, approximately) 
HUCA Hebrew Union College Annual 
n. note 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
Vis. Visions 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
Herm. Hermas 
Vis. Visions 
Herm. Sim. Shepherd of Hermas, Similitudes 

Ign.  Ignatius, Letter to the Ephesians 
Eph. Ignatius, Letter to the Ephesians 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
Herm. Hermas 
Vis. Visions 
BAG W. Bauer, W. F. Gingrich, Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament, (Chicago: 

Chicago U. P., 1979) 
Ep. Arist. Epistle of Aristeas 
Sib. Or. Sibylline Oracles 
Philo, Philo, De Quod Deterius Potiori insidiari soleat 
Det. Philo, De Quod Deterius Potiori insidiari soleat 
Spec. Leg. Philo, De Specialibus Legibus 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
MFOB Mélanges de la faculté orientale de l’uniersité Saint Joseph 
NT New Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
NT New Testament 
D Codex Bezae or Deuteronom(ist)ic 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
SBLDS Society of Biblical Literature [SBL] Dissertation Series 
MT The Masoretic Text [of the Old Testament] (as published in BHS) 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Herm. Hermas 
Vis. Visions 
Ign. Ignatius, Letter to the Magnesians 
Magn. Ignatius, Letter to the Magnesians 
fragm. fragments 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
cf. confer, compare 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
B Codex Vaticanus 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
Diogn. Diognetus 
Diogn. Diognetus 
cf. confer, compare 
NT New Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Sim. Similitudes 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
NT New Testament 
Philo, Philo, De Mutatione Nominum 
Mut. Philo, De Mutatione Nominum 
i.e. id est, that is 
OT Old Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
v.l. varia lectio, alternative reading 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
SVTP Studia in Veteris Testamenti pseudepigrapha 
SBLDS Society of Biblical Literature [SBL] Dissertation Series 
MT The Masoretic Text [of the Old Testament] (as published in BHS) 
Mor. Plutarch, Moralia 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
Philo, Philo, De Abrahamo 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
Abr. Philo, De Abrahamo 
ap. apud (quoted in) 
n. note 
Philo, Philo, De Somniis 
Som. Philo, De Somniis 
Eph. Ignatius, Letter to the Ephesians 
cf. confer, compare 
MFOB Mélanges de la faculté orientale de l’uniersité Saint Joseph 
Corp. Herm. Corpus Hermeticum 
cf. confer, compare 
Pr. Thanks Prayer of Thanksgiving 
CG Nag Hammadi Gnostic Codices 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
Mor. Plutarch, Moralia 
BJ Bible de Jérusalem 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
Philo, Philo, De Specialibus Legibus 
Spec. Leg. Philo, De Specialibus Legibus 
Cf. confer, compare 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Diogn. Diognetus 
cf. confer, compare 
Herm. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
Man. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
cf. confer, compare 
Philo, Philo, De Migratione Abrahami 
Mig. Philo, De Migratione Abrahami 
cf. confer, compare 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
SCM Student Christian Movement 
NT New Testament 
NT New Testament 
BAG W. Bauer, W. F. Gingrich, Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament, (Chicago: 

Chicago U. P., 1979) 
s.v. sub verbo, under the word 
n. note 
n. note 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
i.e. id est, that is 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
a
V Authorized (King James) Version = KJV 

m. SotMishna tractate  
Herm. Hermas 
Vis. Visions 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
Herm. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
Man. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
Act. Verc. Actus Vercellenses (Latin version of the Acts of Peter) 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Herm. Hermas 
Vis. Visions 
Sim. Similitudes 
Barn. Barnabas 
Acts John Acts of John 
Acts Paul & Thecla Acts of Paul and Thecla 
Herm. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
Man. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
NT New Testament 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Herm. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
Man. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
Sim. Similitudes 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Corp. Herm. Corpus Hermeticum 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Barn. Barnabas 
Act. Verc. Actus Vercellenses (Latin version of the Acts of Peter) 
Acts John Acts of John 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Herm. Hermas 
Vis. Visions 
Sim. Similitudes 
Barn. Barnabas 
Act. Verc. Actus Vercellenses (Latin version of the Acts of Peter) 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
Ep. Arist. Epistle of Aristeas 
BJ Bible de Jérusalem 
NT New Testament 
cf. confer, compare 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Herm. Hermas 
Vis. Visions 
Sim. Similitudes 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Herm. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
Man. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
Sim. Similitudes 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Herm. Hermas 
Vis. Visions 
cf. confer, compare 
Barn. Barnabas 
Pol. Polycarp to the Philippians 
Phil. Polycarp to the Philippians 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Herm. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
Man. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
Barn. Barnabas 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Act. Verc. Actus Vercellenses (Latin version of the Acts of Peter) 
Acts John Acts of John 
cf. confer, compare 
Herm. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
Man. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Herm. Sim. Shepherd of Hermas, Similitudes 
Act. Verc. Actus Vercellenses (Latin version of the Acts of Peter) 
Herm. Hermas 
Vis. Visions 
cf. confer, compare 

Ign.  Ignatius, Letter to the Ephesians 
Eph. Ignatius, Letter to the Ephesians 
Herm. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
Man. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
cf. confer, compare 
JBL Journal of Biblical Literature 
NT New Testament 
SVTQ St. Vladimir’s Theological Quarterly 
cf. confer, compare 
Hist. Eccl. Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 
1 Clem 1 Clement 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
Herm. Sim. Shepherd of Hermas, Similitudes 
cf. confer, compare 
Herm. Sim. Shepherd of Hermas, Similitudes 
Odes Sol. Odes of Solomon 
NT New Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
Gos. Thom. Gospel of Thomas 
cf. confer, compare 
T. Sim. Testament of Simeon 
T. Dan Testament of Dan 
T. Jud. Testament of Judah (in T. 12 Patr.) 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
OT Old Testament 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Herm. Hermas 
Vis. Visions 
Sim. Similitudes 
Barn. Barnabas 
cf. confer, compare 
Herm. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
Man. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
cf. confer, compare 
Herm. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
Man. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 

Ign.  Ignatius, Letter to the Ephesians 
Eph. Ignatius, Letter to the Ephesians 
Barn. Barnabas 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
Cf. confer, compare 
Apoc. Pet. R Apocalypse of Peter: Rainer fragment 
cf. confer, compare 
NT New Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
Cf. confer, compare 
Barn. Barnabas 
p Priestly Source 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
Barn. Barnabas 
cf. confer, compare 
Gos. Thom. Gospel of Thomas 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Herm. Sim. Shepherd of Hermas, Similitudes 
Apoc. Pet. R Apocalypse of Peter: Rainer fragment 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Barn. Barnabas 
Apoc. Pet. R Apocalypse of Peter: Rainer fragment 
Ep. Apost Epistle of the Apostles 
cf. confer, compare 
Apoc. Pet. R Apocalypse of Peter: Rainer fragment 
Mart. Pol. Martyrdom of Polycarp 
v.l. varia lectio, alternative reading 
Apol. Justin Martyr, Apology 
Dial. Dialogue with Trypho 
Dial. Dialogue with Trypho 
cf. confer, compare 
Philo, Philo, De Somniis 
Som. Philo, De Somniis 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
cf. confer, compare 
Ep. Apost Epistle of the Apostles 
Ign. Ignatius, Letter to the Philadelphians 
Phil. Ignatius, Letter to the Philadelphians 
e
d(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 

a 
a. The textual variations at this point have no doubt arisen because of the difficulty of the 

best reading mellhvsw, ―I am going to‖ (sec Comment section). 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
r
V Revised Version, 1881–85 

i.e. id est, that is 
n. note 
i.e. id est, that is 
r
SV Revised Standard Version (NT 1946, OT 1952, Apoc 1957) 

e.g. exempli gratia, for example 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
Barn. Barnabas 
cf. confer, compare 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
Polycarp Polycarp, Letter to the Philippians 
Phil. Polycarp, Letter to the Philippians 
Jub. Jubilees 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
Bib. Ant. Pseudo-Philo, Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum or Biblical Antiquities 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
Act. Verc. Actus Vercellenses (Latin version of the Acts of Peter) 
cf. confer, compare 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
T. Sim. Testament of Simeon 
T. Dan Testament of Dan 
BZ Biblische Zeitschrift 
NT New Testament 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Ep. Apost Epistle of the Apostles 
Ep. Apost Epistle of the Apostles 
NTApoc. E. Henecke, W. Schneemelcher, and R. mcL. Wilson ed., New Testament 

Apocrypha 
lit. literally 
Paral. Jer. Paraleipomena Jeremiou 
Diogn. Diognetus 
Apoc. Paul Apocalypse of Paul 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
Hist. Eccl. Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 
cf. confer, compare 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
cf. confer, compare 
Bib. Ant. Pseudo-Philo, Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum or Biblical Antiquities 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
Herm. Sim. Shepherd of Hermas, Similitudes 
Herm. Sim. Shepherd of Hermas, Similitudes 
cf. confer, compare 
i.e. id est, that is 
NT New Testament 
lit. literally 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
Strom. Stromateris (Clement of Alexandria) 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
PG Patrologiae Cursus Completus, Series Graeca, ed. J. P. Migne (Paris, 1857-66, 1894) 
cf. confer, compare 
Asc. Isa. Ascension of Isaiah 
NT New Testament 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
Jub. Jubilees 
T. Napht. Testament of Naphtali 
Adam and Eve Vita Adae et Evae or Life of Adam and Eve 
Acts John Acts of John 
T. Levi Testament of Levi (from Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs) 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
Bib. Ant. Pseudo-Philo, Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum or Biblical Antiquities 
2 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
Jub. Jubilees 
T. Abr. Testament of Abraham 
Mart. Pol. Martyrdom of Polycarp 
Acts Paul Acts of Paul 
PH Hamburg Papyrus of the Acts of Paul 
a
B Anchor Bible (New York: Doubleday) 

D
B Dictionnaire de la Bible ed. F. Vigouroux (Paris: Letouzey & Ané, 1895–1912) 

p
 Priestly Source 

c
f. confer, compare 

A
poc. Pet. R Apocalypse of Peter: Rainer fragment 

C
ACat Collezione "Amici delle Catacombe" 

A
poc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 

A
poc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 

A
cts Pet. Acts of Peter 

A
ct. Verc. Actus Vercellenses (Latin version of the Acts of Peter) 

N
TApoc. E. Henecke, W. Schneemelcher, and R. mcL. Wilson ed., New Testament 

Apocrypha 
c
f. confer, compare 

A
cts Pet. Acts of Peter 

c
. circa (about, approximately) 

A
cts Pet. Acts of Peter 

i.e. id est, that is 
Barn. Barnabas 
cf. confer, compare 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
Scr Scripture 
Hist. Eccl. Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 
i.e. id est, that is 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
Apoc. Paul Apocalypse of Paul 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
Clem. Alex. Clement of Alexandria 
T. Napht. Testament of Naphtali 
v.l. varia lectio, alternative reading 
Dial. Dialogue with Trypho 
ap. apud (quoted in) 
Hist. Eccl. Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 
Apoc. Paul Apocalypse of Paul 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
Dial. Dialogue with Trypho 
cf. confer, compare 
NT New Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
i.e. id est, that is 
A
TANT Abhandlungen zur Theologie des Alten und Neuen Testaments 

N
TAbh Neutestamentliche Abhandlungen 

J
BL Journal of Biblical Literature 

C
BQ Catholic Biblical Quarterly 

J
TS Journal of Theological Studies 

et
 al. et alii, and others 

Z
TK Zeitschrift für Theologie und Kirche 

J
BL Journal of Biblical Literature 

a 
a. There is an anacolouthon in the Greek of vv 17–18. The participial phrases in v 17 

require a main clause of which Jesus is the subject, but v 18 begins a fresh sentence. 
b 
b. The readings of most MSS in this sentence (the words of the heavenly voice) are best 

seen as assimilations to the Synoptic Gospels (see Blinzler, Berichte, 17), and so the text of 

P
72

 B, which show no such assimilation, is here translated. 
m

SS manuscript(s) 
P Pesher (commentary) 
B Codex Vaticanus 
CBQ Catholic Biblical Quarterly 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
T. Levi Testament of Levi (from Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs) 
Adam and Eve Vita Adae et Evae or Life of Adam and Eve 
2 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
Bib. Ant. Pseudo-Philo, Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum or Biblical Antiquities 
cf. confer, compare 
JSJ Journal for the Study of Judaism in the Persian, Hellenistic and Roman Period 
DAC J. Hastings ed., Dictionary of the Apostolic Church 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
Asc. Isa. Ascension of Isaiah 
T. Levi Testament of Levi (from Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs) 
cf. confer, compare 
Clem. Hom. Pseudo-Clementine Homilies 
v.l. varia lectio, alternative reading 
Apoc. Pet. E Apocalypse of Peter: Ethiopic version 
cf. confer, compare 
Dial. Dialogue with Trypho 
NovT Novum Testamentum 
cf. confer, compare 
NovTSup Supplement(s) to Novum Testamentum 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
JBL Journal of Biblical Literature 
cf. confer, compare 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
JTS Journal of Theological Studies 
NT New Testament 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
SBT Studies in Biblical Theology (London/Naperville, IL: SCM/Allenson) 
SCM Student Christian Movement 
NCB New Century Bible [Commentary] (new ed.) 
v.l. varia lectio, alternative reading 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
cf. confer, compare 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
cf. confer, compare 
Herm. Sim. Shepherd of Hermas, Similitudes 
cf. confer, compare 
Barn. Barnabas 
Ign. Ignatius, Letter to the Smyrneans 
Smyrn. Ignatius, Letter to the Smyrneans 
cf. confer, compare 
Odes Sol. Odes of Solomon 
Asc. Isa. Ascension of Isaiah 
cf. confer, compare 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
Apoc. Pet. E Apocalypse of Peter: Ethiopic version 
Clem. Hom. Pseudo-Clementine Homilies 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
Clem. Hom. Pseudo-Clementine Homilies 
T. Jos. Testament of Joseph 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
Clem. Hom. Pseudo-Clementine Homilies 
Gos. Eb. Gospel of the Ebionites 
par. parallel or paragraph 
par. parallel or paragraph 
UNT Untersuchungen zum Neuen Testament 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
SCM Student Christian Movement 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
n. note 
ZTK Zeitschrift für Theologie und Kirche 
cf. confer, compare 
JBL Journal of Biblical Literature 
JBL Journal of Biblical Literature 
cf. confer, compare 
CThM Calwer theologische Monographien 
JBL Journal of Biblical Literature 
n. note 
JBL Journal of Biblical Literature 
par. parallel or paragraph 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
Apoc. Apocalypse of, apocalyptic or Apocrypha 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
E Elohist (supposed biblical literary source) 
E Elohist (supposed biblical literary source) 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
Acts Pet. Acts of Peter 
Act. Verc. Actus Vercellenses (Latin version of the Acts of Peter) 
cf. confer, compare 
Acts Thom. Acts of Thomas 
NTApoc. E. Henecke, W. Schneemelcher, and R. mcL. Wilson ed., New Testament 

Apocrypha 
Gos. Phil. Gospel of Philip 
Acts John Acts of John 
Gos. Phil. Gospel of Philip 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
NTApoc. E. Henecke, W. Schneemelcher, and R. mcL. Wilson ed., New Testament 

Apocrypha 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
cf. confer, compare 
Ign. Ignatius, Letter to the Magnesians 
Magn. Ignatius, Letter to the Magnesians 
ExpTim The Expository Times 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
SCHNT Studia ad Corpus Hellenisticum Novi Testamenti 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
n. note 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
n. note 
cf. confer, compare 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
CBQ Catholic Biblical Quarterly 
CBQ Catholic Biblical Quarterly 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
n. note 
CBQ Catholic Biblical Quarterly 
cf. confer, compare 
Barn. Barnabas 
Pap. Oxy. Oxyrhynchus Papyrus 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
cf. confer, compare 
NT New Testament 
NT New Testament 
i.e. id est, that is 
lit. literally 
Phld. Ignatius, Letter to the Philadelphians 
Ker. Pet. Kerygma Petrou 
ap. apud (quoted in) 
Clem. Alex. Clement of Alexandria 
EE Estudios Eclesiasticos 
cf. confer, compare 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
par. parallel or paragraph 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
NT New Testament 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
Josephus, Josephus, Contra Apionem 
C. Apion Josephus, Contra Apionem 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
Ep. Arist. Epistle of Aristeas 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
SVTQ St. Vladimir’s Theological Quarterly 
NT New Testament 
JTS Journal of Theological Studies 
Gos. Pet. Gospel of Peter 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Ign. Ignatius, Letter to the Romans 
Rom. Ignatius, Letter to the Romans 
Diogn. Diognetus 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
DB Dictionnaire de la Bible ed. F. Vigouroux (Paris: Letouzey & Ané, 1895–1912) 
p Priestly Source 
ZNW Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
n. note 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
cf. confer, compare 
OT Old Testament 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
cf. confer, compare 
Mart. Pol. Martyrdom of Polycarp 
cf. confer, compare 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
T. Levi Testament of Levi (from Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs) 
Asc. Isa. Ascension of Isaiah 
cf. confer, compare 
NT New Testament 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
DB Dictionnaire de la Bible ed. F. Vigouroux (Paris: Letouzey & Ané, 1895–1912) 
p Priestly Source 
OT Old Testament 
NTS New Testament Studies 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
Gos. Eb. Gospel of the Ebionites 
Dial. Dialogue with Trypho 
cf. confer, compare 
JBL Journal of Biblical Literature 
4QFlor Florilegium (or Eschatological Midrashim) from Qumran Cave 4 
Pss. Sol. Psalms of Solomon 
ConNT Coniectanea neotestamentica 
cf. confer, compare 
NTS New Testament Studies 
cf. confer, compare 
OT Old Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
Barn. Barnabas 
Ign. Ignatius, Letter to the Smyrneans 
Smyrn. Ignatius, Letter to the Smyrneans 
Odes Sol. Odes of Solomon 
Asc. Isa. Ascension of Isaiah 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
Apoc. Pet. E Apocalypse of Peter: Ethiopic version 
Act. Verc. Actus Vercellenses (Latin version of the Acts of Peter) 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
Leg. All. Philo, De Legum Allegoriarum 
Spec. Leg. Philo, De Specialibus Legibus 
OT Old Testament 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
Z
NW Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 

C
BQ Catholic Biblical Quarterly 

R
B Revue biblique 

OT Old Testament 
r
SV Revised Standard Version (NT 1946, OT 1952, Apoc 1957) 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
CBQ Catholic Biblical Quarterly 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
NT New Testament 
CBQ Catholic Biblical Quarterly 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
OT Old Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Leg. All. Philo, De Legum Allegoriarum 
PH Hamburg Papyrus of the Acts of Paul 
Dial. Dialogue with Trypho 
Dial. Dialogue with Trypho 
OT Old Testament 
Dial. Dialogue with Trypho 
Dial. Dialogue with Trypho 
OT Old Testament 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
NT New Testament 
NT New Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
CBQ Catholic Biblical Quarterly 
OT Old Testament 
Apoc. Bar. Apocalypse of Baruch 
Bib. Ant. Pseudo-Philo, Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum or Biblical Antiquities 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
Apoc. Bar. Apocalypse of Baruch 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
RB Revue biblique 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
OT Old Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
ZNW Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 
cf. confer, compare 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
T. Levi Testament of Levi (from Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs) 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
T. Jud. Testament of Judah (in T. 12 Patr.) 
1QM  (War Scroll) from Qumran 
4QTestim Testimonia text from Qumran Cave 4 
CD Cairo (Genizah text of the) Damascus (Document) 
y. Jerusalem Talmud 
T 
T. Levi Testament of Levi (from Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs) 
T. Jud. Testament of Judah (in T. 12 Patr.) 
cf. confer, compare 
NT New Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
NT New Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
OT Old Testament 

OT Old Testament 
E
xpTim The Expository Times 

T
S Theological Studies 

R
SR Recherches de science religieuse 

N
edTT Netherlands theologische tijdschrift 

B
TN Bibliotheca Theologica Norvegica 

S
T Studia theologica 

C
BQ Catholic Biblical Quarterly 

E
xpTim The Expository Times 

E
xpTim The Expository Times 

a 
a. The reading ajpo; qeou` in P

72
 B P. al is probably preferable to a{gioi qeoù in a 

 A and most MSS, and ajpo; qeoù a{gioi in C a{gioi is a conventional epithet for the prophets 

(cf. 3:2) and could easily have resulted from misreading. 
P Pesher (commentary) 
B Codex Vaticanus 
al Other (alii) codices [MSS] also show this reading. 
_a 
A Codex Alexandrinus 
m

SS manuscript(s) 
C The Cairo Geniza 
cf. confer, compare 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
CBQ Catholic Biblical Quarterly 
Philo, Philo, De Vita Mosis 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
Mos. Philo, De Vita Mosis 
Exp The Expositor 
cf. confer, compare 
n
IV The New International Version (1978) 

TS Theological Studies 
i.e. id est, that is 
TS Theological Studies 
PG Patrologiae Cursus Completus, Series Graeca, ed. J. P. Migne (Paris, 1857-66, 1894) 
PG Patrologiae Cursus Completus, Series Graeca, ed. J. P. Migne (Paris, 1857-66, 1894) 
PL Patrologiae Cursus Completus, Series Latina, ed. J. P. Migne (Paris, 1844-80) 
P
hilo, Philo, De Quis rerum divinarum Heres sit 

Q
uis. Her. Philo, De Quis rerum divinarum Heres sit 

E
xp The Expositor 

P
hilo, Philo, De Vita Mosis 

M
os. Philo, De Vita Mosis 

P
hilo, Philo, De Vita Mosis 

M
os. Philo, De Vita Mosis 

J
TS Journal of Theological Studies 

P
hilo, Philo, De Specialibus Legibus 

S
pec. Leg. Philo, De Specialibus Legibus 

P
hilo, Philo, Quaestiones et Solutiones in Genesin 

Q
u. Gen. Philo, Quaestiones et Solutiones in Genesin 

i
.e. id est, that is 
C
f. confer, compare 

LX
X The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 

LX
X The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 

A
nt. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 

P
hilo, Philo, De Specialibus Legibus 

S
pec. Leg. Philo, De Specialibus Legibus 

Clem. Hom. Pseudo-Clementine Homilies 
i.e. id est, that is 
ExpTim The Expository Times 
ExpTim The Expository Times 
JBL Journal of Biblical Literature 
NedTT Netherlands theologische tijdschrift 
TS Theological Studies 
cf. confer, compare 
Clem. Alex. Clement of Alexandria 
Paed. Clement of Alexandria, Paedadodus 
Sim. Similitudes 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
OT Old Testament 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
BAG W. Bauer, W. F. Gingrich, Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament, (Chicago: 

Chicago U. P., 1979) 
s.v. sub verbo, under the word 
cf. confer, compare 
TS Theological Studies 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
OT Old Testament 
CBQ Catholic Biblical Quarterly 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
OT Old Testament 
P
hilo, Philo, De Specialibus Legibus 

S
pec. Leg. Philo, De Specialibus Legibus 

Philo, Philo, De Vita Mosis 
Mos. Philo, De Vita Mosis 
Spec. Leg. Philo, De Specialibus Legibus 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
Asc. Isa. Ascension of Isaiah 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
NTApoc. E. Henecke, W. Schneemelcher, and R. mcL. Wilson ed., New Testament 

Apocrypha 
cf. confer, compare 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
e
d(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 

OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
EE Estudios Eclesiasticos 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
D
ial. Dialogue with Trypho 

D
ial. Dialogue with Trypho 

M
FOB Mélanges de la faculté orientale de l’uniersité Saint Joseph 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
D
B(H) J. Hastings ed., Dictionary of the Bible 

O
T Old Testament 

P
ol. Polycarp to the Philippians 

P
hil. Polycarp to the Philippians 

D
id. Didache 

A
poc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 

a
p. apud (quoted in) 

H
ist. Eccl. Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 

D
ial. Dialogue with Trypho 

O
T Old Testament 

O
T Old Testament 

D
ial. Dialogue with Trypho 

T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
Jub. Jubilees 
T. Levi Testament of Levi (from Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs) 
T. Jud. Testament of Judah (in T. 12 Patr.) 
T. Iss. Testament of Issachar 
T. Zeb Testament of Zebulun (in T. 12 Patr.) 
T. Dan Testament of Dan 
T. Napht. Testament of Naphtali 
T. Gad Testament of Gad 
T. Asher Testament of Asher 
T. Benj. Testament of Benjamin, etc. 
NT New Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
T. Jud. Testament of Judah (in T. 12 Patr.) 
OT Old Testament 
i.e. id est, that is 
OT Old Testament 
T. Jud. Testament of Judah (in T. 12 Patr.) 
Did. Didache 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
ap. apud (quoted in) 
Hist. Eccl. Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 
Dial. Dialogue with Trypho 
cf. confer, compare 
OT Old Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
Pol. Polycarp to the Philippians 
Phil. Polycarp to the Philippians 
cf. confer, compare 
NT New Testament 
cf. confer, compare 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
ap. apud (quoted in) 
Hist. Eccl. Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 
j
B A. Jones (ed.), Jerusalem Bible 

BJ Bible de Jérusalem 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
cf. confer, compare 
Eph. Ignatius, Letter to the Ephesians 
Trall. Ignatius, Letter to the Trallians 
Mart. Pol. Martyrdom of Polycarp 
ap. apud (quoted in) 
Hist. Eccl. Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
Dial. Dialogue with Trypho 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
cf. confer, compare 
Dial. Dialogue with Trypho 
Asc. Isa. Ascension of Isaiah 
i.e. id est, that is 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
cf. confer, compare 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
NT New Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
Herm. Hermas 
Vis. Visions 
OT Old Testament 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
CD Cairo (Genizah text of the) Damascus (Document) 
1QS  (Rule of the Community, Manual of Discipline) 
ap. apud (quoted in) 
Hist. Eccl. Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 
Act. Verc. Actus Vercellenses (Latin version of the Acts of Peter) 
cf. confer, compare 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
E Elohist (supposed biblical literary source) 
A Codex Alexandrinus 
A Codex Alexandrinus 
A Codex Alexandrinus 
B Codex Vaticanus 
E Elohist (supposed biblical literary source) 
A Codex Alexandrinus 
E Elohist (supposed biblical literary source) 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
Cf. confer, compare 
Act. Verc. Actus Vercellenses (Latin version of the Acts of Peter) 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
v.l. varia lectio, alternative reading 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
CD Cairo (Genizah text of the) Damascus (Document) 
1QS  (Rule of the Community, Manual of Discipline) 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
Acts Pet. Acts of Peter 
Act. Verc. Actus Vercellenses (Latin version of the Acts of Peter) 
Apol. Justin Martyr, Apology 
Cf. confer, compare 
Herm. Hermas 
Vis. Visions 
Gos. Truth Gospel of Truth 
cf. confer, compare 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
Dial. Dialogue with Trypho 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Trall. Ignatius, Letter to the Trallians 
Pol. Polycarp to the Philippians 
Phil. Polycarp to the Philippians 
Herm. Sim. Shepherd of Hermas, Similitudes 
cf. confer, compare 
Ign. Ignatius, Letter to the Trallians 
Trall. Ignatius, Letter to the Trallians 
Pol. Polycarp to the Philippians 
Phil. Polycarp to the Philippians 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
Z
NW Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 

B
ib Biblica 

Z
NW Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 

G
RBS Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 

Z
NW Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 

R
B Revue biblique 

b 
b. throumevnou" (B C K L P.) should probably be preferred to kolazoumevnou" threìn (a 

 A), which has probably been influenced by v 9. 
a 
a. It is almost impossible to decide between the two readings seiraì", ―cords, ropes, 

chains‖ (K L P. p
72

 vg syr boh al) and seiroì" (=siroì"), ―pits‖ (a 



                                                                                                                                                                                 

 A B C 81&
vid

 cop
sa

 al). seiraì" is a more unusual word than Jude‘s desmoi`" (Jude 6) and 

the author of 2 Peter may have used it in accordance with his habit of substituting more 

elegant and unusual vocabulary for Jude‘s. But a scribe could have corrected seiroì" to 

seiraì" to conform to Jude 6. Pearson (GRBS 10 [1969] 78–80, followed by Fornberg, 

Early Church, 52–53) attempts to show that pagan Greek usage makes sirov" (which often 

means an underground pit for grain storage) a suitable term for the underworld, but his 

argument is not convincing. It is more likely that the reading seiroi`", whether original or 

not, derives from the Jewish tradition of the fall of the Watchers: cf. 1 Enoch 10:12 (Greek 

navpa"); 10:4; 18:11; 21:7; 22:2; 88:1, 3; Jub. 5:10. Since 2 Peter shows no other sign of 

direct knowledge of 1 Enoch, it is perhaps more likely that a later scribe familiar with 1 

Enoch (as many second- and third-century Christians were) and perhaps finding the phrase 

seiraì" zovfou difficult, corrected seiraì" to seiroì". The phrase seirai`" zovfou is the 

kind of rhetorical expression we might expect in 2 Peter. But the possibility that seiroì" 

was the original reading certainly cannot be ruled out. 
b 
b. throumevnou" (B C K L P.) should probably be preferred to kolazoumevnou" threìn (a 

 A), which has probably been influenced by v 9. 
c 
c. The reading ajsebei`n, ―to the ungodly‖ (p

72
 B P syr

ph,h
) is preferable to ajsebei`n, ―to act 

ungodly‖ (a 
 A C K). The latter could easily have been suggested by the common construction of 

mellovntwn, followed by the infinitive, whereas the former makes better sense in context 

(Mayor, Chaine, Kelly, NIV). 
e 
e. oi\den here means ―knows how to‖ and so ―is able to.‖ 

f f. The plural peirasmẁn, ―trials,‖ is very poorly attested. 
g 
g. For the translation of kolazomevnou", ―to be punished,‖ see Comment section. 

h 
h. miasmoù is better taken as a genitive of quality (common in 2 Peter) than as an 

objective genitive (―desire for pollution‖). 
K Kethib (the written consonantal Hebrew text of OT) 
L Leningrad Codes of MT (as published in BHS) or , B19a 
p Priestly Source 
vg Latin Vulgate (as published in Weber‘s edition) 
syr Syriac language or text version of the OT, (as published in the Peshitta Insitute edition, 

1980) 
al Other (alii) codices [MSS] also show this reading. 
_a 
A Codex Alexandrinus 
B Codex Vaticanus 
C The Cairo Geniza 
cop Coptic versions 
al Other (alii) codices [MSS] also show this reading. 
GRBS Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
Jub. Jubilees 
B Codex Vaticanus 
C The Cairo Geniza 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
K Kethib (the written consonantal Hebrew text of OT) 
L Leningrad Codes of MT (as published in BHS) or , B19a 
_a 
A Codex Alexandrinus 
p Priestly Source 
B Codex Vaticanus 
P Pesher (commentary) 
syr Syriac language or text version of the OT, (as published in the Peshitta Insitute edition, 

1980) 
_a 
A Codex Alexandrinus 
C The Cairo Geniza 
K Kethib (the written consonantal Hebrew text of OT) 
n
IV The New International Version (1978) 

LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
CD Cairo (Genizah text of the) Damascus (Document) 
cf. confer, compare 
CD Cairo (Genizah text of the) Damascus (Document) 
m. Sanh. Mishna tractate Sanhedrin 
BJ Bible de Jérusalem 
CD Cairo (Genizah text of the) Damascus (Document) 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
JBL Journal of Biblical Literature 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
OT Old Testament 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
cf. confer, compare 
ap. apud (quoted in) 
ap. apud (quoted in) 
cf. confer, compare 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
OT Old Testament 
GRBS Greek, Roman, and Byzantine Studies 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
Sib. Or. Sibylline Oracles 
Philo, Philo, De Vita Mosis 
Mos. Philo, De Vita Mosis 
praem praemittit (unt), sets forward 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
cf. confer, compare 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
Sib. Or. Sibylline Oracles 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
cf. confer, compare 
Jub. Jubilees 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
T. Napht. Testament of Naphtali 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
Clem. Hom. Pseudo-Clementine Homilies 
cf. confer, compare 
BAG W. Bauer, W. F. Gingrich, Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament, (Chicago: 

Chicago U. P., 1979) 
s.v. sub verbo, under the word 
cf. confer, compare 
Jub. Jubilees 
Bib Biblica 
Sib. Or. Sibylline Oracles 
NT Novum Testamentum 
Apoc. Apocalypse of, apocalyptic or Apocrypha 
2 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
Barn. Barnabas 
Barn. Barnabas 
Dial. Dialogue with Trypho 
Dial. Dialogue with Trypho 
Sib. Or. Sibylline Oracles 
Sib. Or. Sibylline Oracles 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
Gen. Rab.  on Genesis or Genesis Rabba 
Eccl. Rab.  on Ecclesiastes 
Pirqe R. El.  



                                                                                                                                                                                 
b. Sanh. Babylonian Talmud: tractate Sanhedrin 
cf. confer, compare 
Apoc. Paul Apocalypse of Paul 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
cf. confer, compare 
Jub. Jubilees 
Tg(s) Targum(s) 
PSayings of the(Jewsih)Fathers (in the Mishna) 
Philo, Philo, De Quaestiones et Dolutines in Genesin 
Quaest. Gen. Philo, De Quaestiones et Dolutines in Genesin 
cf. confer, compare 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
cf. confer, compare 
Sib. Or. Sibylline Oracles 
RB Revue biblique 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
cf. confer, compare 
1QH  (Thanksgiving Hymns) from Qumran Cave 1 
RB Revue biblique 
NT New Testament 
BJ Bible de Jérusalem 
Philo, Philo, De Vita Mosis 
Mos. Philo, De Vita Mosis 
cf. confer, compare 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
NTS New Testament Studies 
cf. confer, compare 
Clem. Hom. Pseudo-Clementine Homilies 
Jub. Jubilees 
T. Napht. Testament of Naphtali 
cf. confer, compare 
BJ Bible de Jérusalem 
RB Revue biblique 
ZNW Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 
i.e. id est, that is 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
Pirqe R. El.  
Gen. Rab.  on Genesis or Genesis Rabba 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Philo, Philo, De Vita Mosis 
Mos. Philo, De Vita Mosis 
Philo, Philo, De Vita Mosis 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
Mos. Philo, De Vita Mosis 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
Herm. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
Man. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
cf. confer, compare 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
SCM Student Christian Movement 
r
SV Revised Standard Version (NT 1946, OT 1952, Apoc 1957) 

r
SV Revised Standard Version (NT 1946, OT 1952, Apoc 1957) 

NTS New Testament Studies 
r
V Revised Version, 1881–85 

r
SV Revised Standard Version (NT 1946, OT 1952, Apoc 1957) 

n
EB The New English Bible 

NIBC New International Biblical Commentary 
g
NB Good News Bible = Today‘s English Version 

TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
a
V Authorized (King James) Version = KJV 

j
B A. Jones (ed.), Jerusalem Bible 

NT New Testament 
NT New Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
cf. confer, compare 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
Herm. Sim. Shepherd of Hermas, Similitudes 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
Mart. Pol. Martyrdom of Polycarp 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Philo, Philo, De Vita Mosis 
Mos. Philo, De Vita Mosis 
cf. confer, compare 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
cf. confer, compare 
T. Jud. Testament of Judah (in T. 12 Patr.) 
Herm. Hermas 
Vis. Visions 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
OT Old Testament 
E
xp The Expositor 

E
xp The Expositor 

e
d(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 

M
SGVK Milleilungen der schlessischen Gesellschaft für Volkskunde 

B
ib Biblica 

S
PB Studia postbiblica (Leiden: Brill) 

b 
b. The reading para; kurivou (p

72
 al) must be preferred, as the more difficult reading, to 

the better attested para; kurivw/ (a 
 B C K P. al). To avoid attributing the blavsfhmou krivsin, ―slanderous judgment,‖ to the 

Lord, scribes either changed para; kurivou to para; kurivw/ or omitted the phrase altogether 

(A al). It is true that para; kurivw/ would make good sense: the angels pronounce judgment 

before God‘s judgment seat in the heavenly courtroom. But para; kurivou is explicable as 2 

Peter‘s equivalent of Jude‘s Epitimhvsai soi kuvrio", ―May the Lord rebuke you‖ (Jude 9; 

see Comment section). 
a 
a. For trevmein, ―to tremble,‖ with the participle, see BDF § 415. 

b 
b. The reading para; kurivou (p

72
 al) must be preferred, as the more difficult reading, to 

the better attested para; kurivw/ (a 
 B C K P. al). To avoid attributing the blavsfhmou krivsin, ―slanderous judgment,‖ to the 

Lord, scribes either changed para; kurivou to para; kurivw/ or omitted the phrase altogether 

(A al). It is true that para; kurivw/ would make good sense: the angels pronounce judgment 

before God‘s judgment seat in the heavenly courtroom. But para; kurivou is explicable as 2 

Peter‘s equivalent of Jude‘s Epitimhvsai soi kuvrio", ―May the Lord rebuke you‖ (Jude 9; 

see Comment section). 
c 
c. ajdikouvmenoi, ―suffering harm‖ (p

72
 a 

*
 B P. al) is preferable to komiouvmenoi, ―receiving‖ (a 

;
c
 A C K al). Scribes will have changed ajdikouvmenoi to komiouvmenoi to obtain a simpler 

construction and avoid the apparent attribution of wrongdoing to God. 
d 
d. The participles which follow seem to be loosely dependent on fqarhvsontai, ―they will 

perish‖ (v 12), presumably as explaining the ajdikiva" (―the harm they have done‖) for 

which they will be destroyed. 
e 
e. aujtẁn shows that the reading ajpavtai", ―deceitful pleasures‖ (p

72
 a 

; A
*
 C K P. al) is original, and ajgavpai", ―love-feasts‖ (A

c
 B al) is an assimilation to Jude 

12. 
f f. On ajkatapavstou" (A B al) see Mayor, cxcvii-cxcviii; the word is unknown and is 

doubtless a mistake for ajkatapauvstou", ―unceasing‖ (most MSS). 
g 
g. Bosor, ―Bosor,‖ is by far the best attested reading, but since this form of the name of 



                                                                                                                                                                                 

Balaam‘s father is not found elsewhere, it has been corrected to the LXX form Bewr, 

―Beor,‖ in a few MSS and versions. 
h 
h. ―The reward of wrongdoing‖ translates the same phrase (misqo;n ajdikiva") which is 

translated ―reward for the harm they have done‖ in v 13. Unfortunately it is impossible in 

English to translate the phrase in the same way in both vv while also preserving the 

word-play in v 13 and the intentional ambiguity of the phrase in v 15 (see Comment 

section). 
BDF F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk, A Greek Grammar of the New Testament 

(University of Chicago/University of Cambridge, 1961) 
_a 
B Codex Vaticanus 
C The Cairo Geniza 
K Kethib (the written consonantal Hebrew text of OT) 
A Codex Alexandrinus 
_a 
B Codex Vaticanus 
_a 
A Codex Alexandrinus 
C The Cairo Geniza 
K Kethib (the written consonantal Hebrew text of OT) 
_a 
C The Cairo Geniza 
K Kethib (the written consonantal Hebrew text of OT) 
A Codex Alexandrinus 
B Codex Vaticanus 
m

SS manuscript(s) 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
m

SS manuscript(s) 
n. note 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Herm. Sim. Shepherd of Hermas, Similitudes 
Did. Didache 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
Hist. Historia(e) (Herodotus, Thucydides, Polybius, Diodorus, Livy, Tacitus, Dio Cassius) 
b. breve (metrically short poetic line), or before a tractate indicates Babylonian Talmud. 
lit. literally 
NT New Testament 
j
B A. Jones (ed.), Jerusalem Bible 

r
V Revised Version, 1881–85 

a
V Authorized (King James) Version = KJV 

i.e. id est, that is 
cf. confer, compare 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
i.e. id est, that is 
r
SV Revised Standard Version (NT 1946, OT 1952, Apoc 1957) 

n
EB The New English Bible 

n
IV The New International Version (1978) 

Bib Biblica 
s.v. sub verbo, under the word 
i.e. id est, that is 
Diogn. Diognetus 
i.e. id est, that is 
Barn. Barnabas 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Barn. Barnabas 
Mart. Pol. Martyrdom of Polycarp 
NT New Testament 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Herm. Sim. Shepherd of Hermas, Similitudes 
Sim. Similitudes 
Herm. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
Man. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
cf. confer, compare 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
Herm. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
Man. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
Sim. Similitudes 
Sim. Similitudes 
Sim. Similitudes 
Mor. Plutarch, Moralia 
Praem. Philo, De Praemiis et Poenis 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
Barn. Barnabas 
Phld. Ignatius, Letter to the Philadelphians 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
Herm. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
Man. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
Philo, Philo, De Quod Deterius Potiori insidiari soleat 
Det. Philo, De Quod Deterius Potiori insidiari soleat 
Act. Verc. Actus Vercellenses (Latin version of the Acts of Peter) 
cf. confer, compare 
2 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
Philo, Philo, De Quod Deterius Potiori insidiari soleat 
Det. Philo, De Quod Deterius Potiori insidiari soleat 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
cf. confer, compare 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
1QS  (Rule of the Community, Manual of Discipline) 
CD Cairo (Genizah text of the) Damascus (Document) 
Did. Didache 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
b. breve (metrically short poetic line), or before a tractate indicates Babylonian Talmud. 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
Diogn. Diognetus 
Barn. Barnabas 
b. Sanh. Babylonian Talmud: tractate Sanhedrin 
Num. Rab.  on Numbers 
cf. confer, compare 
Hist. Historia(e) (Herodotus, Thucydides, Polybius, Diodorus, Livy, Tacitus, Dio Cassius) 
cf. confer, compare 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
Frg. Tg. Fragmentary Targum 
Tg. Ps.-J. Targum Pseudo-Jonathan 
Tg. Neof. Targum Neofiti I 
Tg. Targum 
Ps.-J. Targum Pseudo-Jonathan 
Frg. Tg. Fragmentary Targum 
cf. confer, compare 
DMOA Documenta et Monumenta Orientis Antiqui 
Tg. Targum 
Ps.-J. Targum Pseudo-Jonathan 
cf. confer, compare 
Det. Philo, De Quod Deterius Potiori insidiari soleat 
cf. confer, compare 
OT Old Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
Tg(s) Targum(s) 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
Neof. Targum Neofiti I 
Ps.-J. Targum Pseudo-Jonathan 
Frg. Tg. Fragmentary Targum 
Bib Biblica 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
b. Sanh. Babylonian Talmud: tractate Sanhedrin 
Num. Rab.  on Numbers 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
cf. confer, compare 
Philo, Philo, De Vita Mosis 
Mos. Philo, De Vita Mosis 
R
SR Recherches de science religieuse 

R
B Revue biblique 

a 
a. oi" refers to outoiv, not to phgaiv and oJmivclai. 

b 
b. sarkov" is probably best taken with ejpiqumivai" rather than with ajselgeivai" (cf. Gal 

5:16, 24; Eph 2:3; 1 Pet 2:11; 1 John 2:16; Did. 1:4). ajselgeivai" seems to be, rather 

awkwardly, in apposition to ejpiqumivai". The reading ajselgeiva" (P al) is probably an 

attempt to avoid the awkwardness of the dative here.  
c 
c. ojlivgw", ―just‖ (P

72
 A B al) is to be preferred to o[ntw", ―really‖ (a 

 K L P. al) and o[nta": see Metzger, Textual Commentary, 704. Hemmerdinger-Iliadou (RB 

64 [1957] 399–401) defends the reading tou;" lovgou" ajpofeuvgonta" tou;" eujfei" kai; 
tou;" ejn plavnh/ ajnastrefomevnou", found in the Greek version of Ephraim Syrus, but this 

is not really a superior reading in the context (which deals with apostasy: vv 20–22) and is 

easily explained as an attempt to make sense of a text which had lovgou", ―words,‖ by 

mistake for ojlivgw", ―just.‖ 
d 
d. The present participle ajpofeuvgonta" is better attested than the aorist ajpofuvgonta" 

(K L P.), which could be the result of assimilation to v 20. 
e 
e. It is difficult to know whether or not to read hJmwǹ (after kurivou: P

72
 a 

 A C P. and most MSS). The expression occurs with hJmwǹ in 1:11; 3:18; without hJmwǹ in 

3:2. It could have been omitted by mistake (in B K al) or added from the more familiar 

form of the expression. 
f f. uJpostrevyai ejk (P

72
 B C P. al) is the best attested reading, but ejpistrevyai (K L al) or 

eij" ta; ojpivsw ajnakavmyai ajpov (a 
 A al), which looks like an explanatory gloss, would make little difference to the meaning. 
cf. confer, compare 
Did. Didache 
P Pesher (commentary) 
al Other (alii) codices [MSS] also show this reading. 
P Pesher (commentary) 
A Codex Alexandrinus 
B Codex Vaticanus 
al Other (alii) codices [MSS] also show this reading. 
_a 
K Kethib (the written consonantal Hebrew text of OT) 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
L Leningrad Codes of MT (as published in BHS) or , B19a 
al Other (alii) codices [MSS] also show this reading. 
RB Revue biblique 
K Kethib (the written consonantal Hebrew text of OT) 
L Leningrad Codes of MT (as published in BHS) or , B19a 
P Pesher (commentary) 
_a 
A Codex Alexandrinus 
C The Cairo Geniza 
m

SS manuscript(s) 
B Codex Vaticanus 
K Kethib (the written consonantal Hebrew text of OT) 
al Other (alii) codices [MSS] also show this reading. 
P Pesher (commentary) 
B Codex Vaticanus 
C The Cairo Geniza 
al Other (alii) codices [MSS] also show this reading. 
K Kethib (the written consonantal Hebrew text of OT) 
L Leningrad Codes of MT (as published in BHS) or , B19a 
al Other (alii) codices [MSS] also show this reading. 
_a 
A Codex Alexandrinus 
al Other (alii) codices [MSS] also show this reading. 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
Q ―Qumran‖, ―Qere‖  (To be ―read.‖ Masoretic suggested pronunciation for vocalized 

Hebrew text of the OT), or Quelle (―Sayings‖ source for the Gospels) 
cf. confer, compare 
NTS New Testament Studies 
OT Old Testament 
NT New Testament 
b. breve (metrically short poetic line), or before a tractate indicates Babylonian Talmud. 
K 
cf. confer, compare 
bBabylonian Talmud tractate Sðabbat 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Ign. Ignatius, Letter to the Romans 
Rom. Ignatius, Letter to the Romans 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Ign. Ignatius, Letter to the Romans 
Rom. Ignatius, Letter to the Romans 
NT New Testament 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
CD Cairo (Genizah text of the) Damascus (Document) 
cf. confer, compare 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
CG Nag Hammadi Gnostic Codices 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
Ign. Ignatius, Letter to the Philadelphians 
Phil. Ignatius, Letter to the Philadelphians 
Pol. Polycarp to the Philippians 
Phil. Polycarp to the Philippians 
Det. Philo, De Quod Deterius Potiori insidiari soleat 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Barn. Barnabas 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
JBL Journal of Biblical Literature 
cf. confer, compare 
JBL Journal of Biblical Literature 
r
SV Revised Standard Version (NT 1946, OT 1952, Apoc 1957) 

cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
Clem. Rec. Pseudo-Clementine Recognitions 
Hom. Homiliae (Chrysostom) 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
T. Benj. Testament of Benjamin, etc. 
cf. confer, compare 
Ker. Pet. Kerygma Petrou 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
Barn. Barnabas 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Herm. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
Man. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
Herm. Sim. Shepherd of Hermas, Similitudes 
Herm. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
Man. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
H
erm. Sim. Shepherd of Hermas, Similitudes 

cf. confer, compare 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
Jub. Jubilees 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
Barn. Barnabas 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
Clem. Rec. Pseudo-Clementine Recognitions 
cf. confer, compare 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1QS  (Rule of the Community, Manual of Discipline) 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Barn. Barnabas 
Barn. Barnabas 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
OT Old Testament 
Ep. Apost Epistle of the Apostles 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Ep. Epistle(s) 
r
SV Revised Standard Version (NT 1946, OT 1952, Apoc 1957) 

cf. confer, compare 
Gos. Truth Gospel of Truth 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
BAG W. Bauer, W. F. Gingrich, Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament, (Chicago: 

Chicago U. P., 1979) 
cf. confer, compare 
Strom. Stromateris (Clement of Alexandria) 
RSR Recherches de science religieuse 
APOT R. H. Charles (ed.), Apocrypha and Pseudepigrapha of the Old Testament 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
Pap. Oxy. Oxyrhynchus Papyrus 
RSR Recherches de science religieuse 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
R
TP Revue de théologie et de philosophie 

R
B Revue biblique 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
S
cr Scripture 

V
C Vigiliae christianae 

B
Z Biblische Zeitschrift 

cf. confer, compare 
OT Old Testament 
RTP Revue de théologie et de philosophie 
cf. confer, compare 
EE Estudios Eclesiasticos 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
1
 Clem 1 Clement 

2
 Clem 2 Clement 

2
 Clem 2 Clement 

2
 Clem 2 Clement 

2
 Clem 2 Clement 

2
 Clem 2 Clement 

2
 Clem 2 Clement 

1
 Clem 1 Clement 

2
 Clem 2 Clement 

1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Herm. Hermas 
Vis. Visions 
Scr Scripture 
RB Revue biblique 
OT Old Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
T. Benj. Testament of Benjamin, etc. 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
OT Old Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
OT Old Testament 
BZ Biblische Zeitschrift 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
MFOB Mélanges de la faculté orientale de l’uniersité Saint Joseph 
OT Old Testament 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
OT Old Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Ign. Ignatius, Letter to the Philadelphians 
Phil. Ignatius, Letter to the Philadelphians 
Pol. Polycarp to the Philippians 
Phil. Polycarp to the Philippians 
Act. Verc. Actus Vercellenses (Latin version of the Acts of Peter) 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
T. Dan Testament of Dan 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Barn. Barnabas 
Herm. Sim. Shepherd of Hermas, Similitudes 
OT Old Testament 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
cf. confer, compare 
OT Old Testament 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
cf. confer, compare 
OT Old Testament 
ap. apud (quoted in) 
Hist. Eccl. Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 
cf. confer, compare 
b. Sanh. Babylonian Talmud: tractate Sanhedrin 
OT Old Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
ZNW Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 
SNTSMS Society for New Testament Studies Monograph Series 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Herm. Hermas 
Vis. Visions 
Sim. Similitudes 
OT Old Testament 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
OT Old Testament 
i.e. id est, that is 
OT Old Testament 
Barn. Barnabas 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
E Elohist (supposed biblical literary source) 
Ep. Apost Epistle of the Apostles 
2 Clem 2 Clement 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
OT Old Testament 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
E Elohist (supposed biblical literary source) 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
i.e. id est, that is 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
RTP Revue de théologie et de philosophie 
n. note 
cf. confer, compare 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
SCM Student Christian Movement 
DB Dictionnaire de la Bible ed. F. Vigouroux (Paris: Letouzey & Ané, 1895–1912) 
Herm. Sim. Shepherd of Hermas, Similitudes 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
DB Dictionnaire de la Bible ed. F. Vigouroux (Paris: Letouzey & Ané, 1895–1912) 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
Asc. Isa. Ascension of Isaiah 
Herm. Hermas 
Vis. Visions 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Herm. Hermas 
Vis. Visions 
cf. confer, compare 
VC Vigiliae christianae 
RTP Revue de théologie et de philosophie 
i.e. id est, that is 
JBL Journal of Biblical Literature 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
VC Vigiliae christianae 
RTP Revue de théologie et de philosophie 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
OT Old Testament 
i.e. id est, that is 
R
TP Revue de théologie et de philosophie 

R
B Revue biblique 

R
ivB Rivista biblica 

a 
a. Since the whole argument of these vv requires a statement that the heavens, as well as 

the earth, were created by the word of God, it is best to take sunestẁsa, ―created,‖ with 

oujranoiv as well as with gh` and to explain its feminine singular form by attraction to the 

nearest subject, gh`. 
b 
b. One minuscule (69) has diÆ o}n instead of diÆ w|n and this reading is accepted by Mayor 

(cxcix) and Wand. It gives excellent sense, by contrast with the difficult diÆ wJn, but must 

therefore be regarded as a correction. 
RTP Revue de théologie et de philosophie 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
Corp. Herm. Corpus Hermeticum 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
cf. confer, compare 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
a
V Authorized (King James) Version = KJV 

r
V Revised Version, 1881–85 

r
SV Revised Standard Version (NT 1946, OT 1952, Apoc 1957) 

j
B A. Jones (ed.), Jerusalem Bible 

g
NB Good News Bible = Today‘s English Version 

n
IV The New International Version (1978) 

cf. confer, compare 
n
EB The New English Bible 

cf. confer, compare 
Herm. Hermas 
Vis. Visions 
cf. confer, compare 
Clem. Hom. Pseudo-Clementine Homilies 
r
V Revised Version, 1881–85 

j
B A. Jones (ed.), Jerusalem Bible 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
RB Revue biblique 
n. note 
Sib. Or. Sibylline Oracles 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Herm. Hermas 
Vis. Visions 
Ker. Pet. Kerygma Petrou 
ap. apud (quoted in) 
Clem. Alex. Clement of Alexandria 
lit. literally 
EE Estudios Eclesiasticos 
n. note 
cf. confer, compare 
i.e. id est, that is 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
NT New Testament 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
Clem. Hom. Pseudo-Clementine Homilies 
cf. confer, compare 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
Sib. Or. Sibylline Oracles 
Gen. Rab.  on Genesis or Genesis Rabba 
Lev. Rab.  on Leviticus 
Mek.  
cf. confer, compare 
1QH  (Thanksgiving Hymns) from Qumran Cave 1 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
Sib. Or. Sibylline Oracles 
cf. confer, compare 
Philo, Philo, De Vita Mosis 
Mos. Philo, De Vita Mosis 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Ker. Pet. Kerygma Petrou 
ap. apud (quoted in) 
Clem. Alex. Clement of Alexandria 
Strom. Stromateris (Clement of Alexandria) 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
Pss. Sol. Psalms of Solomon 
Frg. Tg. Fragmentary Targum 
Clem. Hom. Pseudo-Clementine Homilies 
ap. apud (quoted in) 
Clem. Alex. Clement of Alexandria 
Strom. Stromateris (Clement of Alexandria) 
cf. confer, compare 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
NT New Testament 
OT Old Testament 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
EVV. English versions or verse numbers 
OT Old Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
1QH  (Thanksgiving Hymns) from Qumran Cave 1 
Sib. Or. Sibylline Oracles 
ap. apud (quoted in) 
Clem. Alex. Clement of Alexandria 
Strom. Stromateris (Clement of Alexandria) 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
Mek.  
NT New Testament 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Herm. Hermas 
Vis. Visions 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
Sib. Or. Sibylline Oracles 
cf. confer, compare 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
Sib. Or. Sibylline Oracles 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
ap. apud (quoted in) 
cf. confer, compare 
RB Revue biblique 
Ant. Josephus, Antiquities of the Jews 
Mek.  
Philo, Philo, De Vita Mosis 
Mos. Philo, De Vita Mosis 
Gen. Rab.  on Genesis or Genesis Rabba 
Lev. Rab.  on Leviticus 
cf. confer, compare 
Gos. Eg. Gospel of the Egyptuans 
cf. confer, compare 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
OT Old Testament 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
EVV. English versions or verse numbers 
cf. confer, compare 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
R
TP Revue de théologie et de philosophie 

E
xpTim The Expository Times 

T
ynBul Tyndale Bulletin 

E
xpTim The Expository Times 

R
B Revue biblique 

Z
NW Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 

Z
NW Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 

Z
NW Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 

E
xpTim The Expository Times 

J
BL Journal of Biblical Literature 

Z
WT Zeitschrift für wissenschaftliche Theologie 

R
estQ Restoration Quarterly 

e
d(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 

J
P Journal of Philology 

E
xpTim The Expository Times 

a 
a. For the genitive th̀" eJpaggeliva", unparalleled with braduvnein, ―to be late‖: cf. BDF § 

180 (5), but it is probably best explained by analogy with the genitive with uJstereìn  in 

the temporal sense, meaning ―to be too late for.‖ 
b 
b. eij" uJma`" (P

72
 B C P. al) is preferable to diÆ uJma`" (a 

 A al), which may arise from the unusualness of ei;" after makroqumeìn, ―to be 

forbearing,‖ or from the desire to give v 9b a wider application, to all mankind rather than 

all the readers (cf. Justin, 2 Apol. 7). eij" hJmà" (K L al) is poorlyattested. 
c 
c. euJreqhvsetai, ―will be found‖ (a 

 B K P. al) is undoubtedly the best reading, as the lectio difficilior, which allows the other 

readings to be explained as corrections. The other readings are: euJreqhvsetai luovmena, 

―will be found dissolved‖ (P
72

); oujc euJreqhvsetai, ―will not be found‖ (sah, one MS of 

sy
h
; but these may well represent a translator’s correction); ajfanisqhvsontai, ―will 

vanish‖ (C); katakahvsetai, ―will be burned up‖ (A al); omission of the whole clause (y 

vg al). 
cf. confer, compare 
BDF F. Blass, A. Debrunner, and R. W. Funk, A Greek Grammar of the New Testament 

(University of Chicago/University of Cambridge, 1961) 
P Pesher (commentary) 
B Codex Vaticanus 
C The Cairo Geniza 
al Other (alii) codices [MSS] also show this reading. 
_a 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
A Codex Alexandrinus 
al Other (alii) codices [MSS] also show this reading. 
cf. confer, compare 
K Kethib (the written consonantal Hebrew text of OT) 
L Leningrad Codes of MT (as published in BHS) or , B19a 
al Other (alii) codices [MSS] also show this reading. 
_a 
B Codex Vaticanus 
K Kethib (the written consonantal Hebrew text of OT) 
al Other (alii) codices [MSS] also show this reading. 
P Pesher (commentary) 
MS Monograph Series or Manuscript 
sy Syriac 
A Codex Alexandrinus 
al Other (alii) codices [MSS] also show this reading. 
vg Latin Vulgate (as published in Weber‘s edition) 
al Other (alii) codices [MSS] also show this reading. 
cf. confer, compare 
RTP Revue de théologie et de philosophie 
RTP Revue de théologie et de philosophie 
RTP Revue de théologie et de philosophie 
cf. confer, compare 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
E Elohist (supposed biblical literary source) 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
2 Clem 2 Clement 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
NTS New Testament Studies 
cf. confer, compare 
n. note 
cf. confer, compare 
Did. Didache 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
RTP Revue de théologie et de philosophie 
r
SV Revised Standard Version (NT 1946, OT 1952, Apoc 1957) 

Barn. Barnabas 
cf. confer, compare 
b. Sanh. Babylonian Talmud: tractate Sanhedrin 
Dial. Dialogue with Trypho 
b. Sanh. Babylonian Talmud: tractate Sanhedrin 
Midr. Ps.  
Pesiq. R.  
RTP Revue de théologie et de philosophie 
n. note 
cf. confer, compare 
Gen. Rab.  on Genesis or Genesis Rabba 
Lev. Rab.  on Leviticus 
Cant. Rab.  On Canticles 
Jub. Jubilees 
Dial. Dialogue with Trypho 
Midr. Ps.  
Gen. Rab.  on Genesis or Genesis Rabba 
Num. Rab.  on Numbers 
Pirqe R. El.  
cf. confer, compare 
Barn. Barnabas 
Dial. Dialogue with Trypho 
JBL Journal of Biblical Literature 
Gen. Rab.  on Genesis or Genesis Rabba 
Pirqe R. El.  
Apoc. Abr. Apocalypse of Abraham (1st to 2nd cent. A.D.) 
cf. confer, compare 
TynBul Tyndale Bulletin 
n. note 
C The Cairo Geniza 
Pirqe R. El.  
Pirqe R. El.  
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
r
SV Revised Standard Version (NT 1946, OT 1952, Apoc 1957) 

cf. confer, compare 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
Apoc. Bar. Apocalypse of Baruch 
cf. confer, compare 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
Bib. Ant. Pseudo-Philo, Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum or Biblical Antiquities 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
JJS Journal of Jewish Studies 
Pirqe R. El.  
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
TynBul Tyndale Bulletin 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
1QpHab Pesher on Habakbuk from Qumran Cave 1 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
b. Sanh. Babylonian Talmud: tractate Sanhedrin 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
MT The Masoretic Text [of the Old Testament] (as published in BHS) 
i.e. id est, that is 
cf. confer, compare 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
r
SV Revised Standard Version (NT 1946, OT 1952, Apoc 1957) 

LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
cf. confer, compare 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
RB Revue biblique 
cf. confer, compare 
i.e. id est, that is 
c common or correction by a later hand 

1
 first corrector 

2
 second corrector 

c common or correction by a later hand 
1
 first corrector 

2
 second corrector 

b. Sanh. Babylonian Talmud: tractate Sanhedrin 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
CD Cairo (Genizah text of the) Damascus (Document) 
1QH  (Thanksgiving Hymns) from Qumran Cave 1 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
cf. confer, compare 
Herm. Sim. Shepherd of Hermas, Similitudes 
Clem. Hom. Pseudo-Clementine Homilies 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 

Ign.  Ignatius, Letter to the Ephesians 
Eph. Ignatius, Letter to the Ephesians 
Clem. Hom. Pseudo-Clementine Homilies 
Apoc. Bar. Apocalypse of Baruch 
TynBul Tyndale Bulletin 
cf. confer, compare 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
T. Mos. Testament of Moses 
T. Jud. Testament of Judah (in T. 12 Patr.) 
T. Dan Testament of Dan 
b. Sanh. Babylonian Talmud: tractate Sanhedrin 
TynBul Tyndale Bulletin 
b. Sanh. Babylonian Talmud: tractate Sanhedrin 
bBabylonian Talmud tracate  
TynBul Tyndale Bulletin 
cf. confer, compare 
n. note 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
NovTSup Supplement(s) to Novum Testamentum 
cf. confer, compare 
Sim. Similitudes 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
ap. apud (quoted in) 
Hist. Eccl. Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
JBL Journal of Biblical Literature 
cf. confer, compare 
JBL Journal of Biblical Literature 
Tg. Ps.-J. Targum Pseudo-Jonathan 
Neof. Targum Neofiti I 
Philo, Philo, De Quaestiones et Dolutines in Genesin 
Quaest. Gen. Philo, De Quaestiones et Dolutines in Genesin 
cf. confer, compare 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
n. note 
cf. confer, compare 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
cf. confer, compare 
NT New Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
Did. Didache 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
Clem. Rec. Pseudo-Clementine Recognitions 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
ap. apud (quoted in) 
Sib. Or. Sibylline Oracles 
Gos. Thom. Gospel of Thomas 
PG Patrologiae Cursus Completus, Series Graeca, ed. J. P. Migne (Paris, 1857-66, 1894) 
Sib. Or. Sibylline Oracles 
1QH  (Thanksgiving Hymns) from Qumran Cave 1 
Apoc. El. Coptic Apocalypse of Elijah 
cf. confer, compare 
Apoc. Thom. Apocalypse of Thomas 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
EVV. English versions or verse numbers 
cf. confer, compare 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
Herm. Hermas 
Vis. Visions 
Apol. Justin Martyr, Apology 
Sib. Or. Sibylline Oracles 
Sib. Or. Sibylline Oracles 
Sib. Or. Sibylline Oracles 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
Dial. Dialogue with Trypho 
ap. apud (quoted in) 
Hist. Eccl. Eusebius, Historia Ecclesiastica 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
B Codex Vaticanus 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 



                                                                                                                                                                                 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
E Elohist (supposed biblical literary source) 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
NTApoc. E. Henecke, W. Schneemelcher, and R. mcL. Wilson ed., New Testament 

Apocrypha 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
T. Levi Testament of Levi (from Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs) 
MS Monograph Series or Manuscript 
a
V Authorized (King James) Version = KJV 

r
V Revised Version, 1881–85 

r
SV Revised Standard Version (NT 1946, OT 1952, Apoc 1957) 

j
B A. Jones (ed.), Jerusalem Bible 

g
NB Good News Bible = Today‘s English Version 

m
SS manuscript(s) 

m
SS manuscript(s) 

LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
 _QTheodotion 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
Pss. Sol. Psalms of Solomon 
cf. confer, compare 
P Pesher (commentary) 
JP Journal of Philology 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
n. note 
cf. confer, compare 
i.e. id est, that is 
ZNW Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 
Pss. Sol. Psalms of Solomon 
Pss. Sol. Psalms of Solomon 
EE Estudios Eclesiasticos 
ExpTim The Expository Times 
ExpTim The Expository Times 
RestQ Restoration Quarterly 
ZNW Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 
ZNW Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 
OT Old Testament 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
cf. confer, compare 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
OT Old Testament 
Pss. Sol. Psalms of Solomon 
Barn. Barnabas 
OT Old Testament 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
ExpTim The Expository Times 
RestQ Restoration Quarterly 
ZNW Zeitschrift für die neutestamentliche Wissenschaft 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
R
ivB Rivista biblica 

a 
a. The present participle luomevnwn, lit. ―being dissolved,‖ is used with future sense: see 

Comment on 2:9 (kolazomevnou", ―being punished‖). 
b 
b. It is difficult to decide between ou}tw" (P

72
 B C P. al) and ou\n (a 

 A K L al), but since the latter provides a more logical connection with v 10 it may be a 

correction. 
lit. literally 
P Pesher (commentary) 
B Codex Vaticanus 
C The Cairo Geniza 
al Other (alii) codices [MSS] also show this reading. 
_a 
A Codex Alexandrinus 
K Kethib (the written consonantal Hebrew text of OT) 
L Leningrad Codes of MT (as published in BHS) or , B19a 
al Other (alii) codices [MSS] also show this reading. 
NT New Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
Jub. Jubilees 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
Bib. Ant. Pseudo-Philo, Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum or Biblical Antiquities 
cf. confer, compare 
RTP Revue de théologie et de philosophie 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
i.e. id est, that is 
cf. confer, compare 
NT New Testament 
lit. literally 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
NT New Testament 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Ign. Ignatius, Letter to the Polycarp 
Pol. Ignatius, Letter to the Polycarp 
Dial. Dialogue with Trypho 
cf. confer, compare 
Ign. Ignatius, Letter to the Magnesians 
Magn. Ignatius, Letter to the Magnesians 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
b. Sanh. Babylonian Talmud: tractate Sanhedrin 
r
SV Revised Standard Version (NT 1946, OT 1952, Apoc 1957) 

LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
Bib. Ant. Pseudo-Philo, Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum or Biblical Antiquities 
Barn. Barnabas 
cf. confer, compare 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
y. Jerusalem Talmud 
T 
C The Cairo Geniza 
y. Jerusalem Talmud 
T 
b. Sanh. Babylonian Talmud: tractate Sanhedrin 
Cant. Rab.  On Canticles 
bBabylonian Talmud tractate Yoma 
cf. confer, compare 
y. Jerusalem Talmud 
T 
b. Sanh. Babylonian Talmud: tractate Sanhedrin 
bBabylonian Talmud tractate Baba Batra 
C The Cairo Geniza 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
Cf. confer, compare 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
Herm. Sim. Shepherd of Hermas, Similitudes 
cf. confer, compare 
Apoc. Pet. Apocalypse of Peter 
cf. confer, compare 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
B Codex Vaticanus 
NT New Testament 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
Jub. Jubilees 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
Sib. Or. Sibylline Oracles 
2 Apoc. Bar. Syriac Apocalypse of Baruch 
Bib. Ant. Pseudo-Philo, Liber Antiquitatum Biblicarum or Biblical Antiquities 
ap. apud (quoted in) 
Clem. Alex. Clement of Alexandria 
Strom. Stromateris (Clement of Alexandria) 
Apoc. El. Coptic Apocalypse of Elijah 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
cf. confer, compare 
Pss. Sol. Psalms of Solomon 
1 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
2 Enoch Ethiopic, Slavonic, Hebrew Enoch 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Herm. Hermas 
Vis. Visions 
Herm. Hermas 
Vis. Visions 
Sim. Similitudes 
v.l. varia lectio, alternative reading 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Ign. Ignatius, Letter to the Trallians 
Trall. Ignatius, Letter to the Trallians 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Herm. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
Man. Shepherd of Hermas, Mandates 
cf. confer, compare 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
Vis. Visions 
Sim. Similitudes 
Ign. Ignatius, Letter to the Trallians 
Trall. Ignatius, Letter to the Trallians 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Sim. Similitudes 
Ign. Ignatius, Letter to the Trallians 
Trall. Ignatius, Letter to the Trallians 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
v.l. varia lectio, alternative reading 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
LXX The Septuagint, Greek translation of the OT 
TDNT G. Kittel and G. Friedrich, eds., tr. G. W. Bromiley Theological Dictionary of the 

New Testament, 10 vols., ET (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1964–76) 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Herm. Sim. Shepherd of Hermas, Similitudes 
Ign. Ignatius, Letter to the Trallians 
Trall. Ignatius, Letter to the Trallians 
Magn. Ignatius, Letter to the Magnesians 
i.e. id est, that is 
cf. confer, compare 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
NT New Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Ign. Ignatius, Letter to the Romans 
Rom. Ignatius, Letter to the Romans 
cf. confer, compare 
Ep. Apost Epistle of the Apostles 
1 Clem 1 Clement 



                                                                                                                                                                                 

Ign.  Ignatius, Letter to the Ephesians 
Eph. Ignatius, Letter to the Ephesians 
Pol. Polycarp to the Philippians 
Phil. Polycarp to the Philippians 
Act. Verc. Actus Vercellenses (Latin version of the Acts of Peter) 
cf. confer, compare 
Ep. Pet. Phil. Letter of Peter to Philip 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
i.e. id est, that is 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
Prot. Jas. Protevangelium of James 
Pol. Polycarp to the Philippians 
Phil. Polycarp to the Philippians 
RivB Rivista biblica 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Pol. Polycarp to the Philippians 
Phil. Polycarp to the Philippians 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
SCM Student Christian Movement 
cf. confer, compare 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
JBL Journal of Biblical Literature 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
Eph. Ignatius, Letter to the Ephesians 
Phil. Ignatius, Letter to the Philadelphians 
Herm. Sim. Shepherd of Hermas, Similitudes 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
OT Old Testament 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
e.g. exempli gratia, for example 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
cf. confer, compare 
Pol. Polycarp to the Philippians 
Phil. Polycarp to the Philippians 
NT New Testament 
i.e. id est, that is 
lit. literally 
OT Old Testament 
Barn. Barnabas 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
Herm. Hermas 
Vis. Visions 
OT Old Testament 
NT New Testament 
NT New Testament 
OT Old Testament 
i.e. id est, that is 
OT Old Testament 
NT New Testament 
OT Old Testament 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
OT Old Testament 
Barn. Barnabas 
Pol. Polycarp to the Philippians 
Phil. Polycarp to the Philippians 
NT New Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
OT Old Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
Pol. Polycarp to the Philippians 
Phil. Polycarp to the Philippians 
i.e. id est, that is 
OT Old Testament 
NT New Testament 
OT Old Testament 
a 
a. The verb ―to be‖ is understood, and most translations supply ―be,‖ making the doxology 

a prayer. But for the indicative meaning as normal in doxologies, see the commentary on 

Jude 24–25. 
b 
b. Most MSS add amhn, ―amen,‖ but this is omitted in a few MSS (including B 1739). Since 

most doxologies conclude with ―Amen‖ and all other NT doxologies do so, it is more likely 

to have been added than to have been omitted here. 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
m

SS manuscript(s) 
m

SS manuscript(s) 
B MT MS, edited by Jacob ben Chayim, Venice (1524/25) 
NT New Testament 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
Mart. Pol. Martyrdom of Polycarp 
cf. confer, compare 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
Mor. Plutarch, Moralia 
cf. confer, compare 
T. Gad Testament of Gad 
1 Clem 1 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
2 Clem 2 Clement 
cf. confer, compare 
cf. confer, compare 
Ep. Epistle(s) 
Asc. Isa. Ascension of Isaiah 
NTS New Testament Studies 
r
SV Revised Standard Version (NT 1946, OT 1952, Apoc 1957) 

r
SV Revised Standard Version (NT 1946, OT 1952, Apoc 1957) 

cf. confer, compare 
ICC International Critical Commentary (Edinburgh/New York: Clark/Scribner‘s) 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
LBC The Layman‘s Bible Commentary 
SCM Student Christian Movement 
Tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
EBib Etudes bibliques 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
TBC Torch Bible Commentaries 
SCM Student Christian Movement 
PC Proclamation Commentaries 
TNTC Tyndale New Testament Commentaries 
THKNT Theologischer Handkommentar zum Neuen Testament 
NTD Das Neue Testament Deutsch 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
CGTSC Cambridge Greek Testament for Schools and Colleges 
BNTC Black‘s New Testament Commentaries 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
CBC Cambridge Bible Commentary 
ExpB Expositor‘s Bible 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
Tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
RNT Regensburger Neues Testament 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
MNTC Moffatt NT Commentary 
CBSC Cambridge Bible for Schools and Colleges 
a
B Anchor Bible (New York: Doubleday) 

HTKNT Herders theologischer Kommentar zum Neuen Testament 
NTD Das Neue Testament Deutsch 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
NTD Das Neue Testament Deutsch 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
NTM New Testament Message 
NCB New Century Bible [Commentary] (new ed.) 
HKNT Handkommentar zum Neuen Testament 
SB Sources bibliques 
Tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
NTSR The New Testament for Spiritual Reading 
WC Westminster Commentary 
m

SS manuscript(s) 
HNT Handbuch zum Neuen Testament 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
Exp The Expositor 
RTP Revue de théologie et de philosophie 
TynBul Tyndale Bulletin 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
NovT Novum Testamentum 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
DB Dictionnaire de la Bible ed. F. Vigouroux (Paris: Letouzey & Ané, 1895–1912) 
SBLDS Society of Biblical Literature [SBL] Dissertation Series 
Tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
MFOB Mélanges de la faculté orientale de l’uniersité Saint Joseph 
NovTSup Supplement(s) to Novum Testamentum 
BaL Bampton Lectures 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
Exp The Expositor 
Exp The Expositor 
Exp The Expositor 
DB Dictionnaire de la Bible ed. F. Vigouroux (Paris: Letouzey & Ané, 1895–1912) 
ConB Coniectanea biblica (Lund: Gleerup) 
NT New Testament 
tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
TynNTL Tyndal New Testament Lecture 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
FRLANT Forschungen zur Religion und Literatur des Alten und Neuen Testaments 

(Göttingen: Vandenhoeck) 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
Bib Biblica 
SBT Studies in Biblical Theology (London/Naperville, IL: SCM/Allenson) 
Tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
SCM Student Christian Movement 
Tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
FRLANT Forschungen zur Religion und Literatur des Alten und Neuen Testaments 

(Göttingen: Vandenhoeck) 
SVTQ St. Vladimir’s Theological Quarterly 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
SBS Stuttgarter Bibelstudien (Stuttgart/Wurzburg: Echter/KBW) 
JSJ Journal for the Study of Judaism in the Persian, Hellenistic and Roman Period 
Tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
SCM Student Christian Movement 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
BHT Beiträge zur historischen Theologie 
Scr Scripture 
EE Estudios Eclesiasticos 
BOS Bonner Orentalistischen Studien 
CBQ Catholic Biblical Quarterly 
JBL Journal of Biblical Literature 
RTP Revue de théologie et de philosophie 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
STAT Suomalaisen tiedeakatemian toimituksia. Annales academiae scientiarum Fennicae. 
SCM Student Christian Movement 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
RB Revue biblique 
DBSup Dictionnaire de la Bible, Supplément 
OBO Orbis biblicus et orientalis (Freiburg [Sw]/Göttingen: 

Universitätsverlag/Vandenhoeck) 



                                                                                                                                                                                 
Tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
SCM Student Christian Movement 
NovTSup Supplement(s) to Novum Testamentum 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
SPB Studia postbiblica (Leiden: Brill) 
ed(s). editor(s), edited by; edition 
BFCT Beiträge zur Förderung christlicher Theologie 
Tr. translation, translator(s), translated by, transpose(s) 
BZ Biblische Zeitschrift 
iBauckham, Richard J., Word Biblical Commentary, Volume 50: Jude, 2 Peter, (Dallas, 

Texas: Word Books, Publisher) 1998. 


